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ABSTRACT
THE RELATIONSHIP AMONG FIELD DEPENDENCE, FEAR OF SUCCESS

AND THE PROTESTANT ETHIC FOR AFRO-CARIBBEANS,
AFRO-AMERICANS AND WHITE COLLEGE STUDENTS

by
Sandra Virginia Gonsalves

Adviser: Dr., Florence L. Denmark

The underlying theoretical and empirical relationship
among three psychological constructs Qiz. field dependence
(FD), the fear of success (FOS), and the Protestant Ethic
({PE} were assessed for Afro-Caribbeans, Afro-Americans and
white college students. Some of the principal purposes of
this investigation were (1) to extend correlational findings
among each of the constructs, and provide construct valida-
tion for each of the personality dimensions (2) to generate
current normative data for the scales (3) to validate the
instruments on an ethnically plural sample, some of whom have
received scant attention in the psychological literature and
(4) to factor analyze the PE scales,

The a priori hypotheses advanced were: (1) PFD would
endorse more FOS items than field independent (Pl) in-
dividuals; (2) Greater levels of psycholegical differen-
tiation (FI) would be associated with high PE endorsement;
(3) High levels of FOS would be associated with low levels of

PE endorsement; (4) The Hidden Figures Test (HPT) and the

iv



Group Embedded Figures Test (GEPFT) would be positively and
significantly correlated; (5) The two PE scales would be
positively and significantly correlated; (6) No statistically
significant differences in PE endorsement would be svinced
for Afro-Americans and Afro-Caribbeans; (7) Pemales would
score in the FD direction; (8) Afro-Americans and Afro-Carib-
beans would be more FD vis-a~-vis their Anglo counterparts
and; (9) Afro-Caribbeans would score higher on the PE scale
compared to whites,

A total of 300 subjects voluntarily participated in this
investigation as part of a nonprobability sample. The
revised version of the Statistical package for the Social
Science (SPSSX) was utilized as the software for data
analyses. Pearson correlations, partial correlations,
t-teats, factor analyses, ANOVAS, and multiple regression
analyses were performed to illuminate the relationships among
the psychological constructs., Two measures of FI/FD (the
GEFT and the HFT), two measures of the Protestant Ethic (the
Blood (1969) Pro-Protestant Ethic scale and the Mirels and
Garrett (1971) scale and the Zukerman and Allison (1976) Fear
of Success scale were administered to the research
participants.

The findings evinced support for hypotheses 1, 4, 5, 6,
7. 8 and 9. However, hypotheses 2 and 3 remained uncon-
ficmed. Rather than a positive correlation, a negative

correlation emerged when the two measures of FI were



correlated with the two PE scales, Additionally, positive
relationships were evinced when the PE scales were correlated
with the FOS scale. Another unanticipated finding that
emerged was that Blacks obtained a significantly higher mean
score on the FOS scale compared to their white cohorts.
Plausible explanations with Afro-centrically oriented
interpretations are advanced to account for these findings.

Future directions for empirical research are suggested.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCT ION

Thus far, the empirical and theoretical interrelation-
ships among field dependence (FD), the fear of success (FOS),
and the Protestant Ethic (PE) have :oﬁained essentially
unexplored in the area of social/personality psychology.

In fact, the psychological literature is devoid of any
systematic analysis of the patterns of endorsement of Afro-
Caribbeans and Afro-Americans on personality scales either
separately, together, or vis-a-vis their white cohorts. This
study in its design and execution marries these twin issues
with the view of profoundly illuminating some of the
underlying relationships and/or dimensions while simul-~
taneously focusing meaningful but special attention on two
Black ethnic groups that have received scant if any serious
attention in the field.

In reality, the psychological construct dubbed field
dependence/field independence has been empirically grounded
in a plethora of investigations., As a result, this style has
been correlated with a vast array of personality and
behavioral traits (Loo, 1978; Doyle, 1976; Fine, 1972; Carter
and Loo, 1979; Beck, 1971; Lau, Figuerres and Davi;, 1981;
Hughes, Hall and Chambers, 1978; Loo and Townsend, 1977;

Evans, 1967; Willoughby, 1967; Stuart, 1965; Hellkamp and



Marr, 1965; Levy and Rokeach, 1960; Fenchel, 1958; Zaks,
1954; Breskin and Gorman, 1969; Soat, 1974; Pawelkiewicz and
McIntire, 1965; Guyot, Fairchild and Johnson, 1984; Watkins
and Astilla, 1979; 2ukerman, Kolin, Price and 2o0b, 1964;
Zukerman and Link, 1968; Farley, 1974; Bone and Choban, 1972;
Lesnik-Oberstein and Cohen, 1984; Ohnmacht, 1968; Johnson

et al., 1969; Cattell, 1969; Cattell and Hundleby, 1968;
Doyle, 1975; Margulis, 1971; Dana and Goocher, 1959;
Sousa-Poza, Roherberg and Shulman, 1973; Duke, 1969; and
Simon and Wilde, 1971). Yet, in spite of its seeming
longevity in the psychometric literature, according to the
author's research, no study to date has assessed its
interrelationship to the personality varjables that are
referred ‘to here, viz: the Protestant Ethic and the fear of
success.

However, besides the mere fact that these dispositional
variables are in and of themselves intrinsically interesting
and worthy of study in their own right, some more compelling
rationale for relating them include:

l. With one exception, the relationship of cognitive
styles to motivational variables has been sparsely
reported in the literature (Wertheim and Mednick,
1958).

2, The findings on the Protestant Ethic and fear of
success can provide a useful glimmer or insight into

the value orientation of ethnic groups in the mosaic



of American society and help to ascertain the extent to which
they share (or not share) the core values on competition or
ways in which success can be attained in a capitalist system.

Besides the foregoing rationale, there are multiple

reasons for the importance of this investigation. These
include:

l. To assess the correlations among three constructs
that have not been theoretically and empirically
related to each other in the psychological
literature,

2. To factor analyze the PE and the FOS scales in order
to assess their underlying dimensions and to illumin-
ate the correlational pattern to other personality
variables,

3. To extend correlational findings among each of the
constructs and by extension to provide construct
validation for each of these dispositional variables.

4. To assess whether these correlations also hold for
minority group members living within a majority
culture.,

5. To generate current normative data for the scales on
a mixed sample,.

6. To assess the correlates of gender differences in
performance,

7. To assess the relationship between FI and motiva-

tional variables.



B. To ascertain whether the findings on POS also hold
for Afro-Caribbeans.
9. To obtain a reliability estimate for both the Blood
(1969) Pro-Protestant Ethic scale and the Mirels and
Garrett (1971) scale.
10. To assess perceptual articulation among Afro-Carib-
beans and Afro-Americans with a college age sample,
In order to obtain an insight into each of the dimensions
that will be examined, the author will first provide a suc-
cinct yet thorough overview of each of the conastructs, which
will then be followed by a crisp integration of the
psychological literature in Chapter 2.

FIELD INDEPENDENCE/FIELD DEPENDENCE

Introduction

Eschewing the S-R approach as a conceptual model account-
ing for the complexities of human behavior, the influence of
cognitive processes as mediators between the environment and
the organism's response to the environment gathered momentum,
Mahoney (1977) has taken notice of this radicalization within
the psychological literature as well as the spate of recent
publications on cognition (Messick and Associates, 1976;
Kogan, 1976).

Brody (1972) has observed the infiltration of cognitive
approaches into personality research within the last decades.

These perspectives share several characteristics such as



placing emphasis on style over content. This view accentu-
ates the formal characteristics of thought rather than the
actual content of thought. Yet, another identifying mark of
cognitive styles includes prediction of other personality
characteristics based on knowledge of an individual's per-
ceptual orientation. Additionally, the cognitive approach
views cognitive styles as traits.

Cognitive styles can be operationally defined as
individual difference and information processing variables.
They are hypothetical constructs that refer to the manner in
which individuals conceptually organize their environment
(Goldstein & Blackman, 1978; Messick, 1976). They are
pervasive, stable dimensions and self-consistent modes of
functioning which are cross-situational and have implications
in perceptual, social and intellectual activities (Witkin,
Oltman, Raskin & Xarp 1971). Additionally, cognitive styles
are conceived as process rather than content variables,
(Witkin and Goodenough, 1977; Goodenough, 1978) in that, they
answer the queation of “"how" rather than "what®" of behavior.

Some psychologists differentiate between cognitive
controls and cognitive styles. Klein (1954) was the first
one to introduce the terminology cognitive controls, These
cognitive controls function like the Freudian ego controls in
that they delay need gratification. Gardner and Long (1962)
augmented this definition by stating that ".,.controls are

viewed as enduring cognitive structures that, like defense



mechanisms, presumably emerge in the course of development
from the interaction of genetic and experiential
determinants" (p. 387).

Historically, there have been a proliferation of termin-
clogies to refer to dimensions of perceptual functioning,
These include "“perceptual attitude", "cognitive attitudes”,
"cognitive system principles”, "cognitive controls" and
“cognitive control principles". 1In spite of this, however,
Kagan & Kogan (1970) noted that the distinction between
cognitive style and cognitive control has not been strictly
adhered to. The writer will refer tc these personality

dimensions as cognitive styles as Mesasick et al., (1976) do.

PSYCHOLOGICAL DIFFERENTIATION

The theoretical framework in which the FI/FD construct is
embedded is psychological differentiation, 1In wWitkin et al's
(1962) earliest conceptualization, FD was defined as reliance
on either the visual field or the body as referents in the
perception of the upright. Field dependent individuals have
an external frame of reference, are global in processing
information, accept the prevailing field as given, and
demonstrate interpersonal competencies, On the other hand,
however, field independents are analytical in their
articulation of incoming information and have an internal
frame of reference. Expectedly then, they perform well in

cognitive restructuring tasks (Goodenough, 1978).



Field independence/dependence is essentially viewed as
a bipolar construct. Each pole has adaptive features under
varying conditions, but is considered neutral with regard to
value-orientation. Witkin and Goodencugh {(1977) have
modified this theoretical construct and parsimoniously
redefined FD/F1 as "a general ability to overcome embedding
contexts in perception" (p. 3). Besides perception, this
orientation is evident in intellectual and scocial domains.
Field independence is related to Thurstone's (1944) "flexi-
bility of closure" as identified through his factor analytic
studies, and is also related to Guilford's (1967) "“convergent
production of figural transformation",

The theory of differentiation or psychological differ-
entiation is the model used to account for new findings in
individual differences in establishing the upright in space.
Beyond this usage, Witkin, Goodenough and Oltman (1978) noted
that "the differentiation construct was also intended to
serve as a guide to further research on the basis and scope
of the broad patterns of individual psychological func-
tioning" (p. 2).

The first attempt to grapple with the theory of psycholog-
ical differentiation was in the 1962 bock entitled Psycholog-

ical Differentiation written by Witkin, Dyk, Paterson,

Goodenough and Karp (1962), Differxentiation refers to the

complexity of an organismic structure; a system that is



highly differentiated is heterogeneous and contains special-
ized subsystems, while a less differentiated system is
relatively homogenecus. Witkin et al, (1978) further add
that

"a system which is more differentiated shows

greater self-nonself segregation, signifying

definite boundaries between and inner core of

attributes, feelings and needs, identified as the

self, and the outer world particularly other

people. In a less differentiated system, in

contrast, there is a greater connectedness between

self and others. A system which is more

differentiated is also characterized by greater

segregation of psychological functions; that is

functions are more separate from each other and

activities within each are more specialized. 1In a

differentiated system, these separate, specialized

functions are complexly interrelated forming a

hierachical structure” (p. 2).

Further, Witkin et al,, (1978) posited the notion that
constructs radiate from psychological differentiation as
indicators, with articulated cognitive functioning being the
first of the lower-order construct. This type of functioning
entails experiencing the visual field as discrete and
organized. Moving chronologically down, is separate
identity. Here the individual is cognizant that his/her
needs, values, and attributes are distinct and separate from
others, This assists the person in some way to maintain
autonomous functioning in the face of contradictory
alternatives.

An articulated body concept constitutes the third lower-

order indicator of differentiation. "This refers to an



impression of the body as having definite limits of bound-
aries and the parts within as discrete yet interrelated, and
joined into a definite structure” (Witkin et al., 1978,

p. 4).

The final indicator of differentiation is impulse
control. The type of defense mechanism employed in impulse
control is an indicator of more or less differentiated
functioning., Denial and repression are considered un-
specialized and developmentally primitive defenses that are
associated with a FD mode of functioning, Isolation, pro-
jection and intellectualization are specialized defenses
which FIs utilize (Brody, 1972).

There is a positive and linear relationship between
chronological age and differentiation. The perceptual index,
ag Witkin's measure of differentiation, demonstrates that the
differentiated individual should be more analytic and should
be able to effectively segregate items from a complex
gestalt.

Witkin et al., (1978) made some modification from their
1962 model of psychological differentiation. Witkin and
Goodenough (1977) referred to a number of cognitive dimen-
sions requiring spatial restructuring including speed of
closure, functional fixity task {(match stick problem),
conservation, and perspectivism. These tasks are correlated

with good performance on tests of FI,
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Some of the most recent modification of PFI/FD include:

l) Articulated {versus global) approach consisting of
two separate functions: cognitive restructuring and
teliance on vestibular referents.

2) Individuvals who rely on an external visual field have
a more interpersonal orientation, pay selective
attention to social cues, seek more physical
proximity, and are more self-disclosing than field
independents, Pield independents are often described
as cold, more preoccupied with ideas and principles
than with other people.

3) A hierachically-ordered relationship between autono-
mous functioning, cognitive restructuring, and
interpersonal competencies is part of wWitkin and
Goodenough's (1977) reformulation. 1In advancing
causal relationships between these three variables,
they explained that self-nonself is implicated in
reliance on external referents. These have con-
sequences for the development of interpersonal
competencies and the causal relationship between
restructuring and autonomous functioning. BEm-
pirically, it has been established that a more
autonomous individual goes beyond the visual field
and information given which entails breaking up the

organized gestalt so that its parts are discrete.
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"In this view, the development of cognitive
restructuring skills is conceived of as rocoted in
such basic characteristics as developed self-nonself
segregation and individual autonomy" (Witkin and
Geodenough, 1977, p. 26).

4) Another major modification of the FD construct is
the introduction of mobility - fixity of the cog-
nitive variable. The jdea proferred by Witkin and
Goodenough (1977), is that, with the appropriate life
experiences, individuals can acquire both cognitive
restructuring and interpersonal competencies as part
of their mode of functioning. A mobile individual
can show characteristics of both styles. However,
fixed individuals display characteristics that are

prototypical of the FI or FD stylistic mode.

MEASURES OF FIELD INDEPENDENCE/FIELD DEPENDENCE

Since the author used two measures of FI/FD (The Group
Embedded Figures Test and the Hidden Figures Test), a cursory
overview of all the measures seem appropriate. The earliest
measures of PI/FD were individually administered in the
experimental laboratory, and were concerned with the inner
versus visual field cues in the perception of the upright
(witkin and Asch, 1948a, 1948b). With the need to engage in
large scale measurement, group administered version of
certain measures were developed. Some of PD/FI tests

include:



1)

2)

3)

4)

12

Tilting Room ~ Tilting Chair Test

In this test, the subject is seated in a chair that
may be tilted. The room however is tilted left or
right around the subject and measures 70® x 71" x 69".
The subject is required to move the chair to an
upright position. Correct alignment with the true
vertical occurs if the perceptual conflict is resolved
in favor of internal cues.

Rotating Room Test

Here, subjects and the room are rotated around a
circular track. The room is in an upright position.
The task remains the same as in the first test, in
that, research participants are required to align
themselves to the true vertical. However, in this
task, reliance on the visual field will lead to
accurate performance.

Body Adjustment Test

This test consists of six trials. In three trials,
the room and chair are tilted in the same direction.
In the other three trials, the room and chair are
tilted in opposite directions. Once again, the
subject is required to locate the upright.
Rod-and-frame test (RPT)

This test was one of the major instruments used in
early research, The research participant is seated

in a dark room, and is asked to view a luminous
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13

square rod suspended within a luminous frame. The
individual is regquired to align the rod to the true
vertical., In the first series, the frame and the
subject's body are both tilted 28 degrees to the
opposite sides. 1In the third series, the subject
remains erect while the frame is tilted 28 degrees
to the left or right, The total score is obtained by
converting the subject's score in each series into a
standard score. The three scores are then averaged,
Witkin et al,, (1962) have recommended administering
the third series of the RPT instead of the complete
test as a time-saver.

The Embedded Figures Test (EFT)

The Embedded Figures Test (EFT) as an individually
administered test of FI/FD is suitable for gesearch
participants 10 years and older. The individual is
required to locate a simple geometric figure which
is concealed within a complex gestalt. Witkin had
selected 24 figures from the ones originally de-
veloped by Gottschaldt (1926) and chromatized some
of them in order to increase test difficulty and
complexity.

The participants are given a maximum of five minutes
for each figure, and the score is derived from the
mean amount of time taken to locate all 24 figqures.

Witkin et al,, (1971) prepared a manual outlining
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_ specific instructions for the group administered

version. Jackson (1956) recommended the use of the
first 12 items of the EFT to save time in
administration., The short form correlated .99 with
the whole scale and can be administered within three
minutes, A group administered version of the EPT is
the Group Embedded Figures Test (GEFT). It has been
extensively used and is significantly correlated with
other measures of FD (Witkin et al., 1971).

Hidden Figures Test (HFT)

Another measure of FI/FD that has gained a modicum
of popularity in the psychometric literature is the
Hidden Figures Test (HFT-~Cfl). This test is an
adaptation of Gottschaldt's (1926) Figure Test.
Individuals are required to locate one of five
geometric figures which is embedded in a complex
achromatic design, Unlike the EFT which in part is
chromatic, the entire HFT is achromatic. French,
Ekstrom and Price (1963) have noted that the test is
very difficult.

The test is comprised of two parts with 16 test items
in each section., The total administration time is 20
minutes, The HFT is suitable for grades 6 through 16
(college-age samples), and is scored in terms of the

number of figures correctly disembedded.
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Norms for HFT (Cf-1)

Since the HFT has been infregquently used, the writer will
present some normative data through which the present find-
ings may be appropriately interpreted., 1In fact, one of the
earliest set of norms for the HFT (Cf-1l) was reported by
Jackson, Messick and Myers (1964). They found a mean of 8,12
and an SD of 3.80 with a sample of 52 males and 60 female
undergraduates at Pennsylvania State University. Willoughby
though (1967) reported separate mean HFT scores for males and
females, The mean HFT score for males was 12.44 with an SD
of 5.26 while the mean HFT score for females was 11.51 with
an SD of 5.14. Boersma (1968B) reported means of 10.52
(SD 6.42) and 15.96 (SD=6.42) in two administrations
respectively for a total of 216 male and female under-
graduates in education. During that same year, Ohnmacht
(1968) reported a mean HFT score (Cf-1l) of 10.17 (5D=5.,23).

Levine (1976), Pargman, Bender & Deshaies (1975), and
Dargel & Kirk (1973) administered the HFT but failed to
report any norms., The most recent normative data on the HFT
has been provided by Weissenberg (1978), For a sample of 37
students in a class on organizational behavior, he reported a
mean score of 9.5 with an SD of 6,93, Using a different
scoring system, Williams (1975) reported a mean HFT score of
23,52 and an 8D of 5.52. 1In discussing her scoring system,
she stated "(T]he score is 10 points plus the total number of

correctly completed figures minus the number of incorrectly
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completed figures. Higher scores are indicative of greater
field independence" (Williams, 1975, p. 282). Dargel and
Kirk (1971) classified subjects whose sacores were 14.25 or
above as Fls and those whose scores were 7.20 or below as
FDs.

Gender Differences in HPT

There have been some limited attempts to examine gender
differences in HFT. Jackson et al., (1964) found no gender
differences in EFT I1I (HFT) performance, Boersma, (1968)
and Willoughby, (1967) also reported no gender differences in
HFT performance. The latter reported that the mean RFT score
for males was 12.44 with an SD of 5.26, while the mean HPT

score for females was 11.51 (SD=5,14).

RELEVANT FINDINGS ON FI/FD

Gender Differences

There have been a spate of empirical investigations that
have examined gender differences in the FI/FD dimension.
Thia particular investigation wanted to assess whether these
findings in gender differences would pan out cross—-eth-
nically. The overwhelming conaistency in findings has
supported the claim that women are more FD (Boersma, 1968;
Blanton and Nunnally, 1964; Parasnis and Long, 1979; Dreyer,
Dreyer and Nebelkopf, 1971; Piebert, 1967; Erdos, 1979;
Copeland, 1983; Maccoby and Jacklin, 1974; Tyler, 1974;
Witkin, Dyk, PFaterson, Goodenough, and Xarp, 1974; Rolm,
Bergman and Borg, 1980; Hughes, Hall and Chambers, 1978;
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Petrakis and Hanson, 1981; Bogo, Winget and Gleser, 1971;
Witkin et al,, 1962; Morf, Kavanaugh and McConville, 1970;
Stuart and Murgatroyd, 1971; Hulfish, 1978). Even
cross-cultural research has given convincing support to
gender differences in FI1/FD style (Parlee and Rajagopal,
1974). Allen and Cholet (1978) in providing a summary of
studies using the RFT and EFT reported that gender accounts
for less than 15% of the variance of FD scores.

At the same time, however, there are findings that have
demonstrated no gender differences in FI (Hughes, 1978;
Stuart, Breslow, Brechner, Ilyus, and Wolpoff, 1965; Lis and
Powers, 1979; Bush and Ecker, 1980; Jackson, Messick and
Myers, 1964; Svinicki et al., 1974; petrakis, 1979, 1981;
Dreyer, Nebelkopf and Dreyer, 1969; Pawelkiewicz and
McIntire, 1975}. 1Interestingly, Di Nuovo (1984) and Hughes
(1978) found that allowing subjects unlimited time minimized
the gender differences in disembedding.

However, there has been some developmental evidence that
girls were more FI than boys at age 5 and 7 (Coates, 1974;
Lee, Fant, Life, Lipe and Carter, 1978).

Field Dependence Among Afro-Americans

Although there have been a number of cross-cultural
studies (Pande, 1970; Page and Marais, 1981; Du Preez, 1968;
Jegede and Bamgboye, 1982; Berry, 1966; Siann, 1972; Watkins
and Astilla, 1979, 1980, 198l1; Fitzgerald and Hunt, 1977;

Preale, Amir and Sharan, 1970; Dershowitz, 1971; Cionini,
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Smith, Magaroc and Velecogna, 1979; Weitz, 1971; Vernon,
1965; Mitchelmore, 1973, 1974; Roach, 1979; Vigeland, 1973;
Witkin, Price-Williams et al., 1974; Kagan, 1974; Knight,
Kagan, Nelson and Gumbiner, 1978) unquestionably, there is a
dearth of empirical investigations that have examined the
differential effects of race on levels of field dependence,
One of the earliest attempts to do so was conducted by
Barclay and Cusumano (1967)., However, the primary purpose
of their study was to assess the relationship between father
absence on level of perceptual articulation. Using the RFT
as a measure of FI/FD, they advanced the hypothesis that
paternal absence during formidable developmental years leads
to cross-sex identification among male adolescents. Their
findings demonstrated that father-absent boys (both Black
and white} were more FD than father-present boys. However,
Black adolescents were significantly more FD than white
boys. One methodological flaw of this research which limits
its external validity is its sole use of male research
participants,

Schratz (1976) using adolescents as well as pre-
adolescents explored the relationship between gender and
ethnic membership on psychological differentiation and
mathematical skilla. Using 160 male and female research
participants in the third to ninth grade, she found that
white males' median score exceseded that of white females.

However, quite unexpectedly, Black females had higher scores
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than Black males, indicating greater levels of differentia-
tion., Evidence of FD among Afro-Americans was adduced.

Using a total of 184 young participants between the ages
of 4 1/2 to 7 1/2 years, Gill, Herdtner and Lough (1968)
administered a modified RFT. Samples of children were drawn
from middle~class schools or from lower socioeconomic
sections of the city. Their findings demonstrated that
Black children scored in the FD direction, compared to
middle-class whites.

One hundred and eighty children from different ethnic
groups were used as research participants by Ramirez and
Price-Williams (1974). Subjects were ethnically divided
between Blacks, Mexican-Americans and Anglo-Americans.

Also, half of the subjects in each group were equally
divided in terms of gender. Using the portable RFT, they
found evidence that substantiated their hypothesis, Afro-
American children were more FD compared to their Anglo
counterparts, A similar trend of FD in Afro-American was
gleaned from Ritzinger's (1971) research. He employed a
sample of 48 Afro-American children between the ages of six
and eleven,

Forty sixth-grade children from a suburban residential
area served as research participants and were administered
the EFT. Black children scored in the FD direction compared
to Anglos; however, Black females were more FD than Black

males,
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One of two studies that have examined FI/FD among col-
lege students is that of Shade's (1981). She administered
the GEFT to a small sample of 18 men and 18 women, who were
equally divided by race, Her results evinced no evidence of
race or gender differences. Yet, the small sample size
might have washed out statistically significant differences.
In a second experiment in the same article, Shade (1981)
using 23 Afro-Americans and 17 Euro-Americans, found
evidence of greater FD among Black students compared to
their white cohorts.

In summary then, there is a consistent thread in the
empirical literature on field articulation among Afro-
Americans that they score in the field dependent direction
compared to their white cohorts, Therefore, this present
investigation will test this notion and further provide
updated normative data on this Black ethnic group using a
college-age sample,

THE PROTESTANT ETHIC: FORMULATIONS
SCALES, CORRELATES AND FINDINGS

The development of modern capitalism and its pluralistic
structures has been critically subjected to socioceconomic
analysis by Karl Marx., However, Max Weber, a social thinker,
embedded within a predominantly socioclogical milieu and frame-
work and flavored with a hiastorical tone has presented a
thesis on capitalism, He deduced the embryonic formation of
an awesome, ubiquitous, and individualistic force called

"capitalism"”, by advancing a causal, isomorphic relationship



between religious radicalism as expressed in Calvinism, and
the formation of capitalist systems.

Some of Weber's notions were gleaned from 17th century
Puritanical teaching and writings. The nucleus of his
thesis was that the Protestant Ethic, embraced within the
Calviniat dogma and theology, provided moral and religious
Justification for the ferocious yet rational pursuit of
wealth. Capitalism according to this formulation was an
epiphenomenal outcome of Calvinism, Diligence, secular
asceticism, hard work, conscientiousness, deferment of
gratification, frugality, prudence, and the abhorrence of
waste and idleness were characteristics that proved to be
the passport to rapid commercial prosperity for both the

individual and collective group in a secular system of

economic development. It was this material success that was

used as visible and tangible evidence of one's calling, and
future glorification in the heavenly realm (Weber, 1958).
On the other hand, poverty and other social stigmas of
immorality served to socially ostracize and exert pressure
on anyone who didn't fully comply with highly competitive
entrepreneurial standards,

Weber's thesis is as riddled with controversy among
Protestant and Catholic theologians aljke, as it is among
economic historians and sociological scholars many of whom
feel that Catholic dogma does not militate against econonmic
motivation and achievement (Giddens, 1976). However, Green

{1959} notes that "Weber's thesis ... has become in some
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instances, the victim of partisan contention® (p. IX). He
has compiled a number of articles written by scholars in
different fields of academic endeavor, critiquing Weber.
Some of these criticisms run the gamut from cogently
asserting that Weber's concept is reductionistic, over-
simplified, and narrow (Hudson, 1959; Robertson, 1959) to
the notion that Weber's emphasis on the role of Calviniam as
a secular ascetic institution was deficient or inadeguate in
explaining the relationship between Protestantism and
capitalism (Tawney, 1959). Tawney (1959) has argued for a
reverse dynamism in which religious changes might have been
contingent upon economic fluctuations. Yet, others have
vehemently attacked Weber on historical grounds, showing
that Protestantism had no impact on the development of
modern capitalism (Hyma, 1959). The unidimensional nature
of Weber's thesis that religion was sufficient condition for
the development of capitalism has alsoc come under much
assajl, Additionally, a methodological criticism that has
been appropriately levelled against Weber's thesis was that
he limited his analysis to Western economic structures, and
did not take into consideration the characteristics of other
non-Western capitalistic institutions (Giddens, 1976).
Beyond its obvious socioeconomic relevance, Weber's
concept as a psychological construct magnetized various
regsearchers and gathered momentum. McClelland (1961)
elaborated on this conception, and related the work ethic
to achievement motivation and economic prosperity within

different cultures,
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Mirels and Garrett (1971) in their attempts to explore
the psychological nature of this construct, developed a 19
item, factor analyzed scale, They were one of the first ones
to conceptualize the Protestant Ethic (PE) as a dispositional
variable, However, prior to this, Blood (1969) developed an
eight-item Pro-Protestant Ethic scale. During 1971, both
Mirels and Garrett (1971) as well as Wollack, Goodale,
Wijting and Smith (1971) published their measures of the
Protestant Ethic. Wollack et al's (1971) Survey of Work
values (SWV) was comprised of 54 items.

Waters, Baltis and water (1975) have assessed the
interrelationship between Wollack et al's (1971) Survey of
Work Values, Blood's (1969) Pro-Protestant Ethic scale and
Mirels and Garrett's (1971) Protestant Ethic Scale. Addi-
tionally, they correlated each scale with the Rotter's I/E
Scale, SAT total score, and cumulative grade point average,
Their results were consistent with Mirels and Garrett's
(1971) findings that higher PE scorers were more internal,
None of the PE scales were significantly related to academic
performance (as measured from GPA scores) and except for the
SWV extrinsic subscales, the PE scales were unrelated to SAT
scores. The three Protestant Ethic scales were positively
and significantly correlated with each other, However, these
researchers did not produce any normative data on any of

these scales as the current author has done.
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The PE scale has been correlated with other personality
measures, Mirels and Garrett {1971) found a positive
relation to the Mosher scales for sex guilt and morality
conscience guilt, authoritarianism, and internal locus of
control in an all-male sample. However, for both sexes, PE
gscores were correlated with the Strong Vocational Interest
Blank, that is, with occupations involving concrete and
pragmatic approaches to work. The obverse was true, in that
the PE scale was negatively correlated with occupations
requiring emotional sensitivity and humanistic values.

Norms for American males and females were generated but
they didn't produce global norms as the present author has
done, The findings indicated no statistically significant
difference between the genders, but demonstrated good
internal consistency (Alpha=.79) (Mirels and Garrett, 1971).
Extending this, Heaven (1980) has produced cross-cultural
norms for white South African males from his sample of 99
students. He found the mean PE score to be higher than the
American mean. However, he does not indicate whether this
difference was statistically significant. In reporting the
mean score for his sample, he simply stated that, "[T]his
difference suggests that white English-speaking South
Africans endorsed the basic contentions of the Proteatant
Ethic more strongly than 4id American respondents™ (Heaven,

1980, p. 47). Additionally, he suggests in his brief article
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deleting nine items on the original scale, sc that it may be
more applicable for use in South Africa.

The present author feels that because Heaven (1980) did
not include females in his sample, it limits the external
validity of his findings even within the South African
context. Further, because of this methodological omission,
and the insufficient generation of global normative data
which could be statistically validated through the use of
t-tests, it makes suspect, tentative, or conditional his
proposed modification of the PE scale, On the other hand,
however, taking these shortcomings into consideration, my
study parallels Mirels and Garrett's (1971) seminal work by
including both males and females in the sample.

Other cross-cultural studies assessing levels of the
Protestant Ethic have been conducted in Australia (Ray, 1982)
Great Britain (Furnham, 1982), Asia (Bellah, 1979), India
(Kennedy, 1962) and among Malaysians and the English (Furnham
and Mahiudeen, 1984).

The differences between religious groups in differential
adherence to the Protestant Ethic have generated much dis-
cussion when observed in relation to achievement (Lenski,
1963). This thesis though has been challenged (Schuman,
1971; Duncan and Featherman, 1972). Beit-Hallahmi (1979) has
argued interestingly enough that the gap between Catholics

and Protestants is being closed,
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Other studies have attempted to discover behavioral
correlates of the Protestant Ethic. Merrens and Garrett
(1975) have assessed the relationship between repetitive work
and endorsement of Protestant Ethic items. The results
revealed that subjects who scored highly on the scale spend
more time working on an assigned task, and therefore produced
significantly more output.

McDonald's (1972) research has presented some additional
findings on the correlates of the PE scale. He found that
endorsement of PE items was related not only to negative
attitudes towards the poor, but also opposition to a
guaranteed minimum annual income. Besides this, high PE
scores were related to authoritarianism, regular church
attendance, and certain values that emphasize self-control,
ambition, and salvation, Segalman (1968} outlined that
social welfare was antithetical to the Protestant Ethic,
yet it was functional for the establishment, in that, its
existence subtly reinforced the value of the work ethic.
"[1]n a sense, social welfare programs of that era served as
a kind of human ‘'Department of Sanitation' in a Protestant
Ethic society where being inefficient and unskilled is
immoral and where the immoral can be exploited or discarded
with impunity" (Segalman, 1968, p. 129). McDonald's (1972)
empirical research has provided substantive support for these

ideas.
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In extending the number of correlates of the Protestant
Ethic notion, Beit-Hallahmi (1979) assessed the link between
PE and five variables: religious group affiliation, ethnic
self-identification, political self-identification, socio-
economic status, and religious beliefs. His findings indicated
that PE scores were significantly related to all the above men-
tioned variables except socioceconomic status, thus providing
empirical support that the Protestant ethic is not only a
dispositional variable, but a social psychological one.

An intriguing dimension of Beit-Hallahmi's (1979)
research, not found in Mirels and Garrett's (1971) work is
his assessment of the PE scale and its relationship to
religious self-identification, which is one of the variables
he controls for. This leads him to logically suggest that
major religious groups share the same American core culture.

He attempts to analyze different ethnic groups within the
United States, but doesn't present normative data as the

current author does on a sample of these ethnic groups.

FEAR OF SUCCESS

Introduction

The motive to avoid success or the fear of success (termi-
nologies are used interchangeably) has been conceptualized
within the framework of the expectancy-value theory of
achievement motivation. This construct made its debut appear-

ance in the achievement motivation literature with Matina



Horner's (1968) doctoral dissertation at the University of
Michigan. BShe attempted to explain the unresolved sex
difference in the literature, 1In fact, unlike men, women did
not show an increment in need for achievement (n Ach) imagery
on the TAT in response to the "arousal" experimental situa-
tion stressing competence and mastery. However, an elevation
in achievement imagery was found when the instructions em-
phasized that stories would be assessed in terms of levels
of social skills. Both males and female participants
produced little imagery to the female stimulus figures
(veroff, Wilcox and Atkinson, 1953).

Horner (1968) conceived of the motive to avoid success
as a stable inhibitory mechanism or predisposition acquired
during early socialization, and which is latent until aroused
during competition in a mixed sex group, The dominant soci-
etal stereotype views intellectual strivings, achievement
motivation, and mastery as being antithetical and incom-
patible with traditional sex-role beliefs of "femininity".
Therefore, the expectancy that success will be followed by
negative consequences arouse anxiety or fear of success in
high ability/high achievement-oriented women, Success,
therefore, has both a positive and negative valence.

The awakening of this intrapsychic barrier is contingent
upon the (1) expectation about the consequences of one's

actions, and (2) the values of these consequences.

28
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In Horner's (1972) original hypothesis, she claimed that
fear of success (F0S) was more germane to women than men. On
the other hand, this assumption seems timeworn in the face of
overwhelming evidence to the contrary (Tresemer, 1974; Condry
and Dyer, 1976; Hoffman, 1974; Goodmonson, 1973).

The research participants in Horner's (1968) study were
freshmen and sophomores at a large Midwestern university.
Ninety females, and B8 males participated. They were asked
to write stories in response to the following verbal cue,
"After first term finals, Anne finds herself at the top of
her medical school class", The name "John" was substituted
for "Anne" with the appropriate change in pronoun, Her
findings indicated that 65.5% of the female subjects in
comparison to 9.2% of the males wrote FOS stories.

Using a simplistic present/absent scoring system, Horner
found that stories scored for negative imagery expressed:

(a) unfavorable consequences because of success

(b) negative affect about success

(c) anticipated negative consequences because of success

(d) conflict about success

(e) instrumental activity away from present future success

(£) denial of the situation and

{g) exhibition of bizarre, and/or unrealistic responses

to cue,

The chi square difference between male and female stories

was significant at the .0005 level,
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women high in FOS do exact a heavy price, in that, they
experience frustration, hostility, aggression, bitterness,
and confusion., They are apprehensive about affiliative loss,
social isolation, and rejection, as well as fearful of the
perceived loss of femininity. 1In order to reconcile their
high intellectual ability with their internalized sex-role
appropriate behavior, these women “"resolve" their conflicts
by veering towards traditionally feminine majors (Horner and
Walsh, 1974).

Fear of failure (FOF) can be subtly distinguished from
fear of success, However, they both are inhibitory
mechaniams that are debilitating for successful performance,
Fear of failure though represents the anxiety an individual
experiences about the expectancy for failing. On the other
hand, FOS is the negative affect and discomfort that an
individual feels over the expectancy of succeeding.

A review of 46 studies revealed that the percentage of
subjects showing FOS in their stories ranged from 11% to 88%
in females, and a median of 47%, and from 33% to B6% in males
with a median of 43% (Tresemer, 1974). Paludi (1981) and her
fairly recent review of 64 studies found that P08 in stories
for females ranged from 6% to 93% with a median of 49%, and
from 7% to 95% for men, with a median of 46%. These recent
trends indicate higher percentages of FOS stories for both
men and women, in addition to elevated median scores for the

two groups.
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Cross-cultural studies on the fear of success have been
conducted (Feather and Raphelson, 1974). Other studies have
attempted to replicate Horner's (1972) study with some
modification in methodology (Hoffman, 1974) or have extended
the boundaries of this research (Paludi, 1979); or assessed
the relationship to other variables (Goodmonsaon, 1973;

Beldner, 1975; Tangri, 1972),

Measures of Fear of Success

Until recently, the only measure of FOS was the TAT ver-
bal cue that Horner (1968) developed for use in her seminal
work, BScores were derived from this single projective cue of
which only a simplistic present/absent system scoring with
specified criteria to judge the imagery was used. Within
recent years, a more sophisticated scoring system has been
developed (Horner and Fleming, 1977).

There has been a spate of controversy in the literature
concerning the unreliability of projective measures, and the
interpretation of protocols written to verbal cues (Zukerman
and Wheeler, 1975; pPaludi, 1979; Tresemer, 1974, 1977). 1In
responge to some of these cogent criticisms, a number of
"objective" measures have developed in the effort to tap the
underlying dimensions of the FOS construct,

Pappo (1972) was one of the first researchers to accept
this challenge to develop a paper-and-pencil measure of FO0S.

The final version of the scale was composed of 83 items. The
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response format was essentially a forced-choice one, and he
ugsed the theoretical base of Harry Stack Sullivan. There are
a number of dimensions that the scale purports to tap. They
include (1) negative affective reaction, (2) repudiation of
competence or motivation, (3) sabotage of success, (4) pre-
occupation with evaluation and competition, (5) self-doubt
and negative self-evaluation, (6) distractibility and
impairment of concentration.

A Kuder Richardson (KR) reliability of .89 was reported
and the scale was correlated with three personality tests.
These include Rotter's (1966) internal-external scale, the
Rosenberg (1965) self-esteem scale, and the Debilitating
Anxiety scale (Alpert & Haber, (1960).

Two years later in 1974, Cohen following along a similar
vein attempted to measure anxiety about success in general
without a principal emphasis on academic achievements., She
developed a 64 item, forced-choice scale. Like her predeces-
sor, she worked with a neo-Freudian theoretical framework,
FOS was concejved of as a defense strategy lodged in the anal
stage of Freud's psychosexual stages of development.

She identified nine factors that were characteristic of
high FOS scorers. They include:

(1) anxiety over the expression of needs and preferences,

(2) reluctance to acknowledge personal competence.

(3) impaired concentration and distractibility.

(4) indecisiveness
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(5) safety value Syndrome-fear of loss of control

(6) illegitimacy of self-promotive behavior,

(7) anxiety over being the focus of attention,

(8) preoccupation with the underplaying of effectiveness.

(9) factor nine

Cohen reported a KR-20 split-half reliability of .90 and
a mean intercorrelation among the unrotated factors of .42,
In attempts to assess the construct validity of this scale
and to determine whether the fear of success is a unitary or
multifaceted trajt, Daniels, Alcorn and Kazelskis (1981)
performed a factor analysis. Using a total of 501 entering
freshmen, their findings indicated that six factors accounted
for 99.6% of the common variance; accordingly, these factors
were relabelled., Additionally, their results demonstrated
that only 15 items within five of the six factors could be
retained, |

Good and Good (1973) attempted to construct a measure of
the motive to avoid appearing incompetent, which has been
construed as FOS measure, This is bound up with the notion
of saving face. 1Initially, they began with a pool of 40
true/false items, The preliminary analysis of which the
KR-20 was .88 discarded four items. Of the remaining 36
items, nine were medified through rewriting. The final form
of the scale yielded a reliability of .89, with scores

ranging from 0 to 36.
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The mean score difference between males and females was
significant at the ,001 level, where females showed more
evidence of face saving behavior than males.

However, this scale doesn't purport to measure fear of
success in the same way formulated by Horner and others,
Also, the scale is not adequately balanced to control for
acquiescent response style, in that, 20 items were keyed in
the affirmative direction, while 16 were keyed in the nega-
tive direction. Additionally, no concurrent validity or any
other validity data are reported for the scale by the test
constructors. Therefore, more extensive work needs to be
done to improve these methodological inadequacies and to
establish it as a measure of fear of success,

In a later attempt to construct a FOS scale, Zukerman and
Allison (1976) developed a 27 item Likert scale (7 peoint).
Examples of some of the items on this inventory include, "In
competition I try to win no matter what", "When you're on top
everyone looks up to you®, "Achievement commands respect",
This study utilized this scale as a measure of FOS.

Initial item analyses performed resulted in the elimina-
tion of a total of eight items from the original 35 items,
Potential scores of their Fear of Success Scale (FOSS) ranged
from 27 to 189, with high scores indicating high POS. The
reliability of the scale was .69 for males, and .73 for
females. The difference between mean scores between males
and females was statistically significant (P< .0l1), and

provided evidence concurrent with that of Horner's,
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They correlated their inventory with Horner's measure and
found that the correlation between these two scales was
significant (p< .0%) in one sample. However, they noted
"[I]n view of the different nature of the two tests, the
significant correlations are encouraging. At the same time,
it is obvious that the two measures do not tap the same
construct” (Zukerman and Allison, 1976, p. 425). As antic-
ipated, they found a negative correlation between the FO0SS
and the Mehrabian scale in their first sample, Validation
was provided for the scale by assessing the relationship of
FOS to casual attributions. It was hypothesized in view of
past research that individuals who scored high on the FOSS
would attribute success to external factors, and attribute
failure to internal factors, Their hypothesis was confirmed
in that high FOS subjects (both males and females) attribute
success to external factors, and failure to internal factors.

In a fairly recent study, Paludi (1981) explored the
relationship between the scales developed by Good and Good
(1973), Pappo (1972), and Cohen (1974). She administered
the objective measures of FOS in addition to Horner's
fantasy-based measure, and found statistically significant
relationships between the objective FOS measures for the
genders, Unlike Zukerman and Allison's (1976) findings where
their inventory was significantly correlated to Horner's

story-telling technique, Paludi (1983) found the three



measures unrelated to Horner's, She interpreted these find-
ings in terms of the diverse and inadeguate conceptualization
of the FOS measure, and cautions against the widespread use

of these three scales,

Criticisms of the Fear of Success Construct

Voices of dissent have been raised in response to this
construct that has gained popular empirical and media atten-
tion, One of the most fundamental issues raised in the
literature is whether Horner's fantasy-based measure is
tapping a stable disposition or a sex-role stereotype.
Epstein (1976) has further outlined some additional
criticisms, They include:

(1) The misinterpretation of Horner's study.

(2) The emphasis on early socialization practices,
implying some stability and therefore very little
opportunity for change, 1In other words, the idea is
that one could "blame" early experience but is unable
to do much about it,

(3) A criticism that has ramifications within the socio-
politico structure is that, if women don't want to be
in top position, then one can't "blame" employers for
denying them upwardly mobile jobs.

Smith (1976) in addressing himself to some critical

issues associated with research on FOS showed that studies

have employed small and/or atypical samples underscoring the
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need for investigators to report interscorer reliability. He
emphasized the need for further theoretical and conceptual
refinement, with attention on its contributions to the
scientific study of human motivation and/or gender dif-
ferences in behavior.

Zuckerman and Wheeler (1975), Monahan, Kuhn, and Shaver
{(1974) have advanced the notion that FOS may reflect cultural
stereotypes of behavior deemed socially acceptable for the
genders rather than a personality disposition unique to
women. In harmony with this idea, Cherry and Deaux (1978}
found that both male and female research participants
generated more FOS stories to the Anne cue., Other prob-
lematic features of FOS construct are its inadeqguate
operational definition, its narrow conceptualization of
success, and lack of a comprehensive scoring manual even
though there has been some recent attempts to remedy this
(Horner and Fleming, 1977; Horner, Tresemer, Berens and
watson, 1973).

It is recalled that Horner's (1968, 1972} FOS measure was
comprised of only one verbal TAT cue, However, there has
been some modification and extension of the number of cues
beyond this singular measure, Yet, despite these methodo-
logical refinement, some investigators continue to depend
solely on Horner's singular cue,

The low reliability and predictive validity of Horner's

fantasy-based measure of FOS have also been critiqued.



38

Another criticism of this concept that has crystallized is
the idea that FOS may be related to realistic expectancies
about the negative consequences of deviating from norms and
sex-appropriate behavior (Condry and Dyer, 1976). They have
outlined difficulties of the FOS construct on two levels of
conceptualization, ©One of these is at the level of evidence;
they advance little support for the notion that when women
acquire sex-role appropriate behavior, they also acquire a
conflict between femininity and achievement. Additionally,
there is little evidence that this internalized conflict
results in a personality disposition that is lifted from a
state of dormancy in an achievement-oriented context,

Also, these investigators have addressed the issue that
FOS might in fact be related to external problems in the
society rather than an intrapsychic process germane to women,
The predominant use of college students as research partici-
pants in the methodological design of FOS studies has been
another problematic itch, Very little research is conducted
on other samples, and on other career life-styles outside of
this restricted range, Further, there has been very little
investigation done with males and females from different
subcultural and ethnic groups.

Finally, one criticiam to the far left that some have
levelled, is the need to either abandon the label PFOS
altogether, or to more precisely rename it, (Paludi, 1981,

Smith, 1976).
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Fear of Success in Black wWomen

As have been previously outlined, there is a morass of
controversy in the FOS literature with its attendant in-
conclusive and inconsistent findings. Most of this empirical
research has focused solely on, and have assessed the exist-
ence of this motivational disposition in white women, with
varying emphasis on their male counterparts. However, there
is a paucity of research conducted in which Black women serve
as principal or comparative subjects. The relationship
between FOS in Black women is almost a statistical rarity,
with a limited number of exceptions (Pleming, 1982; Esposito,
1977).

In assessing the total number ¢f articles and empirical
research on this construct vis-a-vis Black women, Gonsalves
(1983) performed a computer search. This endeavor yielded a
total of 20 references, five of which were unpublished
manuscripts and spanned a 12 year period from 1970 to 1982.

The first research examining the relationship between
this avoidant tendency and social class was conducted by
Weston (1969) in his master's thesis at Howard University.

In a later article that he cocauthored with Mednick (1970)
based on his previous research, he found a lower incidence
of FOS imagery in Black women compared to their white

counterparts, A secondary hypothesis advanced, was that
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lower class Black women would generate fewer motive to avcid
success stories than their middle-class cohorts. However,
this prediction was unconfirmed, as no statistical difference
emerged., These findings were interpreted in light of Black
cultural values which promote the view that intellectual
mastery is compatible with femininity.

During the same year, Bright (1970} found less incidence
of FOS in Black women vis-a-vis their white cohorts. Puryear
(1971, 1974) in extending this research, augmented and ex-
tended the number of personality/behavioral correlates of the
FOS construct. BShe investigated the relationship between the
avoidant motive to militancy and affective attachment. 1In
view of the militant rhetoric where Black women were encour-
aged to take a supportive and/cor ancillary role to the Black
man, and were encouraged to assimilate values of passivity,
Puryear (1971) postulated that women who endorsed militant
attitudes and views would experience intense conflict about
intellectual achievement., Yet another hypothesis that was
formulated in view of Gump's (1972) work on sex-role ideology
in Black women, was the idea that Black college women who
were either attached through engagement or marriage would be
less likely to exhibit FOS. 1In other words, attachment would
moderate the relationship between FOS and militancy.

Fear of success was measured by using Horner's medical

school cue, in conjunction with newly made~up ones. O©One of
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these include, "Fannie has been elected head of the local
Black liberation group". Attachment was measured using
Gump's (1972) rating scale, while militancy was measured by
the modified Robinson (1971) scale.

The results indicated a confirmation of the hypothesis
that militant women produced a copious amount of FOS imagery
compared to their non-militant counterparts. PFOS though was
not significantly related to attachment. These findings were
explained in terms of the women not taking into account the
attitudes of the males to whom they were attached,

Mednick and Puryear {(1976) in a study published later,
replicated the earlier Weston and Mednick's (1970) study.
They predicted that PFOS would occur more frequently for
white women than for Black women. Another stated purpose of
their research was to compare the levels of success avoidant
stories in 1971 with those reported in the 1968 group. Their
findings indicated a significantly lower level of POS in
white women tested in 1971, as compared with those tested in
1968, However, an unexpected finding was the increment in
FOS8 imagery for Black women. This result didn't confirm the
race difference hypothesis, and underscored the need for
additional empirical investigations.

Esposito (1977) in extending Puryear's (1971, 1974)
attempt at finding correlates of FOS, related the conatruct

to occupational choice. Previous research by Horner (1972)
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had indicated that traditional women high in FOS veered
toward sex-role appropriate fields,.

Blacks and whites of both genders served as research
participants. Five verbal TAT cues were administered to
assess levels of this avoidant motive while Holland's Self
Direct Search (SDS) was used to measure vocational choice.
Gender differences emerged, in that, women (both Black and
white) scored higher than men on the FOS scale, This finding
is congruent with earlier research on gender differences in
FOS. Also, high F0S stories were associated with tradi-
tional, sex-role occupations, Esposito (1977) found
interestingly enough that the motive to avoid success is
increasing among Black females, and decreasing in Black
males, and provided support for the claim that FOS in Black
women may be related to desires for economic well-being.

In a more recent study of FOS as it relates to Black
women, Savage, Stearns and Friedman (1979) assessed the
relationship between the success avoidant motive to locus
of control, self-concept, and masculinity-feminity. They
advanced the hypothesis that (a) college seniors would
demonstrate higher levels of FOS than freshmen, (b) externals
would express more FOS imagery than internals, (¢) women with
negative self-concept would express more FOS imagery than

women with positive self-concept and (d) women who scored in
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the feminine direction of the M/F scale would express more
FOS imagery than women who scored in the masculine direction,

No significant differences for freshmen and seniors
emerged. However, the high FOS scorers were more externally
oriented in locus of control. As a whole, however, the
research participants had positive self-concepts, and demon-
strated like other research on Black women (Weston and
Mednick, 1970, Bright, 1970) low levels of FOS. Femininity
though was uncorrelated with any of the FOS measure.

Fleming (1978) operating under the aasumption that FOS is
an insignificant motivational variable among Black college
women outlined that the primary purpose of her investigation
was to assess whether this inhibitory mechanism was aroused
during competition in a cross-sex group. Other secondary
objectives were to test the relationship of the motive to
avoid success to achievement related behaviors such ‘as role
preference, choice of college major, occupational aspirations
and test anxiety. The relationship between need for achieve-
ment and achievement behavior in Black women was also tapped.
Social class impacted greatly on the findings, in that, among

middle-class women, FOS facilitated competition with a male

peer. For working-class Black women, FOS was an inhibitory
motivational variable adversely affecting achievement
strivings. This result goes counter to Horner's (1968)
findings and in fact represents a challenge to the belief
that FOS is an insignificant motivational determinant for

Black women.
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In a more recently published article on FOS in Black
males and females, Fleming {(1982) found no evidence of suc-
cess avoidance in either gender among a sample of graduate
students. However, among Black females, the motive to avoid
success was related to conflicting values of traditional
sex-role beliefs about femininity and career interests.
Additionally, these women were likely to come from work-
ing~class backgrounds. Fear of success males seem to come
from small, middle-class Southern families and were likely to
endorse stereotypical ideas about Black males, Also, these
research participants were likely to describe the ideal wife
as "nice" and "sweet".

Clearly then, the FOS literature on Black women is rid-
dled with inconsistency. A large number of studies report
low levels of the imagery indicating that the motive to avoid
success is an irrelevant motivational determinant ameng Black
women, Other studies report no race difference, yet others
report elevated scores for Black women, Research on fear of
success among Black males represent a statistical rarity. At
least in part, some of this inconsistency can be accounted
for in terms of the inadeguacy of projective measures. How-
ever, steps have been implemented to remedy this situation,
Moreover, the issue of social class as it impacts on FOS
remains unsettled, Perhaps more adeguate conceptualization
and measures of social class (a fuzzy variable) need to be

done.,
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CHAPTER TWO

REVIEW OF RELEVANT LITERATURE

The underlying theoretical and empirical relationship
among field independence, the fear of success and the
Protestant ethic has essentially remained unexplored and
uncharted. In fact, the relationship of cognitive styles to
motivational variables has been sparsely reported on in the
literature, with a few exceptions (Wertheim and Mednick,
1958). 1In spite of this, these aforementioned constructs are
concurrently related to a similar array of personality and
behavioral correlates, It is from this kind of assessment
that conceptual linkages may be established at the empirical
level and predictions may be drawn using the classical
approach (Bailey, 1982).

It is the author's attempt at this juncture to review and
integrate the literature in order to assess the nature of
these theoretical connectiona. Witkin et al,, (1962) stated
that "...with a less structured defensive system a greater
amount of anxiety is apt to be expressed”. Therefore, lower
levels of differentiation (FD) would be associated with
higher levels of anxiety. Despite this professed relation-
ship, there has been a paucity of research on anxiety and
perceptual articulation, However, one of these studies

conducted by Dargel and Kirk (1971) examined the inter-
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relationship among manifest anxiety, field dependence, and
task performance. Their results demonstrated that highly
anxious subjects made more errors on the perceptual learning
task than low anxious subjects. Field independents (FI) were
superior compared to field dependents (FPD) in performing
moderately difficult tasks. Contrary to their original
hypothesis though, there was no interaction between manifest
anxiety and FD. Two years later, Dargel and Kirk (1973}
retested the relationship between anxiety and FD and once
again failed to confirm the purported degree of association.
Loo and Cauthen (1976) extended the research of Dargel
and Kirk (1971, 1973) by assessing the interrelationship
between trait and state anxisty to perceptual articulation,
Again, contrary to Witkin et al's,, (1962) assertions, they
found no statistically significant relation between anxiety
and FD. One methodological note is that this inconsistency
in findings may be partially accounted for in terms of the
sole use of female subjects in two out of the three studies.
Additionally, and more importantly, different measures of
cognitive styles and anxiety were employed.
Canavaan-Gumpert, Garner and Gumpert (1978) have assessed
the relationship between fear of success (FOS) and anxiety.
Their findings demonstrated that high FOS subjects expressed
anxiety in academic testing situations. Confirmatory

evidence was avinced from Horner's {(1968) research as she
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noted that the expectancy that success will be followed by
negative consegquences arouse anxiety or fear of success in
high ability/high achievement-oriented women., She explicitly
stated that this conflict generates "a disposition to become
anxious about achieving success because they expect negative
consequences as a result of succeeding”™ (Horner, 1972,

p. 159). The anxious individuval may proceed to sabotage
his/her success (Pappo, 1983),

Beyond this similar correlational pattern between field
dependence and the fear of success, field independence and
low levels of fear of success have both been related to
enhanced self-concept (Canavaan-Gumpert et al., 1978; Soat,
1974; watkins and Astilla, 1979; Pappo, 1983). Also, Miller
(1980) found that individuals who perceived their parents as
encouraging success and autonomy had lower FOS levels. A
field independent orientation has been asaociated with more
independence, less conformity and to early socialization
fostering autonomy (Witkin and Berry, 1975; Witkin et al.,
1962; Witkin, Price-Williams, Bertini, Christiansen, Oltman,
Ramirez, and Van Meel, 1974; Chatterjea and Paul, 1982;
Kagan, 1974). Witkin et al's., (1978) study augments this
evidence by stating that a system that is differentiated is
more complex and specialized.

Horner and Walsh (1974) evinced support that high FOS

subjects who have internalized sex-role appropriate behavior



48

will resolve their intrapsychic conflicts by veering towards
traditionally feminine majors. Frorbes and King (1983) found
that this relationship between FOS and sex-role is reliable
in the predicted direction. Similarly, Thomas (1983) found
that women high in FOS perceived their career choices to be
more traditional, while Fleming (1982) found that for
females, the motive to avoid success significantly correlated
with having majored in the social sciences while in college.
This finding on choice of majors or fields of study of FOS
subjects has been substantiated as descriptive of a field
dependent orientation. Field dependents gravitate to the
liberal arts, humanities, social sciences, and to non-
analytic and concrete vocational interests (Arbuthot and
Gruenfeld, 1969; Pierson, 1965; Windsor, 1983; De Russy and
Futch, 1971; Witkin, Moore, Oltman, Goodenough, Friedman,
Owen and Raskin, 1977). Therefore, in view of the foregoing,
it is hypothesized that field dependents would be more likely
to endorse fear of success items,

Midgley and Abrams (1974) have investigated the relation-
ship between locus of control and FOS. Congruous to their
hypothesis, they discovered that a high level of the motive
to avoid success was associated with externality. Simjilarly,
the relationship between FD and locus of control has been
subjected to empirical investigations, Willoughby (1967)
using the Adult Locus of Evaluation and Control scale found
that field dependents would rely on others for self-assess-

ment., Unexpectedly, FD was uncorrelated with externality.



Using three locus of control measures (Levenson's Locus of
Control scale, the Powerful Others, and Chance scales) and
the HFT with a Filipino group and an American sample, Lau,
Figuerres and Davis (198l) found no linear relationship
between locus of control and FI. Results pointed to a
curvilinear relationship with those high in FI and FD being
more external than those scoring in the middle range of this
bipolar dimension,

In Witkin et al's., (1962) earliest conceptualization,
FD was defined as a reliance on either the visual field or
the body as referents in the perception of the upright.

FD individuals have an external frame of reference and are
global in processing information, Also, field dependents
accept the prevailing field as given, and demonstrate more
interpersonal competencies. Once again, in view of the
foregoing integration, field dependents would be more likely
to endorse significantly more fear of success items.

In continuing then, the relationship between FI/FD and
the Protestant ethic may be similarly examined in terms of
the cluster or patterns of correlates. As stated before,
field independence is associated with an independent,
non-conformist stance., 1In deducing the embryonic formation
of the ubiguitous force called “"capitalism", Weber (1958)
demonstrated that the Protestant ethic was based on highly

individualistic and competitive entrepreneurial standards.
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Additionally, McClelland (1961) argued that Protestant
parents stressed self-reliance, mastery training, and self-
monitoring in their child-rearing, furthering reinforcing the
idea that FIs would be more likely to endorse Protestant
Ethic items,

Interestingly enough, Ray (1982) has emphasized the
individualistic kind of socialization practices and orien-
tation among Protestants. He stated that "the importance of
personal relationship with the Deity among Protestants led to

early independence training among children, thence to achieve-

ment motivation and thence to actual economic achievement”
(Ray, 1982, p. 128). Albec (1977) also makes a similar
point, in that, capitalism promoted an increase in personal
autonomy, These are all characteristics associated with a
field independent orientation, giving rise to the a priori
hypothesis that field independents will endorse more
Protestant Ethic items,

Mirels and Garrett (1971) found that PE scores for both
sexes were correlated with the Strong Vocational Interest
Blank and with occupations involving concrete and pragmatic
approaches to work. The obverse was true, in that the PE
scale was negatively correlated with occupations requiring
emotional sensitivity and humanistic values. The foregoing
corresponds to empirical research relating occupations
entailing sensitivity to a FD mode of perceptual articu-
lation., Additionally, Merrens and Garrett (1975) garnered

support that there was a positive relationship between
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patterns of PE endorsement and spending more time working on
an assigned task. Stake (1983) too found that high PE
subjects produced more on the basis of worker~controlled
variables such as number of hours worked etc., than did low
PE endorsers, Achievement motivated individuals show greater

persistence in working at an achievement related task and

demonstrate more efficiency than low achievement individuals
(Atkinson and Litwin, 1960)., Wertheim and Mednick (1958)
found a positive relationship between the need for achieve-
ment and FI. Deductively then, endorsement of PE items would
be related to a FI orientation,

Fear of success and the Protestant ethic can be the-
oretically related to each other. Horner's (1968) findings
demonstrated that women who scored high on this dimension
experience anxiety in achievement-related situations and that
this motive is aroused during competition. On the ﬁther
hand, according to the Calvinist dogma, one's material
success was a visible and tangible evidence of one's calling;
this view fostered and promoted competition. In fact, it
provided the impetus for the rational pursuit of wealth
(Weber, 1958). Therefore, rather than perceiving an unfavor-
able consegquence or experiencing a negative affect as do high
FOS subjects, endorsers of PE items would envision successful
outcomes as result of their conscientiousness, asceticism,
and/or self-control, 1In other words then, high FOS scores

would be less likely to endorse PE items,



52

Another conceptual linkage is provided by Midgley and
Abrams (1974) and Zuckerman and Allison's (1974) findings
which indicate a relationship between the motive to avoid
success and PE, This evidence is garnered in relationship
to findings on causal attributions. High POS individuals
attribute success to external factors. On the other hand,
Mirels and Garrett's (1971) findings indicated that high PE
scorers were more internal in their locus of control as
measured on the Rotter Internal-External scale. Therefore,
high PE scores would probably score low on the POS scale.

Mirels and Garrett (1971) found a positive and signifi-
cant correlation between the PE scale and the California F
scale (r = ,51). Previously, Stuart (1965) confirmed the
hypothesized relationship between authoritarianism and FD,

A finding that fits in with the conceptual linkages between
FD and authoritarianism/dogmatism is that of Di Maria and
Nuove (1983). They found that dogmatism scores negatively
correlated with the GEFT scores. In other words, articulated
and differentiated individuals were less dogmatic. The
Mirels and Garrett's (1971) result is surprising and must be
interpreted in light of the evidence that the F scale is
contaminated with acquiescence response style (Messick, 1967;
Messick and Jackson, 1958; Peabody, 1961). Rather than
reflecting authoritarianism, high PE subjects and FD indi-
viduals may be endorsing these scale items irrespective of

item content. Marlowe and Gergen (1969) argue that the F
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scale scores rather than reflecting underlying personality
dimensions reflect sociocultural norms.

Another revealing set of findings relating PE to FD has
been the correlation of the F scale scores with political
conservatism. Gonsalves and Bernard (1983a) correlated the
PE scale with the Wilson-Patterson (1966) Conservatism Scale
(a replacement for the F scale) and found a positive and
significant correlation (r = ,33, p< .00l). However, a
factor analysis of a reduced version of the C acale yielded
3 factors viz, religiosity, control-punitiveness and
liberality (Kirton, 1978). 8o, high F scale and PE endorsers
may also be responding to the underlying "religious" dimen-
sion, Also, in view of Thomas and Mischel's (1972) findings
that high scores on the F scale are related to Christian
traditionalism and political conservatism, it is possible to
account for the unexpected relationship between PE (high
levels) and FD in terms of their endorsing traditional/
religious beliefs,

Another set of research findinga that is worth men-
tioning, in that it relates to a secondary hypothesis, is the
differential effects of race on levels of field dependence
for Afro-Americans and Afro-Caribbeans vis-a-vis their Anglo
cohorts, The research on cognitive styles as it relates to
these two groups indicate a PD orientation as described in
Chapter One (Barclay and Cusumano, 19673 Schratz, 1976; Gill
et al,, 1968; Ramirez and Price-Williams, 1974; Ritzinger,

1971; Shade, 1981; Vernon, 1965%),



The tendency on the part of Afro-Americans to score in
the FD direction is not surprising when viewed in the contex
of the legacy of African philosophical thinking. This col-
lective consciousness with its emphasis on cooperation,
communalism, and mutual aid are features that have remained
remnants of our ancestral existence (Nobles, 1980; White,
1984; Jones, 1980; Barnes, 1980). These societal beliefs
have been shown to be integrally locked into a FD mode of
orientation (Berry, 1966; Goodenough, 1978).

Unquestionably, there is a paucity of empirical investi-
gations that have examined cognitive styles among Caribbean
subjects. Vernon (1965) found that 10 1/2 to 11 year-old
Jamaican boys scored in the FD direction on a battery of
perceptual and performance tests. Mitchelmore (1974a)
assessed the relationship between FD and socioeconomic statu
of grade 9 children in Jamaica. He obtained a small but
significant correlation between these two variables for boys
(r = .24, p< .01) and for girls (r = ,21, p< .01). PFurther-
more, father-absent boys were more FD than father-present
boys. This relationship was non-significant for girls.
Roach (1979) using 206 boys and 212 girls from five urban
schools who were in Grade 6, found that for girls, FI
correlated positively and significantly with socioeconomic
status, but significantly and negatively with father's
absence. This finding didn't hold water for boys.
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One study that the author is aware of that has examined
perceptual style among college students in the Caribbean is
the research of Stuart, Murgatroyd and Denmark (1978). Using
100 research participants (25 East Indian males, 25 East
Indian females, 25 Black males, 25 Black females) in
Trinidad, they administered the Internal-External locus of
control scale and the Edwards' Personal Preference Schedule
(EPPS). Their results indicated thst the East Indians
obtained higher scores on the Modified RFT (displaying a FD
proclivity) than Blacks. Also, they found no significant
relation between RFT and I-E scores., Female students of both
groups obtained higher mean RFT scores compared to their male
counterparts,

Green (1970} have found empirical support that the atti-
tudes of Caribbean Blacks in Trinidad are similar to that of
West African Black students, East Indians who sharé the same
gecgraphical area share dissimilar attitudes with Blacks.
Green (1970}, noting the cultural continuity for Blacks from
their West African legacy states that "[T)he main aim is to
avoid ostracism and to maximize one's inclusiveness through
geniality and conformity to the group norms" (p. 192). This
type of world view and stylistic orientation is associated
with field dependence,

Further, Kerr (1952) stated that in the Jamaican society,
discipline is severe and the upbringing is strict., Dyk and
Witkin (1965) as well as Witkin et al,, (1962, 1974) found
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that strict childrearing practices emphasizing conformity

to parental norms is assocjated with field dependence.
Goodenough (1978) comments on this link of socialization
practices to the development of field dependence., He states,
"[wW)lhen the course of development is either governed by a
tightly organized, strictly enforced set of rules and pre-
scriptions for behavior, or when parental nurturing and
protective functions inhibit separation, then greater field
dependence ensues” (p. 195). 1In view of the foregoing,
Afro-Caribbeans like Afro-Americans would have a FD mode of

perceptual orientation.



CHAPTER THREE

HYPOTHESES AND RESEARCH DESIGN

Hypotheses

In view of the foregqgoing discussion in the literature

review, the following hypotheses may be appropriately

advanced,

1,

Field dependents would endorse more PFPOS jtems than

field independent individuals.
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Greater levels of psychological differentiation (FI)

would be associated with higher PE endorsement.
High levels of FOS would be associated with low
levels of PE endorsement.

The HFT and GEFT should be positive and signifi-
cantly correlated.

The two PE scales would be positively and signifi-
cantly correlated (Water et al., 1975).

There will be no statistically significant dif-
ference in PE endorsement among Afro-Americans and
Afro-Caribbeans (Gonsalves and Bernard, 1983).
Female college students will be more FD than male
college students (Boersma, 1968; Blanton and
Nunnally, 1964; Parasnis and Long, 1979; Dreyer,
Dreyer and Nebelkopf, 19713 PFiebert, 1967; Erdos,
1979; Copeland, 1983; Maccoby and Jacklin, 1974;
Tyler, 1974, Witkin, Dyk, Faterson, Goodenough, and

Karp, 1974; Holm, Bergman and Borg, 1980; Hughes,
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Subjects
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Hall, and Chambers, 1978; Petrakis and Hanson, 1981;
Bogo, Winget and Gleser, 1970; Witkin et al., 1962;
Morf, Kavanaugh and McConville, 1971; Stuart and
Murgatroyd, 1971; BRulfish, 1978; Parlee and
Rajagopal, 1974).

Black women will score lower on the Zukerman and
Allison {1976) FOS scale (indicating lower levels of
FOS) compared to their white cohorts (Weston, 1969;
Bright, 1970; Horner, 1968, 1972).

Afro-Americans and Afro~Caribbeans will acore in the
FD dimension on both the HPT and GEFT vis-a-vis
their Anglo counterparts.

There will be no gender differences on the HPFT,

METHOD

A total of 300 subjects voluntarily participated in this

investigation. The research participants were recruited as

part of a nonprobability sample from a number of under-

graduate institutions within the CUNY system, Kean College

of New Jersey, and at Bates College in Lewiston, Maine.

O0f the 300 subjects, 17 were excluded from the analyses

because they checked "Hispanic" in response to the question

assessing their race. Of the 283, 185 (65.4%) were Black, 94

(33.2%) were white and four individuals fsiled to identify
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their race. O0Of the 185 Blacks, 88 were Afro-Caribbeans and
95 were Afro-Americans. Two Black subjects failed to specify
their ethnicity.

Even though two subjects failed to indicate their gender,
the sample was predominantly female. The subjects ranged in
age from 18 to 64, while the mean age was 22.9 years.

The sample constituted an admixture of freshmen,
sophomores, juniors, and seniors, However, there were more
freshmen who participated in this investigation. The modal
reported GPA was 3.00 (out of 4.00), while a large number of
participants were first borns (34.6%). The mean family
income for the sample was $30,742, while 88.3% (250) of the

participants were full-time students,

Test Materials

The French, Ekstrom and Price (1963) Hidden Figures Test,
the Group Embedded Figures test, the Blood (1969)
Pro-Protestant Ethic scale, the Mirels and Garrett (1971)
Protestant Ethic scale, and the Zukerman and Allison (1976)
Fear of Success scale were all administered to the subjects,
In conjunction with this, detailed demographic information
was requested (See Appendix A for complete guestionnaire).
Procedure

As the research participants entered the testing room,

they were warmly greeted and invited to procure a seat.

Verbal instructions were given, and they were asked to
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respond teo the guestions requesting demographic information
first., They then completed all the personality inventories.

In order to build confidence, the GEFT was next adminis-
tered prior to the HFT. Research participants were provided
with sharpened pencils and were read the formal instructions
outlined in the manual (Witkin, Oltman, Raskin and Karp,
1971). A systematic effort was made by the investigator to
be personable and responsive to the questions that some of
the participants raised, All clarifying questions were
answered, |

The GEFT (like the HFT) are timed tasks., The total
administration time for the former is 12 minutes, while the
HFT takes a total of twenty minutes. As in both of these
tests, verbal instructions were provided,

Upon completion of the study, subjects were thoroughly
debriefed as to the exact purposes of the study and were
briefly informed about the nature of the three psychological

constructs,
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CHAPTER FOUR

RESULTS

In assessing the interrelationship among field inde-
pendence, the fear of success and the Protestant Ethic for
the global sample, a Pearson Product-Moment correlation was
performed, The revised version of the Statistical package
for the Social Sciences (SPSSX) was utilized as the software
for data analyses (SPSS Inc, 1984),.

In confirmation of the first hypothesis, the fear of suc-
cess (FOS) scale was significantly but negatively correlated
with both the HPT (r = -,20, p < .001) and the GEFT
(r = «,27, p < .0001) indicating that FDs endorsed more FOS
items than FIs (See Table 1). The second a priori hypothesis
that field independents would endorse more Protestant Ethic
items was not confirmed, in that, statistically significant
but low negative correlation coefficients emerged for the two
measures of field independence/dependence when they were
correlated with the two PE scales. The correlation between
the HFT and the Blood PE scale was -.12, p < .02, while an
almost similar finding was demonstrated when the HPT and the
Mirels and Garrett PE measure were correlated (r = -,13,

p < .01).
The GEFT was also correlated with the two PE scales,

Even though the correlations here were low and comparable to
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that of the HFT, statistically significant correlations

were nevertheless revealed, The correlation of the GEFT
with the Blood PE scale was -.12, p < ,02, while the
correlation with the Mirels and Garrett's PE scale and

GEFT was -.21, p < .0001. This counterintuitive finding
demonstrated that field dependents endorsed items reflecting
a Protestant Ethic orientation compared to their field
independent cohorts (See Table 1).

In terms of the third major hypothesis of this investi-
gation, significant but positive relationships were evinced
on the two Protestant Ethic scales (PE) when correlated with
the FOS scale. The Blood Pro-Protestant Ethic scale (PER)
when correlated with the FOS scale produced a correlation
coefficient of .38, p < .0001, while for the Mirels and
Garrett PE scale (PEB), the correlation with the FOS scale
was .46 p < ,0001 (See Table l). This finding failed to
confirm the a priori hypothesis that high levels of FOS would
be associated with low levels of Protestant Ethic endorsement
(See Table 1).

The Hidden Figures Test (HFT) and the Group Embedded
Figures Test (GEFT) were positively and significantly
correlated with each other as p: dicted in the fourth
hypothesis, A correlation coefficient of .67 emerged for

the global sample {(p < .0001) (See Table 1l).



Water et al,, (1975) reported a significant and positive
correlation coefficient of .70, p < .01 when the Blood and
the Mirels and Garrett PE scales were correlated with each
other. Those statistically significant findings also find
support in the present analysis (r = .43, p < .0001) and
confirmed the fifth a priori hypothesis (S5ee Table 1).

Further Pearson Product-Moment correlations were per-
formed to ascertain whether these interrelationships would
pan out for Afro-Caribbeans, Afro-Americans and among Blacks
and whites as separate groups. For Afro-Caribbeans, the
findings produced a correlation coefficient of .69 for the
HFT and the GEFT (p < .0001l), However, unlike that reported
upon for the global sample, no significant differences
emerged in the correlation with the HFT and either the Blood
(1969) (r = ,06, p < .27) or the Mirels and Garrett (1971)
(r = -,11, p € .15) measures of the Protestant Ethic. There-
fore, for Afro-Caribbeanites, field independence was uncor-
related with Protestant Ethic endorsement. Neither were
significant results demonstrated when the HFT was correlated
with the FOS scale (r = ,003, p < .49) (See Table 2). The
hypothesized negative relationship between field independence
and FOS didn't pan out for Afro-Caribbeans as it did for the
global sample.

Furthermore, there were no significant findings demon-
strated when the GEFT was correlated with the Blood PE scale

for the Afro-Caribbeans. The GEFT too was uncorrelated with
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the FOS scale. However, a significant but negative cor-
relation emerged when the GEFT was correlated with the Mirels
and Garrett scale (r = -,25, p < ,009) (See Table 2).

The Zukerman and Allison FOS scale was positively and
significantly correlated with the two PE scales for the
Afro-Caribbean sample as in the global sample once again
indicating that high FOS scores were assoclated with elevated
Protestant Ethic endorsement., For the Blood scale, a cor-
relation coefficient of .43 (p < .0001) emerged, while for
the Mirels and Garrett scale, a similar correlation was
evinced (r = .43, p < ,0001)., 1Interestingly enough and in
accordance with stated hypotheses, the two PE scales were
significantly and positively correlated (r = .39, p < .0001)
for Afro-Caribbeans,

Additional correlational analyses were performed to
assess the interrelationships among the three constructs in
this study for Afro-Americans. Significant and positive
coefficients were obtained when the HFT and the GEFT were
correlated (r = ,64, p < ,0001)., The field independent
measures and the two PE scales were uncorrelated. However,
as anticipated, the two PE scales were significantly cor-
related with each other for this Black ethnic group (r = .63,
p < .0001) (See Table 3).

An analysis of Afro-Americans' endorsement on the FOS
Bcale revealed significant but negative correlation coef-

ficients with the HFT (r = -,20, p < .04) and on the GEFT
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(r = -,22, p < .02)., Therefore, this finding for Afro-
Americans that field dependents endorsed more FOS§ items is
supported in the global sample. On the other hand, sig-
nificant and positive relationships emerged when the FOS
scale was correlated with the Blood scale (r = .29, p < .004)
and with the Mirels and Garrett PE scale (r = .48, p < .0001)
(See Table 3).
For Blacks (Afro-Americans and Afro-Caribbeans combined),
a Pearson correlation revealed a positive and significant
correlation between the GEFT and the HFT (r = ,67,
p < .0001). No significant relations were evinced when the
HFT was correlated with the two PE scales or the FOS scale.
However, the GEFT was negatively but significantly correlated
with the Mirels and Garrett PE scale (r = -,16, p < .02).
No significant findings were evinced when the GEFT was cor-
related with the Blood PE scale. The FOS scale though was
significantly correlated with the Blood PE scale (r = ,35,
p < .0001), with the Mirels and Garrett PE scale (r = .46,
P € .0001) and with the GEFT (r = -,16, p < .02). Therefore,
for Blacks, elevated FOS scores were associated with
heightened Protestant Ethic endorsement as also evidenced in
the findings for the global sample. The two PE scales were
significantly correlated (r = .49, p < .0001) (See Table 4).
For whites (all ethnicities combined), the correlaticnal
analysis revealed a somewhat different pattern among some
variables, As anticipated, significant findings emerged

when the HFT and GEFT were correlated (r = .54, p < .0001).
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Significant but negative findings emerged when the HFT was
correlated with the Blood (1969} PE scale (r = -.36,

p < .0001), the Mirels and Garrett (1971) scale (r = -_26,

p < .008), and with the FOS scale (r = -,29, p < .002). For
the GEFT, nonsignificant findings were found for the Blood
scale (r = -,14, p < .10), while significant and negative
findings were demonstrated when the GEFT was correlated with
the Mirels and Garrett PE scale (r = -,32, p < ,001), and
with the FO0S scale (r = -.32, p ¢ .001)., Here too, the two
PE scales were significantly correlated (r = .26, p < ,.008).
The FOS scale was significantly and positively correlated
with the Blood scale (r = .39,p < ,0001) and with the Mirels
and Garrett scale (r = .52, p < .0001). (See Table 5).

To further illuminate the patterns of interrelationships
among the three psychological constructs for Black males,
Black females, white males, and white females, additional
Pearson correlations were performed respectively. For Black
males, the correlational matrix revealed some expected
findings. Confirmedly, the HFT and the GEFT were positively
and significantly correlated (r = .66, p < .0001). Also, the
two Protestant Ethic scales, the Blood as well as the Mirels
and Garrett scales were positively and significantly related
(r = .57, p < .0001), Unexpectedly though, the third a

priori hypothesis that high levels of fear of success would
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be associated with low levels of Protestant Ethic endorsement
was unconfirmed., The Pearson correlation revealed a positive
but significant relationship between FOS and the Blood scale
{r = .29, p < .006) and with the Mirels and Garrett scale

(r = .42, p < .0001)., Therefore, high endorsement on the

FOS scale for Black males was associated with high PE
endorsement.

However, the relationship between the FOS acale and field
independence/dependence remains inconclusive. Partial
support though was garnered for hypothesis one (FDs would
endorse more FOS items) in terms of the direction of the
correlation. The GEFT was significantly correlated with the
FOS scale (r = -,28, p < .007), but an insignificant cor-
relation was evinced when the HFT was correlated with the FOS
scale (r = -,10, p < .19). No significant relationships
emerged when measures of field independence were correlated
with measures of the Protestant Ethic (See Table 5a).

For Black females, a similar array of positive and
significant relationships emerged when the HFT and GEFT were
correlated (r = ,62, p < .0001), when the Blood and Mirels
and Garrett scale were related (r = .44, p < .0001) and when
the FOS scale was correlated with the Blood scale (r = .38,

p < .0001) and with the Mirels and Garrett scale (r = .51,
p < .0001). However, the FOS scale was uncorrelated with

either the HFT or the GEFT. Another insignificant
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relationship (parallels findings for Black males) was that
measures of field independence were uncorrelated with
measures of the Protestant Ethic (See Table 5b).

For white males too, the HFT and the GEFT were signifi-
cantly correlated (r = ,63, p < .0001). Expectedly, the two
Protestant Ethic scales were correlated (r = .50, p < .003}.
Quite like the already mentioned patterns of relationship for
Black males and Black females, significant relationships
emerged when the FOS scale was correlated with the Blood
scale (r = .41, p < .01}, and for the Mirels and Garrett
scale (r = ,70, p < .0001), leaving unconfirmed the a priori
hypothesis advanced in Chapter 3. Further, the results
showed that field independence was associated with low FOS
endorsement, even though the only significant relationship
emerged when the GEFT was correlated with the FOS scale
(r = -.41, p < .01}, Rather than a positive correlation
between FI1 and PE, a negative one emerged. Only the GEFT
(not the HFT) was significantly correlated with the Blood
scale (r = -,40, p < .0l) and with the Mirels and Garrett
scale (r = -,38, p < .02). (See Table 5¢c).

For white females, the HFT and GEPFT were positively and
significantly correlated (r = .50, p < .0001). Unexpectedly,
the two Protestant Ethic scales were uncorrelated, However,

as with Black males, Black females, and white males, FOS was
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positively and significantly correlated with the Blood scale
(t = ,37, p < .002), and with the Mirels and Garrett scale
(r = .46, p < .0001). Hypothesis one stating that FD would
endorse more FOS items was unconfirmed among white females.
The HFT was significantly correlated with FO§ (r = -,34,

p < .004) and with the GEFT (r = -,28, p < .01), Among this
subsample, field independence was correlated with low PE
endorsement. The only relationship that wasn't significant
was the correlation between the GEFT and the Blood scale

{r = «,02, p < .45). (See Table 54).

Additional Pearson correlations performed revealed a low
but significant correlation between the Blood (1969) scale
and reported length of time in current job (LJOBM) (r = .14,
p < .03), and on reported verbal score on the SAT (VERBAL)

(r = -,18, p < .02). Also, the length of time on one's job
was significantly correlated with endorsement on the Mirels
and Garrett (1971) PE scale (r = .13, p < .04) (See Table 6).

Globally, significant relationships were obtained between
the HFT and religion (r = ,17, p < .002), and between the HFT
and gender (r = -,18, p < .001l), Marginally significant
findings were revealed when race was correlated with the HFT
{r = ,08, p < .08) for the entire sample., On the other hand,

for the GEFT, statistically significant findings emerged with
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race {(r = ,21, p < ,0001) and with gender (r = -,18,
p < .001). Religion was negatively but significantly
correlated with race (r = ~-,14, p < ,01}) (See Table 7).

Expectedly, significant correlations emerged when
parental class (PACLASS) was related to father's education
(FAED) (r = .52, p < .0001), mother's education (MAED)

(r = .45, p < .0001) and with mother's occupation (MAROCC)
(r = ,12, p < .03) (See Tables 8 and 9), Father's education
was correlated with the number of brothers (r = -,23,

p < .0001) and sisters in the family (r = -,16, p < .003)
and with the FOS scale (r = ~,19, p < ,001) (5ee Table 10).
Mother's education too was significantly and negatively
correlated with the F0S scale (r = -,25, p < .0001) (See
Table 10}). Family income (FAMINC) was significantly
correlated with whether subjects were currently working
(CURWOR) (r = ,15, p < .009) (See Table 11).

Table 12 demonstrated that gender was significantly and
positively correlated with the reported verbal subtest of the
SAT (r = .19, p < .02). In fact, the reported verbal subtest
score of the SAT was significantly correlated with the re-
ported quantitative subtest score (r = .57, p < .0001). The
total number of children in subjects' family (TOTCHILD) was
significantly correlated with the length of time on one's job
(r = ,15, p < .02) and with race {(r = -,13, p < .02) (See
Table 13).
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The FOS scale was significantly correlated with year in
college (YEARL) (r = -,15, p < .006}, GPA (r = .16, p < .004)
and with number of sisters in one's family (r = ,24,

p < .0001), Year in college was significantly correlated
with GPA (zr = -,26, p < .0001}) (See Table 1l4).

Number of brothers was correlated with the number of
sisters (r = ,18, p < .00l). Unlike other empirical investi-
gations, gender was uncorrelated with the FOS scale in this
study (r = -,07, p < .,13) (See Table 15).

A number of significant findings emerged when the FO0S
scale was correlated with rank in one's family (FPAMRANK)

(r = .13, p < .02), race (r = -,16, p < .004) and with
college major (MAJOR) (r = ,20, p < .001), Race was neg-
atively but significantly correlated with college major
chosen {(r = -,25, p < .0001) (See Table 16).

Zero order partial correlations were computed. -Father's
education was significantly correlated with the Mirels and
Garrett scale (r = -,12, p < ,05) and with mother's education
{r = ,62, p < .0001) (See Table 17).

Further partial correlation controlling for father's and
mother's education revealed a significant and positive cor-
relation between the Blood (1969) Pro-Protestant Ethic and
the Mirels and Garrett (1971) scales (r = .42, p < ,0001),
(See Table 18). Significant relations emerged too between

the two PE scales when religion was controlled for (r = .43,
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p < .0001), when parental social class was controlled for

(r = .43, p < .0001) and when the respondents’' total income
was controlled for (r = .42, p < .0001) (See Tables 19, 20
and 21), when parental class and respondent's income were
both controlled for, still a statistically significant
correlation was revealed for the two Protestant Ethic scales
(r = .42, p < .0001) (See Table 22).

Not surprisingly, zero-order partial correlations
demonstrated a positive and signjificant correlation between
parental social class and total income of respondents
(r = .15, p < .0l) (See Table 23).

Additional zero-order partial correlations revealed a low
but significant correlation between parental social class and
family rank (r = ,13, p < .02) and between family rank and
respondents' total income (r = ,22, p < .0001)., Father's
occupation {PAROCC) was significantly correlated with
respondents’ reported annual income (r = .21, p < .0001)

(See Table 24).

Simple t-tests were computed to assess differences
between groups and sub-groups., Global means for Blacks and
whites were computed for all measures, The mean score on the
Blood (1969) PE scale for Blacks was 28.9 (8D = 5.1}, while
for whites as a group the mean was 27,5 (8D = 4.2). This
difference was statistically significant at the .03 level in

a two-tailed probability test (T = 2,15, 4f = 274). Signi-



ficant differences didn't emerge on the Mirels and Garrett
scale for these two groups. This result was substantiated
earlier through the empirical research of Gonsalves and
Bernard (1983a) (See Table 25).

Surprisingly, significant differences emerged on the
FOS scale for Blacks and whites counter to the predicted
direction, Blacks endorsed more items reflecting a fear of
success vis-a-vis their white cohorts (T s 3.99, df = 262,

P < .0001). The mean FOS score for Blacks was 114.1
(SD = 18.0), while for whites the mean was 105.1 (SD = 16.5)
(See Table 25),

On the HFT, whites obtained a higher mean score
(X = 11,2, SD = §.75) compared to their Black counterparts
(X = 7,11, SD = 6.1). This difference was significant at
the ,0001 level and indicated greater levels of differen-
tiation (a more FI orientation) among whites as a group. On
the GEFT, a similar trend emerged where the mean for Blacks
was 7.7 (SD = 4,B) while for whites, the mean was 12.9
(SD = 4.8), This difference too was significant at the
0001 level (T = -8.62, Af = 277) (See Table 25).

When assessing some ethnic group comparisons between
Afro-Americans and Afro-Caribbeans, some insightful findings
emerged, As hypothesized, no significant differences were
revealed for these two Black ethnic groups on either of the

two PE scales or on the FOS scale. However, a significant
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difference was evinced on the HFT, Afro-Caribbeans emerged
as more FI (f = 7,9, 5D = 6.4) compared to their Afro-
American counterparts (X = 5,8, 5D = 4,7). This difference
was significant at the .01 level (T = -2.,59, 4f = 181). How-
ever, no statistically significant findings emerged on the
GEFT even though the GEFT mean score for Afro-Caribbeans
exceeded those of Afro-Americans (See Table 26),

To more fully explore some ethnic group differences,
additional t-tests were performed. As hypothesized,
Afro-Caribbeans were more FD (f = 7.9, SD = 6.4) compared
to Anglos (X = 16.0, SD = 7.,1) as evidenced from lower mean
scores on the HFT. The significance level was .001
(T = -3,38, 4f = 101). On the GEFT, Afro-Caribbeans also
obtained a lower mean score of 8.04 (SD = 4.8) while Anglos
obtained a mean score of 13.9 (SD = 4.1)., This too was
significant at the .00l level (T = -3.31, d4f = 101). Sig-
nificant findings were evinced on the FOS scale with Afro-
Caribbeans and Anglos. Afro-Caribbeans had a higher mean
FOS score suggesting greater levels of endorsement of items
indicating anxiety about success than Anglos (T = 2.17,
df = 93, p < ,03). Significant relations emerged with these
groups on the Mirels and Garrett PE scale with Afro-Carib-
beans obtaining a higher mean acore than Angleos (T = 2.30,
af = 92, p < .02). However, no significant differences

emerged on the Blood PE scale (See Table 27).



Other t-tests were performed to assess mean differences
for Afro-Americans and Anglos. Statistically significant
differences emerged on the HFT and the GEFT. Anglos obtained
a higher score on the HFT (X = 16,0, 8D = 7.05) while Afro-
Americans obtained a mean score of 5.75 (BD = 4.7) indicating
greater FD for this latter group. This difference was
significant at the .0001 level (T = -5.66, 4f = 94), On the
GEFT, Afro-Americans obtained a mean score of 7.2 (SD = 4.8),
while Anglos' mean score was 13.9 (SD = 4.1), This too was
significant at the .0001 level. No statistically significant
differences were evinced on the FOS scale or on the two
measures of the Protestant Ethic¢ respectively. (See
Table 28).

Some more ethnic comparisons among Afro-Americans and
Afro-Caribbeans were made with Jewish members of the sample.
No significant differences emerged on any of the measures for
these groups.

Global gender differences in endorsement patterns for
the entire sample were assessed on the two measures of the
Protestant Ethic, on the two measures of field independence
and on the FOS scale. Expectedly, no gender differences
emerged on either of the two PE scales., Previously, Mirels
and Garrett (1971) and Gonsalves and Bernard (1983a) reported
no gender differences in endorsement of PE items; therefore,

this study provides further confirmatory evidence. Neither
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did differences emerge on the FOS scale among males and
females. Anticipated gender differences however emerged
on the HFT and the GEFT in the expected direction. Males
obtained higher mean HFT scores (X = 9.65, SD = 6.8)
indicating greater levels of psychological differentiation
than females (X = 7.3, SD = 6.2). On the GEFT, males
obtained a higher mean score of 10.5 (8D = 5.5), while
females obtained a mean score of 8.5 (SD = 5.2). On both
measures of FI/FD, the findings were significant at the
002 level (See Table 29).

To assess whether gender differences existed for Afro-
Caribbeans, further t-tests were performed. For the Blood
scale, Afro-Caribbean males obtained a higher mean PE score
compared to Afro-Caribbean females. Men's mean score was
30.2 (SD = 4.7), while that for women was 27.9 (SD = 5,2},
This was significant using a two-tailed probability test at
the .03 level, However, no statistically significant dif-
ferences emerged on the Mirels and Garrett PE scale even
though the males' score (i = 86.6, SD = 14.1) exceeded that
of females (X = 85,0, §D = 13.6). Neither did significant
differences emerge on the FOS scale. On the other hand,
strong statistically significant differences emerged on both
the HFT and the GEFT. Afro-Caribbean males were more FI and
obtained higher means than women. On the HFT, the mean for

males was 10.5 (SD = 7.4}, while for females, the mean was
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5.6 (SD = 4.4). This difference was significant at the .0001
level. For the GEFT, the mean for males (X = 9.6, SD = 5.4)
exceaeded that of females [f = 6,6, 8D = 3,8) and was
significant at the .002 level {See Table 30).

In assessing gender differences for Afro-Americans,
t-tests were also performed. No significant differences
emerged on either of the two PE scales, FOS scale or on the
HFT. However, one significant difference was evinced; on the
GEFT, males' mean score (X = 8.53, SD = 5.3) exceeded those
of females (X = 6.25, SD = 4.2) with the difference being
significant at the ,03 level. Even though the findings were
nonsignificant for the HFT, the mean for males (X = €.47,

SD = 5.4) exceeded that of females (X= 5.35, SD = 4.1) (See
Table 31).

In an examination of gender differences among Blacks as
a combined group (Afro-Americans and Afro-Caribbeans), sta-
tistically significant differences emerged. Black males
(X = 30.1, SD = 5,3) endorsed more PE items compared to
Black females (X = 27.9, SD = 4.7) on the Blood (1969)
scale, This finding was significant at the ,004 level
(T = 2,88, 4f = 180), The only other significant finding
that was demonstrated occurred on the HFT and on the GEFT,
Black males had higher levels of psychological differen-
tiation vis-a-vis Black females. On the HFT, Black males

obtained a mean of 9,1 (SD = 7.1), while Black females
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obtained a mean of 5.6 (SD = 4,6)., Following a gimilar
pattern on the GEFT, Black males obtained s mean of 9.3
(6D = 5,4), while Black females obtained a mean of 6.4
(D = 3.,9). These two findings were significant at the
.0001 level respectively (See Table 32).

In assessing gender differences for whites as a group,
t-tests revealed no significant differences {(See Table 33).

Further, to assess same-sex comparisons in performance on
the measures, other t-tests were computed. Differences in
means for Afro-American and Afro-Caribbean females were ex-
amined. Here too, no statistically significant differences
emerged on any of the variables (See Table 34). However,
among Afro-American and Anglo females, significant dif-
ferences were revealed on the HFT (T = -5.97, df = 53,

p < .0001) and on the GEFT (T = -2,69, df = 53, p < ,009)
with Anglo females being more differentiated psychologically
(See Table 35).

For Afro-Caribbean and Anglo females, differences also
emerged on the HFT (T = -5,51, df = 52, p < .0001) and on the
GEPT (T = =-2.78, df = 52, p < ,007) with Afro-Caribbean
females scoring in the FD direction, Marginally significant
differences emerged on the Mirels and Garrett PE scale with
Afro-Caribbean females scoring higher than their Anglo
cohorts (T = 1.88, df = 50, p < .07) (See Table 36).



Differences in the means on these variables were
assessed for Jewish and Afro-American females and Jewish
and Afro-~Caribbean females. For the first group comparison,
Jewish women obtained a higher HFT mean score (X = 9.0,
8D = 5.5) than their Afro-American counterparts (i = 5,35,

SD = 4.1). This difference was significant at the ,05 level
(T = -2.00, df = S5), On the GEFT, the findings approached
significance with mean scores for Jews being 9.8 (5D = 6.5),
while for Afro-Americans, the mean GEFT score was 6.25

(SD = 4.2) (See Table 37}, For Jews and Afro-Caribbeans

only marginally significant findings were demonstrated on the
HFT (T = -1.73, df = 54, p < .09) and on the GEFT (T = -1,79,
df = 54, p < .08) (See Table 38),

For the males, differences in means were assessed through
t-tests, Statistically significant differences between Afro-
American and Afro-Caribbean males were revealed only on the
HFT. Afro-Caribbean males obtained a higher mean score
(X = 10.47, SD = 7.4) vis-a-vis Afro-American males
(f = 6,47, SD = 5.4). This difference was significant at
the .008 level (T = -2,70, df = 79) (See Table 39).

For Afro-American and Anglo males, a number of signifi-
cant findings emerged., Afro-American males were more fearful
of succeeding, obtaining a mean score of 115.5 (8D = 18,97),
while Anglo males obtained a mean score of 96.0 (SD = 12.7).

Thia difference was significant at the .05 level (T = 1,99,
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df = 35), Significant differences were also evinced on
both the HFT (T = -2,30, 4f = 38, p < ,03) and on the GEFT
(T = -2.58, 4f = 38, p < ,01) with Anglo males scoring in
the FI direction (See Table 40).

For Anglo and Afro-Caribbean males, similar findings
were demonstrated, Afro-Caribbean males obtained higher
FOS scores (X = 116.1, SD = 16.49) compared to their Anglo
cohorts (f = 96.0, SD = 12.7). This difference was sig-
nificant at the .02 level (T = 2,37, 4f = 44). No
significant differences emerged on the HFT, even though
Anglos obtained a higher mean score. On the GEFT, sig-
nificant differences did emerge though in the predicted
direction. Anglo males obtained higher mean GEFT scores
(X = 15.5, SD = 2,38) compared to Afro-~Caribbean males
(X = 9.6, SD = 5.4). This difference was significant at
the .04 level (See Table 41).

No significant differences were evinced in comparisons
among Jewish and Afro-Caribbean males or among Jewish and
Afro-American males (See Tables 42 and 43).

Since Blood (1969) reported no reliability coefficient
for his eight-item Pro-Protestant Ethic scale, a Cronbach
reliability coefficient was computed to assess the scale's
internal consistency (Cronbach, 1951). An alpha of .38

emerged for the entire sample. Additional reliability
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analyses for the genders revealed an alpha of .38 and .39
for women and men respectively {(See Tables 44, 45, 46, 47
and 48).

Mirels and Garrett (1971) repcrted a Kuder-Richardson
reliability of .79 on their PE scale for the global sample.
The present investigation wanted to assess the scale's
internal consistency., Separate analyses were performed for
men and women. The results revealed a Cronbach alpha of .76
for males and .71 for females, When the global sample was
combined, a reliability coefficient of .73 emerged. These
findings are comparable to that reported upon by Mirels and
Garrett (1971) and further emphasizes the scale's usefulness
as a Protestant Ethic measure (See Tables 48 a, b, c).

Separate factor analyses were performed to illuminate
the underlying dimensions of the Blood (1969%) Pro-Protestant
Ethic and the Mirels and Garrett (1971) PE scales. The
correlational matrix was subjected to a principal components
factor analysis using a varimax rotation. Items loading less
than .30 were discarded.

Three factors emerged on the Blood (1969) scale, 1Items
2, 6, 7 loaded on factor 1 at .68, .59 and ,70 respectively.
These items were regarded by Blood (1969) as descriptive of
the Protestant Ethic along with item 4. Blood's (1969)
factor analysis yielded two factors. However, the present

factor analysis evinced three factors.
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Items 1, 3 and 5 loaded on factor 2 at .71, .73, and .50
respectively. These items are referred to by Blood (1969) as
descriptive of a non-Protestant Ethic orientation,

Items 4, 5 and 8 loaded on factor 3 at .74, -.48, and .63
respectively in this present investigation. In view of the
foregoing, I would rename factor 1 as "Hardwork in employ-
ment" because of the emphasis on diligence in secular
employment. This labelling would harmonize with Blood's
(1969) descriptor, as it embraces characteristic features
of the Protestant Ethic formulation.

Factor 2 renamed is "Leisure and relaxation”, These
items with their emphases on enjoyment and pleasure are
anathematic to Protestant Ethic endorsement. Factor 3 which
is similar to factor 2 has been named "Waste and idleness”,
These items too would find a comfortable niche under the
non-Protestant Ethic umbrella. (See Tables 49, 50, 51, 52,
53, 54, 55, 56 and 57).

For the Mirels and Garrett PE scale, a varimax rotation
yielded six factors., Factor 1 had the largest number of
items loading on it. These items were 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8,
10, 11, 12, 14, 16, 17, 19 and loaded .57, .54, .60, .42,
.61, .54, .48, .47, .63, .43, .44, .38, .54 and ,65
respectively.

On factor 2, items 2, 9, 15, 16 and 17 had the highest

loading at -.44, .78, .79, .31, and .33 respectively. On
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Factor 3, jitems 10, 13, 14 and 17 had the highest loadings at
-.57, .70, .42 and -.37 respectively.

On factor 4, items, 4, 5, 12 and 18 loaded at .78, .37,
.31 and -.48 respectively. On factor 5, items 2, S, 6, and
18 loaded -.32, .39, -.44 and .60 respectively.

For the final factor, factor 6, four items obtained the
highest loadings. Items 3, 12, 14 and 19 loaded -.34, .36,
~.42, and ,35 respectively. (See Tables 58, 59, 60, 61, 62,
63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 68, 69, 70, 71, 72, 73, 74, 715, 76, 17
and Appendix),

When a combined factor analysis of the Blood Pro-Protes-
tant Ethic scale and the Mirels and Garrett PE scale was
performed using a varimax rotation, nine factors emerged.
Items 2, 4, and 6 of the Blood scale loaded ,31, .41, and .42
on factor 1. However, items 19, 11, 6, 3, 2, 1, 17! 7, 10,
8, 12, 14, 16, 18 and 5 loaded .63, .58, .56, .53, .51, .49,
.49, .48, .44, .39, .38, .34, .34, .32, and ,39 respectively
on factor 1.

Only three factors loaded on factor 2. They include
items 15 and 9 from the Mirels and Garrett scale and jitem
3 from the Blood scale, These items loaded .73, .72 and ,32
respectively., Items 10 and 18 from the Mirels and Garrett
scale loaded ~,37 and .86 respectively on factor 3. Factor
4 also had two items loading on it. Items 10 and 13 loaded

=.39 and .38 respectively. Items 3 and 1 from the Blood
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scale and item 5 from the Mirels and Garrett loaded .50, .31
and -.47 respectively on factor 5. One item, item 7 of the
Blood scale loaded .36 on factor 6.

For factors 7, 8 and 9, only one item loaded on them.
Item 5 from the Blood scale loaded .38, item 5 from the
Mirels and Garrett scale lcaded .32 and item 6 from the
Blood scale loaded -.32 (See Table 77b).

Additionally, a factor analysis of the Zukerman and
Allison fear of success scale was performed. A principal
component varimax rotation yielded eight factors. Factor 1
had the highest number of jitems lcading on it. Items 8, 13,
4, 10, 12, 20, 24 and 9 loaded .54, .53, .47, .43, .42, .31,
.34 and .31 respectively. These items are connected in that
they are undergirded by the notion of successful competition,
This preoccupation with competition, interestingly enough was
one of the factors that was evinced in Pappo's (1972) factor
analytic study of the POS scale he constructed, These items
are antithetical for the fear of success construct in that
high FOS scorers seem to exhibit anxiety within a competitive
context.

Items 21, 20, 17, 18, 24, and 14 loaded .67, .52, .50,
.38, .34 and .34 respectively on factor 2. These all seem to
tap perceived external responses to success e.g. "Achievement
commands respect", For Pactor 3, items 11, 23, 25, 2, 16, 9

and 3 loaded .59, .47, .38, .38, .33, .32 and .32 respec-



tively. This set of items reflect negative affective
reaction over success. The presence of this factor finds
support in Pappo's (1972) results and is appropriately
labelled "negative affect about success"” by Horner (1968).

Factor 4 had items 26, 27, 1 and 19 loading .65, .40, .32
and -.37 respectively. These jtems seem to tap heightened
self-confidence and anticipation of sure success. It is
intuitive and consistent then that item 19 be negatively
loaded as it veers in a direction opposite to self-assurance,
hence in the fear of success direction. This particular item
reads as follows "I sometimes feel better if I lose than if 1
win"”.

Factor 5 had items 22, 15 and 19 loading .58, .46 and .43
respectively. These items overlap, with another of Pappo's
(1972) factors in that it taps self-doubt and negative
self-evaluation, This too relates to empirical findings
which indicate that high FOS participants are anxious about
success and therefore are more likely to score lower on
self-esteem scales.

Factor 6 had one item loading on it. Item S5 loaded .58.
This item states "l enjoy telling my friends that I have done
something especially well". Pactor 7 too had one item, item
7 loading on it at .71. This item states "In my attempts to
do better than others, I realize I may lose many of my

friends". These two items not surprisingly are scored in
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the opposite direction with the later being in the high FO0S
direction. 1In fact these two items are concerned with
evaluation by friends and can thus be labelled.

Factor B too had one item loading on it, Item 6 loaded
.53. This item reads "It is more important to play the game
than to win it", This test item reflects a more cooperative
and non-competitive orientation and is therefore a high FOS
item (See Tables 77c, 774, 77e, 77f, 779).

A series of two~-way ANOVAS were computed to assess main
effects and interactions. In a 2 x 2 factorial design where
the Blood (1969) PE scale was examined along with gender and
race, significant main effects were evinced for gender
(F = 4,08, p < .04) and race (F = 4.18, p < .04). Two-way
interactions that were statistically significant emerged
(F = 5,91, p < .02). (See Tables 78 and 79).

In another 2 x 2 factorial design with the Blood (1969)
PE scale (PEA), student status (full-time, part-time, or
three-fourth time) and current working status of respondents
(full-time, part-time or not at all) were assessed. Sta-
tistically significant main effects emerged for student
status (F = 5,44, p < .005). Two-way interactions wvere
non-significant (F = 0.77, p < .47). (See Tables B0
and 81).

Other ANOVAS were generated. The HFT was examined in

relation to gender and race, Significant main effects
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emerged at the .000]1 level respectively for gender
(F = 16,25) and race (F = 32,65), (See Tables 82 and 83),

Similarly, when a 2 x 2 factorial design was computed for
the GEFT, statistically significant main effects were also
revealed for gender (F = 18.9 p < .0001) and race (F = 86.75,
p < .0001). However, two-way interactions failed to approach
statistical significance (F = 0.71, p < .40). (See Tables B84
and 85).

When GPA was examined in relation to the variables gender
and race, a significant main effect was revealed for race
(F = 21,8, p < .0001). No significant main effect was
evinced for gender (F = .013, p < .91). Additionally,
two-way interactions failed to reach appropriate statistical
significance (F = 0,039, p < .84). (See Tables 86 and 87).

The Mirels and Garrett (1971) PE scale was examined in
relationship toc gender and race. The ANOVA yielded no
significant main effects or two-way interactions (See Tables
B8 and 89).

A series of stepwise multiple regression analyses were
generated to assess the association between independent and
dependent variables, 1In one regression analysis, FOS scores
were used as a predictor (independent) variable, while the
HFT and GPA served as the two dependent variables. In
equation 1 with the HFT as the dependent variable, sta-

tistically significant but negative relations were evinced
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(F = 11,03, p < .001). In equation 2 when GPA was used as
the dependent variable, positive and significant results
emerged (F = 6,97, p < ,008), (See Tables %0, 91, and 92),.
In another multiple regression analysis the Mirels and
Garrett (PEB) Protestant Ethic scale and the Blood Pro-
Protestant Ethic scale (PEA) were used as predictors of GPA
and total annual income of respondents' family. In equation
1 when GPA was used as the dependent variable, no sta-
tistically significant relations were evinced for either
the Mirels and Garrett PE scale (PEB) (T = 1.02, p < .31)
or for the Blood {(1969) PE scale (PEA) (T = .92, p < .36),.
Neither did the Blood scale predict family income (T = .12,
p < .91) nor did the Mirels and Garrett PE scale
(T = =1.14, p < .25). (See Tables 93, 94 and 95).
A final stepwise multiple regression analysis was
computed to ascertain whether race predicted HFT scores
and GPA. Therefore, the HFT scores and GPA both served as
dependent variables. In equation 1 with the HFT as the
dependent variable, no significant findings emerged
(T = 1.44, p < .15). Neither were significant results
evinced when GPA served as the other dependent variable

(T = -,23, p < .82). (See Tables 96, 97, 98).
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CHAPTER FIVE

DISCUSSION

A number of a priori hypotheses advanced were confirmed,
On the other hand, a few unexpected vet insightful findings
emerged that warrant or beg explanation. A noteworthy point
that can be made here in Chapter 5, is that, even though a
particular finding may be statistically significant, it may
not be of any theoretical, pragmatic, or social significance
(Neale and Liebert, 1980). A concerted effort will be made to
wade through the myriad of significant findings, and to
further highlight the theoretical contributions of this
empirical investigation through the patterns of correlational
and multivariate analyses.

The findings demonstrated in confirmation of a major a
priori hypothesis that field dependents did in fact endorse
more FOS items than their field independent counterparts.
Additional correlations revealed that this finding held sway
even for different subgroups. Partial and full support for
this hypothesis was garnered for Black males, white males and
white females. The reader may recall that this hypothesis
was generated through patterns of behavioral and personality
correlates.,

Apparently then, field dependents are more fearful of
success. According to Horner's (1968) research, this intra-

peychic motive is undergirded by a degree of self-doubt,
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anxiety, and/or negative self-evaluation, These personality
characteristics have been correlated with a field dependent
orientation in previous empirical investigations. Indeed, a
lowered self-concept accompanied by feelings of inadequacy
may give rise to psychic stress about one's ability to
succeed in a competitive, academic context. However, it is
equally plausible that this inability to weather the
competitive storm ﬁf collegiate life may engender anxiety and
concomitant self-depreciation. Yet, one of the limitations
of correlational analyses is the inability to imply causal
relationship. Therefore, this question must remain the
province of future empirical investigations.

Additionally, Horner (1968) in her scoring system
indicated that some higher FOS acorers used denial as a
defense mechanism in writing stories to the verbal protocol,
Similarly, field dependents employ so called "primitive"
defense mechanisms such as denjal and repression. Since
they do not have a differentiated higher-order system for
orienting themselves to the world, they rely on others for
cues and assessment. This in fact may add credence to the
notion that field dependents are anxious, dependent
individuals.

Yet, one finding that was counterintuitive that emerged
was that field dependence was associated with high Protestant

Ethic endorsement. This finding viewed holistically with the
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former seem to indicate that although field dependents may be
anxious about success, they cognitively understand and en-
dorse the traditional methods or manner through which this
success may be achieved as defined@ by the American capitalist
system. 1In fact, since field dependents accept the visual
field as given they may be passively accepting the larger
societal values without engaging in any analytic restruc-
turing of these value systems and orientation.

Besides this interpretation, another cogent issue that
can be raised is that field dependents and high FOS scorers
may really be ambivalent or in conflict about success in the
American context. As discussed before, there is not an
isomorphic relationship between hard work, diligence, self-
sacrifice and success, especially for Blacks and other ethnic
minority groups in this country. So even though they score
consistently high (and higher than Anglos on the PE scale),
the reality of their existence forces them to feel
ambivalent, anxious and fearful about achieving success.
These intrapsychic processes are inextricably linked to
external/societal forces and underscores the interactive,
dynamic interplay between the individual and his/her
environment.

However, this particular interpretation illuminates some
of the shortcomings of the FOS literature in that it fails to

assess the behavioral link between endorsement of items on
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the FOS scale to job performance and other domains. Thus
far, researchers have failed to come up with hard-core
empirical data on job performance of high FOS scorers,
Fleming {1974) though assessed the relationship of FOS
endorsement to anagram tasks in an experimental lab., PFuture
investigations must attempt to wrestle with this issue and
assess its behavioral linkages.

In interpreting the lower Protestant Ethic endorsement
among white subjects, Gonsalves and Bernard (1983a) found
that even though the American capitalistic institution places
a heavy premium on competition, rugged individualism and
other Protestant Ethic characteristics such as frugality and
hard work "“the promotion of and the orientation toward in-
creased consumption as a primary mode of participation in
this economic system goes counter to the Protestant
Ethic...and may therefore reflect a common shift from
existing values and a new orientation toward a consumer
life-style" (Gonsalves and Bernard, 1983a, p. 23).

Even though significant correlations emerged when the
FOS scale was related to the two PE scales, the correlations
emerged counter to the predicted direction. Instead of a
negative correlation, a positive one emerged, Evidently,
high F0OS endorsers were more likely to endorse PE items
reflecting the values of the Protestant Ethic within the
global sample, among Afro-Americans, Afro-Caribbeans, Blacks

and whites,



93

In attempting to account for this finding, it seems
evident that high F0S scorers even though experiencing
conflict and anxiety over their own expectancy of success
endorse the traditional assumptions and values as to how
success can be acquired., Additionally, Horner (1968) posits
that the inhibitory mechanism is dormant until aroused during
competition. Essentially then, the avoidant motive operates
on an unconscious level. To further underscore the above
stated point, Horner (1972) posits that the motive to avoid
success generates "a disposition to become anxious about
achieving success because they expect negative consequences
as a result of succeeding" (p. 159).

one finding that permeates Chapter 4 was the strong sta-
tistically significant relationship between the two measures
of field independence viz, the HFT and the GEFT, 1If both
tests purport to be measures of this stylistic orientation,
then the results of this study are consistent with this
general formulation. In fact, the HFT and the GEFT singly or
combined as indices of a singular construct furnish evidence
of the instruments' empirical usefulness not only for white
samples, but for Black ones as well,.

Expectedly, the two Protestant Ethic scales were posi-
tively and significantly correlated with each other for the
global sample, among Afro-Caribbeans and Afro-Americans and

among Black males, Black females and white males. The
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correlations ranged from .39 to .57, and even though moder-
ate, revealed that the scales were tapping a similar
behavioral domain.

Water et al., (1975) reported a correlation of .70 when
the Mirels and Garrett (1971) and the Blood (1969) scales
were correlated. VYet, the modest correlation reported here
in this present investigation was strongly significant for
the global sample. Significant correlations also emerged for
Black men, Black women and for white men, However, in
cautiously interpreting this finding, it is not advocated in
this view that the Blood (1969) scale be conceived of as a
replacement of the Mirels and Garrett (1971) scale. Rather,
for exploratory, research purposes it may be useful as a
quick, short-version measure of the Protestant Ethic. Care
though must be exercised in its more extensive usage and
extrapclations.

To augment the validity of this claim that the Blood
(1969) PE scale in its present form cannct be hailed as a
80lid index of the Protestant Ethic, an examination of the
Cronbach reliability coefficient revealed a low alpha of
.38, This estimate of internal consistency assesses how
adequately the items are measuring a dispositional variable.
The low coefficient alpha may be a function of the scale's
length. Recall that the Blood (1969) scale was only com-

prised of eight itema. 1In commenting on the direct rela-
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tionship between test length and reljabjlity, Graham and
Lilly (1984) noted that "[I)n general, the longer a test is,
the more reliable it will be. By adding items to a test we
are sampling more and more of the domain of interest"

(p. 37).

Another factor that Graham and Lilly (1984) advance as
serving to reduce reliability is homogeneity of people
{restriction of range). This sample was comprised entirely
of college students. It has often been asserted by a number
of investigators that these research participants represent a
fairly homogeneous group.

An additional point made by Cronbach (1946) that sharpens
our focus on this issue, is that, response styles can deflate
reliability by lowering the correlations between items or
reducing the range of scores.

The theoretical and empirical significance of this study
is illuminated through the partial construct validity infor-
mation evinced for the Blood (1969) PE scale. Among the
procedures that Cronbach and Meehl (195%) outline for as-~
sessing or examining construct validity include examination
of group differences, correlational matrices, factor analy-
gis, and studies of internal structure., Three of these
procedures were employed in this study.

However, Anastasi (1976) appropriately writes that

construct validation is not rapidly achieved, It "requires
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the gradual accumulation of information from a variety of
sources. Any data throwing light on the nature of the trait
under consideration and the conditions affecting its develop-
ment and manifestations are grist for this validity mill"
(Anastasi, 1976, p. 151). Additionally, the importance of
construct validation is further emphasized in Messick's
(1980) sophisticated article which argued that this type of
validity has implications for prediction from and relevance
of test scores. Relevant ethical issues concerning test
usage were also raised.

One finding in partial support of construct validation
for the Blood (1969) PE scale is achieved through the
correlational matrix. Evidence for convergent validity was
revealed because of the significant and positive correlation
with the Mirels and Garrett (1971) scale. This latter scale
has been shown to be a valid and reliable measure of the
Protestant Ethic construct (Gonsalves and Bernard, 1983a;
Heaven, 1980; Beit-Hallahmi, 1979; Merrens and Garrett, 1975;
MacDonald, 1972). However, divergent validity was not suc-
cessfully established in this investigation. Purthermore,
according to Messick (1981) "construct validity implies a
joint convergent and discriminant strategy™ (p. 575).

Since the internal consistency or degree of homogeneity
of the items on the Blood (1969) scale is fairly low, (even

though significant) this finding failed to strongly augment
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the construct validation of the Blood scale. PFurthermore,
Anastasi (1976) adds that "the contribution of internal
consistency data to test validation is very limited. 1In the
absence of data external to the teast itself, little can be
learned about what a test measures™ (p. 155).

An inspection of factor analytic results of the Blood
scale revealed that the measure seems to tap Protestant Ethic
and non-Protestant Ethic values, with the three factors
falling comfortably under the niche of these two broader
rubrics. Neale and Liebert (1980) caution though that factor
analyses are not always repeatable and that replication may
be advisable before findingas can be accepted confidently.

In view of the composite picture painted thus far, the
Blood (1969) scale should be used with caution, Efforts
should be implemented to add to its construct validation
since only partial support was evinced in this study.

The results of tests of internal consistency of the
Mirels and Garrett (1971) PE scale indicated that the test
is reliable and a good measure of the Protestant Ethic
scale. Therefore, the scale is not useful with a majority
sample but with ethnically plural samples.

According to the author's research, this present inves-
tigation constitutes the second attempt (besides that of the
test constructors') to factor analyze the Mirels and Garrett

PE scale, and even more so with an ethnically plural sample.
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Six factors emerged on this 19 item scale. Even a cursory
examination of the items on this scale revealed that they
were adeguately sampling the behavioral domain of the
Protestant Ethic such as hard work, asceticism, and a loathe
of waste, idleness and leisure.

There was some degree of overlap in factors. PFactor 1
had fourteen items that loaded on it and practically embraced
all the characteristic features of the Protestant Ethic.
Agreement with those items would therefore indicate a
Protestant Ethic orientation, Factor 2 emphasized leisure
and relaxation. This was anathematic to the Protestant
Ethic formulation that Weber (1958) advanced. Factor 3
specifically emphasized the value of hard work., Pactor 4
however emphasized conscientiousness (e.g9. doing one's best
at a job). Factor 5 underscored the loathe of idleness
(i.e. "I feel uneasy when there is little work for me to
do")., The items loading on factor 6 however, highlight the
value of thrift (e.g. "The credit card is a ticket to
careless spending").

The combined factor analysis of the two Protestant Ethic
scales evinced nine underlying factors. PFactor 1 had the
highest number of items loading on it (18 items). The
primary theme that undergirds these items is the emphasis on
diligence, hard work and conscientiousness. This orientation
fully embodies and reflects the salient features of the

Protestant Ethic.
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The three items loading on factor 2 of the combined
factor analysis is concerned with the issue of leisure
(i.e. "People should have more leisure time to spend in
relaxation"). Endorsement of these items is antithetical
to the Protestant Ethic values. True Protestantism was
associated with a loathe of waste, idleness and/or leisure.

Items loading on factor 3 accentuate the necessity of
hard work in order to achieve success. Factor 4 also have
items loading on it that emphasized a similar value of hard
work. On the other hand, factor 5 with its emphasis on
leisure resembles factor 2. Factors 6, 7, 8 and 9 have one
item loading on them. These items are concerned with the
issue of time (loathe of time wasting), with conscientious-
ness and with the issue of relaxation.

The factor analysis of the Zukerman and Allison (1976)
fear of success scale revealed that the measure tapped a
number of underlying dimensions that were consistent with the
theory and with Horner's (1968) formulation. The first 3
factors had the highest number of items loading on it.
Preoccupation with competitive strivings, external responses
to success, and negative affective reactions are all embraced
within the construct., In fact, this study demonstrates that
the scale is useful and a valid measure of the fear of
success,

Before examining the interrelationship among the three
major constructs in this particular investigation, an overall

assessment of the performance of Afro-Americans and Afro-
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Caribbeans vis-a-vis their white counterparts will be looked
at. On the FI measures, Afro-Americans and Afro-Caribbeans
scored in the FD direction. This finding constitutes
confirmation of an a priori hypothesis. Earlier empirical
research had provided consistent evidence that Afro-Americans
are more FD compared to whites (Barclay and Cusumano, 1967;
Schratz, 1976; Gill, Herdtner and Lough, 1968; Ramirez and
Price-Williams, 1974; Ritzinger, 1971; Shade, 1981). Scant
empirical evidence however, has appeared on the stylistic
orientation among Afro-Caribbean college students with one
exception (Stuart, Murgatroyd and Denmark, 1978). This
present study therefore advances scientific knowledge about a
Black ethnic group that is not only gaining in popularity and
media attention, but in sheer numbers in predominantly urban
centers. Additionally, this investigation represents one of
the first psychological study conducted on Afro-Caribbeans on
American soil. The effects of migration (which has been
subjected to sociological analyses) on the shift or stability
of this cognitive style as a function of changes in physical
environment and cultural influences must remain the province
of future empirical analyses,

A field dependent orientation among Afro-Americans finds
a comfortable niche among a number of Afrocentrically-
oriented Black psychologists who advance the notion that a

legacy of the African ancestral past such as its emphases on
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cooperation, communalism, and social-interpersonal inter-
actions remain an essential feature of the Afro-American
experiential reality (Nobles, 1980; White, 1984; Barnes,
1980; and Jones, 1980), The similar link of Afro-Caribbeans
to the African past has also been supported by Green (1970)
and Lawrence (1983). Therefore, it can be adduced from the
foregoing evidence that threads or pockets of similarities
bind Afro-Americans and Afro-Caribbeans both culturally and
stylistically.

In the Caribbean context, Kerr (1952) and Clarke (1957)
have alluded to the strict childrearing practices of Jamaican
parents which represents in my view (and that of anthro-
pological scholars) a microcosm of the total Afro-Caribbean
experience, Berry (1966) had previously found that this type
of environmental condition fostered a more FD orientation,
Additionally, in terms of ontological development, agrarian
and sedentary cultures seem to foster a more interpersonally-
oriented style rather than individualism. The Caribbean
societies can be characterized in essentially the foregoing
ways. Therefore, the findings on Afro-Carribbeans are
consistent and expected.

Gender differences in performance on both the HFT and
GEFT demonstrate the consistency of this finding cross-
ethnically and cross-culturally. Moreover, this finding
underscores the nature of differential socialization patterns

in which cultures foster, promote, and facilitate analytic



102

restructuring and spatial-visual abilities in boys. Sherman
(1967) has used such evidence to account for gender
differences in spatial abilities,

Very little empirical research is currently available on
Afro-Caribbean women (Gonsalves, 1985; Gonzalez, 1981; Bilby
and Steady, 1981l; Sutton and Makiesky-Barrow, 1981; Moses,
1981; Mintz, 1981; and Latortue, 198l). Information that
is presently available is filtered through the prisms of
cultural anthropologists, and is riddled with discussions on
the structural elements of the family and household., Other
cogent issues that might be raised, is that, the anthro-
pclogical literature is guite time-worn, is exploratory
rather than definitive in nature and focuses only on
working-class families., 1t is especially on this latter
point that the deficit-deficiency models prevail with its
attendant emphases on psychopathologies.

However, Justus (1981) has presented ethnographic
evidence supporting the notion of gender differences in
childrearing among Afro-Caribbeans. Boys are encouraged to
take the initiative to explore their environment, while girls
are encouraged to remain in close physical proximity to the
home and interact with the maternal figure or maternal sur-
rogates in religiously-oriented activities. Therefore, in
view of the foregoing, the gender differences among
Afro-Caribbeans on the HFT and GEFT is consistent with this

general notion.
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In commenting on the gender differences among Afro-
Americans, the findings in the present jinvestigation revealed
higher mean HFT scores (even though not statistically sig-
nificant) for males and higher mean GEFT scores for males,
significant at the .03 level. This result confirms and
underscores a clear cut gender difference in performance on
measures of field independence. Also, it demonstrates that
traditional sex-role standards may indeed be operative among
Afro-Americans (Gump, 1978).

In continuing our discussion on gender differences, no
statistically significant differences emerged on the Zukerman
and Allison (1976) FOS scale for Afro-Caribbeans, Afro-
Americans or among the global sample. This finding provides
further validity to the claim that this inhibitory mechanism
or predisposition is not only germane to woman as Horner
(1968) posited. Previously, Tresemer (1974) and Paludi
(1981) had found comparable median levels of the motive to
avoid success in males and females.

The surprising result that emerged was that Blacks
obtained higher FOS scores than whites, Previous studies
had demonstrated that Black women had lower levels of the
avoidant motive compared to white women (Weston and Mednick,
1970; Esposito, 1977; Savage, Stearns and Friedman, 1979;
Fleming, 1978). In trying to account for this finding, a

careful examination of the Zukerman and Allison (1976) scale
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was made. The test constructors stated "[0O]f the 27 items,
sixteen are worded so that agreement reflects high fear of
success, Agreement with the remaining eleven items reflects
low fear of success" (Zukerman and Allison, 1976, p. 424).

Therefore, since the scale was not equitably balanced to
control for acquiescence response style and it has been shown
that Blacks and other ethnic minorities have a proclivity to
use extreme response anchors on personality tests, then it is
speculated that this might account for higher rates of en-
dorsement (Souveif, 1958; Berg and Collier, 1953). Likert-
type response formats are adversely affected by response
style and this might have inflated the test scores for
Blacks.

Another more obvious explanation is to assert that Blacks
in this sample were simply more fearful of success. This
assertion may be valid in light of reality testing. 1In fact,
the elevated FOS scores may be accounted for in terms of the
fear of negative consequences of achievement for men and
women as they attempt to claim a fair share of the American
pie. The path to success is not a smooth one in spite of the
advances in Civil Rights and the ongoing struggle for equal-
ity. It is true that more Blacks have moved into occupations
and corporations that were systematically denied access to
them by the gatekeepers. Yet, in spite of the gains,

institutional racism, racial discrimination and oppression
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have not dissipated, Achievement then is freighted with
disappointment, anger, frustration and hostile competition.
The poisonous sting of racism can be said to lie in the fact
that a Black person could be ignored irrespective of his/her
achievements. The legitimacy of these accomplishments could
be disdainfully swept under the social rug. Blacks do not
necessarily experience the isomorphic relationship between
success (i.e. college graduation) and positive consequences
such as job guarantee and mobility through hierachical
systems. Horner (1968) had demonstrated that high FOS
subjects wrote stories that were freighted with negative
affect and unfavorable consequences because of success.
Perhaps Blacks might have endorsed more FOS items because

of the reality of their existence in America.

No gender differences were evinced in the globa; sample
on the Mirels and Garrett (1971) PE scale. This finding
found support in previous empirical investigations (Gonsalves
and Bernard, 1983a; Mirels and Garrett, 1971). Neither did
gender differences emerge for Afro-Americans or Afro-Carib-
beans on the Blood (1969) or on Mirels and Garrett (1971)
scales,

Black males obtained higher mean scores on the Blood
(1969) scale vis-a-vis Black females. This finding flies in
the face of the deficit-deficiency models in the social

scientific literature which paints the Black male in an
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unfavorable light., Additionally, they obtained higher mean
PE scores than Anglos. This finding indicates that Black
males were endorsing values reflecting diligence, con-
scientiocusness, frugality and secular asceticism even more so
than Black females. Whether the endorsement of these items
have implications for greater levels of achievenment motiva-
tion and other personality or behavioral correlates must
remain the province of further empirical investigations.

As demonstrated from two-way ANOVAS, both gender and race
separately and together affected heightened performance on
the Blood (1969) PE scale. Males obtained higher mean PE
scores. Also Blacks obtained higher mean PE scores than
whites, while Black males in terms of the interaction effect
obtained the highest mean scores. Yet, significant findings
were not confirmed on the Mirels and Garrett (1971) scale.
Additionally, student status affected performance on the
Blood scale, with part-time students obtaining the highest
mean PE scores.

For the GEFT and the HFT, gender and race emerged as
statistically significant main effects. Males and whites
obtained the highest mean scores. Yet, no significant
interaction was revealed, even though white males obtained
the highest mean FI scores.

The results that were demonstrated for the stepwise
multiple regression analyses revealed that HFT and GPA could

be predicted from performance on the FOS scale,
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A noteworthy methodological issue that can be appro-
priately made here is to state that correlational analyses
have built in limitations in that, one cannot imply causal
relationships. A tighter and more rigorous study would have
used an experimental design with a probability sample,
Additionally, many psychologists have argued qguite con-
vincingly that college students represent a homogeneous
group. Therefore, I would submit that using research
participants from the general population could add valuable
information especially in the behavioral linkage of the fear
of success to actual job performance. Also, since on some
levels this study is exploratory rather than definitive in
nature, it underscores the need for more research on other
ethnic groups (i.e. Indians, Koreans, Japanese, Hispanics)
within a majority culture to assess the nature of these
relationships. |

Conclusively, it is hoped that this investigation will
elicit interest and initiate a momentum to conduct other
empirical investigations on Afro-Americans and Afro-
Caribbeans from an Afro-centric and introspectively sensitive
approach, Comparisons of these two Black ethnic groups with
each other have sometimes placed the Afro-American in an
unfavorable light (Sowell, 1981). The emphasis here in this
study has been to bridge the gap empirically by highlighting
their cultural and stylistic similarities., Interwoven

throughout the discussion are a number of issues that need to




be addressed through further empirical analyses. However,
one final issue that can be raised here, is the need to
assess the relationship between field independence and other
stylistic dimensions such as leveling-sharpening, category
width and constricted versus flexible control etc. among
these two groups. Additionally, an attempt should be made to

fill this void in the psychometric literature.
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APPENDIX B

TABLE 1

GLOBAL PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR CONSTRUCTS

FOS

HFT

GEFT

PEA

(COEFFICIENT / (CASES) / SIGNIFICANCE)

1.0000
( o)

-0.1980
( 201)
920.00 1

-0.2718
{( 281)
P:0.000

0.3822
({ 279)
r=0.000

0.4580
( 288)
Pz0.000

WFY

~0.1880
( 281)
PZ0.001

1.0000
{ o)
".. L L

0.86702
( 301)
P20.000

-0.1206
( 208)
PE0.019

~0.1344
{ 277)
P=0.013

QEFT

-0.2718
( 281)
Pz0. 000

0.6702
{ 301)
7%0.000

1.0000
{ 0)

-0.1180
{ 208)
r=0.021

-0.2087
{ 277)
P=0.000

PEA

0.3822
{ 279)
P=0.000

-0.1208
{ 208)
r20.019

-0.1180
{ 298)
P=0.021

1.0000
( o}

'=.I.C.

0.4277
( 278)
P=0.000

0.4889
{ 269)
P=0.000

-0.1344
( 277)
r=0.013

~0.2087
{ 277)
r=0.000

0.4277
( 278)
Pz0.000

1.0000
( 0)

(A VALVE OF 99.0000 I8 PRINTED IF A COEFFICIENT CANNOT BE COMPUTED)
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FOS

HFT

GEFT

PEA

PES

(COEFFICIENT / (CASES) / SIGNIFICANCE)
(A VALUE OF 99.0000 18 PRINTED IF A COEFFICIENT CANNQOT BE COMPUTED)

1.0000
{ 0)

0.0034
( ar}
P=0.487

-0.1089
( 87)
P=0.158

0.4256
( 8s)
P=0. 000

0.4347
{ 8e)
P=0.000

HWFT

0.0034
( 87)
P20.487

1.0000
( o)

0.8097
( 98)
r=0.000

0.0638
( 94)
P=0.271

-0.1080
« o)
F=0.154

TABLE 2

PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS
AMONG CONSTRUCTS FOR AFRO-CARIBBEANS

GEFT

~-0.1089
( 87)
P=0.158

0.8897
( 98)
$=0.000

1.0000
( 0)
"...'.

-0.0408
( 94)
P=0.349

-0.2490
( 21)
P=0.009

PEA

0.428¢
{ 86)
P=0. 000

0.0838
( 94)
PzO. 271

-0.0408
( 94)
P=0.349

1. 0000
{ 0)

P=....l

0.3910
{ 20)
P~0. 000

0.4347
( 868 )
P=0.000

-0.1080
{ o)
P=0.184

-0.2490
{ 1)
r=0.009

0.3910
( 90)
P=0.000

1.0000
( 0)
”.....
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T

HFT

GEFT

PEA

(COEFFICIENT s (CASES) 7/ SIGNIFICANCE)

TABLE 3
PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS

AMONG CONSTRUCTS FOR AFRO-AMERICANS

FOS
1.0000
( 0)
PE soese

-0.1982
( 82)
P20.039

-0.2243
( 82)
P20.021

0.2923
( 82)
PrP20.004

0.482%
( 1)
P=0.000

HFT
~0.19852
¢ 82)
P30.039

1.0000

( o)
P2 seose

0.8379
( 88)
r=0.000

-0.0359
( 87)
P=0.371

GEFT
-0.2243
( 82)
P=0.021

0.8378
( 88)
P=0.000

1.0000
( 0)
PEseese

0.0221
( 87)
P=0.419

-0.1183
( 80)
P=0.152

PEA
0.2923

- 82)

P20.004

-0.0389¢
« 87)
P=0.371

0.0221
( 87)
PE0.419

1.0000
( 0)
P sesee

0.6308
{ 80)
P20.000

PES
0.4828
( 77)
P£0.000

-0.0589
( 80)
r20.302

-0.1163
( 8o0)
P=0.182

0.6308
( 80)
P=0.000

1.0000
( 0)
P2 sesse

(A YALUE OF 99.0000 IS PRINTED IF A COEFFICIENT CANNOTY BE COMPUTED)
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HFTY

GEFT

FOS

PEA

(COEFFICIENT / (CASES) / SIGNIFICANCE)

HFT

1.0000
{ 0)

0.86734
( 188)
P%0. 000

~0.0731
( 171)
PRO. 171

0.0887
{ 183)
P20. 178

~0.0486
{ 73)
PRD. 283

TABLE 4

GEFT

0.6734
( 188)
Pz0. 000

1.0000
( 0)
".. ® 4w

~0.1801
{ 171)
P20. 010

0.0077
( 183)
PR0. 459

-0.1583
{ 173)
P=0. 019

FOS

-0.0731
( 171)
P=0. 171

«0.1601
( 171)
P=0.018

1.0000
{ 0)

0.3485
{ 170)
P=0.000

0.4576
{ 186)
P20.000

PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR BLACKS

PEA

0.0887
{ 183)
P=0.178

0.0077
{ 183)
PR0 . 4890

0.3485
( 170)
P=0. 000

1.0000
( 0)
Poesoas

0.4867
( 172)
P20, 000

PES

-0.0488
( 173)
PO, 263

-0.1583
{( 173)
P=0.019

0.457¢
{ 165)
P20. 000

0.4887
( 172)
P#%0.000

1.0000
( 0)

(A YALUE OF 99.0000 IS PRINTED IF A COEFFICIENT CANNOT BE COMPUTED)
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GEFY

FOS

PEA

PESB

(COEFFICIENT / (CASES) / SIGNIFICANCE)

HFT

1.0000
( o)

'-I...‘

0.538¢
i 94)
P20. 000

-0.2012
( o3)
P=0.002

~0.36861
{ 3)
#320.000

-0.28679
( 88)
P=0.008

TABLE 5
PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENT FOR WHITES

GEFT

0.538¢
( 94)
r20.000

1.0000
t o)

~0.3198
{ 93)
rx0.001

-0.1358
( ©03)
P>0.097

-0.3219
( 88)
P=0.001

-0.2912
( 03)
£20.002

-0.31985
( 23)
P=0.001

1.0000
{ o)

0.3870
( 92)
P=0.000

0.5242
{ 88)
20.000

PEA

-0.3581
{ 3)
P20. 000

«0.13868
( 23)
P20.097

0.3870
( 92)
P*0.000

1.0000
t o)

"O...l

0.2588
( 87}
P=0.008

~0.2679
€ a8 )
P=0.008

-0.3219

( 88)
7%0.001

0.5242
( 88)
P=0.000

0.2588
{ 87)
P20.008

1.0000
{ o)

’-.....

(A VALUE OF 99.0000 I8 PRINTED IF A COEFFICIENT CANNOT BE COMPUTED
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NFT

QEFT

PEA

FOS

(COEFFICIENT / (CASES)

TABLE SA

PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS

HFTY

1.0000
o)
Pu

6001
{ a2}
Ps .000

.0738
{ o2)
s .288

0186
( 77)
Fz .438

-.1028
( 76)
Pz .109

QEFT

.0601
( o2)
Pz .000

1.0000
{ o)
= .

-.02%8
o2)

'= -"‘

-.1743
( 717)
Pz .068

-.2812
( Te)
" .007

COEFPFICIENT CANNOT BE CONMPUTED

1.0000
{

FOR BLACK MALES

PEA

0738
( o2)
Ps . 288

-.0218
( o2)
P=.424

Q)
7

8710
{ 7?)
P .000

.2083
( 768)
r=.008

/ SIGNIFICANCE)

0186
( 77)
Ps .4308

-. 1743
( 77)
rs 088

5710
( rT?)
Pa .000

1.0000
o)

Pe,
4102
{ 74)
Ps .000

-. 1028
( 78)
Ps .109

-.2812
( 78)
P .007

.280853
( 768)
rz .008

4182
( 74)
s . 000

1.0000
{ o)
Pa_

- " I8 PRINTED IF A
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HET

GEFT

PEA

FOS

(COEFFICIENTY / (CASES)

TABLE 58

PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS

HEFT

1.0000
{ o)
Pa .

.0193
{ 102)
P .000

-. 1018
{( t100)
P 187

-.1384
( o8
Pe .004

-.1332
¢ 04)
Pz .100

GEFY

.0103
{ 102)
P= .000

1.0000
( o)
Ps .

-.1081
( 100)
P .149

-, 1448
( °8)
= .000

-.1281
( 04)
Pz .109

COEFFICIENT CANNOT BE COMPUTED

FOR BLACK FEMALES

-.1081
{ 100)
Ps .187

-.1081%
( te0)
Pz .149

1.0000
{ o)
Pa

4370
{ *8)
Ps .000

3783
{ 03)
r= .000

/ SIGNIFICANCE)

~. 1384
{ oe)
Ps .094

-.1448
( 96)
Pz .000

.4370
( s}
f= .000

1.000
¢ o)

-.1382
( ®4)
Pz .100

-.1281
{ o4)
Pz .109

.37683
3)
fa .000

3121
( 20)
Px .000

( 0)
P=

. " 18 PRINTED IF A
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HFY

GEFT

PEA

FOS

TABLE S5C

PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS

HFT
1.0000
( o)
Pa,
.0292
( 3$0)
Pa -.000
-, 1278
( 30)
Ps -280
-, 1801
( a8
Ps .200
- 1638
{ 30)
Ps 194

QEFY

.0202
{ 30)
Ps .000

1.0000

o)

P,
-.4033

( 20)
Pz .03

-. 3008
28)
rz .023

-. 4089
{ 30)
Pe 012

FOR WHITE MALES

PEA

-.1278
( 20)
’- o'..

-, 4033
( 30)
s .9013

1.0000
( ¢)
Pe,

.5003
( 20)
Pas .00)3

.4120
| 30)
'. o°1!

(COEFFICIENT / (CASES) / SIGHMIFICANCE)
COEFFICIENT CANNOT BE COMPUTED

-.1601
( 28)
Pe .208

.5003
{ 28)
s .003

1.0000
o)
Pe_

7014
( 28 )
Pz .000

-. 1638
( 30)
Pz .104

-.4089
{ 30)
P .012

A120
( o)
Pz 012

.7014
{ 28)
'- -.oo

1.0000
{ o)
Pa

“ .18 PRINTED IF A
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HETY

QEFT

PEA

FOS

({COEFFICIENT / (CASES)

TABLE SD

PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS

HET

4962
Pz .000

-.4112
( e2)
Pz .000

-.2830
{ ¢0)
Pa .014

-.3378
( e2)
P .004

GEFY

4982
( e3)
rFz .000

-~ 0154
( e2)
Pz 463

-, 29087
{ e0)
rsz .010

-.2829
{ ¢2)
a 013

COEFFICIENT CANNOT BE COMPUTED

FOR WHITE FEMALES

PEA

-.‘.1 12
( e2)
s .000

- 0184
{ e2)
Pz .485)3

1.0000
( o)
Ps
A723
( 59)
Pz .006

.3708
( ¢1)
r= .002

/ SIGNIFICANCE)

-,.2030
( ¢0)
r: 014

~-.2007
60)
010

.1723
( s9)
P .098

1.0000
{ o)

4881
Pz . 000

-.3376
{ e2)
Pz .004

-.28029
{ e2)
rF:s .01

3708
( 1)
Pz .002

4581
( e0)
Pz .000

1.0000
( o)
P-.

“ " 18 PRINTED IF A



PEA

LJOBM

VERBAL

(COEFFICIENT / (CASES) /SIGNIFICANCE)

PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS

PEA

1.0000
( o)

PEeasos

0.4277
( 278)
P=0.000

0.1374
( 190)
Pz0.029

-0.1838
( 130)
P=0.018

TABLE 6

0.4277
( 278)
P=0.000

1.0000
{ o)

0.1328
« 177)
Pz 0.039

-0.0038
( 123)
Pz 0.484

LJOBM

0.1374
( 190)
P=0.029

0.1326
{( 177)
P20.039

1.0000
( o)

=-0.0080
81)
P=0.472

VERBAL

-0.1838
( 130)
Ps0.018

-00038
( 123)
Pz0.484

~0.0080
« 81)
P=0.472

1.0000
( o)

Pzsvese

(A VALUE OF 99.0000 IS PRINTED IF A COEFFICIENT CANNOT BE COMPUTED)
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HFT

GEFY

RELIG

RACE

(COEFFICIENT / (CASES) /SIGNIFICANCE)

HET

1.0000
’-. [ L N

0.6702
( 301)
£70.000

0.1738
( 282)
P=20.002

0.0830
( 209)
re0.078

~0.1759
( 299)
P=0.001

TABLE 7
PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS

GEFTY

0.6702
( 301)
P20.000

1.0000
'... L N ]

0.0159
{ 282)
PeG. 399

0.2068
( 209)
PZ0.000

-0.1781
( 299)
P20.001

RELIG

0.1738
( 262)
P=0.002

0.0159
( 282)
Pe0.399

1.0000
{ 0)

’.o.o.l

{ 260)
re0.013

-0.0710
( 280)
r20. 127

BACE

0.0830
( 209)
$20.076

0.20885
( 209
P=0.000

-0.1378
( 280)
r20.013

’......

0.0519
( 207)
P=0.187

-0.1789
{ 200)
Pr=0.001

-0.1781
{ 200)
PE0.001

-0.0710
( 280)
reO. 127

0.0818
( 2907)
Pe0. 187

1.0000
( o)

{A VALUE OF 99.0000 IS PRINTED IF A COEFFICIENT CANNOT BE COMPUTED)
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FOS

PACLASS

FAED

PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS

1.0000
( o)

-0.1058
( 278)
P=0.040

~0.1943
{ 270)
P=0.001

-0.2476
( 273)
r=0.000

TABLE 8

PACLASS

-0.1058
( 2735)
P=0.040

1.0000
( 0)

P=tsess

0.5220
( 279)
P=0.000

0.4525
( 288)
P=0.000

( COEFFICIENT/{CASES)/SIGNIFICANCE)

FAED

-0.1943
{( 270)
£=0.001

0.5220
( 279)
r=0.000

1.0000
{ 0)

0.6562
( 283)
#=0.000

MAED

-0.24768
( 273)
?=0.000

0.4528
( 288)
P=0.000

0.8582
{ 283)
P=0. 000

1.0000
( 0)

P=...“

(A VALUE OF $9.0000 IS PRINTED IF A COEFFICIENT CANNOT BE COMPUTED)
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TABLE 9

PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS

PACLASS

FOS 0.1058
( 275)
P=0.040

MAROCC 0.1170
( 270)
P=0.027

(COEFFICIENT/(CASES)/ SIGNIFICANCE)
(A VALUE OF 99.0000 IS PRINTED IF A COEFFICIENT CANNOT BE COMPUTED)
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TABLE 10

PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS

FAED MAED

FOS 0.1943 FOS -0.2478

( 270) ( 273)

P=0.001 P=0. 000
BROTHER -0.2340 PACLASS 0.4525

( 288) { 285)

P=0.000 PZ0. 000
SISTER -0.1642

( 285)

P=0.000

(COEFFICIENT / (CASES) / SIGNIFICANCE)
(A VALUE OF 99.000 IS PRINTED IF A COEFFICIENT CANNOT BE COMPUTED)
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TABLE 11

PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS

CURWOR

0.1478
( 259)
P=0.009

FAMINC

(COEFFICIENT / (CASES) / SIGNIFICANCE)
(A VALUE OF 99.0000 IS PRINTED IF A COEFFICIENT CANNOT BE COMPUTED)
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VERBAL

QUANT

(COEFFICIENT

PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS

GENDER

/(CASES) /SIGNIFICANCE)

TABLE 12

VERBAL

0.1879
( 130)
P=0.0168

1.0000
( 0)

P=.....

0.5699
( 117)
P=0.000

QUANT

0.1231
( 118)
P=0.092

0.5899
( 117)
P=0.000

1.0000
( 0)

P:.....

(A VALUE OF 99.0000 IS PRINTED IF A COEFFICIENT CANNOT BE COMPUTED)
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TOTCHILD

LJOBM

RACE

TABLE 13

PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS

TOTCHILD

1.0000
( 0)

P=I|...

0.1510
( 190)
P=0.019

-0.125686
( 292)
P=0.016

(COEFFICIENT / (CASES) / SIGNIFICANCE)

(A VALUE OF 99.0000 IS PRINTED IF A COEFFICIENT CANNOT BE COMPUTED)
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YEAR 1

GPA

BROTHER

SISTER

(COEFFICIENT / (CASES) / SIGNIFICANCE)

TABLE 14

PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS

1.0000
( o)

-0.1511
{ 274)
P=0.008

0.1561
( 281)
P=0.004

0.0822
( 281)
P=0.088

0.2371
{ 280)
P=0.000

YEARY

~0.1541
{ 274)
P=0.008

1.0000
{ o)
'z.. L

~0.2586
{ 292)
P=0.000

-0.0118
{ 2902)
PrP=0.421

-0.0191
( 291)
P=0.373

GPA

0.1581
{ 281)
rz0.004

-0.2538
{ 292)
r%0.000

1.0000
( o)

0.0882
( 301)
P=0.068

0.021¢
{ 300)
Pz0.388

BROTHER

0.0822
( 201)
P£0.088

-0.0118
{( 202)
P20.421

0.0862
( 301)
PRp. 088

10000
¢ o)

'-.. [ N

0.177¢

( 300)
P=0.001

SISTER

0.2371
( 280)
P20.000

-0.0191
( 201)
P=0.373

0.021¢
( 300)
PE0.368

0.1778
{ 300)
Pz0.001

1.0000
{ o)
F.....

(A VALUE OF 99.0000 IS PRINTED IF A COEFFICIENT CANNOT BE COMPUTED)
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FOS

MAROCC

PAROCC

PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS

FOS

1.0000
{ o)

0.0447
( 258)
P=0.237

-0.0861
( 281)
=0.087

~0.0877
( 279)
P=0.130

TABLE 15

MAROCC

0.0447
( 288)
PZ0.237

1.0000
{ 0)

0.0340
{( 258)
P=0.294

-0.0534
( 274)
P-0.189

(COEFFICIENT 7/ (CASES) / SIGNIFICANCE)

PAROCC

-0.0881
( 251)
PZ0 .087

0.0340
{ 258)
P20.294

1.0000
( 0)

-0.0453
( 264)
P=0.2232

GEMDER

-0.0877
( 27%)
P=0.130

-0.0534
{ 274)
P=0.189

~0.0453
( 264)
P=0.232

1.0000
( 0)

(A VALUE OF 99.0000 IS PRINTED IF A COEFFICIENT CANNOT BE COMPUTED)
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FAMRANK

RACE

MAJOR

PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS

1.0000
( o)

'=.‘...

0.1289
{ 27¢)
P=0.017

-0.158 1
{ 279)
P=0.004

0.2020
( 281)
r=0.001

TABLE 18

FAMRANK

0.1209
{( 279)
Pz0.017

1.0000
( o)

-0.0852
( 207)
P=0.171

0.0842
( 268)
P=0.149

(COEFFICIENT / (CASES) / SIGNIFICANCE)

RACE

-0.1881
{( 279)
P=0.004

~-0.0852
{ 207)
PO .171

1.0000
( o)

-0.2452
{ 26s)
P-0.000

MAJOR

0.2020
( 281)
r=0.001

0.0842
{ 285)
P=0.149

-0.2452
{( 264)
P=0.000

{A YALUE OF 99.0000 IS PRINTED IF A COEFFICIENT CANNOT SBE COMPUTED)
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PARTIAL CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS

ZERO ORDER PARTIALS

PEA

FAED

MAED

PEA

1.0000
( 0)
P .

-4277
( 273)
PS . 000

-.0938
( 273)
e, 122

-.0875
( 273)
Pz . 148

TABLE 17

4277
{ 2713)
Pz .000

1.0000
( o)
P

-.1179
( 273)
Pz .051

-.0939
( 273)
PE 120

(COEFFICIENT / (D.F..) /SIGNIFICANCE)
(*." IS PRINTED IF A COEFFICIENT CANNOT BE COMPUTED)

FAED

~.0938
{ 273)
p: _122

-.1179
( 273)
rPs .081

8197
( 273)
P= .000

~-.0878
{ 273)
P 148

-.0939
( 273)
rE 120

8197
( 2713)
P .000

1.0000
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TABLE 18

PARTIAL CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS

CONTROLLING FOR.. FAED WMAED

PEA PEB
PEA 1.0000 .4209
( . 0) ( ‘271)
P= . P= .000
.4209 1.0000
PEB ( ‘271) ( 0)
P= .000 p= .

(COEFFICIENT /(D.F.) / SIGNIFICANCE)
(* .7 IS PRINTED IF A COEFFICIENT CANNOT BE COMPUTED)
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TABLE 19

PARTIAL CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS

CONTROLLING FOR ..

PEA
PEA 1.0000
( 0)
P= .
PEB 4281
( 272)
P= .000

PEB

4281
( 272)
PE .000

1.0000
( o)

(COEFFICIENT / (D.F.) 7 SIGNIFICANCE)

(* .7 IS PRINTED IF A COEFFICIENT CANNOT BE COMPUTED)
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TABLE 20

PARTIAL CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS
CONTROLLING FOR.. PACLASS

PEA PEB
PEA 1.0000 4279
( 0) ( 272)
P= P= .000
PEB 4279 1.0000
{ 272) ( 0)
P= .000 P= .

(COEFFICIENT / (D.F.) /SIGNIFICANCE)
(" . " IS PRINTED IF A COEFFICIENT CANNOT BE COMPUTED)



166

TABLE 21

PARTIAL CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS

CONTROLLING FOR.. CURTOT

PEA PEB
PEA 1.0000 .4246
( 0) {( 272)
P= Pz .000
PEB 4248 1.0000
( 272) { o)
P= .000 P= .

(COEFFICIENT / (D.F.) /SIGNIFICANCE)
(. " IS PRINTED IF A COEFFICIENT CANNOT BE COMPUTED)
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TABLE 22

PARTIAL CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS

CONTROLLING FOR.. RELIG PACLASS

PEA PEB
PEA 1.0000 4283
{ 0) ( 271)
P= . Ps .000
PEB 4283 1.0000
( 271) ( 0)
P= .000 P=

(COEFFICIENT / (D.F.) /SIGNIFICANCE)
(°. " IS PRINTED IF A COEFFICIENT CANNOT BE COMPUTED)
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PARTIAL CORRELATION COEFFICIEENTS

ZERO ORDER PARTIALS

PEA

RELIG

PACLASS

CURTOT

(COEFFICIENT / (D.F.) / SIGNFICANCE)
(. " 18 PRAINTED IF A COEFFICIENT CANNOT BE COMPUTED)

PEA

10000
( 0)
Pz .

A277
({ 273)
Pz .000

L0073
( 273)
P 904

- 0187
{ 279)
P2 .703

0770
( 273)
rs 203

TABLE 23

A277
( 273)

Px .000

1.0000
{ 0)
Pz.

=-.0208
( 273}
r= .028

0083
( 273)
Pz .890

0704
{ 279%)
rs .2_48

RELIG

0073
{ 273)

Ps .904

-.0200
( 273)
Ps 628

1.0000
( o)
Ps.

-.0847
( 273)
Pz . 161

0004
t 273)
r 877

PACLASS

-0187
( 273)

Pz 783

0083
{ 273)
= .890

-.08047
( 273)
Pz . 101

1.0000
( 0)
r= .

.1830
( 273)
Pz 011

CURTOT

0770
(273)

p=.203

0704
(273)
Ps.248

0004
( 279)
PzB8T77

.1630
( 273)
P01

1.0000
t o)
'=.
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PARTIAL CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS

ZERO ORDER PARTIALS

FANRANK

PAROCC

PACLASS

CURTOT

FAMRANK

1.0000
{ o)
Ps .

~.0374
( 2e00)
Pz .519

-1340
( 200)
Pz .020

21859
{ 209)
Pz .000

TABLE 24

PAROCC

-.0874
209)
519

.‘ﬂ

10000

0729
( 299)
P~ .207

2131
( 200)
P 000

(COEFFICIENTY / (D.F.) / SIGNIFICANCE)

PACLASS

1340
{ 209)
P=.020

0729
( 209)
Pz .207

.2274
( “209)

IS PRINTED IF A COEFFICIENT CANNOT BE COMPUTED)

CURTOY

2189
("200)

2131
{ ae9)
Pe.000

2274
{ 200)
P=.000

1.0000



170

TABLE 25
T-TEST FOR BLACKS ANDWHITES

GROUP 1-RACE EQ 1.BLACK
GROUP 2-RACE EQ 2.WHITE

POOLED VARIANCE SEPARATE VARIANCE
ESTIMATE ESTIMATE
DEGREES DEGREES
NUMBER STANDARD STANDARD F 2-TAIL T OF 2-TAL T OF 2-TAIL
YARIABLE OF CASES MEAN DEVIATION ERROR VALUE PROB. VALUE FREEDOM PROB. VYVALUE FREEDOM PROB.
GROUP1 183 28.8525 5.082 0.37¢
. . .15 274 0.032| 2.30 220.23 0.023
PEA GROUPZ2 93 27.537s 4.184 0.432 1.49 0.033 2.1
GROUP1 173 84.3699 15.381 1.169
. . 0.7t 259 0.480| 0.75 201.42 0.457
PEB GROUP2 088 83.0114 13,116 1.398 1.38 0.098
GROUPY 171 114.0819 18.048 1.380
. -3585 .99 2 .000| 4.09 203.54 0.000
Fos GROUPZ 93 105.0783 16.539 1.715 1.19 0.35 3.9 62 0.0
GROUP1 185 7.1135 6.080 0.4a7
. .238 | -86.17 77 . -4.99 170.85 0.000
WET GROUP2 94 11.2447 6.748 0.69¢ 123 0.23 s 2 0.000
GROUPY 185 7.6885 4.790 0.352
. 0.968 | -8.82 277 . -8.63 188.03 0.000
GEFT GROUP2 94 12.9043 4.782 0.491 1.01 »e s 0.000| -8
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TABLE 26

T-TEST FOR AFRO-AMERICANS AND AFRO-CARIBBEANS

GROU®P 1-ETHNIC) EQ 3.AFRO-AMERICANS
GROUP 2-ETHNICI EQ S.AFRO-CARISBEANS

POOLED YARIANCE

SEPARATE VARIANCE

ESTIMATE ESTIMATE
DEGREES DEGREES
NUMBER STANDARD STANDARD F 2-TAIL T OF 2-TAWL T OF 2-TAIL
VARIABLE OF CASES MEAN DEVIATION ERROR VALUE PROB. VALUE FREEDOM PROB. VALUE FREEDOM PROS.
GROUPMY 87 28.4598 5.137 0.581
PEA GROUP2 %4 29.0000 5.093 0.525 1.02 0.932 | -0.71 179 0.479) -0.71 17787 0479
GROUPY 80 82.6500 17.197 1.923
4 -1. . - .
ED GROUP2 91 85.7383 13.792 1.44¢ 1.58 0.043 1.30 169 0.195 128 15117 0.201%
GROUPY 82 113.3537 19408 2.143
FOS GROUP2 87 114.4253  18.994 1.822 130 0.22¢ | -0.28 %7 0.703 | -0.38 181.12 0.704
GROUPY 88 S$.7500 4.689 0.500
HFT GROUP2 o5 7.9263 6.447 0.681 1.89 0.003 2.59 181 0010 | -263 171.5¢ 0.009
GROUP1 88 7.1018 4.782 0510
GEFT GROUP2 o5 8.0421 ..829 0.495 1.02 0928 | -1.21 181 0.228 | -1.21 180.19 0.228
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TABLE 27
T-TEST FOR AFRO-CARIBBEANS AND ANGLOS

GROUP 1 ~-ETHNICt EO 9.AFRO-CARIBBEAN
GROUP 2 -ETHNICI EQ 19.ANGLO

POOLED VARIANCE SEPARATE VARIANCE
ESTIMATE ESTIMATE
OEGREES DEGREES
NUMBER STANDARD STANDARD F 2=-TAIL T OF 2-TAIL T OF 2-TAIL
VARIABLE OF CASES MEAN DEVIATION ERROR VALUE PROB. VALUE FREEDOWM PROB. VALUE FREEDOM PROB.
GROUP 1 94 29.0000 5.093 0.525
. . . 1 X .
PEA GROUP 2 . 26 1773 0.627 8.25 0.007 1.38 00 0.172 3.08 19.5¢ 0.007
GROUPR T 91 85.7383 13.792 1.448
PEB GROUP 2 e 74.2500 9.603 3.395 2.06 0.313| 230 97 0.023 3.1 9.74 0.015
GROUP 1 37 114.4253 16.994 1.822
FOS GROUP 2 8 100.8750 15.752 5.569 1.16 0916 2.17 93 0.033 2.0 8.57 0.05¢
GROUP 1 gSs 19282 6.447 0.681
HFT GROUP 2 s 18 7.051 2.493 1.20 0.625| -3.38 101 0.001 3.13 8.02 0014
GROUP 1 95 8.0421 4829 0.495
GEFT GROUP 2 s 13.8750 4.086 1.445 1.40 0.683 | -3.31 101 0.001 | -3.82 8.73 0.008
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GROUP 1~ ETHNIC) EQ

3. AFRO-AMERICANS

TABLE 28

T-TEST FOR AFRO-AMERICANS AND ANGLOS

GROUP 2- ETHNICI £Q  19. ANGLOS
POOLED VARIANCE SEPARATE VARIANCE
ESTIMATE ESTIMATE
DEGREES DEGREES
NUMBER STANDARD STANDARD F 2-TAlL T OF 2-TAlL. T OF 2-TAR
VARIABLE OF CASES MEAN DEVIATION ERROR VALUE PROS. VALUE FREEDOM PROB. VALUE FREEDOM PROS.
GROUPt 87 28.4898 5.137 0.581
PEA caouP2 © 208000 1.773 0.827 8.40 o0.008| t.07 o3 o0.288] 2.38 20.97 0.033
GROUPY 80 82.6800 17.197 1.923 '
a. ' - - - a - L)
PER  rour2 o 742800 603 3,395 2 0.107 | 1.38 se 0.178] 2.18 12.10 0.053
Fog GROUPT 82 113.3837 1e.408 2.143 152 o.588 .
GROUP2 § 100.8750 18.782 5.569 . . 1.7¢ 88  0O.082) 2.00 9.21 0.089
GROUPY s 5.7800 4.889 0.500 -
HFT o our2 e 160000 7.05% 2493 | 228 0073 -5.e6 o4 0.000| -4.03 7.87 0.006
GROUP1 g8 7.1818  4.782 0.510 - -
GEFT . our2 s 138780 4086 P 1.37 o0.706 | -3.83 %4 0.000| -4.37 .84 0.003
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TABLE 29

FTEST FOR THE GLOBAL SAMPLE

GROUP 1-GENDER EQ 1. MALE
GROUP 2-GENDER EQ 2. FEMALE

POOLED VARIANCE

SEPARATE VARIANCE

ESTIMATE ESTIMATE
DEGREES DEGREES
NUMBER STANDARD STANDARD F 2-TARL T OF 2-TAalL T OF 2-TAN
VARIABLE OF CASES MEAN DEVIATION ERROR VALUE PROS. VALUE FREEDOM PROB. YALUE FREEDOM PROS.
GROUPY 122 28.8934 5.274 0.477
PEA  crour? 114 renoas game oAt ] 131 o0s| 137 204 o0a73| 133 23779 o.183
peg OMOUPT 112 838181 15.102 1427 | 442 o509 | 044 278 o.602]| 043 22035 o0.68s
QROUP2 168 84.4000 14.274 1.111
GROUPY 114 112.29082 17.673 1.658
108 0781 | 1143 277  o.2e0]| 1.13 . !
FOB  GROUP2 165 1098303 18.121 1.411 s 248.99 0.258
GROUPY 122 9.8475 ¢.820 0.617
* - . ’.o - > - L)
HET o ory 137 73107 e o8| 122 oa2m 8 207 0.002] 3.02 24320 0.003
GROUPY 122 10.4508 5.476 0.496
- - - 2 L ] - »
GEFT o ur? 117 sasse oars otee | 109 ose0| 3.2 97 0.002| 3.09 25272 0.002
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TABLE 30

T-TEST FOR AFRO-CARIBBEANS

GROUP 1- GENDER EQ 1.MALE
GROUP 2- GENDER EQ 2.FEMALE

POOLED VARIANCE SEPARATE VARIANCE

ESTIMATE ESTIMATE
DEGREES DEGREES
NUMBER STANDARD STANDARD F 2-TAIL T OF 2-TALL T orF 2-TAR
VARIASLE OF CASES MEAN DEVIATION ERROR VALUE PROS. VALUE FREEDOM PROB. VALUE FREEDOM PROS.
pea OMOUPY 45 30.1588 4.724 0.704 | .25 o40e| 2.18 92 0.034| 2.16 9198 0.034
GROUP2 49 27.9388 85.234 0.748 " i - i )
PES GROUPY 43 06.5881 14.149 2.188 '
GROUP1 42 116.09052 18.387 2.530 :
‘-15 . - . » - -
FOS GROUP2 45 112.8687 17.871 " ae1e 0.657 { o.s» 86 0.379| o.89 85.00 0.378
GROUPY 48 10.4687 7.418 1.106
HFT GROUP2 60 5.6400 4.365 0.617 2.89 0.000 | 3.91 93 0.000] 3.81 $9.62 0.000
GROUPY 4S5 9.6000 6.3085 0.804
. . 0.01 . X . . .
GEFT GROUP2 SO 6.8400 3769 053¢ 2.03 0017 | 3.12 93 0.002] 3.08 77.94 0.003
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GROUP 1-GENDER EQ 1.MALE

TABLE 31

T-TEST FOR AFRO-AMERICANS

GROUP 2-GENDER EQ 2.FEMALE
POOLED VARIANCE SEPARATE VARIANCE -
ESTIMATE ESTIMATE
DEGREES DEGREES
NUMSER STANDARD STANDARD F 2-TAIL T OF 2-TARL T OF 2-TAlL
VARIASLE OF CASES MEAN DEVIATION ERROR VALUE PROB. VALUE FREEDOM PROBD. VALUE FREEDOM PROS.
GROUPT 3¢ 29.3333 6.180 1.028
. 014 ] 1.23 0.222] 1.1¢ 57.78 0.251
PEA  Gmour2 50  27.9e00 4.199 0.884 216 O 84
GROUPT 33 81.1518 18.147 3.189 '
PED 1.19 0.57 . . X 85.07 0.524
GROUP2Z 47 33,7021 18.818 2.424 §]-o.es 78 0.517] -0.84
GROUPY 33 115.5182 18.972 3,303
.11 0.773 ) . 0.81 16  0.422
FOS anour2 48 111.9792 19.9856 2.880 0.80 79 0.427 LA
GROUPY 38 8.4722 S.412 0.902
HFT  ous2 51 53520  4.069 0.570 .77 o.083] 1.10 ss 0.274| 108 e1.63 0.208
GROUPT 3¢ 8.5278 5.300 0.883
GEFT  our2 &1 6.2549  4.232 0.593 157 0.143 | 2.22 8s 0.029| 2.14 8448 0.03¢
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177

T-TEST FOR BLACKS

GROUP 1-GENDER EQ 1.MALES
GROUP 2-GENDER EQ 2.FEMALES

POOLED VARIANCE SEPARATE VARIANCE

ESTIMATE ESTIMATE
OEGREES DEGREES
NUMBER STANDARD STANDARD F 2-TAlL T oF 2-TAIL ¥ OF 2-TAlIL

VARIABLES OF CASES MEAN DEVIATION ERROR VALUE PROS. VALUE FREEDOM PROB. VALUE FREEDOM PROS.
P:A :::::; ':: :::::;: :::: ::::: 1.26 o0.260| 2.5 180 0.004 | 2.04 183.64 o.00s
res :::::; " :::::: ::;:: ::‘:: 1.20 0.407|-0.22 179  o0.824 |-0.22 188.00 o0.s25
Fos :::::; :: ::::‘::: ::::: ::;: 1.17 o0.473| 1.45 188  0.150 | 1.46 165.03 o0.147
HFT ::g:::; ':: ::::: :::: :::; 2.36 0.000| 4.06 182 0.000 | 3.88 133.13 0.000
GEFT ::g::; ':: ::::; :::: ::::; 1.88 0.003| 4.12 182 0.000 | 3.99 143.89 0.000
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T-TEST FOR WHITES

GROUP 1- GENDER EQ 1.FEMALES
GROUP 2-GENDER EQ 2MALES

POOLED VARIANCE SEPARATE VARIANCE .

ESTIMATE ESTIMATE
DEGREES DEGREES
NUMBER STANDARD STANDARD F 2-TAIL T OF 2-TAIL - T OF 2-TANlL
VARIABLE OF CASES MEAN DEVIATION ERROR VALUE PROB. VALUE FREEOOM PROS. VALUE FREEDOM PROS.
GROUPY 30 26.0667 3.888 0.708

PEA  ChoUP2 2 37806 4307 osey | 124 o831 | -1.01 %0 0.314| -1.08 €3.42 o0.207
GROUPT 28 $2.2800 11.781 2.226 '

PER . ) . . . 1.07 897
GROUPZ €0 83.3687 13.776 177 | 137 0376 | -0.37 ¢ o0.712]| -0.3% ¢ o
GROUP1 30 1064.3000 17.151 3.139

1.08 ©.783 . ) ] . )

FOS GROUP2 62 105.2742 16444 . 2.088 ~0.28 $0  o0.783] -0.2¢ 55.33 o0.797
GROUPYT 30 12.6887 5.376 0.072 -

HET  Caoup2 63  10.6190  7.914 o922 | 189 o083 | 137 01 0.174| 1.83 75.8¢ 0.131
GROUPT 30 14.1333  4.058 0.741

FT 1.53 0211 ] 165 91 096] 182 €9.39 0.074

GEFT cmour2 o3 123851  5.017 0.832 °
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TABLE 34

T-TEST FOR FEMALES

GROUP 1~ ETHNICt EQ 3. AFRO-AMERICANS
GROUP 2- ETHNICI EQ 9. AFRO-CARISBEANS

POOLED VARIANCE SEPARATE VARIANCE

ESTIMATE ESTIMATE
DEGREES DEGREES
NUMBER STANDARD STANDARD F  2-TAIL T OF 2-TAWL T OF 2-TAN
VARIABLE OF CASES MEAN DEVIATION ERROR VALUE PROS. VALUE FREEDOM PROS. VALUE FREEDOM PROS.
GROUPt 50O 27.9600 4.19¢9 0.594
PEA  CnouP2 49 27.9388  5.234 0.748 1.58 O.t28 | 0.02 7 0.982] 0.02 91.35 0.982
GRAOUPY 47 83.7021 16.618 2.424
’E' . . . . -v. - L
GROUP2 48 85.0000 13.571 1959 1.80 0.171 ] ~0.42 T 0.677| -0.42 8s.69 0.678
GROUPT 48 1119792 19.958 2.880 -
FOS .RouUP2 48 112.8667 17.571 2.619 1.29 0.307 | -0.28 91 0.821] -0.23 90.65 0.820
GROUPY 51 5.3520 4.089 0.870
T 1- - - L [ ] - » - -
HF GROUP2 80 5.6400 4.368 0.017 1§ 0.622 | -0.34 09 0.733} -0.34 98.20 0.733
GROUPT 81 6.2549 4.232 0.593
1.28 0.44 . . -0. . X ]
GEFT Gmour2 s0  e.e400 3789  o0.536 2 0]-048 9% 06311 -048 8320 oO.63
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TABLE 35
T-TEST FOR FEMALES

GROUPFP 1- ETHNICI EQ 3. AFRO-AMERICANS
GROUP 2~ ETHNIC! EQ 19. ANGLOS

POOLED VARIANCE  SEPARATE VARIANCE
ESTIMATE ESTIMATE
DEGREES DEGREES
NYMBER STANDARD STANDARD F 2-TAIL 7 OF 2-TAL T OF 2-TARL
VARIABLE  OF CASES MEAN DEVIATION ERROR VALUE PROS. VALUE FREEDOM PROS. VALUE FREEDOM PROS.
GROUPY 60 27.9600 4.199 0594
PEA amourz ¢ 207800 2.500 1280 | 22 0428 | o087 a2 0574 ) 087 449  O.4se
GROUPY 47 83.7021 16.816 2424
1 140 49 25 0.233
PEB  anour2 ¢ 717800 13.301 s.e51 46 0815 0.160] 169 3 0
Fos SROUPT 43 1119702 18.06¢ 2880 | 442 1000 | aso0 50 0850| 083 3.9 0.604
GROUP2 4 105.7500 18.839 9420
GROUP1T 81  5.3820 4.089 0570
HFT  Crour? 4  1eoens Soue 9515 | 399 o028 | o7 83 0000 -333 3.92 0.047
GROUPY 61  ©.2549  4.232 0593
GEFT amour2 ¢ 122800 s.123 2s5e2 | A7 0470 | <280 83  0008]| -228 333 0.119
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GROUP 1- ETHNICI EQ

9. AFRO-CARIBBEANS

T~-TEST FOR FEMALES

TABLE 36

GROUP 2- ETHMICI EQ 19. ANGLOS
POOLED VARIANCE SEPARATE VARIANCE
ESTIMATE ESTIMATE
DEGREES DEGREES
NUMSER STANDARD STANDARD F  2-TAIL T OF 2-TAL T OF 2-TAM
VARIABLE OF CASES MEAN DEVIATION ERROR VALUE PROS. VALUE FREEDOM PROB. VALUE FREEOOM PROB.
GROUP1 49 27.9388 5.234 0.748
e3s 0247 | ouas 51 0es7| 082 549 0471
PEA Gmour2 ¢ 20.7800 2.800 1.280
GROUP1 48  §5.0000 13.571 1.960
000 | 1. oss| 191 354 177
PEB GROUP2 4  71.7800 13.301 eesy | '0¢ 1.98 s o . 8 0
GROUPT 45 112.8667 17.571 2619
Fos * - L ) -
GROUP2 4 105.7500 18.839 pe2 | V' 0880 o077 47 0444 | 073 348  0.548
GROUPY 50 5.6400 4.365 0.617
HET  Crourz ¢ 130000 o 3es toes | 348 aose | -5.51 52 0000 -328 3.14  0.050
GROUP1 S0 6.6400 3.789 0.53¢
F L. - - L]
GEFT Grour2 4 13 oe00 37as Tees | 18 0308 278 52 0007 | -2.14 327 0.132
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TABLE 37

T-TEST FOR FEMALES

GROUP 1- ETHNICI EQ 3. AFRO-AMERICANS
GROUP 2- ETHNICI EO 2. JEWS

POOLED VARIANCE SEPARATE VARIANCE
ESTIMATE ESTIMATE
DEGREES DEGREES
NUMBER STANDARD STANDARD F 2-TAL ¥ OF 2-TAL T OF 2-TAWL
VARIABLE OF CASES MEAN DEVIATION ERROR VALUE PROB. VALUE FREEDOM PROB. VALUE FREEDOM PROSB.
pga GNOUPY SO 27.8000 4199 0.594
GROUP2 ¢ 27.0000 4.690 191 | 128 0603 ] o052 84 0603] 048 600 0649
GROUP1 47 83.7021 16.616¢ 2.424
PEB . . .
GROUP2 8  §1.8000 16.7¢% 7409 | 102 0818 | o0a2e 50 0800| 024 487 oa3s
GROUPYT 48 111.8792 19.9568 2.880
F L ]
OS5 GROUP2 & 1064000 6.618 2980 | 90 0043 | oe2 51  0.540] 1.38 1409 0.199
wey ONOUPT 89 5.3829 4.089 os70 |
GROUPZ & 90000 5550 2266 86 0238 | -2.00 55 0080| -1.58 se5 0202
GROUPT 81 6.2549 4.232 0.593
EF . )
GEFY cmour2 o 98333 ©.524 266 | 238 0104 | -185 ss 0070| -1.37 5.851 0.267
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TABLE 38

T-TEST FOR AFRO-CARIBBEANS AND JEWS

GROUP 1- ETHNICI EQ 9. AFRO-CARBBEANS
GROUP 2- ETHNICI EQ 2. JEWS

POOLED VARIANCE  SEPARATE VARIANCE
ESTIMATE ESTIMATE
DEGREES DEGREES
NUMBER STANDARD STANDARD F 2-TAIL T OF 2-TAL T OF 2-TAL
VARIABLE OF CASES MEAN DEVIATION ERROR VALUE PROB. VALUE FREEDOM PROS. YALUE FREEDOM PROB.
GROUPYT 49  27.0388 B5.234 0.748
PEA  oue: o IrEaS  Saas 0748 | 128 omse | oa2 63 o0877| o048 o682 o679
GROUP1 48  85.0000 13.571 1.980
PEB o irr b ersoe 13 Tase | 153 0a1s | oae 51 o0s28| 041 aBe 0718
ros GRMOUP1 45 1128887 17871 2.619 .
QROUPZ B 1064800  5.818 2960 | 7085 ooee | os1 a8 0422] 18¢ 1208 o128
GROUP1 50  S.6400 4365 0817 0348 | -1.73 0089 | -143 577 0240
WFT  grour2 ¢ 5.0000 §.580 2208 | 192 ¢ 54 .
GROUPY 80 88400 3.789 0536
2. 1.7 cors | -1.
cerr grOT %0 aaay  oree b %  0.041 0 se s|-118 841 ost0
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TABLE 39

T-TEST FOR MALES

GROUP 1-ETHNICI EQ 3. AFRO-AMERICANS
GROUP 2-ETHMNICI EQ 9. AFRO-CARIBBEANS

POOLED VARIANCE

SEPARATE VARIANCE

ESTIMATE ESTIMATE
DEGREES DEGREES
NUMBER STANDARD STANDARD F 2-TAIL T OF 2-TARL 7 OF 2-TANl
VARIABLE OF CASES MEAN DEVIATION ERROR VALUE PROS. VALUE FREEDOM PROS. VALUE FREEDOM PROS.
GROUPYT 38 29.3333 6.150 1.028
1.70 0.098 | -0.s8 0.498] -o0. 64.42 )
PEA  aSRouP2 48  30.1556 4.724 0.704 LAd 0.6 0.511
GROUPT 33 81.1615 18.147 3.189
1.64 0.1 -1. 74 .148] -1.41 . )
PEE  amour2 43 26.5581 14.140 2.158 30 | -1.40 o 89.03 0.163
GAOUP1 33 115.56152 18.972 3.303
FOS  _ our2 €2 116.0852 16.397 2830 1.34 0.376 | -0.14 73 0.838] -0.14 £3.51 0.890
GROUPY 36  6.4722 B5.412 0.902
- » 57 - - - bl - - -
NFT o our2 45  10.4687 7 218 T ioe 1.88 0.0 2.70 79 0.008| -2.80 78.40 0.008
GROUPT 368  8.5278 5.300 0.883
EFT ] i -0. ) ) ) i
G GROUP2 45 96000 5398 o.80s | 104 0.921] -0.90 79 0.373] -0.90 75.70 0.372
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TABLE 40
T-TEST FOR MALES

GROUP 1-ETHNICI EQ 3. AFRO-AMERICANS
GROUP 2- ETHNICI EQ 18. ANGLOS

POOLED VARIANCE SEPARATE VARIANCE

ESTIMATE ESTIMATE
DEGREES DEGREES
NUMBER STANDARD STANDARD F 2-TAIL T OF 2-TAIL 7 OF 2-TAN
VARIABLE OF CASES MEAN DEVIATION ERROR VALUE PROB. VALUE FREEDOW PROS. VALUE FREEDOM PROS.
GROUPYT 38 293333 6.180 1025
7
PEA  cmour: 4 sedtes  caey o3 | 4121 oo | oes 3 oae| 273 340 000
GROUPY 33  81.1615 10.147 2188
PE®  amour2 4 707500 ases 2323 | 102¢ 0045 | 048 38 083 | 112 1844 0282
GROUPT 33 1155152 18972 3303
FOS gcmour2 ¢« 900000 12878 e338 224 0557 | 1w 3 0084 | 273 482 0088
GROUPY 38  ©4722 5412 0.902
HET e e 4 : 113 1000 | -2.30 38 0027 241 379  o0.121
GROUPT 3¢ 85278 5300 0883
. - 7
GEFT onoy s 255 | ass o211 [ -250 38 0014] 470 703 0002
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GROUP 1- ETHNICI

9. AFRO-CARIBBEANS

TABLE 41

T-TEST FOR MALES

GRAOUP 2- ETHNICI EQ  19. ANGLOS
POOLED VARIANCE SEPARATE VARIANCE
ESTIMATE ESTIMATE
DEGREES DEGREES
NUMBER STANDARD STANDARD F 2-TANL T OF 2-TAlL T OF 2-TANL
VARIABLE OF CASES MEAN DEVIATION ERROR VALUE PROB. VALUE FREEDOM PROS. VALUE FREEDOM PROB.
GROUPYT 48 20.1556 4.724 0.704
PEA CROUPZ 4 202500 O.957 o47e | 293¢ o022| 1.4 47 0.108] 489 2276 0.000
GROUPY 43  $6.5581 14.149 2.188 '
PED GROUP2 p 76.7600 4048 2323 9.28 0.090 1.37 48 0.178| 3.09 .89 0.016
GROUPT 42 116.0082 16.387 2.530
FOS GROUP2 4 96.0000 12.675 .338 1.67 0.760 2.37 44 0.022] 2.94 4.02 0.043
GROUPY 48 10.4887 T.418 1.106
HFT emourz 4 13.0000 5.000 2.550 2.12 0504 | -0.67 47  0.508]| -0.91  4.22 0425
GROUPT 48 9.800 5.308 0.804
5.14 0.201 | -2.15 47 0.037 ] -4. .
GE*T qmour2 4  15.5000 2.380 1.120 2 4.1 ¢.28 0.007




187

GROUP 1- ETHNIC) EQ

9. AFRO-CANMBSBEANS

TABLE 42

T-TEST FOR MALES

GROUP 2- ETHNICI EQ 2. JEWS
POOLED VARIANCE SEPARATE VARIANCE
ESTIMATE ESTIMATE
DEGREES DEGREES
NUMBER STANDARD STANDARD F 2-TAIL T OF 2-TAIL ' T OF 2-TAIL
VARIABLE OF CASES MEAW DEVIATION ERROR VALUE PROS. VALUE FREEDOM PROS. YALUE FAEEDOM PROS.
GROUP1 48  30.1858 4.72¢ 0.704
PEA amour2 2 335000 2121 1.500 4% 0880 | -0 45 0328 | -202 149 0346
GROUP1 43 865581 14.149 2.158
PES  ChouP2 2 895000 ooy os00 | 40041 o019 | 029 43 0773 | -133 4189  o0.191
GROUPY 42 1160082 16397 2530
318 0844 | O. 42 7 ) )
FOS Gmourz 2 1055000 9.192 .500 s 90 0373 | 182 133 o413
GROUP1 45 104887 7.418 1.106
HFT  Gmourz 2 70000 1414 1000 | 2751 0301} o0ss 0817 | 233 478  o©.101
GROUPY 45 9.6000 5.395 0.004
GEFT our2 2 1oo000  Sass oo 5822 0207 )| -07s 45 0456 | -3.08 1117  0.011
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TABLE 43

T-TEST FOR MALES

GROUP 1- ETHNICI EQ 3. AFRO-AMERICANS
GROUP 2- ETHNIC! EQ 2. JEWS
POOLED VARIANCE SEPARATE VARIANCE -
ESTIMATE ESTIMATE
DEGREES DEGREES
NUMBER STANDARD STANDARD F 2-TAIL T OF 2-TAIL T OF 2-TAN
VARIABLE OF CASES MEAN DEVIATION ERROR VALUE PROS. VALUE FREEDOM PROS. VALUE FREEDOM PROB.
GROUPY 36 20.3333 8.150 1.028
PEA . i -0. ) -2. ] .
GROUPE 2 33.8000 2.131 Tene 8.41 05368 | -0.94 3 0.361| -2.20 2.14 o0.187
GROUPT 33  81.1518 18.147 3.159 :
658.64 0.082 | -0. ) -2. ) i
PEB amour2 2 £9.5000 0.707  0.500 84 33 0.526| -2.61 232.96¢ 0.014
GROUP1 33 115.5152 18.972 3.303
FOS o ur2 2 1056000 9 192 o 800 426 0.737 | o.73 ss o.4s8| 1.37 1.88 o0.472
GROUPT 36 $.4722 5.412 0.902
14.64 0.409 | -0.14 e 0.893| -0.39 3.23 o0.731
HFT GROUP2 2 7.0000 1.414 1.000
GROUPT 36 8.5278 5.300  0.883
GEFT cnous2 2 128000 o907  osoe | 5817 0211 -t0s e 0.302| -3.91 13.28  0.002




189

PEY
PE2
PE
PE4
PES
PES
PE?
PES

TABLE 44

RELIABILITY ANALYSIS FOR THE BLOOD PRO-PROTESTANT ETHIC SCALE

1.
"
'.
‘.

PEY

1.4129
-.0021
4038
00768
.2243
-. 1113
-.2181%
.0020

PEY
PE2
PED
PES
PES
PES
PET
rES

PEY
PE2
PED
PES
PES
PES
PE7
PES

1.0430
.28886
2128

-.0892
3128
4110
0187

MEANS

4.24032
3.77852
3.1044)
3.08858
3.23490
3.39282
3.9295)3
2.68121

COVARIANCE MATRIX

2.0708

399085
2076
-0800
-.0321%
.18073

PE4

2.5308
-.3504
86852
-29853
3987

2.4834

.0822
-.0238
-.0320

STD DEY

1.10004
1.36789
1.4389)3
1.50328
1.67887
1.45008
1.38764
1.27487

2.1318
3644
.1084

PET

1.8704
-13901

CASES
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1

TABLE 4§

CORRELATION MATRIX

PE " PE2 PES PE4 PES
1.00000
-.00127 1.00000
23590 1385901 1.00000
08188 00828 .174260 1.00000
11978 -.04170 .11803 -. 13988 1.00000
-.08413 18784 03808 28598 02271
-. 13418 22187 -.01833 -13884 -.01104
00131 -00986 .10209 .19880 -.01823
+ OF CASES -~ 208.0
STATISTICS FOR MEAN VARIANCE
SCALE 28.41811 24.04170
MEAN MININUM MAXINUM
ITEM MEANS 3.88201 2.68121 4.24832
ITEM VARIANCES 1.9908695 1.41288 2.538854
INTER-ITEM -14404 -.36037 688522
COVARIANCES
INTER-ITER 07128 -.13068 .28698

CORRELATIONS

1.00000
A7747
08082

STD DEVY
4.90324

RANGE
1.587 11

1.12606

42562

RELIABILITY INDEX FOR THE BLOOD PRO-PROTESTANT ETHIC SCALE

PE7 PES

1.00000
07976 1.90000

¢ OF VARIABLES
8

MAX/MIN VARIANCE
1.88448 27172

1.79672 .18320

-1.09881 04871

~2.04932 01140
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TABLE 46

RELIABILITY ANALYSIS FOR THE BLOOD PRO-PROTESTANT ETHIC SCALE

ITEM-TOTAL STATISTICS

PE1
PE2
PE3
PE4
PES
PEG
PE7
PES

RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS

SCALE

MEAN

IF ITEM
DELETED
24.16779
24.637538
25.25168
24.42953
25.18121
25.02349
24.48858

25.73490

ALPHA = .38344

SCALE

VARIANCE

IF ITEM
DELETED

21.83707
19.94229
18.82870
18.086404
21.46200
18.99271
20.31800
20.78134

CORRECTED
ITEM- SQUARED
TOTAL MULTIPLE
CORRELATION CORRELATION

.07128 08791
-18610 08623
25165 11782
.25394 17154
.00660 05898
.22927 .12164
.15032 09839
-140867 04799

8 ITEMS
STANDARDIZED ITEM ALPHA = .38031

ALPHA
IF ITEM

DELETED

388064
33988
.30508
.29883
43323
31827
35674
-36104
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TABLE 47

RELIABILITY ANALYSIS FOR THE BLOOD PlO-Pl‘OTESTAHT ETHIC SCALE
FOR WOMEN

1. PE1
2. PE2
3. PrE3
4. PEs
8. PES
. PES
7. PEY
8. PES

RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS

N OF CASES = 174.0 N OF ITEMS = 8
ALPHA = 0.385044
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TABLE 48
RELIABILITY ANALYSIS OF THE BLOOD PRO-PROTESTANT ETHIC SCALE FOR MEN

3. PEY
2. PE2
3. PE3
4. PES
s. PES
S. PES
T. PET
S. PES

RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS
M OF CASES = 1220 M OF ITEMS= 8
ALPHAs O . 38927
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TABLE 48A
RELIABILITY ANALYSIS OF THE MIRELS AND GARRETT SCALE FOR MALES

1. PE21
2. PE22
3. PE2]
4. PE24
5. PE2S
6. PE28
7. PE27
8. PE2S
9. PE29
10. PE3O
11. PE31
12. PE32
13. PEX
14. PEJ34
15. PE3S
18. PE3S
17. PE3?7
18. PE38
19. PE39
RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS 19 ITEMS

ALPHA = .7600 STANDARD ITEM ALPHA = .7610
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TABLE 488
RELIABILITY ANALYSIS OF THE MIRELS AND GARRETT PE SCALE FOR FEMALES

1. PE21
2. PE22
3. PE23
4. PE24
s. PE2S
6. PE26
7. PE27
8. PE2S
9. PE29

10. PE30
11. PE31

12. PE32

13. PE33

14. PE34

18. PE35

18. PE36
17. PE37

18. PE38

19 PE39

RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS 19 ITEMS

ALPHA = 7107 STANDARDIZED ITEM ALPHA = ,7072
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TABLE 48C
RELIABILITY ANALYSIS OF THE MIRELS AND GARRETT PE SCALE

1. PE21
2. PE22
3. PE23
4. PE24
8. PE2S
8. PE26
7. PE27
8. PE28
9. PE29
10. PE3O
11, PE3 1
12. PE32
13. PE33
14. PE34
18. PE3S
16. PE38
17. PEJ3?
18. PE38
19. PEJ9
RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS 19 ITEMS

ALPHA® .7305 STANDARDIZED ITEM = .7291



TABLE 49
FACTOR ANALYSIS OF THE BLOOD PRO-PROTESTANYT ETHIC SCALE
ANALYSIS NUMBER 1 LISTWISE DELETION OF CASES WITH MISSING VALVES

-~
o
—

MEAN STD DEY LABEL
PEY 4.24832 1.18864
PE2 3.77882 1.38759
PE3 3.18443 1.43093
PES 3.08058 1.569328
PES 3.23490 1.67587
PES 3.39282 1.45908
PE7 3.92983 1.387684
PES 2.68121 1.27487
NUMBER OF CASES = 298
CORRELATION MATRIX:
PE1 PE2 PE3 PE4 PES PES PE?
PE1 1.00000
PE2 -.00127 1.00000
PE3 -23590 -138591 1.00000
PES 08158 090025 17426 1.00000
PES 11978 -.04170 .11803 =.13855 1.00000
PES -.0841) 15784 03808 -.208598 02271 1.00000
PE7 ~. 13418 22187 -.01633 .13554 -.01104 17747 1.00000
PES 00131 00965 .10209 .19680 -.0162) 05882 07976

DETERMINANT OF CORRELATION MATRIX = .64790885

1.00000
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PE1
PE2
PEJ
PE4
PES
PES
PE?7
PES

TABLE 50

FACTOR ANALYSIS OF THE BLOOD PRO-PROTESTANT ETHIC SCALE

INVERSE OF CORRELATION MATRIX

PE1

1.090638
~-.00763
-.23387
-.07643
-. 11464
D788
13841
.02014

1.09437
-. 15488
-.01084
-06428
-.12779
-.22417
033568

PE3

1.13356
-. 18494
-.13935
01853
.04853
-.08471

PE4

1.20706

20199
-.31732
-.10084
-.18918

PES

1.06268
-.08838
-.03178
-.00121

PES

1.13849
-.12117
.00546

PE7

1.10913
-.06525

PES

1.05040
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TABLE §1

FACTOR ANALYSIS OF THE BLOOD PRO-PROTESTANT ETHIC SCALE
ANTI-IMAGE COVARIANCE MATRIX:

PEY PE2 PES PES PES PES PET PES
PE1 01209
PE2 -.00827 91377
PEI -. 18794 -.12488 48218
PE4 -.08778 00827 -.13818 82846
PES -.09839 08527 -~.11568 -18747 94102

PES 08341 -.10287 01436 -.23001 -.07305 87836
PE? 11382 ~-.18488 038080 -.07532 -.02897 -.0959%8 001681
PES 01749 029019 -07114 ~-.71492%t -.00108 00458 ~-.05601 98201

ANTHIMAGE CORRELATION MATRIX:

PE1 PE2 PEJ PES PES PES PE7 PES
PE1 53989
PE2 -.00887 57008
PE3 -.20082 ~.13905 53711
PE4 ~.08844 -.00944 -.18810 54124
PES -.10621 08860 -.12897 17838 A1827
PES 07084 -~.11449 01831 -.27088 -.080035 57328
PE7 128861 -.20347 04328 -.08718 -.029028 -.10783 59943
PES 01878 03130 -.07763 -.1 8801 -.00114 00499 -.08048 80074

MEASURES OF SAMPLING ADEQUACY (MSA) ARE PRINTED ON THE DIAGONAL.
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TABLE 52
FACTOR ANALYSIS OF THE BLOOD PRO-PROTESTANT ETHIC SCALE
CORRELATION SIGNIFICANCE MATRIX:
(.} IS PRINTED FOR DIAGONAL ELEMENTS

PE1 PE2 PE3 PE4 PES PES PE7
PE1 .
PE2 49128 .
PEJ .00002 00048 .
PE4 18763 04523 00127 .
PES 01942 23884 020087 00798 .
PES 13409 .0031¢ 25827 00000 34812 .
PE7 01028 .00008 30943 00862 42473 .00108 .
PES 49100 43413 03924 00032 39011 .16801 08482

EXTRACTION 1 FOR ANALYSIS {1, PRINCIPAL-COMPONENTS ANALYSIS (PC)
INITIAL STATISTICS:

VARIABLE COMMUNALITY FACTOR EIGENVALUE PCT OF VAR cum PCYT
PE1 1.00000 L) 1.85871 20.7 20.7
PE2 1.00000 2 1.36574 17.1 7.8
PED 1.00000 3 1.08478 3.6 $1.3
PE4 1.00000 4 06265 12.0 3.4
PES 1.00000 S5 90449 11.3 74.7
PES 1.00000 6 74143 9.3 83.9
PE7 1.00000 7 .70308 8.8 022.7
PES 1.00000 8 58129 7.3 100.0

PC EXTRACTED 3 FACTOAMS.
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TABLE 53

FACTOR ANALYSIS OF THE BLOOD PRO-PROTESTANT ETHIC SCALE

FACTOR MATRIX:

FACTOR 1t FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3
PE4 L8268 ~-. 40028
PES 61233
PE7 52101 ~-.34770 .25014
PE2 51092 47383
PE1 74395
PE3 34579 68049
PES 43197 55118
PES -30542

-.49898
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VARIABLE COMMUNALITY FACTOR

PE1 58387 1

PE2 48708 2

PED 58487 3

PE4 .03358

PES .50380

PES 41062

PET 52227

PES 41043

REPRODUCED CORRELATION MATRIX:
PE1Y PE2 PE3

PE1 55387 .04271% -.266185

PE2 -.04398 4870682 =-.0351)

PED 502086 17104 S58487s

PE4 06418 -15867 27546

PES 31277 18479 20048

PES -.107853 38170 -12732

PE7 -.27009% 45108 -.03914

PES 00878 -.04380 19279

TABLE 54
3 FACTOR ANALYSIS OF THE BLOOD PRO-PROTESTANT ETHIC SCALE
FINAL STATISTICS:

EIGENVALUE PCT OF VAR CUmMPCT

1.88871
1.38574
1.08476
PEA PES
-.01284 ~-.19302
-.05743 -.22850
-.10119% -.18243
53358 .12218
-.28170 503850+«
35304 -.05395
18273 -.01197
AT249 -.28533

20.7 20.7
7.1 378
13.¢ $1.3
PES PE? PES

.04340 .13500 -.09448
-.22386 ~.229021 05318

-.08924 02281 -.09070

-.08706 -.04T719 -.27589%
07665 -00093 24910
.41082e -.23852 -.09884
41399 .52227¢ -.09952
.15325% -.01975 41043

THE LOWER LEFT TRIANGLE CONTAING THE REPRODUCED CORRELATION MATRIX;
THE DIAGONAL, COMMUNALITIES; AND THE UPPER RIGHT TRIANGLE, RESIDUALS BETWEEN
THE OBSERVED CORRELATIONS AND THE REPRODUCED CORRELATIONS.

THERE ARE 21 (785.0%) NRESIDUALS (ABOVE DIAGONAL) THAT ARE > 0.08
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TABLE §5

FACTOR ANALYSIS OF THE BLOOD SCALE

VARIMAX ROTATION 1 FOR EXTRACTION 1 IN ANALYSIS 1 - KAISER NORMALIZATION
VARMMAX CONVERGED IN S5 ITERATIONS.

ROTATED FACTOR MATRIX :

FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3
PE7 70004

PE2 68108

PES 58538

PE3 72535

PE1 71408

PES 50430 -.4838 1
PE4 73714

PES 83431
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TABLE 56

FACTOR ANALYSIS OF THE BLOOD PRO-PROTESTANT ETHIC SCALE

FACTOR TRANSFORMATION MATRIX:

FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3
" FACTOR 1 77448 16908 80959
FACTOR 2 -.25108 -.98663 05089

FACTOR 3 58084 -19247 -.79108
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TABLE 57

FACTOR ANALYSIS OF THE BLOOD SCALE

FACTOR SCORE COEFFICIENT MATRIX:

FACTOR 1 - FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3
PE1 -.15076 52242 03699
PE2 .50009 10705 -.15883
PE3 06197 52633 11817
PE4 08931 05937 54843
PES 16209 39188 -42800
PES ' 38254 -.00812 12293
PE7 .50029 -.12007 -08271
PES -.10817 03753 50888
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TABLE 58

FACTOR ANALYSIS
OF THE MIRELS AND GARRETT PE SCALE

ANALYSIS NUMBER 1 LISTWISE DELETION OF CASES WITH MISSING VALUES

PE21
PE22
PE23
PE24
PE25
PE28
PE27
PE28
PE2¢
PE30
PE31
PE32
PE33
PE34
PE35
PE36
PE37
PE3S8
PE39

NUMBER OF CASES =

MEAN

4.12274
2.87365
4.48378
5.37184
4.94224
2.79081
446870
4.898902
4.58484
5.856199
3.74729
4.92780
3.250832
4.20217
3.60314
8.32052
5.61011
4.70758
4.22383

277

S$TD DEV

1.85510
1.79833
1.999028
1.7822¢
1.96627
1.90333
2.00115
1.96451
1.75827
1.46571
1.85947
1.97131
1.98233
203117
1.74135
1.58928
1.49139
1.91042
2.00192

LABEL
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TABLE 59

FACTOR ANALYSIS OF THE MIRELS & GARRETT PE SCALE

CORRELATION MATRIX:

PE21
PE22
PE23
PE24
PE2S
PE26
PE27
PE28
PE29
PE30O
PE31
PE32
PE33
reE34
PE3S
PE36
PE37
PE3S
PE39

PE21

1.00000
.281861
31413
.00587
.19664
30591
177681
27384

-. 11984
.18280
.26000
. 14908

-.03883
.24340

-.09038
.19028
20728
.14920
30875

1.00800
36171
-.08781
09015
40190
17179
A7178
-.30858
- 15096
24938
.14050
01434
.27980
-.20102
05841
.16934
07463
.28263

1.00000

01543
23571
.28288
20431
.22190

- 09727

21123
.30395
19460

-.04280

.32201

-.08313

.126895
19108
00978
.262353

PE24

1.00000

.18708
07430
-.01388
01284
004385
.04889
02190
13864
-.00145
02420
04157
.04370
08200
-.10309
.00705

PE2S

1.00000

P26

.17296¢ 1.00000

24889
19452
07269
.13657
09311
18774
04708
.22520
-01366
17074
14787
.130852
.23249

24397
20459
-.11082
13171
.39346
21130
05128
27622
-.00962
.16418
.22897
-.00594
.36798

PE27

1.00000
.19230
-.04478
.33938
28785
.17870
-.018680
.10059
-.01832
11733
.28381
.12853
.32380

PE28

1.00000

~-.06044
21247
.23400
17213
02366
17948
~.04405
21492
.18581
.10601
.23609

PE29

1.00000
00700
-.04107
-.10171
096086
-.06772
56294
05417
056273
-.08432
~.10938

1.00000
29066
.18082

-.27524
06488

-.00224
11272
39818

-.02198
17433
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PE3 1
PE32
PE33
PE34
PE3S
PE3S
PE37
PE3S
PE39

PE31

1.00000
23124
-.06559
. 17090
08227
.19003
39549
11477
41431

TABLE 60

FACTORANALYSIS OF THE MIRELS AND GARRETT PE SCALE

PE32

1.00000
-.00363
.11408
-.00542
16719
.17401
.08096
23272

P33

1.00000
06058
07930
-.03872
- 17372
01330
01209

PE34

1.00000
-.00084
.15332
06798
.12360
.18348

PE3S

1.00000
18177
.10444
01432

-.03531

" PE36

1.00000
.21933

.11648
23759

DETERMINANT OF CORRELATION MATRIX = .0309775

P37

1.00000

PFE38 PE39

.12643 1.00000

32786

.24549 1,00000
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INVERSE OF CORRELATION MATRIX:

PE21
PE22
PE23
PE24
PE2S
PE26
PE27
PE28
PE29
PE30
PE31
PE32
PE33
PE34
PEJ3S
PE36
PE37
PEJS
PE39

PE21

131238
-09217
-.16440
01807
-07248
-. 159068
04172
- 18736
02722
-08730
-.04638
01049
02728
-.090708
07880
-08933
-04082
-08884
-.12428

1.49821
-28182
13690
03908
-.36814
04283
-00039
31808
-08848
-01384
00437
-.08345
-.17168
08665
.08207
-.09245
00366
-.10696

1.40931
-.00071
-. 12274
=-.00087

-.19680

-.08447
-.05263
-.04008
-.16929
-.07288
056856
-.24262
07361
00441
01633
00051
-.007908

TABLE 61
FACTOR ANALYSIS OF THE MIRELS AND GARRETT PE SCALE

PE24

1.10045
-.22870
-.08280
08889
02190
090244
-.01988
01340
-.12580
-01144
-.00333
-.08197
00099
~-.09687
- 13597
03127

1.279089
-.04257
-. 18847
-.086818
-.22167
-.03254

14798

-.09887

-.05067
-.16701

. 13700
-.08074
- 01697
~.09796
-.13090

1.52200
-.11673
-.03138

.03803

.10208
-.30390
-.07850
-.06048
~16730
-.06581
-.03781
-.04918

20042
-.22038

PE27

1.34938
-02084
04884

-.31832
-.076804
-.02797

-.08248
07069
-.00015
02348
-10584

-.07231
-.18178

1.20881
01177
-. 15483
- 08970
-.06462
-.08504
-05658
05648
~.14720
01227
-03426
-.049088
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PE29
PE30
PE31
PE32
PE33
PE34
PEJS
PE3S
PE37
PE38
PE39

PE37
PEJ38
PEJ39

KAISER-ME YER-OLKIN MEASURE OF SAMPLING ADEQUACY =

THERE ARE 54 (15.8%) OFF-DIAGONAL ELEMENTS OF AIC MATRIX > 0.09

TABLE 62

FACTOR ANALYSIS OF THE MIRELS AND GARRETT PE SCALE

1.64713
-.09371
04217
.13290
.13232
03842
-.85318
01099
-. 10769
.105630
05528

PEJ3T7

1.45845
-.10018
-.18352

PE3O

1.440648
-. 14799
-. 10343
.32288
00277
.03620
02179
-.346867
.15419
05631

PE3S

1.15431
-.22310

PE31

1.54 208
-.09463
02525
-.02430
-.15998
-.01413
-.28186
-.02063
-.29981

PE3®

1.53250

PE32

1.16927
-.03792
01063
-.04990
-.08547
-01422
-.03140
-.08245

PE33

1.15166
-.05632
~.06062
08594
.152086
00093
-.05802

79788
BARTLETT TEST OF SPHERICITY = 934.05988, SIGNIFICANCE =

-00000

PE34

1.25860
- 07471
-.08308
07778
- 09347
05408

PE3S

1.57404
~-. 186358
-.08801
-.08028

05068

1.18080
-.11911
~.036831
-.13478
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FACTOR ANALYSIS OF THE MIRELS AND GARRETT PESCALE

ANTIHIMAGE COVARIANCE MATRIX:
PE21 PE22 PE23 PE24 PE25 PE26 PE27 PE28

PE21 .76199
PE22 -.040694 .6883¢

PE23 -.08889 -.13370 .710957

PE24 .01251 08254 -.00045 .90872

PE25S -.04314 02041 -.06806 -.16028 78150

PE26¢ -.07994 -.16034 -.00460 -.04926 -.02186 .85703

PE27 .023568 02121 -.10338 05986 -.10916 -.05684 .74108

PE28 -.09919 -.00484 -.03197 01646 -.05570 -01708 -01817 82726
PE29 .01259 .12820 -.02267 05100 -.10517 01517 02107 00591
PE30 =-.03545 -.04088 -.019866 ~-.01236 ~.01758 04636 -.16309 -.08838
PE31 -.02289% -.00599 -.07785 00789 07494 -.12941 -.03696 -.04810
PE32 .00883 00250 -.04421 -.00777 -.06595 -.04242 -01773 -.03864
PE33 .01805 -.04843 .03485 ~-.00902 -.03438 -.03964 -.053086 -.06109
PE34 -.058901 -09137 -.13711 -.00241 -.10395 -.08755 04172 -.03726
PE3S .03803 03677 03316 -.03576 06798 -.02745 -.00007 02967
PE36 -.0576S 03559 00265 00076 -.05343 -02104 01472 -.10313
PE37 -.02535 -.04237 00795 -.06036 ~.00910 -.02214 -.05368 00696
PE38S -05844 00212 00031 .10704 -.06632 -11920 -.04642 -.02455

PE3® -~-.06179 -.04665 -.00370 01854 ~-.06675 -.09448 -.08790 -.02692
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PE29
PE30
PE31
PE32
PEJ33
PE34
PE3S
PEJ3S
PE37Y
PEJS
PE39

PE37

PE3S
PEJ9

80712
-.03933
018890
08900
06976
010888
.32809
00566
04483
05538
02190

PE37

68566
-.05949
-.08211

FACTOR
PE30

89133
-.06831
-.08118

19382

00182

01889

012760

-. 18428
09238
02540

86632
-.12812

TABLE 64

ANALYSIS OF THE MIRELS ANDGARRETT PE SCALE

PE3 1

64811
-.08248

01421
-.01288
-.06804
-.00776
-.12828
-.01083
-.12079

PE3®

865253

55823
-.02816

00724
- 02710
- 08191
=-,00834
-.02327
-04601

PE33

86831
-.038985
-.03342

04113

09053

00070
-.03287

PE34

.79643
-03778
-.08604

04247
-.06449

.02809

PEJ3S

634905
-00872
-.03031
-04418
02100

PE3S

54689
-.08917
-.02684
-07448
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FACTOR ANALYSIS OF THE MIRELS AND GARRETT PE SCALE

ANTI-IMAGE CORRELATION MATRIX :

PE2Y

PE22

PE2I

PE24

PE2S

PE2S
PE27
PE2S
PE29®
PE3O
PE31
PE32
PE3S3
PE3S
PEJS

PE28
PE29
PE3O
PEI1
PE32
PE23
PE3S
PEIS

PE2Y

20608
-.00878
-. 12008

01804
-.086501
-.11208
03138

-.124903

01882
-.04888
-.03287

00847

02219
-.07681

08467

09189
00834
-. 11887
-. 06588
-.04594
-.07208
-.04590
040903

82078
-. 19414
.10891
02824
-.24198
03014
-.00024
.20120
-.08018
-.00811
00331
-.086387
-.128623
05848

58598
-.08071
02848
00876
-.00807
02872
-.52072

56089
-.00087
-.080140
-.00874
-. 14287
-.04173
-.034685
-.02807
-.11480
-.068785
044390
-.18239
040941

T4887
-.00808
-.07983

.260168

00208

02398

TABLE 65

PE24

ATT18
-.18020
~.08378

07208

01809

06888
- 01580

01029
~-.11090
-.01018
-.00283
-. 04707

PE3 1

86231
-. 07048
01804
~-.01748
-.10283

76833
-.03080
-. 14343
-.08027
-.15269
-.02392
.10630
-.08007
-.08174
-. 13178
09681

Fl

03384
-.08148
-.02313

02402

08878
-.19831
-.05059
-.056248
-.12102
-.04281

PE27

04133
~-. 02321
03142
-.22784
-.08333
-.02227
~.06814
08431
-.00011
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TABLE 66

FACTOR ANALYSIS OF THE MIRELS AND GARRETT PE SCALE

PE21 PE22 PE23 PE24 PE2S PE28 PE27 PE28 PE29
PE36 ~-.07176 .04730 .00342 .00087 -.06568 -.02821 .01858 -.12321 .00788
PE37 -.03507 -.08258 .01139 -.07647 ~.01242 -.03299 ~-.07530 .00924 -.06948
PE3S -.07193 .00279 .00040 .12084 ~.0806%t .15800 -.05794 -.029000 .07637
PE39 -.08762 -.07063 -.00543 .02408 -.09348 -.14429 -.12641 -.03663 .03479
PE3O PES1 PE32 PE33 PE34 PE3S PE36 PE37 PE38
PE32 08821
PE33 -.03268 .54759
PE34 00877 -.04684 .82542
PESS -.03677 -.04501 -.05313 .55015
PE3S 01668 -.01047 -.07274 .04707 ~-.08823 -.13462 .842086
PE37 -.23861 -.18789 -.01089 .11733 .05747 -.05807 -.00077 .83918
PE38 11933 -.02220 -.02703 .00080 -.07764 -.05954 -.03110 ~.07719 .84772
PE39 03782 -.19497 -.08160 -.04367 .03898 .032682 -.10020 ~.12276 -.18774
PE39
PE39 .87270

MEASURES OF SAMPLING ADEQUACY (MSA) ARE PRINTED ON THE DIAGONAL.
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CORRELATION SIGNIFICANCE MATRIX:

*. " IS PRINTED FOR DIAGONAL ELEMENTS.

PE21
PE22
PE23
PE24
PE2S
PE28
PE27
PE28
PE29
PE30
PE3 1
PE32
PE33
PE34
PE3S
PE368
PE37
PE3S
PE39

PE21

.00000
.00000
486126
00080
00000
00181
.00000
02318
00114
00001
.00680
26182
.00002
06878
00073
00028
00648
.00000

.00000
. 13034
08724
.00000
00207
00207
.00000
005694
00001
00065
40807
.00000
.00038
A 7479
.00238
.10782
- 00000

PE23

39911
.00004
00000
00000
00010
05312
00020
00000
00087
23901
.00000
08383
01764
00070
04873
.00000

TABLE 67

PE24

00088
.10883
41100
41574
47128
.2088S
35838
01049
49041
34422
24541
23442
08877
04339
45348

00194
00001
.00087
.11393
01180
06108
.00085
21773
00008
41047
00219
00885
01493
.00005

00002

00031

03313
01420
.00000
00020
19789
-00000
43870
00309
00006
.48081
-00000

FACTOR ANALYSIS OF THE MIRELS AND GARRETT PE SCALE

PE27

.00065
22898
.00000
00142
37897
04738
38072
02585
00000
01624
00000

PE28

.15808
00018
00004
00203
34749
00136
.232863
00018
00283
03908
00004
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PE29
PE3O
PE31
PE32
PE33
PE34
PE3S
PE3S
PE37
PE38
PE39

PEJ7
PE3S
PE39

EXTRACTION 1 FOR ANALYSIS 1, PRINCIPAL-COMPONENTS ANALYSIS (PC)

45384
-24801
04588
08533
.13068
00000
. 18454
19100
. 14308
03458

PE37

01773
.00000

PE30

.00000
00127
.00000
14104
48517
03080
00000
35783
00180

PE3S

.00002

PE31

00005
13832
00217
08608
00074
00000
02820
.00 000

PE39

TABLE

PE32

47803
02899
46421

.00264
00183

08954
.00003

. PE33

15753
09411
.26053
.00186
41279
42062

PE34

-490448
.00830
12978
01990
.00320

FACTOR ANALYSIS OF THE MIRELS AND GARRETT PE SCALE

PE3S

00872
04136
400628
27920

.00012
.02640
.00003
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TABLE 69

FACTOR ANALYSIS OF THE MIRELS AND GARRETT PE SCALE

INITIAL STATISTICS:

VARIABLE COMMUNALITY
PE21 1.00000
PE22 1.00000
PE23 1.00000
PE24 1.00000
PE2S 1.00000
PE26 1.00000
PE27 1.00000
PE28 1.00000
PE29 1.00000
PE3O 1.00000
PE31 1.00000
PE32 1.00000
PE33 1.00000
PE34 1.00000
PE3S 1.00000
PEJE 1.00000
PE37 1.00000
PE38 1.00000
PE39 1.00000

FACTOR

T
200NN~

L N YT SO QR
CovoraaN

EIGENVALUE

4.01842
1.82621
1.44086
1.20422
1.10951
1.00849
.96926
.88148
80744
74865
69568
64483
83625
80834
57726
51175
49545
44438
37352

PCT OF VAR

21.1
9.6
7.8
6.3
5.8
5.3
8.1
4.6
4.2
3.9
3.7
3.4
3.3
3.2
3.0
2.7
2.6
2.3
2.0

CuM PCT

21.1
30.8
38.3
44.7
80.5
55.8
80.9
é5.6
69.8
73.8
77.4
80.8
84.2
87.4
90.4
93.1
95.7
98.0
100.0
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FACTOR MATRIX:
FACTOR 1
PE39 65024
PE31 83439
PE26 80703
PE23 59738
PE21 56703
PE3?7 54078
PE27 53979
PE22 53878
PE28 48267
PE34 43581
PE32 43239
PE2S 41914
PE3S 38222
PEJS
PE29
PE33
PE30 .46902
PE24
PE38

FACTOR 2

33179
-43814

.31493
78537
.78490

TABLE 70
FACTOR ANALYSIS OF THE MIRELS AND GARRETT PE SCALE

FACTOR 3

-.36942

42116

69738
-57129

FACTOR 4

30746
37197

78021
-47933

FACTOR 5

- 43583

-.315486

38732

59550

FACTOR &
35046

-.34123

-.42270
-36035
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FINAL STATISTICS:

VARIABLE COMMUNALITY

PE21 39080
PE22 59522
PE23 51280
PE24 .08996
PE2S .60968
PE26 840865
PE27 34214
PE28 29650
PE29 757638
PE3O .65217
PE31 60119
PE32 43916
PE33 59451
PE34 57447
PE3S .74296
PEJS -30938
PE37 .56195
PE38 .69985

PE39 59467

TABLE 71
FACTOR ANALYSIS OF THE MIRELS AND GARRETT PE SCALE

FACTOR

OVALON=

EIGENVALUE

4.01842
1.82621
1.44086
1.20422
1.109561
1.00849

PCT OF VAR

21.1
9.6

oo N
WOLO

Cum PCT

21.1
30.8
38.3
44.7
50.5
55.8
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FACTOR ANALYSIS OF THE MIRELS AND GARRETT PE SCALE

REPRODUCED CORRELATION MATRIX:

PE21
rEse
PERS
PER4
PE28
PrE2E
rE27
PE2D
rE2Y
rE30
PEST
PE22
PEII
PEJS
PEIS
PEIS
PE3T
PE3S
PEIS

PE21
PE22
PE23
PE24

PE21

-39080
30744
42398
-.06870
2780468
31402
.28098
31000
- 14400
21983
27879
18478
-~ 038508
38008
.11076¢
19838
20011
LA0877
31991

0241¢
000868
01891
-.01018

- 08683
50822
42900
-. 12642
02808
50121
204760
20798
-.38742
12930
351890
12219
03880
358004
-.27933
01882
13013
-.00087
31928

-.03703

02186
-.07871
-.03828

PE23

-. 10988
-.00729
.531280
-.0188)
30008
37478
27821
32027

- 11417

20094
20383
12377
- 07471
47202
.10128
16548
20806
085043
.25305

PE3T

-.01874
-.10221
02011
04237

PE24

00487
05881
03096
08998
34410
-10508
025649
03540
01480
08817
=.02047
36843
08207
-02114
=.00049
08881
04720
-.28409
-01810

-.00572
01832
07083

-.22779

PE2S

-08183
08207
-.08438
-.18702
5004668
. 10886
21033
33589
05828
15340
04062
.20722
037684
34844
01267
.30438
11378
19111
18252

-.00348
-.02228

03191
-.05382

- 00871
- 009031
-.00191
- 03074
086830
54088
24400
20328
- 12272
14081
49008
28817
18108
31078
.01810
13884
20420
- 08792
41582

PEA4

- 13085
~-.08014
=. 15001
048534

PE27

-.10337
-.03207
01810
-.03907
.03286
-.00083
34214
26226
-.08830
35042
36598
23988
-.18928
13738
-.00260
.24178
29112
19277
36481

PE3IS

02039
07831
01813
.04208

~.04304
~-.03821
-.10838
-.02288
- 14137
00131
=-.08088
296850
-.08425
20923
21067
18487
=-.04139
290802
03963
23528
.20827
22591
.28030

PE3S

-.00800

04079
-.03890
=-.02611
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PE2S
PE26
PE27
PE2S
PE29
PE3O
PES?
PE32
PESI
PES4
PE3S
PE36¢
PEX?
PE3S
PE39

PE29

01741
01220
01352
-.00619
785768
01474
-01785
-.15821
-10178
00588
.72043
.16839
07959
-.08767
-.18427

PE30

-.01683
-.00889
-.02004
00325
-00774
68217
33874
-1504 1
-.50384
04984
00645
-15184
49678
-.07184
.17081

PE31

05249
-.10559
-.07844

02333
-.02322
-.04808

80119

28240
~04027

11675

-13039

23280

49499

08444

50058

TABLE 73
FACTOR ANALYSIS OF THE MIRELS AND GARRETT PE SCALE

PE32

-.00949
-.07388
-.06115
~-01275
05650
03021
-05116
43916
05210
03235
-.07502
.20899
206274
09513
36557

PEII

00940
-.13088
. 15085
08506
-.00872
.22860
-.02832
-.058872
59451
.14589
17366
04181
-.26444
07141
08132

PE34

-.12324
-.04256
-.03877

-. 11888

-.07358
01821
05415
08171
08530
57447
-.00825
.15081
-.00988

05695

13770

PE3S
-.02633
-.02872
-01572
-.00442
- 15749
-.00869
-.04812
006960
~.09436
00741
74296
20431
16354
-.047186
-.01655

PE36

-.13362
02532
~-. 12442
-.02036
-.11121
-.03912
-.04277
-04179
-.08032
00252
-.05254
30938
.26361
27773
.30168
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TABLE 74
FACTOR ANALYSIS OF THE MIRELS AND GARRETT PE SCALE

PE3T PE3S PEX®
PE21 - 00088 ~-04988 -01417
PE22 03922 07830 -03888
PE2) -01388 04938 00948
PE24 03481 .18099 02218
PE2S 03419 -.08059 04997
PE2S -03823 08109 ~.04788
PE27 =.10730 -.08424 -.04101
PE28 -.04248 -.11990 -04421
PE2® -.02688 023368 08489
PE3O -.10082 04986 00351
PE31 -.09960 03034 -.00827
PE32 -.08872 =.01417 -.13285
PE3I 09072 -.05810 -.08923
PE3S 07784 06868 02578
PEXS -.05010 08147 -01876¢
PE3S -.04428 -.16126 -06409
PE37 56198 01906 -.08381
PE3S 10737 59985 -. 11732
PE3® 39147 36281 590487

THE LOWER LEFT TRIANGLE CONTAINS THE REPRODUCED CORRELLATION MATRIX; TNE
DIAGONAL, COMMUNALITIES; AND THE UPPER RIGHT TRIANGLE, RESIDUALS BETWEEN
THE OBSERYED CORRELATIONS AND THE REPRODUCED CORRELATIONS.

THERE ARE 77 {45.0%) RESIDUALS (ABOVE DIAGONAL) THAT ARE > 0.08



TABLE 75
FACTOR ANALYSIS OF THE MIRELS AND GARRETYT PE SCALE
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VARIMAX ROTATION 1 FOR FOR EXTRACTION 1 It AMALYSIS 1 ~ KAISER NORMALIZATION.
VARIMAX CONVERGED NN 13 ITERATIONS.

ROTATED FACTOR MATRIX:
FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 FACTOR 4 FACTOR 5 FACTOR ¢
PE31 72810
PE28 58820 37744
PE3S 81831 : 41580
PES? 50328 49000
PE27 34824 .32383
PE3A 74821
PE23 85801
PE21 52037
PE22 449885 48084 -.35059
PE2S A0551
PE2S 88118
PE3S 54813
PEIO 74897
PE33 -74137
PE3S . 851699
PE3S 37581
PE24 30286
PE2S 46323 30721 52892
PEI2 37413
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TABLE 76

FACTOR ANALYSIS OF THE MIRELS AND GARRETT PE SCALE

FACTOR TRANSFORMATION MATRIX:

FACTOR 1
FACTOR 2
FACTOR 3
FACTOR 4
FACTOR §
FACTOR 6

FACTOR 1

65561
07187
-07478
-.17446
-.43880
58006

FACTOR 2

59581
-. 18498
40830
09540
-.10764
-.65069

FACTOR 3

-.08983
92046
.22889

-. 11096

-21766

-.1805668

FACTOR 4

28312
20383
-85824
02344
.12468
-35443

FACTOR S

29488
14782
A7773
- 44751
79959
14171

FACTOR 6

.20000
22384
08450
86448
30593
24866



TABLE 77
FACTOR ANALYSIS OF THE MIRELS AND GARRETT PE SCALE
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FACTOR SCORE COEFFICIENT MATRIX :

FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 FACTOR 4 FACTOR § FACTOR &
PE21 =-03473 24360 ~-.02410 03387 06685 -.08365
PE22 -18458 19122 - 14552 -.08263 -.18832 - 17506
PE23 -07180 38211 01339 08243 -09937 -08524
PE24 ~01240 -07286 -.03212 -.02787 - 18552 65559
PE2S ~27237 25382 04873 01910 18676 37637
PE26 36887 07168 01613 -.18741 -.25741 01747
PE27 07488 00485 00137 15404 .11879 01918
PE28 -.08485 -18038 00888 05423 -14790 04963
PE29 -08374 08684 50392 01982 -04374 -.05236
PE3O -02408 08016 04004 ATT98 -~ 10614 01125
PEJ1 38787 -.10740 08472 02014 -05263 ~-.08300
PE32 17390 -. 186498 -. 10410 -06758 08592 38159
PE33 16732 00686 08438 -53827 03352 07861
PE34 ~-.16483 48416 09168 -.09498 ~08623 -.05764
PE3S 11280 -00769 49392 -08269 -03837 -07107
PE3S 00802 02288 -13073 -.00217 24240 09208
PE37 21337 -.13809 08923 24838 04964 00276
PE3S -07523 -.08827 -.08258 -07547 86515 -.12975
PE3® 29598 -.13843 -.05635 -.10827 24449 01595
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FACTOR MATAIX:
FACTON 1

PREDID
raa
rPERS
rPESS
rPRRR
rPERD

o137

rFE3®
RS
ris
sERS
rESR
PRSA
g0
gy
*=E38
*g3®
L 2 1)
PRI
rEe
L)
*228
rE1
rRY
[ 1)
FERA

.A3008
40388
G887
08014
-89079

-AN400

FACTOR 2

72986
7R2VR

FACTOR 3

-.348%7

TABLE T70
FACTOR ANALYSIS OF THE SLOOD AND MIRNELS
ARS GAARETT PROTESTANTY ETHIC SCALES

FACTOR 4

- 30728

ATETY

FACTOR & PACTOR & FACTON 7

40049
-. 44528
20880
39039
.38938

FACTOR » FACTON @

- 348TY

-A2a2y



TABLE 77C
FACTOR ANALYSIS

OF THE FEAR OF SUCCESS SCALE

LT

ANALYSIS NUMBER t REPLACEMENT OF MISSING VALUES WITH THE MEAN
EXTRACTION 1 FOR ANALYSIS 71 UNWEIGHTED LEAST SQUARES (ULS)

INITIAL STATISTICS :

CUmM PCT

COMMUNALITY FACTOR EIGENVALUE PCY OF VAR

VARIABLE
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7 ITERATIONS REQUIRED.

8 FACTORS.

ULS EXTRACTED
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h TABLE 77D
FACTOR ANALYSIS OF THE FOS SCALE

FINAL STATISTICS:

VARIABLE COMMUNALITY FACTOR EIGENVALUE PCT OF VAR Cum rCT
FOS1 .23710 1 3.5839s8 13.2 13.2
FOS2 24841 2 1.61593 6.0 19.2
FOS3 22284 3 1.12882 4.2 23.4
FOS4 38788 4 84223 3.1 28.8
FOSS 37062 S 77083 2.9 29.3
FOSS 31283 ¢ 74628 2.9 32.1
FOS? 59089 4 48880 1.8 ' 33.9
FOSe 48418 8 39087 1.4 385.4
FOSYS 20848
FOS10 30481
FOS11 43719
FOS12 23834
FOS13 46748
FOS14 .28990
FOS1S .22830
FOS18 234859
FOS17 419368
FOS1® 27988
FOS19 40004

FOS20 45084
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TABLE 77D

FACTOR ANALYSIS OF THE FOS SCALE

VARIABLE COMMUNALITY FACTOR EIGENVALUE PCT OF VAR COM PCT
FOS 21 -53172
FOS 22 .43418
FOS 23 .28887
FOS 24 38427
FOS 25§ .24848
FOS 286 462786

FOS 27 .22278

VARIMAX ROTATION 1 FOR EXTRACTION 1 IN ANALYSIS 1- KAISER NORMALIZATION.
VARIMAX CONVERGED IN 25 ITERATIONS.
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FACTOR MATRIX:

o0

nnnNymm
0000

bWk wk Dt SNa N

D AN N Rl a0 ND LML AMYD O

_Thnm M’ NTTNMTTN NMTTMNMMNMTMIMTATNTNTY
000 00 00000 0000000000
Yy NNu«ss N

46423

FACTOR ANALYSIS OF THE FOS SCALE

43838
43722

35389
32023

32205

TABLE 77E

-.32878
SBT771 -.352852
33150
48366
30052

-.32769

312386

FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR3 FACTOR4 FACTORS FACTORG FACTOR7 FACTORS

.30383
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ROTATED FACTOR MATRIX:

TmhaNnm

C0000

N DN OYY OONDNNHWD (7 101 1T
- NNNe Db b PIN =ik

DN =NO WOONNW= SAONOL NOALD
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OO0 0000 000000
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000 000
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31204

-336800
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O
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NN~y

nod
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«A 8000 0 YD

TABLE 77F
FACTOR ANALYSIS OF THE FOS SCALE

FY ¥ ]
=1 o]
N
N~
a™~N

57614

70878

FACTOR ¥ FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 FACTOR 4 FACTORS FACTOR 8 FACTOR 7 FACTOR 8

52672
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FACTOR TRANSFORMATION MATRIX:

FACTOR 1
FACTOR 2
FACTOR 3
FACTOR 4
FACTOR 8
FACTOR &
FACTOR 7
FACTOR 8

FACTOR 1
FACTOR 2
FACTOR 3
FACTOR 4
FACTOR §
FACTOR &
FACTOR 7
FACTOR 8

FACTOR 1

.80063
-.05088
-.29178
- 09841
-.52504
33810
.19304
33711

FACTOR 7

.28488
09488
-.27833
22187
-.03778
-. 10049
-.86098
-.12113

FACTOR 2

.53087
-.10323
-.290209
-.§4092

37709
-.23384
~.07937
-.02885

FACTOR 8

-.06111
39714
04702
04288

-.09128

-.59800
00311
68451

TABLE 77G

FACTOR ANALYSIS
OF THE FOS SCALE

FACTOR 3

.32902
.72838
-. 159049
.22071
33624
00818
30769
-.27682

FACTOR 4

31981
-.34738
35452
63841
37028
.10481
04440
.30628

FACTOR §

-.08140
41416
.685978

-.09897

-.20200
48997

-.28717
11874

FACTOR 6

.23833
-.03280
40428
.23808
-.52971
-.45081
14916 .
-.48776¢



PEA
BY GENDEN
RACE

TOTAL POPULATION

28.42
( 274)

GENDER
L] 2

2021 27.08
t 112) (182)

RACE
1 2
20.9% 27.50
( 182) { =2

TABLE 78
ANOVA CELL MEANS
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PEA
BY GENDER
RACE
SOURCE OF VARIATION

MAIN EFFECTS
GENDER
RACE

2-WAY INTERACTIONS
GENDER RACE

EXPLANED
RESIDUAL
TOTAL

301 CASES WERE PROCESSED.
27 CASES (

TABLE 79
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

SUM OF
SQUARES

208.949
90.861
93.107

131.592
131.85902

340.54 1
6014.349

6354.891

9.0 PCT) WERE MISSING.

DF

- - N

wh b

270

273

MEAN
SQUARE

104.475
90.881
93.107

131.592
1315902

113.514
22.275
23.278

4.690
4.079
4.180

SIGNIF
OF F

0.010
0.044
0.042

0.016
0.016

0.002
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PEA
BY CURWOR
STUD ENT

TOTAL POPULATION

28. 3¢
{ 204)
CURWOR
1 2
28.21 27.84
{ te0) ( 26)
STUDENT
1 2
28.29 29.80
{ 283) ( 30)
STUDENT
CURWOR 1
| 28.12
{ 124)
2 268 .31
( 13)
3 28 .68

{118)

TABLE 80
ANOVA CELL MEANS

28.70
118)

3
3
1)
2 3
28.94 0.0
18) ( o)
30.00 14.00
12) 1}
31.00 0.0
2) o)
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TABLE 81

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

PEA
BY CURWOR
STUDENT

SUM OF
SOURCE OF VARIATION SQUARES
MAIN EFFECTS 293.736
CURWOR 46.788
STUD ENT 259.307
2-WAY INTERACTIONS 36.565
CURMWOR STUDENT 36.565
EXPLAINED 330.301
RESIDUAL 6593.780
TOTAL 6929.081

301 CASES WERE PROCESSED.

17 CASES (

8.6 PCT) WERE MISSING.

OF

o NN NN

277
283

MEAN
SQUARE

73.434
23.394
129.8653

18.282
18.282

$5.050
23.822
24.484

F

3.083
0.982
5.443

0.767
0.767

2.311

SIGNIF
OF F

0.017
0.376
0.005

0.465
0.485

0.034
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HNET
BY QENDER
RACE

TOTAL POPULATION

8. 84
{ 277)
GENDER
) 2
10.08 7.81
( 112) ( 108}
RACE
1 2
T.48 11.28
( 104) ( 93)
RACE
1
GENDER
1 e.10
( s2
2 5.59
{ to02)

TABLE 82
ANOVA CELL MEANS

12.87
30)
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BY GENDER

HFT
RACE

SOURCE OF YARIATION

MAIN EFFECTS
GENDER
RACE

2-WAY INTERACTIONS

GENDER
EXPLAINED
RESIDUAL

TOTAL

RACE

TABLE 83

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

SUM OF
SQUARES

1667.397
615.018
1235.480

30.008
30.008

1697.403
10331.449
12028.852

DF

WD wet sl

273
276

MEAN
SQUARE

833.6908
615.015
1235.460

30.006
30.006

565.801
37.844
43.583

F

22.030
16.281
32.648

0.793
0.793

14.951

SIGNIF
OF F

0.000
0.000
0.000

0.374
0.374

0.000
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GEFT

BY GENDER
RACE
TOTAL POPULATION
9.45
( 277)
GENDER
1 2
10.56 8.70
( 112) ( 168)
RACE
1 2
7.70 12.94
( 184) ( 93)
RACE
1 2
GENDER , . 14.13
( 82) ( 30)
2  8.44 12.37
( 102) ( e3)

TABLE 84
ANOVA CELL MEANS
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TABLE 85

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

GEFT
BY GENDER

RACE
SUM OF
SOURCE OF VARIATION SQUARES
MAIN EFFECTS 2104.462
GENDER 408.345
'RACE 1873.787
2-WAY INTERACTIONS 15.385
GENDER RACE 15.388
EXPLAINED 21190.847
RESIDUAL 5896.839
Tof..« 8016.686

DF

W b N

273

276

MEAN
SQUARE

1062.231
408.348
1873.787

15.385
15.385

706.616
21.600

29.048

F

48.714
18.905
86.749

0.712
0.712

32.713



TABLE 86
- ANOVA CELL MEANS

aPA
8Y GENDER
RACE

TOTAL POPULATION

4.40
t 2m)
GENDER
1 2
4.49 4.33
( #m2) { 108)
RACE
1 2
..'7 ’."
{ 14) { )
RACE
1 2
GENDER
1 4.97 3.7
¢ 82) ( 30}
2 4.97 3.31

{ .02 { o9
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ANALYSIES OF YARIANCE
GPA
BY GENDER
RACE
SUM OF

SOURCE OF VARIATION SQUARES DF
MAIN EFFECTS 179.668 2
GENDER 0.108 1
RACE 178.089 1
2-WAY INTERACTIONS 0.317 1
GENDER RACE 0317 1
EXPLAINED 1790.983 3
RESIDUAL 2228.466 273
TOTAL 2408.449 276

TABLE 87

301 CASES WERE PROCESSED.

24 CASES (

8.0 PCT) WERE MISSING.

MEAN
SQUARE

89.833
0.108
178.089
0317
0.317

59.994
8.183
8.726

11.008
0.013
21.814
0.039
0.039

7.350

SIGNIF
OF F

0.000
0.909
0.000
0.844
0.844

0.000
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TABLE 88

ANOVA CELL MEANS
PED
sy
RACE
TOTAL POPULATION
83.91
( 2¢1)
GENDER
1 2
83.89 84.13
( 108) ( 1s0)
RACE
1 2
84.37 83.01
(¢ 1739) { a8)
RACE
1 2
GEMNDER
t 84.00 82.28
{ 17} { 28)
2 84.800 83.37

{ 98) { oo
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PEA

BY GENDER
RACE

SOURCE OF YARIATION

MAIN EFFECTS

GENDER
RACE

2-WAY INTERACTIONS
GENDER  RACE

EXPLAINED
RESIDVUAL
TOTAL

TABLE 89

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
sSUM OF
SQUARES DF
138.699 2
31.038 1
120.582 1
4.600 1
4.600 1
143.299 3
55610.674 257
55762.973 260

301 CASES WERE PROCESSED.
40 CASES ( 13.3 PCT) WERE MISSING.

MEAN
SQUARE

89.350
31.038
120.5582

4.600
4.600

47.768
216419
214473

0.320
0.143
0.587

0.021
0.021

0.221

OF F

0.728
0.705
0.45¢

0.884
0.884

0.882



TABLE 90
MULTIPLE REGRESSION

VARIABLE LISY NUMBER 1 LISTWISE DELETION OF MISSING DATA

MEAN STD DEV LABEL
FOS 110.847 17.888
NFT 8.4868 6.588
GPA 4.538 3.003

N OF CASES » 281

CORRELATION, COVARIANCE, SIGNIFICANCE:

FOS HFT GPA

FOS 1.000 -.198 .158
319.973 -22.978 8.8580

999 001 0009

HFT -, 198 1.000 -.218
-22.978 43.364 ~4.402

001 099 .000

GPA .188 -.218 1.000
.009 .000 299
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VARIABLE LIST NUMBER 1
"EQUATION NUMBER 1

BEGINNING BLOCK NUMBER 1.

TABLE 91

MULTIPLE REGRESSION

LISTWISE DELETION OF MISSING DATA
DEPENDENT VARIABLE.. HFT

METHOD:

STEPWISE

VARIABLE(S) ENTERED ON STEP NUMBER 1.. FOS

MULTIPLE R . 19804
R SQUARE 03804
ADJUSTED R SQUARE 034859
STANDARD ERROR 6.47023

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
' DF SUM OF SQUARES

REGRESSION 1 461.90173
RESIDUAL 279 11680.02710
Fa 11.0334 1 SIGNIF Fs .0010

VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION

VARIABLE 8 SEB
FOS ~-.07 180 02162
(COMNSTANT) 16.42827 2.42701

FOR BLOCK NUMBER 1

BETA T SiG T
-.19504 -3.322 0010
6.788 0000

POUT & 0.100 LIMITS REACHED.



TABLE 92

MULTWPLE REGRESSION

EQUATION NUMBER 2 DEPENDENT VARIABLE .. GPA
SEGHINNNIG BLOCK NUMBER 1.METHOD: STEPWISE

VARABLE(S) ENTERED ON STEP MUMBER 1. FOS

MATILE R 45007 ANALYEIB OF YARANCE

R SQUARE 02430 DF SUM OF SQUARES

ADAISTED R SQUARE 22008 REGRESSION 1 e3.97314

STANDARD ERROR 303062 RESDUAL are 268238170
F= 0.98587 SIGNF  F=.0008

VAMABLES IN THE EQUATION

VAMABLE [} SE® BETA 1 96 7
FOS o272 D012 18807 24839 DOSS
({CONSTANT) 1857443 1.13¢78 1.388 A6T2

FOR BLOCK WUNBER 1 POUT = 0.100 LIAITS REACHED.

SEGENNNG BLOCK NUMBER 2. METHOD: ENTEN
NO YARABLES EXNTERED FOR THIS BLOCK

MEAN SOUARE
$3.97314
0.18408
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VARIABLE LIST NUMBER 1

MEAN
PEA 28.402
PEB 84.208
GPA 4.317

FAMINC 30432.631

N OFCASES = 249

CORRELATION,COVARIANCE, SIGNIFICANCE

PEA 1.000
22.095
999

PEB A3
29.901
000

GPA 008
1.341

A32

FAMINCG -027
-277T1.728
S74

MULTIPLE REGRESSION

LISTWISE DELETION OF MISSING DATA

4.708
14.308
2.928
216390.581

A36
20.901
Ho0

1.000
206.44¢
0

.100
4.192
118
-0r7

-23940.318
228

TABLE 93

LABEL

GPA

008
1.341
132

.1“
4.192
118

1.000
0.853
99

-.288
-16333.92¢
000

FAMINC

-.027
-2771.726
S74

-077
=-23940.318
228

-.258
-18333.928
000

1.000
468270169.000
999



TABLE 94
MULTIPLE REGRESSION
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VARIBLE LIST NUMBER 1 LISTWISE DELETION OF MISSING DATA

EQUATION MUMBER 1 DEPENDENT YARNIABLE .. GPA
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS ARE PRINTED ON PAGE 2

BEGRINNG BLOCK NUMBER 1. WMETHOD: STEPWISE

FOR BLOCK NUMBER 1 Pz 0050 LIWNTS REACHED.
NO VANABLES ENTERED/REMOVED FOR THIS SL.OCK.

BEGRNINGELOCK MUMIBER 2. METHMOD: ENTER
VANABLE (3) ENTERED ON STEP NUMBER 1{.. FEB

2.. PEA
MATIPLE R 11881 ANALYSIS OF YVANIANCE
R SOUARE D134 OF SUM OF SQUARES
ADRISTED R SQUARE 00832 REGRESSION 2 28.30182
STANNDARD ERROR 291478 RESIDUAL 248 2092.02128
Fx 1.6833¢ SIGNIF Fx .1918
VARABLES N THE EQUATION
VARIABLE 8 SE B8 SETA T SIGTY
PEB 01488 . 01432 07183 1018 2098
PEA 0983 H4299 08487 520 33587
{CONSTANT) 1.00840 1.30204 1.809 1328

FOR BLOCK MLRMMDER 2 ALL REQUESTED VANIABLES ENTERED.

MEAN SQUARE
14.15001
8.50740



TABLE 95
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EQUATION NUMBER 2 DEPENDENT VAMABLE . FAMINC
DESCRPTIVE STATISTICS ARE PRINTED ON PAGE 2
BEGININNG BLOCK NUMEBER 1. METHOD: STEPWISE

FORBLOCK MUMBER 1 Pli= 0.080 LINITS REACHED.

NO VARIABLES ENTERED / REMOVED FOR THIS BLOCK.
BEGRIENG BLOCK NUMBER 2. METHOD: ENTER
VANABLE(S) ENTERED OX STEP NUMBER t.. PEB

MULTIPLE REGRESSION

SUM OF SOUARES

2. PEA
MULTIPLE N 07738 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
K SQUARE 00890 DF
ADJUSTED R SQUARE -~.00210 REGRESSION 2
STANDARD ERROR 21882.22901 RESIDUAL 248

Fc 74081

VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION

VARIABLE s SE B
PEB =121.30261 106.3 1838
PEA 87.47923 310.20074

(CONSTANT) 39800.00292 9876.72408

BETA

-08080
8.207-03

6949890 197.82921

1154360327 14.17794
SIGNIF F= AT79

T

-1.‘.2
17
4.091

FOR BLOCK NUMBER 2 ALL REQUESTED VARIABLES ENTERED.

SIG T

2847
9088
D001

MEAN SQUARE
347404500.91400
480252 148.50479
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TABLE 96
MULTIPLE REGRESSION

VARIABLE LIST NUMBER 1 LISTWISE DELETION OF MISSING DATA

MEAN STD DEY LABEL
RACE 1.478 720
HFT 8.271 6.543

GPA 4610 3.008

N OF CASES = 299
CORRELATION, COVARIANCE, SIGNIFICANCE:

RACE HFT GPA
RACE 1.000 083 -.013
519 391 -.030
999 152 818
HFT 083 1.000 -.214
391 42816 -4.332
152 999 000
GPA -013 -214 1.000

-030 -4.332 9.600
B818 000 999



TABLE 97
MULTIPLE REGRESSION

252

VARIABLE LIST NUMBER 1 LISTWISE DELETION OF MISSING DATA
EQUATION NUMBER 1t DEPENDENT VARIABLE.. HFT

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS ARE PRINTED ON PAGE 2
BEGINNING BLOCK NUMBER 1. METHNOD: STEPWISE

FOR BLOCK NUMBER ¢ PiN = 0.080 LIMITS REACHED,
NO VARIABLES ENTERED/REMOVED FOR THIS BLOCK.

BEGINNING BLOCK NUMBER 2. METHOD 1: ENTER
VARIABLE(S) ENTERED ON STEP NUMBER 1.. RACE

MULTIPLE R 0.08298 ANALYSIS OF YARIANCE

R SOQUARE D089 DF SUM OF SQUARES

ADJUSTED R SQUARE 0384 REGRESSION 1 87.05902

STANDARD ERROR a83177 RESIDUAL 207 12671.19784
Fx 2208933 SIGNIF F= .1823

VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION

VARIABLE 8 SE B BETA T silg T
RACE J5308 52839 L8208 1.438 1823
(CONSTANT) 7.15889 20207 8304 L0000

FOR BLOCK NUMBER 2 ALL REQUESTED VARIABLES ENTERED.

MEAN SQUARE

87.885002
42.86307
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TARLE 99
MULTIPLE REGRESSION

EQUATION HUNBER 2 DEPREMDENT YARIABLE.., GPFA
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS ARE PRINTED ON PAGE 2
SEGINNING BLOCK NUMBDER ?. METHOD: STEPWISE

FOR DLOCK NUMBER 1 PilNs $.080 LIMITE REACNEDR.
NO VARIABLES ENTERED/REMOVES FOR THIS BLOCK.

BEQINNING DLOCK NUMBER 2. METHOD: ENTER
VARIABLE(S) CHTERED ON STEP NUMSER 1.. RACE

MULTIPLE B #1337  ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

A SOUARE 20018 DF SUM OF SOVARES

ADJUSTED R SQUARE -00310 REGRESSION 1 51904

STANDARD ENAON 216330 RESIDUAL 207 2000.25008
Fe 08308 SIGNIF F. 5190

VARIABLES IiN THE EQUATION

YARIABLE ] SE® BETA T sarvy
RACE -D6750 24002 -D1537 =280 5190
({CONBTANT) 4008 A0088 11403 2000

FOR BLOCK RUNBER 2 ALL REQUESTED VARIABLES ENTERED.

MEAN BOVARE
A1104
253000
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