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OKLAHOMA CITY ASAP 

SHORT TERM REHABILITATION 

1976 

by 

Richard F. Krenek, Ph.D., P.E. 

1. INTRODUCTION. The short term r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  study in Oklahoma Ci ty  began in 

Apri l ,  1975, and includes ind iv iduals  arrested for  dr iv ing  under the inf luence 

who were randomly assigned to oQe of four treatment groups. For reasons of accep- 

tance by a l l  par t ies concerned, the STR Study in Oklahoma Ci ty was referred to as 

the Special Group Study. These terms w i l l  be used interchangably lh th is  repor t .  

A to ta l  of  402 persons were enrol led in the STR study during the period Ap r i ! ,  

1975 through June, 1976. The four special group categories were Rehab i l i t a t i on ,  

Control,  Puni t ive and Rehab i l i ta t ion  plus Puni t ive in nature. The cha rac te r i s t i c s  

of the special group categories are discussed in the experimental design sect ion 

of th is  report .  I n l t i a l  personal interviews and dr iver  and cr iminal records checks 

were completed on each indiv idual  assigned to the special group. Follow-ups at 

6, 12 and 18 months are scheduled to be conducted. Only the 6-month and most of 

the twelve-month interviews and records checks were completed pr ior  to the deadline 

for  the wr i t ing  of th is  report .  The i n i t i a l  interv iew consisted of a Mortimer- 

F i l k lns  test  combined with several quest lonnaires including the L i fe  A c t i v i t i e s  

Inventoryj Current Status Questionnaire and Personal i ty  Assessment Scale. The 

fol low-up interviews consisted of only the l a t t e r  three instruments. 

The records checks included a scan of both s tate and municlpal a r res t  and 

convict ion records for  both t r a f f i c  and n o n - t r a f f i c  offenses. In add i t ion ,  data 

on accidents Involving the subjects in th is  study was also co l lec ted.  The depen- 

dent var iables In th is  study Included DUI recidiv ism and changes In the L i fe  

A c t i v i t i e s  Inventory (LAI) and Current Status Questionnaire (CSQ). 

The study was designed to attempt to answer the fo l lowing basic research 

questions: 

(1) Is any one of the experimental categories more e f fec t i ve  than any other 

or the control  category in reducing f i r s t  year recidiv ism rates? 

(2) Is any one of the four experimental categories more e f fec t i ve  when compared 

to the others In producing desirable l i f e - s t y l e  changes. 

(3) Are there measurable dl f ferences between rec i d i v i s t s  and non- rec id i -  

v ls ts  In each of the four groups that  would enable an Improvement In the se lec t ion 

process for  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  as well as pun i t i ve  sanct!ons? 



The following sections w i l l  contain detailed information concerning e l i g i b i l i t y  

for special group assignment, the randomization process and special group system 
entry. 

2. EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN 

a. Eligibility. To be eligible for the special group assignment in the Oklahoma 

City ASAP, several conditions had to be met by the prospective assignee. The condi- 

tions included the following: Q 

(I)  No known prior alcohol related t ra f f i c  offense. 

(2) The index arrest must be of the non-accident variety. 

(3) Age of the subject must be 21 or over. 

(4) The ind iv idua l  was required to be a resident of Oklahoma Ci ty  or a • 
surrounding suburb. 

(5) The BAC of the ind iv idua l  must have been recorded and be between .14 
and .26~. 

A c l e r k  in the ASAP Prosecution o f f i c e  would make the determinat ion or candi- • 

dacy f o r  special  group assignment in each case coming through t h e i r  o f f i c e .  I f  a 

de te rmina t ion  of special  group e l i g i b i l i t y  was made, a form (inCluded as Appendix A) 

was completed. This form included name, date of b i r t h ,  sex, date of a r res t ,  and 

BAC on the subject  proposed as a special group candidate. The c l e r i c a l  e r ro r  rate • 

in making i n e l i g l b l e  assignments that  u l t ima te l y  were not detected p r i o r  to actual 
assignment was less than 2~. 

b. The Randomization Process. The special group assignment forms referred to 

above and contained in Appendix A were i n i t i a l l y  given assJgnmen~ numbers and 'D 

assigned on a random order basis using dice to produce the random orderinq. 

For example, i f  we have four groups lettered A through D, then a valid randomization 

scheme would be numbers 5 or 6 on the dice assigned to group A; numbers 8 or 9 

assigned to group B; 2,3 or 7 assigned to group C; 4, I0, II or 12 assigned to groupIl. 

Each of the assignment forms was sequentially numbered and then lettered with the 

appropriate random assignment pr ior to its delivery to the ASAP Prosecutor's off ice. 

Assignments were then made in order from this stack as Individual candidates were 
determined. 

I I  
c. The Offer Acceptance/Re~ection Process. A copy of the special group assign- 

ment form with a l l  the information present was placed in the Prosecutor's f i l e .  

While the selection and assignment process was t ru ly  randomized, the resultant was 

not, since rejection of an STR assignment was possible on the part of Prosecution, 

the judge or the c l ient  himself. The resultant must be considered as quasi-random, 

2 



rather than tru ly random. 

between the prosecuting attorney and the defense attorney, generally pr ior to arraign- 

ment, but occasionally post-arraignment. The scenario was, in almost every instance, 

a plea-bargaining session in which the prosecuting attorney instructed the defense 

attorney on the experimental nature of this program and informed him that part icipa- 

tion would not prejudice any further action on his case. A f t e r  that explanat ion, 

the offer was made and the attorney representing the defendant could accept or 

reject the offer at that time or confer with his cl ient concerning the offer and 

then indicate acceptance or rejection. Further, e~en though acceptance had taken 

place at this point, rejection of the offer could take place at any tlme up to and 

including the formal t r i a l  procedure which formalized the agreement. Obviously, 

from the defendant's standpoint, some of the special group assignment alternatives 

were more deisrable than others, so, as one might expect, a disproportionate number 

of rejections were found in the assignment groups. Total rejections in each group 

were Rehabilitation (72), Control (13), Punitive (30) and Punitive plus Rehabili- 

tation (80). Some of the candidates for special group assignment were rejected 

prior to a formal offer being made as a prerogative of the ASAP Prosecutor's off ice. 

Generally, these rejections involved a violation of one of the conditions for 

special group assignment i n i t i a l l y .  That  is, the subjects may have had a prior 

alcohol related t ra f f i c  offense that became known subsequent to the completion of 

the special group assignment form. They may have been involved in an accident 

along with the index DUI arrest or may not have been a resident of Oklahoma City. 

In rare Instances, the judge would not permit a special grgu p assignment because 

of knowledge he had concerning the candidate and his past performance primarily 

as i t  related to alcohol related offenses for that individual. 

d. Weaknesses In the Random Assignment System. The obvious weakness in the 

scheme ut i l ized to randomly assign persons to the special group was the option 

of the suspect or his attorney to reject the offer. The obvious des i rab i l i ty  of 

the control group contrasted with the much less desirable (from the suspect's 

standpoint) nature of the combination rehabi l i tat ion-punit ive sanction, leading 

to a disparity in rejection rates. Investigation of the demographic/socioeconomic 

characteristics of each of the four groups, however, did not reveal any signif icant 

differences between the groups. STR group assignments by age, sex, race, education, 

income, marital status and index arrest BAC are given in Appendix B. I t  is f e l t  

that, while the rejection process weakened the c red ib i l i t y  of the randomization, i t  

probably did not destroy i t  or s igni f icant ly jeopardize i t  to any detectable extent. 

The offer of special group assignment was made in a meeting 
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e. System Entry. System entry was faci l i ta ted by a f i r s t  meeting with the 

probation o f f icer  immediately following the court appearance which finalized the ac- 

ceptance of the offer of soeci.al qroup assignment .... At this meetinq an aooointment O 

was made for an i n i t i a l  interview. This in i t ia l  interview would be conducted by 

a probation o f f i cer ,  usually within a week of the adjudication procedure. During 

the i n i t i a l  interview a Mortimer-Filkins questionnaire was administered along with 

the i n i t i a l  LAI, CSQ and PAS instruments. Those individuals who were participating • 

in either the rehabi l i tat ion or rehabil i tat ion plus punitive groups were instructed 

as to the date of their  First session at the Alcohol Treatment Center. Both 

the control and punitive groups were reminded of their obligations to phone the 

probation of f ice on a monthly basis during the coming year (no personal contact • 

was required) and of their  six and twelve-month obligations to return for testing 

follow-up. I n i t i a l  records checks included local police records, state t ra f f i c  

records and FBI records. 

f .  Other Elements of the Experimental Design. Other aspects of the experimental• 

design for the Oklahoma City STR Study are contained in Table I. E l i g i b i l i t y  and 

random assignment process were discussed previously In this section,of this report .  

g. A t t r i t i o n  From the STR Study. A t t r i t ion  of cl ients from the STR study was 

anticipated prior to the start of the research program. Causes of cl ient a t t r i t i on  Q 

included the Following: 

(I) changing residence with no forwarding address 

(2) moving and setting up residence outside the Oklahoma City area 

(3) "mysterious disappearance " 

(4) Incarceration 

(5) death 

Six and twelve-mcnthcompletion rates for each of the Four study groups are given 

in Table 2 below: 
TABLE 2: Completion Percentages - Six and Twelve-Month 

Follow-Up Interview Completion Rates 
Oklahoma City ASAP 

6-MONTH 12-MONTH 
GROUP NUMBER COMPLETIONS (~) COMPLETIONS (~) 

Rehabilitation I00 88 64 

Control I08 93 85 

Punitive IOO 83 81 

Punitive + 94 78 53 
Rehabi l i tat ion 
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TABLE I: Character is t ics of STR (Special Group) Categories 
Oklahoma City 

GROUP 
ASSIGNMENT PLEA SENTENCE OTHER CONDITIONS 

Rehabi l i ta t ion  DUI One Year Deferred Par t i c ipa te  in Group Therapy 
Sessions for  s ix  months 

t=rl 

Control 

Puni t ive 

DUI 

Reduced to 
Reckless 
Driving 

One Year Deferred 

$300 f ine ,  
$200 suspended 
90 days in j a i l  - 
A l l  suspended 
Fine paid Immediately 
One year Unsupervised 
Probation 

None 

None 

Puni t ive + 
Rehab i l i ta t ion  

Reduced to 
Reckless 
Driving 

$300 f ine ,  
$200 suspended 
90 days in j a i l  - 
A l l  suspended 
Fine paid immediately 
One, year Unsupervised 
Probation 

Par t i c ipa te  in Group Therapy 
Sessions for  s ix  months 

NOTE: Information re la t ing tO the therapists and group therapy u t i l i z e d  in th is 
study is contained in Appendix C. 

, i  



No signif icant differences in age, sex, race, marital status, education or job 

classif icat ion were found between clients whose six and twelve-month interviews 

were completed and those whose.were not (X 2, ~ = 0.05). 
. . f  . 

3. PERSONAL INTERVIEW SCALE RESULTS 

a. Introduction. As previously mentioned in this report an int ial interview, 

as well as subsequent follow-up interviews six and twelve-months later, was attempted 

for each individual assigned to the STR study. These interviews consisted of a 

Life Act iv i t ies Interview (LAI), Current Status Questionnaire (CSQ), and Personality 

Assessment Scale (PAS). These instruments were developed at the Human Factors 

Laboratory, Department of Psychology, University of South Dakota, specifically for 

the STR study. The LAI and CSQ were designed "to provide information relative to 

c l ients '  positions along a number of dimensions potentially indicative of treatment 

effectiveness." The PAS was incorporated "primarily as a means of quantifying person- 

a l i t y  attr ibutes for potential use as covariates in analyses of treatment effective- 

ness, (although) certain state or t ra i t  dimensions available from this Instrument 

are also l ikely to provide outcome measures as well." 

The LAI scale consists of six derived factors, each of which is determined by 

four to ten salient variables. The CSQ scale consists of seven derived factors, 

each determined by four to twelve variables. An LAI/CSQ composite scale consisting 

of five derived variables was constructed to represent dimensions common to both 

the LAI and CSQ instruments. The PAS scale consists of 14 derived factors, each 

of which is determined by 3 to I5 variables. Details of instrument development 

and descriptions of the individual scale factors as provided the Oklahoma City 

ASAP by the University of South Dakota are given in Appendlx D.-- 

b. Results. 

(I) Ana.lysis of Variance Results. Basic problems exist with the analysis 

of the interview scale results that weigh heavily upon the interpretations of the 

s ta t is t lca l  analysls. The scale scores can only be considered as having ordinal 

rank. The sensi t iv i ty or discriminating abi l i ty  of the scale scores is unknown 

(to this researcher). In short, though a stat is t ica l ly  significant difference 

between experimental groups may exist, the magnitude of "practical significance" 

is very much in question. In spite of this author's convictions concerning the 

data rank, the scale scores themselves appear to be normally distributed and 

independent with groups generally exhibiting homogeneity of variance, therefore 

lending themselves readily to the ANOVA statist ical model. The ANOVA is uti l ized 

as a primary tool for stat is t ical  analysis in this section (SPSS ONEWAY ANOVA). 



Experimental group means for i n i t i a l ,  six-month and twelve-month interviews, 

LAI, C SQ, LAI/CSQ and PAS scales are contained in graphical form in Appendix E. 

Q Since the objective of this portion of the STR study was to assess differences 

( i f  any) in l i f e  style as a result of experimental group membership, i t  is appro- 

priate to consider paired factor score differences (e.g., LAI l ( In i t ia l ) -LAl  I 

(6-Month) for each individual in each of the four experimental groups as the 

• dependent variables of interest. The pairedscore differences for each factor 

score were computed by subtracting six-month and twelve-month factor scores from 

their paired in i t i a l  score for each individual interviewed and participating in 
this study. 

Stat ist ical  analysis of the init ial/six-month differences indicated that four 

• of the factors showed among group differences at the ~ ~ .I0 level. Results o f  

the analysis are given in Tables 3 through 6 on the following pages. 

Of the eighteen factors analyzed, only four showed s ta t i s t i ca l l y  s igni f icant 

• changes in factor scores between the i n i t i a l  and six-mon~interviews that were 

related to group assignment. All of the signif icant factors (LAI-2, LAI-6, CSQ-7 

and LAI/CSQ-I) are related to alcohol consumption. None of the factors relating 

to employment, family status, social interaction, health status or residential 

• s tab i l i t y  showed any signif icant differences among groups when in i t i a l  and six- 

month factor scores were compared. The results clearly indicate that self-reported 

alcohol consumption decreased after six months in both the Control and Punitive 

groups while no change or a sl ight increase in self~eported consumption occurred 

• in the Rehabilitation and Rehabilitation + Punitive group~over-~he same period. 

Stat ist ical  analysis of the initial/twelve-month differences showed a result 

similar to that for the init ial/six-month differences. Three factors showed 

among group differences at the ~ . l O  level. Results of the analysis are given 
in Tables 7 through 9 on the following pages. 

As in the case of inlt lal/six-month differences, of the eighteen factors 

analyzed, the three factors exhibiting significance among group differences were 

related to alcohol consumption(LAI-2, LAI/CSQ-I and LAI/CSQ-5). None of the 

factors relating to employment, family status, social interaction, health status 

• or residential s tab i l i t y  showed any signif icant differences among groups when 

in i t i a l  and twelve-month factor scores were compared. The results clearly 

Ind.icate that self-reported alcohol consumption decreased after twelve months in 

both the Control and Punitive groups, while no change or a sl ight increase in 

• self-reported consumption occurred in the Rehabilitation and Rehabilitation plus 



TABLE 3: Analysis of Variance Results 
Current Drinking Pattern - Quantity and Frequency 

Scale: LAI-2 

Variable: LAI-2 ( I n i t i a l )  - LAI-2 (6 Months) 

SOURCE DF S.S. M.S. F. RATIO F. PROB. 

Between Groups 

Within Groups 

TOTAL 

3 364899 

227 3237275 

230 3602175 

121633 

14261 

8.529 ,000 

GROUP COUNT MEAN STD.DEV. STD.ERROR MIN. MAX. 
95~ CONF INT. 

FOR MEAN 

( 30  

Rehabi l i tat ion 57 -36.35 120.6 15.96 -243 204 

Control 65 38.52 127.6 15.82 -265 285 

Punitive 56 49.95 103.3 13.80 -262 266 

Puni t ive  ÷ 
Rehabi l i tat ion 53 -34.23 123.7 16.99 -285 285 

I 

TOTAL 231 

, • ,  , . , •  , . 

INTERPRETATION OF RESULTS: Relative decrease in se l f  reported quant i ty and frequency of alcohol 
consumption by Control and Punit ive groups with a re la t ive  Increase in 
se l f  reported alcohol consumption by Rehabi l i ta t ion and Punit ive + 
Rehabi l i ta t ion groups. 

-68.3 to-4.4 

6.9 to 70. I 

22.3 to 77.6 

-68.3 t o  -O.i 

• • • ql qJ 0 • • • ;, ® 0 
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TABLE 4: Analysis of Variance Results 

Immoderate Drinking Behavior 

Scale: LAI-6 

Variable: LAI-6 ( I n i t i a l )  - LAI-6 (6 Months) 

SOURCE DF S.S. M.S. F. RATIO F. PROB. 

Between Groups 3 223308. 

Within Groups 52 1304417. 

TOTAL 95 1527726. 

74436 

14178 

5.25 .002 

GROUP COUNT MEAN STD.DEV. STD.ERROR MIN. MAX. 
95% CONF INT. 

FOR MEAN 

t . D  Rehab i l i ta t ion  26 2.2 i i 9 . 9  23.5 -347 290 -46.3 to 50.6 

Control 21 113.7 167.5 36.5 - 93 553 

Puni t ive 22 90.0 118.6 25.3 - 23 ,530 

Puni t ive + 

Rehab i l i ta t ion  27 .9 .8  58.3 11.2 -115 126 

37.4 to 189.9 

37.4 to 142.5 

-13.3 to 32.8 

TOTAL 96 

. , , . ,  

INTERPRETATION OF RESULTS: Control and Puni t ive groups tended to show a decrease in se l f  reported 
Immoderate dr inking behavior whi le Rehab i l i ta t ion  and Puni t ive + Rehab i l i ta t ion  groups showed 
essen t ia l l y  no change over the f i r s t  s ix  months. 



TABLE 5: Analysis of Variance Results 
Control of Drinking 

Scale: CSQ-7 
Variable: CSQ-7 ( In i t ia l )  - CSQ-7 (6Months) 

SOURCE DF S.S. M.S. F. RATIO F. PROB. 

Between Groups 3 

Within Groups 307 

108095. 36031 

3356180. 10932 

3.296 .021 

TOTAL 310 3464276. 

GROUP COUNT 
95% CONF INT. 

MEAN STD.DEV. STD.ERROR MIN. MAX. FOR MEAN 

o 
Rehabi l i ta t ion 81 -20.1 

Control 93 -61.7 

98.4 10.9 -358 189 ~-41.8 to 1.7 

106.2 I1.0 -376 168 -83.5 to -39.8 

Punit ive 70 -55.2 

Punitive + 
Rehabilitation 67 -24.2 

TOTAL 311 

103.7 12.4 -282 161 -79.9 to -30.5 

110.2 13.5 -303 176 -51.I to 2.7 

INTERPRETATION OF RESULTS: Control and Punit ive groups showed a tendency toward greater re la t i ve  se l f -  
reported abstention from alcohol. Rehabi l i ta t ion and Punit ive + Rehabi l i ta t ion groups showed less 
se l f  reported improvement than the other two groups. 

qP • • g • • gP • m qD • 
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SOURCE DF 

• • • 

TABLE 6: Analysis of Variance Results 
Current Quantity/Frequency of Drinking 

Factor: LAI/CSQ-i 

Variable: 

I t  

LAI/CSQ-i ( I n i t i a l  - LAI/CSQ-1 (6 Months) 

S.S. M.S. F. RATIO 

O 

F. PROB. 

O O 

Between Groups 3 242821. 80940 

Within Groups 305 3444460. 11293 

TOTAL 308 3687282. 

7.167 . O00 

GROUP COUNT MEAN STD.DEV. STD.ERROR MIN. MAX. 
95% CONF INT. 

FOR MEAN 

Rehab i l i ta t ion  79 - 6.5 107.1 12.0 -303 260 

Control 91 46.1 111.2 11.7 -241 329 

Puni t ive 71 52,1 93.6 11.1 -195 301 

Puni t ive + 
Rehab i l i ta t ion  68 -. 8.1 110.9 13.5 -279 332 

-30.5 to 17.5 

22.9 to 69.2 

29.9 to 74.2 

-34.9 to 18.7 

TOTAL 309 

INTERPRETATION OF RESULTS: 
LAI-2 and CSQ-7 appear to be merged in th is fac tor .  Control and 

Puni t ive groups show a lower se l f - repor ted frequency and quant i ty  of alcohol consumption 
a f te r  s ix  months. Rehabi l i ta t ion  and Puni t ive + Rehab i l i ta t ion  groups showed essen t ia l l y  
no change a f te r  six months. 



TABLE 7: Analysis of Variance Results 
Current Drinking Pattern - Quanti ty and Frequency 

Scale: LAI-2 

Variable: LAI-2 ( I n i t i a l )  - LAI-2 (12 Months) 

SOURCE DF S.S. M.S. F. RATIO F. PROB. 

Between Groups 

Within Groups 

3 125745. 41915 

139 2351473. 16917 

2.478 .063 

TOTAL 142 2477218. 

GROUP 

, • r 

COUNT MEAN STD.DEV. STD.ERROR MIN. MAX. 
95% CONF INT. 

FOR MEAN 

u 

I'O 
Rehabi l i ta t ion 

Control 

Punit ive 

Punit ive + 
Rehabilitation 

TOTAL 

INTERPRETATION OF RESULTS: 

23 -25.0 109.2 22.8 -247 204 

56 36.1 138.7 18.5 -265 285 

42 26.5 121.4 18.7 -223 "308 

22 -37.0 142.6 30.4 ~285 285 

-72.3 to 22.2 

- i .0  to 73.2 

- i i . 4  to 64.3 

-I00.3 to 26.2 

. . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . .  , , , , , | ,  

Relat ive decrease in se l f  reported quant i ty  and frequency of alcohol 
consumption by Control and Puni t ive groups wi th a r e l a t i ve  increase in 
se l f  reported alcohol consumption by Rehab i l i t a t ion  and Puni t ive + 
Rehab i l i ta t ion  groups. 

• • • • • • • • • • • 



SOURCE 

• • • • 
TABLE 8: Analysis of Variance Results 
Current Quantity/Frequency of Drinking 

Factor: LAI/CSQ-I 

Variable: LAI/CSQ-1 ( I n i t i a l )  - LAI/CSQ-I (12 Months) 

DF S.S. M.S. F. RATIO 

I 

F. PROB. 

Between Groups 

Within Groups 

TOTAL 

3 93101 

189 2413240 

192 2506342 

31033 

12768 

2.431 .065 

| l ,  , ,, 

GROUP COUNT MEAN STD.DEV. STD.ERROR MIN. MAX. 
95~ CONF INT. 

FOR MEAN 

Rehab i l i t a t ion  

Control 

Puni t ive  

Puni t ive  + 
R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  

TOTAL 

INTERPRETATION OF RESULTS: 

28 -4.1 99.8 18.9 -207 226 ' -42.8 to 34.6 

81 45.9 i14.5 12.7 -286 316 20.6 to 71.2 

54 37.0 i10.9 15.1 -190 364 6.8 to 67.3 

30 -5.6 123.7 22.6 -279 332 -51.8 to 40.6 

193 

i 
, i  = = 

LAI-2 and CSQ-7 appear to be merged in this  fac tor .  Control and Punitive 
groups show a lower self-reported frequency and quantity of alcohol consumption 
after twelve months. Rehabil i tat ion and Punitive + Rehabil i tat ion groups 
showed essential ly no change after twelve months. 

, i  



SOURCE 

TABLE 9: Analysis of Variance Results 
Current Drinking Problems 

Scale: LAI/CSQ-5 

Variable:  LAI/CSQ-5 ( I n i t i a l )  - LAI/SCQ-5 (12 Months) 

DF S.S. M.S. F. RATIO F. PROB. 

Between Groups 

Within Groups 

3 359593 119864 

255 4867101 19087 

6.280 .000 

TOTAL 258 5226695 

GROUP COUNT MEAN STD.DEV. STD.ERROR MIN. MAX. 
95% CONF IL 

FOR MEAi, 

. . m  

Rehab i l i ta t ion  49 -66.2 

Control 90 - 2.7 

Puni t ive 69 - 2.8 

Puni t ive + 
51 -89.1 Rehab i l i ta t ion  

TOTAL 259 

INTERPRETATION OF RESULTS: 

152.7 21.8 -337 161 

118.9 12.5 -337 294 

136.3 16.4 -337 ,232 

156.7 21.9 -337 200 

- I10.1 to -22.4 

- 27.6 to 22.2 

- 35.5 to 29.9 

-133.2 tO-45.0 

LAI-2 and CsQ-7 appear to be merged in th is  fac to r .  Control and Puni t ive 
groups show a lower se l f - repor ted  frequency and quant i ty  of alcohol consumption 
a f te r  twelve months. Rehab i l i t a t ion  and Puni t ive + Rehab i l i t a t ion  groups 
showed essen t ia l l y  no change a f te r  twelve months. 

• • • qJ • • O 0 0 , • • 



Punit ive groups over the same period. A discussion of these resul ts is contained 

in the Discussion and Conclusions sect ion of th is  repor t .  

(2).  Analysis of Covar'iance - Results. An analysis of covariance, u t i l i z i n g  

several Personal i ty  Assessment Scale factors  ( I n i t i a l  Interv iew Scores) as covar i -  

ates, was attempted. The SPSS ANOVA program u t i l i z e d  for  th is  analysls permit ted 

only f i ve  covar iates.  The f i ve  covariates a r b i t r a r i l y  chosen for  th is  analys is  

were those wi th  the highest i n t r a s i t e  "Cronbach's alpha ~' 

{ = 
K - -  I 

T 

The covar iate fac tors ,  along wi th  t h e i r  KR 20 scores, were: 

PAS] - Strange, Eccentric Thoughts (KR20 = .892) 
PAS2 - Anxiety, Depression & Tension (.888) 
PAS3 - Projection of Attributes (.821) 
PASIO- Paranoia (.767) 
PASI2- Hypochondria (.837) 

Group assignment was the independent variable With the dependent variable 

chosen to be the in i t i a l  interview minus six-month interview factor scores for 

each individual in the Oklahoma City STR study. Each of the LAI, CSQ and LAI/CSQ 

factors were considered individually. A total of 18 separate analyses of covari- 

ance were completed. 

The results of this analysis indicate that only four factors showed signif icant 

differences (~ ~ .05) among assignment groups. Analysis of covariance results 

for those four factors are contained in Table I0 through 13. Note that the four 

factors were LAI-2, LAI-6, CSQ-7 and LAI/CSQ-I. All of these Factors relate to 

alcohol consumption and are exactly the same factors identif ied earl ier In the 

ANOVA analysis as having significant slx-month difference scores. The Analysis 

of Covariance results reported here clearly do not add a significant dimension to 

the analyses previously reported in this section. No twelve-month difference 

factor scores were analyzed, u t i l i z ing  PAS factors as covariates as a consequence 

of the results obtained. 

4. DRIVER RECORD STUDIES - ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

a. DUI Recidivism. The data contained in thls section consists of the results 

of records checks at approximately six and twelve months after group entry. These 

records checks Include DUI, reckless driving, other hazardous moving violation, 

traffic accidents and alcohol related accidents. Both the State of Oklahoma Depart- 

15 



TABLE I0: Analysis of Covariance Results 

SOURCE OF VARIATION 

Factor: LAI-2 

Dependent Variable: LAI-2 ( I n i t i a l )  -LAI-2 

Independent Variable: Group Assignment 

(6 Months) 

S5. DF. M.S. F. SIG. 

Covariates 

PAS 1 

PAS 2 

PAS 3 

PAS i0 

PAS 12 

Group Assignment 

Explained 

Residual 

TOTAL 

132479.0 5 26495.7 2.739 

5880.1 i 5880.1 0.608 

911.8 I 911.8 0.094 

8039.6 1 8039.6 0.831 

36641.7 1 36641.7 3.788 

7640.8 1 7640.8 0.790 

214026.4 3 71342.1 7.375 

346506.0 8 43313.2 4.477 

323105'|.0 334 9673.8 

3577557.0 342 I0460.6 

0.019 

0.999 

0.999 

0.999 

0.050 

0.999 

0.001 

0.001 

• 0 • • qJ • • qJ 0 ; • O 
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TABLE I I :  Analysis of Covariance Results 

Factor: LAI-6 

Dependent Var iable:  LAI-6 ( I n i t i a l )  -LAI-2 

Independent Var iable:  Group Assignment 

(6 Months) 

SOURCE OF VARIATION 

Covariates 

PAS I 

PAS 2 

PAS 3 

PAS ~0 

PAS 12 

SS. DF. M.S. 

76629.8 5 15325.9 

34.8 I 34.8 

54581.6 I 54481.6 

2523.1 I 2523.1 

330.1 I 330.1 

35865.1 i 35865.1 

Group Assignment 

Explained 

Residual 

TOTAL 

39503.3 3 13167.7 

116134.0 8 14516.7 
I 

1573562.0 322 4886.8 

1689696.0 33O 5120.2 

F.  

3.136 

0.007 

II .169 

0.516 

O. 068 

7.339 

2.695 

2.971 

SIG. 

0.009 

0.999 

O. 001 

0.999 

0.999 
o. 007 

0.045 

0.003 



SOURCE OF VARIATION 

TABLE 12: Analysis of Covariance Results 

Factor: CSQ-7 

Dependent Var iable:  

Independent Var iable:  

C£Q-7 ( Init ial)  -CSQ-7 

Group Assignment 

SS. DF. M.S. F. 

(6 Months) 

SIG. 

co 

Covariates 

PAS i 

PAS 2 

PAS 3 

PAS 10 

PAS 12 

Group Assignment 

Explained 

Residual 

TOTAL 

43132.7 5 

169. i I 

4375.5 1 

17402.8 I 

1.3 i 

863.4 1 

85331.5 3 

128465.0 8 

3373202.0 329 

3501667.0 337 

8626.5 0.841 0.999 

169.1 0.016 0.999 

4375.5 0.427 0.999 

17402.8 1.697 0.190 

1.3 0.000 0.999 

863.4 0.084 0.999 

28443.8 2.774 0.041 

16058.1 1.566 0.133 

I0252.8 

10390.7 

• • • • • • • • • • • 
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TABLE 13: Analysis of Covariance Results 

Factor: LAI/CSQ-I 

Dependent Variable: 

Independent Variable: LAI/CSQ-I ( I n i t i a l )  -LAI/CSQ-I (6 Months) 

SOURCE OF VARIATION SS. DF. M.S. F. SIG. 

t o  

Covariates 

PAS i 

PAS 2 

PAS 3 

PAS I0 

PAS 12 

Group Assignment 

Explained 

Residual 

TOTAL 

108290.8 5 

7261.8 I 

1742.5 I 

10912.8 I 

19644.8 I 

8590.6 I 

166417.4 3 

274709.0 8 
t 

3300157.0 329 
J 

3574866.0 337 

21658.1 

7261.8 

1742.5 

10912.8 

19644.8 

8590.6 
I 

55472.4 

34338.6 

I0030.8 

I0607.9 

2.159 

0.724 

0.174 

i .  088 

1.958 

0.856 

5. 530 

3.423 

0.058 

o. 999 

0.999 

0.298 

0.159 

0.999 

O.001 

0.001 



ment of Public Safety and Oklahoma City Police records were checked. All six- 

month checks were completed as of the writ ing of this report. Because this section 

of this report addresses itse1~ primarily to DUI recidivism as a function of group 

assignment, individuals who recidivated (DUI arrest after index arrest) prior 

to the time of group entry were eliminated from consideration in the data presented. 

For information purposes candidates who recidivated prior to group entry numbered 

four (4) in the Rehabil itation group, Five (5) in the Control group, three (3) in 

the Punitive Group and four (4) in the Rehabilitation + Punitive group. For the 

purposes of this report, a DUI recid iv is t  is defined as an inidivdual assigned to 

the STR study as a result of a DUI arrest (index arrest) and who is subsequently 

rearrested for DUI by the Oklahoma City Police or found gui l ty  of DUI by another 

court within the State and reported to the State Department of Public Safety. 

b. Simple DUI Recidivism. Simple DUI recidivism was measured for each of the 

four experimental STR groups. Results are given in Table 14 which follows. 

TABLE 14 Twelve Month DUI Recidivism by 
Experimental STR Group Assignment 

NOT KNOWN TWELVE MONTH 
NUMBER AS DUI KNOWN DUI RECIDIVISM 

GROUP IN GROUP RECIDIVIST RECIDIVISTS RATE 

Rehabil i tat ion 96 85 II .I15 

Control 105 86 19 . . . . . .  181 

Punit ive 95 80 15 .158 

Puni t ive + 
Rehabi l i ta t ion  90 73 17 .189 

No s t a t i s t i c a l l y  signif icant difference in twelve-month DUI recidivism was found 

among the four STR assignment groups (X 2, ~ = .05), even though recidivism in both 

the Control and Rehabilitation + Punitive groups appears greater than the Rehabili- 

tat lon group. Obviously, an 18-month and perhaps a 24-month records check should 

be conducted In order that more def in i t ive results may be obtained. 

c. Time to Recidivate. Table 15 contains information concerning means and 

standard deviations of experimental group recidivism time. Note that recidivism 

time is defined to be the time period (in days) between the index DUI arrest and 
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the first DUI arrest after entry into a group. 

TABLE 15: Mean and Standard Deviation of Times from Index Arrest 
to First Recidivist Arrest by Group Assignment 

REHABILITATION CONTROL PUNITIVE PUNITIVE + REHAB. 

Mean (days) 228.3 184.5 169.9 246.5 

Std. Deviation 95.4 I I I . 5  71.7 141.6 

Min/Maxi. 82/400 47/467 91/316 95/510 

N. I1 19 15 17 

= ,  

An appropriate research question to be addressed here would be: "Do non-tradi- 

tional approaches to the convicted DUI driver appear to retard mean recidivism time 

more than tradit ional sanctions?" To answer this question, three independent t tests 

were ut i l ized.  The results are given in Table 16. 

TABLE 16: Results of Independent t Tests of Group Means by Pairs 

TEST t d.f .  SIGNIFICANCE 

Punitive vs. Control 0.440 

Punitive vs. Rehabilitation 1.785 

Punitive vs. R + P 1.889 

32 N .A. 

24 ~ .05 
_ ~  

30 < .05 

Refe r r i ng  to Table 15, i t  appears t ha t  both the R e h a b i l l t a t l o n  and R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  

plus P u n i t i v e  groups had s i g n i f i c a n t l y  longer  mean r e c i d i v i s m  times than the P u n i t i v e  

group.  Th is  statement should be tempered by the fac t  t ha t  homogeneity o f  va r iance  

was not Found between the Pun i t i ve  and R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  p lus Pun i t l ve  groups (F, ~ = .01) 

There a lso  appears to be a d i s c e r n i b l e  d i f f e r e n c e  in the group r e c i d i v i s m  t ime 

distributions (Table 17).  The Rehabilitation group appeared to have a much lower 

incidence of "early recidlvism" than any of the other three groups. This apparent 

difference was not s ta t i s t i ca l l y  signif icant (K.S., a = .05) for any of the indepen- 

dent pairs tested, however. The size of the In i t ia l  sample was probably inadequate 

and/or the differences ( i f  any) insuff ic ient ly large to provide s tat is t ica l  s i gn i f i -  

cance with a samll sample size. 

21 



TABLE 17: Recidivism Time Distr ibutions by Group 

P +'R PUNITIVE CONTROL REHABILITATION 

RECIDIVISM CUMUL. CUMUL. CUMUL. CUMUL. 
TIME (DAYS) N % N % N % N % 

, ,  , ,  , ,  

0-99 1 5.9 2 13.3 6 31.5 I 9.1 

I00-199 9 58.8 9 73.3 7 68.4 3 36.4 

200-299 l 64.7 3 93.3 2 78.9 4 72.7 

300-399 l 70.6 I I00.0 3 94.7 2 90.0 

400.499 4 94.1 ] lOO.O l I00.0 

> 500 l IOO.O 

d. Reckless Driving Arrests. No reckless driving arrests were discovered for any 

of the 386 STR clients in either the six or twelve-months records checks. 

e. Other Hazardous Driving Arrests. Data concerning hazardous (moving) driving 

arrests other than DUI or reckless driving are given in Table 18. 

TABLE 18: Twelve Month Hazardous Driving Arrests 
by Experimental STR Group Assignment 

GROUP 

NUMBER NOT KNOWN KNOWN TWELVE MONTH 
IN TO HAVE HM HM VIOLATION 

GROUP HM VIOLATIONS VIOLATIONS RATE 

R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  96 86 10 .I04 

Control 105 92 13 .124 

Pun i t i ve  95 85 lO .105 

Pun i t i ve  + 
Rehabi l i tat ion 90 78 12 .133 

No s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rence  in twelve-month hazardous moving v io la -  

t ions  among the four STR assignment groups occurred (×2, ~ = . 0 5 ) .  Note that the 

hazardous moving v i o l a t i o n s  considered here included t r a f f i c  control  v io la t i ons  

(red l i g h t s ,  stop s igns,  y ie ld  signs, e tc . )  as well as speeding v i o l a t i ons .  
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f. Accident Experience. Data concerning both total and alcohol related (A/R) acci- 

dent experience is given in Table 19 below. 
. . p  • 

TABLE 19: Twelve Month Accident and A/R Accident Experience 
by Experimental STR Group Assignment 

GROUP 

CLIENTS CLIENTS CLIENTS 12 MONTH 12 MONTH 
NUMBER NO ONE ONE TOTAL A/R 

IN ACCIDENTS OR MORE OR MORE ACCIDENT ACCIDENT 
GROUP KNOWN ACCIDENTS A/R ACCIDENT RATE RATE 

R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  96 84 12 2 .125 .021 

Cont ro l  105 93 12 4 . i 1 4  .038 

P u n i t i v e  95 79 16 3 .168 .032 

P u n i t i v e  + 
R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  90 79 II 2 .122 .022 

No statistically significant difference in twelve month accident experience 

was found among the four STR assignment groups ( 2, ~ = .05). The alcohol 

related accident rate for the Punitive group was not significantly different 

(t, ~ = .05) from any of the other experimental groups. 

5. ANALYSIS OF STR GROUP RECIDIVISM RATES BY DEMOGRAPHIC AND SOCIOECONOMIC 

CLASSIFICATIONS 

a. Introduction. A legitimate concern that should be add'ressed in this report 

is the existence of possible relationships between demographic or socioeconomic 

variables and recidivism rate. Since the rehabilitation countermeasure chosen for 

the STR study was a series of group therapy sessions, it is possible that certain 

groups of individuals characterized by sex, race, income, etc. may not have bene- 

fitted from their rehabilitation experience to the extent other groups would. 

Perhaps the most reliable though not conclusive indicator of "failure to benefit" 

available in this study Is DUI recidivism. Tables20 through 27 beginning on page 25 

provide data on recidivism rates by group assignment and sex, age, race, education, 

income, m a r i t a l  s t a t u s ,  M o r t i m e r - F i l k l n s  Q u e s t i o n n a i r e  score and index a r r e s t  

blood a l coho l  c o n c e n t r a t i o n .  

b. A n a l y s i s .  The s t a t i s t i c a l  a n a l y s i s  t h a t  can be performed fs l i m i t e d  in 

scope due to  the problems i nhe ren t  w i t h  small  samples. The r e s u l t s  o f  the  a n a l y s i s  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  L_ f o l ' - " =  ^~ k " " :'" in ~,,= ,uw,ng paragraphs:  ~, t,,= e f f e c t :  u f  Lh=:¢ v = , i a b l e s  i :  g ,v¢, ,  

23 



(I) Sex. No difference in DUI recidivism rate between sex groups was noted. 

Females in the Rehabilitation group had a significantly higher recidivism rate than 

males in the Rehabilitation group (t, ~ = .05). Although the recidivism rate for 

females was lower than for males in both the Punitive and Rehabilitation plus Puni- 

tive groups, these differences were not statistically significant (t, ~ - .05) 

(2) Age. No difference in DUI recidivism rates between age groups was 

detected (X 2, ~ = .05). Tests of differences in age group recidivism rates within 

group assignments were not possible due to small s~ample size. Note that the effec- 

tiveness of rehabilitation appeared to increase with age, however. 

(]) Race. k significant difference in DUI recidivism rate between racial/ 

ethnic groups was detected (X 2, ~ = .05). Mexican Americans hadamuch higher 

recidivism rate than any other racial/ethnic group identified. Again, the small 

sample problem precludes testing for differences in recidivism rates by race 

within group assignment. Note, however, that "non-Caucasians" assigned to the 

Rehabilitation group had no instances of recidivism. 

(4) Formal Education. No difference In DUI recidivism rates by years of 

formal education completed was determined (X 2, ~ = .05). No further statistical 

analysis was attempted due to the small sample size. 

(5) Monthly Family Income. No difference in DUI recidivism rates among 

income groups was detected (X 2, ~ = .05). Note, however, that in the $501 - $I,000 

per month income group, both Control and Punitive groups appear to have much higher 

recidivism rates than either the Rehabilitation or Rehabilitation + Punitive groups. 

0 (6) Marital Status. No difference In recidivism 7at~ ~mong marital status 

groups was detected (X 2, ~ = .05). 

(7) Mortimer-Filkins Questionnaire Score and Drinker Classification. No 

difference in recidivism rate was detected among the three drinker classif ications 

tested (c lassi f icat ions determined by Mortimer-Filkins questionnaire alone), • 

(X 2, e = .05). Note that al l  of the individuals participating in this study were 

c lassi f led as indeterminate or problem drinker types after their i n i t i a l  interviews. 

(8) Index Arrest BAC. No difference In recidivism rate was detected among 

the four index arrest BAC group classif ications tested (X 2, e = .05). Where suffi-4b 

cient data is present, however, i t  appears that recidivism tends to increase in 

l ikelihood with higher index arrest BAC. The Rehabilitation group appeared to 

produce results that are just the opposite ( i .e . ,  lower recidivism rates with 

increasing index arrest BAC). 
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TABLE 20: Recidiv.ism Rates by Group As~i.gnment and Sex 

GROUP 
ASSIGNMENT 

MALES FEMALES 

N REClDIVATING N RECIDIVATING 

R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  

Control 

P u n i t i v e  

P u n i t i v e  + 
R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  

81 8.6 15 26.7 

94 18.1 II 18.2 

82 17.0 13 7.7 

79 20.2 II 9.1 

TOTAL 336 16.1 50 16.0 
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) TABLE 21: Recidivism Rates by Group Assignment and Age 

GROUP 
ASSIGNMENT N 

> 20 

RECID. 

AGE 
21-29 30-39 40-49 

N RECID. N RECID. N RECID. 

< 50 

RECID. 

Rehabi l i ta t ion 

Control 

Punit ive 

Punit ive + 
Rehabi l l ta t ion 

I 0 26 

2 0 31 

2 50.0 25 

2 0 24 

19.2 20 15.0 20 I0.0 29 3.4 

16.1 30 26.6 25 16.0 17 11.8 

16.0 33 18.1 18 5.5 17 17.6 

20.8 22 9.1 19 31.6 23 17..4 

TOTAL 7 14.3 iO6 17.9 105 18.1 82 15.8 86 11.6 

GROUP 
ASSIGNMENT 

TABLE 22: R e c i d i v i s m  Rates 

CAUCASIAN 

N RECID. 

by Group Ass ignment  and Race 

RACE 
BLACK MEX. AMER. AMER. INDIAN 

RECID. N REClD. N REClD. 

Rehabi l i ta t ion 

Control 

Punit ive 

Punit ive + 
Rehabi l i ta t ion 

79 

83 

74 

71 

12.6 13 0 I O 2 O 

15.7 IO IO.O 3 66.7 8 37.5 

13.5 II 27.3 3 33.3 7 14.2 

16.9 5 20.0 2 IOO.O 12 16.7 

TOTAL 

• • • • 
307 14.7 39 12.8 9 55.6 29 20.7 



• • Q--Yea-rs" of~choolSucc~sfu]ly-Com~leted ........ 0 ~ ~ 

GROUP 
ASSIGNMENT 

YEARS OF SCHOOL SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETED 
I to 8 9 to 12 13-I6 

RECID. N REClD. N RECID. 

> 

N 

16 

RECID. 

Rehabi l i ta t ion 18 I i .1  58 13.8 20 5.0 O O 

Control 13 38.4 58 15.5 28 I~.3 6 16.7 

Punitive 16 12.5 63 14.3 14 28.5 2 0 

Punitive + 
22 22.7 44 I].4 21 23.8 3 66.7 Rehabilitation 

TOTAL 69 20.2 223 13.9 83 16.9 I l 27.2 

TABLE 24: Recidivism Rates by Group Assignment and 
Monthly Family Income 

GROUP 
ASSIGNMENT 

Rehabi l i ta t ion 

Control. 

Punit ive 

Punit ive + 
R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  

< 

N 

33 

z9 

32 

32 

$500 
% 

RECID. 

15.2 

Io.3 

12.5 

18.8 

MONTHLY FAMILY 
$5oi-$I0oo 

% 
N RECID. 

INCOME 
$I001-$2000 

% 
N RECID. 

> $2001 • 

RECID. 

38 7.9 20 I0.0 2 50.0 

39 30.8 26 7.7 7 28.6 

38 26.3 21 4.8 4 0 

34 8.5 17 35.3 l 0 

TOTAL 126 14.3 149 19.5 84 13.1 14 21.4 



GROUP 
ASSIGNMENT 

TABLE 25: Recidivism 

NEVER 
MARRIED 

% 
N RECID. 

Rates by Group Assignment and Mar i ta l  Status 

DIVORCED WIDOWED SEPARATED 

N RECID. N RECID. N RECID. 

MARRIED 

N RECID. 

Rehab i l i ta t ion  

Control 

Puni t ive 

Puni t ive + 
Rehab i l i ta t ion  

I0 20.0 27 

9 0 27 

17 35.3 19 

IO 3O.0 25 

7.4 6 0 9 33.3 44 9.1 

29.6 2 0 9 22.2 58 15.5 

10.5 I 0 8 12.5 50 12.0 

28.0 5 20.0 9 I1.1 41 12.2 

TOTAL 46 23.9 98 19.4 14 7.1 35 20.0 193 12.4 

O 0  

GROUP 
ASSIGNMENT 

Rehab i l i ta t ion  

CoDtro l  

Puni t ive 

Puni t ive + 
Rehab i l i ta t ion  

TABLE Z6: Recidivism Rates by Group 
Filkins Questionnaire Score and 

Assignment and Mortimer 
C lass i f i ca t i on  

MORTIMER-FILKINS 
MFQS < 15 
SOCIAL 
DRINKER 

N ;RECID. 
i , ,  i 

QUESTIONNAIRE SCORE 
MFQS = 16-25 
INDETERMINATE 

DRINKER 

N RECID. 

& CLASSIFICATION 
MFQS'> 26 

PROBLEM 
DRINKER 

N RECID. 

52 ' 9.6 31 9.7 13 23.0 

69 17.4 24 12.5 12 33.0 

55 16.4 33 15.2 7 14.3 

48 12.5 32 31.3 I0 I0.0 

TOTAL 224 14.3 120 17.5 42 21.4 
• • • • • • • • • • • 
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TABLE 27: Recidivism Rates by Group Assignment and Index Arrest BAC 

~ O  

GROUP 
ASSIGNMENT 

, , ,  , ,  

Rehabi l i ta t ion  

Control 

Punit ive 

Punit ive + 
Rehabi l i ta t ion  

I00 mg%* IIO-140 mg% 

N RECID. N RECID. 

INDEX ARREST BAC 
150-190 mg% 200-240 mg% 

N RECID. N RECID. 

i i 0 0 . 0  

1 0 

0 0 

0 0 

4 25.0 59 ]0.2 27 ll.l 

10 ]0.0 53 20.8 37 18.9 

9 22.2 54 ]3.0 28 17.9 

9 0 40 20.0 36 22.2 

TOTAL 2 50.0 32 12.5 206 15.5 128 17.9 

> 250 mg% 

N RECID. 

18 

5 0 

4 0 

4 25.0 

20.0 

II.I 

*The assignments in th is  category are the ' resu l t  of i n i t i a l  assignment c le r i ca l  errors.  

i 

i 
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6. DISCUSSION OF RESULTS AND CONCLUSIONS. The Analysis section of this report 

provided data which showed that STR group assignment was not responsible for self- 

reported six and twelve-month changes related to emplbyment, family status, social 

interaction, health status or residential s tabi l i ty .  On the other hand, self- 

reported alcohol consumption and abuse tended to decrease signif icantly for both 

Control and Punitive groups whi]e remaining stable or increasing for both the 

Rehabilitation and Rehabilitation plus Punitive groups. This self-reported improve- • 

ment in alcohol consumption appears to be inconsistent with the twelve-month DUI 

recidivism data. Recall that DUI recidivism rates among STR groups were not s ign i f i -  

cantly di f ferent.  Twelve-month recidivism rates for the STR groups were: Rehabilita- 

tion (.115), Control (.181), Punitive (.158)andPunit:iveplus Rehabilitation (.189). • 

I t  seems unlikely that these recidivism rates reflect the logical consequences of 

the self-reported LAI/CSQ alcohol consumption factor changes in the STR groups. 

The data discrepancy can probably be resolved as follows. Both the Punitive 

and Control groups interacted personally wlth the STR interviewers on only four • 

occasions: I) in court, 2) in i t ia l  interview, 3) six-month interviews and 4) twelve- 

month interviews. Since the interviewer was an "off icer of the court" (actually 

an ASAP probation offlcer~ i t  is l ikely that the interviewee fe l t  internal pressure 

to report fewer instances of alcohol abuse and lower alcohol consumption even though• 

this was not the case. Rehabilitation and Punitive plus Rehabilitation group part i- 

cipants also interacted personally with their interviewers on those same four occa- 

sions. However, this interviewer did not have "off icer of the court" status. In 

fact, the interviewer may have also been the therapist in charge-of the Interviewee's• 

group sessions. This procedure was probably ill-advised and unknown to this 

researcher prior to the writ ing of this report. Further, one of the themes of the 

group therapy to which the lat ter two groups were exposed involved the recognition 

of problems caused by excessive alcohol consumption. One could argue that all • 

four groups would tend to under-report alcohol consumption and abuse at their 

i n i t i a ]  interview. Perhaps out of a fear of the consequences in admitting to actual 

alcohol abuse to an off icer of the court, the Control and Punitive group participants 

may have u n d e r s t a t e d  t h e i r  involvement With a l c o h o l .  The R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  groups,  • 

however,  may have had a tendency to r epo r t  a lcoho l  involvement somewhat more 

c l o s e l y  to  i t s  t r u e  leve l  a f t e r  the group therapy sess ions .  I t  is the op in ion  of 

t h i s  r e s e a r c h e r  t h a t  f a c t o r s  r e l a t i n g  to a lcoho l  consumption or  abuse cannot be 

based upon s e l f - r e p o r t e d  v a r i a b l e s  where a percelved pena l t y  f o r  r e p o r t i n g  tha t  

abuse e x i s t s .  I t  is a l s o  apparent  t ha t  no o the r  d e t e c t a b l e  l i f e  s t y l e  changes 
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occured among the four  STR assignment groups. This statement should not be construed 

as i nd i ca t i ng  tha t  no changes in l i f e  s t y l e  occurred as a r e s u l t  of group assignment, 

but merely tha t  none could be detected w i th  the instruments and methodology used. 

An at tempt to tes t  the hypotheses p rev ious ly  mentioned was made. I n i t i a l  and 

six-month d i s t r i b u t i o n  means fo r  each of  the four  STR groups were computed fo r  two 

of the four  s i g n i f i c a n t  f a c t o r  scores fo r  DUI r e c i d i v i s t s  and n o n - r e c i d i v i s t s .  

These two f a c t o r s ,  selected at  random, were LA|-2 and LAI/CSQ-I. Data is conta ined 

in Tables 28 and 29. 

Of i n t e r e s t  is the fac t  that  the ~ I -6  shows improvement or a decrease in the 

alcohol  comsumption fo r  the Control  and Pun i t i ve  groups regard less of  whether or  

not they were DUI r e c i d i v i s t s .  The R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  groups'  data i nd ica tes  tha t  DUl 

r e c i d i v i s t s  tended to admit to increased alcohol  involvement. 

The data tends to support the p rev ious ly  stated hypothesis concerning the s e l f -  

reported consumption of a lcoho l .  

Of i n t e r e s t  fo r  f u tu re  uses of group therapy in the ASAP program in Oklahoma 

Ci ty  are the f o l l ow ing  observat ions:  

I) Males in R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  tended to show a lower 12-month DUI rec id i v i sm 

rate than s i m i l a r l y  t rea ted  females. 

2) Blacks in R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  tend to show a lower rec id iv ism ra te  than 

s i m i l a r l y  t rea ted  wh i tes .  

3) I nd i v idua l s  in R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  w i t h  monthly incomes from $501 - $1,000 

per month had a s i g n i f i c a n t l y  lower rec id i v i sm ra te  than those wi th  s i m i l a r  Incomes 

in e i t he r  the Pun i t i ve  or Control  groups. 

These resu l t s  cannot be genera l ized to o ther  forms of r e h a b i l i t a t | o n  and should 

not be au toma t i ca l l y  extended to group therapy in genera l .  

While DUI rec id iv i sm and i t s  parameter " t ime to r e c i d i v a t e "  are not complete 

measures of  countermeasure e f fec t i veness ,  they must not be taken l i g h t l y .  Time 

to f i r s t  DUI rec id i v i sm,  given that  rec id i v i sm had occurred,  was s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

less for  the Pun i t i ve  group when compared to both R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  groups. Fu r the r ,  

the R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  group rec id iv ism rate was lower than that  o f  the Pun i t i ve  group 

(though not s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  lower ) .  The Pun i t i ve  plus R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  

group, however, had a rec id iv i sm rate as high or higher than the Control  group. 

Reasons fo r  th i s  apparent paradox are not known. One might ,  however, hypothes ize 

that  the reduct ion  in charge to reckless opera t ion  and immediate payment of  the 

$100 f i ne  fo r  i n l d l v l d u a l s  in the Pun i t i ve  plus R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  group made the group 

therapy po r t i on  of  t h i s  t reatment appear almost as an a f t e r t hough t  to those p a r t i -  

c i p a t i n g .  The DUI rec id iv i sm t ime d i s t r i b u t i o n  showed an i n i t i a l  ( f i r s t  200 days) 
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rec id i v i sm surge in the Pun i t i ve  plus Rehabi l i t  : i .m group that was almost ident ica l  

to the Pun i t i ve  group. Recall that  a l l  ind iv iduals  in the Rehab i l i t a t i on  group 

had pled g u i l t y  to DUI and given a one-year 'deferred sentence, w i th  the court 

pe rm i t t i ng  wi thdrawal  of that  plea and dropping a l l  charges, i f  performance in and 

at tendance at group therapy sessions was sa t i s f ac to ry .  This is a s l i g h t l y  d i f f e r e n t  

s i t u a t i o n  w i t h  a d i s s i m i l a r  reward s t ruc tu re .  At the time the STR study began, the 

method used to ob ta in  a combination of r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  and pun i t i ve  measures was the 

on ly  one poss ib le .  Since that  t ime, however, a "continued sentence" has been w r i t t e n  • 

i n to  law. This permits a sentence {given a g u i l t y ' p l e a  to DUI) to be delayed for  

s ix  months ( f o r  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  or other purposes). At the end of the six-month 

per iod,  the cour t  can permit the defendent to withdraw his g u i l t y  plea, whi le  the 

prosecut ion amends the charge to reckless dr iv ing  and the defendent pleads g u i l t y  • 

to the reduced charge. A pun i t i ve  sanct ion { f ine  or j a i l )  can then be assessed. 

I t  is not poss ib le ,  u t i l i z i n g  the resu l ts  of th is  study to date, to d e f i n i t i v e l y  

and w i thou t  q u a l i f i c a t i o n  s ta te  that group therapy is the answer to creat ing pos i t i ve  

l i f e  s t y l e  changes and reducing rec id iv ism rates for  DUI of fenders.  More data from • 

records checks at eighteen and twenty - four  month periods a f t e r  the i n i t i a l  in terv iew 

should be co l l ec ted  and analy~ed. I t  does not appear that f u r t he r  data co l l ec t i on  

invo lv ing  the LAI, CSQ or PAS instruments is warranted. 
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TABLE 28:LAI-2 - Initial & Six-Month Mean Factor 
Scores for Recidivists & Non-Recidivists by 

STR Group Assignment 

Ass i gnment 
Rec id iv is ts  Non-Recidiv ists 

I n i t i a l  6-Month AI_ 6 Ini t ia l  6-Month AI_ 6 

Rehab i l i t a t i on  465.0 503.0 -38.0 402.9 421.5 -18.6 

Control 427.9 402.6 25.3 422.7 395.9 26.8 

Punitive 423.1 426.0 - 2.9 426.3 384.2 42.1 

Punitive Plus 375.8 421.I -45.3 ~ 416.7 438.6 -21.9 
Rehabilitation 

Note: Posi t ive  AI_ 6 scores ind icate 

in alcohol comsumption. 

a r e l a t i v e  se l f - repor ted  decrease 

TABLE 29: LAI/CSQ-I - I n i t i a l  & Six-Month Mean Factor 
Scores for Recidivists & Non-Recidivists by 

STR Group Assignment 

Recidivists Non-Recidivists 
Assignment Initial 6-Month AI_ 6 InitLal . 6~Month AI_ 6 

Rehab i l i t a t i on  467.1 491.1 -24.0 412.0 409.9 2.1 

Control 437.4 400.1 37.3 428.3 385.9 43.0 

Punitive 427.3 417.0 IO.3 425.2 378.3 46..9 

Punitive Plus 382.0 422.2 -40.2 432.5 435.4 -2.9 
Rehabilitation 

Note: Pos i t ive AI_ 6 scores indicate a r e l a t i v e  se l f - repor ted  decrease 

in alcohol consumption. 
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APPENDIX A .... 

SPECIAL GROUP ASSIGNMENT 

OKLAHOMA CITY ALCOHOL SAFETY ACTION PROJECT 

ASSIGNMENT NO. 

TO: 

NAME 

- - ( L a s t )  (M) (First) 

DATE OF BIRTH 

SEX 

DATE OF ARREST 

BAC 

. No known prior A/R Traff ic Offens 

• Non-Accident Case 

• 21 or Over 

• Resident of OKC 

• BAC. From and Including .]5 to and Including .25 

DATE OF OFFER 

DEFENSE ATTORNEY 

PROSECUTOR 

OTHER 

Copy To: Of IEC, Probation, ATSU 
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APPENDIX B 

STR GROUP ASSIGNMENT " 

CLIENT SOCIOECONOMIC AND DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES 

TABLE B-I: STR Group Assignment by Age 

4" "  " - - ~  

GROUP 
ASSIGNMENT 

AGE 

< 20 21-29 30-39 4,0-49 50-59 > 60 TOTAL 

Rehab i l i t a t ion  I 28 20 21 24 6 IO0 

Control 3 32 31 25 12 5 i08 

Punitive 2 29 33 19 7 IO I00 

Punitive + 2 26 23 20 16 7 94 
Rehabilitation 

TOTAL 8 115 107 85 59 28 402 

TABLE B-2: STR Group Assignment by Sex 

GROUP 
ASSIGNMENT MALE FEMALE TOTAL 

Rehab i l i t a t ion  85 15 100 

Control 97 I I  108 

Puni t ive 87 13 !00 

Puni t ive + 
R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  82 12 94 

TOTAL 351 51 402 
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GROUP 
ASSIGNMENT 

TABLE B-3: STR Group 

CAUCASIAN BLACK 

Assignment by Race 

RACE 
MEXICAN AMERICAN 
AMERICAN INDIAN OTHER TOTAL 

R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  83 13 i 2 l I00 

Cont ro l  86 10 3 8 I 108 

P u n i t i v e  79 11 3 7 0 I00 

P u n i t i v e  + 
Rehabilitation 74 6 2 12 0 94 

TOTAL 332 40 9 29 2 402 

TABLE B-4: STR Group Assignment by Years of 
Formal Schooling Completed 

GROUP YEARS OF FORMAL 
ASSIGNMENT I-8 9-12 13-16 

R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  18 61 21 

Cont ro l  14 60 28 

Punitive 16 68 14 

Punitive + 
Rehabilitation 22 47 

SCHOOLING COMPLETED 
_ > 1 7  

- r - i i  

0 

6 

2 

TOTAL 

I00 

I08 

I00 

22 3 94 

TOTAL 70 236 85 11 402 • 
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GROUP 
ASSIGNMENT 

TABLE B-5: STR Group Assignment by Monthly Income 

MONTHLY INCOME ($) 

0-$500 $501-S1000 $100i-$2000 $2001-S3000 >$3000 TOTAL 

Rehabil i tat ion 33 39 23" 0 2 97 

Control 30 40 27 7 0 104 

Puni t ive 35 39 22 2 2 100 

Punit ive + 
Rehabil i tat ion 32 36 17 2 0 87 

TOTAL 130 154 89 11 4 388 

NOTE 

GROUP 
ASSIGNMENT 

- Fourteen clients declined to provide income information 

TABLE B-6: 

NEVER 
MARRIED 

STR Group Assignment by Marital Status 

DIVORCED WIDOWED SEPARATED MARRIED TOTAL 

Rehab i l i ta t ion  10 27 6 I0 47 I00 

Control 10 27 2 9 60 108 

Punitive 17 20 1 9 53 I00 

Punit ive ÷ 
i i  27 6 9 41 96 Rehab i l i ta t ion  

TOTAL 48 IOl 15 37 201 402 
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TABLE B-7: STR Group Assignment by Index Arrest BAC 

GROUP 
ASSIGNMENT 

R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  

Con t ro l  

P u n i t i v e  

P u n i t i v e  + 
R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  

BLOOD ALCOHOL CONTENT 

I00 I00-140 150-190 200-240 
m9% m9% mg~ m@% 

I 4 62 28 

I- I0 56 37 

0 i0 56 30 

250-290 
m~  TOTAL 

I00 

108 

100 

0 9 42 37 6 94 

TOTAL 2 33 216 132 19 402 

NOTE - Two i n d i v i d u a l s  were en te red  i n t o  the STR study w i t h  a BAC of  
100 mg% th rough  c l e r i c a l  e r r o r .  

B-4 



APPENDIX C 

SHORT TERM REHABILITATION STUDY 

STR Modality Description questionnaire 

SITE: Oklahoma City MODALITY NAME: Tradltional Therapy 

( I f  more than one actual treatment program is classified under a given 
modality name, Complete an entire questionnaire for each.) 

PART A. .STRUCTURAL CHARACTERISTICS OF TREATMENT PROGRAM: 

1. What Is the total number of treatment sessions for this 
modallty? ( I f  varlable, indicate the average number.) 

2. What is the average duration of each session? 
(In minutes) 

. 

. 

B .  

. 

How frequently are sessions scheduled? ( I f  variable, 
indicate the average frequency.) 

. 

. 

24 

50 minutes 

What ts the average duration of client exposure to 
this treatment program from entry date to termination 
date? (in days) 

What is the average number of clients per session 
of this treatment program? 

How many instructors or therapists interact with 
clients at each session? ( I f  variable, indicate 
the average.--)-'- 

weekly 

180 days 

How many different instructors or therapists at 
your slte are trained to provide this treatment 
program? 

2 

What is the average cost to each of the following for 
each cl ient's participation in this treatment program? 
( I f  client costs are on a sliding scale, indicate 
ayerage client payment.) 

a. 

be 

C, 

d. 

The cl ient  htmself: $ o 

ASAP: $ o 

NIAAA: $ 57,60 

Other (specify) Oklahoma Department of Mental Health $ ]J4.40 

Total Treatment Cost: $192.00 

J 

C/ 

L/  
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Part A. Structural Characterlstlcs of Treatment Program (Continued) 

. 

10. 

What ts the approximate total cost of providing one 
complete treatment program (e.g., I f  a given treatment 
program exposes an average of fifteen clients to four 
Z-hour sessions, what is the total cost of providing 
this service?). $1.456.oo 

Who is responslble for the conduct of this treatment program 
(e.g., ASAP, Safety Council, Mental Health Center)? 

Mental Health Alcohol Treatment Program 

11. 

12. 

13. 

What percentage of the clients attending each treatment 
program are STR study clients (e.g., For treatment 
programs run exclusively for STR clients the appropriate 
response would be 100%.)? 65 % 

Handling of treatment no-shows. (Indicate the percentage of STR 
clients subject to each of the following courses of action in 
the event of their fai lure to appear for the treatment program.) 

a. No consequences - no major effort to reschedule: % 

50 % b. Reschedultng only: 

c. Imposition of Jall or fine after attempt to 
reschedule f a i l s :  

50 % 

d. Imposition of j a l l  or fine without attempt to 
reschedule: 

NOTE: The sum of items a, b, c, and d = 100% 

% 

Handling of treatment dropouts. (Indicate the percentage of STR 
clients subject to each of the following courses of action In 
the event of their fai lure to maintain enrollment in the treatment 
program.) 

a. No consequences - no major e f fo r t  to reschedule: % 

15% 

85 % 

% 

b. Reschedultng only: 

c. Imposition of Jall or fine after attempt to 
reschedule fails: 

d. Imposition of jall or flne without attempt to 
resch~ule: 

NOTE: The sum of a ,  b, c,  and d = 100% 
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PART B. DESCRIPTION OF TREATMENT PROCESSES 

1. Rate on the 10 point scale below to what extent the leader's 
role Is that of teacher-instructor versus therapist-counselor. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 . ( ~ 8  g 10 Counselor Instructor 

2. The percentage of time ut i l ized by this modaltty for each of 
the following purposes: 

a. to convey information (e.g., on drinking and driving) 
to participants: • 40 % 

b. to help participants with their social, emotional, 
and behavioral problems: 6o % 

Total should equal 100% 

3. The percentage of time spent in each of the following approaches: 

. 

a. didactic approaches such as providing lectures, 
films, speakers, etc.: io % 

b. discussion between participants and the leader(s): 80 % 

c. discussion among the participants themselves: io % 

Total should equal 100% 

Is a standard or formal program syllabus/outline used to guide 
this treatment program? Yes xx No 

I f  so, specify the nature and origin of the program syllabus/outline. 

. To what extent is the content of the treatment program tailored 
to the characteristics of individual instructors or therapists? 
Rate on the 10 point scale below: 

Program unique 
to each 
instructor 

1 2 3 0 5 6 7 8 9  10 
Program identical 
for all 
instructors 

Items 6 through 17 pertain to non-school treatment modalities only. 

. What is the theoretical basls for this treatment program (e.g., 
psychoanalytic, behavioral, cllenL-centered, confrontation, 
e t c . ) ?  C l i e n t  - c e n t e r d  
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Part B. Description of Treatment Processes (Continued) 

Focus of Theraw 

7. Rate the extent to whtch this treatment program focuses on cl ient 
behavior versus c l ient  feelings. 

Focus Q Focus 
on 1 2 3 4 5 7 8 9 10 on. 
behavior feelings 

. Rate the extent to which this treatment program is focused on 
drinking/alcohol problems versus the general spectrum of client 
l l f e  problems. 

Focus ~ _  Focus on 
exclusively 1 2 3 4 ~ ) 6  7 8 9 1 0  general 
on drinking problems 
problems 

9. Rate the extent to which this treatment is focused on personal 
versus interpersonal functioning. 

Focus on 
personal 
functioning 

1 2 3 4 5 6 0 8  9 10 
Focus on 
interpersonal 
problems 

10. Indicate the percentage of time during the course of the treatment 
program which is devoted to discussion or consideration of each 
of the following three areas (the sum of the three should equal 
100%): 

a. past problems/historical antecedents of present 
problem or condition: IO % 

80 % 

I0 % 

100% 

b. current client status or problems: 

c. future client behavior, coping, etc.: 

Goals of Therapy 

11. Rate the extent to which therapeutic goals are established by the 
therapist versus the client(s). 

Established ~., Established 
by I 2 3 4 5 6(~)8 g I0 by 
therapist client(s) 
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• Part B. Description of Treatment Processes (Contlnued) 

12. Rate the extent to which abstinence from drinking is considered 
an essential goal of this treatment program. 

Abstinence 
essential to 
successful 
outcome 

1 2 3 4 5 ( ~ 7  8 9 10 

Normal social 
drinking 
indicative of 
successful outcome 

13. 

14. 

Rate the extent to which each of the following alternative goals 
are considered important within this treatment program, and also 
rank order these goals in the order of their importance by 
assigning a "I" to the most important, a "6" to the least 
important, etc. (What is sought Is an indication of the relative 
emphasis placed on these alternative therapeutic objectives.) 

a. 

b. 

C, 

Rank Rating 
Goal Order Unimportant Very Important 

Development 
of specific 
behavioral 
skt l ls  3 

Reduction of 
undesired 
behaviors 2 

Reduction of 
conflict 5 

d. Self 
actualization 4 

e. Development 
of insight 6 

f .  Interpersonal 
adjustment 1 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 ( ~  10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 ( ~ 1 0  

1 2 3 4 5 - 6 0 - 8  9 10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 ( ~  g 10 

1 2 3 4 5 0 7  8 9 10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7  8 0 1 0  

Rate the extent to which discussion/interaction is determined by 
the therapist versus the c l ient(s) .  

Content 
determined by 
c l ient(s)  

1 2 3 ~ 5  6 7 8 9 10 
Content 
determined by 
therapist 
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Part B. Description.of Treatment Processes (Continued) 

15. 

16. 

17. 

What percentage of the verbal Interchar<),: in an average therapy 
session Is contributed by: 

a. therapist: )o % 

b. c l lent(s) :  70 % 

Total should equal 100% 

Rate the frequency wlth which specific advice, directions, or 
behavioral instruction is provided by the therapist. 

Therapist 
never provides 
direct advice/ 
instruction 

1 2 0 4  5 6 7 8  g 10 

Therapist 
usually provides 
direct advice/ 
instruction 

Rank In order of their importance or relevance to this treatment 
program the following alternative therapist role descriptions. 
(I = the most important or relevant, 4 = the least important or 
relevant) 

4 a. analyst 
m 

I b. teacher/counselor 

2 c. sounding board 

3 d. friend/confidant 

0 
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SHORT TERM REHABILITATION STUDY 

Probation Description questionnaire 

SITE: Oklahoma City PROBATION TYPE: Unsupervised 

( I f  more than one type of probation is being employed for STR clients, 
complete an entire questionnaire for each type. Answer questions in 
relation to STR clients only.) 

PART A. PROBATION DESCRIPTION 

1. Does probation involve cllent contact? Yes x No 

I f  yes, describe your probation system. Include at a minimum: 

a. 

bl 

C. 

d. 

e. 

the ~of contact (no contact, mall contact, phone contact, 
in person visits, etc.), 

the frequency of contacts (weekly, monthly, etc.), 

the average length for each type of contact, 

the average number of each type of contact during a complete 
probation period, 

the sequence of probation contacts (e .g . ,  one matl contact, 
followed by el~ht phone contacts, followed by an in person 
exit interview). 
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Part A. Probation Descrlpt.lon (Continued.) 

. Total duration of probation period in days? 
average, I f  variable.) . d a y s  

3. Is probation ever revoked? 

. 

. 

. 

. 

(Indicate 

Yes No 

I f  yes, answer 4 and 5. I f  no, skip to 6. 

What behavior Is l ike ly  to cause revocation of probation? 
(Check as many as are applicable, If multiple behaviors are 
checked, rank In order of frequency.) 

Rearrest for OWl (or equivalent) 
Rearrest for other t ra f f i c  offense 
Non-abstinence 
Not complying wlth rehab referral 
Other, specify: 

What are the typical consequences of a revoked probation? 
(Check as many as are applicable. I f  multiple consequences 
are checked, rank In order of frequency.) 

None 
Imposition of  probated Jall sentence 
Imposition of probated fine sentence 
Other, specify: 

Is a probationer assigned to a specific probatlon offlcer? 
Yes No .... 

Do probation officers have "officer of the court" status? 
Yes No 

8. Is probation for STR clients: 

. 

handled along wlth reBular cases by a "regular" (In 
existence before ASAP) probation office? 
handled by speclal ASAP probation officers In a "regular" 
(In existence before ASAP) probation office? 
handled by a special ASAP probation office {in existence 
only because of ASAP)? 

In general, Is counsellnq a function of probation officers In 
addltlon to normal supervlsory functions? Yes 

10. I f  yes. tn what % of the cases ts counseling provided? 

No 

% 
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• Part A. Probation Description (Contlnued) 

11. Who pays the cost of probation? Indicate the average cost per 
client to each of the following (costs must sum to the total 
cost of probation for one client). 

client 
- - A S A P  

governmental agency (city, county, court, etc.) 
other, specify: 
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STR M.ODALITY DESCRIPTION qUESTIONNA.iRE 

SITE: Oklahoma City - ,, MODALITY NAME: ,Grou.p Therapy -. STR 

PART C. INSTRUCTOR/THE.RAPIST CHARACTERISTICS 

(Ft l1 out a separate Part C fo r  each ins t ruc tor  or therapis t  responsible 
fo r  providing th t s  t reatment modal t ty . )  

Demographic Information (Optlonal) 

Age:  
Sex: 
Mar i ta l  Status: 
Race: 
Rel igious Preference: 
Recov ered A1 cohol t c: 
Member of AA: 

55 
l 

Male 
d I vorced 

X Fema I • 

• . wh 
,, ~Method-ist; 

Yes X No 
Yes x No 

Forma! Educational Background 

Highest academic degree MSW. , Area of study: Social Work 
Year of degree: 19A~ 

Other specialized training [describe nature and duration, include 
year(s)  taken] :  In service, Family Therapy; Vi rg in ia Sat i r  work- 

shop; Values CIari f icat lon ; Gestalt; Alcohol studies from 1967 
I 

to present; AVerage - one week. 
l I 

Ins t ruct  i ona !JTher a peut I c _Exper I enc e 

Is alcohol rehabl l l tat lon/ Instruct lon your primary occupation? Yes 

Specify years of experience relevant to the provision of 
alcohol rehabi l i ta t ion or treatment. 

5 
I 

Modallt~ Specific. Tralnlng 

Has spec i f i c  t ra in ing  been provided for  the conduct of th is  no 
STR treatment modality? - - - -  

I f  yes, describe the nature, durat ion and dates of such t ra in ing :  
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~rt B. Probation ~racterlstlcs Continued ..,. 

I f  yes, answer the fol lowing: 

What percentage of c l tent  contact t tme ts  devoted to counseling 
act iv i t ies? 
What percent of counseling ttme (not to ta l  contact ttme) ts spent 
tn each of the f~ollowlng areas? (Percentages must to ta l  100%.) 

% mar i ta l / fami ly  problems 
~ %  employment 
- -~ alcohol problems 
- ] legal problems 

other, spectfy: , 

100 % 
Is any attempt made to refer  STR c l ients to addit ional rehabi l i ta t ion? 
_1____Yes No 
I f  yes, whtch rehab i l i ta t ion  modaltty(s) ts (are) most frequently 
recommended? (check one or more) 

X~r AA 
_ group therapy 

~x Indlvldual therapy 
- Inpat ient therapy 

' chemotherapy 
'" other 
i m  
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STR MODALITY DESCRIPTION QUESTIONNAIRE, 

SITE: Oklahoma City MODALITY NAME: Group Therapy - STR 

PART C. INSTRUCTOR/THERAPIST CHARACTERISTICS 

( F i l l  out a separate Part C fo r  each inst ructor  or therapist  responsible 
fo r  providing th i s  treatment modal l ty . )  

Demographic Information (Optional) 

Age: 
Sex: 
Marital Status: 
Race: 
Religious Preference: 
Recovered Alcohol ic :  
Member of  AA: 

26 
i 

Male xx 
Married 

i i 

White 
• i 

Catholic 
i 

Yes xx 
Yes xx 

Female 

No 
No 

Fqnqal Educational Background 

Highest academic degree MSW 
Year of degree: I)74 

, Area of study: Psychiatric Social Work 

Other special ized t ra in ing  [describe nature and durat ion, include 
....... year(s) taken] :Gesta l t  Training, Alcohol. Training, values I 

~lar l f icat ion training, T.A.....tralning Call workshops 

of varvlnq duration - usuall.y one.fu.ll_ weekend_.(l~ hours) 

Instructlonal/Thera~eutlc Experience 

Is alcohol rehabllltatlon/Instructlon your primary occupation? 

Specify years of experlenca relevant to the provision of 
alcohol rehab111tatlon or treatment. 

Modallt2 Specific Training 

yes 

3 years 

Has specific training been provided for the conduct of this No 
STR treatment modallty? 

I f  yes, describe the nature, duration and dates of such training: 
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SHORT TERJ4 REHABILITATION STUDY' 

Probation Description questionnaire 

SITE: Oklahoma City, Oklahoma PROBATION TYPE: unsupervised 

PART B. PROBATION OFFICER C.HA.RACTERISTICS 

(F111 out a separate Part B for each probatton o f f icer  tn contact with 
STR c l ients . )  

Oemographtc Information. (Optional) 

Age: 
Sex: 
I~r t ta l  Status: 
Race: 
Religious Preference: 
Recovered Alcohol tc: 
Hember of AA: 

Male F~ale 
i |  i 

i , i i m 

- Yes No 
Yes No 

i i 

Formal Educational Background 
i i  i 

.Htghest acadmtc degree , , Area of study: i am. now completing my BA in 
Year degree earned: , Criminal Justice Rehabilita.tion 

year(s)Other spectaltzedtaken]: trat.ntng [describe . . . . . .  nature and duration., tnclude 

I I • I I I I I I  I 

I I  I I I i I I I I i l  i i  m I Im  I I I I 

Relevant. ,ExperLtence 

Is probation work your prtmary occupation? xx Yes No 

How many years have you been acttvely engaged tn probation work? 
5 Years 

Howmnyyears of experience do you have dealtng wtth persons with 
alcohol problems (as opposed to probation experience tn general)? 

i5 Years 

Counseltn 9 Acttvtty (Answer the following questions In-re lat ion to STR 
c11ents only.) - - -  

Do you vtew counseling, as opposed to nomal supervisory functions, 
as a part of your responsibi l i t ies? Yes XX No 
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APPENDIX D 

SUMMARY OF GENERAL SCORING PROCEDURES 

FOR THE 

SHORT TERM REHABILITATION STUDY 

LIFE ACTIVITIES INTERVIEW 

CURRENT STATUS QUESTIONNAIRE 

PERSONALITY ASSESSMENT SCALES 

* This represents Section II of the "Short Term 

Rehabilitation (STR) Study Abstract File Manual" 

by: Human Factors Laboratory 
Department of Psychology 
Univers i ty  of South Dakota 
Vermi l l ion ,  South Dakota 57069 

Completed under DOT Contract HS-6-0366 
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A. SUMMARY OF GENERAL SCORING PROCEDURES 

The Life Act iv i t ies  Interview and the Current Status Questionnaire were 
designed to provide information relative to cl ients'  positions along a 
number of dimensions potential ly indicative of treatment effectiveness. 
Although the Personality Assessment Scale was incorporated into the design 
of the STR study primari ly as a means of quantifying personality attributes 
of potential use as covariates in analyses of treatment effectiveness, 
certain state or t r a i t  dimensions avaflable from this instrument are also 
l i ke l y  to provide outcome measures as well. 

A number of analyses were conducted in order to systematically identify 
potent ia l ly  useful constructs (factors or dimensions) within each of these 
instruments which could provide the basis for the development of objective 
measures of c l ient  l i f e  status. In each case the analyses were based on 
i n i t i a l  contact data for the entire STR population of 3681 individuals. 
The d is t r ibut ion of these cases by STR site is as follows: 

Denver . . . . . . . . .  342 
Fairfax . . . . . .  587 
Kansas City" . . . . . .  437 
Minneapolis . . . . . .  159 
New Orleans . . . . . .  340 
Phoenix • • • . . • . 355 
San Antonio . . . . . .  303 
South Dakota . . . .  . • 200 
New Hampshire . . . . .  202 
Oklahoma City . . . • , 403 
Tampa . • . . . • . . . 353 

TOTAL 3,681 

A three stage process was followed to produce four sets of-scales from 
these three instruments (a separate set of scales was developed for the 
combined LAI and CSQ Instruments). The analyttc stages Involved: 
t~l speci f icat ion of a set of raw score variables or items for each instrument. 

a series of factor  analyses to ident i fy  and define the factors or 
dimensions characterizing each instruments, and (3) the actual computation 
of factor  scores (scale scores) for Insertion into the STR Abstract Fi le. 

i .  Specification of Raw Score Variables 

A total of 134 d is t inc t  c l ient responses are recorded on a single 
adminlstratlon of the LAI interview, although only 81LAI "questions" 
are asked. Some of the questions in the interview protocol are complex 
and y ie ld  a substantial number of separate responses, and many of the 
individual c l ten t  responses are interdependent. The f i r s t  step in the 
process of developing scale scores tnvolved the specif icat ion of a set 
of raw score variables which could be derived from the available set 
of c l l en t  responses. Important considerations during this process 
were the avoidance of log ica l l y  dependent sets of items, the selection 
of items showing a reasonable va r i ab i l i t y  of response among the 3681 
c l ien ts ,  and a broad coverage of each of the " l i f e  status" dimensions 
which the items had been o r ig ina l l y  designed to represent. 
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The 134 separate client responses to the LAI were ultimately combined 
to form a total of 64 raw score variables which were subjected to further 
analysis. An earlier set of analyses applied to the LAI had employed 
56 raw score variables. The increased number of variables included in 
the present analysis represents an attempt to broaden the measurement 
capabilities of the instrument. 

The Current Status Questionnaire requires a total of 119 distinct 
responses on the part of the client. Utilizing the same general 
procedures described above for the LAI, a total of 81 raw score 
variables or items were derived from th4s instrument, and subjected 
to analysis. Because each of the 151 PAS items yielded a single response, 
the above described step was essentially bypassed for this instrument 
and the entire set of 151 responses was used. 

The next preliminary analytic step was to scale the individual variables 
in order that the means, variances and ranges of the raw score variables 
were roughly equivalent. In most instances this involved simple 
categorization of continuous variables (e.g., income), or adjustments 
in the number of categories for ordinal variables. A limited number of 
dichotomous items were utilized in both the LAI and the CSQ. Because 
the PAS utilized a common five category response scheme for all items, 
no adjustments were made for this instrument. 

Appendices B and C contain a description of the raw score variables of 
the LAI and the CSQ which were derived on the basis of the procedures 
indicated above. 

Identific@tion of Factors 
! 

A series of factor analytic procedures were conducted based on the 
correlat ion matrices obtained from the raw score variables dertved for 
each of the instruments and each of the 3681 t~ t t ta i  ~ases. The f i r s t  
such analysis for each Instrument consisted of a principal components 
analysis In whtch a number of roots equal to the total  number of raw 
score varlables was extracted (54 for the LAI, 81 for the CSQ, B8 for 
the LAI and CSQ factored together, and 151 for the PAS). The purpose 
of thls analysis was to estimate the number of factors to extract In 
subsequent analyses, by application of tests,  such as Carrol l 's  scree 
test (Cat ta i l ,  19BB), to the vector of successive etgenvalues, 

When an tn t t ta l  esttmata of the number of factors had been made (6 for 
the LAI, 7 for the CSQ, 7 for the LAI/CSQ, and 14 for the PAS), an 
Iteratlve principal axis factor extraction was performed using the 
squared multlple correlations of each variable wlth the n-1 remaining 
varlables as the in i t ia l  communality estimates. 

Both orthogonal and obltque rotations were appIled to the obtained 
factor matrix tn an e f fo r t  to achieve a f lnal  solutlon which approximately 
sat isf ied simple structure c r i te r ia  for each instrument (or combination 
of instruments in the case of the factoring of LAZ and CSQ items 
together). Orthogonal rotations In each case employed the Varlmax 

. c  
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cr i ter ion (Kaiser, 1958). Although alternative oblique methods were 
considered for each of the instruments, the results reported in 
subsequent sections are based on the Maxplane"procedure (Cattell and 
Muerle, 1960; Eber, 1966). 

3. Computation of Scale Scores 

Scale scores (for each instrument) were computed for each STR cl ient 
u t i l i z i ng  an indirect scoring procedure (Horn, 1965) in which each 
scale is based only on the salient variables of a particular factor 
(those variables which define the factor and are highly correlated 
with i t ) ,  and in which unit weight is assigned to each salient variable. 

The f i r s t  step in the computation,of factor scores for inclusion in 
the STR Abstract File was to standardize the scores for each client 
on each variable which entered into the computation of a scale score. 
Computation of these z scores was based on the distr ibution of raw 
score variables for the entire sample of 3681 i n i t i a l  cases (clients). 

e.g., for c l ient  i and variable j 

zij 
(xij - uj) 

aj 

where z i j  is the standard score for cl ient i on-variable J; 

Xi j  is the obtained raw score for cl ient i on variable j ;  

wj is the mean for variable J estimated as the J variable 
mean of the 3681 in i t i a l  cases; 

oj is  the standard deviation of varlable Jestlmated from 
the distr ibut ion of the 3681 i n i t i a l  cases. 

Scale scores were then computed from these z scores and scaled to a 
mean of 500 and standard deviation of 100 (across the 3681 i n i t i a l  
cases) according to the following procedure: 

m 

,k 

n k n 
- -  ( I: z I wj - 

mi ,k j=1 ,J ,k 

. 10 a k . 

IF (Y ,k • ooo): Y ,k " 000 

" ' = 999 IF (Yi,k > 999). Yi,k 

IF (nk/mi, k > 2): Yi,k = missing value code 

m 

+ .500 1000 

m 
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where: Y i , k  = scale score for subject i on factor k 

zi ,  k = standard score for subject i on variable j 

wj, k = weighting coefficient for variable j on factor k; 
1 for salient variables 

Wj,k = 0 for non-salient variables 

n k = number of salient variables for factor k 

mi, k = number of non-missing factor k salient variables 
for subject i 

~k = mean factor score (unscaled) for factor k (based 
on 3681 i n i t i a l  cases). 

~k = standard deviation of factor k (based on 3681 
i n i t i a l  cases) 

n = number of total variables on this instrument. 

I t  might be noted that this procedure permits the computation of a scale 
score when at least one-half of the salient variables for a given scale 
assume non-missing values ( i .e . ,  nk/mi, k ~ 2 when mi,k > nk/2 ). I t  might 
also be noted that scale scores are truncated to 000 or-999 i f  the actual 
scale score exceed 25 a (based on the scale score distribution of the 
total of 3681STR cases on i n i t i a l  interview). In actual practice, 
this restr ict ion does not seriously constrain the obtained scale scores 
since for most scales no c l ient 's  scores exceeded the 000-999 range. 
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B. LIFE ACTIVITIES INTERVIEW (LAI) 

Six LAI scale scores are contained in the STR Abstract File for each cl ient 
on each interview replication ( i n i t i a l ,  6 month, and 12 month follow-up). 
The six LAI factors were identif ied through a series of factor analytic 
procedures (u t i l i z i ng  both orthogonal and oblique rotational cr i ter ia)  
applied to the matrix of intercorrelations among the 64 derived raw score 
variables l isted in Appendix B. 

The six LAI factors and the salient variables used to define each are 
shown in Table I.  Also displayed in this table are the Varimax factor 
loadings for each of the salient variables (identif ied as FV) as well as 
reference vector structure coefficients (Rs) , factor pattern coefficients 
(Fp) and factor structure coefficients (Fs) derived from the oblique 
rotation by the Maxplane procedure. Raw variable means, standard deviations, 
and response ranges for each of the salient variables are also contained in 
Table I.  

Table E contains estimates of the internal consistency re l i ab i l i t i es  for 
each of the six LAI scales for the entire STR study population, as well as 
for each of the eleven STR sites separately. In each instance the 
coefficients reported are the generalized KR20, or Cronbach's alpha. 
Appendix D contains scale score means and standard deviations (by site) for 
each of the six LAI scales, 

Factor I of the LAI is defined by el~ht salient variables, al l  of which 
pertain to the c l ien t 's  employment or income production status. High scale 
scores would be obtained by the cl ient who was employed, who worked a 
substantial number of hours per week, whose income production was high, and 
whose income source and amount had improved during the past six months. 
Low scores would be produced by clients who were not working, were supported 
by public assistance, or whose employment/economic situationhad deteriorated 
during the prior six month period. The internal consistency re l i ab i l i t y  
for this scale is re lat ively substantial, both for the entire STR study 
population (.815) and for each of the sites. Site KR20s range from .688 
(New Hampshire) to .885 (Phoenix). 

Factor I I  is defined by four LAI variables which relate to the quantity 
and frequency of alcohol consumption. High scale scores are obtained by 
cl ients whose current consumption is relat ively large, and whose drinking 
frequency (at least ,for the prior week) was high. The alpha coefficients 
for this scale are also uniformly high [.859 overall, with a range from 
.702 (South Dakota) to .894 (San Antonio)]. I t  is suggested that reasonable 
care be taken in the interpretation of group differences relative to this 
scale since this factor seems to represent a relat ively simple index of 
quantity/frequency of alcohol consumption rather than an indication of 
overt alcohol problems. 

LAI Factor I I I  includes six salient varlables which relate to the marital 
status of the respondent, and to the extent to which the cl ient participates 
in act iv i t ies  with family members rather than alone. One variable (#54) 
was included in the derived variables with a coding scheme such that a high 
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score indicated that the respondent frequently watched TV alone. In view 
of the negative factor loading for this variable the raw item was reflected 
prior to inclusion in the computation of the scale score for this factor. 
Subsequent to this reflection a high score on variable 54 indicates that 
the client "seldom" watches TV alone. I t  seems l ikely that this scale is 
primarily sensitive to the fact of a client being married or not, rather 
than to the quality of one's marital status or personal living situation. 
I t  is logical that a client who is married wi l l  tend to have more dependents, 
live with more people, take care of more people, and more frequently seek 
recreation with his family than wi l l  the cl ient who is unmarried. As a 
consequence, this scale may be of somewhat limited u t i l i t y  as an index of 
treatment effect. The overall KR20 for this scale was .747, while site 
specific KR20s ranged from .630 (New Hampshire) to .808 (Kansas City). 

Factor IV appears to represent a dimension which is characterized at one 
extreme by social alienation and withdrawal {low scores), and at the other 
by social interaction, involvement and activity. Ten salient variables 
define this factor. The alpha coefficient of internal consistency reliability 
across sites is .685, while individual site KR20s range from .595 (Fairfax) 
to .730 {Oklahoma City). 

Factor V is defined by nine salient variables which assess various self- 
reported health problems and complaints. High scores are obtained by 
clients who report frequent health complaints, who were ill frequently 
during the past month, and who have sought medical assistance for health 
problems. The across site KR20 for this scale is .614, while individual 
site reliability coefficients range from .563 {New Hampshire) to .685 
{Tampa). 

The final LAI factor {Factor VI) is determined by six salient variables 
which appear to be indicative of consequences of excessive drinking behavior. 
The scale is labeled "immoderate drinking behavior" rather than another 
title such as "problem drinking," because the items do not~epresent self 
admission of alcohol problems, but rather indicate self report of incidents 
during which large amounts of alcohol were consumed {times drunk, times 
drive with 3 or 4 drinks, times got away with DUI) or physiological and 
social consequences of heavy drinking (times experience blackouts and 
binges from drinking, and days missed work either drunk or hung over). 
High scores on this scale reflect self report of relatively more immoderation 
than do low scores. The across site internal consistency reliability for 
this scale is .696 with site specific KR20s ran@in@ from .~48 {Denver) to 
.741 (Oklahoma City). 
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TABLE D-I SCALES OF THE LIFE ACTIVITIES INTERVIEW (LAI) DERIVED FROM 
RESPONSES OF 3681 STR CLIENTS AT INITIAL INTERVIEW 

ate. 

Z 

4 

1 

3 

10 

11 

13 

5 

F ! 

.890 

.884 

.868 

• 549 

.466 

.481 

.445 

• 455 

Rs 

• 878 

.857 

.888 

• 834 

• 457 

• 456 

• 417 

• 413 

Fp 

• 91Z 

. a g l  

.889 

.558 

.475 

• 474 

• 433 

• 429 

K.q20 - .815 

.889 

.887 

• 870 I 

• 543 

.461 

.488 

.442 

.508 

It~a Description 

FACTOR I :  ENPLOYMENT/ECONOHIC STABILITY 

Is prtmary f inancia l  suppor~ from earned 
income? 

How many hours do XOU work per week? 

Are you current ly  ~ rk lng?  

Is prtmary f lnancla i  supp, ort from publ ic 
assistance? 

Has Income source ¢~nged tn PaSt 5 
months? (Xow~) 

HaS lncome amount ¢flanged tn PaSt 6 
months) (How/) 

How many times were 3ou discharged ]n past 
8 months? 

What ta to ta l  ~ n t h l y  faLm11¥ lncQme amount? 

Hyperplana Count: Var lNx - 55.88, ~axplane • 73.48 

HI Score 

Yes 

Hlgh 

Yes 

NO 

Fworabie 

Increased 

None 

High 

MeAn 
m 

1.793 

3.47Z 

1.827 

1.914 

Z.Ol5 

2.145 

1.861 

3.314 

SD 

.405 

1.397 

.378 

.Z81 

.475! 

.680 

.346 

1.355 

Response 
Range 

I-Z 

I-5 

I-2 

l-Z 

I-3 

1-3 

1-2 

I-5 

]1 

29 

30 

33 .5Q2 

¢.q20 - ,859 

.891 

• 912 

• 828 

.853 

.851 

.598 

! .|48 
J 

.901 

.901 

.634 

.SO0 

FACTOR IT: CURRENT ORZNKING PA'I'rERN Iq * F 

.903 I How many dlys las t  ~lek dtd you have some 
m drlnkaT 
I 

.93Z ] Hhet. ls to ta l  mmUOer of drinks consumed 
:ass week? 

.82g I Are you pr tmer t1ya beer drtnker? 

.827 J What 18 the most drlnks on one occasion In 
pass month/ 

I~yperplane Counts Varlmsx * 84.48, Maxplene • 84.9| 

Host 

Yea 

Many 

~,805 

S.SSO 

; 1.547 

4.139 
. -  

1.556 

1.2941 

.498 

1.514 L-s I • 

1-5 

1-2 

40 .724 I ,d89 

44 .704 J ,841 

42 .541 ,831 

46 .487 J ,827 
I 

45 .494 J464  

54 (R) -.41g ~ 3gg 

~R20 • . 747 

• 734 75d 

,713 72Qi 

• 70Z 508 

,887 * t8  Ho~ 

• 839 483 HOW 

- .  444 121 How 

HYPerplene Count: 

FACTOR | IT i  

Are 

How 

How 

rAMT~ ~A~S {~RR|[DN(SSi 
you c~rrent ly  married? 

minx depenaenta do you currently hovel 

many people do you currently 1lye with? 

often 1,st month 41d you go ou~ fop 
t e t r a ? t o n  wltf l  family? 

many people do you take care of? 

often nave you watcnN TY alone? 

Varlmie • 71.98, Maxpline • 7S,QS 

Yea 

Many 

Many 

Of~|n 

Nany 

(n) Seldom 

L.488 

Z.Z34 

3. lO0 

Z. 843 

I .  743 

3. 948 

• 498 

I . - 8  i 
1.413] 

L,765 

1.089 

1. 437 

l-S 

I-S 

l-S 

1-5 

I-5 

1-5 
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rableD- I (Conti nued 

t t m  

59 

63 

60 

58 

5! 

45) 

57 

53 

St 

47 

.469 .458 

.448 .450 

.469 .449 

.476 .448 

.461 .435 

• 425 .416 

• 4O9 .399 

. 3 q  .368 

.378 .358 

.304 .283 

V.qZO • .686 

e_s 

.489 .472 

.479 .430 

.479 .458 

• 478 . SO6 

• 463 .472 

.444 •431 Ho~ 

.425 .393 How 

.392 .317 How 

.392 .374 How 

.301 .313 How 

Hyperplene Count,: 

25 .87S 

24 ,453 

22 .460 

19 .461 

23 .463 

27 .~11 
21 ,415 

17 ,321 

26 .306 

~ 2 0  • .614 

.844 

.452 

,447 

.446 

.446 

.409 

.401 

.33! 

.303 

FACTOR IV: 

Item Oescrtptlon 

SOCIAL INTERACTION/INVOLVEHEflT 

often have you helped snn~ne wlth a 
task? 

Hot, many se l f  accomplished ac t l v t t l es  In 
past 5 months? 

Ha. often have you entert i lned others In 
your home? 

often have you talked w|th 8 f r iend 
about his problem; 

Hay many new acouelnl~snces did you make 
last  month? 

often do you engage in physical fttnese 
ac t iv i t ies?  

many 91f18 have you given ~e ethers? 

often have you engaged tn sedentiry 
ac t i v i t i es  with ethers? 

often have you engaged in par t ic ipant  
spo~s7 

many close fraends do you have? 

Vorlmu • 54.1~ Henplane - 58.6| 

FACTOR V: 

.Ha .07g Hou 

.473 .4S9 Xou 

.4S7 .471 May 

.467 .463 HOW 

.456 .4|6 HOw 

.419 .4S8 HaM 

.411 .4S7 How 

• 333 .311 Are 

.311 . a ~  Hou 

Hyperplane Count: 

CURRENT PHYSICAL HF.~LTH PN)OLI~S 

many da~ l i l t  week with hailt:h 
complelnu? 

many alIorlLY problems or c e n t  lns~ ~eek7 

many sleep problems and nervousneae fal l ;  
week7 

many drugs ar t  you ~Jrrent ly taktng? 

many fal;lgue and aust in aches l as t  week? 

many days ~ t r t  you t l I  l i s z  month? 

many digesters problems and headaches 
leas ~aek? 

you cufq'tntly ~nklng tronqu111sera? 

many medical vestS| far  health care 
less month/ 

Vir lmlx • 76.61, Mixplane • 70.11; 

X [ Score 

Often 

Many 

Often 

Often 

Several 

Often 

Several 

Often 

Often 

~ Y  

Pany 

Many 

Ma,~y - -  

Many 

Hany 

Several 

Hany 

Yes 

Several 

Mean 

2.804 I 

3.174 

2 . 4 3 3  

Z.244 

2.836 

l . U 7  

2.290 

2.876 

1.78S 

1.017 

2.4S8 

1.671 

1.630 

1.846 

1.054 

1.537 

1.300 

1.070 

1.261 

so 

1.569 

1.457 

1.564 

1 .SOIl 

1.764 

1.029 

1.438 

1.604 

1.205 

1.236 

I • 735 

1.402 

1.212 

1.04S 

I.Z29 

1.207 

.IS: 

.256 

.721 

Response 

I-S 

I-5 

l-S 

1-5 

1-S 

I-4 

I-5 

I-5 

l-S 

I-5 

I-5 

I-S 

I-S 

I - !  

I-S 

1-5 

I-S 

I -2 

1-6 
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z t~ F v 

36 .d67 

3g .S74 

32 .50S 

38 .443 

37 .376 

34 .313 

Continued 

*_s F_p 

• 6OO .691 

.S3S .617 

• 4S7 • SU 

.433 ' .4H 

.,1iS ! .4~8 

.3021 .348 

~ 2 0  - .596 

F_s 

.723 

. S N  

.SS3 

".47t 

.311 

.zo? ! 

Hyperplant Count: 

I re .  Oescrtptton 

FACTOR Vt: IHMQOERATE 0R[NK[NG aEK~Vt0R 

How many times were you drunk last  aonth? 

Haw often did you get a n y  with DU| l i s t  
month? 

many ttmos did you drtve with 3/4 
drlnks l e l t  monthl 

How mnY bl lckouts did you hive les t  mOnth? 

14o~many binges dtd you go on last  month? 

01d you m4sl work bKouse you were drunk 
or hung ovorf 

V i r tmu  • 60.9Z, Hixplane • ~1.8| 

HI S c o r ~  

Several 

Severe1 

Several 

Swer l l  

Several 

Yes 

Mean 

1.663 

1.278 

1.817 

1.094 

I.OSZ 

1.039 

so 

1.146 

.833 

1.3S4 

• 471 

.366 

.316 

Response 

I-S 

I-S 

I-S 

I-S 

I-S 

1 - 5  
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TABLE D-2 INTERHAL CONSISTENCY RELIABILITIES l FOR THE 6 LAI SCALES FOR 
THE TOTAL STR STUDY POPULATION AND FOR EACH STR SITE. 

LAI SCALES 

SITE N z I I I  I l l  

Total 3681 .815 .859 .747 
m= m 

Denver 

Fa i rfax 

Kansas City 

Hinneapol is 

New Orleans 

Phoenix 

San Antonio 

South Dakota 

New Hampshire 

Oklahoma City 

Tampa 
i= 

342 

587 

436 

160 

341 

356 

301 

200 

202 

403 

353 

IV V VI 
= 

.685 .614 .696 

• 758 .842 .750; .651 .631 .548 

• 755 .850 .777 .595 .606 .670 

• 875 .866 .808 .698 .578 .670 

• 815 .803 .736 .618 ,653 .667 

• 788 .833 .677 .672 ,616 .687 

.885 .831 .756 .616 .618 ,725 

• 777 .894 .770 .654 .584 .584 

.810 ,702 .688 .714 .657 .610 

• 688 .831 .630 .636 .563 .398 

.746 .863 .759 .730 .622 .741 

• 745 .848 .757 .691 .685 .619 

Coefficients reported are the generalized KR20, or Cronbach's alpha 
ol 

[= -  -,kr r (i - _-T }]" 
°t 

Refers to cases in data system; r e l l ab i l i t y  coefflcients are based on 
cases with non-m'lsslng data for  a l l  items and may be s l t gh t l y  less 
than th is  value. 
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C. CURRENT STATUS qUESTIONNAIRE (CSQ) 

Factor analytic procedures a~oplied to the CSQ dat~ (81 raw score variables) 
of the 3681 in i t ia l  interview cases yielded seven scales which are included 
within the STR Abstract File. Analytic procedures utilized with this 
instrument varied sl ightly from the procedure followed with the other 
instruments. Although a seven factor solution had been obtained in earlier 
factoring of the 81CSQ variables, the final rotated solutionswhich 
served as the basis for the creation of scale scores utilized a six factor 
solution based on the intercorrelations of only 69 of the CSQ items. 
Those items (#71 - #82) pertaining to marital problems were omitted from 
this factoring because data from these items were available only from 
approximately one-half of the 3681 in i t ia l  interview cases. Instead, the 
marriage problem items were separately subjected to a principal components 
analysis and the factor coefficients reported in Table 3 were obtained 
from this analysis. 

Internal consistency re l iab i l i t ies  for the seven derived CSQ scales are 
presented in Table 4 for the entire STR study population and for each site 
separately. Appendix D contains scale score means and standard deviations, 
by site, for these scales. 

Factor I of the CSQ is defined by those 12 marriage problem items mentioned 
above, and as indicated the coefficients reported in Table 3 were obtained 
from a separate principal components analysis applied to this subset of 
CSQ items. A high score on this scale is indicative of a high degree of 
self reported client-spouse conflict or of marriage difficulty. Internal 
consistency of this scale is substantial with an across site coefficient 
alpha of .852, and site KR20s ranging from .709 {New Orleans) to .886 (Tampa). 
It must be noted that scores on this scale are only recorded for those 
clients who are married at the time of interview {either initial or follow-up) 
and who consequently respond to these 12 items. As indicated above this 
constrains the data availability for this scale to approximately one-half 
of the STR study population. This scala directly replicates the "Marital 
Stress and Disruption" factor identified by Fort Logan Mental Health Center 
researchers with the Personal Data Questionnaire (PDQ), an instrument which 
contains the CSQ as a subset of items {Foster, 1977). 

The second CSQ scale Is I den t i f i ed  by seven sa l ient  var iables each of which 
concerns the c l i e n t ' s  se l f  report  of problems due to dr ink ing,  and the 
extent to which the c l t e n t  is able to regulate his drtnklng behavior. A 
hlgh score on this scale is indicative of control over drlnklng behavior 
and problems, while a low score would suggest the presence of problems due 
to alcohol. The overall KR20 for this scale Is .701, while individual site 
reliability coefficients range from .615 (San Antonio) to .758 (Phoenix). 
Thls scale, developed on the STR study population, is essentially equivalent 
to the "Loss of Control of Use of Alcohol" scale obtained for the Fort Logan 
PDQ. 

CSQ Factor III appears to represent the clients' economic productivity and 
employment stability, and is defined by five salient variables. High scale 
scores are indicative of high income production, steady and regular 
employment, and satisfaction with the current work situation. The overall 
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internal consistency re l iabi l i ty  of this scale is .674, with site coefficients 
ra,ging from .453 (Fairfax) to .766 (Phoenix). The extremely low re l iab i l i ty  
of this scale for the Fairfax clients may be due to the deviation of this 
subset of the STR study population with respect to socio-economic condition. 
In general, the Fairfax clients tend to occupy substantially higher income 
levels than do clients from the other sites. The variables which define 
this factor appear on three of the Fort Logan PDQ scales: "Job Instabi l i ty," 
"Unemployment Status," and "Diff icult ies with Current Job or Work." 

/ 
Factor IV of the CSQ is defined by eight variables which concern/self 
reports of the presence or absence of client health problems. ~-high scale 
score is indicative of the absence of physical health problems, while low 
scores reflect reports of a variety of indications of health di f f icul t ies.  
The across site generalized KR20 for this scale is .697 and individual site 
rel iabi l i ty  coefficients range from .607 (SanAntonio) to .783 (New Hampshire). 
This scale appears to be a rather straightforward replication of the Fort 
Logan PDQ "Poor Health and Physical Condition" scale. 

CSQ Factor V is defined by six salient variables which relate to the clients' 
residential stabil i ty. High scores are indicative of greater, and low 
scores of lesser, residential stabil i ty. KR20s obtained were .646 across 
sites, with a range of .494 (San Antonio) to .811 (Oklahoma City). This 
scale corresponds to the Fort Logan PDQ "Residential and Living Situation 
Unstable" scale. 

Factor Vl represents a dimension characterized at one extreme (low scale 
scores) by social withdrawal and/or alienation, and at the other (high 
score) by substantial amounts of social interaction and activity directed 
toward (or including) others. Across sites the internal consistency 
rel iabi l i ty  of the scale is .623, with a range of site rel iabi l i t ies from 
.527 (New Orleans) to .673 (Oklahoma City). The corresponding Fort Logan 
PDQ scale was t i t led "Social and Interpersonal Withdrawal; 'L- 

The f inal  CSQ scale tncluded in the Abstract Flle ls defined by only four 
sallent variables which relate primari ly to abstention from drtnklng ("How 
long since last drink?", "Longest time without alcohol?"),and to the self  
report of present quantity and frequency of drinking compared to past times. 
The overall KR20 for this scale is .560 and site r e l l ab l l t t t es  ranged from 
.344 (South Dakota) to ,598 (Oklahoma Clty) .  The sal lent variables defintng 
this scale are essentially equivalent to those deftnlng the "Increase in 
Duration of Drinking." scale in the Fort Logan PDQ. 
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TABLE D-~ 
RESPONSES OF 3681 STR CLIENTS AT INITIAL INTERVIEW 

I 
I 
I 

I" 
73 

I 74 
I 
, 75 

I 
I 76 

I 

I" 78 
I 

79 

I 8o 

I 
! 

I " 

SCALES OF THE CURRENT STATUS QUESTIONNAIRE (CSQ) DERIVED FROM 

~p__c 

.501 

.7S8 

.775 

.S42 

.570 

.66T 

.480 

• 660 

• 734 

.717 

.629 

I t m  DescripTion 

FACTOR l :  MARITAL PROBLEI~ I 

HOW does present re la t ionship with spouse 
compare to previous times? 

How ere you get t ing along wi th your spouiel 

Is your spouse sa t i s f ied  wi th you7 

Do you end your sPOuse ergue? 

Does sPouSe moke f s l r  demands of you~ 

O0 you And SpOUse reach agreement on 
ImporTant Issues? 

Do you express tnnemost thoughts to spouse 

Do you feel spouse unierstands you? 

Do you Peel spouse accept| you? 

Does spouse ~snt to romatn m r r t M  to you? 

Does spouse do the ~ r k  you expIct of a 
m r r t i g e  partner? 

Would you l i ke  to temtns te  merrtage t f  
could do so in a reasonable manner? 

" HI ScoPe 

Worse 

Argue 

01ssetlsfled~ 

Continuous 

Demands 
Too Much 

Never 

Nevir 

Puzzlnd 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

Mea_...~n 

2.490 

1.219 

1.160 

1.799 

1.342 

1.944 

2.109 

L .3S7 

L.301 

1.190 

1.176 

L •187 • 617 

Response 

I.OG9 i 1-5 

• 525 1 - 3 

.484 ! 1-3 

.617 1-4 

.560 1-3 

.aDS 1-~ 

.933 1-5 

.628 1-3 

.536 1-3 

.SOS L-3 

.478 L-)  

.492 1- )  

:ThtS scale Is re levant only to those c l len ts  who are married at the : tml  of tnt t rv tew. Since approximately one-hs|f • 
of the 3681 t n t t l a i  cases dld not record responses.to these 1toms, ~he 12 msrrt lge ttemswore not Included with the 
other 69 CSQ 1toms in the reported factor ing.  The coeff ic ients reported above i re  Prom 4 prtnc]pal components 
analysis of the 12 1toms seNra te ly  from the rest  of the ~ q  ( lo id tng |  for  the f l r l ~  pr incipal  component are recorded 
sbo~e)~. ~ .  

~R20 • . U |  

43 ,5951 . 4 U  

4S ,5871 .460 

41 ,666 .42S ] 

44 ,SO21 .394 

4O ,405 .2gZ 

2g ,366 . 2 |6  

46 (R . ,291  - . 1 6 7  

KR2O • .701 

P~ 

.S73 

. S|O 

. e l i  

.401 

.3S7 

.312 

- .  229 

.a291 

. S i R  

.66si  

.53+J 

.+67 ] 

,3d|  

-.329 

l t m  0 is ; r i p , ton  

FACTOR l ] :  CONTROL OF DRINKING PRDBLEHS 

Is drtnkleg t probllm for  you i t  tMs &1me? 

Dial  drtnklng In ter fere wtth responslbl l*  
l t l sa? 

When dr tnktNi ,  are you id le  to regulate 
tha lunount you dr lnk l  

Are ~ou ftndln9 t t  d i f f i c u l t  to l i ve  
wtthout elcoHol hOWl 

Are you iPle  to regula te  the ~Im8| ym 
drtnk? 

DO yml hive in¥ PNyllCI1 proollml f r l l  
IU l { l l a lV l  USe of al{oh01? 

Have you been drunk In Public tfl pair  I 
months? 

Hyperplsne Count: Varimax * 60•9S, Haxplano • 78.3S 

No 

No 

Always 

No 

Always 

None 

Navar 

3.676 

3.826 

3.4~6 

3 .SOd 

3,S14 

Z. g49 ! 

3. 340 

.661 

.5t5 

.76g 

, SZ7 

,77! 

.Z30 

• 667 

Aespons4 

Lo4 

1-4 

1-4 

1-4 

1-4 

L-] 

1-4 
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Tabl e D-31 

I: v it_~m _ 

15 .770 

14 .674 

16 ,497 

18 49O 

17 ,425 

Conti nued) 

~s_ :e 

, r31 .841 

546 743 

483 55G 

443 510 

376 .435 

)~20 • .574 

:$ 

• 801 

. 6 8 1  

,489 

4 ~  

,456 

Item Descript ion 

FACTOR I I I :  IflCOME/EMPLOYMEHT STA6ILITY,. 

What ls to ta l  earned lncnm4 last  month? 

NO~ long employed dur4ng lest  6 months? 

H~,~,ny hours spent In work ac t l v l t l eS  
las t  .eek? 

Hou 60 you feel about preeentwork s t t :  
uatton? 

Is your f inancial  s i tuat ion changing? 

Hyperplane Count: Yartmx • 68.1S, Haxplane * 79.7S 

30 

31 

i (R) 

25 

24 

• 724 .692 

• 559 .544 

-.547 -.513 

.460 .451 

.368 .346 

25 .346 .307 

28 .285 .272 

27 .286 . 2 6 8  

t(R20 • .6g7 

04 .67S ,6 ] 

03 .505 . !  5 

OS .482 .d 2 

L1 .303 .~ 4 

(38 .326 .: 

10 .312 . I1 

~20  • .644 

.737 i .722 

.s7g .54g 

-.545 -,57t 

.480 .477 

.35g .384 

• 327 .391 

.290 .291 
i 

.283 .317 
i 

FACTOR IV: PHYSICAL HEALTH 

Are you currently having ud tc& l  problems? 

Are you receiving medtcai assistance for  
health problems? 

Number of current health problems? 

Have you been feei lmi t t red or exhausted? 

How ts your health? 

HeN would you campers health to others 
your age/ 

Have you been 111 will1 colds, f l u ,  etc.? 

Haw ere you sloePiml at ntght? 

~yperplene Count: Vertmax * 6S.~ ,  Muplano - 59.61 

,7 i 

.7 | 

.8 S 

. :  1 

.: ;| 
m 

.890 

.817 

,474 

.273 

• ]2? 

.3aS 
J 

FACTOR V:RESIOEHTIA~ STAeIL]TY 

Ha~ often changed residences lest  6 months? 

Length of ttme laved at present residence? 

Ho~ often do y ~  change restdencof 

Hw many Joha tn the poet 6 months? 

O0 you have your oun telephone/ 

NOu often do you t3ploa|lY change JoPs7 

HyPerplane Count: V|rtmax • |Q.gS~ Muplane * 58.2S 

HI Score ~an 

Hlgh ,403 

Constantly .278 

High .OQ8 

Satisf ied Z.5Q5 

[mprovtng 2.316 

None !. 79L 

NO L .874 

(R) Hone 4.390 

Nov o r  3.498 

Imgrova 3 . ~ 1  

Above 2.237 
Average 

Nov er  2 .409 

Soundly Z.8~ 

Never Z.54| 

Long Tlma 2.6L0 

|nfr lquentl~ 2.817 

Hone 2.981 

Yes l.d~l 

Seldom 2.774 

so 

,.345 

L.275 

L.319 

.751 

• 692 

•468 

• 332 

.781 

.668 

• 598 

.534 

• 534 

.481 

.517 

. |64 

.491 

.624 

.471 

• $47 

esponsa 

1-5 

1-5 

1-5 

1-3 

1-) 

1-3 

1-Z 

1-S 

1-4 

1-4 

1-3 

1-3 

1-3 

I - )  

I - )  

1-3 

1-4 

1-Z 

1-3 
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Table D-3 

t t_~m F v 

59 (H) -.S12 

54 .442 

50 (R) -.413 

59 (R) -.359 

22 .301 

52 (R) -.34~ 

60 (n) -.3zz 

e4 (x) -.3o6 

35 .319 

53 (R) -.257 

Continued) 

R_! s F,, 

-.494 -.594 

.443 .533 

-.371 -.446 

0.324 -.38g 

.301 .351 

-.295 -.354 

-.280 -.337 

-.259 -.323 

• 256 .308 

-.211 -.2S3 

F..! 

- .  480 

• 303 

- .  434 

-.307 

.278 

-.370 I 

-.328 I 

-.312 

.385 

-.,10S 

Item Description 

FACTOR vt: SOCIAL INTERACTION 

Do you do things with other people? 

Humber of hours in ac t i v i t i e s  pmr week? 

Have you any close fr iends? 

DO you prefer not to get close to others? 

Are you devoting time to tmprovoment'of 
~ r k  sk l l l s?  

HOw much free ttme do you SPend alone? 

Are you close tO members of your Immediate 
family? 

Do you par t i c ipa te  In 9roups or club|? 

Do eating habits provide s balanced dtet? 

Does your work require you to mNt p~0ple) 

KR20 - .523 Hyperplane Count: Varimu - 55.1S, Haxplane • 55.25 

HI Score 

Often 

Hany 

False (R) 

~ch 

L i t t l e  (R) 

Very (R) 

R~iularly (R) 

Good Oiet 

Often 

Hes..~n 

Z.339 

2.350 

3.248 

3.290 

1.783 

3,512 

2.524: 

!.505 

2.748 

3.051 

s~ 

.874 

1.195 

.935: 

! .029 

t.155 

.a14] 

.570 

,935 

• 542 

1.os3 

Response 

1~4 

1-5 

1-4 

1-4 

14  

1-4 

1-3 

I '4  

1-) 

1-4 

II 

41 

a 

]a .ss8 .538 

]9 .474 .432 

53 (R] - . 453  -.398 

42 .283 ,257 

~ 2 0  - .560 

.557 .558 
I 

.455i  .474 

I 
- . 420  I - . 454  

I 

• r / t  J .203 

FACTOR VII :  CONTROL OF ORINKING 

H~ long since your las t  drink1 

Hhe£ ts the |on(Jest tlme without alcohol 
In pest 6 months? 

GO most of your fr len4s drink? 

Compare present quan t . / f rM ,  of dr4nklng 
to t M t  of pest ttmes, 

Hyperplena Counts Vartmu • S3.SS, Mtxplans - 72.51 

Honths 2.421 

Honths 3,334 

Fw 2,380 

Oecresse 3,730 

.897 

.714 

L.103 

! .012  

1-4 

t-4 

1-4 

I-5 
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TABLE D-4 INTERNAL CONSISTENCY RELIABILITIES I FOR THE 7 CSQ SCALES FOR 
THE TOTAL STR STUDY POPULATION AND FOR EACH STR S!TE. 

CSQ SCALES 
m,  

SITE N 2 I I I  I I I  IV V VI VII 

Total 3681 . 8 5 2  .701  . 6 7 4  . 6 9 7  .646 .623 .560 
, ,  i 

Denver 

Fairfax 

Kansas City 

Minneapolis 

New Orleans 

Phoenix 

San Antonio 

South Dakota 

New Hampshire 

Oklahoma City 

Tampa 

342 

587 

436 

160 

• 838 .577 .652 .732 .625 

• 860 .688 .453 .623 .578 

.831 . 7 0 5  . 7 5 0  . 6 6 9  .656 

.874 . 5 9 8  . 5 6 9  . 683  .545 

341 

356 

301 

200 

202 

403 

353 

.709 . 6 9 8  . 7 6 3  . 6 8 6  .544 

.862 . 7 5 8  . 7 6 6  .677 .689 

.846 . 6 1 5  .538 .607 .494 

.848 . 618  . 6 6 8  .782 .693 

.860 .702 .631 .783 .520 

• 865 .743 .647 .613 .811 

• 886 .657 .671 .700 .571 

.535 .517 

.616 .553 

.634 .568 

.648 .463 

,527 .552 

,669 .545 

.568 .498 

.651 .344 

.600 .427 

.673 .598 

.538 .526 

* Coefficients reported are the generalized KR20, or Cronbach's alpha 

[o.'= k ( I  - (~1~)]. 

2 Refers to total cases in the data system; r e l i ab i l i t y  coefficients 
are based on cases with non-missing data for al l scale items and 
may be sl ight ly less than this value. 
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D. LAI/CSq COMPOSITE 

Because several of the scales obtained for the Li[e Activi t ies Interview 
appeared to represent common dimensions to those observed with the Current 
Status Questionnaire, a set of composite LAI/CSQ scales were derived on 
the basis of a factoring of a set of 88 items selected from the two instruments. 
In the case of identical questions on the two instruments only one of 
the two items was selected for inclusion in the composite variable set. 
Efforts were also made to avoid selecting items from the two instruments 
which appeared to be logical ly  (or mathematically) dependent upon one another. 
The series of analyses conducted with this 88 variableset yielded a seven 
factor solution. Two of the factors obtained were essentially instrument 
specific (the Residential Stabi l i ty  factor from the CSQ, and the Family 
Status factor of the LAI) and composite scales were not created for these 
factors since measures of these attributes are available as CSQ and LAI 
scale scores. The f ive scored LAI/CSQ scales are identif ied in Table 5. 
Generalized KR20s (coefficient alphas) for these scales are presented in 
Table 6, and means and standard deviations of these scales, by site, are 
shown in Appendix D. 

LAI/CSQ Factor I combines four LAI and three CSQ variables which appear to 
relate to c l ients '  current pattern of drinking. A high scale score reflects 
a high quantity and frequency of drinking in the recent past and relat ively 
short periods of abstention. LAI Factor II and CSQ Factor VII appear to 
be merged in this factor. The overall internal consistency re l i ab i l i t y  
for this scale is .848 while site KR20s range from .654 (South Dakota) to 
.869 (Kansas City). I t  might be noted in Table 5 that t~e CSQ items 
scored on this scale show negative factor loadings. This is true because 
high scores on the CSQ drinking items were indicative of low frequency and 
quantity of consumption, while high LAI Item scores indicated the opposite 
response pole. For this scale the CSQ items were therefore reflected 
(indicated by an "R" in the table) to conform to the LAI items. Since this 
scale achieves a substantial internal consistency r e l l a b l l l t y l  and because 
i t  is defined by a broader set of salient markers than either of the 
corresponding LAI and CSQ scales, I t  may be preferable to u t i l i ze  this 
composite measure as an indication of cl ient drinking pattern. 

LAI/CSQ Factor I I  represents a combination of LAI Factor I and CSQ Factor I l l  
and reflects the clients' employment s tab i l i ty  and economic productivity. 
The overal l  KR20 fo r  th is  scale is .752, with s i te r e l i a b i l i t y  coeff ic ients 
ranging from .641 (New Hampshire) to ,841 (Phoenix). High scale scores 
re f l ec t  greater income production and stabi l i ty  of employment while low 
scale scores would be indicative of problems tn th is  l l f e  status dimension. 

LAI/CSQ Factor I l l  is defined by a total of 12 items (g from the LAI and 3 
from the CSQ) which pertain to self reports of health related problems. The 
three CSQ items included In thls scale were reflected for purposes of scoring. 
A high scale score would be obtained by the client who reports Substantial 
numbers of physical health complaints and problems on the two instruments. 
The across site generalized KR2O for this scale is .664 while within site 
internal consistency r e l i a b i l i t y  ranges from .641 (San Antonio and New 
Hampshire) to .735 (South Dakota). This scale combines Factor V from the 
LAI and Factor IV of the CSQ. 

D-18 



LAI/CSQ Factor IV represents the social withdrawal versus social interaction 
dimension observed as Factor IV of the LAI and Factor VI of the CSQ. A total 
of 16 salient variables defi.ne this factor (11 f~om the LAI and 5 from the 
CSQ). The individual scoring high on this scale would tend to be outgoing, 
gregarious, and socially active; while the low scoring individual would tend 
to be withdrawn and alienated from others. The KR20 (across sites) for 
this scale is .720 while intra-si te KR2Os range from a low of .615 (Fairfax) 
to a high of .745 (Oklahoma City). 

The final composite scale included in the STR Abstract File (LAI/CSQ Factor V) 
appears to represent a broad index of current drinking problems which is 
essentially a combination of LAI Factor VI and CSQ Factor I I .  Reflections 
of items shown in Table 5 result in high scores being indicative of the 
presence of alcohol/drinking problems, while low scores represent the 
converse condition. The across site KR20 for this scale is .767 which is 
larger than the internal consistency r e l i a b i l i t y  coefficients found for 
either LAI Factor VI or CSQ Factor I I .  This would seem to argue for the 
use of this scale score in preference to either the LAI or the CSQ drinking 
problems scales. Individual site KR2Os ranged from .648 (Denver) to .786 
(Oklahoma City). 
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TABLE b-5 SCALES DERIVED FROM THE LAI AND CSQ INSTRUMENTS FACTORED TOGETHER 

I tem 

t.AI 29 

LA| 31 
csq 38 ( n )  

LAI 33 

t.Al 30 

CSQ 39 (R) 

CSQ 42 (R) 

F V 

.883 

.853 

!-.791 

.504 

. .484 

• . 334 

• 841 

• 8 0 9  

o.754 1 

.57Z 

• 501 

- .457 

- .323 

. 8 7 4 l  

.841 

- .784 ! 

.598 

• 525 

- .475 

- .335 

F~ 

. 8 8 4  

.850 

- .794 I 

.705 ] 

.512 

- .472 

- .336 

Item DescrlgLlon --, ' HI Score 

FACTOR [ :  CURRENT ~UANT-TTY/FREqUENCY OF DRINKING 

How many dr~nks (a l coho l )  d id you have los t  Hany 
week? 

How many days w i th  drdnks l os t  week? 

How lon9 has t t  been s la ts  l a s t  d~lnk? 

Whet 18 most dr tnks on one occoslon l as t  
month? 

Are you a beer d r lnkor?  

Mhoc tS longest  &1me wt thout  booze. 

Compare present F/Q o f  dr lnk ln9 to past 
t lmes.  

Hsnx 

Hours (R) 

Han~ 

Yes 

Hours (n) 

[ncrs iso  (R) 

Mes.__~n 

2.550 

2.605 

2.579 

4.13g 

1.547 

1.655 

2.270 

SO 

1.294 

1.556 

.897 

1.514 

,498 

.714 

t .Ol2 

Response 

1 -5  

1-S 

1-4 

1-5 

1-2 

1-4 

l-S 

i~20 - . 848 Hyperplano Count: Va r lmu  • 78.4S, Haxplsna - 86.48 

LA! 02 .880 : .850 

LAI 04 .887 .859 

C~Q 14 .623 : .502 

¢$Q 18 .534 .474 

LA! l ]  .475 .447 

L , A !  10 .449 .438 

L,AI 05 .500 .425 

L.41 13 .421 •381 

~it ZO - .752 

.903 

• 902 

.533 

• 497 

.470 

.460 

.448 

• 400 

.osg 

.895 

• 540 

• 544 

.466 

• 443 

.515 

• 405 

FA.CTOR TI: EMPLOYHENT]ECOHOH[C STAB|L!,TY 

Are you supported by earned lncomal • 

Hey many hours do you work per ~eekl 

How lon9 have you bean employed durtn9 
the past 6 months? 

How s a t i s f i e d  are 3ou wttf l work st too t les?  

Has your  Income wmunt  changed tn pest 
5 months1 

HaS your  Income source changed |n POSt 
6 months? • 

Total  monthly f t m l l y  tncnmel 

Have you been discharged from work tn past 
5months? 

Hyperpiana Count: Vorln~sx • 7S.OS, Moxplsna • 8Q•78 

Yes 

Hl�h 

Constant ly  

Sa t i s f i ed  

Increased 

Favorable 

_ Mlth _ .  

No 

1. 793 

3. 472 

4.Z78 

2. SOS 

Z. 146 

2 . 0 1 5  

] . 3 1 4  

1.861 

•405 

; .397 

1.Z76 

.751 

• 690 

.476 

l •355 

.346 

1-Z 

1-5 

1-5 

I-3 

I-3 

1-3 

1-5 

1-2  
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~'.~ [; 1 e D- ~JConti nued) 

L,,~I Z5 .664 

CSQ 30 (R) -.630 

CSQ 3Z (n)-.SZ9 

L~I 19 .517 

LAI 2.t •417 

LA[ 25 .409 

LAI 17 .40g 

I.A[ 27 .377 

LAI Z2 .38g 

LAI 24 .35& 

L.AI 21 .363 

CSQ 24 (R)-.314 

~s F_p 

• 648 .690 

-.508 

-.509 

.490 

• 414 

• 402 

• 395 

.373 

.357 

.365 

.342 

-.297 -.316 

KRZO o .664 

-.  647 

-.  542 

• 522 

.441 

.42g 

.420 

.398 

.3gl 

.388 

.3Ed 

F~ 

.689 

- .516 

- ,  495 

.5o61 
• 421 

.400 

.3gl 

• 383 

• 428 

.364 

•395 

-.326 

Item Descript ion 

FACTOR "|el: CURRENT PHYS[CAL HEALTH PR~8LEHS 

How many days last  week with health 
cnmp|aints? 

Are you havlng any medical problems? 

Are you receiving medical assistance? 

How many drugs ere you taking? 

How often have fst tgue or muscle aches? 

Hey many medical v ts t t s  for  health care 
las t  month? 

Are you current ly  taking t ranqui l izers? 

I~emany days 111 l i s t  month? 

How often have sleep problems or nervous? 

How often have a l le rgy  or colds? 

How often have d igest ive problms or 
headache? 

Hmi ls your health? 

Hyperplsne Count: Vertmax - 71.5S, Hexplene • 77.3Z 

Hi Score 

Hiny 

Yes (R) 

Yes (R) 

Severe I 

Often 

Hmny 

Yes 

Hany 

Often 

Often 

Often 

orsaned (R) 

Hei.,.~n 

2.458 

1.209 

1.126 

1.846 

1,554 

1.261 

1,070 

1.537 

1.520 

1.671 

1.350 

l , g l g  

so 

1.735 

.468 

.332 

1.045 

1 .ZZ9 

.721 

.Z56 

1.207 

1.212 

1.402 

,g23 

• 596 

Response 

1-5 

1-3 

l-Z 

i -5  

I-S 

1-5 

l-Z 

I-5 

I-5 

1-5 

I-5 

1-4 

._  

LAI 53 .456 ! .476 

I.~I 5a .4~0 : •46Z 

LAI 59 .471 .45S 

I.A| 60 .461 •|SO 

L.A| 61 •466 ,441 

LA[ 5"/ . 3 ~  .394 

LA[ 4g .402 .383 

t.A; 46 •337 o380 J 

CSQ 22 •341 .343 

LA! 47 •342 .341 

LA[ 51 .3S8 •339 

LA[ 53 .334 •338[  

CSq 5 4 ( R } - . 2 9 1  -•304 

¢SQ 31 .272 .as! 

CSq 52 (el *.244 ;-.279 

¢SO 53 (n ' - .Z56 I-.ZT! 

~20 • .720 

FACTOR IV: SOCIAL [flTERACTION 

•4951 

.48z I 

,4741 

.4691 

.4401 

,4101 

.YOgi 
I 

.~gSi  
I 

.387 

,3351 

•353 

.339 ~ 

*.319 

,Z97 

°.290 

-.282 

.441 

.458 

• 470 

• 459 

• 443 

,379 

.401 

.338 

;334 

.346 

.357 

J17 

-. 293 

.2aS 

-.28S 

-.289 

How nonny sel f  accomplished a c t i v i t i e s  tn 
les t  month? 

How often have you talked with i framed 
a©out his problems? 

How often have you helped someone with I 
task? 

How often have you enteric/ned others tn 
your home? 

How many nmv mcqumlntances have yo~ mde? 

How many g l f t |  hive you 91ven Co others? 

How often do you enqage tn physical 
f i tness I c t l v l t l e s ?  

How many tlmes last  month did yo~ 9o out 
for  recreotton with family7 

How much time devoted tO Improve work I k l l l l  

How msny close frteods do you have? 

Haw often have you engaged tn par t ic ipant  
sports? 

How e r i e  hive you engaged tn Smgintary 
a c t i v i t i e s  wlCfl others? 

Do you par t ic ipa te  tn clubs or groups? 

Do you de more ~flin 1i expected i t  work? 

How much free elms do you spend l iana? 

Ooel t ~ r k  r ~ u | r l  meeting people? 

14yperpline Count: Varlmax - 61.41, Hexplane • 68.21 

Many 

Often 

Often 

Often.  

Hany 

Many 

Often 

Often 

Much 

Mmny 

0free 

Minx 

Often (R) 

Often 

6 t i t l e  (R) 

Often (R) 

3.174 

2,244 

2.804 

2.433 

Z.038 

Z.Z90 

1.687 

2 •843 

1.7§3 

3.017 

1,785 

2.876 

l.SOS 

2.424 

3,St= 

3.051 

1.457 

1.506 

1.569 

I .  564 

1.7|4 

I• 438 

I•029 

1.768 

1.156 

L.236 

L .205 

I .  604 

•g35 

.911 

,814 

1.083 

1-5 

1-5 

1-5 

l-S 

l-S 

1-5 

1-5 

I-$ 

1-4 

I -5 

t-5 

i-5 

1-4 

1-4 

1-4 

1-4 
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Table D- l(Conti nued) 

t t m  

csq 43 (R) 

csq 4s (n) 

CSQ 41 (R) 

¢Sq 44 (n) 

LA| 36 

LAI 38 

~ |  39 

csq z9 (R', 

LAI 37 

¢sq 4o (n) 

L~| 32 

c ~  so 

LAI 34 

~v R_.s F~ 

.6O6 . ~ 7  

.S61 .S16 

.567 .S13 

,5O6 .474 

.456  °.389 

..423 . .376 

. .351 - .328  

• .384 - .29g 

.333 .287 

-. 335 - .  283 

.334 .27~ 

-.280 -.27! 

- .318  - . 26 !  

- .264  -.221 

~20 • .767 

F_! 

.6O6 

.S60 

.SS7 

,510 

• .  50S 

-.441 

-.379 

- .378  

.344 

- .348  

.328 

- .317  

- .  340 

-.287 

I t m O e s c r I p t t o  n 

FACTOR V: CURRENT ORINK[I'IG PROBLEHS 

.650 

.S91 

.S87 Can 

o. 446 Haw 

- . 430  HOW 

- .  376 Hey 

- .343  HOW 

• 328 Any 

- .  323 How 

.320 Can 

- . 314  

-.303 

-.261 

i 

Hyperplene Count: 

ts dr4nkln9 t prob lamat  this time; 

Ooe$ drtnktng in ter fe re  with responsi- 
b i l i t i e s /  

you r~ ju la te  your drtnktng mount? 

you ftndtng t t  hard tO lave w|thaut 
alcohol? 

many ttmes ~ l r l l  you drunk lest  month/ 

many blackouts las t  month? 

many ttmas did yOU get away w4th OU| 
las t  month? 

often drunk In pub|t¢ tn pest 4 moths1 

physical problems f r m  81¢eho1? 

many binges les t  month? 

you r ~ u l a t e  your drinking t INS? 

H~ many ttmes did yau drtve wtth 3/4 
drlnks las t  month/ 

HOW are you getting along with others? 

Hay many ttmes meSS xork because drunk 
or hung over? 

Vartmu • S6.OS, i~ixplena = 70.5| 

HI Scor.____.&e 

Yes (n) 

Yes (R) 

(~) 

Yes (R) 

Msny 

Many 

Many 

Several 

Many (n) 

l~ny 

No (n) 
Often 

Hoe Well 

Many. 

He=.__ n 

1.324 

1.174 

1.S8$ 

1.194 

1.643 

1.094 

1.278 

1.660 

1.051 

I.OS2 

1.486 

1 ~37 

Z.OSS 

1.039 

s_D 

• 661 

• 515 

• 759 

. S27 

L. 146 

,471 

• 833 

.677 

.230 

.366 

• 771 

1.354 

• 254 

• 316 

Response 

1-4 

1-4 

1-4 

1-4 

1-5 

l-S 

1-3 

1o3 

t-5 

t-4 

t-S 

1-3 

1-5 
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TABLE D-6 INTERNAL CONSISTENCY RELIABILITIES l FOR THE 5 LAI/CSQ 
COMPOSITE SCALES FOR THE TOTAL STR STUDY POPULATION AND FoR 
EACH STR SITE . . . . .  

LAI/CSQ COMPOSITE SCALES 
i 

SITE N 2 I I I  I I I  IV V 
l I I  

Total 3581 .848 .752 .654 

Denver 

Fairfax 

Kansas City 

Minneapolis 

New Orleans 

Phoenix 

San Antonio 

South Dakota 

New Hampshire 

Oklahoma City 

Tampa 

342 

587 

436 

.720 .767 
i i | , , - -  

• 818 .747 .58g .655 .648 

• 839 .674 .673 .515 .738 

.869 .837 .559 .741 .782 

.768 .719 .694 .567 .739 

.839 .779 .664 .702 ,779 

• 821 ,841 .638 .693 ,779 

.863 .740 .641 .664 .665 

.654 ,725 ,735 .618 .682 

• 797 ,541 .541 .597 ,742 

.858 .699 .652 .745 .786 

.833 .687 .677 .726 .717 

160 

341 

356 

301 

200 

202 

403 

353 

Coefficients reported are the generalized KR20, or Cronbach's 

alpha [ = = ~  ( I - . ~ ) ] .  
~t 

= Refers to cases tn data system; r e l i a b i l i t y  coef f ic ients are 
based on cases with non-missing data for  a l l  items and may 
be s l i g h t l y  less than th is  value. 
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E. PERSONALITY ASSESSMENT SCALE (PAS) 

Factor analyt ic  procedures applied to the 151 variables of the PAS resulted 
in a 14 factor solution. PAS scale scores derived from this solution 
incorporated 123 of the 151 variables. Table 7 indicates the factor loaded 
by each of the 151PAS variables. The 14 PAS scales, and the salient 
variables used to define each are presented in Table 8. Also contained 
in this table are the Varimax factor coefficients (Fv) , the Maxplane 
reference structure (Rs), factor pattern (Fp), and factor structure (Fs) 
coefficients, and the raw variable means and standard deviations for each 
salient variable. 

The response range for al l  151 PAS items is 1 to 5. Unlike the LAI, CSQ, 
and LAI/CSQ composite scales, the computation of PAS scale scores did not 
involve the re f lec t ion of items in order to insure that the response 
orientations of al l  scale items were equivalent (1.e., salient variables 
showing a negative loading for a scale were not reflected prior to calculation 
of the scale score). As a consequence the lndirect factor scores for the 
PAS involved the application of a factor weight matrix of "ones," "mtnus ones," 
and "zeros," rather than the simpler matrix of ones and zeros used with the 
other instruments. In part, this decision was based on the fact that the 
valence of the PAS scales is (at least for  many of the scales) ambiguous. 
Efforts to ident i fy  useful second order PAS factors have been unproductive 
to date, and no second order scales are included tn the STR Abstract File. 

Generalized KR20s (Cronbach's coeff ic ient alpha) computed for the entire 
STR population (across s i tes) ,  and for each site Individually are shown 
in Table 9 for  each of the scales, 

Factor analytic procedures similar to those described for the STR study 
population have also been applied to data collected wtth the PAS by 
researchers at the Ft. Logan Mental Health Center (Foster, 1977). The 
scales obtained tn the analysis of STR study data are generally slmtlar 
to a 16 factor solution developed in the Fort Logan Mental Health Center 
research program. 

PAS Factor I is defined by 15 saltent variables whtch appear to ref lect  
strange, eccentric, or anomalous thoughts and behavior. A htqh Icore on 
thls scale would appear to represent the presence of the type of bizarre 
thought patterns character ist ic of psychotic thought processes. Low scores, 
conversely, lndlcate the absence of these expressions of anomalous--t'hought 
patterns. This scale ¢orrespondm substantially to the Fort Logan dimension 
of "strange, eccentric thoughts versus conventional thoughts," The across 
stte generalized KR20 for thls scale Is .874, and site r e l i ab i l i t y  
coeff ic ients range from .908 (South Dakota) to .672 (Denver). 

PAS Factor I I  ts also defined by 15 salient variables. Variables defining 
this scale lndtcate expressions of anxtety, depression and tension. A 
person scoring hlqh on thls scale would exhlbit a greater number of anxiety/ 
depression symptoms than a lo._~w scortng Individual. Thts scale appears 
essential ly equivalent, In terms of I ts set of sallent variables to a 
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Fort Logan scale indicative of a dimension characterized by "tense, worried 
depressed versus happy, composed, carefree" at i ts extremes. The overall 

Q generalized KR20 for this scale is .850 with site generalized KR20s ranging 
from .888 (Oklahoma City) to .576 (Denver). 

Eleven variables, which permit expressions of the cl ients' perception of 
the integrity of others, define PAS Factor I l l .  Persons with high scores 
on this scale tend to not credit others with i l l  intent and do not regard 

6 the behavior of others as being self ishly motivated. Low scores on this 
scale would be obtained by individuals who tend toproject  negative 
attributes and i l l  intent to others, and tend to be suspicious of the 
motives of other people. Factor I l l  corresponds almost exactly to a dimension 
identified in the Fort Logan scales as "imputes i l l - i n t en t  to others versus 
credits others with good-intent." The generalized KR20 for this scale is 

Q .806 with site specific internal consistency re l i ab i l i t i es  ranging from .826 
(Denver) to .761 (San Antonio). 

Factor IV is defined by 10 salient variables. These 10 variables are 
indicative of intellectual/aesthetic interests. An individual scoring 
high on this scale would be one with many intellectual and/or aesthetic 

• interests. Persons scoring low on this scale would be characterized as 
having interests in areas oth'~than intellectual and aesthetic, This scale 
has no valence in that classification of one type of interest as "better" 
than another must be a subjective judgment. This factor corresponds closely 
to a Fort Logan scale identified as "restricted interests versus intel lectual-  
aesthetic interests." The across site generalized KR20 is .726. Site 

(b re l i ab i l i t y  coefficients ranged from .787 (Minneapolis) to .697 (New Orleans). 

Eleven variables are used to define Scale V. Each of these variables is 
associated with a par t i cu la r  phobia. A high score on th is  scale would 
indicate a person report ing mul t ip le  phobias, where as a lo....~w score would 
indicate a person avowing few or no phobias, This scale corresponds c losely  
to a Fort Logan scale Ident i f ied  as "phobic, fear fu l  versus resolute 
fearlessness." The across s i te generalized KR20 for  th is  scale is .687 wtth 
an Individual s i te  range of ,768 (Minneapolis) to ,574 (New Orleans), 

The concept of " se l f  image" is ref lected in the 6 sal tent  variables def lntng 
Scale VI. A htgh score on th is  scale suggests an insecure, indecisive, 
sel f  debastngT~dlvldual. A low score on thts scale suggests a self  
confident, assured tndlvldualw--Tth a poslttve self Image. The across stta 
generalized KR20 for  Scale VI ts ,595, Individual s i te  coef f ic ients ranged 
from .658 (Oklahoma Ctty) to ,502 (San Antonio), Since the across s i te  
generalized KR20 for  th is  scale is not high, t t t s  suggested that the use 
of this factor  be considered In re la t ton to i t s  r e l i a b i l i t y  coef f i c ien t  for  
a par t icu lar  s l te .  Scale VI represents a mix of two Fort Logan factors 
ident i f ied  as "se l f  debasing, insecure versus se l f  confident,  assured" 
~d "!ndeC!Siy~: he$!¢sn~ y~rs,Js d~¢!$!ye: perFiSteFt," 

Factor VII Is defined by 6 variables. The construct Ident i f ied  by these 6 
sal ients can be described as morallsm. A htqh score on th is factor ls 
Indicat ive of non- t rad i t iona l ,  general ly 1Tb-eFalmoral values. A low score is 

D-25 



indicative of re la t ive ly  t radi t ional ,  conservative moral values. As was 
the case for Scale IV, this scal.e has no valence. The acceptability of one 
type of moral values relat ive to another is a subjective judgment. The 
across si te r e l i a b i l i t y  coefficient for Scale VII is .561 while individual 
s i te coeff icients range from .608 (Minneapolis) to .463 (Phoenix). The 
across si te generalized KR20 for this scale suggests i ts use by a particular 
si te should be tempered by the coefficient for that s i t e .  This scale 
corresponds to a Fort Logan scale identif ied as "experimenting moralism 
versus tradi t ional  moralism." Scale VII is defined by s l ight ly  fewer 
salients than the Fort Logan scale, however. 

Factor VIII is defined by 9 salient variables. These salients indicate 
that Scale VIII is a measure of group attraction. Although i n i t i a l  inspection 
of the salients could suggest that some of the variables are indicative 
of concepts other than group attraction, careful consideration wi l l  reveal 
that salients not d i rect ly  measuring group attraction measure components 
of group attraction (e.g.., trust of others, positive feelings toward others, 
etc.) .  A high score on this scale is indicative of group independence 
and negative feelings toward others. A low score on this scale is indicative 
of group attraction and positive feeling~oward others. The across site 
generalized KR20 for scale 8 is .660. The site specific coefficients range 
from .705 (Minneapolis) to .463 (Tampa). This scale represents a mix of 
two Fort Logan factors identif ied as "group-independent, aloof versus group 
attracted, sociable" and "withdrawn mistrust of others versus open confidence 
in others." 

m 

Nine variables define Factor IX as a measure of introversion/extroversion. 
An outgoing, social ly bold individual would score hiqh on scale IX and a 
shy, re t i r ing individual would score low. Scale IX is another without 
valence. The across site re l iab i l i ty-c 'oef f ic ient  is .757 with site specific 
coefficients from .812 (Minneapolis) to .629 (San Antonio). Scale nine 
corresponds closely to a Fort Logan scale identified by the ~ame continuum 
noted above. 

Paranoia is measured by Scale X. There are 8 salient variables which define 
Scale X. A hi_~,i,i,i,i~h score on this scale would characterize an unsuspicious 
person with a re lat ive ly  normal frame of reference toward others. A low 
score would characterize a suspicious, paranoid individual. This fact---6r- 
corresponds closely to one derived for the Fort Logan population identified 
as "suspicious, ideas of reference versus unsuspecting, naive." The across 
site generalized KR20 for this scale is .743. The high site specific 
coeff ic ient was .776 (New Orleans), while the low site specific coefficient 
was .677 (Fairfax). 

The 5 variables defining Factor Xl suggest that the scale is a measure of 
emotional control. A hi_J~.hscore on this scale indicates a lack of emotional 
control and an easily angered individual. A lo__~w score would indicate a high 
degree of emotional control and an easy going nature. This scale does not 
conform well to any of those derived by Fort Logan personnel. The across 
site r e l i a b i l i t y  coeff icient is .539. Individual site values were from .712 
(Minneapolis) to .551 (New Orleans). 
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Hypochondria is measured by 10 saiient variables on Scale Xl l .  A high 
score on this factor would characterize an individual reporting man'y somatic 
complaints. A low score on this factor would characterize an individual 
who avowed good-Eealth. This factor corresponds to a Fort Logan factor 
identified as "somatic complaints versus avowal of health." The across 
site r e l i ab i l i t y  coefficient is .785. The site specific coefficient range 
is .844 (South Dakota) to .637 (Fairfax). 

Factor XII l  is somewhat d i f f i cu l t  to define, but appears to measure acting 
out behavior as a manifestation of anxiety. There are 5 salient variables. 
A high score on this factor would suggest a calm, relaxed person who did 
not act out aggressive behavior. A low score on this scale would indicate 
an anxious person who acted out aggre-'s~ive behavior. The across site 
generalized KR20 is .602. Individual site generalized KR20s ranged from 
.706 (Tampa) to .366 (New Hampshire). Because of the somewhat unclear 
definit ion of this factor and i ts across site KR20, which is not high, i t  
is suggested that use of the scale be tempered by both i t s  KR20 for a 
specific site and i ts appl icabi l i ty to the site's clients. This factor 
does not correspond well to any scale derived from the Fort Logan population. 

Factor XIV is defined by only 3 salient variables. These salients suggest 
Factor XIV is a measure of sensit ivity. A hi_jg.hscore on this root would 
describe an individual with average or less than average sensit ivity. A 
low score would describe an individual with greater than average sensit ivi ty. 
c~-c~le XIV is another without a clear direction or valence. The across site 
re l i ab i l i t y  coefficient for Scale XIV is .553. "The site specific coefficients 
ranged from .590 (Fairfax) to .483 (San Antonio). Because of the across 
site r e l i ab i l i t y  coefficient, i t  is suggested that the use of this scale 
be tempered by the r e l i ab i l i t y  coefficient for each specific site. This 
scale corresponds to a Fort Logan scale characterized as "tender-minded, 
hypersensitive versus tough-minded, hyposensitive." 
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TABLE D-7 SCALE ON WHICH 151 PERSONALITY ASSESSMENT SCALE VARIABLES ARE 
CONSIDERED SALIE~ff 

Variable Scale 

1 7 
2 4 
3 - -  
4 - -  
5 9 
6 4 
7 4 
8 2 
9 12 

10 9 
11 - -  
12 - -  
13 6 
14 - -  
15 6 
16 - -  
17 11 
18 5 
19 9 
20 9 
21 8 
22 11 
23 3 
24 I 
25 5 
26 6 
27 I 
28 2 
29 2 
30 10 
31 3 
32 1 
33 - -  
34 3 
35 2 
36 2 
37 12 
38 4 

Variable Scale 

39 1 
40 9 
41 4 
42 12 
43 10 
44 12 
45 4 
46 3 
47 1 
48 5 
49 - -  
50 1 
51 5 
52 5 
53 9 
54 - -  
55 - -  
56 - -  
57 9 
58 4 
59 11 
60 10 
61 12 
62 - -  
63 1 
64 3 
65 10 
68 11 
67 - -  
68 1 
69 5 
7O 9 
71 1 
72 10 
73 1 

t 

74 14 
75 6 
76 4 

Variable Scale 

77 12 
78- 5 
79 1 
80 8 
81 3 
82 6 
83 3 
84 7 
85 11 
86 - -  
87 3 
88 12 
89 3 
90 - -  
91 - -  
92 2 
93 - -  
94 1 
95 14 
96 2 
97 7 
98 2 
99 5 

I00 2 
101 8 
102 -- 
103 2 
104 13 
105 2 
106 2 
107 3 
108 1 
109 13 
110 8 
111 5 
112 - -  
113 - -  
114 13 

Variable Scale 

115 1 
116 6 
117 5 
118 4 
119 - -  
120 - -  
121 - -  
122 ,. 13 
123 1 
124 12 
125 -- 
126 12 
127 10 
128 7 
129 8 
130 8 
131 8 
132 10 
133 2 
134 10 
135 8 
136 2 
137 7 
138 12 
13g 13 
140 2 
141 - -  
142 8 
143 5 
144 -- 
145 - -  
146 14 
147 - -  
148 3 
149 7 
150 9 
151 4 
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TABLE D-8 SCALES OF THE PERSONALITY ASSESSMENT SCALE 
RESPONSES OF 3681 STR CLIENTS AT INITIAL INTERVIEW 

rtem rv 

73 .640 

79 .664 

27 .579i 

11| .678 

32 ,627:  

SO .596 

94 .628 

3g .630 

123 .696 

71 .62S 

24 .533 

108 .561 

63 .436 

47 -.369 

68 -.378 

~29 - .874 

R~ 

.434 

.400 

.3861 

•380 

.3SO 

.347 

.3461 

.3441 

.318 

.312 

.286 

.276 

.24g 

-.189 

- . 1 6 6  

v~ v~ 

.716 

• 660 

.803 

.594 

• 678 

,S74 

.570 

.568 

.626 

.e15 

.472 

.456 

.412 

.312 -.392 

.2741 -.414 

Hyperplene Counts 

• 638 

• 470 

.589  

.668 

.533 

.615 

,636 

• 533 

.692 

.612 i 

.618 

.574 

.462 

I t m  Oescrlptlon 

FACTOR I: STRANGE t ECCENTRIC THOUGHT? 

I see or hear or feel strange thin(jr whtch ere 
not qulte real .  

l i f e  and tntnge around'me seen uncia l ,  is 
t f  in e dream. 

[ suspect that someone te fo l lowingme. 

! think about endlmJ i t  e!1. 

I have pretended to be I l l  tn under to get out 
of something. 

Terrthle thoughts come tnto my mtnd and tend 
to persist .  

The wish that I were deed occurs to me. 

I have perteds when I laugh or cry In an 
uncontrol lable ~nner .  

l fear that I may be losing my mind. 

I get attacks of nausea, 

I upertence dlzzy spel ls.  

When thtngs were bothering me, [ have f e l t  11ke 
s tar t lmj  a f igh t .  

I flnd myself m ~ r t z t n q  ~ e r s  or repeating 
~ ras  for no apparent reason. 

I have weird dreams 1 feel I Should not ta lk a~out. 

My thoughts are strange end Peculiar• 

Yar lmx • 61.7S, Promax • 70.gS 

(PAS) DERIVED FROM 

HI Score Hea~ 

Often 1.288 

Often 1.293 

Often l.Z2g 

Often 1,240 

Often 1,242 

Often 1.320 

Often 1.263 

Often 1.326 

Often 1.222 

Often 1.222 

Often 1.219 

Often 1.265 

Often 1.400 

Few 4.450 

Few 4.450 

28 .4651 .449 

IOQ .562 .438 

133 .6301 .407 

140 .527 .376 

35 .4681  .368 

106 .396 .331 

92 -.494 -.309 

8 .425 .290 

lOS ,398 .287: 

30 .386 .280J 

2g -.402 -.236 

136 .367 .221 

103 •322 •220 

g6 .374 .220 

98 .354 .216 

KR20 - .860 

.8111 

.7921 

.731 

• 679 J 

.664 

,$97 

- ,  $59 

.624 

,519 

.470 

-.425 

.399 

.398 

.397 

.39e 

• 631 

.e91 

.661 

.612 

.641 

• 666 

- . 6 0 8  

.407 

.669 

,667 

-.362 

,402 

• 49g 

• ~13 I 

~S21 

FACTOR I I :  IANXZ~|  O[PRES$IoN ANO TENSO~ " - 

I M Uflair I greet deal of tension• 

| IM unhappy or depr|eaid. 

| am unhappy or ~lprillad, 

I m sat is f ied with my l i f e .  

i ks nervous end anxious about thtnga• 

! lose sleep ~r t - j tng  about thlngs. 

I t  selma that I In n~re easi ly hurt then most 
P~pie. 

! h tde  my "feellnqs so thee others do not kn~ 
they hurt me. 

! wor~'y beyond reason over things thee rea l ly  
do not matter• 

I brood or feel I o ~  for myself. 

! have not l ived up to my potent ia l .  

[ have many Interests tO keep me L~isy anti occupied. 

! feel no one real ly  cares whet happens to me. 

When thtnqs were bad, l have f e l t  l i ke  leavlnt home. 

I thlnk about possible misfortunes. 

c .t: va,-t,,,e. • 7 3 . .  

Often 

3finn 

)free 

NOt 

Often 

Often 

False 

Often 

Often 

Iften 

else 

else 

ften 

ften 

Often 

1.728 

1.561 

1.497 

1.680 

1.806 

I•461 

3.85g 

2.297 

l•SOS 

1 .362  

a•934 

2.177 

1.379 

1.661 

1.871 

s_o 

.69Z 

• U O  

• 642 

.6Sg 

.608 

• 6 g9 

.67 t 

.700 

.614 

.631 

• 62:3 

•661 

.S01 

• 90g 

, gOS 

.004 

.796 

•771 

.871 

.919 

.770 

.174 

•230 

.628 

• 668 

.444 

.965 

.7)2 

.a2S 

,788 



Table O-8(Continued) 

F V 

34 .54Q 

64 .613 

31 .554 

83 , .563 

89 .505 

87 .56Q 

107 .462 

148 .481 

23 .407 

81 .411 

46 .374 

I¢R20 - .806 

~_Es 

• 545 

• 527 

• 466 

. 460  

• 439 

• 434 

.397 

.369 

.3Gl 

.325 

.265 

Fp 
m 

• 626 

• 606 

• 53 G 

• 528 

.504 

.498 

.456 

• 424 

.414 

F S 

• 537 

.515 

• 545 

• 550 

.515 

•551 

• 460 

.488 

• 419 

.374 .394 

.304 .356 

Hyperplane Count: 

!t~n Descr ipt ion , ,  

FACTOR 111: PROJECTION OF ATTRIBUTES 

People w i l l  ~se somewhat unfa i r  means to get what 
they want. 

Given the oppor tun i ty  peop le -w i l l  take advantage 
of an eas i l y  deceived person• 

People in au tho r i t y  arrange to get ~ r e d l t  fo r  the 
good work an~ b ] ~ e  the bad work on others• 

When people act in an unsel f ish way, I t  ts because 
there is somethtn 9 tn I t  for them. 

People expect more respect for  t he i r  own r igh ts  
than they are w i l l i n g  to al low for  others.  

People make f r iends p r imar i l y  f o r ' t he  PUrpose of 
feether ln9 thei r  own nest. 

Pecple are honest p r imar i l y  because they are 
afraid of being caught. 

It takes a lot of argument to convince a parson 
of  the t ru th .  

In order to get what they want. people In Power 
will get around a law without ac tua l l y  
breektn9 It. 

People r e a l l y  do not .an t  to go out of t he i r  wiy 
to help others.  

One should be SuSpicious when people are qui te  
f r i e n d l y .  

Vi r tmal  • 57•6S, Haxplane • 84.8|  

HI Score 

F e w  

Few 

Few 

Few 

Almost Never 

Few 

Few 

Few 

Few 

False 

Almost Never 

Mm:~ 

3.747 

3.7]7 

3.935 

3.358 

3.297 

4.144 

3.G34 

).77G 

3.125 

3.140 

4.181 

SD 

I. 124 

1.159 

1.118 

l.lll 

1.136 

.9fl3 

1.309 

1.092 

1.302 

1. 286 

.909 

151 .589 

2 .528 

7 •S17 

41 -.435 

58 .454 

6 . 4 ~  

38 .4rm 

118 .412 

7(i - . 3 6 2  

4S .324 

~(~20 " •726 

.513 

.48Z 

,432 

- .  365 

•351 

•345 

.319  

• 272 

- . 2 7 2  

• 199 

J •686 •584 

• 64S • 502 

! .577 .491 

J-.4~8 -•402 
* .46~  * 5 0 0  

.461 •389 

• 42§ .446 
p 

• 364 .477 

-•363 -.371 

• 256 .346 

Hyperpl Ins 

FACTOR IV: INTELLECTUAL a AESTHETIC INTERESTS 

I er~oy ree~lng books about h i s to ry ,  _ 

I am t f l te re l ted  Jfl sPJefl¢l. 

I l i k e  poetry.  

| do not enjoy 9e/no to ar t  museums, 

I keep up wltf l  reading In my areal Of I n ( l r l l t .  

I mtgnt l i ke  the ~ork of 4 l i b r a r i a n .  

I reed nmvspiper ed l t o r l e l s •  

| l i ked  school 

I l i s t en  to c lass ica l  or symphonic must¢• 

01splays of f lowers or plants patch my 
4~ t in t lon .  

POint: V l r tmlx  • 74.2S, Ma~pltne • 88•7~ 

No 

No 

No 

False 

Almoat Never 

False 

Almost Never 

Almost Never 

Often 

A]molt Never 

2.324. 

Z.5+8 

3.199 

3.158 

Z.419 

4.191 

2.~92 

2,351 

1.920 

1.262 

1.359 

1.358 

1.277 

1.337 

1.219 

1.524 

1.308 

1.090 

1.394 

0-30 



Table D-~Cont inued)  

52 

51 I 

25 i 

78 

Ll l  

48 

59 

18 

L43 

99 

L17 

F V 

• 497 

.408 

- .456  

.431 

-.359 I 
-.390 

-.333 

-.277 

.310 I 

- ,  284 

-.328 ! 

R S 

• 461 

.359 

-.358 

.351 

-.310 

-.275 

-.271 

- .  247 

.231 

-.21g 

-.213 

Fp 

• 576 

.448! 

-.4,48 

.438 

-.387 

-.345 

-.339 

- ,308 

• 289 

-.273 

- .  256 

F~ 

.486 

.415 

- .  504 

.425 

-.378 

-.437 

-.  338 

-.  283 

.337 

-.311 

-.378 

Item Oescrlpclan .., 

FACTOR V: PHOBIAS 

Snakes do not p a r t i c u l a r l y  f r igh ten me. 

There tS nothln t p a r t i c u l a r l y  fear fu l  about 
spiders. 

A llghtenlng s tom is a fear fu l  exgertence. 

ttardly anything f r ightens me. 

A bloody person or animal f r ightens or slckins me 

Sharp or polnted objects make me nervous. 

[ become nervous when [ look down from e high 
place. 

Hlce and beetles end other small animals and 
Insects make me nervous. 

l have very l i t t l e  or  no fear of being near to 
deep water. 

i t  worrtes me e groat deal to be closed Into a 
smell room or c loset .  

I fear t reve l lng  by a i rp lane.  

Kg20 - . 587 Hyperplene Counts Vartmex • 59.5I,  Maxplene - 88.7I 

75 .458 

15 .3gg 

13 .258 

62 .255 

25 .227 

115 .195 

~ 2 0  • .593 

.250 

.248 

,219 

.195 

.183 

.17S 

.501 ,501 

.474 .477 

,422 .459 

. 3 7 4  .304 

,352 .418 

.337! .4:7 

Hyperplane Counil 

FA,CTO~ Vt: SECF l~ae 

[ have succeeded a i  the things [ hive t r i ed .  

Hy ~udgment IS sound end mature. 

I hive I herd ~lmi get i tmt  Started on i task. 

My decisions are governed by my head r l t h e r  - 
then my heart .  

I glue up t ry tng to dO something b i C l u l i  t t  
his so many d i f f i c u l t i e s  and I l l e r n e t l v e l ,  

I hive I t l l a d  out an lh tng l  because I cauld 
not mike up my mlnd quick ly  enough. 

Vartmix • 8t .81, Haxpline • 83.41 

137 .463 .403 

128 ,453 .388 

g7 -,392 -.379 

1 .3i2 .2gg 

84 .348 .271 

149 ,314 .239 

K,q20 • .561 

.533 

.510 

- .  501 

,395 

, 3 H  

.315 

i 

.4iS 

.462 

. ,  358 

,448 

.309 

.311 

FACTOR VII :  ,',qOP.AklSH 

~lhln ta lk lng with a ih i r s  I do noi discuss 
sexual ~ t t i r s .  

Al l  forms of gsmil lng should be ou l l iw id ,  

I mlghl in lay  i l u #  InCM, 

I Im I g l r l ' a l l l d  l#  dlrly i t o r l l l ,  

Undir rdl l l r e u l l l l n i l l  w i l d  I ~ r i i k  I law. 

I f  given i c n o l l i  I would re;her hive job 
m~drlty than i nlgh peying JoO. 

Hyperplene Count: Varimax • GG.gl, Mexplane • 80.8S 

HI Scor__e 

False 

False 

False 

F i l s l  

False 

False 

Limast Never 

I 
Almost Never 

False 

~lmost Never 

False 

Almost Never 

Almost Never 

Often 

A ~ i t  Never 

Often 

Often 

false 

O l l i g r i e  

F I | I I  

Almgl l  Nlv l r  

False 

false 

Mean 

2.751 

2.538 

3.671 

2.591 

3. 444 

3. 947 

3.769 

4.600 

2.116 

4.040 

4.106 

2.131 

Z ,~3  

1.59g 

Z. 626 

;.513 

1.688 

3. 237 

3.785 

2,222 

4.47g 

l ,  84S 

2.551 

so 

1.306 

!.273 

1. 218 

I .  14S 

! .178 

l .  004 

1.382 

.921 

,1 .174 

1.402 

I. 068 

; •029 

,90S 

• 767 

I;250 

.7 S2 

.797 

1.135 

1. 008 

.927 

.*~62 

| . ]S4 

! .~Sg 

0-31 



Table D-B(Conti nued) 

Item F v R S 

l]S .432 ,413 

130 .371 .411 

131 .333 .39Q 

21 .351 .360 

80 .36Z .343 

lOl .326 .260 

142 .243 .259 

129 .Z84 .239 

I I0 .231 .210 

Y~20 " . 660 

Fp 

.519 

.516 

• 490 

• 453 

• 432 

• 327 

.325 

•301 

• 254 

F s 

.41Z 

• 4 4 9  

• 391 

.3Z7 

• 340 

• 3 5 6  

• 322 

• 409 

.396 

Item OescFIptlon ..• • 

FACTOR VII I :  GROUP AI"rRACTTON 

I can f o r g e t  my problems jus t  by j o i n i n g  a 
p l a y f u l  group o f  f r i ends .  

[ t r u s t  o the rs .  

The words o f  o ther  people can be t rus ted .  

A l l  i t  takes t s a  1 t i t l e  excitement to br ing 
me out  o f  f e e l i n g  low. 

The exci tement o f  a crowd attracts me. 

I f ee l  exc i ted  and happy for  no apparent reason• 

In my l i f e  people have treated me f a i r l y •  

| am in good s p l r l t s  and cheer fu l •  

I ~ able to p ie i se  o ther  people. 

Hyperplane Count: Varlmex • 70.9%, Xaxplane • 77.5S 

19 •585 •533 

70 -•434 -.387 

5 .440 I •383 

150 .467 •368 

20 - .467 - .365 

40 ,446 • 3 ~  

I0 -.40@ - .306 

57 .257 .226 

53 .246 •196 

~ 2 0  • .757 

FACTOR IX: INTROVERSION/EXTROVERSION 

• 653 •642 

-•474 - .502 

• 469 .448 

.450 .497 

- .447 -•483 

• 439 •550 

-•377 -•@00 

• 277 .368 

• 240 •3|I 

Myperplene Count: 

I f t nd  It d i f f i c u l t  to  make conversat ion , l t h  
s t rangers .  

[ hive t roub le  making new frlends. 

I talk with stringers when I am traveling 
about town. 

I enjoy meeting new people. 

When I meet new people I am the f i r s t  to s t r l k e  
up e conversat ion .  

I t  t $  herd f o r  me to take par t  in group _ 
conversat ions .  

I enjoy leadlng d iscuss ion |  and exchanging 
optntona . t t h  people. 

[ w t s h  I Could be more @utgolng than l am. 

I t  bother1 me to i n t e r  a par ty  that  n i l  a l ready 
s i e r r a 4 .  

Varlmex - 84 .1 : ,  Maxplane • g4•oS 

HI Score 

Almost Never 

Almost Never 

Almost Never 

Aln~st  Never 

Almost Never 

Almost Never 

Almost Never 

Almost Never 

Almost Never 

Almost Never 

Often 

Often 

Often 

Almost Never 

~lmoJt Never 

False 

False 

F i l l e  

Mean 

3•155 

2.227 

2.760 

3.2Z8 

).~04 

3•741) 

I. 769 I 

1.93Z ; 

Z. 167 

4.600 

l • 4 %  

2•595 

3.421 

3.61.5 

4.160 

Z.139 

3.050 

3.818 

$0 

I •362 

I •105 

I • 1 3 8  

l •  307 I 

1.314 

1.152 

• 901 ' 

.933 

1.0@0 

.921 

.@31 

1.333 

1.299 

1.127 

1.131 

1.033 

1 .!8@ 

• 994 
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Table D-8(Cont Inued) 

Item 

43 

72 

30 

132 

60 

65 

134 

127 

F~ R~ 

• 493 .4Z8 

.~80 .400 

• 459 .388 

.414 .340 

• 319 .2fi2 

-.196 -.203 

• 234 .196 

.249 .194 

~20 • •743 

59 .471 .411 

17 .459 .403 

22 I .48Z .371 

85 •403 .315 

68 •304 .215 

~ 2 0  • .53g 

Fp 

.829 

.773 

.745 

• 559 

.508 

-.392 

.379 

.375 

F S 

• 579 

• 536 

• 547 

• 549 

.530 

.410 

.410 

• 501 

[Lem u=~=rlpt lon 

FACTOR X: PARANOIA 

Certain people would l i k e  me ouc o f  (he way. 

01~lers are p l o t t i n g  agiJnst me. 

Someone ls out tO ruin me. 

I would have been more successful t f  ce r to ln  
People had nee had I t  in for  me. 

| ~nder  I f  chore 1s something wrong ~t th  my 
mln4. 

I can ~pJtch In" and get a jo~ done. 

People t r y  co take advantage of me~ 

People do not understand me. 

Hyperplane Count; VartmAx = 79.58. Haxplane • SS. l |  

.465 

• 486 

.42/3 

.358 

.243 

• 498 

• 469 

.501 

.434 

•329 

FACTOR XI: EI~)TTONAL CONTROL 

[ am not eas i l y  upset. 

| me not knave to be eas i l y  angered• 

! tm accurately described at calm and cont ro l led .  

[ am not a high strung, Cerise Parson• 

| hive never been known as i trouDle-maker. 

Hyporplane Count! Vartmu - 78.1S, Haxpline - 90.78 

HI SCOre 

Fa ] ae 

Unl ike ly  

Uni tke ly  

False 

FaIse 

False 

Fee 

False 

False 

False 

False 

False 

False 

Hea_~n 

4.161 

4.491 

4.494 

4.055 

4.147 

1.642 

4.512 

3.731 

1.967 

Z.187 

2.059 

2.288 

1.183 

so 

.904 

.902 

.845 

.868 

•870 

• 643 

•819 

•925 

i.Z17 

l•084 

.811 

1.091 

.981 

37 .SZ0 .490 t 

42! .403 •407 I 

.423 .3,9 I 
88 .438 .3. I 

,11 .302 " " l  
Lg, .349 "'I 
9 .229 .ZSI I 

77 .228 .230 I 
124 .248 .2081 

L38 . l ~  .1871 

KRgG • .788 

• 699 ,530 

.580 •820 

.868 .810 

,857 .8ZZ 

.418i . lag 

.400 ,.368 ! 

• 373 .487 

,328 •504 

.294 .868 

.224 .447 

Hyperplane 

FACTOR X]T: HYPOCHONORTA 

| have pains• 

| hive chest pelna. 

I have t rouble wtth my St~ach.  

Z hive been healthy Ind free of I l l n e u  aVIP 
the pIIC l i V a r l l  ye l ra ,  

Z hive h l ld lCn la .  

| tm hea l th ie r  than molt p l a p l l  mY Ig l •  

[ suf fer  fro~ v ~ I t l n  I arid flau144• 

Pl r ta  of ~f body f i l l  nuffiD, 

[ f a l l  upset |n tha p i t  of my itomech. 

| l o l l  :y  bal lnca. 

{oMnt| Varlmlx • 88.1S, Mlaplane • gO.l~ 

Often 

Often 

Often 

Almost Never 

Often 

FalJe 

Often 

Often 

• Often 

Often 

1.454 

1.298 

1.373 

1,874 

1•427 

2,377 

Z.lS3 

1•JO7 I 

1,357 

I .Z65 

• 84Z 

.674 

.768 

~, .07S 

.}'32 

1.175 

.622 

.733 

.67S 

.623 
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Table D-8(Continued) 

Item 

I14 

I09 

104 

L22 

139 

F V 
m 

• 338 

.313 

• 252 

• 266 

.163 

F S 

.327 

• 320 

• 260 

• 249 

.172 

R p  

.454 

.444 

.361 

.345 

• 238 

F s 

.485 

.354 

• 422 

• 473 

• 348 

l tee Description .., . 

FACTOR 6 ! ! ! i  ACTING OUT m ANXIETY 

When angered I have f e l t  l i ke  smashing things 

When things did not g~ my way, I have l os t  
my temper. 

When I see someone | know I preten4 not to 
no t lce .  

I feel as i f  a d i sas te r  or somethln9 dreadful 
is about to occur• 

I am so f u l l  of pep that  I do not sleep, 

Y, RZO - .602 Hyperplane Caunt: Varimax - 81.5~, Haxplane -, 86.1% 

HI Score 

Almost Never 

Almost Never 

Almost Never 

Almost Never 

Almost Nevec 

Mean 

4.479 

4•336 

4.601 

4.610 

4,595 

SD 

• 900 

• 941 

• 7 9 5  

.849 

• 768 

74 .322 .307 

95 .293 .303 

146 .282 .288 

KR20 = •553 

• 347 

.34Z 

.325 

•440 

•39| 

.35Z 

FACTOR XlV: SENSITIVITY 

My in te res ts  are more varied than most people s .  

I seem to experience things more Intensely than 
most people. 

I think I am more sensitive than most people. 

Hyperplane Count: Varlmax • 82.1%, Maxplane • 85.4% 

False 

False 

False 

Z•930 

3.291 

].010 

1 . 3 1 8  

I .Z ;Z  

I .  299 
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TABLE D-9 IIIFER~ CONSISTENCY RELIABILITIES ] FOR THE 14 PAS COMPOSITE SCALES FOR THE TOTAL STR STUDY 
POPULATION AND FOR EACH S~SITE. 

! 

PAS COMPOSITE SCALES 

SITE 

Total 

N z I I I  I I I  IV V VI VII  V I I I  IX X XI XlI X I I I  XIV 

Denver 

3681 .874 .850 .806 .726 .687 .595 .561 .660 .757 .743 .639 .785 .602 .553 

342 .672 .526 .826 .745 .661 .553 .515 .660 .740 .724 .604 .792 .562 .555 

Fairfax 

Kansas City 

587 .862 .802 .795 .724 .640 .575 .568 .608 .798 .677 .648 .637 .519 .590 

436 .895 .829 .798 .739 .696 .590 .506 .696 .717 .750 .678 .766 .615 .498 

Minneapolis 160 .882 .850 .772 .787 .768 .628 .608 .705 .812 .775 .712 .735 .665 .580 

New Orleans 341 .840 .829 .802 .67g .574 .560 .477 .622 .706 .776 .551 .751 .66g .512 

Phoenix 356 .790 .849 .789 .730 .639 .605 .463 .677 .797 .700 .694 .773 .533 .632 

San Antonio 

South Dakota 

301 .882 .834 .761 .703 .603 .502 .512 .653 .629 .688 .609 .772 .549 .483 

200 .908 .837 .825 .755 .689 .579 .535 .634 .760 .718 .590 .844 .675 .533 

New Hampshire 202 .882 .853 .801 .717 .704 .730 .570 .652 .749 .731 .602 .777 .366 .564 

Oklah~a City 

Tampa 

403 .892 .8~3 .821 .737 .751 .658 .591 .688 .762 .767 .643 .837 .580 .571 
I 

353 .876 .856 .822 .706 .718 .570 .580 .594 .695 .769 .617 .775 .706 .526 

k 
Coefficients reported are the generalized E20, or Cronbach's alpha [a :~ ( i  - ) ] .  

2 Refers to cases in data system; reliability coefficients are based on cases with non-missing data for 
all items and may be slightly less than this value. 
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APPENDIX E 

GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATION OF EXPERIMENTAL GROUP I~EARS 
FOR INITIAL, SIX-MONTH AND 

TWELVE-MONTH LAI, CSQ, LAI/CSQ AND PAS SCALES 
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,,i 
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..J 
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440 

420 
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KEY : 0 R e h a b l l l t a t l o n  

[ ]  Control  . . . . . .  

O Punltlve 

/~Rehabll l tat ion + Punitive 

m ! I 
I 6 MO. 12 MO. 

I NTERV I EW 

Figure E - I : L A I - i  I n i t i a l ,  Six Month and Twelve Month 
Factor Mean Scores by Group Assignment 

DESCRIPTION: Factor ! of  the LAI is def ined by e igh t  s a l i e n t  v a r i a b l e s ,  a l l  
of which pe r ta in  to the c l i e n t ' s  employment or Income produc t ion  
s ta tus .  High scale scores would be obta ined by the c l i e n t  who 
was employed, who worked a subs tan t i a l  number of  hours per week, 
whose income product ion  was high,  and whose Income source and amount 
had improved.dur ing the past s ix  months. Low scores would be 
produced by c l i e n t s  who were not work ing,  were supported by 
pub l i c  ass is tance,  or whose employment/economic s i t u a t i o n  had 
de te r i o ra ted  dur ing the p r i o r  s ix  month per iod .  
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INTERVIEW 

O Rehab l l l t a t i on  

[ ]  Control 
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A Rehab i l l t a t i on  + Pun i~lll 

Figure E-2:LAI -2  I n l t l a l ,  Six Month and T_welyeMonth 
I Factor Mean Scores by Group Assignment 

DESCRIPTION: Factor 2 ls defined by four  LAI var iables which re la te  to the 
quan t i t y  and frequency of alcohol consumption. High scale scores 
are obtained by c l i e n t s  whose current  consumption is r e l a t i v e l y  
large,  and whose dr ink ing  frequency (at least for  the pr ior  week) 
was high. I t  is suggested that reasonable care be taken In the 
I n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of group d i f ferences re la t i ve  to th is  scale since 
th is  fac to r  seems to represent a r e l a t i v e l y  simple Index of 
quan t i t y / f requency  of alcohol consumption rather than an 
i nd i ca t i on  of Overt alcohol problems. 
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Figure E - 3 : L A I - 3  I n i t i a l ,  Six Month and Twelve Month 
Factor  Mean Scores by Group Assfgnmerrt 

DESCRIPTION: Factor  3 inc ludes s ix  s a l i e n t  v a r l a b l e s  which r e l a t e  to the 
mar i t a l  s ta tus  of  the respondent ,  and to the ex ten t  to which the 
c l i e n t  p a r t i c i p a t e s  in a c t i v i t i e s  w i t h  fam i l y  members r a t h e r  than 
a lone.  I t  seems l i k e l y  tha t  t h i s  sca le  is p r i m a r i l y  s e n s i t i v e  
to the f ac t  of  a c l i e n t  being marr ied or  no t ,  ra the r  than to the 
q u a l i t y  o f  one 's  ma r i t a l  s t a t u s  or personal  l i v i n g  s l t u a t i o n .  
I t  Is l og i ca l  tha t  a c l i e n t  who is marr led  w i l l  tend to have 
more dependents,  l i ve  w i t h  more people,  take care of more people ,  
and more f r e q u e h t l y  seek r e c r e a t i o n  w i t h  h is  faml ly  than w i ] l  the 
c l i e n t  who Is unmarr ied.  As a consequence, t h i s  scale may be 
of somewhat l i m i t e d  u t i l i t y  as an index of t reatment  e f f e c t .  
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INTERVIEW 

DESCRIPTION: 

Figure E-h :LAI -4  I n i t i a l ,  Six Montb and Twelve Month 
Factor Mean Scores by Group Assignment 

Factor 4 appears to represent a dimension which is character ized 
at one extreme by social  a l i ena t ion  and withdrawal (low scores), 
and at the other by social  i n te tac t i on ,  involvement and a c t i v i t y .  
Ten s a l i e n t  var iab les def ine th is fac to r .  
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INTERVIEW 

DESCRIPTION: 

Figure E-5:LAI-5 I n i t l a l ,  Six Month and Twelve Month 
Factor Mean Scores by Group Assignment 

Factor 5 is defined by nine sa l ien t  var iables which assess 
various se l f - repor ted  health problems and complaints. High 
scores are obtained by c l i en t s  who report frequent health com- 
p la in ts ,  who were i l l  f requent ly  during the past month, and 
who have sought medical assistance for health problems. 
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DESCRIPTION: 

Figure E-6:LAI-6 I n l t i a l ,  Slx Month and Twelve Month 
Factor Mean Scores by Group Assignment 

The f inal LAI factor (Factor 6) Is determined by slx salient 
variables which appear to be indicative of consequences of 
excessive drinking behavior. The scale Is labeled "Immoderate 
drinking behavior" rather than another t i t l e  such as "problem 
drinking," because the Items do not represent self admission 
of alcohol problems, but rather indicate self report of inci- 
dents during which large amounts of alcohol were consumed 
(times drunk, times drive with 3 or 4 drinks, times got 
away with DUI) or physiological and social consequences of heavy 
drinking (times experience blackouts and binges from drinking, 
and days missed work either drunk or hung over). High scores 
on this scale reflect self report of relatively more immod- 
eration than  do low s c o r e s .  
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INTERVIEW 

FigureE-7:CSQ-2 In l t l a l ,  Six Month and Twelve Month 
Factor Mean Scores by Group Assignment 

The second CSQ scale is I d e n t i f i e d  by seven s a l i e n t  va r i ab les  
each of which concerns the c l i e n t ' s  s e l f  repor t  of problems 
due to d r i n k i n g ,  and the ex ten t  to which the c l i e n t  is able 
to regu la te  his d r i nk ing  behavior .  A high score on t h i s  scale 
is i n d i c a t i v e  of  con t ro l  over d r i n k i n g  behavior and problems, 
wh i l e  a low score would suggest the presence of problems due 
to a l coho l .  
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INTERVIEW 

DESCRIPTION: 

Figure E-8:CSQ-3 I n i t i a l ,  Six Month and Twelve Month 
Factor Mean Scores by Group Assignment 

CSQ Factor 3 appears to represent the c l i e n t s '  economic 
p r o d u c t i v i t y  and employment s t a b i l i t y ,  and is deflned by f ive 
s a l i e n t  va r lab les .  High scale scores are i nd i ca t i ve  of high 
income product ion,  steady and regular employment, and sa t i s -  
f ac t i on  wi th  the cur rent  work s i t ua t i on .  
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Figure E-9:CSQ-4 I n i t i a l ,  Six Month and Twelve Month 
Factor Mean Scores by Group Assignment 

Factor 4 of the CSQ is defined by e ight  var iables which concern 
se l f  reports of the presence or absence of c l i en t  heal th problems. 
A high scale score is ind ica t i ve  of the absence of physical  
heal th problems, whi le  low scores r e f l e c t  reports of a va r i e t y  
of ind icat ions of health d i f f i c u l t i e s .  
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INTERVIEW 

Figure E-IO:CSQ-5 I n i t i a l ,  Six Month and Twe]ve Month 
Factor Mean Scores by Group Assignment 

Factor 5 represents a dimension character ized at one extreme 
(low scale scores) by social  withdrawal and/or a l i e n a t i o n ,  
and at the other (high score) by substant la l  amounts of 
soc ia l  I n te rac t i on  and a c t i v i t y  d i rec ted toward (or 
inc lud ing)  others,  
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Figure E-II :CSQ-6 I n i t i a l ,  Six Honth and Twelve Month 
Factor Mean Scores by Group Assignment 

Factor 6 represents a dimension character ized at one extereme 
(low scale scores) by social  withdrawal and/or a l i ena t i on ,  
and at the other (high score) by substant ia l  amounts of social  
in te rac t ion  and a c t i v i t y  d i rected toward (or including) others.  
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Figure E-12:CSQ-7 I n i t i a l ,  Six Month and Twelve Month 
Factor Mean Scores by Group Assignment 

The f i na l  CSQ scale included in the Abstract F i le  is defined 
by only four sa l ien t  variables which re late pr lmar l l y  to 
abstent ion from dr ink ing ("How long slnce last dr ink?",  
"Longest time wi thout  a lcohol7") ,  and to the se l f  report 
of present quant i ty  and frequency of dr inking compared to 
past times. 
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DESCRIPTION: 

FigureE-13: LAI/CSQ-I I n i t i a l ,  Six Monthand Twelve Month 
Factor Mean Scores by Group Asslgnment 

LAI/CSQ Factor I combines four LAI and three CSQ variables which 
appear to relate to c l ients '  current pattern of drinking. A 
high scale score reflects a hlgh quantity and frequency of 
drinking in the recent past and relat ively short periods of 
abstention. LAI Factor 2 and CSQ Factor 7 appear to be 
merged in this factor. Since this scale achieves a substantial 
internal consistency re l i ab i l i t y ,  and because i t  is defined by 
a broader set of sa l ien t  markers than e i the r  of the correspond- 
ing LAI and CSQ scales, I t  may be preferab le  to u t l l i z e  th is 
composite measure as an ind ica t ion  of c l l e n t  dr ink lng pa t te rn .  
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DESCRIPTION: 

FigureE-14:LAI/CSQ-2 Initial, Six Month and Twelve Month 
Factor Mean Scores by Group Assignment 

LAI/CSQ Factor 2 represents a combination of LAI Factor I 
and CSQ Factor 3 and reflects the clients' employment 
s tab i l i t y  and economic productivity. High scale scores 
ref lect greater income production and stabi l i ty  of employment 
while low scale scores would be indicative of problems in this 
l i f e  status dimension. 
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Figure E-15:LAI/CSQ-3 I n i t i a l ,  Six Month and Twelve Month 
Factor Mean Scores bY Group Assignment 

Factor 3 (LAI/CSQ) is defined by a to ta l  ~ f  t~-items (9 f rom 
the LAI and 3 from the CSQ) which per ta in  t o , s e l f  reports of 
health re lated problems, A high scale score would be obtained 
by the c l i e n t  who reports substant ia l  numbers of physical 
heal th complaints and problems on the two Instruments. This 
scale combines Factor 5 from the LAI and Factor 4 of the CSQ. 
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DESCRIPTION: 

FigureE-16:LAI/CSQ-4 I n i t i a l ,  Six Month and Twelve Month 
Factor Mean Scores by Group Assignment 

LAI/CSQ Factor 4 represents the social withdrawal versus 
socia l  i n te rac t i on  dimension observed as Factor 4 of the LAI 
and Factor 6 of the CSQ. A to ta l  of 16 sa l i en t  var iables 
def ine  th is fac to r  (11 from the LAI and 5 from the gregarious, 
and s o c i a l l y  ac t i ve ;  whi le the low scoring ind iv ldual  would 
tend to be withdrawn and al ienated from the others.  
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FigureE-17:LAI/CSQ-5 In i t ia l ,  Six Month and Twelve Month 
Factor Mean Scores by Group Assignment 

The f ina l  composite scale included In the STR Abstract F i le  
(LAI/CSQ Factor 5) appears to represent a broad index of current  
dr ink ing problems which is essen t i a l l y  a combination of LAI 
Factor 6 and CSQ Factor 2. High scores are ind icat ive  of the 
presence of a lcoho I /d r lnk ing  problems, while low scores repre- 
sent the converse condi t ion,  
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DESCRIPTION: 

FigureE-18:PAS-1 I n i t i a l ,  Six Month and Twelve Month 
Factor Mean Scores by Group Assignment 

PAS Factor I is defined by 15 sal ient  variables which appear 
to reflect strange, eccentric, or anomalous thoughts and 
behavior. A hig__._~h score on this scale would appear to represent 
the presence of the type of bizarre thought patterns character- 
Istic of psychotic thought processes. __L°w scores, conversely, 
indicate the absence of these expressions of anomalous thought 
patterns. 
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FigureE-19:PAS-2 I n i t i a l ,  Six Month and Twelve Month 
Factor Mean Scores by Group Assignment 

PAS Factor 2 is also defined by 15 sa l i en t  var iab les .  Var iables 
def in ing th is scale Indicate expressions of anx ie ty ,  depression 
and tension. A person scoreing high on th is  scale would exh ib i t  
a greater  number of anx lety /depress ion symptoms than a lov._~ 
scoring Ind iv idua l .  
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Figure E-20:PAS-3 I n i t i a l ,  Six Month and Twelve Month 
Factor Mean Scores by Group Assignment 

DESCRIPTION: Eleven variables, which permit expresslons'of the c l i e n t s '  
perception of the integr i ty of others, define PAS Factor 3. 
Persons with high scores on thls scale tend to not credit others 
with I I I  Intent and do not regard the behavior of others as 
being sel f ish ly motivated. Low scores on thls scale would be 
obtained by indlvlduaIs who tend to project negative attributes 
and 11] Intent to others, and tend to be suspicious of the motive• 
of other people. 
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FigureE-21:PAS-4 I n i t i a l ,  Six Month and Twelve Month 
Factor Mean Scores by Group Assignment 

DESCRIPTION: Factor 4 is defined by 10 sa l i en t  var iab les.  These IO 
var iables are ind ica t i ve  of i n t e l l e c t u a l / a e s t h e t i c  In te res ts .  
An Indiv idual  scorlng ~ o n  th is  scale would be one with many 
i n t e l l e c tua l  and/or aesthet ic  in te res ts .  Persons scoring low 
on th is  scale would be character ized as having in terests  i~'--- 
areas other than i n t e l l e c t u a l  and aes the t ic .  This scale 
has no valence in that  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  of one type of i n te res t  
as "be t te r "  than another must be a subject lve judgment. 
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Figure E-22:PAS-5 I n i t i a l ,  Six Month and Twelve Month 
Factor Mean Scores by Group AssigEm~fit 

DESCRIPTION: Eleven variables are used to define Scale 5. Each of these 
variables Is associated with a part icular phobia. A hlgh 
score on thls scale would indicate a person reporting multiple 
phobias, where as a low score would Indicate a person avowing 
few or no phobias. 
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Figure E-23:PAS-6 I n i t i a l ,  Six Month and Twelve Month 
Factor Mean Scores.by Group Assignment 

The concept of " se l f  Image" is re f lec ted  in the six sa l i en t  
var iables def in ing Scale 6. A high score on this scale 
suggests an insecure, indecis ive,  se l f  debasing Ind lv idua l .  
A low score on th is scale suggests a se l f  conf ident ,  assured 
Indiv idual  with a pos i t i ve  se l f  Image. 
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Figure  E-24:PAS-7 I n i t i a l ,  Six Month and Twelve Month 
Factor Mean Scores by Group Assignment 

DESCRIPTION: Factor  7 Is def ined by 6 va r i ab les .  The cons t ruc t  i d e n t i f i e d  
by these s i x  s a l i e n t s  can be descr ibed as moral lsm. A hig_____b.h 
score on t h i s  f a c t o r  is i n d i c a t i v e  of n o n - t r a d i t l o n a l ,  genera l l y  
l i b e r a l  moral va lues.  A low score is I n d i c a t i v e  of r e l a t i v e l y  
t r a d i t i o n a l ,  conserva t i ve  moral values.  As was the case for 
Scale 4, t h i s  scale has no valence.  The a c c e p t a b i l i t y  of one 
type of  moral values r e l a t i v e  to another is a sub jec t i ve  
judgment.  
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FigureE-25:PAS-8 Initial, Six Month and Twelve Month 
Factor Mean Scores by Group Assignment 

DESCRIPTION: Factor 8 is defined by 9 sa l i en t  var iab les .  "Tliese sa l ien ts  
indicate that Scale 8 is a measure of group a t t r a c t i o n .  
Although i n i t i a l  inspect ion of the sa l ien ts  could suggest that 
some of the var iables are ind ica t i ve  of concepts other than 
group a t t r a c t l o n ,  carefu l  considerat ion w i l l  reveal that  
sa l ien ts  not d i r e c t l y  measuring group a t t r a c t i o n  measure 
components of group a t t r a c t i o n  (e .g . ,  t r u s t  of others,  pos i t i ve  
fee l ings toward others,  e t c . ) .  A high score on this scale is 
ind ica t i ve  of group independence and negative feel ings toward 
others.  A Ibw score on th is  scale is i nd ica t i ve  of group 
a t t r a c t i o n  and pos i t i ve  fee l ings toward others.  
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FigureE-26:PAS-9 Init ial,  Six Month and Twelve Month 
Factor Mean Scores by.Group Assignment 

DESCRIPTION: Nine v a r i a b l e s  d e f i n e  Fac to r  9 as a measure o f  i n t r o v e r s i o n /  
e x t r o v e r s i o n .  An o u t g o i n g ,  s o c i a l l y  bold I n d i v i d u a l  would 
sco re  h igh  on sca le  9 and a shy,  r e t i r i n g  i n d i v i d u a l  would 
sco re  low . Sca le  9 is  ano ther  w i t h o u t  va lence .  
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DESCRIPTION: 

Figure E-27:FAS-lO I n i t i a l ,  .Six Month and Twelve Month 
Factor Mean Scores by Group Assignment 

Paranoia is measured by Scale I0. There are 8 s a l i e n t  v a r i a b l e s  
which def ine  Scale i0.  A high score on t h i s  scale would cha rac te r -  
ize an unsuspicious person w i th  a r e l a t i v e l y  normal frame of 
re ference toward e thers .  A low score would cha rac te r i ze  
a susp ic ious,  paranoid I n d i v i d u a l .  
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DESCRIPTION: 

Figure E-28:PAS-I1 I n i t i a l , -  Six Month and Twelve Month 
Factor Mean Scores by Group Assignment 

The 5 var iab les def in ing Factor i i  suggest that  the scale is 
a measure of emotional cont ro l .  A high score on th is  scale 
Indicates a lack of emotional control  and an eas i ly  angered 
i nd i v i dua l ,  A low score would ind icate a high degree of 
emotional control'---and an easy going nature. 
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F igureE-29:PAS-12 I n i t l a 1 , . S i x  Month and Twelve Month 
Factor  Mean Scores by Group Assignment 

Hypochondria is measured by 10 s a l i e n t  va r iab les  on Scale 12. 
A high score on th i s  f a c t o r  would cha rac te r i ze  an Ind i v idua l  
repo r t i ng  many somatic compla in ts .  A low score on th i s  f a c t o r  
would cha rac te r i ze  an i nd l v i dua l  who avowed good hea l th .  
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Figure E-30:PAS-13 I n i t i a l ,  Six Month and Twelve Month 
Factor Mean Scores by Group Assignment 

Factor 13 is somewhat d i f f i c u l t  to deflne3 but-appears to measure • 
acting out behavior as a manifestation of anxiety, There are 
f ive sal ient  variables. A hig__._hh score on this factor would sugges~ '~f 
a calm, relaxed person who did not act out aggressive behavior. 
A low score on this scale would indicate an anxious person 
who acted out aggressive behavior. 
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