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FOREWORD

The major thrust of this study was to assess the impact of projects
funded through the Research Coordinating Unit (R.C.U.) on Vocational
Education practice in Pennsylvania. Impact and factors affecting impact
were the focus and design of the study.

Information and perceptions were collected from those closest to
the projects, e.g. the project directors themselves and key Vocational
Education personnel at the State level. Because of tiine constraints, as
well as budgetary limitations, a more extensive stuiy could not be under-
taken. However, it was found that the project directors were quite direct
and honest in their responding to the rmrailed questionnaire and the inter-
views.

The manuscript was designed in a manner that would hopefally
encourage its complete reading. However, for those who wish not to
""wade'' through the data, Chapter 1 (Overview of the Study), Chapier 4
(Description of the Projects), Chapter 7 (General Findings, Conclusions
and Recommendations), and Chapter 8 (Model for Monitoring R. C. U.
Funded Projects) are a must and will give the reader a complete overview
of the study and results.

All data analyses were run on an IBM 370/165 computer. The
basic statistics were derived from Bromedical Computer Programs
(Dixon, W. J. - BMD: Biomedical Computer Programs No. 2.
Berkeley: University of California Press, 1970). The BMDOS5M was
used to analyze data reported in Chapter 5, while the BMDO3R was used
to analyze data found in Chapter 6. Other programs from the BMD
package were used to analyze data found in the remaining chapters.

Although specific suggestiuns were made concerning the focus,
structure, and mission of the R.C.U., this was not the primary purpose
of the study. These suggestions were "Satellite benefits' flowing from
the results of studying the impact of the projects funded.

Given the amounts of monies expended by governmental agencies,
the pressing needs of educational reform and the need to understand the
interworkings that lead to success (or failure), we hope that this study
will provide some of the needed information for dealing with these crucial
issues.
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Projects conducted by R.C.U. at the state level had positive
influence on vocational-technical education practices in Pennsyl-
vania.

Satisfaction, generated by the projects, on those who came into
contact with them appeared to be quite positive. Those closest to
the projects were more positive than those who had less to do
with day-to-day operations.

There were slight positive changes in attitudes of participants in
the projects. Intrapersonal changes were the most positive.

R.C.U. funding was considered almost adequate by the directors.

Directors requested and received assistance from the R. C. U. and
the Vocational Education Bureau of the State. They requested, but
received little assistance from their own school district personnel.

Directors would like to see more interaction between R. C. U. and
themselves after funding has been approved.

Local Vocational Education Advisory Councils were little used;
but when used they proved to he effective.

Few programs had any formal external evaluation. However,
most evaluations were conducted internally. '

Most trainees were White, with Blacks accounting for 7.5% of all
trainees. There were almost no Puerto Rican trainees.

There were differences among projects when grouped in terms of;
types of communities served; size of communities served; types
of programs; degree of funding; ethnic identification of students
trained; and whether programs trained teachers or students.
There were no differences among one year, iwo year, and three
year projects. The factors that were making differences among
the groups were: prime objectives, unexpected outcomes, factors
hindering success, influencing educational practices at the national
level, internal influences, satisfaction generated by the programs,
changes in attitudes, adequacy of R. C. U. funding, amount of
assistance, and effectiveness of Vocational Education Advisory
Councils. Projects serving large communities were different
from other projects. Differences were also found in work study,
equipment, and curriculum type projects.

Adequacy of R.C.U. funding, external and internal influences and
assistance received, had the strongest influences on outcomes




ABSTRACT

This study was designed to determine the impact of vocational education
research and related projects on educational practice in Pennsylvania since

1966.

4.

5.

The study was divided into five basic phases:

identification of all R.C.U. funded projects from 1966 through
March, 1972, and development of instruments to collect data cn
the projects;

piloting of the instruments and training interviewers;

data gathering;

analysis of the data; and

writing the report.

Appropriate statistical procedures (including Chi Squares, Multiple Discrim-
inant Analysis, Multiple Regression Analysis) were used to analyze the

data.

The general findings were:

1.

Most projects were housed in public schools (grades 9-12) serving
more often than not, large rural or urban communities.

Most targeted populations were '"regular' students, while disad-
vantaged and handicapped students were well represented.

Research, curriculum development, and training programs were
the major foci of most projects.

The projects generally were considered to be successful in meeting
most of the prime objectives. The directors were quite positive

in this area. Teachers and materials were major contributors to
meeting such goals.

Impact in educational practices tended to be limited to local geo-
graphic areas. Curriculum and instructional procedures were the
areas in which the projects had the most influence.

The directors, students, and teachers were the major source of
internal influence on decision making, while state governmental
policies and community were the strongest positive sources of
external influence.




among all the projects. Per unit cost, effectiveness of Vocational
Education Advisory Councils, and length of projects had the least
influence on outcomes. Not all factors had the same effect on all
groups of projects. R.C.U. funding variables had an effect on

changing attitudes, while internal and external influences affected
educational practices, satisfaction generated, and goals reached.

Based on the data collected and analyzed, additional suggestinns and recom-

mendations were made. These suggestions were centered o1 the roles of

project directors and R. C.U. Primarily it was suggested that directors

> better utilize internal and external sources of influence (e.g. parents, com-
munity, Vocational Educational Advisory Councils, students, etc.). The
suggestion that the role of R.C.U. be expanded, in terms of greater inter-
action with projects during and after their funding, was made. A formal and

| systematic model for this interaction was developed in the report.




CHAPTER 1
OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY

Introduction

This document constitutes the final report to the Pennsylvania Research
Coordinating Unit (R.C.U.) for Vocational-Technical and Continuing Education of
research performed by the American Management Center (A. M.C.) to meet and
fulfill the stated goals and requirements of R. C. U. project number 10-1050.

As indicated in the initial proposal submitted by A. M. C., "few follow-up
activities have been initiated to determine what happens once funding is over." It
was for this express purpose, as well as to the question of impact, and factors
affecting impact, that led to the development of a questionnaire - opinionnaire and
a schedule for on-site interviews.

Procedures

The study was divided into five basic phases. The first phase (1) was con-
cuxpid with: the careful identification of all R. C. U. funded projects conducted and
vomptited from 1966 through March, 1972; the identification and acquisition of
avgilzole data, proposals, objectives, final reports (e.g., P.A.R.M.S., reports-
from other states, data available through the ERIC system, E.T.S., and Ohio State
Center for Vocational and Technical Education, etc.) for the purpose of instrument
development; and conferences with R.C.U. personnel, vocational education and
industrial arts teachers, and experts in vocational education and industrial arts at
the university level.

In addition, Phase 1 included the initial development of two instruments that
complemented each other - yet focused on different concerns. The questionnaire-
opinionnaire (Appendix A) dealt with: impact questions, questions that were directly
concerned with governmental (R. C.U., state, local, etc.) effects and interaction;
general questions concerning the project and its structure and design; and demo-
graphic data collecting. A breakdown of questions by topic area is found in Table 1.
The actual questionnaire had two major subdivisions - subdivision one (questions
1-26) was to be answered by all respondents; in addition those involved directly in
training/educating students, adults, teachers or other professionals were to re-
spond to subdivision two (questions 27-30). (Refer to Table 1.)

The major purpose of a site visit was to obtain additional information and to
give the project personnel an opportunity to make comments and share information
and thoughts that may or may not be brought out by the questionnaire-opinionnaire.
The interview schedule was designed only to complement the written instrument -
its intent was not to act as a substitute. :

The schedule was so designed as to enable an interview to be completed

within one to two hours. Specific directions for the interviewer were also included
in the schedule. (The schedule appears in Appendix B of this final report. )

10 0




TABLE 1

Distribution of Questions by Topic Area in the
Questionnaire-Opinionnaire Used in the Study

Total Number

Topic Area Question Numbers of Questions
Impact 5,6,17,8,9,10,11, 14

12, 13, 14, 15, 28,

29, 30.
Governmental Effects - 16, 19,20,21 4
General-Project Structure 3,4,17,18, 22,23, 9

24,25, 26.
Demographic 1,2,217, 3

30

The questions asked were: impact types (1,2), general-project structure 3,4),
governmental effects (5), (plus an informal question asked at the end of the inter-
view) physical identification (6), and a '"good and welfare'* type response (7).

Phase 1 also included the up-dating of addresses. This was accomplished
by telephone from the A. M. C. offices in Philadelphia. It became apparent that
several of the projects would be difficult to locate for varied reasons:

a. The project director was no longer employed by the agency;

b. The project was of the nature that it was quite transient or had little
structure (e.g., doctoral study);

c. The project was completed so long ago that its effects no longer exist
and/or assessing jts effects at this time would he meaningless;

d. The name of the director on the final report was the chief administrator
who had little or nothing to do with the project;

e. The actual director could not be located anywhere;
f. The actual project could not be located, or

g. Duplication - the same project having two or more different project
numbers.

In some cases one or more of the above factors played a part in making the
up-dating of all addresses impossible. Despite the above difficulties, question-
naires-opinionnaires were sent to the last known project address - in all 151
project numbers were included in the survey.
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The initial instrument was piloted (in Phase 11) on several directors of
projects for revision purposes. The instrument was revised several times,
utilizing the varied input from tcachers, directors, and-university personnel.
A conference was held on April 7, 1972 with several R.C. U, staff, including
the R. C. U. Director, to allow for final revision before printing.

The identification and training of five interviewers to perform the interviews
occurred during Phase 11. A stratified random selection of projects for on-site
visitations was also completed. The projects were stratified according to vocational
service areas and, where possible, by geographic regions. This was done (o in-
sure, to the best of our ability, representation of all service areas and geographic
regions in the State. Because of the high cost of interviewing (travel, room, meals,

~ etc.) all projects with funding below $1, 000 were excluded. It was concluded that
more meaningful data could be collected from larger projects, and that the time,
effort, and costs would mitigate interviewing directors of projects below $1, 000
total funding. Forty-five on-sitc visitations of projects was our goal. Because of
time constraints and difficulty of locating older projects, it was difficult to guar-
: antee a set figure for on-site visitation; however, each interviewer was given a
f ' listing of projects to contact in order to arrange for visitations. All interviewees
were given a cut-off time by which they were requested to complete on-site visita-
tions; this cut-off date was June 1st, 1972. The director of the project personally
made on-site visitations to 19 projects, as well as interviewing key pereonnel in
the Bureau of Vocational-Technical and Continuing Education in Harrisburg.

Phase III was designated the data gathering period. Printed instruments
were sent to 151 projects funded by R.C. U. and completed by March, 1972. All
mailings included self-addressed stamped envelopes to allow for ease of return.

; A return date of May 12th was established. Follow-up procedures included a

. second mailing (June 10th) to the non-respondents with an additional telephone
reminder a week later. (Excluded were those projects from where an instrument
had been returned to A. M. C. undelivered.) Phase II also included collecting data
via the on-site visits. All interviewers returned completed interview schedules
24 hours after returning home, thus, all the interviews were completed by June 1st.

Because of the second mailing, Phase III was not completed until June 26th.
The last two phases - IV (data analysis) and V (writing the report) were started.
Data analyses included frequency counts, percents, means, standard directions,
multiple discriminant analysis, and mulitiple regression analysis. The functions
of discriminant analysis was to determine whether various types of projects were
, . different from others on selected factors. The regression analysis was used to
' determine which variable, or variables, appeared to be most significant in deter-
; mining, influencing, or predicting selected factors (e.g., success, influence, etc.).

Because of time constraints and significant cost factors, an in-depth study
could not be considered in the design of this evaluation. The collection and
analysis of in-depth census, economic, labor, and educational data in a 1 *aningful
manner related to the intent of this study would take onc to two years with a staff
many times larger than the eight personnel involved in this study. The study con-
sequently focused on the perceptions of individuals directly related to R.C. U.
funded projects, with regard to the impact such projects have had on their areas of
education and society. The collected data was analyzed using descriptive and
inferential statistics to answer not only the questions concerning the '‘what" of

g impact, but also the "how".




CHAPTER &

THE NATURE OF THE PROJECTS FUNDED BY R.C.U.

In order to determine the types of instruments to be developed and used,
A.M. C.'s participating personnel had to familiarize themselves with the types of
programs funded by R.C. U. from 1966 through March, 1972. . A wide variety of
projects were funded, however, the projects as reflected by the final reports (as
found in The Pennsylvania's Abstracts of Research and Related Materials in Voca-
tional Education, Volumes I, II) tended to fall into only a few major or general
| areas, in spite of the many index descriptors found under each listing.

Other final reports reviewed included, planning vocational education pro-
grams in Pennsylvania, guidelines for the use of labor mazket data, follow-up
documents, V. E.M. L S. reports, the state plan, and certain other supply demand
documents. Those studies completed after Volume II were published (1972) as well;
they appeared in listing with little description, A survey of the returned instru-
ments and on-site visitation schedules from projects completed after the publication
of Volume II of the P. A.R. M. S., indicated that the general areas for those studies
were identical to the studies found in the P. A. R. M. S. Thus the nature of the
projects in 1971-72 were not dissimilar to those that preceded them.

Each of the final reports found in the Pennsylvania's Abstracts of Research
and Related Materjals in Vocational Education (1969-1971) were read and studied

and it was found that most projects (1966-1970) focused on one major area of in-
tent. Thus each project could be placed within a general category. Many of the

index descriptors found in the P. A. R. M. S. did not reflect the major emphasis of a
project.

The general categories that were established are as follows:

1. Curriculum Development - Scope and Sequence and Guidance Programs,
this area reflects a programmatic approach with emphasis on cognitive, psycho-
motor, or affective content.

2. Research - this would primarily be doctoral studies and/or theoretical
projects in nature. Surveys would also fall into this category.

3. Material Development would house those projects that would focus on
materials to be used. Curriculum materials would also fall within the scope of this
category. Any project whose major concern is developing transportable materials
(e.g., booklets, A-V materials, books, computer programs, tapes, etc.) was
included in this area.

4. Training Programs - Teacher/Other Professionals - those projects
that concerned theraselves with teacher/other professional training, were included
: in this area. Pre-service and in-service programs were typically found in the

category.

: 5. Training/Education of Students and/or Adults were those projects that
i were directly involved in "on-hands" programs with students and/or adults

ofs

13




(non-professionals). Here, the project's major focus was in the immediate changing
of the behavior (learning) of children, students, or adults, and they in turn com-
prised the major attention of the project.

6. Purchase and/or Updating of Equipment - is an area where the major
purpose of the project was to acquire equipment. Although, at times, disguised
under other objectives, it was quite easy to identify such projects.

7. Work Study - the traditional definition of work-study was used to include
projects of this nature.

The general categories by year(s) of funding are found in Table 2. An analysis
of the distribution of the types of projects funded indicate that earlicr (1965, 1966)
funding cut across all areas, however, there was more emphasis on equipment and
material oriented projects and less funding of' curriculum and research projects
than in the latter years. Training programs were also well represented. The more
recent and/or longer (covering multiple years) projects tended to focus on: curricu-
. lum and guidance; research; and training programs.

All training programs (teacher/other professionals/students/adults) com-
prised the largest number of projects funded from 1966-1970 - 48 or 36% of the total
number were training programs. Teacher and other professional training programs
were funded more than any other type of projects (20%), curriculum and guidance
projects were the next largest number funded (17%), followed by research projects
(17%), then training programs for students/adults (15%), and materials development
(11%), and equipment purchase (11%). Work study projects (9%) were the least
funded of the entire group.

It is also interesting to note that more projects were funded and/or received
initial funding in 1966 (56 or 42%) than in any year between 1965-70. The year 1965
was the next largest year for project funding - 49 or 37% of the projects funded
between 1965-70 were funded that year. It also appears that the year 1967 was the
year with the least amount of projects funded for any 12 months period and/or ini-
tiated (only 3 projects were approved).

Because of a lack of description of those projects funded by R. C. U. between
the years 1971 and 1972, it was decided to illustrate their distribution separately
(refer to Table 3). It appears that training programs were not funded at the same
rate as in previous years. In fact only 23% of the projects funded between 1971 and
1972 dealt with training and/or in-service programs. Conversely, curriculum
development and research type projects were funded at a considerably higher rate
-55%. When materials type projects are nierged with curriculum and research
categories, the rate of funding of those types reaches a level of 78%. Purchase and
up-dating equipment and work study programs were not funded in either year.

A comparison of the data appearing in Table 2 and 3, indicates that the
emphasis of the funding (type) from 1965-70 to that of 1971-72 did change. Training
programs comprised the largest number (48 or 36%) of projects funded in the former
years, while curriculum and research projects comprised the largest number (17
or 55%) of projects funded in the latter years.

& 14




TABLE 2

THE NUMBER OF PROJECTS FUNDED (BY YEARS) WITHIN SEVEN GENERAL CATEGORIES!

Curr. Development Training- Purchass
Scope-Sequence Teacher/ Training- and/os
And Materials other Students/ updatiag Work
Years Guidance Programs  Research  Development Professionals  Adults Equipment Study Total
19665—66 2 3 6 6 4 8 1 30
1966—67 2 4 2 4 3 5 8 28
196667 1 2 1 1 5
| 1967-68 1 1
196668 3 4 1 1 4 1 14
1965—-68 - 6 2 2 2 2 14
1968—69 1 3 4 3 1 12
1867-69 1 1 2
1966—69 6 1 1 2 4 14
1968--70 2 5 2 4 13

Totel Percentage?  2317%  2217%°  16-11%  27:20%  21-16%  14-11%3  119%3 133

1. Only those projects included in the Pennsylivania’s Abstracts of Research or Related Materials in Vocational
Education (1963, 1971) appear in the above table. Projects funded after the dates indicated, but are a part
of this study, do not appear above.

2. All percenteges are based on N =133

3. Rounded off to nearest percent

TABLE 3

THE NUMBER OF PROJECTS FUNDED (1971—72) WITHIN SEVEN GENERAL CATEGORIES!

Curr. Development Training Purchass
Scope-Sequence Teacher/  Training snd/or
And Materials other Students/ updating Work
Years Guidance Programs Research  Development Professionals  Adults Equipment Study Total
1970-71 (June) 3’ 2 3 8
1971-72 (June) 7 5 4 3 4 23
Total Percentage2  10-32%3  7-23%3 7-23%3  310%3  4-13%3 31

1. Not all the projects included in the above table are in this study because their completion dates are after
March, 1972,

2. All percentages are basedon N = 31

3. Rounded off to the nearest percent J
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TABLE 4

TOTAL NUMBER OF PROJECTS ¥UNDED (1965-'72)
WITHIN SEVEN GENERAL CATEGORIES

Categories Frequency Percents

Curriculum Development, Scope-

Sequence and Guidance Programs 33 20
Research 29 18
Materials 22 13
Training-Teacher/Other Professionals 30 18
Training - Students/Adults 25 15
Purchase and/or Updating Equipment 14 9
Work Study 11 7

Total 164 100

When merging the data of Table 2 and 3, it can be seen that (Table 4) one
third of all the projects funded from 1965-72 were training programs. The distri-
bution of funding among five of the seven categories was quite similar, but still not
identical (ranging from 13 or 20% of the total). Purchase of equipment and work

study programs were the least supported. They only accounted for 16% of the total
number. ‘

Although the funding patterns changed from 1965 to 1972, the overall distri-
bution appears to be balanced among five of the seven categories. It appears that
the emphasis of the funding is on programs that could have greater generalizability
(e.g., curriculum, research, materials, training) to the field of vocational educa-
tion than those with restrictive exportability (e.g., purchasing or equipment).

The above information is descriptive in nature. No inferences should be made
concerning priorities of the R. C. U. and/or the State Department of Education
during the period 1965-1972. The data might reflect the funding available to the
State at that time, as well as the interests and concerns of those in the field (e.g. .
during 1965-66 there might have been a greater demand from the field for equip-
ment and training programs than for research and curriculum development).
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CHAPTER 3

INTERDEPARTMENTAL RELATIONSHIPS

The relationship and impact that the R. C. U. has had with and upon the Bureau
of Vocational Education was examined. Since the R. C. U. is a division within the
Bureau of Research, it operates in a staff capacity for the Bureau of Vocational
Education. Any office operating under such conditions must establish communica-
tion lines that are constantly open in order for it to operate effectively, and perform
' the staff functions for which it was charged.

In order to examine the nature of R. C. U. 's relationship and impact within
the Bureau of Vocational Education, interviews were held between A. M. C. and key
vocational education personnel. The vocational educators were asked to cooperate
| with the interviewers and were informed of the purpose of the study. Interviews
| were conducted with persons from trade and industrial education, business education,
) administrative and planning services, program operations, health occupations,
distributive education, home economics and agriculture.

Generally, vocational educators view the operations of the R.C. U. very
favorably. They felt that the staff was most professional, helpful, tactful, innova-
tive and open with them. Only in one case were apprehensions voiced regarding the
activities of the R. C. U.

Other favorable comments of persons interviewed related primarily to cer-
tain studies conducted by or under the auspices of the R.C.U. that have had major
impact on vocational education programs at the state level. Reference was made
to such studies as the Arnold report, follow-up studies, Vocational Education In-
formation Network (V. E. I. N.) supply demand studies and the V. E.M.L S. system.

The Arnold study provided the basis for reorganizing of both the Harrisburg
and field staffs of the Vocational Education Bureau and provided the rationale for a
comprehensive approach to the operation of Vocational education. The follow-up
studies apparently led to the development of a Vocational Education Management
Information System which is currently operational in the state. V.E.I.N. is a
centralized information dissemination system that seems effective and is used by
many bureau persons.

It was also stated that the R. C.U. provided certain data needed for the State
plan for Vocational Education.

The apprehensive areas invulved a need for greater communications between
the R.C.U., R.C.U. funded project personnel, and the Vocational Education Staff.
The communications breakdown seems to result from a lack of adequate staff to
facilitate more interaction between the two agencies. This problem suggests that

expanding the R. C. U. may provide enough people to facilitate greater communica-
tion channels.

it was determined that the R. C.U. did not attend departmental or division
meetings within the Bureau of Vocational Education on a regular basis.  Since
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program concerns are discussed at departmental meetings, it may be advisable for

the R. C.U. to attend these meetings in an effort to keep the communication lines
open.

It was suggested that the R. C. U. should be funding more solicited research;
that is, after determining research priorities, have school systems, private
agencies, colleges, universities bid on performing specific research projects.

It appears that the R. C. U. uses many program specialists as consultants to
assess incoming proposals. This does establish some lines of communications,
but under such conditions, the communication tends to be very task directed. Where
a large network of field representatives exist (e.g. agriculture), two-way interac-
tion and communication appear to exist. However, in departments that tend to be
one man (or woman) operations, the need for two-way communication is crucial.
These people still have to meet the needs of the educational community, and are
looking for support. They see the R.C.U. as an agency to supply some support to
augment their rather restrictive interaction with the educational community. 1t
appears that they would welcome more such interaction. These groups see R.C.U.'s
function as providing them with greater information; in essence, R. C. U. might be
functioning as field representatives for them, yet at a broader level. They were

almost unanimous in their desire to be involved to a greater degree with R. C. U.
research projects. :




CHAPTER 4

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECTS

Response Rate

In order to make this descriptive study more meaningful, with results being
used to describe the nature of the R. C. U. funded projects from 1965-1972, an
adequate response rate had to be reached. Thus it was quite important for an
effort to be made to insure a high rate of response.

Cover letters from key State personnel, second mailings, and personal phone
calls were the devices used. The data on the nature of the response to the instru-
ment, sent via the mails, is displayed in Table 5.

TABLE §

CATEGORIES OF SURVEY RETURN

Categories Number Per Cent!
Returned '"No forwardable address" 4 2.1
Returned '"Unable to Respond''2 12 8.1
Returned '"Usable for analysis' 98 66.7
Two time non-respondents 33 22.5

Total 147 100
Duplication of project numbers 4

1513

1 Based on an N=147 because of duplication of project numbers

2 Generally the project director could not be located because: he/she
was no longer employed; moved with no forwarding address; or was
deceased

3 The initial mailing was 151

A total of 114 instruments were returned out of a total of 151 and the usable
return rate reached a high of approximately 87%.

Given the nature of this project with the time-line of projects ranging from
1966 to March of 1972, the movement of staff personnel, changes in funding and
directions over such a period, and unforeseen events that naturally occur over
time, this rate of '"usable instruments'' was considered to be quite adequate.

The number of projects in the data analyses varies because not all questions
were answered by all project directors, and/or not all questions were applicable




to all projects. Although the response rate is quite high, the reader is cautioned
that this is a descriptive study of R. C. U. funded projects from 1965-1972, and
that the data only reflects the 147 projects represented in this study. Inferences
to all R. C.U. funded projects, or all projects funded by the Bureau of Vocational-
Technical and Continuing Education should not be made.

Description of the Respondents

All data in this chapter was collected via the questionnaire-opinionnaire
(Appendix A) and the schedule (Appendix B). Subsection titles are followed by
identifying questionnaire-opinionnaire number (Q-O-) or schedule (S-). Please
refer to either Appendix A or B.

Length of the Project (derived from the R. C. U. numbers)

Of those who responded, 65 or 66.5% were one year projects, 12 or 12.2%
were two years in length, and 21 or 21. 3% were three years of duration. Thus it
is apparent that the majority of the responses was generated by directors who
spent only twelve months or less with a funded program. .

Agency Operating Project (Q-O#1)

Most projects were sponsored (were a part of) by a local public school sys-
tem, while Area Vocational-Technical Sckools and Universities or Colleges were
the next largest sponsoring agencies (refer to Table 6) for programs.

TABLE 6

GROUP OR AGENCY OPERATING THE PROJECT

£ %
Local Public School System 43 44.3
Area Vocational-Technical School 25 25.7
University/College 26 26.8
Non-Profit Private Organization 3 3.2
Other 0 0.0
€ 97 100

Actually 68 or 70% of the programs were sponsored by public legal educational
authorities (schools - elementary, secondary, and vocational-technical), while
unjversities only accounted for about 27% of the projects, other non-profit orga-
nizations accounted for the remaining 3%. It can be stated that for the population
involved in this study, R.C.U. supported more public school projects than any
other type. :
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Populations Served (Q-O #2)

Respondents were asked to check the appropriate description of the population
concentration (rural, suburban, urban) and size of the geographic community
served. (The reader should be aware that not all direciors responded to all ques-
tions, hence the N in the different questions in this study will vary.)

Although urban projects (Table 7) were the mode (largest percent) of the
population concentration, the total rural (non-Appalachia plus Appalachia) was next
largest with 36.2%. Suburban population concentrations were the least served. It
should be noted that there appeared to be quite an even distribution of projects
among rural, suburban, and urban communities,

TABLE 7

POPULATION AND GEOGRAPHIC COMMUNITY SERVED

Population Concentration Size of the Community

Type £ % Size £ %

Rural (Non-Appalachia) 14 17.5 Over 100, 000 41 45.6

Rural (Appalachia) 15 18.7 50,000 - 100,000 23 25.6

Suburban- - 20 25.0 25,000 - 49,999 13 14. 4

Urban 31 38.8 10,600 - 24,999 7 7.8
: Under 10,000 6 6.6

€ of those responding 80 © 100 90 100

The size of the communities served is quite different (Table 7); almost 46%
of the projects served large communities - over 100, 000. With regionalization and
unionization of school districts in Pennsylvania, the size of communities served by
legal educational authorities tend to be large. This coupled with the growth of the
population of the State are reflected in the distribution of the sizes of the communi-
ties served in this study.

Description of the targeted population(s) serviced by the projects was elicited.
Table 8 shows the results. Projects' targeted populations were mostly regular
students, with disadvantaged students forming the next targeted group. Because of
multiple responding, some programs serviced more than one group.

TABLE 8
TARGETED POPULATION(S) OF PROJECTS

Regular 791
Disadvantaged 44
Handicapped 19

1 Because of multiple responses, percentages have little meéning and
hence were not calculated




TABLE 9

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL SERVED BY THE PROJECTS

Level fl
Pre-School 1
. K-3 Grades 1
4-6 Grades 3
7-8 Grades 6
9-12 Grades (comprehensive) 51
Special Education 4
Area Vocational-Technical School 9-12 23
Post High School (non-college) 14
Community/Jr. College 3
College/University (4 year) 13
Graduate School ) 7
In-Service Training (non-college credit) 9

1Because of multiple responses, percents were not : |
calculated . |

Projects also serviced different educational levels (refer to Table 9), includ-
ing pre-school. The most prevalent grades served were 9-12 grades (comprehensive
and area vocational technical schools -- 74 projects). It is also interesting to note
that post high school levels (non-college, graduate school, community college and
college/university -- 37 projects) was the next largest level represented in this
study. Programs for elementary level (K-6) were not common (4 projects).

Summary
Typically, the projects in this study were one year in duration, housed in

public schools, serving either urban or rural areas with a large size population.
They focus on regular students in grades 9-12.

Prime Administrator's Background (Q-O#3)

The backgrounds of the prime administrators of the project were surveyed
(refer to Table 10). It was found that almost all who responded were college gradu-
ates with advanced degrees, had spent almost 15 years teaching, and seven years
as an administrator. It appears that they spent more years in the classroom than
in non-educational positions. The large number of doctoral degrees is reflective of
the number of research and university projects, as well as the fact that many in
administrative positions in large school systems have such degrees.




TABLE 10

ADMINISTRATOR'S BACKGROUND

Type of Background f % Mean
Educational Level
Non Degree 1 1.1
B.S./B.A. 6 6.3
M.S./M. A. 48  50.5
. Ed. D/Ph.D. ' 40 42.1
£ 95 100
Years of Teaching 14. 14 years
Years of Supervision/Administration 6.45 years
Years of Non-Educational Experience 5.16 years

Elements That Compose Projects (Q-Q #4)

Most projects are made up of many elements, rather than being totally com-
posed of one single thrust or effort. That is, a training program might include
curriculum development, research, and materials development. In order to re-
flect the sundry parts of a project, a grid was developed to enable respondents to
graphically, as well as quantitatively, describe their project. Another purpose of
the grid was to keep the total of all the elements within a project to 100%. The
subdivisions were: Curriculum development - scope and sequence/guidance; re-
search; developing materials; training - teachers/other professionals; training-
students/adults; equipment-purchase and/or upgrading; and work study. The means
of the percentages are found in Table 11. In each category there was at least one
project that was totally composed of that area, and likewise there were projects
that were completely devoid of that area.

TABLE 11

PERCENTAGE OF THE ELEMENTS THAT PROJECTS WERE
COMPOSED OF (FOR THE RESPONSE GROUP ONLY) N=98

Mean Standard

Elements Percents Deviation
Curriculum Development - Scope and

Sequence/Guidance 17.74 24.17
Research 19.50 31.35
Developing Materials 14.62 20.93
Training - Teachers/Other Professionals 15.97 31.42
Training - Students/ Adults 16. 27 26. 34
Equipment - Purchase and/or Upgrading 9.14 21.66

Work Study 10.95 28.68




TABLE 12

THE NUMBER OF PROJECTS BY ELEMENTS OF THE TOTAL

Percentage of the Total Project

0-10 11-20 2130 3140 41-50 51-60 61.70 71.80 81.90 91-100 Mean
Elements ] ] f f ] L { ] f f L { Percents

Curriculum Development
Scope and Sequence/Guidance 56 11 12 10 2 0 1 2 0 4 17.74

Research 63 13 2 3 6 0 0 0 2 9 19.50
Developing Materials 64 8 1" 6 4 2 1 0 0 2 14.62

Training-teachers/
other Professionals 75 3 6 1 0 0 1 2 1 9 15.97

Training-Students/Adults 67 4 6 2 7 4 1 5 1 1 16.27

Equipment-Purchase
and/or Upgrading 81 8 0 2 1 0 2 1 1 2 9.14

Work Study 84 1 0 1 2 0 0 1 1 7 10.95




It is quite evident that in all the projects (N=98), research comprised the
largest block of effort (19.50%), with curriculum development the next largest
(17. 74%), followed by training - students/adults (16.27%) and training - teachers/
other professionals (15.97%). Since these are means of the percentage of the ele-
ments of the projects, they represent the "typicalness' of the 98 projects. Thus
it can be deduced that the projects of this study were compuied of und represented
many elements (curriculum, research, developing materials, and training). It is -
equally evident that equipment and work study did not represent large elements
within the structure of the projects. The results also reflected the basic nature of
the funding as found in Tables 2,3, and 4. :

The actual number of projects broken down by percents of elements of the
total effort can be found in Table 12, Multiple responses are reflected in the dis-
tribution, hence totals would have little meaning and are not found in the Tables. A
survey of the distributions indicates that the high mean for research was generated
by the large number of projects (11) that was composed mostly of research activi-
ties (81-100% of the project). It would also appear that curriculum development was
the most common element found in the projects. This is not surprising once re-
search is held constant, since research projects tend to be quite directed and are
generally not made up of the other elements listed. This situation is not usually
true for other types of projects; as an example, training programs might be made
up of curriculum development, material development, and research, etc.

Summary

The projects in this study have tended to be directed by highly educated per-
sonnel who have spent more years in teaching and supervision/administration than
in non-educational experiences. These directors have dealt with projects that focus
primarily on research, curriculum development-scope and sequence/guidance, and
training (students/adults/teachers). Curriculum development efforts appear to be
the most common element found in the projects.

Objectives Met (Q-0#5)

Respondents were asked to list the prime objectives of the project (as indi-
cated in the proposal of taeir project) and to rate on a five point scale (1-not at all;
2 - very little; 3 -somewhat; 4 - considerably; 5-objectives were totally met) to
what extent they were met.

In order to consider the effects of meeting multiple objectives, and to give
such projects credit for meeting more than one objective, a transformation of the
mean scaling was used. The mean of the ratings was calculated, then a ratio of
number of objectives to the mean of the ratings was determined. Although this
transformation tended to slightly depress the scale ratings, it did give credit for
meeting multiple responses. No attempt was made to qualify the primary objectives;
i.e., to assess qualifiably that meeting a particular objective was more significant
than meeting any other, or combination of other objectives.

Objectives were also categorized into six general areas; administrative;
program (curriculum); student directed; teacher/staff; materials; and an area




titled other. Table 13 illustrates the breakdown by classifications of the objectives.
Table 14 contains the irequency of multiple listings and the mean of the transformed
ratings.

TABLE 13

NUMBER OF PRIME OBJECTIVES BY GENERAL AREAS

General Areas f %
Administrative 2 0.2
Program (Curriculum) 113 36.8
Student Directed 42 13.6
Teacher/Staff 15 4,9
; Materials 30 9.7
: f Other 107 34,8
1 £ 307 100
TABLE 14

| 3 ' NUMBER OF MULTIPLE PRIME OBJECTIVES LISTED

Number of Prime Number Wbo Responded
Objectives Listed f %
One only 24 26.1
Two 15 16.3
Three 11 11.9
Four 16 17.3
H Five 17 7.6
"Six 10 10.8
Seven 9 10.0
92 100
Mean of transformed scale = 4,26

It is apparent that program objectives (36.8%) were the most noted, with
"other" objectives (34.8%) being the second largest classification. Student directed
objectives (objectives dealing specifically with students) was the third largest group
(13.6%) listed.

The majority of respondents listed more than one objective as being met. In
fact, almost 46% cof the respondents listed from two to four prime objectives. Only
26. 1% listed one objective as being met. The mean of the transformed scale was
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4.26. This was just over the 4.00 scale (indicating that the prime objectives were
met at the high end of the scale). As indicated earlier, the transformation tended
to depress the actual scale, thus it could be concluded that the respondents felt that
they generally met the prime objectives of their projects.

Unexpected Outcome (Q-O #6)

Respondents were asked to list unexpected outcomes (refer to Table 15) and
rate them as either negative (0) or positive (1). Again the outcomes were classi-
fied, a transformed rating for each project was derived (as above) for further
analyses, and frequency of multiple listings were calculated (Table 16).

TABLE 15

NUMBER OF UNEXPECTED OUTCOMES BY GENERAL AREAS

NUMBER OF MULTIPLE OUTCOMES LISTED

Ceneral Areas f %
Administrative 3 2.3
Program (Curriculum) 19 14.6
Student Directed 32 24.6
Teacher/Staff 17 13.1
; Materiais 2 1.5
: Other 57 43.9
£ 130 100
TABLE 16
1
{

) Number of Outcomes Number Who Responded
Listed f

; One Only 20 34.5
: Two 20 34.5
% Three 10 17.2
: Four : 3 5.1
Five 5 8.7
Six 0 0.0
Seven 0 0.0
58 100
Positive Ratings 95

g Negative Ratings 35

Mean of non-transformed scale = 0. 730
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Fewer urexpected outcomes were listed than prime objectives with Other
category comprising the largest group of responses (43.9%). Student divected
outcomes were the next largest (24.6%) indicated. Fewer multiple responses were
also listed. Sixty-nine percent listed only one or two outcomes. It would indicate
that unexpected outcomes were rather unusual in their projects. A mean of 0.730
was reached. This mean reflected the listing of positive responses (195) than
negative ones (35).

Major Factors Contributing and Hindering Projects (Q-0#7)

An attempt was made to determine the major factors (or elements) that con-
tributed most (Table 17) to the success of the project, and those major factors (or
elements) that hindered the director in meeting the goals of the project (Table 18).

Directors were asked to give their perceptions as to the contributing and hindering
elements,

' TABLE 17

| MAJOR FACTORS CONTRIBUTING TO MEETING
GOALS OF THE PROJECT

| ' Factors f Mean!
Administration 23 3.30
Program (Curriculum) 20 3.85
Student Directed 30 3.46
Teacher/Staff 49 4.06
Materials 8 4,00
Others _81 3.91
£ 211

1 Based on 5: most significant contributor to 1: least significant. Not
transformed means.

TABLE 18

MAJOR FACTORS HINDERING THE MEETING
OF GOALS OF THE PROJECT

Factors f Mean!
Administration 4 4.75
Program (Curriculum) 12 4,16
Student Directed 12 3.83
Teacher/Staff 15 4.33
Materials 17 4,17
Others _58 4.32
€ 118

1Based on 5: most significant hinderer to 1: least significant hinderers.
Not transformed means.




It appears that teacher/staff (4.06) contributes more to the success of the
program than do other factors listed and categorized. Materials (4.00) was the
next prized, although it was rarely listed, the '"other" category appears to be the
most prevalent one. More contributors (211) were listed than hinderers (118).
Administration (4. 75) appears to be the most significant hindrance in meeting the
goals of the project. Factors listed as "others' (4.32) appears to be the next con-
tributor to not meeting goals. It also appears that the respondents are much more
definite in their feelings about those who interfere with meeting goals than with
those who contribute to meeting goals.

Summary

Objectives of programs were categorized into six general areas. It was
found that directors felt the prime objectives of projects were met, and that pro-
gram type objectives were the most noted in this study. Also most directors listed
more than one primary objective met by the project. Unexpected outcomes were
also listed. Although fewer in number than prime objectives, the directors had
similar positive feelings about the unexpected outcomes as they did about the ob-
jectives. Teachers/staff appeared to contribute most to the project, while admin-
istration appeared to hinder the project. There appeared to be more contributors
than distractors, although directors appeared to be more definite about the dis-
tractors (e.g. rated the factors as being more significant or higher in their role as
distractors than the ratings given those factors as contributors).

Impact on Educational Practices (Q-O#8)

One way to assess impact is to evaluate the effects such projects have on edu-
cational practices. Directors were asked to rate the impact using a seven point
scale (7 - Extreme Positive Influence; 6 - Very Positive; 5 - Had Some Positive
Influence; 4 - No Influence; 3 - Had Some Negative Influence; 2 - Very Negative In-
fluence; 1 - Extreme Negative Influence). The data is shown in Table 19.

TABLE 19
INFLUENCE ON EDUCATIONAL PRACTICES AT SELECTED LEVELS

Levels No. Responding Mean
Building or Neighborhood 69 5.85
Local Communijty and/or District A 5.85
County/Intermediate Unit 65 5.01
State 72 5.08
National 55 4.54

Global Rating 5.28




It can be seen that at the local levels (building, neighborhood, community),
the directors felt that they had positive to very positive influence, while at the
County and State they had some positive influence. They felt they had little influence
at the national level. This can be explained in the nature of R.C. U. funding through-
out the nation. R.C.U. funding is distributed via State Departments of Education,
consequently programs are locally oriented rather than State, and rarely are na-
tional in scope. The low ratings at the national level could also be a factor of the
lack of wide dissemination of information about projects.

Identification of Examples of Impact (Q-0#9)

Directors were also requested to identify specific examples of how they could
determine their project's influence(s) and at what level(s) such examples were felt.
The number of responses of specific examples X levels is found in Table 20. Many
examples were listed (888), most of which were at the local level (Building district) -
very few were at the county (105), state (96), or national level (35). Curriculumn
(138), instructional (126) and counseling (118) procedures were most humerous.
Educational policies (99) and reduced dropout rate (85) were the next largest num-
bers cited by the directors. Again it is apparent that the nature of the R.C.U. fund-
ing for instructional purposes at the local level was a factor in the results. It is
significant to note that revised educational policies (99) and revised administrative
policies (72) were noted as examples. This might indicate subsequent, or ripple
effect, of the projects - that is, as a consequence of projects, current practices
were altered.

Summary

The results indicate that R. C. U. funded projects had definite and positive in-
fluence on educational practices - but more so on the local level than in the county,
state, or nationzl level. It was also apparent that the effects of such projects were
felt in classroom related activities (e.g. curriculum, instructional procedures)
rather than in non-educationally related activities.

Influencers On Decision Making (Q-0#10)

Directors were asked to rate, on a seven point scale (7 - Extreme positive
influence;. .. 4 - No irfluence;... 1-Extreme negative influence), sources of influ-
ences that affected their decisions. Global mean (X) ratings for internal and ex~
ternal influence (refer to Table 21) were also calculated for subsequent analyses.

Directors felt that internal influences (X=4. 96) were stronger in decision
making than were external influences (X=4.32). It is interesting to note that direc-~
tors felt themselves as being the strongest source of influence (X=6.03) with students
(X=5. 66), professional staff (X=5. 55), and immediate supervisor (X=5.31), in that
order, having some positive influence. School boards policies approached positive
influence (X=4.84); while unicns showed no influence. Restrictions of the proposal
and secretaries approach neutrality, but on the negative side of the scale.
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TABLE 20

NUMBER OF EXAMPLES X LEVEL WHERE INFLUENCES WERE FELT

Level Where The Influence Was Felt

Inter-
Building/ mediate
Neighbor- Local/ unit/
Specific Examples Totals hood Dist. County State Nationa!
New or revised
curriculum 138 40 54 16 22 6
Classroom/shop
instructional procedures 126 42 52 13 16 3
New or revised
educational policies 99 27 43 9 13 7
New or revised
administrative policies 72 24 35 4 7 2
New or revised
counseling/guidance
procedures 118 33 51 13 17 4
Changes in employment
patterns 59 20 30 5 3 1
Decreased unemployment
rates 56 18 25 9 2 2
Decrease in the number
on welfare 35 1 13 7 2 2
Reduced dropout rate of
your targeted population 85 30 39 12 2 2
S Remain, or initial selection, in
the area for which the targeted
population was trained 47 18 19 7 2 1
Teachers/other professionals
received certificates 21 6 7 4 4 0
Others 32 4 1" 6 6 5
Totals 888 273 379 105 96 35




TABLE 21

SOURCES OF INFLUENCE ON DECISION MAKING

Sources Means

A. Internal Influence

Professional staff/faculty 5.55
Students 5.66
Secretaries 3.91 Global Mean = 4.96
Unions 4.04
School Board or University policies 4.84
Restriction of the proposal 3.86
Your immediate supervisor 5.31
Yourself 6.03
: B. External Influence
; Parents 4.06
’ Unions 4.09
Community 4.91
Local government policies 4.49 Global Mean = 4.32
‘» State governmental policies 4.65
| U.S. governmental policies 4,37
Political parties 3.70
Pressure groups 3.7

_ Although parent (X=4.60) community (X=4.91) and State government policies
(X=4.65) approached some positive influence, the directors viewed the external in-
fluences as being rather neutral. Political parties (X=3.70) and pressure groups
(X=3.77) were on the negative side of the neutral point.

It is apparent that those closest to the project (professional staff, students,
immediate supervisors, the director himself, parents, community, state govern-

mental policies) had more influence on decision making than those outside the direct
contact of the project.

Dissemination of the Project (Q-O#11)

It appears that final reports are the most prevalent technique for dissemi-
nating the results of the project (Table 22). Word-of-mouth is the next largest
technique used to communicate with those not in the project. Thus it appears that
aside from the final report, verbal means of communication (speeches, word-of-
mouth) is the technique used to disseminate information about projects. It should
be noted that all R. C. U. funded projects require a final report. The large number
of publications might be a result of the university/college based projects, where
directors traditionally write articles for journals, The use of in-service training
after the project (29) indicates that the results are again having a ripple effect and
would be in keeping with response indicating effects on educational practices.
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TABLE 22
MEANS OF DISSEMINATING THE RESULTS OF THE PROJECT

Type f
Final report 79
In-service training (after the project) 29
Publications (books) 15
Publications (articles) 36
Sneeches and papers given at conferences 50
Speeches to local groups 45
Word-of -mouth 66
Others 20

Permanent Part of Programs (Q-0 #12)

Whether the results of the projects became a permanent part of programs or
policies was surveyed (Table 23) in this study. Although more responded in the
negative (204) rather than positive (152), the negative results were generated by the
limited effects the projects had at the county, state, and national levels. The
university/college responses were generated by the uniqueness of university directed
projects that tend to focus outside the institution. It appears that the results did
become a permanent part of school building and school district programs or poli-
cies. Thus it can be concluded that the projects funded by R. C.U. have a good
probability of becoming change agents, as time passes, at the local level - but not

at the county, state, or national level.
TABLE 23

PERMANENT PART OF PROGRAMS - DID THE RESULTS
BECOME A PART OF PROGRAMS OR POLICIES?

Source Bec.me 3 Part?

School building Yes &5 No 16
School district Yes 55 No 22
County/Intermediate Yes 15 No 40
State Yes 14 No 45
National Yes 4 No 40
University/college Yes 9 No _ 41

Summary

Internal influence appears to be stronger on decision making than external
influences, and the directors themselves, are the strongest influences.
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Directors usually use verbal communication to disseminate the results of
their projects (mostly one-to-one communication).

The ripple effect does appear to exist for the projects; in that, the results of
the projects tend to become a part of the programs on policies of local school dis-
tricts. However, this eifect appears to be limited to only local districts, not even
to county or intermediate levels.

Satisfaction Generated (Q-O#13), Attitude Changes (Q-O #14),
Ultimate Outcomes (Q-0#15)

The assessment of the degree of satisfaction generated by the program within
selected interested groups was undertaken (Table 24) on a five point scale (1- No

Satisfaction... 3-Satisfied... S5 -Highly satisfied; 6 - Not applicable was treated
as a no response).

TABLE 24
r SATISFACTION GENERATED BY THE PROJECT

Groups Mean Ratings

Trainees

Participants other than trainees (e.g., staff)
School building personnél

School system

County System/Intermediate Unit

R.C.U.

State Department of Education (other than R.C. U.)

adiadiadiall o ol
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The highest ratings (very satisfied) were generated within those closest to
the projects - trainees, staff, school system, etc. It seems that directors per-
ceived R. C. U. to be satisfied with their projects, but not as satisfied as other
personnel (including State Department of Education). This might be generated by
a lack of feed-back from R. C. U. on the status and ultimate outcome of funded
projects. Dissatisfaction apparently was not perceived by the directors to be the
feeling of the groups listed.

Changes in attitudes of those who participated in projects were also sur-
veyed. The scale was again five points with...1-representing considerable
negative changes...3-No change. .. 5-Ccnsiderable positive change (Table 25).

Generally there was slight positive changes towards all selected areas with
the exceptions being Other (peers and non-peers). The peer relationship exhibited
almost no change at all, and the non-peer relationship was between some negative
change and no change. It appears that projects had slight positive effects on atti-
tudes of participants towards the project, and vocational education. It did appear
to generate positive self-image changes, but not positive changes towards others.
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TARLE 25

ATTITUDE CHANGES OF PARTICIPANTS TOWARD SELECTED AREAS

Selected Areas Mean Change
Purpose or thrust of the project 3.55
Voc. Ed. in General 3.5
Education in General 3.13
The World of Work 3.32
Themselves (the Participants) 3.80
Others (Peers) 2.95
Others (Non-Peers) 2.55
Global Rating 3.26

In general terms, the directors were asked to rate the ultimate effects the
project had on students or targeted population. A five point scale was again used
(1-No effect... 3-Some effect... 5-Major effect). The mean reached was 3. 80.
This indicates that directors felt the projects' effects on targeted populations ap-
proached the considerable effect (4) level.

Summary

It is clear that the projects generated satisfaction among interested groups
and had considerable effect on the targeted populations. The projects did not gen-
erate changes in attitudes (positive or negative) towards selected areas among the
participants or targeted populations of the projects.

Monies Allocated (Q-O#16), Sources of Funding (Q-O#17), and Per Unit Costs
(Q-O #18).

The project directors were asked to indicate the total cost of operating the
project (includes: R.C.U. funding; other state, federal, and local funding). The
range of total funding was from $298, 000 to $400. 00 with the mean being $79,909.64.
The range for R.C.U. funding vas from $253,904 to $217.00, with a mean of
$44,568. It should also be noted, that in our on-site visitations, it became appar-
ent that many directors were not able to identify their sources of funding, hence
they were not able to break down their total budget sources. It is apparent that
R.C.U. funding does account for a significant amount of the funding of the projects -
but by no means does it account for all of the funding. Local self help and other
funding are also part of the effort. The total cost of operating the projects (where
indicated) was $6, 073, 132. 80; the total R.C. U. funding received (where indicated)
was $2, 342, 609. 00.

When adequacy of R. C.U. funding was assessed, the directors felt that the
R.C.U. funding w2s close to, but did not reach, the ""somewhat adequate" level.
The mean was £.90 on a five point scale of 1 - not adequate at all, 2 -not very
adequate, and 5 - extremely adequate.




The results are not surprising, since it is rare to find projects where direc-
tors feel the degree of funding is adequate.

Directors were also asked to indicate what they would have done with addi-
tional funding that they were not able to do with the funding received. The results
are found in Table 26. Responses were categorized into six general areas,

TABLE 26
WHERE ADDITIONAL FUNDING WOULD BE SPENT

General Areas f
Administrative 2
Program (Curriculum) 21
Students 4
Teachers/Staff 11
Materials 24
Other Areas 34

Project directors would have distributed additional monies, if they were
available, among many areas ("other areas' - 34), However, within the specified
areas, the directors would have invested in materials (24) and on the program (21).
Additional staffing appeared to be the third specific area (teachers/staff - 11).
Student and adniinistrative areas were not highly selected by the directors for
spending additional monies.

Sources of funding besides R.C.U. was requested (Table 27). It appears that
the major source for the projects, aside from R. C. U., are school budgets (59),
with other State funding being the next largest source (12). It is also interesting
to note that 18 of those responding to the question indicated that R.C.U. was the
sole funding source. It should also he noted that many projects had multiple funding
beside R.C. U. monies (e.g. schooi budget U.S.0.E. and O.E.Q). This is con-
sistent with the differences found in the total funding and R. C. U. funding amounts.

Fifty-one directors were able to estimate the per unit costs of their projects,
while six indicated they could not estimate the cost, four indicated the question
doesn't apply to them, and the rest (37) did not respond.

They were asked to list the units within projects and to indicate their costs.
Many projects trained individuals, produced materials, and completed a study -
thus projects would have multiple listing, The per unit costs across the fifty-one
projects were totaled and a mean was calculated. The mean per unit costs for all
units listed was $1,806.78. Thus it cost almost two thousand dollars, on the aver-
age, to train a student, produce a curriculum material, or complete a study.

It is also interesting to note that only 52% of the directors responded to the
request for per unit costs - one might assume that the other 48% could not readily




TABLE 27
ADDITIONAL SOURCES OF FUNDING OF PROJECTS

Sources f
None 18
School Budget 59
Local Government 5
State - other than R.C. U. 12

Private Industry

U.S. Office of Education
Office of Economic Opportunity
Other U.S. Funding
Foundations

NN N OO

| determine the amount because of the time span of this study (1965-1972); or they
, could not determine the amount because they don't have the information. The per
unit costs within a project was tctaled and averaged (the average per unit cost per
project), these averages were then totaled and averaged - the final figure deter-
mined was $948.74. Typically, where responses were given, the average project
spent about one thousand dollars on the unit items within the project. Because the

average per unit cost per project reflects what individual projects spent, it was
used in further analyses.

Summary

R.C. U, funding was consider=d to be slightly below the adequate level by the
directors. If additional funds were available, directors would spend them generally
on materials and program development. School budgets appear to be the major
additional source of funding, besides R.C.U., for projects in the local school budget.
It would seem that the average per unit cost within each project supplying the in-
formation is slightly less than $1, 000.

Influence (Q-O#19), Assistance (Q-0#20), R.C.U. Interaction Desired (Q-O #21).

- To what extent did others, besides the director, influence the creation of a
propesal was investigated by the instrument (Table 28). Based on a five point
scale (1 -Had no influence. .. 3 -Had some influence. .. 5 - Extremely influential),
it appears that the R.C. U. and local Vocational Educational personnel were the most
influential of those listed in creating the proposals (3.45 and 3.27 respectively). It
should be noted that none of the groups listed appeared to be very influential. R.C.U.
approached the level of having significant influence. State Department of Education

and Teacher Education Institutions had the same degree of influence (2.76) on creating
proposals.




TABLE 28

INFLUENCE ON CREATING THE PROPOSAL

Source

Mean
R.C.U. 3.45
State Department of Education (Non-Voc. Ed. Div.) 1.82
State Department of Education (Voc. Ed. Div.) 2.76
County level Vocational Education Personnel 2.33
Local Vocational Education Personnel 3.27
School Building Personnel 2.69
School District Personnel 2,91
Teacher Education Institution 2.76

The degree of assistance received from selected sources was also surveyed
(Table 29); in addition requests for assistance from the sources was also questioned.
A four point scale (1-No assistance... 4 -Considerable assistance) was used to
assess the degree of assistance received during the project.

TABLE 29

ASSISTANCE RECEIVED DURING PROJECT

Mean Request for Assistance
Source Rating Yes No
R.C. U, 3.03 58 24
State Department of Education 2,56 39 44
(Vocational Education)
State Department of Education 1.62 21 58
(Non-Vocational Education)
County Educational Personnel 1.89 29 49
District Personnel 1,39 45 35
School Building Personnel 2.48 43
Teacher Education Institutions 2.18 31 48
Global 2.24 237 292

The R.C. U. appeared to give the most assistance to project directors (3.03 -
"Some assistance'). State Department of Education (Vocational Education) assist-
ance (2.56) received the second highest rating - its rating approached the ""'some
assistance' level, followed by school building personnel (2.48). District personnel
evidently gave the least amount of assistance to the directors. It should be noted
that the R. C. U. and Vocational Education (State Department) received many re-
quests for assistance (and evidently gave it), while district personnel also received
many requests for assistance and either didn't give it and/or the level of assistance
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given was inadequate. It also is apparent that assistance was not always requested
by project directors.

To what extent should R. C. U. provide interaction (assumes assisting projects)
after funding has been approved was considered (Table 30).

TABLE 30

R.C.U. INTERACTION AFTER FUNDING APPROVAL

Value Degree of Interaction f

(1)  No interaction between R.C.U. and the project after funding

has been approved. 2
(2) There should only be slight interaction between R.C. U, and

the project after funding has been approved. 6
(3) There should be some interaction between R. C. U. and the

project after funding has been approved. 35
(4) There should be considerable interaction between R.C. U.

and the project after funding has been approved, 34
(5) There should be constant interaction between R.C.U. and

the project after funding has been approved. 10

Mean - 3.48

The results indicate that, of those who responded to the question (N=87), most
believe that from some to considerable interaction should take place. Actually 44
of the 87 respondents believed there should be considerable to constant interaction.
There is no question that the directors welcome R. C.U. interaction after funding.

Summary

R.C.U. personnel were the most influential in creating proposals funded and
studied in this project. The State Department of Education (Vocational Education
Division) also gave valuable assistance to the project directors.

R.C.U. interaction would be welcomed after funding approval by the directors,
this was assumed to imply that R. C.U. would provide assistance to the project
directors. However, expansion of R.C.U. personnel and facilities will be required
to achieve the above stated objective and to provide personal attention to each
project.

Other General Questions (Q-O #22, 23, 24, 25, 26)

Most directors (65 or 71.4% of those responding to the question) felt that their
projects, as they were designed, should be repeated (Q-O#22). Most of those




responding negatively would repeat the project if it were to be significantly rede-
signed. Open-ended responses to the question were difficult to categorize, thus
were not included in this report (all responses, however, will be given to R. C. U.
for their use). Out of the 91 who did respond 88 gave reasons why they responded
to question #22a; 65 also gave examples of what they would do differently (including
"'nothing") if their project were to be repeated as designed. Twenty-eight (out of
32 who indicated that they would repeat a significantly redesigned project) listed
changes. Sixteen out of the twenty (who would not repeat a redesigned project) in-
dicated their reasons for such a decision.

The vast majority of directors (84 or 92.3% of those responding to question(Q-0
#23) felt that their agency (or institution) was the most appropriate one for the
project. Of those who felt their agency was inappropriate, four would have had a
school system perform the project, one would have had a university/college sponsor
the project, and two listed "other".

Career advancement for the project director, as a consequence of the project,
was investigated (Q-O #24). The results are displayed in Table 31.
TABLE 31

PROJECT DIRECTOR'S CAREEE, ADVANCEMENT
AS A RESULT OF THE PROJECT

Career Advancement . f

Nothing 41
Received an advanced degree 6
Was promoted 8
Received certification 3
Given other projects to develop 30
Given administrative duties of

position not held before the

project (but not promoted) 15
Other 15

It seems that project directors were inclined to continue on in their capacity
and/or were given other projects to develop. Only eight indicated that they werc
promoted as a result of the project they directed. Fifteen indicated that a hori-
zontal move was made as a result of the project. It would appear that, in terms of .
promotion, the route of directing a project is not the approach to take.

Local Vocational Education Advisory Councils are quite common, yet the

project directors did not (or were not able to) use them often in their projects (re-
fer to Table 32). When they were used, the directors found them to be effective.
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TABLE 32

LOCAL VOCATIONAL EDUCATION ADVISORY COUNCIL
USE AND EFFECTIVENESS

Usage ' i
(1) None of the time 34
(2) Very little 9
(3) Attimes 24
(4) A good bit of the time 19
(5) A considerable amount of the time 6
¢ 92 Mean =2.50

Effectiveness .

(1) Was not effective at all 1
(2) Had very little effect 5
(3) Had some effect 25
(4) Considerable effect 13

(5) Highly effective 11
: ¢ 55 Mean=3.51

Of those who responded to the question on internal and external evaluations
(Q-O#26), 54.1% or 46 indicated that the project had an internal evaluation. Thirty-
four or 73.9% of the 46 indicated that a report was available.

Only 25 or 29.4% of those reizponding indicated that an external evaluation
was completed, with 14 indicating ‘hat a report of the evaluation was available.

If one were to include all 98 projects in this particular analysis, it is apparent
that only 46. 9% of the projects in this study were internally evaluated, and only
25.4% had an external evaluation.

With educational and fiscal accountability existing today, such low figures
appear to be quite surprising. Again this points out a need for more R.C. U. inter-
action with the projects in terms of: making sure that an evaluation component is
part of initial proposals; seeing to it that evaluations are performed during the life
of the prc,ect; and making sure that follow up evaluations are made by R. C.U.

R. C. U. should also make sure that both internal and external evaluation are made.

Only those involved in training programs were asked to respond to questions
27, 28, 29, and 30 of the instrument.

Numbers and Types involved in Training (Q-O#27)

Not all projects were involved in training programs; however, out of the 98
projects participating in this study, 60 or 61.2% indicated that they were directly
invoived in some type of training program. Fifteen projects exclusively trained
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NUMBERS AND MEANS OF ETHNIC GROUP TRAINEES INVOLVED IN 60 TRAINING PROGRAMS

TABLE 33

Students

Ethnic {Up to 18 years Adults Teachers/Other
Groups of age) {Over 18 years) Professional Staff Grand Total

Maximum Maximum Maximum

Served by Served by Served by

any one any one any ona
Totel Mean group Total Mean group Total Mean  group
American Indians 89 1.48 89 0 00 0 10 0.17 10 99
Blacks 1,426 23.77 491 55 0.92_ 30 240 4.00 126 1,721
Puerto Ricans 0 0.0 0 0 0.0 0 3 0.05 3 3
Whites 12,438 207.30 B,QOO 441 746 1 75 2,037 3395 990 14,916
Orientals 137 2.28 135 0 0.0 0 10 0.17 10 174
|

Others 3,_624 60.40 3,000 825 1398 600 1,624 27.07 650 6,073
Totals 17,714 29523 5,000 1,321 2202 600 3,924 65.40 990 (22,959

Mean = 382.65




students, one exclusively trained adults, and nineteen trained teachers only. Two
projects trained all three groups, seventeen trained teachers plus students, two
trained students and adults, and four trained teachers and adults. Using 60 as a
base, the average number for each ethnic group of students, adults, and teachers
were computed (refer to Table 33) to indicate the typicalness of the training pro-
grams found in this study. .

The 60 programs in this study typically trained white children, adults, and
teachers. Minorities (Blacks, Puerto Ricans, American Indians, and Orientals)
were not well represented in the training programs. The number of Puerto Ricans
were almost non-existent. They were much lower than American Indians and
Orientals in the sample. They might have been represented in the "others' cate-
gory, however, their ethnic identity has been established in our society, and the
project directors should have had this information - if indeed they had been con-
sidered as "others'. Only 7.5% of the trainees were identified by the project
directors as Blacks. This is also a considerably low representation in the sample.
Again Blacks might have been counted along with Puerto Ricans in the "others"
category. Inspection of Table 33 also shows that the "other" category has been
affected by large singular programs (3,000,600, 650), which indicates that it rep-
resents primarily these programs and is not made up of input from many programs.

Whites make up 70.2% of the students, 33.4% of the adults, 51.9% of the
teachers/other professionals and 64.9% of the total when "others" category is in-
cluded in the calculation. However, when the "others" category is excluded from
the calculation and subtracted from the totals, the percentages change considerably -
Whites then comprised 88.3% of the students, 88.9% of the adults, 88.5% of the
teachers/other professionals and 87. 8% of the total.

If one can agree that the "others" category includes all those not included in
the categories listed, then one can assume that when comparing the number of
Whites to the numbers of American Indians, Blacks, Puerto Ricans, and Orientals,
the inbalance which is in favor of Whites trained, is even greater than when com-
paring Whites to all groups.

The programs typically trained more students (77.6%) than teachers (16. 6%)
or adults (5.8%) although there were approximately an equal number or programs
that exclusively trained students/adults and teachers, it would be expected that the
numbers of participants would be inbalanced. Totally, there were 22, 959 trainees
broken down as follows: 0.4% American Indian; 7.5% Blacks; 0.01% Puerto Rican;
64.9% White; 0.6% Oriental; and 26. 6% classified as "others". As indicated above,
if the "others'' category was excluded from all the calculations, the percentages for
all remaining classifications would rise, but the percentage for the White classifica-

tion would jump from 64.9% to 87.8%, while the percentage for Blacks would rise
from 7.5% to 10.2%.

With the distributions of minorities found in the State of Pennsylvania, the
percentages found in this study appear not to be representative of the minorities.
Again the reader shculd be cautioned that the ''others' category tends to be con-

founding the data, and that the minority trainees might be imbedded in that classifi-
cation.
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It is also interesting to notec that 45% of the training programs indicated that
the total cost of operating their projects was $3, 035, 868. 13; an average of the 45
programs being $67,463.73. In addition, 45 of the training programs indicated
that their R.C.U. funding was $2,419,830.26 allowing an average per project of
$53,774.01. This indicates that R.C.U. played a major part in the funding of the
Projects. Interms of monies spent (as indicated by the respondents), training
programs accounted for 49. 9% of the monies spent for total costs (refer to Q-0 #16);
they used 72.3% of the monies allocated by R. C. U., as indicated by the respondents.

It is quite evident from the numbers of projects involved in training and the
monies spent, that R. C. U. funding was heavily involved in training. Because not
all directors responded to the questions of funding (Q-0O #16) and the fact that some
projects included other activities besides training, the cost per trainee could not
be determined exactly. It was found that when all the per unit costs, within training
Programs only, was totaled and averaged, the resulting figure was $821.99. When
the per unit cost for trainees was specified, totaled, and averaged, the resulting
average was $508.65. It is apparent that most of the funding of training programs
went directly to training people per se, as opposed to developing materials, equip-
ment, etc., although some directors did include those expenses in their specific
unit cost per trainee.

Follow-up of Participants (Q-O #28, #29, #30)

It was found that 48.8% of those responding, indicated that the majority of
partieipants (students or adults) remained in school or went into another education/

training program. Twenty-three or 51.2% of those responding went immediately
into industry or business.

Most of the teachers, or other professionals, remained in the position or
area that was the focus of the project (32 or 94. 1% of those responding to the

question). Only 2 or 5.9% moved into a position or area not related to the focus
of the project.

The names and addresses of firms listed in question #29 will be made available
to R.C.U. Eighteen directo>s listed 54 firms, while five indicated that the question
did not apply because of the nature of their project (e. g. training junior high stu-
dents); 37 did not respond at all to the question.

Selected rewards were listed in question #30 that might be earned by teachers
or other professional participants in the projects. It appears that college credit is
the most common reward earned by the professional participants (refer to Table
34). Although "None of the above" is the mode response, one might interpret such
responses as indicating other rewards not listed were earned by the participants,
or that participants received no tangible rewards. It is also interesting to note that
only 8 directors indicated that credit towards salary advancement was given to
participants.
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TABLE 34

REWARD EARNED BY TEACHERS/OTHER PROFESSIONALS
WHO WERE THE TRAINING PARTICIPANTS

Rewards

L)

An initial degree

An advanced degree

An initial certificate

College credit

Credit towards salary advancement
None of the above

=
SO0 = OO

On-Site Visitations (S1-8)

As part of this study, and included in the initial proposal, on-site visits were
made. Forty-seven or 31.9% of the initial sample were selected to represent all
geographic, size (funding), and vocational service areas. One of the 47 projects
selected had its funding returned to the State (17096), one director refused to coop-
erate (16052), one project could not be located (16040) or identified by the school
district as having ever existed, and afier arriving for the interviews four projects
were found to be duplications (or extensions) of other programs (thus responses for
one project would be applicable for its mate). In all, 40 (27.2%) different projects,
or totally 44 (29.9%) projects were visited. The initial proposal indicated that

15% of the projects would be visited, thus almost twice the percentage of visits
were made.

Again it should be noted that not all directors responded to all questions, thus
the number who responded will not be consistent. All qualifiable data will be made
available to R.C.U. for its consideration.

Almost all the directors enjoyed being involved in their projects (S1a).
Thirty-five indicated with a positive response, only one gave a negative response,
and four didn't respond at all.

Project Impact (Slb, 1-5)

Directors were asked to indicate how the projects had impact on students,
adults, staff, creating materials, and new methods or approaches (refer to Table
35). Since the interest is on how the impact was felt, the number of different ex-
amples given (or shown) for each group or area would indicate the extent of the
impact. Meeting the needs of adults and developing new approaches or methods
were the weakest areas. Meeting the needs of students, professional growth of
staff, and creating new materials were strongest.




TABLE 35

PROJECT IMPACT IN SELECTED GROUPS OR AREAS

Number of Different Examples Given

Group or Area 0 1 2 3 4 5
Meeting the Needs of Students 7 22 5 4 2 0
Meeting the Needs of Adults 24 12 3 1 0 0
Professional Growth of Staff 6 21 11 1 1 0
Creating New Materials 9 20 9 2 0 0
Developing New Methods or .

Approaches 17 17 4 2 0 0

Aside from not generally meeting the needs of adults and developing new ap-
proaches (which are consistent with the results of the questionnaire-opinionnaire),
the project directors were able to establish for the interviewers how they, the
directors, could provide impact information.

Ripple Effect (S2, 1-4)

Directors were asked to explain the ripple effect their project had on the
educational system (Table 36). Again the number of different effects per area was
tabulated.

The data indicated that the projects tend to have much less ripple effect than
direct impact. This might be explained because: 1. ripple effect is difficult to
establish, 2. ripple effect is hard to demonstrate; or 3. there just wasn't any
such effect created by the projects.

It is interesting to note the lack of multiple examples given the interviewers
by the directors. The definition of ""community, " as used by many directors, was
the business, industrial, or commercial establishment - hence the number of -
responses given. When "community" was used in a sociological or political sense,
most of the directors would have given zero response.

Continue or Discontinue The Project (S3a-e)

Although all projects were completed before the on-site visits, directors
were asked to comment as to whether they would have liked the projects to have
been continued. Thirty-five indicated that they would have liked to see the projects
either repeated, continued, expanded, or revised. Four would have discontinued
the project; one gave no response.




TABLE 36

PROGRAM'S RIPPLE EFFECT ON THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM

Effected Areas Number of Different Examples Given
0 1 2 3 4 5
Students
Achievement 20 14 4 2 0 0
Motivation 17 18 5 0 0 0
Awareness 20 14 5 1 0 0
Teachers Performance
Teaching 40 0 0 0
Attitude 29 10 1 0 0 0
Curricular Improvements
Direct 17 22 1 0 0 0
Indirect 24 15 1 0 0 0
Actual 27 11 2 0 0 0
Projected 17 17 6 0 0 0
Parental Involvement
Community Reaction 21 18 1 0 0 0
Community Understanding 25 11 4 0 0 0
Community Cooperation 13 20 7 0 0 0

Elements That Could Improve The Projects (S4a-e)

If directors answered to continue the projects, they were then asked to indi-
cate in selected areas, what they would like to see, do, or make suggestions to
make the program more successful. The number of different responses given per
area was tabulated rather than evaluating responses qualifiably (Table 37). Al-
though almost half the directors did not give suggestion per each selected area, it
is apparent that suggestions for improvement did not fall within curriculum or
system improvement. No one area appears to stand out.

State Department of Education Help (S5a-e)

A question concerning possible aid by the State Department of Education in
selected areas was asked. Again the number of different responses were tabulated
per area (Table 38).

Additional funding, feedback on a regular basis, and more on-site visits
appear to be the areas in which the State Department of Education could aid in
making projects more successful. This would be in keeping with the need for
R.C. U. to expand its interaction role with projects.
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TABLE 37

NUMBER OF RESPONSES GIVEN PER SELECTED
AREA TO MAKE PROJECTS MORE SUCCESSFUL

Number of Different Examples Given
Selected Areas 0 1 9 3 4 5

Students 20 17 1 2 0 0

Staff 18 18 4 0 0 0

Materials 18 19 3 0 0 0

Curriculum 24 12 4 0 0 0

System Improvement 22 13 5 0 0 0
TABLE 38

STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION HELP

Areas of Help Number of Different Examples Given
From the State 0 1 2 3 4 5
Additional Funds 11 17 7 5 0 0
Program Guidance 23 14 3 0 0 0
Professional Resources 21 14 4 1 0 0
On-Site Visits 19 20 1 0 0 0
Feedback on a Regular Basis 13 23 4 0 0 0

Physical Identification of Objectives (S6a-y)

Interviewers were requested to see or locate any tangible, or physical re-
mains of projects. This was an attempt to establish whether the projects produced
anything. The data is displayed in Table 39.

Reports and curricular materials appear to be the only physical remains of
projects shown to the interviewers. In many cases '"shop layouts' was not appli-
cable to the projects, ''student status after the programs' was found in either re-~
ports or articles; staff training and performance dealt with continued in-service

programs that were off-growths of projects and/or the utilization of materials de-
veloped by such projects.

In any event, it does appear that there are physical demonstrations that the
programs have had some lasting effect or influence on current educational practices.

Good and Welfare (S7, S8)

The last two questions of the schedule was written to generate any comments
directors might like to share with the interviewer. Most comments reflected or
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TABLE 39

PHYSICAL EXAMPLES OF PROJECTS

Were They Shown?

Examples Yes No*
New Shop Layout 13 27
Staff Trained and Performing 20 20
Student Status after Program 20 20
Curricular Materials 24 16
Reports 31 9
In-house Evaluations 16 24
Other Items 6 34

*In some cases the examples are not applicable to a project.

repeated the responses that were given during the intervie .. Only twelve directors
refused to share any "other'' comments with the intervie er. Almost all comments
were positive about the projects, and about the support directors received from
many sources to make the projects successful.

The last question was used to determine, as unobtrusively as possible,
whether the local Board of Education perceives the project favorably or not. It
could also be considered an indication as to whether the Board of Education would
have funded the project without R. C. U, help.

Eighteen indicated that they felt the local Board would use an increased
amount of their operating budget for the project (if needed to continue the project).
Sixteen indicated the School Board would not. Of the six remaining, four didn't
respond and two were not sure.

i Summary

The directors appeared to have enjoyed their experiences in their projects.
The projects tended to have impact on students, staff, and material development.
The projects tended to have little ripple effect beyond the immediate populations
served, and even this was rather restrictive. Most directors would have liked to
see their projects continued in some fashion.

Additional funding, regular feedback, and more on-site visits were areas
where directors saw the State Department of Education aiding projects. However,
in-service programs, etc., appear to also be examples of the continued effects of
projects. It would appear that as many Boards of Education would use their own
operating budgets to continue the projects as would not.




CHAPTER 5

COMPARISONS OF GROUPS

The following chapter is devoted to the comparison of groups in a mcre in-
depth analysis of the data than in the preceding discussion.

Length of Project

The question of whether the population distributions, by length of projects, are
the same was tested by the Chi Square (7@) analysis method. The three basic popu-
lations were: one year projectsé- two year projects; and three year projects.

Table 40 is a summary of the X* testing on selected variables utilizing the appro-
priate degrees of freedom. The rows were the length of the projects, and the col-
umns were the types of responses found for a particular variable,

There didn't appear to be any significant differences among the projects in
terms of: prime administrator's background; influencing educational practices at
sundry levels; influences on project director's decisions; project's outcomes in
terms of ultimate effect; rating of the adequacy of R.C.U. funding; knowledge of per
unit costs (as reflected in responding and non-responding) to the question or the
number of each type (ethnic identification) of trainee. Length of projects didn't

appear to generate any different responding patterns with the variables just dis-
cussed.

There appeared to be a significant difference (p<.05) in the percentages de-
voted to developing materials among the one, two, and three year projects. It
seems that the two and three year projects devoted more time to developing mate-
rials than did one year projects.

One and two year projects also devoted more time to training students/adulits
than did three year programs (the level reached was beyond .01).

Each year-group was then analyzed separately in terms of meeting objectives
(Q-O#5) and how they viewed the adequacy of R. C.U. funding. The rows were the
degrees of adequacy of R.C.U. funding and ihe columns were the ratings of meeting
objectives. Because of the nature of the instrument and the statistical program
used, the responses to meeting the objectives were analyzed per line on the instru-
ment. That is, all responses to line one of question (Q-O#5) were tabulated by
rating of meeting the objective (frequency table column) by adequacy of R. C. U.
funding (frequency table row). It was assumed that any differences among the three
year groups would be reflected in a pattern of significant X2 reached.

It would seem that the distributions of responses (objectives met adequacy of
funding - Table 41) were not significantly different for all those in one year projects.
The same was true for the two year and three year projects. The pattern of re-
sponses on meeting objectives for those who viewed R. C. U. funding as not very
adequate, was similar to those who viewed the R. C.U. funding as very adequate,

etc. There was no significant difference found, let alone a series of significant
patterns.
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Additional analyses were made utilizing length of program. They will be
described later in this report. The data analyses indicate that length of the project
doesn't appear to affect the patterns of responses found in this study. These one
year, two year, and three year programs are not unique from each other.

Types of Responses, Ratings of Objectives, and Unexpected Outcomes

All responses to question (Q-O#5) were categorized into six general areas
(administrative, program, student, teacher/staff, materials, and others). Did the
type of response generate any differences in rating patterns was a question investi-
gated. Chi squares were calculated (Table 42) in the same manner as was done
for the data found in Table 41.

There were no significant differences generated in the patterns of rating ob-
jectives as a result of the types of objectives. Thus the pattern of administrative
type objective ratings were similar to the rating patterns of student type objectives.

Unexpected outcomes (Table 43) were analyzed in the same manner. Again
there were no significant differences in patteras of responses generated as a result
of the types of responses. In summation, it can be stated that the directors rated
the different objectives similarly - that is, the proportion of high ratings were
similar (not necessarily identical) for each of the types, and it could be concluded
that the nature of particular objectives did not generate more favorable (or negative)
ratings than did other types of objectives.




TABLE 40

SUMMARY OF X2, TESTING THE POPULATION DISTRIBUTIONS
(1 YEAR X 2 YEAR x 3 YEAR) ON SELECTED VARIABLES

Variables

x2 p*
Project Prime Administrator's Background (Q-0#3C)
Educational Level : 6.1682 n. s,
Number of years teaching 42,5961 n.s.
Number of years supervision/administration 33.1214 n.s.
Non-teaching experience 22,2662 n.s.
Percentages of the Elements of Programs (Q-0#4)
Curriculum Development - Scope and Sequence/Guidance  20. 1388 n. s.
Research 16.9312 n. 8,
Developing Materials 34.9224 <. 05
Training-teachers/other professionals 26.1376 n. s.
Training-students/adults 41.9745 <.01
Equipment 15.8741 n, s.
Work Study 20,5221 n, s,
Influencing Educational Practices (Q-O #8)
Building or neighborhood 6.1088 n.s.
Local community and/or district 7.9722 n.s.
County/Intermediate Unit 6.7865 n.s.
State 12,0869 n.s.
National 6.6215 n. s,
Influencing Project Director's Decisions (Q-O #10)
Sources of Internal Influence
Professional staff/faculty 4.5098 n.s.
Students 7.6496 n. s.
Secretary 12,8101 n.s.
Unions 13.2437 n. s,
School Board or University Policies 10,5119 n. s.
Restriction of the Proposal 6.4649 n. s,
Your Immediate Supervisor 5.3041 n.s.
Yourself 6.8817 n.s.
Sources of External Influence
Parents 11, 0027 n. s,
Unions 12. 4829 n.s.
Community 10.9594 n. s.
Local governmental policies 6.7552 n.s.
State governmental policies 16.9291 n.s.
U. S. governmental policies 14. 4675 n.s.
Political parties 4,7731 n.s.
Pressure groups 6.4274 n. s.
(Continued)
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TABLE 40 (continued)

Variables x2 p*
Projects Qutcomes in terms of Ultimate Effect (Q-O #15)
5,3041 n.s
Rating of the Adequacy of R.C.U. Funding (Q-O#16¢}
5,2889 ns
Number responding-not responding to per unit cost
(Q-0#18)
5.1934 n.s
Types of Trainees (Q-0O#27)
Students (number of)
f . American-Indian 23.17288 n.s
~ Blacks 16.5555 n.s
Puerto Ricans - -
Whites 21,4053 n. s
Orientals 0.8898 n.s
Others 30.4641 n.s
Adults
American~-Indian -—- --
Blacks 6.6638 n.s
Puerto Rican - -
Whites 10. 7872 n.s
Orientals -- -
Others 4,1910 n.s
Teachers
American-Indian 8.8983 n.s
Blacks 2.4293 n.s
Puerto-Rican 0.8898 n.s
Whites 17.2990 n.s
Orientals 0.8898 n.s
Others 5.7511 n.s

* based on appropriate d.f.




TABLE 41
MEETING OBJECTIVES IN TERMS OF ADEQUACY OF R.C.U.
FUNDING FOR ONE YEAR, TWO YEAR, AND THREE YEAR PROJECTS
Total Numbers
b . _ Reaching Levels
Meceting Objectives (Q-O#5) of Significant
Differences
One Year Projects
Objectives Met (Q-O #5) by Adequacy of R. C. U. Funding (Q-O#16c) 0
Lines on Instrument - 1 9.1240 n. s,
2 4.4854 n.s.
3 8,9999 n.s,
4 8.8888 n. s,
5 2.4374 n.s
6 3.4999 n.s
7 1.8749 n.s
-. Two Year Projects v
; Objectives Met (Q-O #5) by Adequacy of R.C. U. Funding (Q-O#16q) 0
-f %2 p*
Lines on Instrument - 1 2.3333 n.s
2 2 3.9583 n.s
3 10. 6666 n.s
. 4 0. 7499 n.s
5 1.3333 n.s
j 6 2.0000 n.s.
7 no responses -
Three Year Projects
Objectives Met (Q-O#5) by Adequacy of R.C.U. Funding (Q-O#16c) 0
| X2 p*
Lines on Instrument - 1 2.0740 n. s
2 7.7159 n,s
3 0.7999 n.s
4 1.0714 n.s
5 3.9374 n.s
6 8.6666 n.s
7 2.9999 n.s
* based on appropriate d.f.
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TABLE 42

MEETING OBJECTIVES BY TYPES COF RESPONSES (Q-O #5)

Total Number
of Significant

x 2 p* Differences
Lines on Instrument - 1 9.4469 n.s
2 22.9365 n.s
3 13.2722 n.s
4 17. 1086 n.s
5 3.6812 n.s
6 7.3417 n.s
7 6.4499 n.s
£0
TABLE 43

UNEXPECTED OUTCOMES (TYPES OF RESPONSES) BY
POSITIVE/NEGATIVE RESPONSES (Q-0#6)

Total Number
of Significant

X 2 p* Differences
Lines on Instrument - 1 3.7681 n. s,
2 10.8928 n. s.
3 1.4384 n. s.
4 0.0000 n. s.
5 5.9999 n. s.

* based on appropriate d.f.




Request for Assistance by Assistance Received

Of interest is whether those who requested assistance pexceived the assistance
they received as being higher than those who did not request assistance (Q-O#20).

The data displayed in Table 44 indicates that from all sources of assistance,
those who requested assistance rated their assistance significantly different than
those who did not. Those who requested assistance, in each case, rated the assist-
ance received much higher than those who didn't request such aid. However, the
results were expected, since one of the ratings (1) was for '"no assistance'". Thus
many who didn't request assistance rated the response to the particular source with
a'"l", 1t is of interest to note that: out of 39 who did not request assistance from
R.C.U., 17 rated R.C. U. help above 1; out of 20 who did not request assistance
from State Department of Education (Voc. Ed.), 9 rated assistance received above
1; and out of 42 non requests for help, 10 rated help from teacher education insti-
tutions above 1. In all the other cases, almost all those who didn't request help
from a source, were given no assistance. Thus it is evident that assistance was
given to those who asked for it, and that many who did not request help from R.C.U.,
Vocational Education Department (State), and teacher education institutions, re-
ceived it anyway.

TABLE 44

REQUEST FOR ASSISTANCE BY RATING ASSISTANCE
RECEIVED FROM SOURCES (Q-O#20)

x 2 p*
R.C. U. 36.8004 .001
State Department of Education (Voe. Ed.) 50.9016 .001
State Department of Education (Non-Voc. Ed.) 42,7182 .001
County Educational Personnel 50. 3305 .001
District Personnel 49, 2390 .001
School Building Personnel 47,3937 . 001
Teacher Education Institution 51.1739 .001

* based on appropriate d. f.

Multiple Discriminant Analysis

In order to determine to what extent various classifications and groups can
and are different among each other, and on what variables tiie differences can be
established (maximizing the differences), a multiple discriminant analysis approach
was used. The BMD 05 M (Dixon's Biomedical Computer Program No. 2) was
the computer program utilized.
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TABLE 45

LISTING OF DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS

General Area Groups
Length of Projects 1 year; 2 year; 3 year
Population Concentration Urban; Suburban; Rural
Geographic Community Under 25, 000; 25-50, 000; 50, 001-100, 000;
over 100, 000
Types of Activities (over 50%) Work Study; Equipment/Development
Material; Training; Research; Curricu-
lum
Total Funding Levels Under 10, 000; 10-30, 000; 30, 001-75, 000;
. over 175, 000.
R.C.U. Funding Levels Under 5.000; 5,000-9, 999; 10, 000-50, 000;
over 50, 000
Students (over 50%) Minority; White
Type of Training (over 50%). Teachers; Students
TABLE 46

DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS KEY - VARIABLES USED IN THE ANALYSIS

Variable Name Number Used
under Mean Score
and Coefficient

Number of Years Teaching (Q-O #3B) 1
Number of Years Supervision/Administration (Q-O#3b) 2
Number of Years of Non-Educational Experience (Q-0 #3c¢) 3
Transformed Rating of Prime Objectives (Q-O#5) 4
Transformed Rating of Unexpected Qutcomes (Q-O #6) 5
X of Factors Contributing to Success (Q- O#7a) 6
Xof Factors Hindering Success (Q-O#7b) 7
Influencing Educational Practices at (Q-O #8):
Building Level . 8
Local Level 9
County/Intermediate Level 10
State 11
_ National 12
X Extent of Internal Influence (Q-O#10a) 13
X Extent of External Influence (Q-O #10b) 14
X Satisfaction Generated (Q-0 #13) 15
X Attitude Changes (Q-O#14) 16
Ultimate Outcome on Targeted Population (Q-O #15) 17
Adequacy of R. C. U. Funding (Q-O#16c) 18
X per Unit Cost per Project (Q-O#18) 19
X Assistance Received (Q-O #20) 20
Effectiveness of Voc. Ed. Adv. Council (Q-O#25¢) 21
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A survey of Tables 45 and 46 should give the reader an overview of the thrust
of the analysis. The groups are those generally found as classifications in most
formal structures or organizations. The variables investigated focused on: admin-
istrative input, objectives, attitudes, effects, assistance, and influences. All
twenty-one variables were used in each discriminant analysis. The disecriminant
analyses are found in Tables 47 to 54; a summary of the variables with the heaviest
loadings (coefficients) per discriminant function is found in Table 55. The reader
may use Table 46 as a key to identify the variables in the sundry analyses.

The generalized Mahalanobis D2 is used to determine if the mean values are
the same in all groups for all the same variables in composite. If the D2 reaches
the level of statistical significance (<.05), then it can be assumed that there are
significant differences among the groups in terms of the variables; if not, we don't
go any further. The coefficient loadings can be considered as weights for each
variable in order to maximize the differences among the means of the composites
derived from the groups relative to the variance within the groups. Thus large
positive or negative weights help to maximize the separation among the groups. The
heavier the loading of a variable, the more influence (either positive or negative) it
has on the uniqueness of that particular group. The classification matrix is a sum-
mary of how many projects found in the original groups (rows) would be placed in the
maximized groups (columns). This placement is based on the largest probability of
membership for each project in a particular group (column).

Because of the volume of data, the evaluation of classification functions for
each case is not presented. Mean scores are found in each table. The reader may
survey the mean scores to determine existing differences among the groups for a
particular variable; however, this analysis is focusing on relationships between and
within groups.

Since the Mahalanobis D2 (in Table 47) did not reach the . 05 level of signifi-
cance, it can be assumed that there are chance differences among the three length
of projects. We can assume that the one, two and three year projects can not be
separated along the twenty-one variables (Table 46) used in the analysis.

Urban, Suburban, and Rural projects can be separated. The classification of
urban projects is stronger than suburban, and suburban is stronger than rural, in
terms of the variables. That is, the separation is greater for urban than suburban,
which in turn, is greater than rural. The strongest factors for the urban group are
X satisfaction generated and adequacy of R. C. U. funding. The heaviest loaders for
suburban are unexpected outcomes, influences of education practices at the county
level, and X satisfaction generated. The rural loads_high on X satisfaction generated
and adequacy of R. C.U. funding. It is apparent that X satisfaction generated is a
strong influence in separating the three groups; to a lesser degree, the adequacy
rating of R.C. U. funding is a factor.

Projects serving various size communities appear to be quite different in this
study. Those in projects serving communities of 50, 000-100, 000 are much different
than those serving communities of over 100, 000, both are different from the other
two groups (under 25, 000; 25,000-50,000). Meeting prime objectives, internal in-
fluence, X satisfaction generated, and attitude changes have strong effects on projects
serving small communities. The projects serving 25, 000-50,000 people are affected
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by internal influence, and X satisfaction generated. The next size group is influ-
enced by meeting prime objectives, unexpected objectives, internal influence, and

X satisfaction generated. The projects serving the_largest populations are affected
by (or different because of) internal influence and X satisfaction generated. It
appears that all four groups are affected by X satisfaction generated. It also appears
that X satisfaction is a stronger discriminator for the projects serving the top three
population communities than it does for the projects serving communities under
25,000. The extent of internal influence also appears to be good discriminator
among the groups. Meeting prime objectives is a lesser effective factor.

Projects whose major (50% or more) focus is on a particular area (e. g. work
study; curriculum-scope and sequence/guidance; training; research; equipment and
developing materials) appear to be quite different from projects focusing on other
major areas. Because of cell size limitations, all training programs were com-
bined. Equipment was merged with developing materials for the same reason.
Projects focusing on work study, equipment and developing materials, and curricu-
lum-scope and sequence/guidance are quite distinctive and are quite different from
each other and from those involved in training and research. The latter two areas

f projects can also be separated, but not as clearly. All five areas can be separated
' from each other - thus they are quite different.

Work study programs are influenced most positively by the extent of internail
influence and negatively by ultimate outcomes on targeted populations. Equipment
and developing material projects were separated from the others by: influence on
the educational practices at the county level; satisfaction generated; very heavily by
attitude charges; very negatively, by ultimate outcome on targeted population; ade-
quacy of R.C.U. funding; and assistance received.

Training programs were affected by: unexpected outcomes; extent of internal
influence; satisfaction generated; and attitude changes. Variables influencing re-
search projects were: meeting prime objectives; unexpected outcomes; satisfaction
generated; and adequacy of R. C.U. funding. The projects involved in curriculum
were separated from the others primarily by: unexpected outcomes; quite heavily
by the extent of internal influences; by the extent of external influences (negatively);
heavily by satisfaction generated; attitude changes (negatively); heavily by both
ultimate outcomes and adequacy of R. C.U. funding; and assistance received.

It would appear that in separating the various groups, the following factors
were most influential; degree of unexpected outcomes; extent of internal influence;
satisfaction generated by the projects, attitude changes; ultimate outcomes; and the
degree of adequacy of R.C.U. funding.

rograms were broken down into four groups according to total funding size.
They were: under $10, 000; $10, 000-30, 000; $30,000-75,000; over $75,000. There
were significant differences among the four groups in terms of the twenty-one com-
posite variables. The under $10, 000 group of projects is most distinctive. ' The
over $75,000 is the next most distinctive group. It is most difficult to separate the
projects falling into the $10, 000-30,000 and $30, 000 to $75, 000 categories. Thus
the two extreme funded groups are the most separated. .
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Under $10, 000 funded projects are separated best by ratings on meeting prime
objectives, unexpected outcomes (in a negative way) influencing educational prac-
tices at the county level, extent of internal influence (highest factor), satisfaction
generated, adequacy of R. C. U. funding, and assistance received.

$10,000 to 30,000 level projects were influenced most by: ratings of prime
objectives; factors hindering success; extent of internal influence; satisfaction gen-
erated; and adequacy of R. C. U. funding.

$30,001 - 75,000 funded programs were separated from the others primarily
by: ratings of prime objectives; factors hindering success; influencing educational
practices at the county level; extent of internal influence; satisfaction generated;
attitude changes; and adequacy of R.C. U. funding.

The most costly programs (over $75, 000) were affected by: prime objectives;
unexpected outcomes (negatively); factors hindering success; influencing educational
practices at the county level; satisfaction generated; attitude changes; adequacy of

: R. C. U. funding; assistance received; and most heavily by the extent of internal in-
fluences.

It is apparent that several factors have the most influence in separating the
| projects that were divided according to total funding. These factors are: meeting
| prime objectives; factors hindering success; influencing educational practices at the
county level, extent of internal influence; and the degree of adequacy of R.C. U.
funding.

The programs were then looked at according to the level of R. C. U. funding
(under $5,000; $5,000-9,999; $10,000-50,000; over $50,000). The separation
among_the groups was not as pronounced as the separation according to total funding
(the D2 for R. C. U. reached only the . 025 level of significance; the D2 for total fund-
ing was beyond the . 001 level). Although there appears to be strong separation
among the three top funded classifications, none of the groups are particularly
unique.

Meeting prime objectives, unexpected objectives (negatively), factors hindering
success, extent of internal and external influence, satisfaction generated, attitude
changes, and adequacy of R. C. U. funding, all help to separate the under $5, 000
R. C. U. funded projects from the others.

Those factors helping to make the $5,000 to 9,999 unique are: prime objec-
tives; contributions to success (negatively); hindrance to success; influencing the
educational practices at the building level (negatively); very heavily by the extent
of internal influence; satisfaction generated; attitude changes; adequacy of R.C. U.
funding; and assistance received (negatively).

The $10, 000 to $50, 000 group was affected by: factors contributing to success
(negatively); factors hindering success; extent of internal influence; satisfaction
generated (extremely heavy weights); attitude changes; and adequacy of R. C. U. funding.

\: The highest funded group (over $50, 000) was generally separated by: extent of
' internal influence; heavily by satisfaction generated; attitude changes; and adequacy
of R. C. U. funding.
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It would appear that the major contributors to the separation of the four classi-
fications are: the degree of hindrance received from sundry sources; the extent
of internal influence on decision making; satisfaction generated by the programs,
attitude changes, and adequacy of R.C. U. funding.

Training programs were then analyzed according to whether they trained whites
or minority students. Only those programs where over 50% of the participants were
white or were either American Injian, Black, Puerto Rican, Oriental were selected
("others' was excluded).

The separation between the programs training whites and those training minor-
ities was extreme. The strongest separation among all the groups in all the dis-
criminant analy ses was found here. This means that when considering all twenty-one
variables, the two classifications are quite different.

The minority programs were separated from the other programs by: non-
educational experience of the director (heavily); ratings of prime objectives (ex-
tremely heavily); unexpected outcomes (heavy); factors contributing to success;
factors hindering success; influencing building educational policies (negatively);
influencing local educational policies (heavily); influencing national educational
policies (very heavily negative); extent of internal influence; extent of external
influence (negative); satisfaction generated (negative); attitude changes (beavily
negative); ultimate outcomes (heavy); adequacy of R. C. U. funding; assistance re-
ceived (heavily negative); and effectiveness of Vocational Education Advisory
Councils. '

Programs involved primarily with white participants were influenced by:
negatively, number of years of supervision/administrative experience of director;
negatively by non-educational experience of the director; very heavily by meeting
prime objectives; heavily negative unexpected outcomes; factors hindering success;
heavily by influencing educational practices at the local district levet, negatively at
the county level, heavily at the state level, very negatively heavy at the national
level; extent of internal influence; negatively, extent of external influence; satisfac-
tion generated; negatively, attitude changes; very heavily negative ultimate out-
comes; very heavy adequacy of R.C.U. funding; very heavily assistance received;
and effectiveness of Vocational Education Advisory Councils.

Of considerable interest here are the factors (variables) that appear to have
opposite effects on the two groups. These factors are: number of years of non-
educational experience - with a negative effect on the white group; rating of unex-
pected outcomes - with a negative effect on the white group; the degree of influencing
educational practices at the building level - with negative effect on the minority
group; the degree of influencing educational practices at the county/intermediate
level - with negative effect on the white group; satisfaction generated by the project -
with negative effect on the minority group; ultimate outcome on targeted population -

with negative effect on the white group; degree of assistance received - with negative
effect on the minority group.

Also of interest is where there are similar effects (in terms of direction): the
degree of effect is worth noting. The following had significant effects on both groups,
with the group receiving the strongest effect indicated: rating of prime objectives
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(minority strongest); factors hindering success (minority strongest); influencing
educational practices at the local level (white strongest); influencing educational
practices at the national level - negative effect (white strongest); extent of internal
influence (white strongest); extent of external influence - negative effect (white
strongest); attitude changes - negative effect (minority strongest); adequacy of

R. C.U. funding (white strongest); and effectiveness of Vocational Educational Ad-
visory Councils (white strongest).

It appears that the strongest factor generating the separation between the two
groups for minority programs is meeting the prime objectives (extreme high positive
weight of 26.29979). The extreme negative factors for minority programs are:
influencing practices at the national level; attitude changes; and assistance received.

The strongest factor generating the separation for the white student programs
is amount of assistance received (high positive weight of 19.69264). Two other
factors had strong positive weights. They were: meeting prime objectives
(13.45496); influencing educational practices at the state level (14.88105); and ade-
quacy of R. C. U. funding. There were several highly negative factors. They were:
unexpected outcomes; influencing educational practices at the county and national
levels; extent of external influence; and ultimate outcomes of targeted population
(ultimate outcomes generated almost as high a weight as did amount of assistance).

At best, it appears that the twenty-one variables affected each group differ-
ently. There are many significant reversals of effects, as well as many variables
having different strengths when there are similar effects. However, it does appear
that meeting the prime objectives of the projects is more important and significant
to programs dealing with minorities than with whites. It appears that assistance
received is much more significant and important for white programs than minority
programs. The ultimate outcomes on targeted population appears to have a signifi-
cant negative effect on programs dealing primarily with whites. Training programs
were then analyzed according to whether they taught primarily teachers or whether
they taught primarily students. The separation was not as strong as the previous
analysis; however, the separation was quite strong.

The teacher group was separated by: meeting prime objectives, unexpected
outcomes (negative); factors contributing to success; factors hindering success;
educational practices at the local, state, and national (negative) levels; extent of
internal influence; satisfaction generated (negative); ultimate outcomes on targeted
population; adequacy of R.C.U. funding; assistance received (negative); and effec-
tiveness of Vocational Education Advisory Council.

Groups serving primarily students were separated from the teacher group by:
meeting prime objectives; unexpected outcomes (negative); factors contributing to
success; factors hindering success; educational practices at local, state, and na-
tional (negative); extent of internal and external (negative) influence; satisfaction
generated (negative); attitude changes (negative); adequacy of R. C.U. funding;
assistance received; and effectiveness of Vocational Education Advisory Councils.

The strongest influences for teachers were: meeting the prime objectives of
the project (20.86571); influencing educational practices at the national level
(- 11.71726); and adequacy of R.C. U. funding (14.27347).




The major factors for students appear to be: meeting the prime objectives
of the project; influencing educational practices at the national level (- 10.91530);
and adequacy of R. C.U. funding (11.80378).

There was only one significant reversal effect generated by a variable - that
was assistance received, with teachers group having a negative loading.

The groups appeared to be quite similar in terms of what variable affected
them and which ones helped to separate the two groups. There were six variables
that did appear to have a different degree of effect on the two groups. They were:
unexpected outcomes - negative effect (students stronger); influencing educational
practices at the local level (students stronger), the state level (students stronger)
and national level - negative effect (teachers stronger); satisfaction generated -

negative effect (teachers stronger) and adequacy of R. C. U. funding (teachers
stronger).

*

It would appear that meeting the prime objectives, influencing educational

practices at the national level (negative), and adequacy of R. C. U. funding are the
factors that are separating the two groups.

Summary of the Discriminant Analysis

It was found that there are significant differences among the projects in terms
of: rural, urban, suburban; size of communities served; types of primary activi-
ties; degrees of total funding; degrees of R. C. U. funding; ethnic identification of
students trained; and focusing on training teachers or students. Length of project
(one year, two years, three years) did not generate any differences. The groups

were analyzed in terms of a multivariate space (21 variables) utilizing the dis-
criminant analysis approach.

It was found that different factors had different effects on the groups, depending
on the nature of the group. It would appear that in one situation a particular variable
would have a strong positive effect in separating a group, and in another situation the
same variable would have a strong negative effect. It is for this reason, that factors
that consistently influenced separations (regardless of direction), or are extremely
powerful, should be considered as being significant for the purposes of this study.

The following variables appear to have the most influence in separating the
many groups in the analyses just described:

The most powerful and significant variable appears to be meeting the prime
objectives of the program. This variable generated the highest weights - particu-
larly with the training programs. This means that meeting goals and objectives is

quite important, generates differences and therefore much value should be placed
here.

The effects of unexpected outcomes appears to be mixed - with both positive
and negative effects on the groups. But unexpected outcomes appear to be a major
factor. The effects of factors hindering success appears to be important. Factors
that hinder success must be considered as a major element in this study.
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Influencing the educational practices at the national level had significant effect
in training programs only. The effect was negative. Generally the effect on educa-
tional practices at the national level would not be a significant thrust of such pro-
grams, which most likely explains the lack of effect nationally. Obviously, groups
of training programs tended to generate dissimilar but negative effects at the na-
tional level.

The effect of internal influence on decision-making appeared to be a significant

factor in this study and played a major role in discriminating among the groups.
Mean satisfaction generated by the program on interested and concerned personnel
was the one variable that generated the largest number of significant weights. 1t
appeared more times than any other variable in helping to discriminate among the
groups. Changes in attitude among participants toward selected stimuli was another
significant discriminator. The degree of adequacy of R.C.U. funding also was an
important discriminator. The amount of assistance had positive and negative effects
in separating the groups. In programs for teachers and minorities, the amount of
assistance received had a negative effect. It appeared to be highly important (positive)

, for programs dealing with white students. Only the training programs appeared to

| consider the effectiveness of Vocational Education Advisory Council as being impor-

| tant (positive). The programs dealing primarily with whites valued their effective-
ness more than the others.

| Urban, Suburban, and Rural projects were easily separated. Programs serv-
ing larger communities were easier to distinguish than those serving smaller
communities. Training and Rescarch programs were not as easily identified as
work study, equipment-develeping materials, and curriculum. The extremes in
total funding were quite different; the two middle groups were not. The low R.C.U.
funded projects were not easily separated as were the other levels of R.C.U. funding.
Training programs were the easiest to separate of all the classifications. It would
also appear that more factors (variables) influence the separation than any of the
other groupings. .

It can be concluded that the training projects are more sensitive to the vari-
ables studied than any other grouping of projects. It is also interesting to note that
goals and goal-related variables played a major role in separating the groups, and
that several non-goal oriented factors played a part as well. The nature of the
directors of projects and per unit costs were not factors.




TABLE 47
DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS -~ LENGTH OF PROJECT

GROUP 1 YEAR 2 YEARS 3 YEARS
SAMPLE SIZE 65 12 21
MEAN SCORES _
1 13.07692 11.16667 16.42857
2 6.47692 5.91667 4.33333
3 4.36923 3.25000 . 4.76190
4 3.99876 3.49416 412524
5 0.35031 0.88917 0.50476
6 3.18923 3.25000 3.28571
7 2.563846 3.43333 . 3.38095
8 3.73846 5.00000 4.80952
9 4.24615 5.50000 5.19048
10 3.04615 3.75000 3.95238
1 3.52308 4,08333 4.19048
12 2.32308 2.83333 3.09524
13 4.85983 5.11000 5.16761
14 3.77692 4.09583 4.28143
15 4.45414 3.97666 4.49000
16 3.78646 4,17666 4.06857
17 3.64615 4.16667 4.04762
18 2.75385 3.50000 3.00000
19 948.04614 452.66650 1234.38086
20 2.13953 2.34333 2.48571
21 1.68461 2.50000 2.85714
Generalized Mahalanobis D2 = 42.27213
d.f. 42, n.s.
FUNCTION 1 2 3
COEFFICIENT
1 0.07195 0.08964 0.13552
2 —0.06325 ~0.08636 -0.13847
3 -0.01067 -0.02840 -0.02414
4 1.31485 0.90251 1.38833
5 -0.15872 211217 0.08719
6 -0.153356 ~0.43668 -0.45754
7 0.69582 0.77192 0.92043
8 -0.226561 0.10728 -0.14116
9 -0.18715 ~0.02662 -0.21434
10 0.90525 0.55512 1.07696
1 -0.29320 ~0.08910 -0.34120
12 —-0.13041 -0.44989 . -0.22547
13 1.78038 1.77116 2.03898
14 —0.04517 -0.13372 —0.15096
15 2.12613 1.74391 1.97162
16 0.72821 0.59257 0.76777
17 —0.06654 0.60435 0.02079
18 0.97954 1.31829 1.03207
19 0.00009 0.00002 0.00012
20 —0.28780 =0.44345 -0.27750
21 -0.10669 0.01375 0.23050
CONSTANT -14.60364 -16.77071 —-17.10745
. CLASSIFICATION MATRIX
FUNCTION 1 2 3
GROUP
1 38 10 17
2 4 6 2
3 5 3 13
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TOTAL
98

TOTAL

65
21
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TABLE 48

DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS — POPULATION CONCENTRATION

GROUP URBAN SUBURBAN RURAL TOTAL
SAMPLE an 20 29 80
MEAN SCORES
1 15.32258 12.90000 12.03448
2 6.74193 4.05000 5.65517
3 4.29032 5.20000 4.13793
4 4.32548 3.60100 3.83931
5 0.30645 0.66350 0.53793
6 2.95161 3.30000 3.50000
7 2.08710 3.65000 3.13793
8 3.83871 5.05000 4.93103
9 393548 4,70000 5.41379
10 2.25806 4.45000 4.06896
" 3.67742 4.15000 3.96552
12 1.83871 3.60000 3.20690
13 5.12096 4.70099 4.97689
14 4.15451 4,17900 4.02758
16 4.83290 4.08499 4.45586
16 4.11161 3.65060 4.04517
17 4.16129 3.55000 3.93103
18 2.67742 2.45000 3.37931
19 1033.03223 1719.75000 574.17236
20 2.31645 2.49049 2.27241
21 1.58064 2.35000 2.27586
Generalized Mahalanobis D2 = 66.06439
df.42,p < .01
FUNCTION 1 2 3
COEFFICIENT
1 0.02341 0.06707 0.02929
2 - 0.09133 - 0.11921 ~ 0.08603
3 - 0.00755 0.00643 - 0.01913
4 0.79628 0.49826 0.76950
5 0.71010 1.22720 0.68200
6 0.03269 — 0.14523 — 0.04076
7 0.32027 0.51220 0.51853
8 - 0.02717 0.12996 - 0.22059
9 0.27478 — 0.65018 0.18314
10 - 0.07287 1.02479 0.59170
1] 0.26363 - 0.27776 0.04493
12 - 0.52606 — 0.00437 - 0.33347
13 0.55594 0.80492 0.81441
14 0.73847 0.49085 0.30320
15 2.76380 2.53838 2.69663
16 0.22388 0.39051 0.31701
17 0.59488 0.16113 0.48606
18 1.07255 0.52448 1.09750
19 0.00001 0.00008 — 0.00002
20 0.01564 0.42037 - 0.42815
21 - 0.50204 0.07955 — 0.14320
CONSTANT -14.87447 —13.10416 —14.44636
CLASSIFICATION MATRIX
FUNCTION 1 2 3 TOTAL
GROULP
1 21 4 6 31
2 15 4 20
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GROUP
SAMPLE

MEAN SCORES

FUNCTION
COEFFICIENT

CONSTANT

FUNCTION
GROUP

LWN-—

TABLE 49
DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS — GEOGRAPHIC COMMUNITY

UNDER 25,000
1
13

13.84615
3.15386
2.76923
3.97000
0.36385
3.23077
3.07692
4.92308
4.92308
3.84615
3.76923
3.46154
4.76307
4.03384
4.06153
3.76538
3.38461
3.16385

784.23071
2.24307
2.156385

1

0.06360
-0.09907
-0.06629

1.16284
-0.63503
-0.20294

0.75928
-0.10461
-0.20023

0.91992
-0.41233

0.22003

1.74201
-0.13093

1.70212

1.26460
-0.32070

0.76272

0.00014
-0.17667

0.01907

-14.10403

25,000-560,000 50,001-100,000
.2 3

13 23
13.30769 9.13043
6.46154 5.21739
3.76923 4.91304
3.53384 4.02913
0.42308 0.71087
3.96154 3.73913
3.69231 3.28261
5.23077 5.08696
5.76923 5.62174
4.30769 4.34783
3.76923 4.69565
3.461564 3.95662
4.96231 5.18130
4.48230 4.14304
4.57999 4.28217
4.08461 4.04087
4.00000 3.82609
2.61538 3.60870
513.53833 1032.82593
2.46153 2.67521
1.46154 2.95652

Generalized Mahalanobis D2=122.95631
d.f. 63, p <.001
2 3

0.01893 -0.18679
0.04438 0.16553
-0.06151 0.08460
0.13060 1.27600
-0.11157 1.80781
0.13147 -0.09700
0.78474 0.60696
-0.18570 -0.562488
0.185456 0.25542
0.68344 0.46424
-0.31819 0.39479
0.26059 0.30283
1.32199 1.74062
-0.00821 -0.79907
2.65350 2.68391
0.95932 0.01434
0.28341 -0.07271
0.23827 0.78670
0.00012 0.00001
0.56333 0.36871
-0.43334 0.75684
-16.02614 -17.23055
CLASSIFICATION MATRIX

2 3

3 2

8 1

1 17

5 3

[« I AN

6/

OVER 100,000
4
14

16.00000
6.07317
4.95122
4.10536
0.31512
2.70244
2.16341
3.39024
3.70732
2.53658
3.36585
1.68637
4.80073
3.72683
4.67561
3.93780
4.02439
2.36585

1172.92676
2.05877
. 151219

4

0.03195
-0.02942
0.00149
0.89569
0.67984
-0.12720
0.61079

. =0.14999
-0.14747
0.66285
-0.25283
-0.15917
1.17394
-0.08731
2.55797
0.63609
0.74304
0.65838
0.00009
-0.33973
-0.00247

-14.22687

N e Y

TOTAL
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TABLE 50
DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS ~ TYPES OF ACTIVITIES (50% or more concentration)

EQUIPMENT/ TRAINING-

WORK DEVELOPMENT STUDENTS/ CURRICULUM
GROUP STUDY MATERIALS TEACHERS RESEARCH DEVELOPMENT TOTAL
SAMPLE 9 8 23 7" 7 58
MEAN SCORES
1 8.11111 12.37500 15.21739 11.54545 9.00000
2 3.33333 8.87500 8.86957 5.81818 4.28571
3 4.55556 5.37500 3.17391 2.18182 4.42857
4 3.74333 3.54125 4.21302 3.23000 4.40714
5 0.55556 0.31250 0.44217 0.27273 0.25000
6 2.94444 2.81250 2.86957 2.95455 3.57143
7 2.63333 2.43750 2.19565 2.81818 1.42857
8 5.56556 2.87500 3.43478 2.63636 4.00000
9 5.77778 4.12500 4.478255 3.63636 3.28571
10 4.33333 2.37500 2.6087) 1.90909 2.00000
1 4.22222 1.62500 4.00000 2.63636 2.14286
12 3.55556 © 1.62500 1.78261 1.63636 2.00000
13 4.66444 4.59250 5.15043 4.40364 5.40571
? 14 4.33666 3.42250 3.57655 3.81909 2.73857
15 4.32333 4.21875 4.48434 3.76909 4.86857 .
16 4.24555 4.15750 4.15261 2.86273 3.06143
17 3.77778 3.12500 4.00000 3.09091 4.14286
18 3.22222 3.12500 2.34783 3.27273 3.71428
19 187.33333 110.50000 272.0000G 9.09091 5147.42578
20 248111 2.62500 2.05912 1.84363 2.59428
21 1.44444 2.00000 1.39130 1.81818 1.85714
Generalized Mahalanobis D2 = 195.98706
df.84,p < .001
FUNCTION 1 2 3 4 5
COEFFICIENT
1 - 0.01518 0.31638 0.11809 0.14504 — 0.09620
2 - 0.18494 — 0.01466 - 0.11847 -0.00181 - 0.03391
3 0.33247 — 0.05456 - 0.08544 —0.03578 0.26219
4 0.26462 — 0.73790 0.85194 1.20976 0.19886
5 0.28617 — 0.57112 1.08162 1.04675 1.23136
6 - 0.34224 0.62854 — 0.01656 0.20678 — 0.00915
7 0.11979 0.21255 0.41644 0.49208 — 0.20395
8 0.00329 — 0.52418 - 0.37939 —-0.46712 0.49222
9 0.79739 — 0.49179 0.32978 —-0.67626 - 0.92148
10 0.59965 1.34656 0.78778 0.84627 — 0.06108
1 0.64052 — 0.66076 0.39247 —-0.66787 — 0.34581
12 — 0.48735 -~ 0.03227 — 0.64751 -0.07800 0.38000
13 1.05687 0.62390 1.31846 0.69521 2.41935
14 — 0.06080 0.45248 — 0.29653 0.57900 - 1.68422
15 0.85317 1.72639 1.31341 1.17906 2.23790
16 2.43666 3.96730 1.78248 0.06122 - 1.71858
17 - 1.26318 — 3.12265 - 0.97667 0.43139 2.34299
18 0.73433 1.01975 0.37429 1.51336 2.07695
19 0.00068 0.00089 0.00049 0.00002 0.00074
20 0.65706 1.06893 — 0.09361 —0.94483 1.64529
21 - 0.92174 — 0.20753 —0.29084 —0.02444 — 0.83651
CONSTANT -13.07406 —12.81569 -11.79199 —9.10264 -18.95578
CLASSIFICATION MATRIX
FUNCTION 1 2 3 4 5 TOTAL
GROUP
1 7 2 (] (] 0 9
2 1 5 1 1 (] 8
3 3 1 15 4 0 23
4 0 2 1 8 (] 1"
5 1 (] (] 1 6 7
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TABLE 51

DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS — TOTAL FUNDING LEVELS

UNDER
GROUP 10,000
SAMPLE 22
MEAN SCORES
16.86363
2 6.31818
3 4.27273
4 4.13409
5 0.21591
6 2.88636
7 1.62273
8 2.45455
9 3.00000
10 2.09091
1 3.77273
12 1.95455
13 5.24772
14 3.52000
15 4.39090
16 3.57727
17 3.40909
18 3.09091
19 604.68164
20 2.09227
21 1.27273

FUNCTION 1
COEFFICIENT
1 0.18172
2 — 0.12449
3 -~ 0.09291
4 1.67089
5 — 2.53206
6 0.34578
7 - 0.82426
8 - 0.38177
9 — 0.74564
10 1.16564
1" 0.55554
12 - 0.41187
13 3.69866
14 - 0.18600
15 1.49984
16 0.58743
17 - 0.47300
18 2.72860
19 - 0.00001
20 1.156369
2 - 0.46641
CONSTANT —23.61496
FUNCTION 1
GROUP
1 15
2 1
3 1
4 1

30,001-75,000
16

8.50000
5.12500
3.56250
4.05375
0.54812
3.68750
3.90625
4.81250
5.43750
3.75000
3.75000
2.62500
4.74250
4.25937
4.32750
3.76312
3.62500
3.43750
1850.75000
2.24375
2.50000

10,000-30,000

15
10.33333
3.73333
4.00000
3.48933
0.73333
3.46667
3.73333
4.20000
4.93333
3.63333
3.20000
3.13333
4.46533
4.07733
4.06866
3.82333
3.73333
3.00000

2041.06665

2.20066
2.26667

Generalized Mahalanobis D2 = 123.28867
df.63,p < .001

2

— 0.00692
— 0.00575
— 0.13436
2.17377
— 0.29502
— 0.14091
1.43454
— 0.11761
— G.07544
0.87922
0.40289
— 0.69091
2.28413
0.25537
2.44242
0.58503
— 0.43921
2.28599
0.00001
0.86383
0.02111

—24.07538

3

0.05517
0.07856
0.11077
1.27772
0.18028
0.02189
1.12382
0.23338
0.26133
1.01228
0.25119
0.09937
2.29518
0.48903
2.07889
1.33447
0.14758
1.79853
0.00020
0.72015
0.14563

20.52734

CLASSIFICATION MATRIX

2

HHO-
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OVER
75,000
23

13.34783
6.00000
4.26087
4.22087
0.47913
3.69565
3.16087
5.52174
5.91304
3.91304
3.65217
2.95652
5.29999
4.57782
4.53130
4.43000
4.47826
3.08696

695.86938

2.73087
2.65217

4

0.08651
0.09699
0.14209
1.76444
1.43968
0.06586
1.21200
0.00154
0.25665
1.18659
0.11831
0.43936
3.02631
0.28419
1.50096
1.12114
0.21512
1.94831
0.00002
1.36902
0.33605

25.57607

E
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TOTAL
76

TOTAL
22

15
23




TABLE 52

DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS — R.C.U. FUNDING LEVELS

UNDER 5,000 5,000-9,999 10,000-50,000 OVER 50,000
GROUP 1 2 3 4 TOTAL
SAMPLE 15 10 29 20 74
MEAN SCORES
1 14.20000 10.30000 12.72414 10.20000
2 5.63333 4.80000 4.68965 4.65000
3 5.60000 3.40000 4.17241 4.20000
4 3.92000 4.05500 3.78724 3.77350
5 0.33333 0.51000 0.55483 0.56250
6 3.80000 2.90000 3.56896 3.55000
7 2.90000 2.80000 3.46552 2.73500
) 8 3.73333 2.90000 4.55172 5.30000
9 4.20000 4.60000 4.93103 5.35000
10 2.86667 2.40000 3.10345 4.40000
1" 3.06667 3.10000 3.41379 3.95000
12 2.60000 1.90000 2.65517 3.35000
13 4.92533 5.14400 4,99689 4.73950
14 4.02866 3.63900 4.03620 3.83300
15 4.10000 4.23800 4.61344 4.32050
? 16 3.28000 3.98500 4.14103 3.90749
17 3.06667 3.70000 3.89655 4.15000
18 3.60000 3.90000 3.27586 3.40000
19 930.00000 356.29999 1173.13770 1756.29980
20 2.20599 2.06100 2.44655 2.34750
21 2.00000 1.60000 3.06896 1.60000
Generalized Mahalanobis D2 = 88.29533
df.63,p < .025
FUNCTION 1 2 3 4q
COEFFICIENT
1 0.12355 0.05708 0.09542 0.06767
2 0.02255 — 0.01042 0.08733 — 0.00776
3 0.11654 - 0.08172 — 0.13684 — 0.06609
4 1.01766 1.11312 0.37893 0.60347
5 — 1.03595 - 0.72647 — 0.10533 — 0.22004
6 — 0.30225 - 1.05297 - 1.16166 - 0.61308
7 1.08795 1.20855 1.29126 0.80326
8 — 0.59839 - 1.08218 — 0.567214 - 0.56182
9 - 0.67916 - 0.33509 — 0.67402 — 0.49329
10 0.74596 0.75341 0.56019 0.97069
1" 0.11244 0.41139 0.35128 0.11698
12 - 0.11180 — 0.44378 - 0.19271 - 0.09910
13 2.47835 3.04648 2.36611 2.45811
14 1.08986 0.86439 0.67458 0.61473
15 2.52313 . 2.97273 4.11975 3.03234
16 117321 1.77035 2.11683 1.83249
17 — 0.76448 0.18516 — 0.25969 0.12942
18 2.65257 2.20511 1.72180 1.64538
19 0.00014 0.00018 0.00030 0.00035
20 — 0.71042 - 1.566257 — 0.96798 - 0.62917
21 0.28689 0.38037 0.97564 0.01279
CONSTANT -21.21201 -23.72177 —23.58893 —20.44304
CLASSIFICATION MATRIX
FUNCTION 1 2 3 4 TOTAL
GROUP
1 7 1 3 4 15
2 1 7 1 1 10
3 3 3 18 5 29
4 0 2 2 16 20




TABLE 53
DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS — STUDENT CLASSIFICATION
(over 50%)
MINORITIES WHITES
GROUP 1 2 TOTAL
SAMPLE 6 23 29
MEAN SCORES
1 11.16667 17.43477
2 7.66667 8.08696
3 5.50000 2.95652
4 4.05833 4.15522
5 0.43333 0.20652
6 3.33333 2.71739
7 3.08333 1.91304
8 3.33333 2.78261
9 3.33333 3.66217
10 2.83333 2.69565
1 3.00000 4.17391
12 2.83333 2.00000
13 6.04333 5.00826
14 2.73000 3.83217
15 3.98666 4.82130
16 4.01500 3.76391
17 3.33333 3.60870
18 3.50000 2.73913
19 898.33325 378.43457
20 1.69167 2.09912
21 1.16667 1.43478
*Does not include those in “‘other’’ classification
Generalized Mahalanobis D2 = 233.53700
df.21,p < .0001
FUNCTION 1 2
COEFFICIENT
1 ~ 0.20600 0.62604
2 - 0.79516 - 1.85415
3 5.29127 - 1.88985
4 26.29979 13.45496
5 6.07137 - 6.59140
6 3.01355 0.56168
7 4,08961 2.45071
8 — 2.67666 . 0.10406
9 5.18965 7.42285
10 0.93933 - 5.68102
1" - 0.07100 14.88105
12 — 7.75260 -12.83148
13 3.00289 6.48774
14 - 1.19807 - 5.81814
15 — 2.85073 4.35807
16 - 7.32387 -~ 2.24064
17 6.62600 -15.11925
18 2.11500 10.90640
19 0.00146 0.00108
20 — 7.56655 19.69264
21 3.82187 6.26914
CONSTANT —65.73798 —-74.22903
CLASSIFICATION MATRIX
FUNCTION 1 2 TOTAL
GROUP
1 6 0 6

2 0 23 23




TABLE 54
DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS — TYPES OF TRAINING

(over 50% concentration)

TEACHERS STUDENTS
GROUP 1 2
SAMPLE 19 16
MEAN SCORES
1 12.00000 18.37500
2 8.15789 6.18750
3 3.26316 4.31250
4 3.82631 4.56375
5 0.54053 0.15625
6 3.18421 2.56250
7 2.86842 1.96875
8 3.26316 2.81250
9 4.68421 2.87500
10 3.10526 2.31250
1 3.21053 4.43750
12 2.42105 2.50000
13 5.10894 4.96062
14 3.42158 4.13375
15 4.31052 4.74999
16 3.88526 3.67812
17 3.84210 3.50000
18 3.78947 2.25000
19 672.94727 1697.37500
20 1.96526 2.25062
21 1.94737 1.25000
Generalized Mahalanobis D2 = 92.19011
df.21,p < .001
FUNCTION 1 2
COEFFICIENT
1 0.78726 0.81976
2 - 0.81817 - 0.97260
3 - 0.36139 - 0.32550
4 20.86571 20.45409
5 - 5.51720 - 7.88904
6 3.13368 3.68335
7 4.74252 4.68469
8 0.04150 - 0.70895
9 1.86123 2.31297
10 0.54702 0.18412
n 3.34805 4.98900
12 -11.71726 -10.91530
13 4.72185 4.59262
14 - 0.82189 - 1.28558
15 — 3.63883 — 2.04769
16 - 0.99439 - 1.30544
17 4.74967 - 0.05298
18 14.27347 11.80378
19 - 0.00039 0.00011
20 - 1.50342 2.92002
21 2.84880 2.57522
CONSTANT -85.69731 -78.81743
CLASSIFICATION MATRIX
FUNCTION 1 2
GROUP
1 18 1
2 0 16

12

TOTAL
35

TOTAL

19
16

69




T/
SUMMARY MATRIX OF HEAVIEST OISCRIMI

POPULATION CONCENTRATION GEQOGRAPHIC COMMUNITY TYPES OF ACTIVITIES (OVER S0%)

Length of
Project Under 50,001~ Over
VARIABLES 123 Urban Suburban Rural 25,000 25-50,000 100,000 100,000 WS. EQ.&OM. Training Ressarch Cu

No. of Years teaching (38)?
Supervision/administrating (38)
Non. Ed. Experience (3C)
Prime Objective (5) 1.16284 1.27500 1.20876
Unexpected Obijective {6) 1.22720 1.80781 1.08162 1.04675 1.23
Factors contributed {(7A)
> Factors Hindering (78)

Influencing Educational Practices —
Building level {8a)

Local Level {8b)
County Level (8¢c) 1.02479 1.34656
State Level (8d)
National Levet (8e)
X Extent of internal influenze {10a) 174201 1.32199 1.74062 1.1739%4 1.05687 1.31846 2.4
X Extent of external influence {10b)
X Satisfaction Generated (13) 276380 253838 2.69663 1.70212 265350 268391 2.55797 172639 1.31341  1.17906  2.23:
X Attitude changes (14) 1.26460 3.96730 1.78348 1711

Uttimate outcomes on targeted
Population (15) -1.263

Adequacy of R.C.U. funding (16¢) 1.07255 1.09750 18 -3.12265 2.342

X Per unit cost of project (18)
1.01975 1.51336 2.07¢

.X Assistance received (20) 1.06893 1.64¢

Effectiveness of Voc. Ed.
Adv. Council (25b)

Generali>ed Mahalanobis 02 42.27 65.06 122.96 195.98

Levels of Significance n.s. <.01 <.001 <.001

1. Refers to Q-O numbers.

LRIC 73




TABLE 55

IX OF HEAVIEST DISCRIMINANT COEFFICIENTS FOUND IN TABLES 47 TO 54

ACTIVITIES (OVER 50%) TOTAL FUNOING LEVELS R.C.U. FUNDING LEVELS STUOENTS TYPE OF TRAINING
Under 10,000- 30,001~ Over Undor 5000t  10,000- Over

Teaining  Resssrch Curr. 10,000 30,000 75,000 75,000 5,000 9,999 50,000 50,000 Minor. White Teacher Students

! -1.85415

) §.29127 -1.8898
1.20976 1.67089 2.17377 1.27772 1.76444 1.01766 1.11312 26.2997 13.4549 20.86571  20.45409
1.08162 1.04675 1.23136 2.5326 -1.43968 -1.03595 6.07137 -6.5914 -5.51720 -7.88904
-1.05297 -1.16166 3.01355 3.13368 3.68335
1 1.43454 1.12382 1.21200 1.08795 1.20855 1.29126 4.0896 2.450M 4.74252 4.68469

1.08218 -2.6766

5.18965 7.42285 1.86123 2.31297

1.16564 1.01228 1.18659 -5.68102
14.88105 3.34805 4.98900
-7.75260 -12.83148 -11.71726 -10.91530
1.31846 2.41935 369866 228413 2.29518 3.02631 247835 304648 2.36611 245811 3.00289 6.48774 4.72185 4.59262
-1.19807 -5.81814 -1.28558
1.31341  1.17906  2.23790 1.49984 244242 207889 1.50090 252313 297273 4.11975 3.0324 -2.85073 4.35807 -3.63883 -2.04769
1.78348 1.711858 1.33447 1.a2n 1.2321 1.77035 2.11683 1.83249 -7.32387 -2.74064 -1.30544

2.34299 5.52600 -~15.11925 4.74967
1.51336 2.07695 272860 228599 1.79853 1.94831 265257 220511 1.72180 1.64138 2.11500 10.9064 14.2734 11.80378
1.64529 1.15369 1.36902 -1.56757 -7.56655 19.69264 -1.50342 2.92002
3.82187 6.26914 2.84880 2.57522
123.29 88.29 233.54 92,19
<.001 <.025 <.0001 <.001
Q /
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CHAPTER 6

RELATIONSHIPS

Relationships

Initially, zero-order Pearson Product Moment Correlations were calculated
to assist relationships that n:ight exist between selected variables. A correlation
matrix is found in Table 56.

TABLE 56
CORRELATION MATRIX OR SELECTED VARIABLES

Length of Meeting Total R.C.U.
Project Prime Obj. Funding Funding
Length of Project 1. 0000 -0.0109 0. 0554 0.2292
Meeting Prime Objectives 1.0000 -0. 0405 -0.0191
Total Funding 1. 0000 0.7305b
R.C.U. Funding 1.0000

a. p<.01d.f. 96
b. p<.01d.f. 96

Only one correlation reached a level of significance.

The relationship between R.C. U. funding and total funding (r=.7305) reached
a nighly significant level (p<.01). The amount of variance accounted for was 53. 4%.
This variance is quite significant in terms of educational importance. It should be
noted that the two variables (R.C.U. and Total funding) are not independent of each
other. R.C.U. funding is.a part of the total funding. Hence a large amount of
R. C. U. funding will also contribute to a large total funding figure.

It would appear that meeting project objectives is independent of length of
project and amounts of funding. Initially, the argument that more time and/or more
money will increase the probability of meeting goals appears not to be valid.

Further analyses had been run to test this and will be discussed later. Other factors,
besides time and money, must be given consideration when assessirg prospective
pronosals. This puts an additional burden on the funding agency when considering
propesals, since length of projects and level of funding are relatively easy factors

to identify, while other factors are more difficult to identify and assess.

Because of the significant relationship between total funds expended and R.C.U.
funding, and the fact that they are not independent of each other, R.C.U. funding will
be used in further analyses as either independent or dependent variables. When
used, total funding figures will be used as classification variables.

»
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A correlation matrix (Table 57) was developed to displav the zero-order
Pearson Product Moment Correlations that were calculated on selected variables.
The purpose of the Table is to give the reader an overview of relationships among
variables. The :eader should be cautioned that these are zero-order correlations
and do not account for any linear relationships.

A review of the data in Table 57 indicates that there are 52 correlations that
reached the .05 significance level (92d.f.), 123 correlations reached the .01 level
of significance but were not underlined, and an additional 43 correlations that were
significant ( <.01 level) and accounted for at least 25% of the variance. It is inter-
esting to note that the relationship between satisfaction generated by the project in
the school system and satisfaction generated in school building personnel was quite
high (r=0.8439); however, the amount of variance was only 70.47%. This was the
highest correlation generated from this data. In all, 218 significant correlations
were found. Of these, most were relationships within areas that would naturally
generate significant correlations (e.g. - Table 57, degree of influence in educational
practices (4) x (5) = . 6831; (4) x (6) = .7230; (6) x (5) = .6398 - all three variables
are within the same construct). Variables concerned with attitudes, influencing
educational practices, and satisfaction appear to be significantly related.

In order to get a better picture of relationships and how variables affect spe-
cific results in this study, muitiple regression analyses were performed utilizing
the BMD 03R computer program by W. T. Dixon. The listing of the variables used
as either dependent or independent variables are found in Table 58. The data was
analyzed for the: total group; size of the community served; type of community
served (rural, suburban, urban); type of training (teacher, students). Because of
the limitations of the computer program and of the data available, other regression
analy ses were not performed.

As a result of the volume of data produced, summary tables will appear in
this chapter. The actual tables displaying the results of the analyses appear in
Appendix C of this report.

Total Group (Table 59)

Table 59 is a summary of the regression analyses performed on all the data
in this study. It is apparent from the anaiyses, that the amount of variance (out of
100%) accounted for by the various independent variables listed in Table 58 never
rises above 38.36%. Four regressions did not reach levels of significance, there-
fore it would not be safe to use the results from the four in prediction.

It would appear that the degree of internal and external influence on decision
making would be good predictors in this study. This is particularly true when the
dependent variables are influencing educational policies, objectives, and satisfaction
generated. Factors related to funding are good predictors of attitude change, as
related to: purpose or thrust; vocational education; education in general; and the
world of work. One might conclude that internal and external influences are more
philosophical in nature and affect those areas related to philosophy (e.g. - goals,
objectives, satisfaction). It is also possible that internal and external influences
have more immediate effect, and that in most cases the goals of projects are also




TABLE 57
CORRELATION MATRIX OF SELECTEEL

Mesting INFLUENCING EDUCATIONAL PRACTICES AT: Mean SATISFACTION GENERATED BY THE PROJECT

) Length of Prime  Unexpected  Building Local County/ internal s::::al School Bidg.  School County
Project Objecti O Lavel C ity | di State Nati Inft Infl Trai Statf Personnel System System R.C.U.
(31} 2 ) (@) {s) (6) n 8) (9) (10) an 12) 113) 14 15) 16)
(1) 1.0000 0.0109 0.1736 07N 0.1744 0.1566 0.1181 0.1372 00978 0.1278  0.1377 0.1020 -0.0677 -0.0599 0.0765 0.0948
(2) 1.0000 -0.0437 0.0772 0.0284 -00678 0.1 0.0789 0.2973°* 0.1719 0.3035°° 0.2325 0.2328° 0.2819°° 0.187 0.2324°
(3) 1.0000 0.1883 0.1800 0.3019°* 0.1977 0.3000°° 0.1558 0.1514 -00038 -0.0967 -0.2041 0.1558 -0.0742 -0.0397
(4) 1.0000 0.6831°* 0.7230°° 0.3124°° 0.5582°** 0.1613 0.4621°° 0179 0.1259 0.1945 0.2419° 0.1242 0.1855
(5) 1.0000 0.6398°° 0.1115 0.4670°° 0.1984 04N91°° 02060° 0.0836 -0.0166 0.0127 -0.0448 0.1337
(6) 1.0000 04479°° 0.5471°* 00115 0.3769°° 0.0836 0.0506 0.0067 00307 o.01Mm 0.1609
n 1.0000 0.5213*° 0.1704 0.3590°° 0.1407 0.2510° 0.1163 0.1674 0.2295° 0.3573°
(8) 1.0000 0.0357 0.2896°° 0.0919 -0.0258 0.0213 01455  0.1049 0.2908°
(9) 1.0000 0.4374°° 0.2713°° 0.2291 0.1984 0.2334° 0.1253 0.2234°
(10 1.0000 0.1978 0.2772°° 0.3455°° 0.4248°° 0.2171° 0.4118°
(1 1.0000 0.7252°* 0.5364°° 0.5324** 0.3148*° 0.3355°
(12) 1.0000 0.5842** 0.5686°° 0.4105°° 0.3501°°
(13) ' 1.0000  0.8439°° 0.5865°° 0.4080°°
(14) 1.0000 0.5381** 0.4759°°
(15) 1.0000 0.5379°°
(16) 1.0000
(17)
(18)
(19)
(20
¢ (21
(22)
(23)
(24)
(25)
: (26)
.o(2n
" (28)
(29)
(30)
; *p<.05, d.f. 92
é **p<.01,dt. 92
Correlations that generate over 26% of the variance are in bold type.
O
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TABLE 57
kTI0M MATRIX OF SELECTEO VARIABLES

RATEO BY THE PROJECT CHANGES IN ATTITUOES OF THOSE WHO PARTICIPATEO o Adequacy Mean  Effectiveness
School County Dept.of  Purposs Ed. In The World Others Others Targeted RC.U. ofRCU. PerUnit Assisance of Voc. Ed.

System " Sysm R.C.U. Ed. Or Thrust  Voe. Ed. Genersl Of Work  Th ' {Peers) (Non-Peers) Populsti Fundi Fundi Cost Received Adv. Council
(14) (1s) (16) (17 (18 {19 (20) 21 (22) (23 (24 (2s) {26} 2n (28) 129) (30)

00599 00765 00948 0.1368 0.209° 00656 0.1302 0.1963 0.1859 0.1875  0.2027° 0.1507 0.2292° 00869 00238 01440 0.2871°°
0.2819°° 01871  0.2324° 0.2132° 00828 00459 00783 01180 03354°° 0.1785 0.1506  03720°° -00191 -0.0075 00876 03250°° 0.0060
0.1558 -00742 -00397 -0.0895 0.1979 01877  0.2581° 0.3825°° 02042° 0.2678°° 0.2591° 00416 01523 0.1444 -0.0187 0.1803  0.1294
.2419° 01242 01855  0.0959  0.2878°° 04106°° 0.4945°° 05745°* 0.2754°° 06110°° 0.5716°° 03092°° 02165° 02343 01225 0.2940°° 04239°°
00127 -00448  0.337  0.1400  0.4477°° 05042°° 0.5611°° 0.6348°° 0.3603°° 0.5673°° 0.5091°° 0.3691°° 0.1752 0.3538°° -00727 02913°° 04513°*
00307 0011 09609 00492 0.1751 02753°° 0.3229°° 04254°° 01499 0.4193°° 0.2978°° 0.2042° 01647 0.1854 00376 02104 0.2567°
0.1674  02295° 0.3573°° 0.3307°°-0.0155 -0.1371  0.0623  0.1562  0.3341°° 0.1080  0.0479  0.3321°° 00245 -00801 -0.0134 00738 00732
0.1455 01049 02908°° 0.1949  0.2958°° 03420°° 0.4420°° 0.3944°° 0.1797 04253°° 0.3881°° 01773 0.1432 0.2784°° -0.0406 02494  0.2179°
02333° 01253  0.2234°° 0.2208° 00762 01199 0.1937  0.1804 0.3799°° 0.1097  0.1403  0.3385°° 00500 00364 -0.0565 0.1649  0.1707
04248°° 021717 04118°° 0.3671°° 01161 00822  0.2741°° 0.2844°° 03321°° 04313°° 0.3559°° 03382°° 00332  0.0082 0.0340  0.2710°° 0.2929°°
0.5324°* 03148°° 0.3355°° 0.2420° 0.3006°° 0.3175°° 0.3009°° 0.4081°° 0.6072°° 0.4027°° 0.3566°° 0.4482°° 0.1548 00145 -0.19501 0.2346° 0.0896
0.5686°* 04105°° 0.3501°° 04082°° 01667 01540 0.1566  0.1765 05292°° 0.2781°° 0.2520° 0.4139°° 0.1569 00498 -0.1102 02057° 0.1047
0.8439°* 0.5865°° 0.4080°° 0.3503°° 00607 01030 0.1894  0.0789  0.3405°° 0.2915°° 0.2499° 0.2297° 00628 -0.1415 00200 00760 -0.1398
1.0000  05381°* 04759°* 04194°° 0.0160 01497  0.2421° 00875  0.3481°° 034,9°° 0.2734°° 0.2804°° 00662 -0.0787 -0.0370 0.1964 -0.0759
10000  0.5379°° 0.5352°* 00916 -0.0103 0.0523 00447 02496° 03183°° 0.3552°° 0.0945 -00092 -0.0888 0.1052 -0.1221 -0.0577
1.0000  0.7213°° -0.0825 -00686 -0.0111 00918  0.2393° 02120° 0.2583° 0.2172° 00213 -0.1340 0.0601 00740  0.0609

1.0000 00542 -00299 0.0145 01762  0.2751°° 0.2051° 0.2220° 0.1942 00810 0.0261 00419 00913 00488

1.0000  06910°* 0.7569°° 0.6165°° 0.3342°° 05948°°* 0.4837°° 0.2765°° 02283 0.3899°° -0.1419  03192°° 0.3523°°

1.0000  0.7504°° 0.6043°° 0.2837°° 0.5419°° 0.4949°° 0.1556 02298 0.3989°° -0.2636 0.3956°° 0.3048°°

1.0000  0.7138°* 04779°° 0.6948°°* 0.5795°* 0.2506° 02773°° 0.3187°° -0.2410 02994°° 0.2971°°

1.0000  0.6035°° 06943°° 0.5991°° 0.2493° 0.3044°° 0.2960°° -0.11290  02927°° 0.3890°°

10000 0.5681°°* 0.4845°° 0.5039°°* 02119 00115 -0.1641  02645°° 0.1295

1.0000  0.8179°° 02424 02193 0.2888°° -0.0945 0.3079°° 0.2409

1.0000 01916 02315 02530 01128 0.3031°° 0.2851°°

1.0000 0.17017 0.0349  0.0686 0.3988°° 0.2247°

1.0000 0.2200 0.0478 0.1456  0.0073

1.0000 0.0407 0.3684°° 0.2818°°

1.0000 -0.0382 0.0756
1.0000  0.4454°° |
1.0000 |
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TABLE 58

LISTING OF VARIABLES UTILIZED IN THE
MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS

Variables ()1 or (D)2 Q-O#

Length of Project (J)
X of Prime objectives (D)
X of Unexpected outcomes (D)
Influence Educational Practices in:
Building or neighborhood (D)
Local Community and/or district (D)
County/Intermediate Unit (D)
State (D)
_  National (D)
X Internal influence (J)
X External influence (I)
Satisfaction Generated in:
Trainee (D)
Participants other than trainees (D)
School Building Personnel (D)
School System (D)
County System/Intermediate Unit (D)
R.C.U. (D)
State Department of Ed. (other than R.C.U.) (D)
Changes in Attitude towards:
Purpose or thrust (D)
Vocational Education in General (D)
Education in General (D)
The World of Work (D)
Themselves (D)
Others (peers) (D)
Others (non-peers) (D)
Ultimate Effects on Targeted Populations (D)
R. C. U. Funding (I)
Adequacy of R.C. U. Funding (I) 16C

[ =P - I - - I - )

Pt b
- P
MR m® ORI OALODH D>

>
b
o en

Per Unit Cost (I) 18
X Assistance Received (I) 20
Effectiveness of Voc. Ed. Advisory Council () 25B

1)
2 (D)

independent or predictor variable

dependent or predicted variable




TABLE 59

SUMMARY OF MULTIPLE REGRESSION
ANALYSES FOR TOTAL GROUP

Dependent Variable Independent Variable Contributing Per Cent of
the largest amount of the Variance the Variance
Accounted for Accounted for
X Prime Objectives X Internal Influence (.09468) 24.19
' X Assistance Received (. 10142)
’ X Unexpected Qutcomes -——— n. s,
Influencing Educational X External Influence (. 17804)
Practices - Building Effectiveness of Voc. Ed. Adv. 36.64
Level Council (.05212)

- Local Community X External Influence (. 11918)
Adequacy of R. C. U. Funding (. 10199)

? Effectiveness of Voc. Ed. Adv. 38. 36
Council (. 06747)
- County Level X External Influence (. 16043) 23.83
- State Level -—— n. s.
- National Level X External Influence (. 08596)
Adequacy of R. C.U. Funding (. 06350) 19.60
Satisfaction Generated _
- Trainees X Internal Influence (.06712)
(Negative) Per Unit Cost (. 03742) 17.19
- Participants L
other than trainees n.s.
- School Building X External Influence (. 08845)
Personnel Effectiveness of Voc. Ed. Adv. Council 21.53
(. 04733)
- School System X Internal Influence (. 05780)
X External Influence (1.3576) 27.53
- County System ———
R.C.U. X Internal Influence (. 04631) 19.99
X External Influence (.11822)
State Dept. of Ed. X Internal Influence (. 04343) 15.92

(other than R.C.U.) X External Influence (. 08475)

Attitude Changes
- Purpose or Thrust Length of Project (. 04394)

Adequacy of R.C.U. Fundlng_(. 11720) 28.56
- Voc. Ed. in General  Adequacy of R.C.U. Funding (. 12600)
(Negative) Per Unit Cost (. 08030) 34.79

X Assistance Received (.05115)
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TABLE 59 (continued)

Dependent Variable Independent Variable Contributing Per Cent of
the largest amount of the Variance the Variance
Accounted for Accounted for
Attitude Changes (cont'd) '
- Education in R. C.U. Funding (. 06299)
General Adequacy of R. C. U. Funding (. 06810) 32.30
(Negative) Per Unit Cost (. 07153)
- World of Work R.C. U. Funding (. 06964)
Adequacy of R.C.U. Funding (. 05278) 31.81

Effectiveness of Voc. Ed. Advisory
Council (.05785)

- Themselves X Internal Influence (. 13211) 27.63
- Others (peers) X External Influences (. 16916)
Adequacy of R.C.U. Funding (. 06037) 33.11
- Others (non-peers) X External Influence (. 09667) 27.01
- Effects on Targeted X Internal Influence (. 10685)
Population X Assistance Received 29. 06

more immediate In nature; while attitudes might be more difficult to alter, and that
such alterations take time and money.

The effectiveness of Vocational Education Advisory Councils appears to
“manifest itself - particularly with regards to influencing educational practices.
The adequacy of R. C. U. funding also appears to be a general predictor across
the variables.

Summary

The degree of internal and external influences on project directors' decisions
are good predictors on the dependent variables used in this study. Funding factors
also appear to be good predictors (adequacy of R. C. U. funding, R.C.U. funding,
per unit costs). Assistance received and the effectiveness of Vocutional Education
Council are also important factors when studying the total group.

Size of the Community Served

Projects were divided by the size of the community served (less than 25, 000,
25-50, 000, 50-75,000, over 75,000). The intent of the following analyses was to
determine whether projects serving different size communities had selected vari-
ables, affecting (in this case predicting) the outcomes of the projects (refer to
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Table 58). It was hoped that independent (predictors) variables could be identified.
Only multiple regression analyses that reach the . 05 or above level will be re-
ported; all the analyses can be found in Appendix C.

Less than 25,000 (Table 60)

The variables that best predict outcomes for this group appear to be: the
degree of internal and external influence on project directors decisions, per unit
costs (negatively), effectiveness of the Vocational Education Advisory Councils,
and iength of the project. It also appears that these predictors are rather strong.
The tctal percents of variance accounted for in the significant regressions were
very high (92.60% - 99.37%) and hence the relationships appear to be quite mean-
ingful. The strongest (or most powerful) are the internal and external influence
variables. Thus predicting the degree of meeting goals, influencing educational
practices at the building level, satisfaction generated in trainees, and changing
attitudes were influenced most (in terms of the variables used) by internal and ex-
ternal influences on director's decisions.

25, 000 - 50,000 (Table 61)

Only four dependent variables could be significantly predicted by the other
variables used in the analyses - they were: satisfaction of trainees; satisfaction in
county/intermediate unit; change in attitude about vocational education; and ultimate
effects in targeted population. Factors related to R, C. U. funding appear to be the
most frequent important predictors, however, adequacy of R.C. U. funding had a
negative effect. It is interesting to note that internal influence on project director's
decisions appeared to be the most significant factor on reaching the ultimate goals
of targeted populations. Again the amount of variance accounted for was extremely
high (93.28 - 99, 11). :

50,000 - 100,000 (Table 62)

In the two cases where the variables could be predicted, the factors were the
same and accounted for almost the same amount of variance, It also appears that
adequacy of R.C.U. funding and X assistance received, has almost equal weights
for predicting changing attitudes. What is interesting is that they had opposite
effects (positive for purpose or thrust, negative for education in general). Thus it
appears that the adequacy of R. C. U, funding and assistance received are positive
forces in changing attitudes towards purpose or thrust of the project, and they are
negative forces in changing attitudes towards education in general. The total
amounts of variance accounted for was not as high for the 50, 000 - 100, 000 group,
as the variances accounted for within the other two population groups.




TABLE 60

SUMMARY OF MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSES
REACHING SIGNIFICANT LEVELS LESS THAN 25, 000

Dependent Variable Independent Variable Contributing Per Cent of
the largest amount of the Variance the Variance
Accounted for _ Accounted for
X Prime Objectives X Internal Influence (. 54449) 92.60

(Negative) Effectiveness of Voc.
Ed. Advisory Council (.28798)

Influencing Educational _
b Practices - Building X External Influence (.50794) 93.58
Level Effectiveness of Voc. Ed. Adv.

Councils (. 17737)

Satisfaction Generated In _
- Trainees X External Influence (.27396) 96. 52
Adequacy of R. C.U. Funding (. 16721)
(Negative) Per Unit Cost (. 32416)
X Assistance received (. 10188)

Changes in Attitudes _ ‘ _
- The World of Work (Negative) X Internal Influence 99,37
_ (. 12374)
X External Influence (.37483)
(Negative) Per Unit Costs (.29986)

- Themselves X External Influence (.35178) 99. 02
(Negative) Per Unit Costs (.44781)

- Others (peers) Length of Project (.123121) 97.07
X External Influence (.306791)
(Negative) Per Unit Costs (. 39105)

i - Others (non-peers) Length of Project (. 123121)
X External Influence (.306791) 97.07
(Negative) Per Unit Costs (. 29105)
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TABLE 61

SUMMARY OF MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS
REACHING SIGNIFICANT LEVELS
25,000 - 50, 000

Dependent Variables Independent Variable Contributing Per Cent of
the largest amount of the Variance - the Variance
Accounted for Accounted for

Satisfaction Generated R.C.U. funding (. 14021) 93.28

in Participants (other (Negative) Adequacy of R.C. U.

than trainees) _Funding (.53509)
X Assistance received (. 20815)

County System/Inter- (Negative) X External Inf. (. 35023) 97.32

mediate Unit (Negative) Adequacy of R.C.U.

Funding (. 15802)

(Negative) X Assistance Received
(.21643)

Effectiveness of Voc. Ed. Advisory
Council (.17968)

Changes in Attitude (Negative) Length of Project (.2776) 94. 78
Voc. Ed. in General R.C. U. Funding (.22619)
(Negative) Adequacy of R.C. U. -
Funding (. 18358)
Per Unit Costs (. 14563)

Ultimate Effects on X Internal Influence (.37994) - 99,11
Targeted Population (Negative) X External Influence (11480)
(Negative) Adequacy of R.C. U.
Funding (. 16959)
Per Unit Cost (. 11766)
X Assistance Received (. 16769)

TABLE 62

SUMMARY OF MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSES
REACHING SIGNIFICANT LEVELS e
50,000 - 100,000

Dependent Variable Independent Variable Contributing Per Cent of
the largest amount of the Variance the Variance
Accounted for Accounted for

Changes in Attitudes: Adequacy of R. C. U. Funding (.20784) 71.49

Purpose or Thrust X Assistance Received (. 24344)

Education in General (Negative) Adequacy of R.C.U. Funding 1 61.20
(.20784) _
(Negative) X Assistance Received (.24344)
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Over 100,900 (Table 63)

R.C.U. funding factors appear to be the best predictors for this group of
projects. Internal influence (mastly negative) and external influence zre next
largest predictors. Assistance received during the projects is also a significant
variable to be considered. Although the R. C.U. funding variables appear through-
out the analyses, they appear to be particularly strong in the areas of changing
attitudes towards selected stimuli.

It should be noted that internal influence was the strongest (and positive)
factor in predicting the ultimate effects of the program on targeted populations.
Adequacy of R. C. U. funding and assistance received also played a major role. The
amount of variances accounted for in this group is less than the other three groups.
Actually the figures (percent of variance accounted for) for the ""over 100, 000"
group approach those for the total group (refer to Table 59). This might be caused
by the fact that 41 projects fell into that group, while 23 were in the '"50-100, 000, "'
13 in the $25-50, 000, " and another 13 in the "under-25, 000" group. Thus the "over
100, 000" was the largest group affecting the result found in the total group. If this
is the case, then the "over 10(, 000" group becomes even more significant in this
study.

Summary

Although more variables could be predicted in the "over 100, 000" group, the
smallest two groups had factors that were almos totally accounted for by the
variables used as predictors. This would indicate that when variables did have an
effect, for those in the two lower population size groups, the effect or influence
was quite strong. The number of significant regressions might be a function of the
size of each group - with the "over 100, 000" having so many more than the others,
thus its data would generate more significant regressions because the degrees of
freedom are greater. It is also possible that the variables used as predictors in
this study were more influential with the projects serving 100, 000 and over com-
munities than those serving smaller communities.

It is apparent that the influence from internal and externagources are quite
important when looking at them in combination. The most significant (in terms of
numbers) factors are those related to R.C. U. funding - with the rating of the ade-
quacy of R.C. U. funding being the largest factor. Assistance received from various
sources also appears to be quite important. It also appears that R. C. U. funding is
more important in attitude changing than in other areas. This effect appears to
exist in all groups except the 'under 25,000." In fact, the lowest group appears to
be more affected by internal and external factors than by anything else. Per unit
costs tend to have a negative effect on the predicted variables, while the effective-
ness of Vocational Education Advisory Councils and length of the programs have
isolated effect.

Type of Community Served (Urban, Suburban, Rural)

Projects were then broken down into three groups (urban, suburban, and
rural), and the data was reanalyzed utilizing the regression analyses approach as
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TABLE 63

SUMMARY OF MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSES
REACHING SIGNIFICANT LEVELS
OVER 100, 000

"Per Cent of
the Variance
Accounted for

Independent Variable Contributing
the largest amount of the Variance
Accounted for

Dependent Variables

X Prime Objectives X Internal Influence (.18486) 45, 05
Influencing Educational _
Practices X External Influence (. 13942)
- Building Level R.C.U. funding (. 14037)
Adequacy of R.C. U. funding (. 10080 48.36
- County/Intermediate  Adequacy of R. C.U. funding (. 20986) 42.52
Unit
- National Level Adequacy of R. C. U. funding (. 22505) 45.83
Satisfaction Generated In: X Internal Influence (. 11491) 39.99
- Trainees Adequacy of R. C. U. funding (. 11631)
- Participants X Assistance Received (. 11291) 43,22
(Other than trainees)
- School Building (Negative) X Internal Influence (. 11057) 40. 09
Personnel X External Influence (.15107)
- School System (Negative) X Internal Influence (. 12207) .  47.74
X External Influence (. 19599)
X Assistance Received (. 12667)
- County System/ _ '
Intermediate Unit X Assistance Received (. 16842) 40.73
- R.C.U. (Negative) X Internal Inf. (. 14674) 56. 83
X External Influence (. 18947)
X Assistance Received (. 16673)
- State Dept. of X Internal Influence (. 14400) 45. 03
Education X External Influence (. 13446)
(Other than R.C. U.) X Assistance Received (. 14441)
Changes in Attitude Adequacy of R.C. U. funding (.32861) 62.09

Towards:
- Purpose or Thrust

84

X Assistance Received (. 16057)




TABLE 63 (continued)

Dependent Variables

Independent Variable Contributing
the largest amount of the Variance
Accounted for

Per Cent of
the Variance
Accounted for

Changes in Attitude

Towards: R.C.U. funding (.11319) 54,317
- Voc. Ed. in General Adequacy of R. C.U. funding (.28535)
- Education in General  R.C.U. funding (.10913)
Adequacy of R. C.U. funding (. 16341) 70. 35
X Assistance Received (. 19618)
- The World of Work R.C.U. funding (. 11108) 49.77
Adequacy of R.C.U. fundiag (.20407)
- Themselves X Internal Influence (.37232) 53. 88
- Others (peers) X External Influence (.24253)
R.C.U. funding (. 10631) 57.21
Adequacy of R.C.U. funding (. 11928)
- Others (non-peers) X External Influence (. 13843)
R.C. U. funding (. 10946) 57. 16
Adequacy of R.C.U. funding (. 1661)
- Ultimate Effects on X Internal Influences (.264271)
Targeted Population Adequacy of R.C.U. funding (. 11145) 66. 72

X Assistance Received (. 19570)

described before.

merged to increase the sample size for analyses purposes.

Urban (Table 64)

There were 31 projects in the urban group, 20 in the suburban
group, and 29 in the combined rural group. Appalachia and non-Appalachia were

Satisfaction and attitude variables were the ones that could best be predicted
in this group. The adequacy of R. C. U. funding appears to be consistently the best

and most reliable predictor of outcomes.

predictor.

Internal influence was the next largest
Per unit costs again had negative effects. The degree of R. C.U. funding

appeared to be most influential with attitude changes, while internal influence had

its effects on satisfaction generated by projects, and ultimate effects of the projects
on targeted population. The amounts of variance accounted for appears to be quite
high, although the range is quite wide (47. 56 to 90. 02). -
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SUMMARY OF MULTIPLE REGF.ESSION ANALYSES

TABLE 64

REACHING SIGNIFICANT LEVELS

URBAN

Dependent Variables

Independent Variables Contributing
the largest amount of the Variance
Accounted for

Per Cent of
the Variance
Accounted for

Irfluencing Educational
Practices
- Building Level

- Local Level

Satisfaction Generated In:
- Trainee

- Participants (other
than Trainee)

Changes in Attitude
Towards:
- Purpose or Thrust

-~ Voc. Ed. in General
- Education in General

- The World of Work

- Themselves

- Others (peers)
- Others (non-peers)

- Ultimate Effects on
Targeted Population

R.C.U. funding (. 13458)
Adequacy of R. C. U. funding /. 30123)
X Assistant Received (. 1405Y)

Adequacy of R. C. U. funding (. 40648)

- X Internal Influence (. 24346)

(Negative) Per Unit Costs (. 17814)

X Internal Influence (.34622)

Adequacy of R. C. U. funding (. 39690)

Adequacy of R. C. U. funding (. 58068)
Adequacy of R. C. U. funding (. 55140)

R.C. U. funding (. 11075)
Adequacy of R. C. U. funding (. 65097)

X Internal Influence (. 35402)
(Negative) Per Unit Costs (. 25214)

Adequacy of R. C. U. funding (. 53177)
Adequacy of R. C. U. funding (.42304)

X Internal Influence (. 29552)

76.66

72.54
50. 48

48. 43

65.92

83.73
83.69

90. 02
69.67

75.36
74.09

47. 56
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Suburban (Table 65)

 For all four variables that can be predicted, length of the project, internal
influence (either positive or negative), and assistance received appear to be the
most influential. Factors concerned with influencing educational practices and
ultimate effects were influenced by the three variables just listed. Much of the
four variables' variances appeared to be accounted for by the independent factors
in the analysis (variances accounted for ranged from 72.46 to 82. 59) quite evenly.

Rural (Table 66)

) It appears that the amount of external influence has an effect on rural proj-
ects as it relates to influencing educational policies at the building, local, and
county levels. This appears to be particularly true at the local (district) level.
Attitudes towards vocational education appear to be affected by the length of the
projects and assistance received by the project directors. These independent
factors also appear to be quite strong in the prediction model.

TABLE 65

SUMMARY OF MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSES
REACHING SIGNIFICANT LEVELS

SUBURBAN
Dependent Variables Independent Variables Contributing Per Cent of
the largest amount of the Variance the Variance
Accounted for Accounted for
Influencing Educational Length of Project (. 28267)
Practices X Internal Influence (.26987) 82. 59
- Building Level X Assistance Received (. 20407)
- Local Community Length of Prcject (. 13858)
(Negative) X Internal Inf. (.21218) 73.23
X Assistance Received (. 24673)
- County Level Length of Project (. 18014)
(Negative) X Internal Inf. (.15327) 72.46
X Assistance Received (.26951)
- Ultimate Effects in Length of Project (.20614)

Targeted Population X Internal Influence (. 271783) 76.89
X Assistance Received (. 13190) ,
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TABLE 66

SUMMARY OF MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSES
REACHING SIGNIFICANT LEVELS

RURAL
Dependent Variables Independent Variables Contributing Per Cent of
the largest amount of the Variance the Variance
Accounted for Accounted for
Influencing Educational
Practices _
- Building X External influence (.41576) 55.80
- Local Community X External influence (.78176) 82.10
- County Level X External influence (.43789) 57.51

Changes in Attitude
Towards: Length of Project (. 33939) 66.71
- Voc. Ed. in General X Assistance Received (. 10880)

Summary

The results indicate that projects in urban communities are more sensitive
to the effects of the selected variables, used in this study, than are projects from
either rural or suburban communities. These results are in keeping with the re-
sults found when comparing projects according to the size of community served -
since urban communities also tend to be large in population.

Internal influence appears to be quite important to urban and suburban proj-
ects, while external-influence is only important to rural projects. R.C.U. funding
appears to be only a factor to urban projects, while assistance received appears to
be a significant factor to the suburban group. Length of the project also appears to
be influential within the suburban projects. Across all groups, internal and ex-
ternal influence and R. C. U. funding appear to be factors in predicting outcomes;
but as just indicated, these factors have different effects on the different groups.

Types of Training

All training programs that dealt primarily (over 50%) with students, and those
that dealt primarily with teachers were analyzed. Since few programs dealt with
""adults, ' these programs were not considered in the analyses. There were 19
programs that trained / educated teachers/ other professionals, and 16 programs
that trained students.




Teachers/Other Professionals (Table 67)

The independent variables used in the analyses were only effective in predict-
ing outcomes for those variables concerned with influencing educational practices
(building, county, state). Again internal and external factors played a major role,
however, the effectiveness of vocational education advisory councils were the most
significant. It would appear that there is a strong relationship among training
teachers, the Advisory Councils, and influencing educational practices. The re-
sponses to question Q-O#8 (incluencing educational practices) might have been
answered in terms of vocational education. Thus the influences at the county/inter-
mediate unit and state levels might be directed towards vocational education
teaching, while the local or district level implies non-vocational education practices.
Hence, directors responding to the question felt their projects' influernce was being
felt only in vocational education domains closest to them (this would be particularly
relevent to training programs).

TABLE 67
SUMMARY OF MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSES

REACHING SIGNIFICANT LEVELS
TEACHERS/OTHER PROFESSIONALS

Dependent Variable Independent Variables Contributing Per Cent of
the largest amount of the Variance the Variance
Accounted for Accounted for
Influencing Educational X External Influence (. 10043)
Practices R.C. U. funding (. 16023) 78.07
- Building Level Effectiveness of the Voc. Ed.
Advisory Councils (. 40373)
- County Level ‘:Jegative) X Internal
Influence (. 18457) 74.16

Effectiveness of the Voc. Ed.
Advisory Councils (.39230)

- State X External Inflnence (.24056)
Effectiveness of the Voc. Ed. 77.43
Advisory Councils (. 29045)

Students

Although several regression analyses approached levels of significance, none
did - hence they are not being reported in this chapter. The actual analyses appears
in Appendix C.




It is obvious that the independent variables were not strong enough to predict,
beyond the chance level, the dependent variables for those programs dealing
primarily with students. This appears to be in keeping with the results of the dis-
criminant analyses, where so many factors sensitized the training groups, thus it
would be difficult to isolate any one, or group of factors.

Chapter Summary

The purpose or function of this chapter was to look at meaningful relationships
that might exist among the variables. It also had another important thrust, and that
was to look at selected variables, in linear relationship with each other, that could
be used in predicting effects. :

Since the unit of analysis was the project, sample size per cell of analyses
became a limiting factor. This required merging of groups to enable analysis, and
at times analysis that might have been of interest could not be attempted.

Initially there were many statistically significant relationships among the
variables - very few might be considered educationally significant (e.g., high cor-
relations). Factors within the same family of variables appeared to be related.
There also appeared to be relationships among changing attitudes, influencing edu-
cational practices, and satisfaction generated by the projects. To get a more
accurate picture of how selected variables interrelated and functioned within specific
groups of projects, a multiple regression analyses approach was used. To be con-
sistent, the same set of variables was used as independent factors on twenty -two
different dependent variables. The goal of the many analyses was to identify those
variables of interest that might consistently play a role in detcrmining outcomes.

Within groupings there were many differences in the ability of variables to be
good predictors. However, there did appear to exist important and consistent re-
lationships. .

Within the "total" group, R.C.U. funding variables (R. C. U. funding and ade-
quacy of R.C.U. funding) had a significant effect on changing attitudes (the relation-
ships were positive). Although it would be difficult to prove at this point, it does
appear that more R. C. U. funding (which should raise the level of adequacy) would
have a positive effect on attitude changes. Internal and external influences in de-
cision making, plus Advisory Councils, appear to influence educational practices
outside the projects (e.g. the ripple effect on other areas). This information
recognizes the interrelationship of other factors on projects. Thus it would appear
that project directors desiring to have an effect in education should recognize and
utilize these factors. It would also seem desirous to have such factors built into
proposals. Directors should be sensitive enough to use these factors constructively,
otherwise they might be limiting the projects' effects and effectiveness.

When the projects were broken down according to the size of community served,
types of communities, and types of programs, differences did appear. A complete
description preceded this summary and will not be covered again, however, we will
discuss the major findings.

90

92




i SnniemamnEaa * 4

Again R. C. U. funding variables appear to be a major influence on outcomes

when the total group was broken down by size of community served. R.C.U. fund-
ing variables apj:ear to have the greatest effect on attitudes. Internal and external
influence factors were also important - they were particularly strong in projects
serving the smallest size communities. Assistance received from various sources
was also influential. Projects serving the largest size communities appear to be
more sensitive to the variables studied. It does appear that variables within the
domains of satisfaction generated by the projects and attitude changes can be pre-
dicted, and hence are related to the input data studied.

The degree of R. C. U. funding appears to affect attitudes and influence educa-
tional practices of the projects in-urban communities. This effect was not apparent
at the suburban and rural levels. Length of projects, internal influences, and
assistance received were the strongest factors at the suburban level. External
influences were important at the rural level. Projects in urban communities appear
to be more sensitive to the variables studied, than projects in either the suburban
and rural area. Therefore, proposals from urban communities should consider this
fact in their designs.

As stated earlier, external influence played a major role in rural projects.
Whether this is a function of smaller projects, the less complex organizational
structure usually found in rural communities, the nature of vocational programs
geared to rural communities, or closer ""power" lines, is rather moot. However,
the lines of external communication must be considered when looking at projects in
rural communities. The ability of suburban projects to influence educational prac-
tices (ripple effect) appears to be affected by the length of the project, assistance
received, and negatively by internal influence. Thus longer projects that received
outside support influenced some educational practices within this group, Internal
influences had a negative effect, thus as the internal influence decreased, the ripple
effect increased. One could conclude that internal influence interferred with ex-
tending the influence of projects.

Programs concerned with training/educating teachers were affected by internal
and external influences and the effectiveness of Vocational Education Advisory
Councils on influencing educational practices. Given that, training programs for
teachers would hopefully influence educational practices, this infomation is ex-
tremely critical. Designing of such programs should therefore be cognizant of
these relatinnships; or when evaluating such programs, these factors should be
considered.

Length of projects, internal and external influence, R.C. U. funding, adequacy
of such funding, per unit costs, assistance received, and the effectiveness of Voca-
tional Education Advisory Councils did not appear to be the significant predictors of
outcomes for programs involved in training students. Other factors related to out-
comes may be playing a role in training programs for students, but not the ones used
in the analyses.

In terms of numbers alone (refer to Table 68) the adequacy of R. C. U. funding
is the major factor, followed by external and internal influence in that order. If
one were to consider both external and internal influence in combination, it is appa-
rent that influence outside the project director himself play a major role in outcomes.

[}
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Assistance received from various sources also are significant. R.C. U. funding
should be considered an extension of an adequacy of R. C. U. funding. T..is, in com-
bination with the adequacy measure, makes the R. C. U. furding variables very
significant.

TABLE 68

NUMBER OF TIMES THE VARIAELES WERE THE MOST
SIGNIFICANT CONTRIBUTORS T PREDICTING
DZPENDENT VARIABLES

Rank Va rbles f
1 Adequacy of R. C. U. funding 32
2 X External Influence 30
3 X Internal Influence 27
4 X Assistance Received 23
5 R. C.U. Funding 14
6 Per Unit Costs 10

7.5 Effectiveness of Voc. Ed. Adv. Councit 9

7.5

Length of Projects 9

Per Unit Costs tends to have a negative effect. This effect might be a func-
tion of: the inaccurate estimations of per unit costs; the lack of such information
for data analysis; per unit costs might be meaningless in a project that must be
considered a totality by the director; or in the nature of projects, this factor is just
not a significant consideration. The effectiveness of Advisory Councils tended to be
felt by training programs and/or projects serving small populations. The influence
of the length of the project appears to be felt by projects serving suburban communi-
ties, as well as in terms of changing or affecting attitudes. However, it does appear,

along with Vocational Education Advisory Councils to be the least effective of the
predictor variables studied.

It should be noted again, that this study was based on a questionnaire - opinion-
naire and interviews, thus the information supplied were perceptions of project
directors. Aside from the on-site visitations, no attempt was made to varify the
data out in the community. The major function of the multiple regression analyses
was to help establish relationships that existed in R. C. U. funded projects from 1966

to March of 1972, so as to shed light on the innerworkings of such projects and what
factors might lead to, or influence, success.




CHAPTER 7
GENERAL FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Introduction

The purpose of this chapter Is to review the major findings of this study - it
Is not to review all the findings, the preceding pages has done this in depth.

The reader again s cautioned that the data used In this study comes directly
from project directors. As indicated earlier, a total impact study would have to
include: surveying trainees, the business community, and school personnel; and
analyses of census data collected by local,state and national governmental agencles.
This should be done over the life of projects, as well as after their completion.

This project didn't attempt to do this, rather it attempted to focus on the percep-
tions of project directors and key State Department Vocational Educators as they
percelved their project, its outcomes and operations of R.C.U. The projects were
confined to all R.C. U. funded projects from 1965 to March of 1972. An opinionnaire-
questionnaire and on-site visitations were the techniques used to collect all the data.

General Findinge

Data Sources

Although there were many reports und documents describing individual proj-
ects, the Pennsylvania's Abstracts of Research and Related Materials In Vocational
Education, Volumes I, II, was the major source of project descriptions., The proj-
ects described in this document were categorized in seven general areas. These
areas were: Curriculum Development - Scope and Sequence and Guidance: Research:
Material Development: Training Programs - Teacher/Other Professionals; Training
Programs - Students and/or Adults; Purchase and/or Updating of Equipment; and
Work Study. Also studied were the Arnold Report, Labor Market Studies, V. E. M.I.S.
Reports, V.EL N. and certain other follow-up studies as conducted by R.C. U,

Interdepartmental Relationships

1. The Interdepartmental relationships between R. C.U. and other depart-
ments within the Bureau of Vocational Education appears to be quite relaxed and
good. Excelient personnel relations appear to exist.

2. There seems to be a need to extend more formal and structured l!nes of
communications between R. C. U. and other departments, rather than the relying on
informal and formal ones that now exist.

3. Solicited projects originating from departments outside of R.C. U. also
seems to be desirous. It would appear that many departments are breught in as
consultants on projects already proposed, the department of vocational education
would therefore like to see more requests for solicited proposals from R. C. U.
workirg In consort with other departments.
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4." The impact of R. C. U. at the state level was evidenced through such
studies as Arnold report, supply demand studies, V.E. M.1.S., V.E.I.N. and the
data input to the state plan for vocational education.

Description of The Respondents and Impact

Populations

1. The largest number of projects went to local legal educational authorities
(school districts), while Area Vocational-Technical Schools received about 25% of
all the projects.

2. ‘The funded projects were almost evenly distributed between rural and
urban population concentrations. Suburban communities appeared to receive fewer.
While over 71% of the projects served communities of 50,000 and above (45.6% of
the projects served populations over 100, 000).

3. Most targeted populations were "regular" students, with those classified
as disadvantaged being well represented. There were a surprisingly large number
of projects serving handicapped students. With the recent State court rulings con-
cerning handicapped students and education, this becomes very meaningful.

4, Secondary students were the populations most served; with post-high

school programs being the next largest area served. Programs for lower grade
students were few (11).

Director's Background

All but one of the directors were college graduates, with many more yeais of
teaching experience than supervision/administration or non-educational experience.

Elements of the Projects

The major efforts of the projects, in order of the largest part of the whole,
are; research, curriculum development, training students, and training teachers.
Curriculum development was the element most often found in projects. Sixty of
the projects were involved to some degree in training.

Objectives Met

1. Program-type objectives were the most noted prime objectivés. With the
majority of projects dealing with more than one objective. Most directors felt that
their projects were quite effective, although not totally effective.

2. Few unexpected outcomes were identified by the directors, those noted
appeared to be quite positive.
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3. Teachers and materials were major contributors to meeting the goals of
the projects; however, project directors felt that administration and teachers
hindered them.

Impact on Educational Practices

Directors felt that their projects had some positive impact on educational
practices at ail! geographic levels of education. They appear to be most effective at
the county, state, and national levels. Curriculum and instructional procedures
were the areas that they felt they had the most influence. '

Sources of Influence on Decision Making

Directors felt that they themselves were the strongest source of internal in-
fluence, followed by students and teachers. State governmental policies and com-
munity were the strongest sources of external influence. They also felt that
generally internal influence was stronger than external - both being on the positive
side of neutral.

Becoming Perinanent Parts of Educational Programs

Results of the projects appeared to become permanent parts of school buildings
or school districts - but not at any other level. These results are in keeping with
the limited ripple effect of the R. C. U. funded projects found elsewhere in this study.

Satisfaction Generated by The Project

School systems, participants (other than trainees), and trainees were most
satisfied by the projects. Those further away from the projects were less satisfied.
R.C. U. satisfaction was the lowest of the group, but it was still on the positive side
of satisfaction.

Attitude Changes

There was little positive change in participants towards the stimuli (concepts)
provided. The strongest positive change in them was towards the participants
themselves. Purpose or thrust and Vocational Education in general were the next
highest areas for change. Attitudes towards others appeared to be changed nega-
tively.

Monies Allocated and Adequacy

1. The average total cost reported for the projects was $79, 909, while the
average R. C. U. funding was $44,568. The total amounts used (where reported)
was $6,073, 132; the total R.C. U. funding (where reported) was $3, 342,609. It
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was apparent the R. C. U. funding was a major source. School budgets were the
primary source for non-R.C.U. funding.

2. R.C.U. funding was considered almost adequate.

Additional Monies

If additional monies were available, the directors would have spent it dn mate-
‘rials and program (curriculum),

Per Unit Costs

1. Totally it cost $1,806 on the average to train a student, produce a cur-
riculum material, etc. When considering the average per projects, the cost was
reduced to $948. 74.

2. Only 51 were able to give a figure response.'

Assistance Received During Projects

1. The R.C.U. and Vocational Education Bureau of the State Department of
Education appeared to give assistance to directors. It is also important to note,
that directors also requested the assistance.

2. Directors did not request much assistance from R. C.U., but did receive
valuable assistance when requested. They received more assistance from R. C. U.
than would be expected, given the amount requested.

3. They tended to receive little assistance from school district personnel,
although they did request it.

4. They also received slight assistance from teacher education institutions.

R.C.U. Interaction.

Project directors would like to see R. C. U.'s role increased after initial
funding. This is in keeping with their needs for greater communications, feedback,
and assistance.

General Responses

Most were happy with the design of their projects, thought their agency appro-
priate, remained active with other projects, but few were promoted or received
other advancements.
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Local Vocational Education Advisory Councils

These councils were little used; but when used, they proved to be effective.

Project Evaluations

Less than 50% of the directors indicated that an internal evaluation had been
made on their projects, and only 25% indicated an external evaluation.

Training Programs

1. Of those reporting the information they totally spent $3, 035,868 for an
average of $67,463; they spent $2,419,830 of R.C. U. funds for an average of
$53, 774 (this was 72. 3% of all monies, as indicated by respondents, spent by R.C.U.).

2. When per unit costs for training was specified, the average cost was
$508. 65 per trainee, while the average per unit costs for training and other activi-
ties was $821.99.

3. Programs trained more students than teachers or adults - with the majority
of trainees being white.

4, Blacks (7.5%) make the next largest group of trainees, Orientals (6. 6%),
American Indians (0.4%), and last, Puerto Rican (0. 0%).

On-Site Visitations

1. Project directors were able to establish that their projects did, indeed,

have impact.
2. The ripple effect on the prcgjlt«m different areas was not established or
demonstrated to interviewers.

3. Most would have continued their project if given the opportunity.

4, Additional funding, feedback on a regular basis, and more on-site visits
should be provided the State Department of Education and R.C. U.

5. Of those who responded, about 50% indicated that their local boards
would use their own operating budgets to continue the projects.

Comparisons

1. Little difference existed on the factors studied among the one year, two
year, and three year projects.

97

s AL A e S




A

2. Types of prime and unexpected objectives did not generate different ratirg
patterns (in terms of meeting them) among the directors. Those who requested
assistance perceived the assistance received higher than those who didn't request
assistance but got it.

3. Table 55 is a matrix of the hesaviest discriminant coefficients found when
maximizing differences among groups on the variables. There were differences
among: rural, suburban, and urban groups; sizes of communities; types of pro-
grams; degrees of total funding; degree of R.C. U. funding; ethnic identification of
students trained; and teachers trained-students trained. The variables that appear
to be separating the groups are: meeting prime objectives, unexpected outcomes;
factors hindering success; influencing educational practices at the national level;
internal influence on decision making; satisfaction generated by the program;
changes in attitude; adequacy of R. C.U. funding; amount of assistance; and effec-
tiveness of Vocational Education Advisory Councils, They had different effects on
different groups. Approximately half the variables used had some effect on sepa-
rating groups - thus they had different effects on the groups.

4. It appears that projects serving larger/@ommunities were different from
other groups. Work study, equipment and curriculum type projects were also quite
different. Extreme funded projects were also different from each other. Training
programs were quite different from each other, and were affected by more variables
than any other grouping.

Relationships

, 1. There were many variables that could be predicted within different sub-
groups studied (refer to Table 69 found in this chapter). Again the larger groups

- (total groups, over 100, 000, urban) tended to be more sensitive to factors than

those serving smaller areas or communities. The factors studied in training pro-
grams for students were not affected by the variables, this was not true for teacher
training programs.

2. Attitude changes could be predicted more often than influencing educational
practices at different levels, which in turn was predicted more than satisfaction
generated by the project in various areas.

3. As before, the lack of the ripple effect is demonstrated by the fact that
the further away from the project one gets, the harder it is to effect change. Satis-
faction generated in trainees and participants could be predicted meore often than in
personnel further from the project. Influencing educational practices at the
building level and local level is easier to predict than at the state or national
level.

4. In descending rank order of influence we find: 1. Adequacy of R.C. U.
funding; 2. X External influence; 3, X Internal influence; 4. X Assistance re-
ceived; 5. R.C.U. funding; 6. Per unit cost; 7.5 Effectiveness of Vocational Educa-
tion Advisory Councils; 7.5 Length of projects. It is also interesting to note that
R.C.U. funded variables have greater influence on changing attitudes, while internal
and external influence had greater effect on influencing educational practices, satis-
faction generated, and goals reached. Interestingly, suburban programs appeared to
be affected more by Vocational Education Advisory Councils than any other group.
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TABLE 69

MATRIX LISTING OF DEPENDENT VARIABLES PREDICTED, SEPARATED BY THE
GROUPING OF PROJECTS — PERCENT OF TOTAL VARIANCE ACCOUNTED FOR INDICATED

Groups
Teachers/
Less other
Dependent Total Than 25- 50- Over Profes-
Variables Group 26,000 650,000 100,000 100,000 Urban Suburben Rural  sionals Students Total
X of Prime
Objectives 24.19 9260 — — 4505 — — —_ — — 3
X of Unexpected
Outcomes —_ —_ —_ _ -_ — _ _— —_ —_ 0
Influence Educational
Practices in:
. Building or .o
: ' Neighborhood 36.64 9368 — —_ 4836 7666 8259 65580 78.07 — 7
; Local Community .
and/or District 3836 — — — — 7254 7323 82.10 — —_ 4
County/
Intermediate
Unit 2383 — —_ —_ 4252 — 7246 57861 7416 — 5
State —_ —_ —_— —_— —_ — — —_ 7743 — 1
National 1960 — — — 4583 — —_ —_ —_ —_ 2
" Satisfaction
Generated in:
Trainee 17.19 9652 — —_ 39.99 65048 — —_ — —_ 4
Participants (other
than Trainees) —_— — 9328 — 43.22 4843 — —_— — —_— 3
School Building .
Personnel 2163 — — —_— 4009 — —_ o —_ —_ 2
School System 2753 — —_— —_— 47.714 — — o —_ —_— 2
County System/
Intermediate
Unit —_— — 9732 — 40.73 — —_ —_ —_ —_— 2
R.C.U. 1999 — — _ 5683 — —_ —_ —_ -— 2
State Dept. of Ed.
{other than
R.C.U.) 15692 -— — —_ 4503 — —_ —_ —_ —_ 2
Changes in Attitude
Towards:
Purpose of Thrust 28.66 — —_ 71.49 6209 6592 — -—_ — —_— 4
Voc. Ed. in
General 3479 — 94.78 —_ 5437 8373 —  66.71 — —_— 5
Education in
General 3230 — —_ 61.20 7035 8369 — _ —_ —_— 4
The World of i
, Work 31.80 9937 — — 49.77 90.02 — _ —_— — 4
: Themselves 27.63 99.02 — —_— 53.88 69.67 — —_ —_— —_— 4
j Others (Peers) 3311 97.07 — —_ 57.21 7536 — —_ —_ —_ 4
- Others {(Non-Peers) 27.01 97.07 — —_ 5716 7409 — —_ —_ —_ 4
Ultimate Effects on
: Tarcuted Population 29.06 —  99.11 — 66.72 4756 7689 — —_ —_ 5
§ Totals By Groups 18 7 4 2 19 12 4 4 3 0 73
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CONCLUSIONS/RECOM MENDATIONS

The index descriptors presently used in the P. A.R. M. S. tend to mask the real
thrust of the programs. It is suggested that the authors of the P. A, R. M. S. not
only list the projects by vocational area (as is presently done), but that they
also list them by the major type of program for easier identification. The index
descriptors may then be a separate heading,

Interdepartmental ties can be strengthened through more formal contact with
departments. The various departments felt that more solicited proposals
should be sought, thus inferring a research and program leadership role being
increased for R. C. U. and the various State Vocational Education Departments,

R. C.U. did not appear to show favoritism in its funding - with most projects
found in institutions below the college level. However, smaller size communi-
ties were underrepresented in the funding. This could be a function of the
nature of population distributions in the State, a function of school district
boundaries, or the fact that smaller schools did not submit proposals. Regard-
less, it would seem appropriate that smaller size communities be better rep-
resented. This might mean direct solicitation by R.C.U. from such schools or
school districts. <
With the introduction of Career Education in the schools, it would appear that
projects serving lower grade students (1 -8) should be solicited or encouraged.
This could be a thrust or goal for R.C. U.

The make up of all the projects appear to be quite evenly divided among re-
search, curriculum and training. Materials, equipment, and work study did

not make up large portions of the efforts of the projects. Thus, student oriented
efforts appeared to be the thrust of the projects.

The projects were multi-objective in nature, with most prime objectives being
met. It could be concluded from the data that not all objectives were met.
Whether any project can do this is difficult to state, however, the directors
appeared to feel that of the prime objectives they listed, most were to a great
extent satisfied by the projects. Projects tended to generate few, but positive,
unexpected outcomes. Generally it would appear that the projects achieved
the objectives stated in the original proposals.

Teachers/staff play a major role in the success or failure of programs,
Therefore, directors must utilize their staff effectively if they wish to meet
the projects' goals.

Educational practices at building and local levels appeared to be affected by the
projects. The ripple effect beyond the immediate geographic localities was not
apparent. Thus, effective educational practices appear to be quite limited.
The need to communicate successes of projects to other communities and be-
yond appears to be needed. This function might be assumed by R.C. U. The
establishment of better communications between project directors, school
districts, state, and national groups might facilitate this. Final reports,
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10.

11.

13.

14.

- although heavily used to disseminate information, evidently are not very effec-

tive as change agents. R. C.U. could play a major role in this area as a
disseminator of information and consequently help to be a stronger change

agent.

Aside from the project directors' own values and concerns, he/she must con-
sider the influences generated by professional staff, students, the community,
and state governmental policies on his or her decision making. Thus, the
director is not alone when making decisions, and these sources of. influence
should be considered in projects to facilitate the use of their input and effect.

Those most closely related to projects appear to be most satisfied by the
projects. The low ratings on R. C. U. satisfaction might be generated by a lack
of feedback from R.C. U. on what the projects accomplished. This might be
caused by a lack of manpower to do this on the part of R.C.U. Many in the
interviews indicated that they would like this information from the agency.

It is recommended that post evaluation of projects, and subsequently informing
project directors of the results, become a function of R.C.U.

The projects had little effect on changing attitudes of participants. Where
attitudes were changed, they tended to be towards the participants themselves,
the purpose of the project, or vocational education. There were negative
changes too. If projects (or education in general) are to be considered effective,
there should be considerable positive attitudes towards other factors besides

the individual himself. Improved self-images are significant and should be
stressed by projects, but interpersonal relations are also significant. Projects

~ should be designed to improve interpersonal as well as intrapersonal relations.

Given the slight positive attitude changes, projects should also be designed to
stress more changes in attitudes.

R. C. U. was a major source for funding of projects; school budgets were the
major source for non-R. C. U. funding. Thus the interrelationship of R.C.U.
and school budgets is apparent. Consideration of this fact by directors and

R. C. U. must be built into the total budget of projects - for many of these proj-
ects owe their existence to both sources.

Accounting does not appear to be a major area of competency for project di-
rectors, just over half were able to give per unit costs. In some cases the
costs were '"rough'" estimates. The per unit costs appears to be the weakest
data supplied by directors in this study. It would seem the project directors
should be more aware of Management By Objectives, P.P.B.S., or other sys-
tems for accounting purposes. With the large amounts of monies they spent,
this information should help for accountability purposes. R.C.U. should require
an accounting system to be built into each project. Leadership in developing
such accounting systems within projects should come from R.C.U. .

Directors appeared to look towards R. C.U. and the State Vocational Education
Bureau for assistance during their project. They also received some assist-
ance from them. Little assistance came from other areas.
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

102

Making R. C.U. a major source of assistance, might help to facilitate R.C.U.'s
role in working with project directors. Directors indicated that they desire
more interaction with R. C. U. during funding, thus R.C. U. has a willing group
to work with. :

Project directors were pleased with the project design and would do little to
change it. They also received little material rewards for their efforts.

Vocational Education Advisory Councils were little used, but proved to be
effective when used. Given the effectiveness of Advisory Councils, their sub-
sequent influence on outcomes, and sources of external influences on decision
making, these Councils should be better developed, expanded, and above all
used by project directors. If these Councils are not used by the directors,
then proposals should be structured to guarantee their use. It is suggested
that R. C. U. play a leadership role in helping project directors utilize the
Vocational Education Advisory Councils in meeting the goals of projects.

Formal evaluations of the projecis appear to be lacking - less than 50% had
any type of evaluation (internal or external), and only 25 had an external eval-
uation. This lack of evaluation might be adding to the lack of dissemination of
results, because many projects can not provide data (in form of evaluations)
that looks at the quality of the project. Project directors would also be hard
put to provide data on results without some type of evaluation.

Here R.C. U. could be providing a service by either requiring a formal evalu-
ation, or as will be suggested in the following chapter, a formal post-project |
evaluation. :

Since "other" category is a rather meaningless classification in terms of ethnic
identification, the numbers were excluded from calculations. When this was
done, the inbalance between whites and all minorities becomes very great when
looking at the nature of trainees. Puerto Ricans are almost non-existent in
this study.

It can be safely stated that minorities are not well represented in the training
programs of this study. The one major minority group not represented is the
Puerto Rican. Attempts should be made to solicit training programs that will
give a better ethnic balance of those being trained - particularly Puerto Ricans.

Even when the "other'" category is considered in the calculations, the inbal-
ance between whites and specified minorities is still considerable. Many of

- the minorities may be hidden in the "other" categories. Given the ethnic

identification situation today, project directors should be aware of such in-
formation and not combine specified minorities in the "other" category. The
participation of all minorities in training programs should be expanded and
encouraged. Solicited programs might be one approach that R. C. U. may use
to correct this inbalance. -

Projects are unique to each other, but the length of the.projects doesn't appear

to be a factor in such uniqueness. Thus projects should be evaluated on other
factors besides length.
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20.

21.

22.

23.

Not surprising is the fact that directors who requested assistance rated such
assistance higher than those who received assistance but did not ask for it.
To be of more effective assistance, request for such assistance should origi-
nate with the directors, and not an outside party.

Looking at programs in terms of just the length of the projects would not ap-
pear to be beneficial. There were little total differences among one year, two
year, and three year projects, although the length of projects did influence
specific outcomes and specific groups.

There are differences among groups other than that generated by the length of
projects, and such differences are generated by many factors. Not all factors
operate on ail groups, nor do they affect them in the same way. Training
programs were the most sensitive to the variables.

Directors of projects and funding agencies must be aware of these differences
and not treat all proposals alike. They must be able to isolate those factors
that make differences and treat them accordingly. Further research is needed
in this area to establish why these differences exist and how to handle them.
Evaluations of the effectiveness of proposals must also take into account the
fact that differences occur among projects, and that such differences must be
built into any evaluative instruments or procedures to be used.

Again large projects are more sensitive to factors than are smaller projects,
and that training programs for students were not sensitive. R. C. U. type
variables had a strong influence on attitude outcomes, while internal and ex-
ternal factors appeared to affect educational practices, satisfaction, and goals.

Although it would be dubious to establish a cause-effect relationship, it does
appear that attitudes were positively affected by the degree (as perceived in
adequacy) of R.C. U. funding. This might mean that if one were to incrzase
the R.C.U. funding, one might be able to increase (to some extent) positive
attitudes towards the variables studied.

It also appears that the amount of internal and external influence will affect
goals, satisfaction, and educational practices. Thus if programs were de-
signed to increase either internal or external (which ever is appropriate)
influences, the degree of satisfaction generated by the project, the ripple

effect by influencing educational practices, or meeting goals would be enhanced.

The other factors discussed have an effect on the variables studied, thus like

a chemist, the project director must be able to balance and mix the appropriate
amount of effects to increase the ultimate goals of the project. It does appear
that he can increase his effectiveness as a director, consequently increase the
probability of meeting the project's goals, if he identifies and understands such
relationships.

###

In summation, the R.C.U. funded projects have had significant impact on

vocational education. The R. C. U, staff is well received at all levels. Given
the funding tasks, the budget constraints, and the educational needs, the R.C. U.
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funding programs have had noteworthy effect on education. Changes have been
suggested that should increase R. C. U.'s effectiveness.

The data points to a need for greater R.C. U. input at all levels; certainly
R. C.U. funding has made a unique contribution to vocational education, This study
has pointed out a need for more interaction between R.C.U. and many levels of the
educational community. R.C,U. should also be involved at various levels of proj-
ect development, implementation, guidance, review, and evaluation. In order to
do this, the systematic approach must be developed to implement many of the
suggestions made in this report. The following and final chapter includes a model
for monitoring R.C, U. funded projects. Its sole purpose is to facilitate R.C. U.'s
mission, and hopefully to maximize and/or mirimize those relationships and fac-
tors found in this study.
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CHAPTER &

MODEL FOR MONITORING R.C.U. FUNDED PROJECTS

The results of this study indicated a need for greater and more effective
control of funded projects in a systematic manner by R.C.U.

The following few pages are a description of a possible model (refer to Figure
I) that could be used by R.C.U. in monitoring its funded projects. The model
should be viewed as a whole, but at the same time, as two sub-models operating
simultaneously. The sub-model blocks for grantee functions is illustrated with
screen in the background. The sub-model blocks for R.C.U. functions does
not have the screen background. Together both models flow through and at
times parallel the same points. Totally they can be considered a model, since
they interact with, and are not independent of each other; they also work simul-
taneously.

First, R. C. U. must continue to establish priorities. These priorities might
be established in concert with others, originate at higher levels, (State, Federal
Government), a product of research, community demands, needs as seen by R.C. U.
staff, etc. Regardless of their origins, the priorities must be established in order
to guarantee the logic of the dispersion of funds. R.C.U. should continue to make
these priorities known to the various interested publics.

Next a grantee submits a proposal. This proposal might have been solicited,
or it might have been unsolicited. Regardless, the proposal is submitted according
to proper submission procedures established by R. C.U.

R. C.U. staff then evaluates the proposal in terms of the priorities and the
stated goals of the proposal. A cost analysis is conducted by R. C. U. to determine
the cost efficiency and cost effectiveness of the proposed research or project. This
is done, even if the proposal does include cost efficiency data of its own.

A decision concerning the status of funding is made. If a negative decision is
reached, the reasons for not funding the proposal is returned with the original pro-
posal. If the decision is positive, then the grantee is informed that a preliminary
affirmative decision has been made, pending an on-site visitation by R. C. U, staff
personnel to review procedures to be used by the grantee as well as the facilities
available to perform the project. If all is in accordance with R. C. U. priorities,
cost efficiency and effectiveness, then the project may begin as submitted. If there
is aneed for alterations of the proposal, but there are no major revisions, the
grantee may wish to amend the proposal accordingly and await final decision (refer
to the feedback loop). If there are major revisions, the grantee may wish to revise

and resubmit as if it were a new proposal. The proposal may also be rejected
outright,

During the life of the project, R. C. U. will be in constant contact with the
grantee in order to give advice, informaticn and support. There are very formal
definite procedures that must be followed during the life of the project. The grantee
will be requested to prepare and submit quarterly status and evaluation reports.
These reports are to be submitted directly to R. C. U.
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R.C.U. conducts quarterly on-site visitations to assess the progress of the
project in its environment. The grantee-submitted quarterly reports are also re-
viewed by the R.C. U, staff. After the information from the on-site visitations and
the review of the quarterly report are considered, a decision as to whether to con-
tinue the project-is made. If the project is terminated (for which R. C. U. must
show cause, and the grantee may appeal), all unused funds are collected, a review
is conducted, and a report is prepared. A project may be continued without any
revisions, or recommendations for changes in procedure, design, or thrust may be
made. [The grantee may accept the changes or jointly decide on changes needed.]
R.C.U. then reviews changes made based on recommendations, and then feeds back
in the loop to quarterly reports - thus establishing a more accurate base for which
a decision may be made on whether to continue the project.

The quarterly review loop is not made in a vacuum, R.C.U. is in constant
contact with the grantee for information, input, and reactions. While the review is
in process, the program is continuing. The program can only stop when R. C. U.
makes the decision to terminate it - with stated justifications., The review pro-
cedure is formally performed after each quarterly report.

If there are no revisions, or acceptable revisions are made, the project con-
tinues until completion. The project ends and a final report to R. C. U, is made by
the grantee. The grantee's formal functions thus end. The final report is then
analyzed by R.C.U. staff and/or consultants in terms of: meeting program objec-
tives; R. C. U. stated priorities; cost efficiency; and cost effectiveness.

R. C. U. then performs a post program evaluation. Depending on the nature
of the project, R.C.U. staff may perform on-site visitations, interview the project
director, interview staff, interview trainees, include visitations and surveying the
needs of industry, commerce, and the community(ies) served by the project, or
test and research materials developed.

The post program evaluation thus results in a final overall analysis of all the
data collected on the project from its very beginning. This is part of an evaluation
for R.C.U. From this data should follow recommendations for future projects as
well as possible additions, omissions, or revisions of R.C. U.'s own priorities.

This proposed model will enable R.C. U. to monitor and evaluate R. C. U.
funded projects. However, the implementation of this model would entail an in-
crease in the present R.C.U. staff and an increase in the support capabilities of
the present R. C.U. operation. In the long run, a system that is flexible and allows
for changes, that is constantiy apprized of its present situation, that gives constant
support to the grantee when needed, that demands continued fiscal and educational
responsibility and accountability of the grantee, and that demands continual fiscal
and educational responsibility and accountability of itself, must, by its very nature,
put demands on all of its elements, and in turn it will increase the efficiency and
effectiveness of the Research Coordinating Unit to meet its goals and micsions.
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AMERICAN MANAGEMENT CENTER, INC.
262 SOUTH 15th STREET e PHILADELPHIA, PA. 19102

Dear Respondent:

.- The American Management Center has been funded by
’ the Research Coordinating Unit, of the Department
of Education, to assess the impact of RCU funded
projects on educational practices in Pennsylvania.
The enclosed questionnaire - opinionnaire has been
developed as one part of the project.

As an individual involved in a funded project, you
can provide us with important information that will
help to determine the degree of impact RCU funding -
in general, has had in vocational education areas.
We are interested in identifying the strong and weak
. areas in the RCU funded program, so please answer
{ with complete candor. All information will be held
' in strictest confidence, with general trends and
results appearing in a culminating report written
by the American Management Center.

We are aware that the instrument appears to be

quite lengthy, but most of the questions require
checking - type responses; the total instrument
should not take too much of your time. Thank you
very much for contributing to this important research
effort. '

Sincerely yours,

American Management Center ) :
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
BOX 911, HARF.ISBURG, PA. 17126

Dear Vocational-Education Researcher:

The Research Coordinating Unit and The Bureau of Vocational-
Technical and Continuing Education are having a study conducted of
past vocational education research efforts to determine the impact
of this research and related activities on vocational programs in
Pennsylvania. The American Management Center (AMC) in Philadelphia
has been selected as the outside agency to conduct this study.

In the very near future, AMC will be contacting former voca-
tional education research project directors that have conducted pro-
jects since 1966. The work of AMC will be greatly facilitated and
in turn, bureau services may be improved if AMC receives your fullest
cooperatior, with this study.

Thanks in advance for your full cooperation. .

Sincerely,

John W. Struck, State Director
of Vocational Education

/ [}/113
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IMPACT ASSESSMENT OF RCU FUNDED PROJECTS

Survey Form

American Management Center

Please fill out this form and return by May 12th in the self-addressed envelope provided.

In order to make this study meaningful and to give us needed information, we will need
your cooperation in providing complete and objective responses. All information will

be treated confidentially and anonymously. We are concerned with surveying all the
* programs and not focusing on a particular project.

This survey instrument is divided into two sets of questions. Questions 1 - 26 cover
information for all projects; Questions 27 - 30 deal specifically with training (students/
adults/teachers/other professionals). We ask that everybody respond to questions

1 - 26, and in addition those involved in training programs respond to que:stions 27 - 30.

We are aware of the imposition we are placing upon your busy schedule, that is why the
instrument was designed with a minimum of open-ended responses.
Thank you for the time and effort that you will expend in responding.

American Management Center

Date filled out RCU Project Number

1. Please check the appropriate classification of the group or agency operating the
project. ’

Local public school system

Area Vocational-Technical School
University/College

Non-Profit private organization
Other (please explain)

(D_Q-OU"?

2. Check the appropriate area(s) that your project served or serviced.

A. Population Concentration B. Population of the Geographic
1. Rural (Non-Appalachia) community served:
2. Rural (Appalachia) 1. over 100,000
3. Suburban 2. 50,000 - 100,000 .
4. Urban 3. 25,000 - 49,999
4. 10,000 - 24,999
5. Under 10, 000

’/l}/:/ 115
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C. Targeted Population(s) of the = D. Education Levels

Project 1. Pre-School _
1. Regular 2. K-3 grades _
2. Disadvantaged 3. 4-6 grades _
3. Handicapped 4, 7-8 grades _
o 5. 9-12 grades (comprehensive)

6. Special Education

7. Area Voc-Tech School 9-12

8. Post-High School (Non-College)

9. Community/Jr. College (A.A.,

Transfer, Texrminal)
10. College/University (4 year institutes)
11, Graduate School
12. In-Service Training
(Non-College Credit)

3. The Project Prime Administrator's Background

A. Educational Level (check highest level reached)
Non-Degree___B.S./B.A.___ M.S./M.A./M.Ed___ Ed.D/Ph.D

B. Number of years: Teaching___ Supervision/Administration ___

C. Non-Educational Experience (business/industry, on-the-job training) Number of
years ___

4, 1If you were to divide your total project into its elements, illustrate below, within the

id, the percentage of the total project.that was devoted to:
grids P 28 proj Use These Symbols

Curriculum development - scope and sequence/guidance (SS)
Research : .(R)
Developing Materials (DM)
Training - Teachers/other professionals : (TT)
Training - students/adults (TS)
Equipment - purchase and/or upgrading (E)

Work study - Ws)
Example 0% 10 20 30 40 50 &0 70 80 90 100%
Symbols and Percents 5S-36% | DM-24% ] R-18% | TS-22% |

0% 100%
0% 10 20 30 - 40 50 60 70 80 90 100%
Symbols
and
Percents
0% ' 100%

5. List the prime objectives of the project (as indicated in the proposal for the projéct), and
indicate to what extent they were met. Use the following rating scale:

Not at all - 1; Very little - 2; Somewhat - 3; Considerably - 4; Objective was totally met - 5.

A, Primary Objectives Rating

IO UL WO =




6. List unexpected outcomes - indicate with a check if they were positive or negative,

Unexpected Outcomes ' Negative Positive

7. A. What major factors {or elements) contributed most to the success of your project?
List them with the most significant first, the second most, then the third, and so on.

(Most Significant)

(Least Significant)

_ B. What major factors (or elements) hindered you most in meeting the project's ob-
: jectives: List them with the most significant first, the second most, then the third, and
soon...

(Most Significant)

(Least Significant)

i 8. Rate how successfully your project was able to influence educational practices at the
following levels, Use the following ratings:

i Extreme Very Had Some Had Some Very Extreme

Negative Negative Negative No Positive Positive Positive

Influence Influence Influence Influence = Influence Influence Influence
y 1 2 3 4 5 6 4 ]

Levels: Rating

a, Building or neighborhood
b. Local community and/or

district
i c. County/Intermediate Unit
R d. State

e. National




9. Which of the following can be identified as specific examples of how you could determine

the influence was felt.

Specific Examples

a.

b.

New or revised
curriculum

Level Where The Influence Was Felt

your project's influence? Indicate by placing a check in the appropriate column(s) where

1 Inter-
Building/ >
Neighbor- | Local/ m%lt:?tte/
hood Dist. County State

National

Classroom/shop
instructional procedures

New or revised
educational policies

New or revised
administrative policies

New or revised
counseling/guidance
procedures

Changes in employment
patterns

Decreased unemployment
rates

Decrease in the number
on welfare

Reduced dropout rate of
your targeted population

Remain, or initial

selection, in the area
for which the targeted
population was trained

Teachers/other
professionals received
certificates

Others (explain)
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10.

11,

12,

13.

To what extent did the following influence your decision making while director of the

project? Plcasc insert appropriate rating in space provided:

Ratings: Extreme negative influence - 1; Very negative influence ~-2; Had some nega-
tive influence - 3; No influence - 4; Had some positive influence -5; Very positive

influence -6; Extreme positive influence - 1.

A. Sources of Internal Influence °

Professional staff/faculty

Students

Sect'y

Unions

School Board or University policies
Restriction of the proposal

Your immediate supervisor
Yourself

O3 WGD»WN -

B. Sourccs of External Influence

. Parents

. Unions : :
Community :

Local governmental policies
State governmental policies
U. S. governmental policies
Political parties
Pressure groups

0= Ui N

How did you disseminate the results of this project?
Check the appropriate one(s)

a. Final report

b. In-service training (after the project)

c. Publications (books)

d. Publications (articles)

e. Speeches and papers given at conferences
f. Speeches to local groups

g. Word-of-mouth

h. Others (explain)

Did the results, or product, become a permanent part of the program/policy for:

a. School building Yes No _
b. School district Yes No _
c. County/Intermediate Yes No _
d. State Yes No
e. National Yes No__
f. University/college  Yes No__

As director, what are your feelings about the satisfaction generated by the project for;

(Please insert appropriate rating in space provided)

Ratings: No Satisfaction - 1; Little Satisfaction-2; Satisfied - 3; Very Satisfied - 4;

Highly Satisfied -5; Not Applicable -6.

a, Traineces

Participants other than trainees (e.g., staff)
School building personnel

School system

County system/Intermediate Unit

RCU

. State Department of Education (other than RCU)

137
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14,

15.

16.

17.

Rate the changes in attitudes of those who partipated in your project. (Please insert
appropriate rating in space provided.
Ratings: Considerable Some Some Considerable
Negative Negative No Positive Positive
Change -1 Change -2 Change -3 Change -4 Change -5
a. Purpose or thrust |
of the project
b. Voc. Ed in general
¢. [Education in General
d. The world of work
e. Themselves -
f. Others (peers)
g. Others (non-peers)
Rate the project's outcomes in terms of its ultimate effect on students or targeted popu-
lation. (Please encircle proper rating)
No effect. Little effect. = Some effect. Considerable effect. It had a major effect,
1 2 3 4 5
A. Total cost of operating the project $
B. RCU Funding $
C. Rate the adequacy of the RCU Funding by encircling the appropriate description:
Extremely adequate. Very adequate, Somewhat adequate.
5 4 3
Not very adequate. Not adequate at all,
2 1
D. If more money had been allocated, what would you have done with it that you were
not able to do with the funding received?
In addition to RCU funding, what other sources of funding were used to support the
project? Please check the appropriate source(s).
A, None
B. School budget
C. Local government
D. State -other than RCU (List)
E. Private industry (List)
F. U. S. Office of Education
G. Office of Economic Opportunity
H. Other U. S. funding (indicate)
I. Foundation: please name
120
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18.

19,

20,

21,

Estimate the per unit cost for your project. That is - how much did it cost to train/
educate an individual, or produce a curriculum material, or complete a study, etc., etc.

List Unit Per Unit Cost

How much influence did the following have on creating the proposal? Please insert
appropriate rating in space provided:

Ratings: Had no influence - 1; Had very little influence - 2; Had some influence -3;
Very influential - 4; Extremely influential - 5.

. RCU

State Dept. of Ed. (Non-Voc. Ed. Div.)
State Dept. of Ed. (Voc. Ed. Div.)
County level Voc. Ed. personnel

Local Voc. Ed. personnel

School building personnel

School district personnel

Teacher education institution

ZOHMEOOER

How much assistance did you receive, or have, during your project from: (Please
insert appropriate rating in space provided)

No assistance - 1; Slight assistance - 2; Some assistance - 3; Considerable assistance - 4,

Did yeu request assistance?

I

Rating Yes  No

a. RCU

b. State Dept. of Ed. (Voc. Ed.)

c. State Dept. of Ed. (Non-Voc, Ed.)
d. County Educational Personnel

e. District Personnel

f.  School building personnel

g. Teacher Educational Institutions

Do you believe there should be: (check only one)

a. No interaction between RCU and the project after funding has been approved,

b. There should only be slight interaction between RCU and the project after funding
has been approved.

c. There should be some interaction between RCU and the project after funding has
been approved.

d. There should be considerable interaction between RCU and the project after funding
has been approved. '

e. There should be constant interaction between RCU and the project after funding has
been approved,
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22. Should your project, as designed, be repeated?

a, Yes (gotob, and ¢c,) No (zo tob. and d.)
b. "Why?

c¢. What would you do differently, if the project, as now designed, were to be repeated?

d. Would you repeat the project, if you were to significantly redesign it? Yes
No . If yes, how and in what way would you change it?

If no, why?

23. Now that you have completed the project, do you feel that your agency (or institution)
was the most appropriate one for this project ?

a, Yes , b. No , if not, which one of the following would be best suited?

. Local school system

. Area Voc-Tech. School

. State department

. University/college

. Private industry

. Local governmental agency
. Other

QOB CON =

24, As a result of this project, what happened to you - in terms of career advancement ?
Please check the appropriate response(s).

a, Nothing
b. Received an advanced degree
c. Was promoted
d. Received certification
. e. Given other projects to develop
i f. Given administrative duties or
position not held before the
project (but not promoted)
; g. Other (please describe)

: 25. a, To what'extent did you use a local Voc, Ed Advisory Council for this project?
] Encircle the appropriate rating.
{

; None of the time,  Very little, At times. A good bit of the time.
1 2 3 4

; A considerable amount of the time,

{ 5

; b. If you used them at ali, rate their effectiveness - in terms of your project only.

Was not effective at all. Had very little effect, Had some cffect,
1 2 3

4 = 2 A

t Considerable effect. Highly effective.

4 5
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26. a. Has theprogram had an internal evaluation?

1. Yes (goto2and 3) No

2, Is a report available Yes No

3. Who, or what unit'within your organization, was responsible for designing and
conducting the evaluation ?

b. Were there any external evaluations done on your project ?
Yes No If so, by whom?
(Title and address)
Check here if a report is available

IF YOUR PROJECT WAS DIRECTLY INVOLVED IN TRAINING/ EDUCATING STUDENTS,
ADULTS (NON-PROTESSIONAL), OR TEACHERS/OTHER PROFESSIONALS (e.g., IN-
SERVICE, WORKSHOPS, TEACHER TRAINING, ETC.) PLEASE RESPOND TO QUESTIONS
27-30.

(IF NOT DIRECTLY INVOLVED IN TRAINING, THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME AND
EFFORT AND PLEASE RETURN THE INSTRUMENT IMMEDIATELY IN THE ENVELOPE
PROVIDED, )

27. If the project was directly involved in training/educating, please give the numbers in-
volved under the appropriate categories (A, B,C).

C. Teachers/other
. Professional Staff
A, Students B, Adults* (Workshops, teacher
(Up to 18 (Over 18 years) training, in-service
years of age) ete.)

Number of
Participants:

Total ' !'
American Indians
Blacks

Puerto Ricans
Whites

Orientals

Others (explain)

*Do not include teachers or other professionals in section B. Professionals who partici-

pated in teacher training programs, workshops, in-service programs, etc., should be
included in section C.

28. Did the majority of the participants after leaving your program - (check the appropriate J
response)

a, If students or adults: :

1. Remain in school, or in another program, for further training/education?
or
. 2, Go immediately into industry/business:
- b, If teachers or other professionals:

1. Remain in the position or area that was the focus of your project or
2, Moved immediately into a position or area not related to the focus of your
projects
123
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29, If the participants went immediately into industry/business, list the business or indus-
' tries in your area where the largest numbers were employed.

Name of Firm Address

30. If a program for teachers or other professionals, did they receive: (please check the
appropriate responses)

a. An initial degree

b. An advanced degree

c. An initial certificate

d. College credit

e. .Credit towards salary advancement
f. None of the above

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME AND EFFORT. PLEASE RETURN THIS INSTRUMENT
IMMEDIATELY IN THE ENVELOPE PROVIDED,
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AMERICAN MANAGEMENT CENTER

PROJECT NO. PA. DATE
(R.C.U.)

TITLE:

INTERVIEWER

PERSON INTERVIEWED:
NAME

TITLE

LOCATION

NOTES

The person interviewed may not be the same person who filled out the questionnaire.

In any event, indicate that the purpose of the site visit is to gain additional informa-
tion and to give the project personnel an opportunity to make comments and share
information and thoughts that may or may not be brought out by the questionnaire.

Be sure to indicate that the personal interview is not a substitute for the question-
naire or vice versa.

Assume that the person being interviewed has actually only allocated, in his schedule
for that day, one to two hours that you asked for. Therefore, do not use up a lot of
time with small talk, such as the weather, traffic, countryside, the buildings, his/
her office, etc. They will be waiting for and expecting you to get to the point.

Don't allow yourself to be interrupted by a phone call for you. Make sure that, if

and only absolutely necessary, messages are left for you to be picked up after
interview. —

A friendly smile may help to set the tone instead of the small talk routine. Use a
friendly and relaxed style. Do not act as an interrogator. If the person being
interviewed shows the slightest indication of getting up tight from a certain question
then take another route or drop it.

Opening questions are extremely important. Although you are seeking specific data
the person being interviewed should feel free to talk and not feel restricted to cer-

tain responses. He should feel that you are listening to, concerned about or inter-
ested in the things he feels like talking about.

Nonetheless, within this framework, get the data you need.

'_Good luck and happy interviewing!

J)E 121
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Opening (suggested)

1. Mr./Mrs. I have read the abstract of your program
(P.A.R. M.) and I wonder if you would mind sharing with me some of your
personal feelings concerning the program.

(a) Did you enjoy being involved in this project?
(b) Do you think it had any impact in (depends on type uf project)
(1) Meeting the needs of students (How?)

(2) Meeting the needs of adults (How?)
: (38) Professional growth of staff persons (How?)
(4) Creating new materials (How?)
(5) Developing new methods or approach (How?)

2. In what areas do you feel the program made a ripple effect on the educational
system (Please explain) -
(1) Student-achievement
- Motivation

- Awareness

(2) Teacher performance (teaching)

- Attitude (ask for indicators of change)

(Cont'd. on next page) :




(3) Curricular improvements
Direct
Indirect
Actual

Projected

(4) Parental involvement
Community Reaction
Community Understanding
Community Cooperation
3. Would you like to see this program
(a) Repeated
(b) Continued
(c) Expanded
(d) Revised

(e) Discontinued

(Cont'd. on next page)
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IF ANSWER TO NO. 3 IS A,B,C OR ESPECIALLY D, THEN ASK:

4.

What would you like to see to make the program more successful re:

(a) Students

(b) Staff

(c) Materials

(d) Curriculum

(e) System improvement

How could State Department of Education help in this effort
(a) Additional funds - for what purpoase(s)

(b) Program guidance

(c) Professional resources

(d) More on-site visits

(e) Department of Education (State-R.C.U. and others) feedback on regular
basis

Physical identification of objectives
(if not, reasons if in objectives of the proposal)
(a) New shop layout

(b) Staff trained and performing

(Cont'd. on next page)
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(c) Studen’ status after program
(d) Curricular materials

(¢) Report

() In house evaluations

(g) Other

7. Do you have any other comments that you would like to share with us?

After formal part of interview is over, close up matexial, etc. Before leaving,
like after handshake, casually ask: WHAT WOULD BE THE REACTION OF THE
LOCAL SCHOOL BOARD TOWARDS USING AN INCREASED AMOUNT OF THEIR
OPERATING BUDGET FOR THIS PROJECT. (Just a measure of how program is
perceived by local Board. )

Write the answer to this one later on, out of sight of interviewee.
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APPENDIX C

MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSES

Note: Please use the appropriate key found in Table 1.

The proper key number is found directly under the group identification
listing that is located under the table number.

Content Tables .

Total Group 2-23 ;
Size of Community 24-112 ;
Type of Community 113 -178 '
Type of Program 179 - 222 :

133

mi&.r;;&!:x:iga.'ab LA S At




Variable Titles

Q-0¢

10a

10b

rran —ra
. BRI

]
e stare

-

»

s
o

g

§ 1. Keys 12-19 Not Used. Only Variable Numbers Used In Keys 20~27.

Q
ERIC

Length of Project

Mean of Prime Objectives

Mean of Unexpected Qutcomes
Influencing Educational Practices
Building

Local Community

County Level

State

National

Mean Source of Internal Influence
Mean Source of External Influence
Satisfaction Generated in:
Trainee

Participants — other than trainee
School Building Personnel

Schoo! Sy;lem

County System

RCU

State Department of Ed.

Changes in Attitude

Purpose or Thrust

Voc. Ed. in General

Education in General

The World of Work

Themselves

Others (peers)

Others (non-peers)

Ultimate Effects in Targeted Population —

R.C.U. Funding
Adequacy of R.C.U. Funding
Per Unit Costs

Mean Assistance Received.

Etfectiveness of Voc. Ed. Advisory Council

Key o1
Var. ind. Dep.
™

(-]
x X X X X

10 X

n
12
13
14
15

16

X X X X X X X

17

18
19
20
21
2
23
24

X X X X X X X X

25
26
27
28
29

X X X X X

30

Key &2
Var. ind. Dep.
-

-]
X X X X X

12

13

14

X X X X X

15

16
17
18
19

X X X X X

TAB

KEYS TO BE USED TO IDENTIFY INDEPENDENT AND DEPENDENT VA‘:

Koy o3
Var. ind. Dep.
L ]

10
n

12

X X X X X X X X

13
14
15
16
17

X X X X X

Koy o4
Var. ind. Dep.
-

10
1

12

X X X X X

13

Key 5
Var. ind. Dep.
.

10
n

12

X X X X X

13

Key o6
Var. ind. Dep.
-

X X X X

10
11

12

X X X X X

13

10
n
12

13

Koy



TABLE 3 TOTAL GROUP KEY 1
SAMPLE SIZE 98 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.0862
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 3 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.2935
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FGR THE MULTIPLE
LINEAR REGRESSION
SCURCE GF VARIATICA CeF. SUM CF MEAN F P
SQUARES SQUARES VALUE
DUE TU REGHESSIONeessesssssse F] 2.45436 0,31179 1.0488 ns.
DEVIATICN ABOUT REGRE53SIGN... 89 26445740 029727
1G6TALees 97 28.95177
VAR[ABLE MEAN STD. REG. 3T0.ERRQR CUMPUTED PART AL UM _OF_SQ, PkP, vaR,
NU. DEVIATION CGEFF.  OF REG.COE. T VALUE CLRR. COE. ALVED CUM.
1 1.55102 C.82640 0.07689 0.07216 1.0055% 0.11223 0.87203 J.03014
9 4,95640 1.36724 0.03616 0.U4531 0.79859 0.03435 J.56305 V.01945
10 3.924006 1.66624 0.02320 0.03889 3.59613 0.06313 0. 17560 0,00607
26 34108.25391 53618.63547 0.00000 0.00000 0.83087 0.08773 0.36543 0.01202
a1 2.35796 1.65280 0.02639 0.03751 0.70309 0.07438 0.32764 J.01132
28 948.74487 5313.11328 -0.C0000 0.00002 -0.22283 -0.02361 0.02288 ).00079
29 2.23861 100744 0.04665 0.06588 0.70817 0.07485 0.16714 0,00577
30 1.56939 1. 89657 0.00003 0.03530 3.000738 0.0C008 0.00000 0.00000
3 0.44939 0.54633 .
TABLE 4 TOTAL GROUP KEY 1
SAMPIL.E SIZE 98 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 3664
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 4 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.6053
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FUR THE MULTIPLE
< INEAR™ REGRESSION
SOURCE OF VARIATICLA C.Fe SUM OF MEAN F ]
SJUARES SJUARES VALUE
E TO REGKESSICN.oscssessess 8 273.5: 3 24335 <.0
VEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSICNe.. 89 472.99854 5.31459
TOTALsoy S7 146.53076
YAR[ABLE MEAN ST0. REG. STD.ERRQR COMPUTED PART [ AL M OF PRUP, VAR.
NO. OEVIATICN COEFF. OF REG.CUE. T vALUE CORR. COE. ADOED CUM.
1 1.55102 €. 82640 0.00242 0.3C€512 0,00792 0.00084 23,41930 0.03137
9 4.95640 1.36724 ~C.14509 0.19158 -0.75734 -0.08002 15.62826 J.e02093
10 3.92406 1266624 0.66658 _0.16442 4.05417 D. 396463 §32.91206 0.17804
26 341C8.25351 5361E.60547 0.00001 0.00000 1.9493¢ 0420235 24.31644 0.03257
27 2.851756 1.65280 0.18515 0.15859 1.16749 0.12282 20.89192 0.03602
24 $48.74437 3313.11328 0.00006 0.00007 0.83715 0.06839 5.57724 0.00747
9 2.238617 1.C0744 971  0.27854 0.10667 0.01131 5,87507 0.00787
30 1.96939 1.89657 0.40387 0.14526 2.70539 0.27571 38.91264 0.05212
4 L.12245 2077420
TABLE 5 TOTAL GROUP KEY 1
SAMPLE SIZE 98 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0, 3836
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 5 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.6194
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FUR THE MULTIPLE
LINEAR REGRESS ION
SOURCE OF VARIATIGA 0.F. SUM_OF MEAN F p
) SUUARES SQUARES VALUE
OUE TU REGRESSICNecccscsoassss 8 239.95547 29.99443 6.9244 <.01
OEVIAT JON ABOUT REGRESSICN... 89 385.52417 4.33173
TCTALees 97 625.47974
VARIAGLE MEAN STO. REG. STO. ERPOR COMPUTEO PARTIAL SUM OF SQ. PRAP. VAR..
NO. OEVIATIGN CGEFF. OF REG.COE. T VALUE CORR. COE. AO0EOD CUM.
1 1.55102 €.82640 0.0L163 0.2 75417 0.04222 0.00448 19.01337 0.03040
9 4.95640 1.3672¢ -0.03063 0.17296 -0.17707 -5.01877 20.77205 0.0332L
10 3.92406 l. 66624 0.51432 0014844 3.46434% Qe 34476 T4.54187 0.11918 _
26 34108.25391 5361€.¢€0547 0.00001 0. 00000 1.33293 J. 13990 11.73689 0.01876
27 2.89796 1.65280 0.40380 0.14317 2.82036 0.28643 63.79105 0.10199 _
28 G48.74487 3312.11328 -0.00010 0.00006 -1.51274 -0.15833 6.89960 J.01103
29 2.23861 1.C0744  -0.14319 0.25147 =-0.56941 =0.06025 0.,9976% U.00160
30 1.96939 1.89657 0.42060 0.13475 3.12136 0.314l2 42.20351 0.06747
5 4.602C4 2.53934
138

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

133




i

o

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
b

TABLE 6
SAMPLE SIZE 98

TOTAL GROUP

KEY 1
COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.2383

DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 6 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.4881
ANALYSIS QF VARIANCE FOR THE MULTIPLE
i LINEAR REGRESSION
SOQURCE CF VARIATICRH 0.F. SUM UF MEAN F P
SQUARES SQUARES VALUE
DUE TO REGRESSIONecscescsssss 8 144.28383 18.03548 3.4799 <.01
OEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSICNa.. 89 461.26709 5.18278 j
10TALeos 97 605.55103
VARIABLE MEAN ST0. REG. ST0. ERROR COMPUT EO PART LAL SUM OF SQ. PROP. VAR.
NO. OEVIATION CUEFF. OF REG.CUE. T VALUE CORR. COE. AOOEO CUN.
1 1.55102 C.82640 0.15296 0.30132 0.50764 0.05373 164,852170 0.02453
9 4.95640 1.36724 -0.38364 0.18919 ~-2.02781 -0.21015 0.00890 0.00001
10 3.92406 1,66624 . 0.63175 0.16237 3.89090 0.38128 97.14598 0.16043
26 34108.25391 53618.60547 0.00001 0.00000 1.22601 0.12887 11.23050 0.01855
2T 2.85756 165280 _ O 0.15661 1.18846 0.12499 14.47611 0.0239)
28 948.74487 3313.11328 =-0.00001 0.00007 -0.09581 -0.01015 0.00460 0.00001
29 2.23
30 1.96939 1.89657 0.15261 0.14739 1.03557 0.10909 5.55595 0.00918
6 3.32653 2249856
TABLE 17 TOTAL GROUP KEY 1
SAMPLE SIZE 98

DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 17

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR THE MULTIPLE

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 1440
MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 3795

LINEAR REGRESSION

SQURCE OF VARIATICN C.Fe SUM OF MEAN F p
SQUARES SQUARES VALUE S
DUE TO REGRESSIONeoececocccee 8 84,84C33 10. 60504 1.8717 n.s.
OEVIATION AB0UT REGRESSIGN... 89 504.26172 5.66586
JOTAL... 97 589.10205
VARIASBLE MEAN ST0. REG. STD.ERROR COMPUTEQ PARTIAL SUM OF SQ. PROP. VAR.
NO. OEVIATION COEFF. OF REG.COE. T VALUE CORR. COE. AODED CUR.
1 1.55102 €.82640 0.25625 0.3150%_ 0.81338 0.08590 8.21396 0.01394
9 4.95640 1.36724 0.02642 0.1578, 0.13354 0.01415 15.01593 0.02549
10 3.92406 1.66624 0. 0.1697" 3.05319 0.30791 55.90181 0.09489
26 34108.25391 53618.60547 0.00000 0.00000 0.10818 0.01147 0.01139 0.00002
271 2.85756 1.65280 ~0.12838 0.16374 ~0.78404 -0.08282 4.89753 0.00831
TR 948.74487 3313.11328 =0.00002 0.00007 -0.20623 -0.02186 0.30976 0.00053
29 2.23867 1.00744 0.02158 0.28760 0.07503 0.00795 0.00282 0.00000
30 1.96939 1.89657 =C.04520 0.15411 =-0.29327 =0.03107 0.48729 0.00083
1 3.73469 2.46439
TABLE 8 TOTAL GROUP KEY 1
SAMPLE SIZE 98

DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 8
ANALYS1S OF VARIANCE FOR THE MULTIPLE

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 1960

MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.4427

LInEAK KEOGK

SOURCE OF VARIATIOM 0.F. SUM _OF ME AN F P
SQUARES SQUARES VALUE
OUE TO REGRESSIONeeeeescococs 8 108.22324 13.52790 2.7115 <.0t
DEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSION... 89 %4%.02173 %-98901 :
TOTAL... 97 552.24512
VARIABLE MEAN ST0. REG.  STO.ERROR COMPUTED  PARTIAL SUM OF $SQ. PROP. VAR.
NO. OEVIATION _ COEFF. OF REG.CUE. T VALUE  CORR. COE. AOOEO oM.
1 1.55102 €.82640 0.15036  0.25563 0.50862 0.05384 10.39787  0.01883
9 %.95640 1.367264  -0.24516  0.18562 =1.32075 _ -0.13865 0.27681 _ 0.00050
10 3.92406 1.66624 _ 0.44567 0.15930 2.79760 0.28431 47.47299 _ 0,08596
T 26  34108.25391 53618.60547  0.00000 _ 0.00000 0.77647 0.08203 8.36441  0.01515
27 2.85796 1.65280 0.32570 ___ 0.15365 2.11971 0.21922 35.06853  0,06350
28 948.74487 3313.11328 -C.00005 0.00007 <0.77650  -0.08203 T 3.12547  0.00566
29 2.23867 1.00744  0.14443  0,26988 0.53518 0.05664 2.56942  0.00465
30 1.56939 1.89657  0.06304  0.14461 0.43591 0.04616 0.94799  0.00172
8 2.55102 2.38605 -
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TABLE 9 TOTAL GROUP KEY 1
SAMPLE SIZE 98 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.1719
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 11 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 4146
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR ThE MULTIPLE
LINEAR . REGRESSION -
SOURCE OF VARIATION C.F. SUM OF MEAN F p
SQUARES SQUARES VALUT
DUE TO REGRESSIONcsococccccee 8 51. 75041 6.468890 2.3099 <.05
DEVIATION AB0UT REGRESSION e« 89 249.23558 2.80044
TCTALewe 97 300.98999
VARIABLE PEAN S1C. REG.  ;TD.ERROR CDMPUTED PARTIAL SUM OF SU. PROP. VAR.
NO. DLVIATION COEFF. JF REG.COE. T VALUE CUORR. CUt. ADUED [V P
1 1.55102 €.82640 0.16043 0.22149 0.72434 0.07655 5.71021 0.01897
9 4.95640 1.36724 0.254812 0.13907 1.82733 0.19016 20.20224 0.06712
10 3.924C6 1.66624 0. 06551 0.11935 0.54884 0.05808 1.81838 0.00604
26 34108.25391 53618.60547 0.00000 0.00000 1.20614 0. 12682 4+33059 0.01439
27 2.89796 1.65280  ~0.08703 0.11512 -0.75598 -0.07938 0.24797 0.0008?
28 948.74467 3313.11328  -0. 10 .00005 -1.84515 -0,19195 11.2638 703742
29 2.238617 1.00744 0.34126 0.20219 1.68776 0.17611 7.92456 0.02633
30 1.56939 1.89657 -0.03¢55  0.1G835 =0.30046 -0.03183 0.25261 0.0000%
11 4.01020 1.76153
TABLE 10 TOTAL GROUP KEY 1

SAMPLE SIZE 98

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0, 1392

i

30

DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 12 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.31731
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR THE MULTIPLE
LINEAR REGRESSIDN -
SDURCE OF VARIATION D.F. SUM UF MEAN F P
SQUARES SQUARES VALUE T
DUE TO REGRESSIONseecesccaose 8 42.18698 5.27337 1.7996 n.s.
DEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSION... 89 260.80298 2.93037
JCTALooo 91 302.93999
YARIABLE MEAN S10, REG. STO.ERROR COMPUTED PARTIAL SUM OF SQ. PROP. VAR,
NoO. DEVIATION COEFF. OF REG.COE. T VALUE CORK. COE. ADDED CUM.
1 1.59102 €.82640 0.Q06115 0.22657 0.27252 0.02888 3.15164 0.01040
9 4.95640 1.36724 0.14329 0.14226 1.00725 0.10617 14.68989 0.04858
10 3.92406 1. 06624 0. 20949 0.12209 1.71589 0.17895 1D.94215 0.03611
26 34108.25391 53618.£0547 €. 00000 0.00000 1.24617 0.13096 5.33115 0.01760
27 2289796 1.65280 ~0.02352 0.11776 =0.19970 -0.02117 D. 03676 . 0.00012
28 948.74487 3313.11328 -0.00006 0.00005 ~-1.16748 -0.12282 4.70540 0.01553
29 2.23867 1.00744 0.21758 0.20683 1.05197 0.11082 3.23345 J.01067
30 1.96939 1.89657 -0.02013 0.11083 -0.18166 -0.01925 0. 09670 0.0003?2
12 4,01C20 l.76737
TABLE 11 TOTAL GROUP KEY 1
SAMPLE SIZE 98 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 2153
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, 13 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 4640
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR THE MULTIPLE
LINEAR REGRESSTUON
SOURCE CF VARIATIGA O.Fe SUM OF MEAN F p
SQUARES SQUARES VALUE
DUE TO REGRESSICNeocoosocsses 8 83.37277 10.42160 3.0520 <.01
DEVIATIUN ABOUT REGRE Neeo o 303.90283 3.41464
TOGTAL .o S$7 387.27563
VARIABLE MEAN STD. REG. STD. ERROR COMPUTED PART 1AL SUM OF SQ. PROP. VAR
NU. DEVIA, LUN CUEFF. UF REG.CUE. T VALUE CURR. CUE. ADDED CUN.
| § 1.55102 (.82640 -0.17106 0.24457 =0.69940 -0.07393 1.77272 0.00458
9 495640 1.36724 0.10826 0.15356 0.7G501 0.07452 16.43123 0.04243
10 3.92406 1.66624 0.43205 0.13179 3.21824 0.32824 34.25320 0.08845
341068, 53618.60547 0.00000 0.0000 0. 4 0.07740 «31469 0.00598
27 2.85796 1.65280 ~0.16188 0.12712 -1.27344 ~0.13377 9.45926 0.02443
28 $48.74487 3313.11328 0.00002 0.00006 0.42571 0.04508 D.10747 0.00028
29 2.23867 1.00744 C.26526 0.22327 1.18806 0.12495 0.70345 0.00182
30 1.96939 1.89657 =0.27720 0.116¢4 -2.31697 =-0.23851 18.33092 0.04733
13 3.86735 1.99813
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TABLE 12 TOTAL GROUP KEY 1

SAMPLE SIZE 98 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION .0, 2753
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 14 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 5247

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR THE MULTIPLE
LINEAR REGRESSION

SOURCE OF VARIATION 0.F. SUM_OF MEAN F p
SQUARES SQUARES VALUE
QUE TO REGRESSICAecccocsascsce 8 90.99001 11,37375 4.2264% <.01
OEVIATION ABQUT REGRESSION... 89 23$.50999 2.69112
TGTALewo 97 330.50000
VARIABLE MEAN STC. REG. STO0.ERROR COMPUTEO PARTIAL SUM OF SQ. PROP. VARs_
NG. OEVIATION COEFF. OF REG.COE. T VALUE CORR. COE. AODEOD CUM.
1 1.55102 €.32640 ~-C.18548 0.21712 ~0.85426 -0.09018 1.18417 0,00358
9 4495640 1.36724 0.08613 0.13633 0.63176 0.06682 19.10402 0.05760
10 3.924C6 1.66624 0.46662 0.11700 3.98825 8929 44
26 34108.25391 53618.60547 0.00000 0.00000 0.62211 0. 06580 2.04249 0.00618
27 2.89796 1.65280 -0.11211 0.11285 ~0.99343 ~0,10472 2.83284 0.00857
28 948.74487 3313.11328 =-0.00001 0.00005 -0.18009 -0.01909 0.68269 0.00207
) 29 2.23867 1.00744 0.416458 0.16821 2.09165 0,21
K 30 1.96939 1.896517 -0.25114 0.10621 -2.36461 ~0.24313 15.04704 0.04553
’ 14 4.07143 1.845€6

, TABLE 13 TOTAL GROUP KEY 1

{ SAMPLE SIZE 98 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0, 1055
DEPENDENT VARIABLF IS NOW NO. 15 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 3247

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR_THE MULTIPLE
LINEAR REGRESSION

i SOURCE OF VARIATION 0.F. SUM OF MEAN F p
: SQUARES ~ SQUARES VALUE
i DUE 10 REGRESSIONsvogssssesss 8 65,67778 8.20972 1.3115 n.s.
: OEVIATIGN ABOUT REGRESSION... 89 557.13843 6.25998
k TOTAL... _ 917 622.81641
i
! VARIABLE MEAN STO0. REG. ST0.ERROR COMPUTEOQ PARTIAL SUM OF SQ. PRDP. VAR.
; NO. OEVIATION COEFF. OF REG.COE. T VALUE CORR. COE. AQOEO CUM.
: i 1.55102 €.82640 0,28877 0.33115 0.87201 0.09204 3.64110 0.00585
i 9 4495640 1.36724 0.10619 0.20792 0.51074 0.05406 8.73042 0.01402
i 10 3,92406 1.66624 0.37 2,12371 21962 19.11116 0.0306
i 26 34108.25391 53618.60547 =0.00000 0.00001 ~0.18848 ~0.01998 0.53224 0.00085
. 27 2589796 1, 0 -0,0230 11 -0,13371 =0,01417 29476 0,00850
i 28 948.74487 3313.11328 0.00008 0.00008 0.99681 0.10508 6.79169 0.01090
: 29 2,23861 1.00744 -0.38974 0.30230 ~1.28924 ~0.13540 17.16301 0.02756
' 30 1.56939 1.89657 -0.13602 0.16199 ~0.83967 -0.08865 4.41354 0.00709
: 15 3.69388 253393
i TABLE 14 TOTAL GROUP KEY 1
: SAMPLE SIZE 98 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.1999
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 16 ’ MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.4471
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR THE MULTIPLE
\ ] LINEAR REGRESSLON
{ — SOURCE OF VARIATION O.F. SUM QF MEAN F p
i ‘ SQUARES SQUARES VALUE
! GRESSIONsccsccocssee 8 96,]117815 12.02227 2.7791 <.01
i OEVIATION AB0UT REGRESSION... 89 385,01587 4.32602
! I0TAL.ss 91 481,19409
| NYARIABLE HEAN ST0. REG.  STO.ERROR G M VAR
¢ NO. OEVIATION COEFF. OF REG.COE. T VALUE CORR. COE. AOOEO CUM.
1 1.55102 L.82640Q 0. 15818 0,21529 0.57462 0, 06080 o8s
9 4.95640 1.36724 0.10132 0.17285 0.58619 0.06202 ~  22.28285 0.04631
10 3292406 1.
26 34108.25391 53618.60547 0.00000 0.00000 0.17165 0.01819 0.00567 0.00001
27 2.89794 1.65280  =0,19663 _ __(0.14308 =1237426 -0,14415 10.19499 0.02119
28 948.74487 3313.11328 0.00004 0.00006 0.62108 0.06569 1.41499 0.00294
29 2.23867 1,00744% 0.06526 0.25130 0,25970 0.02752 0,04894% 0.00010
i 30 1.96939 1.85657 =0.06543 0.13466 ~0.48586 -0.05143 1.02120 0.00212
H 16 3.31633 2.22728 :
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TABLE 1I5 TOTAL GROUP KEY 1
SAMPLE SIZE 98 ) COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 1592
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 17 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 3990
A S 1IPLE
LINEAR REGRESSION
SQUR QF RIATIGH D.Fo SUM UF MEAN F [
. SQUARES SQUARES VALUE
ESSICAh assssssaa 8 61.2653% 1.65817 2.1068 <.05
OEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSICNeoeo 89 323.51025 3.63495
I0TAL. .0 s? 3446,27563

ARIABLE MEA _
NO. OEVIATION COEFF. OF REG.COE. T VALUE CORR. COE. AOOEO CUM.

1 1.56102 €.02640 0,25220 0.10539 1.19830 N.OVR7Y

9 4495640 1.36724 010960 0.15844 069174 0.07313 16.71236 0.04343
10 3.92406 le 66624 0.41789  0.13598 3.07326 0.30974 2.
26 341C8.2539]1 53¢€18.60547 0. 00000 0. 00000 0.31927 0.03382 0.87562 0.00228
21 228519 280 3 0.00671 0.00001
28 $48.74487 3313.11328 0.00002 0.00006 0.37998 0.04025 0.36180 0.00094
29 2223861 1.0Q744 0.00522 0423036 0,02267 0.00240 0,32752 2,00085
30 1.96939 1.89657 -0.11537 0. 12344 -0.93463 -0.09859 3.175206 0.00825
17 3.63265 laG91417

TABLE 16 TOTAL GROUP KEY 1

SAMPLE SIZE 98

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION -0. 2856

DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 18 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.5344
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR THE MULTIPLE
LINEAR REGRESSION
SOURCE OF VARIATIOMN 0.F. SUM OF MEAN F P
SQUARES SQUARES VALUE
OUE TO REGRESSIONessocossscas 8 89, 74493 11.21812 4.44173 <.01
OEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSION... a9 224.50018 2.52247
JOTAL... 97 314.24512
VARIABLE MEAN S10. REG. ST0.ERROR COMPUTED PARTIAL SUM OF SQ. PROP. VAR.
NO. OEVIATION COEFF. OF REG.COE. T VALUE CORR. COE. AOOEO CuM, -
| 1.55102 €.82640 0,17133 21021 11506 3.80887 94
9 4+95640 1.36724 *+0.02905 0.13199 -0.22012 -0.02333 0.98293 0.00313
10 3.92406 1.66624 0. 029017 _0.,11327 0.25666 0.02720 1.6761717 V.00534
26 34'108.25391 53618.60547 0.00000 0.00000 1.54815 0.16194 10.68359 0.03400
7 2.86796 1.65280 0.28949 0.10926 2.64968 0.27040 36.82967 0.11720
28 948474487 3313.11328 -0.00010 €. 00005 -1.96361 -0.20378 8.93464 0.02843
29 2023867 1.00744 0.13543 0.19190 0.705175 0.07460 5.532417 0.01761
30 1.96939 1. 89657 0.21760 0.10283 2.11619 0.21888 11.29629 0.03595
18 3.55102 1.79990
TABLE 17 TOTAL GROUP KEY 1
SAMPLE SIZE 98

DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 19

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 3479

MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 5898
ANALYS]S OF VARIANCE FOR THE MULTIPLE
LINEAR REGRESS ION
- SOURCE OF VARIATIOM 0.Fe. SUM_OQE MEAN F d
SQUARES SQUARES VALUE
8 5.9347 <.01
OEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSION... 89 195.79649 2.19996 )
T0TAL... 91 300,24512
VARIABLE MEAN ST0. REG. STO. ERROR COMPUTEO PARTIAL SUM OF SQ. PROP. VAR.
NO. OEVIATION COEFF. UF REG.COE. T VALUE CORR. COE AOOEO CuM.

1 1.55102 = - = 9. 1229025 0.00430
9 4.95640 1.36724 0.05598 0.12326 0.45420 0.04809 3.90531 0.01301
] : - 9 - - 27 0,23663 0.00079
26 34108.25391 53618.60547 0.00001 0.00000 1.90524 0.19796 14.23551 0.04741
- 27 2.89796 1.65280 _0.26811 0.10203 2.62770 0e26832 37.83173 0.12600
28 $48.74487 3313.11328 -0.00015 0.00005 ~3.27500 -0.32795 24.10977 : 0.08030
29 22238617 1.00744 0.33902 0,17921 1.89076  0,19661 15,35625 0.05115
30 1.56939 1.89657 0.17711 0.09603 1.84435 0.19187 7.48349 | 0.02492

19 3.66102 1.7591% .
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TABLE 138 TOTAL GROUP KEY 1

SAMPLE SIZE 98 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 3230
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 20 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 5684
ANALYSIS OF VARTANCE FOR THE MULTIPLE
LIREAR REGRESSTUN
SOURCE OF VARIATION O«Fe SUM OF MEAN F P
SWUARES - SWUAREDS VALUE
QUE TO REGRESSIONteccccccecee 8 91.51006 11.43876 5.3088 <.01
OcVIATIUN ABUOUI KEGRESSIUN... 89 191.76558 2e154061
TOTAL... 97 283.27563

VARIABLE . MEAN STO. REG. STO. ERROR COMPUTED PARTIAL SUM OF SQ. PRUP. VAR.

NO« DEVIATIUON COEFF. OF REG.COE. T VALUE CURR. LUE. ADOED LUK,
1 1.55102 C.82640 -G. 04536 0.19428 -0.23347 -0.02474 4.80272 0.01695
9 4.95640 1.361724 0.046%6 0.1£198 0.38173 0.04043 9.362%7  0.03305

10 3.92406 l. 66624 0.20175 0.1C469 1.22709 0.20014 11.43835 0.04038
26 34108.2539]1 53618.60547 v.vuuvul 0.00000 2.51108 0.2517122 17.84485 0.00299
27 2.8979¢ 1.65280 0.21906 0.10098 2.16936 0.22410 19.29134 0.06810
28 943.74487 3313.11328 -0.00014 0.00005 =3.13641 -0.31548 20.26154% 0.07153
29 2.23867 1.00744 0.06756 0.17736 0. 38094 0.04035 2.15046 0.00759
30 1.96939 1.89657 0.16326 0.09504 1.71785 0.17915 6.35849 0.02245
20 3.13265 1.7C891

TABLE 19 TOTAL GROUP KEY 1

SAMPLE SIZE 98

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 3181
DEPENDENT VARIABL:E IS NOW NO. 21 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 5640
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE_FOR THE MULT IPLE
LINEAR REGRESSION
SOURCE CF VARIATICA 0.F. SUM OF MEAN F [
SQUARES — SQUARES VALUE -
OUE TO REGRES3IO0Ncocssocaasss 8 97.08539 12.13567 5.1900 <.01,
OEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSICN... 89 208.10870 2.33830
JOTAL.e.  S7 305.19409
VARIABLE MEAN STO. REG. STO.ERROR . COMPUTEOD PARTIAL SUM OF SQ. PROP. VAR.
NO. OEVIATION COEFF. OF REG.COE. 7T YALUE CORR. COE. ADDED CUN.
1 1.,5510 C.82640 0.03495 0.20239 0.17269 0.01330 11.76604 0.03855
9 4.95640 1.36724 0.02706 0.12708 0.21297 0.02257 8.01096  0.02625
40 1.66624 0.19348 0.10906 1. 77404 0.18481 13.76885 0.04512
26 34108.25391 53618.60547 0.00001 0.00000 2.82644 0.28700 21.25259 0.06964
21 2.851756 1.65280 0. 16804 0.10519 1.59742 0.16695 16.10809 0.05278
28 G48.74487 3313.113286 -0.00009 0.00005 -1.79385 ~0.18680 6.12321 0.02006
29 2.238617 1.00744 0,01052 0.18476 0.05692 0.00603 2.40085 0.,00787
30 1.96939 1.89657 0.27204 0. 09900 2.74779 0.27965 17.65501 0.05785
21 3,3)633 1.77319
TABLE 20 TOTAL GROUP KEY 1
SAMPLE SIZE 98 ” COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.2763
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 22 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 5257
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FUR THE MULTIPLE
LTNEAR REGRESSION
SOURCE OF VARIATION 0.F. SUM_OF MEAN F p
SQUARES -~ SQUARES VALUE
QUE TO REGRESSIONccoccosesses 8 6%$.61732 8.70217 4.2484 <.01
OEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSION... 89 182.30113 2.04833
JO0TALeee  S17 251.91846
VARIABLE MEAN S$T0. REG. ST0.ERROR COMPUTED PARTIAL SUM OF SQ. PROP. VAR.
NO. OEVIATION COEFF. CF REG.COE. T VALUE CORR. COE. ACOEO CuM.
1 1.55102 C.82640 0,18513 0.18543 0.97733 0.10305 8.70987 0.03457
9 . 4.95640 1.36724 0.30587 0.11894 2.57169 0.26300 33.27979 0.13211
10 3,92406 1. 66624 0.16185 0.10207 1.58559 0.16575 7.37649 0.02928
26  34108.25391 53618.60547 0.00001 0.00000 1.80882 0.18831 6.87327 0.02728
21 2.85796  1,65280 -0,09480 _ 0.09845 -0,96287 -0:10154% 0.55812 0.00222
28 948.74487 3313.11328 -0.00007 0.00004 ~1.66431 -0.17373 6.82403 0.02709
o 29 2.23867 1.00744% 0.29274 0.17292 1. 69290 0.17663 5,78518 0.02296
T30 1.96$39 1.89657 =-0.02972 0.09266 -0.32079 -0.03398 0.21078 0.00084
22 31.29562 la61155
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TABLE 21

TOTAL GROUP

KEY 1

SAMPLE SIZE 98 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 3311
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, 23 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 5754
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR THE MULTIPLE
LINEAR REGRESSION
SOURCE CF VARIATIOM C.Fo SUM OF MEAN F p
SQUARES SQUARES VALUE
UE TO REGRESSIONcceococssoes 8 109.52153 13.69019 5,5077 <.01
OEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSION... 89 221.22359 2.48566
TOTALeoe  S7 330.74512
VARIABLE MEAN ST0. REG. ST0. ERROR COMPUT EQ PARTIAL SUM OF SQ. PROP. VAR.
NO. OEVIATION COEFF. OF REG.COE. T VALUE CORR. CDE. ADDED CuM.
1 1,55102 C.82640 y 03516
9 4.95640 1.36724 =~0.18128 0.13102 =-1.38362 ~0.14511 2.7856% 0.00842
4 1.66624 4993 O. 44 _4.44056 0.425 55.94852 0.16916
26 34108.25391 53618.60547 0.00000 0.00000 1.50129 0.15716 10.99402 0.03324
21 2.86756 1.65280 0.24898 0.10846 2.29571 0.23645 19.96555 0.06037
28 948.74487 3313,11328 -0.00007 0. 00005 -1.51924 -0.15899 6.16127 0.01863
29 2.238617 1.00744% 0.14735 0.19049 0.77352 0.08172 1.94707 0.00589
30 1.96939 1.€89657 0.C1952 0.10207 0.19123 0.02027 0.09090 0.00027
23 2.94898 1.84655
TABLE 22 TOTAL GROUP KEY 1
SAMPLE SIZE 98 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0,2701
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, 24 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.5197
AMALYSLS OF VARIANCE FOR THE MULTIPLE
LINEAR REGRESSION
SOURCE OF VARIATION D.F. SUM_OF MEAN E p
SQUARES SQUARES VALUE
o <.0
OEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSION... 89 245.42841 2.75762
TO0TALsee 91 336526512
T d MPUT PARTIAL R
NO. DEVIATION COEFF. OF REG.CDE. T VALUE CORR. COE. ADDED CUM,
1 1:5%102 Ce 13.808R87T 0,06107
9 4.95640 1.36724 ~-0.08184% 0.13800 =-0.59302 ~0.06274 4.92626 0.01465
_10 3:92406 1. 50 0.09667
26 34108.25391 53618.60547 0.00001 0.00000 1.73266 0. 18064 12.08128 0.03%93
21 __2.86796 1.65280 0.17386 0.11423 1.52196 0.15927 13.92887 0.04142
28 $48.74487 3313.11328 -0.00008 0.00005 ~1.61749 -0.16899 7.16718 0.02132
29 2.,23867 1,00744 0.14705 0.20064 0.73292 0.07746 3.52178 0.01047
30 1.66939 1.89657 0.10984 0.10751 1.02163 0.10766 2.87820 0.00856
— 2%  2,55)02 = 1.68618¢
TABLE 23 TOTAL GROUP KEY 1
SAMPLE SIZE COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0, 2906
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 25 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 5391

ANALYSLS OF YARLANCE FOR THE MULTIPLE

LINEAR REGRESSION

SOURCE OF VARIATIGA D.F. SUM OF MEAN F - p
SQUARES SQUARES VALUE
DUE TO REGRESSICNecoccoccsose 8 43.57094 5.44637 4,5580 <.01
DEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSICNa... 89 106.34752 1.19492 T
JOTALaee 37 149.91846

_VARIABLE MEAN S40. REG, ST0. ERROR COMPUTED PARTI AL SUM OF SQ. PROP. VAR.
NO. OEVIATION COEFF. OF REG.CDE. T VALUE CORR. CDE. ADDED CUM.
i 1.55102 Co 1 3,405178
9 4.95640 1.36724 0.20090 0.09084 2.21156 0.22824 15.86930 0.10585
10 3.924C6 1. 56624 0.09795 96 1,25631 0.13200 6.06369 0.04045
26 34108.25391 53618.60547 0.00000 0.00000 1.26830 0.13324 2.60765 0.01739
28 948.74487 3313, (1328 0.00003 0.00003 0.97675 0.10298 0.66031 0.00440
29 2.238617 109144 960
30 1.96939 1.89657 0.00761 0.07077 0.10754 0.01140 0.01382 0.00009
25 3.79592 1a24320
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TABLE 24 OVER 100, 000 KEY 1

SAMPLE SIZE 41 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0,5716
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 24 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.7561
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR THE MULTIPLE
LINEAR REGRESSION

SOURCE OF VARIATION C.F. SUM OF MEAN F .
SQUARES SQUARES VALUF P
OUE TO REGRESSIONcescccscscse 8 99.712:0 ~ 12.46433 5.3374
DEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSICN... 32 74.72682 2.33521 <.01
TOTAL.. . 40 174.43903

VARTABLE MEAN STD. REG. STD.ERROR COMPUTED PARTIAL SUM OF SQ. PROP. VAR,
NO. DEVIATION COEFF. OF PEG.CNE. T VALUE CORR., COF, ADDED CUM.
1 1.51219 C.84030 =-0.50565 0.31839 -1.58818 -0.2/7030 0.12315 2.00073
9 4.80073 1.87261 0.02390 0.17664 0.13529 0.021391 9.65355 0.05534
10 3.72683 1.90072 0.28935 C. 18074 1.60093 0.27231 24.14700 0.13843
26 42789.24219 62973.77344 0.00001 - 0.00009 1.83693 0.30885 19.09410 0.10946
27 2.36585 1.94€23 C. 28954 D.16681 l.54788 0.26425 28.97679 0.16611
28 1172.92676  4743.44531 -0.00002 C.0C005 ~0.41169 -0.07258 0.40305 1.00231
29 2.05377 1.16737 =0.0644063 0.35777 -0.12474 =0.02209% 4.R9744 0.02808
30 1.51219 1.58899 0. 43301 0.18808 2.30549 0.37742 12.41229 0.07116}
24 2.19512 2.C8829

TABLE 25 OVER 100, 000 KEY 1

SAMPLE SIZE 41 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.5721
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 23 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 7564
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR THE MULTIPLF
LINEAR REGRESSION

SOURCE OF VARIATION NeFe SUM 0OF MF AN )
SQUARES SQUARE S VALUE P
"OUE TO REGRESSIONccccccccccese 8 106.53123 13.31640 5.3699
DEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSICW... 32 79.¢64C8 2.48950 <.01
TOTAL... 40 186.19531
VARTABLE MEAN . ST0. REG. STD.FRROR COMPUT EQ PARTIAL SUM NF SQ. PROP. VAR,
—NOs NEVIAYION COEFF. OF RFG.CNE. T VALUE COFF. COE, ADDEN ClM,
1 1.51219 0.84030 =0.40948 0.32374 -1l.24561 =0.21504 0.26421 0.00142
é - 38 _ ~0.57380 =0.11932 9.80808
10 3.72683 1.90072 " 0.56110 0.18661  3.70675 0.46734 45.15750 0.24253
-—ib 42789.,24219 62573.77344 0.00001 0.0C0C0 1.73468 V. 29318 19, 79454 0.10631
27 2.36585 1.94€23 0.36020 0.19288 1.86743 0.31348 22.20938 0.11928
28 1172.92676 4743.44531 -0,00005 0.0C€005 -0.95205 =0.16567 1.73651 0.00923
29 2.05877 1.16737 -0.25135 0.36940 =-0.68043 =-0.11943 0.31512 0.001459
30 1.51219 1.58899 0.33130 C. 16419 1.70607 0.28875 7.246106 1.03892
23 2.53658 2.15752 :

TABLE 26 OVER 100, 000 KEY 1

SAMPLE SIZE 41 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.5388
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 22 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.7340
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR THE MULTIPLC
LINRCAR REGRESSIUN

! SOURCE OF VARIATICA C.F. SUM OF MFAN F

! SQUARES SQUARES VALUE P

I‘DUE TO. REGRESSIONeeeecosesces 8 66.70044 8.33755 4.6722

OEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSICN... 32 57.10449 1.78452 <.01

} TOTAL... 40 123.804S3

'

[VARIABLE VEAN STD. REG. STD.ERROR COMPUTED PARTIAL  SUM OF SQ. PROP. VAR.

i__NO. DEVIATICN COEFF. OF REG.COFE. T VALUFE CURR . COF. ADDED CiM.

X 1 1.51219 €.84030 0.12647 0.27832 0.456440 0.08207 1.53545 0.01240

i 9 4.30073 1.87261 0.58401 0.1544] 3.7v8212 0,5%51] 46.09537 D.37272

I 10 3.126€3 1.90072 -U.12531 0.15800 =0.79312 -0.13485 0.00075 0.00001
26 42789.24219 62973.77344 0.00000 0.00000 0.90388 0.15776 3.49609 0.02824
27 2.36535 1.94623 =-0.0517¢4 0.16331 -0.31682 -0.0%592 2.56%94 0.02071

428 1 1172.92676 4743.44531 —0, 00005 0.,00005 =0.99990 =0.,172%4 4.07066 0.03288
29 2.05877 1.16737 0.67949 0.31275 2.17269 0.35853 7.80392 0.06303

o 30 1.51219 1.58899 -0-13109 0.16441 =0.79733 ~0.,12957 1.13447 0.00916

3.82927 1.75930 )
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TABLE 27 OVER 100, 000 KEY 1

SAMPLE SIZE 41 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0, 6672
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, 25 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.8168

AWALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR THF MULTIPLF
LINEAR REGRESSION

SOURCE OF VARTATION 0.F. SUM OF MEAN F
SQUARES SQUARES VALUF L
DUE TU REGRESSTONccececcccces 8 43.35057 v.41882 8.018%
DEVIATION ABOUT REGRFSSION... 32 21.62526 0.67579 <.01
TOTAL... 40 64.97583

VARTABLE MF AN STC, REGe STO.ERRQOR COMPUTEL PARTIAL SUM OF SO, PROP. VAR,
NO. DEVIATION COEFF. OF REGLC(IE. T VaAL'YE CCER, CNF, ADDED CiM,
1 1.51219 C.84030 0.08816 0.17128 0.51472 0.090¢062 1.06628 0.01641
9 4.300173 1.87261 0.29922 0.€5502 3.14334 Qs 4E627 17.17110 0,26427
10 3.72683 1.9€072 =0.01145 0.09722 =0.11775 =0.02061 2,19320 0.03375
26 42789.24219 62673.77344 - =-0.00000 0.00000 ~1.17541 ~0.20344 0.00081 1.00001
27 2.36585 1.94623 0.01073 0.10050 0.10680 C.018468 T.24142 0.1114%5
28 1172.92676 4743.44531 0. 00006 0.00003 2.08404 0.34570 J.810006 0.01247
29 2.05877 1.16737 0.88168 0.16246 4.58105 0.6293% 12.71582 J.19570
30 1.51219 1.58899 -0.18054 0.10118 ~1.78445 =0.3C0R4 2.151A88 0.03312
25 4.02439 le 27452

TABLE 28 OVER 100, 000 KEY 1

a SAMPLE SIZE 41 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 4977
DEPENDENT VARIABLF IS NOW NO, 21 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.7055
ANALYSIS OF VARTANCE FUK THE MULTIPLE
LINEAR REGRLSSIUN

SOURCE OF VARTIATICH DeF. SUM OF MFAN F
SQUARES SQUAFES VALI'C p
DUE TO REGRESSION.ceeecececes ] 82.00676 10.25004 3.9¢29
DEVIATION ARDUT REGRESSICNess 32 82.77376 2.58564 <.01
TOTAL... 40 104.76C52
VARTABLE MEAN STD. REG. STU. CRROR COMPUTEO PART [ AL SUM OF S0. PRJI®, VAR. .
‘ NO., DEVIATION COFFF. OF REGL.COF. T VALUEF COFR. €O, ADDED CUM.
o 1 1.51219 C.84030 =0.35428 0.33509 -1.05727 -0.1R372 1.47911 0.00898
: 9 90073 8726 0,36185 0.1859 1.94637 0.32535 13.34797 0.08100
10 - 3.72683 1.90072 -0.071376 0.19022 0.4 1406 ~0.07300 0.97947 0.0059%
26 42789.24219 62573, 717344 0.00001 0.00030 1.41604 0.24122 18.30405 0.11108
27 2.365E5 1.94623 0.49110 0.190661 2.49781 0.4030°3 33.62715 0.20407
28 1172.92676 __4743.44531  -0,.00007 0.00006 ~1.25016 -0.21575 2.73561 0.01660
29 2.058717 1. 16737 —0.44571 0.37654 ~1.18379 =0.20402 0.07155 0.00001
30 1.51219 1.58399 0.41795 0.157¢4 2.1114%5 0.34969 11.532¢7 0.06998
21 3.07317 2.029¢6

TABLE 29 OVER 100, 000 KEY 1

SAMPLE SIZE 41 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.7035
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 20 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 8387
ARALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR THE MULTIPLF
LINEAR  RFGRESSION
SUUKCE GF VARTATION DsFe SUM OF MEAN ¥
SOUARFS SQUARES VALUE [
OUE TU REGRESSIUNeevseccccesne 8 113.79269 14.22409 9,4900
DEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSICN... 32 47.96241 1.49886 <.01
TOTAL.ow 40 161.75610
VARI ABLE FEAN STD. - REG. STD.FRROR COMPUTED PARTIAL SUM (OF $SQ. PROP. VAR.
NO. OEVIATION COEFF . OF PEG.CNE. T VALUE COPR. CNE. ADOFD CUM.
1 1.51219 0.84039 =0.7671°% 0.25508 ~3.00753 ~0,46944 0.11534 0.,00071
9 4.80073 1.87261 0.14785 D.14152 1.04478 0.18162 11.95299 0.07390
10 3.72683 1.90072 0.25200 0.14480 1.74036 0.20405 10.38457 0.06420
26 42789.24219 62973.77344 0,00001 0.00000 2.32522 0.36018 17.65236 0.10913
27 236535 1.94623 0.52756 0.16967 3.52493 0.52886 26.44852 0.1635])
28 A172.92676  4743.44531 ~C. 00015 0.50004 ~3,61217 ~-0.5381¢ 12,28257 0.07593
29 2.058717 1.16737 -1.09726 0..28663 ~3.82814 ~0.56046 3.,22308 0.01993
30 1.51219 1,58899 0.69331 «15068 4.60127 0.63101 31.73337 0.19618
20 2.60976 2.01095
146
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TABLE 30

SAMPLE SIZE 41
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 19

OVER 100,000 KEY 1

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0, 5437

MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.7374
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR THE MULTIPLF
LINEAR REGRFSSION
SOURCE OF VARTATIONAN CeFo SUM OF MEAN [ -
SQUARES SQUARES VALUF P
DUE TO REGRESSTUN.ccosccscces 8 JE. 25843 12.287 31 LX)
DEVIAYION ABOUT REGRESSIOM... 32 B82.48203 2.57756 < 01
TOTALeos 40 180.78052
VARIABLE VEAN $TD. KEG. STO.ERRGR COMPUTED PARTYI AL SUM (OF S0. PRIP, VAR,
NO . DEVIATION CUOEFF ., OF RFEG.COF. T VALUF corp. CNE, ANWIFD CUM,
1 1.51219 C.84030 -0.62893 0.33450 ~-1.88020 ~0. 31541 0.70536 0.00390
9 4.30073 1.87261 0.15101 0.18558 0.81370 e 14238 1.26922 0.00757
10 3.72683 1.90072 -3.13575 0.18988 =0.71492 -0.12534 - N.B85294 J).N04172
26 42789.24219 62S73.77344 0.,00001 V. 000230 1,24293 0. 21460 20446191 0,11319
27 2.3E5E5 1.94623 0.53715 0.19627 2.73634 0.4355%2 51.58626 U.2R%35
28 1172.22670  4743.44531 -0.00013 0. N0006 -2.41397 0639249 15.07504 0.,08339
29 2.05877 1.16737 -0.11713 0.37548 =0.31161 =0.U%50) 1.44313] 0.00798
30 1.51219 1.58899 0.32105 0.19759 1.62478 0.27606 6o 80459 D.03764
19 2.92633 2.12591
TABLE 31 OVER 100, 000 KEY 1
SAMPLE SIZE 41 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0,6209
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 18 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.7880
ANALY3IS OF VARIANCE FOR THE MULTIPLF
I IREAR REGRESS 10N
QU OF VARIATICA DeFo “OF nEAN 3
SQUAREFS SOUAPRES VALUL P
DUE TU REURESSIUNsecessscscns [] 114.93¢C4 1436700 065504
DEVIATION ABROQUY REGRESSICN... 32 70.18604 2,19331 <.01
TOTAL..o 40 185.12207
VARI ABLE MEAN STO. REG. STD.ERFOF COMPUTFD PART] AL SUM OF €Q. PRIP. VAR.
NO. . DEVIATICN COEFF ., OF REG.COE. T VALUC COFR. CnF, AMNED 1M,
1 1.51219 €. 84030 ~0.32685 0.3Ce56 -1.35927 =0.13406 - 5.03646 0.02721
9 4.30073 1.872¢61 0.,24078 0.17119 1, 40653 0.2412¢% 2.42945 0.,01312
10 3.72683 1.90072 -0.14924 0.1756 -0.85200 ~0.14893 0.,40591 0.00219
26 42789.24219 62972.77344 J. 00000 0. 00000 0.86431 0.15112 12.23278 0.06608
27 2.36585 . 1.94623 0.65970 0.18105 3.64332 0.54152 60.83304 0.32861
28 1172.92676 4743.44531 =0. 00009 0.0{ 005 -1.81084 -0, 30488 4.26320 0.02303
29 2.05877 1.16737 ~Ce 74666 0.34673 -2.15342 -0.35577 0.00964 0.00005
30 1.51219 1.98899 0.,67102 U.18227 3.68142 0.54545 29.72575 7.16057
18 3.14634 2.15129
TABLE 32 OVER 100, 000 KEY 1 _
SAMPLE SIZE 41 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.4503

DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 17

MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.6710
AKALYSIS OF VARIAKCE FNR THLE MULTIFLF
LINEAR REGRLSSION
SOURCE CF VARIATIOMN DeFe SUM OF MEAN [3
SQUARES SQUARES VALUT P

OUE TO REGRESSICNeossscocccss B 79. 75476 9.96935 3.276%

DEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSICNes. 32 97.36731 3.04273 <.01
. TOTAL... 40 177.12207

VARI ABLF MEAN STO. REG. STD.EKROR COMPUTED PAFRTTIAL SUM OF €Q. PROP., VAP,
NO. DEVIATION CUEFF.  OF RLG.CNE. T VALUE CORR. COF. AGDED cCumM.
1 1.51219 €. 084030 0.53611 0.36343 1.47514 0.25233 3.59260 0.02028
9 4.90073 1.t ] 0.2016 0.39753 0.07010 25.50537 0.14400
10 3.72683 1.90072 0.50703 0.2C631 2.45765 0.°9848 23.81550 0.13446
26 42789.24219 62973.77344 __ ~0.00000 0. 00001 -0.33411 -0.06345 0.46495 0.00263
27 2.36585 1.94623 0.03986 0.21324 0.18695 0.03303 0.08532 0.00048
28 117292626 61743,44531 0,00003 0. 000006 0,53538 0,09422 0,033652 2,00019
29 2.058177 1.16737 0.83370 0.4C839 2.04143 0.33945 0.67999 2.00384
30 1.51219 1,98899 -0.62244 0.21469 -2,89933 -0.45612 25.57767 0.146441
17 3.85366 2.10429 »
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TABLE 33 OVER 100, 000 KEY 1

SAMPLE SIZE 41 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0, 5683
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 16 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.7539
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCEZ FOR THF MULTIPLE
LINEAR REGRESSION

SOURCE OF VAGTATION D.F. SUM OF UTAN F
i SQUARES SOUARES VALUE p
DUE TO REGRESSIONeececcococee 8 124.03281 15.50410 5.2662 (
DEVIATION ABNUT REGRESSICNeo. 32 94,21133 2.94410 <.01 |
TOTALeo o 40 2l8.24414 ’
VARI ABLE MEAN STO. REG. STD.ERRDR COMPUTED PARTIAL SUM (OF SQ. 9RNP, VAR,
NO. DEVIATICON COEFF. (F REG.COE. T VALUE CORR, CNE. AODED M.
1 1.51219 C.84030 0.29128 0.35749 0.8147Y 0.14256 N.26394 J.00123
9 4.,80073 1le87261 ~0.05720 0.19834 -0.288139 -0.05092 12.02513 0.14674
10 3.72683 1.90072 0.74346 0.20294 3.66350 054359 &1.35106 Ye18947
26 42789.24219 62573.77344 -0, 00000 0.00001 -0.046488 ~0.00793 0.02050 0.00009 .
27 2.36585 1.94623 =0.34766 0.20976 ~1l.65744 -0.28118 10.60193 J.04858
28 1172.92676  4743.44531 0.00006 0.00006 0.98404 0.171238 - N.44780 0.00205
29 2.05877 1.16737 l. 13439 0.40171 2082367 0.44664 2.92884 J.01342
30 1.51219 1.98899 =0,74243 0.21118° -3.51567 =0.527R5 36, 188913 J.16673
16 3.51219 2.33583

TABLE 34 OVER 100,000 KEY 1

: SAMPLE SIZE 41 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.4073
. DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 15 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.6382
E ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR THE MULTIPLF

LINEAR REGRESSION

SOURCE OF VARTATTOA 0.F. SUM DF MFAN F
SQUARES SQUARES VALUE P
_OUE TO REGRESSIONeeeswsvvsvee 8 113.58144 14.19768 2.7485
‘DEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSICN... 32 165.29674 5.16552 <.05
TOTAL... 40 278.87817
'VARTABLE MEAN STD. REG.  STD.ERROP COMPUTED  PARTIAL SUM OF SQ. PROP, VAR,
: s r r
1 1.51219 C.84030  0.2554L  0.47353 0.53937 0.09492 1.01017  0.00362.
9 4.30073 1.87261  -0.02263 ~0.08612 _ -0.015 3 0.06728
10 3.72683 1.90072  0.60853  0.26881 2.26381 0. 37154 23.25415  0.08338
26 42789.24219 62673.7734% _ 0.00000 1 0.21229 0.63750 0.828457  1.00297
27 2.36535 1.94623  -0.23462  0.27784  ~0.34443  =0,14764 15.01766  1.05385
; 28 _1172.92676 4743.644531 -00012 +00003 1.52289 0.25995 T.65511 (.02745
; 29 2.05877 1.16737  0.85855  0.53211 1. 61349 0.27429 0.08556  0.00031
: 30 1.51219 1.93399 _ -0,84367  0,27972  -3,01537  =0,47039 46,96742 0,16842
: 15 3.68293 2.64045
H

TABLE 35 OVER 100, 000 KEY 1

‘ SAMPLE SIZE~ 41 ' :

: COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION = 0.4774
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, 14 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0, 6909

) ANALYSIS QOF VARIANCE FOR THE MULTIPLE .

LIMEAR PEGRESSION

SOURCE CF VARTATION TeFe SUM OF MEAN F
: : SQUARES SOUARES VALUF P
! DUE TO REGRESSTNNesssvovos s 8 96.22350 12.0279 3.6539
; ODEVIATION ABOUT REGRFSSICNe.. 32 105.33754 3.29180 <.01
VARTABLE VEAN STC. REG. STD.ERROR COMPUTED PARTIAL SUM OF S0. PROP, VAR.
ND, OEVIATION COEFF. OF QFG.COE. T VALUE COPR. COF. ADDEN (AL
L 1 1.51219 C.84030 0.08432 0.37801 0.22439 - 0.03964 .92881 0.00461
: 9 - 4.80073 1.87261. =0.07567 0,20972 -0,35083 ~0.06366 264.60411 0.12207
) 10 3.72603 1.90072 . 0.69610 0.216459 3. 24395 0e49T47 39.50346 0.19599
; 26 42789.24219 62973.77344 0.00000 0.00001 0.39975 0. C7049 2.1113 0.01048"
; 27 2.36585 1.94623 ~0.12566 0.22180 =0.5¢657 =0.0996h 1.75357 7.00870
28 1172.92676 64743.44531  =0.00001 0.00006 ~-0.09399 -0,01661 N.93606 2.00464
: 29 2.053717 1.16737 0.85226 0.42417 2.30638 0.23428 0.85427 0.00624 .
-~ 30 1.51219 1,58899  -0.62189 0,22330 ~2.73499 -0,46169 25.53176 0.12667
; 14 4,24390 - 2.24478 S
i
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SAMPLE SIZE

41

TABLE 36

OVER 100, 000

KEY 1

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION  0.4009

DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 13 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.6332
ANALYSIS CF VAFTANCE FOF THF MULTIPLF
LINCAR REGRESSION
SOURCE UF VARTATICN D.F. SUM OF MEAN Z
SQUARFS SQUARF VA LUF (4
OUE TU REGRESSICN.ssswsssseve 8 8816577 11.02072 2. 6770
DEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSICN... 32 131.73¢82 4.11678 <.06
TOTAL... 4D 219.90259
VARTABLE MEAN ST0. REG.  STO.FFFAT  CO-PUTEL  PARTIAL SU% OF €. PROP. VAR,
NO. OEVIATION  CCEFF. UF RFG.COF. T VALUF  CPFR, CUE, AMED Cum.
1 1.51219 C.84030  C.02709  C.42274 0.06407 9.01133 1.28499  0.0C58%
9 4,30073 1.87261  -0.03105  0.23453  =0.13239 _=5.02340 264.31470 __ ).11057_
10 3.72683 1.90072  0.04526  0.23997 2.70550 Ce4147 22171 0.15107
26 42339.24219 62573.77344_ __ 2,00000  0.0c0l 0.41735 L.n738e 1.49592  1.,00680
27 2.36585 1.94623  -0.18959  0.24304  -0.76435  =C.13390 4.74343  1,02157
28 1172.92676  4743.44571 0.€0CU6_ C.03207 0.83417 Co14%02 1.06406___ 0.00484
29 2.05877 1.16737  C.75638  0.4750% 1.59650 1161 7.572363  1.00238
30 1.51219 1.53899_ -0.57C91  0.24572  =2.23022  =0.37471 21.51749  3.0978%
13 4.04878 2.34469
TABLE 37 OVER 100, 000 KEY 1
SAMPLE SIZE 41 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0,4322
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, 12 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.6574
ANALYSIS OF VASIANCE FUS THE MULTIOF
LINCAR  BEGRLSS IUN
SOURCE OF VaoTATTON DoF o YO oF WEAR v
SQUARES SQUARE § vaLue P
OUE T REGRESSTONessssssseess 8 6. 17459 (PRLTT Y 3.0452
OEVIAVIGN ABOUT REGRESSINN... 32 87.18645 2.72458 <.06
TCTAL... 40 153.56104
VAREABLE VCAN 570. REG.  STC.CRWOF  CCAPUTCD  PARTIAL SUM OF €. PPIP. VAF.
. NO. DEVIATION  COFFF.  UOF REG.CUF. T VALUF  COKk. COE. ADDEN cuv.
1 1.51219 .84030  0.36174 034391 1.05186 0.18261 1.67502  0.01001
9 480073 1.87261 0.0783° _ 0.1SJ80 0.41Ca6 0.07244 12.3286€ ___ 0.08029
10 3.72683 1.90072  0.21332,  0.19522 1.09270 3.18964 11.94007  0.07775
26 42789.24219 62973.77344 _ =0.00000°  0.00060  =0,23752 __ =0.0537s 1.55505  0.01013
27 2.3065d5 1.94623  0.04127 ~ 0.20179 0.2C451 0.C3617 725355 D.04174
28 1172.92676  4743.44531  =—0.00000  C€.00G06 __ =2.02631 __ =0.00465 1.51687 _ 0.009RR
29 2.05377 1.16737 1.24307  0.38645 3.21665 0.45420 12.76654  0.00314
30 1.51219 1.58699  =0.51249  0.20316  =2.52267 _ =0.43729 17.33890 _ 9.11291
12 4.24390 1.55534
TABLE 38 OVER 100, 000 KEY 1
i SAMPLE SIZE 41 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 3999
i DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, 11 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.6324
: ANALYSIS N7 VAR TARCE FUR THE “ULTIPLF
{ LINFAR REGRESSILN
; ' SOURCE F VARIATION DaFa SU¥ OF WEAN F
: $QUARES SOUART S vatug P
i DUE TU REGRESSIO0N.sssssssesss B 45,4 7186 ©.0569R . 2.0C57
OEVIATION ABOUT REGRCSSICH... 32 72. 74186 2.27337 <.05
: ' TOTALe.. 40 121.21973
{
: VARTABLE FLAN ST REG.  STO.FRFNF  COFPUTER  PAFTIAL Suiz OF §@.  PRIP. VAT,
{ ND. DEVIATION  CUEFF.  OF RFG.COE. T VALUE _ CCRF. COF. ADDEN cum.
; 1 1.51219 C.04030  0.13361  C.31414 0. 42531 0.07497 0.51516  J.co42p
‘ 9 4.9c073 1.87261  0.37555  0.17429 2.15471 ¢.358¢¢ 13.92096 __ 0.11491
: 10 3.726R3 1.90072  =-0.16054  0.17833  -0.50028  —0.145717 0.05693  0.00047
! 26 42789.24219 62573.77244  =0.00000  0.0000) _ —0.63785 __ -G. 11204 1.86617 __ 1.C0739
‘ 27 2.36585 1.94623  0.22964  0.18432 1.24587 C.21505 T4.09656  J.11631
[ —28 _ 1172.92676  743.44531  -0.00007 __ 0.00005 _ =1.26252  =C.71743 7.17554  0.05919
29 2.058717 1.16737  0.76341  0.25300 2.16263 0.35710 4.25812  J.03513
) 30 1.51219 1.98899  -0,33790 _ 0.1FS67 _ =1.67001  -0.30n4l 7.53785  1.062]18
! 11 434140 1.74083 )
l|
1
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TABLE 45

SAMPLE SIZE 41

OVER 100, 000

KEY 1

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0, 4505

DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, 2 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.6712
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FUR TIE MULTIPLE
LINEAS REGIESSION
SCURCE OF VARIATION N.F. SOV OF MTAN v
SWUARES SQUAFES VAL NE )
DUE Tt} REGRESSION.esseseosnss 3 37.478C7 4.CRG TG v LY
OEVIAT [l 8KHOUT RFEGEFICION,,, 32 45,70943 1.42342 <.01
TOTALes. 40 €2.18750
VARI AGLE VEAN STD. REG. STD,. FARR TLRAPUTCN FARTTAL SOF UF SC.  PROP, VAR,
NU, NEVIATE N COFFF.  OF RFC.CNZ. T VALUE cear, Cav, AVEN IR
1 1.51219 6.8403 0.C36¢L5 0.245C1 Jo1aerly 0.C2601 J.07542 0.00031
vl §, 30073 1.£72¢] 0,31257 0.122% 2.26249 0.37114 15,27012 el B6BE
10 3.7%2623 1.90072 -J.02312 Colalib —Jelulob =0.029¢0 0.67137 0.00007 ©
26 42789.24219 62373.77344___ -0.000C01 0.633C) ~1.87617 -0 31400 1. 76740 2.0212%
217 2.36585 1.064€23 0.0l611 0.14611 J.1102a 0.01949 3.57705 0.0%4200
28 1172.92676 4742.46531 C. 00007 £, 00004 1.74937 429524 1.66522 0,0203¢
29 2.35877 1.16737 0.57628 0.27931 3. 13104 0. 4r434 T.4a 182 708996
30 1.51219 1.58869  -0.22286 0.13710 =2.164132 =0.35174 A ABL6D 0.08272
2 4.12536 144211
TABLE 46 50-100, 000 KEY 8
SAMPLE SIZE 23 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.2635
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO., § MULTIPLE CORR, COEFFICIENT 0.5133
ANALYSIS 9 VARIANGE FOR THE MULTIPLE
LINEAP FEGPESSICYN
SOURCE CF VARIATICH C.F. SuUM OF MEAN = p
. ——SOUARES _ . SOUAPES . VALUS
- DUE TO REGRESS3IUNcccescacccss € 7.19254 0.39920 0.6263 n.s.
DEVIATIOIN ABRDUT REGRESSICNes o 14 2011086 1.43649_
TNTAL.s s 22 27.30644
VAR] ASLE MEAN ST, FEG. STD.ERROR fCMPUTED PARTIAL SuM NF SQ. PROM. VAR,
NG, DEVIATICN CUEFF.__ OF REGLCOL.__ T _VALUF Clo6, [Uf. ANIED cuM,
1 1.32609 C.23083 —0.05876 0.42253 ~0.13954 -0.95727 6.60535 9.00020
2 5,12130 2, 73644 2.56339 U,4)356 1.34%639 Ge33295 3.61994 0.13258
3 4. 143064 1.51938 2.17957 Uel34b2 0.76532 Ge 20061 091565 7.03353
_b_JS_ZZJ_._QQjAJ_SL‘zl&.S 0625 _0a00000_ __0.C000)_. .. 746105 _. . L.12204 1.4936] 2,05138
3.6087) 1.07615 -3.14280 0.3C096 -0.47445 =3.12580 0.C03657 9.70127
_6_1&13_?.,_&15_23__2_&2__ L93TO . J.0Q006 . _J.(CO1E 028705 L. 13240 0,11204 3.00410
9 2.57521 0.63765  -0.19317 9.56736 =0,36063 -Je35062 .60 34 0.00020
10 2.95652 1.55149  -0,184926 0,215%3 -0,87416 =5,22156 1.09769 7. 04020
5 3.826€3 . 1.11405
: TABLE 47 50-100, 000 KEY 8
SAMPLE SIZE 23 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0, 5248
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, 4 MULTIPLE CORR, COEFFICIENT 0.7244
ANALYSIS GF VAPIANCS FOR THE MULTIPLE
LINFAD 2EGRISSICN
SQURCE OF VARIATICN f.F, SUM i.F CAN F P
SQUAKES. _ ... SQUAFES YALUS
DUE TO REGRESSION.enscsscscas 3 13.71100 2.33387 , 1.9328 n.s.
_D.:JLLAILQN_AM_ESJJ_CL_-._. 14 Lef24135 1.21210
TOT8Lees 22 35.65236
VARJABLE MEAN §TD. XES STE.CRROP CO4PUTED PASTTAL Sv NFSG. PRNP. VAR,
ND, DEVIATICH CURFR. _ OF REGLSLE. T VALUE Crrf. CCF, ATNED CiM,
1 1.82609 0.28683 0.626492 €.38730 1l.61144 0.37555 4.61363 0.12379
2 3.18130 C, 736664  =0,(44173 We37042 -C.12G175 =5.23225 C.31349 N.00879
3 4.143064 1.519¢e8  -9,07311 021534 -0.33953 - 09337 0.C1552 J.00053
_b__ﬁzum_buls..mz: 200000 VeCLO0) | 26054905 L m0ad&42T. . h.60572___0,00016.
3,6087) 1.07615 =J.71966 2.27625 ~2.53511 057135 16.06073 7.28163
g 1032,082593 _2329.293270 __=2.00911 _ _ 0.0GC16__  =3.700% __ =ual2d1F) 1.66516 J.064116
2.57521 J.63795  -0.14936 €.52073 -%.266du ~0.07644 0.02600 v.00110
1o 2.95652 1.%61649  =0,23273 JslGaTh -1.41256 ~0.3%31% 2,41652 D.06772
4 3.43478 1.27301
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TABLE 48
SAMPLE SIZE 23
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, 8

ANAUYSTS OF VARTARCE kUi THE MuLTIO(E

50-100, 000

KEY 7

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0, 3658
MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0, 6048

LINEA® RECPESSJuN
SOURCE GF VARIATIUN Lere Juvy e HFEAL 3 p
SHYLA2E" SHUAR LS VALLE .
DUE TL FcGRESSIUNeewsssocsoss ° 3.4916 1.C6i4% 1.009° n.s.
DEYTATION ABOUY RICOFESSICNe0e 14 1472556 1.35133
: TOTAL .o 22 22.,21793
‘ VAR ABLE MEAN $Th. EE STUF f O CC4PuTy) PLETIAL cne CF S0, PRNP, VAP,
NO. . DEVIATIUN CLEFF, Jb £ T4 ChLE Tovipns (ir-e Ciks ANGEN C UM,
1 1.326C9 C. €683 Ue 37069 Ced9023 Le2%ouC 63274 2452393 N.,10871
2 5.18110 Q. 160644 S.LIT1C Heunld. 1Y) Je2é50) [ PN Jelobal 1.00731
3 “el43004 1.519C3 -0.14317 Qel BG40 -l.235%1 LR AN (i« CO107 1.0C00%
9 3.00870 LeCTELS  _=2.59143 - vedB3275 _ _  =led64lé _  =vebbob 1,32¢.02 J.16470
10 2.17331 1.33602 -)e22921 Colt 272 =-le 21455 “Ce200T4 ledala? J.06209
11 _2.736113 132175 =C.02?259 _ 0.23899 =1 (TH% “Led2ul3 J.ClN10 J.00044
12 0.02957 Ce1551 -Re6154% 15. 717 34 -36995211 “veldHhul J.3K727 J.,01582
13 330857 1355777 06 0014C 4 Vel2Ny Neadula Celui”? Je 15244 J.00657
8 3.65217 1.€2732 ’
TABLE 49 50-100, 000 KEY 7
SAMPLE SIZE 23 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0, 3070
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 7 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 5540
ANALYSTS GF VARIANCF FUQ ThE MULTIPLT
LINEAR FEGRESYION
SQURCE OF VARIATION D.F. SUM OF MrAaN . [
_SQUARES SYUARES - VALUL P
DUE TG REGRFSSION cececesacnss 8 13.1€571 1.64321 0.7751
. DEVIATION ABOUT RFGPESSICNees 14 29, 17083 212649 n.s.
R TOTALeew 22 4295654
! VARI ABLE FCAN STR. REG. STPLERFOF. COMPUTED FARTIAL S 0F SQ,  PRPOP, VAR,
; NG, DEVIATY AN CNEEF, I RFC.COFs T VALUF Clise, COf, ADDEN CI1M,
: 1 1.82609 0.30683 0.277157 0.41267 Je 017263 Qe Ll 16733 1.26155 0,04506
A 2 $,1:139 0.78644 Q.43771 Ne64559 0.97358% (ie 251 K2 1.14867 0.02674
f-: 3 4.14304 1.51904 -0.1060625 0.20%10 -0.02659 =J.165206 0074177 0.,00174
v 9 3.60379 1.07€1% ~0.44119 0,35635 -1.2277¢ =-0.31173 1.72441 Q.04014
: 10 2.17391 1.3366? -0.50948 0.26914 -1.99867 -0.45252 T.28464 Je 1658
; 11 2e73915 1.32175 =-J.1384R C. 26857 -0.469515 ~0.125337 Neb411C 0.01027
; 12 J.02957 0.015%1 -0.66415 22434230 =-Q.4325% =Jell 2% Veb4223 0.0102¢
13 2, B095H7 1H.55717 000420 J.01R61] 022571 Ve JHUZ L Je10C33 1V.00252
7 EICTY2D 1. 39734
A TABLE 50 50-100, 000 KEY 7
i
B SAMPLE SIZE 23

DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 6

. ARALYSIS OF VARIANGE Fu Thr NULTIPLE
LIREAE

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.4374
MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.6614

REGRESS {0
SWIRCE OF VARTATION D.f. SUM UF ¥ CAN F
v SQUARES SOUAFES vaLue P
. OUE TU REGRESSTIUNceceeescscase 3] 17.05689 2421936 1.3€07
. DEVIAT IO ARQUY REGPCCSIOMeee 14 22.74192 1.62+95 n.s.
TOTAL.o 22 40.434C1
i VARTABLE FCAN SThw KEG. ST SRR COAPYTED PART AL SUM Of 9, PFOP, VAR,
':_ ND, DEVIATION COCFF, OF PIR,CNF. T vaLuk COSR, ot o £DCH M,
5 1 1.32609 C.880€8 0.200633 Ce3€072 097338 N.1%148 2.79659 1.06916
;’ 2 5212139 0,768d44 0,17190 2939330 D 43742 Ocll011 (e 00056 1.00001
3 4.143C4 1.519C8 0. 08901 0.23179 D.34520 0.07127 5415527 N.12750
Q2 3.,50370 1+97615 =0, 521405 D.31412 =l. 064108 =0.49933 3.17460 J.078064
I3 10 2.17591 1.33662 =J.460b78 0.23456 =1.990)2 “0.409%F S.85109 N.14470
1) 2273013 1.232175 =0,12747 £226099 LH R LR =0,12%43 0.47951 0.C11HE
¢ 12 0.02957 0.01551 -2.,40130 15.53004 =0.1229% “0.03254 0.034937 1.00097
? L3 2,1063952 18,5777 0,00549 Uda01627 0,271 0, 009712 N. 13460 2.00657
: [ 3.73913 1. 35571
i
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TABLE 51 50-100, 000 KEY 7
SAMPLE SIZE 23 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.6120
DEPENDENT VARIABLE {S NOW NO. 5 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 7823
AMALYSIS 0F VARIANAE FuR THE MULTIPLE
LINEAWM  FEGRPESSION o L
SOURCE CF VARIATIGN UeFo SU% OF MEAN 3
SUUARES SNUARTS VALl p
DUE TO REGRESSICNecesocasosorne F) 16.44470 2.25%99 2. 7635
DIVIATION AROUT 2EGKFESICHeaw W 14 1042493 D.744064 <.05
TOTAL... 22 26.086963
VARTAJILF MFAN STO. FEG. STD.r2RK COAPUTED PARTITAL S% OF S0, POP, VAF.
NO . DEVIATIUN CLEFF.  OF RFG.OOE, T VALUF CrE=, (ia ACDEN LM,
1 1.32609 0.30688 0.36745 0.24420 1.50474 0.37312 1. 63239 D.07192
2 5,15130 C. 78644 0. 34819 Ue26604 1.3)870 o337 0433310 J.0112R
3 4.14304 1.51908 ~0.11525 0.15651 =0.73451 “0.152063 N.13266 00495
9 3.00770 1.C7&615 -C,.37179 0.21%04 =1,74642 -5 42114 . ROBTY 1.03010
10 2.17331 .336¢€2 - 0. 43002 0.15379 =2.13814 ~0.58632 5 5R4T:) 7.20784
11 2.75913 1,22115 -0.09631 0.17668 —N.5%41493 ~Je 1447 e 32K354 9.00105
12 0. 32957 0.01%51 =41.21269 13.22114 =-3,.11713 =Get60)s 71.503315 De 21924
13 3.36957 18.55777 0.00497 0.,01102 .  N.45994 0.11%05 D.1%142° ) 0564
5 3.69565 1.10514
TABLE 52 50-100, 000 KEY 7
SAMPLE SIZE 23 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 4420
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 4 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 6648
ANALYSIS OF VARTAMCE FLY THE WL TiPLT™
LIREAKR it uRsCSiun
SQUKCE CF VARIATICA C.F. SU4 CF MTEAN F
SOUARES SOUARZS VaLUE [
DUE TU ReGRESSICNcecveoocscse 3 5.26560 0.65320 1.3862
DEVIATION ABQOUT REGRES3ICNese 14 6.64748 Q. b6T482 n.s.
T0TALeee 22 11.91309
VARTASLE MEAN STD. PEG. $TD. SRRAR COMPUTFD PARTISL Sum (F SG. PRNP, VAR,
ETON DEVIATLON CCEFF,  OF PECLCGF. T VALUE CORR, CUF, ADNED CUM,
1 1.92609 C.R8688 ~0.40822 V.19500 -2.29346 =-0.4£827 - 0.26229 0.02202
P S.18130 0.73644 222725 0.21244 le 6263 0,27407 0,24193 N.02031
3 4.14304 1.51908 0.13060 U.125%39 l1.J04228 0. 26834 1.52991 0.12842
9 3,60079 1,07615 2.12469 C.16932 0.75321 0.29737 0.46566 0.03909
10 Z.17391 1.32662 -0.23201 0.1268J -1.82975 -Je43731 1.09693 2.09157
11 2.73913 1.32175 0. 18395 2.14109 2.53570 Je 15794 0.0(2280 1.90191
12 0.92957 Je01551 5.21089 10.55750 0.49357 0.13)73 0.04881 0.00410
13 3.36957 18.55717 0.01616 0.00480 1.33752 0.44)R1 1.60323 7.1345p
4 4,21739 0.73587
TABLE 53 50-100, 000 XEY 6

SAMPLE SIZE 23
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, 8
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FUR THE MULTIPLE

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.7149
MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 8455

LIMEAR REGRESSINN
SOURCF uF VARIATION D.F. SUM (F v EAM F
SYUARES SSUARES VALUE p
DUE TU RFGPESSIONGeeeseesnane a 80.49679 1J.06247 4.3374
DEVIATION ARQUT R=G2E5S 10" e, 4 14 32.10862 2229549 <.01
TOTAL... 22 112.60270
VARI ABLE FEAN STh. REG. STN.FRROR COMPUTED PARTIAL SUM UF SC. PPNOP, VAR,
—Dille RDEVIATION CCEFF, OF YeG Ceie, ~ yAtUF Cove, CIOF, ANDED v,
1 1.43478 0.78775 -0.02700 0.55672 -0.31253 <0.002306 el2462 N.00111
2. L1217 dalfilass =0.33691 £225289 =2 al4461 {2322 5425663 22104704
3 3.52087 1.850¢9 0. 45850 0.2274¢ 2.15192¢2 J. 50547 6.62334 0.05R64
9 46387,51953 61053,81:259 0.009200 2:.0090] 2246748 2412393 S, 5254 JL.0AR749
10 2.43473 1.30469 0.17530 0.27963 TV.62857 0.105567 20. 24146 0.26855
11 V,01652 C,ClbEE -£0,15996 30.04502 =2.5637) =3.5107) 1.925717 J.00R22
12 1.£4826 1.10370 l.61131 0.47 764 3.37207 Je 0647 27.41350 1.24344
13 1,56622 £ 76348 0,07349 2,56240 013550 0.03619 D.046211 J.0C037
8 2.36957 2.26243
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TABLE 54 50-100, 000 KEY 6

SAMPLE SIZE 23 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.2252

N

B AR i

—-C

P!

e O s e #a

R A v 7ex: Provided by ERIC

DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 17 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.4746
wRALYSIS OF VARIBLCE Fus TRE wULTIPLT
LINEZP  EEGRESTION
SOURCC CF VRRIATICA Cefe SUn 01 LN F
SENARES souArE: VALl ) _
DUE TO FEGRESSTINsesssoosssns ) 16.04143 2.03516 PR \
DEVIATICN ARILT REGFFSSICiiaes 14 5541701 2.04115 n.s :
TOTAl was 22 TL.21753
VARTABLE MEAN ST0. KCG.  STUL.CREGT CI4FUTFD  FAPTIEL Tt OF §0.  PEIR, VAR,
NG, NEVIATICM COEFE, JF FEOL.CNF ., T OVALUL CireE, Cill s AR LIN CI),
i 1.43475 0.78775  0.094C4  0.72979 0.12¢e3 0.03h0A 7L19A2% 0. 03087
2 4o 217 L7145  —0.Cndt5  0.32450 —0. 166 =0,07210 2.0070%  9,028]3
3 3.620a7 1.85099 9.2531  0.25212 9. 35002 22153 5.5305¢ 0017066
9 44387,51653 61053,81250  =0.00040 _ 0.3(901 —C.511T71  -0.1%%4) 2.0732%  0.00103
1C 2043474 l. 80469 Ce O19$3 V36063 J. 09410 00144 0,.937181 0007559
11 2401652 001465 6.46591 39,3472 d. 16487 L9336 2.53402 9,035
12 1.848726 1.1037C  0.49927  0.62639 0. 79700 a2 0835 1.72719  0.02475
13 156322 0.84348  C.42919  C.T1102 e 603N 0.1514 1.43735  0.02018
7 3.65217 1.79921
TABLE 55 50-100, 000 KEY 6
SAMPLE SIZE 23 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0, 5054
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 6 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.7109

ANALYSTS UF

L IREALR

VAFTLANC: s

Thi MULTIBLS
PEGRISI TuNM

SUURCE CF VRARTATICH Cefe sus OF M EAM r
SQUARES SOUARES VALUS P
DUE TO REGRESSICHaeasososesos a 55.59544 6. 24543 1. 703
DEVIATION ABDUT REGRESSIEN, ., 14 54,4 345¢ 3.98604 n.s.
TCTAL oo 22 110.000600
VARIABLE MEAN S10. RCG. STDLERR R CCAPUTED PARTIAL St (IF SO, CROE, VAR, .
NO. NEYIATICN CLEFRF N RIG.CNHC, T VALUF Lreks, €, annrn Mg, :
1 Le43473 C.73775 -C. 19379 0. 12667 -0.26742 -0,0712¢ 0.2929y 0.,00266
2 4283017 1.58198%6 -2,11963 U,32¢19 <0, 36016 =0, 15755 0.12302 1,00112 |
3 3.02037 1.85099 0.237206 025603 0801406 0.2064% 16.65570 ALY A
9 44367,51953 61053,81250  —=0,00000 G €00 -0, 10521 =G, 04244 0. 00000 2.00000 .
10 2.43418 1.00409  =92.2C4060 0.3¢400 -, 72610 ~C,. 190} 9, T4T04 V. 0R01 ‘
11 0.0]¢h2 CoNL465 €5, 069%01  39,11637 1,73201 0624340 Sl 762407 J.16764 :
12 184520 1.10370 0.17878 0.622000 V. 28740 N, 076450 0.01711 1.0001C ,
13 136522 D.84348 0.947%9 0.7C00% 1.74117 Ue?3iTht 6997273 116361 '
6 3.60C0) 2.23607 :
i
TABLE 56 50-100, 000 KEY 6
SAMPLE SIZE 23 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.4180 :
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, § MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 6466 i
o ARALYSTS OF VAFTARCE FOR THE MULT IO F :
LINEAE  REGRESSTON :
SOURCE CF VARTATIGH N.F, SUM 0F SEAN F E
: SUARES TONARES VALUF ;
DUE TO PEGRESSTMesaasvovscos [) St 5153 T 30C 45 1.2570 :
DEVIATIUN ABIUT RMG+S5SICHeww 14 Gle374lh A.31244
TUTALees 22 139.92017
VARLAGLE MEAN 570, REG, STOLFRAM conpPuTED PAFTT L Or 0. PROP, VAT, i
NO, NEVIATICH CUFRE,  LIF EEGLCNEL. T VALYE CCLe W, AN D cuM, :
1 1.634173 C.73775 -C.t8510 C. 086027 ~0.7739¢8 -0.2034 0.05430 2. 00040 :
2 4.94217 1.0148%6 =0.15701 Us 2693 -N.33357 ~).19401 .01 364 V. 00010 )
3 3207 1.35089 0.40480 0e36095 1.118)8 Ge 28021 20,27179%4 el 1460
9 44367,51953 61952, 312 5¢ S, (0030 Ua 0] 9.311789 Fe 049 5,04 28R 1,03607 i
10 2.43470 1.80469  -0.7¢832 Qe hih 024 ~le03%77 ~0.40057 12.98649% 0.05209 '
11 0301452 CeC1465 ~40,68628  47.82101 =).35001 ~0.221060 D.0N402 2.00003 5
12 1.04320 1.10379 1. 18291 0. 76070 1. 55503 033735 R RENO0G 006327 t
13 156522 . 30348 1.2021% Q. PE34T 1o 34297 Ve 3437C 11.27820 0,06060
5 2,.913Cq 2.5210¢( :
{
s
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; TABLE 57 50-100, 000 KEY 6 N
i
: SAMPLE SIZE 23 : COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 4966
: DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 4 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.7047
: ANALYSIS NF VAKTANCE FON Thi #ULTIPLT
H LINFAR  REGRESSINON
SOURCE CF VAFTATICA C.F. SUM UF HEAN F
SCUARES JRYARE S VALUF p
: DUE TO REGRESSTONceesesassoss ) 6L,07C25 7.50373 1.706%
' DEVIATICN ABOUT REGRESSICN... L4 0Ubt2Y 4, 34902 n.s.
. TCTAL.us 22 12C. 65654
VARTABLF MEAN AEN RES. SINGRE COIPUT MY SAETTAL ST OF f00, PRI, ViR,
NO. DEVIAT LN COFFT .  UF RFCLCOF. T VALUIP CIPR, v, L1380 ClN,
1 1.43476 0.7977%  =0.813697 0.76603 -1.0M78 =CoZitN 1 0.RG416 J.0N714
: 2 4.88217 1.€1436 =9.05¢¢0 Ce 34528 =0,21,94 =0.357481 1.124%6 JN0YT
; 3 3.62087 165049 0.452%4 J.31317 1.44572 CeZooa? chel 73000 J.aNB12
: 9 44337,51653 61{53,8]2%0 €. Co0YQ 1, C00U! Je44877 Clls 3.71453 J03071
10 2443415 1.80469 =0.064511 Je 36514 1. 67502 0,445y 3. 76115 Y OEOTO
: 11 2.21552 0,C14h5  =6,72276  4]1.37460 =0, 10249 =Ceh23 4,5036 N. 03724
; 12 1.54820 1.13370 1. CHABO 0,655 l.65470 TCICEY] n. 25907 NAGR2E
. 13 1,5¢522 D, 84340 0,8263) Co 74i3) 1.24016 Qedlubl Lo 65GYS 9.05530
4 4404345 2.34479
TABLE 58 50-100, 000 KEY 5
SAMPLE SIZE 23 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 2651
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 8 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.5149
ANALYSIS GF VASTARCE FUS Thi tOLTIM
LINCAE  RFGRESSION
SOUFCE % VARIATION C.F. SUn GF MEAN F
SCUATES SiaRre VALUI p
: DUE TU KLGRESSTMNeeeocoosossa 8 13.64716 1.68559 Q.6314
: JOEVIATIGN ARGUT ATGREESICnaas 1s 2728246 2.067214 n.s.
. TOTAL... 22 50,6056
i
! VARTABLE NEAN 3138 G, STiefi &I COMPITED PATTTAL $uw Lr L4, FCIF, VAL,
—N7, NEVIATICN COEFE I LG, T oyaLure fLEe, €0d, AN Cus,
1 1.3206.9 0.8HERS  =0.075%20 0.57L07 -3 13054 ~Ce034,7 seulu2h V.0S54LR
4 5,181 U THEAN J. 0550 L.85029 1.60161 024544 4.995.)2 J.0GR21
: 3 PRTERD 1.519¢8  -0..u339 0.31980 “2e 05592 =0,23040 0.36619 1.00777
; 9 39223.65547 5T478.90625 =0.00000 Vs 0031 =0.012 24 e PR KU YA D30T VL, 00708
: 10 1,60070 1.07615 =-C. 18424 U4 10106 =) %4507 ~U.l1Y14 Ve X135 0.00757
: 11 1022.62593  2029.29370 D.000:2 0. 0EC21 1,02944 V20527 15417 1.0304%
i 12 2.571541 0.6379% N 67957 UeT1353 067653 [P 7eCT4%D INGEYESS
; 13 295642 1.6514%  —C,0024¢ (LR =0.J1is =0 05547 AP 8 KT 04102235
6 1.59505 1.52041
TABLE 59 50-100, 000 KEY 5
; SAMPLE SIZE 23 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0, 3522
: DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 7 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT ©0,5934
ANALYSTS OF VARTANCF Fion THL ROLTIPLE i
: LINCAR FPEGRE SS5T10M
! SOUKCE 'F VAL TATINN TeFe FIENT MEAN F
! SUUARCS IRUAR LS VAL p
; UDJE T REGRFZET M eesesoavsces 3 22.53¢€C4 2.81712% 0.5513
: DEVIATICH AROUT RIGIISSICMees 14 41,46150 2.96187 n.s.
i TOTAL ... 22 9 . COCCN
i
: VARTASLE NIAN <N, WG, BINIEGH CORPUTED FARTIAL T ¢, PP, VAR,
i TR DEVIATICH CLCTFR,  OF FChLO0E. T VALYS clure, ¢nt, AN Cim,
; 1 1.82629 C.E3688 0. 05750 V. 60809 Oolanis6 G.03572 106778 1. 00090
N 4 S.1r130 0.75644 125430 0,579 2.1110 0.5)011 (0 l12720 1,37300
: 5 4414304 1.519C8 Ve G4 RS Ua33008 Jelz06¢ 0e3273 520021 0.0C43R
i S 3923,60847 571470,50625 =), CUdOY [(RATWD)| ~0.54311 =G 16745 1.26497 D210
; 10 3.6087T0 1.07615 =0.(Gs4Ts 0.43217 ~0.03037 BTN Ve VAT J.00074
; 11 1022,32563 _ 2$26,2937) 0, 0LC001 Ca 00002 2,24971 0,01s0" 0,0)570 ). ONAYS
! 12 2.51521 0.6379% D, 07139 PRI 0.011702 12341 0.03303 J.NN0NK
: 13 296649 1.55140 d.9°611 Ce3lnvy D.17720 0, 04722 0. 09340 01,001 4%
i 7 4.003CC 1.73%00
i
{
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TABLE 60 50-100, 000 KEY 5
SAMPLE SIZE 23 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 4395
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, 6 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 6629

AMALYSLS CF VAFLIANCE Fi ThL MULTIFLT
LIAEA«  QEGRESS LM

SOURCE CF VAFTATION D.F. SUvY U MEAY F
SWUARES SQUARES VALOT P
OUE TO REGRESSIONeeesssescass 8 25.40669 3.18621 1.3771
: DEVIATION AGOUT REGEE3ISICN, 0, 14 32.51031 2.32210 n.s.
§ TOTAL.oo 22 58.0CI00
; VARIABLE MEA N <TN. REG. ST, ERROK COAPUTED PARTL AL SN GF S0. DRIP, VAR,
' N0, DEVIATIAN CHEEE HWE CFn.CNA, T VALUL Cris, ruv, &N [
: 1 1.826C3 J. 858648 C.118%¢ Ce53722 0.22120 U993 t.23110 J.C0359
\ 4 9 ,.13130 2418644 laCiiyn2 051514 2.123i44 0, 653045 ¢ 202 A% ) ,INTOR
: 5 4.1430% 1.51908 0.13%006 Q.2003¢ 0ot 002432 017276 0. 00109 0.00002
, 9 49223,60547 S147R,G0€25 =3, L0000 Q. 0001 =0.12221 0,032 % J.014 18 1.900924
i 10 3.63870 1.0751% -0.1734%6 C. 36263 =0e45659 =0.12061 . 01756 1. 00020
; 11 1022,42553  2$26.29370 C. NG Ca C0OU29 017894 Q. 02477 AR 1, 00068
12 2.97521 0.63799% -0.733%0 e 72136 “1.01747 ~0.2524) 16836 U.02970
13 29565, 1.54149 =0.17918 U.27511 ~0e5472C ~(3, 1734% e 672069 D 0VHTT
6 4.,CCC00 1.62269
TABLE 61 50-100, 000 KEY 5
SAMPLE SIZE 23 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 2772
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, 3 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 5265

ANALYZLS ©0F VARLARNGE tok THE FuLIIPLY
LIDFAT  BEeFEL3I0N

SOURCE CF VARTATICA Bofe SU% Or MFAR T
SHUARES SQULRTS VALUSE P
OUE TO REGRFCSHINevsssvsesses B 5.71031 3.15120 d.CT10
DEVIATION ABOUT RIGRESSICN... 14 L5.74623 4.0%10 n.s.
TOTAL... 27 90.956%4
VARTABLE FEAN STO. REG., STO.CR20R  COMPUTFD)  FARTIAL SOV Nk SQ. EFOP, VAT,
NU. JFVIATIUN  COERE.  UF GEG.CNS.  ° VALUE  GGER, €7, AYVIEN ron,
; 1 1.5260% 0.P80E3  0.76824 0.7¢397 1.00559 0.255%5 T1.Ch6S8  N.12145
f 4 5.18130 0.76644  ~0.43673 0.72073  -0.59R48  -0.1%7%% 1,308 0.05633
; 5 4. 14304 1.51908  0.05704 9.42421 ). 13446 0.03571 0.04457  0.0004Q
: _ 9 39223.50547 57473.90625  9.00001 0.00L01 0.60650 0,167 B R6EGY  0.0L452
10 3.60ET0 1.07€15 -0, 07904 0.54420  -0.14524 =0.03¢ 70 2.41011  9.00451
f" 11 1032.02593  2029.29370  0.40020 0.0¢cc2a 0.71012 0.18644 L.55504  0.0214¢
; 3 2.37521 0.63795  -0.31305 T.025K4  =0.30517  -0.0811% 0.023I8  0.06025
; 13 2.95652 1.55149  -0.289408 0.36151  =0.73786 _=9.1%:4° 2.55674  N.02811
g 3 3.95652 2.00322
TABLE 62 50-100, 000 KEY 5
. SAMPLE SIZE 23 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0, 3843
: —DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, 2 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT  0.6199
ARALYSTS UF VARLTAKCE fas TIF MULTIOLE .
' LINFAL REGRISSIGN
: SOURCE CF VAFI1A4TI0N r.F. SUF UF NFan F
‘ SUUAKE S SOUARES VALUS P
‘. OJE TU REGRESSIO0Neeeesosasase P 23.30%45 2.92563 10021
¥ DSVIATICN ABIUT RTGEESNSILN... 14 37.48018 2.67716 n.s.
TCTAL... 22 6C. HG69ED
L VARTABLE MCAN ST, RV G, STO.TFhoOR  CORPUTEN  PAFTIAL CUF (F tR. FoiP, ViR,
\ NO, OLVIATION  CORPF,  OF KEG.CNP, T VALUE  Cike, €6, POREN cuM,
; 1 1.32609 C.EH6B8  0.7506G4 0.57¢82 1.31079 Ge33000 17.62a30  0.20747
¢ 4 5.18130 0.76644 =€, 07458 0. 55007 -0.1353¢ ~0. 03013 0.24065  J.20308
' 5 4.14104 1.51906  0.40317 0.30079 1. 25876 0. 31460 R.z79B9 ). 13508
9 39723,60%47 5747R,6002% 0, 00000 0.€00¢] 2424336 Gott1ne N.13513 9.00222
P 10 3.63810 1.07615  =0D.24245 0. 41089 =0.59)05  -0.16577 0.19¢4%  9.00323
, 11 1032,82593  2326,29370  0,00013 C.CCH21 0.61744 0. ]02r2 L.2928%  5,02240
12 2.57521 €.63795  =0.33501 C.774%4  =0.43263  -0.11423 C.38672 00632
13 2,9564> 1.5514G  =0,06740 Ue26500  =3,22323  =Q,un )k £,13044  0.0022¢

§
b
i 2 4.609565 1.£6317
H
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SAMPLE SIZE 23

DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO.

TABLE 63

6

ANALY31S OF VAPIANCE FOY THE MULTIPLF

50-100, 000 KEY 4

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0, 2835

MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT

0.5325

LINFAR REGRESS 10N
SOURCF CF VAarTATION D.F, SuP Cr MT AN F
SRUARE S SCIARE S VALUE p
OUE TO REGRESSTCNesssesvsceee B 15.06689 1.28611 0.0975
DEVIATION AROUT REGKISSICN... 14 38.12€¢3 2.72341 n.s
TATAL... 22 52,21753
VARTADLE FEAH <0, VEG. STh.CRROT CORPUTED PACTIEL TUR OF §Q.  PrOP. VAV,
NG, DEVIATIUN  COEFF.  0F RFC.COF. T VALUL _ FOfh, CUt. Ararn Cum,
1 1.32639 C.08648  0.38496 0.55175 0266153 0.17414 3.15709  0.05932
1 5.16130 0.73644 _-0.32453 0.5%571 -0.543398 -0.1%42) 2.10634  9.06826
8 4.14304 1.51908  0.19293 0.22305 1.55720 0.15761 5. COR20  0.09407
9 39223,60547 S7478,90425 €. C00J0 C.Geool 2.32286  9.0i5F] 0.7109%  0.013%
10 3.60370 1.07€15 -0.74284 0.41443 =0.53595  -0.1%472 0.33253  0.0C625
11 1922,4°693  2€26,72937¢  0,49021 g.0Q021 0.262393 0. 24448 2.75717  10,05181
12 2.57521 0.63765  0.068734 0.70121 0.03748 0.0247T 0.01361  ).00026
13 2205652 1.55149  0,01647 ColSP15 De 26362 Ve C170) NOL1G2  0,10021
6 4.34753 1.55551
TABLE 64 50-100, 000 KEY 4
SAMPLE SIZE 23 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 5355
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 5 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.7318
ANALYSIS OF VAFTANCE FUR THE MULTIPL
LINFAR _FEGRESSIUN
SOURCE GF VARIATTUN ToF. U MEAR T
. SCUAKES CQUAPFS vaLUT )
DUE TU REGRESSIONeessssnseses B 23,4 2401 2.52500 2.C1740
PEVIATION ABOU™ REGHFSEICN... 14 20,3152% 1.45109 n.s
TCTAL... 22 43.73620
VARTABLE FCAN sTN. FEG. STU.FRROR CONDITID  FAFTIAL SO OF €Q.  PRIP, VAR,
—hD, QEVIATION  COEFF,  OF BECLQOS, T VALWE  friw, CIF, ACIED cus,
1 1.32609 0.83688  0.49576 0.42467 1.16741 V.25735 £.44265  0.1%307
1 5,13130 C.78644  =0,09A72 0.405063 —0.24330 _ -0,00451 0.00092  3.00002
8 4.14304 1.51906  0.31440 0.23531 1.3335% 0.23%72 Fl5113  0.19779
9 _ 39223.60547 $7474.50625 _0.0000U U.C0N 0.11016 0.62042 N 141755  0.00331
10 3.60370 1.07615 —C.29420 0.30251 -0.4725%  -0.25157 0.92767  J.02121
11 1032,32593  2029.23370 0,009 c..1C010 0.53032 €. 15377 1.79753  AL.04110
12 2.57521 C.63795 =0.42904 C.572°4 ~0.75345  =0.13740 1.90005  ©.0436%
13 2.15652 1.55149  0,22321 0.217a3 102598 L2044 1.57747 1.13402
5 5.52174 1.41002
TABLE 65 50-100, 000 KEY 4 .
SAMPLE SIZE 23 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0, 3504
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, 4 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.5919
ANALYSTS OF VARIANCE FOR THE MULTIPLF
LINEAR REGRESSIIN
SOURCE OF VARIATION D.F. SuUmM 1T AN F
SQUARES SOUARES vaLus P
DUE TO REGRESSIIN.veeceosscss R 7446671 3.05034 0.9439
DEVIATION ABMUT REGRFIZIMN,.,, 14 45,25947 +239% n.s.
TCTAL... 22 65.620617
VARTABLE MEAN sT0. REG. ST.CPROR COAPUTED  FARTIAL SUS CF SQ. PROD, VAF,
NO, DCVIATION  CCRFE.  OF REG.COR. T VALUE COFR. COr, ABDED Cum.
1 1.326J9 C.£8€83  1.00657 0. 63456 1.728J9 0.41929 G.E1103 0. 12616
1 51130 0.73644 -3.1u5yb 0,606]2 =0.30662  -0.061a7 0.10804 _ 3,00281
8 4414304 1.51968  0.13800 0.35236 0.391 05 0.10417 2.69247  0.03156
9 39223.69347 ST47R,C0625  -0,00001 €.0CC0] 22.8]1943  -0.211¢9 0.€2%37_ 1.01323
10 3.6037 1.07615 — =0.73127 U4 5207 -L61777T  =0.39630 1.72652 . u5340
11 1032,12593 2326, 29370 9,00027 0. 0002 117448 0.2¢049 5,92106 0 ,0H4HA :
12 2.37521 0.63795 -0.672%3 08527 =2.78963  -0.20649 1.45562  0.0200% 2
13 _2.93452 1.65169  =0,15410 D.3268)¢ =).6T4J7 =0, 12579 0,72615  0,0]1043 i
4 5.08650 1.73155 :
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TABLE 66

50-100, 000 KEY 4

SAMPLE SIZE 23 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 1902
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 3 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.4361
AHALYS LS UF VARTANCE FOP THE MULTIPLE
LINEAR RFEGRESSION
SOURCE GF VAITATIOM D.F. SuM OF MEAN : F
SOARES SQUARES vALUL p
QUE TU REGRESSICNescesosvosocs e 1.86378 0.22297 D.4110
DEVIATION ABOLT 2E6R€SS[0Nee, 14 7.936C1 0.56685 ) n.s.
TOTAL.eas 22 G, 16670
VARIABLE MEAN STD. YEG. STD.FAFOR COMPUTED PARTI AL SUM OF Q. PRUP., VAR,
—NO, DEVIATICHN CUFEF, NE REGLCGE, T VALUE COKF, Ct, AVGED fUM,
1 1.326¢C9 0. £6668 C.01372 C.26542 0.05171 0.01332 0.165723 0.01691
1 518130 0,78644  =0,05463  0,25353 =1.21554 -0, 06754 0,632)3 0.00328
8 4.,14304 1.519C8 v.10897 0.14738 0.73937 0.1€336 0.13665 J.01394
9 39223,63547 57478.5C02°¢ C. (D0IY 9. 000¢0 1.21753 0205204 2,24175 2.02457
10 3.60870 1.07615 ~0.03428 €. 15907 -0.13131 =-0.0434) 0.04327 0.00441
11 1022,K2863  2¢26,29270  =0.4JJ07 0. 60019 =0.73619 -0.1739% n,5039¢ J).06052
12 2.57521 0.63765  -0.03488 0. 35641 -J.09733 -0, 02515 003620 J.00370
13 295652 1.55149 -0.14174 0.13602 -1.24237 -Ca26331 0. 61591 N.062 RS
3 Yo T1237 Ce 66742
. TABLE 67 50-100, 000 KEY 4
. SAMPLE SIZE 23 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 2085
' DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO., 2 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 4567

Frid TH: UL TIALT
FEGRESS )N

ANALYSIS OF VARTANCE
LILEAR

, SOURCE NF VARIATIOM NeFe SU% OF VEAN 3 :
SQUAKES SWUAPE T vaLur P
OUE TU REGRESSIUNevwsssovsesss ] €. 71274 0.832906G O.4011
DEVIATION ARQUT EFGEFSIICK... 14 25.47719 1.81980 n.s.
TOTAL... 22 32.13564
VARI AULE MEAN sTh. REG. STR, ERFC2 CONPUTED PAFT] AL St OF $Q, PROP. VAR,
_NQL NEVIATION CQFFF, HFE REGLCOE, T VALVF CVb R, Cie, ANJEN o,
1 1.820C9 C.£8608 0. (00852 0.47557 1.28018 0.32372 0.70249 0.02182
yd 52108130 0,713644 0,22219 0,45426 J.43912 C. 12762 0,0050¢ J.0N00 16
8 4ela304 1.51908 -0.21895 0.26407 -0.62914. -0.2167% 0.C9108 J.00283
9 39,:23,50547 57478.60625  =0. C0090 0. 00001 -0.56314 =0.14384 0. 03000 J.00n00
10 3.6337V 1.07615 -0.39491 0.33677 -1.16574 -0.29T40 2.38164 0.07390
11 1032.32%593  2029.29370 0.0L015 C.0C01R 2.84203 0.2197% 0.36018 1,01147
12 2.57521 0.63795 0.51344 0.63858 0.30403 0. 21009 2. 19715 e GOR26
13 2.95452 1.45146 -0.17758 0.24371 -0.72863 ~0. 19115 0.96615 9.03001
2 4.92913 1.20962 .
TABLE 68 25-50, 000 KEY 27
SAMPLE SIZE 13 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0,9911
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 6 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.9956
; ANALY F VAR FOR YHE MULTIP
LINEAR PEGRESSION
SOURCE OF VARTATION D.F. SUM OF MEAN F
SQUARES SQUARES VALUE P
DUE TO REGRESSION.oseescoceess 8 5. 94679 0.74335 55.8771
DEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSICN.e. 4 0.05321 0.01330 <.001
TOTAL... 12 6.00000
VARTABLE VEAN 370, REG. STD.ERROR _ COMPUTED PARTTAC SUM OF SQ. PROP. VAR.
NO. DEVIATION COEFF.  OF RFG.COE. T VALUE CORR. COE. AOOFO CUM.
1 1.61538 0.96077 =0.91074 0.13295 ~6.85027 - 0. 95990 0.0 0.0
2 4.96231 . 88709 0.61110 0.08427 7.25200 0.96399 2.27962 0.37994%
3 % .48230 0.81937 -0.92776 0.19877 4. 66752 -0.919 0.68882 7.11480 -
7 20745.46094 22886.03906 0.00003 0.00000 7.60138 0.96707 0.17490 0.02915
8 2.61538 1.60927 =0.67648 0.09665 —6.99959 -0.96150 1.01757 0.16959
9 513,.53833  742.02246 0.00059 0.00017 3.48950 0.86754 0. 70597 0.11766
10 2.46153 0.51350 0. 65697 0.08987 7.31040 0. 96454 1.00613 0.16769
11 1.46154 1. 71345  -0.09130 0.03A78 ~2.35434 -0.7620% 0.07373 0.01229
6 4 +00000 0.70711 - .
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TABLE 69

SAMPLE SIZE 13
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, §

25-50, 000 KEY 27

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0, 8144

MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.9024
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR THE MULTIPLE
LINEAR PREGRESS ION
SOURCE OF VARIATION D.F. SUM DF MEAN F
SQUARES SAUARES VALUE p
DUE 7O REGRESSIUN.coecccoccse 8 18.16701 2.27288 2.1937
DEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSTONes e 4 4.14069 1.03517 n.s
TOTAL.&® 12 22.30769
VARIABLE MEAN STD. REG. STD. ERROR COMPUTED PARTIAL SUN OF SQ0. PROP. VAR,
NO, DEVIATION COFFF. OF REG.COE. T VALUE CORR. COE. ADDED CUM,
1 1.61538 C.96077 1.37305 1.17277 1.17078 0.50520 1.33547 0.05987
4.96231 0.88709 1.14090 0.74332 1.53486 0.60881 0.41145 0.,01844
3 4.48230 C.81937 0.44384 1.75338 0.25313 0.12557 «281727 0.1025
6094 22886,C39C6 -0,00003 0.00003 ~0.92842 -0.,42106 1.15969 0.05199
8 2.61538 1.60927 0.54903 0.85253 0. 64400 0.30650 4.97186 0.22288
9 €13,53833 142 C2246 ~0,00276___ 0.00150 ~1.84570 -0.67819 18222 0.00817
: 10 2.46153 0.51350 ~0.20873 0.79275 -0.26330 -0.13052 1.51507 2.06792
) § 1:46)54 ls71345 0,84413 0.34207 2.467174 0.77689 6.30394 0.28259
5 2.76923 1.36344
TABLE 170  25-50,000 KEY 27
SAMPLE SIZE 13 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 7230
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 4 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 8503
ANALYSIS OF VAPIANCE FDR THE PULTIPLE
LINEAR REGRESSION
SOURCE OF VARIATIOAN D.F. SUM OF MEAN F
SQUARES SQUARES VALUE P
DUE TO PEGRESSIONececosscacos 8 4.33829 0.54229 1.3054
DEVIATION ABOUT REGPRESSION. .. 4 1.66171 0.41543 n.s.
TOTAL e 12 6.00000
VARI ABLE MEAN STOD. REG. STO. ERROR COMPUTED PARTIAL SuM OF SQ. PRIP. VAR,
’, —NO. DEVIATION COEFF, OF REGL,CNE. T VALUF CORR. COE. AQOFD CUM.
K 1 1.61538 C.96C77 -1.43853 0.74294 ~1.93627 =0.69557 0.36111 0.06019
4.96231 0, 88709 17248 0.4 7089 0.36628 0.18014 0.35787 J.05964
3 4.48230 0.81937 -1.95971 1.11075 -1l.76431 -0.66154 0.33071 0.05512
0 1 20745.,46C94 22886.C23Ch 0. 00004 0.00002 2.26539. 0.74965 0.74712 0012452
i 8 2.61538 1.60927 -1.08705 0.54007 -2.01279 ~-0.70936 0.03342 0.00557
9 513,53833 742.02246 0.00192 0.00095 2.02144 0.71087 1. 79410 0.29902
10 2446153 c.51350 =-0.03454 0.5C220 -0.05878 =-0.03437 0.06536 0.01089
11 1.46154 1.71345 =0.27076 0.21670 =-1,24951 -0.52985 0.64855 0.10809
;; 4 4.,00000 J.70711 -
TABLE 71  25-50, 000 KEY 25
SAMPLE SIZE 13

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0, 8156

' DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 6 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.9031
ANALYSIS NF VARTANCE NP THE ML TIPS
! | INFAR _ PFRPECSTNM
i SOYRCE OF VARTATION Nk, SHM nF MFAM 3
; SOHIARFS SNUAPFS VAl e p
: DUF TN AFCRFSSTNN eeccscccsne ! 19.57022 2.32120 2.2111
! DEVIATION ARNYT QFGOESCION,,, &4 2,19902 1,04976 n.s.
!L. TNTAL.ee 12 22.,76924
VARTARLE MEAN €T, eFC, STN.FRPNP COMPUTEN PANTYA| chw NF €n, DPRAP, VAR,
: NO, NEVIATION COFFF, NF OFC.CNE, T VALUF ronR, rnF, ANNEN M,
i 1 1.61538 N.96077 =1.3N572 1.18100 -1.10561 -0.48180 0.54701 0.02402
E' 2 45962231 N, RA7N0O 1.,nR357 0,74854 1.46757 0.50412 0.26062 N. 01145
! 3 4.48230 0.R19Y7 -2.61527 1.76569 -l.48116 -N.51514 1.0444R 0.045R7
‘, k4 20745,46004 22886,03904 N, N0008 0.00003 1. 67453 N,59342 3.75721 0.16501
: R 2.61538 1.60027 =-0.%1767 0.R8AS51 =0.95242 =0.47995 1.142R7 0.05019
i 9 513.53A33 142,07246 0£,900192 0:,00]51 1:27528% N.53764 5.92R2%4 0.260134
: 10 2.45153 0.51350 =1.43267 0.79831 =1.79463 =N.66TR6 5.19251 0.22R05
. 1L 1.46154 1.71345% N,29072 0345647 N.81493 0,37738 0,69722 0,03062
: 6 3.69231 1.37747
!
!
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TABLE 72

SAMPLE SIZE 13

25-50, 000

KEY 25

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.5314
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 5§ MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.7290
ANALYSTS v VARTANCF FPP THE MINLTIPLF
L INFA? RFGPFCCINN
SMMIPCF NF VARTATINN N.F, YV NF MEAN 3
SAMARES SQHAPES VAL'IF P
DIE TO RECRFSSTINMN . cecsccoencsce L] 1.55341 N, 19418 N.5671
NDEVIATINN ARMIT REARFCSCSTNN,, . 3 1,369A7 Ne 34247 n.s.
TOTAL .60 12 2.92300
VARTARLF VEAN <TN, RFG. STH,FRRNA COMRIITEN PAPTT AL cHM NFE SN, PRNP, VAR,
NN, NEVIATION rFNEFF, NE PER CNE, T VAINF tnep, rFNfE, ANNEN (1
1 1.61538 0.9A077 -N.58754 0.6T450 -0.87107 -0.39930 n,n3419 0.01170
2 4.96231 0. AA709 N.41240 N 46?751 0, 9h404 0,43447 N,24497 0.0R380
3 4.,48230 0n.,A1917 =-N.80041 1.00844 -0.79372 =N.368R87 0.10033 N.03432
1 2N74S,46094 228R6,03006 0, 0n0N| N, 00002 N,79422 0, 26907 0,00042 0N.00014
L] ?2.61538 1.60927 =0.45442 0.49032 =-N.9267R =N.42044 0.41021 0.140134
9 513,538313 142 ,02246A 0,99030 0,00086 0,45979 0,22358 0,4T7368 0,16206
10 2,46153 0.511350 0,37R4R 0.4559 0.R3010 0,033 N, 28751 N, 09836
11 1,46154 1.71345 =0,n1537 0,19674 =0,07814 =-Nn,03904% 0,00209 0,00071
S 3.92308 0,49188
TABLE 173 25-50, VUV KEY 25
SAMPLE SIZE 13 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION - 0, 9478
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 4 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT [ 0.9735
ANALYSTS NF VAPTANCE FNR THE MILTIPLF
1, INFAR  REGRFCSINN
SAIOCF NF VARTATION N.F, UM OF MF AN F
cOUARFS SOUADFS VALV P
DUF 7O REGPESSTINN, cocccccocscs ] 2.91639 0,3645% 9.0706
DFVIATION ARQONT REGPFSSTINN,.,, & N,16076 n,N4019 <.05
TNTAL,.. 12 3,0771%
VARTARLF MEAN sTN, PFl, cTn, FeoNP COMPUYTED PARTTAL CiM NF €N, PRNP, VAP,
\ —Na, DEVIATION CAFFE, OF PEG,CNE, T VALME rnrRe, COF, ANDED UM,
a 1 1.6153R 0.96077 -0,52562 0.23104 -2.27548 =-n.75111 N.AS471 N.27776
: 2 4,962131 0,808709 0.64902 N,14546 4,431 26 N.91146 0,22209 N.N7217
: 3 4.4R230 0,81937 -1.726556 0.34549 -3.,66313 =-N.ARTTTO 0.09649 N.03136
7 20745,46094 22RRAL. N300 0,00003 0, NNON1N 4,ANPST N,023:5 N, 69602 Ne22619
] 2.61538 1.60927 -N.57213 0.,16798 ~3.,4050] -0.R6221 0.56491 n.18758
9 S13,53R33 T42,.02246 0.00082 0.00029 1.76757 N, 66222 N. 440813 N, 14462
10 2.46181 0.,51350 =0.10136 0.15620 -0.64887 -0.30859 0.02R1% 0.nnals
11 1,46154 1,71345 0,02572 N, 06740 N.318179 0, 18751 0.005A4 0,00190
4 4.61538 0.50639 : -
d TABLE 74 25-50, 000 KEY 24
SAMPLE SIZE 13 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0, 7580
‘ DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOWNO. 6 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 8707 )
ANALYSTS 0OF VAPTANCFE FNR THF s TP F 4
! INFAP DPERRFSCTAN .
SONPCE NF VARTATTION N.F. M NE MFAN f
COUARES COHAPES VA e p :
NDHF TN RFGPESCTINN,ceeeosccons f 3.,R4849 N 4P 106 1.5664 B
NEVIATION AADUT RFOARFESCSTNN, .o 3 1.22845 N.30711 n.s.
TOTAL. oo 12 5.07693
. VARTARLE MF AN <Th, RFf, cTH,FPOND COMONTED OAPTT AL 1M NF SN, PROP, VAR, :
NO, NEVIATINN CNFFF, 0OF REG.CNE, T VAIUF cnre, COF, ANNED LM, :
i 1 1.6153R 0.96077 -0.06602 n,63878 -0.1M133% -N.N5161 N, 10670 0.02062 i
; 2 4,96231 0.AR7N9 0.2013n 0, 40487 0, 49718 N.24125 N,41747 0.0R223
3 4,48230 0,A1937 N, 14590 N. 95503 N, 15286 0.076720 0. 06158 n.01212 :
7 20745.46094 22RR6,03906 N, NNNNOY2 o.nno0? 1, 19R27 N.51294 Ne. 99800 N, 1965R8 ;
. [] 2.61538 1.60927 -N.1357R 0. 46436 =N. 29240 -0.1446¢ 1.47440 0.29041 i
i 9 513,53832 T42.02244 =0, 0N05R 0.,000R2 =0.71449 =0,31642 0, 09877 N, 01945
: 10 2.46153 0.51350 =0,32045 N,43179 -0, 7R613 -N.365A2 N,43257 N.NDAS20 4
- 11 1.46154 1.71345 0, 17177 0.1R632 0.92194 N.41863 N, 26104 0,05142 !
¢ 6 4.30461 0,65044 j
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TABLE 175 25-50, 000 KEY 24

SAMPLE SIZE 13 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.9105
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.9542
ANALYSIS NF VAOTAMFE FNO THFE MULTIOfF
1 INFAQ QFROFSCINN L
SAIRCE AF VARTATINN nN.F., QUM NF MEAN 3
SQUARFS CQIARFC VAL NF
DIIF TO OFCRESCTON, se eevovoeos L] Sh,4538A 7.0%A73 5.0895
NEVIATION ARDNT REGRESSTINN, , . 4 5.54614 1.30654 .S,
: TATAL... 17 £7,00000
VAQRTARLF MEAM eTn, ore, irp.Feont FOMOHTER PARTIAY SIIM AF <0, PRNG, VAR
© NN, NEVIATINN FNEFE, DK QR ANF, T yAIHE rnee, rne, APNEN FyMm,
1 1.61538 0.96077 1.69087 1.368728 1.24577 N,52R70 °,n2777 N, 14561
2 4,9623] n,RATNA 2,50299 N, RKN2 A 2+91052 N.A24010 0,19008 0200308
3 4.48230 0.819137 ~1.772% 2.02925 -0.97341 =-N.40020 29.36279 0.47359
7 2NT745,46094 ?22RR6, 03904 =0,N0004 N0, N0004 -1.12030 -0,49171 4,130413 N,06662
A 2.61538 1.60927 N.51n79 0.9R66A N.51770 0,2508R Ne 75662 n.n1220
Q 512,53A833 162.02246 =0.00177 N, ONL72 =1.072022 ~-0,454%9 0, 22590 N,00526
10 ?2.461583 0,51350 -1.50420 0.91747 ~1.613961 -N,A1298 R, 17617 N.13187
11 1.46154 1.71345 0. 71184 0,29589 1. 79809 N,66R57 4, 40292 0,n7231
3 3.00000 2.273n3
TABLE 176 25-50, 000 KEY 24
SAMPLE SIZE 13 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 8026
, ’ DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 4 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 8959
ANALYETS NF VADIANCE £n0 Yur minvimg ¢
. t TNFAR  ORARRESSINN
, : CMIINCE NF vARTATINN N,F, SIM QF MPE AN 3 -
: ) SQOUARES CDIADEC VALtIE p
PIIE TN RFCOFSSTNMNeesseesoosnss f 38,116722 4.41453 2.n316
DEVIATINN ARIWIT PEGOFCCTINN, .. 4 R, 6A37R 2.17094 n.s, -
TNTAML eue 12 44 ,00000
VARTARLF MEAN <Th, oFn, BOGLIGE) CAvONTER PARTIAY ctM AF «n, oanb, VAe,
NQ, NEVIATINN FOCFE, NE_REA,FNE, T VALNF rnoR, rne, ADfREN [IC
1 1.6152R8 N.,96077 0.nNn799 1.A9034 0.00470 0.00218 S21777 n. 131
-2 4,9627) N _RATNG L, 546 AND L N1664 143807 N, 5A379 I, 0644 D. 06001
3 4.4R220 0. 81927 =?2.021AS 2.52019 -0,91012 -0,37144 2.45574 0.05581
7 20745,46094 22RR6,N20N4 -n,n0nn2 N, 0nNN% -0.38072 =N, 18701 1.54005 0.03500
L] 2.61538 l.6N027 =N, 19869 1.23460 -N. 16094 -0, NAN? | 1.3n631 N.,0?2969
9 513,53R12 74?2.02246  -0,00100 0.,00217 =N.4h266 -0.2253R 90,6366 0.,21901
- 1n 2.46183 N,51380 0.33198 1.14R012 N, 2A91% N, 14209 Ne 62291 0.01416
11 1,46154 1.713468 1.112n01 N, 49517 24 244R5 N, T4HAA 1N, 94005 Ne24RAS
4 3.,20000 1.914R5 )
1
TABLE 177 25-50, 000 KEY 23 :
SAMPLE SIZE . 13 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.9732
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 6 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.9865
: ANAL YSIC PE vAR]ANAE ENR YUE wyptinl €
: LINFAR arcorscion
. SPHRFF NF VARTATINN Nn,F, v ne ME AN 3
: SAARES SNUARES VAN HIE p
i PUE TN OFROFSCINN, s veecnone o L] RALGRTAT 1N, RAG04 19,1411
NEVIATION ARNNTY PEGRESS NN, . o 4 2,3R927 N,59712 <.01
f TOTAL,.s 12 A9,07693
1
‘ VAR ARLF MF AN <TN, ere, eCTN, ERRNR rnvpyren NPARTYAY SHM NF <N, PRAP, VAL,
' NO NEVIATINN FOFER, NF OFE,FNE, T \VAINE rnee, ror, ANNEN Chv,
. 1 1.61538 n,6nT7 =N,2137a 0.R9NA& -N, 230999 =N, 11916 2432692 0.02612
j 2 4,96231 0.88700 1,0079) 0.56484 £,920R5 0, 940¢9Q n,0n1l1 0,00001
J a 4e4R23N 0. 81917 -4, 18762 1433190 =-3.14400 “N.R4177 I.1972% 0.35073
! 1 20745,46094 228R4,03004 0,00000 0,00092 0,21072 N,10480 22146410 0,02407
. A 2.616138 1.60927 ~N.A0124 0.64760 =1.02106 ~0.45473 14.07621 0.15802
: 9 511,538 152.02246 =0,00182 Q.00014 =1,.460A87R =0,62470 1265741 0,0184]
: 10 2.46153 0.51380 =?2.1043) N.60219 =1,49446 -N,R6TOY 19,27891 0,21643
; 11 La56154 la21345 134504 N,25984 5,17630 N.93280 16400561 0,1796R :
; 6 3.6153R 272453 : :
I3
i !
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TABLE 178 25-50, 000

SAMPLE SIZE 13
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. §

KEY 23

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 6861

MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 8283
ANALYSTIC NF VARTAMCE FOR THFE MILTIOIF
L INFAR _OFRRECSINN
SPHPAE NF VARTATINN n.F, SHv AF MEAN 3
COIIADES I IS VAL UIF [
NHUF TN RENPFSSTINN.ceeeovosnsne ] 2.,37772 0,422 1.napp
NEVIATION ABNNIT QERDECCTINN,,, 4 1.54537 0,964 h.s.
TOTALewe 12 4.92310
VARTAPLE MF AN <Tn, RER, <Tp.reone COMDITEN DARTI AL cimM NF €, ORANP, VAR,
NO, NEVIATINN CAFFF, OF OFEC . (A, T VA|ME fneo, o, ADNEN Cum,
1 1.61518 0,964077 -N,5731R 0.71646 =0.RNN2Q -0N.,37151 N, 1730R 0.03516
2 4.9 N,/ Q aANG49 Nn,45 7509 1290 Inq
1 4.48230 0.81937  -1,24662 1.07117 -1.16380 -n.50208 1.0R166 0.21971
0 4 22RA6,03I904 0,0000 nnon 5 n, 08150 9
) 2.6153R 1.60927 -0,27196 0.5208? -0,57217 -0,25262 0,20605 n,061RS
9 §13,53R33 __ 7462.02246 0n.NANT2 0.,0000] n,782A1 N, 16469 Ne 4R8N 0,0850)
19 2.46152 0,51350 -0.77451 0.4%430 =1,50074 -0.626452 1.32279 0.26869
11 1,66154 1,71348 N, NTRTN n,2n8q7 N,2THEO n, [ASN4G 0, 0S4RO - 0,01112
5 4,9230R N, 64081
TABLE 179 25-50, 000 KEY 23
SAMPLE SIZE 13 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 7366
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 4 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 8582
ANAYy V'.l( NE VARTAMEE e TUE Mll|1“0|r
1 INCAR RECARFSST NN
SAIRCE AF VARTATTINN n,r, <V QOF WEAN F
SqIARES SOUAPES VAL UE p
MIE TN RERRFSSTNAN,cevesoscsne A 6, 11941 N, 764913 1.39a1
DEVIATION ARMI™ QFGOESSINN,,, 4 2, 1RR4A 0,56711 n.s
Tnrar,,., 12 A,307864
VARTARL® MF AN <Tn, oFfn, STPp, FROND FRMDUTEN PADT] AL v NF €N, PRND, VAR,
N, NEVIATIOM COEFE, NF OEA,CNE, T VAIUF rnep, rpe, ARNEN CormMm,
1 1.61538 N, 96077 ~=N,47420 0.R5260 -0,55419 -N, 26791 1.6676N 0.18750
- A7N9 61110 0,54039 1.16705 0, 50625 n,n1272 0,00151
3 4.,48230 0.81937 -N,8RA134 1.27470 =0.4560¢ -N,2271%3 N.06772 0.00818
__1 20745, 46094 22RRA.NIGNA  =0.,0NNN0Y . 0,N0002 =0.65A82% -0,31262 2.0R1361 0,25079
) 2.61838 1.60927  -n, 14756 0.61979 -N.?23807 -1.11829 0, N642h 0.0053%
Q S13,53R33  742.02246  -N,N000) 0.00199 -0.0N468 -n,002134 0.25176 0.030130
' 10 2.46157 N.5135%0 =N ATTA® N.87632 -1.175R1 -N,5NAA1 1,494 0,17QR7
11 1,66154 1.71348 0.26200 0.24868 1,N65155 N LKADA 0,60730 0.07310
; 4 4.76923 N.ARI206
TABLE 80 25-50, 000 KEY 22
: SAMPLE SIZE 13 . COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0,9328
¢ DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 6 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 9658
! ANAL VSIS OF VAR ANFE FPD THE MIE T 101 F
i L INFAR  RFGRESSION
B SOURPCEF NF VARTATINN N, Fe M NF ME AN [of
CMIARFS CSNITARES VAL HIF o]
;{' DIF TN RFOOFSCINN.cceecosonsne f 9.61465 t.?n1AR2 LELYY
i NEVIATINN ARONT™ PEARESSION,,, 4 0,69304 N.17226 <.05
3 TATAL.e, 12 11.30769
: VARTARLF - MEAN <Tn, orn, eTh,co0n? caunpTrN PAPTIAL ciM NF <N, PPNP, VAP,
Nn, PEVIATINM FOFCF, NE REN,CNE, T VAQ'IF fnees, (NF, ARNEN CriM,
2 1 t.61628 0, 96nNTT  -1.15R56 0.47970 ~7,41N81 -N, 76940 N.N0714 0.00021
; 3 4,9623] n,ARTNG N, 40n74 0,130410 1.,64002 0.634600 0.105013 0.01028
: 4 4.48230 0, R1927 -1.50919 0,71731% ~2.2291%6 =0,T74436 0,0554) 0,00538
: 7 2n745,4609% 22806 ,019N4 0.000nS8 0, 0001 2,77152 nN,8R347 1.44528 0,14021
. ] 2.F1529 1.60927 -0.0N812 0.34R7R =2.6N0370 ~-N, 79308 6.516887 0.53509
: Q S513,53831  742,02246& 0,n00021 0,0004]) 0,1779% N,106460 0.0670Q 0.00651 .
N 11 2.46157 0.81750 0.972136N0 0,32432 2.R4770 N, R1A2S 72.14556 0. 20815
{ 11 146154 1.71345 =0,1771¢6 0,123994 =1,2A597 ~-0,834R8 0,277+7 0,02694
6 %.23077 0.926A1
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TABLE 81

25-50, 000

KEY 22

SAMPLE SIZE 13 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0, 8386
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 5 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.9158
' AMALYSIC NE VARTAMCE RNG THE M TIOE
_ t INEAR  orrofpccinN
SAIPCFE NFE VARTATINN n,t, Tiwm NE VE AN r
CANABER CSQUARFEC VA NIE P
NYF TN RFERFESC I NN, s s eeeecccss ! ?2,32240 N, 29030 ?.50a4
NFVIATINN ARNMMIT RERBESSINN,,, 4 N,4HARD N, 11172 n.
TRTAl e ue 12 ?.74929
VARTARLF VR AN <Th, ecr., <TN, RN CAMOOITEN DAG T Ay - I NE <, ©CRNP, VAR,
NA, nEVEATION rneer, AF BEN,CNF, T \AlNE rnee, (ne, ADRNEN (I
[] 1.61538 N. 94077 -0, 21558 N,3IRK2A -0, 55947 ~N,26010 n,n1923 0.0NA94
3 4.96231 N, ARTNG N.NT2A8 N 24420 N,2N187 N, 14714 n, 1NASQ N.,03921
4 4082200 N,A1Q27 -N, 1817 N.,57602 =N, N26AK7 ~N,N122| N.6N607 N.21R44
7 2N745.4 6084 228%A,03904 N.ANNN1 N,0nnNn1 1. 34032 N,8A230 0, 20665 NO0TLAK2
A 2.61538 1.60927 ~N. 23511 N 28007 -N,9944 =-n,a7nn n,qq697 N.35Q99R
9 513,538 T42.02246 =1,NNN2R N, N0N40 -N,854520 =N, 27198 N,12227 N,N6TTA
) 2.46151 N.51350 N,34AS1 0424067 1. 33050 N,553a19 N, 11980 0.04N01
11 1. 661584 1.71345 N.12718 N.1122A 1.1131580 N,6nN240 N, 146104 N.051AS
B 460231 N, 4ANQ
TABLE 82 25-50, 000 KEY 22
SAMPLE SIZE 13 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.7161
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, 2 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0, 8462
ANAY YSTR NF VARTANMCF FNR TUE ML TINgE
| IMEAR OEfOECCTNN
SANRCFE NF VARTATINN N,F, <M NF Ve AN €
CAIIAQES <NItADEC VAL VIF p
PUE T PFRAFSSINN, s seescecse L A6 ARG 2D 4o SRR 1.26009
NEVIATINN AANNIT QERRECSINM,,, 4 14.54654 Y. A16K n,
TATAl ,e0 12 fl.23077
VAQ [ARLF VEAN eTn, RFfh, cTn, EpONR CRUM|TEN PAOTT AL Shim AF €O, opoNp, vAQ,
NN, NEVIATINN rAEEE NE REC.CNE, T YA|IE rnoo . rnNeE, ANNEN rim,
1 1.61513% 0,96N77 1.80A1 4 2.19214 N, R228R PR LEY) a,59187 0.1A723
3 4o V6231 N, AA70Q -0.79317 1,30321 =N, 5H9%% -N,2738S8 1. Canbl N.02043
4 H4.,4R210 N Al07 2,8N087 . 27R64N n, 1AN08 N, 1RK88 R, 56757 0.16723
7 20745,4 6004 22RRA,013906 =0.9N0N4 n,nnnné =0, TN425 ~N, 22214 N. 17534 0.00342
q 2.61519 1.60927 N,’7211 l.59791 N, 5464510 N, 26227 N, L6ANT 0.0n014
Q 513.53931 T42.02244 =N ,NN2AN Nn,NN22n -1,9205] =N, %2109 be 451 AN 0. 08689
10 2. 441581 0.51350 1.95044 1,495%6 1.?725147 N. 53144 1. 75014 N, N4 16
1l 1. 46154 1.7148 1. 17631 N ALll4 1., 70901 N, h60RG 1n,63310 N,20758
2 A 66154 2.06621
TABLE 83 25-50, 000 KEY 21
SAMPLE SIZE 13 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0,17250
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, 4 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 8515
ANALYSIS NE YARTANCE EN0 THIFE WM TIDLF
LINFAR oERDESCTINN
CANCEFR NE VARTATINN HINR T 1 MEAN [3
CIUIARES CNIIADESC VAL HE p
PUF TN AFCPFRC TN, ceeesccssss Q 4?.,275587 5.294465 1.318%
NEVIATINN ARNIIT PENRRESCINN,,, & 1A,0%212 4, NNARNY n. R
TATAL,,. 1? S58.,10740 . :
VAP TARLF e AN <Th, ern, <rn, reNND rpuenTen NAD TT AL UV NF S, Panr, VAR, .
MO, NEVIATENN CNEEE, NE oeEn,CNF, T yALNE fneo. rne, ADNEN (AT .
1 1.61539 N, 6077 161872 2.30764 N, TN14A N,3¥n07 12.66990 N,21727 !
s L9621 N, AATNO -N,37154 1,46264 =N, 25513R ~N, 12647 1.199Nn8 N.N2085%
[ 4.46R230 N.R197 1. 75041 45010 N,5N718 N,2465A9 R.4hALR N, 0O TR :
T 20745, 46004 22RAR6,039N4 -N_AN0NA Q4 NOONA ~0,540696 -N,2627N N, 3090464 0,00511
A 2.6153% 1.60927 N,6N958 1.67752 N YA33R N LTATT 3.05178 0.,0%234
a 13,5383 142,02246 =1,002483 Q,00204 =N,95050 -N,43292 5.02302 0.098615 §
n 2.46153 N.51350 2, 18001 1.,55929 1.30754 N,5T7279 2.90794 N.04997 L
1L 1.4615% 1.7134% 1.14767 0,67300 1,7n479 N, 64871 11,64965 0190979 !
4 1, 76923 2.20631 . !
4
i
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TABLE 84  25-50,000 KEY 21

SAMPLE SIZE 13

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 7663

DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 3 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT. 0. 8754
ANALYSTS NF VARTANCE ENR THF MULTIOLF
{ INFAR REGRESSINN
SPURCE OF VARTATINN NeFe UM OF MF AN F
. SOARES SOIARES VALUE
DUE TN REARESSTONeosseosesess ) 27,37218 4,6T7157 1.6396
DEVIATION AROYT REGPESSINN, ., 4 11.39706 2,04927 .S,
TOTAL..s 12 48,76924
VARTARBL F MEAN TN, oFG, STD,FRROR COMPYTFN PARTE AL <M NF <Q, PRNS, VAR,
—NO, NEVIATION CNEFE, 0NF REA,CNE, T VALNF cnee, CNF, APNED CimM,
1 1.61538 0.96077 -0,64701 1.94568 -0.33254 -0.,16401 12.01923 0,24645
0,n1% 6135 0,03066 4BA2 0100
6 4,4A230 0.01937  -0.98376 2.90895 -0.338180 -0.16672 6.,61606 0.13560
ARG, 0390 0,00006 0, 00005 1.10129 0.50886 6.29706 0,12912
8 2.61538 1.60927 -1.014% 1.41439 =~0.71715 -0,33753 1.60672 0.03295 ~
9 513,53R33  742,.02246 0.00086 0.002480 0,346T 0.17080 6.59559 0.,13524
10 2.46153 0,51350 1.49048 1.31521 1.13327 0.49299 3.59303 0.07367
11 1.46154 1.71345 0.1325% 0,56751 0.23156 0.11600 0,15546 0,00319
3 4,30769 2.01596
TABLE 85 25-50, 000 KEY 21
SAMPLE SIZE 13 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0, 7689
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 2 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.8769
ANALYSTS NF VARTANCE FNP THF MULTIO|F
) INFAR _ PEGRLSSION
SNURCF NF VARTATION N,F, SIIM OF MEAN F
SQUARFS SOIARE S VAL IIF
DUF TN RFARFSSTNNeeessessssee 9.46324 1.18291 1.6634
NEVIATION AROUT REGRESSINN, ., 2,86462 0, 71115 :S-
TNTAL.eao 12.30786
VARTARLE MEAN <Th. REG, STD.FRRNO COMPITFN PARTT AL M NF SQ, PROP, VAR,
TN : NEVIATION CNFFE, NF _REG,CNF, T VALUE CORR, CNE, ADDED Cim,
1 1.61538 0.,96077 0.59501 0,97205 0.61212 0.29266 0.00214 0.00017
_ 0 138 0,49463 9 9
6 4,40230 0,A1937 0.633R9 1.45329 0.43618 0,21308 0,50490 0.04102
3906  -0.0000 0,000032 -0.68263 -0.32294 0.97009 0.0788
8 2.61538 1.60927 0.77178 0.70662 1.09221 0.47930 0,14517 0.01179
Q 742,02246 _ ~0,00155 0.001264 -1,25216 -0,53066 1. 03709 0.14926
10 2.46153 0.51350 0. 79884 0.65707 1.21576 0.51944 0,07319 0.00595 ..
1t _1.46154 _1.71345% 0, 73711 0,2R352 2.59903 0.79261 4, 80678 0.,390%5 _
2 5.76923 1.0127%
TABLE 86 25-50, 000 KEY 20
) SAMPLE SIZE 13 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 6904
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, ¢ MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 8309
ANRLYSIC NF VARTIANCE FPR THF MULTIPLE
; I, INEAP  RFRRFSSINN
: SNUPCF NF VARTATINN M.F, SUM NF MEAN 3
: SOIARFS SQUARES VAL 1F
: DItF TO RFARESSTON.coceeecesss ) 49,91948 6.,23993 1.1149
AEVIATINN ARNIT REGOFSSTNN,. oo 4 22.30838 5.59710 .S,
3 TNTAl ..o 72.30786
VARTABLF UFAN STO, RFG, STN, FRARNRA COMPIITED OADTTAL SiiM OF S0, PPNP, VAR,
. ND, NEVIATION CNEFF, NF REC,CNF, T VALUF CORR, COE, ADDEN cum,
: 1 1.61538 096077 =1.664262 2.72701 -0.60235 -0,2R837 6.00214 0.08301
4,96231 . 0,8R709 0, 70324 1.72R44 0,40686 0,19915 1,55360 0,.02149
: 6 4.,48230 0.81937 ~1.82620 4.,07710 -0.44792 -0.21854 8. 79668 0.12166
. 7 0 A 90, on 049 0,48356 9,73098 0,1345R8
] 2.61538 1.60927  -1,4309A 1.,9R237 -0,7218% -0,33949 3.4795% 0.04812 i
9 513,52%031 6 0,00106 on3sAn 20345 0, 15000 65,4745 0,21401 ;
' 10 2.46153 0,51250 1. 6R364 1.R4336 0,91335 0,41561 3,45994 0.04785 :
11 J.46154 1.,71345 n,4009] 0, 79540 0,50403 0,264630 1,.42208 0,01967 i
¢ 4 5,23071 2.45472 ;
i 3
‘ !
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TABLE 87 25-50, 000 KEY 20
SAMPLE SIZE 13 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 6004
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, 3 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 7748

ANALYSIS NF VARTANMCE FNR THE MHLTIALF
I INFAR RFRRFCRINN

SANRCF NF VARTATINN N.F. v OF MFAN F )
CQVIARFS SNIARES VAl HIF P
DUE TN REAPFSSIONeeeceoccasse ) . 1.75498 0.21937 0.7512
NEVIATINN ARNNT REGRESSIAM,, ., 4 1.16810 0.29201 n.s.
TOTAL... 12 7.9230R
VARTARLE — WEAN <70, BFR. TTN, FaRNG TORBTITED  PARTTAT ST 7 e0.  Bunp. vim,
NN, OFVIATINN CNEFF,  NF REG.COF. T VALIE rNeR, COF. ANOEN Cim,
1 1.61538 0.96077 =0.11378 0.62290 ~0.18267 -0.09093 0.23558 008059
5 4,96231 0.88709 0.66254 0.39480 1.17157 0.50545 1.02577 0.35092
6 4.4A230 0.A1937 -0.41019 0.9312A —0.44046 ~0.21508 Ve V.00149
7 20745.46094 22886.03906 0.00001 0.00002 0.89540 0,408672 n,32102 0,11013
) 2.61538 1.60927 =0.21641 0. 45281 -0.47793 ~0.23742 6.07A01 0.02669
9 $13.53831  742.02246 N.00021 0.00079 0.25034 0.12811 0.02699 0.00923
10 2.46153 0.5136n0 -0, 17308 0.4210% -0.41314 -0.20230 0.06121 0.0209%
11 1.46154 1.71345 0.00793 0.18168 0.N%4367 n.02183 0.00056 0.00019
3 0.42308 0.491355
TABLE 88 25-50, 000 KEY 20
SAMPLE SIZE 13 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 6098
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 2 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 7809
ANALYSTS NF VARTANMCE ENP TUE MIILTIPLE
{ INFAR RPIroRFCe NN
SNIRCE NF VARTATION NeF. <M OF MEAN G
COUARFES CSOIARE S VALHE P
DUF TN OFRAPFSSION.eeceanasass 8 10.23229 1.27904 n.7814
OFVIATION ARNYT REGRESSINN,.. 3 6.54753 1.63688 n.s.
TOTAL... 12 164.77982
VARTARLE MEAN STN. 9°Fh, STO.FRRAR COMPIITED PARTIAL SIM OF S0, PROP, VAR,
ND NEVIATTAM CNEFF NE PFG,CNF, T VAINE CNRR, FNE, ANDEN CHM,
1 1.61538 0.94077 ‘0.09951 1.47473 0.06748 0.03372 1.83686 0.10947
5 4.96231 0.88709  -0.57005 0,93472 -0.609A86 =0.29167 0.13147 0.00784
6 4.48230 0.81937 1.41379 2.20485 0.64122 0.30530 4410901 0.24408
7 2N745.46094 22AR6.03906  ~0.00000 0.00004 -0.08328 ~N,N4160 0.48752 0.02905
_ ) 2.61538 1.60927 =0,03216 1.07204 -0.03000 -N.01600 2.21706h 0.13717
' Q S13.53033  742.02246  =0,0008% 000180 -0.45354 -0.22115 1.18472 0.07060
’ 10 2.46153 0.51350 =0.3194A8 0.99686 ~0.3203%9 -0, 15R23 0.24334 0.01450
1 1. 46154 1.71345 N.04932 0.43014 0.11465 0.05721 0.02151  o0.0n128
: 2 3.53284 1.18250
i
: TABLE 89 LESS THAN 25,000 KEY 27
. SAMPLE SIZE 13 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0, 8781
l DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 6 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.9371
= ALY OF VARTANCE FOR THE MULTIPLE
LINEAR PEGRESSION
- SOURCE OF VARTATION DeF. SUM OF — MEAN F
; i SQUARES SQUARES VALUE p
\ OUE TO REGPESSTON<ecececesocas 8 14.99536 1.87442 3.6019
OEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSION... 4 2.08158 0. 52039 n.s.
: TOTAL... 12 17.01693
VARTABLE MEAN ST0. REG. STD.ERROR _ COMPUTED PARTTAL SUM OF 5Q. PROP. VAR.
: _ND. OEVIATION COFFF.  OF REG.COE. T VALUE CORR. COE. AOOEO CUM,
; 1 1.30769 0.63043 1.42684 0.54298 2.62778 0.79574 2.51241 O.14712
. 2 4.76307 0,72297  -1.73540 0.56925 -3,04857 -0.83613 0.87031 0.05096
: 3 4.033684 1.42110 -0.50163 0.23938 =~2.29549 =0.72340 0.16872 0.00988
: 7 13647.15234 25361.06250 -0,00004 0,00001 ~2.47428 =0.77771 0,37783 0.02213
. 8 3.15385 1.46322 -0.31786 024324  =1.30675 ~0.54698 2.32872 0.13637
i 9 784,23071 _2178.22437 ~C.00012 0. 00018 -0.67333 -0.31928 1.51511 0.08872
i 10 2.24307 1.18952 0.40203 0.27956 1443808 0.58379 0.02361 0.00138
' 1 2.15385 1.67562 1,00073 0.26907 3,71929 0.88074 7.19864 0, 42154
: 6 3.38461 1.19293
: 166
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TABLE 30 LESS THAN 25,000 KEY 27

SAMPLE SIZE 13
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO., 5
ANALYSLS OF VARIANCE FOR THE MULTIPLE
LINEAR REGRESS ION

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0, 8402
MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.9166

SOURCE OF VARTATIOR UeFo SUN OF MEAN F
SQUARES SQUARES VALUE ]
DUE YU REGRESSTUNc eeeccveces B “31.02139 P IRA Y Z2.6282
DEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSION.ee 4 5.90169 1.47542 n.s.
TOTALeo. 12 36.92300
VARTABLE MEAN S70. REG. $T0.ERROR COMPUTED PARTTAL SUM OF SU. PRUP. VAR,
NO. DEVIATION COEFF. OF REG.COE. T VALUE CORR. COE. AOOED CUM.
T 1e3 9 C. 63043 0.80676 0.91428 0.98241 0. 40366 - 0.10538
2 4.76307 0.73297 0.94884 0. 95851 0.98991 0.44360 0432538 0.00881
4o 4 1.42110 0.80252 0. 40307 1.99100 0. 70552 8. 49 Oe “
7 13647.15234 25361.06250 0. 00001 0.00003 0.27715 013727 0.13808 0.00374
3.15385 1.46322 -0.36081 0. 40957 ~{. 38094 ~0.40310 2499 De
9 784.23071 2178.22437 ~-0.00017 0.00030 -0.59133 -0.28353 9467054 0.26191
10 Ze24307 1.1895¢ 0. 17495 T.%1072 =T.54545 ~0.6353% 1.54418 0.04182
11 215385 1.67562 ~0.75056 0.45305 -1.65666 ~0.63791 4.04930 0.10967
5 2.92308 T.7T%412 .
TABLE 91 LESS THAN 25,000 KEY 27
SAMPLE SIZE 13 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0,9707
’ . DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. ¢ MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.9852

ANALYSIS OF VARTANCE FOR THE MULTIPLE
: LINEAR REGRESSION
SOURCE OF VARTATION

D.F. SUF UF WEAN F
: SQUAKES SQUARES VALUE P
¢ OUE TO REGRESSTUNeecccecccnae a 2leallls 03472 16.5537
: OEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSION«.. 4 0.82996 0.20749 <.01
TOTAL... 12 28.30769

VARTABLE

[Arui o roviag o e [N
i

MEAN ST0. REG. STD.ERROR COvPUTED PARTIAL SUM OF S4. PROP. VAR,
NO. OEVIATION COEFF. OF REG.COE. T VALUE CORR. COE. AODEO suv.,
1 1.30769 0.63043  0.17776 0. 34286 0.51047 0.25096 T.40512 0.12312
2 4.76307 0.73297 _ -0.73879 0.35945 -2.05536 -0.71671 2.40316 0. 68489
«U3384 L1e% N . 1 6.l2v33 «I5U Y -
1 13647.15234 25361.06250 0.00000 0.00001 0.16118 0.08034 1.47892 0.05224
) 3.153085 1.46322 0.33049 0.15359 Z.151T11 0. 73248 0.15853  0.00701
9 784.23071 2178.22437 =C.00062 0.00011 -5.57904 ~0.94135 11.06975 0.39105
10 2.24307 T.18952 -0.02980 0.17652 ~0.1600% ~0.08%13 0.05753 - J.
11 2.15385 1. 67562 0.11808 0.16990 0.69501 0.32927 0.10023 0.00354
4 3.23077 1.93590
"’
TABLE 92 LESS THAN 25, 000 KEY 26
S SAMPLE SIZE 13 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 8402
' : DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 6 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.9166
ANALYSTS OF VARTANCE FOR THE MUOLTIPLE
LINEAR REGRESSION
SOURCE CF VARTAVIOR T.F. SUM OF WREAN F
SQUARES SQUARES VALUE p
, OUT TU REGRESSIONcecescosseces [} 31.02139 3.87167 2.6282
i OEVIATIUN ABOUT REGRESSION... 5.90169 1.47542 n.s.
; . TOTAL... 12 36.92308
»
VARTR PEAN ST0. "Toe  SYD.ERRON  COMPUTED  PARTIAL  SUR UF S4. PROP. VAR.
g NO. . NEVIATION COEFF.  OF REG.COE. T VALUE CORR. COE. AOOED CUM.
: 1 1.30769 0.63043 . 0.80676 0.91428 0.98241 0. 40366 3.89081 .10538
. 2 4.76307 0.73297 ©  0.94884 0.95851 0.98991 0044360 0.32538 0.00881 :
. 4e903 - [ Ue BUZDZ Uea03U7 . O.7095¢ o 0.23843 ;
i 7 13647.15234 25361.06250 0. 00001 0.00003 0.27715 0.13721 0.13808 0.00374 H
L 8 3.15385 1.46322 -0.36081 0.40957 =0.88094 -0.40310 2.59971 0.07041
i 9 784.23071 2178.224%7 _ -C.00017 0.00030 -0.59133 -0.28353 9.67054 0.26191 i
: 10 2.24307 1.18952 =-0.77455 0e 47072 -1. 64545 ~0.63534 1.54418 0.04182 ;
. 11 2.15385 1.67562 ~0,75056 0445305 ~1.65666 =0,63791 4. 04930 0.,10967 .
‘ 6 2,92308 1.75412 !
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TABLE 93

SAMPLE SIZE 13
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, §
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR THE MULTTPLE

LESS THAN 25,000 KEY 26

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION  0.9707
MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.9852

LINEAR REGRESSION
13 ax N Uere 3 w F .
SQUARES SQUARES VALUE )
DUE 'G RECRESSIUN......... e e ] r AP XAAL) EXL XL XLS 169537
OEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSION... 4 0.82996 0.2074%3 <.01
YOTALe: . T2 Z8.3078%
VARTABLE MEAN STh. REG. ST0. ERROR COYPUTFD FARVIAL SOR OF SU. PrOP. VAR.
NO, DEVIATION COEFF. OF REG.COE. T VALUE COPR. COE. ADDEO CUM.
1 1.30769 0.63043 0.17776 0.34286 Ued 1807 «25090 J.4bo1c Ue
2 4476307 0.73297 -0.73879 0.35945 -2,05536 -0.71671 2.40316 0.08489
3 4.03384 1.642110 0.92966 0.15116 V33 Ve 307 PeON~0 1 Ve3U0 1T
7 13647.15234 25361, 06250 0. 00000 0.00001 0.16118 0.08034 1.47892 2.05224
8 3.15385 1.46322 0.33049 0.15359 2.151071 073240 0.13853 T.00701
9 784423071 2178.22437 -0.00062 0.00011 ~5,579% -0.94135 11.06975 0.39105
10 2.24307 1.18952 -0.02980 0.17652 -0.16884 =0.08413 0.05753 300203
11 2.15385 1.67562 0.11808 0.16990 0.69501 0.32827 0.100213 0. 00354
5 3.23077 ~1.53590
TABLE 94 LESS THAN 25,000 KEY 26
SAMPLE SIZE 13 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.9902
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, 4 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 9951
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR THE MULTIPLE
LINEAR REGRESSION
SOURCE OF VARTATION DeFe SUT OF WEEN F
SQUARES SQUARES VALUE p
DUE TO REGRESSIONccscsssvcoss B 30.92537 3.86557 50.6301
OEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSION... 4 0.30540 0.07635 <.,001
TOTALeo o 12 31.23077
VARIABLE MEAN ST0. REG. STD.ERROR COMPUTED PARTIAL SUM OF SQ. PROP. VAR.
NO. DEVIATION COEFF. OF REG.CDE. T VALUE CORPR. COE. AODEN_ .. Cuv,
1 1.30769 0.63043 -0.07856 0.20798 -0.37771 =0.16561 o
2 4.76307 0.73297  ~0.40728 0.21804 -1.86786 -0.68263 2.04805 0.06558
3 4.03384 - 100U WP EHES A - ] P{-Y4 «J804Y «35
7 13647.15234 25361.06250 0.00000 0.00001 0.34193 0.38806 0.20583 9.00659
8 3.15385 1.46322 0.09708 O.09317 Y.0%200 0.45212 T. 80293 T 05773
9 784.23071 2178.22437  -0C.00064 0.00007 -9.59197 -0.97895 13.98553 0.44781
10 2.24307 1.18952 -0.13506 0.10708 -1.2613¢ =0.533528 0. 18850 700605
11 2.15385 1.67562 0. 03590 0.10306 0.34830 0.17161 0.00926 0.00030
4 3.53846 1.61325
TABLE 95 LESS THAN 25,000 KEY 25
SAMPLE SIZE 13 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0, 9937
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, 6 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 9968
ANALYSTS OF VAPIANCE FOR THE MULS IPLE
LINEAP REGRESSION
OURC VARTATICN DeFe S0 MEAN ¥
SQUARES SQUARES VALUE P
DUETO RFGRESS'ON............ B 20.89365 3.6111[ 75.5201
DEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSION... 4 0.18329 0.04582 <.001
TOTAL. s 12 29.01693
VARIABLE MEAN ST0. REG. STDe ERROR COMPUTED PART | AL SUM OF SQ. PR(P. VAR.
N, . NEVIATION COEFF, _OF REG.COF., T VALUE COPR. COE. AODED CUM.
1 1.30769 0.63043 0.32822 0.16112 2.03708 0.71368 2.51241 0.08641
4.76307 0. 73297 ~1.19087 0.16892 ~7.05002 ~0.96206 3.59812 0.12374
3 4.93334 1.42110  0.96280 0.07103 13.55412 0.98929 10.689900 0.374863
+06250  -0,00000  0.0000 =1.04235 -0.46228 0.25984 0.00894
8 3.15385 1. 46322 0. 01997 0.07218 0.27670 0.13709 2.59870 0.08937
184,23 4 -0, 00062 0.0¢C -11.81702 ~0.98 8.71911 0.29986
10 2.24307 '.18952 0.13536 0.08295 1.63157 0.63226 0.01581 0.0005¢4
11 2.15385 v 1562 0. 20113 0. 07984 2.51309 0.78327 0.29079 0.01000
6 3.38461 ~3662
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TABLE 96 LESS THAN 25,000 KEY 25

SAMPLE SIZE 13
DEPENDENT VARIAELE IS NOW NO. §

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR THE MULTIPLE
LINEAR REGRESSION

COEFFICIENT OF DETEL:MINATION 0. 6772
MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 8229

SOURCE OF VARIATIUN O.Fe SUM OF . MtanN F
SQUARES SQUARES VALUE P
DUE TO REGRESSIONeccecceccsccces 8 21.14841 2.64355 1.0488
JEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSICN... & 10.08237 2.52059 n.s.
TOTALeewo 12 31.23077
VARIABLE MEAN ST0. REG. ST0.ERROR COMPUTEO PARTIAL SUM OF SU. PRDP. VAR.
NO. OEVIATION COEFF. OF REG.COE. T VALUE CORR. COE. AOOEO CUM.
1 1.30769 0.63043 0.91316 1.19501 0.76415 0.35691 4.924 0.
0. 713297 ~0.14943 1.25282 =0.11927 =0.05953 3.40049 0.10888
1.42110 ~0.43478 0.52684 -0.82526 -0.38143

25361.06250 ~0. 00001 0.00003 =0.29223 =0.14458

8 3.15385 1.46322 0.09673 0.53533 0.18069 0.08998

784.23070 2178.22437 -0.00053 0.00039 ~1.36583 =0.56395

10 2.24307 1. 18952 ~0.24180 0.61526 -0.339301 -0.19282 -

11 2.15385 1.67562 0. 59090 0.5¢217 0.99786 0. 44645 250984 ¢.08036
5 3.53846 1.61325

0.00001
V02946
48987 0.20780

TABLE 97 LESS THAN 25,000 KEY 25

SAMPLE SIZE 13
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 4

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR THE MULTIPLE
LINEAR PREGRESSION

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 5455
MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 7386

- SOURCE OF VARIATION D.F. SUM OF MEAN F
S QUARES SQUARES VALUE ]
OUE TO REGRESSIONececccecccces 8 18.04338 2.25542 0.6001
DEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSION... 4 15.03355 3.75839 n.s.
TOTALe.. 12 33.07693
VARI ABLE FEAN STO. REG. ST0.ERROR COMPUTEOD PARTTAL SUN OF 30. PROP. VAR.
«MOa OEVIATION COEFF. _OF REG.COE. T VALUE CORR. COE. AOOEO CUM.
1 T 1.30769 0.63043 0.80349 1.45922 0.55063 0.26544 T 2.62531 0.07937
0.73297 0.30938 1.52981 0.,20223 0. 10060 2.15454% 0.06514
4.03384 1.42110 —0.43112 0.64332 -0.67015 -0.31771 0.98760 0.02986

4 25361.06250 ~-0.00001 0.00004 -0.27218 =0.13485 0.00614 0.00019
3.15385 1.46322 -0.14970 0.65369 -0.22900 -0.11376 -81235 0.08502

71 2178.22437 = 0. 00046 0.00047 -0.97924 =0.43974 6.91057 0.20892

10 2.24307 1.18952 -0.31473 0.75129 -0.41893 -0.20501 1. 364

1l . 2415385 1.67562 0.32788 0.72309 0.45345 0.22111 0.77278 0.02336
4 3.61538 1.66024

TABLE 98 LESS THAN 25,000 KEY 24

SAMPLE SIZE 13
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 6

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 7196
MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 8483

ANALYSTS OF VARTANCE FOR VHE MULYIPLFT
LINEAR REGRESS ION
SOURCE UF VARTATIOR DeFe SUR OF REAN 13
SQUARES SQUARES VALUE p
OUE TO REGRESSIONeececccceces [} 23.801%6 2.971519 1.2831
OEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSION... 4 9.27538 2.31884 n.s.
TOTAlLee e 12 33.01093
VERTABLE WEAR ST0. REG. STO.ERRON— CUMPUTED TARTTAL SUR OF SU. PRUP. VAR.
NO o DEVIATION COEFF. OF REG.COE. T VALUE CORR. COE. AOOEO CUM.
1 1.30769 0.63043 111835 ol40lYy Ue - «31 -
2 40 T63C7 0. 73297 ~0.02427 1.20163 -~0.02020 -0.01010 4.02746 0.12176
4.03384 ) ~0. 769 e 2U334 =1e52236 =U.0Ud008 3045 Ue
7 13647.15234 2536).06250 -0.00001 0.00003 -0.46447 =-0.22621 0. 00943 0.00029
8 3.15385 46322 -0. 0117 0.51346 ~Ue =-0. o3 6 -
9 784423071 2178.22437 -0.00047 0.00037 -1.25631 -0.53192 5.00636 0.15166
10 2.24307 1.1895 -0.28394 0.59012 -0.48116 =0.23390 2. 60999 0.07891
11 2.15385 1.67562 0.61255 0. 56797 1.07849 0. 4T464 2.69714 0.08154
6 3.61538 _ 1.66024
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TABLE 99

LESS THAN 25,000 KEY 24

. SAMPLE SIZE 13 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 6156
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 4 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 7846
ANALYS1S OF VARIANCE FOR THE MULTIPLE
LINEAR REGRESS ION
SOURLE Ur UIRIIHUN U.". SUH UF MCAN r
SQUARES SQUARES VALUE p
DUE 10 REGRESSION.eecrveceoes 8 37109290 4.71161 G007
DEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSIONeeeo 4 23.53787 5.88457 n.s.
TOTALeeo 12 6123077
VARTABLE — REAN 370, REC. STD.ERR T o Y P -0 1 .
NO . OEVIATION COEFF. OF REG.COE. T VALUE CORR. COE. AOOEO cuM,
1 1.30769 0.63043 2.01534 1.82588 1. 10376 0.48318 2.08561 U.U3406
2 4.76307 0.73297 -0.25579 1.91421 -0.13362 =-0. 06666 3.25668 0.05319
4.03384 1.42110 0. 71950 0.80497 0.893 - . Ue
7 1364T7.15234 25361.06250 -0.00005 0.00005 -1.09580 =0« 48051 10. 14071 0.16561
8 3.15385 1. 46322 =0, 70086 0.81795 -0.8 6 -0.3935 Ue4DD8 0.00744
9 784.23071 2178.22437 €. 00063 0.00059 1.07452 0.47328 2.17268 0.03548
10 2.2%307 1.18952 =-0.74987 0.94007 -0.79768 =0.3704 1.51260 «024
11 2.15385 1,67562 ~-0.70612 0.90479 ~0.78043 ~0.36352 3.58406 0.05853
4 Y =25889
TABLE 100 LESS THAN 25,000 KEY 24
SAMPLE SIZE 13 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 5307

DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 5 : MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.7285
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOt THE MULTIPLE
L INEAR REGRELSION
SUURCE OF VARTATIOR ~U.Fe  SUm UF HEXN ¥
SQUARES SQUARES VALUE p
OUE TO REGRESSIONcececcoceosss 8 20.00493 2.50062 0.5655
OEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSIONe.. 4 17.68739 4e42185 n.s.
TOTALeeo 12 37.69232
VARTABLE  FEAN Vo. REG. STD. ERR y ] S0, - VAR.
Il PS OEVIATION COEFF. OF REG.COE. T VALUE CORR«. COE. ANOED CUM.
1 1.30769 0.6304 0.88804 le58218 0. 56107 0. 11 «0794 «0021
2 4076307 0.73297 =-1.52840 1.65935 -0.92108 -0.41831 0.00010 0.00000
4e 1e4C 0. 8595 0.6978 . 0. 16.106
7 13647.15234 25361.,06250 =-0.00003 0. 0000% -0.68257 -0.,32299 1.37838 0.03657
8 3.1538 X3 -0. -0 . -
9 784.,23071 2178.22437 0. 00033 C. 00051 0.63730 0.30361 2.07390 0.05502
10 1. 1895 -0.1 0.81490 =-0. =-0. 07511 . -
11 2.15385 1.67562 -0.14268 0478432 -0.18192 ~0.09059 0. 14634 0.00388
- l.
TABLE 101 LESS THAN 25,000 KEY 23
SAMPLE SIZE 13 ‘COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 6288
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 6 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.7930

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR THE MULTIPLE
————— L INEAR REGRESSION

SOURCE OF VARIATION 0.F. SUM OF MEAN F
SQUARFS SQUARES VALUE P
OUE TO REGRESSION.ccecceccses 8 33.27646 4.15956 0.8469
OEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSION... 4 19.64662 4.91166 n.s.
TOTAL... 12 52.92308
VARIABLE MEAN STO. REG. STD.ERROR COMPUTED PART AL SUM OF S0. PROP. VAR.

NO. OEVIATION COEFF. OF REG.COE. T VALUE COPR. COE. AOOQEO CUM.
1 1.30769 0.63043 =-0.69732 1.66814 -0.41302 =0.20459 0.10050 0.00190

2 4.76307
3 4.03384

C. 73297 0.15261 1.74884 0.08727 0.04359 2.09341 0.03956
1.42110 0.76335 0.73543 1.03796 0.46064 15.54057 0.29364

1 13647.15234 25361.06250 0.00004 0.00005 0.84149 0.38782 2025960 0.04270
8 3.15385 1.46322 0.39199 0.74728 0.52455 0.25370 1.83105 0.03460

84.23071 222437 -0.00013 0.00054%

=0.23274 =0.11559 4.95648 0.09365

10 2.24307 1.18952 -0.92461 0.85885 -1.37657 -0.47398 6.43731 0.12164
—dd 2,15385 1.67562 -0.£8957 0.82662 =0.10835 =0.05%410 0.05766 0,00109
6 4.07692 2.10006
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TABLE 102 LESS THAN 25,000 KEY 23

SAMPLE SIZE 13 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0, 7036
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 5 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.8388

} ANALYSTS OF vARTANCE FOR THE MULTIPLE
. LINEAR REGRESS ION

SOURCE OF VARIATIOA NeFe SUM OF MEAN F
SQUARES SQUARES VALUE P

l
]
r OUE To R GR ON............

9.63357 « 204 1.1868
OEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSIONeso 4 4.05875 1.01463 n.s.
| TOTALeoo. 12 13.69232
|
VARTABLE MEAN STO0. REG. STO.ERROR COMPUTEO PART I AL SUM OF 5Q¢. PROP. VAR,
OEVIAVION COEFF. OF REG.COE. T VALUE CORR. COE. ADDEC CUM.
1 1.30769 C. 63043 -0.99479 0.75820 ~-1.31204 ~0.54852 0.40198 0.02936
—2 4£.76307 0. 73297 0o 77324 0. 79488 0.97277 0.43739 0.50333 0.03676
3 4.03384 1.42110 -0.04985 0.33427 -0.14914 -0.07437 1.77381 0.12955
1 13647,15234 25361.06250 C. 00004 0.00002 2.11746 0.72698 4.59862 0.33585
8 3.15385 1.46322 0.13473 0.33965 0.39668 0.19455 0.00581 0.00042
9 184.23071 2178.22437 -0.00018 0.00024 -0.71763 -0.33773 0. 27525 0.05662
) 10 224307 1.18952 0.26358 0.39036 0.67522 0.31987 1. 15231 0.08416
11 2215385 1267562 ~0.24243 0.37572 =0, 64526 -0.,30705 0042247 0.03085
S 3.84615 1. 06R19
TABLE 103 LESS THAN 25, 000 KEY 23
SAMPLE SIZE 13 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 8087
4 DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 4 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.8993
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR THE MULTIPLE
LINEAR REGRESSIUN
SOURCE OF VARIATION DeFe SUM OF MEAN F
SQUARES SQUARES VALUE P
JUE TO REGRESSIONeecsovccoses 8 21.85780 2.73722 241140
QEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSION... 4 5.17914 1.29478 n.s.
TOTAL..e 12 27.07693
VARIABLE MEAN STO0. REG. STO.ERROR COMPUTEO PARTIAL SUM OF SQ. PROP. VAR. |
Tion COEFF. OF R OF. T vALUE CORR. COE, AODEC CUv.
1 1.30769 0.63043 -0.54210 0. 85648 -0, 63293 -0.30172 0.43628 0.01833
2 4.76307 0.73297 0.66000 0.89791 0.73504 0. 34496 4,58369 0.16928
3 4.03384 1.42110 0.19341 0.37760 0.51221 0.24810 0.90996 0.03361
4 13647.15234 25361.06250 0. 00035 0. 00002 1.97726 0. 70305 3.41328 3.12606
8 3.15385 1.46322 0.11748 0.38368 0.30619 0.15133 1.31884 0.04871
9 784.23071  2178.22437 ~C. 00055 0.00028 -1.97824 -0.70323 9.09044 0.33573
10 224307 1.18952 0.27194 0.44096 0.61670 0. 29466 1.40131 0.05175
11 2.15385 1.67562 -0.30849 0.42442 ~0.72685 ~-0.34157 0.68402 0.02526
3 3.61538 1.50214
TABLE 104 %SS THAN 25, 000 KEY 22
SAMPLE-SIZE 13 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.7029
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, 6 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.8384
AnNalY AKXl an UK muly IPLE :
LINFAR REGRESS ION
4] VARIATIOR TeFe ™ — WEAN F
SQUARES SQUARES VALUE P
JUE TO REGRESSIONeeoccoccccoce 8 - 28.76595 3.59574 1.1831
JEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSIONeoe 4 12.15714 2.03328 n.s.
TOTALeeo 12 "06.?2308
. IARTABLE ~ MEAN ST0. REGe STU<ERROR COMPUTED PARTIAL SUM OF 580. PROP. VAR.
R NO. DEVIATION COEFF. OF REG.COE. T VALUE CORR. COE. AOOEOQ CUN.
. 1 1.30769 Ce 63043 -0.25114 1.31221 ~0.19138 -0.09526 «858 «06
i 3 4.76307 0.73267 0. 09963 1.37569 0.07242 0.03618 3.61806 0.08861
N 4 4.03384 1.42110 0.83868 0.57851 144971 0.58689 5. 15200 0.14056
! 1 13647.15234 25361.06250 0. 00005 0.00004 1.30697 0.54704 S5.78472 0.14136
i 8 3.15385 1.46322 0.06874 . 0.58784 0.11694 0.05837 1.25420 0.03089
9 184023071 2178.22437 -0.00050 0.00042 -1.18540 -0.50987 9.09635 0.22228
10 224307 1.18952 0.01954 0.67560 0.32892 0.01445 0. o4 «00cH
11 2.15385 1.67562 -0. 20104 0.65025 -0.30917 ~l)e 15277 $.29051 0.00710
6 3.07692 1.84669
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TABLE 105 LESS THAN 25, 000 KEY 22

SAMPLE SIZE 13 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 9652
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 5 . MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 9824

ANALYSIS OF VARTANCE FOR THE MULTIPLE
LINEAR REGRESSION

SQURCE AR 1UN oFae WEAN F
SQUARES SQUARES VALUE P
OUE TU REGRESSIDNeceecssseces 8 ~31. 18323 3.89790 13.8658
OEVEATION ABOUT REGRESSION... 4 1.12447 0.28112 <.05
I— TOTALe.. 12 32.30769
VARTABLE  FEAN STD. REG. STD.ERROR COMPUTEOD PARTTAL SUM OF SW. PROP. VAak.
NO. OEVIATION COEFF. OF REG.COE. T VALJYE CORR. COE. AQOEO CWM.
1 1.30769 0.63043 -0.18334 0.39908 ~0.45941 ~0.22388 T U.30%%7  U.UZ000
3 4.76307 0.73297 -0.38409 0.41839 -0.91803 -0.41718 0.32856 0.01017
4 - . - o> Ue L 109 fe VY0415 «85086 -
7 13647.15234 25361.06250 0. 00000 0.00001 0.18841 0.09380 1.07803 0.03337
8 3.15385 1.46322 —0.12348 0.17878 =0.69070 ~0.3204% 5.40221 0.16721
9 784.23071 2178.22437 ~C.00063 0.00013 -4.92420 -0.92650 10.47275 0.32416
10 2.24307 1.18952 0.47501 0.20547 2.31181 0. 755628 3. 2914 .
11 2.15385 1.67562 ~-0.34488 0.19776 -1.74393 -0.65722 0.85493 0.02646
S 3.23077 1.64082
TABLE 106 LESS THAN 25, 000 KEY 22
SAMPLE SIZE 13 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 8452
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, 2 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.9193
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR THE MULTIPLE )
LINEAR REGRESSION
SOURCE OF VARTATION D.F. SUX OF HEAN F
SQUARES SQUARES VALUE p
OUE TO REGRESSIUNeececcsccces 8 24, 3. < 109%
OEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSION... 4 4.52579 1.13145 n.s.
TOTALeeo 12 29.23077
VARIABLE MEAN STO. REG. ST0. ERROR COMPUTED PARTIAL SUM OF 3Q. PROP. VAR.
NO OEVIATION COEFF. OF REG.COE. T VALUE CORR. COE. AOOEO CUM.
1 1.30769 0.63043 0. 64620 0. 80064 0.80711 0.37423 0.9727 .
3 4 76307 0.73297 -2.25833 -2.69051 -0. 80256 0.01465 0.00050
4 4.03384 1.42110 0.65933 0. 0.68257 16. 0.55444

13647.15234 25361.06250 ~0.00003 0.00002 ~1.16553 ~0.50351 0.22577 0.00772

8 3.15385 1.46322 -0.12276 0.35866 -0.34226 -0. 16868 0.15387 - 6
9 784.23071 2178.22437 0. 00003 0.00026 0.12135 0.06055 2.61153 0.08934
- 10 2.24307 1.18952 0.28667 0.41221 0. 69543 0.32843 0.04339 «00148
11 2.15385 1l.67562 0.78915 0.39674 1.98907 0., 70517 467643 0.15314
2 3.46154 1.56074
TABLE 107 LESS THAN 25, 000 KEY 21
SAMPLE SIZE 13 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.8786
DEPENDENT VARIABLE ISNOW NO 4 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.9374

ANALYSTS OF VARTANCE FOR THE MULTIPLE
LINEAR REGRESSION

SOURCE CF VARIATION TeF. SUN OF MEAN F
SQUARES SQUARES VALUE p
OUE TO REGRESSIONcccceosccces 8 31.90131 3.98766 3.6199
OEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSION.. . 4 4.40639 1.10160 n.s.
: TOTAL... 12 36.30769 :
VARIABLE MEAN STD. REG. STU. ERRUR P SUN SQ. PROP. VAR.
. OEVIATION COEFF.  OF RFG.COE. T VALUE CORR. COE. AODOED CUM.
1 1.30769 0.63043 1.07059 0.79001 1.35517 0. 56095 3.227C5 0.08888
S 4.76307 0.73297  —2.31271 0.82822 =2.79237 -0.81299 0.00C,06 0. 00060
6 4.03384 1.42110 0.70017 0.34829 2.01032 0.70893 18.60562  0.51244
234 25361.06250  ~0.00002 0.00002 -1.09667 -0, 48080 1.5130 0.04167
8 3.15385 1.46322 -0.31634 0.35390 -0.89388 -0.40804 1.32873 0.03660
9 784.23071 2178.22437 0. 00002 0.0002¢ 0. 06505 0. 03250 2. 64624 0.07288
10 2.24307 1.18952 0.34000 0.40674 0.83593 0.38564 0. 00444 0.00012
2 0.79190 0.39147 2.0381% 0.71377 £,57627 0.12604
4 3,76923 1.73944
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TABLE 108 LESS THAN 25, 000 KEY 21
SAMPLE SIZE 13 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.9038
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 3 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.9507
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR THE MULTIPLE
LINEAR REGRESS ION
SOURCE OF VARIATION D.F. SUNM OF WEAN F
SQUARES SQUARES VALUE P
JUE TU REGRESSIUNeeccvscscccne B 37.68130 4.11016 %-89712
DEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSION... 4 4.01102 1.00275 n.s
TOTALees 12 41.69232
VARTABLE  MEAN $70. REG. STD. ERROR COMPUTED PA . JPe VAR.
NO. DEVIATION COEFF. OF REG.COE. T VALUE CORR. COE. ADDEO CUM.
1 «30 769 C.63043 0.99888 0.75373 1.32524 0.55237 1.4342% . 0.03440
5 4.76307 0.73297 _ ~2.85500 0.79019 -3.61304 ~0.87490 0.29611 0.00710
6 4.03384% 1.42110 0.72641 0.33230 2.18604 0.73781 21.02710 0.504 34
7 13647.15234 25361.06250 ~0.00005 0.00002 -2.53137 -0.78465 0.00381 0.00009
8 3.15385 1.46322 -0.39151 0.33765 -1.15951 -0.50157 3.41981 .
9 784.23071 2178.22437 -0.00013 0.00024 -03.51636 ~0.24999 2.45437 0.05887
. 10 2.24307 - 18952 0. 54875 0.388C6 1.41409 V.27132 0.01217 0.00029
11 2.15385 1.67562 1.12106 0.37350 3.00149 0.83218 9.03371 0.21668
3 3.84615 “1.86396 o
TABLE 109 LESS THAN 25,000 KEY 21

SAMPLE SIZE 13 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.9175
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 2 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.9579
ANALYSTS OF VARTANCE FOR THE MULTIPLE
LINEAR REGRESS ION
SOURCE OF VARTATION D.fF. SUM OF MEAN F
SQUARES SOUARE S VAL LUF p
OUE TO R s vecscsssssse Dlel3211 121553 5.5615
DEVIATION AS8OUYT REGRESSION... 4 5.19038 1.29763 n.s
TOTAL.oo 12 62.92310
VARIABLE VEAN STO. REG. STO0.ERROR COMPUTEO PARTI AL SUM OF SQ. PROP. VAR.
DEVIATION COEFF. OF REG.COE. T VALUE CORR. COE. ADDEO CuM
1 1.30769 0.63043 1.92830 C. 85741 2.24898 0.74727 5.90694 0.09388
0.73297 _ -3.35833 0.89889 -3.73609 -0.88163 146211
6 4.03384 1.42110 0.74292 0.37800 1.96537 0.70092 31.45395 0.49988
47.15234 25 - 7 _0.00002 -2.89513 -0.82277 0.12145 0.00193
[] 3.15385 1.46322 -0.53786 0.38410 -1.40032 ~-0.573556 5.67689 0.09022
9 784.23071 2178.22437 _ -0.00017 0.00028 ~0.60005 -0.28738 1.11832 0.01777
10 2.24307 1.18952 0.21482 0.4414% 0.48663 0.23642 1.17023 0.01860
11 2.15385 1.67562 1.29974% 0.42488 3.05910 0. 83700 12.14300 0.19298
2 4.92308 2.28989
TABLE 110 LESS THAN 25, 000 KEY 20
SAMPLE SIZE 13 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.9358
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 4 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.9674
ANALYSTS OF VARTANCE FOR THE MULYIPLE
LINEAR REGRESS ION
SQURLE OF VA TUR oFe HEAN 13
SQUARES SQUARES " VALUE p
OUE TO REGRESSIONceecccscscse 8 58.88606 7.36076 T.2932
! JEVIATION ABOUT REGRESS!ON.o. 3 4.03703 1.00926 <.05
| TOTAL... 12 62.92310
VERTABLE AEAN STD. REG. SiD.{ RROK _ CORPUTED  PARTIAC — SUR UOF SG. PROP. VAN.
NO. DEVIATION COEFF. OF REG.COE. T VALUE CORR. COE. AOOEQ CUM.
1 1.30769 C. 63043 1.93883 0.75617 «56430 0.188 - 0.09388
5 4.76307 0.73297 -3,78588 0.79275 -4.77562 -0.92238 1.24042 2.01971
6 4. 4 1.42110 0.850 -3 04315 0.7868% 31.9609¢ U.5079%
1 13647.15234 25361,06250 ~0.00006 0.00002 -2.79139 -0.81289 0.14126 0.00224
¥ 3.15385 1.46322 ~0.56299 0.33874 -1. 66199 ~0.63914 6.12634 0.09736
9 784.23071 2178.22437  -0.00014% 0.0002% -0.57260 ~0.27525 2.23579 0.03553
10 2.24307 1. 18952 V. 44971 0.38932 1.15512 0.50015 0.11380 0.00
11 2,15385 1,67562 1. 24606 0.37471 3.32542 0.85696 11.16075 0.17737
4 492308 242898Y
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TABLE 111 LESS THAN 25, 000 KEY 20
SAMPLE SIZE 13 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.4749
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 3 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 6892
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR THE MULTIPLE
LINEAR REGRESS ION
n VARIAD oFe REAN |
B SQUARES SQUARES VALUE 2
OUE TO REGRESSIONceceoovocccee 8 2.0100> 0.25126 0.4523
OEVIATION A8S80OUT REGRESSICNeee 4 2.,22225 0.55556 n.s.
TOvalese ) ¥4 wel3451
VARTABLE ___ WEAN A REG. STD. ERROR COMPUTED PARTYAL — SUR UF SQU. PROP. VAR.
NO. DEVIATION COEFF, OF REG.COE. T VALUE CORR, COE. AOOEO CuM,
1 1.30769 C. 63043 0.08169 0.56103 0.14560 0.07261 U. d#500 U.U5828
S 4.76307 0., 73297 -0s39210 0.58817 ~0. 66665 ~0.31622 0.03551 3.00839
6 . 4,03384 - b 0 0.05088 024134 U. 20070 Ve lUZIL UelliO U.UDUU
A 7 13647, 15234 25361.06250 -0.00001 0.00002 ~0,78021 ~0,363463 0.19987 0.,04723
8 3.15385 1.46322 0.09389 0.25133 0.37357 0.18361 o045 0.01066
9 784.,23071 2178.,22437 -0, 0002 0 0,00018 -1,11881 -0.48821 0,22170 0,05238
) 10 2.24307 1.18952 0.11484 0. 28885 e39758 0.19497 0. 66 0.00630
11 2.15385 1.67562 0.37723 0.27801 1.35688 056143 1,02287 0.24168
32330 «29388 .
TABLE 112 LESS THAN 25,000 KEY 20
SAMPLE SIZE 13 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.9260
P DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO., 2 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.9623
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR THE MULTIPLE
LINEAR REGRESS ION
JUURLE VAR & h Uevr e “MEAN ) 2
SQUARES SQUARES VALUE P
OUE TO REGRESSIONecscccecanee 8 6.57487 0.02186 6.2540
OEVIATION A80UT REGRESSICNeoo 4 0.52565 0.13141 <.05
TOTAL ... 12 7.10052
VARIABLE MEAN S10. REG. STDe ERROR COMPUTED PARTTAL SUd OF SQ. PROP. VAR
NO DEVIATION COEFF, OF REG.COE. T VALUE CORR. COE. ' AODEO CUM,
1 1.30769 C. 63043 «0.33541 0.27286 ~1.22924 —~0.5236 - 0.00043
5 4.76307 0. 73297 1. 16406 0.28606 4,06931 0. 89747 3.86619 0.54449
6 4.0338% %2110 3241 O. C+09923 U.80348  0.16252  0.02Z289
T 13647.15234 25361.06250 0. 00001 0.00001 1.50765 0.60196 0.09900 0.01394
8 3.15385 l.4b322 ~0.03031 Ue 12443 “Ue {400V ~0.123006 V.03 104 U.00848
9 784.,23071 2178.,22437 0.00012 0.00009 1.32506 0.55232 0.00644 0.00091
10 2.24307 1.18952 =0. 03341 0.14048 -0.23730 -0.11807 0.36120 0.,05088
11 2.15385 1.67562 ~0.53336 0,13521 «~3,94463 ~0,89191 2.,04479 0.28798
2 3.9/000 0. 16923
TABLE 113 URBAN KEY 1
SAMPLE SIZE )} COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 7409
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 24 _ MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 8607
ANALYSIS OF VARTANCE FNR THE MULTIPLF
LINEAR PRFGRESSION
[ of u NleFe SO 0F WEAN L3
SQUARES SQUARES VALNIE p
BUE YU REGRESSTONe covcccccecas 8 32.43333 TI.55432 78617
OEVIATION AROUT REGRESSTON... 22 32.33487 1. 46977 <.01
g TOTA ... 30 T2%. 77420
VARTABLE TEAN I AUN REG. STD.F ' 13 . - -
ND.o DFVIATION CNEFF. NF RFG.CNF, T VALUE CNRR. COF, ADDED Cliv,
1 . la21613 «8ll’ =~0e 30569 Ue Y5617 ~l.230 =025497 «Ub U.NN0UD>
9 5.1203%6 174700 ~-0.02042 0.18894 ~0.10808 -0.02304 7.07080 0.05667
26 51526.73R28 71016.43750 0.00000 0.,00000 0.86347 0.18105 8.67893 0.06956
- 2 L) * 39> - LY 41 Ve JUO9 IS Ile - Ve JU
28 1033.03223 4468.23828 -0.,00003 0., 00005 ~0.63941 -0.,13507 1.12507 0.00902
29 231645 0.95737 0.46681 0.38537 1.21131 0.25005 8.19531 0.06568
30 1.58064% 212562 0.27724 0.14046 1.97385 0.38788 5.72635 0.04589
24 2.67742 2.039%0
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TABLE 114 URBAN KEY 1
F SAMPLE SIZE 31 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.17536
' DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, 23 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.8681
| ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE €NR Tue MU (1PLE
' LINFAP RFGRESSION
| = SDURCE Tr VARTATION T.v. TR TIF BTN F
I COUARFS SOUARES VALUF D
} DUE YIT REGRTSSIUNccccccccesse B 93353549 TT.558915 Be%123
NEVIATION ABOUT RFARESSINN, .. 22 30.51761 1.38716 <.01
| YOvAL... 30 123.57109
v “MER STn, REG S STO FRR(OO COMPYTEN PARTT AL TS UOF R0, PROP, VAW,
NO. NEVIATION CNEFF, NF RFG,ANF. T VALUF cNRR, CNF, ANDEN Clm,
1 “T.51013 0.81121 -0.TAL TS 0.2017% =0.65320 -0.13586 T.64320 T.OI&RA
| 9 5.12096 1.74700 -0.03278 0.18356 -0.17856 -0.03R04 4.62343 0.03732
- - - e/ 39l - d Us i) k4 - - e
} 26 51526.73828 T1016.43750 0.n0000 0.00000 N.34R53 0.07410 R.3R7284 0.067T1
ri 20T 142 T.7585% D.74742 T.10476 %.5365%  U.69527 5. 87033 TeS3L77
28 1033.03223 4468.23828 -0.00005 0.00005 -0.9132% -0.19112 1.29640 0.01047
—29 Z. 31645 0.95737 0. 125453 U.37%39 U. 33267 T.TT07S Z. 13592 T.UTTZS
30 1.58064 2.12562 0.2331R 0.13645 1.70389 f.34233 4.05099 0.03270
23 LeTF 2590 CeUICUU
TABLE 115 URBAN KEY 1
SAMPLE SIZE 31 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 6967
{ DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, 22 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.8347
ANALYSIS NF VARTANCF FNR THF MULTIM F
LINEAP RFGRFSSION
= & L3 H.F. UL WFAN F
SQUARES SQUIAQES VAL I p
DUE T RELRESSIUNececscsocce s Ll 356.5001% %.56252 5. STRT
DEVIATION ARDUT REGRESSINN. .. 22 15.88707 0.72214 <.01
TOTAL. . e 30 52.38721
VEARTAALF WFAN STo. RFGe STDL.ERRNAR COAMPYTER PARTTAL TUP OF SD. Ppnp, VAR,
ND. NEVIATION CNEFF, NF REG.CNF., T VAIUS raee, rNf, ANNEDN Cim,
1 151613 [US: 38 ¥4 | 0.0156R 0.2072% 0.075671 0.01613 0. 28089 0.00538
9 5.12096 1.74700 0.32912 0.13244 2.4350R8 0.46R17 18.54590 0.35402
10 %.15451 T.50022 0.02978  0.16896 B.V 1523 C.07/5% Y.65377 U315}
26 51526.73828 71016.43750 0.00000 0.00000 N.67315 0.14206 0.01419 0.00027
4 N -XALS e B2 . =0,05303 Ues L1RBT -0.%2965%8 -0. 10528 O.h7T33IR V.Ul 78S
28 1033.03223 4468.23828 -0.00014 0.00004 -3.76855 -0.62634% 13.20871% 0.25214
—29 — Z2+316%45 0.95737 U.ab2B7 U.77013 T.7U3%%  N.34315 T. 7510% V. 03342
30 1.5R8064 2.12562 -0.07070 0.09845 -0.71809 -0.15133 0.37236 0.00711
c 5 .29032 T<321%5
TABLE 116 URBAN KEY 1
SAMPLE SIZE 31 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0,4756
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, 25 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 6897
ANALYSIS NF VARIANCE FOR THF MULTIPLE )
LINEAR RERRESSION
¥ Nk, TP TF WF AN
SOUARES SOUARES VAL UE p
] etetsssssess L] 725 17580 3.22195 24047
NEVIATION ARQUT RFARFSCION.. . 22 28.41R00 1.29173 <.05
YOTAL. .. 30 5%. 19350
VARYARLEY  VriR STy, -1 £ STIY. FRRTTY COITSITTETY TANTTAC TR i S0, PRUD,. VAW,
NOD. DEVIATION CNEEF, NF RECG.CNF., T VALUF roee, r0NF, ADNEN rum,
1 T.51613 0.8 <2hb0 0.27715 0.925712 0.19363 0.58930  0.01825
9 5.12096 1.74700 0.36012 0.17712 2.031312 0.39771 16.01521 0.29552
10 “wel245] 1.60922 =0es N4HBD - 0.2255H -0.21515 =~0.0450% T.O93IRS U.0Z01H
26 51526, 73828 71016.43750 0.00000 0.00000 1.19912 0.24769 0,.23994 0.00443%
077 « TSRO -0. 5899 -2 -{le 39719 .6 [ 0. 5
28 1033.03223 446R.23828 0.00003 0.00005 0.55922 0.11839 0.108390 0,.00-200
Ce 31645 0.95737 0.49481 0.30128 T.36960 0.28730 % . RSHBG U.0HI68
30 1.58064 2.12562 0.10453 0.13168 0.7938A 0.16688 N.R1411 0.01502
=25 4.15129 ToRAGZNG - i "
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TABLE 117

SAMPLE SIZE 31
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 21

ENILYSTS TF VARTANCE FOR THE MiCTiPLT

URBAN

KEY 1

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 9002
MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.9488

. LINEAR REGRESSINN
SOUNCE OF VEARTATION U.F. SO TTF WFEN 12
SQUARES SQIARES VALIF p
ONeocesssvosses L.} T13.6983R 1%5.96230 74.8067
DEVIATION AROUT REGRESSION,.. 22 13,26939 0.60315 <.001
THTAL .. 30 132.961077
VEZRTXRTE L1 21)] V0. WFT, STD, FRO TITUOTITFIY PARYVAL . SO TF S0, PO, VIw;
NO, NEVIAYION COEFF, NF RFG.CNE, T VALUF cORR, COF, ADDFO Ctim,
1 1.51613 0.81121 -0.16659 0.18941 ~0.56271% =0. 115127 . L IELY L) U-UGIRT
9 5.12096 1.74700 -0.11000 0.12104 ~-0.90A878 -0.19022 1.88871 0.01420
10 %e IDRD1 T.50922 0.Z1051 U. 153542 T.35323 . 27910 350289 U. 02638
26 51526, 738728 71016.43750 0. 00000 0.0nN000 0.386947 0.1R227 14.72574 ,0.11075
27 2.01142 1. 15854 0.95584 0. 108624 B. 179 MLIY41) %) .
28 1033.03223 4468,23828 -0.00006 0.00003 -1.62547 ~0.32745 1.02501 0.00771
2.31045 VU5 T37 ~0.30708 U.246R7T ~Y.2437 =1, . Te
30 1.58064 2.12562 0.29288 0.08998 3.25502 0.57014 6.39052 0.04806
ra} 5.0322% 7210529
TABLE 118 URBAN KEY 1
SAMPLE SIZE 31 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 8369
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 20 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.9148
ANALYSIS OF VARIANFE FNR THE MULTIPLE
. LINEAR PFGRFSSINN
T ColRCE NF VARTATION N.F. oLoF-1 R ¥
SOIIARFS SOLARES VALWE
RUE Y0 RPGRESSTON: cesosvvsrss 8 9%.54013 11.81752 15.105%
DEVIATION ABOUY RFGRESSION... 22 18.42764 0.%3762 <.001
TOTAL,... 30 112.96777
VARTARLE MEAN STN. RFEG. ST, FRR g JTE Sa. . .
NO. NEVIATION CNFFF, NF RFG.CNF, T VALUF CNRR, CPE, APDEN cum,
1 1.51613 0.81121 0.082164 0.22321 0, 36RNY 0.0787% S.001 1% U.04955
3 5.12096 1.74700 -0.02235 0.14264 -N.15672 -0.03340 3.3778% 0.02990
10 %eID@51 1.80922 U. 06530 0. 18197 U. SoBRT 0.071570 S. 17796 V05535
2% 51526.73828 71016.43750 0.00000 0. 00000 2.89125 0,19668 10.69102 0.09464
a4 2.8TTa2 T.7585%% 0. 70552 0. 129073 Seod1071 T T5T51 67: 2500 U.SSIGT
28 1033.03223 4468.23828 -0,00005 0.00004 -1.20032 -0.2479? 1.794R0 0.01589
29 231645 ND.95737 Ve 3d1%9 0. 20N97 1. Z209%% W, 28971 T Te
30 1. 58064 2.12562 0.15948 0.10603 1.50405 0.30535 1.89485 n,01677
20 9 174051
TABLE 119 URBAN KEY 1
SAMPLE SIZE 31 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.8373
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, 19 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.9151
ANALYSTS OF VARTENCE ¢t YAF MOLTIPLY
LINEAR REGRFSSION
= SOURTE OF VARTATINN ™. F. LU L RFAN ¥
SaARF< SOIIARFS VALUF p
ouU O REGRESSTON...cecevvece 8 109. 17601 13.64776 T%.1549
DEVIATIQN ARNIY REGRESSINN, .. 2? ?21.21069 0.96412 <.001
Tval... 30 150,38721
VIRTARBLE NFRR Th, TFG. ST, FPung L] . . .
NN . NDFVIATION rOFEF, NF RFR.CNF, T VALUF cnRe, COF. ADNED cym,
1 1.51613 0.81121 -0.02528 0.23947 ~0.10558 ~0,022%0 6. 2 JORY V. 05009
9 5.12096 1.74700 =-0.24R20 0.15303 -1.62192 -N,37681 2.23011 0.01710
o 4154571 T.60992 V.44322 T.15523 201022 LPE X ATy 4 TC. 16427 0.07T9%
26 51526.73828 71016.43750 -0.00000 0.00n00 -0.03966 -0.00845 7.70225 0.05907
6714 « 158 0.9 . ] 6. . . s VACGR
28 1033,03223 4468,23828 -0,00007 0.,00n04 ~1.59750 -N,32241 1.83977 0,01411
29 2.31645 0.95737 -0.27707 0.31212 ~D.ARTED -0.IA59S 0.02408 0.ngo'd
30 1.58064 2.12562 0.25835 0.11376 2.27106 0.43580 4.97272 0.03814
- 325032 Z.00%78
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TABLE 120 URBAN KEY 1

SAMPLE S1ZE 31 : COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 6592
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 18 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.8119

ANELYSTS Of VARTANCE FOR THE WUttt
LINEAR REGRESSION

SUUNLE UF VARTATION Vel o <O OF WEAN ¥
SQUARES SOUARES VALUE P
DOE YU KEGRESSIUNcccccccnncce B B5.31565 13 PRETT]) 5e3201
DEVIATION AROUT REGRESSION... 22 46.16820 2.09855 <.01
Ti)Tales e 30 135.4838>

- KT¥OGe L) ~ -
NO. DEVIATION CNFFF, OF REG.CNF. T VALIF CNORR, COF. ANNEDN CiM,
1 Te>1013 0. L « 13590 Ue353 «3B407 Ce . -
9 . 512096 1.74700 -0.13002 0.22577 -0.57589 -0.12187 2.47965 0.01830
[ 23 . k4 [ ) X 4-14 [ B . [ -
26 51526.73828 71016.43750 0.00000 0.00000 0.65355 0.13801 9,.53650 0.07039

L ] I9%c o §200% e OO OO (Y 4sr4-.1 ] Je k& r T e L
28 103303223 4463.23828 -0.00007 0.00006 -1.12992 -0.23420 2. 415[1 0.01827
29 e 31045 VeI 7137 ~U.001069 0. 26045 =U.1335% =U.02755 T.01 .
30 1.58064 2.12562 0.27994 0.16783 1.66796 0.33506 5.83841 0.04309
18 312903 21512

TABLE 121 URBAN KEY 1

SAMPLE SIZE K) | COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.2163
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 17 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.4651
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FNR THF MULTIPLF
LINEAR REGRESSION

| Y T.F. TOGW OF L1719 L
SOUARES SOUARES VALIIE p
OUF YO RFGRESSTUN ccescssocces 8 19.71125 241216 0.75%52
NEVIATION AROUY REGRESSION... 22 7T1.64218 3.25646 . n.s.
NTALeeo 91.41943
VARTARLE MEAN S10. PFGe. ST0.FRROR CAMPUTED PARYTAL UM OF 30. - .

NO. « DEVIATION  COEFF. OF REG.CNF. T VALUE core, cns. ADNED cum,
e2I59 ohis Ue
9 S, 12096 1.74700 0.53968 0.28124 1.91893 o 37866 6.84176 0.074R4

«60922 ~-0,44787 «3580 9 L)
26 51526.13828 710[6 43750 -0.00000 0.00001 -0.296[7 -0.06302 0.00468 0.00005
b 519 UelDcChd «73 - - -
28 1033.03223 4468 238?8 0.00006 0.00008 0.51210 0.10854 0.53278 0.00583
5 GO 131 5.287 57353 - 5U045 0. IN510 0.46809  0.00512
30 1058064 2.12562 -0.07500 0.,20907 -0.35873 -0,07626 0.41908 0.00458
4o 722081 Te 745606

TABLE 122 URBAN KEY 1

SAMPLE SIZE 31 . COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.2403
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 16 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 4902
ANALYSTS NF VARIANCE FTIR THF MULTIPLE
LINEAR REGRFSSION

4] b1y Teve SO UF TFAN ¥
SQUARES SQUARES VAL p
DUE YO RFGRFSST0Nscecccccoesns 3] —3%.77341 %. 34660 U.8/58
DEVIATION ABDIIT REGRFSSION. .. 22 109.93631 4.99710 n.s.
TTAL... 30 T<%4. 10972
VERTERLE  Wr AN Y0, WFG. SYD. ERWR CORDUTET . PARTIAT SO UF SO,  PRUOP, VIR,
ND. DEVIATINN COFFF . 0OF RER.COE. T VALUF CORrRR, CNF. ADNEN Clim,
1 Led1013 O.ull21 O %486 131§ 8% - 14 £ °U
9 5.12096 1.74700 0.79550 0.34R839 2.28336 0.43771 11.6109[ 0.12211
%.15451 T.60972 -0.55700 “U.0%b%7 ~T.25339% —G.25317 H.58800  U. 05990
26 51526.73828 71016.43750 0.00000 0.00001 . 0.32711 0. 06951 0.00318 0.00002
& [N-] L] -3 =Vecl™ Ve2r&l Ve3¢ Ve [} -
28 1033.03223 4468.23824 0.00004 0.00010 0.36845 o.o1a31 0.40937 0.00283
i {) 2-31545 0.95737 0.2818Y 0. 71059 0.39559 0. 08% 0. . g
30 1.58064 2.12562 ~0.03477 0.25899 -0.13427 -0.02861 0.09009 0.00062
> e VU e 15020
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TABLE 123 URBAN KEY 1
SAMPLE SIZE 31 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.2300
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 15 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.4796
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FNR THFE MULTIPLE
LINEAR REGRFSSINN
SOURLF v N oFe T MFAN ¥
CSQUARE S SQIARES VALNIE p
DUE TN REGRFSSTON.ccececcccee 8 49,.65488 6.206R6 0.8215 i o
NEVIATION ARNNT RFGRESSINN,,. 22 166.21622 T«55578 n.s.
YoTaL... 30 215.87109
VARTARLE MFAN SYD. RFGe STD. ERROR COMOYTED PARTTAL SIM NFE <Q, PIND, VAR,
N0, PEVIATINN CNFFF, OF OFR,CNE, T VALUF rOR2, CNE, ANNFN Cliv
1 1.51613 0.R/1121 0.70722 0.67036 1.06498 0.21944 4.0735A 0.01887
9 5.12096 1. 74700 0. TAR9% 0.42838 1.864168 0.365641 5.9129% 0.02739
. o =0.5252 . 4 -1. ~D. 5 22.53013 U.I0391
26 51526,73828 71N0146.43750 -0.00001 0.00001 -0.52910 -0.13294 2.27057 0.01052
1.75854 0.02003 0.38450 .06209 0.01111 ] 0.01453
2R 1033,03223 446R.23R2A n. 00009 0.00012 0, 71389 0.15%7 4.03423 N.01R69
2977 7T TT2.31645 "0.95737 ~ -0.07943 ~~ 0.87374 '=0,09091 ~0.,01938 7" " T 2.19742 0.0101R
30 1.58066 72.12562 -0.27416 0.31R45 -0.,86091 -0.18053 5.59978 0.025394
e USRS . £
TABLE 124 URBAN KEY 1
SAMPLE SIZE 31 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0..3169
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 14 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.5630
ANALYSIS NF VARIANCE FNP YHE ML TIPLF
LINEAR PELRESSION
] ¥ v N % o OF uEIN L
SQUARES SOIARFS VALYE p
UUE TO REGRFSSINN.ceeeccccceece 8° 15.04924 1.88116 1.2760
DEVIATION ARNMIT REGRESSION... 22 32.463463 1.47630 n.s.
TNTAL..e 30 4T7.4R389 T T T T B
VARTARLF MEAN STN, RFG. STO,.FeRQR COMPUTFO ‘PAPTTAL M OF SO, PRNP, VAR,
ND. NEVIATINN COFEF, OF OFG,FNF, T VALUF rnee, rNF, ANNEN rim,
1 1.51613 " 0.81121 0.13366 0.29612 0.45137 N.0957¢9 0.00021 0.00000
9 5.12096 7470 0,43R65 ___0,18923 _ 2.31700 __ 0.44290 ______ 9,64032 _ 0.19881
T0 4. 15551 1.6092Z -N.171226 0.24142 =0. 71351 =N.15039 . G012 T.001%8
26 51526.7382R 71016.43750 -0, 00000 N, NHNNONO -N,05611 -0,01194 N.0165% 0.000135
67762 1.75854 -0.1115t e 16985 . -0.65649 -N.1396 1.13208 0.02384
28 1033.03223 4468.23828 0.00008 0.00005 1.42365 0.29044 2.06147 0.06346
29 +1164 0.95737 0.43588 0.3R/597 1.12932 0.23408 0.866642 0.0178%3
30 1.58064 2.12562 -0.14095 0.14067 -1.00195 -0.20890 1.48008 0.03117
1% %2.87097  1.25809%
TABLE 125 URBAN KEY 1
SAMPLE SIZE 31 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.2750
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 13 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.5244
ANALYSTIS OF VARTANCE FNR THF MULTIOLFE
LINFAR REGRFSSINN
UR VARTATION Dot e U™ OF WEAN F
SOUARES SOUARES VALYS p
“OUE TN OFGRESSTMNeeecscoscone A 18.66136 2.33267 1.0%2%
NEVIATINN ARDUT REGRFSSINN,.. 22 49.20973 2.23681 n.s.
TOTAL... 30 67.87109
VARTAALE MFAN Sin. RFG, <€TO. FRANR COMPHTFO PADTTAL SYm NFE SN,  PRAD, VAR,
ND., NEVIATINN CNFFF, NF PFG,FNE., T VALUF ‘rNeR, CNE. ADDEDN rim,
1 1.51613 0.81121 0.38878 0.36475 1.06589 N.22160 0.R2359  n.01213
9 5.,12094 1.767N0 Ne 66900 0.231109 1.92633 N.37990 Q,16848 0.13509
- " 1.60922 29 =0 TS o 1698 |1 4 R X eUts
26 51526, 73828 71016.43750 0.00000 0.0NN000O 0.06T46 0.014138 0.2994AR 0.00461
Z7 2.67174 .t -0 7 . -1. =N, 4.65017 0.06851
28 1033.03223 4468.2382A8 0.00006 0.00007 0.97937 0.20639 1.35829 n.020n1
29 2031665 Oe.% Je ok [ i Ue vl « 19675 Te20872 U.UlBAU
30 1.5R064 2.12562 -0.10525% 0.17327 -0.60742 -0.12R43 0.82529 0.01216
13 Rey3o%n 1.50a12
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TABLE 126 URBAN KEY 1

SAMPLE SIZE 31 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 4843
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 12 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 6959

ANRCYSTS OF VARTANC

LINEAR REGRESSION
SUUR!E OF VARTATION Oere SUR OF — REAN F
SQUARES SQUARES VALUE
Neoosoooososoee B I3.6711% Nel3385 25628
DEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSION.«. 22 36.,06441 1.63929 <.05
TuTAl.ee 30 6; «93555

VARTARLE MEAN S10. REG. SYD. ERRDA Lol Iy
NO. NEVIAT]ION COEFF, NF RFG.COE. T VALUE CORR+ COE.

LeDLlOL3 U.811 024357 0. 31 0. 7800 0.16405 . Ve

9 5,12096 1.74700 0.51959 0. 19954 2.60392 0.48538 24,21315 0.34622°

-~ .
AO0ED _ CUM,

a. 1.06U922 0.051313 . ] 0.05158 0.01099 Us . !
26 51526.,73828 71016.43750 0.00000 0. 00000 0.,27736 0.05903 0.13618 0.00199}
A XALS 1.7585% -0, 11510 0. 17910 ~U. 642568 =0.[3575 O I+ 1
28 1033,03223 4468.23828 -0, 00010 0.00006 -1.77234 -0.35347 4.34539 0.06213°
2 2e31605 U.95737T ~U.33289  U.%0699  —=U.0L733 =U.ITTIIT Tk 24 e 114 v 4
30 1.58064 2,12562 0.05644% 0.14834 0.38050 0.08086 0.,23734 0.90339
TZ ®. 78193 1e32087- = - -
TABLE 127 URBAN KEY 1
SAMPLE SIZE 3 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.5048
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 11 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.7105
ANALYSIS NF VARTANCE FNR THE MULTIPLF
LINEAR _REGRFSSION
JUR snantT ATHON ’a SO O~ WEan -
SOUIARES SNUARES VALUE p
m.oo.oo.o.ooo 8 m" ’—"m— CewU3T
DEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSION... 22 37,50401 1.70473 <.05
YOTAC... 30 ToeTR13%
VIRTABLE BEAN Si0. RrG. STD,.ERAOR "THYBUYED  PARYTAL  SUF OF 5Q.  PROP,. VIN.
NG. QEVIATION COEFF, 0OF REGLCNE. T VALUE CORR, COF. ADDED CiM,.
232 %] eOl1cC1 Ue - veslav veIUCCO UVeUD . Ue
9 . 5.12096 1.74700 0.36335 020348 1, 78566 0.35579 18.43990 024346
. . «I11%28 Vel3300 Te2%013 U.093 U.UB7Y Vel
26 51526.73828 71016.43750 0,00000 0,00000 0.25555 0.05440 0.00050 0.00001
. . 5 «07208 U. (8284 U. 39792 0. 08%53 U. 16%%0 U.01009
28 1033.03223 4468.23828 -0.,00017 0.00006 -3.,01220 -0.54037 13,49239 0.17814
=29 2. 31655 C.357¢37  -U.48980 Ten 1504 =L IBCI3  —~UeZanUU0  I.63880  U.UZI6%
30 1.58064 2.12562 0.10220 0.15127 0.67560 N.14257 0.77810 0.01027
TABLE 128 URBAN KEY 1
SAMPLE SIZE 3 . - COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 3494
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 8 MULTIPLE CORR.. COEFFICIENT 0.58911
ANGLYSTS UF VARTARCE FiIR THE ROUCTTIPLE
LINEAR REGRESSION
S"""TSOURTE UF VARTATION Wer. SUR-OF REXN ¥
SQUARES SQUARES VALUE p
soev0ss0s00 s ) 60.156/01 T.52088 Tes 10
DEVIATION AQGQUT REGRESSIONee. 22 112.02655 5.09212 n.s.
TOTaleowo 30 I72.15356
"VARTABLE 17 1 ST0, REG. STOL.FRROR.~ COMPUTED  PARTITAL  SUR UF SU. VROP. VER.
N0, - OEVIATION CNEFF, NF RFG.CNE. T VALUF CORR, COF. ADNDED CUM.
eIL0OL) UeDLLiCR =Ve e II2UIN ad VI O ¥ 8 —veusss [ % Ve k4
9 5.12096 1.74700 0.18949 0.35168 0.53882 0.11513 0.59784% 0,0034
. . . TVUeiVU3JID Ve ldooi ~UesZ3300 =G.u5018 - Ue 35831 U.UUZ31
26 51526.73828 71016.43750 -0.,00000 0,00001 -0.01172 -0.00250 9.48826 0.,05510
N YAL) . 1500% 10013 U.31580 2.%9230 Ue4b9¢3 3T.13023 0. 18079
28 1033,03223 4468.23828 -0.,00001 0.n0010 -0.09160 -0,01952 0.48562 0.00282
. a3 ° © Ue2£235 Uel l¥ ol . o U.07807 U.U0U&O
30 1.58064 212562 —0.48674 0.26144 -1.86180 -0+.36894 17.65071 0.10251
II [} ] <
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TABLE 129 URBAN KEY 1
SAMPLE SIZE 31 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0, 3890
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO., 7 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.6237
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FBR THE MULTIFLE
LINEAR REGRESSION
T SUURCE O VARTATION D.Fe — SUW DOF WEEN e
SQUARES SQUARES VALUE p
BUE TO PEGRESSTONvesvscocooes 8 ~—Bl.<0011 T0.1511% Te7507
DEVIATION ARONT REGRESSION... 22 127.56531 5. 79042 n.e.
YOvAL... 30 208+ 17451
VARTARLE REAN 3T0. WEG. STD-ERR z v s VAR,
NO. DEVIATION COEFF. NF REGLCNE. T VALUE CNRR. CNE. ANNED cum,
[ lo)[b!! 0.8[[2[ Q24 - T27 Ou%lb UeUHOo Ue -
9 5.12096 1.74700 0.58789 0.37%528 1.56652 0.31678 9.69604 0.04644
10 . T 1.6U922 ~0.2209 0.47378 ~0.46138 0. . U-U05
26 51526.73828 71016.43750 0.00000 0.00001 0.23670 0.05040 1.09695 0.00525
. 1.758 ~0.48453 Oe. 3368 ~la%3843 =0e2l9 30.28 Ve [/
28 1033.03223 4468.23828 -0,00012 0.00011 ~1.10416 -0.22915 10.49588 0.05027
29 2.316 0.95713T o519 0.7654 0.67671 <14 <575 Ue0
30 1.58064 2.12562 -0.60481 0.27898 -2.16792 -0.41956 27.25195 0.13053
. 2638072
TABLE 130 URBAN KEY 1
SAMPLE SIZE 31 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0, 4025
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 6 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.6344
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCF FOR THE MULTIPLE
LINEAR REGRESSION
UUR DeFe SO OF — WFAN v
SQUARES SONARES VAL UF p
OUE YO REGRESSTON..ecevecccse ] 73.22815 J3.15352 1.8525
DEVIATINN ARNUYT REGRESSIMN,.. 22 108.70734 4094124 n.s.
TAYE(... 30 181.93549
VARTARLF MEAN <Th, REG. $TD. ERROR MPTY R Sti% OF S0, .
NO. NEVIATION COEFF. NF REG.CNF. T VALUE CORR. CNE. ANDEN CuM.
1.51613 0.81121 0.0069 . . . 131719 .
9 5.12096 1.74700 0.14439 0.34643 0,41678 0.08851 1.39096 0.00765
HLelDiéd +009 ~Ua 14 - 9 -Ue o =UeUOCOd - v .
26 51526.73828 71016.43750 0.00001 0.09001 1.76651 N.35246 37.30714 0.20506
27 2e0f 1% 1e T5854% De 454 - 9 ) 029731 CleB3O9UN . U 1311%
28 1033.03223 4468,23828 -0.00004 0.00010 -0.39935 -0.08484 1.85527 0.01020
29 20310645 O.9 Ue 6013 Ve 7002 - Qe85 - oD Ua U
30 1.58064 2.12562 -0.11022 0.25754 -0,42797 -0.09087 0.90503 0.00497
[ 2.25808  Z2.%828¢2
TABLE 131 URBAN KEY 1
SAMPLE SIZE 31 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0, 7264
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 5§ MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.8517
a [£3 [
LINEAR REGRFSSION
UK. H a v [UN oFe A F
SOUARES SOUARES VALUF o
DUE 70 REGRPSSTON.oeccoccooss ) 207.36942 25.92117 T+2644
DEVIATION ARQUT REGRESSION... 27 78.50168 3.56826 <.01
TOVAL ... 30 285.87109
VAR - [F 3T, REG. STD.CARNR  COMPUTED  PARYTAL  Si OF 30, Puab. ViL.
NN, NEVIATION COEFF, NF RFG,COE, T VALUE CORR, COF, ANDED CUM,

1.516

5.12096 l.74700

vo'onuoq

0.29440

-0.06725

0.03202

-0.03
0.02318

~Ue 1459

. L) . o
N.10875 17.81703 r.06233

21D «609 Q. » - . . L1<e OV Ue UlHBU
26 51526.73828 71016.43750 0.,00000 0.00001 0. 7902% 0.16412 18.46800 0.06460
«67 « 75854 0.8 - o 1475 Ued072s Llo. .
28 1033.03223 4468,213828 -0, 00004 0.00008  -0.48121 -0.,10206 1.11162 0.003R9
e «95 0.34708 0.60046 0.57802 0.12231 12.62352 0.1354168
30 1.58064 2.12562 0.53101 0.21885 2042634 0045946 21.00674 0.07348
3. Joumr
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TABLE 132 URBAN KEY 1

SAMPLE SIZE 31 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0, 7666
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 4 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 8755
ANALYSTS OF VARIANCF FNR THE MULTIPLF
LINEAR REGRESSION

SOURCE AF VARIAVION n.F. SuUN ©oF MEAN F
SQUARES SQUARES VALUE o
OOF U NEGRESSIUNccecocvccess B 20252525 7S. IT55E 7033
OEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSION... 22 61.66835 2.80311 < 01
YOYAC... 30 264 .193580
VARVABLE BEAN 3TD. REG. STD. FRROR TOWPUTED  DARYTAC —— SUM U0, PFir—vAT,
NO. DEVIATION CNEFF. OF RFG.COF, T VALUF CORR, COE, ADDED CuM,
Y . 1.51613 V.ol1l1  -D.24961 U.4005 Y 0. 1252% .
9 5.,12096 1. 76700 0.16242 0.26093 c 622:.6 0.13156 10.66602 0.06037
10 e 1D%D1 =Us . oY - =Ue 7 Y4 .
26 51526,73628 71016 1.3750 0.00001 0.00001 1.91539 0.37806 35,55597 0.13458
eJ21VV Ve & Io%cV ra e rr4-11 . ] )
28 1033.03223 l.l.ea.zseze 0.00016 0,00007 2.24646 0.43196 10.33097 0.03910
. (-1 ] UePDISI o U e2Jcev L) L) R S 8 F 3 oIS v
30 1.58064 2.12562 0.50942 6.19397 2.62623 0.48855 19.33324 0.07318
L3 J.83871 296157

TABLE 133 URBAN KEY1

SAMPLE SIZE 31 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 3453
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 3 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.5876
ANALYSTS OF VARIANCE FNR YHE MULTIPLF
LINFAR RFGRFSSINN

SGURCE F VARTAYHWN U.¥. W OF WEEN F
SQUARES SQUARES VALUE -]
OUE TU RELRESSIUNccscccvsosvse 8 T.97291 Uel%DUI T3
DEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSION... 22 3.,74080 0.17004 n.s.
TUTALe oo 30 De71371
VARTERCE HEAN 3Th. Rto. SYD.ERRMW  COMPUTFD  PERYVAL  SUM NF SU.  PROP. VAW,
NO. NEVIATION COEFF, 0F REG.CNE, T VALUF CNRR, COF. ADOEN CUM.

1 - le®1013 UeBLllCL =0.005¢ . kX =UeUTG3 [ Vevivuh .
9 5.12096 1.74700 0.,05079 0.06426 0.79031 0.16615 0.01215 0.,00213
' o 158> LeOUYZ =U. «Uo 1SS =Ue =VeiTUVY L 441 Veuiaaa
26 51526.73828 71016.43750 0. 00000 0.00000 0. 27932 " 0.05945 0.44336 0.07760
res r LY ALY Y. 7585%  U.14003%  U.05768 Z.%2009 To4o5981 U.85800 Us190U10
28 1033,03223 44%468.23828 -0,00000 0.00002 =-0,24047 -0.05120 0.02160 0.00378
29 Ze31064> O.95131 V. U3792 U.L3L08 U.28525 LYY 31 U.U4359  U.UTUIbS
30 1.58064 2.12562 -0.,07819 0.04777 =1.63665 =0.32945 045546 0.,07971
S Ve 3UORJ Uewo0%L
TABLE 134 URBAN KEY 1

SAMPLE SIZE k) | COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.3887
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 2 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.5876

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR THF MULTIPLF
L INEAR REGRFSSINN

= SOURCE OF VARTATION - DeFo SUM OF REAN ¥
SQUARES SQUARES VALUF P
DUE YO REGRESSIONeeecoovovvse ] 18.46215 2+30104 T.7488 -
OEVIATION AROUYT REGRESSION... 22 29.03212 1.31964 n.s.
AlLe oo Tebybni
s

ARTABLE REAN STh. . REL. STD.ERROR _ COMPUYED SO OF S0. . .

N, DEVIATION COEEF., OF REG.CNE. T VALUE corRR, COF. ADNED CUM.
1 1.51613 0.8 299 0.28016 LeUbicd . T Y . T

‘ 9 5.12096 1.74700 o.l.uaa 0.17903 2.48490 N.46816 7.18208 0.15122

!8 BelD%D1 1l.0U%2¢ Y ° 3 =L b =VUe el 1730 ° -1+

26 51526.73828 71016.43750 -o.ooooo G.00000 -1.32250 -0,27138 1.65971 0.03495

27
28 1033.03223 4468.23828 0.00008 0.00005 l.esoes 0.33196 1,7293¢4 0.03641
=29 . 2.31645 0.95737  0.02476 ~0.36516 Z.25061  U.43380 3.70688 0.07805
30 1.58064 2.12562 -0.22461 0.13309 -1.68767 -0.33856 3.75867 0.07914
Tz pven——1 _J5po%
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TABLE 135
SAMPLE SIZE 20

SUBURBAN

KEY 9

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 4072

DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 11 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.6382
ANALYSIS OF VARI ANCF FUk THE MULTIPLE
LINFAR RFEGRFSSION
SOURCE OF VARIATIOA D.F. SUM OF MEAN F
: SOUARES SOUARES YALUE p
DUE TO REGRESSION«cescecceces 8 28. 42585 3.55324 0.9447
DEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSICN:. .. 11 41.37410 _3,716123 n.s.
TOTAL.. o 19 65.80005
VARIABLE MEAN sTD. REG. STD. ERROR COMPUTED PAFTIAL SUM OF SQ. PROP, VAP.
b0, DEVIATION  COFFF,  OF RFGL.COF. T YALUE CORE, COF, ADDED CUM,
1 2.00000 C.97333 0.58617 0.54807 1.06952 0.30691 1.38889 0.01990
- 4,70099 131842 €. 41986 1.08527 0.33730 0.11559 3, 2663 0.045680
10 4.17900 1.20975, 0.65213 1.27851 0.51C07 0.15200 1.75948 0.02521
—_—12 348G K.B460266 49602310937 =0.00000 0.£0001 =0.62269 =0.12642 la63372 0,02348
13 2.45000 1.79106  =0.12519 0.29379 -0.%2610 -0.12743 3.77217 0.05404
N. 00002 0.00013 0.145120 0,.05848% 0D.01541 J.00022
15 2.49049 1.0€846 —C.12322 0.59647 -0.22653 -0.06216 1.04330 0.01495
14 2 28 110 1,.72520 =N, ALANA N, 41461 - N3272 =01 582268 18 . 854164 N 22264
11 4.10000 1.511,69
TABLE 136 SUBURBAN KEY 9
SAMPLE SIZE 20 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.5396
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 8 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.7346

ANALYSIS CF VAFRTANCE FUR THE MULTIPLE

LINEAR PREGRESSION
SOURCE OF VARIATION C.F. Sum CF MEAN F
SQUARES SQUAFES vALUE p
OUE TO REGRESSION.cececcceccss 8 51.15816 6.39477 1.6113
DEVIATION ARQUY REGRESSICN,,, 11 43,64189 3,96744 n.s.
TOTAL... 19 94.80005
VARI ABLE MEAN STO. KEG. STO.FaROR CONPUTED PARTIAL UM CF €Q. PRUP. VAR,
—NC, DEVIATION COFEF, OF PFC,COF, T VANUIF COee, cnE Adnen Lim,
1 2.00000 €C.97333  =-0.01299 0.56289 -0.22308 ~0.00696 2.72222 0.02872
9 4,70099 1,31842 0,04475 1.11338 0.04020 0,01217 18.87872 2.199146
10 4.17900 1.20975 0.33331 1.31308 0.25384% 0.07631 1.14005 6.01203
: DY - - - n,8 3 n 4
13 2.45000 1.79106 0.27000 0.30174 0.8 1481 0. 26048 l.65768 0.01791
7 2109 = 1213 = 136 =0,51400 17,765R2 0,18750
15 2.49049 1.00846 0.39503 U.61260 0. 64485 0.19)3¢ 2.76459 V.02916
16 2235000 1.7252Q0 C.49801 2.42780 lalfi532 C.33149 S.38 76K 2.05683
8 3.60000 2.23371
TABLE 137 SUBURBAN KEY 9
SAMPLE SIZE 20 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.5136
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 7 MULTIPLE CORR. C.OEFFICIENT 0.7166
ANALY31S UF VAKIANCE FUR THL ~uLTIPLL
LINFAR FECRESSION :
SOURCE CF VARIATION DeF. suM OF MEAN F
SQUARES SQUARES yaLUE P
DUE TO REGRESSIONiecocecceass 8 49.584G9 6.19301 1.4516
DEVIATION ABOIT QTFGOFSSIOM, . . 11 46,965%6 4,26967% n.s.
TOTAL... 19 9€.550C5
VARIABLE MEAN STD REG. STD. EHRUR COMPUTED PARTAL SuUM [F S, PFUP, VAR.
b DEVIATION  CueFp,  UOF REG,CNE, T vAlUE Cusu, coe, ADDEN M,
1 2.0000) 0.97333 C.45442 0.53333 0.77821 C.22844% 16.055%4 0.16629
9 4,709 1.31862 -0,11140 1a15500 =0,0964% =0,92007 LR RG50S 0.1956}
10 4.17500 1.20975 0.50552 1.30217 0.37112 N0.1112) 3.83210 1.03969
2.10937 g, 000040 0,00091 0.2173) Q,00541 Na066692 0.00482
13 2.45200 1.79106 0.24127 0.313u? 0.77080 0.22637 4.97506 0.05157
€3 4 =0,06004 0.03014 =0,25747 =0,09945 0.56418 2.00584
15 2 449049 1.00846 0.36823 0. 63550 0.57943 0.17210 2.1499% 0.02227
| W3 2235000 1.72%20 0.35948 N.44327 N. R824 Ja.23122 2. 65282 0.,02748
7 4.15000 2.25424
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TABLE 138 SUBURBAN KEY 9
SAMPLE SIZE 20 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 7246
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, 6 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT . 0.8513
ANALYSTS CF VAFIANCE FOR THE MULTIPLE
LINEAP FEGFESSION e
SCURCE CF VAFIATIGA C.F. Suys Cf MEAN F
SCUARES SQUAPES YALUE p
QE TU REGRESSTIONeesesnscssse 8 97.21027 7.15124 3.0lf4
DEVIATION ABJUT REGAESSICh.o. 11 - 21.13993 157635 <.05
TOT4leso 19 78.95020
VARTABLE MEAR SR, FEG. ST SR CCCAPITFN ECEEE S Sy, PROD, VAR,
Nla OFVIATICN crres, GF_GfACPF. T VALUF CLEE, €57, £IDEN cuyvr,
1 2 203000 0.67333 0.80324 ~ 0.36724 2.0213% 0.52052 14.22222 Vet RO T4
9 4, 7999 1,21862 -0,663490 0, 78537 ~0.R265] =0.241¢2 12.1004% 0.16327
10 4417900 1.2057% 0. 77399 C.52670 2.43515 0.264413 2,70632 ). 046695
12 346566.94766 99902.109317 €.00000 Q,0c00] 11048 0,03329 N, 61252 0, 0URS2
13 2.45000 1.79100 0.11¢063 €.212% 0.54766 016292 4.165020 0.05257
14 1219.75%000  4252,21364 0, Loeon C.0C)9 2.8532) 0, 25310 0,0696F 0,C008R
15 2449047 1.09846 1.44942 0.642237 2,135229 Co 7108F 2127605 0.2695)
16 2235200 LZ252C ~¢.21¢22 03019 =0,711533 APY-3 TVRLY 1.01)28 9,0]1281
6 ©.45000 2.u334%
TABLE 139 SUBURBAN KEY 9
SAMPLE SIZE 20 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.7323
DEPENDENT VARIABLE ISNOW NO. 5 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 8557
ANALYSIS s YARLANCE FuUk THE MULTIPLE
LLubar  CEGETCC LN
SOURCE CF VARIATICA BeFa SUS LF REAN r
SQUARES 3nyAcse VALYT P
DUE TU REGRESSTONcesssosoonss e €€.95306) 3.25070 3.76153 <.05
DEVIATION ARIUT ProuFeSiCi. . 11 24,14065¢ 2.19514 :
TiTALees 19 $C. 29920
VARIABLF MZAN T, EfG. STU.Era0E CHAVYTED PAKT LI St OF S, FELP, VAR,
N NEYLATION CUFee AF _SsG . Cn=, BERAVRN] N Cons, Ca-, ADJED Lus,
i 2.3 000 €.67%133 C.tH952 0.41869 1.5791¢% 0.42502 12.5390G V.13858
9 9,73339 1.21642  =C,GC774 D,62817 ~-1,3000r ~11,31379 1¢,13941 N.2121P
10 4.1750) 1.20975 1.2170c 0.970T1 1. 24004 Ce3517) 557569 J.06180
12 345%6, 39706 49992,]10C27 0, 00000 vs09an! 0560704 O.1z1F2 0,0014% 1.00002
13 2.4590) 1. 79106 0. 14004 ez 2644 0. 65961 J. 19506 3.31492 J.0367%
14 1Z19,7%000  4263,21094 =3, 000010 0.,C0010 ~-0,046106 ~C D240 2. 71IRTS 0.03014
15 2 enITHY 1.30F 46 l.468%8 045507 3.2224%0 VebSH53 22.25534 Vo4t T3
16 2239000 1.22520 -0, 158¢C7 g.31027¢ ~Ca403U59 -0, 1485 0.535¢8 N 30060%
Y 4.70000 2. 170488
TABLE 140 SUBURBAN KLY 9
SAMPLE SIZE 20 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 8259

DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO.

4

MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT

0.9088

ANALYSTS (F VARIAMCE FO? THE MULTIMLT

LILTAE FELRCCS PN
SOUKCE € VAt 14T LA T SuUM Cf VT AN ¥ .
SULiARES SCUARES YAt P
OUE TU REGFESSTdVeeooensasons a 5H.59419 7.7243) 65200
DEVIATION ABOUT 3rGRESS{0n.ee 11 12535589 1. 1232% <.01
T0TAL... 1O 70.95320
VARTABLE +CAN <Tr, FFle ST FRF.I7 CU4PUTED PALTIAL St OF S2e PPOP. VAR
N DEVIATICN ([EEE . GF Fre cnr, T VALK Cort , (08, ANV CAre,
1 2.CH2% 2,97333 C.05927 €. 29651 3.00251 0.6711% 20,6554 Ne2 8267
) 104 ORLET 0.55242 0,14412 0,042 16, 146490 024907
10 41750V 1.2097% 0. 5800 0.6 1707 1.36955 0.1106% 1.67191 D.02366
12 44 85C08.94 2460 46002, 1{1¢37 e FEVH BRI 0. 00001 =), 63247 -Gl 373 1:9%237R C 02148
13 2445303 1.7910¢ 0.01510 016359 2.90672 0.024%4 0561303 3.01188
14 1212.2930.0 4291, 01094 0. L0001 GaU0GOT Va2 32249 [PV 7l NaH2GCL ta011170
15 2.49049 1.00040 1.106547 0.32570 3e57553 0.72316 14.47907 2.20407
16 23600 ) 1.722%20  =C.04l6S D.20707 =),14312 ~(a3%614 0,037¢.1 0,00993
4 5.C5200 1."3241
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TABLE 141 SUBURBAN KEY 9

SAMPLE SIZE 20 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 1757
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 3 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 4191
ANALYSTS OF VARIANCE FUR ThHE muttipL:
LINEAR SEGR=CQG N
SOURCE OF VARIATIOA DeFe SuUM uf MEAN F
SYUARES SQUARES vaLug 0
DUE TU REGRESSICNeeecsvsesonee 8 l.66S73 0.205372 0.2930
JEYIATION AROUT 2FGFESSICN..a 11 1.834%23 0, 71223 n.s
TOTALeoo 19 Y.950426
VARFABLE FEAN ST, REG. STD,FRR(T COMPUTED PAST] AL UV F g,  PROP, VAR,
N3, DEVIATLION [NITIN Ck 2r6,CA%, T yapur FNak, Clfe ANNE N Come,
1 2 .CCJ00 V.%7333 CeC4 192 0.23E49 Je 17158 0.95167 0.375%%¢0 1.0365]
Q 44201399 1.310842 2.0702% 0.471124 2,16106% 0.064613 NALHITY) 2,09%19
10 4.175CV 1.2C57% 0.15084 0.556035 0.20191 0.034069 C. 0052 0.00006
12 34595,.£470684 43632,.1991311 0,00000 0, 0909 2:47291 Celslls 0,25704 21.,0270%
13 2.45000 1. 79100 0. 00994 Ve12764 0.07775 Ce)2344 0.00815 D+ J00RS
14 1219,75300 42%2,21264  =-0,00001 C,C 0006 =0,22699 LIV 1.8 kL n,01821 D002
15 2449249 1.00846 ~J.JHSG3 0.25550 ~10e34069 -C. 102108 0. 09450 D 00994
16 22235900 1.72520 =J.U22%5 0.14129 =J.12441 =0, 03749 9,01102 D016
3 Q€635 C. 70727
TABLF. 142 SUBURBAN KEY 9 s
SAMPLE SIZE 20 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 3952
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 2 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.6287
AWALYSIS OF VARTANCE FUR ThE MULTIPLT
1 INFAR  REGKFSS TN -
SOURCE CF VARIATICA C.Fe. SuM NF MEAN F
SLAReS SNMAE TS VALYUF p
VYUE TO REGRESSIU Neesosossosos f 27.38353 1.42294 0. 0925 -
DEVIATION AROUT REGRESC I Naqa 11 41,90%72 3,30962 n.s
TTALeew 19 69.289131
VARIABLE MoAN S0, YFEG. STD.EVRDR comeutTED PART AL S SQ, PERP, VAL,
N0, NEVILTION COEEE, OF 8FC,COT, T yALUC corr, Cnr, ANDEN cuv,
1 2479000 0.97335 =-0.22301 0.55153 -0.41333 -0.12369 7429901 Q.00437
") 420039 1.31962  =0,29807 1.09141 =2.27320 =0,00214) 12,79133 218461
10 4.17999 1.20975 0. 71922 1.28¢69 0.55897 0. 16619 2.0770% De04lb2
12 34590,34700 £9902.10937 0.00070 0,090 12,0169] 0,90519 D,60556 J,00874
13 2.45C0) 1.79106 ~C. 06763 0.29507 =0.22304 =-0.,3686C Ne11247 2.301562
14 1719, 75300  42%3,21094 Q, 0090y 0,0CU)3 2,57738 0.,17151 Ve 0076¢ Je00911
15 249049 1.00840 0.9921 4 C. 60029 l.65443 Ve bs07¢ 9, 68602 N.13970
—lt 2235390 172520 =Q,21%496 Ce4]1528 =2,51506 =J.15346 1,01962 ).0145%
2 363100 L0966
TABLE 143 SUBURBAN KEY 10
SAMPLE SIZE 20 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.5571
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 11 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 7464
ARALYSIE BE VATEANCL FO» THE WMyLTIPLE:
LILEAR  RTGRESSIUN
SUURCE CF VARIATICN ND.F. SUM OF MEAN F
SQUARFES SQUARES vALUC P
DUE TU REGRES SIlNeeeososescsse 8 38. 19005 4.71316 1e7290
DEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSICA... 11 30.35%95 2. 16300 n.s
. TOTAL... 1 68.55000
VARLAOLE MEAN STh. kG, STU.FFROP CO4PUTEN TARTLIAL SUR GF $9. PEP, VAR,
NO. DEVIAT IOM COFFF, OF RLG.CIIFe T VALUF CORR, CNF, AN D ruys,
1 2 +03G0o0V 0.97333 D.487206 0.46948 1.03786 Ue 29465 9e 55595 Q. OR1 NG
2 470299 1.31842 [P [TLIFY) Cs92043 0.02551 0.24236 412519 206394
3 4.,17909 1.20975 -0.54383 1.06519 «0. 49651 -0 14307 3.42221 Je 04992
12 34596. R4 706 499C2.10927 C. 00000 0.020¢1 D.04939 0.0140% 0ebh6213 ), NCR21
13 2445000 1.79106 -0.20871 0.251067 -0.32931 =$e242%5 6.22T11 109085
14 1719.,75000 4253,2}3S4 =0,00022 Q.C3211 ~1:.96437 =0 539 ] 15.,09]131 1,2201%
15 2449C49 1.30846 0.470611 0.51095 0.93191 0.270463 2.565065 J.03734
16 2235390 1. 72520 0,04546 0, 356RR 0,12739 O,03338 0,046179 J00065
11 3.35030 1.89945 '
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TABLE 144

SUBURBAN KEY 10

SAMPLE SIZE 20 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 4950

DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 10 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.7035
’ ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FUR THE MULTIPLE
| LINELR  REGRESSICA
: SOURCE CF VAFIATION D.Fe. SUM GF MEAN F
' SCUARES SLUARESR yALUE P
} DUE 7O REGRESSINNeceoocveccsese 8 31.77754 3.97213 1.3476
| DEVIATION ApQUT 2FGRESIION.,s 1t 32,42247 2294759 n.s.
TCTAL..® 19 04.20001
VAR AGLE MEAN <710, eEG, STU.EPPOR COMPUTED PART] AL SyM CF 39, PRIP, VAR,
NO. DEVIATION [ dATIN UF PEC.COFE, T yaLuf grase, Civ, 2eNED CUM,
1 2.3090) 0.97333 0.82908 C.4E517 1. 708€E6 U, 45102 20.05554 J.31239
2 4270099 1.31842 0.007219 0.95565 0,2016Y C,00226 2, 91497 ), 06,098
3 4,17500 1.20975 0.61933 1.13173 V0.54722 0.16279 N.76547 0.01192
12 16996347606 £4$902.110317 C.00000 0,49691 2,078727 0,02405 0, 95604 ),01490
13 2.45303 1.791006 0.020%1 .26208 0.28041 0.02424 2. 54064 1.N0R4?2
&  1716.259900 4262,21094 =(.000173 £.00012 =1.120861 =2.,32005 1.26325 ) ,02902
15 2.47%43 1.00846 =0.55438 0.92302 -1.J5087 =G4 32205 2.82329 } 04405
14 2.3503) 1.72520 0.19437 0426220 2.5178% 2215209 2,85232 D.01328
10 3.3622) 1.83819
TABLE 145 SUBURBAN KEY 10
SAMPLE SIZE 20 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 6754
1 DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO., 9 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 8218
ANALYSIS 0OF VARIANGF FOK THE WILTIPLE
LItEAR SECPESCION
SOURCE CF VARIATICA C.F. SUM (I MEAK 3
SOUAPES SCULRES YALUE p
DUE TO REGRESSIONccesoceccnsne 8 5C.62157 6.32770 2.8610
DEVIATION ABOUT REGDPESSICH . .0 11 _24,32845 2.21163 n.s.
TGTAL... 19 74.953C1
VARIABLE MFAN STG. K¥EG. STD.EPRUP COMPUTED pPamnTiaL W NF €Q, FRIP, VAF,
NG peyizYIOoN  CGEFEF QF pro.Cac, T yALUE crae, cac, LO4Z0 LM,
1 2..30000 0.97333 -0.43973 0.42027 =1.04631 ~0.30036 0.05556 }.00074
2 4,70099 1.21342 2234010 0.82123 2231506 0,64711 Jo. 12114 0.25622
3 4.17900 1.20975 <=1,7%74 - €.02038 -1.78935% “0.474%2 3.59205 2.11344
12 345S6,547¢0 49922,10937 0.00991 2.00091 2,65323 0,29313 9, (46329 1, 00064
13 2.45CCO 1. 75106 =C.62923 0.22529 -2.79301 “0e04415 11.40330 Je15215
14 1719.75040  4253,21064 0, 00022 0,0C910 2,22522 055715 36606 2.11163
15 2.4%249 1.00346 0.44787 0.45739 0.9792) €.232106 1. 65051 J.02202
14 2.35032 1.728208 =L 28011 £.31947 =J.£1418 =0.233491 145623 101458
9 3.55000 1.98614

TABLE 146 SUBURBAN KEY 10

SAMPLE SIZE 20 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.6681

Q
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DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, 8 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 8174
ARALYSIS CF VAPIANCE FUX THE MULTIALE
_LIMELR OFARPrcc fyedy
SDURCE OF VAKTATIIN 0eFe TUW GF AEAN F
Sutjaoce SDUARCS yaLyr p
DUE 7D REGRESSION.sorooseeses B 43.127¢c1 5.39)55  ?7.7681
DEVIATION ARONT 2CG5FSSICM, 0 11 21a62244 1.2647463 n.s.
TOTAL.e. 19 6455005
VARIABLE MEAN ST6. 7EG.  STL.CRROP  COMPUTEN  Paerial SU% OF "0, PROP, VAR,
1 N : DEVIAVION COCFf . OF Pre,COF. 7 yalur gnne , roe, LACEH [T R
1 2.00360 C.67333 =0.71273  0.35437  -1.30727  -0.47349 4.50000  .06571
2 4270092 121342 1058278 N RID]A 1o 34902 (a37£.92 17,0931 N 2R3ARD2
3 417700 1.22075  -0.34468  0.01907  -0.37467  -J.1i225 Ceall10  D.00637
12 34880341600 499)2..10937 =, 00330 2001018 =23,t7920 =ua53%3 1.49141 J.02311
13 245300 1.79106  =0.63060  0.21140  =3.07752  -0.63019 12.92%52  J.21579
14 121982800 . 4281,21094 0.012914 0..000%9 1.94181 Da42143 302419 1, 04683
15 2.47049 1.C0846  0.50325  C.42520 1.13418 033625 2.61127  1.04045
16 2.1593) 1.72520 __=0,.07752 2.23570 =0.2699%  _=0,0743 2.1A1A0 100204
A 3.65C00 1.84310
185
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TABLE 147 SUBURBAN KEY 10
SAMPLE SIZE 20 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.4104
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 17 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 6407
ARALYSTS GF VARIANTE FuUx ThE MULTIPLE
LInFAR SEGepCSinN
SOURCE CF VARIATICA C.F. Su% (b MEAN F
SCHUARES R MIARES ["EYRIL p
DUE TG REGRESSICNeeececossces 8 37.65614 4.70727 0.9473
JEVIATION ARCUT REGRESSICMaaa 54.0918¢ 4.91744 n.s
TOTAL... 16 91.75000
VARIABLE MEAN STn, FEG, STULERE DA covPyTCn PART L U r SQ.  PRIF, VAR,
N QEVIATION Llefe, UOF REG.LOC, Y yALDE e, (s, ADNEN CUv,
1 2.000)0 0.67533 0.26242 0.620060 0.418706 fel2ng? 2.72222 2.02967
2 4.10C39 121842 v 07292 1 ,33041 Y.314950 £. 372670 ol l b 2118971
3 4.1758) 1.20975 =0.63240 lo4elf5 ~2.406630 -0.12937 1.23582 J.21347
12 3485890 04790 4€932,.13937 =N, C0)0 g.003001 =.33320 =a 102838 |1 £ TN 2.21961
13 2.45¢) 1.79106  =0.53%%% 0.33%93 -1.5342% -0e43323 14.72435 D. 16048
14 1712.75))0  4253..1054 0.03011 0.¢0C15 0.7361% 0.21014% 3.29460 006742
15 2.49049 1.02846 -0.6897 0.68201 =J).540R6 =J. 1639 1.87276 0.02041
A 2235007 1.22520 =C,21251 U.47€636 =0,64511 =0,13331 ©.973¢.3 1,01067
. 3.75000 2.19749
TABLE 148 SUBURBAN KEY 10
SAMPLE SIZE 20 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.4761
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 6 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 6900
ANALYS IS GF VAFIAWC: FUR TRE MULTIOLE
S . LINEAR REGARZSSIUN
SOURCE UF VAFIATICA Nefe Su% OF MEAN F
SQUACES SQUARES YaLyF P
DUE TU REGRESSICNeceocoosscee F 31.42429 3.92804 1.24€7
DEVIATIUN ABOUT REGA{SSIiN... 34.57571 3,14325 n.s.
TCTAM eee 10 66,0000
VARTABLE MFAN STr. RFl, ST LRRUR coMPUTEN PASTIAL SUM OF SQ. PRI, VAR,
NU. JEVIATION COFFE, OF PEC.CNE, T yalue COf, g, LNGEN cyv,
1 2.€0C00 0.97333 C. 024G9 0.50102 J.04523 0.01449 040000 1.0675¢
2 4 .70799 1,318642 C.77911 .5611 2.73694 NSO MY 6.91993 110516
3 4.17990 1.2097% 0.07748 1.168706 0.0663) 0.91993 1.66687 J.0252¢
12 34596,3467¢6 49992,18937 -C, 09901 g.0n001 =1.25444 =0,3036] 1,65299 2402504
13 2.45)9) 1.79106 ~=0.12999 0.26H57 =d. 48319 0. 144469 6.40943 1.09802
14 1719.75C90  4257,21CC4  =0.(0021 0.00012 -1. 781 =3.41311 12.76070  _2.19316
15 249047 1.C0346 003426 0.54527 Jed6243 V. 018494 0, 00560 7.00008
lo 2215039 1.725%29 =0.2%747 C.39C0ES =0.0677190 =0, 2(0p2 1.44107 1,02183
& 4,300 1,067
TABLE 149 SUBURBAN KEY 10
SAMPLE SIZE 20 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0, 2563

DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 5§ MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0,5063
AKALYSI1S OF VAFIALCE F0F THE VULTIPLF
LINCAR  REGPESSIUN
SOURCF QF VARIAT IOk r.F. UM OF MEAN +
S JUARES SQuak:S VAR U p
DUE TO REGRESSIONeeesecscceces € 17.565:7 2.19516 V.473°
DEVIATION ARQUT REGRESSICN. . 11 5C,98077 4,63101 n.s
TCT3teee 19 68.55005
VARTABLE MF AN STN. 206G, ST, ERn0K COMPYTED PASTIAL Suk OF Q. PROP, VAF,
__NC. DEVIATION CUEFF, OF KFG.CNE, T yAluUE COER, €0, ADZED cuM,
1 2260000 0.97332 C.27520 0. 6GRIB 0.4523% 0.13514 ) 0.0
2 4,10C99 1.21642 0.3929y 1,2027¢ 6,32651 0,09767 2. 1528¢ 0.03140
3 4.17920 1.20615 0.41330 1.41G17 0.271°2 U 0i 747 0.4)35%Y 0.00589
12 34556,04700 49902.]10937  -0.0003] 0,C0001 ~D.653)2 -0.]168318 2.07023 3.,03020
13 2,453 1.7919¢  ~-0.20538 G.32612 -0.62077 -0.1365%% 60420675 N.CS375
14 1719.7%300 4253,212964  =-C, 00006 C. 50214 -0,44236 =0.1321% 1.64255 N.02396
15 2.49049 1.00846  =0.006511 0.06211 -0.J9833 -0.72963 C.20C69 1.00439
14 2.55C00 1.72520 —0,4%93¢ 0.46246 =242933) =0,246¢ 4,5]26R 206067
i T 1,6500) Fe& 045 .
186
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TABLE 150 SUBURBAN

KEY 10

SAMPLE SIZE 20 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 3149
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 4 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.5612
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR THF MULTIPLE
LINFLE FFORFSSITUN
SOURCE CF VARIATION NeFe SUv OF MEAN F
SQUARES SQUARES VALUZ [
OUE TO REGRESSIUNceococssoscss 8 22.92648 2.86581 0.6321
DEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSION. .. 11 49.,87357 4,53336 n.s
TOTALews 1© 72.80005
VARTAGLE ME.. ¢ STC. REG. STiie ERRIA COMPUTED PARTTAL SUV CF ST, PRAP, VAR,
NO, NEviaATION COEEF., NF KEGL,CNE, T valUE CUKF, CUf, AOIEN ClLIM,
1 2.000C 097333 0.57396 0.60173 2.35387 0.276490 2.7222? J.03739
! 3 3 07 4 0.3186C 1,28225 0.01761
3 4.17902 1.20675 -0.75348 1.4C370 -0.530678 -0.15977 6.21891 J.08542
: ] 99 1092 =Ca 0¢ = 3 3,01792 J,04]45
13 2.45020 1. 791006 -0. 18802 0.322%6 -0.58477 =-0.17364 2.98926 0.04106
—14  1719,75000 4253,21094  0,09QQ7  0,0C014 0,46470 0.13976 0.7175% N, 00986
15 2.49049 1.0C846 =C.16030 0.6%488 “0.24477 -C.07362 2.7809% 0.01073
16 2235000 1, 7252¢ =0,408973 0.45741 =1.07066 -y.30721 5.19746 0.07139
4 3.60000 1.95744
TABLE 151 SUBURBAN KEY 11
SAMPLE SIZE 20 COEFFICIENT OF DPETERMINATION 0. 6862
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 9 MULTIPLE CORR.. COEFFICIENT 0. 8283

ANALYSIS CF VAFIANCE FOR THE MULTIPLF

LINFAV  REGRFSSTUN
SOURCE CF VARIATION Cofe Sum 0OfF MFAN F
SQHJARTS SQUARES VALUE P
DUE TO REGRESSINHeoeccccccass A 1E.462C7 2.31151 3,006
DEVIATIUN ABQUY REGRESSICNeos 11 B, 65795 2,76390 <.05
TUTALewo 19 26.95001
VARTABLE FEAN 3T, KEG, STRERFEWUR COMPYTED PAFTIAL SUM (IF SD. PFOP, yaAR,
_NO, DEVIATION LOEFE . Uf KEC.COC, T VALUE cure, cor, JANA] A Lum,
1 2.06000 0.,973353 0.44296 0.24730 1.78756 Ve 47445 555555 J.20614
2 4.7CCEI 1.31842 0.057R0d_ _ 0.49C14 2,11804 0.03%47 1.48764 N.27783
3 4.17900 1.20975 0. 24940 0.578006 Oe 43144 C.12900 3.57913 D.02149
10 - 34566.84766 49902.13937 =-0.,0000C 0,2000] -d,1R193 -0.05477 0. 446565 De0) 654
11 2.45CC0 1. 79106 0,024¢3 C.13283 0,18539 0.055n1 0.55974 0.02077
12 1719.75000 4253.21064 0.0000% C.0000¢ 0. 88906 0.263%2 1.,02947 0.00100
13 2.49049 1.00846 0.,5980G4 0.26%969 2421756 0.55%83 1.55461 0.13190
16  2,35000 1.72520 -Ce 11377  0.10R36  -0,60400 -0.17917 «2R050) 0,01041)
9 3.55400 1.19097
TABLE 152 SUBURBAN KEY 11

SAMPLE SiZE' 20
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 8
AWALY SIS OF VAPTANCE FUS ThE MULTI?IS

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.4879
MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT

0. 6985

LINFAL RFGRESS LN
SOURCE 0F VAR TATION DeF. SU1 ¢ MEAN ¢
SUUARES SQUAPFS vaLug ]
DUE TO REGRESSIUNGcecoscesosnse a 21.73544 2.71533 1.3100
DEVIATICN AQOUT REGEFSSICNeoe il 22.81456 2. 07405 N.S.
TOTAL.ss 19 44455000

VAR]I ABLE FrAN ST0. PEG. STDLEREQN CO4APUTEN PARTIAL UM UF SQ. PHUP, VAR,
NJ, DEVIATION COtFF, F RIG,COE., T VALUE CCGFre CUF, AR cim,
1 2.C0000 0.97333 C. 44506 Ue 4Ce08 1.09504 0.313%2 5.59556 0412470
2 4 70099 1.31842 0.245065 0,505 1.05049 Ve 3195 7. 70R65 D.17203
3 4.17500 1. 20475 =C. 164009 0.94939 -0.17283 =C.0%204 24102061 0.NGT720
10 34596,84760 49992,10937 0., 4I3ND 0,10¢1 0.36853 0.11044 0.09378 J.00211
11 245002 1.79106 =0s224n" 0.2 1816 -1.33061 -0.20074 1,H4411) 0.CR629
12 1719.75Q09 42%3,2]1CS4 [\ JCDANY Ue 3JU1 D 0,29102 1.02743 0.044R6 3.00101
13 2447049 1.00846 - Jell5u0 Deh4273 0.200706 0.07534 U 01953 0.00044
14 223%200 1. 7252¢ =0,32¢4% 030927 =1,2031¢ =0,306%6 2236646 005312
8 3.150390 1.4312%




TABLE 153 SUBURBAN KEY 11

SAMPLE SIZE 20 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.4288

DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 17 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 6548
ANALYSIS OF VAPLANCE FOR THE MULTIPLF
LINEAR REGPESSION

SOURCE CF VARIATICNAN C.F. SuMa O+ MEAN F
SQUARES SRUARES VALUE p
DUE TO REGRESSICNceecocacecee 8 1€.526¢€0 205620 1.0321
DEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSICNeqas 11 22.0294% 22001 ¢6 n.s.
TOTALeeo 19 38.55005

VARIAGLE MEAN ST0. REG. STU. CRROF COMPUTED PART EAL Sus OF SY,  PROYP, VAR,

—NO, DEYIATION CUCFf, OF FeEC,Cre, T VALYS CCRe , COE, ADPNDED cuv
1 2.30000 0.97333 0.51971 0.36934 1.29640 036969 4.50CC Je11672
2 4.10499 1.31842 =0,0Q4062 C.IYCRT =0, 00000 ~uadlls3 HoR50480 Qa12483
3 4417990 1.20975 0.54172 0.93272 0.5307¢ Ce17247 0.75061 0.00131
10 34596.84266 499C2,10¢37 2.00003D QaCLCO0Y 0.02661 0,.00742 0,00152 0,00004
11 2.45000 1. 79106 -0.17608 0.21433 =0.32151 =0.24 1343 2.8345¢ 1.07353
12 1719,75900 4253,2109% - -C,00905 0.C001D =0 25035 =C.16570 1.8%44} J.064R10
13 2449049 1.C0846 0.374173 0.43515 0.8u4116 Ce25132 1.115%5% 0.02894
14 2.35200 1.72520 -0,24338 0.3C303 =0,30128 =0,23%70 1.2R360:7 1,03330
7 3.05000 1l.72441

TABLE 154 SUBURBAN KEY 11

SAMPLE SIZE 20 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0, 4647
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 6 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.6817
ANALYSIS F VARIANCE FOR THE MULTIPLE
) e LINEAR FEGRESS LUN
SOURCE CF VARIATION 0.F. SUM OF MF AN F
SQUARES SOUARE S VALUE P
DUE TO REGRESSICNcececesccses 8 16.84430 2435554 l.1637
DEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSION.oo 11 21.7C575 1.97325% n.s.
TOTALeoo 19 40.55005
VARTABLE MEAN ST0. REG. STOLERRIIR COMPUTED PARTI AL SUN OF S0. PROP. VAR,
NO. . DEVIATION OCFF . OF RFEOLMOL, T VALUE COFR. CNF. AUDEN CuM.,
1 2.00000 C.97322 Oe51124 Q39697 1.287606 Ge36193 0.72222 0.16%78
2 £.70099 1:31842 0,40295 C, 78920 0,51315 0.15237 £,32801 0,20628
3 4.17900 1.20975 0.25604 0.92603 0627649 0.043J00 V. 19510 0.004861
10 3459684706 49992.10637 C. 00000 0. 09011 0,20950 0.,06304 N.03244 0. 000680
11 2445000 1.79100 -0.11561 V.2128R0 -0.54330 =0.16100 1.36177 J.03358
12 1719,7%000 4253,21C94 -0,00092 0,9¢000 =) 20CRY -0, 06284 Ca49215 0,01214
13 2449049 1. 00640 0.21372 C.43233 0.43776 0.14%5%0 ).2548% J.0062R
14 2235000 1.,72520 =0,25934 Ue301706 =9,6595¢ =0, 25097 1.45794 0,0359%
6 3.85CC0 1.46089
TABLE 155 SUBURBAN KEY 11
SAMPLE SIZE 20 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0,4344
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 5 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.6591
ARALYSI> Uf VARTANCT KR THE MULTIPLC
LINCAR FPEGRISSIGHN
SOURCE UF VARIATICA [ SuUM of MEAN F
SQUAPES SQuARES YALUFR p
DUE TO REGRESSIONcecescvevsoe ] 18.484CS5 2.31251 1.05¢61
DEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSICHA.. 11 24,.06599 2. 18782 n.s.
TOTAL.oo 19 42.55005
VARTABLY MEAN ST, FEG. STD.FRRF CONPUTEN FART 1AL Sus ('F $0.  PRIP, VAR,
__NO. CEVIATION CCERE . OF SBFC,COF, T VALUE CLPE, Cir, ANNED cure,
1 2.06000 0.97323 0.24015 0.41799 0.58R39 C. 17462 1.55550 N.08356
2 4.10199 1.31842 0.534%40 0.82¢19 0.0657%7 2.10163 10, 981117 0,25808
3 417900 1.20675 0.C6Cu8 0.97508 0.10223 C.03.5¢1 0435405 2.00833
10 34596.34766 49902,10937 0,00000 pg.cocag Ja 34669 0,10397 0,33742 0,0¢797
11 2.45000 1.79100 -0.10039 022497 =0.,448)5 =0.13360 117584 0.02704%
12 171975000 4253,21094 =0,00005 0,0€010 =053 =0,15104 1.23R07 d.02910
13 2+49349 1.00846 0.22204 Ce45491 J.40810 0e14560 e 30143 0.00921
14 2235000 .. 72520 =0,14405 0,31774 =2.6%33C =~0.]13543 0,44%09 N.010657
5 3.05000 1.49649
188
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SAMPLE SI2E 20

TABLE 156

DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, 4

ANALYSIS PF vaxl

ANCE FO® THt MULTIPLF

SUBURBAN KEY 11

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 6427
MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.8017

1 INEAR REGRESS TUN .
SOURCE CF VARIATICA C.F. SUv OF AN F
SCUARES sgueees VALUE P
OUE TO REGRESSICN:vececoacsccs 8 40.46025 5.05753 2.4737
DEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSICNe.os 11 22.48976 2.06452 n.s.
T0T8L... 19 62.95001
VARIABLE PEAN STD. FEG. STC.EFROR COAPUTED AT 1Al S Nf _SQ. FUIP, VAR,
NU, DEVIATION CUFFF . OF PECLCNFE, T val Ut cirF, CHE, ANNDEN LMo
1 2.00000 C.57233 0.56433 0.4G407 1.4%410 C.35968 10.328R0 0.17298
2 4.70€99 1.21642 -0,12911 0.76925 ~Je 16154 =0.04365 2.65913 1o 04065
3 4.17900 1.20915 0.50870 0.94261 0.53967 0.1lo )6l 0. 00620 0. 00010
10 __.° & a92 7 0 0,1 6499 06807 3.39698 1.0%393
11 2.45000 1.79106 C. 14094 0.21661 J. 65067 0.19252 J.43234 J.006R7
12 1719.75300 4253,21004  -0,00032 0.¢0010 =-3,3165]1 -0,7373] 19,R4012° 0,31617
13 2.49049 1.00846 =-0.34407 0.43976 -0.78241 “0.229¢2 0.776406 0.01237
14 2,35900 1.72529 0,34373 0,30716 1.11906 0, 31972 2256034 0,04067
4 2.95000 1.82021
TABLE 157 RURAL KEY 3

SAMPLE SIZE 29

DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 13

ANALYSIS OfF VARL
LINFAR

ANCE FCR THF MULTIPLE
FEGRESS 1GN

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.1978
MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0, 4448

SQURCE CF VARTATION De.F. SuM 0F MEAN F
SCUARES SCUARES VALUF P
DUE TO REGRESSICN:eceece oo 8 S5.514la Q.68927 0.0104
DEVIATION ABDUT RFGRESSTUNG.. 20 22.34811 1.11740 n.s.
TCTAL.w. 26 271.86230
VARIABLE MEAN sTC. KEG. STU.ERROF COMPUTED FARTIAL SUM OF SQ. PFIP, VAF,
_ND, NEYIATION COEFF, (JF REG,CNE, T VALUF cuse, €OC, ronen ol 1L I8
1 1.43276 V.78471 -0.04924 0.28343 -0.314137 =0.070¢3 Ve 5342 1.01917
2 4.97689 079248 0.266%3 0.27674 0.967310 0. 21753 2. 0975 Je 07530
3 4.02758 1.55318 0. 03952 0.15017 0.25319 0.05375 0, 00¢62 0.00024
256426.13672 3712C€.6015%0 0.00000 0.00601 0.81560 0.17243 1.17499 0.04249
15 3.379%) 1.32055 =-0.10107 0.174C1 =0.58186 =0.12889 M. 19655 J. 003 A2
16 Y74.17236 1537.29199 0. 00004 €.000.5 C.25714 0.N5963 022124 J.0NR16
17 2.27241 C.91968 0.24890 0.25630 0.%0927 « 21182 0. 6408Y J.02465
18 2.27586 1.83921 =0.10194 Ue11267 =0.7¢6428 =0.1¢935 Gobh¢T2 N 02368
13 3.93103 0.95754
TABLE 138 RURAL KEY 3

SAMPLE SIZE 29

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.2190

DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, 12 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.4679
ARALYSIS ©F VARIANLF FUR THE MULTIPLE
LINEL®  PREGRESSION
SOURCE CF VARTATIOA FeFe Sum OF MFAN F
SQUARFE S SOUARES VALUFE P
OUE TO REGRESSICNeeecoescocee 8 19.66122 2445765 0. 7( 09
DEVIATION ADDUT REGRISSICN.o. 20 70.13188 Q.. 506%7 n.s.
TOTALeoo 28 84.,79311
VARIABLE MEAN STD,. REG. STD.ERPOF cAApPUTED PAFT AL Stiv (iF SQ. PRIIP. VAR,
NO, NEVIATION COFFF ., OF REG.COF. T VALUF cCoLR, CNv", ANNEN CU¥.
1 l.482706 Ce78471 0.05749 0.50219 0.11451 0.025069 0.20110 0.00224
2 4.97689 0. 79248 -0.47174 0. 49024 =¢ 76235 -3.21027 1.91514 0.0215%
3 4.027%8 1.558186 0.42319 0.26603 1.59315 0.33513 6.4723° 0.07208
—14 256426.13672 372C6.60156 0.0¢001 0,000V} 0.62587 Oel306d 1.76449 D 01965
15 3.37931 1.32055 0.25165 0.3€825 0.81636 0. 17948 0.335%20 N.00373
b 137, et . Q - >0 =0,314902 A 67109 0,N0657
17 2.27241 C.91988 -0.08322 0.45491 -0.192%94 =0.04237 0.06577 V.00051
18 2227580 1.83023 0,06198 0,23502 025947 Ne. 05792 ). 23608 100263
12 2.72414 1.79078
189
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TABLE 159 RURAL KEY 3
SAMPLE SI1ZE 29 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0, 4275
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 11 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.6539
ANALYSIS (F VATTANCE FCR THE MULTIPLE
LINEFAR REGRESSION
SOURCE OF VAXTATION C.F. Suv Of MEAN r
, SCUARFS SQUARES VALUE D
DUE TU REGRESSIONeesessscosse s 8 30.69312 3e33664 1.6670
OEVIATION ABQUT REGRESSICN: .. 20 41.,10010 2. 05500 <.01
TOTALee o 28 71.79321
:
VARI AGLE MEAN STD. NN STOLFRRUR CeMPUTED FARTTAL Syst ur SJ.  PRIP, VAR,
NO. DEVIATILN CNIFF, 0k _RFG.CUF, T valuE Curk, cpr, AONEN CUM,
1 1.48270 0.78471 -C.0120% 0.38437 -0.02134 -G, (0701 1.37110 0.01910
2 4,97639 0,79248 -C. 59082 0.27530 ~1.5742¢ -0,3320% 3.111589 0.04334
3 4402758 1.55818 0.57631 0.2C3¢5 232945 0.53472 10.80047 Ve 15044
14 25426.13072 37206.69155 J. 000d 1 0.000)1 1.27034 0,27336 4,713112 e 06990
b 15 3.37531 1. 32055 C. 45599 0.235498 2.10136 0442539 Je 59341 J.11970
16 574417236 1537.29199 =-3,00003 0.CcC20 -J.17337 -0.7)3374 OelbbH3 0,00207
) 17 2427241 0.91988 =0.C498% 0,34835 =-0.14315% =0, 07159 0,34 138 Ve 00410
18 2.27536 1.,33C23 =Co L5842 0.1 7592 =-0,3%250 =0.14%318% 1.59321 02219
11 3.27536 1.€0126
TABLE 160 RURAL KEY 3
SAMPLE SIZE 29 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0, 2279
f . DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 10 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.4714
ANALY SIS GF VARIAKCE F0OK THE MULTOLF
LINFAS  RFGPESSE
SOURCE CF VASTATIORN Detoe SUM OF MEAN 3
SYUAKLES SQUARFS VALUE p
DUE TG REGRESSTUN.eeevoveesnse B 13,1859 164870 0.7581
DEVIATIUON ABCUT QEGFFSSION.. o 20 44,67271 2423303 n.s
TOTAL. oo 28 57.86230
VARTARDLF NZAN SThe HEG. STD. FRR(® CO4PUIFD FLETTIAL Uy NF SQ,  PROB, VAR,
ND. DEVIAT TON CULFF, JF RFGLCO®, T wvALUC COkR, CDF, LAED cuM,
1 1.48276 0.78471 0.0513¢6 C.40073 “0.128106 U 2804 0.22407 2.00387
2 4,97649 C. 719548 0, 048] 6 0,39127 0.123)8 U,02751 0.01172 1.00020
3 4.)2758 1.55818 J.13316 0.21232 0.02718 0.13888 1.09942 J.01831
14 25426413672 372C6.60156 0, 000U1 0.,00001 1.5238) 0, 22343 3, G7TR34 J.060TE
15 3.37931 1.32055 C. 2S800 0624602 1.21398 0.2€197 95.56U47 J.09610
16 574.17236 _1537.29199 0.00009 0.€0021 043641 00,0666 0.451135 0. 00780
17 2.27241 C.951988 -0.08716 0.36307 =0e24300 =0.05369 0.0010¢ J.00002
18 2.27586 1,03023 0.17214 0.18757 0. 9217 0.202 14 1.90317 N, 03289
10 3.93103 1.43754
TABLE 161 RURAL KEY 3
SAMPLE SIZE 29 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0, 2945
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 9 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 5427
ANALYSTS OF VARTANCE Fint Yhe NULTIPLE
Py LINLAR  REGRISS IO
SOHUKCE NF VARIATICA DeFe SuM CF MEAN F
SQUARFS SGUARFE S VALUS [
DUE TO REGRESSICNeesvococssscs n 19.09164 2438541 1.0436
DEVIATION ABUUT REGRESSINN,.. . 29 45473599 2.,20868) ns
TGTAl we ™ 248 64e B2T04
VAR ABLF MEAN $TD. KEG. STDLFRROK COUPUTED PART [ AL St F Q. PPRP, VEE,
__NU. OFVIATICN CUFFr,  OF REG.CUE, T vVALUF CPRE, €0, ANIED CuM,
1 Le4BR27¢ C.78471 J.u0132 0.4CH47 Je00327 U (0073 0.00%59 . 00009
2 4,97649 £.79248 =0,40721 0, 30599 =1.13212 =0,24%1% 203252¢. ) ,03587
3 4.,02756 1.55818 0.37875 0.,21483 1.76301 0.36075 B, 04981 ve.12416
16 25426013672 37206.60156 Qe COUD] 0.00001 1659230 0.31024 L4818 0.065908
15 3.37931 1.3205% 0e 13647 Le 24393 0e.54944 0.12703 197640 0.03049
16 5%4.17236 _1537.29199 9. 00009 0,00021 0.J15138 0,005 0.076170 D.00118
17 2.27241 c.915aa 0.19704 0.367306 0.535406 0.11910 1.27018 0.01959
16 2.21530 1.83023 0.11976 d.108979 0. 63102 C. 13072 0,91058 0.,0]14605
9 3.62069 1.5216C
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TABLE 162 RURAL KEY 3
SAMPLE SIZE 29 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 3301
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 8 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.5746

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR THE MULTIPLF
LINELF REGRESSION

L SCURCE CF VARIATICA DeFe SUM OF MEAN 3
: SCUARES SQUARES VALUF p
| DUE TO REGRESSILNaeecoacssscan 8 1¢.02733 2.00342 l.2s5ls
DEVIATION ABOUT™ REGRESSICNaee 20 232.52443 1.620622 n.s.
* ToTAL... 28 %8.55176
VARIABLE MLan 5TD. KEGe STD.EEUP COMPUTEY PLET T &L SUM GF S0 PRTP, VAR,
NO« NEVJATIUN CCErr. OF REGL.CNE., T VALUE CORRSs CUF. ADNED CHhm,
‘ 1 1.442706 C.78471 ~0.55393 0.34193 -1.62004 =0.34059 8.59371) 0.17700
< 4.976839 0. 79248 —-0.42634 C.33385 -1.277J3 -0.27458 N.828006 De01706
* 3 4402758 1.55818 0.,23812 0.18117 1.59338 0.33500 1.74357 0.03591
—1&  25426.13672 372C¢. 69156  Q,(0009  0.C0001 _  0.11607 0.0¢61¢ 0.264363 0.00502
15 3.37931 1.32055 0.16713 0.2C992 0.79614 0.17527 1.91966 0.03654
16 574,17236 1537,2919S -0.C0004 0.00013 -0.24180 =-0.05299 0.00116 1)e 00002
17 2427241 C.91988 0.36421 030979 1.17506 0.25425 1.5%87¢ V.03211
1€ 2227586 1,23023 -0,13362 0,16005 -0,836173 ~-0.1836G] 1.13855% V.N236%
8 3.65517 1.31681
TABLE 163 RURAL KEY 3
SAMPLE SIZE 29 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 6671
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 7 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 8168
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCF FUR THE MULTIVLE
LINFAR REGHFSSINDN
SUURCE CF VARTATION CeFe SUM T FEAN F
SQUARES SCUARES VALUE p
DUE TU REGRESSIONcceccescaaase ) 21.32582 3.41623 5.0107
DEVIATIGN ABOUT REGRESSICN.as 20 13.63570 0.68179 n.s.
TOTALeoo 28 40.96558
VARTABLE NEAN ST, RFG. STD.CRROF COMPUTED PARTIAL UM CF $Ce PRAD, VAR,
NOo DEVIATICN CCEFF . OF RFG.CiIIE. T VALUFE COFR. CTF. ANDEN CUM .
1 1.48276 0.78471 -C.95807 0.22140 -4.32741 -De 9539 13.903%0 3.33939
2 4.97049 0.79248 =0,34093 0.21617 =-1.57714 ~0433256 044402 Y. 01084
3 402758 1.55318 0.310689 0.11730 2.70147 0«01700 3.93502 J.09606
14 25420,13672 37206460150 J. 00000 0.C0090) 0.27179 0. 60066 0.0%3606 Yo 1ONR?
15 3.37931 1.320%5 0.19016 Ue 13592 1.393J¢ 0.29657 ~ 3, 00024 7.0%421
16 574417236 1%37.29199 =3, 000u5 6.00011 -0.45154 -0 183040 Ve QUHSE 0.00021
[X} 2.27241 0.91988 0.43493 0.20059 2. 10327 0.435637 4e 4o 101 J. 1 ORAQ
18 2.215380 1.83023 0.10417 0.10363 -1.,J0523 0.21930 0N,608413 V01662
7 4 +03448 1.20957
TABLE 164 RURAL KEY 3
SAMPLE SIZE 29 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.2835
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 6 : MULTIPLE CORB. COEFFICIENT 0.5324
ANALYSIS OF V'TTANCE FOR THE MULTIPLE
LINEAR FECRESSIUN
SOURCE OF VIRTATION WeFe SUM T AT 3N ¥
SQuUARES SQUARFS vALUE p
ﬁUl' Tu REGRCSS]CN.oaaoaooaooo [ IZ.ObT’J 1a08147 J e 000
b OEVIATION ABIUT REGRESSIONees 20 32.02196 le6010° <.01
TCTALeee 26 44.68%70
VART AQLE FEAN STh, RfGe 3 {00 COMPUTED PARTIAL sUM (F Syu. PROF. VAR,
NG« DEVIATICN COCFF e OF PFG.COF. T VALUE COTR. (s, ADDFOD rov,
1 le43270 [PRLEXAS =-0.17983 Ua 239208 =Ue.323U05 =Ue L LIV U.0010Y J.01543
2 4 97689 Qe 19244 -0.3025%1 0.53127 -3.,91320 -0.2(007 1.03799 0.02222
3 4402754 1.55613 =0.0602¢ Cel 7976 =-0.330¢21 =J0.07475 1 CERYT Q03730
14 254264130672 37206.60156 0. 00000 0.00001 0.37123 0607275 0430400 N.00680
15 3.37931 1.329055 0.25154 0./ URZY 120702 0.26070 5.6AT5Y IR RAAL
16 574417236 1537."4939 C. 00002 0.GC018 0.132606 Ve 02565 0,31349 NN0701
17 2.27241 C.919868 0.391730 0.,30739 1.26249 07705 2.%060h65 Je0O63T
18 2.215R0 1.R3023 0.C074C 0. 15881 0.0465R da01041 0.00347 0.,00C0R
6 4410345 1.206325 .
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TABLE 165 RURAL KEY 3
SAMPLE SIZE 29 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 1688
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 5 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.4108

ANALYSIS OF VAILANCE FCRY THF VULTIFLE
LINFAR  2FGPESSIuN

SOURCE UF VARTATICA NeF . <UM I'F WFan 3
SGUARES TIIAPES vALUF ]
OUE TO REGRF3SICNcesoesscsces Q 13.43551 2430449 Ve oT6
DEVIATION AROUT RFGRESSICNeo. 29 90.30554 4,546)28 n.s.
TSTALewo 28 109.24146
VAR] ARLF MEAN €The RF(\, STD,F Rt CApryTED PARTI AL SR E S$). Wiy, VAR,
NO. IEVIATION CUEFFe  OF RFG.CHF, T vaLUF rece, Cu-, AIEN ri,
1 l.48270 Jd.73471 DVe43593 He571737 Jeln2 1 de 1 g0 “e R0 VedH 2
2 4.776319 N, 792 4R ~J.12020 C.5%7¢4 =0.22982 ~Ce5132 e 50 T4R JeN0519
3 4.02758 1.55318 Ve 26425 0.3C271 J. 300639 GalTHh0 T.406407 Te06TTR
14 25426.13672 372Cé.6C156 0. 000V1 0.Co0N1 V6564581 012115 S /1248 1, 004%2
15 3.37931 132255 Ce 04443 0.35076 Ve 12666 002011 VO6TT70 3130620
16 5764.17236 1537.,291%9 0.00016 0,0CC30 54961 - Ve 1227 1.38412 Je01267
17 2.27241 C.21938 -0,14202 0.51763 -)e27637 =(eutl 24 JoN1CTS 00010
18 2.271536 1.83023 Je 21518 026743 Yo 8051K 0e17774 ?2.94501 Jo26960
5 3.43276 1.675%22
TABLE 166 RURAL KEY 3
SAMPLE SIZE 29 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 3256
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, 4 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.5706

ACALYSES of VARTAMCE FOPR TUE MULTISLF
LINEAR  FEGIESSION

SOURCE CF VARTATTOAM CeF. Sud uF NN v
SQUARES SQUARES VALUF P
DUE TO REGRESSTUN . eceeeccnsss 6 4T. 75610 5. A5 T T.7co0
DEVIATION AROUT FGRFSSICN... 20 98.931359 4.9%664 n.s.
TOTal... 29 146.68570
VARIABLE MEAN STh. FEGe STO.GFROF COMPUTEW — FACTlAL UM CF SQ. PROP. VAR,
NO. NEVIATION COLFF,  OF REG.CCOF. 7 VALUE CORR, (€. ANDED v,
1 1.4R276 0.7C471 0.44801 0.596135 0.419067 (P EIVEE) 4. 75165 J.0eR97
2 4.97689 0,79248  -0.42913 C.58227 -0.73539 ~0. 16260 0.30389 1.00207
3 4.02758 1.55418 0.81530 0.31597 258032 0.4¢970 26463205 J.1RL55
16 25426.13672 37206.601506 0,00001 0.00001 0.647213 0.1349¢ 1.75088 0.01194
15 3.37931 1.32055 C. 41879 0.36612 1.14336 0.724780 2.37326 D.0T618
16 5764,17236 1537.29199  -0.00048 0.00031 ~1.54639 ~0.32680 12,38306 1.08445
17 2.27241 €.91988  -0.0l1l4l 0.54031 -0.02111 =0.0C472 n.0r071 0.00000
18 2.27586 1.83023 0.03218 0.27914 0.11528 0.02577 0.06575 0.00045
4 3.10345 2.23837 :
TABLE 167 RURAL KEY 2
SAMPLE SIZE 29 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.2694
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 15 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.5190

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE ~UR THE MULTIPIE
P INFAR __REGRFSSICN

SOURCE OF VARIATION DeFe SUM UF MEAN F
SQUARES SHUARFS VALUE [
OUE TO REGRESSIONeeecscececos ! 42.74370 5.34296 0.9216
DEYIATION ABOUT REGRESSION... 20 115.94500 5.79730 : n.s.
TOTAL... 23 158.68970
VARIABLE VEAN sTn. REG. STD.ERROR COMPUTED PARTIAL SUR OF SQ. PrOP. VAP,
NO, DEVIATION CUECFF, OF PEG.COF, T VALUE COPR, CCF., AnNED CUM,
1 1.48276 0.78471 -0.73844 0. 64559 ~1l.14332 =0.241779 4.13%65 0.02609
9 4.97689 0.79248 0.07868 0.63035 0.12482 0.027¢%0 2.15667 1.01361
10 T 4.02758 1.55318 0.07225 0.34296 0.21121 0.04713 5.07243 J.03196
37206.60156 0.00001 0.00001 0.87061 0.19109 1.16968 0.00737
17 3.37931 1.32055 0.27576 039635 0.69574 0.15372 0.90017 J).0056
18 574,17236 __1537.29199 - 0,00014 0.00033 0.42582 0.09479 0.01096 N.00007
19 2.27741 0.91988 -1.21173 0.58492 =2.07102 -0.42032 17.56140 0.11067
20 2.21386 1.83023 0.42985 0.33219 1.42244 0.30210 11.729%0 0.07392
15 4.13345 2.3R006S
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TABLE 168 RURAL KEY 2
SAMPLE SIZE 29 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.4287
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 14 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.6548
ANALYSIS GF VARIANCE FOR THF MULTIPLE
LINEAR REGRESSIUN
SUOURCE OF VARTATIJRN Uel e TO0T OF BTN F
SUUARES SQUIRES VALUE p
JUE TU REGRESSIINcesccccocces 8 20.49017 Ze.96127 leSi6S
DEVIAT ICH ABOUT REGRFSSIUMeee 20 27.3030% l.36515 n.s.
TUTAleee 28 &T.791371
varlabLt MLAK ST10. “FGe SThe bR [ IHOESY Pk VT AL Sud ul S99, PRNB, VA,
NO. DEVIATION CCEFF . NF REG.CNS. T VALUL CCkk, (ko ANDED CUM.
1 1.48276 Q0.78471 -0.62433 C.31778 ~2.631.239 -0.50711 12.81108 1.26805
9 4.976439 0e79248 J. 010687 0.30539 0.05514% 0.012313 Ve 46372 0.C0970
«JEIH8 . «25H818 eclbl «1659 « 350323 0.c899 2.16688 J.04534
16 25426411672 37206.6015¢0 C.00001 0.00201 l. L2516 0.24419 J.13130 ) e04459
P «3793 e 32055 -C.030J3 V.192°3 —0.15611 =6.03489 0.1616% .0033r
18 574.17236  1537.29199 C. 00001 0. 00016 0.06715 0.31493 0.19344 0.00405
P 19 2.27241 0.91988 0.38030 C.208384 L. 33933 0.23697° 2.54729 N.05330
20 227586 1.83023 -0.01534 Ve 14664 =0.104060 -0.02333 De 01494 0.00)31
14 4.27530 1.30¢48
TABLE 169 RURAL KEY 2
SAMPLE SIZE 29 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.4527
1 DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, 13 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT  0.6728
ANALYSIS OF VARTANCE FOR THFE MULTIPLE
LINFAP FREGRESSINN
SUURCE CF VAFTATION CeFe SuM 0OF MEAN F
SYUARE S SOUARES VALLIE P
DUE TU REGKE! SICNececscoscscee 8 33.18736 4.14342 2.067:
DEVIATION ABOUT FEGRFSSICN.,, 20 40.12318 2.00616 n.s.
TOTAL ce e 28 73.31055
VARG ADLE PEAN SThe REG. STD. ER- L COAPUTED PaRT AL SUM OF SQ. PLIP. VAR,
__NO. DEV IATION COFFF, JF REGC.COF. T VALUF COFKy COF, AN CUMe
1 1.43276 Ce784171 -1.29095 0.37977 -3.39926 =0.60514 29.67828 Jeh D4R
9 4.970689 Co 79248 0.12951 Cos37321 0e34327 Q.07756 0.04321 303066
10 4.047%8 155816 -0.02039 0.20122 -0.10133 -0.02245 J.14527 J.000
16 25426.12672 37206.60156 0.0001 0.00091 095947 Cel20975 1.65082 0.022%2
17 3.37931 1.32055 -0.152%0 0.23316 =3 654 05 =0.14471 0.R9337 7.0121"°
16 574.17236 1537.291¢9 0.060011 0.0€020 153639 0. 11900 Qe 41757 N.00570
19 2.27241 C. 91988 -0.1432C 0.34406 -0.41517 -C.092¢6 J.34618 000472
20 2.275 10 1.83023 0.01114 N.17777 J. 06268 0. 01401 N. 007648 J.00011
13 3.75362 l1.61810
TABLE 170 RURAL KEY 2
- SAMPLE SIZE 29 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 4485
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 12 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.6697
ANALY315 GF VARJANCE FOS Tht MULTIMF
LINFAR  FEGRFSSIIN
SOURCE OF VARTATICA N.F. Su4 CF HEAN F
SQUARES SQUARE S VALUF p
DUE TU PEGRESSIGNcececconcene ) 21.501C7 T.4%51 240713
DEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSICN.es 20 33.0€742 1.6%%37 n.s.
TCTALew® 28 61.44849
VARI4LE MEAN STOD. LG, STD.ERRYR COMPUTEN PAFTIAL SN GF SQ,  PRAe, VAR,
Nlo DEVIATION CUEFF . UF PEG.COR. T VALYE CORP. CN e ADNED cird,
1 1.46270 0.78471 ~0.6754¢ 0.345C2 =-1.9303% =0e377J4 2.04027 J.03320
9 4.97649 Ce 79248 0.42402 0.24078 le24426 026404 ?.50460 D.04206-
10 4.02758 1.55818 0.06561 0.13492 0.354178 0.0790% 0.30034 0.00486
16 2542613672 37206.60156 0.00002 0.C0C91 2. 23465 0.43566 $.0R289 J.13154
17 3.37931 1.32C55 0.15523 0.21427 0.72444 0.15569 1.87129 0.03045%
18 574.17236 _1537.29199 -0. 00018 0.301213 -1.00189 =0.214061 0.03033 0.01514
19 2.27241 0.91938 0.13158 0.31622 0.57423 0.12746 2.76512 J.04500
20 2.27586 1.83023 0.31623 0.16327 2.30296 0.45752 R. 93631 N.14624
12 4.13773 le48141
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SAMPLE SIZE 29
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW N

TABLE 171

o 1

ANALYSIS OF VARTANCE FOR THE MULTIPLF

RURAL

KEY 2

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 4418
MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT

0. 6647

DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 17

MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT

L INEAR  RFGRESSIUN
SOURCF CF VARIATIOMN FeFe SUM OF MEAN F
SQUARES SQUAFES VALUE 0
OUE TU REGRESSION:ecoocococsse ] 27.3930] ~ 3.%2413 1.5789
DEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSICNeso 20 34.,60699 1,73235 n.s.
TOTAL.. . 28 62.00000
VARIABLE NEAN STD. REG. STL, ERRNE COMPUT ED PAFTIAL SUs Nk S0,  PEUOP, VAR,
NO o DEVIATION COEFF, OF REG.CIEs T VALUFE COSKk. COS, ANDFN UM,
1 1.48270 0.78471 -0.44778 0.35279 ~1.26955 -0.27309 1.45000 J.02338
9 4.97689 0,79248 0, 466358 0o 34433 1.,34518 0.,28823 6. 79585 0,10961
10 4.,02753 1.55318 0. 233949 0. 18688 1.27336 0.27454 0.%%830 0,.00900
: 16 2549204130672 37206.60156 00,0001 0.00001 1,52029 0.32186 4. 38744 J.0707;
17 3.3793 1. 32055 C. 32942 0.21654 1.51671 0.321138 5.1a133 U.0R357
18 574.17236  15317.291969 -0, 00330 C.0CC1a ~1.062705 =-0.34190 2.8976% 004674
19 2.27241 0.91988 0.43003 0.31956 1.34572 0.2R881% 4, 181 98 N.07713
20 2.27586 1. 83023 0. 14531 0. 16509 0.83017 Je.19311 1.34051 V02162
11 4 .00000 1.4RB05
TABLE 172 RURAL KEY 2
SAMPLE SIZE 29 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.4256
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, 8 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 6523
ANALYSIS NF VARIANCE KGR THE MULTIPLE
LINFAR  REGPRESSION
SOURCE CF VIARTAYIGH T.F. SO OF WTER F
: SQUARES SQUARFES VALUF p
OUE TO REGRESSIINececscoseses 8 92.24039 beD3VJD 1. U020
DEVIATION ABOUT REGRLSSICN... 20 70.51840 2,52592 n.s.
TOTALeee 28 122.15879
VARIABLE MEAN STD. REG. STD.ETRNR COMPUTED PART T AL Sut- nF $Q,  PRID, VAR,
NU - ) OCVIATION COERF, OF FIG.CF, T VALUE CCRR, Cil. ANDED CUM,
1 1.4d8270 D.ld4r1l ~0.10%9062 050248 ~Je331712% =0.070¢1 C. 0067 D.0G717
9 4.97639 0.79248 ~=1,31511 0.46159 -2.671520 -0.51336 25,822R85 0.21036
10 4402758 1.5%818 0.49493 026676 1.3553% 0.38320 lae (4513 Je12011
16 25426.13672 37206.60156 0.9¢001 Ve 0J0J1 1.23677 0.26715 49.718506 0.03844
17 3.371931 1.320%5 C. 20705 0.3C910 0.66985 Uela813 J.t8115 - Jeudlold
18 574,17236 1537.29199 0.00008 0.00026 0.31924 0. 07120 0.62417 0.00508
19 2.27241 C.91988 N.11533 0.45616 0.25283 0.05644 0.61290 3.0049°
20 2.21586 1.83023 0.12260 C.23507 0.52023 C.11555 0.95426 J.00777
8 3.200690 2.09386
TABLE 173 RURAL KEY 2
SAMPLE SIZE 29 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.1700

0.4123

SNALYRTS OF VARIANGE FOR ThE MJILTIPLF
LINEAR  REGRESS IUN
SOURCE UF VARIATION 0.F. SUM UF PCAN 3
SQUARES SQOUARES VALU* [
OUE TU REGRESSIONcseossocsonse 8 22.26728 2.78342 0.5121
PEVIATICN ARQUY REGPESSJUN.oo 290 108. 69820 5.43491 n.s.
TOTAL... 28 130.9¢558
VARI ABLE FEAN sTr. hEG. STOLEFFIR COMPUTED PARTIAL UM '+ SQ., FPROP, VAF,
NO, DEVIATION CUFFF, OF RIEGL.COF, T VALUF CNRK, COC, AOCED Cim,
-1 1.48276 0.78471 ~=0.392%5 0. 02509 ~0.62799 -0.13706 0.71751 J.00548
559 - ) 6103 -0,2 =0,06732 1.5990¢ 0.,01221
10 4.02758 1.55818 C. 13284 C.23119 0.40110 0.0¢ 33 4446922 JeN3413
16 25426,13072 37206,60156 0., 00002 0.0C001 1.371967 - 0.294R0 71.04478 n,0%379
17 3.37931 1.32055 -J. 060747 0.38376 “0.175142 -0.03928 0.08645 N.0060G606
186 574.17236 1537.29199 C. 00014 C. 0N732 0.4476) C. 09969 1.237494 J.01050
19 2.27241 0.91988 -0.07014 0.50534 “0.1c:85 =0.021768 0.21651 N.0016%
20 2.2715806 1.83023 C.32629 0.29259 1.115143 0.2419% 6.758%97 Je 05161
7 3.205%2 2.16272
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TABLE 174

SAMPLE SIZE 29

DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 6
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR ThE MULT IPLF
LINFAR  REGRFSSIIN

RURAL

KEY 2

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.5751
MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.7583

SOURCE OF VARTATICH Cete SUN OF b -3 B F
SQUARES SQUARFS VAL Ul P
OUE TU REGRESSION.ceeeecveees. 8 66.05164 3.32375 3.303%
DEVIATION ABCUT REGRFSSICN... 20 49.23067 2446153 < .0
TOTAL... 28 T15.5¢230
VARTABLE MFAN 3T0. R(G. T, FoRar  COAPUTFD TIRvT4al . SOv OF Si. 1O, VAT,
NU DEV IAT 10k CUFFF.  0F R{GCIE. T VALUF Uk, €U, ACDED CuM.
1 1.48276 C.7R471  -0.16598 C.47067 =0.3943¢ ~G.0a733 3.6R006 3,031 76
9 4.97689 C.792648  =-0.31962 0.41074 -0.77814 -0.17142 0.40641 0.00351
10 4.02758 1.55818 0.78985 V.22269 ~3.54309 0. 62100 0. 73504 VeasTn
25626.13672 372C6.60156 0. Guoul 0.0C001 1.00576 21961 2.71817 0.02398
17 3.37931 1.32055 =0.20222 0.25€27 =1.01532 ~0.2714 212720 L0L1836
18 574.17236_ 1537.29199 0.00030 0.00022 1.39610 0. 20800 31.90670 0.03372
19 2.27241 C.91658  -0.19300 0.30114 <0.5965% . 11255 143337 0.01237
20 2.27586 1.83023_  -0.15699 0.19691 -0.75725 -0.17550 156455 1.01350
3 %.06856 2.0-419 :
TABLE 175 RURAL KEY 2

SAMPLE SIZE 29
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, 5

ANALY3 1S NF VARTANCE FOR THE MULTIPLT
LINEAR REGRESSION

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 8210
MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 9061

SUOURCE CF VARTATIGON D.F. SUM OF MF AN F
SQUARES SYUARCS VALUE p
DUE TU REGRFESIONeeecccscecee 8 91.16090 11.39511 11.4675
DEVIATION ABOUT RFGRESSION... 20 19.37376 0.9536) <.001
TOTALeae 28 111.03467
VARIABLE VEAN STh. REG. STD.EFRRUK COMPUTED PARTI AL S OF SQ,  PEUR, VAR,
_NO. DEVIATION COEFF, UF REG.CNE. T VALUF Clikdk, CNE, ANBFN oM.
1 1.48276 C.78471 0.00972 0.26723 %.23636 0.00813 0.0024¢0 1.00002
9 4.9768% 0.79248 -0.51248 C.26097 -1.96372 =0.49206 1.17033 2.01054
10 4.22758 1.55818 1.09042 0.141¢2 769989 0.006473 Rt . B029R J.T68176
16 25426013672 37236.60156 0.00001 0.000C1 1.02202 0.22217% 0067552 0.006)8
17 3.37931 1.32C055 =0.05J30 0.16409 -0.3065% =U.Job3d Oe 5040673 V. 00454
18 574,17236 1537.29199  -0.00007 0.00014 ~J.53514 -0.11903 0e.4E8%0 0.00440
19 2.27241 0.91988  -0.22637 0.24216 -3.956L6 =0. 20504 0.44 136 7.00403
20 2.27586 1.8302"7 0.12977 0.12511 1.03120 0.22594 1.06913 0.00963
5 5.41379 1.6913¢
TABLE 176 RURAL KEY 2

SAMPLE SIZE 29
DEPENDENT VARIABLE 1S NOW NO, 4
ANALYSES OF VARTANCE Fit TeE MULTIMLE
LINFAR PPGRESSIUN

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.5550
MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.7450

SOURCE CF VARIATJOUN DeFe SUx of MEAN +
SQUARFS SHIAPES VALUF P
DUE TU REGRESSIUNeecoeccoscese 8 G8. 73116 11.051239 . 11ko
QEVIATION AROUT REGRESSICNe.. 20 71.13115 2.6565¢ <.05
TOTAL.c® 28 155.86230

VARTABLE MCAN STo. REG. STH.EKRCR COMPUTED PASTTAL UMW TS0, FRIP. VAR,
NO. NFVIATIUN COFFF, OF RFGLCOL. T vaLUE FURR. COF W ADIED ci,
1 le48276 C.78471 =0.3115% 0.50566 =0.61612 -C0. 13043 Lo AWCOn J.07857
S 4.97689 0., 79246 =C.51117 0.49372 -1.03535 ~Je22495% 158343 1. 00940
10 4.02758 1.55618 0.94193 0.26792 3.51570 Oe i 304 6b.46413 U.41576
16 256426.13672 37206.6C15¢6 0. 00001 0.000C1 0.76500 G.lo861 2.71252 0.01697
17 3.37931 1.32055 =0.26140 0.31044 =0.84204 =0.185%03 6.050263 0403788
18 574.17236 1537.29199 0.0000% 0.00026 0.20597 Ce 04602 Ve 00493 JV.00003
19 227241 C.11588 -0.39525 Ueb5ElS =-0.36274 =0.13942 “.34014 0.02716
20 2427536 1.#3023 =0.)6502 0.23¢69 =0. 69718 -0.15403 1.228067 2.01081
4 4.93103 2038943

195

ERIC 196

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

- B T




-

TABLE 177 RURAL KEY 2
SAMPLE SIZE 29 ) COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 3008
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, 3 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 5484
ARALYSTS 0F VAFTANCE FUS Taf MULTIPLE
LINEAR REGTESSTuN
SOURCE CF VARIATION [5 Su4 af MFAN F
SQUIARFS SQUARLS VALUT p
DUE TO REGREISI)ilesscessoassse 8 2.%4710 C.31539 1.)7%4
DEVIATIUN ABQUT REGRESSICH.ow 20 $.92117 0. 290600 n.s
TOTALeww 2R 8.4068206
VARIABLE PEAN STD. KE Lo STLoEFRD- COPUT LG vrsTlaL LU OF S0, BRI, VIE,
NQ. DEVIATLDN COHFEFE, W FERLCIF . T vyl Cl v (07, LERRLEM CArt,
1 Le4E270 C.78471 C.12134 Cel4589 D831 12 Co Ingnd Ve 22460 JeN264H4
9 4,97600 C,79246 Caletal Jel4c4h 1.02211 Ue 2104 UGEPA K J.121R0
10 4.027%8 1.55818 0. 14292 2,07750 led48Y9H Ce 33267 DeHH62 J o065 TA
16 25426,13672 37206.60156 =0.,00090 0.0CYJ0 =-0. 45022 =Je1006117 0011370 1.00221
17 337931 1.32055 0.07551 0.02857 0454303 Cell3sl4 0.23336 J.0211%
18 574,17236 1537.291€9 -0.00007 0, 00C928 =0.%471% =0.2)715 Qe 16€04 10199
19 2.27241 c.915a8 0.13434 U.113213 lLe01637 0e22107 O, 765R) KFREILL
20 2.21500 1.83023 -0.0c43c U, D6R2Q =0.355%07 =0.7427 DeD3T7%H4 N,03443
3 V53793 Ce 54864
TABLE 178 RURAL KEY 2
SAMPLE SIZE 29 . COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0, 3950
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO., 2 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.6285
ANALYLLS 78 VAT TANET el Tl Wi v e s
LINCAR . ECPTL |
SPUACE GLF VIVIATION CeFe SuU4s TN 3
SQUARES Ak =S vaLe p
DUE TU KEGRE*S!I(Neeeoscsceooee a 5.9117 D227 16704
OIVIAT I Acily” RESUFSZI1iMNeee 29 Fodifl¥h Co 4249 n.s
TOTALese 23 1402002
i
t
VARTABLE FIAN 1N, FlG. ST, ethur cOaPuTEn PAETEAL Tt 0 K. PRy, VAR,
Ni: o DEVIATION Crirr, Uk FUG00F o T VALt Cr' v, (7F, P RIE] UM,
1 le4t270 C.78471 C.41251 Ve 17461 23030 VeI L.2Q077 DI R R
9 445708) C.79241 0, 00392 Cel?74% Je 424 0, 10641 CelhH62) J.03254
10 4,)2754 +S5R18 0e 19907 0. 069292 1.71235 [T We I RTS) 1.006333
16 25426413672 37206.6915¢ 0. UituU 1 [VAIAn I o520 04 e 203045 1. 373113 1.,09030
17 3.37951 1.320%% 0. 04002 0.1377v Yo XT512 Gew dil4 BETLE Do D2TOT
18 5F6,1723¢ j532,79168 C.CUdVT L, 00000 N I550e Velf bl RPN 0,024 9
16 2.27241 0.919 0 0.15775 CelbE20 DeuhZ39 Bels3lc Nel&a 70 FEROIGEYS
20 2.27546 123022 e TR LY ] U172 =1.12145 =, THICR Je 92740 B EY L
P4 3e83331 C.707¢1
TABLE 179 TEACHERS KEY 11
SAMPLE SIZE 19 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0, 4527
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, 4 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.6729
NAELYSUS o VARTANTT Fox TRL UL IoLe
LILLAF CEGLLESESY N i
SCURCFE €F VARTATIGA Lefe U4 MEAN 3
SLWUAKFS SGUARTS VALUE P
DUE TO PEGMESSIMeessssncocsne f 21.6350% 24704 1. 0341
DEVIATION ARNUT REZRiSSTICMNeee 10 26 15302 261558 n.s.
TGTALews 18 S T.78947
VARIAGSLE FEAN STC. RTG,. ST, TRF L CHMpPYUTe PARTI AL SUS OF SQ. PRUOIP, VAR,
NI, DEVIATICN COURFE, AF FTULLC . T vaALUE Cies, (v, ADNDED CH4,
1 1.26316 0.65333 0., 16372 CoT4%24 Q. 21678 Ce QLOQL C. 83097 1.01738
2 510396 1.53243 2, 0471 Yelel 1,7433% [\ dlyd 1. 68342 0,93521
3 342153 1.92403 CedT 14t Qa5 77 l.45870 GeflYu? V.633105 J.07604
10 2361031 25) éfavlll6016 Js 0D IYU Do 'S 12? Q12137 [APEWC Y Jda 00122 Je 05026
11 3.73947 le 28413 Co 4 COL2 0.4 333 1.723%) 04793 DG 220 J.20R46
12 672.,24727 1415, 754064 Cl.UUV12 C.2cC2R Je 45431 0.10221 (e RITHO 1,71752
13 1.569206 NYFE 0,374 Vet 2742 DeB6IA? 0e246254 1.31%35 J. 03R07
14 1.5%4737 24 53C52 0.,10225 Ca24130) Ne22d3 0413264 De46770 )NOu 70
4 249474 letsie94]
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TABLE 180 TEACHERS KEY 11

SAMPLE SIZE 19
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 9
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE F13 THE MULT(FLE

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0, 5499
MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 7415

| INEAR REGFESSIDN
T = 3OURCE OF VARTVATION T.F. TUT GF MEAN v
SCHARES SOQUARFS VALUE p
DUE 7O REGRESSICNceeeccccosee 8 14.58598 1.82325 1.5279
NEVIATION ABOUT RFEGRESSICNess 10 11.94038 1.19404 ns.
TUTAL. .. 1§:] 2€eD20637
VARIABLE AEAN S70. PEG. STOLEFROR COMPUTED PAFT T AL TN UF 0. PPNP. VAR.
NU. DEVIATIOR CUEFF. 0OF REGLCOF. T vALUL CORR. COF. ADNED cam,
1 l.20316 0.65338 ~C.3%305 0.50%64 -J.7081°2 ~-0.21851 1.01267 0.03B1Y
2 5.,1J894 l. 93283 -0.15892 0,21228 -0, 74861 -0.23337 ?2.264499 0.08539
3 3.42158 1.92403 0.07823 0.17485 Ve 44142 0.14009 -~ 3.61417 M.13625
10 23416431250 28451.16016 0,00002 0.00001 1.75368 0.48498 1.71693 J.06473
il 3.73947 1.08418 -0.39584 0.32860 -1.20463 ~-0.35598 1. 17137 0.044106
12 672.94721 1415.15464 -0,00016 0.C0019 ~0.64124 -0, 25708 0.57248 J.02158
13 1.96526 1.0472% 0.51933 0.28804 1.79797 0.49427 J.60471 0.13891
14 1l.94737 2.04052 0. 11076 0. 16330 Qe 67792 Ce 20362 0.%54867% 0.02069
9 3.34210 1.21395 i
TABLE 181 TEACHERS KEY 11

SAMPLE SIZE

19

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.5789

DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 8 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.7608
ARALYSTS OF VARIANCF FOR THE MULTIPLE
LINEAR PEGRESSION
SOURCE OF VARTATION NeFe. SUM OF MEAN F
SQUARES SQUARES VALUE p
DUE TU REGRESSION.ceecccccascse 8 33.08626 4.13573 1.7101
DEVIATION ABOUT REGRFSSION... 10 24.07164 2.40716 n.s
TOTALe.. 10 57.15790
VART ABLE MEAN STh. KREG. STH.ERROR COMPUTED PARTIAL SUM QF SQ. FROP. VAR,
NO, DEVIATION CGEFF . OF PFEG.CNHF. T VALUE CORR. COF, AOGED CuM.
1 1.26316 0.65338 1. 64233 0.71793 2.28758 0.58612 10.41816 D.18227
2 5.10894 1.53283 0.05858 0.30141 0.194135 0.06134 0.37049 0.00648
3 3.42158 1.92403 0.08198 0.248206 0.33024 0.10387 0.41799 0.00731
10 23416.31250 28451.16016 0. 00002 0.0 0002 V. 86509 0.206337 13.10217 0.22923
11 3.789417 1.08418 0.44470 0.406657 0.95314 0.28859 (e 94962 0.01661
)2 672.94727  1475.1754¢4 0. 00022 0. 000217 0.62526 0.25280 0.80760 0.01413
13 1.96526 1.04725 ~0.54195 0.41011 -1.321%6 -0.38557 3.73951 N.06%42
14 1.94737 2.04052 __~0.27082 0.23198 =1.16744 ~0.34631 3.28077 N.05740
8 2.210¢3 1.78198
TABLE 182 TEACHERS KEY 11
SAMPLE SIZE 19 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0,4723

DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOWNO. 17 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.6872
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE F(R (HF MULTIPLE
LINFAR RCGRFSS 1M
SOURCE CF VARTATION Cefe SUv OF MEAN F
SUUARES SCUARCS VaLUE p
DUE TU REGPESSIUN.ceeeeocceess FPETEXETS) 3.69748 1.1137
DEVIATIONN AB:IUT REGRFSSICNeoo 10 33.U5174 3,30517 n.s
TOTALeeo 62.63159

VARLABLE FEAN St0. REG. STD. ERROR coavpuTED PARTIAL UM CF SQ, PRAD, VAR,
NO . DEVIATIUN COEFF . OF PEG.COE. T VALUE covn, COf. ANDED [
1 1.26316 0.65338 1.260%54 0.84125 1.49841 0.,42020 6.56994 2.10490
2 5.10894 1.53283 0.05499 0.351319 0.15570 0.C491° 0.05604 0.DOORS
3 3.42158 1.52403 0. 10706 0.,29093 0. 36804 0.115061 0.44R03 0.00715
10 23416.21250 26451.16016 0,00002 0.00002 0.91128 0. 270651 1528256 Je24401
11 3.78947 1.08418 0.54426 0.546171 0.99552 0.,20028 1.83154 0.02924
12 672.94727  1475.15464 0. 00009 0.00022 0.28562 0. C4995 0.02220 N.00035
13 1.96526 1.04725 -0.44770 0.45056 =0.931063 =0.232060 2.51060 0.04009
14 1.94737 2.04052 ~0.25282 0.27183 ~0.93007 -0.23216 2.85907 0.04565
7 2.57395 1.86535
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SAMPLE SIZE 19

TABLE 183

TEACHERS

KEY 11

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 4925

DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, 6 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.018
ANALYSES OF VAREANCE FOR THE MULTIPLE
LINEAR REGRESS ION
SOURCE OF VARTIATION D.F. SUM OF MFAN F
SQUARES SOUAKES VALUF p
OUE TO REGRESSION.cececcceacee 0 25.81952 3.22744 1.2133
DEVIATION AROUY RFGRESSION... 10 26.,60155 2.66015 n.s.
TCTAL.se I8 52.42107
VAR] ABLE VEAN STOD. REG. STD.FKRNR COMPUI L0 PARTIAL SUM OF SO0. PRJIP. VAR.
NOo DEVIATION COEFF, OF REGL,COE, T VALUE CORK. CnE, ANEQ Clv,
1 1.26316 0.6%338 C. 76094 0.75472 1.00830 0.30379 6.09230 0.11622
2 4210894 1, 53283 0.309473 Q31606 1662 459 h & A5 {
3 3.42158 1.92403 0.32427 C.26098 1.24253 0.365T71 10.44312 J.19922
k 3 L Q74 Q 889
11 3.78947 1.08418 -0. 16457 C.49047 -0.34269 -0.10805 0.35n67 0.00684
12 617294727 14715.15464 =0, 00004 C.00029 -0, 14079 -0.04443 0.07569 N.00144
13 196526 1.04725 0.24692 0.43113 0.57272 0.17821 0.90764 0.01731
14 194737 204052 =-0.03€694 Ce24386 =-0.15150 ~0.04785 0. 06105 0.00116°
6 3.63158 1.70£54
TABLE 184 TEACHERS KEY 11
SAMPLE SIZE 19 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.6359
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 5 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.7974
ANALYSES OF VARIANC. FOQ THFE MyLTIPLP
LINEAR REGAESSIUN
SOURCE OF VAREIATIJN 0O.Fe SUM OF MEAN F
SQUARES SQUARFS VALUE P
OUE TO REGRESSIONececssssccse [} 41.30023 5.16253 2.1832
ODEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSIOM... 10 23. 064714 2. 36471 n.s.
TOTALee o 18 64.94737
VAR 1ABLE ME AN STD. REG. STO. ERROR COMPUTED PARTIAL SUM NF SN. PRNP. VAR,
NO. DEVIATION COFFF. OF REG.CNE. T VALUE (CDFE. CNF. ADREN CUM.
1 1.26316 0.65338 -0.00737 0.71157 -0.21035 -0.00327 3.60491 0.05551
2 5,10094 1.53283 0,37036 0,29874 1.23970 0.36458 0.56127 0.00864
3 3.42158 1.92403 C.51061 0. 24600 2.07513 0.54804 18. 07094 0.27838
16.31250 28451.16016 1.00003 U.00002 1.33474 0.40F17 8. 66099 0.1333%
11 3.73947 1.08418 0.56858 0.46244 1.22354 0.36239 6.14238 N.09457
12 67294227 1415,15464 8. 00005 0.900027 0.18726 0.05911 0.48406 N.00747
13 1.96526 1.04725 0.19215 0.40648 0.47272 0.14784 Ve 3664? 0.00564
14 12241317 2:,G4052 0.27568 0,22992 1.19301 035453 3.3995% 0.05234
5 294737 1.89952
TABLE 185 TEACHERS KEY 10
SAMPLE SIZE 19 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0, 5255
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 11 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.7249
ANALYSIS OF VAFTANCE FOR THE MULTIPLF .
1 INEAP  RFGRESSION
SOURLE CrF VARTATTON DeFo Sum (IF MEAN F
SQUARFES SQUAPES VALUE P
OUE 10 REGRESSION.cceccccecee 8 16« UBST> 226122 T. 3645
OEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSIONeos 10 16.33131 1.63313 n.s.
TOTAL.ee 18 34.42107
VARI ABLE VEAN STL. PEG. STO. ERKRDP COMPUTED PARTEAL SIM OF SQ.  PROP, VAF,
NO. DEVIAT LIN COEFF. OF REG.CNE. T VALUE CNRR, COE. ADDEN CUM.
1 1.20316 - 0.65338 -0.15584 0.59134 -0.20354 -0.09305 0.09229 0.00268
2 5.10394 1.53282 0.162606 0.24027 0.05520 0.20283 2.66996 0.07757
3 3.42158 1.92403 -0,07956 0.20448 -0.38906 =0 12211 2.30634  0.06700
12 23416.31250 28451.10601¢ 0.00001 0.00002 0.45352 0.14350 2. 68551 0.07802
13 3.78947 1.C8418 0. 630674 0.38430 1.65687 0.46411 5. 57275 0.16190
14 6T72.94727 1475.75464 ~J. 00005 0.00022 -0.22181 - 0. 06997 0.04483 0.00130
15 1.96526 1.04725 0.57369 0.337680 l.69830 0.47314 4. 66301 0.13%549
16 1.94737 2.C4C52 0.03487 0.19108 0.18248 U+ 05761 0.05438 0.00150
11 3.6315%8 1.38285
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TABLE 186 TEACHERS KEY 10

SAMPLE SI1ZE 19
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 10

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0, 3154
MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.5616

B L T

ANALY3 IS OF VARTANCE FOR THE MULTIPLE
LINEAR REGRESSION
—__ SOURTT UF VARTATIUN D.F. SUF OF — MEAN F
SQUARES SQUAR®S VALUF [\]
DUE TU KREUGRESSTUNeeeoeocccose 8 Lo lilal Z.80503 Ue5THO
DEVIAT ION ABOUT REGRESSION... 10 49,640865 4,96488 n.s.
1UTALewe 18 . (6e22032
VARTABLE AEAN STO0. RLG. STO. ERFOIK TORPOTLD PARTTRT SUF UF S0, VFOP. VAR,
NO. ) DEVIATION COEFF, UF RFG.CNE. T VALUE COFR, CNE, ANDED CuM.
1 1.26316 0.65338 l.15080 1. 03100 1.116l) Ue 33283 6. 76600 De0G379
2 5.10894 1.53283 -0.45097 0.43288 -1.04179 =-0. 31290 10.97142 0.15127
3 3.42158 T+e92403 V. UUBT 4 0.35654 UeUcC4D1L U.007 10 U.45802 e0UG32
12 23416.31250 28451.16016 =-0.00001 0. 00C03 -0.30753 -0.,05679 0.56313 (1.N0749
13 3.78941 1.08418 0.39188 0.0 fUUO UsDb4b4 0. TRTAO T.050L28 Ve UTLDE
14 072.94727 1475, 75464 0., 00025 0.00039 C.64287 0.15922 1.4108% 0.,01954
15 1.96526 1.04725 -0.08048 0.58€99 =0, 136064 =Ue 04317 0.048%46 0.00067
15 1.94737 2.,04052 -0,1901% 0.32316 -0.57077 -0s177¢2 1.61742 0.02230
10 3.15789 2.00730
TABLE 187 TEACHERS KEY 10
SAMPLE SIZE 19 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 2862
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 9 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.5350
ANALYSTIS OF VAKJANCE FUR THE MULTIPLE
LINEAR REGRESSIGN )
“SUUKLE CF VARTATTON Tl SUM OF FEAN F
SQUARES SQUARES VALUF p
DUE TD REGRESSIUNcescesssosss a 23.04747 2.88093 0.5012
DEVIATIDN ABOUT REGRESSICN ... 10 © 57.47685 5.74788 n.s.
TOTAL..® 18 80.%2632
VARTABLE VEAN STC. REG. $T0.ERROR COMPUTCUL PARTT AL ~ SUNM DF §Q.  PROWP. VaK,
ND. NEVIATION COEFF. 0F RFG.CNE. T VALUE CORR, COE, ANNED CuM,
1 1.26316 0.65338 0.26192 1.1C939 0.23609 0.07445 0.00577 0.00G07
2 5.10894 1.53283 0.15896 0.46576 0.34129 0.107320 5.02977 0.06246
3 3.42158 1.92403 C. 50081 V38362 Le3UD41 0.38155 I1.53030 0.14310
12 23416.,312%0 28451.160106 0., 00000 0.00003 0.08992 0.,02842 0.74869 0.00930
L3 3.78947 1.084106 U.24UB4 0. 72097 0.33406 e 1UDUD “Je 15007 0. 00154
14 672.94727 1475. 754064 -0,00021 0. 00042 -0.49325 -0.15412 2.270106 J.02819
15 1.96526 1.04725 =06 35450 0.63373 -0s25938 =0. 17419 1.2t 10 D.01380
16 l.94737 2. 04052 -0.19659 0.35847 =-0.54341 -0.17C87 1.7287% 0.02147
9 3.15789 2.11511
TABLE 188 TEACHERS KEY 10
SAMPLE SIZE 19 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.5120
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 8 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.7156
ANALYSTS OF VARIANCE FOR YHE PULTIPLF
LINEAR REGRESSION
SOURCE CF VARIATICHM [ SUM Uk WEAN F
SQUARES SQUARES vauie p
VUE TO KEORESSTCNeeeceooccacee 3] FIICERIAS €. 300721 T.3TTT
DEVIATION ABOUT REGRCSSICN..o 10 48.07661 4.80766 n.s.
TOTAL..o 18 98.92632
VARTABLE VEAN STDh. PEG. STD.FPROR COMPUTED PARTT AL SUM OF §Q. PFOP, VaF,
ND . DEVIATION COCFF. DF PFG.CNE. T VALUE CORR, FOF, ADDED Cuv,
1 1.26316 0.65338 0.17223 1. 0l460 0.16975 0.0%360 2e994572 0. 03030
2 5.13894 1.53283 0.41140 0, 42567 0. 96580 0.2921) 6.37238 0.06468
3 3.421%8 1.92403 -0.1%9394 0.35J385 -0.43876 =0, 13742 6. 08653 0.06178
12 23416.31250 23451. 16016 C. 00005 0.30003 1.74926 0640404 15.04002 0.1526%
13 3.78947 1.08418 =0. 66707 069937 =-1.31499 ~Ue 38306 L. Z2BBLD 0.06387
14 672.94727 147%.75464% 0. 00052 0,00338 1.349096 Je 36040 11.09663 0.11267
15 1.90526 1.04725 0.19106 0.57558 0.32965 0e 10363 0.39]128 0.00397
16 196737 2.04052 0.,22125 0.32784 0.0674806 0.20871 2.18957 0.,02222
8 2.84210 2.3395¢
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TABLE 189 TEACHERS KEY 10
SAMPLE SIZE 19 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 3873
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 7 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.6224
ANALYS1S OF VARTANCE FUR THE MULTIPLE ‘
LINEAR REGRESSION
SOQURCE GF VARTATIGN C.F. SUM OF — NMFAN ¥
SGUARES SCUARES VALUF ]
. DUE YO REGRESSTONecescevsevss ] 58.34505 729313 0. 7503
| OEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSIOM... 10 92.28654 9,22865 n.s.
‘ TOTAL... e 150.63159
VARTABLE MCAN ST0. REG. STU. FRROR COMPUTED PAFTTAL SUF OF S0. PRIP, VAR.
NO, DEVIATION COEFF.  OF RFGLCNE. T VALUF CorR, €L, ADBED UM,
1 1.26316 0.65338 1.33378 1.40572 0.9523a 0.26028 0.0014¢4 0.00001
2 5.10894 1.53283 -0,22620 C.55017 -0,38328 -0,122332 5.43862 0.03611
3 3.42158 1.92403 =-0.2(253 0.48609 . -0.56000 0. 17457 0 T2y 0.00114
12 23416431250 28451.16C16 0. 00000 0.0000¢4 0.04519 0.01429 2.24992 0.01494
13 3.78947 1.08418 <=0.¢3475 €.91355 =0.91374 ~0.27160 T16.4%310 0.10916
14 672.94727 1475.75464 0.00053 0.00053 1.2013n 0. 20138 4.90271 0.03255%
15 1.96526 1.04725 <-1.03363 0.80301 -1.237¢5 =8.37700 [3.35415 0 .08065
16 1.94737 2.04052 =0.59402 0.45422 -1.3977: -0, 53217 15.78392 0.10478
T 3.57€55 2.89282
TABLE 190 TEACHERS KEY 10
) SAMPLE SIZE 19 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 5278
' v DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO., 6 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 7265
ANALYSIS OF VARTANCE FOR THE MULTIPLC
LINEAD REGRESSIUN
SOURCE OF VARTATICA C.F. SUA OF VFAN F
' SQUARES SQUARFS VALUS p
OUE TO REGRESSTONeeeosossoces 8 41, 44495 5. 180062 1.3971
DEVIATION AROUT REGRESSICN... 10 37.08142 3.70814 n.s.
TOTAL.s. 18 T6.52637
VARTABLE MEAN STC. REG. STD. FEROF CnAPUTED PARTT AL SUV DF SQ, PRIO, VAP,
NO. DEVIATION CUEFF.  OF REG.CNOE. T vALUE COFE, CQF. ADDED cuk.
1 1.26316 C.653380 -0.268860 0.09106 ~0.32390 =0.10190 0.63590 0.00810
2 5.10894 1.53283 0. 75470 0.37419 2,01737 0.53783 12.84990 0:16364
3 3.42158 1.92403 0.47246 0.30813 1.53334 0.43630 T1.7931% 0.15018
12 23416.31250 28451.16016 0. 00001 0,C00d2 0.23787 0.07%64 1.85935 0.02368
13 3.78947 1.08418 0.14368 0.579C8 0.24811 0. 07622 0.10901 0.00135
—1l4 672,94727 1475.75464 __ ~0,00009 0.00034% -0.25288 -0, C797) 0. 52845 0.00672
) 15 1.96526 1.04725 0.89171 0.50901 1.75135 0.48459 12.01897 0.15306
' 16 1.94737 2.04052 -0.19208 0,2£792 =0.66712 =0.20642 1.65034 9.02102
6 3.84210 2.08068 N R
TABLE 191 TEACHERS KEY 10
SAMPLE SIZE 19 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 3529
DEPENDENT VARIABLE ISNOW NO. § MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 5941
ANALYSTS OF VARIANCE HUR THE MULTIPLE
LINCAR FEGFESSIUGN
SOURCE OF VARIATION NeFo UM OF MEAN ¥
SQUARES SQUAKES VALUY p
DUE TO REGRESSTUNeecoscovoves ] 37.668C1 4. 70550 0.6017
OEVIATICN ABOUT REGRESSICN... 10 69,06H83 6.900643 n.s.
TOTAL... 18 106.73665
' VARTABLE VEAN STO.. REG. ST0. FRROR COMPUTED PARTIAl SUK OF SQ. PFOP, VAR,
NU. OEVIATLON COtFF.  OF REG.COE. T VALUE COKR. COF, ADDE D cum,
1 1.26316 0.65338 -0.39639 l.21¢€10 -0.32595 =0.102%2 7.06558 0.06620
2 5.,10894 1.532R3 0.37722 0.510%6 0.713874 0.22751 13,22742 012292
3 3.42158 1.92403 C.217670 0.420%52 0.65799 0.20371 T6.01620°  0.05436
12 236416,31250 26451.16016  =0.00001 0,00003 -0.29422 0. 09389 0.16440 0.00154 .
13 © 3,78947 1.C8418 -0.42918 0.79022 -0.54304 =-0.16975 4. 12711 0.03867
14 672.94727  1475.75464 0. 00010 0. 00040 0.21967 0. 06430 0.00932 0.,00009
15 1.96526 1.04725 0.26741 0.654069 0. 30473 0.12083 1.37¢39 0.01290
16 1.94737 2.04052 —=0.35640 0.39295 =0.90539 -0.27570 5.68186 0.05323
: ~ 5 3.47368 2.43512
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TABLE 192

SAMPLE SIZE 19
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO., 4
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FUR Tk vuLtIPLe

TEACHERS KEY 10

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 3392
MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.5824

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

LINEAR REGRFSSION
SOURCE GF VARTATICRN Tef e SOw OF TETW F
SQUARES SQUAPES VALUE p
UUE TO RKEOGRESSTUNceosscocssss 3] 13,.49%64 1.6809% O.6416
DEVIATION ABOQUT REGRESSICN... 10 26429390 2.06221319 n.s.
TUTAL e g 35. 0955
VARTABLE VEAN S0, REG. STh. FRFUR CINPOTF D TFSRTTAC T SUMUF SWQ.  PRJIP, V&R,
NOD. DEVIATION COEFF. OF RZG.CNE. T VALUF Cure, CnE, ANDEN CiM,
1 l.26310 V.60334 B EXALXX] Je IDU3G ~leJd404 =U. 31076 002920 V0003
2 510894 1.53283 0.02535 0.,31502 Je.JH048 0.02544 N.01036 0. 60026
3 - 3.4l1538 leS5cats ~0. 0670l Ve D406 =Ue DuiU VI RTASU Le4o 116 JeU 3047
12 23416,21250 28451.16C16 0.,00003 C.0¢002 1.5493)2 Ge4493) l.274174 0.03204
13 318741 l.Vt4l18 ~0.60%5] Dot ibl =-ls2417%4 (e 36001 P XA UL Q0NMTLS
l4 672947271 1475.754C4 -0.00036 0.(0023 ~1.26379 -0, 27262 1. 09625 0.07782
15 1.96526 le04725 0.45635 Ve42863 1.06458 0.31903 265213 N.00667
16 LeD4717 204052 0.22723 Ge 24245 0.93721 Ve 28415 230955 D.05804
4 4.10520 l.486178
TABLE 193 TEACHERS KEY 9
, SAMPLE SIZE 19 . COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 3904
r ) DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 11 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.6248
ANALYSTS OF VARJANCE FNR THE MULTIPLF
_ LIMEAR PEGRESSION '
SOURCE CF VARTATION CeFe T SUM O OF MEAN [
SQUARES SQUARES VALUF p
MJE TU REGRESSIOVeoseocosssse 3] 20.067261 258408 0.8000
DEVIATION ARNUT REGRFSSICNeos 10 32.27490 3.22749 n.s.
TOTALeo o 13 52.94 151
VARTABLE MEAN STD. WEG. ST, OLRRW COMPUTED PAKTIAL SUM (IF €Qe.  PROP, VAR,
NO o » DEVIATION CUFFF, UF RCGLCAE. T VALUE COPF, Cuf, ADNEDN Cum,
1 l.26316 0.6%338 = e%6482 0.63131 =Jde 6144 ~0,21006 0. 070606 0.00133
9 5.,1C094 l.5328) d.17714 034901 050765 Uel5R417 0.19965 N.00377
10 3.42158 1.92493 ~0.008174 0.28746 ~0.03041 =-0,00962 1.54142 0.02911
12 23416431250 28451.10016 0.00002 0.CCO02 ls 14450 " 0.340132 1,37933 J.06383
13 ,73947 l.CR41H -0, 38782 054025 -J. 71745 ~0.,22137 1.09729 0.02072
14 67294727 1475.75464 -0, 00010 0.00C31 ~0.301 32 =0, 09501 0. L8068 J.00341
15 1.26526 1.04725 0.99566 D.nT4a8 2.09666 0.5926) 14.06252 0.26559
6 1.94737 2. 04052 0. 05616 0.26861 0.20907 0.06597 0.l4l07 J.00266
il 4.05263 1.71509
’ TABLE 194 TEACHERS KEY 9
SAMPLE SIZE 19 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.6686
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, 8 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.8177
ANALYSTS UF VARTANCE FUR THE MULTIPLE
LINEAR IEGRESSIUM
SOURCE CGF VARTATION GeF. SO OF FEIN F
SQUARES SNUARES VALUE
OUE TU REGRFSSIONsesossoacsoss ] 7). 96446 ©,24556 2.5215
DEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSICNaeo 10 36.66713 3.06671 .S,
: TUTALeoo 18 110.63159
VARTABLE MEAN €Th, HEG. STD.CEFRDN COMPYTE D PARTTAL SUM (F SN. PROP. VAR,
Ny ACVIATION CHELF. OF FG.COE., T VALUF CURR, Cllre APDEN CUM,
1 1.261316 O.65338 -0.24706 0.63607 -0,27333 =0. 037353 ., 11103 0.07332
9 5,1CA%4 1.53%33 D,515489 Ce2 7200 lo3Jd678 0.40162 N.02413 1).00022
10 3.42158 1.92403 V. 13604 Ce 33640 De 44313 013904 fle 42820 1.07627
12 23416.31250 2t451.16016 Q.00006 0.0002 2.51206 0.62201 3.)e 13696 Ne27241
13 3.78947 l.08418 2e 43300 0.57584 e 75195 0.23134 6.30830 N,0615%4
14 672.964727 1475.75464 0. 00017 C.0C034 De.51271 0. 160C5 1.47340 Ve0N3l04
15 1.96520 1.04725 J.36802 0.50616 JeT2708 Ge 22418 1.278139 7.01156
16 l.947317 2.,04052 0. 59224 0.28€31 2.001353 0.54741 15.63122 N.14181
8 2.42105 2447515
201
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SAMPLE SIZE 19

TABLE 195 TEACHERS KEY 9

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 17743

DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO., 7 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 8800
ANALYSIS OF VAPIANCE I0R THE MULTIPLF
LI1EAR REGRESSION
SDURCE OF VARIATIONMN DeF. SuUM UF MEAN F
: SCUARES SQUAFRES VALUE p
DUE TU REGRESSIONeeescesonoece 8 Gt.91243 12. 11405 42600
DEVIATION ARQUT REGRESSICNsss 10 28.24547 282455 <.05
TNTAL oo 19 125.15799
VARIABLF MEAN 5T0. RCG. STD. EFVIR COMPUTED PART | AL CUM NF SQ. PPID, VAR,
NU, DFVIATION COEFFE,  OF REG.CIF. T VALUE CORR, CUL. ADDED rum,
1 1.26316 €C.65%38  -2,672132 0.77769 -3,43689 -0.7359) 4.T6741 0.C3809
9 5.10894 1.53283 2372173 0,32650 1.14169 012955 645630 J.06159
10 3.42153 1.52403 0.04298 0.26892 0.15984 0.05043 33.10814 0.24055
12 23416,31250 28451,26316 €, 00997 0.00002 1.73517 0.70321 10.12%48 n.08090
13 3.78947 1.08418 -1.31325 €. 50540 -2.59844 -0.63487 £.52340 0.06818
14 672.94727__1415.75464 __~0.00011 0.00029 -0.33673 -0.12179 Ve 39547 0.00316
15 1.96526 1.04725 0.21627 V.44425 0.4861)2 0.15215 0.17394 0.00130
16 1.94737 2.04052 0.90149 28129 3.537151 0. 75017 36.35239 0.29045
7 3.21053 2.63690
- TABLE 196 TEACHERS KEY 9
SAMPLE SIZE 19 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.7416
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, 6 MULTI PLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.8612
AWALY 313 ©F VARIANCE FUR THE MULTIPLE
LINEAE  REGPRSSIUN
SOURCE DF VARTATIUN D.F. SUM DOF NEAN T
SQUAKES SQUARES vatul P )
DUE TO REGRESSIONeeesscsccoows ) “85.065C6 10.73363 3.5074 :
DEVIATIUN AROUT REGRESSICN... 10 29.92041 2.99204 <.05
TOTALeoo 18 115. 70947
VARTABLE MRAN STN. REG. STH, ERKOR COMPUTED PARTI AL SUS OF SQ. PROP, VAR,
ND. DEVIATIUN COEFFe  OF REGLCLE. T YALUE COFR, (OF, ADRED cum,
1 1.26310 0.65338 =2.862950 C.80041 =3.535%05 074531 3.97439 0.03437
9 5.10894 1.53283 ~0.40004 0.33604 -1.,369)1 ~0e327:9 21.37114 J.l 8457
10 3.42158 1.92403  -0.03162 0.270678 -0.11424 -0.03510 5.51911 0.04767
. 12 2341631250 28451.16016 C. OUOVG 0.00002 2. 73848 0465460 7.04050 J.,06980
. 13 3.708947 1.08418 =-0.11200 0.520117 -D.21531 -0.06793 1.789901 0.01546
14 672.941721  1475.75464 _ =0.00015 0.00020 -0.49414 ~0,15439 0.31031 0.00268
15 1.96526 1.04725 -0.05606 0.45723 -0.122061 ~0.03R74 0.43954 0.00380
16 1.,94737 2.040652 1.00772 0,253 3.49637 0.776406 45,6240 0.39230
6 3.10926 2.53629
TABLE 197 TEACHERS KEY 9
SAMPLE SIZE 19 . COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 7041
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO., 5§ MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 8391
ANALYSLIS 0 VAPRPTANCE HOR THE muLTIPLSr
LINEAR KEGRESSILN
s SDURCE CF VARIATIUN D.Fe SUM OF MEAN F
SLHARFS SIUARES vaLut p
DUE TU REGRESSICNeesocoscoson [ $9.21829 7.40229 2.G743
DEVIATION ABOUT REORESSICNea . 19 24.04718 2.488172 n.s.
’ TOTAL oo 18 t4.10547
VARIABLE MEAN STD. +EG. ST0. CRROR CONPUTED PAPTI AL SUM (OF §0. PPOF. VAR,
— NG, DEVIAT b COEFF, OF REG,CC, T VALUC CORR, (N, AN fuM,
1 1.26316° C.¢5338 =C.27837 0.729499 -2.51900 -0.1619% 4.05047 U.04816
9 5.10194 L.S53283  -0.41141 0.300643 ~1.3424] -, 33976 10,37069 0,12341
10 3.42159 1.92403 0.92215 0.25243 2.06150 0.54701 1685493 0.20040
12 234106,312%) 28451, 16016 C00002 0,00092 1.35170 0.39505 4. 17846 N.04968
13 © O 3.718947 1.CB41¢ 0.63070 0ehi4nl 1.43485 0.41320 9435429 n.11122
14 672.94721 1475.75464  =0,000417 0.00828 ' =0.62759 =0, 15466 0.1%699 0.00151
15 1.96526 1.C4725 ~0.41547 0.41730 ~1.14220 ~0.33919 4.06530 0.04834
16 1.04737 2.,04052 0.47112 0.23%87 2.0252¢9 0.53933 10.23823 0.121%7
5 4.68421 2.16160
202
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TABLE 198 TEACHERS KEY 9

SAMPLE SIZE 19 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION  0.7807
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, 4 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.8836
ANALY3IS OF VARTANCE FOR TPE WLTIPLF
. LINEAR REGRESSION
SOURCE CF VARTATION O.7. ST OF AN F

SQUARES $QUARES VALUE P
OUE TO REGRESSILNeeossssooooen 3 119.,975178 14.99697 4,449
OEVIATION ABOUT REGRESSICHMess 10 33,70844 3.37034 <05
TGTalees 18 15J5.684c¢
VARTAHLE FEAN STl RELe STD« FREO(R CO4APUTLED PARTT AL SUMT(JF SQ. PHJP. Vare.
NO. DEVIATION COECF . QF REG.COE., T VALUE COPR, CNE, ANDEOD CiM,
1 1.26316 005333 -2.83775 Ve834957 -3.34022 -0. 72619 . 5. 19104 0.03378
9 5,10394 1,53283 J, 50909 0,35668 1l.42730 0.41139 0.61535 1.,00400
10 3.42158 T.92403 0.078%0 J+20373 De2072L Je0n429 To.%3220 VPR ELEY)
12 23416,31250 24451.16016 0.00007 0.,00002 3,43601 0.73581 24,62555 N,16023
13 3.78947 1.CB418 0.10%77 Ue552 2.19157 «06.)4 ol Ld> ol) []
14 672.94727  1475.175464 0.00010 0.00032 0.,323384 0.10138 5.,18329 0,03373
15 1.96526 1.0472% -0e14534 0.4E531 - -0.30050 ~0.09460 1.16%03 0.0075R
16 1.94737 2.04052 1.17775 0.27451 4,29034 0, 30497 62.04697 0.40373
4 3.26316 2.62199
TABLE 199 TEACHERS KEY 9
SAMPLE SIZE 19 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0, 3084
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 38 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.5554

ANALYSIS NF VARTANCE FOR THE MULTIPLE
_LINEAR REGRESSION

SOURGCE OF VARTATION O.F. ~TSUM OF “MEAN ¥
: SQUARES SQUARES VALUC P
DUE TO REGRESSIONssassoosssss 8 1.12043 0.14J05 0.5575
DEVIATION ABOUT REGKESSICNe.. 10 2.51227 0,25123 n.s,
TOTAL... 18 3.63270
VARTAGLE MEAN STD. REGs STD. EPRON COMPUT ED PARTLAL UM OF S0. PROP. VAR.
NQ. DEVIATION COEFF.  OF REG.CNE, T VALUZ CCPR. COE, ADDED CUM.
1 1.26316 0.65338 =0.05734 0.23193 =0.24722 =0.07794 0.01151 0.00317
9 5,10394 1.53283 0.15532 0.09737 1.53539 0.45334 0.208364 0.07808
10 3.42158 1.92403 0.01788 0.00020 0.22294 0.07032 0.0R916 0.02454
— 23416.31250 28451.16016 €.00001 0.,00001 0.97313 0.29412 037532 0.10332
13 3.78947 1.00418 0.04 784 0.15073 0.31737 0.09986 0.07093 301952
14 672.964727__1475.75464 0.00001 0,00009 0.15376 0. 04067 0.92181 0.00600
15 1.96526 1.04725 0.11719 0.13249 0.88456 0.26934 N.1R024 9.04962
16 1.94737 2.04052 0.04431 0.0749% 0.59126 0.18379 0.08783 0,02418
3 0.54053 0.44924
TABLE 200 TEACHERS KEY 9
SAMPLE SIZE 19 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 6653
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 2 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 8157

ANALYSIS OF VARTIANCE FOR THE MULTIPLE
LINEAR __REGRESSION

SOURCE OF VARIATION DeFe SUM (F MEAN F
SQUARES SQUARES VALUE p
DUE TO KREGRESSIONcsescavascss 8 17.43927 FAEERS 2.40845
DEVIATJON ABOUT REGRESSION... 10 8.77386 0.87739 n.s.
TOTAL.w 18 26.21313
VARIABLE VEAN ST0. . REG. STD.ERROR COMPUTED PARTIAL SUM OF SQ. PROP. VAR,
OEVIATION CGEFF., OF REG.CNE T VALUE COPR, COF, ADDED CUM.

1 1.26316 0.65338 ~0.15975 0.43344 -0.3685 -0.11576 1.33132 0.05079
9 5.1C0894 1.53283 0.27337 0,18197 1,5225 0.42910 0.73509 0.028064
10 3.42158 1.92403 ~0.34812 0.14988 -2.32265 -0.59197 0.31879 0.01216
12 23416.31250 28451,16016 0.00003 0.00001 3.06243 0. 69568 3.99435 0.15238
13 3.78947 1.Ca418 ~0.70875 0.28168 =2.,51513 -0.62263 4.27776 0.16319
14 672,94727 14175.75464 -0.00014 C.00C16 ~0.83502 ~0,25531 0,31083 0.01186
15 1.96526 1.04725 0.63543 0.24760 2.56640 0.63016 5+49004 0,20944
16 1.94737 2.040%2 0.14810 0.14005 1.05747 0.31714 ___0.98113 0.03743
2 3.82631 1.20677
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TABLE 201 STUDENTS KEY 8

SAMPLE SIZE 16 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 6732
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, 5§ MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 8205
ANALYSIS NF VARTANCE FNR THE MILTIPLR
L INFAR EFGRFSCINN
SNYRCE NF VARTATINN n.r, StiM NE MEAN F
SOMARES SOUAPES VALUEL L
NDUE TN REGRESSIONeeeescoosess R 24 .23604 3.02950 1.R027
DEVIATION AAMIIT RFARESSIAN 1 11 . 76191, 1L.AAO0G7 n.s
TOTAL... 1% 36.00000
VARIABLE MEAN sTH, aFG, ST, FRENE caMonTEn PART]AL M OF <0, PROP, VAR,
— NG DEVIATION  (OFFEFE . Of REC.COF I _Vvatur cn3p . cof AQDED oM,
1 1.00000 0.0 0.0 1.29€37 0.0 -0.0 0.0 0.0
2 L.QeNA2 1 ALRYL . _TR411% n.s0nae 1.707289 . L3T4AR 0. 22481 (1] M
3 4.13375 1.25212 -1.1n836 0.R6R/87 -1.27563 -0.43430 2.09314 0.05814
A 168401087280 44104675181 N.annnl 0.0annl N1.79292 0.2870R8 0.087581% N.0n24631
T 2.25000 1.73205 -0.69463 0.23377 -2.9713¢F -0.74685 12.63126 0.35087
8 1697.37800 422662109 0.000012 0.00018 0.19114 £.07281 D.66A35 0.01a817
9 2.25062 0.6RATS 0.7T7579 0.86650 0.R9532 0.32084 5.21721 0.14492
10 d.28000 1.7272012 0.43401 0,.31091% L.403R¢ D.468171 3.1312048 0.09200
5 3.50000 1.54919
TABLE 202 STUDENTS KEY 8
SAMPLE SIZE 16 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.4759
? DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 4 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.6898
: ANALYSIC DOF VARTAMCE FOQ ToHf ML TIPS
SLINCAR  REGRESSIOM o s
SNURCF OF VAQIATION N.F. SUM NF MEAN F
SOUARTES SOuARES VALDIF P
DHE TO BEGRFSSTNN .. eovosoew. ) 24.71469 3.0R934 0. 7944
3 a 1 21422281 3,08997 n.s
TOTAL... 15 51.93750
VARIARLE MEAN STO. REG. S$TN FoRNR COMPUTED DART LAY SUw nF Sp,  PROP, VAR,
ND, DEVIATION COEEF, OFf PEGLCOR. T VALYE COPR, COF. APPED Clm,
1 1.n00000 0.0 0.0 1.97205 0.0 -Ne0 0.0 0.0
2 4. 96062 1. 606R%4 l.11431 04,9201 0 1.20112 - 0£,.4139% DJLRL167 N2.01312
3 4.133715 1.25212 -1.48379 1.32174 - =1.122%0 -0.39060 0.1s498 0.00318
& 16540, 18750 44106,7578)  —0.00001 0.00092 =0,125090 -0.27303 0,32303 0.00622
7 2.25000 1.732958 0.60375 0.35%502 1.69775 0.%4004 12.90102 0.24R40
A 1697.27500 L2286 .62109 f.aaane n.04an012 D.LARLD 0.28102 1.54%35 0.01080
9 2.25062 0.6RATS 2.12047 1.31813 1.60870 N.51953 7.35940 0.14170
10 1.250019 1.272012 =0.3944H0 D.4I02¢ =N.8392¢ =0.30226 2.713192% 0.05274
4 1.56250 1.R6078
TABLE 203 STUDENTS KEY 7
SAMPLE SIZE 16 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 5050
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 8 MYJLTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.7106
AMALYSIC (IF VALTANCE (AR THE Mg T 1oy f
LINCAR  RLGRESSTON
SNIIRCF NF VACTATION N.F, SV NfF MEAM 3
SQUAPFS SOIARFS VALUF P
OUE TO PERPFCSTNNeecoovosesss R 30.17094 A.TT137 A.AAD%
NEVIATINN ARDUY REGPESSION, .. 7 29.5790¢ 4422558 n.s.
TOTAl.e. 15 59.75000
VARTARLF MEAN <Th, OFh, TN, FRUQOF CONDUTEN PAFTY AL M NF S0. PRNP. VAR.
ND, OEVIATIOQN COCer, NF PFR.COC, T VALUF cnor, COF, ADNFO CuM,
1 1.anono 0.0 0.0 ?.050862 0.0 -0.0 0.0 0.0
=2 4.96062 1.66834 _ -0,41156 0.95619 -0,49311 -0.,1832% 0,07600 0,00127.
3 4.13375 1.25212 0.84768 1.644627 0.58611 0.21629 1.63129 0.02730
9 2225000 1.7320% 0,320564 0.425]2 0.89512 032048 17,76233 0.29728
10 2.25000 1.94936 =0.30470 0.136591 -0.83272 -G.3N027 7.04943 0.11798
11 2.00000 1.26491 0.57549 0.646k6 2. 88994 0.31881 2.62294 0.04390
12 0.01250 0.01770 -23.3796R  47,37721 ~0.4934R -0.1R336 1.02901 0.01722
13 0.0 0.0 0.0 205562 0.0 -0.0 0.0 0.0 e
8 . 1.87500 1.99583
204
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TABLE 204

STUDENTS

'KEY 17

ERIC

SAMPLE SI1ZE 16 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 4453
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 7 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.6673
ANALYSIS OF VAR TANTE FNR THE MULTIONE
LINFAR  QFGRESSION I
SOURCF NF VARTATINN N.F, SUM 0F MFEAN t
: SOUARFS SONARES VALUF p
OUF "0 REGRFSSINN.ceoecccnsae 8 2R.2477h 3.53007 01.7024
DEVIATION AROUT RFGRESSION... 7 35.18974 5.02711 n.s.
TOTAL.ewo 15 63.43750
VARTARLE MEAN STN. (TR TN, FRRNP COMONIT RN  PART AL SIM NF SO. PRNO, VAR,
NO, DCVIATION COFFF, OF REC.COE, T VAILUE ccpo, CNE, ADDFED LM
1 1.00000 0.0 0.0 2.24212 0.0 -0.0 0.0 n.0
k: Q2 4 ¢ 28
3 4,13375 1.25212  =0.92476 1.57749 ~0.5R627 =-0.21632 15.43283 0.24328
] 2225000 1.7320% =0.46340 0.46369 =0.99934 =0.3%31134 N.72948 0.01180
10 2.25000" 1.94936 =-0.20538 0.19910 -0.514509 -0.19092 5.58923 0.0RAL1
11 2.00000 1,26491 0,66268 0,70533 0.913962 0.,33463 4,21394 0.06643
12 0.01250 0.01770 =11.04270 &1,67558 -N.?1%69 -0.0RNSG ] 0.722958 0.00362
3. ... 0.0 ... . 0.0 0.0 2424212 0.0 =0.0 0.0 0.0
7 3.3128n 2.05649
TABLE 205 STUDENTS KEY 7
SAMPLE SIZE 16 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.5569
DEPKNDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 6 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.7463
ANLL VSIS NF VATTANET £ TUHFE W vin)
LINCAR RECRECSION
SDURCE NDF YARIATION Nele SuM NF MEAN r
SOUARCS SOQUAPFRS VALIF P
MIE TN REGFESSINN, eveencconse 8 13,27510 4,15939 1.0007
DEVIATION ABOUY REGRCSSION. .o 7 26.47490 _3.78213 n.s.
TATAL..o 15 59, 75000
VARTARLE, MEAN STD. RFG. STD.EoPNP COMPUTFD PAPTIAL SV NF S0, PROP, VAP,
NN, NEVIATION FOFFF, OF REC,COE, T VALME rpew, cor, ANDED CUMe
1 1.00000 0.0 0.0 1.94477 0.0 -0n.0 0.0 0.0
2 .- 4,96062 166834  -=0,95582 0.90463 =1.06458 =0,37087 0.07409 . 0.00124
3 4.13375 1.2521? 1.65130 1.36628 1.20684 0.41501 6,22702 0.10422
9 2.25000 1.713205 0.42432 0.560220 1.05500 0.,379239 14.31200 0,23953
10 2.25000 1.94936 -0.4936R 0.34617 ~1.42609 “0.4T44R 11.40700 0.19091
11 2.00000 1.2649) 0.27218  0.61179 C.464R9 0,16583 0.41925 0,00702
12 0.01250 0.01770 =21.07112 44,02233 -0.47910 -0, 17494 0.83500 0.013909
13 0.0 0.0 0,0 1.944177 0.0 -0,0 0.0 0.0
6 2.12500 1.99533
TABLE 206 STUDENTS KEY 7
SAMPLE SI1ZE 16 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.6958
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 5 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 8341
AMALYS TS NE YARTANMIE rre Tyf it YIng
LINFAR RFGRESSINN
SMIRCF NE VARTATINN n.F, QIR MEAN F
SAUARES SOUARES VAL )& D
DIF YN OFRRFSSTINN,ceeeecosaes ] 49, 18097 N FLY] 72,0012
NEVIATINN ARNIT PEGRFSSTUN. .. 7 17.5090% 2.50936 n.s
TATAY cee 15 §7.75000
VARTARLF MFAS cTn, . rrh, €T, FRRND COMDITEN PACTIAL TUM NF <0, PonNb, vAR,
ND, NEVIATIONM CNFFF, NF PFG.FNF, T VALUF CNRR, GNP, ADNIN CiiM o
1 1.0000) 0.0 n.n 1.50425% 0.0 =N.0 0.0 0.0
2 62956062 . 1.66A34 . =0,77571 0.73693 -1.05262 =0,35967 0.15836 2.00274
3 4.13275 1.725212 1.33166 1.11463 1.19471 0.4115% 4,77569 N.NR270
9 2,2600) 1.73208 0.05472 032764 0.,16702 0.06300 11.69097 0.20244
10 2.25000 1.949%  -0.34%6A8 0.28200 ~1.23544 EONFPEEY 13.9740n7 0.74198
11 2.00000 1.26491 0.9737R 0,498182 1.0539) N, 59406 R.91448 0.15435
12 0.01250 0.01770 =1R,82045 36,.5121] -0.5)1560 =-n, 19131 C.66743 0.01166
13 0.0 . 0.0 0.0 1.58425 0.0 =D.0 0.0 0.0
5 1.87500 1.9621¢ i
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TABLE 207 STUDENTS

SAMPLE SIZE 16

KEY 7

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 7534

ERIC

DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 4 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 8680
ANALYSTS OF VARTANCS Fak THE MUy TlOgs
LINEAR REGRESSLAON
SCHRCE NF VAOTATINN n.F, <1V NF MEAN 3
SQUARFS . QOARFS Val1Ig P
NYE TN AFCRFSSIPN.cesescocsse ) 55.5667H 6.96% 34 2.+139
DFVIATION ARNNY REGRFSSINM,... .7 18.18324 2.59761 n.s.
TATAL... 15 73. 15000
VAD'ARLF_ ME AN <IN, oc; ., srn,cp:f'v CnMD!lYCn DM'-‘TIAL Sllu [a13 SQ" DQI’\O. VAR,
NO. REVIATIOM CoEEY, UF 276G, 60K, T VALUE CORNS €S, ADDEN. M.
1 1.09009 0.0 0.0 1.61171 0.0 ~0.0 n,0 AL 0
2 [T TA) 1.46836 -0.03172 C. 24070 -0.046232 -0,Nn1599 0.69400 2.00942
3 4.13375 1.25212 N.23639 1.13395 0.20847 0,173%% 12.28271 Ve 1OKSS
9 2.25000 1.73205 0,27510n 0.1312122 N.A2534 0.29780 19.16486 2.25986
10 2.25000 1.94934 -0.19479 0.28¢LR0 -0.67897 =0.24457 10.94104 n. 14835
2,00030 1.264691 0.69253 0.50702 1.35590 0. 65074 8.,12797 0,11021
12 0.012%9 0.01770 4R. 07955 317.14697 1.294RR 0,41959 4.35546 N0.,0%906
13 2.0 0.0 0.9 1.61121 0.0 ~0.0 0.0 0.0
4 2.37500 2.21735%
TABLE 208 STUDENTS KEY 6
SAMPLE SIZE 16 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 2577
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NGC. 8 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.5174
ANALYSIC NF VAR TAMCE E()1% THE s T[n &
LINEAR propEce]an
SOURCE OF VARIATION N.F. SHM NF MEAN 3
SAUARES SOIARES VALUIE p
DUF TN PEGPESSINN,ceecaccsncs ] 2.12469 0.26559 n.3198
DEVIATION AROUY REGOESSION.. . 1 5.81281 0,83040 n.s.
TNTAL... 15 7.93759
VARTARLF MFAN eTn, °EG, STn, reanp CAMOYHYTEN PARTI AL M OF SQ. oRNOP, VAR,
NQL NEVIATION COFEF, _ NF ocr rAE I _VALYE gnoo, CAOF, AQCED cuM,
1 2.50000 0.73030 -0.18241 0.38111 ~0.47862 -n,17901 0.28125 0.03543
2 8 . 20062 0.59210 0. 79817 0. 67587 la 1 RNQS 0, 407460 119340 N.02439
3 4.26000 1.2975% -0.12935% 2235¢p ~0,578%6 -r,21363 0.1265p 7.01%595
5920 12 i) 20 2z a a7 a 47
10 3.00909 1.36626 -0.22508 N.31409 -n.71004 -0,25920 0.41311 n.0520%
- 9 20697 =2.09608 =0,02629 0.00139 0,90017
12 2.76875 0.47209 ~0.46077 1.56562 -N.A1463 -0.29427 0.43R42 0.06523
13 2.43750 0.72144 =N,17594 0453121 =0,82950 -0 209l 0,57137 n.11108
8 4,43750 0.72744
TABLE 209 STUDENTS KEY 6
SAMPLE SIZE 16 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.2731
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 7 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 5226
AMALYSTS OF VAR TANCE FOQ THF BOCTTRTF :
pCcce
SONRCF NF VARTATENN N.F. SUM NF VEAN F
. SQUARES SOUARE S VAL UE p
NUF TO RFORFSSINMeceescansnes R 3.27734 0.40967 N,3298
DEVIATION APOUT OFEGOESSIONG, o 1 9,72266 1,26629 n.s.
TNTAL... 15 12.00000
VAR AALE MEAN <TN. PEf. STP,.EPQNT CNYOITEN PART] AL SUM™ nF sQ, HRNO, vae,
~—ND, NEVIATION COEFF, OF OFG.COE, T VALUE £nea, CNOF,. . AONED . Cum,
1 2.50000 0.73030 =-0.23203 0.46636 -3.497N01 ~0.186£2 0.12500 0.01042
2 8 . I00K2 N,59210 0. 08879 N,.3217913 N,117219 C O4048 0.01184 0,.00096
3 4.25000 1.29755 ~0,20814 0.27388 ~0.74902 -N,27240 0.89390 n.97450
__L 601664.75000 72185.25000 0.00000 0.90091 0.83372 0,30055 0.87697 2.07308
32.720000 1.36626  ~0.0226N0 N.38R31 =N,1%R20 -0.N2199 0.23182 7.01932?
11 0.02900 0.01633 =0,50601 . 26,71319  -0.11894 =0.20716 0.02191 3.00266
12 2. T6875 0.47209 0.48364 0.69237 N.698013 0.75510 N.72784 D.06066
13 2 4 =N, 10588 Nn,5851AK8 =N.55195 En-':mn'l N.37R28 N.01182
7 4,50000 0.89443 :




TABLE 210
SAMPLE SIZE 16

STUDENTS KEY 6

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 5942

DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 6 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.7708
AMALYSIS OF VARTANCE PR THE ML T IDp ¢
LIMEA®  PEGRESSION
SOUIRCE NE yAQTAT NN N, F, TRUM OF vEAY ¥
SNUARES Souaree VAL U p
PIE TN REARESSINM, . i seveesess R 23.12640 2.8927% 1.2R1?
DEVIATION ARN)T prGorccign,,, 7 15,871190 2,257310 n.s.
TOTAL.ve 1S 14,931750
VARTARL T VEAN <R, RFG, STN, FRRAEN coupnTED PART] 2| Sy NF Sp,  penn, vae,
NO, DEVIATLIOM cocre, OF 200, COF, T yAjys ceen, CQOE, ApOCD CUpM .
1 2.50000 0.73030 -0,10225 0.62816 -0, 29004 -p,108638 3,.70125 0.09711
2 5226062 0.59218  -1.26040 1.11433 -1.12115 -0,39211 4.7094¢6 a.t2p00
3 4.26909 1.2975% 1. 74838 0.260062 2.03014 0.60876 8,96768 0.230
9 ANlAG . TE0NN 72188 .2801%0 .10011 N.C0010 0.19584 . 2p708 0.35230 0. Qolauns
10 3.00000 1.36626 0,32836 0.52264 0.62P2R 0.23105 0, 00000 0.00000
1 0,02000 0.01633 =24,42247 35,96370 =0,61928 -0,246¢8 0,28974 0,00744
, 1? 2.76875 0.47209 0.56688 N,93728%5 N.60700 n,?223923 1.2787¢ n.03204
13 2243159 D.T12744 -0,034809 0.74722 =1.28637 =0.62a60 3.5%141 4.N91 1364
6 4.06250 1.61116
TABLE 211 STUDENTS KEY 6
SAMPLE SI1ZE 16 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.7138

DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 5
ANALYSIS NF VARTANCE ¢ Tue wp v ieLf
LINEA? REGREFSION

MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 8449

SOUPCE N VARTATION N.Feo SHM OF MEAN F
snuanf e soiavee vAatue p
DUE TN REGRESCENN, . eveacoen. n 45.HR205 5.71026 ETER
DEVIATION AROVT oEruERG]InN, ., 7 18.31795 2,81606 n.s.
TPTALeee 15 64.00000
L
VARTARLF AN ) STH, . REG. STN ,FRENC COVDNTED PART AL Stim Nk Sp. PROP, VAR,
N, L _CEVIATION COCEF, QOF 8FG.CYE, T YMIE core, coe, ADDED M,
1 2.52000 €.73930 0.22729 0.6 1658 0.33596 n.125a7 8,000N0 0.12570
2 S.26062 nN.59214 -0,.64029 1.l18gaep =N.%1106 = 1972721 24607120 D.04014
3 4.26000 1.29755" 1.16245 0. 35689 2.929R6 CoT4206 14,3320 n.221305
Q9 L0184, 75700 722188 .28010 =0.00000 D 000010 -0, 687813 =N 24129 B8.52182 0,.13324
) 3.00000 1.36626 0.26446 0.5621? D449 0.17400 1.1070] 0.01721
11 0.02009 0.01433 ~74.85180 1R.711134% =1.723512 =n.50a8pn q.271%42 n.1291349
12 2.76875 0.47209  =0.44882 1.0040¢ ~0.64700 -N. 16659 0.30158 0.0047)
13 2443159 D.72744 =0,79154 0.83%3454 =0,93242 =0,24814 2.92604 0.0394R
s 4.50000 2.06559
TABLE 212 STUDENTS KEY 6
SAMPLE SIZE 16 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 6694

DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 4

MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.8182

ANALYSIS NFE VARPTANCE FOR THFE Myt TIng ¢
LINEAR REGRECCINN

SOURFE NF VARTATIOM NeFe St NF MEAN F
SOIARES CONARFS va ur p
OUE TN RFAPFSSTITN. cesecessnns fn 19.36769 2.2959h 1.7720
DEVIATION ARONT, REGRFSCSINOMN, ., 1 2,N69R] 1,29559 n.s.
' TNTAL... 15 27.43759 '
VARTARLF MF AN €T, RFG, €=n, gon COuMpITEN pADTY AL S NE SO, PROP, VAR,
ND, DEVIATION . rorer, pe _Req.cor, T VALYE rpon, CNF, ANDED e,
1 2., 80000 0.73030 -0,33670 04767 =0,73%43 -0,28707 3.78125 n,13791
2 S2.26062 0,992190 =1.10097 0,8%42¢ =1,3%499 =0.44211 2281471 2,10623
3 4.26000 1.29755 0.7008" 0,2792F 2.59094 Ceh326 10,90355 Ne3N740
9 ADY A6 TRAON T2105,26000 0.149100 (LR N.446048 [\ WARYA N,a114994 0.00508%
10 3.00000 1.36626 0.16656 0.39696 0.42064 0. 15707 0.213908 0.0079%
—11 0,02000 0.,01633 -6,05643 27,23080 =0.13]109 =0,068650 0,004]3 0,00015
12 2.76875 V4720 -1,72233 0.70s62 =0.03141 =0, 7119% 0.n0125 0.00005
11 2.43750 N.72744  =0,311702 0.S06612 =0,55008 =0,27°707 N,4600620 0,01409)
4 4.21280 1.35247 .
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TABLE 213 STUDENTS KEY 5

SAMPLE SIZE 16 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 5950

DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, 8 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.7714
ANALYSIS NE VARTANCE FNO YHE ML TIDLE
LINCAR EEGRECSINN
SOHRCE NF VARTATION N.F, SUv NE MF AN F
SONARFS SONARES VALIY p
DUFE TN REGRESSINN, ceeceeseccs a ?23.6528° 2954 ¢ 1.285¢4
DEVIATYION ARQUY SEGRESSINON, .. 1 16,0°911 2,29987 n.s
TOTAL. . 1% ig, 75000
' VAQTAALF MEAN <rn, ore, CYNp,erONG covenrro DADTY A Cum Nr <O, PENP, yaQ
NO, NEVIATION coefr, NE REGLCOF, T VALUE CLR9, CNF . ADDED Cum,
1 1.n0001 .0 0.0 leR1EHY n,n -C.,0 0.0 0.0
4 4.906062 1.66034 1.18270 0.210058 1.94074 0,59147 0.3024Y 0.00761
5 4.13375 1.28212 -1.9%977 1.01644 -1.92808  -0,58R45 15.040680 0.3783R8
9 16540, 1R750 46106,7%771 =0,00001 0.C0N01Y =0,58341 ~C,21534 1.38642 0,03498
10 2.2500N0 1.73205 ~N, 12747 NATRGE =3, 44759 =N, 17604 1.1558RA% 0.0290R0
11 1697,27570 6226.62129 0,N9M0S C.00110 0.469829 C.lR500 2. 70429 0,060803
» 1? 2.25NKR2 N,6PRTH =0, 69924 l.N1360 -0, 67094 =N 724924 N.061133 000184
13 . 1.25900 1.77012 0.41304 D.,36106% 1a142017 036432 2299970 0,075%46
L} 4,62500 1.6277R
TABLE 214 STUDENTS KEY 5
SAMPLE SIZE 16 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0,6998
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 17 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 8365
ANALYSTIS 0C WAL ITARLE ENR THE W)L v1™ "
| 1f"ADQ Craonrceinn
SOURCE NF VARTAT(NM n,fr, UM nF MF At ¥
SOUAEFS SOUALES VAT P
NMIF TN RERRFSSIMN eeececoacne ] 6,21457 4,526 2.0397
DEVIATION ARONT BERECSSIAR, ., 1 15.535413 2.2191% n.s
. TATAL.,.w 1= 51.75000
f' e,
VAR ARLF MC AN cTn, orn, &TN,E50N0 FOMDITEN PALT] AY Sm NE &, PRNN, VAR,
NN pEYIATION CNEEE ne _oge Cne I \ALYF gpeo, cor L OLL) Cum,
1 1.r0000 0.0 n.0 l1.4RATR 0.0 =0.2 0.0 0.0
I'A L4 950062 1L L6834 l. 41621 Q.608901 2.02418 P AHADTEN 22064151 0.064129
s 4413375 1.725212 -?2.N145R n,na08a4,p -2.01764 =0 hNNHAe 17.6R633 0,34176
] 16540.10761 4464106, I0G7R) a.n0001 £.00001 0.50¢2% 0.]122n) 2,325 0,04494
10 2.250010 1.73205 -0,27615 N,20684% -1.02792 -0, IN218 N. 11001 0.00211%
11 1697,37900 £226.62109 =0,10017 0.00009 =1,8328] ~0.569%% 4,58R0S N, 0R867
1? N.250062 0. 6RATS ~1. 30717 C.9947¢ -1.31274 ER TYY R4 042400 N.NORL9
13 1.28090 1.77012 0.70063 N, 35527 1.97211 0.597103 9,63130 0,16619
7 4.,125100 1.ART4?
TABLE 21% STUDENTS KEY §
SAMPLE SIZE 16 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0, 5952
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 6 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.7715
ANALYSTE NOF VARANCE FOw YHE M~ 10)f
LINECAS OEGRESSION.
SONRCE NF VAP ATINN [ BICEGE MEAN 3
SoUARE S SONARTS VAL WF p
DR TN QFGRFCCIAN, .. s eoovass P A4,37415 4250717 1.2R067
DEVIAYINN ARNYY REGRESSION. .. 1 21.17585 3.33941 n.s.
TNTAL .o s 57.75000
VARTARLF MEAN €TNn, o€, STR,FLING FOMPUTEN PAPTI AL €M nF gQ, NOAP, VAR,
NA, NEVIATION COEFF, NFE PEC.CNE, T VALUF CORe, COF, ADDED U,
1 1.0rnN0 n,o [\)] 1.82740C c.n =C.n n.,o 0.0
4 4096062 1ls66834 1:623510 £.95025 1.7)515 0.50435 2.79958 0.04948 .
S 4.,13375 1.2521? -?2.7296R9 1.22479 ~-1.A75133 “N.HTH?R 3. 89054 0.06737
9 16540, 18750 44106.75781 =0.,2000C Q. N00N2 -0.206995 -0.10151 2.046219 0.03536
10 2.725009 1.732n5 =0.20644 0.329%4 =-0,62046 ~0.?23041 0.09199 0.00159
11 1697,27509 6226,62109 =0,00008 0,000]12 =N,567293 =0,24150 13.45168 0.23293
1? 2.25062 ND.6BATS 161961 1.22145 1.3725%9R 0, 44808 10.96694 n,18990
13 1,.252300 1.77012 0,2%364 0,42679 0,53293 £,2148% 113122 = 0,01959. .
6 3.97500 1.96214
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TABLE 216 STUDENTS KEY §
SAMPLE SIZE 16 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 3213
DEPENDENT VARIABLE 1S NOW NO. 3 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 5669
ANMALYSTS Ok VAL IANTE F()0 THE Mt Y1 ©
LINCAR CEGRESSIOM
SOWIRCE OF VARTATINN N.F, SV NF MF AN F
SQUARE® SQUARES VALUE P
DHF TD RFGRESSINN ceeosccsosese A 14,7057% 4.33022 0.4143
DEVIATION ARQUT PEGRESSION, ., 7 73,294217 10,4706] n.s
TOATAL... 16 108,000n0
VARTARLE MFAN <TN, QFG, ST, FRRMPR cnventen PART Ay ciim Of <0, PRNP, VAR,
N DEVIATION gaccg, NF Peq COE . T _YAIGF COpL ., Cnf, ADDED UM,
1 1.0n0000 0.0 0n.N 3.,235R3 0.0 -0,0 N, 0 0.0
4 4. 960462 1 648124 0.N2669 1.61972 0.n1756 0.00kkKG 0.331954 0,00314
5 4413275 1.25212 N.023192 2.16077 0.01564 0.00549}1 7.348R9 N.06805
9 16560, 10750 44106 785781 0.10001 0.000013 N.34319 N 12064 5.07139 0.066960
10 2425000 1.73205 N 4A270 0.5113%2 N, A?2723 0.29842 14.014R1 0.12977
11 169737500 A226 .£210Q =0.00004 0.00020 =0,214643p =0.08074 H.561960 0.04092
12 2.25062 0.6RBTS 0.95643 2.162R% 0.44239 Nelban2 3.3559) 0.03107
11 1.28900 1.727012 0.00408 072167 0.12192 0. 0645013 015566 0.00144
3 2.50000 2.6P32R
TABLE 217 STUDENTS KEY §
SAMPLE SIZE 16 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 5249
DEPENDENT VARIABLE 1S NOWNO 2 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0,7245
ANALYSIS PP VAR TANAE FISC TUF MULTIR|F
LINEAL CEGOP QSN A . e
SNIOCE NF VARTATEINM (LN SUv ne uMEAN 3 P
SQUARFES SQiIARF ¢ VAL UE
NYF TN RFGRESSINMN e seeesscos o 8 57.71089 7.213%¢ 09660
DEVIATION AANNTY PEGPECSINN. 1 §2. 220641 2.46004 n.s.
TPTAL ..o 15 109,93750
VARTARLE MFAN cvN, nFG,. STN,FRRMT cnMppTen PALTIAL SHv NF S0,  PRNP, VAR,
~h0 DEVIATION __ COFET QE £en COF T _VALUE oec, cpe, ADOFED CtmM,
3 1.00009 n.¢e 0.0 2:73147 0.0 -0, 0 0.0 0.0
4 4960062 1 re034 1.125607 1.28288 0.01064¢ —0,22713) 2.95947 0.02692
5 4413275 1.25212 -1.64509 1.R3072 -0.89°59 -0,32159 195.7566? 0.142132
Q 168640 18760 441096.762831 0.0n001 0. AN0ND N 44307 0. 156515 2.33037 0.,02120
10 2.,25009 1.73205 -N."57G89 0.49257 -1.741A0 -0.54989 10.R4NS]) 0.09A61
1l 1697 32600  £226.46£2119 =0.00017 2. N0017 =1.00680 =0,355¢(:8 21.83037 0,1908%7
12 2.25062 N.GRATS 0.87]19 1.R2673 N.4%251 0. 10201 3.54107 0.C3222
11 1.25000 1.2I01° 0.16027 1. 65110 D.24L.04 0.002¢0 N,5%1613 0.00411
4e43750 2.70724
N—
TABLE 218 STUDENTS KEY 4
SAMPLE SIZE 16 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0, 2477
DEPENDENT VARIABLE 1S NOW NO. 6 MULTIPLE CORR, COEFFICIENT 0.4976
AN Ve L e nr' VAR JANEE FIRT THE s T E :
LINFAR  nEGREACION
SAUPCE AF VATIATION n.t, Sy» e MEAN r
SQUARE® SQIACES VALUIE P
DIIE TN PEGRESSINN,cceeroccnns A 23.08384 F.6354R n,20AN
NEVIATION ADONT RFELRECSINM, k4 £9,351364 12, 62195 n.s.
TNTAlLeeo 15 117.43750
VAQTARLF M AN <N, orG, STN, FreNp COAMITED CAPTI A cim AF <, PRNP, VAR,
—hn, DPEVIATION cnere NE o CNE T VALUE gron, €0k, ADDCD cuM,
1 1.00000 Ne0 n,n 3.°5274 Q.n =d.Nn nN.n 0.0
1 4906062 1,668 D.64111 166180 N,32410 0,12164 N,.90502 0.00771
q 4413375 1.25212 =0.HhN5 2,211 -0,23807 -0, 10924 0.45327 0.003R6
[*] 14560, 108781 46104.75101 0,903n02 0.00301% 0.55022 Na2n3¢:0 B.13739  _0,.06929
10 2.25000 1.73205 0. 21106 0¢GN NGE 0,49552 [¢ P 4 LTy R,59912 0eNT322
11 1697 37800 £2246 .62119 =0.00004 Nn.nnin2 =0.27240 =0.1041Y £.26222 0.05%118
12 2.25062 DNehANTS N, 94410 2.37447 0.,39760 0. 14001 4410662 0.03%497
13 1.28000 1.77012 0. 100013 D4 T4 n,on2821 0.NgHN2 N.640131 N.00%4%
) 2.31259 2.79826
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TABLE 219

SAMPLE SIZE 16

DEPENDENT VARIABLE ISNOW NO. 5§
AMALYSTC (F GADTAMCE FNP THE PULTIPLF
LIMEAR PEARESSIPN

STUDENTS

KEY 4

COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 4056
MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT

0.5368

SONRCE NF VARTAT NN N, F, SYv nNfF VEAN F
SOUARFS SOUARES vaALLE p
DIF TN REARESSINM, cevoosooese A S5.R6T14 6.983319 2.5970
DEVIATION .AS0YT REGSRESSION... 7 8l.88285 11.69755 n.s.
TATAl... 15 137.75000
VARTARL € WFAN TR, °ch, <Th.Foane EuBTER naAPTIAY Sitv afF <, Panb, VAR,
NO. . . DEVIATIOM COEFF.  0F 9FA.COE, T VALUS cpoe, CCE, Ahnec CuM,
1 1.70000 0.0 .0 3.42717 ) -0.0 9.0
___7_— LAQA_IJ&A—Q.AQALL.AMJL_Q_&BH_QML&;LAAM_D 01064
4413375 1.25212 -0.1%9419 2.29232 -0,31900R8 -7, 145R0 7.28675 7.05290
9 16540,18759 44106.75781 2.00002 . 0,00003 0.56539 0.20399 7.65970 0,05561
10 2.25000 1.732n5 0.38746 0.61676 N.62722 0.23192 14.67396 N.10653
11 1697.37500 4226.62100  —=(,00997 0.120022 -0,23172 -0, 12441 . £.29088 0,04573
12 2.25062 0.6R87S 0.60511 2.2R606 0.26470 C.0095% T7.697R7 0.05588
13 1.2501919 1.7701°” N.IRALE N.815%413 _0N.961020 0.%11% 10,7489 0,.07829
s 2.,87500 3.03040
TABLE 220 STUDENTS KEY 4
SAMPLE SIZE 16 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0.2103
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO. 4 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0. 4586
A'_!'.LYC]‘: 0F \/\o]_lsmr‘c £nn e M""]D'_f‘ :
Linmpan negearec 1am .. e eeaet am
SAURCE OF VARTATION D.F. Sym nf “WEAM v
SOUARFS SOUARES VALUE . P_
DUF TO REGRFSST(Neeooococoses ) 27.855R85 3.4819% 0.2331
DEVIATION AROUT RFGRESS]OM... 7 104,5R165 14494024 n.s.
TN AL... 15 132.43750
VAP.TARLFE MFAN STo, RES. STO.FornNo cAmpyTeEn PADTIAY SHUM NF <Q. P2P, VAR,
NO, . DEVIATIQN LOEEF . OF erc cne,. L VALUE L£0on, (nF ADDEN cogm,
1 1.00909 0.9 0.0 3.96526 0.0 -n,0 9.0 0.0
ki /) Nn,_17889 1,015/, N,.237A N N71302 N.07917 N 00040
) 4.13375 1.25212 -0.45103 2.59004 -N.17410 “0.06566 1.AR36D N,01422
9 16540,18150 44106,75791 0200001 £.204801% D.244084 0.09207 l4. 76028 02.11145
10 : 2.25000 1.7320% 0.297R4 0.69702 0.4273N 0.159%¢4 1.36882 0.110%
| 4 S 697.37500 .. 6226.62109 . . 26229

12 2.25062 0.68875 1.40123 . 2.58356 0.54236 0.20082 6.52008 0.04923
13 1.25000 1.77012 0.07987 0.,92127 0. 280429 0,1%21713 D.11218 0.0008%5
4 2.A1250 2.97139 j
TABLE 221 STUDENTS KEY 4
SAMPLE SIZE 16 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0. 3022
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, 3 MULTIPLE CORR. COEFFICIENT 0.5498
ANALYSIC NF VARTANCE FNP THE MllLTIDlF
| INFAD DERRECSCINM
SOVURCE NF VARTATINN n.F, SUM NF VEAN F
- SOUARES SOUAPES VAL UE P
DUE T REGRESSTINMeceecoecoees ] 0.56199 0.07025 9.3790 =
DEVIATION ABOYT FEGOESSIOM, .. 1 1.29739 0.18534 n.s.
TNTAL... 1§ 1.85937
VARTARLF AFAN TN, 2Fh, STN,FaRN? CAMDIITEN PADTI AL SIv AF SO, PRNP, VAP,
- ND, DEVIATION COFFf, OF OCR.COE, T VALYE ceou, coc, ACDED CUM,
1 1.00009 0.0 0.9 0.43151 2.0 -0.0 0.0 0.0
1 A 0002 l.668%4 N,.99143 0,.20219 N.453117 N, 140813 0,008%37 0.0072R9
8 4.13375 1.25212 -0.12132 0.28955 -0.4204% -0.15694 0.18276 0.00R29°
—_—0 1654 4 - i - 4 - 0 00386 08
10 2.25000 1.73205 2.70429 0.07767 0.06522 0.02087 0.00821 0.00442
Ll . .. 1697,37500  $226.62199 0.9000] 0.09093 0.47904 0.17816 . 0.00572 0.00307
12 2.25062 0.6A87% Ne25570 0.2A776 0.88858 1.31R38 0.30570 0.16441
13 1,28100 1,773l N.N5351 1, 10257 0-571;_1! 0.193129 - N_NSN3G 0‘).07'”1_n=
3 0.15625 0.35208




TABLE 222 STUDENTS KEY 4

. SAMPLE SIZE 16 COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION 0, 5649
DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS NOW NO, 2 MULTIPLE CORR, COEFFICIENT 0.7516
ANALYCTC OF waRIAnrr £NC THE MY LTI F
LIMNEAP PREGRESSICN i

SNREF NF yADTATINY N, F, Sty ne NE AN F
i SQUARFES SOUARES VALLIE P
NYE TN PREGOESSIMN et vesrrrnns ] 5.117™ N.53974 1.1360 ns.
DEVIATINN AROMY OFGAESSIUN,,. 7 3,94214 0.546316
TOTALL.,. 18 2.,06N0A
. .

VAD | ARLE MEAN evn, OFG. sTn,roone FAMOHTEN DARTY AL, Sim nr €,  PONP, VAR,
N OCVIATICH LOCEF, QF ocp,CoF, T VYAUE caro, rne, AODED : Cum,
1 1.0090" 0.0 9.9 07504 0.7 -0.n n.0 9.0
7 4206062 LaA6834 0.19258 0.25245 Da54640 £.2022S 0.01284 2.00142
fa 4.13375 1.25212 -0,27538 0.502°7 =0,5475C -f.2026% L.£149R Ne:182%
9 16560,1237%) 44106,75781 =0,90001 0.10091 =0,99580 =0.35225 £,113952 D.01540
10 2,250n0 1.73205 =N.N4212 0.13533 -0.31122 =-N.115°3 0.43752 0.04829
11 1697,27500 6226,62109 2.90005 0.,00005 1,12421 C,29107 2,0084¢ _0,01089
12 2.25042 N.APRTS 0.74251 0.50160 1.42n2¢ n.642027 n.15179 0.01675
13 1.25000 1.77012  =-0,38913 0.1TRIf =2.17437 =0,63693 2566258 0.293488
2 456275 0.77718
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