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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background

Internships play a vital role to students, companies, and academic
programs. According to the University of Missouri (2007), an internship is defined
as a professional work experience at a company or organization prior to
graduation. Clark and Whitelegg (1998) state that internships are valuable
learning experiences that are of great importance to the travel and tourism
industry. Both the industry and academic programs provide support towards
internships and properly advise the next generation of workers. Two types of
internships currently exist, structured and unstructured. Both internships are
currently practiced at universities across the nation and the world. Both types of
internships are a step in developing students into professionals; they can also
solve problems in today’s businesses.

A challenge that arises in today’s businesses is high turnover rates. The
hospitality industry has one of the highest turnover rates in the country. It is
64.5%, which is double the average rate nation wide (US Department of Labor,
2010). Turnover hurts businesses in both turnover costs and efficiency ratings.
The US Department of Labor suggests it costs company’s one third of the new

hire’s salary (US Department of Labor, 2008). Businesses are always looking to



cut costs; one way to cut costs is by lowering turnover rates and putting more
time and money into holding onto current employees.

Another way to approach turnover is to describe factors that keep
employees from leaving their current companies or retention factors. Retention
and turnover while related to each other are different. Retention is the study of
what factors keep employees happy within the company. Turnover is the study
of why employees leave the company. One factor that has been proven to
describe the level of satisfaction amongst employees is organizational
commitment.

Organizational commitment, or according to Allen and Meyers (1990)
feelings of obligation towards continued employment,reduce turnover in
companies; happy employees do not leave their organizations. Happy employees
are more efficient, more motivated, have high satisfaction and need less
unnecessary interventions (Batemen & Strasser,1984; Lee, 1971). According to
Buchanan (1974) the longer an employee stays with an organization the higher
their level of commitment becomes. High organizational commitment retains

employees saving the company money and time.

1.2 Purpose of Study

Studies on internships have been conducted describing factors internships
should possess; however no studies have mentioned the impact of internships on
organizational commitment. If internships are a breeding ground for future

professionals than it is imperative to describe the level of organizational



commitment in internships. The types of internships also need to be
distinguished in order to justify the time and potentially the extra cost in

structured internships.

1.3 Statement of Purpose
The purpose of this study is to investigate if structured internships affect
the intern’s perceived organizational commitment compared to unstructured

internships.

1.4 Research Objectives
The objectives of this study were:
(1) To describe the demographics of interns for both structured and
unstructured internships.
(2) To compare level of organizational commitment between students in
unstructured and structured internship programs.
(3) To describe the intern’s level of organizational commitment to the

company.

1.5 Definitions

1.5.1 Definition of Structured Internships
Structured internships will be considered any internship with a defined

curriculum and required hours of field related experience in the hospitality



industry. For this study the structured internship requires 750 total hours of field
related work experience under supervision. The internship must also include
three different areas of work, as well as four written papers to be completed
throughout the internship. At the end of the internship an evaluation must be filled

out and sent to the instructor.

1.5.2 Definition of Unstructured internships

Unstructured internships will be considered loosely defined curriculum and
required hours of field related experience in the hospitality industry. The
internship requires 400 hours working in the hospitality field. The choice of
employment paid or unpaid is up to the student. A five-page report must be
submitted at the end of the internship. An evaluation must be completed by the

supervisor along with a self-evaluation and sent into the instructor.

1.6 Significance of the Study

The implications of this study will be beneficial to the tourism and
hospitality industry, the hospitality academic community, and student interns. As
students graduate and seek employment, previous experience is a positive
contributing factor when companies look too higher (Dokki, Wilk, Rothbard,
2009). Internships can also lead to direct employment with the company they
completed their internship. Academic communities will have insight into different
internship programs to see, if any, which one produces higher organizational

commitment. This will lead to a better understanding of which program to choose.



This study will benefit the hospitality industry by providing another internship
benefit. Internships also give the organization the first pick at future
professionals. If organizational commitment is found in internships and turnover
is reduced over time than internships will provide an advantage to the
organization by hiring them for full time positions, which starts the employees

with higher organizational commitment.

1.7 Outline of Subsequent Chapters

The following chapters include Literature Review, Methodology, Results,
and Discussion. The Literature Review, Chapter 2, provides previous studies on
organizational commitment, turnover, and internships. Chapter 3 or Methodology
will be discussed here. Results will be presented in Chapter 4 and Chapter 5 will

include a conclusion, implications, and limitations and future studies.



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Introduction
This chapter reviews the literature on internships, and organizational

commitment. This chapter also reviews retention programs and its demographic
information. This chapter will also discuss turnover and how it affects businesses.

The literature review will focus on the following areas:

1) organizational commitment

2) turnover in business

3) structure of a retention program

4) demographics and retention

5) internships

2.2 Organizational Commitment

Organizational commitment has been described to be an important factor
in retaining employees. According to Lewicki (1981) the definition of
organizational commitment is “the more dedicated and loyal members are to an
organization, the harder they are willing to work for it and the more stress they
are willing to endure on its behalf’ (p.5). Dedication or employee commitment can

be categorized into two types, affective and normative. Allen and Meyers (1990)



define normative commitment as actions that “reflect a feeling of obligation
towards continued employment” while defining affective commitment as “feelings
of belonging and sense of attachment to the organization.” Kuruiziim, Cetin, and
Irmak (2009) state that affective commitment and normative commitment are
related to job satisfaction, but continuous commitment is not; building
organizational commitment becomes important in increasing job satisfaction.

Improving the job itself or reducing job tension will result in higher
satisfaction, but not higher commitment (Batemen & Strasser 1984); job selection
techniques influence organization commitment. Other causes of commitment that
can be identified will cut costs on unnecessary interventions, as well as allowing
a focus on interventions that create positive behavioral consequences. The
indirect outcomes of these actions are employee satisfaction. Buchanan (1974)
identified that years of organizational service, social interaction with
organizational peers and superiors, job achievement, and hierarchical
advancement as determinants of various aspects of commitment. Furthermore,
Buchanan (1974) has found that the longer a person stays with the organization
the higher their level of commitment.

Job characteristics, training, development, compensation and fairness are
related to satisfaction and commitment (Lam & Zhang 2003). Lee (1971) reveals
that organizational identifiers consist of general satisfaction with the job,
organization, and profession. The research continues to state if employees have
high organization identifiers they are more productive, motivated, satisfied, and

less likely to leave the organization than with low organization identifiers.



Describing newcomers in relation to organizational commitment is another
area in which strong research has been conducted. Newcomers’ predicted
outcome value judgments are strongly related to newcomers’ predicted
organizational commitment. Madlock and Horan (2009) defines this as
“organizational commitment is conceptualized as attitude based, suggesting that
employees form an emotional and psychological attachment between themselves
and the organization” (p.5), these predicted outcome value judgments were
found to be the strongest predictor of newcomers’ forecasted organizational
commitment compared to socialization (organizational, work-group, and task).

Yang (2008) describes turnover as being determined by employees’ beliefs
about job satisfaction and individual commitment to an organization and the hotel
profession in general. The study implied that individuals’ commitment to an
organization is largely dependent on their attitudes, feelings, and involvement in
the organization. One precursor of commitment is the level of satisfaction

newcomers’ gain during organizational assimilation.

2.3 Turnover in Business

A challenge that arises in today’s businesses is a high turnover rate. The
average turnover rates nationwide between the years 2004-2006 is 22.7-23.4
percent (US Department of Labor, 2006). Price (1977) defined employee
turnover as “the ratio of the number of organizational members who have left
during the period being considered divided by the average number of people in

that organization during the period.” The hospitality industry has one of the



highest turnover rates in the country, for the leisure and hospitality industry
during the year of 2009 experienced 65.4% (US Department of Labor, 2010). The
difference between the average turnover rate and hospitality’s turnover rate is
over double. A solution to this problem is to retain employees for a longer period
of time. Describing organizational commitment among hospitality employees and
using this information to increase their commitment to the organization can lead
to lowering hospitality turnover.

Turnover hurts businesses in both turnover costs and efficiency ratings.
Businesses do not like to see high turnover within their company, simply because
it costs money. Using a wage rate of only $7 an hour, it costs a company $4,350
for each departing employee (US Department of Labor, 2006). The US
Department of Labor suggests it costs company’s one third of the new hire’s
salary (US Department of Labor, 2008). There is other costs employers pay other
than just training costs. According to Frumkin (2008) businesses pay Social
Security and Medicare benefits for them; other costs can contain federal and
state unemployment taxes, vacation and holiday leave, health care and dental
programs, retirement benefits, and other contributions. According to Berta (2007)

these costs are high for restaurant operators:

“With an estimated 44 million workers uninsured nationwide and
legislation pending in 31 states to mandate health insurance for all
workers, restaurant operators who can figure out now how to offer health

benefits to their employees will be ahead of the game”



Businesses are always looking to cut costs in order to increase profits; in
times of economic recessions, businesses cut costs to stay in business.
Restaurateurs who have begun distributing such statements to their employees
acknowledge that they can help improve morale and retention (Frumkin, 2008).
One way to cut costs is by lowering turnover rate and putting more time and
money into holding onto current employees. While retaining employees,

recruiting costs should decrease saving the company money.

2.3.1 Difference between Turnover and Retention

Retention and turnover have both been discussed, while being related to
each other they are different; retention is the study of what factors keep
employees happy within the company or what is desirable, while turnover is the
study of why employees leave the company or undesirable (Waldman & Arora,
2004). Retention is an effort by employers to create and foster an environment
that has policies and practices in place to address diverse needs (Workforce
Planning for Wisconsin State Government, 2005). In order to calculate retention
the CIPD uses the formula “Number of leavers with more than one years service
x 100.” In order to calculate turnover you use the formula “Total number of
leavers over period x 100 Average total number employed over period Total
number of staff in post one year ago” (CIPD, 2008). Turnover is a distinguishing

feature of the hospitality industry (Carbery & Gravan 2003). Turnover is viewed
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as both, a positive and negative occurrence, the industry and company view
turnover as being negative while managers and employees view turnover being a
natural occurrence (Carbery & Garavan, 2003). Either positive or negative,

turnover needs to be reduced for a company to operate at top efficiency.

2.3.2 Past Study of Retention and Hospitality Employees

Factors in which influence employees stay within the company are broken
down into two sets of factors, primary and secondary. Milman (2002) states the
primary factors are: fulfillment with employees job; employee does not want to
change management style; clear job responsibilities; and consistent work hours.
Employees want to be able to plan their life and they want to know what is
expected from them while working. Secondary factors include: performance
reviews annually and on time; retirement plans, more specifically how does the
company assist with their retirement; availability of day-care facilities; convenient
travel distances. These factors mentioned above do not include monetary
rewards such as pay level, paid holiday, health benefits, and free employee
meals (Milman, 2002).

Another study was conducted involving retention and managers. The
managers are reported to have different retention factors than their employees.
Walsh and Taylor (2007) describes these factors as: growth and development;
industry growth and development; satisfaction with their jobs; salary; and joy in
their work. Similar findings by stating hourly workers, health benefits, base pay,

life/work balance, and hours worked were work issues that were important to
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retention (Borstorff & Marker, 2007). Conducting feedback sessions and
communicating with new employees every four months during their first three
years can be an important influencing factor (Borstorff & Marker, 2007). This
could be a powerful tool for reducing turnover and is something every company
could do affordably. Managers and supervisors should then be held accountable
to be in tune with their employees’ needs and should accommodate them when
possible.

Quick-service restaurant managers have turned to outside firms to screen
job candidates and have reported immediate improvements in worker retention,
offering relief from the segment's notoriously high turnover (Berta, 2008). The
system set in place uses an automated telephone as well as an internet-based
screening program. National Cone Island saw a drop in turnover that fell below

one hundred percent (Berta, 2008).

2.4 Structure of a Retention Program
A retention program is a business strategy that companies are currently
developing and implementing to lower costs. According to Woods and Macaulay
(1989), there are nine steps to create a successful program:
1) Surface your culture, describe the company’s personality values, beliefs,
even assumptions;
2) Find out why employees leave, create and distribute exiting surveys;

3) Find out why employees stay, look for what’s positive about their jobs;

12



4) Ask employees what they want;

5) Give employees a voice, allow employees to give opinions on their job;

6) Check for managers’ bias regarding employees, see how employees feel
about their managers through questionnaires or interviews;

7) Developing a recruiting system, hire the right people from the start;

8) Develop orientation programs, employees need to feel comfortable and
knowledgeable about their work environment from the start;

9) Taking interviewing seriously, this is the time that managers should stop

from their busy schedules and sit down with the applicant.

2.5 Demographics and Retention

As the industry evolves and develops, demographic trends have changed
and characterized the hospitality industry. According to Berta (2004) "the
restaurant industry has a predominantly young workforce, operators must take
note of the US' changing age demographics and plan for the future by recruiting
and retaining older employees”dr. The percentage of older workers in the
workforce reportedly is increasing faster than that of younger workers. The
number of 16- to 24-year-olds in the American labor pool is projected to increase
only 9 percent from 2002 to 2012, compared with the 20-percent jump for older
American workers (Berta, 2004). Training is an important component of retention
and the availability of training is critical for retaining older workers, which could

be one of the important retention factors (Armstrong-Stassen & Templer, 2005).
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2.6 Internships

Students and practitioners believed that internships are a vital part of
academic programs; they should develop job skills, as well as play an important
role in the transition of students from the college to the work force (Beggs, Ross,
& Goodwin, 2008; Ross et al., 2006). Ring, Dickinger, and Wdber (2009) state,
both recruiters and educational leaders believe that internships is the number
one important factor in undergraduate programs. Because of this, all students
should be strongly encouraged to engage in an internship experience (Busby,
2003). Internships, by themselves, can be valuable learning experiences. Clark
(2003) internships are also of great importance to the travel and tourism industry
as they not only provide academically trained individuals to help supplement the
work force, but they are also a breeding ground for the future leaders of the
profession. Well-trained and supervised interns, whose job performance skills
match the needs of the agency, are likely to stay employed at that agency
(Antun, 2001). Students not only get a jump-start to a job as they graduate, but
they learn something beyond the traditional classrooms. The goal of internships
is to integrate classroom teachings and field-based application opportunities to

prepare them for the entry into today’s workforce (Elkins, 2002).
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2.6.1 Internship requirements

Chi and Gursoy (2009) state that industry professionals consider an
internship requirement by academic programs as the most important factor for
success of career and placement services. It is critical that academic programs
provide and support internships. These internships should have a curriculum.
Carson and Fisher (2006) suggests that internships should provide explicit
theoretical frameworks, incorporating critically reflective expectations in
assessment criteria, and modeling critical reflection whenever possible.

Internships need improvements in order for students to keep up with our
ever-changing industry. Petrillose and Montgomery (1998) lists internship
requirements: most hospitality education programs require a 600 hour or less
internship and is conducted over the summer months, while the hospitality
industry recommends at least 600 hours and an internship lasting of 6 months;
the internship should not consist of only frontline work, however should be
geared towards management and leadership skills; and a written report and
project should be required for interns.

Hobson and Jenkins (2009) believes improvements need to be made with
both the academic and industry requirements; educational: providing a
mandatory pre-internship workshop, reviewing and revising the on-campus
training course, creating a mentoring program, and facilitating communication
with all parties hospitality organizations; hospitality organizations: should hold
regular meetings with the student interns employing proactive teaching styles,

facilitating communications with the university improving the allocation of the
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work force. Kay (2003) agrees with Hobson in that educational institutions and
educational professionals need to have a stronger relationship to increase the
effectiveness of internships; both parties need to be up to date on both the
industry needs as well as their understanding for the needs of internships in the
industry. Rothman (2007) goes on to add that employers should provide the
following to interns: supervision, feedback, challenging assignments with
expectations, provide exposure to the larger organization, and a clear
understanding of what is to be accomplished.

The hospitality industry, while wanting to support the academic field in
providing internships will also want to know how internships will directly effect
them. Chi and Gursoy (2009) states that hiring interns enables hospitality
companies to gain access to a pool of potential workers as well allows for direct
involvement in training the interns. Mihail (2006) believes that an additional
incentive for industries could be to increase the length of the internship while

increasing the interns pay.

2.6.2 Company Suggestions for Internships

The industry’s suggestions on internships are an important factor in the
internship curriculum. Pursing feedback from the industry is vital to keep up with
the changing times. Van-Hoof (2000), states students can make themselves
more appealing by working in the industry while going to school, formal
internships and school sponsored study abroad programs for a period of time are

important as well; combining both of these by participating in an international
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internship would be very valuable. Wildes and Mount (1998) comments on
internship: no absolute rules apply to all situations and to all people; students
who selected their industry career are more motivated in internships; good intern
supervisor is someone who likes younger people and embraces the opportunity
to educate them in the business arena; and evaluation of the program is a
combined effort of both work and academic performance. Student workers are
not your average workers. Winkler (2008), atypical workers should not be treated
in the homogeneous group of typical and atypical workers; students are not
atypical workers, they are looking for part time work and have a low level of
organizational commitment. The student worker should not be confused with
internships. Student workers look for part time work to make ends meet, while
internships are used to strengthen their knowledge in their fields as well as gain

real life experience.

2.7 Conclusion
This chapter reviews the literature on internships, and organizational

commitment. This chapter also reviews retention programs and its demographic
information. This chapter will also discuss turnover and how it affects businesses.

1) organizational commitment

2) turnover

3) structure of a retention program

4) demographics and retention

5) internships

17



The literature on turnover was split into two parts: difference between
turnover and retention and past study of retention and hospitality employees.
Internship was also split into two parts: internship requirements and company

suggestions for internships.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

3.1 Introduction

This chapter addresses the methodology used to conduct this study.
Section 3.2 restates the purpose of this study. Section 3.3 presents the research
design, followed by he population and sampling procedures in section 3.4.
Section 3.5 discusses and reviews the procedure of the study through the
Campus Institutional Review Board. Section 3.6 describes the instrumentation
used in conducting this study. Section 3.7 describes the data collected and

section 3.8 explains the data analysis procedures.

3.2 Objectives of Study
The purpose of this study is:
(4) Describe the demographics of interns for both structured and unstructured
internships.
(5) Compare level of organizational commitment between students in
unstructured and structured internship programs.

(6) Describe the intern’s level of organizational commitment to the company.
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3.3 Research Design

The design that will be used for this research is descriptive survey.
Descriptive survey correlates with the end sought of explore and describe.
According to Ary, Jacobs Razaveih and Sorensen (2006), survey research
gathers information from subjects or groups of subjects by using instruments
such as questionnaires and interviews; Surveys allow the researcher to
summarize characteristics and measure attitudes and opinions toward the
researches issue. This study will measure organizational commitment between

structured and unstructured internship program’s interns.

3.4 Population and Sampling

3.4.1 Population

The target population of this study is college students enrolled in an
internship course at a four-year university, in a hospitality program. The sample
included in this study was gathered from local universities. The total population
size is immeasurable due to vast number of four-year university’s students in

hospitality.

3.4.2 Sample Frame
An online questionnaire was used to collect data for this study. The
sample frame consists of students from the University of Missouri Hotel and

Restaurant Management Program and students from Missouri State University
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Department of Hospitality and Restaurant Administration. Each program, with the
written permission of the department head, supplied a list of the students
currently enrolled in the internship course during the summer of 2009 as well as

fall of 2009.

3.4.3 Sample
The sample used in this study was a convince sample due to the inability

of determining all students in a four-year university hospitality program.

3.4.4 Sampling Error
To reduce sampling errors all participants enrolled in the class were
sampled. This is possible due to the limited amount of students enrolled in each

universities internship course.

3.4.5 Selection Error and Frame Error

In order to account for selection error, all duplicates were purged from the
list. It is possible that the participants took the course for more than one
semester; therefore the list of participants was purged before the questionnaire
was disputed. Frame error was accounted for by receiving a course roster for the

summer and fall sessions in the year 2010 from each university.
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3.5 Institutional Review Board

Federal regulations and the University of Missouri require that The
Institutional Review Board (IRB) approve research conducted involving human
subjects. An application was sent into and approval obtained by The University of

Missouri IRB before this research was conducted.

3.6 Instrumentation

3.6.1 Description

A self-administrated online questionnaire was developed and consists of
two segments. The first segment was obtained from a previously developed
organizational commitment questionnaire. Commeiras’ and Fournier’s (2001)
research describes fifteen questions describing organizational commitment
levels. The second segment identifies socio-demographic information, which
includes gender, age, academic year, and area of study within the hospitality

field.

3.6.2 Measurement

The first segment of the questionnaire questions were measured using a
5-point Likert scale, “1 = Disagree to 5 = Agree.” The second segment’s
questions were each measured on independent scales due to the socio-

demographic information being measured. An example of these questions is:
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“What area of hospitality is/was your internship focused in?” with answers being

“Food & Beverage, Lodging, Event Planning, and Other (Please List).”

3.6.3 Validity

Validity for this questionnaire was pre-established in Commeiras’ and
Fournier’s research (2001). Questions used in the first segment of this research
were obtained from Commeiras’ and Fournier’s research “Critical Evaluation of
Porter, Steers, Mowday, & Boulian (1974) Organizational Commitment
Questionnaire: Implication for Researchers.” Segment two contains socio-
demographic questions, these questions were created by the researcher and
distributed to nine graduate students in the Food Science Department to provide

feedback. From these pilot tests recommendations were used to make revisions.

3.7 Data Collection

The participants’ name and email addresses were obtained from the
enrollment lists of each universities hospitality internship course from the summer
and fall sessions in the year of 2010. An online questionnaire database (Survey
Monkey) was used to distribute the questionnaires. According to Denscombe
(2009) there are no significant differences between online questionnaire
distribution and paper distribution. The researcher inputted the list of participants
attending the University of Missouri; while the instructor of the internship course
at the Missouri State University inputted the list of their participants. Each

participant was emailed with a unique link to the questionnaire; this insured
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duplicate responses were not created. Since individual emails were sent it
reduces the risk of these emails going into the email spam folder.

The email received extended a personal invitation to be in the study. This
invitation included a brief description of the study, contact information for any
questions or concerns, the explanation of anonymity, and the ability to opt-out. All
responses were kept anonymous to protect the participants and create an
atmosphere in which the participants can answer the questionnaire honestly with
out any reproach from instructors, the researcher, or companies they interned at.

Once the participants clicked the link emailed to them, their browser was
redirected where they were asked to accept the conditions of the questionnaire
and given instructions to follow. There was no incentive for this research.

The total number of participants that were contacted for this study was
152. This is two less than the sample frame. One email address bounced, and
one email address was opted out of completing questionnaires from Survey
Monkey. The questionnaire was available for the participants at the University of
Missouri from August 16™, 2010 to September 08" 2010. After two weeks of the
questionnaire being sent a reminder email was sent out to remaining participants
to increase response rate. The questionnaire was sent to the participants at the
Missouri State University from September 14" 2010 to October 13" 2010. After
two weeks of the initial email a reminder email was sent to increase the response
rate. Though the questionnaires were sent out at different times this does not
affect the response rate. The response rate was 28.8%; all responses were used

in this research.
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3.8 Data Analysis

The data analysis for this study followed the following procedures. All
questionnaires were used in this study; questions with out responses are noted
accordingly. All responses are analyzed first by socio-demographic
characteristics of the respondents. Organizational commitment amongst all
interns will be described using the mean and standard deviation. An
accumulation of all questions’ means and standard deviations was preformed.
Organizational commitment amongst structured and unstructured interns was
also described separately using means and standard deviation. A one tailed t-
test was used to describe if there is any significant difference between the two

groups; an alpha of .05 will be used.

3.9 Summary

This chapter describes the methodology utilized to conduct this study. The
first section restates the purpose of this study. The second section presents the
research design, followed by he population and sampling procedures in section
three. Section four discusses and reviews the procedure of the study through the
Campus Institutional Review Board. The fifth section describes the
instrumentation used in conducting this study. Section six describes the data
collected and section seven explains the data analysis procedures used when

conducting this study.
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

4.1 Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to discuss the statistical analysis of the
data. Section two will review the study objectives. Section three will present the
descriptive statistics and a summary of the statistical results. This section will be
broken down into three parts:

1)characteristics of unstructured and structured internships

2)interns level of organizational commitment for unstructured and

structured Internships.

3)interns’ level of organizational commitment

4.2 Review of Study Objectives
The objectives of the study were:
1)Describe the demographics of interns for both structured and
unstructured internships.
2)Describe the intern’s level of organizational commitment to the
company.
3)Compare level of organizational commitment between students in

unstructured and structured internship programs.
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4.3 Summary of Descriptive Statistics

4.3.1 Socio-demographics of Unstructured and Structured Internships

4.3.1.1 Socio-Demographics Characteristics of Unstructured Internships

Table 1 states 82.61% (n=19) of respondents were female and 17.39%
(n=4) were male. Ages are broken down into 34.78% (n=8) being twenty-one
years of age and younger, 56.52% (n=13) being between the ages of twenty-two
and twenty-four, 8.70% (n=2) being twenty-five years of age and older. The
respondents focus areas in hospitality are 43.48% (n=10) was in food and
beverage, 21.74% (n=5) was in lodging, and 34.78% (n=8) was in event
planning. The respondent’s job experience in the hospitality field was 13.04%
(n=3) had no experience, 30.43% (n=7) had one to four years of experience, and
52.17% (n=12) had over five years experience; one respondent left this question
black. Seniors represent 91.30% (n=21) of respondents and 4.35%(n=1) were
juniors; one respondent did not respond. Respondents answered 34.78% (n=8)

yes and 65.22% (n=15) no, to previous employment with the company.

4.3.1.2 Socio-Demographics Characteristics of Structured Internships

Table 1 states 72.22% (n=13) of respondents were female and 27.78%
(n=5) were male. Ages are broken down into 55.56 (n=10) being twenty-one
years of age and younger, 33.33% (n=6) being between the ages of twenty-two

and twenty-four, and 5.56% (n=1) being twenty-five years of age and older; one
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respondent did not answer. The respondents focus areas in hospitality are
44.44% (n=8) was in food and beverage, 38.89% (n=7) was in lodging, and
16.67% (n=3) was other. The respondent’s job experience in the hospitality field
was 11.11% (n=2) had no experience, 61.11% (n=11) had one to four years of
experience, and 27.78% (n=5) had over five years experience. Seniors represent
100.00% (n=18) of respondents. Respondents answered 44.44% (n=8) yes and

55.56% (n=15) no to previous employment with the company.
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Table 1

Socio-demographics of Unstructured Internship Respondents

Unstructured Structured

Characteristic n % n % Totaln Total %
Gender

Female 19 82.61 13 7222 32 78.05
Male 4 17.39 5 27.78 9 21.95
Total 23 100.00 18 100.00 41 100.00
Age

21 years and under 8 34.78 10 55.56 18 43.90
22-24 years 13 56.52 6 33.33 19 46.34
25 years and older 2 8.70 1 5.56 3 7.32
Total 23 100.00 17 94.44* 40 97.56*
Area of Focus

Food and Beverage 10 43.48 8 44.44 18 43.90
Lodging 5 21.74 7 38.89 12 29.27
Event Planning 8 34.78 0 0.00 8 19.51
Other 0 0.00 3 16.67 3 7.32
Total 23 100.00 18 100.00 41 100.00
Job Experience

No experience 3 13.04 2 11.11 5 12.20
1-4 years 7 30.43 11 61.11 18 43.90
5 + years 12 52.17 5 27.78 17 41.46
Total 22 95.65* 18 100.00 40 97.56*
Previous Employment with the Company

Yes 8 34.78 8 4444 16 39.02
No 15 65.22 10 55.56 25 60.98
Total 23 100.00 18 100.00 41 100.00

* indicates a non-response
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4.3.2 Interns’ Level of Organizational Commitment for Unstructured and
Structured Internships

Organizational commitment of respondents between structured and
unstructured internships was measured using a 5 point likeRT scale; As table 2
shows, each question was asked using a likeRT 5 point scale, 1 = disagree, 2 =
slightly disagree, 3 = Neither Agree Nor Disagree, 4 slightly agree, 5 = Agree.
Fifteen questions means were summed and a two-tailed T-test with alpha set at
.05 was used to compare the two groups means; the t-test was 0.726 with P
>.05. The result indicates that there is no statistically significant difference
between structured internships (Mean: 3.596, S.D: 1.301) and unstructured

internships (Mean: 3.635, S.D: 1.385).

4.3.2.1 Interns’ Level of Organizational Commitment for Unstructured Internships
The following data reflects student intern responses for unstructured
internships. The responses with a rating of four or higher are considered the
highest organizational commitment. All reverse questions will be treated as
follows: the responses were switched one to five, two to four, and three kept
constant and vise versa. Question one has a mean of 4.61 with a standard
deviation of .66. Question two has a mean of 4.22 with a standard deviation of
1.04. Question five has a mean of 4.00 with a standard deviation of 1.28.
Question six has a mean of 4.09 with a standard deviation of 1.16. Question

thirteen has a mean of 4.09 with a standard deviation of .95. Question fifteen is a
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reverse question with the mean of 4.13 and a standard deviation of 1.25. All of
these questions represent the highest organizational commitment responses.

The following questions are considered high organizational commitment
with a rating of three to three and ninety-nine hundredths. Question three is a
reverse question with a mean of 3.35 and a standard deviation of 1.58. Question
four has a mean of 3.26 with a standard deviation of 1.32. Question eight has a
mean of 3.70 with a standard deviation of 1.22. Question eleven is a reverse
question with a mean of 3.43 and a standard deviation of 1.59. Question twelve
is a reverse question with a mean of 3.70 and a standard deviation of 1.42.
Question fourteen has a mean of 3.13 with a standard deviation of 1.25.

The following two questions are low organizational commitment
responses, or means lower than three. Question seven and nine are reverse
questions, the mean is 2.35 with a standard deviation of 1.37 and question nine
the mean is 2.39 with a standard deviation of 1.27. The mean of all fifteen

responses for unstructured interns is 3.63 with a standard deviation of 1.39.
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4.3.2.2 Interns’ Level of Organizational Commitment for Structured Internships.

The following data reflects student intern responses for structured
internships. As table 2 shows, each question was asked using a likeRT 5 point
scale, 1 = disagree, 2 = slightly disagree, 3 = Neither Agree Nor Disagree, 4
slightly agree, 5 = Agree. The responses with a rating of four or higher are
considered the highest organizational commitment. All reverse questions will be
treated as follows: the responses were switched one to five, two to four, and
three kept constant and vise versa. Question one has a mean of 4.72 with a
standard deviation of .46. Question two has a mean of 4.22 with a standard
deviation of 1.00. Question six has a mean of 4.17 with a standard deviation of
1.04. Question fifteen is a reverse question with the mean of 4.22 and a standard
deviation of 1.00. All of these questions represent the highest organizational
commitment responses.

The following questions are considered high organizational commitment
with a rating of three to three and ninety-nine hundredths. Question three has a
mean of 3.28 and a standard deviation of 1.56. Question four has a mean of 3.00
with a standard deviation of 1.19. Question five has a mean of 3.56 with a
standard deviation of 1.29. Question eight has a mean of 3.67 with a standard
deviation of 1.19. Question ten has a mean of 3.72 with a standard deviation of
1.36. Question eleven is a reverse question with a mean of 3.56 and a standard
deviation of 1.29. Question twelve is a reverse question with a mean of 3.22 and

a standard deviation of 1.35. Question thirteen has a mean of 3.89 with a
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standard deviation of 1.18. Question fourteen has a mean of 3.22 with a standard
deviation of 1.44.

The following two questions are low organizational commitment
responses, or means lower than three. Questions seven and nine are reverse
questions. The mean of question seven is 2.89 with a standard deviation of 1.28
and question nine has a mean is 2.61 with a standard deviation of 1.04. The
mean of all fifteen responses for unstructured interns is 3.60 with a standard

deviation of 1.30.

4.3.3 Interns’ Level of Organizational Commitment

The following data reflects all student intern responses for internships. As
table 2 shows, each question was asked using a likeRT 5 point scale, 1 =
disagree, 2 = slightly disagree, 3 = Neither Agree Nor Disagree, 4 slightly agree,
5 = Agree. The responses with a rating of four or higher are considered the
highest organizational commitment. All reverse questions will be treated as
follows: the responses were switched one to five, two to four, and three kept
constant and vise versa. Question one has a mean of 4.66 with a standard
deviation of .57. Question two has a mean of 4.22 with a standard deviation of
1.01. Question six has a mean of 4.12 with a standard deviation of 1.10.
Question thirteen has a mean of 4.00 with a standard deviation of 1.05. Question
fifteen is a reverse question with the mean of 4.17 and a standard deviation of
1.14. All of these questions represent the highest organizational commitment

responses.
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The following questions are considered high organizational commitment
with a rating of three to three and ninety-nine hundredths. Question three has a
mean of 3.32 and a standard deviation of 1.56. Question four has a mean of 3.15
with a standard deviation of 1.26. Question five has a mean of 3.80 with a
standard deviation of 1.29. Question eight has a mean of 3.67 with a standard
deviation of 1.19. Question ten has a mean of 3.93 with a standard deviation of
1.25. Question eleven is a reverse question with a mean of 3.49 and a standard
deviation of 1.45. Question twelve is a reverse question with a mean of 3.49 and
a standard deviation of 1.35. Question fourteen has a mean of 3.17 with a
standard deviation of 1.32.

The following two questions are low organizational commitment
responses, or means lower than three. Questions seven and nine are reverse
questions. The mean of question seven is 2.59 with a standard deviation of 1.34
and question nine has a mean of 2.49 with a standard deviation of 1.16. The
mean of all fifteen responses for unstructured interns is 3.62 with a standard

deviation of 1.35.

4.3.4 Interns’ Level of Organizational Commitment Amongst Demographics

The following data represents organizational commitment amongst socio-
demographic information. After observing table one, socio-demographic
questions were split into two groups by the researcher. A two by two factorial was

used to compare commitment amongst these questions.
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Socio-demographic question two of was split into food and beverage as
one and other as two. Question three was split between zero to three years
experience as one and four plus years experience as two. Question five was split
into 21 years and younger as one and 22 years and older as two. Questions one,
four, six, and seven were in nature grouped as ones and twos; no changes were
made to these questions. The significant differences amongst socio-demographic
groups are questions two and seven. Question two had a significant difference of
.05 or lower. Both 1 and 2 had organizational commitment; level 1 has a mean of
3.22 with a .78 standard deviation and level 2 has a mean of 3.90 with a standard
deviation of .64. Question seven has a significance level of .01 or lower. Only
level 1 had high organizational commitment, level 2 was lower organizational
commitment. Level 1 has a mean of 4.03 with a standard deviation of .49 and

level 2 has a mean of 2.80 with a standard deviation of .53.
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Table 3

Organizational Commitment Comparison Amongst Socio-Demographics

Items 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Mean
SD1

S/U NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
SD1 NS NS NS NS NS NS S** NS St NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
Grp*1 NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
SD2

S/U NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS  S* NS NS
SD 2 NS NS NS NS S* NS  S* S* NS S* S* S* S* NS  S* S*
Grp*2 NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS S* NS NS NS NS NS
SD3

S/U NS S* NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
SD3 NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
Grp*3 NS NS NS NS  S* NS  S* NS NS NS NS NS NS  S* NS NS
SD4

S/U NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
SD 4 NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
Grp*4 NS NS S* NS NS  S* NS NS S* NS NS NS NS NS  S* NS
SD5

S/U NS S* NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
SD5 NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
Grp*3 NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
SD6

S/U NS NS NS NS NS NS  S* NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
SD6 NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS S** NS NS S* NS NS NS
Grp*4 NS NS S* NS NS NS  S* NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
SD7

S/U NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
Grp*7 NS NS NS S* NS NS NS S* NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS

S/U = Difference between Structured and Unstructured
SD # = Socio-demographic difference

NS = Non-Significant

S=Significant

** = P-value £.001

* =P-value<.01
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4.4 Conclusion of Results

This chapter’s purpose was to discuss the statistical analysis of the data.
Section two reviewed the study objectives. Section three presented the
descriptive statistics and a summary of the statistical results. This section was
broken down into three parts characteristics of unstructured and structured
internships, interns’ level of organizational commitment, and interns level of

organizational commitment for unstructured and structured Internships.
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION

5.1 Introduction

This chapter includes the conclusion, implications, and future studies and
limitations. The conclusion section will sum the findings of this research. The
implications section will relate the results of this research and apply them to
practical uses. The last section, future studies and limitations, will discuss further

research needed and any limitations of this study.

5.2 Conclusion

The findings of this research provide a glimpse into student interns’
organizational commitment. The intent of this research was to compare
structured and unstructured internships and describe the results of its findings.
As Table 2 shows, there is no significant difference between structured and
unstructured internships. Looking at the data the difference between structured
and unstructured internships is to minute to infer any practical differences.

This research found four organizational factors among structured and
unstructured internships that respondents considered the highest commitment;
the difference between each factor mean was .11 or less. The factors are: willing

to put forth great effort to help the organization succeed, telling friends that this is
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a great organization to work for, they are proud to work for the organization, and
working for the organization was not a mistake. Nine organizational factors where
considered high and less than .48 difference between the means of each
internship. The remaining two factors had low organizational commitment with a
difference of means .54 or less; both questions were reverse questions, a further
look at the data suggests confusion among respondents due to the extremes in
the responses. Both internships had an average mean of 3.60 or higher showing
student interns have high organizational.

Socio-demographics had two significant differences of organizational
commitment. The first occurs between the fields in which the internships were
conducted, particularly food and beverage and other hospitality areas. This
research also shows that interns with low commitment will not continue to work
for the company if offered a full time job, while interns with organizational

commitment will stay full time if asked to stay.

5.3 Implications

Internships are positive to academic programs, students, and hospitality
organizations. According to Clark (2003) internships are an important part of the
students learning process in higher education. The results from this research do
provide evidence that students in a hospitality internship course have high
organizational commitment; this supports Chi and Gursoy (2009) that hiring
interns will have a positive impact on companies. While there may be no

significant difference between types of internships, this research does show that
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high organizational commitment is found in internships and if the intern has

organizational commitment then they are likely to stay for a full time position.

5.4 Limitations and Future Research

This research cannot be generalized to the population of students in
internship courses; it can only be generalized towards the sample, students in
college internship courses in the Midwest region of the United States, in this
research. After conducting this research it is clear that the sample size used in
this research, along with the rate of response, was minuscule. For future
research a larger sample should be used in order to better represent the
population of student interns enrolled in college internship courses. This larger
sample should also include schools across the United States as well as the
world.

The results from this study described that internships whether structured
or unstructured are not significantly different; if there is no difference between the
two organizations than the difference of time commitment should be addressed.
A cost benefit analyses between the two styles of courses should be conducted
to determine if the extra time spent on structured internship courses is necessary
and beneficial to the students. A cost benefit analysis could also be conducted on
whether the time spent teaching this style of the course is worth the time and
money.

Another limitation of this study was the time of the questionnaire’s release.

No research has been conducted on the appropriate release date of
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questionnaires relating to internships. For this research it was in the researchers
opinion that, late Summer when students are just returning to school, would
produce accurate results due to the fact most students conduct their internship
over the nontraditional summer months, in hopes that their experiences will be
fresh in their minds. This time was also believed to accumulate the most
responses due to higher enroliment in these courses. For future research,
studies should be conducted on student interns’ responses at different times of
the year to obtain a better understanding of when internship students might

respond.
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Missouri State University IRB Exempt Approval Letter

Missouri State.

U NI VER S I TY

July 27, 2010

Mr. Brandon Fick

Eckles Café General Manager
MU BBQ Team Consultant
Bsfm84 @mail.mizzou.edu

Dear Mr. Fick:

I would like to take this opportunity to respond to your email inquiry and application regarding the need
for review and approval of your research project by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at Missouri
State University (MSU).

Missouri State’s IRB policies and procedures limit its jurisdiction in research involving human subjects to
activities in which our faculty, staff, or students are engaged in research, according to the federal
definition of engagement. Missouri State’s only role in this project would be as voluntary research
participants, should individuals choose to participate. Since Missouri State will not be engaged in this
project, your research does not require approval by the Missouri State IRB.

This letter should serve as reference to the University of Missouri’s IRB that no approval from Missouri
State University’s IRB is needed for your project. Please have a representative from their office contact
me should further information be required.

I do appreciate you contacting our office. If you have additional questions, please do not hesitate to
contact me at erinparrish@missouristate.edu or (417) 836-4132.

Sincerely,
-~

Erin E. Parrish
Director of Research Compliance

OFFICE OF RESEARCH COMPLIANCE
901 South National Avenue * Springfield, Missourl 65897 » 417-836-4132 » Fax 417-836-6266
www.missouristate.edu
An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Institution

Click here to enter text.
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University of Missouri IRB Exempt Approval Letter

Dear Investigator:

Your human subject research project entitled To investigate how structured and unstructured internships
affect the interns perceived organizational commitment in hospitality organizations. meets the criteria for
EXEMPT APPROVAL and will expire on July 29, 2011. Your approval will be contingent upon your
agreement to annually submit the "Annual Exempt Research Certification" form to maintain current IRB
approval.

You must submit the Annual Exempt Research Certification form 30 days prior to the expiration date.
Failure to timely submit the certification form by the deadline will result in automatic expiration of IRB
approval.

Study Changes: If you wish to revise your exempt project, you must complete the Exempt Amendment
Form for review.

Please be aware that all human subject research activities must receive prior approval by the IRB prior to
initiation, regardless of the review level status. If you have any questions regarding the IRB process, do not
hesitate to contact the Campus IRB office at (573) 882-9585.

Campus Institutional Review Board
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Invitation Letter for Questionnaire

University of Missouri

Researcher: Advisor:
Brandon Fick Dr. James Groves
Hotel and Restaurant Management Associate Professor
University of Missouri-Columbia Hotel and Restaurant Management
Bsfm84@mail missouri.edu University of Missouri-Columbia
314.537.5418 grovesj@missouri edu

5738847816

You are being asked to volunteer to participate in a research study, which is being
conducted to determine the level of organizational commitment amongst college students
interning with hospitality companies. We are asking you to take part in this study because
you are enrolled in an internship course through the university. Please read this form
carefully and ask any questions you may have before agreeing to take part in the study.

If you agree to be in this study, then answer the following questions in the questionnaire.
The questionnaire will include questions about your feelings towards the company you
interned with. The questionnaire will take about 10 minutes to complete.

Your participation will benefit future mntemship courses and students taking these classes.

I do not anticipate any risks to you participating in this study other than those
encountered in day-to-day life.

The records of this study will be kept private. In any sort of report we make public we
will not include any information that will make 1t possible to identify you. Research
records will be kept in a locked file: only the researchers will have access to the records.

Taking part in this study 1s completely voluntary. You may skip any questions that you
do not want to answer. If you decide not to take part or to skip some of the questions, it
will not affect you or any other questions in any way.

The researcher conducting this study 1s Brandon Fick. Please email or call with any
questions or concerns you may have, Bsfm84@mail missouri.edu or at 314.537.5418. If
you have any questions or concemns regarding your rights as a subject in this study, you
may contact the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at 607-255-5138.

I have read the above information. and have received answers to any questions I asked. I

consent to take part in the study.
(Please click the box “T agree to participate in this study™)
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Structured Internship Course Syllabus

HRA 499: Internship (6 credits) Spring 2010

Course Description:

Supervised experience in a cooperative program in hospitality.

450 Hours (Maximum 390 hours in one area, minimum of 30 hours each in 2 other
areas) of evaluated/ paid work experience in the Hospitality Industry.

Note: The work experience requirement at Missouri State University requires a total
of 750 hours. You must have accumulated a minimum of 300 hours of previous
hospitality work experience and be able to document it before receiving credit for this
course. If you don’t have this or cannot document it, you will be required to complete
750 hours.

Objectives:

1. To gaininsightin career direction.

2. Toimprove your marketability in the job market

3. To practice the principals learned in the classroom courses.

4. To discover a greater understanding of the dynamics of the Hospitality Industry.
5. Tolearn the importance of understanding the politics of the Hospitality Industry.

Assignments:

1. Obtain a challenging job in the hospitality industry, with at least three different
areas of work. (Maximum 390 hours in one area, with a minimum of 30 hours each
in two other areas).

2. Develop or update a professional quality resume. Due by February 12™ 2010 at 5:00
p.m.

3. Complete 4 papers as described in the Internship Summary Guide for Papers and
Posts

a. See Internship Summary Guide for Papers and Posts for specific material that
should be included in each paper.

b. At the top of each paper, please indicate the total number of hours you have
worked during the entire internship over the 450 hours you need to
complete.

i. Example: Your NameWeeks Ending (Date)80/450 *

c. To receive credit, all papers are due by the date on the paper summary and
should be of professional quality. No late papers are accepted

4. Employer evaluation: Must be filled out and received by May 7th, 2010 or you will

receive an “I” grade for the course. | have enclosed a copy of the evaluation form
for your information; however, | will contract your employer directly via e-mail.
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5. Summary Paper (4 pages typed) due by May 7th, 2010 :
a. See Internship Summary Guide for Papers and Posts for specific material that
should be included in the paper.

6. Post and respond to the BlackBoard Discussion Board on or before the dates
specified
a. See Internship Summary Guide for Papers and Posts for specific material that
should be included in the post.
b. You will be graded on both the quantity and the quality of your postings.

7. Updated Resume that includes this internship.
8. Please Note: Any assignments not received by the due date will not receive credit
unless prior arrangements have been made and agreed upon.

Evaluation Technique and Grading Scale:
* Papers:40 (4 @ 10 pts. Each)
* BlackBoard Postings20 (4 @ 5 pts. Each)
e Summary Paper:30 points
* Updated Resume:10 points
* Employer’s Evaluation:100 points
Total200 points

Employer’s Evaluation may be confidential at their option and may not be
shared with you.
Your grade will be significantly impacted if you fail to complete any part of your
internship (papers, summary paper, resume, BlackBoard postings or the employer
evaluation). If you are having difficulty at work, please talk to me as soon as possible;
remember if you are fired, you will receive and automatic “F”, unless you have
documented potential problems.

Grades will be assigned as follows:
92-100A77-79C+

90-92A-73-76C

87-89B+70-72C-

83-86B67-69D+

80-82B-60-66D

<60F

Important: Please read this document carefully and when you
have finished, please send me an e-mail with the following
wording.
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I have read and understand the policies outlined in the Syllabus for HRA 499 for Spring
Semester 2010
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Unstructured Internship Course Syllabus

HRM 4941 — Internship
Hotel and Restaurant Management
University of Missouri-Columbia

Office Hours: By appointment, best made by e-mail.

Course Description: Combines study, observation and employment in an area of
hotel and restaurant management. Written reports, faculty evaluation. Prerequisites: 90
hours including three courses in department and instructor's consent.

Course Objectives:

1. To gain professional work experience.

2. To observe managerial and leadership aspects of a specific functioning
department within the field.

3. To analyze the working environment and apply critical thinking skills towards a
given situation.

4. Analyze and develop communication skills for the effective management of the
operation.

ADA Statement: If you need accommodations because of a disability, if you have
emergency medical information to share with me, or if you need special arrangements
in case the building must be evacuated, please inform me immediately. Please see me
privately after class, or at my office. To request academic accommodations (for
example, a note taker), students must also register with Disability Services, A048 Brady
Commons, 882-4696. It is the campus office responsible for reviewing documentation
provided by students requesting academic accommodations, and for accommodations
planning in cooperation with students and instructors, as needed and consistent with
course requirements. Another resource, MU’s Adaptive Computing Technology Center,
884-2828, is available to provide computing assistance to students with disabilities. For
more information about the rights of people with disabilities, please see
ada.missouri.edu or call 884-7278. ADA accommodations in the workplace are the
responsibility of the employer. If a disability severely hinders or prohibits you from
completing this course, contact your academic advisor immediately.

Academic Dishonesty: Academic honesty is fundamental to the activities and
principles of a university. All members of the academic community must be confident
that each person’s work has been responsibly and honorably acquired, developed, and
presented. Any effort to gain an advantage not given to all students is dishonest
whether or not the effort is successful. The academic community regards academic
dishonesty as an extremely serious matter, with serious consequences that range from
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probation to expulsion. When in doubt about plagiarism, paraphrasing, quoting, or
collaboration, consult the course instructor.

Responsibilities of the Student:
1. Secure employment of a suitable nature to meet the requirements of this course.
2. Explain to the employer the need for a learning experience that meets the course

requirements.

3. Document and show verification of hours worked.

Provide a feedback form to your immediate supervisor.

5. Provide the name of the internship company to the faculty internship coordinator
by the end of the second week of the semester.

P

Completion of the course is denoted by:

Completion of the minimum number of work hours required for credit level.
Submission of an appropriate written report.

Receipt of supervisor(s) evaluation.

Completion of a self-evaluation form.

Check the due date at the bottom of this page.

ke wnN e

Work experience hours and written report requirements:

Work experience hours Paper length
1 credit hour 400 hours 5 pages
3 credit hours 400 hours 10 pages

For credit other than 1 or 3 hours, see the internship coordinator.

Written Report
See the documents entitled internship paper for exact contents of written reports.

Grading

Each report will be assigned a letter grade after evaluation by the internship
coordinator. The report is due the Friday before finals week begins. A penalty of
1/3 grade per day (including weekends) will apply for all late submissions. A one
letter grade penalty will apply for not notifying the instructor of the name of your
internship company.
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Questionnaire for Study

Part I:

Please answer the following questions based on your experience with the company you

completed your internship:
(Please circle one)

Use the following Scale for the next 15 questions.
1 Disagree;2 Slightly Disagree;3 Neither Agree Nor Disagree;
4 Slightly Agree;5 Agree

1. I am willing to put in a great deal of effort beyond that normally
expected in order to help this organization to succeed

2. | tell my friends that this is a great organization to work for

3. | feel very little loyalty to this organization ............

4. 1 would accept almost any type of job assignment in order to
keep working for this organization

5. I find that my values and the organization’s values are very
similar

6. | am proud to tell others that | am part of this organization

7. 1 could just as well be working for different organization as long
as the type of work were similar

8. This organization really inspires the best in me in the way of job
performance

9. It would take very little change in my present circumstances to
cause me to leave this organization

10. | am extremely glad | chose this organization to work for over
others | was considering at the time | joined

11. There’s not much to be gained by sticking with this
organization indefinitely

12. Often, | find it difficult to agree with this organization’s polices
on important matters relating to its employees

13. I really care about the fate of this organization

14. For me, this is the best of all organizations for which to work

15. Deciding to work for this organization was a definite mistake
on my part

N

w

SN

(5]

Part Il:
1. Was your internship a paid internship? (Circle one) Yes No

2. What area of hospitality is/was your internship focused in?

52




Food & BeveragelLodgingEvent Planning

Other (Please List)

For how many years have you worked in the hospitality industry?

Did you previously work for the company before you started your internship? (Circle
one)

Yes No
What is your age?
What is your gender? (Circle one) Female Male

If offered a full time job with this company, would you take it?(Circle one) Yes No
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