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PREFACE

Dr. Moore's report provides insight into the use of basic educa-
tion instruction for the modification of the noncognitive (attitudinal)
matrix of disadvantaged adults. Basic education instruction has been
given the publicity of being a possible "cure-all" for getting the dis-
advantaged into the economic mainstream of society. The results of this
report, even with its limi ;ions, call this assumption into question
and dictate the need for ac .tional research into the shaping and influ-
ence of attitudes; by the disadvantaged adult population.

Additional research is generated by this report toward assessing
the state-of-the-art for developing measures of attitudes maintained by
disadvantaged adults.

For the researcher, the report presents a promising method of
analysis through the use of the least squares regression technique.
One significant feature of the technique permits the researcher to
examine multiple influences upon the development of attitudes (or other
variables) toward critical issues in education.

Without the support and assistance of the North Carolina Community
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directors, alid student personnel officers, this study would not have been
possible. Special thanks are extended to the citizens of North Carolina
who particf,pated in the study.

The Cente is indebted to Dr. Allen B. Moore who directed the
study and to the following members of the panel who reviewed the report:

Dr. William J. Brown, Ed. D., Director of Research, Department
of Public Instruction, State of North Carolina, Rale-gh.

Dr. Joe R. Clary, Ed. D., Executive D.1.1.-ector, State Advisory
Council on Vocational Education, Raleigh, North Carolina.

Appreciation is also expressed to the following professors of
North Carolina State University who were consulted during the pre-
paration of this report:

Dr. Edgar J. Boone, Ph.D., Professor and Head, Department of
Adult and Community College Education.

Dr. Robert J. Dolan, Ph.D., Professor of Adult and Community
College Education.

Dr. Charles V. Mercer, Ph.D., Associate Professor of Sociology
and Anthropology.

The Center also acknowledges the assistance of Mrs. Sue King,
Rosalie DeBrito, and the entire Center staff.

John K. Coster
Director
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SUMMARY OF THE REPORT

A pilot study was conducted to examine selected noncognitive
attributes to determine (1) if there were significant differences be-
tween norm groups for the attribute measures and the sample population,
(2) if there were changes in these attributes as a result of partici-
pation in basic education instruction, (3) the association
between the noncognitive attributes and independent variables,
and (4) whether pretest and posttest scores on the noncognitive attri-
bute measures could classify subjects as being participants and non-
participants in the selected adult basic education programs.

Data for the study were obtained from 10 selected communities
in North Carolina. The experimental group in each community consisted
of approximately 30 individuals who were self-selected to participate
in adult basic education instruction programs and 10 individuals who
were randomly selected from each of the community areas to serve as a
control group. A total of 486 disadvantaged adults were pretested,
and 381 were posttested. Of the total number of adults tested, the
data from 343 individuals (279 participants and 64 nonparticipants)
were used in this study.

The pretest and posttest battery consisted of the following non-
cognitive measures: Rotter's I-E Scale as a measure of internal-external
control; Haller's Work Beliefs Checklist as a measure of attitudes toward
work; three scales of the Rundquist and Sletto Minnesota Survey of
Opinions as a measure of law, education, and economic-conservatism;
Moon and McCann's Scale and McClosky and Schaar's Scale as measures of
anomia; and Fitts'Tennessee Self.Concept ScIlP n. measures of several
aspects of the self-concept.

The data were treated by one-way analysis of variance, Least .
squareE regression technique, and multivariate discricinate analysis.
These analyses were introduced to examine the contrih)o:tion af the
.-:.reatment variation and the variation of other indeprfent variables
o the total variation associated with the differen sores for each

nf the noncognitive attributes (dependent variable).

In view of the constraints imposed on the stuCy by the low test-
retest reliability coefficients for the selected noncognitive measures,
ft is generally held that these results support the finOings of related
research on the disadvantaged. Further, the study sample is charac-
terized as (U) being more anomic; (2) being more exte=mally oriented;
(3) maimtainng more beliefs that are associated with aifficulty in
adjusting to an urban .technological soCiety; (4) havi.2:g a higher dis-
respect for Law; (5) evidencing a more conservative a:..T.Itude toward
the American economic system; and (6)..refIecting morE problems related
to the salf-cancept and personal adjUstment than the_morm group popu-
lations for the standardized noncognitive attribute mmasures.



Specifically, the results of the study are:

1. No significant differences for the individual noncognitive
attribute measures were detected from pretest co posttest between adults
who participated and adults who did not participate in basic education
instruction. Changes in noncognitive attribute scores, from the time
of pretest to the time of posttest, were not very great for the two
groups.

2. Using a reduced model of the least squares regression tech-
nique, it was possible to identify independent variables that were
associated with the several dependent variables (pretest to posttest
change in noncognitive attribute scores). Independent variables which
were associated, as measured by frequency of occurrence, include par-
ticipation (X2), sex (X4 ) reported monthly income (Xi), and social
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participation scores (X14). There was no definable pattern of relation-
ship between the independent variables specified above and the dependent
variables.

3. At the time of pretest, approximately 25 of the 28 measures
of the selected noncognitive attributes were able to distinguish be-
tween adults classified as participants and nonparticipants. For the
posttest analysis, only 15 of the 28 measures were able to distinguish
between the two groups of subjects.
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INTRODUCTION

In this chaPtek', tile study is introduced by the statement of the
problem and the coneetWlel Zramework and literature review.

Problem

More than 24 Ok113,011 of the nation's adults who are 25 years of
age or over have lao cho en eighth-grade education and are considered
to be disadvant4ged 0101ted States Office of Education, 1968). They
have not had the skttle or the opportunity to obtain the occupational
or vocational abillttiO hecessary for functioning effectively in the
mainstream of a fra ctety.

The findine o1 a Omber of studies (Adair, 1964; Bakke, et al.,
1954; Bogue, 1964; V'z1 )3k.owning, 1962) characterize the disadvantaged
adult population in Ole beited States by (1) low occupational mobility,
(2) low geographic 11101)1,110, (3) low socio-economic status, (4) a high
degree of anomia aad 411e0ation, and (5) attitudes and beliefs that
tend to isolate thatil r°111 the predominant patterns of the American
society. In order to eatist disadvantaged adults in participating
more effectively 0 Ole w)cial and economic life, national legislation
such as (1) the VccqCoaql tducation Acts of 1963 (P.L. 88-210), (2)
the Manpower Deve10W*Ot end Training Act of 1964 (P.L. 88-452), (3)
the Economic OpporrVJta isct of 1964 (P.L. 88-452, Part C), (4) the
Title III of the El-OLVY and Secondary Education Act Amendments of
1966 (P.L. 89-750) qt.-JO () the Vocational Education Amendments of 1968
(P.L. 90-576) has OW1 atlected to provide special educational oppor-
tunities for this P Oplati.0q. Generally, this legislation has provided
adults the opportu01.0 tO:

1. Acquire 1)0,a Okills in reading, writing and computation,,

2. Assume re130L1tib1e citizenship roles in society by raising
their educational 1Ml.

3. Increase= 01e5- Potential for more productive and profitable
employment by encoleaiA active participation in occupational prepara-
tion through trainl-hg 01 retraining fDr job skills.

4. Meet ane 0400 their personal and social responsibilities.

However, dOW.te kills interest in adult basic education instruc-
tion for disadvanto1/4e0 edolts in the nation, little attention has been
directed at assessi-hg &1 Ptogram and its effect on producing desirable
behavioral changes 41 tk perticipants. This lack of attention can be
noted with regard CO the Pripact of adult basic education instruction
on continued adult t4t0-Wetion in vocational and technical education,
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changes in attitudes and value orientations, improved socio-economic
status, and participation in the activities of the community.

The present study was directed toward an examination of the
noncognitive attributes of disadvantaged adults--toward attitudes,
beliefs, and values of this population. The central problem of the
study was to ascertain whether participation in adult basic education
programs induced changes in selected dimensions of the noncognitive
or affective domain. In addition, however, there was interest in
(1) comparing the noncognitive behavior of the sample of disadvantaged
adults with that of norm group populations, (2) comparing the partici-
pants in approved adult basic education instructional tirograms with
nonparticipants in the same communities on standardized measures of
noncognitive behavior, (3) identifying independent variables--e.g.,
sex, age, and race--which are related to variations in the noncog-

nitive attributes, and (4) determining whether participation in adult
basic education programs can be predicted from scores on selected
instruments designed to measure behavior in the aoncognitive domain.

This study is justified on the basis of the need for assessing
adult basic education programs and the need to focus more attention
and resources on the link between basic education and occupational
education in North Carolina. The assessment or evaluation of.any
program involved ". . the degree of congruence between the objec-
tives and the actual outcomes" (Coster and Morgan, 1969:11). Evalu-

ating the changes in adult noncognitive attributesl as a result of
participating in basic education programs will direct attentioh to
the systemic linkages between education and other soCial institutions,
especially the "world of work." The National Advisory Committee on'
Adult Basic Education in 1968 specified that there is a national con-
cern to direct basic education programs for adulta toward basic edu-
cation skills, civic participation, jobs, home.and family life. The

Committee states that in order for adults to adjust to modern-day
society, they need to have a basis for status and security. There-

fore, . emphasis should be placed on employment and the world
of work as the first step.toward status and security" (National
Advisory Committee, First Annual Report to the President of the United

States, 1968:16).

The Conceptual Framework and Literature Review

The point of departure in the development of a conceptual frame-
work for the present study is the work done by'sociologists and psy-
chologists in the noncognitive domain of anomia. More specifically,
the present study has drawn'heavily'upon'the study of adjustment of
rural people in the.South by Boyd and Morgan (1966) in which investi-
gation of anomic behavior was given special attention and upon the
work reported by McClosky and Scheer (1965). This section PreSents
a chain Of logic in the development of a conceptual framework which
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starts with known quantities regarding the concept of anomia, proceeds
through an adaptation of the McClosky-Schaar model for anomic behavior, and
expands the model to deal with a wider range of noncognitive attributes.

Review of Previous Investigations in Anomia

Srole conceptualized anomia as a socio-psychological state which
refers to ". . . the individual's generalized, pervasive sense of self-
to-others distance and self-to-others alienation at the other pole of the

continuum" (1956:711). Srole hypothesized that social malintegration, or
anomie, in individuals is associated with a rejective orientation toward
out-groups in general and toward minority groups in particular. To test

his hypothesis, Srole designed five questions to probe for the feelings

of estrangement from others, confidence in community leaders, belief in
progress, and confidence in the future (Clinard, 1964). This scale is

included in Appendix D. According to Moone (1963:52),

Srole's scale was originally constructed to measure the
phenomenon variously termed social dysfunction (malintegration)
or group alianation (demoralization) as internalized into the
psychological state of an individual rather than as the socio-
logical condition of a group of a sociecy.

Tumin and Collins (1959) used the Srole scale to study the rela-
tionship of anomie to mobility, socioeconomic status and attitude toward
desegregation in Guilford County, North Carolina. They found that socio-

economic status and readiness for desegregation are directly related and
that there is an inverse relationship between anomia and socioeconomic
status and between'readiness for desegregation and anomie. Killian and

Grigg (1962), using the Srole Scale, reported that the relationship of
social status and degree of urbanism was not systematically related to
anomie; socioeconomic status is negatively related to anomia for urban
Negroes but not for rural Negroes.

Simpson and Miller (1963) used the anomia scale developed by
Srole to study the determinants of anomia variation within class levels.
They found that anomie was greater for those of low status, that the
ability to achieve life goals was not associated with anomie, and that
anomia was greater for mobile individuals than for those individuals
classified as not mobile in terms of class of destination. In another

study of the relationship of anomia to socioeconomic status, Rhodes
(1964) indicated that the relation of socioeconomic status to anomia
disappeared when the aspiration level was controlled, and the relation-
ship of anomia to aspiration did not disappear when socioeconomic status
was controlled. Rhodes also used the Srole anomie measure. In the Tumin
and Collins, Killian and Grigg, Simpson and Miller and Rhodes studies,
anomie and its correlates have been studied using respondents generally
considered to be above the educational attainment level (eighth-grade)
of the disadvantaged adult.

Bell (1957) found a significant correlation existing between
anomia and formal group participation of people of low status (p .05).

3
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The index of economic status was based on the respondent's occupation

and education. Anomia scores were also found to be related to the

independent variable age. The youngest age group (21-39) had a
nificantly lower anomie score (p < .001) than the oldest age group
(65 and over). The respondents for this study were from four Negro
neighborhoods around San Francisco and were males over 21 years of

age. A total of 701 interviews were completed.

A tentative generalization drawn from a study of anomia by

Meier and Bell (1959:190) was that:

The evidence argues fairly consistently that in
American society anomia results when individuals lack

access to means for the achievement of life goals. Such

lack of opportunity follows largely as a result of the
individual's position in the social structure as de-
termined by such factors as type of occupation, amount
of education, income, age, sex, ethnicity, marital status,
the type and amounc of association in both formal and
informal organizations and in informal groups of friends,
work associates, neighbors and relatives, and the degree
of commitment to particular beliefs, attitudes, and values.

In both the Bell (1957) and the Meier and Bell '(1959) atudies,

the Srole,anomia scale.was used as a measure of the socio-psychological

concept referring to the individual's eunomia-anomia continuum or inter-,

personal alienation.

Moon,and McCann modified .the Srole abale using six items to

measure "-.T.:.the.sociopsycholOgicel stateof the individual or_his

- ettitude: (HOon and McCann,. 1965:55) Thisscale-differalrOm,theSrole
scale by the addition of thestatement l'things heve usually gone:against

me in life" whichAs concerned with the state:of mind of:the individual.

Lewis :(1966) used the:Moon an&McCann scale: to measure anomia .

end,the relation:betweenanOmiefend:age sex, income,: andeducationof

ruralNegroes 827)inj2-smallHNegro comMunities in NorthCarolina.

Hejound a peg4tii.r.e relationshili.betWeen anothieandincoMp,::eduCation,

and. age No significantrelationships Were detected betWeen age,end

anomie when.incoMe":.wascontrolled Further, anoMia:and age were nega-

tively related whendOntr011ihg foreducation in the higher education

(11th"grade andiligher) groups.

McClosky and Schaar (1965:32) examined substantive beliefs (non-

cognitive attributes) and stated that:

:Individuals whose.beliefs deviate widely:from those
commOnly held are not likely: tobe wholly aocep.t.ed into, the

community, for extreme vidwa typically:express, implicitly

or:explicitly, rejection pot only of:the:commonly 1144

beliefs but:alSo of those Who:hold ,them, ThUa,:deViant:_b -

liefs constitute barriers: to effectiVe =interaction and
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therefore to the kind of learning that requires close and
repeated'association with others.

The authors report a high association between extreme beliefs
and anomia ("anomy"). For the national sample, 70 percent or more of
the individuals scored high on the anomia scale (low 0-2, medium 3-5,
and high, 6-9) and scored high on scales measuring left and right wing
attitudes, whereas 50 percent or more of the individuals scoring low on
the anomia scale scored low on the extreme attitudes scales. Based on
this study, McClosky and Schaar (1965:29) suggest that anomia may be
regarded as a by-product of the socialization process, ". . . a sign
of the failure of socialization and of the means by which socialization
is achieved: namely; communication, interaction and learning."

The Basic Model for the Study

The basis for the systematic framework of this study was a con-
ceptual model developed by McClosky and Schaar (1965) which has been
modified for the population being investigated. A review of the
McClosky and Schaar (1965) model, cited in this section, is directly
concerned with how feelings of anomia emerge as a result of inter-
ference with learning the norms, attitudes, and beliefs of the American
society.

McClosky and Schaar (1965:19), in their investigation of the
psychological dimensions of anomia ("anomy"), conceptualized anomia as
a:

State of mind, a cluster of attitudes, beliefs and feelings
in the Minds of individuals. Specifically, it is the feeling
that the world and oneself are adrift, wandering, lacking in
clear rules and stable moorings. The anomic feels literally
de-moralized; for him the norms governing behavior are weak,
ambiguous and remote. The core of the concept is the feeling
of moral emptiness.

'The conceptual schema for .investigating anomia, actording to McClosky
and Schaar (1965), is illustrated:as follows:

Social
Cultural
Conditions --111. Cognitive Function Feelingsj Output

and Substantive Beliefs of Anomy Behavior

Personality

The authors stress that this model goes beyond the traditional schema
which is used by many sociologists to study the conditions of normless-
ness--that of a social condition that leads to a psychological state



of mind in the individual, resulting in deviant behavior. The basic
propositions undergirding the conceptual schema are that (1) the norms
of society are learned, (2) anomic feelings are learned, and (3) what-
ever interferes with learning the norms of society tends to increase
anomic feelings among its members.

The personality dimensions--the factors that impair learning
and socialization--are divided into three categories (McClosky and
Schaar, 1965:21):

(1) cognitive factors that influence one's ability to
learn and understand; (2) emotional factors that tend to
lower one's ability to perceive reality correctly; and (3)
substantive beliefs and attitudes that interfere with suc-
cessful communication and interaction.

Cognitive factors include formal schooling, one's orientation
toward and participation in intellectual and cultural activities, the
respondent's knowledge of some basic features of the political and
social system, the respondent's belief in mysticism, and an acqui-
escence measure--19 pairs of contradictory items. Ho: "Persons with
low cognitive capacity will be more susceptible to anomy than persons
with high cognitive capacity" (AcClosky and Schaar, 1965:21).

Emotional factors include inflexibility, anxiety, low ego
strength, and generalized aggression. Ho: "Some psychic states reduce
one's ability to interact and,therefore, prevent one from becoming
well acquainted with society's norms and values, . . ." (McClosky

and Schaar, 1965:21).

SubstantiVe,beliefs and opinions include.totalitarl,enisT, facism,
and left and righOging orientations... Ho: "Persons Who fail to learn

the dominant values of agrOup, or:'whO hold.beliefs'and OPinions.not
widely Shared', are not.likely'to be'well:received by group Members
(McClosky,andSchaar,'1965:22),.

The data for the McClosky and Schaar (1965) report were obtained

from two samples. One was conducted in Minnesota (a, 1955, N = 1,082),

and the other was a National sample (PAB, 1958 N = 1,484) drawn by the

Gallup Poll. In both samples the questionnaire was explained to the
respondent and then left to be returned to the researchers. This is a

deviation from standard questionnaire procedures that was considered
necessary by the researchers because of the length and content of the

instrument. It is assumed that both samples were obtained by random
selection since no reference is made to the sampling schema utilized.

The agree-disagree questions on the nine-item scale are scored

1 or 0 with scores ranging from nine (9) to zero (0). Respondents

scoring 6-9 are considered highly anomic, scores of 3-5 indicate medium

anomic conditions, and scores of 0-2 indicate low anomie conditions.

The nine-item scale developed by McClosky and Schaar is listed in

Appendix E.



The correlations of the different scales, for the three sub-
divisions of personality factors, with anomia are reported by the authors
as follows. With respect to cognitive factors, for the National survey
(PAB), education and intellectuality are negatively correlated with
anomia, whereas acquiescence is positively correlated with anomia. The
Minnesota survey (MB) detected negative correlations for anomia and
education, intellectuality, and awareness and positive correlations
for mysticism and acquiescence with anomie. Emotional.factors on both
the PAB and MB surveys show negative correlations for anomie and life
satisfaction, dominance, and social responsibility. Additionally, for
the MB survey, self-confidence was negatively correlated with anomia.
Positive correlations withanomia for both surveys included inflexibility,
anxiety, ego strength, and aggression. Substantive beliefs and opinions
on both the PAB and MB surveys show negative correlations for tolerance
and faith in people. Positive correlations with anomie were determined
for totalitarianism, facism, left and right wing opinions, Calvinism,
elitism-unequalitarianism, and ethnocentrism.

The authors conclude that deficient cognitive capacity is directly
related to bewilderment and the perceived incoherence in value systems.
Emotional factors such as anxiety, hostility, and aggression tend to
distort perceptions of the social reality; that is, fears and uncertaimties
of respondents are reflected in a perception of the world as hostile. The
holding of extreme views prevents respondents from being accepted into
groups and group interaction, which is a hindrance to successful sociali-
z'ation, i.e., learning the accepted norms of society.

Limitations of the study include too much data for adequate inter-
pretation; that is, if smaller clusters of factors were investigated for
their relationship with anomia, more adequate interpretations could be
made. Further, the authors do not investigate the social-cultural con-
ditions as specified in their model. It is assumed that they have
omitted this dimension as a result of the previous research on anomie
by sociologists.

The Conce tual Model for the Study

The McClosky and Schaar (1965) model has-been expanded for the
present study and is presented beloW. The model is comprised of-six
interrelated factors which will be discussed in the following section.

Social-Cultural
Conditions

(Past and Present)

Cognitive and

Education--------1110. : ,------70. Individual

Basic Altered

Instruction Noncognitive ..........jp Behavior

Attributes

Individual
Attributes



The generalizations or propositions which undergird the expanded

modal are taken from Dolan (1969), who states that:

1. Man is a social being who finds it necessary to meet

his needs through relationships with others.

2. As.a social being, man is thus an organized being who

develops social systems through which he may adequately meet

his needs.

3. As such, all interaction occurs within the context of

the social system:

a. Interaction involves two or more people reciprocally
influencing each other's ways of thinking, feeling

and acting.

b. Interaction is toward ctives.

c. Man is motivated to expi energy to achieve objectives.

d. Interaction is normatim4y regulated-

4. Social systems represent crgeffi±zed patre=ns of behavior that

exhibit to some degree order, reguImatty, predi=tability, stabillty

and social integration.

5. Social systems are in a constant state of change.

These five propositions are descriptive of general features of all social

systems and serve as a basis for the following discussion.

Social-Cultural. Conditions and Individual AttributeS-

The past and present social-cultural conditions in the individual's
environment involve his adjustment or socialization to the normative struc-
ture in which he lives. Excluding those inherent factors of sex, age, and
race, the attributes of individuals have been influenced by the degree of
adjustment which has been experienced.

In a study of adults in the rural South, Mangalam-, et al.(1962)
define adjustment (cited by Moon and McCann, 1966:6):

. . . a dynamic state in which the actors in a given
meaningful interactional system are able to live in relation
to other members of their significant membership group, satis-
fying their basic needs, fulfilling the responsibilities of
their major roles, and realizing the value ends of the system
while maintaining the identity and integrity of the actors'

individual selves.
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Adjustment is both a process and a condition. It is the process
of attaining a "state" or relationship of "harmony" or "equilibrium"
between the individual and his environment and the condition of having
reached such a goal (Pear,'1964). Adjustment to social situations is
influenced by the individual's interaction with family, peers, his per-
ception of the situation, and the social forces that may interfere
with these factors. Thus, the nature of the adult's adjustment to a
new or changing social environment depends on whether or not the adult
is satisfied or dissatisfied with his environment (Eaton, 1947).

The process of adjustment involves social learning cr sociali-
zation--the life-long process of Learning the norms, attitudes, and
beliefs of a culture. Elder (1968: 353) conceptualizes socialization
as:

. . .the transmission of cultural traditions, new
knowledge and values, the development of skills and the
utilization of training techniques to ensure appropriate
learning.

Further, Broom and Selznick (1963) point out that through the socializa-
tion process society teaches its members vbat they need to know in order
to function effectively. They state that socialization inculcates basic
disciplines, instills aspirations, and teaches social roles and skills
which provide the individual with a basic preparation for participation
in adult activities. Individual attributes which affect this partici-
pation are education, residence location, employment status, employment
prestige, income, and social participation.

McClosky and Schaar (1965) and Boyd and Morgan (1966) point out
that successful socialization is the key to successful adjustment.
According to Horton and Hunt (1964), successful socialization takes place
when the individual adopts the norms, goals, and culture of his environ-
ment. That is, "he internalizes the norms of his culture so that he
automatically and mechanically acts in the expected manner most of the
time" (Horton and Hunt, 1964:160). Therefore, when new problems and
issues are encountered by the individual adult, new or altered roles
must be learned and old roles discarded.

Basic education instruction. The intervening variable, basic
education instruction, is assumed to be the major element effecting
change in the noncognitive attributes of the disadvantaged adults in the
study. Basically this type of instruction is literacy training involving
teaching adults who do not perform at the eighth-grade education level
how to read, write, and make elementary computations. It should be
pointed out that other intervening variables could be substituted in
the place of basic education instruction and have an effect on the
change and development of individual noncognitive attributes.

Nalsomitive attributes. To clarify noncognitive attributes in
the study, the 2oncepts of norms, values, attitudes, and beliefs will bc-

9



discussed in this subsection. This discussion will strengthen the theo-
retical considerations of the conceptual model used in the study.

Norms: Bertrand (1967:28) describes norms as being "internalized
in individuals through a long socialilzation prodess." Further, orderli-

ness of behavior is brought about by respecting norms and the following

universal elements of:

1. Folkways or commonly acceprced rules of conduct which do mot

have a compulsive or "mlast" status.

2. Mores or "must" behaviors, which are strictly enforced.

3. Laws that codify and reincorce the mores and control behavior
outside the scope of the mores.

Thus, norms can be characterized as :oeing the smallest unit in the actor-

related units uf social structure (Biertrand,.1967); aa heing compoe,tad of

two parts, goals and means; as lav±m:g a value determined by a reference

group; and, according to Cuber (191E), as being a statement of the :course

that action should follow, not a description of action that actuaIl.7

.occurs.

Values: Generally, values are used in the social sciences to
denote any object, need, attitude, or desire. Thomas and Znanieckl (1927:
21) state that a social value is "understood to be observable and experi-
enced by members of a social group." Prather, Parsons (1951:12) describes

a value as being a "criterion or standard for selecting alternatives from

among elements of a social system."

According to Williams (1960), there are approximately 15 major value
orientations maintained by a large number of the people in the United

States. These values are not universally accepted by all individuals,
but they are a collection of the "dominant themes from the many important
regional, class and other intracultural variations" (alliams, 1960:415).

The values of specific importance to the proposed study are: achievement

and success, activity and work, external conformity, science and secular
rationality, and individual personality.

Attitudes: Allport (1935:810), a psychologist, defines an attitude
as being "a mental and neural state of readiness, organized through experi-

ence, exerting a directive or dynamic influence upon the individual's

response to all objects and situations to which it is telated." Similarly,

Krech and Crutchfield (1948:152) state that an attitude is an "enduring
organization of motivational, emotional, perceptual and cognitive pro-
cesses with respect to some aspect of the individual's world." Attitudes

can be shown to be enduring since they can be transported to new situa-

tions, but they can also change through experiences in these new situa-
tions.

The attitudes that disadvantaged adults possess prior to participating

10
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in hasic education instruction are subject to change as a result of this

new experience. The magnitude and direction, or orientation, of change

ate ct-r: major importance to the proposed study. Mager (1968:15) describes
the orientation of attitudes, the individual's positive zad negative

evaluations, as follows:

When we tag someone as having a "favorable attiteir
(or positive attitude), we are predic=ing some term cf
moving toward responses, and this prediction is basa:t on
some "moving toward" behavior already seen. Conversy,
tagging a person as having a "negative attitude" is 11.=,-
dicting moving away from-responses, and that predictiam is
based on some "moving away from" behavior already observed.

Beliefs: Beliefs are the latent and manifest opilnicns held by
individuals or groups that help shape their attitudes whic, in turn,
influence their behavior. Loomis (1960:11) defines belieEs as "formu-
lations of what is thought about the universe, its obje== and rela-
tions." Further, Rokeach (IESS, 1968:450) states that bP-Tiefs are
simple propositions, conscious or unconscious, inferred from what a
person says or does. Therefore, beliefs are the mental images an indi-
vidual has about his environment. These images form forces which influ-
ence the behavior of an individual as he acts and interacts in his social
environment. Beliefs, then, are the guiding, directing, and motivating
conditions that maintain balance in the patterned behavior of individuals.

From this discussion of norms, values, attitudes and beliefs, it
follows that the processes of social adjustment and socialization influ-
ence the individual and what he learns about his environment. Thus, the
individual's formation of noncognitive attrihutes about his culture
affects his adjustment to a changing society, ard any interference with
these noncognitive factors creates a tendency for the individual to be-
come disoriented.

Altered individual behavior. The final product of this schema is
the altered behavior of the individual, which is assumed to be a result
of the influen.....e of the elements discussed in the model. This behavior
has a dynamic and reciprocal effect on the individual attributes and
social-cultural conditions and continues to influence the individual's
noncognitive attributes.

The Selected Noncognitive Attributes

This section delineates the noncognitive attributes that were
selected for the study, pursuant to the conditions described in the con-
ceptual framework. The criteria that were applied in the selection of
the attributes were (1) the congruency of the attributes with the intent
of national legislation which led to the development of educational pro-
grams for disadvantaged adults and (2) the availability of standardized
instruments to measure the attributes.
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The intent of the legislation is that educational programs for

disadvantaged adults should assist the members of the target population

in (1) assuming citizenship roles, (2) increasing their economic pro-

ductivity, and (3) 'modifying attitudes and personal characteristics.

Thus, =Ile battery of attribute veasures was selected to include measures

of attdtudes toward work, measures of generalized attitudes, and measures

of pe=sanal characteristics, including feelings of helplessness (i.e.,

anom±a), feelings of control over environments (i.e., internal-external

control), and self-ooncept (perception of self). These concepts and the

instruments of measurement are presented in the subsections that follow.

Internal-external control. The construct of internal-external
control cf reinforcement was formulated by Ratter (1954) as a function

of social learning theory and is measured by the Rotter I-E Scale.
Internal-external control (Rotter, 1966) refers to an attribute of the

individual by which he can be described as internal--i.e., he believes

that he has control over hip environment, or external--i.e., he believes

that he lacks control over his environment. The external individual per-

ceives the outcome of events as being the result of luck, chance, or fate,

which is not influenced by his behavior (Peters, 1968).

Peters (1968) conducted a study in a correctional institution to

determine the effect of internal-external control on retention of control-
relevant information--that is, information which is perceived to be of

use in controlling one's environment--and to investigate differences among

prison inmates in their participation in occupational education programs.

Results of Peters' (1968) experiment supported the thesis that

internal subjects retain more information than external subjects; however,

the relevancy of the information did not make any significant difference.

A significantly larger proportion of the inmates classified as internal
participated in occupational education programs than did inmates classi-

fied as external. These findings supported those of Seeman and Evans
(1962), Seeman (1963, 1966), Rotter (1966), and Davis and Phares (1967).
The only difference was that the type of information, control-relevant or
noncontrol-relevant, was not a major factor in achievement scores. Peters,

however, indicated that this could be due to the short period of the treat-
ment or to the fact that prisoners tend to perceive all information on

parole as control-relevant information.

In the Seeman and Evans (1962) study, two groups of tuberculosis
patients (M = 887) were matched on socioeconomic status and hospital experience

but were different in their feeling of control of environment as measured
by their I-E Scale scores. After the patients took the I-E Scale, they
were given another objective test dealing with tuberculosis itself, its

effective treatment, how it is contracted, and its communicability. The

findings of the study showed that hospitalized tuberculosis patients with
high I-E Scale scores had less objective knowledge about their own con-
dition and were less inclined to participate in activities to gain infor-
mation than those patients with low I-E Scale scores.
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Seeman (1962) replicated the study in a prison in Chillicothe,
Ohio. The prisoners were first administered the I-E Scale, followed
by the presentation of information about prison life, factors influ-
encing parole, and news from outside the prison. After a period of six
weeks, the prisoners were tested to determine if they had retained any
of the previous information. Those prisoners who were more internal
knew more parole-relevant information than those who were more external.
The correlation between interna1-external control and parole learning
was -.23, a coefficient that is not high but is statistically sig-
nificant.

Seeman (1966) repeated this study in Sweden. A random sample of
558 male workers was drawn from the official government register for the
city of Malmo. The subjects were tested for the level of internal-
external control and for their political knowledge. Seeman (1966) re-
ported partial correlation coefficients between I-E scores and political
knowledge for both manual and nonmanual workers. The correlations were
low, -.21 and -.15, but statistically significant beyond the .01 level.

Attitudes toward work. The measures of attitudes toward work
(Haller, 1957) are based upon an index of value orientations concep-
tualized by Tonnies (1887) as Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft. These are
ideal constructs which do not exist as such in the empirical world.
Tonnies used them to describe two successive stages of social develop-
ment. The Gemeinschaft-type individual's will, wants, and needs are
subordinate to those of the community or group. These relationships
are characterized as being ". . . ends in and of themselves, they are
spontaneous and affective and they are the outcome of interaction be-
tween status-roles such as mother and child . . . which traditionally
or out of habit provide these qualities" (C. P. Loomis in Dictionary of
the Social Sciences, 1964:281). Gesellschaft groups are characterized
by the individual's interests being more important than community
interests. Gemeinschaft groups, aver time, become Gesellschaft-like
in that they exhibit relationships characterized by ". . less and less
attachment to any community but more and more by contract to some asso-
ciation" (Roucek and Warren, 1967:245).

These ideal constructs have been compared to Durkheim's (The
Social Division of Labor, 1893) conceptualization of social solidarity.
However, the importance of Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft to the proposed
study is that they are broadly applicable to modern-day terms of "rural
and urban" (Redfield, 1941) and "nonindustrialized and industrialized"
(Faunce, 1968) social environments.

The selection of the 44 items, which make up the six subscales
of the MSU Work Beliefs CheCklist ". . . was-based on . . . theory and
empirical studies which attempt to explain two more or less opposing
systems of value orientations to life and human actions" (DeHoyos, 1961:
55). The assumption underlying the development of these six scales is
(Hodgkins 1961:32):
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those subjects who agree with questions, identified as
reflecting the proper work attitude for successful economic
advancement in urban life, will have much higher probability
of success in a given urban work situation . . . this assump-
tion of relationship extends only to an adolescent population
and is not necessarily true for adult groups.

These scales measure orientations toward work, structured time, physical
mobility, change, internal-external control, and deferred gratification.

De Hoyos (1961) used the MSU Checklist to study the occupational
and educational levels of aspiration of Mexican-American youth. The

sample included junior and senior high school youths in eight schools in
Lansing, Michigan. De Hoyos concludes that the members of the sample
appear to be adopting the achievement values of the dominant group
(American society) as measured by their scores on the MSU Work Beliefs
Checklist; that is, they seem to accept the positive evaluations for
subscales B, C, D, F, and internal determination, and they believe that
work has expressive value (Subscale A of Appendix B).

In 1962, Haller and Wolff reported on a study of the personality
orientation of farm, village, and urban boys in Lenawee County, Michigan.
They used the MSU Work Beliefs Checklist as one of their instruments.
The results of this study state that differences between farm,and urban

boys are detectable for subscales WBC and.WBE. Important.residence by
status interaction differences between farm and urban boys are noted for
subscales WBB, WBC, and WBF. However, in 1965, Haller and Wolff'revised
their findings for the interaction of residence by status, stating that
the relationship for subscale WBF is the only important difference,still
tenable.

Haller and Miller (1963) report that the MSU Checklist is slightly
correlated with their Occupational Aspiration Scale. The specific corre-
lations for the six subscales are discussed in the Methodology section
under Operational Definition and Measurement of Variability.

The MSU Work Beliefs Checklist has been used exclusively on high
school age youths between the ages of 14 and 17. However, the implica-
tions from the various studies suggest that the scale might be applicable
to disadvantaged adults in the rural and urban South.

Attitudes toward law, education and economic conservatism. The

Minnesota Survey of Opinions was developed by E, A. Rundquist and R. F.
Sletto and published in Personality in the Depression, 1936, by the
University of Minnesota Press. These Likert-type scales were designed

to ". . measure the effects of the depression on the personality and
family life of young people" (Rundquist and Sletto, 1936:1). Six
separate scales were developed to measure attributes related to morale,
feelings of inferiority, family adjustment, attitudes toward law,
economic conservatism, and the value of education. In addition, a
general adjustment scale was developed from items of the six scales.
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The question of interest was (Rundquist and Sletto, 1936:1):

Can unemployment alone produce unfavored personality
manifestations, and if not, what are the other circumstances
that are associated with such manifestations?

The different scales of the Minnesota Survey of Opinions were
administered to four main groups: high school seniors, university
sophomores, evening class students, and day class unemployed students.
According to Rundquist and Sletto (1936:3-4):

The six scales were administered to 560 University of
Minnesota students, of whom 200 were in the elementary
sociology class, 200 were in the General College psychology
class, 100 were law freshmen, and 60 were students receiving
federal aid; to 1,024 persons in the night school classes in
the Adult Education Department of the Minneapolis Public
Schools; to 412 in the special classes for unemployed super-
vised by the same department; to 642 high school seniors and
71 high school juniors; to 21 high school teachers; and to
52 men on the rolls of the Minneapolis Department of Public
Relief. In all, the scales were administered to approximately
3,000 individuals. Elimination of incomplete papers reduced
the total number of students to 2,882.

The differences for employed and unemployed groups of men and
women were a major factor in developing these scales. The results of
this study aq = 2,882) indicate-that important differences between groups
are detectable for the general adjustment, morale, economic-conservatism,
and inferiority scales. However, the fact that no important differences
between groups were detected for the education scale could be due to
chance alone or to the characteristics of the population. A discussion
of the validity and reliability of the law, education, and economic-
conservatism scales will be presented in the Methodology section con-
cerned with the operational definitions and measurement of variability.

Moon and McCann Anothia Scale'. The dependent variable, anomia,
as used in this study, refers toan internalized psychological state of
an individual (Lewis, 1966). Anomie is a.concept that describes an
individual!s feelings of hopelessness-or normlessness. The anomic per-
son is unable to cope with new situations and tends to reject social
values. This scale has been discussed in detail in the preceding sec-
tion.

McClosky and Schaar Anomie Scale. This scale was used co measure
anomie ". . . as a state of mind, a cluster of attitudes, beliefs, and
feelings in the minds of individuals" (AcClosky and Schaar, 1965:19).
The preceding discussion of the basic model for the study examines this
scale in detail.

Self-concept. Studies by Klausner (1953) and Hawk (1967) showed



that the self-concept is more homogeneous among members of the same

socioeconorLic status groups, with the disadvantaged having a lower

self-concept. This conclusion has been supported by Carroll (1945)

and Battle and Rotter (1963), who characterize the self-concept of

disadvantaged youths by low self-esteem, self-deflation, and self-

depreciation.

The effects of racial segregation on the self-concept of Negro

adolescents in a southern community was the focus of a study conducted

by Williams and Byars (1968). The Tennessee Self-Concept Scale was
administered to 134 Negro and 176 Caucasian senior high school students.

Williams and Byars (1968:120) concluded:

. . , that the Negro students were low in,self-confidence,
defensiva in their self-descriptions, confused concerning their

self-identity, and similar in their performance to neurotic and,

psychotic individuals. Negro students attending integrated
schools did not differ significantly from those in segregated
settings.

The Negro students did differ significantly, however, from Caucasian

students on the subscales for Moral-Ethical Self, Personal Self, Social

Self, Self-Criticism, Personality, Integration, Personality Disorder,

and Psychosis. The level of significance was p .05.

Roth (1954), Combs (1964), and Williams and Cole (1968) con-
ducted studies to determine the association between studentS'. self-
concept and school achievement. All three studies indicated that self-
coacept is related to school achievement. Combs (1964:50), in de-
scribing the underachievers, stated that in comparison to achievers
they:

saw themselves as less adequate,
saw themselves as less acceptable to others,
saw their peers as less aCceptable,
saw adu'Lts as less acceptable,
showed an inefficient and less effective approach to problems,
and showed less freedom and adequacy of emotional expression.

Thus, it appears that each individual's self-concept is learned
through socialization and social interaction and that future learning
under appropriate conditions may cause an "adjustment" of the self-
concept as well as of other noncognitive attributes.

Articulation of the Pro osed Model

The factor of major importance to the proposed study is the
altered individual behavior assumed to be a result of changes in non-
cognitive attributes. These changes in noncognitive attributes are
considered to be a result of participation in basic education instruc-
tion at the selected institutions. The social-cultural conditions and
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individual attributes influence each other, suggesting the need for ad-
justment to a changing society by disadvantaged adults. These elements
also influence the individual's cognitive and noncognitive attributes,
which, in turn, are assumed to have an effect on his behavior. Con-
comitant with the effect that these elements have upon the individual's
behavior is the reciprocal influence of this behavior on the social-
cultural conditons and individual attributes.

In the study, it is assumed that the past and present social-
cultural conditions and individual attributes are not controllable but
are "givens" in the investigation. These "givens," therefore, impinge
upon the assumption that basic education instruction vill change se-
lected noncognitive attributes of adults and result in altered individual
behavior.

Statement of the Rationale

The preceding review of literature permits the formulation of a
statement of the rationale based on the conceptual model. That is, it
is assumed tfiat the legislation providing basic education instruction for
disadvantaged adults is an attempt to modify the information inputs for
these individuals in order to improve their adjustment process and eco-
nomic condition in a technologically oriented society. The adjustment
process is then assumed to affect the noncognitive attributes of the
disadvantaged adults.

Support for the assumption that communications, interactions, and
information inputs facilitated by basic education instruction do, in fact,
affect the noncognitive attributes of adults is cited in relation to
group participation (McKeachie and Doyle, 1966), communicative source
(Katz and Lazarsfeld, 1955, and Klepper, 1960), receipt of new informa-
tion (Sherif, Sherif, and Nebergall, 1965), interference with learning
the norms, values, and beliefs of society (AcClosky and Schaar, 1965),
and reference groups (Siegel and Siegel, 1965).

In this study, basic education instruction consists of literacy
training, involving teaching adults who do not perform at the eighth-
grade education level how to read, write, and make elementary computa-
tions. It should be pointed out chat other intervening variables could
be substituted in the place of basic education 4nstruction and have an
effect on the change and development of -1.u.dividual noncognitive attributes.

Oblectives of the Study

The specific research objectives for this study were:

1. To compare the study sample of disadvantaged adults to norm
group populatIons on selected noncognitive attributes.

17



2. To compare the changes in the noncognitive attributes of

adults who participated with those of adults who did not participate

in the basic education instruction at the selected institutions.

3. To identify important independent variables that are asso-
ciated with the changes in the noncognitive attributes of adults who

participate in the basic education instruction at the selected insti-

tutions.

4. To determine if pdrtidipation in.adult basic education pro-

grams can be predicted-front. scores on selected instruments designed to

measure selected noncognitive attributes.
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METHODOLOGY

This chapter presel':Is the methodological information and basis for
analyzing the data. The .napter includes a description of the population
and sample, a comparison of the sample studied with the population,
definitions of the independent and dependent variables examined, the
procedure for collecting the data, and the design of the study.

Population and Sample

Ten community colleges and technical institutes in North Carolina
were selected for the study. A map showing the location of these insti-
tutions is found on page 20. In North Carolina, adult basic education
programs are conducted in community colleges or technical institutes
under the overall direction of the Director of Adult Education in North
Carolina Department of Community Colleges. The ten institutions were
selected in cooperation with the Director of Adult Education to repre-
sent diverse economic, social, and demographic characteristics of the
state

Each institution selectedwas requested to organize three adult
basic education classes for disadvantaged adults in the community, and
each class was to enroll approximately 10 students per class. The par-
ticip=ix in the standard approved adult basic education classes con-
stituted the "experimental" group far the otudy. Altogether, 381 adults
were ef.:olled in the program and were pretested. This number was reduced
to 279 participants because of attrition and failure to supply usable
instruments.

A sample of nonparticipants was selected from each community
served by the community-college or technical institute.to serve as.the
"control" group for the study. The.nonparticipants were selected at
random from lists of disadvantaged adults available to the institutions.
The original sample included 105 nonparticipants who were.pretested. The
sample subseqUently was reduced to 64 because of attrition and refusal to
complete the posttest:

A comparison (Table 1) was made between the sample studied and
th c-. total number of adults enrolled in basic education instruction during
the spring quarter of 1969 at the 54 institutions in the North.Carolina
community college system. There is a difference between groups for em-
ployment status and no differences for sex and race.
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Table 1

Comparison of the Study Sample
Total Number. of Adults (g =

Education Instruction in
Spring of

of Adults (11 = 343) and the
7,401) enrolled in basic
North Carolina in the
1969

Variable

Sample Total Populationa

Sex

Males 127 45.5 3,538 47.8

Females 152 54.5 3,863 52.2

Total 279 100.0 7,401 100.0

X
05

with 1 df = 0.0862
.

N.S. Critical Region = 3.84

Race

White 74 26.5 2,296 31.1

Black 205 73.5 5,105 68.9

Total 279 100.0 7401 100.0

X
2

. 05
with 1 df = .82 N.S. Critical Region = 3.84

Employmeht

Employed Full Time 191 68.5 3,452 46.7
Not Employed Full Time 88 31.5 3,949 53.3

Total 279 100.0 7,401 100.0

2
X

.05
with 1 df = 54.52 Critical Region = 3.84

aData from North Carolina Department of Community Colleges,
Raleigh.
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Operational Definitions and Measurement
of Variability

Internal-External Control

The internal-external scale published by Rotter (1965) was the
instrument selected to measure the dependent variable cf .internal-
external control. This is a forced-choice scale and is largely the
work of the late Professor Shepard Liverant, Ohio State. University,
Columbus, Ohio. The final version of the scale, refined through
1

several item analyses, includes 23 items which offer alternatives be-
tween internal and external control interpretation of various events.
The scale is designed to measure the individual's belief about the
nature of his environment and his expectations about how reinforcement
is controlled. The score range is from zero to 23, with the lower score
indicating internality and the higher score indicating externality. Scale
ite7As appear in Appendix A.

Franklin (1963) reports a reliability coefficient of .69 for
Rotter's I-E Scale using the Spearman-Brown formula on data obtained
from a national stratified sample of 1,000 males and females. Peters
(1968) reports a reliability coefficient of .64, using the split-half
method for a sample of 78 Manpower Development Training Act (MDTA)
trainees enrolled in ABE classes and a test-retest reliability coef-
ficient of .76 for the second testing of the same group. These coef-
ficients compare favorably with the reliability estimates obtained by
other researchers who had used the I-E Scale.

MSU Work Beliefs Checklist

The MSU Work Beliefs Checklist developed by A. O. Ualler and re-
ported in the MSU Technical Bulletin No. 288, 1963, consists of 44 items.
This scale is divided into six scales to measure different attitudes
about work. These agree-disagree response scales measure orientations
toward work, structured time, physical mobility, change, internal-
external control and deferred gratification. The specific scales are
defined as:

BVA Belief that work has expressive (intrinsic) vs. instrumental
value.

BVB Positive vs. negative evaluation of structured time.
BVC Positive vs. negative evaluation of physical mobility.
BVD Positive vs. negative evaluation of change.
BVE Belief in internal vs external determination of events.
BVF Positive vs negative evaluation of deferred gratification.

The scores for scale BVA range from eight (8) to zero (0) with the
higher scores reflective of individuals believing that work has expressive
(intrinsic) value. Individuals with lower scores believe that work is
simply a means to a financial end.
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Scores for scale BVB range from eight (8) to zero (0). This
scale is an indication of the individual's dealing with promptness,
appointments, and the scheduling of time. High scores for this scale
indicate that the individual has a positive evaluation of structured
time; low scores indicate a negative evaluation.

Scale BVC measures the positive or negative evaluation of physi-
cal mobility. The scores range from six (6) to zero (0) with high
scores reflective of a positive evaluation of mobility. Low scores
indicate a nagative evaluation or reluctance for physical mobility.

Scale BVD measures the individual's orientation toward change.
Scores for this scale range from seven (7) to zero (0) with high scores
indicating a positive evaluation of change and low scores indicating a
negative evaluation of change.

Scores on scale BVE range from eight (8) to zero (0) with high
scores indicating an individual's belief in in-:ernal determination of
events. Low scores indicate a belief in external determination of events.

The BVF scale scores range from seven (7) to zero (0). High
scores indicate an individual's positive evaluation for deferred grati-
fication. Low scores indicate a negative evaluation for deferred grati-
fication.

De Hoyos (1961:176) lists the correlations obtained for the six
scales for Mexican-American youth in Michigan, which range from .03 for
BVC with BVE to .50 for BVA with BVB. The Correlation Matrix is in-
cluded in Appendix Table 38.

Hodgkins (1961) used Copp's technique of trace line analysis to
determine the usefulness of the scales for his study. This technique
is a method of item analysis used to determine the general reliability
of the items on each scale. Hodgkins concluded that the six scales
could be used in their entirety for his study of Lenawee County,
Michigan, adolescent males. A discussion of the trace line technique
and graphs of each scale are reported by Hodgkins.

The correlations of the six subscales for the three populations
studied by Watts (1962) range from -.14 to +,36 for the Lenawee Sample
(4 = 439), from -31 to +.30 for the Turrialba Sample (g = 112), and
from -.29 to +.50 for the Lansing Sample (N = 87). The correlations
are included in Appendix Table 39.

Rundquist anciSletto Scales (MinnesOta Survey of Opinions)

The scales of interest for the proposed study were the law, edu-
cation, and economic-conservatism scales which measure the disrespect
for law, disillusionment concerning.the value of education, and attitudes
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toward the economic system of government as a result of unemployment
during the depression (Rundquist and Sletto, 1936). The given responses
to each statement range from "strongly disagree" to "strongly agree."
These.scales were designed to prevent artificial responses by varying
the form of the statements so that they are sometimes favorable and
sometimes unfavorable to the value of education, law, and economic-
conservatism. If the response to a statement is favorable toward law,
education, and.economic-conservatism, it is scored with one point
assigned to "strongly agree" and five points assigned to "strongly
-disagree." Similarly, if the response to a statement is unfavorable to
these scales, "strongly disagree" is assigned one point and "strongly
agree" five points. A lower score indicates a more favorable attitude
toward law, education, and economic-conservatism. These scales seem
appropriate for the disadvantaged adult population because a large per-
centage of these people are unemployed, underemployed, or not full-time
employed (Aanpower Report to the President, 1965).

The reliabilivy coefficients and correlations reported by Rund-
quist and Sletto (1936) for the different groups are available in Moore
(1970) appendix tables 80-82. Generally, the Spearman-Brown reliability
coefficients for the law, education, and economic-conservatism scales
ranged from .75 to .90 for males and .78 to .88 for females of the dif-
ferent groups. Test-retest correlations for this scale were .81 for
males and .84 for females, with the test-retest item correlations
ranging from .40 to .90. For the proposed study, the law, education,
and economic-conservatism scales were used to measure attitudes toward
law, the value of education, and economic conservatism maintained by
disadvantaged adults in selected North Carolina communities.

Moon-McCann Anomie Measure

In this sdy, anomia was measured using the Moon-McCann
Modification cf : -a Srole Anomie Scale (Moon and McCann, 1965). On this.
scale a high Sc:-indicates anomic behavior and loW scores indicate
normal behavior. The items for this scale appear in Appendix D.

The Moon-McCann:Seale is a Guttman type with a coefficient of
reproducibilitY of-89.4.. This scale was compared with.another Guttman-
type anomie scale. by Hammonds (1963) and with two scales de-
veloped by Whit, (1961), who.used a factor.analysis technique to
select scale items. All four scales were developed using five of Srole's
items plus three additional items. With the exception of one-item, all
items.in the scales were the same. A Pearson product-moment correlation
coefficient was computed for all combinations of the four scales. The
values for the correlation ranged from .598 to .988.

McClosk and Schaar Anomie Measure

McClosky and Schaar (1965) have attempted to identify, measure,
and explain some of the personality, cognitive, and attitudinal factors
that contribute to anomie ("anomy").
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Two questionnaires which included the McClosky and Schaar Anomie
Scale ware administered to two different samples. The 1955 questionnaire
(AB) contained 63 scales with a total of 512 items, e A the 1958 ques-
tionnaire (PAB) contained 47 scales with a total of 390 items. These
scales were pretested over a two-year period on a sample of 1,200 resi-
dents in Minneapolis-St. Paul. Guttman scaling procedures were used to
determine the internal consistency of the scales. One or more procedures
of validity (criterion groups, panel of judges, or internal consistency
and reproducibility) were carried out on each scale in the two surveys.
Coefficients of reproducibility of .80 and .83 were obtained for the
snomia scale on the MB and FAB samples respectively. The split-half
reliability coefficient by Spearman-Brown yielded a :loefficient of .76,
and a method reported by Cronbach (1963) yields a reliability coefficient
of .77.

The aforementioned noncognitive attributes make up the Survey of
Opinions instrument administered to both groups in the study. The test-
retest reliability coefficients for the scales on the Survey of Opinions
are summarized in Appendix Table 1.

Self-Concept

The dependent variable, self-concept, was defined by Fitts (1965:
2) ". . . as the internal frame of reference within which the individual
describes himself in relationship to others." The Tennessee Self-Concept
Scale (TSCS) developed by Fitts (1965) was the instrument selected to
measure this noncognitive attribute. The scale consists of 100 self-
descriptive statements with which the subject is asked to agree or disa-
gree. The scale items appear in Appendix F.

The Total Positive (TP) score, largest of the subscales, is a
measure of the subject's overall self-concept. Fitts (19652) stated:

This is the most important eingle score on the.Counseling
Form . . . Persons with high scores tend to like them-
selves, feel that they are persons of value and worth, have
confidence in themselves, and act accordingly.

Besides the Total Positive measure of self-esteem, the scale pro-
vides an assessment of Physical Self, Moral-Ethical Self, Personal
Self, Family Self, Social Self, Identity of What He Is, Self-
Satisfaction (how he accepts himself), Behavior (how he acts), and
Self-Criticism. Other measures which can be derived from noting
variations in responses are: Defensive Positive Scale (subtle
defensiveness), General Maladjustment Scale (empirical index of
adjustment-maladjustment), Psychosis Scale, Personality Disorder
Scale, Neurosis Scale, and Personality Integration.

Concerning the norms for the TSCS (Fitts, 1965:13):
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The standardization group frcan which the norms were
developed was a broad sample of 626 people. The sample
included people from various parts of the country, and
age ranged from 12 to 68. There were approximately equal
numbers of both sexes, both Negro and white subjects,
representative of all social, economic and intellectual
levels and educational levels from 6th grade through
the Ph.D. degree . . .

It has been apparent that samples from other popu-
lations do not differ appreciably from the norms, pro-
vided they are large enough samples (75 or more) . . . .

The effects of such demographic variables as sex, age,
race, education, and intelligence on the scores of this
scale are quite negligible.

Test-retest reliability coefficients of the TSCS subscales range
from .61 to .92. Sixty (60) college students were tested over a two-
week period and yielded reliability coefficients of .92 for the Total
Positive Self Concept measure. The test-retest reliability coefficients
for the disadvantaged samplc for each subscale are presented in Appendix
Table 2.

Fitts (1965:17-30) presents the information on the validity of
the TSCS with respect to (1) content validity, (2) discrimination
between groups, (3) correlation with other personality measures, and
(4) personality changes under particular conditions. Seven clinical
psychologists, employed as a panel of judges, were in agreement on the
classifications, meaningfulness, and communicability of the scale items.

The statistical analysiEl of
patients on the TSCS, accordirg to
significant differences (mostly at
groups. Fitts reported that other
versus nonpatient differences.

IndependentVariab les

369 psychiatric patients and 626 non-
Fitts (1965:17), produced highly
the .001 level) between these two
studies demonstrated similar patient

The use of selected independent variables or control variables
is suggested by Kerlinger (1964) as a means of controlling for extraneous
variation. That is, by introducing these variables into the study, it

. . . becomes possible to extract from the total variance of the de-
pendent variable the variance due to the [independent] variable"
(Kerlinger, 1964:285).

The independent variables were further delineated into the cate-
gories of continuous and classification. The continuous independent
variables were treatment hours, age, income, employment prestige, and
social participation index. The classification independent variables,
specified as zero or one variables, were treatment participation, sex,
race, residence location, formal education, and employment status.
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The rationale for selecting the particular independent variables
is discussed in the subsection dealing with each variable. The selection
of sex, age, and race as independent variables was euggested by the re-
view of literature for anomia.

Sex. Sex was specified as a zero or one variableone if the
individual was male and zero if female. Differences in the attitudes
of males and females were noted by Rundquist and Sletto (1936) in their
study of attitudes toward the value of education of young adults during
the Depression.

Race. Race was specified as a zero or one variable--one if the
individual was black and zero if white. Marsh and Brown (1965), using
the Moon and McCann anomia scale, noted differences in feelings of
normlessness between Negroes and whites. The possibility of similar
findings for the McClosky and Schaar (1965) anomie scale was investigated
for the disadvantaged population.

Education. The formal education level attained by the adults in
this study was the actual education level attained and reported by the
respondent on the interview guide. Generally, the studies concerned
with the dependent variables did not include sample populations of adults
in the lower educational levels.

Ase. Age of the adults as recorded on the interview guide was used
as a control variable for the study. Differences in ages were expected
for the study in view of tha fact that the measures of the noncognitive
attributes had been used on adolescent boys (Haller and Miller, 1963;
De Hoyos, 1961; and Hodgkins, 1961), college.students (Rundquist and
Sletto, 1936), and a cross-section of adults in the United States and
Minnesota (McClosky and Schaar, 1965).

Residence location. Residence location was specified as a zero
or one variable--zero if rural and one if urban. Dii:ferences were ex-
pected for the adults who have rural and urban backgrounds as indicated
by the review of literature (Tonnies, 1887; Durkheim, 1893; Redfield,
1941; and Faunce, 1968).

Treatment hours between pretest and posttest. The number of class-
room contact hours for the adults who participated in the study was used
to assist in explaining any changes that may result from the effect of
the treatment--basic education instruction.

Employment status. Employment status was specified as a zero or
one variable--zero if not full-time employed and one if full-time employed.
This classification was based on the employment condition of the adult
at the time the interview guide was administered--between pretest and
posttest. It was noted from the review of literature (Rundquist and
Sletto, 1936) that the degree of employment may be an important factor
which influences the noncognitive attributes of adults.
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Employment prestige. Employment prestige, as measured by the
modified North-Hatt Occupational Prestige Rating Scale (1949), de-
fined as the rating given to different occupations according to the
esteem held for the particular occupations. A total of 90 occupations
were rated lyy a cross-section of Americans (N = 2,930). For this study,
employment prestige was defined as the North-Hatt rating for the occu-
pations reported by the adults in the study which was recorded on the
interview guide, questions 10,.11, and 12.1n Appendix G.

Income. The income reported on a monthly basis by the adults in
this study was used to assist in explaining any changes that may be noted
for the selected dependent variables. Income is a socioeconomic factor
that was reported by several researchers listed in the review of litera-
ture as affecting the dependent variables, especially anomie, for the
populations studied.

Social participation. Chapin's Social Participation Scale (1955)
was used to measure the degree of the adult's participation In community
groups and organizations. Miller (1968:208-209) describes the Chapin
scale as a Guttman-type scale which measures five components. The indi-
vidual components are (a) membership, (b) attendance, (c) financial con-
tribution, (d) membership on committees, and (e) offices held. The pro-
posed study was primarily concerned with social participation as meas-
ured by (b) attendance and (c) financial contributions which have inter-
correlations ranging from .80 to .89. Further, (a) membership is cor-
related with (b) attendance and (c) financial contribution of the order
of .88 and .89, respectively. Mean scores for different occupational
groups range from 20 for professional and proprietary to 8 for the semi-
skilled and 4 for the unskilled.

Treatment. The treatment, administered to rhe disadvantaged adults
was specified as adult basic education Instruction.:Adult basic edUca-
-tion is defined in the Elementary and Secondary Education Acr Amendments
Of-1966, Title III, Section 303,, as:'-

education fOr,adults whose inability to speak,
read, or write the English language constitutes a sub-
stantial impairment of their ability to, get or retain
employment commensurate with their real ability, which
is designed to help eliminate such inability and raise
the level of education of such individuals with a view
to making them less likely to become dependent onothers,
to improving their ability to benefit from occuparional
training and otherwise increasing their opportunities
for more productive and profitable employment, and.to
making them better able to meet their adult responsibilities.

The, Norrh CarolinaState Plan for Adult Basic EduCation (1964:13)
reiterates the abovp,statement and include's the follOwing

This [ABE] program of Instruction shall include elementary
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level instruction for adults with emphasis on the com-
municative skills of reading, writing, speaking, lis-
tening and computative skills using the content of
materials that contain information on good buying,
human relations, and home and family living.

Specifically, national legislation, sue s the Economic Oppor-
tunity Act of 1964 and the Adult Education Act of 1966, proposes the
encouragement and expansion of basic education programs to improve indi-
vidual educational levels and provide an avenue for occupational improve-
ment and employment. Thus, the purpose, objectives, and definitions of
adult basic education specify the focus of the program as being both
occupationally oriented and socially and family oriented. The marriage
of occupational training and basic educational improvement are con-
comitant and reinforcing factors which attempt to provide the oppor-
tunities for the disadvantaged to become productive citizens in a
technologically oriented society.

The nonparticipants or the control group 'did not take part in the
basic education instruction offered by the community colleges or techni-
cal institutes during the period of February, 1969, to May, 1969. Fur-
ther, they had not previously been exposed to this type of literacy
ttir'ng.

Therefore, the treatment factor is specified as a zero or one
variable--zero If nonparticipant and one if participant. These indi-
viduals are adults between the ages Of 18 and 70 who took part in the
instruction or were members of a control group at the selected community
colleges or technical institutes.

The treatment involved 60 hours of instruction. A limitation of
the study, therefore, is related to the question of whether changes in
noncognitive attributes may reasonably be expected to occur during the
period covered by the treatment. A related question, which is unan-
swered, is whether extraneous factors and conditions which were not con-
trolled in the investigation could either militate against or increase
changes.

Collection of Data

Adult basic education program directors at the selected institu-
tions administered the noncognitive measures to the nonparticipants and
participants. Prior to the initial testing date in February, 1969, the
directors participated in two training institutes designed to famil-
iarize them with the objectives of the study, the noncognitive measures.,
and the appropriate means for administering the me71ures to the sample
of disadvantaged adults.

The nonparticipants and participants were given a pretest battery
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in May, 1969. Both the pretest and poettest batteries included the
following instruments:

1. Internal-External Control by Julian B

2. Attitudes toward work as measured by
Checklist published by A. O. Haller, 1963.

3. Attitudes toward law, education, and
by R. . Rundquist and R. F. Sletto, 1936.

4. Feelings of anomie as measured by a six-item scale
developed by Moon and McCann.

Rotter, 1965.

the MSU Work Beliefs

economic conservatism

5. Feelings of anomie as measured by a nine-item scale de-
veloped by McClosky and Schaar, 1965.

6, Tennessee Self-Concept Scale, containing 16 subscales, by
Wi.Lliam H. Fitts, 1965.

In addition, an interview guide (Appendix G) was administered to
the adult participants and nonparticipants at the selected institutions
after pretesting and before posttesting: This instrumcnt was designed
to obtain historical information about the adults and thei: families.

The Design of the Study

This subsection of the-report describes.the design seleted to
attain the objectives of the study. As reported in the introduction,
the.study had these objectives:

l.

-

TO compare the study sample of disadVantaged adults to norm
group populations on selected noncognitive attributes.

2 To compare the changes in the noncognitive attributes of
adults who did not participate :t71 the basic education instruction at
the selected institutions.

3. To identify important independent variables that are
associated with the changes in the noncognitive attributes of adults
who participated and adults who did not participate in the basic edu-
cation instruction at the selected institutions.

4. To determine if participation in adult basic education pro-
grams can be pr&dicted from scores on selected instruments designed to
measure selected noncognitive attributes.

Objective 1

To attain objective 1, the means for the study sample, both
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participants and nonparticipants at the time of pretest, were compared
to aorm group populations on the selected noncognitive attribute
measures. T tests were used to aid in determining if the study sample
differed from the norm group populations.

Objective 2

To attain objective 2, the hypothesis of interest was T1 = T?
where T

1
denotes the true mean of the participants or "experimentaf

group and T2 denotes the true mean of the nonparticipants or "control"
group.

It should be pointed out that practica considerations precluded
the conduct of a true experiment. Under ideal conditions, a samplF: of
disadvantaged adults should have be.n drawn from each community and
randomly assigned to experimental and control groups. This randomi-
zation was not possible under the conditions of the study where the
institutions enrolled those disadvantaged adults who were interested
in participating in the program. The "experimental" group was actually
self-selected. Since th-s constitutes a violation of experimental de-
sign, it should be considered a limitation of the study. The "control"
group, however, was rannomly selected from populations of interest.

The general model used for attaining objective 2 was:

Y = u + T. + e where
i 'i

Y. = the difference between the pretest and posttest scores
of the ith individual for the selected dependent variable;

= the overall population mean;

T
i
= the differential effect of basic educaticn.instruction as

noted by participation and nonparticipation; and

ei = a random element of error assumed to be (for this analysis)
normally and independently distributed with mean equal to
zero and variance equal to sigma square (NID: 0, a4).

Rejection of the hypothesis of interest will indicate a signifi-
cant difference between pretest scores and posttest scores for partici-
pants and nonparticipants. However, if the hypothesis is not rejected
for the select?.d dependent variables using the one-way analysis of
varian,ze model, it Is believed that the error term is inflated and con-
tains random error plus bias. In this case, provisions were made to
examine the error term by the use of least squares regression analys-:

Objective 3

The least squares regression analysis (Draper and Smith, 1966)
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was introduced to examine selected independent variables in the presence
of the dependent variable. This method was used to extract important
sources of variation from the error (e). The variation is partitioned
into single degree of freedom effects to test for their association
with the dependent variable. The "full" models for the least squares
analysis of variance are summarized in tables in the aPpendix. Testing
the effeCt of each of the selected independent variables individually
provides justification for adding nonsignificant variables to the
error term creating a reduced regression model. The "reduced" models
for the least squares analysis of variance are summarized in tables
in the analysis of data section of this chapter.

The "full" model used for the regression analysis was:

Y = a + B1X1 + B2X2 + B3X3 + B4X4 + B5X5 + BrX6 +

B7X7 + B8X8 + B9X9 + B
10
X
10

+ B X , 3 X +
11 1I 12 12

B
13

X
13

+ B
14
X
14

e.
ij

Y = the difference between pretest and posttest for
I-3 the selected dependent varibles;

a = the intercept of the regression line;

B1,B2,B3... = regression coefficients for the selected independent
variables;

X1,X2,X3 = the valt.1 for each of the selected independent
variables;

X
1

= Race (Black or White)

X
2

X
3

= Participation (Participants or Nonparticipants)

= Residence (Rural or Urban)

'614

= Sex (Male or Female)

X
5

= Age (Reported Age)

X
6

= Education (Reported Education Level Attained)

X
7

= Current Employment Status (Employed Full-Time or Not
Employed FulI7Time)

X
8

= Income (Reported Monthly Income)

X9 = Q36 (Do you have any J for continu your own
education?)
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x
10

= Q37 (Do you plan to receive more training for the job
you now have?)

X
11

= Q38 (Do you plan to prepare for another job?)

X
12

= North-Hatt Work Done Most of the Time (Employment

X
13

X
14

Prestige Score)

= TreAtment Hours (Hours Participated in Basic Education
Instruction)

= Social Participation Score (Chapin's Social Participation
.Scale)

e.. = A random element of error assumed to be (for this analysis)
normally and indp=mdently distributed with mean efaual to
zero and variance equal to sigma square (NID: 0, a4).

The hypotheses for the regression analyses were that the beta (B) values
equal zero or have no effect and, therefore, that the particular varia-
ble may be added to the error term.

The use of a "reduced" regression model facilitates determining
which seleted independent variables are significantly associated with
the dependent variable. This analysis is made regardless of the size
of the correlation coefficient.

Related T tests were computed to help interpret the regression
analysis. These tests were made on the scores for each individual at
the time of pretest and the time of posttest to decect important dif-
ferences between testing periods for the selected independent variables.

Objective 4

The experim-Fmtal group (participants) in this study represents a
self-selected popultion in that they chose to take advantage of the
basic education program while the control group (nonparticipants) did
not elect to do so. Some question arises concerning whether or not
the two groups of respondents -1m.3.nate from different populations. If
heterogeneity is indicated, do the respondents fall into two well-
defined categories? To determine f there is a decisive criterion,
such as scores on an individual sc =. which can be used to discrimi-
nate between participants nd nonparticipants, the multivariate dis-
criminatory analysis was applied (Kendall, 1S47).

For each of the 343 respondents, 28 scale scor-,s corresponding
to the following variates were utilized:
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X
1,

internal-external control of environment (I-E)

X
2'

belief that work is of expressive value vs, instrumental
value (BVA)

X
3'

positive vs. negative evaluation of structured time (BVB)

X
4'

positive vs. negative evaluation of physical mobility (BVC)

X5' positive vs. negative evaluation of change (BVD)

X
6

, belief in internal vs. external determination of events
(BVE)

X7' positive vs. negative evaluation of deferied gratification
(BVF)

X
8'

increased disrespect for law (LAW)

X
9'

disillusionment concerning the value of education (EDU)

X
10

economic conservatism (ECON)
'

X11' feeling of anomia--Moon and McCann (IMA)

X
12'

feeling of anomia--McClosky and Sci-.Laar (MSB)

X13' self-criticism (S-CRIT)

X
14'

total positive self (T-P)

X15' identity self (IDEN-S)

X16' self-satisfaction (S-SAT)

behavior self (BEH-S)X17'

X
18'

physical self (PHY-S)

X
19'

moral-ethical self (M-E-S)

X20, personal self (PER-S)

X21' family self (FAM-S)

X
22'

social self (SOC-S)

X23' defensive positive scale (DP)

X24' general maladjustment scale (GM)
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X
25'

psychosis scale (PSY)

X26' personality disorder scale (PD)

X
27'

neurosis scale (N)

X28' personality integration scale (PI)
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Preceding the results and discussion of this study, three pre-
liminary analyses are presented which are relevant to the interpreta-
tion of the research findings. First, the individual scales utilized
to measure the selected noncognitive attributes of the adylts were
factor analyzed. Second, test-retest reliability coefficients were
calculated for each scale. Third, the pretest and posttest mean scores
for participants and nonparticipants and norm groups are presented.

The statistical analysis and research findings are organized and
presented as follows:

1. Analysis of variance of each 2e.

2, Regression analysis of each scale.

3. Discriminate analysis for distinguishing between each
scale for participants and nonp-Ixticipants.

4. Related T test for interpreting the regression analysis.
This information is included in appendices.

Each of the scales is defined and discussed in the following
sequence:

Y
1

Internal-external control of environment (Rotter)

Y
2

BVA, Belief that work is of expressive 'value Versus
instrumental value (Haller)

BVB, Positive versus negative evaluation of structured
time

Y BVC, Positive versus negative evaluation of physi:ial
mobility

Y5 BVD, Positive versus negative evaluation of change

Y
6

BVE, Belief in internal versus external determination of
events

Y7 BVF, Positive versus negativo evaluation of deferred
gratific:etion

Y
8

fncreased disrespect for law (Rundquist and Sletto)

Y9 Disillusionment concerning the value of education

Y
10

Economic conservatism

36

54



Yll Feeling of anomia (Moon and McCann)

Y12 Feeling of anomis (McClosky and Schaar)

Y13 Selfcriticism (Fitts)

Y
14

Total positive self

Y15 Identity self

Y
16 Selfsatisfaction

Y
17 Behavior self

Y18 Physical self

Y19 Moral-ethical self

Y20 Personal self

Y21 Family self

Y
22

Social self

Y23 Defensive positive scale

Y24 General maladjustment scale

Y25 Psychosis scale

Personalit), disorder scale

Y27 Neurosis scale

Y28 Personality integration scale

Factor Analysis

Each scale was factcr analyzed by using the principal component
analysis. Following the suggestions of Kaiser (1960), factors with
aigenvalues greater than oiae were retained and rotated orthogonally.
The factor analysis was made on data obtained from 486 participants ar
nonparticipants. However, this numbe7: was reduced to 343 for some of
the scales due to (1) the characteristics of one group which exceeded
the education level as defined for disadvantaged adults, (2) attritior
of participants and nonparticipants during the instruction period, and
(3) incomplete data for subjects.
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Factor analyses for Rotter's, Haller's, Rundquist and S1etto'S,
Moon and McCann's, McClosky and Scheer's, and "FittS1 scales have been
completed and are available in Moore (1970). The results of the factor
analysis for the I-E Scale (Rotter) were arrived at by using the split-
half technique. Factor analysis of the first half yielded eight factor:,
and the factor analysis of the second half produced nine factors.
Comparing the factor analyses (all items and the two halves), one
notes that no one factor on any of the three separate analyses con-
tained similar items.

The results of the factor analysis of the I-E Scale and the
relatively low'reliability of .517 called into question the construct
validity and the reliability of this measure for the study sample.

"The participant and nonparticipant resvonses were not consistent and
appeared to be random in nature.

Factor analysis for the six scales making up the Haller Work
Beliefs Cl.ecklist yields five unidim-'nsional scales, i.e., EVA, BVB,
BVC, BVD, and EVE. These scales measured 75 percent or more of the
total variation in their respective analyses The sixth scale, BVF,
broke into three factors with the sum of these factors measuring 55
percent of the variation.

The Rundquist and Sletto (1936) scales for measuring the attitudes
toward law, education and economic conservatism yield four factors when
factor analyzed. The first factor (Factor I) accounted for 46, 48,
and 42 percent of the total variance accounted for on the law,
education, and economic conservatism scales, respectively. It was
assumed that these scales measured what the authors (Rundquist and
Sletto, 1936) purported that they measured. No attempt was made to
separate and identify the other factors on the three scales.

The factor analysis of the Moon and McCann anomia measure
resulted in the extraction of two a7actors accounting for 70 percent
of tha total scale variance. These findings were similar to those
reported by Moon and McCann (1965) with Factor I identified as
"world conditions" and Factor II identified as "individual conditions."

The McClosky and Scheer Anomia Scale yields one major factor
accounting for 83 percent of the variation. Factor loadings were
above .90 for all but one item on this scale.

The Tennessee Self-Concept Scale (TSCS) developed by Fitts
(1965) is a multidimensional, 3 x 5 schema. The first dimension
yields three measures; the ser-ond, five measures; the additional 10
items, one measure; and 20 other measures may be obtained by noting_
scoring variations in the restIonses.

38

5 6



The factor analysis on the TSCS for the study sample (N = 486)
at the time of pretest yielded 30 factors that accounted for 65 percent
of the total variance. The different factors accounted for the follow-
ing amount of variation: Factor I, 13 percent; Factor II, 8 percent;
Factor III, 4 percent; Factor IV, 3 percent; Factors V through XII,
2 percent; and Factors XIII through XXX, slightly over 1 percent.

The emergence of 30 factors is an Indication of the complex
nature of the TSCS. Nine of the 30 factors had only one item with a
rotated factor loading of over .40. No attempt was made to interpret
these nine factors. Upon examining the total 100 items, it is noted
that 82 of these items have a rotated factor loading above the
arbitrary value of .40 and can be assumed to be contributing to the
factor formations.

Test-Ratest Reliability

Test-retest reliability coefficients were calculated for each
of the noncognitive measures 7or participants and nonparticipants.
The,,reliability coefficients on the Survey of Opinions range from a-
high of .60 for participants on the education scale to a low of .05
for nonparticipants on the BVB scale. Reliability coefficients for
the Tennessee Self-Concept Scales range from .69 for the Total
Positive, Behavior and General Maladjw-ment scales for participants
to .23 on the Social Self scale for nonparticipants. These data are
summarized in Appendix Tables 1 and 2.

Change in Noncognitive Attributes from Pretest to
Posttest for Partici ants and Nonpartici-ants

ln this section, the means, standard deviations, and T values
for the selected noncognitive measures are presented in Tables 2 and
3 to give thc reader a perspective on the pretest to posttest changes
in mean scores demonstrated by the two groups of disadvantaged adults
compared to a norm group. The T values indjcate that the study sample
is similar to the norm group on the BVA, BVB, BVC, EDU, S-CRIT, and
PER-S scales.

Summary of the Analysis of Data

There is o significant difference between participants and
nonparticipants for any of the dependent variables (pretest-posttest
di+7f2rence for the selected noncognitive measures) as indicated by
the c:ne-way analysis'of variance. Further, the "fullumodel least
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Table 3. Means, standard deviations and T valuesa for norm
groups (N . 626) and the sample studied (N = 343)
for the Tennessee Self Concept Scale

Scale

S-CRIT

T-P

IDEN-S

S-SAT

BEH-S

PHY-S

M-E-S

PER-S

FAM-S

SOC-S

NormbGroup

Study. Samp1e

Pretest Posttest

Partic-
ipant

Nonpartic- Partic-
ipant ipant

Nonpartic-
ipant

35.54 35.36 36.12 34.76 35.61
6.70 5.99 s.d. 5.94 6.27 7.24

.50 t - 0.78 2.09 - 0.77

345.57 328.03 325.00 328.18 325.62
30.70 29.60 37.83 34.82 33.38

9.89 4.40 8.34 4.79

127.10 121.19 118.01 120.65 119.28
9..96 12.62 16.27 14.01 13.82

6.86 4.43 7.68 4.52

103.67 98.33 98.59 99.68 99.29
13,;79 11.31 15.86 13.57 13.17

8.34 2.56 4.91 2.66

115.01 108.50 108.39 107.84 107.05
11.22 11.82 13.27 13.62 11.88

9.23 3.98 8.79 5.45

71.78 66.22 63.37 65.41 64.79
7.67 7.82 9.66 8.79 9.29

11.88 6.95 12.11 4.65

70.33 67.74 66.87 67.23 67.84
8.70 7.91 9.95 9.66 9.62

5.48 2.79 5.36 2.07

64.55 63.36 63.91 64.09 62.51
7.41 8.39 8.24 8.36 8.22

6.17 0.63 0.92 1.96

70.83 66.35 65.98 66.69 66.09
8.43 7.67 9.36 7.92 8.44

9.76 4.14 8.73 4.49

68.14 64.34 64.86 64.76 64.37
7.86 7.04 9.64 8.27 7.43

9.03 2.73 6.83 4.05
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Table 3, continued.

Study.Sample

Pretest Posttest

Norm Partic- Nonpartic- Partic- Nonpartic-
Scale Groupb ipant ipant ipant ipant

DP 54.40 61.44 60.75 60.56 59.78
12.38 12.24 14.34 13.68 12.39

- 9.62 3.53 7.52 - 3.47

GMc 98.80 87.16 85.55 87.88 86.14
9.15 9.23 12.56 10.79 10.66

21.08 8.43 16.90 9.52

PSY 46.10 57.11 57.36 :=6.28 56.05
6.49 7.34 7.32 8.00 7.86

-25.08 -12.31 -21.25 -10.15

PDc 76.39 69.49 68.95 70.39 70.70
11.72 10.27 11.09 11.80 11.81

11.22 5.39 8.49 3.92

Nc 84.31 79.03 77.83 78.85 77.44
11.10 9.98 12.03 10.92 11.03

8.84 4.98 8.36 4.98

PI 10.42 5.86 5.00 6.18 5.55
3.88 3.55 3.19 3.70 3.58

21.51 13.62 19.10 10.94

at -

s/ n

bFrom Fitts (1965,

cSca1e reflected.

P. 14).



squares regression analysis failed to detect significant differences for
the dependent variables. The "reduced" model least squares regression
analysis did point out important variables associated with the selected
dependent variable(s).

The discriminate analysis was able to distinguish between the
two groups at the time of pretest and posttest. However, the dis-
criminate analysis fol this data set is not considered to be satis-
factory for use as a decision-making tool in classifying disadvantaged
adults according to their scores on noncognitive measures.

The remainder of this section contains the analysis of data on
which the summaries are based. Supporting analyses cited in this
section are found in the appendices. In addition, full model least
squares regression analyses for each of the 28 dependent variables
have been completed and are available in Moore (1970).

Internal-External Control of Environment

The F ratio for the I-E scale (Table 4) is not in the critical
region; therefore, the hypothesis that the treatment effect is equal
to zero is not rejected. By not rejecting the hypothesis, it is
assumed that the analysis is not accounting for a sio.,nificant source
of variation which is in the error term (within groups variation).
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Table 4. Means, standaid deviations and one-way analysis of variance
of the difference 1::etwen pretest scores and posttest scores
for participants and nonparticipants on the Rotter Internal-
External Scale

Model: Y. = u + T. +
Significance level: 0.05
Hypothesis: Tl f. 0

- Means and Standard Deviations:

Part!cipants
Nonparticipants

711111-

Pretest Posttest
Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev.

10.1290 3.1206 10.5412 3.3636
11.0937 3.5533 10.8125 3.8250

Analysis of Variance

Source of
Variation df

Total
Between groups
Within groups

(error)

Sum of Mean
S uares Squares

342 3579.9685
1 25.0324

341 3554.5360
25.0324
10.4238

F Ratio

2.4014

Critical Region: with 1 and 341 df = 3.84.05

The F ratio for the I-E Scale for the reduced model (Table 5) is in
the critical region, indicating that variables X2 and X are signific&ntly
associated with the dependent variables I-E at the 0.05

6
level of signif-

icance with 2 and 340 degrees of freedom. From the data in Appendix
Table 3, it is noted that the mean for the reported education level (X6)
of participants is 6.19, whereas the mean for nonparticipants is 6.85.
The difference of .66, or two-thirds of a school year, may be account-;
ing for the important association.

BVA: Belief that Work Is of EEpressive
Value versus Instrumental Value

The F ratio (0.8617) for the BVA scale (Table 6) is not in the
critical region (3.84). Thus, the hypothesis that the treatment effect
is equal to zero is not rejected. Therefore, it is assumed that the
analysis is not ac:counting for a significant sc.urce of variation which
is in the error term.
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Table 5. Least squares analysis of varianre for the differ-
ence between pretest and posttest regressed on a
reduced number of independent variables: Ratter
Internal-External Scale

Scale: I-E: Internal-External Control of Environment

Model: Y(diff) = a + B6X6 + B2X2 + e

Significance level: 0.05

Hypc,thesis: B6 = B2 = 0

Analysis of Variance

Source of Sum of Mean
Variation df Squares Squares F Ratio

Total 342 3579.5685

Regression of Y
on X

6
ec X2 2 66.8458 33.4229 3.2350

X6 1 35.0612

X
2

1 31.7846

Deviations 340 3512.7226 10.3315

Critical Region: F.05 with 2 and 340 df + 3.00; F.05 with

1 and 341 df . 3.84.

R2 . 0.0186

Model: Y(diff) = 0.3362 0A_390 X.6 - 0.7854 X2 + e
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Table 6. Means, standard deviations and one-way analysis of variance
of the difference between pretest scores and posttest
scores for participants and nonparticipants on the BVA:
Belief that work is of expressive value versus instrumental
value scale.

Model: Yi = u + Ti + ei
Significance level: 0.05
Hypothesis: T2 = 0

Means and Standard Deviations:

Participants
Nonparticipants

Pretest
Mean Std Dev
6.1397 1.4513
6.0937 1.3418

Posttest
Me.ln Std Dev
6.1971 1.3332
6.3593 1.3957

Source of
Variation

Total
zween groups

Within groups
(error)

Analysis of Vari:Ince

Sum
df Squares

342
1

341

895.8250
2.2582

8.93.5668

Mean
Squares

2.2582
2.6204

F Ratio

0.8617

Critical Region: F,05 with 1 and 341 df = 3.84

The F ratio for the reduced regression model for the BVA scale is
not in the critical region, indicating that none of the selected inde-
pendent variables are significantly associated with the dependent variable
(Table 7).



Table 7. Least squares analysis of variance for the differ-
ence between pretest and posttest regressed on a
reduced number of independent variables: BVA
Scale

Scale: BVA: Belief that work is of expressive value.
versus instrumental value

Model: Y(diff) = a + B3X3 + B K
2
+

Significance level: .05

Hypothesis: B3 . B2 . 0

Analysis of Variance

Source of Sum of Mean
Variation df Squares Squares F Ratio

Total 342 895.8250

Regression of Y
on X3 and X2 2 6.0180 3.0090 1.1497

X
3

1 2.6650

X2 1 3.3530

Deviations 340 889.8070 2.6170

Critical Region: F.05 with 2 and 340 df. = 3.00; F.05

with 1 and 341 df = 3.84

R 2 0.0067

Model: Y(diff) = -0.4355 + 0.0735 X + 0.2581 X ,+ e
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BVB: Positive versus Negative
Evaluation of Structured Time

The F ratio for the BVB (Table 8) is not in the critical region,
indicating that other independent variables may be significantly
associated with the dependent variable. The variation associated with
the independent variables is examined by using the least squares
regression technique.

Table 8. Means, standard deviations and one-way analysis of variance
of the difference between pretest scores and posttest scores
for participants and nonparticipants on the BVB: Positive
versus negative evaluation of structured time scale

Model: Yi = u + Ti + ei
Significance level: 0.05
Hypothesis: T3 = 0

Means and standard deviations:

Participants
Nonparticipants

Pretest
Mean Std Dev
5.5197 1.4881
5.1250 1.4420

Posttest
Mean Std Dev
5.6523 1.5814
5.6718 1.8262

.Source of
Variation

Analysis of Variance

df
Sum of
Squares

Mean
Squares F Ratio

Total
Between groups
Within groups

342
1

341

1286.8862
8.9337

1277.9526
8.9337
3.747

2.3838

(error)

Critical Region: F.05 with 1 and 341 df = 3.84

The F ratio (3.7035) for the BVB Scale (Table 9) for the reduced
model is within the critical region, and the hypothesis that B5 = B7 = 0
is rejected. By partitioning the two variables into individual effects,
it is noted that age (X5) is significantly associated with the BVB Scale.
The average age for participants and nonparticipants is 43 years.
However, when the population is examined on the basis of four dichotomous
variables (Appendix Table 36), race, participation, sex, and employment
status, the mean age for the groups ranges from 31 to 62. The variation
in age may be accounting for the association of age with structured time.



Table 9. Least squares analysis of variance for the differ-
ence between pretest and postt:.,st regressed on a
reduced number of independent variables: BVB Scale

Scale: BVB: Positive versus negative evaluation of
structured time

Model: Y(diff) a. + B X + 13,7X + e
5 5 7

Significance level: 0-05

Hypothesis: B5 . B7 = 0

Analysis of Variance

Source of Sum of Mean
Variation df §gaartE Sauares F Ratio

Total

Regression of Y
on X's, X5 & 17

Deviations

342 1286.8862

2. 27.4378

1 20.7831

6,. 6547

1259:4484

13.7189 3.7035

Cxitical Region:

= 04213,

Model: 1(4i4fl

2.and 340 df = 3.00; with

and 341 df = 3.84



BVC: Positive versus Negative
Evaluation of Physical Mobility.

The F ratio for the BVC Scale (Table 10) is not in the critical
region,,and the hypothesis that the treatment effect is equal to zero
is not rejected. The variables which seemed to be associated with the
dependent variable were examined by a reduced model. These data are
summarized in Table 11.

The F ratio for the BVC Scale for the reduced model (Table 11)
is in the critical region, and the hypothesis that the beta values are
equal to zero is rejected. The North-Hatt Prestige Score (K12) is not
significant, and this is noted in Table 13, where the score average is
52 for both participants and nonparticipants. The participation vari-
able (X0 is significant, which may be explained by examining Appendix
Table 37 for the multivariate analysis of variance for this scale.
The majority of participants made a lower score on this scale at post-
test than at pretest, indicating that they have a negative evaluation
of physical mobility, i.e., they would be reluctant to move or seek a
job in another location.

Table 10. Means, standard deviations and one-way analysis of variance
of the difference between pretest scores and posttest scores
for participants and nonparticipants on the BVC: Positive
versus negative evaluation of physical mobility scale.

Model: ei

Signific 1: 0.05
Hypothesis: T4 = 0

Means and Standard Deviations:

Participants
Nonparticipants

Pretest Posttest
Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev.
2.7770 1.1817 2.7275 1.1817

3.1250 1.3032 2.8281 1.3399

Analysis of Variance

Source of Sum of Mean
Variation df Squares Squares F Ratio

Total 342 731.8250
Between groups 1 3.1682 3.1682 1.4826
Within groups 341 728.6568 2.1368

(error)
Critical Region: F 05 with 1 and 341 df = 3.84



Table 11. Least squares analysis of variance for the dif-
ference between pretest.and posttest regressed
on a reduced number of independent variables:
BVC Scale

Scale: BVC: Positive versus negative evaluation of
physical mobility

Model: Y(diff) a B
B

12X12 2
X
2

Significance level: 0.05

Hypothesis: B12 . B2 = 0

Source of
Variation

Total

Analysis of Variance

Sum of Mean
df Squares Squares F Ratio

342 731.8250

Regression of Y
on X an X

12 d
2

2 14.4689 7.2344 3.4288

X
12

1 3.1682

X
2

1 11.3007

Deviations 340 717.3561 2.1098

Critical Region: F.05 with 2 and 340 df 3.00;

1 and 341 df = 3.84
.05 with

R2 . 0.0197

Model: Y(diff) = -1.2202 0.0264 X12 - 0.2291 X e



BVD: Positive versus Negtive
Evaluation of Change

The F ratio for the BVD Scale (Table 12) does not lie within the
critical region; therefore, the hypothesis that the treatment has no
effect (is equal to zero) is not rejected.

Table 12. Means, standard deviations and one-way analysis of variance
of the difference between pretest scores and posttest scores
for participants and nonparticipants on the BVD: Positive
Versus negative evaluation of change.

Model: Yi = u + Ti + ei
Significance level: 0.05
Hypothesis: T5 = 0

Means and Standard Deviations: Pretest Posttest
Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev

Participants 5.3620 1.4424 5.5483 1.3638
Nonparticipants 5.2500 1.5532 5.2968 1.4872

Source of
Variation
TOtal
Between groups
Within groups

(error)'

df

342
1

341

Sum of
Squares

906.1807
1.0131

905.1676

Mean
Squares

1.0131
2.6544

F Ratio

0.3816

Critical RegIcaLLaa with 1 and 341 f = 3.84

The F ratio for the reduced regression analysis 02able .13) of the
BVD Scale is not in the critical region Thajlypothesis_that:the_-beta
values equal zero la not rejected. 'lleported education level .(X6 ) does
account for more of the sum of squares :thanTarticipation (X2)., but
this amount is not statistically significant,



Table 13. Least squares analysis of variance for the dif-
ference between pretest and posttest regressed
on a reduced number of independent variables:
BVD Scale

Scale: BVD: Positive versus negative evaluation of change

Model: Y(diff) - a B6X6 B
2
X
2

e

Significance level: 0.05

Hypothesis: B6 = B2 = 0

Analysis of Variance

Source of Sum of Mean
Variation df Squares Squares F Ratio

Total 342 906.1807

Regression of Y
on X's 2 9.1667 4.5833 1.7372

X 1 8.6633
6

X 1 0.5034
2

Deviations 340 897.6140 2.6382

Critical Region: F.05 with 2 and 340 df = 3.00; F.05 with

1 and 341 df = 3.84

R2 - 0.0101

Model: Y(diff) - 0.6656 - 0.0613 X6 - 0.0985 X e



BVE: Belief in Internal versus
External Determination of Events

The F ratio for the BVE Scale (Table 14) is not in the critical
region, and the hypothesis that the treatment has no effect is not
rejected.

Table 14. Means, standard deviations and one-way analysis of variance
of the difference between pretest scores and posttest scores
for participants and nonparticipants on the BVE: Belief in
internal versus external determination of events scale.

Model: Yi = u + Ti + ei
Significance level: 0.05
Hypothesis: T6 = 0

Means and Standard Deviations:

Participants
Nonparticipants

Pretest Posttest
Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev
4.9247 1.5142 5.0716 1.5783
4.8593 1.4892 4.8593 1.6317

Analysis of Variance

Source of
Variation df

Total 342
Between grpups 1

Within groups 341
(error)

Sum of
sguares
928.0991

1.1242
926.9749

Mean
S uares

1.1242
2.7184

F Ratio

0.4135

Critical Region F05 with 1 and 341 df = 3.84

The F ratio for the reduced model (Table 15) iS in'the critical
region, indicating that these independent variables are significantly
associated with the dependent variable. When the independent 'variables
are partitioned intp, individual effecta, it- is apparent that participa-
tion (X2) is nOt associated; whereas current eMployment status (X7) Is
significantly associated with the dependent variable.

The related T test, summarized in Appendix Table 11, indicates
that there is a significant difference for participants between pretest
and posttest for those individuals who were employed full-time and those
individuals not employed full-time. No significant differences were de-
tected for nonparticipants.
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Table 15. Least squares analysis of variance for the dif-
ference between pretest and posttest regressed
on a reduced number of independent variables:
BVE Scale

Scale: BVE: Belief in internal versus external determi-
nation of events

Model: Y(diff) = a B
7
X
7

B K
2

e

Significance level: 0.05

Hypothesis: B7 B2 = 0

Analysis of Variance

Source of Sum of Mean
Variation df S uares Sguares F Ratio

Total 342 728.0991

Regression of Y
on X

7
and X2

X7

X
.2

Deviations

^ 15.3747 7.6873 2.8636-

1 15.2646

1 0.1099

340 912.7243 2.b844

Critical Region: 05 with 2 and 340 df = 3.00
.

2R 0.0165

Model: Y(diff) = 0.7629 - 0.4327 X7 - 0.0467 X2 e
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BVF: Positive versus Negative
Evaluation of Deferred Gratification

The F racio lor the BVF Scale (Table 16) is not in the critical
region, and the hypothesis that the treatment effect is equal to zero
is not rejected.

Table 16. Means, standard deviations and one-way analysis of variance
of the difference between pretest scores and posttest scores
for participants and nonparticipants on the BVF: Positive
versus negative evaluation of deferred gratification scale.

Model: Yi u + Ti + ei
Significance level: 0.05
Hypothesis: T7 = 0

Means and Standard Deviations:

Participants
Nonparticipants

Pretest Posttest
Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev
5.0394 1.1576 5.1003 1.2683
4.8906 1.2359 4.8281 1.1485

Source of
Variation

Total
Between groups
Within grouc,

(error)

Analysis of Variance

df

342
1

Sum of
Squares

688.5072
0.7y31

687.5072

Mean
Squares

2.0167

F Ratio

).3932

Critical Region: F.05 with I. and 341 df = 3.84

The F ratio (Table 17) for the reduced regression:model of the
3VF Scale is not in the critical region. The hypothesis±ha: the beta
v-lue are equal to zero is not rejected.

Summary for the Haller Work
Beliefs Checklist

The analyses of the Haller Work Beliefs Checklist ,F:-Ales are
smmmarized in Table 18. According to the one-way analysts of variance
mmBel iand the data set obtained for the Haller Work Belie:as Checklist, '

thla aumhor was unable to detect any significant differeno for the
trTatment. Thfil condition that no significant aifferences:Amre detected
indicetes that the error term is inflated, containing ren6Dm error plus
bths. 'Thus, te assumption that e is normally and indeper,dently dis-
tributd with .mean = 0 and variance = 02 does not hoLd. alhe error



Table 17. Least squares analysis of variance for the dif-
ference between pretest and posttest regressed
on a reduced number of independent variables:
BVF Scale

Scale: BVF: Positive versus negative evaluation of
deferred gratification

Model: Y(diff) B13X13 B
2
X
2

e

Eignificance level: 0.05

Hypothesis: B13 B2 0

Analysis of Variance

Source of m MeanSu of
Variation df Squares Squares F Ratio

Total 342 688.5072

Regression of
on X and X 2 4.6721 2.3360 1.1614

13 2

1 3.8789X13

X
2

1 0.7932

Deviations 340 683.8351 2.0112

Critical Region: F.05 with 2 and 340 cif. 3.00; F.05 with

1 and 341 df = 3.84

R2 0.0067

Model: Y(diff) = -0.3727 0.0052 113 0.1551 X e



Table 18. Summary data on the analysis of variance techniques for the
Haller Work Beliefs Checklist

One-Way ANOVA
Scale Ho: Ti = 0

Regression (Reduced)
Bo:B-=B.=...=0

j

BVA Do not reject Do not reject
BVB Do not reject Reject B5 = 0
BVC Do not reject Reject B2 = 9
BVD Do not reject Reject B6 = 0
BVE Do not reject Reject B7 = 0
BVF Do not reject Do not reject

variance was examined.further by the use of least squares analysis
technique to determine the association between the dependent variable
and independent variables. The author was unable to detect any signifi-
cant associations between the dependent and independent variables by
using the full regression model. The full regression models for the
Work Beliefs Checklist are available in Moore (1970). However, by using
the reduced model, it was possible to identify variables which were
associated with four of the noncognitive measures. Age (X5) is associa-
ted with BIB: structured time; participation (X2) with BVC: physical
mobility; education (X6) with BVD: change; and current employment
status (X7) with BVE: determination of events.

Increased Disrespect for Law

The F ratio for the Law Scale (Table 19) is not in the critical
legion, and the hypothesis that the treatment effect is equal to zero
is not rejected.

The F ratio for the reduced regression analysis (Table 20) for
the Law Scale is in the critical region, and the hypothesis that the
beta values are equal to zero is rejected. Both variable Xln (plans
to receive more training for the job now holding) and varia6Te X13
(treatment hours) are associated with the dependent variable. The
related T test, summarized in Appendix Table 13 for the Law Scale
indicates that variable X10 is not significantly different from the
time of pretest to the titile of posttest for participants or non-
participants. However, variable X13 (treatment hours) is different
for the two groups and does appear to have an effect on the par-
ticipant's attitude toward law.
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Table 19. Means, standard deviations and one-way analysis of variance
of the difference between pretest scores and posttest scores
for participants and nonparticipants on the Rundquist and
Sletto Scale: Increased disrespect for law.

Model: Yi = u + + ei
Significance level: 0.05

Hypothesis: T8 = 0

Means and Standard Deviations:

Participants
Nonparticipants

Pretest
Mean Std Dev

61.7204 8.6548
59.4843 9.9026

Posttest
Mean

62.0824
61.0312

Sf-d Dev

8.5883
10.1308

Analysis of Variance

Source of
Variation df

Total 342
Between groups
Within groups

(error)

Sum of Mean
Squares Squares

24807.3819
1 73.0852 73.0852

341 24734.2966 72.5345

F Ratio

1.0075

Critical Region: ,05
with 1 and 341 df = 3.84



Table 20. Least squares analysis of variance for the dif-
ference between pretest and posttest regressed
on a reduced number of independent variables:
Law Scale

Scale: Increased disrespect for law

Model: Y(diff) =a+ +B13X13 +B2 X2 + e
lu 10

Significance level: 0.05

Hypothesis: B10 . B13 . B2 = 0

Analysis of Variance

Source of Sum of Mean
Variation df Squares Squares F Ratio

Total 342 24807.3819

Regression of Y
on X

10'
113' X :2 3 618.5905 206.1968 2.8897

X10 1 302.5724

13 1 267.5330

2
1 48.4850

Deviations 339 24188.7914 71.3533

Critical Region: F.05 with 3 and 339 df = 2.62; F.05 with

1 and 339 df = 3.86

R 2 0.0249

Model: Y(diff) 2.1117 + 1.2531 X
10

- 0.0441

1.3788 X2 e



Disillusionment Concerning the
Value of Education

The F ratio for the Education Scale (Table 21) is not in the
critical region, and the hypothesis that the treatment effect is equal
to zero is not rejected.

Table 21. Mean3, standard deviations and one-way analysis of variance
of the difference between pretest scores and posttest scores
for participants and nonparticipants on the Rundquist and
Sletto Scale: Disillusionment concerning the value of
education.

Model: Yi = u + Ti + ei
Significance level: 0.05
HypoLhesis: T9 = 0

Means and Standard Deviations:

Participants
Nonparticipants

Source of
Variation

Total
Between groups
Withinsgroups

(error)

Pretest
Mean

46.8530
47.7812

Std Dev
9.8157

10.2096

Analysis of Variance

Sum of
df S uares Squares

342 26356.3206

1 90.1920
341 26266.1286

Posttest
Mean

47.0286
46.6406

:T,Ratio

Std Dev
9.3612
9.5574

Critical Region:

The F ratio for the reduced. model (Table 22) of the Edudation
Scale is 'hot in the critiCal. 'regiOn;and-the-hypOthesis that the beta

,

values are equal to zero ls not rlected. ',There,does not appear ,to "be
any independent variable that is''-aSsociated with the dependent variable

,

for this data set.



Table 22. Least squares analysis of variance for the dif-
ference between pretest and posttest regressed
on a reduced number of independent variables:
Education Scale

Scale: Disillusionment with the value of education

Model: Y(diff) = a + B1X1 B2X2

Significance level: 0.05

Hypothesis: Bl B2 . 0

Analysis of Variance

Source of Sum of
Variation df Squares

Total 342 26356.3207

Regression of Y
on X

1'
X
2

185.5949

X 1 95.4029

Mean
Squares F Ratio

x2

Deviations

92:7974

1 90.1920

340 26170.7257 76.9727

1.2055

Critical Region: F05 with 2 and 340 df = 3.00

R2 = 0.0070

Model: Y(diff) = 3.4955 - 1.2324 X - 1.1819 X + e



Economic Conservatism

The F ratio for the EConomic Conservatism Scale (Table 23) is
not in the critical region,_and the hypothesis that the treatment effect
is equal to zero is not rejected.

Table 23. Means, standard deviations and one-way analysis of variance
of the difference between pretest scores and posttest scores
for participants and nonparticipants on the Rundquist and
Sletto Scale: Economic Conservatism.

Model: Yi = u + Ti + ei
Significance level: 0.05
Hypothesis: T10 = 0

Means and Standard Deviations:

Participants
Nonparticipants

Pretest
Mean Std Dev

64.4659 7.2154
64.7500 6.4488

Analysis of Variance

Source of Sdmof Mean
Variation !If SOderes Sndares

Total , 342 17E91.3411
Between groups 1 : 22.1107 22.1107
Within:groups

(error)
341 17869.2303 52.4024

Critical Region: .05 with and 341 df = 3.84

Posttest
Mean Std Dev

64.1111 6.5149
65.0468 6.5596

F Ratio

0.4219

The F ratio for the reduced model (Table 24) for the Economic
Conservatism Scale is in the critical region, and the hypothesis that
the beta values are equal to zero is rejected. Both independent
variables, treatment' hours (X13) and participation (X2), are sig.,-
nificantly associated with the dependent variable. Since participants
were exposed to the basic education instruction and nonparticipants
were not, it is reasonable to expect the number of treatment hours
to be associated with the change in attitude from pretest 'to posttes .



Table 24. Least squares analysis of variance for the dif-
ference between pretest and posttest regressed
on a reduced number of independent variables:
Economic Conservatism Scale

Scale: Economic conservatism

Model: Y(diff) . a B13X13

Significance leveL: 0 05

17pothesis: B13 = B-2 . 0

B
2
X2 e

Analysis of Variance

Source of Sum of
Variation df Squares Squares F Ratio

Mean

Total 342 17891.3411

Regression of 1
On X X

13' 2

X13
X
2

2 704.9216

468.5991

236.3225

17186.4194 50.5482Deviations

352.4608 6..9727

Critical Region: F.05 with 2 and

2R = 0.0394

Model: Y(diff) = 6 .3853 0 .0696 X13 .0442 X2



Summary of the Rundquist and
Sletto Scales

The analyses of the Rundquist and Sletto Scales are summarized
in Table 25. The one-way analysis of variance of the data set obtained
for the three Rundquist and Sletto scales reveals that the author was
unable to detect any significant differences for the treatment. The
condition that no significant differences were detected indicates
that the error term is inflated, containing random error plus bias.
Thus, the assumption that e is normal., ld independently distributed
with mean = 0 and variance = 0 2 does not hri. The error variance
was examined further by the use of the _laast squames analysis
technique to determine the association hstw=11 thR dependent variable
and the selected independent variables. Themuthur was unable to
detect any significant associations betw--=-=771 =he thsmendent variables
of law and education and the independent vartables_ for the full
model analysis. However, the full model fon- :the .sconomic conservatism
scale indicates that some of the independent variaEles were associated
with the dependent variable. The full regrion models for the
Rundquist and Sletto Scales are available imlgoore (1970). By
examining this relationship with the recilIcre-2i -egression model, inde-
pendent variables X10 (plans to receive inor--.training for the iob
now holding) and X13 (treatment hours) Weare" sighificantly associated
with the dependent variable. The reduced regression model indicated
that variables X10 and X13 were associate:1 with the response for the
laW scale. For the regression model and:this data set, the author
was unable to detect any significaht associations between the de-
pendent variable and the independent variables on the education scale.

Table 25. Summary data on the.analysis of variance techniques for the
Rundquist and Sletto Scales

Scale

One-Way ANOVA

HO:

Regression (Reduced)

Increased disrespect for Do not reject Reject B10
law B13

Disillusionment concerning
the value of education

Economic conservatism

Do not reject,

Do not reject

Do not reject

Reject Bl0 0

B13 0

66



Feeling of Anomia: Moon
and McCann Scale

The F ratio for the one-way analysis of variance ofthe Moon and
McCann Anomia Scale (Table 26) is not in the criti,. .i region and the
hypothesis that the treatment effect is equal to zero is not rejected,

Table 26. Means, standard deviations and one-way Jr:mlysis of variance
of the difference between pretest scoresand posttest scores
for participants and nonparticipants on tne Moon and McCann
Anemia Scale.

Model: Yi = u + Ti + ei
Significance level: 0.05
Hypothesis: Tll = 0

Means and Standard Deviations: Pretest
Mean Std Dev

Posttest
Mean Std Dev

Participants 3.4910 1.5774 3.1182 1.6654
Nonparticipants 3.6250 1.6949 3.5468 1.7541

Analysis of Variance

Source of Sum of Mean
Variation df Squares Squares F Ratio

Total
Between groups
Within groups

342
1

341

1016.3615
4.5191

1011.8423
4.5191
2.9672

1.5229

(error)

Critical Region F .05 with 1 and 341 df = 3.84

The F ratio for the reduced 1regression model (Table 27) of the
Moon and McCann Anomia Scale is in the critical region, and the hypothesis
that the beta values for current employment status (X7) and participation
(X9) are equal to zero is rejected. The related T test for the Moon and
Mcnann Scale, summarized in Appendix Table 16,illustrates that there is
a significant difference between pretest and posttest scores for par-
ticipants who are not full-time employed.



Table 27. Least squares analysis of variance for the dif-
ference between pretest m&posttest regressed
on a .reduced number of indepemdent variables:
Moon-McCann Anomia.Scale

Scale: Feeling of anomia: Moon and McCann

Model: Y(diff) = a B7K7 B2X2 + e

Significance level: 0.05

Hypothesis: B
7
= B 2

0

Analysis of Variance

Source of Sum of Mean
Variation df -.Squares Squares F Ratio

Total 342 1016.3615

Regression of Y
on X and X

7 2

X2

Deviations

2 26.0325 13.0162 4.4687

17.2709

8.7616

990.3289 2.9127

1

1

340

Critical Region: Fç with 2 and 340 df = 3.00

2
R. = 0.0256

Model: Y(diff) = -0.0910 0.5316 X
7 2
+ 0.4176 X + e



Feei of Anomie: McClosky
and'S_haar Scale

The F ratio for the one-way analysis of variance of the Mc ',-losky
and 5:.-Alaar Anomie Scale (Table 28) is not in the critical region, =and
the hypothesis that the treatment effect is equal to zero is not
rejected.

.Table 28. Means, standard deviations and one-way analysis oE varrnce
of the difference between pretest scores and posttest .s71.cures
for participants and nonparticipants on the McClosky am50
Schaar Scale.

Model: Yi = u + Ti + ei
Significance level: 0.05
Hypothesis: T

12 = 0

Means and -Standard Deviations:

Participants
Nonparticipants

Pretest
Mean
6.3655
6.2031

Std Dev
1.7959
1.9613

Posttesz.,

Mean
5.7347
5.4531

Std Dmv
.9786

2.03(09

. Analysis of.Variance

Source of Sum of
VariatiOn df Squares

Total 342 1599,7142
Between groups 1 0.7393
Within groups 341 1598.9749

error)

Critical Region:, -F0-5 with 1 and 341 df = 3.84

Mean
Squares

0,7393
4.689&

F Ratio

0.1576

,

The F ratio for the redUced model (Table 29) of the McClosky and
Schaar Anomie Scale is in the critical region, and the hypothesis that
the beta values are equal to zero is rejected. Both variable X4 (sex)
and variable X (plans for receiving more training in the job now10
held) are associated with fMelings of anomia as measured by the McClosky
and Schaar Scale. The is-21ated T test, summarized in Appendix Tabae 17
reveals that participant males and females show a significant negmtive
change in their feelings of anomia, indicating that they become less
anomic over time. Nonparticipant females also made a significant
negative change in their feelings of anomia for the same period while
nonparticipant males did not, For variable X10 (plans for receiving
more training in the job now held), it is noted that only participants
who answered No to this question made a significant negative change in
feelings of anomia from pretest to posttest. These individuals illustrate
a significant change in anomia score, but they remain more anomi,c than
those people answering Yes to this question. Further, the indiviauals
answering No -may perceive a need for additional job training at the
time of participation in basic education instruction.

.69



!Diable 29. Least squares analysis of variance for the dif-
ference between pretest and posttest regressed
on a reduced number of independent variables:
McClosky and Schaar Anomia Scale

Scale: Feeling of anomia: McClosky and Schaar

Model: Y(diff) = 4. B4
X4 4- 1310X10 e

Significance level: 0.05

Hypothesis: B4 = B10

Source of
Variation

Analysis of Variance

Sum of Mean
df Squares &mares F Ratio

Total 342 1599.7142

Regression of Y
on X4 and X10 2 48.9345 24.4672. 5.3643

X 1 17.11164

X
10 1 31.8228

Deviations 340 1550 :7797 4.5611

Critical Region: F05 with 2 and 340 df . 3.00
2R 0.0305

Model: Y(diff) -0.6111 - 0.5116 X + 0.4791 )rio + e



Self Criticism

The F ratio for the one-way analysis of variance for the Self-
Criticism Scale (Table 30) is not in the critical region, and the
hypothesis that the treatment effect is equal to zero is not rejected.

Table 30. Means, standard deviations and one-way analysis of variance
of the difference between pretest scores and posttest scores
for participants and nonparticipants on the Fitts TSCS:
Self-Criticism Scale,

Model: Y = u + T13 + e
Significance level: 0.05
Hypothesis: T13 = 0

Means and Standard Deviations:

Participants
Nonparticipants

Pretest Posttest
Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev

35.3620 5.9953 34.7598 6.2694
36.1250 5.9401 35.6093 7.2401

Analysis of Variance

Source of Sum of Mean
Variation df Squares Squares F Ratio

Total 342 16893.2128
Between groups 1 0.3897 0.3897 0.0078
Within groups 341 16892.8230 49.5390

(error)

Critical Region: F.05 with 1 and 341 df = 3.84

The F ratio for the reduced regression analysis for the Self-
Criticism Scale (Tab)e 31) is in the critical region, and the hypothesis
that the beta values for race (X1) and residence (X.3) are equal to zero
is rejected. The related T test, summarized in Appendix Table 18 shows
that black participants change significantly in the negative direction
from the time of pretest to the time,of posttest on their Self-Criticism
scores, indicating that they have become less willing to accept criticism
of themselves. No differences are detected for residence in Appendix
Table 18.

n



Table 31. Least squares analysis of variance for the dif-
ference between pretest and posttest regressed
on a reduced number of independent variables:
Self-Criticism

Scale: Self-Criticism

Model: Y(diff) = a B1X1 B K3 B2X2 e

Significance level: 0.05

Hypothesis: B1 . B3 . B2 . 0

Source of
Variation

Total

Regression of Y
on X X1, 3X' 2

Xl

X3

x2

Deviations

Analysis of Variance

df
Sum of
Squares

Mean
Squares F Ratio

342

3

1

1

1

339

16893.2128

434.3666

171.9080

246.8934

15.5651

16458.8461

144.7888

48.5511

2.9821

Critical Region: F.05 with 3 and 339 df = 2.62

R2 = 0.0257

Model: Y(diff) = -0.3310 - 1.5749 0.6121 X3

0.5351 X2 e



Total Positive Self

The F ratio for the one-way analysis of variance for the Total
Positive Self Scale (Table 32) is not in the critical region, and the
hypothesis that the treatment effect is equal to zero is not rejected.

Table 32. Means, standard deviations and one-way analysis of variance
of the difference between pretest scores and posttest scores
for participants and nonparticipants on the Fitts TSCS:
Total Positive Self Scale-

Yi = u + Ti + ei
Significance level: 0.05
Hypothesis: T14 = 0

Means and Standard Deviations:

Participants
Nonparticipants

Pretest
Mean Std Dev

29.6027
37.8296

328.0286
325.0000

Posttest
Mean Std Dev

328.1827
325.6250

34.8176
33.3802

Source of
Variation

Analysis of Variance

Sum of
df Squares

Mean
Squares F Ratio

Total
Between groups
Within groups

342
1

341

343980.9154
11.5426

343969.3728
11.5426

1008.7078
0.0114

Critical Region: .05 with 1 and 341 df = 384

The F ratio for the reduced regression analysis for the Total
Positive Scale (Table 33) is not in the critical region, and the
hypothesis that the beta values are equal to zero is not rejected for
race (X1) and participation (K2). The hypothesis that the beta
values are equal to zero is rejected for income (X8) and social par-
ticipation (X14)° The data summarized in Appendix Table 4 show
there is an important-difference between the participants' and non-
participants' reported monthly income and their social participation
scores.



Table 33. Least squares analysis of variance for the dif-
ference between pretest and posttest regressed
on a reduced number of independent variables:
Total Positive Self

Scale: Total Positive Self

Model: Y(diff) cx. B1X1 +B8 X8 +B14X14 + B X + e2 2

Significance level: .05

Hypothesis: 81 Ba B14 B2

Source of
Variation

Total

Regression of Y-
on

Analysis of Variance

Sum of Mean
df Squares Squares F Ratio

342 343980.9153

4 7987.3002 1996.8250 2.0087

1 288.7731

X13. 1 4639.3605

:K 1 3038;025614
. .

-)C 1 21-1409

Deviations 338 335993-6151

Critical Region:

R2 = 0.0232

with d 338 df 2.37

Model: Y(diff) 15.1588-- 7.1319,4 Xi,- 0.Q194 +

0 .1950 X14 + 0.6379 X2 + e



Identify Self

The F ratio for the one-way analysis of variance for the Identity
Self Scale (Table 34) is not in the critical region, and the hypothesis
that the treatment effect is equal to zero is not rejected.

Table 34. Means, standard deviations and one-way analysis of variance
of the difference between pretest scores and posttest scores
for participants and nonparticipants on the Fitts TSCS:
Identity Self Scale.

Model: = u + Ti + ei
Significance level: 0.05
Hypothesis: T15 = 0

Means and standard Deviations: Pretest

Participants
Nonparticipants

Mean
121.1935
118.0156

Std Dev
12,6237
16.2661

Posttest
Mean

120.6523
119.2812

Std Dev
14.0165
13.5723

Analysis of Variance

Source of Sum of Mean
Variation df Squares Squares

Total 342 79033.7142
Between groups 1 169.9539
Within groups 341 78863.7603

(error)

169.9539
231.2720

F Ratio

0.7348

Ctitical Region: F.05 with 1 and 341 df = 3.84

The F ratio for the reduced regression analysis for the Identity
Self Scale (Table 35) is in the critical region, and the hypothesis that
the beta value for sex (X4) is equal to Zeio is rejected. The related
T test, summarized in Appendix Table 20 shows that male participants
changed significantly in the negative direction from the time of pretest
to the time of posttest. This change is indicative of a more realistic
perception of one's identity.

Self-Satisfaction

The F ratio for the one-way analysis of variance for the Self-
Satisfaction Scale (Table 36) is not in the critical region, and the
hypothesis that the treatment effect is equal to zero is not rejected.



Table 35. Least squares analysis of variance for the dif-
ference between pretest and posttest regressed
on a reduced number of independent variables:
Identity Self

.Scale: Identity Self

Model: Y(diff) = a B4X4

Significance level: 0.05

Hypothesis: 84 . B2 . 0

e

Analysis of Variance

Source of Sum of Mean
Variation df Squares gggiligg F Ratio

Total

Regression of Y
on X A and Y

342 79033.7142

1431.3395 715.5697 3.1355

1324.7663

106.5732

77602.3747

Critical

R2 = 0.0181



Table 36. Means, standard deviations and one-way analysis of variance
of the difference between pretest scores and posttest scores
for participants and nonparticipants on the Fitts TSCS:
Self-Satisfaction Scale.

Model: Yi .=u + T. + e.
Significance level: 0.05
Hypothesis: T16 = 0

Means and Standard Deviations:

Participants
Nonparticipants

Pretest Posttest
Mean Std Dev Mean

98.3333 11.3095 99.6845
98.5937 15.1863 99.2968

Std Dev
13.5723
13.1712

Analysis of Variance

Source of Sum of Mean
Variation df Squares Squares F Ratio

Total
Between groups
Within groups

342
1

341

57830.8046
21.8682

57808.9364
21.8682
169.5276

0.1289

(error)

Critical Region: F .05 with 1 and 341 df = 3.84

The F ratio for the reduced regression analysis for the Self _

Satisfaction Scale (Table 37) is in the critical region, and the hypothesis
that the beta values for income (Xg) and social participation ((14) are
equal to zero is rejected. The related T test, summarized in Appendix
Table 21, shows that participants who are not employed full-time increase
in self-satisfaction scores over time. This increase represents an
improvement in the individual's acceptance of self. Also,-important
differences are noted in Appendix 4 for participants and nonparticipants
regarding their reported monthly income (X8) and social participation
scores (X44).



Table 37. Least squares analysis of variance for the dif-
ference between pretest and posttest regressed
on a-reduced number of independent variables:
Self-Satisfaction

Scale: Self-Satisfaction

Model: Y(diff) = a+BX-i-BX+B X A-BX-i-e
1 1 8 8 14 14 2 2

Significance level: 0.05

Hypothesis: B
1 8

= B14 . B
2

Analysis of Variance

Source of Sim-of -Mean

Variation df Squares ZPauares. F Ratio

Total 342 57830.8046

Regression of Y.
on X11X X14' Y:

2
4 2349.8509 587.4627 3.5789

Y: 1 100.7791
1

X8 1 1151.2732

X 1 1074.167114

1 23.6315

Deviations 338 55480.9537 164.1448

Critical Region: F05 with 4 and 338 df = 2.37

R2 0.0406

Model: Y(diff) = 10.2855 4.2380 Xi 0.0101 X8

0.1113 Xi - 0.6744 X + e



Behavior Self

The F ratio for the one-way analysis of variance for the Behavior
Self Scale (Table 38) is not in the critical region, and the hypothesis
that the treatment effect is equal to zero is not rejected.

Table 38. Means, standard deviations and one-way analysis of variance
of the difference between pretest scores and posttest scores
for participants and nonparticipants on theFittsTSCS:
Behavior Self Scale.

Model: Yi = u + Ti + ei
Significance level: 0.05
Hypothesis: T17 = 0

Means and Standard Deviations:

Participants
Nonparticipants

Pretest
Mean

108.5017
108.3906

Std Dev
11.8190
13.2684

Posttest
Mean

107.8458
107.0468

Std Dev
13.6242
11.8876

Source of
Variation

Sum of
df Squares

Mean
Squares F Ratio

Total
Between groups
Within groups

342
1

341

50778.0349
24.6297

50753.4052
24.6297
148.8369

0.1654

error

Critical Region:
.05 with 1 and 341 df = 3.84

The F ratio for the reduced regression analysis for the Behavior
Self Scale (Table 39) is not in the critical region. The hypothesis
that the beta values are equal to zer9 is not rejected.

Physical Self

Self
that

The F ratio for the one-way analysis of variance-for the Physical
Scale (Table 40) is not in the critical region, and the hypothesis
the treatment effect is equal to zero is not rejected.'

The F ratio for the reduced regression analysis for the Physical
Self Scale (Table 41) is not in the critical region, and the hypothesis
that the beta value for race (K1) is equal to zero is not rejected.
The related T test for participants and nonparticipants is summarized
in Appendix Table 23. This table shows that male participants, full-



Table 39. Least squares analysis of variance for the dif-
ference between pretest amd posttest regressed
on a reduced number of independent variables:
Behavior Self

Scale: Behavior Self

Model: Y(diff) = a 4- B8X8 B K
2

Significance level: 0.05

Hypothesis: 88 = B2 = 0

Analysis ,of Variance

Source of Sum ol Mean
Variation df Sauares Sauares F iatio

Total 342 50778.0349

Regression of Y
on X

8'
X
2 2

378.3647 189.1823 1.2762

X
8

1 304.5094

X 1 73.8553
2

Deviations 340 50399.6702 148.2343

Critical Region: F.05 with 2 and 340 df,. 3.00

R2 . 0.0074

Model: Y(diff) = 2.2759 - 0.0052 X 1.1743 X2

8 0



Table 40. Means, standard deviations and one-way analysis of variance
of the difference between pretest scaxes and posttest -scores
for participants and nonparticipants on the Fitts TSCS:
Paysical Self Scale.

Model: Yi -= u + Ti + ei
Significanc'e level: 0.05
Hypothesis: T18 = 0

Means and Standard Deviations:

Participants
Nonparticipants

Pretest
Mean Std 'Dev

66.2258 7.-8251

63.3750 9.6650

Post--.1=st

Mean StdiDev
65.4086 8.7928
64.7968 '9.2893

Source of
Variatiom

Analysis of Variance

df
Sum of
Squares

Mean
Squares F Rat:Lc

Total
Between groups
Within groups

342
1

341

27760.2798
260.9930

27499.2868
260.9930
80.6430

3.2363

(error

Critical Region: F06 with 1 and 341 df = 3.84



113

'Table 41. L...-last squares analysis of variance for the dif-
frence between pretest and posttest regressed
cm a reduced nuldber of independent variables:
M6ra1-Ethical Self

Scale: Phys±cal Self

Model: Y(d'f-i=) = ± B1X1

Significancs level: 0.05

Hypothesis: B1 = B2 = 0

+ e

Analysis of Variance

Source of Sum of Mean
Variation df Squares Sauares F Ratio

Total 342 27760.2798

Regression of Y
on X1 and X

2
2 370.2538 185.1269 2.2980

X 1 57.6059
1

X2
1 312.6479

Deviations 340 27390.0260 80.5589

Critical Region: F05 with 2 and 340 df = 3.00

2R = 0.0133

Y(diff) = -1.1236 1.1869 11 ± 2.3631 X2 -1- e

82



time empi7.t7r.- participants, and participants answering No for the question
"Do ylou-o. =o receive more training for the job you now have?" make a
negatine fL ft in their Physical Self Scores from the time of pretest to
the tir-P. posttest. Nonparticipants who answer Yes to the question
"Do you n :17 to prepare for another job?"'made a positive shift in their
Physical F't.'_Lf scores over the testing period. Participants have become
more crf....t1 of the perception of their physical selves, whereas non-
particip -1..1ave become less-critical.

Moral-Ethil Self

Th,a.-_--Z1' ratio for the one-way analysis of variance for the Moral-
Ethical SL5--3cale (Table 42) is not in the critical region, and the
hypothest:L --.-_-=Eat the treatment effect is equal to zero is not rejected.

Table 42. 'Yeans, standard deviations and one-way analysis of variance of
.

+IP difference between pretest scores and posttest scores
._:;or participants and nonparticipants on the Fitts TSCS:
Moral-Ethical Self.

Model: Y. = u + T. + e.
Significance level: 0.05
Hypothesis: T19 = 0

Means and Standard Deviations:

Participants:
Nonparticiperirts

Pretest
Mean Std Dev

67,7383 7.9099
66..8750 9.9530

Posttest
Mean Std Dev

67.2293 9.6629
67.8437 9.6184

Source cd:
Variation_

Analysis of Variance

df

Total 342
Between groups
Within groups

SuM of
Squares

28505.3410
1 113.6760

28391.6650341

Mean
Squares

113.6760
83.2600

F Ratio

1.3653

Critical Region: F.05 with 1 and 341 df = 3.84

The F ratio for the reduced regression analysis for the Moral-Ethical
Self Scale (Table 43) is not in the critical region. The hypothesis that
the beta values are equal to zero is not rejected.



Table 43. Least squares analysis of variance for the dif-
ference between pretest and posttest regressed
on a reduced number of independent variables:
Moral-Ethical Self

=

r

,

1

1

i

[

i

Scale: Moral-Ethical Self

Model: Y(diff) .aB14 X14 B
2
X
2

Significance level: 0.05

Hypoth esis: B14 "'" B2

Source of
Variation

Analysis of Variance

Mean
Squares

192.5149.

82.7067

F Ratio
Sum of

df Squares

Total

Regression of Y
on X14 and X2

3C14

X
2

Deviations

342 28505.3411

2 385,0299

1 230.6055

1 154.4244

340 28120.3112
,

i

2.3276

Critical Region: F.05 with 2 and 340 df = 3.00

2R 0.0135

Model: Y(diff) . -3.3915 0.,0550 XIA 1.6625 X2 e
,

,

84



Personal Self

The F ratio for the one-way analysis of variance for the Personal
Self Scale (Table 44) is not in the critical region, and the hypothesis
that the treatment effect is equal to zero is not rejected.

The F ratio for the reduced regression analysis of the Personal
Self Scale (Table 45) is not in the critical region. The hypothesis
that the beta values for race CK1), residence CK3), and participation
(X2) are equal to zero is not rejected.

Table 44. Means, standard deviations and one-way analysis of variance
of the difference between pretest scores and posttest scores
for participants and nonparticipants on the Fitts TSCS:
Personal Self Scale.

Model: Yi = u + Ti + ei
Significance level: 0.05
Hypothesis: T20 = 0

Means and Standard Deviations:

Participants
Nonparticipants

Pretest Posttest
Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev

63.3620 8.3954 64.0896 8.3620
63.9062 8.2437 62.5156 8.2192

Source of
Variation

Total
Between groups
Within-groupS,

(error)

Analysis of Variance

Sum of
df Squares

342 26598.1107
233-.:5789

341 '26365418

Mean
Squares

233.5789
77.3183

F Ratio

.3.0211

Critical Region F .05 with 1 and 341 df = 3.84



Table 45. Least squares analysis of variance for the dif-
ference between pretest and posttest regressed
on a reduced number of independent variables:
Personal Self

Scale: Personal Self

Model: Y(diff) = a ± B1X1

Significance level: 0.05

Hypothesis: B1 = B3 B2 = 0

B
2
X2 + e

Source of
Variation

Total

Regression of Y
on Xi,X3 and X2 3 480.4803. 160.1601 2.0788

Analysis of Variance

Sum of Mean
df Squares Squares F Ratio

342 26598.1107

Deviations

X 1 33.1857
1

)C3 1 228.4208

1 218.8738

339 26117.6304 77.0431

Critical Region: F05 with 3 and 339 df . .67

R2 0.0180

Model: Y(diff) = 5.8386 - 0.6232 X - 0.6598 X
1 3

2.0066 X2 e



Family Self

The F ratio for the one-way analysis of variance for the Family
Self Scale (Table 46) is not in the critical region, and the hypothesis
that the treatment effect is equal to zero is not rejected.

Table 46. Means, standard deviations and one-way analysis of variance
of the difference between pretest scores and posttest scores
for participants and nonparticipants on the Fitts TSCS:
Family Self Scale.

Model: Y., u + Ti + ei1
Significance level: 0.05
Hypothesis: T21 0

Means and Standard Deviations: Pretest
Mean

Participants 66.3548
Nonparticipants 65.9843

Std Dev
7.6768
9.3579

Posttest
Mean

66.6953
66.0937

Std Dev
7.9192
8.4397

Source of.
Variation

Total
Between groups
Within groups

(error)

Critical Region:

Analysis of Variance

Sum of Mean
df Sadares Squares F RatiO
342 '23657.6676

' 1 2.7809' 2.7809 0.0400
341 /23654.8867 69.3691

F J).5 with 1 and 341 df = ,3.84

The F ra.tio fp.r ,the_-reddced_regression analysis,for the. Family
oelf Scale (rable47) is nOt -inhe Critical region andthe hypothesis
that the beta Valdes fOr: agej..(X9and ParticiOatIon (X2): arc eq4s1 to
zero iS not rejected.' The hypnt-hesis :that beta Value for, xg ..(monthly
1,ncome) i equal tO zero is rejected-: The rel.ated T,:tes!;V-'SumMarized
in Appendix Table 26, shows a aignificant difference:hetween the
Monthlyincome(Xe) 'reported':for ..,articipanta'and no4ParticiparitS.



Table 47. Least squares analysis of variance for the dif-
ference between pretest and posttest regressed
on a reduced number of independent variables:
Family Self

Scale: Family Self

Model: Y(diff),=_a B5X5

Significance level: 0.05

Hypothesis: B5 = B8 . B2 . 0

+ e

Source of
Variation

Analysis of Variance

Sum of Mean
df Squares Squares Y Ratio

Total 342 23657.6676

Regression of Y
on X X and X5' 8' 2

Deviations

X5

469.4438 156.4812 2.2876

168.6162

X J 281.1079
8

19.7197

339 23188...2238 68.4018

Critical Region: F y±th3and:339df = 2.60
2R . 0.0198

Model Y(diff)-= 5.8483- 0.0735:X5 - 0.0051 X'

0 .6102 X2 ± e



Social Self

The F ratio for the one-way analysis of variance for the Social
Self Scale (Table 48) is not in the critical region, and the hypothesis
that the treatment effect is equs' to zero is not rejected.

Table 48. Means, standard deviations and one-way analysis of variance
of the difference between pretest scores and posttest
scores for participants and nonparticipants on the Fitts
TSCS: Social Self Scale,

Model: Yi = u + Ti + ei
Significance level: 0.05
Hypothesis: T22 = 0

Means and Standard Deviations:

Participants
Nonparticipants

Source of
Variation

Total
-Between groUps-
Within groups

(error)

df

342
1

341

Pretest
Mean Std Dev

Posttest
Mean Std Dev

64.3476 7.0372 64.7598 8.2694
64.8593 9.6409 64.3750 7.4268

Sum of
Squares Squares F Ratio

22657-4285
41,-8456

22615.5829
41.8456
66.3213

0.6309

Critical Region: F.05 with 1 and 341 df = 3.84

The F ratio for the reduced regression analysis for,the Social
Self Scale .(Table 49) is in the critical regioni and the hypothesis
that the beta values for race (K1), sex (K4), social participation
scores (X14), and participation (X2) pre equal to ze7o is rejected.
The T test (Appendix Table:27) for selected dichotomOus variables
shows that there is a significant difference for Social Self scores
over time for both participants and honParticipants who answer No
to th,e, quc-stion "Do you have plans for-continuing your own. education?"

It is noted that there are 'two variables which show T values in
the critical region at the 0.10 level of significance. White (KI)
participants change in the positive direction for the Social Self
Scale over time. Nonparticipants who answered No.to the .question
(X10) "Do you plan t6 receive _more training for the job you now
have?" show a change in,the negative direction for the Social Self
Scale from the t:ime of pretest to the time of posttest.



Table 49. Least squares analysis of variance for the dif-
ference between pretest and posttest regressed
on a reduced number of independent variables:
Social Self

Scale: Social Self

Model: Y(diff) = a ÷ B1X1 B
4
X
4

B K13 B14X14
B
2
X
2

e

Significance level: 0.05

Hypothesis: Bl B
4

B13 B14 -I- B
2
. 0

Source of
Veriation

Analysis of Variance

Sum of Mean
df Squares Squares F Ratio

Total 342 22657.4285

Regression of 7on
X X X X-- X11 4' 13' 14, 2

Deviations

5 1090.9107 218.1821 3.4093

X 1 185.2914

X
4

1 290.3816

X13 1 38.4053

X 1 293.853814

X 1 282.9786

337 21566.5178 63.9956

Critical Region: F with 5 and 337 df = 2.21

R2 = 0.0481

Model: Y(diff) = 3.7279 - 2.5438 X 2.3034 X -
1 4

0.0495 X13 0.05 89 X14 - 3.1858 X2 e
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Participants change in the positive direction, whereas non-
participants change in the negative direction. A positive or negative
change within the normal range of 59-87 is indicative of a perception
of adequacy and worth in social interaction.

Social participation scores (X14) are summarized in Appendix
Table 3. It is noted that participants score significantly higher
than nonparticipants on the Social Participation Scale.

Defensive Positive

The F ratio for the one-way analysis of variance for the
Defensive Positive Scale (Table 50) is not in the critical region,
and the hypothesis that the treatment effect is equal to zero ts not
rejected.

Table 50, Means, standard deviations and cone-way analysis of variance
of the difference between pretest scores and posttest scores
for participants and nonparticipants on the Fitts TSCS:
Defensive Positive Scale.

Model: Yi = u + Ti + ei
Significance level: 0.05
Hypothesis: T23 = 0

Means and Standard Deviations:

Participants
Nonparticipants

Pretest
Mean Std Dev

61.4372 12.2378
60.7500 14.3361

Posttest
Mean Std Dev

60.5591 13.6843
59.7812 12.3949

Source of
Variation

Total
Between groups
Within groups .

(error)

Analysis of Variance

df
Sum of-
Squares SRuares

342 61572.2215
1. 0.4274 0.4274

341 61571.7941 180.5624

F Ratio

0.0023

Critical Region: F.05 with 1 and 341 df = 3.84

The F ratio for the reduced regression analysis for the Defensive
Positive Scale (Table 51) is in the critical region, and the hypothesis
that the beta values for residence (X3) and inCome (X0 are equal to
zero is rejected. It is noted in Appendix,Table 13 tgat the mean re-
ported monthly ,i.ncome for participants is oVer $100 more than that
of the nonpartiCipanta. The related T test, suMmarized in Appendix
Table 28.,_shows an important difference for rural nonparticipants,_
indicating that their DP scores decreased over time



Table 51. Least squares analysis of variance for the dif-
ference between pretest and posttest regressed
on a reduced number of independent variables:
Defensive Positive

Scale: Defensive Positive

Model: Y(diff) = a BIK1 B K
3

B6X6 B6X

Significance level: 0.05

Hypothesis: Bl =B
6
=13

8
=B

2
=

3

Source of
Variation

Total

Regression of Y on

X1

Deviatious

2

Analysis of Variance

df
Sum of
Squares

342 61572.2215

5 2266.2582

1 290.3494

1 882.2625

1 145.3355

1 859.2830

1 89.0275

337 59305.9633

Mean
Squares F Ratio

453.2516 2.5755

175.9820

Critical Region: F05 with 5 and 337 df = 2.21

R2 = 0.0368

Model: Y(diff) = 12.1813 - 3.9794 Xi - 1.2455 X3

0.3509 X6 - 0.0092 X8 - 1.3255 X2 e

1
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General Maladjustment

The F ratio for the one-way analysis of variance for the
General Maladjustment Scale (Table 52) is not in the critical region,
and the hypothesis that the treatment effect is equal to zero is not
rejected.

Table 52. Means, standard deviations and one way analysis of variance
of the difference between pretest scores and posttest scores
for participants and nonparticipants on the Fitts TSCS:
General Maladjustment Scale.

Model: Yi = u + Ti + ei
Significance level: 0.05
Hypothesis: T24 = 0

Means and Standard Deviations:

Participants
Nonparticipants

Pretest Posttest
Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev

87.1648 9.9238 37.8817 10.7921
85.5468 12.5596 86.1406 10.6605

Source of
Variation

Total
tetween groups
Within groups

(error)

Sum of Mean
df Squares Squares

342 34242.8571
1 , 0.7888 0.7888

341 34242.0683 100.4166

F Ratio

0.0078

Critical Region: F.65 with 1 and 341 df = 3.84

The F ratio for the reduced regresSion analysis for the General
Maladjustment Scale (Table 53) is not in the critical region. The
hypothesis that the beta values for social participation scores (K14)
and participation (X") are equal to zero is not rejected.

2
, .



Table 53. Least squares analysis of variance of the dif-
ferences between pretest and posttest regressed
on a reduced number of independent variables:
General Maladjustment

Scale: General Maladjustment

Model: Y(diff) 814X14 B2X2 -1-e

Significance level: 0.05

Hypothesis: B14 B2 = 0

Source of
Variation

Analvsis.of Variance

Sum of Mean
df Squares Squares F Ratio

Total 342 34242.8571

Regression of Y
on X14 and X

2

X14

Deviations

2 381.8772 190.9386 1.9172

381.1122

2s 1 0.7650

340 33860.97S9 99.5911

Critical Region: F 05 with 2 and 340 df 3.00
.

2R = 0.0111

Model: Y(diff) = -0.8339 + 0.0646 X14 + 0.1170 X2 + e
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The F ratio for the one-way analysis of variance for the Psychosis
Scale (Table 54) is not in the critical region, and the hypotsis that
the treatment effect is equal to zero is not rejected.

Table 54. Means, standard deviations and one-way analysis of variance
of the difference between pretest scores and posttest scores
for participants and nonparticipants on the Fitts TSCS:
PsychoS-is Scale.

Model: Yi = u + T. + ei
Significance level: 0.05
Hypothesis: T25 = 0

Means and Standard Deviations:

Participants
Nonparticipants

Pretest
Mean Std Dev

57.1111 7.3390
57.3593 7.3254

Posttest
Mean Std Dev

56.2831 8.0059
56.0468 7-8647

Source of
Variation

Total
Between groups .

Within groups
(error)

Analysis of Variance

df

34z
1

341

Sum of
Squares

21887.7142
12.2223

21875.4919

Mean
Squares

12.2223
64.1510

F Ratio

0.1905

Critical Region: F.05 with 1 and 341 df = 3.84

The F ratio for the reduced regression analysis of the Peychosis
Scale.(Table 55) .is not in the critical region. The hypothesis that the
beta values are equal to zero is not rejected

Pe.7sonality Disorder

The F ratio for the one7way analysis of variance forthe
Personality Disorder Scale -(Table 56) is not In the critical region,
and the hypothzIsis that the treatment effect is equal to zero is not
rejected.



Table 55. Least squares analysis of variance for the dif-
ference between pretest and posttest regressed
on a reduced number of independent variables:.
Psychosis

Scale: Psychosis

Model: Y(diff) = a 4. B3X3 B4X4 132X e

Significance level: 0.05

Hypothesis: 63 . B4 = B2 0

Source of
Variation

Analysis of Variance

Sum of Mean
df S uares Squares F Ratio

Total 342 21887.7142

Regression of Y
on X

3 ,X4 ,X2
3 326.2003 108.7334 1.7095

X3 1 171.1220

X4 1 114.2228

X 1 40.8555
2

Deviations 339 21561.5139 63.6032,

Critical Region: F.05 with 3 and 339 df = 2.60

2R = 0.0149

Model: Y(diff) 3.6640 - 0.5919 X3 - 1.0920 X4 -

0.8701 X 4. e
2



Table 56. Means, standard deviations and one-way analysis of variance
of the difference between pretest scores and posttest scores
for participants and nonparticipants on the Fitts TSCS:
Personality Disflrder Scale.

Model: Yi = u + Ti + ei
Significance level: 0.05
Hypothesis: T26

Means and Standard Deviations: Pretest Posttest
Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev

Participants 69.4910 10.2728 70.3942 11.8036

Nonparticipants 68.9531 11.0932 70.7031 11,8115

Source of Sum of Mean
Variation df Squares S5uares F Ratio

Total 342 41421.7142
Between groups 1 37.3271 37.3271 0.3075

Within groups 341 41384.3871 121.3618
(error)

Critical Region: F.05 with 1 and 341 df + 3.84

The F ratio for the reduced regression analysis for the PersorlalitY
Disorder Scale (Table 57) is not in the critical region. The hypothesis
that the beta values are equal to zero is not rejected. .

Neurosis

The F ratio for the one-way analysis of variance for the Neuvosis
Scale (Table 58) is not in the critical region, and the hypothesis trist
the treatment effect is equal to zero is not rejected.
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Table 57. Least squares analysis of variance for the dif-
ference between pretest and posttest regressed
on a reduced:number of independent variables:
Personality Disorder

Scale: Personality Disorder

Model: Y(diff) = a + BEIX8 + B
2

Significance level: 0,05

Hypothesis! B8 B2 0

e

Analysis of Variance

Source of Sum of Mean
Variation df Squares Sumas,: F Ratio

Total

Regression of Y
on X and X

8 2

X8

Deviations

342 41421 7142

334.8801 167.4400 1 3855

1 331 3119

3 5682

340 41086 8341 120 8436

Critical Region: F05with2.nd 340 df = 3.00

R2 . 0.0080

Model: Y(diff) = 2.2657 0.0048 X8 0 2581 X e
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Table 58. Means, standard deviations and one-way analysis of variance
of the difference between pretest scores and posttest scores
for participants and nonparticipants on the Fitts TSCS:
Neurosis Scale.

Model: Yi = u + Ti + ei
Significance level: 0.05
Hypothesis: T27 = 0

Means and Standard Deviations:

Participants
Nonparticipants

Pretest
Mean Std Dev

79.0322 9.9842
79.8281 12.0271

Posttest
Mean Std Dev

78.8494 10.9248
77.4375 11.0810

Analysis of Variance

Source of
Variation df

S um o f

Squares Ssuares

Total 342 43801.1603
between groups 1 2.2485 2.2485
Within groups 341 43798.9118 128.4425

_._.it_r_r_2EL______----

F Ratio

0.0175

Critical Region: F.05 with and 341 df = 3.84

The F.ratio for the reduced regression analysis for the
Neurosis Scale (Table 59) isnOt in the, critical region-. The
hypothesis that the beta valuea are equal to:zero-is not rejected.



Table 52, Least squares analysis of variance for the dif-
ference between pretest and posttest regressed
on a reduced numbex of independent variables:
Neurosis

Scale: Neu osis

Model: Y(diff) 6 6

Significance level: 0.05

B X -I- e-_2_2

701/1'

Hypothesis: B6 = B2 . 0

Source of
Variation

Analysis of Variance

F Retio
Sum of Mean

df .Sauares Sauaes

Total

Regression of Y
on X and X

6 2

X
6

X2

Deviations

342 43801.1603

2 232.7885 116.3942

1 232.0713

1 0.7172

340 43568.3718 128.1422

0.9083

Critical Region:

2R . 0.0053

Model: Y(diff) =

F.06 with 2 and 340 df . 3.00

-2.1597 + 0.3279 - 0.1133 -I- e
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Personality Integration

The F ratio for the one-way analysis of variance for the
Personality Integration Scale (Table 60) is not in the critical region,
and the hypothesis that the treatment effect is equal to zero is not
rejected.

Table 60. Means, standard deviations and one-way analysis of variance
of the difference between pretest scores and posttest scores
for participants and nornarticipants on the Fitts TSCS:
Personality Integration Scale.

Model: Yi = u + Ti + ei
Significance level: 0.05
Hypothesis: T28 = 0

Means and Standard Deviations:

Participants
Nonparticipants

Pretest
Mean Std Dev

-5.8602 3.5550
5.0000 3.1872

Posttest
Mean Std Dev
6.1827 3.6970
5.5468 3.5765

.nalvsis_ of Variance

Source of .Sum of Mean
Variation df Squares Squares

Total' :::..342 4637.4460
Between groups 1 2,[r8,9 2.6189
Within groups 341 -4637.6271 13.5918

. (error)

Critical Region: _.05 with 1 and 341 df = 3.84

F Ratio

0.1926

The F ratio for the reduced regression analysis for the
Personality Integration Scale (Table 61) is not in the critical region.
The hypothesis that the beta values are equal to zero is not rejected.

The one-way analysis of variance technique for the difference
between pretest scores and posttest scores of the noncognitive attribute
measures waS unable tn_detect any significant differences between .
participants and ,nonparticiiiants for-this data set. The fact that no
significant differences were found indicates that the error term is
inflated and contains random error (e) plus bias. Thus, the assumption
that the error is normally and independently distributed with mean = 0
and variance = 02 does not hold for this data set. The error variation
was examined further by the use of the ,least squares analysis technique
to determine.the association hetween the dependent variable a_d the
selected independent variables.



Table 61. LeaSt squares analysis of variance for the dif-
ference between-.pretest -euld posttest regressed
on a reduced number'of independent variables:
Personality Integration

Scale: Personality Integration

Model: Y(diff) = a 31X1 B
6
X
6

B13X13 32 X
2

4- e

Significance level: 0.05

Hypothesis: B
1

B
6
= B13 = B

2
= 0

Source. of
Variation

Total

Analyalsof_Variance

Sum of Mean
df S uares faumes F Ratio

342 4637.4460

Regression of Y onXXXX 4 71.7411 17.9352 1.3277

X 1 11.4370

X6 1 16.4228

X13 1 27.3726
,

X2 1 16.5087

Deviations 338 4565.7049 13.5080

Critical Region: F 05
with 4 and 338 df = 2.37

.

R2 0.0154

Model: Y(dIff) = 1.2192 0.7501 Xi - 0.0817

0.0171 X - 0.7696 X
2
+ e13



The full model regression analyses (Moore, 1970, Appendix Tables
48-75) were unable to detect any independent variables which were
significantly associated with the dependent variable. However, by
using a reduced regression model, it was possible to detect several
independent variables that were associated with eight of the Tennessee
Self-Concept Scales. Reported monthly income (X8) was found to be
associated with the Total Positive, Self-Satisfaction, Family Self,
and Defensive Positive Scales. Sex (K ) was associated with the
Identity Self and Social Self Scales.

4Race (X4) was associated with
the Self-Criticism and Social Self Scales. Participation (X

2
) was

associated with the Persona: Self and Social Self Scales. Residence
(X3

) was associated with the Self-Criticism and Defensive Positive
Scales. Social Participation Scores (X14) was associated with the
Total Positive, Self-Satisfaction, and Social Self Scales.

Summary of the Tennessee
Self-Concept Scales

The different analyses for the Tennessee Self-Concept Scales
are summarized in Table 62.

Multivariate Discriminatory Analysis

Fisher (1936) and Mahalonobis (cited by Cramer and Bock, 1966)
have proposed that the discriminate function be used as a method for
examining information from a large number of correlated variables to
classify subjects into one of two groups to which they must belons.
In this study, the discriminate analysis technique was utilized to
classify subjects into two mutually exclusive groups, participants
and nonparticipants, based on their scores for selected dependent
variables.

The third research question of interest was: can ABE
participants and nonparticipants be differentiated by scores on the
28 noncognitive attributes? If the scores do discriminate, then it
will be determined just how well they do serve to classify disadvantaged
adults as basic education participants or nonparticipants (validation).
Multivariate discriminatory aniysis was calculated both at the time
of the pretest and at the time of the posttest.

The 28 selected noncognitive varia,les, representing the in-
struments administered in 1969, were used to differentiate between
the basic education participants and nonparticipants. The 28 measure-
ments were as follows:
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Table 62. Summary of selected analyses for the Tennessee
Self-Concept Scales

Scale

Least Squares
Regression Analysis

One-Way ANOVA Full Model Reduced Model

Ho:Ti=0 B14=0 B
1

=0

Self-Crit.

Total Pos.

Ident. Self

Self-Satis.

Behav. Self

Phys. Self
M-E Self

Personal Self

Family Self
Social Self

Defensive P.

Gen'l, Madj

Psychosis

Per. D'oder

Neurosis

Per. Integ.

Do not reject Do not reject B1 > 0

B3 > 0

Do not reject Do nOt reject 68 > 0

B14 > 0

Do not reject Do not reject B4 > 0

Do not rejeci: Do not reject B
8
> 0

B4 > 0

Do not reject Do not reject Do not reject

Do not reject Do not -ieject

Do not reject Do'not reject Do.not reject

Do not reject Do.not reject Po not reject

Do 71ot reject Do not:reject

Do ACrE reject Do not reject

F32> °

Do not reject Do not reject

. Do not reject

Do
Do
Do

Do

not

not

not

not

reject

reject

reject

reject

Do
Do
Do
Do

Do

not

not

not

not

not

reject

reject

reject

reject

reject

B > 0
8

B > 0
. 1
B >-4

B14 > °

B2 >1 °
,B

3
> 0

B
8
>.0

Do not reject

po not reject
Do not reject

Do not reject

Do not reject



internal-external control of environment (1-E);

belief that work is of expressive value vs.
instrumental value (BVA);

X3, positive vs. negative evaluation of struc-
tured time (BVB);

positive vs. negative evaluation of physical
mobility (BVC);

X.6, positive To, negative evaluation of change
(BVD);

X6, belief,in internal vs. external determination
events (BVE);

X7, positive vs. negative evaluation of deferred
gratification (BVF);

X8, increased disrespect for law (LAW);

X
9' disillusionment concerning the value of

education (EDU);

X economic conservatism (ECON);10'

X
11' feeling of anomia--Moon-McCann (MMA);

feeling of anomia--McClosky and Schaar (MSB);X12'

X13, self-criticism ( -Crit);

X14, total positive self (T-P);

X.16, identity self (IDEN-S);

X16, self-satisfaction (S-SAT);

X.17, behavior self (BEH-S);

X18 , physical selk (PHY-S);

X.19, moral-ethical self (M-E-S);

, personal self (PER-S);X20

X.21, family self (FAM-S);

social self (S0C-S);X22,

X23' defensive positive scale (DP);
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X24 , general maladjustment s-ale (GM);

X25, psychosis scale (PSY);

X26 , personality disorder scale (PD);

X27, neurosis scale (N);

X 28 , personality integration scale (PI).

The means and standard deviations at t'!e time of the

prutest s)'ow that the participants had a more positive

score on lu of the 28 noncognitive attr: -:es and were

also more homegenemiS on 20 of the 28 noncognitive attrib-

utes (Table 63). The nonparticipants had more positive

scores on 10 variables: BVC (positive vs1 negative evalua-

tion of physical mobility), LAW (respect for law), MSB

(feeling of ancmia), S-CRIT (self-criticism), S-SAT (self-

satisfaction), PER-S (personal-self), SOC-S (social self),

GM (general maladjustment), PD (personality disorders),

and N (neurosis). For the variables I-E, EDU, ECON, MMA,

MSB, GM, PD and N, a lower score is a more positive

score.

The pretest scores were subjected to the analysis of

variance,and the resUlts are reported-in Appendix Table 34 .

The results of the analysis of variance test indicated that

there was a significant difference (P < .05) for the non-

cogrative varJ.ables I-E, BVC, and PHY. The means for -1-.E

for participants were significantly mor3 internal. The

nonparticipants had a more positive attitude toward physical

mobility (BVC) but were significantly lower on their

self-concept of physical self (PHY).
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Table 63. Variates, means, and standard deviations of pre-
test scores on the 28 attributes

Variate

Particip nts
N=279

Nonparticipants
N=64

Total
N=343

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

X I-E 10.13 3.12 11.09 3.55 10.31 3.22

X
2°

BVA 6.14 1.45 6.09 1.34 6.13 1.43

X
3°

BVB 5.52 1.49 5.12 1.44 5.45 1.48

X
4'

BVC 2.78 1.18 3.13 1.30 2.84 1.21

X
5'

BVD 5.36 1.44 5.25 1.55 5.34 1.46

X
6°

BVE 4.92 1.51 4.86 1.49 4.91 1.51

X
7,

BVF 5.04 1.16 4.89 1.24 5.01 1.17

X
8°

LAW 61.72 8.65 59.48 9.90 61.30 8.93

X
9,

EDU 46.85 9.82 47.78 10.21 47.02 9.88

X10' ECON 64.46 7.22 64.75 6.45 64.52 7.07

X
11' MMA 3.49 1.58 3.62 1.69 3.52 1.60

X 12° M3B .z:.) 1.80 6.20 1.96 6.34 1.82

X13' S-CRIT 35.36 5.99 7,6.12 5.94 35.50 5.98

X14' T-P 328.03 29.60 325.00 37.83 327.46 31.26

X 15° IDEN-S 121.19 12.62 118.02 16.27 120.60 13.41

X S-SiST16'
98.33 11.31 98.59 15.19 98.38 12.08

X 17 , BEH-S 108.50 11.82 108.39 13.27 108.48 _.08

X18° PHY-S 66.22 7.82 63.38 9.66 65.69 8.26

X19' M-E-S 67.74 7.91 66.88 9.95 67.58 8.32

X20' PER-p 63.36 8.40 63.90 8.24 63.46 8.36

X21° 66.35 7.68 65.98 9.36 66.28 8.00

X22' SOC-S 64.35 7.04 64.86 9.64 64.44 7.58

X Dr23'
61.44 12.24 60.75 14.34 61.31 12.64

X24° GM 87.16 9.92 85.65 12.56 86.86 10,46

X25° PSY 57.11 7.34 57.36 7.32 57.16 7.33

X 26 , PD 69.49 10.27 68.95 11.09 69.39 10.42

X27, N 79.03 9.98 77.83 12.03 78.81 10.39

X28° PI 5.86 3.56 5.00 3.19 5.70 3.50
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At the time of the posttest, the participants obtained

a more positive mean score on 20 of the 28 and were more

homogeneous on 21 of the 28 variables (Table 64). Four of

the eight mean scores (Table 64) for which the nonpartici-

pants had more positive scores at the time of posttest also

had more positive scores at the time of the pretest--BVC,

LAW, MSB, GM. However, the results of the analysis of

variance test for these scores (Appendix Table35 ) did not

prod'ice significant F ratios.

The noncognitive variables BVF, T-P, and IDEN-S did

not discriminate between the two groups. .Therefore, they

are not included in Table 65. The means for the variable

ph-ysical self were 66.22 for the participants and 63.38

for the nonparticipants. The F ratio for the analysis of

variance computed for the physical self scores between

participants and nonparticipants was 6.30 (P < .05, Appendix

Table 34). Of the next four variables in Steps 2, 3, 4

and 5 (S-SAT, LAW, I-E, and BVC, respectively), BVC and I-E

had F ratios significan_ at the .05 level and LAW at the

.10 level. Differences in S-SAT scores were not significant

(Appendix Table 34).

Results of the multivariate discriminatory analysis for

the posttest are slimmArized in Table 66. The F ratios at

the 0.05 level of significance are in the critical region

for the first 18 steps. At Step 18, 173 participants and

43 nonparticipants were classified correctly. However,



Table 64. Variates, means, and standard deviations of post-
test scores on the 28 attributes

Variate

Participants
N=279

Nonparticipants
N=64

Total
N=343

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

X I-El'
10.54 3.36 10.81 3.82 10.59 3.45

X 2' BVA 6.20 1.33 6.36 1.40 6.23 1.34

X
3'

BVB 5.65 1.58 5.67 1.83 5.66 1.63

X 4' BVC 2.73 1.17 2.83 1.34 2.75 1.21

X BVI) 5.55 1.36 5.30 1.49 5.50 1.39

X6' BVE 5.07 1.58 4.86 1.63 5.03 1.59

X7, BVF 5.07 1.27 .3_83 1.45 5.05 1.25

X8' LAW 62.08 8.59 61.03 10.13 61.89

X9, EDU 47.03 9.36 46.54 9.56 46.96 9.38

X ECON10' 64.11 6.51 65.05 6.56 64.29 6.52

X11' MMA 3.12 1.66 3.55 1.75 3.20 1.69

X12' M3B 5.73 1.98 5.45 2....3 5.68 1.99

X13, S-CRIT 34.76 6.27 35.61 7.24 34.92 6.46

X T-P14' 328.:0 34.82 325.62 33.38 327.70 34.52

IDEN-S 120.65 14.02 110.28 13.82 120.40 13.97

X16' S-SAT 99.68 13.57 99.30 13.17 99.61 13.48

X17' BEH-S 107.84 13.62 107.05 11.89 107.70 13.30

X18, PHY-S 65.41 8.79 64.80 9.29 65.29 8.88

X M-E-S19' 67.23 9.62 67.84 9.66 67.34 9.62

X20' PER-S 64.09 8.22 62.52 8.36 63.80 8.35

X21' FAM-S 66.70 8.44 66.09 7.91 66.58 8.00

X22' SOC-S 64.76 7.42 64.38 8.26 64.68 8.11

X23' DP 60.56 12.39 59.78 1388 60.41 13.44

X 24' GM 87..88 10.66 86.14 10.79 87.56 10.77

X25' PSY 56.28 36 56.05 8.00 56.24 7.97

X23' PD 70.39 11.81 70.70 11.80 70.45 11.79

X27' N 78.85 11.08 77.43 10.92 78.59 10.95

X 28' PI 6.18 3.58 5.55 3.70 6.06 3.68
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Table 65. Summary of actual classifications correctly pre-
dicted by various noncognitive scores and F
ratio for pretest

No. Predicted by

Step
No. Variatea

Largest Probability
by Step Entered

df
Approximate

F Ratio

Partici- Nonpartici-
pants pants
N=279 N=64

1, X18 167 35 (1,341) 6.30

2. X
16 163 32 (2,340 5.64

3. X
8

172 32 (3,339) 5.54

4. X
1

170 38 (4,338) 5.95

5. XA 179 42 (5,337) 5.76

6. X19 181 40 (6,336) 5.22

7. X
'22

183 43 (7,335) 4.78

8. X
28 188 42 (8,334) 4.37

9. X12 187 42 (9,333) 4.03

10, X
5

186 44 (10,332) 3.74

11. X
10 193 45 (11,331) 3.47

12, X20 189 45 (12,330) 3.23

13. 123 187 43 (13,329) 3.08

14. X24 192 45 (14,328) 2.97

15. X17 191 44 (15,327) 2.86

16. X
3

192 44 (16,326) 2.70

17. X26
b (17,325) 2.56

18. X21 (18,324) 2.43

19. X27 (19,323) 2.32

20. X25 (20,322) 2.21

21. X 11 (21,321) 2.11

22. X
2

(22,320) 2.02

23. X
9

(23,319) 1.93

24. "13 (24,318) 1.85

25.c X7 188 43 (25,317) 1.77



Table 65, continued

aAt each step, the next variable is added to the
preceding variates, e.g., Step 1, X18; Step 2, X18 and X16.

bThe variables in Step 17 to Step 25 did not pass the
tolerance test for the computer program and mere not
printed.

cyariates X-, X
o 14' and ?C.15 did not have a sufficient

F ratio level to enter.



Table 66. Summary of actual classifications correctly pre-
dicted by various noncognitive scores and F
ratio for posttest

Step
No. Variate"

No. Predicted by
Largest Probability

by Step Entered

df
Approximate

F Ratio

Partici- Nonpartici-
pants pants
N=279 N=64

L. X11 158 35 (1,341) 3.38

2. 12 162 39 (2,340) 4.11

3. X
'20

156 40 (3,339) 3.46

4. X19 163 43 (4,338) 3.54

5. X
5

173 41 (5,337) 3.13

6. X2 169 41 (6,336) 2.92

7. X
"7

165 41 (7,335) 2.78

8. X
.13

168 42 (8,334) 2.57

9. X
'26

171 43 (9,333) 2.42
10. X

28 170 43 (10,332) 2.28

11, Removed x19 170 43 (9,331) 2.54

12, 18 172 44 (10,330) 2.35

13, 110 174 43 (11,329) 2.22

14. 14 175 42 (12,328) 2.08

15. X15 179 41 (13,327) 1.95

16. X
9

177 42 (14,328) 1.83

17. X18 177 42 (15,327) 1.72

18. X24 173 43 (16,326) 1.82

19. X16 (17,325) 1.54

20., X
25

(18,324) 1.46

21. X
1 (19,323) 1.39

22. X19 (20,322) 1.32

23. X23 (21,321) 1.20

24. X
3 (22,320) 1.20

25. X17 (23.319) 1.14

26.c X6 172 41 (24,318) 1.09



Table 66, continued

dAt each step, the next variable is added to the
preceding variable, e.g., Step 1, X11; Step 2, X11 and
X
12'

3°F ratio P < .05.

cvariates XiA, X01, X22, and X27 did not have a suf-
ficient F level t6 enter.
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maximum predictability occurred at Step 15 where 179 par-

ticipants and 41 nonparticipants (64 percent) were classi-

fied correctly.

Variables S-SAT, PSY, I-E, M-E-S, DP, BVD, BEH-S,

and BVE did not discriminate significantly(P < .05 (Steps

19 to 26). Variables T-P, FAM-S, SOC-S, and N did not

discriminate sufficiently to enter into the analysis, and

approximate F ratios are notIreported.

The uaivariate F test for the 28 variables in the post-

test are reported in Table 66. No F ratios were

found significant at the .05 level; however, the Moon-McCann

Anomia score (Step 1) between participants and nonpartici-

pants was significant at the .10 level.

Discussion of Discrimilletcy_
Analysis

The results of mul- /ariate discriminatory analysis

of both the pretest ane the posttest give tentative support

to an affirmative answEf to the research question: Can

basic education participants and nonparticipants be dif-

ferentiated by their scores on the 28 noncognitive scores?

At the time of the pretest, 25 of the 28 variables could

significantly be used to classify correctly 69 percent of

the respondents. Whereas, at the time of the posttest,

only 15 of the 28 variables could significantly be used to

(Aassify 64 percent of the respondents as participants or

nonparticipants.



In view of these findings, it would appear that dis-

criminate equations can be generated from noncognitive

scale scores that will aid in the classification of

-potential basic education participants from nonparticipants.

However, the number of respondents correctly classified as

participant or nonparticipant, while statistically'signifi-

cant, may, not be of sufficient magnitude to justify the

use of these scales as an aid in the guidance and classifi-

cation of the disadvantaged adult.
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CONCLUSIONS, INTERPRETATIONS, IMPLICATIONS
AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The results of the study disclose (1) that there were no differ-
ences from pretest to posttest between participants and nonparticipants
on the 28 noncognitive variables, (2) that there was no difference between
pretest and posttest scores of either the participants or nonparticipants
on the 28 variables, and (3) that the dependent variables were not effec-
tive in distinguishing between participants and nonparticipants. Obvious-
ly, the results are disappointing to program developers and administrators
of adult basic education programs who might ex?ect to detect changes in
noncognitive behavior. However, it should be pointed out that the present
study was a pilot study, and as that term might portend, the study had
some obvious limitations. Before drawing conclusions and presenting inter-
pretations, implications, and recommendations, these limitations will be
reviewed so that the reader may draw his own conclusion regarding the find-
ings and the implications of the findings for program planning and the ad-
ministration of adult basic education programs.

Despite limitations in the design of the study (i.e., lack of random
assignment of subjects to experimental and control groups), it-is reason-
able to expect changes in the noncognitive attribute scores between the
pretest and the posttest for the participants in the instruction, provided
that (1) the "treatment" could be expected to elicit change, (2) the change
could be detected by the measures of the dependent variables, and (3)
thexe was sufficient time for changes to occur. The results of this study
could possibly be attributed to the fact that one or the other of these
conditions did not obtain.

Despite the rationale of the study, based, in part, on the intent
of national legislation, the programs may not actually be designed to pro-
duce changes in the variables selected for investigation. In other words,
instructional objectives may not follow intent. Acquisition of basic edu-
cational skills may not be correlated with noncognitive behavior in dis-
advantaged adults. Or, adult basic education instructors may not be trained
to modify noncognitive behavior These issues were not within the scope
of the present investigation.

There is also a time factor involved in the study. The instruction-
al program provided for 60 hours of instruction distributed over approxi-
mately four months. Thc: "treatment" may not be strong enough or prolonged
enough to elicit change in noncognitive behavior. Either a longer or a
more intensive program might have produced results in the desired direction.

With regard to the dependent variables, the low test-retest relia-
bilities raise serious questions about their suitability for the disadvan-
taged adult population. The low reliabilities make it highly unlikely
that changes in noncognitive behavior could be detected. Obviously, more
research on the measurement of variables of interest with the disadvantaged
adult population is required prior to pursuing addi,t:ional studies such as
the one reported herein. The reliabilities obtained and reported in this



study are much lower than the reliabilities reported in the technical
literature on the instruments used.

With regard to the differences between participants and noni.artic!.-
pants, the design of the study may have militated against detecting diffQr-
ences between the two groups. The conditions under which the study was
carried out precluded random assignments of subjects to experimental or
control groups. Further, although the nonparticipants were selected ran-
domly ,-om lists of disadvantaged adults in the community, the lists were
compiled from numerous sources (including welfare rolls, lists of poten-
tial participants, and personal knowledge of disadvantaged adults) and may
not represent the range of the disadvantaged population in each community.

With regard to the part of the study addressed to distinguishing be-
tween participants and nonparticipants, the lack of difference between
participants and nonparticipants on the variables of interest and the low
test-retest reliabilities preclude the likelihood that the instruments in-
cluded in this study could effectively distinguish between participants
and nonparticipants when the data were subjected to multivariate discrimi-
natory analysis.

In light of these limitations and conditions, it seems appropriate
that judgment regarding the effect of adult basic instruction on noncogni-
tive atributes be withheld pending the development of instruments more
appropriate to the disadvantaged population. In addition, controlled,
laboratory-type experimentation, as contrasted to field investigations,
may be helpful in evaluating the influence of basic education instruction
on the noncognitive attributes of disadvantaged adults.

Conclusions

1. The results of the study generally support the characteristics
of disadvantaged adults which have been reported by Adair (1964), Bakke,
et al. (1954), Bogue (1964), and Browning (1962). More specifically:

a. The adults included in this study are more anomic
than the normal population on the Moon and McCann
(1965) Scale.

b. The adults included in this study are more externally
oriented than the populations as a whole, in that
adults in the study scored higher on the Internal-
External Scale (Rotter, 1966).

c. The adults included in this study reflected behaviors
on the Work Beliefs Checklist Scales that denote diffi-
culty in adjusting to the demands of an urban techno-
logical society in relation to the population with
which they were compared.



d. The adults included in this study evidenced a higher
disrespect toward law and reflected conservative atti-
tudes toward the economic structure. By contrast,
however, their attitudes toward the value of education
were more favorable than the population norm with which
the adults in the study were compared. This generaliza-
tion applies to participants and nonparticipants alike.

e. The adults included in the study revealed problems of
self-concept that militate against personal adjustment.
Only on the subscales of self-criticism (S-CRIT) and
personal self (Per-S) did the target group score as high
as the population norm with which it was compared.

2. There was no significant change in noncognitive attributes from
pretest to posttest for the participants in basic education instruction.

3. There is no indication that the participants differ from the
nonparticipants on the standardized noncognitive measures from pretest to
posttest.

4. The selected noncognitive scales for this population provide
low test-retest reliability coefficients, suggesting that the instruments
may not be reliable for the disadvantaged sample in this study.

5. Except in isolated instances, no single independent variable or
group of independent variables was significantly associated with the de-
pendent variables. For those few independent variables that do appear to
be associated with the dependent variables, there is no definable pattern
or relationship among these variables.

6. The noncognitive attribute measures were not effective in dis-
tinguishing between participants and nonparticipants in adult basic educa-
tion programs.

Interpretation of Conclusions

This study evolved from a pilot study designed to investigate the
effect of basic education instruction on the acculturation and adjustment
of disadvantaged adults. The constraints for the preceding conclusions
are presented in this subsection.

The interpretation of the conclusions proceeds from the following
considerations: (1) there appears to be no visible treatment effect on
the noncognitive attributes of disadvantaged adults from the time of pre-
testing to the time of posttesting, (2) the time interval involved between
the pretest and posttest may have been too brief for changes in noncogni-
tive attributes to occur, (3) the treatment effect may have been confound-
ed with extraneous factors which were not investigated, and (4) in view
of the results obtained, there is reason to question the reliability of
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the noncognitive measures based on the test-retest reliability coeffi-
cients for each scale.

1. The condition of no visible treatment effect may be a result
of several factors which include (a) the efforts of the local institutions
to comply with the intent of national legislation for basic education
instruction, (b) the intent and design of the local programs to bring
about changes in noncognitive attributes, and (c) time involved in parti-
cipation in basic education instruction programs.

2. The application of the treatment is related to several factors,
such as: (a) the time involved in basic education instruction from pre-
test to posttest may have been too brief to bring about significant
changes in noncognitive attributes of the disadvantaged adults; and (b)
the duration of the treatment periods, spaced over a 10-week period, may
have been a contributor to the magnitude of noncognitive attribute change.

3. Othur factors, which were not measured, such as family, work,
and peer group interactions within the several communities, may have been
instrumental in facilitating or inhibiting the noncognitive attribute
change of the disadvantaged adults.

4. Reliability coefficients calculated on test-retest scores (pre-
test scores and posttest scores) were low, indicating that the tests are
not very stable over time. This condition may be a result of several
factors which include (a) the subject's orientation toward testing, (b)
the subject's understanding of the concepts being measured, and (c) an
unanticipated interaction between subjects and items where subjects score
similarly on individual items but differ across items.

The above interpretations are made to point out the possibility
that changes in noncognitive attributes, as a result of basic education
instruction, may occur if (1) additional time were allocated for the
treatment between pretesting and posttesting, (2) reliable noncognitive
measures for the disadvantaged population were available, and (3) factors
confounded with the treatment could be isolated and measured.

Implications

1. There is a need for reexamination of adult basic education
instruction programs to assess their direction, objectives, and commit-
ment to meeting the intent of national legislation.

2. Additional resources should be invested in the development of
noncognitive measures that are effective and reliable in assessing the
changes in the affective domain of disadvantaged adults.

3. There is a need for additional research in the affective do-
main to be conducted on other disadVantaged samples. Therefore, researCh
should be designed to include additional meagures of the affective domain



and their correlates.

4. Additional research is needed to determine the time interval
necessary for changing attitudes for all populations of adults, includ-

ing the disadvantaged. Concomitant with the need for this type of re-
search is the deter_lination of other treatments, in addition to basic

education instruction, that will produce desirable changes in the non-

attributes of disadvantaged adults. For,example, individual
and group counseling, role playing, and redesigned educational program

content may be introduced to facilitate and/or produce desirable non-
cognitive attribute changes in disadvantaged adults.

5. Evaluative research of educational programs, designed to pro-
duce changes in the cognitive and psychomotor domains, should be investi-

gated for additional research implications applicable to the affective

domain. Additional research is needed to design accurate and sophisti-
cated statistical techniques for the measurement of change.

Recommendations

In view of the conclusions, suggested interpretations, and impli-

cations for additional research into the affective domain of disadvan-

taged adults drawn from this study, the following recommendations are

presented as guides for additional research:

1. Suitable noncognitive measures should be designed, redesigned,

tested, and retested on the disadvantaged population. For example, this

may be accomplished by establishing equivalent form reliability, test-

retest reliability, content validity, and predictive validity with the

disadvantaged and other populations.

2. The control or masurement of extraneous variation should be

maximized to determine the true effect of the applied treatment(s).

Random sampling, controlled environmental conditions, and the measure-

ment of external effects are a few of the means for eliminating systema-
tic contamination of research.

3. Review of reliable research should be made te determine the

time:necessary to produce Changes 1n-the nOncOgnitiVe attributes of dis-
advantaged adults:The implementation Of pilot and fellOw-Up.stUdies

may be necesSary te.,aecomplish this task.

4. A standardized treatment should be applied to all randomly

selected subjects participating in the educational program. The type

of treatment and frequency of appliaation will need to be examined and

pretested prior to implementation.

5. A plan for measuring the long-term effect, e.g., six months,

one year, two years, and five years, of changes in noncognitive attri-

butes of adults should be provided fOr in additional studies of the

disadvantaged population.



The aforementioned recommendations are presented as a means of
eliminating problems that may be encountered in the conduct of educational
research. These points of interest should act as a guide to researchers
who desire to examine the noncognitive attributes of disadvantaged adults
participating in basic education instruction programs.
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APPENDICES

Included in these appendices are the Rotter I-E Scale;

the Bailer Wbrk Beliefs Checklist, three scales by Rundquist

and Sletto, the Moon and McCann modification of the Srole

Anomia Scale, the McClosky and Schaar Anomia Scale, the

Tennessee Self-Concept Scale, and supporting data which may

be useful to the reader for his own interpretations of the

findings of the study.

Appendix A
Rotter's I-E Scale

Mark the response choice with which you agree,the most _a
or _b. Be sure to mark a or b for each combination of
answers.

1. _A. Children get into trouble because their parents
punish them too much.

_b. The trouble with most children nowadays is that their
parents are too easy with them.

.2. _a. Many of the unhappy things in people
partly due to bad luck.

b. People's misfortunes result from the
make.

_a. One of the major reasons why we have
people don't take enough interest in

_b. There will always be wars, no matter
try to prevent themc

In the long run people get the respect they deserve
in this world.
Unfortunately, an individual's worth often passes
unrecognized no matter how hard he tries.

5. _a. The idea that teachers are unfair to students is
nonsense.

_b. Most students don't realize the extent to which their
grades are influenced by accidental happenings.

. Without the right breaks one cannot be an effective
leader.

. Capable people who fail to become leaders have not
taken advantage of their opportunities.
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7. _a. No matter how hard you try some people just don't
like you.

b. People who can't get others to like them don't
understand how to get along with others.

8. _a. Heredity plays the major role in determining what
they're like.

_b. It is one's experiences.in life which determine
what they're like.

9. _a, I have often found that what is going to happen
will happen.

b. Trusting to fate has never turned out as well for
me as making a decision to take a definite course
of action.

10. _a. In the case of the well-prepared student there is
rarely if ever such a thing as an unfair test.

b. Many times exam questions tend to be so unrelated
to course work that studying is really useless.

11. _a. Becoming a success iS a matter of hard work; luck
has little or nothing to do with it.

_b. Getting a good job depends mainly on being in the
right place at the right time.

12. _a. The average citizen can have
government decisions.

b. This world is run by the few
there is not much thelittle

an influence in

people in power, and
guy can do about it.

When I make plans, I am almost certain that I can
make them work.

b It is not always wise to plan too far ahead because
many things turn out to be a matter of good or bad
fortune anyhow.

14. _a. There are certain people who are just no good.
b. There is some good in everybody.

15. _a. In my case getting what I want has little or nothing
to do with luck.

_b. Many times we might just as well decide what to do
by flipping a coin. .

. Who gets to be the boss often depends on who was
lucky enough to be in the right place first.
Getting people to do the right thing depends upon
ability; luck has little-or nothing to do with it.

As far as world affairs are concerned, most of us
are victims of forces we can neither understand nor
control.
By taking an active part in political and sooial
affairs the people can control world events.



18. _d. Most people don't realize the extent to which their
lives are controlled by accidental happenings.

b. There really is no such thing as "luck."

19, _a. One should always be willing to admit mistakes
b. It is usually best to cover up one's mistakes.

20. _a. It is hard to know whether or not a person really
likes you.

_b. How many-friends you have depends on how nice a
person you are.

In the long run the bad things that happen to us are
balanced by the good ones.
Most misfortunes are the result of lack of ability,
ignorance, laziness, or all three.

22. _a. With enough effort we can wipe out political cor-
ruption.

_b. It is difficult for people to have much control
over the things politicians do in office.

21. _a.

_b.

23. _a. Sometimes I can't understand
the grades they give.

b. There is a direct cOnnection
study and the grades I get.

24. _a. A good leader expects people
selves what they should do.

b. A good leader makes it clear
jobs are.

. Many times I feel that I have little influence over
the things that happen to me.

. It is impossible for m2 to believe that chance or
luck plays an important role in my life. .

. People are lonely because they don't try to be
friendly.

. There's not' much use in trying too hard to please
people; if they like you, they like you.

There is too much emphasis on athletics in high
school.
Team sports are an excellent way to build character.

What happens to me is my own doing.
Sometimes I feel that I don't have enough control
over the direction my life is taking.

. Most of the time I can't understand why politicians
behave the way they do.
In the long run the people are responsible for bad
government on a national as well as on a local level.

25. _a

b.

26. _a.

27. _a

28. _a.

29. _a

_b

how teachers arrive at

between how hard I

to decide for them-

to everybody what their
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Appendix B

MSU Work Beliefs Checklist

If you agree with each of the following statements, circle
; if you disagree, circle

BVA:

1.1 The only purpose of working is to make money. 1 2

1.2 I believe a man needs to work in order to feel
that he has a real place in the world. 1 2

1.3 I feel sorry for people whose jobs require that
they take orders from others. 1 2

1.4 Every man should have a job that gives him a
steady income. 1 2

1.5 The happiest men are those who work only when
they need money. 1 2

1.6 Doing a good job day in and day out is one of
the most satisfying experiences a man can have. 1 2

1.7 A regular job is good for one. 1 2

1.8 I feel sorry for rich people who never learn
how good it is to have a steady job.

BVB:

2 -1 1. 'don !t like 'People ;w40, are alWaYs
for everY:aPPointment they-have.

2 . 2 'I feel sorry for peo le who have to do the
tiring every .daY -at .t.4e- same iift16.

2 . 3 I don 1.-E like to have to- Make aPPcintment 6 .
2 .4 I believe that' ProMPtnesS, is a .virtue.
2.5 I usually Schedule,.my

. 2 . 6 I d rather' let- thing's happerC in their Ote-C.Nay
rattLer:,than;.,scheduling the/R.'bY. 4 Clock..

2.7 It' makes me- feel bad :to be 'late for an appoint-

2.8 I expect people who have- appointments with.me
to be- right on,-time..

BVC:

3.1 I would be unhappy living away from my relatives.
3.2 I hope to move away from here within the next

few years.
3.3 People who can't leave their hometowns are hard

for me to understand.
3.4 A man's first loyalty should be to his

community.



1=4

3.5 When a boy becomes a man, he should leave home. 1
3.6 I like to see new things.and meet new people. 1

BVD:

4.1 I like to try new things. 1 2
4.2 On the whole, the old ways of doing things are

the best.
4.3 Life. would be boring without new experiences. 1 2
4.4 I like people who are willing to change. 1 2
4.5 On the whole, most changes make things worse. 1 2
4.6 The happiest people are those who do things the

way their parents did. 1 2
4.7 New things are.usually better than old things. 1 2

BVE:

5.1 I believe that a person can get anything he wants
if he's willing to work for it.

5.2 Man should not work too hard, for his fortune is
in the hands of God.

5.3 A man shouldn't work too hard because it won't
do him any good unless luck is with him-

5.4 With a little luck I believe I can do almost
anything I really want to do. 1 2

5.5 A person shouldn't hope for much in -hhis life. 1 2
5.6 If a man can't better himself it's his own fault 1 2
5.7 Practically everything I try todo turns .out

well for me.
5.8 I usually fail when I try something

EVT.":

6.1 I would rather, work. than:go-to sohooli
6.2 Money is made to-spend, not to save.
6.3 I think there's something-wrong-with.people who:

go to school fOryears when.they-could'beout
earning a living.

6.4 One gains more in'the long run if he.studies
than if he gets a.job.

6.5 The more school a person gets.-the better off he

6.6 Generally speaking, things one works
are the best. ,

6.7 When I get a little
it.

2

1 2

extra mateY'I usually spend



Appendix C

Rundauist and Sletto Scales from the
Minnesota Survey of Opinions

Economic Conservatism Scale

3. The government should take-over all large
industries.

7. Labor should obey only those laws that
seem reasonabae.

11. Legislatures are too ready to pass laws
to curb business freedom.

15. For man to do their best, there must he
the possibility of unlimited profits.

19. Poverty is chiefly a result of injustice
in the distribution of wealth.

23. The government should not attempt to
limit profits.

27. The more a man learns about our economic
system, the less willing he is to see
changes made.

31. The government ought to 'guarantee a living
to those who cannot find work. 1

35. Large incomes should be taxed much
titan they are now.

39. Men would not do their
owned all industry.

43. Most great fortunes are made honestly.
Private.ownership of property is necessary
for economic progress.

51. Without sweeping changes in our economic
system, little progress can be made in the
.solution of social problems;

55. On the whole, our economic system is just
and wise.

59. Labor does not get its fair share
it produces.

k

ktr -H
0

7:1
rj

a) a)
a) r-4

ty) k 1:71

W 1:3) g0 W rti 0
(1) $-1

1:3) -H
k=4 OD

2 3 4 5*

1 2 3 4 5*

1 2 3.:4

-1 2 3 4

1:2 3 4 5

11'.2" 3 4 5

1

1 2

3 4 5,12345
11'2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5*

1-2 3 4 5
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41. Personal circumstances s.ould never be
considered an excuse for lawbreaking.

45. A man should tell the truth in court,
regardless of the consequences.

49. A person who reports minor law violations
is only a troublemaker.

53. A person is justified in giving false
testimony to protect a friend on trial.

57. A hungry man has a right to steal.
61. All laws should be strictly obayed be-

cduse they are laws.
65. Laws are so often made for the benefit

of small selfish groups that a man can-
not respect the law.

69. Almost anything can be fixed up in the
courts if you have enough money.

72. It is difficult to break the law and
keep onels self respect.

75. On the whole, lawyers are honest.
78. Violators of the law are nearly always

detected and punished-
81. It is all right for a person to break

the law if he doesnit get caught.

Scoring Reflect these items e.g., 5
4

.. 3
4 2
5 . 1

There
statements
circle one
feel about
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Ca r=4 cr)

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5*

1 2 3 4 5*
1 2 3 4 5*

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5*

1 2 3 4 5*

1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5*

AtIpendix D

Moon-McCann Modification of
Srolels Anomia Scale

are five possible answers to each of th
. After each statement is read, you are
of the five numbers that best describes
the statements. Circle number 1 if-you

e following
asked-to
ow you
'strongly



// agree, number 2 if you agree, number 3 if you are undecided,
number 4 if you disagree, and number 5 if you strmngly dis-
agree. Please circle one number for each statemen±.

a)
a)

t3,

co

W W
7:j w

=WOM gOWW00
1. Nowadays a person has to live pretty much )-1 rd to 14

for today and let tomorrow take care of 03 1=4 1/3

itself. 1.2 3 4 5
2. In spite of what some people say, the lot

of the average man is getting worse, not
better. 1 2 3 4 5

3. It's hardly-fair to bring children into the
world with the way things look for the
future. 1 2 3 4 5

4. These days a person doesn't know on whom
he can count. 1 2 3 4 5

5. There's little use writing to public cffi-
cials because often they aren't interested
in the problems of the'average man. 1 2 3 4 5

6. Things have usually gone against me in life. 1 2 3 4 5

Srole Anomia Scale

This scale was developed by Leo Srole and was reported
in the American Socioloqical Review, Vol. 21, pp. 709-716,
1956.

Nowadays a person has to ,live pretty much for
today and let tamorrow take,care.of itself. 1 2 3 4 5

In spite of what some people say, the lot
(situation) (condition) of the average man
is getting worse, not better. 1 2 3 4 5

Itrs hardly fair to bring children into the
world with the way things look for the future. 1 2 3 4 5

These days a-persbh doesn't really know on
whom he can count. 1 2 3 4 5

There's little use writing to public officials
because often they aren't really interested in
the problems of the average man. 1 2 3 4 5



Appendix E

McClosky-Schaar Anomia

This scale was developed by Herbe4t McClosky and J. H.
Schaar and vas reported in the America"-, Sociological Review,
Vol. 30, pp. 14-40, 1965.

Responses*
SA A U D SD

With everything so uncertain these day:Fs, it al-
most seems as though anything could h=lid.pen.

What is lacking in the world today is 'the old
kind of friendship that lasted for a Lifetime.

With everything in sach a state of discorder,
it's hard for a person to know where he stands
from one day to the next.

Everything changes so quickly these dars that I
often have trouble deciding which are 7t1ie right
rules to follow.

I often feel that many things our parants stood
for are just going to ruin before our wary eyes

The trouble with the world today is that most
people really don't believe in anything.

I often feel awkward and out of place.

People were better off in the old days wh.en
everyone knew just how he vas expected .to act.

It seems to me that other people find ±t easier
to.decide what is right than I do.

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

*Responses for this scale are: SA--strongly agree;
A--agree; U--undecided; D--disagree; and SD--strongly dis-
agree.

.Appendix F

Fitts' Tennessee Self-Concept Scale

INSTRUCTIONS

On the top line of the separate answer sheet, fill in
your name and the other information except for the time
information in the last three boxes. Ybu will fill these
boxes in later. Write only-on the answer sheet. Do not
put-any marks in this booklet.

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5
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The statements in this booklet are to help you describe
yourself as you see yourself. Please-respond to them as
if you were describing yourself to yourself. Do not omit
any item! Read each statement carefully; then select one
of the five responses listed below. On your answer sheet,
put a circle around the response you chose. If you want to
change an answer after you have circled it, do not erase
it but put an X mark through the response and then circle
the response you want.

When you are ready to start, find the box on your
answer sheet marked time started and record the time. When
you are finished, record the time finished in the box on
your answer sheet marked time finished.

As you start, be sure that your answer sheet and this
booklet are lined up evenly so that the item numbers match
each other.

Remember, put a circle around the response number you
have chosen for each statement.

Responses:

Completely -Mostly Partly false Mostly Completely
false false and true true

partly true

1 2 3 4 5

You will find these response numbers repeated at the bottom
of each page to help you remember them.

0 William H. Fitts, 1964.

1. I have a healthy body

3. I am an attractive person

5. I consider myself a sloppy person

Item
No.

1

3

5

19. I am a decent sort of person 19

21. 1 am an honest person 21

23. I am a bad person 23

37. I am a cheerful person 37

39. I am a calm and easy going person 39

41. I am a nobody 41

55. I have a family that would always help me in any
kind of trouble . . ... ............... . . . . . ... . . 55

140 ,
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57.

59.

73.

Item
No.

I am a member of a happy family 57

My friends have no confidence in me 59

I am a friendly person 73

75

people do 77

91

93

all the time 2

4

6

20

22

24

38

40

42

friends and family 56

58

trust me 60

75. I am popular with men

77. I am not interested in what other

91. I do not always .tell the truth

93. I get angry sometimes

2. I like to look nice and neat

4. I am full of aches and pains

6. I am a sick person

20. I am a religious person

22. I am a moral failure

24. I am a morally weak person

38. I have a lot of self-control

40. I am a hateful person

42. I am losing my mind

56. I am an important person to my

58. I am not loved by my family

60. I feel that my family doesnyt

74. I am popular with women

76. I am mad at the whole world

78. I am hard to be friendly with

92. Once in'a while I think of things too bad to
talk about................ .... . . 92

94. Sometimes, when I am not feeling well, am cross.. 94

7. I am neither too fat nor too thin.... .. ... . 7'

9. I like my looks just the way they are .. .. . . .. 9

11. I would like to change some parts of my body 11

25. I am satisfied with my moral behavior 25

Completely Mostly Tertly false Mostly Completely
false false and true true

pertly true

74-

76
78'

2 3



27.

29.

43.

Item
No.

I am satisfied with my relationship to God

I ought to go to church more
I am satisfied to be just what I am

27

29

43

45. I am just as nice as I should be 45

47. I despise myself 47

61. I am satisfied with my family relationships 61

63. I understand my family as well as I.should . 63

65. I should trust my family more 65

79. I am as sociable as I want o be 79

81. I ry to please others, but I don t overdo it 81

83. I am no good at all.from a social standpoint 83

95. I do not like everyone I know 95

97. Once in a while, 'I laugh at.a dirty joke 97

8. I am neither too all.nor too short 8

10. I don't feel as well as I.should 10

12. I should have more sex appeal 12

26. I am as religious as I want to be 26

28. I wish I could be more trustWorthy 28

30. I shouldn't tell so many lies 30

44. I am as smart as I want to be 44

46. I-am not the person I would like to_be.. 46

48. I wish I didn't give up as easily as . 48

62. I treat my parents as well as I should (Use past
tense if parents are not living) 62

64. I am too sensitive to things my family says..... . 64

66. I should love my family .... 66

80. I am satisfied with the way I treat other people 80

82. I should be.more polite to-others 82

84. I ought o get-along better with other people 84

Completely Mostly Partly false Mostly Completely
false false and true true

partly true

1 3 4 5



Item
No.

96. I gossip a little at times 96

98. At times I feel like swearing 98

13. I take good care of myself physically 13

15. I try to be careful about my appearance 15

17. I often act like I am "all thumbs" 17

31. I am true to my religion in my everyday life 31

33. I try to change when I know I'm doing things that
are wrong 33

35. I sometimes do very bad things 35

49. I can always take care of myself in any situation 49

51. I take the blame_for things without getting mad 51

53. I do things without thinking about them first 53

67. I try to play fair with my friends and family 67

69. I take a real interest in my family 69

71. I give in to My parents. (Use past tense if
parents are not living) 71

85. I try to understand the other fellow's point of
view 85

87. I get along well with other people 87

89. I do not forgive others easily 89

99. I would rather win than lose in a game. 99

14. I feel good most of the time ..... .

1:16. I do poorly in sports and games.. .... . . . .. . . . .

18. I am a poor sleeper 18

32. I do what is right most of the time 32

34. I sometimes use unfair means to get ahead...... 34

36. I have trouble doing the things that are right.. 36

50. I solve my problems quite easily 50
52. I change my mind a lot 52

Completely Mostly Partly false Mbstly Completely
false false and true true

partly true



Item
No.

54. I try to run away from my problems 54

68. I do my share of work at home .. 68

70. I quarrel with my family 70

72. I do not act like my family thinks I should 72

86. I see good points in all the people I meet 86

88. I do not feel at ease with other people 88

90. I find it hard to talk with strangers 90

100. Once in a while I put off until tomorrow what I
ought to do today ....... ... ..100

Completely
falde

1

MoStly
false

Partly 'false
and- '

partly true

2 3 _ 4

1$36tly 'Completely-
true true

Appendix G

Interview Guide

5

We are conducting a study of certain' personal, family
and occupational characteristics of adults who participate
and who do not participate in ABE. Our hopes are that the
findings will help teachers and administrators improve the
educational opportunities for adults. _

I would like to ask you'some questions about yourself,
your family and your plans for the future. Your-answers
will be completely confidential.

1. Name

Address
(Street or Rural-Route-Noi).7 (City) (County):

3. Race (by observation) 'White Negro *-:Caller(specifY)

4. ABE participant? , Yes

HOMe location'

UrbanAin city)
Suburban (near.citY)

Small town

Rural (non-farm)

Rural (farm)--100 yoU Own farm? Yes No :No, of
acres

?.

1E12



6. Highest grade completed in school

7. What kind of work do you do most of the time?

Full time Part time Seasonal Irregular

Unemployed

8. Are you employed-at the present time?

Yes No (If "no," go to No. 9)

(If "yes," what kind of work are you doing?

Name of company of employer

Addresa

How long have you worked for this company or. employer?

Date of last promotion to a better-job

How many hours did you work last week?

Wages per .hour $

9. If "no" to question 8, What type of work did you

do the last time you had a job?

10. Do you have any plans for continuing your 'own educa-
.

tion? Yes No If "yes," what are your plans?

11. Do youplan to receive more training for the job You

now have? :Yes_ NO Why?

12.- Do you:plan to:prepare for .another job?

Yes NO'

Why?

14 5
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Appendix Table 1. Test-retest reliability coefficients
for the Survey of Opinion Scales

Scale

irest-retest Reliability
Coefficients

Participants
(N.279)

nonparticipants
(N=64)

I-E .53 .53
BVA .33 .28
BVB .27 .05
BVC .22 .45
BVD .34 .36
BVE .44 .42
BVF ;34
Law
Education .51
Economic-Conservatism .44 .40
Anomia (Moon and McCann) .48 .32
Anomia (McClosky and Schglaz) .24

Appendix Table 2. Test-retest reLiability coefficients
for tthe Tennessee Self Concept Scales

Scale

est-retest Reliability
Coefficients

Participants Nonparticipants
(N.279) (N=64)

Self-Criticism .36' ..38
Total Positive Self .60 .33
Identity Self .24
Self-Satisaction .34
Behavior Self .31
Physical Self .32
Moral-Ethical Self .40
Personal Self .36
Family Self c,50 .32
-Social Self .23
Defensive Positive .41
General Maladjustment .39
Psychosis .45
Personality Disorder .43
Neurosis .46 .36
Personality Integration .48



Appendix Table 3. Means for six independent variables for
both participants and nonparticipants
and by individual groups

Variable Mean Variance S.D.

Participants and. Nonparticipants N.343

Age 43.5014 208.3384 1L..4339
Education 6.3206 6.3939 2.5286
Income 314.6909 39908.3135 199.7706
North-Batt 52.7434 47.2439 '6.8734
Treatment Hours 43.1895 841.2008 29.0034
Social Participation Score 21.4635 269.1265 15.4050

Participants 1'J.279

Age 4a-4946 205.5890 14.3383
Education 6.1971 6.6984 2.5881
Income 338.1111 41077.2861 202.6753
North-Hatt 52.8673 50.6909 7.1197
Treatment Hours 53.0967 506.9222 22.5149
Social Participation.Score 22.3691 283.4783 16.8368

Nonparticipants N.64

Age 43.5312 223.7767 14.9591
Education 6.8590 4.7894 2.1884
Income 212.5937 22365.0704 149.5495
North-Hatt '52.2031 32.4184 5.6937
Treatment Hours 0 0 0
Social Participation Score 17.5156 190.6029 13.8059



Appendix Table 4. Related T tests between participant
means and nonparticipant means for
'selected independent variables

Standard
Error of the

Variable Difference

Difference
between
Groups

Difference
between
GroupsT Value Standard
Error of
Diffeence

Age 2.1055 0.0366 E.0017

Reported Edu-
cation
Level 0.3165 0.6619 2..0946

Yonthly
Income 22..2861 125.5074 5.6816

North-Hatt
Prestige
Score 0.8299 0.6642 .8008

Social Par-
ticipation
Score 1.9985 4.853 2.4285
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Appendix Table 5. Frequemcies of dichotomous variables
for participants a=d nonparticipants
in basic education instruction in
North Carolina

VaTiable

Parti=ipants Total

07.

Sex

Male 127 45.5 15 23.4 142 41.4
Female 152 54.5 49 76.6 201 58.6

TOTAL 279 100.0 E4 100.0 343 100.0

Race

White 74 26.5 1G 15.6 84 24.5
Black 205 73.5 54 84.4 259 75.5

TOTAL 279 100.0 64 100.0 343 100.0

Employment Status

Employed full-time 191 6855 29 45.3 220 64.1
Not:employed full-

time 88 31.5 35 54.7 123 35.9

TOTAL 279 100.0 64 100.0 343 100.0

Residence

Rural 205 73.5 32 50.0 237 69.1
Urban ,

' TOTAL

74

279

26.5

100.0

32

64

50.0

100.0

106

343

30.9

100.0



Appendix Table 6- Related T tests between pretest scores
and posttest scores for selected
dichotomous variables for participants
and nonparticipants: Internal-external
Control of Events

Vari-
able

White 74
Black 205
Male 127
Female 152
EFTa 191
Not EFT,_ 88
QEC-Yes' 243
QEC-No 34
QJT-Yesc. 69
QJT,No 185
QPAJ-Yesa 151
QPAJ-No 107

White.
Black
Male
Female
EFT
Nat EFT
,011kEcyes

QjTYes
:QjT:7;NO:

QPAJ-No

10
54
15
49
29
35
36
27
8

52
29
33

.Pretest Posttest

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. T Value

Participants

8.7837 3.2699 9.2837 3.6584 -1.3378
10.6146 2.9243 10.9951 3.1381 -1.7432
9.3937 3.0838 9.8346 3.6509 -1.6053'

10.7434 3.0263 11.1315 2.9893 -1.4984
10.0994 3.1381 10.3403 3.5070 -1.0775
10.1931 3.0993 10.9772 3.0018 -2.2657
9.9588 3.1357 10.3909 3.44,00 -2-.1471

11.4411 2.7873 11.7058 2.5646 -0.4721
9.9130 3.6490 9.4347 3.7748 1.3250

10.1783 2.8409 10.8486 3.1603 -2.9503
10.0860 2.9073 10.4503 3.2283 -1.4206
10.1588 3.4344 10.4953 3.6610 -1.1286

Nonparticipants

11.2000 3.8815 10.7000 3.3349 0.5649:
11.0740 3.5280 10.8333 3.9370 0.4747
10.666 2.7688 10.2666 3.5959 0.4023
11.2244 3.7763 10.9795 3.9130 a.;4852
11.2068 3.7926 10.9310 4.1311 0.4203
11.000 3.3954 10.7142 3.6102 .0,4609
11.000 3.7032 10.5000 4.0743 0.8629
11.2962 354509 11.2222 3.5769 '01012
10.3750 5.3167 8.6250 5.0972 ..42488
11.2307 3.3990 11.0576 3.6159 0.3251.
11.6551 2-4669 10.6896 3.9197 1..6966
10.8484 3.5188 10.7878 3.8710 0..0963

a:EFT.--Employed full:time.

bQEC-:-Do,you have-any plans for continuing your own
education? Yes NO.

cqJT--Do.yil-plan to receive more training for the job
you now have? Yes - No.

cl:QPAJ-7-Do.yoU plan-Ao.prepare for:another job? Yes - NO.

_



Appendix Table 7. Related T tests between pretest scores
and posttest scores for selected
dichotomous variables for participants
and nonparticipants: BVA Scale

Vari-
able N

Pretest Posttest

T ValueMean S.D. Mean S.D.

Participants

White 74 6.5135 1.1963 6.6216 1.0688 -0.7605
Black 205 6.0048 1.5130 6.0439 1.3872 -0.3221
Male 127 6.2125 1.3070 6.2913 1.2222 -0.6467
Female 152 6.0789 1.5633 6.1184 1.4135 -0.2713
EFTa 191 6.2408 1.4343 6.1727 1.3751 0.5917
Not EFT 88 5.9204 1.4717 6.2500 1.2433 -1.8872
QEC-Yesb 243 6.2057 1.4312 6.2057 1.3418 0.0000
QEC-No 34 5.6764 1.5515 6.0882 1.2878 -1.1564
QJT-Yesc 69 6.1014 1.4465 6.2318 1.1649 -0.7555
QJT-No A 185 6.1675 1.4404 6.2054 1.3795 -0.3053
UAJ-Yes' 151 6.2185 1.4042 6.1324 1.3548 0.6415
QPAJ-No 107 6.0560 1.4910 6.3084 1.2842 -1.6229

Nonparticipants

White 10 6.4000 1.4298 6.9000 1.2866 -1.0000
Black 54 6.0370 1.3312 6.2592 1.4033 -0.9794
Male 15 5.7333 1.0327 6.2000 1.4242 -1.2402
Female 49 6.2040 1.4139 6.4081 1.3981 -0.8366
EFT 29 5.7536 1,2720 6.3103 1.4168 -1.8635
Not EFT 35 6.3714 1.3522 6.4000 1.3974 -0.1011
QEC-Yes 36 5.8888 1.3893 6.4444 1.1818 -2.0685
QEC-No 27 6.4444 1.1875 6.2962 1.6598 0.4645
QJT-Yes 8 5.8750 1.8077 6.8750 0.8345 -1.7638
QJT-No 52 6.1730 1.5826 6.3653 1.4146 -0.8489
QPAJ-Yes 29 5.8275 1.5826 6.5172 1.2989 -2.2813
QRAJ-No 33 6.2727 1.0686 6.1818 1.5094 0.3209

aEFT--,mployed full time.

QEC--Do you have any plans for continuing your own
education? Yes - No,

cQJT7.-Do you plan to receive more training for -the job
you now have? Yea - No.

10QPAJ,-Do you plan to prepare for another job? Yes
No.

71



Appendix Table 8. Related T tests between pretest scores
and posttest scores for selected
dichotomous variables for participants
and nonparticipants: BVB Scale

Vari-
able N

Pretest Posttest

T ValueMean S.D. Mean S.D.

Participants

White 74 5.6756 1.4055 5.7837 1.5551 -0.5520
Black 205 5.4634 1.5162 5.6048 1.5919 -1.0599
Male 127 5.6220 1.3623 5.6456 1.5093 -0.1572
Female 152 5.4342 1.5849 5.6578 1.6441 -1.3970
EFTa 191 5.6230 1.4306 5.7277 1.5624 -0.8063
Not EFT 88 5.2954 1.5913 5.4886 1.6188 -0.9170
QEC-Yesb 243 5.6008 1.5188 5.6213 1.5891 -0.1698
QEC-No 34 4.411 1.1531 5.7647 1.5187 -3.4770
QJT-Yesc 69 5.7101 1.3943 5.8260 1.7060 -0.5052
QJT-No 185 5.4540 1.5355 5.5513 1.5104 -0.7231
QPAJ-Yesd 151 5.4768 1.5570 5.6291 1.5689 -0.9674
QPAJ-No 107 5.5700 1.4673 5.7196 1.6006 -0.6667

Nonparticipants

White 10 5.2000 1.3165 5.2000 2.0976 0.0000
Black 54 5.1111 1.4751 5.7592 1.7797 -2.0564
Male 15 5.2666 1.3345 5.7333 1.5796 -0.8750
Female 49 5.0816 1.4837 5.6530 1.9099 -1.6991
EFT 29 4.8275 1.4409 6.0344 1.7213 -3.3284
Not EFT 35 5.3714 1.4159 5.3714 1.8800 0 0000
QEC-Yes 36 5,2500 1.4015 5.5555 1.7959 -0.9244
QEC-No 27 5.0000 1.5191 5.8518 1.9155 -1.6665
QJT-Yes 8 5.3750 1.6850 5.6250 2.3260 -0.4034
QJT-No 52 5.0769 1.4531 5.7115 1.8186 -1.9058
QPAJ-Yes 29 5.1379 1.4571 5.8275 1.7539 -1.9069
QPAJ-No 33 5.1212 1.4738 5.5757 1.9369 -1.0188

a'EFT--EmploYed fU11-time.

QEC--D- o you haye-any pians-fOr continU.ing your:own
eduoation? Yes

QQJT-Do yoUplan to-receivemote training :fot the i b
younoW have? Yes No

OQPAJ--DO Youpaan to prepare.fOr another job? YeS -
No.

154

*'7.2,



Appendix Table 9. Related T tests between pretest scores
and posttest scores for selected
dichotomous variables for participants
and nonparticipants: BVC Scale

Vari-
able

White 74
Black 205
Male 127
Female 152
EFTa 191
Not EFT, 88
QEC-Yesp 243
QEC-No 34
QJT-Yesc 69
QJT-No 185
QPAJ-Yes 151
QPAJ-No 107

White 10
Black 54
Male 15
F emale 49
EFT 29
Not EFT 35
QEC-Yes 36
QEC-No 27
QJT-Yes 8
QJT-No 52
QPAJ-Yes 29
QPAJ-No 33

Pretest

Mean S.D.

Posttest

Mean

Participants

2.6756 1.2398 2.9459
2.8146 1.1609 2.6487
2.7874 1.2384 2.7795
2,7697 1.1362 2.6842
2.7748 1.2124 2.7801
2.7840 1.1187 2.6136
2.7777 1.1957 2.7366
2.7352 1.1094 2.5882
2.7826 1.0828 2.8695
2.7945 1.2251 2.6756
2.7947 1.1962 2.8874
2.7757 1.1517 2.5700

Nonparticipants

3.0000 1.4907 2.2000
3.1481 1.2798 2.9444
3.2000 1.0141 3.0666
3.1020 1.3881 2.7551
3.2758 1.3600 2.9655
3.0000 1.2602 2.7142
3,1944 1.4306 2.8611
3.0370 1.1596 2,8148
3.2500 1.5811 3.3750
3.0192 1.2444 2.7500
3.3793 1.3735 3.0344
2.9090 1.2339 2.6969

S.D. T Value

1.3738 -1.4700
1.0907 1.6662
1.2593 0.0594
1.1063 0.7177
1.2455 -0.0473
1.0106 1.1701
1.2045 0.4256
0.9571 0.6567
1,0834 -0.6519
1.2125 1.0127
1.1806 -0.7816
1.1419 1.4091

1.1352 1.7142
1.3516 1.0965
1.1629 0.3808
1.3923 1.7253
1.4010 1.0554
1.2964 1.3782
1.4373 1.2076
1.2414 1,1854
1.0606 -0.2153
1.4124 1.4930
1,4995 1.0213
1..1854 1.3141

aEFT--Employed full t ime

'OEC--Do yon have any plans for continuing your own
education? Yes - No.

cQJT--Do you plan to receive more training.for the job
you now have? Yes - No.

°IQPAJ---Do you plan to prepare for another job? Yes



Appendix Table 10. Related T tests between pretest scores
and posttest scores for selected
dichotomous variables for participants
and nonparticipants: BVD Scale

Vari-
able N

Pretest Posttest

T ValueMean S.D. Mean S.D.

Participants

White 74 6.1081 0.9299 6.1891 1.0024 -0.7477
Black 205 5.0926 1.5003 5.3170 1.4044 -1.7947
Male 127 5.6377 1.4620 5.7401 1,2799 -0.7265
Female 152 5.1315 1.3890 5.3881 1.4144 -1.9460
EFTa 191 5.4136 1.5014 5.6125 1.3481 -1.7044
Not EFT 88 5.2500 1.3064 5.4090 1.3948 -0.9305
QEC-Yesb 191 5.4238 1.4507 5.6008 1.3408 -1.7411
QEC-No 34 4.8235 1.2666 5.0882 1.4005 -0.8430
QJT-Yesc 69 5.5362 1.3684 5.6231 1.2378 -0.4972
QJT-No 185 5.3135 1.5104 5.5027 1.4146 -1.5573
QPAJ-Yesd 151 5.4304 1.5033 5.6092 1.331- -1.2914
QPAJ-No 109 5.3084 1.4235 5.4579 1.3906 -1.0464

White
Black
Male
F creole
EFT
Not EFT
QEC-Yes
QEC - No
QJT -Yes
QJT-No
QPAJ -Yes
QPAJ -No

a
-:. EFT:, -EMPloyed fUIL time .

bQEC.- .-Do You have Any plans
education? Yes No ;

CQJT- -Do. you plan to receive more
you.: now have? Yes:H.- NO

ytni plan to prepare for another job? YeS

Nonparticipants

10 5.7000 1.2516 5.0000 1.3333 1.7685
54 5.1666 1.5989 5.3518 1.5191 -0.7685
15 5.4000 0.9856 5.5333 1.4074 -0.3966
49 5.2040 1.6953 5.2244 1.5174 -0.0775
29 5.1724 1.4409 5.1724 1.6705 0.0000
35 5.3142 1.6586 5.4000 1.3328 -0.2889

5.2500 1.4015 5.5000 1.4040 -0.8841
5.1851 1.7549 5.0370 1.6048 0.4404
5.1250 1.8850 5.5000 1.6903 -0.5516
5.2692 1.5732 5.2884 1.b125 -0.0790
5.3793 1.4494 5.4827 1.2989 -0.3556
5.0909 1,6651 5.0606 1.6382 0.0910

continuing v,?u-f-

N .

training for



Appendix Table 11. Related T tests between pretest scores
and posttest scores for selected
dichotomous variables for participants
and nonparticipants: BVE Scale

Vari-
able N

Pretest Posttest

T ValueMean S.D. Mean S.D.

Participants

White 71 5.2162 1.4455 5.5135 1.5636 -1.9057
Black 205 4.8195 1.5280 4.9121 1.5567 -0.7641
Male 127 4.9133 1.5014 5.1023 1.6224 -1.3722
Female 152 4.9342 1.5297 5.0460 1.5455 -1,3970
EFT.5. 191 4.8481 1.5670 5.1518 1.6101 -2.5912
Not EFT 88 5.0909 1.3866 4.8977 1.5012 1.1009
QEC-Yesb 243 5.0082 1.4965 5.1522 1.5632 -1.3850
QEC-No 34 4.2647 1.5237 4.4411 1.5990 -0-.5562
QJT-Yesc 69 4.9710 1.4649 5.5362 1.5298 -2.9270
QJT-No 185 4.8270 1.5366 4.9081 1.5134 -0.5562
QPAJ-Yesa 151 4.9735 1.4964 5.2052 1.5634 -1.7379
QPAJ-No 107 4.7943 1.5765 4.9158 1.5608 -0.8096

Normarticipants

White 10 4.8000 1.9321 4.4000 1.8378 0.6123
Black 54 4.8703 1.4148 4.9444 1.5950 -0.3376
Male 15 5.0666 1.5337 4.4000 1.4040 1.3483
Female 49 4.7959 1.4857 5.0000 1.6832 -0.9112
EFT 29 4.7931 1.7602 4.8965 1.6764 -0,3241
Not EFT 35 4.9142 1.2454 4.8285 1.6176 0.3037
QEC -Yes 36 4.8888 1.4885 5.1944 1.6181 -0.9754
QEC -No 27 4.7407 1.4830 4.4444 1.6012 1.2470
QJT -Yes 8 5.2500 1.6690 5.0000 1.8516 0.4236
QJT-No 52 4.8653 1.4954 4.9230 1.5946 -0.2387
QPAJ-Yes 29 4.7241 1.4115 5.1379 1.6196 -1.2639
QPAJ -No 33 4.9393 1.5600 4.6666 1.6520 1,0000

'
tilde .

QEC- -Do you have any -plans f or continuing your own
education? Yes - No .

CQJT- -Do you plan to receive more training for the job
you no* have? Yes - NO

Do you plan to prepare for another j b? Yes - No.



Appendix Table 12. Related T tests between pretest scores
and posttest scores for selected
dichotomous variables for participants
and nonparticipants: BVF Scale

Vari-
able N

Pretest Posttest

T Value-Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

Participants

White 74 5.3918 0.9625 5.2972 1.0819 0.7662
Black 205 4.9121 1.1972 5.0292 1.3244 -1.0869
Male 127 5.1732 1.1062 5,1889 1.2066 -0.1319
Female 152 4.9276 1.1910 5.0263 1.3169 -0.8090
EFTa 191 5.1256 1.1675 5.1151 1.2385 0.1015
Not EFT, 88 4.8522 1.1197 5.0681 1.3373 -1.4046
QEC-Yesp 243 5.0823 1.1397 5.1111 1.2952 -0.3096
QEC-No 34 4.7058 1.2680 5.0294 1.0867 -1.4824
QJT-Yesc 69 5.2608 1.1838 5.2173 1.0553 0.3641
QJT-No , 185 4.9729 1.1629 5.1135 1.3076 -1.2328
QPAJ-Yes 151 5.0529 1.1418 5.0794 1.2464 -0.2181
QPAJ-No 107 5.0373 1.1968 5.2056 1.2866 -1.3032

Nonparticipants

White 10 4.6000 1.1737 4.6000 0.8432 0.0000
Black 54 4.9444 1.2501 4.8703 1.1982 0.3891
Male 15 4.6666 1.0465 4.8666 1.3557 -0.0756
Female 49 4.9591 1.2903 4.8163 1.0930 0.6998
EFT 29 4.7586 1.3270 4.9655 1.2095 -0.7967
Not EFT 35 5.0000 1.1631 4.7142 1.1000 1.2816
QEC-Yes 36 4.7500 1.3601 5.0277 1.2067 -1.1851
QEC-No 27 5.0000 1.0000 4.5185 1.0141 2.0495
QJT-Yes 8 5.6250 1.5059 5.6250 1.3024 0.0000
QJT-No 52 4.8076 1.2051 4.7692 1.0957 0.1924
QPAJ-Yes 29 4.7586 1.2998 5.0344 1.0170 -0.9547
QPAJ-No 33 5.0000 1.2247 4.6363 1.2702 1.7888

aEFT--Employed full time.

bQEC--Do you have any plans for continuing your
education? Yes - No .

cQJT-H.Do you.planto redeive more
you nowhave?

410AJ--Do yollAplan to Prepare for
No.

training

own

for the job

anothp.r jOb? Tes -



Appendix Table 13. Related T tests between pretest scores
and posttest scores for selected
dichotomous variables for participants
and nonparticipants: Law Scale

Vari-
able

Pretest Posttest

T ValueMean S.D. Mean S.D.

Participants

White 74 57.5675 9.2085 58.6756 8.2944 -1.1213
Black 205 63.2195 7.9511 63.3121 8.3765 -0.1610
Male 127 61.5118 9.1849 62.0393 8.5173 -0.7581
Female 152 61.8947 8.2125 62.1184 8.6751 -0.3171
EFTa 191 61.6282 9.0299 62.3036 8.4075 -1.2467
Not EFT 88 61.9204 7.8135 61.6022 8.9987 0.3025
QEC-Yesb 243 61.6131 8.7517 62.0164 8.4974 -0.7710
QEC-No 34 62.5588 8.2505 62.5882 9.4327 -0.0182
QJT-Yesc 69 61.3768 9.6392 61.8695 8.9523 -0.5903
QJT-No , 185 61.4162 8.3278 62.2000 8.4040 -1.2627
QPAJ-Yes" 151 61.3178 9.3754 62.5629 8.7464 -1.9490
QPAJ-No 107 61.6915 7.4750 60.9906 8.7399 0.8297

Nonparticipants

White 10 56.6000 15.4358 57.5000 13.8263 -0.2345
Black 54 60.0185 8.6165 61.6951 9.3138 -1.3709
Male 15 59.5333 9.5906 63.9333 7.1780 -2.3736
Femle 49 59.4693 10.0935 60.1428 10.7819 -0.4774
EFT 29 60.3103 10.9580 59.3103 9.9178 0.6943
Not EFT 35 58.8000 9.0417 62,4571 10.2249 -2.1228
QEC-Yes 36 60.9722 8.4633 63.1111 9.5760 -1.4296
QEC-No 27 57.2222 11.4298 58.1111 10.4783 -0.4530
QJT-Yes 8 59.1250 9.4783 58.5000 10.6636 0.1900
QJT-No 52 59.0576 10.1390 61.0576 10.3173 -1.5123
QPAJ-Yes 29 61.6206 5.6783 62.6206 7.2821 -0.7251
QPAJ-No 33 57.7878 12.3104 59.9393 12.0128 -1.1073

aEFT--Employed full time.

QEC--Do you have any plans for continuing your own
education? Yes - No.

cQJT--Do you plan to receive more training for the job
you now have? Yes

c1QPAJ--Do you plan to prepare for another job? Yes -

.15:9



Appendin Table 14. Related T tests between pretest scores
and posttest scores for selected
dichotomous variables for participants
and nonparticipants: Education Scale

Vari-
able

Pretest Posttest

T ValueMean S.D. Mean S.D.

Participants

White 74 41.6484 7.1929 42.2027 8.1727 -0.7158
Black 205 48.7317 9.9706 48.7707 9.1662 -0.0611
Male 127 45.4173 9.0505 46.1496 8.7523 -1.0562
Female 152 48.0526 10.2824 47.7631 9.8092 0.3922
EFTa 191 46.0261 9.7799 46.3664 9.0059 -0.5794
Not EFT 88 48.6477 9.7072 48.4659 9.9918 0.1810
QEC-Yesb 243 46.2263 9.2643 46.7448 9.2660 -0.9924
QEC-No 34 51.6470 12.4020 49.4411 9.9519 1.1754
QJT-Yesc 69 44.2318 9A-451 46.0000 8.9820 -].9284
QJT-No 185 47.2864 9.9148 47.3729 9.4285 -0.13qc
QPAJ-Yesd 151 46.7086 9.5879 47.4966 '1.4296 -1.1055
QPAJ-No 107 46.2336 10.2041 45.7196 9.2805 0.6226

NonpaiLicipants

White 43.0000 12.3017 46.8000 12.9254 -1.8358
Black :54 48.6666 9.6485 46.6111 8.9556 1.5061
Male. 15 48.0666 10.3610 46.0666 10.6265 0.7664
Female :49 47.6938 10.269V 46.8163 9.3177 0.63%31
'EFT , 29 50.1379 9.3721 48.5862 9.1320 0.8891
HNoti:EFT 45.8285 10.5899 45.0285 9.7301 0.4649
QEC-,YeS 36 48.7222 10.1463 46.3611 8.3705 1.4178
QEC7NO 27 46.4444 10.5222 46.8148 11.2148 -0.2008
QJT,Yes 8 46.2500 11.1066 44.2500 7.9597 0.5428
QJT,NO 47.4230 9.9987 46.4230 9.5821 0.7751
QP1W-YOs 29. 49.7241 8.0484 47.7241 8.3618 1.2101
QPAJ-Nb -33 45.8181 11.5093 46.0909 10.7015 -0.1561

aEFT.--Employed full time .

bQEC--Do you have any plans for continuing your own
education? Yes - No.

CQJT--Do you plan to receive more training for the j b
you now have? Yes - No .

dQPAJ--Do you plan to prepare for another job? Yes
No.



Appendix Table 15. Related T tests between pretest scores
and posttest scores for selected
dichotomous variables for participants
and nonparticipants: Economic Con-
servatism Scale

Vari-
able

Pretest Posttest

T Va1ueMean S.D. Mean S.D.

White
Black
Male
Female
EFTa
Not EFT
QEC-Yesb
QEC-No
.QJT-Yesc
QJT7No
QPAJ-lesd
QPAJ-No

White
Black
Male
Female
EFT
Not EFT
QEC-Yes
QEC-No
QJT-Yes
QJT-No
QPAJ-Yes
QPAJ-No

74
205
127
152
191
88

243
34
69

185
151.
107

10
54
15
49
29
35
36
27
8

52
29
33

59.4324
66.2829
63.1889
65.5328
63.9842
65.5113
64.4485
64.8529
63.5942
64.6162
64.5165
64.1401

Nonparticipants

Participants

6.3918
6.0728
7.3828
5.6418
6.6165
6.3003
6.5535
5.9800
7.6253
6.2381
6.5980
6.5357

10.6957
5.6012
4.1827
7.1451
5.9227
7.0708
6.7426
6.4470
4.7939
6.9458
6.2845
7.0466

-1.2380
1.7756

-0.2792
1.4386
0.1765
1.1097
1.1386
-0.6331
-0.0520
0.7821

-0.6175
1.4565

-1.5609
0.6530

-0.2983
-0.2417
0.9606

-1.1143
-0.4613
-0.2574
-0.7588
0.0181
1.1311

-1.3555

6.7824 60.5270
6.4790 65.4048
7.6570 63.3779
6.6640 64.7236
7.4927 63.8952
6.4913 64.5795
7.1645 63.9300
7.7932 65.7647
8.1046 63.6376
7.0417 64.1891
7.4016 64.8609
7.3220 63.0373

58.9000
65.8333
65.5333
64.5102
65.1379
64.2000
65.1944
63.8518
63.5000
64.9230
66.3793
63.3030

8.9870
5.2977
6.0929
6.5958
7.3022
5.6972
5.0642
7.9066
7.3872
6.4923
4.2377
7.8441

63.8000
65.2777
65.9333
64.7755
64.3103
65.6571
65.7222
64.2222
64.8750
64.9038
64.9310
65.0303

aEFT--Employed full time.

bQEC--Do you have any plans for continuing your own
education? Yes - No.

cQJT--Do you plan to receivG more training for the job
you now have? Yes - No.

qQPAJ--Do you plan to prepare for another job? Yes -
No.
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Appendix Table 16. Related T tests between pretest scores
and posttest scores for selected
dichotomous variables for participants
and nonparticipants: Moon-McCann
Anomia Scale

Vari-
able N

Pretest Posttest

T ValueMean S.D. Mean S.D.

Participants

White 74 2.8918 1.6181 2.6891 1.6873 1.1564
Black 205 3.7073 1.5088 3.2731 1.6340 3.6664
Male 127 3.2047 1.6587 3.0078 1.6737 1.4986
Female 152 3.7302 1.4691 3.2105 1.6583 3.6245
EFTa 191 3.3612 1.5662 3.1780 ).6318 1.6783
Not EFT 88 3.7727 1.5736 2.9886 1.7386 3.9551
QEC-Yesb 243 3.4814 1.5728 3.0864 1.6703 3.9108
QEC-No 34 3.7552 1.4834 3.4411 1.6179 0.8015
QJT-Yesc 69 3.2318 1.6990 3.1594 1.6682 0.4017
QJT-No , 185 3.5675 1.5205 3.1945 1.6235 3.1046
QPAJ-les' 151 3.4569 1.6154 3.2582 1.6226 1.6214
QPAJ-No 107 3.6074 1.5403 3.1121 1.6559 2.8328

Nonparticipants

White 10 3.4000 1.5776 4.1000 1.9692 -1.9090
Black 54 3.6666 1.7265 3.4444 1.7119 0.7776
Male 15 3.6666 1.4424 3.4000 2.0632 0.5311
Female 49 3.6122 1.7773 3.5918 1.6698 0.0694
EFT 29 3.4137 1.7220 3.4827 1.8635 -0.1910
Not EFT 35 3.8000 1.6768 3.6000 1.6838 0.5640
QEC-Yes 36 3.6944 1.7698 3.4722 1.9491 0.5660
QEC-No 27 3.6296 1.5725 3.6296 1.5228 0.0000
QJT-Yes 8 2.6250 2.058 p3.6250 2.0658 -1.2833
QJT-No 52 3.7307 1.5732 3.6153 1.6704 0.4341
QPAJ-Yes 29 3 6896 1.5607 3.4482 1.7644 0.5519
QPAJ-No 33 3.7272 1.7548 3.7272 1.7548 0.0000

aEFT-7Employed:full time.

bQEC--Do '37.ou: have any plans.for continuing your own
education? Yes - No.

cQjT--Do you plan to receive more-_training for the job
:you now have? Yes , No:

40QPA.1--,Do you.plan to prepare:for anOther job? Yes -
No.
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Appendix Table 17. Related T tests between Pretest scores
and posttest scores for .3a1ected
dichotomous variables for participantb
and nonparticipants: McC1L.sky and
Schaar Anomia Scale

Vari-
able N

Pretest Posttest

T ValueMean S.D. Mean S.D.

Particinants

White 74 6.5270 1.6320 5.8783 1.6957 3.2831
Black 205 6.3073 1.8519 5.6829 2.0726 4.0256
Male 127 6.2913 1.8648 5.7716 1.8395 3.1209
Female 152 6.4276 1.7400 5.7039 2.0933 3.9500
EFTa 191 6.3717 1.8073 5.9005 1.8511 3.4586
Not EFT, 88 6.3522 1.7813 5.3750 2.1988 3.7215
QEC-Yes' 243 (.3209 1.8192 5.6831 1.9923 4.8240
QEC-No 34 6.7352 1.6387 6.2352 1.7762 1.2397
QJT-Yesc 69 6.3043 1.9800 5.9275 2.0673 1.5099
QJT-No , 185 6.3135 1.7317 5.8108 1.8829 3.4274
QPAJ-Yes' 151 6.3245 1.8422 5.7682 1.8989 3.4257
QPAJ-No 107 6.4579 1.7444 5.8224 2.0595 2.9397

Nonparticipants

White 10 5.9000 2.6012 5.5000 2.7983 0.7385
Black 54 6.2592 1.8447 5.4444 1.8900 2.3163
Male 15 6.0000 2.1380 6.7333 1.7199 -1.3395
Female 49 6.2653 1.9232 5.0612 1.9728 3.5152
EFT 29 5.8620 1.8655 5.2758 2.2344 1.3682
Not EFT 35 6.4857 2.0200 5.6000 1.8661 2.0079
QEC-Yes 36 6.2777 1.9214 5.3333 1.7885 3.0365
QEC-No 27 6.2592 1.9133 5.5185 2.3266 1.3441
WT-Yes 8 6.0000 1.7728 5.0000 2.4494 2.0000
WT-No 52 6.2692 2.0495 5.5192 1.9949 2.0892
QPAJ-Yes 29 6.0689 1.9987 5.3448 1.8180 1.5652
QPAJ-No 33 6.3636 1.9656 5.5757 2.2642 1.8310

aEFT--Employed full time.

bQEC--Do you have any plans for continuing your own
education? Yes No.

cQJT--Do you plan to receive more training for the job
you now have? Yes - No.

clQ1DAJ--Do you plan to prepare for another job? Yes -
No.



Appendix Table 18. RelatrA T tests between pretest scores
and posttest scores for selected
dichotomous variables for participants
and nonparticipants: Self Criticism
Scale

Vari-
able

Pretest Posttest

T Value'Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

Black
Male
,Female
EFTa

74
205
,127
-172
191

35.5135
35.3073
35.1811
35.5131
35.5654

Participants

5.7990
6.3812
5.3736
6.5948
5.8248

-0.6892
2.0486
0.3222
1.6111
0.3952

5.4121
6.2039
5.8708
6,1126
5.8924

36.0405
34.2975
34.9921
34.5657
35.1518

Not EFT 88 34.9204 6.2242 33.9090 7.1012 1.1712
2QEC-Yesb 243 35.2427 5.9954 34.4691 5.4380 1.6905
QW-No 34' 36.4117 6.1057 36.9411 5.4380 -0.5430
QJT-Yesc 69 35.9420 6.0728 35.5217 5.5957 0.5627
QJT-No 185 35.3405 5.8223 34.8540 6.2489 0.9099
QPAJ-Yes 151 35.8476 5.9674 35.9602 6.1512 -0.1924

-.QPAJ-No 107 31.9252 6.0355 33.8317 6.1329 1.6813
Inc <200e .84 34.9017 6.3523 34.0238 6.6113 1.1664
Inc 201+ 195 35.5589 5.8406 35.0769 6.1063 0.9639
SPS < 18f 151 36.0331 5.6773 35.5231 5.6519 0.9114
SPS 18+ 128 34.5703 6.2804 33.8593 6.8409 1.1371

10

.NonPALLLIi_J!2ALutA

35.1000 5.3631 37.0000 9.6609 -0.6361
Black 54 36.3148 6.0632 35.3518 6.7855 1.0154
Male 15 36.2666 5.6120 36.1333 6.3117 0.1327
FemEAe 49 36.0816 6.0924 35.1489 7.5555 0.5397
EFT 29 35.1379 5.3965 35.1182 6.2717 -0.2417
Not EFT 35 36.9428 6.3149 35.7428 8.0152 0.9094
U1C-Yes 36 35.8611 6.0636 35.9722 6.9507 -0.0788

27 36.5185 5.1468 35.3703 7.7516 1.0188
QJT-Yes 8 36.6250 7.8909 36.2500 4.4960 -0.3259
QJT-No 52 36.3846 5.8180 35.4230 7.5468 0.9132
QPAJ-Yes 29 36.4137 6.0857 35.4482 6.4175 0.6394
QRAJ-No 33 36.1818 59395 36.0606 8.0036 0.0997
Inc <200 37 37.7027 5.8350 37.0000 7.0474 0,5620
Inc 201+ 27 33.9629 5.4735 33.7037 7.1940 0.1861
SPS <18 38 35.4736 5.2850 35.3157 8.2432 0.1280
SPS 18+ 26 37.0769 6.7818 36.0384 5.5891 0.7351
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Appendix Table 18, continued

aEFT--Employed full time.

hOEC--Do you have any plans for continuing your own
education? Yes -

cQJT--Do vou:plan to receive more training for the job
you now have? Yes - No .

clIQPAJ--Do you plan to. prepare-for another job? Yes -
No .

eIncReported monthly income.
fSPS--Social participation scores.
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Appendix Table 19. Related T tests between pretest scores
and posttest scores for selected
dichotomous variables for participants
and nonparticipants: Total Positive
Self

Vari-
able

Pretest Posttest

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. T Value

Participants

White 74 326.1756 26.1200 328.0000 27.7044 -0.7217
Black 205 328.6975 30.7955 328.2487 37.1125 0.2044
Male 127 326.2283 27.1951 324.6377 29.5389 0.7307
Female 152 329.5328 31.4838 331.1447 38.5276 -0.6109
,RFTa .191 326.8167 29.2854 325.2774 32.2479 0.8449
Not EFT, 88 330.6590 30.2817 334.4886 39.2917 -0.9919

.QEC-Yes' 243 329.4032 29.5162 328.8559 34.6530 0.2870
QEC-No 34- 317.7647 28.9765 324.2058 36.6397 -1.5221
QJT-Yesc 69 326.5942 29.2345 326.4782 30.4392 0.0478
QST-No 185 328.2162 30.0600 327.2594 36.3770 0.4056
.QPIV-YeSd. 151 327.5629 30.6286 326.6158 33.9603 0.4252
QPAJ-No 107 328.3457 27.9561 328.7850 35.9493 -0.1437

Nonparticipants

White '10 015.6000 29.4776 315.1000 44.6229 0.0657
Black 326.7407 39.1635 327.5740 31.0091 -0.1392

15 323.9333 38.2332 315.1333 39.3770 0.7740
Female -49 325.3265 38.0982 323.8367 31.0687 -0.6064
-EFT 29 332.3448 37.3365 333.5172 29.1285 -0.1575
Not .EFT 35 318.9142 37.6769 319.0857 35.6192 -0.0236
QEC-Yes- 36 322.2777 43.1460 330.6666 31.9437 -1.2471
-QEC-No 27 329.2222 30.3813 317.6666 34.3869 1.4927
:QJT-Yes ,8 319.2500 25.8111 319.2500 16.0156 0.0000
,QJT-No ,

52 323.8461 38.9456 327.9615 35.8476 -0.7275
QPAJ-Yes .29 321.4137 39.8578 333.2758 30.0248 -1.4978
QPAJ-No 33 325.4848 35.8740 319.6969 35.3610 0.9185

."EFT--Employed full tiM.6.

bQEC--Do you.have any.plans:for continuing-YoUr Own
ducation? Yes - No.

'9QJT--Do youplan.ta receive mOre training for the job
You now have? Yes - No.

4-110PAJ--Do,you-p1an:to.prepare for another job? Yes-
No.
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Appendix Table 20, Related T tests between pretest scores
and posttest scores for selected
dichotomous variables for-participants
and nonparticipe,.nts: Identity Self

Vari-
able N

Pretest Posttest

T ValueMean S.D. Mean S.D.

Participants

White 74 121.6891 11.6194 121.7702 10.6841 -0.0689
Black 205 121.0146 12.9896 120.2487 15.0421 0.7038
Male 127 121.9448 15.5939 119.4645 13.1298 2.1486
Female 152 120.5657 12.6557 121.6447 14.6858 -0.8759
EFTa 191 121.2774 12.7155 120.6806 13.9701 0.6185
Not EFT, 88 121.0113 12.4922 120.5909 14.1970 0.2413
QEC-Yesp 243 121.7983 12.5660 120.7860 13.7277 1.1029
QEC-No 34 116.7352 12.6594 139.9411 16.4702 -1,2963
QJT-Yesc 69 121.7681 12.7914 120.2753 12.8084 0.9747
QJT-No 185- 120.8162 12.5511 120.4864 14.8034 0.2993
QPAJ-Yesd -151. 121.0860 12.2081 121.0066 13.4191 0.0748
QPAJ-No 107 121.2056 12.8677 120.1560 15.0745 0.7547

Nonparticipants

White 10 117.2000 15.7042 114.3000 16,9052 0.7610
Black 54 118.1666 16.5070 120.2037 13.1527 -0.7643
Male 15 117.0666 16.4337 114.0000 16.4837 0.5931
Female 49 118.3061 16.3747 120.8979 12.6528 -0.9980
EFT 29 121.2068 17.5852 122.1379 11.3600 -0.2521
Not EFT 35 115.3714 14.8226 116.9142 1513285 -0.5129
QEC-Yes 36 116.9722 18.3107 121.2777 13.3963 -1.3754
UC7,No 27 119.8148 13.4251 116.9142 15.3285 -0.0751
QJT.Yes 8 121.7500 10.6871 122.3750 11.0316 -0.1051
QJT4To 52 117.0000 17.3521 119.0192 14.5217 -0.7549
QPAJ-Yes 29 116.2758 15.8765 123.1034 11.4559 -2.0678
QPAJ-No 33 119.2121 17.0985 116.1212 15.1487 0.9468

aEFT--Employed full time,

bOEC--Do you have any plans fox continuing your own
education? Yes - No.

cQJT--Do you plan to receive more training for the job
you now have? Yes - No.

bQPAJ--Do-you plan to prepare for another job? Yes -
No.



Appendix Table 21. Related T tests between pretest scores
and posttest scores for selected
dichotomous variab2 for participants
and nonparticipants Self Satisfaction

Vari-
able

Pretest Posttest

Mean S.D. Mean

White 74
Black 205
Male 127
F emale 152
EFTd 191
Not EFT
QEC-Yesb 243
QEC-No 34
QJT-Yesc 69
QJT-No 185
QPAJ-Yese- 151
QPAJ- No 107

White
Black
Male

EFT
Not EFT
QEC-Yes
QEC4No
QJT-Yes
QPAJ-YeS
QPAJ- NO

Participants

96.0675 10.5185
99.1512 11.4968
96.5354 9.9233
99.8355 12.1788
97.5235 10.9692
100.0909 11.8899
98.5267 11.1955
96.8529 11.9902
96.9130 11.2716
98.8216 11.2961
97.5430 11.7857
99.2242 10.7108

97.9189
100.3219
97.9212
101.1578
97.7539

103.8750
99.9341
98.0000
98.9710
99.3675
98.6423

100.2616

Nonparticipants

10 90.1000 8.1982
54 100.1666 15.7033
15 99.3333 13.6521
49 98.3673 15.7515
29 99.6551 16.5276
35 97.7142 14.1641
36 98.7500 18.0085
27 98.4814 11.0431
8 92.3750 17.3364

52 98.2500 13..7667
33 98.2727 12.6867

94.4000
100.2037
98.0000
99.6938
101.8965
97.1428
101.5833
96.0000
90.3750
101.2115
97.3030

S .D . T Value

10.5086 -1.5926
14.4904 -1.3037
10.1798 -1.6054
15.7438 -1.1739
11.9770 -0.2941
15.7923 -2.4659
13.5006 -1.7838
14.2446 -0.5785
11.6983 -1.7771
14.0621 -0.5781
12.9950 -1.2219
13.8648 -0.8075

14.4775 -0.8615
12.8553 -0.0165
12.7110 0.4380
13.4120 -0.5299
12.0069 -0.7995
13.8630 0.1945
14.5373 -0.9722
10.7524 0.8835
8.8952 0.3879

13.4723 -1.4633
11.9778 0.4144

aEFT--Employed full time.

QEC--Do you have any plans for continuing your omn
education? Yes. - No.

cQJT--Do you plan to receive more training for the j b
you ncw-have? Yes - No.

cliQPAJ--Do you plan to prepare f _ another job? Yes
No.
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Appendix Table 22. Related T tests between pretest scores
and posttest scores for selected
dichotomous variables for participants
and nonparticipants: Behavior

Vari-
able

PreteH7 Posttest

T ValueMean S.D. Mean S.D.

Partici ants

White 74 108.4189 10.0301 108.3108 12.2518 0.0930
Black 205 108.5317 12.4240 107.6780 14.1113 1.0162
Male 127 107.7480 10.8144 107.2519 11.5929 0.5437
Female 152 109.1315 12.5980 108.3421 14.8988 0.7800
EFTa 191 108.0157 11.6196 106.8429 12.7459 1.6054
Not EFT 88 109.5568 12.2416 110.0227 15.2096 -0.3098
QEC-Yesb 243 109.0781 11.7535 108.1358 13.4993 1.2657
QEC-No 34 104.1764 11.8436 106.2647 14.6438 -1.1621
QJT-Yes c 69 107.9130 11.2036 107.2318 11.0748 0.7788
QJT-No 185 108.5783 12.1380 107.4054 14.1817 1.2806
QPAJ-Yes 151 108.9337 12.4406 106.9668 13.9959 2.1353
QPAJ-No 107 107.9158 10.9769 108.4672 12.9048 -0.4967

Nonpartici.eants

White 10 108.3000 13.6630 106.4000 15.6432 0.8288
Black 54 108.4074 13.3254 107.1666 11,2396 0.5725
Male 15 107.5333 15.3011 103.1333 13.4103 0.9281
Female' 49 108.6530 12.7468 108.2448 11.2593 0.2084
EFT: 29 111.4827 10.0910 109.4827 12.0464 0.7768
Not EFT 35 105.8285 15.0811 105.0285 11.5363 0.2991
QEC-Tes 36 106.5555 13.3040 107.8055 10.0223 -0.6255
QEC-No 27 110.9259 13.2952 105.4814 13.9735 1.6241
QJT-Yes 8 105.1250 5.5145 106.5000 4.5039 -0.7068
QJT,No 52 108.5961 13.7929 107.7307 12.5777 0.4302
QPAJ-Yes 29 107.7931 12.8379 108.7931 10.0049 -0.3962
QPAJ,No 33 108.0000 13.3930 106.2727 12.9476 0.7307

aEFT--Employed full time.

bQEC--Do you have any plans for continuing your own
education? Yes - No.

CWT--Do you plan to receive more training for the job
you now have? Yes - No.

dQPAJ--Do you plan to prepare for another job? Yes -
No.
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Appendix Table 27% Related T tests between pretest scores
and posttest scorec for selected
dichotomous variables for participants
and nonparticipants: Physical Self

Vari-
able

Pretest Posttest

T ValueMean S.D. Mean S.D.

Participants

White 74 65.2297 7.8505 65.1891 7.1398 0.0551
Black 205 66.5853 7.8038 65.4878 3.3324 1.7307
Male 127 66.5905 7.7268 65.2519 7.2385 2.0044
Female 152 65.9210 7.9188 65.5394 9.9288 0.5149
EFTa 191 66.6073 7.8242 65.2879 8.4377 2.2703
Not EFT, 88 65.3977 7.8073 65.6704 9.5637 -0.2775
QEC-Yes 243 64.4032 7.8156 65.4793 8.8084 1.6840
QEC-No 34 65.0882 8.0316 65.0294 8.9357 0.0459
QJT-Yesa 69 66.6956 7.4484 66.3333 7.1899 0.4369
QJT-Nc 185 66.3027 8.0159 64.9729 9.1713 2.0500
QPAJ-Yesd 151 66.5099 7.9698 65.3443 9.0804 1.7071
QPAJ-No 107 65.9906 7.6608 65.4112 8.2861 0.7259

Nonpartictpants

White 10 58.7000 9.4756 61.1000 12.0134 -0.7998
Black 54 64.2407 9.5343 65.4814 8.6607 -0.8004
Male 15 64.7333 9.5578 63.4666 12.6370 0.5210
Female 49 62.9591 9.7573 65.2040 8.1214 -1.3700
EFT 29 64.1379 8.8669 67.0000 9.3312 -1,4532
Not EFT 35 62.7428 10.3649 . 146297 8.9786 -0.1183
QEC-Yes 36 64.1388 10.5726 66.7500 9.8861 -1.5908:
QEC-No 27 62.4444 8.5993 61.7407 '7.5375 0.2978
QJT-Yes 8 59.8750 3.7961 63.6250 5.0409 -15275
QJT-No 52 63.4807 9.8746 64.7307 9.9017
QPAJ-Yes 29 63.8620 9.8659 69.0689 8.4173 -2.8096
QPAJ-No 33 i61.9090 8.8295 60.9090 8.5963 0.5261

aEFT--Employed full time.

1DOEC--Do you have any plans for continuing your own
education? Yes - Yo.

CQJT--Do you plan to receive more training for the job
you now have? Yes - No.

clIQPAJ--Do you plan to prepare for another job? Yes
No.
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Appendix Table 214. Related T tests between pretest scores
and posttest scores for selected
dichotomous variables for participants
and nonparticipants: Moral-Ethical
Self

Vari-
able

Pretest PoSttest

T ValueMean S.D. mean S.D.

Participants

White 74 66.7702 7.3662 65.7162 8.5:195 1.1582
Black 205 68.0878 8.0860 67,7756 10.0038 0.4952
Male 127 66.3937 7.6595 65.4881 8.7920 1.3871
Female 152 68.8618 7.9651 68.6842 10.1351 0.2252
EFTa 191 67.0107 7.7940 66.0104 8.8192 1.8295
Not EFT, 85: 59.3181 7.9734 68.8750 10%8699 -0.4839
QEC-Yes' 243 37.9259 7.9311 67.2921 9.7184 1.1050
QEC-No 34 66.4705 7.9857 67.0882 9.5770 -0.5032
QJT-Yesc 69 66.8260 8.4817 65.6521 9.2064 1.4161
QJT-No 185 68.0648 7.5689 67.4432 9.6271 0.9065
OPAJ-Yesa 151 67.4768 8.0306 66.7072 6.2219 0.8166
QPAJ-No' 107 67.9813 7.8331 67.05A0 10.0703 1.0673

Nonparticinants

White 10 Th0000 8.0966 66.1000 9.5271 -0.0367
Black 54' 6/.0370 10.3175 68.1666 9.6890 -0.7442
Male 15 64.4000 9.9842 64.861_3 8.4504 -0.1861
Female 49 67.6326 9.9219 68.7551 9.8478 -0.7001
EFT 29 70.0344 9.0217 70.0689 7.2748 -0.0225
Not EFT 35 64.2571 10.0479 66.0000 10.9598 -0.8237
QEC-Yes 36 65.8333 11.7752 66.3611 9.2401 -1.3637
QEC-No 27 68.3333 7.0383 67.2962 10.3916 0.5250
QJT-Yes 8 66.6250 8.7167 66.0000 7.6531 0.2344
QJT-No 52 66.6153 10.6153 68.7115 9.5061 -1.4871
QPAJ-Yes 29 66.5517 10.9171 68.5517 9.1946 -0.9294
QPAJ-No 33 67.0606 9.5096 67.8484 9.8745 -0.4627

aEFT--Employed full time.

bQEC--Do you have any plans for continuing your.own
education? Yes - No.

cQJT--Do you plan to receive mure training fpr the job
you now have? Yes - No.

diQPAJ--Do you plan to prepare for another job? Yes -
No.



Appendix Table 25. Related T tests between pretest scores
and posttest scores for selected
dichotomous variables for participants
and nonparticipants: Personal Self

Vari-
able

Pretest Posttest

T ValueMean S.D. Mean S.D.

Participants

White 74 61.0540 6.6742 62.6351 7.3121 -1.9653
Black 205 64.1951 8.8023 64.6146 8.6666 -0.6507
Male 127 62.9212 5.9779 63.2992 6.7026 -0.5626
Female 152 63.7302 9.4251 61.'750D 9.5016 -1.3199
EFTa 191 63.1465 8.0091 "70 7.4145 -0.0183
Not EFT 88 63.8295 9.2092 66,4...36 9.8651 -2.1266
QEC-Yes 243 63.5473 8.5961 64.2551 8.3858 -1.2551
QEC-No 34 62.0586 6.8787 63.0588 8.4421 -0.7141
QJT7Yesc 69 63.5362 7.8620 64.2318 7.8985 -0.8924
QJT-No A 185 63.0810 8.6009 63.7351 8.6702 -0.9360
QPAJ-Yes" 151 63.7019 9.0625 63.6953 8.3394 0.0096
QPAJ-No 107 62.7102 7.5110 64.1401 8,5090 -1.5773

Nonoarticipants

White 10 62.7000 7.5432 58.7000 9.0437 1.9215
Black 54 64.1296 8.4139 63.2222 7.9471 0.6903
Male 15 62.2666 7.4877 58.8000 8.4193 1.3849
Female 49 64.4081 8.4703 63.6530 7.8966 0._779
EFT .

29 65.2413 7.7995 62.6896 7.0665 1.4367
No-LEFT 35 62.8000 8.5467 62.3714 9.1654 0.2802
QEC-Yes 36 63.9166 8.1077 63.0555 7.5590 0.6057
QEC-No 27 64.2222 8.5455 61.4074 8.9925 1.5135
QJT-Yes 8 61.3750 6.3681 60.0000 5.0990 0.4194
QJT-No 52 63.6730 8.4196 63.0000 8.7783 0.5255
QPAJ-Yes 2S 62.7931 8.5246 62.5862 7.7021 0.1208
QPAJ-No 33 64.4848 9.1245 62.7878 8.8626 1.0666

aEFT--Employee full time,

bOEC--Do you have any plans for continuing your own
education? Yes - No..

cQJT--Do you plan to receive more training for the job
you now have? Yes No.

diQPAJ--Do you plc. prepare fc-c another job? Yes
No.
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Appendix Table 26. Related T tests betveen pretest scores
and posttest scores for selected
dichotomous variables for participants
and nonparticipants: Family Self

Vari-
able

Pretest Posttest

T ValueMean S.D. Mean S.D.

Participants

White 74 68.4054 7.5596 68.2837 7.1778 0.1607
Black 205 65.6146 7.6017 66.1219 8.1022 -0.8857
Male 127 66.2913 7.3895 66.7165 7.5455 -0.7118
Female 152 66.4078 7.9329 66.6776 8.2322 -0.3874
EFT8. 191 65.9738 7.8226 66.4938 7.6913 -1.0002
Not EFTI, 88 67.1818 7.3258 67.1250 8.4033 0.0599
QEC-Yes 243 66.8065 7.6357 66.8683 7.8581 -0.1241
QEC-No 34 62.9411 7.1007 65.5294 8.3384 -1.9128
QJT-Yesc 69 65.3043 7.7900 66.4927 7.4134 -1.9280
QJT--,No A 185 66.6162 7.6313 66.3567 8.1355 0.4158
QPAJ-Yes' 151 65.7748 7.8495 66.3112 7.6430 -0.9045
QPAJ-No 107 67.0654 7.5753 66.8130 8.2326 0.3100

Nonparticipants

White 10 64.9000 8.4254 64.9000 q.6315 0.0000
Black 54 66.1851 9.5799 66.3148 8.2823 -0.0867
Male 15 66.0666 9.5428 64.2666 9.6766 0.5974
Female 49 65.9591 9.4007 66.6530 8.0507 -0.4834
EFT 29 66.5517 9.9770 67.7931 7.5799 -0.6261
Not EFT 35 65.5142 8.9323 64.6857 8.9533 0.4788
QEC-Yes 36 65.5000 10.5302 67.5277 8.1292 -1.0728
QEC.,No '27 66.7037 7.8682 63.8148 8.4627 1.8017
QJT-Yes 8: 64.3750 6.9885 67.0000 3.2513 -1.0297
QJT7NO 2. 65.7692 9.5396 66.4423 9.0903 -0.4657
QPAJ-Yes 129 64.5862 10.3493 67.7931 7.5846 -1.4122
QPAJ-No 33 66.4545 8.1551 64.3636 8.7743 1.6304

aEFT--Employed full time.

QEC--Do you liave any plans for ocILtinuing your own
education? Yes - go.

cQJT--Do you plan to receive more training for the job
you now have? Yes - No.

clIQPAJ--Do you plan to prepare for another job? Yes -
No.

LI
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Appendix Table 27. Related T tests between pretest scores
and posttest scores for selected
dichotomous variables for participants
and nonparticipants: Social Self

Vari-
able

Pretest Posttest

T ValueMean S.D. Mean S.D.

Participants

White 74 64.7162 6.5491 66.1756 7.2685 -1.8272
Black 205 64.2146 7.2160 64.2487 8.5612 -0.0623
Male 127 64.0314 6.3307 63.8818 7.0818 0.2475
Female 152 64.6118 7,5879 65.4934 9.1027 -1.3247
EFTa 191 64.0785 6.7527 64.3246 7.8337 -0.5018
Not EFT 88 61.9318 7.6260 65.7045 9.1200 -0.7892
QEC-Yesb 243 64.7201 6.9063 64.9670 8.1918 -0.5014
.QEC-No 34 61.2058 7.2227 63.5000 8.9552 -2,0633
QJT-Yesc 69 64.2318 6.4788 63.7681 6.8837 0.6543
QJT-No 185 64.1513 7.2087 64.7513 8.8963 -1.0280
QPAJ-Yesd 151 64.0993 7.1365 64.3576 8.0650 -0.4491
QPAJ-No 107 64.5981 6.7472 65.3644 8.8396 -1.0189

NonpAtti.21Rarcts

White 10 63.3000 10.5730 f,4.3000 11.8607 -0.6993
Black 54 65.1481 9.5372 64.3888 6.4557 0.5107
Male 15 66.460o 10.8091 63.7333 7.7962 0.9930
Female 49 64.3673 9.3199 64.5714 7.3824 -0.1422
EFT-. 29 66.3793 10_0832 65.9655 6.8320 0.2159
Not EFT. 35 63.6000 9.2138 63.0571 7.7343 0.3141
QEC-Yes. 36 62.8838 9.8206 64.9722 6.3447 -1.2c92
aC-No 27 67.5185 9.0908 63.4074 8.7848 2.1949
QJT-Yes 67.0000 5.9521 62.6250 3.9977 1.9855
QJT_No, 52 64.3076 10.1451 65.0769 7.7733 -0.5433
QPAJ-Yes 29 63.6206 7.9075 64.2758 6.8499 -0.8890
QPAJ-No 33 65.5757 10.9545 63.7878 8.0457 1,0500

aEFT--Employed full time,

bOEC--Do you have any plans for continuing your own
education? Yes - No.

CQJT--Do you plan to receive more training for the job
you now have? Yes - No.

dQPAJ--Do you plan to prepare for another job? Yes
No.
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Appendix Table 28. Related T tests between pretest scores
and posttest scores for selected
dichotomous variables for participants
and nonparticipants: Defensive
Positikre

Vari-
able

White 74
Black 205
Male 127
Female 152
EFTa 191
Not EFT, 88
QEC-Yesp 243
QEC-No 34
QJT-Tesc 69
QJT-No 185
QPAJ-Yes" 151
QPAJ-No 107
Inc <200e 84
Inc 200+ 195
SPS <28f 151
SPS 18 128

White 10
Black 54
Male 15
Female 49
EFT 29
Not EFT 35
QEC-Yes 36
QEC-No 27
QJT-Yes 8
QJT-No 52
QPAJ-Yes 29
QPAJ-No 33
Inc <200 37
Inc 201+ 27
SPS <28 38
SPS 1.8+ 26

Pretest Posttest

Mean S.D.

56.2162
63.3219
59.6614
62.9210
60.2827
63.9431
61.526r/
61.1176
60.1884
61.7297
61.3178
61.5327
65.5952
59.6461
58.8476
64.4921

Partici

Mean

ants

10.8795
12.1769
11.0462
13.0015
12.0675
12.2983
12.3064
12.1200
10.5485
12.8444
13.1738
11.1442
12.4814
11.7153
11.5883
12.3224

57.0945
61.8097
58.8110
62.0197
58.6335
64.7386
60.5555
62.0294
60.3043
60.0810
59.2847
61.6168
65.2738
58.5282
57.7218
63.9062

Nonparticipants

58.6000 11.4231
61.1481 14.8697
9.6666 111.1151
61.0816 14.5313
63.2068 13,5419
58.7142 14.8454
59.3333 15.8438
62.9259 12.2503
61.1250 14.2170
60.0384 14.3129
59.0000 15.2151
61.6969 13.8258
59.4594 14.9955
62.5135 13.4546
60.6578 16.2285
60.8846 11.3183

58.8000
59.9629
56.0666
60.9183
59.8965
59.6857
60.8055
57.6296
55.7500
60.3461
60.5517
59.3636
60.1621
59.2592
58.3421
61.8846

T Value

12.0673 -0.7417
14.0411 1.5416
11.9388 0.8269
14.8696 0.7730
12.1755 1.8736
15.7739 -0.4965
13.5567 1.1244
14.9067 0.0455
11.0137 -0.1226
14.2725 1.5099
13.1840 1.9208
14.2343 -0.0640
14.4775 0.2071
12.8413 1.2289
12.6760 1.0749
14.1161 0.4898

11.9n6 -0.0877
12.5712 0.5568
13.263C 0.9065
12.0291 0.0791
10.5469 1.2020
13.8940 -0.4005
12.3191 -0.6815
12.0164 1.8101
9.6916 1.3606

12.9658 -0.1563
12.4973 -0.6238
12.7299 0.8706
11.9664 -0.3142
13.1722 1.0677
13.5910 0.8630
10.2969 -0.4538

(Continued)



Appendix Table 28, continued

aEFT--Employed full time.,

bQEC--Do you have any plans for continuing your own
education? Yes - No.

CQJT--Do you plan to receive more training for the job
you now have? Yes - No.

dQFAJ--Do you plan to prepare for another job? Yes -
NO-.

eInc--Reported monthly income.

f3PSsocial part_ pation scores.
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Appendix Table 29. Related T tests between pretest scores
and postteFt scores for selected
dichotomous variables for participants
and nonparticipants: General Malad-
justment

able

Pretest Postte6±.

T ValueMean S.D. Mean S.D.

Participants

White 74 88.8648 8.0466 89.4054 8.3172 -0.6437
Black 205 86.5512 10.4695 87.3317 11.5247 -1.1298
Male 127 86.6850 9.4253 87.6692 9.4020 0.0204
Female 152 86.7302 10.3320 88.0592 11,8574 -1.6898
EFTa 191 87.1780 9.4138 87.6282 10.3853 -0.7511
Not EFT E8 87.1363 11.0069 88.4318 11.6695 -1.0965
QEC-YaJb 243 87.5555 9.8004 P8.2098 10.6006 -1.1147
WC-No 34 83.9117 10.3933 05,6764 12.1822 -1.0355
QJT-Yesc 69 87.5652 8.7841 87.8985 10.0171 -0.3792
QJT-No 185 86.7297 10.4440 87.2756 11.1664 -0.7593
QPAJ-Yesci 151 87.2052 10.0679 87.7682 10.9348 -0.7409
WAJ-go 107 86.6261 9.8368 87.4953 10.7934 -0.9665

Nonparticipants

White 10 86.5000 13.9383 83.7000 15.1441 1.1932
Black 54 83.3703 12.4222 86.5925 9.7371 -0.6591
Male 15 K.3333 11.4746 83.1333 13.4741 0.3703
Female 49 85.9183 12.9628 87.0612 9.6185 -0.6118
EFT 29 87.5862 12.2868 8.q 4-13 9.3604 -0.6556
Not-EFT 35 83.8571 12.7074 K.0/14 11.1098 0.1361
QEC-Yes 36 84.0555 13.6903 86.5833 10.5353 -1.1591
QEC-No 27 a7.7407 10.9645 87.0740 10.3695 1.1618
QJT-Yes 8 84.7500 9.0672 88.1250 7.6239 -1.1553
QJT-No 52 85.1346 13.0939 86.4230 11.0920 -0.7185
QPAJ-Yes 29 84.786 12.1703 88.5517 7.8539 -1.4147
QPAJ-No 38 85.4545 12.8988 84.2121 12.4492 0.7175

aEFT--Employed full time.

bQEC--Do you have any plans for continuing your own
education? Yes - No.

cQJT--Do you plan to receive more.training for the job
you now have? Yes - No.

clIQPAJ--Do you plan t .pkepare for another job? Yes -
No.
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Appendix Table 30. Related T tests between pretest scores
and posttest scores for selected
dichotomous variables for participants
and nonparticipants: Psychosis

Vari-
able

Pretest Posttest

T ValueMean S.D. Mean S.D.

ParticiDants

White 74 54.2567 7.7460 52.7972 7.8965 1.5602
Black 205 58.1414 6.9214 57.5414 7.6462 1.0726
Male 127 56.4803 7.3364 56.0314 7 2132 0.6915
Female 152 57.6381 7.3236 56.4934 !: .3307 1.6476
EFTa 191 56.7748 7.2740 55.6178 7.4470 2.1086
Not EFT, 88 57.8409 7.4677 57.7272 8.9785 0.1200
QEC-Yes' 243 56.9465 7.3721 56.1111 9.1240 1.6359
QEC-No 34 58.9411 6.6329 57.7058 7.2605 0.8467
QJT-Yesc 69 56.6521 7.3020 56.1304 7.5555 0.6574
QJT-No 185 57.2918 7.1916 56.2486 7.9893 1.7011
QPAJ-Yesa 151 57.1721 7.1905 56.0728 8.1052 1.7363
QPAJ-No 107 56.8317 7.4965 56.1869 7.0820 0.7977

EmmxilgiRmisi

White 10 57.2000 7.4951 54.1000 11.6375 1.6167
Black 54 57.3888 7.3649 56.4074 7.0484 0.8685
Male 15 56.0666 9.8739 56.2666 7.9952 -0.0788
Female 49 57.7551 6.4275 55.9795 7.9069 1.6795
EFT 29 57.3103 8.7427 54.5517 7.8539 1.6633
Not EFT 35 57.4000 6.0400 57.2857 7.7670 0.0961
QEC-Yes 36 57.0833 7.1189 55.7777 7.3915 0.9796
QEC-No 27 57.6666 7.8053 56.1111 8.5903 0.9867
QJT-Yes 8 55.5000 6.1411 54.0000 6.9487 1.2247
QJT-No 52 57.5384 7.6503 56.0769 8.1813 1.2295
QPAJ-Ires 29 57.4137 7.1789 55.275'8 7.3187 1.4000
QPAJ-No 33 57.5757 7.7015 46.9696 8.4538 0.4337

aEFT--Employed full time.

bQEC--Do you have any plans for c-mtinuing your own
education? Yes -

cQJT--Do you plan to receive more training for the job
you now have? Yes - No .

dQPAJ--Do you plan to prepare for another job? Yes -
No.
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Appendix Table 31. Related T tests between pretest scores
and posttest scores for selected
dichotomous variables for participants
and nonparticipants: Personality
Disorder

Vari-
able

Precest Posttest

T ValueMean S.D. Mean S.D.

Participants

White 74 69.2162 9.5949 69.5949 11.2480 -0.3374
Black 205 69.5902 10.5276 70.6829 12.0115 -1.4073
Male 3?7 67.6062 9.7412 68.3622 10.8149 -0.8610
Female 71.0657 10.4701 72.0921 12.3504 -1.1080
EFTa 191 68.6125 9.9285 69.0157 10.6965 -0.6111
Not EFT, 88 71.3977 10.7964 73.3863 13.4945 -1.3718
QEC-Yesp 240 69.8559 10.2723 70.6913 11.7223 -1.1G71
QEC-No 34 66.7058 10.2736 68.4117 12.6278 -1.0792
QJT-Yesc 69 67.6521 10.7002 68.3768 10.9371 -0.6924
QJT-No 185 70.0432 10.0367 70.5189 11.7270 -0.5724,4

QPAJ-Yes' 151 68.9403 10.1896 69.4370 11.6810 -0.5803
QPAJ-No 107 70.34F' 10.6532 70.8130 11.6652 -0.4508

Nonparticipants

White 10 66.7000 10.1767 67.3000 13.4911 -0.1298
Black 54 69.3703 11.2941 71.3333 11.5038 -1.2174
Male 15 66.9333 12.5269 68.0666 9.3767 -0.4402
Female 49 69.5714 10.6509 71.5102 12.4350 -1.0342
EFT 29 72.1724 10.5087 73.5517 9.6309 -0.7213
Not EFT 35 66.2857 10.9961 68.3428 13.0179 -0.8885
QEC-Yes 36 67.8888 12.4894 71.8055 11.9995 -1.9023
QEC-No 27 70.4814 9.1583 69.1851 11.8355 0.5743
QJT-Yes 8 68.8750 9.4178 68.8750 7.0191 0.0000
QJT-No 52 68.6769 11.6507 71.5769 12.3500 -1.7877
QPAJ-Yes 29 66.6551 10.9813 71.8620 11.2304 -2.1490
QPAJ-No 33 70.5757 11.2500 69.5757 12.6368 0.5206

aEFT--Employed full time.

bQ2C--Do you have any-plans for continuing your own
eLLucation? Yes - No.

cQJT--Do you plan to receive more training for the job
you now have? Yes - No.

1°1QPAJ--Do you plan to prepare for another job? Yes -
No.



Appendix Table 32. Related T test bet'ween pretest scores
and posttest score for selected
dichotomous vaTiabis for participants
and nonpartici/o4nts: Neurosis

Vari-
able

Pretest Posttest

T ValueMean S.D. Vlsan S.D.

Partici-gam-1A

White 74 78.6216 10.1180 78,5945 9.3953 0.0279
Black 205 79.1804 9.9563 78,9414 11.4466 0.2921
Male 127 79.5826 9.2368 78,5905 9.2610 1.1448
Female 152 78.5723 10.5401 79,0657 12.1680 -0.5173
EFT" 191 79.3089 9.7944 78.3141 10.2071 1.4075
Not.EFT, 88 78.4318 10.4163 80,0113 12.3227 -1.1469
QEC-YesJ3' 243 79.5720 9.9618 79,1789 10.9418 0.5551
QEC-No 34 75.0294 9.5805 76,5294 10,9716 -0.8965
QJT-Yesc 69 79.5217 9.1965 78,9180 8.6733 0.6275
QJT-No 185 78.7675 10.3747 78,4378 11.5107 0.3802
QPAJ-Yesa 151 79.0794 10.3373 78.1788 10.8247 1.0729
QPAJ-No 107 79.0186 9.6758 79,6188 79.6168 -0.5266

NonparticiopAts

White 10 72.2000 9.6815 70.6000 14.3387 0.5806
Black 54 78.8703 12.2043 18.7087 10.0294 0.0888
Male 15 78.2666 11.2152 78,8688 12.4949 1.1290
Female 49 77.8938 12.3730 /8,5306 10.5081 -0.4766
EFT 29 79.3103 12.0833 79.4482 11.1213 -0.0556
Not EFT 35 76.6000 12.0151 75.7714 10.9251 0.3769
QEC-Yes
QEC-No

36
27

78.3055
77.4074

12.4850
11.1320

VP,.8611
7,3.8888

10.2905
11.1320

-0.7850
1.4085

QJT-Yes 8 76.8750 7.0799 76.8250 7.7632 0.0703
QJT-No 52 77.0769 12.2807 77.7307 11.6872 -0.3625
QPAJ-Yes 29 77.3448 12.7874 80.5172 10.5985 -1.5847
QPAJ-No 33 77.1515 10.9004 78.0000 11.1551 0.9245

aEFT--Employed full time.

bQEC--Do you have any plans fcr c ntinuing your own
education? Yes No.

CQJT--Do you plan to receive 111ore training for the Job
you now have? Yes - No.

dQPAJ--Do you plan to prepare for another job? Yes
No.
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Appendix Table 33. Related T tests between pretest scores
and posttest scores for selected
dichotomous variables for participants
and nonparticipants: Personality
Integration

Vari-
able N

Pretest Posttest

T ValueMean S.D. Mean S.D.

Participants

White 74 7.0675 3.8404 7.2837 4.3242 -0.4907
Black 205 5.4243 3.3505 5.7853 3.3669 -1.3873
Male 127 6.5039 3.7562 6.9606 3.7169 -1.4013
Female 152 5.3223 3.2947 5.5328 3.5638 -0.6835
EFTa 191 6.1570 3.5550 6.6544 3.4922 -1.9844
Not EFT 88 5.2159 3.4887 5.1590 3.9359 0.1249
QEC-Yesb 243 5.9629 3.5212 6.2757 3.6784 -1.2859
QEC-No 34 4.8823 3.6328 5.2058 3.5229 -0.5449
QJT-Yesc 69 5.9130 3.3595 6.8985 3.5568 -2.1708
QJT-No 185 5.8324 3.7487 5.9027 3.7389 -0.2657
QPAJ-Yesd 151 5.8211 3.3666 6.3973 3.6643 -1.8679
QPAJ-No 107 5.9532 3.9772 5.8317 3.7979 0.3720

Nonparticipants

White 10 3.7000 3.5605 2.4000 1.7763 1.8164
Black 54 5.2407 3.0894 6.1296 3.5291 -1.8408
Male 15 5.7333 3.3904 7.1333 4.1380 -1.7049
Female 49 4.7755 3.1242 5.0612 3.2813 -0.5666
EFT 29 4.9655 3.4793 6.4482 3.6506 -2.1639
Not EFT 35 5.0285 2.9752 4.8000 3.3850 0.4365
QEC-Yes 36 4.8055 3.4543 5.9166 4.1773 -1.6497
QEC-No 27 5.0000 2.5720 5.0000 2.6311 0.0000
QJT-Yes 8 4.8750 3.4408 6.3750 2.5599 -1.8209
QJT-No 52 4.9615 3.1867 5.5192 3.7126 -1.0942
QPAJ-Yes 29 5.4827 3.5719 6.1034 3.8017 -0.7633
QPAJ-No 33 4.4848 2.8627 4.8787 3.3331 -0.8965

aEFT--Employed full time.

bQEC--Do you have any plans for continuing your own
education? Yes - No.

cQJT--Do yoU plan to receivo more training for the job
you now have? Yes - No.

4QPAJ--Do you.plan to prepare for another job? Yes
No.



Appendix Table 34. One-way analysis of variance of pretest
attribute scores

Source of
Variance df

Sum of
Squares

Mean
Squares F Ratio

X
1,

I-E 1 48.45 48.45 4.72**
341 3502,79 10.27

TOTAL 342 3551.24

X 2' WBA 1
341

.11
698.98

.11
2.05

.05

TOTAL 342 699.10

X
3,

WBB 1 8.11 8.11 3.70
341 746.64 2.19

TOTAL 342 754.75

X
4,

WBC 1 6.28 6.28 4.32**
341 495.22 1.45

TOTAL 342 501.50

X
5'

WBD 1
341

.65
730.44

.65
2.14

.30

TOTAL 342 731.09

X , WBE 1 .22 .22 .10
341 777.15 2.28

TOTAL 342 777.38

, WBF 1 1.15 1.15 .84
341 468.80 1.37

TOTAL 342 469.95

X , LAW 1 260.29 260.29 3.29***
341 27002.18 79.12

TOTAL 342 27262.47

X
9'

EDU 1
341

44.85
33351.91

44.85
97.81

.45

TOTAL 342 33396.76

X. ECON10'
1

341
4.20

17093.43
4.20

50.13
.08

TOTAL 342 17097.43
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Appendix Table 34, continued

Source of
Variance df

Sum of
Squares

Mean
Squares F Ratio

X11' MMA

TOTAL

X12, MSB

TOTAL

X S-CRIT13'

TOTAL

X14' T-P

TOTAL

X15, IDEN-S

TOTAL

X16' S-SAT

TOTAL

X H-S17' BE

TOTAL

X18, PHY-S

TOTAL

X 19' M-E-S

TOTAL

X PER-S20'

TOTAL

X FAM-S21'

TOTAL

1
341
342

1
341
342

1
341
342

1
341
342

1
341
342

1
341
342

1
341
342

1
341
342

1
341
342

1
341
342

1
341
342

.93
872.73
873.66

1.37
1139.07
1140.44

30.31
12215.54
12245.85

477.52
33375.77
33853.29

55.75
60970.53
61496.28

3.53
50087.44
50090.97

.64
49924.98
49925.62

423.08
22907.77
23330.85

38.80
23634.90
23673.70

15.42
23875.87
23891.29

7.14
21900.86
21908.00

.93
2.56

1.37
3.34

30.31
35.82

477.52
33853.29

525.75
178.80

3.53
146.88

.64
146.41

423.08
67.18

38.80
69.31

15.42
70.02

7.14
64.22

.36

.41

.85

.49

2.94

.02

.004

6.30*

.56

.22

.11
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Appendix Table 34., continued

Source of
Variance df

Sum of
Squares

Mean
Squares F Ratio

X
22'

SOC-S

TOTAL

X DP
23'

TOTAL

X
24'

GM

TOTAL

X
25'

PSY

TOTAL

X
26,

PD

TOTAL

X27, N

TOTAL

X PI
28'

TOTAL

1
341
342

1
341
342

1
341
342

1
341
342

1
341
342

1
341
342

1
341
342

13.63
19623.01
19636.64

24.59
34582.65
54607.24

136.28
37316.28
37452.56

3.21
18354.29
18357.50

15.06
37090.59
37105.65

75.48
36825.82
36901.30

38.5:-
4153.5,
4192.0'

13.63
57.54

24.59
160.07

136.28
109.43

3.21
53.82

15.06
108.77

75.48
107.99

38.52
12.18

.24

.15

1.24

.06

.13

.70

3.16**

*P < .001, **P < .05, ***P < .10.
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Appendix Table 35. One-wz:y analysis of variance of post-
test a;:tribute scores

Source of Sum of Mean
Variance df Squares Squares F Ratio

X I-E 1 3.83 3.83 .32
1, 341 4067.03 11.93
TOTAL 342 4070.86

X2' WBA 1
341

1.37
616.89

1.37
1.81

.76

TOTAL 342 618.26

X
3'

WBB 1
341

.02
905.38

.02
2.65

.01

TOTAL 342 905.40

X
4°

WBC 1 .53 .53 .36
341 498.41 1.46

TOTAL 342 498.94

X
5°

WBD 1 3.29 3.29 1.71
341 656.46 1.92

TOTAL 342 659.75

X WBE
6'

1
341

2.35
860.30

2.35
2..52

.93

TOTAL 342 862.65

X
7'

WBF 1
341

3.86
530.30

3.86
1.56

2.48

TOTAL 342 534.16

X , LAW 1 57.52 57.52 0.73
341 26971.04 79.09

TCTAL 342 27028.56

X
9,

EDU 1 7.84 7.84 .09
341 30116.50 88.32

TOTAL 342 C0124.34

X ECON10'
1

341
45.58

14510.42
45.59
42.55

1.07

TOTAL 342 14556.00

X11° MMA 1
341

9.56
964.96

9.56
2.83

3.38**

TOTAL 342 974.52
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Appendix Table 35, continued

Source of
Variance df

Sum of
Squares

Mean
Squares F Ratio

X MSB12'

TOTAL

X131 S-CRIT

TOTAL

X14, T-P

TOTAL

X15' IDEN-S

TOTAL

X S-SAT16'

TOTAL

X17' BEH-S

TOTAL

X18° PHY-S

TOTAL

X19' M-E-L'S

TOTAL

X20, PER-S

TOTAL

X21' FAM-S

TOTAL

X SOC-S

TOTAL

1
341
342

1
341
342

1
341
342

1
341
342

1
341
342

1
341
342

1
341
342

1
.341
342

1
341
342

1
341
342

1
.341
342

4.13
1348.23
1352.36

37.57
14230.14
14267.71

340.58
407208.68
407549.26

97.86
66652.21
66750.07

7.83
62139.60
62147:43

33.23
60505.23
60538.46

19.48
26929.78
26949.26

19.65
31785-.16
31805.41

128.97
23694.74
23823.71

18.84
21894.54
21913.38

7.71
:22485.91
_22493.62

4.13
3.95

37.57
41.73

340.58
1194.16

97.86
195.46

7.83
182.23

33.23
177.43

19.48
78.97

1965.

93.21

128.97
69.49

18.84
64.21

7.71
65.94'

1.04

.90

.29

.50

.04

.19

.25

.21

1.86

.29
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Appendix Table 35, continued

Source of
Variance df

Sum of
Squares

Mean
Squares F Ratio

X
23'

DP

TOTAL

X
24'

GM

TOTAL

X
25'

PSY

TOTAL

X
26'

PD

TOTAL

X 27'
N

TOTAL

X28' PI

TOTAL

1
341
342

1
341
342

1
341
342

1
341
342

1
341
342

1
341
342

31.50
61737.71
61769.21

157.81
39538.83
39696.64

2.91
21715.49
21718.40

4.97
47521.99
47526.96

103.78
40915.43
41019.21

21.05
4605.54
4626.59

31.50
181.05

157.81
115.95

2.91
63.68

4.97
139.36

103.78
119.99

21.05
13.51

.17

1.36

.05

.04

.86

1.56

*P < .10.



Appendix Table 36. Multivariate analysis ranked mean dif-
ferenceg for four dichotomous variables
for age (N . 343)

Race ParLici
pation

2 1 2

White Black NP

X

X

X

.Sex Employment?

N

MEANS

Age

1 2 1 2

Male Fe-
ma 1 e

EFT Not
EFT

X 13 62.538

X 5 57-600

X 6 56.167

X 65 48.938

X 4 46.250

X 24 44.500

X 52 44.346

17 43.588

75 41.938

X 2 40.500

4 38.250

8 37.250

8 36.250

X 56 34.696

X 4 31.250

allo subjects classified as (1, 2, 1, 1).

P = participant; NP nonparticipant.

EFT = employed full time.
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Appendix Table 37. Multivariate analysis ranked mean dif-
ferences for four dichotomous variables
for BVCa (N = 343)

Race Partici;
pationi°

Sex Employmentc

N

MEANS

BVC

1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2

White Black P NP Male Fe-
lema EFT Nor

EFT

X X X 4 1.750

X X X X 8 0.875

X X X X 4 0.250

X X X 56 0.161

X X X 17 0.000

X X 8 0.000

X X X 2 0.000

X X X X 52 -0.038

X X X X 75 -0.173

X X X X 65 -0.215

X X X X 24 -0.375

X X X X 13 -0.385

X X X 5 -0.400

X X X 6 -0.500

X X 4 -2.250

allo subjects classifiedas (1, 2, 1, 1).

bP = participant; NP = nonparticipant.

cEFT = employed full time.



Appendix Table 38 . Haller Work Beliefg Checiclist subscale
score correlations for a Mexican-
American sampleb

tapecimals'oinitted.

bSOurcel. -p6Hoyos,

CAll subSdaiet-corielated lath, .the indivi4ual scales'.
.
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Appendix Table 39. Haller Work Beliefs Checklist subscale
score cprrelationsa for three different
samplesp

Sub -
Scale BVA BVB BVC BVD BVE BVF

Lenawee Sample (N = 439)

BVA 26 -14 16 21 18

BVB -13 12 17 36

BVC 08 16 -01

BVD 22 20

BVE 24

Turrialba.Sample (N . 112)

BVA 01 09 26 02 23

BVB -31 10. 09 20

BVC 04 -18 -07

BVD' 25 30

BVE. 21

Lansina Sample (N . 87)

BVA 50 -29 44 21 38

BVB -21 39 20 45,

BVC 11 01 -10

BVD 33 36

BVE 43

aDecimal points omitted.

bSource: Watts, 1962.


