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S This study deals w:tth the amb:.ts.on formation prOCess

of Newfoundland you‘th. Sdcmeconbm:.c status,s ;Eamily size. ". - e
program e%rollx#ent, and self—concept of academic abili.ty, L

factoeradxtionally used in model%of this process, are

L hltherto qnexamined varlagle - religlosity*. . Rel:.g:.os:.ty; -
defined as. "Self—pe.rc'el.v‘ed strength °]f rellgious bel:.ef" ' RPN
i's ’ass“m\edt to. reflect theA value orientatx.on of the‘ adolescent L . b

i - ' t°.l\'91191°n-, TlIO SEparat-Je models are cox;sidered-. (l) the ,
N % « T

e expectatlons as separate out'omes, .and )(2) the exammatlon ‘ :
o . ‘;“" of educational\xpec#tatlons and occupational expectatlons '-‘—-:": 6
: ‘ .2 i as an aggregate measure called ambitlon. 5 These models are R

i lza’nalysed using path analysis and total causal effect Einalysr.s S

ft’or the total %sample, for males ‘and fo”r. f‘elnales...i."_'"‘;‘i‘_',,,‘:;"."::-‘.'.":"»: : ,‘,...\_'...’-."""1;.".'
S “"“:'4 kellglosu:y s, fo;md to have a signlficant dlrect ‘

. -effec‘t on the development of self-concept of academlc abJ.l:Lty.

RS The addit:n.on of rellQ‘lQSlty to the model of the amblta.on D
: et . - W \ . :: . . . . el BE

o formation proceIss 1ncreases 1ts explanatory pOWer. ~Th’eg.._ | Y

s:.gniflcant factors 1n this niodel are fou.nd to dlffer for IR s

. males and for females.' i J S e e T
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The Problem

(".

’.'-'

I

This studxtaddresses 1€self to the(ex’amlnation o}

J

educatlonal and occupat:.onal ambltz.on of h:.gh school youth.

' ancern ’over the dlsparlty of educatlonal and occupatlonal

.. ambition..

goals, when academ:.c ablllty 1s controlled, has led to .
. A

!

1ncreasmgly complex mohels .explainlng thls different:.al
b :

'-As yet the plc_ture 1s 1ncomplete.' Thls studyu

Q

will “attempt’ to.further elucidate 'the ambition'formatlon“ .

=

. explanator? model S a o R ." '

' other factors such as socxal class are considered

process by. reexamlnmg some tradltlonally accepted factors

as well as. addlng a new dnpenszlon—-—rellglosn:y-—to the

’

o/
Schwarzweller (19’)3) pomted out t‘hat reglonal /'

lrcumstances have an ef fect .on educatmnal plans even when

. -

Newfoundland has dlfferent hlstorlcal and s‘oc:Lal condltions '

than the rest of Nort:h Amerlca: (see Fagan, 1974 for a i

o

dlscussn.on of these factors, Stern, 1974)

fq

noted 4 other works on post—sacondary plans have ‘been

completed in advanced and developed soc1et1es whereas

Newfoundland 19 Stlll 1n the developmg phase. ' It ‘has been

observed that 1n the western 1ndustr1al world economlc

development preceded the development of the baslc educatlonal

[ . ,:."‘

As T:Llle,y ('19’7 5)

'




1-4"\ - ' . C o "".
’ framework. In Newfoundla}id ,‘ Ihowev'er, ,Smallwobd's educa(t:.onal

poln.ei—.es were geared to develo%ng styhr-*an educat:.onal ,J.nfra—

ﬂ

structure on the assumption that economlc developrnent would "

follow. This deads us to believe that tthe amb:.tion formation\

process 1n Newfoundland nay differ oger and above what w0u1d
be expected as norma,], reglonal varlat_j,on.. 'I‘hat 13-, there N

- ?may be dxfferent facto;re or a dlfferent emphas;.s ‘on the ’

. ‘same factors, or both at workyin the Newfgundland 51tuat:|.on.

Standard models of the mobllity cproces,s take soc:Lal S

. %rlglﬁs factors as starting points, addn.ng»soc:L,al psycholqglcal
, S 3
-varlables/ as medlating factors :Ln explalnlnq the: Varlatn.on

1n ambltlon formatlon.' Con51stent w1th thJ.s theoretlcal . '
-framework °fam3.ly background factors (as measured by. socro—" -

._,economlc status and famlly' size) will be related -to the present

experlence in the school (program enrollment) and to self- e

-
.

' concept eas measured by self-concept of academlb abllltY) 1n .
the present study. All of these factors ‘will. then *be exam:med
- . for the:.r effects on educatlonalf and occupat:l.onal ambltlon._

. Sewell and Hauser (1975) state that one of the three
gue‘stlons to, whlch a soc1olog;,oa1 1nterpretatlon of . the
ach:t.evement process muast address J.tself is "'I'o what degree'l ;
do an. J.nd:w:.dual's ach:n.evements depend on factors other o
“than his own ablillty, asplratlon, and{ effort?" ‘Thus, 1t L

-~

','J.B the purpose here to add a new dlmens.lon to the explanatlon -

. of 'the am.b:.tlon/achlevement/moblllty process. It .'I.S pro—.

'posed to examlne the effects of relrg:.os:.ty when added to :

*

the more tradltlonal model.

MR 2
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N Relig1081ty f]lJ f_i“ﬁﬂ$~‘?ﬂx'j'f
Vi -;",".“. . ) : o T : R

Max Weber s thesms concernlng the relat10nship

between the P.rotestant Ethic and- the Spin.{: of Capitallsm’ Y .
N \

and Durkheim's theory of religlon as a’ 30c1a1 system endowing o

‘¢ff= the adherent with the ability to cope w1th llfe have stimulated

reSearch examlning the effects of rellgious atflllatioh n:”l]?@
SR
varlous achrevement processes.; The confllctlng ev1dence RO

Y
¢ ‘.

. - 0 v P
I -

1“ ’Durkhelm s theorles leiﬂs us to believe one of the followlng-‘ O

:f;f'fQ'i:T rellglon is not crltically relevant to anfffyaf,ff,"fcf;_r
R {1;j«ﬁa.understand1ng of the asplratlons models T T
L s T (Bopdua - 1960;° Greeley, 1964, 1967; Glenn~1j C e e

e - Yy's’Hyland; 1967; Mueller, 1971 Mueller &7 s A '} 1
4<Tand,” 1972), N © R +
’? -,A‘ — . .' the hypotheses’ have nOt been properly . - .. ‘\! ¢,:"”. - N
e o Cderived - fromrthe_works of: these masters‘; ' ’ . ‘ .

. ’."’, ‘ "'E(Bouma, ]_97311 Klm, 1977) m _— b L ) _,%_\,
< '{. e e 3;:‘ at‘should be examrned is a ‘basic A""'ﬁ. o : SN
Vel -+ religicus value orientation which is, - .. . ...

e ™ ‘ -incompatible with research along Tg;v““_ . i
P b el ="f;T denom1nat10nal llnes. IR .u” o .,.~. coem ]
‘ -: '4.' ' ’—._X ' . - . DRI B .

R *fﬁ‘ﬂf'ur%!has been suggested that rellglon may not be.relevant to
3 : "alff‘}d'an understandlggwoﬁ asplratlon models.' However, most studles.f”
T_:. - ' ':k.' L , Ty ' . ..
o "E; have used dlfferent 1nstruments’to measure re11g1051ty.

:i;:ﬁﬂff }lﬁ‘ The relatlonsh;p between rellglous bellef “and | rellglous - =
; Tififijiff — oart1c1pation is not atﬂall bbv10us and one;nust be.careful
. i;igqu&};ér _tor ﬁ;ké the”distlnctron.,f;{‘“;. .;:i}f( 'fﬂjl_uafhi:\j‘ﬁea
; ~;”;{f’jeglis”.;;»ff Gaade (1977) suggested that rellglous bellef and - '

L : : part1c1patlon may act 1ndependently of one anotheﬁ 1 Church
»flfﬂ‘*n‘#:" VA ‘ o
PR partlcrpatlon'has been found ‘to_be greatervfor those 1nd1—: *._7:_~

» v .

fjvf';"ﬁf ; v1duals whose,bellefs are more orthodox and church commltment

\ .arlslng frOm investlgatlons of derlvatives'of weber s and ..i;[?iq}f

i
v | .
. , . , .
i . IS
’ . o . v
t Y - . .
¢ A -
fu Ty .
[P .
L
! s ' <
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.\, . Pagan, 1974) w4s~ws_e

' .
cL. s . T oo e L s
‘ R o . o - ‘ . M
. - . N - L. , - . . N . .‘. R .
.. REREY . ' . . , .
v . . : 4 . N ! .

"u | ‘1961- Fukuyana, 1961, Hertel, 1973).. Gaede (1977) concluded,

- -a‘ships vary as a functlon of whiqh dimen51on of re1191051ty

. o I Vo (L R o ‘-""."C'.’,‘,"_ L -
| * R | :".lf?| S : 4
_ dec11nes as orthodoxy df yelief declines (Stark & G1ock,.h',ﬂ-f R
e e 1970r Haddéh. 1969) Oﬂher studiés have found that upper. = % -
RN . : "class PeOPle tend to practice" their religion whereas lower . J.}f:

"believe tﬂEir religion (Demerath,

.class peog}e tend to

- ﬁhowever, that there s a relationship between orthodoxy of

e . . '
B PUREY . e .

o lhelief and religious partlcipation.t_{w'['aihzfa
:;Jtﬁifi.' It has been argued that the contradictgry flndings s
':*""-Qfof the relationships*cfsre1191051ty w1th various phenomena

- ’Tfreported in the literature may\;tem from different ope;ation—?"

Ay R

‘alizatiops of the var;able re1191051ty,that 1s, the relation—aﬁ-*jﬁ

~

-~ a ~-,

fis measured (Cygnar et. a1., 1977) This may accbunt fr

- ithe apparently spurious associations found between religion'
. and other variables in the various models examining ambition-
T\\rmition.. The bellef ln this study 1s that re1191031ty 1s‘l
relevant t \an understanding of ambition formation of-o;-

‘ecaJse of the very v1tal function that

_ Newfoundland ybutf

religion per-. se plays in s e‘lives,of;Newfoundlanders,(see :ﬁ;:‘

-, . ~— Wt ’ )
° . N o~ . N

PRETEAR
PRI

)

Sl

T Kim (1977) malntained that past Protestant Ethic

research has been misspe01fied because these prevrous studies

Rl

dld not adequately operationalize Weber s theSIS 1n "The f-
f}!f_- Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Caﬂeqallsm"‘f revious
'}‘ ‘j research-has dealt WLth religlous 1dent1f1cat10nlrather than
| w1th Ca1v1nist beliefs and values..IKLm suggested that Calv1nist

beliefs and values have become 80 iffused amOng Protestant 'f”

) . ’




»?‘denomlnations, religlous sectarlans, and Catholics that the

'3€be11efs and values they hold are practlcally 1dent1cal.::.;' f;

. > - e tl' *

'further suggested that any study of the behavioral correlates

{fﬁ'.f g A‘i"L of religlon should abandon the use of rellgious afkillatlon

}'L' ‘Lli;m’t."¢as a measure of the Protestant Ethlc (p. 261) Slnce there

'3f}~was»no means to evaluate Ca1v1n15t bellefs and values 1n the ”'jV’y

g ”1}questlonna1re used 1n the present Ltudy, any attempt to ?:mjifatt‘ﬂ:
f:. ' nevaluate Weber s the518 per se must be set a51de. Slmllarly, J””i”
S :ijii}}t 1s not w1thin the scope of thrs study to examrne Yurkhelm F) : ;
"\f}thesis. ;f.:'4?§H;J$an;d‘”n:¢“ﬁ&ilj.w_,‘;w‘u . N \ : Athiz b
A???ff’id';f'~:isf;fff;3 Thus, thlS study w111 subscrlbe to the thlrd approach o
f%}i\ '.f:: ;“*fxwhlch suggest an examlnatlon of a basyc religlous value ,{j. “?
| ”orientatlon., Thls LB somewhat 51m11ar to Klm s explanatLQn ?;:Ii "
;i;'f_l"p"'7j{'ﬁiofuweber g thesxs.v Howexer, It differs in. that rel1g1031ty vv .'
;ﬁf[;;'[, : iﬁ."will‘be deflned as self—percelved strength of religious\ff‘ if
. ;.bellefs.. Thls deflnltlon 1s theoreﬁlcally closer to Ylnger 5. .‘"
deflnltlon of rellglosity.:ﬁl?:;}.fjﬁ:_wfg{?,'"; H”{t.; y:t'ﬁjf‘ i,:.{
e ol SR : A o
| Ylnger (1969) deflned re11g1051ty, W1th a small “r“ ‘gff-$:£7 ;

as a person s efforts td grapple meanlngfully wx?h what he

(personally deflnes as the ultlmate.' As such, 1t is® dastlnct.:

o g
-
e

from Rellgloﬂ w1th a capltal "R", Wthh refers to the

;hs rellglous leaders, histOry, deyotees, rltuals, etc. (ClaYtontht ftfﬁﬂ‘?
It 1s qulte clear that the deflnltlon and‘operatlon—ju»”ij~lg i
,lzatlongbf re1191051ty used rn thls study dOes not haVe the 1?u:~ B B

T scope of Ylnger s deflnltlon but the foundatlon 1s the same.q,-‘ .
o . 7T . i
'.Thatols, the,attempt is to measure a general 1nternallzed _

: . S ;‘ Co \ ' ,".;-_» & \ '
re11g1051ty.:." @T".-;'~']T oo b T L .
T RN ‘L :




'contlnulng debate as to Jhether rellglos1ty is a multl-f

H‘;;fécale or whether 1t is a; uni—dimensional concept and as such )

4 “:;l;can be determined by a self—ratfng questlon (dlayton & Gladden,%rédh
| ;371974 Gorsuch & qcFarland, 1972* Campbell & Coles, 1973,;ﬁ.1f5;1{35‘
"..':;,;';Embree, demmy.. L

' over the klnd of measurement to be utlllzed A sxnglq, self—\ﬁv o

. mmst be empha51zed thatﬂlt seems that thls measume 1

- approprlate to thls study L{_.f'** { ST :',‘tqff'

,'_strategles lbad to dlfferent klnds of lnformatlon abqut the '@:;7
X ~j§1

:Jls produced.. He malntalned that there 1s llttle galn 1n

i.fthat any definitlon used must bg evaluated in. terms of the

Iadequacy w1th,whlch 1t purportedly represents an emplrlcal

1d1mensional self—ratlng questlon.',ﬁki ’~<3593

“Gar{ablefin'the standard model of ambltlon.,/Lge and Clyde

L8 fe ! E .~
. . . . R s Coa -_ N DI ‘ - '

: Much recent interest has been expressed as to how

- 41 LN . L

4genera1 "religlosity sh uld be measured There has been a

\

ﬂlmen51onal concept (Root et al., 1977, Cygnar et al., 1977. -

'ﬂ.'Muthen et al., 1977) and]should be- heasured on a comp051te

PR

‘2ﬁ Because of llmltatlons 1mposed by perfoJmlng a ﬁtrfﬂf{igtqg"”

secondary analysls on existrng data, there 1s llttle control

1

ratlng questlon w1ll by neceSSLty,be emplofed However, 1t25“

e,_,_

Machalek (1977) argued that dlfferent deflnrtlonal

—':Q5001al world and that thelr value lles 1n the knowledge that

2
Qa

- .

- advanclng one deflnlthJ of re1191051ty for a11 purposes and

)

7éphenomenon.a Becarse qf tﬂése factors 1t 1s argued that the PR

,general rellglos ty of adolescents lS best measuredﬁpy a un&— :

Yo
Yo

. _ it o . L o -\, . [

5Fewfother studles have, as. yet,‘lncorporated thlS J:L'




‘. L et e B - t

Q -

‘l ) . (1974) dld examine the- extent to whlchfreligiosity plays a l,j?;ulf;':;f
L ‘ éart 1n forestallihg or prgduc1ng anomie}, To the authoz s ISR

¥;‘; 4? kn°W1edgev hOWever[ no study to dbte has examined the role ﬁ;ﬁ

f ‘ v¢.: of religiosity, defined as ‘a - uni«dimensional, generallzed ‘
: - orientatior to: religion, in a model of the ambition process.*;i
é’ i l_ = Thus, it can be seen thatethis studx.addresses itself
ﬁittefilﬁ;;i“ to the problem. to what ex ent doeg re1191081ty play a part ) h }
:'?‘:?,e? '.l; in determinlng amb;tion, fz other‘things belng common,';h:f‘: T{':; 'Q
y?h N namely,lother factors that are more tradltionally examlnedffnviﬁ' ;
f in a model of educational and occupatlonal ambltlou;,fih;‘L :'i"" 1

[

i

‘ -

;:L:?fzuf;; a Sl&hlficance of the Study lt“lef‘i.:i,tg‘,7ﬂjuo}hiuf;.f[@5'i;j‘ Tfj B

MR ”:'_,ﬂ,gz " °‘ Although five other studies have examined the edu—f;?uf7
-f;ﬁ3; ”;'}; | cational and occupatlonal ambition of Newfoundland youth f'ﬁ@-?"
,_ (Breton, 1972, Bulcock, 1975, Parsons, 1974, T:Llley, 1975,'-

Coffin, 1976), the bellef.here 13 that further consideration

of the ambition formation process ﬂs merited Only Bulcock

o q,_%f{'? (1975), Tilley (1975) and Coffin (1976) utillzed both prgra@;Ny"

i ‘.\j‘,, as 1nterve?1ng varlables in an examinatlon of post-secondary

i :i goal formatlon.ﬁ However, only one of these studies (Bulcock, .'_5_

? (L 1975) use&ithe analytic techniques utlllzed 1n thlS study {ft )
& i':%f,t.. (path analys;s and total causal effect analys;s) for ana1y31ng?fij .
\;. e the relatlonshlps among the variables.; A new variable-'eg-’h¥#f;i”ii

i k;-,JuHWi?V‘IEIJQIOSItY'"‘WaS introduced into the anaIYSis andhwas f'L'fEEf;ci

. et ..‘examined ﬂor lts effects on both males and females.. ThlS*»l'i"-f;§ ]

is alsa uncommon‘in that males only are usually the focusff~‘;

el . . ’ . '~
, . .i : - o :
PR vy ! L P
) S Lo, ‘ el “ f
- N . 1 ‘
1. » : B
v ¢ i ' . CR A
. , ‘. ', N . e
. e t P S, ' . T
ot f PRI ’ . i ..
: & i N e ~
: ~ . . S
4 EAEEE AN ¢ L)

gt LI - ‘I;-:_"t d

enrpllment and self—confept of academic ability 51multaneously;‘,g;{fA



T e

"g of ambition formation. ~h77.f~ﬁ:

‘ inVestlgatlon.

leitatlons of the Study ftgiij;';;,““‘

Cvi'restricted to the spec1f1c schools used.;

. | 'of attention when ambition formation is examined ?ﬁwq '@?i:m

." . I
S In light of the significance(of religion 1n

Newfoundland 1t is 1mportant to test thrs factor in a model
The practical 1mpbrtance of this study may be

negligible in that 1itt1e can be done by teachers and school

administrators to manipulate most of’ the variables under Zflﬁﬁiy

’ . s

l

that stems from the dlSClpllne‘ to further the knowledge

1n the fleld of the SocnolOgyiof Education by retesting an

exiétlng model while addrng a,new d1mens1on-j—the effects 5:'

of the value orienfation of re1191031ty., It 1s an attempt'7"

v .

“

'7 to provide a*more complete explanatlon of‘the factors that‘\j"
. affect differential ambition of Newfoundland youth. As A

such, the prbblem is a valid one in that it is congruent ';ﬂl..'

vv‘. 'l
w1th the philosophy of sdience which emphas;zes the need

thus the problem at hand has theoretical valué

DY T s

T -

.., ‘ N 4 - v

Some limltatiﬂns arise due to the sampling procedure

and the method of analysis employed.: The data set used was

:.;not based on a random sample and so the generalizations and .%,U

[

'y;conclu51ons that may arise from these flndlngs should be

) . o . 2.

Holloway (1975),,,

.”‘f,hOWeverL did not'believe these schools to be atypical in that

PP " they were speciflcally chosen to reflect all typral .{ntf
‘A.v.' . I‘ " N __“'f. ‘1.' 1 y ’.
L . _ o

g VLTI

The proPlem being assessed however, is‘One XA

N . A
- N et
« o
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B characteriatics of hlgh schools in Newfoundland However}
N - e 3 ,-" ‘..n )

_v..

;t was felt that thlsﬁdata set c0uld ﬂe adequate ln galnlng

. PITEE 1 '
L R * 4

”‘@; 4,' new 1nsxghts into the problem at hand even though many

TL?:’*:L?.;S sampllng asshmptions may have been’VLOlated s j{r;;; f1ﬁlii ._
Q ﬂt‘gfi”f{iﬂai The sample 81ze inlrelatlon to’ the number of vé&ij_‘;;“'
_ < .ables 1nvolved 1n the models neoe581tated the use. of daéAYf*'"”
B ) ‘aggregatxon technlques when estimatlng socloe%onomic status '
. H and self—concept of academlc ability. Because the models ¥

Were examlned for both males and females, the recommehded

4 7{y.,.f; number ofsrespondents per 1tem 1n the questlonnalre; N = 30;
. L _ (Harman, 1967) was not met and thus factor analytic techniques
[REP -u./

I’I R

—_—

.TU:f ;1_4:: emphasmzed that soc1oeconomic status and self—coucept of ’ iyfdf
Jfa~VT.Fﬁhf’f academlc aBithy are latent or unobservahle v rlables and SRR
- only stand as proxy measures for the env1ronment proulded by ‘
) the fam11y and for the student's self—re&ardlng attltudes,.
"—respectn.vely. N SN |
:lfffé?f?i,ﬁf';ﬁtl Regregslon analy51s 1s generated from'corrﬁlatlon .i;
. A':;ﬁf ncoeff1c1ents. These Eorrelatlon coefflclents assume 1nterval

.rnr

e R Labov:l.tz (1967, 1970) has shown, however, that although a
‘:small amount of error may arlse from v1olat1ng these .

: fi‘assumptlons[ t is- more than compensated for by the use of

3 B
B L e

S e V:fParametrlc statlstlcs..-f.ff'a;‘ ‘.;'”‘ t“j..“33 ;:f t”"7?"5:*:."‘“'

'ﬁ}j; Path analY51s assumes that.a qausal orderlng 1s

‘:f‘known and that the order1ng 15 causally closed to outside

. . [ _‘ W . . PN ‘. . ] s .~
.. . COERr) N Aot : A . L. . B . T - e
. . - . - &~ .' . N . - L3 . ..A . .-'l . - . . . N v ! B N
IR . ol L . L - L A - L e
. g

glven the COStB and efforts lnvolved 1n compiling new data, .<.‘

z:‘y;n“”ﬁ_ﬂ were usad to’ complle these measures. It.must also bevf\:uuiﬁa”

TR

N I .scales whereas all of . the meaSures in’ thls study were ordlnal.;L"“
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lnfluenc1ng factors have e

been omitted

e .

.(_‘

the questlonna;re (i e., by the

and for the .ake of parsimony,

Sy

of the varlebleS“is cbdsistent'w1th the models presented ln

. 5 . M K . ‘f
o -

the litefatﬁte{'ﬁn
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REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE AND -ms B

: Tnsomncu. MODEL R AR AL
f‘ .; . i ‘ {# ; :i
The Independent Variables _ ‘ 2?' ¢ : .
T Educatlonaliand occupational goals are amoné the ;
flrst tanglble indicators<of the moblllty expectatlons of 2, i
Aj‘the hlgh school youth Considtent w1th the typlcal Todels
“wﬁ Of the mobillty process, family background ractors ‘are . 5 :
taken to be ekogenous 1n the present model ; fhat is, a-;"ﬂ
person s startlng p01nt in the soc1a1 system has.a'great
’fﬁ;lnfluence on hls/her experlences in. school and soclety and ”fl

N yel

-a
L

: others; and the role he/she wiLl assume 1n that 90c1ety.dif_f

r.

K

f a typlcal one for rellglous converslon, others (Fuerst,_

r.:

also on the attltudes he/she develops abbut hlmSelf/herself,- o

o
ARy

The speciflc factors that are con51dered from thlB domaan

v

are the soc1oecondm1c status of the student s . melly and

the slze of thatlfamxly.,p ,f,f; ”prlthWCy*I ~-ﬁ§i;:jfj;

[ .‘ . . e . ) -

There 1s a pauc1ty of adequate reSearch regardlng

’

adolescent rellglosity and what llmited informatlon does v

exlst frequently seems contradlctory (Vener et al., 1977)

thle Clark (1929) and Allport (1948) saw thls perlod as

1966) ciaimed conver51on takes place 1n Hater years. Stlll

'

other studles reported that dougts and questions w1th 'ﬁiﬁ*

¢

respect to rellglous conv1ct10ns are typlcal of‘adolescents ?
(Sav1n—W1111ams, 1977 Strommen,>1972, Remmers;&;kad}errj' H‘
o R . d . S : . . K
o ‘




'“{1957 Gesell;;lSSG) In his overview of avallable data, ‘7

fgijrf.;;al ;;if?ls rommen (L97_) concluded that one’ reason for" the drvergent _ f
. ¢.~.' E'd:f ff{;:flndlngs Was',_e different religlous\perspectlves and ' id~';,“;-v
3535 _lif ’ffirufhflnstruments used by the.: investigators.r-As a. rule, however;. '“fAIE N
}ﬁfi.3f£;;i {?i ?;Fadolescence is portrayed as a perlod‘of emotlonal upheaval R :
yt"ﬂlf" Liﬂfiand growth‘JVener et 51», 1977) Desplte the generalﬁshlft iﬂ?~} :
;ijfjjﬁ}ﬁffﬁfrom a literal beliefv}n Chrlstlan dogma to a more llberal
;ﬁ?fyﬂig'j“jattltnde towar rellglous dOctrlnes durlng this tine ISaV1n—"': ARV A

o3

nnjﬂ":f:fgW1111ams, 1977)\"adolescents do not outgrow all the ~j;jj,;,];f.g‘% p

;Vﬂfjconvenﬁional moral orientations establlahed in chlldhood

- B 'J(Vener et al.,ilgjjlﬁ Thus 1t can be argued that by the 1,:;}Egj .
*,:‘;'ﬁtlme a person reaches hls middle‘teens he w1ll have developed . -;

e 1 RO
Tas g e ,certaln value orientations and hence rellglous bellefs, i;f;",v -
BN . o { o . ’ o .

:'}although these feellngs may change over the period of early :Qaﬂ:fl'}i

R A .'.”,,-"f,{.:.adolescenceﬁthrough old ‘age (Rokeach 1973) It ‘would: seem fat]

= i f‘thatean 1nterna1 commltment to rellglous bellefs durlng
*thls traumatlc perlod would have an amelloratlng effect on
. v.;the adolescent.;wlj';;‘zf‘th7f7’f:5, [Lfﬁ{?{ﬂ?;[uerfﬂi”fékihj Co

L : Currently. there seems to be a great deal Of concern :}ft‘;vt

ﬁ,fabout the turnlngiaway from the church ‘in the tradltional L
',sense (Poythress,11975) to @ more: lnternallzed rellgion i’iﬁf?7;f

L w [P VR
'noted here as rellglosity.: Some clalm that the Amerlcant %p, TR

cultural em 515 on economlc success 1satak1ng precedence:-ﬁfff‘wﬁ-t
o . -.° . FRTE A R L ':".'-'.. - ..". r .
"‘ over,more trad;tlonal rellglous bellefs (Merton, 1968) e e

It 1s no longer deemed necessary to. pay lpp Servrce to the fJ;fJ .
o TR s
"'Jﬁ outwdrd manifestatlons qf bellef ln the tradltlonal‘sense

Such as regular churfh attendance.‘ Yet studles have shown SRS {1“1 E
; L ‘;Qg.ieidg; £y b‘,_j RS , LS R
e e \ g o v n _ " LN




i . L e T e

ﬁ-~ 5 f-ﬁ;';f3f:%*i?-‘7‘5i.ué‘; 3 ;dtlf 3¥ f:.4f€p:_iK;[?.. : . .‘f.&

F.;} | -,that the 1eVel of rellélous feelings,.as they pertaln o ) A if :f”i1

irff " "one s personal bellefs, have not decllneg)(Hertel'i Nelson,j}-" , ;VEF

| ) 1974) Vener et al (1977) reborte$ flndlngs that there has 1’ ii

,;'*hii been a stablllty of; bellef in God as ar"watchful and pro- ,;h‘j:' _i -

: ‘ tectlve‘rather“ over the past three decades.,;l&;iiéjﬂve‘ai;;;t%J }? L?z

: v idzibh..wffl If parents and others are trahsmlttlng rellglous ' ;i' | ;3
'iE' - belqus to todaY s youth W1thouE any of the outward trapplngs,[.Qfo'_w
E%ﬁ. N ’?ﬂ‘;,rellglosdty 1s sdrely aamore vrable measure of the effect of lf{f‘:g
fﬁ’. l. rellglon whateuer it may be“? Those who[ma1ntaih tradltlonal ;f;.}-;‘
’j ',ﬂi . patterns.orgchurch attendance; regular éra§rn§, etc. areff,“?. :'fi7{‘f

:xé\:}frv - ?_ not excluded from thlB measure.:;Thus, 511 those who do notiﬁ 5 i;;;gkff

S :f:ﬁat conform to the tradltlonal racto<:; yet con51der themselyesg.:;?iéﬁif é;

f“:. rellglous, and who in the east h beeé excluded from- such L;jiﬁ ) A?Q

. _ 1nvest1gatrons (Poythress,v1975) w111 be lncluded now.f-To S - ﬂh”

: 4, S the éUth°r f QNOWlEdge, sucH a/méasure of rellglosrtf has . | Lﬁﬁi

Yet to be 1ncluded 1n n examlnatlon of the expectat:ons/ " : ;'i(

asplratlons/moblllty models. ﬁ;;";,gjlaf~L;g:ﬁ[FQf- o
'y%l It lS noﬁ 1n the scopp of this paper to examrne{the
‘r: . .

lcauses of the varlance 1n re11g1051ty;'xThls study can only

P
K
f'

»address the examlnatlon to the results of rerlglos1ty at

"”:.the perlod of a youth's 1fe whe he/she 1s formlng educatlonal
n .

“fand career goals
. " . i . ‘_

3y

mdeVeloped by thlS tlme.f Thls orlentatlon may have been

Te

:
el .

the school or a comblnatlon of tﬁb two.

l'}forlentatlon toward rellgrogdty w1ll have been strongly .Hllfﬂfgﬁ.

aglnfluenced by the value system transmltted by the’homqgkf '.“" i:

o "

It is assumed, therefore, ﬂhat a; value fo?”"
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_)-G'h"" :

,;’5 [
LT schoollng along denomr%atlonal llnes and are still to

.fmffhw.- Accordlng to the respondents, rellglous

-

“ﬂﬁ:f:ffi”f Newfoundland has a strong tradxtxon of ecclesiastloal

domlnance,rn the-admlnistratlon cf education.and students

Jn
" .
g

tar

4' _" M

!’a'.b. .
ﬁ}ittle Gr no dlfﬁfrence ln educatlonal and oocupational

L{#

’7 as { tlons along denomlnatlonal llnes (see for example,. ;"f'

Bordua, 1960, Greeley, 1964) 6 In Newfoundland, Cooper (1976)

e - £ \"'i‘ s S l‘l

'examrned the effects of dénomlnatlonal schoollng on‘theh,,Q

‘,v- P . v

than Amerlcan schdols 1n whlch religious 1nstruct10n 15

prohiblted ' Nor'was there any Substantlal effect from type- _—

6f‘re1 gious schoollng. In fact, Cooper (1976) stated-fc

-;‘ o

”-j5~ - instruction,- where given, has: usually been
N . less than’ satisfactory, and was- rated asg”

{715 *‘*) the least important of'faotors in thelr fjjft;_jkt;ﬂ

rellglous development (p- 16) ;g Lo Q,:ylﬁyf

ThlS lends credence to our argument that re1191051ty is an

n . . -_»‘/

exogenous varrable. That lS, rellgiosity is antecedent tO»L'

i . .-
-

1 .. . g A“'_rl " l_-‘
the soc1al orlglns factors 1n 1nf1uencing the ambitlon nZH:

n.»- 3 .o

‘v‘ -, " “:". N .‘-.1 "}
formatlon §30cess.1 L o

Com ey N

“‘«:iiiig~htﬁ~ Thus, relxgrosxty‘and the more tradltlonaf/% ¢}ly

background factors aretthe 1ndependent varlables 1n the model .

‘,4..

to be examlned.;'These are related to the student' ﬁrogram

1 . N I l

enrollment, self—concept of academlc ablllty, educatlonal

have been tradltlonally segregated durlng thelr p“'llc '*~ﬂyu

and 1ndependent of the school experlence and actS'much as'dfﬁ-

‘Eeﬂa“' 1974) However, many studres have shown that there”,:ij?"'

PR
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5;? Program Enrollment

‘ia greater percentage of studewts from hlgher socloeconom f,iﬂuf j
l.“xstatuses an‘from lower statuses were enrolled 1n unlveiszty
};&?hpreparatory'Erograns" The OPPOSIte was found t° be’true ;q:;-.il :

o 'fforlthose in ‘the’ general ;rogram.; Day (1975) pOStulatEd that — :::q'
Tt these dlfferences may be due to the dlfferences ln the | ': o

‘."-‘ , B

'fﬁprestige of the two programs.f Sewell and Hauser (1975) ;

“' B ;‘ A . 2 : ‘.
et to~hlgher educatlonal 1evels to the fact,that students from‘»“%f",q ’
C M - ° .
‘ L*ﬁf*“”" s S e : KO , U
- higher socloeconomlc strata have had’ superlor cbgnltlve o
ffaﬁq;mqeiv' 1ona1 home env1ronments.‘ Such backgrounds wouldﬁn : :
Yo strong 1nf1uences on those students comlng from them:? !
LT - .’.. Tt LR ‘ - "." N T l“ .
ﬂ‘to enroll 1n the un}Ver51ty preparatory program. Co;eganr3 AR
:..-‘,l.[:‘\.": “.— , Av g, : ‘ I“ . l- . - . o - ‘~ P ;) . . '; . )
’\'. L ~_‘r~‘ . P o .:' . - o 5 T "
- . I B} : e T B JRCRERRS
- ew T,

. ﬂ'iwhach a student can enroll—-a unlverslty preparatory program

{',f§ One such factor is the soc;oeconomlc status of the ' {;‘J‘F
'student's ﬁamlly.. Breton (1972), Coleman (1968), Day,(1975),~; ;:L“f

".Hollrngshead (1949), and Porter et»al. (1973) found that<i ';',?Tu4

'asqubed the dlfferences ln school attalnment and asplratlons Zg{f»

. .

.’__

In Newfoundlanﬁjthere are baSLcally two streams 1n &’

-t . - '. P

~ .'

4‘or a general program A student‘who 1s academ1¢a11y capable f'fo;'ﬂﬂ'

" -,
Yaed

' X B+ ¢
.hfjls expected to take the unLver51ty preparatory program whether “~1g3§;

of the student.~~

B I'.: "'_f"- L

e N,

Do . o Lt




¥, _.'..“ - ; . ‘.‘ . . ‘."':.;:; ot "; "J'-:' e . '- ‘! - L ‘_,;.\-T‘ ’ . ‘ '.: S ‘| )
N BT (1968) maii tained that lower-working class chlldren were.,[z
D ¢ LN . . ‘n v

B i}f*;L ' dlscouraéed from entering college preparatory programs as-‘:;ﬁ%rpjff'

RN

'if did Porter et al (1973), who argued that teachers were more.:l-t-"

.‘fi“{ﬁ 'f;2~ llkEIY to place lOWer class students Ln the general prOgram.ji‘{ﬁ~
,”'T,];;” ’}V}f Day.(1975), ho worked on Newfoundland data, found that the

f,;f3f,df;fi : 1ower the sociai class, the smaller the percentage of students

N (s » .-
5 e .".
PN . o s

N ;ft enrolled 1n the academlc prOgram. Tllley (1975) also found

sxgnlficant relatlonshlps between socioeconomlc status and
Program of study..-ﬁr:~$'ffﬁf,77.j L'niﬁfw;'ﬂ';f'lif'ff'5”53"“‘“*
) R - . P Lo S .

.

N O . S PN

ST v:,"l.fk; Relat}vely 11tt1e researcP has been conducted

Q; relatlng f?mlly 31ze to hlgh school program enrollment. If

] :" ,

“h” e the stﬁnd of. the Newfoundlagd Royal JcmmLSSlOH on Educatlon RN

a

.and Youth (1967) that .the ¢ pable students will enroll ln

: oo . o Gl ‘- RS
[ -, :‘A'_ . ,..-_ PR
Uf?f;j,vsfbg unlverslty prepardtory program is: accepted, program ,; .
R T : ; : : ‘ ST
5J'335 Jﬁ-jenrollment gan be taken to be a proxy measure of the student s ;ﬁ.y-w
» . Ce e . .

-Gacademlc ablllty., From this the relatlonshlp between famlly ;5;~t"‘
S ’ : { B YORNEEE '

#-f,:“ig;ze and’ program can be postulated Zajonc (1976 234),1nA.$H

'y';f‘_f*iffﬁfstudylng the relatlonshrp betWeen famlly conflqurat;on and

'0 - i s '.:. . "..r':‘
-;:-'.lntelllgence,EOund that "intellectual performance‘lncreases R B

r.wlth decreasrng famlly si;é"l~ That 1s; youths from smaller 5;:{{: f;;dﬁ;

- families areFmore flkely to be academlcally capable than'those A O

! - from 1arger fam;lres. Anastasi (19583 also malntalned that ’5-L}§iﬂ’}{
Iy famliy”§1ie affected verbal and-mental abllltaes of students .l.}}‘J

'fﬁ’irg.“ in that stud?nts from smalle# families h ve fewer prbblems

A .lnfreadlng comprehen51on than students from larger famllles. ;f;?tff
; 'AHVL:;EF,“*g‘ 5”.5“f If program enrollment cannot be accepted as a proxy .3~:%2Q7
??ﬂ'f-i‘ measurf for academlc achlevement, the eVLdence at111 1ndxcates




.

o determlnant of program enrollment. \ . '5','f

v,

N Self—Concept of Academlc Ablli;x f’;} . ~: -

ey »

that there are agents at work in 1z rge families whlch hinder

hlgh school completlon and cOntlnulng fromlhlgh school to

a college (Blau & Duncan, 1967) and college graduatlon (Nelson

H

& Simpklns, 1973) Coffln (1976) found that famlly ste

had an 1nfluence n program placement 1naNewfound1and hlgh

schools;J She attrlbuted this prlmarlly tojthe famlly 8

.
—y

flnan01al sxtuatlon and abrllty to actlvely support thElr

EN B

chlld:en 1n post-secondary educatlonal 1nstitutions. Theﬁ""'

R
s

evldence points to the concLu51on that famlly sl 4 may ‘pe a

"
'o

The nature of the effect of,re11g1051ty on program

fenrollment cannot be adequately hypothesrzed because of lack
of research 1n thls fleld - As a result no tentatlve conclusion
can be~formed as to the effect of re11g1031ty on program

enrollment and thls study may be con51dered exploratory in

F' S e S

»
vyt

Self—concept of academlc ablllty 1s seen as belng

[y

t

. a derlv]tlve of a- larger theoJetlcal construct,'selfLesteem,
derlved from syﬁbollc lnteraCtlon theory._ Crandall .

whlch i
»(1973) deflned self—esteem as "llklng ‘and. respect fof oneself
awhlch has some realxstlc basms" f A dec151on concernlng o .

personal worth 1s presumably arrlved at after ‘a process of

vy

1nternallzed criterla.’ However, these‘crlterla typlcally ,

!

reflect the 1nd1V1dua1 s status 1n soc1ety 51nce self-3 _‘125.

' ‘§e1f-evaluat1 n whlch takes place accordlng to certaln g' ‘;f'




1

‘attitudes are reflections of social, values-which are C
. N . i ,j .

internalized through a process of socialization (Jacques &

Chason, 1977). Thus, it,will be argued that family back-.

° ground factors should have ‘a great influence on the self—
concept of academlc ablllty of the students as should the'.
opast performance eVLdenced by high school program placement.
| Self concept of academlc abll;ty has been found to

be an 1mportant lntervenlng variable betyeen the student' 'If5f

[ . . [N

backgrou a and his educatlonal asplratlons (Porter, 1973) T fr”“,
¢ Blume (gj73) Tbund that self—concept 1s 1argely determlned :”'fffﬁ-‘7
by the age of thlrteen although much confllctlng ev1dence n
exlsts«as to the acrual relatlonshlp between age, ser and
self—concept (see for example, Bohan 1973, for further dls-
cussion). The-argument here,ls thatrself—concept at adolescence
is largely determined by a‘person's social,origins;. Poﬁter:
(1973) found that the student s SQCloeconomlc status was g L
pOSltlvely related: to 'his’ self-conﬁept of academic abillty.
Those students from a hlgher soc10econom1c background had a.
twenty-two per cent.hetter chance of hav1ng a hlgh self-concept /ﬁ.;

of academ1c<ab111ty' Porter also found that those students

who had more _highly educated parents had hlg?er'self—concepts.

v

j Parsons (1974) found tﬁat the lower the father s ‘edu atlon,'

the lower the student's percelved ablllty to complete a

: un1versrty degree.' In the Parsons study, students from larger
famllles'also saw themselves as less able to complete a fﬁl "f
.unlversity degree.. This also lends credence to the argument

_that.self-COncept.is-pos;tlyely‘related'tolsoclal.background.Alk?;_«fﬂ




.x.“Dlssonance Theory as the underlying theoretrcal framework,.gﬁ

fthey argued that self esteem 1s p051t1vely related to God—- ‘fi'it L

"Vattltudes and involvement.A U51ng Con51stency Theory and

' -:They found ~in. fact,‘,ﬁ L ,:: ‘ ;1“f.;3vJ

~-irestrleted by lack of Oppprtunltles. Thus, strong feellngs

N N
e 3 -

.
v

How a student views hlmself is related to hrs treatment by i

treatment ngen to mlddle -and upper class students ls well

documented (see, for example, Havxghurst, 1964)n

Benson and Spllka (1973) dlsagreed WLth the flndlngs

of prev10us research which 1nd1cated that there 1s a negatlve
. K‘..

P . N -.,-

»porrelatlon between self—concept varrables and religlous

L4

'lov1ng 1mages and marhtain that bellefs vary wrth self—-'

regardlng attltudes.: Lee and Clyde (1964), in their work on

as: deflned by a flve-p01nt_§elf—rat1ng scale.51mllar.to the

measure used An: thlS study,hﬁlp forestall féellngs of anomle.

C e
o
.

re1191051ty...a varlable which" has been
) largely ignored in prgvious anomie theory _ S
N - “and. research, has greater predlctlve power ﬂ;,xu. .

A51gn1flcant others (Breton, 1972) and the preferentlal ":, o

re11g1051ty and anomle, found that hlgh levels of re1191051ty,‘

than does soc10econom1c status: (p. 41).. .‘;n'“ j. -3;‘

Lee and Clyde also argued,.as dld Merton (1968),,that lowerl {

-

'socioeconomlc status persons are partlcu arly subject to the

:stralns of anomle because of the cultural empha51s-on success.'”

from wh1ch lower socroeconomlc status persons are effectlvely

- of re1191051ty may serde to’ counteract the dlsadvadtaieé Of
7:lower SOClOéCOnOmlc status and kamlly slze whlle strengthenlng

fthe beneflts ﬁccrued to those from a more advantageous home

o .
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. end, religios:l.ty, as d

‘1op1ngron of hlmself s.lnce he has‘ been placed 1n a posxtuon

that the. program of study was hlghly }::orrelated w:.th a

' ach1evers from poor backgrounds rarely had ﬂlgh asplk‘atlons.. -

s

LR

p051t1ve relatlonshlp 1 -self-concept of academic ab:.llty

-

',.schbol w111 affect hlS attltudes. A student's pl cement 1n

Py -.,

T
o

; -are con51dered to be and, as such, .surely 1an.uence hls

v

—

student's self concept of academlc abll:l.ty both for males ‘

and for females. e j

v . . . o . N
s ’ . . . oA -

B Educational Expectatlons

s L. )

Throughout the llterature soc:.oeconomic status 1s

0-'»,

consuiered an J.mportant determlnant of expectatlons. SteVenson

} (1976) found that after controlllng for academlc ab111ty,

* i
i

I

Iy
students from hlgher soc10econom1c famlly backgrounds plan
'to obtaln more schoolmg than students from lower soc:.o-

economlc baclggrounds. In ‘fact, h:n.s f:.ndmgs showed that the

.

..5,'h1ghest ab111ty students from the lowest soc1oeconom1c group

’ }_ »-, . ‘

a had occupatlonal and educatlonal plans wh1ch were equlvalent

;to the plans of the lowest achle.vers :Ln the hlghest status

[

'groups and‘ that'more of the J.atter planned college attendance

oy "_regardless of hlgh{ school a}chlevement. 5 Yet, hlgh ablllty

e kel Ve o . e a a -
I T AR A T .'S".’) WU T L s Ty

A:.where un:.vers:.ty tralnmg 1s v:Lrtually :LnacceSSJ.ble to h1m. L

. TllleY S (1975) Iesults support thig contentlon as he found :'“.-. R




PR

-~“'00ntrary ~to the other research 1n thls f1eld, ,Bulcock (1975, R

from hlgher soc:.oeconomlc backgrou‘nds and a con51derably "';.-‘

smaller number were from the lower work:mg classes. The type

‘."'.llnes. 'I‘he 10wer soq:LoeconomJ.c status students tended to
N 3take teacher educatlon degree programs wh:Lle the others

,_cpreferred the Arts, Sc:.e.nces and Professwnal courses. S et

B PR :
.
L ~ .
P ‘ RN
. ks -
R . ' b

Sewell and Hauser (1975) also noted that soc:.oeconomic status

is an lmportant determ:.nant of plans to attend college éven

-

whenllntellzgence is controlled. ‘ 'rhey found that both the

d:.rect and the 1nd:drect effects of soc:.oeconomm baclkground

’

are greater for glrls than for boys.,’ Stevenson (1976) reported

“ i

the same f:LndJ.ng. After dlfferences in abilJ.ty are\ ellmlnated,

students from more favorable soq1oeconom1c env:.romnents plan R

more schoolrng..‘ Porterl(197ﬁ) also found that sociioeconomn,c v

e l. status was re'lated dlrectly to"post—secondary plans. ; Blau Lo

and Duncano(1967) found that educatlonal attalnment was

?reatly affected by father 8 occupatlonal and educational

g

Ry status. Parsons (1974) found that. the lower the class of o

father s occupatlon, the larger the number of students
plannlng jObS or~ vocatlonal tralnrng and the hlgher the

status, the greater the percentage of students plannlng to’.';-,.\

) «attend unlversn.ty.; ThlS report also found that thOSe students

who actually attended Memorlal Unl.versity were generally

. 5 o . ,\

" ‘»" L

of further educatJJon asp:.red to was dellneated along class “ : ',

_-|~_‘A.-‘, ; . R

.'-n 'v' I

“r

" 1977) and Bulcock and Lee (1976) found tIhat the effects of

v

' "—v—'.a comp051te measure chioeconomJ.c f,status on educatlonal

to,

".","j-_asplratlons were modest 1n c0mparrson w:.th other factors.- w o

e




\\ they attach con51derable 1mportance to relatlvely short

LS:ane methods oﬂ analyses 51m11ar to those us(ed by Bulcock
‘(1975) are ,used in thls study, the role of. the soc:l.oecononuc

'
1

"status of the student's fam:n.ly in determ:.m.ng educatlonal

‘expectations w1ll be reexam:.ned. T ‘ o ol

‘ ‘, A clear plcture Eme:qges from the llterature as to
the effects of faamlly size cIn expect‘atlons.: Nelson and )
Slmpkz.ns— (1973) report that prev:.ous studles have establlshed
4:thﬂat chlldren from 1ar91e fama.l:.es are less 1J.kely to plan on
.'college than chlldren,‘ "fd]-om small famllles.“ Breton (1972)

found that the 1arger the size of the family, the lower the
proportlon of both male and female students who planned to

-y :
attend Q__ost—-secondary 1nst1tutlons.,x 'th: .relationshlg was '

that a 1arge number of s;blings J.s a, hlndrance to both

, -’, a13° found by Porter (1973) lau and Duncan (1957) fOund

PO

A T
e

[EERCE

completlng hlgh school and contlnulng on to COllege. - Parsons

and Pars@ns (1976) found that when father s education :.s,{ low,

the fanuly s:.ze 1s llkely ‘to be 1arge... From these famllles

t e proporta.on of chn.ldren go:.ng J.nto the JOb market 1nstead

. .4.. / S ,(

of pursu'ing hlgher educatlon 15 usually hJ.gh, and s;mllarly

y Pt -

Lpg;lods of post-secondary school tralnmg. They found that

‘\
a student from a famlly of elght chlldrén had roughly half

'i.'rl':the chance of a student from a- small fam:.ZLy (one to three

DO T 1
\ - . ,\,.
_-chlldren) of enterlng un:wers:Lty-type post—secondaryg :

s, i

. .1.nstitutn.ons._ Those who d1d go on tended to attend ; Tf"‘

e .&

"--_:mstltutlons whlch were the least expens:.ve for them.

L -us

Yo

.

Students from large fam111es generally d1d not attend ‘ y -
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umverslty, but of those who d:.d, the largest percentage ;
reg:l.stered in teacher trainlng or nursxng programs (Parsons -
R Parsons,. 1976) Students f'rom small famllles had the o N

largest percentage planning to attend unlvers:.ty.’

'ia'i' '

.’rl}e :‘.'- -: T K - . :‘

on other key var:.ables. Bulco"k (1975), however, us:.ng
| x;egressmn énalys:.s on the eame data set used by Parsons v '_ '
and ParSOns found that famlly sue-—-thodgh statlstlcally | . r
.. smgnlflcant--ls in-a substantlve seneevof negln.gible’ - : " N 5
J.mportance when consldered sxmoltaneously w:.th other varlables.l_;
o 'I\Fnat"ls, \when other key varlables, such as soc;.oeconOm:Lc ".'."" ..f:“"":‘
\status and abllit;r; 'are controlled the J.mpact of' fama.ly s:Lze B
3 :Ls substantlall:} 'teduced. i ' " . / .
'I‘he golnt effect of fam:.ly slze andasocloeconomlq". & .°‘, _ y
lstatus J.S also demOnstrated ;m the literature. Breton (1972) * , ‘
S found the effects of famlly 51ze are ',reduced when socxo- -
l .' l econom;.c baCkgrOund 13 controlled Poole and Kuhn ()1973) . L
ot e SPIRERR
showed that for ddle class mch:.ldren, a 1arge fam:.ly was .. - -': 115' '
11ttle J.mpediment to educatlonal atta:.nment but that‘ for e
chlldren from lower-class famllles, _ ap 'small fam:.ly was v l
essentlaL.- That J.s, ssoc::.oeconomzl.c;s“l:atuls~ and - fan"m.l\y~ s:Lze,
J.nteract. - Thue, 5001oeconom1c status .'LS e;pected to have a .h
larger heffect on expectatn.ons than famlly size and these o L :
1effects are expected to: be dlStlnCt; L' . :7;~ ,' vt - ,_v.':‘.‘,
. A's‘prevmusly noted,blthe llte;atl:l_re on the effect L
| Of rellgzos:Lty on. expectatlons is v:.rtually non-—existent “
e and‘ nuet be 1nferred from the 1Ilterature relating to relqu-O;lS 2 : é



S rather than the outcome (asp:.rat:.ons) itself--in partlcular,

" :'re:.terate,d, but there does seem to be some evidence frOm 3 '

"_.soc:.aln.zatlon. . For example, parental encouragement in

denominational varlation. Nelson and 51mpkina (1973)
postulated that rellgion may affect 1ntervening varlables v .

T e

AN
famlly 51ze dlfferentials.‘ The purpose of this study is

LIRS

',; not to relate rellgion to fam11y size di.fferentials but

rellglosity to the 1nterven1ng variables of program enrollment
and self-concept as weli as to expectatlons.- The exploratory ' o

nature of this ix;udy with respect to rehglos:Lty must be

RS

C Nelson and Slmpkms flndlngs to mer1t such causallty.. They
",,‘;found that dlfferences :Ln aspirations between Protestants K ’ "

;‘and Catholics were probably related to basrc asbectsv of 0 .

- ,f‘

, Cow L a
) . . . \ .

) -',,ffam:.lles ~of all sizes was the same for white collar students, :

e ."".,"’but for blue collar students a dlfference dJ.d exlst betweenl '

. ';Protestant and Caq‘.}hollc famllies 1n that ch:.ldren 1n small L

,:':'{‘Chlldren who had been corrs:.dered maladjusted ln elemen‘tary

o _-:school, but who had entered college desplte this harLdlcap, o

~.('-.Protestant famJ.lJ.es recelved mcn@ parental encouragement. o

The conclusion drawn from thls 1s that rel:.gioenty may have h

e
- _’_‘

: -Havlghurst et al. (1964) noted that all of thei

N

jlijudged rellglon to be an rmportant J.nfluence ‘in their 11ves.v,:, L

e o.
. J .

L ~d

' ,an amel:.oratlng effect on those students frpm disadvant&geous SR

.'I. ~

‘-'backgrounds and may SerVe to 1ncrease the1r expectatlons. | C i m :

Program enrollment v1rtua11y determlnes, by its R

,, " \'.x

N - . <

very nature, whether a student w:.ll, or rv\ull not, be able to

obta1n a unlverSLty educat:Lon. Parsons (1974), Breton (197’2), )




. ) * ‘ . o ‘ i f2}5'. K
ST and T111ey (1975) found s;.gnlficant pos:.tive relat:.on-

:",.‘ .ships between the student s program enrollméint and h[ls
' post—secr)ndarya plans. i As such, 1t 13 postulated that program'

."""renrol‘lment should have a dlrect effect upon a student LI

LY expectatn.ons. '

,expectat:.ons. ‘ I Parsons (1974) fotmd that the hxgher the

P"r' s

. s
student' S self—concepts, N the higher their aSplrations.

€

S

Elghty per cent of . the students with hlgh self-—concept of
R

ss occupatlons

academ:.c’ abll.xty almed for upper-middle cla

Cn while only fortywm.'ne per ceﬁt of the students wn.’:h low

( -

self-cofxcepts held such asplrat:.ons‘ The probable reason for: f

thlB may be that t'he road to such goal,s 1s seen obta:.nable

) ¢ only throhgh 1ncreased educatlon., Porter (1273) and TJ.lley

(1975) found posxtlve relatlonshlps between self-—concept

-,ﬂ e o

Tl ) of academlc (abllz.ty and post—secondary plans. The ev:.dence

e suggests that self—concept cf academ:_c a’b:.lity has a defmlte

e pos:.tlve effect on asplratlons. Y ChenT el 5 *".: L

N y S . .. - .
. : a o T e e T [N Ll et
RN UL e ’A,\... St RNt o

who aspa.re to the more financ1a11y ewarding ’occupat:.ons plan

e ' to stay n.n school longer and see more educatlon as the ‘

T

PIRTS ST, u
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‘.components. family backgroundffactors, the manlfestat1ons S e e

”'fﬂfi‘ The‘typlcal models of ambltion formatlon have three&f ERICTRNCY S

'-f? Shmps are presented 1n Flgure L R ot

vocatﬁonaﬁ These students also. tend,¢on the average, to {; :ff'
be trom. hléhet socmoeconomic baoiétounds..‘The lower prestlge L
o occupatlons, on the other hand, tend to attract 1ower abllity RN ;
g . studentsffrom lower socloeconomic backgrounds., Thus,lzt is i; o
. g B J

argued that the factors affectlng oooupatlonal expectatlons-

It w111 An fact be argued that educatlonal and occup?tlonaljr;‘[.n’ :
expectatlons can be con51dered to be two components of a fLViJ;U“J'K
1nore general concept called amh1t1on. 4 e
Theoretlcal Model of Ambltlon Formatlon : - 5

N v

u iowrte N o - g

of scpool experlences, and ambitlon 1tself ,Theurelat;on7,aov P

BRI LT S e i
I !:- 'l . *." . : .. e . j.‘ . ...v“' v . .’ ‘l.-‘:' M . . -,‘
8 ’ Famlly o ' . ",l -;:- .b"‘."" - , . ‘ . 'l . ) : ':: (
3 Ba"‘kgm““d RS AR S P
A St u _ , ~

. o . /,' . ,.'.

School B T R N NS I

- & Expenences Y LR L BREE )

» -;" ' >". ‘ ‘ . .-- . r - :_' o Tt ,’ ‘:",-“' ) ) _.4, "
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. /FIGURE 1. -The:'Basic Model .-°. . . o : /
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1n'\lF;|.gure 1.:
\/\‘ o H PRI . L .

e

L { background on amb tlon are merely medlated by the school

B Three equatlons result from such 2 Causal orderlng School

. experlence 1s poatulated to be a functlon of fam11y back- .

\ R . '\;\\ ‘:\ .

""ground CognJ.t:Lve skl‘lls, att:Ltudes and value orlentatlons _ .-

orlgmate from the dlfferent heredity and environment prov:.ded

by each fam:.ly. The 51gn1f1cance of these differences on '

"-

school experlences has been demons?trated 1n the vast 11terature,

o €

Val,

on the subject. ThlS rela}:mnshlp lS demonstrated by path a

5ackground (path "b") and school‘e.xperience (path c")

Family background has been shown ﬁo have great :Lnfluence on

the ambltlon of youth 1n man‘y studles.” Those youths from

more advantageous famlly backgrounds hﬂe hlgheﬁ ambltlons :': _5'1.'

i

]

wh:Lch may be attrlbuted to the super1or environments prov1ded
for them and the advantages ln schoollng and ]Ob opportunltles

that the1r parents can ,prov:Lde. . Sewell and Hauser (1975)
belleved that there 1s a dlrect transfer of status, hlgh or
1ow,. from parents to chlldren 1rrespect1ve of thelr abJ.lJ.tJ.es

and educatlonal ach:.evements. School exper:.ences (path c")

,

haVe also been shown to have effects on amb:.tlon formatlon._‘:':-'

SonJe ma1nta1n that thJ.s effect is g}reater =than that of. the:

background 1n that each student can ava11 himself of &nowledge,

el L

physucal act1v1ty and social 1nteract:.on prov:.ded in the

school S1tuat10n. : There 15 debate as to wh:n.ch of/thesev N /

' ‘~. l.-

factors 1s more 51gn1f1cant and whether the efﬂects of fanuly .

experlence. The evzdence mdlcates, however, that both of

SR JS
PR A -

‘e

PN




ey

ST

. these factors are necessary in a dlscussron 'of amb1t10n
formation. IR ; N
2 R L, o _._'.-_ . B R ! i oL S AT l.

. ..f These factors can be decomposed mto numerous com-

ponents. - F,lgure 2 presents the dlsaggregated factors that g

‘! - ar:Lse from the revrew of the l:Lterature pert:.nent to th:Ls ,' -
Fe study It is v1rtua11y 1mpossrb1e «to arrlve at an exact ) l“
.\','.‘. . KB e, e .'I-\‘n' 1 l-—}
-f'jf‘-'—'. ; measure of famlly background and so soemeconomlc status ahd

famlly s:.ze are taken to be }proxY measures for the envrronment

' ,.. o’ : ‘.,c B a

provided ":m'f'the home.'_ Ed cational and occupatlonal statuses

e ‘

of the parents are general' taken tb compr:.se one measure

~

'of socloeccinomlc statuSc It i!s argued that those from, the o

>

hlgher occupatlonal and educatlonal statuses willx provide a B "-"; -

'~, - mo.re advantageous 'env:.ronment for the child' s devel‘bpment
T My

PRREETS 4 .

between parent and ch:.ld and it :|.s assumed that a sm#ller

family J.S more benef:.cial J.n the sense that smaller fanuln.es ':".

R Y allow for more 1ﬁteract10n w1th adults and thus prov1de home
‘ _.,:r.'.“ ,A . . R S
S e envnokuents condrcrve to the developme'nt of verbal and -
cognltlve sk:.lls. ﬁ:,. R : L '-4:': f-,'. I:,.»'.'-:E' S ~ )

‘ The school exper:.ence factors to be exam:.ne(% are.

r,a'

i ab].l:.ty, and self-concept of academlc abxllty.i The ame.t:Lon /
factors are educatl,onal and occupatlo.na}l‘exg;ecltataons.,;,_»'h"r:, ,
p In th:.s= dlagranr, stralght arrows lJ.nk @ause and L
o -effef—'t-. The -curved ‘arrows ind:.cate unanalysed relaémns}ﬁés'.':‘J"‘v
e : The re51dua1s, 0;' .Val’la‘tlon ﬂnGXPlalned, are mdrcated by the”
arrows enter:.ng from the{perlphezy.~ e " v .
L ','. e N ,_' - - - - N B

proqram enrollmeht, th.ch 18 purportedly determ:.ned by academlc

Fama.ly 51ze w111 aff’ect the, amount and type of mteractlon \’
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X , . ., i l' . e '..‘ . :,
o w::.ll be taken up next.
i ‘ . Yl, . s .
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Occupatlonal
Expectatlons

R SIS SRR P»rogra;m | AT
' T - T Enrollment AR L RS
..+ .... . FIGURE-2.. The Disaggregated:Model® ' .~ .

" The addn,tlon of the prev:Lously untested varlable,

reln.glos:Lty, leads us to the model presented Ain, F:.gure 3
RS f.

‘\4 -

It. l§ assumed that rellgloSLty 1s a value or:.entat:l.on that

1s developed An the home env:.ronment‘ As such, J.t lS taﬁen

L v B
. ' e A
T

to be exogendus 1n the present model.

- . > [ 'M — - O

By A,

educatlonal and’ occupat:.onal expectatlons ar/e taken to
.,’ : ey
S be separate outcomes and w.1.11 be exam1ned as such i~ ThlS

. model 15 to be examlned not only for the total group, but

s -,°~.-l [P

alsoz for maIES and for females separately, a. matter wh:.ch

SocloeconOmlc status

é,nd fam:.ly s:.ze are also exogenous var.lables., Here, ._: I
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tended Model I (Illustrat:.ng Incluswn

A O Rt of Rellglosifty Vanable) 3 , EETRAEI
. . "__v:yl’_/.‘n" ._l . '-.\::-:' . “ “_' - ' .‘-"/. ~'_' ( E ‘- ‘. '. . . ‘. :”",.

= : Y economic ach:.evement process among females 1ags behind the _

- rather exteleve research conducted on males..- ’S:ane » e
B o occupatwnal and educat:.onal pIane are a necessary p.:re“-:.\ :

PR ".‘.','{_requlSJ.te j.n any st»atl,ls attalnmeut hmodel, . 1t 1‘s clear t;'nat;*'

more 1nformat10n on sex dlfferences 1s nqcessary It has

- I . e 0t

o such }as h:Lgher qrades do not counteract the dlrect e:Efec

e , . .A. s

’ of sex (Alexander & ’Eckland, _1974)

. ) As SPaeth (197’7) n&tes, the research on the séacm—

PR L
been noted that among hlgha school students, female advan\ges;-
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LY, M 1 : -
. A .

a disadvantage when educatlonal achievement pertalns to '.' o 4?
the probablllty of enterlng college (Sewell, 1971) Spaeth_ .

: (1977) has suggested that the expected frequency of inter- , X
! .

fuptions in’ the early career paths of . females ‘may - lead to

o u' ‘ S B - .

ca 1owering of their aspiratlons., That 1s, "the 1nstab111ty : iﬁ

and uncertainty 1n occupatlonal plans and the lesser eturns-

|
..Ii . .
. to schoollng could themselves become deterrents to hlgher . : “ '__;

oo " ..

;?] asplratlons 3{Thé status‘attalnment prqpess has been shown

to be differend ior females and males on a;number of counts ' g.u:,;é

Flrst, women wire less 11 ely to a1m for high goals than f

“f were men. Sec%ndly, women s pccupat1qnal expectatlons have f‘ S
" . A : Cae

-been shown to %e less stable than men ;3 Thlrdly, women 'f'.bv .
are’ less llkely to; partake 1n the schooling approprlate to .
their Occupati nal plans and reallze thelr occupatlonal

. R . ¢ < .
. , .. ’ O]

expectations ( paeth, 1 77).‘. B .
‘ ro :‘.l’.:. ’

'-(J;‘ .

hi , Clearl ,.womep are belng Lodlallzed dlfferently R

from_men since it has been‘shown that more females graduate : p; R B

' from hlgh school'w1th.better grades._“On ﬂh se grounds 1t
ﬂ§ﬂ} would sefm that~theﬁsex.effeﬁt should be actlng in favour | : | BN
N of female students ra her than;the reVerse._ Much more ; -
research.ls needed 1; prder to fac111tate .an understandlng 'vf ' : I

1Qf the dlffer[ng ambltlon formatlon process. To thls end

T o s

'the current s ud& Wlll examlne the.models for males and

at -
.

,.;* 'QHK . Iemales w1th the addltlon of religloslty separately so- that
. ! ; comparrson of the processes may be made._. :‘ r; - nL

: R . - Y e g B - ¥
" . e . o . .




%
'
LY g
< Yy
- {
i
Do
.
.
N
)
.
v
s
.
28 -
!
t
g /
°
- <
\ w
L]
.
2
- R
~

.Socioeconomic K -

Status > P

. ~
r'.‘ ’
lll : : : - i
Family |/ - N s TN
size : N 7 /N TR s '
—— N : R \; ""','--‘:-.., -
A T ; ' A .
C fi(”; - K N\ 7] A T e
Religiosity ) (? i

=] Program ’ "-'VET C SN

CHEIA | Enrollient TR

T e

FIGUﬁE 4. Extended Model II'(Illustratlng the Slngle R
W Outcome Model - Ambltlon) e ' ’

o @ o ‘_‘ .o - _ ) (" -
In Extended Model 11, -educational and - occupatlonal ,d
expectatlons have been’ comblned to forf an aggregate K
measure called AMblthn-‘ 3 .
CoF Lo e e T o ."‘; yr
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lA llmltat on- to the causal model deVeloped must be
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' noted. R 11g1051ty is- assumed to,be a behavxor prlmarllx/

resulting from soc1a1121ng exp rlences andp_as such, -
"is.considered. ‘relatively .enduring. iThe pOSSlbllity .
that youth 1n Ehe;r early‘teen years may experlence '

‘_rel;glous conversion ox, a’radical shift in ' .

rellglous orlentatlon has not been taken.lnto acoount .
_by this model..; It was felt, however; ghat ‘such ‘behaviour
is relatlvely uncommon among youth attending ‘the Inte-
4grated and Roman‘Cathollc schools 1n New%dundland i
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CHAPTER 3 e
: . . ' T
.. ' ’ ) . Y ' r .
THE SAMPLE ‘AND THE MEASUREMENT OF THE VARIABLES
. ! - .
The Samgle ST o .
?;.17 e 4[: L ThlS study is: based°on .a. secondary analy51s of data

PR . ’ . - i

:;{_' gathered by Holloway (1975).,.Holloway s purpose was to

document the presence or absence of a dlstlnct student

3 . H

. i
s

1str1buted to 796 grade 10 and 11 students 1n

flve selected schools., These schools were s ecrgically

v .
- K

.
chosen to allow for the 1nclu91on of certaln typlcal

. : characteristlcs of hlgh schools in Newfoundland wa of

the schools came under the 1urrsd1ctlon of the Integrated

’ subculture in selected Newfoundland hlgh schools. Questron--”"

P g (COmblned Protestant) School Board and . three under the Roman’

QE o o Cathollc School ?oard Authorlty. Three schools were co-:

i .
Kl - ’

Lot ’ educatlonal and one school was all—boy and the last all—glrl

o ﬂd‘=; ‘ Three of the schools selected were in-a- community of 25 000,.

35353‘}_ fone 1n a: small rural communlty and“one 1n ‘a small town near
';. o a large c1ty.: More detailed lnformatxon about the selected

e schools may be found in. Holloway (l975) . yif

"‘..

~ Y
- T, . .- Han .' Lo i . A ‘. AR 2 Lo e ‘.4;:. . l
Measurement of the Varlables ,
. - . T
-Socloeconomlc status-A' Lo “fﬂn_fb
T oL el The varlable soc1oeconom1c status was complled by
N .
1o ° N v v . \.’
oL summlng three welghted commonly-used 1nd1cators of the status
. . of the respondent - family-'father 5 occupatlon,‘father;.
, P : ‘ :" ’ " . L ' ‘ " \ . “ L
= , : g 1 ;’.' ‘.: .'.""l.“_',;
. - ¢ v .‘, 7"*4.4 R " . " ! s ~ ~
I e e AR T D I

N e




.

&« . ) ed?catlon and mother s, ehucatlon. These -are assumed to be
i, ) o proxy measures of the\envlronment provided by the fahlly whil h BN
15. ‘ o acts as-a soclallzlng agent, prov1dlng the youth with certain ' ",

v

cognitive abllltles and motlvatlonal attltudes. The follew1ng\

. ‘quehg\ons werJ used to measure goczoeconomlc status-“ . A

o {'QL:(48)¥Tnoﬁ'far dhdijbur¢ﬁather}§q:ihﬁechooi?dlidilhg,};47:.?1;lis;'ye

RPN O .Orlglnal “Wdﬂ_ A.'Response Onderlné onl Re-order RSORIE
e '“‘j. Codé - -':“f‘f:}-A; Queetrounadre ”f.i? :1'., .fCode j}Q;:raleVu{ ;
}A B E:‘?éjf?"“f_il.f | Grade 8 ox': lese - :,.‘. __." dj;'f_' ':7u,' | |
2 B 3 LGradegLOﬁ-' ;Vyff ~;:"'ﬂ”,5ji’“f‘yj Vj5f PTG

.Grade.il*i."f .dr »f':"‘.b-: s 4 }r

s

Graduated from unlverSLty ' R ¢ . L1 .

s . ' - b

n

3
4
S "‘ R '  'Some.uuiVereityf - - ‘{'i 1:‘4', -3 ;
o ‘ y , , ,
7

. o : , Other schoollng (e. g., Vocatlonal - i ! ‘ ‘ S 5
A . ) : . 'School, College of- Flsherles, etc ) L

5 Q. (49) ‘How far did your mbﬁhéf"éd'inuschpalz_‘ PR

. . . ,A - Vo ,‘ + .. .
'..~ > o . 2

Lo .if~7'::6rigina1f- - N Response Orderlng on ,: L Re- order T

3 'u“"; E *,€°de ;‘f"n\ 2T Queetlonnalre‘}m-" ;u:':"i. Code . '"; s ‘;E“SE
i .‘:A' o ) :i‘ . GraderB or less "f'} o l; ~’ . : '.‘?;,'",;. ‘a‘ e g;
? Ek.f«v e ’e.r:|2'f‘::d.srade 9.. _‘_;i\ \,;; S e :au :‘@6_1" B

G 4 .- .Grade'll . o ! R o st -4 S e e k
. .\/r O* . ,.4'\ _" £ . T ' ‘u. "“\ . ‘... e e e . ; .

. A 5 Some un1versxty Y R a3 ¥
Red , . t - . ‘ R B ‘ &, S . \ !
+ . . o= o * . . :
5 ? 1 ‘6 . . ﬂ Graduated from unlver51ty - BREERRNEE SR .

. AP . Lo .
B e a . Other schoollngf(eLg., Vocat10na1 B SR PR P
. T ,,:~wﬂlﬁ' School Nurs;ng S¢ ool, etc ) ,',4- SR T
.‘.: .‘. “; " m . ‘. s ) ‘ . ! +
~:, - . ! B I's - =~ ‘ > ‘ 1

—; —~ ) K J B ’ o ", D - i {( :

" ' h t ~‘ h—-—y-ﬂr‘«w—’-’wur—"'




Original
Code .

o Q. (71)- What islpour father's occupatlon?,-i
- ‘fRe-order\{

Response Orderlng on

Questionnazre Code:. .

)

»

X - Owner of large bu51ness (emplpys,-g : 1
) or more. people) . , ) .

_ Owner of small bus;ness (employs T 5. L

e less than 3-peop1e) R S e

'v{:f,f Profe551ona1. technlcal (8. g-.l)-.i"}”?’2~ﬂ'l7§ W
. 1awyerh doctor, teacher,:etc ) ~#“,';2f‘;fg. B

::Si‘,_Q; Clerical (clerk offlce worker, etc ) ; .
1_}5:74 serv1ce and recreation (pollceman,
IR cook,‘barber, etc ),', iy .
- . ! Lo s L . N - L
6 VVa TransPor nand»commun;catlon (bus s
. » driver, adlo announcar, etc ) .
7 o Fiéhériﬁan L , . L 6= _

8 : Farmer or farm worker O‘V'l.‘ . ="T3' 6

9 [ Logger, lumberman,-mlner ‘T‘.f n7,"5'9Y‘-1?‘5¢
10 Craftsman’ (carpenter, plumber, L PO 335
: | electr;cxan, etc.) S Cee T B

P iabourer ,]..i’,“ e R *f«?f“f'"

12 - Unemployed ,wf R P ﬁ"F‘AQ{iil

~ L ”ari: -
' To determine 1tem.we1ghts, the pr&nclpal component
’ . method of factqr analy81s was used (see, for example, Nle
) :et al., 1970) ’ The Lntercorrelatxons among the varlables th;;
*z T ‘used for the factor analy31s‘are preeented 1n Table l. 4:'
:f: - Table,Z presents'the results from the factoneanalysls
- % 5001oeconom1c status«?arlables._gtilﬁ&]g :}f‘::'f'#:f:fi;;f ’.1u
o ; | 4;} ?:. . : ?fi' c e ‘ .,.‘ .. - Ll




' TABLE" 1 : .
R _ Correlation'Mgtrixfof”Sociqeconomiq‘Stgtus Varia@les
' ES e o B . (‘ . , :
: S o ., . -Standard’ .- Missing .
Q) 48 Q. 49 Q.71 ' 'Mean. ' Deviation ' Cases’
SO R _”;;_q 7“59222’2 1 887 Q 13 (1 6%)
“ e, f 1 000 s+ 14 834 l 789 gg .-

= '".294 1 ooo .AQALO:; g,g}954{1 45 (5i9gx;dﬁ_gf”'f
+ ’ . i H
Ch '.,°:» K u
5 'Q?".fxr L 5-, TABLE 2 , 15“1_?[:7;3'” e
: Princ1pa1 Component Analysls-‘5001oeconomlc ST
e Status Variables B A '
. ~{ff*1;‘“'_:nf{jf“,Factor Matrlx . Cémmuhdlity ‘(h?)-. . Faétor score ' .
é e ”~.; L T T ':K — '~';lr:f: e o ] _
i R T Ml T o
g nﬁ},b.'AB. .fﬂ7Q7*'*,¥-::]h” r,-519 oL e 88 p ’
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11near equation:7~:_' i-;.f;"\ﬁg.},~':’” ;? -‘ih’n}
Socioe_c.‘onotilic.f'etatue = Q=48 % (:588) '+ o-49 w .o
S ( 267) + Q-?l * ( 185) .
. Two reliabllity~coeﬁfic1ents were computed., Cronback s ' R

-,QﬂJZequal to the reliability of the comp051te since the h

~‘-, .

coefficient alpha yielded a reliability coeff1d1ent of 652

-

(Cronback, 1951)

o & Bohrnstedt, 1970)." Although alpha 1s thevmore popular
measure of reliability.'lt is 1n actuality a measure of.the;?
‘ :"“ IDWer bound of rellabllity,. omega,.however, 1s exactly

'\ 2

””knoqn (Heise & Bohrnstedt, 1970 116-117) Both measures
f'have been included since there lS a greater famillarlty wrth

‘”t{the measure alpha even though omegaris the more accurate B

v measure..‘L.“'l"ﬁ' ffa'fff“;ﬁil.*' ,¢7f7 3;” S
L. W ST ’z - : coo T n ’

I RS A N

Table 3 presents the descriptrve statistics for ,§,~
[ 4 R

.j;h Socioeconomic Status Scale. .fi;ffhlf*'iﬂ”;tfffztg€;qr -
i f o '.'°-:1'-“7‘::' :f' | P
; '?; Descriptive Statistics for. the ﬁ;;}ﬂﬁﬁﬁjjjti:ifvip

P Soc1oeconomic Scale- - - Th, L R

Omega yielded a rellability of .713 (Helse

‘are ;ff

1_Mean fng 5,191 Std Dev...t 1 594 i}ikl .
?j Kurt051s ,;359' ; Skewness i f 'f.647
Sta Error OS9'| M1581ng Obs.i-V. 77 (9 7%) .
" )R e
- . A S S Tl Low o ~Ntoq n " "';I Ll




- ‘ }Family size' ef.!;',;’%rgxrl;: n-fm 2;_:_ T :7;3-55;
l‘ E The number of brothers and Sisters reported by the
Jrespondent was taken as the measure of family size.\ This
ﬁ:fj;n" ‘H?"ir;~vintofmation was obtained from the]response to-the follow1ng ’
e -"i.questwn' R f B L AR
,'i;ﬂﬁf;\Tfri:fﬁr. (55) How many brothers'and sisters do yOu have? .:;«fghx.:fl'f
4?¥¢“32:ﬂﬂoiifﬁﬁlIOriéinai i@l'ﬁ:'b ”heSpOnse Ordering?on N “5fﬁéia§§éf;:*" e
o S Code ,u?~~x1*3 . Questionnaire VT =uigodeﬁ" ‘
1fif: Ui;ﬂ. . IE_None . RS
L;'é }Tlf!:f;F%iT;lif Eight'or more :
A‘ l A characteristic of Newfoundland 1F the 1arge ' 1? ;?dﬁi;,Jfﬁj
average famil§YSize.“ Newfouﬁdland has traditionally had ;éfﬂ";
-lithe largest average number of children’per family of any ‘ J;
glj?prOVince in Canada (Statistics Canada, 1973) As a result] ;‘:
"fiof this pheno enon the standard questionnaire format - ;jlﬂ
Xdetermining family siae.results in: skewed distributions a;fil"'-ﬁf
iipresenting probiems'for the assumptions of normality -si&{il"f;w5ta
ﬁrequired for the method of analysis to be employed.;. e th:L—-

'”::”AHowever, in order that the most pOSSible«information be




‘ retalned for the hest generallzabllity the data was left B O
4 P “Zf : un&;ndsorlzed. i o L - L R
3 The descrlptlve statlstlcs for the’ varlable Famlly g
Slze are presented 1n Table/4 o ,- L S“
. , l yp . o N , ) n

f"f L TABLE 4. f“‘_.5

_Descriptlve Statistlcs for Famlly Slze.

"?1§t6;¢5ev3“‘

\

Skewness

Mean ;i}i;j

Kurt031s

." Ty ~,

(68) Do you consider youfselﬁx\ ”ﬁrfr;fulf:v‘ﬁxn'”

.n,.: A Iy I;.,“_ v,.\_ v ’

- - - .
v . .

e T

Orlg}nal Code

/."- '-’

'5;¥f-:f2 N (_i;ﬁ';;4<~_¢ Moderately rellglous j"ﬁfiJ“

;%,,f4;,u'*}5{fﬁf"f"f" Ba31ca11y opposed to rellglon

.

-"-.‘\.. X oL, . , L. ",“’.'

The defcrlptlve statistlcs for RellglOS;ty'are'

xf: Respbnse Ordering on Questlonnaire 1

{f'ﬁigﬂ“ifiJ,1J§§: ﬁ;f Deeply religlous f_."ff ,fﬂ';”'v'“

Skt agely finditgerent Fo réllgion

. - “'
. N
l .
i
.
. t
- B

Std Error M1551ng Obs.vé'?:* TG;ﬁp;éijuﬁgfrtil : é

Re1191051ty'f’”,jﬂ R ,t f:',"filﬁ?‘f {;j : .
l{lf7: o . Thé foll‘wlng single-ltem, four—p01nt question was EEETE TR
ﬁ‘- the Aeans of measuring seuf~perce1ved strength ofureliglous }?

belief ';ii'? ;V;gU¢5 ~1;5< o , TS
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Q. (5_'7)

Where - do you thlnk you stand in terms.of your
academic .ability and. performance compared w1th

that of your close frlends? . :

S T . Original ,,Respohse Orderlng on, fu,_ Re—order ‘

%y : o . ;ode. ' Questlonnalre "7: I - céaa;” ,

:: . e o ,j.l | Much lower than average f:l IE L ~'5]‘

é} Oh - 1 '_?‘ | sllghtly lower than average - J;}h:dj_é" -

S ) }ijfl : Average :";:Q;g ;" K l‘ Ly ";rséi

ff i ‘.‘ ilﬁi i h Asllghtly heﬁter'than average L :;?:; ;
.&"1.~ ; «?:5&:} - Much better.t an. average i}}??ﬁ ,
;L SR ‘ (58)lkwhere do you thlnk you stand 4 terms of your | "
5 . -‘,H ! academic’ ablllty .and: performance compared thh B
K ;'I that of the other\members-of‘your class? g
ifwi..- ;:"7 -6r1gen?l VReeponse Orderlng ou ‘%Ei ;f t‘he;orderﬂ B
L Cod ‘ Questlonnaire _ RV Code

i: - . L}.l - Much lower than aVerage ':’ jw'a; ":ifSCI

;' } ;2: ' Sllghtly lower than average .;;f>[ “4: :

T? 30 ‘ 1;‘ Average .ﬂ:'<’ﬁj ﬂf Sﬁj;._ t ”{"h, ‘ 3.,H .

;; . ‘ 471 | "'Sllghtly better than average ?f~*‘73f:'}:;ﬂ

: ,}?1 - U 5 - Much better thah average '\} ;;'tf';;;i'lf{

: ;’ir} 7 (59) What do you thlnk of your abllzty to complete '

‘ ,'{ S ,”{ ! T unlversaty degree? K;Awa ﬁ'=.*,iu L
'lfwh_‘.~, - 6rlglna1. ‘ Reapohse Orderang on ;;i?: .} :Re;order ;'7
LR " Code ‘ ’ QueStlonnalre fﬁ';f; {iﬂjt:::'code:'

.A.‘ -zi.f-‘; l;} 4‘ffMuch lower than average 'if{j}fl ';!;%?Silef'f

S - {i;f ‘;éi{: :u?ZJSllghtly loTer than average‘ifQ}'e “é{:{iig. ;{f

- i-ﬂ ‘ i|:} fd)f ;{--.Sllghtly better than average’fifff"l..fé‘%]f t

{ . . y’ﬁ-;‘jsﬂf.;' :f Much better than average‘ iéeﬁf:;:fiydl;ui. igl“

~ 5 *@ PRSI A S

ol




MR VTS

S I T Q. (69) What do you thlnk of %he qualxty of your RN T
L : . o school work at present? R G o

SR o original S Response Ordering on .- . Re-order . )
te S Code PR Questlonnaire . - Code '
' 2 1 Much Wer than average AR 5.
: : 2 Sllghtly lower than average ,fr 4 RS .ﬂ
‘ SR ¢ Lot
¢ What kind of grades do you thlnk you are =
ot capable of gettlng? T P VIR . B .

fl-;';”"F”Qrigfnal R Response Orderlng on' . St Re—order Eilfﬁif*ﬁﬂ
LT l.code  siT.. - Questlonnaire et Code ORI T

. E:i;f ' Much 1ower than average ; ‘h' : ‘. 5.0 "
. . i'JZQi R gllghtly lower than average | 5J§fTa“q{§;J.‘ .
'g~“3'; A s LT 3~~- : ALM
) g 2 N

. L. - . N ; .
R ‘b (

. ‘ component'method of factor analysas wi i
B determlning socxoeconomlc status. T e correlatlen matrlx -

1n Table 6\

- s

Table 7 presents the resul

| -A'analy31s.~ vfw..gga_:pj“ gr\mw
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g ~.Cé>rr§l5.1:.16'1‘1":';&;1{:;#- of S elf-concept Aof.;r 'AA’c‘:_ad'ei'nig:"\

N - -
’ I
B >
.

Ability Vapiabies

."7-

-, 'Standatd- -

f

“Deviation ™

s

A S -

. ‘Missing *-

" Cases

-

-~

o

13 (Loes)

L B(Eige).

L 304

"6 (0.8%)

B}

SR TRICW LI

n
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BT ot -{f,;;&?l 280 "'(! -":a:' . ‘. t
' / R - ) i |
' ' v " . f : ‘ )
l. ‘ . ' , '46-

) B . l TABLE 9 - -

! T

o . " Descriptive Statistics for b

' ’ Educational Expectations- .
B = Y LA /
L Me’an_,\\\"__ '2.836 - std. Dev. 1.4%0 B

‘ 'Kartosis = -1.459 - . .  Skewness = .. . .053 .

.. std. Brror  ..053:. . . Missifig'Obs. . - 1L (1:4%) :

, R . . , . “,iu . -‘ N :“,'._I_’ oo co A e . . L - » ) e ‘
R ”?fl:% o OCcupatlonal expectatlons-'} :ffrﬁlﬁ-;f.ﬂilhﬁ'}‘“f'*.:%H:u V:ﬂﬁ'f T
'fﬁ ) -~ S, l'.u‘_f 0ccupat10nal expectatlons were sterm1ned~by the -
2i; ' o responses to the follow1ng questlon. ) o S o : oL
R - ‘ o : o BT ] v ;
%:' IR Q. (72) Which of the follow1ng ocoupatlons do you s
S , ' expect to. enter upon .C mpletldn of schoollng?
e ‘ - - . o ° T . L N -

SR . Original - . Response ordering on . o Re-order L R b
T ' " ‘Code . Questlonna re. . Code T

6. o Lo . o - g -t N . oo
. - . . ’ . -

1 . Owner of large busm ess’ (employs B P ;
hree or. more:- peOpl ) e vl . I 1
v ' Owner of small busi ess (em§16y5m/' L '

‘ less than three peo le) L

.k
-

(L , 3. Profe591ona15 techn cal (M ey s R £

& . . . ‘lawyer, doctor, tea her, etc )r.,:_ EE N O N P
A ¢ 4 Clerlcal (clerk, of 1de worker, etc )4 =3

o T : 5 'Serv1ce and recreat on (pollceman, ‘-_\ﬂ” o
e - cqpk, barber. etc ); el Co B

6 - . -Transport and commun;cation (bus e
L drlver, radlo announcer, etc.) - T

TR

' 1.171 ; : ',5:: ‘Fa‘Perman zjf{'_ﬁ‘;;;i*ifﬁo i‘“'w

\ 8 o Farmer or farm worker : .

i ' )
- S - i ‘
s ., .
» . ‘4 C oy =
- . v .
. g M < P
I ’ o L7
- - - A £
) « . ;oo
drpootboy LY ry " ,,,-r‘. N
ST R o
Ly . 1. ' c .
. ’ . T




'A“mltion'l S "<jf,‘9 1f\f SR :;|;:-~_¢.~

Orﬂginal “Response Ordexing on . " Re-order
"__Code , _Questiochnaire =~ . - - .Code
' ( ’ oy B i ' ‘
9 ‘Logger, lumberman: miner' 6
10 -~ Craftsman (carpenter, plumber, 3
oL electrlcian, etc.) .
11 | -La urer - . ~ - 6
B e e
“12 “ph'-Unémployeg'f‘ SRR - -6

The responses were coded 1nt0 six categorles whlch

,,‘. n . N

B [N
S ‘ s “w,

“.”v”occupatlonal categorles 1n1Newfoundlan hlS orderlng also

LA E*

\fac1l’tated a’ closer approxlmatlon to(a normal dlstrlbutlon

s

whlch is advantageOus for the method of ana1y51s employed

Table 10 presents the descrlptlve stat1st1ds for v

the varlable Occupatlonal Expectatlons.\ﬁ o o r7' ’
N et . ' ot v . . ‘ ~ ' . ) X“
' TABLE 10 peoo R

Descrlptlve Statlstlcs for o
oecupatlonal ExpecFatlonS S o T s

Mean . 3 063 “‘std. pev. 1.315

. Y ~'_.W~; R - fae .
- Kurtosis. &= .. .567 . = Skewness ..~ ".688 L
fte.’srrp: L 1o4p ; “ijﬁagmiséihgfobs:7.; 30 (3. a%)

A )

R

The Ambltxon scale was constructed by comblnlng the
V' \

' varlables Educatlonal Expectatlons and Occupatlonal Expec-" ,

.
. . Y
', . - . s
. . P : .
- ,
. M . ‘ !
. . . o
! - . Y . -
. A ‘. .
- 7 IR W -
G ERET .
- G * . e T
, PR N .
XS LN PUETYALY STE NG Y FRTEN
R ELAL A S Vi u\m*’ “I

ht-the author felt adequately reflectea the prestlge of the t53§»5. '
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Ambition

LA

AT

e ; .

A e

¢

. L . ‘- . . 4‘ ‘. i:."~. . '.,‘. . ‘

equation was used to compute Ambition: .

1%, The ‘des¢riptive statistics.of Ambi

-~

= Q-42 + Q-72.

N
—

e it ip|rable Y1. ) SRR R
E S A T Tty A A R
B A soy . TABLE 117 . ¢

‘

SaviL 0 ' Descriptive. Statistics £ér. Ambition | -
A TR PR ST AT

.o

r
. A
¢ .
* L4
v

O : tations,  This was accomplished by afstfdgght addition‘of

the two reﬁorderéd}vériables: That is, the following

tion are: prese

. Mean © '5.891

C ’ ' stdo Dev- ,

. '2,357"1

S e sl ' 3 N :
. Kurtosis -1.157 \ ‘Skﬁwness .238
g 7 ... 7 Std. Error .087 - . Missing Obs. 36 (4.8%)
- ,'.' v, . ° ) : v- "J,‘
\'. R - ‘ﬂ' ) . I! . ] N
. » . ‘ : Pn P
e 1, ) - , :?Q . \ R I
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#. . CHAPTER 4 Co -

o " ' . THE'RESULTS | , g :

‘Pearson product—moment correlatidnS“formed the -
ﬂ_ basxs for" the analysgs employed When 1lstrw1se deletlon

was used, the oase base dropped to 663 and 1t was felt thak~ L

v

by using correlation coefficlents calculated by palr-W1se

deledlon, more complete 1nformatron wouLd be retarned.y,

et
o

Correlation coafflclents were calculated both uSLnngalr-‘”ﬂfz

R

h w1se and llst—w1se deletlon and Very llttle’dlfferende was-

——

Ve

found the dlfference ranged from..0001 to 0175. The zero-
order correlatlon coeff1c1ents and thelr case bases for the

e 31:;. total sample are presented 1n Tahle 12a alonq w1th the } o

v

-means and standard devratlons., The same 1nformatlon for

';Q' boys and girls separately 15 presented 1n Tables lZB and

lec, respectlvely ) "df:};.:;: ‘.:i"?' f' “fﬂ.»i'

. ’ ' ,., . Ll . = " .
: B " . e ¢

Of thé‘three ma1n dependent varlables 1n thlS study

'AJ o (educational expectatﬁbns, occupatlonal expectatidns, and

L

-

".'. , Cane H f 'l. : - . .
. , ambltlon), educatlonal expectatlons seems to be assoclated

;'_!%2;»" most hlghly W1th the de31gnated 1ndependent varlables..

‘\, ., s

} L'emﬂ.f Thls pattern holds 1n the subsamples for both boys and glrls.‘
RN ‘r.‘ffvfh. It may be noted that most of the varlabkes have L L . o I
ol .' i S i e » . i ‘....‘-’\ ) * i ) ',
1*,& L gpo31t1ve relatlonshlps w1th each other.. The major exceptlon N

jif - - tlS famlly 51ze,§wh1ch has a negatlve assoc1atlon WLth all .~;:f“<;’

1 ‘e i P 1

" the other varlables except for religlosity., Broadly,.the'pi"f.fri;i

Ce |
R ;ndrcatxon,Wpuldcbe;that!students;from large famllres-may
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;o fr.l .. Correlations, Means, -Standard Déviations, and-Gase Base ‘in the

s "

Total Model*
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TABLE 1 ZB

‘_gariébieéﬁlywz

X.

1 R

' ygcbrrelafidés, Means, Standard Dev;atlons, and Case Base 1n the‘Medel for Boys*

Xy, AMBIT..

.
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L2711

f[;éo4,f—
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I

,sEs T 32
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" 388
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e
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e

tenf? to be sl1ght1y disadvantlaged in terms of the dependent -
] . - ’ )

varlables . ' c ' e

—

Becau‘s'eliof. the magnitude of the ‘c':orrel'a"tion co~..

_efficient" between: religiosity -and’ family size, it cannot

be said: that a,strong relat:.onship exlsts between the two
) ',There 1s a distlnctlve relatlonshlp between them, h/OWever, S

‘\smcrs fam:Lly sa.ze has a negat:we assoc:.atlon w:.th all other

.

varxables but rellgrosxty. Tentat:uvely, 1t m:.ght be saa.d

"A.‘that students from larger fam111es cons:.der themselves to E
h'-,'.be slightly more religious than, students from smaller {

R .A‘f.'. 'f;" o

~

B ’ " famrlﬂ.es although thls would requ:.re addltlonalt tes,tlng,p

vy oy

L T A comparlson of the correlatlon coefflcz.ents among

f AN ) the measured varlables for boys and girls shows that they

o ,are largely 31m:|.1ar in 51ze and dlrectlon.' There are, o R
K | . . * . :, ) B .’&
¥ S however, three notable exceptn.ons. The largest dlfference e vl

a 'is between the ,correlatmns on Educatlonal Expectat:.ons and"
| R Occupatlonal Expegtdtlons. . Although there 1s a strong ) 9 L -

'correlatlon in both cases,‘ 1t 15 much 1arger 1n the case 3 S
. S . f.. . o v ' \‘ N p ‘[“ .
C of the glrls. Rellglosztty seem!s to ha.ve very llttfle S AR

correlatlon w1th educational expectatlons, occupatLOnal e
‘expectatlons axlxd ambltlon for the boys, however, there 1s oo

.i-a we'k relationshlp for glrls. That 1s, g:.rls who cons:.der

to have stronger relJ.gJ.ous bellefs tend to have ;

VR ’sl::.ghtly more amba.t:.on., Thus it can be seen that there -

lS Ja statlstxcal interactlon betWeen sex ana rellgloslty. 4

'.’ " - N

' ‘IFamlly s:.ze is another varlable that seems to have a more .

'_'lpowerful :mfluence On girls than on boys. IR




» ., ’ N ! -,

. Family size has a. negllgz.ble correlat.wn ‘w.xth educatzxonal
expectations for boys but has a sl:u.ght negative correlation

for girls. On the other hand, ,fam:.ly size/ has a stronger

.

association with occupational expectations for _boys than

. . . =

for girls. [ Toe e e
AR o Regress1on analysis was run on the zcorrelation

Y

.

.~ o
.-

'_ coefficients to determflne the standardlzed beta welghts to

” ’ I

i'f'of regression analysis which attempts to spec1fy a cldsed

system of variables arranged so as to :.ndicate a. causal

oL, " .

IR
vara,able. The path coefflc:.ents are. typically presented

e - "as standardized partial regre531on coeff:.c:.ents., Residuals

o

,are error terms whlch account for the variance unexplalned

e

o by the spec:rfied causes at a given variable (Wright, 1934.‘

. . 161) o Table 13A preLents the structural coefflc:Lents f.or

e the fully-ldentifn.ed Model l, where educational expectations'

~ o . T

\‘outcomes for the entire sample. Tables 133 and 13c present

N

T \these outcomes f.or boys and g:.rls,, respectively u‘ -

It can be observed that the dependent Yariable which

,."‘Approximately 40 per cent of the variance J.s explained by

r *

. the antecedent variables,, Relig;os:.ty an? fam:Lly Size have

y, . Vs

- "the least :Lnfluence J.n determining ambitlonrformatlon. L

~ b

x Overall, th:n.s model see.ms to be a more adequate explanata.on o

- W miegs

. "--be employed in path analysls._( Path analysjfs lS an extens:.on -

“‘i}relat[-:ionship between the Variables. Each variable is f R o

'.determined completely g ltS spec:.fied causes and a res:.dual 7

and’ occupatlonal expectatiOns are cons:.dered as separate "1 .

is best predicted in thlS model J.S educational expectations._\,f..

RN
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