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INTRODUCTION 

The fact that characteristic interest pat­

terns can be found in specific groups is supported 

in the literature and discussed in the following 

chapter. The current trend of research in this area, 

is the development of keys to differentiate occupat­

ional and subgroup specialties using established 

interest inventories. The usefulness of such keys 

is evident in their application to educational plan­

ning, occupational training and job selection. 

The present study seeks to investigate the 

use of such an inventory for comparing the vocational 

interests of two programs of university study. Specif­

ically, this study seeks to determine, using the Strong-

Campbell Interest Inventory (SCII), if it is possible 

to discriminate between the Basic Interests of Arts 

and Science freshmen. It further investigates the 

relative contribution or weighting of each Basic 

Interest scale to the total discrimination and attempts 

to classify the same individuals in terms of their 

scores on these discriminating variables. Thus, 

this study attempts to provide, using discriminant-

function analysis, the best combination of variables 

to differentiate between the groups. 



INTRODUCTION xi 

The literature relevant to this study is 

presented in the first chapter- This chapter also 

discusses the problems investigated and the hypotheses 

being tested. The second chapter presents the exper­

imental design and specifically describes the tools, 

the subject population and the methods of data analysis. 

The results of the study are presented and discussed 

in the third chapter along with suggestions for further 

research. 



CHAPTER I 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

This chapter presents a review of the lit­

erature relevant to this study. It begins, in section 

one, by discussing a number of studies which have been 

concerned with determining the interest patterns of 

various occupational groups. The second section con­

siders the validity and reliability of using the Strong-

Campbell Interest Inventory for measuring the interests 

of university students. The third section examines 

studies which have differentiated the interests of 

specific groups within the university population. 

Section four explores the transition of the long­

standing Strong Vocational Interest Blank into the 

1971+ Strong-Campbell Interest Inventory. The fifth 

section presents the problems posed by the present 

study. The chapter concludes, in section six, with 

a brief summary and a statement of the experimental 

hypotheses. 

1. Determining the Interest Patterns of Specific Groups 

An interest inventory, as defined by Chaplin 

(1968) is "an instrument designed to measure an individ­

ual's interests in a variety of activities". Interest 
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inventories may also be used to establish differences 

in interests for specific groups. This serves basic­

ally two main functions. First, people may gain great­

er self-understanding which enables them to make better 

decisions about the course of their lives. Secondly, 

it provides information for counselors, teachers, ad­

ministrators, admissions committees, personnel managers, 

and so on, to make decisions with a greater degree of 

reliability. 

A number of studies have been concerned with 

determining the interest patterns of specific groups 

in the hopes of developing valid scales for predicting 

future occupations as well as for use in counseling 

settings. For instance, Campbell and Johansson (1966) 

found that the Academic Achievement (AACH) scale of 

the Strong Vocational Interest Blank (SVIB) predicted, 

to some extent, the eventual occupations of their sub­

jects. They used test-retest reliabilities over 2 

weeks, 30 days, 3 years, 22 years and 30 years. They 

found that AACH scores increase during college, espec­

ially graduate school, and remain stable after the age 

of 28. The score is considered to be more indicative 

of occupations selected than of actual job-performance. 
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Campbell and Soliman (1968) made a comparison 

between the Strong Vocational Interest Blank scores of 

female psychologists using both longitudinal and cross-

sectional data. Occupational activities most often 

described were "teaching and research" and "working 

with clients". SVIB scores were found to have changed 

little over 25 years. There was a slight regression 

in the psychologist scale, a slight increase in the 

scales pertaining to musical and literary areas and 

a slight decrease in the scales of a scientific orient­

ation. The authors interpreted their results as reflect­

ing a possible trend in psychology away from the laborat­

ory toward client-centered interests. 

Many studies on the vocational interests 

of women have focused on characteristics that discrim­

inate between women with career interests and those 

with home-making or "traditional" feminine interests 

(Gysbers, Johnston, & Gust, 1968; Rand, 1968; Rezler, 

1967). Career oriented women have been described as 

having greater achievement drive, being more aggress­

ive and independent, having increased scientific and 

research ability, and generally more masculine inter­

ests than home-making oriented women. Gysbers et al. 
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(1968) found that home-maker oriented women scored 

significantly higher on all the occupations in 

Group V (Buyer, Business Education Teacher, Steno­

grapher-Secretary, Office Worker), Group VI (Element­

ary Teacher, Housewife, Home-Economics Teacher, Diet­

itian), and on the Masculinity-Femininity (MF) scale 

of the SVIB. Career oriented women scored higher on 

the scales in Group II (Artist, Author, Librarian, 

English Teacher) and on the Psychologist, Lawyer and 

Physician scales. 

The use of interest inventories with non­

professional women was demonstrated by Harmon and 

Campbell (1968). A large sample of airline steward­

esses and dental assistants were used to develop mean 

Strong Vocational Interest Blank profiles and SVIB 

scales. They found that the stewardess profile had 

peaks on the Musician Performer and Model scales. 

The dental assistant profile had peaks on the Nurse, 

Housewife and Office Worker scales. Their study 

demonstrated the feasibility of differential measure­

ment of women's vocational interests at the nonprofes­

sional level. 

Other research has shown that engineers 
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engaged in different activities (basic research, develop­

mental engineering, production, sales, and technical 

service) differ in vocational interests. Johnson (1971) 

attempted to develop SVIB item keys that would differ­

entiate among engineers engaged in the above functions. 

He concluded that the item keys are of moderate validity 

but do not exceed the validity of existing scoring keys. 

The criterion groups were found to differ primarily on 

preference patterns ranging from research through pro­

duction engineering to sales at the opposite extreme. 

Differences in interests between professional 

counselors and nonprofessionals were shown by Engen and 

Miller (1969). They were able to develop a professional 

school counselor key using Campbell's revised procedure 

(differences are significant if they are greater than 

15-20% with men-in-general). A sample of 203 profess­

ional counselors were included in the professional 

counselors scale. It was found that professionals 

indicated greater people orientation than the non­

professional group. 

Glendy and Caple (1972) used the Strong 

Vocational Interest Blank to measure characteristics 
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of community/junior college and university counselors. 

They found that university counselors scored signifcsntly 

higher than community college counselors on the Physician, 

Psychiatrist, Psychologist and Computer Programmer scales, 

indicating a scientific-research orientation. Community 

college counselors were found to score significantly 

higher on the Banker, Funeral Director, Sales Manager, 

Real Estate Salesman, Life Insurance Salesman and Advert­

ising Man scales, indicating a sales or entrepreneur 

orientation. They further discovered that university 

counselors had a greater number of graduate hours earned 

beyond the M A degree, more had attained Ph D degrees, 

and nearly half were interns who would probably complete 

Ph D's in the near future. The authors thus concluded 

that the two types of institutions seek and attract 

counselors with somewhat different characteristics. 

The vocational interests of sociologists 

have been inventoried by Rossmann, Lips and Campbell 

(1967)- Their results indicated that sociologists 

with Ph D's were more closely oriented towards 

scientific and numerical occupations while the non-

Ph D's had social service interests. This scientific 
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and numerical orientation was also found more in 

university than in liberal arts or stste college 

sociologists. The nonprofessionals were found to 

be the least oriented in this respect. It was 

further shown that sociologists and psychologists 

could be differentiated on the basi s of Strong 

Vocational Interest Blank profiles. Sociologists 

scored higher on the social service and cultural 

occupations whereas psychologists scored higher in 

scientific and business occupations. 

In a similar study, Rossmann et al. (1971) 

used SVIB profiles to establish the vocational inter­

ests of political scientists. They found that polit­

ical scientists' interests were most similar to those 

of psychologists and psychiatrists, public administ­

rators and social workers, librarians, musicians, law­

yers and author-journalists. Political scientists 

related interests least like those of physical scient­

ists, members of the skilled and semi-professional, 

occupations and businessmen. It was also found that 

on the Basic Interest scales, political scientists 

had higher scores than psychologists on three scales 

(Public Speaking, Writing and Law/Politics) while 
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psychologists' scores were higher on Science, Mathematics, 

Medical Service, Technical Supervision and Mechanical 

Interests. Thus, it was concluded that political 

scientists were more verbal/linguistic in orientation 

but considerably less scientific/mechanical than 

psychologists. 

Specific interest patterns among economists 

have been established by Johansson and Rossmann (1971). 

They collected Strong Vocational Interest Blank data 

from four groups of behavioral scientists: sociologists, 

anthropologists, political scientists, psychologists, 

and economists. Their findings indicated that while 

the vocational interest patterns of economists did not 

differ significantly from the other behavioral science 

groups, their interests were closer to those of psych­

ologists and differed most from those of anthropologists. 

Results further revealed that all of these groups had 

relatively strong interests in scientific and intellect­

ually oriented areas and tended to reject those of sales 

and skilled trades. 

In order to assist schools of social work 

in the task of selecting and recruiting students, 

McCornack (1956) developed a social worker key on 
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both the men's and women's form of the SVIB. It was 

hoped that the two forms of the SVIB would be more 

useful in the guidance of students. McCornack con­

cluded that male social workers had homogeneous 

interests, permitting the construction of a key 

which successfully differentiated them from a 

men-in-general group. Sex differences were found which 

make it unwise to use the key on female subjects. 

Female social workers were also shown to have homogeneous 

interests, making it possible to construct a key which 

differentiated them from women-in-general. However, 

this key was less successful than the men's key, 

although it was more successful in differentiating 

than the 1952 Social Worker key for women (Strong and 

Tucker, 1952). 

The usefulness of the SVIB for the purposes 

of employment selection was demonstrated by Perry (1967) 

in his study of the interests of computer programmers. 

He found that satisfied programmers obtained higher 

than average scores on the Physicist, Engineer, Printer, 

C.P.A. Owner, Senior C.P.A. and Programmer keys. How­

ever, they obtained a lower than average score on the 

Life Insurance Salesman key. Dissatisfied programmers 
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obtained lower than average scores on Production 

Manager, Accountant, Purchasing Agent and Programmer 

keys. They were also shown to score higher than aver­

age on the Minister, Art Teacher and Musician keys. 

In another study with computer programmers, 

Perry and Cannon (1968) found the vocational interests 

of female programmers to be quite similar to those of 

their male counterparts, although the interests of the 

women were somewhat higher in aesthetic and scientific 

fields and lower in technical and technical supervision 

occupations. Female programmers indicated interests in 

all forms of math and a lack of interest in people. 

Perry et al. composed a key of items with a 12% or 

larger difference between female programmers and other 

professional women. They also found that this key 

differentiated satisfied from dissatisfied computer 

programmers. 

Anderson and Barry (1965) found that the 

Strong Vocational Interest Blank could be useful in 

discriminating specific occupational interests between 

female students intending to enter occupational therapy, 

physical therapy, medical technology and "other" related 

health professions. No discrimination could be made on 
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the basis of personality, attitudinal, and basic 

abilities variables. However, significant differences 

were determined by the Florida Placement Examination 

and the SVIB. Strong Vocational Interest profiles 

indicated that medical technologists were low on 

factors that contained nontechnical vocations requir­

ing interaction with people; physical therapists were 

low on the Artist-Author-Librarian factor but high on 

the Physical Education Teacher scales. 

Attempts have even been made to use the 

Strong Vocational Interest Blank to discriminate among 

psychotherapists from various mental health disciplines. 

The SVIB was selected because it yields scores and pat­

terns related to personality traits which, in turn, may 

relate to differences in therapeutic approach (Darley & 

Hagenah, 1955; Kelly & Goldberg, 1959). In an attempt 

to assess therapy techniques, Klein, McNair and Lorr 

(1962) studied the SVIB scores of clinical psycholog­

ists, psychiatrists and social workers end found that 

the disciplines differed on a number of scales and 

patterns other than those established for their own 

profession. Psychiatrists and psychologists differed 

markedly from social workers but relatively little 



REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 12 

from each other. However, their findings about the 

quality of therapy were negative. 

Thus, many studies with the Strong Vocational 

Interest Blank have been able to develop useful keys or 

profiles to differentiate numerous occupational groups. 

These scales are an aid to counseling situations where 

it may be desirable to compare an individual's interests 

to those of a specific group. In some cases, this has 

been an aid in making career choices, in predicting job 

satisfaction and as a selection device. 

Literature pertaining to the usefulness of the 

Strong Interest Blank as a discriminating device having 

been examined, the next section will focus upon the 

validity and reliability of using the SVIB for studying 

the interests of university students. 

2. Measures of SVIB Validity and Reliability in 

University Populations 

The SVIB has been used in studies covering 

a wide range of populations. In particular, a large 

volume of research deals with measuring the interests 

of university students for the purpose of counseling 

individuals about fields of study and future careers 
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(Strong, 191+3, 1955; McArthur, 195^; Berdie, 1955, 

I960; Smith, I960). The benefits of such an invent­

ory therefore rest on it's predictive validity. 

Basically, there are at least three ways to determine 

predictive validity. The first is to work with a 

sample of people, all of whom are in the same occupat­

ion, and determine if inventories completed earlier by 

them would have predicted that occupation. The results 

may vary from one occupation to another depending on 

how predictable the occupation is. The second technique 

is to work with a sample where all members score high 

on one occupational scale, then wait to see if they 

actually entered that occupation. Here, results may 

vary according to the predictive ability of the scale 

used. A third method, an extension of those mentioned 

previously, is to have a sample of individuals from a 

number of occupations with diverse interest patterns 

and then determine if, in general, their scores pre­

dict those occupations. 

The first method, working with men in a 

specified occupation, was used by Berdie (I960, 1965). 

He identified graduates of the University of Minnesota 

in studies which are very predictive of future occupat-
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ions, specifically Law, Medicine, Dentistry, Mechanical 

Engineering, Accounting and Journalism. Berdie studied 

their Strong Vocational Interest scores obtained while 

they were high school seniors. His results indicated 

that the SVIB scores, on the average, were quite pre­

dictive of the general direction of the student's career 

and fairly predictive of the actual occupation, with the 

level of predictive validity being highest for mechanical 

engineers and lowest for journalists. In a follow-up 

study by Schletzer (1963), it was found that the con­

current validity of scores from inventories completed 

by these individuals as adults, was higher than the 

earlier predictive validity. 

The second method of studying eventual occup­

ations of a sample who score high on a single scale was 

used by Campbell (1966). He identified a group of 72 

high school seniors with A ratings on the Life Insurance 

Salesman scale, then located them to see what occupation 

they had entered. Of these, 10% were in the life insur­

ance business, 32% were in other sales jobs, 12% were in 

business-contact jobs, 22% were in social service per­

suasive jobs such as lawyer or minister, and 2i+% were 

in essentially unrelated jobs. Each profile was further 
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analyzed as to it's appropriateness for the individual's 

current occupation. 61+% were classified as "hits", 

22% as "misses" and ll+% as "indeterminate". Campbell's 

results clearly indicate that there is a substantial 

relationship between high scores on the Strong Vocational 

Interest Blank and eventual occupation. 

The third method, using a sample with varied 

interests from a wide range of occupations, was used 

by Strong (1955) in his follow-up of Stanford University 

students 18 years after graduation. Strong summarized 

his results by concluding that college students have a 

3:1 chance of entering and remaining in an occupation 

where they have an A rating on the appropriate scale 

(i.e., standard score above l\_$), and 5:1 odds against 

being in an occupation where they have a C rating 

(i.e., standard score of 25 or below). Thus, the 

results from the Berdie, Campbell and Strong studies 

all lend support for the predictive validity of the 

Strong Vocational Interest Blank. 

The SVIB, because of the reliability of many 

of it's scales and it's wide usage, has been included in 

a considerable amount of research on academic achieve­

ment. Several of these studies have been summarized 
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by Strong (191+3). Over the years, several new scales 

have been developed from SVIB items to aid in predict­

ing college achievement (Campbell & Johansson, 1966; 

Martin, 1961+; Rust & Ryan, 1951+). Each of these scales 

has survived cross-validation study in at least one 

setting. 

Rust and Ryan (1951+) developed separate scales 

to predict overachievement, normal achievement and under-

achievement at Yale University. These scales signific­

antly differentiated between various groups of over-, 

normal and underachievers at both Yale and Harvard 

Universities (McArthur, 1965). 

Martin (1961+) constructed a series of academic 

interest scales (both long and short forms) from SVIB 

items for males enrolled in engineering and mines at 

the University of Pittsburgh. The scales significantly 

contributed to a multiple correlation based in part 

upon Scholastic Aptitude Test scores and high school 

rank in predicting first year grades at that University. 

Finally, Campbell and Johansson (1966) devel­

oped the Academic Achievement (AACH) scale to differ­

entiate between high and low achievers in the College 

of Liberal Arts at the University of Minnesota. 
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Although the AACH scale correlated significantly with 

first year grade point averages in the cross-validation 

study at Minnesota (r=-36), it did not add significantly 

to a multiple correlation coefficient consisting of 

scholastic aptitude test and high school scores in pre­

dicting grades. 

The clinical and statistical uses of the 

Academic Achievement scale of the SVIB for predicting 

changes in occupational choice were demonstrated by 

Wagman (1971). He found that relatively low scores 

on the AACH scale generally predicted changes of occup­

ational planning toward business and other applied dir­

ections, whereas higher scores were associated with 

changes toward more academic and scientific orientations. 

His results support the description of the AACH scale in 

the Strong Vocational Interest Blank Manual (Campbell, 

1966) as being intended to measure preferences for 

"things academic" and a serious interest in studying 

and learning. 

Borgen (1972) illustrated the usefulness of 

the Occupational and Basic Interest scales of the SVIB 

for predicting career choices of college men. High 

ability men who were winners of National Merit Scholar-
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ships in 1966 were used to study the capacity of pre-

college Strong Vocational Interest scores to predict 

major and career choices at the end of college. 

Criterion groups contained 1,031 men in 16 major 

fields and 780 men planning to enter 10 career fields. 

The SVIB Basic Interest and Occupational scales were 

compared using both univariate and discriminant-function 

predictive methods. For each of the predictor-criterion 

conditions, a moderately high level of prediction was 

possible. Borgen also found that the Basic Interest 

scales, as a predictor set, performed as well as the 

Occupational scales. His results support the use of 

the Basic Interest scales in research and counseling 

as well as exemplify the utility of the discriminant-

function method for the validation of interest measures. 

In a 19 year follow-up of 306 Stanford Univer­

sity freshmen, Strong (1952) demonstrated both the pre­

dictive validity of SVIB scores and the persistence of 

interests over time. The reliability of the Engineer 

interest scale was found to be .936. The permanency 

of scores was .91 for one year, .77 for nine years 

and .76 for nineteen years. Freshmen who became 

engineers had scores when freshmen that overlapped 
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99 percent with the engineer criterion group, whereas 

those freshmen who became physicians, had Engineer 

scores that overlapped 1+8 percent with the criterion 

group. For lawyers, the overlapping was 16 percent. 

Strong concluded: 

Whatever an interest test 
measures, whether interests, 
preferences, values, goals, 
or what have you, it measures 
something very stable and per­
manently possessed and some­
thing that contributes very 
greatly to occupational choice 
(p. 75). 

Other studies on the Strong Vocational Inter­

est Blank have also supported the reliability, stability 

and permanence of inventoried interests (Chisney, 191+1+; 

Strong, 1951: Trinkaus, 1951+; Stordahl, 1953; McCornack, 

1959; Sprinkle, 1961; Tucker & Strong, 1962). 

The value of interest testing, the significance 

of inventoried interests, and the rationale behind their 

interpretation in counseling, rests not only on the valid­

ity of the instrument but on the reliability, signific­

ance and permanence of interests as inventoried. Studies 

on the Strong Vocational Interest Blank supporting these 

factors have already been discussed. With this is mind, 

it follows that differentiating groups within university 
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populations can be beneficial for counseling purposes. 

This will be discussed in the following section. 

3. Differentiation of Groups Within University Populations 

Studies by Strong (191+3, 1955), McArthur (1951+), 

and Berdie (1955) have shown the extent to which the scores 

of college students are related to their occupations 

as adults. These studies support the use of the SVIB 

for counseling college or university students. Layton 

(1958) suggested using the Strong in aiding students 

with their selection of a college major. Dunteman 

(1966) also gave a broad endorsement of the use of the 

SVIB in educational-vocational situations. The use of 

the Strong Vocational Interest Blank in counseling 

university students rests on a wide range of research 

which has differentiated interests of various groups 

within the university population. 

The variables which determine the choice of 

college major and responses to interest inventory items 

are extremely complex. There is evidence that individ­

uals in certain college majors have similar psychological 

characteristics. Sternberg (1959) is one of many invest­

igators to find that individuals in related college 
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majors share greater similarity in interest and person­

ality-trait characteristics than individuals in other 

college majors. 

Korn (1962) conducted a study differentiating 

the interests between freshmen Majors in engineering 

and physical sciences on the basis of the California 

Psychological Inventory (CPI) and the Strong Vocational 

Interest Blank. Students majoring in chemistry, math­

ematics and physics were combined into the Physical 

Science group (N=55). Students majoring in engineering 

comprised the second group (N=l56). The results of 

chi-square analyses indicated that Physical Science 

majors had more primary patterns and Engineering majors 

had fewer primary patterns than expected on the basis 

of chance. On replication, the same distribution pat­

tern was observed, but this time, did not result in a 

chi-square significant at the .05 level. The results 

of the Physical Science family were found to be similar 

to the Business Contact family on replication. Engineer­

ing majors also had significantly fewer primary and sec­

ondary patterns than expected by chance on the following 

families: Social Service, Business Contact, and Verbal/ 

Linguistic (these relationships were also confirmed by 
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replication). On the basis of this data, Korn concluded 

that we should describe the interests of students within 

majors, not only in terms of what interests they share, 

but also according to what interests are absent. He 

hypothesized that: 

students will choose a major, 
not only in terms of the inter­
ests they think it might satisfy, 
but also in terms of the inter­
ests they think will not be de­
manded (p.311). 

In a longitudinal study using the SVIB, 

Notling (1970) found significantly different interests 

between major and nonmajor university females. Test-

retest means of each sample on the Artist, Home-Economics 

Teacher, Occupational Therapist, Librarian, Physician, 

and Social Worker scales were established and significant 

differences were found between the groups' Occupational 

Interests for all comparisons. Notling thereby concluded 

that his findings provided substantial support for the 

power of the female SVIB to separate major groups. 

Differentiation between "high ability" females 

(N=l,039) and women-in-general (N=530) attending the 

same university was made by Faunce (1971). Results of 
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the t-test analysis indicated that mean differences 

existed for 35 of the 1+1+ Strong Vocational Occupational 

scales and for 3 of the 1+ Non-occupational scales. 

She concluded that the differences obtained reflected 

three salient dimensions: academic orientation, conform­

ity and social conscience. High ability females were 

interpreted to be more independent, liberal, occupation-

ally competitive and oriented to theoretical and 

aesthetic ideas. 

In a study of medical students' interests, 

Peterson (1972) found that females and males had 

similar interests. He compared the interests of 

2,1+69 medical freshmen in 25 American universities 

and found that the interests of both sexes were quite 

similar. Differences that did occur were in the non-

stereotype direction i.e., female students showing more 

"non-people" or concept oriented interests. Females 

also tended to score higher on the Academic Achievement 

scale. A retest four years later showed that the 

interest patterns of both groups had remained stable 

and that although there were differences, these were 

in items which would not be significant in the weight­

ings for the medical criterion group. 
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The work of E. K. Strong, Jr. on the measure­

ment of adult interests has been extended a great deal 

since his revised SVIB in 1938. Additional scales were 

developed and original scales were revised according to 

changing needs (Campbell, 1971). One study which arose 

to meet the need for a Biologist scale (Form M) was 

conducted by Herman, Lindsay and Zeigler (1962). Their 

results indicated that the scale differentiated the 

interests of biologists from Strong's men-in-general 

group, biologists from the interests measured by 36 

other SVIB scales, and the concurrent validation groups 

in the expected direction. Reliabilities of .88 

(criterion, N=25l) and .87 (cross-validation, N=89) 

were obtained. It was concluded that the scale had 

sufficient validity and reliability to be a useful 

device in counseling students. 

In another study using the Biologist scale, 

Ross, Denenberg and Chambers (1965) found consistent 

interest patterns between college (N=53) and high 

school (N=8l) biological research apprentices. Evidence 

of high interest in a particular occupation was considered 

when 50 percent or more of the group had B+ or A scores. 

Even though the small sample size resulted in unstable 
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percentages, there was evidence of good agreement in 

interest for the high school and college students, 

especially in the female samples. The most outstand­

ing characteristics of the groups were the high interest 

in the biologically related disciplines and lack of 

interest in mathematics and phyical sciences. These 

findings were consistent with the data obtained on this 

population by means of a content analysis of autobio­

graphical information and parallel findings on Social 

Science undergraduate majors (Wilson, 1951+ )• 

A study exemplifying the usefulness of the 

Strong Vocational Interest Blank for counseling purposes 

was conducted by Dunteman (1966). A multiple discrimin­

ant-function analysis was used to successfully disting­

uish between groups of women majoring in Occupational 

Therapy (N=l+6), Medical Technology (N=l+1), Physical 

Therapy (N=27), Nursing (N=6l), and Education (N=25). 

He was able to differentiate the groups from each other 

on the basis of 29 SVIB scales for women. Furthermore, 

two discriminant analyses using 11 scales also indicated 

successful discrimination (p^-.OOl) and accounted for 

approximately 92% of the variation among groups. 
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Dunteman stated: 

The usefulness of the SVIB is 
certainly highlighted by dis­
criminant-function analysis. 
... the discriminant-analysis 
approach with the SVIB should 
be useful for developing group 
prediction equations for other 
types of college majors as well. 

He concluded that the discriminant analysis method: 

should yield more information 
about the SVIB than has been 
yielded in the past by the more 
traditional types of analyses 
(P.515). ' 

This is the method of analysis employed in the present 

study. 

The usefulness of the Strong Vocational 

Interest Blank as a discriminating device for counseling 

university groups having been explored, it is now fitting 

to consider briefly the reasons for the 1971+ revision of 

the SVIB. This latest updating has resulted in the form­

ation of the Strong-Campbell Interest Inventory (SCII) 

with which the present study is concerned. 

1+. Reasons for the Development of the Strong-Campbell 

Interest Inventory (SCII) 

A number of studies have been concerned with 
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changes in interest over time. The findings of much of 

the research have raised implications for the revision 

of interest inventories to meet changing needs. For 

example, Campbell (1968) illustrated a general shift 

in the interests of the general population over the 

past 30 years on certain items of the SVIB, This shift 

appeared to be toward more verbal activities, away from 

the outdoor activities and away from the skilled trades 

areas, while others remained about the same. This study 

gave support for the revision of interest inventories 

since it appears desirable that men-in-general groups 

be tested at the same relative time as the occupational 

groups. 

In a similar study, Clemens (1970) found signif­

icant changes in the interests of engineers over the 

past thirty-one years. The changes were sufficiently 

significant for the author to caution counselors against 

using the single score on the Engineers scale exclusively. 

Clemens suggested taking into account the client's entire 

profile when making such considerations. 

Numerous studies have been concerned with how 

adequately the interests of women have been measured 

using contemporary inventories. The literature is replete 
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with imperatives for change. Johansson and Harmon 

(1972) studied the problems in the use of separate 

forms of the SVIB for males and females. Their re­

sults indicated that on the average, 1+2% of the 229 

common items differentiated between sexes in the same 

occupation. They concluded: 

differentiating items that are 
included on scales potentially 
can have a noticeable effect 
on scores, the ultimate goal 
for the SVIB is one form with 
scales that do not incorporate 
sex differences (p.l+Ol+). 

The drawback of two separate forms was 

reiterated by Munley, Fretz and Mills (1973). They 

contended that even with the 1969 revision of the 

women's blank, many Occupational scales on the men's 

blank that might be considered relevant for women, 

were not used. For example, Veterinarian, Psychiatrist, 

Biologist, Architect, Personnel Director, and Pharmacist 

were not incorporated into the revision. This discrep­

ancy in scope and type of occupational coverage offered 

by the two forms influenced counselors to use the men's 

blank with women (Darley & Hagenah, 1955). To test the 

usefulness of the men's blank in counseling women, Munley 

et al. administered both forms of the SVIB to 90 under-
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graduate.women. They found significant differences 

between mean scores on the Occupational scales common 

to both forms. Significant differences were also found 

on the mean number of B+ and A ratings on the two forms. 

The Occupational scale scores and number of B+ and A 

interest ratings were examined in relation to career 

versus home-maker orientation. Those individuals that 

were differentiated on the basis of career orientation, 

obtained significantly different mean numbers of B* and 

A interest ratings on the women's SVIB. The writers 

concluded that it is most appropriate to allow women, 

at least college women, to compare their interests with 

those of men and thus recommended the use of both forms 

with college women requesting vocational counseling. 

It was their belief that: 

Only if such a practice is 
adopted will college female 
clients be assured a complete 
picture of their interests 
(p.289). 

Numerous other studies support these findings and ad­

vocate the amelioration of existing inventories (Rossmann 

& Campbell, 1965; Harmon, 1967, 1969; Gump, 1972; Peterson, 

1972; Cole, 1973; Huth, 1973). 

The many imperatives for change culminated in 
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the writings of Schlossberg and Goodman (1972). In 

acknowledgment of their criticism of the two-form 

inventory, Campbell (1972) revealed the preparation 

of a new version of the SVIB. This resulted in a 

single booklet combining the best items from both 

existing forms into a single profile as well as the 

addition of personality correlates according to 

Holland's Personality Theory (1973). Campbell cited 

social trends moving towards greater freedom for women's 

vocational choice as a major contributor towards the 

revision. This trend is symbolically reflected in the 

form of the Strong-Campbell Interest Inventory (1971+). 

5. The Problem 

The present study concerns itself with the 

vocational interests of Arts and Science freshmen. 

It is proposed that a comparison of the Basic Interest 

scores of these groups on the Strong-Campbell Interest 

Inventory, may yield significant differences. If 

significant differences in interests are found, they 

will manifest themselves in the form of discriminating 

factors. It is further proposed that an analysis of 

these factors may provide information about the relative 
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contribution of each of the Basic Interest scales to 

the overall discrimination. Thus, it would indicate 

the best possible combination of interest scales to 

differentiate between the specified groups. The 

accuracy of these factors to discriminate between 

individuals may be assessed initially by a classific­

ation of the subjects into predicted group member­

ship on the basis of their scale scores. If in fact, 

factors are found which correctly classify a large 

percentage of cases, a discriminating profile may 

be established. The validity of such a profile 

would have to be assessed by continued investigation. 

The primary concern of this study is thus 

to compare the Basic Interest scores of Arts and Science 

freshmen at the University of Ottawa. It is hoped that 

such a comparison will yield patterns of Basic Interest 

which may be employed to classify individuals in terms 

of their similarity to an Arts or Science group. The 

problem may be rephrased in terms of the following 

questions: Do students in Arts possess vocational 

interests that are significantly different from those 

in Science? Do the sexes within these curricula possess 

significantly different interests? Are the interests of 
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Males in Arts significantly different from Males in 

Science? Are the interests of Females in Arts signif­

icantly different from Females in Science? How signif­

icant is the discrimination in each case? What is the 

best combination of variables to discriminate the inter­

ests? Can these variables be used to classify an indiv­

idual in terms of his/her similarity to one of the academic 

groups? The usefulness of the discriminant-function analysis 

for such purposes has been supported by a number of authors 

(Rao, 1952; Tatsuoka & Tiedeman, 1951+; Kendall, 1957; 

Dunteman, 1966; Brown, 1970). 

It might be suggested then, in the context of 

the present study, that discriminating patterns of inter­

est may manifest themselves in differing scores (high or 

low) on the 23 Basic Interest scales of the SCII. For 

instance, students in Science may typically score low 

on Social Service whereas students in Arts may tend 

to score low on Science and Mathematics. Of course, 

it is not suggested that these are necessarily the 

scaled directions, nor that all students in the curricula 

will score in the same manner. However, such directions 
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could reasonably be expected for these scales. It is 

also possible that some scales may have little or no 

discriminating power. 

As to which scales either group will tend to 

score high or low on, the expectations are not definite. 

With no previous studies to substantiate the hypotheses, 

any prediction concerning the scaled directions would be 

purely intuitive. However, on the basis of past research 

with university groups, there does not seem to be any 

reason to believe th8t differentiating interests would 

not exist. A lack of significant differences would be 

interesting. 

The next section will summarize the focus of 

this study and restate the problems in terms of the null 

hypotheses. 

6. Summary and Hypotheses 

To summarize, it has been indicated by the 

research of Strong (1952, 1955), Campbell (1966, 1968), 

and Dunteman (1966), to name a few, that various occup­

ational and educational groups have vocational interests 

specific to that group. The fact that these groups 

have interests that may differentiate them from others 
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serves a valuable function in counseling settings 

where it may be necessary to assess how similar or 

dissimilar an individual's interests are to a known 

group. This in turn, allows counselors to guide 

individuals in study or career choices and may even 

be employed for selection purposes by various institut­

ions. The benefits of this were demonstrated by Harmon 

and Campbell (1968) in counseling nonprofessional women, 

by Strong and Tucker (1952) for advising students plan­

ning medical careers, by Smith (I960) for predicting 

academic performance in a State College, and by 

Nolting (1971) in predicting job satisfaction for 

computer programmers (both male and female). 

The Strong Vocational Interest Blank and 

the new Strong-Campbell Interest Inventory, have 

their scales standardized over hundreds of people 

considered successful and satisfied in their work. 

These scales have been established in a wide range 

of occupations. Considerable research has shown 

that a person with an A rating on a given scale 

has interests very similar to those people engaged 

in that occupation for a number of years; a B+, B, 
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or B- rating means that although the individual pro­

bably has those occupational interests, we cannot be 

as sure as we can with an A rating; a C rating means 

the testee does not have such interests. In both 

guidance and selection settings, occupations not in 

harmony with the person's interests should usually 

be eliminated from consideration. If a person's 

interests are very similar to a particular occupat­

ion or group of occupations, all other things being 

equal, the probability is that he would enjoy being 

employed in that occupation. It is important to 

note that interests are better indicators of occupat­

ional persistence than of occupational excellence 

(Campbell, 1971). 

The present study proposes to compare the 

vocational interests of Arts and Science freshmen to 

determine whether discriminating Basic Interest scale 

scores can be established. If discriminant-functions 

are found between groups, a discriminating profile of 

weighted items may be composed and it's classification 

ability assessed. Such a profile, if it appears to 

have significant classification power, could be useful 

in counseling university students faced with the 
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dilemma of choosing between Arts or Science curricula. 

It is understood that the establishment of such an 

instrument would rest on a large-scale validation 

study. 

Having established the theoretical and exper­

imental background, the problem posed by this study can 

be presented in terms of the hypotheses being stated in 

the null form. 

The main hypothesis is this: 

1.1 There are no significant differences 
at p2. .01 on patterns of Basic Interest 
between two groups of subjects. One of 
the groups being university freshmen 
enrolled in Arts and the other being 
in Science curricula. 

The sub-hypotheses flowing from and connected 

to the main hypothesis are these: 

2.1 There is no significant difference at 
p/- .01 on patterns of Basic Interest 
between all Males and all Females. 

2.2 There is no significant difference at 
pZ-.Ol on patterns of Basic Interest 
between Arts Males and Science Males. 

2.3 There is no significant difference at 
p^-,01 on patterns of Basic Interest 
between Arts Females and Science 
Females. 
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There is no significant difference at 
p^.Ol on patterns of Basic Interest 
between Arts Males and Arts Females. 

There is no significant difference at 
p^. .01 on patterns of Basic Interest 
between Science Males and Science 
Females. 

following chapter presents the exper-

n for the testing of these hypotheses. 



CHAPTER II 

EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN 

This chapter presents the design of the 

study. It opens, in section one, with a descrip­

tion of the tools and a discussion of the rationale 

for their use. Section two deals with the subjects 

who participated in the study. The third section 

discusses the experimental procedures involved. 

The chapter concludes with section four examining 

the statistical procedures used to analyze the data. 

1. The Tools 

The measurement instrument used in this 

study was the Strong-Campbell Interest Inventory 

(Campbell, 1971+). The question booklet and answer 

sheet which appear in Appendix 1 and 2 were admin­

istered after a brief introduction to the test and 

to the study. All subjects were presented with mark­

ing pencils. 

The SCII questionnaire lists 325 items, 

most of which the subject responds to by filling in 

either "Like," "Indifferent," or "Dislike" on the 

answer sheet. These items are divided into seven 
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sections in the test booklet. These include: Occup­

ations (131 items), School Subjects (36 items), Act-

ivites (5l items), Amusements (39 items), Types of 

People (21+ items), Preference Between Two Activities 

(30 items), and Your Characteristics (ll+ "yes" or "no" 

items). 

The results of the inventory are presented 

to the subject in a profile on three dimensions: 

General Occupational Themes, Basio Interest Scales, 

and the Occupational Scales. 

The General Occupational Themes analyze the 

subject's responses in terms of six themes represented 

by the occupational types hypothesized and identified 

by Holland (1966, 1973). Measures of reliability and 

validity using the General Occupational Themes, are 

&iven in the SCII Manual (197i+, p. 31-32). 

The Basic Interest Scales provide a picture 

of how the subject groups his interests in terms of 

"likes" and "dislikes" to form 23 homogeneous scales. 

The specific details of the construction of these 

scales are given in the Handbook for the SVIB (Campbell, 

1971). The SCII Handbook (Campbell, 1971+) lists 
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numerous studies supporting the predictive validity 

of the Basic Interest Scales. Test-retest reliabilit­

ies for the SCII are slightly higher than those of 

the SVIB scales (SCII Manual, p.l+l+). 

Each of the 79 Occupational Scales was 

formed according to items that differentiated samples 

of males and females (N=200 to 300) in specific occup­

ations from the general population (N=600). A high 

score on a particular scale reflects that the subject 

answered with "likes" and "dislikes" very similar to 

the reference group on which the scale was based. 

Test-retest correlations as well as percent overlap 

in scores for criterion and reference samples are 

presented in the SCII Manual (Campbell, 1971+). The 

predictive validity of the Occupational Scales has 

been amply supported (Strong, 1955; Campbell, 1971). 

The Strong-Csmpbell Interest Iventory is 

currently the most up-to-date interest inventory. 

It's usefulness as a counseling device has been 

established in thousands of studies over the past 

fifty years. The research as already reviewed, 

ranges from developing interest profiles for non-
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professional women to assessing the interests of satisfied 

computer programmers. Now, with it's latest revision, 

the Strong-Campbell Interest Inventory offers both person­

ality and interest information which will be a valuable 

tool for counselors. For a further discussion of the 

reliabilities and validities of the SCII, the Manual 

and the Handbook are both useful sources of information. 

2. The Subjects 

Altogether, 371 subjects participated in this 

study. Of these, 10 were eliminated as having incomplete 

or otherwise improperly completed forms and one subject 

could not be "grouped" by the computer. Thus, the remain­

ing usable number of subjects was 360, 202 Males and 

158 Females. 

The subjects were all freshmen registered in 

Arts or Science curricula at the University of Ottawa. 

In the Arts group there were 151+ subjects, 51+ Males 

and 101 Females. In the Science group, 206 subjects 

were tested, 11+9 Males and 57 Females. The number of 

Males to Females within each group is a representative 

distribution of the sexes enrolled in that faculty. 

Subjects were chosen on the basis of being registered 
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within compulsory courses for either Arts or Science 

programs. 

Incentive for subject participation was given 

in the form of their own interpreted interest profile 

with a 3,500 word explanation of how to utilize their 

results. This may also have helped to insure more 

"honest" responses to the questionnaire. 

3. The Procedure 

With professor permission, tests were administ­

ered to nine classes within the Faculties of Arts and 

Science at the University of Ottawa. Classes were chosen 

on the basis of being required first-year courses, hence 

the best possible representative sample of Arts and Science 

freshmen. Every student in the given curricula had to 

be registered in one section of the course, no student 

was registered in more than one section of the course. 

The courses included English Literature 1111-1112 for 

Art students and Math 11+00 A and Bl'for Science students. 

All tests were administered by a male and a 

female experimenter, both 21+ years of age. The two 

experimenters were present during the entire class 

testing. Subjects were given a brief explanation of 
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of the study and told that participation was entirely 

voluntary. Subjects were also informed of the relative 

length of time needed to complete the test although it 

was pointed out that the test is not timed. Instruct­

ions were then given on how to complete the test. 

1+. Analysis of the Data 

The 360 completed Strong-Campbell Interest 

Inventory answer sheets were scored by National Computer 

Systems in Minneapolis. Computer cards with each subject's 

raw scores were obtained along with the standard score 

counselor's and testee's copy of the profiled results. 

For information on the raw scopes see Appendix 3. An 

example of a typical profile and corresponding inter­

pretation instructions are presented in Appendix 1+. 

The data was examined in terms of the raw 

scores obtained by each subject on the 23 Basic Interest 

scales of the SCII. These scales are: Agriculture, 

Nature, Adventure, Military Activities, Mechanical 

Activities, Science, Mathematics, Medical Science, 

Medical Service, Music/Dramatics, Art, Writing, 

Teaching, Social Service, Athletics, Domestic Arts, 
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Religious Activities, Public Speaking, Law/Politics, 

Merchandising, Sales, Business Management and Office 

Practices. 

All analyses were performed using an IBM 

computer at the University of Ottawa's Computing Centre. 

The disciminant-function analysis method was choaen on 

the basis of being the technique most suitable to test 

the hypotheses of this study. The analyses were con­

ducted using the Statistical Package for the Social 

Sciences (SPSS). Each analysis was aimed at finding 

the best combination of Basic Interest scales to dis­

criminate between the specified groups. The statistical 

significance for all comparisons was based on the accept­

ance of the »01 level of probability. From the results 

obtained, this study focused on the following: 

i) the degree of discrimination made 
between groups in terms of Wilks' 
Lambda (Cooley & Lohnes, 1962, ch. 6); 

ii) the contribution of each scale to the 
final discrimination in terms of dis­
criminant-function coefficients; 

iii) the mean Basic Interest scale scores 
and standard deviations of each group 
on the 23 variables; 

iv) the centroids of the function or functions 
for each group in reduced space; and 
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v) the accuracy of the discriminant-function 
scores to classify individuals as members 
of the specified groups in terms of the 
percentage of "grouped" cases correctly 
classified. 

The prior probabilities of group size were taken into 

consideration when the classification was computed. 

Six discriminant-function analyses were 

made using two groups at a time. The stepwise method 

was employed for all analyses to eliminate less contrib­

uting factors. A significant change in Rao's V was 

used as the criterion for inclusion in the final 

analysis (Rao, 1952). Each analysis was performed by 

combining the Basic Interest scale raw scores of the 

subjects in the specified groups. The first comparison 

was made between Arts and Science students. The second 

analysis was made between all Males and all Females to 

determine if differences existed necessitating separate 

sex comparisons. The remaining analyses were performed 

in the following order: Arts Males vs Science Males, 

Arts Females vs Science Females, Arts Males vs Arts 

Females, and Science Males vs Science Females. To 

yield a more complete picture of the discriminant-

functions, a four-group discriminant analysis was 

conducted between Arts Males, Science Males, Arts 
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Females, and Science Females. This provided the same 

type of information as the two-group analysis of the 

data. As a cross-validation of the SPSS findings, a 

discriminant-function analysis was also computed using 

the SOUPAC program. The results of this last analysis 

substantiated the previous findings. 

The results of these analyses are presented 

and discussed in the following chapter-



CHAPTER III 

PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION OF RESULTS 

The first section of this chapter presents 

the results of the analyses performed on the experimental 

data. The second section discusses the implications of 

these findings. Section three presents suggestion for 

further research. The chapter ends with a summary of 

the study and conclusions. 

1. Presentation of Results 

The hypotheses regarding the differences in 

Basic Interest scale patterns with respect to the exper­

imental variables were tested by discriminant-function 

analyses performed in a stepwise manner. Thus, the 

most discriminating variable was considered alone first, 

then the variables accounting for most of the remaining 

unexplained variance were added separately in order of 

importance. 

In each analysis, a number of scales were 

found to indicate differences between the performance 

of the groups significant at the .01 level. Tables 1.1 

through 2.$ present the group means and standard deviat­

ions of the analyses on the 23 Basic Interest scales. 



PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION OF RESULTS 1+8 

Table 1.1 

Basic Interest Scales: Group Means 

for Arts and Science 

Basic Interest Arts Science Total 
Scales N=l51+ N=206 N=360 

Agriculture 
Nature 
Adventure 
Mil i ta ry A c t i v i t i e s 
Mechanical A c t i v i t i e s 
Science 
Mathematic s 
Medical Science 
Medical Service 
Music/Dramatic s 
A r t 
Writing 
Teaching 
Social Service 
Ath le t i c s 
Domestic Arts 
Religious A c t i v i t i e s 
Public Speaking 
Law/Poli t ics 
Merchandising 
Sales 
Business Management 
Office Prac t ices 

0.377 
3.396 
0.861+ 

-2 .318 
-9.01+5 
- 0 . 9 8 1 
-2 .312 

0.578 
-1 .357 

3.273 
3.279 
3.916 
2.987 
2.779 
0.61+3 
0.266 

- 2 . 2 0 8 
- 1 . 0 2 0 
-0 .097 
-3 .312 
-7.01+6 
- 2 . 8 3 1 
- 8 . 9 3 5 

0.719 
2.922 
2.777 

-1 .689 
1.11+6 
6.913 
2.796 
3.1+1+2 

-0 .320 
-1 .636 
-2.351+ 
-1 .723 

0.1+13 
-0 .966 

1.871+ 
-2.1+13 
-3 .607 
- 2 . 5 8 3 
-1.1+90 
-5 .786 
-6 .680 
-1+.151 

-10.039 

0.611+ 
3.125 
1.958 

-1 .958 
-3.211+ 

3.536 
0 .611 
2.217 

-0.761+ 
0.1+61+ 
0.056 
0.689 
1.511+ 
0.636 
1.31+7 

-1 .267 
-3 .008 
-1.911+ 
-O.89I+ 
-1+.728 
-6 .836 
-3 .586 
-9 .567 

Note: Calculations are based on both + and - raw scores. 
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Table 1.2 

Basic Interest Scales: Group Means 

for Males and Females 

Basic Interest Males Females Total 
Scales N=202 N=l58 N=360 

A g r i c u l t u r e 
N a t u r e 
A d v e n t u r e 
M i l i t a r y A c t i v i t i e s 
M e c h a n i c a l A c t i v i t i e s 
S c i e n c e 
Math 
M e d i c a l S c i e n c e 
M e d i c a l S e r v i c e 
M u s i c / D r a m a t i c s 
A r t 
W r i t i n g 
T e a c h i n g 
S o c i a l S e r v i c e 
A t h l e t i c s 
Domes t i c A r t s 
R e l i g i o u s A c t i v i t i e s 
P u b l i c S p e a k i n g 
L a w / P o l i t i c s 
M e r c h a n d i s i n g 
S a l e s 
B u s i n e s s Management 
O f f i c e P r a c t i c e s 

0 . 7 2 8 
2 . 0 3 5 
3 . 0 1 5 

-1.1+16 
1.51+5 
5 . 3 5 2 
1 .980 
2 . 2 0 8 

- 1 . 5 0 0 
- 1 . 6 2 9 
- 2 . 6 8 3 
-0.81+2 

0.631+ 
-0.71+3 

2.571+ 
- 3 . 5 2 0 
- 3 . 5 5 9 
- 1 . 2 0 8 

0 . 0 5 0 
-1+.1+95 
- 5 . 7 0 8 
-2.1+75 

- 1 0 . 1 8 8 

0.1+68 
1+.519 
O.608 

- 2 . 6 5 2 
- 9 . 2 9 8 

1 .215 
- 1 . 1 3 9 

2 . 2 2 8 
0 .177 
3 .139 
3 .557 
2.61+6 
2 .639 
2 .399 

- 0 . 2 2 2 
1.611+ 

-2.301+ 
- 2 . 8 1 7 
- 2 . 1 0 1 
- 5 . 0 2 5 
- 8 . 2 7 9 
- 5 . 0 0 6 
- 8 . 7 7 2 

0.611+ 
3 . 1 2 5 
1 .958 

- 1 . 9 5 8 
-3.211+ 

3 . 5 3 6 
0 . 6 1 1 
2 .217 

-0.761+ 
0.1+61+ 
0 . 0 5 6 
0 .689 
1.511+ 
0 . 6 3 6 
1,31+7 

- 1 . 2 6 7 
- 3 . 0 0 8 
-1.911+ 
-0.891+ 
-1+.728 
- 6 . 8 3 6 
- 3 . 5 8 6 
- 9 . 5 6 7 

Note: Calculations are based on both + and - raw scores. 
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Table 1.3 

Basic Interest Scales: Group Means 

for Arts Males and Science Males 

Basic Interest Arts(M) Science(M) Total 
Scales N=53 N=ll+9 N=202 

Agriculture 
Nature 
Adventure 
Military Activities 
Mechanical Activities 
Science 
Mathematics 
Medical Science 
Medical Service 
Music/Dramatics 
Art 
Writing 
Teaching 
Social Service 
Athletics 
Domestic Arts 
Religious Activities 
Public Speaking 
Law/Politics 
Merchandising 
Sales 
Business Management 
Office Practices 

0.830 
2.151 
3.057 

-1.113 
-3.057 
0.566 

-1.359 
0.359 

-2.31+0 
I.698 
0.208 
3.906 
2.132 
1.509 
2.[|.72 

-3.261+ 
-2.736 
1.585 
3.151 

-1.925 
-5.057 
-0.076 
-9.830 

0.691 
1.993 
3.000 

-1.521+ 
3.181 
7.051+ 
3.168 
2.866 

-1.201 
-2.812 
-3.711 
-2.530 
0.101 

-1.51+1+ 
2.611 

-3.611 
-3.852 
-2.201 
-1.051+ 
-5.^09 
-5.91+0 
-3.329 

-10.315 

0.728 
2.035 
3.015 

-1.1+16 
1. SKS 
5.352 
1.980 
2.208 

-1.500 
-1.629 
-2.683 
-0.81+2 
0.631+ 

-0.71+3 
2.571+ 

-3.520 
-3.559 
-1.208 
0.050 

-1+.1+95 
-5.708 
-2.1+75 

-10.188 

Note: Calculations are based on both + and - raw scores. 
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Table 1.1+ 

Basic Interest Scales: Group Means for 

Arts Females and Science Females 

Basic Interest Arts(F) Science(F) Total 
Scales N=101 N=57 N=l58 

A g r i c u l t u r e 
N a t u r e 
A d v e n t u r e 
M i l i t a r y A c t i v i t i e s 
M e c h a n i c a l A c t i v i t i e s 
S c i e n c e 
M a t h e m a t i c s 
M e d i c a l S c i e n c e 
M e d i c a l S e r v i c e 
M u s i c / D r a m a t i c s 
A r t 
W r i t i n g 
T e a c h i n g 
S o c i a l S e r v i c e 
A t h l e t i c s 
Domes t i c A r t s 
R e l i g i o u s A c t i v i t i e s 
P u b l i c S p e a k i n g 
L a w / P o l i t i c s 
M e r c h a n d i s i n g 
S a l e s 
B u s i n e s s Management 
O f f i c e P r a c t i c e s 

0 .139 
1+.050 

- 0 . 2 8 7 
- 2 . 9 5 1 

- 1 2 . 1 8 8 
- 1 . 7 9 2 
- 2 . 8 1 2 

0 . 6 9 3 
-0.81+2 

1+.099 
1+.891 
3 . 9 2 1 
3.1+36 
3.1+1+6 

- 0 . 3 1 7 
2 .119 

- 1 . 9 3 1 
- 2 . 3 8 6 
- 1 . 8 0 2 
-1+.01+0 
- 8 . 0 8 9 
-1+.277 
-6.1+65 

1.053 
5 . 3 5 1 
2 . 1 9 3 

- 2 . 1 2 3 
-1+.175 

6.51+1+ 
1.825 
1+.91+7 
1 .983 
1.1+39 
1 .193 
0 . 3 8 6 
1 .228 
0.51+1+ 

- 0 . 0 5 3 
0 .719 

- 2 . 9 6 5 
- 3 . 5 7 9 
- 2 . 6 3 2 
- 6 . 7 7 2 
-8.611+ 
- 6 . 2 9 8 
- 9 . 3 1 6 

0.1+68 
I+.519 
0 . 6 0 8 

- 2 . 6 5 2 
- 9 . 2 9 8 

1 .215 
-1.11+0 

2 . 2 2 8 
0 .177 
3 .139 
3 .557 
2.61+6 
2 .639 
2 .399 

- 0 . 2 2 2 
1.611+ 

-2.301+ 
- 2 . 8 1 7 
- 2 . 1 0 1 
- 5 . 0 2 5 
- 8 . 2 7 9 
- 5 . 0 0 6 
- 8 . 7 7 2 

Note: Calculations are based on both + and - raw scores. 
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Table 1.5 

Basic Interest Scales: Group Means for 

Arts Males and Arts Females 

Basic Interest Arts(M) Arts(F) Total 
Scales N=53 N=101 N=l51+ 

Agriculture 
Nature 
Adventure 
Military Activities 
Mechanical Activities 
Science 
Mathematics 
Medical Science 
Medical Service 
Music/Dramatics 
Art 
Writing 
Teaching 
Social Service 
Athletics 
Domestic Arts 
Religious Activities 
Public Speaking 
Law/Politics 
Merchandi sing 
Sales 
Business Management 
Office Practices 

0.830 
2.151 
3.057 

-1.113 
-3.057 
0.566 

-1.359 
0.359 

-2.31+0 
1.698 
0.208 
3.906 
2.132 
1.509 
2.1+72 

-3.261+ 
-2.736 
1.585 
3.151 

-1.925 
-5.057 
-0.076 
-9.830 

0.139 
1+.050 
-0.287 
-2.951 

-12.188 
-1.792 
-2.812 
0.693 

-0.81+2 
1+.099 
1+.891 
3.921 
3.1+36 
3.1+1+6 

-0.317 
2.119 
-1.931 
-2.386 
-1.802 
-l+.Ol+O 
-8.089 
-1+.277 
-8.1+65 

0.377 
3.396 
0.861+ 

-2.318 
-9.01+6 
-O.98I 
-2.312 
0.578 

-1.357 
3.273 
3.279 
3.916 
2.987 
2.779 
0.61+3 
0.266 
-2.208 
-1.020 
-0.097 
-3.312 
-7.01+6 
-2.831 
-8.935 

Note: Calculations are based on both + and - raw scores. 
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Table 1.6 

Basic Interest Scales: Group Means for 

Science Males and Science Females 

Basic Interest Science(M) Science(F) Total 
Scales N=ll+9 N=57 N=206 

A g r i c u l t u r e 
N a t u r e 
A d v e n t u r e 
M i l i t a r y A c t i v i t i e s 
M e c h a n i c a l A c t i v i t i e s 
S c i e n c e 
M a t h e m a t i c s 
M e d i c a l S c i e n c e 
M e d i c a l S e r v i c e 
M u s i c / D r a m a t i c s 
A r t 
W r i t i n g 
T e a c h i n g 
S o c i a l S e r v i c e 
A t h l e t i c s 
Domes t i c A r t s 
R e l i g i o u s A c t i v i t i e s 
P u b l i c S p e a k i n g 
L a w / f o l i t i c s 
Merchandi s i n g 
S a l e s 
B u s i n e s s Management 
O f f i c e P r a c t i c e s 

0 . 6 9 1 
1.993 
3 .000 

-1.521+ 
3 . 1 8 1 
7.051+ 
3 .168 
2 . 8 6 6 

- 1 . 2 0 1 
- 2 . 8 1 2 
- 3 . 7 1 1 
- 2 . 5 3 0 

0 . 1 0 1 
-1.51+1+ 

2 . 6 1 1 
- 3 . 6 1 1 
- 3 . 8 5 2 
- 2 . 2 0 1 
-1.051+ 
-5.1^09 
-5.91+0 
- 3 . 3 2 9 

- 1 0 . 3 1 5 

1 .053 
5 . 3 5 1 
2 . 1 9 3 

- 2 . 1 2 3 
-1+.175 

6.51+1+ 
1 .825 
1+.91+7 
1 .983 
1.1+39 
1 .193 
0 . 3 8 6 
1 .228 
0.51+1+ 

- 0 . 0 5 3 
0 . 7 1 9 

- 2 . 9 6 5 
- 3 . 5 7 9 
- 2 . 6 3 2 
- 6 . 7 7 2 
-8.611+ 
- 6 . 2 9 8 
- 9 . 3 1 6 

0 . 7 9 1 
2 . 9 2 2 
2 . 7 7 7 

- 1 . 6 8 9 
1.11+6 
6 . 9 1 3 
2 . 7 9 6 
3.1+1+2 

- 0 . 3 2 0 
- 1 . 6 3 6 
-2.351+ 
- 1 . 7 2 3 

0.1+13 
- 0 . 9 6 6 

1.671+ 
-2.1+13 
- 3 . 6 0 7 
- 2 . 5 8 3 
-1.1+90 
- 5 . 7 8 6 
- 6 . 6 8 0 
-1+.151 

^ 1 0 . 0 3 9 

Note: Calculations are based on both + and - raw scores. 
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Table 2.1 

Basic Interest Scales: Group Standard 

Deviations for Arts and Science 

Basic Interest Arts Science Total 
Scales N=l51+ N=206 N=360 

Agriculture 
Nature 
Adventure 
Mi l i ta ry A c t i v i t i e s 
Mechanical A c t i v i t i e s 
Science 
Mathematics 
Medical Science 
Medical Service 
Music/Dramatics 
A r t 
Writing 
Teaching 
Social Service 
Ath le t i c s 
Domestic Arts 
Religious A c t i v i t i e s 
Public Speaking 
Law/Poli t ics 
Merchandising 
Sales 
Business Management 
Office Prac t ices 

2.908 
1+.601+ 
5.oio 
2.876 

10.285 
7 .551 
5.106 
1+.388 
1+.001 
5.989 
7.156 
6.868 
li.09l+ 
1+.905 
5.603 
5.081 
1+.1+82 
5 .171 
6.611 
5.379 
1+.088 
6.068 
5.689 

2.799 
1+.596 
1+.1+60 
3.038 

11.1+37 
5.737 
3.606 
3.988 
3.855 
6 .37^ 
6.713 
7.700 
1+.1+50 
1+.882 
5.51+0 
It-.1+10 
1+.168 
1+.627 
5.918 
5.259 
1+.239 
6.072 
5.276 

2.850 
1+.599 
1+.791 
2.982 

12.053 
7.61+1 
1+.991+ 
1+.393 
3.91+6 
6.661+ 
7.1+39 
7.859 
1+.1+81 
5.226 
5.593 
1+.885 
1+.351+ 
1+.921 
6.253 
5.1+1+3 
1+.173 
6.097 
5.1+76 
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Table 2.2 

Basic Interest Scales: Group Standard 

Deviations for Males and Females 

Basic Interest Males Females Total 
Scales N=202 N=l58 N=360 

A g r i c u l t u r e 
Nature 
Adventure 
M i l i t a r y A c t i v i t i e s 
Mechanical A c t i v i t i e s 
Science 
Mathematics 
Medical Science 
Medical Serv ice 
Music/Dramatics 
Art 
Wri t ing 
Teaching 
S o c i a l Serv ice 
A t h l e t i c s 
Domestic Ar t s 
R e l i g i o u s A c t i v i t i e s 
Pub l ic Speaking 
L a w / P o l i t i c s 
Merchandising 
Sa les 
Business Management 
Office P r a c t i c e s 

2.699 
1+.318 
1+.253 
3.117 

11.128 
7.116 
1+.621 
1+.1+82 
3.620 
6.381+ 
6.557 
7.61+8 
1+.1+69 
1+.7-93 
5.501+ 
3.762 
1+.158 
1+.91+1+ 
6.1+27 
5.697 
1+.375 
6.1+22 
1+.895 

3.031+ 
1+.581+ 
5.105 
2.652 

10.357 
6.682 
1+.919 
1+.292 
1+.152 
6.01+1+ 
7.037 
7 . 7 H 
1+.251 
5.21+1 
5.322 
1+.61+5 
1+.509 
1+.756 
5.821+ 
5.101+ 
3.1+03 
5.31+6 
6.062 

2.8£0 
1+.599 
1+.791 
2.982 

12.053 
7.61+1 
1+.991+ 
1+.393 
3.91+6 
6.661+ 
7.1+39 
7.859 
1+.1+81 
5.226 
5.593 
1+.885 
1+.351+ 
1+.921 
6.253 
5.1+1^3 
1+.173 
6.097 
5.1+76 
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Table 2.3 

Basic Interest Scales: Group Standard Deviations 

for Arts Males and Science Males 

Basic Interest Arts(M) Science(M) Total 
Scales N=53 N=ll+9 N=202 

Agriculture 
Nature 
Adventure 
Mil i ta ry A c t i v i t i e s 
Mechanical A c t i v i t i e s 
Science 
Mathematics 
Medical Science 
Medical Service 
Music/Dramatics 
A r t 
Writing 
Teaching 
Social Service 
Ath le t i c s 
Domestic Arts 
Religious A c t i v i t i e s 
Public Speaking 
Law/Poli t ics 
Merchandi sing 
Sales 
Business Management 
Office Prac t ices 

2.806 
1+.521 
1+.258 
3.166 

10.805 
8.1+27 
5.1+85 
I+.650 
3.980 
5.859 
6.915 
5.81+5 
1+.225 
1+.627 
5.889 
1+.121+ 
1+.386 
1+.U5 
6.292 
5.961+ 
1+.696 
6.510 
1+.922 

2.668 
1+.258 
1+.265 
3.103 

10.811 
5.718 
3.608 
1+.21+5 
3.1+1+8 
6.157 
6.126 
7.516 
1+. 1+1+6 
1+.605 
5 .381 
3.635 
1+.01+9 
1+.71+3 
6.126 
5.326 
1+.21+8 
6.191 
1+.896 

2.699 
1+.318 
1+.253 
3 . H 7 

11.128 
7.116 
1+.621 
k.1+82 
3.620 
6.381+ 
6.557 
7.61+8 
1+.1+69 
1+.793 
5.501+ 
3.762 
1+.158 
k-9kk 
6.1+27 
5.697 
1+.375 
6.1+22 
1+.895 
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Table 2.1+ 

Basic Interest Scales: Group Standard Deviations 

for Arts Females and Science Females 

Basic Interest Arts(F) Science(F) Total 
Scales N=101 N=57 N=l58 

Agriculture 
Nature 
Adventure 
Mil i tary A c t i v i t i e s 
Mechanical A c t i v i t i e s 
Science 
Mathematics 
Medical Science 
Medical Service 
Music/Dramatics 
Ar t 
Writing 
Teaching 
Social Service 
Ath le t i c s 
Domestic Arts 
Religious A c t i v i t i e s 
Public Speaking 
Law/Poli t ics 
Merchandi sing 
Sales 
Business Management 
Office Prac t ices 

2.91+6 
1+.533 
5 . o o i 
2 .503 
8.1+9I+ 
6.955 
1+.81+9 
1+.263 
3.931+ 
5.919 
6.772 
7.375 
3.971 
[+.937 
5.225 
1+.537 
[+.528 
5.020 
6.11+5 
1+.921 
3.302 
5.307 
6.023 

3.125 
1+.596 
1+.926 
2.81+2 

11.1+07 
5.819 
3.1+1+1+ 
2.722 
3.939 
5.937 
6.932 
7.839 
[+.396 
5.292 
5.531+ 
[+.739 
1+.1+36 
1+.183 
5.216 
1+.993 
3.580 
5.213 
6.11+8 

3.031+ 
l+.58[+ 
5.105 
2.652 

10.357 
7.682 
[+.919 
i+,292 
1+.152 
6.01+1+ 
7.037 
7.711 
1+.251 
5.21+1 
5.322 
1+.61+5 
1+.509 
1+.756 
5.821+ 
5.101+ 
3.1+03 
5.31+6 
6.062 
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Table 2.5 

Basic Interest Scales: Group Standard Deviations 

for Arts Males and Arts Females 

Basic Interest Arts(M) Arts(F) Total 
Scales N=53 N=101 N=l51+ 

Agriculture 
Nature 
Adventure 
Mil i ta ry A c t i v i t i e s 
Mechanical A c t i v i t i e s 
Science 
Mathematics 
Medical Science 
Medical Service 
Music/Dramatics 
A r t 
Writing 
Teaching 
Social Service 
Ath le t i c s 
Domestic A c t i v i t i e s 
Religious A c t i v i t i e s 
Public Speaking 
Law/Poli t ics 
Merchandising 
Sales 
Business Management 
Office Prac t ices 

2.806 
[+.521 
1+.258 
3.166 

10.805 
8.1i27 
5.[+85 
[+.650 
3.980 
5.859 
6.915 
5.81+5 
1+.225 
1+.627 
5.889 
1+.121+ 
[+.386 
[+.[+35 
6.292 
5.96[+ 
[+.696 
6.510 
[+.922 

2.9[+6 
1+.533 
5.009 
2.501+ 
8.1+91+ 
6.955 
l+.8i+9 
[+.263 
3.931+ 
5.919 
6.772 
7.375 
3.971 
I+.937 
5.225 
1+.537 
[+.528 
5.020 
6.11+5 
1+.921 
3.302 
5.307 
6.023 

2.908 
1+.601+ 
5.010 
2.876 

10.285 
7 .551 
5.106 
[+.388 
[+.001 
5.989 
7.156 
6.868 
[+.091+ 
1+.905 
5.603 
5 .081 
[+.[+82 
5 .171 
6.611 
5.379 
[+.088 
6.068 
5.689 
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Table 2.6 

Basic Interest Scales: Group Standard Deviations 

for Science Males and Science Females 

Basic Interest Science(M) Science(F) Total 
Scales N=ll+9 N=57 N=206 

Agriculture 
Nature 
Adventure 
Mil i ta ry A c t i v i t i e s 
Mechanical A c t i v i t i e s 
Science 
Mathematics 
Medical Science 
Medical Service 
Music/Dramatics 
A r t 
Writing 
Teaching 
Social Service 
Ath le t i c s 
Domestic Arts 
Religious A c t i v i t i e s 
Public Speaking 
Law/Poli t ics 
Merchandising 
Sales 
Business Management 
Office Prac t ices 

2.668 
[+.258 
[+.265 
3.103 

10.811 
5.718 
3.608 
1+.21+5 
3.1+1+8 
6.157 
6.126 
7,516 
1+. 1+1+6 
1+.605 
5 .381 
3.635 
[+.01+9 
1+.71+3 
6.126 
5.326 
[+.2[+8 
6.191 
[+.896 

3.125 
1+.596 
1+.926 
2.81+2 

11.1+07 
5.819 
3.1+1+1+ 
2.722 
3.939 
5.937 
6.932 
7.839 
[+.396 
5.292 
5.53[+ 
1+.739 
1+.1+36 
1+.183 
5.216 
1+.993 
3.580 
5.213 
6.1[+8 

2.799 
1+.596 
[+.1+60 
3.038 

11.1+37 
5.737 
3.606 
3.988 
3.855 
6.37[+ 
6.713 
7.700 
1+.1+50 
1+.882 
5.51+0 
[+.[+10 
[+.168 
1+.627 
5.918 
5.259 
1+.239 
6.072 
5.276 
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The differences in scale scores are reflected by these 

differing means and standard deviations. Tables 3.1 

though 3.7 present the Wilks' lambdas and univariate 

F ratios for the 23 variables in the individual com­

parisons. In each analysis, a minimum of 10 variables 

were found to be significant for discriminating between 

the groups at the .01 level. The six two-group analyses 

indicated ll+, 19, 13, 12, 10, and 11 significantly dis­

criminating scales respectively. 

The significant discriminant scales are organ­

ized such that they combine to form a discriminant 

function(s) onto which group centroids may be plotted. 

The discriminating power of the function for each two-

group analysis, as well as for a four-group analysis, 

were tested by chi-square approximations with p (k-1) 

degrees of freedom, where p is the number of variables 

and k is the number of groups (Table l+.l). The results 

of the Arts-Science comparison yielded a chi-square of 

231+.1+99 (df=ll; £ ^ .01). The Male-Female analysis 

resulted in a chi-square of 283.915 (df=li+; p_Z..01). 

The comparison between Arts Males and Science Males 

provided a chi-square of 105.531+ (df=10; jo^.01). 
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Table 3.1 

Basic Interest Scales: Wilks' Lambdas and 

Univariate F-Ratios for Arts and Science 

Basic Interest Wilks' F-Ratio p 
Scale Lambda 

A g r i c u l t u r e 
N a t u r e 
A d v e n t u r e 
M i l i t a r y A c t i v i t i e s 
M e c h a n i c a l A c t i v i t i e s 
S c i e n c e 
M a t h e m a t i c s 
M e d i c a l S c i e n c e 
M e d i c a l S e r v i c e 
M u s i c / D r a m a t i c s 
A r t 
W r i t i n g 
T e a c h i n g 
S o c i a l S e r v i c e 
A t h l e t i c s 
Domes t i c A r t s 
R e l i g i o u s A c t i v i t i e s 
P u b l i c S p e a k i n g 
L a w / P o l i t i c s 
Merchand i s i n g 
S a l e s 
B u s i n e s s Management 
O f f i c e P r a c t i c e s 

0 . 9 9 5 
0 .997 
0 . 9 6 1 
O.989 
0 . 8 2 5 
0 .738 
0.71+3 
0 .896 
0 .983 
0 .867 
0 .859 
0.87[+ 
0 .919 
0.87[+ 
O.988 
0 .926 
0 .975 
0 .975 
0 .988 
0.91+9 
0 .998 
0.989 
0 .990 

1 .870 
0 . 9 3 5 

11+. 583 
3 . 9 5 1 

7 6 . 1 9 7 
127 -056 
123 .687 
1+1.689 

6 . 1 7 0 
5 5 . 0 1 0 
58.61+8 
5 1 . 7 9 0 
3 1 . 5 6 5 
5 1 . 6 5 2 

1+.308 
2 8 . 5 2 8 

9 . 3 0 7 
9 . 0 9 0 
l+.l+l[+ 

19.131+ 
0 .676 
1+.163 
3 .607 

n . s . 
n . s . 
. 0 0 1 
n . s . 
. 0 0 1 
. 0 0 1 
. 0 0 1 
. 0 0 1 
n . s . 
. 0 0 1 
. 0 0 1 
. 0 0 1 
. 0 0 1 
. 0 0 1 
n . s . 
. 001 
.005 
. 005 
n . s . 
. 0 0 1 
n . s . 
n . s . 
n . s . 

ndf = 1;358 
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Table 3.2 

Basic Interest Scales: Wilks' Lambdas and 

Univariate F-Ratios for Males and Females 

Basic Interest Wilks' F-Ratio p 
Scale Lambda 

A g r i c u l t u r e 
N a t u r e 
A d v e n t u r e 
M i l i t a r y A c t i v i t i e s 
M e c h a n i c a l A c t i v i t i e s 
S c i e n c e 
M a t h e m a t i c s 
M e d i c a l S c i e n c e 
M e d i c a l S e r v i c e 
M u s i c / D r a m a t i c s 
A r t 
W r i t i n g 
T e a c h i n g 
S o c i a l S e r v i c e 
A t h l e t i c s 
Domes t i c A r t s 
R e l i g i o u s A c t i v i t i e s 
P u b l i c S p e a k i n g 
L a w / P o l i t i c s 
Merchand i s i n g 
S a l e s 
B u s i n e s s Management 
O f f i c e P r a c t i c e s 

0 . 9 9 8 
0 . 9 2 8 
0 . 9 3 8 
0 . 9 5 8 
0 . 8 0 0 
0 . 9 2 8 
0.90i+ 
1.000 
0 .955 
0.871+ 
0 .826 
0 . 9 5 1 
0 . 9 5 1 
0 . 9 1 1 
0 . 9 3 8 
0 .727 
0 . 9 8 0 
0.971+ 
0 . 9 7 1 
0 . 9 9 8 
0 . 9 0 6 
0 . 9 5 7 
0.981+ 

- 0.731+ 
2 7 . 8 0 1 
23.80[+ 
1 5 . 8 6 3 
89.1+03 
2 7 . 9 2 9 
3 8 . 1 7 2 

0 .002 
1 6 . 7 1 5 
5 1 . 8 1 1 
7 2 . 2 8 2 
1 8 . 2 9 8 
18.631+ 
3 5 . 0 7 8 
23.51+5 

131+.226 
7 . 5 0 5 
9 . 7 0 1 

1 0 . 7 7 3 
0.81+1 

3 7 . 0 1 7 
1 5 . 9 1 3 

6 . 0 1 1 

n . s . 
. 0 0 1 
. 0 0 1 
. 0 0 1 
. 0 0 1 
. 0 0 1 
. 0 0 1 
n . s . 
. 0 0 1 
. 0 0 1 
. 0 0 1 
. 0 0 1 
. 0 0 1 
. 0 0 1 
. 0 0 1 
. 0 0 1 
. 0 1 
. 005 
.005 
n . s . 
. 0 0 1 
. 0 0 1 
n . s . 

ndf = 1;358 
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Table 3.3 

Basic Interest Scales: Wilks' Lambdas and Univariate 

F-Ratios for Arts Males and Science Males 

Basic Interest Wilks' F-Ratio p 
Scale Lambda 

A g r i c u l t u r e 
N a t u r e 
A d v e n t u r e 
M i l i t a r y A c t i v i t i e s 
M e c h a n i c a l A c t i v i t i e s 
S c i e n c e 
M a t h e m a t i c s 
M e d i c a l S c i e n c e 
M e d i c a l S e r v i c e 
M u s i c / D r a m a t i c s 
A r t 
W r i t i n g 
T e a c h i n g 
S o c i a l S e r v i c e 
A t h l e t i c s 
Domest ic A r t s 
R e l i g i o u s A c t i v i t i e s 
P u b l i c S p e a k i n g 
L a w / P o l i t i c s 
M e r c h a n d i s i n g 
S a l e s 
B u s i n e s s Management 
O f f i c e P r a c t i c e s 

1 .000 
1 .000 
1.000 
0 .997 
0 .939 
0 . 8 3 8 
0 . 8 1 3 
0 .939 
0 . 9 8 1 
0 . 9 0 3 
0 . 9 3 1 
0 . 8 6 2 
0 . 9 6 0 
0 . 9 2 1 
1 .000 
0 . 9 9 8 
0 . 9 8 6 
0 . 8 8 6 
0 . 9 1 7 
0 .927 
0 . 9 9 2 
0 . 9 5 0 
0 . 9 9 8 

0 . 1 0 3 
0 . 0 0 5 
0 . 0 0 7 
0 . 6 7 6 

1 3 . 0 1 9 
3 8 . 5 6 9 
1+5.885 
12.961+ 

3 . 9 2 1 
2 1 . 5 0 5 
11+.933 
31.91+6 

8 . 3 7 3 
17.11+0 

0 . 0 2 5 
0 . 3 3 1 
2.81+1+ 

2 5 . 7 5 1 
1 8 . 1 5 9 
1 5 . 7 0 1 

1.597 
1 0 . 5 0 7 

0 . 3 8 3 

n . s . 
n . s . 
n . s . 
n . s . 
. 0 0 1 
. 0 0 1 
. 0 0 1 
. 0 0 1 
n . s . 
. 0 0 1 
. 0 0 1 
. 0 0 1 
. 005 
. 0 0 1 
n . s . 
n . s . 
n . s . 
. 0 0 1 
. 0 0 1 
. 0 0 1 
n . s . 
. 0 0 5 
n . s . 

ndf = 1;200 
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Table 3.1+ 

Basic Interest Scales: Wilks' Lambdas and Univariate 

P-Ratios for Arts Females and Science Females 

Basic Interest Wilks' F-Ratio p 
Scale Lambda 

Agriculture 
Nature 
Adventure 
Military Activities 
Mechanical Activities 
Science 
Mathematics 
Medical Science 
Medical Service 
Music/Dramatics 
Art 
Writing 
Teaching 
Social Service 
Athletics 
Domestic Arts 
Religious Activities 
Public Speaking 
Law/Politics 
Merchandising 
Sales 
Business Management 
Office Practices 

0.979 
0.981 
0.91+5 
0.977 
0.861 
0.727 
0.791+ 
0.772 
0.893 
0.955 
0.936 
0.951 
0.937 
0.929 
0.999 
0.979 
0.988 
0.985 
0.995 
0.931+ 
0.995 
0.967 
0.995 

3.356 
2.973 
9.01+0 
3.609 

25.165 
58.665 
1+0.518 
1+6.085 
18.760 
7.31+5 
10.683 
7.997 
10.1+18 
11.950 
0.089 
3.357 
1.929 
2.311 
0.738 
11.115 
0.866 
5.352 
0.716 

n.s. 
n.s. 
.005 
n. s. 
.001 
.001 
.001 
.001 
.001 
.01 
.005 
.005 
.005 
.001 
n. s. 
n.s. 
n. s. 
n. s. 
n.s. 
.001 
n. s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 

ndf = 1;156 
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Table 3.5 

Basic Interest Scales: Wilks' Lambdas and Univariate 

F-Ratios for Arts Males and Arts Females 

Basic Interest Wilks1 F-Ratio p 
Scale Lambda 

A g r i c u l t u r e 
N a t u r e 
A d v e n t u r e 
M i l i t a r y A c t i v i t i e s 
M e c h a n i c a l A c t i v i t i e s 
S c i e n c e 
M a t h e m a t i c s 
M e d i c a l S c i e n c e 
M e d i c a l S e r v i c e 
M u s i c / D r a m a t i c s 
A r t 
W r i t i n g 
T e a c h i n g 
S o c i a l S e r v i c e 
A t h l e t i c s 
Domes t i c A r t s 
R e l i g i o u s A c t i v i t i e s 
P u b l i c S p e a k i n g 
L a w / P o l i t i c s 
M e r c h a n d i s i n g 
S a l e s 
B u s i n e s s Management 
O f f i c e P r a c t i c e s 

0 .987 
0 . 9 6 1 
0 .899 
0 .907 
0 . 8 2 1 
0 . 9 7 8 
0 . 9 8 2 
0 .999 
0 . 9 6 8 
0.961+ 
0 . 9 0 3 
1.000 
0 .977 
0 . 9 6 5 
0.91+1+ 
0.71+5 
0 . 9 9 3 
0 . 8 6 6 
0 . 8 7 3 
0 . 9 6 5 
0 . 8 7 5 
0 . 8 9 1 
O.987 

1 .978 
6 .109 

1 7 . 1 1 5 
1 5 . 5 3 5 
33 .159 

3.1+1+5 
2 . 8 5 0 
0 . 2 0 1 
5 . 0 0 0 
5 .759 

1 6 . 3 8 7 
0 . 0 0 0 
3.581+ 
5 . 5 7 9 
9 . 0 6 3 

5 2 . 0 2 3 
1 .123 

2 3 . 5 1 7 
22.211+ 

5.531+ 
21.720 
18.582 

2.011+ 

n . s . 
n . s . 
.001 
.001 
.001 
n . s . 
n . s . 
n . s . 
n . s . 
n . s . 
.001 
n . s. 
n . s . 
n , s . 
.005 
.001 
n . s . 
.001 
.001 
n . s . 
.001 
.001 
n . s . 

ndf = ljl52 
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Table 3.6 

Basic Interest Scales: Wilks1 Lambdas and Univariate 

F-Ratios for Science Males and Science Females 

Basic Interest Wilks' F-Ratio p 
Scale Lambda 

A g r i c u l t u r e 
N a t u r e 
A d v e n t u r e 
M i l i t a r y A c t i v i t i e s 
M e c h a n i c a l A c t i v i t i e s 
S c i e n c e 
M a t h e m a t i c s 
M e d i c a l S c i e n c e 
M e d i c a l S e r v i c e 
M u s i c / D r a m a t i c s 
A r t 
W r i t i n g 
T e a c h i n g 
S o c i a l S e r v i c e 
A t h l e t i c s 
Domes t ic A r t s 
R e l i g i o u s A c t i v i t i e s 
P u b l i c S p e a k i n g 
L a w / P o l i t i c s 
Merchand i s i n g 
S a l e s 
B u s i n e s s Management 
O f f i c e P r a c t i c e s 

0 .967 
0 . 8 9 3 
0 . 9 9 3 
0 . 9 9 2 
0 .917 
0 . 9 9 8 
0 . 9 7 2 
0.91+5 
0 . 8 6 3 
0 . 9 1 1 
0 . 8 9 3 
0 . 9 7 1 
O.987 
0 . 9 6 3 
0.951+ 
0 . 8 0 6 
0 . 9 9 1 
0 . 9 8 2 
0 . 9 8 6 
0 .987 
0 . 9 2 0 
0 . 9 5 2 
0 . 9 9 3 

0 .686 
2[+.525 

1.352 
1.609 

1 8 . 5 1 5 
0 . 3 2 5 
5 . 8 5 7 

11.821+ 
32.1+29 
2 0 . 0 3 5 
2[+. 535 

6 . 0 0 0 
2 . 6 6 8 
7 . 7 8 6 
9.91+3 

1+9.080 
1 .877 
3.70[+ 
2 . 9 5 9 
2 . 7 9 1 

1 7 . 7 5 6 
1 0 . 3 0 7 

1.1+81+ 

n . s . 
. 0 0 1 
n . s . 
n . s . 
. 0 0 1 
n . s . 
n . s . 
. 0 0 1 
. 0 0 1 
. 0 0 1 
. 0 0 1 
n . s . 
n . s . 
. 0 1 
. 0 0 5 
. 0 0 1 
n . s . 
n . s . 
n . s . 
n . s . 
. 0 0 1 
. 0 0 5 
n . s . 

ndf = l;20i+ 
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Table 3.7 

Basic Interest Scales: Wilks1 Lambdas and Univariate 
P-Ratios for Arts Males, Science Males, 

Arts Females> and Science Females 

Basic Interest Wilks' F-Ratio p 
Scale Lambda 

A g r i c u l t u r e 
N a t u r e 
A d v e n t u r e 
M i l i t a r y A c t i v i t i e s 
M e c h a n i c a l A c t i v i t i e s 
S c i e n c e 
M a t h e m a t i c s 
M e d i c a l S c i e n c e 
M e d i c a l S e r v i c e 
M u s i c / D r a m a t i c s 
A r t 
W r i t i n g 
T e a c h i n g 
S o c i a l S e r v i c e 
A t h l e t i c s 
Domes t ic A r t s 
R e l i g i o u s A c t i v i t i e s 
P u b l i c S p e a k i n g 
L a w / P o l i t i c s 
Merchand i s i n g 
S a l e s 
B u s i n e s s Management 
O f f i c e P r a c t i c e s 

0 . 9 8 7 
0 . 9 2 0 
0 . 9 1 0 
0.91+8 
0 . 7 2 6 
0 . 7 2 8 
0 .727 
0 .869 
0.891+ 
O.808 
0 . 7 7 1 
0 . 8 5 8 
0.901+ 
0.81+2 
0 . 9 3 8 
0 . 7 1 8 
0 . 9 6 7 
0 . 9 0 3 
0 . 9 2 0 
0 . 9 2 8 
0 .900 
0 . 9 1 5 
0 . 9 8 0 

1 .532 
1 0 . 3 6 3 
1 1 . 6 7 3 

6 . 5 5 0 
1+1+.752 
1+1+.261+ 
[+[+.626 
1 7 . 8 3 3 
11+.017 
2 8 . 2 8 7 
3 5 . 2 5 5 
1 9 . 6 7 1 
1 2 . 6 7 3 
2 2 . 2 1 8 

7.81+1+ 
1+6.508 

1+.103 
1 2 . 7 1 9 
1 0 . 3 5 2 
9 . 2 8 3 

1 3 . 2 1 3 
10.981+ 

2 . 3 9 9 

n . s . 
. 0 0 5 
. 0 0 1 
n . s . 
. 0 0 1 
. 0 0 1 
. 0 0 1 
. 0 0 1 
. 0 0 1 
. 0 0 1 
. 0 0 1 
. 0 0 1 
. 0 0 1 
. 0 0 1 
. 0 1 
. 0 0 1 
n.. s . 
. 0 0 1 
. 0 0 5 
. 005 
. 0 0 1 
. 0 0 1 
n . s . 

ndf = 1;356 
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Table l+.l 

Basic Interest Scales: Discriminant Function Summary 

Data for the Discriminant Analyses 

Analysis Function % Wilks' Chi- df p 
Contrib. Lambda Square 

A r t s - S c i e n c e 

Male -Female 

A r t M - S M 

A r t ^ - S p 

A r t M - A r t p 

SM"SF 
AM"SM~AF~SF 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

3 

1 0 0 . 0 0 

1 0 0 . 0 0 

1 0 0 . 0 0 

1 0 0 . 0 0 

1 0 0 . 0 0 

1 0 0 . 0 0 

7 5 . 2 8 

2 1 . 8 5 

2 . 8 7 

0.511+ 

0.1+1+5 

0 .582 

0 .525 

0.1+11+ 

0 .539 

0.21+6 

0.61+2 

0.91+2 

2 31+. 1+99 

2 8 3 . 9 1 5 

105.531+ 

9 7 . 1 0 8 

129.121+ 

122 .232 

1+89.080 

151+.512 

2 0 . 7 6 1 

11 

11+ 
10 

11 

11 

12 

5 i 

32 

15 

. 0 1 

. 0 1 

. 0 1 

. 0 0 1 

. 0 1 

. 0 1 

. 0 1 

. 0 1 

n . s . 
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The Arts Female-Science Female analysis yielded a chi-

square of 97.108 (df=ll; jD/l.OOl). The Arts Male-Arts 

Female comparison resulted in a chi-square of 129.121+ 

(df=ll; p_Z.01). The analysis between Science Males 

and Science Females resulted in a chi-square of 122.232 

(df=12; p_-^.01). A four-group analysis between Arts 

Males-Science Males-Arts Females-Science Females pro­

vided a chi-square of I+89.O8O (df=51; p_̂  .01) on the 

first function and 151+.512 (df=32; £/ .01) on the 

second. The third function failed to achieve signific­

ance at the .01 level. 

Thus, with reference to hypothesis 1.1 con­

cerning differences in the patterns of Basic Interest 

between Arts and Science, the null condition was 

rejected. The best combination of discriminating 

scales are indicated by their corresponding standard­

ized discriminant function coefficients presented in 

Table 5.1. The three soales contributing most to the 

Arts-Science discrimination were Merchandising, Sales.*1 

and Science respectively. In turn, these scales are 

the major contributors to the resulting group centroids 

shown in Table 6.1. On the basis of the weightings 
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Table 5.1 

Basic Interest Scales: Standardized Discriminant Function 

Coefficients for the Art-Science, Male-Female^ and 

Arts Male-Science Male Discriminations 

Basic Interest 
Scale 

Discriminant Function Coefficient 
Art-Science Male-Female AM~ SM 

Agriculture 
Nature 
Adventure 
Military Activities 
Mechanical Activities 
Science 
Mathematics 
Medical Science 
Medical Service 
Music/Dramatic s 
Art 
Writing 
Teaching 
Social Service 
Athletics 
Domestic Arts 
Religious Activities 
Public Speaking 
Law/Politics 
Merchandising 
Sales 
Business Management 
Office Practices 

-

0.078 
-

0.091 
0.207 
0.188 
0.178 

-
-

-0.155 
-

-0.095 
-0.121+ 

— 
-
-
-

-0.089 
-0.275 
0.268 

-

-0.055 
0.087 

-
-

-0.151+ 
-o.H+5 

-
-

0.119 
0.075 

-
-
-

0.061 
-0.092 
0.21+7 

-

-0.266 
0.125 
0.120 

-0.166 
-0.100 

. 

-0.097 
-
-
-

0.160 
0.156 
0.221+ 
-0.078 

-
-

-0.203 
-

-0.123 
-

0.169 
-
-
-

-0.308 
0.218 

-

Note: Scales not included were not of a significant 
enough level to be included in the stepwise 
analysis. 
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Table 5.2 

Basic Interest Scales: Standardized Discriminant Function 

Coefficients for the Arts Female-Science Female, Arts 

Male-Arts Female, and Science Male-

Science Female Discriminations 

Basic Interest 
Scale 

Agriculture 
Nature 
Adventure 
Military Activities 
Mechanical Activi 
Science 
Mathematics 
Medical Science 
Medical Service 
Music/Dramatics 
Art 
Writing 
Teaching 
Social Service 
Athletics 
Domestic Arts 
Religious Activit 
Public Speaking 
Law/Politics 
Merchandi sing 
Sales 

ties 

ies 

Business Management 
Office Practices 

Note: Scales not 

Discriminant 

V - SP 

0.276 
-0.11+5 

_ 
-
-

0.301 
0.123 

— 

0.199 
-0.090 

-
— 

-0.126 
-0.099 
-0.117 

-
-
-
-

-0.160 
0.193 

-

Function 
AM " AF 

-0.11+6 
0.081 

-
-

-0.190 
-0.11+1+ 

-
0.228 
-0.073 

-
-

0.101+ 
-

0.127 
-

0.21+8 
-

-0.21+7 
-
-

-0.089 
-

Coefficienl 
SM ' SP 

-
-
-

-0.081 
-0.110 

-
-

0.172 
0.097 

-
-

-0.055 
-

-0.071 
0.223 

-

-0.203 
0.119 
0.11+9 
-0.192 
-0.111+ 

" 

included were not of a significant 
enough level to be included in the stepwise 
analysis. 
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Table 5.3 

Basic Interest Scales: Standardized Discriminant Function 

Coefficients for the Arts Male-Science Male-

Arts Female-Science Female Discrimination 

Basic Interest Discriminant Function Coefficient 
Scale Function 1 Function 2 

Agriculture 
Nature 
Adventure 
Military Activities 
Mechanical Activities 
Science 
Mathematics 
Medical Science 
Medical Service 
Music/Dramatics 
Art 
Writing 
Teaching 
Social Service 
Athletics 
Domestic Arts 
Religious Activities 
Public Speaking 
Law/Politics 
Merchandising 
Sales 
Business Management 
Office Practices 

-

0.033 
-0.019 

— 

-0.161 
-0.192 
-0.01+8 
-0.031 
0.053 
0.068 
0.082 

-

0.028 
0.102 
-0.066 
0.175 

-

-0.200 
0.119 
0.11+8 
-0.231+ 

-
_ 

-

0.021 
o.io5 

-

-0.085 
0.007 
0.176 
0.169 
0.108 
-0.013 
-0.050 

-

-0.102 
-0.025 
-0.136 
0.266 

-

-0.152 
-0.001+ 
-0.159 
0.021 

-
_ 

Note: Scales not included were not of a significant 
enough level to be included in the stepwise 
analysis. 
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Table 6.1 

Basic Interest Scales: Group Centroids in Reduced 

Space for the Discriminant Analyses 

Analysis Group Centroids in Reduced Sp 
Function 1 Function 

Arts-Science 
Arts 
Science 

Male-Female 
Males 
Females 

Arts,,- Science M 
ArtsM 
ScienceM 

Artsp- Science 
ArtsF 
Science-™ 

ArtSp 
Science^-Science 

Science^ 
Sciencep 

AM*SM"AF"SP 
ArtsM 
Science,, 
ArtSp 
Science™ 

-0 .617 
0.1+53 

-0 .385 
0.1+93 

-0 .576 
0.205 

-0.299 
0.530 

-o.55i 
0.289 

-0 .187 
0.1+88 

-0 .066 
-0 .506 

0.700 
0.11+3 

-0 .510 
0.028 

- 0 . 0 5 1 
0.1+91 
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given by the discriminant analysis, Arts and Science 

subjects were assigned to their predicted group member­

ship (Table 7.1). Utilizing the discriminant analysis 

data, the prediction results for the Arts-Science 

discrimination indicated that 82.78% of the cases 

were correctly classified. 

On the basis of the previously mentioned 

findings (Table l+.l), hypothesis 2.1 concerning 

differences in interest patterns between Males and 

Females, the null condition was also rejected. 

Table 5.1 shows the best combination of scales for 

discriminating between these groups. Among the dis­

criminating scales, Public Speaking, Domestic Arts, 

and Sales were found to be the ones contributing 

most to the discrimination. The corresponding group 

centroids are presented in Table 6.1. From the dis­

criminant analysis information, 86.67% of the Males 

and Females were correctly classified according to 

their group membership (Table 7.2). 

With reference to hypothesis 2.2 concerning 

differences in patterns of interest between Arts Males 

and Science Males, the null condition was again rejected, 
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Table 7.1 

Basic Interest Scales: Prediction Results for 

the Arts-Science Discrimination 

Actual Group N Prior Predicted Gr. Membership 
Probability Arts N Science N 

Arts 151+ 1+2.8% 7l+.7% 115 25.3% 39 

Science 206 57.2% 11.2% 23 88.8% 183 

Cases Correctly Classified: 82.78% 

Note: Prior probabilities are based on relative group 
size. 
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Table 7.2 

Basic Interest Scales: Prediction Results for 

the Male-Female Discrimination 

Actual Group N Prior Predicted Gr. Membership 
Probability.-•. Male N Female N 

Males 202 56.1% 90.6% 183 9.1+% 19 

Females l£8 1+3.9% l8.1+% 29 81.6% 129 

Cases Correctly Classified: 86.67% 

Note: Prior probabilities are based on relative 
group size. 
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on the basis of the data (Table l+.l). Table 5.1 

presents the scales contributing most to the Arts Male-

Science Male discrimination. Of these, Merchandising, 

Medical Science, and Sales were the best discriminators. 

The group centroids for this analysis are given in 

Table 6.1. Of the 202 Male subjects, 87.62% were 

classified correctly as being in Arts or Science on 

the basis of the discriminant data (Table 7.3). 

With respect to the findings mentioned in 

the opening of this section, the null condition was 

rejected for hypothesis 2.3 concerning differences in 

interest between Arts Females and Science Females. In 

this analysis, the discriminant function was found to 

be significant at the .001 level (Table l+.l). Here, 

the best scales for differentiating between Arts Females 

and Science Females were Science, Agriculture, and 

Medical Service respectively (Table 5.2). The group 

centroids on the derived function are shown in Table 6.1. 

The information from this analysis was used to correctly 

classify 83.51+% of the Females into their respective 

groups (Table 7.1+). 

In the case of hypothesis 2.1+ concerning 
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Table 7.3 

Basic Interest Scales: Prediction Results for 
the Arts Males-Science Males Discrimination 

Actual Group N Prior Predicted Gr- Membership 
Probability Arts,. N Science,, N 

Arts Males 53 26.2% 61+.2% 31+ 35.8% 19 

Science Males 11+9 73.8% l+.0% 6 96.0% 11+3 

Cases Correctly Classified: 87.62% 

Note: Prior probabilities are based on relative 
group size. 
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Table 7.1+ 

Basic Interest Scales: Prediction Results for the 

Arts Females-Science Females Discrimination 

Actual Group N Prior Predicted Gr. Membership 
Probability Artsp N Sciencep N 

Arts Females 101 63.9% 87.1% 88 12.9% 13 

Science Females 57 36.1% 22.8% 13 77.2% 1+1+ 

Cases Correctly Classified: 83.51+% 

Note: Prior probabilities are based on relative 
group size. 
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differences in interest between Arts Males and Arts 

Females, the null condition was also rejected. The 

results of the analysis indicated that the discrimin­

ant function was significant at the .01 level for 

differentiating between Males and Females in Arts 

(Table l+.l). The Basic Interest scales forming the 

discriminant function are shown in Table 5.2. Of 

these scales, Domestic Arts, Public Speaking, and 

Medical Science were found to be contributing most 

to the differentiation. The group centroids of Arts 

Males and Arts Females are presented in Table 6.1. 

Among the series of two-group analyses, this last 

analysis provided the highest number of correct 

classifications. In this instance, 89.61% of the 

151+ subjects were correctly classified by predicted 

group membership (Table 7.5). 

The final two-group analysis between Males 

and Females in Science provided significant different­

iation at the .01 level (Table l+.l). Thus, the null 

condition for hypothesis 2.5 regarding differences 

between the interests of Science Males and Science 

Females, was rejected. Table 5.2 presents the dis-
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Table 7=5 

Basic Interest Scales: Prediction Results for the 

Arts Males-Arts Females Discrimination 

Actual Group N Prior Predicted Gr. Membership 
Probability ArtsM N Artsp N 

Arts Males 53 3l+.l+% 77.1+% 1+1 22.6% 12 

Arts Females 101 65.6% l+.0% 1+ 96.0% 97 

Cases Correctly Classified: 89.61% 

Note: Prior probabilities are based on relative 
group size. 
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criminating Basic Interest scales. In differentiating 

between Male and Female Science students, Domestic 

Arts, Public Speaking, and Sales were found to be the 

most contributing variables. The corresponding group 

centroids are shown in Table 6.1. In predicting group 

membership from the findings, 87.38% of the cases were 

correctly classified (Table 7.6). 

As each of the above two-group analyses pro­

vide only one discriminant function, a four-group 

analysis was conducted to provide a minimum of one and 

maximum of three discriminant functions. The four-group 

analysis indicated significant discrimination (p_^.01) 

between Arts Males, Science Males, Arts Females, and 

Science Females on two discriminant functions. The 

third function failed to achieve significance at the 

.01 level (Table l+.l). With each of the two functions, 

17 Basic Interest scales were found to be contributing 

to the differentiation.(Table 5.3). On function 1, 

Sales, Public Speaking, and Science were the highest 

contributors whereas on function 2, Domestic Arts, 

Mathematics, and Medical Science were contributing 

most to the discrimination. Table 6.1 presents the 
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Table 7.6 

Basic Interest Scales: Prediction Results for the 

Science Males-Science Females Discrimination 

Actual Group N Prior Predicted Gr. Membership 
Probability Science,, N Sciencep N 

Science Males 11+9 72.3% 95.3% H+2 l+.7% 7 

Science Females 57 27.7% 33.3% 19 66.7% 38 

Cases Correctly Classified: 87.38% 

Note: Prior probabilities are based on relative 
group size. 



PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION OF RESULTS 81+ 

Table 7.7 

Basic Interest Scales: Prediction Results for 

the Arts Males, Science Males, Arts Females, 

and Science Females Discrimination 

Actual Group Prior Predicted Gr. Membership 
Probability AM SM Sp Ap 

A r t s Males 
N 

S c i e n c e Males 
N 

S c i e n c e F e m a l e s 
N 

A r t s F e m a l e s 
N 

Cases C o r r e c t l y 

11+. 7% 
53 
1+1.1+% 

11+9 

15.8% 
57 

2 8 . 1 % 
101 

Class i f i ed : 

1+3.1+% 
23 

[+.0% 
6 

1.8% 
1 

5.o% 
5 

7l+.17% 

39.6% 0.0% 
21 0 

90.6% l+.0% 
135 6 

29.8% 50.9% 
17 29 

l+.0% 11.9% 
1+ 12 

17.0% 
9 

1.3% 
2 

17.5% 
10 

79.2% 
80 

Note: Prior probabilities are based on relative 
group size. 
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Function 2 

Male 
Science 

-- .1+0 

-• .20 

H - 1 1— 
-. 60 - .1+0 - . 20 

.60 

Female Science 

Function 1 

.20 .1+0 .60 * 
Female 
Arts 

Male 
Arts 

.20 

.. -.1+0 

.. -.60 

Figure 1. Basic Interest Scales: Group Centroids 
in the Discriminant Function Space for the Arts Males-
Science Males-Arts Females-Science Females Discrimination, 
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centroids for the four-group analysis. The centroids 

are shown in the discriminant-function space in Figure 1. 

The Arts Males' centroid is shown on the negative pole 

and Science Females' centroid is on the positive pole 

of function 2. Science Males have their centroid on 

the negative side and Arts Females on the positive side 

of the function 1 axis. In predicting group membership, 

1+3.1+% of the Arts Males, 90.6% of the Science Males, 

50.9% of the Science Females, and 79.2% of the Arts 

Females were correctly classified (Table 7.7). This 

resulted in 7l+.17% of the 360 subjects being correctly 

classified on the basis of the four-group discriminant 

analysis data. 

Having presented the discriminant analyses 

findings, the next section will discuss the implications 

of these results. 

2. Discussion of Results 

The variable of Basic Interest was found to 

be a significant factor in differentiating between Arts 

and Science freshmen as well as between Males and Females 

within these curricula. Among the 23 Basic Interest 
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items, certain scales provided more information than 

others for the discriminant function(s). In turn, 

some of these scales made positive contributions while 

other provided negative weightings for the discriminat­

ion. 

The most interesting aspect of these findings 

is the question of which scales characterized what group. 

The results indicated that Arts Males have high scores 

on the Writing, Law/Politics, Adventure and Athletics 

scales, and low scores on the Office Practice?, Sales, 

Domestic Arts, and Religious Activities scales. On 

the other hand, Arts Females typically scored higher 

on the Art, Music/Dramatics, Writing, and Social 

Service scales and lower on Mechanical Activities, 

Office Practices, Sales, and Business Management. 

These findings of significantly different interests 

between Arts Males and Females suggest that it is 

not valid to speak in terms of "Arts students". 

Rather, it is of importance to consider the sex differ­

ences that exist within the curricula and therefore 

clarify whether it is Males or Females being discussed 

within the context of Basic Interest patterns. 

With reference to Science students, significant 
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differences were also found between Males and Females 

on the Basic Interest scales. Therefore, sex must 

again be clarified before one can speak of a Science 

group. How these differences manifest themselves is 

thus of primary importance. Science Males generally 

scored high on Science, Mechanical Activities, Math­

ematics, and Adventure. This was contrasted by low 

scores on Office Practices, Sales, Merchandising, and 

Religious Activities. Their Female counterparts typic­

ally obtained high scores on Science, Nature, Medical 

Science, and Adventure while at the same time scoring 

low on Office Practices, Sales, Merchandising, and 

Business Management. These findings are particularly 

important when similarities as well as differences in 

Basic Interest are taken into consideration. Thus, 

Arts Males and Science Males not only have differing 

interests, but also possess interests which make them 

similar to some extent. The same holds true in the 

case of Arts and Science Females. However, it is the 

relative strength of these preferences which distinguish 

the groups on the basis of discriminant scores. In 

interpreting these findings, it may be hypothesized 
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that it is the very strength of these Basic Interest 

scale differences that are the underlying motivators 

for choosing one curriculum rather than another. 

Thus, an individual may decide to study Science not 

only based upon the belief that he shares similar 

interests with this group, but also on the assumption 

that his interests are somewhat different from another 

group. When he sees his interests as being similar to 

two divergent groups, a conflict may arise. The degree 

of conflict could be assumed as the direct product of 

the subject's perception of interest similarities and 

differences. However, the utility of discriminant-

function analysis is exemplified by such a dilemma 

as it provides the individual with the opportunity 

to consider which group his interest most closely 

resemble. 

The findings of sex differences within 

curricula have notable ramifications for individual 

counseling. As Males and Females were shown to have 

significantly different Basic Interests within a given 

faculty, the counselor must take this into account when 

making curricular assessments and suggestions with a 
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client. 

These results are particularly intriging 

when considering the fact that more and more studies 

claim that Males and Females should be assessed on 

the same criterion in vocational counseling. Although 

women today are typically entering more of the "male 

professions", it would appear, at least in the case of 

Arts and Science Females, that they are doing so with 

an underlying difference in Basic Interest. The 

Strong-Campbell Interest Inventory has aptly dealt 

with the repercussions of this dilemma by having a 

combined form which accomodates individuals who wish 

to compare their interests with people in the same as 

well as opposite sex. 

When classifying an individual in terms of 

his/her Basic Interest score, it is important to con­

sider how well the function(s) does in fact predict 

group membership. (In the present study, the four-

group analysis was found to provide more global inform­

ation than the two-group method.) Utilizing the four-

group analysis, it was found that Science Males were 

the easiest subjects to classify. Of these, 90.6% 

were correctly assigned into group membership on the 



PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION OF RESULTS 9 1 

basis of the discriminant functions. Among the Arts 

Females, 79.2% were correctly classified. Of increas­

ing difficulty to predict group membership were Science 

Females (50.9%) and Arts Males (l+3.[+%). The provocative 

question thus arises as to why Science Males could be 

classed with relative ease while their counterpart in 

Arts proved most difficult to group. It may be hypothe­

sized that Science Males, as a group, have more homo­

geneous interests than the other groups, thus making 

them less difficult to differentiate. However, it must 

also be noted that Science Males were the largest group 

in the study. Indeed, predictability was found to de­

crease with the size of the group being less. Hence, 

group size may influence predictability despite the 

fact that relative group size was taken into account 

during the analysis. Conversely, Arts Males may be 

the most difficult group to classify in terms of dis­

criminant scores, because they, as a group, have less 

homogeneous interests. Figure 1 graphically represents 

the degree of separation between groups. Seeing that 

Science Males and Arts Females have the largest separat­

ion, it is understandable why it is easier to classify 
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individuals along Function 1 than on Function 2. 

The fact that group membership could be 

fairly well predicted on the basis of the 23 Interest 

scales (267 correct classifications out of 360), testif­

ies to the validity of the Strong-Campbell for counsel­

ing and exemplifies the usefulness of discriminant-

function analysis in doing so. 

Despite the fact that incorrect classifications 

were made, it is interesting to note the direction of 

the errors. In each case, individuals were nevertheless 

usually classified correctly by sex even when the curriculum 

was not accurate. In the light of these findings, it is 

possible that sex similarities play a potent role in 

the differentiation. For example, in the case of Arts 

Males, the largest number of incorrect classifications 

were made not in the Arts Female direction (17.0% of 

the cases) but in the Science Male direction (39.6% of 

the incorrect classifications). There were no incorrect 

classifications into the Science Female group. 

It is also important to consider that despite 

the errors in classification, the degree of predictabil­

ity using the discriminant scores was always higher than 
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expected by prior group membership. However, it is 

not suprising to find that in using the four-group 

analysis, a lower degree of correct classifications 

were made than when using the two-group method. It 

is to be expected intuitively as well as statistically 

that classifying an individual into one of four groups 

is more difficult than into two. 

With these facts in mind, it is of interest 

to see what factors comprise the discrimination. In 

terms of Figure 1, we can readily observe that Science 

Males scored low on Function 1 while Arts Females scored 

high on that axis. Conversely, Arts Males scored low 

on Function 2 whereas Science Females scored high on 

that continuum. By referring to Table l+.l, it is 

evident that Function 1 contributed 75.28% to the dis­

crimination while the second function contributed 21.85%. 

To interpret the nature of each of the two 

functions it is necessary to look at the characteristics 

of the variables that define them. From Table 5.3 it 

can be seen that the Domestic Arts, Merchandising, 

Law/Politics, and Social Services scales have the high­

est positive scaled weights for determining the dis-
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criminant scores on Function 1. On the other hand, 

Sales, Public Speaking, Science and Mechanical Act­

ivities have the highest negative weights on this 

function. This dimension may be interpreted as repre­

senting people-oriented versus task-oriented interests. 

Domestic Arts, Law/Politics, and Social Service pre­

sumably indicate an interest in helping other people 

while the scales with the negative weights indicate 

interests of a less supportive nature and which re­

quire working alone more than with others. This seems 

reasonable when looking at the means of the groups on 

the function. The Arts Females who have the highest 

mean or group centroid on the positive end of the 

function scored higher on the Social Service scale 

(Table 1.1+). Science Males who have their centroid 

at the negative end of Function 1 have high mean 

scores on Science, Mechanical Activities, and Math­

ematics (Table 1.3). 

The second discriminant function is defined 

by positive weights on Domestic Arts, Mathematics, 

Medical Science, and Medical Service. The highest 

negative weights for this function are contributed by 
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Merchandising, Public Speaking, Athletics, and Teaching 

scales (Table 5.3). The scales with the highest positive 

loadings seem to involve professions that are relatively 

structured and technical while the scales with the high­

est negative loadings seem to define professions that 

are less structured and less technical in orientation. 

Thus, the second function appears to define interests 

in structured-technical versus non-technical-unstructured 

work settings. Science Females who have their centroid 

on the positive side of Function 2, expressed strong 

interests in Science and Medical Science which require 

technical training and work in structured settings 

(Table 1.1+). Arts Males have their centroid on the 

negative pole of that function. As a group, they express­

ed strong interests in Writing, Law/Politics, Adventure, 

Athletics, and Teaching. All of these activities seem 

to be of a less structured and less technical nature, 

(Table 1.3). 

Having examined some of implications of the 

present findings, the following section provides suggest­

ions for further research. 
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3. Suggestions for Further Research 

This study examined the Basic Interest scale 

differences of Arts and Science freshmen. It also con­

sidered the differences in interests between Males and 

Females within these curricula. The data was collected 

for each subject and analyzed by both a two-group and 

a four-group discriminant-function analysis. All of 

the analyses provided significant chi-squares. 

While these findings are significant, it 

might prove beneficial for further research to increase 

the relative subgroup population size and possibly test 

second and third year students as well. This would 

provide a more representative sample of each of the 

subgroups comprising the Arts and Science populations. 

Conducting this study again with a different sample 

would also be useful for validation purposes. Although 

significant interest differences were found here at the 

University of Ottawa, it may be possible, though highly 

unlikely, that this particular study involved atypical 

groups. Thus, it would be wise to attempt to substant­

iate the present study's findings through a replication 

study at another university. If similar discriminant 
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findings were made, the next step would be tox̂ ards 

cross-validating the power of these scores to different­

iate between a second group of Arts and Science students 

using their discriminant scores to classify them in terms 

of previous discriminant-functions. Hence, a discrimin­

ating profile may be established and it's usefulness 

assessed through cross-validation upon an independent 

sample. From this, a useful tool for counseling purposes 

may be derived. 

Another approach which might be introduced in 

a future study of Basic Interest patterns is to limit 

the number of scales being used in an attempt to determine 

whether the same results can be achieved with a minimum 

of information. 

A similar study utilizing other scales of the 

Strong-Campbell Interest Inventory might also provide 

interesting and useful information. For example, assess­

ing the degree to which Arts and Science students can be 

differentiated on the basis of their Occupational Interests 

may indicate that these scales are better for classificat­

ion purposes than the Basic Interest scales. A lack of 

significant interest differences on another set of SCII 
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scales would certainly stimulate intriging questions. 

Also of substantial value would be the expan­

sion of this type of research to other university groups 

such as Engineering and Medicine as well as subgroups 

within these curricula. Thus, if discriminating profiles 

could be established for a number of academic fields, a 

counselor will have more resources on which to base 

educational guidance. 

One area of particular neglect in terms of 

vocational research is that involving non-academic 

students. By this is meant individuals who choose to 

study in vocational or technical settings rather than 

universities. Not only is this a field where research 

is blatantly lacking, it is also an area where studies 

would prove most beneficial, in particular with todays 

increased demand for technical school training. There­

fore, a profile which could differentiate between academic 

and technical interests would be an invaluable asset in 

vocational counseling. 

Still another appealing and purposeful aspect 

to research would be to evaluate the eventual grades, 

success in terms of graduation, and corresponding employ-
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ment fields of students presently tested on the Basic 

Interest scales. It may be discovered that high or 

low scores on these items are predictive of such 

factors. The ramifications of such findings for 

counseling are obvious. 

Also of considerable value would be the 

establishment of Basic Interest or other discriminant 

scale scores for people working in a number of relatively 

common professions. This information could be utilized 

to determine if a client expresses interests which 

indicate similarity with people in these occupations. 

Thus, it would be of intrinsic interest to determine 

if males studying in Science to be microbiologists, 

do indeed manifest scores that would classify them 

as such. Of course, it is not assumed that a person 

with atypical scores would not also be a good micro­

biologist. 

Finally, a study which would cast more light 

onto one aspect of the present findings would involve 

collecting the same type of Basic Interest data and com­

bining it with self-report questionnaires. These forms 

could allow subjects to rank-order preferred activities 
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and to evaluate jobs considered task versus people-

oriented and technical-striictured versus non-technical-

unstructured. The purpose of this would be to determine 

whether the individual envisions himself, as well as 

prospective occupations, in the same manner as the 

discriminant-function continuum seen in the present 

study. 

These have been but a few suggestions for 

investigation. Further research in this area may 

prove particularly useful for educational counseling. 



SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The purpose of the present study was to 

investigate the differences in Basic Interest patterns 

of Arts and Science freshmen at the University of Ottawa. 

At the same time, a comparison was made of the interests 

of Males and Females within these curricula. 

The Strong-Campbell Interest Inventory was 

administered to compulsory classes in each faculty. 

The final subject pool contained 360 subjects. Among 

these were 51+ Arts Males, 101 Arts Females, 11+9 Science 

Males, and 57 Science Females. 

The results of each analysis led to the reject­

ion of the null condition for each hypothesis. Thus, 

Arts and Science students were found to have significantly 

different interests, as were Males and Females within 

these groups. 

An analysis of the data indicated Basic Interest 

differences manifesting themselves in high and low scores 

on different scales. Group centroids were established 

on two discriminant functions. The first function was 

found to contribute 75.28% to the differentiation whereas 

the second function was shown to provide 21.85% of the 

information for discriminating between the groups. 
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Finally, prediction into group membership 

on the basis of discriminant scores yielded 90.6% 

correct classifications for Science Males, 79.2% for 

Arts Females, 50.9% for Science Females, and 1+3.1+% 

for Arts Males. Thus, it was suggested that groups 

which were less difficult to classify, showed more 

homogeneous interests. 

Although errors in classification were 

made, they tended to be in the direction of placing 

the individual into the correct sex category. In 

all cases, classification by discriminant analysis 

proved superior to prior group size probability for 

correctly placing subjects into group membership. 

Suggestions for further research were 

aimed towards investigating other academic and 

vocational fields with an emphasis on developing 

information which may prove useful for counseling 

purposes. 
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FORM T325 

Strong-Campbell Interest Inventory 

Merged Form of the 

Strong Vocational Interest Blank 

EDWARD K. STRONG, JR. 1884-1963 DAVID P.CAMPBELL 

This inventory is used to help you understand your work interests in a general 
way, and to show you some kinds of work you might be comfortable in. The 
following pages list many jobs, activities, school subjects, and so forth, and 
you are asked to show your liking or disliking for each. Your answers will be 
compared with the answers given by people already working in a wide range 
of jobs, and your scores will show how similar your interests are to the interests 
of these people. But this is not a test of your abilities; it is an inventory of your 
interests. Your scores will be presented to you later, on a special sheet called 
a profile, with information on how to understand the scores. 

Directions: 

1. With this booklet, you should have a special answer sheet on which to mark 
your answers. 

2. Please make no marks on this booklet; it will be used again by other people. 

3. Use any soft, black, lead pencil (such as a No. 2) to make your marks on 
the answer sheet. 

4. Fill in your name and other information on the answer sheet. Follow 
carefully the instructions for filling in your name. 

5. Instructions for marking your answers are given on the next page of this 
booklet and also on the answer sheet. 

6. Make a heavy, dark mark for each answer—not a cross or a check mark. 

7. If you make a mistake or change your mind, erase carefully and thoroughly. 

8. Your answer sheet will be processed by computer. Please keep it free from 
wrinkles or stray marks, so that it will be scored correctly. 

9. Try to answer each question. Work quickly; first impressions usually give 
the best results with this inventory. Turn the page and begin. 

STANFORD UNIVERSITY PRESS, STANFORD, CALIFORNIA 

Copyright © 1933 (renewed 1961), 1938 (renewed 1965), 1945 (renewed 1973), 1946 (renewed 
1974) , 1959, 1964, 1965, 1966, 1968, 1969, 1972, 1974 by the Board of Trustees of the Leland Stanford 
Junior University. All rights reserved in all parts and accessories. No part of the Manual or of the test, 
answer sheets, profiles, and other scoring forms, norms, scales, scoring keys, and other accessories 
associated with it may be printed or reproduced by any other means, electronic, mechanical, or 
photographic, or portrayed, translated, or included in any information storage and retrieval system, or used 
to print or otherwise reproduce a computer-generated interpretation, without permission in writing from 
the publisher, Stanford University Press, Stanford, California 94305. Printed in the United States of America. 



Parti. Occupations 

Many occupations are listed below. For each of them, show how you would feel 
about doing that kind of work. 

Mark on the answer sheet in the space labeled "L" if you think you would like 
that kind of work. 

Mark in the space labeled "I" if you are indifferent (that is, if you think you 
wouldn't care one way or another). 

Mark in the space labeled "D" if you think you would dislike that kind of work. 

Don't worry about whether you would be good at the job or about not being trained 
for it. Forget about how much money you could make or whether you could get 
ahead. Think only about whether you would like to do the work done in that job. 
Work fast. Answer every one. 

1 Actor/Actress 
2 Advertising executive 
3 Architect 
4 Art museum director 
5 Art teacher 
6 Artist 
7 Artist's model 
8 Astronomer 
9 Athletic director 

10 Auctioneer 
11 Author of children's books 
12 Author of novels 
13 Author of technical books 
14 Auto mechanic 
15 Auto racer 
16 Auto sales 
17 Bank teller 
18 Beauty and haircare consultant 
19 Biologist 
20 Bookkeeper 
21 Building contractor 
22 Business teacher 
23 Buyer of merchandise 
24 Carpenter 
25 Cartoonist 
26 Cashier in bank 
27 Chemist 
28 Children's clothes designer 
29 Church worker 
30 City or state employee 
31 City planner 
32 Civil engineer 
33 College professor 
34 Computer operator 
35 Corporation lawyer 
36 Costume designer 
37 Courtroom stenographer 
38 Criminal lawyer 
39 Dancing teacher 
40 Dental assistant 
41 Dentist 
42 Designer, electronic equipment 
43 Dietitian 
44 Draftsman 
45 Dressmaker/Tailor 

46 Editor 
47 Electrical engineer 
48 Electronics technician 
49 Elementary school teacher 
50 Employment manager 
51 Factory manager 
52 Farmer 
53 Fashion model 
54 Florist 
55 Foreign correspondent 
56 Foreign service officer 
57 Free-lance writer 
58 Governor of a state 
59 High school teacher 
60 Home economics teacher 
61 Hospital records clerk 
62 Housekeeper 
63 Hotel manager 
64 Illustrator 
65 Income tax accountant 
66 Interior decorator 
67 Inventor 
68 Jet pilot 
69 Judge 
70 Labor arbitrator 
71 Laboratory technician 
72 Landscape gardener 
73 Librarian 
74 Life insurance agent 
75 Machine shop supervisor 
76 Machinist 
77 Manager, Chamber of Commerce 
78 Manager, child care center 
79 Manager, women's style shop 
80 Manufacturer 
81 Mechanical engineer 
82 Military officer 
83 Minister, priest, or rabbi 
84 Musician 
85 Newspaper reporter 
86 Nurse 
87 Nurse's aide/Orderly 
88 Office clerk 
89 Office manager 
90 Opera singer 

91 Orchestra conductor 
92 Pharmacist 
93 Photographer 
94 Physician 
95 Playground director 
96 Poet 
97 Police officer^ 
98 Politician 
99 Private secretary 

100 Professional athlete 
101 Professional dancer 
102 Professional gambler 
103 Psychologist 
104 Public relations director 
105 Rancher 
106 Realtor 
107 Receptionist 
108 Retailer 
109 Sales manager 
110 School principal 
111 Scientific illustrator 
112 Scientific research worker 
113 Sculptor 
114 Secret service agent 
115 Social worker 
116 Specialty salesperson 
117 Sports reporter 
118 Statistician 
119 Flight attendant 
120 Stockbroker 
121 Surgeon 
122 Toolmaker 
123 Traveling salesperson 
124 Travel bureau manager 
125 Typist 
126 TV announcer 
127 Vocational counselor 
128 Waiter/Waitress 
129 Wholesaler 
130 X-Ray technician 
131 YMCA/YWCA staff member 



Part II. School Subjects 

Show in the same way whether you are interested in these 
school subjects, even though you may not have studied them. 

Mark "L" for Like. 
Mark "I" for Indifferent (when you don't care one way or the other). 
Mark "D" for Dislike. 

132 Agriculture 
133 Algebra 
134 Arithmetic 
135 Ancient languages (Latin, 

Sanskrit, etc.) 
136 Art 
137 Bible history 
138 Bookkeeping 
139 Botany 
140 Calculus 

141 Chemistry 
142 Civics (government) 
143 Dramatics 
144 Economics 
145 English composition 
146 Geometry 
147 Home economics 
148 Industrial arts 
149 Journalism 
150 Literature 

151 Mathematics 
152 Mechanical drawing 
153 Military drill 
154 Modern languages (French, 

German, etc.) 
155 Nature study 
156 Penmanship 
157 Philosophy 
158 Physical education 
159 Physics 
160 Physiology 
161 Political science 
162 Psychology 
163 Public speaking 
164 Sociology 
165 Statistics 
166 Typewriting 
167 Zoology 

Part III. Activities 

Show your interests in the same way 
as before. Give the first answer that 
comes to mind. 

168 Making a speech 
169 Doing research work 
170 Repairing a clock 
171 Cooking 
172 Operating machinery 
173 Writing reports 
174 Discussing politics 
175 Taping a sprained ankle 
176 Adjusting a carburetor 
177 Going to church 
178 Heading a civic improvement 

program 
179 Raising flowers and vegetables 
180 Interviewing job applicants 

181 Teaching children 
182 Teaching adults 
183 Meeting and directing people 
184 Taking responsibility 
185 Sewing 
186 Making statistical charts 
187 Operating office machines 
188 Giving first aid assistance 
189 Decorating a room with flowers 
190 Interviewing prospects in selling 
191 Drilling soldiers 
192 Pursuing bandits in a sheriff's 

posse 
193 Watching an open-heart operation 
194 Checking typewritten material 

for errors 
195 Repairing electrical wiring 
196 Organizing cabinets and closets 
197 Adjusting difficulties of others 
198 Starting a conversation with a 

stranger 
199 Cabinetmaking 
200 Being a forest ranger 

201 Bargaining ("swapping") 
202 Looking at things in a clothing 

store 
203 Buying merchandise for a store 
204 Displaying merchandise in a store 
205 Competitive activities 
206 Regular hours for work 
207 Continually changing activities 
208 Interviewing clients 
209 Arguments 
210 Developing business systems 
211 Doing your own laundry work 
212 Saving money 
213 Contributing to charities 
214 Raising money for charity 
215 Expressing judgments publicly, 

regardless of what others say 
216 Climbing along the edge of a 

steep cliff 
217 Living in the city 
218 Discussing the purpose of life 

Part IV. Amusements 

Show in the same way how yon feel 
about these ways of having fun. Work 
rapidly. Do not think over various 
possibilities. Give the first answer that 
comes to mind. 

219 Golf 
220 Fishing 
221 Jazz or rock concerts 
222 Looking at things in a hardware 

store 

t Boxing 
Poker 

225 Bridge 

226 Solving mechanical puzzles 
227 Planning a large party 
228 Religious music 
229 Drilling in a military company 
230 Amusement parks 
231 Conventions 
232 Formal dress affairs 
233 Electioneering for office 
234 Art galleries 
235 Leading a scout troop 
236 Writing a one-act play 
237 Symphony concerts 
238 Nightclubs 
239 Church young people's group 
240 Sports pages in the newspaper 
241 Poetry 
242 Skiing 
243 Business magazines 
244 Popular mechanics magazines 

245 Reading the Bible 
246 Magazines about art and music 
247 Building a radio or stereo set 
248 Attending lectures 
249 Family pages in newspapers 
250 Performing scientific experiments 
251 Camping 
252 Playing chess 
253 Preparing dinner for guests 
254 Entertaining others 
255 Trying new cooking recipes 
256 Being the first to wear the 

latest fashions 
257 Organizing a play 



Part V. 
Types of People 

Most of us choose jobs where we can 
work with people we enjoy. Show in 
the same way as before how you would 
feel about having day-to-day contact 
with the following types of people. 
Work fast. Don't think of specific 
examples. Just give the first answer that 
comes to mind. 

258 Highway construction workers 
259 High school students 
260 Military officers 
261 Artistic persons 
262 Foreigners 
263 Ballet dancers 
264 Nonconformists 
265 People who assume leadership 
266 Religious people 
267 Aggressive people 
268 Physically sick people 
269 Babies 
270 Very old people 

271 Emotional people 
272 People who have made fortunes 

in business 
273 Thrifty people 
274 Musical geniuses 
275 Outspoken people with new ideas 
276 Fashionably dressed people 
277 Prominent business leaders 
278 Athletic persons 
279 People who daydream a lot 
280 Outstanding scientists 
281 People who live dangerously 

Part VI. 
Preference Between 
Two Activities 

Here are several pairs of activities or occupations. Show which one of each pair you 
like better: if you prefer the one on the left, mark in the space labeled "V on the 
answer sheet; if you prefer the one on the right, mark in the space labeled "R"; 
if you like both the same, or if you can't decide, mark in the space labeled "=." 
Work rapidly. Make one mark for each pair. 

Airline pilot 
Taxicab driver 

Headwaiter/Hostess 
Selling things house to house 

Developing plans 
Doing a job yourself 
Dealing with things 

Taking a chance 
Drawing a definite salary 

Outside work 
Work for yourself 

Superintendent of a hospital 
Vocational counselor 

Physical activity 
Dog trainer 

Thrilling, dangerous activities 
Physical education director 

Statistician 
Technical responsibility (in charge of 25 people 

doing scientific work) 
Going to a play 

Teacher 
Experimenting with new grooming preparations 

Being married to a research scientist 
Working in a large corporation with little chance 

of being president before age 55 
Working in an import-export business 

Music and art events 
Reading a book 

Appraising real estate 
Having a few close friends 

Work in which you move from place to place 

282 Airline ticket agent 
283 Police officer 
284 Lighthouse keeper 
285 Gardening 
286 Carrying out plans 
287 Telling somebody else to do the job 
288 Dealing with people 
289 Playing safe 
290 Receiving a commission on what is done 
291 Inside work 
292 Carrying out the program of a superior whom you respect 
293 Warden of a prison 
294 Public health officer 
295 Mental activity 
296 Juvenile parole officer 
297 Quieter, safer activities 
298 Free-lance writer 
299 Social worker 
300 Supervisory responsibility (in charge of 300 people 

doing business-office work) 
301 Going to a dance 
302 Salesperson 
303 Experimenting with new office equipment 
304 Being married to a sales executive 
305 Working for yourself in a small business 

306 Working in a research laboratory 
307 Athletic events 
308 Watching TV or going to a movie 
309 Repairing and restoring antiques 
310 Having many acquaintances 
311 Work where you live in one place 

Part VII. 
Your Characteristics 

Show here what kind of person you are: if the statement describes you, mark in the 
space labeled "Y" (for "Yes"); if the statement does not describe you, mark in the 
space labeled "N" (for "No"); if you cannot decide, mark in the space labeled "?." 
(Be frank in pointing out your weak points, because these are as important as your 
strong points in choosing a career.) 

312 Usually start activities of my group 
313 Have more than my share of novel ideas 
314 Win friends easily 
315 Make decisions immediately, not after considerable thought 
316 Prefer working alone rather than on committees 
317 Have mechanical ingenuity (inventiveness) 
318 Am concerned about philosophical problems such as 

religion, meaning of life, etc. 

319 Can prepare successful advertisements 
320 Stimulate the ambitions of my associates 
321 Can write a concise, well-organized report 
322 Enjoy tinkering with small hand tools 
323 Can smooth out tangles and disagreements 

between people 
324 Put drive into an organization 
325 Have patience when teaching others 
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The raw scores for each subject 

are available on computer cards 

and may be obtained from the 

author on request. 
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ABSTRACT OF 

Comparing the Vocational Interests of Arts and 

Science Freshmen Using the Strong-Campbell 

Interest Inventory 

The vocational interests of Arts and Science 

freshmen were compared in terms of their Basic Interest 

scale scores on the Strong-Campbell Interest Inventory. 

The manifestation of significant raw score differences 

on the 23 Basic Interest scales were investigated with 

respect to curriculum and sex. Discriminant-function 

scores were established for each of the scales and 

used to classify individuals according to predicted 

group membership. The predictive accuracy of the 

discriminant-function was assessed by the percentage 

of correct classifications. 

The Strong-Campbell Interest Inventory was 

completed by 360 freshmen enrolled in the faculties 

of Arts and Science at the University of Ottawa. 

Six discriminant-function analyses were made 

using two groups at a time. A four-group discriminant 

analysis was conducted between Arts Males, Science 

Males, Arts Females, and Science Females. The stepwise 

"""Dorothy M. Meuser, master of Arts thesis presented 
to the School of Graduate Studies of the University of 
Ottawa, Ontatio, November 1975, * - 121+ p. 
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method was employed for all analyses. 

In each analysis, significant differences in 

Basic Interests were found between Arts and Science 

freshmen as well as between sexes within these curricula. 

On the basis of the four-group analysis, the first funct­

ion was found to contribute more than the second to the 

differentiation between groups. Arts Females typically 

scored high while Science Males scored low on Function 1. 

On the second function, Science Females tended to score 

high whereas Arts Males had low scores. Prediction into 

group membership on the basis of the discriminant scores 

yielded more correct classifications than expected by 

prior group size probability. 

These findings were discussed in the light 

of the issues dealt with and the theoretical considerat­

ions along with suggestions for further research were 

offered. 
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Communis Tor the Counselor on 
Interpreting the SVIB-SU1 

Trie Sl ronr-C. impMI Interest I n u i i i o r i x.vi-.ion and cMcnt ion 
of the u ide l \ ii'-cd Xirunii V. . i ln' i i il I n k u M Nlunk. and d i l 'Vs 
from the eaihcr SWH chiefly in i v " way*., in the addition ol the 
General Ocv.np.iiinn.il Theme*, and in the merginp of mens and 
women's (orm*. into .1 MnL-l.' in.trt imem 

The SCII can he used wi th .1 in one v ho underM.ind» ihc 
i o c i b u k i n of ihc test items Ihal i1 . most p..-.pie o\er 10 T h c i n w n -
tor j h.is hircn used for special projects us carl \ a*> the eighth £rurfc 
(age IJ> hut although profiles for students ol 1-1 or 15 do reflect their 
current interests they ma> not accurately predict future interests or 
careers \( this aire, the inventory should hi. used mainh a', a vehi­
cle lor diM-ussion i>l the world ol " ' U) U'C 17. definite patterns 
emerge that remain fairly stable, and by age 25. m e n people s in­
terests arc welt established 

The profile reflect* the patterns of answers made to the inventory. 
patterns that can be related statistically to the inure* ! * of men and 
women in particular occupations, but the rc iu l ls should be *-cen only 
as gene nil predictions of where the individual can find occupal ioml 
«ansfaction. The best help a counselor can give is lo help i iudcms 
realize the importance of the overall patterns in their scores Mo»t 
students tend to overemphasise the importance of one or t u o high 
tor low) scores that may for various reasons, be misleading The 
cmpfnsis should be on long-term development miner than on making 
immediate decisions Students often ntcd help in finding more in­
formation about the areas where they scored high, and they usually 
need to be reminded that this is a test of interest;, not aptitudes 

Earlier editions o l the inventory were used mainly v-ith college 
students but one purpose of the revisions leading to the current edi­
tion was to make the inventory more broadly useful. Toward this 
end. the item coverage was expanded, the reading level o f the 
booklet was lowered, more noncollege occupations were added to 
the profile and a few unpopular occupations were dropped. 

Men and women, even those in the same occupation, give 
somevfn l different responses lo the inventory A-. the norms for the 
Banc interest Scales demonstrate, these differences arc most promi­
nent in the artistic and domestic areas, v.hich tend to be favored by 
women, and in trie mechanical area, favored by men To have ig­
nored the various sex-linked differences in the norming of the Oc­
cupational Scales would h a w introduced significant error Unti l 
m e n s interests no longer differ notably from women's ie'p.T tc 
scales wi l l provide more meaningful rcsuli-i And becaus-e some oc­
cupations continue to be dominated by one sc \— •farmer,' for c \ -
ample, or ' secretary' —Occupational Scales have not yet been de­
veloped for both scs.es in all eases Rcearch is under way toward re­
conciling these disparities of the real world wi th ihc purposes of 
interest inventories 

On the reverse side of the student's cop*> ol the profi le is a b.vac 
explanation of the three principal classes nf ,cnk-\, wi th the help of 
these comments, m o u students can understand their ov n ^corc^ 
The counselor can help, f irst, by c h i n n i n g the finer technical de-
Luis, second, by explaining any uppareni incopsislencics between 
scores of different tspes, and third b\ lu lp in^ student!, iniefrate this 
information wi th such data as arc available on their aptitude-, and ex­
periences 

The General Occupational Themes 

Thest SIK therm., described bni. i l* on the student s copv of tne 
profile arc based on J L H o l l . n d s c»i Mating Vocc.ti-j/i-ii 
Choices A riicon of Caretrs tPrenti.e I I II \W\i His book is an 
excellent source for further in lurnul ion . I U U H ihe-.e themes and the 
world o f work 

Holland's chief premise is that each of us c m be dc cnbed in 
terms of relative similarity to one c-r more of T idcvb ed o t t u r u -
uonal-intcrest personality lype^ and that e.cl i tvpe eel ., out a d i l -
fcreni kind of occupational en* ironmcnl Dm penen i l i iv i \pcs do 
as much as j ob requirement? to e-labhih tne v o i l mi t^-io*- ui a 
given occupation Although this fcrmuUuon 1 over^ im^ ' i i i .d , it of 
fers a useful structure—one t h i t conform to i r . i p i n . J re c^rch r. 
suits—'for analyzing the differences bct>'e.eii i-eu, k J - ' J t e eccupa-
lions they choose Most important, H U I I J H J Hit* r J o l k i . uo o r 
gani/ing structure for the extensive neu-erl o l empir eal studies 
carried out over the years wi th ilie M M U M ' m \ u t o n . 

The six themes or stale •. each coni.nn JO items s.i r .d positively 
for ' L i k e " responses and n c r j m t l y for Pisli l e re>pon'AS 
Norms have been established b i v n u n v .1 1 eiiei i l .ample of 000 
people (300 men and 300 v om. n) then .r . ininc lin sample 1 mean 
of 50 and a standard deviation ul Id J-- u h I * I , \i» •.< u< crun ' future 
raw scores 10 • ! mdurd •.tore- I l i t numeric d ^.nre r n u k d out un­
der Std Score,' is based on th i j eoinbin.d riuiui . i. ipk BtCaU t 

1 ' :i .core snmcu l in lis i - ' i l on t h e c scai 
I in . I »M c comr.Knf.—'• l l n . 1. a I I I ' J I I s c i r e " and 
ton I Li ,i if, I ed, these c nun til irC I 1 eJ en 
w.th p 'I'lc of i'K -.ame w h ^ the pi • ii>n I cinj' t J B t k " 
i -a ,on tne eorr^ . i ^..-i mu .1 I;.- i n l i e i l c d 111 the n s w e r ( B j B l 
.ome c ISLS, i l i c - ' o r c , mon n»d wuin-:n Willi the ™ 
score wil l be turni ' ieJ Jitfercn* nimied cmnrwn f . v . i tm i se 
the nilerprelise cuii^rncnis coire>p>nd to the lotlu'vinrj RL-H-
rani'C'i 

^ I h i n d above liloJC'-alelj low i 0 f i -20t l i Very'Inch 
H i f h 
MoJcn te l yh iph 7Uh—3:th 
Avcr.'se ' I t—-j'>ih Very l r .v 

S5th—'»3rd Lo- . 

t ' h i nJ t uir.v 

Th^ , IA Ih - .m. . ear b^ . r. t-^J m the lorm of a h ; --on > 
shown on the t . ' l e n t ' c r p v rn t'. profile in uch a ay t int 
theme-s fdllnv; r.e a to euch oi l ier (Iti it 1:., on adjacent CPiiiei 1 .>rc 
( I K most .imiLir to Caeh other, nd U10 e directly acrosj the hL 
from caeh oll iei are li ie mo 1 di .innl ir The^e si in iLi iUc1 aii I ' I 
feicnce .irnoii^e a r i . m e t , p t i tre useful m iiiL^-rrretini liiu tudcni 
score. In paitteular two a pet Is of the Oeneial iThtiii. cm 
should be used to ath intake i l Lhe two or three mr j ie - i seuic . 1 . 
on the e . iL . o l related i h e m t . such as iNVt lbTiGnTlVL and 
ARTISTIC, t l u p ..CTTI 1 ennsi lent and wi l l be more prcd ic luc t h i n 
a f i n i '1 01 L...L i l i \ I11J1 .eL.i».s on less related themes such 1* 
1 .1 i h . - . i h L . i u [ 11 I i RISING, and a pattern o f ek. i f ly dif-
I . 1111 1. I 1,1'.)! and lov uiatn^j the j i \ theme scores is more p -

>li.[i t i n 1. u it or und'ii^rtiiuaicd pattern of scores 
The f~i I IL I ,l 1 „ L . iLs .iiuuld I c used to help the -student identify . 

, r i t i . i l ^ecuon 01 i n . occupatifnal world for more intensive m J , 
Ih* iv 11 or t l ir^c thcmcj where the lud tn i l ia . -eureJ hi 'Ii t 
Inailil b<. i i . i i td and then (in eonjimctiDii wi th re t i l l . on the IJ ic 

hiteK .1 '• i k - ) eornpared v uh Iht i t i u i pa l i . n i . listed in the Oe. i ip 1 
[ion ii .1, i k . ULtll i ' l l thai lelatC Il i ' l l l ' lV lo (he " i m c themes C ml 
jUiietinns i l l In Ii LI 111 . nn p. i r t i tu l i i I k ' u|i i luni i l locale . .1/1.1 on 
their r c h i t i l C e n e i . l Theme md H i t I n t t r t " ! t 
p in ill ul worth noting 

1 Ii-. J biipLkns ol the ;«.ircr,ic for lhe >l'\ theme*'., wen • i l 
lhe student s copy ol the pmJ ik , hase been carefully wo rd td to 
avoid uni . t ion iHc t.onnotaiions or the :ippcarance of \ . . lu uon 
St i l l , p t o p k nui'ht occia ion. i lh re' .ent theifL churncierizations, 
parhetil ir l^ in a r ionps\thi uric instrument But what seem tu Ii ,-.• 
pen is ih it a p_r .in conn;, h i fh LIH ,1 p irucular ihemt t L t l . - "~.itn. J 
b l b t in thu> dL^enbed and lend to luo l coully upon the r thwf, di 
sinnUr tv p.*.. where.» someone eonn ' nioderateh on all J i \ the uc 
reads noihins paii it-ulArlj into any ul the dc^enptioi i^ 

Ihc UaricInUrc'1 Scales 

The It 1* i t In lerei t Se.de*. nie hnmo/''-'i»foii. cjle-., they v , t r t enn-
strut ied b j c lu^ icnn" torciher i tem, v.nh hii_.ii mi. T U T I L ! ' , 
Uecau.e the i k m eonteni i-. d o ely lo^u ed on onl> t ' . t n ^ 1 . topic 
ind i . . ted by the jeale name, die . t i l e m. i t lai ivety e.i^y i- un­
der und " L i l e lespomes to iheic items are otured po:t t i t l y , 

Ui h ie rc^pon es negatively tlm . the level of score is some J u t 
related to the p^rc.n la je 01 'L ike and Dis l ike" Te^pyn^e L'^"" 
Feo^k •'.ho t i H rr^o" L i * e " response:.. -"a> 50 pci^tr . i or r rme, 
v il l h i \ t n u n ; more hi^li r j u r t , here than tho-e v ho sive jnlv a 
fc\'. ~.iy 15 ptreent nr k w e r 1 <ir t i n . i c i son , the LP ind DP iu-
dc\e r . . d j .enhed below under ' Adrnun trati .e lnde.es.* w i l l be 
U. Inl in i n k r p ; . l i n ; : tile^e sealeS ( the c eonimcnli. appl^ also le> 
Hie GtnLTal I Ji.eiip ition d liv-hles ) 

1 he U.uji, Ink ies t Scales- have been normed nn a ccneial .ample 
o l t.uii men and women, the combined sample has been a .signed a • 
skiridaiJ- fore mean of 50 and standard deviation of 10 on 1 u l i , 
sealc I lorm'^ lor ihc two • c* es are indicated by the bar-, printed 1 n 
the c d e . the th iJed bar i;istb the norm for men, the open b 1 the 
norm for women The ihiek portion ol the bai define . MIL middle hull ' 
o l the >mpk fr<«n L h c l j t l i to the T S t i i f e u c n t i h , t h c i h n 1 t - 'ud- ' 
u l i n . ru,i (,< n th» R-Ui 1 . (he i-uth p i re t t i t i le . and the seu i ^ ' l 
line- mJie ties the- mean 

lhe U.uie in t t re l Scales h u e been a i . irrjcd in clu ter1 cor* 
ic pmuhiiG lo it ieir rclai ion>hip. to lite General OiCtrp.ilion.il 
i l i t i n e . Unudl} (here is a marled von a teiie\ in the patterns 01 
• " " • • »>n the two SL.de t \ | ^ I in e vample A p.rson who COie » j 

till li on ihc f ' l i . L h l l C ih-i.iL wi l l have al le 1.1 some htr;h L,ei>ic 111 ' 
tlie i i nil. .p.ind >[){.' elu^tei 11} H iste Ii i lele .1 '.ealt 1 

W o i l e r , lit ixcupai ions direCtlv related lo j r iven scale coie 
li—10 points hol ier on thai .cale (h in the ('e'nenl l implc d c . , , i l l it 
1., ' i k men .ue ia je about i.O on lhe S \ i l •. scale scicnli t al out 
(.0 < n lhe S C i d c r ' c a k . a m i- d .mi t>'i on i l ^ \ k i c dc. and so 
foith I h u . , - e o r e j over 60 ' I iuu ld be un i t d t u d hmh, 

NATIONAL COMPUTE iSVSr£MS,l.'!C,440 IQZ 

121 

ff : i r . '5 10 pomt irnvc 

1 *r> n >[ f l . j n^c ,. 11 n " nil , 
" co 1 . lo cr Lp np\ , iul Ii t i l l , ' , 

' i -• , b t l veen the t i i . i i n>e y. i r . and 
-t .li in 10 t i n . pattern o l .tahihiy 1 U K 

In h e n , ' Vo " . - co re al.oul I1-—10 points 
• 11 »1 Jll r ' ICS and ;.\IL1IAKV AC-

• a l i i ' • h a " : 

lo d l y t c * l i ne2 r ' ' i * ' l 00r i ppily 
,. un he : le) in Ih 1 » . c i - 1-

1 11 i h 1 re J diii^rently from the 
10 01 ne the .vale foi th it se wnr1'.-

ir :u ic H i te . 1 -.1 r.oimtd by .tttin-1 the 
•I I" ' Jt leJ [• .^0, l i l t LUfldard d t vu l i un 

i .. ut e it; i j -in 1 J T n -.cule has re.ponded to 
nt i-.-ni 1 , h 1 . - w •) the a\era ;e member of 

•L. tuo nt • n in in the * avenue" r.in^e— 
I* '( > 1 •[- nJtd iv tlie*-C lUtilv lhe v .\y peoplc-in-

r el e MI iln ran • ; i r e o l l i tt le v j lue in pioftl ing 
i n .t i nt it I I K ie not di tr inunated in the profile plol-
imi (the 'leei re.i lecoianaiJ lit-) two i-.teri j l . po.ii ioiib—one 
lor : i- ne i 2 o ' o i 5 , i - oilier for «cnrci Irom 36 to*l I j 

L. h ui irn; .te, . 11 <nJ h t . I I L I M j i ven a code type corresponding 
.1 hi_jrtG- - J i i n - it ^orcs ihc euje types arc indicated on the 

pi t in -nd , J \ » , _n u .-a io oid^r the JVJIC^ Students should be 
enc i' _^ :d .^ n o i . tit 1 ,he ee-dc types 01 the Qceupntionil Scales 
wn r the: ' v . v . n 11 .u c u.ually eorre^rond to their hii_.li scores 
un ii - uen- ro l 1 U 1 1 - . 

M I L I ' - ' i ; lioni I Se i l . . ire more • omplex than cither of the 
o U i ^ tv j t j p . 01 ' . !_•.,. i u t y in t lud t more items, ihcy include 
m • with a der 1 i o y ul cimicnt, and they score some **Dis* 

i.e f i - .pinscs i'o'.sively dor cwimple i f the member, o i an oc-
cup ' 1.'i di hue i-Tin-iiy .ub' . t intul ly more th 111 the ['eneraj 
pyj m 1 - .1 Oi j l i l e " rejpun^e to thai activity wil l be 
H I 1 -t* |JV .< ie l p i h u a (it 1 ou ean Core hi^h on an (Aeup 1-

1 a l - y ' m 1 i tepr ol a" ei-aoiij with the rjicmltcr. of 
i l u .eur. 11 e-ll !. "V di n n j i m i r ' i.il.e . " 

M I L JJ oral A n-j 'J riot i«i .e.-i a f r t t i •- pr td i t iors 
>i JI .vt on. .i.ni d f i L . / n f , , L.iiful. 1 lie e -

1 con ic 'J I oc u vd j j le_dj to u k i - d o . . u r 1-
« 11 ihc .in file \nd i h - it i tdcni should bt-e .pe^ully 

11.11 inter not dial I >eoie-d I. i jh on ihc Farmer so le . 
|i 1 . he 1 ood 1 1 mcr, ' but rather ihat " 1 have aruwered 

in 1 0 l i i e . t i i he .> farmei , do " 
1 ollu .11;, Lach Otcuf an 'ii il *si- tie is an " f ' or " m " inilieating 

di . 01 t in ' K i f k u-ed 10 est ibhdi the .cale Although same-^ex 
i t , le ..e rnor^ 1 J I I J 101 the mdr idua l than othei- jC\ seales, every-

1 ie I on j l i cal , to insure thai maximum information is 
1 k 'u ,\e.. -1 i t I l in only the scorei lor Lhe same-sex 

v r iKi i TlwHl mute i lka l ie in , j f t . p l e i k d visually. 

I it ie o niJ.e .;ruan_ihat [he answer she;t 
c in n.ud nd |u >w d eui ie. iJy i n : first one, 1 U T , » L 

RC ,. - " L.* / 1 ; ' . i h 1 • rr^ny an. i .er m n r i . .ne computer has read 
Irom OIL .11^. u, ttk,ei, nice there arc 325 i*ern», the .eore on this 
mu Jmuld be *^_J or clc . t i tt L'p to 20 i i cou can be omit led 
WHJIOJI l£itiheantl> alieClinp the 1 *U . 

ine ei.*.no indu , l .1 :a<jL. I . . . 1 RL, « U < Lt>, ihows ihc number 
of tne* i i vpo i i ,es 1'iven ti 11 vv j i -h i td ^ that alrnojt everyone 
• o i t . . e r o o r In her here n the . t o r t is l>Jow 2Cro, the* person lias 
ni.nJ.ed an uneoii.monly In 'h iiiiinbi.i of rare responses (tins weight* 
• i t Kk.ti'ii me ru.y ._eni p u ^ l i n ^ u i f i n i , but it permits the counselor 
1 i[ h 1 'i r. th«' 1 .ue UUICJ 1I1 i i . t - t i \ c ) Uiuall> u ncpJlive 

•t tue . t .«^ ,tirne eem inn ,ueh j j I . ippmj a number on the 
on et e n n d o m > J I . m ; 

I I 11 - e u i t - i r c i - C J o f ' L I I L . " ( L P ) , ' l n -
d . e 11 -*» _ I,JJ, ) I L , ij.i . ni - ik lo the \ m Uj 

10 . " «... 1 . f i ' i Hi , ^ . tef t i . :es Can I e. quite u etui 111 
deteei ' ' - . u . ..1 i t . | j , if ,1 cu ion .Va^ k i t blank on the 

•• t i t t u - i--' - in 1 JI 11 wi l l b- o-u-o 1 iik p t - f ic r i lar t j 
1 . 1 J i I 1 11 ie ntil im« ui iu . i ' il .(.Lponi-e fatlk.iiis Uei lUiC 
tl lA i - i . 1 1 - , ,i.d i k iv linere 1 L>eJe. aie tored po.mvcly 
loj _,i:,e . ji>i - am) ne \ti i_ly tur ' bishl.t.' nspruue. , v. hen 
th- r* • o' 1-1 t " o i Ui 111 e " re^ponJe') \af iCj i.;ieatlv Irom 
th I p'u ui iwu i l 15-11 U iv I O " L I cO, t i n k\eJ ol ,eore. 
on .v . J t ".ul be if 1. t l t d Llnl .'lilioUiJh ihii.c peretni 1 v.. .ue 
u n IU 1 n the IL1 I n t ' j ie ponsi. , t>)t . Cw, • l imild not 
f t ^ ^ ^ict t un. ,iw j l . p ioJu t t . urcme pcreenii^e*., >ei 

still hnve a n^nnd p ( l.;Cni on the profile, i h . ur iennte of the 
s c o r m ^ t e - n fo, extreme lest tat mp scrakgj-* • con , j . , j W e The 
tt'sinbutians r,r thes- r c r e c n - i r A ^ lor a general , .mpk ol men and 
•-•omen ircgi»en i n i i u rtannpt. 

The "jip-cifil Senles 

The AOR 1 A t^Dn it o r 1 r \ no o ,- Jc emit nns items that 
dKcniwnatc between . m tl , do • , l | , n ac idemie settings and 
ihove --.no do not. -.nd a- s i - ,1 > m no con i tko.d an ' Occupational 
Scale tor college siuJcm.' ,- . . n,, : r . .Ju Minn with a U A from 
a hbera* a r L ' . c p l l o i i y c t . . . . t . O f 1 A s ibuut 5*;, ph D saboul 
o0. Mo . t ^ludcnls ga.n 1 ut 10 r m i . on ibis scale over their 4 
years of college t h u ' . th -core" ul rre , i n rn should be juJgcd wi th 
that in mind The item , i t w ,|> . n . - n k d toward science 
and ihc i n s (wei. l , J , ; u t „ m , , , m j bke-eollar ac-
U.'t . (" eiittted lie 1 ic t J 

p t the IE (ItJT tov (.U'jIOM-E CTROVERSION) scale, high 3C0TCS 
(00 and abeve) mJie.ilc introecrsion and low scores (40 and below) 
cstroscTMon. the item "onUnt 11 concerned almost entirely with 
wo r^ng wi th peopla in t -, -ial service, educational, enlcrtainmem. or 
DUMncn emni.',.. ' 

Scores tei males nre distribuicd about the same as «ores for 
female> on both of these scales 

IncoiLis'enck*- Dclwccn Stales 

There - re tlnee main types of scores on the profile, and one o f the 
ta'J.5 of tne ccunaciur wi l l be to straighten out mi-underctandinra 
aboui then uiltercm-cs ^ 

The three tvpes of scores can be better understood by using an 
analogy u> dcscriplions o f physical build The General Occupational 
Thb inc5 are concerned %«ith global caiegoncs. and are similar to such 
overall descriptions as "She is tall and slender" or " H e is small and 
wiry The Basic Interest Scales are concerned with specific at­
tributes and ar t similar to statements such as "She weights 118 
pounds or He has a reach of 38 inches " T h e Occupational Scales 
are concerned with how the person resembles other types of people, 
and arc nn i 'o^ou. to summents such as "She has the build of a 
w i m m c r or ' l i e looks, like a jockey . " Thus, although the three 
types of se i k , r. port three 1 ,'pts of scores, a general thread o f con-
wjiency runs ihr. uj-h ill of them 

O n : ' n.J 01 eitr-'uMe-n arises *hen the score on a specific Basic 
fp r^t . k ie— uth * \I>T or AGRICULTURE—is high and the 

.-re on tht rcl tied Utcupational Svalc—\RIIST or rARMER—15 
lo i i h i s hanr-n> bee tu^c the Occupational Scales ore more com* 
plt ^ in eomeni than tttc Basic Interest Scales, they comnin off of the 
subi iami i l difkreneeb between the people in those occupations and 
people in e e i u n l The FARMER scale, for example, contains items 
n r o l ' ing mechanical -K l i i i t ic* M welt as agriculture, and also items 
involving rejection of sounl service, artistic, and leadership pursuits. 
To score high, one must resemble farmers in many of these areas, 
and not simplv >-h i r t thctr agricultural inttresls. 

Inconsistencies hue itu> can be useful in counseling. A student 
v.h.3 question an apparent inconsistency between a high score on 
the Act i L U L i L i L l ia le St ile and a low store on the FARMER 
s: 'dt 1 u*eull> reetptise to a ducusi ionof the "cn \ i ronmcnt " of an 
Owcui uion in t 1., t lu t to be satisfud with farming us a career in* 
• oke rsi ie than Mniplj hknr; j j r icu l iure Farming involves a way 
o f l i te, •••'Oilan i- Mu ni i thi i ies and j j u m J i and not so much with 
Peoplc.it i s p n y i u dl> dtiiundnif1. and for many "intettcciual types" 
it has l i t t le appeal u iher inconji-.tcneies—between, say, ART 
and ARTIST". H J A I I I I M \11Cs and MATHEMATICIAN, or MILITARY 
A C T i v m C i and A R M Y or r iCLR—can lead to equally fruitful dis­
cus' ton J 

rurth:r Infonnatlon 
ThcSVIB-SCt l Mautiah <ni'vr>-. mere detailed information on this 

in'.e i i- 'ry and it-, bae'kgrouiiJ, uid should be studied before lhe in-
vc .tur;, is administered Considerably more background information 
on lin. history and technical issues o f interest measurement is re* 
ror(.etl in the Handbook for lite SVIB (D . P. Campbell, Stanford 
I 'mwrMt) Press, 197IJ AlUioufih the earlier Strong Vocational In* 
t c r c t Bl.mk and i u Manual (Stanford, 1966, Supplement, 1969) ore 
Mil! a-.ail.ibk from the publuhcr tur special purposes (and although 
•>omc iCtKint; a-.tneies u i l l continue to score the SVIB) , for the 
purpose t-1 the SCII the SVlfJ Manual i^ completely superseded. 

Slror, raiiipbi.il Ini re i t lnvcrilor>' of ihc Slronu Vocntionnl Interest OlanJc, 
rorrn I .?s Copyiiflit "-' l -mtn'nt 'vtJ I'J.M. 1918 Ircnened l%5j. 1945 (re-
net cd I m j . I 'It- (ron-.-cJ I'j74j. 1M9, I V I , l^oS. 1966. 1968, 196V. 1972. 
t 'J 197-J'LV Iht-rJoarJof Iru.ltt OITIIL- Leland Si infurd Junior Univcrsilv 

II r- hi rt^cr c j Printed undtrhccn>eUi»mSunfi>rd Uni\tr n> Pi«s, Suui* 
fi»id,CJiforaii'WJu5 
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