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Tabl e 6: Perceived learning ranked according to means

372 3.07 .81

371 3.05 .87

371 3.05 .96

3712.98 .76

3712.96 .85

3732.95 .92

3702.93 .91

3722.91 .85

373 2.88.89

372 2.88.83

370 2.86.82

373 2.81.91

3702.81 .84

3742.74 .90

3722.74 .85

3722.73 .85

3632.67 .84

3722.58 .93

3742.52 .86

3732.50 .93

337

Q Q 102  H o w your qualifi cations will affect
what occupations you can do?

QQ94  The advantages and disadvantages of
different jobs  and occup ations?

QQ104  Whe ther men a nd women can do the
same jobs  a nd  occupations?

QQ91  Th e type of skills that are needed in
today's jobs?

QQ96  The value o f planning for your future
while you are still a t school?

QQ 10 9  How important issues can affect  a
commu nity?

QQ101  The kind of future you wan t?

QQ 108  Listening to others when th ey think
dif ferently from you?

QQ10 7  W orking with  others t o meet a
challenge and to agree what has to be done?

QQ106  Contributing to small group and c lass
discussions?

QQ10 3  T he need to keep an open mind with
your future choice of occup ation?

QQ98  Ho w to use simple budgets in planning
for important decisions?

QQ93  Why people might need additional
education and training during  their working
liv es?

Q Q99  W h a t might job satisfaction mean f or
you?

QQ100  The decisions you will face i n la ter
years at school?

QQ97  Y o ur transfe rable skills?

QQ92  The most important  things that
emplo yers  a re  looking fo r?

Q Q9 0  How te chnology is changing  the world
of work?

QQ 10 5  How to say wh at you think , an d to
e xp lain the re as ons behind y our o pinions?

QQ95  Wha t it  m ig h t be like to be at work i n
10 years'  time?

Total answering all ques tions

N Mean S.D.

 
 
when one considers each item individually, girls were a little more positive regarding their learning about 
the advantages and disadvantages of diff erent jobs and occupations and a little less positive regarding their 
learning about ÔWhat might job satisfaction mean for you?Õ (both at p<0.05).  But as twenty comparisons 
were made and about one-in-twenty can be expected to be signifi cant (at p<0.05) Ôby chanceÕ, or spuriously, 
little confidence can be placed in such findings.  The strong impression remains that boys and girls believed 
that they had learned the same things from The Real Game. 
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Tabl e 7 : Perc eive d lea rn in g - prin cip al co mponent s  analysi s rotat e d
component matrix

a

.646.188

.625 .238

.615 .172

.605 .313

.596 .164

.591 .356

.578 .270

.572  

.562 .201

.555 .303

.541 .171

.535 .299

.519 .285

.493 .312

.141 .698

.184 .645

.207 .626

.373 .523

.169.521

.411 .447

Q Q1 0 8  L istening to others w hen they think
diff erently from you ?

QQ 10 9  How impor tant iss ue s can af fect a
communi ty?

QQ 99   What might job satisfacti o n  mean for
you?

QQ1 05  How to sa y  what you t hink, and to
ex pl ain th e reasons behi nd your opinions?

QQ101  The kind  of  f uture y o u want?

QQ100  The dec is ions you will face in later
years at school?

QQ107  W o rking with others t o meet a
challenge and to agree what has to be  don e?

QQ90   How technology is chan ging the wo rld
of work?

QQ104  Whether men and w omen can d o the
same jobs and oc cup ations?

QQ106  Contr ibu ting to small group and c lass
discussions?

QQ95  What it might be like to be at work in 10
years'  time?

QQ97  Your transferable skills?

QQ103  The need to keep an o pen  mind with
your future choice of occ up at i on ?

QQ96  The va lue of pla nn i ng for your future
while you are sti ll at schoo l?

QQ93  Why people mig ht need additional
education an d  training du ring  th e ir wo r king
lives?

QQ91  The type of skills that ar e n eeded in
today's jobs?

Q Q9 4  The advantages and disadvantages of
different jobs and occupations?

QQ102  H ow your qualific ations will affec t  what
occupations you can d o?

QQ92  Th e most important  things that
employers  are looking for?

QQ98  How to use sim ple budgets in pl anning
for important decisions?

1 2

Compone nt

A high value  indicates th at the item 'loads' on the factor; some
item s 'load' moderately on both factors; emp ty cells indicate values
<0.1.

a. 

 
 
Attainment (SAT scores in English, maths and science) and opinion data (at least 15 of 20 items) are 
available for 187 to 190 members of the Real Game sample, according to the comparison being made.  
None of the SAT scores is signifi cantly correlated with either of the opinion factor scores, and only one of 
the ninety coeffi cients in the corresponding SAT by opinion item correlation matrix reached Ôsignifi canceÕ 
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(p<0.05).  That is to say, within the range of ability considered, and assuming linearity, pupils of all abilities 
tended to see themselves as benefiting equally. 
 
It is less easy to be confident that opinions are unrelated to age (in the range 12 to 14 years).  Age and 
opinion data (at least 15 of 20 items) are available for 205 Real Game sample members.  Age was not 
signifi cantly related to either of the opinion factor scores, but the coefficient for ÔconventionalÕ career 
education objectives suggested that there may be relationships at the item level.  However, the way in which 
these relationships are examined determines the outcome.  When the strict assumption is made that opinion 
item scores should be treated as rank-order data, age in months is not signifi cantly related (at p<0.05) to any 
of them.  But when subjects are classified to age in years (ages 12, 13 and 14), alternative techniques2 show 
very modest positive associations with learning about Ôthe most important things that employers are looking 
forÕ, Ôwhy people might need additional education and training throughout their working livesÕ and Ôhow 
qualifi cations will affect what occupations you can doÕ.  However, there is also a negative relationship with 
learning about Ôthe advantages and disadvantages of different jobs and occupationsÕ.   Moreover, this 
analysis further indicated three non-linear relationships.  That is, in some cases perceived learning did not 
go up, or down, with age, from year to year, but stood in a more complicated relationship to it.   
 
In all of these comparisons, the amount by which perceived learning diff ered with age was modest.  Thus, 
whilst it is tempting to think that the older Real Game sample members were a little more attuned to the 
ÔconventionalÕ Careers Education aspects of The Real Game, the conclusion of practical signifi cance to be 
drawn here, especially in view of the possibility of confounding, for example, the influence of age group 
with that of school, is that opinions about what was learned are substantially independent of age, within the 
range considered. 
 
So age, sex and ability do not have an important influence over how The Real Game is perceived.  But what 
of differences between schools?  In a small sample of schools it is easier to come to conclusions about the 
existence of differences than to account for them.  The two summary measures (factor scores) and mean  
responses to most individual items differ signifi cantly across schools3.  This does not mean that every 
school differs signifi cantly from every other: merely that ÔschoolÕ is related to opinions.  For example, most 
schools differ very little on the factor underlying perceived learning about working collaboratively, 
communication skills, the future of work, etc.  But schools can be ranked so that, for instance, the ÔtopÕ two 
schools on this factor are Schools 3 and 8 and the ÔbottomÕ two are Schools 14 and 6.  On the dimension 
underlying perceptions of more conventional forms of career learning, the higher-scoring schools are 
Schools 8 and 5 and the lower-scoring ones Schools 6 and 16.  
 
ÔRelaxedÕ tests4 indicate that on generous assumptions the highest ranking and lowest-ranking schools are 
signifi cantly different, not only to one another but to most other schools.  More stringent tests simply 
indicate (as should be obvious) that when sub-sample sizes and the variability of responses underlying mean 
scores are taken into account, only the schools with the highest and lowest levels of reported learning tend 
to differ from one another to a statistically signifi cant degree.  The most stringent tests of all draw our 
attention to the most pronounced differences.  These are between School 3 and two others.  School 3 has a 
signifi cantly higher mean score on the dimension underlying perceived learning about working 
collaboratively, communication skills, the future of work, etc., than Schools 6 (p<0.05) and 14 (p< 0.01).   
However, no means have been found within the quantitative data to explain why these differences exist.  
 
 
 
 

                                                             
2 Note that school sample size varies from n = 79.  Note also that whilst population variances may be treated as if equal for the first 
factor, this is not so for the second factor or for most items taken independently. 
3 In the case of factor 1, tests were performed which assumed equal variances (Duncan; Scheffe) and which assumed unequal 
variances (Tamahane; Games-Howell).  In the case of factor 2, only the latter were applied. 
4 Analysis of variance couple with tests of l inearity.  Pearson correlation using age in months also gives the linear results noted in 
the text. 
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6. Results: Work of World Questionnaire knowledge gains and opinion shifts 
 
As reported earlier, thirty items were retained from The Real GameÕs World of Work Questionnaire on the 
basis of their ability to discriminate between individuals and, in particular, to avoid ÔceilingÕ effects (false 
nulls due to the fact that they leave little room for improvement).  These questions are in the form of 
statements with which respondents were asked to agree, to disagree, or to say that they did not know the 
answer.  Some statements are factual and, hence, true or false.  Some are statements of opinion which are 
either approved and endorsed in The Real Game, or disapproved.   The answers given to all of these 
questions were re-coded to give ÔrightÕ and Ônot rightÕ (i.e. ÔwrongÕ, together with ÔdonÕt knowÕ) responses.   
 
The hypothesis to be tested is that those participating in The Real Game made bigger gains than comparison 
sample members.  We shall begin by considering global results; then look at the results within schools; and 
finally conduct a more stringent test within the sub-sample for which ancillary information is available.  In 
each case, it will be necessary to consider those for whom we have complete information and the somewhat 
larger sample obtained by the imputation of values.   
 
Considering all of those for whom information is available at any time (t1 and t2) it is evident that, with or 
without the imputation of values, a positive shift occurs in the Real Game sample (Table 8).  Without 
imputation, this is equivalent to increasing the number of Ôright answersÕ from 14.2 (47%) to 17.6 (59%).  
When scores are imputed for missing answers, both of these values are reduced a little, but the gap between 
them remains almost the same.  The corresponding increases in the comparison sample are trivial.   
 

Table 8: Worl d of  Work  Quest ionna ire - t1 an d t2 mean scores with and witho ut

imputed val ues

13. 9310 17.3990 14.1720 17.6306

439 397 378 360

4.2297 4.9849 4.2276 4.9600

14.4232 14.899914. 952 115. 2022

432 400 355 361

4.8 8844.8 5874.9 438 4.88 37

14 .1 75116 .1 448 14. 5 498 16. 4 147

871 797 733 721

4.5 723 5.07 534.6 01 85.06 64

Mean

N

S.D.

Mean

N

S.D.

Mean

N

S.D.

Rea l Game

Com parison

Tot al

T1
( im put ed )

T2
(im puted)

T1
(co mple te

repl ies)

T2
(co mple te

repl ies)

 
 
 
Table 9 is confined to those who gave answers at both t1 and t2.  It shows how answers changed for each 
question.  The impression conveyed by this table does not differ in any important respect from that 
conveyed by tests of the magnitude of change within each sample5; thus, for the sake of brevity, it is to 
differences in Ôamounts of changeÕ between samples that we will direct attention.  For virtually every item, 
the gain in the Real Game sample is greater than that in the comparison sample.  In 13 of the 30 
comparisons at this level (without further adjustment or control) the size of the gain in the Real Game 
sample was signifi cantly greater.  Table 9 also shows that relatively large gains were made in relation to 
specifi c items of knowledge and understanding relating to income tax thresholds, transferable skills, gross 
monthly income, job descriptions, the notion of a balanced budget and gender stereotyping.  Other gains are  
 

                                                             
5 For example, paired sample t-tests are more commonly significant and significant to a greater degree in the Real Game sample. 
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Table 9: Chan ge in the proportio n of  each sample giv ing ' right answer' to  each W orld  o f Work
Questio nnair e item

a

.23 318 .60 .07 315 .61

.15 319 .52 .08 315 .55

.11 318 .58 .02 311 .59

.09 318 .40 .00 312 .38

.15 317 .55 .05 311 .53

.23 318 .55 .02 312 .40

.12 317 .60 .14 313 .59

.09 317 .54 .00 311 .52

.11 317 .62 .03 311 .63

.10 317 .61 .03 308 .59

.12 318 .57 .08 308 .56

.40 310 .55 .01 298 .48

.05 313 .60 .04 308 .48

.04 313 .60 .01 308 .59

.02 310 .58 -.01 307 .55

.03 314 .49 .03 307 .55

.02 314 .53-.03 310 .55

.24 313 .61 .08 310 .61

.14 313 .61 .07 310 .61

.16 310 .61 -.08297 .63

.21 314 .61 .05 312 .60

.11 313 .56 .13 308 .55

.09 316 .56 -.01308 .54

.04 313 .59-.02 308 .58

.17 316 .59-.02 306 .57

.14 315 .55 .02 308 .53

.16 316 .57 .10 307 .57

.11 315 .57 .05 310 .60

.12 313 .65 .04 310 .63

.09 308 .63 .01 306 .55

Item - short fo rm of wordin g may be adopted
Only  those e arning more than £30  000 pay  income tax***

Women ca n make exce ll ent plumbers

Study after y ear 1 1 is unconnected t o earnin gs*

Economic rece s sion is a surge in  activit y**

The terms job and c areer mea n the sa me t hing*

Transferab le ski lls are transferable  to othe rs***

Hating  high- paying j ob no reason  to leav e it

Jobs today simi la r to those of grandparents*

If laid off may have to retrain to work agai n

Wh en  have  a job it is easy to s ave mone y

Th e best occupati ons pay the most money

Gro ss monthly  income is that left after  paying bills***

The terms  job and occupation mean t he same thing

Many people will have many jobs  during their ca reers

To p lan successful career, treat money  most important

If w ork hard  and do best you will  never lose your job

Will spend adult life working, so enjoy life  now

Job description tells what is done, wher e and ho urs***

One person losing a job does not aff ect othe rs

Balanced budget mea n s never spend mo re than ea rn***

Dreaming is an important  to care er planning***

Unless rich , startin g a busi ness is not real i stic p ossibility

Job satisfactio n infl. by hours , pla ce, people, activities*

Edu cation a nd  work will tak e up most of your  adult life

Gen der st ereotyping is a gui de to best j ob to choose***

If  earn lots m oney, a lways have lots of time to enjoy it**

Nursing is perfec t career choice fo r some men

Good  ed ucation, work  hard, get j ob wanted a nd for life

Bes t time to s tart e xplori ng and plan career is Year 11

Trade is a ppropriate e ven if university grad uate

Mean NS.D. Mean NS.D.

R eal  GameC omp arison

Sam ple

Sig nifica nc e of the differen ce between the gains made in each sample is indicated as fo llows: *p <0.05;
**p< 0.01; ***p<0.001

a. 

 
as shown in the table.  Items not showing changes may, in many cases, be characterised as matters of well-
entrenched opinion.   Of course, if gains were confined to a small number of items of knowledge, one 
would be tempted to say that the overall result is, in effect if not in reality, a product of Ôteaching to the  
testÕ.  Thus it is the pervasive tendency of Real Game participants to make gains, rather than the existence 
of a small number of highly signifi cant gains, which is most persuasive.   
 
Figures 1 and 2 show the distributions of change in RG scores: fi rst, only for those who answered all 
relevant questions at both t1 and t2; and second, for those who missed no more than fi ve of the thirty RG 
items on one or both occasions.  These distributions are shown for each sample in each school.  The central 
box indicates the range of gains in the Ômiddle halfÕ of each sample, while the bar bisecting it shows the  
gain made by the median case (middle-ranking subject).  It is evident that, in all schools but one (School 7), 
there is at least a marginal shift, and sometimes a substantial one, favouring the Real Game sample.  When 
values are imputed, boosting sample sizes, the picture changes very little. 
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Figure 1: World of Work Questionnaire -

t1 to t2 change by school

(complete replies)
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Figure 2: World of Work Questionnaire -

t1 to t2 change by school

(with imputed values)
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Tables 10-13 and their associated analyses of variance indicate that when school is controlled, The Real 
Game exerts a positive effect on the amount of change in World of Work Questionnaire scores.  This is true 
both without imputation (Real Game = 249; Comparison = 226) and with it (Real Game = 309; Comparison 
= 292).  This conclusion was also tested by alternative means.  It will be noted that both school and the 
interaction of school and sample were signifi cant. That is to say, gains were greater in some schools than 
others, but there were signifi cant differences in the relative gains of Real Game and comparison subject, by 
school. 
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Table 10: Amo unt of chang e in  World of Work

Questionna ire total scores (mean ) by sch ool (withou t

imputation)

Dependent Variable: CHANGTOT

4.48 2.98 27

.50 4.5820

2.794.20 47

5.79 3.48 28

.963.00 26

3.46 4.04 54

2.884.60 52

.213.24 53

1.53 4.17 105

3.68 3.77 22

-1. 865.25 21

.985.30 43

6.85 3.15 20

1.33 3.87 9

5.14 4.21 29

2.19 4.55 16

2.56 3.13 18

2.38 3.8134

3.003.04 19

2.13 2.75 8

2.74 2.93 27

4.40 4.31 42

2.41 3.39 46

3.36 3.96 88

2.83 3.19 23

.60 4.6625

1.674.14 48

3.99 4.03 249

.923.92 226

2.53 4.26 475

Sam ple

1  Real Game

2  Compari son

Tot al

1  Real G ame

2  Co mpar i son

Tota l

1  Real Game

2  Comparison

Tota l

1  Real Game

2  Comparison

Total

1  Rea l Game

2  Comparison

Total

1  Real G ame

2  Co mpar i son

Tot al

1  Real Game

2  Compariso n

Tot al

1  Real Game

2  Comparison

Tot al

1  Real Game

2  Comparison

Tot al

1  Real G ame

2  Co mpar ison

Tot al

Sch ool

1

3

4

5

6

7

9

11

13

Total

MeanS.D. N
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Table 11: World o f Work Questionnaire  - anal ysis of variance by school an d sample

Dependent Va riable: CHA NGTOT

19 08.70 b 17112 .287.68 .000 .2221.00 0

22 99.77 1 2299 .77 157.3.000 .2561.0 0 0

406 . 81 850. 8 5 3.48 .001.057 .981

846 .35 1846 .3 557. 89 .000 .1121.00 0

318. 22 839. 782.72 .006.045 .935

66 81. 67 457 14.62

1162 7.00475

85 9 0.37 474

Sou rce
Corrected Model

I nt ercept

Sch ool

Sam ple

School * Sample

Err or

Tot al

Corrected Total

Type  III
Sum  of

Sq uar es df
Mean

Square F Sig.
Eta

Sq uared
Ob se rved

Powe r a

Computed u sing alpha = .0 5a. 

R Squared = .222 (Adj u sted R Squared = .193)b. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Table  13:  World of Wo rk Q uestionnaire  - analy s is of variance by school and sample
(with imputa tion)

Dependent Va riable: CHANGIMP

2017.53b 17118. 68 7.50.000 .179 1.0 0 0

280 9 .58 128 09.58 177.000 .233 1.00 0

387 .73 848. 473.06.002 .040 .962

871 .76 1 871. 7655.0 6 .000.086 1.00 0

390 .7 1 8 48.84 3.08.002 .041.964

92 3 0.82 58315. 83

14 98 1.36 601

11 24 8.36 600

Sou rce
Corrected Model

I nte rcept

Sch ool

Sam ple

School * Sample

Err or

Tot al

Corrected  Total

Typ e  III
Sum o f

Squa res df
Mean

Squ a reFSig.
Eta

Squ a red
Ob s erved

Powe r a

Co mp uted using alpha = .0 5a. 

R Square d = .179 (Adjusted R Squared = . 155)b. 
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Table 12: Amou nt o f c ha nge in  W orld  o f Work

Qu e s tionnaire scor es (m ean ) by school (with i mput a tion)

Dependent Variab le: C HAN GIMP

4.35 3.59 42

.944.18 35

2.80 4.21 77

5.95 3.53 29

1.02 2.96 27

3.57 4.08 56

3.18 4.81 77

.43 3.48 73

1.84 4.42 150

3.65 3.61 24

-1.0 8 5.3624

1.29 5.1148

6.83 3.0721

1.21 3.4612

4.79 4.19 33

1.88 4.67 21

2.64 3.06 19

2.24 3.96 40

3.00 3.04 19

1.59 3.04 9

2.55 3.06 28

4.49 4.17 46

2.06 3.77 57

3.15 4.11 103

1.91 3.81 30

1.22 4.71 36

1.53 4.31 66

3.86 4.23 309

1.05 3.95 292

2.49 4.33 601

Sam ple
1  Real  G ame

2  Comparison

Tota l

1  Rea l G ame

2  Compari son

Tota l

1  Real Game

2  Compariso n

Tota l

1  Real Game

2  Comparison

Tota l

1  Real Game

2  Comparison

Total

1  Real  G ame

2  Comparison

Tota l

1  Real G ame

2  Comparison

Tot al

1  Rea l Game

2  Comparison

Tot al

1  Real Game

2  Comparison

Total

1  Real Game

2  Comparison

Total

School
1

3

4

5

6

7

9

11

13

Tot al

Mean
cha ng eS.D. N
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Table 1 4: Th ose answer ing all World of Wo rk Questionnaire items - comparison of

me an  score s at t 1  a nd  t 2 o f  t ho se for  whom an cill ar y info rma t ion i s an d  i s no t avai la bl e

14.2 2 17.8 7

4.24 4.78

153 153

14.2 1 15.2 7

4.594.43

157 157

14. 2 216. 5 5

4.41 4.78

310 310

14. 2 2 18.75

4.22 4.53

96 96

17.96 18.55

4.76 4.71

69 69

15. 7 818. 6 7

4.81 4.59

165 165

14. 2 218. 2 1

4.22 4.70

249 249

15. 3 516. 2 7

4.94 4.76

226 226

14.7 617.2 9

4.61 4.82

475 475

Mean

S.D.

N

Mean

S.D.

N

Mean

S.D.

N

Mean

S.D.

N

Mean

S.D.

N

Mean

S.D.

N

Mean

S.D.

N

Mean

S.D.

N

Mean

S.D.

N

Samp le
1  Real Ga me

2  Com parison

Tota l

1  Re al G ame

2  Compariso n

Tota l

1  Real Game

2  Comparison

Tota l

Info rm at i on available
Actual tota ls a n d  no
ancillar y da t a

Sex, SAT Eng lish, Age
and actual total s available

Total

Total at  t1Total at t2

 
 
 
Finally, we turn to the small sub-sample for which we have ancillary information on sex, age and ability 
(SAT scores).  First, we must establish that the pattern of change in this group is similar to that of the 
sample as a whole.  Table 14 shows that this is approximately so. 
 
When imputed values are employed, we are able to raise sub-sample sizes a little, to 109 (Real Game) and 
77 (comparison) in fi ve schools.   Table 15 shows the results of controlling for the ancillary data in this sub-
sample.  The model is obviously somewhat redundant, as age and some of the interactions are of no 
importance, but it does suffi ce to indicate that the effect of The Real Game withstands close scrutiny. 
 
There is, therefore, a robust result for the impact of The Real Game as measured by its associated 
questionnaire.  The Real Game sample shows a signifi cant gain, relative to the comparison sample.  This is 
not fully consistent across all schools, but suffi ciently consistent to be persuasive and, despite some 
variability, the result remains when the interaction with school is controlled.  That is to say, the result for 
the sample as a whole is not a product of differences in sample sizes and proportions of Real Game to 
comparison subjects from school to school.  In addition, when sex, age and ability (SAT scores) are 
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Table  15 :  W orl d  of Work Questionnai re ( with imp utation) - anal ysis of variance including
anci lla ry i nformation

Dependent Variable: CHAN GIMP

1437.32b 19 75.65 5.14 .000 .3711.00 0

5.84 1 5.84 .40 .529.002 .096

3.501 3.50.24.627 .001 .077

71. 73 1 71. 734.88 .029 .029 .593

465 . 751465 . 75 32.000 .160 1.0 0 0

186. 08 446. 5 23.16 .015 .071 .813

36.5 3 136. 5 32.48 .117 .015 .347

208 .36 3 69. 454.72 .003 .079 .892

.51 1 .51 .03.853 .000 .054

52. 85 4 13. 21 .90.466 .021 .281

98.5 5 332.8 5 2.23 .086 .039 .558

244 2.03 16614.7 1

528 3.97 186

387 9.36 185

Sour ce
Correct ed Mode l

In t ercept

Age (cov ariate)

SAT score in English
(cova riate)

Samp le

School

Sex

Sample * School

Sample * Sex

School * Sex

Sample * Sch ool * Sex

Erro r

Total

Correc ted  Tota l

Type I II
Sum of
Squares df

Mean
Square F Sig.

Eta
Squared

Observed
Powera

Com puted usi ng alph a = .05a. 

R Squared =  .371 (Adjuste d R Squared = .298)b. 
 

 
 
controlled (in the smaller sub-sample for which this information is available) the Real Game effect remains 
signifi cant.  The questions of whether particular ÔsoftÕ ÔopinionÕ items, or alternatively Ôteaching to the 
testÕ of a few specifi c knowledge items, are responsible, seem to be answered in a favourable way.   The 
biggest gains are made, in the main, on knowledge items; and although not all items show gains in the Real 
Game sample, a high proportion of them do, and these are of both kinds.  Thus a test of relevant 
knowledge and opinion seems to have been influenced positively by participation in The Real Game.   
 
 
7. Results: effects on career beliefs and self-efficacy 
 
Employability beliefs.  Just seven Ôemployability beliefsÕ items were retained from t1 to t2. All were 
negative worded items: in other words, disagreement is positively evaluated.  A four-point scale was used 
which excluded ÔdonÕt knowÕ or similar replies.  Alternative methods of coding were examined.  These 
were without implication for results.  What follows is, therefore, based upon the binary (agree/disagree) 
coding method.  Table 16 shows those answering all items (7) at t1 or at t2.  However, the final column 
(ÔChange towards disagreementÕ) is based only on those giving complete replies on both occasions.   
 
There was a small difference between samples at t1.  Both samples made a very small improvement at t2 
and there was slightly more ÔgoodÕ change in the comparison sample.  However, the difference in this 
change in beliefs between samples is not signifi cant (p = 0.61).  It  is necessary to inspect this further, of 
course, as school and other biases may be at work.  When school is taken into account, sample (Real Game 
or comparison) has no effect on these changes.6 
 

                                                             
6 In an analysis of variance, school (p=0.09), sample (i.e. Real Game or comparison sample, p=0.91) and their interaction (p=0.85) 
were all non-significant. 
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Table 16: Employ ability beliefs - disagreeme nt positively evaluated

3.854.12 .26

383 349 324
1.50 1.46 1.58

3.93 4.33 .32

388 363 314
1.52 1.45 1.63

3.89 4.23 .29

771 712 638
1.51 1.46 1.60

Mean nu mb er
of disagreed
items
N
S.D.
Mean n umb er
of disag reed
item s
N
S.D.
Mean n u mber
of di sagr eed
items
N
S.D.

Sample
Real Ga me

Compar ison

Total

Disagreement
at t1

Disagr eement
at t2

Change
towards dis-

agree ment

 
 
It was virtually a foregone conclusion that The Real Game would have no effect when ancillary information 
was taken into account, and indeed there were no signifi cant effects in the models fi tted using this 
information.  That is to say, neither the sample, nor any of the other variables, has a signifi cant effect on 
change in these beliefs (original four-point scale).7 
 
Career beliefs.  The a priori scales considered beliefs about the utility or importance of job exploration, of 
self-awareness in relation to jobs, and of career planning activities.  Although the preferred method for the 
examination of these scales would, in principle, be multivariate analysis of variance, this step was not taken, 
due both to doubts about construct validity at the sub-scale level and to the violation of test assumptions.8  
In the time-scale allowed for the analysis, it was necessary to avoid the temptation to investigate ways of 
selecting and transforming data to meet test assumptions.  This would have been a time-consuming and 
highly speculative step.  The decision was therefore taken to focus on the beliefs total score and, thereafter, 
to investigate the items contributing most to change.  
 
Table 17 is based on complete replies to all relevant items, either at t1 or at t2, or on both occasions. 
Viewed in this way, a very small gain is made by the Real Game sample and there is a small decline in the 
comparison sample.  However, this includes subjects excluded from the effective sample, as indicated by 
the reduction in the numbers of subjects at t2. 

                                                             
7 The effect of SAT English score was greatest among the available measures, but non-significant (p=0.29).  Age (in months) did 
not have a significant effect (p=0.68), although the possibility of non-linear association is not excluded.  Sex was plainly non-
significant (p=0.59) and the interaction of sex with school was also weak (p=0.12).  Other interactions, including those with the 
sample, were plainly without effect.  In this context, the lack of a direct effect of the sample (p=0.58) was taken as conclusive and 
analysis proceeded no further. 
8 Exploratory factor analysis indicated that the first factor was an artefact Ð being dominated by reverse-scored items.  The second 
and third factors were dominated by job exploration and self-awareness items, and by planning items, respectively.  The alpha 
values of the three a priori scales were acceptable, as follows: job exploration , 0.61 (t1) and 0.67(t2); self-awareness, 0.54 and 
0.58; planning, 0.63 and 0.63.  However, negative skew and positive kurtosis were moderate to large for all a priori scales at both t1 
and t2. Diagnostic investigation was more favourable for the planning scale than others and similar to that of  the combined scale 
(all items).  The latter had alpha reliability 0.80, skew Ð0.79 and kurtosis 1.76 at t1.  At t2, with reduced sample size, the 
corresponding values were alpha 0.84, skew Ð0.74 and kurtosis 0.76.  Conversion of scale items to binary form in all cases 
worsened the distribution of a priori scales.  As samples are composed of intact groups, the application of standard inferential 
procedures is heuristic, but the test assumptions of equality of variance and of covariance were seriously violated, making the 
results of analyses of variance doubtful.  Multivariate analysis of variance was not attempted. 
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Table 17: Ca reer beliefs mea n scores - th ose giving complete
respo nses to all  beliefs items at t1  and/or t2

72.7 873.4 8
499 342

6.76 7.22
72.7 0 72.2 2

495 342
7.65 8.84

72.7 4 72.85
994 684
7.21 8.09

Mean
N
S.D.
Mean
N
S.D.
Mean
N
S.D.

Samp le
Re al  Game

Co mp arison

Tota l

Tota l
bel iefs

sca le t1

Tota l
bel iefs

sc ale t2

 
 
But as Table 18 shows, the general pattern remains when only those in the effective sample, and of these 
only those giving complete replies on both occasions, are considered: a small gain in the Real Game sample 
and a small decline in the comparison sample.  At t1, sample variances and means are not signifi cantly 
different.  At t2, sample variances are signifi cantly diff erent, as are mean scores (equal variance not 
assumed, p = 0.04); a rank order test (Mann-Whitney) does not, however, reach signifi cance.   
 
 

Table 18 : Care er beliefs mea n scores - those  giving complete
respo nses to all  beliefs items at both t1 and t2

73.0 273.8 1
324 324

6.59 6.88
73.4 8 72.5 1

310 310
7.03 8.81

73. 2 573. 1 8
634 634

6.81 7.90

Mean
N
S.D.
Mean
N
S.D.
Mean
N
S.D.

Sample
Real Game

Comparison

Total

Tota l
bel iefs
sca le t1

Tota l
bel iefs
sca le t2

 
 
 
As Figures 3 and 4 show, there was moderate variability in the relative positions of each sample between 
schools at t1, which persisted in some respects to t2, sometimes with exaggeration.  For example, in one 
school (School 14), the initial gap favouring the Real Game sample widened considerably due to 
comparison sample decline.  It  should, therefore, be emphasised that sub-sample sizes are often low (School 
14 has low sample sizes).   When the changes in these scores are considered (Figure 5), the visually most 
striking differences are due largely to comparison sample decline (in Schools 13 and 14).  
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Figure 3: Career beliefs total score at t1-

those giving complete replies at t1 and t2
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Figure 4: Career beliefs total score at t2 -

those giving complete replies at t1 and t2
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46172147191225602637 34173139202123732640N =

Figure 5: Change in career beliefs total scores -

those giving complete replies at t1 and t2
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Table 19 shows that when means are considered, change favours the Real Game sample in all schools 
except School 1.  That is to say, declines are smaller or gains larger then those in the corresponding 
comparison sample.  In small samples, outlying scores can have large effects. Accordingly, this pattern was 
checked by trimming 5% of cases from the total available cases.  This approximately equalised change 
scores in School 6, but in the remaining schools the general pattern was as before.  However, when tested 
independently, only the large differences between sub-samples in Schools 13 and 14, noted earlier, are 
signifi cant (t test p = 0.01 and 0.002, respectively, equal variance not assumed; a rank-order test (Mann-
Whitney) confi rms only the latter). 
 
When considered together, school, the interaction of school with sample (i .e. the somewhat different 
apparent effect of The Real Game from school to school) and sample itself (that is, Real Game 
participation) all had signifi cant effects.  These remained when the ancillary data for a smaller sub-sample 
were taken into account9.  The pattern of change was considered at the item level (see Table 20).  Most 
items show either greater gain or less decline in The Real Game sample, but there is no obvious reason why 
the minority of items which behave differently do so. 
 
As pointed out earlier, this is a quasi-experiment in which consistent gains across schools are the most 
persuasive evidence.  In aggregate, the results for career beliefs are moderately consistent across schools, 
but point as much, if not more, to less decline in the Real Game sample, rather than to gain relative to its 
own starting position.  On balance, it appears that The Real Game had an effect, but one in which we place 
less confidence than elsewhere. 
 
Self-efficacy.  Three a priori self-effi cacy (or ÔconfidenceÕ) scales were employed: self-efficacy for job 
exploration, for self-awareness in relation to career decision-making, and for career planning.   Considered 
individually, using t1 data, each of these scales proved to be unidimensional and reliable10.  However, every  

                                                             
9 Note the warning in the foregoing footnote.  Cases available for analysis were 111 Real Game and 121 comparison subjects.  The 
pF values were as follows: school 0.005, sample (Real Game) 0.000, and the interaction 0.002.  When further analysis was 
undertaken using ancillary data, of the ability measures only the mathematics SAT score was significant.  There was a significant 
interaction effect of school with gender.  The sample remained significant (p=0.002). 
10 Self-efficacy for job exploration: principal components analysis identified one factor (at eigenvalue = 1) which explained 46% of 
the variance; the simple additive scale had internal consistency reliability alpha =  0.86; this scale had an approximately normal 
distribution with mean = 41.9 and standard deviation =  10.8.   Corresponding results for self-efficacy for self-awareness (fewer 
items) were as follows: one factor and 51% of variance; alpha = 0.75; positive kurtosis with mean = 24.5 and standard deviation = 
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Ta bl e 19 : Co mpar i son of c a reer beliefs ch a nge b y s cho ol -
t ho se  r es p on ding  to all it ems  at  t 1 and t2

Dependent Va riable: Career belie fs total scale change score

-2.4 8 8.73 40
-.43 5.95 37

-1.4 97.55 77
1.12 4.72 26
-.12 4.95 26

.504.83 52
1.56 7.42 73

.727.44 60
1.18 7.41 133
1.43 5.55 23

-1.0 47.84 25
.156.89 48

-.43 6.80 21
-.92 5.23 12
-.61 6.19 33
1.25 4.58 20
.16 5.93 19
.72 5.24 39
1.67 3.46 39
.64 6.47 47
1.10 5.31 86
3.16 7.90 31
-4.10 10.37 21
.23 9.58 52
.82 5.79 17
-9.53 10.68 17
-4.35 9.96 34
-.41 7.89 34
-1.61 8.55 46
-1.10 8.25 80
.79 6.86 324
-.97 7.75 310
-.07 7.35 634

Sample
Rea l Game
Com parison
Total
Rea l Game
Co mp ari so n
Tota l
Re al  Game
Co mp arison
Tota l
Re al  Game
Co mp arison
Tota l
Re al  Game
Co mp arison
Tota l
Re al  Game
Co mp arison
Tota l
Re al  Game
Co mp arison
Tota l
Re al  Game
Co mp arison
Tota l
Re al  Game
Co mp arison
Tota l
Re al  Game
Co mp arison
Tota l
Re al  Game
Co mp arison
Tota l

Scho ol
1

3

4

5

6

7

11

13

14

15

Tota l

Mean S.D.N

 
 
self-efficacy item was signifi cantly correlated with all others, so that the additive scales were all highly 
correlated.  This suggested that a more general career self-effi cacy dimension existed.  All self-effi cacy 
items were subject to a further inspection11, which indicated that it would be legitimate to employ a single 
summary scale, but that, as a precautionary measure, effects on combinations of items other than the a 
priori scales should be explored.  It also indicated that, in the event of effects on a priori scales, these 
should not be assumed independent of one another; and in particular, that to treat effects on self-efficacy for 
career planning and for self-awareness as separate effects would be to indulge in a form of Ôdouble 
 
 

                                                                                                                                                                                                        
7.1.  Self-efficacy for career planning: one factor and 47% of variance; alpha = 0.84; negative kurtosis with mean = 39.2 and 
standard deviation = 10.5. 
11 Principal components identified two factors explaining 40% and 5% of variance, respectively.  The rotated solution gave a factor 
dominated by both self-efficacy for planning and self-efficacy for self-awareness items and a further factor dominated by self-
efficacy for job exploration items.  However, several items of each type loaded to a substantial degree on both factors.  This 
solution was unlike a somewhat more complex one derived earlier from responses in the first schools to return data.   
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T ab le 20 : Career beliefs item mean change scores by samplea

-.05 358 1.00 -.18 355 1.14

.06 355 1.06 .01 351 1.09

.21 353 1.07 .12 353 1.18

-.10 355 1.10 -.17 350 1.12

.08 356 .97 -.04 349 1.11

.02 359 .99-.07 353 .94

.12 357 1.11 .22 356 1.01

-.09 356 1.00 -.11 349 .96

.05 357 .93 .07 350 1.08

-.09 356 .83 -.24 354 1.04

.01 355 1.12 -.23 352 1.23

.05 353 1.12 -.02 353 1.16

-.03 355 .87 -.10 355 1.02

.10 353 .98 .09 352 1.16

.11 354 .96 .01 349 1.03

-.04 357 .90 -.11354 1.02

-.05356 .89 -.14353 1.02

.17 355 1.08.18 354 1.20

Many e du c ational options / f ind
one that  suits me (Job exp belief)
Jobs I  can do all much the s ame
(Job exp belief)
If talk t o others m ake better choice
(Job exp belief )
Looking for information a  waste of
time (Job exp be lief)
Check with c areers teachers/
advisers (Job exp belief )
Can find out f ro m  careers l ibrary /
by writing  ( J ob exp b elief)
Pointless to  think about jobs  (Job
exp/self belief)
Fin d out about jobs fit
skil l s/interests (Job exp/self bel ief)
Learn ab out self t o fit jobs to
personality ( Job exp/self belief)
Think ab o ut what have done well
(Job exp/self be l ief)
No jobs I  can get I would like  (Job
exp/self belief)
If I make plans will  have a career I
like  (Planning belief)
Important to  have career goal
(Planning belief)
No point making p lans unti l leave
school  (Planning belief)
Think no w  about o bstacles to
goals   (Planning  belief)
Career depen ds luck -n o p oint
making plans (Plan n i n g belief)
Need idea about  work to pl an next
stage educ at ion (Plann ing belief)
Plans pointless - may change
mind  (Planning belief)

MeanN S.D. Mean N S.D.
Real Game Comparison

Sample

Not e  that the n eg atively w orded items from which chang e is computed were
reverse sco red, so th at positive change a lways repres ents 'gain' and negat iv e
change always rep resents 'loss'

a. 

 
 
countingÕ12.  By the same token, null fi ndings for these groups of items should not be assumed to be 
independent13.   
 
 
 
                                                             
12 That is to say, in the event of apparent effects, forms of analysis would be required which considered these groups of items as 
simply alternative means of measurement of the same underlying variable.  
13 The foregoing analyses were repeated for each sample at t1 and for the reduced samples available at t2.  Results were broadly 
similar.  However, at t2 the comparison sample factor structure resembled that at t1 more closely than did that of the Real Game 
sample.  In particular, two items worded in terms of ÔconvincingÕ and Ôexplaining toÕ others loaded quite differently.  In view of the 
characteristics of The Real Game, this is suggestive, but on this basis it is only possible to suggest that future studies might consider 
if The Real Game has effects on self-efficacy for self-expression and persuasion of others in relation to career issues.     
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Table  2 1:  Se lf - e fficacy sca le mea ns a t t1  a nd  t2 , by sample - those answ er in g
all items (note that factor-based scales are alternative combinations of items)

41.7 910.9941.9 29.65

43.0 710.8 841.8 711.2 6

25.2 06.9524.4 36.83

25.0 16.6224.1 96.63

39.6 410.6 239.2 010.0 2

40.0 310. 1 238. 2 710. 3 8

18. 0 6 5.2318. 0 64.75

18. 7 5 5.0417. 9 65.10

26. 1 6 6.3625. 3 86.41

26. 2 5 6.4025. 2 96.54

106. 6326.3 2105. 5524.3 5

108. 1025.8 3104. 3326.7 3

Self -e ff icacy for job
explorati on (a priori) at  t1

Self - efficacy for job
exploration (a p riori) at t2

Self-e f f icacy for
self-awareness (a priori ) at t1

Self-efficacy for
self-awareness (a pr iori) at t2

Self-ef f i cacy for planning ( a
priori) at t1

Self-efficacy for planning (a
priori) at t2

Factor  b ased sca le: best
discriminated job e x p loration
items ( t1)

Fac t or based scale: best
discriminated job exploration
items ( t2)

Fac tor  b a sed scale: best
discriminated self/ plann i ng
items (t1)

Fac tor based s ca le: best
discriminated self/planning
items ( t2)

Self-e ff i cacy tota l score at t1

Self-efficacy total score at t2

Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

Real G a me (n = 270) Comparison (n = 260)

 
Table 21 shows that a small gain was made in self-effi cacy for job exploration in the Real Game sample, 
that self-effi cacy for self-awareness declined to a trivial degree in both samples, and that a small gap 
opened between the samples in self-effi cacy for planning Ð due, in the main, to a decline in the comparison 
sample.  None of these changes are statistically signifi cant, but if one-tailed test assumptions were to be 
made, then the probabilities associated with diff erential change in self-efficacy for planning (p= 0.10) and 
in the factor-based (but not the a priori) combination of job exploration items (p = 0.08) could be halved.   
 
Aggregate change was, however, the resultant of contradictory trends between schools.  In Table 22, the 
underlying chaos is illustrated for changes in total career self efficacy (similarly complicated pictures are 
revealed for each of the sub-scales).  In only one school is the anticipated pattern of stability in the 
comparison group coupled with a gain in the Real Game sample.  Elsewhere, modest improvement in Real 
Game scores are accompanied by larger declines in the comparison sample, both samples decline, or Real 
Game losses are matched by comparison sample gains.   
 
Further analysis14 indicated signifi cant effects both directly of school and of the interaction of school with 
sample (Real Game or comparison) upon some of the change scores under consideration.   But there were 
no signifi cant main effects of sample (Real Game or comparison) when its interaction with school was  
 

                                                             
14 Analyses of variance in which the effects of sample and school were examined in models including interaction terms.   
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Table 22:  Change in m ean career self-effic ac y scores by sample and
school ( full replies  only)

Dependent Variab le: SECHANGE

3.1429.60 29
-7.9 323.8 627
-2.2 027.32 56

6.78 17.85 27
-10.50 20.16 24
-1.35 20.70 51
5.31 21.18 59
.48 24.54 60
2.8722.9 6119

-10. 1927.0 716
-8.1 820.08 17

-9.15 23.37 33
4.53 21.97 19
5.78 29.27 9
4.93 24.00 28
-15.76 20.72 17
13.31 26.20 16
-1.67 27.46 33
7.30 18.09 37
6.82 18.24 40
7.05 18.05 77
-2.45 29.06 22
-4.50 22.24 16
-3.32 26.09 38
-6.57 17.03 14
-5.92 15.13 13
-6.26 15.83 27
1.10 19.47 30
-3.42 24.67 38
-1.43 22.48 68
1.48 22.92 270
-1.22 23.27 260

.1523.11 530

Sam ple
R ea l Game
C om parison
Tot al
R ea l Game
C om parison
Tot al
R ea l Game
C om parison
Tot al
R ea l Game
C om parison
Tot al
R ea l Game
C om parison
Tot al
R ea l Game
C om parison
Tot al
R ea l Game
C om parison
Tot al
R ea l Game
C om pariso n
Tot al
R ea l Game
C om parison
Tot al
R ea l Game
C om parison
Tot al
R ea l Game
C om parison
Tot al

Sch ool
1

3

4

5

6

7

11

13

14

15

Tot al

Mean
Cha ng e
Sco re S.D.N

 
taken into account. Analyses of sub-samples for which ancillary information was available for age, sex and 
ability produced a similar result. In addition, sample sizes were maximised in two ways: fi rst, by examining 
sub-scales for which complete data were available, even though the overall proportion of self-efficacy items 
answered was below the threshold adopted for imputation; and second, by imputing values for some sub-
scales.  Again, no signifi cant direct effects were found.  In short, there is not a suffi cient basis to assert that 
participation in The Real Game had an effect on any of our self-effi cacy measures.  From an evaluative 
perspective, this must be the conclusion.  However, from a wider perspective one must be concerned about 
the possibility of  type 2 error.  It  is not satisfactory that by deleting from the analysis one school (School 7) 
in which the largest of all mean gains occurred Ð in the comparison sample Ð and the largest of all mean 
declines also occurred Ð in the Real Game sample Ð a contrary conclusion would have been reached in 
relation to self-effi cacy for career planning.  Future investigators are asked to note this. 
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Table  23:  Information needs, specific inf ormation activity  n eeds and
knowledge of  sources

14.0 1 409 2.2213.9 4 419 2.33

13.93 350 2.41 13.87 3602.55

-.06 3442.80 .03 3382.89

11.4 7 4051.76 11.4 1 4151.81

11.6 1 3521.83 11.4 8 353 2.08

.09 339 1.92 .16 329 2.03

9.22 374 2.42 9.33 367 2.60

9.77 351 2.519.65 3502.53

.48 315 2.64.32 2912.78

Gen e ral  n eed for  career
information at t 1
Gen e ral need f or career
information at t 2
Change in  general need for
career infor mation
Specific information activity
needs at t1
Specifi c information activity
needs at t2
Change in specific
information activity needs
Knowledge of sources to
meet specific information
needs at t1
Knowle d ge of sou rces t o
meet specifi c informat ion
needs at t2
Change in know ledge of
sources to meet specific
information need s

Mean N S.D. Mean N S.D.
Real Game Comparison

Sample

 
 
 
Need for information, specific information activity needs and knowledge of sources. Preliminary analysis 
indicated that it was legitimate here to employ the a priori scales15.  Table 23 is based upon only those who 
replied to all questions within a particular item group both at t1 and t2.  It shows that the differences 
between samples at t1 and at t1 were in all cases trivial, so that differences in change scores were small.  
None of the differences between samples was remotely signifi cant. 
 
It is unsurprising, therefore, that a further analysis16 revealed no link between participation in The Real 
Game and these ÔinformationÕ scales. 
 
Figures 6-8 show that change was erratic from school to school. 
 

                                                             
15 Factor analysis (principal components) of t1 data gave three factors explaining 54% of variance.  The rotated factor solution 
corresponded well with the a priori scales, in that each factor was primarily defined by one a priori item group and all items in a 
group loaded highly on the same factor.  As the scales were short, alpha reliability coefficients were not as high as one would like, 
but tolerable.  Alpha values were as follows: need for information, t1 0.54, t2 0.55; specific information activity needs, t1 0.48, t2 
0.56; knowledge of sources, t1 0.77, t2 0.75.  
16 Using analysis of variance, models were fitted for sample and school and, using the reduced sample for which this information is 
available, a variety of further models were fitted for sex, ability age and school.  In none of the models, nor in multivariate analysis 
of variance, was participation in The Real Game a significant factor. 
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Figure 6: Change in general need for
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Figure 7: Change in need for specific

information activities
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Figure 8: Change in knowledge of sources

and how to obtain information
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8. Conclusion 
 
Participation in The Real Game has effects which are related to its content and the form of activity it entails.  
Young people adopt a generally positive view of what i t has taught them.  It might seem disappointing that 
we have been unable to offer convincing evidence of an impact upon more conventional careers education 
objectives. There does seem to have been a small effect on career beliefs, but relative only to the 
comparison sample rather than its own starting position.  One would wish to see this effect investigated 
further, using improved instruments, before staking too much upon it.  In other respects, we are unable to 
point to an effect.  However, a more positive interpretation of this part of our results is that the pattern of 
outcomes is consistent with construct validity.  The Real Game has effects of the sort one would expect for 
it, but does not have Ð or does not clearly have Ð effects in the short run on career education objectives it 
does not address directly or centrally.  We are, of course, unable to comment on the later effects of 
participation.  
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Appendix :  Survey questionnaires 
 
 
The following two questionnaires were administered to both experimental and control groups at the 
beginning of the programme: 
 
1. First ideas about the world of work This was the supplementary questionnaire 

aimed at determining whether the programme 
led to specifi c career-related learning 
outcomes.  

2. What I know about the world of work This World of Work Questionnaire forms an 
existing part of the Real Game programme, 
and includes both knowledge and opinion 
items. 

 
 
For administration at the end of the programme, both questionnaires were revised. Items likely to be subject 
to a Ôceiling effectÕ were deleted. Experimental groups were asked additional questions. 
   
1. First ideas about the world of work Administered to experimental and control 

groups. 
 

2. What I know about the world of work This second questionnaire came in diff erent 
versions for the experimental (RG) and 
control (non-RG) groups. 
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