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. ABSTRACT

LA 3

Thisisthly was conduCted to investigate the applica—

Dlllty of the sort technlque -as a meéans of asse551ng changOS»
4‘1n attitudes towardwwork held by- publlc school students in~
hdmonton, Alberta, Canada. _Flve groups of male subjects,

onrolled-in gradesJeight nlne, ten, eleven/ and twelve,

were fhcluded in the study. IR _‘u B

* o
LAt , .
A set. of sort cards, congalnlng 60 statements about the

meanlng of work as developed g@ Neff was use&-ln thls study
Every subject belonglng to the flve groups was requested to !
sort the 60 items over(hlne stepsl(l to 9 )i wrth-step'one*“%
,be;ng most characterlstlc - of the way he felt about work
“ngand‘stepinine'beingT“least}characterlstlc of the way he |

felt\about'WOrk‘ The purpose of the study was to- lsolate

factors related to the meanlng of work held by students and

secondly to-use the»lnstrument~to’detect'changes in attrtude
towardkwork between grade leVels._'The;results]of“the indi%
"vidual sorts were correlated with;eaéh Other'and.then'sub—p
,jected to factoral analy51s.‘ *

M - .
rd

Hypothe51s'3

Before the hypothe51s could be tested 1t had to be

3
Ty

determlned whether the sample group factors Were congruent;

K2

;gAW1th the theoretical model.v After determlnlng congruency

.‘of the Neff model the hypothesrs whlch was tested stated

iv
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Samploe and Population . :
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Data wore collected at’a junior and seniorhiigh school
: o ! ‘ _ y, .
- : A . ° E . )
dn Bdmonton, Albérta, Canada. A total of 451 male subjects
N L . .
“ . ) o _ _ .

were included in jthe samplao which was subdivided into five

-

la . . e . . Lom . - - i
v grodps according . to grage lovel, _ . X

FIN N - . . oy ) . ¢ P .. - P : "

S Conclusions S : e L -
LTI T T ) . ' »

U bindinegs of o the Lactor Tanalysies pertdrmed on Clhess
1 - B - 8 N B
. . vy X R4 : " ’ . o

Lotdl data indicated the -discriminating power of the  instru-

< .ment. The results indicated a perfect discrimination on’ the
R Y ) o . : S S :

CosatistadtronTdissatistact ion cootinuiun, Discrinination-ot:
the need continuum proved afequate. . The self-other continuum,

P .

‘tended :to ‘be less defined. .-, .| S LE
) 'Thé Hypothosis'yés qubdiy} é@ginto»ton Sub—hypothosesbl.

o Y

[ a

- ..for the purpose of statistical testing. Three of the sub-
Chypotheses were rejected and thd remaining seven subs

.

lb”hyp¢theses Wére notjrejegted, of the'three.suthypog%eSes
"which\shéwed”si@nificdn@.éifféfphcés-betwéqn'groups; the

. first two .factors were.concerned with creativity and activity

conCepté; ;THé;third,factor was not interpretable.

o . . [ . ) . ‘. s ) ' “
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. CHAPTER, T

I, . THE PROBLFPM ~© . *¢

1 b c
I A

L .+I.. INTRODUCTION ! AR

Contemporary ‘North Amerlcan Youth freGUently is shel— '\é{

¥ - N R
tered from dlrect oghfrontatlon w1th work, .Nonetheless, hc

- acquires from the culture, at an early~agn sets of attltudes‘
and“biases ahOut‘work _ Accordlng to Remmers and Bourn _1nd'

(1951) many thldren express concern ahout work as\earlv ﬁé

the fourth grade.' 0" Hara and Tledeman (10 9) 1nd3ca+ed that 2

.t

.qrade nine students were able tq "dlStlDQHlSh the area of

- .

gfwork values Borow (1962) suggested that manv attJtudes
Wthh begln to form early in Llfe,;serve to establlsh 1n the‘\

chlld S behav1our Derceptual defenses agalnst various cate~
gorles of occuoatlons., Kaye (1960) and'Arnsteln (1Q64).
. . ) .

1nd1cated the de51rab111ty of 1morov1ng attltudes concernlng_

[

:future work ‘goals# Durlng the course of classroom 1nter— .
.
actlon, Tennvson (1967,_p. 28)suggested that the teacher ahd
'jthe student mustif?e R . . '-lr
. ) 73
. "‘}.l learn to observe subtle psycho- soc1al aspects
' - of .the" work s1tuatlon and the. person performlhg 1n
the occupatlon—~the role expectation and the role "
_relatlonshlps, the value commitments of those engaged
~in the occupations,- and the status arrangements within
- the work‘mllleu._ ‘ : v _ -
! . . E2 . PR : -
S T S AR ok
" e : . . l .v' .




‘There has been very little direct investigation of what

work means to the individual who is to perform it.. "Human
‘ T :

beings learn to become workefs."j (Neff, 1963, p. 139.) The //
details of this learniﬁg process vary from individual”to
“individual. Occupatlonal maturlty is a long- contlnulng pro—

cess of development as Crltes (l969, p. 14) afflrms

1

* All the major theories in the field today have as
one of their basic propositions, . . . . that voca-
tional behavior of the individual develops as he

Py

grows older. =

II. STATEMENT QF THE PROBLEM

Ideas, facts, theories,‘and ﬁaotaéies that contribute

to the developnent of meanings and knowledge of concept's ‘\\\.

related.to wofk, comeﬁ¢o7thﬁ child from four major social :\\
Afofcest, (l}: his‘peers; (2)B-his family,v(3)o his echool;' "
e(45‘his exooeure‘to Qaes media; ~.Once stabiiized these ¢dn4
;cepts_are modified,.if:atxall, by beinq tested against the
‘reality Qf'adult‘toies.; o L o
—

5There is)‘however;=1ittle"empirical evidencE SB what.

attltudes youth in school hold toward work. Furthefv it is
~ 2 “ .
not known ‘how these attltudes differ by age .or grade ln

apubllc school»groups.»

R

III. PURPOSE OF TIl STUDY
.This study waS-deS;gned‘to measure‘att}tudeé of students
enrolled in grades eight to twelwe toward work. It was

I3 e



conducted to isolate specific factors‘related to the meaning
' . @ ' ' ,
of work held by public school students attending junior and
senior high schopls in Edmonton, Alberta,\Canada.leurther,

by analyiinglfactors across grade levels, a trend or changes

in attitulles toward work might be noted.

& 1IV. NEED FOR THE STUDY

Machines are taking ¥he jdbs of“men} thus many jobs
~during the last decdde have been lost to automation.. There

. seems ‘to be little doubt that automation, in the coming

yeare; will have an increasing impact 6n the worker. Also,
- . - o > N S
-many writers express alarm that a rapidly advancing technolL

ogy 1is rendering many1kinds of work so routinized and-.
\meChanical rnat‘there is an acute danger'that work 1is
‘becoming meaningleSs'to'those who perform it.ﬂ

.senill (1963, p; 75) has rndicated thaﬁ many individnang
atrach unreali5£ic meanings to conceptslrelated to workdandw
lelsure for the age in which they live. |

Many of the -twtudes toward woggaahlch appear to

\_ " be dictated +, labor force trends are in sharp

. contrast to ur Puritan values. - In the past our
Puritan values dictated that we respect hard work

¥ and not pleasure seeking. Work is still an accept-
able activity, even though it requires a new defi-
nition with advanced machines and sources of power
doing most of what used to be called work, but .
pleasyte 'is no longer degraded and frivolity with
'its,ajgects of conSplcuous consumption may- even be
acceptable. There is at the,mlnlmuﬂ -a need for a
new interpretation of-what is acceptable human activity.

A great many formal and 1nformal social arrahgements

have been developed Wthh have  the objectlve of transformlng

“



;thefhonworking child iﬁto the working adult. From compara-
tively early childhood,.the individual is increasingly éhow4
Qred;with mésségeé desighed'tp convinte him that work';4\
not oﬁiy‘a.hécéssafy-meané to éertain universally'designed
ehaéj—maturrty, ;ndep?ndence, ma;riage, FespeCf, etc.--but
«a%so,gomethihglgood'ih-itéeif. IThe séhool instills iﬁ its
‘captive‘a&aience an -entire nethrk_of Qélues,:habits,;and
'vattituaés_Which play a Qery impbrtanF fﬁnction in"bfeparing‘
.cﬁalareﬁ,f@; later roles as aduit worké#55, Moderﬁ sgc;ety
‘al§o;ﬁas ét.ité command‘an”enofmbus fplkldpe‘bearing Qnufhe 
'_viftuésfénd ;eWérds of work.‘ Tb\the deéree thatighildfeh
'binc?rporéte and internalize all these pfeceptS} théyvbecome
Zﬁbfé'or\le;g_willing WOor-ers. | e
o In.our cdmp]ox'sodioty tﬁe'échool, moré’ﬁhaﬁ any other
iﬁgtitution,_hasvthé cépability tb'pefpetuaté'and fencw our
e T = g :
-éociety to meét'thé§problems.0f each{new age.- During,a
fée;iéa of rapid sdcialkchange, if opporthitieé‘Tor éﬁplbf¥
mént and the,nature of th%t eﬁﬁipymeht‘thange, an adult
opéraﬁing-updn avcéhcébt of emp]dyment,léarhod as a child o
w111-find hiS’pplé‘behayiour in'the new éituat?on ;?appro4v
» priaté.'. | h
) rThe-attitudesfof,the c?ild‘téward such coﬁgep?s‘é;‘wofk
in a rapidly Ehanging techno}bgical SOCiety'affect'hi§'role
éxpectaeioﬁ és aﬁ adult.,'ThﬁE)is espécially ;Fué ﬁhén'thé
. S : . . .

attitudestdeveloped in a child toward the?é.cpncepts are not

commensurate with societal change. /
T - PR : ~
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Five years.fyém now those;students currently enrolled
in the eighth grade will be potential members of the labour
force. * The meanings attached to concepts of work by studen:s

currehtly enrolled in public schools willfhave a profound’

effect upon the success'ofJthedvocational education endeavor.

v. DEFINITION OF TERMS .

A major issue faced~by a developmental psychology of
work, as 1n the psychology of adult work was th® question of

how "work" was to be deflned--bA wide rande of possibie defi-

‘nitions werco avallable. Jome researchers defined work as a

dominating purpose‘in'life; 1 need for security, achleve—

ment,’and 1ncludes everythlng that serves the end of self—

preservatlon (Lantos,'l943 p. 118 )

The dlfflculty w1th all such deflnltlons, from the Mﬁ;

L
- operatlonal p01nt of v1ew 'was that they gave no crlterla , //’

. for dlstlngulshlng between worklng and non- worklng behaVLou .

Wlthout such crlterla the labellng of certain needs,'attl—"

tudes, and purposes as- worklng was purely arbltrary ?

Slm;larly,_a preclsehdeflnltlon of_attltude ;s equallyvl‘

'difficult to construct because attitudes overlap with other

kinds pf>psyoh01ogiCal prepﬁration for response.

For the purposes of thlS study work and attltude were :
deflned as. follows. | o .
Work ;‘Refers to act1v1ty calllng for the expendlture of .L' /

effort toward some definite achlevement or outcome. Rewarded
e L o o . ' ‘

~.



or not, easy or hard,v}tiis lways effd{t toward a specified
end. '

Attitude -~ An.attitude,may represent both an orientation’ '

.

toward -or away from some concept or situation, and a readi-
: = : U g

ness to respond in a predetermined manner to these‘or related
| . SRR IR N ) B
concepts or situations. T -

) . ] . .

-

(. ©.VI. STATEMENT OF }IYPO’I;HESES | o
! o .

Five groups 6f studénts; who ét the.time of the study,
wére”dtﬁending'the Edmonton Publié Scﬁodl system'ih grades;
eight, nine, tén;_eleven, and twélVe were given. the 601
item card sQrt10n éoncepts of'work. The éet of.cards\whicﬁV
maé déveioﬁed“by Neff cbntaiﬁed étatéments representative df
‘work,e The subjgcté»éorted the 60 cards évér nine stepéx N
.. from most charabterisﬁic to»leést characferistic of fhe‘way
“they:felt about work. | |

Tﬁe'Hypaﬁhesis Staﬁed that:. diffefences between thé
group factors‘&ill not_be Siqnificantly diffefent,from zZero
(.05 level of cdnfidence). o N . ' .

O »
VII(?- ASSUMPTIONS
;-

(1) 'Itvwas assﬁmed that the two schoolslchosen, ﬁardisty
:Jﬁnior'High and Harry-Ainlay'CQmposite,Hiqﬁ Scthl, repre-
. éeﬁted a fair appioximation»of the normal school populatibh.
(2) It was furthc - assumed that ihxihvestigaﬁing:a cross-

'isection of students, that is from Grades_VIII-to XII over a



?

: period'of‘approximately one year, any difference fourd would v
‘be the result of environmental and maturational factors that
took place as the students progressed through the school

Systemf\\/’

dIII, LIMITATIONS

~The appllcatlon of the Q-sort’ 1nstrument in ﬁhls study.
vhad llmltatlons in that no attempt Was made to control varl—’}
ables. such as level of achlevement ) Qf level -geographlc
locatloh or'soc1o economlcal background because of practlcal
con51deratlons. Further, because Group I and Group II data
had'previously been collected it was accepted and employed
pw1th the knowledge that the tlme of collection of Group I

;and Group\II data and;the collectlon of the remalnder of the
group data wbre separated by approxrmately ten months

\ r

Mechanical

rrors in readlngland sorting and thp-actualntimc

spent.on th sorting procedure were other variables which

" could not b cohtrolled. ) ;

IX.  METHOD QF THE STUDY ' )

vhjmeaSurihg scale.has been‘developed.by Neff (1963) to
study -in ra-individual changes invthe meaning of werk. This
'instrum nt was used to.provide a measure for comparing five
groups of publlc school grade students, one group each of

grades elght, nlne,;ten, eleven and twelve. ‘U51ng a’ llSt of

.
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s, 3&
@

Q-sort. 1tems relatlng to ‘statements about work, the differencem

4
in the meanlngs these*groups attached to the concepts of work

was measured The measurement g; these dlfferences reflected

their relative 1mport9ﬂte to each other.

1

The Q-sort 1tems ranged from derCt statements of con-

crete’ sltuatlons to statements concernlng abstract 4&a11t1es

Lach of, the 51xty ltems appearcd on a randomly numbored card

two 1nches ‘by=four 1nches, a 51ze that permltted easy. sortlng.\
- The materlal glven to the students coqﬁasted of an 1nfor— -

mation sheet, a set of sort cards, an 1nstructlon sheet for

“the sortlng procedure, and a record sheet on Wthh to 1nd1cate;
. ) %
the number whlch was a551gned to- each card. All responses

’

w1th1n groups were anonymous.; Every subject in the study

was requlred to sort the set of 60 1tems over nine steps

”*

(from one to nlne). o b \

~



. -  CHAPTER IT :
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"+ . RELATED READTING

 I. INTRQDUCTION

}

g
A human beiné is‘not born with the ability to work. e

The adult ability of work appears to he a long¥series St
J@dividual experiences,. events-and circumstances, which‘ oz

occur w1th1n an env1ronment of soc1al demands, expectations’

'and_mores.' (Neff 1968, p. 3). R | -

Wany educatlonallsts contend that the behav1oural
‘53 . :
work modes(appear to develop as’:. constralnts from socio— -

»economic status, the partlcular asplratlons and blases,

x

_barrlers posed by ethnlc,factors, dlfferences in relatlve
ecase of entrvttﬁto dlfferent occunatlons, the . varlous 1nflu;
'-enc1ng'factors whlch characterize the system of formal edu-
Cation, the influences of peers and adults, and all may ,
ser&e toidéterminé choice of-occupationi ’Auf:
Ay éon31deg@ble amount of research has’ rndu1rod as to how'.
" this behav1oural process takes place in. the llfe of the 1nd1—

v1dual person and most researchers contend that in modern

soc1ety the key 1nfluen01ng,factor mavy be the school and the
ﬁ") : ’ . - -." * . ’ ’

critical years from approximately grades four or five. (Ty-

, 1955; Thompson, 1971).



Per:onalltv theorlsts appeared in thc past, gener&llyv .
—
concerned with the emotlonal side of human hehav1our, rather
- 2N -

than 1ts cognitive. or motor aspectsf The  primary domaln of
interests have had to do with the inter~personal relatlon—»'

éhips,fincludinq whatever the individual feels- and beldieves
is true about himself as a/Function of his relationship with
VU

" others. Personalltv theoraes of vocatlonal ‘development may,
in qeneral, be claq51f1ed §s~ "the oeychoanalyt:cally

derlved,"r&he "self- concept theorv,' the "theory of 1nter— '
: s ~ . .
personal relations and nced satisfactlon,’ and the "cultural-
. _’ o . s . | ’
dynamic approach."  (Neff, 1968, p. 151).

A ' . - . ‘ ' -
- A . . e _

. ’ . . " : V \\ :
II. -PSYCHOANALYTIC THEORIES OF WORK DRVELOPMENT

. ) . ¢ . ~ L .
For the classical Freudian, adult emotional resoonses .
. ) . . .

: { o : L o
to others were directed functions of verv early interactions
G ‘ ) . : '
" between the child and his parents. The general tendencv of .

’osychoanalytlc theory was to place heavy empha51s on the

. development of the,flrst few Vears of llfe—-the»oerlod in

Wthh the chlld worked out his ba51c relatlonshlpq w1th his -

.oarents.; This theory aseumed that the primary componcntq of

the Dersonathles were laid down by the time the chlld was

~

v_flve or 51x years of ade and that these comoonents then func-
tloned as.unconscious determlnants of adult 1nteractlon.
(Freud 1953)

Whlle the cla551cal Freudlﬁn school propounded“that an'

1nd1v1dual s attltude toward work was subetantlal A4



-

Actermined during childhood crises of "nsvchosexual" devel p-
. - N s o

ment, neo-Freudians thouaght that this theorv tended, if nyj

thinq} to be too'qeneral in its aoplication. ‘It sﬁqqestedl
that whlle chlldhood stagee were necessarv, they were not
%uff1c1ent to account for adaDtatlon to the demandq of worP
_Further, the-affective.stages of later childhood and adol—
nrscence were'anlessential part of development. . (ﬁrikson,_
©1963)..

4Erikson's'(l963) theory of fego groﬁth," unlike‘Freud'e
theory whiCh'contended that personality development was com-

pleted by_the’age of six, discerned later important stages

[

~in what Freud called the "latency period."" Fr;keon?sggqested

that prior to the onset of,puberty, there was a period which
. i . 3 . )
: . . ) 7 . .
héVtermed the "industry stage." It was during this stage

that Frlkson con31dered that. the Chlld s attitudes toward
pJ

work and achlevement started to develop. ; : “’
. “ \,

The major premlse made bv Erlkson was that th%>older

'chlld wa: confronted by a new set of lifge demandﬁ%dlfferlng

, qreatly in qualltv from ‘those confrontlnq hlm in, hls early

vears. ' ‘The prelatencv Chlld had to- 1ncorpora&§§;anv 1nstru—.

mental aCthltleS. He learned t:\?eedﬁ ;_&ég% to put on

»HJS clothlnq, and even to help in therla 1;»3ent of the‘
household’//But it was during what Freu&,'\lled the latency

nerlod that quite new tasks appeared -_ﬁé had to begln to .

work out: hlS relatlonshlps to nonfamiliar flgures,and_accept.

-

~the authority of strangers. He had tovreduce'his-dep,ndency

e L . ) ) .'1).
£ SR ,



12
on loved ones and bhegin to deal with the impersonal. - He

began the long progression as demanded hv his soc1ety——the
development.from the dependent playlnq child to the inde-
pendent worklnq adult. (BErikson, 1963 Pp. 48—108) Thus

it could well be possible that certain 1mportant factors

that 1nfluence the adult adjustment to worlk - orlqlnated in

times later than the latency or pre- adolescent settlngsr"—““4f¥~
Hendrick (1943) helleved that, in addition to the prl- n
mary pleasures achleVed through qratlflcatlon of the sexualvi
and aggressive‘instincts and-the derlyatlves and transforma—
tions of thosevinstinots which‘realitv imposed.durgngwchild
aevelopment there.was a third source of priﬁary pleasure;
. ;.that .. sought bv efflClent-use of the central
nervous system for the performance of well 1nteqrated ego
_functlons Wthh enable ‘the 1nd1v1dual to control or alter

‘his environment." . (Hendrick, Al943, p.'315).~ He called

U : N . N A‘
Hendrick put forward the the51s that there was a "work

these functlons the oxocutant fqnct10ns.~

pr1nc1ple" governlng the ooeratlon of the executant func-
: tions. Following Freud's theory that the source of all men-

tal energvflies in the instincts, Hendrick (1943, p. 562)

.suggesteaza"mastery'instinct" as'thevsource of energy of the

executant functlons.- The pleasure in work then, was a con-

>

:sequence of gratlflqatlon of the 1nst1nct to master the

RS

environment. - oL _ ‘ [V

.igs‘
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On the other hand, Lantos (1943, 1952) felt that play .

, | : )
and work bécome distinguished naet by their,ég;tent,‘buf'ﬁy-

their purpose.” The transition from pleasuge\in activity to.

pleasure in achievement took plaee in the latency period as
suggested by Erikson. Work was a dynamically important  b

‘activity for human beings but’ she felt that Hendrick went
. . {

\

too far in assuming "work instinct." Like Freud, Tantos

thought that men do not work spontaneously. Two different’

B

forces impelled men to work. One was an outer force--
necessity, the origigﬁof,F end's reality principle. The

C T . - C - '
second force was internalized aggression, the source of

»

thich was the superedo.

—~

ITI. PSYCHOLOGICAY THEORIES OF WORK DEVFLOPMENT

. g PN

A great deal offiiteratUreqoﬁ the psycholegv'ofAQork
>hae tended to be rather SDe01allzedv\IIn the main, the |
stchologlcal qtudles of humap work have tended to assume
-that human‘belnqs can work and these studles have«drrected
their“attention‘to the»detectioh} measurementjvahdhdescrip;

tion of individual differences in’occhbational behaviour.

Suver's (1957) general apnroach to vocatlonal develoo—'

ment was marked by a heavy cbmmltment to voluntarlsm and

atlonallqm *"He belleved that a person would make occupa—

tlonal ch01cep Wthh were: conelstent w1th hlS self 1mage..*

The core determlnant of: the career pattern, therefore, was |

.

13
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Eﬂf . Glnzberg (1951) ﬂnterv1ewed 9l subjects between the

N
’ﬂhe self concept which was somethind that developed—in'the
individual over time, that passed through many stages of forr
na~10o:., differentlation, and artlculatlon, and was ultlmately
translzted in occupational‘terms. (Super, 1957, PP 80—100).

Super" basic research strategy was to try to find means of

asse851n the components of the self- concept in dlffirent

-vlnd1V1dua s at different p01nts in time’ ?nd then to attempt

to examlne ‘the relatlonshlp between these components and the

career patterns whlch ultlmately made'their appearance.
-

Super s research revealed ‘a n¥uber. of thlngs about the -
process through whlch the non—worklng Chlld was gradually

transformed 1nto a worklng adult. His results lndlcated that

v

before the elghth or ninth grade the school Chlld .was hardly

“aware of occupatlonal matters and that the hlgh school years

’

appeared to be marked by a very con51dérable flounderlng
N B \‘ : ‘/

(Super l962). The crucraIIDthts that caused a person to

«

move in. one or another occupatlonal dlrectlon appeared to

-

take place durlng the hlgh school years To date, his majon,
contrlbutlon appeared to be hlS 1n51stence that vocational

-behav1our would be-understood'only,when the secrets of indi—
S ' i . . :

‘Vidual‘development’Were revealed;

o

2 o

Jplace over a perlod of some elght to.ten years.“He was. able

;__,,»,

s . .
: i . : ) SN S . Ped
r . * . A N

4

N
.

14 |
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His flrst conclu51onywas that occu-.



o

.fantasy (10;12), tentat;ve (12 17), a;j&

“tle adult diorld. The.ideasvhela by younge

work were exclu51velv in the realm of fantasy

o b‘ B /
which he labeled:

s S,

o

(Giﬁzberg, 1954, p. 60). ”Secondly, hefdoncluded that this

3

process was, largely irreversible, i.e.  earlier de@iilons

tended to reduce the -degrec of freedomvadailable‘for later

Y

decisions that follow. ‘Thirdly, he indicated that cempro—if;

mise waevan'eesential feature of everv choice.
In eummary, Glnzberg suggested that the Chlld was not-

much of a Vocatlonal anlmal untll apbrox1mately twelve years

s

of age.o Prlor‘to this age, the only meaning that work had

o

was that it was something.Qrown—ups did~andﬁ'that work‘wés_

t{éired only to the extentfthat one wished to become part of

children abhout

or . mno relatlon elther to the abllltleq or to the 1ntcrests

#

 of the children. The child wanted 51mply to he llke hlS

adult heroes 5f the moment. S qfr

While Ginzberg's original works indicated‘that final "

Y

occupational choice was a Drocessfwhieh began early in life,,

'hls later work appeared to offer some “ontradlctlon to his’

career development. - ' - y

earller@theorles that chlldren pasq throuqh dlStlnCt stages

hY

of deVeldpment._'Hls latest work (Glnzberg, 197l)~appeared

T

to suggest that chlldhood‘exgerlences have little.gffeCt on

v

L4

-

Michael"A.>Ciavarellay writing in the ﬁehihary,'l9734

_,issue'OE the Phi Delta Kappah,‘questioned‘GinzberQ's‘latest

«

ealistic (17---)."-

ﬁ ¢ little

|

\
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a

work bv. suqgesting Ginzberq was incorrect in asaninn the

" process didfnot hegin un’ l]aqc‘l4,vor_whon the student

S
o

rcnchod the - n1n'h“arado because obviously childrpn developed

a~ number of moti atlonal tralts and response stvles in the
'elementary school whlch,had meaning for later career deci-
sions. (CiaVarella,‘l973).

~,:.\In much the same veln, Rupert N. Evans (1972) indicated‘

that ev1dence was strong that attltudes ar& formed most
eff1c1entlv early\ln llfe. \Further,Alf soclet& des1res that
P .
the work ethlc he irculcated in youth,.it cculd best be
Haccomollshed ln the lower ele;entarv school‘grade levels.

On the contrary, Roe (1955 1964) appeared to refute

)

Glnzberg s theory that nothlnq happencd to’ the student untll
‘aporox1mately the aae of twelve. She sugqested that-events
fexperxenced 1n early chlldhood could show an 1mportant rela—
;tlonshlp to later occupatlonal 1dent1ty. Her thesis concep—b
'Ituallzed an occupatlonal 1dent1ty formed throuqh the 1nflu—
ence of a glven set of early oarent Chlld relatlonshwos. “

-Roe, however, exnregsed flrm reservatlons about the eXlstence

v

- of" such relatlonsh*ys in her later rescarch wrltlngs

TV.. CU'LTURAL—DYNAM'IC THEORIES oF WhEK DEVELOPMENT -

Thenllterature has indicated that&It has been customarv

e
¥

for stéhologlcts to allocate sensory Derceptlon and other
cognltlve processes, such.as‘learnlng and thlnklng, to dlff—

‘erent categories and_to discuss them-more” or less in:'

PP
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1qol@tion. Comparatively little experimental study has been
devoted £o: the development of perception and underqtandinq

of the envirdnment. Extensive studies have been made of
feflekive,andeconditional‘responses to ieolated-eenéorv

stimuli; but. to(adapt appropriately to the env1ronment the
child rcquiroﬁ much moroe tnan the capacity to porco1vo and

to react to relatively isolaté® and abstract?stimull.l (Huh— “
len, 1970h Dp. 70f73). According to Huhlen (1970) the child
must acquire some‘underetanding,of'tne natnré of objects in’

“the environﬁent——recoénizing and identifving them. from their

-

appearance and Behaviour——knowing.what he can do with them.

_ Such an understanding implies a considerable amount of know-

4

v
Id

ledqe WhiChfqutﬁbé acduiﬁed hv expetience. L o T,
Tiedenan (1963), likeiSuper, was 1nterested 1n the

: develooment of the v0cationa] self concept He has qhown,‘h

vhowever, that he is more open, to con31deration of the effects

.of‘environmentt »Severalvof his‘studiesvhave led to the in-

=
“e

.ference that'sex'role and family statusiare‘at:least as’
1mportant as the self-concept.in influencinq choice of‘VOca—
tion. Tiedeman (Tiedeman and O Hara, 1950) prov1ded empir-
ical confirmatlon for inzberg s observation that the self— -
xconcept Ain-bovs beglns to take shape as thev paqs throqu
school grades\ﬁine to twelve and that a work values staqe..fe

(beginning around grade;twelve) iSwpreceded by an 1nterests—“

stage (grade ten).



™

1

. ° { - .
Nelson fourd that as children progress through the

elementary school they tend to assimilate negative attitudes '

toward manV‘occupations, thus restrictinq prematurely a

anqe of occunatlnns wthh thev mlqht later con91der as poss—'

1ble careers. (Nelson, 1963).

"Gunn has shown that fourth graders can rank occupations

.

'meanlanullv, and that bv the time thev are in the seventh

qrade they bealn to- rark jobs on the basis of status. (Gunn,
1964)
Rosenherq (1957' e; 4) has suqqested that

Tt is PO"c]blp to v1sua]17o the occupat10na1 deci-
sion rrocess as a series of proaregsive delimita-
‘ticns of'alternatives. N number of factors in the

v individuil and in the society operate to cut dcwn
e ‘the broad range of occupational possikilities avail-

-able ' Some occupations are not socially appropriate,

some .are not vossgikle, and. some are not-desirable.

It'anpeared,_therefore,lthat probably one of the earliest

Qperatjng»dvhamic factors which served to narrow the field

of possibkble occupational choice was the definition oﬁ roles
by therculture and sdb—cultunes in which the'childAlives

Tvler (1951, 5%, 59, 61) has wrltten a rumber of papers,

and has executed several emplrlcal studles, notahlv on the

nlmnortahce of sex role dlfferentlatlon and nrofprercesvih

the elementary grades. Ghe 1solated four role factors for

* ’ . : . .
s ) : . . hS

- hovs:
1. an antiwork (or aPtl adult) factor,
‘2. rejection of an inappropriate act1v1tv,
3. an anti- 51ssv factor, and
4. '

a pseudovocational factor.

18



assumptions.

The factors.found by Tyler_for boys hint of the begin-

1

‘nings of dlineation of the work role. . She felt that somehow

work activities become differentiated in cxXxpericnces.
Although there were COntradlctions.among the“various
authors regarding‘the time work”concept%‘in children appeared,
most writers agreed thatAWOrk is not a natural acthity. '
Human beings must learn to become‘worhers and many‘attitudes'
toWard work formed during early. school years'becomeywell
establlshed by the eiéhth grade.

i

V. A THEORETTCAL MODEL

3

Neff suggested that an examination of‘the'?roblems of

‘human work might be made'frdm the understarding of human

behaviour whichvhas come to be.knOWn as the "transactional
approach. " "From ‘this standp01nt adult work'behgyiOur may

be concelved as the complex product of a long series, of

i

learned and habltual_styles(of perce1v1ng a%d coping wrth the

demands of~environment{f v(Neff, 196-, p. 72.) ‘If this transﬁ

K}

-,actlonal v1ewp01nt is to 1nfluence our conceptua1121ng of -

human,work, we; as, Neff suggested must accept certaln

-~

Firstu work development must be assumed to be a complex

set,of transactlons manlfested by persons when they are

1mbedded 1n or confronted w1th certaln characterlstlc env1—

’ronments Second 1t must be assumed that,these trans—

actlons are adaptlve behav1our and they reflect the ways 1n

‘of

"whlch each person has learned to cope w1th certaln

19



| 20

~ )‘ . ) . . ' ) 1
environmental demands and pressures since childhood. Third, A

it(m@st'be assumeéd that we are able to accqunt for mos t of

Ko

what is significant about human. work behaviour without
cvoking primary drives or instincts as explanatory variables. -

_ Neff's methodological approaoh centered on what work

meant. to the individual who was to perform it. Helhypothe—

sized that there might_eXiét~in some;individuals an attitudinal -

.

- structure--a set of opinions; beliefs,"fearEy expectancies and
self-perceptions--which constitutes a psychological'barrier
/ . ™

against adequately performing the/role of a worker.

3

In .ordexy to provide a reasohabledaccount of the psycho—.'

dynamics of Work, Neff formulated a model based on hlS
. ‘ : g
as sumptions about work. In, de5cr1b1ng his model Neff (1963

.- 140) reported that:

An effort was made to develop an instrument which
will permit the investigator to discover what
meanings .work has £&r the individual as well as
permitting study changes in these meanings as a
foundatlon of a variety of condltlons
He dev1sed thlS theory of - the meanlng of work from

'( stat ts about work made by varlous authors and from his

own . xperience'vith the. work problems of handicapped per-

. Sons . . B : .p | - v< . | . N ,
He Qﬁdorlzed . , h -
"In a heavily work-oriented soc1ety .« . work 1is
very closely bound up with ti1e manner in which
people identify themselves . . . the degree to which

«¥.

work is a component of ‘self-esteem, both in the r
sense of the evaluation which a person places upon
himself and the degree to which he can.gainy the. L
respect of others: . . . One of the powerfyl cultural VA



norms in our society is that people are expected to’

play some kind of productive role, an. expectancy which

is deeply inculcated 'in most of us through a long

prdcess of education, training, and general cultural

. for some people at least, the work they

do is an important means of demonstrating thet*r compe- b
‘tency and thus tends to fq}fill whatever needs they C

pressure .

have for creativity.

f Thercfore, Neff{s theory assumed that the meaning éf

work coufd be viewed as containing three variables.

) On a satisfaction to-dissatisfaction continuum.
)  That work is meaningful in terms of its rela-

. tion to a variety of interrelated needs and, .

(3} That these meanings wepge focussed on a self-

" others continudum. (Neff, 1963, p. 140.)

—

»

~

 3 Neff’defined variablé (1) as work_gratification, vari-

able (2) as work ﬁeeds, and variqblé‘(B) as Focus. In = -

designing this model heNgonsidered variable (1) and (3) ‘as

?&#bifpolaff-’pnder variablé“(?)_Neff identified five‘need’

areas: material, actiVity, self-esteem, esteem of others, .

and'creativityl‘ For increased ciarity of presentation, the

v

d@aign_is_presented in Tabiefi, and graphically illustratéd

in Figure I and Figure II.:

« BALANCED BLOCK

TABLE I

DESTGN FOR ITEM‘CONSTRUCTION.OF THE
WORK ATTITUDE SCALE '

Variables - Levels
A.. Gratification: (a) Satisfaction (b) Dissatisfaction’
' B.'LNeeds; ' (c) Matérial (d5 Activity /s

- [

C.s# Focus:,

le) Self-éesteem

(g) Creativity

(h) 5 On.self

(1)

(f) Esteem by others

‘On others

ES
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THE ABILITY TO WORK MODEL
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Cell

- ach
.adh

aeh

ath
“agh

aci
adi
aeil
afi
agi

‘bch

bdh
hbeh
hfh

bgh -

“bei

hdi
bei
hfi, .
bgi.

10-29-57

15-55-56

14-38~54
1-44-5n

5-32-45
4- 7-49

20-43-53
25-31-37

11-14-39

19-28-50

42-47-58

3-22-51
27-35-60
12-17-18

2~41-48

23~34-36

' 'Gratification

'

satisfaction
satisfaction
satisfaction’

.satisfaction

satisfaction

satisfaction
satisfaction
satisfaction
satisfaction
satisfaction

dissatisfaetion

dissatjsfdction
dissatisfaction

dissatisfaction
dissatisfaction

‘dissatisfaction

dissatisfactdon
dissatisfaction

.dissatisfaction

dissatisfaction

Needs

material
activity

"self—esteem

others—-esteem
creativity

material

activity _
self-esteem :
others—esteem

creativity

material
activitv
self-esteem

- others—-esteem

creativity

material

activity
self-esteem . -

- others-esteem

creativity

FIGURE II

'DESCRIPTIONvOF’MODEL CELLS

Focus

self
self

‘self

self
self

others .

others
others
others

others

self
self
self.
self

. self

others

‘others
“others

others
others
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example statements were**

. ; SV B,
Cell ach - The most 1mportant thlng about worklng“]

? THE L

Cell afi - You cannot expect people to bupport you all your

11(0- you have to do Somo@hlng for thom too..

Cell bdh - Worklng keeps yog tled dbwﬁv-“ﬁﬁf'yﬁ
.. 5{}{'0“ .

Cell bgi - Working juet means: carryfm%ff@t QoMoono elsof‘ﬂ
ideas. . = ‘

Lach statement encompassed threé dlmen51ohé3f'Three'likefﬂ

statomonté'wuro divised for oacwvof the twenty cbllS'in‘
the model. 1In effect thlS prov1ded for twenty theoretlcal
]

factors w1th three synonomous elements per factor

In order to determlne‘some measure of construct valid-

ity and internal consistency the instrument was administered

by Neff to a groupeof<profeesionally trained vocaticnal

cofihselors. They were .instructed to sort the items and dis-

tribute them "#'s they’would,exéect the average,well—adjusted'

-

male industrial workerJWOuld'sort.them under.inetrhctions to
describe himself." (Neff, 1963, ‘p. 142. ) '_ ot

' Analy51s of variance was performed on the vocational
counselors' sorts. Factor}lendlcated{a high degree of
 agreement among‘the counseiors. The replicatioh‘variance
of the welghted counselor s arrays were‘"satlsfactorlly

low." (Neff 1963 p-. 143.)"

- For complete list see Appendix A.
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‘The instrument was then admlnistered'to ayseries of
16 persons wmo had completed a three—week periodvof-training
‘and eualuation‘cohcerning their.potemtial for Work. The
16 suojects‘Were then divided into.two classesr~ sucoessfula
and unsuccessful on the ‘basis of thelr evaluatlon.' Neff %
foumd that the Q- sort scale dlscrlmlnated between ‘and w1th1n

these two groups. ' ’ ..\ L
group | : -

In summary, Neff developed a model based on work theorles'

[

Of other authors as well as his own experlence w1th handl—
capped persons. He tested thlS‘model by;emplrlcal means and-
wdas satisfied: that the instrument contained some measure of
"construct validity“‘and "Lnternallconsistcncy.“

VI. ATTITUDE MEASURING TECHNIQUES'

¢

‘The importance of human attitude'research’may best be,
"*indicated by Remmers (1951 p. 15), who stated,

The - reallzatlon is rapldly growing that attltudes,
the way individuals and groups feel about the various
- aspects of their world are probably more ‘defermina- '
~tive of behavior than mere cognitive understanding of
this world. When this is granted the importance .and -
value of attltude measurement becomes at once obvious.

ThlS can be empha51zed further by quotlng Shaw and erght
(1967 b, 14): |

L Yo e . . Lo ) . . Y
‘ No\;HEOfé of .social behavior can be complete without
. incorporation of attitude functioning and it is ’
. doubtful that complex social hehavior can be p edicted
without a knowledge of attitudes. To study atfiitudes-
requires that they be measured. ' -

o

e‘iﬁvelopment of

This realization has brought about’
many attitudermeasuring'scales, éspeci }lﬁﬁinfthe field of.

s



educetienal énd social psycﬁology. A eggetantial number of
these. Scales were compiled by Shaw and Wright (1967).
Thejmeasﬁrement of attitddes (attitude measuring scales)
are . subject to. many varlables and- abstract theories. The
researcher using. theee %cales mugt always be . conscious, of ' ‘f

their.validity,'Yeliablllty,‘and/orlllmltatlons. Nottlngham,

(1970, p. 247) stated that:

In curriculum research there are numerous methods and
1n§truments available--the "affective domain" of
attitudes and values however has been beset by the

recurrent problem of flndlng viable technlques of
. assessment. : _ B

, W . .
Miller, in his paper entipfed-"A Crucial Problem in Attitude

Research," discusEed the'relationships between verbal (writ—~

3

ten) indicators of'ahjatxitude and behaviour. His'data

revealed that the verbal indicators of attitude did not cor-

relate positively with the subsequent behaviour. This may
» indicate that the individual‘s'verbal-(writteno indicator'of

.—,\F;;%ltude as lnterpreted by th@smeasurlng device did not core—v

‘relate pos;tlvely with his attltude. As Mlller (1967, pQ 240)
indicated: - | .

‘The major issue 1nvolves the w1lllngness of attltude
researchers to experiment with a wide varlety of.:
measurement techniques so ‘that methods which ‘will yleld
higher relationships between verbal (written) responses
and other classes of attitudinal behéavior may be dis-.
covered oL LU It is safe to say, howeyer, that the
social and theoretical significance of attitude research
is directly linked to the’ developméﬁt of such methods.

. . ' ’ ' : . : -

VII. THE "Q" TECHNIQUE AS A MEASURING INSTRUMENT

\

.Stephenson (1953) has spent a greatvdea} of work on

v



~the deVelopment of the "o" technique. In his book Stephenson
Suggested many appllcatlons for the Q" technlque (Q sort)

as a measuring instrument, i.e. 1nvest1gatlon of self-
o

COncept, psychoanalytic theory, and in the field of social

psychologv. Livson and Nichols (1955 P- 159) ihdicatod'

S

Lthat "the ﬁr-,OJ Ling instrumcent . . )YI)VL(H‘H an (‘ffli Ltent
J b

A

-method of securlnq a large number of ratlngs whlch can be
compared from person to person. . . ." 'As for the ‘instru-
'ments applicahilitY‘to‘personality (attitude)aresearch,
Livson and Nichols went on'tovsay: .

The fact that so essentially simple a technique

as the Q-sort should possess such .a particular
congeniality with'so broad a range of personality = =
problems .may perhaps be attributed to its ablllty

"to speak both the language of the clinician's .
‘highly 1dlosyncrat1ve case descrlptlon and . the
researcher's quantified gen alizations:. It facil~
‘itates communication betweeﬁgthese two "attitudes";

a condition crucial to effective research.in the

apéa of personality.. (Livson and NlChOlS, p- 159.)

More recently researchers have adapted thlS measurlng tech—
nlque to educatlon. As Sheldon-and Sorenson (1960 p. 143)
suggested, "Q technlque would appear to offers educatlon a

t _v?, .

means of deallng more . systematlcally with' some of thelr

‘-evaluatlon problems.‘ Other studlesv(L1vson and Nlchols,

lQSS;vBlock, l956)lcompared "forced"‘andv"unforced" Q—sorting

/

procedures. After comparlng the advantages gnd dlsadvantages
, of7both it was concluded that the "forced dlstrlbutlon
method" may have a sllght edge over the ‘unforced dlstrlbu—
'tron. |

)
i

‘Sheldon and Sorenson,(1960) indiCated_that it waslhighly\_

Hh
i’
N

o
sn et

27



LI

feasible to use Q-technique with groups of séﬁdents. - As to

the feasibility of applying. the Q-sort to grade level.stu-
A ] ’

28

dents,»Sheldon and Sorenson (1960} p. 150) asked the question:

At what educational level is O-technique appropriate?
As reported above it has been used successfully with
highschool studcnts.. If sufficient care is taken to
writetclcear directions and to usce words of thoe appro-
v~.prlatt level of difficulty, it seems rcasonable:to

believe that Q-sorts can be developed forguse at the

~seventh grade level.. P

B .o SN ¢ A
o . _ _ . . o
- VIITI.. SUMMARY \

o

Durlng the 20th cent?ry there have been many valuable
“ o " ’ .
'research contrlbutlons deallng w1th the work development of

s
-

adolescents and w1th the factors which condltlon and are

condltloned by thlS development “While the llterature on
. [ . . MR

preadolescent work does not seem to boastvof any comprehen—

sive explanmation of work development, it does seem. to claim

a number of theoretical issues, i.e. opposing explanations

for particular work phenomena. o
- - o T \

It is becof@fig increasingly recognized that work is not
. 09 Y g : R ' "

a natufal'activlt§§vvHuman.beings must learn to become workf
ers and it appearslthat details of the learning processtarY~
dgreatlylfrom individualfto‘individual. |

Secondq it is recognlzed that the reachlng of occupoe
.tlonal maturlty is a long, contlnulng process of development
and not an 1solated event. ThevllteratureAexamlned revealed’

1that the work personallty probably has 1ts TOOLS ‘well" back in

early chlldhood w1th the learnlng of general attltudes,
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»

learning of sex and work roles,\gnd'the formation of wvalue |
.patterns. The process is continued iﬁto»adoléscencé wherg.

there aées_comeﬁa time when many childreﬂlbééin to shape
their plans tbwar&’sgme moré—o#-iégg ép%cifically'conceived
Qccupatiéhal goal, bu?ﬂthe reaching of this syaéevof chqicgﬂ
dbéS'nat‘ﬁepeSsafily mark any sharp_cﬁtoff,bétween“fantagy

,and realism.
While - contradictions were apparent among some writers

as to the time work concepts in children appeared, most ’gj
éccepted that many atﬁitudes toward work formed duringjthé

L
-

early school years and their development:Was well establiqhed\

- .
. ‘U ’ Y]

by the\eighth grade. : - -

In connection with}attitudé méésurém"t_the available:

a

literature indicated concern expressed by some researchers

. - . . . . ¢ ) . )
about the validity and reliability-of some of the attitude
fmeasuring scales. The'Q—techniqpe‘(Q—édrt).gained wide-

épread acceptance as a method_of attitude measurementb_,

.‘especially:injthé field bf p§ycHongy;‘ Reéearch al 6 i%@if ,.‘?;
:'caﬁed Fhét ther4sort wasvsucﬁeséfully used with gradggaelve
»g§tudents and impliég that'thiéﬂtechnique pOuld.probably'be'
uéediﬁithﬁeQuai.succéss as‘iow as'ﬁhe'séﬁeﬁth grade, .

. A N P

.. -



'CHAPTER III

INSTRUMENTATION AND METHODOLOGY |
I. INTRODUCTION

«This;study‘was;conducted.to iSolate speciflc factors_
related to the meanlng of;WOrk:held by public school students
enrolled ln the junlor and senlor hlgh schools in Edmonton
lgrades eight to twelveé}nclu51ve) _ Further, by analy21ng
factors across;grade‘levels, a trend or: change in attitudes
Vtoward work might-be'noted.' This study used'a Q-sort .

1nstrument relatlng to statements about work developed by

Wi ,

Neff, (l963 ‘pp. 139-44).

¢
: _—
av

.. II.  DESCRIPTION OF SAMPLE AND POPYLATION

31='Permissionfwas'granted by‘the'Edf ﬁt@n‘PubliC School

Board at Edmonton in the Province of
. 0 . i .

as subjects.;

The sample 1noluded all male/students attendlng two R

schools, one a junlor hlgh schools

3 4 \

school " The two schools selec”

d one a senlor hlgh

were Hardisty Junlorlﬂlgh'

and thé;Ha;ry Alnlay Comp051t5 ngh School The selection

$lbe&ta, tq use students

11111



"~ of these‘two'particular schools Was a'convenience.inSOfar

as_ it wasipossible for the researcher to administer the.
“instrument personallY~to thefhigh'school student sample.
brr'George R. Rose, who was familiar With“the'instrument[ had
preViously collected data.from-grade eight and nine students
Whovattended Uardisty Junibr highkSchool and made the data
availublc to the researcher.

. ~ o '
)@ere categorized as follows: :Group I and I1

Subjects
2were fthose students enrolled in the grades eight and nine
industrial arts programs respectively at HardiSty Junior
High School. Groups I11, "IV, and chomprised all those-male
students attending grades ten (EnglisH-lO and lg),fcleVen"
tEnglish éO“and 23),§and grade twelve (EnglisthOnand 33)
duringvthe second‘semester at the‘Harry Ainlay Composite_

" High School.

31~

This<studyvincluded only male students in the population e

in order to minimize'cultural bias. The 1ndustrial arts pro— e

[
»

7gram was chosen for Groups I and II because this program
included only. the male students attending Hardisty Junior )

ngh School. The supjects which comprised Groups III IV,
andgv Were-selected on the‘baSis that, in spite of the varied
programs available at thezHarry Ainlay Composite High School,

all students were required to take Englishv The selection

of the English program helped to ensure a random sampling

e

of the student population.



ITI. INSTRUMENTATION

‘The subjects used in the Sstudy con51sted of five
Classes each of Grade VIII.-and Grade IX (Industrlal Arts)
eight classes~-of Grade X (English 10 and 13); nine classes

" of Grade ~:. (English 20 and 23); and_ninelclasses of Grade'Q

XII (English 30 and .33).

°

Each student subject who desired to participate in the .

-

study received a set of sort cards, a record sheet, apd a

detailed instruction sheet. The students weregasked to read

the instructions and to complete the sort as directed by the

lnstruction sheet. In order to help obtaih frahkgresponsésl
‘the” students were asked not to put their names on the record
sheet“and to indicate.ohly their age in years and their sex.
Each.rospondeht'was’thon'roquestod to, sort sixty items
into nine plles (numbered froh 1 to 9) with step one.being:
.the "most characteristicf'of the way he felt about work and'
' step nihe the "least characteristic" way he felt aoout“work.
Since regular class time was utlllzed for’ the collectlon of
" the data for thlS study, those students who dld not d051re
'to part1c1pate could not be given perm1551on to leave the
bclass; These .students, as well as the. ?nes who completed
the sort early, were requested to s1t quletly S0 as: not to'
dlsturb ‘the ones who ‘were in the process. of completlng thef
’Q—sort. The average time requlred by the majorlty of sub—

jects to complete the Q sort was approx1mately 45 mlnutes.‘

It was noted that a number of record sheets were not

32




completed correctlyi elght from Group I, fourteenlfrom
Group I1I, eight from Group III 'fourteen from Group IV‘ and
ltwenty—three from Group V. In four 1nstances students
declined to, follow 1nstruct1gns in ord r to ampllfy thelr
Oplnlon.l‘Two record sheets were not. completed on the
‘/Jgroundsthat the 1nformatlon.requested‘could bevutlllzed by
the'"establiehment"vfor fdeyloue" pUrpoéesr d | |
| l The summary table of all.respoudeutsvhas beenftabulated
o . , e ; : , : .

in Table II. .

TABLE II

éUMuARY of REB?ONSEspFRoM dUNIQéZAND SENIOR
. .»;‘l‘“HIGH,SCHOOL?STUDENIS IN THE SAMPLE
'GROQP o l,' ) o _',i‘.i,. ﬁ:f' IIT "IV -V
GuADe t ‘;5' 1 ‘.' i' . _;-VIIIl jx/ o i XIp{XII
_sAmenﬁpélze{N = "’;p EE 9I;’;822: 53“;”

TOTAL RESPONDENTS - 99 96 91%

. . . . I 5 . : N
’ B N B ; t

© IV. STATISTICAL PROCEDURES.

The - statlstlcal procedures 1nv?lved in thlS research

utlllzed the - computer serv1ces of the Unlver51ty of Alberta;

A subject by item matrlx (451 X 60) of raw Scores was sub—‘

jected to. & program that calculated 1ntercorrelat1dg% whlch

',were subjected to a pr1nc1ple components analy51s 5The axesf

were rotated~to'a varlmax Crltérloh,f' -,:';& :

33



In choosing to usé the varimax rotation, the researcher

was aware of a varlety of dlStlnCt types of factor solutions.
Some deSLgns mlght tend to favor a partlcular Solutlon or

;é;rotatlon-l.e. orthogonal-vs; oblique.
Accordlng to Harmon (1967 p. 107), "With the general

i "'«J.‘ e

avallablllty of computers,'antyplcal approach of many

investigators is to&obtaln a principa\7factor solution ‘for
: L ) ) ' Y :
an'observed_correlation matrix and then transforming it to

the varimax multiple factor solution."-

y

Factor scores were derived for the extracted factors

v

. C _ . .
and'group mean fa@tor scores were then utilized in the test-

ing of between group dlfferEnces by analy51s of varlance.
The Scheffe test was then used to determlne 51gn1f1cant
dlfferences between all‘p0551b1e combinations of means_of'

factor pairs across the five groups. . "

)
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CHAPTER IV

. PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS

'I. _INTRODUCTION

- During the last decade, a consensus. of vocational -an

-«

guldance wrlters have suggested that adolescent vocatlonal

> o "V
asplratlons are a product of interpersonal relatlonShlps

"~ with 36c1ety The objectlve o thls study was to 1nvest1—
ggte the meaning of work, using Neff s model, as perCelved

by‘studehtéfwho at the time of the study were enrxolled in

Jjunior high and secondary school institytionslﬁn the City//——$?

_ L Y
of Edmonton, Alberta;

"This: Chapter restates the hypotheSLs an <cribes

the methods used to test the hypothe51s critical

level of significanCe for the study wa ‘et_a'grioi.at,.OSQ

Ke

II. MULTI-CORRELATIONAI, ANALYSIS

, In order to'isolate speCific factors relating to mean-
ingslof-work held by stddents, and preced%ng the testlng
of the hypothe51s posed by this research it was necessary'

for- the researcher to determine: (1) The manner in which

. . : : ‘
» , " P

- . R

high»sChool»students discriminated the theoretical model



P o o e

and, (2) The extent to which the empirical‘factors perceived
by the sample\were congruent with the theoretical model.

I1f the threevhypotheslzed factors of (1) satisfaction-
dissatiSfaction continuum, (é) need continuum, and (3) self-
other continuum could be shown to be llkelthe emplrlcal
lldCLOlS Lhc lnvestlgator would be abltho conclude‘that the

« %

instrument showed a suff1c1ent degree of cbﬁgruency with
Neff's model to wafrant its appllcatlon to the testing of.
'Hypothe51s I. | R
The set of ‘60 statements about‘work was applied to
every sub]ect in the sample and the sort results of all’
subjects were analyzed in order to determlne any commonalltles
in the sortlng behav1our of the entlre sample. Inter—
cqrrelatlons of ftem_sgorlng arrays wcre derived for all o
,!the subjects in the total sample. The resultlngwcorrelation
N matrlx was then factor analyzed to yleld the unrotated
pr1nc1pal component matrlx. Accordlng to Neff S model a-
pOSSlblllty of 20 factors ex1sted therggore, 2Q factors.were
extracted 1n'the'initial analysis-- A.total of lé factors
exhibited elgen values greater than' one and therefore all
‘subsequent computatlons were restrlcted to 18 factors.- The
“orthogonal rotatlon used was a varlmax‘transformatlon matrlx.
Follow1ng Nunnally s estlmate, a cuttlng score of i.400
(Nuﬁnallyf‘l967) was establlshed to dlStlngUlSh the 81gn1f/)

canée of each Ltem score: w1th1n the factor Factors beyond

,the first ten tended to become 1ndlst1ngulshable because it

'was not p0551ble.%o see how thel

L

elated,tO‘the theoretical
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model and theyiwere,-therefore discarded: The ten retained'
faceors’accounted for.42‘percent.of the total variance;\ For
increasecd clarit& of prosonfaoion the fdctor‘items by,humber
and ccll location were listed‘below

The relatlonshlp of therltems whlch correlated SLgnlfi—‘
power of the 1nstrument. The»flndlnqs showed anperfect dis-
crlmlnatlon_on the satr%faotion—dissaéiefactioh_continpuo.

‘ . A ‘ -

A somewhat less distinct pivision of the "need" continuum’

was found. The»self-other continuum tended to be,even'less

defined. :
i -
L BN
Factor I
No. //’Mf Item Content S "Cell " T.oading )
29 Work gives me a chance to develop - agh - -.678
' new ideas. . ' o - : -
10 % find work satisfying because it ragh’ -~ -.663
© —.makes me feel creative. . S
7 Work is exciting because of the new agi ' -.629
.. ldeas people. have. ' . -
49 I find when 'I am working I get all = agi . .-.592
sorts of new ideas from the people : Co
I work with. - : , _ o
57 If I did not: work, I would feel T - "~ agh -.556
-am creating nothlng ' LT o -
4,h I have to be worklng in order -to 4 agi - ) - 456,
get New ideas from people. . >
, .Factor II . :
Jgg;-' . Item Content = L. Cell. Loading
44 People do not think much of you"; .. ael Y661,
. ‘unless you can hold a job.- e . .
46 ~ If you are not able to:work, people -+ afh -.627
' really do not treat you’'as an equal. : ' L
6  People .respect you more if you have ath . -.570
a job. ' ' . - ' ; ’

A



Tactor IIIX

No. ’ Item Content

17 Working just puts you in contact with

oeoole who give vou a hard tlme.

59 You cannot trust Deoole you have to
- work w1th. :

27 When vou work, vyou. have to spend time

with a lot of boring peopleq

12 .What I dislike about worklnq 13 the
. people you meet.

_28 The trouble'with working is that you -

i are exposed to people who care = .

. nothlng about you. . »

..f’ [ A . .

0 . Factor Iv
Mo Itém Content . L

,§3>‘ If .1 coul nake a lrv ng w1thout'
i worklng, I would grab the chance.

le &The really lucky peovle are those
who can live without worklng
‘\ @& C i
16 I would not work unless I reallv
had to. 2

20 IF)somebodv gave you the same amount
» of money as vou_could make, there
. would be no noint in workinq.

© o . . ' ) . N2
[ /‘2 : . Fartor v o

Item Content‘

ey

.39 Work:ng just makes me feel like &
cog in-a machlne. :

'3 - The . trouble w1th working is that it
'~ is mostly for the benefit of other
oeoole v :

41 Work just means vou are plea51nq
s . other people. : :

n

Cell”

 Teell o

Loading
bei +.615
hfh +.612

‘pdi - +.553
bei +.538
hfh.  +.406

Loading -

" bch  +.770
hch - +.755
beh +.666
bch +.614
- o

Cell Loading
beh, ~ +.672°
bei | -.511
bfi ~.424



No

33

" No.

23 J
{

47,

14
No..
60
37

31

FTactor VI

Item Content

" Life can qet verv boring, without

something to occuny onegelf

When vou are not working, the time
nasses very slowlv.

When vou are not working, you get
lonely. :

‘Factor VII

Ttem Conteﬁt

If vou have to work, vou - just have to
give up thlnklnq. : L
When you work,

they make vou give un
vour own ideas. =~ - . S 3

‘Working, just-dulls the imagination.

" Factor VIIT

Ttem Content ‘.
: s

If vou do¢ not work, there mav bé no

‘money to take care of veu when vou

are old.

The people vou work with make the ——

time pass faster.

Factor IX

[
v . -
Item Content ' ' i'

The trouble with working- is that it
keeps me from doing thlnqs with the
opople I llke.,

The trouble -with worklnq 3 S that T
cannot do the things T really want

to do.

Working keeps yau tied down.

39

“Loading
adh +.712
adh +.692
adi +.488

cell . Loading
hah - +.736

* bgi +.558
hagh +.4l9
Cell v_Loadind
ach —.647
radi +.542
Cell Loading
bdi +.621
hdh . +.582
bdh =~ +.402



Factor X

,50 What B like about working is. the . aei - -.791
) © people you meet. S ‘

52 " The important thing ahout working -is « afh ~.789
“the frlcnds you can make 'on the Job 2 '

54 The big thlng,about worklng is that it adi -.664
gets you involved with other people. ‘

Testing ‘of the Hypothesis

* This hypothesis stated factor scores between the grade

level groups would not be significantly dlfferent from zero

(.05 level of confldence). o

Statlstlcal procedures employed were a one)way analy51s

¢

of varlance u51ng an F' test whlch was applled to the factor

K

means of the five groups. Mean factor scores computed for

the groups, by factor, Were based on a total sample mean

@ e

In all ten separate one way analyses oﬁavarlan

'arbltrarlly fixed at 50 with a standard dev1at1 n of 10.
e were com—’

puted.L Where SLgnlflcant dlfferences dld appear the Scheffe
test\was used to determine which groups dlffered 51gn1f1—
_cantly The mean factor score. and. standard devratlon for

'each group by factor areshown in Table ITT.

-

’Analy51s of Varlance of Sub hypothe51s I

E Thrs analy51s compared the factor means of the five =
7‘.groups of students on Factor I. Table vain'the appendix
" shpws the complete analy51s. Table IV shows a summary of

means for the five groups. K

‘o

40
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TABLE IV °

SUMMARY OF GROUP FACTOR MEAN SCORES
. BETWEEN GROUP I, GROUP II, GROUP III,
GROUP IV.AND GROUP V ON FACTOR I

42 .

GROUP . -1 . II IIr v v

MEAN . 52.2 48.6  48.2 ©  S51.1  49.1

The results (F'=-3.49;”4/446E'P2.008)'showed that a:,

significant difference did‘eXist_between grdups; therefore,

the null fiypol.hc:%iS was rejected. The Schelfe test indicate

-

that a significant-difference existed between the means of

Group I and Group III. This. factor as defined by Neff's

v . : - )
model related “to *the concept of creativity. .. . =

Ané&Ysis of Variance of Sub-hypothesis. II

This. analysis compared the factor means of the five

3 .

,grodps of students on"Factor II. Table XX in the appendix

shows the coﬁplete analyéis.- Table V shows - a summary of

mean’s for the five groups.

TABLE V

SUMMARY OF GROUP FACTOR MEAN SCORES
BETWEEN GROUP I, GROUP II, GROUP III,
GROUP IV AND GROUP V ON FACTOR II

GROUP, o I 1T 7 III VA \Y

K

MEAN . . '50.7 . 50.1. . 50.3  .50.4  48.8

. S
: - ~ w
The results (F = .54; 4/446; P2.716) showed that a

~
\."

N
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groups; there-

. ‘This factor as

defined by Neff's model related most closely to sclf-csteem.

Analysis of Variance of Sub-hypothesis III

This analeis‘compared the factor means of the fivc !\
. | o <
ngups,of students on Factor 1II. Table XXI(mn the append1X\N

shows the cbmplete analysis. Table VI shows a summary of

means . for the five groups.

TABLE VI L

. S VMARY OF GROUP FACTOR MEAN SCORES
BETWEEN GROUP I, GROUP II, GROUP III,
GROUP IV AND GROUP V ON FACTOR III

GROUP \-ﬂj S e 1T 11T 1V v

| MEAN - | | 47.6  50.4  50.5 50.9. 50.6
»1 — | _ , L |
ZEhé results (F = 1.73; 4/446 .723) showed that a -

7

.51gn1f1cant dlfference dld not ex1st between groups; there-

fore“ the nu}l hypothesis was not rejected.' This\factor as

DY . lf S model related most closely to esteem. -
; “Jwi\’ﬂq«‘ . - ¥

'“?Mw, : ' ‘ L -VTLF
AnalysLSMJ%\ arlance of Sub- hypothe31s v S

ThlS analy31s compare@ the factor means of the five'
'groups of students on Fectdr~IV.; Table XXII'in‘the‘appendix
shows the-complete'analysié. Table VII shows a summafy of

means for the_five groups



TABLE VII

SUMMARY OF GROUP FACTOR MEAN ‘SCORES
BETWEEN GROUP T,

GROUP II, GROUP III,
GROUP IV 'AND GROUP VﬂON FACTOR IV
" - _ = : e’
» . - w ‘ - v
GrROUP I II I1I -1V v
MEAN S 50.2 48.2  '50.4 1 50.2°  .50.8
The results (F = .92; 4/446; Pz.453) showed that a
significant difference did not exist between groups;,there—

| 1 B
fore, the null hypothesis was not rejected.

‘This factor as
deflned by Neff s model related to materlal needs.

Analysis -of Variance of Sub—hypothesis \

This analySIS compared the factor means of the five

/
. groups of‘stude'ts on Factor \Y Table XXIII in the appendix
shows the complete analysis} Table VIII shows a summary.of
‘m_eang for the five groups.

. TABLE VIII S T

_ SUMMARY OF . GROUP FACTOR MEAN SCORES
‘ BETWEEN GROUP I, GROUP 1I,

GROUP III, - -
GROUP IV AND GROUP V ON- FACTOR V ,
CGROUP . . 1T IIT o v
SO ' E ' o :
, MEAN - - T 51.2- 2.2 - . 49.9 - 48.5 ' 50.2
{ L 3 o , : _
i The results (F = .89; 4/446; P . 467) showed that a
7. . . . .
L

51gn1f1cant dlfference did not ex1st between groups, thereé

fore, the null E!potheSlS was not rejected-

_ kcould not be related to Neff s model

P

‘ThlS factor



“Analysis of Variance‘of Sub—hypothesis VIp

ThlS dnalysis compared the. factor means of the five groups

of students on Factor VI Table XXIV in the appendix shows

the complete'analy51s. Table IX shows a summary of meansv

H "
3

" for the. five groups.
TABLE IX

SUMMARY OF GROUP FACTOR' MEAN SCORES
BETWEEN GRQUP"I, GROUP II, GROUP IIT,
GROUP IV AND GROUP v ON FACTOR IV

GROUP o I IT Co1Ir o I e

MEAN . 48.47' "29.9  49.5  50.5 50.0

-'Q‘

v .

The results (F = 1.45; 4/446; P2. 334) shOWed that a

significant difference’did‘not"ex1st between groups; there-

“

fore[ the null hypothe51s was not rejected This-factor'as .

"deflned by Neff's model related to act1v1tywconceptst"

. ) \' .
.3AnaLysis of Variance of Sub-hypothesis VII tésf

.This'analysis compared the factor means of the five

groups of students On Facter VII. Table XXV in the appendix
shows the complete analy51s. Table X shows a summary ofl

~ means for the five groups. R . S ;'§§3

. TABLE X

v oY

L SUMMARY oF GROUP FACTOR MEAN 'SCORES

' _BETWEEN GROUP I, GROUP II, GROUP IIIf
*~ GROUP IV AND GROUP V ON FACTOR VII.

GROUP . .1 Ir rrw v
MEAN B 50.2  50.1 - 49.2 50.5 50.0¢




"means for the, five groups.

modei."

" The results (F = 0.17; 4/446; P2.952) showed that a
vé§§hificant difference did not exist between groups; thére-

fore, the null hypothe51s was not rejected This'factei“as.

defined by Neff*S model related to creatlv1ty

» - . ! —

Analysis of«Variance.of Sﬁb*hypOthesis”VIII

This analySLS compared the factor means of the flve

16

groupsﬁpf students on Factor VIII. Table XXVI in the appendlx'

shows theo. complete analysis. _Tablo;@l shows a simmary of

Vo

o

TABLE- XI

 SUMMARY OF GROUP FACTOR MEAN SCORES
- BETWEEN GROUP I, GROUP.II, GROUP III,
GROUP IV AND GROUP V ON-FACTOR™WILI

GROUP S LT 1 .1t III. IV v

* MEAN . 54,0 . .49.3  52.8  47.8 47.4

< o ¥

P>.00001) showed that ‘a

The results (F =.7

;51gn1flca?t dlfference dld ex1st beFWeen groups,'therefore,

<_,'v

the nul% hypothe51s waﬁ rejected* the Scheffe tesl as tabu-

lated 1n Table Xllwlndlcated that safnlflcant dlftttences

iy

fd;“and II andvv ThlS factor could not be ‘related to Neff s

- i,

£

Fa
A

'exlsted betwee%ﬂ%he means of groups I and I1, 1 and v, I and"
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~Analysis- of Varlance of Sub hypothe51s IX

ThlS

'groups,of

;shows the

means for

a

s v
f | ';“" . TABLE XIT,
4 PO
'SUMMARY OF THE 'SCHEFFE- PROﬁABILITY
MATRIX FOR THE MULTIPLE’,COMPARISON . :
OF. GROUP MEANS OF FACTOR VIII ;
¢
_ GROUP . 5¢ RS 5 S 5 v v
1 : 100 .04x .75 . .o01x L0002
T mﬁ?;l.oo 535 1908 .799
111 ’ SR j 3',?‘ ~1.0Q._’:¢.093. .042*
IV | 1.00" ;999;
v K ) i.Qd
*sighifiCane at .05, level B -75'g

Tt e
ey

analy51s compared the factor means of the five

'students.on>Factor IX.

.complete analy51s

-

the five groups

- TABﬂE XIII '

Table XXVI in the appendlx

Table XIII shows a summary of .

7 1
v ’ : 5 )
SUMMARY OF THE ‘FACTOR MEAN SCORES ,}
BETWEEN GROUP I, GROWP.II, GROUP III, E
GROUP. IV AND GROUP V. ON FAGTOR IX o
GROUP 1 II crrro oy
. MEAN' 52:1 .-51.3 . 50.9 49.6 _ 16.8
: oo - . b - - L




~ .
The results (F = 4.22; 4/446; P .002) showed that a
. sicnilficant difference did exist between groups} therefore,
;.the null-hypethegis was rejected. The Scheffe test tabulated
= in lable XIV indicaﬁcd that siqnificdnf”&ifforencos éxfstud 
o bprweon the ﬁeans of groﬁps i and TV and qroebs I.éne V.
. This factor4as defined by Noff's‘ho&el felated to the eoncept

ol activity.

)

TABLE XIV

SUMMARY OF THE SCHEFFE PROBABILITY
MATRLX FOR THE MULTIPLE COMPARISON .
OF GROUP MEANS OF FACTOR IX

GROUP B S & SR £ 2 S . SN
T o 1.00 .99 .96 - .57  .ol*
rr B . | 1.0 .99 .85 .05
SO . D l_' - | 1.00 .94 .10
Yy I i j-'; | : o o I.éq“ .44

v | | - 1;001

T f e

-Analysis of Variance of Sub-hypothesis X
This.analysis compéredvthe factor means of the five
~ yroups of students on Factor X. Table XXVIII in the

appendix shows the complete analysis;_ Table XV shows a.

summary of means ‘for the five groups. S l

a

48
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TABLE XV - ,
. A .
. SUMMARY OF GROUP MMCTOR MEAN SCORES
. BETWEEN GROUP I, GROUP II, GROUP III,
w & GROUP IV AND GROUP V ON FACTOR X

SRGPP . I IT 111 v v

HEAN e " 48.5 49.6 . 50.2 51.4  50.3

5

The results (F =.96; 4/446; P».431) showed that a
,lgnlflcant difference dld not ex1st between groups, the
- aulkl hypothesis was not rejected. This factor could~not‘be
slearly related todNeff's model.

Thehdistribution'of the sample facto:s were summarized-
us shown'in TableaXVi.b The . findings %mplied some measure of
iactoral'identity‘to the original model. -The naming of each
factor corresponded toathe.subjectdve method emploYed byA
Neff dnd was for- the most.paftvacceptable to'the researcher.
e orocedure analyzed all items which comprlsed the factor
and then cho§£?tpe adjectlve most descrlptlve of the common

awuv
theme which ex1ste% among the statements Factors V, VIIIJ

diid X could not be named using this procedure.

III. SUMMARY - ‘ N

5 The theoretlcal design of the model (Figure II)
sernitteds the extractlon of up to 20 dlffereqt factors The
@omputer‘calculation indicated that, for ‘the entire sample

-

of?h51 suhjeots, 18 factorsvhad eigen values greater than
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'in the initial factoral design were either not diScriminatedm

one. It became'evident that severakgof the meanings implied

.bvthe subjects or were merged with other meanlngs because

;o

: Ferences ex1sted between groups, on"™

\

tactor beyond the first ten were not clear, y dlstlngulsh—
oble. Therefore, only the flrst ten factdrs were-con51dered

in theb§eudy.

The results of the esting indigated that:
) . . Q

: . N I o
hypothesized factors of (1) satisfaction-dissatisfaction
f;oi;Lilluuun 2 (2) need continuum, and (3) RSL?lff—oLln:r continuum
] . '- . i "

were}sufficiehtly~COngruent with the empirioal data to permit

its use in the. testing of the hypothesis. The results of

:“ that significant dif-

actor I, Factor VIII,

and Factor IX. The remalnlng/AEVen factors were not found

vto be 51gn1f1cantly dlfferent across grade leveli

L3

51
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Grade XII students attendlng publlc schools 1n Edmonton were

. o N

) «&, r . . i u - i
CONCLUSIGNS, ﬁyPLICATIQNS_ﬁND RECO

. ) e 4} , e T
TR . sUMMARy-oE THE STUDY o
[.. . _ &J‘f o r o y i -
This study elicited u51ng a llSt of Q—sort items '
rel 1ng to statements about work daua not prevlously
\tncountered in studles of work attltudes in adolescents
Knowledge‘of thlS klnd would be valuable to vocatlonal

school teachers as an aldxin helplng adolescents understand

fhe occupational meanlng of their personal interests.

Metﬁodology and Data

.Ninety;nine male Grade VIIIcstudents §6>Grade Ix'stuf
Jdents, 91 Grade X’students, lO6 Grade XI students and 126
bsked to sort 60 cards contalnlng statements ‘about -work. K
Intercorrelatlons of 1tem scorlng arrays were derlved
lfor all the subjects ‘in the sample.. The resulting‘correla—'
tion matrix was then factor analyzed to yleld the unrotated

prlnc1pal component matrix. A varlmax transformatlon matrlx

<

.was then derlved of which’ 10 factors (as deflned by Neff s

;model) were recognlzed as being congruent

52



o

¢

scores were obtalned for tach group on ten factors

»

In order to investigate gronp differences, meanbfactor

biffer; gé@

Q@

. ehces between means werextcsteo for s1gn1f1cance using a

i

“one-way analysis of variance and the Scheffd test.

‘o

the

s

* % II. CONCLUSIONS
. , -' . ‘ .,:

K

i

Ilyp()tln po (*d-l)y this Hlmly., 1o was Lirst necessary

go) determine if:

/ .

data demonstrated the dlscrlmlnatlng power of the 1nstrument

'The‘results indicated a.

The three hypothesized factors of (1) satisfaction-
dissatisfaction continuum, - (2) need continuum and,
(3) self-other contlnuum w1ll be oongruent with
emplrlcal factors. o

9

The flndlngs of th@;factor analysis performed on. the

0‘

o

{

faction-dissatisfaction continuum. Discfimination of' the

6

nead contlnuum proved adequate. The self-other continuum

tended to be less deflned

- The analy51s of the items ‘contained w1th1n the factors

I

showed the degree to which they corresponded to the cells

of the.model. On this baSlS, the 1nvest1gator concluded

that the model had demonstrated congruency w1th the emplrlcal

data‘warrantlng its use 1n the testlng of the Hypothe51s.

The ‘Hypothesis stated

Differences between the group factors” ‘will not be . -
significantly different from zero. (.05 level of
confidence.) :

AN

'Thidkh;pothesis was not rejected.

Beﬁore it was p0331ble to proceed with the testlng of.’

L
LN

perfect'dlscrimlnatlon on the satis-

[

-~ w-A—__.‘-——"
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III. DISCUSSION ,
s, ey o ) "

. s b g - :
., Some evidence relative to the.@blllty of the model to

>

z

8
discriminate work attitudes in adolescents was obtained from .

» . ’
the factors which were derived from the analysis.

Factor I o
Thé items. which comprised this factOrqwére derived from
two %ndividual cells in the theoretical model. Both were
@pnccrnéd‘wjth crudtiyjty\un Lhe ;sqpisfgcl}oh" canLnGUm. !
llowever, the éubjects were-uhable to.discriminate:between‘
‘creativity focussed on sclf and créativity focussed én

others.

Factor II i ' ) : : ' . .
Two of the i?EmS'contaipéd in this factor were iaenti—nn
fied by the model to be focused on self and conéerned with

others-esteem. The third item differed in that thé focus
: - - ' ' ” A '
was on others and the '‘concern was self-esteem.’ 'All threce

ttems were displagyed on the "satisfaction" COntinuum; ‘A
- close scrutiny of the item content indicated that the word-

-iﬁ%'of thé_itém stateﬁent provided a subtle difference .in .;

. : B -

1leaning.

v

ractor III e
This factor appeared to be fqrmed’ffom the metging of

meaning of two cells each containing edqual items. It is

“» v
0

‘interesting td-hotg'that'the factor did not discriminate

between self-other on one continuum and between self-estegm

3 v
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and other-esteem on the second continuum. B

E‘a'c'tor' IV S B BV

Thls factor 1dent1fled three items belonglng to the

cell focussed on self and assoc1ated w1th materlal needs AL
Qo ,
fourth item clustered within thlS factor proved £3* “be 1ndls—

. tlngulsh@ble in meaning.

'Factor'V’

1t was not possible to Li% this tactor to the, original
model_becansé\it contained three statements that originated

_frém three unrelated cellskin,the model. ’

Factor VI .
o Statcments comprlslng thlS factor were assoc1atod with

t

,activ1ty._ Two statements focussed on self" Whlle the
remaining statement focussed on "others."

actor VIIL, . - - A\ : )

v

1

o 'The three: statements in this. factor related to the

: tLeat1v1ty cqpc@@t All three statements allgned on the
.,x"”’ - R -

dlssatlsfactfon continuum. One of the Statements focuSSed

i

,.on others while the other twwfstatements focussed on.tself"

‘Qf:the eself—other ‘gonﬁinnum.
Yy

ﬁ? FPactor VIII ﬁ%” . N . v ‘ |

P

The two statements comprising this factor could not'be ‘HS

related to the model.



Factor IX

The three statements relating to this factor are con-

cerned witth the need for activity. Onc of the statements

focussed on,"others".while the other two“statements‘focussed

. on "self" of the self-other continuum.

o 3
Factor ‘X

. Although’ the three statements relating to this'factor
cannot be attached to aﬁy one particular celliin the model,

t

the“three statements in this factor bear considerah}e_
reSemblance in mtanlng. | m

The flndlngs of Hypothe51s I dlsclosed that it could
be partly rejected. Whlle the data is not able to support

the whole of this hypothe51s, it does appear in some

'instaHCeslto be"operating‘in the directioniﬁredicted.

-

Colee
S

v

: portant flndlng of the testlng of Hypothe51s I

'appeared to“be h £ the Grade VIII student group and the'u

, Grade X student group dlffered in thelr perceptlons held

about work w1th regard to the creat1V1ty conceptsf It
.wf%
appeaa at the remalnlng grade levels were respondlng in
ﬁ

R 0
o

:a llke way . to certaln‘commonalltles within the data on this

= oy
T

factor That ‘this has:occurred leaves the researcher to f

coanude that on the ba51s of the correlatlon analysis, jthe

'-sort technlque does dlfferentlatc between grade 1evels

" The flndlngs relatlng to’ Hypothe51s Ih 1ndlcate that

! even though dlfferences betwee ;grade scores were 51gn1f1—

‘cant, thc rcsearcher felt thatnit was 1mposslblc to form’

~ L S

¥

) g



‘an® opinion .because the factor's relationship to the original
model was not clear.
Another finding of . this research related to the

activity: dimension in sub-hypothesis IX. This hypothesis
. _ ‘ i - L
appeared to demonstrate that differences.between groups was

an accumulative phenomenon spanning several years of educa-
. . . . ) . : / H
tion. . : ‘ N :

'The'hypothesis showed significant“differences of percep-
.tion existed between Grades VIII anleII students, and Grades
T IX and XII students Furthermore, di:fferences between7all

other groups operated in the dlrectlon of a dlmlnlshlng

~

score on‘the act1V1ty factor. ‘This led the researcher to -

” .
belleve that the need to dlrect one's, own act1v1ty dlmlnlshes

K

toward the Grade XII year.

The findings ofﬁthls research supported the hypothe51s '

</
that adolescents enrolled in Junlor and %cnlor hlgh ochools

‘;would be dble to- dlscrlmlnate the contlnua of the. ability Lo
work model devised by Neff Where student perceptlons
appeared to dev1ate from the cell d351gn, v1sual observatlon

verified the amblgurty of certaln statements as they per—

”

talned to the individual statements_contalned w1th1n_the- &
cell;» it appeared,that the-choice“offCertain words in these
statements caused uncertainty as to*which céll they ‘pertained

to, iie.‘students found di—ficulty discriminating the self-
other continuum to the degree that the researcher might

gquestion the existence of this‘continuumn

-

— LN

In summary, the findings indicated that the attitudes ™
Wt i ‘ . - o e

-



otpward‘work displayed‘by public school students were cop-
cerned with”creativifx;.esteem, actlvity and material needs.
Further, with the:ekception'of isolated differences, the
1nvest1gator was able to conclude that student attltudes in
general appear not‘to change as they progress through the,

hlgh school system _ e

IV. IMPLICATIONS

ﬁThis.study has a.varietf offimplrcations’for.tOday's
occupational world; "Together, the school and industrf haue ,
’a_duty'to nsure that. all potentlal and‘present‘workers
fachieveithe'makimumhamount of satisfaction frometheir labor.
” A’recent.arrival on‘the.educational scene has)beenAthc-
concept of Career Educatron. This- phllosophy has prOposed
_td’f from klndergarten on, students must be helped to per— .
ceilive themselves as’ productlve workers.n"As such, a pro-
gram.of”attitude formation‘has a vital need for instruments
‘qexhibiting the potentlal to;distinguish presently held atti-
tudes, and.forvmeasurlng changes'ln the attitudes as’they
"occur. . |
| leewlse, present industrial workers are faced with an
udever changlng occupatlonal scenelj Changlng job requlrements
fherald the era~of<]ob obsolescence for those workers who
cannot adjust to new- work skllls or who canhnot form new

attltudes toward thelr work. The appllcatlon of models, such

-
as has been used ‘in this research bears ev1dence of the

3

i\
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challenge Wthh still lies ahead in the study‘pf work attl—
i

tﬁdes : ‘ h. - : S '71~%.J
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'V. RECOMMENDATIGNS =~ . - - - &

Further research might determine whether the'model that

‘haﬁﬁbeen used in this 1nstance has any appllcatlon to young

AT

* 1

chlldren CIf the technlque did not prove useful in extend-
1ng the body of hnowledge downward to tho klndergarten level
tnew lnstruments ~and methods ‘could be developed to make it
,p0551ble to compére attitudes of work he%g by the very young
"and those held by adolescents.

A seoond 1mportant area - -of desirablelresearoh concerns
the ranklng of attltudes Ultlmately 1t will prove de51rable

.to know somethlng about the strength of p051tlon of concepts

in ‘the hlerarchlal structure of work attitudes. ThlS is

perhaps\the most important dlrectlon for future research

effort.to be expended.

R A :
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R

60-Item Deck of Statements About gork\

l

\—/ o ' A . R ' . - . ; N\ T

OO

Tt

1. It makes me feel 1moortant when peoole think Efm doinq/
a qood job. ; ;
2. @uﬂre not worth much as a:?erson 1f you don Eigork. a
3. 'The trouble w1th worklng is that it! s’ mostly for the f'
: “benefit of other people 'fﬂ , U G
4. I have to be worklng in. order to get new. 1deas from .
" people.
- C ‘
5. Worklnq means that you help others and thev holp/your
!
6. People respect you moxre 1f vou have a jdb fitf
7.  Work 1s exc1t1ng because_of the nev 1deas onple have.
8. When you're. not worklng, the tlme passes very slowly
’ ) ’ -/
9. Life can get very borlng, w1thout sOmethlnq to occupy
' oneself : e, :
10. I flnd work’ satlsfylnq because 1t makes me feel creatlve.
. o $
11. Wonklng just makes me feel llke a’ coq in a machlne.
12, nWhat I dislike about worklng 1s the “people you meet.
~13.  The 1mportant thlnq about worklng is the pay .
4. The people vou work w1th make the trme pass faster.
15. Wlth the money you get from working,’ you can help
support those dear to you.g .
16. I wouldn' t work unless Iureally had to.
17. Worklng,just puts vou in contact with people who give
" you a hard time, o o H‘,' R : o
18. Worklng just makes me. feel that I m low man on the
. - totem pole.,_’ : : \ :
—19. " Tt s tgugh to have "to denend ‘on the oplnlon of oeoole
you work for.. . - :
20, If somebody gave vou the same amount of money as you

could make, therezwould be no p01nt 1n worklng



28.
29.
30.

31.

32.
33.

34.

35f

" 36.

37.

38.
39¢
40.

41,

l
J

nard enough for mv ‘money, wlthout having to
bunch of other people.

When vou work .you have to spend time with. a lot of .
boring people. ~ '

‘The trouble with working is that vou're exposed to
people who care nothlng about you

Work-gives me a chance to develon new ideas. ~

S

‘If you don't work there mav. he nQ\money to take care
of you when- you're old : \\

Worklng keeos you tied down. k_ ,:

e

You can't expect pvople to support ypu ‘all vour life.
You_have to do somethlng for ﬁhem too. .

If you're not able to work, you can t reallv feel
grown-up. _ ,

WOrklng just means carrylna out someone else s ideas.

Working doesn't give you enough tlme 1ust to- he by

~yourself.

To work means to be forced 1nto a pattern dreamed up -
by other peopl

The trouble w1th working is that I can't do the things
N really want to do.

When you're not worklnq, vou'qet 1one1X;
Worklng is just somethlng -you haye to do. ; >
It's a bad feellng to be wholly deoendent on others.

Work just means you're plea51ng other people.

-



A2,

13.

14.
15.

46.

47.

48.
49,

50,

51.

52

54.

55.

56n‘

57.

58.

v

If you have to work, vou just have to give up thinking.

The really lucky pe0plo arc those who can live withont
working.

People don't think much of you unless vou can hold a.
jO}’)‘. 2 . - : : :
Working means that you're pulling vour weigh‘ along
with others.

If you aren't able to work,
you as an equal. .

neonle reaglly dc t treat

L

Working just dulls the_ima.

I don't see why you have to work in order to be con-
51de%ed part of the human race.

I find when I am working I get all sorts of new .ideas-
from the people I work with.

What T like-about'working is the'neoble you meet.

I'm not 1nterested in worklng just because other oeople
want me to. .- - O

;g‘The important thing about working is the frlendq Vou
o .can make on the job.

~

Ii T could make a 11v1ng w1thout worklnq, I d qrab the
chance. . —

The big thlng about worklng is that it gets you involved
with other people.

If you have a job, you oan raise a family.

_The money you get from worklno enabhles vou to do thlngq

for people.

If I didn't work, I would feel i“am‘oreating nothing.

‘Worklng means just doing the same thlnqs over and over
- again. N *

59\\vlpu can t(tnpst people you have to work with. oL

60,

The trouble with worklng is that it keeps me from doing
thlngs with the people I like. -

. , Tar
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Dear Student:
B A -

You know -that different meople have different ideas
about work. I would:like to know what you think abhout it -
--what it means to you. It would hé of the greatest value
if you would pick out those statements nrinted on:cards, '
that best describe what you think. You can hest express
your opinion, in the easiest way, by arranginag the cards
and completing the Record Sheet according to the step- by -
step procedq;e shown on the Instruction Sheet.

Do not put 'your name on the Record Sheet since this
study is not intended 'to be used to make any individual
evaluation of these of you who are participating. Please
do not feel that you are being forced to complete this
questionnaire. I only ask that if vou choose not to do it,
please remain silent so that those participating in this can-
doisg\yithout interruption. When you have completed ,sorting

the cards\\gigiii\ismplete the Récord Sheet accordlng to
directions: . oo

Your participation in a research study designed to find
out the meaning work has for students is very much apprec-
iated. May.TI express my -sincere thanks for the time and
“consideration you give to this study. Now, please begin to

read the Instruction Sheet. - ‘
Yours -tryly,
, .

P. Woloshvnw

o



T . INSTRUCT LON SHEET

Enclosed are 60 cards.
. 1

o ) - M . s ’ - - . . ‘- ;
e cards have items concerning statements which are representative of work.
. R :

Before you start to sort, RHAD.ALl ol the cards quicklv. You will be sorting
the cards in the order of the CHARACTERISTIC MEANINGS you give to work.

Sort the cards into threc piles as follows:

MOST CHARACTERISTIC CHARACTERISTIC - - LEAST CHARACTERISTIC

11 cards _ : | - 38 Lards: ) _ 11 cards

Now ‘sort the MOST CHARACTERISTIC p1le nf cards into three piles as tollows

No.- 1 . No. 2 - ' - Ne. 3

‘I'lace the 2 cards‘evaluatédlas most characteristic in Pile ‘No. U
Place the 3 cards evaluated as next most characteristic in Pile\No. 2.
Place the 6 cards evaluated“as next most characterlstlg in Pile Ro. 3. -,
, <l R ,
‘In the upper rlght -hand corner of cach card is a number. Write these numbers
in the correspondlng squares in Colums 1, 2, and 3 on the Record Sheet
(Form C). . 5

i

N A

Now sort the CHARACTERISTIC pile of cards into three piles as follows:

No. & o No. S o O No. 6

. ; . ; . .
Place the 11 cards evaluated as: most characteristic in Mile No.o 4.

Place the 16 cards evaluated as next most characteristic in Pile No. 5.
Place the 11 cards evaluated as next mos t Characteristic_in'Pile No. 6.

‘Record the numbers that are ‘on .the upper. right-hand corners of these cards in B
the corresponding squares in Columns 4, S, and 6 on the Record Sheet (Form ).

Now sort the LEAST CHARACThRIleL pile of cards 1nto three plle as follows:
) No. 7 : ‘-" ;o " No. 8 - . No. 9, .

Place the 6 cards evaluated as most characteristic inelile Noo 7.

I'lace the 3 cards evaluated as next most characteristic in i Le No.o 8.

Place the 2 cards evaluated as next most ("lla_{_.n(‘tcri‘stiq, in Pile No. 9.

~Record the numbers that are on the “upper right-hand. corners of these .cards in
the corresponding squarés in Columns 7, 8, and 9 on the Record Sheet (Form C).
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TABLFx XVII

. SUMMARY 'OF ETGEN VALUES

3.04 2.47 2,2@§.“

Y SN
,

-6
1.75

8 9 10
1.50 1.43. 1.40

11
1.36

12

1.31

13
. 1.27

14 515 16

1.200 . "1.18 1.12

17
'1.07

CY-2 194

,Y18
T 1.05

19 T
©1v.70.99

20 .20 227
0.98 - - 0.95 . 0.91

23
0.90

24

1 0.88

25 -

26 . 27 - . 28,

-0.84 .~ 0.82 . 0.79.

.0.76

29

30
0.75

© 0.86

31 S 32 ] 33 0 - - 34 o35 36
;0,73 0.71 0.70 " . 0.69 "0.68 . 0.63
| - S . | TN
37 .. 38 =39 - " 40 41 42

©0.60 0,57 ' 0.57

- 0.56

" 0.55

ad T 45 4%

S 0.5 . 0.51 . -« 0.0,

47

0.48 " .

g
48

°0.46 .

\ :
0.42 . 0.41

50 « . 51 52

RS . 4 0 -

. ',15"3> A
'0.37 .

’ -\?4-> vV
ST

755 56 i 57 v 58 . 59 * 60
0.34 0.33 7. 0.317. . 0.31 0.26 . °0.00
—ty e .
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TABLE XVIII
MEAN VECTOR SCORES
FOR SIXTY :ITEM—STATEMENTS
" | - =
IR 2 . 3 4 w5 "6
3.48 5.43 5.71 5.32 4,04 4.08
7 8 9 10 11 - 12
4.52 4.57 3.76 4.16 6.17 6.50
13 14 15 16 . 17 18
3.93 4,20 3.99 6.00 6.20 6.47
19 20, 21 22 237 24
4.93 5.16 3.65 5.48 . 5.93 4.77
- 25- Y 27, . . .28 29 30 ,
'6.42 5.07 6.06 '5.90 3.95 4.53 .
31 32, 33 34 35¢ 36
5.17 3.70 [ '5.56 5.50 5.00 5.61
37 T 387 .7 .39 F R 41.. 42 .
- 4.70 5.22 5.29 3.67 3-59 6.76
- . — ’ l - T T .
.Q‘?x{ | 44 W45 46" a7 ag b
5.65 . 4.59 428" 4.92 670 “5.21 , -
] N ‘ ' ) 3 - - R n ~; T . .<.,
. 49 '5§ <751 53, 54 -
4 l A ;’.' - o’ -‘ »
R 4.92 Qg;&o C a9 4.04
. B . 3 ot . IR st e
55 . s .56 . 51“ e 58 "~ 59 60"
4.35 4.38 4.58 ] 5,58 6.42 L 4.87
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L ~ TABLE“XIX 7 -

Yoo ’ ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF MEAN
FACTOR SCORES AND PROBABILITY MATRIX
FOR/SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON'OF .
'MEANS FOR FACTOR I

NUMBER  MEAN - VARIANCE S. DEV.

1 © 91,
2. 82,
3 83.
4 | 92. -
5 . . .. 103..

. 48.6031
48,1729
'51.0754
49.1016

52,8536

"85.5056
97.1736
1 96.9131

9621525
C111, . 6789

9,2469

9.8577
9.8951
9.8057

'10.5678

e

4510 49. 9997‘“ 100. 0098?Vl 110.0005".

L
M3

11,7215

_Homo'g ? Varlance Test ChJ.2 ‘ : .
: : 1 0.7868

Lo rProbabllgty

flpll-;",'

%NALYSIS'OF vARiANch,; Lo R -
o S

7, ISST RS IS o) N S N

o TN » . . N < -

_ SOURCE . -

”1@2.Qof§_'4.
. 98.06 446. -

0. 1368000013 04
0. 437?6000E 05

Y GROUPS "

_ 3.49
ERROR " .

0.b08G67"

-

PROBABILITY GATRIX FOR SCHEFF#{ MURTIPLE'COMPARISON OF MEANS

P ] - B o . s -

WA . = : ,4 e AR . . -

Ly

0. 14135 R
. 0.9984
0.4421- . 0.9821
o ©..1.0000°  0,7484 :
Cwl T 100000

0.8308 .-

9. 8955 © 70,0474 0 8
6.6091"

1 0000 0./9993

15, 1.0000°

2 ST ) .
3000w - - 1.0000 .
5
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TABLE xx Lo
ANALYéIs OF VARIANCE\OF MEAN,
ﬁ‘””OR SCRRES AND PROBABILITY MATRIX

'QCHEF E MULTIPLE COMPARISON OFL
' Mqus FOR FACTOR ;1 ‘

GROUP  ° ~NUMBER, " “MEAN- . * "VARIANCE '

0

"DEV.

.91, 7 50,6689 119.3389, .  10.9242
©82. o 50.0665 TN 103.9290° - x7 1D.1946, .
1 83. v 50.30700 0 CL11.8582 - -10.5763

UV W

N

S 5E T T 103 . 48.7897. - 76.6042 - . 8.7524
TOTAT;. MBIV 49y QQQG_" +100.0107 -~ 10.0005-

. 92. . '50.3553 . - 96,1645 . ; ' 9.8058 . -

PR
LA

fiﬂomogenlty of Varlance Test Chl 5:4451A:“' R
N Probablllty C0.2446 0 oo

-~ , a

n

n s

e

B ST ST N e
L' .. .iex o . ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE < - '

. SOURCE = ,ss;,"';- Ms. pF R e

i

. .-
L. . R
Ll o K

GROUPS | 0.212000005 03 * 53.00 4..;'0.53?‘ 0. 7l(26l «;f

ERROR 0. 44894000E;05 1oa 66‘ ia4s. S

1 N
- S . \ - - - —TE T /
- —- - A ) el L : E

voTl o ~ . ?‘"n. \4 t,' . L ll':'v,.
- PROBAB]L‘TYMAQRJX FOR SCQEFFH§MQETIPLE‘CQMHARISON OF: MIANS™
. s T2 » “ R T e T e L :-:-.._" ‘

. B &5 .. N EO e - A
S . . . ST e B T e e e e R L S
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L ) 4
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R T - ‘ X
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oANALYSIS )3 VARTANCT OF MIAN
Fﬂ(TOR QFORIQ AND PROBABILTTY MAIRI’
IOR-;CH}FF! MULT IPLE «OMPARISON OF

MEANS FOR’FACTOR IIT -

e

‘NUMBER. - MEAN

VARTANCE -

‘eS., DEV.

Ut Wi -

CTOTAT

f’@g 92,

LY v S Ce
114.7104 =",
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91. v AT 646
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. PROBABILITY MATRIX FOR SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISQN OF

MEANS

arl . . I . . . . “o 53 . . ™ -

S R TRy
o £ ©1.0000  0.7796 °  0.9999 ¥ 1.0000 . 0.9958
2. o .. 1.0000 , 0.7118  0.7798 0.5264
3.0 oL o 710000 0 L .0.9999 - 0.9995
4 S St e, T 01,0000 . .0.9956

S5 B -"‘J'/v S . 1.0000,
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v TABLI XXII
ANALYSTS OF VARIANCE OF :MEAN
FACTOR SCORES AND PROBABILITY MATRIX
FOR SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON OF
: MEANS FOR FACTOR IV °
oA - s
GROUP = NUMBER  MRAN VARIANCE 'S. DEV.
1 91. © 50.1792 67.7097 8.2286
2 82. 48.1561 .0270 9.6968
3 83. - 50.4320  119.4809 10.9307
4 92, 50.1736 116.8736 10.8108
. 5- .~ 103. © 50.8056 103.8394 10.1902
TOTAL - = -451. .49.9998 .100.0022 10.0001
N . ' . ‘ ] S . J,A .2 ’ ;
ltomogenity of Variance Test Chi® = 8.7617
DA P Probability = 0.0673
 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
SOURCE 88 .. Ms .. DF. F ) p
. . ;s e ‘ , . . ) w: ’f’-'vé"- - “ . c,_l K . X )
GROUPS _.0.36800000F 03 = ©92.00° . 4. 0.92 0.453607 .
JERROR .~ 0.44734000F 05+ 100.30 °>446. - LA '
, S TR B :
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_ERROR - ¢ "

. 0.44746000E 05

"100.33. - 446.

o
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PROBABILITY *MATRIY FOR SCHEFFE-MUpTAQLE COMPARISON OF MEANS

[y

=
8 TABLE XXIII
coo R ANALYSIS OF VARTALCE OF MEAN .
., . FTACTOR SCORES AND PROBABTLITY MATRIX
' ‘ FOR SCHEFFIT MULTIPLI COMPARISON OF
MFANS FOR FACTOR V :
R oo v . o
"GROUB™ NUMBER © MEAN VARIANCE 'S. DRV. .
A 91. 51.1996  98.1437 9.9068
2 82. 50.1954 119.2315 10.9193
3 83. 49,9458 .86.9482 9.3246
A 92. 18,4561 100.0055 10.0048.
N P PR R S 50.2055 98 .2157 .9.9104
.. TOTAL"-:-  451. 49,9996 100.0085 10.0004
JHomogenity of Variah@é Test Chi®™ = 2.1162.
' ‘Probability = 0.7144
%’3 S %w .
K ANALYSTS OF VARTANCE
SOURCE MS" PP F P
Grourd. 0..5900000E 03  89.75 4.  0.89  0:456990

3

o1 BT o 3. T s |

o . . 4 - ¢ . e [ . e

T T T Ty T T :
-8 71.0000 . 0.9796- - 0.9536  0.4890 . 0.9757
2 ' - - 1.0Q00, 0.9999 0.8599 - °1.0000

3 o 1.0000 - :0.9148 0.9999 v

4 - 1.0000 - 0.8296

5 1.0000
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TABLE XXTV -
s ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF MEAN .
- ] " FACTOR SCORES AND .PROBABILITY MATRIX
, . FOR SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON OF
MEANS FOR FACTOR VI '
— : > , , F
(GROUP NUMBER - Mﬁéﬁ VARIANCE S. DEV
~1 L91. 48. 409f 1.5958 9.0030
2 ‘ 82. - 49.87%4 83.9684 . 9.4323
3 83. 49.4641 103.0381 10.1508
4 92. 51.0041 109.6504 10.4714
5 103. 51.0375 10.6953
TOTAL - 451. 149.9997 10.0004
ﬂomogenlty of Varlance Test: Fh1? =
Probablllty =
CANALYSTS OF. VARTANCE :
¥ R oo -0
SOURCE! s MS DF F. P
GROUPS 0,45900000E 03 114.75° 4. .1.15 . 0.334025
ZRROR 0.44645000E 05, 100.10 - 446. B '
/ ' i . .
PROBABILITY MATRIX FOR SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPA#ISON OF MEANS'
. , T . , . g S
T e 2. 30 *;M ) A
) ‘ P “” s g T : . 'ﬁ,,a i \ R A
1 1.00Q0 . " 0.9204-  0.9751- " 0.5455 050473
a2 1.000 £ 09994 0.9683 . ~ 0.9613 . -
3 - 1.0000 0.9044 0.8882 -
a. ) 5 - " ¥1.0000 :1.0000 -
5« L 71,0000
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TABLE XXV
~ ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF MEAN
FACTOR SCORES AND“PROBABILITY MATRIX
FOR SCHEFFE MULTIPLE GOMPARISON OF ¢
MEANS EOR PACTOR VII .
GROUP NUMBER ¥  MEAN VARIANCE, "~ s. DEV.
1 91. 50.1547 78.0826 - 8.8364
) 82. © 50.0972 - 88.8688 . - 9.4270
3 83. 49.2342 - 104.9725 " 10.2456.
-4 92, 50.4541  97.1525. 9.8566~,
'103. 49.9964 }30.9779 11.4446
TATAL 451, 49.9998 - 100,0088 10.0004 .
\‘\\ \ . ’. ) R .

7.2373 N

Homogeﬁ;ty of Variapce Test Chi?
: 0.1239

*'Probability

A
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' ANALYSIS 0F VARIANCE

 $QURCE ~ss Ms . PR F P
GROUPS ~ 0.70000000E 02 17250 = 4. 0.17  0.952026
ERROR .  0.45034000E 05 ., 100.97  446.

PROBABILITY MATRIX FOR SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON OF MEAXNS.
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TABLE XXVI
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF MEAN ‘ ~
. FACTOR SCORES AND PROBABILITY MATRIX
.FOR SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON OF
. MEANS FOR FACTNR VITI
. ) ‘
, ol ) A
GROUP NUMBER MEAN VARIANCE S. DEV.
1 o1.. 54.0003 111.1632 10.5434
2 ) 82. 49.2790 . 91.0201 9.5404
-3 83. 51.9617 . 102.5915 10.1287
4 B 92. 47.7928 73.7108 8.5855
5 103. 47.4290 . 94.7022 19.7315
TOTAL 451. 49.9997 100.0071 10.0004
"Homogenlty of Variance Test Chi? - 4.1660
" Probablllty = 0.3840
L ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
v S :
SOURCE ss MS DF F P
. GROUPS 0.294800001 04 737.00 - 4. 7.80 0.000010
- ERROR " 0.42156000E 05 94.52 446,
‘ ' g , . } . v .
PROBABILITY MATRIX FOR SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON OF MIANS
1 2 3 4 5
1 ,0000 . 0. 0391 0.7525%  0.0011 0.0002
c2 : 1 0000 "o.>3r>&& 0.9076 0.7991
3 1.0000 ;0.0927< 0.0421
4 ) 1 _popo. . -0.9994
re - _ - o 1

L0000
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\ o TABLE XXVII ,///(
\_ "~ ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF MEAN
FACTOR SCORES AND PROBABILTTY MATRIX
FOR SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON OF °
'~ MEANS FOR FACTOR IX
- : - Nt
. ] » e ~
 NUMBER MEAN VARIANCE ~ $. DEV.
91. © 52.0603 . 84.9736 .~ 9.2181
82. ~ 51.2987 106.6767 . 10.3284
83. ©50.8719 108.2835 10.4059
A V92, 49.5731 78.4622  8.8579
. 103.  46.8244 109.3321 10.4562
# - 45L.  49.9998 100.0029 10.0001
. o . . . . : /, d \\ .
SRR L | -
Homogenity of:Variance Test Chi”? &y 4.2943 o~ o
- - Probability = 0.3676 )
- S
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
SOURCE _ - ss - Ms- ‘DF. . F . P
‘GROUPS 0.16430000E 04  410.75 4. 4.22  0.002331
ERROR 0.43459000E 05« 97.44 446, - : :
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PROBAR TLITY MAERLX FPOR SCHEFEE MULTTPLID COMPARTHON o YT M AN

R | ‘\_?i LN Lae sl

AR S -
. : 110000 0.9024 N.9595 . N.5741 - 0.0004
T o S 1.0000 0 - 0.9993 " L0.8569 . 0.0539.
3o ' 1.0000 © 09443 0.1042
B! : : 1.0000 n.4397
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PABLE XXVIIL ~ g
ANALYS TS OF VARTANCE OF MEAN
FACTOR SCORES AMD PROBABLLLTY MATRLX
" FOR' SCHEFFE MULTTPLE COMPARISON. OF
o MEANS FOR FACTOR % T
: ' ’ ’ A\\\ i N
GROUP . NUMBER MEAN VARIANGE - . S. DEV.
1o 291 48.5421 109.8000 ~  10.4785 -
2 82. ©49.6201 . 93.3557 9.6621
3 83. ©50.1513 . .. 89.7599 - 9.4742 |
4 ‘92. ~ 51.3587 ©79.2644 /8.9031 L
5 ~ 103. .  50.2533 124.5312 11.1594 . °
TOZAL . 451.  49.9996  100.0056 . " 10.0003
Homégenity of Variance Test Chi2 - 5.9482
. . ‘ “ Probabilitv = 0.2030 *
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: e
SOBRCE . ss MS - DF . F P
GROUPS  0.38400000E 03°  96.00 =~ 4. 0.96 - 0.430587
ERROR - 0.44719000E 05" 100.27  446. : o
_PROBABILITY MATRIX FOR SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON OF MEANS
N 7 ‘ \\ ’ R . R .
~. : - - - .
l\' - 2. 0+ 3 ST 5.
T : - ~.
1 .1.0000  0.973%~._ 0.8907 0.4608..  0.8421 - .
$ 2 ~~ " 1.0000 5+9984  0.8600 ~_0.9961
L3 - - J1.0000~.__ 0.9390  1.0000
4 , T 0000 0.9638
5 N 1.0000
\\ ) - - ; v » .\‘4‘ - ;



