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in the expérimental group participated in a one-hcur-per-day,
fifteen-day job readiness training program in addition . to their
regular sheltered workshop jobs wvhile the control group simply
continued with their regular jobs. Curriculum in the job readiness
training program was designed to prepare clients to self-appraise
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exhibit more appropriate job maintenance behaviors. once they have
acquired a job. Included in the training were technigues related to
job ding, employ=ent application procedures; hcw: to handle the job
interview, personal presentation and appropriate bebaviors in the
interviev or job search, and personal presentation and appropriate
behaviors recommended to maintain a job. Based on a randomized block
design with pretest as a covariate, the experimental group showed
significantly greater attractions toward work as measured by the
Vocational Opinion Index.than did the control group. (BB)
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> . ' Abstract L

Twenty-two bhys1ca]]y hand1capped she]tered workshop employees were

» L)

matched on-the severity of their d1sab1]1t1es and randomly assigned to

ot

either an experimenta?zor a contro]“group, Those -in the _experimental

- group part1c1pated in

~ .

program in.addition to continuing with their regular she]tered workshop

1-hour-per-day, 15-day job read1hess tra1n1ng , )kff;} >j¢ff'
el

k4

- "~ jobs. The control group simplj continued with their regular jobs. Us1ng

f

a comp]ete]y randomi zed b]ock design with- pretest as a covar1aﬁe the

exper1menta] group showed\§1gn1f1cant]y greater attract1ons toward work

N

as measured by the Vocational 0p1n1on Index than d1d the contro] group.

.
. . h Y -

R ¢

(
\
&




oty ;nf’ A7 of Phystcally Hand1capped She]tered .

e " Workshop Employees | L
et p tmploy \ L

o \In‘recent years educational and rehabilitation theorists and practi-

L

S tionersfﬁave been calling for‘a greater emphasis on job readiness training
It

as one of\the\key ingredients in tE;'vocational preparation and rehabili-

o \ tatjon processes Greenf%igh Associates (1975) have shown that. such

emp]oyment and who does not. Job read1ness training has also been shown
by ‘others (Azrln, Ftores, & Kaplan, 1975 " Cuony & Hoppock 1954 McC]ure,
1972) to have a pos1t1ve effect on individuals' ab1]1t1es to obta1n and

' maintain jobs. A1l of,these studies share a Eommon focus on the beneficial
outcome of job readiness training. However, 1ittle has oeen'done to

determ1ne exactly what changes take p]ace in part1c1pants dur1ng tra1n1ng

-,

wh1ch could be the basis of the1r subsequent emp]oyment

“The development of a more positive attitude toward the world of work

0 may be one factor vita];to the successful employment of the trainees. .
However; as pointed out by Brewer; Miller, and Rax (1975), 1itt1e has

. been done to determine if attitude change is the veh1c1€ through which

*

JOb readlness tra1n1ng effects employment.

4

\ “ . The purpose of th1s study was to provide ev1dence regarding the
- ,effect1veness of JOb readiness training 1n fac111tat1ng‘more pos1t1ve
;att1tudes toward_work. Spee1f1ca]1y, the ohJect1ve was to determ1ne
iwhether or not work attitudes of physically handicapped she]tered workshoo
emp]oyees part1c1pat1ng 1n a job readiness tra1n1ng program were s1gn1f1-
~cantJy different from work att1tudes of phys;ca]]y hand1capped sheltered -

workshop emp]oyees not part1c1pat1ng in a job readiness training -program.

'
L)

N - . A 4

tra1n1ng makes a tremendous difference 1n determ1n1ng who gains compet1t1ve '

-




L METHOD -
. Subjects
) | The samp]e consisted of 22 physically handicapped employees who were* «
', _; perform1ng full-time jobs in a. she]gired workshop in a med1um sized southern !

c1ty A11 22 employees weve matchied and rank ordgyed usyng Sermon's (1972)
“ Case Difficulty Index. Beginning with the two gmp]oyégs at ;he top of
.- the list, the total list-was divided into pairs with one employee from
each pair being randomly assigned to the control group and the other to the
experimental group. )
Analyses of démographic data indicated that the random assignment
procedure resulted ?n two comparéb]y equal groups. Groups were ndt signifi-
caﬁ%ly different'(pgé .05) on any of the foi]owing variables: age, sex, . L
race, number of depeLdents, educational Tevel atta1ned, length of time ' i -
working <4n she]tered‘emp]oyment length of time working in compet1t1ve ; '
_‘employment, rece1v1n&§add1t1ona] subs1stence payments, length of t1me dis-
abled, 1nte1]1gence ]evel (raw scores on Columbia Mental Maturity Scale),

t

severity of d1sab1]1ty and funct1ona] read1ng level (Wide Range Achieve-

£
)

]
Instrumentation |

ment Test).

.
L3

The Vocat1ona] Opipaon Index (VOI), which is a ‘five point Likert- -type
apt1tude measure, was ut1ljzed to ogra1n both the pretest and~posttest
_dependent, measures. This insthument has. threé scales--Attractions, Losses,‘f'
and Barriers--which deal with attractions to work, losses associated with
obtaining and maiﬁtainjﬁg a'jdb,'and barriers to.emp]oyment jreSpectively., I

Whittington and Benson- (1974) reported respective coeff1c1ent alpha in-

ternal consistency re]1aé1]1ty estimates -of 82; 76 and .86 for the

three scales. Qoeff1cqenx alpha reljability indices Using the pretest

-
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scores_for the émployees ‘in this study were .62, .79, and ,73~fér the

Attractions, Losses, and Barriers scales, respectively. Although

validity evidence . is ]}mited, Benson and Whittington (1973) concluded

'that'the VOI had useful va]idity’ingdiscrﬁminating thé.work status
-~ . .

'
-

- of respondents, ‘ ‘

' ~
Procedure /

The thationa] Opinidn Index‘(Benson & Whittington, 1973) was adminis-
teréd orally to both the exper mental and control groups, prior to treatment.

The experimental group then part1c1pated in a 1- houn-per day job read1ness
@y

training program for 3 weeks in addition to cont1nu1ng with their regu]ar

she]tered workshop jobs. The control group s1mp1y cont1nued w1th their

-

' regular sheltered workshop JObS/ .
During the treatment, the experimental group was divided intogtwo
small job readiness~c1asses since 'such training is considered to be most
effectiye when<gpnducted with small groups (hanpower Research Visabi]itx,
1972; Multi Resource Centers; 1971)' Each experimental class met 1 hour
per day, 5 days per week for a total program 1ength of 3 weeks or 15’hours

DUr1ng this t1me fifteen lessons were presented, each bf which included

objectives, a content outline, and other 1nstruct1ona1 materials.

3

Curriculum utilized in the job readines$ training program‘ﬁas designed
- to prepare clients to se]f-appraise théir vocational «interests and attitudes,

to prov1de them with. knowledge about job seeking . sk1]1s, and to better

’

enable them to exhibit more appropriate JOb ma1ntenance behaviors once
[ they have‘acqu1red a job. Included 1n th1s tra1n1ng are techniques rejated

to Job f1nd1ag, emp]oyment app]1cat1on procedures, how to handde the job

o

1nterv1ew personal presentation and appropriate behaviors in the jinter-
I

view or job search, and personal presentat1on and appropriate behaviors °

»




A

Vocat1ona1 Optnion Index was adm1n1stered as a posttest to both the

~ ! ° N N

"

recommended to maintain a job. Extensive use of audio-visual instructiona] ' . -

v
. )

materials was combined with v1deotaped role playing ihterv1ews in the JOb

readiness training process. RS

" Following "completion of ‘the joi?readiness training program, the

exper1menta1 and control groups A1l data gathering and‘adm1n1ster1ng of :

[N

the exper1ment3t treatment were conducted byfthe'principal investigdator.

" RESULTS AND- DISCUSSION . \

~ b

Pretest and posttest measurements were ana]yzed by app1y1ng ana]ys1s .
-*

of,covar1ance to the random1zed b]ock des1gn Pretest scores were used.as

-

the covariate’ for each scale. The" genera] 11near model (GLM) procedure
from the Statistical Analysis System (Barr, Boodn1ght Sa11~ & Helwig,
1976) was utilized to analyze each of the three scale scores gn the VOI

As can be seen in Table 1 the pretest- posttest changes 1n the exper1-

‘ - R —
mental and contrel groups differed significantly at’the .05 level on the

. —
~ 4

Attractions scale. ’ : oy,
Insert Table 1 about here ' , ‘
f Ny ’ * . .
Experimental group emp]oyees mean pretest and posttest scores were .
. respect1ve1y 61.545 and 66.545 for a mean difference of 5.000. ;ontrol - '
~ .

' group- employees' pretest and posttest means were respectively 62.182 and

-

n

61. 273 for a negative-mean-difference of -.909. S1gn1f1cant 1nteract1ons N

did not occur between groups and covariate, as requ1red by the research

design. - o




- N LY

'Significant group'differences identified in Table 1 for the attrections

to work scale of the-Vocational Opinion Index indicated enhanced. percep-

’ tions of work by experimental group emp]oyeeg\‘~aob readiness training
. ~\ *
appeared to have he]ped employees deve]op a more positive awareness of work.
Employees in the experimental group seemed to have recognized greater
. " ” » s

benefits for their children and themselves, improved life etyles,-and

.

. . ) ..
increased independence as a-result of working:

Results summarized in Tab]e 2 1ndicate that pretest-posttest changes /
) .

-in the experimental and contro] groups did not differ at a .05 Tevel of

., significance on the Losses scale. Experimenta] group employeeS respectively

3 .

had.mean pretest and posttest scores of 20.273 and 27.455,, which resu]ted
in a mean difference of 7.182. Mean pretest and posttest sca]e scores for
‘the contro] group were both 26. 091 for a mean difference of zero. S1gn1f1-
cant interactions did not exist between groups and the covariate, as re-

quired by the,ana}ySis procedure.

’ v

> Significant differences were not identified between experimental- and

.control group gmployees on the iosses associated with obtaining and main-

’

taining a JOb scale of the VOI Therefore, it appears that job. readiness

) /*f training did not affect employees' perceptions of how work modified their

1

personal freedom. or the amount of time that they have to care for and be

w1th their familie3.
<

Summarization of the analySis of covariance procedure for' the, Barriers‘

scale is given in Table 3. These resu]ts did not show pretest-posttest

Insert({ibie:Z about here " ) "

»
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’
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@ .
changes in the experimental and control groups at a .05 level.
. r . $. '

*

;\ C Insert Table 3 about here - .

- . . ~

-

group -employees respectively had‘mean pretest ani posttest scale scores of

<51.545 and 56.818, nhich resu]ted in a mean difference B? of 5.273. Re-

spective mean pretest and posttest.scale scores for contro] group employees
A

were 48. 727 and 52.364 for a mean difference: of 3.637. As desired, there

were no significant 1nteract1ons between groups and covarxate -

Exper1menta] and contro] group employees d1d not differ significantly
on the barriers to emp]oyment scale of the Vocat1ona] Opinion Index. .Con-
sequently, it seemed tnqt job readiness training d1d pot have an efféct on
employees' pérqeﬁt*bns of barriers to employment. Significant chénge§ did
not occur in employees’ fee]%ngs toward med{cal qtransportation child .
care, and famiiy problems. Job. read1ness tra1n1ng did not appear to
significant]& change empioyees perceptlons about getting and ho]d1ng a
job, entering new situations, and meeting new people.

Conclusions reached ,from the analysis of data and presentat?on of
findings indicated that job readiness tra{ning does seem to a?fect to some

Experimentaf‘

extent the attitudes towa}d work of handicépped'she]te?eg workshop employees,

>

its influence appears to be a complex one operating somewhat differently on

different work attitudes. Therefore, pﬁofessiona] sfaff'seekihg ways to

enhance an individual's attitudes toward werk so that. the person may ob-
tain and maintain a job shoyTd find job readiness training a‘viabTe option.

Resu]ts of this study, which systemat1ca]1y eva]uated the JOb readiness

tra1n1ng process, should be of value to educational and rehab111tat:on

|
i

~
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Table 1 w. '

- Analysis of Covariance Apd]ied to a Randomized Complete

]

Block Design for Experimeﬁta] and Control Grqups

Tested with the Attractions to Work Scale

on the Vocational Opinion Index ' '\
e e 0 0 e 0 O Ot o O B B B O 0 A A A e e % B 0 S A O ;-_--;_-J .................. ’
B Source bodf S ME - F ratio Significance
Covariate . .
- ' \ g
(pretest) 1 259.93  259.93°  30.99 0003 -
Block 10 280.44  28.04 3.34. 0417 - :
- .
. Group 1 187.95  187.95 ',22:f1—;-——"dr L0011 '
Error 9 75.50 8.39 o 3
T . . \ ' . ’
Interaction . Lo
¢ : _ ‘
(groups and L . - . \
: ) ' . .
covariate) 1 6.10 6.10 .30 ..5926
S
f‘\ . - \\ |
. . " / °
¢ ; ’ 3
. ) Mr;‘; £ .
. . S e
b. - G‘ Q
N % _ )
) .
N \
' v A
| 13 R
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13

k- v
- ¢ Table 2
Analysis of Covar%anéé Abp]ied to a Randomized Complete
.B]ock Design for Experimental and Contr;1~Groups N
Tested with the Losses Associated with
Obtaining and Maintaining a Job -
"Scale on the Vocational
g Opinion Index ‘ '
"'"""'"'"'"""""'"'""'"""'""'"""""".' """" ; :';""""’"""""""""""'"'"'"""'"""""":7"'""""""'j' """"
Source de SS " MS ‘ F Ratio Signifiéan;e
o e e e e e e I .
Covariate . f/
“(pretest) ) ~207.04  207.04 « 0.3 0106
Block 10 622.57 62.26 3.11 .0513
Group 1 19.97 19.57 1.00 .3447
Error * "9 180.28  20.03
Interaction ’ | ‘ . /
(gro?ps and - ////~T\
covariate) s 1 85.96 85:96 2.63 - .1232
v ' ‘ '
' ;
J N 1Y
' ¢
-,
\- ‘. )
- 14 I




— ) -
‘ Table 3
Analysis of Covariance Applied to a Randomized Complete o
Block Design for Experihenta]vand Control Graups.
Tested with the Barriers to Employment $céle¥ N ;
on th; Vocational Opinion Index , - -,
Source - df SS - MS - F'ratio . Significance
e . /. . ? °
Covariate , /
\ . . EE
* (pretest) 1 674.00 674.00 10.07 ~ _ .0113
" L 7 -
. Block 10 393.73 39.37 359 . .7879
,Group 1. 45.36 45,36 . .68 .4316
= : ‘ .
Egror 9 602.23 66.91
interaction "
A F
(groups and
covariate) 1 12,29 12.29 .22 . .6487
’ _—
4 'p
. i, - . '
-
5 '
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