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DISSERTATION ABSTRACT

Anya Sheftel

Doctor ofPhilosophy

Department of Counseling Psychology and Human Services
SeptembeR014

Title: Motivational Enhancement Career Intervention for Youth with Disabilities

Y outh with disabilities experience significant vocatioaadl social hardships.
Self-determination, seléfficacy, and critical consciousness are important components
of positive postsecondary outcomes for ttpspulation The purpose of this study was to
design, implement, and evaluate a motivational intervieswasged group career
intervention (MEGI) that focused on increasing-sieffermination, seléfficacy, and
critical consciousness among high school students with high incidence disallities.
mixed methods research desigasusedto explorethe relationship betweehe
interventionand themain study variablesA total of 135 high school students and nine
interventionists participated in this studyhe results of a latent change score model
indicated a positive and signi f-dfficcaypnt change
self-determination, and vocational outcome expectations. Thematic results of student
focus group indicated that students experienced an increase detthination,
awareness of systemic effects on their educational and vocational success, and
uncertainty about the future. Additionally, thematic resulthefnterventionist focus

group indicated an-undenstamdecase i n studentsdé sel
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION AND LITERATURE REVIEW
The purpose of this study wastest a new motivational enhancement career
intervention for high school students with disabilities. The literature review provided in
this chapters organized as follows. First, | provide the contextual backfbop
vocational and educational outcesnfor youth with disabilities. Second, | describe a
career development model that focuses on individuals with disabilities and elucidates the
importance of enhancirgglf-efficacy,selfdeterminationyocational outcome
expectationsand critical consciasness for this population. Third, | review and critique
five existingschootbased interventions for youth with disabilities. Then, | describe the
importance of school engagement in relation to vocational outcomes for youth with
disabilities and introdte motivational interviewing as an effective intervention for this
population. Finally, | propose the Motivational Enhancement Group Intervention
(MEGI); an intervention that draws on literature from special education and vocational
psychology, thatfocuses orself-efficacy, self-determinationyocational outcome
expectationsandc r i t i c al consciousness as constructs
intrinsic motivation to engage in career exploration and, thus, improving their eventual
transitionsuccess.
Postsecondary Outcomes for Youth with Disabilities
Special education research shows that youth with disabilities experience
significant and often unique vocational, economic, and social hardships (e.g., Shandra &
Hogan, 2008; Baird, Scott, Deagin& Hamill, 2009). When compared to the general

population, youth with disabilities are less likely to pursue postsecondary education,



obtain employmentnd receive employment benefits when compared to their peers
without disabilities (Newman, Wagnera@eto & Knokey, 2009; Shandra & Hogan,
2008). Moreover, youth with high incidence disabilisegh aslearning disabilities
(LD), attention deficit hyperactivity disordehDHD), and emotional disturban¢gED)
are less likely to receive social supparddive independently, and are more likely to
experience financial hardships, be involvedh@acriminal justice system, view their
intelligence as fixed, and have lowsrademic seléfficacythan their nordisabled
counterparts (Baird, Scott, Dearing Hamill, 2009 Newman et al., 2031 These
consequences, in turn, have adverse effects
(Honey, Emerson, &lewellyn, 2011). With these conditions as a backdrop, a focus on
supports, educational interventions, angiavements in transition services to help
youth with disabilities develop in healthy and positive ways and successfully navigate
the challenges of moving into adulthood has been the focus of much special education
and vocational psychology research andmntion workfor many yeargFabian,
2007; l1zzo & Lamb, 2003; Benz, Lindstro#a,Yovanoff, 2000; Blustein, 2006).
Vocationad exploration may be a particularly useful strategytfelping youth
with disabilitiesexperience successful adult transitigRisim & Blustein, 2000).
Vocational exploratiomprovides information and increased salfareness for youth, aids
in healthy ego formatigrand providesocial and cognitivekills to youth that they carry
into adulthood. Moreover, vocational exploratioo\pdes adolescents an opportunity to
become active agents in their own lifBtustein, 2006). The skills associated with this
process, such as informatigeeking, decisiomaking, learning from challenges, and

achieving successful outcomes, all lead f@ositive selconstructed identity a concept



that describes individuals who actively engage in new experiences in order to determine
their vocational path (Flum & Blustein, 2000).

Vocational exploratiomloes not exist in a vacuum and is influenced hyraber
of social structures including the educational system (Gottfredson, 2005). Such systems
have the power to support or to impede the process of exploration (Flum & Blustein,
2000). For example, positive parent and peer relationsmpgducationhand job
related resources support adolescent vocational exploration and facilitate successful
schootto work transition (Felsman & Blustein, 1999; Blustein, Phillips, Jakawis,
Finkelberg, & Roarke, 1997 In contrasteducational barriers and lackjob-related
resources limit vocational exploration and negatively affect sefooebrk transition
(Blustein et al., 1997). Furthermore, because vocational exploration facilitates larger
identity exploration, restricting this process can significantlyade overall identity
development (Blustein, Devenis, & Kidney, 1989).

Many theorists invocational psychology have identified and discussed supports
and barriers to vocational exploration and career development (e.g., HaB&dd
Super,1953 Gottfredson2005 Lent, Brown,& Hackett 2000; however, missing from
thesetheoriess an inrdepth analysis of thenique experiences faced by individuals with
disabilities. Thus, exploring career development from a perspective that attends to both
theexperiences gbeople withdisabilities and the many contexts that influence youth
with disabilities is essential for this underserved population.

One example of a theory that does consider disability as a factor that influences
careerdevelopment ishe EcologicalModel of Career Development (EMCD; Szymanski,

Enright, Hershenson, and Ettinger, 200BMCD considers multiple variables in the



path to successful vocational exploration for individuals with disabilities. This
conceptual model includes thieengths and barriers central to considering vocational
development, acknowledges the importance of contexts in this development, and also
includes aspects of everyday life experience of this population. Vocational psychology
and interventions designedeaahance the positive transition experiences of youth with
disabilitiesmaybenefit from models such as EMCD.

Ecological Model of Career Development (EMCD)

As shown in Figure 1Szymanski et a2003) present a conceptuatear
development model that msidersindividual differences and a complex interplay of
contextual, mediating, environmental, and outcome factors that influence vocational
developmentor people with disabilities Individual factors include gender, race,
disability/ability, strengthdjmitations, interests, needs, and valu€vntextual,
mediating, environment, and outcome factors include se@amomic status, family,
education, cultural and societal beliefs and values, persistence, satisfaction, job stress,
and different work envanments. The EMCD model acknowledges the importance of
the persorenvironmentit, developmentbroader influences in labor markanhd chance

asfactors that contribute to th@wational exploratioand vocational outcomes.



Figure 1. EcologicaModel of Career Development (Szymanski, Enright, Hershenson, &
Ettinger, 2003).
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Within EMCD contextual factors affect how individual characteristics are

v

Decision
Making

understood and expressed. In turn, the indi
environment i s mediated by such factors as t
strengths and limitations, ability to engage in-selfocacy, and the cultural and social
construction of disability and resulting stigmatization that the individual epsss.
EMCD also accounts for such forces as human development, socialization, and chance,
which have an influence on the individual and career exploration process. Vocational
outcomes are ultimately influenced by the interaction of constructs in ttiel muad the
i ndividual 6s reciprocal relationship within
section each of the constructs of tBMCD modelis describedn greaterdetail.
Context. EMCD defines context as the exand macresystems that surrounbe
individual (Szymanski et al., 2003). As such, youth with disabilities from lower-socio
economic status are less likely to have stable employment and high hourly wage than

their higher socigeconomic status peers (Newman et al., 2009). Additionalgomae



youth with disabilities progress through high school, they receive inadequate career
assessment services and career counseling services, and have unequal access to training
and development opportunities when compared to their peers without disspiliti

(Lindstrom, Harwick, Poppen, & DoreR012. Finally, when these youth do have an
opportunity to enter the workforce, they encounter attribution errors and false

assumptions by employers, have lower likelihood of promotion, and are likely to

experiene anttdisability prejudice and ableism in their workplace (Feldman, 2004;

Fong, McMahon, Cheing, Rosenthal, & Bezyak, 2005; Noonan et al., 2004).

Contextual factors can also serve as supports for youth with disabilities.
Lindstrom, Doren, and Miesch@21) identified family support and positive expectations
as factors that have a posi tscheokemgdymeatct on yo
outcomes. Additionally, Noonan and colleagues (2004) identified positive peer and social
support as protective factors faigh achievingvomen with physical disabilities.

Within the structure of EMCD (Szymanski et al., 2003), contextual factors
interact wth individual characteristics, creating a unique reciprocal relationship. As
such, the individual is shaped by her or his context, and simultaneously reinforces that
context.

Individual. This construct includes gender, race, ethnicity, disabilityragts,
needs, values, and strengths and limita{@zymanski et al., 2003). Within the context
of disability, race and genddifferentially impact the opportunities and outcomes.

White studentsvith disabilitiesare more likely to have access to eayphent during
high school and be employé&olr years after graduation, when compared to youth of

color (Wagner, Newman, Cameto, & Levine, 2005). Furthermore, young women with



disabilities are less likely to be employed when compared to their male cautgerp
(Doren, Gau & Lindstrom, 201 Eabian, 2007).

Other studies have shown tlsatccessful women with physical and sensory
disabilities @cept their disability, genderacial, ethnic, and culturadiéntitiesand
successfuadults with learning disabiles report having intrinsic motivation to set and
accomplish goals, artd reframe their disability assarength instead of as a barrier
(Gerber, Ginsburg, & Reiff, 199X oonan et al., 2004 Moreover persistence
determination, and belief in the self
disabilities vocational success (Noonan et al., 2004; Gerber et al., 12092).
demonstrated by these research findimgdividual factors serve as both support and
bariers to positive employment outcomes depending on how youth with disabilities
selectively change, reinforce, or adapt to their existing contexts.

Finally, decisioamaking and development processes influence the individual
construct (see Figure 1). Asch, human development determines the physical and
cognitive abilities of the youth (Berger, 2005). Decismaking or the way in which
individuals approach career exploration can also lead to successfgepostiary
outcomes for youth with disabilities-or example, a study by Gerber et(aP92) found
that successful adults wittD attributedtheir succest wanting to succeed, setting
goals, and taking action towards their goal.

Environment. EMCD suggests that individual characteristics intevat the
environment, furtheinfluencing careedevelopment for youth with disabilities
(Szymanski et al., 2003)f the context $ the interplay of the larger exand macre

systems, then the environment is the migystem of work and school conditgn

al
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including job and academic expectations, access and accommodations for youth with
disabilities, and organizational structure and infrastructure (Szymanski et al., 2003).
Within the work place, for instance, colleague support enables youth to ledmorand
occupational skills and practices (Rabren, Dunn, & Chambers, 2002). Moreover,
connecting with cavorkers with disabilities provides opportunities for mentorship, thus
i mproving youthso6 job performance, ligs wel |l a
within the context of work and creating means of engaging irasibcacy (Rabreret
al., 2002).

Schoot and communiesalso provide services and environments that aid youth
with disabilities during their career development. For example, Noetrzdn(2004)
identified positive educational experiences as factors that influence positive
postsecondary outcomes for successful women with physical disabilities. However,
EMCD notes that environment is affected by labor market forces and random chance and
that these forces dictate employment rates and standards. Additionally, according to
EMCD (Szymanski et al., 2003), the individiiagnvironment interaction is mediated by
individual, cultural, and society beliefs.

Mediating factors. Mediating factors tat affect the relationship between
individual characteristics and the environment include individual, cultural, and social
values, norms, and beliefs. Individual mediatocdudeu nder st anding of onebod
and limitations, sense of saleterminatn and sekefficacy, and outcome expectations
(Szymanski et al., 2003). For example, active career orientatavking around the
cognitive limitations due to a disabilitgyelfadvocacy, and preocial skills all contribute

to positive outcomes for ydlu with learning disabilities (Doren, Lindstrom, Zane, &



Johnson, 2007). Additionally, individual learning goal orientation is related to higher
|l evel s of career development (Godshalk
success are associatethnenvironment exploration (Blustein, et al., 1989). Thus, it is
evident that individual mediators affect how individual characteristics interact with the
environment.

Cultural and societal mediators include construction of disability identity,

stereotyps, and stigmatization (Szymanski et al., 2003). Oppressive practices and

& Sos

experiences such as these can have a negatiyv

vocational outcomes (e.g., Feldman, 2004). At the same time, social movements and

interventions tht support the rights of people with disabilities serve as a protective factor

for this population along the same dimension (Noonan et al., 2004). Policies such as the

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and the 2001 New Freedom Act create a fertile
platform for improving postsecondary outcomes for youth with disabilities. These

policies encourage and provide a structure in which work with communities,

organizations, and employers may find incentives and supports to provide an open and

welcoming enviroment for this population. They also direct funds to be invested in

research and advocacy efforts to create assistance for people with disabilities (United

States Department of Labor, 2002). As such, cultural and social mediators can have a

profound impaton vocational outcomes for this population.

Moreover allocation and socialization processes affect the mediating factors (see

Figure 1). Socialization refers to the learning of life and work roles, whereas allocation

refers to socially and culturally@determined presence or lack of access to educational

and employment opportunities (Szymanski, et al., 2003). As such, accessible transition



services and access to diverse work experiences help youth with disabilities explore their
identities as employs and citizens, which, in turn, has a positive influence on
postsecondary outcomes (Lindstrom et al., 2011). Additionally, supportive infrastructure
such as affordable healthcare and medical insurance aid youth with disabilities in
successful schodb-work transition (Powers, Geenen, & Powers, 2009).

Outcomes. As discussed above, there are both direct and mediated interactions
among context, the individual, and the environment that affect career outcomes
(Szymanski et al., 2003). It is important tkaowledge that congruence and mutual
acceptance between individual and work environments affects vocational outcomes
(Super, 1953). Traditionally people with disabilities have been excluded from and
marginalized within the workforce. Goffman (as citediustein, 2006) asserted that a
disabling condition creates social distance in the behavior of others and culminates in
social stigma. This stigmatization-has an
confidence (Stuart, 2006). AdditionallyJéads to decreased professional interactions
between people with disabilities and their employers and colleagues, and limited work
and promotion opportunities (Feldman, 2004). Thus, it is not surprising that when
compared to their peers without disaiekt, youth with disabilities are less likely to find
gainful employment after high school (Newman, et al., 2009).

Summary. EMCD (Szymanski et al., 2003) is a conceptual modelatasiders
the individual, contextual, and systemic factors that affecatumtal development of
individuals with disabilities It highlights the reciprocal and mediated relationship
between the individual and the environment and includes such processes as human

development, allocation of resources, and market labor forcestasf phe structure that
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affects vocational outcomes for people with disabilities. It also proposes interventions
that affect multiple constructs in this model. These interventions are described next.
Interventions

EMCD is a conceptual model that proggdsuggestions for applied career
interventions for individuals with disabilities, which include gaining awareness of
systemic barriers such as oppressive practices and stigmatization, engaging in self
advocacy, providing opportunities for successful wexgeriences, career advancement
planning, and individual and community empowerment (Szymanski et al., 2003). The
underlying constructs of interventions that are congruent with EMCBedirefficacy,
seltdeterminationyocational outcome expectatioasd critical consciousness, although
not all of these are explicitly discussed as part of the model. These constructs allow
individuals to successfully navigate career exploration and choice by increasing intrinsic
motivation, a sense of competency andighib perform, and a belief in personal agency
on the individual and systemic levels (Blustei@0@; Blustein, McWhirter, Perry2005).

While these constructs are congruent with EMCD, interventions to date typically
do not fully attend to these elemsim treatment delivery. The field of vocational
psychology more recently has elucidated the importance of these constructs in relation to
vocational choice for people with disabilities (Blustein, 2006). Thus, focusing on these
constructs in interventioefforts for youth with disabilities is at the forefront of effective
research and intervention practice for this population. The integration of vocational
psychology and career development for youth with disabilities with a focselin
efficacy, selfdetermination, vocational outcome expectati@msl critical consciousness

is discussed nextAdditionally, each concept will be illustrated by sample interventions
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in order to demonstrate the influencegobupcareefrbased curriculan the variables of
interest.
Vocational Psychology and Career Development for Youth with Disabilities

Since its inception, the focus of vocational psychology has been on identifying
and fostering human strengths and resilience (Super, 1953). Mordygeecdtional
skills seltefficacy, self-determinationyocational outcome expectatiorsd critical
consciousness have been discussed as key constructs that lead to effective outcomes
within vocational psychology interventions, but that have not unliobmen fully
implemented or wétested (Blustein, 2006; Lent et,&000). In the following section
the importance of these factors for career exploration of youth with disabgities
described

Selt-efficacy. Seltefficacy ischaracterized by pastence and ability to reframe
failures as learning opportunitieSelfefficacyis a cognitive and an affective concept
(Bandura, 1982) For instancea n i n d itheughts @mlt Bast successes infludree
or hiscurrent behavior, and, in turn, shapé i s i nfaturevbehedvioa Astsisch, a
thought process that focuses on failure will result in actions that perpetuate failure, rather
than facilitating effective goadetting. Conversely, a belief that ons kize capacity to
achieve oned6s goals will | ead to an increase
these goal(Bandura, 1989). Thusidher levels of selefficacy are related to positive
performance outcomgl®wer anxiety, and belief in maiining such positive outcomes
in the future.For the purposes of this studgfsefficacy isdefinedasthe confidence in

attaining and wutilizing skills that are used
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It is not possible to extract individuals from ithecological systems such as
family, peers, colleagues, neighborhoods, schools, public policies, and more
(Bronfenbrenner, 1979). As such, the reciprocal influences of the individual and the
ecol ogical systems shape tissenseiofrefficzacyabout al 6 s b e
the presenand the future (Bandura, 1982). In support of this, for instance, the research
literature haslocumentechumerous examples of the importance of parental modeling
and expectati ons -efftace(é.g., BahdueanBarbaracelirCapeara, s e | f
& Pastorelli, 2003), the effect of teacher expectations on academiffsedicy
(Bandura, 1993), and th&ect of seltefficacy beliefs on academic achievement,
persistence, and career expectations (Lent, Brown, & Larkin, 1986.).

FurthermoreLindley (2006)s t at es t hat f{efficacyleeBesimamt of se
integral part of comprehensive career assess
154). According td.indley, increasing careeelated seHefficacy helps close the
expectatioraspiration gapa gap that can lead to unemployment/underemployment of
underprivileged students\lj & McWhirter, 2006). Thus, when addressing career
development of youth with disabilities, it is necessary to includeefigtficy as one of
the foci of an intervention.

Sample intervention.The following intervention demonstrates the asa short
termgroupcareebased i ntervention to target women s
violence career search seffficacy. A quasiexperimentatudy conducted by Davidson,

Nitzel, Duke, Baker, and Bovaird (2012) evaluaiteel impaciof Advancing Career
Counseling and Employment Support for Survivors (ACCESS; Chronister & McWhirter,

2006) intervention with womesurvivors of intimate partner viakeein the Midwest
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region. The ACCESS intervention consisted of fivenBur sessions that were held once
a week. The sessions focused on awareness O
lives, awareness and development of occupational skills, abilityet@ecisionmaking
skills, and empowerment of others. The results indicateghéinicipation in the
ACCESSprogramwas related thiigher scores onareer search sedffficacy among the
participantgDavidson et al., 2012).

Self-determination. SeltDetermination Theory (SDT; Ryan & Deci, 2000)
assumes that intrinsic motivation motivation that comes from within and is mobilized
by personal interests, values, and gaakskey part of human developmerit.
presupposes authentic curiosity about netivies, tasks, and experiences, and an
ability to find value congruence between an individual and her or his environment.

The concept of intrinsic motivation was introduced by White (1959), who
suggested that this kind of motivation is needed fordrubeings to successfully
negotiate their environments. Ryan and Deci (2000) furthered this concept by asserting
that intrinsic motivation is best sustained in an environment that supports autonomy,
competence, and relatednégbiree core constructs withSDT which aid an individual
in maintainingan internal locus of controvhi ch, i n turn, affects an
mastery and control over her or his environméntividuals with internal locus of
control are more likely to report occupational success (Hogan, Chafi@mwzic, &
Kaiser, 2013)Multiple research inquiries demonstrate that intrinsic motivatam
positively affect worker adjustment to the work eonment (Blustein, 2006).

The role of sekdetermination for people with disabilitigsas first demonstrated

in the1980s (Wehmeyer & Schwartz, 1998). Within this context;deiérmination
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referred to the ability and the right of individuals to havetmover their own lives and
choices. While this may sound simplistic, given the pervasive discrimination against this
population, seHdetermination does not only mean individual control, but rather an
individual and collective effort to change cultuaald societal stereotypes, especially
those that have led to discrimination (Ward, 1996). As such, according to Wehmeyer (as
cited in Wehmeyer & Schwartz, 1998), a s#dtermined act consists of the following
characteristics: the individual action is@womous and seliegulated and the individual
responds to an event from a psychologically empowered antkagifing stance.
Wehmeyer, Abery, and Zhang (20ELx panded t hat -deée feir mi thiaam otho é
is the product of both the person andé¢hgironmeni of the person using the skills,
knowledge, and beliefs, at his/her disposal to act on the environment with the goal of
obtaining valued and desired outcomeso (p. 2
Additionally, when individuals with disabilities in a community colleg@asition
program were interviewed about their experiences in high school and community college,
they identified the following key aspects to sadftermination: locus of control, self
awareness, and gedirected behavior. Moreover, these students reptntd
environments that facilitated independent exploration and learning helped them learn
seltdetermination skills (Ankeny & Lehmann, 2011). Thus, it is clear that while self
determination has been described as an individual concept, it is influenoed by0 s
interactions with the environment.
Wehmeyer (1999) has showrdividuals with intellectual disabilities have lower
levels of seldetermination than their peers withaisabilities On the other hand,

increased levels of seffetermination have lea linked to a positive quality of life for
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these individuals (Wehmeyer & Schwartz, 1998). Additionally, teaching self
determination has improved the halkpeking behaviors of young adults with visual,
hearing, or orthopedic disabilities (Balcazar, Faty@&Seekins, 1991). Thus, itis
evident that selfletermination is an important concept within the fields of vocational
psychology and special education and merits further research attention.

Sample intervention.The following sample intervention demonstrates the
possibility of using a groupased intervention to affect seletermination among
students with disabilitieswehmeyer, Shogren, Palmer, WilliasDgehm, Little, and
Boulton (2012) tested the efficacy 8él-Determined Model of Instruction (SDLMI) to
promote seldetermination with high school students witkellectual disabilitiesID)
andlearning disabilitiesl(D). SDLMI focuses on selletermined learning and provides
students with opportunities st their own educational goals and participatesitisions
regarding schoebased mterventions thabelp themachieve thesgoals. The resultsf
this studyindicated that SDLMI was related to an increase indetférmination scores.

This increase wahigher for students with LD than for students with ID.

Vocational outcome expectationsVocational outcome expectations were first
described by.ent, Brown, and Hackett (19945 a mediating variable between individual
and contextual factors and cargjoals and actions. Vocational outcome expectations are
defined by Lent, Sheu, et al. (@#d in Conklin, Dahling, & Garcia, 2018 s fiposi t i ve
ornegativecareer el at ed experiences anticipated to o
(p. 69). Lent & Brown (2006)further suggest that those who expect to be satisfied with
their vocational outcomes are more likely to attain their career goals. Moreover, youth

with positive vocational outcome expectationslass likely to have high perceptions of
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barriers to postsecondary education and career success (McWhirter et al., 2000).
Finally, McWhirter et al. (2000) emphasized that adolescence is a key life stage during
which vocational outcome expectations can be shaped and supported.

Vocational outcome expectations play an important role for youth with
disabilities. Examining the role of vocational outcome expectations for youth with
learning disabilities, mild intellectual disabilities, autism, emotional disturbance, or
attention detit hyper activity disorderQchs and Roessler (2001) fouthict these youth
had lower career outcome expectations and vocational identity when compared to their
peers without identified disabilities. Additionallpanagos and DuBois (199%&und that
for high school youth with learning disabilities, vocational outcome expectations had a
positive relationship witlcareer interest

Sample intervention.The following study illustrates the ability to influence
vocational outcomes expectations among hidgiostyouth with disabilities by focusing
on group dynamics and problem solvingurray and Doren (2013) conductadgchool
basedcareer related social skilistervention for youth with high incidence disabilities
Working at Gaining Employment Skills (GES). WAGES consisted of 33 lesson
plans that addressed the following domains:-isgjtilation, teamwork, communication,
and problerrsolving. This curriculum was administered three to four days out of the
week for 4.5 monthsThe WAGESgroupintervention was implemented within identified
high schools by school staff (e.g., teachers, vocational rehabilitation counselors)
Students in the intervention group reported higher vocational outcome expecations

post testhan the students in tr@a¢nt as usual group.
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Critical consciousness.Raising of critical consciousness (Freire, 1974) is a
process through which the oppressed become aware of having control over their lives and
engage in critical examination of the systems of oppressioaffieat them, thus leading
to the transformation of their own realitfhe construct of critical consciousness within
the field of disability research encompasses an awareness of how social construction of
disability restricts career exploration and arigtio question the dominant discourse about
the intersections of work and disability (Petersen, 2009).

For example, in a qualitative study examining the experiences of four African
American women with disabilities, Petersen (2009) found that theagewreht of critical
consciousness helped these women to confront oppressive practices that they have
encountered. Moreover, in another study, parents of children with disabilities developed
critical consciousness about structural and cultural barrierth#hataced and came
together in order to advocate for better educational and support services for their children
(Ditrano & Silverstein, 2006). Finally, research on critical consciousness among minority
groups has shown that critical consciousnessateetto improved mental health
(Zimmerman et al., 1999mproveds c hool engagement (O6Connor,
effective career development (Diemer & Blustein, 2006). Therefore, it is evident that
critical consciousness is an important component in wgnkith the marginalized groups
in helping them achieve positive outcomes as well as empowering them to take action
against oppressive practices.

Sample intervention.The following study illustrates the ability to include critical
consciousness curriculum as part of a group career interveAtistady by Chronister and

McWhirter (2006) tested two group career group interventions for female survivors of
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intimate partneviolence. One intervention consisted of best practices in career counseling,
while the second intervention includiet best practices in career counselingatidal
consciousness components that consisted of discussions about empowerment for self
protection and awareness of power and its role in domestic violence, among other topics. At
follow-up, participants in the second intervention had higher critical consciousness scores
and were more likely to achieve their goalsntthose in the first inteention.

Summary. Itis evident that selfletermination, seléfficacy, and critical
consciousness aessociated witpositive career exploratierelatedoutcomes for youth
with disabilities. At the same timamong career counseling interventioageted at
youth, only a few stand out as pioneers in incorporating elements of these concepts. The
programs described below are examples of programs that successfully integrate the
corcepts of seldeterminationseli-efficacy, and vocational outcome ggctationsnto
their curricula. Theeprogramshavebeen less attentive to enhancing critical
consciousness. | review five key programs, followed by a critique and suggestions that
emerge from this critique for a new interventionifaproving vocationabutcomes for
youth with disabilities.
Career Interventions for Youth with Disabilities

Bridges from School to Work Program (Bridges). The goal of this program is
to provide career exploration opportunities for youth transitioning from high school to
work (Fabian, 2007) Bridges is a semestlng intervention program. It provides career
counseling and job placement, paid work experience with training and support
components, and followp support and tracking sfudents aged 16 to 22 yeafsstudy

thatrecruited4,571urban minoritymen (57%) and women (43%jth learning,
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intellectual, or emotiondbehavioral disabilitiegvho participated in this program found
that on average, 68% of the graduates of the program obtained employment; this
percentag is higher thacwomparable national data indicating26employment rate
(Fabian, 2007).

Great Oaks job training program. Great Oaks program works with vocational
rehabilitation offices to provide career counseling, job development, aintheii job
training for students with disabilities in their last year of high school and during their first
year after graduation (Izzo & Lamb, 2003). This program implements a competency
based curricula that is focused on academic and occupational skillsntStuwite
disabilities who are enrolled in this program receive tutoring services, and learn
communication, goal setting, and time management skills. Moreover, students with
disabilities work with job coaches during their commuiissed vocational traingn
experiences (lzzo, Cartledge, Miller, Growick, & Rutkowski, 2000).

A pre-posttestcontrol groupnvestigationindicated that the youth who
participated in this program were more likely to be employed and earned $3000 more per
year thartheir peersvho dd notparticipate in this programFurthermore, Great Oaks
program participants were more likely to be involved in social groups, and have saving
accounts and credit cards (I1zzo & Lamb, 2003). Finally, young women who participated
in this study were merlikely to obtain employmerthan their peersationally(lzzo et
al., 2000).

Teaching All Students Skills for Employmentand Life (TASSEL). This
studentcentered program works individually with students to determine their abilities

and strengths. Students select one of two tracks: an academic or a vocational track.
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Those on the academic track are enrolled in general education and spesatibadu
classes. Students who are interested in attending a postsecondary educational institution
are offered assistance with college planning and application process. Students who
choose the vocational track are involved in work experiences, both omgamg in the
community. They also complete a job portfolio which demonstrates their vocational
competencies (as cited in 1zzo & Lamb, 2003).

The outcome datiiom TASSEL shows that 74% of students are employed 2.5
years after graduation (Izzo & Lan003). Moreover, 86% of the students report being
an active part of the planning process; the majority of community and school personnel
also reported being active participants in the TASSEL services. Most of students,
parents, and community partnersodpd being satisfied with TASSEL (Aspel et al.,
1999).

Youth Transition Program (YTP). This program is a collaborative effort
between Oregon Vocational Rehabilitation (VR), Oregon Department of Education
(ODE), University of Oregon (UO), and local sct®and communities. YTP serves
high school juniors and seniors, and provides postsecondary fofieervicesor one
year after program exi(Benz Lindstrom,& Latta, 1999). Typically the students are
referred to the program due to a diagnosed disali conjunction with additional
barriers such as risk of dropping out of school, limited or negative vocational
experiences, teenage parenting responsibiliesnstable living environmes{Benz,
Lindstrom,& Yovanoff, 2000). The program consisifs work experienceas well as
instruction in academic skills, money management, time management, effective

communication, independent living skills, sdétermination, and se#dvocacy (Izzo &
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Lamb, 2003). Moreover, since YTP is operated in partigersgith vocational
rehabilitation (VR), YTP participants receive VR services after graduating high school
(Benz Lindstrom & Latta 1999).

An evaluation of YTPservicesshowed that students who were part of the
program for more than 12 months, met four or more transition goals, and held two or
more paid jobs were more likely to graduate with a regular diploma. Additionally, YTP
participants reported that having indivadized goals, participating in personally
meaningful activities, and gaining selivareness and selbnfidence were important to
them and contributed to their success. Finally, having a positive relationship with a
trusted adult(s) who was invested ieth y out hsd success also contr
outcomes of the YTP program (Benz et al., 2000).

Moreover, YTP students were more likely to maintain paid jobs after graduation
andearnhigherwagesperhour thanpeerswho were not in the YTP progranin
reviewing outcomes for youth who participated in the program betwé&é&071and
6/30/2A.3, researchers found tha@% of YTP participants were employed enrolled in
a training progranat programexit and79% were employedr enrolled in a trainig
program 12 months lateMoreover, for those employed® months after the graduation,
theaverage hourly rate was 89.(Lindstrom & Poppen, 2@).

The PATHS Curriculum. The gendespecific PATHSPost School
AchievemeniThrough Higher Skillsgurriculum consigtof four modules and 77 lessons
aimed at improving proximal social cognitive career anddetiérmination outcomes for
high risk adolescent women who were eligible for special education or were at risk of

academic failure. The curriauh modules focus on sedfvareness, disability awareness,
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gender identity, and career and college planning. The PATHS curriculutested in a
pre-post control group design. It wadministered by special education teachers and a
school counselor to 11high school women across six high schools in the state of
Oregon The results of the study indicated that students who were in the experimental
group had a statistically significachangean their autonomy and disability and gender
related knowledge wdm compared to the control grodporen, Lombardi, Clark&
Lindstrom, 2013)

Critique . The above interventions demonstrated effective methods of increasing
selt-efficacy and selleterminatiorfor young people with disabilities. These outcomes
were a$o relatedo successful school and employment outconkeatingthese
interventions to the EMCInodel indicateshat they targeted the context, individual,
decisionmaking constructs and the individual mediators. At the same time, it appears
thatthesenterventionsdid notspecificallyfocus on raising critical consciousness and
empowering this population through elucidating the systems of oppression that perpetuate
the barriers to gainful employmeintispects of intervention that would affect theistad
and cultural mediators as well as the allocation process within the EMCibe field of
clinical and counseling psychology, motivational interviewing (Ml) is one approach that
can be used to attend to all four of the above concepts simultaneously.

The importance of sekfficacy, selfdetermination, vocational outcome
expectationsand critical consciousness has been discussed in the previous sections.
Based on the research literature, the EMCD, and the critique of existing programs, in the

following section | describ®l and MEGI, a motivational enhancement intervention for

23



improving outcomes for youth with disabilities thaddveloped andvaluaté in this
study.

Motivational Interviewing

Motivational Interviewing (Ml) isacollaborative, goabriented style of
communication with particular attention to the language of ahdih designed to
str engt h e nmotvatien apdeconsnanmelt £ a specific goal by eliciting and
exploring the person's own reasons for change within an atmosphere of acceptance and
compassion.Self-efficacy and selfletermination, as constructstilat f ect oneds
motivation for change, are at the core of MI (Miller & Rollnick,12p

MI has been shown to be effective in encouraging positive changes in health
behaviorssuch asnedication adherencandsmoking cessatiorHettema, Steele, &
Miller, 2005). Moreover, studies have shown the effectiveness of MI with adolescents
when addressing alcohol and substance use (Jensen, et al., 2011), smoking cessation
(Heckman, Egleston, & Hofmann, 2010), medication adherence (Riekert, Borrelli,
Bilderback, & Rand, 2011), nutrition and weight management (West et al., 2011), and
prevention of depression (Van Voorhees, et al., 2009).

Researclalsoshows a promising application of Ml with individuals with
disabilities. For example, an intervention the¢d Ml to enhance Individual Placement
and Support for adults with psychiatric disabilities resulted in positive employment
outcomes, such as an increase in overall employment, hours worked, hourly wage, and
monthly income (Larson, Barr, Kuwabara, BoyleGfenn, 2007). Moreover, using Ml
as a prelude to treatment for clients with generalized anxiety disorder (GAD) was more
effective in increasing cognitivieehavioral intervention homework completion than

conditions not using MI (Westra, Arkowitz, & Dozpa009). Finally, Ml was effective
24
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in increasing motivation to change alcohol use among adults with learning disabilities
(Mendel & Hipkins, 2002). Since the use of Ml with a variety of populations is very well
supportedenhancing any intervention withINé well justified and merits greater
research focus.
Purpose of the Study

A thorough literature review shadthat while there is a research base
demonstrating negative pes¢condary outcomes for youth with disabilities, there is a
dearth of counselingriented interventions addressing this issue that incorporate
elements of intrinsic motivation, seleterminabn, seltefficacy,vocational outcome
expectations, and critical consciousnebsthe current study | ude¢he EMCD
(Szymanski et al., 2003) as the conceptual framework to create a motivational

enhancement group interventithrat focused on the interamt between the Individual

(studentspnd the Environmerfteacher8 i nstructi onal style and c¢

expectations of the studeptonstructs andnplemenedthis intervention among young
people with highincidence disabilities already receigitransition services ihigh
school.

The interaction between the Individual and the Environment was altered by
creating an intervention that required the teachers to set aside their expert role and
preconceived i deas ab ongthsandsucdesspansidstegast and
engage students in a collaborative, stretigtbed, and compassionate exploration of their
careefrelated strengths, values, and go@tse Motivational Enhancement Group
Intervention (MEGI) focusd#o n i n c r e a s itrinsic metivatioth ® erigagdin i n

career exploration, setfetermination, seléfficacy,andcritical consciousnesslhe
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purpose of this study wgao evaluate thehange in these outcomes befarelafter
MEGI administration
Intervention

The MotivationEnhancement Group Intervention (MEGI) s@ted of 1(ne
hour sessionsMEGI wasimplemented within high school transition and special
education classes through the YTP program in OregeeAppendices AC for MEGI
material3. MEGIfocusedon increasigs t u d e ndffisady,salfeldtefmination,
vocational outcome expectatigasdcritical consciousness. MEGI lessons and activities
focusedon improving group cohesion and relatedness, providing reinforcement of group
member sd aut onownywo rekl uacsipd artaitnigo nhso and exper.i
current and future vocational exploration, identifying individual strengths and
competencies, discussing barriers to vocational success and identifying effective coping
strategies, setting a vocational gaaid writing a specific, measurable, achievable,
realistic, and a timéramed plan to meet the vocational goal.

Unlike other career interventions targeted at youth with disabilities, MiEgston
motivational i ntervi ewi ntgnomyramdovett s cor e aspec
acknowledgement of their expertise about their own lives and experienégsl M
focusel on developing the collaboratidretween studentnd interventionistand on
evoking student so6 t. HAeaudghthe MEGI ntenntionests, and goal
serval ascompassionate and acceptopgdes, with the students having a choice about
how and to what degree they want to participate in the intervention. This, iwagn,
intended taaid students in developing their own internal locus of mana sense of

competence, and a strongpalief inthenselves andheir capacities.
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ResearchHypothesis

To evaluatea change in main outcome variablegosedhe following
hypothesis:After participating in the MEGI curriculumhére will be gositiveand
significantchangdan pre- to postinterventionscores for:(1) vocational skills self
efficacy (VSSE); (2) autonomyARCAuU); (3) seltrealization(ARCSR) (4) vocational
outcome expectation(Y OE); and (5) critical consciousness.
ResearchDesign

| employeda mixedmethods design to test this hypotlsesMixedmethods
research design combines both quantitative and qualitative approaches to studying a
phenomenon. The strength of this method lies in the ability to understand the
phenomenoifrom a more integrated perspective (Gay, Mills, & Airasian, 2009). Mixed
methods design can answer unique research questions, provide stronger inferences, and
present a greater diversity of views and opinidreddlie & Tashakkori, 2003)Within
this mehod, quantitative and qualitative results of a study complement and inform each
other. Additionally, both approaches aid in fully understanding the research problem and
further develop a line of research (Hanson, Creswell, Clark, Petska, & Creswell, 2005)

For the purposes of this study, a transformative sequential QY AjNal mixed
methods desigwasused (Hanson et al., 2005). The purpose of using a transformative
sequential QUANA qual mixedmethodwasto understand the dimensions of self
determinatbn, selfefficacy,vocational outcome expectatioms\d critical consciousness
as they pertain to career exploration among high school youth with disabilities.
Moreover, the emphasigasplaced on the quantitative aspect of the data collection; that

is, the focus of the studyasto clarify if therewere any changes in main outcome

27



variables following the intervention. At the same time, the qualitative data collection
enrichecthe understanding of how and why changes/ haveoccurred.
For the quantitative design, a pegperimental research desigasused
(Campbell & Stanley, 1963). The qualitative portion of the stuhsistedf focus
groups using a set of questidhatgatherednformationabout intervention components,
reactiondo the intervention, and measured outcomes. Focus gnerpsonducted
with the youth who participated in the intervention as well as with the interventionists.
Quantitative design. A pre-experimental, one group, pp®st test research
design, focusgon exploring the data without making inferences about the ezftess

nature of the phenomenon. Within this design, a group of particigadsinistered a

baseline pretest, an intervention, and a subsequent posttest (Campbell & Stanley, 1963).

The poposed studyas designd to explorevhat changes from préo postintervention
would occurint he st udent s deltefficacyhselfdletesnaniatioyocational s
outcome expectationandcritical consciousness. In light of limited financeéeldd human
resources, anthe fact that the intervention wachoolbased, itvas notfeasible to
engage in experimental or quasiperimental design without having prior pilot evidence
of its effectivenessThis study wa designed to provide pilot evidence

Qualitative design. Focus group interviewsereconducted to assess the
helpfulness of the intervention, and the ways in which the intervention affected the
partici pant s éknowkdgeaand selwarénespsstheyretated td their
identity, goals, valuegnd critical consciousnessee Appendix E for focus group

protocok). Focus groups are frequently used in exploratory resé&ilglerman, 2010).

They provide additional informatiwmionabout
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uncovering thavhyand thehowof the intervention effect. Additionally, they supplement
and inform the quantitative finding, allowing for a more complete understanding of a
phenomenon and proving new directions for research (Vaughn, SchummaguB)

1996). Finally, focus groups can provide more accurate information about the experience
and effects of the intervention from a participant point of view; something that cannot be
accomplished by using solely quantitative methodology (StrotheteamkiniVaughn,

Schumm, & Sinagub, 1996).
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CHAPTER Il
METHODS

This study used a mixemiethods approacfihis approach provides a more
comprehensive understanding of the data (Hanson et al., 2005). In order to evaluate
changes in vocational sedfficacy, autonomy, selfealization, vocational outcome
expectations and MEGI knowledge retention, a quantéairepost assessment was
conducted with the student participants. In order to evaluate changes in critical
consciousness, sethowledge, future career plans, as well as to elicit feedback about the
intervention, posintervention focus groups were corafdd with participating students
and interventionists. In this chapter, | provide a description of the sample, the
recruitment procedures, a description of interventionist training, the fidelity to
intervention procedures and results,-posttest measusaused, focus group description
and protocol, focus group participants descriptions, and quantitative and qualitative data
analysis procedures. Detailed descriptions of study materials are providgpendices
A-E.

Participants

Students Participants wre high school studentsges 12 20 years who were
enrolled in special education and transition classes. A total of 177 students participated
in the MEGI intervention and 135 students compldieth pre and post assessments.
This resulted in a finalssnple of 135; thus, all subsequent data reported is for this final
data sample.

All of the students in this study attended Schools.ASchools AD were
comprehensive high schodtxated ina medium sized city i©regon School E was a
program serving youth witimtellectual and developmentisabilities age 18-21 located
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in a medium sized city i@regon School F was located in a rural towocated 50

minutes from a medium sized city @regon Approximately 64% of th students in

School A reported receiving free or reduced lunch and 36% reported that their families
receive food stamps. The majority of the students in School B reported receiving free or
reduced lunch (61%) and food stamps (46%). Similarly, 53% désta in School C
reported receiving free or reduced lunch and 48% reported receiving food stamps. In
School D, 50% of the students reported receiving free or reduced lunch and only 30%
reported receiving food stamps. Conversely, 17% of the studenth@olSE reported
receiving free or reduced lunch and 50% reported receiving food stamps. Finally, 59% of
the students in School F reported receiving free or reduced lunch and 29% reported
receiving food stamps. In summary, Schools B and C had the majbsitudents who
reported receiving free or reduced lunch or food stamps.

The mean age for the sample was 16.54 (Md=17.00, Mod&E171.29. The
majority of the participants seidlentified as EuropeaAmerican (74.8%) males (60.7%).
Additionally, the majority of the students attended School C (43.0%) and wer&in 12
grade (41.5%).

For this study, socieconomic level was calculated using the following criteria: if the
student received free or reduced lunch, if the student received food stathestifdent
livedwi t h both or one of the parents, and mot he
answers to these questions were cafeticombinedising a formula by Ensminger et al.
(2000). The results were categorized into low, medium low, medigimdand high
socioeconomic statusApproximately 24% of the students were within the high

socioeconomic status level, while 16% were in the medium high, 17% were in the
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medium low, and four percent were in the low socioeconomic status level. -fimiety
percent of the students did not report their socioeconomic status. Fumenpercent of

the students reported that their family receives food stamps and 27% reported receiving
free or reduced lunch at school.

Finally, 74.1% of the students sadfentified as having a disability, with the majority
seltidentifying as having a learning disability (40.7%). Approximately 25% of the
students reported not having a disability; however, the vast majority of students enrolled
in the special education and trarsitclasses have an Individualized Educational Plan or
a 504 Plan for disability accommodations. As such, the disability status numbers
reported for this study might not accurately reflect the actual disability status of this
sample (See Table 1).

The magprity of the participants reported having had a job in the past (78.5%).
Approximately 45 percent of the sample had one to two jobs in the past, and 40 percent
of the participants reported workingblhours per week when employed. Moreover, a
third of the sample reported participating in volunteer and other unpaid work experiences.
These types of work experiences are a common practice in special education and

transition high school programs (See Table 2).

Table 1

Demographic Information for the Samjle=135)

# of Participants (%)

Gender
Male 82 (60.7)
Female 53 (39.3)
Race
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# of Participants (%)

White or Europeaf\merican 101 (74.8)
Black or AfricarAmerican 1(0.70)
Hispanic/Latino 17 (12.6)
Asian or AsiarAmerican 4 (3.0)

Native American or Alaskan Native 3(2.2)

Multiracial 10 (5.9)
Not reported 2 (1.5)
School and Classroom
School A
Classroom 1 11 (8.1)
School B Total N= 33
Classroom 2 8 (5.9)
Classroom 3 12 (8.9)
Classroom 4 13 (9.6)
School C Total N 58
Classroom 5 4 (3.0)
Classroom 6 7 (5.2)
Classroom 7 7 (5.2)
Classroom 8 7 (5.2)
Classroom 9 11 (8.1)
Classroom 10 8 (5.9)
Classroom 11 14 (10.4)
School D
Classroom 12 10 (7.4)
School E
Classroom 13 6 (4.4)
School F
Classroom 14 17 (12.6)
Grade
7" 1(.70)
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# of Participants (%)

g" 3(2.2)
o 4 (3.0)
10" 17 (12.6)
11™ 47 (34.8)
12" 56 (41.5)
Not reported 7 (5.2)
SES
Low 5 (3.7)
Medium Low 23 (17.0)
Medium High 21 (15.6)
High 33 (24.4)
Not reported 53 (38.5)
Disability
Yes 100 (74.1)
No 32 (23.7)
Not reported 3 (2.2
Type of disability
Learning Disability 55 (40.7)
ADD/ADHD 14 (10.4)
A s p e rlAuesm/Developmental 8 (5.9)
Disability
Multiple disabilities 14 (10.4)
Other 10 (7.4)
Not reported 34 (25.2)
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Table 2

Employment Experiences (n=135)

Variable # of Participants (%)
Ever had a job
Yes 106 (78.5)
No 29 (21.5)
Number of jobs
1-2 60 (44.5)
3-4 23 (17.0)
5+ 23 (17.0)
Not reported 29 (21.5)
Hours per week worked
1-5 55 (40.7)
6-10 24 (17.8)
11-15 11 (8.1)
16-20 7 (5.2)
21+ 13 (9.6)
Not reported 25 (18.5)
Wage per hour
Less than minimum wage 23 (17.0)
Minimum wage 26 (19.3)
More than minimum wage 20 (14.8)
Unpaid work experience 40 (29.6)
Not reported 26 (19.3)
Duration of the job
Less than 3 months 56 (41.5)
3-6 months 22 (16.3)
6-12 months 6 (4.4
More than 12 months 24 (17.8)
Not reported 27 (20.0)
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Interventionists. MEGI Interventionists werspecial education teachetignsition
specialistsand a vocational rehabilitation counselmrkedwithin eithera medium sized
city ora rural town 50 minutes outside of a medium sized ni@regon A total of nine
interventionists participated in this study. The majority of the interventionists were
between the ages of 30 and 39 years old (44%}jdsaitified as EuropeaAmerican
(89%), taught ira school district within a medium sized cfB6%), andself-identified as
female (78%). Additionally, four of interventionists were special education teachers, four
were transition specialists, and one was vocational rehabilitation counselor. See Table 3

for more detailednformation.

Table 3

Demographic lformation for the Interventionists (n=9)

Variable # of Participants (%)

Age

25-30 1(11.2)

30-39 4 (44.4)

40-49 1(11.2)

50-59 3(33.3)
Gender

Male 2 (22.2)

Female 7 (77.8)
Race

White or Europea#\merican 8 (88.9)

Native Hawaiian/Pacifitslander 1 (11.1)
School

School A 2 (22.2)

School B 1(11.1)

School C 2 (22.2)
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Variable # of Participants (%)

School D 2 (22.2)
School E 1(11.1)
School F 1(11.1)
Role

Transition Specialist 4 (44.4)
Special Education Teacher 4 (44.4)
Vocational Rehabilitation 1(11.1)
Counselor

Years of Experience

5-9 3 (37.5)

10-15 5 (62.5)

Not reported 1(11.1)
Years in Current Role

5-9 7 (77.7)

11-16 2(22.2)
Experience with Ml

Novice 3 (37.5)

Some training 5 (62.5)

Not reported 1(11.2)
Years of Experience with Ml

1-2 2 (66.6)

8 1(33.3)

Not reported 6 (66.7)

Procedures

Interventionist Recruitment and Consent Procedures Staff from six high
schools within Lane County, OR agreed to participate in this study. Within these

schools, a total of eight transition specialists and special education teachers and one VR
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counselor working in fourteen different classrooms participistéioe study. The
participation criteria includedillingness to devotenehour of weekly instructional time
in thespecial education or transiti@tasses for aGweek period to implement MEGI
and an additional threggours of instructional time for ¢tk collection Moreover,
participating siteiadadministrative support for the intervention such as time off for
interventionist training, opportunitiéer fidelity codersto observe the intervention for
treatment fidelity, and dedicated time for theemention.

In order to recruit high schoglscontacedthe Youth Transition ProgranYTP)
Project Director Dr. Lauren Lindstromwho is also a dissertation committeedwair for
this project. YTP is a statéde transitionprogram that igointly maraged by the
Oregon Department of Education, Oregéocational Rehabilitationand University of
Oregon, and currently operates in ov86 high schools in Oregon (Lindstrom &
Poppen, 203). The purpose of TP is to improve post school outcomes youth with
disabilitiesby preparing thenfor employment or career related psstondary education
or training. YTP services in each school are provided by a collaborative team including a
school based Transition Specialist, Vocational Rehabilitatiom&shr, youthwith
disabilitiesand their families.All YTP personnel participate in ongoing professional
development to learn about best practices in transition and develop more effective
strategies for serving high need youth with disabili(dannery Lindstrom, & Torcells,
2009). Concurrently] contacted the Oregon Vocational Rehabilitation (VR) office to
ensure that this dissertation project did not interfere with their service provision in

Oregon high schools.
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The YTP Project Director recommended that | work with YTP technical
assistance (TA) providers to identify interested and eligible schools. YTP TA providers
are employed by the University of Oregon and work with high schools that participate in
the Youth Tansition ProgramTA providers visit schools within their geographic area
and work directlywith transition specialistgpecial education teacheend vocational
rehabilitation counselot® ensure adherence to the YTP standards, provide support when
transition specialists interface with other stakeholders, and offer ongoing training and
continuing education for transition specialists. In order to consult with YTP TA
providers | attended YTP management team meetings, the YTP statewide conference,
and net with YTP TAs individually to identify interested and appropriate schools for this
project.

Following consultation with the YTP TA providers, | emailed each identified
sdhool's transition specialistpecial education teacher vocational rehabilitain
counselorand requested an-person meeting. During theseeatings, transition
specialistsspecial education teacheend vocational rehabilitation counselarg |
discussedhow MEGI could be implemented in their classroorAslditionally, we
reviewed the timeline for this project, the outline of the intervention, and inclusion
criteria for the transition specialists, special education teacrwational rehabilitation
counselorsand schools.

It is important to note, that School E contactedatter the initial school
recruitment and asked to participate in this study. The classroom at that school was

staffed by two transition specialists who already were implementing MEGI at two other
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participating schools and a vocational rehabilitation selor who has received prior
training in motivational interviewing from me.

After these initial meetigs, transition specialistspecial education teacheesd
vocational rehabilitation counseldecilitated contact with school administrators in order
to address any concerns and to finalize each
project. | communicated with school administratorpénson, over the phone, or by
email, depending on each administrator's preferred method of communicationg Durin
these communications, | answered administrators' questions about the consent
procedures, intervention content, and timeline of the intervention.

Out of eight schools that | contacted, six schools agreed to participate in this
project. One school that dened participation cited the project timeline as a concern.
That school preferred to conduct the project during Spring 2013 term, instead of Fall
2012. Given the time limitations of this project, a change in timeline could not be
accommodated. The s school expressed concern over the word "disability” in the
consent forms and study materials. Since this project is focused on working with high
school students with disabilities, it was not possible to accommodate the school's request
to remove or cange the wording.

Interventionist Training and Incentives. Special education teachers, transition
specialists, and the vocational rehabilitation counselor in participating schoahgsasv
the interventionists for this studyeretrained inmotivational interviewingMI) and in
Motivational Enhancement Group Interventidh6Gl) administration by me, a member
of the international Motivational Interviewing Network of Trainers. Trterventionists

participate in one day of Mland MEGItraining prior to implementation of the
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intervention During the MI portion of the training, the following topics were covered:
definition of MI, MI Spirit, MI processes, MI microskills, change talk, interpersonal
discord, and planning. The MEGI portion oéttraining contained the following topics:
rationale for the study, research compliance, description of MEGI and MEGI timeline,
review of MEGI curriculum, and practice of MEGI sessions in small and large groups.

Once the interventionists began implenmegMEGI in their classrooms, they
were observed for fidelity at least one time by me or a trained graldwateobserver.
Also, | wasavailable for questions and coaching throughout the intervertioally,
afterfidelity observation | senteachinterventionist a report summarizing her or his
strengths and areas of growth and offered a follgpaphone call to discuss the report.
More information on fidelity observations is provided in the following section.

Finally, participating interventionistgceived all of the pertinent study materials,
including interventionist manuals, folders, student workbooks, certificates of completion,
pretest and posttest assessments, strengths card sorts, values card sorts, roadblocks card
sorts, Path to My Dream Jalmd My Dream Job Plan sheets, and crayons. Each
interventionist received enough to materials for all of the participating students. In
addition, each classroom received a $300 gift certificate as a thank you for participating
in the study.

Fidelity. Fidelity to the interventiomwasassessed by a team of trained fidelity
coders. Fidelity codersveresix doctoralstudents whavere recruited from Counseling
Psychology and Special Education prograiiiee fidelity codersveretrained in Ml and
MEGI by me- a member of the international Motivational Interviewing Network of

Trainers.They participatd in one day of Ml training and one day of MEGI training.
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During that time the following topics were covered: definition of MI, MI Spirit, Ml
processedyll microskills, change talk, interpersonal discord, and planning. As part of
their contribution to the project, the fidelity coders assisted with the development of
MEGI Fidelity Observation Tool (MFOT) by providing feedback about the clarity and
ease olise for MFOT. Additionally, prior to conducting project fidelity observations,
the fidelity coding team met weekly to establish at least 75 percent agreement among
coders. After the first project observations took place, the team met to discuss initial
percent agreement and clarify questions or concerns about using MFOT. Ongoing in
person, phone, and email support was available to the coding team.

During the 10veek interventionegight outof nine interventionists were observed
one totwo times byadyad of codersThe ninth interventionist served as support to a
special education teacher and did not directly administer MEGI curriculum. The MFOT
assessedd nt e r v eadheremce to the psintiples and skills of Ml, as well as
adherence to MEGI protol.

The MFOT instrument is comprised of two parts: Ml Proficiency and MEGI
Curriculum Adherence. Since MEGI is an-lksed intervention, it was essential to
measure interventionist proficiency in Ml; otherwise, it would be unclear whether the
interventionists were using MI during the course of the intervention or were utilizing a
different communication style. For MI Proficiency, the Motivational Interviewing
Treatment Integrity instrument (MITI 3.1.8oyers, Martin, Manuel, Miller, & Ernst,
2010) was adapted to reflect recent changes in the conceptualization of motivational
interviewing sjrit by Miller and Rollnick (2013). Asuch, the MI Proficiency part of

MFOT included measurement of interventionists' use of Compassion, Partnership,
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Acceptanceand Evoking. Additionally, while MITI 3.1.1 usegyaving information

behavior cont which counts every instance wheepractitioner provides personal
information, gives directions, educates, provides feedback, or gives an opinion without
advising, thidehavior count was eliminated from MFOT for ease of coding. Providing
personal information, educating, providing feedback or giving an opinion without
explicitly asking the students' permission to share it was coded asHorMAdherent
behavior. The fial version of MI Proficiency part of MFOT included the following
components: Global Scores for Compassion, Acceptance, Partnership, and Evoking and
behavior counts for open questions, closed questions, reflectionsdihdrent behaviors,

and MENonadherat behaviors. The fidelity coders filled out the behavior counts in Ml
Proficiency part of MFOT as they observed a MEGI session and filled out the global
score rating immediately after the observat.i
MI, an alsidged guide for reaching beginning proficiency and competency was used to
assess interventionist adherence to Ml (Moyers et al., 2010) (see Table 4). This guide
was used to assess interventionist proficiency in Ml for each fidelity observation.

Table4

MI Beginning Proficiency and Competency Thresholds (Moyers et al., 2010)

Clinician BehaviorCount or Summargcore Beginning Competency
Thresholds Proficiency
Global Clinician Ratings Average of 3.5 Average of 4
Reflections to Questions Ratio (R:Q) 1 2
Percent Open Questions (%0OC) 50% 70%
Percent MiAdherent (%MIA) 90% 100%
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MEGI Curriculum Adherence was used to evaluate whether the interventionists
covered core parts of the MEGI curriculum, such as the requireldss activities and
written exercses. Failure on the part of the interventionists to complete core parts of the
curriculum would lead to an inconclusive interpretation of the study results. The MEGI
Curriculum Adherence part of MFOT was compromised of a checklist for each MEGI
sessionhat fidelity coders filled out as they were observing a MEGI sessem (

Appendix D for MFOT).

Interrater Reliability for Coders. Interrater reliability was calculated for two
dimensions of the intervention. First, overall, 84% agreement was reached between
coding dyads on the behavior counts section of the Ml Proficiency section of the MFOT.
The percent agreement ranged from 66%1i%. Second, for the global rating section,
100% agreement was reached consistently. On average, 99 percent agreement was
reached for MEGI Curriculum Adherence.

Interrater Reliability Results. The results of fidelity coding showed that on
average, the interventionists completed 94.43 percent of the required MEGI components.
Based on widely accepted MI and cli@eintered counseling practice (Miller & Rollnick,
2013), accurate reflectionsaidan mor e ful |l and deeper under st
ambivalence, serve to decrease interpersonal discord, and maintain therapeutic alliance.
Questions, on the other hand, work to seek information and, when overused, increase
interpersonal discord and negativalject the change process.

With respect to MI behavior counts, the mean percent of open questions was 45%,
the mean reflection to question ratio was .60, the mean percent of Ml Adherent behaviors

was 76%, and the mean global clinician rating was 3VB@hin this coding schema, a
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reflection is a statement that is a paraphrase, a summary, or a reflection of the underlying

meaning or

feeling of

t h e This shows éhat bn avefaget h e

the interventionists reached beginning Mdfaziency in global ratings and did not reach

beginning proficiency in other behavior counts. However, when looking at individual

behavior counts it is clear that during one of the observations most of interventiodists ha

reached marginal beginner proéincy, beginner proficiency, or competency in some or

all behavior counts. See Table 5 for more detailed information.

Table5

MI Adherence

Mean Score Range
(SD)
Interventionist 1 Global Clinician Ratings 3.75 (.35) 3.504.25
Reflections tdQuestions Ratio .58(.26) .30-.92
(R:Q)
Percent Open Questions 45 (18.35) 24-66
(%0C)
Percent MiAdherent (%MIA) 56 (18.35) 67-100
Interventionist 2  Global Clinician Ratings 3.37(.20) 3.253.50
Reflections to Questions Rati .67(.09) .60-.73
(R:Q)
Percent Open Questions 62.5(7.80) 57-68
(%0C)
Percent MiAdherent (%MIA) 77 (4.24) 74-80
Interventionist 3 Global Clinician Ratings 3.58(.60) 2.754.50
Reflections to Questions Rati .92(.40) 40141
(R:Q)
Percent Open Questions 45.83(3.31) 42-52
(%0C)
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Mean Score Range
(SD)
Percent MiAdherent (%MIA) 77 (12.00) 5384
Interventionist 4 Global Clinician Ratings 3.25(.71) 2.753.75
Reflections to Questions Rati .46(.34) .22-.70
(R:Q)
Percent Open Questions 52(2.30) 50-54
(%0C)
Percent MiAdherent(%MIA) 56(26.90) 37-75
Interventionist 5 Global Clinician Ratings 3.43(.55) 3.004.25
Reflections to Questions Rati .40(.08) .30-.50
(R:Q)
Percent Open Questions 43.75(9.50) 36-57
(%0C)
Percent MiAdherent (%MIA) 82.25(8.22) 7391
Interventionist 6 Global Clinician Ratings 2.75
Reflections to Questions Rati .38
(R:Q)
Percent Open Questions 3g
(%0C)
Percent MiAdherent (%MIA) 85
Interventionist 7 Global Clinician Ratings 3.5
Reflections to Questions Rati .41%
(R:Q)
Percent Open Questions 27
(%0C)
Percent MiAdherent (%MIA) 89
Interventionist 8 Global Clinician Ratings 3.40(.18) 3.253.50
Reflections to Questions Rati .33(.11) .24-.40
(R:Q)
Percent Open Questions 34(16.9) 22-46
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Mean Score Range
(SD)

(%0C)
PercenMI-Adherent (%MIA) 62(9.20) 55-68

% Only one observation was available

Student Recruitment and Consent ProceduresOnce the schools were
recruited, the school administrator and participating interventionists signed consent forms
agreeing to participate in this study. At the beginning of the 2013 school year,
interventionists made a scripted announcement to shedents about the opportunity to
participate in this study. Afterwards they distributed passive parent consent forms and
asked the students to return the signed forms if their parents did not want them to
participate. Following procedureapproved byheoffice of human subjectsftar 14
business days passed, the interventionists distributed student assent forms and pretest
assessment packets. Students were instructed to sign the assent forms if they choose to
participate in this study and to fill outd assessment packets. Students whose parents
did not want them to participate in this study or who did not wish to sign the assent form,
did not fill out either pretest or posttest assessments and did not participate in the student
focus groups.None ofthe parents communicated to the school that they did not want
their children to participate in this study.

Classroom Procedures Three days to one week after the participating students
filled out the pretest assessments, the interventionists began iempliegithe MEGI
curriculum as part of the regularly scheduled transition and special education classes.
The implementation consisted of devoting the firs680minutes of a class period to

MEGI. If there was extra time left in a class period, the it@ionists used that time to
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conduct class activities unrelated to MEGI such as homework completion time. It was
left to the interventionist discretion how often during the course of the week the MEGI
curriculum was administered. This decision was madeihimize the disruption of the
regularly scheduled coursework and to maximize the potential of the MEGI curriculum to
complement existing coursework. As such, interventionists administered the MEGI
curriculum ranging from every day for two weeks to oaceeek for ten weeks.

All students received the same content during the course of the intervention.
Topics covered included past career aspirations, past formal and informal job
experiences, learned joblated skills, current use of joklated skil§, personal strengths
and goals, pros and cons of work, personal values, importance and confidence of having a
dream job, roadblocks to obtainiagiream job, and concrete plan of action oriented
toward current steps that students can take towards wigtaiream job. There were ten
total sessions available and the mean number of sessions attended was 9.26 (Md=10.00,
Mode=10,SD=1.19.

MEGI started with engaging students in an exploration of who they wanted to be
when they were in kindergarten. Thée intervention helped students identify formal
and informal jobs that they had in the past and currently hold, the skills that they learned,
and how they use these skills daily. During subsequent sessions, MEGI focused on
student s6 st rworkigg dndvalues. eAties reviewingfwbat the students
have done in the previous sessions, MEGI helped students identify their dream job as
well astheimportance of having thidreamjob and their confidence in obtaining it.

MEGI ended with helping students identify roadblocks to obtaining their dream job,

coming up with possible solutions to those roadblocks, and developing a Dream Job Plan.
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(See Appendix A for MEGBtudent WorkbookAppendixB for MEGI Teacher Manual
andAppendixC for Strengths, Valug and Roadblocks cardsqrts

All of the activities within MEGI focused on saffetermination and/or self
efficacy and/or critical consciousness. These constructs were introdueaddning
students in written activities, discussions, hands on activities such as drawings and
cardsorts, and summary sheets. See Table 6 for description of all MEGI sessions.
Table6

Description of MEGI Session Content

Self Self-Efficacy Critical
Determination Consciousness
Session 1: Past career X X X
aspirations
Session 2: Pastwork X X X
experiences
Session 3: Current wor X X
experiences
Session 4. Strengths X X X
Session 5: Decisional X X
Balance
Session 6: Values X X
Session 7Review X X X
Session 8: X X X
Importance/Confidence
Session 9: Roadblocks X X X
Session 10: Plan X X X

Data Collection. All participant dataverecollected at three timpoints Pretest
assessments were administered by the interventionists at least 14 days after the
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distribution of the passive parent consent forms and three days to one week prior to the
implementation of the MEGI curriculum. Posttest assessments were adrathisyehe
interventionists 3 days to one week after the final session of the MEGI curriculum. Both
pretest and posttest assessments took approximatdl§@Bminutes to complete. If
students could not complete the assessment packets during one atasgtpey finished

the packet completion within one additional week.

Student focus groups were conducted within three days to two weeks after the
students completed the posttest assessments. The focus groups were conducted by me.
For two out of 14 stueht focus groups, a member of the fidelity coding team assisted me
by taking notes Each focus group consisted of 12 students, on averaggocus groups
began with participants filling out a demographic information sheet. The demographic
information $ieets were used to describe the focus group student sample as well as the
interventionists who participated in this study. After the demographic information sheets
were filled out, | spent 260 minutes asking predetermined student focus group
guestiongsee AppendibE). The answers to these questions were audiorecorded using a
digital recorder and transcribed for further analysis.

A teacher focus group was conducted two weeks after the student participants
completed posttest assessments. | spent BOtes asking predetermined teacher focus
group questions. The answers to these questions were audiorecorded using a digital
recorder and transcribed for further analysee Appendix E)

Measures

The complete instrument packet can be found in AppdndiRAll measuresvere
completed by the student participaatdeast 14 days after the distribution of the passive

parent consent forms and three days to one week prior to the implementation of the
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MEGI curriculum(see Tablé for a complete list of meass). In addition, the samget
of measures was completafier the intervention.
Table7

Summary of @nstructs andMeasures at Each Timeot

Construct Measure
1. Demographic information Demographic Questionnaire (DQheftel
2. Vocational skills sekefficacy & Lindstrom, 2012

Vocational Skills SeHefficacy Scale
(VSSE; McWhirter, Rasheed, &
Crothers, 2000)

3. Vocational outcome expectations Vocational Outcome Expectatioins
Revised (VOER; McWhirter &
Metheny, 2009)

4. Self-determination Ar c 0 sDet&mihation Scale (ARC;
Wehmeyer & Kelchner, 1995)
a. Autonomy Autonomy subscale
b. Self-realization Selfrealization subscale
5. MEGI Knowledge Retention MEGI Knowledge Survey (MKS;
Sheftel, 2012)
6. Intervention Fidelity MEGI Fidelity Observation Tool
(MFOT; Sheftel, 2012)
7. Control measure #1 Fruit and Vegetable Screening Measur:
for Adolescents (FSMA; Prochaska &
Sallis, 2004)
8. Control measure #2 PACE+ Adolescent Physical Activity
Measure (PACE+; Pchaska, Sallis, anc
Long, 2001)
9. Critical consciousness Focus groupprotocol (Sheftel, 2012)
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Construct Measure

10. Sel-awareness and self Focus grougprotocol (Sheftel, 2012)
knowledye i n rel at|

future goals, barriers, and identit

Demographic Questionnaire (DQ) The DQ consists of questions about
par ti ci pa nthnicidy, sexgdesability statug gradein school, socioeconomic
(SES), and previous work and/or volunteer experiences. W assessdiy a seven -3
pointitems measuringar ent sd empl oyment status, wuse of
freeandreducedlnch support, parentsd education | eve
structure, such as number of people living in the household (Ensminger et al., 2000).
Each item was assigned a 0, 0.5, or 1 score. The mean score was constructed if at least
six of the seen questions were answered.
Vocational Skills SelfEfficacy Scale (VSSE; McWhirter, Rasheed, &
Crothers, 2000) The original 3Atem VSSE instrumenvas designed tmeasure
vocational seHefficacy among tgh school students. The VS8Ems were create
based on a list ostatespecific vocatioal guidelines for high school studepttems
reflect skills that high school students were expected to have by the time they graduated
Respondentesate thé degree of confidence in completing specificationaltasksusing
a 9point response scalm which0 = no confidence at all and 9 = complete confidence.
A sample item in the iIinstrumentTheNSSEACompl et e

has adequate concurrent validity=.87) withthe Career Decisioirmaking SelfEfficacy
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scale (Betz & Taylor as cited in McWhirter, Rasheed, & Crothers, 20003 and
Crobachoés al pha of,2009)7 (McWhirter et al
For the purposes of this studyyded an adaptation of VSSE describedbyen,
Lombardi,Lindstrom,and Gau2011). The adaptation excludes eight items focused on
specific careers or skills that the students need to pursue certain caaditsnally,

the response options were reduced from nine points to five psiletsthafi 1 = n o

coni denceo and A5 = IcapiopstuayftePATHS Euiricuim,c e .

the preinterventionCronba& h 6 s al p ha vinéesentioBCAr oannbda cphodsst
was .96 Doren, Lombardi, Clark, & Lindstron2013).

My decision to ge the revisedarsion of VSSE wabasean ease of
comprehensionl wasworking with youth with disabilities, and so using fewer questions
and a reduced number of response optigeiged to ensure that participantsrevable to

understand and complete the instrumera reliable and timely manneAdditionally,

o

al pha

the PATHS adaptation of VSSE has been successfully used with a similar sample. The

alphavaluesfor the present sample welte= .96 for pretest and= .95 for posttest (see
Table 8).
Vocational Outcome Expectéonsi Revised (VOER; McWhirter &

Metheny, 2009) The original 6item VOE instrument (McWhirter, et.,8200Q was

developed to measure vocational outcome expectations among college students. When

completing this instrument, the participants rated their agreement with a number of
statements, such that "1=strongly disagree" and "4=strongly agree". Thaaddest

retest reliability or = .59 and moderate concurrent validity=(.54) with another item

measur e. Cr onbac h 6 s-Rwaspdmaisterdd to\a €aple o§ 279 9 2 .
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college students and obtainacceptabl@sychometric properties (repaitby
McWhirter & Metheny, 2009).

The 12item VOER instrumentvas developed in order to represent Bandura's
(1986)three types of outcome expectations: -setluation or satisfaction, and physical,
and social outcomes as related to career choices, Theioriginal VOE instrument was
expanded to include six additional questioAs. sampl e i tem from the in
have control over my c awaststedditha sagple@ds . 0 Thi
undergraduate studerftem Pacific Northwesand the East Coastahda d a Cr onbacho
alpha of .3 (Metheny & McWhirter, 2013). The alpha values for the present sample
wereU= .92 for pretest and= .90 for posttest (see Table 8).

Ar c 0 sDetdrmihation Scale (ARC; Wehmeyer & Kelchner, 1995).The
72-item ARC instrument was designemeasure selfietermination fohigh school
students and young adultsth intellectual and developmentdisabilities The questions
were dividednto 4 sections: autonomy (32 itemspéint Likert scalesuch tlati 1 = |
donét even if | have a chanceo aregdlatdnd = 1 do
(9 items;a writing exercise which required the respondents to complete story vignettes
psyclological empowerment (16 items; agree/disagree respp@edsselfrealization
(15 items;agree/disagree response$he ARC was validated on 400 individuals with
developmental disabilities and has adequate concurrent validity and internal consistency
(Wehmeyer & Kelchner, 1995; Wehmeyer, Kelchner, & Richard36)19

For the purposes of this studyydedthe following subscales from the-82m
autonomy section of the ARC: interaction with the environment (4 items), community

involvement and interactions (5 items), and gusgtool directions (6 items). | alssel
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the selfrealization subsection (15 items). These sections are directly related to the focus
of the MEGI intervention, and thus, in order to minimize participant burden, lédcus
only on these, instead of including the whole instrument as pary assessment battery.
A total of 32 items were included for the purposes of this study

Originally, the ARC's validity and reliability were determined with a sample of
500 highschoolstudents from Texas, Virginia, Alabama, Connecticut, and Colorado. All
students in that sample were receiving special education services at the time of
administration. Forgfour percent of the students reported having a learning disability
and approximiely 35 percent reported having an intellectual disability (Wehmeyer,
1995). Reliability statistics for the original sample as well as for the present sample are
reported below.

For the original validity and reliability sample, the Autonomy subscade ha

Cronbachdés al pha of .90 (Wehmeyer, 1995).

wereU= .83 for pretest and = .88 for posttest (see Table 8).

For the original validity andeliability sample, the SelRealization subscale has
Cr onbachae Wehmeyer 1995j. For the present study, the alpha level was
.60 at pretest. Items 2, 3, and 5 had low loadings. A factor analysis was conducted to
determine what underlying structures existed within this subscale. Principal component
analysis wagsonducted using a varimax rotation. The initial analysis retained only one
component. Items 2 and 3 were not part of that component. Thus, these items were
dropped from the internal consistency analysis and the subscale. The alpha level

increased t069.
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For the SeHRealization subscale posttest, the alpha level was .56. Items 2, 4, 5,
9, and 14 had low loadings. A factor analysis was conducted to determine what
underlying structures existed within this subscale. Similarly to the pretest faatgsia,
the initial analysis retained only one component. Items 2, 5, 9 were not part of this
component. Thus, these items were dropped from the internal consistency analysis and
the subscale. The alpha level increased to .65 (see Table 8).

MEGI Kno wledge Retention (MKR; Sheftel, 2012) This 15item survey was
designed for this study in order to evaluate
strengths, values, barriers, satfvocacy strategies, and planning abilities related to the
MEGIi nt erventi on. A sample item from this in
fit in with why | want to work?o. The respon
Al=Strongly di sagreeo and fAi4=Strongly agree.
alpha values were .91 at pretest and posttest (see Table 8).

Fruit and Vegetable Screening Measure for Adolescents (FVSMA;

Prochaska & Sallis, 2004) This two item measure is designed to evaluate fruit and

vegetable intake among adolescertsvas normean a group of middle school and

high school students in Pittsburgh, PA and San Diego, CA. The instrument was reliable

wi t h a Cr onb afceB.dnsthisatudy, iFaSMAvas/used as @ntrol

measureA sampl e i tem f or tidaliday, havenzasyservingswfa s 1 On ¢
fruit do you eat? (A serving is equal to: 1 medium piece of fruit OR %2 cup of fruit salad

OR Y% cup of raisins OR 6 o0z. of 100% fruit juice; do not count fruit punch, lemonade,

Gatorade, Sunny Del iegipto,nser ofprtuiotn sd rriamlkgled. f 1
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PACE+ Adolescent Physical Activity Measure (PACE+; Prochaska, Sallis, &

Long, 2001). This twoitem measure is designed to evaluate physical activity among
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means, medins, standard deviations, range, normality, and coefficients for scale scores).

Table 8

Means, Medians, Standard Deviations, Range, Normality, and Coefficients for Scale

Scores

Measure TP M Mdn SD Range U
VSSE 0 3.6 3.8 .78 1-5 .96
VSSE 1 3.8 3.9 .66 1-5 .95
VOER 0 40.5 43.0 6.9 12-48 .92
VOER 1 42.0 43.0 5.6 12-48 .90
ARCAut 0 41.2 43.0 8.2 1558 .83
ARCAut 1 42.0 42.0 8.8 1560 .88
ARCSR 0 9.73 10.0 2.2 2-12 .69
ARCSR 1 10.0 11.0 2.0 2-12 .65
MKR 0 48.0 49.0 8.4 1560 91
MKR 1 50.0 51.0 7.7 1560 91
FRUITVEG 0 4.0 3.0 2.0 0-8 .65
FRUITVEG 1 3.9 4.0 2.1 0-8 .70
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Measure TP M Mdn SD Range U
PHYSACT 0 4.3 4.5 2.3 0-7 .90
PHYSACT 1 4.4 4.5 2.1 0-7 .93

Note VSSE=Vocational Skills SeEfficacy; VOER=Vocational Outcome
ExpectationsRevised; ARCAut= ARC Autonomgubscale; ARCSR=ARC Self
Realization subscale; MKR=MEGI Knowledge Retention; FRUITVEG=Fruit and
Vegetable Intake; PHYSACT=Physical Activity; TP=Timepoint.

MEGI Fidelity Observation Tool (MFOT; Sheftel, 2012). | designed a fidelity
instrument for MEGItoneasur e i nterventionistsoé MI
Adherence. MFOT comprised of two parts: MI Proficiency and MEGI Curriculum
Adherence. FotheMI Proficiency part &MFOT, MITI 3.1.1 (Moyers, Martin, Manuel,
Miller, & Ernst, 2010) was adapteo reflect changes in the conceptualization of
motivational interviewing processes (Miller & Rollnick, 201Zdditionally, giving
informationbehavior count was eliminated for ease of coding. Providing any
information, personal or otherwise, withogkang permission was coded as anNin

Adherent behaviorThe MEGI Curriculum Adherence part of MFOT was compromised

Pr of i

of a checklist for each MEGI session that fidelity coders filled out as they were observing

a MEGI session.

Focus Group Rotocol. Thefocus group questions were developed by reviewing

the research questions for this study as well as identifying key feedback questions |

desired to collect about tlsecial validity of thentervention from the students and the

teachers. The research questions and feedback questions were used to develop focus

group questions for students that included the following topics:uadiérstanding,
career goals, barriers to vocational succa#s;al consciousness, positive aspects of

MEGI, differences between MEGI and other classes, negative aspects of MEGI, and
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needed changes to MEGI. The focus group questions for interventionists focused on the
following topics: student selinderstandingstudent understanding of barriers to

vocational success, teacher understanding of student barriers to vocational success,
teacher relationship with students, relationship between the students, positive aspects of
MEGI, differences between MEGI and oth&asses, negative aspects of MEGI,

adaptation of MEGI for unique student needs, and needed changes to MEGI. See
AppendixE for focus group protocols. .

Quantitative Analysis Strategy

A total of 177 students completed either the pretest or posttest arstuti@nts
completed both measures. Thus, the final sample size was 135 students. The study data
was first examined for missing values, outliers, and to assess whether relevant statistical
assumptions lthbeen met. Preliminary examination of the datduded descriptive
statistics for each scale score and examination of the correlation matrix between all
measured variables.

A latentchange score model (LCSM) was used to analyze the changes in pretest
and posttest scores. LCSM (McArdle & Nesselrod®84) is a variant of Multilevel
Modeling (MLM) that is conducted within the Structural Equation Mode{BIigM)
framework and requires at least two measurement points in order to detect change in the
variables of interest. The LCSM is preferred to ostatistical methods because it
allows for the analysis of the relationship between the latent change variable and
measured variable, thus, providing a platform for investigating the change over time for

the variables of interest.
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Typically, researchers look at the difference between posttest (Y2) and pretest
(Y1) scores to estimate a change score. However, this calculation is not precise. Instead,
LCSM expands on this method by conducting a regression of Y2 on Y1 under the
assumpon that the relationship between Y2 and Y1 is constant arf@idbefficient is
equal to one. The latent change score (LCS) is the unobserved variable that is created
and identified as "part of the score of Y2 that is not identacal1" (p. 583, McArde,
2009). The relationshipetween LCS and Y2 is also set witB eoefficient of one; thus,
it is created from the Y-X¥1 regression residual. Since LCS is not measured, it is
important to emphasize that itlegent(See Figure 2 for LCSM). The prommsmodel
contained six latent variables that captured the changes in the variables of interest
between time measurements. As such, the latent variableseM&SE,eVOER, &
ARCAuUt, @ARCSR,&MKR, &FRUITVEG, andePHYSACT.

Figure 2 Latent Changé&core representation.

1 1
Y1l S Y2 < N ‘

LCSM was done with the nesting framework

This specification identified Teacher, Classroom, and School as nesting variables that
were controlled for one at a time. Thus, the LCSM analysis conducted in MPlus took
nesting nto account when calculating standard errors and evaluating statistical
significance. Unlike usual regression analyses that calculate standard errors based upon

the amount of variance across the entire sample, the nesting approach to LCSM first
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estimateghe variance within the nesting group and then uses that to estimate the
variance across nesting groups, which, in ttormsthe basis for the calculation of the
standard error.

Additionally, the fAcompl exo model i n MPI u
Standarcerrors calculated within this model were robust to-normmality in the
measured variables. Thus, reormality did not create substantial bias in the results.
Focus Groups

In total, 15 focus groups were conducted, and 126 students and eight
interventionists participated. This sample of students and interventionists was a
convenience sample, such that students who agreed to participate in this study and
attended schoaln the days when focus group were conducted were included in the
interviews. Students who agreed to participate in the study and did not attend school on
the days when focus groups were conducted were not interviewed. Similarly, only
interventionists wh were able to attend the interventionist focus group meeting were
included in the interviews. The student focus groups took place during regularly
scheduled class times. The interventionist focus group took placecember 18,
2012. | facilitatechll focus group. Additionally, for three of the 15 focus groups, | had
a research assistant help with the set up and facilitation of the focus group interviews.

The mean age of student focus group participants was 16.70(3$8sr$.24)
The majority ofthe students seltlentified as EuropeaAmerican (76%), male (64%),
and in 11" and 12" grades (85%). Additionally, the majority of the students reported
having a disability (67%), with the learning disability being the most common (43%)

(See Table 9).
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Table 9

Demographic Information for the Student Focus Group Subsample (n=126) and the Total
Student Participants (n=135)

Variable # of Focus Group # of Total
Participants (%) Student
Participants (%)
Gender
Male 78 (61.9) 82 (60.7)
Female 44 (34.9) 53 (39.3)
Not reported 4(3.2) 0 (0)
Race
White or Europeaf\merican 93 (73.8) 101 (74.8)
Black of AfricanAmerican 0 (0) 1(0.70)
Hispanic/Latino 17 (13.9) 17 (12.6)
Asian or AsiarAmerican 3 (2.5) 4 (3.0)
Native American or Alaskan 2 (1.6) 3(2.2)
Native
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 1 (0.8) 0 (0)
Multiracial 6 (4.9) 10 (5.9)
Not reported 4(3.2) 2(1.5)
Grade
7" 2 (1.7) 1 (.70)
g" 1 (0.9) 3(2.2)
9" 4 (3.4) 4 (3.0)
10" 11 (9.4) 17 (12.6)
11" 49 (41.9) 47 (34.8)
12th 50 (42.7) 56 (41.5)
Not reported 9(7.1) 7 (5.2)
Disability
Yes 85 (72) 100 (74.1)
No 33 (28) 32 (23.7)
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Variable # of Focus Group

Participants (%)

# of Total
Student
Participants (%)

Not reported 8 (6.3)
Type of disability

Learning Disability 38 (42.7)
ADD/ADHD 14 (15.7)
A s p e r/Augsm/Developmenta 14 (15.7)
Disability

Multiple disabilities 18 (20.2)
Dondét know 5 (5.6)
Not reported 37 (29.4)

3 (2.2)

55 (40.7)
14 (10.4)
8 (5.9)

14 (10.4)
10 (7.4)
34 (25.2)

The majority of the interventionist focus group participants were between the ages

of 36 and 59 years old (63%). All of the interventionists-sightified as European

Americans and 88% seidientified as female. The majority of the participants were

enployed bya school district in a medium sized city in Ore@68%) and identified

either as a transition specialist or a special education teacher (88%). Additionally, the

majority of the interventionists have been in their current role for 8 or more (E3#0)

and half reported having had some training in motivational interviewing prior to their

participation in MEGI.

Qualitative Analysis Strategy

Audio recordings of focus groups were transcribed verbatim within 2 weeks of
conducting the interviews by a transcriptionist. | prepared the transcripts for analysis by
reviewing missing audio data to ensure that if it was audible and comprehensible, it was

included in the analysis. Transcripts were then labeled to delineate the sections that
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were related to specific focus group questions and to identify the speakers (e.g., Anya,
Teacher, Malé&tudent, or Female Student). After transcripts were finalizey vibee
uploaded into N*Vivo 10 (QSR International, 2012), a software designed for qualitative
data analysis, including thematic coding of textual data.

Analysis of theranscripts was based on a tatep process recommended by
Miles, HubermanandSaldai@ (2013. lal so i ncorporated Bazel eyos
describing the data, comparing the difference in data among groups, and relating the
identified themes and patterwsth existing literature.

First, | determined a set of broad codes based on itrgl iesearch questions: (1)
did the participants report changes in their-deliermination?; (2) did the participants
report changes in their vocational sefficacy?, and (3) did the participants report
changes in their critical consciousness?. Additnal | y, | was 1 nterestec
feedback about the social validity of the intervention and developed broad codes based
on the following social validity questions: (1) What was your favorite part of MEGI, (2)
How was MEGI differenthanyour othe classes, (3) What was your least favorite part
of MEGI, and (4) How would you change MEGI?.

Initially, an undergraduate research assistant @) lused the broad codes to
classify transcript data. Each transcript was independendgdby me andheRA.
Doing so ensured that the analysis andrpretation of the transcript data were not
biased (Brantlinger, Jimenez, Klingner, Pugach, & Richardson, 2005). DRhisng
processthe RA and | had an ongoing dialogue about classification discreparties
purpose of the dialogue was not to resolve discrepabuatesther to engage in critical

examination of our individual interpretation of the data. Cicourel (1964) asserts, this
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reflexive practice is situated in not making mearohgarticipantstesponses bui
understanding how the researchers’, namely mine and RA's, background and
understanding of the world inform such an interpretation. There is no correct way to
interpret the data and thus, one interpretation should not be used at tHeacasher.

Yet, the ongoing dialogue helped me and RA to understand our unigue perspectives on
the meaning of participants' statements and over time led to a convergence of
classifications. See Table 10 for a list of the broad codes.

In the second phasof analysisall coded datavere divided into two clusters:
social wvalidity of MEGI a ntheRAMEORedbogethermp a ct
to develop thematic categories for each classification within these cludikss, (

Huberman, &Saldafia2013). Data were analyzed and each utterarsefined as a
complete thought statday a participant was assigned a category. Themes were not
predetermined but rather spaneously created by me and RAsed on the datdn
order for ahematiccategory to be used, both | and the RA had to agree on it. This
agreement was achieved by ongoing dialogue about our interpretation of the meaning of
the utterance and its relationship to the content of the study. Attention was paid to
analyzing each utteraa as stated, instead of trying to determine if the utterance could
have a different meaning in a different context. After this level of coding was
completed, the RA and | reviewed all utterances, to ensure that categories that were
developed were assighéo all appropriate utterances.

In thefinal phase of analysis, the RA and | analyzed the categories by classroom.
For each classroom, the instances of each category were counted to create a sum total of

each category per classroom. Additionally, ititetances of each category across
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classrooms were counted. Doing so informed us of the frequency of categories within
and across classroor(Bazeley, 2009). Categories that were endorsed by at least six out
of fourteen student focus groups andodlthecategories endorsed by the interventionist
focus group were included in the final results of qualitative analysis.

Table 10

Qualitative Data Analysis Broad Clusters and Subclusters

Main Cluster Subcluster Subcluster

Dream Job Traditional female
Nontraditional female
Neutral female
Traditional male
Nontraditional male
Neutral male

Feedback about MEGI Good things about MEG
Least favorite part of
MEGI
How to change MEGI
How is MEGI different
from other classes

Changes duo MEGI Understanding of self
Career goals
Barriers Internal barriers

External barriers
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Main Cluster Subcluster Subcluster

How to overcome

barriers

Critical Consciousness
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CHAPTER IlI
RESULTS

This chapter describes the resultshefquantitative and qualitative components
of the study. In this chapter| providethe quantitative results, including missing data
analyses, main analyses, and the moderation analyses results] progidethe results
of qualitative analyses of studesocial validity and intervention effect data. Finally,
providethe results of qualitative analyses of the interventionist social validity and
intervention effect data.

Quantitative Analysis

Participants. The total number of participants whompleted either a pretest or
posttest assessments was 177. Due to attrition the final number of students who
completed both, therptest and posttest assessmaeras 135. Allresults areeported for
the final sample of 135.

Data ranges for all variéds were checked to ensure that all data fell within
prescribed ranges. Sum scales scores were computed for all participants only when no
missing data values were present. Mean scale scores were computed only when 80
percent or more of data values weregent.

Missing data were also examined. For pretest responses, missing data ranged
from one percent to ten percent. For posttest responses, missing data ranged from one
percent to eleven percenio address missing data, Full Information Maximum
Likelihood (FIML) was used to estimate variable parameters. Unlike imputation, FIML

does not | mput e pdarasnstersog thalbasisaf thd avhilaompletes e s
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data as well as the iripd values of the missing data giventhd s er v e(ui5;dat a o
Schlomer, Bauman, & Card, 2010).

Littl e a(ho87)drailbus Migsiag Completely at Random (MCAR) test
wasused to determindné pattern of missingnesBata that is MCAR suggests that there
is no bias in the pattern of missingdakaor t hi s s tMChARtestihdicaaedL i t t | e 6.
that data wa not missing completely at randdgof = 335.91 df = 291, p = .04).

However, it wa not clear if the data are missing at random (MAR)thate wa no
statistical testo determine if data véaMAR. The standard of practice is to use
correlation tables to determine a visible pattern of missingiMesgan Ryzin, personal
communication, May 15, 2013Finally, FIML can create unbiased estimates of missing
data as long as data are MAR.

Further explorationvas conductedh order to determine if there wapatternto
missingness. The data that were missing in any of the study variables were dummy
coded as "missing". Then, a series of correlations were run to determine if there was a
patern of missingness between pretest and posttest scores for VSSE, VOER, Autonomy,
Self-Realization, MKR, Fruit and Vegetable Intake, and Physical Act{kityVan
Ryzin, personal communication, May 15, 2018Jone of the correlations were
significant; this, the missingness at pretest for these variables was not systematically
related to scores at posttest, and vice versa.

To explore the pattern of missingness based on sex, age, and race, a series of
correlations were conducted between these variablega8#&, VOER, Autonomy, Self
Realization, MKR, Fruit and Vegetable Intake, and Physical Activity variables with

missing datgM. Van Ryzin, personal communication, May 15, 2018pe was
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significantly and negatively correlated with pretest $dhlizationmissing data
(r(132)=.174,p=.05). In other words, older students were less likely to skip Self
Realization questions at preteflisability status was significantly and negatively
correlated with posttest MKR missing datél@0)=.180,p=.04), that$ those with a
diagnosis of disability were less likely to skip MKR questions at post8est.was not
significantly correlated with any of the missing study variables at pretest and posttest.

To explore the pattern of data missingness based on grddaanchisquare
analyses were conducted with the dummy coded missindMatzan Ryzin, personal
communication, May 15, 2013)The results of the analyses indicated no pattern of
missingness for pretest and posttest scores for VSSE, VOER, Autonofry, Sel
Realization, MKR, Fruit and Vegetable Intake, and Physical Activity based on grade and
race of the respondents.

The results of the exploratory correlation analyses indidatg that while there
was a pattern of missing data for pretest-Relélizaton and age, and posttest MKR and
disability status, the majority of the data did not exhabiidentifiablepattern of
randomness. Furthermore, 42 correlations and 28 chi square analyses were executed.
Thus, Type | error wamflated and these resulteeainconclusiveand thus, should be
interpreted with cautianFinally, the amount of missing datllfbelow 20 percent, thus,
it is unlikely that the results we biased by missing data (Rg Harwell, Liou, & Ehman,
2007).

Statistical Assumptions andAnalytic Approach. A Latent Change Score
Model (LCSM) within a nested model was used to tlesprimary research questions in

this study(McArdle & Nesselroade, 1994; McArdle, 2009). In an exploratory analysis,
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some variables demonstrated a degreeoharmality. Thus, an analytic technique that

is robust for nonnormality was chosen for study, namabyst maximum likelihood

function (RMLF). RMLF was used to calculate standard errors in such a way as to allow
for outliers and nonnormality. Thus, R approach to data analysis is robust for
nonnormality.

LCS Model Testing The purpose of this study wasevaluate the change in
vocational seHefficacy, autonomy, selfealization, vocational outcome expectations, and
MEGI knowledge retention beferand afteMEGI administration More specifically,
my primary quantitative researblypothesis wasAfter participating in the MEGI
curriculum, there will be a positive and significant change inforpostintervention
scores for: (1yocational sKis seltefficacy(VSSE); (2) autonomy (ARCAuLt); (3) self
realization (ARCSR); (4yocational outcome expectatiofpgOE); and (5) MEGI
Knowledge Retention (MKR).

Table 11 shows correlations among study variables. It is of note that at pretest,
Fruit and Vegetable Intake control variable was significantly and positively correlated
with Vocational Skills Self Efficacy (VSSE), Vocational Outcome Expectations (VOER),
Autonomy, and MEGI Knowledge Retention (MKR). Additionally, Physical Activity,
the second control variable was positively and significantly correlated VSSE, VOER,
Autonomy, and MKR. At posttest, Fruit and Vegetable Intake was positively and
significantlycorrelated with VSSE, Autonomy, and MKR. Physical Activity was
positively and significantly correlated with VSSE, Autonomy, $adflization, and
MKR. When participants are asked to respond at the same time to questionnaires that are

measuring differentonstructs it is possible that their reporting pattern may be similar.
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The data for this studyeregathered at the same time and therefore gxsected that

shared method variance across variables will conflate the correlation results. Thus,
significant correlations between study variables that were measuring different constructs
could be present (Lindell & Whitney, 2001).

Table 11

Correlations Between Primary Study Variables

Pretest 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. VSSE 1

2. VOER .66** 1

3. ARCAut 62**  Bh** 1

4. ARCSR 35*%  5O**  32** 1

5. MKR 80**  80**  .70*  .60** 1

6. FRUITVEG  .25** A2 A0** .106 .30** 1

7. PHYSACT 24%% 21 30** 14 33 32** 1
Posttest 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. VSSE 1

2. VOER .63** 1

3. ARCAut B2**  52xx 1

4. ARCSR 34%*  60**  .36** 1

5. MKR A1 A1 S7** S54** 1

6. FRUITVEG .20* .10 A3** .10 27** 1

7. PHYSACT 25** A3 A45** .18* 33% 40** 1

Note VSSE=Vocational Skills SeEfficacy; VOER=Vocational Outcome
ExpectationsRevised; ARCAut= ARC Autonomy subscalfRCSR=ARC SeH
Realization subscale; MKR=MEGI Knowledge Retention; FRUITVEG=Fruit and
Vegetable Intake; PHYSACT=Physical Activity.

*p <.05

**p<.01

LCS analysis was conducted within a two level nesting framework, such that

individual results were contield sequentially for nesting by classroom, teacher, and
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school; thus, three separate analyses were executed. The results are reported within these
nesting categories.

Effect Sizes.Additionally, effect sizes usinGohen'sd (Cohen, 1988) were
determined. In order to do so, first pooled variance for VSSE, VOER, Autonomy, Self
Realization MKR, Fruit and Vegetable Intake, and Physical Activity was calculated
while controlling for classroom, teacher, and school nesting efigsitsy the following

formula:

2 (ny —1)s2+ (ng — 1)s2 +--- + (n. — 1)s3
P ny+no+---+n—Kk

Then, to determine pooled standard deviation for each of the variables, the square root of
pooled variance was calculated. Finally, to determine the effect size, LCS for each
variable was divided by the pooled standagdidtion. The criteria for interpreting the
resultsareas follows:dO . 1 =Os m&l F, md@i u®, = alnar ge. Over a
to moderate effect sizes were present (Cohen, 1988; see Taldlés 14

Controlling for Nesting by ClassroomThe results for this LCS model indicate
that when controlling for nesting by classroom the latent change scores between pretest
and posttest levels of VSSE, VOER, SRHalization, and MKR were statistically
different from zero. Conversely, the pretesd @osttest levels of Autonomy, Fruit and
Vegetable Intake (control variable), and Physical Activity (control variable) were not
significantly different from zero. Thus, the results indicate that there was a significant
positive change in four out of fiv@utcome variables of interest to the study. See Table

12 for detailed results.
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Table 12

Latent Change Scores Controlling for Classroom Nesting Effects

Baseline LCS (S.E) p-value d
VSSE 3.64 .19 (.05)** <.001 0.3
VOER 40.53 1.30 (.52)* <.012 0.2
ARC Autonomy 41.20 1.02 (.55) <.06 0.1
ARC Self 9.67 A5 ((14)** <.001 0.2
Realization
MKR 47.90 2.34 (44)* <.000 0.3
FruitVegetable 3.87 .17 (.18) <.339 0.1
Intake
Physical 421 .30 (.14) <.05 0.1
Activity

Note VSSE=Vocational Skills SeEfficacy; VOER=Vocational Outcome
ExpectationsRevised; ARCAut= ARC Autonomy subscale; ARCSR=ARC Self
Realization subscale; MKR=MEGI Knowledge Retention; FRUITVEG=Fruit and
Vegetable Intake; PHYSACT=Physical Activity; LCS=kat Change Score=Cohen's
d.
*p<.05
**p<.01

Controlling for Nesting by TeacherThe results for this LCS model indicate that
when controlling for nesting by teacher the latent change scores between pretest and
posttest levels of primary study variables were significantly different from zero for
VSSE, VOER, Autonomy, SeRealizationand MKR. Conversely, the latent change
score for Fruit and Vegetable Intake and Physical Activity, control variables, were not
significantly different from zero. Thus, the results indicate that there was a significant
positive changen VSSE, VOER, Autoomy, SelfRealization, and MKR variables

between pretest and posttest. Moreover, there were no significant changes in control

variables. See Table 13 for detailed results.
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Table 13

Latent Change Scores Controlling for Teacher Nesting Effects

Baseline LCS (S.E) p-value d
VSSE 3.64 .19 (.06)** <.001 0.3
VOER 40.44 1.34 (.40)* <.001 0.2
ARC 41.23 1.01 (.42)* <.014 0.1
Autonomy
ARC Self 9.70 44 (.13)** <.001 0.2
Realization
MKR 47.84 2.40 (.40)** <.000 0.3
FruitVegetable 3.93 .15(.23) <.524 0.1
Intake
Physical 4.26 .26 (.15) <.074 0.1
Activity

Note VSSE=Vocational Skills SeEfficacy; VOER=Vocational Outcome
ExpectationsRevised; ARCAut= ARC Autonomy subscale; ARCSR=ARC Self
Realization subscale; MKR=MEGI Knowledge Retention; FRUITVEG=Fruit and
Vegetable Intake; PHYSACT=Physical Activity; LCS=kat Change Score=Cohen's
d.
*p<.05
**p<.01

Controlling for Nesting by School.The results for this LCS model indicate that
when controlling for nesting by school the latent change scores between pretest and
posttest levels of primary study variables were significantly different from zero for
VSSE, VOER, Autonomy, SeRealization, ad MKR. Conversely, the latent change
score for Fruit and Vegetable Intake and Physical Activity, control variables, were not

significantly different from zero. Thus, the results indicate that there was a significant

positive change in VSSE, VOER, Autang, SelftRealization, and MKR between pretest
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and posttest. Moreover, there were no significant changes in control variables. See
Table 14 for detailed results.
Table 14

Latent Change Scores Controlling for School Nesting Effects

Baseline LCS (S.E) p-value d
VSSE 3.64 .18 (.05)** <.000 0.2
VOER 40.36 1.31 (.40)** <.001 0.2
ARC 41.24 1.02 (.43)* <.017 0.1
Autonomy
ARC Self 9.68 44 (.115)* <.003 0.2
Realization
MKR 47.79 2.32 (.41)** <.000 0.3
FruitVegetable 3.90 .14 (.16) <.369 0.1
Intake
Physical 4.23 .27 (.15) <.073 0.1
Activity

Note VSSE=Vocational Skills SeEfficacy; VOER=Vocational Outcome
ExpectationsRevised; ARCAut= ARC Autonomy subscale; ARCSR=ARC Self
Realization subscale; MKR=MEGI Knowledge Retention; FRUITVEG=Fruit and
Vegetable Intake; PHYSACT=Physical Activity; LCS=kat Change Score=Cohen's
d.
*p<.05
** p<.01

Moderation Analysis. A moderation analysis was completed for sex, race, dose
of intervention received, and disability statdshe purpose of the analysis was to
determine if the changes in main outcome variables were moderated by sex, race, dose of
intervention, and disability statug.his analysis was completed while sequentially

controlling for school, teacher, and classroewels of nesting.
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School level of nestingNo disability group differences were found for VSSE,
VOER, Autonomy, SelRealization, Fruit and Vegetable Intake, and Physical Activity.
Dose of interventiomad an inverse relationship with the LCS for VOER
(S.E=.21,Est/S.E=-2.15 p=.03)and Fruit and Vegetable Intak®.E=.062,Est/S.E=-
1.95,p=.05). In this case, a larger dose of intervention lead to smaller VOER and Fruit
and Vegetable Intake LCS\dditionally, respondents who selfientified aswhite had a
smaller change LCS for VS&E (S.E=.04,Est/S.E=-2.43,p=.01)and MKR(S.E=.14,
Est/S.E=-4.60,p=.00)than those who seltlentified as not White Similarly,
respondents who had highsacioeconomic status (SES3d a smaller change in SJor
SelfRealization(S.E=.73,Est/S.E=-2.83,p=.01) and Fruit and Vegetable Intake
(S.E=.14,Est/S.E=-3.83,p=.00). Finally, respondents who identified as male had a
larger change in LCS for Autonon($.E=.05,Est/S.E=2.50p=.01).

Teacherlevel of nesting.No disability group differences were found for VSSE,
VOER, Autonomy, SefRealization, Fruit and Vegetable Intake, and Physical Activity.

Dose of intervention had a positive relationship with the LCS for MBE$.22,
Est/S.E=1.95,p=.05) and an inverse relationship with VOERE=.23,Est/S.E=-2.36,
p=.02). Thus, darger dose of interventiondeo bigger LCS for MKR and smaller LCS
for VOER. Additionally, respondents who s&lentified as White had a smaller change
in LCS forMKR (S.E=.24,Est/S.E=-2.80,p=.01) and VSSES.E=.03,Est/S.E=-2.90,
p=.00) than those who sellentified as not White. Similarly, respondents who had
higher socioeconomic status (SES) had a smaller change in LCS t&teadifation

(S.E=.68,Est/S.E=-3.08,p=.00). Finally, no sex group differences were found for
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VSSE, VOER, Autonomy, SeRealization, Fruit and Vegetable Intake, and Physical
Activity.

Classroom level of nestingNo disability group differences were found for
VSSE, VOER Autonomy, SeHRealization, Fruit and Vegetable Intake, and Physical
Activity.

Dose of interventiomad an inverse relationship with the LCS for VOER
(S.E=.18, Est/S.E=-3.17, p=.00). In this case, a larger dose of intervention lead to
smaller VOER LCS Additionally, respondents who selfientified as Whitdnad a
smaller changen LCS for VSE (S.E=.03, Est/S.E=-2.78 p=.00) and MKR(S.E=.26,
Est/S.E=-2.55 p=.01) than those who seltlentified as not White Similarly,
respondents who had highsacioeconomic status (SESd a smaller change in LCS for
SelfRealization(S.E=.68 Est/S.E=-3.16 p=.00). Finally, no sex group differences
were found for VSSE, VOER, Autonomy, S&Ealization, Fruit and Vegetable Intake,
and Physical Activity.

The moderation analyses results indicate that dose of intervention consistently
moderated LCS for VOER, race consistently moderated LCS for VSSE and MKR, and
SES consistently moderated LCS for SRé#alization when controlling across all levels
of nesting. Disability, however, did not serve as a moderator for any of the outcome
variables.These results should b&erpreted with caution since 35 analyses per level of
nesting were executed in the course of the moderator data analysis procedure; thus, Type

| error may be inflated (Mertler & Vannat, 20®).
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Qualitative Analysis

Participants. Qualitative analysis were conducted using analysis procedures
recommended bMliles, Huberman, an8aldafig2013)and Bazeley (2009) utilizing
N*Vivo 10 software (QSR International, 2012). The total number of student participants
in the focus groups was 124 out of thal 177 students who completed pretest
posttesimeasures Additionally, two of the student fas groups participants did not
complete either a pretest or a posttest measure. Thus, the total student focus group
sample was 126.

The mean age of the focus group student participants was 16.7 years. The
majority of the participants seiflentified asEuropearAmerican (76%), male (64%),
and were enrolled in either 11th or 12th grades (85%). Similar to the overall sample, the
majority of the participants seidentified as having a disability (67%) with the majority
of those reporting a learning disktly (67%). A third of the participants seléported as
not having a disability; however, it is important to note that all of the participants would
have had a documented disability and either an IEP or 504 plan in order to be enrolled in
the special agcation and transition classes.

A total of eight interventionists participated in the focus group. One transition
specialist could not attend the focus group due to a student emergency. Half of the
interventionist participants were between the ag@&)@nd 39 years old, 100 percent of
the participants seiflentified as EuropeaAmerican, and the majority of the participants
seltidentified as female (88%). Additionally, 63 percent of the¢igpants reported

working in a school district within medium sized city in Oregon.
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Focus Groups. In order to ensure consistency, all focus groups were asked the
same set of questions. Each set of questions, including the questions for the
interventionists, were divided into two major categories: social validity and effect of the
intervention ¢ee BRble b).

Table 15

Student and Interventionist Focus Group Questions

Social Validity Effect of the Intervention
Students Interventionists Students Interventionists
What did you like  What did you like  How did your How di d s
about MEGI? about MEGI? understanding of  understanding of
yourself change? themselves
change?
How was MEGI How was MEGI How did your ideas
different from different from of whatyou want
other classes that other classes that to do after high
you have to take? you teacR school change?
What did you not What did you not How did your How di d s

like about MEGI? like about MEGI? understanding of understanding of
barriers to getting their barriers to

your dream job getting their dream

change? job change?
How would you How would you How did your
change MEGI? change MEGI? understanding of

student s¢
to getting their

-

dream job change?

If a friend told you How did you adapt How did the
that they will take &8 MEGI for your relationship among
MEGI class next  students? the students
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Social Validity Effect of the Intervention

Students Interventionists Students Interventionists

year, what would change?

you say to her or

him?
How did your
relationship with
the students

change?

Student Focus Group Data

Social validity. When asked what the students liked about MEGleast one
student per group ih3 student focus groups identifidtht it increased self
understanding and was helpful. Additionalyleast one student per grougen focus
groups describethat MEGI helped increase their understanding of barriers, and that they
liked the visual cues and aids. Finalyleast one student per grougeight focus
groups believed was engagingat least one student per groupseven focus groups
believed that it increased sefficacy and engaged them in planning, ahteast one
student per group isix focus groups liked the ability to identify a dream job during the
lessons (see Table 16).
Table 16

Social Validity- What Students Liked about MEGI

Question Major Findings | Number of | SampleQuotes

Student

Focus

Groups
What did you| Increased Self | 13 "It works and it helps you, as they
like about understanding were saying, it does make you lo¢
MEGI? at yourself a little bit differently
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Question Major Findings | Number of | SampleQuotes
Student
Focus
Groups
andanalyze more of what you wa
to do. What ito
to get to that point and whose the
to help you reach that point.”
Helpful 13
"ltds a very he
about your future decisions."
Increased 10
Understanding of "l thought it was a good way to
Barriers look at your obstacles dryour
skills."
Visual cues/aids | 10
"1 |l i ke the pos
something that like | can hang up
on my wall or something and
remind myself that, like, what my
Engaging 8 goals are and how | can achieve
them."
Increasedself- 7 "I liked it. It was like really fun,
Efficacy and entertaining, and had a it
laughter in it."
Engaged in 7 "It helped me [figure out what my
Planning skills were] be
had, really, any kind of skills or
anything. o
!]doet)ntlfledDream 6 "I liked that you get to find out
what to do and what you need to
in order to get your dream job."
"l thought the lest part about
MEGI was realizing what your
dream job was."

When asked how MEGI was different from other classes that students have taken,

at least one student per groudlyout of 14 student focus groups identified the different
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instructioral approab. Additionally,at least one student per groumine student focus

groups stated that there was more room foresgtiression during MEGI, when

compared to other classes. FinallyJeast one student per groupeight student focus

groups identifiedhat MEGI was more studenéentered than other classes. When asked

what the students did not like about MEGI and how the students would change MEGI,

there were a variety of responses (digGet us snacks every ti meo,
more, like, serias. And alittle bitmor e | i ke, maybe a I|little bit
make it shorter 0, hiwheekm coansistem categorieswdreor f ul 0) ;
identified by more than six student focus groups (see Table 17).

Table 17

Social Validity- How MEGI was Different from Other Classes that Students have Taken

Question Major Findings | Number Quotes

of Focus

Groups
How was Different 12 "Iln [other] <cl as
MEGI Instructioral get that much ¢t
different Approach express yourself, how you it made
from your you feel and what kind of careers y
other classes! want to take and stuff. And like in

MEGlyoucare asi |y | i K

these is my strength, these are my
weaknessesd and
dondét feel comf o
other people, and like in MEGI you
kind of feel I ik
youbre kind of |
can. . . CauseHle you know that the
other people are the same like you
and that they know what you go
StudentCentered| 9 t hrough. 0

Planning
Alt kind of show
really want to do with your future,
and itodos |like to
and go this is something | really wa
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Question Major Findings | Number Quotes

of Focus

Groups
Provided Room | 8 to do. o
for Self
Expression

i thought it was different from
different classes because you have
your own point of view and you can
realize your goals and dreams and
think those I ink

Overall, it appears that students found MEGI to be helpful in increasing their self
understanding, selfficacy, and awareness of barriers. This, in turn, facilitated further
exploration of postsecondary career options, barriers that the students maytenand
planning for the future. Students found MEGI to be more stucktered than other
classes, which facilitated sedkpression among the students. The identified categories
of selfunderstanding, barriers, and engagement in plararigfyrther explored in the
Effect of the Intervention section of the focus group question analysis.

Effect of the intervention. Students participating in the focus groups identified
several categories in relation to their increasedweadierstandingAt leastone student
per group in 13tudent focus groups identified that the intervention increased self
efficacy andone student per group ian student focus groups identified that it increased
their selfdetermination. Additionallyat least one student pelogp ineight student
focus groups identified the ability to prepare for the future and an increase in disability
awarenesas outcomes of MEGIFinally,at least one student per grougseven student
focus groups identified that both their uncertaintgwtihe future and awareness of

barriers increased as a result of participating in the MEGI intervention (see Table 18).
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Table 18

Effect of the Interventioh What Students Learned about Themselves

Question

Major Findings

Number
of Focus
Groups

Quotes

What was the
most
important
thing that you
learned about
yourself
during
MEGI?

Increase®elf
efficacy

Increased Self
Determination

Preparing for the
Future

Disability
Awareness

Uncertainty aboul
the Ruture

13

10

"What | learned about myself wa
that | have a lot of potential and
the more | read through the stuff
and the more things | did, the
more | realized how much stuff |
like, had built ugnside me and
how much | could help other
people.”

"I realize that even if you do hav
less support than other people th
you shoul dnét
yourself cause the most importa
support you can have is yourself

"I have more confidence my
strengths, and
learned throughout the whole
process, and like steps to take n
to what | want to become later o
So. .. I have a plan.”

"With like a learning disability
itéds really har
do stuff the way othgveople do
it, because with a learning
disability you have to learn in a
different way, and it will take
more time than other people.”

| donot know |
like. Like | have a lot of talents |
guess, but | 0V e
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Question

Major Findings

Number
of Focus
Groups

Quotes

Awareness of
Barriers

themtobas s el ess an
know. | just always kind of

t hought of i1t |
up doing somet |
like for the rest of my life just
because | 0Om gor
i tds gonna CO0mg
time and | 6m j
something, becaes | don
all my talents are kind of useless
seems like. Like | know a whole
bunch about rock and roll and a
lot of stuff like that, but in reality
l dm not really
but | dondt kngd

"I do have a lot of obstacles to g
in thecareer that | want.”

When asked about a change in the students' understanding of the barriers to their

dream jobs, the students identified the following categodd¢deast one student per

group in gven student focus groups identified increase@uamty about the future and

perceptions' of disability effect on academic and career success. Furthetnheast

one student per group §ix student focus groups identified systemic influences as a

category (see Table 19).

Table 19

Effect of the Itervention- Students' Understanding of Barriers

Question Major Findings | Number Quotes

of Focus

Groups
How did your | Ecological 7 "Cause my family
understanding Sy st e ms § to go to coll eg
of the barriers| Influence for it myself a
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Question Major Findings | Number Quotes
of Focus
Groups
to getting your hard to get a job for mlately, so
dream job itdéds going to b
change as yoy up. o
went through | Increased 7
MEGI? Uncertainty Al am stil/]l Kin
about the Hture which career |
Perceptions' of | 7

Disability Effect
on Academic anq
Career Success

"I 6m al so afr ai
want to do, i Kk
be a nail artist or a kindergarten
teacher if | want to @ something
el se that they
because of my IEP. ... Cause on|
of my old teachers told me |
woul dndt gradua
nobody would want me in there
causeof my IEP."

In response to a question about how the students will overcome barriers to their

dream jobs, they identified the following major strategigsleast one student per group

in ten student focus groups identified access social support and resétiteed. one

student per group inime student focus groups believed it was crucial to gain experience

to prepare for the post school careditseast one student per group iglg student

focus groups identified the need to become invested in educationly Fahddast one

student per group iseven student focus groups identified the use of adaptive strategies

and seHdetermination as critical skills to overcome barrier (see Table 20).

Table 20

Effect of the InterventionStudents Overcoming Barriers

Question

Major Findings

Number
of Focus
Groups

Quotes
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Question Major Findings | Number Quotes
of Focus
Groups
How did your | Access Resourceg 10 "You can look into the financial
understanding| and Social aid, and talk to the other people
of how you Support around you that work with
can overcome Access resources and suppirt.
these barriers| Gain Experience | 9
change as you "I was thinking about like for me
went through for like my job choice probably
MEGI? like ajob shadow, so | can figurg
out, so | can be there watching
someone do an ultrasound and
stuff and finding out if | actually
Become Invested 8 want to do that."
in Education
7 "Make school first priority."
Use Adaptive
Strategies "Well the only way | could focus
is if | sat with a computer facing
7 the wsaltlhe iandl vy
Self focus."
Determination
“'t doesndt mat

what you are you just go up
against it and bite it in the butt
and say I 6m ta

When asked how their postsecondary career plans have changed, students

identified the following key areaét least one student per group igle student focus

groups identified the need to further their career exploration. Additioaallgast one

student per group iseven student focus groups believed that MEGI helped increase their

selfknowledge and career knowledgéhus preparing them more completely for post

school plans (see Table 21).
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Table 21

Effect of the InterventionStudentsPostsecondary Career Plans

Increased Careel

Knowledge

Question Major Findings | Number Quotes

of Focus

Groups
How did your | Further Career |8 "I might not want to be a
thoughts Exploration professional ¢ hiy
about your there to be explored, that | can
dream job maybe do something else, becaus
change as do have other interests than just
you went Increasedselt 7 cooking."
through Knowledge
MEGI? "l found out that like, since | wante

tobealawyeroraouns el o
not easy since | have like really ha
times doing tests in high school. S|
it would be even harder for me to ¢
tests to be a lawyaer.

"When | was little | thought that
being an animal control worker. |
learned how difficult it would bget
into it such as getting your
Bachel ords degr g
have a driveros
drive around like different things
about what you need and medical
school. Like what kind of financing
you need."

Finally, one of my research questions focused on critical consciousness.

Althoughl did not have a separate focus group question about critical consciousness, |
and an RA reviewed every focus group transcript and created a critical consciousness
code by dentifying student statements that reflected their awareness of being situated in

multiple systems and belief that they are able to act within these systems to reach their

vocational aspirationsAt least one student per group gven student focus grosip

identified selfdetermination and seHdvocacy as categories. Moreo\arleast one
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student per group isix student focus groups identified discrimination as a category (see
Table 22).
Table 22

Effect of the InterventionStudents' Critical Consgusness

Question Major Findings | Number Quotes
of Focus
Groups
Critical Self 7 "Dondét | et anyo
consciousnesg Determination IS your dream. Yes, it may Imard
fail for you, it may look just like a
dream, but itos

one can take that away from you

SeltAdvocacy |7 "Tell someone how you feel.
Make a difference.”

Discrimination | 6 "Youdre like a
youdre not a huy

SO many requirements for
graduation that likePersonally, |
think itds ridi
if you are really good at
somet hing, and
graduate, and you have good
grades, or that
of your OAKS te€
graduate.”

Overall, three main themes emerged from Heertatic analysis of student focus
group data. Students identifiebhcertainty about the Futuras a theme when asked
about their understanding of themselves and the barriers to postsecondary success. This
overarching theme is also present in increaskeksewledge and further career
exploration categories. Another overarching theme that emergetiweaeness of

Positive and Negative Systemic Effects on Student Sucdeissheme is present in
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perceptions' of disability effect on academic and career € e s s ecol ogi cal

influence, disability awareness, awareness of barriers, and discrimination categories.
Finally, SelfDeterminationis an overarching theme that emerged from the data. This
theme is present in the use of adaptivatsgiesincreased selfleterminationaccess
resources and socialgport gain eperiencefocus and complete high school, and use
adaptive sategiescategories.

Interventionist Focus Group Data Everyconcepthat was identified by one or
more interventionistw/as included in the analysis. The rationale for this decision was
based on the fact that the teacher sample size was small (n=8) and thus, if one teacher
identified akey idea, it seemed to be worthy of reporting.

Social validity. Overall, the interventionists reported that they found MEGI
lessons and activities easy to follow and adapt. In particular, interventionists described
how MEGI helped strengthen student relationships and increased motivation for low
functioning studentssge Table 23).

Table 23

Social Validity- What Interventionists Liked about MEGI

Question Themes Quotes
What did you| Breathing "l can honestly say at the beginning | would
like about not have said this, but by the end the
MEGI? breathing part at the beginning. You know 4
the beginning of each lesson. Thids were
kind of into it."
Cardsorts

"l think that my studets liked the card sorts
the best. | had some that liked coloring and
other things they got tdo too, but the card
sort overall for the whole group. | would
say that doinghe roadblocks and the
strengths that, that was something that wen
very well for them, which made it then go
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Question

Themes

Quotes

Visual
Cues/Aids/Drawing

Easy to Bllow

Easy toAdapt

Student

Relationships

Barriers

well for me, and it gave them ideas that the
woul dndét have come
those things."

"And opening that creativity. Like the first

exercise when itsaidh, Dr aw what

to be when you were
really worried that there would be like a roll
of the eyes and, A A
Everybody loved it and that we . . . even thg
teachers were like drawing pictures and it w
fun and it rally engaged the whole class.
Which was really neat and everybody enjoy
it. "

"I think the curriculum as a whole is really
well laid out, and it was almost like a
foundation, and you would have a building
block, and you could pull from lessons befo
when you were adding on to the next lesso
which | think was really helpful. "

" We kind of stretched some things, and we
a little creative with some of them, and did :
little bit more in depth, more that involved a
of the kids kind of working togethetr.

"...we had some really good discussions. K
really opened up. Some students who. . .Ar
these kids are seni
transition class be
familiar with some of the curriculum so that
was good, and it justpened up some
discussions with students that were pretty
meaningful for them. | saw some kids really
just share a lot. That was impressive. We w
really impressed with that part of it, so that
was cool."

"We have one girl i n
student and she wants to be able to start

babysitting and so that was her dream job.
mean that was i1it. W
get past very too much past that you know
talked about childcare andwezhtion, but we

brainstormed with her ways that she thougl
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Question Themes Quotes

Increased she coul dndét babysi

Motivation for Low | drive and so we brainstormed with her as a
Functioning class some ways that she could get past th
Students and that was at a the beginning of that less

and the class rdglcaught on to that and |
think that that brainstorming, okay yes we &
going to have a roadblock what are some
ideas for how are you going to overcome
them when they come up so that was good
liked that."

"l had an autistic kid who could not, couldtn
come up with something. All he wanted was
job that paid money. That was it. And it sort
of brought it back
good at, hereds wha
for me, or you know, that would be a realist
enough dream that | could Ypinto this rather
than just have this dream."”

Additionally, the interventionists reported that MEGI was more discudmsed
than the other classes they taught. The interventionists also discussed how MEGI
increased not only students' motivation agldtionship, but also their sedfficacy (see
Table 24).

Table 24

Social Validity- How MEGI was Different from Other Classes

Question Themes Quotes

How was Complementary "l know for me it was kind of lined up with
MEGI what we already teach."

different from

your other Student "[During MEGI]ly ou 6 r e dcareecsju s
classes? Interactions with them as they do

difference Like there is one exercise where
you have them you read out something and
decide which value. that just opens up
discussion with them. Whereas when they d
alone they get it done, and they hand it in, ai
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Question Themes Quotes
thatds that. | t 6ysu a
Self-efficacy know. "

"And you also confront, you know, they are.
theydove been | abel ed
and you realize that a lot of thedno n 6 t
that they can do even though they have thes
skills and abilities
downbyt he system. They
what | see with these students. You can hav
brilliant st udentknan
how bad is that in the world, not very bad bu
to them theyobdbve been
| i fe, it dsoot Eosuckay b a
spelling, right? Ri
kind of beaten down and this is a way of just
discussing bringing it up again that you know
you have a |l ot of sk
what transition class is about really."

Severalnterventionists also reported that they found MEGI to be too abstract for
low cognitive students and they struggled with certain parts that they found to be
confusing. They also stated that MEGI was too short and did not provide enough time
for the convesations about disability identity and overcoming barriers to vocational
success. The interventionists suggested expanding MEGI and introducing explicit
content on disability awareness as one way of improving the intervention. Furthermore,
they discussethe benefit of using MEGI with younger students and using more hands on

activities (see Table 25).
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Table 25

Social Validity- Interventionists' Least Favorite Parts of MEGI and Suggestions for

Improving MEGI

Question Themes Quotes
What did you | Too Abstract for | "...Cause | saw like sometimes it was really
like least Students with Low| difficult to talk about abstract things, like eve
about MEGI?| Cognitive Abilities | whatdid you want to do when you were in
kindergarten..."
Maps
"I really struggled with the big sheets."
Too ShortNot
Enough Time for | "What bugged me in the . . . you know, acros
Conversations the whole spectrum, there were like six lessg
about Disability | or seven lessons that were spent on getting {
Awareness this point and the very little done after the
fact. You know like okay what are strengths,
what are your values
your dream job and there was like just a teer
little bit, and what | do with curriculum in the
transition stuff that |1 do in my cés | try to take
it a little farther. | would have expected it to b
a little more balanced. "
How would | Present to "l would say | thought severtimes that it
you change | Younger $udents | would have been a very good career class W
MEGI? because we are a junior/senior high school |

Expand

Hands on
Activities

thought several times that it would have beel
good starting place with the junior high
students or the nintgraders.”

"[Roadblocks] was a really usg lesson and |
did see my student 6s
and especially when we were trying to
brainstorm how to overcome them and thingg
like that and | would like to see that expand a
little bit more too because it was good. It led
some good dicussions, they got some good
ideas out of it, and then we just kind of stopp
and moved on. So, | think was a really usefu
|l esson and 1 6d 1ike

"Especially theAdaptive Learning Classroom
they got really tired of sitting arountdlking
with each other. | mean they liked to hear ea
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Question Themes Quotes

other, but it was like every time it was you
know kind of the discuss, discuss, discuss,
write and they wanted, you know, that
kindergarten poster that was by far every sin
one of them loved thdirst lesson and so somg
of that stuff intermix some class activities,
some | i ke | dondét kn
Disability change it up a little bit each time."
Awareness

"In the population that | work with | would
have probably started out with something
where we wergliscussing disabilities . . . it
woul d have been gene
not have necessarily had to say, 'This is wha
my disability is'but we might have talked abo
some disabilities. A
what their disability actually is.Hey know
they are in the resource room and that mean
they donét | earn ver
be able to say well | have a learning disability
in math or whatever. So | think that would ha
helped that my group of students to identify
that as a baier, but also then to identify how {
get around that barr
piece that | would have liked to have seen in
there more, and if | were using the material @
my own | would put that in somewhere."

Finally, some of the interventigsis reported that they adapted MEGI to fit their
students' needs. They discussed changing the length of instructions, adding more group
work, and providing more choice, among other adjustments (see Table 26).

Table 26

Social Validity- Adapting MEGI

Question Themes Quotes

How did you | Changedstructure| "Well for example for my autism group that
adapt MEGI | of Activities to Fit | first one with the kindergarten where they
for your Students'deds |wer enét getting it,
students? we decided on, AWhat
ki ndergarten?0d6 So th
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Question

Themes

Quotes

Added More
Group Work

Used Teachers fo
Personal
Examples

Shortened
Instructions

Offered More
Choice

trains in kindergarten, or theyane obsessed
with you know whatever in kindergarten so W
| ooked at that and t
well you really |ike
engineers, 0 you know
of stuff that go along with trains and all those
different thngs. So we kind of backtracked to
what did you really like and then we kind of
looked at what kind of jobs would be involveg
in that kind of thing."

"So you know we kind of stretched some
things, and were a little creative with some of
them, and did a lite bit more in depth, more
that involved all of the kids kind of working
together. "

"' took. . .l i ke 1 6m
AWhat i é I|didoawhkoR a list of all
the jobs 1 6ve ever h
teacher] made a list of the jobsh e 6 s h &
know. So it really g

not having to make t
going to do the rest of their lives right away 4
how the jobs that we
guide us to what you know we probably will g
for a number of years and learn more about
yourself from those things and what you likeg
and what you didnoét
of that discussion. That was good."

"| definitely shortened the review and
expectations. The little blurb at the beginnofg
everything, It was |
sentence paraphrase
five-minute long passage because it was king
the same every time."

"Sometimes | had them draw pictures insteag
write because they wanted to parti¢gaut
theydd get frustrate
time.":
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Overall, the interventionists found MEGI to be helpful and at the same time saw it
as a complement to the existing curriculum, rather than a new approach to special
education and trangih instruction Additionally, the interventionists provided insights
and suggestions on how to change MEGI to make it more effective and useful for
students with disabilities.

Effect of the intervention.When asked about the effect of MEGI on students'
selfunderstanding, the interventionists stated that the students were able to recognize
their personal attributes and expand their understanding of work. However, the
interventionists also reported that some students lacked the insight to see thiitydisa
as a barrier to postecondary success. Moreover, they reported that students often lacked
pragmatic awareness in regards to career exploration and planning. Finally the
interventionists discussed that MEGI promoted trust, bonding, and supparg &neo
students (see Table 27).

Table 27

Effect of the InterventionChange in Students from the Interventionist Perspective

Question Themes Quotes
How did Recognizing "I think especially that the younger students th
students' Personal | worked with got more out of that. | mean thal
understanding Attributes was more relevant to them that they were
of themselves actually identifying,
change? attributes."
Expanded "I would say that there was some change with
Understandingof  my st udents that way.
Work all going say they want a job to have things ar
make money, but | know that some of them
really made the connection that there were otl
types of satisfactiothat they could get out of
their work and that things that they were
interested in volunteer work, that there were
other ways to work also besides just for mone

98



Question Themes Quotes
so | think. 1 would say probably half of my groy
of students got some significant benefit ouit
that concept that identifying why they work an
what work means."
How did Did Not "[The students] werpretty unrealistic about
students' Change/Still Lack |t hei r barriers, you |
understanding of Disability just didndét get it.
of the barriers| Awareness Interpersonal skills, family situation you know
change? all those things, it
there and so | think yoknow they were looking
at that dream job and thinking, 'Oh you know
can still be a recording artist.™
Did not
Change/StillLack | "You know [a student wanted to be] a
of Pragmatic photographer. | don(
awvareness camera] came up even. . .l think | had to prod
t hat vy o toheed acgnmeranygu just
candét use your cell f
How did the | Trust and Bnding | "It seemed like they reached a point where thg
relationship could trust each other too andust kind of
among the bonded our class. | mean a lot of them have b
students in school together for a long time anyways, by
change? you know just by the end the discussions werg

Support

just . . .they were open like everybody was
talking and it wasn?©ot
justsort of | etds talk
think it helped create kind of a relationship in {
class. It was probably a good way to start the
year."

"It was just neat to see what everybody said a
then like | think somebody had mentioned
[valuesof] love and family and they were

embarrassed about it, but then half of the roor
had the same thing and | think it made them f¢
better about it. So I think it was a guy that saic
love and family and he was just like well | just
coul dndot f senbdtthatmviyeh h i 1
somebody else kind of gave him that reassurg

that thatods really i1
val ue, more peopl e af
weak or silly."
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The interventionists also stated that they did not realize thatleot was a
barrier to the students and that MEGI allowed them to have an insight into students'
understanding of barriers. This, in turn, increased the interventionists' knowledge of
students (see Table 28).

Table 28

Effect of the Interventioninterventionists' Perceptions of Students

Question Themes Quotes

How didyour | Confidence "I think all the students one of their barriers w
understanding confidenceand I think it was comforting for

of students' every student to see that that was a barrier. 1
barriers confidence is something that is difficult and |
change? think that was . . . it was a changing moment

the class because there are a couple of peop
that come in that you woulthink that they
could rule the world, but when they had said
confidence. | think it was humbling for a lot of
people in the class. We have one young lady
who actually tries to take over the class every
week, and for her to say that confidence is
somethimgy that she struggles with, I think it

Insight into made the quiet people feel a little bit better.”
students'

understanding of | "It was just interesting to me to see what thei
barriers perception of their

necessarily pick something or identify
something that | would have thoughould
have been foremost on their mind, you know,
l i ke wel |l I candt re
perception. What they would choose as their
barrier was interesting to me, justto . . . it ga
me insight into them and how they were
thinking. I liked that'

Overall, there were several overarching themesreased Student Self

Understandingsubsumed themes of Recognizing Personal Attributes, Expanded
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Understanding of Work, and Confidence. The following quote highlights the effect of
MEGI on studentsvith intellectual disabilities.
"We started the year off with a class that | had where they made posters of things
that they saw in their futures, trying to get them thinking beyond high school and
they couldnot do it. | df daiis that thew bkedtto o f
career. But by the end of MEGI all of them could name a job. Like a job that they
would want to do.Now, realistic? No.l had NASCAR racers arldwyers But
[the students] were naming jobs and they could name why they wanted to do them
and they could name why their strengths fit those things. | mean that was a huge
change ... it was cool to hear them at least say, 'This is what | want to do after

high school," and they kind of started talking about college and jobs and things. |
really enjoyed seeing that changed, it was drastic.”

This quote describes how students' understanding of their strengths-On8etstanding
overlapped with their Expaed Understanding of Work. Moreover, students exhibited
increased confidence in the jobs that they wanted to do.

The overarching theme tiicreased Student Sélinderstandings contrasted by
another overarching theme $fudents' Lack of Disability dBarrier Awareness Even
with the quote in the preceding paragraph, the interventionist $yishby the end of
MEGI all of them could name a job. Like a job that they would want to\tw realistic,

no, | had NASCAR racers and lawyérd he underlined section of the quote represents

the interventionist perspective that the students identified unrealistic goals. Thus, there is a
tension between the overarching thentiesreased Student Sélinderstandingrersus
Students' Lack of Disalji and Barrier Awareness
In the following section, | will further explore the relationship between student
and interventionist themes. | will also combine the LCSM results with the focus group

results in order to present a complete picture of thidy& findings.
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CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION

This studyused the Ecological Model of Career Developm&MCD; Szymanski, et
al., 2003)as a conceptual model frame the components of the MEGI intervention
EMCD (Szymanski et al., 2003) is a conceptual modeldbasidershe individual,
contextual, and systemic factors that affect vocational developmertiwiiuals with
disabilities. It highlights the reciprocal and mediated relationship between the individual
and the environment and includes such processes as human development, allocation of
resources, and market labor forces as part of the structure that affects vocational
outcomesdr people with disabilities. As suchMEGI targeted the interaction between
the I ndividual (as characterized by students
Environment {or the purposes of this study, it wetsaracterized by the Interventiets).

Additionally, the underlying constructs of interventions that are congruent with EMCD
areself-efficacy,seltdeterminationyocational outcome expectatioasd critical
consciousnessThus, MEGI focused on these constructs as part of the Indlvidu
Environment interaction.

The results of the studgemonstrated thaihere was a positive and significant change
instudentsd6 vocational o u t-eficagyeauteanpesd t at i on s,
selfrealization aross settings and interventionister the administration d¥1IEGI, a
ten week group intervention focused on high
to engage in career exploratioAdditionally, focus group data revealed that students
experienced a change in their saetiderstading, awareness of positive and negative

systemic effects on student success, and uncertainty about the future. In this kchapter,
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provide a summary of the quantitative findings, followed by the discussion of these
findings. Second, | provide a summaifythe qualitative findings, followed by the
discussion of these finding®Next, | discussow this study had contributed to the fields
of Secondary Special Education and Transition and Counseling Psychology. Then, |
discuss the strengths and limitaisoof this study. Finally, | explore the implications for
research and practice, as well as suggestions for future research.
Quantitative Findings

Summary of Quantitative Findings. The quantitative findings of this study
providedsupport for thdollowing hypothesis There will be a positive and significant
change on the following variabted) vocational skills setefficacy (VSSE); (2)
autonomy; (3) selfealization; and (4yocational outcome expectatiopsOE) for high
school students withishbilities?

Latent Change Score Model (McArdle & Nesselroade, 19@4)used tevaluate
the hypothesisin summarythere was a significant afqabsitivechangeirst udent s 0

VSSE when nested by classroom, teacher, and schibete was a significannd

positive change in students6é autonaoamy when

There was a significant aealiatipnaveen hesteddy c hange

classroom, teacher, and schoBinally, there was a significant and positisfeange in
studentsd6 VOE when nest ed. Moyeover| aargssallo o m,
outcome variables a small to moderate effect size was present.

The moderation analyses results indicated that while the dose of tivenien
consistently modatedLatent Change Score (LCS) for VOE, race consistently

moderated LCS for VSSE, and SES consistently moderated LCS foeaktation when
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controlling across all levels of nestirigisability did not serve as a moderator for any of

the outcome variabk. However, it is important to note that a high number of analyses

that were required to explore moderation effects could have inflated Type | error, and

thus these results should ingerpreted withcaution (Mertler & Vannaa, 20®).
Discussionof Quantitative Findings. Quantitative results of this study

demonstrated thaifter an intervention focused on affecting IndividEalvironment

interactionthere was positive and significardhangem par ti ci pant sdé VSSE,

selfrealization, ad VOEwhen comparing preand postMEGI scores Thus, this

suggests that individual characteristics, such as the main outcome variables for this study

could be related to an individual s environn
Vocational Skills SelEfficacy (VSSE). The results othe study indicate there

was a positive and significant change in VSSE scores across all levels of nesting.

Additionally, there was a small to moderate effect size across all levels of nesting. This

finding is consistent with other career exploratiaierventions targeted at young people

(e.g., OO6Brien, Dukstein, Jackeaal®013)Toml i nson
It is important to note that MEGI was not only one of the few studies targeting

this construct with high school students with disads; it was also a shoeterm

intervention. This study, when compared to studies like PATHS (Doren, et al., 2013)

took place over 10 sessions and produced significant results. As such, MEGI

corroborated the results of other shiitm career explorain studies (e.g., McWhirtegt

a, 2000; Oo6Brien, Bikos, E p 2000eandh FIl ores, Du

demonstratet hat it i s possible to tefiggegyoerast udent s

short term, thus, requiring less school resources to achieve a similar outcome.

104



Self-Determination: Autonomy and SelRealization. Autonomy and seif
realization subscales of®C questionnaire (Wehmeyer995 wereused to measure the
seltdetermination construct. It is interesting to note ¢helhange imutonomy was
positive and significant only for two levels of nesting, teacherschool whereas
change irself-realizaton was significant across all levels of nesting. For both, autonomy
and selfrealization, there were small to moderate effect sizes.
The difference between autonomy and-se#lization could be attributed to the
measure itself. Selealization had &ow internal consistency at pretest and posttest,
which could affect the results. Autonomy, on the other hand, had a moderate internal
consistency. Additionally, autonomy was not significant only at a classroom level of
nesting, while it was significamit a teacher and school level. Thus, it is possible that the
environment of the classroom, including peer influences, physical set up of the
classroom, and other extraneous factors particular to each classroom, could have affected
the results.
Thisstudp s results are corroborated by recent
Pamer, Lee, WilliamsDiehm,andShogren (201)1 Geenen, Powers, Powers, et. al
(2012), Dorenet al, (2013), and Wehmeyer, Palmer, Shogren, Willirehm, and
Soukup (2013) which demonst r atdetdrmimatos.i t i ve <ch
Moreover, MEGI relied on the evidence provideathe studies aaducted by Wehmeyer
et al. (20112013) andDoren,etal., (2013) to shapés seltdetermination curriculum.
These studies were ef f e c-teteskmgnationmandithereforeita si ng p
is not surprising that there were positive and significant changes-detefinination as

measured by autonomy and se#alization during MEGI.
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Vocational Outcome Expectations (VOE)he results of the study indicate there
was a positive and significant change in VOE scores across all levels of nesting for
students participating in MEGI. Addnally, there was a small to moderate effect size
across all levels of nesting. This is consistent with previous research finéirsgjsdy
by McWhirter,et.al( 2000) noted a positive change i n h
an intervention targetqcareer exploration. Similarlidiegelman and Subich (2001)
evaluated a 25 minute group didactic interve
outcomeexpectations for a psychology degree. The results indicated a significant and
positive change in participantsd outcome exp
At the same time, there is a dearth of intervention studies targeting VOE for high
school students with disabilitieI:.wo such interventions, the WAGES curriculum
(Murray & Doren, 2012) and PATHS curricula (2or; et. al.2013 reported a
significant and positive change in high scho
positive outcomes of intervention studiasgeting VOE, it is not surprising that MEGI
al so had a positive and significant change i
studies, MEGI was conducted over fewer sessi
participantsOd resources.
Moderation Effects. The moderation effect analyses are subject to inflated Type
| error (Mertler & Vannatta, 200@nd as such should be interpreted with caution. The
moderation effect of SES, race, and sex was consistent with previous research findings
(Constantine, Ecksan, Banks, & Timberlake, 1998uzzo & McWhirter, 2001).0One
possible explanation for this effect could be an already elevated level of vocational

outcome expectation and sedfalization for male students and students with higher SES
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scores. Thus, thetervention would have little effect on increasing the levels of main
outcome variables for these demographic groups.
It is interesting to note that there was an unexpected inverse relationship between
the dose of the i nt er vatouttome expeetatiahs. ®rer t i ci pant
possible explanation is that MEGI required students to engage in conversations about the
influence of systemic factors on their vocational and educational achievefinent.
content of these conversations was consistent watlléfinition of critical
consciousnessNamely, critical consciousness referatprocess through which the
oppressed become aware of having control over their lives and engage in critical
examination of the systems of oppression that affect (reere 1974). Itis possible
that conversations focused on the critical examination of the systems of oppression and
their influence on sdauleditisadv @ aisric rasmas ddtpuare
anxiety about their vocational success. As such, stsiddmt received a higher dose of
the intervention engaged morecritical consciousnessonversations, thus, possibly
increasing their anxiety and having a negat.
outcome expectations.
Additionally, it is important tonote that previous career counseling research has
shown that while the effect sizes of an intervention increased from one to five sessions of
an intervention, it decreased if the intervention contained more than five sessmwns (Br
& Krane, 2000). It igpossible that vocational expectations construct is particularly
sensitive to the increased dose of the intervention. If that is the case, it is not surprising
that there was an inverse relationship between the dose of the intervention and vocational

outcane expectations.
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Finally, disability status had no moderation effect on any of the study variables
across all levels of nestinglthoughsome of the students reported not having a
disability, in order to access transition and special education cldssss students must
have had an educational diagnosis of disability. As such, it is not surprising that
disability status had no moderation effect since all of the student participants had an
educational diagnosis of disability.

Intervariable Correlations. Another unexpected finding was the intercorrelation
between the main study variables and control variables (physical activity and fruit and
vegetable intake)Previous esearcthas showrhat health behavior changes are related
to autonomy (Williams, Dd, & Ryan, 1998), seléfficacy (AbuSabha & Achterberg,
1997), and selfealization (Miquelon & Vallerand, 2006). Additionalljpe vocational
outcome expectations measure (VOER) was constructedtoefeect d ur adés (1986)
types of outcome expecians, one of which warelated to physical outcomes. As such,
it is not surprising thatruit andvegetablantake anghysicalactivity were positively
and significantly are correlated witlocational outcome expectations, vocational skills
selt-efficacy, vocational outcome expectatiq@stonomy, andelf-realization.

Finally, when participants are asked to respond at the same time to questionnaires
that are measuring different constructs it is possible that their reporting pattern may be
similar. Thedata for this studyeregathered at the same time and therefore, it is
expected that shared methaatiance across variables will conflate the correlation
results. Thus, significant correlations between study variables that were measuring

different consructs could be present (Lindell & Whitney, 2001).
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Summary. Vocational skills sekefficacy, selfdetermination, and vocational
outcome expectations are important constructs within the special education and
vocational psychology fieldd indley, 2006; Ali & McWhirter, 2006; Wehmeyer &
Schwartz, 1998; Lent & Brown, 2006; McWhirter et al., 2000; Doetma), 2013).
Additionally, Szymanski et al (2003) suggests that interventions that target the constructs
within EMCD might influence indi i d u a {detedminat®n, Yocational skills self
efficacy, vocational outcome expectations, and critical conscioushessesultof this
study indicatedhatan intervention aimed at the interaction between the Individual and
the Environmentonstructs of EMCD had significant and positive change in these
variables within the studied sampl&hus, these quantitative results offer support to
EMCD in that it is thanteractionthat has the potential to shape individual
characteristics, such ascational skills sefefficacy, vocational outcome expectations,
and seldetermination. As such, the burden of change does not solely lie with the
individual but also with the Environment, which, in this study, was characterized by the
interventionist8§ communi cation styl e.

Overall, the quantitative findings of this study are consistent with and extend the
current literature. Similarly to other intervention studies, MEGI participants reported a
positive and significant change in vocational skill$-efficacy, selfdetermination as
measured by autonomy and sedalization, and vocational outcome expectations. At the
same time, unlikeomeother intervention studies, MEGI used fewer sessions and
specifically targeted high school students with dig#s. Moreover, MEGI combined
the effective components of secondary special education and transition interventions

(e.g.,Benz Lindstrom& Latta, 1999; Doren, et. al., 200Blurray & Doren, 2012;
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Wehmeyeret al.,, 2013) with the effective componemtsvocational psychology
interventions (e.g., McWhirter, Rasheed, & Crothers, 2000; Chronister & McWhirter,
2006;Diemer& Blustein, 2006 and behavior change interventions, in particular,
motivational interviewing (e.gJensen, et al., 201Heckmanegt. al., 201Q West et al.,

201]). Thus, MEGI answered the call by Blustein (2006) to include career development
of people with disabilities as one of the foci of vocational psychology and expanded it by
using motivational interviewing as the interventiondaliy.

Qualitative Findings

Summary of Qualitative Results The qualitative findings of this study provided
answers to the following research questi¢¥ did the participants report changes in
their selfdetermination; (2) did the participants refpdranges in VSSE, and (3) did the
participants report changes in their critical sopusness?. Additionally, tiiecus group
dataanswered the following social validity questions: (1) what was your favorite part of
MEGI, (2) how was MEGI different thayour other classes, (3) what was your least
favorite part of MEGI, and (4) how would you change MEGI?.

In summary, the thematic results of the student focus groups indicated that
students experienced a change in theirdelérmination, an increase in amgness of
positive and negative systemic effects on student success, and increased uncertainty about
the future. Additionally, results @heinterventionist focus group indicated an increase in
st ud e nundeitandirgl However, the interventionatso indicated that students
did not demonstrate disability awareness during MEGI.

Thematic analyses of student social validity data indicated that students found

MEGI to be helpful in increasing their seihderstanding, sekfficacy, and awareness of
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barriers. Furthermore, they indicated that MEGI facilitated further exploration of
postsecondary career options, barriers that the students may encounter, and planning for
the future. Students also found MEGI to be more studemtiered than other classes
which facilitated selexpressia among the students. Finalgnalysis of interventionist
social validity data indicated that the interventionists found MEGI to be helpful and at the
same time saw it as a complement to the existing curriculum, radreatnew approach
to special education and transition classes.

Discussion ofQualitative Results Qualitative results of this study contributed
to the overall understanding of the ways in which students experience relational
interventions that focus on their vocational skills-séffcacy, vocational outcome
expectations, seletermination, and crital consciousness. The focus groups that were
conducted as part of this study provided the students and interventionists with the space
to put their experience during and understanding of MEGI in their own wotus.
gualitative results suggested thatheortt er m I nt er venti on seemed
thoughts and beliefs in regards to career development, anciiniched and
complimented quantitative results.

Student Focus Group Data Social Validity.

Thematic analyses of the social validity dadicated that students found MEGI
to be engaging asell as helpful in increasingelf-efficacy and awareness loérriers.
Moreover, studentstated that MEGI facilitated a change in their exploration of
postsecondary goals and barriers to those gddis.results of these analyses are
consistent with the quantitative results and the themes identified by the thematic analyses

of the intervention effect of MEGI.
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Student Focus Group Data Intervention Effect. Thematic analyses tie
effect of the intevention from the student focus group data uncovered the following
themes: seltletermination, awareness of positive and negative systemic effects on
student success, and uncertainty about the future. The first two themes were expected
given the nature antie focus of MEGI; however, the last theme was surprising.

Seltdetermination.The lf-determination theme identified through the focus
groups was corroborated by the quantitative finding of a positive and significant change
i n st uddetermisabn seoee$ ds measured by autonomy andrealization

During focus groups, students had an opportunity to describe their experiences during

MEGI in their own weealizkedthatthe@rae going to lbeessome s ai d 1
things [thatfjwillpr obably get i n my way trying to reac
But | realize that | can, yoédknow, [work] to

Moreover, within the context of MEGI, the theme of stdtermination included

thoughts about seleliance. Onetudent, in response to how she might overcome some

of the barriers t olrgabizethdt evennfgou doshavelesss s, st at e
support then other people, you should never
important support you can haveyisurselfo Addi t idetemanatloryincludee: | f

closing the career aspirations and expectations gap by adjusting both. One student talked
about the | mpor t aiad&nowlou Hawe a dreagn jolmaangpybwalso B: 1
need to have a backup plaiYou need to be honest with yourself. You have to know all

the obstacles and barriers and everythingyouneedtodo. Anot her student

to a teacher stating that her lanoabtheparti ons ar
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right nowwhere | am going to prove her wrong. Butffc andét be successful

chosencareer] | 6 m just going toosay O6Whateverd and
These student statements are consistent w

ofselfd et er mi nat i o uctoéaboth theépersoh &nd ther eavdonnieat the

person using the skills, knowledge, and beliefs, at his/her disposal to act on the

environment with the goal of obtaining value

students spoke about perceiving themsglas having more control and agency over their

lives, choices, actions, and goals as they completed MEGI. Thus, the change in self

determination was not only evident by the scores on the giGStionnaire (Wehmeyer,

1995 but also by their verbal desdiipns of the effect that MEGI had on them.
Awareness of positive and negative systemic effects on student s&tadsats

indicated that as they completed the MEGI curriculum they became more aware of

systemic influences on their lives. These influsnoeluded multiple levels &MCD

(Szymanskigt. al, 2003. On the context level, students identified their individual

socioeconomic status, education and assessment practices, disability prejudice, family

factors, and the economy. On the individead, the students identified disability status

and academic strengths and weaknesses. On the environmental level, students identified

career and academic expectations that others held for them. Finally, theyedentif

socialization level of EMCIs beng restricted tdimited career opportunities at school.
Studentsd6 responses suggest that they bec

characteristics, coupled with larger systemic expectations and norms, affected their

perception of possible career outcopnmmErsonal strengths and weaknesses. Students

stated that MEGI helped them identify and reinforce the positive qualities and skills that
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they already have. Moreover, they articulated that through MEGI they have gained a new
perspective about their ownfimence on these systemic factors. Several students shared
that,
Afé. you has toofight [the system].
fi[Be] more confident in myself and [tell] myself that | can do this. [Build]
myself up, not tear myself down. 't does
You just have to go up against |[ithe syste
il believethaf ust because, you know, we have t he
make us any less mature. We are practically young adults. We do expect to be
[treated] as such. | expect to be [treat
These statements by the students signal a shift froepteg the cultural and social
norms surrounding disability to challenging them thus engaging in the process of critical
consciousness.
Critical consciousnessCombining the themes of salketermination and
awareness of positive and negative systemaceffon student success suggests a theme
of critical consciousness. Within the context of MEGI, critical consciousness was
defined as an understanding of social and political systems of oppression and the
realization thabneis able to take actions agatrthese oppressive elements (Freire,
1974).
In one particular focus group, when asked about a favorite discussion during
MEGI, students shared a conversatiaat they had about the struggiegh academic

testing. One student said:
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Al 6 ve b ¢ogass therwyitingitest for four years now. Like multiple times a
year . And | havenot passed it and itodos f
messed up. They dondét | ook at you as a p
number . 0

Another student offed more evidence of her own perception of standardized testing as

an oppressive practice:

AYoubre | i ke a piece of paper. You are n
requirements for graduati on. Personally,
really good at something, have good grade

canot p gosrOAKSOeegon Assessment of Knowledge and Skalts?

A third student joined the conversation by sayid: 6 ve been seeing a | ot
dropping out of school because of it. o

Finally, after a continued discussion as a whole class, one stuakeats 1| mi ght Dbring
this up to the school board. o

This is an example of students who felt marginalized and oppressed having the
space to identify this shared experience and to fully explore how they are affected by the
school system. They did not sigdomplain about the unfairness. Instead, they talked
about a deeper effect of standardized testing on their educational goals (e.g., to graduate
from high school) and the way in which that their disability and unique learning style did
notfit within the school system.

Finally, the students identified one viable step that they cari telkeng their
frustration to the school board. Whether or not this step was actually taken does not

matter. What matters is that they were able to imagine themselvss égkion and, in
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the moment, felt empowered to do so. Thus, while it is not possible to claim that MEGI
increased studentso criti cppdtassessmenithisousness d
construct MEGI provided a space for the students to engagenversations about their

understanding of themselves and their environment, allowing them to identify oppressive

practices and to begin the process of planning how they can interfere with the system and
therefore, change it.

Uncertainty about the fure. The themeof uncertainty about the futusgas an
unexpected finding. Given a positive and si
self-efficacy, selfdetermination, and outcome expectations, | was not expecting an
increased uncertainty about the future to emerge.

Students describedis theme by saying,

Al When | think about] how much money | heé
how much you have to study, I  womdfesed t o myse
on what | want to do. o

~

Al thought you cou]edsy.gkutllearaedhomal contr ol
[ di fficult] it would be to [get] a Bachel ord
[ and] the financing you need. 0
The anxiety and uncertainty about the future are evident in these quotes. At the
same time, currenttérature provides support for the oppositacrease in vocational
skilsseltef fi cacy (O6Brien et al., 1999), vocatic
Brown, 2006), and critical consciousneBsefner & Blustein, 2005)ead to more
satisfaction with futug career plans. Yet, within this sample, destabilization of career

plans occurred.
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This finding can bgartiallye x pl ai ned by Marciads (1966)
theory which suggests that during adolescence, individuals experience identity
moratorium gage which is characterized by anxiety and identity crisis. Moreover, special
education and vocational psychology literature (e.g., Szymanski & Hershenson, 1998;
Blustein, 2006) discuss at length the influence of contextual barriers on career decision
making for individuals from disadvantaged backgrounds such as poverty and those who
have cognitive disabilities. A study by Yanchak, Lease, and Strauser (2005) also
suggests that adults with cognitive disabilities are more likely to experience commitment
anxety and dysfunctional career thoughts than adults with physical digebilit
Compiling the above evidence helps explain why adolescents who have an educational
diagnosi=of a high incidence disability are expressing anxiety and uncertainty about their
career goals. These students are experiencing a normative stage of identity development
which is exacerbated by contextual barriers such as discrimination and low vocational
expectations from authority figures such as school administrators and teachers.

Finally, the results of qualitative analysis suggest that targeting the interaction
between the Individual and the Environment constructs of EN&AYmanski, et al.,

2003) by creating an intervention that changed the instructional style from authoritative

to collaborativeaided students in furthering their understanding of how their individual

factors are influenced by and, in turn, influence their environment. Moreover, the results

indicate that this awareness evoked statements of action as well aestatef anxiety

and uncertainty from the students. These statements, in part, could be informed by
studentsd awareness that the school system i

their career path. As sudhge students are faced with the knovgedhat they are shaped
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by their multiple environments and laclstaong and weltlevelopedsense of agency in
terms of engaging in actions that will, in turn, shape their environments.

Interventionist Focus Group Daté Social Validity.

Thematicanalyses of the social validity data indicated that interventionists found
MEGI to be helpful and easy to adapt. Moreover, the interventionists indicated that they
would have liked to see more flexibility in MEGI administration. The results oéthes
analses are consistentwithh e t hemati ¢ anal yses of the
validity of MEGI.

Interventionist Focus Group Data. Thematic analyses of the interventionist
focus group data uncovered the following: increased studenirsd#dirsanding and
studentsod6 | ack of disability and barrier
contradictory. In the following sections of the manuscript, | further explicate the
meaning of these themes.

Increased student salihderstandingincreased stuae selfunderstanding was
corroborated by student theme of sidftermination. The interventionists talked about
how students were able to identify positive attributes in themselves and how their
strengths informed their career choice. Moreover, acogtdithe interventionists,
students were able to identify how their goals and values fit in with working. The

following quote illustrates this:

st u

awa

Al would say that there was some change w

they weraall goingto say tley want a job to have things and make money, but |
know that some of them really made the connection that there were other types of

satisfaction that they could get out of their work and that things that they were
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interested in volunteer work, that therene other ways to work also besides just
for money. | would say probably half of my group of students got some significant
benefit out of that concept that identifying why they work and what work means."
As such, during MEGI studeswvere able to identify personal attributes, identify how
these attributes contribute to their career choice, and further expand that understanding by
connecting work to values and other types of satisfaction. Thus, they moved away from
the immediate conete reinforcer (e.g., money) to a more complex and-teng
reinforce (e.g., |livworkklg up to oneds values t
This finding is consistent with BlusteiRalladingSc hul t hei ss, and FIl u
assertion that under vdbeyordtationgl prestriptweo r Kk needs t
approaches to career planning and decision making [to a relational approach] by
presenting opportunities foraee f i ni ti on of i1 dentity, work, s
436). The group format of MEGI{s emphasis on teraction and sharingnd its broad
goal to affect the interaction between the Individual and the Environment EMCD

contexts (Szymanski, et al., 20@8)complished the goal of makingreer exploration

relational.

The relational aspect of MEGlisevidédntr om t he i nterventionist
only of a change in the studentsd understand
how student interactions affectdtdvast he gr oupo

comforting to every student to séaticonfidencelwas a barrieffeven for those who]
you would think)coulAddriulie ntaHd yworilndcer venti
they did not fully understanfOhey udliechn &t0 iedkere

somet hi ng léd thhaavte It hwoouug ht . What they chose
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and how they were thinking) . Thus, the interveaeators ni st s a
of student s 0 thearosledbkwork in their diviesningtead of the interventionists

providing students with prescriptive directions of what that role shouldrbether

words, not only was the Environment or the i
style influencing studentsod expectations, st
shaping the interventionistsdé understanding
Studentso6 | ack of disability and barrier
Studentsdo | ack of disability and barrier

Neither the student focus group data nor the interventiaestified theme of increased
selfunderstandings consistent witlthis finding. Thus, this points to an underlying

tension between interventionists understandi
and engaging in the expert role of wanting to educate and fix.

The interventionists 0 swerapgrettyaraalisic such as
about their barriers1 t al |l revolved around money as a b
management, €é interpersonaé¢ bkadtoipredherieéo f amd |
that youdre going to need a camera, Oyou just
statements from thiaterventionists are contrasted by the following statements from
studentws | IAié practice é math é and start doi
probably get a job that will help me get money for college and saveuwnd A[ 1 need t
graduate from Igh school[so I] can get a diplom$and] people will notice that you
graduated 0O These statements point to a differer

the interventionists.
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To further explicate this finding, it is important to note that the interorists are
part of a larger school system which works to not only educate the students but to create
an optimum environment for learning and career exploration. With the advent of
Americans with Disabilities AcindIndividuals with Disabilities Educein Act, students
with disabilities are provided with educational diagnasfedisabilityand are encouraged
to disclosethese diagnoses to etheducators and future employén order to access
appropriate accommodations and suppofthus, the abilityo accept and verbalize
0 n ee@usationatliagnosis of a disability is seen as ampartant aspect of ensuring
i ndi vi d-seadndary supcess.t

Conversely, the student focus group data demonstrate that the students are not
fully accepting of theieducationaldiagnoses and the labels that are subsumed by these
diagnoses. Moreover, as illustrated by the quantitative description of the student sample,
almost 25 percent of the students did not report their educational diagnosis of disability
on the preand postassessments. As such, while students may be aware of their
educationatliagnoss, they might not accept iyant to report itordo notperceive it as a
barrier This, in turn, is seen by tieelucatoraslack of disabilityawarenessnd
therefore, a risk factor for negative pgsicondary outcomes for these youth. Hence,
there is a conflict that is illustrated by the student and interventionist focus group data.
Although, this conflict cannot be easily resolved, it is importabetaware that the value
of a disability diagnosis may be different within the education system and among

individuals who are asked to bear this diagnosis.
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Strengths of the Study

This study had several strengths. MEGI was a pilot project that utilized
guantitative and qualitative methodologymeasure the pre and post intervention levels
of main study variables durireglGweek motivational enhancement group intervention
for high school students with high incidence disabiliti€be intervention infus Ml
into special education classrooms and was administered as part of regular curriculum.
This study collected quantitative data over two time points aadfasus groups to
further expand thanderstanding of the data,research desigthataddressethe mone
method bias (Heppner, Wampold, & Kivlighan, 2008)oreover, the study had a large
sample which represented several high incidence disabilities.

Both quantitative and qualitative analyses supported the poaitt/significant
change on main study variables when looking at ame postMEGI scores.The
guantitative results indicated that there was a positive and significant change in
participant s 0 -effcacyadutormmyadeleaization, dds/ocatienhl f
outcome expectations. Additionally, a thematic analysis of student and interventionist
focus group data suggested that as students completed MEGI they noticed a change in
their selfdetermination, awareness of positive and negative influemtetudent success
and selfunderstanding.

Furthermore, the thematic analysis of the student social validity qualitative data
indicated that the participants found MEGI engaging and helpful. Moreover, the students
indicated that MEGI helped them deepbkeair selfunderstanding and sedfficacy, and
allowed for a better understanding of barriers that students encounter, thus facilitating the

planning process. The students also stated that MEGI was allowed fexm&§sion
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and was more studenéenterel and had a different instructional approach than their other
classes.

Similarly, the analysis of the interventionist social validity data indicated that the
interventionists enjoyed MEGI because it was easy to follow and to adapt to each
cl as s r os rAddgionally thalinterventionists stated that MEGI increased
S t u d e ndeter@inasiom &nfl awareness of barriers, and increased motivation for low
functioning students. Finally, the interventionists commented on the positive effect that
MEGI had a student interactions and relationships. Thus, MEGI was effective and
acceptable, relevant, and useful for the students and the interventionists.

Finally, although MEGivas embedded into regular classroom curriculum and
contained elements other schobbased career interventions for high school students
with high incidence disabilities (e.g., Dorest, al, 2013; Wehmeyegt. al, 2013;

Murray & Doren, 2012)unlike other intervention$yIEGI focused on the interaction
between the Individual and thedronment constructs of EMCD (Szymanski, et al.,
2003) andvasarelativelyshortterm intervention. Consequently, it incurred lower costs
in terms of staff time devoted to implementihgs intervention and class time used for
the interventionand prowded a longterm benefit to participating schisdoy training

their staff in this intervention.

Contribution to Counseling Psychology and Special Education Research

MEGI is one of the few studies that focused on simultaneously developing
vocational skillsself-efficacy, selfdetermination, vocational outcome expectations, and

critical consciousness. As such, MEGI worked with the participants to address the

ecol ogi cal reality of career devel opment
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acknowledging and groring the interplay between individual and sociocultural factors
that affect these student s.-percéptonfeomr esul t ed i
lacking in skills and resources to having more control and agency over their lives,
choices, actiongnd ultimately, larger systemic systems. This movement, in part, was
facilitated by focusing on the relational aspect of MEGI which focused -aneation of
students6 understanding of woaklwdsy the stude
infformed by EMC® s di scussion on the reciprocal rela
and the Environmer{Blustein, Schultheiss, & Flum, 2008zymanski, et al, 2003

Moreover, while thetherinterventions described hefe.g.,Doren,et. al, 2013;
Wehmeyeret.al, 2013; Murray & Doren, 20)zhad an emphasis on selfficacy and
thus included seléxploration exercises as well as didactic information, unlike MEGI,
there were no r epor t eudderstdndlirgand sndevstandm@af t i ci p an
systemic barriex. At the same time, understanding of systemic barriers is central to
career development theoriesiCh as those of Holland, 1997; Super, 1953; Gottfredson,
2005;and Lentet.al, 200Q. Furthermore, selfinderstanding and understanding of the
systemidbarriers are some of the tools that can be used to empower students from
disadvantaggbackgrounds, including students with disabilities (Szymanski et al., 2003;
Blustein,etal, 2005 Freire, 1974 bdntheint€rhction , MEGI 6s b
between tk Individual and the Environment (Szymanekal., 2003) hadraimpacton
s t u d e nundeitandirglarid understanding of systemic and contextual barriers
provided a new intervention that addressed the ecological reality of career development
forhighgd udent s6 with disabilities by acknowl edg

individual and sociocultural factors that affect these students.

124



Finally, not only did MEGI heed the urgingsMfrtin-Bar6(1994) for
psychologists to become agents of abchange and Blustein (2006) to address the
vocational needs of people with disabilities, it used Ml in a novel way in order to do so.
MI has been effective with improving adolescent health and mental health behaviors
(e.g.,Jensen, et al., 201Heckman et. al201Q West et al., 2011 However, there is a
dearth of literature on its use with high school students with high incidence disabilities.

In the past ten years, there has been an increased interest in using motivational
interviewing witin secondary education settings. Ml interventionddi® include
preventing school dreput, depression, truancgcademic achievement, substance use,
obesity, and classroom management and disciplinary actions (Atkinson &s\\2083;
Connell & Dishion 2008; Enea & Dafinoiu, 2009; Scholl & Schmitt, 2009; Flattum,
Friend, NeumariSztainer, & Story, 2009; Reinke, Herman, & Sprickl20and Kelly &
Lapworth, 2006).However, there are no studies focused on career exploration within
theseschool basedetings. Moreoverwhile there are Ml studies conducted with
survivors of traumatic brain injury and stroke (Suarez, 2011; Mendel & Hipkins, 2002),
there are no studies with high school students with high incidence disabilities. Lastly,
there are fewstudis using MI in a group fBwingat with a
Engle, Hunter, Oscilla, & Bryan, 2011; SchmieBeoaddus, Levin, & Bryar2009).
Thus this study provided a valuable addition to the Ml literature.

Finally, the fidelity to MI results indeted that some of the interventionists were
able to achieve competency on the global scores and certain behavior counts. While the
purpose of the study was not to evaluate the efficacy of Ml training, these results are of

note as they indicate that an @&uin training and one to two observations with feedback
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have the possibility of helping trainei@sprove their Ml practiceompetency in several
MI domains. Moreover, MEGI interventionists were school staff and as such, this is one
of the few studies thaeported results of training school staff in MI.
Limitations of the Study
A number of limitations must be considered as the results of this study are
interpreted and applied to future research and practice. This study was designed as a pilot
study focuse@xploringac hange i n high schoovbcatstaludent s6 w
skills seltefficacy, selfdetermination, vocational outcome expectations, and critical
consciousness. At the same time, it was also testing the feasibility of conducting an
intervention as part of regularly scheduled class time. As such, due to atiucal
logistical limitations, this study was not experimental in nature anahdgtipossible to
draw a causal relationship between MEGI and changes in the main outcome variables.
Moreover, the quantitative data used in this study was based ap et
surveys. Thus, the participantsd responses
which can inflate the magnitude of relationships between variables. Additionally, both,
the surveys and focus groups, were conducted in a group format which can bias the
participantsd responses duenatagementoldeppadr, ex pect
et al., 2008). The content and the length of MEGigmst questionnaires were
challenging for a number of studggarticipants due to their disabilities. As suchmso
of these patrticipants did not complete the questionnaires in their entirety. Finally, a
number of analyses were conducted to understand the moderation effects as well as when
exploring the pattern of data missingness. As such, Type | error (Metlan&atta,

2002) could have been inflated and the results of these analyses are ambiguous.
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Additionally, MEGI was manualized in order to help guide school staff who may
not have had a background in counseling or psychology. However, research in Ml and
other counselingnterventions shows that manualized treatment is less effective than non
manualized treatmenijller & Rose 2009; Messer, & Wampold, 28D This limitation
came out in the thematic coding of social validity qualitative data for the intesaests
who commented on the rigidity of the manual and expressed the need for more flexibility.
Focus group datalsoindicated that the interventionists wanted more time to more fully
explore the barriers to st uehessdndidentithyr eam j ob
exploration fits in with career exploration process.

Finally, since this study was not experimental in its design and took place as a
part ofongoingclassroom instructiont is not possible to control for confounding
variables such as other curricula that could have been implemented with thesstudent
during the study time frame. Additionally, the intervention took place during variable
timelines. For example, one classm completed the intervention in ten days. Other
classrooms completed it over the course of ten we¥kt, other classrooms completed
all lessong over the course of five weeks. Thus, it is not possible to say if the changes in
main outcome variablasere also influenced by other classrebased factors.

Implications for Research

Study results are consistent with previous research findingsigbrt schoel
based interventions focused on career explorétiohigh school students with high
incidence disabilities. Future research is needed to fully understand the impact-of short
term interventions admini st eeffieacy,sélfy t he schoo

determination, and critical consciousness. Using experimental researclseaelign
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provide a basis for conclusions about the effect of the intervestiohelp determine the
active ingredients of MEGI and provide a more nuanced understanding of how MEGI
mightimpact these constructs.

Moreover, it is important to collect longitudihdata beyond the prand post
assessment. There is a dearth of longitudinal studies focused on aelateer
interventionsodé eff ect -efflracys delidetermminato®, wi t h
critical consciousness, and postsecondary outcoiegaging in longitudinal research
will aid in understanding whether highschdwh s ed i nterventi ons
immediate and postsecondary success.

In future studies, longitudinal quantitative data collection should be combined
with in-depth indivdual qualitative interviews. Conducting these interviews will provide
a rich compliment to the quantitative data. Moreover, individual interviews will reduce
the social desirability bias, thus providing more a more accurate representation of
participanté experiences during and after the

Finally, the fields of special education and counseling psychology must continue
to collaborate on identifying and implementing successful interventions focused on
improving postsecondary outcomes for high school students with high incidence
disabilities. As part of this effort, a further examination of how MI can be used within
the school system can provide a new and
postsecondary outcomes, but also changing the school culture.

Implications for Practice
This study demonstrated the effectiveness and the impact of a stedésred

shortterm intervention that was embedded within existing secondary special
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education/transition classes. As such, it is important for schools to embed vocational
skills seltefficacy, seltdetermination, vocational outcome expectations, and critical
consciousness curricula into already existing transition and special educstrantion
Additionally, these curricula need to engage students in multiple ways such as writing,
reading, and engaging in harois activities such as drawing and card sorts. Both
interventionists and students found the studentered and Mbased components of
MEGI to be engaging and helpful. Given the effectiveness of Ml with adolescents, it is
important to further explore the use of MI within school settings. In order to do so,
school staff need to be exposed to Ml through training as well as further coaching in this
method.
Training in Motivational Interviewing. Ml 6 s f ocus ormeccompassi or
partnership, and acceptance (Miller & Rollnick, 2013) provides a fertile ground for
school staff to set aside their expert role and to allow the stidesducate them about
how social and cul tur al nor ms @amga expectatio
themselves. Ml is a style of conversation that allows for a dialogue and a deeper
understanding of how students and school staff mutually affect each other, and in which
ways these interactions perpetuate or question oppressive practices. Thng,anay
from the banking model of instruction to a dialogue (Freire4L@ill change the way in
which school staff engage with the students and in turn, will lead to empowerment.
Summary and Conclusion
This study investigated change in main outconvariables before and aftar
shortterm pilot interventiorthat focused n hi gh school studentso6 wi

vocational sekefficacy, selfdetermination, autonomy and vocational outcome
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expectations. The results of quantitative and qualitativeysesiindicated that there were
positive changes in the study variables. Moreover, students and interventionists indicated
that the intervention was engaging, helpful, and more stigdgmiéred then other classes.

The findings provide support for ongoimyestigation into Mibased school
interventions that are informed by existing research in special education and counseling
psychology fields. Additionally, this study highlighted the importance of including
critical consciousness as a key concept insiteon research. This study also showed the
feasibility of using MI within school contexts and with students with disabiliied thus

provides an important model for future career interventions.
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Welcome

Hello! This is your MEGI workbook. In this workbook you will get to write
about your strengths, values, and goals. The purpose of MEGI is to help
you find out what your Dream Job is and the first steps that you need to
take toward getting that job.

MEGI is a little different than a regular class. When you doing MEGI
exercises, YOU are the EXPERT. No one else knows YOU better than YOU.
So, you get to teach your teacher and your classmates about who you are,
what you are good at, how you are ablesiocceed in school and at work,

and what you want to do after high school. Please, let your teacher know if
you feel like she or he is not listening to you or is trying to tell you what to

do with your life.

Your teacher is an expert on MEGI. He orwitihelp you complete each
exercise. If you don't understand something, please ask your teacher for
help.

Thank you for all of your hard work and honesty as you work on MEGI
exercises!

Have fun!

Anya Sheftel
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EXERCISE 1: A Blast From the Past

Who did you want to be when you were in Kindergarten3ome people wanted to be
doctors or princesses or firefightews veterinarians. How about you?

Write or draw who you wanted to be when you were in Kindergarten. Think about the
following questions as yocomplete this exercise:

What was that job?

Why did you want to have it?

What did you think you were going to do?

How did your parents, teachers, friends, magazines, movies, tv shows, music,
politicians, doctors, and others influence who you want to be?

= =4 =4

134



[ EXERCISE 2: What Is Work?

It is easy to think of work as something that you only do for pay. But there are many
jobs that are not paid. For example, watching your little brothers or sistetsldcare
Helping your neighbor mow the loanyiard maintenance Volunteering at the
community garden igardening Taking care of a pet for a friend or a neighbqueis
sitting. The list goes on! In the lines below, please list some of the jobs that yiou ha
paid or unpaid. Go ahead

1.

2.

¢KFGiQa | 20 2F 2206aH . 2dz Ydza i otByowINBlGGe O2
community.

Every job that we have helps us develop skills. For exactpld,care yard

maintenance, gardening, and pet sittiad) require good communication skills,
responsibility, time management, knowing how to be safe, and ability to concentrate. In
the linesbelow, please list some of the skills that you have developed through work.

You sure have learned a I3t You are setting yourself up for future success! Go on to
the next pag to talk about your successes.
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Sometimes, when people find out that you have difficulty with reading or math, paying

attention, understanding directions, managing your feelings, orkimg with a group of

people, they might think that you are not a good worker or student. Think back to the

times when this happened to you. | bet you found a way to let them know that you are

able to be successful anyway! In the lines below, list wayghich you let others know

GKFG &2dz2NJ RAaloAfAde 2NI 20KSNJ RAFTFAOdZ G& oAt
advocating for yourself)

1.

2.

What great ways to advocate for yourself! You know that you have a lot of strengths
FYR R2y QG €SG FNBIFA GKFG FNB RAFFAOAA G K2R
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EXERCISE 3: A Typical Day

We do work all the time. Waking up on time is work. Making sure that your school bag
is packed is work. Doing your homework is work. Helping with chores is work. Even
brushing your teeth is work! All of these tasks require skills that we use whevovke

for pay, too, likdime management, concentration, and following directioease, fill

out the below Day Map. Think of a typical school day and fill in all the things that you do
from the time that you wake up to the time that you go to bed ANatwou need to

do to be successful. For example, here is some of my day:

Py .
. 6:00amwake up $et the alarm the night before): shower and brush teeth

(pay attention to time)

7:00amget dressed (set out my clothes the night before), eat breakfast (use
kitchen utensils)

8:00ambike to schoofremember to take everything that | need for the day)

Go ahead and fill in your morning! What kinds of things do you get done
before you go to school and at school before I@nch

25 6:00am

7:00am

8:00am

9:00am

10:00am

11:00am

b2g AdQa I i SNy 2 2igup. Wh& Hoy8ufdo aér Rinci aiad whdnl LILJ
school ends?
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12:00pm

1:00pm

2:00pm

3:00pm

4:00pm

Whew! The day is almost over! What do you after before and after dinner?
Tell us on the next page.

5:00pm

6:00pm

7:00pm

L (inf@@fat time! What do you do before going to bed?

8:00pm

9:00pm

10:00pm
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11:00pm

You do a lot of work every day! Now share all of the work that you do and
how these skillshelp you at work or volunteer sites.

*** How can you be more successfwith your everyday tasks™aybe using a
planner will help you with time management? Or using breathing techniques
will help you concentrate better?Choose an everyday goal that you are going
to work on for this term and share with a partner.

Write your goal in the line below:
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EXERCISE 4: My Strengths

.
we

1

We all have many strengths that help us be successful. Here is your chance to pick out
top 3 strengths that best describe you! Please, go through the Affirma@ang Sort
that your teacher will give you and pick out top 3 qualities that best describe you.

A. Go ahead and write them down in the lines beladv

1.

2.

3.

How do these qualities help you cope with things that are difficult for you such as
reading, math, paying attention, being in a group of peoplemembering to do
homework or other aspects of a disability or other difficulty.

Share your Strengths and how they help you cope with difficult situations with your
classmates.

We also have strengths or qualities that we would like to have somedsg .tHg
' TFANNIGAZ2YEA /FNR {2NI (2 OK22&aS o ljda fAGASa
in the future

B. Go ahead and write them down in the lines beladv

1.

2.

3.

Share these qualities and why you want to achieve them with your classmates.
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l EXERCISE 5: To Work or Not to Work

All of us have reasons for not wanting to work AND wanting to work. We are never

100% sure about working or not working. Work has its pluses and its minuses. This
SESNDA&S oAttt KSEtLI 82dz FAYR 2dzi ikédbbuti &2dz f A
work.

In theleft column, fill in ALL the reasons why yBu2 tfa@nt to work. In theright
columnfill in all the reasons why yownant to work.

5A. Why | Do Not want to work. 5B. Why | Do want to work

5C Complete the following sentence:

| do not want to work because

ANDI do want to work because

5 D. Answer the following questionWhat do | think about having a job®/rite
your answer in 1 or 2 sentences below.
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‘ :l‘ lt ( EXERCISE 6: My Values

Values are beliefs that are important to us. For example, honesty might be a value
because you want to show respdotothers. In the space below, write down your most
important 3 values that you selected from the Values Card Sort:

1.

2.

3.

Now, go ahead andraw out or write out how your family, school, friends, tv, music,
and others inflence your values. For example, if your family played a large role in
making honesty important to you, you can draw them talking to you about it. Or if your

best friend taught you about respect, you can draw her.
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In the space below write howour 3 most important values influence your thoughts
about work? For example, if money is important to you, then you might write that
having a job will help you earn money. If friends are important to you, then you can

write that having a job will helpop meet new people.
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EXERCISE 7: Path to My Dream Job

Now is the time for all of your hard work to make an appearance oriPtita to My

Dream Job You have an opportunity to summarize all of your accomplishments, values,
and goals in one place. Please, take out yath to My Dream Jokheet from the

back flap of your workbook and wait for your teacher to explain the instructions.

HAVE FUNI

144



EXERCISE 8: My Dream Job

What is your dream job? A dream job is the perfect job for-yaume that you really
want to have after high school or college. Is it a doctor? A beautician? A chef? Write
down your dream job in the space below!

My dream jobis:

Below, choose howmportant it is for you to have this job and hosonfidentyou are in
getting that job by coloring in the Importance and Confidence squares up to that
number. Remember, 0 = not important/not confident at all and 10 = very
important/confident.

For examplejf my Importance for being a sushi chef is a 10, | will color in the whole
square up to number 10.
Importance:

=
o

BN WA OUUTIO N

And if my confidence that | will actually become a sushi chef is a 4, | will color in the
square up to number 4.
Confidence

=
o

RN WA OO OO
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Importance

10

Goahead! Give this exercise a try!

Confidence _ _
What is youimportancerating?
10
Color in your Importance column up to that
— 9 number.
2 Ke Aa Al a KAIK | &
— 8
—7
What would need to happen for it to be a
— 6 little more important?
— 5
14
What is yourConfidencerating?
13
Color in your Confidence column up to that
number.
— 2
2 K& Aa AG a KAIK | a
— 1
0

What would need to happen for you to be a
little more confident?
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What are some of thevays in which your family, friends, teachers, tv, music,
church, and others influence your importance and confidence?
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EXERCISE 9: Steps and Roadblocks

When we start creating a plan for getting our dream job, it is important to think BIG and
think SMALL. BIG is your dream job! SMALL are the first 3 steps that you are going to
take to get there! Below, writeawvn the first 3 small steps towards getting your dream
job. For example, if my dream job is sushi chef, my first three steps might be 1) learning
what education | need to get, 2) finding places that offer that education, 3) learning how
to cook rice. Hovabout you? Go ahead!

The first 3 small steps that | can take towards becoming are

1.

2.

3.

When working towards a goal everyone comes across roadblocks. These roadblocks
might bepersonalsuch as difficulty reading or doing math, having a hard time
remembering things or paying attention, or not liking to work with other people. &hes
roadblocks might also b&ocialor cultural, such as not having enough money, not

having role models who have the same difficulties or disabilities and are able to succeed
in their jobs, or having unfair employment practices. The good thing ajoawiblocks is

that they can be overcome! Go ahead and complete the Roadblocks card sort. After
you select your 3 Most Difficult Roadblocks, write them and ways to overcome down
below:

Most Difficult Roadblock #1

1.

Three solutions
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Most Difficult Roadblock #2

2.

Three solutions

1.

2.

3.

Most Difficult Roadblock #3

3.

Three solutions

Whew! Good job on completing this difficult task!
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EXERCISE 10: My Dream Job Plan

Now is the time for all of your hard work to make an appearanc®grbream Job Plan
exercise. You have travelled a long way to get to where you are now. You have worked
hard, learned new skills, advocated for yalfsand found ways to achieve your

dreams. Now, you have an opportunity to summarize all of your accomplishments,
dreams, and goals in one place. Please, take out Poemm Job Plafrom the back

flap of your workbook and wait for your teacher to expl#he instructions.

HAVE FUN!!I
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CONGRATULATIONS!

YOU WORKED HARD ON THIS WORKBOOK AND KNOW HOW TO BE
SUCCESSFUL!

TURN THE PAGE TO FILL IN YOUR CERTIFICATE OF COMPLETION AND
HAVE YOUR TEACHER SIGN IT.
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Motivational Enhancement Group
Intervention

(MEGI)

Teacher Manual

Created by Anya Sheftel, MS
University of Oregon
August 2012
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Welcome

Hello! This is your MEGI Teacher Manual. In here you will find information
about motivational interviewing, MEGI structure, and tips on how conduct
each of the 10 lessons.

As you go through MEGI, do not hesitate to contact me with questions and
feedbadk. This is an exciting project and | am thankful for your
participation and hard work.

If you have questions once you start using MEGI with your students, do not
hesitate to contact me either via emadlheftel@wregon.edy or phone
(541-:206-8720).

Anya Sheftel, M.S.
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What is MEGI?

MEGI is a motivational interviewidzased group career intervention for high

school youth with disabilities.

MEGI is focused on career exploration and development, and consists of 10 one
hour sessions. Each session has a particular focus with the dvegtheme of
moving the students from exploring their past experiences with career exploration,
identifying their current strengths and goals, and coming up with a career plan for the
future. MEGI is designed to be facilitated by a teacher or a transspecialist.

Research Rationale:

Youth with disabilities experience significant vocational, economic, and social
hardships (e.g., Shandra & Hogan, 2008; Baird, Scott, Dearing, & Hamill, 2009). These
youth are less likely to obtain employment and reeeémployment benefits, live
independently, and are more likely to experience financial difficulties than youth
without disabilities (Newman, Wagner, Cameto & Knokey, 2009; Shandra & Hogan,

2008).

With these conditions as a backdrop, improvements in edooal services to
help youth with disabilities successfully transition from school to work are the focus of
special education and vocational psychology research and interventions (Fabian, 2007,
Izzo & Lamb, 2003; Benz, Lindstrdiny ovanoff, 2000). Careexkploration, in

particular, is a cornerstone of helping youth with disabilities successfully transition from

156



school to work becausthis process engages youth in learning informaseeking and

decisionmaking skills (Flum & Blustein, 2000).

The purpos of this intervention is to focus on three critical skills: self
determination, seHefficacy, and critical consciousnes3elfdetermination refers to
2YySQa AYUNAYAEAAO Y2UiADFHEAQRYO&E 2RE5ONNEHeEd azZy R
accomplising these goals (Ryan & Deci, 20Bandura, 1989)For youth with
disabilities, selletermination and sefefficacy are related to positive vocational
expectations and postecondary outcomes (e.g., Wehmeyer & Schwartz, 1998;
Balcazar, Fawcett, & Seekjrl991; Ali, McWhirter, & Chronister, 2005). Moreovee,
O2yaiNHzOG 2F ONRGAOKET O2yalOAzdzaySaa GKFG | RR
oppression affect their motivation and confidence (Freire, 1974) is instrumental in
changing oppressiveractices for people with dibilities and their families (Petersen
HAndpT S5AGNIY2 g9 {AfOSNRBRISAYS HnncOX YR Aa N

development (Diemer & Blustein, 2006).

It is evident that selfletermination, sekefficacy, and critical consciousness are
important components in positive pasecondary outcomes for youth with disabilities.
However, current transition and career interventions do not fully attend to allérot
these constructs (1zzo & Lamb, 2003). In the field of clinical and counseling psychology,

motivational interviewing (MI) is one approach that can accomplish this task.

157



What is Motivational Interviewing?

Motivational interviewing (Ml) is a perseglient centered counseling method for
addressing the common problem of ambivalence about change (Miller & Rollnick, 2011).
It is acollaborative, goaloriented style ofcommunicationthat attends to the student's
language of changestrengthens student'sitrinsic motivation for and commitment for
change elicits and exploresclient's own reasons for change within the atmosphere of

acceptanceand compassion.

Let's break down the definition into smaller parts.

Frst, Ml is based on four basic principles (also known as Ml Spirit):

1 Compassionrr Authentic curiosity about and respect of student's experiences
and goals, and understanding that each student wants to be free from pain and

suffering.

1 "Compassioimas thecharacteristic of wishing that others be free from suffering,
a wish to be extended without limits to all living beingscampassiorarises by
entering into the subjectivity of others, by sharing their interiority in a deep and
total way. It springs p by considering that all beings, like ourselves, wish to be
free from suffering, yet despite their wishes continue to be harassed by pain,

fear, sorrow ... .= Bhikkhu Bodhi

1 Partnership- Workingwith the student. Acknowledging that students are

expertson their own lives and know what they want to accomplish and how to
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go about it. Also, acknowledging that teachers have expertise about job
exploration, and goasetting and attainment. The role of the teacher is to first
acknowledge student's expertigand then respectfully offer their own, if

appropriate.

1 Acceptance Explicitly expressing the valuing of and delight in your interactions
with the students. Understanding that their experiences are valuable and help

make the students who they are today.

1 Evocation- Creating a space for students to share their experiences, values, and
goals. Limiting the time during which the teacher talks and using Ml techniques

to increase the time during which the student shares.

MI Spirithelps us reduce ouighting reflex or the drive to help by giving advice.
Righting reflexusually results in student's decrease in engagement. At the same time,
sometimes we do want to give advice and sometimes that advice is good. In that case
we will use MI Spirit and engage thtudent in a Ask Tell-Ask conversation. We will
askthe student what she or he already knows about this topie(l'me what you
£t NBI R& (y26 | 02 dzi)sendariziyighahdraffirahingBe2adaNERIS2/T IRISINE
knowledge (You already have triedlat of strategies and some of them have been
successfu); asking permissiorirom the student to share more informatiofiould it
be ok if | share with you what has worked for other studenisfthe student sayyes

sharing that information, and theasking the student for feedback {What do you
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make of that? How would that work for yoU? If the student sayso, then we must

honor it and move on.

MI Spirit is important because it creates an environment in which a student can
acknowledge, talk adut, and work towards resolving hers or his ambivalence about
work or any other positive changé@mbivalenceis a feeling of being "stuck™ in between
knowing why change is good and also knowing that change is difficult. It is tisasee

of "l want to ard | don't want to".

If the MI Spirit is the foundation of every Ml interaction that we have, the
Processes of Mhelp us move students towards change. First, we neeshtzagethe
students in a conversation. It is during this time that we begin tdcezvith them
what their past experiences have been, what they have learned from them, and why

they are talking to us today. WithoenhgagingMI would not be MI.

After we have sufficient engagement, we startfarusthe conversation towards
a mutuallyagreed upon goal or goals. This focus can shift as we continue to work with
the students. This is ok and expectebs we continue t@ngagethem in a
conversation, they may identify other changes that they may wairidtoson.
Without focusing,MI would not be MIl. We need to have a goal(s) that the student is

working towards.

After we have a focus for our conversation we begievokestudent's

statements about change. This is caksaking and reinforcing change talkknowing
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what our focuss, helps us listen for change talk about that focus. Witlemaking, Ml

would not be MI.

After we have goo@ngagementa focus and plenty othange talk we can

start the planning process.

In order for any conversation to be an Ml conversation, we need to have
engagement, focus, and evokindg’lanningcompliments MIl. However, sometimes we

do not have time to create a plan and so we can work towards planning in the future.
MI Microskills

Sq how do weengage, focus, evoke, and planWe use MI microskillDpen-

ended questionsAffirmations, Reflections, andBummaries (OARS).

Openended questionsare questions that require a more lengthy answer than a
yes, a no, or a limited amount of infoation. Operended questions start with
2 K I  owhiadd you thik about working®, | 2 ¢ @ dHbwbwere yau @ble to find
jobsinthepast)2 NJ ¢ St f  YT8Il mé edidSabodtdoir Diedam dpbOpen
ended questions create the space for stateto talk about their lives and serve as an
invitation to share. At the same time, beware of fQeestion/Answertrap. If we ask
20 openended questions, it will still feel like a game of .... 20 questions (!) and students

will stop answering them!

Affirmations identify student's strengths, personal values and goals, past and

current efforts to achieve a goal, and past and current successes. In order to form an
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affirmation, identify a strength, goal, effort, value, or success of a student. Form a
statement that shows recognition, appreciation, support, and respect for the student.
Use "YOU" languageY(bu have found a way to get up in the morning and get to school

on time").

Reflectionsare statements that encourage students to elaborate on their
statements. They check if what you heard the student say is what the student meant to

say. In order to make a reflection you:

o Make an educated guess about what the student meant to say.

0 Verbalize that guess in a form okamtement (NOT a question!)

Simple reflectiongparaphrase what the student had said without adding much
more to her or his wordsComplex reflectionseflect the underlyindgeelingand
meaningof the student's statements. Metaphors and similes are also examples of

complex reflectios.

Summarie<larify what the student said, show understanding of what the
student said, move the conversation forward, link student statement together, and

transition a conversation from one topic to the next.

We use OARS to engage the students amldifiocus for conversation. We also
use them to evokehange talk Change talks student statements that indicate:
Desireto change (want to....)

Ability (I can....)
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Reasonglf | change, .... then .... because)

Need(Things need to change)

Commitment(l will....)

Activation (I am ready....)

Taking Step¢l already....)

Change talks at the heart of MI. It allows us to build the momentum of change
by evoking from the students their own desire, ability, reasons, need, commitment,
activation, and talking steps towards change. We neetisten for any of the above
statement (DARMCATS) and reinforce them by using OARS. We caevalkechange
talk by using decisional balance, importance and confidence rulers, identifying
student's goals ad values and past successes, and asking for elaboration. We
reinforce change talk by asking for elaboration, using affirmations, reflecting change
talk statements, and summarizing student's change talk.

Students may not always want to change and mayStséus Quaalk by
engaging in a conversation about why they don't want to change, can't change, don't
have reasons to change, don't need to change, won't change, and are not ready to
change. We need to treat status quo talk wattceptance and compassionf we
don't honor status quo talk, students will become more entrenched in it. If we explore
it with them, they are more likely to begin to engage in change talk.

There are going to be times when we experiemterpersonal discordwith our
students. Students may not want to talk or participate in the activities. They become

angry and talk back to us. They may make rude remarks about others. They may start
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skipping class. Or they may talk about how this class is useless and they are fine just
the way that they are.Interpersonal discords a rupture in a teachestudent
relationship. It usually occurs when the teacher engages in the righting reflex or trying
to fix student's concerns by giving advice, engaging in question/answer trap,
confrontation, labeling and blaming of the student, and getting caught in the expert
trap. It is theteacher's responsibility to heal this rupture We carreduce
interpresonaldiscord by using:

Simple and complex reflections

Emphasizing student's autonomiy is up to you if you want to do this

activity/look for a job/etc. | am not here to tell you what to do. You are the

expert on your life and only you know what will or won't work for you)

Coming alongside the studerit@u are angry because | am asking yoddo
something that you don't want to do; This is a waste of your time)

Shifting focus to a different topit.ét's do something different ngw

Rememberuntil interpersonal discord is reduced, nothing useful can be done
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Structure of MEGI

MEGiIconsists of 10 sessions, each session lastirg04@inutes. Every activity
within a session will have an approximate time allotment. However, it is up to you to
decide whether an activity needs to last for that time period. You can change up the
timesas long as all of the activities and discussions are completed. Some sessions will
also have optional exercise, in case you have more time.

Each session will start with a 5 minute Centering exercise. This exercise will
consist of 5 minutes of deep breatty. The purpose of this exercise is to help students
concentrate for the next hour and to help them feel more relaxed.

You will then introduce or rntroduce MEGI and restate that for the next 40
60 minutes, you are not the expert. Instead, you leitk to your students for
expertise on their lives and experiences. For the remainder of the time, you and the
students will engage in a variety of activities. You will facilitate discussions, share your
own personal experiences (with permission), and M skills teengage, focus, and
evoke You will usepen-ended questions, affirmations, reflections, and summaries
to support students as they engage in career exploration. You will also pay attention to
change talk and reinforce it.

SessionsBwif F20dza 2y SELX 2NRAy3I adGdzRSyaGaQ LI &
strengths, and their values. Session 7 will allow students to summarize the previous
aSaarzya Ay | tlGK (G2 a& 5NBIY W26 SESNDAA&SC
Dream Jobs and takingeps to obtain them. Finally, Session 10 will focus on creating a

Dream Job Plan.
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This chart provides apverview of each of the ten sessions, demonstrating how

each of the 3 key concepts is covered across the sessions.

Session | Summary Selfdetermination | Selfefficacy Critical

# consciousness

1 Introductions; | X¢ explore X ¢ explore how self| X¢ explore
explore past | development of and others influence how others
career vocational interest; |2 Yy SQa @2 O| have
aspirations create environment | choices and belief in] influenced

of autonomy, vocational success |2y SQa O
relatedness, and interests.
competence.

2 Past job X¢ explore how X¢ explore X¢ build
experiences, | students negotiate | & i dzR Sy i & Q| awareness of
both formal job/volunteer and successes in | how
and informal | environments; selfadvocacy perceptions of

createenvironment disability affect
of autonomy, 2ySqQa O
relatedness, and development
competence.

3 How work fits | X¢ explore how X¢ explore how
into a typical | students negotiate | students are
day every day tasks; successful on every

create environment | day bases
of autonomy,

relatedness, and

competence.

4 Self X¢ identify X¢ identify X¢ identify

affirmations | strengths that help | strengths that how strengths
students negotiate | students possess | help students
school, work, and | and want to possesq advocate for
social enironments; themselves ang
create environment how they are
of autonomy, able to
relatedness, and confront social
competence. and cultural
perceptions of
disability

5 Work X¢ explore how the | X¢ selfaffirm that
Decisional student makes students are able to
Balance choices and has make choices .

agency in her own
life; create
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Session | Summary Selfdetermination | Selfefficacy Critical

# consciousness
environment of
autonomy,
relatedness, and
competence.

6 Personal X¢ increase intrinsic X¢ explore

values motivation by how personal

exploring how values are
personal values fit ir shaped by
with work; create social and
environment of cultural
autonomy, systems.
relatedness, and
competence.

7 The Path to X¢ summarize past | X¢ summarize how | X¢ summarize

My Dream Job

career aspirations,
ability for students

self and others
AYyTFt dzSyOS

ways in which
students are

to negotiate success; identify able to
multiple strengths and advocate for
environments; gualities that help | themselves
create environment | students be
of autonomy, successful and
relatedness, and strengths and
competence. qualities that
students would like
to achieve

8 Dream Job X¢ increase intrinsig X¢ scale confidencel X¢ explore
motivation by of getting the dream| how
scaling importance | job importance
of having a dream and confidence
job; create of work is
environment of influenced by
autonomy, social and
relatedness, and cultural
competence. systems.

9 Roadblocks | X¢ begin creating a| X¢ develop X¢ explore
plan to obtain the | strategies for how society
dream job; create | overcoming and culture
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Session | Summary Seltdetermination | Seltefficacy Critical
# consciousness
environment of roadblocks AY Tt dsSSy
autonomy, educational,
relatedness, and social, and
competence. vocational
success
Identifying seH
advocacy
strategies.

10

My Dream Job
Plan

X¢ summarize
vocational goals,
importance and
confidence,
personal values, anc
ability to overcome
barriers; create
environment of
autonomy,
relatedness, and
competence.
Solidifiesmotivation

by creating a plan

X¢ summarize how
self and others
AYyTFt dzSyOS
success; identify
values and ability to
overcome
roadblocks; reviews
strengths and ways
to succeed

X¢ summarize
ways in which
students are
able to
advocate for
themselves;
solidifies sel
advocacy
strategies.

It is important to remember that during each MEGI session, you are going to take

off your expert hat and let the students explore what works and what does not work for

them. If you believe that not offering advicelMbe harmful to the students, please

offer it in the Aslkg Tellg Ask style.

Additionally, some students may be resistant to MEGI. Remember to use your

ad N

(1S3ASa

F2NJ NBRdzOA y 3

AYGSNLISNB2YI

their feelings, and let them decide how they want to participate in MEGI.
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The following sections of this manual will go through each session and provide
you with an outline of how to conduct it. The italicized sections will serve as sample

statementsthatyoucanm{ S (2 (GKS &addzRSyidao . ST2NB

a very important question: What If Things Go Wrong?

What if things go wrong?
Resistant student:

What to do if a student(s) does not want to participate? Reflect what they are trying
tell you. Is it that they are frustrated with the assignment? Find it too difficult? Bor
Use your OARS to come alongside the student(s) and show that yotstarkwhere
they are coming from.

Offer other alternative to the assignment. Maybe a peer can help them? Or they W
with you on it? If a student says that she or he does not remember, ask them to tal
guess. Let the students know that they camplete this assignment in a way that
makes sense to them.
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Session 1

Purpose: Session 1 centers on exploring students’ original “Kindergarten” career goals. This is
the first step in introducing career and work as something that is always part of our lives,
whether or not we want it to be.

Learning objectives: The students will:
o Understand the purpose of MEGI
o Explore their early career aspirations
o Begin building connection with the teacher and peers
o Observe teacher modeling affirmations

o Bring MEGI Student Workbooks and crayons to class.

o Give some thought to your own early career aspirations, how they shaped who
you are as a professional, and how they have changed over time.

o Prepare a picture of who you wanted to be when you were in Kindergarten.

o Become familiar with the Blast from the Past activity.

Introductions!

Today we are going to get started learning about the MEGI part of our class. MEGI is going to
be a part of our class for the next few weeks. During MEGI you will get to explore your
strengths, values, and goals, and determine what your Dream Job is and what you can start
doing now to obtain it. During MEGI | will be your assistant. | will explain activities and help
you get through them. | might also share some of my own experiences with career exploration.
I want you to know, though, that | will not be telling you what to do with your life. You are the
expert on your life and only you know what works and what does not work for you. If you feel
like I am telling you what to do with your life at any point, please let me know.

As always, we are going to maintain a space that is respectful of others. During MEGI parts of
our class you will be asked to share your thoughts and opinions with each other. Listen to each
other with respect and offer statements of support to each other. Also, | am going to ask you to
respect each other’s privacy. Do not tell others what your classmates have shared in this class.
Also, be aware that | cannot control what your classmates will choose to share with other
students. So be careful that you don’t share information that you do not want others to know.
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