
37? 
A/etd 

/*j- /6s%? 

PRISONERS' SELF-HELP PACKETS FOR 

POSITIVE BEHAVIORAL CHANGE 

DISSERTATION 

Presented to the Graduate Council of the 

North Texas State University in Partial 

Fulfillments of the Requirements 

For the Degree of 

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 

By 

Kenneth J. Kohutek, M. S, 

Denton, Texas 

December, 1980 



Kohutek, Kenneth J., Prisoners' Self-Help Packets for 

Positive Behavioral Change. Doctor of Philosophy 

(Counseling Psychology), December, 1980, 64 pp., 16 tables, 

12 figures, references, 45 titles. 

This study investigated the efficacy of bibiliotherapy 

in a correctional setting. Bibliotherapy (the utilization 

of books, pamphlets, or other literature) has been 

recommended as an adjunct to psychotherapy when professional 

time was at a premium or when the motivational level of the 

clientele was marginal. 

Subjects were 54 volunteers recruited from both the 

general prison population (unsegregated) and the segregation 

unit of a maximum security Federal penitentiary. Average age 

of the sample was 34.5 years with an average sentence of 15 

years. In each of the two locations, two treatment groups 

were given self-help packets and the control group was given 

readings of a general nature. The personal-growth group 

was given a packet which required the participant to examine 

his past recollections, interpersonal relationships, and 

intrapersonal conflicts. The rational-growth group was given 

a packet which included the material in the personal-growth 

packet as well as a selected reading with a rational-emotive 

emphasis. The general readings consisted of novels of a psy-

chological nature but not necessarily related to personal growth. 



Because intelligence could be a confounding variable in 

the evaluation of bibliotherapy, this variable was controlled 

for by rank ordering the subjects on the basis of their Beta 

full-scale IQ scores and assigning them to treatment groups 

so that each of the three groups in both the general prison popu-

lation and the segregation unit, for a total of six groups. 

All subjects completed the Levenson Locus of Control 

scale and the Personal Attribute Inventory. Each was 

interviewed once a week to clarify any questions he might 

have on the reading material and to make certain that 

satisfactory progress was being made toward the completion 

of the readings. At the end of the 4-week period, the 

inventories were readministered to each subject. A 6-weeks 

follow-up was conducted at which time the inventories were 

once more completed. 

A 2 X 3 X 3 analysis of variance with repeated measures 

on one variable suggested, contrary to the proposed hypotheses, 

that there were no differences between the three reading 

packets. There was, however, a significant difference in 

test administrations on the variables of self-concept and 

internal locus of control. There was interaction between 

treatment methods and groups on the Chance locus of control, 

There were no significant differences on the dependent 

measure of Powerful Others locus of control or between the 



two samples as a result of their housing situation (population 

or segregation). Also, there were no differences between 

levels of participation on the dependent variables. 

These results suggest that, regardless of reading 

material, improvement occurs on the dimensions of self-concept 

and Internal locus of control. One intervening variable which 

might have accounted for this change was the frequency of 

therapist intervention. The interaction suggested that 

volunteers in the segregation unit who received the rational-

growth readings attributed more of their situation to chance 

than the group who received the rational-growth readings in 

the general population or the general-readings group on 

segregation status. The possibility was presented that 

inmates on segregation status were experiencing a crisis 

situation and were more in need of supportive counseling than 

reeducative therapy. 

It was concluded that bibliotherapy may have a facili-

tative effect on self-concept and Internal locus of control, 

but this effect cannot be differentiated from the facilitative 

effects of therapist intervention. 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Bage 

LIST OF TABLES iv 

LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS vi 

Dissertation 

Introduction 1 

Method 11 

Subjects 
Materials 
Measures 
Procedure 

Results 20 

Discussion 22 

Appendices 29 

References 59 

1X1 



LIST OF TABLES 

Table Page 

1. Summary of 2 X 3 X 3 Analysis of Variance for 
Segregated and Unsegregated Inmates, and for 
Rational, Personal, and Control Group Treatments 
with Repeated Measures on Self-Concept 31 

2. Summary of 2 X 3 X 3 Analysis of Variance for 
Segregated and Unsegregated Inmates, and for 
Rational, Personal and Control Group Treatments 
with Repeated Measures (Internal Locus of Control) 32 

3. Summary of 2 X 3 X 3 Analysis of Variance for 
Segregated and Unsegregated Inmates, and for 
Rational, Personal, and Control Group Treatments 
with Repeated Measures (Chance Locus of Control) 33 

4. Summary of 2 X 3 X 3 Analysis of Variance for 
Segregated and Unsegregated Inmates, and for 
Rational, Personal, and Control Group Treatments 
with Repeated Measures (Powerful Others) . . . . 34 

5. Means and Standard Deviations on the Self-Concept 
Scale for participants in the Rational Growth, 
Personal Growth, and General Readings Group. . . 35 

6. Means and Standard Deviations on the Internal 
Locus of Control scale for participants in the 
Rational Growth, Personal Growth, and General 
Readings Groups 36 

7. Means and Standard Deviations on the Powerful 
Others Locus of Control Scale for participants 
in the Rational Growth, Personal Growth, and 
General Readings Groups 37 

8. Means and Standard Deviations on the Chance Locus 
of Control Scale for participants in the Rational 
Growth, Personal Growth, and General Readings 
Groups 38 

9. Means and Standard Deviations on the Self-Concept 
Scale for participants in the General Population 
or on Segregation Status 39 

10. Means and Standard Deviations on the Ihternal 
Locus of Control Scale for participants in the 
General Population or on Segregation Status. . . 40 

iv 



LIST OF TABLES - Continued 

Table Page 

11. Means and Standard Deviations on the Powerful 
Others Locus of Control Scale for participants 
in the General Population or on Segregation Status 41 

12. Means and Standard Deviations on the Chance 
Locus of Control Scale for participants in the 
General Population or on Segregation Status . . . 42 

13. Means and Standard Deviations on the Self-Concept 
Scale for High and Low Participants 43 

14. Means and Standard Deviations on the Internal 
Locus of Control Scale for High and Low 
Participants . 44 

15. Means and Standard Deviations on the Powerful 
Others Locus of Control Scale for High and Low 
Participants 45 

16. Means and Standard Deviations on the Chance 
Locus of Control for High and Low Participants. . 46 

v 



LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS 

Figure Page 

1. Rational Growth, Personal Growth, and General 
Readings Groups on Self-Concept 47 

2. Rational Growth, Personal Growth, and General 
Readings Groups on Internal Locus of Control. . . 48 

3. Rational Growth, Personal Growth, and General 
Readings Groups on Powerful Others Locus of 
Control 49 

4. Rational Growth, Personal Growth, and General 
Readings Groups on Chance Locus of Control. . . . 50 

5. General and Segregation Populations on 
Self-Concept 51 

6. General and Segregation Groups on Internal Locus 
of Control 52 

7. General and Segregation Populations on Powerful 
Others Locus of Control 53 

8. General and Segregation Populations on Chance 

Locus of Control 54 

9. High and Low Participants on Self-Concept . . . . 55 

10. High and Low Participants on Internal Loucs 
of Control 56 

11. High and Low Participants on Powerful Others 
Locus of Control 57 

12. High and Low Participants on Chance Loaus 
of Control 58 

vx 



PRISONERS' SELF-HELP PACKETS FOR 

POSITIVE BEHAVIORAL CHANGE 

The most commonly used techniques of psychotherapeutic 

intervention within a correctional setting have been the 

traditional modes of individual and group psychotherapy 

(Federal Bureau of Prisons, 1978a). These approaches have 

not always been the most practical in the prison setting for 

a variety of reasons including: expense involved in providing 

these services, problems with lack of standardization within 

this setting, and the questionable outcomes of these interven-

tion efforts. 

A major disadvantage of the traditional approaches has 

been their impracticality. The limited amount of time a 

psychologist had for therapy was exemplified in the Federal 

Bureau of Prisons with an inmate population of nearly 30,000 

and approximately 100 psychologists (Federal Bureau of Prisons, 

1978b). When an estimated 20% of the inmate population had 

a history of psychiatric disorders (Roth & Ervin, 1971), the 

amount of time per inmate has been limited indeed. The shortage 

has been not only in the professional staff, but also in the 

number of paraprofessionals and allocated funds (Geller, 

Johnson, Hamlin, & Kennedy, 1977). These shortages have been 

particularly pronounced in segregation units because of the 

low priority of these cases due to their "unmanageable" 



condition (Geller et al., 1977). This shortage seemed ironic, 

because these unmanageables probably would be the group most 

in need of psychological intervention. 

There has often been a stigma attached to seeking psycho-

therapy (Scheckenback, 1974). This stigma may have originated 

either from the correctional staff or from the inmate popula-

tion. There has been the possibility that the staff within 

a correctional setting may have stigmatized a particular 

program and, either actively or passively, undermined efforts 

which resulted in its eventual downfall. A number of programs 

have experienced failures because of the lack of staff support 

(Geller et al., 1977; Martinson, 1974; White & Dean, 1969). 

The nature and degree to which the staff has undermined 

programs has varied, but it has been adequately documented 

that in order for a program to meet with any level of success, 

it must have the support of not only the staff's active parti-

cipation in the project, but also the majority of staff in 

the institution. 

Those inmates who have been involved in therapeutic 

efforts have run the risk of reprisals from other inmates, 

including loss of life (Conekin, 1978) . This situation 

existed for a variety of reasons, but the most common appeared 

to be a mistrust of any programs and a general unawareness of 

the process of psychotherapy. Scheckenback (1974) reported 

reasons for failure which included the rumored uses of 



psychosurgery, mind-control through use of drugs, and brain-

washing as standard techniques. Scott (1977) stated that for 

psychotherapy to have any positive effects in a correctional 

setting, there had to be a great deal of mutual trust between 

the parties involved. Because of the inmate/staff polarity 

in many prisons, this trust has often been difficult to 

establish. Attempting to maintain confidentiality has been 

a problem which possibly interfered with the development of 

a trusting relationship. Psychologists working within prison 

systems have been placed in a dual position in which a question 

of loyalty to the employer or client might jeopardize the 

treatment process (American Psychological Association, 1978). 

The lack of standardization of factors, such as lack of 

thoroughness in describing effective treatment approaches 

(Scott, 1976; Zimmerman, Guest, & Geist, 1974), failure to 

consider person/situation interactions (Reppucci & Clingempeepl, 

1978), and failure to standardize dependent variables, has 

further complicated interpretation of studies conducted in a 

correctional setting. Both Scott (1976) and Zimmerman et al., 

(1974) reported positive outcomes as a result of psychotherapy, 

but neither study provided an adequate description of their 

techniques. These two studies also exemplified the problem 

of the wide variance of inmates found in a correctinal setting. 

Zimmerman et al. directed their efforts toward a group of 

inmates in a maximum security penitentiary, while Scott dealt 



with inmates on work release. The diverse populations suggested 

that very different problems were addressed by these investiga-

tors. For an inmate with a lengthy sentence, a realistic goal 

would be aiding in the adjustment to confinement and dealing 

with institutional problems, but for the inmate on work release, 

appropriate counseling would be learning to deal with problems 

which might arise during the transition period of his return 

to the mainstream of society. 

Moos (1975) provided further support on the diversity 

of correctional settings by reporting that institutions varied 

among a myriad of dimensions. Differences were reflected in 

the attitude of inmates as meausred by the Corrrectional 

Institutions Environmental Scale. These variations among 

inmates have often led to erroneous generalizations at the 

expense of the individual inmate in dealing with his specific 

situation. In an attempt to overcome the lack of information, 

Reppucci and Clingempeel (1978) recommended that subjects 

should be asked to describe the situation influences on their 

behavioral consistency. 

Another example of the lack of standardization has been 

a failure to make dependent measures consistent. Scott 

(1977) presented case histories describing very different 

individuals with little discussion of objective measurements 

of success. Milan and McKee (1976) enumerated their dependent 

variables such as carrying out assigned responsibilities, 



keeping the living area clean, and pursuing educational 

endeavors. Zimmerman et al. examined the dependent measures 

characterizing the actual and ideal self. 

The questionable efficacy of psychotherapeutic inter-

vention has been another disadvantage of traditional approaches. 

It has been suggested that not all therapeutic interventions 

bring out a positive behavioral change with inmates (Lehman-

Olson, 1975; Macomber, 1975; Martinson, 1974; Wilkes & 

Martinson, 1976). Macomber (1975) reported that there were 

no behavioral differences as measured by the MMPI, the 

Taylor-Johnson Temperament Analysis, or the frequency of 

institutional infractions between those inmates involved in 

group psychotherapy and other organized groups, such as 

Alcoholics Anonymous and a Bible seminar. Martinson (1974), 

in a comprehensive review of the literature on correctional 

rehabilitative efforts, concluded that with few and isolated 

exceptions, the rehabilitative efforts reported had no 

appreciable effect on recidivism. The rehabilitative efforts 

considered in his review included educational/vocational 

training, individual/group counseling, and medical treatment. 

Based on the premise that the traditional methods of 

psychotherapy may not be the treatment of choice for a 

correctional population, more innovative techniques must be 

explored which will not only increase the cost-effectiveness 

of providing psychological services to inmates, but will also 



yield a way in which the effects of treatment can be more 

easily evaluated. 

Bibliotherapy as an intervention technique has been 

defined as attempts by a therapist to "change faulty attitudes 

and to influence poor motivation to more constructive motivation 

in certain patients through the assigned readings of articles, 

pamphlets, and books" (Wolberg, 1967, p. 905). As biblio-

therapy has been recommended for use when an individual either 

was not adequately motivated for therapy or required more 

insight before entering therapy, utilization among a prison 

population would seem particularly appropriate. In addition, 

bibliotherapy has incurred nominal cost of professional time 

in that the amount of therapist intervention has been as 

little as no contact at all during the initial treatment 

phase (Glasgow & Rosen, 1978). Furthermore, the stigma 

related to weekly meetings with a therapist was lessened 

because the bulk of work was completed away from the therapy 

sessions and therapeutic encounters were brief. The fact 

that many inmates were avid readers (Scheckenback, 1974) 

enhanced the feasibility of this approach which has already 

demonstrated its efficacy for a number of problems addressed 

in psychotherapy, including self-concept (Zinter, 1974), 

weight loss and test anxiety (Glasgow & Rosen, 1978), and 

educational-related problems in a correctional setting 

(Clements & McKee, 1968). Glasgow and Rosen (1978) contended 



that this approach was viable for a wide array of symptoms 

if the following factors could be controlled: subject 

recruitment, experimental design, amount of therapist inter-

vention, efficiency/effectiveness, and issues of"maintenance. 

Because of the myriad of readings which could be selected 

for bibliotherapy, the efficacy would seem to be related to 

the nature of the readings utilized. For example, a program 

could be tailored to meet the needs of the individual inmate 

or structured to treat a combination of behavioral problem 

areas, such as locus of control and self-concept. These 

traits are appropriate for study within a correctional setting 

because they appear to be influenced by incarceration and the 

manner an individual adjusts while confined. Incarceration 

seems to adversely influence one's self-esteem (Fichter, 

Zimmerman, & Moore, 1973), reduce one's internal locus of 

control (Levenson, 1975), and bring about a variety of 

adverse effects as measured by the MMPI (Bauer & Clark, 1976? 

Steininger, 1959). 

Fichtler et al., (1973) reported that an individual's 

self-esteem decreased after 1 year of incarceration. Results 

of a self-esteem scale indicated that upon entry into the 

correctional setting, the incarcerated individual's self-esteem 

did not differ from that of a college sample. However, after 

1 year of incarceration, a change had been recorded in a 

negative direction. 



The degree of change in incarcerated individuals from 

internal to external locus of control appeared to be 

influenced both by the length of incarceration as well as by 

the number of times an individual had been placed on segrega-

tion status (Levenson, 1975). Although Groh and Goldenberg 

(1976) found that participation in institutional activities 

resulted in a more internal orientation, the majority of 

inmates still responded in a more external direction than a 

group of individuals who were not incarcerated. 

Wood, Wilson, Jessor, & Hogan (1966) utilized a prison 

inmate sample and found that inmates labeled as troublemakers 

were characterized as being externally oriented. They were 

perceived as being defensive in their relationships with others, 

dogmatic in their views, alienated, and pessimistic in their 

outlook on life. The internally oriented inmate was described 

as being more sociable, self-confident, friendly, and possess-

ing a brighter outlook on his future. 

Brown (1976) reported that, according to MMPI profiles, 

internally oriented inmates viewed themselves in a more 

favorable light than externally oriented inmates. Internals 

were also more confident, outgoing, and inner-directed while 

externals had a profile more suggestive of psychopathology, 

Steininger (1959) and Bauer and Clark (1976) found similar 

effects upon personality as a result of incarceration. The 

effects, as assessed by the MMPI, included a loss of self-



esteem (K), increased depression (D), a deterioration of the 

thought processes (Sc), and an increase in antisocial ideation 

(PD and Ma). 

Benjamin and Lux (1977) reported that solitary confine-

ment led to the eventual exhibiting of either angry or destruc-

tive acts, depressive reactions or withdrawal, and psychotic 

behavior. Although this review was addressed primarily to 

solitary confinement, it was stated that similar effects were 

obtained from incarceration and exacerbated by solitary 

confinement. 

Therapy directed at the self-concept and locus of control 

could be developed to help the individual realize that he 

does have a certain amount of control over his situation. 

Cognitive restructuring, offered to individuals on segregation 

status, would also be a preferred method of intervention. 

It would appear then that if the problems of self-concept 

and locus of control were to be successfully addressed, a 

combination of cognitive restructuring and self-instruction 

would be the most promising treatment strategy. Cognitive 

restructuring has been designed to help the patient become 

cognizant of maladaptive thoughts which produced inappropriate 

behavior and to replace these thoughts with more healthy, 

rational thoughts. This approach has proven to be effective 

with a wide array of psychological disorders including anger 

(Novaco, 1977), anxiety (Moleski & Tosi, 1976) and character 

disorders (Ellis, 1962). 
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Another method of dealing with a negative self-concept 

and external locus of control would be the redefinition of 

an individual's goals. This approach has been exemplified 

by the 'private monologues" approach in self-instruction which 

involved having the individual become more aware of self-

defeating statements, thereby producing more adaptive self-

verbalizations (Mahoney, 1974; Maltz, 1960). A factor inherent 

in this procedure has been the numerous "auto-suggestions" 

which stressed a change in thought habits. By attending to 

the covert dialogue, clients could be made aware of the cogni-

tive process and eventual consequences of their behavior. 

By bringing the consequences to the conscious level, they 

could choose to change the goals and, as a result, their behavior. 

It may be ascertained from the foregoing discussion 

that the utilization of bibliotherapy in a correctional setting 

has not been explored to its fullest extent. The experimental 

problem of this present study was to assess the usefulness of 

bibliotherapy in coping with psychological problems found 

within the correctional setting. This investigation was 

designed to explore the effects of two self-help packets on 

two diverse prison populations. 

The following hypotheses were tested. 

1. The rational-growth and personal-growth groups will 

both show a positive change greater than the general-readings 

group on the variables of Self-concept and Locus of Control 
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for Internal, Poweful Others, and Chance. The positive change 

will be sustained for both treatment groups through the 

follow-up phase. 

2. Those participants in the general population will 

demonstrate a more positive change on the dependent measures 

than will those on segregation status. 

3. Those participants denoted as high-level participants 

will demonstrate a more positive change on the dependent 

variable than those denoted as low-level participants. 

Method 

Subj ects 

Subjects were 54 male inmates incarcerated at a maximum 

security Federal penitentiary. All were volunteers with 27 

from the general population of the institution and 27 from a 

segregation unit. A total of 12 volunteers had been excluded 

because they either chose not to complete the study, there was 

a change in their institutional status during the study, or 

they had been diagnosed as psychotic within 1 year prior to 

the commencement of this study. 

The majority of inmates housed in the segregation unit 

were there because of a serious infraction of institutional 

policies. Some, however, were placed on this status at their 

request for protection purposes. Generally, those inmates 

on segregation status were considered to have a series of 

problems in adjusting to a correctional setting and, conse-

quently, were a disruptive factor in the institution. 
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The average age of the sample was 34.5 years with an 

average sentence of 15 years. The ethnic ratio was 61% 

caucasian, 26% black, with the remaining 7% of Hispanic, 

Indian, or Oriental extraction. The average IQ as measured 

by the Beta was 112. 

Materials 

The materials consisted of three sets of readings: 

the personal-growth packet, the rational-growth packet, and 

the general readings. 

Packet for personal-growth group. The packet for the 

personal-growth group consisted of the programmed text 

Human Psychology; Experiments in Awareness (Howard, 1972). 

This book was a structured workbook designed to help the 

reader gain insight into personal thoughts and feelings. 

Items in the book considered a variety of factors in an 

individual's life, including past recollections, interpersonal 

relationships, and intrapersonal conflicts. 

Examples included: 

1. Remember back as far as you can and write 

down all the nicknames you've had. 

2. Who was your first friend outside your 

immediate family? Describe your friend-

ship with him/her. 

3. What is the worst thing that has ever 

happened to you? Please elaborate on this. 

4. Do you like yourself right now? Please elaborate. 
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Packet for rational-growth group. The packet for the 

rational-growth group consisted of the material for the 

personal-growth group plus You and Your Emotions (Maultzby 

& Hendricks, 1974). This manual provides a description of 

Rational Emotive Therapy as a cognitive restructuring 

approach to changing an individual1s maladaptive thoughts to 

aid in the development of more productive behavior. Examples 

of study items for this group included those from the personal-

growth group plus the following examples: 

1. What are the five requirements for rational 

thinking? 

2. Construct a Rational Self-Analysis related 

to depression in your current life situation. 

3. How can an individual tell the difference 

between rational and irrational thinking? 

Packet for general-readings (control) group. The literature 

for the control group consisted of readings of a more general 

nature than the two treatment groups. The primary reading was 

the novel Flowers for Algernon (Keyes, 1959) which was selected 

because of its relevance to general mental health issues and 

nonspecificity to self-help techniques. To insure volunteer's 

naivete as to control group placement, the following study 

items were distributed: 

1. Who gained more from the study—Charlie or 

the scientists? Please elaborate. 
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2. What was Charlie's largest gain from his 

experience at the laboratory? 

3. What does this story mean to you? Please elaborate. 

Measures 

The dependent measures consisted of Levenson's Locus 

of Control Scale (Levenson, 1974) and the Personal Attribute 

Inventory (Parish, Bryant, & Shirazi, 1976a). Both of these 

scales were selected because of their psychometric adequacy, 

feasibility, and relevance to theoretical formulation. 

Levenson's Locus of Control Scale. This scale consisted 

of 24 Likert-style items which were divided into three scales: 

Internal, Powerful Others, and Chance (_I, P, and C) . The 

rationale for using these three scales rather than Internal-

external format described by Rotter (1966) was that, according 

to Levenson (1973a, 1973b), a person who believed the world 

was unordered (Chance) would behave and think differently 

from a person who thought that the world was ordered but 

someone else was in control (Powerful Others). The scale has 

satisfactory reliability (Levenson, 1974a, 1974b) and 

validity (Levenson, 1975). Internal consistencies of .64 for 

the I scale, .77 for P, and .78 for the C scale with split-half 

reliabilities varying from .62 to .67 for 1, .66 to .82 for P, 

and .64 to .71 for the C scale. A test-retest over a 1-week 

period found correlations of .64 (I.) , .74 (P) , and .78 (C) . 

The correlation between scales on this inventory range from 

.54 (P X C) , .04 (P XI), to .03 (C X I). None of these 
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coefficients reached statistical significance, although the 

P X C coefficient suggested that these two scales were not 

completely independent. 

The construct validity of the scale was demonstrated in 

a study where parental interactions with their children was 

predicted by the offspring's locus of control. The Locus of 

Control Scale scores of psychiatric patients also contributed 

to the construct validity in that those who were committed 

believed significantly more that powerful others had control 

over their lives than did voluntarily committed patients. 

Readmitted patients were significantly higher on the Powerful 

Others scale, and short-term patients were less likely to 

believe in Chance than those who were hospitalized for a 

longer period of time. 

The utilization of the scale within a correctional setting 

supported the construct validity of the instrument as well as 

the suitability for use in this setting. The inventory was 

brief and the individual items all correlated between 0.Q0 

and 0.19 with the Marlow-Crowne Social Desirability Scale. 

The locus of control dimension as described by this instrument 

appeared to be especially relevant for research within an 

institutional setting in that the Powerful Others dimension 

provided an additional category for those individuals who 

believed that their world was ordered but that control was 
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currently in the hands of others. This would suggest that a 

potential for control existed and the behavior of persons 

scoring high would reflect this cognitive framework. 

Personal Attribute Inventory. The Personal Attribute 

Inventory consisted of 100 adjectives selected from the 

Adjective Checklist (Gough, 1960). There were 50 positive 

and 50 negative adjuectives of which the respondent selected 

30 which were most descriptive of himself. The inventory 

was developed by administering the Adjective Checklist to 

127 individuals with the instructions to indicate whether 

or not the adjectives were good or bad labels of people. 

Those adjectives which were classified into one of the two 

categories by 95% of the subjects were then selected for the 

inventory. This method of construction supported the content 

validity of the inventory. Criterion-related validity had 

been established by comparing the inventory with other 

measures of attitudes (Parish, Bryant, & -Shirazi, 1976a, 

1976b). The Attribute Inventory has been found to be highly 

correlated with both the Favorable and Unfavorable scales 

of the Adjective Checklist supporting its concurrent validity 

(Parish & Eads, 1977). The reliability of the Attribute 

Inventory was favorable in that a test-retest correlation 

after a 10-week interval was .70 (Parish & Eads, 1977). 
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Although research on this form has not been reported in 

a correctional setting, the Attribute Inventory would seem 

useful because it is brief, concise, and a relatively unob-

trusive measure of one's attitude. The Attribute Inventory 

takes approximately 5 minutes to complete, 1 minute to score, 

and is easily understood by respondents of at least average 

intelligence. 

Procedure 

Inmates housed in the prison population and segregation 

units were informed by written memorandum (see Appendix A) 

that a self-help packet was being implemented on a pilot 

basis and volunteers were being sought to provide the feed-

back on its feasibility. Those interested in participating 

were asked to return the memorandum expressing their interest, 

Each volunteer was interviewed and received more details 

about the study. The following was told each interested 

individual: 

The self-help packet consists of a variety of 

reading directed at aiding you to gain insight 

into yourself and the world around you. It is 

designed to take approximately 4 weeks to complete. 

Because this is a pilot project, you will be 

asked to complete a battery of psychological 

inventories. The findings of this battery will 

not go into your central file. The test results 
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will be kept in a research folder and will not 

become a part of your permanent record. After 

the packet has been completed, you will be 

asked to take the psychological battery again, 

then once more 6 weeks later. Because of the 

nature of this research, more details cannot 

be divulged at this time. However, you will 

be provided with all details of this study 

as well as an interpretation of your test 

results after the completion of the study. 

Those still expressing an interest were required to sign 

the Informed Consent Form (see Appendix B) stating that their 

participation was voluntary and their only reimbursement 

would be the personal knowledge gained from participating 

in this project. Also, a memorandum was placed in their 

central file stating that they participated in and completed 

this study. 

Because intelligence could be a confounding variable in 

the evaluation of bibliotherapy (Glasgow & Rosen, 1978) , this 

variable was controlled for by rank ordering the subjects on 

the basis of their Beta full-scale IQ scores and assigning 

them to treatment groups so that each group was approximately 

equal on this dimension. This procedure was performed on 

those from the general prison population, as well as the ones 

from the segregation unit. This procedure created three 
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groups (rational-growth, personal-growth, and control) from 

the two units (prison population and segregation unit) for 

a total of six groups. 

All subjects completed the Levenson Locus of Control 

scale and the Personal Attribute Inventory. Each was inter-

viewed once a week to clarify any questions he might have on 

the reading material and to make certain that satisfactory 

progress was being made toward the completion of the readings. 

At the end of the 4-week period, the inventories were readmin-

istered to each subject. A 6-weeks follow-up was conducted 

at which time the inventories were once more completed. All 

subjects were thanked for their cooperation at their final session. 

To assess the effects of the level of participation and 

effectiveness, a rater evaluated the first and last chapters 

completed by the inmates. This evaluation considered the 

length and quality of written responses and assessed a value 

from a 5-point Likert-type scale to each chapter. 

The rater was a clinical psychologist who was requested 

to read the chapters given him and assigning a numerical value 

from 1 to 5 based on his perception of the respondent's involve-

ment in answering the question. Factors considered in the 

respondent's involvement were amount of time spent in writing 

the response as well as the depth of answer to the questions. 
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Results 

The homogeneity of variance on the pretreatment data 

was analyzed for each of the four dependent variables by 

using the Hartley F-Maximum test for homogeneity of variances. 

The following F-max ratios were obtained: Self-Concept—2.55; 

Internal locus of control—4.85; Chance locus of control 

4.85; Powerful Others locus of control--3.15. These findings 

indicated homogeneity among variances for each dependent 

measure. A series of one-way analysis of variances was 

conducted to determine whether the pretreatment data for any 

of the treatment groups differed within the dependent measures. 

It was found that no statistical differences existed at the 

initial testing within the variables. 

An analysis of variance with repeated measures (Winer, 

1971) with three treatment methods, two testing periods, and 

two treatment groups was performed on the data for each of 

the dependent measures. There was a significant effect found 

between the testing periods for both Self-concept as shown 

in Table 1 (see Appendix C) and Internal locus of control 

shown in Table 2 (see Appendix D). On the Chance locus of 

control scale, a significant interaction was found between 

the treatment methods and treatment groups as indicated in 

Table 3 (see Appendix E). No significant effects were found 

on the Powerful Others scale shown in Table 4 (see Appendix F). 

There were no statistical differences on Self-concept (F = 0.20; 
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df = 1, 30) Internal (F = 0.04; df = 1, 30), Chance (F = 0.16; 

df = 1, 30), or Powerful Others (F = 0.05; df = 1, 30) when 

the level of participation was considered. 

A Duncan's Multiple Range Test applied to the testing 

period means of the Self-concept variable showed that the 

pretreatment data differed significantly (£ .05) from both 

the posttreatment and follow-up data. This finding indicated 

that there was an increase in self-concept scores during the 

treatment phase and remained stable to the follow-up testing. 

The change across testing periods on the Internal locus 

of control scale was also examined by the Duncan's Multiple 

Range test. No differences between the pretreatment and 

follow-up or the posttreatment and follow-up were found; 

however, a statistically significant difference (& .05) 

existed between the pretreatment and posttreatment data. 

This indicated that an increase in Internal locus of control 

occurred during treatment but was not sustained through the 

follow-up period. 

The interaction between treatment methods and groups 

for the dependent measure of Chance locus of control was 

examined by an F test for simple effects. A significant 

difference was found to exist between the rational-growth 

readings and the general readings on the two treatment groups 

(F = 5.53; df. = 2.52). A Duncan's Multiple Range Test revealed 

a significant difference (p. .05) between the rational-growth 
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groups in the segregation unit and in the general population 

with the general population benefiting more from this set of 

readings than the participants on segregation status. There 

was also a significant difference (p. .05) between the 

general-readings group and the rational-growth readings in 

the segregation unit. 

Discussion 

The first hypothesis which stated that the rational-

growth and personal growth groups would demonstrate a positive 

change greater than the general readings group on the variables 

of Self-concept and Locus of Control for Internal, Powerful 

Others, and Chance was not supported. Regardless of reading 

material, a positive change is found on both variables. Due 

to the conceptual differences among the reading materials, the 

result of no difference is somewhat surprising in that the 

general—readings group evidence as great a change on the 

variables as do the structured therapeutic self-help methods. 

The positive change could have occurred as a function of the 

experimenter's attention. Glasgow and Rosen (1978) differen-

tiate between three levels of therapist intervention: patient 

oriented (no contact with therapist), minimal contact (infrequent 

meetings between therapist and patient), and therapist oriented 

(weekly or more often^meetings). They state that, although 

each level has advantages, the level of contact should be 

controlled for when evaluating bibliotherapy. 
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In a sense, the adage of "anything is better than 

nothing" is supported by these findings. These results are 

similar to Macomber1s (1975) who found no differences on 

personality tests or frequency of institutional infractions 

between inmates participating in group psychotherapy, a 

Bible seminar, or Alcoholics Anonymous. Though no significant 

results are achieved on the dependent measure, it is note-

worthy that seven of the participants in the rational-growth 

and personal-growth groups requested additional reading 

material and four requested regular appointments with the 

staff psychologist. None of the general-readings groiap 

requested more material or appointments. It may be that the 

long-term effects of the self-help packets, at least in a 

small number of cases, surpassed the results of a paper-and 

pencil test. 

The second hypothesis which stated that participants in 

the general population would demonstrate a more positive 

change on the dependent measures than those on segregation 

status was partially supported. This distinction may have 

been an experimental artifact. Although there are marked 

geographical distinctions between these two populations, 

differences may be obscured due to movement of inmates from 

one group to another. The violation of an institutional in-

fraction, for example, would result in a change of status for 

a period of time, not an unusual occurrence in an institution 

similar to the one in which this study took place. 
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Type of reading material did have a differential effect 

on the Chance variable between segregation and general popu-

lation inmates. The high Chance score achieved by the 

rational-growth group on segregation status indicated that 

these inmates attribute a larger number of the events occurring 

in their life to fate or chance. This could, in part, be 

explained by the fact that inmates on segregation status, in 

contrast to the general population, are confronted with a 

number of dissonant perceptions. One is that though they 

generally perceive themselves as being in control of their 

lives, they find themselves confined in a cell most of the 

time. If they are truly in control of the situation, they 

must tell themselves that they placed themselves in confine-

ment and are keeping themselves in that situation. Faced 

with this dilemma, they tend to justify their situation as 

a result of fate, therefore relieving themselves of responsi-

bility and, at the same time, attributing no credit or 

strength to those who have them incarcerated. 

The presentation of the rational readings, which stresses 

the responsibility of the individual, may have prompted a 

certain amount of denial which accounted for the overall high 

score on the Chance scale in the rational-growth group on 

the segregation unit. The difference between the general 

readings group and rational readings in the segregation unit 

may be accounted for by assuming that the general readings 



25 

are less threatening. The main prison population may be 

less defensive about the topic in that they have more freedom 

and ca, therefore, benefit more from the principles of 

rational-growth. 

The third hypothesis which stated that those participants 

denoted as high-level participants would demonstrate a more 

positive change on the dependent variable than those denoted 

as low-level participants was not supported. This variable 

could have also been an experimental artifact in that every 

participant who completed the study was a higher level 

participant than those who did not volunteer to participate 

or failed to complete the study. T M difficulties incurred 

in conducting this study included the stigma involved in 

offering a psychological program within a correctional 

setting of the nature considered in this study. There is a 

tendency for the inmate population to avoid any programs 

offered by the institution because of the peer pressure from 

other inmates. There is a code of conduct which is strictly 

enforced within the penitentiary in which this study was 

conducted. The experimenter found it extremely difficult to 

overcome the suspicion many of the participants had concerning 

the test material and the answers to the question in the 

self-help packets. 

The events normally occurring within a penitentiary also 

created some difficulty in that contamination of the findings 

may exist. During this study, the inmate participants lives 
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were bombarded, with a myriad of factors nonrelated to the 

controlled variables. For example, the longest nonviolent 

work strike by the inmates in the recent history of corrections 

was one event which could not have been controlled. This 

event greatly emphasized the staff/inmate polarity but, 

fortunately, the cooperation of the volunteers in this study 

was continued. 

The final major difficulty was a less than active c o o p e r a -

tion of the prison staff. The pervasive attitude that this 

study, as well as all programs within a correctional setting, 

are to be tolerated while the work of confinement is the only 

important mission no doubt had an impact on the inmate popula-r 

tion. While it was difficult to win the trust of the inmates 

during this study, it was impossible to win the active support 

of the staff. It is the opinion of this writer that both 

staff and inmates have agreed that the inmate's plight is a 

hopeless one in that the inmate is released to the mainstream 

of society only to be returned to prison. The biggest questions 

are how. long will the inmate stay out and how long of a sentence 

will he receive the next time. This attitude, in many cases, 

allows for the self-fulfilling prophecy to occur. The system 

has mesmerized itself into thinking that the status quo is not 

only ideal, but the only method of dealing with offenders. 

Limitations of this study included the exclusion of a 

control group with no treatment or therapist contact. Also, 

behavioral observations other than paper-and-pencil tests were 
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not included. Additional factors which may have contributed 

to the results included the unsuspected transfer of inmates, 

institutional disturbances such as work stoppages which 

temporarily change the complexion of the institution and 

attitudes of all involved, and events occurring in an indiv-

idual's life such as marriage, divorce, parole (or lack 

thereof), and death. 

The impact the therapist had on the outcome of the biblio-

therapy is a topic which requires some scrutiny. It is 

recommended that future studies not only control for this 

factor but also vary the level of intervention in an attempt 

to determine more about this variable. 

Future studies should consider the outcome of the drop-

outs as well as the nonparticipants. This could be accomplished 

by considering behavioral observations other than psychological 

inventories. One such measurement might be the nmmber of 

institutional infractions during a given period of time. Still 

another method could be an evaluation form completed by a 

staff member who comes in contact with the inmate on a regular 

basis, such as a work supervisor or unit officer. Both of 

these methods would provide useful information on the ability 

of the individual to apply what is being taught. 

A study designed to evaluate bibliotherapy in a minimum 

security institution might find that there are other dependent 
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measures to consider as well as find different results on 

these variables. This is another variable to be considered 

in future studies. 

In summary, three sets of readings were distributed to 

volunteers from a general and segregation population of a 

maximum security penitentiary. The results indicated no 

differences between the treatment methods but significant 

increases in self-concept and internal locus of control with 

an interaction on the dependent measure of Chance locus of 

control. There were no significant effects on the dependent 

variables as a result of the level of participation of the 

volunteers. It was concluded that bibliotherapy may hawe a 

facilitative effect on self-concept and Internal locus of 

control but this effect cannot be differentiated from the 

facilitative effects of therapist intervention. 
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Appendix A 

Date: 

Reply to 
Attn of: 

Subj ect: 

TO: 

Ken Kohutek 

Self-Help Study Packet 

All Concerned 

A Self-Help Study Packet is to be implemented soon on a 

trial basis. If you are interested in completing this 

Packet, or in finding out more about it, please mark the 

appropriate square below and return this form. 

Put me on the list to complete 
this packet. 

I am interested and want more 
information. 

I do not wish to utilize this service 
at this time. 

Signature Cell Number 

Register Number Date 
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Appendix B 

INFORMED CONSENT STATEMENT 

The Self-Help Packet andits evaluation has been 
prepared by Kenneth Kohutek, Research Analyst. It is 
designed to assess the effectiveness of this form of 
psychological intervention and to serve as a dissertation 
study for Mr. Kohutek. This project consists of providing 
each participant with a series of readings designed to aid 
the inmate in dealing with some psychological problems he 
may be experiencing while confined on segregation status. 
These problems include anxiety, paranoia, depression and 
anger. 

Any questions concerning this packet or its evaluation 
should be sent to Mr. Kohutek who will answer them as 
quickly as possible. Effort has been made not to interfere 
with your daily routine or to inflict any discomforts or 
risks. Because the testing involved is evaluative of the 
project, the results will be confidential and the only 
information placed in your permanent file will be a state-
ment that you participated in this project. This letter 
in your file and the knowledge gained as a result of parti-
cipating in this project is the only form of reimbursement 
to be received. 

I, _ _ _ _ _ , understand 
the purpose of the study entitled Evaluation of a Self-Help 
Packet, as explained above, and I consent to participate 
in this study. My participation is voluntary. I understand 
that all research information will be handled in the 
strictest confidence and that my participation will not be 
individually identifiable in any reports. I further under-
stand that there is no penalty or prejudice of any kind for 
not participating in the study. 

Signature Reg. No. Date 

Witness Date 
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Appendix C 

Table 1 

Summary of 2 X 3 X 3 Analysis of Variance for Segregated 
and Unsegregated Inmates, and for Rational, Personal 

and Control Group Treatments with Repeated 
Measures on Self-Concept 

Source of Variance 
Sum of 

Squares df 
Mean of 
Squares F 

Between Groups 
Treatments (T) 

972.03 
15.44 

57 
2 7.72 0.45 

Groups (G) 21.49 1 21.49 1.24 

T X G 34.98 2 17.49 1.01 

Subjects (G) 900.12 52 17.31 — 

Within Groups 
Period (P) 

183.72 
42.26 

116 
2 21.13 16.79* 

T X P 6.85 4 1.71 1.36 

P X G 2.16 2 1.08 0.43 

T X P X G 1.54 4 0.39 0.87 

P X Subjects (G) 130.91 104 1.26 " " " 

Note. N = 54 

*E - 0 5 
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Appendix D 

Table 2 

Summary of 2 X 3 X 3 Analysis of Variance for Segregated 
and Unsegregated Inmates, and for Rational, Personal 

and Control Group Treatments with Repeated 
Measures (Internal Locus of Control) 

Source of Variance 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean of 
Squares F 

Between Groups 5468. 47 57 
Treatment (T) 85. 27 2 42. ,64 0. ,43 

Groups (G) 56. , 89 1 56. , 89 0. ,57 

T X G 164. ,78 2 82. ,39 0. ,83 

Subjects (G) 5161. ,53 52 99. ,26 — 

Within Groups 459. ,80 116 
Period (P) 27. ,86 2 13. , 93 3. .38* 

T X P 3. .39 4 0. , 85 0. .21 

P X G 0. ,04 2 0. , 02 0, . 00 

T X P X G 4. ,41 4 2. .20 0, .27 

P X Subjects (G) 428. .10 104 4. .12-

Note. N = 54 

*p . 05 
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Appendix E 

Table 3 

Summary of 2 X 3 X 3 Analysis of Variance for Segregated 
and Unsegregated Inmates, and for Rational, Personal, 

and Control Group Treatments with Repeated 
Measures (Chance Locus of Control) 

Source of Variance 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean of 
Squares F 

Between Groups 10408. . 61 57 
Treatments (T) 103. ,70 2 51. ,85 0. .30 

Groups (G) 346. ,72 1 346. ,72 2. .04 

T X G 1116. ,00 2 558. .00 3. ,28* 

Subject (Group) 8842. ,22 52 170. ,04 — 

Within Groups 768. ,22 116 — - -

Period (P) 12. .48 2 6. .24 0. .90 

T X P 8. ,15 4 2. .04 0, .29 

P X G 0. .04 2 0. .02 0, .00 

T X P X G 24. ,07 4 6. .02 0. .87 

P X Subject (G) 723. ,48 104 6. . 96 — 

Note. N = 54 

. 05 
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Appendix F 

Table 4 

Summary of 2 X 3 X 3 Analysis of Variance for Segregated 
and Unsegregated Inmates, and for Rational, Personal, 

and Control Group Treatments with Repeated 
Measures (Powerful Others) 

Source of Variance 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean of 
Squares F 

Between Groups 8136. , 82 57 _ __ 

Treatment (T) 8. .93 2 4. ,46 0. ,03 

Group (G) 0. .89 1 0. , 89 0. , 01 

T X G 410. ,11 2 205. .06 1. , 38 

Subject (G) 7716. ,89 52 148. ,40 — 

Within Groups 4335. .71 116 - — - -

Period (P) 54. .48 2 27. .24 0. ,72 

T X P 98. .81 4 24. ,70 0. ,65 

P X G 14. ,78 2 7. ,39 0. ,19 

T X P X G 192. .89 4 48. .22 1. ,27 

P X Subject (G) 3954. .74 104 38. .03 - -

Note. N = 54 

*p .05 
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Appendix G 

Table 5 

Means and Standard Deviations on the Self-Concept Scale 
for participants in the Rational Growth, 

Personal Growth, and General Readings Groups 

Pretreatment Posttreatment Follow-up 

•Rational 
Growth 

X 3.11 1.55 1.89 
S.D. 2.93 1.78 2.00 

•Personal 
Growth 

X 2.89 1.72 1.44 
S.D. 2.68 1.89 1.83 

•General 
Readings 

X 3.11 2.61 2.50 
S.D. 3.17 2.25 3.13 

Note. *N = 18 
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Table 6 

Means and Standard Deviations on the 
Internal Locus of Control scale for participants 

in the Rational Growth, Personal Growth, 
and General Readings Groups 

36 

Pretreatment Posttreatment Follow-up 

*Rational 
Growth 

X 
S.D. 

37.44 
10.25 

38.22 
10.50 

37.83 
10.28 

*Personal 
Growth 

X 
S.D. 

35.44 
10.55 

36.33 
10.65 

36.56 
10.52 

*General 
Readings 

X 
S.D. 

36.67 
9. 88 

37.83 
10.37 

37.55 
9.93 

Note. *N = 18 
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Table 7 

Means and Standard Deviations on the Powerful Others 
Locus of Control Scale for participants in the 

Rational Growth, Personal Growth, and 
General Readings Groups 

37 

Pretreatment Posttreafcment Follow-up 

*Rational 
Growth 

X 
S.D. 

17.61 
8.16 

20.56 
8.12 

17.56 
8.46 

•Personal 
Growth 

X 
S.D. 

18.33 
8.99 

17.72 
7.76 

17.94 
8.70 

•General 
Readings 

X 
S.D. 

19.28 
7.87 

18.56 
9.63 

17.11 
7.22 

Note. *N = 18 



38 

Appendix J 

Table 8 

Means and Standard Deviations on the Chance 
Locus of Control Scale for participants in the 

Rational Growth, Personal Growth, and 
General Readings Group 

Pretreatment Posttreatment Follow-up 

*Rational 
Growth 

X 
S.D. 

13.44 
9.05 

14.17 
9.26 

13.67 
8.83 

*Personal 
Growth 

X 
S.D. 

13.00 
8.16 

14.06 
8.03 

13.11 
8.22 

*General 
Readings 

X 
S.D. 

12.17 
7.73 

12.00 
8.07 

11.56 
7.48 

Note. *N = 18 
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Appendix K 

Table 9 

Means and Standard Deviations on 
the Self-Concept Scale for participants 

in the General Population or on 
Segregation Status 

Pretreatment Posttreatment Follow-up 

*General 
Population 

X 2.52 1.63 1.70 
S.D. 2.49 2.10 2.15 

*Segregation 
Status 

X 3.56 2.30 2.19 
S.D. 3.20 2.66 2.63 

Note. *N = 27 
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Appendix L 

Table 10 

Means and Standard Deviations on 
the Internal Locus of Control Scale for 
participants in the General Population 

or on Segregation Status 

Pretreatment Posttreatment Follow-up 

*General 
Population 

X 
S.D. 

37.11 
9.52 

38.07 
11.33 

37.89 
9.49 

*Segregation 
Status 

X 
S.D. 

35.93 
10.31 

36.85 
9.09 

36.74 
8.50 

Note. *N = 27 
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Appendix M 

Table 11 

Means and Standard Deviations on the 
Powerful Others Locus of Control Scale for 
participants in the General Population 

or on Segregation Status 

Pretreatment Posttreatment Follow-up 

*General 
Population 

X 18.30 19.44 17.37 
S.D. 8.16 6.88 7.78 

*Segregation 
Status 

X 18.52 18.44 17.70 
S.D. 8.47 7.71 7.90 

Note. *N = 27 
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Appendix N 

Table 12 

Means and Standard Deviations on the 
Chance Locus of Control Scale for participants 

in the General Population or on Segregation Status 

Pretreatment Posttreatment Follow-up 

*General 
Population 

X 
S.D. 

11.41 
8.17 

11.96 
8.75 

11.30 
7.86 

'Segregation 
Status 

X 
S.D. 

14.33 
7.93 

14.85 
7.67 

14.26 
8.02 

Note. *N = 27 
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Table 13 

Means and Standard Deviations on 
the Self-Concept Scale for 
High and Low Participants 

43 

Pretreatment Posttreatment Follow-up 

*High 
Participants 

X 
S.D. 

3,25 
3.01 

1.94 
1.88 

2.00 
2.08 

*Low 
Participants 

X 
S.D. 

2.69 
3.16 

1.63 
2.21 

1.69 
2.37 

Note. *N = 16 
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Appendix P 

Table 14 

Means and Standard Deviations on the 
Internal Locus of Control Scale for 

High and Low Participants 

Pretreatment Posttreatment Follow-up 

*High 
Participants 

X 
S.D. 

35,75 
11.45 

37.75 
11.84 

36.06 
11.35 

*Low 
Participants 

X 
S.D. 

36.50 
10.01 

37.13 
10.31 

37.50 
9.83 

Note *N = 16 
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Appendix Q 

Table 15 

Means and Standard Deviations on the 
Powerful Others Locus of Control Scale for 

High and Low Participants 

Pretreatment Posttreatment Follow-up 

*High 
Participants 

X 
S.D. 

18.Q6 
8.99 

22.75 
6.87 

18.63 
8.05 

*Low 
Participants 

X 
S.D. 

16.88 
9.55 

17.13 
8.47 

16.94 
8.39 

Note. *N = 16 
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Appendix R 

Table 16 

Means and Standard Deviations on the 
Chance Locus of Control for 
High and Low Participants 

Pretreatment Posttreatment Follow-up 

*High 
Participants 

X 12.50 12.75 12.25 
S.D. 9.65 10.04 8.97 

*Low 
Participants 

X 13.50 14.13 13.50 
S.D. 9.20 8.59 8.37 

Note. *N = 16 
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Figure 1 

Rational growth, personal growth, and general readings 
groups on Self-Concept 
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Rational growth, personal growth, and general readings 
groups on Internal Locus of Control 



49 

Appendix U 
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Rational growth, personal growth, and general readina^ 
groups on Powerful Others Locus of Control r e a d i n g s 
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Rational growth, personal growth, and general readings 
groups on Chance Locus of Control 
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Figure 5 

General and Segregation Populations on Self-Concept 
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General and Segregation groups on Internal 
Locus of Control 



53 

Appendix Y 
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General and Segregation populations on Powerful 
Others Locus of Control 



54 

Appendix Z 
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Figure 8 
General and Segregation populations on Chance locus 

of Control 
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Figure 9 
High and Low participants on Self-Concept 
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High and Low participants on Internal Locus of Control 
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Appendix CC 
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High and Low participants on Powerful Others 

Locus of Control 
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Figure 12 
High and Low participants on Chance Locus of Control 
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