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PREFACE

» The\develOpment of more vocationally mature attitudes in
~ educationally disadvantaged adolescents who participated in model
. .vocationalwi;ograms was identified in this study Rural students
' who part1cipated in well implemented vocational education programs

designed to meet their special educational needs were found to have'

.

more positive concepts of themselves as students and to express more,

favorable attitudes.toward teachers‘and toward social interactions

‘.
4

in school than did their disadvantaged counterparts enrolled in

nonvocational curricula. The disadvantaged vocationalagroup also

- -
. ~ M Vi

. had moré intrinsically motivated work values and indicated more
growth in attitudes toward career maturity than did subjects from

‘the disadvantaged nonvocational comparison group, Furthermore,

. . 1 -

o the disadvantaged vocational students expressed more’positive

attitudes toward vocational education than did nondisadvantaged’

-

~ . . .
students from regular vocational programs. ’ .

v .
This investigation, by necessity of time limiE}, was quasi-

' . ‘* .
" experimental in nature since the subjects could not be randomly

-

assigned to participate in_either of the three study programs. At
the initiation bf the research, subjects 1n all three groups were

already committed to their high school program of studies. Though

N . every effort was ma%& to.find an equivalent sample of disadvantaged

-

students not enrolled in vocational programs and to locate a typical

. \ B ) .. . -
. sample of vocational students, from nondisadvantaged backgrounds to

,compare with the disadvantaged vocational subjects, the ‘results o

:

B . ..
b - . v
\ . .




the study should be eonsidered'descriptive, rather than causal in
nature, devertheless, tha cunsistentlpatterns of differentes in
attitudesufdund among the three;groups,do-. appeat to support the
hypothesis that‘disadvantaged youth from model vocational programs.

are more-like nondisadvantaged youth in growth towafd‘vocational )

. . 1} . ° ) . . \ B
* . maturity than are their disadvantaged counterparts with no vocational '

training. ' ' .
. i N . . ‘o . A
Data in this study appear to wartant further investigation where

the influence of special vocational needs programs for disadvantaged

. can be studied longitudinally Is there'a-relationship between

more attitude deveiopment and growth in cognitive understandings

.
L

and perfdrmance skills in these students? What positive carryfover';j

of these prevocational attitudes are observed by employers. when

°
. .

students from the model vocational programs enter the 'world of work?

¥
¢

Grateful acknowledgments for the assistance o?’personnel in

-
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4
° v
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s : I. "INTRODUCTION .’

g - How succegsful are existing exemplary vocational programs in
fostering attitudes associated with the development of vocational o

*

.maturity among ruralndisadvantaged youth-in-Mississippi?

Since 1968 over 300 programs have been designated.by the .
Mississippi State Division of Vocational Education to train severely

~ : ¢ ) . ° kY .
-eﬁucationally deprived youth in semiskilled'areas so that they can .

i

secure and reSponsibly maintain a job after completion of. their high

school studies. Funding for the vocational programs for disadvantaged
students in Mississippi has largely been provided by the Federal

- '
. ’

Government under provision of the Vocational Education Amendments of
. . o

’1968. -In that legisLatﬂsnﬂdirections were given to state vocational,.}

- ! B ) : ",
_education program planners to devote not less: than 15 percent of the

.

- -
A

¥ AR '
. alldcated funds'to educate persons not physically handicapped or
mentally retarded who have academic, socioeconomic, or other-handi-

caps that prevent them from succeeding in regular vocatibnal education Iy

ke

4

programs (Federal Register, 1970). - .

This study was developed primarily to determine whether the

" ' school and work related attitudes of such students enrolled in model

“
K

»"v. . ' ’ ( N -
! programs for training disadvantaged differed significantly from those of *
. : ' . ¥ '
- their counterparts whbd had no opportunity to participate in vocational

’

°

education programs. Another goa1 of. the study was to compare the )

affective characteristics of disadvantaged students from the exemplary 'j
e

] *

vocational programs with those of nondisadvantaged students in regular *

programs in vocational education. . i N




~

\

.

v

~ Since curricula for disadvantaged were widely divergent in,
. - ) . " . L oo : .
development and.implementation in Mississippi, it was decided toistudy

. : *, .
the affective responses of students from modél ‘programs only. Programs
from which subjects.were taken werée termed "model" since they were

. ! ’ - ) . . A . - ’ R \‘:‘h’\_ ) . -
* recognized as having developed a quality curriculum model by the state

supervisor for disadvantaged programs. Four separate pragrams for

tjaining the disadvantaged located in different geographical rural

s
.

regions of the State of Mississippi wére recommended as having made
. : - . N

noteworthy progress in meeting the educational needs of their student

. - . 3
constituents. Students who were studying in these programs comprised

the sample of disadvantaged vocational shbjects.' .

"

To characterize the rural disadvantaged students more effectively,

two comparison .groups of subjects habingvsimilér‘age ranges (15-19)

@

) were also studied. The first consisted of a group of disadvantaged

!

students who were not enrolled in vocational education programs and

were considered_By their cpuqselofs to be e&ucationally unable to-

" complete regular studies in that area without supportive help. The
. - ) . . . . ) ’
second comparison group was composedvof nondisadvantaged students

;iELking regylar vocational education classes in two of the same voca-

. _ . o . i T
tional centers recognized for. having exemplary programs of vocational -
education for disadvantaged. . - o o : .

P .

Though data from this study must be tonsideréd descriptivé, it

» . . .

was- conceptualized that,.if the supportive, developmentai oriented’

-

curricula in the exembiéry programs were successful in accomplishing -
- - . Y
. X

.

" their goals, the disadvantaged vocational students should express

‘similar attitudes associated with ¢areer maturity to ;hose expfessed 2

. '. ’ . 12 . - ,
O

RIC . ' o .-- e

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: e



;!

.

by the regular vocational-students.&gGoncurrently,\their attitudes *
in these same a{ees.would diverge more broadly‘from those of.their
A

dﬁsadvantaged counterparts who had not had the advantage‘pf the .

supportive services provided by the quality programs in vocational
education. SR TN o o ' "'. o L
- e S  The Problem, L

The major purpose of this investigation was to study the self in

school perceptions, school related attitudes, career maturity attitudes,

and work values of disadvantaged' high school students enrolled in

) - A - .
! . .

model vocational education programs in Mississippi as.compared to

[

. similar traits for disadvantaged students not e?rolled in vocational

€.,

programs and nondisadvantaged vocational students.' . .
vSpecifically, the objectives of ‘this study were stated as follows:

L d

. LN 4 .
1. . To determine how well vocational education p%ogfams wete .
. ‘fd _’~:- BN ..\‘\

accepted by disadvantaged students in the ‘model programs.

-

. & '
2, To compare reSponses for groups of high school age students

termed- disadvantaged vocational, disadvantaged nomwvocational

and nondisadvantaged vocational on the following~affective.

e
measures:

A. Self concept as a student. . : 4 ,

.

B. Attitudes toward school.

C.  Work values serving as motivators for future work.
D. Attitudes associated with career maturity.

3. To dssess the relationship of the selected personal charac-

y v

teristics and attitudes to the disadvantaged students' progress
: ~

in vogcational education programs as determined by instructor

| ' 13

3



~

.

ratings.

-

s

4, To disco&er what innerx-relationships existed among thé&iallowing

vl . ‘ N - .
- variables as respective predictors of career maturity attitudes,

\

a;tituﬂé§ toward vocationai programs and attitudes toward felf

,and school -when the respective dependent variable was held

5. . b .
ebnstant: _ o B <y

‘A,

~E

H.

I’

Sexe

\

Age : !
e -

- -

Tenure of study in program
Work values . ‘ ' I

Self in school

,School related attitudes

Career maturity -attitudes
Attitudes toward vocational programs

Instructor evaluation of students' potential

5. To‘descfihe.the characteristic profile qﬁ?disadvantaged voca~-

.

tional education students in terms of attitudes assoéiated

-

with positiye caréer development. i L

~ .

‘ v

Hypotheses

The following research questions were studied. Tﬁby are grouped

according té the speéific objectives formulated for the study.

-*

Acceptance of Vocational Education Programs ﬁk )

1. How many.of the disa“.ntaged vocational students:

-ola,.

alikédmtheirfvocationalﬁciasseSWbetterfthanwtheipféther~~mvw

school work?

thought that they were learning some gkills and information

kS
1

4 B ‘o - ' : N

14

 apan
.

L s



’

B N ‘ ) -
. that would help ‘them to get a job'in the future’ - c e
g - . S

pﬁanned to finish their course of st%gy and graduate from
high school’ , #
d, WOuld recommend that one of theiz/@riends take the same

. . ) , o ’
/I’ - .

ional training program in hich they were enrolled?

e. were pleased that they enrolled in their present voca-

tional pregram_df study in§tead of taking regular school . . *
- S . . _ )
work? . ,X

. : / . .

2. How did the ‘overall attitude of the disadvantaged vocational
. !

group‘:oward voéationalwélasseé as measured by the Attitudes

#

)

Toward Vocational Inveﬁtory compare with that of a norm group L
/ B '
- of nopdisadvantaged Yocational students?

1 - . Ll F

Coggarison 2£f2!*§tudents” ghgyacteristiCS"With Other Groups

,

3. Wwhat differences if any, exist among means for the disadvan-

v-\

taged vocatioﬁal .disadvantaged nonvocational and nondisadvan-
L} ‘I ‘e ”

taged vocational groups of students on each of. the following ~
measures ‘considered univariate variables:
a. attitudes toward school and self, teacher relationships

W K

'aﬁd school-social participation and total school experience

as measured.by the Survey of Pupil Opinion (SURPO)?

b. fifteen work values as§e55ed by Work Value Invento%y (Wvi) ?

3 -
c. career.maturity attitudes as -inventoried by the Career . -

-Maturity Inventogy (CMI/A)9

/4, Which of the 20 subscales measured bv the SURPO, WVI and CMI/A
are significant predictors of group differences in the attitudes

of the disadvantaged vocational, disadvantaged nonvocational -and




1
>

nondisadvantaged vocational.éroups of studeﬁts in a multi-

- v -
. -
’

I _ T .
variate stludy  of group’ d1fferences7 . '
L P . .-

o 5. -What is .the most effective set of pred1ctors wh1ch d1fferentiate

v .

> "l(
among the three major groups .of subJects when’ subscales of each

of the following instrument q;e used as,sepaﬁate prediqtor

sets:
. ) - L d
~a. Work Value Inventory

<. ' . b. Survey of Pupil Opinﬁgni

e )

- ) three groups?, .
) . P

Personal -Characteristies Related to Student Progress

B SeXx, tenure in

7. What combination of the varia%les of
‘program, attitudes toward vocational e,..:ticn, attitudes
toward self in‘school,teacher perceptions,'sopial perceptions,

N .

acd work values and career maturity attitudes were significantly

0 »

related to the instructors™ ratings of the disadvantaged (:
. . . : ;

students' progress in model vocational,programs?

Inner—RelationshtDs Among Attitudinal Weasures

2

8. How signiflcant were the variables of f ,_sex,-tenure of
studv in progran, work values, attitudes measured by the Survey

of Pupil Opinion, career maturity attitudes, attitudes toward

i
___Vvocational programs.. and 1nstructor_4,eya1uatlons of. student

. . .

progress as predictors of the fOIIOW1ng characteristics for

d1sadvantaged vocational students when the respect1ve dependent
- J

NG | e
[ERJ}:t "_. , .. . ._‘ | . B r
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- L | \ 0 - ’ _’.F” ‘ - ,
. %@V'z vériable wag held_conssaﬁcleq‘ '; , . g e | €
) ‘;‘ ‘. a. -career matd<ity attitddes'(QMle)? l' o ‘
b. self i school attitudes 'j(guizpo) , . ',,\ L .. .
‘A ) c. attituaes3toward'vocational‘edhcation programs (ATVl)j_ ' ,'T,.dj
9. Whenlthe 22 attitudinalvmeaSures assessed byhthevdVI,’SURbo:"fd ;

)

N ATVI CMI/A and IRSP instruments are'considered factorially as”

. a composite variabIe what characterist1c profile of personal

.
. ..

traits emerges to. describe the overall attitudes of disadvan—

o
-

JP e tagfd vocational students’ . o ot

[y

Theoretical Assumptions ,; -y ' s

W . . . ..

o

. .
1 - ,,a

Three theoretical assumptions upon which thHe rationale of this

3 ‘.

study was based.warrant discussion. They are as_follows:

R .. . 1. In-'disadvantaged adplescents attitudes associated with cdreer *

'

~maturity interact with work values‘and attitudes toward self,

vocational education and school, in general. ) o

2, Students' functional self:, as perceived in the'social inter-

'actions of the school setting, has more relevance in vocational

" .
N “

contexts than other dimensions of .,self that might be consid- . ,
ered.: | |

3. Affective behaviors of rural disadvantaged students of high
school age can be positively modified by intervention with ’h' .

well plannéd programs in vocational education.
This study was structured on the basic premise that attitudes

""""" W T T T TS T T I T T L T T T I T T o T T T

which students hold toward themselves " their school work vocational

\

training-aﬁd the work values are correlated with their growth toward

" yocational maturity. Westbrookﬂ(l970) supported this assumption in

17
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- _ : ] Co- _ .
the first phase of his paradymn for describing the vocationgl adéust-.;

ment<process: He proposed that a readiness for job training wﬁs re- .
. l n ! i 7
La quired before students could profitably entet job training Tﬁis—- )

.

:readiness included the practicing of effective work habits and the"

~
. b N

possifsion of p051t1ve att1tudes toward the world of wo?k by pre-

a&égé;tfiscudencs.' __‘{ B /

In suppo‘t ‘f this need for vocational readiness Pefryman (1972)

-~ also conceptualized the acquis;Eion of values, abilities (dhidh
Ry - A L

N 1ncluded attitudés and behav1ors as well as, skills and knowledge)
- . S

and.motivation to‘contribute tofthe growth of individuals andjtheir
~ ~ N “
.\- b s -

life style as® 51gn1ficant assets in the development of careery. )

E“maturity.- He~defined career education as the akgregation of processes :‘ N
2 “ ) " . s .
! . by which an. individual acquires and develops these affective measures.'\’
3 ‘ ~ [ E . .
~In Hﬁs testimony to the United States Senate Seléct Committee on . Q\‘

* Equal Educational Opportunity, EdJngton (l97l)rrepor§ed that the

S
‘ﬁxeducational and occupational aspirations of rural s\hdents appear to

L

lfﬂi be negatively affected by their low economic status. He further ;
‘ .characterized the rural_disadvantaged~yo€thas possessing attitudes

ey

-

- f.‘which blocked th61r progress in career { opmént Such asjloQ?Self-

s -

esteem feelings of helplessness in the face of. seemingly unconquerable ‘_ ‘ ::

ST haﬁdicaps‘and the impqyef;shed confidence in the value of eduqation )
. - . \ R . 'I:“ ‘ - .

as . an answer ,to their problems. ’ T L

The lack of motivation for educational'processes'involved“iﬁ_’
’ . . : - . . R

' ;”~seekinéedelayedwgoals;iswcharacceristic,ofeindividuals who:rankﬁlow

on the intrinsic dimbnsions of the motivation scale. Crow, et'al., >

(1966) also emphasized the overlyin% influegpe of‘extrinsic mot1Vators
. _ | T ‘ .8 o L 5?{.,
EKC A _ S 18




in" the education of disadvartaged childrenﬂ, Weisman (§973) °

. [ Ny . . * -t ;
a rationale for relating the socioeconomic skatus of workers' to their

motivational needs and values in reference to Maslow's extrinsic-

o . LY B
instrinsic dimension of behavior (Maslow 1970).' The intrinsic vs,

extrinsic taxonomy of Maslow s theory of needs, as interpreted in " *

terms of work’ values by Weisman, appears to lend support to models

ing the development of school interests. By Weisman S

i_'..'
more disadvantaged subjects are more extrin-

sically motivated by materialistic factors, such as tHe safety needs
- ~

construct for example,

‘of job security and group affiliation£

to the converse, ‘are more influenced by internal values, such(as .

those of self actualization. - -

"In view of longitudinal studies with eighth grade males, Crites

~and Sembler (1967) gave a hierarchical paradymm for development of

-

_ youth in which career maturity and educational accomplishments are

- -

coordinate dimensions, or parallel "track&.": The tasks of aghieving -

v P

~--educationally and maturing careerwise are dual aSpects of thé& same

development sequences for adolescents. Crites (1973) envisioned a g

,general adjustment trait as an overall, factor which cemented educa--

tional progress and career maturation of youth into a composite b

.o 3

In summary, Crites construct supported by the work

-

,of Westbrook Perryman, Edington Crow, Weisman, and Maslow provided

relationship.

‘the .fundaméntal rationale for relating ‘the variables of attitudes

toward self, school, and vocational ‘education, as well as work values :

to measures of career maturity for disadvantaged adolescents.

k'l

L%

Less disadvantaged students,..'

/" N
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Self Identification in éélationship,to School » - -~ .

.-.-;." » R . [

Within the context of this study, "self" for disadvantaged youth

.- . K1 L e S
' ‘was viewed funEtionallv as the subjects %fif conpeggj%f themselves
as students~ Field (1962) interpreted “experiencing self as a } (

process” in his deyélopment of a theory for expiaining "concepts of

L1/

. ~
\ -self-in~vocational sftuations.

- ’

what thev can be like, what they want to be like, what their situation
- . . ‘xy
: is like, what . their siUUat%on may become and the way they saee these

EYEa

. e
k ' . aspeets of self and situati n as being related - '
; i ' concurred with Field's VLew?oint when h;f :
o reallv is the individual? anticipati} T, q
| or repulsiomwin a given:siguation. .
_The gocial interaction asdedts of Fiel
'by Turner in his concept'of bhe Eunction'
<4. self" as being acquired, through the interaction with‘MsignifiCant ' ‘,1~
others.ﬁw Turner proposed tha: ‘the individual may be thought of as_,
existing'in an environment_which_qs communicated through socialdinter—
. “ : o TEN oo 1 “
e . ﬂ['action. fDuring this exposure-thE;individual'perceives events (self

. B o

l. experiences) conceived in individuaI acts which mold and shape the

phenomenon of self

Buildiné on'Turnerfs concept first, assume that the individual
> b ‘ - . .

participates in a.well structured vocational program.. He is'in an

environment where he interacts with other individuals with common

“»

goals under the supportive approval of a master teacher.' He_reaiizes

AT




C . : v ' ; O\

.

2 .. . i

. . . ’ .
- < .

-
success and d

- N

elops a concept of what his self can ‘be like in a

>

nmiyt. He begins to view himself as an effective

B

productive enwvi

student. H@ c stallizes_values astto what he wants to be like,

ks

The perception f self in association with others and- the work task

(

-

4 (vdcational epaTation)'in the school setting would appear to be a

ive predictor of career readiness for ind1viduals than

- -

.. .
ts of self perception which might be- conSidered. As "
observed by .Turner (l9Z3),_persons who have. deyeloped a more mature

' ‘ ‘behavioral|repertoire, through learning “to meet the characteristic

demands of vocatioﬂal‘development tasks; are able tﬁ seek personal,
. - v S . . '
public accomplishments and tocuse special talents to
L - l . . .

‘

e *.  rather tha

gain sgdfziatisfaction in meeting challenges.’ Like any other facet

1 ™ of §%l£\§ ‘cept, the functional self, accordin /lgﬁf/(l9“3) must

.. be viewedtysaa process . of being and becomigg From

b
r " reference 'subjects perceptiBhs ef self in their éh

s frame of

.ractionb With.

[

the school environment appear to/he in congruence w1th thé’concepts

of self proposed by Comb!!gnf Snygg (1959) Mead (1934) and Rogers

(1959). . '

,Successful Intervention by Votational Education

6 -

he third assumption of this study was. that vocational education
pPrograms can successfully intervene by modifying the low motivation-
infgrior self syndrome which dom1nates educatlonally d1sadvantaged '

‘youth. In view of the output of federal funds invested in develop-

—_— - -

mentadl education during the past decade, this assumption appears

axiomatic. As suggested by Oakleif (1971), however emp1r1cally

Fi

controlled research,on vocational and teghnlcal educatlon for the,
a C. o o 21 .
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e

1iterature.‘

o

rural disadvantaged is noticeably latcking. Successful a}tempts-to ‘

_enhance-rurai students' attitudes toward sslf and school through

vocational instrfctional prqgrams have not been reported in the,
. ? .
. : f

Almen (1971)‘has shown that an exemplary vocational program
planned for d1sadvantaged youth 'in an urban setting did make a differ-

ence in the attitudes ‘of its participants. He found that®inner city

¢ . .

students who studied in the mode] educational program improued signifi-"~

cantly in attitudes associated with their general self esteem, in

va. »

‘

attitudes re1ated to\Eheir school self esteem and in their development

of vocatiOnal maourity

"Rural dis‘dvantaged and urban disadvantaged students are similarl",

, in educationa needs and attitudes (Dakleif, 1971), hence,\it seemed

reasonable to.assume that similar results ‘as those discovered by

-
1 ’ 4

Almen for urban youth cou1d be achieved in well structured programs

vi;n.;/ocational educaﬁ;on programs for the‘rurél'disadvantaged.'

_LIMITATIONS 6F STUDY = °

The rep'ortedLstudy was organized in\an ex post facto design. Since
h

spudy were already enr led in ongoing, instructional

subjects for t

.programs, the investigators were not'ahle to'randomly'assign individuals

- «

to comparison groups. ' - IR Ty
Also, since the’ research was structutred to'assess‘Ehsféaaracteristics
,'.FA\ - ", ) . -

of vocationally disadvaritaged students who had studied under the best

PR )

possible conditions, no attempt was made to select the subjects

Ppp— -

»

” randomly from all students of s1m11ar tra1ts “enrolled in vocational

programs in\Mississippi. Hence, in no,sense can data from this study

. * . -
22 o
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be extrapolated to describe the characteristics of rural disadvan—
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taged youth in Migsissippi's vocational programs in general -
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the’ literature on rural disadvantaged reported no longitudinal studies

< 4 .
II. -RELEVANT LITERATURE ,

El

This'research quused primarily on the educational—vocational:

attitudesfof dissdvantaged adolescents'participating'in vocational
A | . . o
programs in\rural regions of Mississippi recognized as effective by
\ . ‘K .

P

vocational educators. Consequently, recent literature relative to

\, IS

the characteristics of rural disadvantaged youth, particularly- as:

they related t0\vocational education was examined. Career maturity

models as developed during the past decade were also considered
. \
relative to educat{onally disadvantaged individuals. 14 to 18 years old.

» _ -

The 'Rural Disadvantaged o ~_

’

Handicaps and deprivations associated with youth from substandard
socioeconomic backgrounds have been demonstrated to encompass broad,
complexly related patterns of disadvantages, e.g., educational,

cultural, intellectual and psychological, as well as social and

‘econgmic.  Edington g§1970) and Oakleif (1971) in their reviews of

\
)

on the development of affective behaviors in rural youth with these

deprivations. Generally these investigators reviewed descriptive

2 ¢

. St'udies interpreting the status of the disadvantaged

Edington (1970) concluded that educational'and occupational

aspirations appear to be negatively affected by low economic status.

4

The rural disadvantaged were characterizedfhy-attitudes which are J

4
nonsupportive of educational” progress low esteem and Mimpoverished"
| .

conﬁ*derrce*‘trr‘the—vzrl’ue~an‘d‘ “Importance=of- educatwn. T

Edington also noted higher school dropout rates for. the rural poor
4 - . :
24 ~ - .
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- . ) .
and lower than nationa1 achieGement norms. for them. "He associated'
: .

.

?

these behavioral responses with the 1ack of eduéational stimulation

found in homes of the disadvantaged the_geographical'isolation,of

. B
'many rurad youth and inadequate school curricula.

Potts (1964) also described the home environment as tota11y in}_

adequate for a fu11 1ife. Breathitt (1967) pointed out that books
a A,
are seldom available Jn the. homes of the rura1 poor and tham reading
: ~ '
et s not encoufaged.qMany times children from these environments develop

. serious difficulties in reading, secure only a limited voqabulary and

-~ -

develep poor diction and oral speech. .With .these handicaps, Breathitt'

concluded, the“rurai»disadvantaged are not succe

:standards in vocational education.prpgrams. Larsgn .and Siocuu (1969)
foUnd.that when compared to.youth'from'more a ‘

. rural 1éw income_youth wereiless iikel& to,be interested in .school,

.to receive highTéradeS5 to receive encouragemen teachers, or

’ e ; 8

e to report high.ievels of. educational and occupational asPirations.
All researchers:do‘not.agree with‘the conclusions of'Edingtqn and
'Qakleifvregardiné the_educational aspirations of disadvantaged youth.
There is some precedence in. the 1iterature to support the conc1usion

&

" that the vocational and educationa1 perceptions and attitudes of DB

’\ ~

disad: intaged and nondisadvantaged students are similar. Soares and

Soares (1968), for example, fourd no major differences in theaattitudes

-

of the two groups. Campbell et al. (1969) conc1uded that students of

junior high school age from disadvantaged and nondisadvantaged back=~ "~

!
|

.ful under'traditional

v .

luent backgrounds, - ..

= L“**W““r’grounds;*resEectrveiy;fwerezmoresésze:thﬁﬁ:dfffeTEﬁf?inZKheir"s~~ﬂ*‘“
“‘0. : . A - .

edu%aéional attitudes and vocational considerations.

1Y
ot -
f )

°
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e ) In regard t?’career aspirations Cosby and Picou (1973) 1ndicated

8.
that both lower class rural and urban blacks have relatively ?ﬁigh . ’

- ! J. L'}

occupational desires.. In subsequent stud1es they. also indicated a’

3

v T

] . f‘; . ~ . . . P
_positive linkage.between;social class and career'expectations.

.

in the South and Mexican American rural youth of the- Sout st, by . s
the majority, desired high prestige job attainments and college level

_ education i. e., they, in general, had middle class job values. "In

' an across country sampling study, Lever and Kuvlesky (1969) noted

ol

that. rural youth generally have very high job- and edgegtionar

v . *

aspirations and expectations, regardless of their social class
Devéiopment of Vocational Maturity ' : ‘

»&

£

The first concrete definition of vocational maturity ‘was offered

e

by SUper (1955) when he explicated five developmental tasks in’ career Cgé’.

e.tablishment. "Hig model offered the advantage of prov1ding a rationale

around which adolescents growth could be measured in séhuential steps.

Tée task of crystalizing vocational preferencéﬁg‘\fhtaone wh1ch ! oL B Lo

individuals confront between the ages of 14 and 18 Specification of 7

career preference occurs later between the ages .of 18 through 21.
- , . S

a - Following the implications of his own‘workvand.that of Ginzberg, |

LN

t al., (l951), Superv(l955, 1957) conccptualized.growth~Lo‘career :

S S it ey

= - )

, , persons which culminate in a compromise between personal needs and )
s R ) , _ .
. : : ‘ . - - ' N . " ’ . I ‘D‘

7 ’




P

%occgpationalfrealitie;. Super (1963) later' characterized the task of

2 h ‘.‘ - . N ° .

"I

ﬁgrmulating ideas that are self appropriate.

» - S

Somg.of the attitudes which Super associated with crystallization

s )'{.‘,‘.: .

" task in the adolescent's growth to vocational maturity were:
awareness ‘of the need to c;ystalize,,awarenees for the need to-consider
vocational choice,“differentiation of interests and values, awareness

of presenthnture'felationship§¢ and, formulation and consistency of
& S

‘.

vocational preference. a : ‘ .- ‘ . R
In elﬁboration of Super's constructs related to development of
B4 ' S0
vocational choice attitudes, Crites (1965) subdivided these behavioral
0 iy

tasks.intoadimensions called involvement, orientation, independence,
. A R |0' . » . . M -

= . ‘ , .
fereiice, and conception. He translated these vocational maturity
. B | ° . :

constructs into the attitude scale of his instrument,.the Career.

Maturity Inventory. - et ‘ . . ' P

In.support of'Super’s theory several investiietors have explored

»

both School related and nonintellective behaviors which correlate with
-._;7 B

youth s career development. Bartlett (1968) observed positive corre-

lations between career maturity and personal traits of self—confidence;

F

Y

achievenent, autonomy and dominance.. Hollender and Schalon (19650
reported that a positive relationship existed—between career maturity

. o . hICI R %
and achievement), endurance, order-and intraception. They also.

indicated a negative relationship with aggression traits as measured‘

-

by the Agisctive Check List. In his studies Qrites (1961)° found no o~ ¥

real sex differences in vocational attitudes. Studies by Cover (1968)

- 27
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. and ‘Harris (1966) have confirmed théL\f§ationship of career maturity N

R »
in students and their grade point averages Non51gn1ficant relation>“/

ships between career maturity and socioeconomic status have been

-

found for blacks (Gilliland 1966) and for Appalachian youth (Ashbury;

a

f 1967) m ' .
Hoyt (1962) and Pucel and Nelson (1972) examined the career matufity
. . s o .

of students -in schools offering vocational-technical education curricula..’
. ’ ‘ ’ . s 4
. o . . . . ﬂ‘ﬂ ¢

Their results indicated that students in vocational classes were less'"

- maturely oriented than tReir counterparts enrolled in nonvocational

curricula. These studies did not consider the variable,of socio-

economic differences in students, however. Other studies have shown

. - i

that attitudes postulated by Crites'(l973) to be assoclated with the

development of :career-maturity, such as self»concept and s chool self

figages, were positive outcomes of exemplary programs for disadvantaged

(Almen, 1971 Eaddy, 1971; Huffman l97l)

In'cbnsenbus ‘the literatdre related to the career maturity develop~ .
" ment of rural adolescents appeared to suppogt the hypothesis té?t

while attitudes associated with their career readiness are poorly

developed, these educationally disadvant aged youth have the potent1al

- aspirations* for growth toward self actualization in vocational endeavors,

-

While empirical data are scarce for documenting the causal relation-
ships in.the role of educational programs, it seems evident that well

*

i{ . planned programs in vocational and career.education are factors. involved

“w

in the positive.development'of'mature attitudes in disadvantaged

~ ‘ . aN n
students.* Very littie evidence_exists, however, for evaluating the
O

- ) '

attitudinal growth of rural disadvantaged students participating in

19 . ’ ‘&&\‘
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quality programs of vocational education in the Deep South, Conse-

quently,-a study such as the‘present investigation appears to have-

o B

pertinent implications for the development q%ffutﬂrezprograms and

LEE

for the testing of vocational theory.
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ITI. RESEARCH PROCEDURES g

SR
An Oven*iew

This study involved the assessment of career maturity, work values;

attitudes toward self in school 'and attitudes toward vocational
education programsjfor rural disadvahtaged youth. To determine

N . _*4
whether particlpation in quality vocational programs for training

.educationafly disadvantaged was influential in fostering career
o .
maturity for these Mississippi youth, tWO»comparison'groups were

selected * The first comparison group consisted of d1sadvantaged

»

33

students wf%awsocioeconomic backgrounds and educational records} K

" similar to those\of the disadvantaged vocational group. This

!

. ‘comparison group, termed "disadvantaged nonvocational" differed,
- s -

v
£a
)

T ’5'-

o

,owever, in that its subjects had not been enrolled in vocational

studies. The second<xuparison group termed "nondisadvantaged,

-

vocational" included a representative sample of nondisadvantaged

Iy

. students enrolled in regular vocational programs at the high school

level et e

?elected attitudes wene ascertained by. instruments designed to
evaluate affective behaviors indicative of positive growth toward..

career readine‘s. Instruments which were not commercially available

LY

" were restandardized on a sample'of Mississippi youth with average

and less-tRan-average achievement records who were enrolled in
vocational programslat-the high school level, . Qimple questlonnaires
for measuring students’ attitudes toward vocational education programs

and fot'ﬂuantifying teachexr evaluations of stupents’ progress in

¢ NS .

30

21



<y

vocational programs were strﬁctured and{ validated.
In seeking answerséto research questfons, the data were collected
. oo GRS . HEE fata were ! che
. - and analyzed by applﬁcatig of both univariate: and multivariate
? v c

statiStical modelsf & } s .

K ‘et
i

¢
'

~./'

\.4,-

Variables which discriminated this group from their counterparts.
¢

g who had no opportunity to study in vocationdl classes and from

Vi
_, Y ’ /

? regular vocational studedﬁé were also idennified The innerr o _
;; relationships of all attitpdinal measures were calculated to determine

ﬂ Caa ! . o [V
patt/;ns of growth toward career readBﬁess for the disadvantaged

)

N vocational group of rural adolescents. Finally, a prefile of charac-
< A. " .
* teristic sttitudinal traits was developed for the disadvantaged

“vocational students who studied in model programs.
Thz research design for the investigation was organized into four

,phasegf (1) selection of participants; (é) developmentof instruments;.

’ .(3)ﬁiollection of data and (4) analvsis of data. N

Q

Selection gnd Characteristics of Subjects

[\

Disadvantaged Vocational Students
e l Model Vocational,Programs. To allow disadvantaged.students

opportunity for maximum exposure to éptimum vocational curricula
and supportive services, it was decided to select subjects for the
-
principal population, disadvantaged vocational students, from existing

. quality vocational eddcation programs. The criteria for a vocational

program's being selected for participation consisted to its' recognition

.

by state level vocatiodnal educators as having developed -and implemented
. . v '
ongoing curriculum objectives which exemplify those outlined by the

.

\\' National Committee on Employment ‘of Youth (Cohen, 1969) and the
31
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guidelines for the Vocational Amendments of 1968 (Kay, Kemp & Saunders v
~ .

1973)

»
/'
/ . - —e

In consultation with W.T{ Taylor, state Supervisor for vocational

‘r .- . - programs for disadvantag d handicapped from the State Department

VA - '%(.
_of Educatioh, several programs in Mississippi were recognized as

e

providing educational opportunities congruent with-the ideals of 1968
,Vocational Amendments Acta _On the basis of geographical repreéentation
andnrurality, programs for disadvantaged.in four vodational centers

' ; ; were chosen to provide'subjects-for the study. These programs were

: termed "quality" o model" since they appeared to, be répresentative

of the best training which Mississ1ppi currently offered for rural

- -

disadvantaged students of high school age. = ’67”555

All of these programs were located in population areas of 45,000

i

or less as indicated by the 1970 Bureau of Census repdrts. The yoc~
' ational centers containing the model programs servedfstudentS'from
) ’ . . ) : i . ,
perimeter counties where communities most often contained 2,500 or o

less individuals. Industries in the areas were primarily agri-

< - ~ .

business and small manufacturing units. 'The four vocational centers

were geographically distributed in the northécentral, south;central,

south;western and lower Delta‘regions}of Mississippi. v
VThe,four programs varied in tenure of establishment from two to

T . seven vears: Their curricula for disadvantaged, primarily, centered

around vocational training classes designed to prepare semi-skilled

workers in the.areas of carpentry, masonry and home economics (commercial

'seﬁing)‘ ~ Students worked in vocationally related classes for\one -half

N

day and returned to regular rlasses in high school for the other half

82 -
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day to pnfsue studies in general education.

Several professionals assisted the diSadvantaged in the mddeliﬂ
programs, Special skill teachers guided the educationally disadvan-~
taged to improve their facilities in the wide spectrum of 1anguage
arts, with special emphasis on ‘remedial readiﬁg? ”Exbefienced”voca;"
tional counselors who had receivedrrecent training vere alse available '

+ for assisting students to understand their problems, to exniore their

vocational potential and to seek channels for communicating effectively

.
)

with future enployees. . Administrators in all four~programs were
reeognized;for their professional leadership traits and for their
° expertise in developing effective vocational-programs.
As viewed by the investigators, a’major asset of the model proérams

* were the professional qualities of the instructional staff. The six

. Iy
A\ -

instfuctors from the classes of students chosen for the sample appeared
‘:Q-w’itb > . . . - .
to be well trained in skill areas and to have had more on-the-job

work éxperience than avefage fot vocational educators in Missiqsippi.
All six scored at least one standard deviation higher on attitudes

‘vtoward teaching-andwattitudes toward“students ‘than did a statewide \
sample of teachers for disadvantaged in‘recent studies (Handley and
Shi11 1973) Formal professional study completed by these educatorsr
of disadvantaged ranged~from having_earned an.aSSOCiate:of science

P degree in'junior college to holding a masters' degree. -

T . ._Characteristics of Subjects o : . ' .

The 115 disadvantaged youth’ studying in eight classes of the four

3

model.programs comprised the sample for the disadvantaged vocational

wr—

group. Upon entry to the special needs programs these students Were
= - ﬂ,'_ T

&




- classes in high school with other students who weretgﬁﬁleast,one

judged by their counselors to be\gduéationaily hnéble to complete
regular vocational studies without extra support. 'Ihe students range

LY v M
W

in age from 14 to 19 years. Scholaétitally; they Sgﬁeﬁdedzregular

.year younger, Five of the classes were comprised of males. One

class featured sewing ski}ls in home economics for females. Percentages

of the sex and racial composition of the sample are ‘given in Table 1.

H

Disadvantaged Nonvocational Students

Since it was not possible within thé time 1imits of the study to

secure prévioﬁ?ly‘established control groups for comparison purposes,

.an attempt 'was made to locate a sample' of disadvantaged students with

. similar,béckgro@nd and educational problems who had not been exposed

to vocational training. The assistance of guidance counselors in

- four high schools serving largé populations of rural disadvantaged

[

students was secured in the selection of 102 such students. These

students came from socioeconomically disadvantaged homes and, in the

8

opinion of their counseiors, could not successfully complete fegular

programs of studies in vocational education. These students were also

R I I A A T B R T T I T T T T e U

ﬁékiﬁéhééféiﬁél edpcationél progress.,

£

Only 93 of 102 students selected by their counselors to have, the

o

above characteristies completed the battery of attitudinal measures:
These students comprised the nonvocationat disadvantaged gnoup sample.
Data for racial and sex composition ‘of this group dre also given in-

Table 1. B » _ iy

Nondisadvantaged Vocational Group

. ’-

Ed

" To secure a sample of regular, nondisadvantaged vocational students,

25
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S . Tablel - ,

.8 - . . ~ s . ’,
. Sex And Race Composition of Comparison Z\mxps e .

R0 .

A A} Subgroup S N %

=

LA SR Disadvar{taged Vocati%!ia'l . 115

Male L ' 102 -87.7
Femalé - © .13 12.3

e , ‘White . 13 12.3 .

Black : 102 . 87.7 . 2
) Dis.advantaged Nonvocational 93
: ) Male . ) 62 66.6
’ : , . Female 31 ;33.3
White : 22 . 23.7
. o Black LN . 7653
"% Nondisadvantaged Vocational =~ 71
v . Male , 41 42.3
~ ., ‘Female 30 . :_,!;57. 7
R e 1 R T T e g g
) * “  Black ’ 59 83.1 .
. b", N ’ > .
. =; & .
-
L

. 26 L .




- ’ ’ -
direcppré_fqr two of the centers having model programs for the disadvan*

. taged assisted in selecting 7] students as typical representative of

tveir training programs. These students were making average or above
’ progress in their vocational courses which included a broad spectrum

of curriculﬁh offerings. . The sex and racial compositiohqu the group

is noted in Table 1; - ~ _ o . -

*

Selection of Instruments --*.

Data for the study were collécted through utilization of five .

) instruments: Crites' Career Maturity Inveﬁtorjfﬁftifude Scale, '

Kilbane's Survey of Pupil Opinion, Super's Work Values Inventory, the

Attitudes Toward Vocational Programs scale and the Instructor Rating

of Student Pradress.scale. . R . )

Preliminary Studies of Instrumentation -

l
‘

- ‘\ A sample of )21 students who achieved at average (N=79) and below

average (N=42) levels in vocational classes were selected as a
prelimina@y sample to provide data for instfument validation. These

2y students attended the upper three high school grades in a middle~

R AN
L . . v . .

eastern Mississippi community. During the spring of 1974 the Survey

ﬁm“*“‘"ﬂ’EffPﬁEiIMQ§iﬁfdﬁvﬁﬁa‘Eﬁé”WBfRMVéiﬁés'IﬁvéhEbfy”Qéféwﬁfétééféa'Qifh"' T
this sample., The two evaluation scales, the ATVP aﬁq the IRSP,-were

constructed and validated. Following are discussions of these

instruments and the others employed in the study.

T

‘Career Maturity Inventory/Attitudd- Scale

The Attitude Scale of the Career Maturity Inventory, according to

Crites (1973),was designed to measure attitudes that are critical in

fealistic career decisiod making, That selecting an occupation is a

36




st

process which spans a -considerable number of years, usually from

- * . - )
late childhood to early ‘adult, was the rationale upon which Crites

. v )
T, ¥l : )
. ~

. igvtdevéloped his instrument. o
- As theorized by Crites, the attitudes associated- with vocational

E L development are clustered into five separate dimensions (1) involve-

ment in the career choice process; (2) orientation toward work

>(3) independence in decision making; (4) preference for career

choice factors and (5) conceptions of the career choice process. y

Crites designed the attitude .scale with fifty true—false attitudinal
. /
statements which he believe? indicative of these item clusters. "
! ¥ ’

Internal congistency estimates for grades 6 through 12 were
’ calculated,with the Kuder Richardson Formula 20 and ranged from .65

to .84 with a.mean of .74 (Crites, 1973). Since the instrument was

planned to be composed of.five related, but not identical clusters
.4

> o3 r . .
of traits, these measures of internal consistency for the total

attitude score did not appear unreasonable.”

Crites also reported a correlation of .71 for 1 648 students in
stability studies when the subjects were tested and retested ‘over a

one year interval Crites (1973) predicted that this test—retest

L]

re1ationship was low enough to allow for maturational variance but

high enough to establish systematic measuremént‘for'the variabuk.

being quantified.

Two different approaches were cited by Crites to derive measures
K " " of content validity, one of which was theoretical and the other

- empirical. The content of items were derived'from central concepts

o S in career development theory (Underwood., 1957) and then constructed

. | - e 28 ’ .,_wz‘/,(
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T v . " )
from relevant instances of verbal vocational behavior. To obtain

"

empirical support for the inclusion of items on the test, Hall (1962)

B

asked ten expert judges (five male and female counseling psfﬁhblogisté) VA -, T,
to designate which they considered to be the most mature response
to each item on the attitude scale. The percentage of agreement

for scoring items was 74 percent.

)
v

Criterion validity studies reviewed by Crites (1973)-found the-
N

Attitudes' Stale significantly correlated with measures of realism
#

- in occupational aspirations, consistency, decision. and realismin o
‘,\.\ . . ~ - . : ./ st
career choice. However, Wilstach. (1967) reported nonsignificant

cdqfelations between the Attitude Scale and Super's Indices of
Vogational Maturity. " From these findings ®it appears that the'data

related to criterion validity of the Attitude Scale ére'somewhat _
' [ g teete ’ 8 - ' \ .
02 A e

inconclusive.

%
- Ve N

The construct validity data in reference to reSpdnsé}ﬁias are also
somewhat inconclusive. Carek (1965r concluded that the' response set o

. -

«in the instrument had negligible influence upon Ehg’Attitude Scale*,
- . .
scores. Shirts (1968) sfudied the response style with a 'normative A
. . 3 . . . .

v o . T
—:“~“'""““*Tevetsal”'form-of‘thE“attitude'scaTe“and”found”that“frﬁth"gf&derst"'(”;'"*“"“‘"
. . . @ . o f
in his sample were -less consistent-in their ‘responses~to the standard
and reversed forms from test to retest than when they wére' admini%-

2

teréd the scale on bothvdccasions. Crites (1971) attempted tq define

"this source of score variance more explicitly and asserted that '

.

response style has no_signifiéhnt effect on the AEtitude‘Scale.

fl . ‘\\ . .. [ . )
i Super's Work Value Inventory was the instrument employed to study

4 o ) ot .- . . ‘._‘/"

Work Value Inventdry ) h N }fi. “ _ | ,f//’ -

R
‘.
.
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the values which the adolescents seek in association withgtheir future

joﬁs. According to Super (1970),|§hg_1ns;rumen; assesses Ehe(valuesr
which are extrinsic as well as those which are imtrinsic in work, the’
I&it‘ .. satisfaction which individuals seek in work? and the satisfaction which

- L.
may be concomitants or outcomes of work. The instrument measures. ﬁ;

Lo

motivation for work in 15 areas: creativity, managémEnt,uEEﬁvaement,

surréundings, supeévisary relations, way of life, s€curity{ associgbes )
| esthetics, prestige, independenée;%QariétY,;econ;mic.régurns,.a%tfuism
and intellecfuél stimulagion; ' o ) ‘ | ‘ ;
, e . e

" The WVT'containQ 45 itehs which describe values or outcomes assoc-& .
i:ﬁéd with jobs. Spbjects rate each of the items as to whether the iT' rw.-
. . . * . * ‘_'b’f-.,' .

stated outcome is "very important”, "important", fmodgfatély important'", “

- " little importance" or "unimportant" to them in -the job they seek.

Gable and Pruzek_(1971) factor analyzed the Work Valué Inventory

and found that Super's grouping of items within subscales were

"

reasonable and §ufficienf for describing the relationships adﬁanced

A B

by the author. Though all pf'the 15 subscales were not found to Pe

independent of-each otﬁer, the 15 measures did possess internal’

.
AW € W KIE S Sl ed € g mr st W 4 W w xRk w vt w w kol H TN sm o ww w € T € e etk A Rk T L g e aek &t om & s anE g At ar A o e

consistency. ' : ’ . . . .

Survey of Pupil Opinion (SURPO) e

T

From the literature self ‘concept or self esteem appeaaﬁd to be
* . .
an important dimension of readiness associated with career maturity. ' .

Ce ) : : : ' e
‘In adolescents self as related to the school scene or situation had

\

“heen demonsfrafed to be related to career maturity (Cribs and Sembler,
- 1967). 1In the ﬁresent study the'need for a spychometric device which *
correlated well with traditional measures of self concept, yet méasured

S ' 39
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dimensions of attitudes associated with school and school work was
. v

conceptualized. , ‘

~-The ‘Survey of Pupil-Opinion, an instrument developed by Kilbane-

s

.

(1922) in the public schools of Cleveland, Ohio, appeared appropriate

for this task. Kilbane and associates developed the instrument to

‘assess attitudes toward self and school educationally disadvantaged

e students who had difficulties in reading. In the Cleveland studies
i, . . )
f?ﬁz “the instrument was fouRd to yield three independent factors involving
T L, : : ’ y
24 of the original 3N items the instrument. The factors were

designated’Social- Perceptiohs (seven*items), Perception of_Teacher

(nine items), and Perception of Self-as-Student (eight items).

Test~retest correlations for the total score of the instrument
_yielded an r=.71. A copy of the SURPO are presented in Appendix A."

This instrument was submitted?to'121'subjects'in aiMississippi
N sample of vocational students tatedzas average and below.average in

> achievement by their instructors in preliminary Studies}preceding

the reported investigation. The results were factor analyzediand,

-

again, three factors were discovéred. The composition of the factors,

however, differed somewhat from that discovered by Kilbane. ‘In

e e la e e cmiee M 4 A Ko e G e e e G e 4 W e e

Table 2 the items- found in each factor in the Mississippi study are

presented, along with the reference to the factii with which they‘_

'

were associated in the'Kilbane study.

Only 16 of the 30 .items loaded to s1m11ar factors in both, the
Mississippi and Ohio studies. ‘However, six ot the 1tems (Nos. 2 ,10,
14, -15, 24 and 25) which did not load heavy epough to be 1nc1uded in
any of the factors in Rilbane's study were found to contribute .

-."' : 40 | .
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> ) S Table 2
*
Composition of Factors for Survey of Pupil Opinlon as Assessed

o ¥ in Mississippi and Ohio Samples*

v

4

. ' - ‘ Loading in  Load{ng in*
Factor - Ttem Mississippi " Ohio
” ' ‘ « Sample  ~  Sample

Factor I: " 1. Chances are good that

Self-as-Student - -I“11 succeed in school, I: .5539 I:.5183
! . : .. .
2, T like to read, | I: .4011
4, School is a waste of ,
" time, - | - Ti-.5840 - II;-,4445
6. 1 think school is fun.  Li 4754 IIT: L6035
S 4 ’ ’ \
' . 8. 1 have a good time in .
school. - T 5168 III: .6414
10, I watch the clock . ‘ R o
, , during class. - L:-,4170 ‘ '
, o 11, T think I'm doing - _—
41 | | “better in school this L

year than I did last

R S

12, 1 do my assignments . ; \
-+ on time, ‘ I: 5211 I: 4672

1

16, School s boring.  1:-.,5576  II:-, 4462




€E -

§

7.
7
13,
™,
21,
' : 2%,
| Factor III:
Social
Perceptions &7

[}
' \ N

]

Tabie 2-=Cont inued

&

» 4
e e e e —— e —— e e —— e
v

-

Factor [tem Mississippi  Ohio-

| o v Sample  Sample

Factor It : |

Self-as-Student 17, I take my schoolwork

oo : seriously. I; .5707 It 5829
| 23, T look forvard to my
’ classes, I: 4197 ~ III: 4085

- 27, T wish T could quit‘ : ‘
- gchool, 14819 T

.. Factor II:

‘Teacher Perceptions 3,

Teachérs.qre fair,  I0: 4793 11: 4814

The school rules make T
sense, I 5105 I L4758
Teachers expéct too
much of students,

|

11:-.42\37 ) 11:-,5311

My teachers play .
11:-.4156 Qf;:-.4563

favorites,
My teachers pick on . |
me too much,

4

——"*;Ibadiqg in Toading In

Ty C——————
e e S s sty e e e o

Teachers are too.
strict.

My parents look at my

report gard. III: 4978 1: 4959

I1:-,3074  1I:-,5888

j— ‘
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q : Tible 2--Contined - - -
. : " ldading In Loading in
Factor Item Mississippi | Ohio -
, !
. Sample - Sample
Factor I11: 9, Students in this school - '
Social - . are friendly. " II: 5501 III: ,4323
Perceptions ' !
14, T ask my teachers for . :
help, III: /4442 o
15, My teachers under- )
stand e. : I1I: ,5137
18, Teachers give me the
help I need in
... school, III: \5643  I:.4191
3 L. I like my teachers, III: ;4015 III: .54?3. o
: o %
' . ‘ . 2). My teachers can take
| | a joke. . III: (G471 III: ,4878
- © 25, My parents like my S
‘gchool,  ° - III:,5030 | y
2.1 gef along well with C )
‘my teachers, III: 5475 IIL: L4L61
28, T cone to school on -
time, - CTII: ;5023 III: ,3961
4 i . 30. Teachers are friendly,IIT: ,5968  II: ,4902
i ' i . .
| 29, T get along well with L
J other students,  III: 5423 III: ,4318
*Factor letters (I,II,III) have been changed to coidEi&é‘bEEE’EEBbE?"
found in theMississippi Sample,
Q : '
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- - respond, again.to.:the instrument after a one week interval, the

» .
significantly to the derived factors in these preliminary studies.

In the validation studies, the "below average and "avérage"

samples of high school students were found to differiif§nificantly

A

(p<.05) on sleres from a11 three of the SURPO. factors, as well as

on the total score (see Table 3). All factors of_SURPO were found

to correlate significantly with the overall self concept score of
L o ‘ R -

the Tennessee Self Concept Scale as seen on Table 4. The gelf—aé-
student factor and the teacher perception. factor also correlated
significantly with' the overall grade point average earned by the

vocational students during the previous year. The total score, as

-well as the three factors Qf SURPO . also correlated significantly

with their school attendance for the previous year.

In test-retest studiésuﬁhere 42 of the students were requested ' to

[

°

. d
.following reliability coefficients.were noted: Factor I r=. 78

L

Factor II, r- 86: Factor III, r=.69: Overall Score, r=.82,

The factors computed in the Mississippi sample were utilized for“

. _ - , :
- studying tﬂg‘zﬁhsacteristics of the three groups in the present study

toward self in school. S s L

Attitudes Toward Vocational Program

. . ) b o
The Attitudes Toward Vocational Program (ATVP) instrument was
' - I~
. v .
constructured-to quantify the overall feelings which students have.

toward vocational programs in which they are enrolled. It is

I3

composed of five questions which subjects answer on a "yes",’ .

"undecided", "no" continuum. The five items inquired how the

\ v ) *

16
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, R Conrparison of Means for Average and Below Average
) o . L Croups on Survey of Pupil Opinion ,
4. ) k1] - - v Below .
Pactors '~ _Average  Average F
”  Self as ‘Student 34.26 40.23 7.31%
= "Teacher' -Pérceptions‘ 13,61 15.11 5.02* ":(?
Social Perceptions 31.54 40.72 7.24% ¢ \3
) . . , * .
o '.Overall School Attitude 91,22 97.16 - 11.07"
2 Y . '
’ ‘ .
. Significant at OS level. _ -
o **Signi\ficant at .01 level. :
1 L . o . ) ( . .",/ . . ] ' .
N 47 -
i A
»
N NS !
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Table 4 ° . - - | g

Correlation of Self in School Attitudes with Overall
Self Concept, Scholastic Achievement and School .
Attendance for High School Vocational Students.(N=121)

12

L

%

— e s, . e e, e+

' 4 A “ Correlates
Variables’ : GPA . .Self Concept ‘School
) . ' Attendance .
SURPO Scales: : L L
Self-as-Student - .38 - .76 ‘ .43
Teacher Pe;ceptioné L4h A 41
N _ : e
Social Percéptions ©.21 . .43 27
Overall Sghool .' .41 .69 .39
-~ ' )
Attitudes Toward . »
SO oo —Nocational-Programs———99-e o 5h . 65
, 2 ) . .
Instructor Ratings )
, of Student Progress = .86 - .61 / 71
*Significant at .05 level. o ,
‘ . *Significant at .01 level. . —
(- ‘ R
- . - mn
. N
T
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subjects liked their/vocational eduggtion training, whether they

.believed the;twere_#earning some skills and information that would
help them on futur/e/ jobs, whet‘he\r they planned to finish up their:
/ _ . .
cou;?e of study, #hether they woﬁid recommend. the same roational
education progtaﬁe to their friends and whether they were pleased

that they took the program of vocational study instead of other
ﬂ'
_school&work A copy of this instrument is included in Appendix B.

The’five items on the questionnaire were those selecteq from a -

'y‘ "
pool og 0 items which contributed significantly to the discrimination

3
betweeg wo ' grOups, each composed of 50 students which were rated.
B B
"below:average' and "average or above' in vocational achievement,
respectigely, by their instructors. - These same items loaded heavily

A on a single-factor derived from a principal component analysis of the

original 30 items which~accopnted for 78% of/ﬁhe variance shared

- .

. I . : l‘ .
—eee._.AMONg _the separate items. . .. e

’f elpha coefficient, a measure of intefnal‘consistency which

1' |

Ve%dman (1967) equates with a, Kuder—Richardson 20 coefficieht g% .94, >

P

w g computed for the ATVP A test-retest reliability coefficient of

S
83 as found for 42 subjects tested twice over a week's interval in

'

preliminary studies

¢

Instructor Rating of Student Progress Scale (IRSP)

On Ehe IRSP instructors were requested to rate the achievement

[ 4

of students in their classes in vocational education in terms of

their projected potential for working independently in the skill area

s ©

of itraining after completion of the high school course of studies.

49 -
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- The students were given an overall rating on a 5 to 1-scale with a

-

3 5" designéffﬁg a student would be -able to perform independently on

the job in his trained area without direct supervision.after compietion

.of his trainipg. A rating of "4" indicated a student projected to .

be able to perform well on the job with only-routiné sﬁpervision.

A rating of h3" was used to designate students who, in the opinion
. -« of their in§truCtors, were making regular progress, and would be
able to berform adequately on the job with Fegular sﬁéervision.
S;udents who rated !"2!' . on’ the IRSP Scale were making slow progress,
Aas viewed By &heir instructors, ;nd would ﬁrobably need stfong ?
sd;portive.ngerISion to perform adequately.on a job iH‘th tféining

area after coﬁp}etion of their high school work. A rating of "1™

indicéﬁed fhaf the student was making no progress and, if his
P : o7

mdfivaéion did not change, he would not be able to perform'adequately Vf;

on the job, even with supportive supervision.

**-----M~“This—instruﬁent—was~a130“pretestedLinfthe~pteiiminary~studies of ‘ -
121 students in the middle, Mississippi sample of average and below

average students enrolled in vocational education classés.. In this
: y :

'study approximately 8% of the subjects were rated "5'", 14% were

ratéd-"é", 39% were rated "3", 242 were rated "2" and 15% were

rated as "i.". In two ratings of 118 student# given erf one week
in;er&als, ;'tes;—retesg reliability coefficient of .84 was;calcu-'f;:?
lated. These data appear to indicate thaglteachers d;re able }o

relate progress of selécted students to each of the five different
levels rather consistently. \In Table 3 it can also be noted that

the instructor§' ratings of students' progress in vocational education

50 -
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courses correlated significantly with overall”GPA (r=.86), overall
self concept (r=.61) and school_attendanee (r=.71). |
| | Collection of Data
After the, instruments.were selected and pretested, the§ were

administered to subjects during the early spring semester ofgf§75.

Data were collected oy the orincipal investigator and two graduate

-

,

students with _extensive tra1ning in psychological testing. Instruments"

were administered in small groups ranging in size from 12°to 21 . °
DU '

individuals for all subjects except those comprising the nondisadvan—“

taged vocational group"gThese groups contained from 25 to 32 subjects

during the testing Deriod

: Directions for responding to all instruments, as well as all items

on the questionnaires were read aloud, by the psychometrists at a

pace slew enough that every student coulﬂ follow carefully and mark

‘his choice of items. This ora1 presentation was necessary slnce

3 ' -~

many of the students had been found in preliminary investigations

b . a
not to be able to read the items well enough to comprehend ‘them,
. !

Analysis ‘of Data

’ \
Univariate analysis of variance models were utilized to. compare

means for the three groups. for variables measured by the subscales of

the Work Value Inventory, the Survey of Pupil- O inion and the Attitude

Seale of the Career Méturitv Inventory. Correlated t~tests were also

computed to compare means for work values within each group of
subjects. 1In multivariate analyses”; two different statistical models

oﬁ‘discriminant analysis were used to differentiate among the .three

40
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‘groups;; Aretepwise discriminanf aneiysie statistical prograﬁ ’
, develgg%d’by Nie end‘%s%ociates (1972) was' employed to determlne
& 7 “;ubScafes drscriminared signlficantly among the dlsadvan—'
.éi;é;é& vocationer Gbe%disadvantaged nonvocatioz§~ e needrsadven_

e ’ > i !
@gfaged vocatidnaligroups. . Group membership fqz;ﬁ%ﬁ%'hree categories

A \.

of Sub1ects were also predicted with a discriminant analysis program

f~ ) - developed by Dixon (1973). B
v ' For‘datg analysis within the vocationally disedvantaged group, a
55 _ :

_mulfipie regressioﬁ model (Dixon; 1973) was utilized to show the

relationshlp of the work values and other attitudes to ratings of

a

‘studgnts progress, to students attltudes toward vocat10na1 education

i‘ ' programs and to-measures of qubjects career maturity. The relatlon—

- C e
. N P

.ship of the predictor set of Work values and related attitudes to a

P
°

o set of criterion variables compesed of  three school related attitudes

was assessed with a canonictal correlation model described by

s ——

Veldman (1@675.
AG image rotarional factor analysis model was éiso utilized to

reduce the matrix of 22 attitude-~measures for the disadvantaged

vocational group to more simple dimensions (Veldman, 1967).

o
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IV. ANALYSIS OF DATA

This investigation of'characteristics\gf rural disadvantaged

‘studentsbenrolled in quality high school level programs in ybcational

.
hd .

education in Mississippi was structured around ten broad research

questions The data were anaiyzed and 1nterpreted in terms of these
10 sub—pfoblems( ' ’ ” o S » .

4.

0

-ncceptance of'Vocational Programs
The first- research question focused on determining the'attltudes
of the disadvantaged students toward their vocational education study
program, Specifically, it inguired how many of the disadvantaged , f\‘
vocational students: (1) liked their vocatiomal c1asses Better than.ff:
;\\\~ their other school work, (2) thought that they were 1earning some\
:skills and_informatlon that would help them to get a job in the

: future, (3) planned to finish the1r course of study and graduate

-33~———~-~from—high—schoo1——{&%~wou1d—recommend—that—one~of—thetr“frxends take

the_same training program and (5) were pleased they_had enrolled in

the'present vocational program of study instead of taking regular

~

school work.

-~

The Attitudes Toward Vocational Programs (ATVP) scale was employed

-to measure these attitudes for the dlsadvantaged vocatlonal ‘subjects.

D‘Fa der1ved from th1s ana1y51s, recorded in terms 3Y percentage of

hd L s

response for each category, are given in Table 5,'

t

"For all questions more of the subjects responded "yes'", rather

than "no" or "undecided" in the'vocational disadyantaged sample. These

f -»

students who were partichating in the modei prdgrams designed to fit

o - : . R
oo L v _ e




Table 5

4 Percentage of Disadvantaged Vocational Students
Responding in Different Satisfaction Levels X
on Attitudes Toward Vocational Program Scale

FREN
°

v ¥

) - - \'.'; % of Resoonseg
: L, © 7 Item ' ) . e
Yes- - Undeciébg No

o
'

1. Do yoi like your vocational

. K -education training better R N : L
.- than you other school work?" 74.8 ‘13.9  10.4
2., Do you think that you are | o fi\f‘q

learning some skills and
information that will ‘help you
- . to get and keep a job in the‘-' ) :
. . future? 939 . 2,6 2.6
3.'.Do You plan to finish up your
“course of study and graduate

Ry

R - from high school? 84,3 13.0 1.7
4, Would you recommend that one . & ) .
—of-your. friends—take--the. same.. ey

vocational training program
in htigh school in which you . : :
are enrolled? . 84.3 5.2 . 9.6

5. Are you pleased that .you took *
the program of vocational- study
instead of other school work

[

while in high school? ' 80,0 2.6 15.7

Average C 2.
*Percentages do not add up—to 100/ “for each question since
the reSponses were left blank by some individuals. .

2
i .
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their needs>reséonded most favorably on the qﬁestion relatéd to -
whethefbthey Qere,leérning useful Skills and knowleége.:.Though their
"responses were less févorable regarding whether they were pleaéed
that they took thé voganbnal proéram study, still 807 of the groub >
of 115 iﬁdividuals ahsyered "yes:" Th%se data appear to indicate
that tﬁe disadvéntaged v;cationai_group“of higﬁ schaool studén?s

exhibited favorable attitudes.- toward their vocatid®al education
P ’

brograms.

Thfoughnut the preliminary and comprehensive studies of this

investigatipn,’the\Attitudés Toward Vocational Pfograms scale was R

,administefégﬁtg“Qafé?cioéconomiéally nondisadvantaged studeﬁts en-
rolled iﬁ'vpéat;onil programs. To answer the second reéearch ;uestiOn :
-which asged}hoﬁ the oVérall'aggitudes of the.aféadvantaged vocational

groupléomﬁared‘with that of‘a‘nofm group of ﬁondisadvan;aged voqationalf ‘

-

students, the ATVP was scored for Bbthﬁgroﬁps (i.e., the norm group
of regular vocational ‘students and the disadvantaged vocdtional
group) on a 3.0 scale. Means and F ratios for comparing the two

. Broups on each item and the total scofg‘pf the ATVP are given in .
Table .6.. -:’ . ' . N T . . : 'M:Ls& v‘ -,

Significant differq?ces showing more favorableTattithés toward
‘ vocational_proéfaﬁs for the disadvantaged vocational group over a

' norm grouﬁ of nondiéadvantaged vocational étudents were found for the

’

overall score on the ATVP and for two of the separate items on the

\ : . .
instrument. -~The groups apparently,differéd most on whether they liked

° 1

their vocational education training program better than othé? school

- - N
~

-

.work and whether or not they would recommend "the program to other

' 45
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‘Table 6

Comparison of Means for Disadvantaged Vocational , (DY)
K4 : f and Norm Groups of Regular Vocational Students (NDV)
' on Items of the STVP Scale

: ' ggoup Means
Item ‘ : DV " NDV F
(N=115) (N=94) Ratio

1

1. Do you like your .
vocational education ..

training better than . . ) *
your other school work? T 2.66 2.31 4.48
2. Do you think that you . -

" are learning some skills
and information that will

help you to get and keep :
v ~a job? ) 2.93 2.88 1.16

+ 3. Do you plan to finish .
. up your course of study

and* graduate "rom ‘high S s .

school? _ 2.73 2.66 1.84

. : o

4. Would you recommend that o o

offé of yo®ir friends take : - " )

' the same vocational training- - s *

program in high school? S, 2.7 2.52 5.02

5. Are you plea!‘jﬁthét you
* -took the program of -
vocational ‘study instead
" of otherx school work while
in high school? 2.69 2.51 2.78
. ¢ - *
Overall Attitude Score 13.72 :11.69 6.42

v

¥significant at .05 level. i
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students.- In both cases, the disadvantaged vocational subjects

.

indicated the more favorable fesponses.

In sumﬁation, for data ‘derived from studying the first two researcﬁ
questions, it appears-that the disadvantagéd vocationél group, as 4
whole, was more satisfied w%th its tpﬁining“prograﬁ and expressed
more positive overall aétitudes toward thei; vocational studieé than

did the norm sample of nondisadvantaged vocational students. .
N I Y ' . ‘
-Comparison of Career Readiness Attitudes Among Groups

In order to describe the work readiness status for the disadvan-

taged group -of rural, secondary students more succinctly, their

R

attitudes ‘related. to self in school, work values and career maturit

P

were compared with those of disaQyéﬁtgged nonvocational and nondisadvan-

- o

taged vocational reference grouﬁs of subjects. Two types of statistical

- r . . L : . ’ .
studies, univariatelaﬁd'mu%tivariate;:were used- for making these °

\ - e
¥

comparisons. v - . *

Univariate Studies

e
T

Attitudinal dimensions of the thfee groups as measured by the

Survey of Pupil Opinion (SURPO), Work Value Invehtory,(WVI) and the

Career Maturity Inventory (CMI/A) served as criterion measures for

cémﬁaring means for the three groups as indicated in Research Question_

" “No, 3. Analysis of variance models with accompénying theffe tests .

~
as post hoc measures were used ‘for analyzing data. The .05 level of

significagce was employed for rejecting stétistical null hypotheses.
S /Q |

Attitudes Toward Self and /School

L 4 .
Subjects' attitudes toward self and school were measured with the

Survey of Pupil Opinion. The groups were compared on the three factors
' .

47 -
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. 1 . . ‘ \,)
. - s
derived from this instrument, as well as the total self and schodl

- —

score of the SURPO.

- Comparisons of means for the two disadvantaged groups of students

and the regular vocational students are presented in Table 7. Signi-

ficant differences were indicated in the univariate analysis of

variance models for each of the three.factoré,‘as wellias the total
< . L :
score. When the Scheffe test was calculated for ﬁaking comparisons

LR ]

.

. among mean pairs, the relationships summarized in Table 8 resulted. -

The disadvantaged studants enrolled in quality vocational brogramSJ
scored significantly different (pé .05) from the disadvadtaged nbn-‘
vocational group on all- four scales' of theFSURP0; . “ -

On the Self-ms~Student factor, found to gof}elaté significantly
with overall self concept and'o;erall grade point averages of'studénts
in prelimina;y studies, the disadﬁantaged vocational group. corad
significadtly higher with a)mean of ﬁ3.74 than both ché disa Qantaged

t

"nonvocational (i#29.55) and the nondisadvantaged-vocational (i=}9.74)

”

- groups., These data appear to indicate that students from the quaIiEy

vocational programs for disadvantaged saw themselves as doing better
in school and as more interésted in their school wogk than did tﬁeir

counterparts who had not studied in vocational programs. The ‘'students

v

| from the model proghams also expressed moré positive self concepts

-

“in school orientations than did the comparison group of nondisadvan-
e g’ N :

.taged vocational students. .
On the Teacher Perception factor the‘disadvantaged vpcafianal

group (i=12.7é) scored significantly higher than both of the 6thef two

groups, Generally, gﬁese students' from the qua%ity programs appeared

553" B .
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Table .7

Compariéon of Attitudes Toward Self and School for Disadvantaged

Non~Vo€ational (DNV) ,Disadvantaged Vocational (DV) and
Non-Disadvantaged Vocational Students -

\
s .

Non-Vocational Vocatioral Vocational,
Criterion Disadvantaged Disadvantaged Non-Disadv.-. F
o ) ) S.D. X s.n. - X S.D. Ratio
o _ . ) ) : *k
Self as Student 29,55 11.87 :_43.74 6.83 39.74 7.41 65.61
N ) : ; *
Teacher Perceptions 11.0% 3.24 12,78 -2.57 10.83 2,87° 13.32 ¢
Social Perceptions 35.44 11.43  44.52 ©5.90 41.77  6.39 31,72**
Overall School . : ‘ . " gk
Attitudes - 81.77  26.32 107.85 12.87 96.74 14.83 49,59
**significant at .01 level. :
59 - .
49.
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- . ~. ‘
to see teachers as expécting a more reasonable amount of work, as

being more fair and friendly and as being willing to help students if

asked. The disadvantaged nonvocational group and the nondisadvantaged
. group with respective means of 11. 09 and 10 -83 did not differ signifi—

cantly on this trait.

In pilot studies, the Social Percepgions factor proved to be the
most difficult dimension of the SURPO instrument to validate; Someé

of the items, for example, which Kilbane/zza72) reported as associated
SRR SR
with this factor did not appear so in the ruraI ﬂLs&issippi sample
hy o9, 'o'.' o
studied in preliminary investigations. In view of the§e studie&,’ ? .
1 * v (» ; L

? i ¥
this subscale appea{s to- be most heayily loaded on'items wﬁich relate f:;

.o . % { L 2

vy . T " $
primarily to. intQ; peneOnal reIationéhips in- 5chool between students-;_:
4 «

¥y, I a

.and teaqher and.hfier §tudents, arid parents and students in school ’

.“:' B N o N w_"?u"o"/ ﬁ d,\ ,. "'(!) . :
. *relateﬂ issues. ?ersons who score high on: this fa%tor v1ew themselves 3@

® . f « . .
,\.‘. * (‘1,. e L 4

)

L0
schpol reﬁntedwdss$es.

o N

s ;‘*" . :Q;J -;'f _ -" ﬁ . g“’ o ‘i: ' ‘

. Se . LI 1 . N . P
. ,"':.-’ﬁﬁ PR A - T
o ey 'In & e §cheﬁfe'%est .d vah aged vodﬁtional group 's meannon,’
(\, \( i ® t .
I L ce o=y
s $g§45 1 ter-gg(”@h % fa tor €§—44 :fz/did not - differ“gﬁgnificantry from
{‘,A oo .

udents (2:41& 7) Both oé‘these

%hewnondisadvanpqﬁed vocatlﬁnal s

4

_‘ ; 4. RN ."5' ‘
E?upg, however, signilipantlv outécored the d1sadvant_ ed ngnvocatlonal
'5 4‘ A -0 K
PR & " A s EN e & IR
3 Zl0§P (X—BS 44) ‘on thim dimension of behav1a¢ e ';7~ ST
_/'\ - ‘ - . N L\ LA "‘ .:‘ ‘:“‘.

gts from qualfty proggams (?—1 7. 85)

RC tional grbup as indicated h;é%%?

asrhaying posimﬁve re1ations with te/k rs;’students and parents ‘on Q{ii

7.



R \
L themselves higher on overayl attitudes toward self in school than did

the disadvantaged group not enrolled in vocational programs (X—81 77)

Career Maturity . 3

(3 . a

The progress of .the groups toward career maturity was’ mea3ured by

4 \y
the attitude scale of Crites' Career Maturity Inventory (CMI1).

~»

ratios comparing the disadvantaged vocational disadvantaged nonvoca-

»-tiqnal and the nondisadvantaged vocational groups of subjects are
o given in Table 9. Mean differences predicted By the analysis of
- variance model were confirmed,by'utilizing the Scheffe test in post
hoc comparisons. At the .0l level all three groupe were:found to he

' significantly different from each other on the attitude scale of
the CMI: The nondisad:?ntaged group (i=33.62)‘scored significantly .

‘_ higher on this facet of ‘career maturity and the disadvantaged non- v
vocational group scored iow (X=20.26). The disadvantaged voca-
tional group with a meanvof 26. 56 occupied‘the intermediate position
on this scale, scoring Significantly higher on these attitudes than
the nonvocational group andigignificantly'lower than the nondisadvan~
taged group. | |

v

Then, utilizing Crites' instrument as a criterion. variable, the -
: ' v T
attitudes of regular vocational students did appear to be ‘more -

developed taward”career maturity at the timejahd'under.the conditions_l

hssS\ of this study. The students in the special program, however, seemed .

to be making more progress toward career maturity than were'their"
counterparts who were not in vocational programs.

York Values - X . |

.

Significant'differences in 12 of the 15 assessed work values were

51
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Table 8

~

.Results from Scheffe's Test for Comparing Group Means on
Factors Derived from the Survey of Pupil Opinion

< . »

)

! ? Factors , Decisions at ,05 level
. Self as Student i DV > NDV > DNV
Teacher Perceptiong - : DV > DNV = NDV

.Social Perceptions DV = NDV > DNV

Overall School Attitude o . DV > NDV > DNV

—.-—-——-L..’——-——--— ——— s ——————

DV=Disadvaﬂtaged Vocational Group
DNV=Disadvantaged Non-Vocational Group
NDV=Non~-Dis advantaged Vocational Group

- Table 9 4

‘Career‘Maturity Measures for Disadvantaged Vocagional,
. - - Nondisadvantaged Vocational and Dfsadvantaged
Nonvocational Gro@ps ‘ '

’

———

. .Groups - ‘ g S.D, T Ratio
"  Nondisadvantaged Vocational  20.26 9.00  78.23™
Disadvantaged Vocétio;ai lb 26,56 . 5.6é |
- Disadvantaged Nonvocational 33.62 | a 4.85

,**Significapﬁ.at..ﬂi level.
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prédicted among the three groups of rural students in the variance

modef.':The suhscalesiof Super's,Work Value Inventory were employed _—
as. criterion variables. Means for the groups are presented in Table

N La

10‘ késults discovered in the post hoc test are given in Table 11

: . A brief description of each groups' rankings of the work values on

the importance scale in‘Super's Work Value Inventory not only

illustrated the differences in motivations which existed in ‘the

population of rural secondary students studied but also suggested

the complexity of the work values' patterns which’these students')

perceiﬂ?d in themselves, = ° R o ’ ' . R
3 . ., . . .

' The disadvantaged vocationai and nondisadvantaged VocatiOnal

groups with means of 11.99 and 11.14, respectively,_did'not differ

.

Significantly on their rankings of creativity as a dork.value. Their

individual rankings generally ranged in the moderately important"

to "important" range of Super'svscale. - The disadvantaged nonvocational
group with a mean of 7.41 scored significantly lower than both "

1
vocational groups on this trait. Hence, khis group expressed less

motive for contributing new ideas or creating something new than diﬁ

~either of the-vocational groups of high school students. . ) R

Significant differences at the .01 level were found among all three

groups'on the management scale of work values. ‘With a mean of 11.23,

. "~ the disadvantaged vocational group,gave an overall rating‘of "moderately

important to the desire to  have authority over others in'a job and

* ‘to the use of leadership abilities in work. With modal responses on

&

N this scale also located in the'"modqrately important" interval on

this trait, the nondisadvantaged vocational group occupied the

63
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Table 10

‘Work Values for;bisadVantagéaiﬁEEéfidﬁ;i;7Disadvahtaged/
Nonvoctational and Nondisadvantaged Vocational Students

B
hid

Didadvantaged Non-Disadv, F-

WODK Values  Disadvantaged.
o - Vogational -  Non-Vocational Vocational Ratio
X S.D. X s.n. X% s.D.
L . k% .
Creativity '11.99  2.05  7.41 3.63  11.14  2.71  70.04
. o > . - ;- - *%
Management 11.23 2,07 - 6.94 3.61 - 10.01. 2.65 65.69
Achtevement _ "12.44 . 1.73 9,83 2.64  12.78  1.82  53.65°"
Surtoundings - 12.55° 1.72 11.86 - -2.67 12,56  2.16 3.12*
Supervisory ’ B . o : ,
Relations 1§§?3, 2.11  12.06 2,09  12.55  2.17 1.24
- Ty - - : *%
Way of Life 12.98  1.94 11,30 2.3 13.42 1,61  27.55
Security 13.66 - 1.41 13.59, 1.71° 13.22 _1.80  1.71
- Associates 11.95. . 1.66 11.37 1.99  11.77  2.13 2.47
- Esthetics 11.37  2.15  9.66 322 9.49 - 2.63. -15.26**
' ' ' ' *k
Prestige 12.14  2.09 ° 9.41 2.47° [ 11.45  2.25 39,06
: ' o ’ ‘ s n k%
Independence 12.50 © 1.95°  8.13, 3.13 11.76\ 2.65. 79.25
N ' ; C k%
. ' . Variety 1n12  2.28 6.85  3.70 18,99 - 2.66  64.92 -
’ . . . -~ v . '
<, . -Economic » o g : ¢ - *x
Returns 14,06  1.49 13.08 1.99 ° 13.16 “1.81 9.41
Altruism ©12.16  1.93  9.99 2.47 12,07 - 2.47  27.58""
Intellectual C ;“,;':; L _ - *%
Stimulation 12.06 ' 1.87 -6.80  3.67 10.68 2.56  96.50
*Significant at .05 level. :
**Signifillnt at .01 level. ,
' ' 61 ‘
¥
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S ' . Table 11 ’
. L"Of _ Results of Scheffe's Teét‘fo£,Compariﬁg Means for
’ Work Values of Three Groups on the Work -
- . , Value' Inventory
Work Value * Decision Ft'.OS level
Creativity ' DV= NDV >DNV
yénageme;t’ | DVS nﬁv >DNV .
Achievement | . ~ NDV= DV ‘>DNV.b‘
i . Surrqundinés § : i :‘_ NDV= Dv,=DNV
Supervisory ﬁelations ‘ ' 'NDV= DV =DNV
Way of Life . o NDV= DV >DNV
Security & : ’ 'DV= DNV =NDV.
'Associatés o _DV= NDV =DNV
“ . Esthetics ) . . | DV> DNV =NDV:
Prestige - o o s NDV SDNV
P Independence - ' h ;-; ' ~ Dv= NDV SDNV
X Variety T DV= NDV >DNV
Econom%c Returns ' | | DV>'NDQ =DNV \
o - Altrutsm , _), ", DV= NDV> DNV
) Intellectual Stimulation DV >NDV.> DNV

")

DV=Disadvantaged Vocational Groﬁp .
DNV=Disadvantaged Non-Vocational Group.
NDV=Non-Disadvantaged Vocational Group

B )

' ‘ . ‘
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inte}mediate pggition of the groups compared on _the management work

v

value. They scored significantly lower than the disadvéintaged

.

vocational group, and significantly higher than the disadvantaged
nonJocational group. The disadvantaged nonvocational group with a
mean of 6.94 rated management as ''of little importance" as a work

. value.

Ranking achievement from ' moderately important” t 0'"important"

B

the disadvantazed vocational group (X 12 44) and the nondisadvantaged

wae

. group (X=12.78) rated the achievement work value significantly higher

* than did the disadvantaged monvocational group. The group of disadvan- _

. taged ystudents in regular school programs, with a mean of 9.83,

s

_aopjéenply considered personal recognition of their own accomplishments’

the dimension of values measured on the achievement subscale, to be of

[y

less importance.

Though a significant difference in means -for the three'g 8
the Surroundings subscale of Super s instrument was predicted by the

variance model at the .05 level, this prediction was not substantiated

»

by the Scheffe test. With means ranging from 11.86 to 12.55 members

N, ’

of all three groups. tended to rate the need for comfortable and

pleasant work facilities as moderately important on the Super

instrument. S

» N - . . 4

The three groups, also, did not differ significantly on the value

of having favorable supervisory relations at work. A11 three of the
. groups rated this value as "important." Means for the groups ranged

. from 12.06 to 12.55 on this work value scale. v - .-

-

Having a job that would allow- them to lead the kind of life they

/4
. . . IS

6-
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discovered among,the means for the three*:Zpups on this work value i

would most enjoy rated highly_as a work value for'hoth groups of S K

students enrollled in vocational Classes. At the .05 level however,

the disadﬁgntaged nonvocational group with a mean of I11.30 averaged

&

vsignificantly lower on “this scale ‘than the other two groups.

v ~

The security dimension of. his instrument is,projected by Super
. \Q"
(1970) as reflecting work values associated with job continuity.

In the analysis of variance, no significant differences were

dimension. OVer‘90%'of all subjects ranked security from "important”

to "very inportantf as a characteristic pf their preferred job. . }

Though'the variance model indicated an F ratio 1in comparison of
. A ;i ‘ .

thé medns of the three groups which aﬁgroached significance (p<‘.08), A

-

no mean-differences in the associatés work values were verified at

the .N5 level on the Scheffe test, With group means ranging from_:"

-

11.37 to 11.95, ninety percent of all Q%bjects rated the value of -

having good-.contacts and forming friendships with fellow workers as

"moderately important' on the. work value scale.
. .

The desire to make atfractive products, to add beauty to the world

‘and to have artistic ,ability in oge's work are the dimensions of

values classified by Super as esthetics. With a mean of 11.37, over'

90% of the disadvantaged vocational students in this study rated -
estheticsvas moderately important" "importan; as a work value..

At the .05 levél, both tWe nondisadvantaged.VOcational group (§=9.49}i

and the disadvantaged nonvocational gro;p (X 9.66) scored themselVes o,

in the lower range of the moderately,important range on this work

value.

. 67‘
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as a '"moderately important” work value. : ’ N

o

 The two vocational groups of subjects did not differ significantly
; . - . Lo AR
on theé value of prestige in their future jobs. ‘The disadvantaged,

vocational group with' the mean of 12 14 and the nondisadvantaged

group with a mean of 11.45 both ratedothe need to gain prestige in
\ *\:“'j ’

S

"'their field as an "important" work value. In contrast, with.a mean

of 9.41 on this scale, the disadvantaged nonvocational group of
#
s&udents apparently gave significﬁntly less importance to the work

value of prestige. Ninety-five percent of their group rated prestige
3 : : .

The attraction of independence in work as characterlzed by Super

- as the opportun1ty to make one's own decisions and to be one s own

v
.

boss, also appeared to be significantly less appealing to the
disadvantaged nonvocational group offstudent% as a work value. ‘When

[

thé scores of three groups were compared‘on this, trait, the non-
vocational students were found to have rated themselves significantly
lower (X=12 50) and the nondisadvantaged (X—ll 70) vocational groups

a

of students were found in the 'important” range as.specified on

~

Super's instrument. : : * .

WitH a'mean of 6.85, ninety—fivewpercent of’ the disadvantaged

nonvocational groyp wer2 found to rate variety as "of 1itt1e

importance as a work value. Again, the means for disadvantaged

vocational'group and the nondisadvantaged vocational groups. did not

]

differ s1gnif1cant1y on th1s work value., At t%e 05 lewvel they both

‘e

rated this dimension of work values characterfzed by the Hesire to,

-

do many different things in work as significantly more important' R

’ -

than did the nonvocationalﬁgrOup of disadvantaged‘p#bjects. The - means.
. . “‘* . ) .

58 : >
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for the disadvantaged and nondisadvantaged vocational groups,

respectively, were 11.12 and 10.99. . . o . ' ) .

e : . -

LY . N . N
The: value of good-.economic returns for work was considered,

"important" by 95% of the disadvantaged vocational group. With a .
o . . N . B
mean of 14.04, they rated this work value significantly higher than

adid.the disadvantaged nonvocational ,and the nondisadvantaged voca-
. -y .
»

tional'groups-.0 The latter.two groups'did not differ significantly

3

in their evaluations of the importance of economic returns as a work‘

N

mothator. All three groups' scores on this value were generally

distributed in the "important" range.

Altruism, the desire to pursue work in helping others or to add

i

to the\well—being of other people, appeared to be more characteristic

of the work values associated with the- two vocational groups of

.

subjects. With means of’12.l6,2nd»12.07, respectively, the disady¥an-

[ . ) S

taged and nondisadvantaged vocational groups, considered altruism as
. 8 " . '
an "important" work value. At the .05 level on/the Scheffe test, -

[ P
.- theyiagfdvantaged nonvocational group were found to have a significantly
lower¥mean (X=9.99) on this subscale. ‘0ver 95% of these.students

marked altruism as "ﬁoderately important' on the Super instrument.

In relationship to intellectdal stimulation, the disadvdﬁtaged

nonuocational sanple of subjects scored themselves significantly .
lower (i=6.80) on the desirability of needing to.stay alert, or to
have to keep solving new problems, at work. Withva mean of'10,68'

on this dimension of work values, the.gg%disadvantaged.vocational‘

N -“ ! . . "g -

) group scored significantlv higher than the d1sadvantaged nonvocat1ona1
v -,

group and significantly lower than the disadvantaged vocational group

!

i

5 | - . - o - '61, f _v, jp?“}iv
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-economic returns, esthetics and management.

. ‘ } : o
.be significantly lower than were those for the nondisadvantaged--

. .
. PR
- .

(X=12 065 Generally, the disadvantaged vocational students rated

, «

in;ellectual stimulation in work as "important while the nondisadvan-

taged students scored this value as moderately important" and,

- finally, the nonvocational group rated the need to keep‘mentally

alert as "of little importance" as a work value,
From the. above analysis of data it appears that the work values‘

of the two vocational groups are more nearly alike, than those of any

of tbe,other pairs of groups studied. In relationship to the

u,,, !

nondisagyantaged group of students, the disadvantaged students from
Q.
highlyzrecommended vocatiowal programs did not differ significantly
. f . . o
on the following 11 of Super's 15 work values: security, associates,

Supervisory relatignsg creat%vity, achievement, way of life, prestige,
independence} variety, and altruism. Significantly higner mean%ﬁ'
however, were found for the_disadvantaged students in thelvocational
prggrams and the sample of nondisadvantaged students studying in

t} . ‘ ’ . ~
regular ptograms on work values related to intellectual stimulation,

S

When compared with the disadvantaged nonvocational group, Jthe

a

work values for subjects in the exemplary programs. of vocational
education for disadvantaged were found to be significantly‘higher
in 11 areas: creativity, management, achievement, vay of life,

-stige, independence, variety, economic returns, altruism

dal stimulation. Also, means for nine of the wor- J"’
value.scales for the disadvantaged nonvocational ,group were found to

.

a

vocational group.: The measures on which they différed were creativity;ﬁf

. . ry ' Wb . ‘-_v"'
PR ; IO . \44‘ . PR
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management , achievement, way of.life, prestige, independence, variety,

L $
.altruism and inwellectual stimulation.

®©

-Aa can be seen on Figurekl'(Page 60) where the means for the three

groups on all 15 of the work values studied are graphically depicted,

the disadvantagnd nonvocational group con51stent1y as appeared to

' o ’

"rate most of the work values }ower than did either of the other

two groups. Howevét, since this group did rate security and economic

L3

returns in the "important" range this discrimination appears to offer

=)

supportive evidence that they did not give an overall negative rating

pattern on the instrument. By a careful examination of the trend

“~slopes among the pattern of the groups' responses on the graph, it
- )
can be noted that group means for this nonvocational group, though

often"significantly lower, did generally appear to follow the same

-

pattérn of rises and slumps as did the other two groups. The two -

mést noticeable discrepancies were tﬁe lower mieans for the nonvoca-

tional subscales. Some investigators have suggestéd that'perhaps
the most meaningful implications in work values studies are not those

found in betwéen group comparisons, but rather in 1ntra—group

comparisons of means: e.g., perhaps more can be learned about the

work motivators of subjects with similar trading or experiences

-

by ranking'éhe means for specific work values within-the group to

determine their order of importance for a specific group

-

»

How, then, did subjects in each of the groups in this study rank

the work values in order of importance within their own group? To-

investigate this relationship, Super (1970) suggested: that more ]
Mtion should be paid to the two or three work values which:subject.s
~ . ‘0 m
61 ) .
“
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o ' ‘

R WA AC SU SCOWLOSE AS S RLOIN VA OEROAL IS

1 L ]

|- ] |
L | LB T T ' Y L l.: ‘{F'j Il T 1 " |
e o ‘
ls ..A N 3\ ,.“ Y;% , X
) | |
z 4
° 1) | | 4
i | RS
2ol Ny ]
w , o - ‘
E
3 ni
g 100
Z
0
0 9
ﬂ ’ '
3
. | 84-
8
1
.
6}
' | | , o (R=CREATIVITY  ES=ESTHETICS
. B . .IQ . HASMAAGEMENT ~ PRePRESTIGE.
1 ; DISADFANTAGED NON-VOCATINHAL GROVE AC=ACHIEVEMENT  IN=INDEPENDENCE
o : © SU=SURROUNDINGS VA=VARTETY
A ‘ - .
& NON-DISADVANTAGED VOCATIONAL GROUE SReSUPERVISORY _ ER-ECONTHIC
¢ RELATIONS ~ RETURNS
DISADVANTAGED VOCATIONAL GROR Lotk OF LIFE AL=ALTRUISH
| SE=SECURITY ¥ IS=INTELLECTUAL.
' AS=ASSOCTATES  STINULATION
o L .

v



B
o

71 Hopefully; :h ’

" within each oﬁ  "

3~the three grahps o? rural econdary students zgy”\
: ai ooy

cantly more important than any of 'the other values assessed by

N

"» rate hiéEest nd lowest( respectivqﬁy to Jé"ﬁiiné'%efétiﬁg eﬁphasiﬁ f‘lé”
R S U R P

By ! M )
oF ¢a1u ? alI ppssible pairs oszZZFQET
/”“;l'i‘--, [ 720 S
€é ). by the usé ef\a co
A ¢'~ s AP Ny
ar;alvgis‘ wouid" allow‘ ax};examnanontof which w rk
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R §

bvéﬁues.wg;e~c qside?ed'siéﬁifitanily?m i ’impon%g?t withln each of
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Within the group of*dfbadvantaged studeizkApttendwﬁg model voca-

S . ¢ i

tional programs it was f0und that these students valued .economic
- \

returns, security and way of.life assocjated with a job'as sigani—
. IR £ N

~

Super's instrument, They also rated management, esthetics and variety

as significantly less important. The other work values appeared to .

-

occupy a medium level of precedence in Eheir responses when the:mgans o

were compared. The correlated t ratios computed in these withiﬁ
group means comparisons are given in Table 12. K

T ratios for comparing means for the work values scores for the
disadvantaged nonveocational group:gie listed.iH\Tabfg 13. it was
discovered that this groupbﬁalued security, economic returns and
favorable work surroundings' (in that order) as significantly more.-

important in work. Within.their own group, they rated means for

1nte11ectu§} stimulation, ésthetics and creativity as.significantly

’
3

less important.

The nondisadvantaged vocational students favored the same work

-~

values, economic féturns,,way of life and securlty, as significantly
N .

more important as did the disadvantaged vocational group. Also, in

agreement with the disadvantaged vocational group, they appeared to"

w3
o
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v

,rate management and esthetics as less important work values. DPiverging

-

sgmewhat from the disadvantaged vd¢cational subjects, however, they

-considered intellectual stimulation as less important in their rankging

- B

" of work values. ‘Means for these last three variables were signfficantlz/f—
.-lower than those derived for work values within this pondisadvantaged

: grdgg.' T ratios comparing the pairs qﬁ correlated means for nonvoca-

«

. tional students are given in Table 14. : .

c A consensus of these data on work values seems to indicate that

o - -

A all three groups studfed appeared generally to favor the work values

which.Super (1970) characterized as materialistic (security, economic -

returns). They differed, however, on the'vaiues which had best

a

attraction fo? them. . ~_

In comparison to ‘the disadvantaégd nonvécational subjects, the
zdis:E;an;aged vocational group appeared to be motivated mdre‘by the
self expressidn.(intellec;ual stfmulation,‘creativity; variety) and’
behavior control (management, EresFige, independence) dimensions of

future work. - ' o Qé

’

In comparison to the more socioeconomically adva&taged group, the
differences appeared more complex. In the area of self expression,

however, the disadvantaged group appeared to be more motivated by
s self expression values such as varietv and intellectual stimulatjon..
At the same time,.they were also motivated by economic returns

1
~ 3
'

(materialistic) and management values (behavior control) than were
N \ . .
o ' . ' ) o . ¥
the nondisadvantqged students. .
. . . ( S_a\_/ . ' o 1] .

Summarv of Univariate Data o T T
' . ] . B.
In the univariate analyses conducted with analysis of variance

- - IR t
A .. - ' i 12

o v 5 o . ' ' ( o

eric - . 79 , , .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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¢

nd t test statistics, the disad;antaged vocational group diffefed on:

15 of the 20 attitudes studied. The& differed frpﬁ the nondisadwentaged

- vocatioﬁal.group'on only eight of these samé traité.; Fro& these da;a =

. W . it appears'that:;he tw;vgroups ip vocatioﬁal'educafion were qmore §iike
. in thesé atti;uaes than were the two di:édvanfageé-gybugs. The «two

-

.

-

* disadvantaged groups of rural youth differed on work values associated

by Super with self expression,'behavipr control and géodneSs-of life..’

~ Generally, all three groups appeared more motivated by thgfmateriayistic'

o
o

< segmepts of the future work experience, however. In éarékf maturitg
-7 : Y

_attitudes, the disadvantaged vocatiqggi students atténding the model"
. °  programs ranked in an lntermediate pos%tion between the disadvantaged

‘nonvocational group and the'ﬂondisadvantagea”vbcational"étudents. On

.

self in school attitudes, with the exception of social rglations, the

.= -+ _disadvantaged vocational group displayed significantly more positive.
v i . ) . . . : . . *.

a attitudes. ) ‘ : ‘ .y
A . IX

-

Maltivariate Studies of Group Differences

In univariate studies of differences among disadvantaged vocational,

2

disédvantaggd nonvocational and nondisadvantaged vocational groups,
sévefal overlaps of data appearéd to exist. _As can be noted in Table
15, relatively high corfelaé%on coefficignis_existed among the 20

‘ . ' ' S o .
attitudinal measures employed ‘as criterion, measures in the reported

analyses.h This ohservétion»suggested that'perhaps a mhltivariatg

Y3 o~

approach in whiéh_the three groups could be simuitanedusly<compared o v
on the best interacting pattern‘of personal traits-might be more
appropriate. The multivariate approach would eliminate utilization

of redundant variablés'in final group‘descriptions and would also. allow

oL T 68
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A series of dﬁcriminant analysis functionﬂ' were plotted in wh1ch

different‘combinations of the 20 attitude scales on~‘ w,hich'.;esponses

. - -
. -

for all 278 subjects were available were"cc'Jnvs-i;dered as -discriminant
variables. 'Es'se‘ntially,, the four sub—nes"ea}"éh questions explore'_d at
. JPEENY 7 . A

o this point were :“ (A) What is the best c,o'mB'i‘nation of the »20 attitudinal
variables for discriminating among the th‘ree groups" (B) How

i ! - S

efﬁeé:t‘éve are mea’surements from eacf}l hf the respective instruments

with mu1tip1e subscale’s (WVI and urggz of Pup11 Opiniori) as

g
- predictors of the groups to which the subJects were Es.tgned on a *
pri nn't_v basis because of their educ'at10na1 and Socioeconomic ST
J“. 1 \ G @ . )

baCRéI:ound?- (C) What influence if any, do,«tge variables of - age,

' . sex and race have in interactmg w1th the attitudinal measures in
_ LA discriminatxng-‘among the groups" These sub-prob‘lems con¢emed
n® : . 'g ' { . L3
'_.~; a@‘lyses for answering tHe fourth fifth, sixth and seyenth major -
v o M. < B
. research questions ' w4 ‘955 % . "
. “wl

Two different statigzical programs in discr1minant analysi were™
"’data to answer these c?gstions. 'girst, a stepwise

discriminant .anal s B ogram developed by Nie and Associates (1975)
' ] _ L

' : 'ﬁ'was"emploved to determine the order of influence for the variables

)

'in th_qe d,iscriminatingv,function. Then, a multiple group discriminant
% . L. - :
"\",analysis pj;ogram from the Biomedical Series,BMDOSM) edited by

]
v

a \ . Dixon (1973‘) was. used to predict group membership for each of th’ 3
’ L C ' ’ S -

. . . , _
I subjects on thé basis of their measured attitudes. Altogether, seven

’ . ) - ) ) :Ql ’ " . . , ] \ ‘
— .~ dtfferent discrimingnt )hodels were derived, featur"ing different e
,. combination of vaiiables in the funct&ons.‘, ' o o .
Yoo - 8> - o,
. . . / . . : ) » L . ‘ X [ N

7o
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Total Model Pre{Tce¥ns of Group Differenges T ;

lntellectual::Exmulition_asaddork value was demonstrated to.be

+the 'most influéntial variable in differentiating among the three
2 . . .
¥R ) . '

groups of subjects clgssified as disadvantaged vocational; nondisadvan-

taged vocational and disadvantaggd non¥§cational, respectively, inﬂ
the stepwise discriminant model. F ratios for‘assessingltheq " } ‘

differential significance of the variance of the;20 attitudes measured

~ DY the Survey of Pupil Opinion, the Work Value Inventory and the N

Career Maturity Inventory in the discriminant function are in Table P

16. : | .

Cageer Maturity Inventory was the next si icant functlon.to,

discriminate among the three groups (.01 level) Then,,in the ;
following order seven other attitudinal subscales were found to j;
ﬁi - A._
" ~discriminate among the‘kroups of high school students. teacher

1) and security ( 05 level)

- b

With one exception, di ferences on all of the nine \jiab’les—

5 economic returns (.05 1le

/\, - found to be significan v di criminators among groups had pi'eviously
been found in ‘the uni

a sepatate predictor aglrthree groups appeared to be equal in their

asgessment. of the impottance of good 'supervisory relations a?

work value. In. the discriminant: sét, however, it was found to




| . . | g ) . 4 Table 16 . . : l‘ “’ ‘-',‘_ . ,‘ %
: ,Summary, of Order of Entry for 'I‘Wenty Attitudinal Measures,;-ﬁ_-g T n a,r
o isetimiuaiing‘Vatiables Among Three- ' e

Step.  Varidble Entereds .  F When
" No. . : * R : Entered

» Intellectual Stimulation ’ 9420 o

~ .2, Career Maturity Attitudes 5 54.21
“ 3. Teacher Perceptions . 12,607
) '. - o . - kK-

4, Independence . B 11.82 .3581

5. Self as Studemt - 8.78™" 13363 g
o . . . v ' R 4!** .") . E
PR 6 Suuervis,‘g“ry'sRelations . 94 S 031425 .

CLF 7. Achjevement , S 6.49 .. +2998-

8. Economi¢ Re-ﬁums ) F 6.03 .29.6,9.'
ﬂ L9, Security . : T 4,12 .2783

e \C\ - 10, " . Social Peréeptj.ons 2.51 \42731 o .

.

- 11.  Esthetics =+ - 3K N 2,24

.

N Aséociaﬁes o . 2.94
. o : .
PR e LT w13, Surroundings / ) 2.04
N ),_‘,-",;b il Lo 14y Creativ1t 1.42

N > § ( anagement( _ T . 1,14 . .2537

v
™~
.
.
&

o,
,Varie_ty._ , _ 1.36 -4g2511 "

?",e”m{N - 1 . 2489

.'_A YT A N "R N L : -
} “*Significant at .W level. . © - S
: **significant at 4O level. " : . S
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3, - - .
- . N e
eontribute a. signific@nt amount of variance to the differen” dl set

N ~

(F=9 49). - Hence, in combination with the ot r variables tbe influence

" of this work ‘measure apparently discriminated .more effectively than
S A
it did as a singl Treerion. L 2

~ .

" In Table 17,{the F ratios for comparinﬁ groups at each level of

the stepwise dis&riminant analysis model are given.‘:As seen on this

tabTe significant diKferences at the .01 level existed among each

‘set of groups compar:

' - ¥
~at each stage of the stepwisi discrimination ®

analysis. It calt pe noted howevg!, that the F ratio depictin&

Er o
plsoy
significant differences in the collective means for the disadvantaged ’
vocational group and the,nondiiagvantaged vocational group (F-l7 71)

was lqyer thanwthatxcalculated when the disadvantaged vocational ‘

’

group was compared with the disadvantaged nonvocational group
0,3(;'

}5(F=33 68) and the nondisadvantaged vocational groups was compared

d;nwith the disadvantaged nonvocational group. These data offer some

.
.

support for the: conceptu&lized model advanced for career development K "

of the diaadvantaged students in the Special programs.~

- In this an&iysis.the 15 variables fouﬁd to discriminate signifi—
] v & y -
'cantly between the disadvantaged %pcational group and the two,

: reference groups was reduced toa;;ne variables ;he aggi des scale . . ?f

£y 3

ofatﬂngMI %éve work,values (ipi ilectual stimulation independence,
.

achievement, economic retuﬂ%s and SeCurfty and three factors of -
i % RS A ,'

’ J" [ . (S

attitudes related to self*én school (teacher perceptLons, self as ».

'-student and social percePtiénW ,.a
. (.~. 7 . & . o ' ,.‘.b,‘.:'- . * N
Y .' , : - ..‘_ . ’
' ) l ‘ % 4 ® !
’ -
” . #73 e :
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”ji ; Table .17
' . o F Ratios Comparing Differences in Three Groups at Each
éa . u . Step of Stepwise Discriminant Analysis

\ o » T ” ¢ - : “ .

Groups Compared

Step
DV:NDV

No. DV: DNV

g '
Variaples in Equation

0}

1. IS 4 . ' ;82.22 10.84™**

2. ISHCMI(A) 48.70%

40,17

IS+CMi(A)+TP

IS+CMI(A)+TP+IN' ) N

- A

“4«.

. 3. g il A '_‘; K : . B . .
COWB, ISHOM caxﬁTP+IN+s/s+SR+Ac+pR
e é

, 19 §5
I§+CMI(A)+TP+&H*3/S+SR+AC+ER+§

.

P 2

',,_‘ - N

&

\ 4 A B
B SN

DNV :NDV

83.68™*

67.08""

TS P
‘.. u %% -
. 41,99

55?34**

g

SIS I P

k%
32.65

(},_

30. 47

o

..

e T A S

1
- 77.56. - "

K

~x



U

3

.. . . .
- . . -
.

Influence of Subscales of Instruments as Group Discrimination

v o i

Super's Work Values as Discriminators - o T ’
In the next discriminant analysis model developed to seek the . k
7 o : . S / | - . ' <
”t‘--’ﬁ ~ ‘best combination of attitudinal variables for differentiating among" T—
te ) ‘ : '

the three group_sf'of subjects, a stepwise discriminant _program was

N s B - B ,
- %% plotted in whicb»’only. the 15 work values assessed by 'S-upe‘r's Work

«
Value Inventory were gmployed as predictors of group differences.

A suimary table of F ratios-for discriminant’functions in' this

F

%mdel are- given in Table 18 in. t‘he_order which they emerged in the:

"-»r

stepwise progr’ams. In this analysis where work values composed the

" ' ux‘r" e
v ‘

total set of functions, seven of the value- subscales vWere: found to .
discriminate among the thx’eeﬂgroups. In order of their influen g '

)
~in describing the charactet‘ﬂations of the group they were as

ve T - gollows (l“_intellectual stimulation (F-9lo 21)‘ (2) independeﬂ@e .'

.
.

(F=13 54)’ (3) ac s evement (F—ll 09) (4)- esthegic§ (F—ll 96)‘

i L
(5\7 supervisory relations (F=6: 75) (é) economic retums (?—5 73) .
g R DR

and (7) security (F=3: 96)

: ’

‘&r P

s

ibiﬁ'g group d, jf\erences

Statistics anﬂ eqﬁ'zvalent F rat“ios descr

as predicted by’ the stepwise.discriminan*equation are g:tv@n in Table
w.”;.iv_ . e ‘$ » ““' . 7
; : 19 ﬁfeach stey of the analysis

'fergnt'ﬁg w&&n t‘héy ara, included with other att’itudinal
Rr . '(u.,";\.

meiures in the dis.c m,ina_ - £

total" Set«(}f 20 predicto.r attitudinalu.va@%"'l Q\z. hller ; :
model/EB'ntaining only 15 work values ,A for-'-examp]@ esthe&ic N

e T A
. v N 0,;; : 9& B @r LS # W
o e - - J;ﬂ{ —\ ) o

AL T AT

7

o
-
]




Table 18

%

. Summary Table IndicatiﬁgVOrde; of Entry of Separate

*) Work Values in Stepwige Discriminant Ana}y-sis )
Step Variable Entered F to U-Statistic
‘ T Enter .

No.

"2, iIhdqphpdence ?

v 3. Achievement

A, Esthetiés

6. Egonomic‘REturns'_
*, .

7. * Security

8. - Way of Life

9. - Variety

T

~5,.  Supervisory Rélétions

#K%llectugl S;{mﬁiét;on"

Wy

/*i*.

S 94.21

T k%
13454

11:09**
11.96**
575*
5.7;*

%

3.96

3727

2.3,

Uh075 L

©.5934
5401 .
14995 -

.4591 ~

-

*.4373

<4195 °

.3978 oo

B3 .

*ﬂl 10. | Manageme?t . }.68 ‘;:v;*”ééﬁig _ iy
11.  Creativity - , o2 39
. N L2 - » .
. 12, Surroundings ’ 1.30 ©.3762 K
13. Associataes . '1.01 “5@33 Lo
‘14;  Altruism 1.08% =3703 .
ST - > . e i oo A spand
. [N o oL, . . el
15. 'ﬁrespige B o .81 - . 3680 oo
' - ' _ ) - 'f. $
- *Significant at .05 level. Coe -;%"%
+ **Significant at .01l level. N
.%' - ‘ ) o /‘ .
. '] ks o -
M N J
. y g1 N
¢ . , R ﬁ N
h. l.r_:_ v‘ ’ 95
L B - ES
LY -

76

~\
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Table 19

F Ratios Contrasting Separate Pairs of Groups in Each Step
of Niscriminant Model When Super's Work Values Were-.

R - Employed as Predictor Variables . - e
% : S

,
- Lo . . o - .

> e e ————

“Wg,  Variables in Function _ dfy  DviDNv. pv:nov  nDylDNY
. . : - 8

1. 1s ' By 182.22™ 10,84 77.56%

'

AN LR FT 3
2, IS+IN 110.51  » 5.52°°

: %%k 1h_“ k%
74.77° 11,25
*

3¢ IS+IN+AC

. * Kk . k%
4, IS+IN+AC+ES_ 55.87 13.98 32,327

. R AR
"5, ISHIMAGHEGSE™ - = 5,272 #9.25™* ;g'%l'.ﬁl** 28,11
&'_%a: qol . S ) .

*6.  ISHINHACHES+SR+ER 6,271 41,53 1T 70%%" 33,89

7. IS+INH+ACHES+SRHER+SE  7,270-# 7 37.50%* - 1n.03%*  21.50**
: - i v . I O _ T

,*Significant at .05 level. .
**significait at .0 Devel. g9 ..o o -

o
“
*
<&
(S

. ” ) {
. ) s
. o K
X, ~ .
L] -
'
s, . PR
. . -l
-
# 92 e : T
- -
N\ Y .
N r - - .
TR
F-5 ; o s
1] < R C e -
r . AR Y ) * £ . ] ) o o
‘e 5 L . » - “_
& . '
6 P S T e
\] . ! " AR ““‘ a2
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- . -
' - * ° -.A . .
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s - . ) ) S N
. -.value of having work which creates beautiful things, was demonstrated
as explaining-a siénificant amount (pk .Ol) of the between group

variances in comparing the three groups. In the larger'set however,

r this variable yas nqt fouﬁd to be statlstically significant as a f' ’ .
5 . qu -
discriminator. In conjunction with th larger set of variables ‘ ,
aiggi the achievement work did not .a ar o be quite SO influential

.

as a discriminator as it appeared invthe smaller model since it

'

!

entered the function as the fourth work value in the largefmodel and

as the third work value in the smaller model The main difference

v
o

demonstrated here appeared tp be that in association with the self "" o -
. and school attitudes and the career maturity attitude§ achievement |
‘as a work value was found to be more signiffcant than the supervisory ; ;‘

A
relationi work value as a discriminator among groups. The reverse

¢

however, was true when .the work values were aIﬂG utilized as

7:“' ; . ) N - .
E;; predictors gﬁagroup differences. N \ to -
Self and School Attitudes as Discriminators: TS " ad

-

S e . \“’. . oottt v . .
e :,Q- In Table 20 are given the F ratios for the variance contrihuted . .
S e E ¥

by each of the subscales and the . total score of the Survey of Pupil :

° i Qpinion when theSe measures comprised the total set of discrimidant l&@u
s - _ variables Two of theseﬁgariavles the sélf—as—student subscalé and .. N
the teacher relationship&'subs%ale wera gpynd to. discriminate oo L, -

. K
eegl 2 . v
ue. R ’V‘ ‘ o

hf ‘ significantly among th roups watW # ratios to enter oF 64.94 and

v

lﬁ 33 respectively."Group differences as determinedlat each phase

il ” |
. _'of the discriminant analysis'are given in Table 21 In this model e
restricted to a titude measures taken from “the Survey of - Pupil ' B .

e
e = s

¥
0 ini, n, alone, the se1f -as- stu‘!ht subscale apparently was more,ﬂ ',a-.{ ’
2 : '
j . : | S

. . e . . T 0'78 . 5 ' ) . . \ X
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_ il
L 4 -
. Table 20 P T
e Summary Table Indicating Variablfs from the, Sufvey pf Pnnil

. | n"ppini Which Discrimipaég SggnificantIy Among Groups ‘

P o . ARy PR o '\“\ '
N » Stgp , 5 i i . . v EEETE : '
g NG. Variéﬂﬁe to Enter Enter U-Statistic

RO “p ‘ ' e XA :

. . - o k% E Pl
) 1_. Self 85 Student 64,94 . . TTe.6792 .
* “ 2. Teachér Ferceptions ' -16.32 . ' ".6069
3. Overall Attitude Score tillgf .6046
4, Social Perceptions Y17 6038
**Significant at .01 level. ‘ N -

he

- Table 21 ’

N -

Comparing Groups on Set of Discriminant Attitudes Mea5urea by
’ - the Survey of Pupil Opinion

Step .-Variables in ' --——_:T'-: 7 .
) No. Equation = - DV: DNv __DV:NDV_ " NWW:DNV o
o *% ok
(- 1. Self as Studert 127 81** . 11.20 46.41%"
'_" . . W T kk ’ i *%
.'-bwgacher Perceptions ' 60.96 10.54 42.03 -
. PR TP ¢
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S

influential than the teacher perceptiomns subscale as a discriminator
} , e L

among..the groups.of high sthool students. “"The""‘revers‘e was ue in —

the larg'er model where these variables are considered in the same
('; . o ’
set of variables as the work values and the attitudes measures of the

4 ’ .

(‘areer Maturity Inventory as discriminators among the disadvantaged

«

ed

vocational d1sadvantamd nonvocational. and th@' nondisadvant

vocational g groups. B » ' ‘-
v As noted,"i"nm"l‘ables i?’;-19 and 21, either of the three stepwise

di‘scrimimant models explored thus far described a function of .
et - . S . b g ' thi

‘ , variabhes that predi‘"'ct'ed.s'ignifioant differences ong the three

SO . )
groups of subjects at every step of the analysis in each, case.

CE -"“-'"",- Hence, perhaps ic. could be. said that each of the imstruments would
’ T g f N

be Sufficient for demonstratin.gﬁignificant d1fferences in the three

\_. groups of Subjects when its subscales were conégi-gered in a4 muPti-

/ . . .
'vari*ate approach . "

7,_.' . BEEERS Y a B -
"1 Predict‘?ﬁg Group Membersh‘ips with Different Discriminanl/Models
N DL .
“;;' o Discriminant analysis prog'i'\ams howevero, offer another set of
' ’ ~ g,

. statistics which may allow more careful analys1s of wh1ch of the

b

-foregoing discrim1nant equations are most effect1ve for differentiating % o
. “ " N3 '
- .among groups. A discriminant analysis program (BMDOSM) for several . ¢ o

groups presentedt_'.‘bj*;.p’\?[xon (1973) develops a~discr1-minant equation for

i: < each group which inc'ludes all variables as predictors of group
.
membership »as assi&ned on a pr10r1ty bas1§ Means for. each individual ]

N A
. Wn the study are compared with those of ip,dividuals in his ass'igned g . %
group and with those of 1ndiv1duals in the other respective groups <

4 .0

3

< 3 ¢

to determifie the probability for membership: in eaéh of the t'h‘ree

.-
. /. e .
- . . i ) r ,* . . N , . v N
., : “ A .
.
2




"groups. The group fér which the greatesalprobabilffy existed for

Jhi s meaa\:

R

& fﬁ% .
spaéﬁ i he Jndividual ] predicted grouph Then,, each subject_s

predictwa ﬂf%up membership is tabulated against his 4 priori o

A YN

established group membership to check for agreemegtn --~;

-

Three separate discriminant analyses utilizing the BMDOSM program
. ‘e <t §
were next calculated to see which of the thzee models was most

) .

set of 20 affective méasures, it was discovered that 81, 657 -of the

subjects were correctly assigned to theirmprevious&y‘established
groups. As indicated in/Table 22, seventy of the 92 disadvantaéed

. nonvocational students (76. 097) were found to be* more like the

¢ -3 ~

members of their: own group on this set»of discriminant variables

P * .,

comiposed of career attftudes, work values and attitudes thard self
and school More of the disadvantaged students who studied in the'}
\ a i

successful vocationakkp-ograﬁ‘<ﬁ'ver 847) were properly classified

) EH

A similar percenﬁage of'nondisadvantaged vo!!tional students (84 50)

was found to be:more like the members of theirﬁown group than like

¢

N ' : =



