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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Statement of the Problem 

Interest in rehabilitation has increased since the 

Vocational Rehabilitation Amendments of I965 extended the 

services of state rehabilitation agencies to the culturally 

deprived. Rehabilitation, often defined "as a process seek

ing to achieve restoration of the handicapped to the full

est physical, mental, social, vocational, and economic 

usefulness of which they are capable" (National Council on 

Rehabilitation, l^kk) has long been a term applied to the 
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The term "handicapped" generally refers to that individual 

restricted in his ability to work by a physical, mental, 

emotional, or cultural limitation. 

The newest area of vocational concern stems from , 

the national "War on Poverty" (Sussman, 1965), and involves 

"persons who are poorest in terms of lower school achieve

ment, self-conceptions of academic ability, lower occupa

tional plans, and less opportunity for cultural enrichment" 

(Erickson, I969). According to Ayers (I967) agencies have 

moved very slowly in approaching this group, primarily for 

two reasons--"the lack of experience with this disability 

group and the lack of knowledge and development of diagnos

tic criteria—." 
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In the past, physical limitations were approached 

in a mechanistic manner; such as, the fitting of a prothesis 

and vocational aids. Wright (I961) indicated that the psy

chological characteristics of the disabled needed to be 

studied, for some individuals with physical disabilities 

were not vocationally handicapped. She goes on to say that 

the problem is closely related to "self-concept," and that 

"expectations are the result of the perceived self." In

terest in the psychological characteristics of man has led 

to an investigation of different instruments that can be 

used to assess these characteristics (Anastasi, I96I). 

Perhaps one of the most vexing problems in psycho

logical assessment concerns motivation (Cowen, I967). The 

problem of motivation has proven to be one of the great 

concerns in the assessment of the physically or mentally 

handicapped. Now, with cultural deprivation being con

sidered as dehabilitating as any physical or mental handi

cap (Ryan, 1969)5 it is necessary to determine if the 

similarities in motivational attitudes exist between the 

two groups. Deutch, £t d., (19^8) in a study of the cul

turally deprived, concluded that many of the individuals 

trapped in a deprived environment were there due to low 

income or unemployment. The "helplessness" that the cul

turally deprived experienced lowered their expectations 

and apparently affected their motivation. A study of the 

"hardcore" unemployed (Zelhart and Bednar, I968) substan

tiates the difficulties that the culturally deprived 



experience. Zelhart and Bednar exposed the lack of varied 

sensory experience, nutritional and health-care deficiencies, 

deficiencies in formal education, deficient models of good 

work habits, and work related attitudes as factors that re

tard motivational attitudes among the culturally deprived. 

Further support of the difference in motivational attitudes 

of the culturally deprived is evidenced in a study by 

Lawlis (1967). He found that the motivational attitudes of . 

the chronically unemployed could be distinguished from the 

motivational attitudes of the employed. 

Adequate motivation has been a concept related to 

the difficulties encountered in vocational rehabilitation. 

Many theories concerning motivation have evolved. Most of 

them include self-concept, interests, persistence in be

havior, response to competition, self-preservation, and 

self-actualization (Lawlis, I967). Lawlis goes on to say 

that the term "lack of motivation" is ambiguous. Yet it 

is a term often used in describing the members of the lower 

socio-economic group. Jensen (19^7) reports that unmoti

vated behavior is more frequently found in the lower class 

clients. There are others however, that feel the cul

turally deprived do not have lower motivational levels 

than do other groups. Harris (19^7) indicates that what 

appears to be lack of motivation on the part of the lower 

class client is probably, lack of communication between 

the client and the service professional. It is evident 



from the disagreement on the concept of motivation, that 

the concept is not clear. As mentioned before, Lav/lis 

(1967) discovered this lack of clarity in his perusal of 

the literature and stated the following: 

. . . the concept of motivation is not of much value 
if it means so many things to so many people, and 
if a definition to satisfy all its attributed char
acteristics encompasses all of behavior. The per
sistence of the concepts indicates the existence of 
a need for something to designate certain character
istics of behavior, but if these characteristics are 
all inclusive, then the concept is of little use (p. 19). 

One of the primary concerns of a vocational re

habilitation counselor in planning for the rehabilitation 

of a handicapped client is the assessment of that client's 

motivation. Many times, because of the individual's en-

•\r"5 • m n r n p - n + T4- |--f- ' io -ri-rnfTT^PCTc; nPTi h p Tn?^(ip, T o T 'PTnPf lv t h P 

problems encountered in the home community v/hich affect 

the client's motivation, the counselor finds it necessary 

to take advantage of the services of a rehabilitation 

center. Centers are especially effective if proper re

habilitation cannot be offered in the person's home en

vironment. Although the center can help the client over-

come many of the problems he faced in his home environment, 

he will encounter new problems at the center that are just 

as difficult (Ludwig and Adams, I967). 

At the center the client is required to play a new 

role. He must cope with the new environment, medical 

staff, counselors, instructors, and other rehabilitation 

clients. If the client is from a culturally deprived 
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environment, the new problems might be enough to overwhelm 

him, causing him to perceive the center as a threat. If 

a threat is perceived, according to Leventhal (1967), the 

threatening situation may promote motivated behavior. If 

this motivation can be properly channeled, the client can 

benefit from the rehabilitation program. However, Ludwig 

and Adams (1967) indicated that the person who is submis

sive usually adapts more readily to the atmosphere of the 

center. The question raised here involves the type of 

motivation that the client will exhibit. V7ill the center 

be perceived as a threat or will the client submit to the 

authority figures because of learned behavior and try to 

please them by adhering to the new set of rules? Studies 

by Ryan (I969), Lawlis (1967), Ludwig and Adams (I967) 

tend to support the concept of submission. Each researcher 

found that self-perception was an important aspect of moti

vation. Wright (1961) indicated that a person who has 

adjusted to his situation may not see rejection or prob

lems that actually exist, because he is not looking for 

problems. The client that is submissive may better under

stand the demands at a center and adjust more readily. 

Many conclusions concerning motivations are based 

on observation of activity. What transpires between the 

observed activities are not observable. Observation in

ferences are most certainly based on what the observer 

perceives and are quite subjective (Campbell, 1957). The 



problem apparently related to observation is how to ob

jectively compare motivational levels to gain insight into 

not only the observable activities, but to understand how 

these activities affect the self-concept of the individual 

between observations. The measurement of some of the as

pects of motivation or personality traits can be seen in 

the current trend of paper and pencil test development 

(Ananastia, I96I). The trend to develop objective tests 

involves the selection of items on a test that enables the 

client to perceive a correct solution to a task (Campbell, 

1957). If these items are related statistically to the 

concept of self then, perhaps the tests can be used. 

Success of the rehabilitation process is apparently 

centered on the aspects of self-concept. How a handicapped 

person perceives himself, how he is perceived by others, 

and how a program is implemented are essential factors in 

the process of motivating a client while that client is 

engaged in the rehabilitation process (Wood, I967). It 

would seem, as already stated (Lawlis, I967, Leventhal, 

1967, Ludwig and Adams, 1967^ Ryan, I969) that communica

tion, perception of threat, submissiveness of the client, 

role expectation, and environment help to create self-

concept, and that they all affect the client's motivational 

attitudes. To make a program more effective, some method 

of determining how the motivational attitudes of handi

capped people differ is needed. Is the handicap of the 



culturally deprived individual similar to that of the 

physically, mentally, or emotionally handicapped person? 

The problem of motivational assessment leads to 

the purpose of this study. The purpose being the objective 

comparison of motivational attitudes of nonwelfare and wel

fare students in a rehabilitation center to determine if 

different motivational levels exist between the two groups. 

Review of the Literature 

Many articles have been published that deal with 

the culturally deprived and the handicapped. Few, however, 

deal directly with the dynamics of motivating the groups. 

Essentially, this is due to the lack of agreement as to 

Wna o muojLVcxoxun aCi/Uci j .x^ J-Q * 

The problem of approaching a definitive concept of 

motivation is not unlike the problems the coimselor en

counters with the handicapped. A very practical question 

must be asked, "What procedure can I use with this specific 

individual now to enhance the rehabilitative process?" 

(Cowen, i960). The same question must now be asked con

cerning client motivation. 

For the handicapped person, there is a certain 

amount of stress because of the bodily insult. Janis 

(1958) indicated that the bridging link for the handicapped 

is the willingness of that individual to view disability 

as a "potential stressor stimulus." Events occur and 
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responses follow these stimuli. The stimulus response 

theory is observable. However, an observer will see only 

the events and behavorial consequences. Cowan (i960) had 

this to say about the observation of experience. 

Whatever else takes place must be inferred. Ob
servation and experience to date point strongly 
to the conviction that disability as an event has 
considerable individuality of response following 
it (p. 199). 

The importance of the inferred aspects of motivation has 

been substantiated by other researchers. Meyerson, et al., 

(i960) found that other variables play an important part 

in the inferred aspects of motivated behavior. English 

and English (I958) indicated that "an organism's acts are 

partly determined in direction and strength by its own na

ture (or enduring structure) and/or internal state." 

English and English also listed thirty-three aspects of 

motivation, which included such terms as desire, drive, 

impulse, incentive, instinct, motive, and need. Lawlis 

(1967) in his research found such terms as persistence in 

behavior and a readiness to action were included in the 

concept of motivation. 

In studies by Englander (I960) and Ludwig and 

Adams (1967), the concepts of motivation were studied in 

terms of congruency as an assumption of the client role. 

Englander found that persons who had chosen the teaching 

profession had done so because the teaching role fit their 

self-concept. This reasoning supports Super and Crite's 



(1962) theories of occupation selection. Ludwig and Adams 

found that clients in a Rehabilitation Center had to ad

just to the client role before successful rehabilitation 

could take place. They felt that a submissive client 

found adjustment less of a problem than a person who was 

more independent. The role of the patient v/as likened to 

that of childhood or old age. "Seventy-eight percent of 

the young and seventy percent of the older age group com

pleted their programs." It would appear that congruency 

and dependency factors are also an important part of moti

vation. 

In the area of physical limitations, Garrett and 

Levine (I962) exposed self-concept as an intervening fac

tor in client motivation. They point out that clients re

act to their disabilities in a myriad of ways as does the 

normal population. That the physically handicapped may be 

faced with added frustration is a foregone conclusion. 

Yet, each person will react differently. Wright (I96I) 

related physical disability to the psychological attitudes 

of the handicapped and found that the two differ according 

to the individual. 

The findings concerning individual differences cer

tainly merit some investigation. Tyler (1959) found that 

common variables or traits are difficult to identify due 

to the methods of assessment. As is often the case, 

studies are fragmented and cannot be cross-validated. 
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Tyler suggests that there might be some commonality in the 

area of "positive vs. negative choices." However, little 

data has been accumulated concerning the validity of the 

motivation behind the selections. 

Research that deals directly with the culturally 

disadvantaged suggests that recognition of motivational 

factors are extremely important. Ryan (1969) suggested 

that social marginality groups have more reported unmoti

vated behavior. This he attributed to less than adequate 

opportunities for adaptation. He reports three reasons 

why services v/ere refused. They are: 

. . . the training allowance wasn't enough to sup
port a family; the training program was too long 
at such a low income; and there were communication 
PT-nhl PTnc; /-n "̂ V ̂  
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Ryan went on to explain that the problems mentioned above 

were not factors when the training was initiated. Chief 

blame for the lack of continued motivation was placed on 

inadequate communication and the improper use of "variable 

interval intermittent reinforcement." Reid (I967) in

dicated that perhaps some of the problems concerning sus

taining motivation might be removed if the individuals were 

removed from the home environment. 

Removal of the client from his home environment 

has resulted in the establishment of Rehabilitation Cen

ters. The rehabilitation centers provide comprehensive 

services and a controlled environment. The controlled en

vironment may be an answer to the problems encountered in 
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working with the culturally deprived. Pruit (I968) and 

Jensen (I967) in separate studies of the culturally dis

advantaged found that dependency and the lack of a stimu

lating environment were chief culprits in the functional 

levels exhibited by the subjects studied. Certainly the 

change in environment would help to alleviate these prob

lems. 

The problem of maintaining adequate motivation 

needs to be evaluated. Coupled with a successful on-going 

rehabilitation program is a feeling of competence. What 

happens to an individual that begins to acquire competence? 

The behavorial skills that the client has acquired before 

the rehabilitation process begins may conflict with the 

behavorial skills acquired during the rehabilitation pro

cess. As the client begins to realize these conflicts, he 

may terminate the program (Ryan, I969). Little (I968) 

found that clients that dropped out of programs of rehabili

tation at the Hot Springs Rehabilitation Center scored sig

nificantly higher mean scores on the Self-sentiment. 

Integrated; Assertiveness, Integrated; Self-sentiment, 

Total; and the Mating, Total scales on the Motivational 

Analysis Test. This would indicate that the individuals 

who dropped out of the rehabilitation program had more con

flict regarding self-concept. The necessary reorganization 

of the self-concept that occurs during the rehabilitation 

process may be a factor that impedes motivation. 
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The foregoing has suggested that the concept of 

motivation is vague and needs further clarification. Many 

factors seem to affect the rehabilitation process, but if 

these factors are a part of motivation they are not readily 

identifiable. Objective evidence is needed to explain the 

persistence of this concept. Cattell, et _al. (19^9) at

tempted to produce objective evidence to describe subjective 

behavior. To do this, he developed a series of operational 

devices that could be subjected to objective analysis. He 

attacked the problem indirectly, by not measuring the ap

parent (Sweney, 1968). Cattell and his associates (1957) 

found that to measure motivation one must use a three-step 

process. 

1. Sequential studies of activity have to be made 
in order to locate "goals or final incentives," 
recognized as the points at which prolonged pat
terns of activity cease with comparative sudden
ness. 

2. Differences in measures of intensity of consumma-
tory goal response are correlated with various 
aspects of the prior behavior. 

3. Changes in the environment are reducible either 
to changes in "difficulty" (complexity) or 
changes in "incentive," the former affecting 
ability performance and the latter dynamic trait 
performance. 

The dynamic trait relationship or theoretical con

struct as related to motivation was examined by Cattell, 

Radcliffe, and Sweney (19^3) and they suggested that the 

discovery of structure, and the components within "the dis

covery of structure, and the components within these 
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structures will be 'dimensions,' or personality traits." 

Subsequent studies by Cattell and his associates 

(1967) have given rise to an extensive book on objective 

personality and motivation tests. The authors imply that 

they have been able to distinguish ten factors that appear 

to measure motivation. These ten factors have been analyzed 

and found to contain forty-five variables that help to iden

tify some of the many facets of motivation, (Appendix). The 

literature reviewed indicates that the Motivation Analysis 

Test (MAT), developed by Cattell and his associates, can 

be used as an assessment tool. Little (I968) was able to 

distinguish between dropouts and people that completed the 

rehabilitation program. He used a combination of the ̂ ^T 

variables and twenty demographic variables to make the dis

tinction. Lawlis (1967) was able to distinguish between 

chronically unemployed and employed subjects by combining 

the MAT with the I6 P.F. to make the discrimination. The 

MAT is a relatively new test but continuing research in

dicates that it is a valuable tool and can be used to con

firm clinical data (Sweney, I968). Based on the review of 

the literature, the MAT should provide an objective com

parison of motivational attitudes of nonwelfare and welfare 

students in a rehabilitation center to determine if dif

ferent motivational levels exist between the two groups. 



CHAPTER II 

METHODOLOGY 

The subjects for this study were selected from a 

population at the Hot Springs Rehabilitation Center (HSRC). 

HSRC provides comprehensive services for the clients, uti

lizing the professional skills of physicians, administra

tors, nurses, counselors, teachers, social workers, and 

other related helping professions. HSRC is a state oper

ated rehabilitation center and is one of the largest in 

the nation. It is staffed by approximately 300 people, 

100 of whom are professional personnel. The Center pro

vides social, medical, vocational, and psychological evalua

tion. Once evaluation is completed, medical services, if 

needed, are provided. Vocational training follows medical 

services and includes preparation counseling, special edu

cation, organized recreation, and supervised dormitory 

housing. 

Each client, that is admitted to the center, fol

lows a regimen before acceptance can be made. Approximately 

15 new clients are admitted each week. The enrollees begin 

their programs almost immediately, since all services are 

individually oriented. An admissions committee composed 

of various administrative officials and department heads 

process all requests for admission. The criteria for ad

mission is not related to type of disability, personal 

14 
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characteristics, or source of referral. The only criterion 

for admission is that, in the judgment of the admissions 

committee, there is a reasonable expectation that the cen

ter services will be effective in effecting the individual's 

rehabilitation. Charges for services are based on the in

dividual's ability to pay, but the majority of clients en

rolled do not make a financial contribution (Little, I968). 

The term enrollee was applied to those students who 

were placed directly into training for a vocation after the 

first staffing. This training includes college, on-job-

training, business school, and trade school. The clients 

placed in evaluation (evaluees) V7ere enrolled in the work 

adjustment center. 

The nonwelfare student was defined as that student 

who helps defray a portion of the Center's expenses or the 

person whose expenses were arranged for by Vocational Re

habilitation. The welfare client was defined as a person 

who had no diagnosed physical, mental, or emotional dis

ability other than socio-economic deprivation and was char

acterized by showing the syndrome of the disadvantaged, 

which was evidenced by admission to the center under the 

auspices of welfare. This syndrome is said to be charac

terized by no long term goals, distrust of the middle class 

systems and inadequate work attitudes and behavior (Lawlis, 

1970). This sub-group was generally second and third gen

eration welfare recipients. 
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The placement of a student in a program depended 

upon the staffing reports. If both the client and the 

counselor felt that the client was ready for direct train

ing that placement was made (enrollees). If no decision 

could be made the client was placed in evaluation to de

termine his work readiness (evaluees). 

The Research Sample 

The sample studied consisted of 106 subjects re

ferred to the Rehabilitation Unit at HSCR over a six months 

period. Each of the clients included had been administered 

the Motivation Analysis Test (MAT), and after the comple

tion of staffing was placed by the counselor in either work 

evaluation or direct training. The two major groups rep

resented welfare clients and the handicapped nonwelfare 

subjects. The total welfare group was composed of kk in

dividuals divided into two groups on the basis of placement 

after staffing; training (27) and work evaluation (17). 

The nonwelfare group was composed of 62 individuals di

vided into two groups; training (30) and work evaluation 

(32). This division made it possible to compare motiva

tional factors not only between the two experimental groups 

but also to compare motivational attitudes as related to 

placement by the counselor (Table I). 
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TABLE I 

POPULATION 

Welfare Nonwelfare 

Training 27 30 

Work Evaluation 17 32 
/ 

According to race the population included 33 

Negroes and 73 Anglos. This race division broke down to 

9 nonwelfare Negroes as compared with 53 Anglos. The wel

fare population consisted of 2k Negroes and 20 Anglos. 

This breakdown made possible a guarded look at race differ

ences (Table II). 

TABLE II 

RACE 

Welfare Nonwelfare 

Negroes 24 9 

Anglos 20 53 

The age range of the total population was from 17 

to 56 with a median age of 25. The age range for the wel

fare group was 17 to 54 with a mean age of 25. Group 3 of 

the welfare group had a mean age of 25 while group 4 of 

the welfare group had a mean age of 24. The nonwelfare 

group, divided into two groups (group 1, age mean 24 and 
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group 2, age mean 26) had a mean age of 25. This would 

seem to indicate that the factor of age was fairly constant 

and according to Wright (I96I), research has not shown age 

to be a factor in the adjustment to a disability (Table 

III). 

TABLE III 

MEAN AGE ACCORDING TO PLACEMENT 

Welfare Nonwelfare 

Training 25 24 

Work Evaluation 24 26 

The population, according to sex, was composed of 

49 males and 57 females. The nonwelfare group consisted 

of 4o males and 22 females, while the welfare group in

cluded 9 males and 35 females. The following table illus

trates this breakdown. 

TABLE IV 

SEX 

Welfare Nonwelfare Total 

Females 35 22 57 

Males 9 40 49 
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Instrument 

This study attempted to discover the motivational 

characteristics most common to the nonwelfare group and 

which were most common in the welfare group. The Motiva

tional Analysis Test (MAT) (Cattell, Horn, Sweney, and 

Radcliffe, 1964) was the instrument used to achieve these 

aims. The MAT is a behavioral instrument utilizing four 

devices to assess integrated_.and unintegrated levels of 

,̂  ten, drive areas, five of which are termed erg, or drives, 

and the other five of which are termed ̂sentiments. The 

test, consisting of 208 items, can be completed in sixty 

minutes by normal subjects. It can be administered in

dividually, in small groups, or large groups. It is af

fected to some extent by the person's ability to read. 

The Information Scale helps to delineate the understand

ing of the test by the testee. The scoring is objective^ 

and can be compared against nationally standardized norms. 

Table I in the appendix provides the names of the differ

ent dynamic traits tested by this device. 

Each of the four subtest devices used in this in

strument to measure the various dynamic traits is con

structed to measure a ŝ pecial behavioral manifestation of 

motivation strength as assessed by the five drives and 

five sentiments. The five drives include Mating Erg, or 

strength of the heterosexual or mating drive; Assertiveness 

Erg, or strength of self-assertion and achievement drive; 
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J|ear Erg, or level of alertness to external dangers; 

Narcism-comfort Erg, or level of drive to self-indulgent 

satisfactions; and Pugnacity-sadism Erg, or destructive, 

hostile impulses. The five sentiments are Self-concept, 

or level of concern about the self-concept; Superego, or 

strength of development of conscience; Career, or amount 

of development of interests in a career; Sweetheart-spouse, 

or amount of attachment to spouse or sweetheart; and Home-

parental, or strength of attitudes towards the parental 

home. The ten traits then have four summation scores: 

(1) Unintegrated, (2) Integrated, (3) Total Motivation, 

and (4) Conflict Factors which result in scores for Total 

Integration and Total Conflict. 

Procedure 

Routinely the MAT is administered to all clients 

accepted by the Hot Springs Rehabilitation Center. The 

routine test procedure, using small groups, was followed 

in this study to assure uniformity in testing procedure. 

Following the testing, the individual folders were checked 

to obtain the demographic information so that group place

ment could be made. 

Once the tests were collected, standard scoring 

procedures were followed. The data were then prepared for 

statistical analysis by key-punching the total of 45 vari

ables measured by the MAT. T-tests were then used to 
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compare the two major groups and subgroups to determine 

differences in motivational levels. The Student t-test 

program of Texas Tech was run through the Fortran computer 

at the University of Arkansas to determine the differences, 

Significance levels were set at the .05 level to assure 

less error in prediction. 

Hypotheses to Be Tested 

Preliminary to this study, it was determined 

through research that the culturally deprived, designated 

as the welfare group, would have different motivation atti

tudes than would the handicapped. Past research has shown 

that the welfare recipient, although not necessarily physi

cally handicapped, would have difficulty in maintaining 

adequate self-concept (Ryan, I969); that the low socio

economic group was more submissive (Lav;lis, I967); and, 

that the individual in a poor environment had difficulty 

establishing meaningful relationships with the opposite 

sex. 

In contrast, as was indicated by Wright (I96O), 

past studies indicate a lack of common characteristics 

that distinguish the adjustment of the physically handi

capped based on age, time of disability, and type of dis

ability. The handicapped person may experience problems 

adapting to the restrictions imposed by his physical limi

tations, but if his self-concept is realistic he faces 

fewer problems than he does if his self-concept is warped. 
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Past research indicates, that if the two groups are 

to be rehabilitated in the same center, common motivational 

attitudes should be established. The problem of distin

guishing these attitudes leads to the following hypotheses. 

Hypothesis I. Taking into consideration the psy

chological and sociological background of the welfare 

group with its notable absence of career models (Ryan, 

1969)5 it was hypothesized that: The welfare group would 

score significantly lower on the Career Total Sentiment 

scale of the MAT than would the nonwelfare section. 

Hypothesis II. It was reasoned that the welfare 

group's dependency on an organization for its well-being 

would increase generalized fear (Lawlis, I970). Therefore, 

it was hypothesized that: The welfare group would score 

significantly higher on the Fear Conflict scale of the MAT 

than would the nonwelfare students. 

Hypothesis III. Research has indicated that the 

lower socio-economic group expresses less concern about 

establishing lasting relationships (Pruitt, Van de Castle, 

1968). As a result of these indications the following 

hypothesis was made: The welfare students will score 

significantly lower on the Mating Total Erg scale of the 

MAT than will the nonwelfare students. 

Hypothesis IV. The problems of adjustment to a 

role of dependency (Ryan, I969) led to the following hy

pothesis: The nonv/elfare group will show more 
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competitiveness by scoring significantly higher on the 

Pugnacity-sadism Total Erg scale of the MAT than will the 

welfare students. 

Hypothesis V. Because the lower socio-economic 

group must be more concerned with gaining the essentials 

of life, it was assumed that the v/elfare group would have 

a tendency to form platonic relationships (Sweney, 1966). 

This assumption led to the hypothesis that: The welfare 

clients would score significantly lower on the Sweetheart-

spouse Conflict Sentiment scale of the MAT than would the 

nonwelfare subjects. 

Hypothesis VI. Since the nonwelfare group must 

learn a new role in adapting to a comprehensive center 

(Ludwig & Adams, I967), it was hypothesized that: The 

nonwelfare group will score significantly higher on the 

Total Conflict scale of the MAT than will the welfare group. 

Hypothesis VII. Goal-directed behavior has been 

associated with motivational attitudes and it was determined 

that direct training would affect the motivational attitudes 

of the clients at the center (Super & Crites). This assump

tion led to the hypothesis that: The nonwelfare group 

that are enrollees would score significantly higher on the 

Career Total Sentiment scale of the MAT than would the 

evaluees in the nonwelfare group. 

Hypothesis VIII. Although research indicated that 

the welfare recipient had difficulty adjusting to the new 
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self-concept acquired in the rehabilitation process (Ryan, 

1969)5 it was determined that goal-directed behavior would 

increase the concern of the group placed directly in train

ing about their chosen field. The following hypothesis 

was formulated to test this determination. The enrollees 

in the welfare group would score significantly higher on 

the Career Total Sentiment scales than the evaluees in the 

nonwelfare group. 

Hypothesis IX. Because the goal-oriented behavior 

would tend to elevate expectations of independence (Super 

& Crites, i960), it v/as hypothesized that: The evaluees 

in the nonwelfare group would score significantly higher 

on the Narcism-comfort Conflict scale of the MAT than would 

the enrollees of the nonwelfare group. 

Ĥ 'pothesis X. Even though research has indicated 

that the welfare groups have conflict regarding self-

concept when enrolled in a rehabilitation program (Ryan, 

1969), it was assumed that goal-directed behavior (Super 

& Crites, I962) would elevate the expectations of the group 

of welfare clients placed in direct training. To test this 

assumption the following hypothesis was made: The evaluees 

in the welfare group would score significantly higher on 

the narcism-comfort conflict scale of the MAT than would 

the enrollees in the welfare group. 



CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

The analysis of the data was covered in two steps. 

First, the hypothesis presented were tested. Second, the 

total material concerning the 45 variables was reviewed. 

Each of these will be summarized (List of Variables--see 

Appendix). 

Testing the Hypothesis 

Student's t-test was applied to the data represent

ing the research hypotheses. Results of this analysis will 

be presented by hypothesis. 

Hypothesis I 

It was predicted that the v/elfare group would score 

significantly lower on the Career Total Sentiment scale of 

the MAT than would the nonwelfare section. The results of 

the first t-test are presented in Table V. The analysis 

of the Career Total Scale of the MAT suggested that no 

significant difference existed between the welfare and non-

welfare groups. 

25 
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TABLE V 

t-TEST FOR THE CAREER TOTAL SENTIMENT SCALE OF 
THE WELFARE AND NONWELFARE CLIENTS 

Mean s.d. p 
Non- Non- "" 

Variable Welfare welfare Welfare welfare 
Career 
Total 5.06818 4.46774 2.46262 2.65946 I.16615 I.18067' 
Sentiment 

Not significant 

Hypothesis II 

It was hypothesized that the welfare students would 

score significantly higher on the Fear Conflict scale of 

the MAT than the nonwelfare students. The data (Table VI) 

suggests that the welfare group differs significantly from 

the nonwelfare group on the Fear Conflict Erg. The welfare 

group showed significantly higher fear conflict than did 

the nonwelfare group. 

TABLE VI 

t-TEST FOR THE FEAR, CONFLICT ERG SCALE OF THE 
WELFARE AND NONlNfEIPARE CLIENTS 

Mean 
Non-

Variable Welfare welfare 

Fear, 
Conflict 
Erg 6.97727 5.79032 

s.d. F t 
Non-

Welfare v/elfare 

1.99404 2.54878 1.63379 2.57828* 

p .05 level of significance 
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Hypothesis III 

The prediction was that the welfare group would 

score significantly lower on the Mating Total Erg Scale of 

the MAT than would the nonwelfare group. The t-test re

sults on the Mating Total Erg Scale (Table VII) indicated 

that the nonwelfare group scored significantly higher than 

did the welfare group. 

TABLE VII 

t-TEST FOR THE MATING TOTAL ERG SCALE OF THE 
WELFARE AND NONWELFARE CLIENTS 

Mean s.d. F t 
Non- Non-

Variable Welfare welfare Welfare welfare 

Mating 
Total 
Erg 4.20455 5.24194 2.30852 2.65309 1.32079 2.0914 
Total ^ 

*p .05 level of significance 

Hypothesis IV 

Hypothesis IV stated that the nonwelfare group 

would show more competitiveness by scoring significantly 

higher on the Pugnacity-sadism Total Erg Scale of the MAT 

than would the welfare group. Table VTII illustrates that 

there is a significant difference in groups on the t-test 

for the Pugnacity-sadism, Total Erg Scale. The nonwelfare 

group scored significantly higher on the scale than did 

the welfare group. 
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TABLE V I I I 

t -TEST FOR THE PUGNACITY-SADISM TOTAL ERG SCALE 
OF THE WELFARE AND NONT'JELFARE CLIENTS 

Mean s . d . 
Non- Non-

Variable Welfare welfare Welfare welfare 

Pugnacity-
sadism 

Total Erg 3.72727 4.87097 2.34633 2.49907 1.13443 2.38072 
•X-

p .05 level of significance 

Hypothesis V 

It was predicted that the welfare group would score 

significantly lower on the Sweetheart-spouse Conflict Sen

timent Scale of the MAT than would the nonwelfare group. 

The t-test indicates (Table IX) that the difference was 

significant and in the predicted direction. 

TABLE IX 

t -TEST FOR SWEETHEART-SPOUSE CONFLICT SENTIMENT 
SCALE OF THE WELFARE AND NONT'/ELPARE GROUPS 

Mean s . d . F t 

Non- Non-
Variable Welfare welfare Welfare welfare 

Sweetheart-
spouse 
Conflict 
Sentiment 5.90909 6.96774 I.98621 2-024l8 I.03860 2.67384 

p .01 level of significance 

^ 
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Hypothesis VI 

It was stated that the nonwelfare group v/ould score 

significantly higher on the Total Conflict Scale of the 

MAT than would the welfare group. The data in Table X in

dicate that there was no significant difference between 

groups on the Total Conflict Scale. Therefore, the null 

hypothesis v/as accepted. 

TABLE X 

t -TEST FOR THE TOTAL CONFLICT SCALE OF THE 
WELFARE AND NONT-fELFARE GROUPS 

Mean s . d . 
Non- Non-

Variable Welfare welfare Welfare welfare 

Total 
Confl: 
Scale 8.09091 7.59677 1.23549 1.03860 1.14829 I.946II' 
Conflict ^ 

Not significant 

Hypothesis VII 

It was expected that in the nonwelfare group those 

clients that were enrollees would score significantly 

higher on the Career Total Sentiment Scale of the MAT than 

would the evaluees in the nonwelfare group. The data in 

Table XI show that the Career Total Sentiment scale sig

nificantly differentiates between enrollees and evaluees 

of the nonwelfare group. 
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TABLE XI 

t-TEST FOR THE CAREER TOTAL SENTIMENT 
SCALE OF THE ENROLLEES AND EVALUEES 

OF THE NON\̂ fELFARE GROUP 

Mean s.d. F 
En- En-

Variable Evaluees rollees Evaluees rollees 

Career 
Total 3-46875 6.56667 2.36213 2.47307 1.09614 3.29187* 
Sentiment 

•X-

p .01 level of significance 

Hypothesis VIII 

Hypothesis VIII stated that the enrollees in the 

welfare group would score significantly higher on the 

Career Total Sentim.ent Scales than would the evaluees in 

the welfare group. Table XII indicates that no significant 

differences were obtained on the t-test on the Career Total 

Conflict Scale. 

TABLE XII 

t-TEST FOR THE CAREER TOTAL SENTIMENT SCALE 
OF THE ENROLLEES AND EVALUEES 

OF THE WELFARE GROUP 

Mean 
En-

Variable Evaluees rollees 

C?3.T*eer 

Total 5.35294 4.88889 
Sentiment 

s.d. F 
En-

Evaluees rollees 

2.59666 2.40725 1.165603 

t 

.593550 
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Hypothesis IX 

It was predicted that the evaluees in the nonwel

fare group would score significantly higher on the Narcism-

comfort Conflict scale of the MAT than would the enrollees 

of the nonwelfare group. Table XIII illustrates that 

there is a significant difference in scores on the Narcism-

comfort Conflict scale. The evaluees obtained signifi

cantly higher scores on the Conflict Erg than did the en

rollees. 

TABLE XIII 

t-TEST FOR THE NARCISM-COIvlFORT CONFLICT SCALE OF THE 
EVALUEES IN GROUP TWO AND ENROLLEES IN GROUP 

ONE OF THE NONWELFARE CLIENTS 

Mean s .d. F ^ 
En- En-

Variable Evaluees rollees Evaluees rollees 
Narcism-
comfort 
Conflict * 
Erg 6.34375 4.76667 2.28048 2.63509 1.33517 2.52444 

•X-

p .01 level of significance 

Hypothesis X 

The hypothesis stated that the evaluees in the wel

fare group would score significantly higher on the Narcism-

comfort conflict scale of the MAT than would the enrollees 

in the welfare group. The t-test score illustrated in 

Table XIV indicates that no significant difference existed 

on the Narcism-comfort Conflict scale. 
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TABLE XIV 

t-TEST FOR THE NARCISM-COMFORT, CONFLICT ERG OF THE 
ENROLLEES AND EVALUEES OF THE WELFARE GROUP 

Mean s.d. F t 
En- En-

Variable Evaluees rollees Evaluees rollees 

Narcism-
comfort 
Conflict 
Erg 6.29412 6.03704 1.49016 2.54923 2.92651 .421891 

Further Analysis of Data 

Of the forty-five variables tested for significant 

differences between the welfare and nonwelfare groups, 

eight variables v/ere found to show significant differences. 

Three of the eight variables were not hypothesized to 

show significant differences. The results of the t-tests 

indicate that the nonwelfare group scored higher on the 

Integrated Fear Scale, the Integrated Mating Erg, and the 

Integrated Pugnacity Scale. These results are illustrated 

in the following table. 
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TABLE XV 

t-TESOS BETWEEN THE WELFARE AND NONWELFARE 
GROUPS THAT WERE NOT HYPOTHESIZED 

Mean s.d. F _t 
Non- Non-

Variable Welfare welfare Welfare welfare 
Integrated 
Fear 
Scale 4.36364 5.20968 1.73997 1.81196 1.08446 2.40780 

¥r 

Integrated 
Mating -x-
Erg 4.70455 5.56452 1.54889 1.91304 1.52548 2.46260 

Integrated 
Pugnacity -x-
Scale 5.00000 5.93548 1.95293 1.89798 I.05875 2.45854 

p .05 level of significance 

The direct training and work evaluation comparisons 

indicate differences in the nonwelfare group on four scales, 

Two of the differences on the four variables were hypothe

sized. The two significant variables not hypothesized were 

the Career, Unintegrated Sentiment Scale and the Narcism-

comfort Unintegrated Erg. Total enrollees of the nonwel

fare group obtained a significantly higher score on the 

Career, Unintegrated Sentiment Scale than did the evaluees; 

while on the Narcism-comfort Unintegrated Erg Scale, the 

evaluees obtained a significantly higher score than the 

enrollees. These data are reported in the following table. 
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TABLE XVI 

t-TESTS BETWEEN THE ENROLLEES AND EVALUEES 
IN THE NONWELFARE GROUP 

Mean s.d. 
En- En-

Variable Evaluees rollees Evaluees rollees 

Career Un-
integrate ^^ 
Sentiment 4-4o625 6.00000 2.o456o 2.05107 I.OO536 3.06181 

Narcism-
comfort 
Uninte
grated 
Erg 5.21875 4.16667 2-07496 2.05247 1.02203 2.00565 

•X-

•x-x-
p .05 level of significance 
p .01 level of significance 

A guarded look at the race differences was taken to 

determine if any significant differences would be observ

able. Comparisons were made within the two major groups 

(Welfare and Nonwelfare). In the welfare groups (3 and 4) 

there were 21 whites and 23 Negroes. Significant differ

ences were found to exist on the following scales: (1) 

Self-sentiment Unintegrated; (2) Self-sentiment. Conflict; 

(3) Mating Unintegrated; and General Information. The 

significant differences are noted in Table XVII. 
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TABLE XVII 

t-TESTS BETWEEN THE NEGROES AND WHITES 
IN THE WELFARE GROUP 

Mean s.d. F 
Variable Negroes Whites Negroes Whites 

Self-
sentiment 
Uninte- *^ 
grated 3.17391 5.14286 1.40299 1.59015 1.28460 4.36343 
Self-
sentiment ^ -x-x-
Conflict 8.08696 6.00000 1.72977 1.78885 1.06948 3.93282 

Mating, 
I n t e - ^ ^ •̂5<-

grated 4.26o87 5.19048 I.28691 I.69172 I.72807 2.06236 

General In
formation -
Intelli- ^ . ^ ^ on ^^ 
gence 4.47826 5.52381 8.45822 1.12335 1.76388 3.50707 

*p .05 level of significance 
p .01 level of significance 

Significant differences were also found to exist 

between the Negroes and whites in the nonwelfare (groups 

1 and 2). Because of the difference in the size of the 

groups in the nonwelfare category (53 whites and 9 Negroes), 

careful consideration must be given to the results of the 

t-test in Table XVIII on the following page. 
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TABLE XVIII 

t-TESTS BETVJEEN THE NEGROES AND WHITES 
IN THE NONlAfELFARE GROUP 

Mean s.d. 
Variable Negroes Whites Negroes Whites 

Narcism-
comfort In
tegrated 
Erg 3.22222 5.28302 1.55556 1.86442 1.42202 3.12840 •x-x-

Narcism, 
Comfort 
Conflict ^ 
Erg 7.22222 5.30189 2.63523 2.46970 1.13854 2.03935 

Self-sen
timent, In- ^^ 
tegrated 2.66667 4.79245 1.50000 I.32082 1.28973 3.99660 

Self-sen
timent, 
Total 2.22222 4.79245 1.39443 2.21209 2.51657 2.81790 

Mating, In
tegrated ^^ 
Erg 3.77778 5.86792 1.39443 1.82965 1.72163 3.26108 

Mating, ^^ 
Total Erg 3.11111 5.60377 1.96497 2.59689 1.74660 2.74168 

Pugnacity-
sadism, ^ 
Total Erg 3.66667 5.07547 1.4l42l 2.59325 3-36248 2.38435 

General ^ 
Autism 3.22222 4.98113 1.64148 2.22305 1.83412 2.26434 

General In- -jt-x-
formation 4.11111 5.54717 9.27961 1.30923 1.99054 3.14868 

Total 
Personal .j^ 
Interest 2.66667 4.64151 1.4l421 1.81970 1.65566 3.09296 

p .05 level of significance 
**p .01 level of significance 
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To determine if sex affected the results of this 

study adversely, intragroup comparisons were made within 

the two major groups. In the welfare group (3 and 4) there 

were nine males and thirty-five females. Significant dif

ferences were observable between t-tests on two of the 

forty-five variables measured on the MAT. The females 

scored significantly higher (.05 level) on the Superego, 

Integrated Erg and Superego, Total Erg scales. 

TABLE XIX 

t-TESTS BETWEEN THE MALES AND FEMALES 
IN THE WELFARE GROUP 

Mean s.d. F ^ 

Variable Male Female Male Female 

Superego, 
Inte
grated Mr 
Erg 3.11111 4.48571 1.36423 1.4oio8 1.05476 2.638165 

Superego, 
Total * 
Erg 3.55556 5.37143 1.74005 1.94158 1.24505 2.55068 

p .05 level of significance 

The forty males and twenty-two females of the non-

welfare group (groups 1 and 2) differed on four scales of 

the MAT. The females scored significantly higher on the 

Home-parental, Integrated Sentiment than did the males. 

On the Pugnacity-sadism, Unintegrated Sentiment scale. 

Pugnacity-sadism, Integrated Erg scale, and the Pugnacity-
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sadism. Total Erg scale the males scored significantly 

higher than did the females. 

TABLE XX 

t -TESTS BETlr-JEEN THE MALES AND FEMALES 
IN THE NONV ÊLFARE GROUP 

Mean s.d. F t 
Variable Male Female Male Female 

Home-
Parental 
Integrated * 
Sentiment 4.05000 5.13636 1.93417 1.54114 I.61679 2.27325 

Pugnacity-
sadism Un
integrated ^ 
Sentiment 5.50000 4.13636 2.23033 1-75378 1.14119 1.68322 

Pugnacity-
Sadism, In
tegrated ^ , ^ . . ̂  * 
Erg scale 6.27500 5.3l8l8 2.05048 1.42716 I.61728 2.47465 

Pugnacity-
Sadism, ^ *-x-
Total Erg 5.55000 3.63636 2.48oi8 2.05971 1.44994 3.07885 

*p .05 level of significance 
* * p .01 level of significance 

The significant findings indicate intra-group 

and inter-group differences. Differences significant at 

least to the .05 level were found to exist on six of the 

ten hypotheses. The inter-group comparisons (welfare vs. 

nonwelfare) indicated four distinguishing characteristics: 

(1) Fear, Conflict Erg, (2) Mating Total Erg, (3) Pug

nacity-Sadism Total Erg, and (4) Sweetheart-spouse Conflict 
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Sentiment. The intragroup hypotheses were tested and re

vealed significant differences between the evaluees and 

enrollees of the nonwelfare group on the Career Total Senti

ment Scale and the Narcism-comfort Conflict scale. No dif

ferences were distinguished on these scales when the same 

comparisons were made for the welfare group. 

In the analysis of the forty-five variables, 

significant differences were obtained on three additional 

scales: (1) the Integrated Fear scale, (2) the Integrated 

Mating Erg scale, and (3) the Integrated Pugnacity scale. 

On each of these scales the v/elfare*-group scored signifi

cantly lower. 

Differences were found to exist when intragroup 

race comparisons were made. The Negroes of the welfare 

group scored significantly higher on the Self-Sentiment 

Conflict scale while, the whites scored significantly 

higher on the self-sentiment Unintegrated scale and the 

Mating Integrated Erg scale. 

The nonwelfare group showed significant race dif

ferences on ten variables (refer to Table XVIII). The re

sults of these t-tests may be affected by sample size 

(53 whites and 9 Negroes) and should be interpreted with 

caution. 

The intragroup comparison of sex differences 

revealed that the male of the welfare group differed from 

the females of this group on the Superego-Integrated Erg 
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and the Superego Total Erg. The males scored significantly 

lower on these scales than did the females. On the other 

hand, the nonwelfare males scored significantly higher on 

the Home-Parental Integrated Sentiment scale, the Pugnacity-

Sadism Unintegrated Sentiment scale, the Pugnacity-Sadism 

Integrated Erg scale, and the Pugnacity-Sadism Total Erg 

scale. 



CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

The results of the study indicate that the wel

fare clients when compared with the nonwelfare clients do 

represent different attitudes and cultures; but lack of 

vocational motivation and goals do not seem to be an out

growth of this situation. However, self-restraint and fear 

may be more deep-seated obstacles to social mobility than 

realized. With more sophisticated instrumentation and 

training procedures, the aspects of dependency can be fo

cused upon to foster and develop social mobility. 

Career-sentiment area in the MAT is measured by 

two attitudes: "learning technical skills" and "keeping 

job," It seems to reflect the actual experience the person 

has had and the degree to which he is currently interested 

and concerned. High scores generally reflect over-interest, 

ambition, and realistic involvement in the mature role; 

while low scores suggest regressive behavior and unwilling

ness to accept responsibility (Sweney, I968). In this 

study the hypothesis tested for direction indicated no 

significant difference existed between the two groups in 

terms of goal seeking. The results could indicate that 

career goals are less applicable to trainees at the Habili-

tation Center as in the case with Cattell's (1964) findings 

41 
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on college students. The results may indicate an investi

gation in the decision-making process of the trainees at 

the center. 

Conflict-fear Erg in the MAT purports to measure 

the need for safety. A high conflict score on fear indi

cates the tendency to replace generalized anxiety with 

actual precautions. Low conflict scores indicate vigilance 

and cautions about life's dangers (Sweney, I968). 

The Fear-conflict Erg significantly distinguished 

between the two groups. The higher scores obtained by the 

welfare group indicate that they tend to deny their fears 

more than the nonwelfare group. This denial is possibly 

the result of cultural characteristics. It supports the 

theory that frustrations encountered in social movements 

impede progress for the welfare recipient. 

The Mating-total Erg scale in the instrument 

used in this study is purported to measure heterosexual in

terest directed toward the sexual act itself. It does not 

necessarily reflect affection or love, but it does seem to 

tie in very closely with the sexual familiarity that might 

be involved. High scores indicate an openness and willing

ness to talk about sex and probably indulge in it also. 

Low scores, on the other hand, indicate inhibitions in this 

area, and if accompanied by low tension, a general indiffer

ence to it would be suggested (Sweney, 1968). 
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In this study the welfare group differed signifi

cantly from the nonwelfare group (.05 level) on the Mating 

Erg scale. Sweney would say that this indicates less 

sexual drive or more inhibitions in the welfare group. 

However, in a general discussion with members of the sub

culture group, that rather than lack of sexual drive in 

this sample this evidence indicated a general fear of be

coming deeply involved. Many indicated that to get in

volved meant added hardship and responsibilities. 

Pugnacity-sadism (MAT aggression) totals purport 

to measure or describe the hostility that is met and needed 

in everyday life. High scorers seem to express their hos

tility directly and comfortably but do not seem to be 

hostile people; while low scores indicated there is an un

willingness to meet life realistically (Sweney, I968). 

The findings here indicate that the welfare stu

dents are significantly less aggressive and more dependent 

than the nonwelfare group. This finding supports the study 

by Lawlis (I967). It could be conjectured here that the 

welfare role creates a dependency fear that is closely 

associated with economic survival. 

Sweetheart-spouse Conflict dimension (MAT) is 

purported to reflect a frustration for affection. Often 

it is masked by a denial of the subject's need for affec

tion. If the conflict score is high it may reflect need 

to reject romantic entanglements in favor of affairs more 
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transitory in nature. On the other hand, a low score 

usually indicates a willingness to express one's need for 

love (Sweney, I968). 

The nonwelfare group scored significantly higher 

on this scale (.01 level) than did the welfare group. It 

could be postulated here that physical concern may play an 

important part in the findings or that the length of stay 

in the center, usually of short duration, may affect in

volvement. 

The Total Conflict scale, as purported by Sweney 

(1968), is a measure of total frustration which a person 

seems to endure. Although no significant difference was 

found between the two groups, the scores of both groups 

were highly elevated, indicating strong conflicts. This 

finding supports studies (Little, I968) involving the use 

of this test and may be a characteristic of the trainees 

at HSRC. 

An interesting aspect of this study was the com

parisons within the individual groups which tested the last 

four hypotheses. The comparison of nonwelfare group one 

(enrollees) with group two (evaluees) produced a signifi

cant difference between groups on the Career-total Senti

ment scale. Their career sentiment scales differed at the 

.01 level of significance, indicating that the enrollees 

of group one were more goal-directed than the evaluees of 

group two (Table XVI). The finding may indicate that the 
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students have been placed in the proper spot in the re

habilitation process. However, when group three (welfare 

enrollees) was compared with group four (welfare evaluees) 

no significant differences were noted. The findings may 

indicate that proper placement of the individuals had not 

taken place. Yet, it has been shown that, as a group, the 

welfare students are less likely to have career'goals--

supporting the evidence that they are more submissive. 

The MAT Narcism-comfort Conflict score purports 

that this scale indicates the need for personal comfort. 

A high conflict score can be interpreted as indicating 

either a frustrated or a repressed drive for personal com

fort. In some subcultures it is thought sinful to over 

indulge and could lead to repression of such acts. A low 

conflict score V70uld reveal the inverse of this. It would 

indicate the acceptance of the individual's right to seek 

his own comfort (Sweney, I968). 

In the last two hypotheses it was postulated 

that the total group of enrollees would differ significantly 

from the evaluees. This was true of the enrollees, group 

one and the evaluees, group two. The nonwelfare group did 

have intragroup difference at the .05 level of significance. 

This implies that proper group distinction was made before 

placement. The evaluees scored significantly higher than 

the enrollees, implying that the evaluees experienced more 

frustration in seeking personal comfort. Type of disability 
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may be a hidden factor in this case. The last hypothesis 

(10) was not supported when the enrollees and evaluees in 

the welfare population were compared. Although placement 

procedures involving the welfare group may affect these 

scores, it implies a certain amount of repression. 

The results of this study indicate general sup

port of the concept of motivational differences existing 

between the welfare and nonwelfare groups. It has been 

noted that significant differences were obtained when the 

two groups were compared. In addition, it was found that 

being placed directly into training, as opposed to being 

placed in work evaluation, tended to have more effect on 

the nonwelfare client's motivational attitudes than on the 

welfare client's aspirations. 

Two approaches to evaluate the significance of 

the effect of initial placement are indicated. First, it 

is reasonable to assume that proper group distinction was 

made for the nonwelfare group and not for the welfare group. 

Second, the welfare group was more submissive; thus, more 

willing to accept the decisions of the authority figures. 

In general the welfare population appeared to 

differ from the nonwelfare group in terms of self-restriction, 

repression, denial of fears, being less motivated in several 

drives, and by being less aggressive. In terms of career 

goals and conflict scores, the two groups appear similar. 

It would seem that the similarities found may be 
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attributable to the setting or environment found at the 

Center. The findings in this study are similar to the 

findings purported on the validity studies and would indi

cate that any training endeavor creates similar responses 

concerning career goals. 

The guarded look taken at the significant differ

ences obtained between races (Table XVIII) gives rise to 

much speculation. It would appear that the Negroes in the 

nonwelfare group were similar to those in the welfare group. 

Significant differences between the Negroes and whites in 

the nonwelfare group were obtained-on ten of the forty-five 

variables of the MAT (Table XVIII). 

In both the welfare and the nonwelfare groups the 

Negroes' scores indicated the losers syndrome (Table XVIII) 

which is characteristic of the lov7 socio-economic group. 

The whites, on the other hand, appeared to be more satisfied 

with their search for self-awareness. The Negroes' scores 

indicated a general sex satisfaction and redirection of 

energies. It is significant to note that the whites of the 

welfare group were more like the Negroes than were the 

whites of the nonwelfare group (Table XVII). This sup

ported the studies by Lawlis (I967) and Little (I968). 

The Negro in both major groups obtained signifi

cantly lower scores on the General Information scale. The 

MAT General Information scale is purported to be related 

to intelligence. Although the differences exist when the 
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Negro is compared with the whites, the difference is not 

significant when the major groups or the subgroups are 

compared. 

The sex differences that v/ere investigated were 

quite revealing (Table XX). In the nonwelfare group there 

were forty males and twenty-two females. While in the 

welfare group, the majority of clients were female; thirty-

five females and nine males. It was expected that sex 

would be an intervening factor, but the results indicate 

otherwise. In the welfare group, only two variables were 

found to show significant differences betv/een the sexes. 

The two variables involved the Superego Integrated Erg and 

the Superego, Total Erg scales. The t-tests indicated that 

the females were undergoing more personal conflict than 

were the males. Again the size of the population (nine 

males and thirty-five females) should be considered. 

The twenty-two females and forty males in the 

nonwelfare group differed between groups on four variables. 

These were the Home-parental, Integrated Sentiment Scale, 

the Pugnacity-sadism, Unintegrated Erg scale, the Pugnacity-

sadism, Integrated Erg scale, and the Pugnacity-sadism, 

Total Erg scale. These differences revealed that the fe

males were more dependent than the males, and that the 

males were better able to express their hostilities and 

were more comfortable in their environment. 



Summary 

This study indicated four general areas of dif

ferences in motivational attitudes between the welfare 

client and nonwelfare clients at the HSRC as shown on the 

MAT. First, the welfare clients expressed more general 
- • " • ) 

anxiety than did the nonwelfare subjects. Second, those 

in the welfare groups tend to reject close relationships 

with the opposite sex more often than the nonwelfare group-
[^ c-

]/ The fear of openly expressing their hostility V7as found to 

be a significant factor and supports other studies with the 

culturally deprived. TheCfoii3:*th characteristic involved 

the amount of total conflict expressed. The amount of con

flict may be the result of the setting and training. It 

reflects the amount of energy invested in internal strife 

and would be inversely related to the amount of energy that 

an individual could apply to goal directed behavior. The 

nonwelfare student showed less general anxiety, exhibited 

greater freedom in his hetrosexual relationships, greater 

satisfaction of need for affection, and less fear of openly 

expressing hostility. That the welfare client showed sig

nificant differences in this area is indicative of low 

socio-economic group. Both major groups were highly ele

vated on the Total Conflict scale when compared with the 

norm, which indicates that the elevated scores could be a 

characteristic of the trainees at the center. 
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Intragroup relationships were examined to de

termine if initial placement affected motivation. The 

recults indicated that the nonwelfare enrollees were more 

goal-oriented than the evaluees. The differences between 

groups may :)mply the adverse effect of deferring goal-

oriented behavior or that the center accurately differen

tiated the student who V7as ready for training. However, 

the welfare group did not show intragroup differences when 

comparisons were made between the enrollees and evaluees. 

The results indicate the possibility of inadequate place

ment or that the welfare group as a-whole are more submis

sive and accepting of the given situation. This attitude 

has been called the "losers syndrome." 

Comparisons on the basis of sex were made to de

termine if the differences that exist would adversely af

fect the effort to disregard the such differences and in 

order that a global look at the groups might be taken. It 

was evidenced that the v/omen in the welfare group differed 

significantly on the Superego Scales indicating more per

sonal conflict. The nonwelfare comparison of sexes showed 

similar conflicts existed. The females viere more dependent 

and less comfortable in the environment than were the males 

Racial differences explored revealed that the 

nonwelfare Negroes differed from the white clients on ten 

variables. The "losers syndrome" was apparently a major 

factor that contributed to the differences. The Negroes, 
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in general, scored lower on the General Information scale 

in both groups. In the welfare group, however, the Negroes 

differed from the whites on six fewer variables than in 

the nonwelfare subjects, indicating that the welfare whites 

expressed motivational levels that are similar to those of 

the low socio-economic group. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS 

Summary 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the 

difference in motivational attitudes between welfare and 

nonwelfare clients at the Hot Springs Rehabilitation Cen

ter (HSRC). Research had revealed that the Motivational 

Analysis Test was a useful instrument in distinguishing 

motivational differences between the chronically unemployed 

and employed individuals and the MAT was chosen to deter

mine if it would distinguish the motivational attitude 

differences between different groups participating in a 

particular habilitation program. 

< For the purpose of this study, a research sample 

of 106 subjects referred to the Rehabilitation Unit at HSRC 

was administered the MAT over a six month period. The sample 

was divided into two major groups of welfare and nonwelfare 

students. The total welfare group was composed of forty-

four individuals divided into two groups on the basis of 

placement after staffing. The two subgroups consisted of 

twenty-seven individuals placed directly in training and 

seventeen who were placed in work evaluation. The second 

major group was composed of sixty-two individuals divided 

into two groups; thirty in training and thirty-two in work 

evaluation. The intragroup divisions made feasible the 

52 
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comparison of motivational factors related to the effects 

of placement. 

The test was administered routinely to the in

dividuals accepted by the HSRC in small groups to maintain 

uniformity in test procedure. Each individual's hospital 

record was surveyed to obtain demographic to determine 

group placement. Standard scoring procedures were then 

followed and the total of forty-five variables key-punched 

on IBM cards for statistical purposes. 

The Student t-test program of Texas Tech v/as 

used to analyze the data collected.* The program was run 

through the Fortran Computer at the Computer Center at 

the University of Arkansas. Only differences with signifi

cant levels of .05 or less were considered to assure less 

error in prediction. 

Significant findings were obtained in six of the 

hypotheses tested. The study implied that the welfare 

group was not as frustrated by the rehabilitation setting 

as the nonwelfare clients. This finding supported the re

search that the culturally deprived tended to be less will

ing to express hostilities, fears, and desires for close 

personal relationships. 

As in the studies by Sweney (1964) and Lawlis 

(1967)5 the findings in this study indicate that individ

uals from a subculture are significantly less aggressive 

and more dependent than the more affluent. The nonwelfare 
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student, because he is more aggressive, is apparently more 

willing to exhibit greater freedom in his heterosexual 

relationships and tends to have less repression of sexual 

feelings than do the welfare individuals. 

The individuals in the population were grouped 

according to placement in the training program to deter

mine if motivational attitudes related to placement by the 

counselor could be determined. It was determined that the 

nonwelfare group enrollees differed significantly from the 

evaluees on the Career-Total Sentiment scale, while no 

significant differences were noted 'between the enrollees 

and the evaluees of the welfare group. 

An analysis of the findings in this study indi

cate the following implication for future research of study. 

1. The present study should be replicated in 

other research centers that provide similar services. An 

additional test, such as the l6 PF, would be useful to 

further ascertain the psychological dynamics that would 

distinguish between groups. 

2. Retesting of the students to measure the 

effects of immediate placement and evaluation on motiva

tional attitudes after a reasonable period of time. 

3. This study implied the need to use more 

demographic variables to further distinguish between groups. 
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4. It was recognized that race differences need 

to be more fully explored to determine what effect atti-

tudinal differences have upon the completion of programs. 

5. The method of client placement needs to be 

investigated in an effort to determine what factors should 

be observed in this placement. 

6. The age groups should be compared to deter

mine if differences do in fact exist. 
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APPENDIX A 

LIST OF VARIABLES ON THE MOTIVATION ANALYSIS TEST 

Var iab le 
Number Scale Descr ip t ion 

1. Career, Unintegrated Sentiment 
2. Career, Integrated Sentiment 
3. Career, Total Sentiment 
4. Career, Conflict Sentiment 
5. Home-parental, Unintegrated Sentiment 
6. Home-parental, Integrated Sentiment 
7. Home-parental, Total Sentiment 
8. Home-parental, Conflict Sentiment 
9. Fear, Unintegrated Erg 

10. Fear, Integrated Erg 
11. Fear, Total Erg 
12. Fear, Conflict Erg 
13. Narcism-comfort, Unintegrated Erg 
14. Narcism-comfort, Integrated Erg 
15. Narcism-comfort, Total Erg 
16. Narcism-comfort, Conflict Erg 
17. Superego, Unintegrated Erg 
18. Superego, Integrated Erg 
19. Superego, Total Erg 
20. Superego, Conflict Erg 
21. Self-sentiment, Unintegrated 
22. Self-sentiment. Integrated 
23. Self-sentiment, Total 
24. Self-sentiment. Conflict 
25. Mating, Unintegrated Erg 
26. Mating, Integrated Erg 
27. Mating, Total Erg 
28. Mating, Conflict Erg 
29. Pugnacity-sadism, Unintegrated Erg 
30! Pugnacity-sadism, Integrated Erg 
31. Pugnacity-sadism, Total Erg 
32. Pugnacity-sadism, Conflict Erg 
33! Assertiveness, Unintegrated Erg 
34. Assertiveness, Integrated Erg 
35. Assertiveness, Total Erg 
36. Assertiveness, Conflict Erg 
37. Sweetheart-spouse, Unintegrated Sentiment 
38. Sweetheart-spouse, Integrated Sentiment 
39. Sweetheart-spouse, Total Sentiment 
i+O. Sweetheart-spouse, Conflict Sentiment 
41. General Autism 



61 

Var i ab l e 
Number Scale Descr ip t ion 

42. General Information-intelligence 
43. Total Motivation Integration 
44. Total Personal Interest 
45. Total Conflict 
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APPENDIX B 

T-TEST MEANS FOR GROUPS I & II AND III & IV 

Var 

Groups 
III & IV 

(44)'' XBAR 

Groups 
I & I 
(62) XBAR 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

6 
7 
8 
9 
10 

11 
12 
13 
l4 
15 

16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

21 
22 
2 
2 
25 

26 
27 
28 
29 
30 

31 
32 

34 
35 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

5.43182E 00 
5.3409IE 00 
5.O68I8E 00 
6.O909IE 00 
5.65909E 00 

5.0909IE 00 
5.O2273E 00 
6.568I8E 00 
5.40909E 00 
4.36364E 00 

4.45455E 00 
6.97727E 00 
4.79545E 00 
4.5%45E 00 

3.5OOOOE 00 

6.I3636E 00 
6.20455E 00 
4.20455E 00 
5.OOOOOE 00 
7.77273# 00 
5.38636E 00 
4.11364E 00 
3.72727E 00 
7.O9O9IE 00 
5.15909E 00 
4.70455E 00 
4.20455E 00 
6.31818E 00 
4.47727E 00 
5.OOOOOE 00 

3.72727E 00 
5.43182E 00 
4.93182E 00 
4.61364E 00 
3.86364E 00 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
.J-

1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

5.17742E 00 
4.8387IE 00 
4.46774E 00 
6.25806E 00 
4.9516IE 00 

4.43548E 00 
4.16129E 00 
6.33871E 00 
5.27419E 00 
5.20968E 00 

4.9516IE 00 
5.79032E 00 
4.70968E 00 
4.98387E 00 
4.04839E 00 

5.58065E 00 
5.56452E 00 
4.00000E 00 
4.14516E 00 
7.09677E 00 

5.35484E 00 
4.48387E 00 
4.06452E 00 
6.62903E 00 
5.54839E 00 

5.56452E 00 
5.24194E 00 
5.77419E 00 
5.01613E 00 
5.93548E 00 

4.87097E 00 
5.06452E 00 
4.93548E 00 
4.66129E 00 
3.74194E 00 
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Var 

Groups 
III & ly 

(44)* XBAR 

Groups 
I & II 
(62)* XBAR 

36 
37 
38 
39 
4o 

41 
42 
43 
44 
45 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

6.20455E 00 
4.79545E 00 
4.75000E 00 
3.61364E 00 
5.90909E 00 

4.72727E 00 
4-97727E 00 
4.50000E 00 
3.88636E 00 
8.09091E 00 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

6.14516E 00 
5.58065E 00 
4.27419E 00 
4-16129E 00 
6.96774E 00 

4.72581E 00 
5.33871E 00 
5.00000E 00 
4.35484E 00 
7^59677E 00 

Number in the Group 
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Group II 
Var (32)"̂  XBAR 

Group J 
(30)* XBAR 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

6 
7 
8 
9 
10 

11 
12 
13 
14 
15 

16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

26 
27 
28 
29 
30 

31 
32 
33 
34 
35 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

4.40625E 00 
4.43750E 00 
3.46875E 00 
5.96875E 00 
4.71875E 00 

4.25000E 00 
3.84375E 00 
6.OOOOOE 00 
5.56250E 00 
5.09375E 00 

5.06250E 00 
6.28125E 00 
5.21875E 00 
4.59375E 00 
4.15625E 00 

6.34375E 00 
5.71875E 00 
3.90625E 00 
4.31250E 00 
7.21875E 00 

5,12500E 00 
4.25000E 00 
3.56250E 00 
6.53125E 00 
5.59375E 00 

5.59375E 00 
5.28125E 00 
5.71875E 00 
5.15625E 00 
6.09375E 00 

5.25000E 00 
5.06250E 00 
5.00000E 00 
4.84375E 00 
3.93750E 00 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

6.00000E 00 
5.26667# 00 
5.53333E 00 
6.56667E 00 
5.20000E 00 

4.63333E 00 
4.50000E 00 
6.70000E 00 
4.96667E 00 
5.33333E 00 

4.83333# 00 
5.26667E 00 
4.16667E 00 
5.40000E 00 
3.93333E 00 

4.76667E 00 
5.40000E 00 
4.10000E 00 
3.96667E 00 
6.96667E 00 

5.60000E 00 
4.73333E 00 
4.60000E 00 
6.73333E 00 
5.50000E 00 

5-53333E 00 
5.2000OE 00 
5.83333E 00 
4.86667E 00 
5.76667E 00 

4.46667E 00 
5.06667E 00 
4.86667E 00 
4.46667E 00 
3.53333E 00 
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Group I I 
Var ( 3 2 ) * 

36 
37 
38 
39 
40 

41 
42 
43 
44 
45 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

XBAR 

5.93750E 00 
5.75OOOE 00 
4. I5625E 00 
4.I875OE 00 
7.OOOOOE 00 

4.5OOOOE 00 
5.O3125E 00 
4.8125OE 00 
4. I5625E 00 
7.71875E 00 

Group I 
(30)* XBAR 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

6.36667E 00 
5.40000E 00 
4.40000E 00 
4.13333E 00 
6.93333# 00 

4.96667E 00 
5.66667E 00 
5.20000E 00 
4.56667E 00 
7.46667E 00 

Number in the Group 
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Group rv 
Var (17)* XBAR 

Group III 
(27)* XBAR 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

6 
7 
8 
9 
10 

11 
12 
13 
14 
15 

16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

26 
27 
28 
29 
30 

31 
32 
33 
34 
35 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

5.64706E 00 
5.47059E 00 
5.35294E 00 
6.17647E 00 
6.00000E 00 

5.17647E 00 
5.52941E 00 
6.76471E 00 
5.35294E 00 
4.58824E 00 

4.82353E 00 
6.94118E 00 
4.94118E 00 
4.47059E 00 
3.64706E 00 

6.29412E 00 
6.17647E 00 
4.35294E 00 
5.23529E 00 
7.47059E 00 

5.76471E 00 
3.82353E 00 
4.00000E 00 
7.70588E 00 
4.64706E 00 

4.52941E 00 
3.47059E 00 
6.05882E 00 
4.05882E 00 
4.88235E 00 

3.29412E 00 
5.11765E 00 
4.82353E 00 
4.94118E 00 
4.00000E 00 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
T 
JL 

1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

5.29630E 00 
5.25926E 00 
4.88889E 00 
6.03704E 00 
5.44444E 00 

5.03704E 00 
4.70370E 00 
6.44444E 00 
5.44444E 00 
4.22222E 00 

4.22222E 00 
7.OOOOOE 00 
4.7037OE 00 
4.59259E 00 
3.4074IE 00 
6.03704E 00 
6.22222E 00 
4.11111E 00 
4.85185E 00 
7.96296E 00 

5.14815E 00 
4.2963OE 00 
3.55556E 00 
6.7037OE 00 
5.48148E 00 

4.8148IE 00 
4.66667E 00 
6.48148E 00 
4.74074E 00 
5.07407E 00 

4.00000E 00 
5.62963E 00 
5.00000E 00 
4.40741E 00 
3.77778E 00 
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Group JV 
Var (17) XBAR 

Group III 
(27)* XBAR 

36 
37 
38 
39 
4o 

41 
42 
43 
44 
45 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

5.82353E 00 
4.41176E 00 
5.II765E 00 
3.58824E 00 
5.23529E 00 

4.70588E 00 
5.11765E 00 
4.70588E 00 
4.05882E 00 
7.94118E 00 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

6.44444E 00 
5.03704E 00 
4.51852E 00 
3.62963E 00 
6.11111E 00 

4.74074E 00 
4.88889E 00 
4.37037E 00 
3.77778E 00 
8.18519E 00 


