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Abstract 

Counselling the older worker is relatively new in the area of vocational 

rehabilitation. Traditional vocational rehabilitation clients have been 

adolescents and young adults. Counselling strategies which were once 

appropriate for the traditional clientele have come into question for clients 

who are over 40 years of age. Although little empirical research has been 

conducted with older disabled workers, Sheppard's study on the decision 

making processes of this group indicated that there is a tendency among older 

disabled workers to use self appraisal in order to make decisions about 

occupational choice. 

The present study seeks to add to the literature on older disabled workers 

by examining whether or not these workers accurately appraisk their abilities 

and the demands of the world of work. Such research has implications for 

counselling approaches used by vocational rehabilitation counsellors. 

The participants were 20 older, disabled, male workers who had been 

referred for vocational assessment. Their justifications for liking or disliking 

11 1 jobs were categorized as relating to their self perceptions or to the world 

of work. Each category contains specific sub-categories. 

Results indicated that overall, this group of men gave more justifications 

for liking or disliking a job based on information regarding the world of 

work, rather than their personal ability to do a particular job. In addition, 

their perceptions about the world of work were more accurate than were 

their perceptions about their own abilities. In the area of the world of work, 

the group appeared to be most accurate in their perceptions of the 



environmental conditions and overall personality of the job. These sub- 

categories had the highest percentage of justifications which were congruent 

with objective criteria than did any of the other sub-categories. There were 

surprisingly very few justifications given in the self perception sub- 

categories of strength and physical ability. The accuracy of these 

justifications was also surprisingly low. Having had experience in a task 

related to the job appeared to be of some importance in terms of justifying 

whether a job was liked or disliked. The data suggest that for these men, 

liking a job is strongly linked with having had experience in it.0 

This study suggests possible directions for more in-depth smdy of the 

specific group of older disabled workers. A better understanding of this 

group's perceptions may assist the vocational rehabilitation counsellor in 

utilizing counselling approaches which may be better suited for the older 

disabled vocational rehabilitation client. 
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Chapter I 

Statement of the Problem and Review of Related Literature 

This chapter discusses counselling issues pertinent to the area of vocational 

rehabilitation with older disabled workers by first noting the emergence of 

the field. Differences between younger and older workers are then discussed 

in tenns of world view formation. Following this, a discussion of a 

commonly used tool, i.e. interest inventories, particularly the Career 

Assessment Inventorv, is discussed in terms of its frequency of use in 

vocational rehabilitation counselling, and problems encountered with its use. 

An adjunct (i.e. The Vocational Card Sort) to the inventory is then described, 

prior to mention of the concept of self appraisal. The chapter concludes with 

the general question, Are older disabled workers accurate appraisers of their 

abilities and the world of work? Then, a list of five specific questions 

addressed in the present study is presented. 

Counselling; The Vocational Rehabilitation Client 

Counselling the older worker is a relatively new activity in the area of 

vocational rehabilitation (Engram, 1981). Rehabilitation counseUors have 

traditionally worked with clients who were young and employable (Benedict 

& Ganikos, 198 1; Blake, 198 1; Engram, 198 1). Familiarity with the 

characteristics and vocational counselling needs of young people has resulted 

in a particular set of counselling strategies which begin with exploration of 

interests and aptitudes, and conclude with the narrowing down of these 

interests to one or two occupational areas suited to the client. 



Changes in the rehabilitation legislation in the United States in 1978 

making provisions for independent living rehabilitation, have stimulated 

research on older persons and the elderly in the vocational rehabilitation 

literature (Engram, 198 1; Myers, 1983). Unfortunately, there have not been 

changes in counselling strategies corresponding to the change in the client 

group. Myers (1983) indicates that vocational rehabilitation counsellors are 

neither experienced nor trained to work with older people, and are therefore 

lacking in competence when it comes to counselling older workers. The 

term, "older" refers to workers over the age of forty years. The age of forty 

appears to be a commonly accepted boundary in the literature for defining 

"older workers" (Dunn, 1981, Giroux, 1983). The general lack of 

knowledge about older people in the rehabilitation field may be an 

explanation for the lack of c o ~ s e l l i n g  strategies generated for the specific 

population of older people. 

Vocational rehabilitation clients are individuals who have been prevented 

from returning to their previous job due to a disability, and seek assistance in 

generating job alternatives which would result in job placement. What seems 

to have occurred is that the demographics of the vocational rehabilitation 

client have changed over the years (i.e. is generally older), but the methods 

used in the counselling process have not changed (Durn, 1981; Engram, 

198 1 ). The majority of disabled individuals returning to work (63%) are 45 

years or older, and the people aged 45-54 years old will increase by 60% 

between 1985 and the year 2020 (Hester, D e c e h  & Hood, 1986). Blake 

(1 98 1 ) notes that two-thirds of all individuals with work disabilities are 

presently over 40 years old. Durn (198 1) notes that vocational counselling 



is the single most needed service by older disabled workers and requires the 

use of different strategies than those used with younger people. 

Although the client population has shifted in recent times, the counselling 

strategies employed by rehabilitation counsellors have not. The boundaries 

of vocational rehabilitation are expanding to encompass not only middle- 

aged people, but also the elderly (Myers, 1983). The literature refers to a 

necessary gradual shift in counselling goals from vocational rehabilitation to 

rehabilitation, with independent living being the final goal (Bozarth, 198 1; 

Engram,l981; Myers, 1983; Salmon, 198 1, Williams, Jr., 1978). It has been 

suggested that as the population one works with gradually moves through the 

aging process, so must the counselling goals gradually transform from a 

concentrated work orientation to part-time work to leisure time 

management, to independent living (Bozarth, 1981; Myers, 1983). The 

literature on the formation of world view illustrates @e gradual shift in self 

concept which may occur over time. This is briefly presented below. 

World view. The expectations one has of oneself and one's environment 

have been termed as a "world view" or a "conceptual system" in the literature 

on victimization. This conceptual system is said to develop over time, and 

therefore is a function of aging (Booth & Dumas, 1983; Janoff-Bulrnan & 

Frieze, 1983.). Life experiences shape this world view adding a positive or 

negative dimension depending on the nature of the experience. For example, 

experiencing numerous losses in one's life may produce feelings of insecurity 

and vulnerability, whereas the lack of loss in one's life may result in feelings 

of invulnerability. 



Young people just out of high school have likely had relatively little life 

experience and therefore have likely had little chance to organize for 

themselves a complete view of the world and their role in it. These types of 

clients may benefit from counselling focussed on clarifying their world 

views. Vocational counsellors can direct their energies toward encouraging 

exploration of interests and abilities in order to identify them, and to narrow 

them down to a particular vocational stream. 

Older workers on the other hand, have likely had an opportunity to 

interact with the world and have likely had an opportunity to form a view of 

themselves and their role in the world or work. A counselling approach 

which begins with general exploration of interests aimed at clarification of 

self concept as is used with younger people, may not prove to be informative 

with this group of clients. Older persons, in all likelihood, have already 

formed their self concepts prior to coming for counselling. It may be argued 

that following an injury, the client's world view is shattered, and the role of 

counsellor becomes one of restoring the world view incorporating new 

information about the worker's present functioning. The task of restoration 

of world view may well be a different one from the task of formation of 

world view, as may be the case in counselling younger people. "l-he role of 

the counsellor with older clients who have become disabled and can no longer 

do their job may be one of exploring past experiences and world view, 

identifying strengths and transferable skills, and exmining life goals within 

the context of an already formed world view and self concept- Some 

researchers have indicated that skilled vocational counselling for the older 

worker involves utilizing the counselling relationship via interviews and 



working on attitudinal changes (Bozarth, 198 1 ; Dunn, 198 1 ; Myers, 1983; 

Odell, 1955; Sobel, 1966), rather than focus on the exploration of interest as 

is done with a younger group. 

To summarize, the view one holds of oneself, and one's role in the world 

at large, appears to be a function of one getting older and living through life's 

experiences. It appears that the role of counsellor may need to change 

depending on the age of the individual in order to accommodate specific 

client needs. 

Interest inventories. Despite the above noted evidence in the literature 

focusing on attitudinal changes utilizing interviews, one of the strategies 

commonly used and promoted as a first step in counselling is the use of 

interest inventories. Basically, these are questionnaires which require the 

individual to respond to a list of numerous subjects, activities, and job titles 

with either a "like", "dislike", or "indifferent" response. The responses are 

then scored, and general occupational areas and specific jobs are identified 

for the person, based on the interest responses. The manner in which the 

inventory is scored, as well as responded to, varies from inventory to 

inventory but the general principle is the same (i.e. individuals rate their 

degree of interest in an activity or subject area). 

It is a widely accepted clinical practice to administer an interest inventory 

to older disabled workers at the beginning of the counselling Process, just as 

it is common place to administer it to a younger group of people. In fact, 

various researchers (Johansson, 1982; Phillips, 1978; Roessler & Bolton, 

1985) have that interest inventories be used in the initial phase 

of the rehabilitation process. The Career h s ~ s s m e n t  Invento? (CAI) is an 



interest inventory which is frequently given to injured blue collar workers 

when they come for vocational rehabilitation counselling as a means of 

generating interest areas for potential job retraining. It is used with this 

particular group because it contains jobs which require less than or equal to 

four years of college or university, and are considered to be 

"nonprofessional" (Johansson, 1982) . 

A number of writers (Gellrnan & Soloff, 1976; Roessler & Bolton, 1985; 

Williams, 198 1) have suggested that interest inventories are useful tools in 

assisting individuals to develop pictures of themselves and their roles in the 

world of work. The CAI manual suggests that it is appropriate to administer 

this particular inventory to high-school students toward the end of the 

eleventh grade and as early as tenth grade as part of the career exploration 

process (Johansson, 1982). Despite cautions by the author of the CAI against 

seeing it as a "panacea in all settings" it is touted as being a "source of valid 

and reliable information in the assessment process" (Johansson, 1982. pp 5.). 

Exmessed interests vs. measured interests. There is evidence in the 

literature to indicate that expressed interests (those resulting from 

interviews) are just as valid as measured interests (those resulting from 

scores on standardized tests) in generating possible Career choices, and that 

having experience in the task related to the jobs included on the inventory 

may actually bias the inventory results (Slaney & Slaney, 1981). It is argued 

that high experience in realistic jobs will correlate with high interest in those 

occupational areas (Slaney & Slaney, 198 1 ). 

This finding appears to be relevant for the older disabled group of 

workers in Sheppard's (1 987) study. In some cases the men in this study 



spent lifetimes working in the same career (i.e. operating heavy equipment). 

The majority of their responses fell into the realistic occupational category 

on the CAI. Sheppard's sbdy indicated that this specific group had a high 

number of "dislike" and "indifferent" responses (i.e. when asked if they liked 

an occupation or not, or were indifferent, a large number of responses were 

"dislike", and/or "indifferent"), when responding to the Career Assessment 

Inventorv. This high number of dislike responses resulted in 

undifferentiated profiles (depressed) for slightly less than half of the 

subjects. An undifferentiated profile is defined as being one for which the 

"like" responses are less than 20 % of the total responses (Campbell, 1977). 

Slaney and Slaney (1981) indicate that having experience in particular 

tasks can actually bias inventory results in favour of the experience. This 

may be one explanation for the occurrence of undifferentiated profiles. 

Workers may only like jobs with which they have had experience and 

respond negatively to all others. If their disability prevents them from 

functioning in this experienced area, an inventory highlighting their 

experience obviously contributes nothing to the counselling process if the 

goal is to generate career choices. An undifferentiated profile may actually 

hinder the counselling process. Examples of how this may occur are 

presented below. 

Problems which arise. One of the problems that can result after 

administering an interest inventory is the aforementioned problem of 

obtaining an undifferentiated profile. With the "like" responses being so low, 

little if no new information is obtained about the client's interest areas 

pertaining to the world of work. An undifferentiated profile is problematic 



for both client and counsellor, and there is little literature available as to how 

to interpret this type of profile (Pinkney,l985). According to Pinkney, the 

following problems can arise after obtaining an undifferentiated profile. 

1. The counsellor's credibility and competence may be questioned by the 

client because little information is generated by the inventory results. 

2. Frustration may occur for both the counsellor and the client.when career 

counselling seems to be at the point of termination in the early stage of the 

process. 

3. The client may come to the conclusion that counselling, and the 

counsellor, is of little benefit. 

Given these potential problems which arise from obtaining an 

undifferentiated profile following the administration of an interest 

inventory, it appears that counsellors should consider more closely the 

appropriateness of the inventory to their vocational rehabilitation client, 

rather than routinely administer these inventories. Counsellors have 

suggested another tool,*the vocational card sort, to use as an adjunct to 

interest inventories, rather than speak to the issue of limiting the use of 

interest inventories with particular client groups. This to01 is discussed 

below. 

The vocational card sort. Many counsellors have suggested that expressed 

interests have predictive ability which equals or exceeds that of inventoried 

interests (Bartling & Hood, 1981; Borgen & Seling, 1978; Dolliver & Will, 

1977; OINeil & Magoon, 1977; Slaney & Slaney, 1981; Touchton & Magoon, 

1977). The vocational card sort is an example of a tool used to obtain 

expressed interests, and it has been suggested by some researchers 



(Dolliver,1969; Pinkney, 1985; Slaney & Slaney, 1981; Williams, 1981) as a 

viable adjunct to interest inventories for the purpose of minimizing the 

drawbacks mentioned earlier in this chapter. 

The vocational card sort is a strategy whereby job titles are printed onto 

cards and the client is required to sort the cards into "like", "dislike", or 

"indifferent" piles. The vocational card sort allows data to be obtained on the 

client's understanding about the world of work and potential occupational 

choices, and the accuracy of that understanding. The strategy is flexible and 

permits the sorting into fewer or more piles. 

Clients are asked to discuss their reasons for placing cards into each pile. 

This strategy permits the counsellor to identify patterns of thinking in the 

clients' acceptance or refusal of the job, as well as identify any 

misinformation clients may have about the jobs. The vocational card sort 

procedure may also give the counsellor insight into personal problems clients 

may be having which may hinder the vocational decision making process. 

Sheppard (1 987) utilized the above strategy in order to gain a better 

understanding of the decision making problems of a group of older and 

disabled male workers. He considered three areas which may interfere with 

this group's vocational decision making process. The areas examined were: 

employment readiness, self appraisal, and decision making readiness. 

Employment readiness problems focus on the person's desire to obtain work 

and the influence of external pressures on decision making. Self appraisal 

problems concern the individual's knowledge and perceptions of his or her 

own abilities, needs and decision making history. Decision making readiness 



problems concern the individual's readiness to make vocational decisions 

based upon his or her occupational knowledge and decision making skills. 

Sheppard found that the men in his study based their decisions about liking 

or disliking a job on the basis of self-appraisal, i.e. their abilities and how 

they saw themselves suiting the job. The question which emerges from this 

work is, are these self appraisals accurate? He also found that a high 

proportion of the inventory profiles were undifferentiated (45%). 

The term "accurate" used above refers to a comparison between two 

measures for congruency. In the present study the comparison is between the 

worker's response, which is viewed as subjective, and objective measures 

such as the Canadian Classifications and Dictionary of Occupations (CCDO) 

(Occupational and Career Information Branch, Employment and 

Immigration Canada, 197 1, 1977,1978,1980,1986,1987) and a medical 

report. The term "accurate" is used throughout this thesis in order to 

promote simplicity in sentence structure. There is no intention of inferring 

that the objective measures used in this study are absolute truths as may be 

implied by the absolute nature of the term. A note regarding self appraisal is 

presented below. 

Self amraisal. Are the appraisals made by older disabled workers of their 

abilities and the world or work accurate? While there is no evidence in the 

literature about this particular group of workers, there is evidence (Booth & 

Dumas, 1983; Dunn, 198 1; Giroux, 1983; Pames & King, 1977; Rubin & 

Roessler, 1978; Williams, 198 1) to S U P P O ~ ~  the notion that vocational 

counselling clients in general may not be accurate in their appraisals of their 

abilities and the world of work. Booth and Dumas have suggested that clients 



underestimate their aptitudes. Williams (1981) has suggested that clients 

suffer from feelings of incompetence and doubt, and that these feelings in 

combination with poor knowledge of the world of work results in many 

negative responses on interest inventories. Giroux (1983) notes that adult 

clients hold misperceptions of the world of work due to inaccurate 

information about it. Pames and King (1977) and Dunn (198 1) indicate that 

middle-aged workers suffer from low self confidence and a lack of initiative 

to change to a new type of work. Rubin and Roessler (1978) note that 

disabled workers express pessimism about their own potential post injury. 

These emotional features are said to ultimately affect their vocational 

decision making. Dunn specifically notes that pessimism on the pan of the 

client is directed toward the job duties contained in the CAI when it is 

administered. 

In summary, a problem which arises from administration of interest 

inventories is obtaining an undifferentiated profile. Undifferentiated 

profiles are difficult to interpret and contribute little to the counselling 

process. In fact, it has been suggested that obtaining an undifferentiated 

profile can impede the counselling process (Pinkney, 1985). Sheppard's 

study (1 987) suggests that undifferentiated profiles may occur more 

frequently with older workers than in the general population. Another 

potential problem in counselling older disabled people may be related to self 

appraisal. Evidence to suggest that clients in general are not accurate in their 

self appraisals was noted earlier in the chapter. The factors of age and 

disability might funher compound this inaccuracy, resulting in the older 

disabled worker feeling discouraged, fearful, and rductant to change 



(Dunn,1981). One wonders if these feelings would not bias the results of 

interest inventories. 

In conclusion, I have proposed that older disabled workers are a different 

population from the general vocational counselling population and 

consequently may require different counselling strategies. Interest 

inventories have been traditionally suggested as the first strategy to use in the 

vocational rehabilitation counselling process. 

The expressed interests obtained through the use of vocational card sort 

and the counselling interview have been suggested as being as valid in 

generating possible career choices as measured interests. The older 

population, being more experienced in the world of work, may actually bias 

the measured interests obtained through use of the inventory by preferring 

jobs that they have done, thereby producing undifferentiated profiles. 

The focus on the older person in vocational rehabilitation has opened 

numerous empirical questions. The most obvious one addresses population 

differences. It is reasonable to assume that the passage of time and life 

experience would influence one's behavior and thoughts. Given this 

assumption, it may follow that young, high school students may respond 

differently to various vocational counselling strategies such as interest 

inventories, than people over forty years old who have had an established 

work record. 

The yesent study 

The purpose of the present study is to contribute to the limited literature 

on older disabled workers in order to assist in future development of 

appropriate rehabilitation counselling strategies for this specific group of 



people. This study builds on the work of L. Sheppard (1987), who examined 

the vocational decision making problems of older disabled workers. As a 

result of their disability, these workers had to leave their jobs before 

reaching retirement age. 

Sheppard (1987) explored the decision making problems of older disabled 

workers. His findings, although inconclusive, suggest that older disabled 

workers use self appraisal as a basis to justify their vocational interest 

choices. The question which this f iding raises immediately is, are these 

appraisals of self accurate? Sheppard (1987) also found a high percentage of 

undifferentiated profiles among his sample of older disabled workers. 

There is virtually no research which specifically addresses the vocational 

decision making problems of the older worker with a disability (Shep~ard, 

1987). Needless to say the research which examines more closely the 

perceptions of this group is also limited. 

This study examines the accuracy of information about self and the world 

of work (i.e. self appraisals) held by older disabled workers by re-analyzing 

Sheppard's data. A detailed account of Sheppardts work is presented in the 

following chapter. The present study also attempts to address the issue of 

inventory validity with this particular group. If it is the case that older 

workers use self appraisal on which to base their vocational decisions, then 

the accuracy of their appraisals may affect the inventol3' results9 producing 

the undifferentiated profiles described earlier in the chapter. The inventory 

examined is the Career Assessment Inven to~ .  

The question of whether or not information about self and the world of 

work is accurate in this group is relevant and important to investigate kcause 



it has clinical implications regarding the use of interest inventories, and the 

sequencing of general counselling strategies in the counselling process with 

this specific group. 

If workers' perceptions about their abilities or about any aspect of a 

particular job are inaccurate, then the validity of the interest inventory 

results is in question as there is an implicit assumption that the responses 

reflect accurate pictures of interests. If these interests are biased by 

inaccurate information about the job or about the worker, then the jobs or 

occupations suggested by the inventory may not be appropriate. 

Should the results of this study indicate that older disabled workers are 

inaccurate appraisers of themselves and the world of work, then one may 

question the current vocational rehabilitation counselling process which 

begins with testing. One may suggest that the process begin with giving the 

client accurate infomation about their abilities and the world of work, prior 

to administering the various interest inventories which rely to some extent on 

the client's subjective evaluation of both these areas* On the other hand, 

should the results indicate that the clients are accurate self appraisers, then 

one may question the usefulness of administering costly inventories which 

may not supply more information than what the client is able to provide 

within an initial interview. 

The answer to the question of whether older disabled workers are accurate 

appraisers of their abilities and of the world of work may in time produce 

strategies to help clients arrive at adequate pictures of the~selves and their 

roles in the of work, thereby improving their vocational decision 

making. 



The questions to be addressed in this study are as follows: 

1. Are workers more accurate about some areas regarding the world of 

work than other areas? If so, which areas, e.g. physical demands, 

environmental conditions, job duties, temperaments, or the overall 

personality of the job? 

2. Are workers more accurate about some aspects of themselves than others, 

e.g. physical strength versus educational level attained? 

3. Are workers' appraisals of their physical ability congruent with medical 

reports? 

4. Does having experience in the job task affect personal interest decisions, 

(i.e. are people morelikely to dislike a job because of a lack of experience 

in the task of that job, conversely, are they more likely to prefer a job due 

to having experience in the task)? .. 
5. How appropriate a tool is the the Career Assessment Inventory for an 

older disabled male group? 

The variables, data sources and procedures applied to the questions noted 

above are described in Chapter two, and the results are presented in Chapter 

three. A discussion of the results is presented in Chapter four. 



Chapter II 

Method 

This chapter begins with an overview of the methodology used in the 

present study. The purpose of this overview is to assist the reader to keep 

track of the methodology of the study amid the numerous definitions which 

are presented throughout the chapter at each stage of a rather complicated 

coding procedure. Following the overview the participants are described, as 

are the variables and the data sources used. A more in-depth description of 

the procedure utilizing a flow chart format follows. 

There were two sources of subjective data used in the present study. They 

were: audiotapes of the participant's interviews, and CAI results for each 

participant. The audiotapes of the participants' interviews in Sheppard's 

study constitute the central portion of the data. These tapes contain the 

justifications which participants gave for liking or disliking job titles. The 

CAI was used to obtain job titles used, as well as to examine the participants' 

general interest themes, i.e. interest profiles. 

The first thing that was done was to transcribe the audiorapes so that the 

justifications were easily accessible. Once this was done, it was necessary to 

determine the coding procedure for translating the pafiicipants' justifications 

in terns of the variables used in the present study. This n~asured: the world 

of work, self appraisal, experience in the task and objective ability to do the 

job. The variables are described more thoroughly later in the chapter. A 

strict coding procedure was developed utilizing a code book and a series of 

flow charts, in order to ensure reliability and replicabilit~ of the procedure. 



In order to examine the accuracy of the participants' justifications for 

liking or disliking job titles, it was necessary to obtain sources of objective 

data. The sources used were: The CCDO, Computer Assisted Vocational 

Exploration System (CAVES), and a physician's report. These sources are 

described later in the chapter. 

The subjective (justifications) and objective data sources were then 

brought together by utilizing several forms which were specifically prepared 

for the coding procedure. The forms used were: the master data sheet 

(Appendix 1 .), the physical abilities template (Appendix 2.) , and the 

Participant's Score sheet (Appendix 3.). Each of these forms is described 

later in the chapter. The procedure for coding the participants' justifications 

is briefly presented below. 

Each participant's justification for liking or disliking a job title was first 

coded as belonging to one of the numerous variables used in this study to 

measure aspects of the world of work and personal ability. These variables 

and their definitions were obtained mainly from the CCDO. The CAVES 

uses the CCDO data base and was frequently utilized in the present study 

because of it's ease of use. Since the CAVES is a compilation of the CCDO 

information (using the most up to date information guide) and the Holland 

Codes as defined by Canada Employment and Immigration Commission, the 

CAVES and CCDO are seen as being interchangeable. 

Once the justification was identified as referring to one of the variables, 

the appropriate objective data source was compared to the ~a f l i c i~an t ' s  

Justification in order to see if there was a match. If the participant's 

justification matched the objective source, the justification was coded as 



being accurate. If the justification did not match the objective data source, it 

was considered to be inaccurate. The number of accurate justifications were 

totalled, and the following results chapter presents, among other figures, 

these sums of accurate justifications. 

The terns "accurate" and "congruent" are used interchangeably in this 

study. A distinction between the terms "response" and "ju~tification" is 

made. The term "response" refers merely to the participant's preference of a 

job title i.e., like or dislike, whereas the term "justification" refers to the 

reason given for liking or disliking a job title. 

An overview of the methodology for this study has been presented. The 

remaining portions of the chapter describe the participants; define the 

variables and the data sources; and conclude with an in-depth description of 



or less. This educational level was noted by Sheppard to be characteristic of 

the Operating Engineers Union membership. 

Variables 

l"here were several measures of variables which needed to be obtained in 

order to conduct this study. These variables have to do with three overall 

categories: ( I )  the world of work, (2) self perceptions, (3) additional sub- 

categories, i.e. experience in a task related to the job and objective ability to 

do the job. Since measures for the world of work and self perceptions 

already exist and are commonly used in the area of vocational rehabilitation, 

they were utilized in the present study. The definitions of these variables 

originate from the CCDO. Refer to the "objective data sources" section 

presented later in the chapter for an explanation of the CCDO. A brief 

explanation of each specific measure follows Table 1. The defmitions of the 

specific measures of world of work, and self perceptions have been quoted or 

summarized from the CAVES operations manual (Vocational Consulting 

Group Inc., 1987) with from the author (Appendix 5.). A more 

detailed explanation of each of the specific variables is provided in Appendix 

6 for the reader who is "nfamiliar with these terns. The specific variables 

used in the present study and listed in Table 1 are described below. 

Holland code. Vocational interests, as based on the work of John 

Holland, are referred to as Holland codes. Holland's theory of vocational 

choice is based on the that vocational interests are one aspect of 

what is commonly called "personality", and that fie description of an 

individual's vocational interests also describes the individual's personality 

(Hansen, 1984). He that each individual to some extent resembles 



Table 1 

Variables Used Tn The Study 

VARIABLES 

WORLD OF WORK 

Holland codes (job personality) 

Temperaments 

Physical demands 

Environmental conditions 

Job duties 

SELF PERCEPTIONS 

Strength 

Educational level (GED) 

Physical ability 

ADDITIONAL SUB-CATEGORIES 

Experience in the task 

Objective ability to do the job 



one of six basic personality types. The more one resembles any given type, 

the more likely one is to manifest some of the behaviors and traits associated 

with that type. He also contends that it is possible to describe the 

characteristics of work environments with the same six personality types. It 

is assumed that people are happiest in work environments which match their 

personality type. 

The types of occupational environments are described according to a 

combination of the main interests and activities that they represent. The six 

personalities are: Realistic, Investigative, Artistic, Social, Enterprising, and 

Conventional. In the present study, the participant's justification for liking 

or disliking particular job titles was first identified as pertaining to one of 

the six Holland codes noted above, then this code was compared to the 

CAVES data base to see if this Holland code was identified as being one of the 

three Holland codes denoting the job title's personality.type. 

T e m ~ e r ~ m ~ n t s  are defined as those personality qualities which remain 

fairly constant and reveal a characteristic response in terms of a 

preference, inclination, or disposition (CAVES Operations Manual, 1987). 

The CCDO examines the type of temperamental adjusment required of the 

worker in order to perform the job adequately There are 12 temperament 

traits used to evaluate the work environment: (1) Variety and change, (2) 

Repetitive, short cycle, (3) Under specific instructions, (4) Direction, 

control, planning, (5)  Dealing with people, (6 )   sola at ion, (7) Influencing 

People, (8) Performing under stress, (9) Sensory or judgmental criteria, (10) 

Measurable or criteria, (1 1) Interpretation of ideas, facts, feeings, 

(1 2) Precise attainment of set limits, tolerances, or standards. 



In the present study, the participants' justification was first identified as 

pertaining to one of the 12 temperaments noted above, then it was compared 

to the CCDO to see if this temperament was required in order to do the job. 

Physical demands are defmed as the physical capacities required of 

workers in order for them to perform the job. The physical requirements of 

a job are defined in terms of seven physical demand factors. These are as 

follows: (1) Strength, (2) Climbing and /or balancing, (3) Stooping, 

kneeling, crouching, and/or crawling, (4) Reaching, handling, fingering 

andlor feeling, (5) Talking, (6) Hearing, (7) Seeing. In the present study, the 

participant's justification was first identified as pertaining to one of the seven 

physical demands noted above, then it was compared to the CCDO to see if 

the physical demand was required in order to perfom the job. 

Environmental conditions are defined as those physical surroundings of the 

job which make specific demands upon a worker's physical capacities. The 

important environmental conditions under which the jobs are performed are 

expressed by seven factors. These are as follows: (1) Work location, (2) 

Extremes of cold plus temperature changes, (3) E x t ~ m e s  of heat plus 

temperature changes, (4) Wet and/or humid, (5) Noise and/or vibration, (6) 

Hazards, and (7) Atmospheric conditions. 

the present study, the justification was first identified as 

referring to one of the seven environmental conditions noted above, then this 

Condition was to the CCDO to see if the job was performed in the 

mentioned environmental condition. 

Job duties. The variable name is self explanatov A of the job 

and activities performed in a particular job is provided in the CCDO- In the 



present study, the participant's description of the job duties was compared to 

the CCDO job description in order to see if the participant was accurate in his 

perception of the job title. 

Three variables measuring self perception were used in the present study: 

Strength is one of the factors considered under the general heading of 

physical demands described earlier in the chapter. This variable was used 

when the participant made specific reference to his ability, i.e. strength, to do 

a particular job. The participant's perception of his strength was compared 

to the physician's assessment of the participant's strength for accuracy. 

Educational level is referred to as general educational development (GED) 

in the CCDO. For simplicity, the term educational level is used in this study 

to describe this variable. Educational level is a measure of the training both 

formal and on the job, required to do a particular job. This variable was used 

when the panicipant made specific reference to his own educational level and 

his ability to do a job. His perception was compared to the CCDO 

requirements of the job title for accuracy. 

Physical ability. This study uses the term, "physical ability" to describe 

the physical abilities (other than strength) one is left with after an injury. 

This variable was coded when the participant made reference to his ability to 

perfom either the physical demands, or in specific envhmnental conditions 

of the job. The participant's judgement of his ability was then compared to 

the physician's assessment for accuracy. 

Two other measures which may have bearing on the decision making 

Processes of older disabled workers, and may have an indirect bearing On 



their perceptions are: experience in the task and objective ability to do the 

job. These variables are defined below. 

Experience in the task is merely an overt statement made by the participant 

that he has or has not done the job in question. Employment in the job is not 

necessary. Performing the job on a volunteer or leisure basis was considered 

by the researcher to be sufficient to code this variable. 

Obiective ability to do the iob was measured by comparing the physician's 

assessment of the participant's physical abilities to the physical demands and 

environmental condition of each job title. 

Data Sources 

Subiective. Audiotapes and the CAI. These sources of data have been 

sufficiently described in the overview of this chapter. 

Obiective. The CCDO contains a comprehensive listing of jobs available 

in Canada and of their demands. It is for this reason that it is a commonly 

used reference in vocational rehabilitation counselling. The job 

requirements in the CCDO are identified from several aspects other than 

educational requirements. and it was for this reason that the CCDO was used 

as a source for collecting objective measures of knowledge of the job and self 

perceptions in the present study. In addition to listing information about the 

variables used in the present study, the CCDO identifies aptitude 

requirements of the various jobs. as well as provides descriptions of the job 

duties for each of the job titles. 

Computer Assisted Vocational Exploration Systems (CAVES) was 

designed by the Vocational Consulting Group Inc. in order to assist in 

exploring rehabilitation opportunities for disabled workers. This 



program uses the CCDO as a data base which contains information regarding 

temperaments, physical demands, environmental condition and educational 

level. The CCDO does not contain Holland code information however, the 

CAVES do. The Holland code information used by the CAVES, like the 

CCDO information, is Canada Employment and Immigration Commission 

generated data. Every job listed in the CCDO has a corresponding number. 

Refer to Appendix 7 for a listing of these. Once the CCDO number of a job 

title is known, access to information regarding all aspects of the job is easily 

accessible either from the CAVES data base or the CCDO. The CAVES data 

base was used to collect the relevant data for each job title because of its ease 

of use. except for data regarding job duties which were gleaned from the 

CCDO. 

Physician's report. A Physical Capacities Checklist was completed by a 

physician. putlining the participant's present physical state. A sample of this 

checklist is included in Appendix 8. 

Forms Used 

Master data sheet. This data sheet contains all the relevant CCDO and 

Holland code information for each of the 1 1 I job titles listed in the Career 

Assessment Inventory. The rows and column on this data sheet perfectly 

match the rows and columns on the participants' physical abilities templates 

(described below) in order to minimize coding error. Refer to Appendix 1. 

Physical abilities tem~late. The physician's assessment of the 

participant's physical capabilities was transcribed onto a template for each 

participant. Each participant's work history was present in their file 

obtained from the Vocational Consulting Group. For each participant: I have 



listed the jobs performed in the past, along with the educational level 

required for that job, as well as the highest level of schooling completed. The 

highest educational level achieved was recorded as being their pre-injury 

obtained level. 

Educational level does not change as a rule, unless there is a serious head 

injury which impairs intellectual functioning. However, the ability to work 

in certain environments and to deal effectively with specific physical 

demands of a job may change after an injury. Therefore, a physician's 

assessment of these factors was used to supplement the participant's profile of 

his residual capabilities. For example, the physician may conclude that a 

person can work in both indoor and outdoor conditions, be capable of coping 

with the environmental conditions: cold, heat, wet/humidity, and hazards, but 

not with noise/vibrations and fumes/dust/odour, and be capable of doing 

work requiring moderate strength, and physical demands of : 

climbinoalancing, stoopinf/bending, reaching/handling, and talking, but 

not with hearing and vision. 

The above information regarding educational level, temperaments, 

environmental conditions, and physical demands, was placed onto a template 

for each participant. The template was designed to provide the coder with 

easy access to 3 great deal of information. It  is green in colour and allows the 

coder to move the template from job title to job title on the master data sheet 

and compare the requirements of the job to the participant's abilities. Refer 

to Appendix 2. 

PanjcjDant's Score Sheet is a work sheet containing a list of the 1 1 1 job 

titles listed down the left magin. The work sheet contains the following 



column headings: Response (LikeDislike); Holland codes; temperaments; 

physical demands; environmental conditions; job duties; physical strength; 

educational level; physical ability; experience in the task; objective ability to 

do the task. 

Each of the participant's responses on the transcript was identified, 

compared to the appropriate objective measure, and finally coded as being 

either congruent ( I ) ,  incongruent (2), or unable to code (0). Refer to 

Appendix 3 for an example of the score sheet. 

Procedures 

Coding. Flow charts were devised to assist the coder in transforming 

the participants' verbal justifications to numerical data. The flow charts 

(Figures 1 - 1 1)  are provided below for a detailed explanation of how this was 

done. A list of flow chart terms and their definitions is presented in Table 2. 



Table 2 

Terms Used in the Flow Charts 

Terms Definitions 

Category: refers to the column headings on the score 
sheet. 

Educational level (GED): refers to the amount of formal and on the job 
training required to do the job. 

Dr.'s report: 

Job duties: 

Job title: 

medical assessment of the participant's ability 
to perform the physical demands of the job and 
in it's environmental conditions per the 
Physical Capacities checklist. This information 
is transcribed onto the green Physical ability 
template. .. 
A description of the job duties for each job title 
is obtained from the CCDO. 

refers to one of the I I 1 job titles inventoried on 
the occupations section of the CAI, and listed 
on the right hand side of the participant's score 
sheet. 

Master data sheet: contains all the CCDO information for each of 
the I I I job titles. Refer to Appendix 1. 

Physical ability  emp plate: green coloured template containing 
information regarding educational level and 
temperaments, as well as the participant's 
present physical capabilities relating to 
environmental conditions and physical 
demands as noted on the physician's report. 
Refer to Appendix 2. 



Score sheet: the form used to code whether a participant was 
accurate or inaccurate in their perceptions of 
their own abilities and the demands of the 
world of work. Refer to Appendix 3. 

Score sheet categories: these are the column headings on the 
participant's score sheet. The headings, which 
are also the variables used in this study are as 
follows: like/dislike/indifferent; Holland 
codes; temperaments; physical demands; 
environmental conditions; job duties; 
experience in the task; strength; educational 
level; physical ability, and objective physical 
ability to do the job. 

Self perception: 

Strength: 

Subject's comment: 

Transcript: 

a comment relating to one's view of one's 
ability as measured by a general level of 
education obtained, physical strength, or 
physical ability. 

refers to the specific physical demand of 
strength required for the job. 

the transcribed comment (justification) on the 
transcript pertaining to the job title. 

is the transcribed interview containing the 
participant's like/dislike responses and his 
justifications to the job titles. 

Svmbols and Abbreviations Used in The Flow Charts 

Ss: 

Definitions 

subject/participant 
greater than 
less than 
equal to 



P.A. 
E.C.: 
GED: 
Temp: 

physical ability 
environmental conditions 
educational level 
temperament 



Figure 1. Main flow chart 
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m 2 .  Holland Code Flow Chart 
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Figure 3. Temperaments Flow Chart 
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Fieure 4. Physical Demand Flow Chart 
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Figure 5. Environmental Conditions Flow Chart 
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A close reading of the main flow chart (Figure 1 .) shows that the 

participant's justification corresponding to the job title on the transcript is 

first read. If the justification is codeable in terms of: Holland codes, 

temperaments, physical demands, environmental conditions, job duties, 

strength, educational level, physical abilities, and experience in the task sub- 

categories (score sheet categories), the coder decides which of the sub- 

categories the response fits into, and then turns to the appropriate flow chart 

and follows each step as indicated. Rules and explanations for coding the 

transcripts were compiled in code book form. The code book is merely a 

supplement to the flow charts and is not entirely necessary for the coding 

procedure. The code book can be found in Appendix 9. Given that the 

procedure of collecting and coding the data is complicated, I have chosen to 

describe this procedure utilizing the flow charts. Read each flow chart 

carefully for an in-depth description of the coding procedure. 

In summary, Sheppard's audio tapes of his participants' interviews were 

first listened to and then transcribed. The reader may refer to Appendix 10 

for a description of Sheppard's procedure. A sample transcription of one 

interview is provided in Appendix 11 .  Each participant's justifications for 

liking or disliking job titles were first identified as belonging to one or more 

of the study variables, then these variables were compared to the appropriate 

objective data source and the accuracy of the justifications was coded on the 

participant's score sheet. Refer to Appendix 3 for an example of this score 

sheet. Each part icipnnt's justifications in terms of the sub-categories under 

the general heading C of world of work i.e., Holland codes. temperaments. 

ptlysical demands of the job, a ;~d  environmental conditions were compared 



with the CCDO criteria in the CAVES data base for each job title in order to 

assess for congruence between the two reports. Each justification regarding 

job duties was compared to the job description in the CCDO for congruence 

between the participant's perception of the job duties, and the job duties 

identified by CCDO. Each participant's justifications in terms of the sub- 

categories under the general heading of self perceptions i.e., strength, 

physical abilities, and educational level were also compared to the physician's 

report, with the exception of educational level. in order to assess for 

congruence. Educational level was compared to the CCDO criteria as noted 

above. Additional sub-categories coded were: experience in the task, 

objective ability to do the job, and responses given to the job titles, (i.e. 

Like/Dislike/Indifferent). Flow charts were used to assist the coder in 

making the above mentioned comparisons and deciding whether or not 

participants were accurate in their justifications. 

Interrater training. - I coded all the justifications myself. A second rater 

was used to check the reliability of the coding procedure. The rater was 

given the code book and flow charts, and these were explained in detail. 

Once the rater had a C- grasp of the material, a transcript was chosen at random 

and he coded the transcript while I provided instruction and direction. A 

second transcript was chosen at random and the rater completed this on his 

own. Any questions he had following this coding were discussed and 

clarified. After this second trial, the rater was deemed competent in coding 

the data. 



Five additional transcripts were chosen randomly and the rater coded 

these on his own. Interrater agreement was then computed on these data. 

The computations are presented below in the Results chapter. 

The procedure for data collection and coding has been briefly outlined. 

For a more in-depth explanation of the procedure, the reader is advised to 

refer to the code book in Appendix 9, and flow charts illustrated earlier in 

the chapter. 



Chapter I11 

Results 

This chapter reports the findings of the study. The chapter first examines 

the interrater agreement. Next, the numbers of justifications given are 

examined for trends, and then the participants' justifications are examined in 

terms of accuracy. Experience in the task is examined separately because it 

was coded differently than the other sub-categories (i.e. notation of whether 

or not participants had experience, not comparison of the participants' 

justifications with an objective source). The chapter concludes with a 

summary of the study questions and brief answers to them. 

The data were examined by grouping the like and dislike responses 

separately because there were seven participants for whom the like responses 

were missing. Consequently, the number of participants is either 13 or 20 

depending on the analysis. The data analyses of the frequency of mere 

justifications regardless of accuracy are descriptive because the data 

distributions are in many cases extremely skewed, and this in combination 

with the small sample size would render meaningless the use of parametric 

inferential analyses. Descriptive and inferential analyses of the accuracy of 

justifications is provided. 

Interrater Agreenm~t 

Table 3 shows the percentage agreement between two raters coding the 

information on the transcripts. The calculation was obtained by taking the 

total number of agreed upon (including blank cells) justifications and 



Table 3 
Interrater Agreement Scores 

for Each Sub-Category 

Sub-category Percent Agreement 

WORLD OF WORK 

Holland Code 

Temperaments 

Physical demand 

Environmental conditions 

Job duties 

SELF PERCEPTIONS 

Strength 

Educational level 

Physical ability 

EXPERIENCE 1N THE TASK 

Overall 



dividing it  by the total number of agreed upon plus disagreed upon 

justifications. 

Number of Codeable Justifications 

Prior to discussing the results, it is important to distinguish between two 

terms used throughout this chapter: response and justification. For purposes 

of this study, the term "response" refers merely to the "like" or "dislike" 

comment given by each participant in response to a job title, whereas the 

term "justification" refers to the reason given for liking or disliking a job 

title. It was common for participants to give more than one justification for a 

response to a job title. It was also common for workers to give justifications 

which were not easily codeable in terms of the criteria used and therefore 

these justifications were discarded. An example of such a justification is, I t  

Just not interested". The result of this is that some job titles had several 

justifications coded and some job tides had none. Each job title had a single . 

response coded. 

Table 4 shows the sums and means of the total number of justifications and 

responses which were given by the participants. The sum of justifications 

given was obtained by adding across all participants, the total mmber of 

justifications given in each category. The sum of total responses given was 

obtained by adding across all participants, the total number of Job titles 

responded to with either a "like" or "dislike" response. The total number of 

ul~codeable justifications was obtained by adding across all participants, the 

total number of job titles for which there was a "like" or "dislike" response, 

but for which no justification was coded. The means were obtained by 

dividing the sum of either justifications given, or responses given by the total 



Table 4 

Sums and Means of the Total Number 
of Justifications and Responses Given 

RESPONSES & JUSTIFICATIONS SUMS Combined 
Like Dislike Like & Dislike 

Total justifications 

Total responses 355 1129 

7'otaI uncodeable justifications 

Total justifications (like & dislike) 

M Responses1 person 

M uncodeable justifications (n=20) 15.35 

Note. n=13 for Likes, n=20 for Dislikes; M= mean 



number of participants in each like or dislike analyses, n=13 or 20 

respectively. The column labelled "combined like and dislike" contains the 

totals for the entire group of participants irrespective of like or dislike 

analyses. 

It is important to note that there are more participants in the dislike 

analysis than the like analysis and so the raw totals may be misleading When 

these sums are adjusted by dividing by the number of participants in the 

analysis, it becomes evident (see mean justifications/person and mean 

responses/person rows in Table 4) that there are more justifications per 

person as well as more responses per person given when job titles are 

disliked. than when they are liked. The mean justifications per response row 

suggests that participants C- gave more codeable justifications per response 

when they liked jobs than when they disliked them. 

Table 5 is a more specific description of the data presented in Table 4, as 

the number representing the total number of justifications given in Table 4 

has been disaggregated into sub-categories. The sums and percentages of 

each of the sub-categories is shown in Table 5 in order to better examine 

which aspects of the world of work or self perceptions are used as 

justifications for liking or disliking job titles. 

Each sub-category sum was obtained by totaling the number of 

justifications which were given in that sub-category and grouping them 

according to participclnts to liked or disliked job titles. For 

example, he re  were 9') justifications regarding the personality of jobs 

( 1  lolland codes) given by participants for the job titles they liked- The 

percentage?; were derived by raking the Sum of the justifications given in a 



Table 5 

Sums and Percentages of the Total 
Number of Justifications for the Sub-categories 

SUB-CATEGORIES SUMS PERCENTAGES 

Like Dislike Like Dislike 

WORLD OF WORK 

Holland codes 

Temperriments 

Physical demands 

Environmental conditions 

Job duties 

TOTAL World of Work 

SELF PERCEPTIONS 

Strength 

Educational level 

Physical ability 

TOTAL Self Perceptions 

EXPERIENCE 

Experience in the task 

Note. n= 1 3 for Like, n=20 for Dislike 



sub-category and dividing that number by the total number of justifications 

given (Table 4). As an example, the sub-category of Holland codes under the 

world of work category in Table 5 is shown to be 21.3% of the total number 

of justifications given. This number was obtained by dividing 99, which is 

the sum of the Holland code justifications given when liking job titles, by 

465, which is the total number of justifications given when liking job titles 

from Table 4. Thus, the percentages represent the percentage of 

justifications given in a particular sub-category, out of the total number of 

justifications given. The same was done for all job titles which were disliked. 

Computations for like and dislike analyses were done separately. 

On examination of the sums columns for the categories of world of 

work, self perceptions, and experience in the task ,Table 5 shows the 

majority of the justifications given for liking or disliking job titles were in 

the general category of world of work. Examination of the sums shows 

overall that there were few justifications given regarding self perceptions, 

and that justifications regarding strength and physical ability seldom 

given. The sums in the dislike analysis are higher than those in the like 

analysis. However, this is a reflection of the larger sample size in the dislike 

analysis. The sums by themselves are not ~articularly helpful in describing 

the data. Examination of the percentages reveals a clearer picture of the data 

as the percentages take into account the sum of each sub-catePY divided by 

the total number of justifications given. 

The top half of Table 5 shows the sub-categories comprising the general 

category of "world of work". The bottom half of Table 5 shows the sub- 

categories comprising C the categories & of self perceptions and experience in the 



task. Examination of the percentages reveals that justifications regarding 

the world of work were given more frequently than justifications regarding 

self perceptions. Within the category of world of work, justifications 

regarding job duties were given most frequently for both liked and disliked 

job titles. The rank order of the sub-categories changes slightly depending 

on the analyses (like or dislike). Justifications regarding world of work 

were given 8.7 times as frequently as self perceptions when jobs were liked, 

and 6.5 times as frequently when jobs were disliked. Within the category of 

self perceptions, justifications regarding strength were the least frequently 

used. 

The last category in Table 5 to be examined is experience in the task. The 

sums columns show that having experience in a task related to the job title 

was given twice as often as a justification when job titles were liked than 

when they were disliked, despite the fact that there were fewer participants in 

the like analyses. In fact, of all justifications given, having experience in a 

task related to the job title was used 20.2% of the time when jobs were liked. 

' h e  percentages reveal that justifications regarding having experience in a 

task related to the job title were used 2.5 times as often as justifications 

regarding self perceptions when job titles were liked, and 0.34 times as often 

when jobs were disliked. 

In summary, a descriptive analysis of the data reveals that workers 

overall give justifications regarding the world of work far more often than 

justifications regarding their abilities (self perceptions). More specifically, 

analysis of the percentages reveals that justifications regarding job duties out 

ranks all other sub-wtegories, with there being slightly more justifications 



given when jobs are disliked than when liked. It is apparent from examining 

the percentages in Table 5 that justifications regarding having experience in a 

task related to the job title constitute 2.5 times the total percentage of 

justifications given in the entire category of self perceptions when liking job 

titles. 

The percentages in Table 5 suggest that there are differences in the 

types of justifications used depending on whether these justifications are in 

response to liking or disliking job titles. The percentages do not allow for 

comparison between the like and dislike columns, therefore the data were 

converted to a form which would allow for this comparison. Table 6 

illustrates possible differences between these two analyses. The figures in the 

table were obtained by taking the total number of justifications in a sub- 

category given by each participant and dividing by the total number of 

justifications given by each participant summed across all variables. Each 

proportion in each sub-category was then summed and divided by the 

number of participants in the analysis in order to obtain a mean proportion 

per person for each sub-category. 

Examination of the means of the Likes and Dislikes shows that there are 

relative differences in the following sub-categories: Holland codes, 

temperaments. job duties, educational level and experience in the task. The 

mean differences between like and dislike analyses for :physical demands, 

environmental conditions, strength, and physical ability are .02 or less. It is 

noteworthy that the standard deviations were quite large in comparison with 

the means. Thus the distributions are decidedly non-normal. Confidence 

bands were placed around the proportions for the like and dislike 



Table 6 

Mean Proportion of Justifications Given per Sub-category 

LIKES DISLIKES 

SUB-CATEGORIES Mean S.D. S.E. Mean S.D. S.E. 

WORLD OF WORK 

Holland codes .20 .12 .19 . l l  .10 .12 

Temperaments .05 .06 .10 .13 .09 .13 

Physical demands .05 .05 . l o  .07 .06 . I 0  

Environmental conditions .10 .09 .14 . l l  .12 .12 

Job duties .33 .15 .22 .39 .13 .18 

SELF PERCEPTIONS 

Strength .O 1 .03 .05 .02 .03 .05 

Educational level .03 .04 .08 . l l  .13 .12 

Physical ability .03 .06 .08 .03 .03 .06 

EXPERIENCE I N  THE TASK .20 .14 .19 .04 .05 .07 



justifications. Because of the small sample size and exploratory nature of this 

study, a 90 percent confidence interval was selected. A two-tail analysis of 

this type uses a 2- score of 1.67. Thus, the standard errors were computed 

for the mean proportions and multiplied by 1.67. The third column in Table 

6 reports those confidence intervals. It is recognized that the distributions 

are skewed and that calculation of the standard error confidence intervals are 

problematic for such data. However, the data are so peculiar that any 

inferential statistical method would be problematic. Standard error 

confidence bands allow for less arbitrary decision making regarding the data 

than merely sighting the data, and given the exp1oratory nature of the 

analysis and small sample size, this method appears to be appropriate. A 

visual inspection of Figure 12 reveals that there is no difference between the 

like and dislike means. 

Accurate Justifications 

The previous section focussed on the number of Justifications given 

because it was of interest to examine the frequency of which sub-categories 

were used as justifications for job title preference. Data in Table 5 suggested 

that participants used different sub-categories to justify their job title 

preferences depending on whether they liked or disliked job titles. However, 

an examination of the standard error confidence intervals revealed that there 

was no difference between the like and dislike analyses. 

The accuracy of the given justifications was not addressed in the previous 

section. This section addresses that issue in order to examine the panicipants' 

knowledge about the world of work and their abilities- 



m e  17. Standard Error bands of the mean Proportion of Justlflcatlons given, 
comparlng llke and dlsllke responses. 
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Table 7 describes the sums and percentages of the accurate justifications 

given for each of the sub-categories of world of work and self perceptions. 

The sums represent the total number of accurate justifications given in each 

sub-category. The perccntages represent the number of accurate 

justifications given in a particular sub-category divided by the total number 

of justifications given in that sub-category. The latter number is shown in 

Table 5 corresponding to each sub-category. 

It is apparent from examining the sums in Table 7 that there were far more 

accurate justifications given regarding the world of work than regarding 

their own abilities (self perception). Bear in mind that there were far more 

total justifications given in the area of world of work than in the area of self 

perceptions. The percentages suggest that overall, workers are more 

knowledgeable about the world of work than about their own abilities. 

The top half of Table 7 shows the sub-categories of the world of work. 

The figures in this part of the table represent the participants' knowledge of 

the world of work for the job titles to which they responded with either a like 

or dislike response. I l le  sums reveal that workers gave accurate 

justifications more frequently when they were talking about job duties- The 

next highest ranking sums are klolland codes in the like analyses and 

cnvironmcnul conditions in the dislike analyses. The sums are not 

particularly useful in &scribing the data because of the differences in the 

number of participants in each analysis. The percentages which have been 

adjusted for this difference arc more useful figures to ~ ~ a m i n e .  



Table 7 
Sums and Percentapes of the Accurate Justifications 

SUB-CATEGORIES SUMS PERCENTAGES 
Like Dislike Llke Dislike 

WORLD OF WORK 

Holland codes 

Temperaments 

Physical demands 

Environmental conditions 

Job duties 

Total World of Work 

SELF PERCEPTIONS 

Strength 

Educational level 

Physical ability 

Total Self Perceptions 

OVERALL ACCURACY 

Total accurate justifications 

Total justifications (excluding 
experience in the task) 



The most noteworthy finding that results from a comparison of the like 

and dislike percentages in Table 7 is that workers were not the most 

knowledgeable about job duties, as the sums suggest. Workers were 100% 

accurate about the environmental conditions of jobs they like. This 

percentage decreases slightly to 90% accuracy when they used this 

justification for jobs they disliked. The next highest ranking sub-category 

when liking job titles is Holland codes (personality of the job). The other 

sub-categories are relatively close in their rank order of percentages. The 

rank order of accurate justifications changes slightly when examining the 

percentages of the workers' dislikes. Holland code was the most often 

accurate justification, followed by environmental conditions, physical 

demands and temperaments which were all relatively similar in their 

percentages. Job duties ranked as being the least accurate justification when 

workers disliked job titles. This is also the case in the like analysis however, 

the percentage is not as low as in the dislike analysis. The percentages in the 

total world of work row suggest that workers were more accurate about the 

world of work when they liked job titles than when they disliked them. 

The bottom half of Table 7 represents the workers' knowledge of their 

abilities (self perception). When examining the sums columns, it is evident 

that compared with the level of accuracy for the world of work justifications, 

in general the accuracy of justifications concerning self perceptions is bwer. 

Again. recall that the total number of justifications given in the self 

perceptiorls category is low, as shown in Table 5. The percentages c o h n n s  

show that workers gave more accurate justifications regarding their 
C 



educational level when responding to job titles they liked, and were least 

accurate about their strength. The low accuracy in strength may be a 

reflection of the generally low number of justifications given. On the other 

hand, workers were most accurate about their physical abilities when 

responding to job titles they disliked. The percentages in the total self 

perception row suggest that there is little difference (4%) overall between the 

like and dislike analyses. The percentages in the overall accuracy section of 

Table 7 suggest that overall, workers are generally more accurate in their 

justifications about work and their abilities when they like job titles than 

when they dislike them. 

Even though these workers most frequently gave justifications regarding 

job duties (Table 6), they were least accurate about this sub-category when 

examining the general category of world of work (Table 7-%). They were 

most accurate about environmental conditions of jobs when they liked job 

titles yet, Table 6 shows that this sub-category ranks only as the third highest 

in terms of the number of justifications given when liking job titles. 

Environmental conditions rmks second highest, along with HoHand codes, in 

the dislike analysis, suggesting that workers are not necessarily most accurate 

in the sub-categories they used most frequently. 

In the area of world of work, physical demands and temperaments were 

least frequently used as justifications when liking jobs. physical demands 

were used 2.6 times as often when disliking jobs than  hen liking them. 

These two sub-cateeories also nnk as being the bwest in t m ~ ~ s  of accuracy 
C 

with the exception of job duties (Table 7-%). Justifications regarding 

physical demands were used least frequently when jobs were yet this 



sub-category ranked as being a close third out of five sub-categories for 

accuracy. 

In the category of self perceptions, educational level was the most 

frequently given justification when jobs were disliked, yet workers were not 

the most accurate regarding this sub-category in the dislike analysis (Table 7- 

%). Justifications regarding educational level when jobs were hked were 

given as frequently as justifications regarding physical ability (Table 6), yet 

the justifications regarding educational level were slightly more accurate 

than physical ability. Justifications regarding educational level were given 

3.7 times as frequently when jobs were disliked than when they were liked, 

yet workers were less accurate about educational level when disliking job 

titles. Workers were least accurate about educational level when disliking 

job titles. Workers were least accurate about their strength when liking jobs, 

and this sub-category was infrequently used for both like and dislike 

analyses. Table 7, percentages columns, shows justifications regarding 

strength to be almost three times more accurate when job titles are disliked 

than when they are liked. The low frequency of justifications in the strength 

sub-category renders the percentages suspect. 

The distributions are all non-normal, as is shown graphically in Figure 13 

which displays a box and dot graph. The box and dot ~Yaph shows the 

distribution or spread of the accuracy data for each of the sub-categories in 

each of the like m d  dislike conditions. The data shown are the mmber of 

accurate justifications given. The three horizontd lines of the box represent 

the 25th. 50th. and 75th The X'S represent the highest and lowest 

values. ITe distribution i n  each sub-category is skewed, with the data in self 





perceptions being the most skewed. The most even distribution is in the sub- 

category of job duties, and the most skewed distribution is in the sub- 

category of strength. 

Due to the extremely skewed nature of distributions in Table 7, the data 

were aggregated in a slightly different manner in order to facilitate 

inferential statistical analysis. Table 8 shows the means and standard 

deviations of the proportion of justifications given which were congruent in 

each sub-category. The means were derived by summing each participant's 

proportion of congruent justifications given in each sub-category and then 

dividing by the number of proportions given. The proportion was calculated 

by taking the number of correct justifications and dividing by the total 

number of justifications given. As it was possible to have no justifications in 

a particular sub-category, and thus accuracy was not possible to calculate, the 

sample size used for calculating the mean changes depending on the number 

of proportions available. 

Examination of the means and standard deviations in Table 8 reveals less 

skewedness in the distributions for each of the sub-categories than those in 

Table 7. Unlike the figures in Table 7, the standard deviations in Table 8 are 

generally lower than fie means for all sub-categories except for strength, 

therefore i t  is feasible to use inferential statistical analysis for these data. 

F h t ,  examination of the means reveals the trend of apparent differences 

between likc and dislike analyses mentioned earlier in this section. Overall, 

h b l e  8 revcais that workers are generally more accurate about the world of 

work than about their own abilities. Within the category of world of work, 

workcrS were nlost accurate about environmental conditions when they liked 



Table 8 

Means and Standard Deviations Of The Pro~ortions 
Congruent For Each Sub-Categorv 

LIKE DISLIKE 
SUBCATEGORY n Mean S.D. S.E n Mean S.D. S.E. 

WORLD OF WORK 

Holland codes 

Tempemmen ts 

Physical demands 

Environmental conditions 

Job duties 

Mean World of Work 

SELF PERCEPTlONS 

Strength 

Educational level 

Physical ability 

Mean Self Perceptions 
-- 

NoteL n=l3 for like. n=  20 for dislike; Standard Error (S.E.)= dux 1.67 
n 



jobs, and about Holland codes when they disliked jobs. This is the same 

finding as presented in Table 7. However, the overall difference in means 

between the like and dislike analyses in the world of work, as noted by the 

mean world of work row, is minimal. 

Examination of the category of self perceptions reveals differences 

between each of the sub-categories. The largest difference is in the strength 

sub-category. However, the difference between the means in the over& 

category of self perception is only .02 when the like and dislike analyses are 

compared. 

Inferential statistics 

Ninety percent confidence bands were placed around the mean proportion 

accurate for each of the sub-categories in order to examine the differences 

between the sub-categories. Due to the skewed nature of the data, any 

inferential statistical method implying a greater level of rigor than 

confidence intervals would be misleading. The fourth and eighth columns in 

Table 8 list the standard error for each sub-category. This figure was 

obtained by calculatin~ the mean proportion and multiplying it by a Z-score 

of 1.67. 

A visual inspection of Figure 14 reveals a difference in the environmental 

conditions sub-category when comparing the like and dislike analyses. There 

are no other differences between sub-categories when comparing the like and 

dislike analyses, ncgatitlg the apparent trend toward differences noted in 

earlier tables. When examining the standard error confidence intervals 

between sub-cateqorjes L. within the like analysis, it is apparent that 

environmental conditions (like analysis) confidence band has no overlap with 



6 5 
Flaure 14. Standard Error bands of the mean proportion of accurate 

justlflcatlons given, comparing like and dislike responses 
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the strength sub-category, and minimal overlap with all others, indicating 

that there may be a statistical difference between the environmental 

conditions sub-category and all others, when examining accuracy of 

perceptions. The confidence bands in the strength sub-category do not 

overlap with: Hollmd codes, physical demands, environmental conditions 

and job duties. However, the strength sub-category is extremely skewed and 

has a small sample size, therefore interpretation regarding this sub-category 

is highly questionable. 

Examination of the dislike analyses reveals virtually no overlap in 

confidence bands between Holland codes and job duties, Holland codes and 

educational level , Holland codes and physical ability , and Holland codes and 

strength, indicating that accuracy regarding Holland codes may be 

statistically different from the aforementioned sub-categories. There is 

minimal overlap between physical demands and strength, physical demands 

and job duties, suggesting a trend toward possible differences between 

physical demand and these two sub-categories. The accuracy of workers' 

justifications regarding overall personality of the job (Holland code), job 

duties. educational level their physical ability and physical demands of job 

titles may be areas for more in-depth future study. It would be of interest to 

identify a particular area of work or personal ability about which workers 

are consistently accurate or consistently inaccurate. 

Ex~erierlce in the Task 

-[he category of experience in the task was scored differently from the 

other ~atcpories. It was scored dichotomously as: yes, paflicipant has 

experience, or no, participant has no experience. It was not possible to obtain 



data about these workers' job histories other than what they had reported. 

Thus, experience in the task could not be coded in terms of congruency as 

were the other sub-categories. Therefore this category is presented in a 

separate section below. 

Table 9 shows the total number of justifications given regarding 

experience in the task. Both like and dislike responses were required for the 

formation of this table, therefore the number of participants used is 13 due to 

missing data on the like responses for 7 of the participants. 

The figures represent the total number of justifications given in the 

various experience-job title preference combinations for 13 of the 

participants. For example. the figure "94" in the experience-have column 

indicates that participants stated 94 times they liked a job title because they 

had experience in it. 

The data show that there is a large discrepancy between the like and 

dislike analyses. Workers preferred jobs because they had experience in a 

task related to the job, more often than disliking a job because of having, or 

not having experience. I t  is interesting to note the number zero which 

appears in the cell in Table 9 which corresponds to the Like-Have not 

combination. At no time did these participants justify their liking of a job 

title because they had no experience in it. Logically, this combination is a 

possible one, (e.g. "I've never done that before, i t  might be interesting and 

challenging") however, i t  did not surface with this group of ~aflicipants. 

The data arc next grouped according to participants who obtained 

differentiated versus urldifferentiated profiles on the CAI in Sheppard's 

study. tllcrc were missing data for the like justifications, it seemed 



Table 9 
Experience in the Task: 

Number of Justifications Given Com~ared to Prior Experience 

PARTICIPANTS' RESPONSES EXPERIENCE IN THE TASK 
TO JOB TITLES HAVE HAVE NOT 

LIKE 

DISLIKE 



senseless to compare both like and dislike justifications. The standard errors 

of the dislike justifications were examined in order to see if there was a 

statistically significant difference in the accuracy of justifications between 

these two groups. Only the totals for the world of work and self perceptions 

categories are examined. More in-depth analyses was not conducted as this 

was not a major question in the present study, and many comparisons 

regarding the sub-categories have already been done. There is a problem 

with calculating many comparisons (e.g. t-tests) because the sub-categories 

are not independent and each time a calculation is computed, the risk of 

making a type 1 error, i.e. rejecting the null hypothesis when it should have 

been accepted, is increased. 

Table 1 0  displays the mean proportions congruent for the total number of 

justifications given in the categories of world of work and self perceptions. 

The means suggest that the undifferentiated group were more accurate  bout 

the world of work and less accurate about their own abilities than the 

differentiated group. 

Figure 15 shows the standard error confidence intervals for the totals for 

each category for both differentiated and undifferentiated groups- Visual 

inspection of the figure reveals no difference between the undifferentiated 

and differentiated groups. There are also no apparent differences between 

the two categories. 



Table 10 

Standard Error Confidence Tntervals of the Proportion 
Congruent for Differentiated and ~ndifferentiited Groups 

Differentiated Undifferentiated 
n=9 n=l 1 

- - 
X S.E. X S.E. 

Total World 
of Work 

Total Self 
Perceptions 

Figure 15. Standard Error Bands of the Proportion Congruent 
for Differentiated and Undifferentiated Groups 

CATEGORIES 

Total World 
of work 

I Key lower U P F  

limit m- limit 

differentiated: -D-l 
I undifferentiated: n 



Summaw 

Questions #1 & 2. Are workers more accurate about some areas of the 

world of work than others? Are workers more accurate about some areas of 

self perception than others? Tables 5 and 7 show that although workers give 

justifications which relate to more sub-categories when they dislike jobs than 

when they like jobs. their appraisals of the job for which they gave the most 

justifications are not necessarily most accurate. Overall, workers are more 

accurate in their appraisals about the world of work than in their appraisals 

about their abilities. Standard error confidence bands suggest that the degree 

of accuracy does not vary depending on whether jobs are liked or disliked. 

In the category of world of work, workers are most accurate about 

environmental conditions and the overall personality of the job (Holland 

codes) when they like jobs, arid overall personality of the Job and physical 

demands when they dislike jobs (Table 8). In the category ofiself 

perceptions, workers are most accurate about their educational level 

regardless of whether they like or dislike job titles (Table 8). 

Examination of the data inferentially utilizing skUldard error confidence 

intervals reveals a trend toward differences between: Holland code and Job 

duties, strcrlqth. C educational level. physical ability, and between physical 

dcmarlds and strength, and job duties. Those differences which include the 

strength subcategory are suspect. 

Question#3. Are workers' appraisals of their physical ability congruent 

with the medical repon'? Of the self perception sub-categories, the sub- 

categories which are measures of physical capability are strength and 

physical ability. rIhc nledia]  repon contained information regarding both 



these sub-categories. The sums in Table 6 under the category of self 

perceptions, show that workers give very few accurate justifications 

regarding their strength and physical ability. Tables 5 and 6 in the self 

perceptions category show that the total number of justifications given 

regarding the two categories of strength and physical ability were also few. 

Therefore. all results pertaining to self perception must be interpreted with 

caution. Although the number of justifications regarding physical ability are 

few, workers were approximately 70% accurate in their appraisals about 

their physical abilities. 

Examination of the standard error bands (Figure 14) revealed a trend of 

slight differences between physical ability and Holland codes, and strength 

and Holland codes, physical demands, and environmental conditions. 

Ouestion#4 . Does having experience in the job affect personal interest 

decisions? Table 9 suggesty that workers who have experience in a task 

related to a job title tend to like that job. By far, most of the justifications 

given in the Experience in the task category are justifications which are in the 

Likemave combination. Workers did not say that they liked jobs when they 

had no experience in tasks related to them. The data are not sufficient to 

answer the question of whether workers dislike jobs for which they have no 

experience. [lowever, the data do suggest that workers prefer jobs in which 

they have experience . m e  standard error bands (Figure 12) also suggest a 

trend in this direction . 
CJuestion#'j [>cxs the inventory list a sufficient n ~ m b e r  jobs which 

~ h y s i c a l l ~  disabled people can adequately perform? 



Each participant's physical capabilities as assessed by the par t i~ipant '~  

physician was compared to the physical demands and environmental demands 

of each job title. The participant's highest achieved educational level was also 

compared to the educational requirements of the job title in order to see if 

they had adequate schooling for the job. The total number of job titles on the 

CAI which the participants were physically capable of doing were totalled. 

Out of a possible 2220 total job title choices (1 11 job titles x 20 participants), 

the group was only physically capable of pelforming 237. This figure 

amounts to 10.7%. or an average of 12 jobs per person. 

A CAVES (Computer Assisted Vocational Exploration Systems) program 

was run on each of the participant's physical capabilities taking into account 

their educational level in order to see how many jobs this group could 

perform in the generdl Canadian job market. Out of 144,000 (7200 x 20) 

total possible jobs, this group could perform 17.126 jobs or 12%. This is an 

average of 856 jobs per person. I t  would appear that the stimuli offered by 

the CAI is representative of the general job market in of the Percentage 

of jobs workers can do. This still begs the question of the value of the CAI as 

a stimulus to generate job options when workers are capable of performing 

only about 1 1 percent of the job titles. 



Chapter IV 

Discussion and Conclusion 

This chapter discusses the findings of the study, relates them to the 

literature review, and notes possible limitations of the study. The chapter 

begins with a review of the purpose of the study. 

m y  

The purpose of this study was to contribute to the limited literature on the 

psychology of vocational rehabilitation of older disabled workers in order to 

assist counsellors in the development of rehabilitation counselling strategies 

for this group. 

Sheppard ( 1987) found that this group utilized self appraisal as a basis for 

making decisions regarding vocational interests. The present study asked the 

question. Are these appnisals accurate? The justifications participants gave 

were reanalyzed using different criteria than Sheppard in order to examine 

how knowledgeable workers were about the world of work and about their 

own abilities. I t  is imponant to note that Sheppard analyzed the pmicipants' 

justifications according to Strohmer's (1979) categories of decision making 

problems, 1.e.. employment readiness, self appraisal, and decision making 

readiness. The present study analyzed the justifications according to 

din'fererlt criteria thall these, i.e. CCDO and medical reports, in order to 

evaluate the accuracy of the justifications given. The question of how 

llccuratc these workers :ire in their appraisals of ~ o r k  and their abilities is 

irllponant to k c a u s e  the ;mswers which arise from this question have 

C ~ ~ ~ I I C ~ I  irnpIicatior~s. 



There are virtually no research data describing characteristics of older 

disabled workers. yet this group has been counselled using strategies 

designed to be effective with a younger employable population. One such 

counselling strategy is the use of interest inventories in generating potential 

job options. 

One stimulus which prompted investigation into the decision making 

processes of older disabled workers was the high incidence of 

undifferentiated interest inventory profiles obtained when the CAI  was used 

with this group. A counselling problem with older disabled workers is that 

the inventories do not differentiate occupational options for these physically 

disabled workers who come to counselling because they can no longer work 

in their chosen occupation. 

If more were known about the decision making processes of this group, 

better counselling stntegies could be devised which may reduce the incidence 

of undifferentiated profiles by better preparing this group prior to the 

administration of the CAI. This study was designed with the expectation that 

the results would show that these workers were inaccurate in their appraisals 

regarding work and their own abilities, and that this may be a possible 

explanation for their undifferentiated profiles on the CAI. If these results 

bore out, educatinq older disabled workers in the appropriate areas (e-g- Job 
L 

duties, physical abilities, physical demands of the Job etc-) prior to 

administration (,I. the inventory would have been a potentia1 

recomrncndat ion. 

7he results of this study were unexpected The group was in fact quite 

"cume ill their justifications regarding the world Or work. These lindings 



are contrary to previously documented concerns that rehabilitation clients in 

general have a poor knowledge of the world of work (Williams, 1981). The 

findings of this study suggest that additional education about jobs prior to 

inventory administration may not be necessary. The accuracy of workerst 

appraisals about their own abilities was relatively lower than the accuracy of 

their knowledge about the world of work, but this result must be interpreted 

with caution as there were very little data in the sub-categories concerning 

self perceptions. 

The fact that panicipants had very little to say about their own physical 

abilities is in itself surprising. It was expected that a large number of the 

justifications C given for appraising job titles would be in this category, as all 

participants were prevented from continuing in their jobs due to a physical 

disability. This finding regarding physical ability and strength however, 

relates to previous literature suggesting that vocational clients in general may 

not be accumte in their appnisals of their abilities (Booth & Dumas, 1983; 

Dunn. I98 1 ; Pames & King, 1977). The low number of justifications in the 

category of self perceptions requires further study. The data do not suggest 

that additional client education prior to the administration of the CAI (and 

other similar inventories) is warranted. The problems which underlie 

~ n d i f f e ~ ~ ~ t i ~ t ~ d  profiles appear to be related to factors other than knowledge 

about work and self. i\ discussion of the findings and how to the 

~ s c  of the CAI with the group of older disabled workers is presented below. 
C 

S- 
It was nlenti~,ncd earlier in the chapter that one of he motivating forces 

hchin(i i n v e s t i e n t i o n  h e  accuracy of appraisals used disabled 
C 



workers was the frequent occurrence of undifferentiated interest inventov 

profiles in this group of men. The use of interest inventories has been 

suggested as a first step in the counselling process (Johansson, 1982; Phillips, 

1978: Roessler & Bolton, 1985) and the CAI has been touted as being a 

means of eliciting valid and reliable information about interests (Johansson, 

1982). Undifferentiated profiles have been discussed in the literature and 

suggestions to help remedy the problem after it occurs have been made 

(Dolliver, 1969: Pinkney, 1985; Slaney & Slaney, 1981; Williams, 1981) , 

that is, the use of the vocational card sort. However, little had been said 

about the validity of the CAI with older disabled workers, and one of the 

possible reasons for obtaining undifferentiated profiles may be due to the 

inventory being standardized on a younger, nondisabled population. Factors 

which leave the inventory suspect for use with older disabled workers are 

presented below. 

The question of the validity of the CAI with an older and disabled group of 

People becomes evident following examination of the manual. Johansson's 

case for usillg the CAI is that it provides "accurate infomation", is cost 

effective and time saving, and can be administered to groups- He argues that 

information ained through an interview (expressed interest) is not as valid 

as that obtained through the use of an inventory (measured interest). He 

proposes that e x p ~ s s e d  interests can be biased by many factors* 

pressures to stay i n  the family business Or profession, admiration for a 

persol1 in 3 cen3in occupation, or an occupation which features prominently 

in the media at a panicular p i n t  in time. He contrasts these expressed 

interests with nleasured interests obtained through inventories such as the 



CAI, discounting the presence of bias, and implying that well researched and 

standardized items are immune from the aforementioned biases. 

Given Johansson's stand regarding the validity of the CAI, it follows that 

the inventory could be used as an initial step in the counselling process. Once 

interest preferences are known with a certain degree of confi~dence. aptitudes 

and abilities could be added to help clients develop pictures of themselves. AS 

this picture is formed, the counsellor can then begin to explore the world of 

work with the client and assist them in integrating the picture they have of 

themselves with a picture of the world of work. One cannot fault JohanssonTs 

mtjonale once the initial assumption of validity of the tool is made. However, 

i f  the initial assumption of validity is found to be faulty, the argument which 

follows may chmge. 

1s the CAI a valid instrument to use with a population which is older and 

disabled'? Johmsson makes no reference to this specific population when 

outlining the appropriate uses for the tool. Adults considering a mid-career 

change or those with little formal education are ~ r g e t e d  by Johansson as 

appropriate subjects for this instrument. He makes no ~ f e r e n c e  to the group 

of adults who have been prevented by working in their chosen career because 

of a physical disability. Gellman and Soloff (1976) in their review of 

vocational inventories stress the importance of having norms available for 

the appropriate age range, educational level, and on the specific 

Population tested. 

1s there a difference between a pop~htion who actively chases to leave a 

,job and one who is f(,rccd to do so? The literamre on retirement would 

Suppon the that there may be differences between groups where there 



is this difference of choice. The loss of the work role due to retirement is 

said to have deleterious effects on feelings of self worth (Simpson & 

Mckinney, 1966) as well as on perceived status in the community (Myers, 

1983). The loss of work role due to physical disability may have similar 

effects. There is evidence in the literature to indicate that older workers are 

pessimistic toward the job duties on the CAI (Dunn, 1981). and that they 

suffer from low self confidence (Williams, 198 1; Pames & King, 1977; 

Dunn, 198 1 ) and lack initiative to change to new work (Durn, 1981). 

Disabled workers are said to express pessimism about their own potential 

(Rubin & Roessler. 1978). These psychological factors may play a role in 

biasing inventory results obtained from a group for which the inventory was 

not standardized. 

The CAI has not k e n  standardized for this specific population, and I 

propose that the initial assumption of the inventory having validity for an 

older disabled population is in question, as are the steps in the counselling 

process that f o l l ~ w .  The CAI may prove to be a useful tool for this 

population. but not necessarily as an initial step. 

The present study suppons previous findings that high experience in 

realistic jobs correlates with high interest in those occupational areas (Slaney 

and Slaney, 198 I ). The panicipants in the present study all had long work 

histories in realistic jobs, and their high interest area on the CAI was 

identified as king In addition, the present study showed that the 

Participarlts preferred jobs in which they were experienced. 

inconclusive, the firldirlgs support the thesis that being experienced in 

Particular jobs [nay hias inventory results standardized On a largely 



experienced population. Since life experience and work experience can be 

viewed as a function of time, older workers generally have more experience 

in the world of work than do younger workers, and i t  would appear as 

though this experience may invalidate the options generated by the inventov 

for the former group. 

The other finding of the present study which questions the validity of 

using the CAI with an older disabled population is that the workers as a group 

were only capable of performing 1 1 % of the 11 1 jobs listed on the 

occupations section of the CAI. A CAVES analysis indicates that this 

percentage of jobs is accurate in terms of what these workers can do. It is 

genemlly accepted in clinical practise that the purpose of the inventory is not 

specifically to identify jobs for the client, but to assist the counsellor in 

identifying general job themes and categories to explore with the client. 

Nevertheless, a stmtegy of asking a client about his interest in a very large 

number of jobs he cannot physically perform when the client may already 

have a pessimistic attitude, be unmotivated to change jobs, and suffer from 

low self confidence may be counter-produ~ti~e. Even though the intention 

hehind the use of the inventory is not job placement, it was apparent from 

listening to the audiotapes of the interviews that some of the 

participants corlsidcred the job titles as being alternative employment 

Possi bii i t  ics wllcn (hey were justifying their preferences- 

Iri summary, the of the CAI for this population is 

qucs(ioncd given that i t  has not been standardized for the population of older 

disabled worken, that i t  has few jobs which these workers 

p h ~ s i ~ ; ~ l l y  perfoml llrlti that a little less than half of this group Obtained 



undifferentiated interest inventory profiles. Undifferentiated profiles may 

hinder the counselling process by frustrating both client and counsellor with 

a lack of information, give the client the impression that counselling is of 

little use, and reinforce the notion that there are no vocational opportunities 

available to the client who may already be pessimistic and feeling hopeless 

about his vocational options. If the main purpose of administering an 

inventory is to assist disabled workers in realizing that there ~ o b s  which 

they can do. then it  may be useful to administer an inventory which is 

weighted heavily toward jobs which can be performed by older disabled, 

blue collar workers having a low educational level. 

Decision Making 

Sheppard's study, as well as the present reanalysis of Sheppard's data was 

based on the assumption that people make rational decisions based on the 

infomation they collect (Gellatt & Clark, 1967; Pitz & Harren, 1980). If 

~w~nse l lo r s  adopt this assumption, then it  is reasonable to assume that an 

appropriate counselling stntegy to assist in decision making is to provide 

clients w i h  infomation pertaining to the decision in question. Traditional 

cognitive theory is to this assumption, i.e. that how we feel (affect) is 

the result of what we think and that we can change how we feel 

by changing how we think. 

%:~jollc ( I ')SO) claims that there are no effective means to 

Comlnunicate why we like people, objects Or situations. or what it is we like 

h u t  them. I {e contends that this is because our cognitions are laden with 

"feet. instance,  we don't just read an article. we read an interesting 

"icle. We don't just have a job, we have a boring job* Or a demanding 



job. Affect and the information associated with it is thought to be acquired, 

organized, categorized, represented and retrieved differently than purely 

verbal information. He speculates that this processing of affect is closer to 

the acquisition and retention of motor skills than it is to that of word lists, and 

that affect may not always be transformed into semantic content but is 

encoded in visceral or muscular symbols. The result of this encoding is that 

we & - know what we like and do not like, without being aware of the reasons 

behind this knowing. 

Affective reactions are difficult to verbalize (Zajonc, 1980), and the 

reasons given for liking or disliking a person, object or situation tend to be 

descriptions of our reactions to people, objects, or situations rather than 

descriptions of these people, objects or situations. For example, when 

meeting a stranger for the first time, one may be attracted to him or her. If 

asked why we like this person, our response may be "because he is nice, 

interesting or pleasantw. Zajonc argues that the adjectives "nice, interesting 

and pleasant" in this instance refer more to us than to the person we are 

attempting to describe, that is, we experienced a "nice, interesting or 

pleasant" reaction when we met the stranger. The workers in this study used 

many such justifications to describe the jobs they either liked or disliked e.g. 
I , .  

~nteresting job, good trade, challenging". It may be the case that these men 

Were making [}leir decisions based on affective rather than on cognitive 

i n f o ~ ~ t i o l l .  suggests that affect may play a f r - ~ ~ e  in 

decision nlakillg rllarl we are willing C to admit, and that it is seldom the case 

that we evaluate pros and cons and make a purely rational decision. 

Sometimes r:lerely liking a or object is sufficient for us to make a 



decision. and the information we collect in the process serves to justify the 

decision after it is made. 

The present study suggests that workers prefer jobs in which they have 

had experience. In addition to supporting Slaney and Slaney's work (1981) 

as previously noted in this chapter, the present findings also support Zajoncfs 

(1980) theory that people show an increasing preference for objects due to 

mere repeated exposure to them. This implies that, among other reasons, we 

like things because they are familiar. 

What if the underlying assumption of rational decision making in 

Sheppard's study, as well as the present study is invalid? What if, as Zajonc 

proposes. people do not make rational decisions based on weighing the pros 

and cons? The workers in this study were required to make preference 

choices of jobs utilizing the card sort, then to indicate their reasons for their 

choices. This tnsk could be seen as being composed of two separate tasks 

involving two decision making processes, rather than one fluid process. That 

is. the required preference choice utilizing the card sort could have been 

made purely on a visceral reaction, as Zajonc poses that this is one of the sites 

where affect is encoded, with little attention paid to cognition. This is not 

that unreasonable as the Strong Campbell Interest Inventory instructs the 

user to work using one's "gut reaction" in chosing the items, and not 

'0 spend too much time thinking about the items. This instruction however, 

Was not given to the participants prior to the card sort. When asked 

by the mscarchcr, the panicipants used a reasoning process to justify h e i r  

choice prefcrcnccs. The large number of uncodeable justifications in the 
C 

Prcscnt studv which were affect laden. suggest that this group of participants 





In summary, rather than educating clients so that they may better 

conform to the inventory items, I suggest that a new inventory be designed, 

one which contains items weighted heavily toward the occupational needs of 

the disabled aging in mind, and one which is standardized for this specific 

population. Using interest inventories as a first step, as suggested by some 

researchers (Johansson, 1982; Phillips, 1978; Roessler & Bolton, 1985), may 

have limited usefulness with older disabled workers if undifferentiated 

profiles are obtained, and may actually hinder the counselling process. 

Interest inventories have traditionally been used in the initial phase of the 

counsel 1 ing process to generate career choices because they have been seen as 

being a more "accuratew means of eliciting interests than interviewing. 

Given that the clients that counsellors have traditionally worked with have 

been young and employable, a d  that the inventories have been standardized 

for this population, it seems reasonable to use interest inventories as tools 

with this grhup of people. However, the client population has changed over 

time. yet the old measurement tools are still being applied to the new group 

without restandardizing the instrument, or creating new Or'les. Johansson 

claims that the interests measured by the CAI are more accurate than 

expressed interes~c, a d  that the CAI should be used as a first step in the 

CWnselling process. However, I question the use of the CAI with an 

disabled pmup of people, panicularly if the incidence of undifferentiated 

Profiles is as high as by Sheppard's study (1987). may 

need to u t i lhe  a different stmtegy with this group of people. answer to 

WO"ing out the of undifferentiated profiles may lie in 



standardization of the interest inventory for the population with which it is 

used and in more careful screening of the clients for whom it is used. 

Limitations of the Study 

There are several limitations with the design of this study. First, the 

interviews on which the data for his study were based were conducted for 

Sheppard's purposes and not my own, therefore a great deal of time and 

effort went into coding the data into useable form for purposes of the present 

study. In retrospect, it would have been preferable to design interview 

questions geared specifically for eliciting information regarding the 

worker's knowledge of the world of work and their abilities, rather than 

retrieve this information post hoc. However, at the conception of this study it 

was believed that the justifications given would be sufficient for my 

purposes, and that using the same group and their justifications would allow 

for a direct analysis of the accuracy of justifications involved in the 

vocational decision making process of this group, leading to greater 

generalizability of the results, than would have had a separate group of 

participants been used. Second, the sample size was small, and third, the 

group proved to be less communicative about their justifications than I would 

have liked, resulting in a small number of total justifications which were 

codeable in terms of the study criteria. A larger sample size would have been 

preferable, however the costs of collecting such a sample were prohibitable 

considering the resources available for this study. 

Explanation of the Findings 

There were two findings in the study which were unexpected. These were: 

the generally high accuracy rate among participants regarding the world of 



work, and the paucity of justifications regarding their own abilities. 

Possible explanations for these two fmdings are discussed below. 

Knowledge of the job. It is surprising to find that workers are relatively 

accurate regarding the world of work. I hypothesized that the high negative 

response to the CAI may in part be due to workers having a poor knowledge 

of jobs presented to them. The results do not substantiate this hypothesis. 

The results are also contrary to previous suggestions made in the literature 

that vocational rehabilitation clients have a poor knowledge of the world of 

work (Williams, 1981). The high accuracy rate may in part be due to the 

selection of jobs used by the CAI, as the inventory is intended for use with 

blue collar workers. Workers may be less knowledgeable about jobs 

considered to be "professional". 

The coding procedure used in the present study may also contribute to the 

fairly high degree of accuracy shown among workers. Participants were 

required to accurately identify only one characteristic of a job in order to be 

accurate about the general sub-category of a job title. For example, the 

justification, "too many hassles with the public" would be sufficient to code a 

temperament of "dealing with the public". The job may have three other 

temperaments which are important to it however, the participants were not 

penalized for omitting them as they were not instructed prior to the interview 

to say everything they knew about the job titles. A more rigorous 

examination of their knowledge of job titles may reveal that these workers 

are less accurate than what the present study reports. 

Another explanation for the high knowledge of the job may be due to the 

fact that the data are based on a subsample of job titles. That is, that the data 



for knowledge of the job, (and for all categories) is based on the job titles 

which the participants either liked or disliked and not the job titles for which 

they were indifferent. Recall that the number of indifferent responses was 

high for this group. and that the indifferent as well as the dislike responses 

were responsible for the undifferentiated profiles. The justifications which 

were measured for accuracy, then, were justifications for job titles the 

participants selected to respond to based on their likes or dislikes. 

Self aooraisal. The other unexpected finding in this study is that workers 

had very little to say about their personal abilities. Overall, the participants 

had at least six times more to say about the characteristics of jobs than they 

had about their abilities to do the jobs (Table 5-96). Of the justifications 

given in this category, workers were least accurate about their strength and 
5 physical abilities. This result supports previous literature which repons that 

vocational counselling clients in general may not be accurate in their 

appraisals of their abilities (Booth & Dumas, 1983; Durn. 1981; Pames & 

King. 1977: Rubin & Roessler. 1978). The finding that participants had few 

Justifications regarding their physical ability is surprising because the 

participmts all had physical disabilities which interfered with their ability to 

perfom their usual jobs, and because after their injury, they have had to deal 

with numerous such as medical specialists, pension plan 

workers, physicians, chiropractors and so forth whose focus have 

k e n  on examining the pa*icipant'~ physical functioning. Rubin and 

Koessler ( ] 978) cite evidence of there being a strong =lationship between 

physicu[ strcneth C occupational potential using Appalachian miners as 

an example. ~h~~ suggest that workers in physically demanding jobs tend to 



"overreact to disability" and to exaggerate its occupational significance" 

(Rubin & Roessler, 1978, p. 117), and to use their physical limitations as an 

excuse not to return to work. The present findings are even more surprising 

in light of the previous literature presented above. Workers' appraisals 

regarding strength are not very accurate (Tables 7 and 8) when compared to 

the physician's assessment. Whether these appraisals were overestimations 

or underestimations was not revealed due to the nature of the coding 

procedure. Interpretation of this result must be done cautiously as there 

were few data in this sub-category. Appraisal regarding physical ability 

were more accurate than strength yet there were no statistically significant 

findings regarding this sub-category. 

Why did workers not talk about their physical abilities? A reason for this 

may be due to the fact that they completed the CAI prior to doing the card 

sort and interview. The CAI, as do most interest inventories, instructs the 

client to disregard personal ability when deciding on preference for the 

items. Although the participants in this study were not given this instruction 

during administration of the card sort, some of them may have remembered 

these instructions from the CAI and used them as one of their unspoken 

decision making rules for the card sort. 

Eighteen percent (Table 4: 307; 307 + 1443) of the justifications given 

for liking or disliking a job were not codeable because they were too vague to 

be coded using the criteria in the study. Examples of such justifications are 

as follows: " Just not interested, not my bag, women's work, a good trade, no 

patience." At first glance, one may assume that this group of workers is 

simply not introspective and verbally adept, and that they have difficulty 



expressing themselves because of their low educational level, and the hands- 

on nature of their jobs. However, these workers may have been given a task 

which is difficult to do and one for which they are ill prepared. The task of a 

vocational card sort (i.e. justifying preferences) is a cognitive task designed 

to elicit the information on which the client is using to base his decisions 

regarding vocational choice. The vocational card sort is recommended by 

some as a remedy for the CAI which on occasion produces undifferentiated 

interest profiles. However, if Zajonc is right, and preferences are not 

cognitive processes, then we as counsellors are asking clients to make 

cognitive justifications for phenomena that are not cognitive, and this 

expectation may prove to be counter-productive to the counselling process. 

Another explanation for the high number of uncodeable justifications 

may be attributed to the CCDO. The CCDO criteria for the sub-categories 

may have been too narrow in order to code many of the justjfications given. 

There is little room in the CCDO sub-categories for affect laden justification. 

Experience in the task. The present study suggests that workers prefer jobs 

they have had experience in. This finding relates to Zajonc's theory (1980) 

that people show an increasing preference for objects due to mere repeated 

exposure to them. This finding has implications for the use of interest 

inventories with people experienced in the world of work. It has been 

documented in the literature that Realistic experience may bias inventory 

results by indicating a strong preference in Realistic occupations (Slaney & 

Slaney, 1981). This study adds support to that speculation. 

To conclude, the results of this study suggest that older disabled workers 

are accurate appraisers of the world of work. There is also a trend toward 



workers preferring jobs in which they have had experience. Workers gave 

few justifications regarding their personal abilities, and the accuracy of their 

justifications regarding strength was low. Yet they were relatively accurate 

in their perceptions of their physical abilities and their educational level. 

These findings do not illuminate the reason for the problem of 

undifferentiated profiles in the group of men. However, they do raise 

questions regarding clinical implications for this group and provide direction 

for future study. More in-depth research into the following four areas is 

required: 

I. Accuracy of older disabled workers' perceptions of the world of work and 

their own abilities, comparing those with differentiated and 

undifferentiated profiles. 

2. Standardization of the CAI for older disabled workers. 

3. Exploration of the role of affect in vocational decision making. 

4. A new internst inventory heavily weighted toward jobs this group could 

physically pelform given their educational level- 

It  is anticipated that future research regarding the vocational rehabilitation 

needs of older disabled workers will produce effective 

rchahiIit;~tioll stratef jes tailored for older workers who are experienced, 

moving througll the aging process and are physically disabled. In the mean 
L 

time. I urge c(,ullscllors to see with new eyes the problems older vocational 

rehahi l i t a t i o l l  c l i c l l t s  face, md to begin to deviate from the tried and me 

" K ~ t c ~ i ~ ~  whicll ]lave kcome widely employed in the vocational 

rchabiiitation ticiti. 
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Appendix 4 

S h e ~ ~ a r d ' s  Samplinp Procedure 

The participants were selected from 125 clients referred by the disability plan bemeen 

Janu;lry 1985 and December 1986, and included both cases which were still being assessed 

and cases which were closed. A list of dl cases was compiled, and then all clients who 

were under 40 years of age, or who resided outside the lower mainland of British 

Columbia were eliminated from the list. The remaining names on the list were reviewed by 

the consultant in chluge of the referrals from the disability plan in order to eliminate those 

clients who had either died since the initial referral or who had expressed animosity toward 

the disability plan. 

A total of 33 names remained at this point. All individuals were sent letters signed by 

the consultant briefly describing the purpose of the study, introducing the researcher and 

requesting pmicipation. The participants were then contacted by phone and those 

willing to pmicipate i n  the study were interviewed. Only 15 of the 34 individllds were 

available to be intcrvicwed. The remaining had either moved or simply could not be 

readui .  Only one prson refused to participate. 
., 
I he design of S}lepp;lrdts study required a minlnY~m of 20 ~ m i c i ~ a t s y  five of 

the pople  on the initial list who lived outside of the lowerminland were added- 

A 11 p:lnicip:ln ts were advised that pdcipation was v o l u n ~  and that their participation 

w(N~ld have no  influcncc on their assessment and counselling with the fm* nor On their 

pension or dis;ibilitv benefits. 



Appendix 5 

1590 Robertson Avenue 
Port Coquitlam, B.C. V 3 B  1 E l  

August 26, 1988 

The Vocational Consulting Group 
"660 - 1665 West Broadway, 
Vancouver. B. C. V6J 1x1 

Dear Mr. G. Wallace: 

As you are well aware. 1 am presently writing a Masters thesis in the 
area of Vocational Rehabilitation. The purpose of this letter is to request 
your permission to quote extensively from the CAVES operations manual and 
to make deletions or additions to said subject matter at my discretion. 

The above mentioned citations will appear in my thesis and may appear 
in subsequent publications by me. 

Thank you for your cooperation 
. Sincerely, 

I I'eresa Akins 

1 Gordon Wallace agree to allow Teresa Akins to quote extensively from the ' 

CAVES operations manual and to make additions or deletions to the 
definitions contained within it at her discretion. 

Witness ' 



Appendix 6 

Measures of Knowledge of the Job 

Realistic occupations involve explicit, ordered, or systematic manipulation of objects, 
tools or machines, and are not involved in educational or social activities. Realistic people 
like activities, jobs, and co-workers who represent such interest areas as nature and the 
outdoors; mechanical, construction, repair activities, and military activities. They are 
interested in action rather than thought, and prefer concrete problems to ambiguous, 
abstnct pmblems. Examples of Realistic occupations include: Mechanic, Bus Driver, 
Carpenter. Fire fighter. M ~ l  Carrier, Rancher, Printer, Painter, Sheet Metal Worker, 
Telephone Repairer, and Truck Driver. 

. . 
Investilgauve occupations involve observational, symbolic, systematic and creative 

investigation of physical, biological, and cultural phenomena, in order that such 
phenomena be understood and controlled. Investigative people have a strong scientific 
onentation. They enjoy gathering information, uncovering facts Or theories, and analyzing 
and interpreting data They prefer to rely on themselves in their work rather than on others 
in a group pmject. Social and repeti tive actjvities an not common in these types of 
~cupations. The workers in these occupations usually acquire scientific and mathematical 
competencies. Examples of investigative occupations include: Biologist, Chemist, 
Chiroprxtor, Co,llputer h p m m e r ,  ~athematician, Dental Hygienist, and Medical Lab 
Technologist. 



include: Store Manager, Food Service Manager, Real Estate Agent, Hospital Administrator, 
Stock Broker, Auto Salesperson, Life Insurance Agent; and Sales Clerk. 

conventional occupations involve the explicit, ordered, and systematic manipulation of 
data, such as keeping records, filing materials, reproducing materials, organizing written 
and numerical data according to a prescribed plan, and o p r a h g  business machines to 
achieve organizational or economic goals. Conventional people, llke Enterprising people, 
work well in large organizations but they prefer subordinate roles rather than leadership 
positions. They especially like activities that require attention to detail and accuracy. 
Examples of Conventional occupations include: Accountant, Bookkeeper, Bank Teller, 
Court Reporter, Secretary, Data Input Operator, and Medical Office Assistant. 

A clasification system of only six types is likely insufficient for the wide diversity of 
either human personalities or work environments, and H o h d  expanded his classification 
to include combinations of the six types, using terms such as Realistic-Investigative, 
Artistic-Social, or ~nt~~risin~-Social-Conventiond, depending on the relative strength of 
each theme in a given in&vidual or work environment. In theory, using all possible 
combinations of the six themes, 720 classifications 
can be established. In pncrice, the use of the most strongly m ~ ~ i f e s t e d  one, two, or three 
themes is sufficient for most vocational exploration purposes. 
(Above descriptions of Holland codes taken from the CAVES operations manual, pp37-40 
and The Genenl Occupational Themes pp 9- I 1) 

3. Under Instructions. m i s  temperament refers to adaptability to performing 
work duties spcific instruction, allowing little or no mom for independent action or 
Judgement i n  work~ng out job problems. 
For example: 
The worker threads strips of memi or wire through guide rollers. 
The worker st;ms a rnaChlne and watches as the machlne automaticdly performs 



4. Direction. Control. Planning. This temperament refers to adaptability to accepting 
responsibility for the direction, control, or planning of an activity. 
For example: 

The worker plans and designs private residences, office buildings, and other structures; 
and organizes services necessary for construction. (Responsible for the en tire activity 
through planning and designing of structures and direction of construction activities 
through subordinate supervisors or independent building contractors.) 

5.  deal in^ with Peo~le. This temperament refers to dealing with people beyond giving 
and receiving instructions. 
For example: 
The worker counsels clients on problems and gives advice to aid individuals and families 
having problems concerning family relationships or other aspects of their social functioning 
that affect unity of the family. 

6. Isolation; This temperament refers to adaptability to work alone and apart in physical 
isolation from others, although the activity may be integrated with that of others. 
For example: 
The worker patrols oil and gas pipelines or cotnmunication systems alone on foot, 
horseback, or by mechanical means, to locate and repair leaks, breaks, washouts, and 
damaged equipment. 

7. Influencinp Peo~Ie. This temperament refers to adaptability to influencing people in 
their opinions. attitud&, or judgments about ideas or things. 
For example: 
The worker conucts individuals and firms by telephone, in person, or by other means to 
Persuade them to contribute money md/or time to charitable organizations. 

9, Sensorv ~ ~ d ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ l  Chienas n j s  temperament refers to adaptability to making 
Generalizatio&, evaluations, or decisions based on sensory or judgmental criteria. Jobs 

included in this factor when the worker relies on one or more of five physical senses, or 
on knowledge gained by experience to make evaluations. .- - .  

example: 
The worker (jetemlines appmpnate colours and colour combinations. according to room 

its cxp,surc, inlendcd use, and available colours, patterns and and 
clients i n  sclcction dnpeies, floor coverings, paint and wall~aper- 



0. Measurable or Verifiable Criteria. This temperament refers to adaptability to mahng 
generalizations, judgments, or decisions based on measurable or verifiable criteria. .Jobs 
are included in this factor when the worker makes evaluations on the basis of data. 
For example: 
The worker studies body tissues, fluids, secretions, and other specimens, using laboratory 
tests and procedures, to determine presence and stage of diseases. 

&. ofis temperament refers to adaptability to 
situations involving the interpretation of feelings, ideas, or facts in terms of personal 
viewpoint, Jobs are included in this factor when the worker is called upon to use creativity, 
self-expression, or imagination. 
For example: 
The worker creates advertising themes, designs layouts, and selects colours, colouring 
media, props and lighting mangements for advertising displays. 

Y. Precise Attainment of Set Limits. Tolerances. or Standards. This temperament 
refers to adaptability to situations requiring the precise a t tah-~ent  of set limits, tolerances, 
or standards. Jobs a e  included in this factor when the worker must be precise, thorough, 
exacting, or meticulous in regad to material worked or in activities such as numerical 
determinations, record preparation, or inspecting. 
For example: 
The worker prepues medicines and drugs as directed on the physician's or dentist's 
Prescriptions for a specified customer's use. 
(Above descriptions of tempenments raken from the CAVES operations manual, pp 41-45) 

Phvsical Demands 

n h. This factor is measured by the involvement of a worker with one or more .m 

(Includes jerking). - 
The factor of Strength r e q u i d  for a particular job is assessed by examining the degree 

'0 which a worker is involved with the above mentioned activities. Strength is Kited by the 
C C D ~  using a 5 "oint scale rnnping from S e d e n v  to Very Heavy. Descriptions of each - - 
"ting are p 6 s e n t h  below. 

SQJ-, Lifting 10 and WL%ionally lifting a n & o r c ~ i n g  such 

"nicks as  &xkcts, ~ ~ d ~ ~ ~ .  and tools. Although a s e d e n y  ofcupation is defined as 
One which involves sitting a cemin amount of walkmg and standing is often necessary in  
Ca"-Ying out sollle duties. '&cupations are sedentary if walking and s t a n h g  are required 
Only .- (XL.c;l.l;ion;illv anti other sedentary ~Titeria ilJT met- 



Lieht Work. Lifting 20 pounds maximum with frequent lifting and /or carrying of 
objects weighing up to 10 pounds. Even though the weight lifted may be only a negligible 
amount, an occupation is in this category when: (a) it requires walking or standing to a 
significant degree, or (b) it  involves sitting most of the time with a degree of pushing and 
pulling of arm and/or leg controls. 
For example: 
The worker lifts cans, jars, or bottles from cardboard carton and places them on a 
conveyor, or stllnds and walks behind the counter of a variety store all day wrapping and 
bagging articles for customers. 

Medum Work: Lifting 50 pounds maximum with frequent lifting and/or carrying of 
objects weighing up to 20 pounds. Consideration of (b) under "light work" may apply 
here. 

2. Climbinc Balancing. Forclimbing, the emphasis is placed on body agiliry; 
for balancing ii is placed upon body equilibrium. 
-Climbing: Ascending or descending ladders, stain, scaffolding, ramps, poles, ropes, and 
'he like. using b e  feet and legs andlor hands and arms. 
-h lancing:  Mintnining body equilibrium to prevent falling when walking, standing, 
c"uching, or running on n-w, slippery, or enatically moving surfaces; or maintaining 
body equif ihrium when performing gymnastic feats. 

example: 
- 

The worker must continuously s t e d y  himself and maintain equilibrium on an erratically 
moving railroad dining c : ~  when serving meals to pasxngers. 
'Ihe wwker must c]inlh pies (0 install, maintain, and rcpau telephone, telegraph, and 
elecvlcal power lines. He must rnaintvn equilibrium while at fie top of the pole- 

, ulovoinLl i(nee l ine  ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . , i ~ ~  and/or Cnwling, The activities in this factor 
'nvolve full usigof. the exrrcmi& as well as the back muscles. 
-Stmping: Rending the bCdv downwud and forward by benmng the spine at the waist. 

Rending the the knees to come to Est on the knee or knees. 
-CmW hing: fjending the b d v  down wxd and forward by bending the legs and spine. 



-Crawling: Moving about on the hands and knees or hands and feet. 
Examples: 
The worker must operate a concrete wall grinder to remove bumps and rough spots from 
exposed concrete surfaces, in a kneeling position for sustained periods of time when 
working on surfaces which are below waist level. 
-The worker must continuously stoop and crouch to  move weeds from flowen or crops 
by hand or with a hoe. 

4, Reaching. Handling. Fingering andlor Feeling. These activities involve the use of - - 
one or both of the upper extremities. 
-Reaching: Extending the hands and arms in my direction. 
-Handling: Seizing, holding, grasping, turning, or otherwise working with the hand or 
hands. 
-Fingering: Picking, pinching, or otherwise working with the fingers primarily (rather than 
with the whole hand or arm as in handling). 
-Feeling: Perceiving such attributes of objects and materials size, shape, temperature, or 
texture, by means of receptors in the skin, particularly those of the finger tips. 
Examples: 
The worker must carry guests' heavy baggage to ~tnd from hotel rooms, unpack sample 
cases, and mange their contents on racks or shelves in sample rooms using full and 
frequent reaching and handling arm-hand functions. 
The worker must turn and regulate valves, pumps, and flow meters in the ~rduct ion of 
chemical solutions of specified strengths, requiring full use of arms and hands in rapid and 
frequent movement. 

5 .  Talking. Expressing or exchanging ideas by means of the spoken word. Talking is 
i m ~ t Q n t  for those activities in which the indwidual must impart oral information to 
clients or to the public, and in those activities in which he must convey detailed or 
imponant instructions to other employees accuntely, loudly, Or quickly. 
Exmples: 
The worker must give information over the telephone in answer to questions. 
The worker must talk with patients concerning food, diets. and menus. 

-Acuity, Near: claAtv of vision at 20 inches or less. 
PeKeptjon: 7hrce-dimension J vision. The abiliry to judge distance and space 

"lationships so as to see objects where and as they actu@y are- 
-Accommcdnlion: Adjustment of the lens of the eye to bnng yl object into p i s  
Component f;stor i s  rsneciallv imponant when doing near-point work at varYlng distances 



-Field of vision: The area that can be seen up and down, or to the right or left, while the 
eyes are fixed on a given point. 
Examples: 
The worker pilots an airplane to transport passengers, mail or freight. 
The worker repairs and services office machines. 
(Above definitions of physical demands d e n  from the CAVES operations manual pp 28- 
33) 

Environmental  condition^ 

Work b a t i o n .  I- Inside: The worker has protection from weather conditions but 
not necessarily from temperature changes. e.g. The worker assembles electric motors in an 
enclosed assembly area of an industrial plant, or performs clericahecretarial work in an 
office building. 0- Outside: The worker has no effective protection from the weather. e.g. 
The worker erects and repairs electrical power lines, or delivers mail to residential areas. B 
- Both: The worker is required to perform activities which are inside and ourside in 
approximately equal amounts. e.g. The worker paints interiors and exteriors of residential 
and commercial structures; h v e s  a delivery truck over an established route, and unloads 
deliveries at each stop. 

3. Extremes of ]{eat plus Tem~erature Changes. Example: The worker works close to 
a hot stove dunng the cooking or controls the movement of a machine which 
"reads hot asphalt on streets. 

A s , - ,  o , l , , l  This category includes any conditions that affect the 
respktOv sistenl or the skin including fumes, 

dusts: mists? gasses* and poor 

V'ntilation. ~ ~ x a l l l p l e :  mle 
stacks g a i n  during hvvestlng and threshing and 1s 

"ptWd to heavv c(,ncentntions of dust, or controls a kettle to melt lead and 1s exposed to 
t"xic fumes. 
(Ahow (iefinitit,ns 01. cnvimnmenta] conditions wken 

the CAVES operations manua1- 

PP 20-27) 



Appendix 7 

Table of Job Titles and CCDO #S 
- 

Job Titles CCDO # 
- 

Actor 3335- 1 10 

Airline Steward 6145-1 18 

Apartment Manager 6130-1 10 

Architect 2141-1 10 

Art Dealer 5174-1 10 

Auto Racer 3713-122 

Bank Cashier 4 135- 194 

Barber 6143-1 14 

Bartender 6123-1 10 

•’3111 Collector 4191-1 10 

B~oiogist 2 1 35-244 

Book keeper 4131-1 14 

Bnc klayer 8782- 1 10 

Bus Ilnver 
9171-1 10 

- 8215-110 
Butcher 

8541-1 10 
Cabmet Maker 

2333- 126 
Camp Counsellor 

8781-1 10 
Carpenter 

3314-134 
Crtnoon~st 

71 13-126 
Cattle Rancher 

8783- 122 
Cement M:~\on 

5137-1 11 
Check-out Clerk 

3332- 126 
Il~rcctor of Rel~gl~us  Choir 

3339- 162 
('~rcus I'crfomlcr 

3335- 122 
Cornedlan 

4143-1 10 
('omputcr (Ipcrator 

8798- 1 14 
Construct~on Worhcr 

6121-1 14 
Ctwk 

41 11-1 14 
Coun room Kcpncr 

9175- 138 
I ~ ~ I v ~ I - v  'l'n~ch [Irlvcr 



Dog Trainer 

Dnving Instructor 

Electrician 

Elementary School Teacher 

Fanner 

Fashion Designer 

Fashion Model 

Filing Clerk 

Fire fighter 

Fish and Game Warden 

Florist 

Forest Ranger 

Funeral Director 

Gas Station Attendant 

Ilair Stylist 

Heavy Equipment Oper~tor 

High School Counsellor 

High School Teacher 

Hospital Orderly 

Iiospital Records Clerk 

Iiotel Manager 

Iiouse Painter 

In tenor Dwor~tor 

Janitor 

Jeweler 

1;ihour Union lxader 

lrgal Setrctary 

I,i hrary Clcrk 

1,ife 1nsurrmc.e S;rlcspcrson 



Mechanic 

M&cd Technician 

Military Officer 

Minister,Pnest or Religious leader 

Missionary/Religious Ambassador 

Movie Projector Operator 

Musician 

Newspaper Reporter 

Nurse 

Nursery School Helper 

Nurse's Aide 

Photographer 

Playground Director 

Plumber 

Pollcc Officer 

Postal Office Clerk 

Pnnter 

Pnvate Detective 

Pnvate Secretary 

R;uho/T V. Announcer 

Rnilrcutl Eng~neer 

Real 1Jst;ite Salespenon 

Receptionist 

Rccreatlon lleader 

Restnurant C w k  

Scout Troop 1le;ider 

Sculptor 

Sccur~tv (;ti;mi 

Shcet hlct;11 Worker 

Short Ortier ('tn)k 

SOC'I;II Worker 

S tagc hl;in;igcr 

Stcnop;iphcr 

Stcx-k Rtnml ( ' I d  



Supervisor 

Taxi Cab Dnver 

Teacher's Aide 

Telephone Operator 

Ticket Agent 

Tour Guide 

Travel Bureau Agent 

Truck Dnver 

Veterinarian Assistant 

Waiter 

Welder 

Wildlife Manager 

Zoo Attendant 
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r 
February 15, 1989 

M s .  Teresa Akins 
1590 Robertson Avenue 
Port  Coquitlam, B. C. 
V3B 1El 

To Whom it May Concern,  

This l e t t e r  is confirmation that  The  Vocational Consulting Group Inc. 
has given Teresa Akins permission to publish a copy of t h e  Physical 
Capacities Assessment form i n  he r  thesis manuscript.  We have also 
given permission f o r  this to be used by t h e  National Library System. 

Should you have any  questions,  please do not hesi tate to contact me a t  
your convenience. 

Yours s incere ly ,  

THE VOCATIONAL CONSULTING GROUP INC* 

Derek M .  Nordin, M .  Ed. 
Vice-president 

he Vocat~onal Consult~ng 
iroup Inc. 
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' 1 I" 4 . d ,  . . . .  



PHYSICAL CAPAClTlES ASSESSMENT 

Appendix 8 
Client's Name: 

Note to Physician: Based upon your examination of the client, please check ( r / )  all items within the 
client's physical capabilityltolerance range. Additional Space is provided for your comments as required. 

I. PHYSICAL ACTIVITIES 

1. Lifting 
The most reasonable lifting and/or carrying expectation for this client is: 
- over 100 Ibs. occasionally to 50 - 100 Ibs. frequently: 
- 100 Ibs. occasionally to 50 Ibs. frequently: 
- 50 Ibs. occasionally to 25 Ibs. frequently: 
- 20 Ibs. occasionally to 10 Ibs. frequently: 
- 10 Ibs. maximum: 

2. Climbing - Balancing 
- Climbing (e.g. stairs, ladder): 

Balancing (e.g. scaffolding): 

3. Stooping - Bending 
- Stooping (e.g. bending at the waist): 
- Kneeling (e.g. resting on knees): 
- Crouching (e.g. bending the legs and spine): 

t 

4. Reaching - Handling 
Reachlng with the arms and hands: 
Reaching w~th the legs (e.g. operating pedals): 

- Handling (gross motor manipulation): 
- Handling (fine motor manipulation): 

5. Speech 
Talking: 

6. Hearing 
- No significant loss: 
- Partial loss (specify): 
- Deaf: 

7. Vision 
- No significant restrictions: 
- Corrected vision (e.g. wears glasses): 
- Partial loss (specify): 
- Blind: 

11. ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS 

1. Indoor - Outdoor Activities 
Both indoor and outdoor: 
lndoor only: 

. Outdoor only: 



2. Cold Tolerance 1 1 0  
Cold climate (e.g. 40" F or less): 

3. Heat Tolerance 
Hot climate (e.g. 90" F or more): 

4. WetnessIHumidity Tolerance 
Activity in wetihumid setting: 

5. Noise - Vibrations 
High noise levels: 
Repeated jarring vibrations: 

6. Occupational Hazards within Client's Tolerance Level 
Yes No 

Moving Machinery: - 
Fixed Machinery: - -. 
Chemicals: - -. 
Explosives: - -. 
Electrical Devices: - -. 

7. Atmospheric Conditions within Client's Tolerance Level 
Yes No 

Fumes: - -. 
Odours: - -. 
Dust: - -. 
Gases: - -. 

Ill. GENERAL PHYSICAL FUNCTIONING 

1. Client can stand daily (with breaks) for: 
- 8 hours - 2 hours Comment: 
- 6 hours 1 hour or less 

4 hours not at all 

2. Client can sit daily (with breaks) for: 
- 8 hours - 2 hours Comment: 

6 hours 1 hour or less 
- 4 hours - not at all 

3. Client can walk daily: 
- No restrictions: 
- 5 - 10 blocks: 

2 - 4 blocks: 
1 block or less: 

- Not at all: 

4. Stamina 
The client can perform the physical activities listed on this form within the specified limitations 
for hours per day. 

Additional Comments: 

Date: Signature: 
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CODEBOOK 
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Appendix 9 

CODE BOOK 

The purpose of this code book is to assist the coder to transform the participants' verbal 
justifications to the job titles into codeable variable categories. The code book has four 
general parts: Knowledge of the job; Self Perceptions, Key words, and Additional 
categories. Each part contains sections which are headed with a category variable and 
provide rules and examples on codmg for that particular variable. 

The code book begins with a Key for coding and a general rule for "bringing forward 
justifications", which allows the coder to code an incomplete justification which would 
have been seen as complete if the coder referred to the justfication given to the previous job 
title. 

The numbers: 1,2, and 0 are used for coding. However, each number has a different 
meaning depending on the category variable being coded. A key outling the interpretations 
of the numbers for the various variables is presented below. 

KEY - 
1 = congruent 
2 = not congruent 
blank space = unable to code 

Variables; Holland codes, temperaments, physical demands, environmental 
conditions, job duties, physical strength, educational level, and physical ability. 

1 = Yes 
2 = No 

Variables: experience in the task, and objective ability to do the job. 

1 = Like 
2 = Dislike 
0 = indifferent 

Variable: participant's response 

BRINGING FORWARD JUSTIFICATIONS 

Due to the method of data gathering, the participants did not always make complete 
justifications to each job title. Often they clearly assumed that the interviewer understood 
that the contents of a previous justification applied to the current job title. Thus, it  should 
be assumed that the interview is somewhat cumulative and statements made to prior job 
titles should be bmught forward if the participant makes it clear that he intends this. For 
example: pmicipant states, *'That's the same as for farmer." In this case the coder would 
refer to the job tide: F-er, and code it's corresponding C O r m X n t  as though it was stated 
for the new"job title. 

If i t  is unclear which prior justification is being referenced, it is the most recent 
J u ~ t i f i c a t i ~ ~ . ~ h i ~ h  is coded. For example: participant states. " that's the same thing". In 
this cLse the coder would code the last job title commented on as being the same 
justification as for the new job title. 



KNOWLEDGE OF THE JOB 

Like = 1 Dislike = 2 Indifferent = 0 

If in doubt whether the participant liked, disliked or felt indifferent to the job title, check 
Sheppard's Occuoations Check List for the participant. This is the ultimate authority. 

HOLLAND CODES 

Holland codes can be viewed as global terms refening to the overall personality or 
theme of a job. 

If a participant defines the job using a global term which indicates that the job falls into a 
theme, check the master data sheet to see if it is a theme covered by a Holland code. The 
Holland code can be in any of the three positions listed in the CCDO in order to be coded as 
being present. For example, if the master data sheet indicates the job is "RIA", and the 
participant indicated that it was "Artistic" (A) then this justification would be coded as being 
congruent with the CCDO even though the "A" is in the third position. 

Below are brief descriptions of the job themes and examples of acceptable keywords 
which allow this variable to be coded. Some variations of these keywords are acceptable, 
as long as the nature of the theme is clear and it is clear that the participant believes the job 
to be wholly within that theme. 

HOLLAND CODE THEMES: 

Realistic- these are "hands-on", action jobs which produce tangible results. 
Keywords: "building, manufacturing, operating, running or working with 
machines, constructive, repairing" 

1nvestirzativ~- These are abstract, "mental" jobs which involve study, research and analysis. 
Keywords: "scientific, laboratory" 

Artistic- these are aesthetic jobs which involve participation in expressive mediums. 
Keywords: "artistic, creating, musical, performing, entertainment" 

Social - These x e  "helping" jobs which involve interacting with people in in-depth ways. 
[see also temperaments - people] 
Keywords: " helping, teaching, counselling, organizing people, training 
people, healing" 

Enterorking- These jobs involve increasing economic and personal status. 
Keywords: "selling, sales, management, executive" 

COnventional - These jobs generally involve subordinant roles in larger organizations and 
are concerned with attention to detail and accmcy. 
Keywords: "paperwork, writing and stuff ...(" writing" alone is insufficient), an 
office job. .("officew alone is insufficient) 

'The key to identifying applicable keywords is that the pdcipant must be referring to the 
job as a theme, or personality and not referring simply to a job duty or a single factor in the 



Knowledge of the Job 

environment. The reader is directed to Appendix 6 for a more in-depth explanation of 
Holland Codes. 

TEMPERAMENTS 

Temperaments are defined as, "those personality qualities which remain fairly constant 
and reveal a person's characteristic justification in terms of a preference, inclination or 
disposition" (CAVES manual). Temperament traits are evaluated through the use of twelve 
factors: Variety/Change; Repetitive; Short cycle; under specific instructions; Direction, 
control and planning; Dealing with people; Isolation; Influencing people; Performing under 
stress; Sensory or Judgemental criteria; Measurable or verifiable criteria; Interpretation of 
Ideas, facts, feelings; and Precise attainment of set limits, tolerances. 

The above twelve factors are used by the CCDO and the CAVES program to rate the 
type of temperamental adjustment required of the worker in order to perform the job. For 
specific examples of coding, please refer to the section of this code book headed 
"Keywords", Coding "people" or "public". 
For a more in-depth presentation of Temperaments, the reader is directed to Appendix 6. 



Knowledge of the Job 

PHYSICAL DEMANDS 

Rule: 
If the participant indicates a physical strength requirement of the job, check to see their 

appraisal is congruent with the Strength code (column 1 in Physical Demands) on the 
master data sheet for that job title. If the two are congruent, code "1" if they are not, code 
"2". It is unlikely that participant will use the same terms as the CCDO so a list of 
equivalent descriptions follows: 

Sedentary = "sitting", "sitting around" 
Light = "lots of standing1' 
Moderate - Very heavy = "heavy", "tough job", "rough work" 

The justification: "active" is coded as being any demand other than sedentary (S). 
Therefore, if the CCDO indicates that the physical demand of the job to be >"S", and the 
participant responds that the job is "active", code the justification as being " 1" congruent. 
If the CCDO indicates that the job is "S", and the participant rationalizes that the job is 
"active", then code "2", not congruent. 

Job title: . . Actor (CCDO Strength code is "L"ight) 
mlc- I '  ' : "too much sitting around" 

Action: Code "2" for incongruent. 
Since the participant's justification indicates sedentary physical demand and the job is 

identified as a light physical demand by the CCDO, the justification is coded as being 
incongruent. 

Job title: Bricklayer (CCDO strength code is "H"eavy) 
Partici~aht'slustlficatio~: "no that's a tough job" 
Action: Code " 1 " for congruent. 

Since the participant indicates heavy physical demand and the job is identified as having 
a heavy physical demand by the CCDO, the ju'stification is coded as being congruent. 

If the participant makes reference to a specific demand of the job e.g. "reach & handle", 
compare their medical report to the CCDO physical demand requirement to see if that 
activity is required. 

Bxmple: 
Panici~ant's iustif'ication: "no, my hands being the way they are, I can't" 
Job title:  rickl laver: (requires reaching and handling) 
Plutici~ant's condition: cannot reach and handle per Drs repon on the physical ability 
template 
Action: Code 1 'l, congruent for physical demands, AND code " I " for congruency with 
the physician's report. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS 

The conditions used as justifications must be excessive in order to be coded, 
justifications such as "dirty" or "smelly", do not qualify as codeable justifications. The 



Knowledge of the Job 

environmental conditions are fairly self explanatory, for a more in-depth explanation of all 
the environmental conditions, the reader is directed to Appendix 6. 

JOB DUTIES 
Rule: 

Code "2" whenever the participant states that they don't know anything about the job. 
However, the reference must be clearly referring to the job title. For example, 
-: " I dont know anything about cooking". 

VS. 

Particiuant's iustification: " I don't know about that" 
This justification cannot be coded because it  is not clear what the participant is referring 

to. 

RJ&: 
If the participant mentions activities which are clearly implicit or or explicit in an 

of a job, then it is a recognition of a job duty. If that job aspect is noted in the CCDO job 
description, then code "I", indicating congruency in job duties, otherwise code "2", 
indicating the comment was not congruent with the CCDO re: job duties. 

. . a r t ,  1 . ;  "no, that's got to do with spelling" 
Job tith=ing for typographical errors" 
Action: code " 1 ", congruent 

The participant's justification matches an aspect of the CCDO job duty description. 
. . 

mlc- I .  . : "no, that's got to do with spelling" 
Job &: Checkout Clerk: "spelling" is not in the CCD.0 job description. 
Action: code "2", not conpent  

The participant's justification does not correspond with any aspect of the CCDO job 
description. 

u 
If the participant states that a job activity is not represented or is a minimal component in 

a job and the job description conflicts with this judgement, code "2" in job duties. 

Partici~ant's iustification: "it's not working with the animals" 
Job tide: zoo Attendant: " feeds, waters, and cares for animals and birds in 
zoo or  similar establishment. Assists veterinarian ... to inoculate and treat 
sick and iniured animals and birds." 
Action: cod> "2", nor congruent, 

The participant's justification is in opposition to the CCDO job description. 

Rule: 
If the participant merely mimics the job title or a component of it. without providing any 

new information - Do not code, with the exception of "diving" for any of the dnving jobs, 
e.g. Truck Driver. See Keyword section of this codebook. 



Knowledge of the Job 

Job title: Elementary School Teacher 
Partici~ant's iustification: "school" 
Action: Do not code 

Job title: Actor 
Participant's justification: "acting" 
Action: Do not code 

Job title: Pet Store Manager 
Particiuant's iustification: " pets" 
Action: Do not code 

Rule: 
If the participant notes a generic activity which is a major component of the job, 

(implicitly or explicitly described in at least 114 of the activities in the CCDO job 
description), code it as a job duty. 

Job title: Mail Carrier 
Participant's iustification: " too much walking" 
Action: Code " 1 ", congruent, 

Because at least 114 of the job duty according to the CCDO requires walking. 

Job title; Nursery School Teacher 
Participant's iustification: "too much talking" 
Action: Code " 1 ", congruent, 
Because at least 114 of the job duty according to the CCDO requires speaking. 

Job title: Gas station attendant 
Participant's iustification: "Too much public" 
Action: Code "2," not congruent 

Because this job is not described in the CCDO as a job which requires dealing with the 
public. 

Rule: 
References to interests or affinities, do not indicate Job Duties. Note: the exception is 

references to people, children etc. (see Keywords section of the codebook). 
References to ability, do indicate job duties, e.g. musical ability. 

Job title: Dog Trainer 
Participant's iustification: "I like dogs" 
Action: Do not code. 

Because "liking" dogs is not necessarily a requirement of the job. 



Knowledge of the Job 

Job title: Minister/Priest 
Particiuant's iustification: "not interested in religion" 
Action: Do not code 

Because interest in religion is not a job duty as such. 

Job titlg: Musician 
Partici~ant's iustification: "You gona have musical ability for that" 
Action: code " 1 ", congruent 

Because musical ability is necessary in order to do the job. 

Rule: 
References to aspects of the environment can be coded as a job duty if they are specific 

to the environment of the job. 

EqBmationa :- The purpose of the job duty column is to examine whether the participant 
makes decisions based on specific information about the job. However, rather than naming 
an activity, the participant may refer to a desirable or disparaging factor in the job 
environment which, because of its specificity, clearly demonstrates a knowledge (or lack of 
knowledge) of the job. 

The justification: "sitting in an office" cannot be coded for job duty because it is too 
general. 

However, the justification: "looking at blood and stuff' should be coded for a job 
duty if a major portion (over 114) of the job description involved activities in the presence 
of blood and related substances, as in the case of the job title: Veterinary Assistant. 



PHYSICAL STRENGTH 
Rule: 

If the Participant's justification indicates an appraisal of their own physical strength (for 
other physical attributes see Physical ability,) compare their current strength on their 
physical ability template with the job's required strength on the Master data sheet. If the 
participant's justification indicates an appraisal of physical ability but no specific condition 
is indicated, assume that strength is the assessed factor. For example: "Can't do that 
anymore". 

Rule: 
If the participant is indicating that they cannot do the job but their strength is equal to or 

greater than that required for the job, code "2" for an incongruent assessment of their 
physical strength. If their strength is less than what is required for the job, code "1" for a 
congruent assessment of their strength. 

Partici~ant's iustification: "I can't do that job anymore" 
Job title: Truck Driver: Job strength :" M" 
Partici~ant's ability Der ~hysical ability template: "L" 
Action: Code " 1 ", congruent. 

Partici~ant's iustification: "I can't do that job anymore". 
Job title: Architect: Job strength "S" 
Partici~ant's ability per ~hvsical ability tem~late: "L" 
Action: Code "2", not congruent. 

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL 

Rule; 

If the individual makes a reference to the knowledge required to do the job (even specific 
knowledge), compare their educational level rating on their physical ability template 
(physical ability) with the educational level for that job title on the master data sheet. 

If the participant indicates that they do not have the knowledge to do the job, but their 
educational level is equal to or greater than that required, code "2". If their educational level 
is lower than that required for the job, code " 1 ". 

Job titles; 
Nurses Aide : (educational level of "3" required) - Code "?", not congruent 
Marriage Counsellor: (educational level of "5" required) - Code " 1 ", con w e n t  



Self Perceptions 

Rule: 
If the participant indicates that they have the knowledge to do the job, but their 

educational level is less than that required, code "2". If their educational level is equal to or 
greater than that required for the job, code " 1 ". 

Participant's iustification: "Even without schooling, I think I could do a good job". 
Participant's educational level From the phvsical ability tem~late: "3" 
Job titles: Architect- educational level required: "6"- Code "2", not congruent as the job 
requires more education than what the participant has. 
Delivery Truck Driver: educational level "3" required- Code "1 ", congruent as the job 
requirement matches that of the participant, and his assessment of his knowledge and that 
of the job are congruent. 

PHYSICAL ABILITY 

This category refers to six physical job demands other than strength. If the participant 
mentions a medical restriction, unless they confine it to a particular physical restriction, 
code strength (see Physical Strength above). However, if they specify the physical 
restriction check the appropriate Physical demand on the master data sheet for the job title in 
question. Compare this with the equivalent assessment on the participant's physical ability 
template. 

-) 
1 .) If the job requires the physical ability (indicated by a check in the column on the master 
data sheet), code " 1" in the physical demand column on the score sheet. If the job does not 
require the physical ability, code "2". 

2.) If the individual lacks the ability ( indicated by an absence of a check on the doctor's 
medical report), then code " 1" in the physical ability column on the score sheet. If the 
individual has the ability, code "2". 

Participant's iustification: "I can't do that, not with my arms" 
P a r t i c i ~ a n t ' ~ ~ h ~ ~ i ~ a 1  abilitv shows : no ability to reachhandle 

Job titles: 
Mail Carrier - (requires reachinghandling) 
Action; Code ''1 " in physical demand column AND code "1" in physical ability column. 

Playground Director - (does not require reachinghandling) 
Action: Code "2" in physical demand column but code "1" in physical ability column. 

I E x ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  : In the first case the participant's assessment of both the job's requirement 
and their own abilities was accurate, while in the second case their assessment of the job 
was inaccurate, though their assessment of their own ability was correct. 



This part of the code book outlines the coding rules which should be followed when the 
participant uses certain key words or expressions. 

Coding "PEOP1,E . or PUBLIC I' 1' v t 

Rules: 
Any reference which qualifies for a social Holland code is automatically coded for a 

"dealing with people" Temperament, a job duty. 
References to "people" or "public" which are accompanied by a verb indicating 

involvement ie. "working with", "hassles with", "dealing with", which do not qualify for a 
Holland code, can be coded for a temperament and a job duty. 

Partici~ant's iustification: "No, dealing with people, solving other people's 
problems". 
Job title: Hotel Manager 
Rationale: "Solving people's problems"qualifies for a social Holland code because it  

indicates a helping action toward people. "Dealing with people" qualifies for a job 
temperament of "dealing with people", and solving other people's problems qualifies 
for job duty because it reflects the CCDO job duty definition "planning, organizing, 
and directing policies, personnel "etc. 

References to "people" or "public" which are accompanied by a verb indicating 
involvement i.e. "working with', "hassles with', "dealing with", which do not qualify for a 
Holland Code, can be coded for a temperament and a job duty. 
Note: many jobs require interacting with people as a major portion of the job duty and . 
therefore references to interactions with people are coded for a job duty. 

Partici~ant's justification: "no, too many hassles with the public". 
Rationale: "hassles" is coded as a "dealing with people tempenment because it implies 

involvement with people, and "public" is coded for job duty, as many jobs require 
working with the public as a major component of the job. 

Any reference to "public" is coded for a job duty. 
amgQ&:: 

Partici~ant's justification: "No, too much public" 
J ! g :  Waitress 
Action:: Code: " 1" 
Because the CCDO describes working with the public as a major portion of the job duty. 

References to "people" which are not expanded upon are not codeable. 



Key Words/ Specific References 

Participant's -justification: "people" 
Job title: Any job title. 
Action: Don't code 
Rationale: The comment is so vague, that you cannot differentiate whether it refers to 

helping people, selling to them, working along side people, etc. 

Rules: 
References to "kids", or "children" should be treated the same as references to "peoplef' 

when coding Holland codes and temperaments However, if the job description does not 
specifically include activities involving this age group they are treated as a separate group 
for coding lob duties. 

Job title: Bank Cashier: requires the temperament of "dealing with people". . . 
a r h c w t 1 f  1 .  . icstion; "talking with kids" 

Action: Code "1 ", congruent, for "dealing with people" in temperaments, because kids 
are treated as people. 
However, code "2" not congruent, in job duties because the job description makes no 
reference to dealing with a specific age group. 

Job title; Recreation Leader: c ~ ~ O  job description specifies working with a nnge of age 
groups. . . I .  iustificatiorl: "talking with kids" 
m o d e  "l", congruent in, job duties column. 

Coding "PUBLIC 11 

Jobs are considered to involve working with the "public" if a major portion of their 
CCDO entries (at lest  114) describe activities involving ongoing interaction with, or 
repeated interactions with, a large or diverse population. 

Gas Station Attendant - is not a "public" job because, while some of its activities necessitate 
contact with the public, this is a minimal part of the CCDO job description. 

Forest Ranter - is a "public" job because one third of its job description details activities 
which would necessitate contact with a diverse population. 

,I , I  

cod in^ "DANGEROUS . RISKY" 

Whenever the participant makes reference to a job being too dangerous or risky, then 
examine the master data sheet in the column categories of both environmental 
conditions (to see if the CCDO lists it as having a "hazard"), and temperaments (to see 



Key Words/ Specific References 

if it requires "stress/risk taking") . If the CCDO lists these requirements, code " 1 ", 
congruent. If the CCDO does not list these requkments, code "2" not congruent. These 
categories are coded separately. 

Particiwant's iustification: 'That's a risky job" 
Job title: Auto Racer 
Action : Code "I " in the environmental conditions column and code " 1 " in the 
temperaments column.. 

Coding "HEAVY" or "TOUGH .JOBM 

Code " 1 " in the physical demand column if the job title is rated as "M or greater in 
the strength column in physical demand, otherwise code "2". Automatically code in the 
strength column if the participant specifically refers to himself when describing the 
demand, i.e. "That's too tough for me". (refer to the strength sub-category in the Self 
Perceptions section of the code book). 

Job title: Brick layer(Strength demand- "I-I"eavy work) 
Phciwant's iustification: " that's a heavy job" 
Action: Code " 1 ", as the justification is congruent with CCDO criteria. 

" or "OUTSIDE" Coding "INSIDE 

Code " 1" in Environmental Conditions if the participant's appraisal of the job as being 
"inside" or "outside" is congruent with the rating for that job title on the master data sheet 
(environmental conditions column 1) 
Unless the participant's appraisal is an exclusive statement, i.e. "that is 'only' an outside 
job", code an appraisal of "inside" or "outside" as being congruent with a CCDO rating of 
"B "0th 

Pruticiwant's iustification: "Outside job" 
Job title: Brick Layer:- "B"oth 
A :  Code " 1 l', as being congruent with CCDO as the CCDO indicates that it is both 
inside and outside work. 

Pruticiwantrs justification: "Too much inside" 
Job title: Scout Troop Leader - "OWutside 
Action: Code "2", as being not congruent with the CCDO as the job is noted as being an 
outside job by the CCDO. 



Key Words/ Specific References 

This justification, or any derivation of it, is coded as a job duty for all dnving 
professions. 

Job &: Truck driver . . 1 .  ustificatioq: "I like driving, especially long haul dnving". 
"1" congruent, as driving is a major portion of the job duty for Truck Driver. 



EXPERIENCE IN THE TASK 

Rule; 
If the participant states that they have done the job or a specific task related to the job, 

code "1" yes, has experience. The experience need not be at the specific job title. Stating 
that they have observed the job or activity is not sufficient to code. 

Job title; Cattle Rancher 
Partici~ant's iustification: "I worked on a farm, we had cattle", or "Done it, and like it". 
Action: Code "1 ", yes has experience in the task. 

Rule; 
If the participant explicitly states that they have not done the job, code "2" no experience 

in the task. 

Job titlc: Carpenter 
Particiuant's justification: " no, I've never done that, so ..." or, "no, never worked with 
wood, so ... 
Action: Code "2" no experience in- the task 

OBECI?VE ABILITY TO DO THE JOB 
Rule: 

Code "1" if the participant's abilities on the physical ability template in both 
environmental conditions and physical demands meet or exceed the requirements of the job. 
If the participant is unable to meet any one of the requirements, code "2", as being unable 
to do the job. 

A " 1" is coded even if it is stipulated that the participant can only do the physical 
demand required for a restricted period of time, e.g. 2 hours. This is coded in this way in 
order to reduce subjectivity in assessing whether it  is practical to do a job title part-time. 



Exam~les of Uncodeable justifications 

Job title: High-school teacher 
"I don't like school" 

Job title: Hair Stylist: 
"not my bag" 

Job title: Stenographer: 
"no, women's work" 

Job title: Architect: 
"No hope of ever achieving that anyway" 

Job title: Bookkeeper: 
"No, that's boring" 

Job title: Photographer: 
"not interested" 

Job title: Nursery School Helper: 
'I no patience" 



Appendix 10 

She~~ard 's  Procedure for Audiotauing Partici~ants 

The data for the present study were collected from Sheppard's interviews with the 

pmicipants in his study. Prior to the interview, each participant in Sheppard's study was 

given a card sort task. This task required the participant to sort through a deck of 

occupations cards according to whether they would like to do that job, were indifferent 

about doing the job, or would dislike doing that job. 11 1 occupations listed on the 

"Occupations" (Pm 111) section of the Career Assessment hventory were used. Once the 

card son was done, Sheppud audiotaped the pyticipants'j~sdfications for liking or 

disliking job titles. 

Prompts were used where necessary to elicit more detail in the participants' 

justifications. Prompts were kept to a minimum of two per card. Examples of prompts 

used are: " could you tell me more about that?', Tell me what YOU wouldn't like about 

doing that job". job titles which were placed in the indifferent pile Were not discussed with 

the participants. 



Likes 

Zoo Attendant 

Wildlife Manager 

Welder 

Truck Driver 

Travel Burea~ 

Tour Guide 

Ticket Agent 

Appendix 11 

Exam~le  of a Particiuant's Transcript of His Justifications 

gent 

Stockroom Clerk 

Sheet Metal Worker 

Security Guard 

Railroad Engineer 

Post Office Clerk 

Plumber 

Photographer 

Movie Projector Operidtor 

Mdical Technician 

Be outside work, around animals, I 
think I'd like that. 

About the same thing. 

Working with tools and stuff like that. 
I've been a welder. 

Same thing. I've been driving truck and stuff like that, 
heavy equipment. 

I think that would be interesting, I like mvelling. 

That'll be the same thing, I like travelling, the outdoor 
type. 

Wouldn't be too bad. 

I've been that before, and I enjoyed that. 

Working with tools and stuff like that. 

Might be an interesting job, often thought it looked like 
it might be an interesting job. 

Again, you'd be dnving heavy equipment. 

Again you'd be in a clerk type of work like you did 
with the stockroom clerk. 

Again working with tools. 

I do that as a hobby and enjoy it. 

Itve done some of that and I enjoy it. 

Again, you're working around some type of tools and 
stuff like that. 

I've been that. 

Again the type of work that's like the 
I enjoyed that- 



Heavy Equipment Operator I've been a lot of that. 

Forest Ranger Outside work. 

Fish and Game Warden Same type of thing except you're out 
apprehending people, I don't know about 
apprehending people but, I don't know 
if I'd enjoy that part of it as much as 
the outdoor part of the work. 

Electrician 

Delivery Truck Driver 

Construction Worker 

Cattle Rancher 

Carpenter 

Bus Driver 

Biologist 

Dislikes 

Waiter 

'Teacher's Aide 

Taxicab Driver 

Stenognpher 

Shge Manager 

Social Worker 

Again, that's like mechanic. 

I miss driving truck. 

Depending on what land of construction. Working on 
road construction and stuff like that, I'd enjoy that, 
outside kind of work. 

Same, outside work , it'll be nice. 

It too, like mechanic except you're working with 
wood. 

Ilm into driving heavy equipment. 

Again, well, it could be a lot of outside 
work, interesting work, challenging. 

That's inside work, boring. 

I'm not, I haven't got patience, enough 
to work around teaching too much, with the kids, I've 
taught adults and enjoyed 
that part of it. 

Be very boring to me, the others are more challenging 
of a job, bus driver would be similar but I don't think 
you'd have as 
many problems as a bus driver as you would taxi 
driving, problems with the people you deal with. 

I'd find that boring. 

I'm not artistic. and anything that's got 
to do with art I find I'm not going to like it. 

Too. I wouldn't be very anxious to get 



Sculptor 

Restaurant Cook 

Recreation Leader 

Receptionist 

Real Estate Salesperson 

R a d i o m  Announcer 

Private Secretary 

Pnvate Detective 

Police Officer 

Playground Director 

Nursery School Helper 

Musician 

Minister, Pnest etc. 

Marriage Counsellor 

Manager of Pet shop 

Magician 

Logger 

into that type of work because of the 
type of people you'd have to work with. I think I'd 
find it quite depressing after a while. 

Again art, forget it. 

NO, I wouldn't want to be inside as a rest-aurant cook. 

Again, it would depend if you're working with a 
bunch of young people, I don't think I'd have the 
patience. 

It would be a boring job. 

I wouldn't want to be anything that has to do  with 
selling. 

I think a lot of that would be quite boring. 

Same thing, I don't think I, not enough 
challenge. 

1 wouldn't want anything to do  with snooping around 
or trying to find out information or  stuff like that or, 
sneaky. 

Too, I wouldn't want to have to be involved in 
m s t i n g  people. 

Again young people. 

Same thing. 

I'm not artistic, I can't play any instrument even 
though I med. 

I wouldn't want to be any of those because of my own 
religious beliefs. 

I wouldn't want anything to do  with military, I'm not 
for war, I'm for peace. 

I'd find that a very difficult job too, I 
don't think I'd want to sort out other peoples affairs. 

I'd find that very boring. 

That would fall under artistic. 

That work is too hard physically. I don't think I'd ever 
wanted to be a logger. I've 



Life Insurance Salesperson 

Legal Secretary 

Labour Union Leader 

Jeweller 

Janitor 

Interior Decorator 

House Painter 
High school Teacher 
High school counsellor 

Hair Stylist 

Funeral Director 

Florist 

Filing Clerk 

Fashion M d e l  

Fashion Designer 

Director of Religious choir 

Courtroom Reporter 

Comedian 

Circus Performer 

Cement Mason 

Cartoon is t 

Camp Counsellor 

worked heavy equipment in logging, and I tell YOU 
those poor guys worked, earned their money. 

Again, sales. 

I don't know much about it, but with the secretary on 
there, to me that sounds boring. 

Because of all the conflicts and stuff. 

Artistic. 

Boring job. 

Again artistic, and I'm not. 

I don't find that very exciting or challenging. 
Again, teaching kids, I wouldn't want to. 
Same. 

That's not the type of work I'd want to get in to. 

Would be very boring. 

Again, artistic. 

Would be a boring job after a while, cause that's all 
you're doing is filing. 

Again, seems sort of an artistic field I wouldn't be 
interested in. 

Same. 

YOU gotta be artistic, have a certain amount of artistic 
quality that I don't have. 

Probably be very boring after a while. 

Again falls into a line of art that, 

~t too is a type of artistic work, no talent in those areas. 

That's a hard job, physically. 

Artis tic 

Again working with younger people, no patience. 



Cabinet Maker 

Butcher 

Bricklayer 

Bookkeeper 

Bill collector 

Barber 

Bank Cashier 

Auto Racer 

Art Dealer 

Architect 

Apartment Manager 

1 3 2  

I put I liked to be a carpenter, but when you get down 
to cabinet making, you're getting down to very, kind 
of an artistic thing that I'm not good at. 

Boring, something that's a depressing job. 

Physically hard work. 

Again very boring. 

I wouldn't want to go around after people trying to 
collect money off people, conflict. 

Artistic. 

Very boring. 

I wouldn't have the guts to do it. 

Artistic. 

Same. 

You're looking at problems, people always have 
problems. 

Actor Artistic 
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