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Preface

When A Counselor’s Guide to Vocational Guidance Instruments was first
published in 1982, the Board of Directors of the National Vocational Guidance
Association (NVGA) and the editors, Jerome Kapes and Marjorie Mastie, be-
lieved the handbook would be an invaluable tool to counselors in a wide range
of settings. They were right—as has been evidenced by the large number of
copies distributed since that time.

The needs met by this demand, as well as the changes that have occurred in
assessment practices, led to the decision to publish a second edition. The astute
observer will notice that the names of both the publisher and the volume are
different. NVGA has become the National Career Development Association
(NCDA) and the publication has been retitled A Counselor’s Guide to Career
Assessment Instruments. These are not the only differences; this edition has been
expanded to include new instruments and additional text material.

The NCDA Board deeply appreciates the willingness and enthusiasm (and
hard work) that Jerome Kapes and Marjorie Mastie have exerted to make this
second edition a reality. Our thanks also to the many individuals who contributed
as authors and reviewers.

Linda A. Pfister, Past President
Duane Brown, President
National Career Development Association
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the responses. The survey has a forced-choice triad format and is partially ipsative
in character. The limited sense in which it is ipsative is that some triads are
scored for more than one scale.

The Kuder General Interest Survey has evolved from a series of Kuder vo-
cational interest inventories published over a period of more than forty years.
Its various forms, versions, and editions may be regarded as a family of related
instruments that approach the measurement of interests from different perspec-
tives and are designed for somewhat different purposes. Data from each part of
the long series of experimental and published inventories became part of the
foundation for later inventories. The earliest and the best known of these in-
ventories is the Kuder Vocational Preference Record.

The KGIS, a revision and downward extension of the Kuder Vocational Pref-
erence Record, was developed in response to a need for an instrument to tap the
measurable interests of young people, particularly at the junior high level. De-
signed for grades 6-12 it employs simpler language and an easier vocabulary
than the earlier form, and requires comprehension of only a sixth-grade vocab-

ulary.

ADMINISTRATION AND SCORING

The survey can be administered on a group or classroom basis. Although it
is untimed, the manual (Kuder, 1975) indicates that students generally complete
the Kuder in 45-60 minutes. A classroom teacher can administer the test, and
no specialized skills are required, although familiarity with the manual would
be helpful. Form E has both a hand-scorable and a machine-scorable version.
The directions for the two versions differ slightly, principally because the hand-
scorable version uses pins and corrugated paper. One possible area of difficulty
with this version is the changing of answers, which is more cumbersome with
pins than pencils and erasers. Students are told that if they want to change an
answer, they must punch two more holes as close as possible to the undesired
answer, then punch the new answer in the usual way. The novel use of the pin
and difficulty of instructions might intimidate a sixth-grader (if not an adult),
resulting in several unchanged, but inaccurate, answers.

Another problem area can be the hand-scoring process when scoring amounts
to counting the number of circles with pin pricks through them, not including
those with three pin pricks (changes). While this process is fairly routine, it may
be too much of a challenge for younger examinees. Where it is financially feasible
the machine-scoring version would seem to be preferable.

RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY

The studies reported in the manual are those done by the research staff. In
all, they tested 9,819 students in grades 6-12, reporting information by socio-
economic level, region, and sex. Test-retest correlations are separately recorded
for grades 6-8 and 9-12, together with means and standard deviations by sex.
Although all (except one) test-retest reliabilities for the ten subscales are equal
to or greater than .70, generally the older students achieved somewhat higher
reliabilities. The Persuasive Scale may be somewhat problematical for younger
students, showing test-retest reliabilities of .69 and .73 respectively for boys
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and girls in grades 6—8 on a six-week retesting. The Kuder Richardson 20 (KR
20) internal consistency reliabilities in grades 6—8 were between .72 and .89 for
boys and .76 and .90 for girls. For grades 9—12, KR 20 reliabilities were between
.86 and .92 for boys and between .80 and .90 for girls. Also reported are grade-
by-grade reliabilities on each scale.

In general, the manual is very complete regarding reliability data. However,
the very completeness might seem confusing to a person unaccustomed to eval-
uating reliabilities that are reported variously for four-week, six-week and four-
year intervals. This poses no problem for sophisticated users, but may be con-
fusing to beginning counselors. However, of more concern is that the manual
does not have a separate section on validity. While the manual reports studies
that clearly fall under this rubric, users looking for a specific section on validity
will not find it. Problems concerning validity have also been addressed by earlier
reviewers of other versions of the Kuder (Arnold, 1959; Layton, 1965). Addi-
tional validity concern of a middle class bias has been voiced by Husek (1965)
and Kirk (1971). Because most students who take this survey are years away
from an actual entry into a career, predictive validity is harder to assess; the
other forms of the survery (Forms B and C) have shown some degree of acceptable
validation, and by influence, Form E should also show validity. This does point
to an area for longitudinal research regarding interests and occupational choices
of adults in a comparison with their much earlier measured interests. Such
research would best be explicatory if it were truly longitudinal and open ended;
career choices would seem to be much more likely a continuous process in
adulthood rather than a single event.

A BROADER CONCERN

If one conceptualizes future occupational success as a combination of interest,
ability, and opportunity, it is clear that many measures of the first two constructs
exist and that the Kuder is among the most respected among measures of interest.
In addition, many different types of measures exist to measure many different
aspects of ability. But careers cannot be made out of interest and ability alone
if opportunities do not exist. Put another way, for those specifically looking for
a measure of interest, the Kuder is definitely an acceptable measure. But interest
is only one prong in the triumvirate of interest-ability-opportunity. Perhaps the
most important prong, opportunity, has generated the least psychometric interest.
That this would be so is not surprising. Opportunity is by far the hardest construct
to define, but those who deal in career counseling should not ignore it, regardless
of the difficulty of measurement and definition.

Even though the Kuder General Interest Survey most typically would be used
by school counselors and classroom teachers working with students in grades 6-
12, very little research has been done on the KGIS. Studies looking at its use
with a variety of populations would seem to be most necessary. Some potential
new applications might be (a) successful use with the developmentally disabled
population—clients with mild to moderate levels of retardation—because of the
simple language and easy vocabulary; and (b) use in rehabilitation counseling—
usually with clients who have experienced change in physical and/or mental
functioning—and are in need of thorough exploration of interests to reassess
what is of interest to them in relation to their current capability.
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Kuder Occupational Interest
Survey, Form DD (KOIS)

G. Frederic Kuder

Science Research Associates, Inc.
155 N. Wacker Drive, Chicago, IL 60606

Target Population: Students (from grade 10 through college) and adults (all ages).

Statement of the Purpose of the Instrument: Measurement of occupational and college major
interests, for use in counseling and occupational exploration.

Titles of Subtests, Scales, Scores Provided: 104 occupational scales, 39 college-major scales, 10
vocational interest estimates, and eight experimental scales. Scores on all scales reported, regardless
of norm group, sex.

Forms and Levels Av:iiiﬁble, with Dates of Publication/Revision of Each: Form DD. Copyright
1956 with revision in 1964 and 1985.

Date of Most Recent Edition of Test Manual, User’s Guide, Etc.: 1979 for General Manual,
1985 for Manual Supplement.

Language in Which Available: English only.

Time: Actual Test Time—approx 30 minutes.
Total Administration Time—approx 40 minutes.

Norm Group(s) on Which Scores Are Based: Men and women in specific occupational and college-
major criterion groups.

Manner in Which Results are Reported for Individuals
Types of Scores: Lambda correlations and percentile ranks, verification scale score.
Report Format/Content
Basic Service: Semi-narrative report form (2 copies) contains lists of occupations and college
majors ranked by degree of similarity to criterion groups (ranking of vocational interests areas);
interpretive information presented on reverse side of report form.
Options: Audiocassette for interpretation.

Report Format/Content for Group Summaries: Not available.

Scoring
Machine Scoring Service
Cost of basic service per counselee: $3.50 (1986 price) (Package of 20 = $70.00; price includes
materials).
Cost of options: Audio cassette—$15.95 (1986 price).
Time required for scoring and returning (maximum): 48 hours excludmg mail time.
- Hand Scoring: Not available.. ,
Local Machine Scoring: Not available.
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Reviewed By

David A. Jepsen

Professor, Division of Counselor Education
The University of lowa

The Kuder Occupational Interest Survey, (KOIS) Form DD, is designed for
use with high school and college students for two purposes: (a) to help identify
occupational options consistent with a student’s interest patterns, and (b) to help
this student choose occupations for exploration or commitment to entry. Students
mark their most preferred and least preferred activity for each of 100 triads
written in sixth grade reading vocabulary.

The General Manual (Kuder & Diamond, 1979) includes clear descriptions
of the rationale for using an interest inventory, interest measurement innovations
introduced in the KOIS, and score interpretation procedures. The book, Activity
Interests and Occupational Choice (Kuder, 1977) and Kuder’s earlier article
stating his principles of interest measurement (Kuder, 1970) are helpful supple-
ments because they delineate the rationale for KOIS construction and score
interpretation. There are disappointingly few technical data included in the Gen-
eral Manual and Manual Supplement (Zytowski, 1985) considering the 30-year
history of the item pool and the 20 years since Form DD was released.
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NORMS AND SCORES

The 1985 revision of the KOIS Report Form is divided into four sections,
each designed to explain, in plain language, one of the four different types of
scales: Dependability, Vocational Interest Estimates (VIE), the College Major
scales, and the Occupational scales.

Dependability of the scale scores is reported to the student in a narrative
statement which is based on Verification scores, frequency of unreadable re-
sponses, and magnitude of the highest ranking College Major or Occupational
scale score. Scores on ten VIE scales added to the 1985 KOIS Report Form are
reported as percentile ranks compared with both male and female groups. Since
KOIS items are derived from the early Kuder forms, it is theoretically possible
to score KOIS items for the same scales, e.g., Persuasion, Outdoor, Mechanical.
Scores on the College Major and Occupational scales are reported in rank order
on male and female norms for 39 College Major scales and 104 Occupational
scales. The numerical score is a Lambda coefficient representing the degree to
which the student’s responses are similar to the responses of each criterion group.
Scores on all scales regardless of norm group gender are reported for all inventory
takers. Thirty-nine occupational scales and 17 college major scales were devel-
oped on women subjects.

RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY

The reliability data are, appropriately, of the test-retest type covering the
consistency of VIE, College Major, and Occupational profiles and consistency
of differences between scale pairs for the latter two profiles. The VIE scales are
quite short, and this may explain the modest test-retest reliabilities which range
from .70 to .84. The data reported for the College Major and Occupational scale
scores support claims for score consistency, but there are serious gaps. A few
small samples were used and only four occupational scales were involved in
studying the consistency of scale differences. Kuder’s rationale for evaluating
interests represents an important advancement. The comparison of a student’s
interest pattern to those of various college major and occupational groups (without
using a general reference group) has improved the differentiation among occu-
pational groups over previous inventories. The primary form of validity reported
is that of concurrent validity. Groups of 100 persons each representing only 30
of the 143 College Major and Occupational scales were selected for study. The
30 were selected as most representative of ‘‘fields for which OIS scores are
reported’” (Kuder & Diamond, 1979 p. 29) rather than any reference to the
general occupational structure. Consequently, the concurrent validity reported,
substantial though it may be, must be considered selective.

The predictive validity data reported, most of which are supportive, use as
criteria occupational membership rather than occupational satisfaction. Clearly
the KOIS rests its case for validity largely on concurrent associations between
scores and group memberships (Kuder & Diamond, 1979) and predictive as-
sociations with later occupational entry but rnot satisfaction (Zytowski, 1976).
Despite its many advantages, the Kuder will have limited value in helping
students choose occupations on the basis of satisfying outcomes until supporting
predictive validity data are forthcoming.
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