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It hae of tep been noted in various reésearch studies--and even in

¢

. \

v ' every day observaﬁion-chat pales are diffe‘ent from females. The i
. ~~

. _ question considered in :his report is: Do the differences between the e . e

" sexes make a difference in career decision-mek{gg? More specifieal s ,' f/éi .

4 - . z

how much and what kind of differentiatioo can be seen in the proces%es by i '

A

-. - which males and females make their career decisions?" Whec plaueible s

-~

alternative explanations may be offered for perceived differential

effects of sex? * What implicatious-do the findings have for guidance?

A number of reviews have szmmarizedgfindings ftom sc,ores -of studies

* t

on sex differences ralated to veriahles.associeted with gareer decision-
- making--such as igeeréq;?, values, aod occupa&ionel preferences (Brief &
.+ Aldag, 1975 Norris, Katz, & Chapman, 1978; 'f'ict;l_e, 1979). -Més:”of";he_ .
etudiee contribute to ‘or corroborate the stereotypes--for example, that

A females tend to betmore feocial" and alt tie, Gkile males tend to he . ' R
. ‘ _ o : . R e T .

~more congerned winh'money and,power. Th'se.characqgristics are often.

aeﬁd to be functioos of ehild-rearing agd socialization practices. But -
. N

r

e Affirmative action has helped open u more occupational optioos for

boutieorrespondfng changes ig

- . l

. ~ women. »Have suchfphenomene btohght
R the prevalence of sex—stefeogyped cargar decisibn-oeking.among coliege _ v
sﬁudents%} - | C :
. _ _ " )
- Qa . . .'
)
. ‘ . )
/ . . . -

. . “~\




o L . METHOD  ©

. Writings about career developmenc ‘and guidance often réfer to the

PR
.

grocess of career decieion-making, but,s process is very difﬁicult to

observe. It is not surprising, therefore, that' ettempre to describe the

career—decieton=ﬁeEIﬁg“process—more—rreqﬁenriy~1mnnnrrnrrmerconreuc or

ecisions. ' Thus, csreer-rekﬁted choices or preferences are commonly e

related to antecedent or concur ent .characteristics of persons. Projec:'

) . .
TALENT represents this kind of resesrch on a msssive and comprehensive
% .

scale.je.g., Flensgan, Tiedeman; and o:hers;'1973; AIg, 1976). But the
content of decisions and the charec:eristics of decisionfuakersxere not’
the same ds tHe process of careet decieion~meking, nor are they adequate

for inferring précess. Nowhere do such srudies provide a description of -
- . O . R

Al

the behavior of ‘persons actively engaged in deciding about careers, they

miss the dynsmics of the decision processg,

.

<

This report on sex differences in &he career ‘values, inrerests, and
& N

other behsviors of college students hes beeu derived from a more comprehen-
. A3
r -~
sive ytudy of age and sex differences {n the career decision-meking
%

process (Norris, Katz, & Chspman, 1978). . ‘The collection of data capitalized‘

~

‘on unique sets of observecions ebreedy being collected in the course of a
cleerly defined intervention,- The.interven:ion is the conpurerqbesed
‘;-n

System of Inrerecfive Guidence snd Information (SIGI), develOped to help

studenrs in or ebour to enrer‘college make' informed and rational career

decieions——snd also to increase their freedom of choice, develop their,

Sa o ‘ . >

. 'understanding of the elements involved in choice, end.improve-their

a i . . .

R

Fe



competencies in the CDM process. In short, students engage.in a dialogue

with the system to examine theif.own-values, identify and explore - .

options, ‘receive and interpret relevant data, baster strategies for

4 3

decision-making, and formulate tentative plans that can be modified as

v

they gain new insights, experiencEJ and ;nformation.

.

The interven;ion is specified in part, by the structure and content

of SIGI--the model of CDM.it employs, the scripts, the data bases, the
¢ ' Lt :
format of displays on a cathode~ray tube, the response mode on the

>

“keyboard, and so on. g&ese resburces are accessSible te all users. The

_ . X '
{ntervention is further speeified by the distinctive way in which each -

¢ -
-

user. interacts with the structure and r;gqprces of the system. These

distinctive interactions are' automatically rgcorded by thd computer for

research pufposes and can be printed in compressed form. Throdgh this
. -

"windgy" on the CDM protess, ‘we can observe individual-variations in _GpM

behaVipr (within the common firamework of the system)._ >
4 'y . . .-\\

‘Thus, an importad® point to bear in mind is that the findings in
. . ~ _

-thig study are based on college students. observed in the edt of making

o e
career decisions. Thdse observations are not to be confused with responses.

.
P

 derived from surveys 'of people who may,or may. not Se‘actively engagéd in .

4

careet decisionfmaking {CDM) eg the time they'a:e questioned, The -

» .

‘variables in this report aré elements in a process, not made-up ansvers

to- questiong thaf may or may not have been salient to‘'the respondent .
7 S Cw _ . _ .

. Among the Yariables are values prbfiles,"},nterest prefe}ences,‘ and
+
behaviﬁrs involved iQ seeking information, getting predictions making

plans, and using decision rules to evaluate occupations for choice. The

*

)

-

e
.,

-

K3

T oad
.



.

study is descriptive rather than an, experimental.testing of hypotheses.

' ~

It controls for the initial status of individuals as they embark omn aff

¢

formal;'systematic £DM process and compares males and females ot the

¥. P

ahpve-mentioged variables, In addition,-sex—typical.and sex=-atypical

s

groups are defined ‘for each sex. These'deiived—group comparisons help to’

.

—— —— ————— .}

illuminate a number of the sex differences and similarities found. )

G A L

: , -,
Sample ‘ . | _ . - -

[

As part of a field test of SIGI, individual records of interactions

- were automatically'goliected'doring a fixed period in 1976 on a fi&e

A]

percent random gsample of SIGI users at six colleges in different regions .

g
of the coun:ry, Varying in size, segting, nature of population, and so

L)

- on. Five of these colleges are two-year institutions (Pasadena city

iICollege in California, Mercer County Cemmunity College in New Jersey,

P

. ‘. . : : . )
;Eastfield College in Texas, Santa Fe Community College in Florida, and

¢

Delta College in Midhiéan), and one 18 a four-year college (Illinois

State Universit})mf' . , .

A}
-

A tofal sample of 433 complete ind}vidual records was drawn from the

- B SR

automatically collec:ed data set. In drawing reciiis from ‘the five
}

'percent random sample at’ a college, conideration ths given to obtainiyg .
. * .

adequate (thougﬁ'nog necessarily_equal) numbers of recordg in each -

A .
- - N -

*

- age/sex group: The ageeand sex distrioution of the sample and the number

-

L] ) »

-

of records drawn from each df the six colleges are presented below: S
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s ‘. .
.'-\:/ -06- . - X
S - NG "
. o ’ _-- SAM?LEPSlZﬁS-(a) by Age & Sex -
- o . . (b) by 'school ) :
- : “' . . 4 . ’ :
S, @ . B - o, SEX E L
' SRR e oL Male = ' Female
. ) » .‘- » 0 ‘ I' ; . ‘ . . .
T : 18 & under " 46 9 . 140
T AGE . 19t524 - . - . 60 ; 17 137 - -
I ’ 25 & over .10 86 - 156 g
- . ’ - L . , 7 R :j"‘- ) . . .. )
.o g T ¥ 257 433
. . . S B
& AN
~ . L]
v (b) : School N N
e : ‘. . . .
. . , .~ Delta £ . 97 - *
‘ o Eastfield 60,
: , o Illinois _ 56 .o _
. e Mercer .70 \ _ s
SRR o . Pagadena 64 . ‘ .S
: - Santa Fe ' 86 ' " ‘

- 3 . : : } 433 - ' ’,f/T;‘ .L R

There is little reason te suspect’ that SIGI users differ from the 

‘- _ ) general college populationxin ways unnelaned to careerf%ecision-making, ;
- <10 spehial screening prpcedures wvere used npr we;e special inpentives

nrevided. Ther;;ore, our semple is Iikely toabe a goed representation of'

the population of colIEge stude@ts who ‘are ready and willing to engage in
¢
career\gécision-making activities. '7‘ ©o

Data . = - ..

f\

) . N . » . "
Summary statistics are reported in Norrig, Katz, & Chapman (1978)

g

, o ) -')for séne So,variables derived from the records of students’ interactiqps,

-

with SIGI. These records represemt,"on the average, about four hours of
’ [} - . ‘ s . .

{nteraction. Variables discussed in_;histreport will be defined within
+ . . L ]
A

the context of the analyses#and findings.
L4

\~ . > ' »” [

+
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e : * FINDINGS
. o . | |
~, Similarities and differences between sgexes will fi{st be reported in:

respect to values, interests, occupations plamned for, occupatiops .

- v -~

praferred, gnd the relative "desirability" of‘occﬁgations..
2 . T . R

.
N | -

»

value Profiles — : : e S
g ~ -7 o g . -

. What, 1if ény, are the differences in yalue profiles for males and

. . _ . oo

females? For younger and older’ students? As a first step in answering -
) ~ . ' 2)
: : b X

this question, a two-way.multivariate analysis of variance_(MANovgb was

run on the weights that é:uden;s assigned to the ten values in SIGI.

: \ . .
Sex, with two categories, was one factor; age,'with Q?cee levels (19 and -

] ) - ' - ) \»/
under, 19-24, 235 and ovér) was the second factor.

P

-~ - . . ’ . o
. The results of the MANOWA on the value weights afe presented below

-

.(':ab].&. 1).. | . ) S ' ' - . ' - "
o .
. F3 i ) : F
/‘ﬂ' Table 1 ' \
' _ JANOVA for Age and Sex Differences in 10 Values ’
’ o ' ‘ :} i . ' ' .
Source , . #Dep Var. H .F. Approx. F Ratio Probability of Larger F
Medn , 10 1 ~ 1832.0146 . - 0.0
Age v 0 . . 2 2.0662 0.0041
“Sex .10 1 . 9.0089 0.0
. . .. “ . . - . -
Age X Sex - 10 2 ©L1.0012 - Q.&SSI

\
-
-«
*

As the MAﬁOVA table shows,,there-age significant age and sex effects
c V . ’ . .- ' n_

with no significant interactiom. = *

™
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Since there ape significan& age and sex main effects the value \

-

rofiles for the two sex groups and. the three age groupa were examined

more closely to determine the nature of the group differences- ‘ //

Figure 1 presents: .Plots of mean values weighta for malea and females

.- - L

*(ages combined). It gives a quick way to see which values are weighted

high and which ones are weighted low- To pravide_an“indicatien of

considered at least of moderhte lmportance (scale weight = 4). o

: noted for Work in Major Field of Interest and Independence. Femalea‘

P . ‘o
wﬂéther-or not the differences in mean values weights for males and ) .

i

females are significant, a t-test was run for each value. The significance

-

levels associated with the obtained t’s, are indicated by the number of -

aaterisks next to each value. (The aisence of aste?iska indicates that
H

the probability level is greater than .95).
A ‘
Referring to Figure 1, then, we see that: . o -
(1) All values, with the exception oﬁ,Early Entry for malea, are
P .

.

_(2) For males, the three top weighﬁed values are Secuttty, Income,

& .

and Work 1in Major Field .of Interest for females, the correspondingly o

ranked values are Work in Major Field of Interest, Secu:ity, and Helping

-

Others. R ' ' ' >
‘(3) Large sex differences are noted for the values Helping Others,
Early Entry, Leadership, and Income. - Females weight Helping Others _and

Early Entry higher than do males While the teverse is true for Leadershig

. T . .
and Income. ' . : - <.
' ¢ \ - -

(4) Somewhat smaller, but still significant, sex differences are SQ:MH

LY

weight Interest Field highér than males wei§:§ it ‘males weight Independence
RSN .

higher than do femaies. ) j\k\ f’ Njy R
o 1 ' N ) & g - f‘ ' .
Bt
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(5) WMo significantesex differences are noreq‘for.four_of the ten

valwes: Prestige, Securfty, Vériety
) A
. The picture that emerges from d

. and females is consi eant with the l
_nurrn ing-\:female_and~ he striving ma

-

, and LeiSure. -

ifferences 1n values between males
ong-sranding sex stereotype of the

le. TFemales rank Helping Others

._€EZ§E' “iﬁpUrtanceioee—oé—can_oecnnnrional values,” whereas males rank it

.eighth the greater importance to Ea

.associated not only with lower aspir
also with their primery concern for
; family. Males, on the other hand, r
whereas females rank it sixth. This
: reflection ofJ}he males” traditional

' family .

\

. Although the findings regarding

. gurprising, it is interesting to not

- the sixries WAy ha\};hag great impae

sex roles, values reflecting old sex

college students when group means ar
. , p

Field of Interest, Occupation Planne

rly Entry for females is likely
ation levels attributed to women but
current or prospective.marriege and
ank Income second in importance,
difference can*alsoc be ‘seen as a
role as the major pro;ider for.the

A -

-

gex differences in values’are not

e thar ‘while the soc evolution of
-~

t on some individpals perceptions of

stereotypes still exist among

e c?mpared.

d for, and Occupation Pfeferred N

. In the Vakues system, students

fields they pgefer to work. Later,

. &

indicate infmhigh,ené of six interest- k

afrer exploring and considering a

‘variety of'occupatxpns ig 'their course through SIGI, they. select an’

3‘occupat10n (in the Planning section)

eventually\(in the section called St

-

to srudy the pa.ths to .entry, and

rategy), they dekignats,an occupation

-~

ST P /

4 0 té
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between groups

<

level associated with diTTerences

P

Probability

Y

.05

‘*‘.

k= .01
%% = (001~

Y

“

Value profiles for ‘males and femélgé (all agés)

, Figure 1
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X X that they.prefer. It is useful .to examine the persisgﬁnoe or consistency - -
with which students-pursue an early-stated choice of interest field as - 7 . ;

they, go on to deke-plens~and express preferentes.’
L . Figures 2 and 3 §how the percentages of male and female students,

respectively, who* chose occupations:which were consistent or inconsistent ")

with the interest fileld they had selected previously. The figures are

) . 3
: ;" *"
" : —

—

presented in the-form of a "tree,"” with branches that trace consistené;ee‘

*

' : ‘e, ' C o . :
o . and inconsistencies across the three-columns (labeled "Field of In%etest," T
. - . A oo v

: ) . ’ ¥
- "Occupation Planned“for,”" and "Occgpetion’Chosen in Strategy!'). Each
/ , - v t ‘ ) : * N . .

-

. _ . a“ ‘
branch of the tree gives the percentage.of students enteting from the

— - ¢

prior branch. Thug, it is the condbtional probability df a(,boice given . LQ},

e & he previous\choice made, that is presepted at each bran;h. : ‘ ‘ _ , ~
_ 4 . . .
The variable_ in the first colummn, Field of: Enterest (VAL3), refers- S e

s . to the respomse in the Values,section, where a student selects g fileld of = = .4

~._'4,/. .- ’. ) a. - . - ,'."
work most interesting to hig!her. The number. of students choosing the <.

field 1is shpwﬁ in parentheses; the correspd%ding_percentage.is given as a ' .

decimal.. In Figure 2, fos—example, oﬁAalllmaleg in' the ‘sample, 26% (4§ 5

1

. 'chose the Scientific f#eld-of interest.’ . ' & ‘ ) {

» .
~ L3

s The second variable, Occupation Planned for, represents the first

. # T . ' A
. , ( ~ occupation chosen by students in the Planning sectiom when they. investigated -

~educatio¥ial and‘training requirements for entry. The figufes show the
W
numbers and percentages of males (Figure 2) and females (Figure 3) who

selected an occupation classified either in the same field of interest

]
- :
&
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A 3roup,raﬂzmi31)*planaed £or"a~3oienei£ie oeenpation dn- PLANNING’“ Of'*'ﬁiv

»
<

- . .f_ *
A .- T o “‘i“‘!:P"“ d&“ L " Iamb e e va:ww W me a : - TR
* . .. N c .
. ‘ ;' v PR . gffv Y 32
. . - - R \ Vbl . . b . - -
reok o . I b L
-~ .: v ‘ s -'12:- . | - .
o o ' ' t . - ‘
» . - o . . e y , ) -/ . [
. ~ . L. ‘ e . Cr s
qhosen ip VALUES, or’ in a diffefent field * R A . :
. s . * < * ’ . . ) F .
/mhe lest variab&e Oesupation Chosen in Strategy, represents the_. . /r PO
: < . ~ . - . ) ' -
. T O
K ~oecupation for which the studéqt,qpﬁicateq a preference-Lin STRAEEGY), : » T .
. . ‘r ¥ . ":.}'ﬁ*

y S O
after hevingereceived iuformetion abont the desirability (in terms of the o =

. iad 1] - s
; student s valueg) of threedi;fferent ogcupatione aﬁd having estimated thexﬁ. c;' - E
-'-'9 $ . ! e
probeﬁilitywof entering them.. Inﬁche third column, eeeh brauch ;nge the Lo~ '

- humber and the corresponding percentage o£ studentsrfrom the, previous Te ’
brdhch who chose an occupationiﬁn STRATEGY that was either in the y5ame or. S

.a different field of interest ap that originally chosen in VALUES._ n;_;

Figure 2, for example, we. find th&t of the total humBer of maies (175),: |

-t [

26z (é6) chose the Scientﬁfie field of interest in. VALﬂgg Qf this ;' - e

S et -\~ »»—-*—--—-ﬂ

Eﬁese~87 males, 952 (35) again chose a Scientific occupation in STRATEGY,

Similarly, of_the 9

-~

@,yh}li;ﬁz %ﬁé'chose a non-Scientific occupation.
“malee £rom the soientific field of interest group who planned for'hf"j A . ,:7
":nen-Seientific accupation in’?iANNING, 117 (1) chose a Sclentific occuee- Col

. +tion ih STRATEGYf'while 89% tS) again chose'a non-ScientiEic occupation.

f To determine the probabilfty of a series of choicgs mede, the*

conditional probabilieies along eeeh branch of the peth followed mus t be \

>

multiplied.,vﬁeiﬁg the above:example\for the topmost branch of the tree

4+ .

»
a4 . . -

= -

~ 3

*An occupaéion me& be classified in as many ‘as three different fields of
interest. In order for the student’s’response to be coded as "Same,” the
preferred- interest field must be one of the fields in Ghich the chosen
occupation is classified and the occupation must rate high .(3 or 4 on a
gscale extending from 1l to 4) on the degree to which its activities are
appropriate to that field- ' , .

.
B ‘ .
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4n Figure 2, the prbbability of a maie-chqosing the Scibntific field of:

.o k4 .
- .

¢ .

'interest in VALUES (e 26), and plenning for a Scientific occupation (e 80),

/
.end then chqcsing a Scientific occﬂpation in STRAfEGY~( 95) is .zs‘k .&D

: &‘Z‘ ‘ [ A

X «95 = aZO or 20%. In other words, of the total number of males {IZS).

20% (35) were interested in the Scientific fielg and twiceumade occupetionai

-
o \, .

choices consi;/tent with their interestﬁs. oL .

e
’

An examination of the.percentages of students preferring each of tn'

ix interest fields (the first column in Figure and 3) 4ndicatas th't

hJ

(l} there is a significant relationship between sex an¢ choice of field of

interest (chi-square significant at: .001 level), (2) more male tudents

chose the Scientific field (ZSZL than any‘other field; (3) jémales chose -

the field of Personal COntact (352) more frequently than any other fie1d°

4"

_ (4)-pteference for Scientific, Technological, and Adminietrative fields

-« *
-

. rwas greater emoqg malee thaa femalee (differences in percentages are 13,

-

-7, and 3, reSpectively), (3) preference far Personel Contact, Verbal, end

-

<

}'Aesthetic fields was greater among’ females than males (differences in

L] N \ :
percentagee are 13, 6, and 4, respectively),‘ Thus, the greatest differengeg

'infpreferencé‘were found in the*Scientific and:Personal Contact flelds, .

.
.

with males, preferring the former and females th§ latter. .

o

L) Ty, *
- In the second column in each figure, it is:been that lerge percentage%

-

-

of students plenned for occupations ‘that are consistent ("same") with a

field of intereiF indicated earlier in VALUES. Only small differences

" are noted oetween malés ahd fenales in the frequency with which they made

| gbnsietenf\or'inconsistent choices. . Eor,fonr of ‘the six interest fields

\ : o - :
(the exgeptioms, being the Verbal and Aeglhetic fields), at least 72Z of
. . o ¢ . o ] .

' A . .
bt 2R . o - . ..
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‘the.choices are. congistent with pteViously indicated interest"field

selegtions. A Eactor contributing to the smaller percentagqs of consistent

o :
choices for the Verbal and Aestbetic fields nay be ‘the relatively smaLl :

. number of occupations in SIGI for'&hese fields. At the time of this -7

'atudy, 212, of the occupations in SIGI were classified in the Verbal field

(L.e., given a rating oé;\ither 3 or a for this fnterest field) and only

L)

12% were clas ified in the Aesthetié field. The’ percsntages for the

7_.}‘

other fields were Scientific (362), ?achnological (372) Administrative

(27%2) ,, ané/;arsonal Contact (452).; In addition to base rate considerations,

v
" it 1s quite likely that factors otﬂer than major fiald of interest

l .

'werefaffecting stndents with a pfegs;ance‘ﬁor~the ‘Verbal and Aesthetic

¥

fields. For example, they‘may hagé;percaived the’ market fog‘jobs in
% .

3

these fields as particularly unfavorabla.

$
A quick sean of the percentages in oolumn 3 indicates high consistency

A

in the interest field of occupations chosen in PLANNING and those chosen

in STRAIEGY-even fon-the Verbal and Aeathetic tields. Students who
selected. occupations ‘in PLANNING thst are nsistent with tﬁeir original
interest fleld choices also tended to sqlect occnpations in STRATEGY that
are in thezssme field of ihterest;,students who, plannpell for épcnpations

-~

in different integes§ fields tended also to select,_in STRATEGY, occupations

i that are in interest fields different from their edrlier stated interest

preference. - This tendency in persistence of interest field choice does

not appear to be related to sex. That is, a:chifsquare computed'on a

*

deconposigion.into male and female componentg of the contingency table of ;'
the freguency of "same" and "different" choices ‘made in PLANNING and
' ! . ) X ' ' ' e
Y \ 'l-.-

X

C”.
)
-
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: STRAIEGY is found not to reach significsnce (2_> .OS) .. ' '

L4

A chi—square gest of interest field and sex differences in the

»

. ghoice ofgoccupstions selected in STRASEGY (column 3 of F;gures 2 ajid 3)

-~ . 'shows. that (1) there is no relationship between sex.and the selectiqn.of ',;" R

— -
3

"same" and "different" occupations in STRATEGY (independent of the cholce -0

made in PLANNING); and (2) for both males and females, sepsratef}, there

A - " . b b.

‘is-no relationship between interest'field.end the gelection of "saﬁe" and o

‘e - . . Bow

"different” occupations in STRATEGY. - . L T L

* .
» ~ -

e A closer look at the percentages 1n column 3 does, however, reveal
: A Y -

‘: . an interesting ﬁoint. If the interest fields most preferred by both . -

‘ -sexes-écientific for'the msles and Personsl Contact for the femsles-are'
e v b

viewed separately, ve find that"for females but not males, therevis a

PR S A PSS P

significant difference in relatIOnship between preference for ond of
"these two interest fields: and the selection of* occupstions in STRAIEGY\ N

(Strictly speskins, a chi-square tebt on a part of the "tree, particularly

. » a part selected‘\fter viewins nhe -data, 1s not sppropriste ) Thus, _
: v .
.o females who prefer'the-Personsl Contact field of interest are more likely . -

to choose, in STRATEGY, an occupation which is consistent with their

» ' A

L4

interest, field choice thsn are females who prefer the Scientific interest
fieldo X : - : . * * . ’ N i . ) .

L. Onewexplanation'to account for this behavior on the .part of femeles,

; \. and only females; is related to the degree of commitment involved at the’ ot :

three.stages of choice. In Values, students expressed a preference -for a ' .

,given field of interest. In Planning, they invest&gated in considerable
. : T r -

»
.

detail the educationsl requirements and other steps for entryfinto a . . o

=




) Strategy may also have reflected the impact of othe: values besideé

( t

- ) ’
) L . L ¢
. , .
)
d

— ’ st ' »

specified occupatiomi, Since the ogcupatioms im the Scientific interest

ﬂfiéld seém'likelyfto require a héaviefaconCéntration=of courses in the o

R .4 ”

:echnic&l scientific, and mathemacical fields chan do occupations in che
" . ' ‘
?etsonal Contacﬁ intereat Eield, Eemales mgx haye tnnded to be de&erred ..

't
.’

by thefprospect,of acﬁually enrolling in such cnursea. The preference in

_:“;interest. An additional poiut is ;hat many ot the ocqupatiQns in the . T

Ry .8

Scientific fierd (302) require a Ph. D- for entfx:- Thaf— this may - “a"e ' '.' -..

I -

been a grea:er drawback for females tq?n males is consistent with what we

'found wvhen examining sex differences 1§ values. A higher weisht was

attached to the value Early Entty by females than males.-

<1

- b Q . -

.1t migh; be hypothesized that studéRts 'who' choosde occupaéions

consistent with their p:eferred interest £ielﬂ-would'give a higher weight‘

to. the value Intereat :han.a:ndents whn_arg not conniacent in-:haix TN L

choices. As can 'be seen from the pattern é@ Interest means %eraw, by and
large this hypothesis appesars to-be confirm%d. "As can be séen in_?able-

» % . Co . . . C .
2, studénts who choose an occupationm 1nZSTRATEGY that is consistent with

a

their preferred interest field do indeed tend'to assign a highér weight_-°

to Interest than do students whose choice in STRATEGY is inccnalstent

: 2 ™~
with their preferred interest field (p < .OS). o - e
b .
This finding is true“for both males and females “considered separately.
: . «/ L ’ . :
¢ . s .. ' 1
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- . Column 1 ™~ _ Column 2 Column 3, .o
¢ . . . . oy ' A}
. - Db ) g
: : . (]
o v Fleld of Intereflt Occupation Planned * OQtcupatfon Chosen in .
) . (varl) . -for_(PLN2L Strategy (STR). e
LE T . ) . b . - ' " _
’ ‘e - = ' ‘ ‘ T ’ ‘Some ' .
.. ERE : . (35) .95 2w :
: A - : . : ’ ' Y Same ,‘—%( ;95__D1 rfercnt Y °
. -ﬁ"-‘..—! » ) -

T N . (3‘) - 30

.u___%;eé.‘.‘-r-—- o

* 'Same’ and 'Different,' in Columns 2 and 1, are used to. Ldoncify studonts
whose choice ef occupation is conm{atent dr inconsistent with their preferred
Fleld of Intercst., To avoid crowding, these labeln are £111od in onty for
" the branchen in gho Scientific [teld. They should he vnderdtoad, 1ollowing

the same order brauch by branch, for cach of. the other fleldun.,

-

Probability” tree for fieid of interest, occupation plai:_u{le_d for
" in Planning, and occupdtion preferred in Strateégy ¥
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. of lnruSEQ;. To aveid growdinp,” these 1abels are filled %u onlv for the branches {
’ in the Stienciflie tiv)d., They should be understgod, follouxng the sane ord
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Figure 3: Probability tree for field of interest, occupation'p ed for in .
" ...  -Planning, and occupatig: preferred in1St:rategy ,
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e e . Consistent Incongistent. . | Consist&nt Locopsigtent V'Q .
) Ma]_es . 5‘.’84 . - 5'. 44 3 5. 92 .8 5 20 ' ‘~ . r
N o . - : - - - . r I .
. * . . ty . P ’ - . N4 . . Ly B o .
. . Females - ‘6430 .. 6.00 ) Lo 636 ~ 5.86 ' e . !
TN _ S T ‘. ‘ : : f;‘ S
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. . Though the pagtern of means 1s the same for PLANNING as it is for g
W,;w,nw;_,_;;;ﬁIBéIEGI};;he diffengnces between group means are smailér'and not statisti- . j:k
cally significant (g > .05)- Thﬁs is not surprising, since the occupa:ion _ S

chosen inm STRATEGY represents a more considered and analytical prefetence

: PR -than the«occupation gselected in_PLANNING.- _ T . L .
. : . ' ' 7 ’ ! . .
« Desirahilitg_Sums | . ) N T .
" " As agothér way of comparing "male" Yé.'?fémale" occupaﬁions;>Desirabiiity'- :

Sums for all ,SIGI gccupations weré/compute§ for an average male valués

L -'_:> pnofile and a female values nrofilé.

A;"Desirability Sun"!iS'arrivéd.at in the following way: The
S : 4 ’
‘occupations in SIGI have been rated in accordance,wigp their capacity to

\ C satisfy each of the ten values. - This rating is_expréssed'as a number ~

-

\ - ranging from 1 (low) to 4 (high)--excent_for Income, which ranfes from 1
to, 5. 'Por example, at -the' time of the study, X-ray Technologisﬁ carried

a rating of 2 on Income (nedian income of $8000~810,999 per year) and a




[y

. - rating of 3 (more thahaverage) on Prestige. Mathematician had ratings (”1 ‘
. N . ) . - ‘-o ‘.‘ . ¢ >~ ) ©
; of 5 (more :han'seo,ooo‘per year) and 4 (a great'amOunt) on- these two

values. When a studeﬁt s restr;eted value yeisht is mult&g*ied by

- the occubat}on s rating on that vglue and the resulcing prodyéts for all
~ »\‘

s ten values;are séomed, the!tessgt is” ; "Desirability Sum" that expressee

s ~

numericellyifﬁe relﬁtioneﬁip bdtween what the student wants and what the

.

occupation offers. . o N
., f N o : - ) . o N

- - . For present purposes, for all the SIGI occupations, Desirability
: Suﬁﬁ wefe compuéed‘using average male aﬁd ave:ege female valuebweighte,-
‘In computing Desirability Sums, only ni\e‘of the ten values were used.

In:erest Fleld was. excluded because 1its rating in SIGI is associated with

o

a particular field. Teble 3 shows the ten highest and the taen ;owest: '

. sums when the value weighte were restricted to-a total’ of 40 ppints.
Qorresponding sums usingfihe unrestrieted value weights are not presentedeA.

‘ﬁﬁ . since they cloeely resembled those in Table 3. L . ' '

o f -

With the above—mentioneq exclusion of differences in weights assigned -
)

to Work in’ thor Field of Interest, the ten occupations with the highest B

N

. Desirability Sums are found to be the same fot both the average male and

. . .
J ¢ »

the averageﬁfemale and(their rank orders are ‘the same. The ten least = #° P’

-“:

desirable occupations are also the same for the average male gnd the -

-

average female, although their rank order-is slightly different. Keypunch

Ope:ator and Model were the least desirable for both the sexes, followed
for ehe average male by Stenographer, Typist, Awionics Techn;cian, é
- Library Technician, Computer Qperator, Medical Lab Technician, Receptionist,

“ and Accounting Clerk, iﬁ\that_orde:. For the average female Library

‘.
N
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Technieian was thir& least desirable,. S:enograooer fourth, Typist fifth,

Avionic% Technician sixth. The rest were ranked :ggtsame as for the -
. * Vs T <
average male.

t 7 i -

It is interesting that for the moat-)esi;able occupacions, Desirability

L] 3

‘ - Sums are conaisEEntly highe: fd& the average male than for the averagezf
L] k h

U -

female, wi:hedifferences that r nge'from 3.4 to “S.1*pointss For the

-? . : A

leaat deairable‘océupatiome, however, differences;in Desirability Sums

) s

for males. and females tend to ba-much smaller (. 1 to l l’points),‘and for

- four occupacions the sums are slightly higher for ‘the average female thanf

’ for the average male (Keypunch Operator, Computer Operator, Stenographer,

_.and Accounting Clerk). The differences in Desirability Sugs for the

” TS SPNCTIR G IS 3 T e AT I N 0 et (62 ~

average male and female can, in 1arge, be explained by the fact that
occupations with high sums tend to have high’ratings for the characteristi-

callj‘male value of High Incomé and low ratings for the characteristically

>

female value of Early Entry._ The reverse situation is true for occupations

at the lower end of the debirabiiitg acale.

In short, when interests-are excluded, the différences between

average values weigh s assigned by males and';hose assigned by females

P . c

have relatively ligele ‘effect on the designation of. occupations at the

‘\extremes of the Desirability scale. Those occupatioda ghat would be -

A
o
_rated as‘most desirgble for the "average" male configuration of values

t

would'also be rated as most desirable for the "average" female configura-

tion 6% values.

©)
\-\”" t\‘;
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.Comparison of ;he Desirability Sums for the Ag;rage ﬁh&gipnd Average Female
. ' ) ' \ . . " ) . ,‘, . BN ) . v.a_l[ ) ‘:. . . ‘ ' ’
. o e o ) . i:f' ¥ .
C # ' occupations with the 10 Highest Desirability Sums
., " . . DOccupation -~ _ Av;;az; Male _.
Y Lawger - . 1316
- . Physician . *131.6 L
Psychologist ‘ 1:30.2 T
e Dentist _ . 128.0
{ ‘ Teacher, Voc/Tech L 126.1
_ Teacher, Ele/Sec - 1255
Political Scientist ' ' 123.6
} Teacher, Spec. Ed. ° . 123.4
Veterinarian . 120.3
Speech Pathologist. 117.5 .
g s e - . i e —— i -..:_;,':.f;___“_;.__.:.--- .
) . e N , o
' . A3 ’ ’ gl * L7
Occupacions with the 10 Lowest Dgsirabil;;g,Sums“
S o ' ‘ 4 '
Y Occugaedon o ‘ _‘Average'uale AveragFJgale
' Keypunch Opérator ‘ ' 50.2 _' 51.3' . _ _
Model = - . e 60.1 ° 59.3 . .
- Stenographer .- : 62.5 . 62.8 L
Typist . " 63.5 - _ 63.. : . .
Avionics Technician * . 63.5 63,4, ,
.- Library Techmician 635 ' - 624 .
Computer Operator . i 63.8 : ’ 64.1 .
.. Medical Lab Techgician , - 65.7 ' . 65.0
. Receptionist . ' 67.1 66.7 -
o ,- Accounting Clerk 7 67.4 . - ' 67.5
[y . ‘
.o. ¢ '..‘ . [l
1
. 25 . ‘
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So far this report_has presented differences and.similarities

- . : A
Detween sexes in occupgtional values and in other va¥iables related.to

- /

’ . ,@" . , ) . o
the CDM process. (Not reported here are sex differences in such variables -*° \
- ' : : - ‘ ; _ T b)
as high school English gra@es, and counts of the number of times students .
» . . / ! o PR

‘interact with various compoments of SIGI.) Thesé differences make ‘it

possible to formulate sex-typiéal and sex-atypical grést, which widl

.

. serve as a focus'fof_;he findings to be reported below.’

* 4 . hd

Formatioﬁ\of Sex~Typical and Sex~Atypical Grqusts

. 'The general approach followed 'in the development of sex-typical and

sex-atypical groups was to run a regression amalysis in whiey sex, scored

,dicho;omously, was the dependent variable, and variables previously fpund'

’ . o e _—
to show. sex differences were the predictors. A separdte analysis was

based oh values alonme; for the sake of brevity, only this anélysia'is‘ .

presented here. Frum‘ﬁhé regreséion analysis, pfediéted sex "‘scores"

' were computed. The distributfon of predicted sex scores was then cut‘éa

matdﬁ_thé actual sex distribution (412 males, 592 fémales). Scores above
~ ' v 7 4 ' .\‘

the cutoff point were designated "predicted male" and those below "preﬁiéte&

. female." Students for whom the predicted 'and actual sex agreed were

£lagssified as sex-typicai;'those fo: Wbog thérefwas disagreement‘were

clasified as sex-atypical. The four~variable solution was sei'- .068

(Helping) .-.046 (Lead) + 040 (Early Entry) -.040 (Income), with the

multiple R = .38. ' .

¥

The four variable solution was found to be the highest order solution

e

for which all beta weights are significant. This equation was used to

A
v . . . a -
N .

24



" atypical groups izfﬁﬁoﬁn in Table 4. ° X

“Predicted

compute predicted sex scores. The variables includedzﬁhlxﬁis equation

-
- x ;

are, as expec ed, those showiqg 3i§?tes: sex diféatéﬁges in the irst

part bf the study. VSRR

tion in the regression analysis.

i

‘percen e of females classified as sex-cypical th, n males so. claseified

L

R

(72% and &92, respectively). This biss is, at ﬁeast in part, due to the

%

4 *

\ e \ :]

\

greater number of females in the samp1§ and th fore t

L

Actual Se:‘ i
1 ' e '
S?x- . ) | (MT) | (FT)
P T T T
: | . . ' ‘ t ¢ .
Sex- . . . (MA) (FA) .
Atypleal .- 72 /‘3\ 73 L0
w2 . s S L'“ Sy \' =
sre is a slight bias 1n this Ptoced&fiyﬁﬂ gvidenced by the higher \\D}v/

elr over-representa-



. Earlier it was;noted that there {s'.3 signifiqant reletionship

'in tenms of ifx-releteq?velues..' L ' ¢« ¢ -
et . S . . v
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Interest. “Field Choices fdn Sex—Typic%nd’-Atypicelf Groups - - -

”

between a\student g‘sctusl sex and the interes: field that he/she-prefers

*
a

to work iq» Largest sex differeﬁ&es, in the expectediﬁirec;ion, were

noted for thesScientific dnd Personal Contact fields. : Now the question

arises as. to whether intefest field differences can be further explained

>
«
]
°

-
R

and femsles clessified as” sex-typical or -stypicel using the values  °

£

claseification procedure described ebove.

B
[N
"(:

Partitioned chi—squexes were computed on the frequencies in . these .

.-eebleswaedmthe,:eeultemset«ouxrbalew“ianah;eeﬁsw"Ihnmﬁiddinge_ieomﬂ

however, is’thet_this relationship is largely duef

Jgroups (MT &-FT): A relationship generelly noted

.

Table 5 gives distributions of interest field preferences for mdles .

Tables 3.and 6 are snmmarized below.f o R e

H

_(1} As discussed previously, there is a relationshi&én§§ween

. i -
students sex and their interest field preferences.»,ﬂhat&Teble S‘shows,
N

, n:the interest

field preferences and sex for sex—typicel students often does notinold '

for sex-atypical students. Thus,,the over-all difference in interest

Sy e

- preferernces is significant at the .00l level between typical males and ¥

- : ,\

~%ypical females. The differences‘between MA . and FA and between MA and

’

?T,-however. are not significant. .

R .
..

A -
k) -

(27 TyPicelity is related to the over-all distribution of interest
s S .
field preferences for males but not for females.

K3 .
e

R
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(3) Distinctions in typicality are most usaful when focus is on
selected interest field prefarences on which the sexes tend to ba most
sharply differentiated.~ For the twé gtaupa of male students, i.e., MT &

_ L2
MA, we find differences that parallel thoae noted between males .and

Mfemales. That 1s, the largeat differences between typical and atypical
males in Table 5 are. evidencad in their pteferences for the Sciﬁntific, o

"Parsonal Contact, and Aesthetic fields, with typical males preferring the

Scientific field (33: vs. 17z) agd atypical'malea ptefeéging the Peraonal

Coutact field (31: VS ISZ) and the Aeathetic fieid (152 vsq 62)- Sigllar

0 diffetences ara found between typical :;j’ﬁtﬁpical females, with a larger.
"proportion of atypical femalea preferr g the Scientific fial& Eigz V8.

112) and a larger proportibn of typical femalea preferring the Personal

»

Contact field (382 va. 272)

-~

S . Table 5. - .- [ -« . -

. * ) . - .

&

Prefetréd-Intercst'Fielda for.Sex-Typical and -Atypical Groups

.#“

. - Formed Using Valuea'
J?Spmberafin Parentheaas are Percents of Columns) |
i , | - o
Sclentifir - 34(32.7) "_,fz(}s.i)" 14(19. 2)' 21(11.8)
;;chnologigal' 10(9.6) 9(12.5) 202.7) 9(4.9)

 Administrative 24(23.1) “;b(ya.g)f TU13(17.8) 0 27(14.7)
Personal Comtact. 16(15.4) 32(30.6)  20(27.4) - 69(37.5)
Verbal ' " 1413.5) 8(11.1) .  15(20.6) 34(18.5)
Aaathetic-' o - 6(5.7) ' I1(15.2) © . 9(12.3) 24(13.0).
RN S .

'\Tl
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* In the_sxG;_subsys;ed galiedf%&??slgq.

~

~ from a 1ist of 28 and get answdrs';Q‘ghesé\:;egﬁions about occ

: L “\;
{nterest to them. These questions, as Shown

ot
.

{nto six categories.
o D) L.

.E\{h.
12

DEFINITION AND. DESCRIPTION
(1) Definition of occupation?
(2) Description of work activities?
(3), Level of skill fh interacting
with data, people, things?"

(4) Where to get more ianformatien? .
EDUCATION, TRAiNING,'OTHER'REQUIREMENTS
(5)- Early Entry: Education required?
(6) Specific pccupational training?
(7) Examples of college courses?
'(8) Persongl gualifitééions?h
. (9) Other gequirements?
INCOME (National figures) :
(10) Beginning salary? - . . S
- (11) Average income? ' (Shows the mid-

(13)

point of salaries nationwide)
Top .salary possibilities?
- How salaries vary?

(12)

¥

Figuré‘&. Quéstions‘thghstudent can” ask in Compare.

PO

- (23) Fringe benefits?

~

‘ . ( “ s
w ". . _27- . \

: ‘Table 6 . t .

¢\' ‘@ e 3 - ).‘ o ) . . .
: Partitioned Chi-Squares From Table 5

Partition o .--‘f " Chi-Square (df=3) Signifance Level

: _ Y. - . IBE ]
Maie/Female °r - 25.7 . .001
- Typical/Atypical 1.4 NeSe )
MIMA 4 - . ’ 1500 M (ﬁf . 001 .
FT/FA »643 . \ nese v,
HA/F'Y ) ’ SOjO V ' ' »_t:\.S. '
MT/FA v 13.0 CoA W05 a
MT/Fle 36.0, - .001
MA/FA . - . ‘Q \ .. 7+4 . ~ NeSe <
syt . - L . N

* . ._-,‘- . -
ormation-Seekin . %\1» \
SRSV S § )

sgudenté“may select questions

pations of

in Figure 4, are grouped

i)

Jo

o

. ‘a_ : .. T ~ . .
PERSONAL SATISFACTIONS ‘e

(14) Help others: Chances to help?. .
(15) Leadership:. iChances to lead?
(16) Interest Fi#ld: Which field? .
{17)_ Prestige lev&l2

. (18" .Special probléms?
L 3 .

CONDITIONS OF “WORK R i
(19) Physicai"ggxtoundings?

(20) . Leisurer ‘Papts, vacation?
(21) - Independespge on,the:job?
(22) Variety? ' .

OPPORTUNITIES -AND OUTLOOK '

(24) National employment outlook?
(25) Where are the jobs (U.s.)7

(26) Security in the occupation?

(27) Advancepent? :

(28) \How many women?

»

- AND
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Table 7 shows the mean number of qoestione in each of the six categories

asked by males and females classified as sex-typical or -atypical on‘the_:

basis of values. The moét popular categories of questiodb asked, by all -

§
groupe, are Deﬁinition and Description; Educatlon, Training and Other. .

Requirements, and' Opportunities and Outlook. The least popular category

is Personal Satiefactiooe. It should not be.inferred'tqet the relatively

few questions asked by students abonut personal satisfactioos reflects a
’ 4

~-,1ack of concern with these kinds'of data. Rather, this behavior ie
" probably e reeult of heving already covered much .of chis category in a

preceding Subeystem of SIGI called LOCATE. In LOCATE, etudents select
%

-_velues for retrieving oécupations end specify a oinimum return :hey would °

¢
3

“1ike on each value. Thus, as they inspect the occupations retrieved for

A4

(them in LOCAIE, they leatn mich about the personal satisfactions uhe
occupations offer. It is likely that’ they carry, this informa:ion into

COMPARE and therefore ask fewer additional questions of thie nature:

ey

Although the ?ank orde:ing of the Mthio@ megns in Table '7 are -
quite similar, there are significant differences between the groups.

3 .

Two~way ANOVAs (sex by typicality), run separately for each catego:y,oi

-

questions, showed significant sex differences for three of the six
]

A

cetegories-lncaae, Condirions of Work, and Opportunities and Outlook.

| Having learned previously that males asked more questions.abouc occupations, °

; -
we can now expand that finding to include areas of information-seeking:

-
. . N

(29 Meles, more than femalee, ask questions about Income, Conditions of

Work, and Opportunities and Qutlook; (2) no sex difference 1is noted in

the number of questions asked about Definitions and Descriptions;

.
- . . 1.

- Educatiom, Training and~0ther Requirements; and'Personal~Satisfactiona.

. <
E. < . &
g 3 - ’ .
-« , . .
L) h M S

o

.
-z 4
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: ) -
po g A e fable 7 ‘ _
.‘ - | N | Y
Mean Number of Questions Asked in 6 Categories Used in COH?ARE
. - -(Sex-Typical Groups Formed Using Values)
| Category of Questions — L * Group Means‘. o : '\‘
in COMPARE M 7 MA 7.y I
Deiicicidh apd.Description bel A,A . 5.2 ; m' 3.8
j{, _ Education, Tcaining, & - o S t' S | -
: ¢ e Y \ o ' : o
Other Requirementg - 440 4.6 '4-?'_ . 3.7,
R Income : 230 ¢ 3.6 2.5 2.5
| " personal Satisfactions 1.5 L2, L5 1.4
. _‘ Conditicns'of Wotﬁ N i:gﬁj”w. 3.2 ._- 3.1 K _2;§
. Opportunitiqg & 6ut;ook ._ 4.1 | 3.7 A :.3.1 ‘3.2.
. Yalue Profiles for Occupationé Qelectgd in PﬁANN{NG. .
o A qne§ticn of somé 1mportance is whether the occupations ccudents
_‘;' "o plq&\?or are conaistent with theit occupational valuas and whether cbe
. '.' degreé of consﬁstepcy varies with sex and/or :ypicaliiy. To provide the
data necessary to examine chia issue, me&n;;alue ratings of décupat%ons_
selected by students gn PLANNING were ccmpu:ed., Ccmparisons ware_:hen
. made betweer these means and the valua profiles‘of students. The ratings
T of occqpations‘ come directly from SIGI. Every o_ccupation/in SIGI is
» _ . o :
. rated on ;ec values dimecsibns% Hgh }ncome,’?rcscige, Independence3
Helping Others, éecurity; Variety, Leadership, Interest Ficld,.Leisure.
' acd'Eafly Entry. A racing,indicates the ogportunit}.an occuéation
. : pcocides for the kind of satisfaction represented by each value. Ratings

s, were made on a scale from 1 to 5 for "Income" and 1 to 4 for all other’
'ﬁ‘ | values. (Me!ﬂod of tating is described. -and precise scale demarcations

{ are defined and illustrated in Pears & Weber, 1976, 1978 )
! t

Q)l) L hy

0~
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. o Table Slshows'chenmean rating on éa;h'value of occupations gelected .

in-PﬁANNING’By male and female stqdehts,clagsifiéd as sex-typical apd

-

sex-atypical‘on the basis of values. (The value "Interest” 1s omitted
» B ) N . . R b — ) " .

since its categories'are not ordered. }Iﬁ was discussed above in the °

. ) ! . :
$. section héaded, "Interest Field Choices for Sex-Typical Gpoups.") *

> x

Results of an F test Tun’ on the group means are indicated by as:erisks. ‘

» N .

' In comparing the nine v&lue ratings within each group, the Income mean

.should be considered ds four-fifths ‘its size to put it on the same scale’

b .

as the other ratings.

L)

It'is_hseful hefe to introduce some.statistics which describe the

- ¢ ;:;;_

pool of occupations from which‘tﬁése selections were dfawn. - Tables 9a
L) ’ B 3 ’ ‘ »

“and 9b give the means, -standard deviatioﬁs, and intercorrelations amonge'

- -

the values ratings for.thg“entire pdol of 155 occupations that were then
C T in SIGI. These statistics are presented here mainly as a background

‘ -against which the group profile'can.be intotpréta&. Obvious}y, it would

wo { ¢ o,

_ . . Y
" be difficult to draw conclusions from the rank orders of mean values down
the columns of Table 8 without taking soma®accbunt of the_efgecté of_the

: ~
. means presented in Table.9.:@ Thus, we may note in Table 8 that the males
T .. . ' i
and -the atypical females plan for occupations that have highest ratings
on Variety, Income,fPrestige,rand Independence and lowest :;t;ngs on *

o L4 T e

. Early Entry," Leisure, and Belping Others. With the exceptiom of Eirly .
Entry, this rank order séems consistent with the Fbase rate" in Table 9a.

. . ¢
Typical females, however, plam for occupations with highest ratings om

- » &*

) "Variety, Helping Others, and Farly Entry; Leisure and Income (rescaled)

: jhaée the lowest ratings. Occupations chosen ip-Planning by .all four

4o .
-~ . . -
« * .

S




e .

'above—mentioned value<dimensions that does not show significant group

_— o -3l L

5 . . Lo .
«

" groups ha@e highest tstings'sn Variety, which is the only one of the'

differenses._ For each of the value dimensions which do exhibit significant

_.group differences, it is the two :ypical groups (HT & FT) that have the

"extreme mean ratings. Tbe progression gends to run consistently in the

- :g;ypigyi females tend to be, “clossr“ to typical males thaq to typical

ofds: MT, SA, MA, FT. Thus, in this masifestation of CDM behavior,

‘ ¢

females. The two atypical groups- match each other rather closely, and

—

‘the two tzgicsl groups\are the farthest apart.

.

<

How well do these racings of occupations match wiuh self-expressed

l
-

valus neagds? ° " As previously discussed one of the procedutes for classifying

r\\ndents into sex-cypical and sex-stypical groups uses value weights

.?assigned‘to four values, namely Helping Others, Esrly Entry, Leadership,

- and Income. The first two vslues are associa:ed with females and the

?

'’ last two with males.- The value-weight profiles for these gtoups, presented

. in Table 10, show the resslts of the slassificstipn procedure.

A

1f, as we expect, students’ valies are reflected in their occupational

: P . " . . - . .
choices, the mean values ratings of -occupations chosen by each of the four

» .
groups should show a pattern similar to the pattern of mean values weights

" of the respective groups{. From Tables 8 and 10, we can see that onlphree

- : . 3

of.the four values dimensions used in classifying students there is a

. close correspondence between the patterns of values ratings and weights.

M . ' kS
-~ - © .
Specifically, we find that: : >

(1) The_occupations'plsnned_for by.typicsl males and atypical

females offer very significantly (p < .001) greater bpporgunities for

-~

-

’ = -
& g : . .

f\c"
2 aw

» ] . e

»



. \,:\- . ) . . . .
high income than do the occupations selected by typical females and

atypical males.

-

(2) Typical Eemales, to a greater extent than other groups of

students, plan for cccupations that offer an opportunity for helping
others' atypical males, when compared to typicai males, can also be seen
to pursue occupations‘nhac are oriented toward helping othgrs- In view
of che relatively high value weights assigned to this dimension,by

f ’ .
atypical pales (it 1s the tOp ranked value along with Interest), one'

might expect tge gcgggggggqs they select in Planning_to have an even
higher ranked group mean raﬁingrfor Helping Others. The st;tistics for ,
the entire pool of occupations’ shew ‘that this apparent anomaly 1is probably
an artifact of . the "base rate." Note in Table 9 that the occupations in

. SIGI havc :heir lowast mean ratings for Helping Othets..
,
. (3) Typical females comprise the only group who plan for cccupations

.

with a high mean rating for Early Entty.

s

-(4) The mean value ratings for Leadership show. little diffgrence

across groups. Why typical males and atypical females fail to plan for

*

occupations that have high oppon:unities for leadership, as theit values
- weights woyld suggest, 1s not known. QIt may ‘be noted that the mean

ratiné for Lecdership in Table 9 is next \lowest in rank co'that~fof_

3Belping Others. A fu;ther-ciue from_intarvisws is that, in asseasin% the
.importance of this occupational value, manyhstudents_conside% a magcfate
-amount rather tqgn a great émount‘of opportunic? for leadership a% highly

desirable. (The definitiom of Leadership includes "respomsibility.")

A

A )
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.(5) _The value dimension, Prestige, eﬁows sigﬁificgnc grbgp'differences
iq meen_rat;ngs even-;hou;h the group-differences‘ig mean value weights
‘are not-eiégificant. Thia:phenomenon.may he a result bﬁ tFe interegfrela-
tion 6£.Prestige with Early Entry, ;ndepenQeqce, and Inco@e (Table'Qb);
 Prestige hee a high negative correlation with EaEly.Entré§(~.79)“an§ also .
quite high posisiee correlations with Independence\aqd Income.

(6) Im addition to Leadershiﬁ,‘tﬁe meen values'ratings for Varfety

and Security also fail to show differences in group means. In part,

thggg_mggn_gﬁlgg‘tatiggs are consisﬁenﬂiﬁith the values weigbts. Fmom

-

.b"

G

5

Table 9. we see that tha mean values weights for all four groups do not

show gnificant differences on either of these dimensions. What 1s

R

surprising,- hbwever. is-the cansisten: difference noted for all the

a

| .groups between the rank order of the mean weighte ahd ratings for Sacurity.

All groups assign Security a high weight, while the occupationa that they .
, F | \ | : |

plan for have ratings for chls'dimension that heee-ef:ank order of 5 or
n6. This situation d?eizpbt appear to be an ou;gfewth of the interdepen-
'dence of the ratings themselves, but again may tefleet the "base rate"
(security ranks 5th 1in Table 93).. In general the ratings for Securitf
are 1ndependent 'of the ratings for :he other diensions. The.one'notable
exception is for Helping Others, which has a moderate correlation with
'Security (.45). Leisure, on the_other hapd, wh;ch does not show a
s;gﬁ}ﬁicant sex difference for'value weights’, does have a soqewha} higheg

mean rating for the occupations planned for'by~typ1cal females than ft °

does, for  the other groups. . : e .-

T

34 ﬂ{._
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. . Table s
~ N able
. , ‘Mean Value Ratings of Occupatiogs Planned fo:
, - o by Sex-Typical -Groups
' MT FA - MA . ET
L3 . . ¢
*k* Income LT a2 4.0 . 3.6 . .1
LA b Prestige . 362 "~ 3.0 . 2.9 2.6
KRk Independagce 3.0 . L 30 . 249 - 2.6
T ek Relping ToT AL R
» . ’ B ’ . - ' : . o .
. . Security = 2.6 ° o 246 . 2.8 - 246
Variety . 3.2 33 § 3.2 3.1
o . Leadetship. 206 - 7_ 207 ‘.‘. 207 « 206
> ’ : I S '
" k%% Leisure . . 2.0 s 2.2 o 2.2 2.5
- . . o 3 '
*%% Early Entry 22 . 2e2, L 23 .27
4 Sex~Typical groups Eormed using values.
desede R < 0001 R . ) ’ * ‘
- _ . ’ o o < , .
- > ‘w ¢ \
oy 1
, 3v
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Table 9

+

\

" Suiungry 'Sgétistics..for ‘Ratings of SIGI Occupations

Rated Value

T (a) Means and Standard Deviations
‘o ., e . o s )

. Mean S8.D. 0
; . e P
‘. Income : e 3235 Y 1.11 . ’
‘Prestige 2.53 : - .97 -
-Independence - 2.63 .90
‘Helping Others 2.19 1.19 )
SéCUKity ’t . th 2.53 1.02\ .
.~ Variety 2,95 . - -89 ‘
Leadership 2.29 " 1.02 )
Leisure 2729 =94 > —
. Early Entry 2.80 l.}O | .
A - .--‘ | ~
, (b) Intercorrela;ions )
» . A
(1) Income 1.00 _ T |
- (2) Prestige - .56 1.00
(3) Independence ..68 .61 1.00
(4) 'Helping Others -.22. .10 .10 1.00
(5) Security -.09 14 .08 .45 1.00
(6) Variety 3457 U483 .63 42 .09 . 1.00 _
(7) Leadership - 30 47 .54 .62 .28 - .65 | 1.00 :
- (8) Leisure -.26 -.06 ~.19 .24 .12 .06 .06 1.00 o
(9) E&tly Entry . A Sa e 79 "‘067 "027 e 28 "o(‘7 "'.53‘ “002 1.00
B L ¢ ‘
2 , .
S
LA v +
. 3 U
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- Table 10 '
Value Wefght Profiles for Sex-Typical Groups
o Y : 4
) ; &
. A . \. ‘ \ \ ‘
L Mean Value Weights
n! . .
3T —FA MA ET
' ‘s C - .
~ #**Income 6.2 6:0 5.4 5.1
Prestige 5.0 5.0, 4.7 4.6
**Independence 5.7 5.8\, 5.6 e 5.2
. **kHelping 3.8 “ 4.3 5.9 6.3
e Security 6.1 6.0 5.7 6.2
o Variety 5.6 - 5.8 \ 5.5 5.5
#x*Laadership 5.5 5.2 "4.3 4.0
. *Interest 5.6 6.1 5.9 6.3
**k*Early Eatry 2.6 2.8 . 4.1 4.5
. . [ 2
* p =(05
) % p =01
4k% p =, 001 \
D " e .
~’\. .
N
| t4 ¥
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s
Predominant Sex Membership of Occupations Chosen by Sex=Typical and
Atvypical Gzougs N . N

v _ It is of interest to note the kinds of occupacioqé chosen by .the

four groups that have been defired and classified as sex-typical or
S ' o o ) )

. -atypical.. For purposes of this section, "chosen" is defined as the
first occupation selected in Planning._'?Kinds of occupations” are

P

" represented by a :hree-way classification acéord&ng to predominant sex
R ) . - ™ ' T . )
' : membership in each SIGI occupationi (Data in SIGI include percentage of -

women in each occupation.) More specifically, occupations with 662 or

more women were designated Predominantly/Female; 332 or fewer women,

s " Predominantly Male; between 33253nd'662 women, Neucral.‘~ ‘ ¢
 According to. fhese demarcation points, 60% of the 155 occupations in
SIGI at the :ime of the study were found to be Predominantly Male (M),

222 Predominantly Female (F), and 182 Neutral (N).“in terms of data then

kP
+ . - .

']

L . =
current. ' . _ '

Table 11 shoés tﬁese percentages aa!%he‘"baseﬂ for each of the three
occupational classifications.“As a rough indicator ;£ a; egpgeted
¢ distribution, thi; "base" provides a context for readinggthe frequency of
| choige of each kind ofioccﬁpation (M, F, or ﬁ) by each of the four -

groups, when the groups are formed on the basis of vaihes,-as descr}bed-

. previously. = : _ 3

*

It 1s clear from T;bﬁé 11 that there are nqtabie_differences in fh;
kinds of o#cupations (classified'by sex memberéhip) chosen by‘the four
. groups (classified by values profiles). -Thesa differences are in the
direction that would be anticipated. For example, typical males overwhelm=

ingly blah for occupations that are Predominagtly Male, 83% of them
- : o @ & ‘
. I ' . E;E} ' \

Q . . : . . - Lo - \;;\ ) N . \
B ) : . 3 . _ \

-
-
3
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o making this chotde, compared with a "base" of 60%. g&ey»tend to ignore
. : *

occupations’ that are ﬁfcdominantly Female (GI)N Typical%Femalea, on, the

"\ other hand, ‘tend tp choose Predominanth Female occupaciona-élz compared .

¢

_.i_ with a base of 222 Lme choices of the other two groupak\atypical males _'

-'; -+ and females, tend tihrard more closaly ‘matching the base. \ ;
: \.. - P "

Lo ' Summa:izing cther’major between—group differences, we find that (1)

'typical maiea'plan gkr more. M and fe&er N occupations than'atypical males
b}
do, (2) typical femaies plan for mora occupations that ate F and fewer

-

! ocoupations that are M than do atypical females, (3) the diatributions
: (

. ’ | for<g;xgigal_ma1gg_angwagypgggl fe__;aa arg?quite aimilan, with’ diatribu-

position of

tions for each group ahowing movedent away from the extrema’

‘the "typical" countergpart toward the "base" distrihution, (4) the difference .

between the two femaleigroupa in chooaing F occupationa (é12+182-232) is

‘greater than ‘the diffe ‘nca between the two mala groupg in cdpoaing M

' i ioccnpaciona (852 - 65%‘% 18%).. (Bear in mind that the base is 22% for
: | _ O >,
the F occupations and 64X for tha M occupations); and CS) famalés R -

;choo?ewn occnpationa by a rather wida margin (54X vs. 302). The- two male

groups do not differ =so {oticeably in chooaing F occupat@ons (10

L I .".4 l ’% b

6Z), but atypical males are quite a bit more Iikely t"“\typicAI'aalea

- ]
to choose N occupations'(ZSZ'vs. 112).

-

& . , *
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. S Table 11 LE
o Rinds of Occupations Selected in PLANNING
) ' by Four»Grqups:Classiﬁiadvby Values )
J(Numbgrs.in paxénthesessa:é‘percenté of colpﬁn tofalsj
Group - ' -
-~ MT « FA . MA FT ' . . Total
Predominantly . L K — " ' "
, Male 86 (83) 40 (35) 47 (65) 34 (30) 1227 (52)
(Base=60%) - ' C - S _
. == - A 37
Ppkdominantly . R . ‘ 4 I ‘
Pemale - 6 (6) 13°(18) - 7 (10) 76 (41) - 102 (24)
(Base=22%) ' ' s
.+ Neutral = L ‘ ‘ , - | :
(Base=18%) 12 (11) 20 (271) 18 (25 54 (29) - 104 (24)
_ Total 106 73 72 184 433
. . . ‘ "‘ . s
‘L'f"—f*"*“ \ .
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_ . . .5 . Summary and Discussion
L. . - ) "..- . ' . ___‘ . » .u .
s P . .

’ N ’ >

For the sake of coherence, the following discussion includes reference '

/

. to a few findings of the study that, for reasons oﬁ-spsce, were omitted

L §3

¢ . 2 . v ST

7-‘\\ Inter-Groug Similaritigs gnd Overlsg | S 9 -_' L ERR _.

zj%’ A major conclusion which might be overlooked just becsuse it is" so

A
.

' obyious warrants nention firet. Since this s;udy focuses on gex differences,

. it‘Vould be easy to lose sight of the usny similsri;*gg between groups imgﬁp
-_. o CDM,»reflected in a lerge number of the findings. The main point of

‘ .

these&findings is to justify "sex—blind" guidanee. thwithstanding ot

- .signif%csnt sex differences that were foond, students from every age-sex'

.
.l

.“_. _ group f%rnd the structure Aﬁd proeess of CDH embodied in SIGI quite .

' relevene and congenial. Their inEErsctions with vsribus subsystems were

-

‘. mot strikingly disegnctive. Both sexed showed similar consistencies .

.
. ‘ -y . o
. .

.

' between interests snd occupstions chosen' tended'to select occupations of-

equal desirsbility, probability, and utility; and the profile of mean
‘values wgights for esch sex (exeluding the weights for Work in Major

Mk S ' .
Field'of Interest) wduld Iﬂﬁntify the same lists of ten "most desirable"-

' and ten‘"least-desirable" eceupstions.,:Thus, theqe is no appsrept

~ justification for routing males and females. to distinctive guidance

&

' “treetments" on the bssis of sex.

: . . S . .
CDM is a-high;y\individualistiﬁ/gnterprise, and- individual differences

- are ugiquitous. But these vsriations.sre‘often independent of group .
\‘\ -_ e ! .t
' membership. EVen when significant differenoes are found between groups,

.o “.
4

rfrom,this reports ;' . : N

' . S : 3 25 ‘
. . ’ i o’_. s . a/;_ % - )
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there is always eoneideragie overldp. Thus, college studente of different

ages'aed sex are notemaking career decisions in grossly different ways.

-‘Some members of each aée-sei.group resemble :;gg members of other groups

. 1in the CDHh;roceeé..:f :_', L |
In tdme 1nstances, similarities may be attributed to deveMéBMent of
.understendings and" competencies that generally result from use Lf SIGI.
Far‘example,-the consistent increase in frequency of high scores on |

indexes of desirability and utility for occupations chosen is cleerly a

bl

function. of systematic consideretion of'desirahilities, probabilities,

4 LN

'end decision rules associeted with a seg of occupetions. The exercise

that intervenea between the fitst and second score in each. instance has .

s

had a leevening effect. -All students have ppen helped to discover the

extent-to which each occupation providea the configutation of rewands and

1.

satisfactions that best fit their individuel‘profile of values and
& ) ‘ . -

have learned to balance rewards and risks. gonseﬁuently, there is a

notable gain in the number of "ceiling" scores for all students regardless

of age or sex. '(Obviously, large numbers of scores at the '"cetling" of a

scale tend:to constrain findings ?f differences between groups.)
_ , _ 7 . .

>t ’ 7 e - ,.

~

' Effects of Initial Status | .

As would be expeeﬁfd, coveriqte effecte were sometimee found in the

. absence of'age or sex effecqs.. This simply megns that in certailn respects
~'1nitial status vis-a-vis CDM may affect CDM beheviors fegardless of age -

or sex.- For example, students who regarded themselves as poorly informed

. —
" about octupations whemns they entered the interaction with‘S}GI engaged in
: SR - RN : _ - :

@ ot

¢
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more information-seeking activity than students who felt wéll informed.
Those who dig not initially.know how to préedict grades asked more questions

about prediction than those who did, and those who were at the outset

3

* uncertain of plans explored a~greater nuhﬁer and variety of occupations

-

- _ in’ Planning. B& the same token, the students who were relatively confident

B

of their ability to predict grades wére more likely to choose in STRATEGY
| the occupation with the moat favorable chances fd: entry. /4g:se who felt

that they knew their values well we;n/ﬁﬁfE_IIkely\to select 38 their

- s

imitial choice in STRATEGY the occupation with fhe highest utility.

<

' This gffeét did not carry over tq the final choice because of the "ceiling"

A

effect mentioned above (about two-thirds?of_all studentstcéred qt‘the~r
1% : "ceiling" on the final “utility".index). This ceiling phenomenon, as -
g pdinted out above, is attributable to the :reaﬁmeqt! and tends. to wash

out effeqts of initial status. - .

\ {
<

. Sex Differentes _

- ' ~ R ’
Haying préviously emphasized inter-group similarities, we can now
. - .

- .

turn, without fear of being miggpderstoéd, to the sekx differences that

-

" did appear. Straightforward cémpa;isons between the sexes seem to

1

.confirm*panﬁ‘ﬁrevaient}stareotypeé ogfsex‘roles and behaviors.

¥= .n: In ggneral, males ;ere more active and pogitive than femdles in
their CDM behaviors.' They tended, to give higher weights to values,
engaged in mo:e-o;cupational 1nformatioﬁ—seeking, askeﬁ for more predic-’
'cion;; avaluated more occup;tions in SfRAiEGY, and sdinetimes @ppeared.to

K]

v act more logically in respect to their initial status.

v

+

SR SO -

&




The main differences between sexes in the values domains-emphasizing
higher weights.on Leadership<and Incomé for males and on HelpingrOthers

e and Early Entry ‘for females-—-are consistent with the s:ereotype of the

-

.o striving male and, the nnrtﬁrant ?émile. o

-

Interest preferences_wate also in accord with longstanding cultprnl

» N

expectations: the Scientific fileld was the qné mosts frequently chosen by
males, and the Personal Contact field by females. Technological and )
Administrative fields were also more popular gnong males than among

«

females, and the Verbal and Aestﬁetic fields vere preferréd more often'by

- fenareé than by males. Adherence to the stereotype extendgd beyond.
} - : ? <t
. ' expressiona.of preference and into behavior. Although a high proportion

4

of all- students tended to choose occupations in PLANNING and in STRAIEGY .

that were consistent with their 1nterest field preferénces, femnles who [

-

&referred thé Personal Contact field were more likely than females

? ,gﬁq preferred the Sciaentific f£ield to choose an” occupation in STRATEGY ‘

tﬁat was consistent with their interest field preferenca._

It 13 not\gurprising_to see these corroborations and supplementations
. P .

kY

of previous findings of sex differences. Agnin,'hqwever, we must not

fail to call attentiom to the preponderance of similaritfes found between

the sexes in CDM variables. Given the considerable degrea of overlap, we
1

sought to clarify the similarities aftﬁe differentiations by further

.

classification of éach sex into two grniys.

Sex-Typical and Sex-Atypical Groups

& .~ Wé reasoned that if sex stereotypes are gg the process of breaking

down, clearly the change would not affect all members of each sex equally
. . \/_. A ) . . . ‘c

. ’ - .
9 .




example, se*ereneea in choice of interest field are largely attribut-’

vy »

and Simnlqeﬁeously. Some males and some females would respond rather

quickly to the new influences, others more slowly, and still o(hers not . y
o i ; : . .
at all. The question then was one of choosing variables for classificatiomn -

of ége-groups te be compared sthEssively on othet variables. Baving

—~—

often emphasized the primacy of the values domain ia CDM, our preference

Y

was to try- sor:ing first on values. Since an empirical test proved this
to be more efficient and more valid than use of "ac:ivicy" variables, we

followed the procedure .of regresaing sex on values,,es desctibed,-to._r

-,

identify those members of each sex whose v;iues we called, for lack of

better word%, "typical” or "atypical” of their sex. These sub-groups
. | . - R N .
based on a composite of four values dimensions provide a key to sex

differences and similarities on a substantial array of other variables.

- .
- - . . -

The two "typical” grodps turm out to account for many of the sex

[y

differenees found, and differences between the “typical" and "atypical

sub~groups within each sex often pgrallel those between the sexes. For °

o

. s

able to differences between "typical" males (MT) and "typical” females

(FT). , There are no significant differences in interest preferences

batween the "atypical" groups (MA and FA) or between MA 'and FT. Focus on

. , ¢
-the interest fields that most sharply differentiate the sexes-~Scientific,

_ . - ~
* Personal Contact, and Aesthetic--shows parallel differences between the

"typical” and "atypical" male groups, with MT preferring the Scientific
field and MA the Personal Contact and Aesthetic fields. There is-
an analogous differentiation between "typical® and "atypical" females,,

with more FA preferring the Scientific field and more’FT preferring the

Personal Contact field.



o

‘merely academic. All four groups act consistentl} wi;h their values in |

fo

_— L | .

-

-
*

Classification of,sg§-typical and -scyplﬁal groups on the basis of

values 1s enligﬁtening not only in respect to prefareﬂceS'for.intefests

-

but also in respect to further actions in CpM, such as the characteristics

.of pc;upationn'chosen in PLANNING. ~When mean ratihgé (exclusive of

Intereat Field) are computed for those occupations selected in PLANNING
by members of each of the four groups, highly significant différenceq are

found on-Income, Prestige, Independence, Halping Others, Leisure, and, ~

¢ * . . : .
Early Entry.. The two "typical” groups (MT and FT) choose occupations ° S

six values &imcnsions,’and the

tith the extreme mean ratings on these
; ‘atin c .

progression tends to run MT, FA, MA, FT, with the two "atypical” groups

closar to MT than to FT,P\Tgus, we see an interlocking or altergation of B

L}

sex groupé, with Matypical” females positioned between "typical"” and

"atypical” males,.and "atypical"'malea'between "typical” and "atypical”

~ \ . «

females.

-

In short, the sub-classificatiom of each sex.by ”:ypicali:y"qis_not-'

an important aspect of CDM=-=the choice of occupations teo plan for. Sex - L e

per gse does not appear to be a major barrier to sélecting occupatioms

-

that will be instrimental in providing the sntisﬁacﬁions and rewards that

are deemed iﬁporta§: by each group. Thus, "atypical" females, like =«

~-

"eypfcal” males, engage in planning for occupations that offer good |

\(’

opportunities for high income, prestige, and independence. While "typ}dal"
females lead all other groups in plamning for occupations that offer good
opportuhimies to help others, such occupations are as popular withﬂx% as

a

with FA. =~ | . . . 3
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Having established that groupings_basgd on values, rather ﬁhan gex -

£

anné, provide finer differentiations on interest preferences and 6p

»

selection of occupations according to’instrnﬁentality, we next looked at

occupational choices clgssified on a hkghly objective, external criterion

of predominant séx memberahip., Againé the kinds of'occuéations chosen by |

the four groupd are consistent with the characterization of each group.

"Typical” males overwhelmingly choge occupations with predominantly male

‘membarship and rarely chose either of the othgr two categories. The’

occupations'with predominantly male’ membership were also mora popular

with "atypical” females. The.distributions for the two "atypical" groups

"are quite similar, each showiﬂé‘movemanc-awny from the "typical“ group of

the same sex and toward the "base rqte”.distribution of oc¢cupations in

-

SIGI with respect to sex membarship. }11 but the ﬁm group tended to

" choose occupations in the middla category (witH‘a roughly balanced

proportiop of males and females) more frequently than the “hase rate"

might. suggest. The occupations with predominantly female membership were .

most popuiar only with the ”ﬁypical" females. So here again we see the

widest gap between the MT and FT groups, with the.FA and MA groups
occupying the middle ground. | : ,
. v . -

A

. .
A Coﬁcigding Word ;;f'

All these findings of similarities and differences among groups are
essentially liberaﬁing. They show“there is a precedent for péople of

either sex who want to escape from sex-role stereptypes and seek career

.

.satisfactions in terms of their own values. Thera is ample demonstration .

V4

~
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é}hét people are not locked into sex roles but are cdpable of entertaining

.
.

and acting on self concepts that reflect their dwn values.

The rema;oing_queation is, granted the crucfal importanbe‘of values

" that is confirmed in this study, are people equally free to develop value

systems that are not sex-bound?. Certainly, we can'not ignore the statisti-

 cally significant differences between means of value weights éssigned by

males and females on six of the ten values dimensions. 'But we have also

noted the great degree of overlap between d%g:ributiqns'for the sexes and

1

the high standard deviations on every dimension. . We know very little ~

_obout'the ways in which. values are introcept&x‘cept in gengral terms.

Clearly, an' individual®s values come from fami%y, from the culture at’

large, and from specific envirpnménts. But these sourceo'may diminish in
F 4 . : :

}nporiance with maturatiom. Their impact in formative years can be

acknowledged, but we can also reoogﬁize that therq is considerable space’

~

for conscious, intentional development and even change in values: dne

_can "take thought” about where one”s values have come from and where they

L3

are taking ope (KRatz, 1963, p. 22). This is consistent with the matura-
tional treod in the:attainmenc of autonomy. As people progress through
various stages toward matutity, “their behavior

+ e sSQEMS capable of variation up to the limits-established by.
precéding stages. Thus, within whatever constraints are allowed by
being a member of the human species, having inherited a given set of
genes, being brought up in a certain culture, and being subjected to
selected arrays of reinforcements, most young men and women seem to
want to become as independent as possible. They seem to want to use
as much space as is left them for making their owh decisions, for
determining their own behavior--even those who decide«to become -
behaviorists. We have not Yyet progressed if that is the word,
entirely "beyond freedom and dignity."

»
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It is to this striving for indi;idual freedom in decision-

making that our computer-based System of Interactive Guidance

and Information (SIGI) addresses itself, specifically in the

drea of cdreer decision-making. But freedom without competence

may be frustrating. 'We have set out to enhance the freedom of

the decision-maker(s] by helping [them] to~increase [their] compe=-

tence in the process of making informed and rational decisiomns. _
' (Ratz, 1974, PP, aa-as). B

.- . -

' The ‘evidence in this study of age and sex differengea§in:phe career

decision—making process speaks stromgly to'the effect that naither age

nor sex is a necessary detérrent to realization of the ideals_oﬁ‘fxeedcm

ES

and competence iﬁ GDM that we have attempted to imﬁlemept in SIGI..

< S

&

1



References

American InstituateSfor. Research. Planning career goals. Monterey, .
: ' - \

-

California: California Test Bureau/McGraw Hill, 1976.

., Btief A, P., & Aldag, R. Js Male-female differances in occupational E-t,~.

-

i“eattitudes wiﬁhin miuority groups. Journal of Vocational Behavior,

&

1975, 6, 305-314. | S . | o

T

Flapagan, J., Tiedeman, D., Willis, M., & MclLaughlin, D. The career data

x

. book: Results of .project TALENT’s five-year. follow-up scudy}-.Palo
- " & ~ - : . . .
: ' ' Alto, California: American Institute for Research, 1973. : \

L

Katz, M. R; ‘Decisions aéﬁlzalues: A rationale for secondary school
e ' N

guidance. 'New York: College Entrance Examination Board, 1963.

< e

" Katz, M. R. Career,dgcision-making: A computer-based system of interactive

guidance and information (SIGI). In Measurement for self-understanding \

‘and persoﬁal development, Proceedings of the 1973 Invitatiomnal
Testing Service, 1974. Pp. 43-69. '

~ Norris, L., AR ‘.,_& Chapman, J. W. Sex differences in the career

:faéessz Princeéon, NeJe: Educational Testing

Service, 1978

g
o~

Pears, L., & Weber, A. Occupational jinformation im SIGI. Princeton, -

-

'NeJ.:  Educational Testing Service, 1976, 1978.

‘Tittle, C. K. Sex role valugs in the tareer decision-making process.

, ) ' Greensboro, N.C.: Uni?;rsity‘pf No¥th Carolina'at Greensboro, 1979.
‘ 3 A ' (
' > “y )/
. Y ¢ \ ‘

» & . “ * 1
S . ' £

: YAV,

. /? -
- ~ . ‘




