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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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"An Evaluation of the Impact on Attitudes and Values of the Text, Zur
£conomy: Haw #1 Werks,” reports the findings of a study conducted by
NORC, A Social Science Ressarch Center, University of Chicago, for the

Foundation for Teaching Economics. The study was conducted over portions of
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the 1984-1985 school year, among 9th grade students in three cities: Cedar

Rapids, lowa; Durango, Colorado; and Minneapolis, Minnesota. Ten schools and
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over 2,000 students and their teachers participated.

.
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Study Design

In earlier work (1983-1984) for the Foundation for Teaching Economics, NORC

A
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developed an "Economics Yalues Inventory” (EVI), an origina! measure of
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economic attitudes consisting of eignht multi-item scales suitable for use
with junior high school age youth. In the prasent research, the EVI was used
to measure and interpret changes in economic attitudes ovar an instructional
period in groups of junior high school students who had studied &ur
Ecanany, who had received no economics instruction, or who had used
alternative economics instructional materials. The design for the evaluation
specified an initial measurement, or pretest, of students' economic values, an
instructional period {(during which some students but not others received
economics instruction), and a Posttest measurement of the same youths’
economic values. The primary purpose of the evaluation was to assess the

attitudina® impact of Qur £cananmy. Additional purposes of the study were

to reassess the performance of the EVI, and to examine student, teacher, and

classroom characteristics that might affect the impact of the text.
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Research Results

The Central Finding

The central Tinding of the evaluation is that, for the main comparisen group

(that of users of @ Feanamy as contrasted to those not undergoing ’5
economics instruction), the text has a measurable impact on student values
and attitudes. While both users and non-users had essentially similar £V ’

scale means at the Pretast, their attitudes significantly differed at the

Posttest, as measured by a number of scales. Specifically, text users were:

s

*

mare supportive of the American economic sysiem scaie {Scale 1)

*

showed more trust in business {Scale 2)

*

felt a greater sense of personal economic efficacy (Scale 3)

* were mcre likely to feel that the treatment of workers is fair
(Scale 7)

* were less likely to express disagreement with the economic

status quo {Scale 8)

The statistically significant differences measured by the EVI at the Posttest
ranged, on the six units of a 1-7 agree-dicagree scale, from .14 to 27,
(Translated into a Scholastic Aptitude Test 200-800 metric, a difference of

2.0n an EVI scale could be likened to a difference of 20 SAT points.) Impacts

in this range are modest ir ebsolute terms but are, we believe, notevrorthy

indeed as attitudinal impacts of a textbock. We find these rasults especially
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mpressive in light of the fact that awr Fcanamy makes no overt attempt to
influence attitudes, choosing instead to counsel infarmed thoughtfulness on

all controversial economics values issues.

Additiepol Findings

While the central question of the evaluation concerned the values and
attitudes impact of Zur £canamy, the principal research measure--the
Econamics Values Inventory--was also reappraised. The fi ndings gave
additional confirmation of the reliability and validity of the EV! scales,
which continued to be sensitive to a wide range of meaningful attitude
d*fferences, for this new, and considerably larger, research sample. Sohe
new sttitude items were generated for this phase of the research, chiefly

in the area of government reguletion of the economy. Students at this age and
grade did not, however, appear to have yet found this topic area greatly

meaningful.

Finally, date were yathered concerning a .iumber of characteristics
associated with differences in economic attitudes, and special attention was
giver to student, taacher and classroom characteristics that might affect the

impact of the text.

Extent of economic knowledge continued, as in tiie earlier phase of the

researcn, to be the strongest predictor of student attitude d:fferences on the
EVIscales. This factor was found to explain some, but not all, of the
instructional impact on attitudes of &7 £canamy.  Some systematic
differences were found by race {blacks and whites differed significently in
their economic attitudes on two of the eight EY) scales). Systematic and

stat'stically significant male-female differences were found on the scales.
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Gender differences for the slightly older group utilized in this phase of the

research were far more dramatic than the differences seen previousty.

Collateral data were also collected on student socioeconomic status, level of
interest in public affairs, political orientation attributiona] tendencies, and

ranking of personal information sources In addition, a teacher questionnaire
collected information trom the economics teachers of the student

respondents. The teachers took the EVI, and their scale scores were compared
to those of their students. Teacher background informstion was gathered and
reported. Finally, teachers were asked to evaluste v £canamy on a
number of dimensions, including whether it exhibited a valuational bias, and
its effectiveness in transmitting economic knowledge. One hundred percent
of the teachers reported that the materials in the text were presented
without bias, and teachers rated the text as highly effective in transmitting

economic knowledge.
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An Evaluation of the Impact on Attitudes and Values
of the Text, Our £conomy: How It Works

1. Background and Purposes of the Study

This is the report on the second phase of & study to evaluate the impact upon
ecanomic attitudes and vaiues of the junior high school text, our £conomy
The study attempted to measure and interpret chenges in economic attitudes
over an instructionsi period in groups of junior high school students who hed
studied Qur Economy, who had riceived no economics instruction, or who had
used alternative economics instructional matsrials. in addition, the study
examined student, teacher and classroom characteristics that might affect
the impact of the text. A final goel of the research was to continue to
examine and strengthen the parformance of the indicator used to measure
economic atiitudes.

A useful starting paint may be to briefly review the first phase of the
study and to thereby obtain a point of entry into the purposes of Phage |1 of
the evaluation.

A. The Phase | Research

In Phase |, an original measure of economic attitudes was developed, the
Economics Values Inventory or “EVI* (0'Brien and ingels, 1884; 0'Brien and
Ingels, 1985). The EVI (see Appendixes 1-2) consists of eight moderately
relisble multi-item scales covering a broad renge of topics in economics,
including attitudes toward business, 1abor wnions, the government's role in
the economy, and others. The initial task of development of the individuel
economic attitude items that meke up the scales was informed by the
contents of Jur Econamy However, care was taken to ensure that, while
suitatle for purposes of evaluation of this text, the EVI captured a range of
attitudes appropriate to other typical economics textbooks for junior and
senior high scheul students as well, and ta certain non-textbook contexts.

The primary thrust of the first phase of the research was to develop reliable
and valid multi-item economics attitude scales appropriate, in particular,
for use with junior high school age youth. (For details of the design, sample
composition, research process, and findings of Phase |, see 0'Brien and ingels,
1984). Subsidiary purposes were (1) to test tentative hypotheses about
factors essorieted with economic sttitude differences and change (of
interest both as validity indicators for the EVI and as a preview of the Phase
Il research) and (2) to gain insight into the content end structure of youth
attitudes for the respondent population.
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B. The Economics Values Inventory and Students' Opinions

Figure | presents the Economics Yalues Inventory, the measure of youths'
economic attitudes developad in Phase I, and the primary measurement tool
used in the:current Phase Il evaluation of the Zur Fcomemy. The figure also
presents the mean scale scores of the student raspondents in.the Phase |
study. Before continuing in'this repsrt with the details and findings of the
evaluation, we turn to a review of the scales and items thet make up the EVI,
and the dirsction of student opinion es measured by it in the Phase IPilot
group and the current Phase || sample at the time of the Pretest.

Although the Phase | study was not based on & reprasentative sample {which
would havs been 11-suited to its design requirernents), it is worth taking

note of the content of respondent attitudes as evidenced by mean scores on

the £VI scales--for it is all too easy, in focusing en individusl scales, to lose ..
sight of how they relate to each other and form en overall pattern of valuas.

Giver that the Phase i Pilot and the Phase !| Pretest samples consisted of
different students, with strikingly different racial and socioeconomic
backgrounds, the overall means are striking in their similarity. The two
groups will form a point of comparison, as we proceed, seriatim, through the
EVI scales.

Scale 1 svidences support for the prevailing American economic system, a
“free enterprise system" or “mixed market economy” in which private
enterprises have a large role. The emphasis of the scale is on the economy in
its productive function, and affirms profits, proper use of limited resources,
hard work, occupational freedom, competition, division of 1abor, and savings. -
Of all the scales, students have the strongest affirmative feelings about this
one. Ona 1-to-7 scale where 1 = strongly disagree and 7 = strongly egree,
the Phase | Pilot sample had a mean of 5.4 on Scale 1, while the Phase ||
group had a mean of 5.6

Scale 2 focuses on the image of American business, and shows a "trust in
business” valuz. It affirms the public responsibility of business, the
desirability of a greater voice for the business communi ty in government, and
the desirability of lower corporate taxes. It yiews advertising as an enhancer
of individual choice, and affirms that the occupational structure offers
meaningful work. Mean responses of students at toth Phase | and Phase !
supported these scale values (4.7 for both groups), but their affirmation
of the scale was far weaker than for Scale 1.

Scale 3 13 psychological in its orientation. It consists of statements that
reflect economic alienation and powerlessness and is thus, inversely, taken
as a measure of feelings of individual economic efficacy. Students strongly
j 8}\6&& A Y909 1638
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Figure 1: SCALE MEANS, PHASE I PILOT AND PHASE II PRETEST

MEANS
Phase I Phase 1I

THE TOOMONMICS VALUES mvENTORY
Piloc Pratest

5.4 5.6

ScHLE I, IR ARIca ECONOMIC SYSTZNM (Suppare for the Economic Systea)

1. mmdmihlw.udnmcuhhrdcbalwabouc
ch.bucny:oucth-.

2. Profits sre essexcial to our coustry's economic health.

3. Our soclety owes ®wach to tha contribactions. of business.
4. If woricrs vanc higher vages, they must work harder sod produce more.

S. Teople vho bluse ocher people or society for their problems ars Juse
copping ouct,

6. By!rudo-r’chom:ymocmnmquimtmc:ou.

7. Ic's the ducy of pecple to do ctheir jobs che bese they can.
8. Compecition biitween businezses makes fov the lowesc prices.

9+ A company daserves irs profics vhen they cowa ac the resul. of doing
the best job for less nonay.

10. If you have a4 valuible skill, ycu'll get ahesd La our saciecy.

i1. Croups cf {ndividuals with speclalized skills, working together, can
produce becter produces chan individuals workfae slone.

12. Our ecunowy needs wor= people uho sre villing co save for che futurs. )

6.7 4.7 SCALE 2. BUSINESS (Trusc {n business)

13. Host businesses won't sell products chay think are uasafe.
1. Covermesac should liscen more to vhac che business cosmtunity azs to say.

IS. Businesses could provide more Jobs, gocds, and services Lf chey didn't
have to pay 20 rwch in Lixes.

15. Advertising helps consumers to make iatelligent choizas.
7. Most pecple like cheir jobs.

SCALY 3. PSYCHOLOCICAL: FERSOMAL FCONRMIC EFFICACY (Alfenation and poverlessness)

18. It's no use worrying abouc the econcay; I cia’t do anything abeut fc
2.8 2.9 sayvxy,

19. CGCatting shead s moscly a2 sstter of luck.
20. Ic's £s0lish to do more then you have ta in a job.

21. Having the freadom to scare wy owa business reslly mezns having the
freedom ¢o take advancage of others.

1Z. Baing in busicess means caking unfair advancage of others.
23. Profic {s a 3ign thac somaone i3 being taken advancage cf.

24. The vay our aconowic sysces {3 set up, nobody has a chance Co get ahead
oy mors.
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Figure 1, continued

MEANS

Phase I Phase IX

Pilot Pretest
4,9 5.0
4.0 4.0
4.6 4.6
3.1 3.4
4.8 4.8

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

SCALZ 4. MIPLE .nl‘ SOCTAL WELFARE (Government is Tespoesible)

28.

26.
*27.

28.

29.

*20,

*31.

3.

33.

e e e e e ln s LR

It is the rasponeibilicy of the govermwnt to take cars of pecple who
can't take cara of themselves. . N .

-

The poor_dnd she 111 have a right to help frow the govaroment.
A parson xho canmat £ind a jub has' only himeelf to hlaé.

-3

It should be the duty of; givernment to. be sure that evecyone has a

sacure joi snd 3 decent standdrd of Llviag,

me:d ‘shouldn't blame tiuaselves for their situacion: {t's che
faule of the sconomic syetem. -

. 4
Taking care of che poor aud the sick is the Job of families and
churches, not the j‘oht;ot' the governmenc.

SCALE §_ GOVERMMEN? ROLE i SETTING PRICES (Against government role)

Companies ehould only ve allowed to ckarge a8 governmant-concrolled
prica for cheir producis

It's oot che business of the govermaent to control pricas.

SCALE 6. UNIONS (Againsc powerful unions)

Unions are 300 powerful.

#36. Wa'd all be becter cff if labor unions wera stromger.

3s.

taployars should have che right co hire son-union workers {f they wanc

SCALE 7. TREATMPNT OF WORKERS  (Workars' trascment is fair)

3.

The.sverage worksr today is getting his or her fair share.

*37. The averags worker is secting less tham his or .a. fair share.

*38.
39.

Yost companies don't give emrloyees a fair share of vhat the company
Moat cowjanies give ewployees a fair share of what the compsny earns.

SCALE 8. TNE ECONOMIC STATUS QUO (Against tha etacus quo)
40. America'a wealth {s far oo unequally shared.

41. The situation vf the average persva is gecting worse, not becter.

42. Thsre are fev real opportunities for the average parson to start a

business in Aserica tocay.

43. Ve nesd s way to make incomes more equal {n this country.

46, Ocs of the bad things about our economi: system {s that the person

at the bottom gets less help and hos less security than {n some
othar systams.

#* Indicates revarse scoring ites.
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rejected the values expressed in this.scale. The mean scale score for the
Phase.| group was 2.8 (whers 1.=’strongly.disagree, 7-=:strongly:-agree), and
the Phase 11 group was 2.9. The.scale.consists:of itams. which-depict ‘orie's
economic-fate as ou'ts!dfe*th‘éindi‘vi_dub},;"s;gtjn};mi, and the econgmic system as
exploitetiva in nature. The emphatic rgjection‘of S¢als iitems:is, of course,
highly consistent with students’ strong,a‘fﬂhné‘tio‘h;’of‘th‘e velues of Scale 1.
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Scale 4 asserts the {'dl’ue thot"govefhnisntgié«rg,’spon_sibiefoi'_ social. welfare.
Students, whie-strongly affirming:the Americen.economic:system (Scale' 1),
see no conflict between an éé‘onﬁmg::inr;.ﬁhibh§qmvate‘~t:‘“§ﬁif,a§_gi§"s_: &large role

to play, and in-which-there is a arge.role forgovernmant.in:providing & sefety

net for the.unfartunate. The scale: was moderatsiy affirimed by bath greups
(Phase | mean, 4.9; Phase 1 meen, 5.0). o TR

Scale 5 addresses the issue of the government's.role in.price setting. The
overail scale mean shows-an “indifférent™résponge:0f:4:0:for:the:Phase |
group, and'the same meen.for the Phase 1| students:* While-ivariy:Faghondents
Indsed held no strong opinfon:about:the value:eXpressad:by this.scale; the
majority had strong-opinions for or-against; such that: the’seemingly
indifferent final mean in this case masks the strong feelings of meny.

Scale 6 contains items about labor unions, with statemerits in the scale
scored to be negative toward labor uni -~ The overall direction of responses,
both at Phase | and Phase i1, was moderuate opposition to strong labor unions
(mean score of 4.6 for both groups).

Scale 7 is concerned with whether workers get fair treatment in our
economy. Overatl, both groups disagreed that workers get a fair share of
company earnings, although the Phase I group felt this mre emphatically (s
mean scale score of 3.1) than did the Phase 11 group (mean scale score of 3.4).

Scale 8 items are concerned with the fate of the average person and the
equality of the distribution of wealth in America. Respondents at both Phase
| and Phase il moderately affirmed the egalitarian distributive values of the
scale, with a scale mean of 4.8 for both groups.

C. Phase | Findings

A number of factors at Phase | were found to be associated with systematic
differences in economic sttitudes. Exposure to an economics curriculum
was one such factor: students who had had economics instruction were, as
measured by the first three EVI scales, more supportive of the American
economic system, expressed greater trust in business, and fait greater
personal efVicacy in dealing with the economy.
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Focusing on the.more purely cognitive aspects of the economics curriculum,
students were tested forstheir: Yevel-of-ecanomic.knowledge;.and extent of
economic knowledgs- \anﬁfﬁ*fyﬁfq@'r;gt‘énylﬁiiig;grag«z,;etgted‘tofs;'cpi‘es‘bn the EVI.
Extent.of.8conomic khqm]éggggpﬁqgéazgdsb‘égoE‘s't“r'Qh’g'=pfr;gqictd‘r of students'
economic:attitudes differences on‘five:of:the'eight scales. Thus; students
with more:ecanomic knowledge:gave stronger support to'the.scale (Scale 1)
whose contants depicted:the American economic system, shov’sd:grester
feelings of economic-efficacy(Scale:3), more strongly:opposed:government
price-setting activity and powerful labor unians, and weraless likely to
agree with statements critical of the econemic status giio (Scales 3, 6, and
8). ‘ L

Socioceconomic status also provedto be a réiieb,le';pre;dic,tor‘ of student
ottitude differencas-on several:EVI scales, with,:for:example, higher.
socioeconomic status.studénts:expressing greater feelings:of individual
economic efficacy.{Scate:3)ithen:lower:sociosconomic statis students.

A few differences-appeared:when‘race-and.sex.yerd empioyédias.predictor
veriables, and a-différence:on.but one scaie:-emerged from using-political e
party identification as o line of distinction. i

Taken together, these findings argue strongly that s valid tool for measuring K
youths' attitudes on economic issues had been:developed: Further, these e
findings are favorable to the.hypothesis.that™a textbook such as Zur
£conemy, proven in its capacity to transmit economic knovvledge, could 2%
indeed have an attitudinal impact on its users. The strong predictive power 3
associated especially with extent of ecoramic knowledge seems particularly ;
suggestive of the possibility of such an outcome in the more controlled
Phase 11 evaluation. :

» » L » * %

The remeinder of this report describes the research approach and the findings
of this second phase of the research. In Section 2 the methodology of the
evaluation is detailed. Section 3 describes the findings from the pretesting
of students prior to their period of instruction. In Secticn 4 , the central
question of the evaluation--whether users of Zur £onamy evidence
attitudes different from non-users--is addressed. This sectien also
describes the variables hypothesized to affect the impact of the text on
sttitudes, and our findings about those variables. Section 6 begins our
reporting of collateral data, that is, findings not directly related to the i&‘f
evaluation of the text effects, but about factors other than text use that are "
associated with variations in young peoples’ economic attitudes. Section 7 S
reports data provided by the teachers .» this study, and Section 8 presents ’
our conclusions about the evaluation and recommendations for future

research. 1
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2. Methodology of the Evaluation
A. The Research Design

The Phase 1I design specified an initial measurement, or Pretest, of students'
economic attitudes as measured-on‘the EV! scales, followed by an
instructional period then‘o Posttest of the same gcuths economic attitudes.
The centrai comparison wos between users of’ Qur £amag:y and non-users;
this comparison-was emhooied by, students’ undergoingwefuu-tenn of: -
economics instruction‘in*two citigs; Cedar Repids;-lows; ond;D}nrongo; ‘
Colorade, and *no economics control groups of students,:from?.the seme

AAAAA

Another site, Ninneepolis provided conditionsnfor eno emtomponeon-- aur
£conomy users versus users of e;temetive*economicscmoi ; l‘s (Becouse
or certain unigus features of the Minneapolis doto collection effort .the
Minneapolis findings are described in a separate section below.)

For each comparison, a balanced number of classrooms. from the same

school was sought. Each school with a.classroom receiving & full term

of instruction with the text also contributed a. classroom with no

economics instruction. “Distribution of ‘these- students into‘one or the other
group reflected a principle approximating randomness. Thus, text users were
not self-selected (they had not, for example, exercised a special option to
study the text) nor did thay reflect & different academic ability track from
non-users. Rather, due to the limited numbers of ecenomics teachers and
the vagaries of the school timetable, students had been assigned as a matter
of administrative convenience to use the text either the first term of the
session (thus falling into the yger group for Pre- and Posttest) or-the second
(thus falling into the non-user group for purpsses of this study). The
empirical test of whether the §roups held essentially similar attitudes prior
to the period of instruction was whether their Pretest means on the EVI were
essentially similar. (As we shall see in our discussion of the Pretest results,
there were indeed no statistically significant differences in scale means
between the two groups).

B. The Sample

In order to maximize the possibility of measuring changes dus to use of the
text we attempted ta minimize other possibie sources of attitudinal vsriation
across the comparison groups. Thus, 8 fairly homogeneous sample was sought
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for the study by limiting respondents to the same grade { 9), hence aiso
restricting the age range; and by limiting the number (3) of cities used as
sites. At the samme time, carr wes taken to preserve @ degree of
heterogenseity with respect to factors such as race.and socioeconomic status.

Three sites were selected. Thay contributed a.total of 10 schools, and 1,999
students: Cedar'Rapids, lowa (N-= 1 231),$Durongo Colorado:(N = 226); and

'Minneopolis Minnesoto«(w- 542). The: Sample: woseopprommetely half male

and haif: fernole, with a rcciel composition -of'; aot,:ercentmwni,te,, 14 percent
mmority, and: 6>percent not. reporting 'nethe,Durongo ondﬁ_t‘:edor Rapids cases,
the sample consisted of the entiretg of- tnexnintngfide pubiic school - -
population:in;the locale, and. thus: constituted: S| ,nobtg comprehensive
sampling.of the. oocioecoromio beckgrounds imtnose;communities The
Minneapolis semple contained.s: conslderobly highensproportlon of minority
and low’ socioeconomic stetus respondents. Choracteristxcs of the sample

populotion are deteﬂed i Teble 1, Appendix 3.%

c. Research instruments

Three research instruments were developad: a student Pretest Questionnairs,
a student Posttest Questionnaire, and a Teachsr Questionnaire (administered
at the time oi the student posttest)

The Pretest Questionnaire consisted of the EVI, the same Economic Knowledge
Test that had been employed in Phase 1, and-a Student Information section
that clicited data on age, race, sex, and parental occupation and educstion.

The Posttest Questionnaire repeated the EVI and Economic Knowledge Test,
but also was dasigned to collect collatersl information. Questions designed
to measure students' attributional tengencies asked respondents to assess
the importance of various explanations for personal economic success (for
example, luck, ability, effort). Seversl items sougit information concerning
students’ political orfentation. Intersst in public affairs was taken as
another line of distinction that could be relevant to attitude differences and
propensity to cheage. Finally, an attempt was made to assess respondents’
views of various jnformotign sources. The specific items used to measure
these variables; and hypotheses about their relationship to text-induced
changes in economic attitudes, are described later in this report.

On the Teacher Questionnaire, teachers were asked ta respond to the EV! and
to supply additional information about their professional training, students,
methods ¥ instruction, and attitudes toward the text.

*ROTE: This report follows the convention of referring to all graphs and tables in the hody of the report
as "Figures,” and all those in the sppendices as “Tables.”
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D. Procedures

Questionnaires were mailed to participating schools for administration in the
clessroom priorto a-school's period of instruction in-economics. Classroom
teachers were responsible for distributing:the’quéstionnaire:afid Feturning
the completed forms to:NORC. The Durangotand Cedar Rapids Pretests took
place early in September, 1984, and:the:Minheapalis'Pretest was in late
November, 1984. : 50 : o

For the Posttest, a roster showing student hame-and nuribgr wes prepered for
each classroom; and- a:label:with: "‘”ﬁ@afnt%fﬁﬁgff)%;éqnﬁé@q@ﬁ%}ﬁg@af;%[ixed to
each posttest questionhisire, with:tescharsiagainesponsible for - -
administering-the:questionnaire:T he‘z‘_ﬁg‘;i'ttfg*ég*'f’égkjfb]ﬁé‘éfﬁi{gr?ittl,af‘hfélf -term
subsst of the Cedar. Rapids group:in Noyember;: 1984; and'for thieibslance of
the Ceder Repids androufg'ngq;‘s'ompg‘é'-;‘ﬁﬁaighudrggfg"aééfij'hgemnn)egpon,s
Posttest took place:the.first.week:of March, 1965: At:tha time of thé student
Posttest, the Teacher-Questioninaire was distribited.

E. A Note on Differences in the Minneapolis Design and
Procedures - ~

instructional circumstances in Mi nneapolis provideda different -type of
comparison from that of the Cedar Rapids and Durango comparison of fur
£canomy users with non-users. Inthe Minneapolis case; 811 9th grade
students were enrolled in economics, bt not a1 students were users of Jur
£conomy Thus, the Minneapolis study design compared users of the text
versus users of alternate economics materials.

The ideai quasi-experimental basis for making such & comparison would be a
situation in which Qur £conomy users and users of alternative meterials
could be found in the same schools, and assignment to the one graup or the
other should be governed by & principle approximating randomness, as was the
case in Cedar Rapids and Durango. Unfortunately, this intended design could
not be implemented in Minneapolis, because the particular schools that were
willing te participate in the studu represented one or the other of these

conditions, and not both at the same time. Thus, from among the Minneapolis
schools thet agreed to take part, twe were chosen on the basis of their highiy
similar composition (i.e , like socioecoromic and racial backgrounds, and
similar achisvement leyvels), Compared to the Cedar Repids and Durango
sample, these particular schools gave heavier representation to students
scoring in the lower rangas of economic knowledge, to students from lower
socioeconomic status backgrounds, and to racial minorities (especially
blacks), thus providing desirable{pdints of. contrast with the main sample.
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In contrast to the September Pretest and January Posttest of the full-term
Ceder Rapids and Durango groups, Migngg‘pg'li§"t‘gsp‘onden1,s took the Pretest in
late November (when economicssinstruction-begén for them) and the Posttest
in March (when economics fhstruction ended); Tha Pretest and Posttest
questionnaires for Mifineapalis were identical-to:those-used for the Cedar
Rapids and Durango groups, excépt:for the'presenice of two additional
questicns, intended to assessiStudent.interest:in economics and-their
evaluation of its importance as 8.subject. . '

Another spacial.featurs of the Mi nheapolis-component of the:study was the
Posttest aveilability of & group Of: Qur-E¢dnomyissrs that:had:not taken the
Pretest. One concern in & Efé;—vgrgtj‘s‘-F!\ii‘f.«';“tgg.‘swt{déjé!gﬁ;{gga‘ﬁeasurjng’;attigude
change is that the very interventidn of jprites 'MAg:iiTsonie: way alter the
subsequent conditions.or énvifonment :qu,;_trné;gscpgm;rijjéﬁti{;iii?;gxgginple, it
might be that pretestiny studentsiwithian-attitudes’scale wiuid'meke them
especially sensitive - - to.thésé.s‘gi_"me"gt;i;tu&fﬁéfi‘i"s"sii’feé‘gﬁ@'eh“ : |
encountered in the course of :instruction: Thiis, suéhis:group-Could chiange
more thar a group that had not béen pretested. o

If pretesting itself does act.as-an influence:on final-attitudinal outcomes, it
is important to know this for tworeasons: first, in:orderto interpret results
(Posttest scores for pretested students would show more chenge than would
obtain in 8 normal classroom situation), end second; as & point.of information
relevent to the design of the economics curriculum (if a goal is to maximize
attitudinal impacts of a text, sensitizing students to attitudinal issués
through pretesting would be & preductive procedure). Thus, an additional

feature of the Minneapolis design was utilization of a group of Posttest-only
respondgents.
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3. Findings of the Evaluation: The Pretes

A. Reassessment of ths EVI Scales

The first task of the Phase 11 study was to reexamine the measure so central
to the evalustion, the.EVI sceles.developed in Phase |. Would.the individual
attitude statements cluster togethér to form the samé scales as thay had
before, or would differen't‘cénéte‘llatjpns'Of'attitudes apaear with this lerger
and in.many ways quite differsnt group:of student raspondénts?

s

In Phase I, factor-cnslytic techniques wera:em,loyed:to dsvelop the valid
and reliable multi-itsm scales which.combirie to-forfn-the Economics Valuss
Inventory. The diversity.of populations:encompassadiniPhass'i{orthe study
(see O'Brien and ingels, 1984) provided-a'basis foF confidence that-tne scales
vould prove a valic and:relisbie measure:for:ather groups:of American junior
high school students. Phase Il-of the:study afforded'an opportunity to test
that assumption and, with an even larger number of .studénts (1,911),
reassess the adequancy of the EV1 scales. '

This reassessment was carried out in'two ways: first, the naw-data were
factor analyzed to see if the factors that emerged would be essentially ths
same as those from Phase | (which served as the basis for the EV! scales),

Second, the statistical reliabilities of the EVi scales were reassessed using
the new set of student responses.

Factor anelysis of the new (Phase Il Pretest) data showed a handful of item
displacements-but otherwise consistently racapitulated the results of

Phase I.. The same eight Fhase | factors re<emerged, and very largely they
were made up of just the same items. New scales were then constructed on
the basis of these minor differences. The new data were used to compare old
and new scales for reliability (as gauged by Cronbach's "coefficient aipha”).
Scales derived from the Phase I} factor analysis yielded no appreciable
advantages in reliability over the original (Phase I) scales, and the original
eight scales were retained. The factor and reliabili ty analyses conducted
with the Phase || Pretest data gave substantial additional confirmation to the

EV1 in its original form. (See Ingels and O'Brien, 1985, for details of these
analyses.)

B. Performance of New Items

An important finding in Phase | of the study was that issues important to &
junior high school textbook presentation of sconomic issues were no
necessarily meaningful, (that is, capable of el citing an attitudinal response)
to junior high school students. The original Phase | pool of some 250
questions contained many items;that dealt, both in concretely specific and in
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general terms, with issues of government as a producer of goods and services,
the comparative efﬁcie’ncg‘ipf private and public sectors in the provision of
sconomic goods, and government: regulation.of. the economy. Such items did
‘ not fare well with the junior-high échool sample. (Many of these items were,
s however, quite meaningfui:to the contrast.group:of. Grede 12 students enrollad
in Junior.Achigvement,:and made their.way onto the:Senior High School
Version of the-Economics:Values Inventery. See O'Brien and Ingels, 1984.)
With the gdun’g_;éfr’"_siuden_ts, the:items.were plagued by-especially high rates of
"Don’t Know" and “Indifferent"{point.4.on the 7-point agree-disagree scale)
responses, and they generally failed to load highly on any of the attitude
Clusters that smerged from factor analysis.

The exception to-this generalization, Scaie 5 {Ageinst.a.Government Role in
4 Price Setting) illustrates the problem. Although:gétret_:eﬁit_,ﬂ!g -as the Nixon
L administration general price controls have‘been(ﬁc’i'eﬁg) inveked, and

' government .'sgulation of selected.areas, such as fare schedules in-interstate
transportation, might be se,,e,,n?a'sn limited example.of price controls, it seems
feir to say that price:controls are-an issue with -ljttl‘e’prominence‘pn the
national poiitical agenda, and are of but peripheral interest in junior high
school economics m:terials. Nevertheless;, many studants find the casw of
price contrals easy to grasp, and they have feelings in the matter. They can
imagine what it would be like to go to a shop and know that the government,
not the shopkeeper, determinad the prices. On the other hand, it would seem
8s though students can make but meagre imaginative purchase on many of the
kinds of governmental regulatory activities which are part of the averydey
experience of businesspeople. Thus, there was a sense ir which the ~hase |
EVI left us with an important--from s textbook point of view--area that was
barely touched on by the final attitude items.

In an atiempt to remedy this deficiency, the sponsor of this research, the
Foundstion for Teaching Economics, supplied NORC with a list of possible new
items, all in the aren of the role of government in the economy. Five were

selected for inclusion in the Phase 1! version of the EVI. They were:

Business works best when thers are few government regulations.

¥fe need governmen® regulations to kesp businesses from tsking
advantage of us.

Business is a better provider of goods and services than is
government.

If the govarnment were more involved in the economy, it would
work better.

If the gover nment ware less involved in the economy, it would work

better. 2 1
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In the Phase 11 Pretest, these 1tems nerformed in much the same way as had
similar items in Phase i. They garnered very high rates of "Don't know" and
“indifferent” (point 4) responses; and in:factor analysis, generally failed to

associate with each other or to 1oad highly on any of the eight existing
facters.

o e

Two of the items (on government involvemert in the.economy) did correlate
well with each other, and it was decided-to leave them on the:Posttest
questionnaire.in the event that the items:would become-relevant to'students
of ecnnomics by the Pasttest stage: We hypothesized-that:it is.precisely in
an area where information.and sirong existing.feelings'have been:lacking that. i
8 text would be likely to have the most decided impact. - - i

C. Variables Associatzd with Differences iniAttitudos

Finrlly, Phass 11 Pretest data wers-analyzed to dotermine if thers were Ry
statistically significant differsnces in valuesibetwesn users of Qur-
£conomy snd non-users prigr to.ths period.of:i nstruction, and to-resxamine P
tae variations in economic attitudes associated:with.different ‘levels of X
aconomic knowledge, diffsrent sociceconamic status, race, and ssx, (also A
studied in the previous pha:ie of thz research).
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As required by the study design, ns systematic differences in attitudes
appeared between users of i~ £canamy snd the nen-user group grior to the
instruction pericd. Along all other lines of analysis, however, significant
differences across sub-groupings of students were noted on-some

scales, in @ manner and direction that parsileled the "hase ! findings
summarized in the intraductory eaction of this report. Thus, economic
knowledge proved to be a powarful pradictar of differences in students'
economic attitudes, with statistically significant differences on all sight
EVI scales. Secioeconomic status also agein prover io be a strong
predictar of attitude diffsrences. For example, highel" SES students show
more support for the prevailing economic system (Scaie 1), and less for a
government role in sacial welfars {Scale 4). Due to the possibility that
economic knowledge might, in effect, be a proxy for SES (that is, economic
knowledge and socioeconmic stutus might be highiy crirelated, and observed
knowledge differences merely a rafiection of differsnces in sociosconomic
status), a two-way analysis of variance was carried out to determine
whether SES and economic knowledge had strang independent effects. Each
was found to be a source of value differences in its own right.

i
PRI P

BT LA )

T O U e TR SN

Students of different races responded significantly differently on some
scales, with whites and Hispanics showing more support than blacks or
American Indisns for the Ameri_cqh sconomic system, and blacks showing
more economic alienation and feg ngs of poweriessness than other groups.

o
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Supplemental analyses show that these differences are, as in Phase |,
primarily black - white differences. A two-way analysis of variance was
‘ employed to separate race from SES effects; aiid it was determined that being
black was not simply a surrogate for low SES, but an independent effect.

Only one enalysis yielded findings strongly at variance from the Phase |

: research findings, and thet enalysis concerned $#x: of respondents. it came

very much as:@ surprise that malds. and:fefialas held economic attitudes that

were different ot statistically significent levels: Pratest-sex dif ferences
eppeared on Scales 2, 4, S and 8. (In Phiase | only:Scale 5 showed 8 difference

. ¢f comperable magnitude, with modest.differences on scales 4:'7, and 8.
Differences are, however, in a quite consistent direction between Phase | and

the Phase I! Pretest.) |

One might specuiate that the greater sex differences seen in Phase 11 reflect
: a higher mean age of the Phase || sample and the tendency of attitudina sex
differences to become more.pronaunced with the prograss of adolescence.
(Mean age for the Fiiase 11 'sample is 14'years; for the Phase.| Pilot, 13 yeers;
for the Phase | pretests, 12.8 and 12.4 years respectively). Given the
association we have alrsady seen between lgvel of economic knowledge and
attitudes, it is perhaps appropriate to take note of ths contention that
“differance in economics understanding hetween males and femeles has
dlreedy developed by high school” (Siegfried, 1979: 4}, with males holding a
statistically significant adventage.

(For further details of the Phase || Pretest, see Ingels and 0'Brien, 1985.)
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. 4. Findings -x the Attitudinel Impacts of Qur Féanomy

P A R R N ST YR
R R - Wl o A . -

A. Performance of the New EV! Items

At Phase I, five new items were added.to the EVI, all pertaining to the role
of government in the economy. ¥/hile ot the Pretest these items did not
perform in a highly successful way, it. was hypothesized that they might
become more significant to respandents after instruction in economics.

~ - o - -

“Don’t know" reponses decradsed:marginelly,.and more:so:for students:who
studied Qur £conomy, but stillremained.comparatively:high-(typically, over
20 percent). In the factor analysis,of ‘text: users*responses; the hew ftems
fared better than they had.at the time-of-the Pretest; “if:the governnient-
were more involved in the economy, it would:work:batter," continued to form
a robust factor with its contrary (with:a;reliability, as:meesuréd by

Cronbach's alphe, of .7), elthough it did not factdr together with the other new
items or any ol¢ items.

Our {inding thus remains 1argely negative-~the ninth graders in our semple
often lacked intense feelings about the “"government in the economy” items--
although post-instruction analyses do decidedly show o pattern of stronger
and more consistent attitudinel response to these items. Nevertheless,
because of their weak performance relative to the items already in the EVI,
we do not include the new items in the remainder of this report's ansalyses of
text impacts on attitudes. (See the final section of this report for

recommendations about the use of these items in future administrations of
the EVI.)

B. The Central Question of the Anelysis: The Effects on
Attitudes of Zur Feomomy

1. A Note on the Data Used for the Anal ysis

The Cedar Rapids and Durango samples fulfilled the conditions of an ides]
quasi-experimental design. With the Minneapolis sample, however, it was not
possible to find both comparison conditions-~users of Zur £canamyond
users of siternative economics material--within the same school. Although
two similar schools were used, analysis f mean scores on the scales of the
EVI nevertheless revealed statistically significant differences between the
two groups prior to the instruction period. Because students in the different
conditions did not start out with similar attitudes, comparison of the
Posttest scores of Gur £conomy users versus users of siternative materials
is not appropriate, although it is of course possible to ook at the magnitude
of changes over time for each conditign independently.
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Another consideration that prevented us from combining Minneapolis data
with data frém-the other sites is the far smaller number of students in the
Minneapolis sample (a Pretest sample of 1457 for the Durango and Cedar
Rapids group, versus 454 for the Minneapolis:Pretest-Posttest group, and
another 88 for the Pasttest-enly group): ~Attrition for the Minneepolis group
at the Posttest was, morebvei‘,-un:é?tpeqte‘alg dramatic. The 454 Pretest
respondente dropped to 352 at:the Posttast.

The comparative quality of the Minneapolis deta is alsoin'doubt. Many of the
Minneapolis questionnairas were of high.quality; many were charecterized by
large numbers of questions. kipped and:by:implausible-and-inconsistent
responses, often atcompanied by.irrélevan’ marginalia:ahd:graphic work. In
addition, we received a-note.from one of‘the-test-adminstrators warning-us
not to put much weight on the‘résponses from:his:classrooms, si“ce his
students appeared not to be taking the.quastionnaire 'seriously, and to too

often be putting down arbitrary answers to questions they had not read or
considered.*

¥ ROTE: Given that the Cedar Rapids and Durango questionnaire data aopear to be of exceptionally
high quatity for a Sth grade respondent population, and that the Minneapolis data appear to be of below
average quality, the question arises 25 to why there should be such a difference. One reasonmight be
the socioeconom’ > status differences between the groups: low socioeconomis status classrooms,
notoriously, are poor testing environments. Another difference between the two test situations was
that, though both groups were assured of the confidentiality of their responses only the Cedar Rapids
and Durango groups consistently used their own names. Some name identification, recognizable to the
respondent at the Posttest, was of course necessary for the Pretests to be linked to the

Posttests. In Minneapolis, however, school requlations covering the confidentiality of certain
questions (for example, the ones that attempted to elicit sociceconomic status Jata) precluded us from
requiring real names, and fanciful names, as chosen by the student, were usually substituted.it well
maqbethatastudent,mmmthopersmofm&euMousoorDarﬂ\Vader,fnlsa
diminished sense of responsibility to answer carefully and truthfully,
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2. Findings fram the Main (Codar Rapids. & Durangs) Semples

Does exposure to a semester (or less) of Instruction.with.the teut our
£conomy effect the economic attitudes and valués of Junior high school
students? This was the central question of the evaiuation, ensiered by
comparing the post-instruction-period attitudes of text.users and nori-users.

The “text" versus "no te:t" condjtion;s;éméﬁéié,d in-the:study.design might e
seer in two perspactives. First, _3}19,.}h}nk{thq,tpcaarzggqnqg}y;’as L.
comprehensive‘an‘d:é;refghtférw‘ai‘digijggtu_a‘l'{‘dg’coiiﬁi’:jor-'écgilgmi;tgponcepts
accompanied.buaa;‘s‘!gﬁesq_riI,_mst,tﬁtjv‘z‘é‘r’c‘&s‘éés‘guqig;;"’epjd'g&@;@jﬁfﬁjfia of.
typicality which permits qualified:gerieraiization z,ff!fdfi‘i"-:-?t_',s:f_eff‘e'étfg?toithe
effects of economics curriculuny matertais in generai: Setond;fidte:might be
made of the particular eniphases cf: the text, from:which aFgas of.axaected
attitudinal change might be:hijnothesized: :gs_“‘rtri’oi;érg;;t;;'e‘a.xgﬁxt*g%;‘é:ﬁdnscrs*"nola a
strong vaiue:pasition‘oh econgmigissues, the text-itselt 1s:designed’to be o
descriptive presentation, and.1mits-1tselr: to accépted:concapls:and facts.
The text sponsors have, however; hoped that increased economic knowladge
and understarding. would have the gffect of enfancing:appreciation of the sort
of mixed market economy, in which private enterprise:has a-large role, that
prevails in the United States. And there fs one valugs mssagé'that comes
near to being explicit, namely the'efficacy of the individuai ¢n the economic
process. The text does attempt to help each student achieve greater
awareness of being an important component, botb as progucer and consumer,
in th2 ecocnomy. Given thase emphases, the scales hypothesized to be most

salient as indicators of text impacts would be 1,3, perhaps 2, 8nd 7 and § .

The anaiysis used Posttest scores adjusted for the Pretest scores as the main
technique for exploring changes. This technique, anaiysis of covariance,
praduces & corrected change score that is less error-prone than & simple
change score. Table 2, based on the covariate analysts, depicts attitudinal
differences betyseen the “text" and “ng text" groups, and compares groups
recaiving full- versus half-term instruction. Modest but statistically
significant “text" versus "no tex$" differences are seen on scales 1, 2,3, 7,
and 8, and differences are in the hypothesized direction. Text users are:

* more supportive of the free enterprise system scale (scale 1);

* they show more trust in business (scale 2);

* they feel less alienated (scale 3);

* they are more likely to feel that workers' trzatment is fair (scale 7); and

¥ they are less likely to express disagreemert with the economic status
quo (scale 8).
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Signif icant dlff erences between?textusers aﬂd non-uséi%?'are' not observed -
forthe rolé of. ggvemment scaie (scale 4), or on- the"prit:e control.(scale 5) or
unlon (scm 6)”§calea T ‘ -
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One; parttcumy iﬁ’téi‘éstingfﬂnding%is thit, 3s.in Phase‘ ‘

y-ints ind ne effect of
economics:instructioniis anvincreased. affirmation 0f:th Trust inBusiness
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scale. Neverthe!ese Tr;fst»fingeusiness scores 114 thie’ PreteSu‘wwe%ssociated: :
with lower:rather f‘”"hi@gg evelsiof: economic*knov?ledge (T(able*'of) Given ¥
that the texthaspr“‘“‘“s” aéifx»to increage”,w onomic}(ngytedge scorés; this® |

s result js: somewnatparadoxicai A, further»congfderwgi \;herewié»‘tﬁ, at; when
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contrast with: the' junior nigmschool‘groﬁp»&i t;ﬁ?%&%‘?ff@i[mwgﬂnéjtfﬁthe“older“youth*
showed significantly: moremsupport%gﬁr*gcw lez %i"g"ﬁiﬁ can| e«?] %eater‘&egree

of rejection of the aliention:items:of:scale: HDUESL b Lsgoqgiggg,yx’!es;é;gti?us‘t ine
business (Scale.2), In:comparingscale: meansto:%;stude}git L0 ‘thase’ of‘v‘:thenr
teachers(Figure.2; nextfpage,oaleoﬁabI‘eé%);ﬁwe}gefgﬁjpfcgﬁ e?‘ey"‘  Sae: e
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phenomenon teachers are gf;e;support‘iy "[ Eseafei‘( 1.
and show:less alienacion? butr‘also»signmcantly sfﬁ‘e’s’s (Scale

2). 1t might beispecuiata thatithis paradox ref[ects'stnetfact hal
entrepeneurial .and consumen xvealueSrar
than to.blind trust. If 50;:the data'suggest»that economicseinstruction can; at

least as ap end-of - course attitudinaf effect,tdampe"n thismwaturity- and
knowledge-related trend.’
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The design of the study aiso aHOWed a comparison of the post instructional
‘ attitudes of students with g,roater and lesser exposure to the text. Thus the

question of whether the text has a greater impact with greater periods of use i
: is answered by the evaluation

Analysis of covariance reveals that a length-of -course effect appears on
Scales 3, 5and 8. Thus, half-term text users show less emphatic
disagreement with the alienation items-of Scale 3 than do full-term users.
Haif-term:users are aiso:more- Iikely to give stronger agreement to the
egalitarian vaiues.of.Scale 8:'F inaily, half-term text users are more strongly
against. a government role .in price aettlng it may be that certain categories
of economic attitude are'more inf luericed by duration of exposure to
instruction:than are others. .It might be expected that the more psychological

R T R T

. scales, such as Scale 3, or scales'wiith a strong egalitarian and.distributive 2
component (as contrasted to a production or economic eff iciency emphasis), ]
; such as 8, would be especially sensitive to duration of exposure, and show T
f more change with a longer course of instruction. (But it is far from apparent ‘3
; why alength of course effoct should appear also “or the price control scale &
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Posttast is’ tndeed noteworthg,qin\th
ro overt ettempt tatnﬁuence‘ettttg 5
economic{efftcacg, ‘@5chews 8. veﬁge;%gﬁg $SQ
informed: thoughtfulness on ell‘cé itros grst’
that the pert* ! Q by

, ‘)‘zlaunccaaomyfmekes
n‘ tthe“fect of tndtviduel

Y EE o

implications: of these’ changg*
change which we;See: isianser e&ot-cgyr;ssgs,ggﬁ onth ;g,!;g, 8ito
nature. Or it maybe. that:economicic "oncepts{ ,Qtein tatent\:'fncth
further economic: experiencefceus thev“tfo‘ h2 nd'that:the eatsr:;
ottitudinel impact.ofithe: economicsyeurrf/ um:is;al ;ﬁt'q_tegezend*stege
deferred. ‘What.is; reesonebtgtcteer:u.he ing:demon tmted“ 0
text-related. otttthdinel change»‘tstthe. eed:to:sy ’a ica
sconomic ettitudgs, to.behavior:;:by. geleting °§;Q‘~3w
of in-school and out-of-schootaperformanc he: E_neltsectton of thts report
expands upon the posstbﬂittes for. this tgpe of feseerch

e

3. Findings from the Hinmmis&-'ple

Limitations of the ntnneepolis data were sketched earlier in this.section.
Again, it was not possible to reelizegthe two expenmentel conditions {Zur
£canamy users; users of other economtcs meterims) within the. same school.
Like schools {similar SES and tacial makeup)hwere ‘chosen for pert:ctpetion in
wie study. Nevertheless, the.rrean. ettttude scores of the two schools at the
Pretest were significantiy different oriimare than half the scales '
(specifically, on scalés 1, 2, 4, 5,.and 8). In additicn, the number of students
participating dropped dramatically at the-Posttest. Finally, data quality,
compared to the other .ites, was poor.

While o covariance analysis contrasting adjusted Posttest means was
appropriate for the Cedar Rapids and Durango sample (where all comparisaon
groups, text users and.non-users alike; started out the same at the Pretest),
the limitations of the Minneapolis data argued for contrasting Pre- and
Posttest means within each-instructionatl group, and refraining from
comparison across the groups {that is, our £conomy users versus users of
other materials). Thus, mean change was caiculated. Students who had not
taken both Pre~ and Posttests were excluded from the calculation of the
Change scores. In addition, an exciusion criterion was in effect for missing
data {unanswered questions), so that to count in the calculation for a
particuler scals, a respondent had to answer (a) at least half the scale items
and (b) the same scale items at Pre- and Posttest.
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Anglyses revealed- that for«the 4?:/1' [mnamy group, there Were statisticall) i
signficent Fosttest. changes only;,on sceles"4 and7: On Sceh ;z,t:he ‘
“Government. Role“’in Social-welfare" scele,,there was a,-\drop of support for the
scale. Scale s scores»went. from B
“Workers:Receive Feiﬁ?rreetmen i g
going from 3:: (Pretest) 10:3.4: (Péé‘ttest), ¥
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the likelihdod that. chenges were in,absolute megnitude smoll ‘but. elso the
low number of students in the Minnesgoiis sample; and the confounding
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Aithough the g,m 20p011s s8 mp 'g gt Yl ntmthe‘iqveron“quosv
experimental degigfsm o’j;‘e‘tiie‘;stgd he‘?s’tio‘rtic%iorzportici’ﬁétinggschooi :

afforded's special oop_t}rtypitgitoetgs{ 8 mojor'ossnmpti‘om 1 ‘the:study, design.
Earlier, ye mentioned the: oossibi1itgathotapr;ete‘,”s‘iin“@"mi@htihove/oh infldence

upon students recepti ty toztheseconomics u,: cufumgar o“ﬁ‘effect’upon
& s

BN
2

their Posttest: per(onhonceogg,theziiw&i o'ﬂldkimpigt‘tlhwt*‘i’osttest
scores. wouid,,generoiizedg,tofc odtnot"token
Lot fother: hand githis. ©

YRS \"‘

f} Q}I@QI; X5 Surrciler
implicotions ond pomt to oiwogein} Whichevoiuesdmp'cts igﬁt ‘;‘j' :;H
L( ,, .3 w2 liu\e;. o ‘»1:
In order to determine whethemthe,Pretest, ‘cvted*’
the Posttest scale scores, the:opportunity t 8 é@f;f@,ﬁ( Hmneopoiis
students ovonobie for the Posttesteonlg, ond studgmg.»economios W ith o
alternative economics moteriois was: utilized PV

e e T 3

Mean scale scores for the Posttest -only group wer compared to the acores
for respondents from thas same: sc‘hooi( who hod tdk *botg Pre-xond Posttest.
On seven of the eight scaies of the EVI, AL ,4stotisticoilgmgmficont difference
emerged. On Scale 5g “Agoinst Government Rolg’in: Price,eSetting “the.
Posttest-only group and-the’ Pré=.and, Posttest groups bothifell in the neutral
range, but the Posttest-onig group-was: neder: to: disogreement with the scale
values. The price control scole though rehobie consists of but two items
and is somewhat morginoi fo the brood ond vitol ‘concerns.expréssed in the
first four scales. In addition, it is peripheral to-the economics materials the
respondents were exposed to. Granting these considerotions and the fact
that no other differences were observed that could systematically be related
to the differences 6n-Scale 5, we.do not attach meaning to the difference on
this one scale. Given the overwheiming similerity of responses, this limited
test of Pretest effects yields a negative Tinding: we have no evidence that
pretesting in any way altered the attitudinal learning experience.
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In this saction, e returin e mice igariientaigcontrofié .+
circumstances,of.Phasg'f1 o eibasic demagraphic. s knowledgé Variables
that were examinga’in:the:first:phase’of the résearch; Spec] Tically, we look

ot theirelationship butween-text:use:and! 7ac S8 S0cieatonomic stotus,
ond scapamic krz#leoge; for anindication of the:passibie jointiatfacts of
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Race. Qur first:steps, in:examining:rac
attitudes of differgnt racisl:groups, reg
When Posttest means. for bigcks;:
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conditions and al] sites); significant:rae

(Support for the:American. Economic:System:
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(Pretest=5.1),. the white.mean:was.S7:(
raean was 5.2 (Pretest=5.2). - A Schiffd procadurs
groups significantly different:(at the'/05 1avel)

were significantly différent fromiblacks
I scorgs. On Scele 3, the.groupsisignifi
whites only, with a white Posttest meah:of: in-Amer
Indian mean of 3.0 (Pretest=3.1)'and a'black:f 3an°of!3.3'(Pretast=3.4).
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A particular subpopuletion of the study (Cedar Rapids) was utilized for the
two-way analysis of race and text use effects. Thus, the possibly
confounding influences of site variations were e‘xcj,yged;,p,s vvas.the
Minneapolis data, which, though it contained’”'tﬂh.e'h_igiiesi proportion of black
respondents, wes of lewer quelity and did not.offer the Jur Economy

versus no economics instruction contrast. The outcome of this analysis is
depicted in Table s.

Although based on but a small number of blacks (N=30; 14 text users, 16
non-users), the pattern is consistently one in which text use rather than race
is the decisive factor for predicting atttitudes.differences. Only on Scale 7
(Worker Treatment is Fair) is theré a statistically significant race
difference, and even here the text versus no text dif ference is stronger.

Sex. The Phase Il Pretest showed unexpectedly stronger-economic attitudes
Gifferences by sex than had-eppeared at Phase |. Phase |i Posttest
differences were stronger stil'(see Table ). The four scales where
statistically significant differences had appeardd at the Pretest continued to
display these differences at the Posttest. Where one sex had-changed after

the instruction period, so had ’t?u&otheﬁ‘in tandelg,jgm WAQM j_hfaaa
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relational disperitg ln\oddition
(3 ond ?) Whileafemoles showed

19:9
characterized responses to\ScoleeZ.e(worlé’gjg%;R
female: support foi:\theiscoleweii qu”b,i,gygz,,l’ggs 8
males”. With: stotisticolly significon ‘;,dif!erences fiow: oppeor.ng on six of the
eight:staies, incihding Scol 35t ivid Ui cocg “or "Alienstion and
Powerlessness. 5ca18) so’centrolmto tfie voiuotionol conoerns of thé. text-~the
fact of mole-femole ottitude differences hos’ossumed on unontiupotod

saliency. LT T :",

s b

Sex dif forenoes for the somple were. fourid in ecor?omic knowledge scores as
well as.ottitudes:Males- had highenPretestieoonomics knowiedge scores.
Both maies and. femoles undergo;ng«economicsfinstruction showed k{iowledge
gains at the Posttest, but the=mol”el onomic kn'o e dge edvontf ge: p“éréisted‘ '
It should.be noted thet*notionol1g;nomédhighfschooi*'economic ‘ﬁ‘derstonding
tests such as the Joint. Council-on:Economic Education's Tes gst:0 gco?ioinic |
Literacy" show-a male: economicaknowledge odvontoge (Soper ond‘ renneke
1981) es-does most.of:the;availabieJiteraturs ""‘-‘”s; choot-levets other-han
primary school (MocDowen,,Sennvond Soper,» 1922, fFe"rber Bimboum and
Green, 1983). Therefore, additional analyses were conducted to see'if
male-female attitudinel differences were;independent of economic knowledge
differences for this sampls,

A two waoy analysis compared scale score differences for males and females
across the range of four economic. knowledge categories (high to low) for the
Cedar Repids-D: range text user population. Controiling for level of economic
knowledge, sex remoined 8 etotisticollg significent source of attitude
differences on Scoles 2,3,5, and 7 end 8. However, Scale 3 evidenced a
special pattern; where sex' differences were extreme at the low levels of
economic knowledge, but there was near convergence st the higher levels:

Level of a3
Econemic 3
Knoyledge MALES FEMALES j;
t {Lowest) 3.6 3. -
2 3.2 2.7 :
3 2.4 2.3
4 (Highest) 2.2 2.2

1 = reject scale values 7 = agree with scale valuss

Figure 3. Mean Scores on Economic Alienstion and Powerlessness
Scale (3), by Sex and Level of Economic Knowledge
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Although this pattern is not.generalizable to the other, less psychological

& scales, It does suggest, for a scale of central importance from the

erspective of qur £conomy s intended attitiidé impact, ‘that sex

differences in economic attitudes might diminishiif males.and femsies

equally Could be brought up+to.thehighest Ieve}siof"e:éé’r,;gimic’knoWlédge. This
in tum may help to expjain:why; on Scale.3, sex differences:aré statistically
insignificant. for. users:of:tfiertekt even thoughisex;aiwell as'levetof - .
economic know ledge is:a:sourceiofa ttituges difTerences. It is; of catirse,
beyond the scope 9f:,this,:g‘ep‘gr:t;;97§6md1;gﬁti@ni@gg§hﬁghlﬁgéﬁntﬁoyéi‘éiaj‘;and.,
puzzling finding,of m’a"le:(e‘@alé—;:ﬁ'iffgr,.éh‘c‘gg,m‘e’éx’;’t;gngdri'f“ej‘cbn,pjnii‘izé;knomedge
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that some of the attitude'différences weisee may:be.inpart.a flnction of
these knowledge differences, and this may*bé s0-particulacly. for Scale 4

(where sex differences lost their saliericy when:we:controlied for different
levels of economic’knowledge);.and ina qualif ied'sense;for Scale 3.
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Economic Knowledge . A major assumption underlying this research has
been that the text's attitudinal impact would come primarily asan effect of
increasing students' factual knowledge. The strong relationship seen between
economic knowledge, as measured by a factual test, and economic attitudes,
suggests such a relationship, but does not rule out, the possibi lity that the
text may have an impact in other ways as well. After all, factual knowledge
may be an overly narrow test of the cognitive effects of Our Economy. 1t
might have an attitude impact through other. cognitive changes, not measured
by knowledge scores. In addition, there may be noncognitive or affective
elements of the economic socialization process that are brought into play by -
the interaction of text, teacher, and the classroom environment. Given these
b possibilities, it is requisite to explore whether level of factual knowledge, so
' reliable a predictor of attitudinal differences, explains the whole, or only a
part, of the text's attitudinal impact.

A two-way analysis of economic attitude differences was used to
simultaneously view text effects (EVI scale scores of text users versus
non-users) and effects of economic knowledge (EVI scale scores of students
with different levels of economic understanding). If Owr Economy has its
attitudinai impact purely by virtue of the increased level of factual
understanding that it transmits, one would expect to see, on any given EV|

: scale, no staiistically significant differences between text users and

: non-users, when comparing like groups at ary of the four levels of economic
Know ledge specified by the economic knowledge test. Given that there were
no systematic or statistically significant differences batween text users and
non-users at the Pretest, should instructional factors other than factua
knowledge be operative, differences between text users and non-users at each
of the four leveis of economic understanding might be detected.
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at the junior and senior.high.school level:1But we.can'point;toithe: possibitity -
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.The two-way analysis of the text versus no tekt (Cedar Repids and
Durango) groups showed;that extentof.economic knowiedge was a powerful
predictor of statistically-signif icant:attitudes diff erences. These différences
appeared.on ajl:gight 'scales: The text,:howéver, dlso had-a;strong. independent
.+ effect, on somie-scales(1;:2,.7,8) trughinot gn, others (3,.4;'S, ) Thus,
Users of Qur £conomy, are:miore:Tikely:to give:stong Sugport totha
Americanxei:o_rlomic}§y§tém‘“($§éle“!’.)';;:j.tﬁfo?:e?flilg‘“é’.}fy“:';“o~§g§p§g’3§§§b§iﬁg‘st in
Business-items of Scalei2, arémore likely-to;feel -t st'workers! treatment
i3 fair (Scale 7), and-are lessilikely to'-*égi"eéf,wiighfgif”gméi?aggééléid@t;ié .
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of the text /i the same rarking of. ecmabna*ng,;y/ea’ga o
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The independent effect of text use on-‘thesé"i"f'b:i.tf‘“fé't"tjﬁ ;tydéf"%qaleé’?’sugg‘ést,s that
some of the impact of the text is not entirely meaiéggjg;by"féctua! know ledge.
In most cases (Scales 1, 7, and 8), the text appé‘rently:reinfdrgés the effect

of increasing knowledge. With Scale 2, however, text use dampens this effect
(see Figures 4, S, and 6).
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Level of

Economic Text
7 Knowiedge Users -
: ! (Lowest) 5.3 5.1
1
: 2 4.9 45 &
: i
: 3 4.7 4.5 Q;

4 (Highest) 45 44 H
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I = reject scalevalues 7= agree with scale - .lues
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Figure 4 Mean Scores on Trust in Business Scale (2),
by Text Use and Level of Economic Knowledge
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It must be emphasized that what we are calling a “text effect” may be a
broader factor associated not specif icatly with Our Economy, but with the
> curriculum process more generally. It might, for example, be the case that
those who have undergone economics instruction have been exposed to more
ffective elements of economic socialization by their teachers. Thus, it
would not be surprising to see students’ attitudes becorne, in the course of a
term of instruction, more like those of their economics teachers. We do not
think that this scenario fits this particular case, however: (1) although
teachers-differed in their EVI scale scores, we did not see significant
differences between groups of students taught by difrerent teachers; and (2)
whiie teacher influence is consisten. with, for example, the increased scores
of text users on Scaie 1, it seems hardly consonant with the text effect for
Scale 2, for teachers scored lower on that scale than did their students at
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Pre- or Posttest. Still,the fact remains that wr.at we have analyz-q as a
e “text effect” for certain. of the scales,.is an attribute of., gconumics

i instruction for the group in question, and that the précise role,:f any, of
’§: our Economy in producing this effect is a matté~ for specuiation.
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Scale
Scores SCALE 1: SUPPORT FOR AMERICAN ECONOMIC SYSTEM
more 6.2 [
strongly ]
agree 6.1
6.0
5.9
5.8
5.7
' 5.6 )
; 5.5 |
5.4
§.~ 5. 3 { ”o
i more 5.2 - e
. moderately ~° -
agree 5.1
! 1 (lowest) 2 3 4 (highest)
) Level of Economic Know;edge
v Text Users

No Econcmics Instruction ====weee=-
1 Figure 5: Affirmation of American Economic System by Level of Economic
Knowledge and Use of Our Economy

. Scale
Scores )
SCALE 2: TRUST IN BUSINESS 5
5.4 .
5.3 *%
‘ 5.2 : a
[ %
5.1 &
5.0
- .;53’.
4.9 "y
4.8 }“
) 4.7 ;
4.6 «;;
} 4.5
‘ 4.4 :
‘ 4.3
. R - - + b5y
1 (lowest) 2 3 4 (highest) 3
Level of Economic Kaowledge "
k]
Text USers eemmmm—m—— o No Economics Instruction cecemcaea. By

.

S, AR B

Figure 6: Endorsement of Trust in Business Scale by Level of Economic
Knowledge and Use of Our Economy

th scale values, 4.0 = neither agree nor disagree, 7.0 =
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5. Collateral Date: -Factors Associsted with Differences
in Economic Attitudes

o | A. Sociceconomic status.

In the Phase I Pretest, statist‘icollgﬁsi‘gmﬁcant differences were found in

. R Ol :

the attitudes of students of-differentisocioaconomic'status; specifically, on

Scales 1,3, 4,6, 7, qnqfa;a:?'iﬁtaghie‘;deéttég’t};edifféggﬁéés‘,iiéqgrsegn;gnScales

5,

1,3,4,5,6,and8. .,\leggggﬁi;fiiéﬁn'é‘égii\?’eﬁé}{ih?t;ﬁégéxp*et;:téqujﬁr'.‘gjé}'_ijg{fie_fgnd
Phase i} Posttesg-msuggg'§3;gjr§elg;:iret;ggj}t“ylg‘gg‘,gwi{h’Q{i,g‘hf:y@hﬂjbﬁhﬁ&a
findings of Phase;| gnd‘!théfi__?hnéé*ll%ﬁf!fei}“g,%ti%?ﬁﬁUS,;’Sﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ;{@rﬁLﬁg -American

R T e T I PR Ly
P AICTRELGT FINOC P e
ETY ..

b

o
ST

economic system (Scal@:f) iqcr'eosiqd.;.mftﬁfeuéﬁi@‘i}jﬁgg‘q‘@“i,ﬁﬁgoﬁf@ifﬁiéz:éji‘a’tgs.
Level of “Trust in Busingss” (Scaiea2}:‘¢’id§ﬁog§§’;jqﬁ'i,?:{’t’:’éﬁgiy?vqfﬁ;@ﬁ‘{iﬁﬂ?@ts
from differant socioeconomic:backgrounds. Disagreement with'the:alienation
: end powerlessness items:(Scale 3)increesed: with-higher SES: :Support for
government's role in-sociel welfare (Scale 4) was strongést:ariong those of

i lewer socioeconomic status.” CL T

B. Int~ sst in Public Affairs

Another variable that was explored was “interest in pUblvic affairs.” Three
questions were asked on the Phase I} Posttest to gauge this interast:

* How interested were you in the elaction campaign?
* How often do you watch the evening television news?

* How often do you resd the local and national news sections of the newspaper?

These three guestions wers recoded and summed to form & S5-point Interest in
Pulic Affairs variable. Respondents were divided into High (interest)
Masdium and Low groups, and their responses on the'EViscales were comparad.
Analysis of this variable'revealed no differences between those of high,
meaium, and low interést.in public affairs on the Trust in Business,

Government is Responsibie for Social Welfare, and Price Controls scales
(Scales 2, 4, and 5) (see Tabla12)

Howaver, significant differences were detected on Scale | (Support for the
Free Enterprise System), where-the.high interest group showed a mean of 5.8,
the medium group 5.6, and the low group 5.4; and for the Economic Alienation
and Powerlessness scale (Scale 3), where the high interest group was the
1east affirming of alienation items, with a mean scela score of 2.5, the

medium interest group had a mean of 2.7, and the low interast in public
af fairs group a mear of 3.9.
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In addition, sta_tis_ticgllyi.Signiijsg‘nté@if{g;%ﬁc_@§%§rgﬁ§ dstgcted'on Scale 6
(Against Powerful Unions), with higher intérestiin:public:affairs associated
with less support f or‘,unipns;'I&r‘sghii;é;?{('wb}'kgrs; Receive.FairTreatment),
where higher interest in public affairs-is-dssocisted-with'stronger feelings
that workers:receive fair treatment; and on Scale 8 ("Against the Economic
Statuc Quo®), where.higher.intersst in.public arfairs is-associated with

lower scale scores. - ‘

The public affairs interest-variabie,is related:to:SES and economic knowledge.
Nonetheless, additional resuits:(two-wayj analjsesiof-variance) indicate that
the effects of Interdst in publiciaffirs'ohiSeales 1, 3, 6,end.6'are .
independent of those of:SES; ant:econigmic-knowiedges:It:-would.appeer, then,
that interest in.public.aff oir"sjpoj'rjtg:‘t;b.gz'rﬁ;e,aﬁiﬁﬁ‘{@l{ghq}méﬁt?é}nfﬁg"iiing‘-
intersection between aconomic attitudes-and certain: other behaviors and
dispositivns.. . P -

C. Political Grientation
In the instrume‘nt"_g‘deirgl’o‘"ém'eni;pah’g‘gg’gft‘his resegrchi(Phase.1)-we were
surprised to.f ind‘fhatép,oliticglﬁpﬁf'r‘ig;ﬁ’fﬂtiqu‘t,igﬁf.‘f?‘é,sfg‘en'erquy a poor
predictor of ori;e}‘ht’ét_’iqn‘ogit‘ﬁhe‘;efghti&L{tftudéfs__@g]fe‘:s,pf{tﬁe EYi;-3{udents
allied with one or"the othér political:party did not'report:different attitudes
on these scales. To further explors this relationship-~oriack of relationship,
additionei political information.questions were asked'in Phase Il.

We approached the analysis of these:items aware of a possibly confounding,
possibly illuminating circumstance that was.specific to the Phase I! study,
namely, that between the early Séptember Pratest and the early January
Posttest (second week of November for the half-term subsampls),
presidential and local election campaigns would take place. The 1984
election seeme:s one which posed a clearidealogical choice Yetween a liberai
and a conservative presidential candidate, arid’seemed an election with a
heavy focus on economic issues: At the same time, the: salience of economic
issues, and of clearcut ideological.choices, seemed as though it might have
been more apparent than real, given the large numbers of selfdescribed
liberals ana Democrats willing:to vote for an avowediy conservative
Republicen, and given the surprising fiuiditij-of political party identifications
8s reported by adults just after the election. The instuoility of adult partisan
attachments in 1984, we thought, might well leave their adolescent of fspring
less sure of their party or ideological orientations.

Students were asked a number of ‘politically-oriented questions. They

were asked: What political-party do you lean toward? Only 35.6% of the
students were willing to strongly commit themselves to either party, and
fully 31.32 had leanings toward neither party. It is of course unclear whether
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the large number of uncommitted'respondents:refiects a:persistent
generations! difference, or whether as‘political socializaticn proceeds,
pertisanship will.reduce the-uncommitied category:Si nce‘the Spring, 1984
Phase |.saw & similar proportion:of uncommitted-respondents, it i§ unlikaly
that lack of strong partisenship reflacts the particularconditions.of the
1984 slection. - IR : -

Respondents also were asked to rank themselves on a 7-point liboral-to-
conservative scale.- Responses in percentages-appear belovy: ‘
2.7% YeryLiberai
6.1% Libersl
6.2%  Slightly Liberal
22.3%  Modérats; middle of the road
7.0%  Slightljj Conservative
6.2% Conservative
2.0% YeryConsarvative
36.5%  Nodpinion or don't know
11.0%  No Response-

Only 308 of respondents ware willing to.categorize themselves as

either liberal or conservative; and if we drop the "Slightly-Liberal® and
“Slightly Conservative™ categories, strbng;;.'libefel/coﬁsen{gtwg identifi-
cation is claimed by only, 17%:0f the sample; The:feeling.that an-ideology
1abel might be more meaningful to ninth graders than:a party affiltation
label would seem, in this instance, mi splaced.However, on some political
matters respondents were more emphatic and sure.

The Posttest Student Questionnaire asked which candidate was favored
by the student in the Novembar presidential election. Here 50.2% favored
Ronald Reagan, 35.3% Walter Mondale, 5.9 “Other,” while 8.62 did not
know or hed no opinion.

Even given the substantial numbars of respondents without firm party or
political ideology identifications, we may ask again what predictive pawer on
the EVI scales such identifications had for those students who expressed
them. When the ideology scale was employed as an independent variable and
the scales were used as dependent vari ables, no significant scale score

differences emerged between students of differing liberal/conservative
identification.

Howavar, and most unexpectediy, political party identification proved to be a
strong indicator of attitude differences (see Table 13). There were
significant differences by political party for all scales except Trust in
Business. Republicans were reliably different from Democrats in their higher
affirmation of the Support for Free L, -arprise scaleg, in their stronger
rejection of the Economic Alienation scale, in their lesser sffirmation of
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to factors internol 10y tg_esingividu al=7to;aimio stiextern LI rjentotion»«or

tendency tomewsdif?erencesﬂos‘;f?o’fsumng«fromif“&g;o’f‘?’e terialitonti: - ;-
individual, The ottribution‘:g‘:qUestion*fé‘Zﬁrese, ntedbelow: s Figureardisplogs

attribution meansf rbotn’ students and:theirt ﬁ?@‘”’*‘é g
n":g T 4 3 T % k3 \“‘%g :‘ uf

?:'rr ¢

&4\

,:~'§t 5. 5 Go : ’
‘ano i’foctor such 8s:

ARG ?
itis interesting 1 note thot&;s,tudents-»ronkapszu 1
e RS s.‘, el

NPT = BT IR TERNR AT
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R e o e LN S
“ s AT AR

i socioeconomic stotusﬁwhich socjologicong,*no 6 p edi Jyeﬁo‘ower S
5 Teachers. opporently giveﬁfar mor&ﬁeight&odh @ o; }I b”o%kgroundwomble -
than do their students, perhopsﬂthe main:significe n“g,,ip ctiniwhichithey
differ with. them:; iolthoughﬁdifferencess, o the“.sr:o’ '“‘E“f‘n‘dfpe.;sonolzini,tiouve

4 items should~olso be’ remorkgg e At DU G

s Eerlier we stoted thot 8 primorg purposexof the economics textbook thot

was utilized in this study-is to° enhonc 33 u

! efficacy. Scale 3 of the EV! moy hest

3

ohenonon and powerlessness or doytu

; St ot dndividuéng:or internong
controned is’ commqn!g thoughtzof*os o feo re, ofﬁéfeenngs of ‘personal

5 efficacy, while the f eeling thot‘one CE fote is: controlled bg societol OF:
external factors may be supposed.to be'a; feoture of:. feelings of: personol
inefficacy. For this.reason, we sought to' determine thé‘relationship between-
students' responses to Scale 3 of the EVI and their internal versus external
attributional tendencies.

Seven of the nine elements in the attribution question were utilized to creste

an internal versus external “locus of control” variable, conforming to the
following four cells:

internal | Externsl
' ¢. intelligence f. qualified competitors
. (Stable) d. education, skills b. svailable jobs
y (Unstablc) .......... e s

i 9. has initiative

Internal factors (c.,d, e.,g.) were give 8 plus value, summed, and divided by
four; external factors (f.,b.,8.) were summed, given'a minus value, and divided
by three. The .nternal and extarnal values were then conibined to form one
"lacus of control variable.” The “locus” variable had a. range.of -1.80 to +4.80,
and 8 mean of | 4 it was thus skewed toword‘f? mternoi lncus
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01. Some people are econ ‘cally nuch (ha ”ﬁbett er jobswincome, and
housing, for exanple) éthan?‘}’othezs‘“ ﬁ'«me“ifonowi’i‘i& £acr. T8 have»been suggested

as explanations forgiwh%’éuch&dszerencea ‘betima “”ﬁ{'b@?plq i:f"“ T bout. "Blease
give your opinion abopt«,tﬁ impor, £tance: ““f% ‘achﬁ'é%’c‘;"‘gf ‘The:

£ the dwwv“‘ -each’ oneci: 1 moreﬂlmportant you
think a factor ig;. t.he‘ h:qher,» Eha, “‘,“' "', £O5 i,;t:lia"t, - w:.ll use. The less»
P4 s’n g-}w}"{s JW “E ﬁ;ui'“&f “‘ PP,
important you think a factor i B ;hg owerthe:hunbars A " 3
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STUDENTS . i (8' Al .
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DA e 1 pd g wr N0 8 ,. £ 00
NOT VERY g _»S “ ri:?m L] RY
IMPORTANT B § - L ,;‘,_"Egggm ‘IMPORTANT '
T3 195 15-~\ - RE AN - .
ar -af U GHEIEENG e T e T Donlt
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THEIR TEACHERS 8 ﬁib -t
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NOT VERY M B B ?g_VEY
IMPORTANT oo §4h|a; 8 - 5 IMPURTANT
= HOM ZH 0 - Don't
a a MY O O w <
L T3 EALAN R | o
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
How important is each factor below in explaznzng how economically well off
(successful or unsuccessful) an adult individual is?
STUDENTS TEACHERS

3'7 ree 2o luCk (QOOd luCkl bad luCk)oooooocooocccoooooooooooooooooooocooo 305

5¢8 ..« b, the number of jobs available in our SO0CietYeceeseecovccnosncese 5.5

560 .ee Co a person's level of intelligence.........................o.no. 6.0

3.9 ... d. a person's family background (for example, ri.h parents and

childhood advantages; poor parents, disadvantagdes).eecececcesees

(¢}
Y
w
e
e
e

€. a person's willingness to work hard............. teceesccccseses O

w
o
[
o
.
.

f. the number of well-qualified persons competing for jobSseeeeeece 5e6

w
Y
w
L
e
e

g. perscnal initiative (for example, will power, determinatioﬂ%... 6.7

h. a person's race or ethnicity (advantage--or disadvantage

N
.
=]
.
.

(for example, discrimination] because of the group one
comeas from)...................-.............n.................

6.3 eee 1, a person’s education and Skillso..o.oo....ooooooooooooooooooooo 6.3 -
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\ Locus meons whre compared for the text versus*no text" subpopulotwns Vf’i%‘
and showed stotisticqﬂg insig iﬁgont dffferences Ao meon of 1. 4337 SR
versus 1‘4369) N te; h*owéfi ‘thatithertienty ggggano Lt Grou o
t*““’with Scate*gggégcegidi‘ playing & ste- &
'r-oli r;otion scsolefsc)gr_ s for the text user i
Respondents to-the *Locusic fab g@m?af‘sf,qed;ﬁra high, medium
and-low groups,. relotivé”’fo" ContF rolaxis. of the construct Meons
on Scale-3-were then computedsfor eoch group,a E I T &
‘; ‘ g R e
Interssl Locu I 3calo3mn R -
Low . 3.09 ‘
MEDIUM 262 - Lo
HIGH ‘245 S - ,
Level of slgniﬁcance for botvoon groups chfference pe 000! ' N
;w Thus, we con gee’ ‘that tne lower the*edegre": of JnterﬁoL ouus-of control the
higher the affirmaticn offthe onenotion\ondﬁpowerlessnoss,ritems of Scale 3.
L Note thet despite the- assocmtlon oetween scales3. onozlocusfof cofitrol, and
despite the fact that the scale 3 scores of tékt users: hove*chonged over time,
the underlying locus of control orientation of the respondents appears to be
stable.
3
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to selectedeinfonngtion,gsourcesg by,pres )
be regarded-as: liketyytobe%est»in!ornlgg%“ﬁ t‘ﬁimpqctgntgisgues"tgen *fo:rank
the same Tist:in-terms: of@hich:thé rgﬁggggt?oﬁside‘red‘to%&’his o hep
own best. ﬂersonalwinfgrmatiomsaurcg%i;guégonlwqgw?see Whetbegjstudents
who accdrded*;pachars, gmater prestig“e:andaval eaa;?g;:personol:info‘fmition
sourcé:would bel morea'inﬂyggced‘by*tgeir*taachers?%as«evidenced bg grea{

support of: 1he text val ues; aﬂ\e responsa&to thefjnformution‘«source &uestwnsar
appear below' SRS . \ i
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Pmﬁqa Whois bestmformed? . ;. s o
Ramk ¥ el XN man ' o
1. the: modie (telwimnande oy pepar reportm) A o
© 2. ludors of ‘the. buainm communitu 112.2'
&, 3. gour famﬂulpa nts e ‘ 3.6
o 4. fteochors NG NS 3.
; 5. clergy. (ministers priests rabbts) - 43

6. Your fallow clmmates 53

Utilization: Who are*the respondent s bestsources? .

1.  the:media : 2.1

2. parents - . ‘ .- 2.5

3. teachers. 3.4

4. c]mmetes 38

S.  business leaders 42

6. clergy 49

Combined rank (prestige + utilization):

1. the media

2. parents

3. business leaders

4. teachers

5. classmates

6. clergy

From the paint of view of curricular effects, the comparetwelg low ranking

’ of teachers as an information source, and the high rankings for media sources
and parents, suggest a possible limitation cn the role of the curriculum as a
conveyor of attitudinal change. (A comparison that might profitably have
been pursued, but was not in this study, was prestige and utilization of

: various written information sources, such as textbooks, magazines and

: newspapers.)

To further expliore the relationship between student views of teachers as
information sourcas, and their economic attitude dif ferences, tha combined
rank responses were grouped into those showing hign, medium, and low
ratings of teachérs. No significant attitude differences emerged between
these three groups when their EVI scsle scores were comparad.
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For an analysis of théteecher variable; th e-Cedar, Rapidsitent
used the text fur£conomy for:a.full-term:wereiitilize
large pool of student respondents,. a1.inone-cityifrom:a te
0 1008 response rate to'the teacher qudstionnaire. Thils:whare diffe
occurred, the teacher data could be linked to tfie date from:the. téacher's
students. ) L
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Means were calculated for the groups of students.who had studied with

: the seven relevant economics teachers. A Sché!,fe' analysis was employed.

> to determine which groups were:significantiy diff erent ot the .'0‘5,}&?91 {that
is, 8 probability of no more than 1 in 20 that the difference measured was due
to chance). Of the seven groups, groups 1 and-3 were significantly different
from group 2 on Scale 4, but on the other seven scales, the.Scheffd procedure -
showed no two groups significantly different at the .05 level. This then, was

a largely negative finding: differences in teachers did not seem to make for
differences in attitudes for this group.
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The finding that there was little in the way of teach.r-specific attitude
impacts is in a sense surprisi ng, for the curriculum development literature in
recent years has placed strong emphasis on the the ability of teachers often
to ignore or subvert the formally prescribed curriculum and its texts
{(Goodlad, 1977). In addition, primacy has f requently been ascribed to a
largely teacher-defined and classroom-specific "instructional situation,”
with individual classrooms and ability groups viewed as key social units

which must be incorporated into analytic models for educational research
(Barr and Dreeben, 1983).
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However, the lack of strong teacher effects may be less surprising when
placed in the context of ihe other information we know about the teachers in
this group. They gave similar reports of use of their classroom materials
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rasted to other teaching matenels
number of chapters studied-'chmce*of:chapter“s*‘to\-b)eestudied) Horeower
teachers‘generallg reported (seesSection» )>a high.degree “0f setisfecdon with
Qur £cononyy: ; heg gave Tt“higgg ‘marks: fomts efﬁcecg\in 8 verietg of areas,
end theg'effirmbd theg the Tk fe]t‘*&mfertebl“e“ﬂking lhe‘text P
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Given the closeiﬁt*percewed“ betygeen;;the text end teecher end»student needs
it would-not be surprising to;ﬁndae cloee correspondenc between*?the formai.
economics curriculumxand what WS f [ g'ig gh,t};t 'the clessroom If so,
thea'e would be,ifor" thishg‘fbup;*g‘;, 0S¢ keeson tn expeciﬁg “erge*teecher-
associated’ differences inthe impects 0f the text. The: question of téacher
impact, then:remains:unresolved: bgﬁhis study.
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6. Findings, tg'omt;tﬁlgeg‘l‘;}ggc}liger,s in the Study:
o e

A. Teachsr _ﬂqquggrggligzgn heracteristics
Sixteen econarhics:taachers raspondedito:the requsst:to.complets the U
Teacher Questjonfaie: This aumbsr ncimpassed:1008 of thefulstery
condition Bur Eonomyinstriictors for:the Cedar Repids:and-Durango sites, but
only Lo (8 foFeach of. the peticipating Schools) of the'seven Hinnsopols
2 instruct’brs:wgg;&sughtiigsﬁdﬁm Semplex- | o pROTABgRLE
123 W . - SEFRRN Y ¥

¥
% R

Of the sixtaen téachers, 12 yere:males;thra
answer the'sex.quiestion.” ‘Fifteen.reported:the
not respond to the:race-question. ;When asked:abi
teaching experi
144. - '

PR P A1
oy

£

gifhisan of
. , b N R R
Nine of the teachers:held a:mgg;e,{cgg'g,e_g_lggg;g{gygsp‘ad;,g:-au_.". qua%ggoduqte
credits; two had a B.A, only; and oné:did:not responditoithe.question: \
Teachers were asked-about: their: éciég;gmiﬁﬁ;ﬁg‘ckﬁkbuﬁifhieb_ﬁ"rjOmics. "Ten of
them reported that they had taken™one.oF two* university courses in
economics, four reported "three to five,” and one “si%-or more."

r, o f": N 4

Pzt

When asked what social studies subjects. they had most fraquently taught in
the last year; 12 had most frequently taught American History, two had most
frequently taught government, and 2 did not.réspond. In terms of second most
frequently taught subject, eight cited economics, two government, two
geography, one American history, and one current events.

Finally, teachers were asked about their political philosophies, and asked to
compare their political orientation to that of their students. Generally,
teackers thought of themseives as somewhat more liberal than their students.
On & 7-point scale, ranging from 1| for Very Liberal to 7 for Yery Conservative
(with point 4 standing for "Moderate, middle of the road"), the'mean for '
teachers was 3.4 (bétween Slightly Liberal and Moderate) and ‘the mean
assigned to their students was 4.6, between Moderate and Slightly
Conservative. (While students themselves responded to this same scale, the
large number of Don't Know response showed that the ideclogy labeis were,
apparently, not highly meaningful to them.)

I
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b

Cheracteristics of teacher re. pondents in this survey conform closely to
those reported.in the 1961 Netional Survey of Economic Education (Clark

and Barron, 1981) whose composite economics teacher is typically white,
male, over 35, with over ten yeers teaching experience and, in 57% of cases,
8 master's degree. Clark an%,@qurbn also confirm the recent trend of at least
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some academic background‘in‘econorics for, most junior end senior high
school economics ’teEi“:hgfs{althoggi\ﬁ such coursework'is typically not
extensive-and usually'does not include. work i metfiods of teaching
economics). | S :

e N . R

Tapg

In view of the-black=whité-diffarences sésn.on Scales |

: diffarent on Scales @ﬁnqifbrj'tﬁheoberall
sample, the-lack of minority’grou “teachers in:the.sampie

ampigisia’point of

(Giyer ore:gre famalaidiffrences
observed both at Pre--and‘Postiest

interest. {Given the even rioredramstic'male Versus ferala'differer

hat Pro- i the'sugdestioh thatsEonamics as o
subject matter is often.génder-stereotyped.(Jackstadt’and.Graoteert; 1980),
the extremely‘low female représentation among:economics teachers in the
sample should be noted also. - R '
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B. Teacher Evaluationof Qur Ecopgmy,.. .-

Teachers were gaked to f_g_sgg;sé the ;gpri't'énf-sf Qur £c§j7§42y with respect
to issues of-value. Fourteen:teachérs ‘responded to. this quéstion; their

answers ore-given'in percantage form:’
Jur Economy--

1. suffers from veluational biss. 0.0%
2. hes explicit value stance but materials presented
without bies........................... sretescssssnensisessrssassioss 14.3%
3. has implicit velue stance but meterials-presented
without biss.........ccoceeveeis RYAE
4. text is value-neutral or value-fres............_ e 28.6%

Teachers ware next asked how comfortable they personally were with the
value orientation (or lack thereof) of the text. Not unexpectedly, givan the
consensus that Qur £canomy does rot heve a value bias, teachers were
overwhelmingly comfortable with the orientation of the text:

Teacher was--
1. extremely comfortable...............corvvmmmroeo. 13.4%
2. comfortable..............oovoemveemneeeoeeo 73.3%

3. somewhat comfortsble....... . .13.3%
4. extremely uncomfortable.......................ooooen.. 0.0%

Teachers were asked to rate Jur £canamy's effectiveness, on a 7-point
scale, in transmitting knowledge, interest in economics, & sense of

economic efficacy, and attitudes and values. The overall rating,

combining these -four elemenis cn a scalz of | = lowest, 7 = highast, yielded a
mean of 4.8, with the four constituents receiving the following ratings:
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Thus; the teacherirespondentsiaffirmed:the 6verali.effe tiveness of the text,
gove TX1ts Highest-rating:in:tarms bf:the transmissionioliaconamic
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knowledge, its.lowest, but sl offirmative. rating with ra
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; how important vis-Y-vis other:components:of: ~§§¢j§i§§tugi’é;s‘?f€ﬁ Ficulum.
(1t should be remembered:that:Yeachar respondantsitended

i of social studies-cgiirgss, and thet for. none of ther:was:economics:the most
;‘; frequently’taught subject.) P

. As for the importance of economics instructiqnffér"-u&bliéggaﬁtfs;fajt$~'of
' teachers ranked it as very important, 19% as of some importance, and 0% as

either somewhat or very unimportant.
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when asked to rank economics as less, equaily, or niore important, than each
of seven elements in a list of tompeting subjects, teachers ranked:economics

- es less impertant in no instances. They indicated thet Economics is equally
as important as Civics er American Eovarnment, L‘bhsur"ﬁ‘er;EducétJion, g
American History, or Business Education. They indicated that Economics is
more important then Weorld Hislery, Ethnic Studies, or Psgcholbgg.. Allin all,
tencher respondents, Jven though they had not themselves had a large amount
of coursework in economics, evidénced considerable belief in the importance
and appropriateness of :economics subject matter for their students. This
commitment to the teaching of econemics should give added weight to their
judgments of the effectiveness and quality of fur Fcanamy.
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7. Conclusions and ‘Racommendations’

The central finding'of ‘this stubijis'that duréconomy: Mow it works

has o decided veluational-ri 81t il ripact.on
examination-of post=instructional attitudey:of:th
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statistically significant, {he'question rameins
In 8 mon-statistical‘sense Their $tatistitalsignitican
observed outcomes aré not:mereiy éi? ect}s’ofcbﬁﬂcﬁcif 2:MAY:58U; 8
thet thesé‘outcomes:arg systematic and‘interpretable;:given theitheorstical
assumptions that have. iigﬁ_fc‘j*n;’q@lgfﬁ@‘stu'dg‘,‘,;a:rjgzi"ij{th?cf:tggéngéithe.y@ré. .
theoretically significant as:well.. But p::g@ﬁé*g;@ﬁ;rﬁé‘g‘ﬁi@ﬂ@ to'have;a
practical significance, or are they in fact triviai?, ‘Thelackiof an.gxtensive
literature on the attitudinaleffects-of. the:economics curriculum-renders it
difficult to specify a criterion-for grading the magnitude of attitide change
essociated with a given'text: However,.we.would suggest that chenges that
are modest in absolut® tefms, in the range of .2 on @a scaie of 1-7, are indeed
an impressive attitudinal impact, We would expect degree of- attitude change
te be much smailér than the cognitive gains of 1instruction. If an érea such a
political education or.civics is a good analogue, we should take special note
of the less then dominant roe that a particular textbook and ane or two
courses of instruction are likely to have on the intense and fast-chenging
worid of the adolescent, and-adjudge even quite small values changes as
noteworthy (Jennings and Niemt, 1974). In this context, the impact of Qur
Economy on attitudes after as little as.a Aa/7 term of instruction is
especially impressive. These changesare impressive slso in the context of the
book’s strategy of the exclusive presentation of facts~-of economic concepts

iNustrated by case studies--and the avoidance of vaiue recommendations.

There is another way of looking at a change of .20 or .25, and that is to
exprass it in another metric, whose meaning may be more familier. We
might, for exampls, think of these changes in terms of the metric Scholastic
Aptitude Test scores. Of course, we cannot strictiy compare EVI and SAT
scores, since there are no "correct” answers for attitude items. But we couid

e
Vi

T T T 5

B

s

ty

» :

3

A}

)

i

o3

%
P

“iig
12%

e i’i:

1

e



e e )
L
VA
30
e

T A e

S -&

report EVI scale scores.onlqn_Sé?iégy],,g”jvn'i‘e:j;cigﬁf’t@g;s:,

DR Sl AP A Ay 2 g
AN e o

GRS
R

ies:Ahus, perhdps; making the

LR IEN

chenges:éasier to visualize.. Sinte:each EVIiscalairanges frem #1671t R
ixcf*‘ _ R 1 ¥ : f\”‘r":;s‘:? R *;;,; v X :_,::.:g;‘ . i et Fa aoa .
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verbal.or Math:score; whichirunsifr 800 Thus;1aking Scale-1 for an

z exemple, the:Posttest differencasd armitextiugers:andinon-users -

(5.83 versus:5.56) would become:therdifs
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magnitude of .2:is.equivalent:is:eniSAT mac int 8:

Car s o N \' 1ty

e, t oS

221582
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196403198450
(combining verbal:and:mathematic: fs

involves a.downward:trel 8531
years. Totel SAT decline Tror:1964 (011964 01800 pofnt Scal
and:mathematics.achievement) showsiaishiftofig0'p
(thus.40 on the 200-800 metric);over:a:full:ty: For:tfigse:who.are:
accustomed to thinking in terms:of such:scora:meportin w.:thg@ef?tﬁ:&t@t
the SAT, expression of eech EVI one-tenth of s point asitan’SATunits; may be
useful. .-

A. The EYI Scales: New Items and 0ld

The Phase 11 research gave strong support to-the Econgmics Values Inventory
as developed in Phase |. The*items, takén individuglly;and as‘multi-item |
scales, continued to work well, and scaies maintained’their muderately-high
relisbilities wiien applied to the data from the naw:and much larger stucent
group which was used in Phase I} of. the study. In-addition, *Hase || added
substantially to the evidence for the construct validity.of the scales. The
continued pattern of relationships scen-between économic attitudes of the
respondents and such variabies as economic knowledge, socioeconomic status
and economics instruction, argue for the sensi tivity of the scales to
meaningful attitudes differences. Now validity indicators were daveloped in
Phase 11 also. Thus, for example, the use of the internal versus sxternal locus
of control construct was employed to validate Scale 3 {("Economic Alicnation
and Powerlessness”).
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¥hile it must be said that the scales worked well, it also may be said that
some are of less central importance than others. In particuler, Scale S
(Against Government Role in Price Setting) and Scale 6 (Against P:werful
Unione) are somewhat marginal, covering 25 they do narrow topic areas of
peripheral concern to junior high school economics, and eliciting, as aiso they
do, a somewhat higher level.of "Don't know" responses than do the other siy
scales. Neverthelgss, given that these scales are reliable and extend the
content range of the EVI, and given that the EVI is comparatively short and

easy to admirister in its present form, we recommend that all eight of the
scales be retained. '
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in Phase I of; the study, e emphostzed thet instrument development is 8
continuing process and; An| hase«ll,tnegr item
content: voliditg of\the EVI ‘by; givtn’g”—
economic role especjoug sto

here we.

ol : _-o&xisting,attitudesswereqnot well
‘developed omo g thor respondents»presumoo'g becouse%tssues such 88,
govemment reguletionswere‘distont rorﬁ‘~

m@his topic a’ree' for the group thot*hed
received economicssinstruction:;in porticulol;, ‘ eemed to perrorm somewhot .
better,- although ‘Dont kno\gg responseé*remeinedjihtghwu' r"e

new’ iternsdn the govemmen}rols;domoin shoufd be.thought;of%'p‘ﬁmerﬂg‘”tn ~
terms:of usé withsstudents;olderthon the jun 0 highschool age: ‘gralp. ‘Such
a topic.ares: might,provo ospeciongdmportontdn the: furtherareﬁnement of.~ ‘.

the Senior Higthchoothconomics Values: lnventorg 0’ Brien and lngels
1984; Appendix Az,

B. The EVI Scales: Scole Labels

jd

in Phasse |, we suggested two'sorts of labels for the scales, a neutral labet,
and one which gave a.notion,ofthe direction. of attitudes for:the study
population {0'Brien:and- lngels,“l 984, Appendix i Since gverall scale scores
showed the same direction in.Phase Il {despite-a new. respondent population),
we have.continued to,use; for thair cloritg for: reporting purposes, the
directionel 1abels in-Rhase I1. Thus werhave:spoken of.a Free Enterprise or %
American Ecenomic System scale, a Trust in Business Scale, an Economic 4
Alienation and Powerlessnass Scale, and so on. However; for other purposes,

a neutral label is clearly preferable, and the Foundation has suggested new
scale labels as follows:

Scele 1I: The Economy

Scele 2: Role of Business in the Economy

Scale 3: Role of the: individual in the Economy
Scals 4: Role of Govornment in Social Welfare
Scale 5: Role of Governmont in.Establishing Prices
Scele 6: Role of Unions in the Economy

Scale 7: Fairness of the Economy

Scale 8: Satisfaction with the Economy

These labels have been used for the presentation of the Economics Values
Inventory in the Appendix of this report.
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C. Recommendations far,.Further Applicatians of the
Ecanomics Velues in nt

s-th"‘ - 1¢:purposa o of: thesevaluatien ef ‘the vaiues and
attitudes impact~afa aymfconamy it ssta Be,strassed that‘tn
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oth: intriguing and: suggesti
definitivelg gene alizable tofth Matioma’é*‘a‘\'rhol AWol
caly to obtain a natianai porm; for‘the EV u_ti-sq,lfga;t;q;, ¢
trends end' changes over timetbg tasting résentative.se
or bienniel basis ‘ SACIRSSEN SR A ]
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The teacher and student data ca!lected&thus far suggest speci!ic areas in
which the EVI might be: usedzt'o he!p ciariiy tn factorsirell

attitude acquisition and: fchange, -and:the: linkag i} etween attitudes and
economic behavior lt would: be usefui Afor. exampie tmlinkaVl «eaie scores
with measures of in-schooi and eut-of-schooi behavior ‘it would be useful to
gain further informati‘on about: the parents of some selected gmup of junior
high school respondents including parental scoree on the EVI. Such
information could be. used for example; to expiere the- matter of gender
differsnces in economic attitudes, and to undérstand the comparative weight
of and interaction between.schoo! and home environments in gconomic
socialization. Sex differences could aiso be explored with somewhat older
students, in the course of refining the senior high school versian of the EVI.
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¥e are confident that the EVI can be a substantial tool for sxpioring the many
values and attitudes questions in contempoi-ary economics education.
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APPENDIX 1:

THE ECONOMICS VALUES INVENTORY (EVI)
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THE ECONOMICS VALUES INVENTORY
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The EVI consists ofiaight’scales;. /@At 1;5ea5uring vali 8 different
substantive a:cywithin’ thg g.ngn;_.ié,:;.'ggg ,ggf vscales: vere
empirically tlez':l.vc\-lg frow’*“ptndcn Spe 1 0fdrems,,

using factor snalytic.techniques:: ronbachls 4!
:a::f from .5 ,:oggtx,;“ :;j :%. @.ié éﬁ%lf‘%%t%inmﬁ O E l:tghq)
EVI 1s found in' its. sensitivity:f fvalude 'ffg% ;;i;n different criterion

DOy S INRAL R {}Y!?"a AP m!?-
subgroups of students;is %xuch&a}c“ erent 30cio=e onnicabacb
. Bko f»‘;an

of:
grounds; with diffarent ‘degrees ofieco ”’“"f’* Q:%
amounts:-of pn:aonil cxpc"’ 3 mﬁ” “T’%o\i‘“éﬁ?
The EVI 13 m:l.ly adnixifn: ered:in ‘azs ss:pariod. It: yiclds eight:
values scores, and- 3cous«arc«cuily conputwgfsﬁby ming the ruponus to:
all items on a particular séaleand’ d:lvidir’ig’_, h& ;gum by the ‘total number
of items in the scale, i.e., by! cmucing an avcragc of ttu scale item .
ruponsu.

o ',,‘

’;

'_i\

.

The raseazch on t:hc EVI indicates the necessity of including the somewhat
lengthy introduction to the items “that appears below. The introduction
is important because it cat:ablishcs a common frame of reference and
shared vocabulary for the. youthful respondents. . '

On the following pages the scales that comprise the Economics Values Inventory
are first presented, scale~by~-scale. Then the EVI, in the form in which we
recomsend it be administered in the classroom, is shown.
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THE ECONOMICS VALUES INVENTORY

SCALE 1. THE ECONOMY

Rnaou:cco are always liniccd, and-ve must makn hard choices about
the bntt vay ‘to use them.

Ptotics ‘are csacncial to our councry s cconolic hcal:h.

Cur socicty oves much to tJ. concributions of“buaincss.;

“ 2h

It wotkcrs want higher wuzcs, chcy nust work hatd-r and producc more.

Pcoplc who blame ochcr pcoplc ot*aociety Zorx thcir probltns are just

copping out,

My freedom to choose =y own occupation is vury inporcanc co ze.
It's the duty of people: ca‘do their jobs thc besc they can.
Competition between businesses makcs for the lowest prices.

A company deserves its profits when they come as the rosul: of doing
the best job for less money.

If you have a valucble skill, you'll get ahead im our society.

Groups of individuals with specialized skills, working together, can
produce better products than individuals working alone.

Our economy needs more people who are willing to save for the future.

2. ROLE OF BUSINESS IN THE ECONOMY
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SCALE
1.
.
5.
6.
17.

Most businesses won't sell products they think are unsafe.

Government should listen more to what the business community has to say.

Busincszes could provide more jobs, goods, and services if they didn't
have to pay so much in taxes.

Advertising helps consumers to make intelligent choices.

Most people like their jobs.
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SCALE 3. nou-: OF m mn:vmm.t. IN m: zconom ,;

18. It's no ulo wazrying abou: :hc~ conoly. I can t do anytbins about it f :§

umnéy., . o ..,f'";»: . : s

19. Gcttih: nhud is noocly va u:ut of duck. 5

20.4It's £oolil§?to do -orc*iﬁih‘yuu h:vc to in:a job. ‘ fﬁu?

*f‘”a'“(::si, . "<‘ :'“:‘? . ’“\,:' SR & LT L L ‘

21. Baving thé'freedod to s:aré*gy avn“busincss rc.lly ‘means haviag the T

freedom- to eaknvadvancagc o!;oqh.rtma . 5 et
i A g : » "‘1,' ,
o 22. "tikinl’unflir ndv:nca;c af others. s
§$ 23. ,'bciag cab’n advxntagt of. . 4{&;%ﬂ
> NS e SR
& _ 24, The vay our economic syscln is scc,up, nobodyrhas a'chnncc to get ahead fi%%ﬁ
; any more. s K-
& B ’ s 1. 3 fgﬁffﬁ
SCALE 4, ROLE OF GOVERNMENT IN SOCTAL WELFARE - ‘%
H _*—__'_-v——-———_._______. '?M“, .
; 25. It is the responsibility of thé govermment to cnkn care of pecple who g

can't take care of ehnlnclvnn =

x;
AN
WO
s
2
S

%1 26. The poor and the {11 hnvu 8 rizht to halp from the sovtrnnent.
? *27. A person who cannoc find a job ‘has only himself to bla-c
) 28. It should be the duty of governaent to be sure that everyone has a o
; securs job and a decent standard of living. v
oy
29. The unemployed shouldc't blame themselves for their situation: it's the -#ﬁ
fault of the economic system. f§
*30. Taking care of the poor and the sick is the Job of families and %

churches, not the job of ths govermmant.

- T
oo 2 YA T

SCALE 5, ROLE OF GUVERNMENT IN ESTABLISHING PRICES

*31. Companier should only be allowed to charge a government-controlled
price for their products

4ot

>
Y. T -
A0 4 e T

o’

32. It's not the business of the governmant to control prices.

SCALE 6. ROLE OF UNIONS IN THE ECONOMY

33. Unions are too powerful.

. v
Va o 13 23 SN 3 ety 2 B
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*34, We'd all be better off if labor unious vers scronger.

o

S St
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35. Employers should have tho'ri;ht to hire non-union wgr J?% I§§€%¢Y' E?to.
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SCALE 7. FAIRNESS'OF THE ECONOHY

i . #
o, ¢ W
¥

kA 36. The mu:c uorkcr coday is pcting his or her fair, \‘}s&hau.
3 s v@

e *37. The: mngc vorkn: 13 3ct::in; =1us than his N 4 §et fair slu:c.

T

=

¥

Y ¥

*38. Most co-paniu don't givex aploym s fai: shsr{of vhat: t:hc company e

&

AT RN

29. Most companiec give uﬁonm fair shire of vhat’ t:hc company earns.

¢
e

L SCALE 8. _SATISFACTION WITH mz REONOMY .o o
& T e , P 3

P

40. Aurica’s vulch is tar :oo unequally shared.

Ql" ‘:‘

4l1. The oi.t:uation of. thc avcngs pcuon is- gccr.ing wotu, not better.

42. There are few rul, oppor:miciu for thc pavougc person to start a
business in America codny -

~ - 4 "'«

B ST T

R 4

43. Ve need 1 way to make i’nconu more cqul ~1n*-th1's. country.

=

44. One of the bad things sbout: ‘our economic system is that the person

: at the bottom gets less help and has less security than in some

: other systems. =
“;

* Incicates reverse scoring itenm.
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APPENDIX 2:

THE EVI IN A FORM FOR CLASSROOM USE
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ECONOMICS VALUES INVENTORY

I stromgly
disagree with
the statement

I strongly
agree wich
the statemant

Dont
1 2 3 4 5 6 - 7 8

FIDAR o
f“ § vl 2
. AN e

%
A

M
‘9,
237508

V58
On the next *hree pages there are statements that you may agree or disagree with. ik
We're inter oced in learning about your feelings concerning these statements. All %%

5
ot

of them have to do with the American economy, or how we make, buy,..and sell things. - %

We are all part of the economy. Businesses and government are part of the economy - i
too. A .

w
2 7

e

S ~

When you buy a record or ride on a bus Or 20 to the dentist, ydu are taking part ;gtf g
the economy. When a business makes something. advertises its product, or-sets.a . ;
price, it is taking part in the economy. The government takes part in the economy .-’
too, when it providea a service such as delivering the mail,. or wiien it makes rules’
that businesses must follow. When you answer the questions below, it will give us

a chance to learn what you are feeling about economic issues.

YIS

Here's an example:

oA

T "‘;i

If T shop znd compare before I buy, I can save money.

Ty
A A et

Sy,

o

ras

If you feel stronmgly that "If I shop and compare before I buy, I can save money," )
you would write a "7" in the space before that statement. If you disagree slightly R
you would write a "3" next to the statement. If your feelings are no stronger one i
way than the other, yocu would write a "4" next to the statement. :

Maybe the statement is one you don't understand, or is about something yvou've never
really thought about and have no feelings about. If so, write an "8" for "Dom't
Know'" next to the statement,

There are no right or wrong answers here. Please just tell us how vou feel, and what
you believe, about each statement. Now let's turn to the next page--and begin!

e,
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ECONOMICS VALUES INVENTORY
I strongly ; strongly
disagree with agree with
the statement the statement
Don't
- ~Sagw_
g i 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
é 1. The unemployed shouldn't blame themselves for their situation: it's A
the fault ox the economic system. . LG
. 2. Resources are always li~dted, and we must m;ke hard choices about
; the best way to'use them.
|3
3 3. One of the bad things about our economic system is that the person at

. the bottom gets less help and has less security than in some other
R syscens. ' -~ ~

4. The average worker today is gettiag his or her fair share.

k: 5. The average worker today is getting less than his or her fair share.
* 6. It's the duty of people to do their jobs the best they can.

7. America's wealth is far t;d unequally shared.

8. There are few real opportunities for the average person to start a
business in America today.

¥
AL

2

T
R

~ ol
7m0 S

9. The poor and the 11l have a right to help from the government.

pXS

TS

10. It 1is the resnonsibility of government to take care of people who can't
take care of themselwves.

1l1. Unions are too powerful.

12. Ve need a way to make incomaes more equal in this country.

v ———

D ——

13. Profits are essential to our country's economic health.

14. Our society gwes much to the contribucions of business.

t————

15. Being in buginess means taking unfair advantage of others.

16. The way our economic system is set up, nobody has a chance to get
ahead any more.

——————

o

17. My freedom to choose my own occupation is very important to me. :

18. Competition between businesses makes for the lowest prices. ,

p

19. Businesses could provide¢ more jobs, goods and services if they didn't
have to pay so much in taxes.

Sl o o

20. 1It's foolish to do more than you have to in a job.
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I strongly

I strongly
disagres with agres with
the statemsent the statement
Don't
| ~Snow_
1 2 .3 4 5 6 7 8
21. A person who camnnot find a Jjob has only himself to blame.
22. Most companies don't give employees a fair gshare of what the ccmpany
earns. . - | .
23. Most companies give employees a fair share of what the company earns.
24. Having the freedom to start my own business really means having the
freedom to take advantage of others.
25. 1It's no use wcrrying about the economy; I can't do anything about it
anyway. i
26. Our economy needs more pecple who are willing':o save for the future. gg%
27. A company deserves its profits when they come as the result of doing the ‘ﬁ%%
best job for less money. ) gp
28. If workers want -higher wages, they must work harder and produce more. ;@?
29. Companies should only be allowed to charge a government~controlled price f;
for their products. &
30. Profit is a sign that someone is being taken advantage of. A
31. Advertising helps consumers to make intelligent choices. 3
v
32. Most peovle like their jabs. *
33. Getting ahead is mostly a matter of luck. :
34. The situation of the average person is getting worse, not better.
35. We'd all be better off if labor unions were stronger.
36. If you have a valuable skill, you'll get ahead in our gsoclety.
37. Taking care of the poor and the sick is the job of families and churches,
not the job of government.
38. It's not the business of government to control prices.
39. Most businesses won't sell products thev think are unsafe.
40. It should be the dutv of the government to be gsure that everyone has

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

a secure job and a decent standard of living.
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ECONOHICS VALUES INVENTORY

I strongly - oo I strongly
: disagrae with ‘ agree wich -
S the statement . the statement
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1
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v

~
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41. Government shouls %1st¢n Tore, to what the.business commmity has c6 say.

FE W

IS

42, Employers should fave the right to hire héﬁ?uni&ﬁ%wprké:s 1f chey wnnt*cq.‘:.

TP
»

!

43, People who blame other people or "society™ for their economic problems
are just copping out. '

ot~ sy,

1

44, Groups of {ndividuals with spécialized skills, working together, zan
produce better products thaa individuals working alone.
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TABLE 7: PHASE II POSTTEST MEANS OF STUDENTS' WITH, DIFE’ERENT RACIAL BACKGROUNDS
TABIE 8: TWO-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BY RACE AND. TEXT USE

TABLE 9: POSTTEST SCALE SCORES OF MALE AND FEMALE' STUDENTS

TABLE 1G: POSTTEST SCALE. SCORES OF STUDENTS WITH DIFE‘ERENT LEVELS OF
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TABLE 11: POSTTEST SCALE SCORES OF STUDENTS OF DIFFERENT SOCICECONOMIC STATUS

TABLE 12: SCALE SCORES OF STUDENTS WITH DIFFEKENT LEVELS OF INTEREST IN
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15 Total N = 1,999 students,
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2
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Pretest N = 1911; Posttest N = 1711. Special Posttest-only group, N = gs. 5

By site: Cedar Rapids N = 1231
Durango 226

Minneapolis 454 (Plus Posttest-only group, N = 88),
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Full term of text N = 726
Half temm of text 220
No Economics 585

Alternative Econocmics 180 (Plus Posttest-only group, N = 88).
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By Race Black N = 139
White 1525
Hispanic 40
American Indian 39
Other 55
No Information 113
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By Sex Male N = 913
Female 895
No Information 103
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By Site and Compasrison Conditions:

Cedar Rapids = Full term text vs. ’

and Half term text No Text b

Durango = Full term text vs. No Text 7

Minneapolis = Full term text vs. Alternative Economics Material: %

and Fconomics Instruction with Pre- and Posttest, vs. Postteg€
Mean age = 14 years onlys
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g“ PHASE II PRETEST =~ POSTTEST CHANGE: - ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE BY TEXT USERS AND NON-
el USERS AND BY PFULL~TERM VERSUS HAI.P”TERH BCONMCS' INSTRUCTICN ’
EY AL . -
5 vazum o
- VALUES SCALE FOR MAIN.EFFECTS  °  HEANS _
& Duration . .Text Use Text Yes  Text No‘
3 1. Support for American .952- " ,000 5,834 50400055650 FGLL, term
Economic System o - 5. 84................halﬁj@:e%ég?
‘r" 2. Tmt ix‘. Business 0992 .001 4 77....000.4 Gloo-oful e. .'
4. 73........;.......ha1f term"ﬁ
s —
2 3. Econemic Alienation 007 037 - Bis
and Powerlessness — —
4. Government is .411 .730  48le.en...a. 81....fu11 term
. Responsible for 4.81 Half ¢ e‘m*
social welfare, ................ ‘< e -
5. Against Government .001 «508 4.10..,..,...3.99....fu11 Iy
Role in Price Setting 4.47¢cceeiiecnceees.half t ’“'zg
©- hosinst Powerful .939 .666 4.69...0..010.75. . Full termil
. 4.83..-.---.'.00-oo half tem'?i%%
7. Workers Receive 062 - 014 3.76c¢0c...3.50....full temg*?%
Fair Treatmsnt ¢ —— 3.45...........-..-.half terll’!:?;‘%ié
8. Against Economic 008 049 4.55........4.70....£full te:ﬁw%?
Status Quo — — 4.79. ceceeennnees...half t:erm%»;;-:i
Effects significant ut .05 are underlined. B
1 = Strongly disagree with scale values
7 = Strongly agree with scale values
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Price Sc::ing

Agaiu'r. er‘ful Unions 4.3

4.6 4.6

Yorkers Receive Fair

Traacmant 3.2

3.3 3.5

Against Economic Status

Quo 6,9

4.9 4.8 4.4 .000

Percentage of sample: 21%

1 = strongly disagree with scala values
2 = strougly agree with scale valucs
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PHASE IT SCALE MEANS: POSTTEST, TEACHERS vs. STUDENTS

%

VALUES SCALES Teachers

1. Support for American
Economic System

2. Trust in Business

3. Economic Alienation
and Powerlessness

4. Government is
Responsibia for
Social Welfare

5. Against Government
Role in Price Setting

6. Against Powerful
Unions

7. Workers Receive
Fair Treatment

8. Against Economic
Status Quo

1 = Strongly disagree with scale values

2 = Strongly agree with 2cale values

Teacher N = 16
Student N = 7711
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TABLE 5

PRETEST versus POSTTEST SCALE MEANS
FOR MINNEAPOLIS USERS OF OUR ECONOMY: HOW IT WORKS

- 5 L :‘
VALUES SCALES PRETEST POSTTEST = . p level
1. Support for American . .
Economic System 3.4 3.4 N.S.
2. Trust *a Business 4,8 4,8 N.S.
3. Economic Alienation 3.1 3.2 N.S.
and Powerlessness * ’
4. Government is Responsibie 5.1 4.8 .000
for Social Welfare E— —= R
5. Against Government Role 3.7 3.9 N.S.
in Price Setti-g ’
6. Against Powerful Unions 4.5 4.5 N.S.
7. Workers Receive Fair 3.2 3.4 -022 2
Treatment 3
i
8. Against Economic 5.0 4,9 N.S. é%
Status Quo %
k".é

1 = Strongly disagree with scale values

7 = Strongly agree with scale values

Changes significant at .05 are underlined: non-significance indicated by "N.S."
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TABLE 6
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X

‘PRETEST versué POSLTEST MEANS FOR MINNEAPOLIS ALTERNATE ECONOMICS :
INSTRUCTION GROUP

g

LR A

ey
RS

» %
2y
i

% 5 “
.
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i

[N

VALUES SCALES PRETEST POSTTEST P level

%

RGNS o e
Y Fega 0
v

1. Support for American

Economic System 5.2 5.2 N.S.

2. Trust in Business 4.6 4.5 N.S

3. Economic Alienation 3.1 2.8. 021
and Powerlessness —_— EAhid A LTS

4. Government is Responsible 8 4.5 002 ,ig
for Socjial Welfare 4.8 —= RA AL

3%

b
- oA

o,
o

Ky o

5. Against Government Role 4.1 4.3
in Price Setting

o

N.S.

v
s
a

My

05 ¢ Wt

n
Z)
b2

PP P,
F s G A B b

6. Against Powerful Unions 4.4 4.3 M.S.

.

7. Workers Receifve Fair 3.3 3.6
Treatment

- o i s Do Bl

=020

8. Against Economic :
Status Quo 4.6 4.6 N.S. :

1 = Strongly disagree with scale values

7 = Strongly agree with scale values

Changes significant at .05 are underlined; non-significance indicated by "N.S."

N = 180
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TABLE 7: PHASS II POSTTEST SCALE SCORES OF JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTS
WLITH DIFFERENT RACIAL BACKGROUNDS

AMERTCAN
VALUES SCALES BLACK WHITE  INDIAN
1. Support for American 5.2 5.7 5.2
Economic System
2. Trust in Business 4.8 4.7 4.7
3. Economic Alienation 3.2 2.7 2.9
and Powerlessness
B>
4. Government is Responsible .§
for Social Welfare 4.8 4.8 4.7
5. Against Government Role i
in Price Setting 4.0 4.1 4.1
6. Against Powerful Unions 4.5 4.6 4.5
7. Workers Receive Fair
Treatment 3.4 3.6 3.9
8. Against Economic
Status Quo 4.9 4.7 4.5
1 = Strongly disagree with scale values N.S. = nc significance

7 = Strongly agree with scale values

N = 1711 For Scale 1, Scheffd procedure shows Whites significantly different fron
both Blacks and American Indians at the .050 level; for Scale 3, Scheffe
procedure shows Blacks significantly different from Whites at the .050 level.
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TABLE 8: TWO-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BY RACE AND TEXT USE,

AT NN e A Ty
. :

; R
CEDAR RAPIDS SITE, FOR SCALES 1, 3, 4, 7 and 8. P
£
A
»,5}%’5
WP
- 5 “
Hi o
g & X?.’k
S 35
{ .
5

e

VALUES SCALES BLACK WHTTE .
s TEXT USE: yes....no - YeS...ino -

; 1. Support for american 5.8 5.3 5.8 ‘5.5 . TEXT:
Economic System

RACE{

H

2. Trust in Bu;inesa

3. Economic Alienation

2.6 3.1 2.5 2.7 TEXT: .005 X%
and Powerlessness ik

4. Government is Responsible N :
for Social Welfare 5.0 5.1 4.8 4.8 TEXT: NS

5. Against Government Role
in Price Setting

6. Against Powerful Unions

s

:
55

el 4,

-

7

7. Workers Receive Fair TEXT 0oL
Treatment 3.1 3.2 3.8 3.5

RACE: .042

vt
s e f e s <R

8. Against Economic 4.7 5.1 4.5 4.8 TEAT: .006
Status Quo *

RACE: N.S.

D
< s W NINERE R era

1 = Strongly disagree with scale values

A ave

7 = Strongly agree with scale values N.S. = not significant

Analysis was run on Scales 1, 3, 4, 7, and 8 only, where likelihood of difference
by race was thought greatest.
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TABLE 9: PHASE II POSTTEST SCALE SCORES OF . ..
MALE AND FEMALE JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTS

= R PPS - i Py y - 39 Lo} o, >
T PR AR D o PR R D35
RE R T O tLt

VALUES SCALES

MALE FEMALE P level
1. Support for American 5.63 ;.62 N.S.
Economic System '
2. Trust in Business 4.55 4.78 .0000
3. Economic Alienation 2.78 2.66 .0423
and Powerlessness
4. Government is Responsible 4.72 4.85 .0147
for Social Welfare
5. Against Government Role 4.37 3.84 .0000
in Price Setting
6. Against Powerful Unions 4.66 4.63 N.S.
7. Workers Receive Tair
Treatment 3.70 3.48 .0007
8. Against Economic
Status Quo 4.56 4.80 -0001
1 = Strongly disagree with scale values N.S. = not significant

7 = Strongly agree with scale values

N = 1711
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& TABLE 10: SCALE SCORES OF PHASE II POSTTEST STUDENTS WITH DIFFERENT LEVELS
1o OF ECONOMIC KNOWLEDGE
%7,
3
¢ e f Bt e e
: Extent’ of Economic-Knowledge .
2 VALUES SCALES - .. : gr
He AL (Number" of ItemS?Eo;rect Out of 7)
i 0~ 2 3-4 5-6 . 7 level
.{r‘. . T .
i ~
: 1. Support for American )
. 2. Trust in Business 4.9 . 4.7 4.6 4.5 .0001
! 3. Economic-Alienation
: and Powerlessness 3.3 3.0 2.5 2.3 .0000
4. Government is Responsible
for Social Welfare 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.7 N.S.
z 5. Against Government Role
in Price Setting 3.8 3.8 4.2 4.6 .0000
6. Against Powerful Unions 4.3 4.5 4.8 4.9 .0000
7. Workers Receive Fair 3.3 3.4 3.7 4.0 .0000
Treatment
8. Against Economic 4.7 4.9 4.6 4.3 .0000

Status Quo

1 = Strongly disagree with scale values

7 = Stroungly agree with scale values
N = 1711
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TABLE 1l: PHASE II POSTTEST SCALE SCORES OF JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTS OF
DIFFERENT SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS*

e

, SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
VALUES SCALES (Lower) . (Righer)

1l 2 3 - 4 P level

.,..
2

5
¢,
i; 1. Support for American
£ Economic System 5.45 . 5.52 5.75 5.71 .0000
o 2. T in B - Co
3 rust in Business 4.68  “4.68 4.69 4.56 N.S.
i
£ . .
! 3. Economie Alienation
‘ and Powerlessness 3.06 2.91 2.58 2.47 .0000
% 4. Gcvernment is Responsibie
' for Social Welfare 4.95 4.87 4.78 4.53 .0000
!
1 5. Against Government Role 2o
: in Price Setting 4.26 4.10 3.83 4.06 .0048 "3
6. Against Powerful Unions 4.22 4.35 4.68 4.82 .0000 M
3
7. Workers Receive Fair 3.32 3.49 3.70 3.83 .0001 :
Treatment :
8. Against Economic 5.05  4.80 4.58 4.41 .0000 i
Status Quo 2

1 = Strongly disagree with scale values

7 = Strongly agree with scale values

*Socioeconomic Status (SES) is a,.composite variable with four components:
Mother's and Father's education and profession.

N = 1711
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TABLE 12
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ERDY,

Intorest in Public affairs
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Er i
RO

(Posttest)

Scale Scoxes of Jvaior High School Students with Different Levels of

A R TR e
S STRT AT R ’

-
oA

1 = Strongly disaaree with scale values

~
It

Strongly agree with scale values

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: . 4 . . o

o

b, - = 7 L s e PRl S
: . PR e DS S I A C R N o )
e

VALUE~ SCALE High Interest Medium Interest Lew Interest
, 1. Support for American , ' )
' Economic System 5.8 © 5.6 5.4
2. Trust in Business 4.7 4.6 4.7 > N.S.
3. Ecocnomic Alianaﬁicn T
and Powerlessness 2.5 2.7 3-..9
4. Govemment is
Respensibila for 4.8 4.7 4.8
Social Welfare
5. Against Government
Role in Price Setting 4.2 4.3 4.1 N.S.
6. Against Powerful Unionsg 4.8 4.7 4.5 .0495
7. Workers Receive Fair
Treatment 3.7 3.6 3.4 .0257
8. Against Economic
Status Quo 4.6 4.6 4.9 .0017
N = 1711
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TABLE 13 .

~

Posttest Scale Scores of Junior High School Students with
Different Political Party Identifications

. Strongly  Slightly °© Slightly Strongly
VALUES SCALE Republican Republican Democratic Democratic

1. Support for American
Economic System 5.8 ) 5.7 5.5 . 5.6

gt R0
A{;fﬁ; O
i

AL
pay
> ‘:' K
N
L]
¥

~

Trust in Business 4.8 4.7 4.6 4.7

Ty

3

s
w
L]

-

Economic Alienation
and Powerldéssness

F3)

2.5 2.6 2.7 2.9

LS

5y
S,

=
.

Government is
Responsible for 4.6 4.7 . 4.9 5.1
Social Welfare

O

$

}«
Lo
LN 5. Against Government
b i ) ) . 4.0
. Role in Price Setting 4.3 4.0 4.1
! 6. Against powerful 5.0 4.8 4.6 4.2
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SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL VALUES INVENTORY

1. PERSONAL ECONOMIC POWER
1. Being in business means taking unfair advantage of others.

2, Having the freedom to start my own business really means having the
freedom to take unfair advantage of others.

3. Profit is a sign that someone is being taken advantage of.
4, Getting ahead is mostly a matter of luck.

5. It's no use worrying about the-economy; I can't do anything about
it anyway.

6. The way our economic system is eeot up, nobo&y has a chance to get
ahead anymore..

7. It's foolish to do more than you have to in a job.
2. HOW WORKERS ARE TREATED
* 8, Most companies give employees a fair ghare of what the company earmns.

9. Most companies don't want to give employeeé a fair share of what the
company earns.

* 10. The average worker today is getting his or her fair share. .
11, The average worker today is getting less than his or her fair share.
3. "PATRIOTIC'" BUSINESS ATTITUDES
12, My freedom to choose my own occupation is very important.to me.
13, It's the duty of people to do their jobs the best they can.
14, Business will do anything for a profit.
15. The greatness of America is based on business.

,
: o g , :

8 STt SR 2

S R NS 2 S oS Rd

N

SH AN

o* T

L7

LS EnRE

16. Competition between businesses makes for the lowest prices.

Lot

17. If only our economy were reorganized, there would be more than
enough for everybody.

4, TECHNICAL INNOVATION AND SPECIALIZATION

13, Groups of individuals with specialized skills, working together, can
produce better products than individuals working alone.

e
2
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19. A company deserves its profits when they come as the result of deing
the best job for less money.
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20, We should use new machines whenever they can take the place of dirty
work that people have to do now.

21, Businesses that make a new product t-xe a risk; if people like their
product, a businzss deserves its prciits.

22, If you have a valuabie skill, you'll get ahead in our society.

* Indf:atas reverse scoring item.
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5. BUSINESS
23. There are practically no services which govemment can provide which
businesses couldn t provide better. .

A

%» 24, Only the produce: of- a quality product at a. fair price can survive

3. in our competit ve’ economy.

L 25. Most peoplé like their ‘jobs:

& 26. Govetnment should listen more to what the bus:lness community has to

K say. :

Q 27. business should be allowed to c‘narge as much as: people"are will:l.ng

f to onay. . . v:;.a T

v 28. Most businesses won t sell: products they 't:hinkzsate‘funsafe. :

. 29, Busivesges could provide more jobs, goods and setvices if they didn't séj’gi
“ have to pay so much in taxes. - . S @u ) r&?

30. Advettising :helps consumers to make intell*igent choiees.
g 6. THE ECONOMIC' S'I'ATUS Quo w R . )
31, The situatio‘a of ‘the average person is getting worse, not better.

32. America's wéalth is far too unequally ‘shaFed.
33. There are few real opportunities for the averas,: parson to start a gw‘;_k
business in America.today. . ‘;fé

Ee
34, We need a way to make incomes more equal in this country. §
®
35. The way our economic system is set up, nobody has a c'hance to get RS

ahead any nore. .
36. One of the bad things about our economic system is that the parson
at the bottom gets less help and has less security than in some 5
other systems. i3
7.  GOVERNMENT ROLE IN SOCIAL WELFARE i3
i 37. 1t is the responsibility of the government to take care of people *%
who can't take care of themselves, ‘A
* 38, Taking care of the poor and the sick is the job of far{lies and fg
churches, and not the jod of government. 4
39. The poor and the ill have a right to help from the gover ment.

* 40, A person who cannot {ind a job has only himself to blame. K
41. The unemployed shouldn't blame themselves for their situation; it's )
the fault of the economic system. i3
42, It should be the duty of government to be sure that everyone has a g
secure job and a decent standard of living. &
K
* Indicates reverse scoring item. fed
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B 8. [ECONOMIC INVERDEPENDENCE r
52y ' 43, In our specialized economy, each person depends on the efforts of ”jQ‘
& many other people for his or her economiciwell. being. 5
AN o
£ ’ }},j{
5 44, Qur society owes much to the contribution ofsbusiness. :ggg
r?:"" 3 ~x r‘o‘ .{,{?\"
% 45, Resources.are always limited, and we‘must make hard .choices about o]
. the best way ‘to use ‘them, - . e
1'{‘ ,Mi
i 46. Profits are:essevtial to bur country's economic health .j%%%
K: * . 0> " 9:
£ 9. PRICE CONTROLS T : N 3§%%
{";_ SN LN g 3 ‘}-;,5?‘
?i * 47, It".not&the business of govermmenc to control prices. %
?’ 48, Companiés should only be able to charge a government-controlled price

( for their products,

§ 49, The government should decide which goods are produced

10, WORR ETHIC . “

50. People who blame other people or "society" for their problems are
Just cupping out.

51. If workers want higher ﬁages, they mpst,work harder and produce more.
11, UNTIONS >
* 52, MMe'd all be better off if unions were stronger.
53, Unions are too powerful,

54, Employers should have the right to hire non-union workers if they
wnat to.

* Indicates reverse scoring item,
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e 10/1984 . 1-6/

%f{ POS?ES'{_}QUESTIONNAIRE FREQUENCIES 5-24/R
:,.;d,;,‘- = 11

[ I strongl

%@ diaasr:: Zi:h (excludes 88-case Posttest~only group) :g:::OZ:t:

- the statement the scatement

%‘f ; l Don't
ol ! Kaow
i 1 2 3 ) 5 6 7 8

&

%‘i

i

Thank you for your help! Eazrliier in the school year, you filled out a

a quastionnsire that rold us about.your economic values and veliefs. That
5 information will be part of an important study, from whichiwe will learn
b more about the valies of young pecple. We:have & sesond, and similar,

bt questionnaire fo: you to' fill out now. - Some of the-questions. will be che
% same as iast time: others will be -different. - e

’- ' N ‘ 4

s

On the next three pages thers are.statements tiac you xay agree or disagree . 54
with, We're interested in loariitug abouc your, feelings concerning.these - - .
statemancs. All of them have to do with the ‘Américan economy, ‘or how we make; 2
buy, and ssll things. Ve are all part of the econciy. Businesses and -govern=iis
ment are part-of the.aconomy too. - . ¢ N

ey

Whea you buy a record or ride on a bus or go to the dencist, you are t S
part in the economy. The govarnmauc takes part in the econowy too, when it 772
provides a service such as delivering the mail, or vhen it makes rules thaz . ‘i
businesses must follow. When you answer the questions below, iz will giva i
e & chance to learn vhat you feel about economic issuss.

Hera's an example:

If I shop and compare tefocre I buy, I can save money.

If you feel strongly that "If I shop and compare before I buy, I can save 4
monev," you would writs a "7" in the space before that statement. If you ¥
disagree slightly you would write a "3" next to the stacemenc. If your $
feelings are no stronger one vay than the other, you would write a "4" next 3
to the scatement. &

&

i

Maybe the statement is ome you don't understand, or is about something you'wve
rever reslly thought about and have no feelings about. 1If so, write an "8"
for "Don't Know” next to ths stacemert.

Thers are no right or wrong answers herea. FPlease just tell us how you feel, s
snd what you believe, about each statement. Now lat's turn to the next ;
page--and begin!
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& FCONOMICS VALUES INVENTORY DECK 01

£ I scrongly [ strongly

e disagree with ajrea wich

? the scatemsnt the stacemanc

% Oon'c
1 rd 3 4 b 6 7 8

P RS

GRAND MEAN:

4.2 1. The unemployed shouldn't blsme chemselves for cheir situacion: ic's
the fault of cthe ccm-ic s’yacn.\

,w*g,;x: R R YN

5.9 2. Rasources are alvan Imeoé, and ve msc m hard choices abouc
the best uy £o use them.

38
Ay

FIEE

4.8 3. One of the bad chinp about cur econowic system is that the persom ac
the bottom gets less halp and has lun security chen ia some o:hor

sysceus.
. 3:6 4. The avarsge worker coday is n_cziug his or her fair share.
! A:4_ S. The avarage vorkar coday is getcing less thin his or her fair share.
; __6_°‘:_ 6. Ic's the duty of people ts do their jobs the best they can.
..5..2.9.. 7. Amarica's wealth is far coo unecually shared.
4.2 8. There are fev real opportunities for tha average parson o stare a
business in America coday.
3:6 9. The poor and the 11l have a right to help from the governmenc. 3
4.7 10. It is the responsibilicy of governmenc to take care of people who can't ,;
take care of zhamselvas. &
4.1 11. Uniocs are too powerful. »‘m:
_i'_‘?__ 12. Wa naed a vay to maks incomes =ove equal in chis coumcry. :%
_5'_7___ 13. Profics are essaneisl to our councry's eccnomic health. %
i;L 14. Cur sociacy cwas much to tha contributions of businsss. %
2,6 15. Being in business maans taking unfair advancage of ochars. ”‘
3:4 16, The vay cur economic system is set up, nobody has a chance to gst :
shead any mora.
6.6 _17. My freedom to choose @y own occupation is very important to ma. 5
5.8 18, Comwetition between buninosses makes tar the lowast pricss. %
5.0 19. Businesses could provide more jcbs. goods and services if they didn't 1
have to pay so much in taxes. i
2.6 20, It's foolish to do more than you have to in & job.
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4,6 22.

t

1 23 2

g

¥

- 3.7 2.

2.8 2.

5.6 2.

i 5.2,
3.3 28,
3.5 29,
2.5 30,
4.3 31,
42 32,
3.0 33,
L5 6.
3.6 135,
3.2 136,
3.0 37,
3.9 138,
4.5 139,
4.5 40,

Business works best when there are few qoverument regulations.

Most companies don't givo emplovees a fair share of what the company
sarns.

Having the freedom to scart my own business teally means having thc
freedom to take advantage of others.

Most companies give employees a Gait_shitc'of what the company earns.

It's no use worrying about the economy: I can't do anything ahou: ic
aayvay. o

Our economy needs more psople wio are willing to save for the future.

A cnompany deserves {ts profits vhen they come as the result of doing
tha besc job for less money.

If vorkers vant higher wazes, they must work harder and producs more.

Companies should only be allowed to charge a govarnmenz-controlled
price for their produccs.

Profit is a sign that someone is being taken advantage of.
Advartising haelps cunsumers to make intelligenc choicas.

Mogt people lika thair jobs.

Getting ahead is mosctly a waczter of luck.

The situation of the average verson is gettina worgse, not batter.
We'd all be betzar off if lahor unicns were sczonger.

If you heve a valuable skill, you'll g2t shead in our society.

Taking cars of the poor and the sick is the fob of families and
churches, nog the job of governsanc.

It's noc- the businass of govaernment to contyol prices.
Host businessas woun't ssll products they think are unsafe.

It shsuld be the duty of the governzent to be sure that avarvone has
a secure job and a decsnt standard of livipg.
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ECONOMICS VALUES INVENTORY
I scrongly
disagres wich
the strzement

. T stroagly
agres vith
‘the statement

J ~ lon'e
- ~Sogv.
1 2 3 4 S 8 - <7 8§ .
- “+
5.1 41, Wg need government regulations to kesp

of us.
Government should listenvmore to wnat
say. . ' -

s

A person who cannot find a job has- only hinself to birwe:

Enplogors should have the
want to.

e 0 -

are just copping out.

If the government was less invulved in the economy, it would work

Groups of individuals with specialized. skills.

produce better products than individuals working: alone.

" 5:1 50. The Federal government should do more to reducs the gap between the :«33
incomes of poor people and the incomas of the wealthy. [LTA:

* 4.1 51. Bit by bit over the years, the government has bean taking our basic 75/ "ig}
freedoms avay from us. "‘;

* 3.1 52, The Federal government should not concern itself with reducing income 76/ Jia
differences betvaen the wealthy and tha poor. A

Y

*These three questiong were added to the Posttest EVI in an attempt to provide 77-19/R *é
an "objective” or independent check on respondents' ideological self-description. 80/1

However these three items were plagued with high "Don't Xnow" and "indifferent"
(point 4 on the 7-point scale) responses.
values approached 40%. ‘Thus,

difficulty of the liberal-conservative scale itgelf.
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businesses from taking sdvantage

‘the business coiiugi’:y has to

Business is a bettar provider of sdods-and services than {s governmenc.

rvight to hi::o noa~union wot;'kirgdiff they
People who blame oghar pcanle orr"locio:y" for-their aeconomic problems

If the sovernment was more invoived in the economy,” 1¢ would work iuc:ur;

warking toxether, can

For Q. 51, the combined miscing and indifferent
the ideology items appeared to replay the fundamental

better.
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BEGIN DECK 02

2
.

ECONOMIC FACT QUESTIONS

A4 A N .
K 2 ta e .r?

i

“{5?;} Up to this point you have been telling us your opinions about economic

R issues. There hav~ been no right or wrong answers, just your personal

G point of view. . ; ) o

if For the questions below,: however, we'd lik;'.'yog‘ to "switch. gears."

So These statements do.-have.right and wZong answers. They are not a test.

i%» We just want to find out.what kind-of: understarding students in your

% grade have about economics. . AR W

S So please, read each ,":L:‘u.,and;'igé ansver cacegories:carefully, and do

;‘ your best to pick the oné best dnswer. PUT AN "X' NEXT'?0° THE BEST ANSWER.
g 1. Those who believe that people should be taxed according to their abilicy
} to pay would be most Iikely to favor: : A .

: 1. An excise tax. 1. A piégrmi% income tax.

N

.
S5

2. A general sales tax. 4o A‘fii‘ogidggici;g ‘property rix.

S

. g
. 2. As mora sawaga Processing plants are built and pue %.n:o -operation, more ﬁ/x%
¥ fertilizer may be producad as a by-product. - If that happens, farcilizer 35?
- will be: S ‘
1. Wanted more. 3. Less expensive.
2. Hore expensive. 4. Wanted less.

3. When Commurist Chins bailds a canal entirely with hand labor, we can
probably assume thac: .

—l. Capital is relatively scarce thers.

emce?+ Canals built by hand are better.

—=—3+ Labor is relatively scarce thers.

——’. They have an sbundance of natural resources.

4. Inflation can be defined as a pariod of:

1. Increasing unemploynent., 3. Rising prices,

2. Shortage of money. 4. Failing banks. &

5. Most of the nmonay that Amarican buninesses receive by selling their 9/ :
products or services is paid as: ?

1. Profits to the owners. 3. Rent ¢tn property Jswuners.

2. Salaries to employees. 4. Interest on debes. 4

6. What is the reward of those who take the investment risk in a business? gy ii
1. Salaries. 3. Profits.

2, Wages, 4. Rents. 5

——n——————y

B D,

In a market economy such as the U.S., most goods are produced by:
1. Consumer cooperatives 3. Govermment industrias
2. Profic-making businesses 4. Nonprofit corporationms

11/
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l STUDENT INFORMA‘I’IONl 12/R ‘g

1. Did you use the textbook Qur Economy this semuster?

X IRTA R FGA P NPTt N N G Y A e 14 a0
Eie oy s L T ; ?..765\ 5}&

13/
V1. Yes 45%_2. Mo
2. Are you enrolled in Junior Achievesent's "Project Business"? 16/
9.8 1. Yes 99,222. Wo
3. Please fill in cthe code or last name which stands for your social studies
y teacher: 15-19/;
; (STUDERT PACKGRQUND AND PREFERENCES] o Lo 2078

Ny

This final section is about-you. Infomciqn abouc you: oconomic accicudu and

. values will mean .more {f 1: can be uhtld to infomcionzlbout««smwof your, other

. views and experiences. Runbar, your anwors are-c gggl‘ct:olv gri\mu, ne; ons: from

- your school will ever see them. And- ruubor too:that: your anwét,g to; thisrséccion |

are voluntary. The 1nforucion vhich you. supply hcrc ,am.; bo, oxtrmly valuablc to.,

this study. But if there is any quascion wr..ch* youx do noc vme cm anmr. ycu my o

skip ic. - : AR , _‘,%

1. Some people are economically much better off (have. bcctot‘ iobs, income, and houinz
for example) thar others. The following factors have bun suggesced, as oxplm:tons,
for why such differences between veople coma abouc. Please give your opiuion abouc :
the importance of each one. The morc important you think a’ factor is, the highot

the number, up to 7, that you will use. The leds important you. think a factor is,
the lower the number.
NOT VERY VERY
IMPORTANT IMPORTANT
Don't
l ] Know
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

How important is each factor below in explaining how econmomically well off (suc-
cessful or unsuccessful) an adult individusl 1s?

3.678 a. luck (good 1luck, bad luck) 21/
5.841 b. the number of jobs available in our socisty 22/ 5
5.993 ¢. & person's leval of incelligence 23/ ;;
3.906 4. g person's family background (for example, rich parents and 2w % ‘
childhood advantages: poor parents, disadvantages) JiK
6.274 . a person's willingnecs to work hard 25/
5.444 f. the number of well-qualified persons competing for jobs 26/
5.943 8. versonal initiative (for axample, will power, determination) 27/ j
2.836 h. a person's race or ethnicity (advanzage--or disadvantage [for 28/ 3
example, discrimination] bacause of the group one comes from)
6.265 i. a person's education and skills 29/
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2. What political varty do you lean toward? (Check one only.)

4

20.1Z1. T leun:struugly toward chg Republicans.

20.722. I lean slighcly toward:.the Republicans.

12.323. I lean slighely ’covfa'r.jg:l ‘the Democrats.

624, 1 lean scrongly'éoéa\rq-xche Democrats.
31.32 5. '

I lean neither toward the Republicans nor the Democrats.

a

3. Sometimes people talk about their political views in terms of the labels “liberal’s
and "conservative." Wher: do you place yourself on the seven-point scale below?”
(Pliease check ane answer only.) .

2.82 4, Veryf liberal \3. K
_6.8% 2. Liberal ?'
_6.22 3. Slightly liberal
22.3% 4. Moderate, middle of the road
_ﬁiz_ 5. Slightly conservative M}
__6_‘_2.5 6. Conservative ::f
1.92 7. Very conservative 4
36.5Z 8. No opinion or don't know
10.9Z2 9

,.

Missing -~ left blank or explicicly refused to answer question.

e R T IR ¥

4, Whom did you favor in the November presidential election? {Check one only.)

50.2% 1. Ronald Reagan _ 32/
35.32 2. Walter Mondale

29 3. Other

_E_._6_Z_ 4. Don't know

5. How interested were you in the election campaign?

23.7Z 1. Very interested
51.52 2.' Somewhat interested

24.82 3. HNot very interesced
§. How often do you watch the evening television news? (Check one only.) 34/-}

20.3Z2 1. Nighely
22.5% 2. More than half the time

34.0% 3. Somatimes
18.92 4, Seldom

4.4% 5. Never

L
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7. How often do You read the local and national news sactions of the
(Check one only)

10.91. patly
11.82. More then half the cima
29.8 3. Somatimes

32.24. Seldom
15.35. Never

aswspaper? 15/
Percent:

In your oyinion, vhich of the .ollowing groups of People ara ucre likely to be

Vell inforawd about Etan; sosuaz? Please rank chese groups in order, wich
a or. cae’besc informad, = “I™ for che next best informed, and so on. Be

lst..&........

6theveieeennns
P31« AP

rdeceeiennnes

Stheciieenn...
4th...........

rank and mean different rank (1-6) to each of the six sourcas.

1st.coieeiet 2,089  che media (celevision end nevspaper reportars) 42/
4th......... 3:766, your fellow classmaces
Sthe.eeeeeit 4,211 leaders of che business communicy
2nd......... 7;_2}}_ your faaily/peruncs

6th......... 4.853 clergy (w'atccers, priescs, rabbis)
3rd.........§;_§_5_§_ teachery

-

.68
.29

«22
.58

o

the media (talevisica and nevspaper reporters)
your fellow classmacas

leaders of the business community

your family/parents

clargy (mivisters, priests, rabbis)

94 teachers

|

3¢/
kY4
38/
39/
40/
41/
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9. Which of che following do you regard as your bast scurces of informstion abour
the issues that macter to you. Please rank thase sources in ordsr, with a "1
for your best source, a 72" for the uext besc, and so on. 3Be sure to assign o
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43/
44/
45/
a6/
47/
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*%10. Conpared to other 9th grade courses, how in:aruti_n_g 8 subject do you corsider
Economics to be?  (Check ons only)

6.0%1, very interesting

17,43 2. Somewhat above average in interest
44.2%3, 0f average interest
2&2&. Somevwhat below averages in f{nterestc
12.5%5. Very unincerescins

8. Ho opinica, or don't kuow (excluded from analysis; less than 1%)

48/

- T s Tax
LK o 1 Ve LTS

Z1h5n n e £ n

** 11. Compared to ocihr 9ch grade coursaes, howv imporcant do you consider the subject
Economics to be? (Check one only)

30.2%1. Very taporesze
46.0%82. Of suce {mporcance
17.0%3, somewhat uninporcent
§-8% . Very unizpoctact

8. No opiaion, or den't know {(excluded; less than 1%)

43/
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**Q 10 and Q 11 asked of

$0/7
Minneapolis respondents only THANK YOU ?gg YOUR ?Pm‘toust $1-75/2
(at Pretest and Posttest). THEY DO COUNT!

76--79/4420
80/2
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