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ABSTRACT

RESPONSIBILITY OF FIFTH GRADERS RELATED TO
AUTHORITARIAN/AUTHORITATIVE PARENTS

By

Richard Warren Hill

Responsible citizens seem to be a prerequisite for a democratic
social system. Low levels of responsible behavior by adults and youth
have often been the focus of media attention. This study sought to
identify the differing effects of authoritarian and authoritative
parents on a child's locus of control and the effect of locus of
control on a child's level of responsibility. Forty middle income
urban and rural two-parent families, each with a fifth grade child,
comprised the sample population. Teachers helped evaluate responsi-
bility levels of the children.

An interviewer visited each home to explain the study and the
instruments. The parents and the child responded individually to
their respective instruments in the presence of the interviewer. The
teachers completed and returned their instruments at their convenience.
Parent style.was determined by parent responses to 12 scale items on a
seven-point range from authoritarian to authoritative. Agreement or
disagreement with scale items on other instruments by the child, the
parents, and the teacher determined responsibility level scores of the
children. The children also completed a forced-choice instrument to

identify their locus of control perceptions.



Richard Warren Hill

Bivariate and multivariate regressions were computed to analyze
relationships between parent style and locus of control and between
child locus of control and responsibility levels. Limitations of sample
size and data collected prohibited controlling for the many genetic
and social interaction variables involved in human development. Locus
of control accounted for 8.6 percent of the responsibility variance.
Children with internal locus of control perceptions were judged more
responsible than were children with external perceptionmns.

Mother authoritativeness was positively related to internal locus
of control in children, explaining 10.9 percent of the variance.
Father authoritativeness explained another eight percent of the
variance, but was negatively related. There were few, if any
authoritarian parents in the sample. Nearly all scored within the

authoritative range of responses.
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I. INTRODUCTION

This study concerned the importance of responsible citizens to a
democratic society. Responsible people were defined as those who are
self confident, self accepting, and self directing. They participate
in their social settings in individual and unique ways, but with caring
concern for the well-being of others. The definition applies to social
settings which include the family, the community, the school, the job,
the playground, and various levels of government. Sources in the
literature which support such a definition of responsibility are presented
in chapter two. Responsibility and responsible behavior were considered

to be synonymous terms.

The Need

Low levels of responsibility often draw the attention of the media.
There appears to be a growing concern about inappropriate disposal of
chemical wastes by industrial corporations, through ignorance or indif-
ference. Examples of waste chemicals polluting ground water have been
reported in many states. Newspapers often report fewer than 25 percent
of the eligible voters have cast ballots on some local issue.

The examples just presented suggest that adults are often less
responsible than would be desirable in a democratic social system.
But low levels of responsibility are not limited to adults. Media
reports, during August 1980 in one rural Michigan community, noted the
actions of 5,000 young people at a rock concert. Three persons were

killed and six seriously injured in a highway mishap directly related



to the concert. Liquor sales to minors were alleged. Neighboring
residents were subjected to excessive noise and to language which they
found to be obnoxious. Trespassers entered their property.

In another town in that county, city council minutes in the local
newspaper reported complaints about teenagers "hanging out" on the
main street late at night. The result was damage to store fronts and
excessive trash to be cleared away each morning at opening time. Families
complained that the local park was no longer a pleasant place for them
because of groups of young people listening to loud music. Similar
examples of adult and youth behavior could likely be identified in other
locations.

The United States is organized so that citizens at all levels may
have a voice in the decisions that are made. When people do not exercise
that right, the system does not work as well as intended. The best solu-
tion to a pressing problem may not have been found because the person
with the most appropriate idea for solving the problem did not participate
and present that idea. If persons with valid and convincing objections
to a contemplated action do not go forward with those objections,

a damaging result may follow. Responsible citizenship is required if the
United States is to solve its economic, environmental, energy, and
resource problems in ways that benefit the most and inéonvenience the
fewest numbers of people. Responsible national leaders, supported by the
citizenry, are needed to help solve those same problems on a world scale.

Why do some children become responsible persons while others do not?
Several scholars have written about the development of responsible

behavior. Fingarette (1967) said children eventually become responsible



by being treated more and more as though they are responsible.
Bronfenbrenner (1979) supported that view stating that development is
facilitated when the developing person can experience progressively more
complex interactions with significant others who encourage a gradual
shift of power toward the developing person. Matteson (1975) explained
that there is need for young people to work beside adults who encourage
them to accept responsibility for tasks and for making decisions.

The conditions described as conducive to the development of responsi-
bility were more prevalent for young people of previous generations than
they are today in the United States. The labor of children has become
less necessary to society and the number of hours in school have been
extended for them. Coleman (1974) observed that, though schools have
expanded to fill much of the time that other activities once occupied for
children, they do not substitute for those activities. Those earlier
activities of children included more chances for responsibile action.
There were situations that gave young people authority over matters which
affected other people. They experienced nearly immediate consequences
of their actions and were strengthened by facing them.

Coleman stressed the importance of an appropriate balance between
protection and opportunity for young people. Some of those laws protect
from potential harm, but at the same time make it difficult for many
young people to have some of the experiences which would be most bene-
ficial to their growth and development. Some laws isolate young people
from adult-like responsibilities. For example, the state of Michigan
administers a law preventing children under sixteen years of age from

performing numerous farm jobs, away from home, which were commonly done



by that age group just a few years ago. Delivery truck drivers who once
took their sons or daughters with them during the summer to deliver goods
are now prevented from doing so by insurance regulations. In Coleman's
opinion, the rights of young people to protection have been implemented
to the extent that their rights to opportunity have been sacrificed.

Throughout history, the continuation of society has depended upon
the mixture of persons of all ages. Society is decreasing the experiences
for youth to learn responsibility by almost eliminating their role rela-
tions with younger children. General adult-youth segregation further
reduces the chance to learn responsibility from adult models.

Lipsitz (1977) suggested that, given such changes in the developmental
experiences available to youth, considerable research should have focused
on family and early adolescent relationships. The quantity of such research
seems small, however. According to Lipsitz, the Social Research Group has
estimated that close to 10 percent of all federally funded adolescent
research in fiscal 1973 and 1974 involved the family, but the portion of
that funding which dealt: specifically with the family and the child
in late childhood or early adolescence was minimal.

One would expect that both biological and cognitive changes in late
childhood and early adolescence should make possible deeper and broader
roles as worker, friend to adult, citizen, and member of community organi-
zations. Lipsitz found such roles for maturing young people have been
little studied. Even more serious is the lack of opportunity for young
people to practice such roles in order to develop their new physical and

cognitive capacities.



Crandall, Katkovsky, and Crandall (1965) found that self responsibility
was well established by third grade, based on data from 923 third through
twelfth graders. Stephens (1979) expressed concern that after children
pass age ten, when they are most eager to imitate and help adults, it
becomes increasingly difficult to help them develop responsible, caring
attitudes toward others. Whiting and Whiting (1975) also considered care
and concern for others as an aspect of responsible behavior. They suggested
that unless the child learns to care for others during childhood the child
may never develop such nurturant feelings. Crandall et al., Stephens,
and Whiting and Whiting support the assumption of this study that fifth

graders will have already become responsible or less responsible persons.

Conceptual Framework

The major purpose of this pilot study was to examine the extent to
which certain experiences of children and their acceptance of responsi-
bility are related. Ten was chosen as the focal age for the child popula-
tion because it is mid-point in the age span of eight to 12 years suggested
in the literature as a significant period when children have become
responsible or less responsible persons. Schools were considered an
appropriate contact point for children and their families and the fifth
grade a logical group. Most fifth graders are ten years old and most ten
year olds are in the fifth grade. A narrow age span was thought desirable
to reduce the effect of age variability.

Responsible persons were considered to be self confident, self
accepting, and self directing. They participate in their social settings

in individual ways with care and concern for others. Since school age



children spend considerable time in school, teachers were asked for
evaluations to help determine responsibility levels of the children,
along with parent evaluations and the child's self evaluation.

The major childhood experience which was investigated was the
relationship between the responsibility level of children and the
tendency of their parents to be either authoritarian or authoritative
persons. There is evidence (Mussen, 1960; Tallman, 1970; White and
Lippitt, 1960) that authoritative family relationships are more likely
to develop responsibility appropriate to a democratic society than are
authoritarian relationships. A dictionary definition (American Heritage,
1976) states that an authoritarian advocates absolute obedience to
authority.

Baumrind (1968) described authoritative parenting in these words:

The authoritative parent is supportive but

not suffocating, is not afraid of making standards

known, values disciplined behavior that is monitored

by self control, and engenders such behavior by

reasoning and explaining in verbal give-and-take with

the child.

In contrast, the authoritarian parent is more

obedience centered and dogmatic, offers orders rather

than engaging in verbal give-and-take, and is less liekly

to reason with or explain to the child. (p. 255)

Garbarino (1976) supports the importance of parenting authoritatively
to serve as a model of behaving responsibly in a democratic social system.
Teaching children to live responsibly in a democratic society is not to
teach them to expect to live without authority but rather to help them
learn to relate effectively with authority, whether possessing it or
subject to it.

Self direction or independence was a part of the definition used for

responsibile behavior. Pepper (1973) agreed with that point of view by



stating that if not encouraged to become an independent creative person
the child may become an unthinking conformist. The authoritative parent
was considered more likely than the authoritarian parent to model and
encourage independence.

It was considered unlikely that children with a low sense of internal
control would make many attempts at independent decision making or creative
thinking. Such children would not believe in their own ability to affect
outcomes. Crandall et al. (1965) stated that punishment, discipline,
or rewards have little power to change behavior of a child with a strong
sense of being externally controlled. An internal locus of control per-
ception was considered to be a prerequisite to responsible behavior as
defined for this study. Authoritative parents rather than authoritarian
parents were considered more likely to permit and encourage children to
make important decisions and provide honest feed-back upon which the

child could build a sense of internal locus of control.

Definitions
A summarization of the definitions of important terms used in this
study follows:

Responsible behavior--Active participation in self confident,
self accepting, self directing, unique ways with care and
concern for others.

Authoritarian parent--A parent who demands unquestioning
obedience from children and tends to give orders without
explanation or reasoning.

Authoritative parent--A parent who sets standards of
expectations, makes them known to the child and engenders
self-monitored disciplined behavior by reasoning and
explaining in verbal give-and-take with the child.

Locus of control--One's sense of feeling able to influence
outcomes (intermal control) or of feeling unable to influence
outcomes (external control).




Research Questions

The purpose of this study was to provide empirical evidence for
answers to these questions:

1. Do children of more authoritative parents have a greater sense
of internal locus of control than do children of more authoritarian
parents?

2. Do children who have a stronger sense of internal locus of con-
trol exhibit higher levels of responsibility acceptance than do children
with a stronger sense of external locus of control?

3. 1Is there a direct relationship between the authoritative charac-

teristics of parents and the level of responsibility observed in children?

Overview
The plan of this investigation was to identify relationships which
may exist between father and mother authoritativeness, a child's sense
of locus of control, and the level of responsibility acceptance by the
child. In chapter two, a review of relevant literature and the research
hypotheses are presented. Research methodology is presented in chapter
three, covering data collection, the sample population, measurement and

analysis procedures, assumptions, and limitationms.



II: REVIEW OF LITERATURE
A definition of responsibility was presented in the opening paragraph
of chapter one. Literature supporting that definition is presented first.
Next, literature relevant to locus of control is examined, followed by
references with a bearing on the contrast between authoritarian and
authoritative parenting. The chapter is concluded with a presentation

of the research hypotheses.

Responsibility

According to Fingarette (1967), responsibility emerges when the
individual, as a matter of personal concern, accepts something society
presents as worthy of concern. If the individual does not accept, does
not care, and is not concerned about life as defined by the social group,
that individual becomes an outsider even though skilled and intelligent.
Such a person may be called amoral, perverse, shiftless, or irresponsible
by others in the group. Of course, to accept the pattern of behavior
offered by the group requires knowledge of what kind of behavior is expected
by those with whom one interacts. Certain approved proactices must be
known, accepted, and practiced to be considered responsible by one's
own society.

In considering the matter of care and concern, Fingarette recognized
that it may not always matter who wins at bridge or tennis, but it is
necessary to care about certain other outcomes. There are times when omne
must be held responsible, whether caring or not. A rational person must

be held responsible for doing mental or physical harm to another.
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Fingarette's reference to acceptance of life as suggested by one's
social group placed responsible behavior in a cultural context. He
inferred that a responsible person is one who behaves generally in ways
consistent with the norms of society. His reference to being held
responsible for certain outcomes added a moral dimension to responsibility.
A responsible person behaves with care and concern for the well-being of
others as well as self, as defined by a specific social group.

There is a problem with letting Fingarette's proposition stand as a
total definition of responsible behavior in a democracy. That fails to
recognize need for creativity or self direction, traits of importance in
such a society. A person who was a total follower might be considered
a responsible person in an autocratic society, but more than following
or conforming is required of citizens in a democracy.

White and Lippitt (1960) reported on experimeﬁts related to democracy
and autocracy. They suggested several psychological conditions that
foster the development and maintenance of a democratic social system.

One of those conditions was self confidence and self acceptance in
initiating one's own contributions and in expressing one's own needs.

Another study (Stephens, 1979) found that most responsible teens
started as family helpers. They had been in responsible adult-like roles.
In the Stephens' population, traditional apprentice-type training was
available. Even in some of the modern homes, there were responsible
jobs for children when families did their own fixing, building and
repairing. Responsible jobs were also experienced by young people where
the mother was very busy due to a large family, outside employment, or

disability, and their help was really needed. Taken together, several



11

references (Bronfenbremner, 1979; Coleman, 1974; Fingarette, 1967; Matteson,
1975; Stephens, 1979; Whiting and Whiting, 1975) indicate that a child is
stimulated to become a responsible person when that child's contributions
are needed, when there is opportunity for the child to make and help make
important decisions, and when there is ample time for the child to be with,

imitate, and help responsible adults.

Locus of Control

Locus of control seemed important to this study because of the need,
in a democratic society, for responsible persons to think and act
individually as well as to follow orders and do what is expected by society.
The definition used here for responsible behavior included a self direction
component. It was considered unlikely that persons who generally felt
controlled by outside forzes and other people would make much effort
toward self direction. It seemed inconsistent to expect a person to func-
tion responsibly without having a general sense of internal control——a
confidence in being able to affect outcomes. Rewards and punishment or
discipline, during childhood years may have little power to change
behavior if the child senses external locus of control (Crandall et al.,
1965). From the view of such children, it would not seem worth it to try
to change because they would not believe their changing would make any
difference.

Locus of control deals with both positive and negative outcomes
(Lefcourt, 1966). According to Lefcourt, those who sense internal locus
of control feel substantially responsible for both positiﬁe and negative
results from own actions, but those sensing external locus of control feel

little if any responsibility for what happens. If the result was good
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it was a matter of luck. If the result was undesirable, fate or bad luck
caused it. In a study reported by Lefcourt, the externally oriented
showed a higher tendency to be conformists than did internally oriented
subjects.

Chandler (1980) found that mothers of the internally oriented not only
allowed children more autonomy and self direction at an earlier age than
did mothers of the externally oriented, but they also provide earlier
intentional training. Governing parents had quite external children.
Parents concerned with issues of power, those governing parents, apparently
communicated a sense of powerlessness to their children, in Chandler's
opinion. To summarize, Chandler found that the parents of internal locus
of control children employed authoritative methods of discipline, were
accepting, non-restrictive, and rewarding of independence, and they made
suggestions as opposed to just giving orders.

Locus of control is consistently related to a variety of personality
scales, with internal scorers describing themselves as more active,
independent, and effective than external scorers (Hersch and Scheibe,
1967).

Crandall et al., Lefcourt, Chandler, and Gurin, Gurin, Lao, and
Beattie (1969) predict generally more responsible behavior from children
with internal locus of control than could be expected from externals, with
the possible exception of persons who are economically disadﬁantaged or

who are the long time victims of prejudice.

Authoritarian vs. Authoritative Style

One might expect that a childhood spent in a democratic family would

be the best preparation for becoming a responsible citizen in a democratic
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society. This seems, however, not to be the case. The American Heritage
Dictionary (1976) defined 'democratic' as a belief in social equality.

A small child cannot possibly possess the experience, competency, or
knowledge to make important decisions as the social equal of the adults
in the family.

Bashor (1976) stated that the democratic ethic was very strong but
complex and that there was ample evidence to justify some exercise of
parental authority. Evidence also suggested that authority and democracy
were and perhaps must be in a tension relationship with one another.
Baumrind (1978) listed four propositions with wide popular and scientific
support to explain why childhood was not the time for pure equality with
parents:

1. Children are inferior to adults in the competencies

required to survive independently and therefore require
special protection.

2. Children undergo successive qualitative transformations

requiring commensurate changes in social status as they

pass from one stage of development to the next.

3. Self-determination in adulthood is a product of maturation and
not a gift bestowed by permissive caretakers.

4. Adult authority properly exercised in early years is
positively related to later independence. (pp. 179-96)

Baumrind suggested that when children can, alone, assume the consequences
of their acts they may be trusted with the decisions leading to the acts.
Smith (1977) found that acceptance of parental authority by children
was strongly associated with the child's perceptions of parental expertise
and benefits received from parents. The quality of the personal relation-
ship between parent and child was also an important determinant of the

child's acceptance of parental authority. It seems likely that these two



14

conditions would be met more often under authoritative than under
authoritarian parenting styles.

The Dictionary, Bashor, and Baumrind provided evidence that a
parenting style which exerts more parental authority than would be possible
in a purely democratic family is crucial to the development of responsi-
bility in children. Smith contributes the indication that such authority
is more likely to be accepted by the children if the parents are competent
and on friendly, caring, accepting terms with them.

Tallman (1970) studied the variables critical for effective family
problem solving and hypothesized that the structure should allow for both
open channels of communication and centralization of authority. 1In
addition, an atmosphere should be provided which allows for conflict of
ideas while maintaining consensus as to goals. Such a family structure
requires a rather subtle distinction between authority and authoritarianism.
Tallman contended that families thus structured should be able to achieve
their goals, be creative, and generally foster the innovativeness necessary
for adapting to a changing society. Tallman's typology was designed to
identify the family with effective problem solving behavior. In such a
family the children are treated as though they are responsible people
but the parents do not abdicate their authority. The family described
is neither democratic nor authoritarian, but authoritative.

Tallman emphasized the necessity of creativity and innovativeness
for a family to adept to a changing society. Creative innovative people--
the good problem solvers--are also needed to bring about necessary changes
in society. Children growing up totally dependent upon authoritarian
parents for direction and decisions of all kinds are not likely to advance

many new ideas when social or individual changes and improvements are needed.
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Coopersmith (1967) contrasted the authority of parents with authori-
tarian parents, relative to the development of self esteem. He found that
families of children with high self esteem established the most extensive
sets of rules and were zealous in enforcing them. The effect was to estab-
lish the authority of the parents, define the environment, and provide
standards by which the child could judge competence and progress. According
to Coopersmith, parents of high self esteem children had a special way
of dealing with limits. Such parents were non-coercive and recognized
the rights and opinions of the child. The child's views were sought,
opinions were respected, and concessions granted when possible. Children
entered discussions as significant participants and gained the benefits
of self assertion. Self esteem is certainly important to self acceptance
and independent, confident self direction.

Hill (1980) discussed self direction, drawing attention to the
widesprad impression that independence first becomes an issue at the time
of adolescence. He said that middle class families tend to value indepen-
dence from the time the young child begins to tie shoes, if not before.
According to Hill, studies have shown that the most independent adolescents
feel the most respect and affection for their parents. Parental attitudes
which permit the child some independent action as a participating member
of the group should aid the development of responsible behavior. Such
parenting style is more authoritative than authoritarian.

The references in this section clearly indicate that the authoritative
style of parenting is more likely to develop responsible children than
will authoritarian or democratic styles. Baumrind (1978) contended that

parents have the obligation to provide children with genuine choices from
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among a few good options, consistent with each child's stage of

development.

Literature Summary

The references in chapters one and two which contributed to an under-
standing of the definition of responsible behavior include Bronfenbrenner
(1979), Coleman (1974), Crandall et al. (1965), Fingarette (1967), Libsitz
(1977), Matteson (1975), Stephens (1979), White and Lippitt (1960),
and Whiting and Whiting (1975).

References relating to the nature and importance of locus of control
were Chandler (1980), Crandall et al. (1965), Gurin et al. (1969), and
Hersch and Scheibe (1967).

The importance of authoritative parenting as contrasted to authori-
tarian or democratic parenting was established by Bashor (1976), Baumrind
(1968, 1978), Coopersmith (1967), Garbarino (1976), Hill (1980), Mussen
(1960), Pepper (1973), Smith (1977), Tallman (1970), and White and Libbitt

(1960).

Research Hypotheses

From the conceptual framework set forth, from the research questions
posed, and from the review of literature, the following hypotheses were

developed. The hypotheses are graphically presented in Figure 1.

Hypothesis 1A

The more authoritative the mother, the greater is the child's

sense of internal locus of control.

Hypothesis 1B

The more authoritative the father, the greater is the child's sense

of internal locus of control.
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Hypothesis 2

The greater the child's sense of internal locus of control, the

higher is the level of responsibility observed in the child.

Hypothesis 3A

The more authoritative the mother, the higher is the level of

responsibility observed in the child.

Hypothesis 3B

The more authoritative the father, the higher is the level of

responsibility observed in the child.

Authoritative 1A Internal 2 A
Mother or ____1Ir__i,Locus of Control -» Responsible
Father Child Child
Authoritative 3A A
Mother or 38 > Responsible
Father Child

Figure 1

The Research Hypotheses



III: METHODOLOGY

The following methodological steps have been described in this chapter:

data collection, sampling procedure, a description of the sample popula-
tion, limitations of the study, measurement procedures and analysis
strategies.

The data were gathered as part of a pilot study, entitled, "The
Acceptance of Responsibility in Cildren: A Comparison of Families with
Employed and Non-Employed Mothers," funded by an All University Research
Initiation grant from Michigan State University.1 The major purpose
of the study was to identify differences in the degree of responsible
behavior in children of dual-employed and single employed, two-parent
families. It was a specification of the Employed Mother-Child Responsi-
bility Pilot Study that each family would have at least one fifth grade
child and that half the families have both parents working and the other
half would have only the father employed. There were to be 20 of each
type of family in the sample population. Forty families, meeting the
stated specifications were identified for the study.

The directors of the Employed Mothers-Cild Responsibility Pilot
Study considered it desirable to have a mix of rural and urban families
in the sample population. The selection of East Lansing and Charlotte,
Michigan, schools met that criterion. The fact that families in those
two locations also enjoy similar economic levels was an important
consideration. Two graduate students were hired for the Pilot Study
to assist with the project and to interview the families. The author

of this dissertation was one of those research assistants.

lAll University Research Initiation, Family and Child Ecology Department,
Grant #681.
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The following time schedule was established and followed for the
Employed Mothers-Child Responsibility Pilot Study:
Design sampling procedures,

select and/or develop instruments July-Sept., 1980
select and train interviewers

Conduct interviews Oct.-Jan., 1981
Code and keypunch data Feb.-Mar., 1981
Analyze data Apr.-June, 1981

Five instruments were used to gather data for this study. One was
completed by the mother and the father to assess the degree to which the
parent was authoritarian or authoritative. Another, completed by the
child, was intended to identify the child's locus of control. The
child also responded to a second instrument which established a level of
the child's responsibility as viewed by the child. The fourth instrument
was completed by the father and the mother to obtain their individual
appraisal of their child's responsibility level. The fifth instrument
was the teacher's evaluation of the child's responsibility level.

All data for this study were checked and recorded on code sheets
by the two interviewers. Coding reliability was established by quality
checking 33 percent of the data. The error rate in coding was found to be
less than 0.1 percent. Frequencies were computed on each item on the fiﬁe
instruments and out-of-range values were found and corrected. Keypunching
was done and verified by trained personnel in the cbmputer laboratory
at Michigan State University. Missing data were less than 0.4 percent

and were not deemed to have a significant effect in biasing the data.
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The Sample

To provide balance between rural and urban families in the
study, twenty families were selected in each school district. When the
fifth grade classes had been identified the names of the children were
arranged in alphabetical order in each school district. A random numbers
table was used to select from the lists those families which were
invited to participate in the study. The remainder of the selection process
differed between the two districts. In the urban district the research
assistant followed the initial letter of invitation with a phone call to
the family within two days of the time the family should have received
the letter. Forty families received the letter of invitation in that
district and twenty of them accepted.

In the rural district 62 randomly selected families were invited by
letter to participate in the study. School authorities asked that no
additional contact be made until families had responded through the school
or by phone to the research assistant. The school's request was honored.
The first 20 families to respond became study participants.

No information was obtained in either district about why some families
chose to participate in the study and others did not. It was considered
possible that parents with responsible children might have accepted in
greater proportion than did parents of less responsible children.

The teachers and the administrators in the rural district agreed to
help determine if there was a significant difference between the responsi-
bility levels of children in that district who were in the study and the
children in families who chose not to participate. The teachers completed

responsibility evaluations of the fifth grade children in all the families



21

chosen at random and invited to participate in the study. The teachers
did not know which families were study participan;s and which had chosen
not to take part.

An analysis of variance found no significant difference in the responsi-
bility levels of the 41 children in non-participant families and the
responsibility levels of 21 study children, as evaluated by teachers.

The analysis of variance produced an F value of .7197 with a probability
of .4900.

Forty mothers, forty fathers, forty-one fifth graders, and seven
teachers comprised the sample population for this study. One family had
two children in the fifth grade, though they were not twins. The parents
with the two fifth graders provided individual responses for each child.
The child population was comprised of 20 boys and 21 girls; 737 were
10 years old, 23.8% were eleven years old and one child was nine at the
time of the visit.

Two mothers and one father had not graduated from high school. High
school graduation was the highest level of formal education attained by
21 percent of the mothers and 12 percent of the fathers. Seventeen
percent of the fathers and 12 percent of the mothers were graduates of a
four year college, and 40 percent of the fathers and 26 percent of the
mothers had attended graduate school. 1In 1970, 23 percent of the males
and 14 percent of the females aged 25 and over, lving in Ingham County,
Michigan, had completed four or more years of college. The corresponding
figures for Eaton County were 12 percent and 8 percent, respectively
(Michigan Family Sourcebook, 1980). The school districts in this study

were located in Ingham and Eaton Counties.
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None of the fathers earned less than $15,000 annually.
Twenty-four percent of the fathers earned over $30,000 per year and
the remainder had an annual income between $15,000 and $30,000. The
annual income of 17 percent of the mothers was between $15,000 and $30,000.
The remainder of the working mothers earned less than $15,000 annually.
These incomes compare to the 1975 median income of $16,631 for husband-
wife families in Michigan, according to the Michigan Family Sourcebook

(1980).

Limitations

The characteristics of the sample population should be kept
in mind when evaluating the results of this study. No single-parent
families were included in the sample and only fifth grade children were
measured for responsibility levels. Generalization of findings are subject
to the following additional limitations:

1. The sample population of 41 children was relatively small.

2. The sample was only representative of some fifth grade classes
in two non-randomly selected schools within large school districts.

3. The population families had more formal education and a higher
level of income than the general population in Mid Michigan. This was
partly due to the exclusion of single parent households and slight over

representation of dual employed parents.

Data Collection Procedures

An interviewer visited the home of each participant family to explain
the study and the measurement instruments. The father, the mother, and
the fifth grade child then completed responses to their respective instru-

ments in the presence of the interviewer. Discussion between family
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members, before the questionnaires were completed, was discouraged, but
interviewers answered participant questions relative to understanding the
instruments and the study.

The home room teacher of each child in the study completed an
instrument evluating the child's level of responsible behavior. Those
instruments were delivered to the schools and picked up several days

later, when completed.

Measurement Procedures

The data collection procedures planned for the Employed Mother-
Child Responsibility Study included three questionnaires for evaluating the
child's level of responsibility. One was designed for the child's self
evaluation, one was for a teacher evaluation of the child, and the other
was used by the mother and father to individually rate their child. Two
other instruments were included to measure the authoritarian vs. authori-
tative orientation of the parents and to determine locus of control

for the child.

Responsibility Measure

It was concluded from the literature review that persons oriented
toward responsible behavior in a democratic social system will possess
most of the following characteristics: (a) self confidence, (b)
self acceptance, (c) self direction, (d) knowledge, acceptance, and
adherence to family and community norms, (e) willingness to work for
changes in norms when appropriate for the well-being of the group or its
members, and (f) care and concern for others.

Item criteria were developed each with a direct relationship to

one or more the characteristics of responsible persons, as described in
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the previous paragraph. The criteria are presented as questions followed
by parenthetic letters showing relationship to specific responsibility
characteristics above. To be included as a measure of responsible
behavior each instrument item, in the opinion of the author, must have
shown a clear association with one or more of these criterion questioms.
Does the focal child:

1. Perform tasks and make decisions with confidence and self
direction? (a,c) '

2. Fulfill expectations of family and community, such as
completion, orderliness, promptness, and quality of work?
(d,e,f)

3. Express ideas about needed changes in family, school and
community norms? (a through f)

4. Participate in family, school, and other group decisions?
(a,b »C,d)

5. Respond to the needs of others? (a,b,c,e)
6. Persist in assigned or assumed tasks? (a,d)
7. Accept consequences of own actions? (a,b,c,d,f)

Child's Self Evaluation. The Social Attitude Scale (SAS) developed

by Dale B. Harris, Institute of Child Welfare, University of Minnesota,
was used for the child's self evaluation. Harris (1957) said the SAS

was intended to discriminate children who have a reputation among their
peers for responsibility as contrasted with children who have little
reputation for responsibility. According to Harris (1980) the SAS was

a carefully developed self evaluation instrument, shown to be the best
among several personality test predictors of post high school performance.
The scale was substantially correlated with other measures of personal

and social adjustment. Each item on the scale was justified as reflecting
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behavior classified as reliable, accountable, loyal, or as doing an
effective job.

According to Harris, evaluations of peers and teachers relative to
four behavior classifications were used to provide a criterion for the
scale. Classes composed of 227 boys and 228 girls and their teachers
were asked to nominate the three boys and the three girls who were best
described by each of the following statements: (Each child and each
teacher made nominations.)

1. This person éan be depended upon. When a promise is given

to do something, you know it will be done. Work is well
done and this person can be trusted.

2. This person is a square shooter and does not take advantage

of or cheat others. When something has been done wrong, this

person will admit it and not try to blame others.

3. This person thinks for the good of others, not always for
self, and is loyal to the group.

4. This person is one who gets things done. On a class project,
on a committee, or on a work job, this person gets right to
work and can be counted on to do it well and promptly.

An 89-item scale was administered to those same school classes a
day or two after they made their nominations. Scores on the SAS were
related to scores on a tally for each of the four characteristics resulting
from the nomination procedure. The number of times a given child was
nominated for one of the behavior characteristics was his/her score
on that trait. Only a very few children received no nominations but
another few received the majority of the votes cast. No one behaﬁior
characteristic appeared to be more closely related than another to the

sum of the scores of the remaining three, so a total score obtained by

summing the four trait scores appeared justified.
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Criteria for selecting the items most associated with responsibility
to be included in the final form of the SAS were determined as described
below. Twenty-five boys and 25 girls scoring highest in the sum of the
four characteristics were selected from the total population tested. An
equal number of boys and girls were selected from the unnominated or low
scoring children to constitute a criterion sample of less responsible
children. Using these criteria, 50 items were retained for the SAS
from the original 89. A copy of the 50 item SAS is in Appendix B.

For the Employed Mother-Child Responsibility Pilot Study, some
items were re-worded and three items were added to the scale. Of the
53 items, 46 met the criteria for the responsibility measures of this
study. The child self evaluation instrument with the items used for this
study identified is included in Appendix C.

Less than 25 percent of the children selected a low responsibility
response to the following scale items; (1) I get in trouble in school,
(2) I've had trouble with the law or police, (3) If I received too much
change, I'd return it, (4) I can go on working when the teacher leaves
the room, (5) I miss school for no good reason, and (6) Cheating is
alright if you don't get caught.

Over 75 percent of the children gave the responsible answer to these
scale items: (1) I have been sent to the principal for being bad, (2)

I waste time, (3) I am concerned when others are treated badly, (4) Honesty
is the most important thing, (5) I am on time for meals, (6) If everyone
pitches in to help, it can be done, and (7) I like to organize things.
Frequencies of the agreement responses to each of the 46 items on the

child self evaluation responsibility measure are shown in Table 1.
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TABLE 1

Child Self Evaluation of Responsibility: Frequfncy of the Affirmative
Answers to Item Statements.

Scale Items E%£££%%§%%§
If everyone pitches in to help, it can be done. 98 (40)
Honesty is the most important thing. 93 (38)
One should care for parents when they are old. 93 (38)
I'd know what to do if home alone during a tornado watch. 90 (37)
I do the best I know how. 85 (35)
I am on time for meals 83 (34)
I can go on working when teacher leaves room. 83 (34)
If I received too much change, I'd return it. 83 (34)
I'm concerned when others are treated badly. 83 (34)

It's important to do necessary things before fun things. 81 (33)

I feel bad when I must disappoint others. 78 (32)
If lost in strange city, I could find help. 78 (32)
I like to organize things. 76 (31)
Every person should help his town or city. 73 (30)
Good citizens should vote. 73 (30)
If a friend were injured I'd know what to do. 68 (28)
I have regular jobs around the house. 68 (28)
I'm capable of staying home alone for hours. 66 (27)
Can find things to do if teacher doesn't. 66 (27)
People can rely on me. 66 (27)
I volunteer for special projects at school. 63 (26)
I get up with alarm clock or when called once. 61 (25)
I stick to a job till it's finished. 61 (25)
I'm concerned about current events. 59 (24)
Parents are satisfied with way I spend money. 54 (22)
Policemen are helpful. 51 (21)

I work out my own problems without help. 41 (17)
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TABLE 1 (cont'd.).

Scale Items E§ESES%§é§%)
I finish what I start. 39 (16)
*Do something for your neighbor only if he does

something for you. 34 (14)
*Parents must remind me to put things away. 34 (14)
*] must be reminded to keep clean. 31 (13)
*I have trouble getting school work done on time. 27 (11)
I've been elected leader or captain. 24 (10)
*] let others plan when working in a group. 22 (9
I've been chosen room helper or for errands. 22 (9
*If you don't like to do it, you'll get someone else

to do it if you are smart. 12 (5
*OQur country would be better off if there were no

elections and no one had to vote. 12 (5)
*] would let a friend down. 10 ( 4)
*I miss school for no good reason. 7 ( 3)
*Teacher complains I don't finish my work. 7 ( 3)
*] get in trouble in school. 5 ( 2)
*I've had trouble with the law or police. 2 (1
*] waste time. 2 (1)
*I am often late for school. 00 (00)
*I have been sent to the principal for being bad. 00 (00)
*Cheating is alright if you don't get caught. 00 (00)

l"Always" and "Often" were combined as the affirmative response to compute

the frequencies of unstarred items.

*These items were reverse scored for the responsibility scale. 'Sometimes"
and "Never" were considered the responsible answers for these items.
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The original value range of 4 to 184 for this scale was reduced to a
range of 0 to 20 by simple proportion. The transformation was necessary
in order to give this scale equal weighting with the three other scales
which comprise the responsibility variable for this study. The Cronbach
alpha reliability coefficient for this‘scale was found to be .833. The
mean was 13.99 and the standard deviation was 1.79.

Parent Evaluation. The parent questionnaire for evaluating the

child's responsibility was developed for the Employed Mother-Child
Responsibility Pilot Study. The instrument contained 44 items designed
to elicit parents' expectations and attitudes about task allocatiom to
and completion by the focal child. The father and the mother were to
respond to the scale individually by agreeing or disagreeing with

each of the 44 statements. Parents were instructed by the interviewers
to make their responses with only the focal child in mind, not another
child or all of their children if there were others in the family.

Twenty of the scale items on this parent questionnaire were considered
to fulfill the criteria established for measuring the child's level of
responsibility. the instrument for parent use in evaluating the child's
responsibility level, with the appropriate 20 items identified, is
included in Appendix C.

Over 95 percent of the mothers and fathers said their child does
not find excuses to stay home from school, is a caring person, and if
home alone in a tornado would know what to do. About 70 percent of the
mothers and fathers said they do nbt have to remind their child to
complete household tasks. There were only four items on which there was

a difference of ten percent or more between aggregate percent of father
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and mother responses. The items included: (1) I must be continually
after my child to finish things, (2) My child is more mature than other
children the same age, (3) It is hard for my child to find something to
do when adults do not suggest, and (4) If lost in a strange city my

child could find help. A complete summary of the parent responses to the
20 items on the parent evaluation scale is presented in Table 2.

The value range for this instrument was 0 to 20. The Crombach
alpha reliability coefficient for this scale was .562 for father responses
and .640 for mother responses. The means were 15.88 for fathers and
16.56 for mothers. Standard deviations were 3.11 for fathers and 3.55
for mothers.

Teacher Evaluation. The third scale used to measure child responsi-

bility was the Minnesota Personality Profile II, developed by the Univer-
sity of Minnesota Institute of Child Development and Welfare. The measure
is a teacher rating scale consisting of a ten item Likert type design.
It has a five-point designation of behavior for each item in general
adjustment, realism, persistence, responsibility, attentiveness, dependency,
flexibility, calmness, sensitivity, and compliance. A copy of the instru-
ment is included in Appendix B.

Jolmson and Bommarito (1976) cite the wide use of the instrument for
a diversity of predictive purposes with various sample populations.
According to Harris (1980) the score weights at the five positions in each
scale item were arrived at by consensus of six judges as representing
desirability from a general functional mental health viewpoint. The

scoring weights represent an approximation to a simple ordinal scale of
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TABLE 2

Parent Evaluation of Child Responsibility: Percentage of
Fathers and Mothers Who Agreed with the Statements.

Scale Items Fathers Mothers
Z (N=41) Z (N=41)

Child is a caring person. 95 (39) 98 (40)
If home alone during tornado watch, child
would know what to do. 100 (41) 98 (40)
Child can prepare own meal. 90 (37) 95 (39)
If lost in strange city, child could find help. 88 (36) 95 (39)
Child is effective in solving own problems. 88 (36) 90 (37)
If friend were injured, child would know
what to do. 90 (37) 90 (37)
Child usually finishes what starts. 88 (36) 88 (36)
Child can stay alone for several hours. 88 (36) 85 (35)
Child regularly participates in extra-
curricular activities. 83 (34) 85 (35)
Child is more mature than others same age. 54 (22) 68 (28)
*] must remind my child to finish household

tasks. 68 (29) 64 (25)
Child gets up without being called. 51 (21) 51 (21)
*I must be continually after my child to

finish things. 34 (14) 51 (21)
*#Child wastes a lot of time. 21 ( 9) 24 (10)
*Child is occasionally in trouble at school. 19 ( 8) 17 (7
*#Child forgets to give me phone notes. 22 (9) 15 ( 6)
*It's hard for child to find something to do

if adults don't suggest. 2 (1 15 ( 6)
*Getting to meals on time is hard for my child. 7 ( 3) 10 ( 4)
*] must usually call my child several times

to get up for school. 14 ( 6) 10 ( 4)
*My child often finds excuses to stay home

from school. 2 (1 2 (1

*These items were reverse scored for the responsibility scale. Disagree-
ment was the response indicating the more responsible behavior.
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psychological desirability. Though no normative data were established,
the ratings did correlate substantially with post-high school performance
adjustment, according to Harris. Five was the desirable answer for each
item.

For the Employed Mother-Child Responsibility Pilot Study, five
scale items were added to this instrument. Of the final 15 items on
the scale, 11 were considered as meeting the criteria established for
measuring the child's level of responsibility for this dissertation
research. The teachers' evaluation instrument, with the 11 selected
items identified, may be found in Appendix C.

The teachers indicated that over 75 percent of the children in the
sample are sensitive individuals, they will go out of their way to
please, and are compliant enough to agree to sensible requests. Teachers
rated less than 45 percent of the children as high in leadership or
extra-curricular activities. From 60 to 70 percent of the children
were rated as responsible on the remaining scale items. Teacher
responses are summarized in Table 3.

The original value range for the responses to this scale was 11 to
55. The range was transformed by simple proportion to 0 to 20 to
provide equal weighting when combined with the other three child respon-
sibility scales. The teacher responses were found to have a mean of
13.78 and a standard deviation of 4.09. The Cronbach alpha reliability
coefficient for the teacher scale was .900.

It was determined that a combination of the four measures of the
child's responsibility level would be taken as the responsibility variable

of the child for statistical procedures. The rationale for that decision
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TABLE 3

Teacher Evaluations of Child's Responsibility: Percentage
of Children Judged Responsible by Teachers for each Scale Item.

Scale Items £§ESE%§§%%§
Compliant 83 (34)
Sensitive/insensitive 78 (32)
Accepts responsibility for own actions 68 (28)
Considerate of classmates 68 (28)
Dependent 68 (28)
Persistent 68 (28)
Reliability 68 (28)
Attentive at school 64 (26)
Frequency of task completion 61 (25)
Extra-curricular activities 41 az)
Leadership 24 (10)

1Teacher responses 4 and 5 on the five point scale were combined to
compute the above frequencies.

was that each evaluator (child, father, mother and teacher) sees the
child from different perspectives and that all observations together
reflect a more composite view of the child than any of the separate
viewpoints.

The combined child responsibility scale, the result of adding the
evaluations from the child, the father, the mother, and the teacher, was
found to have a Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient of .884. The
value range was 0 to 80 with a mean of 60.10 and a standard deviation

of 9.37.
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Locus of Control Measure

The review of literature suggested that in order to behave responsibly
in a democratic social system one would need some sense of being able to
influence outcomes. It seemed reasonable to expect that children would
need to gain a sense of internal locus of control before they would be
willing to make many decisions, present new ideas, or accept the conse-
quences of their actions which are all important aspects of responsibility.
Rotter's I-E scale was chosen to measure the child's sense of locus
of control.

Rotter's 29-item, forced choice I-E instrument (Appendix B) was
produced after several revisions based on item analysis, social desir-
ability controls, and studies of discriminant validity (Robinson and
Shaver, 1973). The item-total correlations were based on data from
200 male and 200 female elementary psychology students. A Kuder-
Richardson internal consistency analysis yielded r=.70 for both males and
females. A sub-group of that population produced a test-retest reliability
coefficient after one month of r=.72 (N=60). Another sub-group yielded
a coefficienc of 4=.55 after two months (N=117), according to Robinson
and Shaver. Hersch and Scheibe (1967) found Rotter's I-E scale consis-
tently related to a variety of personality scales.

During the pre-test of the instrument, fifth grade children
seemed to understand most of the scale items even though it was not
designed for their age group. However, it seemed too long for them
and they tired of it well before they had finished. The scale was
therefore reduced to 13 items (Appendix C). The reduction was based on

the item correlations shown in Robinson and Shaver. Items with
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highest correlations were used. Anastasi (1968) explained that rejecting
items with low correlations increases the homogeniety of a scale but
narrows the criterion coverage.

The Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient for this thirteen
item scale and this sample population was .318. The reliability analysis
revealed three items with extremely low or negative item-total correlationms.
Those three items were removed from the locus of control scale. The
remaining ten-item scale was found to have a reliability coefficient of
.395. Although a reliability coefficient of .40 is often considered
a minimum acceptable statistical level, the ten-item scale was retained
in this pilot study on conceptual grounds. The range of values for the
locus of control scale was Q0 to 10. The mean response was 6.85 and the
standard deviation was 2.14.

Over 75 percent of the children in this sample agreed with the
following scale items, indicating an internal perception of locus of
control: (1) Misfortune results from one's own mistakes, (2) People
get the respect they deserve, (3) Success is a matter of hard work,
not luck, (4) Getting others to do something depends on ability, not
luck, and (5) The number of friends you have depends on how nice a person
you are. Less than 50 percent of the sample agreed with: (1) When I
make plans, I'm certain they will work and (2) I don't believe luck
or chance has a large role in my life. A summary of all the agreement
responses to items indicating an internal perception of locus of control

is shown in Table 4.
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TABLE 4

Locus of Control: Percentage of Children Who Agreed with Each
of the Internally Focused Statements.

Frequencies
Internally Focused Scale Items 7 (N=41)

Getting others to do something depends on ability,

not luck. 93 (38)
The number of friends you have depends on how

nice you are. 83 (34)
Misfortune results from one's own mistakes. 78 (32)
Success is a matter of hard work--not luck. 78 (32)
People get the respect they deserve. 76 (31)
Getting what I want is not a matter of luck. 73 (30)
When capable persons don't become leaders, it is

because they missed opportunities. 59 (24)
By being active in political affairs, citizens can

control world events. 54 (22)
When I make plans I'm certain they'll work. 42 (17)

I don't believe luck or chance has a large role
in my life. 29 (12)

Authoritarian—-Authoritative Measure

The literature review supported the concept of identifying the
attitude of parents along a continuum from authoritarian to authoritative
as a variable related to a child's locus of control and responsibility
level. There was evidence to indicate that one should expect authoritative
parents to relate to responsible children through influence on the child
toward an internal sense of locus of control.

Based on the literature review it seemed apparent that authoritative

parents would be expected to exhibit the following characteristics:
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(a) confidence in and open-mindedness toward influence from others,
(b) fairness about equal rights, opportunities, and responsibilities,
(c) friendliness and goodwill in attitude and action toward others,

(d) openness toward individual autonomy,

(e) acceptance of group norms as necessary to the maintenance of any group,

and (f) respect for rules, regulations, and authority figures established
within the framework of the five preceding characteristics.

Item criteria were established, each of which, related directly

to one or more of the characteristics of authoritative parents as described

in the previous paragraph. Letters in parentheses following each criterion

indicate one or more of the above characteristics with which it relates.
Instrument items were sought which would indicate the degree to which:
1. Each family member is encouraged and expected to have a voice
in family decisions, solving family problems, and in performing
family tasks. (a,b,c,d)
2. The children in the family are helped to understand the
reason behind family rules, regulations, and values.
(b,c,d,e)

3. Family norms encourage flexibility and self direction among
family members. (a,b,d)

4. There 1is opportunity for consensus among family members about
role allocation within the family. (a,b,d,f)

The scale chosen for measuring parents' authoritarian-authoritative
orientation was the Traditional Family Ideology (TFI) Scale by Levinson
and Huffman (1955). The scale was designed to assess differences in
family ideology along an autocratic-democratic continuum. It appears
from the literature review and an examination of the TFI scale that the
term "authoritarian-authoritative'" can be substituted for "autocratic-

democratic" with reference to the scale, without negative consequences.
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In fact, the former term is considered more precise and is used in the
remainder of this study when referring to the TFI scale.

The scale is based on five personality factors: conventionalism,
authoritarian submission, exaggerated masculinity and femininity, extreme
emphasis on discipline, and a moralistic rejection of impulse life. The
authoritarian extreme of the continuum is characterized by hierarchical
conceptions of family relationships, discipline in child-rearing, and
sharp dichotomization of sex roles. Characteristics of the authoritative
extreme of the continuum include decentralization of authority, greater
equality in husband-wife and parent-child relationships, and increased
individual self-determination.

The TFI scale is essentially an application of ideas gained from
clinical interviews dealing with childhood recollections and family
relationships. Each scale item was kept simple, casual, and chosen to
represent as many as possible of the five aspects of personality identified
earlier (Levinson and Huffman). The scale was composed of 40 items.

The (corrected) split-half reliability for the TFI scale was .84 for a
sample of 109 adults. The sample was composed of 67 men and 42 women,
aged 20 to 40, enrolled in psychology classes at Cleveland College. On
four projective questions concerning various family roles and practices,
the responses of the lowest and the highest scoring quarters on the TFI
were compared. The results indicated that the categories which differ-
entiate high and low scorers reflect the variables on which the TFI was
originally constructed.

An abbreviated twelve-item form of the TFI scale was presented to

five groups (total of 507 subjects) in Boston. The groups tested
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included Harvard Summer Session, Boston University sophomores and freshmen,
registered nurses, and student nurses. The Harvard summer group had a
split-half reliability on the initial test of .92 and a six-week test-
retest reliability of .93. The Levinson and Huffman hypothesis that
individuals are relatively consistent in their tendency to take an
authoritative or an authoritarian stand in various ideological spheres

is supported by significant correlation with other scales including
Religious Conventionalism.

The twelve items were selected from the 40 item scale according
to discriminatory power and simplicity of each item, and considering
the broadness of over all item content. The abbreviated version yielded
about the same results as the 40-item original instrument, according to
Levenson and Huffman.

After a careful examination of the twelve-item TFI, it was concluded
that each of the twelve items met one or more of the criteria established
in this study for discriminating authoritarian-authoritative parents.
It was accepted as the total measure of that variable, and is included in
Appendix C. Each parent was asked to check the scale individually without
conferring with the other. Their responses were on a seven-point range
from '"very strongly agree" to '"very strongly disagree." As scale items
were stated, agreement was an authoritarian position and disagreement
was a more authoritative answer. 'Very strongly agree" was coded 1 and
"very strongly disagree' was coded 7, making the higher score the
more authoritative position.

On only one item the majority of the parents agreed with the more

authoritarian position: '"The Family is a divinely ordained sacred
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institution." On all other items at least half of the parents supported
an authoritative position. On the following four scale items more than

75 percent of the mothers and fathers evidenced an authoritative position:
if children are told too much about sex they will experiment; a man should
not be expected to have respect for a woman if they have had pre-marital
sexual relations; it is unnatural for women to have authority over men,
and if a child is unusual in any way parents should try to make the child
become more like other children. The mother and father responses to the
authoritarian-authoritative scale are summarized in Table 5.

Overall, in aggregate percentages, the fathers scored more towards
the authoritarian end of the continuum and the mothers more toward the
authoritative end. However, there were no items in which the percentages
exceeded a difference of more than ten percent between mothers and fathers.
This would suggest that most of the parents in the sample population
tended to be more authoritative than authoritarian. This is supported
when examining the means and standard deviations as described below.

The value range for this scale was 12 to 84. The reliability
coefficient for the scale was .856 for fathers and .787 for mothers.

The mean score for fathers was 62.22 with a standard deviation of 14.22.
For mothers the mean score was 63.65 with a standard deviation of 12.47.
A score of 48 would be the theoretical neutral point between the two ends
of the scale continuum. All scores within a range of one standard
deviation on either side of the mean scores for both fathers and mothers
were on the authoritative side of the mid-point of the scale. The
frequency distribution for this and all the other scales used in this

study are summarized in Table 6.
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TABLE 5

Authoritativeness: Percentage of Mother ani Father Disagreement
with TFI Scale Items.

Frequencies
Scale Items Fathers Mothers
% (N=41) Z (N=41)

If child is unusual, parents should try to

make the child more like others. 93 (38) 95 (39)
If children are told too much about sex
they will experiment. 78  (32) 85 (35)

Man should not be expected to have respect
for a woman if they've had pre-marital

sexual relations. 78 (32) 83 (34)
It's unnatural for women to have

authority over men. 76 (31) 78 (32)
Determination and drive are the most

important male qualities. 68 (28) 76 (31)
Mother has failed if children are messy

or rowdy. 66 (27) 76 (31)
Husbands should have main say-so. 56 (23) 66 (27)
Don't let child talk back to parents,

or they'll lose respect for parents. 66 (27) 61 (25)

Women don't understand wife role if
they object to "obey'" in marriage ceremony. 56 (23) 61 (25)

There's nothing lower than one who does not
feel love, gratitude, and respect for

parents. 63 (26) 54 (22)
Sex and crime facts show need to crack down

on children to save moral standards. 56 (23) 51 (21)
Family is a divinely ordained sacred

institution. 24 (10) 15 ( 6)
1 "n " 1

"Very strongly disagree,'" '"strongly disagree,'" and '"disagree' were combined

to compute the above frequencies.
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Statistical Analysis

Analysis was done on the CDC 6500 Computer at Michigan State
University, using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences.

Bivariate regression was selected for analysis of the
relationship between child responsibility and locus of control, to
determine if the children with a strong sense of internal control
exhibited higher levels of responsibility acceptance than did the
children with a more external sense of control.

Bivariate regression was also used to analyze the relationship
between locus of control and style of parent, to learn if children of
more authoritative parents felt a greater sense of internal locus of control
than did the children of the more authoritarian parents in the sample.

Step-wise multiple regression was used to compare the influence
upon child responsibility from the child's sense of locus of control
with influence from parent style. The purpose here was to learn if there
was any direct relationship between the authoritarian-authoritative style

of parents and the level of responsibility observed in their children.



IV. FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

Bivariate and multivariate regression analyses were employed to
test the hypotheses. The findings from these procedures have been
reported in this chapter in three major sections; parent characteristics
and the child's sense of locus of control, child sense of locus of control
and child responsibility, and parent characteristics and child responsi-
bility. The final section is a composite regression analysis examining,
simultaneously, the relationships found to be significant in the three
hypotheses.

Parent Characteristics and
Child Locus of Control

Of particular interest to this study was the child's sense of
locus of control. Internal locus of control was considered basic to
responsible action in a democratic social system. It was considered
likely that the nature of the parent child interactions was an important
influence on the development of a sense of locus of control within the
child.” The specific interest in this research was to examine if a child's
locus of control might be affected by the authoritarian or authoritative

interaction of the parents.

Hypotheses 1A and 1B

1A - The more authoritative the mother the greater is the child's sense
of internal locus of control.
1B - The more authoritative the father the greater is the child's sense

of internal locus of control.

46
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Findings. Hypothesis 1A was supported by bivariate regression
analysis. Authoritativeness of the mother was regressed on locus of
control and was found to be significant at the probability level of .037.

Hypothesis 1B was not supported. The fathers' scores, when regressed
on locus of control, were not significant with a probability of .692.

The zero order correlation was -.064. Less than one percent of the
variance was explained by this relationship.

Multivariate analysis was carried out to determine the combined
effect of mother's and father's level of authoritativeness. A stepwise
forward regression procedure was used. Mother and father scores were
regressed on locus of control. Mother scores entered the equation on
step one with a beta weight of .507 and an overall significance of .037,
explaining 10.9 percent of the variance. Father scores entered the
equation on step two with a -.333 beta weight and an overall significance
of .021, explaining an additional eight percent of the variance. Both
variables together explained 18.9 percent of the variance. The multi-
variate analysis supports the findings of the authoritative mother as
being positively related to the development of locus of control in
children this age. In addition this analysis demonstrated that the
father's level of authoritativeness, after taking into account the
mother's score, contributed significantly to the child's locus of control
but not in the direction hypothesized. These findings are summarized
in Table 7.

Discussion. Further examination of the data was carried out to
clarify understanding of these relationships. Fifty-one percent of all

children in the study scored above the mean for locus of control.
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Sixty-one percent of the mothers who were above the mean (63.65) on

the authoritative scale had children who scored above the mean (6.85)

on the locus of control scale. Of the mothers with authoritative scores
below the mean, 38.8 percent had children above the mean for locus of
control.

In comparing households where one parent had an authoritative score
above the mean and the other parent had a score below the mean the
findings were strikingly different. When it was the mothers who were
above the mean, 85.7 percent of the children were high on locus of
control scores, indicating internal control. When the mothers were the
parent with the low score, 16.7 percent of the children were above the
mean. When both parents were either above or below the mean for authori-
tativeness, their children were equally divided by the mean of the locus
of control scale. See Table 8 for the summarized data.

With the available data two additional explanations for locus of
control variance were explored: sex of child and rurality of residence.
If the difference had a developmental base, a tentative hypothesis would
be to expect girls to show higher levels of internal locus of control
than boys. If location of residence was an influence one might expect
rural children to show higher levels of internal locus of control than
urban children. Due to the sample size it was necessary to examine data
for significant bivariate relationships.

Cross tabulation showed that 61.9 percent of the girls and 40.0
percent of the boys scored above the mean, toward higher levels of internal
locus of control. In the total sample 51.2 percent of the children

scored above the mean. Analysis of variance was computed and a



50

TABLE 8

Cross Tabulation: Internal and External Locus of Control
by Mother's and Father's Authoritative Level,
Combined Mother-Father Authoritative Level,

Sex of Child, and Rurality of Sample.

Locus of Control

% Below Mean % Above Mean
(External) (Internal)
Total Sample 48.8(N=20) 51.2(N=21)
Mother's Authoritative Score:
Above Mean 39.0(9) 61.0(14)
Below Mean 61.2(11) 38.8(7)
Father's Authoritative Score:
Above Mean 59.1(13) 40.9(9)
Below Mean 36.8(7) 63.2(12)
Combined Mother and Father,
Authoritative Scores:
Both Above Mean 50.0(8) 50.0(8)
Both Below Mean 50.0(6) 50.0(6)
Mother Above-Father
Below Mean 14.3(1) 85.7(6)
Mother Below-Father
Above Mean 83.3(5) 16.7(1)
Sex of Child: Male 60.0(12) 40.0(8)
Female 38.1(8) 61.9(13)
Residence: Urban 55.0(11) 45.0(9)

Rural 42.9(9) 57.1(12)
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significant relationship was found (F=4.163, p=.048). The cross
tabulations are shown in Table 8.

Cross tabulation showed 45 percent of the urban and 57.1 percent
of the rural children had scored above the mean for locus of comtrol.
Analysis of variance found the difference between urban and rural children
not to be significant (F=.015, p=.902).

Multiple forward regression was used to analyze the relative effect
of the most significant variables, sex of child and parent style on locus
of control variance. Sex of child and parent style were regressed on
locus of control. Over 25 percent of the variance was explained. Sex
of child entered the regression on step one, suggesting the strongest
bivariate relationship. Mother's parent style entered on step two,
suggesting that given the sex of the child, an additional 6.8 percent
of the variance could be explained. On step three, the father's authori-
tative score entered and explained an additional 10.4 percent of the
variance.

This forward stepwise regression supports the hypothesis that all
three variables contribute significantly to the variance in locus of
control. The relationships supported suggest higher levels of internal
locus of control if the child is female, the mother is more authorita-
tive in parenting style and the father is less authoritative. The
stepwise forward regression is summarized in Table 9.

Empirical evidence from these data does support that parents have a
significant influence on a child's sense of locus of control. The
evidence indicates that authoritative mothers encourage a perception of

internal locus of control in their children. The evidence also indicates
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that the authoritativeness of fathers has a significant influence on the
child's locus of control but toward an external perception. Authoritative-
ness of the parents explained 18.9 percent of the child's locus of control
variance when sex of the child was not controlled.

In considering these findings, it is necessary to remember that
only seven of the 80 parents in the sample scored in the authoritarian
half of the value range on the authoritarian/authoritative scale, and
most of those were near mid-range. Nearly all parents in the sample
exhibited some level of authoritativeness. The number of authoritarian
parents was too small to make conclusions about strongly authoritarian

parents.

Child Locus of Control and Responsible Behavior

It is difficult to conceptualize a person who behaves responsibly
in a democratic social system, according to the definition for responsi-
bility, without a substantial sense of internal locus of control. The
objective here was to look for evidence that responsible behavior is
significantly related to internal locus of control in fifth grade
children. The literature suggested that orientation toward responsible

behavior was well established by age eight or nine (Gurin et al., 1969).

Hypothesis 2

The greater the child's sense of internal locus of control, the
higher is the level of responsible behavior observed in the child.

Findings. Hypothesis 2 was supported by bivariate regression
analysis. Locus of control regressed on the child's responsibility level

was found to be significant at a probability level of .067. The value
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used for the child's responsibility level included evaluations from the
child, the teacher, the mother, and the father.

Hypothesis 2 was also supported by bivariate analysis when locus
of control wa regressed on the responsibility evaluations from the child
and from the teacher. Significance at the probability level of .016
was found for the child's self evaluation and at a probability of .038
for the teacher's evaluation.

Hypothesis 2 was not supported by bivariate analysis when locus
of control was regressed on the father or the mother evaluations of the
child's responsibility. Significance was at a probability level of .298
for the father score and at .691 for the mother score. The zero order
correlations were .166 and .064 resﬁectively. These analyses are
summarized in Table 10.

Discussion. Empirical evidence supports the concept of a relation-
ship between locus of control and responsibility, when the responsibility
measure includes evaluations from the child, the teacher, the father,
and the mother. According to the evidence, children with a greater sense
of internal locus of control were evaluated as being more responsible
than the children with a more external locus of control perception.

When subscales of the child responsibility measure were used in
the analysis differing results were obtained. It was found that children
evidencing internal locus of control were more responsible than those
evidencing external locus of control, according to the child and the
teacher evaluations. Neither parent appeared to evaluaﬁe the internally
controlled child as being significantly more responsible than the

externally controlled child.
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It is important to keep in mind, as reference to Table 6 will show,
that each child responsibility scale evaluates the children at various
high levels of responsibility. None of the subscales found the children
to be seriously lacking in'responsibility. The teacher evaluations had
the lowest mean and the greatest variance. The child self evaluations
showed the next lowest mean. Both parents evaluated the children as
responsible with all the scores within one standard deviation below the
mean falling above the midpoint of the possible range for that scale.

It appearé that the data compared children with various levels of responsi-
ble behavior, not responsible and irresponsible children.

The child and teacher evaluations may have had a common reference
point in the other children in the age group at school. Parents may
have lacked such a reference point for comparison and tended to estimate
highly their child's level of responsible behavior. The evaluation of
responsibility by the teacher for the children in the control group
demonstrated no significant differences between those who responded to
the study and those who did not. This rules out likelihood that families
with more responsible children responded. An alternate explanation is
that the instrument used for the parent evaluation does not provide for
enough variation of responsibility; the data suggest revisions of that
instrument may be necessary.

To examine alternative explanations for the responsibility variance,
sex and place of residence were cross tabulated with responsibility.

The males divided 70 percent on the lower responsibility side of the
mean and 30 percent on the higher responsibility side. Female scores

were 23.8 percent below the mean and 76.2 percent above the mean.
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Analysis of variance between responsibility and sex found an F value
of 15.76 with a probability of .00l. With a sample population of

20 boys and 21 girls, the girls outnumbered the boys in the portion of
the sample above the mean responsibility score by three to one. There
was no significant difference in responsibility levels between rural

and urban children. Cross tabulations are shown in Table 11.

TABLE 11

Cross Tabulation: Responsibility by Sex of Child,
Place of Residence, and Locus of Control.

Responsibility
% Below Mean % Above Mean
Total Sample 46.3(N=19) 53.7(N=22)
Sex of Child: Males 70.0(14) 30.0(6)
Females 23.8(5) 76.2(16)
Place of Residence: Urban 40.0(8) 60.0(12)
Rural 52.4(11) 47.6(10)
Locus of Control: External 55.0(11) 45.0(9)
Internal 38.1(8) 61.9(13)

Authoritarian-Authoritative Parent Style and Child Responsibility

The purpose here was to learn if there were direct relationships
between the authoritarian-authoritative nature of parents and the level
of responsibility observed in their children. The interest was in
examining relationships which did not involve locus of control as an

intervening variable.
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Hypotheses 3A and 3B

3A - The more authoritative the mother, the higher is the level of
responsibility observed in the child.

3B - The more authoritative the father, the higher is the level of
responsibility observed in the child.

Findings. Hypotheses 3A and 3B were not supported by bivariate
regression analysis. Mother authoritativeness was regressed on child
responsibility with a probability level of .843. A probability of signi-
ficance at the .487 level was found when father authoritativeness was
regressed on child level of responsibility.

For further analysis a stepwise multiple forward regression was
used. Locus of control as well as parent style scores were regressed
on child responsibility. Locus of control entered the equation on
step one with a beta weight of .335 and an overall significance of .067,
explaining 8.6 percent of the variance. Mother scores entered the
equation on step two with a beta weight of -.132 and p = .130, explaining
an additional 1.9 percent of the variance. Father scores entered the
equation on the final step with a beta weight of ~.022 and p = .257,
explaining less than one percent of the variance. These findings are
shown in Table 12.

Discussion. The evidence did not indicate significant positive
parent style influence directly on a child's responsibility level. The
mothers' authoritative scores had a significant but negative relationship
to responsibility scores of the children, explaining three percent of
the variance. To keep that influence in perspective, one should keep
in mind that sex of the child explained 27 percent of the variance, when

locus of control was not in the equation.
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The evidence from this study indicates that the authoritativeness
of the parents influences responsible behavior in children, primarily

through locus of control.

Summary

The conceptual model hypothesized for this study was presented
in Figure 1, page 17. It was proposed that more authoritative parents
would have children with a greater sense of internal locus of control
than would less authoritative or authoritarian parents. Children with
a greater sense of internal locus of control were expected to exhibit
higher levels of responsibility than children with a more external semnse
of locus of control. Direct relationship was also expected between
authoritativeness of parents and the responsibility level of their
children.

Support was not found for direct positive relationship between
parent authoritativeness and child responsibility. Parent style influence
on responsibility was shown to be mediated through locus of control.
Analyses, when controlling for additional measures available in the
data set, demonstrated the significant impact of sex of the child.
Higher levels of internal locus of control and responsibility were
present when the children were female. No significant difference was
apparent due to place of residence.

One final analysis procedure, a hierarchical multivariate
regression, was deemed necessary to test the theoretical model and
to summarize the findings. Responsibility of child was regressed on
locus of control (step 1), mother's authoritative score (step 2), sex

of child (step 3), and father's authoritative score (step 4).
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This analysis explained 32.6 percent of the variance. The results are
presented in Table 13.

Locus of control explained 9.1 percent of the variance, mother's
score an additional 2.3 percent and sex of the child explained 21.2
percent. The father's authoritative score did not contribute
significantly to the model. Internal locus of control did relate to
the higher levels of responsibility, however, for whatever reason, being
female at this age also had a highly significant affect on responsi-
bility. Any model not taking sex into account, as an explanation of

responsibility in children this age, would appear to be inadequate.
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V: SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS

Summary

Low levels of responsible behavior by adults and youth have often
been the focus of media attention. Responsible citizens seem to be a
prerequisite for a democratic social system, hence in this study, the
development of responsible behavior was investigated. Responsible
people were defined as self accepting, self confident, self directing,
innovative persons who participate in their social settings with care
and concern for others.

The goal of this study was to explore why some children become
highly responsible persons but others do not. The main thrust of the
study was to identify the differing effects of authoritarian and
authoritative parents on a child's locus of control and the effect
of locus of control on a child's level of responsibility. The literature
suggested that one's basic orientation to be a responsible or a less
responsible person may be well established by age ten or when one is
a fifth grader. The study focused on the responsibility level of
fifth graders.

The research questions investigated included:

1. Do children of more authoritative parents have a greater sense
of internal locus of control than do the children of more authoritarian
parents?

2. Do children who have a greater sense of internal locus of
control exhibit higher levels of responsibility acceptance than do

children with stronger external locus of control perceptions?
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3. 1Is there a direct relationship between the authoritative charac-
teristics of parents and the level of responsibility observed in their
children?

The data for this study were gathered as part of a pilot study entitled,
"The Acceptance of Responsibility in Cildren: A Comparison of Families
with Employed and Non-Employed Mothers,'" funded by an All University
Research Initiation grant from Michigan State University.1 The sample
population included forty families, each composed of a mother, a father,
and at least one fifth grade child. Half the families were rural
residents and half lived in an urban area. The sample could be described
as being representative of the fifth grade classes in two non-randomly

selected schools within large school districts in mid Michigan.

Conclusion
Several conclusions can be drawn from the analysis. Conclusions
relative to influences on locus of control development will be discussed
first, followed by conclusions about the development of responsible

behavior in the sample population.

Influences on Locus of Control

Higher level of mother authoritativeness was found to be positively
related to an internal locus of control perception in the children. Of
the authoritative mothers 61 percent had children with higher measures
of internal control. Only 38.8 percent of the less authoritative mothers

had children with high levels of internal locus of control. Mother

1All University Research Initiation, Family and Child Ecology

Department, Grant #681.
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scores on the authoritarian-authoritative scale accounted for 10.9 percent
of the child variance on the locus of control scale.

The authoritativeness of fathers was negatively related to locus of
control but not at a significant probability level when considered alomne.
However, when analyzed with and mediated through the mother's influence,
the parent style of the father was significant at a .021 probability
level, in a negative direction.

The mothers' and the fathers' authoritativeness accounted for 18.9
percent of the children's locus of control variance.

When the authoritativeness of the father and the mother were the
same, both higher or both lower, their children were equally divided
between internal and external locus of control perceptions. When one
parent was high and the other low on authoritativeness the child's locus
of control perception was positively related to the mother's score rather
than the father's. When mothers were the high parent 85.6 percent of
the children scored high on internal control. When it was the mother
who was the low parent only 16.7 percent of the children were high on
internal locus of control.

Sex of child was shown to have a significant relationship with
locus of control. Nearly 62 percent of the girls, but only 40 percent
of the boys, perceived locus of control to be internal. The relationship
was significant (p = .048). Only 8.2 percent of the variance was
explained by sex, while 17.2 percent was explained by parent level

of authoritativeness.
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Influences on Responsibility Development

The children's locus of control perceptions were found to have a

significant positive relationship to their levels of responsibility.
The more they perceived locus of control to be internal the higher were
their responsibility levels. When the responsibility measure included
evaluations from the child, the teacher, the mother and the father, the
relationship was significant at the .067 probability level.

When analyzed separately, locus of control was found to be signifi-
cantly related to the child's self evaluation at the .016 probability
level and to the teacher evaluation at a probability level of .038.
Mothers and fathers did not consider children who were internal controlled
to be more responsible than externally controlled children. The analysis
found non-significant relationships between the child's locus of control
scores and mother and father evaluations of responsible behavior in
children (p = .298 for fathers, p = .691 for mothers).

Sex of the child was found to be a strong predictor of responsible
behavior in this sample population. High responsibility girls outnumbered
high responsibility boys by about three to one, though the total sample
was composed of 20 boys and 21 girls. Over three-fourths (76.2%) of
the girls scored high on responsibility compared to less than one-third
(30%) of the boys, who scored high on responsibility. The relationship
between responsibility and sex was found to be highly significant.
Analysis of variance produced an F value of 15.76 with a probability of
.001.

In this sample population authoritarian-authoritative parent styles

did not have significant direct effect on the responsibility of children
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but were indicated through locus of control perceptions (p = .843 for
mothers, p = .487 for fathers).

Stepwise forward multiple regression was used to analyze the
influence of locus of control and father and mother authoritativeness
on responsibility levels of children. Locus of control was found to
have a significant influence (p = .067), explaining 8.6 percent of the
variance. Hierarchical multivariate regression found locus of control
explained 9.1 percent, sex of child 21.2 percent, and mother's authori-
tativeness another 2.3 percent. Father's score did not contribute sig-
nificantly to the child's responsibility variance.

A myriad of variables have impacted on children from conception to
fifth grade. The list would include genetics, social relations with
parents, grandparents, peers, siblings and teachers, health, and tempera-
ment to name a few. The limitations of the sample size and data collected
prohibited controlling for all those variables. However, it was among
those variables that locus of control accounted for 8.6 percent of the
responsibility variance and that parent authoritativeness accounted for
18.9 percent of the locus of control variance. The conclusion seemed
evident that parent style was an important force in the development of
responsible behavior in the children in this sample, operating through
impact on locus of control. An important aspect of this conclusion is
that the parent style variance was almost entirely within the authori-
tativeness range as defined for this study. There were few if any authori-

tarian parents.
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Implications

The vocabulary available for use in this discussion was inadequate
in at least one respect. The word "authoritative'" sounds so much like
"authoritarian" that the reader may be confused. 'Less authoritative"
was always used in this discussion to identify persons lower on the
parent style scale, since few if any parents in the sample were truly
authoritarian. A permissive or laissez faire parent style could also
be appropriately called '"less authoritative' though that meaning was never
intended here. There is need for a word to replace "authoritative" in
this usage; one which would not be confused with authoritarian, democratic,
or permissive.

This study became more complex than first anticipated. The relation-
ships studied became more complicated as they were examined. The number
of variables which may affect one's responsibility level may be nearly
limitless when genetic, biologic, social, and psychological aspects of
environment are considered. Consequently, numerous implications could
be drawn from the study, but only a few were selected for discussion

here.

Implications for Parents

It seemed likely that children with a perception of intermal locus
of control over outcomes would want to exercise that power over outcomes.
They would ask questions, make decisions, seek changes, and participate
in the activities around them. 1If they did this with care and concern
for others they would likely be regarded as responsible children, especially
by themselves and by their teachers, according to the eﬁidence from this

study.
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Paradoxically, those very behavioral traits, viewed in this study
as responsible, may add stress to family relations. Even the parent who
relates to children authoritatively and helps create those traits, may
wish for a child who is more compliant, obedient, unquestioning, and
less anxious to decide for self at the fifth grade level. It would
appear that in many ways parenting a responsible child as defined for
this study might well be more difficult than parenting a more passive
child. 1If this observation is valid, it may help explain why the father
and mother evaluations of responsibility were not significantly related
to the child's sense of internal locus of control. Parents may have been
judging the more obedient, more passive, less questioning, more external
child as being responsible because the parenting of such a child was
comparatively easier. Parents may wish for their children to be always
obedient and unqestioning while children at home, but be self directing,
independent, innovative, and responsible when away from home and when
they become adults.

Parents may not be aware of the contradiction or discontinuity in
such a point of view. Educational efforts could be devised to help
parents recognize that the stress of explanation, verbal give and take,
and shared responsibilities with young children are necessary if they
are to become responsible self directing adults. A major objective of
such a parent education program would be to help parents understand the
connection between authoritative parenting, an internal sense of locus
of control and the development of responsible behavior in children.

The use of experiential methods, providing opportunity for parents to

practice behaving authoritatively and to distinguish accurately
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authoritative from authoritarian and permissive behavior, would be
important components of such an educational effort. Success in teaching
parents about authoritative parenting and the development of responsibility
in children might not make the parenting job any easier, but could well
result in greater numbers of more responsible persons.

The evidence suggests implications relative to the changes that have
been occurring in the division of parenting roles between fathers and
mothers. Mothers are spending more time out of the home in economic
careers. Fathers are just beginning to spend increased time in the home
sharing the homemaking and child nurturing roles. Some few fathers are
assuming the major child nurturing role as the mother advances her career
in the business or professional world. In other families, mother still
holds the major homemaking and child nurturing role along with a
career, receiving little extra support at home from husband and children.

The different effect of mother and father on locus of control in
children shown in this study is a concern. If the quantity of interaction
time with children changes for father and/or mother, what happens to
the authoritativeness of that interaction and its effect on locus of
control in the children? It will be important to learn what happens to
the total quantity of parent-child interaction, as well as the quality
of that interaction, as parent roles shift between the father and the
mother. This discussion is expanded in the section on implications for

research.

Implications for 4-H and Other Youth Serving Organizations

Abundant references in the literature review indicated that children

are stimulated to become responsible when their contributions are needed,
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when there is opportunity for them to make and help make important
decisions, and when there is ample time for them to be with, imitate,
and help responsible adults. (Bronfenbrenner, 1979; Coleman, 1974;
Fingarette, 1967; Matteson, 1975; Stephens, 1979; Whiting and Whiting,
1975) By definition, authoritative parents were expected to interact
with children much as described above. 1In this sample population, the
more authoritative parents tended to have children with internal
perceptions of locus of control and children with higher levels of
internal control tended to be more responsible than children with lower
internal control, consistent with similar studies reported in the
literature.

White and Lippitt (1960) suggested that if children could experience
authoritative relationships in all or most of their social interactions,
the chances for development of responsible persons would be greatly
enhanced. The leaders and administrators of Scouts, 4-H Clubs, Little
Leagues, Boys' and Girls' Clubs, and other youth serving organizations
have the choice, as parents do, of being authoritarian or authoritative.
The implications from this study are that young people would be better
aided toward responsibility if youth programs were planned and carried
out in authoritative rather than authoritarian manner.

This implication is important for young people who already experience
authoritative relationships at home. The authoritative youth organiza-
tion could serve to confirm, reinforce, and repeat the lessons learned
at home. Authoritative youth organizations could serve a role of even
greater importance for young people who otherwise would experience mainly

authoritarian relationships with adults.
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What might an authoritative youth serving organization look like?
The literature review as well as the empirical evidence from this study
would seem to indicate that an authoritative youth serving organization
would provide: (1) a chance for children to feel that others depend on
them for important contributions; (2) opportunity for children to have
a voice in decisions that will affect them; and (3) experiences that
permit children to be with, observe, and help adults at work or play.

Dr. Rene Dubos, in a recent interview, stated that we must rearrange
our society so that young people become a real part of it. If they remain
on the margins, they will never enter it and trouble for the future is

enormous (Freese, 1981).

Implications for Further Research

This study suggests the need for development of better instruments.
An internal-external locus of control measure with higher than the .395
reliability of the instrument used for this sample population is highly
desirable.

The instrument developed for this pilot study and used for parent
evaluation of child responsibility found small variance among the children.
An instrument which would help parents discriminate responsibility levels
of their children to a greater degree is needed.

The child self evaluation instrument showed high reliability and
had been validated in other studies. It did not show much variance
in this study. The children evaluated themselves near the middle (mean-
13.88) of a possible range of 0-20 with a standard deviation of 1.79.
This study shows the need for a better instrument for the chil&'s self

report of responsible behavior.
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In considering implications and genralizations from this study it
is important to keep the limitations of the sample in mind. One purpose
of the pilot study was to identify and validate need for further research
in the area of parenting and responsibility development. Preliminary
agreement was obtained from the participants to contact them for a
follow-up study before the children leave high school.

It would be of interest to learn whether or not the children rated
as responsible in this study would still be the responsible ones in the
follow-up investigation. There was a striking difference between boys
and girls in the proportion evaluated as responsible in this study. Will
that difference remain, disappear, or become greater as the children mature?
It would be of interest to learn if the authoritarian-authoritative measure
of parent style will remain stable. Will the more authoritative parents
of the fifth grader remain the more authoritative parents of the high
school senior? Which type of parent will experience the most stress
as the children reach adolescence, the more or the less authoritative?

If the findings of this study should be confirmed by replication
on a more representative population sample, there would be important
implications for the future development of responsible children. The
finding that father influence on locus of control perception was negative
and significant only when mediated through the mother influence suggests
a research area which seems important. Why was father's influence negative
and mother's positive even though both were authoritative and there was
only a small difference in the mean scores (fathers=62.22, mothers=63.65)?

If the male and female sex roles continue to become more similar

in and outside the home, several research questions will become increasingly
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important to the development of responsible young people. If father
assumes more of the direct child nurturing role with younger children,

will the authoritativeness of the father continue to affect the child's
locus of control negatively? Will the effect become significant with

more time spent nurturing children? Will the father's effect become sig-
nificant without mediation through the mother's interaction? If mothers
reduce their quantity of nurturant interactions with young children will
the mother influence also become negative? If mothers assume roles outside
the family more similar to traditional male roles will their authoritarian-
authoritative scores become less authoritative? If so, how will that
change affect their influence on locus of control perceptions in their
children?

Some research questions are suggested by the finding that more girls
than boys scored high on internal locus of control and high on responsi-
bility levels. Was the difference due to genetics or maturation or to
difference in social interaction or role expectations between the sexes?

Is it a temporary difference which will disappear or does the difference
remain through life? If the difference remains, for whatever reason,

what are the implications for assuming adult roles in a democratic society?
What are the implications for equality between the sexes in the business

and political world, so long dominated by males?
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MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON RFESEARCH INVOLVING EAST LANSING * MICHIGAN - 48524

HUMAN SUBJECTS (UCRIHS)
238 ADMINISTRATION BUILDING

(517) 355-21%6 September &, 1283

Or. Anne K. Soderman
Family & Child Sciences

Dear Dr. Soderman:
Subject: Proposal t&ntitled '"The Acceptance of Responsibility in

Children: A Comparison of Families with Employed and"
Non-Empioyed Mothers' .

The above referenced project was recently submitted for review to the UCRIHS.

We are pleased to advise that the rights and welfare of the human subjects
appear to be adequately protected and the Committee, therefore, approved this
project at its meeting on September 8, 1980 .

R

Projects involving the use of human subjects must be reviewed at least annually.
If you plan to continue this project beyond one year, please make provisions for
obtaining appropriate UCRIHS approval prior to the anniversary date noted above.

.Thank you for bringing this project to our attention. |If we can be of any
future help, please do not hesitate to let us know.

Sincerely,

Henry E. Bredeck
Chairman, UCRIHS

HEB/ jms

cc: Dr. John Cantlon
Dr. Joanne Keith
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MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

COLLEGE OF HUMAN ECOLOGY EAST LANSING °* MICHIGAN - 48824
DEPARTMENT OF FAMILY AND CHILD ECOLOGY

November 4, 1980

Dear Parents:

A subject of growing concern today with both parents and educators is the
teaching of responsibility to children so they will be useful and contribu-
ting members of society. In order to better understand characteristics in
individuals and families that lead to responsibility, a study has been pro-
posed for the Charlotte area by Dr. Amnne K. Soderman and Dr. Joanne G. Keith,
Assistant Professors in the College of Human Ecology at Michigan State Univer-
sity.

You and other parents of fifth graders in the Charlotte System are invited to
consider participating in this research project. Knowledge gained from the
study will be valuable to parents, teachers, administrators, and school coun-
selors, as well as for inclusion in university courses dealing with family and
child development. All information gathered will be handled in a manner to pre-
vent specific data from being identified with specific families in the study.
Selection of families will be considered on a first-response, first-chosen
basis.

If you would consider being a part of this research project or desire more
information, please complete and return the attached response slip to the school
with your child. Returning the slip does not commit you to participate in the
study, but it will lead to a contact with you by the researchers for a dis-
cussion of the proposed study. At that time, you can decide whether or not to
take part. More details can also be obtained by comtacting Mr. Richard Hill,
Research Assistant in Charlotte at 543-8908, or Dr. Anne Soderman, Project
Director at 353-5248.

v
S
( //\‘ ’ S

Anne K. Soderman, Ph.D. Rick Kent, Principal, Parkview
Project Director, M.S.U. Elementary School
Charlotte, Michigan

. . n
Richard W. Hill

Research Assistant
Please return response slip by Wednesday, November 12, 1980

RESPONSE SLIP

Please contact us to discuss possible participation in the Charlotte study of
responsibility in children.

Name

Address

Telephone Best time of day to phomne is

MSU is an Affirmative Action/Egqual Opportusity Institution
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Consent Form

"The Acceptance of Responsibility in Children: A Comparison of Families
with Employed and Non-Employed Mothers"

Names of Participants in Family:

Address:

We have been informed of the nature of the research project, "The
Acceptance of Responsibility in Children: A Comparison of Families with
Employed and Non-Employed Mothers' and understand that our participation
would include the parental views, response of our child to two question-
naires, and response of our child's teacher to the Minnesota Profile.

We understand that the investigators will preserve, in conformity with
state and federal law, the confidentiality of information gathered and
that a summary with results will be sent to us upon request. We also
understand that our participation is voluntary, that we can refrain from
answering questions at any time, that we may withdraw from the project
at any time, and that no benefits are guaranteed from such participation.
We further understand that a debriefing session to discuss any questions
or feelings we have related to the study may be held upon request.

We hereby agree to participate in this research study conducted by Anne
K. Soderman and Joanne G. Keith, Assistant Professors in the Department
of Family and Child Ecology, Michigan State University.

Signature of parent date

Signature of parent date

Signature of subject child date
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Social Attitude Scale

Institute of Child Welfare University of Minnesota

Directions: Here are some statements on which some people feel one way

o and others feel another way. Since people do not agree, there are no
right or wrong answers. Read each statement and then UNDERLINE the
answer which shows how you feel about these things. Do not skip any
items. Work rapidly. Don't think too long about each statement--just
give your first and honest feeling about it.

Underline "AGREE" if you agree with the statement,
or think it is true, or if your answer is yes.

Underline "DISAGREE'" if you disagree with the
statement, or think it is not true, or if your
answer is no.

AGREE DISAGREE 1. It is always very important to finish anything
one has started.

AGREE  DISAGREE 2. At school, it is easy to find things to do when
the teacher doesn't give us enough work.

AGREE  DISAGREE 3. Police cars should be especially marked so that
you can always see them coming.

AGREE DISAGREE 4. It is no use worrying about current events or
public affairs; I cannot do anything about them
anyhow.

AGREE DISAGREE 5. We ought to worry about our own country and let
the rest of the world take care of itself.

AGREE DISAGREE 6. In school my behavior gets me into trouble.

AGREE DISAGREE 7. I am hardly ever on time for meals.

AGREE  DISAGREE 8. I have been in trouble with the law or police.

AGREE DISAGREE 9. When a person does not tell all his income in
order to get out of paying some taxes, it is just

as bad as stealing money from the government.

AGREE DISAGREE 10. A person who does not vote when he can, is not a
good citizen.
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AGREE

AGREE

AGREE

AGREE

AGREE

AGREE

AGREE

AGREE

AGREE

AGREE

AGREE

AGREE

AGREE

AGREE

AGREE

AGREE

AGREE

AGREE

AGREE

DISAGREE

DISAGREE

DISAGREE

DISAGREE

DISAGREE

DISAGREE

DISAGREE

DISAGREE

DISAGREE

DISAGREE

DISAGREE

DISAGREE

DISAGREE

DISAGREE

DISAGREE

DISAGREE

DISAGREE

DISAGREE

DISAGREE

11.

12.

13.

14'

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26‘

27.

28.

29.
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I hardly ever get my school work done on time.
I have played hookey from school.

Every citizen should take the time to find out
about current events even if it means giving up

some spare time.

In school I am sometimes sent to the principal
for being bad.

Maybe some minority groups (Negroes, Indianms,
Mexicans, Jews, etc.) do get bad treatment,
but it's no business of mine.

We ought to let Europe get out of its own mess.

People criticize me for wasting time.

When I work on a committee, I usually let other
people do most of the planning.

I am often late for school.

If it is worth starting at all, it is worth
finishing.

I am the kind of person that people can count on.

In school, I am one of those who can go on
working even though the teacher is out of the room.

People can count on me to get things done, without
checking on me.

I am frequently chosen as a room helper or to run
errands.

I do my chores the very best I know how.
I have been elected leader or president of my class.

Nothing is more important than to be honest with
other people.

My teacher often complains because I don't finish
my work.

When you can't do a job, it is no use to try to
find someone else to do it.



AGREE

AGREE

AGREE

AGREE

AGREE

AGREE

AGREE

AGREE

AGREE

AGREE

AGREE

AGREE

AGREE

AGREE

AGREE

AGREE

DISAGREE

DISAGREE

DISAGREE

DISAGREE

DISAGREE

DISAGREE

DISAGREE

DISAGREE

DISAGREE

DISAGREE

DISAGREE

DISAGREE

DISAGREE

DISAGREE

DISAGREE

DISAGREE

32.

33.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42,

43.

44,

45.

85

It is more important to get the job done than
worry about hurting other people's feelings.

Why bother to vote when you can do so little
with just your ome vote.

""Never give a sucker an even break."

Letting your friends down is not so bad because
you can't do good all the time for everybody.

Our country would be a lot better off if we didn't
have elections and people didn't have to vote.

It's a good thing the Atlantic Ocean separates
us from Europe because then we don't have to worry
about them.

It's more important to work for the good of the
team than to work for your own good.

I would never let a friend down when he expects
something of me.

People would be a lot better off if they could
live far away from other people and never had to
do anything for them.

Every person should find some time for the
good of his town or city.

If everyone pitches in to do a job it can always
get done.

It is a good rule to do something for your
neighbor only if he does something for you.

Doing things which are important should come
before things you enjoy doing.

When a person doesn't like something he is
supposed to do, he will try to get someone else
to do it if he is smart.

Cheating on examinations is not so bad as long as
nobody ever knows.

People have a real duty to care for their parents
when they are old even if it costs a lot.



AGREE

AGREE

AGREE

AGREE

AGREE

DISAGREE

DISAGREE

DISAGREE

DISAGREE

DISAGREE

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

86

I usually work things out for myself rather than
get someone to show me how.

I usually volunteer for special projects at school.

Children often get punished when they don't deserve
it.

When given a task I stick to it even if things I
like to do better come along.

It doesn't really matter whether parents attend
Parent-Teacher meetings regularly.
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Rotter's I-E Scale

(Correlations are those of each item with total score, excluding that item.)
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 on them. Filler
2. a. Many of the unhappy things in people's lives are partly
due to bad luck. .26
b. People's misfortunes result from mistakes they make.
3. a. One of the major reasons why we have wars is because
people don't take enough interest in politics.
b. There will always be wars, no matter how hard people
try to prevent them. .18
4. a. In the long run people get the respect they deserve
in this world.
b. Unfortunately, an individual's worth often passes unrecog-
nized no matter how hard he tries. .29
5. a. The idea that teachers are unfair to students is nonsense.
. Most students don't realize the extent to which their
grades are influenced by accidental happenings. .18
6. a. Without the right breaks one cannot be an effective
leader. .32
b. Capable people who fail to become leaders have not taken
advantage of their opportunities.
7. a. No matter how hard you try some people just don't like
you. .23
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 one's
personality.
b. It is one's experiences in life which determine what
they're like. Filler
9. a. I have often found that what is going to happen will
happen. .16

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



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

|o

a.

90

. In case of the well prepared student there is rarely if

ever such a thing as an unfair test.

Many times exam questions tend to be so unrelated to course

work that studying is really useless.

Becoming a success is a matter of hard work, luck has
little or nothing to do with it.

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

The average citizen can have an influence in government
decisions.

This world is run by the few people in power, and there
is not much the little guy can do about it.

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

them work.

. It is not always to plan too far ahead because many

things turn out to be a matter of good or bad fortune
anyhow.

There are certain people who are just no good.

There is some good in everybody.

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

Many times we might 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
the victims of forces we can neither understand, nor
control.

By taking an active part in political and social affairs
the people can control world events.

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

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

.24

.30

.27

.27

Filler

.29

31

.36

Q31
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19. a. One should always be willing to admit mistakes.
b. It is usually best to cover up one's mistakes. Filler
20. a. It is hard to know whether or not a person likes you. .27
b. How many friends you have depends on how nice a person
you are.
21. a. In the long run the bad things that happen to us are
balanced by the good ones. .15
b. Most misfortunes are the result of lack of ability,

22. a.

23. a.

24. a.

25. a.

26. a.

27. a.

28. a.

29. a.

ignorance, laziness, or all three.

With enough effort we can wipe out political corruption.

It is difficult for people to have much control over things
politicians do in office. .23
Sometimes I don't understand how teachers arrive at the

grades they give. .26
There is a direct connection between how hard I study

and the grades I get.

A good leader expects people to decide for themselves
what they should do.

. A good leader makes it clear to everybody what their

jobs are. Filler

Many times I feel that I have little influence over

the things that happen to me. .48
It is impossible for me 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 in trying too hard to please people, if

they like you, they like you. .20
There is too much emphasis on athletics in high school.

Team sports are an excellent way to build character. Filler

What happens to me is my own doing.

. Sometimes I feel I don't have enough control over the

direction my life takes. .24

Most of the time I can't understand why politicians
behave the way they do. .11

. In the long run the people are responsible for bad

government on a national as well as on a local level.

Note:

Score is the total number of underlined choices
(1.e., external items endorsed).
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INSTRUMENTS FOR THIS STUDY



sAem{y u933jp  I9AdN

seMTy  IX3AaN

I9A9N  Sowy3lawWog

sawylawosg U130

u9313J0 SsAem[y  a3asN

sAemTy  19a8N

I9A3N  SawWf3awWog

S9WFIdWOS  UIIJO

u93J0 SdAemiy  I9a3N

sAenTy  I3A8N

I9A3N  SaWFIaWOS

sawflawog  WAIJO

sampjawog  UI3IJQ

SaWJ3Iawog  uI3IJO

samFjawosg ‘W3 uo duop Miom [ooyds Am 3uplisd ayqnoal aaevy I °ITi
*230A pInoys uosiad B ‘uazl3lfo pood ® aq ol ‘(T

*3T uanjax pynom 1 ‘SBujddoys
9TTym 98ueyd yodonm 003 oeq 2mW 3AEZ I9FYsed ® JI ‘6§

w330 sfemly

sfeMTy  a9aaN *a07170d 10 MBT 3yl YITm 92Tqnoal UF U33q dABY I ‘@i

SawIawos *sSTeSaW I0J SWf3) uo wWB I °/

*aTqnoal ojuy awm §398 JojAvyaq Am ‘fooyds uy °9;j

ue3ljQ0 sfemyy *S§9FI3UNOD I9Y3lo uf

91doad o3 suaddey jeym Inoqe pauiaduod We I °G

sfemfy  a9aaoN *safejje

OTTqnd 10 S3U2A3 JUSIIND INOQE PaUIIDUOd WB T °4

sawy3lamog *Injdyay se uswedoTTod JIIPTSUOD I “‘€y
‘op 03 y3nous sn IAT3 3, usa0p I3YdEII Y3

usaym op o3 s3uryl puyj o3 Ased ST 3IT ‘Tooyds Iy °¢

u93130 SAemTy ‘popurwax 3uyaq INOYITM Jaels I IBYM YSTUFI I °1

pue 3813 anok

Lue dyys jou
sjuswojels 3yl
iayjoue [993F S813YO0

‘ou ST I9MSUEB 3Y) JT 10 “3nI] IIAdU ST IIMSUB 9Y3 JT IA9A2U DTOIT)
*9TTYME UJ 2OUO INIJ ST JUSWDIBIS 9YJ J| SaWFI2WOS ITIIT)

*3WF3 3yl JO ISOW INIJ ST JUSWIIBIS Y3 JT US3IJO ITOAFD

*3WF3 3yl JO [B 9Nni) ST JUSWAIBIS Yl JT SABM[E 2TO1T)

*3F 3Inoqe 3ujple9a3j 3Isauoy
aA18 31sn{--juswajels yoes Inoqe ZuoTl 003 Huyyl 3I,uoq “A[prdex }ioM ‘swelT
oq °s3uryl 9sayl Inoqe 293 nok MOY SMOYS YOFYm I3MSue 3yl ITIIFO uayl pue
peay ‘°saomsue 3uoam 10 IY3f1 ou aiw aaayl ‘a@ai18e jou op ardoad 3duys ‘LAem
pue Aem auo 993 o7doad SWOS YOTYM UO SIUSWIIBIS BWOS 3BIB BIIH SUOTIIAIIQ

NOILVATVAd JTdS S,dIIHD

92



93

sKeMmTy  J92A3N Sawljawmos  U3IJQ

I2A9N  SSWFIdWOS WdIJQ  SABMTY

Sawy3awos u?13o sAem{y  1aaaN

u33130 SAEMIY I9A3N  SOWf3awWo§
semTy  1I9AdN  sowljawo§ ualjQ
IaA9N sawylawos udl1jQ  sLemyy

SoWfIawWog U3IJQ SABM[Y  I3A3N

u92330 sAem[y I9A3)  sawplawog

sABMIY J9A3N S3aWFIdWOS  UIIIQ

I12A9N  S9wflawo§ Lich B (y) sfemTy

S9WTIdWOS u933J0 sfemIy  ada9N
u933J0 SsAemIY I9A9N  SOWFIdWOS

sABMTY  19A3N SawWfIdwWog u93JQ
I9A9N  sawflawos w130 skenty
I2A3N sawFIdwmog ualjo  sLemy

soWTIamog U330 SABMTY  I9AdN

*aydoad yam
3sauoy aq o3 s} Suryl juejxoduy 3Isouw BYyJ

‘weal ® jo ureided
10 dnoa3 ® jo xopwAT polIdA[d uUsaq aaey T

*moy mowy T 3I83q £19A 3yl op I

*SpUBIId uUNI
03 10 13d13y wWOO1 B SB UISOYD UI3Q aABY T

‘moox 3yl JO INO ST 13Yyde33 ayj uaym Supiiom
uo 03 ued oym asoyl jJo duo We ] °TOoYyds uy

*dn ayem 1 uaym 10 ‘adouo ATuo parred
usym 10 }O0TO wieTe ue Yifm jI9sdm £q dn 398

‘aw uo Ly9ax ued ardoag

*fouowm puads
I Aem 9y3l yitm poT3IstiIes aae sjuaaed LK

*Tooyds 103 33B] WE I

*8uruueyd ayj jo isom
op 91doad a9yjo 397 I ‘dnoad v uy Jaom I UIYM

*awy3 23I8eM T
*asnoy ay3l punoie op o3 sqof aefndax aaey I

*ATarejun pajeaal
8uraq ar1doad 13yjzo 998 I USYM paUIIDUOD WR ]

*peq 3uraq
103 Tedyourad ay3z o3 Juas uaaq 2aBY ] ‘TOOYIS uyl

*sInoy TBIIAIS
103 auoe smoy Jujfels jo a7qeded uwe I

*uos®eal
poo8 e 2aBYy 3, UOpP I USYM Tooyds moij Aeme Leis [

‘LT

‘9¢

Y

“He

XA

A4

‘T2

‘0¢

‘61l

‘8Ti
LT

‘91

61

YT

‘€1

AN



sawyjawog

S9uW} 32Wog

SaWTIaWog

S9wW}32Wwog

Sawy3IdwWOg

S9W} 33Wog

sowylawos

S9wWT39Wog

94

S9W] 32WOS

sawy3Iawog

S3W 33Wos

somyjawog

sauwy3awog

82w} 33WOS

S9WIaWOg

‘uny axe 3evyl s3uryl
8uyop aiojaq s3uryl Liessadau op o3 juelaoduy 8,31

‘nofk 103 Suryiswos saop 3y IJF ATuo aoqy3yau
ano£ 103 8ujyjswmos op 03 2[n1 pool ® ST I

‘auop 2q ued 3T qof ® op 031 uyr sayd3yd sauokiaa’d 3II

*£370 10 umol STY
8urdyiay swy3 smos puads pynoys uosaad Liaag

*s8uyyy azjueldio 03 AT I

‘am jo Buryjswos
s309dx9 9y uaym umop puafij ® 3I9T pInom I

*JT9sdm 103 jaiom 03 ST 3IT
ueyj wea3 9yl 103 Niom 03 juelxodwy aiom §,3I

*asnoy ay3j punoae asn 1 s3uyyl Lm
Aeme Ind 03 am pujwea 03 aaey A[yrensn sjuaaed Ay

*330A 03 3aey 3,upyp 91doad pue SUOFIVITI
aABY 3,UPIP °M JT JJO 19339q 3q pInom £i13junod anQ

*spudTaj Lm juyoddesyp o3 aaey I usym peq [293 I
*398 £ay3 Isym aaaasap afdoag

*Ino winl s3uryl
Aem 9yl U0 IDOUIIIIITP ® Sew 330A 8 ,uosaad aug

‘uga[d pue
jeau j19sfm dooy 03 popurwel 2q 03 dABY [

*d1sy puyj3
PINOD I ‘£A370 923uex3ls ® uy 3507 dwedaq I JII

*jaom Am
YSTUr3 3,uop I asnedaq sufeTdmod 13ydeal AR

A

“T%i

‘oY

‘6t

‘8¢

AN

‘9tx

‘Gel

"hei
‘te

A%

‘TEx

‘0t

‘6¢

‘8¢i



95

s em]y I9A3N sawylawog 9330
I9A3N sowflawmo§ U933j0 sLemly

SowTf J2Wog u23130 SAemly  13A8N

u9313J0 SAem[y JI9A3N  Sawfldwo§

sAem[y I3A9N SawWf3ldWOS  UIIJQ

I3A3N  sawyjawmog ud3JQ SABMIY
sawflamog u331JQ SABM[Y  I9A9N

u?130 sABMTY  19A3N  SsOSwWfjawos

sAem[y  19A3N  sawy3Iayos u9ijo

J9A9N  SSWTIdWOS U93JQ  SABMLY

sawylamog u3lJQ SABMIY  IDA3N

*Po1008 9S19A91 319M SWAIT ISIYJ |
*9TBOS STYJ 10J 91008 [BIO] Y3l UJ PIpPNTOUT JOU I3I3M SWIIT ISIYLy

*9spaTd 1 se aduemolTe Am puads ued 1
‘op 03 Jeym Mowy TTITM I °‘poxanfuf aiam pusfay ® JI

*yojem opeulol ® ST
919yl pue duoTe awoy we I JF Op 03 IBYM Mouy T

*S30U2I3JUO0) I3YIEII-Judied pualle sjuaied LK

*8uore 2wod 139339q Op 03 IAIT I
s3uTyl J] U9Ad 3T 03 MOFIs I ‘op 03 qo[ ® uAAT3 uaym

‘3T 9A19s83p 3,uop K9yl usym paysyund 398 WRIAPTTYD
*1ooyds e s3d9foad [eFOads 103 x93j3unfoA I

*MOYy @u MOYS 813Ylo
aAey ueyl 13yiel Jrasfw 103 3Ino s3uryl Niom I

‘PO 3ae
L9yl uoym sjuaaed Inofk jo 21D 9YBI PINOYS NOX

*sMouwy auo ou 3IF IY3Fx [T® JTF SIS33 uo 3uriesy)
*3javms aae

nok JT 3T op 03 982 auoawmos 398 03 L13 TITM nok
‘op 031 pasoddns aie nok Bujylawmos INFT 3I,uUop nok usayMm

‘EGx

A

“18

*0Gx

‘6Y
‘8«

A

‘9

‘S

Al

‘EYi



96

92a8y 99a8esIq

*1ooyos 103 dn 193 TITM

ays/ay 210329 sowfl [BAIAIS PITYD Lm TTED 03 dABY AITensn I “EIxi
99a3esyq 99a8y *uoyloe3ysyies Lm o3 Kauouw saBeuem PITYD AN ‘7T
29018e8Tq 9918y *asnoy 3yl punoir smiojiad ays/ay
sjysel ayl Yirm paldauuod aq Jou pINOYs IdDUeMOTT® §,PITUYD V °TT
9213esTq 9918y *03e siwaf TwvI9ADS
?19am K9yl umyl 9TqFsuodsax sSS3AT 9I8 UBAPTFYD 3[oym ¥yl ug °QOf
9913y 99a8esIq *3uro8 aae Loyl aa9ym pue
3utop 21 ULAPTTYD IBYM JO }OBI3 pool daey 03 juejiodwf 8,31 °6
99a8esTq 92918y *qof e ysyury
031 19y/uwyy 393 03 PITYD Amw 12338 ATTEBNUFIUOD 3q 03 dAeY I PUTFI I °8xi
90a8y 99a8esiq *9ouemoTTe aeTn3ax ® 8398 PITY® AN °/
2913y 99a8esIQ *juejaoduy A[oweajIxd ST IOUBpPUIIIB TOOYdS °9
99a8esyq 9918y *s3ae3ls 3y IBYyM SIaYSTUFJ ATrensn pIIYO AN *Gx
9918esTq 99a8y *3se3l 9F3JFoads e 39397dwod
03 3upTrel 103 pIFY° ® 2urTdyosyp/ysyund o3 Juejiodwy ST IT 4
9913y 99aa8esyq *udIpTTYO SUFTdTOSTPp
/ustund o3 Kem poo3 ® ST 9SNOY 3yl puUNOI® HIoM BIIXd ZUTUuITISSY °¢
29a8esTq 9918y *asnoy 3yl punoae Jujdiay ueyl usApIFY> 103 Juejxoduy
aiow 918 ‘IJFSnm I0 SOFIDTYIE SB YONns *SITITATIOR ABINITIIND-BIAIXY °Z
99a8esyq 99218y *asnoy 3yl punoie op 03 sqof ae[n3ax WSATS 218 USBIAPTTYD AW °T
*19y3o yoea SurjiTnsuod
INOYITM ‘JusmeIBIS YoBd Inoqe Juj[daj ATyl poassaidxd 3Is89q YOTym 9suodsaa ayl ITOdIfd
031 padSe 219M SIUdIBJ °“UDAPTTYD ITIY3I JOo [IB Iou PIFYdD Iayjoue jou ‘sjuawalels ayj o3
3urpuodsax uaym PIFYD TEO03F 3yl ATUO PUTW U YABY O3 SUOTIONIISUT [BQIIA USAT3 219m sjuaied :93I0N

PITUD 3O uOoFIEBnTBAF Juaieq



97

*Tooyds wmox3j awoy 3urdels I10j SISNIXd SPUTJ US3IJO PITYD 4K
*Tooyds 3B I[qnO13 Uf 13Yy/wiy 8333 AT[RPUOTSEID0 10FABYaq S,PTFYD AR

*SU3ZFITO I[qFsuodsai
amo2aq 03 UAAPTTYD Buryoeal U IAFIVAJI@ 8T TOOYI8 Ing

*§3153133UT UMO ITaY3
ansand 03 9313 2i1B UIAPTTYD UIYM SWFI ® 2q PINOYS POOYPTTIY)

*PITUD Lm 103 pavy Swoas 9wWfl uo 9[qe3 3yl o3l Jurilay
‘1182 °1doad usym soB8essom auoydayal om aAT3 03 s3198103F PTTYO LW

*A1Twey ay3l ufy aayjow/a3IM a3yl jo K3Ir[rqrsuodsax
2yl aq yonu £339ad prnoys uoyjeiedaad [eow 10 pue HIMOISNOH

*d7ay purj 03 °91qe 3q pTnoym
ays/ay Juapyjuod w,I “A3IFO 23ue1ls ® UT ISOT Bdwedaq PIIYD LAm JII

*£3TATIO® 38983ns jou
s3[npe uaym op o3 Buryjlawmos JUFpufj SwWF3 piIBY B IABY USAPTEYD

*pa1TED Bureq Inoyiym Tooyos 103 dn 83198 PITYO
*USIPTTYO pooyioquy3yau aay3lo YiIfm [rem 3uore 8398 PpIIYO

*f1vssadau JT syeom umo sTYy aavdaad o3 a1qe ST PITUD

£ E £ £ £

*S83TITATIOR IBTNIFIIND BIAIX? uf saiedyoyiaed prry?

*awmoy 93yl apysino Buyjiom £q Lduow BIIXD SUIBI ATTBUOTSEBID0 PITYD AW

*98® owes ayl uIAPTIYD
19yjo ueyl ainjew 10w SwWEIs I93y3nep/uos Amw Les pnom I

*3asnoy 3yl punoae
paudysse sysel 2397dwod 03 PITYO LW puywax 03 3ABY I

*3Wll ® 3I® 8INOY
1e19A98 103 jJTosuiy £q Le3is o031 juajzadwod ST PITYD Lw (993 I

‘0t*i

‘6Cxi

‘8¢

XA
‘9Zxi

BYA ]

4

XA

*Tixl
‘T
*0¢
‘61x
‘8Ix

A

‘9T«

‘CTxi

Hix



98

9913esyq 929a3y
9913y 92a8esyq

9918y 29a8esI(q

9913esTq 9918y

99138y 93a8esy(

9918esyq 9318y

9218y 992a8es]q

99a3esyq 99213y

9918y @99a8esI(

9913y 99a8esI(Q

99a3esFq 992a8y

99a8y 29a8esI(q

9218y @92a8esI(Q

99a8esTqQ 9918y

*P91008 98I19A31 313M SWIIT ISIYL|
*9TedS 8Tyl 103 31005 B 3Indwod 03 paTeI0] SwWAIT 983Y3 ATUQy

*swi03iad 2ys/ay 83583 03 PaIB[a1 ST IOUBMOTTE 8,PTFYO AW
*paanfuf 9219M puatij ® JT Op 03 IBYM MOWY PTNOM PITYO AW

*auore swoy JIF
yd3em OpeRUIO] B JO I9SBD U OpP O3 IBYM MOUY PINOM PTTYD AW

*218D JT9S pue ‘sawIlpeq ‘sTesm I0J ITNPaYIs
aeIn8a1 ® uo UAAPTFYD daay o3 sjuaied 103 juelrioduy S,31

*swarqoad umo 13y/STY BUFATOS 3IB 2ATIVD3IJO A339ad ST PITY® Awm 993 I

*jIom paek 10 asnoy yonm I103J U0
PRTT22 q 03 3unok 3IFq B [IF3IS 218 apead YiJFJ @yl Uf UIAPTTYD

*si1ed pue pief 3yl o3 Bujurelaad jiom op sfoq/usm pue
jaiomasnoy op uswom/sTIF3 aaevy yonm £33921d TIFIs @am ‘dwoy iIno uy

‘uwry SUFTdyostp/ystund TTFm ATTENIUSAD Inq IBTFYM ®©
103 auopun s3ABST PITYO Amw s3uryl SujaouBr jo IFqey ® aaey I

‘maojyaad pynoys sadquow
AITwey TenpJATpur sqofl Ieym Inoqe payTel 2A®Yy 9M ‘A[fue] B SY

*9ouemoTI® aeTn3aa1 e 3urarld ueyiy asyiex
1T Spasu ays/ay s® PIFYD Ino 03 Lauom Ino dAF3 031 1939ad apM

‘uosiad Buraed
e SB PaqIadsap aq pInod PIFY? Am 33T 19y/syy ur 3Jutod STYI IV

*jaommed] s39F3ovad pue Ul S9A’T[9q ATTwBI IAnQ

*890U313JUO0D TOOYIS 03 03 I udym
Les 03 svy aayoe9al §,pIIY> Am Jeym 3ugiesay 03 piemioj ool I

‘awyl Jo JOT B 83318BM PTTYO ALK

Aj

‘Ehx

AL

‘1Y

)23

‘6t

‘8¢

A

‘9¢

‘Ge

‘heEx

‘te

A%

"Texi



99

S \/ 1) [4 T

awyl

aATIUdIIE 2ATIUI]II® 9ATIURII® 9ATIUdIIBUT ay3l 3jo 3soum

Kiap L11ensn A193RI19pOK ?q 03 spudj 9ATIU93JBUL
lTOoOYd8 UF PTTYD STYI ST D2ATIU3II® MOH °G

1 4 € K S

3uoam 9y3 By

uy uaym saayjo jyonq ssed STQTI® 89SNIX3d 103 KLITTIQIS

soweTq AT23Furiaq 03 S9fay somy32wos s9)eW WOPIIS -uodsax saye]
(S90p 3ays 10 3y Jeym 103 AITTTqrsuodsai ayel 9y/s S20p T[2M MOH ‘4

£ S K4 4 T

awmosaTqnoal £Li1aa dn aAF8 9jew  ITQqnoOx3 ITIIFI

Suyyzfue jo 237ds ST 3T uaym qof 03 3IqQ ® e sey 9y/s K1Fseo

ur dn aAT3 3,uoM B 03 S)OT3IS 93 1nb saye] uaym dn s89ATH Laaa dn soATH
(Msel © Je 187si1ad 3ay/s S30p oM MOH °¢

1 [4 ¢ Y S

94T ST ¥y/s JT98 anoqe sjuyod poo3

Jeym jo aieme 91008 9yl mouy OJ3ISTIE91  J[98 3Inoqe O3 pue s3jTney

-un A12397dwo) 03 we3s 3, us20q jeymamos  -SyTwax ATayeq umo smoury
({dYy/8 ST OTISTIE31 MOH °Tx

S kK € (4 1

JUaTT99Xy poon a8evaaAy areg aoo4g
:8T Juowasn(pe Teia2uad s, PITYO STyl ‘uofurdo Am ul ‘I

*wo3T I'Y3l 103 PITY® 9yl 3jo Burjea inok o3 spuodsaiiod
Jeyl aseayd 10 piom ayj jo 1aqunu 3yl IIFIM ‘WOIT Yoe3 JO 31IST 9yl 03 SUF[ 9yl uQ SUOFIONIAISUT

PTTYD 3O UOFIBNTEBAF I9Ydeay




100

£

saysytyod
-91dde ¢oseatd
031 SNOFXuUE 00]

T

Jany L{yse9
Kaan ‘Kyonog

asua]

€

9TQFXaTIuT
‘PT8TY

T

A3TnOT33TP
3s93Yy3T1s
Je dyay sjyo9s

/]
aseoTd

031 Aem
JO Ino 8309

€
1013uU0d

89807 SaWy3l
-amos ¢33jo§

SNOAIIN

4

SBIpPT M3u 03
3depe 031 MOTS

juapuadaq

S
s3sanbaa

a1qrsuas
03 s99a3y

S

way3
8T013U0d INnq
s8uyyo93 sey

T
9ATISTSaa

‘£iea)

-uod ua3ljo

[4

PTo3

Jeym Jo 231FS
-oddo sao(q

{?y/s st Juerrdwod moy

[4

3any o3 paey

¢9ATITSuUasU]

Y

spuajjo
3uryjou “ysnoyj

(uosiad STY3l ST SATITSUSSUT/IATITSUSS MOY

/
Jusm

~33FOX9 19313E
umop S97339§

S
s19yjo s3d9faax

-s938ns 91q
-Isuas saje]

/
diay
s)998 u9yl

IsIt3y TTIFIS
umo sas()

S

paxeTay

4

aATssed

({PTTY® STY3l ST 9682 3I® YOnum MOY

Y
«2PT3 33
yIrm 3I371p,,

03 spud]

T
paousnyJuF

10 pot
A11sea Kaop

(PTTUD STYI ST ITQFXST3F MOH

£

juapuadapur

S

uMo UO Yyonum
K1aA swaTq
-oad sayryoe]

(uosaad sTyl s} Juopuadap Moy

‘0T

‘8«

“Ux



101

peiardwod
WwoOpTa8 HIOM

T
uo pajunod 3aq

03 91qe 30N

§194y3l0 T0I3UO0D
03 spaau ‘Lssog

T

S9TITATIOR
uf 3aed
s9)eB] IdA9N

T
guraeoun ‘aay3

~JSUasuUT ¢331BIIP

~-Fsuoouf Kiap

*9TEd8 STYJ 10J 9100s ® 93ndwod 03 PaTeIO] JOU IIIM SWIIT ISAYLy

[4 1
@3®INdORUT

poiatdwod sawylamos
uaym auop 3Inq palIaTdwod
A11ddoTs jaom  AlTensn NIoM

K/

93jeandoe

pue pa3atdwod

AT1ensn jaoM

S

pe3atdwod
sfem1®
‘IFe3 INOYITM

({pP319T7dwod sjuswuldrsse SPFSINO 3IB USIJO MOH

[4 1)

uo pajunod aq 21qBIUNOOO®
01 9Tqe wWOpIoS K11ensf
[4 £

aapeaT SIS doraaap

e Sutaq 03 spaau

Uf 3I89193juf Inq 3uypes|
ou f{3AFSseJ UJ poaIisaiajul

ki
91qe3uUNOdd®

sfemt® 3Isow]y

S
a1qeTTax
ATY3TH

(PTTUD STYI ST STQEBTT31 MOY

\/

STTTYS
diysaspeat
Bupdoraaap

gajeaijsuouwa(q

S

ua3jo dyys
-19pBOT 9AFI
-7sod s9praoxg

l(drysiapear s, uosiad sTy3l 92381 nok pTNOM MOH

l €

19pBaT

uBy3l I3MOTTOJ

paATOAuUT uajjo aiow
WwopIa3S  Inq PIATOAU]

4

19pea] SB Ud
-80YD SaW}3Iawos
poAToAuT Ararey

S

I9ped ® S®
uasoyd uajjo
¢3ATIOBR Ka9p

{SOTITATIOR IBINOTIAIND-BIIXd U 9Y/S ST PIATOAUT MOH

[4 €
spaau si3y3lo

SATITSUSSUT 03 SATITSUISUT
u2130 89w} 32Wog

Y

spaau
813430 03 9ATI
-Fsuas A1iensg

S
Tn3disy
¢33e13PpTSs
-uo0d L13p

lS23eWSSEBTD JO PITYD STY3l ST 23BIIPFSUOD MOY

‘ST

A

‘€T

KA

‘1T



102

Locus of Control Scale

Directions: For each number there are two statements.

Please circle 'a' or 'b' to show which of the
statements in each pair you most agree with.

. Many unhappy things in people's lives are partly due to bad luck.

b. People's misfortunes result from the mistakes they make.

*5. a.

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.

Without the right breaks one cannot be an effecti§e leader.

. Capable people who fail to become leaders have not taken

advantage of their opportunities.

. Becoming a success is a matter of hard work, luck has little

or nothing to do with it.

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

right time.

The average citizen can have an influence in government decisions.

This world is run by the few people in power, and there is
not much the little guy can do.

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

It 18 not always wise to plan too far ahead because many things
turn out to be a matter of good or bad fortune anyhow.

. In my case getting what I want has little or nothing to

do with luck.

. 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 social affairs the

people can control world events.



*10.

11.

*x12.

13.

|

|
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. Most people don't realize the extent to which their lives

are controlled by accidental happenings.

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

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

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

. Sometimes I can't understand how teachers arrive at the

grades they give.

. There is a direct connection between how hard I study and

the grades I get.

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

that happen to me.

. It is impossible for me to believe that chance or luck plays

an important role in my life.

*These items were deleted from the scoring after factor analysis.

_The underlined letter indicates the statement considered to represent
the external locus of control positionm.
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