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" .ABSTRACT

A comparison of two research instruments concerned with;ﬁhe:;

"locus of control" variablég Rotterfs‘I;E Control Scale (I-E)

' developed'in 1966, and Coanfs Personal Opinion Survey (POS) developed

B at The Unlver51ty of Arlzonag,was undertaken in order to. see how each‘

could predlct to polltlcal partlclpatlon of a newlyeenfranchised

| college populatlon in a Presidential Electlon yearo. The POS y1e1ded
signlficant correlat;onsvbetween its.measure of "locus of'control"t
and:regiétfatién to vote, while the IeE-did nét predict inra statis-
figally.sigﬁificant wa&o The.differenﬁutheoreiical approaches of
eéch'scale are discuSSed9 including ahiévaluation in.lighf of the
présent'dataiof the érguments-against ﬁhe usefulnessiof the I-E, and
| the.need £or a change in researchrorientatioh.to a multidimensional

\

approach, which the POS utilizes.



* INTRODUCTION

| Tho experienoe-of controi'== the'sense ﬁhat one'activély
chooses, successfully w1lls, or achieves masterv over hlmself and the,-
01rcumstances in whlch he ?inds hlmself - 1s obviously one of the - .
most fundamental features of human experience, Peonle vary con51deré

' ably in the extent to whlch they have this exoerience, and each of us
finds in his or her own life that 1t differs from one time or 31tuatlon
to another° The psychologlst who has drawn most attentlon to the -

- issue of control in the last few years 1s'Ju11an B, Rotter., He has
oeveloped an "Internal-Externalﬂ'ioous of:Control Scale (I-E), where
'Vflocﬁs of control" is defined ipvterms of‘the personfs expectancy |
“regarding thé effects of hisbown'behaviora 'A person is said to dispiayo:
"internal® control if he perceives events as‘being a consequence of
his own actions and therefore, under his own personal control, jHé is .
said to»manifest "external"'control if he regafds évenfs‘as being

" unrelated to his own efforts (Rotter1_1966)o"‘The.I=E Control Scale

(Rotter, Seeman, & Liverant, 1962) is a test composed of 29 forced=
choice 1tem59 including 51x "flller" dtems to make the ~purpose of the
test somewhat more ambiguous, It is a unidimensional measure and
 appears to be concéntréted_prlmarily in the realm of external events,
According to Rotter (1966),,tho items deal exclusively with the per-
son's belief about the nature of the world., The,tesﬁ is considered
to;oe a'meosuro,of "gonoralize&]expectanoyﬁ about reinforoemontp,and_



is based on Rotter's "Soclal Learnlng“ theory (195&) The I-E Scale
has been used extensively 51nce its 1ncept10ng and the research B
efforts which have used it have beenireviewed elsewhere (Rotter§ 19663
Lefeourt, 19663 Joe, 1971; Thr-oop & Macnonald, 1971). o
: Accordlng to Richard W, Coan (nod ) the ev1dence for a
-51ng1e broad d1mens1on of exnerlenced control (a "generalized expeeta
ancy") is not altogether convinclngo
. o o there remains a good deal of casual ev1dence that
people can experience control selectively s » o o If we
start out with a focus on the varieties of human experience,
rather -than on social learning or on a particular expect- .
ancy interpretation of control, we are led to a path some-=
what different from that which Rotter and his colleagues
have followed., It seems clear that the experience of -
control embraces a wide range of phenomena that have not:
been covered in past attempts to construct measuring
instruments. . : - : :
Tt was for this reason that Coan undertook construction of an

inventofyp‘the,Personal Opinion Survey or POS "(Coan'-&;_Fa—ifchild9 in -

pfess),vdesigned to bermit'more general exylorationvof'ﬁhe dimensions
of eXperienced céntrol° The POS differs. from Rottér's I-E both in its
theoretlcal formulations and in the methods underlying its develop=
ment (cf, Falrchl'ldp 19713 Coan & Falrchlld, in press)o Tt represents R
an atﬁempt to capture more of the'yariatien'in>the ways in which

. pedple experience control or the lack of ito The POS contains 120
‘Trye-False" iteme deliberately varied iﬁ a numberkofvwayeg {tems. are
designed to cover many'types:of'codtenﬁs (1) external events, (2)
»personal charectefistics, and (3)'£he’body; The POS provides scores

~ for the'following:se#en'factorss:



1, Achieveﬁent thréughvcbnsciéntiousiéfforfo-
2, . Personal confidencé in7abi1ity to échievé masteryor
3, Cépacity of mankind to contfpl its:destiny vso supernatﬁral
bowef or fateo' ' | o . | |
L, Successful planning and organlzatlono
5, ‘Selfecontrol overvlnternal processeso
6., Control 6ver largeéscale sbcial andjpolitical events.
7o :Control in 1mmed1ate social 1nteractlono | )
Accordlng to Blanchard and Scarboro (1972)9 an. "obvicus |
 implication" of Rotter's (1966)_construct of internal'vs° external
: 1ocus of control of:reinfofcement_ié that.thése wﬁo see the locus éf
control as being internalv(Ihternals: "I;é") should take more direct
actibn to influence their future9 by attempting to control their
'_env1ronment9 than (Externals° ﬁE'é")‘~ Although there»is-SOme'ree'

search (Gore & Rotterp 19639 Strickland, 1965) in which the I-E has

. been shown to. be of signlficant value»ln predlctlng “polltlcal

,activ1sm," there are also data (Rotter9 Seeman, & Liverant 19629 Erbeg
"196h, Rotter9 1966 Hamsher, Geller, & Rotterp 19683 Evans & Alexanderg.
1970; Blanchard & Scarborog 1972) which lend little support to the
- hypothesis that persons whofperceive‘their outcomes as the result of
their own.action arermore active inlseeking to influence their eﬁa
vironment than pefsons.who are more."extérnal" in theif pérception of
the'locus:of contrblo_ Theoretically; it ﬁould seem that political and
- -social participatign EESEIQ be'éng(of the mbre ciearacut behavioral

- correlates of the I-E variable (Thdmasgv19703 Joe, 1911)O



'Somévresearchers'héie offéred critiéisﬁs qf:thé preseht_laE
conétruct in terﬁs ofxthe_iﬂhéfént‘1imitations in the scale; énd alsélf
reéommendations as to how the scale ﬁight‘be modified aﬁa impro§ed9 -_
S0 as to<pfedict better‘to'bolifical‘aﬁd'Sbciél behaviOrso Crandall
Katkovsky;& Crandall (1965) were the first 1nvest1gators to stress

the 1mportance of maklng dlstlnctlons in the locus of control variable.

Coan (1967) has argued that the I-E Scale favors items dealing with e
-social and: polltlcal events as opposed to items regardlng personal v
, habltsg traltsp goalsg or other interpersonal -and 1ntrapersona1 con=
cerns. He has suggested that the 1tems on the I-E Scale may not tap
all magor aspects of personal controlo

V The data of Hersch and Scheibe (1967) suggest to them that the
previously stated theoretical formulatlon of I-E may be too simplistie:
there may be diversity in the'psjchological meaning of "eitérnalityo"'
. They contend that the utilit&’of thé I-E fdrAbehavioral predidtion
would be;increased if externalitjjwere différéntiated‘bpth theoreti-
cally and emplrlcall'y9 nd they suggest.that an "ExtérnalﬁAorientation
i might be based on either (1) phy51ca1 and/br mental weakness; (2)
high competition: where others' success affects the success of the
individual; or (3) belief in luck, or fate.
Gurin, Gurin, Lao, & Beaftie (1969).factor analyzéd_the'

responses of 1965 black students to an‘exfeﬁded I-E Scale;, and found
several indepeddént factorss (1) Contro1 idéology; (2) Personai 7
. Controlg‘(B) System Modifiébilityg and (L) Race Ideologyo.vLaof(1970)

uéedrthe I-F in g.stQQy.of'compétent and‘innovativérbehgvior‘ambng



" black college studente and found-thfeerfactorser (l)iPereoﬁal Centrqlér
(2) I"n'di'iridual vs. System Blame, and (3) Diecrimieatien Moaifiaeﬂity; .
-In both of these studlesp black students who blamed the social system
' 1nstead of personal 1nadequa01es for black dlsadvantages were more

likely to take an»actlve part in 01v11 rlghts act1v1t1e59 to advoeate 

_collective action rather than individual’action to deal ﬁith-diecrim=;

riﬁatioh, and to take social-actiohlwhich differed from'the position of

previous generationso: Gurih,et al., (1969) aﬁd Laor(1970) have argﬁedi

'thatg unlike the belief in external forces such as chance9 the belief
in external forces whlch are realityabased such as racial discrimi= .
nation (eogOg the response of “system blamers") could be motlvationé—
.ally'positive instead of damaging fof.a black person, because:it
~permits hﬁm.to focus on discrimination and the way society_strueturese

‘>his‘fateo Both euthors'have:argued feridistinctionS'within the eon= |

‘,cept_of'I;E Control in studies of Black.youth‘(Joeg 1971, .Do 627)

| Thonas (1970) demonstrated that "internal® 1tems are’ more
'congenlal o 1ndiv1duals holdlng "conservative" olltical views than

';”those holding "1ibelral"'viewso He questionedlthe velidity'of I-E as
. a measure of a stable personallty ‘trait, | - |

erels (1970)9 using 316 college studentsﬁ did a factor

o analysis (varimax rotation) of their I-E scores, and found{two-indea

pendent factors:
Factor Iz The inclination to assign more_or less importance to

ebility and'hard_work.vs° luck as influences which determine



- ?ersonally relevant outcome59 whlch he called "coutrol over . owm.
E destlny" vSo "external forceso"»ai‘ -

Factor II°_ Acceptance or regectlon of the idea that the indi=
v1dua1 citizen can exert some control over nolltlcal and world affairss
'whlch he called "Social System" vso "Ind1v1dual“ as the target of
- control, Mirels' findings (19709,po-228)."suggest that predictlcns
invclving the I=E'Scale‘might profifably'ccnsider-the sources‘and‘uhe :
targets of 1nfluence descrlbed by the item statements’ and- the contentr
domaln spe01f1ed9" especially 1n studles whlch employ the I=E dlmencl'r
sion as a dependent-varlableo Blanchard and Scarboro (1972) used the :
I-E Scale and erels' (1970) "Polltlcal Act1v1ty Factor" (Factor II).
_and found that neither. scale had: any sign1f1cant value in predlctlngi,
‘the vctlng behavior or polltlcal attltudes of 18- or. 19-year old
college students votlng for the flrst tlme9 or of older students who
had been ellglble to vote 1n a prev1ous electlono
‘ Joe (19TD has»extensmvely researched the I=E literature-and
notes that the results of Mirels (1970)y Gurin, et al, (1969), and Lao
3 (1970) strongly suggest. the notlon that the locus of control varlable
vshould be studied at a. mult1d1mens1onal rather than a unidlmen51ona1
levelv> Consistent with thls suggestlon is ‘the work of Thcmas (1970)
AJoe (1971) concludes that in order to be va11d9 the I=E must be -
modified to dlstlngulsha |

"1, Those aSpects of a peraonls,uorld view which indicate a

personality trait, and>



“Zs‘“those whieh refiect secietal ﬁormso'fﬁWifhout'this /gistincéli;"
 ;‘t1on72 serious. problems are: apparently posed for I=E users," he says

| '(Joe,, 1971, o 622). |

E The present researcﬁ was conducted w1th thevabove sugéestions .'

in miﬁdo The basic strategy was a comnarlson of a scale utlllzing

‘, the uﬁidlmensional_approach to_locus ef eontrol:. the I=E (Rotter;
. 1966) with one utiliziﬁg_the_ﬁultidﬁﬁeﬁsipnel apprea_ch° the POS
(Coan.& Fairchild in press)'with.regard to how'wellieach could |
“statlstlcally predlct to a "political partlcipatlon" behavior in the
natural env:.ronment° The behavior which was selected as the "cr1= B
"'terlon" for "polltlcal participatlon" was - reglstratlon to vote 1n the
_.1972 Pre51dentlalrE1ectlono_,"Partlclpation“ was operatlonally deflned
-'as a written "yes“ response to ‘a question (on a questlonnaireg see
Appendix A) whlch asked "Are you p resentlz registered to vote in this
year's Pres1dent1a1 Electlon (Nov, 79 1972)?" An individual‘sr"non=
- part1c1pat1on" was operatlonally defined as-a written "no" response
» to the same - question, | ‘

' Because the I-E Scale is based upon'a_reinforcement~£heor§
(Rotter, 195L), history of reinforcement fér the individualv's past
political pdrticipation behavior had to‘be controlled for, This was -

_achieved by __;X using data from‘Ss who . (1) had not beeh eligibie to

_'register to vote in the 1968 Pr951dent1a1 Election; but (”) were
presently ellglble to reglster to vote in the 1972 Presidential
Election° Ss who were either too 0ld or too young to meet this age

criterion were eliminated from the semple9 as well as Ss who were not



1'e11g1b1e tovregister because of non=citizensh1p or an arrest recordo
In sum,- this research is essentially a repllcation study of ‘
the I=E's ablllty to predlct to polltical partlcipation behav1cr in :'
: the natural env1ronment9 and a valldatlon study of the POS's ablliﬁy
to do the same: it represents a comparlson of unldlmen31ona1 and
multidimensional approachesrto the locus of control (in this case, :
with regard to political pertieipetieﬁ beheﬁiof),ra comparisoh_which'
:has,been.euggestediimplicitiy by thelrecenf‘critical literature on

the 1o¢us.ofveoﬁtrol construct. .



_ METHOD .~

| Sﬁbjédtscf
| - The Ss were 103.volnhteersg undergfadgafe'and_graduate
| .étudents in psychologj courses atlTﬁe Univeréity of.Arizona.Summer:'
| Session, 1972°f;§§ who’aidrnot meet'thef(previouslyrstated) "age )
criterion" were eliminated from the sample° One S had an. 1ncomp1ete
answer sheet (no PES data) and was also ellminated from the sampleo
The total number of Ss was 102 (85 "partlcibatorsg" 17 ‘"non=
partlcipators;“ L9 men, 53 women)_9 all Qf whom.were between theuagés
of 18 and 2L (ﬁéan.age =’go°§o yééfs)o :The §; were,bon the averaéeQ _.

in their junior year of college.

Materials

~The datarweré-gathered from answers tq‘a4questionnaire (see
o 7 o | 1A 
a, I-E Control Scale (I-E): (Rotter, Seeman, & Liverant, 1962).

Appendix A), which included the following‘measuress '

b, Personal Opinion Survey (P0S): (Coan & Fairchild, in press).

c. Political Efficacy Scale (PES)° (Campbell Guring'& Miller,

195h). Similar to the I-E, it attempts to assess the feeling that
1nd1v1dual political actlon does or can have an impact upon politlcal

processes, TIhe scale contains four "Agree/blsagree" 1tems which can

- . be scored for "Internal" control.

- A1l of the above three'meééurés were scored for "Internal®

 control.



10

Questlons about ‘age, sex9 educatlonal level’ and ethnic back=

E ground of S

e, Questions about political behavior and attltudes of S and SVs

" perceptions of his parents' polltlcal behaviors and attltude3°

1, Ss were asked whether or not they were presently
- Tegistered to vote in the 1972 Presidential Election (a .
"Yes" response classified S as a politiecal "Participator;
a "No" response cla551f1ed S as a political "Non-
participator!),

2, Ss were asked which party they had reglstered with -
: Tbemocratlcp Republican, Independent; no preference)

3. Ss were asked whether S's father was a registered voter9
which party he had reglstered with, and whether or not
he had voted in the 1968 Pre51dent1a1 Election. Ss
-were asked the same questlons regardlng their mother.

See’ Appendlx A for a cooy of the comnlete Ouestlonnalreo"

Procedure -

"

g:(thefauthor) entered Summer School‘classrooms‘andeadminis=’

. btered the ouestionnaire onee vdlunteer basis. Ss were told that the.
_ purpose of the ouestlonnalre was to qather 1nformat10n from students
‘about.thelr 1nuerest59 and‘the 1nterests qf thelr-pa:ents,g;n the
'-ﬁﬁoiitical»process" in this country. Ss were. told thatAtheir:pafe
~ ticipation was ‘voluntary and.that ﬁheir-answers wereiconf_identiélD
‘They wefe.permitted éo either (1) fi11 out‘the form immediatelypjer
(2) take the form ﬁith them and,retﬁrn it to E when completed. Ss
Wefe requested'te answer thé Questidnnaife without any assistance
‘ffom anyone else. E-did not "1nterpret“ the questions for Ss with

‘regard to the wording9 meanlng9 or 1ntent10n of any test item9 and



only indicated that.§'shoﬁld feread’the'instructions cerefullyiand"
answer the item as he or she "“saw it," or "to the best of éS‘g?s

ability."

‘Statistical Analysis

Intercorrelatlons were calculated between all the varlableso°
For the contlnuous variables, Pearson r’s were calculated For
‘vcorrelatlons between contlnuous and dlchotomous -variablesy p01nt
biserial r's were calculatedo.:For correlatlons between two dlchotoe
‘mous variablesg phi coefficients were celculatedo. The correlations
were obtained by a computerlzed analysis of the data at The Unlver31tyr
of Arlzona Computer Centerp us1ng the "BC TRY System" developed by |

~Ro Co Tryon and D, E. Bailey (Tryon & Ba11ey9 '1970),

Scoring and Goding»

‘The scorlng and codlng system used for Ss' responses to the

E questlonnalre items anpears in Table 1,



. RESULTS

i The list of correlati6ﬁ§ ﬁhich foiiows (Table.l) is of pare
ticular intérest With'regafd to.the‘goalé'offthis re&earchz;‘fheir
empirical and theéretical importénée is dealt with in the-Discussibn..,°
seétidn which follows‘(seé.Téb1é 2 forivariaﬁle namesvandfébbfevi=
aﬂiohs);‘ The gomplete.intercorrelatioﬁ matrii between_éll variables

(26 x 26) appears in Appendix BQ“:

12



TABLE 1

V'Sélectéd»ddrreléﬁions

13

‘Variable Names

v

©_df

- REG x IE

REG x POS 6
MIxPOS1
M II x P0S 6
CREG x M II.
" IE x POS 6 |
© IE x PARTY
POS 1 x PARTY
POS 1'x.IE
POS-l x PARTY
' P0S § x PARTY
 PES x POS 6.
O PES x M Ir
-PES x IE’

~ PARTY x F PARTY

'PARTY x M PARTY

- REG x M REG
REG x F REG
SEX x POS 3

SEX x-POS 5

een
V* 0323

4+ .h15
+ 709
+ 167

+ L1
- o2h1
= o301
o s
-3
=33
+ 575
'. + o512
+ ,370
e 3
S %0365
+ .20l
4 .00
+. .20
2+ o246

~100

100
100
100

100

100
© 100
100

- 100
100

100

100
o

51
98
9k
100
100

s

.. > oo;

< 001

< 001

< ,o01

<.10

© <001
< ooé_ "
<0

'<10001
< .001

<001
<001

< 001

<.001 -
<001

<01
< .05

205 ',

_<:005
< ,02




TABLE 2

Variable Names.and Abbreviations, Correspondence with Questionnaire Items, and Scoring and Coding
System for Responses to Questionnaire Items.,

Variable Number Question on Responges and
and Full Name Abbreviation Questionnaire Coding System
1. Registration to vote REG 6 Yes = 2 No = 1
2. Sex of S SEX 2 Male = 2 Female = 1
3. Age of S AGE 1 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23 or 24
L. Educational level of S EDUC 3 Fr =1, Jr =3, Soph =2,
- Sr =1, Grad =65
5. Ethnic group of S ETH L Anglo = 2 Non-Anglo = 1
. Party preference of S PARTY ) Demo = 2 Repub = 1
7. Has S done campaign work? WORK 8 Yes = 2 No = 1
8. S's father registered voter? F REG 9 Yes = 2 No = 1
9. Party preference of S's father F HOW 9 Demo = 2 Repub = 1
10. S's father voted in 1968 F 68 10 Yes = 2 No = 1
Presidential Election?
11, S's mother registered voter? M REG 11 Yes = 2 No = 1
12, Party preference of S's mother M HOW 11 Demo = 2 Repub = 1
13, S's mother voted in 1968 M 68 12 Yes = 2 No = 1

~ Presidential Election?



TABLE 2a=Continuedk

" Variable Number

Abbreviation

.- Question on

Responses and

: , ' -'150‘

.

19,

(cf. Mirels, 1970)

.22, 29 on I-E

and Full Name Questionnaire = Coding System
14, S's parents consider it impofé © - IMPORT 1 Yes = 2 - Mo =1 B
‘tant to register and vote? o - 1 _ T
Sts parents have shown interest INTENT a 15 Yes = 2 No = 1
in whether or not S intends ' : : '
oo bo register and vote?. ‘ :
16, Political Efficacy Scale PES 15, 16, 17 - Scored for total t no, of -
M (cfo Campbell, et alo, 195&) L : .. "Agree" (Internal) responses.
- Possible score = 0, 1 2, 39
I-E Control Scale (cfo Rotter ' IE Part B: _Scored for "Internal" control°
© et alo, 1962) S 1-29 ~ Possible score = from O .
A _ A . . : through 23 - A
© 18, Mirels® Factor I on I-E scale =~ M I . Ttems 5, 10, Scored for "Internal" controls
: ~ (cf, Mirels, 1970) - 11, 15, 16, Possible score = from O
L - 18, 23, 25, through 9
_ _ 28 on I-E- L
Mirels® Factor II on I=B scale. CMIT O : Items’lzg 17, Scored for "InternalV control

Possible score = from O
through h

ST



TABLE 2--Continued

Variable Number > . S ‘ ‘ , .
and Full Name. : B _Abbreviation - Questionnaire . Coding System

. " Scored for "Interhal® -

20,
21,
22,
- 236

2o
R 250
26,

=12

- 16

17 -
22
- 19
20 . .
IO

. . POS-1-
| POS 2 ..
POS 3o
POS L Ttems 1=120
PS5 . o
. POS 6
Bes 7

loYoRoRoye)

t 3 00

]

TN OWVE W N
00

Personal Opinion Survey Factor® R Part C -  controls- Possible score =

#(cf, Fairchild, 1971)

Question on - . Responses and * - . -

ot



. DISCUSSION

~ As previously mentioned, this research involves a comparison

 of unidimensional (I;E)'and,mﬁltidimensﬁonal (POS) approaches to the

locus of control variable, with regard to their respective"abilities
to pfedictfstatistically toi"political participation" behavior in

the natural environment. Since the I-E Control Scale (Rotter, et al.,

1962) failed to predict statistically to the self-report of political

 participation behavior (r = -,02k3 df = 1005 p > .05), and the

Personal Opinion Survey (Coan & Fairchildg in press) gig predict
statistically (f‘=»+°323;=df = 100; p < .,001) to ihe self=report of
the same behavior, it appears that suggestions (cf. Joe, 1971)_that

the locus of control variable be-sﬁﬁdied at a mltidimensional rather

than a“unidimensionél'1evé1 are warranted, and that a écale (the POS)
hgs.been;devisedfwhichhis caﬁableréf fredicting'statiéfically»to o
_political'participation behaViorsAwhile working from a_multi=A 2
diménsiona1 theoryéBase9'.H | ‘ | 7 ; | o
There are data which indicate that Mirels'-(l??d) two "inde=

pendent": factors: from ﬁhe‘I=E'Scalevére_quite_similar to two of the

POS factors, in terms of howl§§‘re5pond to them:

.7.17
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=M1rels' factor o . POS factor

} T I: "inclinabtion to assign more POS 1: "Achievement EBNLCE
or less importance to ability and through conscientious (af = 100;

" hard work vs. luck as in- - - effort.% - p <.001) .
fluences which determine person= : . ' T
ally relevant outcomes." o

M IT: "Acceptarce or regeetion,' POS 63 "Control over + 709 A
of the idea that the individual -~ large-scale social and (df = 1003 -

citizen can exert some control political events," p < .001)
over political and world Lo : - '

e:>affairso"

 Re1event to this latter finding (M IT and POS 6) is the fact that M II-
approaehed significance (x""= +,1673 df = 100, p < 10) in its abllityﬂ
to predict'to politiealeparticipation.‘behav:Loro Mirels" research |
(1970)-"Wae'carriedlout'in an-attempt to clarify the factor~structure ,
of the I-E Scale,'wifh the anticipation tha£ subeets of ::":bems‘9 should

'they‘be,foundvto clusﬁer'meaningfullj; mightlﬁe,employed separetely :
as subscales to enhance the prediction of various‘ettitudinal and be% :
rhaViofal variables® (1970, p. 226). 'Blanchard and Scarboro (1972) “
found Mirels® (1970) "Polltlcal Actlvity Factor" (M 1IT) to be of no
predictive value w1th regard to- voting behav1or or politlcal actlvla.' .
ties of 18- or 19-year old’ college students_votlng,for the flrst !.>

' fimeg "casting some doubt . .on its meaning" (p. 530). However, those

four items en‘the I=E_Sca1e‘came close to significant prediction to

" the political participetion behaviof'(p <i°10)9,wﬁile the I-E as a
whole (23 items) predicted. negatively and non=significan£lyetorthe
same behavior., The fact that M II is highly related to POS 6

(r = +.709; p < .001), and POS 6 predicts significantly to the self-

report of the political participation behavior (r = +,323; p < ,001),
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 .suggests to the author that Rotter’s attempts (1966) at measurlng a
'nhypothe51zed "generallzed expectancy" and further attempts to relate
this expectancy to polltlcalapart1c1pation.behav1or have not taken
intoraccouﬁt~tﬁe.varieties of,human4behé§ibr and experiencepiand-the,
situation=specific nature of the reiatioﬁship between the locus of
“control variable and behévidr'in the nétural eﬁfironmentg the éuthor'
ifeels that the POS has taken this into account Wlth its theoretlcal
orientation of the multldlmen31ona11ty of behavior° It should be
'kept 1n mlnd ‘however, that the I=P (and the Nlrels ?actors) states '

-.its questions 1n the third person, whereas some of the POS questions'

' are stated in tﬁe first pér56n; therefore; although thé.§;maj be |
4answefing questions of similar conﬁent on the fwo scales, the wording, -
scopé‘and intentidn»of the I;E and POCS questions are differeﬁt9 and'

gtherefore any correlatlons between the two scales mst be 1nterpreted

: 1n 11ght of this dlfference in 1tem constructlon and rat:r.onale°

| The relationship betweenvthe I-E and POS 6 (r = +.14613

daf =“ldO; P <f0001):tends to support theAgéneral observation that tge
,iQE‘s questions'focus.mainlj upon the individﬁal‘s‘percéptions of E
-social and political. situations in the extérnal environment, As
o mentioned9 Coan (1967) has suggested that the items on the I-F scale -
| may not tap all major aspects of pereonal control and that "the
-experience of’control embraces a wide range of phenomena that have

not been covered- 1n past attempts to construct measurlng instru=

ments" (CoanD °d°)5 2
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The finding that Republicans have'i=E,écores which_aﬁe sig-
-nificéntly.hdré "Internal" than,the I;E scbré$ of Deﬁbcrats _
L {r = =.2h1s df = 100; p < .02), fhat Republiqéﬁs report sigﬁificantly ,7
more bontrol.oanOS 1 than do‘DemoératS‘(r = =;301; df = 1005 p <f001);
i-'and the relationship between scbres'bh.the I=E and POS 1 (r = +olili5s
df = 100; p.<foOOl)9'a11 corroborate.théréonplusioﬁ;of Thomas (1970) -
~ that the I-E contains an inhérent ideologicai Eias toward "Conserva-
tismo" N R
| The finding.that,Republicahs experience significaﬁfly more -
control on POS L than dé DeméératSM(r = =oh13§ af = 100; p < ,001)
“could be a'funcﬁion 6f'ﬁhat aﬁpeafé to,be_the génerally'supérior';
planning'énd'organization of the Re§ub1i§aniParty in 1972; org“it
could also be interpreted along the lines of Tﬁomas_(l970) as beingi
a function of the-ideélogicai system ofﬂpersonsvwhowtend_tbkﬁe
’Repubiiéans; greater téhdeﬁéieé toward "cohservatism"'and'ailegiance
,tO'the'”Protestant ethie" (or "work éthic")° Tﬁe Same interpretatioh _
of "consefvatiSmV'éould ekblaid’thé finding that Republicans ex% '
perienée'significantly more éontrolion'POS S than do?DémoCrats
(r = =.335; af = 1005 p < ,001), |
. “The PES'(Campbe11§ eﬁ_a1°;51§5h) was Signifiéantly relafed
0 POS 6 (r = +,575; df = 1005 p < .001), Mirels IT (r = +,512;
Cdf = 1005 p < oooi)s,' and the I-E (r = +,370; df ‘= 100; p<70001)'o
Thomas (1970) obtained a corr‘elat'ig_m of +,Lk ‘(p\/ ,01) b'eiween the
- I=E and.?ES.with;BO ﬁLiberal youthsq“ - The reliabiiiﬁy ofrall ﬁhese_;'

. data is limited sincé the PES bnly:contains four items. It avpears -



‘that the item content of the PES is'géngrally'similar to that of

- POS 6-and some -of the I=E itémsp specifically those.in Mirels IT.

' There were data on "parent=ch11d" relatlonshlps which were - - -

statlstlcally 51gn1flcant9 but whlch add no new 1nformation to our

'present data and- theorles about parental 1nf1uence on polltlcal be= -

haviors, Ss! polltlcal‘party preferencevand Ss'? reported party-'
x preference of §§f fathérs,ﬁere‘statisticaily~relaﬁed (r =-+;hh3§ '
df ='Si°'p {.;OOl)p és Were}Ssi-party pfeference and.Ssﬂlfeported>r
) party preference of Ss*' mothers (r = +°36S, df = 515 p < 01)

thether or not S reported that he had reglstered to vote was statls=

21

v'tlcally related to’ S's report of whether S's mother was a reglstered :

~voter (r = +,20L3 ar = 98; p < .05)s however9 §'s self-report of
'”régistration’was not related to §'s.réport of whether S's father was

a registeredsvoter,(r = +,021; df = %h; p><:°05);

. _SeXTdifferences in POstcores have been discussed_at'length ‘

elsewhere (Coan; nod; )s but :some data in this area are of . _

interest: it was found in this study that ﬁen experience signifie*

céntly more control thah:WOmed on POS 3 (r = +,20; af = 1003 p;<'005§

‘and on POS § (r = +,2463 df = 1005 p < .02), These data corroborate

past findings by Coan ahd‘their empirical and.theoretical importancef

has. been discussed by him (Coan, ';d )o
The results of this study lead the author to the follow1ng -

general conclus:.ons°

’ l;, The empirical:and;theoretical utility of the Personalfopinionv‘

Survey has been demonsfratedp giving support to both its uhderlying'



a
' mulﬁidimenéional theory and its inbortanoe as.a'resesrohvinstrnmenf
'nhich can predict‘significantly-to-poiitioal=§articipation.behsvioro ;

'_'20 The dlfferentlal usefulness of the POS and the I=E corroborates:”e
the work of Joe (1971) who advocates the move toward a multldlmen= |
51onal approach, and casts some doubt upon the usefulness of the I=E N
'.1n,its ability to.predict to’polltlca1=part;o1pation behavioro

3. There are data which tend to‘Support'the work_of%Thomasf(l970)
on the inherent "conserﬁative" bias,in the I=E;'and fne nork of.Mireis
‘(ZL>9?O)‘9 who sitempted to clarify the'fsotor structure of the I-E and-‘
claims to have dlscovered two 1ndependent factors in the scaleo-

‘ho There ‘are data Whlch tend to support "general" theorles about
ithe relatlonshlp between reglstratlon and votlng behav1or of parents
and chlldreno o A

'ffS There are data whlch corroborate flndlngs of Coan: (n.ds )

:-deallng with sex dlfferenoes in POS response patternso



The comparlson of the unldlmen31onal and mnltldlmensional

' approaches to locus of control as suggested by the crltlcal 1iteras

tureg has been emplrlcally and theoretlcally fruitful The Personal

Opinion Surve (Coan & Falrchild in press) has been shown to be

statistically superlor to the I-E (Rotter, et al09 1962) in its -

L ability,to predict_to self=report'of'political,participation behavior°
This research suggests; as does_thevworfiof;Crénda11; et al. (1965),
‘.'Hefsch,&-Scheibei(196755-Gurin; étva154(1969); Joe (1971)'and others,
that the behavioral predictibn of fhe I=E would'be increased if

distinctions were made in the locus of control variable, especially .

"~ with regard to the psychological meaning of "extérnalityo" '
~ More research needs to be conducted with the POS in investi-
.gation of the situation=specific'nature'of locus of control expe¢£=

, anciesO Other sbrts”of’behavioré'in varied.enﬁirénmehts should be i,

1

‘the target of new_reseérch efforts. The advantage of ﬁhe‘multim |-
"dimenéional approach is thatlit dan; hopefﬁllyb clarifyvsome ofrfhese
' situaiionaspecific reiationships, and isolate some meaningful be-
hav1ora1 correlates of the locus of control construct The flndlngs
“suggest that the 1nstrument has potentlal usefulness in 1nvest1gation.
of many varled.areas of human behayior and'experlencep_and hopes that
researchefs_whosévinterests are id:this:direction will continue to
- vﬁéefthe instruméﬁt pro&uétivékf( “ |
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. APPENDIX A

 QUESTIONNAIRE
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PART A:- INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this vart of the ouestlonnalre is to zather 1nfor=
‘mation from students about their interestsg and . the interests of
their parents, in the "polltlcal process" in this country, Some of
these questions may be more difficult to answer than others, but
please answer each question as honestly and as best you can,
Remember, your answers are confidential and we will not know which
student has filled out. any partlcular guestionnaires

Thankryou for your partlcipatlon and cooperation,



PART As  INSTRUCTIONS

. Please write the letter WhiéhICOrresponds to YOur“respdnse in
the blank space to the left of the number for that question,

= o e

,What is your age”' N : _ _ .
“a, 16 go 21

be 173 m.ll be 18 by Nov, 7,, 1972  h, 22 -

co 173 will not be 18.by Nov, 7, i, 23

1972 T 3. 2k
do 18 e k, 25
e, 9 - 1., Over 25

fo20 ' (specify)

25

uo

50

3o

What is your sex? e

a, Male : "~ : b, Female

What year ére'you in college? _ .

a.  Freshman co Junior - e, Other (specify)

‘bo Sophomore - d, ’Senior

Whlch ethnic group are you a member of?

: " Anglo d. American- Indlan
bo Black eo Oriental
¢o Chicano’ f, Other (specify)

1

‘Have you ever been ellglble (that isy old enough) to vote

in'a Presidential Electlon prlor to the one comlng up in

‘November9 19722

- Yes b, No

If you answered “Yes" to this: questlon (#5)5 please answer
the following questionss

- a, What year were you eligible? (specify)

b, Did you vote? YES NO (circle one)
- For whom? (specify)

26



) : 7'0.

A,

B.

9o

- If ;you answered "Yes" o -this questlon (#8), please answer
~ the following quest10n°

Are you- presently registered to vote in this year's '
Presidential Election (Nov. 7, 1972)?

a. Yes, I am presently registered,
bo Nop I am not presently reglsteredo

If you answered "Yes" to this question (#6)9 please

answer the following questionss
.What state are you registered in? (specify)
bo How are you reglstered (which party”)

If you answered "No" to. questlon #6 (that is, if you are
not presently registered to vote), please answer the.

'.f0110W1ng quest10n°

Answer either "A" or "B" as it applies to yous

I have not registered to vote as of now, and do not intend :

to. reglstero )
I have not registered to vote as of now, but I do intend
to register before the Electlon is held (November 7, 1972)

If you answered "A" to this cuestlon (#7), please answer
the follow1ng questlon° '

The reason I do not intend to register is: © (circle one)
a, It's a waste of time. :
b:; I can do more good by not voting.

co Legal restrictions (felony, non=c1tlzen, underage)

3

d. Other reason (spec1fy)

 Are’ you now, or have you beeng working for a Pre31dent1al
‘- candidate in an organized capacity?

as Yes o b° No -

‘What candidate did you work for? (specify)

3
oy

Is your father a registered voter?

a. Yes - b, No c, I don?t know

If you answered "Yes" to this‘question (#9), please answer

the following question°

How is your father reglstered (which party)’

f(spe01fy)

27



10,

11, -

12,

Did your father vote 1in the last Pre81dent1a1 Electlon?_.

(Nixon vs, Humphrey, .1968),

‘8, Yes o be No - co I don't know

Is your mother a registered thér? ‘ S
2o Yes - - be: No c. .I don't know v

"If you answered "Yes" to this question (#11), please

answer the follow1ng question:

How is your mother. registered (whlch party)? N

'(speCLfy)
Did ygur mother vote in the last Pr881dent1a1 Election?
(1968 ,

a, Yes b :No e I donﬁt kncw

Do your parents cons1der 1t 1mportant to reglster and

“vote?

a, Yes b, No 1f' co I don’t'know

. Have your parents shown interest in whether or not you

intend to register and vote in this November 8

.Presidential Election?
“a,. Yes o b, No

28 .
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_ .' For each of the follow1ng h questlons (# 15=18)9 please indicate
©  either "AGREE"™ or "DISAGREE" by writing an "A"™ or a "D" on the blank
space to the left of ‘the- number for that questlon° : .

15,

16,

17,

18,

I don‘t think pub11c OffIClals care much about what neoole
like me think, (Agree or Dlsagree) :

‘Voting is the only way that people llke me can have any

say about how the government runs thlngso (Agree or

_Dlsagree)

People 11ke me don't have any say about what the government
does, . (Agree or Dlsagree)

Sometlmes politiecs and government seem SO compllcated that
a person like me can't really understand What‘s going ono.

‘(Agree or Dlsagree)



PART B -

'For'the ﬂInstructiohs"‘and item§ of the I-E CéntrolVScaleg

3  sééiRotter‘(1966)o

CPART G

For the "Instructioné"'andfitems'of the Personal Opinidn» _

A .Survezg»seé.Faifchild»(l97l)bf  tA

30



_APPEDIX B . .

_ CORRELATION MATRIX

31



'TABLE B-1

. Intercorrelations Between A1l Variables

. POST .

o057

07

ST

REG  SEX AGE EDUC _ ETH  PARTY . WORK  FREG ~ FHOW ..F68
REG 1.000 009 =080 095 @ =,059 0,000 .090 2021 ;138 -,099
SEX 009 1,000 103 =111 =013 - -,088. 008  ..,037  .075. 0Bl
AGE =,080 .103 1,000 2579 .165 =,107 -.056 .168 =,169 . ,083
EDUC 095  =,111 o579 1,000 . o117 0107 =,002 085 = Ak .- 076
ETH =.,059  =,013 165 2117 1,000  =,0L7 067 1 085 =159 - 262
PARTY 0,000 =,058  =.107 ,107 - =,047 1,000 1,007 . L0%6 J3 =.088
WORK ,090 ,008.  =,056  =,002 067 ,007 1,000 - =,186  =.051  =.,122
FREG 021 037 .168 . ,085 085 056 - =186 1,000 0,000 o5h1.

- FHOW 138 075 =,169 =1Ll . =,159 A3 =051 0,000 1,000 . 052
‘F6B - 059 .06 ,083  ,076 2262 =,058 - =,122 7 .54l 052 1,000
MREG' 220l 127 - o137 121 2L5 053 068 . Q2h6 U1 L3L6
- MHOW 05k 098  =,230 =,100 =,111 2365 - 051 . 030 568 ,;=ooso o

. M68 217k 161 6 151 M12 =011 076 2107 SEPREPS b | [RRRRPL (¢
- IMPORT o .035 .079 ,136 JM06 056 =.18L 418 1,8
- INTENT 1,038 =,069 . ,035 079 ,061 . ,053 137 - 050 ¢ =,163 059
. PES J115°  -.221 - =,188 028 . ,0h6  =,171 =~ 103  =.120 - 182 1,031
© IETOT =,02h . o039 o1l 095 216 =2kl =,066 L0688  -,068 123
VI o111 052 179 L1120 L0330 =263 =.016 038 =148 ,089
MII 2167 =17 . =.063 069 16 =,082 =,0L0 ,018 089 212
POS1 1585 =.135 =,079 - 080 013 =301 003 - 128  =,052 029
PO32 - .079 172 =.068 03T =068 . . =,111 . <161 027 030 - 020
POS3 =02 .20k 107 =.007 130 - =,107  =,l0h 065 = =,001 .078
. POShL =002 =107 . 045 - 027  ,230  =.413 . -.082 J9 - =o2L0 075
* POS5. 008 26 G130 061 127 <33 = “elly " =a02h ,=og§$ R
A 032 =0 : =,073 0109 " ,310 =o ) . oV : o o e
e =ogoi -=oi%ﬁ . L00L° - =,270 J060 . ,188 - =.076 051

€



 TABLE'B-1--Continued

;MHGJ

. F68

+213

=079 .

DO CEE

l°35;, ‘ -

MREG - M68  IMPORT  INTENT PES  IETOT ~ MI - . POS1 -
REG -20Y 051 17l L1 ¢ 038 115 =02l =,111 +167 158
- SEX 127 098 161 2035 =069  =.221  ,039 052 =17  =,135
AGE L1370 =230 -1L6 079 035  =,188 L1k 179 =,063
EDUC - ,121  =,100 2151 136 079 ,028_ 095 112 069 - 080
ETH 245 =111 Jh12 0 Lob 061 0h6 - 16 . .033 W16 . .013
~ PARTY 053 0365  =.011 056 2053 =171 =241 <263 =082  -.301
WORK 068 051 . 076 =.,18) - ..137- 103 =066 =016  =,040 ,003
246 030 - ,107 - Lh18 050  =,120 . 068 038 018 128
. FHOW J1l 568 A1 L8 2,163 . 082 0 =,068 o, 148 089 <,052
S o346 =050 0 .510 517 . L059 031 123 089 212 . 1,029
~MREG -~ 1,000 0,000 ° 826 . .L36 o137 - G115 1,037 =,029 050 023
. MHOW 0,000 1,000 =,037 129 085 . .,085 =043  =.,077 20757 =,148
L’M68 : 0826 ' 99037 10000 : oh35 . 0117 0163>' 0082 =;0h3 0169
_ . IMPORT U360 129 35 1,000,170 201 o136 - 019 (198 138
~ INTENT . ' ,137 = .085 2117 o170 - 1,000 . 206 11l o L109 L007 -+ .. 083 .-
- PES - ,115 085 163 ;201 ,206 - 1,000 -~ - .370 5217 0512 2151
IETOT 037  =.043 082 2136 11k 370 1pooo o823 638 :
MI 2,029 =077 = =043 -~ 019" »109 217 .823 1,000 0291 ohis
MIT ,050 075 169,198 .007 o512 638 291 1,000 ;185
POS1 5023+ =,148 001,138 o053 s151 - ks S o185 1,000
- POS2 - ,098 061 L0561 122 =,064 129 2333 283 +239 0329
POS3 050  =,056 03 - .233 ,080  <,073 213 126,088 - 055
"POSL 069 . 2,212 - 062 158 2125 - ,0hh 205 211 »10 278
- POSS 018 . =,148 o) 1T T -009 095 o287 .27 158 $317
- P0OS6 087 029 229 O L375 2149 o575 261 2154 . .709 0236
JA91.  =,187 - .139 2273 . L159 1,368 229 +306

g



. TABLE B-l-=Continued

POS3

POS6

POST

0297

=,060

0290

2371

- POS2 POSky POSS POST -
REG 079 =024 =,002 ,008 0323 - =,001
SEX o W172 . .20L =,107 216 =.1ily =12
AGE -,068 .107 . L.0L5 2130 =,073 . 001
EDUC- .031 =,007 .027 061 109 .057
ETH =068 . ,130 - ,.230 .127 310 .07
PARTY'  =.111 =107 =413 = =,335 =,080 . =,270
XNYORK : S 161 S0 10h. = 0082 = 0130 007}.1. . 0060
FREG - 027 065 19 =,01h ,010 . ,188
FHOW 030  =,001 =210  =,024 =,002  =,076

’ F68 00.20 007,8 0075 _=005h . 0257 L ) oosl-i ’

* MREG ©,098 ,050 - ,069  ,018 : 087 .. 191

. NH‘IW . . 0061 =0056 - 30212 - ='°1h8 - 0029 ‘ 5 A‘="o187

M8 . 051 . 0h3 062 . 046 229 139

* IMPORT 2122 233 2158 . ,16L 375 - 1,273
" INTENT. =,06]; ,080 »125 5009 o9 - L159

- PES -~ L1129 =,073 Nonhn 095 575 . .363

- IETOT 7 .333 . L.213 205 287 ¢ 61 29
MI © .283 - .126 0211 27 L15h 2213
M IT .239 088 - 104 158 709 306
POS1 2329 055 278 317 236 355
P0OS2 1,000 . .00l 115 . hTh 2196 0297
POS3 © .00 1,000. 059 - ,026 010 =,060 . .
POSl »115 ,059 1,000 0337 122 0 290

- POS5 oli7h 026 .337 1,000 . ,163 . 358
P0S6 L L196 ,010 122 olgg 1,000 . 1,371

°358

1,000

Notéz With 100 degrees of freedom v_(df)':' at p < .05, r =,195; PR
p< 0l r=,25y; p<.00L, r=,321, With 50 df: at

p< 0059 r ‘"‘302735- p< 0019 r “‘035&3 P< 00019 r"uothQ

'



- TABLE B-2

: Mat¢héd N's_. foriintercorrelations Bétween. A1l Variables

REG SEX. “AGE  EDUC = ETH PARTY  WORK . FREG FHOW ~  F68
. REG 102 102 - 102 102 102 63 102 96 78 . 90
©SEX 102 102 102 102 102 63 102 9% 18 . 9
AGE 102 102 102 102 102 63 102 % - 78 90
- -EDUC 102 102 102 102 . 102 63 102 9% .78 - 90 .
. ETH 102 102 102 - 102 102 63 102 % 18 90
- PARTY 63 63 63 63 63 63 63 59 53 97
. WORK 1102 102 102 . 102 . 102 0 63 0 102 9 . 78 90 .
FREG 96 - 9 - 96 96 96 59 9% 9% - 78 89
 FHOW 7 718 % 78 768~ 53 78 7 . 18 7
- F6B - ~90 90 9% 90 90 .~ 57 - . 90 89 . 72 .90
MREG 100 100 100 100 100 . 61 100 95 77 89
MHOW 76 % 76 . 76 - 76 - 53 76 12 69 .. 67
M68 - 95 95 95 95 95 59 . 95 .89 . 72 .. -89
TMPORT - 93 .93 93 -93.- 7 93 59 - 93 By T3 85
INTENT 102 102 102 102 102 63 - 102 .- 9% . 18 . 90 -
PES 102 1102 0 102 102 S102 63 01020 96 78 90 -
IETOT 102 102 102 102 102 63 102 . 96 78 - 90 .
MI 102 102 102 102 102 63 . 102 - 96 7 . .90
CMII 102 - 102 102 102 102 63.° 102 - 9% - 78 . 90
'POST 102 102 102 102 102 63 102 96 78 . 90
POS2 102 1102 0 102 102 102 . 63 102 9% . 718 - 9
' POS3 102 102 102 102 ¢ 102 63 102 9% - 18 90
POSh - 102 102 102 102 102 . 63 102 . 96 78 . 90
.- P0OS5- 102 102 0 102 102 102 63 - 102 . 9% 78 . 90
P0OS6 102 102 102 - 102 - 102 63 . 102 - 96 - 78 . 90
POS7 102 102 102 102 102 63 . 102 - 9% - 78 - 90
: \\?1 "



‘_l‘ABLE B-2--Continued

- IMPORT  INTENT .

TIETOT

MI

. ETH

. PES

102

- 102

102

102

MREG - 3 PES M II  POS1
REG 100 76 95 . 93 102 102 102 102, 102 . 102 .
-~ SEX 100 76 95 ' 93 1102 102 0 102 102 0 1020 102
. AGE 100 76 95 93 102 102 - 102 102 102 . 102
_EDUC 100 76 95 93 102 102 102 102 - 102 - 102
‘ 100 - 76 95 93 102 102 102 102 102 - 102
PART 61 53 | 59 59 63 63 63 63 63 63
WORK 100 76 95 93 102 - 102 102 102 102 - 102
FREG 95 72 89: - 89 96 96 96 96 - 96 - 96
77 69 72 73 78 78 78 78 M 18
F68 . . 89. 671 .. 89 8- 9%  -.9%. - 9% . 9 .9 - 90 -
.. MREG © 100 © 76 ol 92 100 ‘100 100 ©100- 100 100
. MHOW. 7% 76 70 71 76 7% - 16 76 - 76 . 76
s ok Tl 5 8 s % 95 95 95 9%
IMPORT 92 71 89 . 93 93 93 . 93 93 - - 93 93
INTENT 100 76 95 . 93 102 102 102 - 102 . 102102
PES - - 100- 7% 95 93 102 102 - 102 - 102 102 -
IETOT 100 76 95 © 93 102 . 102 102 102 102 102,
MI 100 - 76 95 93 102 - 102 102 102 102 102
M IT 100 76 .95 93 .. 102 . 102 102 . 102 . 102 102
S POS1L 100 76 95 93 102 102 102 102 102 102
POS2 - 100 76 95 93 . 102 102 102 102 102 . 102
“POS3 100 76 95 93 102 102 102 102 102 102
“POSL . 100 76 95 93 102 102 - 102 . 102 102 102
. POSS - 100 76 95 93 102 1102 0 102 102 102 102
~'POS6 100- 76 95 93 102 102 102 102 - 102 - 102
100 76 95 93 102 102 102

ot



TABLE B§25=Continuéd',

POS2 ~ POS3  POSh - POSS  POS6  POS?

REG - 102 102 102 102 102 . 102
SEX 102 102 102 102 102 102
AGE ©102 102 102 - 102 - 102 102 .
EDUC - 102 | 102 102 . 102 102 102 .

~ FTH -~ . 102 102 102 102 102 - 102

PARTY 63 63 63 - .63 - 63 63
WORK 102 102 102 - 102 102 102
FREG - 9% . 96 9% . % 9% . . 9%

. FHOW - 78 78 78 78 718 78

- F68 .90 %0 .90 - 90 9 90

.~ MREG - 100 . 100 - 100 - . 100 - - 100 < 100
MHOW 76 76 76 % 76 - 76

M68 95 " 95 95 - 95 . 95 95
~ IMPORT 93 . 93 93 93 93 93
INTENT 102 © 102 102 . 102 102 102
PES . . 102 102 102 1020 102 102
IETOT - - 102 - . 102 102 102 . 102 . 102
M 102 102 102 102 102 - 102
S MIT . 102 . 102 . 102. 102 102 102
S POSL. 102 102 102 102 102 102
©POS2 102 102 . 102 102 102 102
‘POS3 - 102 102 102 02 102 . 102
POS), 102 102 102 102 102 102
P0SS 102 102 102 102 102 102
POS6 102 102 - 102 0 1020 102 - 102
POS7 102 102 102 - 102 102 102 -

._'ng
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