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Abstract 

The reasons why some students participate in work-based learning programs, such 

as youth apprenticeship, while others do not, are not fully understood.  The study to be 

reported asked what the significant factors are leading to entry into a youth 

apprenticeship program.  In concert with the Social Cognitive Career Theory (Lent, 

Brown, & Hackett, 1994), the variables to be assessed included: personal inputs (age, 

gender, ethnicity, student grades, socioeconomic status), perceived environmental 

support, career self-efficacy, career outcome expectations and career attitudes.  A total of 

five school districts, located in north central and west central Wisconsin, participated in 

the study.  Of the 178 student participants in the survey,  83 students were in a youth 

apprenticeship program (YA), and 95 students were not enrolled in a youth 

apprenticeship program (Non-YA).  There were a total of 97 female students (nYA = 50, 

nNon-YA = 47), and 81 male students (nYA = 33 YA, nNon-YA = 48).  From analysis of the 

collected data, support, career self-efficacy, and career attitude predictors were 

significantly different between YA and Non-YA groups at p < .05 and p < .01 levels. 

Through these research efforts it became clearer, youth apprenticeship participants have a 

different type of educational experience in comparison to non-youth apprenticeship 

students.  It is hypothesized, a youth apprenticeship experience nurtured by a supportive 

environment would lead to improved career self-efficacy and career attitudes. 
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Chapter I 

Introduction 

Graduation from high school is a point in time marked by anticipation of “what 

might be” and the chance to pursue goals and dreams.  Graduates begin a new chapter of 

life faced with unique opportunities and challenges.  Decisions surrounding “what to do 

next” can make for either a seamless or difficult transition into adult life.  Environmental 

supports and barriers, personal attributes and experiences, and a host of other variables 

ultimately impact career related decisions leading up to and following high school 

graduation (Argyropoulou et al., 2007, Gushue, 2006, Taylor, 2005). 

For students interested in gaining first-hand career related experience, many high 

schools offer work-based learning opportunities. One particular work-based learning 

program, youth apprenticeship, introduces students to vocational experience through 

active participation outside of the school setting, and typically has two additional 

components: adult mentorship and credentials based on performance competency. 

Succinctly, youth apprenticeships involve both organized on-the-job learning along with 

classroom instruction (Bailey, 1993a). 

The 1990s began with a renewed interest in apprenticeship training within the 

United States for several reasons.  With potential shortages of skilled and knowledgeable 

technicians for jobs requiring more applied knowledge and skill than can be expected 

from secondary schooling alone, or for jobs demanding different preparation than offered 

by four year universities, apprenticeship training was viewed as a possible solution.  

Germany’s long standing tradition of apprenticeship training, its cultural embeddedness 
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within their society and comparatively low youth unemployment rate (Schmidt, 1998; 

Gitter & Scheuer 1997; Gregson, 1995) became a primary point of interest amongst 

scholars.  Floundering (Gregson, 1995) and job-hopping upon graduation of high school 

were also examined and discussed within the literature focused on apprenticeship and 

career indecision (Multon, Heppner, & Lapan, 1995).  Often equated with low skill, low 

wage employment, and temporary labor status with limited or no benefits beyond work 

compensation, job-hopping and floundering were, and continue to be viewed as signs of 

career indecision.  In part, these concerns led to a healthy debate on the merits of 

apprenticeship training within the United States. Out of this debate came a revitalized 

U.S. Office of Apprenticeship housed within the United States Department of Labor, and 

an increase in apprenticeship training in the country.  Unfortunately, the potential factors 

impacting a student’s choice whether or not to pursue youth apprenticeship was not 

systematically examined.  

Why seek a better understanding of the factors influencing students to pursue a 

high school youth apprenticeship?  An answer to this question is clearly multifaceted and 

requires (at a minimum) a discussion of educational policy, student perspectives, and 

societal norms.  

Although the age of compulsory attendance varies from age 16 to age 18 within 

the United States, all fifty states require students to attend elementary through secondary 

school (U.S. Department of Education, International Affairs Staff, 2005).  Public 

education is tax supported. Up to age 18, students (minors) are considered the 

responsibility of their parents or guardians.  Consequently, turning 18 years of age and 
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graduating from high school bestows new responsibilities and freedoms upon the young 

adult, including the right to vote and legal independence from parental/guardian control.         

In the United States, education beyond high school is often referenced as a key to 

future success.  Formerly the worldwide leader in college graduates, a report dated July 

12th, 2012 by the U.S. Department of Education reported “the percentage of 25-34 year 

olds with some kind of postsecondary degree rose half a percentage point from 38.8 

percent to 39.3 percent…President Obama has called for America to increase the number 

of degree-holders to 60 percent by the end of the decade” (U.S. Department of Education, 

2012, para. 3).  

Research and discussion surrounding this topic relative to skill and knowledge 

development is abundant (Lewis, 2007; U.S. Department of Education, 2006; Ali & 

Saunders, 2006;  Evanciew & Wither, 2004) and regarded as necessary (U.S. Department 

of Education, 2006).  Still, unlike primary and secondary education, post high school 

education is not mandated. Accordingly, many students do not pursue education 

immediately following high school graduation.   

Despite the societal push toward post high school education, not all students have 

the means to pursue it.  Some cannot afford it or may lack entrance requirements, while 

others are faced with challenges resulting from environmental barriers and/or lack of 

support. 

Although financial support (i.e.: scholarships, student loans, government aid) may 

be available to students, some high school graduates see the rising cost of post high 

school education as insurmountable or are forced to take on worrisome debt (U.S. 
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Department of Education, 2006).  The U.S. Department of Education (2012) reported 

“…40 states have cut funding for higher education in the past year and tuition at four-

year public universities has risen 15 percent on average in the last two years (para. 5). 

The upward trend in tuition has not been short term.  From 1995 to 2005 “ average tuition 

and fees rose 51 percent at public four-year institutions and 30 percent at community 

colleges” (U.S. Department of Education, 2006, p. 10). 

Clearly, post high school education becomes less of a reality when tuition and 

fees grow beyond the financial means of students with fewer resources or for those 

considered to be disadvantaged.  Although many high school students see post high 

school education as a means toward future career goals, these limiting factors may 

prevent them from enrolling. 

Measures of high school success, such as standardized test scores and/or grade 

point averages, are often employed as college or university admissions criteria.  These 

“screening mechanisms” assist in determining if a high school graduate would prove 

successful within their programs.  Although these criteria specify minimal requirements 

of high school achievement for admission, they may not necessarily predict student 

performance.  For instance, a student might perform poorly on a standardized test due to 

extreme anxiety experienced during the examination period, although s/he might clearly 

demonstrate her/his knowledge of the same content under different circumstances.  

Ultimately, some students are not accepted into postsecondary education due to low test 

scores.    
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Environmental barriers and insufficient support systems are another set of hurdles 

the prospective postsecondary or 4-year college candidate might encounter.  According to 

Lent, Brown, and Hackett (2000) “proximal environmental variables can moderate and 

directly affect the processes by which people make and implement career-relevant 

choices” (p. 38).  For example, parental support has been shown to impact 

vocational/educational self-efficacy (Ali & Saunders, 2006), that is, beliefs about one’s 

ability to perform particular behaviors or courses of action. Such support, in turn, can 

impact interests, goals, and actions relative to careers (Lent et al, 2003; Lent, Brown, & 

Hackett, 1994).  A lack of support or even discouragement from parents, friends and 

relatives, could have a negative effect on a students’ attitude towards pursuing further 

education.  Choy (2001) reported “In 1999, 82 percent of students whose parents held a 

bachelor’s degree or higher enrolled in college immediately after finishing high school. 

The rates were much lower for those whose parents had completed high school but not 

college (54 percent) and even lower for those whose parents had less than a high school 

diploma (36 percent) (Indicator 26, The Condition of Education 2001)” (p. 3).  Other 

obstacles might include limited or lack of financial assistance to pay for tuition, books 

and other fees, and/or conflicting family values.  As offered, environmental barriers and 

insufficient support systems are wide ranging. 

With these limiting factors in mind, some high school graduates may simply not 

desire post high school education immediately upon graduation, regardless of their 

resources, competencies, and environmental background.  Whether through decisive 

action or by default, they enter the labor force.  For some, a job following high school 
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will yield a paycheck within a couple of weeks and the opportunity to work and learn in 

the “real world” versus spending money on tuition for two to four years.  In their minds, 

the benefits of postsecondary education fall short of the costs.  Others have grown tired of 

trying to memorize information with seemingly little utility (Hamilton & Hamilton, 

1994).  These graduates might view direct entrance into the labor force as more 

appealing.  There may be others who desire the opportunity to someday own and operate 

their family business.  They could potentially receive the necessary training, instruction, 

and mentoring to be successful in life while working in an environment already familiar 

to them.    

According to a U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education 

Statistics report (Aud et al., 2013) “Between 1975 and 2011, the immediate college 

enrollment rate increased from 51 percent to 68 percent. In 2011, the immediate 

enrollment rate for high school completers from low-income families (52 percent) was 30 

percentage points lower than the rate for completers from high-income families (82 

percent, based on a 3-year moving average)” (p. 132). The percentage of high school 

completers who were enrolled in 2- or 4-year colleges by the October immediately 

following high school graduation has increased steadily between 1975 and 2011 for low, 

middle, and high income classifications.  “Low income refers to the bottom 20 percent of 

all family incomes, high income refers to the top 20 percent of all family incomes, and 

middle income refers to the 60 percent in between” (Aud et al., 2013, p. 132).  Regardless 

of socioeconomic status, one might speculate that the 32% of students not immediately 

enrolling in college in 2011 choose either to enlist in the military, to enter the labor 
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market, to postpone college temporarily, to pursue other goals, or were undecided about 

what to do next.  

As offered, career indecision during high school and upon graduation has been 

posited as contributing to floundering or hopping from one job to the next.  Just as 

graduation from high school marks a time of independence, it also marks one of the most 

challenging developmental tasks of a young person’s life (Blustein et al., 2002), even 

more so during challenging economic times.  Scholars who focus upon school-to-work 

transition have researched and discussed floundering and job-hopping at length.  These 

behaviors have been attributable to an overabundance of choices and too much advice 

(Taylor, 2005), a lack of feeling committed to an employer (Gregson, 1995), and/or a 

dependence on knowledge about career opportunities stemming entirely from friends, 

neighbors, and relatives (Bailey, 1993a).  Career development theorists have described it 

as part of an exploratory stage of career development (Hamilton, 1993).   

There are a multitude of scenarios that might play out for any high school student 

following graduation.  In the case of the adolescent who wishes to follow in her father’s 

footsteps with plans of pursuing a four-year degree in civil engineering, it is plausible her 

father might actively support her future career goals; but what challenges will she face?  

Maybe her scores in math and science-based classes are subpar.  She knows that taking 

these types of courses, coupled with a respectable overall grade point average and pre-

college entrance exam score are keys to achieving her goal.  Will she continue to move in 

the direction of her aspirations or will she modify them?  Is the child who has developed 

an interest in mechanical devices and has taken several technology-based classes, but has 
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no definitive plans upon graduating high school, aware of the work-based learning 

opportunities available to him his junior and senior year?  Might these opportunities help 

him confirm or reject interests leading to future career goals and actions?    

It would be erroneous to think all students enrolled in college preparatory courses 

would eventually pursue postsecondary or 4-year college education.  Similarly, although 

work-based learning programs are often equated, even explicitly called “school-to-career 

programs,” it would be incorrect to assume that all students enrolled in work-based 

learning programs immediately enter the workforce following graduation or never pursue 

postsecondary education.   

Student diversity fuels the need for diverse educational opportunities throughout 

high school.  Ideally, educational experiences and the subsequent attitudes, knowledge, 

and skills gained from these experiences would assure that all students, regardless of 

background, have the opportunity to become productive and contributing members of 

society.  Some students develop understanding through tactile experiences engaging both 

hands and mind; some prefer educational experiences focused on reading and reflection; 

and some prefer a combination of the both.  Clearly, the acquisition of these attitudes, 

concepts, and skills are unique for each student.  The theory of multiple intelligences 

proposed by Gardner supports this rationale, suggesting “there are a number of 

intelligences that are developed-and can best be detected-in culturally meaningful 

activities” (Gardner & Hatch, 1989, p. 6).  

Just as each high school student develops these attributes in her or his own way, 

each differs from the other with regard to career self-efficacy, attitudes, and outcome 
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expectations.  Each grapples with decisions concerning course selection as a function of 

these and other factors.   Questions challenging adolescents who are uncertain about 

themselves, or the career options available to them might include: Does my goal to attend 

college require me to take two years of foreign language and advanced placement 

courses? Or, I like the idea of taking classes offered by the engineering and technology 

department because they are hands-on, but will they help me after graduation?  Do 

courses related to my interests and future goals even exist?  What if I’m interested in 

classes from both areas- can I fit everything in?  In light of this, many high schools 

provide career planning resources, guidance, and other support systems aimed at aiding 

students’ career decision making.   

Beyond more traditional classroom based approaches, work-based learning 

programs offer students an alternative way to experience, develop and acquire knowledge 

and skills relative to career and technical education (CTE) beyond traditional classroom-

based approaches alone. Job shadowing, cooperative education, and as discussed, youth 

apprenticeships all fall within this category.      

Career psychologists have taken several different approaches toward better 

understanding factors influencing career choice and their subsequent impact on career 

development.  Bandura’s construct of self-efficacy, the belief in one’s capabilities to 

organize and execute the courses of action required to produce a result (Bandura, 1997), 

has been investigated in numerous studies related to career decision making and career 

indecision (Argyropoulou et al., 2007; Perry et al., 2007; Patton & Creed, 2007; Gushue, 

2006) and has been adopted as part of the Social Cognitive Career Theory (Lent, Brown, 
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& Hackett, 1994).  As Bandura (1997) stated, “people are unlikely to invest much effort 

in exploring career options and their implications unless they have faith in their abilities 

to reach good decisions” (p. 427).  Betz and Klein (1996) developed the Career Decision-

Making Self-Efficacy scale, to measure “an individual’s degree of belief that he or she 

can successfully complete tasks necessary to making career decisions” (p. 287).  The 

instrument measures career choice competences deemed relevant for the career decision 

making process (Patton & Creed, 2007).  In earlier work, Osipow et al., (1976) developed 

the Career Decision Scale (CDS) to measure career indecision and degree of certainty.  

Both of these instruments have been proven to provide satisfactory validity and 

reliability. 

Since its publication in 1994, a growing number of researchers have utilized the 

Social Cognitive Career Theory (SCCT) in an effort to better understand the constructs 

and complex relationships inherent to career development (Patton & Creed, 2007; Ali & 

Saunders, 2006; Wettersten et al. 2005; Nauta & Epperson, 2003; McWhirter, Rasheed, 

& Crothers, 2000).  According to Lent, Brown, and Hackett (2000), the SCCT represents 

an “effort to understand the processes through which people form interests, make choices, 

and achieve varying levels of success in educational and occupational pursuits” (p. 36).  

Within the SCCT model, constructs have been classified according to two levels 

(see Figure 1.1).  Level one cognitive-person variables include self-efficacy, outcome 

expectations, interests, goals, and actions, whereas level two variables include person-

inputs (predispositions, gender, race/ethnicity, disability/health status), proximal and 

distal factors, and learning experiences (Lent, Brown, & Hackett, 1994).  Level one 
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cognitive-person variables are said to “enable people to exercise agency (i.e., personal 

control) within their own career development” (Lent, Brown & Hackett, 2000, p. 36).   

Level two variables “influence career related interests and choice behavior” (Lent, Brown  

& Hackett, 2000, p. 36). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

& Hackett, 2000, p. 36).  

Operational characteristics of the model are best summed by Lent et al. (2003): 

SCCT consists of three overlapping models aimed at explaining the processes 

through which people (a) develop basic academic and career interests, (b) make 

and revise their educational and vocational plans, and (c) achieve performances of 

varying quality in their chosen academic and career pursuits. Self-efficacy, 

outcome expectations, and goals play key roles within each of these three models, 

operating in concert with a variety of additional person, contextual, and learning 

variables (e.g., gender, race–ethnicity, ability, social support, external barriers) to 

help shape people’s career trajectories. (p. 458) 

Figure 1.1. Social Cognitive Career Theory (SCCT) Model. Adapted from Toward a Unifying 

Social Cognitive Theory of Career and Academic Interest, Choice, and Performance” [Monograph], 

by R.W. Lent, S. D. Brown, and G. Hackett, 1994, Journal of Vocational Behaviour, 45, p. 93. 
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This study was focused on two groups of students: those enrolled in a work-based 

learning program, specifically youth apprenticeship (YA), and their peers who are not 

(Non-YA).  The adapted SCCT model used for this study (see Figure 1.2.) is reflective of 

the instrument that was issued to survey participants.  Specifically, predispositions are 

represented as attitudes, background contextual affordances as perception of support, 

self-efficacy expectations as belief in personal career decisions, and outcome 

expectations as expectations of a future career. Personal inputs (attitude, age, gender, 

ethnicity, grades, and socioeconomic status), environmental supports, career self-

efficacy, and career outcome expectations served as independent variables in relation to 

choosing, or not choosing to pursue an apprenticeship.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Person Inputs 

-Attitude 

-Age 

-Gender 

-Ethnicity 
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Perception of 
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(YA or              
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Expectations of 

a Future Career 

Figure 1.2. Model depicting constructs posited to influence participation in high school youth 

apprenticeship programs.  Adapted from Toward a Unifying Social Cognitive Theory of Career and 

Academic Interest, Choice, and Performance” [Monograph], by R.W. Lent, S. D. Brown, and G. 

Hackett, 1994, Journal of Vocational Behaviour, 45, p. 93.  
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The merits of youth apprenticeship within the United States have been discussed 

and debated (Hamilton, 1993; Bailey, 1993a), but limited research exists on personal 

inputs, environmental supports, career self-efficacy, career outcome expectations and 

career attitudes relative to youth apprenticeship.  A premise of this study was that an 

effort to expand empirical research based on these factors could potentially lead to an 

improved understanding of the reasons why students choose either to participate, or not 

participate in youth apprenticeship programs.  Furthermore, information leading to an 

improved understanding of these factors and their subsequent effect on career related 

decisions could provide the educational community with new insight.   

Apprenticeship in Wisconsin 

The Department of Workforce Development (DWD) is tasked with implementing 

and monitoring adult-based apprenticeship programs and youth apprenticeship programs 

in Wisconsin.  The responsibility of administering adult-based apprenticeship program 

standards is held by the Bureau of Apprenticeship Standards (BAS) (Wisconsin 

Department of Workforce Development, 2013a). Classroom instruction is typically 

provided by the Wisconsin Technical College System, but can also begin while the 

student is in high school, however, “most trades require that applicants are high school 

graduates or the equivalent” (Wisconsin Department of Workforce Development, 2012, 

p. 9). Apprenticeship terms require a minimum of 2,000 hours of on-the-job learning 

along with related theoretical (academic) instruction (Wisconsin Department of 

Workforce Development, 2013b).  Apprentices are paid progressively more money 
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throughout the term of their apprenticeship (Wisconsin Department of Workforce 

Development, 2013c).   

The Wisconsin model of adult-based apprenticeship has been described as a win-

win situation for both the apprentice and the employer.  While learning a skilled trade, 

students are afforded entry into a career otherwise closed to them due to lack of 

experience.  The goal is to develop knowledge, skills, and attitudes transferable between 

employers or from one geographical region to another.  Employers, on the other hand 

reap the benefits of reduced turnover, workers learn the benefits of quality and teamwork 

within their respective environments, and low labor costs at the onset of the 

apprenticeship term reduces initial investment concerns.  

Passed by state law in 1991, Wisconsin was one of the first states to enact a youth 

apprenticeship system for high school students.  Youth apprenticeship programs are 

offered in two different formats, combining academic and technical instruction with 

mentored on-the-job learning (Wisconsin Department of Workforce Development, 2008).  

The Level One apprenticeship format requires 450 hours of on-the-job training, whereas 

the Level Two apprenticeship format requires a total of 900 hours.  Work arrangements 

between the school and the employer may differ from district to district so long as child 

labor laws are not violated.  For example, in certain situations students might attend 

school for a portion of the day and work the remainder, while in others, they might 

alternate full days in school with full days on the job.  In either case, employers are to pay 

the apprenticeship student minimum wage or higher and apprentices must be assigned to 

a skilled, competent, and qualified mentor at the workplace.    
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This study focused exclusively on high school youth apprenticeship programs in 

Wisconsin.  Student enrollment and graduate totals (Table 1.1) were provided by Amy 

Phillips, YA Program & WIA Technical Assistance Coordinator for the Wisconsin 

Department of Workforce Development, and are offered as a reference for understanding 

the population from which the sample was taken. 

 

Problem Statement  

The factors why some students in Wisconsin high schools participate in the state’s 

youth apprenticeship program while their peers in the same school cohort choose not to 

participate are not fully understood. Whether these factors are social, psychological, or 

cognitive in nature, or whether they are a function of guidance and counseling processes 

in schools has not been systematically investigated. The study being reported asked what 

are the significant factors that determine whether or not a student chooses to enter into a 

youth apprenticeship program. 

 

 

 

Table 1.1. 

Wisconsin Youth Apprenticeship Student Enrollment and Graduate Totals by School 

Year 

 
2012-13 2011-12 2010-11 2009-10 2008-09 

Student 

Enrollment 
1,883 1,686 1,660 1,660 1,895 

Student  

Graduates 
N/A 1,041 999 1,004 1,182 
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Research Questions  

For the purpose of examining the identified problem, the following research 

questions were established: 

1)  Is there a significant difference between youth apprenticeship participants and 

non-participants pertaining to: 

a.   Perception of support (background contextual affordances) 

  b.   Belief in personal career decisions (career self-efficacy) 

  c.   Expectations of a future career (career outcome expectations) 

  d.   Person inputs (attitude, age, gender, ethnicity, grades and  

   socioeconomic status)  

2) What combination of variables reflective of Social Cognitive Career Theory 

 best discriminates between students who participated in youth apprenticeship 

 and students who did not? 

Variables 

To determine whether there are differences between those who participated in 

youth apprenticeship and those who do not, the following independent variables were 

investigated: 

1) Perception of support (from parent(s)/relative, teachers and friends) 

2) Career self-efficacy 

3) Career outcome expectations 

4) Person inputs (attitude, age, gender, ethnicity, student grades, and 

socioeconomic status) 
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Definition of Terms 

 

In order to provide a degree of precision and clarity, the following definitions are 

offered: 

Apprenticeship.  According to Webster’s Ninth New Collegiate Dictionary 

(1983), the word apprenticeship is a derivative of the word apprentice with its earliest 

recorded use in the English language dating back to the 14th century.  The origin of the 

word can be traced from Middle English aprentis, from Middle French, from Old French, 

from aprendre to learn, from Latin apprenere, apprehendere.  When used as a noun, the 

word apprentice is described as either (1) one bound by indenture to serve another for a 

prescribed period with a view to learning an art or trade, or (2) one who is learning by 

practical experience under skilled workers a trade, art, or calling.  

For the purposes of the present study, the term “apprenticeship” will generally be 

used to describe a form of combined academic and work-based training involving 

mentorship, resulting in skills-based credentials (Fuller & Unwin, 2011).   

Career Decision. A common goal of many career and technical education 

programs is not only to offer student opportunities in work-based learning environments, 

but also to facilitate the process of making relevant career decisions.  Career decision 

making is “the process people go through when they search for viable career alternatives, 

compare them, and choose one” (Gati & Asher, 2001, p. 7).  However, a discussion 

surrounding the process of making career decisions would be incomplete without making 

mention of indecision and the contributions of Samuel Osipow (1999), who saw career 

“indecision as a state which comes and goes over time as a decision is made, is 
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implemented, grows obsolete, and eventually leads to the need to make a new decision 

(producing a temporary state of indecision).” (p. 147).  As suggested in the literature, 

indecision is a normal part of human development.  It has been speculated the frequency 

of career indecision cycle widens over the lifespan of a person.  Indecisiveness, on the 

other hand, “is not an ordinary part of human growth and development, but is, instead, a 

personal trait”  of someone who “repeatedly has trouble making career or other decisions 

to the point where closure is not reached in time to implement appropriate behavior” 

(Osipow, 1999, p. 148).  Indecisiveness has also been referred to as generalized 

indecision (Argyropoulou et al., 2007).  

Registered apprenticeship.  The United States Department of Labor, Employment 

and Training Administration, Office of Apprenticeship oversees the Registered 

Apprenticeship system and works closely with individual state apprenticeship systems 

“that have their own apprenticeship laws that govern Registered Apprenticeship training 

programs within their state or territory” (U.S. Department of Labor, 2013a).     

Youth apprenticeship.  The general public within the United States is not likely 

familiar with the definition of youth apprenticeship, the details of youth apprenticeship 

training, the participants or program requirements.  Some have confused the term youth 

apprenticeship with licensed union apprenticeships (Gregson, 1995) or adult-based 

apprenticeships.   

A fraction of U.S. high school students enrolled in career and technical education 

classes are likely familiar with youth apprenticeships which typically involve work-based 

learning while completing their junior and/or senior year(s) of high school.  Youth 
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apprenticeships introduce students to vocational experience through active participation 

outside of the school setting, and typically have two additional components: mentorship 

and credentials based on performance based competency.  Cooperative education 

programs typically do not provide these credentials (Bailey & Merritt, 1993).  Generally, 

youth apprenticeships involve structured or organized on-the-job learning along with 

classroom training (Bailey, 1993a). 

For the purposes of the study, the term “youth apprenticeship” will be used in 

reference to secondary students participating in high school-based apprenticeship 

programs (Bailey & Merritt, 1993). 
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Chapter II 

Review of Literature 

The objective of this chapter is to review literature closely tied to the study being 

reported.  It begins with a historical account of Career and Technical Education (CTE) 

and work-based learning, followed by an introduction to present day CTE and work-

based learning practice.  The history, policies, educational system, opportunities, and 

challenges of Germany’s well established, policy driven approach to apprenticeship are 

then examined.  A synopsis of the market-led approaches by Canada and the United 

Kingdom is provided next for an expanded international perspective, followed by a more 

detailed analysis of apprenticeship within the United States.  Prospects and challenges in 

adopting youth apprenticeship as a broad educational reform follow.  The chapter 

concludes with a review of the framework and constructs of the Social Cognitive Career 

Theory. 

History of Career and Technical Education (CTE) and Work-Based Learning 

For the United States, the later part of the 19th and early part of the 20th centuries 

marked an era of immigration, industrialization, and educational reform.  An influx of 

new U.S. citizens along with technological advancements moved the country from an 

agrarian-based society to a highly developed industrialized society.  Philosophical 

concepts of CTE, then known as vocational education, were discussed and debated, and 

ultimately led to legislative works passed into law (Dewey, 1977, Snedden, 1977, 

Snedden & Dewey, 1977).  A synopsis of educational reformers and their philosophies 

toward education and work from this era, and related CTE policy, is relevant toward 
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better understanding the current status of both work-based learning and school-to-work 

transition.   

During this time, two schools of thought surrounding pedagogy for engaging both 

hand and mind ensued.  One view held the position vocational education should prepare 

students for specific careers, and in doing so, focus on outcomes supporting the 

objectives of business and industry.  The other held the position vocational education 

should be designed to meet the needs of individual students and prepare them for life 

(Rojewski, 2002) within a democracy.  Two names commonly attached to the first of 

these two views are David S. Snedden and Charles A. Prosser.   

David Snedden sought to make clear distinctions between liberal (general) 

education and vocational education (Snedden, 1977).  Through his eyes, vocational 

education was rightly offered by schools specifically organized for and separate from 

liberal education; physically and administratively. Vocational schools were to place 

greater emphasis on practical, occupational-specific knowledge and skill, and be 

governed by advisory committees of those “intimately identified with the occupation for 

which it trains” (Snedden, 1977, p. 51).   

A former graduate student and friend of Snedden, Charles Prosser, became versed 

in both education and law (Moore & Gaspard, 1987). Through his relentless efforts, he 

became one of the most prominent spokespersons for vocational education of his time 

(Moore & Gaspard, 1987; Law, 1975).  Serving on the Commission on Aid to Vocational 

Education in 1914, Prosser is credited with writing the final chapter outlining legislative 

recommendations that ultimately lead to the landmark Smith-Hughes Act of 1917 (PL 64-
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347).  This particular piece of legislation marked the first provision for federal funding of 

vocational education (U.S. Department of Education, Office of Vocational and Adult 

Education [US DOE OVAE], 2008).   

Contrary to the views held by Snedden and Prosser, John Dewey’s philosophy 

concerning vocational education was focused on the development of the individual 

student to function within a democratic society rather than social efficiency.  Snedden’s 

proposed separation of vocational education and general education was in Dewey’s 

words, “to make both kinds of training narrower, less significant, and less effective than 

the schooling in which the material of traditional education is reorganized to utilize the 

industrial subject matter- active, scientific, and social- of the present-day environment” 

(Snedden & Dewey, 1977, p. 38).  Dewey forcibly rejected the concept of dual 

administrations.  He favored vocational education that alters and ultimately transforms 

business and industry. According to Dewey (1997): 

…an education which acknowledges the full intellectual and social meaning of a 

vocation would include instruction in the historic background of present 

conditions; training in science to give intelligence and initiative in dealing with 

material and agencies of production; and study of economics, civics, and politics, 

to bring the future worker in touch with the problems of the day and the various 

methods proposed for its improvement.  Above all, it would train power of 

readaptation to changing conditions so that future workers would not become 

blindly subject to a fate imposed upon them. (p. 318-319) 
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The Snedden/ Prosser philosophy, the Smith Hughes Act of 1917, and 

reauthorizations of the Act adding new vocational-specific areas, continued to serve the 

needs of business and industry for a long time.  From a philosophical standpoint, not 

much had changed until the Vocational Education Act of 1963 (Rojewski, 2002; Law, 

1975).  This Act marked a departure from segregating vocational education from general 

education and toward the development of the individual, not the needs of the labor 

market (Law, 1975).   

In more recent history, vocational education remains federally supported by 

means of the Carl D. Perkins Act of 1984.  The original Act has since been reauthorized 

four times.  The Carl D. Perkins CTE Improvement Act of 2006 (Perkins IV) has been 

authorized for six years (Threeton, 2007).  For the 2012 fiscal year, $1.14 billion in 

funding was allocated to improve the quality of career and technical education programs 

across the United States (U.S. Department of Education, Office of Vocational and Adult 

Education [US DOE OVAE], 2012). Beyond renaming and redefining vocational 

education to career and technical education, Perkins IV, according to Threeton (2007), “is 

ultimately intended to strengthen the focus on responsiveness to the economy, while 

tightening up the accountability statement in regards to the integration of academics and 

technical standards” (p. 69).  As of the 2013 fiscal year, Perkins IV is up for 

reauthorization.  According to a news release by the Association for Career and Technical 

Education (ACTE) and National Association of State Directors of Career Technical 

Education Consortium (NASDCTEc) on April 10th, 2013, Kimberly Green, Executive 

Director of the NASDCTEc stated: 
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The President's proposal to return Perkins funding to pre-sequester levels is a step 

in the right direction. However, with pressures of the global economy 

intensifying, greater investment in CTE is needed to bolster the U.S. economy, 

close the skills gap, and help more students be college and career ready. The 

existing funding for Perkins falls short of meeting the needs of communities 

across the country, where employers are still struggling to find well-qualified 

technicians and students often face waiting lists or find that CTE programs have 

closed due to lack of funding” (para. 5).   

This brief historical account is by no means intended to overlook other 

educational philosophies, figures or events contributing to the history of CTE, but rather, 

within the confines of this chapter, to illustrate the story, debate, and progression leading 

to the present.  In many respects, CTE has grown and transitioned from an educational 

concept based solely on the needs of business and industry towards preparing all students 

for “further education and for careers in current or emerging employment sectors” (U.S. 

DOE OVAE, 2008, p. ix) within a rapidly changing, technologically advanced society. 

Ultimately, work-based learning programs within high schools across the United States 

receive federal funding and guidance from the provisions enacted by the Perkins 

legislation.  

Present CTE and Work-Based Learning Models 

Examination of the structure and operational characteristics of work-based 

learning within different societies offers policy makers, educators, and business/ industry 

professionals a perspective beyond their own.  In several European countries, notably 
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Germany, Austria, Switzerland, and Denmark (Hamilton & Hamilton, 1994), 

apprenticeship has been employed as a means of facilitating school-to-work transition.  

Traditionally, apprenticeships have involved instruction at both the school and 

workplace.  On-the-job training is performed under the supervision of a mentor.   

In particular, the German dual vocational training model (dual system) has 

received a great deal of attention for its long standing ability to facilitate the transition 

from school-to-work (Gitter & Scheuer, 1997) while creating skilled and trained 

professionals (Beckmann, 2002), but balancing the supply of apprentices to the 

availability of apprenticeship positions within business and industry during tough 

economic times has proved challenging (Walden & Troltsch, 2011; Idriss, 2002; Gitter & 

Scheuer, 1997).  In light of this, federal policies were adopted to improve the number, 

diversity, and means by which apprenticeships are offered (Walden & Troltsch, 2011; 

Idriss, 2002; Schmidt, 1998).  A key aspect of this model according to Idriss (2002) is 

“the system has broader and deeper meaning for German society as a whole, and has 

social aspects in addition to its role in workforce training” (p. 474). As offered, the 

apprenticeship system of training and education is well rooted in German society, and has 

had a profound influence on the initial structure of vocational education within the state 

of Wisconsin as well (Kantor, 1986).    

Work-based learning programs for high school students within the United States 

have taken on several different formats including (but not limited to) youth 

apprenticeship, cooperative education, internships, and job shadowing.  Individual states 

and districts vary in how these programs are structured and offered (Minnesota 



   26 

 

Department of Education, 2005; Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction [WI DPI], 

2012; Work Based Learning Guide, 2010), but all have a work-based component.   

In Wisconsin, for example (WI DPI, 2012), state certified youth apprenticeships 

require either 450 or 900 hours of paid work-based learning (dependent on level).  The 

Youth Apprenticeship Program is administered by the Wisconsin Department of 

Workforce Development.  Cooperative education programs (co-ops) may be either state 

certified (administered by the Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction for state 

certification requiring a minimum of 480 hours of work) or traditional (administered by 

local school districts void of state certification with work hours determined by local 

districts, but within the limits of child labor laws).  Resources, such as support staff, 

available funding, and employer partnerships largely dictate the availability of these 

programs on a school to school basis. 

CTE offers many students a unique form of educational opportunity.  In many, if 

not most cases, work-based learning programs are offered through a CTE or vocational 

education department. Of course, these also differ in type, structure, and size from district 

to district.  Of the approximately 18,000 public high schools in the United States in 2002, 

nearly half (51%) were either a full time CTE high school or a comprehensive high 

school (with academic focus) served by area CTE schools, and the majority (88%) of all 

public high schools offered at least one occupational program (Levesque et al., 2008).  

Depending on resources (i.e.: funding, staffing, materials, and equipment) available to 

each individual school district, high schools offer a variety of CTE programs. They may 

include agriculture, business, marketing, communications technology, computer 
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technology, construction, mechanics and repair, trade and industry/ transportation, 

precision production, health care, child care and education, protective services, food 

service and hospitality, personal and other services, along with other occupational 

programs (Levesque et al., 2008).  According to the United States Department of 

Education (2003), “virtually every high school student takes at least one career and 

technical education course and one in four students take three or more courses in a single 

program area” (para. 1).  

Whether in the United States or abroad, work-based learning has been both 

praised and criticized.  High school work-based learning programs have been said to offer 

students the benefit of experiencing real world work experiences while in high school, 

integrating both vocational and educational experience (Gregson, 1995, Hamilton & 

Hamilton, 1994).  Attitudes, knowledge, and skills developed through these experiences 

have been posited to contribute to adult success in the workplace (Bremer & Madzar, 

1995).   

Joeseph Raelin has published several works on the attributes of work-based 

learning. According to Raelin (2010), work-based learning offers a “truer forecast of the 

real world” (p. 39) than classroom experiences alone as it “deliberately manages theory 

with practice and acknowledges the explicit and tacit forms of knowing at both the 

individual and collective levels” (p. 39).  If knowledge is perceived as not only being 

stored information (i.e.: books, journals, cognitively), but also as fluid and something 

potentially created during work activities, the workplace has the capacity to facilitate the 

acquisition of knowledge.  Raelin (2011) has also explored and discussed the potential for 
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effective work-based learning to serve as a healthy environment for what he terms 

“leaderful” practice, grounded in the ideals of worker empowerment, self-directed work 

teams, and in self-leadership. 

 Conversely, some work-based learning programs have been criticized for their 

shortcomings.  Concerns have centered on issues of student tracking (Heintz, 2002; 

Gregson, 1995), equity (Taylor, 2005; Heintz, 2002; Gregson, 1995), vocational versus 

organizational skill development (Heintz, 2002), and employer participation (Idriss, 

2002; Schmidt, 1998).   

There are likely many reasons students choose or find themselves enrolled in 

work-based learning programs.  Undoubtedly, work-based learning experiences offer 

students a real world perspective beyond the classroom or laboratory walls, with a social 

aspect unique to the work environment.  Because U.S. business and industries compete 

for open-market share, a certain level of technology is necessary, along with managerial 

practices toward safety, quality, and productivity to remain both operational and/or 

profitable.  The utilization of the latest technological advancements by these entities 

typically outpaces the technology offered in secondary school settings.   

As previously mentioned, Germany’s model for facilitating the transition from 

adolescence into adulthood has been long established, is highly structured, and embodies 

German society in many respects.  The magnitude and intent of interest is summed up by 

Bailey and Merritt (1993) as  “Since the mid-1980’s hundreds of academics and 

policymakers have traveled to Europe to learn about apprenticeship systems in Germany 

and other countries, hoping to derive relevant lessons for U.S. educational reform” (p. 2).  
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To different degrees, other nations have adapted Germany’s apprenticeship training and 

educational methods.   

History of German Apprenticeship and Vocational Education and Training (VET) 

Germany has a rich heritage of apprenticeship.  Known as the dual system, with 

formal education offered by public vocational schools and training provided by 

employers (Heinz, 2002), this marriage of sorts has a long lineage.  As Schmidt (1998) 

wrote:    

In medieval times, guilds developed training systems and determined who, how, 

and what needed to be taught. This training system, developed in the 12th and 

13th centuries, may be considered the forerunner of the work-based part of the 

dual vocational training system (Federal Ministry of Education and Science, 

1994). (para. 1). 

The school-based section of the dual system emerged in the 16th and 17th 

centuries, when religious and artisanal Sunday Schools were established. These 

schools gradually evolved into general and commercial schools of continuing 

education and, at the beginning of the 20th century, were structured according to 

occupations (Federal Ministry of Education and Science, 1994). Vocational 

schools were one pillar of the dual training system in Germany. These vocational 

schools provided mostly theoretical knowledge relating to the profession to be 

learned. (para. 3) 

At about the same time John Dewey and David Snedden were debating the 

philosophical constructs of vocational education within the United States, a German 
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philosopher by the name of Georg Kerschensteiner was promoting his own form of 

liberal education.  Dewey proved inspirational to Kerschensteiner (“Review”, 2007) and 

is referred to in a number of his works (Oelkers, 2004).     

Kerschensteiner was concerned vocational education carried the likelihood that, in 

developing ‘bourgeois’ virtues (sometimes referred to as ‘self-regarding’ virtues) through 

practical skills, young people would become egotistical and focused on themselves or 

specific jobs more so than the larger context in which their work took place (Winch, 

2006).  He realized not all workers could find satisfaction in work that was boring or 

repetitive in nature (Pritchard, 1992).  While remaining committed to the development of 

civic virtues through vocational education, he maintained an extensive system of 

vocational secondary schools and post-compulsory schools while serving as the director 

of Munich’s schools (Winch, 2006).  

Germany’s VET Policies 

The German government has also had a long standing tradition of policies 

governing apprenticeship.  Key legislative works are partially responsible for the 

imbedded nature of the dual system approach to vocational training.   

The Craft Act of 1897 (Handwerkerschutzgesetz) specified 1) chambers and 

guilds to be involved in training and holding examinations for journeymen or masters; 2) 

a technical qualification requirement for training apprentices by only skilled journeymen 

of at least 24 years of age who had either served a three-year apprenticeship or pursued 

their trades for at least five years as independent artisans; and 3) apprentices to be 

released from work to attend school and masters were obliged to ensure they did so 
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(Deissinger, 1994).  Master craftsmen or –women (Meister) are required to study or 

survey current vocational training practices, vocational training curricula and teaching 

methods; the position and problems of young people in contemporary society and work, 

and state and federal labor laws before demonstrating their competence to an examination 

board set up by a chamber (Pritchard, 1992).  Clearly, aptitude and skill are prerequisites 

for pursuing Meister status.      

A second piece of legislation, the Vocational Training Act of 1969 

(Berufsbildungsgesetz), represented the first comprehensive set of legal regulations for all 

phases of in-company training, continued training, and retraining (Deissinger, 1996).  

The Act “administered by the Ministry of Education and delegated to the national 

training authority, the Federal Institute for Vocation Training (BIBB)” (Sharpe & Gibson, 

2005, p. 27), placed the responsibility of vocational training in the hands of firms and 

chambers (Deissinger, 1996).  Only firms registered with a local chamber are allowed to 

provide accredited training for apprenticeships (Clarke, Lange, Shackleton & Walsh 

1994).  Chambers are tasked with interim and final assessment, and ultimately award 

vocational qualifications carrying national recognition (Pilz, 2007, Clarke et al., 1994).  

Within the literature, the Vocational Training Act of 1969 has been referred to as a 

specified labor law detailing the training contract or apprenticeship indenture, the 

personal and technical skills of training personnel, and training ordinances (Deissinger, 

1996). 
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More recently, legislation has been passed in response to a decline in training 

opportunities, concerns surrounding the standards of general education, and rising 

qualification requirements within the labor market (Deissinger & Hellwig, 2005).   

Amendments to the 1969 Act, passed by the Federal Parliament on January 27th, 

2005 and documented by Deissinger and Hellwig (2005) included: 

 increasing the number of young people taking up vocational training in the 

dual system; 

 securing international competitiveness through training; 

 promoting regional accountability for the training supply and the training 

quality; 

 improving the transition between other sub-systems of VET and the dual 

system, including full-time vocational schools and vocational preparation 

courses; and  

 enhancing and intensifying the cooperation between companies and 

vocational schools. (p. 317) 

As described above, the dual system represents a cooperative effort between 

business and industry, organized labor, and government.  Individual lӓnder governments 

(states) are responsible for school/college education, while it is the responsibility of the 

Federal Institute of Vocational Training (BIBB) to oversee training policy and standards 

(Evans, Behrens, & Kaluza, 1999). The system is dual on a second count, which is that 

training occurs both in school and in industry.  Content specifics are largely determined 

through the collaborative efforts of employer’s associations and trade unions at the 
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sectoral level, and overseen by the Federal Institute for Vocational Training 

(Bundesinstitut für Berufsbildung), or BIBB which serves as a federal advisory board 

(Clarke et al. 1994).  General training plans spell out the exact details of the learning 

content for individual firms, while the obligatory general syllabus defines the learning 

content for vocational schools (Pilz, 2007).  According to Pilz (2009) “there are currently 

some 350 curricula (Ausbildungsordnungen) for apprenticeships, drawn up in agreement 

with unions and relevant employers’ association and underwritten by the state” (p. 191).  

In Germany, financing of the dual system is shared. Companies are responsible 

for training costs and the training allowances (Pilz, 2007).  The budget of the vocational 

school and the salaries of the teachers are paid by state governments.  For example, a 

state employee in Bavaria is paid according to the Bavarian-Compensation-Act (Monika 

Herrmann, personal communication, June 6, 2013).   In an effort to enhance training 

incentives, the German Federal Labour Office (Bundesanstalt fur Arbeit) sometimes 

offers subsidies for wage payment assistance for apprentices and trainers (Beckmann, 

2002), however it has been noted that the new federal states in the eastern part of 

Germany, have had difficulty implementing an appropriate funding scheme (Deissinger 

& Hellwig, 2005). 

Germany’s Educational System 

The German educational system of today is characterized by strong institutional 

channeling (Heckhausen & Tomasik, 2002; Bailey & Merritt, 1993), “based on its 

streamed system of general education” (Sharpe & Gibson, 2005, p. 26).   Educational 

mandates, pathways, and transitional times vary in Germany from state to state (Länder), 
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and it is considerably more complex when compared to the primary and secondary 

educational system of the United States.  Students are required to start Grundschule 

(primary education) upon turning six (Hainmüller, 2003).  Depending on the Länder, 

most students begin secondary schooling at age 10 and complete it at age 15 or 16.  The 

four main types of general secondary school are Hauptschule (school for practical 

education); Realschule (school for a mix of practical and liberal education, with the latter 

being given greater emphasis than the former); Gymnasium (school for liberal education); 

and Gesamtschule, (comprehensive school offering practical, liberal and practical liberal 

education). Compulsory, tuition-free secondary education is divided into two levels 

within Gymnasium: Unterstufe (lower level secondary schooling during the first 5 or 6 

years of secondary education) and Oberstufe (upper level secondary schooling during the 

last 3 years of secondary education). 

The typical graduate of Realschule or Hauptschule often enters into an 

apprenticeship (Haynsworth & Perselay, 1994) upon completion.  During this time, these 

same students will attend a vocationally oriented, state-based Berufsschule where they 

receive academic and theoretical training for 1-2 days per week, and train with a firm for 

the remainder of the week. (Behrens, Pilz, & Greuling, 2008; Idriss, 2002; Schmidt, 

1998)  Some schools offer blocked schedules where students will attend school for one 

full week (40 hours), followed by two weeks of full-time training on the job (Idriss, 2002;  

Schmidt, 1998).  Apprentices will spend anywhere from 2 to 3 ½ years of training in a 

specific vocation (Behrens, Pilz, & Greuling, 2008; Heckhausen & Tomasik, 2002; Gitter 

& Scheuer, 1997).  Similar in some respects to CTE courses offered in technical colleges 
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within the United States, students attend classes at the Berufsschule with others training 

for the same occupation (Idriss, 2002).  According to Idriss (2002), “the majority of 

students are in the dual system, however, in some occupations-and especially in the 

eastern states-large numbers of students within the dual system are being trained at state-

supported training facilities rather than in firms” (p. 482).  “Students are required to pass 

an examination administered by external bodies (chambers of crafts and chambers of 

industry and commerce) in order to be awarded a journeyman certificate” (Gitter & 

Scheuer, 1997, p. 18). 

Vocational education is a path pursued by many young Germans.  At the turn of 

the 21st century, nearly two thirds of Germany’s young people participated in post-

secondary education and training through the vocational training system (Idriss, 2002).  

During this same time, about 80% of young people in the vocational education systems 

participated as apprentices in the dual system, while the remaining 20% of students 

received full-time school-based training.  In 2004, the dual system admitted 573,000 

trainees on apprenticeship contracts (Pilz, 2009).  In the same year, 1.6 million trainees 

were accounted for, making it the dominant form of training in Germany. 

Opportunities and Challenges of German VET 

As described, the German system of vocational education and training is well 

established.  To a certain degree, its success is measurable through legislative efforts and 

in the large number of students completing apprenticeships on an annual basis.  Its 

general ability to transition students from school to the working world has drawn the 

attention of scholars, educators, and policymakers worldwide. 
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Perhaps, most intriguing about the German VET model is the level of 

commitment towards systematically training a future work force combined with the 

German social consensus on skilled labor.  In Germany, skill is seen as holistic and 

vocational education is accorded parity of esteem with liberal learning (Lewis, 2007).  

This point has been elaborated further by Gitter and Scheuer (1997): 

Germans consider vocational qualifications as having value in themselves, as the 

training will result in skills that can transfer to other occupations.  Not only does 

apprenticeship confer broadly transferable skills on the individual, but also, it 

socializes the person into the work force- that is, it results in an understanding of 

the rules and values of the workplace, such as punctuality, discipline, and the 

acceptance of hierarchies.  In addition, there is a perceived value in the feeling of 

belonging to a group of coworkers and sharing their common language and 

values.  The German social consensus is that vocational training is important and 

should be provided to all youths. (p. 19) 

This philosophy is further expanded from a social status perspective by Pilz (2007): 

Even if a lifetime employment in one single occupation is becoming less 

common, the forming of social identity by the practised occupation is still an 

important matter. Vocationalism guarantees more or less some kind of social 

upgrading and also a safety net against unemployment. (p. 72)  

A second point of interest is the concept of mentorship.  Firms offering training in 

apprenticeships or any enterprise offering services to the public must employ a Meister 

(Clarke et al., 1994).  These people occupy senior level positions (Clarke et al., 1994) and 



   37 

 

hold the most valuable and significant manual qualification in German industry 

(Deissinger, 1994).  The actual amount of time the Meister spends training an individual 

apprentice varies from firm to firm (Dougherty, 1987), but it could also be argued their 

qualifications, skill, and knowledge benefit the apprenticeship system on another level.  

As previously mentioned, the training necessary to become a Meister requires developing 

skills and knowledge specific to their respective discipline, of educational concepts and 

practices, and of social constructs (i.e. rules and regulations, adolescent position, and 

issues).  Only after successful demonstration of these attributes to a chamber is the status 

bestowed.  As suggested, the status of Meister represents a level of personal achievement.  

Their presence represents a standard of employee quality within each organizational unit 

and for the apprentices under their supervision. Furthermore, according to Deissinger and 

Hellwig (2005), “industry has now made an offer to send mentors to local schools and 

providers whose duty it shall be to support and guide during the apprenticeships.” (p. 

319).      

Other aspects of the German apprenticeship system have been mentioned in the 

literature and are worthy of consideration.  Additional strengths of the German dual-

system have been summarized by Pilz (2009) and offered as follows. 

 The range of skills taught is complex and transferable between employers. 

 The state exercises a coordinating role and ensures transparency by means 

of recognized occupations. 
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 The scheme has long-term stability, thereby creating continuity in the 

vocational training system; at the same time, each individual training 

process is a lengthy and sustained process of learning and socialization. 

 Pay scales and status are governed by the recognized occupation in 

question. 

 The training produces an occupational identity and sense of purpose, while 

the educational element fosters personal development. (p. 197) 

The system has also faced its fair share of recent challenges.  Discussions within 

recent literature focus on the availability of apprenticeship positions (Pilz, 2007; 

Deissinger & Hellwig, 2005; Idriss, 2002; Gitter & Scheuer, 1997) and modernization of 

the German apprenticeship system (Walden & Troltsch, 2011; Pilz, 2007; Deissinger & 

Hellwig, 2005).  Providing enough apprenticeship opportunities has stressed the dual 

system in recent years.  To quote Pilz (2007), “In Germany over the past ten years the 

quantitative problem (of filling the gap between the high number of applicants and the 

shrinking amount of offered apprenticeships) eclipsed in many ways the qualitative 

aspects” (p. 83). The results of this “shrinking effect” came to a head in early 2004 and 

prompted the government to take action; introducing the Act to Secure Provision of 

Training Places (Berufsausbildungssicherungsgesetz) that established a training levy for 

companies with more than ten employees and with a training quota less than 7 percent 

(i.e. the share of apprentices among all employees) (Deissinger & Hellwig, 2005).  As 

Deissinger and Hellwig (2005) wrote: 
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…In order to prevent the government from implementing the training levy, 

employers agreed on a “National Training Pact for Skills and Training 

(Nationaler Pakt für Ausbildung und Fachkräftenachwuchs in Deutschland) in 

which they promised to provide 30,000 additional apprenticeship places per 

annum for the next three years.  At the same time, the government asserted to 

increase the number of training places in the federal administration by 20 per cent 

and to exert pressure on self-employing institutions within its responsibility to 

follow suit. (p. 318)    

Combined with the federal legislation passed in 2005, it would appear the German 

government remains committed to several aspects of the long standing dual system, 

however attempts have also been made to modernize the VET system to meet the needs 

of both the labor market and the apprentice (Pilz, 2007).  Within the commercial sector, 

Germany has made a shift from learning content knowledge to process knowledge and 

problem solving, has shifted the structure of the general syllabus from a static structure of 

different single subjects to a multi-dimensional combination of different learning 

contents, and has begun to foster cooperation between schools and firms toward united 

final exams.  The effects of these efforts are not yet fully understood.  As Pilz (2007) 

pointed out: 

…the modernization process in this early stage can only be analyzed by using the 

relevant curricula and syllabuses, political papers and also the small number of 

existing research publications (Greiner, 2004; Deissinger & Hellwig 2005).  Later 
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on, detailed quantitative and qualitative research on the basis of a more or less 

settled system, which enables statements on trends, will be necessary.  (p. 71) 

As stated, the concept of either partially or entirely borrowing the constructs of 

one education or training system for implementation by another nation is not uncommon.  

Differences in governing rules and regulations, economic conditions, societal or cultural 

norms, and long standing traditions can impact its success or lack thereof.  Germany’s 

highly structured,  government-based  system for transitioning youth into adulthood and 

comparatively low youth unemployment rates has drawn the attention of the international 

community for some time.  Indeed, it is not difficult to locate comparative studies 

focusing on school-to-work transitioning or apprenticeship between country “x” and 

Germany. We will now focus our attention on market-based approaches to CTE evident 

in Canada, the United Kingdom, and the United States. 

Market-Based Approaches to CTE 

Taylor and Watt-Malcolm (2007) reviewed the current framework and operational 

characteristics of Canada’s approach toward apprenticeship in their study focusing on 

opportunities and limits of expansive learning.  Similar to the German model of 

apprenticeship, students combine both on-the-job training with classroom instruction.  

The Canadian Apprenticeship Forum (CAF) assembles representatives from business, 

labor, government, education, and equity groups to support the system country wide.  

Provincial governments (such as Alberta, British Columbia, and Ontario) are responsible 

for regulation, certification and establishment of standards, and provide funding to 
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promote and deliver the programs for a relatively small number of participants (registered 

apprentices account for less than 1% of the national labor force).  

The second largest province in terms of apprenticeship registration behind Ontario 

is Alberta (Taylor & Watt-Malcolm, 2007). The status of youth apprenticeships here has 

been investigated and documented by Lehmann (2005).  In his words “compared to other 

Canadian provinces, Alberta has been the most persistent in its pursuit of linking schools 

and industry in general, and in expanding its youth apprenticeship programme in 

particular” (p. 109).  “Informed by German dual system of vocational education” 

(Lehmann, 2005, p. 108), the Registered Apprenticeship Program (RAP) is aimed at 

providing high school students in Grade 11 (students 15 or 16 years old) with similar 

benefits.  The system has been designed to incorporate flexibility between school and on-

the-job training time, promote graduation of high school, encourage participation in post-

secondary education, and address skill shortages in the trades sector (Lehmann, 2005). 

In his mixed method comparative study focusing on the relationship between 

structural factors (i.e. class, gender) and individual-reflexive decision making in school-

to-work transition, Lehmann (2004) found that “both the academic-track students and the 

youth apprentices whose transition plans reproduced their social status formed 

dispositions from a habitually limited range of possibilities” (p. 394).  Within this system, 

Lehmann concluded it is necessary to recognize “the reproduction of social inequality in 

school-work transitions is not exclusively tied up with the transition process itself, we 

need to turn our attention to the economic rewards and social norms associated with 

certain careers” (p. 395).   
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To a similar extent as Germany, the United Kingdom has a far reaching history of 

apprenticeship.  However, after several decades of declining participation in 

apprenticeship programs (Fuller & Unwin, 2003), and the recession in the early 1980’s, 

the UK version of apprenticeship almost disappeared in its recognized form (Smith & 

Smith, 2007).  

 In an effort to improve the training and qualifications of youth entering into the 

labor market, the UK introduced the Modern Apprenticeship (MA) program in September 

of 1994 (McIntosh, 2005; Fuller & Unwin, 2003, Ryan & Unwin, 2001).  The name 

‘Modern Apprenticeship’ was chosen to distinguish it from the preexisting form of 

apprenticeship, offering new occupational sectors, promoting gender equality, and 

ultimately leading to a Level 3 National Vocational Qualification (NVQ) (Fuller & 

Unwin, 2003).   

Marked similarities and differences between the German and UK version of 

apprenticeship training can be drawn from Fuller and Unwin (2003): 

In the first year of the Modern Apprenticeship, programmes were offered in 14 

‘prototype’ occupational sectors, but they quickly expanded to just over 80 

sectors, many of which had no previous experiences of offering apprenticeships or 

indeed substantive training to young people.  The government pays for all training 

cost covered by the framework, and the employer pays the apprentice a wage.  

Given the range of sectors which are allowed to offer the Modern Apprenticeship 

and the relative freedom of the NTOs (National Training Organization- 

responsible for designing the Modern Apprenticeship ‘framework’ for their 
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sector), it is not surprising that there are enormous variations between 

apprenticeships in terms of: pay; length of training; provision of on and off-the-

job training; and range of qualifications included. (p. 7) 

As stated, both MAs and NVQs have received their share of scrutiny.  According 

to Smith and Smith (2007), “employers did not play a major role in the development of 

the new vocational qualifications and the modern apprenticeship systems” (p. 62).  The 

introduction of the NVQs along with traditional vocational qualifications has complicated 

the system and has even deterred employers and individuals from using the new 

qualification structures.  Some employers and learners remain committed to traditional 

vocational qualifications despite the introduction of NVQs and government persuasion to 

pursue the changeover.  Completion rates of MA have struggled and fallen below half in 

many industry sectors (Smith & Smith, 2007; Fuller & Unwin, 2003) and efforts towards 

gender balancing has eluded those sectors traditionally male or female dominant (Beck, 

Fuller, & Unwin, 2006).  In contrast to the German system of apprenticeship training, 

“the system enjoys no legal status under statutory law and is represented as a program 

under the Ministry of Education and Skills” (Sharpe & Gibson, 2005, p. 31).  Fuller and 

Unwin (2009) state the holistic notion of the apprentice and the journey they take towards 

becoming a morally upright citizen with an occupational expertise is being reinvented in 

England to the point where the meaning of apprenticeship has become “significantly 

diluted” (p. 406).   

In April 2005 the label ‘Modern’ was dropped, and is now referred to under the 

umbrella term ‘Apprenticeships’ (Smith & Smith, 2007; Beck, Fuller, & Unwin, 2006).  
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Apprenticeships are divided into two levels: ‘Advanced Apprenticeships’ leading to level 

3 NVQ; and ‘Apprenticeship’ leading to level 2 NVQ (Beck, Fuller, & Unwin, 2006).  

Fuller and Unwin (2009) reported approximately one-hundred occupational areas. 

History of Apprenticeship in the United States 

The history of CTE in the United States by means of apprenticeship was largely 

influenced by Kerchensteiner through his visit to the United States in the early part of the 

20th century (Lewis, 2007).  Until then, training in a particular craft was passed on from a 

master to apprentice for a specified number of years in return for food, clothing, and/ or 

shelter (Wisconsin Department of Workforce Development [WI DWD], 2012).  A more 

formal approach to apprenticeship training was enacted in 1911, when the Wisconsin 

Apprenticeship Law (SS 106.01) was passed.  This law established the state’s vocational 

school system (now recognized as the Wisconsin Technical College System) to provide 

related classroom instruction to apprentices.  This school system was “modeled on the 

German continuation schools pioneered by the Munich educator Georg Kerschensteiner” 

and “provided four to eight hours of general and practical instruction each week to youth 

aged 14-16 who had left school and entered the labor force” (Kantor, 1986, p. 406) 

The federal government responded by passing the National Apprenticeship Act in 

1937.  Originally, federal legislation was aimed at providing safeguards for those 

engaged in apprenticeships along with facilitating the efforts of individual states, 

employers, and educators (The National Apprenticeship Act of 1937, Fitzgerald Act, as 

amended PL 75-308, 50 Stat. 664, 57 Stat. 518, 29 U.S.C. 50, 50a, 50b.). 
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As a nation, the United States prospered following World War II until the 1970’s 

when questionable product quality, oil shortages, and political unrest took center stage.  

Continuing economic struggles in the world marketplace prompted a closer look into 

other systems of training.  In the 1980’s, American students were falling behind their 

peers from other developed nations throughout the world, while at the same time, global 

competition in automotive and electronics industries forced American manufacturers to 

reconsider their business strategies.  In both arenas, the topic of discussion was (and 

remains) largely focused on quality.  Once again, policymakers and scholars became 

interested in re-examining characteristics of the existing apprenticeship model along with 

successful European apprenticeship models, like those found in Germany (Bailey, 

1993a), Austria, Switzerland, and Denmark ( Hamilton, 1993). 

The United States Department of Labor, Employment and Training 

Administration, Office of Apprenticeship (OA), along with the National Association of 

State and Territorial Apprenticeship Directors (NASTAD), work together to achieve 

stability and recognition of the Registered Apprenticeship model (NASTAD, 2011).  The 

federal Registered Apprenticeship system provides incremental wage increases 

commensurate with improvements in skill, on-the-job training, and industry issued, 

nationally recognized credentials (U.S. Department of Labor, 2013b)  

 According to the U.S. Department of Labor (2013c) website, there were over 

147,000 individuals participating in Registered Apprenticeship programs during the 2012 

fiscal year (10/01/2011 to 9/30/2012).  In the same year, electricians accounted for the 

majority of these apprenticeships (36,742), followed by carpenters (15,479) and plumbers 
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(13,201).  States with the most Registered Apprenticeship programs in FY 2012 included 

Virginia (2,750), New Jersey (1,830), Connecticut (1,347), Massachusetts (1,337), 

Michigan (1,184), and Wisconsin (1,066).  While the number of program completers 

appears to be holding steady, the number of active programs appears to be trending 

downward between FY 2003 (32,196) to FY 2012 (21,278).    

Under the federal government, individual states have established their own 

policies governing apprenticeship.  Serving as an initial model for the national 

apprenticeship system, “Wisconsin has deliberately shaped its laws to include 

apprenticeship as part of the educational structure of the State” (Wisconsin 

Apprenticeship Manual, 2011, p. 2) and has been amended the original law several times 

since it was first enacted. 

Prospects and Challenges of Youth Apprenticeship 

Much like Germany, the apprenticeship model of career and technical education 

within the United States has seen its fair share of challenges.  Some critics question the 

willingness of employers to participate in an educational model whereby inexperienced 

workers, in their late teens, are educated at the expense of the company (Bailey, 1993a).  

A massive movement toward youth apprenticeship would require a substantial number of 

available jobs.  In addition, potentially high turnover rates might further discourage 

management and business owners from becoming willing participants.  These 

uncertainties, coupled with poor economic conditions and a competitive market system, 

may be less than appealing to those bearing training costs. 
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Where apprenticeship systems for training and education have been employed, 

there is also discussion surrounding inequalities toward minority groups and women.  

According to Bailey (1993a), “Blacks have been underrepresented among apprentices in 

this country,” and those “who have gained access to apprenticeship programs are much 

more concentrated in the lower skilled occupations” (p. 8).  As in other countries utilizing 

apprenticeship training, women in America are underrepresented.  A large number of 

vocations supported by employers have been traditionally dominated by males.  Federal 

and state agencies have recognized these trends and, to some degree, appear to be taking 

measures to promote gender equity.  The Office of Apprenticeship has adopted an Equal 

Employment Opportunity pledge all apprenticeship sponsors are to support 

(Apprenticeship in Wisconsin).  Essentially, the sponsor is to take affirmative action to 

provide equal employment opportunity in apprenticeship and will operate the 

apprenticeship program as required under Title 29 CFR, Part 30.  Health care, in 

particular, has emphasized the need for greater minority participation from its workforce 

to match its patient population and in turn ensure better communication between patient 

and caregiver, and overall, improve health care (McNeil Research and Evaluation 

Associates, 2005.). 

The prospect and challenges of expanding existing youth apprenticeship programs 

within the United States has been critically examined by Hamilton and Bailey.  Both have 

discussed the apprenticeship model from the perspective of a broad educational reform.   

Hamilton acknowledged there are challenges in borrowing the German model of 

youth apprenticeship in its entirety that should not be overlooked, but advocated positive 
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features could be borrowed and adapted by the United States (Hamilton & Lempert, 

1996).  These positive attributes would ultimately improve the transition of many youth 

immediately entering the workforce beyond high school. Hamilton and co-author 

Lempert (1996), have examined the impact of apprenticeship on adolescent development.  

Their review of the German model in an effort toward providing insight for youth 

apprenticeships in the United States addressed four questions:  

1.  How are young people allocated to apprenticeships and thereby to 

occupations? 

2.  What are the occupational prospects for workers who have completed 

apprenticeships?  

3.  How does apprenticeship affect young people’s political socialization?  

4.  How does apprenticeship affect young people’s personality development?    

  (p. 429) 

Of these, question 1. most closely aligns with the purpose of the present study concerning 

student inputs, environmental supports and barriers; while questions 2., 3., and 4. more 

closely align with the concept of youth apprenticeship as an educational model for 

adolescents.    

Hamilton and Lempert (1996) addressed the first question by examining 

apprenticeship through the lens of equal opportunity along with diversity in personal 

capability and aspirations.  In order for the German model to be successful in the United 

States, they cited the importance of equal access to training in desirable training firms 

and occupations made possible through government financial support, perhaps in the 
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form of tax incentives, subsidies, or a levy-grant system.  They maintained, “Effective 

schooling is essential to equalizing access to desirable apprenticeships…that enable all 

young people to achieve high standards and prepare them all for demanding 

apprenticeships” (p. 448).        

The second, third and fourth questions addressed the transformative capability of 

the German model, and its ability to serve as a foundation for career development, 

political socialization, and personality development. Of these, Hamilton and Lempert 

(1996) state: 

Perhaps the most positive finding for the United States from the German research 

on apprentices’ careers is that a system that relies heavily on work-based learning 

teaches general skills that can be transported to other employers and used as a 

basis for further formal and informal learning. (p. 439)  

Although not explicitly stated by Hamilton and Lempert, it could be inferred, 

socialization and personality development are partial products of career development 

through the youth apprenticeship model.  As they stated, the degree to which these 

constructs are formed depends on several other factors including the size of training firms 

and their competency to provide training, job skill and knowledge requirements, and the 

ability to provide both academic rigor and occupational breadth.   

Bailey has also contributed to the body of research surrounding youth 

transitioning beyond high school.  In 1993, he co-authored a research report investigating 

the feasibility of youth apprenticeship within the United States for Manpower 

Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC), a nonprofit, nonpartisan education and 
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social policy research organization dedicated to improving programs and policies 

affecting the poor (History of MDRC, 2013).   

The framework for analysis included four components: student participation, 

educational content, location of instruction, and credentialing (Bailey & Merritt, 1993).  

Within this framework, they examined four programs claimed to share characteristics 

with the apprenticeship model; namely Agricultural education, Cooperative education, 

High School Career Academies, and Tech Prep.  Of these programs, Bailey and Merritt 

concluded “none of the four school-to-work models examined “even approach the level 

of employer involvement implied by the youth apprenticeship model” (p. 51).   

Of the four components examined, Bailey and Merritt (1993) concluded “one of 

the most serious potential problems with the model (youth apprenticeship) concerns 

location of instruction- that is, whether the workplace can effectively provide a 

significant portion of the education for a large segment of American youth” (p. 59).  They 

raised specific concerns of whether or not the workplace can function as a learning 

environment on the same plane as formal educational institutions.  Concerns over 

adequacy and consistency of youth apprenticeship training, and having enough student 

placements permeate their discussion, as they stated: “serious monitoring and 

improvement of on-the-job pedagogy is extremely problematic in a system based on 

voluntary employer participation” (p. 60).  They concluded the report by recommending 

expansion of existing school-based models (specifically academies and Tech Prep) and 

classroom simulation of effective on-the-job learning experiences. Implications and 

recommendations are summarized in the final paragraph of the report: 
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Many barriers stand in the way of the development of a large-scale youth 

apprenticeship program.  Nevertheless, we believe that the education reform 

discussion, of which youth apprenticeship programs are a part, is extremely 

important.  Many of the reforms that are associated with apprenticeships can 

make fundamental contributions to the broad movement to strengthen education.  

These include efforts to break down the distinctions between learning and 

working, school and community, academic and vocational instruction, and 

college-bound and non-college-bound students; to foster interactive links between 

schools and employers; to incorporate authentic work related learning into the 

education of large numbers of adolescents; and to address the issues of assessment 

and certification within a broad and comprehensive framework.  Current models 

of youth apprenticeship may have to evolve into strategies that will make them 

appropriate for the economic, cultural, and institutional context of the United 

States.  In any case, the experiences that we gain through efforts to develop youth 

apprenticeship models and their components will certainly lead to a more 

effective education system in the United States. (Bailey & Merritt, 1993, p. 63-64)    

While Hamilton and Bailey agreed on some aspects of youth apprenticeship, their 

enthusiasm toward adapting the German model was quite different.  In a 1993 issue of the 

Educational Researcher devoted to youth apprenticeship, the two debated the 

applicability of the German model toward educational reform within the United States.    

Bailey (1993a) outlined many of the same concerns in an article entitled Can 

Youth Apprenticeship Thrive in the United States? as was outlined in the 1993 report to 
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the MDRC (Bailey & Merritt, 1993), questioning its ability to provide an adequate 

number of equitable, legitimate learning experiences in an environment lacking 

governance.  More specifically, Bailey (1993a) stated “…there is a significant 

institutional problem.  There needs to be some form of overarching institution trusted by 

employers and workers (and unions where they exist)” (p. 7).  He concluded by 

recommending classroom-based simulation of authentic work experiences, school-based 

enterprises, and cognitive apprenticeships; “measures to achieve many of the benefits of 

apprenticeship with less reliance on employers” (p. 9). 

Hamilton’s (1993) article Prospects of an American-Style Youth Apprenticeship 

System replied by stating Bailey’s cautions are well founded, but disagreed with his 

recommendations.  Hamilton believed: 

...it would be a mistake to move the target closer and convince ourselves that such 

measures would be almost as good as apprenticeship.  Even if we do not succeed 

in building the kind of comprehensive youth apprenticeship system that advocates 

envision, we will learn more and achieve more by trying than by 

compromising…I argue that a properly designed system can overcome the 

barriers Bailey has identified. (p. 11) 

In an effort toward making desirable apprenticeships available, Hamilton (1993) offered 

two suggestions based on the German model: improvement in program accessibility 

through mass transit systems and boarding options, and guidance in selecting the right 

occupational area based on availability.  His article concluded by stating concern over the 
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potential economic decline and social imbalance should the United States fail to use 

workplaces as learning environments.   

Bailey’s (1993b) rejoinder to Hamilton restates his original position, arguing: 

…under present conditions, reformers can expect only tenuous employer 

commitment…If employer participation is based only on good-will and a sense of 

public responsibility, then schools are unlikely to prevail when disagreements 

arise over program specifics.  The employers, not the schools, will have the 

leverage. (p. 17)    

The efforts of Hamilton and Bailey encapsulates a portion of the present study; 

however the literature does not investigate and discuss the degree to which personal 

inputs, environmental supports and barriers, student attitudes towards career, career self-

efficacy, and career outcome expectations impact the choice to pursue youth 

apprenticeship opportunities.  Where youth apprenticeship opportunities exist in the 

United States, do they improve career opportunities for high school graduates based on 

individual differences?    

Related Studies using Social Cognitive Career Theory (SCCT)   

Several studies have used the Social Cognitive Career Theory (SCCT) model to 

examine potential relationships between its constructs using high school participants.  In 

particular, three independent studies, utilizing portions of the SCCT model, have been 

conducted to: predict high school girls’ choice of an SME college major, SME self-

efficacy, outcome expectations in college, and aspiration to become leaders in SME fields 
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(Nauta & Epperson, 2003); predict educational and vocational attitudes among rural high 

school students (Wettersten et al., 2005);  

Nauta and Epperson (2003) conducted a 4 year longitudinal study with the 

objective of examining several SCCT variables simultaneously, including measures of 

interest and math ability in predicting SME outcomes for high school girls.  A second 

goal of the study was “to assess, among women who had selected SME college majors, if 

SCCT variables were predictive of plans to become leaders within SME fields” (p. 449).   

Consistent with the author’s study regarding youth apprenticeship participation by 

high school students, similar measures in the work by Nauta and Epperson (2003) 

included both first level cognitive-personal variables and second level personal inputs 

and learning experiences. More specifically, first level measures included high school 

and college SME self-efficacy, SME outcome expectations, interests, and leadership 

aspirations (closely related to goals in the SCCT framework).  Second level measures of 

personal inputs and learning experiences included math and science ability, and year in 

school, and number of science and math classes taken.   

The findings for this study (Nauta & Epperson, 2003) were consistent with 

several of SCCT’s predictions, but not all.  Similar to the SCCT hypotheses, Nauta and 

Epperson found positive and significant relationships between math-science ability and 

high school SME self-efficacy.  They also found positive relationships between SME 

self-efficacy and science interests, and between science interests and SME college major 

choices.  Contrary to the SCCT, they did not find a significant relationship between the 
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learning experience of enrolling in high school math and science courses and college 

SME self-efficacy. According to the authors: 

…this may have been due to the restriction of range in the number of high school 

sciences and math classes theses students had taken.  Perhaps this hypothesized 

SCCT path would have been supported had our sample included students who, in 

high school, were not already in a college preparatory track and who did not 

already have some proclivity to prefer SME fields. (p. 454)     

An in-depth review of all the findings from Nauta and Epperson’s (2003) study is 

beyond the scope of this literary review, but the framework, constructs, and findings 

presented serve as a legitimate reference for the present study.  Recommendations for 

replication of their study included utilizing a larger, more diverse sample; a re-

examination of the instruments used in measuring the constructs; inclusion of outcome 

expectations measured throughout the entire longitudinal study; and multiple assessment 

of the SCCT variables in an order strictly consistent with the SCCT model to answer 

questions about the presumed causal sequence of these factors over time.   

Another study conducted as part of a doctoral course at the University of North 

Dakota, examined similar constructs within the SCCT framework.   It “investigated the 

ability of assessed levels of social support, perceived parental involvement, academic 

self-efficacy, and perceived educational barriers to predict school engagement and work 

role attitudes among rural high school students” (Wettersten et al., 2005, p. 658).  The 

study was intended to test the generalizability of a previous study by Kenny et al. (2003) 
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focusing on urban youth, and expanded to include academic self-efficacy and perceptions 

of parents’ pro-educational behavior (Wettersten et al., 2005).   

Simultaneous regression analysis was used to test a total of nine predictor 

variables. To assess work role attitudes, four predictor variables: social support, academic 

self-efficacy, perceptions of parents’ pro-educational behaviors, and perceptions of 

educational barriers were subjected to three separate simultaneous regression equations 

for three dependent variables: career outcome expectations, academic outcome 

expectations, and career salience (Wettersten et al., 2005).  The authors found all three 

regression equations to be significant.  To assess school engagement, the same four 

predictor variables previously identified (along with outcome expectations) were 

subjected to separate simultaneous regression equations for two dependent variables: 

school engagement attitude and school engagement behavior. Again, Wettersten et al. 

found both regression equations to be significant.    

There were three recommendations for student intervention from this study of 

rural high school students consistent with discussions centered on youth apprenticeship:  

(b)  linking rural students with mentors in both the local community, and through 

 the Internet, to a larger community outside of their rural house;  

(c)  providing career exploration classes that give traditional training in career 

 information and exploration but also experiential training in relationship  

 building and self-esteem building; and  
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(d)  consulting with teachers and parents to build strong social skills and a  

 supportive classroom environment as a means of increasing school engagement. 

 (Wettersten et al., 2005, p. 663) 

Summary 

The intent of this chapter was to review literature relevant to a study focusing on 

personal inputs, environmental barriers, and supports of high school students pursuing 

youth apprenticeship programs while in high school.  It began with an overview of CTE 

and work-based learning, and was followed by an in-depth analysis of the Germany’s 

long standing, government-based approach to vocational education and training.  The 

thorough review of this system was intended to illustrate the highly structured, imbedded 

nature of the dual system within German society. A synopsis of market driven approaches 

to youth apprenticeship by Canada and the United Kingdom offered another international 

perspective.  Upon reviewing the framework of apprenticeship systems within the United 

States, prospects and challenges of adopting youth apprenticeship as a broad educational 

reform were discussed through the eyes of Hamilton and Bailey.  This chapter concluded 

by examining two studies that employed the Social Cognitive Career Theory (SCCT) 

developed by Lent, Brown, and Hackett (1994).  Both studies included constructs, 

methods, and analysis relative to career choice.       

Several developed countries have attempted to adopt or adapt to a vocational 

education and training model (apprenticeship system) similar to Germany.  Public 

policies, economic conditions, and cultural norms have largely affected public 

perception, longevity, support, and ultimately, the success of each.  The apprenticeship 
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model of education and vocational training has been adapted at the national, state, and 

local levels within the United States to various degrees with similar results. 

One of the primary objectives of any apprenticeship model of vocational 

education and training has been to balance the number of available apprenticeship 

participants with the number of available apprenticeship opportunities, while satisfying 

the needs of several groups.  With regards to Germany’s apprenticeship training system, 

Walden and Troltsch (2011) stated “the insufficient number of apprenticeship places in 

recent years is less the result of any supposed obsolescence of this training system than of 

the close link between the apprenticeship system and the employment system” (p. 305).  

Broadly speaking, although an apprenticeship system has been a model of learning 

(knowledge, skill, attitudes, norms, etc.), a dynamic tension has existed in meeting the 

range of needs by invested parties (states, school districts, individuals, employers, and 

society) (Fuller & Unwin, 2011).  At the foundation of well established, large scale 

apprenticeship systems, government policies have been enacted to facilitate a degree of 

balance; the most effective systems have legislation which accounts for the dynamic 

nature of their participants.          

Influenced by the educational philosophy of Kerchensteiner, grounded by state 

law and financially supported, the state of Wisconsin has had a long standing tradition of 

apprenticeship training.  Youth apprenticeship programs can be found in all reaches of 

the state, ranging from rural communities to the largest school districts.  Comparatively 

speaking, the availability of youth apprenticeship programs state-wide made it a suitable 
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choice for examining student related factors contributing to the participation in like 

programs.  

The Social Cognitive Career Theory model, and prior research utilizing it, have 

served as guidance in the present study focused on youth apprenticeship and factors 

contributing to career decisions based on career attitudes and other personal inputs (age, 

gender, ethnicity, grades, socio-economic status), career self-efficacy, career outcome 

expectations and support mechanisms.  According to the SCCT model, these factors are 

posited to impact future career related interests, goals, and ultimately, the actions 

individuals take to achieve their goals. (see Figure 1.1.).  Youth apprenticeship students 

receive a unique type of educational experience, beyond what some might term a 

“traditional” classroom-based approach.  A better understanding as to the underlying 

reasons to pursue a youth apprenticeship, work-based education, versus a purely 

classroom-based approach has not been systematically studied utilizing a model grounded 

in the SCCT. 

The merit of work-based learning within the United States has been, and 

continues to be, examined and debated amongst philosophers, educators, and politicians.  

Several advantages and disadvantages of youth apprenticeship training have been offered 

and discussed.  The primary focus of this study is to examine key factors posited to 

contribute to student participation in a YA program relative to career decisions.  If these 

factors are more deeply understood from a student perspective, there exists a potential to 

address inaccuracies, modify policies, and ultimately, enhance student learning based on 

individual needs, sound data, and logic.   
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Chapter III 

Methodology 

 This chapter will provide an overview of the procedures used in addressing the 

research questions outlined in Chapter I.  It details the design of the study, including 

variables and their relationships. Variables employed in the study will be operationalized. 

The instrument used to collect data will then be described, along with piloting of an 

initial draft. Participant sampling and human subject procedures are discussed. Finally, 

statistical methods used to derive answers to the research questions are outlined.   

Participants 

The general approach was that high school students who were eligible to 

voluntarily participate in the research study would require written permission from a 

parent(s) or guardian (for students 17 years of age or younger) and assent by themselves 

(see Appendix B).  Willing participants 18 years of age or older were to sign an assent 

form (see Appendix C) indicating voluntary participation. Students not providing written 

permission from their parent(s) or guardian, and/or not providing assent themselves, were 

not eligible to participate.   

It was anticipated and confirmed in working with local district career and 

technical education (CTE) coordinators, due to compliance with child labor laws and 

course sequencing of high school CTE related classes, it was more typical to have junior 

(Grade 11) and senior (Grade 12) standing students participate in youth apprenticeships 

than freshman (Grade 9) or sophomores (Grade 10).  Thus, the focus was on junior and 

senior level classes.  Two types of students were of interest, those participating in Youth 
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Apprenticeship (YA) and their peers in the same cohort who had opted not to participate 

(Non-YA).  

Sampling 

Potential schools offering youth apprenticeships leading to a Wisconsin State 

Skills Certificate were identified through contacts made with high school CTE 

instructors, school district youth apprenticeship coordinators, and Cooperative Education 

Service (CESA) agencies across the state of Wisconsin.  Additionally, a request for 

participation in the study was included in the March, 2012 publication of YA News (see 

Appendix D), a statewide newsletter distributed to all coordinators of youth 

apprenticeship programs.  A conscious effort was made to approach both urban and rural 

schools throughout Wisconsin to provide for a more diverse demographic base.   

Upon receiving written approval from each school district (see Appendix E, F, G, 

H, and I) and the University of Minnesota Institutional Review Board (see Appendix J), 

meeting times and locations were confirmed with local youth apprenticeship coordinators 

and high school teachers to discuss the purpose of the research, measures within the 

survey, and survey protocol.  Parental consent and student assent forms (paper copies) 

were made available to these people and distributed to students approximately one week 

prior to completion of the surveys.   

Conceptually, the number of Non-YA students from each school was to equal the 

number of YA students.  From school to school and collectively, sample size for both the 

YA (n = 83) and Non-YA (n = 95) groups was ultimately determined by the number of 
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voluntary participants.  The completion rate of all 77 survey items by 178 participants 

was 79.21%. 

Survey Instrument and Measures      

The entire survey consisted of 5 sections: My Perception of Support (25 items), 

My Belief in Personal Career Decisions (25 items), My Expectations of a Future Career 

(12 items), My Attitude Towards a Future Career (10 items), and General Information 

about Myself (5 items) (See Appendix K). 

My Perception of Support. The original Teacher Support Scale (TSS) 

instrument (McWhirter, 1996) was developed to assess student perception of teacher   

support.  Metheny, McWhirter, and O’Neil (2008) have examined the psychometric 

properties of the 21-item instrument.  For the purpose of the present study, a modified 

version of the 25-item Teacher Support Scale (TSS)- Revised (E. H. McWhirter, personal 

communication, August 11, 2009) was used.   

To gauge student perception of support beyond exclusively teachers, students 

responded to the statement “My parent(s)/relatives, teachers and friends…” as it was 

hypothesized parent(s)/relative and friends have the potential to influence student support 

given their relationship with the subjects.  As offered, the present study was not 

concerned with assessment of “who specifically” has been supportive of career-related 

goals, aspirations, and actions, but more so in collectively gauging the perceived support 

of individuals likely to interact with the subjects on a regular basis.  Sample items from 

the modified TSS included “My parents/relatives, teachers, and friends…are helpful 

when I have questions about career issues,” “…challenge me to think about my future 
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goals,” and “…think I should go to college.”  Modifications to wording of specific items 

were not made from the original instrument developed by McWhirter.  The modified 

instrument used in the present study, employs a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 

“strongly disagree” (1 point) to “strongly agree” (5 points). 

According to McWhirter, Rasheed, & Crothers (2000): 

A Cronbach’s alpha of .96 was obtained in a sample of freshman and sophomore 

high school students (McWhirter & Paa, 1999).  McWhirter and Paa (1999) also 

reported evidence of concurrent validity, obtaining a correlation of r = .72 (p < 

.001) between TSS and Farmers (1983) six-item measure of teacher support. (p. 

335) 

My Belief in Personal Career Decisions.  Bandura (1997) stated, “perceived 

self-efficacy refers to beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize and execute the courses of 

action required to produce given attainments” (p. 3).  Within the framework of the SCCT 

model (see Appendix A), self-efficacy is posited to influence career outcome 

expectations, interests, goals, and actions.  This construct is considered to contain a 

dynamic set of self-beliefs, specific to particular performance domains (Lent, Brown, & 

Hackett, 1994).  They continually interact with other personal, behavioral, and contextual 

factors.  Bandura (1997) spoke more directly on vocational self-efficacy: 

Beliefs about one’s capabilities are influential determinants of vocational life 

paths (Betz & Hackett, 1986; Lent & Hackett, 1987). Young adults forgo 

vocations they see as providing valued benefits and rewards if they lack the 

efficacy to fulfill the entry requirements and occupational demands (Wheeler, 
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1983).  A low sense of efficacy thus forecloses consideration of vocational 

options despite opportunities and attractive incentives.  Beliefs of occupational 

efficacy are largely the product of socioeducational experiences and prevailing 

cultural attitudes and practices.  The adverse experiences associated with low 

socioeconomic status breed a low sense of occupational efficacy regardless of the 

prestige level of the vocation.  Efficacy beliefs are diminished by experiences 

arising from gender barriers as well as social class barriers (Hannah & Kahn, 

1989).  Cultural changes have expanded the array of career options for women 

compared to the opportunity structures for them in the past.  But ingrained 

stereotyping practices change slowly.  Women’s lowered sense of efficacy for 

traditionally male-dominated occupations constrains their occupational 

development and pursuits (Betz & Hackett, 1981) (p. 188). 

For the present study, the Career Decision Self-Efficacy Scale – Short Form 

(CDSE–SF) instrument was used (Betz & Klein, 1996; Betz, Hammond, & Multon, 

2005).  The 25 item instrument employs a 5 point Likert-type scale.  The lead-in 

statement for all 25 items reads “How much confidence to you have that you could:”.  

Examples of individual items include “make a plan of your goals for the next five years”; 

“prepare a good resume”; “change occupations if you are not satisfied with one you 

enter”; define the type of lifestyle you would like to have.”  Respondents choose from a 5 

point continuum: no confidence at all (1 point), very little confidence (2 points), 

moderate confidence (3 points), much confidence (4 points), complete confidence (5 

points).   
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The original CDSE-SF instrument (Betz & Klein, 1996; Betz, Hammond, & 

Multon, 2005) distributes the 25 items among five subscales (Scale 1- Self-Appraisal; 

Scale 2- Occupational Information; Scale 3-Goal Selection; Scale 4-Planning; Scale 5-

Problem Solving).   The total score is computed by summing all 25 items and dividing by 

25.  Use of the subscales was beyond the scope of this research; individual items were 

assessed independently and collectively.    

The Manual for the Career Decision and Self-Efficacy Scale and CDSE-Short 

Form by Betz and Taylor (2006) reported a Cronbach’s Alpha of .96 upon replacing an 

original item “Find information in the library about occupations you are interested in” 

with “Use the Internet to find information about occupations you are interested in.”  

Detailed evidence of content validity and structure; concurrent, predictive and 

discriminant validity; criterion-related and construct validity can also be found in the 

aforementioned manual.  

My Expectations of a Future Career.  Outcome expectations are personal 

beliefs about probable response outcomes (Lent, Brown, & Hackett, 1994).  Whereas the 

construct of self-efficacy focuses on the question “can I do this,” the construct of 

outcome expectations center on “if I do this, what will happen.”  Outcome expectations 

relative to career choice have been assessed within the context of several different studies 

utilizing the SCCT framework (Metheny, McWhirter, & O’Neil, 2008; Ali, McWhirter, 

& Chronister, 2005; Wettersten et al., 2005; McWhirter, Rasheed, & Crothers, 2000).  

Career outcome expectations have been described as an individual’s imagined 

consequences of engaging in a career.  
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The original 6-item Vocational Outcome Expectation scale (VOE) was 

constructed by McWhirter (McWhirter, Rasheed, & Crothers, 2000) and has since been 

revised to include six additional questions to represent Bandura’s three types of outcome 

expectations (self-evaluation or satisfaction, physical, and social) specific to the process 

of career decision-making (Metheny, 2009). VOE-R was used to sample 279 two-year 

and four-year college students.  Metheny (2009) detailed the psychometric properties for 

this study: 

An alpha of .92 was obtained for the present sample, suggesting adequate internal 

consistency (Clark &Watson, 1995). An exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was 

conducted using maximum likelihood extraction, no rotation, and listwise deletion 

of missing values. The size of the eigenvalue for the first factor relative to that of 

the next largest factor was 7: 1. Further, the variance of inter-item correlations 

was reasonably low (0.008), suggesting adequate unidimensionality (Clark & 

Watson). (p. 55-56)  

The present study examining of factors influencing participation in youth 

apprenticeship, utilized the 12-item VOE-R.  It included response options ranging from 

“strongly disagree” (1 point) to “strongly agree” (4 points).  Examples of VOE-R items 

included, “My career planning will lead to a satisfying career for me,” “I will have a 

career/occupation that is respected in our society,” and “My career/occupation choice will 

allow me to have the lifestyle that I want.”   

My Attitude towards a Future Career.  Research surrounding the construct of 

attitude as it relates to career development has been extensive.  Positive exploratory 
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attitudes have been posited to allow individuals “to learn and optimally adapt to shifting 

environmental demands and psychological states” (Flum & Blustein, 2000, p. 382).  

Along similar lines, it was noted by Wettersten et al. (2005)  “work role attitudes 

positively correlate with career exploration and commitment (Stumpf & Lockhart, 1987), 

and (c) the SCCT model has demonstrated explanatory power for predicting school and 

work performance (e.g., Flores & O’Brien, 2002; Smith and Fouad, 1999)” (p. 658). 

 For the present study, the Career Maturity Inventory – Screening Form S, 

developed by Savickas and Porfeli (2011), Northeastern Ohio Universities College of 

Medicine, was used.  The Screening Form S (10 item instrument) is a shortened version 

of the Career Maturity Inventory- Counseling Form C (24 item instrument) developed by 

Crites and Savickas.  Examples of items used in the assessment of student attitude 

include “I don’t know what courses I should take in school”; “I really can’t find any work 

that has much appeal to me”; “There are so many things to consider in choosing an 

occupation, it is hard to make a decision.”  The response format is disagree (1 point) and 

agree (0 points), with higher student scores representing more positive attitudes toward 

career choice. 

 Savickas and Porfeli (2011) stated the CMI Screening Form, in comparison to the 

Vocational Identity Scale (Holland & Holland, 1977) “with a coefficient alpha of .87, 

correlated .84 with the 18 items in Form C and .79 with the 10-item Screening Form” (p. 

366).    

General Information about Myself.  The final section of the survey requested 

student background information.  Measures of background information similar to those 
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used by McWhirter, Rasheed, and Crothers (2000) were used.  Respondents indicated: 1) 

age as of their last birthday; 2) gender; 3) ethnicity; 4) overall grades throughout high 

school; and 5) female head of households’ highest level of education.   

Research Design 

Pilot Study.  In May of 2011, a pilot study was conducted in order to assess 

student comprehension of the survey, and also to develop, revise, and impliment a 

protocol for the main study.  Upon receiving approval from administration (see Appendix 

L) and the University of Minnesota Institutional Review Board (Appendix M), a meeting 

was held with the local vocational educational coordinator and CTE instructors to discuss 

the purpose of the research and details surrounding the pilot study (date/time, procedure, 

comments/concerns).  Parental consent/assent forms for students 17 years of age or 

younger, and assent forms for students 18 years of age or older, were distributed to 

students approximately one week prior to conducting the survey. 

A total of 24 students participated in the pilot study (nYA = 13, nNon-YA  = 11).  

Surveys for youth apprenticeship (YA) students and non-youth apprenticeship (Non-YA) 

students were identical in content and void of personal identification (i.e.: student 

identification number or name).   

The survey was administered by the principal investigator during a regularly 

scheduled class session.  For coding and data analysis purposes, YA participants received 

survey packets copied on yellow paper and Non-YA students received white copies.  

Verbal instructions were given detailing the voluntary nature of the study, each section of 

the instrument, and procedure for submitting completed surveys confidentially.  Students 
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were informed of the right to not participate in the study, and their right to withdraw from 

the study at any time without adverse consequence. They were asked to circle any 

specific instructions or statements they did not understand, and to explain their reason for 

circling the item within the margin of the paper.  Upon submitting their survey, each 

participant was given a coupon for free ice cream at a local restaurant.  All surveys were 

completed within 30 minutes. 

Main Study.  Minor modifications were made from the pilot study to the main 

study survey.  Explicitly, within Section 5, Item 1, “What was your age on your last 

birthday?”, the choice of “Other __________ (Please FILL IN THE BLANK)” was 

replaced with “19 Years or older”.  Within the same section, Item 6, “What is the female 

head of households’ occupation (Please PRINT Legibly)”, Item 7, “What is the male 

head of households’’ highest level of education?” and Item 8 “What is the male head of 

households’ occupation (Please PRINT Legibly)” were removed from the main study 

instrument in order to shorten the overall length of the entire instrument and improve 

response rate with a single question examining social economic status: “What is the 

female head of households’ highest level of education?” 

In a telephone conversation with Cathy Crary, Youth Apprenticeship Supervisor 

at the Wisconsin Department of Workforce Development on August 7th, 2009, it was 

explained that students within the state have the opportunity to participate in either Level 

1 or Level 2 YA programs during high school.  Level 1 youth apprenticeship requires the 

student to complete a minimum of 450 hours of work based learning, with a minimum of 

250 hours taking place when related classes are held (Wisconsin Department of 
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Workforce Development, 2008).  This is done in an effort to integrate classroom 

instruction and worksite learning.  Level 2 youth apprenticeship requires the student to 

complete 900 hours and 500 hours respectively, and is targeted to high school juniors and 

seniors, with classes and work scheduled concurrently.     

Survey protocol was identical between the pilot study and the main study.  The 

principal investigator worked closely with the individual overseeing the youth 

apprenticeship program (high school counselor, YA program coordinator or local CTE 

coordinator), as well as classroom instructors at each individual school.  In advance of 

each visit, an effort was made to clearly communicate the anticipated allotment of class 

time for all respondents to complete the survey and to answer any questions from 

instructional staff.  Similar to the pilot study, surveys were completed in 15-30 minutes 

after a brief introduction and overview of the instrument.  Students were offered a candy 

bar of their choice upon completion of the survey.  

Protection of Human Subjects.  The author of this dissertation was the principal 

investigator in this study.  He has successfully completed training on the protection of 

human subjects offered by the University of Minnesota through the Collaborative IRB 

Training Initiative (CITI) hosted by the University of Miami Medical School.  The 

training materials completed were specifically designed for those preparing to conduct 

research in social/behavioral sciences.  Topical areas covered within the training modules 

included; history and ethics, regulatory overview, fundamental issues, vulnerable subjects 

(i.e. prisoners and children), and additional topics (i.e. international research and research 

involving the Internet). 
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The author has successfully completed a course entitled “Ethics and Responsible 

Research” at the University of Minnesota.  In order to fulfill course requirements and 

improve understanding within this subject, he successfully completed the online 

workshops offered by the same institution on “Responsible Conduct of Research (RCR) 

Part 2”, specifically the “Intellectual Property Online Workshop” and “Quantitative 

Research Data Management Workshop.”  The latter of these workshops focused on 

assuring data reliability, controlling access to data, managing data integrity, and 

following data retention guidelines.     

Because this research was conducted within high schools and did not involve any 

treatments or changes in educational methods, content, or curriculum, the University of 

Minnesota Institutional Review Board (U of M IRB): Human Subjects Committee 

granted exemption from full committee review under federal guidelines 45 CFR Part 

46.101 (b) category #1 Instructional Strategies In Educational Settings.  Supplementary 

forms and information were provided to the U of M IRB.  They were submitted at the 

same time as the exemption request explaining the proposed project, anticipated risks and 

benefits; letters of approval from each school district; and parental permission and 

student assent forms.   

All completed instruments have been collected and controlled by the author.  

They have been, and will continue, to be controlled in accordance with University of 

Minnesota policy.    

Data analysis software. The statistical software package utilized for performing 

descriptive analysis, analysis of variance (ANOVA), chi-square analysis, and 
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discriminant function data analysis (DFA) was IBM SPSS Statistics for Windows 

(Version 20.0).  More specifically, the software was used to assess statistical assumptions 

and conditions, generate histograms and matrices, and perform the necessary calculations 

for the aforementioned statistics.  Raw data were uploaded into SPSS and multiple 

imputation was utilized to address missing, invalid, and/or incomplete data.  The 

knowledge and skill required to apply the software package to the present study were 

developed primarily through three graduate level statistics courses taken at the University 

of Minnesota.  Field (2005) and Morgan et al. (2007) were the primary SPSS related 

reference materials used in conjunction with the software.  Additional support in 

performing statistical analysis and multiple imputation was provided by the University of 

Wisconsin Stout-Applied Research Center. 
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Chapter IV 

Data Analysis and Findings 

 This chapter will provide detailed analysis and findings based on data collected at 

five Wisconsin school districts offering youth apprenticeship programs. A description of 

each participating school is presented first, followed by an overview of the measures 

taken to address missing, incomplete, or invalid data.  Descriptive item analysis, one-way 

analysis of variance (ANOVA), and chi-squared analysis address research question one, 

and serve as a precursor to discriminant function analysis (DFA).  The chapter concludes 

with details concerning the assumptions for executing DFA and the findings concerning 

research question two.    

Participant Description 

 School District Participants.  A total of five school districts, located in north 

central and west central Wisconsin, participated in the study (Table 4.1).  Of the 178 

student participants in the survey, 83 students were in a youth apprenticeship program 

(YA), and 95 students were not enrolled in a youth apprenticeship program (Non-YA).   

Table 4.1. 

Summary of YA and Non-YA survey participants by school district 

 School 1 School 2 School 3 School 4 School 5 

Total YA  

Participants 
17 31 53 ≈12 23 

Survey 

Participants 
     

     YA  13 24 22 10 14 

     Non-YA 16 17 21 14 27 

     Total 29 41 43 24 41 
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 School one was surveyed on Monday, May 7th, 2012.  The survey was conducted 

on “meeting day” and began at 1:50 PM.  Youth apprenticeship participants and Non-YA 

students came to the same class room to complete the survey.  

 Announcements were made over the public address system prior to the survey 

period at school two on Wednesday, May 9th, 2012.  Both YA and Non-YA students 

reported to the media technology class room at 9:37 AM to complete the survey.   

 Representing the most YA students (53) in one school within the state, school 

three was surveyed on Thursday, May 10th, 2012.  Similar to school two, announcements 

were made over the public address system at the beginning of the school day pertaining 

to the times and location of the survey.  Youth apprenticeship participants began 

completing surveys at 9:00 AM.  Non-youth apprenticeship participants began at 10:00 

AM.   

 School four was surveyed on Friday, September 21st, 2012.  Non-youth 

apprenticeship participants were surveyed during a senior level economics class meeting 

at 8:37 AM.  Youth apprenticeship participants were surveyed at 11:50 AM in a CTE 

classroom.   

 The last school to be surveyed, school five, occurred on multiple dates.  Held 

during a scheduled meeting day for students participating in work-based learning 

programs, surveys for YA students were administered on Wednesday, October 3rd, 2012 

at 8:00 AM.  Surveys for Non-YA students were completed on Monday, January 21st, 

2013 during a first hour psychology class and second hour civics class.   
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 Student Participants: General Information About Myself.  All participants 

were asked to provide demographic data about themselves.  Age, gender, ethnicity, 

grades, and socioeconomic status are classified as Level 2 person-inputs in the Social 

Cognitive Career Theory (see Figure 1.1.).  These inputs have been posited to influence 

career related interests and choice behavior (Lent, Brown, & Hackett, 1994).   

On the survey, students were able to select from one of the following age 

selections: 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, or 19 years or older.  Through discussions with CTE 

coordinators and instructors, it was anticipated older high school students would be more 

likely to participate in youth apprenticeship programs than younger students.  Although 

the survey was open to all ages of high school students, predominantly upper level 

classes, with students of junior or senior standing, were surveyed for the non-youth 

apprenticeship group.   

Table 4.2 offers a summary of demographic data for both YA and Non-YA 

groups.  As illustrated, the majority of YA participants were 17 years of age (56.6%), 

whereas the majority of Non-YA participants was 18 years of age (58.9 %).  Because 

students 18 years of age or older could provide assent for themselves in advance or on the 

day for which the survey was administered, it was plausible for more 18 year old Non-

YA students to have participated than any other age group.    
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Table 4.2.     
Summary of Frequencies and Percentages for YA and Non-YA Students from Section 5: General 

Information about Myself 

 YA Non-YA 

Item   n %  n %  

Age     

     14 0 0 0 0 

     15 1 1.2 0 0 

     16 10 12.0 5 5.3 

     17 47 56.6 32 33.7 

     18 25 30.1 56 58.9 

     19 Years or older 0 0 2 2.1 

     Total 83 100 95 100 
     

Gender      

     Male 33 39.8 48 50.5 

     Female 50 60.2 47 49.5 

     Total 83 100 95 100 
     

Ethnicity     

     White 80 98.8 91 96.8 

     Non-white 1 1.2 3 3.2 

     Total 81 100 94 100 
     

Grades     

     Mostly A’s 35 44.3 36 41.4 

     Mostly B’s 26 32.9 33 37.9 

     Mostly C’s 18 22.8 15 17.2 

     Mostly D’s 0 0 3 3.4 

     Mostly F’s 0 0 0 0 

     Total 79 100 87 100 
     

Female Head of Household Level of Education     

     Completed Graduate Degree 8 10.0 13 14.0 

     Completed 4-Year Degree 19 23.8 18 19.4 

     Completed 2-Year Degree 32 40.0 19 20.4 

     Completed High School 17 21.3 40 43.0 

     Completed Elementary School 3 3.8 1 1.1 

     No Schooling 1 1.3 2 2.2 

     Total 80 100 93 100 
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The ratio of female to male participants for the Non-YA group was nearly one to 

one (49.5% to 50.5% respectively).   Of the 83 youth apprenticeship students surveyed, 

60.2% were female and 39.8% were male.   

Student ethnicity was reported using race categories consistent with the 2010 

United States Census.  These categories included: White; Black or African American; 

American Indian or Alaska Native; Asian; Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander; 

Some Other Race _____________ (please fill in the blank).  Although a concerted effort 

was made to approach all Wisconsin school districts offering youth apprenticeship 

programs, obtaining an ethnically diverse sample proved challenging.  Of the 185 

students reporting their ethnicity, a total of four students reported as Asian, one student as 

Some Other Race, and one student did not respond.  This outcome was likely a function 

of the school populations from which the samples were drawn. 

High school performance was collected by asking students to report their grades.  

Students responded to the statement “Throughout high school, my grades have been 

mostly:” by choosing from: A’s, B’s, C’s, D’s, or F’s.  Self-reported grades for both YA 

and Non-YA students ranged primarily from mostly A’s to mostly C’s.  Only three Non-

YA students reported mostly D’s and no students reported mostly F’s.  All 178 students 

answered the statement, however 12 students reported multiple answers for their grade (4 

YA, 8 Non-YA).  These cases were removed from the discriminant function analysis.  It 

is acknowledged, student reporting of school performance may have positively skewed 

the data (resulted in higher reported grades than actually earned). 
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The final statement in Section 5 on the survey asked students to report the female 

head of households’ highest level of education. The measure was used to determine the 

relative socioeconomic status of each survey participant.  Response options listed on the 

survey included: no schooling; completed elementary school; completed high school; 

completed 2-year community college/technical college degree, completed 4-year degree; 

or completed graduate school degree.  More youth apprenticeship students reported 

“Completed 2-year Degree” than any other category.  For Non-YA students, “Completed 

High School” was most frequently reported.  Data was not collected from three YA and 

two Non-YA students on this measure. 

Missing, Incomplete, Invalid Data  

 Although a total of 178 students participated in the study, some students did not 

respond or provided multiple answers for a single question.  A total of 17 cases (7 YA, 10 

Non-YA) involved missing, incomplete, or invalid demographic data (ethnicity, grades 

and socioeconomic status), and were excluded from analysis.  A total of 12 students 

reported multiple answers for their grade (4 YA, 8 Non-YA), and a total of five students 

did not respond to the question concerning female head of households’ highest level of 

education (3 YA, 2 Non-YA).  Three students did not report their ethnicity (2 YA, 1 Non-

YA).  All students participating in the study responded to the questions of age and 

gender. 

 At best, potential reasons for non-response to ethnicity, grades, and 

socioeconomic status could only be speculated.  Students were not obligated to respond 

to any particular question, a point communicated to students prior to administering the 
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survey.  As offered, Item 12 for career outcome expectations had the most non-responses 

(11) of any non-demographic measure.  As the last instrument item to measure outcome 

expectations, it was positioned alone at the top of page 8 and immediately followed by 

Section 4 “My Attitude towards a Future Career.”  It is possible this stand-alone item was 

overlooked by survey participants in anticipation of starting the next section. 

 Multiple imputation was performed for cases involving missing, incomplete, or 

invalid data for the predictor variables support, career self-efficacy, career outcome 

expectations, and career attitudes.    Through statistical software, multiple imputation 

generated “possible values for missing values, thus creating several complete sets of 

data” (IBM, 2011, p. 13).  A total of ten imputation datasets were created with the 

statistical software.  The first dataset was arbitrarily chosen.  Discriminant function 

analysis was performed using these multiple imputation datasets to produce outputs, and 

ultimately generate a model used to predict group membership for YA and Non-YA.  

Support from the University of Wisconsin-Stout, Applied Research Center was 

instrumental in conducting multiple imputation from the collected data.   

Analysis Based on Research Question One  

 Mean scores and standard deviation were calculated from Likert-type scales used 

in measuring career support, career self-efficacy, and career outcome expectations. One-

way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to compare mean scores of youth 

apprenticeship and non-youth apprenticeship students across individual item measures 

and collectively for these variables. The assumed data conditions for conducting 

ANOVA: random sampling, independent observations, normal distribution, and 
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homogeneity of variance were examined and deemed satisfactory. Because the sample 

sizes for both groups are greater or equal to thirty (n ≥ 30), the Central Limit Theorem 

applies and sampling distributions were considered normal regardless of whether the 

original populations were normal or not (Everson, 2008a).  Moreover, homogeneity of 

variance was concluded to be satisfactory upon comparing the variance of standard 

deviations (for individual items measured and collectively).  According to Everson 

(2008b), if the largest variance is four or more times larger than the smallest variance, the 

assumption of equal variances has been violated.  For none of the variables assessed was 

this the case.   

 My Perception of Support.  A modified version of the 25-item Teacher Support 

Scale (TSS)-Revised (E. H. McWhirter, personal communication, August 11th, 2009) was 

used to measure support from parent(s)/relatives, teachers and friends based on a 5 point 

Likert-type scale.  Higher mean scores for each item (and collectively) were 

representative of more support.  Single item data was imputed for two youth 

apprenticeship cases; a total of 178 cases (83 YA, 95 Non-YA) were used in generating 

the descriptive statistics, ANOVA and finally, discriminant function analysis.   

 Upon examination of Table 4.3 and in conjunction with research question 1a., 

one-way ANOVA results revealed a statistically significant difference between YA and 

Non-YA group means for perception of support (F (1,176) = 7.33, p < .01). Collectively, 

across all support items, the total mean score was greater for YA participants than for 

Non-YA participants. Youth apprenticeship participant mean scores were greater than 

Non-YA scores for 23 (92%) of the 25 question items.  A total of 18 items (72%) were 
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significantly different between YA and Non-YA groups at p < .05, and a total of five 

items (20%) had significantly different group means at p < .01.  

Table 4.3.        

Summary of Means, Standard Deviations, and ANOVA for YA and Non-YA Students from Section 1: My 

Perception of Support 

 YA 

(n = 83) 

   Non-YA  

 (n = 95) 

  

My parent(s)/relatives, teachers and friends…: M SD M SD F Sig. 

       

1. Expect me to work hard in school. 4.80 0.44 4.64 0.54 4.21 0.04* 

2. Try to answer my questions. 4.25 0.68 4.27 0.69 0.04 0.84 

3. Are interested in my future. 4.59 0.49 4.55 0.66 0.23 0.63 

4. Take the time to help me get better grades. 4.11 0.73 3.83 0.92 4.85 0.03* 

5. Will listen if I want to talk about a problem. 4.37 0.66 4.04 1.02 6.43 0.01** 

6. Are helpful when I have questions about career    

issues. 
4.31 0.78 4.10 0.81 3.32 0.07 

7. Answer my questions about how to do better. 4.25 0.62 4.04 0.71 4.36 0.04* 

8. Would tell other people good things about me. 4.39 0.70 4.23 0.80 1.84 0.18* 

9. Are easy to talk to about school things. 4.16 0.88 4.00 0.92 1.34 0.25* 

10. Challenge me to think about my future goals. 4.27 0.73 4.02 0.86 4.07 0.05* 

11. Believe I am capable of achieving. 4.58 0.59 4.44 0.73 1.86 0.17* 

12. Help me understand my strengths. 4.08 0.75 3.97 0.88 0.88 0.35* 

13. Want me to do well in school. 4.70 0.60 4.71 0.48 0.01 0.94 

14. Enjoy interacting with me. 4.34 0.69 4.11 0.84 3.98 0.05* 

15. Care about me as a person. 4.54 0.55 4.44 0.56 1.44 0.23* 

16. Expect me to study. 4.29 0.71 3.96 1.00 6.34 0.01** 

17. Tell me if I’m not working hard enough. 4.08 0.89 3.83 1.02 3.08 0.08 

18. Support my goals for the future. 4.42 0.70 4.27 0.83 1.62 0.20 

19. Think I am a hard worker. 4.45 0.69 4.18 0.82 5.42 0.02* 

20. Push me to succeed. 4.33 0.75 4.16 0.96 1.64 0.20 

21. Are easy to talk to about things besides school. 4.04 0.94 3.82 1.16 1.81 0.18* 

22. Let me know how to improve my grades. 4.02 0.81 3.62 0.97 8.90 0.00** 

23. Take time to get to know me. 4.25 0.78 3.86 1.01 8.18 0.00** 

24. Evaluate my work carefully. 3.89 0.81 3.42 1.10 10.32 0.00** 

25. Think I should go to college. 4.72 0.53 4.50 0.74 5.46 0.02* 

Mean Support 4.33 0.46 4.12 0.56 7.33 0.01** 

Note.  Survey coding: 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Not Sure, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly Agree; 

higher mean scores indicate more support.  Single item data imputed for 2 YA cases   

* p < .05. **p < 0.01. 
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 Based on individual item means and cumulative means for both YA and Non-YA 

participants, the data suggests both groups of students generally agreed to the statements 

on support by their parent(s)/relative, teachers and friends.  Of the students surveyed, YA 

students perceived having more support than non-YA students.  A Cronbach’s alpha (α = 

.94) was calculated to assess internal reliability across all support items. 

 My Belief in Personal Career Decisions.  Career self-efficacy was measured 

utilizing 25 items from the Career Decision Self-Efficacy Scale-Short Form (Betz & 

Klein, 1996; Betz, Hammond & Multon, 2005).  A five point Likert-type scale allowed 

students to respond to individual statements pertaining to their degree of confidence (1 = 

no confidence to 5 = complete confidence). A total of 178 cases (83 YA, 95 Non-YA) 

were analyzed.  Single item data was imputed for two YA cases and two Non-YA cases. 

 Youth apprenticeship students had a greater total mean score than the non-youth 

apprenticeship participants, and had higher mean scores for 24 (96%) of 25 items (Table 

4.4).  The only statement for which Non-YA students had a higher item mean score than 

YA students, Item 1 “Use the internet to find information about occupations,” was also 

the greatest item mean score for Non-YAs.   

  With regards to research question 1b., ANOVA results revealed a statistically 

significant difference between group means (F (1,176) = 10.26, p < .01) for self-efficacy. 

A total of 18 items (72%) were significantly different between YA and Non-YA groups 

at p < .05, and a total of twelve items (48%) had significantly different group means at p 

< .01.  Internal reliability was α = .95. 
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Table 4.4.       

Summary of Means, Standard Deviations, and ANOVA for YA and Non-YA Students from Section 2: 

My Belief in Personal Career Decisions 

 YA  

 (n = 83) 

  Non-YA 

    (n = 95) 

  

How much confidence do you have that you could: M SD   M SD    F  Sig. 
       

1.  Use the internet to find information about 

occupations that interest you. 

 

4.40 0.75 4.42 0.63 0.05 0.82 

2.  Select one major from a list of potential majors 

you are considering. 

 

4.18 0.83 3.76 1.01 9.19  0.00** 

3.  Make a plan of your goals for the next five years. 

 

4.04 0.85 3.50 1.12 12.94     0.00** 

4.  Determine the steps to take if you are having 

academic trouble with an aspect of your chosen 

major. 

3.82 0.83 3.76 1.01 9.19 0.00** 

5.  Accurately assess your abilities. 4.07 0.71 3.74 0.93 7.19 0.01** 

6.  Select one occupation from a list of potential 

occupations you are considering. 

4.24 0.77 3.83 1.08 8.24 0.00** 

7.  Determine the steps you need to take to 

successfully complete your chosen major. 

4.22 0.80 3.75 1.00 11.77 0.00** 

8.  Persistently work at your major or career goal even 

when you get frustrated. 

4.22 0.68 3.98 0.81 4.41 0.04* 

9.  Determine what your ideal job would be. 4.30 0.76 3.95 1.04 6.59 0.01** 

10. Find out the employment trends for an occupation 

over the next ten years. 

3.78 1.00 3.37 0.92 8.27 0.00** 

11. Choose a career that will fit your preferred 

lifestyle. 

4.19 0.77 4.04 0.92 1.37 0.24 

12. Prepare a good resume. 3.96 0.96 3.48 1.02 10.39 0.00** 

13. Change majors if you did not like your first 

choice. 

3.74 0.90 3.70 0.91 0.09 0.77 

14. Decide what you value most in an occupation. 4.25 0.75 3.96 0.81 6.32 0.01** 

15. Find out about the average yearly earnings of 

people in an occupation. 

4.33 0.70 4.08 0.87 4.06 0.05* 

16. Make a career decision and then not worry 

whether was right or wrong. 

3.72 0.91 3.33 1.16  6.27  0.01** 

17. Change occupations if you are not satisfied with 

the one you entered. 

  3.80   0.89 3.59 0.96  2.16 0.14* 



   84 

 

 

 My Expectations of a Future Career.  Career outcome expectations were 

assessed using a twelve item measure.  The Vocational Outcome Expectations-Revised 

instrument (Metheny, 2009) incorporated a 4 point Likert-type scale. Scores were 

assigned on a scale ranging from strongly disagree (1 point) to strongly agree (4 points).  

Higher scores are indicative of more positive career outcome expectations.  Single item 

data was imputed for nine YA cases and four Non-YA cases; a total of 178 cases (83 YA, 

Table 4.4. (continued)       

Summary of Means, Standard Deviations, and ANOVA for YA and Non-YA Students from Section 2: 

My Belief in Personal Career Decisions 

 YA  

(n = 83) 

Non-YA    

(n = 95) 

 

How much confidence do you have that you could:  M SD M  SD F Sig. 
       

18. Figure out what you are and are not ready to 

sacrifice to achieve your career goals. 

 

3.81 0.85 3.77 0.87 0.09 0.76  

19. Talk with a person already employed in a field     

you are interested in. 

 

4.45 0.75 4.10 0.89 7.96 0.01**  

20. Choose a major or career that will fit your 

interests. 

 

4.49 0.63 4.28 0.85 3.43 0.07  

21. Identify employers, firms, and institutions   

relevant to your career possibilities. 

 

4.29 0.69 3.81 0.96 14.21 0.00**  

22. Define the type of lifestyle you would like to live. 

 

4.53 0.65 4.31 0.72 4.76 0.03*  

23. Find information about graduate or professional 

schools. 

 

4.00 0.88 3.97 0.83 0.06 0.81  

24. Successfully manage the job interview process. 

 

4.11 0.86 3.80 1.03 4.66 0.03*  

25. Identify some reasonable major or career 

alternatives if you are unable to get your first 

choice. 

 

3.90 0.91 3.72 0.94 1.83 0.18* 

Mean Career Self-Efficacy 4.11 0.52 3.83 0.63 10.26 0.00** 

Note. Survey coding: 1 = No Confidence At All, 2 = Very Little Confidence, 3 = Moderate 

Confidence, 4 = Much Confidence, 5 = Complete Confidence. Higher mean scores indicate more 

self-efficacy. Single item data imputed for 2 YA cases and 2 Non-YA cases 

* p < .05. **p < 0.01. 
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95 Non-YA) were used in generating the descriptive statistics, ANOVA and discriminant 

function analysis.  

 Similar to support and career self-efficacy, youth apprenticeship students had a 

greater total mean score than non-youth apprenticeship students for career outcome 

expectations (see Table 4.5).  Youth apprenticeship students had higher individual mean 

scores than Non-YA students across all twelve items.  Total data dispersion for both 

groups was, relatively speaking, somewhat similar. 

 Analysis of variance revealed a statistically significant difference between group 

means (F (1,176) = 4.17, p < .05) with regards to addressing research question 1c. Eight 

of twelve items (67%) were significantly different between groups at p < .05, and two of 

twelve items (17%) had significantly different group means at p < .01.  Internal reliability 

was measured at α = .92 for career outcome expectations. 

Table 4.5.     
Summary of Means, Standard Deviations, and ANOVA for YA and Non-YA Students from 

Section 3: My Expectations of a Future Career 

        YA 

    (n = 83) 

Non-YA 

(n = 95) 

  

Item   M  SD M  SD   F   Sig. 
     

1. My career planning will lead to a satisfying 

career for me. 

 

3.55 0.50 3.40 0.53 3.92  0.05* 

2. I will be successful in my chosen 

career/occupation. 

 

3.60 0.49 3.42 0.54 5.45  0.02* 

3. The future looks bright for me. 

 

3.58 0.54 3.40 0.61 4.20  0.04* 

4. My talents and skills will be used in my 

career/occupation. 

 

3.71 0.46 3.48 0.56 8.56  0.00** 

5. I have control over my career decisions. 

 

3.59 0.52 3.45 0.60 2.66  0.10** 

6. I can make my future a happy one. 

 

3.69 0.47 3.59 0.52 1.72  0.19* 
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Table 4.5. (continued) 

Summary of Means, Standard Deviations, and ANOVA for YA and Non-YA Students from 

Section 3: My Expectations of a Future Career 

 YA 

(n = 83) 

   Non-YA 

    (n = 95) 
 

Item M SD   M    SD F   Sig. 
 

7. I will get the job I want in my chosen career. 

 

3.41 0.49 3.25 0.60 3.56  0.06 

8. My career/occupation choice will provide the 

income I need. 

 

3.41 0.54 3.35 0.66 0.46  0.50 

9. I will have a career/occupation that is 

respected in our society. 

 

3.57 0.52 3.45 0.60 1.80  0.18* 

10. I will achieve my career/occupational goals. 

 

3.53 0.50 3.42 0.54 1.94  0.17* 

11. My family will approve of my 

career/occupation choice. 

 

3.59 0.52 3.56 0.63 0.14  0.71 

12. My career/occupation choice will allow me 

to have the lifestyle that I want. 

 

3.54 0.55 3.53 0.60 0.03  0.85 

Mean Career Outcome Expectations 3.56 0.37 3.44 0.42 4.17 0.04* 

Note. Survey coding: 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly Agree; 

higher mean scores indicate more positive career outcome expectation.  Single item data 

imputed for 9 YA cases and 4 Non-YA cases 

* p < .05. **p < 0.01. 

 

 My Attitude Towards a Future Career.  Ten items from the Career Maturity 

Inventory-Screening Form S (see Savickas & Profeli, 2011) were chosen to assess 

student attitude.  Participants responded to statements with either disagree (1 point) or 

agree (0 points); all items were summed for a total participant score.  Higher scores 

indicated more career maturity (positive attitude).   

 Frequencies, percentages, and Pearson’s chi-squared statistics were calculated for 

career attitudes.  A total of 178 cases (83 YA, 95 Non-YA) were examined.  Single item 

data was imputed for two YA cases and two Non-YA cases.  According to Field (2005), 

the assumptions of the chi-square test include: “each person, item, or entity contributes to 

only one cell of the contingency table” (p. 686), and “expected frequencies should be 
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greater than 5.  Although it is acceptable in larger contingency tables to have up to 20% 

of expected frequencies below 5, the result is a loss of statistical power” (p. 686).  These 

assumptions were met.  Specifically, across all ten attitude items measured, zero cells 

(0%) had expected counts less than 5 when calculated using a 2 x 2 table.  Direct 

comparison of percentages across dissimilar group sample sizes should be interpreted 

with caution.    

 Examination of Table 4.6 reveals the frequencies, percent disagree, and chi-

square statistics for YA and Non-YA students.  In response to research question 1d., a 

significant difference at the p = .05 level was calculated for seven (70%) of the ten items 

assessing career attitude; five items (50%) were found to be statistically significant at the 

p = .01 level.  Internal reliability was measured at α = .83 for career attitudes.  

Table 4.6     
Summary of Frequencies, Percentages, and Pearson’s Chi-Square for YA and Non-YA Students 

from Section 4: My Attitude Towards a Future Career 

 YA 

(n = 83) 

Non-YA    

 (n = 95) 

  

Item 

        

n 

  %   

  disagree  n 

%       

disagree 
  χ2 Sig. 

       

1. I can’t understand how some people can be so 

certain about what they want to do. 

 

59 71.1      53   55.8 4.44  0.04* 

2. I don’t know what courses I should take in 

school. 

 

70 84.3 73 76.8 1.58  0.21 

3. I know very little about the requirements of 

jobs. 

 

77 92.8 78 82.1 4.48  0.03* 

4. I really can’t find any work that has much 

appeal to me. 

 

81 97.6 80 84.2 9.18  0.00** 

5. I often daydream about what I want to be, but 

I really have not chosen an occupation yet. 

 

62 74.7 59 62.1 3.23  0.07 

6. Everyone seems to tell me something 

different; as a result I don’t know what kind 

of work to choose. 

72 86.7 63 66.3 10.09  0.00** 
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Table 4.6 (continued) 
      

Summary of Frequencies, Percentages, and Pearson’s Chi-Square for YA and Non-YA Students from 

Section 4: My Attitude Towards a Future Career 

 YA 

(n = 83) 

Non-YA    

 (n = 95) 
  

Item 

                  

n 

%   

disagree   n 

%       

disagree 
  χ2 Sig. 

7. There are so many things to consider in 

choosing an occupation, it is hard to make a 

decision. 

 

48 57.8 34 35.8 8.66  0.00** 

8. I keep changing my occupational choice. 

 
64 77.1 62 65.3 3.01  0.08 

9. I don’t know how to go about getting into the 

kind of work I want to do. 

 

77 92.8 66 69.5 15.22  0.00** 

10. I am having difficulty in preparing myself for 

the work that I want to do. 

 

75 90.4 68 71.6 9.89  0.00** 

Note. Survey coding: 1 = Disagree, 0 = Agree; higher summed scores indicate more career 

maturity (positive attitude) Single item data imputed for 2 YA cases and 2 Non-YA cases.  

Percentage Disagree calculated from 83 total YA participants and 95 total Non-YA participants 

* p < .05. **p < 0.01. 

 

  

 Total sum mean scores (out of 10 points) and standard deviations for youth 

apprenticeship students and non-youth apprenticeship students are offered in Table 4.7.  

Youth apprenticeship students disagreed to approximately 2 more statements, and had a 

standard deviation of nearly 1 point less than Non-YA students. 

Table 4.7. 

Summed Means and Standard Deviations for YA and Non-YA Students from Section 4: My Attitude 

Towards a Future Career 

 YA     Non-YA 

   M   SD   M    SD 

Summed Means Career Attitudes 8.25 1.97 6.70 2.94 

Note. Calculated from 83 total YA participants and 95 total Non-YA participants.  Possible summed 

mean score range: 0 - 10.  Single item data imputed for 2 YA cases and 2 Non-YA cases. 
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Analysis Based on Research Question Two  

 Discriminant function analysis (DFA) was utilized as a means to address research 

question two.  Assumption and conditions for conducting discriminant function analysis 

were performed for validity of the study.   

 A linear relationship between all predictor pairings (gender, age, ethnicity, grades, 

socioeconomic status, perception of support, career self-efficacy, career outcome 

expectations, and career attitudes) was examined by generating matrix scatterplots for 

YA (Figure 4.1) and Non-YA (Figure 4.2).  A linear fit line, determined using ordinary 

least squares, was added to each cell within the scatterplot for improved analysis.  As best 

can be determined, the predictor pairings appear to exhibit relatively linear relationships.   

 The assumption of multivariate normality, “an extension of a normal distribution 

to multiple variables” (Field, 2005, p. 739), was examined within YA and Non-YA 

groups. According to Morgan, Leech, and Barrett (2007), “violations of multivariate 

normality may affect accuracy of estimates of the probability of correct classification”  

(p. 114).   

 Although most all of the predictor variables appear to be normally distributed (see 

Appendix N), combined YA and Non-YA distribution for mean scores of career outcome 

expectations suggest the data could be bimodal.  This observation calls into question the 

assumption of multivariate normality for career outcome expectations.  Logistic 

regression is suggested as a possible alternative to DA in cases where multivariate non-

normality is suspected.  
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 An assumption “that the variance of one variable is stable (i.e. relatively similar) 

at all levels of another variable” (Field, 2005, p. 733), can be tested using Box’s M and 

through examination of matrix scatterplots. Testing for homogeneity of variance-

covariance is said to be “susceptible to deviations from multivariate normality” (Field, 

2005, p. 725).    

 Equality between YA and Non-YA groups was initially investigated using Box’s 

M test (p = .03).  A significant score prompted closer examination of a matrix scatterplot 

(see p. 90 and 91).  The spread of scores (variance) from the mean was determined to be 

relatively similar at all levels for the variables measured for both YA and Non-YA 

groups, however, the investigator acknowledges an assessment of variability in 

comparing the matrix scatterplots is subjective, and therefore open to differing 

interpretations.  
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Figure 4.1. Youth Apprenticeship (YA) predictor variable matrix. 
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Figure 4.2. Non-Youth Apprenticeship (Non-YA) predictor variable matrix. 

 

 The condition of multicollinearity exists when “two or more variables are very 

closely linearly related” (Field, 2005, p. 738); perfect collinearity equals one.  Pearson’s r 

can be used to assess the magnitude of the correlation and subsequently categorized as 

either small effect (r = .1), medium effect (r = .3) or large effect (r = .5 and greater). 
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 Correlation between predictor variables were investigated within a correlation 

matrix (Table 4.8).  Correlations with a large effect included: self-efficacy and support (r 

= .49), career attitudes and career outcome expectations (r = .51), career outcome 

expectations and support (r = .56), career attitudes and career self-efficacy (r = .61), 

career outcome expectations and career self-efficacy (r = .71).   

Table 4.8. 

Correlations Between Predictor Variables Used in Discriminant Analysis 

       Predictor 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 

1. Support Pearson r         

N         

2. Self-Efficacy Pearson r .49**        

N 178        

3. Outcome Exp. Pearson r .56** .71**       

N 178 178       

4. Attitudes Pearson r .29** .61** .51**      

N 178 178 178      

5. Age Pearson r -.07 -.04 .07 .03     

N 178 178 178 178     

6. Gender Pearson r .02 .01 .00 -.00 -.07    

N 178 178 178 178 178    

7. Grade Pearson r .38** .13 .26** .10 .06 -.02   

N 166 166 166 166 166 166   

8. SES Pearson r .26** .19* .25** .10 -.03 -.14 .24**  

N 173 173 173 173 173 173 161  

* p < .05. ** p < 0.01.  

 

 The high correlation of the aforementioned variables might be anticipated based 

on literature review.  As offered, a total of eight variables, gender, age, grades, 

socioeconomic status, support, career self-efficacy, career outcome expectations and 

career attitudes, were included in the discriminant function analysis. 
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 Discriminant function analysis (DFA) was used to develop a statistical model 

capable of best predicting youth apprenticeship (YA) and non-youth apprenticeship 

(Non-YA) participation from collected data.  As stated previously, multiple imputation 

was used for missing cases of all variables with the exception of demographic predictors 

(age, grade, and socioeconomic status).   Of the 178 participants, a total of 17 cases were 

not included in the discriminant function analysis due to missing at least one of these 

variables.  Student ethnicity was nearly homogenous, therefore it was not used as a 

predictor variable.  The predictor variables used for the DFA included: support, career 

self-efficacy, career outcome expectations, career attitudes, age, gender, grade, and 

socioeconomic status.      

 Total mean scores for support, age, and career self-efficacy (p < .01) were 

statistically significant predictors of group membership on their own at p ≤ .05 and          

p ≤ .01 levels.  The total mean summation score for career attitudes (p < .01) was also a 

statistically significant predictor of group membership on its own.   

 Wilks’ lambda was significant (λ = .82, 2 = 32.21, p < .01).  The relatively small 

effect size for the variance of the entire analysis was partial 2 = .08.  The effect size used 

to describe the variance of each discriminant function (.19) was calculated by squaring 

the cononical correlation (.43) found in the Eigenvalues table of the SPSS output.  As 

such, the model including support, career self-efficacy, career outcome expectations, 

career attitudes, age, gender, and grade was able to significantly discriminate the YA and 

Non-YA groups.   
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 Table 4.9 illustrates the standardized function coefficients.  Of the eight predictor 

variables within the model, the table suggests age (-.68) contributed the most towards 

distinguishing between those enrolled in a youth apprenticeship program with those who 

did not.  From the collected data, as the age of a student increased, they were less likely 

to participate in a YA program. The inverse relationship of age to group participation 

should be carefully considered within the context for which the data was gathered.  

Career attitude (.64), support (.36) and gender (.20), carried the second, third, and fourth 

most weight within the model, respectively.   

  

 Correlations with the overall discriminant function can also be evaluated in Table 

4.9.  Age (-.62), career attitudes (.61), career self-efficacy (.47) and support (.46) could 

be considered moderately high correlations.  On their own, all four of these predictors 

were also statistically significant at p ≤ .05 and p ≤ .01 levels, whereas grade, gender, 

career expectations and socioeconomic status were not.   

The negative standardized function coefficients for age (-0.68) and outcome 

expectations (-0.07) are worthy of further discussion. As such, the DFA standardized 

Table 4.9. 

Standardized Function Coefficients and Correlation Coefficients 

 Standardized 

function coefficients 

Correlations between variables 

and discriminant function 

Age -0.68 -0.62 

Career attitudes 0.64 0.61 

Support 0.38 0.46 

Gender 0.20 0.21 

Outcome expectations -0.17 0.29 

Career self-efficacy 0.07 0.47 

Grades 0.04 0.08 

Socioeconomic status 0.02 0.13 
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function coefficient is a between groups measure; between the youth apprenticeship and 

the non-youth apprenticeship group.  Coding for all variables analyzed was set to YA = 1, 

Non-YA = 0. 

It is speculated, a potential reason for the negative coefficient regarding age 

relates to the ability for students 18-years of age or older to provide self-assent.  As 

represented in Table 4.2, of the students surveyed, 57% of YA students were 17 years old 

in comparison to 34% Non-YA students; 30% of YA students were 18 years old in 

comparison to 59% Non-YA students.  All willing participants, youth apprenticeship or 

non-youth apprenticeship, were eligible to complete the survey instrument, but more 

Non-YA students 18 years old likely participated because they could provide assent for 

themselves “on-the-spot” without parental consent.  Conversely, YA student participants 

represented a markedly smaller number of students from the population of each school, 

and consequently, there were typically far fewer YA students 18 years old.  The negative 

value of the standardized function coefficient reflects this inverse pattern where older 

students tended to be Non-YA participants and younger students tended to be YA 

participants.       

 If data coding would have been reversed (YA=0 and Non-YA=1), the 

standardized function coefficients observed in Table 4.9 would have been positive for age 

and outcome expectations, but all other coefficients would have been negative. Future 

research could more closely control for age and outcome expectations to determine if 

these predictor variables truly have an inverse relationship with the discriminant function. 
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 The discriminant function classification results correctly predicted 72.4% of youth 

apprenticeship students sampled and 64.7% of non-youth apprenticeship students 

sampled.  Comparable classification percentages for each group were observed upon re-

running the discriminant function analysis a second time with only age, career attitudes, 

support, and career self-efficacy used as predictor variables (YA predicted group 

membership = 73.5%, Non-YA group membership = 67.4%).   
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Chapter V 

Discussion 

Similarities and Differences of Findings 

 This study examined potential factors leading to participation in a youth 

apprenticeship program by high school students.  Prior studies have investigated similar 

factors in relation to the career decisions faced by adolescents.  Additional research 

efforts have focused specifically on the Wisconsin Youth Apprenticeship Program.  

 The research conducted by Nauta and Epperson (2003) found positive and 

significant relationships between math-science ability and high school science, math and 

engineering self-efficacy.  They also found positive relationships between SME self-

efficacy and science interests.  The present study concerning youth apprenticeship 

participation also found positive correlation (r = .13), albeit of small effect, between 

career self-efficacy and grades. 

 Wettersten et al. (2005) studied social support, perceived parental involvement, 

academic self-efficacy, and perceived educational barriers effect on career outcome 

expectations, academic outcome expectations, and career salience among high school 

students by means of separate simultaneous regression analysis.  Their research proposed 

connecting rural students with mentors through the internet, providing career exploration 

through traditional and experiential means to foster relationships and self-esteem, and 

“consulting with teachers to build strong social skills and a supportive classroom 

environment as a means of increasing school engagement” (p. 663).  Along similar lines, 

support from parent(s)/relatives, teachers and friends was positively correlated and 
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statistically significant at p < .01 level with career outcome expectations (r = .56), career 

self-efficacy (r = .49), grades (r = .38), and attitudes (r = .29) for youth apprenticeship 

and non-youth apprenticeship students in the present study.    

 These findings and related career theory literature suggest a dynamic relationship 

exists between of individuals providing support, attitudes towards a future career, career 

self-efficacy, and career outcome expectations.   Presence or absence of one of these 

constructs is influential on another (either positively or negatively), and likely impacts 

career relevant decisions, such as whether or not to pursue a youth apprenticeship while 

attending high school.   

 Several research efforts have centered on the Wisconsin Youth Apprenticeship 

Program (YAP) since its inception in 1991.  Halpern (2009) described YAP as coming 

“closest of any program in the United States to embodying the elements and procedures 

in (as well as the issues and problems presented by) a full scale system” (p. 68).  

Participating students work with mentors and must demonstrate a level of competency in 

industry established skill standards in order to receive a Certificate of Occupational 

Proficiency from the state.   

 Wisconsin has recognized and taken positive action to promote ethnic and gender 

equity within its youth apprenticeship program.  According to Scribner and Wakelyn 

(1998), “the implications of discrimination of any kind occurring in the Youth 

Apprenticeship Program severely mitigate against one of the program’s fundamental 

objectives - - i.e., breaking down barriers to entry for occupations traditionally segregated 

according to gender and race” (p. 30).  The present study confirmed active participation 
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by female students in youth apprenticeship programs across five Wisconsin high schools 

(of the 83 YA student surveyed, 60.2% were female and 39.8% were male), although 

specific program occupational areas by female students were not collected.  Ethnic 

diversity was reflective of the school populations from which the samples were drawn.   

 The findings from the present study, and other similar studies, would dispel the 

notion youth apprenticeship participation suppresses post-secondary intentions and 

execution.  In this study, youth apprenticeship self-efficacy mean scores were greater 

than non-youth apprenticeship self-efficacy mean scores for all seven items relative to 

selecting a major, modifying choice of major, and completion of a major (Table 4.4).  

Specifically, for Item 2 (select one major from a list of potential majors you are 

considering) and Item 7 (determine the steps you need to take to successfully complete 

your chosen major), YA students scored nearly one half point (.42 and .47 respectively) 

greater than Non-YA students on a 4 point Likert-type scale.  Student perception of 

support from parent(s)/relatives, teachers, and friends to attend college for YA students 

were .22 points greater than Non-YA students on a 5 point Likert- type scale (Table 4.3).  

Prior research efforts parallel these findings.   

 Halpern (2009) stated:  

 A series of studies over more than a decade has found that participation in YAP

 does not deflect youth from higher education pathways- three quarters of

 graduates go to a technical or four year- and has positive effects on persistence in

 both technical and four year colleges (Orr, 1995; Knox, 1998; Phelps et al., 1999).

 (p. 71)    
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 A Wisconsin Youth Apprenticeship Program study involving 37 students was 

conducted by Scribner and Wakelyn (1998).  Utilizing focus groups and video conference 

interview, they examined how YA experiences enhanced students’ learning experiences 

and career opportunities.  Notable of their findings, and in concert with the present study, 

were three points.  First, the intention to pursue a 2-year or 4-year education following 

high school graduation was reported by 96% of the students that participated in YAP.  

Second, interviewed students were generally enthusiastic about the opportunities afforded 

to them beyond their experience at school (i.e. latest technologies not available at school), 

and expressed their confidence (self-efficacy) in obtaining permanent employment if 

desired.  According to Scribner and Wakelyn (1997), “students also demonstrated an 

enhanced sense of self-confidence, self-esteem and personal pride” (p. 30).  Third, data 

from their study suggested students acquired career related skills and attitudes that would 

benefit them long term.   

 Twelve items from the Career Maturity Inventory – Screening Form S (Savickas 

& Porfeli, 2011) were used to assess career attitudes of YA and Non-YA participants in 

the present study.  As reflected by analysis of the data, youth apprenticeship students 

generally had more positive attitudes towards their future careers than Non-YA students, 

across individual measures and collectively (Table 4.6).  Based on these results, it could 

be hypothesized; students participating in YA programs have an improved attitude 

towards their future careers than non-youth apprenticeship students. 

 Clearly, the youth apprenticeship program in Wisconsin has been implemented to 

serve all students regardless of their personal inputs (i.e.: age, gender, ethnicity, grades, 
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and socioeconomic status).   In one particular district, it has served as an effective 

instructional model for students at risk of leaving high school before graduation (Kenny 

& Collet-Klingenberg, 2000).  Success of the program drew attention from the 

international Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, a 21-member 

team from the state of Alabama, and nearby school districts.   

 Initiated in January 1999, a three-year research project led by Allen Phelps, 

Principal Director; Linda Scholl, Project Director; Marianne Mooney, Project Consultant, 

collected data from Wisconsin youth apprenticeship program graduates with exceptional 

needs in order to gain a better understanding of their learning experiences, 

accommodations, support strategies, and student outcomes.  Information disseminated 

based on the findings of their research included presentations on: Youth Apprenticeship 

Experiences for Students with Disabilities: Major Findings; Accommodation and 

Inclusion Strategies; Successful Youth Apprenticeship Experiences: Program 

Components and Participation Profiles; Disability Disclosure in Work-Based Learning 

Programs: Key Issues (Center on Education and Work, School of Education, University 

of Wisconsin-Madison, 2013).  

 A review of literature was unable to yield any quantitative studies utilizing 

multivariate analysis in determining significant factors contributing to the participation in 

the Wisconsin Youth Apprenticeship Program with current high school students as the 

subjects.  To the knowledge of the principal investigator, analysis by these means has not 

been conducted in comparison to students not pursuing youth apprenticeship.   
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 In contrast to some of the prior literature and research on youth apprenticeship in 

Wisconsin (Kenny & Collet-Klingenberg, 2000, Phelps, Knox, & Griggs, 1999, Scribner 

& Wakelyn, 1998), the subject base of the present study was composed exclusively of 

enrolled high school students.  Clearly, a successful youth apprenticeship model of any 

kind, has shared responsibilities between the apprentice and the mentor; and most often, 

between a school and work site.  Company investment of time, capital, and human 

resources plays a key role in the knowledge, skills, and attitudes developed by the 

apprentice.  However, an improved understanding of student factors leading to youth 

apprenticeship engagement through assessment of actively participating students (and 

non-participating students) could provide educators, counselors, and policy makers with 

deeper insight into the social, psychological, or cognitive factors impacting overall 

program participation.  As presented earlier, the strength or weakness of multiple 

variables (personal factors, support, self-efficacy, outcome expectations, and attitudes, 

amongst others) impact career decisions during adolescence.  Combined, these constructs 

are speculated to impact participation in work-based programs like youth apprenticeship.  

Interpretation of Results and Limitations 

Research Question One.  Is there a significant difference between youth 

apprenticeship participants (YA) and non-participants (Non-YA) pertaining to: 

perception of support, belief in personal career decisions, expectations of a future career, 

person inputs (attitude, age, gender, ethnicity, grades, and socioeconomic status)?  

 Analysis of variance (ANOVA) and chi-square statistics were computed to 

answer research question one a., b., c., and d.  A statistically significant difference 
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between YA and Non-YA groups at p < .01 was found through conducting analysis of 

variance (ANOVA) for perception of support (question 1a.), and career self-efficacy 

(question 1b.).  Career outcome expectations was statistically significant only at the p < 

.05 level (question 1c.) using the same measure.  Chi-square analysis revealed statistical 

significance at p < .05 for seven of ten items (70%) assessing career attitudes; five of ten 

items (50%) at p < .01. 

Differences between youth apprenticeship and non-youth apprenticeship groups 

with respect to age, gender, grades, ethnicity, and socioeconomic status were likely 

impacted by populations from which the samples were drawn, sampling procedure, and 

instrument measures.  Frequencies and percentages presented in Table 4.2 should be 

interpreted with these limitations in mind.    

While the data collected from survey participants indicates there were statistically 

significant differences between YA and Non-YA groups for support, career attitudes, 

career self-efficacy, and career outcome expectations, they might also be examined and 

discussed from a practical viewpoint.  Active participants in a youth apprenticeship 

program were most often exposed to career related curriculum through a classroom 

component or special workshops during their youth apprenticeship experience. At one of 

the schools surveyed, special guests from business and industry were brought into the 

classroom to conduct mock interviews with students. Workplace assessments, performed 

by the employer (mentor), were used to score student timeliness, workplace attitude, 

competencies, and demonstration of skill.  According to one of the youth apprenticeship 

coordinating instructors, assessment guided by state of Wisconsin Employability Skills 
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was unique to her classes at her school.  Through classroom and work-based learning 

experiences YA participants are afforded versus Non-YA students, the statistical 

differences observed between these groups with regards to support, career attitude, career 

self-efficacy, and career outcome expectations can be substantiated in a practical sense.        

 Research Question Two.  What combination of variables reflective of the Social 

Cognitive Career Theory best discriminates between students who participated in youth 

apprenticeship and students who did not?    

Although age, as a predictor variable, demonstrated statistically significant 

difference between YA and Non-YA groups on its own (p < .01); was the most heavily 

weighted standardized function coefficient (-.68); and was most the most highly 

correlated variable of the predictors with regards to the discriminant function analysis, 

two factors might call to question the internal validity of these findings.  As 

acknowledged in Chapter IV, Non-YA students 18 years of age or older might have been 

more willing to participate in the research study due to the opportunity to provide assent 

for themselves.  While it could be argued, YA students 18 years of age or older had the 

same opportunity, an effort to have similar group sample sizes (YA and Non-YA) is 

reason to interpret age cautiously.  Two Non-YA participants responded as 19 years or 

older, therefore, the exact age of these students was not determined, compromising the 

internal validity of mean age for this group.   

From DFA analysis of the collected data, and upon acknowledgement of the 

aforementioned limitations, career attitude was the most heavily weighted factor within 

the model followed by support.  Both variables were moderate to highly correlated with 
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the discriminant function.  These findings are consistent with the Social Cognitive Career 

Theory (SCCT) (Lent, Brown & Hackett; 1994).  Career related attitudes would be 

considered a predisposition (categorized as a person input in Figure 1.1) and categorized 

as a person input.  Combined with environmental supports, these two constructs are 

posited to influence a student’s learning experience.  For the present study, learning 

experiences were differentiated by either participating in youth apprenticeship or not.  

Stated differently, person inputs (predispositions, gender, race/ethnicity, disability/health 

status) and background contextual affordances (mechanisms of support) would be 

expected to affect learning experiences per SCCT.  Learning experiences are influential 

on the development of career self-efficacy and career outcome expectations.  In sum, if 

career related attitudes and support are statistically different initially, these factors should 

naturally accept the most weight in correctly classifying survey participants into youth 

apprenticeship or non-youth apprenticeship groups by means of discriminant function 

analysis (with the limitations associated with the category of age taken into 

consideration).   

Of the variables not yet discussed, specifically gender, grades, and socioeconomic 

status, it is interesting to note their comparatively small coefficient weights and small 

correlations with the DFA model.  In other words, these variables could be considered to 

be less of a factor in correctly predicting group membership in comparison to career 

attitudes and support; a noteworthy point considering the concerns surrounding 

apprenticeship expressed in Chapter II. 
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Upon running the initial DFA model with all eight predictor variables (age, career 

attitudes, support, gender, outcome expectations, career self-efficacy, grades, and 

socioeconomic status), YA participation was correctly predicted at 72.4%; Non-YA at 

64.7%.  In direct response to addressing research question two, when including only the 

four most highly correlated variables with the initial DFA model (age, career attitudes, 

support and career self-efficacy), YA participation was correctly predicted at 73.5%; 

Non-YA at 67.4%.   

Generalizability of Findings 

 As stated in chapter III, the target population of this research was focused on 

students likely to participate in Wisconsin Youth Apprenticeship Program (YAP) while 

in high school.  All programs statewide were invited to participate in the survey through 

the March 2012 issue of YA News (see Appendix D).  Based on communications with 

those closely connected to Wisconsin YAP, the likely age of participating high school 

students was approximated to be between 16 and 18 years of age; consequently, classes 

with students of junior or senior standing were approached.       

 Generalizability of the findings in comparing youth apprenticeship and non-youth 

apprenticeship sample groups from this study would be applicable to student populations 

with like personal inputs/demographics (i.e.: age, gender, ethnicity, grades, 

socioeconomic status).  As acknowledged, an ethnically diverse sample was not attained 

for this research based on populations from which the samples were drawn; a suggested 

point of consideration to others in reviewing the analysis and discussion of this study.     
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Discussion and Implications 

 Future research of factors posited to influence high school students to pursue a 

youth apprenticeship has the potential to inform and guide students, parents, educators, 

and policy makers.  Data collected and analyzed from youth apprenticeship and non-

youth apprenticeship students within five Wisconsin school districts has produced, in the 

opinion of the principal investigator, some interesting findings.  

  Over the course of the present study, two primary challenges were identified: 

obtaining ethnically diverse sample groups based on populations of schools willing to 

participate, and coordinating in-class survey dates/times.  If student ethnicity is to be 

assessed as a contributing factor for participation in a youth apprenticeship program, a 

concentrated and deliberate effort should be placed on connecting with administrative 

officials and career and technical education coordinators within ethnically diverse school 

districts to draw minorities into the sample.  Students missing in-class time to complete 

the survey instrument was one reason administration (at a larger, more ethnically diverse 

school district than those surveyed) did not grant permission to the principle investigator.  

Options for completing the survey instrument, non-intrusive to class time, should be 

investigated and discussed with all potential participants.  Administration of the survey 

instrument in a computer based format (versus paper and pencil) could help facilitate 

these efforts.  It is posited more school districts with greater ethnically diverse 

populations would be willing participants if these considerations are fully acknowledged. 

 Through these research efforts it is clear, youth apprenticeship participants have a 

different type of educational experience in comparison to non-youth apprenticeship 



   109 

 

students.  There were notable differences in support, career attitudes, and career self-

efficacy and career outcome expectations between these groups.  The Social Cognitive 

Career Theory model (Lent, Brown, & Hackett, 1994) suggested environmental support 

(and barriers) and personal inputs (predispositions) influence learning experience, and 

consequently, career-self efficacy and career outcome expectations.  It is hypothesized, a 

youth apprenticeship experience nurtured by a supportive environment would lead to 

improved career self-efficacy and career outcome expectations.  

Extended research might also consider youth culture as a potential variable.  

Many of the students participating in youth apprenticeship programs at the schools 

surveyed were enrolled in career and technical education courses, but were there specific 

social groups they identified themselves with?  In other words, what “world” did these 

students see themselves as members of?    

 An effort to more thoroughly investigate these factors by means of obtaining a 

wider spectrum of school districts is proposed for future research.  Educational policies, 

sensitive to these factors, could be implemented and/or modified regarding youth 

apprenticeship programming.  A deeper understanding of the social, psychological, and 

cognitive aspects of participation in youth apprenticeship programs has the potential to 

provide high school counselors with improved insight of the program.  Student 

anticipation of “what might be” or decisions about “what to do next” could be positively 

supported. 
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Appendix A  

Social Cognitive Career Theory (SCCT) Model 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Blue dashed line is NOT part of the original model.  It is offered to distinguish between the Level 1 variables (right hand side) of the cognitive-person (career 

self-efficacy, career outcome expectations, interests, goals/aspirations, and actions) and Level 2 variables (left hand side).  The latter is considered paths through 

which physical attributes, e.g., gender and race, features of the environment, and particular learning experiences such as youth apprenticeships or Non-YA, 

influence career self-efficacy and career outcome expectations. (Lent, R. W, Brown, S. D., Hackett, G., 2000)
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Appendix B 

 
CONSENT FORM 

Youth Apprenticeship Study 

School District of the Menomonie Area 

Menomonie, Wisconsin 

 

Your child is invited to participate in a study of factors influencing the career decision process.  

She/he has been selected as a possible participant from the School District of the Menomonie 

Area which offers a work-based learning program called youth apprenticeship, and is either of 

Junior or Senior standing. We ask that you read this form and ask any questions you may have 

before agreeing to be in the study. 

 

This study is being conducted by: Gregory T. Slupe, Principal Investigator and Doctoral Student, 

Department of Organizational Leadership, Policy, and Development, University of Minnesota-

Twin Cities 

 

Background Information: 

Several reasons have been offered as to why students remain undecided about career and/or 

educational choices following high school graduation.  An objective of work based learning 

programs is to expose students to career opportunities, along with concepts and practices 

followed by business and industry, but do they affect career related attitudes, beliefs and 

outcomes that impact career choice?  Based on literary review, variables relative to career choice 

have not been investigated for students completing a specific work based learning program, like 

youth apprenticeship, in comparison to those who have not.   

 

The purpose of this study is to better understand the degree to which youth apprenticeship 

programs, affect career opportunities for all high school students.   The information could 

potentially help explain career related attitudes, beliefs and outcomes relative to the youth 

apprenticeship experience.   

 

Procedures: 

If you consent to this study, we would ask your child to provide information on the degree to 

which personal factors (gender, age, socio-economic status, ethnicity and grades) and perceived 

supports might affect his/her: 

1. attitude toward making career choices 

2. expectation of potential career outcomes 

3. belief in their ability to make career related decisions 

 

All students of junior or senior standing within your child’s high school is eligible to participate 

in the study upon providing written permission by their parent(s) or guardian (for students less 

than 18 years of age) and from themselves.  The survey instrument will be of paper and pencil 

format and administered at your child’s school.  All completed surveys will be placed in a 

mailing envelope by the participants themselves. There will be no personal identifiers (names) on 

the instrument and no method used to track their individual responses.  
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Risks and Benefits of being in the Study 
The study has some anticipated risk.  First, the principal investigator has no control over 

participants who verbally share survey responses with other people.  This is a determination made 

by the participant and is strongly discouraged.  Second, the risk of individual stress from 

answering any or all questions cannot be  

anticipated.  Students have the right to not answer particular questions if this is the case, or 

withdraw from the survey while completing it.  However, because no personal identifiers or 

method will be used to track individual responses, submitted surveys cannot be withdrawn as they 

cannot be identified.  Results from this study will be a composite of all participating high schools.    

 

There are no direct benefits to those participating in this survey.  The findings are intended to be 

used by the principal investigator for the sole purpose of the intended research.  Data will be 

published in aggregate form.  Findings of the final report will be made available upon request.  

 

Confidentiality: 

The records of this study will be maintained by the principal investigator.  Research records will 

be stored securely.  All completed survey instruments will be maintained and destroyed in 

compliance with University of Minnesota policy. 

 

Voluntary Nature of the Study: 

Participation in this study is voluntary. Your decision whether or not to participate will not affect 

your current or future relations with your child’s school standing (i.e. grades) or the University of 

Minnesota. If you decide to participate, your child is free to not answer any/all questions or 

withdraw at any time without affecting those relationships.  

 

Contacts and Questions: 

The principal investigator conducting this study is Gregory T. Slupe, a student at the University 

of Minnesota.  You may ask any questions you have now. If you have questions later, you are 

encouraged to contact him at 715-309-8690 (mobile), 715-231-1041(home) or by e-mail: 

slupeg@uwstout.edu.  Dr. Theodore Lewis, Professor Emeritus at the University of Minnesota-

Twin Cities is his advisor.  He can be contacted at lewis007@umn.edu.   

 

If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study and would like to talk to someone 

other than the researcher, you are encouraged to contact the Research Subjects’ Advocate Line, 

D528 Mayo, 420 Delaware St. Southeast, Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455; (612) 625-1650. 

 

THANK YOU FOR CONSIDERING THIS REQUEST! 

Statement of Consent: 

I have read the above information. I have asked questions and have received answers. I consent to 

participate in the study. 

 

Signature of Participant:__________________________ Date: __________________ 

 

Signature of Parent or Guardian:___________________Date: __________________ 

(If student is less than 18 years of age) 

 

Signature of Investigator:__________________________ 

 

 

mailto:slupeg@uwstout.edu
mailto:lewis007@umn.edu
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Appendix C 

 

ASSENT FORM 

YOUTH APPRENTICESHIP STUDY 

School District of the Menomonie Area 

Menomonie, Wisconsin 

 

You are invited to participate in a study of factors influencing the career decision process. 

You were selected as a possible participant because you are a student within the School 

District of the Menomonie Area where a work-based learning program called youth 

apprenticeship is offered. We ask that you read this form and ask any questions you may 

have before agreeing to be in the study. 

 

The purpose of this study is to better understand the degree to which youth apprenticeship 

programs, affect career opportunities for all high school students.   The information could 

potentially help explain career related attitudes, beliefs and outcomes relative to the youth 

apprenticeship experience.   

 

If you agree to be in this study, we would ask you provide information on the degree to 

which personal factors (gender, age, socio-economic status, ethnicity and grades) and 

perceived supports might affect your: 

1. attitude toward making career choices 

2. expectation of potential career outcomes 

3. beliefs in your ability to make career related decisions 

 

All students of junior or senior standing within your high school are eligible to participate in 

the study upon providing written permission by their parent(s) or guardian (for students less 

than 18 years of age) and from themselves.  The survey instrument will be of paper and 

pencil format and administered at your school.  All completed surveys will be placed in a 

mailing envelope by the participants themselves. There will be no personal identifiers 

(names) on the instrument and no method used to track your individual responses.   

 

You can ask any questions that you have about this study by contacting me, Greg Slupe, 

Principal Investigator and Doctoral Student at the University of Minnesota, directly at 715-

309-8690 (mobile), 715-231-1041 (home) or by e-mail at slupeg@uwstout.edu.  

 

Signing here means that you have read this paper or had it read to you and that you are 

willing to be in this study. If you don’t want to be in this study, don’t sign. Remember, being 

in this study is up to you.  There will be no adverse consequences if you don’t sign this or 

even if you change your mind later. 

 

Signature of participant (18 years of age or older)  _________________________ 

 

Date _________________________ 
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Appendix D 

 

YA News Request for Participants: March 2012 
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Appendix E 

 

Administration Approval: School District of Elmwood 
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Appendix F 

 

Administration Approval: Antigo High School 
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Appendix G 

 

Administration Approval: Merrill High School 
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Appendix H 

 

Administration Approval: Eau Claire Area School District 
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Appendix I 

 

Administration Approval: School District of the Menomonie Area 
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Appendix J 

 

Main Study Institutional Review Board Approval 

 

 
 

 



   139 

   139 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



   140 

   140 

Appendix K 
 

Youth Apprenticeship Study 

General Instructions 
 
Please answer each question carefully and honestly on this form.  Be assured that all 
your responses will be held confidentially and will be reported in group form.  Your 
individual responses will never be identified.  Participation in the survey is completely 
voluntary.  You may choose not to participate.   
 
Do NOT include your name on the answer sheet.   
 

 
Section 1:  My PERCEPTION of SUPPORT  
 
Please read each statement, beginning with “My parent(s)/relatives, teachers and friends…” and think 
carefully about whether you agree or disagree. For example, if you strongly disagree with the 
statement, darken “STRONGLY DISAGREE”.  If you are “in the middle” or not sure whether you agree or 
disagree, darken “NOT SURE”.  There are no right or wrong answers.  Mark your answer by 
COMPLETELY DARKENING the corresponding circle. 
 
MY PARENT(S)/RELATIVES, TEACHERS AND FRIENDS…: 
1.) Expect me to work hard in school. 
        STRONGLY DISAGREE  DISAGREE            NOT SURE   AGREE         STRONGLY AGREE  
                  ⃝           ⃝          ⃝           ⃝           ⃝    
  
2.) Try to answer my questions.  
        STRONGLY DISAGREE  DISAGREE            NOT SURE   AGREE         STRONGLY AGREE  
                  ⃝           ⃝          ⃝           ⃝           ⃝    
  
3.) Are interested in my future.  
        STRONGLY DISAGREE  DISAGREE            NOT SURE   AGREE         STRONGLY AGREE  
                  ⃝           ⃝          ⃝           ⃝           ⃝    
  
4.) Take the time to help me get better grades.  
        STRONGLY DISAGREE  DISAGREE            NOT SURE   AGREE         STRONGLY AGREE  
                  ⃝           ⃝          ⃝           ⃝           ⃝    
  
5.) Will listen if I want to talk about a problem.  
        STRONGLY DISAGREE  DISAGREE            NOT SURE   AGREE         STRONGLY AGREE  
                  ⃝           ⃝          ⃝           ⃝           ⃝    
  
6.) Are helpful when I have questions about career issues.  
        STRONGLY DISAGREE  DISAGREE            NOT SURE   AGREE         STRONGLY AGREE  
                  ⃝           ⃝          ⃝           ⃝           ⃝    
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Section 1:  My PERCEPTION of SUPPORT (continued) 
MY PARENT(S)/RELATIVES, TEACHERS AND FRIENDS…: 
7.) Answer my questions about how to do better.  
        STRONGLY DISAGREE  DISAGREE            NOT SURE   AGREE         STRONGLY AGREE  
                  ⃝           ⃝          ⃝           ⃝           ⃝    
  
8.) Would tell other people good things about me.  
        STRONGLY DISAGREE  DISAGREE            NOT SURE   AGREE         STRONGLY AGREE  
                  ⃝           ⃝          ⃝           ⃝           ⃝    
  
9.) Are easy to talk to about school things.  
        STRONGLY DISAGREE  DISAGREE            NOT SURE   AGREE         STRONGLY AGREE  
                  ⃝           ⃝          ⃝           ⃝           ⃝    
  
10.)  Challenge me to think about my future goals.  
        STRONGLY DISAGREE  DISAGREE            NOT SURE   AGREE         STRONGLY AGREE  
                  ⃝           ⃝          ⃝           ⃝           ⃝    
  
11.) Believe I am capable of achieving.  
        STRONGLY DISAGREE  DISAGREE            NOT SURE   AGREE         STRONGLY AGREE  
                  ⃝           ⃝          ⃝           ⃝           ⃝    
  
12.)  Help me understand my strengths.  
        STRONGLY DISAGREE  DISAGREE            NOT SURE   AGREE         STRONGLY AGREE  
                  ⃝           ⃝          ⃝           ⃝           ⃝    
  
13.)  Want me to do well in school.  
        STRONGLY DISAGREE  DISAGREE            NOT SURE   AGREE         STRONGLY AGREE  
                  ⃝           ⃝          ⃝           ⃝           ⃝    
  
14.)  Enjoy interacting with me.  
        STRONGLY DISAGREE  DISAGREE            NOT SURE   AGREE         STRONGLY AGREE  
                  ⃝           ⃝          ⃝           ⃝           ⃝    
  
15.)  Care about me as a person.  
        STRONGLY DISAGREE  DISAGREE            NOT SURE   AGREE         STRONGLY AGREE  
                  ⃝           ⃝          ⃝           ⃝           ⃝    
  
16.) Expect me to study.  
        STRONGLY DISAGREE  DISAGREE            NOT SURE   AGREE         STRONGLY AGREE  
                  ⃝           ⃝          ⃝           ⃝           ⃝    
  
17.)  Tell me if I’m not working hard enough.  
        STRONGLY DISAGREE  DISAGREE            NOT SURE   AGREE         STRONGLY AGREE  
                  ⃝           ⃝          ⃝           ⃝           ⃝    
  
18.)  Support my goals for the future.  
        STRONGLY DISAGREE  DISAGREE            NOT SURE   AGREE         STRONGLY AGREE  
                  ⃝           ⃝          ⃝           ⃝           ⃝    
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Section 1:  My PERCEPTION of SUPPORT (continued) 
MY PARENT(S)/RELATIVES, TEACHERS AND FRIENDS…: 
19.)  Think I am a hard worker.  
        STRONGLY DISAGREE  DISAGREE            NOT SURE   AGREE         STRONGLY AGREE  
                  ⃝           ⃝          ⃝           ⃝           ⃝    
  
20.)  Push me to succeed.  
        STRONGLY DISAGREE  DISAGREE            NOT SURE   AGREE         STRONGLY AGREE  
                  ⃝           ⃝          ⃝           ⃝           ⃝    
  
21.)  Are easy to talk to about things besides school.  
        STRONGLY DISAGREE  DISAGREE            NOT SURE   AGREE         STRONGLY AGREE  
                  ⃝           ⃝          ⃝           ⃝           ⃝    
  
22.) Let me know how to improve my grades.  
        STRONGLY DISAGREE  DISAGREE            NOT SURE   AGREE         STRONGLY AGREE  
                  ⃝           ⃝          ⃝           ⃝           ⃝    
  
23.)  Take time to get to know me.  
        STRONGLY DISAGREE  DISAGREE            NOT SURE   AGREE         STRONGLY AGREE  
                  ⃝           ⃝          ⃝           ⃝           ⃝    
  
24.)  Evaluate my work carefully.  
        STRONGLY DISAGREE  DISAGREE            NOT SURE   AGREE         STRONGLY AGREE  
                  ⃝           ⃝          ⃝           ⃝           ⃝    
  
25.)  Think I should go to college.  
        STRONGLY DISAGREE  DISAGREE            NOT SURE   AGREE         STRONGLY AGREE  
                  ⃝           ⃝          ⃝           ⃝           ⃝    
  

End of Section 1 
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Section 2:  My BELIEF in PERSONAL CAREER DECISIONS 
 
INSTRUCTIONS: For each statement below, please read carefully and indicate how much confidence 
you have that you could accomplish each of these tasks by marking your answer according to the 
key. Mark your answer by COMPLETELY DARKENING the corresponding circle. 
 
Example:  How much confidence do you have that you could: 
       Summarize the skills you have developed in the jobs you have held? 
      NO CONFIDENCE          VERY LITTLE            MODERATE              MUCH                   COMPLETE 
                AT ALL                 CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE        CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE 
                    ⃝                               ⃝                             ⃝                          ⃝                              ⃝ 
If your response was "Moderate Confidence," you would completely darken the circle below it. 
 
HOW MUCH CONFIDENCE DO YOU HAVE THAT YOU COULD: 
1.) Use the internet to find information about occupations that interest you.  
      NO CONFIDENCE          VERY LITTLE            MODERATE              MUCH                   COMPLETE 
                AT ALL                 CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE        CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE 
                    ⃝                               ⃝                             ⃝                          ⃝                              ⃝ 
 
2.) Select one major from a list of potential majors you are considering. 
      NO CONFIDENCE          VERY LITTLE            MODERATE              MUCH                   COMPLETE 
                AT ALL                 CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE        CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE 
                    ⃝                               ⃝                             ⃝                          ⃝                              ⃝ 
 
3.) Make a plan of your goals for the next five years. 
      NO CONFIDENCE          VERY LITTLE            MODERATE              MUCH                   COMPLETE 
                AT ALL                 CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE        CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE 
                    ⃝                               ⃝                             ⃝                          ⃝                              ⃝ 
 
4.) Determine the steps to take if you are having academic trouble with an aspect of your chosen  
      major. 
        NO CONFIDENCE          VERY LITTLE            MODERATE              MUCH                   COMPLETE 
                AT ALL                 CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE        CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE 
                    ⃝                               ⃝                             ⃝                          ⃝                              ⃝ 
 
5.) Accurately assess your abilities. 
      NO CONFIDENCE          VERY LITTLE            MODERATE              MUCH                   COMPLETE 
                AT ALL                 CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE        CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE 
                    ⃝                               ⃝                             ⃝                          ⃝                              ⃝ 
 
6.) Select one occupation from a list of potential occupations you are considering. 
      NO CONFIDENCE          VERY LITTLE            MODERATE              MUCH                   COMPLETE 
                AT ALL                 CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE        CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE 
                    ⃝                               ⃝                             ⃝                          ⃝                              ⃝ 
 
7.) Determine the steps you need to take to successfully complete your chosen major. 
      NO CONFIDENCE          VERY LITTLE            MODERATE              MUCH                   COMPLETE 
                AT ALL                 CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE        CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE 
                    ⃝                               ⃝                             ⃝                          ⃝                              ⃝ 
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Section 2:  My BELIEF in PERSONAL CAREER DECISIONS (continued) 
HOW MUCH CONFIDENCE DO YOU HAVE THAT YOU COULD: 
8.) Persistently work at your major or career goal even when you get frustrated. 
      NO CONFIDENCE          VERY LITTLE            MODERATE              MUCH                   COMPLETE 
                AT ALL                 CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE        CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE 
                    ⃝                               ⃝                             ⃝                          ⃝                              ⃝ 
 
9.) Determine what your ideal job would be. 
      NO CONFIDENCE          VERY LITTLE            MODERATE              MUCH                   COMPLETE 
                AT ALL                 CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE        CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE 
                    ⃝                               ⃝                             ⃝                          ⃝                              ⃝ 
 
10.) Find out the employment trends for an occupation over the next ten years. 
      NO CONFIDENCE          VERY LITTLE            MODERATE              MUCH                   COMPLETE 
                AT ALL                 CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE        CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE 
                    ⃝                               ⃝                             ⃝                          ⃝                              ⃝ 
 
11.) Choose a career that will fit your preferred lifestyle.  
        NO CONFIDENCE          VERY LITTLE            MODERATE              MUCH                   COMPLETE 
                  AT ALL                 CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE        CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE 
                      ⃝                               ⃝                             ⃝                          ⃝                              ⃝ 
 
12.) Prepare a good resume. 
        NO CONFIDENCE          VERY LITTLE            MODERATE              MUCH                   COMPLETE 
                  AT ALL                 CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE        CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE 
                      ⃝                               ⃝                             ⃝                          ⃝                              ⃝ 
 
13.) Change majors if you did not like your first choice. 
        NO CONFIDENCE          VERY LITTLE            MODERATE              MUCH                   COMPLETE 
                  AT ALL                 CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE        CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE 
                      ⃝                               ⃝                             ⃝                          ⃝                              ⃝ 
 
14.) Decide what you value most in an occupation. 
        NO CONFIDENCE          VERY LITTLE            MODERATE              MUCH                   COMPLETE 
                  AT ALL                 CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE        CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE 
                      ⃝                               ⃝                             ⃝                          ⃝                              ⃝ 
 
15.) Find out about the average yearly earnings of people in an occupation. 
        NO CONFIDENCE          VERY LITTLE            MODERATE              MUCH                   COMPLETE 
                  AT ALL                 CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE        CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE 
                      ⃝                               ⃝                             ⃝                          ⃝                              ⃝ 
 
16.) Make a career decision and then not worry whether it was right or wrong. 
        NO CONFIDENCE          VERY LITTLE            MODERATE              MUCH                   COMPLETE 
                  AT ALL                 CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE        CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE 
                      ⃝                               ⃝                             ⃝                          ⃝                              ⃝ 
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Section 2:  My BELIEF in PERSONAL CAREER DECISIONS (continued) 
HOW MUCH CONFIDENCE DO YOU HAVE THAT YOU COULD: 
17.) Change occupations if you are not satisfied with the one you enter. 
        NO CONFIDENCE          VERY LITTLE            MODERATE              MUCH                   COMPLETE 
                  AT ALL                 CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE        CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE 
                      ⃝                               ⃝                             ⃝                          ⃝                              ⃝ 
 
18.) Figure out what you are and are not ready to sacrifice to achieve your career goals. 
        NO CONFIDENCE          VERY LITTLE            MODERATE              MUCH                   COMPLETE 
                  AT ALL                 CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE        CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE 
                      ⃝                               ⃝                             ⃝                          ⃝                              ⃝ 
 
19.) Talk with a person already employed in a field you are interested in. 
        NO CONFIDENCE          VERY LITTLE            MODERATE              MUCH                   COMPLETE 
                  AT ALL                 CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE        CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE 
                      ⃝                               ⃝                             ⃝                          ⃝                              ⃝ 
 
20.) Choose a major or career that will fit your interests. 
        NO CONFIDENCE          VERY LITTLE            MODERATE              MUCH                   COMPLETE 
                  AT ALL                 CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE        CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE 
                      ⃝                               ⃝                             ⃝                          ⃝                              ⃝ 
 
21.) Identify employers, firms, and institutions relevant to your career possibilities. 
        NO CONFIDENCE          VERY LITTLE            MODERATE              MUCH                   COMPLETE 
                  AT ALL                 CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE        CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE 
                      ⃝                               ⃝                             ⃝                          ⃝                              ⃝ 
 
22.) Define the type of lifestyle you would like to live. 
        NO CONFIDENCE          VERY LITTLE            MODERATE              MUCH                   COMPLETE 
                  AT ALL                 CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE        CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE 
                      ⃝                               ⃝                             ⃝                          ⃝                              ⃝ 
 
23.) Find information about graduate or professional schools. 
        NO CONFIDENCE          VERY LITTLE            MODERATE              MUCH                   COMPLETE 
                  AT ALL                 CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE        CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE 
                      ⃝                               ⃝                             ⃝                          ⃝                              ⃝ 
 
24.) Successfully manage the job interview process. 
        NO CONFIDENCE          VERY LITTLE            MODERATE              MUCH                   COMPLETE 
                  AT ALL                 CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE        CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE 
                      ⃝                               ⃝                             ⃝                          ⃝                              ⃝ 
 
25.) Identify some reasonable major or career alternatives if you are unable to get your first choice. 
        NO CONFIDENCE          VERY LITTLE            MODERATE              MUCH                   COMPLETE 
                  AT ALL                 CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE        CONFIDENCE          CONFIDENCE 
                      ⃝                               ⃝                             ⃝                          ⃝                              ⃝ 
 

End of Section 2 
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Section 3: My EXPECTATIONS of a FUTURE CAREER 
 
Instructions:  Please respond to each question by marking your answers from the options listed below.  
Mark your answer by COMPLETELY DARKENING the corresponding circle. 
 
1. ) My career planning will lead to a satisfying career for me.  
       STRONGLY DISAGREE     DISAGREE            AGREE                          STRONGLY AGREE 
         ⃝                                         ⃝                                   ⃝                          ⃝ 
 
2.) I will be successful in my chosen career/occupation.  
       STRONGLY DISAGREE     DISAGREE            AGREE                          STRONGLY AGREE 
         ⃝                                         ⃝                                   ⃝                          ⃝ 
 
3.) The future looks bright for me.  
       STRONGLY DISAGREE     DISAGREE            AGREE                          STRONGLY AGREE 
         ⃝                                         ⃝                                   ⃝                          ⃝ 
 
4.) My talents and skills will be used in my career/occupation.  
       STRONGLY DISAGREE     DISAGREE            AGREE                          STRONGLY AGREE 
         ⃝                                         ⃝                                   ⃝                          ⃝ 
 
5.) I have control over my career decisions.  
       STRONGLY DISAGREE     DISAGREE            AGREE                          STRONGLY AGREE 
         ⃝                                         ⃝                                   ⃝                          ⃝ 
 
6.) I can make my future a happy one.  
       STRONGLY DISAGREE     DISAGREE            AGREE                          STRONGLY AGREE 
         ⃝                                         ⃝                                   ⃝                          ⃝ 
 
7.) I will get the job I want in my chosen career.  
       STRONGLY DISAGREE     DISAGREE            AGREE                          STRONGLY AGREE 
         ⃝                                         ⃝                                   ⃝                          ⃝ 
 
8.) My career/occupation choice will provide the income I need.  
       STRONGLY DISAGREE     DISAGREE            AGREE                          STRONGLY AGREE 
         ⃝                                         ⃝                                   ⃝                          ⃝ 
 
9.) I will have a career/occupation that is respected in our society.  
       STRONGLY DISAGREE     DISAGREE            AGREE                          STRONGLY AGREE 
         ⃝                                         ⃝                                   ⃝                          ⃝ 
 
10.) I will achieve my career/occupational goals.  
       STRONGLY DISAGREE     DISAGREE            AGREE                          STRONGLY AGREE 
         ⃝                                         ⃝                                   ⃝                          ⃝ 
 
11.) My family will approve of my career/occupation choice.  
       STRONGLY DISAGREE     DISAGREE            AGREE                          STRONGLY AGREE 
         ⃝                                         ⃝                                   ⃝                          ⃝ 
 
 



   147 

   147 

Section 3:  My EXPECTATIONS of a FUTURE CAREER (continued) 
12.) My career/occupation choice will allow me to have the lifestyle that I want. 
       STRONGLY DISAGREE     DISAGREE            AGREE                          STRONGLY AGREE 
         ⃝                                         ⃝                                   ⃝                          ⃝ 
 

End of Section 3 
 

 
Section 4: My ATTITUDE towards a FUTURE CAREER  

Instructions:  Please respond to each statement by indicating if you AGREE or DISAGREE.  Mark your 
answer by COMPLETELY DARKENING the corresponding numbered circle. 
  
1.)  I can’t understand how some people can be so certain about what they want to do. 
       DISAGREE    AGREE   
              ⃝        ⃝  
 
2.) I don’t know what courses I should take in school.  
       DISAGREE    AGREE   
              ⃝        ⃝  
 
3.) I know very little about the requirements of jobs.   
       DISAGREE    AGREE   
              ⃝        ⃝  
 
4.) I really can’t find any work that has much appeal to me.    
       DISAGREE    AGREE   
              ⃝        ⃝   
 
5.)  I often daydream about what I want to be, but I really have not chosen an occupation yet.  
       DISAGREE    AGREE   
              ⃝        ⃝   
 
6.)  Everyone seems to tell me something different; as a result I don’t know what kind of work to
 choose.  
       DISAGREE    AGREE   
              ⃝        ⃝   
 
7.)  There are so many things to consider in choosing an occupation, it is hard to make a decision.  
       DISAGREE    AGREE   
              ⃝        ⃝  
 
8.)  I keep changing my occupational choice. 
       DISAGREE    AGREE   
              ⃝        ⃝  
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Section 4: My ATTITUDE towards a FUTURE CAREER (continued) 
9.)  I don’t know how to go about getting into the kind of work I want to do.  
       DISAGREE    AGREE   
              ⃝        ⃝   
 
10.) I am having difficulty in preparing myself for the work that I want to do.  
       DISAGREE    AGREE   
              ⃝        ⃝   
 

 
End of Section 4 
 

 
Section 5:  GENERAL INFORMATION about Myself  
 
Instructions:  For each question or statement below, please COMPLETELY DARKEN the corresponding 
circle of your choice OR provide a LEDGIBLY PRINTED written answer. 
 
1.) What was your age on your last birthday?  

⃝   14 
⃝   15 
⃝   16 
⃝   17  
⃝   18  
⃝   19 Years or older 

 
2.) Gender:  

⃝   Female  
⃝   Male  

 
3.) Ethnicity:  

⃝   White 
⃝   Black or African American 
⃝   American Indian or Alaska Native 
⃝   Asian 
⃝   Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 
⃝   Some Other Race  ________________________ (Please FILL IN THE BLANK) 

 
4.) Throughout high school, my grades have been mostly:  

⃝   A’s 
⃝   B’s 
⃝   C’s 
⃝   D’s 
⃝   F’s 
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Section 5:  GENERAL INFORMATION about Myself (continued) 
5.) What is the female head of households’ highest level of education? 

⃝   Completed Graduate Degree 
⃝   Completed 4-Year Degree 
⃝   Completed 2-Year Community College/Technical College Degree 
⃝   Completed High School 
⃝   Completed Elementary School 
⃝   No schooling  

 

End of Section 5 

 
 
 
 
 

CONGRATULATIONS!!! YOU ARE FINISHED WITH THE SURVEY!   
  

THANK YOU FOR COMPLETING IT!!! 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



   150 

   150 

Appendix L 

 

Pilot Study Administration Approval: School District of the Menomonie Area 
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Appendix M 

 

Pilot Study Institutional Review Board  
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Appendix N 

 

Combined YA and Non-YA Predictor Variable Distributions 
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