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*ihstruetion abqut the’ future.

changing world (e.g., Tofflet, 1970)

- at least, one’éommonality_across the approaches and’ prescr!ptions that

.can be found in this'literature:

" attitudes or orientation toward the future.

l

Research for Better Schools, Inc. oo
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School Students <L R
John W. Thomas

Donald L. Coan . _—

-

There is a growing interest on the part of educatorS in providing -

0

Arguments offered for instituting

, courses in futures studies (a.k a., futuristics, futurism, futunology)

[y

. typically-center on a criticism of the past-to—present orientation of

»

the cunriculum'and'on the-necessity-to prepare students for a rapidly -

"An examination of the emerging
- o

literatufe on tea\hing about the future reveals a variety of goals and

methods (Rojas and Eldridge l974 Stock 1977). ~However, there 1is,"

-4

- .

0

" eurriculum must attempt to affect fundamental changes in. students

Determining what this

“-goal means, how~best tqigo about accomplishing it, and how to know

when‘you'have been succéssful has by no means been accomplished. A

- a2 Tat

dﬁ 11976) predented a model for a futures—studies

~

»
:

program and a taxonomy listing possible dimensions of "futures

'

This paper reports the results of a field test of the,

. bove—mentioned program, M&E’;g Changes, with special attention to the

=7

PP
-

\

the. recognition that a futures—focused\
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gffeéts of the program on selected dimensions oéhscudéntsf.dfientation . .

towaidxghekfutére;‘ C - ) v o ’

Relevant Literature N T 4 ! B .
;q ;Rgsearé% in fhe area'oﬁcfutures—studies iﬁstruction‘is'almost

»

non-existent. - Likgwisi, educatﬁrs interested in ideﬁtifying what

might constitute meaﬁingful changes in students' fugureé orientation . .
) ) . L8
cannot ffnd much assistance from the literature. - Singer (1974)

*

defines a "futgré{focused role concept' as the ‘image a person has of him-:

self or he;self in some future role. Aééording.to Singer, the:

p . . . A )
pqésg%sion 6£‘§u9ﬁ.an image correlates positively with achf‘vément in
schoo];é the avoidance of déli;quenby and a feeling of optimisngabout
the future. Toffler’(1974) reporté an informal study in which a‘grouﬁ .
éf‘ﬁigh school éEudgnts were asked to com;;se a 1list -of events that

-~ might occur in the future as well as a list of events that might " a
héppéﬁ‘to them persongllyq &ht diécéqﬁ;ctedgess\between Fhesgjlists,

e . 4

f
. that is, studenfs"tendgpcg éqvbelieye in dramatic world changes while

.

. * projecting a conventional fifure for themselwes, is viewed by Toffler \

as evidence that the majority.of students fail to personalize their
expéctations about social change. } o . N .o

°

Torrance .(1976) reports a study. conducted with gifted high school B

1 B . . '

Yo ™

scenario abédt»§~day or week in their life in the year 2001 or a

e, .

. . . . o *
. T - - + re
2 W - . N ‘ Y . . .
o - ¥
> . . » .
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. \_\i soliioqqy, a statement of accompli§h9ents written as if the student \‘.

+

was writing in the year 2001. These' exercises were' administered as
. \ 'y ° - -

~—

pretests and pobsttests, to thc? 200 high school students who pafticipgted e

N
L]

v . fin thé~p;q§§am aszwell as 138 control students. Results were scored

- -

accb;aihg to the following dimensions: (1) expressed satisfaction
) ) * . . . : .
o with future career, .(2) perception of the world/mgnkindfﬁé’changed, ‘

(3) heightened consciousness of trying to do sométhing to make.the'm, { \
v : R ' ‘

PP SN

world better/solve future problenms, (4) originality, imaginétién, and ,

L3

inV01$ément, (55—solutions'£q future problems proposed, and (6).'~ AR

perception of self as a creative problem-solving person. . Torrance

3 ) also compared pretestd to posttests églative to the number and nature

* ]

’ : . .
. L of topics ("areas of igg%:rn") mentioned.! The.scenario was found to

) °.

N ®

v~ - be the most semsitive measure of treatment e fects\\ Posttest means

K . wére found to be signifiéantl&-higher than pretest means on all.six

'._4 . . ¢ ‘.' . > .

* + .. dimension€ listed above. Torrance a1§o found - that all nineteen areas

~ M
of concern identified prior to the study were ‘mentioned more often

[y

in the posttest scenarios than in the presttest scenarios.-

X Kadffmaﬁ (1976) .in a Book addressed to practitioners intere§ted

oo, .in "teaching the future," emphasiéés the importance of a questioning )

attityde about current knowledge and "facts," a ;olerancécfor‘ambigu}ty,

4\,

< - -’

" a disposition to be imaginativem and an awareness of alternative

N <R

) . ~-futures as both attributes of a teaching stratééy épd as possiblé\\ .

- - . o . [ > A

. outcomes of a course in futuress studies. Kauffman presents a fifteen- .

item questionnaire which he offers as a measure of students' futures N\
. ’ ) . B ’ " - ’

" i3 F 13 . \ N ’ - e
. . . >
. ot . . * . .
- B . - L .
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orientatiglg This questiona re is made up of Likert—scale questions

>
~

€ , to measure students' beliefs relative to (1) the inevitabillit :

8 N « ’.‘ R ' .
of change, (2) the\degree to which we (the human race) - have controf&gq

. the future; and (3;\the desirability of the future. "It is important to .
] . ! ) . ; _
g 5 . . .
note that Kauffman does not offer any hypotheses regarding the direction

of changes expected or desired:

. . Al
EY | -

. o« R ‘..
. - A .Despite the fact that the 1iterature on futures studies is fairly .

1 -

t
recent and sparse, there is nb SCarCity of 1maginatiVe ideasg for in-

. ‘L ~ .
. tfﬁbal strategies. The problem centers o the lack of researEh a§;§e11 o

- ’

- as documented gpeculation, concerning, relationships between instructional

methods and specific outcomes. — ¢ ¢ '

4 . :
Program Description N . .

4 \ o "

The Making Changes program is a teacher-led instructional program for

-
A

i

,.\‘,,‘

- , ' students in grades 8 to 10. The program includes teacher and student
. . . . ¢ . s * . A
Y AN s . N

. P .
.Y materials designed .to provide a flexible; 42 to ‘70 session course inte-

. ~ . . 3 " T e
, —~ grating instructi8n in skills and strategies of\inventive problem-solvihg -
5 . g i ; .

. .

=  with contert and activities foecused on the investigation of alternative
) » * ) ' X . . *

i . . Sfutures., - . ' Y *

_E ’ T There are four dimensions to thg\goals of the program. These four" :
SR * . . ) . ) LY :

{
. dimensions are listed below along with some of the'ma or sources from M

e -l P
s

«r

v - which methods and obJectives vere borrowed or adapted

.
° N .-

‘;;' ot : 11" Strategies for defining and solving opén—ended prgblems. the -
‘ ) OsBorne-Parnes CreMtive Problem Solving Model .(Osborne, 1963; .
- ’ 7 : Parnes, 1967); the Synectics Model (Gordon, 1961; Gordon & :

~ " Poze, 1972 ) ‘ . ’

Q

ERICI
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. . ) C 2. specific techniques-for facilitating fluency, flekibility, and
e o N originality (Gordon; 1961; Davis, 1969; Torrance, l§76)

S I _ 3. skills and strategies for&interpref“hg ‘trends and generating
. ~ Jforecasts aboyt the ‘future (Glenn, 1975; Kauff ar, 1976" "
oo Torrance, 1976) . y 1’ v);

< © . " 4. attitudes and dispositions conducive o inventive problem
‘solving (Parnes, I967); to the investigat‘on of alternative
-2 .~ futures (Kduffrfan, 1976); and to a healthy orientation
o - toward the future (Kauffman, 1976; ,I\rrance, 1976).
£ ) -

R v v The progranx is div1ded’into three units.3. The first unit is

- .

1Y

<

" addressed to problem solving A.multi -stage model is introduced for )

~

’ _ proceeding from a complaint or difficulty -the {“lection of a solution :
. [ 4 - ’
idea according to established criteria, S:SF

strategies and idea generation techniques, The second uni¥*is an

- : « ” .

*

future; hoﬁ eo interpret forecasts and trendS' how to comStruct. forecasts“

- -7 rand how to use techniques for idenEi%Xing the’ consequences and cross—impact
. . 5 - N .

of trends and forecasts. The sthird Unit teaches the/;ynectics problem—_
o7 : 7 .
solving method and provides a series of future—focused, problem—solving

- S ——

. /s . -

~ .

- " earlier in the program. ’ : u

’

Materials for the M&ktng Changes program consist of a Teacher's-

k]
]

> ’ L Guide, three student lesson books and a packet of consumable handout ‘

4
.

sy

. sheets. The Teacher's Guide presents outlines'fon 24 lessons and

directions fpr‘giving homework.and inrclass'aSSignme s and for providing”

s N . guidance and feedHack relative to the exercises contained im the lesson
‘ . . .-, 3 }.ﬁ : - ‘ [
bOoks and handouts. T L Lt - -7

- for each stage of~the process with an emphasis upon proble:rdefinition T~

. introduction to futures studies. Students learn why peqple study the, K

‘episod¥s designed ‘to review and integrate skills and strategies taught A\

ific techniques are taught v

%

-
.

e

T T
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Method -..© . v, C .. 6

.,.The field ‘test.4 A field test of the program was conducted in one

v -t
* urban\and five 5 burban schools in the Philadelphia area during the

L

- < d\-\~
e
. -
. - o
S .
R
.
} |
.
LA
~.
.
s 4 -
-/
- J
N~ |
A
-
-
.
- ¢ - .
L.}
,
)
I
’ :

L4

¢ " 4 . A

Sprfng of 1977. Participants in the field test included ten teachers

and over 300 student—\lC grades 7, \g 10 and 12. A total of 18 assegs-

R N a

lknt devices was used to. gather data relative to the appeal and’

~
X . 4

‘acceptability of the program, students mastery of program concepts

-

and strategies, changes in stpdents a?titgde toward problem solving

and g?oup work, and changes in the fluency, flexibility and originality
L RS N 7
of students' responses on a variety of creative thinﬁing and problem—

- T .

solving~tasks as well as changes in students' orientat}on to the futuré.

< ’

A concern for test burden (Sge _note ¥4) prevented'all'students from

[

. - * * ‘ ﬂw;a\‘ - i ° . -
receiving alI measures."‘%ccordingly, the remainder of this paper will ~#
. -
present the design and procedure fox one.subset of the total field -
rtest population and the. results for a subset of the total tests admin-
. a—-ﬂ._,_" 3 J

istered._ A complete report'of the field,test results is available
elsewhere (Coan and Ruff,.1976). ' ‘ .

”~ o

Hypotheses. The priugr;y_goa,ls of the pr'ogxt%x are c)gnitive in

-

nature. Even within the futures studies lessgns, the principal intent

is to teach skitls and strategies for generating forecasts. ’However by
»

virtue of students exposure ‘to varieties of forecasts, trends and .

‘ 4
-

.~ descriptions~ef alternative futures, some tentative hypotheses about the
A S ' .
effect/of/the program on—students orientation toward the future !
. ®

seemed worthy of investigation. -It was hypothesized that students’

-




. ' ) ' . M l:'\
) . a:- . . . ' s . . - l.- ) . _7 .
’ ‘ '\ ! A L3 ' -. - .’ " e
R - , who took the prog&an«gould: (1) show a chlnge in the direction bf

.
believing that the fdfure is ‘Zontrollable’ througq human action, (2)

|
|
€. ., show a change in the direction of believing that rapid change will }
o ) . be«more chara!teristic of the future than the past, (3) become more o
vy T e . ’ ~ ) > - ‘4\
§ articulate about possib é futures (fluency), (4) beable to name/describe

. } ‘ .

more distinct deveiopme %s or*change\\in their description of’possible

e ) ‘futures (flexibility), and (5) be less conventional in their forecasts . .
- - o ! 4 . ’ i = . ‘
’ /
(originality). Norhypotheses regarding changes in students' opnimism o

. - . y . . -0
¢ \ ~— -
about ther future were considered. - - .
k) 1
»

|
i .
. Subjects andvDesign. Nin; qﬁ,the 13 classe% of students that - _____

< .

L 4

..l |
participated in the field test serve as the sub—;ample for this analysis. )
\/I" ‘ > ~ “
The breakdown by grade and treatment for th1s sub—sample is presented ) . *
o @ N oA J
in Table 1. i . ‘ . ) ' : -
* - \, . ~ . . N
. . > 2 .
- . hd - M {
. ) . , . ) . i .
) Insert %bble 1 here ' o t
. B i ] . i
) . ¢ At. Site A, students were randomly assigned.t ”experimental and ’
- - comparison. groups’at’thé'beginning of the Spring;éemester. The

L]
'L.\

resultant groups represented the entire populatio of eighth graders

. ’

. at that site, At Site B the experimental\subjec sfconsisted of all - *|
Y r

Fe )
~of the eighth graders at that‘school who scored above 130 on th Otis- \\\;\:iw_

Lennon Mental Ability Test (1ntermediate level) Eo comparison/ group .

. was, of course, available for-this cl ss.':The design at_Site must

—— . . It N

also be classified as quasi-experim ﬁtal.. At the beginning of the




. A N » L ® -
)  semester, all tenth-grade students were given the option to choose ) . ,

among social studies electives. Students who.opted for one of those
N . . : .

electives, "Human Society," were randomly assigned either fo the ~
) 5 h

'traditional Human Society elective course or,the thing‘ChEnges course.

. . . . )
However, a' small number of studerits were allowed to-select .themselves
%, T * - - - N

into the Making Changes course and this may have ‘affected the cohpara;

-

-

e

- bility of the two classes. ) ' ’ Y : ‘

. Instruments. Two measures of students orientatioﬁ toward the L,

. . ¥ "

“future were employed id.this study. The "Futures—Orientation Survey

~(Appen 453 ification of Kauffmar's (1976) survey which he- .

entitled "What fundamental beliefs,ghout the future do you hold?": )
* . - ) N

Twenty Likert-scale itéms were gfnstruéted in order to attempt to - .
measure reliably four dimensions of futures orientation: students'
. " PR T U
. ' : \ ‘
,optimism vs. pessimism about thé future' determinism vs. freedom to - '

- -

- \~u . «
the future' and the positi e Vs. negakive value of/studylng the future. 7

Factor analysis of these ijftems revealed ;hree rather than four factors : /
. (see Table 2.)

I

.

. - . . ) !

. - - [ . / j
Y . —- A e «/,

‘The second measure df students' orientatdon. toward the future was ya a*

PR . - N \ i o »/
the.Séenario measuré (Ap endix B).' The Scena(E? measure consisied of ./

might be like 20 year “from now. This measure is essentially the

— s - . -
-

U P

/

same as Torrance s (1 7?} scenario measure except that the phrase // . -
used instead of "the year 200L." .

-, h20 years from now' was




e

.Data .Analysis. Because of the repeated measures design employed in
= - - ~ T

[ ]

the study and because of expected correlations among the dep{ndent varia-

Y .
procedure was,used.
1

ignificant multivar%§te results were followed up

bles, a repeateq measures multivariable analys1s of variance (MANOVA)

by discriminant analysis ﬁrocedures in order to‘de&ernine'the variables

. . . .
which accounted most for observed differences between experimental-and v ™~

o~

:comparison groups. ‘The d1scrxm1nant analys1s yields a standardized dis—'

criminant fudZtion coefficient (SDFC)
was also made to assess group differences. The Alpha level for univariate
results was set at p<.025 as Opposed)Eo p<.05 for MANOVA) in order toireduqe'

the error involved in performing multiple tests.

o

Results ¢

¥ .

. -

S

-

.Inspection ofjunivariate results

For the Futures-Orientation S?rvey, mean scores~were:fbtained for the

three'factors: Lack of Coﬂbrol Change and Pessimism. Results at Site A

and Site C- showed that neither the multivariate resuits nor the univariate .

r

(Table 2) indicated that when all three factor'scores were considered .

s1multaneously, pretest/posttest differences were statistically s1gnif1cant. ?

' results were statistically:significant.

At Site B; the - MANOVA F-ratio‘

The factor which contributed most to th1s~d1fference was lack of Control

»
as shown by the highly significant-univariate F—value A decréase on the'

-~

o

Lack of Control factor is indicative of change in the direction of char-

.acterizing the future as’more cong;ollable.

« ® B

Insert ?able 2 here

»
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P-4 - ° .

The Scenario measure was administ@red as both a pretest:énd a pésttest
) ] . . .

to eXperimental students and as a posttest to control students at Site A.

’

« - N ‘e .-

Table 3 presents'multivariate and umivariate ANOVA resutts for yretest to

3

posttest differences-on t#e Scenarlo for experlment“l subJects ar Site A.

. .
- . 4

. The multivariate F-ratio indicates significant pretest/posttest gains for

. Univariate- t-values revealed statistically significant "

b rat. " - tT 1

all variables.’

results for each Scenarlo index. oo . - ) -4 8
. \ . - L.
\ -~ . 3 . 3 ) .
N P -~ Y . 1= B /'] . N ~
> ! , Itsert Table 3 here N SR

- <

:> A scheduling problem resulted.ln a‘lack of pretest scoreﬁ for 22 of

.
§ -

)
bhe.67 experimental subjects.at Site A. in order to compar€ the posttest

. . .

scores of the‘EXperimental-students:tc_those of the controls; it 4 de-
< ) .

. . « !

cided'to compare only thosq_studenbs;who had never been pretested in' order "?°

¢ i . .

) ‘ -
to control for: pqggﬁﬁ}é testlng effects. Table 4 preseﬂts the results of

3

sthis comparison. The multivariate:

7’ * " . .
* / ) . ence between ‘the group centroids. fﬂ , . .
'. - \4 Vol "- ] . [,' . ’ , ‘ ’
. ‘ . - . Tz / & " ! 0
. . . . . . Y N Id -
« @ . .. " % . v
PR IR b . > Insery Table 4 here : .
- ./r.‘-‘ ¢ . A $ . . [ . 4 b1 . ‘ . ) .
I . S : ;- N A .
| - v * N . xe N
%' At SltEoB the multivarigte F-ratio for pretest-posttest differences -
' f\ < on the Seenario was not signlflcant ?Table 5): ijweveré#posttest scores on
P , L. = . <L | R . . . \ - .. )
moe 7 .the Fluency and Fle*ibllity indices were sigrif !cantly higher than:-pretest
* \ . ; Lo, i P .
/‘m f . scores. * . J-f B ’, T - 5 -0 fff_
\ . - . T . : ‘ R ". ')— ” - .
IL,. s \ s <-. S 7 . sl O A > /} . " .
o ' et v - Insert/Table 5 here NG ' )
B - . 4 \ . > ;’ . : l- . o .
- . . i . . . P ;- 1 ?
. ‘At Site C d significgnt multivariate 7

. . N

. . .
R . . . +

<
N e

F-value was:obtained\fnr the
.. °t SN\ Ty
. “ N - ‘.\0

» = " *

-

.

g
iratlo indicates-a 81gnificant differ-. ~f /
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-<P

- R
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\"Cl‘
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Ttnt,

,e‘

'+ and Flexibility,

\Scenario measure, In
*

v

A unjivariate analysis revealed that this‘overall difference was‘

primarily attribﬂtable to the significantly higher scores for the

experimental as compared to control students on the measures of fluency

-

JInsert Table 6 here .
A - B

Discussion’
—_—— r

A
-

The results Suggest that the Mbkzng Changes program was fairly

" ﬁ{w Py . )
successful in- inqreasing the fluency, flexibility and originality

p

¢

of students description& of poss1b1e futures but was 1ess than

‘ s

successfui Tn altering students' Beliefs and attitudes about the futu

., -~

Intercorrelations among the,four ipdices of.the "Scenario measure

.
¢

-
|
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x .

.39 to

eb

.85 for the po‘sttest data,

ranged fro?, Given the 1nterdepende
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_of these 1hdices, results from the multivariate analyses represent th
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- MANOVA B
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most meaningful measures of the program's effectivenBSS.
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. results revealed significant gains.at one of the two‘sites whe¥e pret
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And at botH fsites
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.
imental.students was compared to control
! L
exper1menta1 students s1gnificant1y ontperformed-controls ‘ott . the' ™

’
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as well as posttest data were collected.
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Al forecasts as a function of total foreéasts.‘ - .

. PR \ J

The results Brom the Scenario measure are in line w1th expectations.
i (S X .t - _

. o W
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T However, the mganing of these results can best be degscribed as ambiguous.
P . -
‘-",’ - £l . .

On the Lone han@h At 1is possible to conclude that ' exposure to the program
»f‘ q«!s ~
madeosoudentS'more disposed to write about the future; it fostered a |

. more differenbial view of the future' and 1toresulted in more imaginative

‘kl;w' - c ¢ = ‘.

ideas and less conventional descriptions of future possibilities. On.

L4 ‘ ’

h Y - the other hand, studénts nio doubt picked up ideas'and forecasts about

. 3

the*future from the program that thexbintroduced in their Scenarios. \

>
t

0 Results favortng “the experimental group may’he attributable to the
g recall of.information rather ‘than any changes 1B.students digpositions

- 0 i
- ° * -

or beliefs. Perhaps a more megningful analysis would have been.one
- > . . P

,that contrg%}ed‘for ideas, defelopments, and ﬁorecasts included in.

. ’ N - - ~ -
. -

- N ’ . Y i '

the program. -

The results-for-the Futures-Orientation Survey were disappointing.
Either the dﬁnéﬁsioms (or questions) used were not sensitive to program
¢ ot 1 - . o . ~ € , -, ) - - .

o, effects on' studgnts\ attitudes and beliefs, or the program was not”
N ¥

: e .. : o N
. Y sufficiently powerful to produce a change in.attitudes and beliefs

. . about the future.' Additiondl research as well 'as’ test development . -

¥
’

. \ activities seems to be needed in this area. The only significant

_effect revealed by the analyses of the Future-Orientation ‘Survey * "'
~? 22 > :

. L ‘.
@ ‘v

o¢tlrred at'Site‘B. Experimental students showed a highly significant *

. T change towards the belief that the. future is controllable., It should

.

. —be’noted that the Site B class failed to complete the program. Unlike’
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the’ other sites which were not posttested until feur to five weeks
after the completion of the futures studies unit, students at Site B, ) —

were posttested onithe very next day following completion of the un1t. ’

lﬂ‘ -

Again, no clear 1nferences ean be made. "The results for Site B may o

- - = e
- - e

1 ot T rde .

, mean thatﬂdhatever the effects of the program gp students’ attitudes

- - L) .

are, they are shortklived at best. Alternately, sincefstudents :

. at@Site B differ from students at other sites by.virtue of their . N\i
higher mean IQ, the program may be ertlcularly suited for producing - s
) attitude changes yith gifted ‘students. - " .
» ’ » L .

, <. A final conclusioﬁ‘is difficult to construct. To do.so, it is

3 '
. . .

necessary to distinguish between the $tudy asepart of a field test & .

of an instructional program and the study as an inuestigation into
) — ¢ - ) - l\k.
the nature and malleability of students“"orientation'toﬁard the.future.

‘ ~ -
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Wlth regard to the field test,* 0verall the M&kzng ‘Changes prograr

was 1\hged to be rela%ively successful 1n accomplishing what it was -

S T = a

5 designed to accpmplish Given the cognitive focus of«the program, ' . o

I3

! T

.
-

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-

~ “i.
ful*than chahges on the Fuﬁures?Orientation"Survey: The .data suggest v
} - - ] . . B ‘ . -

.that a program that combines' instruction in inventive problem solving : Lo
* G

and futures. studies can produce changes in students' “images of the R

. - - R
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futuré-in the direction-of_seeing the future in more differential, - g

i - . - et e o B . . ]
LA . R .
- imaglnative ways. : - —

; _,\~ .
@g;—° Impllcations of this study for further research in the area -of . o

’
. 0

futures orientation are less thantclear. It*appears ‘that-an intellectualv
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approsch to futufes studies, that is, affoguapon'trends, anticipated - . T
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Significant at the p<.05 level (based on a tqo-tailed test)

Significant at the p< 01 level (based on a. two-tailed test), .

- oo Table 1 ;
\ .
ub—sémple of Field Test Classes Receiving
] Futures-Orientation Measures .
\ A 2 .
: - Treatment Comparison T -
) Grade - Group ‘ Grou : Ct e T, “
Site Level \ Classes N Classes N Ability Level
N g AN r— = N = .
A 8- 3 67 3, 55. | Averdge ability®
]
/ R LI |
B "8 1 .13 N/A" | N/A | Academically talented
7l ¢C 10 1 23 1 28 Average to above “ .
) : . average -ability, ! :
- - ’/ ‘ o
o 4; = -
. i 'fable 2‘ , e € v @
o ; , 2 ..
e Multivariate and Univariate ANOVA Results of '° I'e .
. l Pre- to-P¥sttest Differences on Futures )
L Orientation Survey Factors at Site B. -f
. “‘"’é’% 5 ?f, " ! . ' N
. R . % Pre-Test Post-Test :
" . e — Pre-Post., | Univariate’ L
Factor N | Mean _-.S.D. Mean _ 8.D.. . Diff. ., F-Value ~
: : ) % B . A *% T
Lack of Control 11 |..30.00 4.93° | 26.54° " 2.92 - 3.46 10.66 “
&g{xée © P Kl 25.65 " 4.51 | 25.31 4.17.| -70.34 "0.03 - .
Pessimism {1092 257 | 1126 173 | 4034 | 2023
. " L,tl . ’ Ir - e - L.
T’ . e A ol 7 «. £,
- ~ v o‘l_- - . ’
: MANOVA F G, ‘6.2\3 i
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- R 2 N A |
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e x — - + * S = \ . .
; b S Pos L « . . ) - ek ‘
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MR AR TR A FUTURES.ORIENTATIOI\LSU_K,VEY S, N
e R ' )_. ; - 2 N _ _ o 7
: .} DIRECTIONS: " For seach statement Dbelow, ‘show e 1 X
‘.~ whether you agree.‘or dishgree with that g . g ; g S'ﬁ
.\ statement by circIing one of the five - Z@lmlo o '%’ Q .
. responses in the box. This ig not a gest.. . | g“.‘.?? ?9 5 lalga
o ‘ There Are no right or wrong -answers. nmg < |z |alna
T . ) . o @ s el i
. N 1. Generally speaking, ‘the' human race is mo’vi,ng SA K Ns D. SD
. B . toward a more desirable future, R . v .
“ ,! . - . ‘g . -
1 2." Each person s future is largely a matter’ of . SA A NS & -.SD
S, . luck (good breaks and bad breaks). - . ‘.
s - . ‘. . ! . ;.' » .
‘ . ‘3. It is possible to predict (be able to tell ~ '19+SA A NS D 'SD
" g-,,«_ what will happen in) the future. ' ’p -t
y R - b -
* o - » -
o "h, The future 25 years from pow is likely to SAA NS D. SD ' :
. | be completely ‘differédt from the: present s . A :
' - - . - ) ‘W . - .
el 5. American "kn;ow—how" can solye any problem , SA% A NS D-sSD+ " ’
. that might occur in the future. . . ' ° g
) B st - . N :
- ’:’//’*.' - . N ., . s ;
e 6. Generally speaking, a pergon is able :tp " SA A NS D °SD i
° " control his/her future. ' -, - Y .. A’ _— |
7. Studying the future will help us to solve ‘g SA A" NS D SD - ]
problems in  the present. - R | »aoT - .
e ; . e M ‘ ) N ; .
. w “~ - : . v
5 8. The future is a’compYete mystery—we have no _ LYSA A& NS D SD
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< 9. Not much is’ likely to change in the méxt 25 ° SA- A, Ng.-D SD ]
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( 10. The future of the human tace, is largely .- SA A ‘NS ‘D 8D7 o
R beyond:our control, oL v -
. ~ 11, "It is possible ?at the future will bring = -], SA A NS D SD +
. problems that ﬁ ple will not be able to ~~ T *
solve. o P — .
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' 12, ' The future. 1 probably be less desirable | SA-A'NS D°"SD :
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: ¥ 13. Future problems will be even more difficult SA A NS .D_Sb .
o to solve than prresent—day problems. R B & p
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° f !P 14, Th e won't be as much change in the next &5A A NS D SD
I __25/years as- there was in the last 25" years. , - )
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15. At arny given time, ‘there is a Wide range .. | sA A.NS D SD
of possible futures open to us. , . ,
n . . \- ‘.
) Solving future problems depends, in part, b SA A NS D SD
) ’ on imagination (thinking of many different ‘ -
¢ ideas) .
'17. Studying (predicting) possible futures is SA A NS D, SD
~a waste of time and money.
18. We can expect eéen more change in the néxt SA A NS D SD
25 years than we ve seen in the last 25
years._ —_ " ~ .
19. No matter what people do; the future will - SA A NS D SD
probably be less desirable than the i ' \ .
haudd present. ) - < .
20, A good way to solve future problems is to SA A NS p- SD.
* wait until they occur. T . BN 2
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I . What might, the world be like 20 years from now? [What might b? -happening?
) Wbat nught Be new and ch.f“fe.zren‘t'> What mght yo be .doing?
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Use the spaé below and the back of this sheet to deseribe w at the
world migh ike in 20.yeark'. timg, Try td describe a sppcific day .
or week ¥x(-your life 20 years from™ today. . DPSCRIBE. WHAT THE WORLD IS o R
G . LIKE. D IBE WHAT YOUR LIFE IS _LIKE AND WHAT YOU'RE DOIN -
PR -»: L
-~ ° ~ 3
.7 ]
1 ey
3 . ’ w
v . . ; R
\ ' “ E
Y -
) s -
v L]
v 1\ < -
‘» Lad - "‘ J—
-‘_ , . .
N
t. w > ~
. a . ;
. r
~ 3 . .o i}




