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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was to broaden the limited body of research concerning 

the relationship between trustworthiness and tolerance of others and shared power within 

a youth-adult partnership. The theoretical models of Bourdieu, Bronfenbrenner and 

capacity building/assets enhancement models were used for this study. The study also 

assessed gender differences, age, educational attainment and organizational experience 

between this sample of youth and adults. Data for the [mdings were generated from 

survey, field observations and face-to-face interviews with youth and adult members 

using a convenience sample of fifteen partnerships in Kansas City consisting of three 

different youth-adult ratio sized subgroups. 

Differences and similarities of the variables are reported between the youth and 

adult members. The youth consistently perceived the adults' perception of shared power 

less than the adults' reported perception of sharing power with youth. In addition, the 

youth were generally more trustworthy and tolerant of others than adults. Similarities 

included the youths' age and educational attainment. 
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One of the two hypotheses that used the bivariate regression equations to test for a 

positive reJationship between shared power and trustworthiness and tolerance of others 

was partially supported. The data partially advances the assertion that the perception of 

shared power is positively associated with trustworthiness and tolerance of others when 

youth and adults' perception of power are combined. The second regression equation that 

tested the three separate ratio sized subgroups was not significant. 

Two independent sample t-tests were conducted. This study used t-tests to 

determine if there was a significant difference between adult and youth levels of the 

variables trustworthiness and tolerance of others. For all indicators of trustworthiness, 

youth reported significantly higher levels of trust. For seven of the eight indicators of the 

tolerance variable, youth reported significantly higher levels of tolerance. 

One-way ANOV A tests was used to determine the differences between the means 

of the variables within the three ratio sized partnerships. The tests determined significant 

subgroup differences with respect to shared power and trustworthiness of others. 

Pragmatic and policy implications are discussed. 

This abstract of339 words is approved as to form and content. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Across the nation, hundreds of communities, organizations, and individuals are 

asking what can be done to promote the well being of young people. Opinions that depict 

images of youth as threats to established political, educational, and moral conventions are 

ardently expressed by some populations. Sociologist Mike Males devotes his entire 

book, The Scapegoat Generatio!!, to the erroneous opinions that many adults have of 

youth today (Males 1996). Contemporary thought concerning the nature of children 

appears to be dominated by three distinct images, each focusing on a specific societal role 

commonly assigned to youth (Thome 1987). At one end of the continuum is the image of 

children as victims of adult society, characterized by the assumption that children are 

vulnerable and in need of adult protection. Positioned at the other end of the youth-in

society continuum is the image of youth as threats to adult society, characterized by the 

assumption that youth are dangerous and in need of adult control. Representing an 

intermediary position between the preceding two is the image of children as learners of 

adult society, characterized by the assumption that children are incomplete, incompetent 

and in need of adult guidance (Thome 1987). 

Recent public opinion poll data on adult views of children and adolescents provides a 

relevant context for understanding attitudes. When asked to describe American youth, a 

majority of adults chose negative descriptors, e.g., undisciplined, disrespectful, 

unfriendly as their initial response (Farkas and Johnson 1997). These types of results 
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suggest that the images of childhood embraced by modem industrialized nations require 

substantial revision because they more clearly reflect the focused interest and ideologies 

of adults than the complex and varied experiences of youth. 

2 

The role of the community in child and adolescent development is emerging as a 

significant area of theoretical inquiry, application and research (Benson, Leffert, Scales, 

and Blyth 1998) and parallels the increasing attention to the concept of youth/adult 

partnerships (Lofquist 1989). The concept of community within the field of child and 

adolescent development owe considerable debt to Bronfenbrenner's (1979) theoretical 

foundations on the ecology of human development as well as to the significant work of 

Jessor and his colleagues on social-cultural influences on adolescent behavior (e.g., 

Jessor 1993; Jessor, Graves, Hanson, and Jessor 1968; Jessor and Jessor 1977). It is clear 

that community has both direct and indirect effects on children and adolescents. In as 

much as the family typically is thought of as the primary agent of socialization, in order 

for them to operate out of strength, considerable societal and community engagement is 

necessary. The importance of adult involvement with youth from outside the family 

structure has long been noted as substantive. Blyth and Leffert (1995) demonstrated that 

the factors differentiating the two kinds of communities, immediate family and external 

family, are associated less with how youth perceive their families than with how they 

were connected to other socializing systems. Youth spend a good portion of their waking 

hours in the hands of adults outside of their family structure. As Coleman (1974) wrote a 

generation ago, one of the major mechanisms of developmental influences is an adult

youth interaction through which "skills, culture, ideas, and information is transmitted." 



(132). The process through which young people visualize and understand that economic 

benefits are the product oflJecoming responsibly and productively engaged citizens 

depends to a large extent upon the cumulative influences of adult role models and their 

self-confidence to believe that goals are achievable. These attitudes are nurtured by 

primary socializing systems such as family, school, youth organizations, neighborhoods, 

and religious institutions. 
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Despite the awareness that children and youth issues are an important aspect of the 

national agenda, the direct voices of children and youth are conspicuously absent. 

Children and youth are not typically consulted about social issues, whether life altering or 

not, regardless of the age or willingness to speak (Rickel and Becker 1997). The second

hand treatment of child and youth issues is countered by an opposing concept: young 

people are not only capable of participating in public life; their voices are necessary 

additions to the democratic process (Fassler 1998). The capacity of children and youth to 

contribute and participate in social concerns has been evidenced by their well

documented levels of volunteer ism and community service (Radest 1993). For example, 

the Youth Participation Project (YPP), a model youth empowerment program created in 

1979, has been able to demonstrate that young people, when provided with the necessary 

skills, information and support, can join in partnerships with adults in assessing youth 

needs, determining youth services priorities and shaping youth service delivery systems 

(Chandross 1989). Adults playa pivotal role by instilling the concepts of social trust and 

tolerance and the motivation to share power as they work within a partnership. Youth 

often look to adults for guidance in these important matters. When dealing with these 



issues, adults and young people need each other's active involvement, input, and 

inspiration. 

Fortunately, certain fields of study, particularly those using the capacity 

building/asset enhancement model (Scales and Neifert 1999) have begun to move away 

from the antiquated ideology of the paternalistic model. The asset enhancement model, 

rather than assuming deviance, assumes that young people are capable, possess potential, 

and are creative. It is believed that by helping youth to achieve their full potential, risky 

behavior is prevented (Scales and Neifert 1999). Youth development and asset 

enhancement strategies focus on creating opportunities for young people to build skills, 

exercise leadership, form relationships with caring adults, and help their communities. 

Youth are considered resources in rebuilding communities. 

According to Simeonsson (1994), programs that use the skills and expertise of 

individuals within the community are frequently more successful than are approaches 

designed by persons further removed. The success of this model, however, requires a 

conviction from adults that young people, of any age, from any region, and from diverse 

socioeconomic and ethnic groups, have valuable contributions to make. Being actively 

involved and acting on the strengths of a person will enhance open-mindedness and 

reinforce the bond of understanding and trust towards others. 

4 

A precise understanding of partnership as a concept is made difficult due to the 

interchangeable defmitions of terminology. As a result of difficulty in sculpting the 

general concept of partnership, those partnerships that involve collaboration become even 

more complex to implement. Collaborations are nevertheless an important avenue to 



youth development reform. The U.S. Department of Education defmes a partnership in a 

broad sense as any cooperative effort between schools and the private sector to improve 

the quality of education (Karls, Pease, Copa, Beck, and Pearce 1988). Rich describes the 

concept of partnership as the building of an infrastructure that instills the importance of 

institutions being formally connected to the rest of society (Rich 1988). 

Another view of the concept of partnership is offered by Seeley (1985) who 

describes a partnership as "common effort toward common goals" (65). Partnerships 

allow youth and adults to learn from one another. Seeley contends that the following 

characteristics are essential to partnerships: (a) the relationship between partners is 

mutual; (b) the partners share an enterprise; (c) the partners, even though they may be 

strikingly different, each contribute particular talents, experiences, and perspectives; and 

(d) partners sometimes have different status within the relationship and control over the 

aspects of the work to be done. Seeley (1985) also states, "The fact that students must be 

in partnership with whoever is immediately teaching them, is the most fundamental 

element in any educational policy" (xvii). Chandross (1989) states that the Nassau 

County Youth Board Participation Project's seventh belief principal, "Youth/Adult 

partnership is a journey, not a destination" (Chandross 1989, 19). This statement 

highlights the crux of the issue; that youth-adult partnerships are in perpetual motion 

whereby knowledge and tradition is transferred from one generation to the next. 
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Theoretical Framework 

The concept of youth participation in youth-adult partnerships has roots in mUltiple 

theoretical models that include: strength perspective (Saleebey, Dennis, and May 1996); 

risk and resilience (Werner and Smith 1982); community youth development (Kretzmann 

and McKnight 1993; Lofquist 1989). These models view youth as valuable resources and 

assume "that young people are competent citizens with a right to participate in the 

decisions that affect their lives and a responsibility to serve their communities" (Finn and 

Checkoway 1998, 335). To date these models have primarily targeted the adolescent and 

preadolescent populations. 

Bronfenbrenner's ecological theory (Bronfenbrenner 1994) and Bourdieu's theory of 

practice (Wacquant 1987) insist that human deVelopment is a continuous process. In his 

response to clarifying the place of history, Bourdieu says, "Suffice it to say that the 

separation of sociology and history is a disastrous division and one totally devoid of 

epistemological justification: all sociology should be historical and all history 

sociological" (Wacquant 1987,37). 

The focus ofBourdieu's work is on: how cultural socialization places individuals 

and groups within competitive status hierarchies, how relatively autonomous fields of 

conflict interlock individuals and groups in struggle over valued resources, how these 

social struggles are refracted through symbolic classifications, how actors struggle and 

pursue strategies to achieve their interests within such fields, and how in so doing actors 

unwittingly reproduce the social stratification order (Swartz 1997, 6). Bourdieu stresses 

the differentiating role of the logic of polarity in symbolic systems. His fundamental 



point is that this binary logic of symbolic distinction also determines our mode of 

comprehending the social world. It establishes the foundation for us to organize the 

social world according to the same logic of polarity and thus to produce social as well as 

cognitive distinctions. Such distinctions become classification lenses through which we 

perceive the social world and give it meaningful order. (Swartz 1997, 87). For Bourdieu, 

symbolic power resides not in the force of ideas but in their relation to social structure. 

According to Bourdieu (1977), symbolic power "is defmed in and by a determinate 

relationship between those who exercise this power and those that undergo it-that is to 

say, in the very structure of the field in which belief is produced and reproduced" (112-

19). 

Bourdieu's theory of practice provides a good explanation for the structure of the 

social world. Furthermore, Bronfenbrenner's ecology of human development provides an 

good explanation of the social world by emphasizing the significance of context and of 

viewing development as a function of characteristics of both the person and ofthe , 

environment over the course of a life-span. Key components of a life course perspective 

are time, process and context. The life course scholars' focus attends to continuity and 

change in lives, looking at age-graded trajectories and transitions in social roles, 

relationships, and resources and documenting how these are shaped by social change 

(Moen, Elder, and Luscher 1995). For instance, Clausen (1991, 1993) documented the 

importance offeelings of competence during adolescence in shaping the adult life course. 

The notion of hardiness (Kobasa 1987) suggests that psychological resources acquired 
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earlier in life, such as a sense of control and self-worth, serve to promote a fulfilling life 

and as a buffer to stress. 

8 

Any study that examines the relationship between adults and youth must incorporate 

the principal that developmental growth is not limited primarily to the period of 

childhood and adolescence, but continues throughout adulthood. The proper assessment 

of intergenerational pathways to adult resilience, or indeed, behavior and dispositions 

more generally, requires that adults and children are progressing along both 

developmental and life course paths (Moen and Erickson, 1995). Intergenerational 

accounts of historical change in people's lives usefully direct attention to the mechanisms 

of socialization, exchange, and conflict across generation lines. The mechanism of family 

ties and succession of culture between succeeding generations is manifest when 

newborns are socialized to maturity, thereafter giving birth to the next generation that is 

subsequently socialized to maturity, in a life-cycle continuum. The social significance of 

adults successfully completing this process will influence the extent to which the new 

generation may likely adopt the profile of the adults. The grid of kinship is distinguished 

by the array of social influences and support, constraints, and options that give shape to 

lives that are lived interdependently over the years. To this structure should be added the 

matrix of non-family relations as well~fauthority figures, subordinates, team 

members, peers, friends, and acquaintances. Figure 1 describes how elements of 

Bourdieu's "theory of practice" and Bronfenbrenner's ecology of human development and 

an asset-based model are woven together in this study. Figure 2 demonstrates in greater 
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Figure 2. Asset-based model 



detail the external and internal assets that comprise an actor's agency in his or her "field" 

and "habitus." 

The operation of the three pre-existing models allows an actor with internal and 

external assets to move through a maze of constraints and opportunities over the course 

of his or her life span. The structure in which the actor operates is defined by the 

interactions between his or her "habitus" and "field." 

Research Objectives 

The purpose of this study is to investigate the concepts of trustworthiness, 

tolerance and shared power within members of a youth-adult partnership. This study 

investigates the effects of trustworthiness of others and tolerance of others on shared 

power within a youth-adult partnership in Kansas City, Missouri. There are two research 

questions for this study. The first research question is: What is the strength of the 

relationship between trustworthiness and tolerance of others on youth and adults' 

perception of shared power? The related secondary research question is: Is the ratio of 

youth and adults in the partnerships related to differences in trustworthiness and tolerance 

of others and shared power perception ofthe participants? 

Figure 3 demonstrates how the level oftrustworthiness and tolerance of others 

effect the perception of shared power when youth and adults are combined, when youth 

and adults are separated, and when youth and adults are comprised ofthree different 

youth/adult ratio sizes. 
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Figure 3. Conceptual Model of Variables in the Study 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

This chapter explores the research literature pertaining to the variables of this study: 

shared power, trustworthiness and tolerance. The purpose of this examination is to 

investigate previous research concerning each variable and their relationship to each 

other. 

Shared Power 

Understanding the role of power and how it functions has long been of interest to 

the many disciplines of science. Social power has existed in sociological writings since 

Karl Marx emphasized it in the 1860s. Power has also been a critical factor in Max 

Weber's writings in the early 1900s. Most sociologists, however, especially in the United 

States, paid relatively little attention to power for several decades. Olson and Marger 

(1993) attribute the resurgence of social power with the publication of two pivotal books 

in the 1950. They are Floyd Hunter's Community Power Structure in 1953, which 

initiated a long string of studies dealing with the exercise of power in communities and C. 

Wright Mills' The Power Elite in 1956 which sparked a lively debate about the role of 

elites in modem societies. Max Weber (1978 [1922]) and more recently Anthony 

Giddens (1984) have both referred to the structured patterns of social power as 

domination and have emphasized their perpetuation, stability, and relative predictability 

in social life. 
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Today's researchers have the writings of Foucault and Bourdieu to draw upon for 

their analysis of social power. New concentrations of power in the 1990's present new 

opportunities for action. Michel Foucault's writings, more than any other researcher, 

illustrates the complexity ofthe concept of power. According to Foucault (1980) power 

"is not a commodity, a position, a prize, or a plot; it is the operation of the political 

technologies throughout the social body" (185). Foucault believes that understanding 

power relationships is the way to truly analyze the concept of power. Bourdieu 

emphasizes that in almost all instances, the exercise of power requires some form of 

justification and that symbolic power is a legitimating power that elicits the consent of 

both the dominant and the dominated (Swartz 1997). Bourdieu (1987) thinks of symbolic 

power as ''world-making power," for it involves the capacity to impose the "legitimate 

vision of the social world and of its divisions" (13). Obviously, many prominent 

researchers conceptualize power as a multidimensional phenomenon. 

Conceptualizations of power stems in part from the inherent difficulty of 

approaching complex phenomena from multiple levels of analysis (Wicker 1990). Even 

though there is no commonly accepted definition of social power, the essential idea is 

that power is the ability to affect the actions or ideas of others despite resistance (Olson 

and Marger 1993). Similarly, Wrong (1979) defines power as the capacity of some 

persons to produce intended and foreseen effect on others through force, manipulation, or 

persuasion. Dorothy Rowe (1989) encapsulates power in a sentence, "In the final 

analysis, power is the right to have your defmition of reality prevail over other people's 



defmition of reality" (16). In development, power is usually seen as an asset. It is a 

means of getting things done (Chambers 1997). 
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Of special interest to the mechanism of youth-adult partnerships are the three 

instruments of power described by Gaventa (1980) in his analysis of the oppressive use of 

power in Appalachian communities. The frrst instrument of power is manifested through 

superior bargaining resources that can be used to reward and punish various targets 

(Polsby 1959). This dimension represents the popular and traditional understanding of 

power: those with the greatest resources have the greatest power. A second instrument of 

power is the ability to construct barriers to participation or eliminate barriers to 

participation through setting agendas and defining issues (Bachrach and Baratz 1962). 

By controlling the topics, timing of discussion, and range of discourse within a topic, 

those with power can effectively limit participation and perspectives in public debate. 

The third instrument of power is a force that influences or shapes shared consciousness 

through myths, ideology, and control of information such as the notion that private 

enterprise is superior to governmental action. 

The relationship between youth and adults is often considered one of the most 

dynamic, ever changing relations of power. Adolescence is commonly characterized as a 

time of great physical, emotional, cognitive, and social change (Raphael 1996). They are 

developmentally in a transitional flux of desiring the perceived power of adulthood while 

vacillating in both child and pre-adult developmental stages. Whereas, adults who are 

usually in an authority role in relation to youth, have found through experience that 

power is valuable and a prized resource. Adults thereby, resist the release of power that 
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they so diligently strove to obtain in their youth. To take full advantage of young people's 

talents and energy adults first need to: 

give up some of our own power so that children can have 
what we already enjoy. It won't cost us any money. It won't 
add to the federal deficit. But it will add to the political and 
moral wealth of the nation. We ought to be able to enter the 
next millennium with our children having equal representation 
in our political institutions (Lindsey, 1998). 

Because adults are more often in control of the situations in which young people find 

themselves, and therefore are the primary culture-shapers, it is imperative to consider 

how adults view young people as they act in these settings (Lofquist 1989). Lofquist 

(1989) suggests that there are three ways that people view and treat other people in their 

relationship. People view and treat others as objects, as recipients, or as resources. They 

provide clear choices about how we will enter into relationships with others, both 

personally and professionally. Based on the diametric positions of power within youth-

adult partnerships, when adults are able to view youth as resources, the likelihood of 

shared power exists. Within the concept of youth as resources youth are engaged in'a 

consensus governance model thereby making room for a balance of power. Youth as 

resources is strongly connected to the conceptual model of adolescent development based 

on the strengths of young people and on the resources they and the members oftheir 

families and communities can provide to enable these strength to become the ingredients 

of positive development across the life span (Scales and Leffert 1999). Another unique 

characteristic of youth as resources is that youth are viewed as valuable in the present 

tense, a position that many adults have difficulty in comprehending and practicing. Youth 
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(1988) emphasize the transformative possibilities of school partnership when they 

involve the voices from all of the stakeholders and when they redistribute the power more 

equitably among the partners. 

The study of human cognitive decision processes has been pursued vigorously. 

Decision-making is choosing between competing courses of action (van Linden and 

Fertman 1998). Participation is the act of decision-making. The ebb and flow of 

participation in decision-making within a youth-adult partnership is exemplified by the 

distribution of power. According to Simon (1976) authority is exercised over an 

individual whenever that individual permits the communicated decision of another person 

to guide his or her own choice. In practice, authority is usually mixed with suggestion 

and persuasion. The magnitude of acceptance depends upon the social sanctions, 

expected behavior society places on us, which authority has available to enforce its 

commands. Activities in a partnership become organized only to the extent that the 

members permit their decisions and their behaviors to be influenced by the partnership 

itself; thus negotiations become an inherent characteristic of decision making. Supportive 

research by Cormick (1980) claims that a balance of power is thought to contribute to 

successful negotiation. 

Participation in decision-making provides experience that challenges individual 

cognition of social power and provides a collective context through which emotional 

reaction to that power can be processed or reflected upon. Research by King, Louis, 

Marks and Peterson (1996) demonstrated that when power was shared, decision-making 

involved participation throughout the staff, equal access and voice, reciprocity, and a 
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focus on issues relevant to the collective good. They concluded that participatory 

decision-making, when power was shared, could facilitate more authentic teaching and 

learning. This notion would be supported by the many educational and industrial research 

studies that indicate people are more likely to increase their learning and commitment to 

an organization when they're involved in making important decisions about that 

organization (Chesler 1970). Programs that do not alter basic power arrangements but 

which open communication channels, permit the expression of grievances, and encourage 

informal influence or advisory action are worthwhile actions but they do not constitute 

efforts at sharing power. Essentially, power remains located in the same places, while a 

sense of participation alone is engendered. Without the genuine distribution of power, the 

youth's participation in a youth-adult partnership risks the appearance of tokenism. 

Youth involvement in decision-making means that they must exercise a significant 

degree of control over major portions of the formal activities and events of the group. As 

adolescents become more autonomous, they are required to make more of their own 

decisions. Van Linden and Fertman (1998) profess that adolescents in all stages or' 

leadership development already have considerable knowledge and intuitively approach 

decision-making. According to most general models of decision-making (Raiffa 1968; 

von Winterfieldt and Edwards 1986), a person facing a decision should: (1) list possible 

alternatives, (2) identify the potential consequences of those actions, (3) assess the 

probability of each consequence occurring if the relevant action were undertaken, (4) 

assess the relative impact (positive or negative) of each consequence, and (5) evaluate 



these impacts and probabilities to identify the most attractive course of action (van 

Linden and Ferterman 1998). 
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In studying participation in decision-making researches should include the 

sociolinguistic studies that recognize the social control processes involved in the 

distribution of participation. Duncan (1972) suggests that there is a regular 

communication mechanism in our culture for managing the taking of speaking turns in 

face-to-face interaction and through this mechanism participants in an interaction can 

effect the smooth and appropriate exchange of speaking turns. Duncan's study brings to 

the forefront the complexity of operationalizing signals for any given communication 

function. The laborious task of making fine-grained transcriptions of multiple interaction 

behaviors is arduous. Duncan's suggestion to include behavioral comprehensive 

research in the study of decision-making is well founded. Simon (1976) concurs, noting 

that most of the behaviors resulting in coordination are habitual or reflective, not as much 

mentally deliberate or conscious. It is imperative to understand not only the verbal 

aspects of participation in decision-making but the non-verbal language as well. 

The benefits of participation in decision-making can be diverse. A person has a 

chance to make history or to improve pre-existing conditions or to become more involved 

and responsible. In order for youth to become independent thinkers and learners, they 

must participate in the construction of the course of study. The learning process is 

developed through a continuous dialogue between all members. Of particular concern in 

a partnership is the opportunity to contribute in the decision-making process. According 
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to Thomases (1998) "Democracy can only happen with an engaged populace who 

understand the issues and know how to participate in public debate to further their 

agenda" (31). The opportunity to engage brings to question the ratio of youth and adults 

in a true democratic youth-aduh partnership model. Adults are often viewed as the 

population with more power and often criticized by youth for talking too much. The ratio 

dynamics become important as each member negotiates for time and space. 

Trustworthiness of Others 

Like many other words important to American social life, trust and all its 

seemingly related concepts-faith, confidence, alienation and fairness are not well 

defined. The unsystematic and vague use of trust in such fields as moral philosophy, law, 

and popular political commentary is not due to any massive ignorance of a great body of 

theory and research on this matter in the social sciences. Social thinkers and theorist of 

widely divergent theoretical persuasions attest to the fundamental importance of trust in 

social relationships and social systems. N iklas Luhman (1980) says trust is necessary to 

"reduce complexity" in social systems. Economist Fred Hirsch defmes it as a "public 

good" necessary for the success of many economic transactions (Hirsch 1978). Peter Blau 

describes trust as "essential for stable social relationships" (Blau 1964). The moral 

philosopher Sissela Bok (1978) speaks oftrust as a "social good ... When it is destroyed, 

societies falter and collapse" (26). An expectation that social actors have of one another 

in social relationship and social systems appears to be a common thread among these 

persuasions. According to Barber (1983) when expectations are fulfilled or not fulfilled, 

they have various functional and dysfunctional consequences for the relationships and 
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social systems in which actors are engaged. Barber goes on to define expectations as the 

meaning actors attribute to themselves and others as they make choices about which 

actions and reactions are rationally effective and emotionally and morally appropriate. It 

is easy to see that social interaction is an endless process of acting upon expectations, 

which are comprised of the cognitive, emotional and moral nature of human 

development. For example, although most people recognize that failure to cooperate with 

others can lead to collectively undesirable outcomes, they also realize that isolated acts of 

cooperation are not likely to have much impact on the collective outcome. Recognizing 

this difficulty, researchers have frequently argued that trust plays a prominent role in the 

emergence of cooperation in such situations (Dawes 1980; Edney 1980; Kramer and 

Brewer 1984; Messick and Brewer 1983). In particular they have proposed that an 

individual's willingness to cooperate is conditioned, at least partially, on a belief or 

expectancy that other members of a group or organization will do the same (Brann and 

Foddy 1988; Kramer 1991). 

All social relationships and systems requires the exercise of power by one or more of 

their members for their continued and effective operation. For power to be fully or even 

sufficiently effective in achieving the individual's or the system's goals, there must be 

trust in power, the willingness of granting and accepting power in the expectation that the 

holder of power will use it with technical competence and with fiduciary responsibility 

for the system as a whole (Gamson 1968; Parsons 1969). Although trust is only one 

instrument or mechanism of social control, it is an omnipresent and important one in all 

social systems. 
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Traditional models of authority assume that workers lack the ability for self

direction, find their work distasteful, and are instrumentally motivated. Hence, managers 

must closely supervise their employees and cannot trust them. Or Simon (1976) offers 

another explanation that status is a factor in trusting another person. Recommendations 

are judged primarily on a person's merits, but partly on the merits of the person making 

the recommendation. Trust comes into play because those people who are hearing the 

expert don't know and they don't have time to know, so they will trust the expert. 

In contrast, more recent human resource models assume that workers can be creative 

and self-directed, enjoy their work, and motivated by interest in work tasks. Sheppard and 

Tuchinsky (1996) identify a change in the structure of society. They argue that lateral 

alliance and social relations are increasingly replacing hierarchies. In such relationship, 

individuals are thrown into situations in which "formal controls and sanctions do not 

exist" (153). 

As an expression of trust, partnership implies a relationship of mutual cooperation 

between partners in a common enterprise. Collaboration between colleagues is attained 

through shared trust and retained for reasons of common allegiance. Partnership decision 

making is based on assumptions that human beings are of equal value, that they know 

what is right for them, and that they may be trusted to make appropriate decisions for the 

common good. In John Williams' (1978) paper, Collaboration of a Third Kind, he 

suggests, ''that if there exist one description which might be utilized as a predicator for 

success in regard to collaborative efforts it is the trust level among participants" (20). 
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Tolerance of Others 

Social scientists periodically explore the invisible topography of national attitudes 

in order to explain and predict the visible quality of democracy; these soundings rarely 

explore the same depths. The tolerance literature is rife with instances in which negative 

group prejudice or discrimination is employed as the sole indicator of the entire tolerance 

complex (Himmelhoch 1952; Greeley and Rossi 1966; Marx 1967). According to Ferrar 

(1976) "The tolerance label is typically pasted over conglomerate indices of attitudes, 

opinions, behaviors and beliefs which assume some unspecified defInition of tolerance" 

(63). But as Paul Wolff (1965) points out, the notion oftolerance is by no means 

exhausted by reference to the acceptance of large and organizationally established 

minority groups. Tolerance must also include considered acceptance of deviant 

individuals, ofunestablished groups and of bizarre beliefs. Thus, according to Ferrar 

(1976) the examined and the unexamined dimensions oftolerance produces at least two 

distinct sUb-concepts: (1) rigid reified view of the moral universe and, (2) categorical 

pre-judgment of individuals and groups. The examined and unexamined dimension of 

tolerance has to do with an individual's general orientation toward the moral order. 

When individuals maintain a reifIed view of the social world, they are likely to evaluate 

that universe in terms of prejudged categories. They will be unreceptive to new issues, 

new information, and individual variations (Rokeach 1960). Blum and Kalvern (1956) 

challenge researchers to consider the examination of what the individual may want to 

know before he makes up his mind. Does he seek "growing and changing procedures for 

testing ideas or does he rest content with received, categorical prejudgments?" (28). 



The utility of knowledge about tolerance and the characteristics of tolerant persons 

are readily apparent. Parents, teachers, and others responsible for preparing young 
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people for harmonious human relations in a multi-cultural society, such the United States, 

requires information about and appreciation of tolerance and the development oftolerant 

personalities. In that sphere, core values and ethical norms are established and have 

opportunities to extend across cultural intergenerational boundaries. Indeed, socialization 

oftwo persons in the same culture does not mean identical experiences will occur, 

however the influence of the culture will operate to standardize behavior and personality 

(Linton 1945). 

A democratic political system is an effective arrangement for safeguarding 

individual and group rights. The legal guarantee of civil rights and liberties insures a 

certain measure of dignity and respect to every citizen. With an emphasis on cultural 

pluralism rather than on the provincial and parochial, tolerance fosters. Groups that come 

into contact with more than one cultural or sub-cultural system become aware of, ~d 

often appreciative of, alternative cultural patters and are less inclined to view their own in 

a strict fashion (Frumkin 1962). Culture may be said to be the chief source of the idea of 

prejudice for most people; it is doubtful if many people invent the notion in solitude. It 

provides categories of people and designates which groups are legitimate objects of 

hostility and blame. In America there is considerable sub-cultural variation with respect 

to tolerance (Lohman and Reitzes 1952). For example there are social class differences 

in attitudes toward violence. Tolerance may bring endorsement or negative sanctions 

depending upon the sub-cultural environment. 



25 

Martin's (1964) studies on the characteristics of the tolerant personality versus the 

prejudiced reveals that a tolerant person is inclined to look for the best in people and give 

other people the benefit of the doubt. A tolerant person tends to judge individuals as 

individuals and to reject the practice of group stereotyping. The tolerant personality also 

seems characterized by a high degree of empathic ability, and is much more likely to be 

higher on sympathy and compassion than the strongly prejudiced person. Cognitively, 

the ideal tolerant person is able to perceive variation realistically. Compared to the 

strongly prejudiced, he has no obsessive fear of being mistaken or wrong, and is more 

willing to admit his own shortcomings and weaknesses. Martin (1964) has essentially 

defined tolerance as "the absence of prejudice" (11). Ferrar's (1976) is highly critical of 

Martin's conception oftolerance. She feels that he is clearly reducing the whole of 

tolerance to one of it parts, the group prejudice component. 

The significance of identity formation can not be underestimated when considering 

the dimensions of tolerance (van Linden and Fertman 1998). Early adolescent is a 

critical period for identity formation. Who they are and how they fit into the world are 

defming issues for ten to fourteen year olds. It is during this stage of development that 

individuals begin to establish and clarify a social conscience and work toward learning 

socially responsible behavior (Havighurst 1972; Kohlberg and Hersh 1977). As 

individuals progress through this stage (from twelve to fifteen), they begin to clarify their 

role in their world such as school, and the local community. By the mid-teens (fifteen to 

seventeen), adolescents' sense of self includes who they have been, as well as whom they 

hope to become. They define themselves more in terms of their intentions, what they 
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would like to do, than by what they have actually done. As their ability to think 

abstractly develops, older adolescents can reflect on past behaviors and plan for the future 

(Cobb 1992). Marcia (1980, 1988) writes that adolescents who manage to establish their 

identity tend to be more tolerant of individual differences, allowing the same freedom of 

self-defInition in others as they do in themselves. True partners come together on a basis 

of mutual respect as exemplifIed in communities in which the young as well as the 

elderly are appreciated. 

Hypotheses 

Based on the fIndings ofthe literature the following hypotheses are proposed for this 

study: 

Hypothesis 1: Among both youth and adult members of youth-adult partnerships 

there is a positive relationship between trustworthiness and tolerance of others and the 

perception of shared power 

Hypothesis 2: Among the youth and adult members of youth-adult partnership's 

divided by subgroups A, B & C there is a positive relationship between trustworthiness 

and tolerance of others and the perception of shared power. Subgroup-A represents 

respondents from a comparable number of youth-adult participants, subgroup-B 

represents respondents from a disproportionate number of adults than youth participants 

and subgroup-C represents respondents from a disproportionate number of youth than 

adult participants. 



Hypothesis 3: Among youth and adult members in youth-adult partnerships, youth 

report a higher level oftrustworthiness of others than adults. 

Hypothesis 4: Among youth and adult members in youth-adult partnerships, adults 

report a lower level oftolerance of others than youth. 
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Hypothesis 5: Among the youth members of youth-adult partnerships, the means of 

shared power, trustworthiness and tolerance of others will be different between subgroups 

A, B & C: Subgroup-A represents respondents from a comparable number of youth-adult 

participants, subgroup-B represents respondents from a disproportionate number of adults 

than youth participants and subgroup-C represents respondents from a disproportionate 

number of youth than adult participants. 



CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

This chapter begins with a description of the methodology used to facilitate the 

study, including participants, sample selection, limitations of sample selection, survey 

instrument, and the procedures. It is followed by a summary ofthe analysis ofthe 

variables. 

Research Design 

This study was designed as a regression study to determine the strength ofthe 

relationship between shared power, trustworthiness and tolerance of others among youth 

and adults members within youth-adult partnerships. The specific variables that were 

examined were: (1) power as measured by Inventory of Adult Attitudes and Behavior 

(An Instrument for Examining the Nature of AdultNouth Relationships), (Lofquist and 

Miller 1989) and supplemented by content analysis of participation in decision-making 

through field observation and face-to-face interviews, (2) trustworthiness of others, as 

measured by Measuring Social Life Feelings (Schuessler 1982), and (3) tolerance of 

others, as measured by Authoritarian Personality (F) Scale, Forms 45 and 40, (Adorno, 

Frenkel-Brunswik, Levinson, and Sanford, 1950). 
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Participants 

The participants in this study were youth and adults functioning within a partnership. 

Five partnerships were identified within each of the three established subgroups. Those 

were a total of 179 participants within the 15 partnerships. The 105 youth were from 13 

to 18 years of age and comprised S8.1% of the total participants. The 74 adults were 

from 19 to 67 years of age and comprised the remaining 41.9% of participants. Each of 

the three subgroups was comprised ofa different ratio of youth and adult participants. 

The youth-adult compositions of the five partnerships in subgroup-A were 

characterized by a comparable number of youth and adults with the stipUlation that youth 

would out number adults in each partnership~ for example six youth and two adults. 

Among the five partnerships within subgroup-A, the 23 youth ranged in age from 13 to 

17 years. The mean age of these youth was 15.3 years. The 14 adults in the five 

subgroup-A partnerships ranged in age from 19 to 67 years. The mean adult age was 

36.8 years. The number of participants within each ofthe five subgroup-A partnerships 

ranged in number from 4 to 13. The youth-adult participant ratios ranged from SO% 

youthlSO% adults to 75% youthl25% adults. 

The subgroup-B partnerships were characterized by having a disproportionate 

number of adults than youth; for example twelve adults and one youth. Among the five 

partnerships within subgroup-B, the 12 youth ranged in age from 13 to 18 years. The 

mean age of these youth was IS.7 years. The 46 adults in the five subgroup-B 

partnerships ranged in age from 19 to 67 years. The mean adult age was 45.5 years. The 

number of participants within each ofthe five subgroup-B partnerships ranged in number 
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from 6 to 17. The youth-adult participant ratios ranged from 7.7% youthl92.3% adults to 

35.3% youth /64.7% adults. 

The five partnerships identified in subgroup-C were characterized by having a 

disproportionate number of youth than adult participants; for example twenty youth and 

two adults. Among the five partnerships within subgroup-C, the 75 youth ranged in age 

from 13 to 18 years. The mean age of these youth was 15.7. The 11 adults in the five 

subgroup-C partnerships ranged in age from 19 to 51 years. The mean adult age was 31.6 

years. The number of participants within each of the five subgroup-C partnerships 

ranged in number from 7 to 23. The youth-adult participant ratios ranged from youth 

92.8%, adults 7.1% to youth 78.3%, and adults 21.7%. 

Sample Selection 

The objective was to identify functioning youth-adult partnerships comprised of 

three subgroups with varying ratios of youth and adult participants. A youth was defined 

as a person between the age of 13 and 18 years old. An adult was defmed as a person 19 

years or older. A functioning partnership was defmed as a youth-adult group working 

toward a common purpose or goal. All the participants of the three subgroups shared the 

common characteristic of having a degree of governance within the partnership. The 

three subgroups were established to determine if the youth and adult ration dynamics of a 

partnership was notable to sharing power. The three ratio sizes of the subgroups were as 

follows: subgroup-A partnerships represented by a comparable number of youth and 

adults with the stipulation that youth would out number adults in each partnership, 

subgroup-B represented partnerships with a disproportionate number of adult than youth 



31 

participants and subgroup-C represented partnerships with a disproportionate number of 

youth than adult participants. 

The 15 partnerships identified were located in the metropolitan Kansas City area 

including communities in the states of Kansas and Missouri. Five ofthe 15 partnership 

meetings were located in Kansas's communities. The geographical boundary ofthe 

partnerships was 6th Street on the north, 79th Street on the south, State Line Road on the 

east and South 37th Street on the west. Three of the five Kansas partnerships were 

comprised of neighborhood resident-based participants, while the remaining two 

partnerships were comprised of metropolitan-wide resident-based participants. Ten of 

the 15 partnership meetings were located in Missouri communities. The geographical 

boundary of the partnerships was 10th Street on the north, 53rd St. on the south, Vermont 

Street on the east, and Washington Street on the west. Three of the ten Missouri 

partnerships were comprised of neighborhood resident-based participants, while the 

remaining seven partnerships were comprised of metropolitan-wide resident-based. 

participants. 

The type of sampling used in this study is referred to customarily as a 

convenience sample; one of several types of samples (Singleton, Straits and Straits 1993). 

This type of sample was selected due to time and financial constraints. The total sample 

size was 179 participants, 105 youth and 74 adults. The three subgroups were identified 

so that the ratio factor of youth-adult participants could be analyzed. The equal number 

of partnerships identified for each subgroup was limited to five due to time and fmancial 



32 

constraints. The total sample size of subgroup-A was 38 participants, 23 youth and 15 

adults. The total sample size ofsubgroup-B was 60 participants, 12 youth and 48 adults. 

The total sample size for subgroup-C was 81 participants, 70 youth and 11 adults. 

Limitations of the Study 

Convenience samples, generally not recommended in sample surveys, have 

limitations and disadvantages. The most important disadvantage is that they typically do 

not represent the larger population from which the sample is selected. The concept and 

implementation of youth-aduh partnerships in the Kansas City area is relatively new and 

limited in number. In this study, the population was 179 participants within 15 youth

adult partnerships as defined by the investigator. The samples for each partnership 

consisted of participants who attended the partnership meeting and who completed the 

survey at the time the survey was administered. Appendix A demonstrates the numeric 

description ofthe fifteen youth-adult partnerships such as the percentage range, ofthe 

total number of persons that belong to the partnerships compared to the percentage of 

members that attended each partnership meeting (42.3% to 92%). Appendix A also 

demonstrates the percentage of returned surveys from each of the fifteen partnerships. 

Procedures 

Participants in this study were identified using three different recruitment 

methods. Initially, telephone contacts were made to partnerships known to the 

investigator. The second recruitment method by the investigator was contacting other 

youth worker professionals to obtain referrals. The third recruitment method used by the 
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investigator was to use existing partnership referrals. The investigator followed the 

Recruitment Solicitation Script in Appendix B. A permission letter was signed. 

Permission to attend the partnership meetings to administer the survey, observe the 

participants and recruit for the face-to-face interviews was granted by the contact person 

of the partnership (see Letter of Permission, Appendix C). 

The following three types of data collection procedures were used in this study: 

survey, field observation and face-to-face interviews. The survey was reviewed by 

several youth outside the study to assure appropriate language prior to being administered 

to the study participants. The survey data was gathered from participants that attended 

the youth-adult partnership meetings either at the beginning of the meeting or before the 

conclusion of the meeting. The study investigator informed the participants using the 

script found in Appendix D. Participants were assured that their identities would remain 

anonymous. To assure the anonymity of each participant, the survey and two critical 

thinking puzzles were distributed to everyone attending the meeting. Those in attendance 

were given the option of completing either the surveyor puzzles. Pencils were 

distributed to everyone. As an incentive to complete the survey, a graffiti sticker was 

given to persons who finished the survey. The participants were instructed to raise their 

hand when they finished with either the surveyor puzzles. At that time, the investigator 

collected the surveys and puzzles and distributed the stickers to those that had completed 

the survey. The survey was usually completed in 10 to 15 minutes although some 

required over 25 minutes. 
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Another method of data collection consisted of observation of the partnership 

meetings. The investigator observed 11 of the 15 total partnership meetings. The primary 

function ofthe observer was to compare the amount of youth and adult participation in 

decision-making and to note the general dynamics oftheir interaction. This was done by 

tracking the number of times a youth and adult would interact with one another and the 

amount oftime the youth and adult interacted with one another. 

The third method of data collection was conducted by face-to-face interviews 

with five participants. At the same time of the introduction of the study and explanation 

ofthe survey, participants were given an opportunity to voluntarily submit their name to 

a drawing to participate in a face-to-face-interview with the investigator. Volunteers were 

asked to put their name, initials of their partnership organization and an "A" or a "Y" (A= 

Adults and Y = Youth) representing their respective age category on the small piece of 

paper provided by the investigator. To assure the participant's privacy, phone numbers 

were only obtained from the partnership contact person of those participants whose 

names were drawn. A movie pass was promised to the participants whose names were 

drawn as an appreciation and incentive to participate in the drawing. A total of 65 names 

were collected from the 179 participants (35.2%). The 65 names included 43 youth 

(66.2%) and 22 adults (33.8%). Six names were drawn at the conclusion ofthe collection 

of surveys from the 11 observed partnerships. The objective ofthe interviews was to 

obtain anecdotal information about the person's perception of youth-adult shared power 

and participation in decision-making. A set of questions (Appendix E) was used. The 

investigator spontaneously added follow-up questions based on the person's responses. 



The estimated time to complete an interview was between 15 and 20 minutes, although 

several took well over half an hour. 

Instrument 
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The following three types of data collection were used: survey instrument, field 

observation and face-to-face interviews. The survey was used to solicit information 

from respondents concerning their perceptions of shared power and self-reported levels 

of trustworthiness and tolerance of others and selected information on respondent's 

demographic characteristics (see Adult Questionnaire, Appendix F). The survey 

instrument was a compilation of questions taken directly from or modified from existing 

surveys such as Inventory of Adult Attitudes and Behavior, An Instrument for Examining 

the Nature of AdultN outh Relationships (Lofquist and Miller 1989), Measuring Social 

Life Feelings (Schuessler 1982) and Authoritarian Personality (Adorno, Frenkel

Brunswik, Levison, and Sanford 1950). 

The Inventory of Adult Attitudes and Behavior, An Instrument for Examining the 

Nature of AdultN outh Relationships (Inventory) was used to measure the youth and 

adult's perception of shared power. Only select portions of the inventory were utilized in 

this study. Adapted from The Technology of Prevention Workbook (Lofquist 1989) the 

inventory is designed to give adults a look at their own assumptions about involving 

young people in an organization. It identifies a spectrum of attitudes that exist in all 

human relationships. (Leifer and McLarney 1997). The Inventory has been frequently 

used as a valuable starting point for the discussion of adult and youth relationships within 

the 



context of planning, operating and evaluating organizations whose missions are to 

promote the well being of young people. The Inventory identifies three styles or 

approaches to working with young people: young people viewed as either objects, 

recipients or resources. Appendix G demonstrates which statements from Inventory 

match the three types of styles. 
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Within the object spectrum, the adult sees little value in the young person except as 

the young person serves the desires ofthe adult. As a result, the adult controls the young 

person to serve whatever interests the adult may have (Lofquist 1989). This is not an 

uncommon attitude among adults who volunteer and who work professionally with 

young people. The young person is viewed as having limited input on the direction or 

opportunities within the partnership. 

Within the recipient spectrum, the young person is viewed as a recipient of the 

benefits of the partnership. The adult is still well in control ofthe conditions under which 

the young person participates, but allows youth participation because of the value of the 

experience to the young person (Lofquist 1989). The youth participation is still based on 

adult terms even though there is some opportunity for the building of a sense of youth 

ownership in the outcome of the decisions. The adult demonstrates a concern for 

preparing the young person for future responsibilities. 

Resources, the third spectrum, is based upon the respect for the contribution that 

young people make in the present. It acknowledges that adults and young people can 

share any leadership and decision-making roles involved. 
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The same Inventory was given to the youth of the partnerships. They were instructed 

to answer the statements according to how they perceived the adult's perception of 

working with the youth in the partnership (see Appendix H). The Inventory is comprised 

of 15 statements in a nine-point scale, ranging from "never my approach" to "always my 

approach". The five statements identified with the resource spectrum were used to 

measure the shared power variable. 

The Schuessler's Social Life Feelings Scales (SLFS)(Schuessler 1982) measures 12 

sub-scales. Each scale can be considered to represent a common dimension based on 

high intercorrelations between constituent items as identified using factor analysis. SLFS 

(Sub-scale #2): Doubt About Trustworthiness of People was used to measure the youth 

and adult's level of trust with other people. The alpha reliability and Tucker-Lewis 

reliability for SLFS (Sub-scale #2) is .80 and .86 respectively (Miller 1991). According 

to Schuessler, (Schuessler 1982; cited in Miller 1991) none of the 12 SLFS had face 

validity in the strict sense that all its items referred directly to the concept it supposedly 

was measuring. Scales whose interpretations were rated simple generally had more face 

validity than scales whose interpretations were rated complex. SLFS (Sub-scale #2) 

interpretation was rated "simple". The youth-adult participants for this study were 

instructed to self-report their responses. The SLFS (Sub-scale #2) is comprised of eight 

items in Likert format ranging from "strongly agree" to "strongly disagree". 

The Authoritarian Personality (F) Scale, Forms 45 and 40 (Adorno, Else-Brunswik, 

D.J. Levison, and R.N. Sanford 1950) is widely used to measures the variable 

"Authoritarianism" or antidemocratic potential. The scale consists of 30 items grouped 
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into nine attitudinal categories considered as variables in a personality syndrome (Miller 

1991). For this study, Category C, Authoritarian Aggression: Tendency to be on the 

lookout for, and to condemn, reject and punish, people who violate conventional values 

was used to measure tolerance of other people. The author reports the reliability range is 

from .81 to .97 (Miller 1991). The youth and adults for this study were instructed to self

report their responses. The Authoritarian Aggression was comprised of eight items using 

the Likert format ranging from "strongly agree" to "strongly disagree". 

The investigator had originally intended to rely solely on three systematic 

communication scoring systems developed by Bales' (1950) Interaction Process Analysis 

that tracks "the act", Stephan and Misler's (1952) that tracks uninterrupted contribution 

"participation" and Chapple and Arensberg's (1940) that tracks the amount oftime a 

person talks as the basic unit of analysis for participation in decision-making for each 

participant. However, after the investigator performed an unscientific pilot test of the 

instrument, it was found to be unmanageable for one observer. The units of analysis 

were still used for qualitative content analysis of field observation notes. 

The final data collection in this study was face-to-face interviews. Face-to-face 

interviews were conducted with six participants, three youth and three adults. A young 

person and an adult represented each of the three subgroups. Pre determined questions 

were used by the investigator as well as added questions depending on the input of the 

person being interviewed. The interview questions were primarily used for anecdotal 

information that focused on the person's perception of shared power and participation in 

decision-making within their respective partnership. 
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Analysis 

The two research questions for this study were: What is the strength of the 

relationship between trustworthiness and tolerance of others on youth and adults' 

perception of shared power? The secondary research question is: Is the ratio of youth and 

adults in the partnerships related to differences in trustworthiness and tolerance of others 

and shared power perception of the participants? This study tested the following 

hypotheses: (1) Among youth and adult members ofyouth~adult partnerships there is a 

positive relationship between trustworthiness and tolerance of others and the perception 

of shared power; (2) Among the youth and adult members ofyouth~adult partnerships 

divided by subgroups A, B & C there is a positive relationship between trustworthiness 

and tolerance of others and the perception of shared power; (3) Among youth and adult 

members in youth~adult partnerships, youth report a higher level of trustworthiness of 

others than adults; (4) Among youth and adult members in youth~adult partnerships, 

adults report a lower level oftolerance of others than youth; (5) Among the youth -

members ofyouth~adult partnerships, the means of shared power, trustworthiness and 

tolerance of others will be different between subgroups A, B and C. 

The initial analyses conducted were frequencies and means for the demographic 

variables such as gender, age, educational attainment and length of time in the 

partnership. Adult and youth categories as well as the three subgroups divided this data. 

In addition a frequency and means analysis was conducted for the independent and 

dependent variables, shared power, trustworthiness and tolerance of others. Analysis 

from field notes and interviews was also conducted. 



Hypotheses 1 and 2 were tested using bivariate regression analysis. 

For hypothesis 3-4 t-test analysis was used to determine if the differences in 

observed sample means between youth and adult members in youth-adult partnerships 

were significant. 
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For hypothesis 5, to determine if the youth-adult ratio size differences in the 

youth's perception of shared power, trustworthiness and tolerance of others, the 179 

respondents were divided into three subgroups. Subgroup-A represented a comparable 

number of youth and adults in the partnership. For example subgroup-A may comprise 

of four youth and two adults. The only stipulation in subgroup-A was that the number of 

adults was less than the number of youth. Subgroup-B represented more adults and less 

youth. For example subgroup-B may comprise offrfteen adults and two youth. 

Subgroup-C represented more youth and fewer adults. For example subgroup-C may 

comprise oftwenty youth and two adults. The one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) 

combined with the Scheffe and LSD multiple comparison procedure and the bivariate 

regression analysis was used to determine if the sample means were unequal and, if so, to 

determine which sample means were significantly different from each other. The Scheffe 

procedure is considered the more conservative of the two post hoc tests. 



CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

This chapter describes and discusses the results of the analyses. The first portion 

is the results from the descriptive analysis of the data, including age distribution among 

youth and adults, the gender differences, educational attainment, and the length of time in 

the partnerships as well as the number of membership organizations and official capacity 

in those organizations. The descriptive analysis of the dependent and independent 

variables, shared power, trustworthiness and tolerance of others follows. The second 

portion is the results from five tests of the hypotheses. 

Demographics 

Ofthe 179 respondents, there were 74 (41.3 %) adults and 105 (58.7%) youth 

among the fifteen partnerships. The partnerships were divided into three subgroups _ 

comprised of five partnerships each. Each of the three subgroups represented different 

youth-adult ratio sizes. Subgroup-A was characterized by a comparable number of 

youth-adults working together on a project within a larger organization. Of the 38 

respondents from subgroup-A, there were 15 (39.5%) adults and 23 (60.5%) youth. 

Subgroup-B, more adults than youth, was predominantly characterized by youth and 

adults working together within the format of an organization's board of directors. Ofthe 

60 respondents from subgroup-B, there were 48 (80.0%) adults and 12 (20.0%) youth. 

Neighborhood and organizational youth advisories, with more youth than adults, 
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characterize subgroup-C. Of the 81 respondents from subgroup-C, there were 11 (13.6%) 

adults and 70 (86.4%) youth. 

Gender 

The gender of the youth and adults are presented in table 1. Of the 178 respondents 

that indicated their gender, there were 93 (52.2%) females and 85 (47.8%) males. This 

percentage reflects a 4.4% difference between the genders. When examining the gender 

differences by age category the difference increases. Of the 73 adult respondents, there 

were 42 (56.8%) females and 31 (41.9%) males. This percentage reflects a 14.9% 

difference between adult females and males, which is not uncommon in the field of youth 

work. Among the 105 youth respondents, there were 51 (48.6%) females and 54 (51.4) 

males. This percentage reflects a 2.8% difference between youth females and males. 

The gender differences were further analyzed within the three subgroups. Among the 

three subgroups, subgroup-A bad the highest percentage difference (31.6%) between 

female and males than subgroup-B and subgroup-C (1.6% and 6.2% respectively). Of the 

38 total respondents from subgroup-A, there were 25 (65.8%) females and 13 (34.2%) 

males. This percentage reflects a 31.6% difference in female and male respondents in 

subgroup-A. Ofthe 15 adult respondents from subgroup-A, there were 11 (73.3%) 

females and 4 (26.7) males. This percentage reflects a 46.6% difference between females 

and males. Of the 23 youth respondents from subgroup-A, there were 14 (60.9%) females 

·and 9 (39.1%) males. This percentage reflects a 21.8% difference between youth females 

and males in subgroup-A. There were more females than males in both the youth and adult 

categories. 
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Table l.--Gender by adults and youth and in subgroups. 

Variable Valid Cases Frequency Percentage 
Gender 

Adults 73 
Female 42 56.8 
Male 31 41.9 

Youth 105 
Female 51 48.6 
Male 54 51.4 -----
Subgroup A 
Adults 15 

Female 11 73.3 
Male 4 26.7 

Youth 23 
Female 14 60.9 
Male 9 39.1 
SubgroupB 
Adults 47 

Female 23 47.9 
Male 24 50.0 

Youth 12 
Female 7 58.3 
Male 5 41.7 
Subgroup C 
Adults 11 

Female 8 72.7 
Male 3 27.3 

Youth 70 
Female 30 42.9 
Male 40 57.1 
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On the other hand, gender differences were the least in subgroup-B (1.6%). Of the 

59 respondents from subgroup-B, there were 30 (50.8%) females and 29 (49.2%) males. 

Of the 47 adult respondents from subgroup-B, there were 23 (47.9%) females and 24 

(50.0%) males. This percentage reflects a 2.1% difference between aduh female and 

males. The difference in the adult category may have been larger had not one of the five 

groups been represented by an all-female organizational board of directors. Among the 12 

youth respondents from subgroup- B, there were 7 (58.3%) females and 5 (41.7%) males. 

This percentage reflects a 16.6% difference between youth females and males in subgroup

B. Overall there were slightly more females represented in subgroup-B, however there 

were slightly more males in the adult category. 

Subgroup-C is the only group that had more males than females overall. Of the 81 

respondents from subgroup-C, there were 38 (46.9%) females and 43 (53.1%) males. 

This percentage reflects a 6.2% difference between females and males among youth and 

adults in subgroup-Co Of interest, the reason for the higher number of males overall 

becomes apparent when examining the youth category. Of the 70 youth respondents from 

subgroup-C, there were 30 (42.9%) females and 40 (57.1%) males. This percentage 

reflects a 14.2% difference between youth females and males. However, of the 11 adult 

respondents from subgroup-C, there were 8 (72.7%) females and 3 (27.3%) males. This 

reflects a 45.4% difference between adult females and males. This percentage is common 

in the field of youth workers. There are usually more aduh females than adult males. 
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Age 

The age distribution between the youth and adults appear on table 2. For this study 

an adult was characterized as 19 years of age and older. Of the 71 adult respondents the 

mean age was 41.7 with a range of 48. A youth was characterized as 13 - 18 years of age. 

Of the 105 youth respondents the mean age was 15.6 with a range of 5. 

The age differences did not appear to differ greatly between overall age and the three 

subgroups. Of the 14 adult respondents from subgroup-A, the mean age of adults was 

36.8 with a range of 48. Subgroup-B had the highest adult mean age of 45.5 among the 

three subgroups compared to the lowest adult mean age ofthell adult respondents from 

subgroup-C. The mean age of aduhs from subgroup-C was 31.6 with a range of 32. The 

age differences among the youth were even smaller. Ofthe 23 youth respondents from 

subgroup-~ the mean age of youth was 15.3 with a range of5. The youth mean age 

(15.7) and age range (5) ofsubgroup-B and C were identical. Although the differences 

between the age categories among the youth in the three subgroups were similar the aduhs 

varied slightly. The size for each age category in each subgroup was too small to allow 

for generalizing. 

Educational Attainment 

The educational attainment level distribution is presented in table 3. The educational 

attainment level was determined by asking respondents to indicate the highest educational 

level completed. Of the 73 adult respondents the mean educational attainment level was a 

4-year college degree. In addition, 42.5% ofthe adults had attained either a masters or 
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Table 2.-- Age by adults and youth and in subgroups 

Variable Valid Frequency Percentage Mean Standard Range 
Age Cases Deviation 

Adults 71 41.7 12.85 48 
19-30 17 23.9 
31-40 13 16.9 
41-50 19 26.8 
51·60 21 29.6 
61-67 2 2.8 

Youth 105 15.6 1.65 5 
13 16 15.2 
14 15 14.3 
15 17 16.2 
16 21 20.0 
17 21 20.0 
18 15 14.3 •• _. _____________ ._. ________ • ______________ • __ • ______ • ___________________________ ft ___ • ____________________________ 

Subgroup A 
Adults 14 36.8 16.06 48 

19-30 6 42.9 
31-40 1 7.1 
41-50 4 28.9 
51-60 2 14.0 
61-67 1 7.1 

Youth 23 15.3 1.6 5 
13 5 21.7 
14 4 17.4 
15 4 17.4 
16 3 13.0 
17 4 17.4 

.. ------.-------------------------------------------- .. -----------------------------------------------------------
SubgroupB 
Adults 46 45.5 10.56 45 

19-30 5 10.9 
31-40 8 17.4 
41-50 14 30.4 
51-60 18 39.1 
61-67 1 2.2 

Youth 12 15.7 1.87 5 
13 3 25.0 
14 1 8.3 
16 2 16.7 
17 5 41.7 
18 1 8.3 
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Table 2.--Continued. 

Variable Valid Frequency Percentage Mean Standard Range 
Age Cases Deviation 

Subgroup C 
Adults 11 31.6 16.06 32 

19-30 6 54.5 
31-40 3 27.3 
41-50 1 9.1 
51-60 1 9.1 

Youth 70 15.7 1.59 5 
13 8 11.4 
14 10 14.3 
15 13 18.6 
16 16 22.9 
17 12 17.1 
18 11 15.7 
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Table 3.--Educational attainment by adults and youth and in subgroups 

Variable Valid Cases Frequency Percentage 
Education N 
Adults 73 

l2th grade 8 11.0 
Less than 4 yr. college 12 16.4 
4 yr. college degree 22 30.1 
Masters degree 19 26.1 
Doctorate degree 12 16.4 

Youth 105 
6_8th grade 32 30.5 
9th grade 26 24.8 
10th grade 19 18.1 
11 th grade 20 19.1 
12th grade 7 6.7 

. ______ !~~_~~~ ______________________________________________ ! ________________ !:l? ____________________________ _ 
Subgroup A 
Adults 15 

Ith grade 3 20.0 
Less than 4 yr. college 4 26.7 
4 year college degree 5 33.3 
Masters degree 3 20.0 

Youth 23 
6_8th grade 9 39.1 
9th grade 5 21. 7 
11th grade 7 30.4 
12th grade 1 4.3 

.------!~~-~~~~----------------------------------------------!---------------~:~----------------------------
Subgroup B 
Aduhs 47 

Ith grade 4 8.5 
Less than 4 yr. college 3 6.4 
4 year college 14 29.8 
Masters degree 14 29.8 
Doctomte 12 25.5 

Youth 12 
6_8th grade 4 33.3 
9th grade 1 8.3 
10th grade 4 33.3 

.------!}:~-~~~ ______________________________________________ ~ ______________ ~~:l? ____________________________ _ 
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Table 3.--Continued. 

Variable Valid Cases Frequency Percentage 
Education N 

Subgroup C 
Adults 11 

12th grade 1 9.1 
Less than 4 yr.college 5 45.4 
4 years college 3 27.3 
Masters degree 2 18.2 

Youth 70 
6_8th grade 19 27.1 
9th grade 20 28.6 
10th grade 15 21.4 
11th grade 10 14.3 
12th grade 6 8.6 
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doctorate degree. The adults who attained an educational level of masters or doctorate 

degree from subgroup-B (55.3%) reflect a good portion of this percentage (35.6%). 

Interestingly, subgroup-B was the only group comprised of adults (12) who had attained a 

doctorate degree demonstrating that organizational board of directors may have an 

expectation of higher education among adults than the other two types of subgroups. 

Upon further examination the lowest mean educational attainment level, less than 4 years 

of college was found in subgroup-A. Less than 4 years of college is characterized by one 

to four years of education but short of graduation from a 4-year college or university. Of 

the 47 adult respondents from sUbgroup-c, there was a mean educational attainment level 

between a 4-year college and a master's degree. Overall the adult educational attainment 

level is encouraging, demonstrating an upward trend of educational expectation among 

adult youth workers. Of the 105 youth respondents the mean educational attainment was 

between 9th and lOth grade comprising of a cumulative 42.9010. The same overall youth 

mean educational attainment level of 9th 
- 10th grades can also be said of the three 

subgroups. The only differentiating fact is that the youth in subgroup-B were the only 

youth that did not exceed the 11 th grade. 

Organizational Experience 

Participants were asked to respond to three questions related to organizational 

experience. Respondents identified (1) the length of time they were involved with the 

partnership, (2) the number of civic organizations they participated in and (3) how many 
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official positions they held in those organizations. The organizational distribution is 

presented in table 4. 

Table 4.--Organizational experience by adults and youth. 

Variable Valid Cases Frequency Percentage 
Length of time 
In Group 

Adults 71 
Less than 30 days 2 1.4 
2-3 months 2 2.8 
4-5 months 7 9.9 
6-7months 2 2.8 
8-9 months 6 8.5 
10-11 months 3 4.2 
1 year 1 1.4 
1 112 year 9 12.7 
2 years 14 19.7 
3 or more years 24 33.8 

Youth 105 
Less than 30 days 20 19.0 
2-3 months 13 12.4 
4-5 months 13 12.4 
6-7 months 15 14.3 
8-9 months 12 11.4 
to-II months 2 1.9 
1 year 6 5.7 
1112 year 5 4.8 
2 years 6 5.7 
3 or more years 13 12.4 
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Of the 71 adult respondents, the average length of time in the partnership was one 

year and of the 105 youth respondents, there was a mean length of time in the partnership 

between 6 - 7 months. There was a vast difference between the adults and youth's length 

oftime in the partnership. Of the adults, 33.8% had been involved three years or more 

compared to 12.4% of the youth. On the contrary, 19% ofthe youth had been involved 

with the partnership less than 30 days, whereas only 1.4% of the adults reported the same 

length of time. The discrepancy in length of time might suggest the transient nature of 

youth. 

Participants were also asked how many civic organizations they participated in and 

how many official positions they held. Of the 71 adult respondents, there was a mean 

number of civic organizations they participated in of 3.3 5. and of the 100 youth 

respondents, there was a mean number of civic organizations they participated in of2.52. 

Of the 66 adult respondents, there was a mean number of official positions held in civic 

organizations of 1.32 and of the 94 youth respondents, there was a mean number of

official positions held in civic organizations of 1.13. The highest number of organizations 

an adult participated in was 11 while the youth's highest number of participation in 

organizations was 15. The youth also held more official positions than the adults with 7 

and 6 respectively. 

Shared Power 

The shared power variable consisted of five statements which youth and adults 

responded to on an opinion scale of 1 to 9 with 1 = ''never their approach" to 9 = "always 



their approach". A reliability coefficient test was conducted on the five statements 

representing shared power with the results of an alpha of. 77. The shared power 

frequency distribution is found on table 5. 
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In general the adults perceived shared power with youth (7.48) more than the youth 

perceived the adult's sharing power (6.69). The most notable difference among adult and 

youth perception of shared power was with the opinion that young people have a better 

viewpoint of evaluating the success of youth programs. Over half of the adults, 52.7% 

responded "always their approach" while only 20.0% of youth responded in that way. 

Alternatively, the most often selected response to the importance of youth evaluating the 

success or failure of a program, 43.8% youth responded "sometimes their approach". 

The investigator also wanted to gain additional insight on the youth and adults' 

perspective of shared power through an interview process. Six participants were 

interviewed; an adult and youth from each of the three subgroups. 

The youth in all three subgroups recognized the importance of youth-adult 

partnerships and were very grateful for the opportunity to be members. They all viewed 

power as something that shifts from one person to another, "it's not just the adults making 

the decision, and not just the youth making the decisions, it's coming to a median." 

Another youth said, "Yeah, I just don't ever think its 50/50. A marriage relationship like 

my parents supposedly is a 50/50 relationship but sometimes I think it fluctuates. It 

depends where they are and what they're good at." To further emphasize her point she 

said, "I think power is something that people always want to have more of so I think its a 



Table 5.--Perceived shared power by adults and youth. 

Variable 

Shared Power 
#3. 

Valid 
Cases 

N 

Young people have a better 74 
viewpoint that is valuable for 
evaluating successes & 
failures of specific programs. 

Never their approach 1 
Seldom their approach 2 

. Sometimes their approach 6 
Often their approach 25 
Always their approach 39 
No answer 1 

#6. 
As an adult leader, I involve 74 
young people in making 
program decisions at the 
earliest point. 

Adults 

% 

1.4 
2.6 
8.2 

33.8 
52.7 

1.4 

Never their approach 1 1.4 
Seldom their approach 3 4.1 
Sometimes their approach 14 19.0 
Often their approach 24 32.5 
Always their approach 31 41.9 
No answer 1 1.4 

#9. 
Youth participation can 74 
improve & add greater value 
to the various management 
roles within our organization. 

Never their approach 0 0.0 
Seldom their approach 1 1.4 
Sometimes their approach 6 8.1 
Often their approach 21 28.4 
Always their approach 46 62.2 

Mean 

7.41 

6.89 

7.69 

N 

105 

105 

105 

1 
11 
46 
26 
21 
o 

3 
11 
23 
25 
43 

0 

2 
8 

22 
40 
33 -

Youth 

% 

1.0 
10.5 
43.8 
24.8 
20.0 
00.0 

2.9 
10.5 
21.9 
23.8 
41.0 
00.0 

1.9 
7.6 

20.9 
38.4 
3l.4 

54 

Mean 

5.81 

6.53 

7.10 

---------



55 

Table 5.--Continued. 

Variable Valid Adults Youth 
Cases 

Shared Power N % Mean N % Mean 

#11. 
I believe that experiences of 74 7.77 105 6.75 
young people give them a 
valuable way of looking at 
things that can become useful 
in efforts to plan, operate & 
evaluate the way the 
organization functions. 

Never their approach 0 0.0 1 1.0 
Seldom their approach 3 4.1 5 4.8 
Sometimes their approach 3 4.l 27 25.8 
Often their approach 20 27.l 28 26.7 
Always their approach 48 64.8 44 41.9 

#14. 
In our organizational 74 7.59 105 7.26 
decision-making, adults & 
young people together should 
make the decisions. 

Never their approach 0 0.0 2 1.9 
Seldom their approach 2 2.7 0 0.0 
Sometimes their approach 6 8.1 27 24.8 
Often their approach 24 31.4 19 17.9 
Always their approach 42 56.7 57 54.3 

The scale for these variables is 1 = Never .... 9 = Always 
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struggle." The young person from subgroup-B continually stressed the importance of 

youth and adults listening to one another, "If people sit down and listen like my agency 

does to the children and what we have to say we have equal power." When the three 

youth were asked what they thought the adults role in shared power was, the young 

person from subgroup A responded, "Adults can sometimes give a little extra, maybe not 

work but give some challenge to the young person." The young person from subgroup-B 

responded, "Showing them that they can actually help by having my agency put a teen on 

the board shows that kids can actually help with something." The young person from 

subgroup-C said, "Youth are looking for adults that respect them and not look down on 

them." When the investigator asked the youth to describe their perspective ofa youth's 

responsibility in shared power the young person from subgroup-A responded, "Young 

people should not just close their ears withjust thinking that we can't do it, so that we 

don't try. But go to them (adults) in an appropriate position, not with an attitude, 

judgment but go to them with an open mind and tell them what you think and then in 

return listen to where the other person, the adult is coming from." The young person from 

subgroup-B responded, "If! don't listen to adults what kind of person am I? 1 mean, my 

teachers are adults, 1 wouldn't learn anything." The young person from subgroup-C said, 

''The adults don't have all the answer. 1 think the only difference between an adult and 

teenagers is that adults have more responsibilities and experience." 

When the investigator interviewed the adults from each subgroup they all expressed 

the value of working with youth. The adult from subgroup-A continually expressed the 

importance of not only listening to youth but also "acting" on their opinions or 



suggestions. He said, "It's easy for adults to passively listen to youth and think they are 

equal partners but ifwe don't act on their ideas we are doing an injustice to their reality." 

On the other hand the adult from subgroup-B said, "I think there is a potentially strong 

role for youth to play in terms of working on program content and providing feedback to 

some of the professional staffabout what seems to be working what they like, what they 

don't like. It's almost like a customer service feed back than anything else." The adults 

from subgroup-C viewed partnerships as a way for youth and adults to exchange roles, 

"Like here, we have our after school programs that are set in place that they (youth) are 

recipients ofthose programs. But we want the kids to come in and then mold those 

programs to what they would like them to be so they can develop the leadership skill and 

all that stuffnow at a young age rather than later." She continued to explain the 

complexity of exchanging power in a partnership where there are 25 youth and only two 

adults, 

I know a lot oftimes the kids here don't want to go home so they 
hang out here but they don't necessarily want to be doing whatever 
programs are here. So they just stay just to have a place to be. But 
we try as much as possible. We have different committees and 
different workshops that we go on and every time to get them 
involved and we do have big group things. A lot ofthings are 
broken off into smaller groups so that we can give them one on 
one attention. When the groups are smaller, the young people can 
take a more active part. 

In addition to the survey results, the investigator observed 11 of the 15 

partnership's meetings taking note ofthe number of times youth and adults spoke up and 

the length of time a youth or adult spoke. The results are best described by the three 

subgroups. 
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Three out of the five partnership meetings in subgroup-A were observed. The 

characteristics ofthe partnerships in subgroup-A were a comparable number of youth and 

adults working together on a project or program that would impact the community. Of 

the three partnerships observed, two had a very good balance of participation in decision

making during their meeting. The youth and adults spoke freely with no apparent pre

determined order. These two partnerships always came to a consensus on their decisions 

before moving on to the next topic at hand. The third partnership exhibited more 

participation from the adults than the youth. Although the adults often made 

attempts to elicit input from the youth, they did not always exhibit good listening skills. 

However, it should be noted that the existence of this partnership was less than 30 days 

while the other two partnerships had been together at least seven months. The imbalance 

of participation in the third group may be that the partnership was lacking in cohesion due 

to unfamiliarity of one another. 

The participation in decision-making among the youth-adults partnership meetings in 

subgroup-B were more weighted towards adults participation. The characteristic of this 

subgroup was partnerships with more adults than youth. Three of the four partnership 

meetings observed were board meetings of an organization, the fourth partnership was a 

setting where adults and youth work together to improve communication among each 

other. Only one of the three board meetings observed had evidence of youth participation. 

That board meeting had two youth members. It is believed that the youth participation was 

due in part because some of the adults specifically evoked the youth's opinion and 

carefully listened and responded to their comments. In either of the two board meetings in 



59 

which their was absolutely no verbal input from the youth, the adults failed to ask the 

youth for their input on any of the issues discussed during the meeting. These two board 

meetings had one youth member each. It was noted during each of these meetings that on 

one occasion the youth quietly asked a clarification question to the adult sitting next to 

them while the remaining group discussed the issue at hand. In fact, when one of the youth 

was interviewed by the investigator for an explanation of her silence during the board 

meeting, her reply was, "I didn't want to interrupt the flow of conversation." This same 

individual said she was satisfied to receive most of the answers to her questions after the 

meeting while getting a ride home with one ofthe adult members of the partnership. It is 

clear from these observations that neither age category has learned how to work together 

in decision-making. On the other hand, the fourth partnership with more adults than youth 

had slightly more of an equal balance of participation in decision-making. Two youth 

participated extensively however, the adults were able to obtain input from most ofthe 

other youth by focusing a question or thought directly to a specific youth at which time 

the youth usually responded. The adults' participation was not overbearing on any of the 

topics discussed. 

The partnerships in subgroup-C were characterized by more youth than adults. Three 

out offive partnership meetings in subgroup-C were observed. Even though the adults 

were clearly outnumbered by the number of youth, the adults were well in control of the 

direction the meetings took. They were the timekeepers, the ones who decided what topic 

to discuss and the structure or method of participation. All of the adults were very good 

about encouraging participation in decision-making. Two of the partnership had very 
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good youth participation but in a contrasting way. Several youth in one partnership 

assisted the aduhs in leading some of the discussions while the youth in the other 

partnership mostly followed the lead of the adult and conformed to decisions by peer 

pressure demonstrated by a couple of youth members. Participation in both of these 

partnerships was more equal when the decision-making centered on an informal activity as 

opposed to formal discussion. The third partnership in subgroup-C was clearly an adult 

driven partnership with the adults in an instructional position, telling the youth or 

explaining to the youth the circumstances around an issue. On several occasions the 

aduhs were the only ones discussing an issue. Usually when a youth did participate the 

input was brief. It was clear to the investigator that although the youth appreciated the 

attention and being asked of their opinion, the skill level of participating in a partnership 

needed to be nurtured. 

In summary, the youth interviews revealed that although all of the youth agreed with 

the importance of shared power in a partnership, the two youth from subgroup-A an~ C 

viewed themselves as equal partners while the youth from subgroup-C descn"bed herself as 

a recipient of shared power. The adult interviews revealed that all of the adults recognize 

the value of youth input. Subgroup-B viewed the importance of youth being a sounding 

board, while the adult from subgroup-C was working toward the shared power 

experienced by the adult from subgroup-A but was challenged by the disproportionate 

number of youth than adults. 

Finally, it should be noted that the shared power style was not the predominant 

approach of how adults perceived youth or youth perceived adults. The adults' shared 
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power mean (7.48) was less than the adults' recipient power mean (7.71) and the youths' 

perception of adult sharing power mean (6.69) was less than the youths' perception of the 

adults' recipient power mean (7.22). 

Trustworthiness of Others 

The trustworthiness of others variable consisted of eight statements which youth and 

adults responded to on a Likert scale of 1 to 5 with 1 = "strongly agree' to 5 = "strongly 

disagree". Some of the statements, 1,2,5,6,7 were re coded so that the greater the value, 

the greater the trust. A reliability coefficient test was conducted on the eight statements 

with the results of an alpha of .83. compared to the authors of The Authoritarian 

Personality (Miller, 1991) who reported on studies the reliability coefficient of .80. The 

frequency distribution of trustworthiness of others is found on table 6. The italicized 

words in table 6 indicate the change in language when re coding. 

When measuring the eight statements in the trust scale, the adults' level of 

trustworthiness of others (2.55) was lower than the youth's level of trustworthiness of 

others (3.48). In other words the youth were more uncertain about their trust of others 

whereas the adults reported they trusted others less. It is likely that many ofthe youth are 

still formulating their view of trust. 

Among the eight statements the most notable differences between youth and adults 

self reported level of trust of others was found in statement 1. Even though the mean 

score of3.48 was reported for youth, well over half of the youth (71.4%) responded 

"strongly agree" and "agree" to statement 1, "It is (not) hard to figure out whom you can 
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Table 6.--Self-reported trustworthiness of others by adults and youth. 

Variable Valid Adults Youth 
Trustworthiness Cases 

N % Mean N % Mean 

1. 
It is (noljhard to figure 74 2.73 104 3.90 
out who you can really 
trust these days. 
Value 
5 Strongly Disagree 5 6.8 5 4.8 
4 Disagree 37 50.0 11 10.5 
3 Uncertain 9 12.2 13 12.4 
2 Agree 19 25.7 35 33.3 
1 Strongly Agree 4 5.4 40 38.1 
0 No answer 0 0.0 1 1.0 
2. 
There are (many) few 74 2.22 104 3.51 
people in this world you 
can trust, when you get 
right down to it. 
Value 
5 Strongly Disagree 12 16.2 9 8.6 
4 Disagree 45 60.8 16 15.2 
3 Uncertain 7 9.5 17 16.2 
2 Agree 9 12.2 37 35.2 
1 Strongly Agree 1 1.4 25 23.8 
0 No answer 0 0.0 1 1.0 
3. 
Most people can be 74 2.58 102 3.32 
trusted. 
Value 
1 Strongly Disagree 4 5.4 8 7.6 
2 Disagree 41 55.4 18 17.1 
3 Uncertain 12 16.2 29 27.6 
4 Agree 16 21.6 27 25.7 
5 Strongly Agree 1 1.4 20 19.0 
0 No answer 0 0.0 3 2.9 --------------_ .. _--------------------------------------
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Table 6.--Continued. 

Variable Valid Adults Youth 
Trustworthiness Cases 

N % Mean N % Mean 

4. 
Strangers can generally 74 3.08 100 3.97 
be trusted. 
Value 
1 Strongly Disagree 0 0.0 7 6.7 
2 Disagree 25 33.8 7 6.7 
3 Uncertain 23 31.1 12 11.4 
4 Agree 21 28.4 30 28.6 
5 Strongly Agree 5 6.8 44 41.9 
0 No answer 0 0.0 5 4.8 
5. 
Most people are (not) 74 2.41 104 3.02 
fair in their dealings 
with others. 
Value 
5 Strongly Disagree 0 0.0 3 2.9 
4 Disagree 56 75.7 29 27.6 
3 Uncertain 8 10.8 43 41.0 
2 Agree 8 10.8 21 20.0 
1 Strongly Agree 2 2.7 8 7.6 
0 No answer 0 0.0 1 1.0 
6. 
Most people (do) don't 74 2.80 101 3.26 
really care what happens 
to the next fellow. 
Value 
5 Strongly Disagree 6 8.1 9 8.6 
4 Disagree 51 68.9 18 17.1 
3 Uncertain 8 10.8 25 23.8 
2 Agree 9 12.2 36 34.3 
1 Strongly Agree 0 0.0 13 12.4 
0 No answer 0 0.0 4 3.8 ----------------------------------------
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Table 6.--Continued. 

Variable Valid Adults Youth 
Trustworthiness Cases 

N % Mean N % Mean 

7. 
(Not) Too many people 74 2.80 103 3.65 
in our society are just 
out for themselves and 
don't really care for 
anyone else. 
Value 
5 Strongly Disagree 7 9.5 4 3.8 
4 Disagree 28 37.8 15 14.3 
3 Uncertain 14 18.9 21 20.0 
2 Agree 23 31.1 36 34.3 
1 Strongly Agree 2 2.7 27 25.7 
0 No answer 0 0.0 2 1.9 ----------
8. 
(Few) Many people are 74 2.32 102 3.18 
friendly only because they 
want something from you. 
Value 
5 Strongly Disagree 6 8.1 5 4.8 
4 Disagree 48 64.9 33 31.4 
3 Uncertain 10 13.5 22 21.0 
2 Agree 10 13.5 23 21.9 
1 Strongly Agree 0 0.0 19 18.1 
0 No answer 0 0.0 3 2.9 

Scale: Strongly Disagree = 1. .... 5 = Strongly Agree 
Statements 1,2, 5,6,7, were re coded so that the greater the numeric value the greater the 
trust. 
*italicized word indicates the change in language as a result of re coding 



trust these days." In contrast, 31.1 % of the adults responded in the same way. Similar 

responses were made to statement 2; "There are few people in this world you can (not) 

trust, when you get right down to it." Of the youth, (5<)0/0) responded "strongly agree" 

and "agree" while 13.6% of the adults responded in the same way. Statement 3 further 

supports that youth trust others more than adults trust others. Of the youth (44.7%) 

compared to 23% ofthe adults "agree" and "strongly agree" that "most people can be 

trusted." These results clearly indicate that although the youth on an average are 

uncertain, many report a higher level oftrust in others than adults do. 

Tolerance of Others 
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The tolerance of others variable consisted of eight statement which youth and adults 

responded to on a Likert scale of 1 to 5 with 1 = "strongly disagree" to 5 = "strongly 

agree". A reliability coefficient test was conducted on the eight statements with the results 

of an alpha of .77 compared to the authors of The Authoritarian Personality (Miller, 1991) 

who reported on studies a reliability coefficient of .90. The frequency distribution of 

tolerance of others is found on table 7. 

When a person responded "strongly disagree" or "disagree" they were more tolerant 

of others. It should be noted the when measuring the eight statements of the tolerance 

scale the level of tolerance of others among adults was uncertain (3.44) whereas the youth 

tended to be more tolerant of others (2.89). Of the eight statements, statement #4, 

"Violent crimes, such as murder and attacks on children, deserve more than mere 
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Table 7.--Selfreported tolerance of others by adults and youth. 

Variable Valid Adults Youth 
Tolerance Cases 

N % Mean N % Mean 
1. 
A person who has bad 73 3.47 102 2.89 
manners, habits, & 
breading can hardly expect 
to get along with decent 
people. 

Strongly Disagree 1 1.4 13 12.4 
Disagree 17 23.0 30 28.6 
Uncertain 12 16.2 23 21.6 
Agree 33 44.6 9 8.6 
Strongly Agree 10 13.5 3 2.9 

2. 
What youth need most is 74 3.52 105 3.19 
strict discipline, rugged 
determination, & the 
will to work and fight for 
family and country. 

Strongly Disagree 0 0.0 6 5.7 
Disagree 15 20.3 25 23.8 
Uncertain 15 20.3 27 25.7 
Agree 33 44.6 30 28.6 
Strongly Agree 10 13.5 13 12.4 
No answer 1 1.4 4 3.8 

3. 
An insult to our honor 74 3.88 100 3.27 
should always be punished. 

Strongly Disagree 0.0 0.0 6 5.7 
Disagree 3 4.1 12 11.4 
Uncertain 18 24.3 39 37.1 
Agree 37 50.0 35 33.3 
Strongly Agree 15 20.3 8 7.6 
No answer 1 1.4 0 0.0 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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Table 7.--Continued. 

Variable Valid Adults Youth 
Tolerance Cases 

N % Mean N % Mean 
4. 
Violent crimes, such as 74 3.34 101 2.57 
murder & attacks on 
children, deserve more than 
mere imprisonment; such 
criminals ought to be 
publicly punished. 

Strongly Disagree 5 6.8 27 25.7 
Disagree 17 23.0 25 23.8 
Uncertain 9 12.2 22 21.0 
Agree 32 43.2 18 17.1 
Strongly Agree 10 13.5 9 8.6 
No answer 1 1.4 0 0.0 

5. 
There is hardly anything 74 3.55 100 2.59 
lower than a person who 
does not feel a great love, 
gratitude, & respect for 
his parents. 

Strongly Disagree 3 4.1 20 19.0 
Disagree 10 13.5 32 30.5 
Uncertain 12 16.2 23 21.9 
Agree 40 54.1 19 18.1 
Strongly Agree 8 10.8 6 5.7 
No answer 1 1.4 0 0.0 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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Table 7.--Continued. 

Variable Valid Adults Youth 
Tolerance Cases 

N % Mean N % Mean 

6. 
Most of our problems 74 3.74 101 2.93 
would be solved ifwe 
could somehow get rid of 
the immoral, crooked, & 
feebleminded people. 

Strongly Disagree 2 2.7 13 12.4 
Disagree 9 12.2 22 21.0 
Uncertain 12 16.2 33 31.4 
Agree 33 44.6 25 23.8 
Strongly Agree 17 23.0 8 7.6 
No answer 1 0.0 0 0.0 

7. 
If people would talk less 74 3.53 105 3.06 
and work more, everybody 
would be better off. 

Strongly Disagree 2 2.7 12 11.4 
Disagree 15 20.3 23 21.9 
Uncertain 9 12.2 27 25.7 
Agree 36 48.6 27 25.7 
Strongly Agree 11 14.9 13 12.4 
No answer 1 1.4 3 2.9 

- ----
8. 
Drug dealers are hardly 74 2.50 105 2.52 
better than criminals and 
ought to be severely 
punished. 

Strongly Disagree 16 21.6 24 22.9 
Disagree 27 36.5 24 22.9 
Uncertain 13 17.6 34 32.4 
Agree 9 12.2 14 l3.3 
Strongly Agree 7 9.5 5 4.8 
No answer 2 2.7 4 3.8 

Scale: Strongly Disagree = 1 ... .5 = Strongly Agree 



imprisonment; such criminals ought to be publicly punished", reported the largest 

difference in the percent of "strongly agree" and "agree" among youth and adults. 
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Of the adults (56.7%) compared to 25.7% of the youth responded "strongly agree" and 

"agree". This reflects a difference of 31 %. The results may indicate that youth are more 

inclined to find an alternative method of punishment for criminals than public punishment. 

Test of the Hypotheses 

The first hypothesis states that among youth and adults members of youth-adult 

partnerships there is a positive relationship between trustworthiness and tolerance of 

others and the perception of shared power. The results (see table 8) indicate partial 

support for the hypothesis. This occurs when combining the youths' and adults' 

perception of shared power with the two independent variables. 

For the combined youth and adult members' "Trustworthiness of Others," the linear 

regression equation results in an r value of -.243 and an R2 value of .059 (F = 11.06; df= 

1, 176; P< .000). There is an inverse relationship noted. In other words, as the trust 

level increases, the shared power decreases. 

For the combined youth and adult members' "Tolerance of Others," the linear 

regression equation results in an r value of .179 and an R2 value of .032 (F = 5.75; df= 1, 

173; P< .018). In other words, when combining youth and adult members' results, 

tolerance has a positive effect on shared power. 

When testing the regression equation for the youth and adult members separately with 

the trustworthiness of others variable the hypothesis is not supported and is not 



Table 8. --Summary of results from bivariate linear regression: Coefficients for 
two independent variables and their relationships to shared power within youth
adult partnerships 

Independent 
Variable 

Y outh/ Adult 
Trust 

Y outhl Adult 
Tolerance 

Youth Only 
Trust 

Adult Only 
Trust 

Youth Only 
Tolerance 

Zero 
Order 
r 

-.243 

.179 

-.119 

-.061 

.038 

Partial 
Regression Coeffiecient 

b B 

-.421 -.243 

.336 .179 

-.246 -.119 

-.120 -.061 

7. 76E-02 .038 

Test of Partial 
Regression Coefficients 

t P 

-3.35 .000 

2.40 .018 

-1.21 .228 

-.515 .608 

.384 .702 
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.~_ ~_~~~~_ ~_~ _~~i?! __ ~ ~ _._~~! _ ~ _=:_~_l_~~~_~f_=: __ l_, __ ~9_~! __ ~~ _:_?~~). _________________________________ _ 

Adult Only 
Tolerance .197 .357 .197 

N=73;a=6.23; R2=.039(F=2.87;df=1,71; P< .095) 

a: intercept value 
b: unstandardized, partial regression coefficients 
B: standardized, partial regression coefficient 
P: probability associated with obtained t value 
Ib: bivariate regression coefficient squared 

1.69 .095 
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statistically significant. Likewise, when testing the regression equation for the youth and 

adult members separately with the tolerance of others variable the hypothesis is not 

supported and is not statistically significant. One ofthe factors of why the results of youth 

and adults tested separately with trust and tolerance were not significant may be attnbuted 

to having fewer cases when the groups are separated. 

Therefore, the first hypothesis was partially supported. It should be noted that even 

though the youth and adults separate group's tolerance relationship with shared power 

was not significant, the relationship was positive compared to the separate groups of 

youth and adults' trust. In addition, the adult only group's tolerance strength of the 

relationship results was an r value of .197 and an R2value of .039 (F= 2.87; df= 1, 71; 

P< .095) which tends towards significance at the .10 level. 

The second hypothesis stated that among youth and adult members of youth-adult 

partnerships divided by Subgroups A, B and C, there is a positive relationship between 

trustworthiness and tolerance of others and the perception of shared power. The results 

(see table 9) indicate that the hypothesis was not supported by the results of the bivariate 

regression equation. The regression equations were not significant; P = > .05. Although 

subgroup B adults' tolerance of others tends towards significance at the .10 level. 

The third hypothesis stated that among youth and aduh members in youth-adult 

partnerships, youth report a higher level oftrustworthiness of others than adults do. The 

results support the hypothesis. Table 10 shows the findings in all eight ofthe indicators in 

the "youth trustworthiness of others," was significant at P = <.000. The youth 

consistently reported a higher level of trust in other people. For example table 6 reveals 
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Table 9. --Summary of results from bivariate linear regression: Coefficients for two 
independent variables and their relationships to shared power among subgroups 
A, B & C within youth-adult partnerships 

Independent 
Variable 
Trustworthiness 
of Others 

Adult Only 
SubgroupA 

Subgroup B 

Subgroup C 

Youth Only 
SubgroupA 

Subgroup B 

Subgroup C 

Zero 
Order 

r 

-.061 

-.093 

-.286 

.025 

-.358 

-.055 

Partial 
Regression Coeffiecient 

b B 

-.127 -.061 

-.470 -.093 

-.492 -.286 

5.878E.02 .025 

-.470 -.358 

-.117 -.055 

N = 69; a = 6.88; R2 = .003 (F = .205; df= 1, 67; P< .652) 
Tolerance of 
Others 

Adult Only 
SubgroupA .006 1.200E.02 .006 

Test of Partial 
Regression Coefficients 

t P 

-.221 .828 

-.630 .532 

.394 .394 

.113 .9.11 

7.41 .254 

7.38 .652 

.020 .984 



Table 9. --Continued. 

Partial 
Independent 
Variable 
Tolerance of 
Others 

Zero 
Order 

r 
Regression Coeffiecient 

b B 

Subgroup B 

Subgroup C 

Youth Only 
SubgroupA 

Subgroup B 

Subgroup C 

.263 

.465 

.078 

-.406 

.050 

.441 .263 

1.030 .465 

.170 .078 

-.550 -.406 

9.958E-02 .050 

N = 67; a = 6.18; R2 = .002 (F = .161; df= 1,65; P< .689) 

a: intercept value 
b: unstandardized, partial regression coefficients 
B: standardized, partial regression coefficient 
P: probability associated with obtained t value 
R2: bivariate regression coefficient squared 

Test of Partial 
Regression Coefficients 

t P 

1.85 .071 

1.58 .150 

4.41 .723 

-1.41 .191 

.402 .689 
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Table lO.--Summary oft-test results of adult and youth differences for hypotheses 3 
among adult and youth members within youth-adult partnerships 

Adult Youth 
Variable N Mean SD N Mean SD T-test P 
Trustworthiness of 
Others 

It is (not) hard to figure 
out who you can 
really trust 74 2.73 1.09 104 3.90 1.17 -6.79 .000 

There are (many) 
people in this world 
you can trust 74 2.22 .91 104 3.51 1.25 -7.56 .000 

Most people can be 
trusted 74 2.58 .94 102 3.32 1.20 -4.42 .000 

Strangers can 
generally be trusted 74 3.08 .95 100 3.97 1.22 -5.22 .000 

Most people are (not) 
fair in their dealings 
with others 74 2.41 .79 104 3.02 .96 -4.53 .000 

Most people do really 
care what happens to 
the next fellow 74 2.27 .78 101 3.26 1.16 -6.33 .000 ' 

(Not) many people are 
just out for themselves 
and don't really care 
for others 74 2.80 1.07 103 3.65 1.14 -5.05 .000 

(Few) people are 
friendly only because 
they want something 
from you 74 2.32 .81 102 3.18 1.21 -5.24 .000 

Italicized word indicates the change in language as a result ofre coding 
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That 59% of the youth in the study reported that "there are many people in this world you 

can trust," compared to 13.6% ofthe adults. This higher level oftmst in others implies 

that generally youth will be more apt to trust others compared to adults. 

The fourth hypothesis stated that among youth and adult members of youth-adult 

partnerships, adults report a lower level of tolerance of others than youth. The results 

partially support the hypothesis. It should be noted that the higher the mean the lower the 

tolerance of others. Of the eight indicators representing "Tolerance of Others" only one, 

"Drug dealers are hardly better than criminals and ought to be punished." showed no 

significant difference in the sample means (see table 11). The remaining seven indicators 

were significant at P = < .05. The adults consistently reported a lower level oftolerance. 

For example, table 7 reveals that 17.6% of the adults in the study reported that "there is 

hardly anything lower than a person who doesn't feel a great love or gratitude for parents," 

compared to 49.5% of the youth. This lower level of tolerance in others implies that 

generally adults will be less apt to tolerate others compared to youth. 

The fifth hypothesis stated that among the youth members of the youth-adult 

partnership, the means of shared power, trustworthiness and tolerance of others will be 

different between subgroups A, B and C: Subgroup-A represents respondents from a 

comparable number of youth-adult participants, subgroup-B represents respondents from 

a disproportionate number of adult than youth participants and subgroup-C represents 

respondents from a disproportionate number of youth than adult participants. Table 12 

reflects the findings. 



Table 11. --Summary oft-test results of adult and youth differences for hypotheses 4 
among adult and youth members within youth-adult partnerships 

Adult Youth 
Variable N Mean SD N Mean SD T-test P 
Tolerance of Others 
A person who has bad 
manners, habits and 
breading can't expect 
to get along with 
decent people 73 3.47 1.04 102 2.89 1.19 3.30 .001 

What youth need most 
is strict discipline and 
the will to fight 
for family & country 73 3.52 .97 101 3.19 1.13 2.03 .044 

An insult to our honor 
should be punished 73 3.88 .78 100 3.27 .98 4.36 .000 

Violent crimes deserve 
more than imprisonment; 
such criminals ought to 
be publicly punished 73 3.34 1.18 101 2.57 1.30 3.40 .000 

There is hardly anything 
lower than a person who 
doesn't feel a great love or 
gratitude for parents 73 3.55 1.00 100 2.59 1.18 5.61 .000 

Most of our problems would 
be solved ifwe got rid of 
immoral, crooked and 
feebleminded people 73 3.74 1.04 101 2.93 1.14 4.78 .000 

If people would talk less and 
work more, everybody would 
be better off 73 3.53 1.07 102 3.06 1.22 2.68 .008 

Drug dealers are hardly 
better than criminals and 
ought to be punished 72 2.50 1.24 101 2.52 1.15 -.135 .893 
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Table 12.--0ne-way analysis of variance: Differences in youth's perception of adults' 
shared power, youth's trustworthiness and tolerance of others by subgroups. 

Subgroup A Subgroup B SubgroupC 
Variable N Mean N Mean N Mean 

Shared Power 23 6.97 12 7.47 70 6.47 
(1.63) (1.07) (1.39) 

Trust 23 3.50 12 2.99 69 3.56 
(0.68) (0.81) (0.62) 

Tolerance 23 3.00 12 2.97 67 2.82 
(0.75) (0.79) (0.67) 

Standard deviation for mean is located under the mean in parenthesis. 
*Results are significant at P = <.05 

F-test 

3.36* 

3.90* 

0.73 

df 

2, 102 

2, 101 

2,99 

Note: The scale for the Shared Power variable is 1 = Never their approach ..... 9 = Always 
their approach 

The subgroups differed significantly (* = sig. @p < .05) on shared power as indicated 

by the analysis of variance (F [2, 102] = 3.36*, p = <.05) and trustworthiness of others (F 

[2, 101] = 3.90*, p = <.05). However, the means for tolerance of others was not 

significantly different (F [2, 99] == 0.73, p> .05). 

A post hoc test was conducted to determine the location of the differences in the 

means. The post hoc test, the least significant difference (LSD), consisting of pairwise 

multiple comparison tests is equivalent to multiple t-tests between all pairs of groups. 
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With respect to the shared power variable the results of the LSD indicated the subgroup 

with more adults than youth (B) differed significantly from the subgroup that had more 

youth than adults (C). The mean difference between the two groups was .999 with P = 

<.021. 

With respect to the trust variable the LSD determined that the differences were 

between subgroup-A (comparable number of youth and adults) and subgroup-B (more 

aduhs than youth) as well as differences between subgroup-B and C (more youth than 

adults). The mean difference between subgroup-A and subgroup-B was .513 with P = 

<.031. This was in a positive direction. The mean difference between subgroup-B and 

subgroup-C was -.573 with P = <.006. This was in a negative direction. Furthermore, the 

Scheffe test also found significant difference between subgroup-B and subgroup-C with a 

mean difference of -.573*, p = <.024. This was in a negative direction. The findings of 

these results are found on table 13. 
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Table 13.--Post hoc test multiple comparisons: Using Scheff'e and LSD tests to show 
location of differences 

Variable Test Subgroups Subgroups Mean Std. Error Sig. 
Difference 

Shared Power Scheff'e 1 2 -.502 .484 .586 
3 .497 .327 .319 

2 1 .501 .484 .586 
3 .998 .425 .068 

3 1 -.497 .327 .319 
2 .998 .425 .068 

LSD 1 2 -.501 .484 .303 
3 .497 .327 .132 

2 1 .501 .484 .303 
3 .999* .425 .021 

3 1 -.497 .327 .132 
2 .999* .425 .021 

Trust Scheff'e 1 2 .513 .234 .096 
3 0.060 .158 .930 

2 1 -.513 .234 .096 
3 -.573* .206 .024 

3 1 .602 .158 .930 
2 .573* .206 .024 

LSD 1 2 .513* .234 .031 
3 0.060 .158 .704 

2 1 -.513* .234 .031 
3 -.573* .206 .006 

3 1 0.060 .158 .704 
2 .573* .206 .006 

Tolerance Scheff'e 1 2 .412 .249 .986 
3 .188 .169 .540 

2 1 0.041 .249 .986 
3 .147 .219 .799 

3 1 -.188 .169 .540 
2 .147 .219 .799 

LSD 1 2 .412 .249 .869 
3 .188 .169 .268 

2 1 0.041 .249 .869 
3 .147 .219 .504 

3 1 -.188 .169 .268 
2 -.147 .219 .504 

* The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 



CHAPTERS 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

The broad purpose of this study was to investigate the concepts of trustworthiness 

and tolerance of others and shared power as they operate within youth-adult partnerships. 

In this chapter, a general summary ofthe results of the study will be presented, along 

with a discussion of the implications ofthe findings, limitations ofthe study and 

recommendations. 

Discussion of Results 

The sample of youth-adult partnerships from this study were similar to the general 

population found in the profession of youth work. Many ofthe findings of this study 

were compatible with the investigator's extensive youth development experience. For 

example, the proportion of women to men and girls to boys was characteristic of many 

social programs. As expected the youth's age among the three ratio sized subgroups were 

similar. The findings also supported the investigator's knowledge that youth who enter 

high school and before starting their bustling senior year were often involved in 

community service and were primed to take on multiple tasks in and outside of their 

school environment. The transitory nature of the youth and adults in this field was also 

typical. 

The adults' own perspective of their approach to youth consistently differed from 

the youth's perspective ofthe adult's approach in shared power and participation in 

decision-making. First, from quantitative data, the youth repeatedly reported that the 
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adults were not sharing to the extent that the adults perceived they did, especially where 

analytical and critical thinking skills were needed such as evaluating the success and 

failures of programs or management. The complexity of derming the variables was 

evident both in the literature as well as the adult and youth interviews. However, both 

youth and adults visibly recognized the inherent value of youth-adult partnerships. 

Secondly, the adult's perspective of shared power and decision-making was 

generally not supported by field observation. This fact was most discernible when the 

investigator found that adults clearly dominated the conversation in partnerships that had 

more adults than youth. Youth participation in decision-making varied among 

partnerships that consisted of more youth than adults, compared to the more evenly 

distributed decision-making in partnerships that consisted of a comparable number of 

youth and adult members. 

When queried about their levels of trust and tolerance of others, the quantitative 

data reported that the youth were found to be slightly more trustworthy and toleranf of 

others than the adults. However it should be noted that the youth's level of trust and 

tolerance was only higher because oftheir uncertainty compared to the adults who were 

more decisive in their self-reporting. 

Of the regression analyses used to test whether there is a positive relationship 

between shared power and the two independent variables, two equations were significant. 

The analysis resulted in a significant outcome when the youth and adults were combined 

for the trust and tolerance variable. 



Contrary to the stated hypothesis, as the trustworthiness of others increased the 

perception of shared power decreased resuhing in a negative relationship. According to 

these results, when youth and adult perceptions are combined they do not consider 

trusting others to be a positive influence on their perception of shared power. These 

results at first glance may indicate that trusting others is not an important factor to 

sharing power, which would be conflicting with past research. However, the results may 

indicate that as a result ofthe participants' increase in trust of one another, their 

perception of shared power is negated. For example, an adult perceives himself to have 

more abilities than a youth resulting in the perception of an unequal balance of power. 

However, as the youth earns and gains more respect and trust from the adult by 

increasing his abilities and possibly surpassing the adults' abilities, the adult begins to 

perceive that the youth is more of an equal partner. Eventually, the perception of shared 

power dissipates because the perception of power is not necessary for the partnership to 

function. In other words, the existence of the perception has been eliminated as a direct 

result of the increase in trust. This is not say that power disappears altogether; only that 

the perception of shared power becomes unnecessary. These as well as the previous 

fmdings, support the notion that trust and all its seemingly related concepts are indeed 

difficult to define. 

On the other hand, there was a significant positive relationship between tolerance 

and the perception of shared power when combining the youth and adult members. The 

youth-aduh members indicated that tolerance of others insures a certain measure of 

dignity and respect that is also found in the characteristic of shared power. In their 



83 

understanding of tolerance youth-adult members were inclined to look for the best in 

people and give other people the benefit of the doubt. A characteristic of being tolerant is 

a person who has no obsessive fear of being mistaken or wrong, and is more willing to 

admit his own shortcomings and weakness for a less competitive playing field where 

shared power can thrive. 

Ahhough the analysis resulted in a significant outcome when the youth and adults 

were combined, the remaining regression equations were not significant when the youth 

and aduhs were tested separately. This may in part be due to the difference in the number 

of cases in the respective groups. 

The second set of regression equations, used to test the effects of trustworthiness 

and tolerance of others on shared power when divided into three ratio subgroups, was 

found to be not significant. 

Two independent sample tests were conducted. A t-test analyses were used to 

determine ifthe differences in observed sample means between youth and adult members 

in youth-adult partnerships were significant. 

The first variable tested for variation in the sample means was trustworthiness of 

others. The hypothesis supported the assertion that among youth and aduh members of 

youth-adult partnerships, youth reported a higher level oftrustworthiness of others than 

adults. The resuhs indicate that even though youth generally reported an uncertainty of 

their trust of others they still maintained a higher level than the adults who reported a 

more certainty of their lack of trust. This may in part be that youth have not had as many 

experiences of trust or distrust as adults and that youth are possibly still formulating their 



understanding of trust. Whereas adults, as a result of an extension of years, may have 

experienced situations where they have learned to become untrustworthy of others. 
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The second variable tested for variation in the sample means was tolerance of 

others. This hypothesis partially supported the assertion that among youth and adult 

members of youth-adult partnerships, adults reported a lower level of tolerance of others 

than youth. The results indicate that as people move into adulthood they become less 

tolerant of others and become more set in their ways. Since adolescents are at the 

developmental stage of self-discovery and detennination and are in the midst of testing 

their boundaries they may be more acceptant of deviant individuals, ofunestablished 

groups and of bizarre beliefs than adults who have generally established their boundaries 

are less willing to compromise. Youth may have a tendency to forgive easier because of 

their ability to move on to other matters quickly. It should also be noted that seven ofthe 

eight indicators of the tolerance variable were found to be significant. A possible reason 

that the eighth indicator, "drug dealers are hardly better than criminals and ought to be 

punished." was not significant is that youth and adults similarly agreed in their responses 

that drug dealers are in fact actual criminals, suggesting that the statement did not 

represent a distinctive dimension oftolerance. 

Further analysis was performed in regards to the ratio sizes by conducting an 

ANDV A analysis to test whether the means of shared power, trustworthiness and 

tolerance of others differed among the three-ratio size of partnerships. The results were 

found to be significant. The variables that were found to be significant were the youth's 
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''perception of shared power" and their ''trustworthiness of others." Interestingly, the 

youth in subgroup B (more adults than youth) perceived the adults as sharing power more 

than the youth in the other two subgroups, yet they reported the lowest trust level among 

the three subgroups. This may in part be because youth assumed that their presence in a 

predominate adult environment was considered an act of shared power. Youth often view 

aduhs in the role of power, thereby any association to power in an adult environment may 

have been translated into the perception of shared power. For example, just to be "sitting 

at the table" was an act of perceived shared power regardless of the interaction between 

the two groups. 

Implications of the Study 

The results of the study may lead to further studies and theoretical gain in the 

field of sociology, specifically the distribution of power between youth and aduhs. As 

the role of community in adolescent development continues to be an important factor in 

our society, understanding the elements ofyouth-aduh partnerships may provide further 

comprehension ofthe structures and continuance of order in this social system. 

As past studies have revealed, the roles that youth and adult play are in a 

continual dialectic flux of development providing a framework where exchange of values 

is possible. Bronfenbrenner's ecological theory (1994) would agree that life is a journey 

not a destination. Throughout that journey adults and youth take part in shaping their 

social environment as supported by theoretical models such as Bourdieu's theory of 

practice (Wacquant 1987) and Kretzrnann and McKnight's community development 

theory (1993). 
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The study of adolescent development has had a deep-seated foundation in the 

paternalistic model. Children were to be seen not heard. Only recently have theorists 

been moving in the direction of capacity building/asset enhancement models within the 

context of youth-adult partnerships. Values such as trust or tolerance have not lost their 

importance but may have lost their meaning over the course of time because the 

defmitions have become blurred. Theorists may choose to further understand how values 

are defined and determine their effects on the distribution of power. The very fluid nature 

of human developmental stages coupled with the complexity of the variables may have 

attributed to the lack of significance in some of the hypotheses as well as the size of the 

sample. This dichotomy can lend us an understanding that for youth to report that they 

are uncertain about their trustworthiness of others while in the same breath view adults as 

sharing power with them might very well suggest that youth either have the ability to 

separate an adults' cuhure from their personal culture and/or are still exploring their own 

understanding of trust and power. The measures used in this study indicate muhiple

measures of power; however, this study did not measure the degree to which each 

element of power existed. 

Pragmatic applications can be made from this and other youth-aduh partnership 

studies. As sociologists and others who work in advancing the understanding of youth 

development discover additional results inferring the possible relationships between 

selected values and the distribution of power, policy and techniques can be devised to 

enhance youth-aduh partnerships. Increased communication between youth and adults, 
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letting go of each other's fears of inability and increased community involvement are all 

strategies that may close the gap of untrustworthiness and intolerance of others. 

This study revealed that youth and adults perceive themselves and each other 

differently and that on average the adults had been involved in their partnership one year 

while the youth reported even less. Another ramification from this study may be that 

adults and youth simply need more training and experience working together. Perhaps if 

adults became aware of the perspective of trust and tolerance ofthe youth, the adults 

could become more positive as influential role models. Intergenerational shadow training 

demonstrating the successes of youth empowerment may educate adult members as to the 

actuality of practicing shared power. Furthermore, on-going skill building training for 

youth and adults may result in an improvement in their perception of each other's 

abilities. As indicated in the trust and tolerance scale, the understanding of others is 

important in establishing values. A sense of affiliation often takes time. As youth and 

adults provide opportunities professionally and personally for acquainting themselves, an 

element of trust and tolerance is built. 

Limitations 

The limitations of this study were briefly discussed with the methodology in 

Chapter Three. The principal shortcoming that may result from this study is the sample 

size. Sample size influenced the study in that there were too few respondents for some of 

the partnerships. Convenience sampling was used in this study, utilizing only members 

attending the partnership meeting. Another inherent problem is that the study is cross

sectional rather than longitudinal. The qualifying factors of power, trust and tolerance 



change over time. Yet the conclusion of this study was based on responses and 

observations made at only one point in time. 

An additional limitation concern is the instruments used to measure shared power, 

and tolerance. The instrument used for shared power was originally designed for adults 

and had to be adapted for the youth population in this study. Moreover, the tolerance 

scale's language was grievously outdated. 

Recommendations 

Sociologists, other scientists and interested youth, should continue studying the 

relationship of power that exists between generations. Ultimately, this division between 

adults and teenagers robs both generations of meaningful connections. Future studies 

may include the comparison of the three different types of power as suggested in this 

study and their effect over a period of time on the asset capacity of youth-aduh 

partnerships. This inclusion would not only provide models to replicate, but improye 

support for innovative approaches that are successful. 
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Future research should also concentrate on refining the measures of complex 

variables such as trust and tolerance in order to investigate thoroughly the association 

between power, especially the tolerance scale that was so outdated. Additional research 

should consider muhivariate research designs, which consider the different aspect of trust 

and the multidimensional aspect oftolerant attitudes. Future research may also want to 

explore the relationship between the three styles of power and trustworthiness or 

tolerance of others. These additions would serve to further clarify the exact nature of 

these relationships. 



APPENDIX A 

SURVEY PROFILE 



Subgroup-A: Comparable number of youth and adults. 
Partnership 

a) has a membership of 17 people, 5 adults and 12 youth 
b) 14 people (82.3%) attended the meeting, 5 adults and 9 youth (one youth who 

attended was less than 13 years old) 
c) 5 adults and 8 youth (100%) returned the survey 

Partnership #2 
a) has a membership of 16 people, 7 adults and 9 youth 
b) 8 people (50%) attended the meeting, 4 adults and 4 youth 
c) 4 adults and 4 youth (100%) returned the survey 

Partnership #3 
a) has a membership of 6 people, 2 aduhs and 4 youth 
b) 5 people (83.3%) attended the meeting, 2 adults and 3 youth 
c) 2 adults and 3 youth (100%) returned the survey 

Partnership #4 
a) has a membership of26 people, 6 aduhs and 20 youth 
b) 11 people (42.3%) attended the meeting, 3 adults and 8 youth 
c) 2 adults (66.7%) and 6 youth (75%) returned the survey 

Partnership #5 
a) has a membership of 6 people, 2 aduhs and 4 youth 
b) 4 people (66.6%) attended the meeting, 2 adults and 2 youth 
c) 2 aduhs and 2 youth (100%) returned the survey 

Subgroup-B: more adults than youth 
Partnership #6 

a) has a membership of 17 people, 15 adults and 2 youth 
b) 11 people (64.7%) attended the meeting, 10 adults and 1 youth 
c) 5 adults (50%) and 1 youth (100%) returned the survey 

Partnership #7 
a) has a membership of28 people, 25 aduhs and 3 youth 
b) 15 people (53.6%) attended the meeting, 14 adults and 1 youth 
c) 12 aduhs (85.7%) and 1 (100%) youth returned the survey 

Partnership #8 
a) has a membership of21 people, 18 adults and 3 youth 
b) 10 people (47.6%) attended the meeting, 8 adults and 2 youth 
c) 8 adults and 2 youth (100%) returned the survey 
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Appendix A.--Continued. 
Partnership #9 

a) has a membership of26 people, 24 adults and 2 youth 
b) 19 people (73%) attended the meeting, 17 aduhs and 2 youth 
c) 12 aduhs (70.6%) and 2 youth (100%) returned the survey 

Subgroup-B: more adults than youth 
Partnership # 1 0 

a) has a membership of25 people, 15 adults and 10 youth 
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b) 23 people (92%) attended the meeting, 13 adults and 10 youth (four youth who 
attended were less than 13 years old) 

c) 11 adults (84.6%) and 6 youth (100%) returned the survey 
Subgroup-C: more youth than adults 

Partnership # 11 
a) has a membership of35 people, 5 adults and 30 youth 
b) 29 people (83%) attended the meeting, 5 adults and 24 youth (five youth who 

attended were less than 13 years old) 
c) 5 adults (100%) and 18 youth (94.7%) returned the survey 

Partnership # 12 
a) has a membership of32 people, 2 aduhs and 30 youth 
b) 25 people (78.1 %) attended the meeting, 2 aduhs and 23 youth 
c) 2 aduhs (100%) and 20 youth (87%) returned the survey 

Partnership # 13 
a) has a membership of22 people, 2 aduhs and 14 youth 
b) 16 people (72.7%) attended the meeting, 2 adults and 14 youth 
c) 2 adults (100%) and 13 youth (93%) returned the survey 

Partnership #14 
a) has a membership of23 people, 3 adults and 20 youth 
b) 15 people (65.2%) attended the meeting, 1 adult and 14 youth 
c) 1 aduh (100010) and 6 youth (42.9%) returned the survey 

Partnership # 15 
a) has a membership of21 people, 1 aduh and 20 youth 
b) 17 people (80.9%) attended the meeting, 1 adult and 16 youth 
c) 1 aduh (100%) and 13 youth (8l.2%) returned the survey 



APPENDIXB 

RECRUITMENT 
SOLICITATION SCRIPT 



Hi, I am working on my Masters Degree and am conducting a study of youth and adult 
partnerships. It's a very exciting project and I would like your help in finding fifteen 
partnership groups that are of varying social economic status. 
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The partnership would include youth that range between the age of 13 and 18 and adults 
who are 19 years or older and that are working together for a common purpose or goal. I 
am looking for groups that are structured into three categories. 

The first category of youth adult partnership groups I need to identify is when the number 
of youth and adult participants are comparable. 

Another category is a youth/adult partnership group that has a lot more adult participants 
than youth participants. 

The third category of youth-adult partnership groups I need to identify is when there is a 
lot more youth participants than adult participants. 

All the participants of groups will remain anonymous during this study and in the final 
report. 

Would you have a group that would fall into any of those categories? Ifso could I have 
permission to include them in the study? Or could you help me identify any youth-adult 
partnership groups that fall into those guidelines? 



APPENDIXC 

LETTER OF PERMISSION 



(LETTERHEAD OF SPONSORING AGENCy) 

(Date) 

Marcia Dutcher 
UMKC Institute for Human Development 
2220 Holmes 
Kansas City, MO 64108 

Dear Ms. Dutcher: 

Our agency, (insert the name of your agency), is very pleased to give Ms. Dutcher 
permission to administer approved questionnaires to our appropriate adults and 
adolescents. We understand the questionnaire will follow the ethical guidelines 
established by University of Missouri Kansas City Social Sciences Institutional Review 
Board. 

Sincerely, 

(Type and Sign Your Name) 
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Hello, my name is Marcia Dutcher and I am working on my Masters project this summer 
and fall. I am conducting a study about youth and adult partnerships. 

I am here today to ask each of you to complete a questionnaire. Your participation in the 
study is absolutely voluntary. The responses you give on the questionnaire will be 
anonymous. That means I will not be able to tell who answered any of the questions. 
When I report the findings I will be unable to use your individual names or identify the 
name of your group. 

I will be passing out a questionnaire and two puzzles to solve for each of you. If you are 
interested in completing the questionnaire, please do so. If you would like to solve the 
puzzles, please wait until after you complete the questionnaire. Once you have completed 
the questionnaire, please raise your hand and I will collect it from you. 

For those of you who chose not to complete the questionnaire, please hold on to the 
questionnaire. While you are waiting for the others to complete their questionnaire you 
may solve the two puzzles that have been handed to you. Once you have completed the 
puzzles, please raise your hand and I will pick up the questionnaire I handed you. If you 
would like to keep the puzzle you mayor you may hand it back to me with the 
questionnaire. 

The questionnaire will take about 10 or 15 minutes to complete. I have a grafeeties 
bumper sticker (show sticker) to give you as a way to thank you for taking the time to 
complete the questionnaire. 

(After the questionnaires have been completed and collected and stickers given) 

Thank you very much for giving your time. 



APPENDIXE 

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
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1. Why don't we start out by telling me your age and what does youth-adult partnerships 
mean to you? 

2. How would you describe the concept "shared power"? 

3. Do you perceive adults sharing power and what role does an adult have in sharing 
power? 

4. Do you perceive youth sharing power and what roles does a youth have in sharing 
power? 

5. What do you think adults and/or youth are doing right about sharing power? 

6. Is there anything else you would like to tell me about youth and adults sharing 
power? 



APPENDIXF 

ADULT QUESTIONNARIE 
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Please select a number from the opinion scale and place it in the space provided to the left 
of the statement. The lower end of the scale indicates that the statement is unlike the way 

you approach relating to young people. The upper end of the scale indicates that you use a 
similar approach to the statement. 

Opinion Scale 
1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9 
Never my Seldom my Sometimes my Often my Always my 
approach approach approach approach approach 

Statements 
__ 1. As an adult leader, I engage young people in program decisions when I think this 

engagement will be a growth experience for them. 
__ 2. It is most appropriate that adults determine what the programs for young people will 

be. 
__ 3. Young people have a vantage point that is valuable for evaluating the successes and 

failures of specific programs. 
__ 4. In our organization decision making, adults should make the decisions. 
__ 5. I believe that allowing young people to participate in organizational roles can open 

valuable learning opportunities for them. 
__ 6. As an aduh leader, I engage young people in making program decisions at the earliest 

point. 
__ 7. Asking young people to review aduh-determined program plans will communicate to 

the young people that the adults respect them. 
__ 8. Aduhs are in the best position to evaluate the successes and failures of a specific 

program. 
__ 9. Youth participation can enhance and enrich the various management roles within our 

organization. 
__ 10. Fewer mistakes are made in carrying out a program for young people ifadults perform 

he leadership roles themselves. 
__ 11. I believe that experiences of young people give them a valuable perspective that can 

become useful in efforts to plan, operate, and evaluate the way the organization 
functions. 

__ 12.Asking the opinions of young people will help them sharpen their thinking and 
observational skills. 

__ 13.Allowing young people to assume some leadership roles can help them develop skills 
for the future. 

__ 14. In our organizational decision-making, adults and young people together should make 
the decisions. 

__ 15. I believe that allowing young people to participate in organizational decision making 
would mislead them into thinking they can influence matters beyond their control. 
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Appendix F--Continued. 
Here are some statements that have been made about 
trustworthiness of people. Please indicate how much you "agree" or 

"disagree" with the following statements. Please circle only one response 
for each statement. 
Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Strongly Statement 

AUee Disar:ree 
It is hard to figure out whom you can really trust 

1 2 3 4 5 these days. 
There are few people in this world you can trust, 

I 2 3 4 5 when you get right down to it. 
1 2 3 4 5 Most people can be trusted. 
1 2 3 4 5 Strangers can generally be trusted. 
1 2 3 4 5 Most people are fair in their dealings with others. 

Most people don't really care what happens to the 
1 2 3 4 5 next fellow 

Too many people in our society are just out for 
1 2 3 4 5 themselves and don't' really care for anyone else. 

Many people are friendly only because they want 
1 2 3 4 5 something from you. 

Here are some statements that have been made about tolerance of 
people. Please indicate how much you "agree" or "disagree" with the 
fll PI· I I f h t t o ow.n rI statements. ease clrc e only one response or eac sta emen . 
Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Strongly Statement 

Ae:ree Disaa;ree 
A person who has bad manners, habits, and breeding 

1 2 3 4 5 can hardly expect to get along with decent people. 
What youth need most is strict discipline, rugged 

1 2 3 4 5 determination, and the will to work and fight for 
family and country. 

I 2 3 4 5 An insult to our honor should always be punished. 
Violent crimes, such as murder & attacks on 

1 2 3 4 5 children, deserve more than mere imprisonment; 
such criminals ought to be publicly punished. 
There is hardly imything lower than a person who 

1 2 3 4 5 does not feel a great love, gratitude, and respect for 
his parents. 
Most of our problems would be solved if we could 

1 2 3 4 5 somehow get rid of the immoral, crooked, and 
feebleminded people. 
If people would talk less and work more, everybody 

1 2 3 4 5 would be better off. 
Drug dealers are hardly better than criminals and 

1 2 3 4 5 ought to be severely punished. 
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Appendix F.--Continued. 

Demographic Information: 
__ --II I date of birth __ gender(cheek one) 
month day year female male 

Check the highest level of education you 
have completed. (cheek one) 

How long have you been a part 
of the group? (cheek one) 

__ grade school 
__ middle school (6,7, or 8th) 
_9th grade 
__ 10th grade 
_Uthgrade 
__ 12th grade 
_ one year technical school 
__ 2 year associate degree 
__ 4 year college degree 
__ masters degree 
__ doctorate degree 

__ less than 30 days 
__ from 2 months to 3 months 
_ from 4 months to 5 months 
_ from 6 months to 7 months 
_ from 8 months to 9 months 
__ from 10 months to 11 months 
_ one full year (12 months) 
__ one to 1 f years 
__ two full years 
__ more than 3 years 

What is your occupation? __________ _ 

How many civic organizations and/or clubs do you belong to? ____ _ 
How many of those civic organizations and/or clubs do you hold an official 
pOSition? (an example of an official position would be: president, 

treasurer, chair person) 
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MATCHED WITH STYLES 
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Statement Object Style Recipient Style Resources 
(Shared Power) 

Style 
#1 -..j 

#2 -..j 

#3 -..j 

#4 -..j 

#5 -..j 

#6 -..j 

#7 -..j 

#8 -..j 

#9 -..j 

#10 -..j 

#11 -..j 

#12 -..j 

#l3 -..j 

#14 -..j 

#15 -..j 
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YOUTH QUESTIONNAIRE 



lO2 
The statements below are about the wayan adult works with youth. 
First, read the statement as if you were an adult. Then anSWer the 
statement by picking a number from the opinion scale that best describes 
the way YOU SEE adults in your group work with you. The lower numbers 
say that the statement is not like the way adults work with you. The bigger 
numbers say that the statement is like the way adults work with you. 

Opinion Scale 
1 1 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Never their Seldom their Sometimes their Often their Always their 
approach approach approach approach approach 

Statements 

__ 1. As an aduh leader, I involve young people in program decisions when I think this 
involvement will be a growth experience for them 

__ 2. It is better that aduhs decide what the programs for young people will be. 
__ 3. Young people have a better viewpoint that is valuable for evaluating the successes and 

failures of specific programs. 
__ 4. In our organization decision making, adults should make the decisions. 
__ 5. I believe that allowing young people to participate in leadership roles can open 

valuable learning opportunities for them 
__ 6. As an aduh leader, I involve young people in making program decisions at the earliest 

point. 
__ 7. Asking young people to review aduh-determined program plans will communicate to 

the young people that the aduhs respect them 
__ 8. Adults are in the best position to evaluate the successes and failures of a specific 

program 
__ 9. Youth participation can improve and add greater value to the various management 

roles within our organization. 
__ 10. Fewer mistakes are made in carrying out a program for young people if adults 

perform the leadership roles themselves. 
__ 11. I believe that experiences of young people give them a valuable way of looking at 

things that can become useful in efforts to plan, operate, and evaluate the way the 
organization functions. 

__ 12. Asking the opinions of young people will help them sharpen their thinking and 
observational skills. 

__ 13. Allowing young people to take on some leadership roles can help them develop skills 
for the future. 

__ 14. In our organizational decision-making, adults and young people together should make 
the decisions. 



103 
Appendix H.--Continued. 

__ 15. I believe that allowing young people to participate in organizational decision making 
would mislead them into thinking they can change things beyond their control. 

Here are some statements that have been made about trustworthiness 
of people. Please indicate how much you Ilagree'l or "disagree" with the 
following statements. Please circle only one response for each 
statement. 
Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Strongly Statement 
A~ree Disal!ree 

It is hard to figure out whom you can really 

1 2 3 4 5 trust these days. 

There are few people in this world you can 

1 2 3 4 5 trust, when you get right down to it 

Most people can be trusted. 
1 2 3 4 5 

Strangers can generally be trusted. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Most people are fair in their dealings with 

1 2 3 4 5 others. 

Most people don't really care what happens to 

1 2 3 4 5 the next fellow 

Too many people in our society are just out for 

1 2 3 4 5 themselves and don't' really care for anyone 
else. 
Many people are friendly only because they 

1 2 3 4 5 want something from you. 
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Here are some statements that have been made about tolerance of 
people. Please indicate how much you "agree" or "disagree" with the 
f II st t t PI . I I f h st t t o OWing a emen s. ease clrc e only one res,.._._ or eac a emen . 
Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Strongly 

Agree Disagree 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

Demographic Information 
__ --II I date of birth 
month day year 

check the highest level of education you 
have COMPLETED 

__ grade school 
__ middle school (6,7, or 8th) 
__ 9th grade 
__ 10th grade 
__ 11th grade 
__ 12th grade 
__ one year technical school 
__ one year college 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

Statement 

A person who has bad manners, habits, and breeding 
can hardly expect to get along with decent people. 

What youth need most is strict discipline, rugged 
determination, and the will to work and fight for 
family and country. 
An insult to our honor should always be punished. 

Violent crimes, such as murder & attacks on children, 
deserve more than mere imprisonment; such criminals 
ought to be publicly p~ished. 
There is hardly anything lower than a person who 
does not feel a great love, gratitude, and respect for 
his parents. 
Most of our problems would be solved if we could 
somehow get rid of the immoral, crooked, and 
feebleminded people. 
If people would talk less and work more, everybody 
would be better off. 

Drug dealers are hardly better than criminals and 
ought to be severely punished. 

_ gender 
female male 

How long have you been G peri of 
the group? 

__ less than 30 days 
__ from 2 months to 3 months 
__ from 4 months to 5 months 
__ from 6 months to 7 months 
__ from 8 months to 9 months 
__ from 10 months to 11 months 
__ one full year (12 months) 
__ one to It years 
__ two full years 
__ more than 3 years 
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What is your father's occupation? __________ _ 

What is your mother's occupation? _________ _ 

How many civic organizations and/or clubs do you belong to? ____ _ 

How many of those civic organizations and/or clubs do you hold an official position? 
____ Can example of an official position would be: president, treasurer, chairperson) 

Thank you very much!!! 
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