The Measurement of Political and Income
Aspirations and Expectaticns

. Mary Olson
Department of Rural Sociology
University of Wisconsin-Madison 53706

‘David Bills
Department of Sociology
University of Wisconsin~Madison 53706

and

Archibald 0. Haller
Department of Rural Sociology
University of Wisconsin-Madison 53706

Paper prepared for presentation at 1979 Annual Meetings
- Rural Sccielngical Secietv.

of .the




ABSTRACT

. The importaﬁee'of certaln sociasl peychological iscmorphs of stratifieatiocg.-

‘aspirations and expectations--~in thé status attainment process have been

recognized for meny years. Such variables have proven to have important _'
consaquences for.the status etdeinment process;.particularly in the aré&s
of educaﬁional and occupstional status attainment. Classicsl theorists of
utaﬁus dxfféf?ﬁu???iﬁn c0ﬁcelved of status hierarchies es multidimenszional,
not only ineluding education and occu@aﬁiou but alsg Income and political
statuges. Yet, to date tﬁe soclal nesyehological isomorphs of income and

: politlcal status abtainment hqwe remained largely nnd»vulcned. Actually,

/’f
the pcl*fﬁcal status dimension of stfauifiaaticn alug;femaiasmé::;/;} Ted hgi ?«{'?h r
Ax: i !J/

unmgssyred, sithough other pepers present efforts to provide such an Sitpiidiit
. : . ,MJ{'},. i

instrument. The present paper presents scales developed to measure income g?ggﬁgﬁﬁé
| . Y - | plf’m«{,’éwf'f@’ﬁ? :
and po]itical asniyr auions and expectations, The melisbility ard validity _ CAELAN S

of these acales and their usefulness In further research 1s discussed.
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d. Introduction

A. Previous Research

tn this paper we report on the results of a research project designed to
measure the social psychological isomorphs of achieved economic and potitical
adult statuseg. This project, guided by the social psychologically oriented
Hodétn ¢ 987
status attainment research tradition (see, for examp]e,ﬂHa]ler and Woelfel,
1972; Haller, Woelfel, and Fink, 1969; and Sewell, Haller, and Ohtendorf,

1970}, has centered upon assessing the economic and political aspirations

of a youth and these same expectations of him by an elicited significant

other.,

Portes and Haller (1973), in aMresest-appraisal of status attainment
research, pointed out that while a great deal was known about the ro]g_of
educational and occupational aspiratfons and expectatiocns in the process of
status attainment, there were no instruments currently avaii;b]e by which_to
measure any of the status isomorphs for eitﬁer income or political influence

lb (see, Olson and Bills, 1978, for a recent attempt to measure political in-
fluence status). Yet Cléssica] stratification theorists (for example, Weber,

. oot
19%6; Sorokin, 1927; and Svalastogé, 1965, held weerktt—( income ) and political
statuses to be equa]]y if not more important than educational or occupational
statuses. Recently economic {income) status had beeﬁ the target of consider--
abtle résearch. {See, for example, Jencks, et. é!., 1972). The po]itidaf dim~
ension of stratification has. remained a relatively untouched area] both in
terms of its study as a:hﬁaharchiga1 status dimension and in terms of its
social psychologicaj isomorphs.

 Qur purpose in this paper is to provide a description of efferts to

measure the social psychological isomorphs of income and political status for

1. See Archibald 0, Haller and Helcio U. Saraiva, “'Status Measurement and the
Variable Discrimination Hypothesis in an Isolated Brazilian Region." ‘
Rural Sociology 37 (September) for an attempt to measure a political

dimension of stratification systems in Brazil,
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inclusion in ~status attainment models. While we feel it inappropriate

to present our analyses at this point as formal tests of substantive theories,

- we do hope thaF our analyse; provide an informative base upon which to build

further work. We will try to stress our mistakes as well 'as our insights,
on the premise that being wrong can at least be instructive.

B. Aspirations, expectations, and Status Attainment

The Concept_of aspiration refers to a special type of attitude. The
object of aspirationé is the attainment of adult statuses, which vary inrthéir
degree of difficulty to achieve. As Haller, et al., note, ""An aspiration is a
sacial psychological vafiable...wh]ch is a part of a person's cognitive struc-
ture,..and takes its hierarchical'Forh from a social struétura] phenomenra, a
status hierarchy.' (1974) -

A person's aspiration is a limited range of points-on a status hierarchy
which he views as either desirable or attainable for himself. Aspirations con-
gt . |
arange of statuses which have as an upper bound

f &
e MEE -
those statuses which are within a range of feasibility and as a lower bound

sist of a youth's conception of a

those statuses that would be at a minimum acceptable to—him. Aspirationa1.re-
éearch measures the level of a youth's aspirations in terms of reajistic and
idealistic goals. In addition, it is concerned with changes in the bounds of
these two goal regions over time. |

| The-concept of significant others was introduced by Harfy Stack Sullivan
(1940). The term is meant to refer to those individuals who exert major in—_
fluence on the social self of the individual. The significant other's ex-
pectations. for aﬁmfndividua1 refer to the predictions and anticipations: that
the significant other holds fof the individual. They are a type of inter—

personal influence in.that they convey to the youth behavior which would be

appropriate for him in the futurd.
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3.

Within the framework of status attainmeni research, significant others
have been thbught capable of exercising two distinct kinds of influence.
First, they can act as definers for the individual by actually conveying

information to him concerning what his fTuture attainment levels should be,

Second, they may serve as medels for the youth by which he may pattern his

‘own behavior, In addition, they may serve either of these roles by defin~-

ing or modeling behavior which would (1} be appropriate for the youth in
the future (significant others for self) or (2) tﬁey may serve as definers
or models For‘tha status area itself (significant others for the object
status);

The status areas which serve as objects for aspirations and expectations
afe thought of as hierarchical distributions which rank individuals adult
attainments in several areas. These areas include years of education com~
pleted, ocdcupational prestige, annual income, and ﬁolitical infTuenée (See
for example, Portes and Haller, 1970).

In status attainment research, the relationship between attitudes

~(aspirations and expectations) and behavior {later adult statuses) has been

conceived of as one of mediation where attitudes mediate the relationship
between measured baékground and adult achievements. The literature con-
sistently demonstrates that youth's own aspirations and significént other's
expectations have strong direct effects on adult behavior. (See, for
éxamﬁfe, Sewell, Haller, and Portes, 1963; and Sewell, Haller and Ohlendorf,
1970)

In this project, instruments were developed by which to measure youth's
aspirations for and thejrlsignificént others' expectations for the-yoﬁth's

future levels of income and political infiuence. This paper will summarize

the reliability and validity of those instruments. Figure I identifies

the status variables used In creating those variables desecribed in the




prasent paper.

il. Sample Description

Data for the present study were collected by the research team in the

"~ spring of 1976; The present study is based on questionnaires administered
to 292 members of the Junior Cilass of Chippewa Falls High Schob}. Chippewa
Falls is located in a rural Wisconsin.county and was specifically selected

~as a test site for the research oh-the basis of the presumed h?gh level of
political acfiv{ty of iﬁdividua]s in this area. An‘+ﬁﬁ6?f§ﬁfmF€5§SHwF6r
fﬁ?g“ﬁFESﬁmpfiQm;waswthﬁf“fﬁémﬁ?geaH§Tn“FaTmer*S“UHTOHWhaSM+TSWhEEdquarters

| RéTe

b1, The Political Aspiration Scale

Al Descriptibn of the scale.

The Political Influence Aspirétion Scale is a four item scale which

measures youth's aspirations for Fﬁture po!itica]'inflﬁence at local, state,
and federal levels of government. The fouf quéstions cover two dimensioﬁs
of aspirations which are idea!fstic (11/'Realfstic (R);.and'Short Term {ST)/
Long Term {LT). Question one addresses Idealistic, Short Term (IST) |
political Tnflueﬁce aspirations. Question two addresses Realistic, Short.
Term (RST) political influence aspirations. Question three addresses'ideaf—
istic, Long Term (ILT) political influence aépirations; Question four ad-

dresses Realistic, Long Term (RLT)'po!iticaI influence aspirations.

B. Scoring”pf the Scale.

Possible scores én each item range from 0-3 with 0 = no influence as-
pirations, 1 = local influence aspirations, 2 = state influence aspirations,
3 = federal influence aspirations. The political influence aspiration.scale

is a simple summation of the scores on each of the four items.
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Table 1 ﬁresents the distribution of responses to the items on the PoT-
ftica] Aspiratfon Scale. The first question, that dealing with short term
idealistic influence, reveals that 30.8% of you£h limit their aspirations to
the local level, and thaﬁ 41.1% have no political aspirations whatsoever.

Less than 8% of the samp?e-feels that, in the best of ail possiE]e worlds,
they.wiil exercise federal influence by the time they afe 25.

| When these same youth are asked for their realistic short-term pol-
_iti;al aspirations, the question ésseﬁtia!ly.reduces to a dichotomy. Either
a youfh intends not to participate at all, or is only confident in his abil-
ity to.be locally influential. Only nine respondents expressed the belief
that state or federal influence was a realistic aspiration by age 25.

The pattern of responses ta the long-term idealistic questfon is markedly
different from that of the éhort*term idea]isfic question. While oﬁer a quarter
of the sample stili shows no interest in future political activity, we now find
a sizable proportion who believe that they can conceivably exer£-state_in-
fluence {27.1%), and a large prdertjon who ideally aspire toward beihg in-
fluential federaily {2k.3%). When we turn to long-term realistic, we find
- that over half the sample (51.0%) expect no influence énd 33.6% expéct only
jocai influence. Further, we find that 13.0% of the sample considers state
influence to be a realistic aspiration when théy are L5 years of age, and
éix reﬁpondentﬁ state thét they will be federally influential at this stage
of Tife. |

| €. Validity,

Two _types éf validity eQidence are available. The first Is an iﬁte}na]
“evidence of validity. As Haller and Miller {1971) note, "General level of
a5pirafion theory and research holds that, on the average, level of aspira~’

tion at the idealistic level is higher than level of aspiration at the realis-
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tic Tevel, and similarty that level of aspiratién in terms of long-range
goals is higher than tevel of aspiration in terms of short-range goals."
Giv-en this fact, we would predict that X RST < % ILT and X ﬁLT < X ILT.
As we sée in the f#rst panel of Figure 2 these rglations hold. Further,
we would expect: X RST < X RLT and X IST < Y'ILT. We see in Figﬁre 2
that this is also the case. ﬂe take this as evidence of the internal
validity of the Political Aspiration Scale.

The second type of Vaiidiﬁy evidence is construct validity evidénce.
Construct validity refers to the process of evaluating a construct by
~empirical tests of predictions concerning its behavior in relation to that
‘of other variables. Several séales have been used as construcf va!i&ity
tests for the Political Aspiration Scale. These include a Government 0f-
fice Aspiration Scale thch was constructed especially for this study. The
scale -questions youth about their desire to hold various gogernment jobs in
the future. The scale is constructed analogously to the Occupational As-
piration.Scale (see Haiier énd Miller, 1971). The alpha coefficiént for this
scale is .622. Also included is a standard 5 item political efffcacy scale
with an alpha coefficient of .412, a political interest variable, and a
nine iteﬁ political knowledge scale (described in O]son,éiS??)), with an
'aipha coefficient of L813,

If the Political Aspiration Scale is a valid instrument we would pre~
dict a positive-feIatioHship between the Political Influence Aspiration
Scale and each of the other measures. Table 2 presents the means, standard
deviations, and zero-order correlations among these scales. As is evidenced
in Table 2 the prediéted positive re?atioﬁships between the Political As- |
piration Scale and each of the other above mentfoned scales hold. We take

this as evidence supporting the construct valtidity of the Political Influence




Aspiration Scale,

D. Reliability.

Two measures of reliability are available for the Political influence
Aspifation Scale. The first is the alpha coefficient which measures the
internal consfsténcy of the sgaTe. Table 3 presents the inter-item and
iteﬁwto-total corre]ations for the Political_]nfluence Aspirétion Scale.
The alpha coefficient for the scale is 084].‘7We believe that, this shows"
‘the Political Aspiration Scale to have high reliability. The second
measure of religbility is fhe test-retest coefficient which measures
stability of the.scale across time. The testfreteét coefficient for the
poiitical aspiration scale is .328., This low coefficient calls into ques-

tion.the stability, thus the reliability of the scale.

V. The Income Aspiration Scale

A. Description of the Scale.’ T

The Income Aspirétion Scale is a fbur item scale which measures stu-
dents' aspirations for future personal income. The four questions cover two
dimensions of aspirations which are ideatistic (1)/ Realistic (R}, and Short
Term (ST}/ Long Term (LT). Question one addresses ldealistic Short Term
{I1ST) personal income aspirations. Question two addresses Realistié Short
Term (RST)} personal income aspirations, Question three addressgs tdealistic
Long Term (ILT) personal income aspirations, and question four addresses
- Realistic Long Term (RLT) personal income aspirations. |

B. Scoring of the Scale.

Possible scores on each item range from 00-50, The scores. refer to in-
come aspirations ranging from $00 to $50,000. The Income Aspiration Scale is
" a simple summation of the scores on each of the four items. (Table L pre-

sents the inter-item and item-to-total score correlations for the Income




Aspiratioh‘Scale.)

C. Va¥idfty.

Two types of validity evidence are available. The first is an intérnal
evidence'qf va]idit?. (See note under validity for Political influence_As—
pirations Scale.) We would predict that XRST < X!ST and XRLT < XILT. As we
see In the second panel of Figure 2, these_relétionships held. Further, we
would expecf that XRST < XRLT and XiST < XILT. We see in Figure 2 that this
is also the case. We take this as evidence of the inteﬁpal validity of the.-
Income Aspiration Scale. ;

The second type of validity evidence that is available is construct
.va]idity. (See note under Political Enf1uenceKAspirations Scale, validity.)

Two scales have been used as construct validity tests foE the income as-

. piration scale. These are first, a House Aspiration Scale. The scale asks
.youth to-identify the price of house theerOu]d tike to own in thé.fﬁture.

ft is a four item scale. The four questions cover two dimensions of aspira-
tionsrwhich are ldealistic, Realistic, and Short Term, Leng Term, Question
one.addressed ldealistic, Short Term (fST) house ownership aspirations, Qges-
tion twc addresses Reaiistic; Short Term (RST) house owﬁefship aspirations.

. Question three addresses ldealistic, Long Term (ILT) house ownership aspirations.
Question four addresses Realistic, Long Term (RLT) houSe_ownership aspirations.
Possible scores on each item range from O01-15 with 01 = 10,000 to 15 = 50,000.
The House Aspiration Scale is a sjmpie summation of the scofes on each of

the four items. The alpﬁa coefficient for the scale is .836.

The second scale is the Car Aspiration Scale which asks youths to iden-
tify the type of car they would like to own in the future. It is a four-item

scale. The four questions cover two dimensions of aspirations which are

ldealistic, Realistic, and Short Term, Long Term. Question one addresses
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tdealistic, Short Term {IST) car ownership aspirations. Question two ad~
dresses Realistic, Short Term {RST) car ownership aspirations. Questioﬁ
three addresses IdeaIist;c Long Term {(ILT) car ownersﬁip aspirations.
Question four"addresses Rea]istit, Long Term (RLT) car ownership aspira-

tions. Possible scores on the items range from 1-3 with 1 = economy car,

2 = mid-sized car, 3 = luxury car, The Car Aspiration Scale Is a simple

summation of the four items. The alpha coefficient for the Car Aspiration-
Scale is .364,
It the income Aspiration Scale is a valid measure we would predict a

positive relationship between -the Income Aspiration Scale and the Car and

 House Aspiration Scales. Table 5 presents the means, standard deviations,

and the zeroc-order correlations among these scales. We note in Table 5

that there are positive but small relationships between the Income Aspirations
measure and the other tﬁo aspirations measures., The evidence for or égaihst
the Income Aspiration Scale, however, must take into account the unrelia-
bility of the Car Aspiration Measure as evigenced by its afpha coefficient,
Overall we hold that the relationship between the fncome Aspiration Scale

and the House and Car Aspiration Scales provide some evidence for thé con-
struct validity of the Income Aspiraticon Scale.

VD. Reliability.

Two measures of reliability are available for the .Income Aspiration
Scale. The first is the alpha coefficient which measures the internal con;
sistency of the scale. Table 4 presents the intér-]tem and item—to—téta!
correlations for the Income Aspiration Scale. The alpha coefficieﬁt for the
fncome Aspiration Scaié is .87. Ve be]ieve.that this shows the lncome'Aspira-
tion ScéIe to have high reliability. The second measure of re?iabi]ity is

the test/retest coefficient which measures stability of the scale across time.
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The test/retest coefficient for the Income Aspiration Scale is .060. This
extremely low céefficient calls intoc question the stability, thus the re-
Hiability of the scale. |

E. Conclusion,

On the basis of these findings we can say that both the Income Aspira-
tion Scale and the Political Aspirati?n Scale have face validity and some-
what less adequate construct valigity. In addition, the alpha coefficlents are
very high showing evidence of the promising reliability of the scales. . How~
aver, the stabi?ity of the measures s very low. This would lead one to be-
lieve that while at any particular ﬁeaéurement appiication, voulth can answer
these questions in an interpretable manner, across time, théir answers change.
Given that reliability sets an upper limit on validity, the usage of these

scales on high school youth is called into gquestion.

V. Significant Other Elicitor: Political and Ilncome Forms

A, Description of Instruments

Concurreat with the administration of the Income and Political Influence.

Aspiration Scales, the 292 youth were asked to identify the names of thosg'
people who had aided them in the formation of their political and income as-
piratfohs. Figure 3 illustrates the framework by whicﬁ the Significant Other
Eticitor, Political Form was developed. The Significant Other Elicitor, [ncome
Form was developed in an analogous fashion.

B. Sample

Owing.to financial Constraints, the analysis of Significant Other's ex-
pectations‘was‘limited to.a sampié of 59 randomly selected youth of which 56
finally presented usable data. For each of these 56 youth a max  mum éf three

individuals were contacted. These significant others were asked about their
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expectations for the youth's future Income and pelitical statuses.

All Significant Others identified were considered to be both political
and income significant others, regafd]ess of whether or not they were ex-
‘plicitly named as such by the youth. Therefore, in many cases individﬁa]s
were used as significant others for a given respondent whether or not the
youth named that individual as a significant other for a particular status
area. This conceivably represents a cons}derable problem, but the re-
stricted sample size necessitated tHis procédure. The problem resul£s since
21% of the youth name no po]iti;al significant others and 47% of the youth
have no overlap between political and income significant others. Previous
research has suggested a considérab]e overlab betweeg edgcationai and oc~
cupational significant othérs, which led us to perform a similar operation
here. The above results expose this bractice to be far less justifiablé in

|

the case of income and political significant others.' However, given the

-

restricted sample size, this procedure was retained, even acknowledging that

4

this possibly results in severe methodological and ultimately substantive

difficulties,

VI. The Political Expectation Scale

A. Description of the Scale.

The Po]itiﬁa% Expectation Scale was designed te be isomorphic with the
previously descyribed Political Asﬁiration Scale, with the only differénce be-
ing that SO0's are here asked to sbecify thetr po!itiéal expectations for the
youths who have ﬁamed them as their SO's. The scoring too is similar, except
that the average of any given youth's S0's expectations was used to correct
for the fact that not all youths have the same number of S0's,

Table é-presents the distribution of responses to the items on the Pol-

itical Expectations Scale. Comparing these with Table 1, we find that, in
' /
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general, Significant Others tend to expect more from youth than the youth do
- from themselves, S0's are both less likely than youths to state that a
youth will exercise no influence at all, and more likely to state that the
youth will be influential at high levels. Whether the apparent optimism and
encouragement of the S0's or the apparent skepticism énd disinterest of the
. youth's is more realistic is of course an empiricél guestion, vet these tables

do seem to indicate that expectations seem to be higher than aspirations.

B. Reliability of individual Significant Other Pofitica1 Scales.

Tabtle 7 coﬁs{sts of 21 unique correlation matrices. The coding schemes
feund along the rows and columns conéists of three numbers. The first per-
tains to time, with "% borreéponding'to the.initial testing instrument and
Hz corresponding to the retest. The second number indicates whether we are
deaiing with the firét, second, or third S0, The third number refers to one
of féur questionnaire items. Thus, each of the tog three matrices along the
main diagonal contains inter-item correlations for a given SO -at Time 1,
while the bottom three matrices present this informaticn for the retest. The
otHer three matrices denoted with the bold lines present test-retest inter-
iteﬁ corre]ationg, hd]ding constant ths desiénation of tbe SG. Thus, these
three matrices contain estimates of stability. Six ce}ls present intra-class
correlations among S0 expectations at Time T {cells numbered 21, 31, 32) and
fime 2 (cells numbered G54, 64, 65); The femaining six matrices contain cor-
relations that are cross-time and cross-50, and are somewhat less substan-
tively-interpretable.

In interpreting the table, it is important to ﬁote that since not all
youths ‘have the same number of significant others, S01 >802 >503. Thus, we
would expect the estimates in thg first cell along the main diagonal to be
more reliable than those in the second EGIT, which would in turn be more re-

liable than those in the third matrix, with a similar pattern holding for the
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bottom three matrices. The same reasoning can be applied elsewhere in
the table. )

The main diagonal of matrices in Table 7 would seem to indicate ex-
tremely good Lntér—item correlations for Significant Others Political Expec-
tations, as these numbers range anywhere from .56 to .86. We believe that
these numbers are indicative of the validity of the scale.

Our estimates of test-retest inter-item correlations are less- encourag~
jng. VWhIIe eight of these th]ve correlations are in thelrange of .46 to
.79, which would seem to be acceptable, we also obtain four estimates below
b0, including one as low as .11. These results again suggest the exer;ise
of caution in using the Political Expectation Scale.

For the most part, our estimates of intra-class correlations are fairly
distressing. We find that .individuals named as significant others by the
ycuths are in little agreement among themse lves as to the yodth's political -
promise. Well over half of the entries in these six cells are négative;'and
“even the largest estimates indicate little consensus among significant others
expectatfons. Basically, we find a vast-difference in what designated sig~
nificant others expect from youth.

C. -Reliability and Validity of Total Significant Other Political
Expectation Scale,

The third panel of Figure 2 displays a pattern of means which pbints to
the internal validity of the scale. All predicated relations hold. |

Table 8 presents the Inter-item and item~t0*tota].correlations for the
Political Expectation Scale. The Alpha coefficient for the Political Ex-
pectation Scale is .89, and the test-retest is .784. We believe that this
indicates a reliable scale,

D. Correlation of Political Aspirations and Political Expectations.

Table 3 shows the correlations of the Political Aspiration questions
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with the Cérresponding Political Expectafion questioﬁs. Since the entries
along the main diagonal represent the correlations of similar coﬁcépts
~asked of the youths and tﬁeir S0's (for example, short term idealistic),
we mightiexpect these correlations to be the highest in the table. We do

not, however, find this to be the case, and in fact the correlation between

the two scales overall is only .13.

The only apparent pattern in the table js the re1ative19 large size
of the correlations in Row 2, those pertaining to realistic, short-term
political aspirations. This item might, prima facie, be considered the
7 mostrreliab1e, or at 1e;st the most believable,.of these eight Questions,
but even these correlations are modegt;

While these results may call into question the validity of these two
scales, they‘may also he accurately refiecting the real world. High school
youths may easily have extremely unclear énd not fully crystalized coﬁf
ceptions of their thure places in the political (ea1m;' Perhaps most have
seldom, if ever, even ‘considered these issues. Further, it is possible
that the éignificant others do not find their conceptions of youth's polit-
ical potential to be particularly salient to their lives. Fiﬁally,reven if
the “true“ correlation between aspirations and expectations is much higher

" than the observed correlation of .13, any errors in the elicitation and iden-

tification of significant others could serve tc attenuate the observed cor-
relation.

E. Conclusion.

In sgm, the Political Expectations Scale seems to be both valid and
reliable. Unfortunately, we are here unable to assess the construct valid-.
ity of the scale as we did with the Political Aspirétions Scale, since the

_appropriate validating constructs are nhot available. We thus base our assess-
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ment of the scale on the alpha coefficient, a test-retest coefficient, and

the information contained in Figure 5.

VIT. The Income Expectation Scale

A. Description of the Scale.

Again, this scale is analogous to the Income Aspiration Scale, axcept"
that it is asked of the elicated significant other rather than the youths.

B. Reliability of Individual Significant Others lncome Expectations.

TaEIe 10 contains data.on Significant Others.inceme Expectations, and
[s constructed in the same-way as Table 7. In general, the ehttieslalong
the main diagonal of matrices represent satisfactory inter-item correla-
tioﬁs. The large size of the entries in the Finé! cell may be a bit puz-
zling, but it should be remembered that these estimates are based on a very
limi ted sample size (n=22).

The estimates of test-retest inter-item correlatibﬂs are ‘also reason-
able. .Fo!lowing the main diagonzl of the appropriate three matrﬁces'(since
the off-diagonal entries are cross-item, cross-time, and not as substan-
.tively'interesting or informative); we observe stability estimates which
average (unweigﬁted by number of significant others} about ,57. . While not
IOQerwhefming, tﬁis does indicate thet significant others answer fairly con-
sistently across time, | |

Finally, we turn to our estimates of intra-class correlations. Once
again we find considerable diversity withfn any given cell, .and are hard
-pressed to discern any clear patterns,

C. Reliability and Validity of Total SignifTicant Others Income
Expectations Scale,

The fourth panel of Figure 2 indicates a predictable and consistent
pattern of means for realistic and idealistic short term and long term

expectations.
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Tébje I{ presents the Inter-item and ltem~to-total correlations for
the Total Significant Cther Income Expectation Scale. The Alpha coef-
ficient for the scale is ,883,and the test-retest is .550. We inter-
pret tﬁese és befng extremely promising.

D. Correlations Between Income Aspirations and Income Expectations.

With very Few exceptions, Table 12 consists of entrie§ which are
virtually indistinguishable fram zero. Both the cross-respondent inter-
item correlations and the ,itemuto~total correlations.suggest that there
is Tittle appérent correspondence between the economic success that a
youth hopes to attain and the economic success expected from him by his
S0's. In fact, seven of the 25 correlations in the table are negative,
again raising SOme.skepticism'regarding the validity of our scales.

Here again, though, as in the case of political aspirations and
expectations, we would suggest that neiéhar youth nor significant others
necessarily have well crystallized attitudes regarding future earnings
petential, We would érgue that the observed correlation of .04 may re--
.erct.the true state of affairs at the time of measuremeﬁt, but tﬁat
this correlation may easily increase over time.

~E. Conclusion.

As in the case of the Political Expectation Scale, we can perform
no tests of construct validity, but on the basis of the evidence at hand,
“we conclude thét the Income Aspiraticn Scale is an apparentiy valid and

reliable instrument.

Vitl. Regression Analysis

A. Introduction.

In this section we present the results of a regression analysis de-




17.
signed to‘assess the determinants of income and political aspirations and
expectétions.. The results presented here should be considered both ten-
tative and exploratery. First of all, we are dealing with only 56 cases,
which 1imits both the number of independent.variables we may employ in
any given equation, and the confidence we may put in any of our estimates.
Further, as noted above, the reliability of ﬁany of our variables is 1éss
than optimai,z and this teo tempers our confidence In the estimates we fe—
port. We thus consider this séction to ke both a check on the validity of
our instruments and concepts and an analysis of substantive questidns.

B. Variables,
The variables to be used In this section are described as follows:
VARIABLES

ngh School Grade Point Average (GPA)

This is the school-reported average cf the student's course work.
Sex (SEX)
This is coded "1V for females and "0" for males.

College Plans (COLPLAN)

This is coded as a dummy variable, with students planning on attend-
ind post-secondary institutions awarding transterable credits receiving'
a‘“l” and all others, including those planning on attending vocational
schools, receiving a ‘"0,

Residence {(RESID)

Students living in rural areas, i.e., on a farm, were assigned a "1I'f,

. A1l others were given a ''0Y,

Given the preliminary nature of the analysis, we have made no effort to
correct for unreliability in the independent variables.
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Political lnterest (POLINT)

This is a single item indicator which assesses the respondent's
interest in political affairs. Possible scores on the item range from 1
to L, i

Political Knowledge (TPOLK)

This measure was developed by project personnel-aﬁd reported in
Clsen (1877), and is intendgd to measure the person's ability té fdentify
offices in the current politicél structure., |t consists of a nine-itenm
scale containfng questioné about all three branches of goverhment (legis-
tative, executive, and judicial) asked concerning all three levels of
government (local, state, and federal). In each question, we asked respon-
dents to identify the office with the most authority in that particular
branch of government at a particular governmental level. Aé an example of.
this type of question, we asked:

Which of these offices has the most authority in legisiative

matters on the federal level? Would it be U.S. Senator, U.S.

Secretary of Defense, or Attorney General?

Total scores on the scale rénge from § to 9, with high values in-
dlcating a2 greater number of correct answers.

Sense of Pelitical Efficacy (POLEFF)

This is a fivewitem, close-ended scale with pessible scores ranging

from 0 to 5. High values correspond to a high sense of person effective~

ness in regards to politics. For an extensive review of the concept of

political efficacy, see Prewitt, 1968, pp. 225-223.

Socioeconomic Background

Student's backgreound was measured as the occupaticnal stetus of their:
fathers, as measured by the Duncan index {FOCC}, and their father's level

of educational attainment in years of scheoling (FED).
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"Sianificant Others Political Status {(TSPS)

Significant Others Political Status is an average of Sigﬁificant
‘Others own politi¢31 influence at local, state and Tederal levels of
government (See Qlson (1977), for a discussion of this variable).

The questions are analogous to those used to_elicit poiitical ex=

pectations and aspirations.

Significant Others !ncome (TSOINC)

This measured the average income level of the respondent's sig-
nificant others.’

Expectations and'AspifatTons

The four dependent variables in the following analyses are political
and Iﬁcome expectations and aspirations, as defined earlfer in the paper.

Table 13 presents‘the means, standard deviations, and zero~order écr—
relations for the abcve variab1es. Table 14 presents the results of
equations in which the dependent variahle is Significant Others Political
Expectations. The most consistehtly striking feature of these equations
is the extent to which a youth's SO seems to base their expectations for
the youth on their own political status. While our small sampie size
forces us to examine only very parsimonious equat?ons,.fhis result holds
even when additionél variables are controlled,

Other characteristics of the youth also influence significant others?
expectations. . Hot surprisingly, more is expected from boys, students who
plan on continuing their education, and students with more highly educated
fathers. Somewhat less predictably, significant others have higher ex-

- pectations for rural youth, while father's occupat}on has lTittle impact.
Still, the most interestfng result from this table is that SO expectations

are conditioned mainly hy the $S0's own status, and only secondarily by
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measured characteristics of the youth. More politically.successful $0's
simply séeﬁ to expect more political success from youth. Likewise less
politically successful S0's expect Tess political success from youth.

fn Table 15 we attempt to explain the youth’s political aspirations
and are, In general, fairly unsuccesstul. Students with higher educa-
tional asgirations seem to have margiﬁai!y higher political aspifations,
and boys have scméwhat higher political aspirations than do‘girls. Neither
sense of political efficacy, political interest, nor political knowledge
does much to increase one's aspiraticns. While the presence of unreli-
abitity In the measurement of these social psychological variables means
that their effects are probably being underestimated to some degree, it.
should be noted that noné of these variables évan approach statistical, yet
alone substantive,.sfgnificant.

In Table 16 we present equations perﬁaining to ngnificant Others'
Income Expectations. For all practical purposes, equations 3 and 4 tell
the whole story. So's expect more from boys, and from high achieving
students. The insignificant effect of sex in the bivariate‘case obviously
results from a suppressor effect. Girls receive better high school grades
than dc boys, and centrolling GPA reveals that significantly less income is
expected from girls than from boys.

It is also striking that neither measured background ner significant
other's own Income has any effect on income expectations. |

| Finally, we specify several equations dealing with youth's income as-
pirations. (Table 17) With the exception of father's occupation, and pos-
sibly vouth's coiiege plans, our mode! Is not very successful at predfctihg
- income aspiration levels. Surprisingly, we find virtually noc relationship
between youth's income aspirations and the income expectations held for him

by his significant others,
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C. Conclusion.
in summary, we are most struck by the robust and persistent relation-
ship between the political status of an S0 and his political expectations
for a youth.- As previously mentioned, we would‘érgue that political ex-
pectations are more a function of the characteristics of the SO than those

of the youth., This pattern, however, does not hold for income expecta-

tions,

We also find that negative effects of sex (i.e., the disadvaﬁtages
associafed witH being female) to Be of interest. Our results show that
while girls display higher measured achievement in high school than do
boys (rgpa;sex=.§02),.gir15 both expect tess from themselves--both pol-
itically and economically~-and also find others to expect less from them.
thle these lowered asPErationé and expeétations may in fact be realisti&
responses to extant political and economic structural conditions, wé

might suggest that these are not terribly encouraging results for those

interested in more egalitarlan access to these spheres,

XX, Summarz

The preceding paper has identified a problem in the stratification
literature, and has described a preject designed to assess this problem.
Included in the discussion were methods of data collection, sample
description, operationalization of variables, meaéuremeﬁt issues of validity

and reliability, and = multivariate analysis of the data.
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Status Attainment Hodel for Four Status Variabiesa’b

{Income)

Ego's Significant Others: Egos:
Status Mean Mean Status Status Status
Content Status Expectation Levels Aspiration Attainment
Variables Levels for Egos Level Level
Occupational ‘.
"Prestige Level
Educational
Level
rower e X X
Level
Wealth Level X X X

aTaBIe adapted frem Halier and Portes 1973, p. 78

bCe]is with X's refer to variables dealt with in present paper.
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FIGURE 3

!

Framework af the Significant Other Elicitor Political Form

There are four pages on ecach 5.0. guestionnaire. Each one of these pages tries to
elicit a slightly different type of influence: ' :

DEFINERS

MODELS

o

EXAMPLE QUESTION:
Wha have you talked to about how

you could do some good by work-

ing with public officials?

EXAMPLE QUESTION:

Who do you know who provides an
example of the good you might do
when working with public
officials?

 SELF Focus s an somecone who the
student actually taltked to The focus 1s on someone who the
about his role in the political student uses as a model! for nim-
realm, self. Feeling elicited should be:
"|'d like to be like that person
scme day!' :
EXAMPLE QUESTION: EXAMPLE QUESTION:
~ Who have you talked to about the Who by their example {as public
good that public officials can officials past or present) have
do for people? given you an idea about” the good
OBJECT . Focus is on someone whom the that public 0fFlC£ais “an QO for

le?
student has actually talked to peoplef

R , about what people can do for

I

The focus is on someonz who the

others when they are public student uses as a model of what

officials. : a publtic office holder snoulc be
. , , like.

in addition, on each page there are four filter guesticns: by ‘this we mean that

- people think about {for example) political influence in meny ways. We believed
in this instance that there were at least.four ways that the student might
think about political influence. They were: 1) the ability to do good for
others as a result of political influence; 2} the way that political influence
might help vyou get ahead, e.g. Who have you talked to about hew you might get
ahead by becoming active in politics?; 3) the lawmaking function of political
influence, e.g. Who have you talked to about how you could have a say about
the kinds of laws that are passed?; &) the type of life that public officials
lead, e.g. Who do you know that provides an example of the kind of . life vou

- might lead as a public official?

Obviously, there may be other ways of thinking.about political influence, these
"~ are the ones that we have used. v
o There are four things that we are trying to find out about people. This form
-5 - -identifies No. 3.
U e 1. Their actual attainment levels (phase one) What do adults actually do?
]{\;) ' 2. Students aspirations for the future {phase two) What do kids want in
o the future? -
3. Students significant others
they want in the future?
L. Significant others expectations (phase Lhree) What do these people
actually expect the student wiil do in the future?

(phase 2} Yho has helped ther decide what
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TABLE 1

i Questions and Distribution of Responses for Political Aspiration Scale

Q1. Suppose things work out so that vou could be asinfluential as you have ever
hoped to be. Wnich is the highest of these ievels of government at which
you might succeed in getting elective officials to take action you think
is important, by the time you are 25 years old.

N 4
120 41.1 0. Rone of the above
S0 30.6 I. City or county
57 15.5 2. State
23 7.9 3. Hational
2 .7 9. Not ascertained
282 100.0
QZ. Suppose things work out so that you are not veryiﬂfluential- Which is
- the lTowest of these levels at which you are sure you couia succeed in
getting elective officials to take action you think is important by the
time you are 25 years old.
N %
184 63.0 0. None of the above
97 33.% I. City or county
5 1.7 2. State
L 1.4 3. National
2 .7 9. Not ascertained
292 100.0
Q3. Suppose things work out so you could be as influential as you have ever

hoped to be.

Which is the highest of these ievels of government at which

you might succeed in getting elective officials to take action you think
is important, by the time you are 45 years old.

i %
86 25.5 0. None of the above
55 18.8 I. City or county
79 271 2. State
71 25,3 . 3. National
1 .3 8. HNot ascertainecd
100.0

292
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TABLE 1, Continued

QL. Suppose things work out so that you are not very influential. Which is the
towest of these levels at which you are sure you could succeed in getting
elective officials to take action you think is important, by the time
you are 45 years old. '

H
149
98
38

6

|

292

[

— L

TN WA —
— O ;O

IOD.Q

SR - O

pXe]

None of the above
City or county
State

National

Mot ascertained
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TABLE 2

Correlations of Pelitical [nfluence Aspiraticon
Scale and Other Selected Scales

N=2923
M 5D A POL ASP- PINT  GTASP  POL EFF PKNOW
:3.472 2.954 POL ASP 1.0
2.700  .933 PINT 207 1.0
17.096 8.723 GTASP  .312 090 1.0
2.320 1.314 POL EFF  .206 288,015 1.0
5,601 2.834  PKNOW .300 2353 .187  .276 1.0

%ol Asp = Total Political Aspirations; PINT = Political Interest;
GTASP = Total Government Cffice Occupational Aspirations; PCOL EFF
Total Political Efficacy; PKNOW = Total Political Knowledge.

i
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TABLE 3

inter-item and ltem To Total Correlations
for the Political influence Aspiration Scale®

N=292°
M SD POLASP1 POLASPZ POLASP3 POLASPL TPOLASP
L9414 963 POLASPI 1.0
4103 600 POLASPZ  .533 1.0
1.4639 1.154 POLASP3 gh 72 1.0
.6598 .782 POLASF# 543 .558 651 1.0

TPOLASP .867 720 . 805 .833 1.0

Alpha Coefficient = .3841.

8pgL ASP 1 = Political Aspirations OQuestion 1 (ldealistic, Short Term);

POL ASP 2 = Political Aspirations Question 2 (Realistic, Short Term);
POL ASP 3 = Political Aspirations Question 3 (idealistic, Long Term);
POL ASP L = Political Aspirations Question 4 (Realistic, Long Term);

- TPOL ASP = Total Political Aspirations.




TABLE 4
3 _ Inter-item and ltem to Total Correlations
o for the fncome Aspiration Scale
N=292°%
M © SD NG ASP1 IHC ASPZ  IME  ASP3  INC AS?Q TINC AéP
15.8962 9.115 INC ASPI 1.0
15.0276 7.570  INC ASP2 WEL 1.0
28.0063 11,552 INC  ASP3 ST CH31 1.0
21,8213 10.32k [N ASP 511 598 814 1.0
34,7228 32,32k TINC ASP 6361 677 .S00 - .970, 1.0
Alpha = .870

R test/retest = ,067

f:) a!NC_ASP I = Income Aspivations Question 1 {idealistic, Shorg Term); INC ASP 2 ="
| [ncome Aspirations Question 2 (Realistic, Short Term); INC ASP 3 = income -
Aspirations Question 3 (ldealistic, Long Term); INC ASP & = Income Aspirations

Question & (Realistic, Long Term); TINC ASP = Total lncome Aspirations.




M
61.528
17.096

7.363
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TABLE 5

Correlation Matrix for Income Aspiratfon Scale
and Other Selected Scales

1) ' TINC ASP THOUSE  TCAR-
27.629 TINC  ASP 1.0
8.7z¢ THOUSE ' 23 1.0

1.396  TCAR .28k .298 1.0

7 ®TINC ASP = Total Income Aspirations; THOUSE = Total House Aspirations;

TCAR = Total Car Aspirations.

e T A T R

b7
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TABLE &

Questions and Distributions of Responses for
Significant Other Political Expectations

Suppose. thing worked out so that {he/she) could be as influential as
(he/she) ever hoped to be. By the time (he/she) is 25 years old, what
is the highest level of government at which (he/sﬁe) might get eiected
officials .to take some action (he/she) thinks is important,

N k4
kg 32.9 0. None at all (Code 8 in col. 29)
63 2.3 I. City or county
26 17.4 2. State
3 2.0 3. Hational
7 4.7 7. No ldea
[ .7 8. inap, no to A
_ 0 .0 S. Not ascertained
149 100.0

‘Suppose things work out so {he/she) is not very influential by the age of
@25, What is the lowest level of government at which you are sure (he/she)

can get elected officials to take some action (he/she) thinks is

‘important.
N %
13 8.7 0. None at all
73 49,0 1. City or county’
2 1.3 - 2. State
C .0 3. Hational
10 6.7 7. No idea
- .50 33.6 8. Inap, no to A, none to Q5
1 .7 9. Not ascertained
149 100.0

Suppese things werked out so. that {he/she) could be as influential as
(he/she) ever hoped to be. By age 45, what is the highest level of
government at which (he/she) might get elected officials to take some
action (he/she) thinks is important.

N og
.39 26.2 0. None (Code 8 in col. 31).
30 20.1 1. City or county
L 29.5 2. State
26 17.4 3. MNational
8 5.4 7. No idea
| .7 8. Inap, no to A
i .7 3. Not ascertained

{43 100.0
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TABLE 6,_Continued

Suppose things work out so that {he/she) is not very influential. By
the age of 45, what is the lowest level of government at which you

are sure (he/she) can get elected officials to take some action (he/she)
thinks is important. - :

N %
3 5.4 0. Nope at all
75 h9.7 1. City or county
5 16,1 2. State
3 2.0 3. National
8 5.4 7. No idea
4o 26.8 8. inap, no to A, none to (6
1 i 9. Not ascertained
149 100.0
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TABLE 8

inter-item {orrelations for Political Expectatioh Scale

:‘-v‘/

He237

TSOQIP  TSOQ2P TSOQ3P TSOQAP TSOPEX

TSOQIP 1.0

TSOQZP LGER 1.0

TS0Q3P 851 66T 1.0

TSOO4P 6es 670 790 1.0

TSOPEX .506 .788 . 355 .8a5 1.0

R test retest = ,754

 Alpha Coefficient = .89

aTSOQEP = Tatal Significant Other's Political Expectations for Ques-
tion 1 (ldealistic, Short Term); TSOQ2P = Total Significant Other's
Political Expectations for Question 2 (Realistic, Short Term);
'-jJ) TSOQ3P = Total Significant CGther's Pelitical Expectations for
g Question 3 (ldealistic, Long Term); TSCQ4P = Total Significant
, Other's Political Expectations for Question & (Realistic, Long
y o Term); TSOPEX = Total Significant Other's Political Expectations
: (Q1 + Q2 + Q3 + Qk). :

o, . . - .
i . . o B
U T
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TABLE 9

) Correlations of Youth's Political Aspirations
i With Significant -Others' Political Expectations

| , TOTAL
POL EXPI POL EXP2 POL EXP3 POL EXPh POL EXP
POL ASPI Oh .21 J0 =03 5
POL ASP2 .27 .39 B T .26 43
POL ASP3 _ F.13 .03 ~.08 | -.27 .09
oL AsPh f | L .08 .18 ~.0b 15
* TOTAL POL ASP .03 A7 .13 =07 .13

¥poL EXPI = Total Significant Other's Political Expectaticns for
Question 1 (ldealistic, Short Term); POL EXP2 = Total Significant
Other's Political Expectations for Question 2 (Realistic, Short
Term); POL EXP3 = Total Significant Other's Political Expectations
for Question 3 (ldealistic, Long Term}; POL EXP4 = Total Significant
S Other's Political Expectations for Question & {Realistic, Short
S Term); Total POL EXP = Total Significant Other's Political Expec-
,\;)'_ tations (Q! + Q2 + Q3 + Q4); POL ASPI = Youth's Political Aspirations
" Question 1 {ldealistic, Short Term); POL ASP2 = Youth's Political
Aspirations (Question 2; POLASP3 = Youth's Political Aspirations
Question 3; POL ASP4 = Youth's Political Aspirations Question 4;
TOTAL POL ASP = Total Political Aspirations (Q! + 02 + Q3 + Q&%).
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TABLE 11

B Inter~item Correlation for Income Expactation Scale
| (N=22}2

TS01Qd TSO1Q2  TSOIG3  TSOIQh  TSOIEX

TS010] 1.0

TS0I02 721 1.0

TS01Q3 L7509 691 1.0

TSO104 .754 896 777 1.0

TSOIEX 912 L871 930 .925 1.0

R test-pretest = 580

Alpha Coefficient = .883

T ' aTSO{QI = Total Significant Cthers Income Expectations for Question one,
y;) TSGIG2 = Total Significant Others Income Expsctations for Question 2,
TS01Q3 = Total Significant Others Income Expectations for Question 3,
TS0tQ4 = Total Significant Others Income Expectations for Question Ak,

Significant Others Income Expectation = (Q] + Q2 + Q3 + Q4).
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TABLE 12

Correlations of Youths! Income Aspirations With
Significant Others' Income Expectations

3
4

1 EXPI T EXP2 1 EXP3 T EXPL TOTAL 1 EXP

1 ASPT - .0k .01 RE 17 .09
1 ASP2 -.08 17 -.09 03 -.13
1 ASP3 ~.03 .05 a1 T .05
1 ASPL .00 12 19 .2k .10
TOTAL | |

1 ASP -0l .03 .10 .16 . 0h

Income Aspiration (family) 1, 2, 3, 4, and total

Totaj S$0's Expectation Income Q1, {2, Q3, Qﬁ ahd total




TABLE 13 ' 30.

Means, Staendard Deviations, and Zero-Order Correlation for Major Variables.a
' N=56
£ 5.D TSOPEX  TSPS  TPOLASP SEX GPA  RESI POLEFF  POLINT  TPOLK  COLPLAM  TSOIEX  TIASP ~ TSOIKC FED FoCC
3.57€ 1.517  TSCOPEX 1.00
.763 .552  TSPS ‘ b6t 1.00
3.732 3.018  TPOLASP 135 .008 1.00
607 493 SEX =422 -_364 -.231 1.00
2.508 .658  GPA .103  ~.066 .011 Lho2 1,00
143 .353  RESiID L2098 -.2h0 . 105 L3165 -.187 1.00
2.36k 1.310  POLEFF L2852 -.414 ~. 045 -, 068 2307 L004 1.00
2.554 913 . POLINT .276 L1185 180 -,195 =-.013 -.137 .321 1.00
4,640 2.716  TPOLK 030 L2922 .21 -,170 -.004 ~.)34 12 .538 1.00
437 . .50 COLPLAH 303 ~l07] .316 -.063 80 -~ 051 192 1291 kL i.00
77.770 19.628  TSCIEX L2800 104 240 =, 151 A58 -,009 L063 L0680 123 L2h2 1.00
60.926 ~ 30.301 TiASP .300 ,298 , 217 -.085 -.026 -~.082 - 07k . 318 -.099  .24o0 .039 1.00
12,056 13,351 TSCIHC .00k . 097 ~-.183 « 87 --0132 -,111 i 072 072 -.257 .0h2 197 1.00 '
12.171 2.966  FED JAhoo - L1260 L0083 -. 175 .015 -, 118 57 . 255 .090 .188 -.071 RUTE -, 154 I.00

38.892 23.033  FOLC 1660 L073 .061 ~. 147 133 -.357 Ny .28k -, 140 .375 .095 -359 326 L1k 1000

#YSOPEX = Total Significant Others Political Expectations; TSPS = Total Significant Others Political Status; TPOLASP = Total Political Aspirations; SEX =

1 for Females, 0 for Males; GPA = Hlgh School Grade Pcint Average; RESED = Farm/Non-Farm Residence; POLEFF = Political Efficacy; POLINT = Political Interest
TPOLK = Political Knov:ledgje; COLPLAN = College Plans; TSOIEX = Total Sianificant Others income Expectations (in 1,000's); TIASP = Total Jnceme Aspirations
«(in 1,000's}; TSOINC = Total Significant Others Income (in 1,000's); FED = Father's Education; FOCC = Father's Occupation.
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TABLE. 14

Standardized Regression Coefficients Describing Relationship of Total
Significant Others Political Expectations to Background and Individual

Variables (F-levels in paranthesis).

(7} ) €] 5T (57

) (Y R

independent €) (9) A{10)
Variables Beta Beta - Beta Beta Beta Beta Beta Beta Beta Beta
TSPS 461 417 . 354 .332 ,485 .592 .503
; . (hs73) 0 (13.583) (0 8.097)  ( 8.011)  (18.402)  (21.623)  (22.815)
SEX -.293  -.246 = |
| ( 5.519)  ( 4.319)
GPA L103
| 577)
RESID . .339 .375
. { 8.451)  (12.689
COLPLAN .338 '
. ( 8.921)
FED koo 347 .315 ' .381
i (10.273) { 9.408) { 8.062) (13.696)
FOCC - L166 '
( 1.532)
R . 1hk 010 .198 . .306 .260 347 .301 .295 L3 - 008

? TSPS = Total Significant Others Political Expectations; SEX = 1 for Females, 0 for Males; GPA = High School

Grade Point Average; RESID = Farm/Hon-Farm Residence;
FOCC = Father's Occupation.

COLPLAN = College Plans; FED = Father's Education;

‘04
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Standardized Regression Coefficients Describing Relationship of Total
Political Aspirations to Background and Individual Variables (F-levels
in paranthesis}. '

Tndependent ) %) 3) (%) T 3 B ) £ B ' o)y (17)

Variables Beta Beta - Beta Beta Beta ~ Beta Beta Beta Beta . Beta Beta
SEX ) =231 o | -.281
( 3.049) ‘ ( 3.752;
GPA : ' g _ | 011 L2k
_ ‘ . : ' ( .007) { .731.
RESID ' ’ : _ : .106 A
. ' : { .600)
TSOPEX .135
o ( .996)
POLEFF . : -. 045
. _ . ( .110)
POLIHT . . .180
- { 1.812}
TPOLK , : ' .21
_ ( 2.51%)
FED , 045
: (. .092)
FOCC _ . 043
( .079) | . _
TSPS , .008
o a { .och)
. COLPLAN ' : 316, -
L \ | - ( 5.995)
7 -.032 .036 ~.000  -.016 L027 . .0l15  =-.018 Z.007 -.018 .083 031
SEX = | for Females, 0 for Males; GPA = High School Grade Point Average: RESID = Farm/Mon~Farm Residence; TSOPEX = +

TSOPEX = Total Significant Others Political Expectations; POLEFF = Political Efficacy; FOLINT = Political Interest;
S TPOLK = Political Knowledge; FED = Father's Education; FOCC = Father's Occupation; TSPS = Total Significant Cthers
Folitical :Status; COLPLAN = College Plans. ‘ ‘ , :
\ ' _ /



42,

TABLE 16
) Standardized Regression Coefficients Describing Relaticonship of Total
o Significant Others Income EXpectatiogs to. Background and Individual
Variables (F~levels in paranthesis}. -
thdependent {1) (2} (3) (4) {5) (6) {7)
Variables Beta . Beta ~ Beta Beta Beta Reta Beta
- SEX -. 151 -. 3599 ~-.392 -, 72k
( 1.251) - {10,769}  (10.245) ( 2.109)
GPA 618 619 A58
- (25.877) {24.278) (14,342)
RESED .1z20 :
o ( 1.115)
COLPLAN G137
' ' ( 1.465}
FED -.133 -
- 0.801)
- FoCe 150
_ 1.015)
.- TSOING -, 042
R ( 0.09k) _
\;%Q -.013 -.017 .005 .319 325 .185 . .00k

 a SEX = 1 for Females, 0 for Males; GPA = Hlgh School Grade Point Average; RESID =
Farm/Mon-Farm Residence: COLPLAN = College Plans; FED = Father's Education; FOLC =
Father's QOccupation; TSOINC = Total Significant Others fncome_(in 1,000's).
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Standardized Regression Coefficients Describing Relationship of Total

income Aspirations to Background and individual Variables (F-levels
in paranthesis}. ‘

Thdependent (I ) ) R ) 57 ) ) ) €

Variables - Beta Beta Peta Beta Beta Beta Beta Beta ‘ Beta
SEX o -, 065
( .228) ‘ ‘
CGPA - | | . - ‘ | -, 026
_ 7 ' { .037)
RESID _ o ‘ ~.082
_ ' , _ { .363)
COLPLAN ' .2ho .123
: _ _ B : ( 3.306) ( .800)
TSCIEX CL039
| ' { .081)
TSOINC ' 197
: ( 2.173)
FED 131 :
FOCC 413 .359 _ _ .313
( 8.74k) ( 7.989) | : ( 5.196)
T o 13 -.01h -.017 .02 .0hko .109 -.018 ~.012

Farm/Non-Farm Residence; COLPLAN =

®SEX = 1 for Females, 0 for Males; GPA = High School Grade Point Average; RESID
= Total Significant Others income

College Plans: TSOIEX = Total Significant Others Income Expectations; TSOINC
{in 1,000's); FED = Father's Education; FOCC = Father's Occupation.
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