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CHAPTER I 

THE PROBLEM AND DEFINITIONS   OF TERMS  USED 

The  investigator became very concerned after hearing and reading 

some of the oriticisms of the  present family liring classes  on the 

secondary level.    One of these criticisms  is that the family living 

course is not challenging enough for the better students and another 

is that only the weaker students should be advised to elect the course. 

The writer has had experience teaching family living in a secondary 

school and believes that these oriticisms  have been based primarily on 

opinions and individual or isolated experiences.    No difference has been 

observed by the writer between the students who elect family living 

courses and those who do not elect the courses. 

A review of the  literature  showed that there were some opinions 

concerning family living education but little research.    Very little re- 

search has been conducted with family living students to determine 

whether they are different from students who do not elect the course, 

and no studies  on the  secondary level have been found by this writer. 

Since no research was found on the  characteristics of the 

students electing the  secondary family living course, the writer felt 

the need for conducting such a study to determine whether there are 

certain differences between family living  students and those not elec- 

ting the course. 

I.     THE PROBLEM 

Statement of the  problem.    The purpose  of this study was to 



determine whether there were differences in selected academic,  person- 

ality, and economic factors in a group of students who wore taking a 

high school family living  course  compared with a similar group not taking 

the oourse in regard to    (1) soholastic grades,     (2)  personality charac- 

teristics,    (S) sooio-eoonomic  status,     (4) attitudes toward eduoation, 

and    (5)  vocational interests* 

Importance of the study*    It has been said that the marriage and 

family living course is not challenging enough for the better students. 

Some teachers and administrators have indicated that the better students 

should not be advised to elect the course because  it would be of little 

value to them in college.    Some have concluded that  only the weaker 

students would benefit from the  course.    However, most of these criticisms 

have been based primarily on opinion and individual experiences.    The 

question arises as to whether they were justified in saying that the 

marriage and family living course should be taken only by the weak stu- 

dents.   One of the concerns of the investigator is whether it  is fair for 

parents and teachers to advise only the weaker  students to elect the 

course. 

Getting along with peers and enjoying happy family relationships 

are two of the many goals expressed by many high school students,  re- 

gardless of whether they are taking the family living course.    It is in 

this area that many students seem to feel insecure and to need guidance. 

The investigator became  involved with trying to help solve students' 

problems.    In this effort, the  investigator's curiosity was aroused.    Did 

the students in the group electing family living possess certain traits 

different from the  students who were not members of the family living 



class? 

Five working hypotheses were established in this study.    These 

hypotheses  in the order in which they were treated in the  study arei 

1*    There is no significant difference in scholastic achieve- 

ments of the  studentseleoting the family living course and 

those not electing the course as measured by grades* 

2. There is no significant difference in certain personality 

traits of students electing the family living course and 

those not eleoting the family living course as measured by 

the California Psychologies! Inventory* 

3. There is no significant difference in the eoonomio status 

of family living students and non-family living  students as 

measured by the Cornell Socio-Economio Scale. 

4. There is no significant difference in attitudes toward 

education of the family living members and those not taking 

family living as measured by the Hieronymous Student 

Education questionnaire. 

5. There is no significant difference in the vocational 

interests of the family living members and those not taking 

family living in the ten areas of interest as measured by 

the Kuder Vocational Preference Record. 

II.     DEFINITIONS   OF TERMS  USED 

To gain a clearer understanding of this  investigation,  certain 

terms will be defined aooording to their usage in this study. 

Marriage and family living course refers to an elective 

eouree taught by the home economics teacher stressing the understanding 

of one's self and the  problems involved in family living. 



Marriage and family living students include those students elec- 

ting the marriage and family living course* 

Non-^narriage and family living students include those students 

who did not eleot the marriage and family living course. 

High Sohool refers to grades nine, ten,  eleven, and twelve in 

three different  schools* 

Class refers to the year in high sohool as freshmen,  sophomores, 

juniors, or seniors* 

Scholastic grades refer to the subject grades given to each 

student*    The  subject grades were the recorded number evaluations of 

the quality of work in school subjeots.    Recordings were made at the end 

of each six-week period,  and a semester average was taken from these 

six-woaks grades and a final examination on the subject*    The two semes- 

ter grades were averaged to obtain the yearly average.    The yearly 

averages were the grades used for this  study.    The grades were for the 

previous years in high school*    No grades were taken from the  present 

year since the study was begun before semester averages were obtained. 

The same numerical values used by Uadison-Mayodan High School were 

used to convert  letter grades in the other two schools to numerical 

values if not recorded numerically (Table I). 

Intelligence quotient was the  score most  recently reoorded in 

a student's cumulative folder. 

Age  refers to the chronological age of a student based on a birth 

date  given in the cumulative folder. 

California Psychological Inventory was an inventory given to de- 

termine personality characteristics of students used in the sample. 

The traits were defined as  followsi 



TABLE I 

NUMERICAL EQUIVALENT  OF LETTER GRADES 
USED AT MADISON-MAYODAN  HIGH SCHOOL* 

Letter Grade Numerical Grade 

A+ 

A 

A- 

3' 

B 

B- 

C + 

c 

c- 

D 

D 

D- 

F 

+- 

100,00 

97.5 

95.0 

94.0 

91.0 

88.0 

87.0 

82.0 

77.0 

76.0 

73.0 

70.0 

60.0 

*Note»    In order to make the data comparable,  the 
same numerical equivalent for the same   letter 
grades were used for all high schools* 

California Psychological Inventory was an inventory given to 

determine personality characteristics of students used in the  sample. 

The traits were defined as followst 

1. Do  (dominance)    To assess factors of  leadership, 
ability,  dominance,  persistence,  and social 
initiative* 

2. Ce  (capacity for status)    To serve as an index of an 
individual's capacity for status   (not his actual or 
achieved status).    The  scale attempts to measure the 



3. 

4. 

personal qualities and attributes which underlie and lead 
to status* 

Sy (sooiability)    To identify persons of outgoing,  sociable, 
participative temperament* 

Sp (sooial presence)    To assess factors such as poise, 
spontaneity, and self-confidence in personal and social 
interaction* 

Sa (self•acceptance)    To asses factors  such as  sense 
personal worth,  so If-acceptance,  and capacity for 
independent thinking and action. 

of 

6*    wb  (sense of well-being)    To identify persons who minimize 
their worries and complaints, and who are relatively free 
from self-doubt and disillusionment* 

7. Re  (responsibility)    To identify persons of conscientious, 
responsible, and dependable disposition and temperament* 

8. So  (sooialiiation)    To indloate the degree  of sooial 
maturity,  integrity, and rectitude which the individual 
baa attained. 

9*    So  (self-control)    To assess the  degree and adequacy of 
self-regulation and self-control and freedom from 
impulsivity and self-oenteredness* 

10. To (tolerance)    To identify persons with permissive, 
aeoepting,and non-judgmental social beliefs and attitude* 

11. Gi (good impression)    To identify persons capable of 
creating a favorable  impression,  and who are ooncerned 
about  how others react to them* 

12. Cm (oommunality)    To indicate the  degree to which an 
individual's reactions and responses correspond to the 
modal  ("common")  pattern established for the inventory. 

13. Ac  (achievement via oonformance)    To identify those fao- 
tors  of interest and motivation whioh facilitate achieve- 
ment  in any setting where  conformance is a positive be- 
havior* 

14. Ai  (achievement via independence)    To identify those 
factors of interest and motivation whioh facilitate 
achievement in any setting where autonomy and indepen- 
dence are positive behaviors* 

16,    Ie  (intellectual efficiency)    To indicate the degree of 
prsonal and intellectual efficiency whioh the individual 
has attained* 



16. Py (psycho logical-mlndedness)    To measure the  degree to 
whioh the individual is interested in,  and responsive to, 
the inner needs, motives,  and experiences of others* 

17. Ex (flexibility)    To indioate the degree of flexibility 
and adaptability of a person's thinking and social behavior. 

18. Fe (femininity)    To assess the masculinity or femininity 
of interests*    (High scores  indioate more feminine 
interests,   low scores more masculine.) 

The Cornell Socio-Economio Scale was a fourteen point  scale 

used to determine the economic status of eaoh student.    Each student 

checked whether or not his or her family possessed the following 

items i 

1*    Hater piped into house* 

2.    Indoor bathroom* 

3*    Power washing machine* 

4*    Deep free re unit* 

5*    Pressure cooker or pressure saucepan* 

6*    Electric vacuum cleaner* 

7*    Piano* 

8.    Telephone. 

9*    Conorete basement floor* 

10*     Radio. 

11.    Television. 

12*    Electric clock. 

IS.    Model of car* 

14*    Number of magazines regularly received* 

(California 

1Birrison G. Rough,  PH.D.,  California psychological Inventory, 
rniat    Consulting Psychologists  Press,  Inc.,  i9euj,   12-ja. 



The Student Education Questionnaire was given to students in 

the  sample to determine their attitudes concerning education.    It is 

a standardised  scale consisting of forty-six items which indicate the 

student's opinions about education* 

The Kuder Preference Record is a scale given to determine vo- 

cational preferences of students.    It consists of ten subsoales as 

followsi 

Outdoor interest means that you prefer work that keeps  you 
outside most of the time and usually deals with animals and 
growing things.    Forest rangers, naturalists, and farmers are 
among those high in outdoor interests. 

Mechanical interest means you like to work with machines and 
tools.    Jobs in this area include automobile repairmen, 
watchmakers,  drill press operators, and engineers. 

Computational interest means you like to work with numbers. A 
high score in this area suggests that you might like such jobs 
as bookkeeper, accountant,  or bank teller. 

Scientific interest means you like to disoover new facts and 
solve problems.    Doctors,  ohemists,  nurses,  engineers,  radio 
repairmen, aviators, and dieticians usually have high scientific 
interests. 

Artistie interest means you  like to do creative work with your 
hands.    It is usually work that  has  "eye appeal"  involving attrac- 
tive design,  color,  and materials.    Painters,  sculptors, 
architects,  dress designers,  hairdressers,  and interior 
decorators all do "artistic" work. 

Literary interest  shows that you like to read and write. 
Literary jobs include novelist,  historian,  teacher, aotor, 
news reporter,  editor, drama critio,  and book reviewer. 

Musical interest  shows you like going to conoerts, playing 
instruments,  singing,  or reading about muaio and musioians. 

Sooial service interest indicates a preference for helping 
people,    nurses,  Boy or Girl Scout  leaders,  vocational 
counselors, tutors, ministers,   personnel workers,  social 
workers,  and hospital attendants spend much of their time 
helping other people. 

Clerical interest means  you like office work that requires 
precision and accuracy.    Jobs  such as bookkeeper, accountant. 



file olerlc,  saleslady,  seoretary,  statistician,  and traffio 
manager fall in this area. 

III.     ORGANIZATION  OF THE REMAINDER OF THE THESIS 

The remainder of the thesis is organized into chapters whioh 

present    (1) a review of the  literature concerning the content of 

family living oourses and the students who elected them,     (2) a full 

discussion of the  methods and procedures used in the study,     (3) a 

description of the findings using a controlled matched sample of 

thirty-three high sohool students in three high sohools electing a 

family living course and thirty-three  students who did not elect the 

family living course, and    (4) a summary of the  study and conclusion 

and the  limitations of the methods and procedures used. 

^These definitions are given on the copyrighted Profile Sheets 
used in eon jmction with the Kuder Vocational Preference Record and 
obtained from Science Research Associates, Chicago,  Illinois. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Probably because family living as a high school oourse is 

relatively new,   little research has been done in this area.    The 

interest in researoh in this area has been direoted  largely toward 

the  oontent  of the oourse and evaluations of the course and the tea- 

chers,    Sinoe the  investigator was interested in certain differences 

between the family living studentaand those not taking family living, 

researoh was sought  in this particular area.    Although little re- 

search was found,  other material was  located which seems to be of 

significance* 

Family living as a high school course has been of concern to 

many school administrators.    They sought help from the United States 

Office of Education to obtain material for organizing a course and to 

familiarise tha staff with the oontent of the  course.    The United 

States Office of Education had at the time a research staff member 

working on eompiling the best in all high school courses being 

offered.5 

Some  of the oonoerns of adolescents and youths are their re- 

lationship with their peers of both sexea.    If these are the true 

oonoerns of most adolescents, there  should be no difference between 

students electing family living and those who do not eleot family 

'llildred I. Morgan,  "Teaching Family Relationships in High School," 
Marriage and Family Living, H   (Spring,   1949), pp.  43-44. 
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living.    Poffenberger stated that courses in family relations should 

help students to work through problems which otherwise negatively affeot 

their  learning in academic areas. 

Bart and Dales5 gave two purposes  of teaching family living in 

school.    The first related to helping the adolescent understand him- 

self,  his own set of attitudes and values, and how they were similar 

to or different from others.    The seoond purpose was to help the 

adolesoent develop various approaches for clarifying and solving 

problems. 

Finck7 attempted to determine certain differences between par- 

ticipants and non-partioipants in a marriage education course.    HB used 

many of the techniques and procedures used by the investigator in the 

present study.    HLs sample was obtained in a  similar manner and he used 

the "t" test to determine significance of differences. 

The purpose  of Finck's8 study was to test the assumption that 

participation in a marriage education oourse in college was a basis for 

prediction of success in marriagoo    The general hypothesis of this 

study was that, in terms of their marriages and families,  participants 

in courses in marriage education were prepared to engage more  success- 

fully in marriage and family life than non-partioipants.    The specific 

^Thomas Poffenberger, "Family Life Bduoation in This Scientific 
Age," Marriage and Family Living, XXI   (May,   1949),  p.  150. 

5Mary Lee Hart and Ruth J. Dales,  "For Effeotive Teaohing in 
Family Living," Journal of Home Economios, pp.540-S51, May,   1959. 

6Ibld., pp. 349. 

7George H. Finok,  "A Comparative Analysis of the Marriages and 
Families of Participants and Hon-Partioipants in Marriage Education, 
Marriage and Family Living, XVIII,  February 1956, pp. 61-64. 

8 Ibid., p. 63. 
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hypothesis  of this study ma that, in terms of their marriages and 

families,  participants in the course in "Marriage and the Family" at the 

Florida State University between the yeare of  1930 and 1946 were prepared 

to engage more successfully in marriage and family life than a matched 

group of non-partioipantB. 

From the  period between 1930 and 1946 when the  course in "Marriage 

and the Family" was taught by the same professor, the six graduating 

classes of  1932,   1933,   1939,   1945, and 1946 were  seleoted as populations 

from whioh data to test the formulated hypotheses were obtained.    From 

the  class  files there were seleoted the names and addresses  of all 

living four year graduates, unmarried before graduation, with ourrent 

addresses in the United States,    In this manner,   1282 names were  secured; 

300 who had participated in the course and who beoame the control group. 

An initial mailing of questionnaires to those graduates produoed 782 

replies and a follow up added 135 replies. 

The  study and control groups were matched with respect to the 

variables  of sex and raoe beoause the Florida State University was at 

the time  of those graduating classes aooepting only white women 

students.    By the inclusion of four year graduates only, the faotor of 

educational olass rank was controlled, and by the oontrol of this faotor, 

pertinent traits suoh as intelligence, education were controlled also. 

In general, the returns indicated very slight  differences be- 

tween the two groups that, with one exoeption, were not significantly 

different.    An important finding of the  study was the  degree of incom- 

plete isolation between the study and the oontrol groups.    There were 

many reports of "leakage" of infomation from students who took the 

course to those who did not take the course. 
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The "t* test  for determining the signifioanoe of the differences 

between the means wag used* 

The conclusions of this study were that    (l) the factors of 

difference between participants and non-participants that  could be 

traced to the  class  experiences of a course in marriage education could 

not be isolated in the areas examined by this study,     (2)  participating 

or not participating in a course in marriage eduoation did not of itself 

determine certain characteristics of the family configuration and did 

not demonstrably modify the  subsequent behavior of the participants in 

the direction of getting married,   staying married, and having children. 
Q 

Dorothy Dyer    made a study at the University of Minnesota to 

determine if there were differences of marital adjustment  of students 

who took the family living course and those who did not.    When the 

responses of a group of University of Minnesota students who took the 

preparation for marriage course were oompared to those of a group of 

students who did not take the course but who were matohed for year in 

school,  oollege,  and sex,  some marked differenoe6 were found in the 

responses. 

The fact that a significantly greater number of the control 

group rated themselves as  lese-than-happy on the rating scale  sug- 

gested that  some faotor such as the preparation for marriage oourse, 

had been instrumental in developing a point of view, an attitude, or 

insight which influenced the experimental group toward greater satis- 

faction in marriage.    There  seemed to be  some evidence that the pre- 

paration for marriage course had been instrumental in affeoting 

9Dorothy Dyer,  "A Comparative Study Relating Marital Happiness 
to University Courses Helpful in Marital Adjustment," Marriage and 
Family living, August,  1969,  pp. 230-232. 
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happier marriage relationships for thoBe participating in such a course ■ 

at  least  in the early years of married life for this group of oollege 

students.    She matched her samples in much the  same way the present 

investigator did. 

Another study, made by Henderson,10 was based on the hypothesis 

that  social class was only one  of the factors which influenced attitudes, 

The purpose was to determine what  social classes were represented in 

the population of the study, whether there were differences in the 

attitudes toward family life of the students of the different  social 

classes and whether the attitudes were changed by one year's attendance 

at college. 

The principal statistics employed by Henderson were the "t" 

ratios as a test  of significance between means.    This study involved 

differences in the attitudes of the students  of the different  social 

classes who took the course, and the  changes in their attitudes after 

taking the course.    His   study was based on social olass whereas the 

present  study involved family living students matched with non- 

partiolpants in the oourse.    The "t" ratios to test  significance of 

means were used in both studies. 

Landis11 made a study at Michigan State College evaluating the 

family  living courses at that  oollege.    He believed that the course 

should be given on the freshmen level as a part  of a general education 

^Joseph E. Henderson,  "The Effect of One Year's Attendance at 
College Upon Attitudes Toward Family Living of Students of Different 
Social Classes," Marriage and Family Living. XVIII   (August,  1956), 
pp. 209-218. 

llJudson T.  Landis, "An Evaluation of Marriage Education," 
Marriage and Family Living, X  (Fall,   1948),  pp. 81-83. 
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program rather than reserving the oourso for juniors and seniors    who 

were already emotionally involved* 

The  first year that a full term of marriage education was 

offered,   1350  students took the  coursej the seoand and third year, about 

3350 students took the course.    Each class was given four times a year 

with olasses meeting onoe a week in leoture sessions of from 250 to 300 

students and three hours a week in discussion sections of approximately 

35  students.    All instructors taught the  same material since all 

examinations were uniform and all students took a comprehensive 

examination. 

Eaoh term all students filled out an anonymous form evaluating 

the   lectures, the discussions,  and the required reading.    After evalua- 

tions were made by students and teachers,  some  lectures were  dropped 

and some added.    Married  students and single  students evaluated the 

lectures but  little difference was noted.    The students ranked each 

lecture on a four point  soale,  "Great  Value,"  "Some  Value,"  "Little 

Value," and "No Value."    The evaluations of olass instructors showed 

that there was a great difference in student response to the  same 

materials when presented by different instructors.    In general, the 

teachers who had courses in marriage and family relations were rated 

more favorably by students than those who had not had academic 

training.    Student evaluations  seemed to indicate that students sensed 

that the  unprepared instructor was not oertain of himself. 

After evaluating the  lectures, the discussions, and the text 

material, on a scale,  eaoh student was asked to give oomplaints and 

make  suggestions for improving the course.    Approximately one fourth of 

the students  listed as their chief complaint the  poor class discussions. 
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Records of books  circulated wore kept  in the  library to  learn 

which books were most frequently read*    Two books treating the  sex 

phase of marriage were first on the  list.    Landis  stated that one should 

not be critioal of this beoause one fourth of the students were in the 

early years of marriage and most of the remainder of the men were over 

twenty years of age.    This group had a definite need for scientific in- 

formation on the sex phase of marriage. 

The students were asked if they would advise others to take the 

course and approximately ninety per cent  said they would recommend the 

course.    A very common comment was that the course should be required of 

all students.    Some felt the course should be offered in high school, 

landis' experiment  in student evaluation of marriage eduoation would 

seem to indicate  the following: 

1. Student evaluations are an aid in constructing a course to 
meet the needs of the  students. 

2. Students and staff members are not necessarily in agreement 
as to what material is  of most value. 

3. Many texts of marriage omit  or treat in a scanty fashion 
materials which students feel are of most  value to them in 
a marriage course. 

4. A well chosen  list  of outside readings is important to the 
success of a marriage  course. 

5. When several instructors are teaching a marriage course 
there is value in a service training program for newer, 
inexperienced staff members. 

6. Dividing classes into small groups of from five to seven 
students for  discussions with little instructor leadership 
is of questionable value.    There is danger that the result 
will be more "bull session" marriage education. 

7. If marriage education is  offered as part of a general eduoa- 
tion course,  it appears that  it might be better to have a 
trained staff concentrate on the marriage term of the oourse. 
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8.    Student* are very much Interested in marriage classes but 
the class will be ineffective unless well-prepared in- 
structors are hired or trained to do the teaching. 

9*    Marriage courses can be organised so that they meet the needs 
of both the married and the  single students without the ne- 
cessity for segregation. 

10*    There is need for greater emphasis in graduate and under* 
graduate  schools upon training for marriage education work. 
There is rapidly increasing public interest in providing more 
adequate instruction for hone and family living on the 
primary,   secondary, and college  level*    The greatest draw- 
back to setting up an adequate program is the dearth of 
trained teachers. 

Some researoh in the general area of family relationships was 

available.    Some writers and educators  seemed to have felt the in- 

creasing need for it.    However, the investigator was unable to  locate 

any research that indioated differences between secondary school students 

who elected the family living course and those who did not elect it. 

12 Ibid.,   p.  83. 



CHAPTER III 

PROCEDURES 

The students in the four 1960-1961 family living olasses of 

Madison-Mayodan High School,  Bethany High School, and Wentworth High 

Sohool were Hatched by age,  sex,  class, and intelligence quotient with 

a student not taking family living.    Faotual data for all persons in 

the  sample were obtained from offioial school records and analyzed and 

compared.    The California Psychological Inventory, the Cornell Socio- 

Boonomic Scale, the  Hieronymous Student Eduoation Questionnaire, and 

the Kuder Vocational Preference Reoord were administered to each student. 

I.    THE SITUATION 

Three school* in Rockingham County located in the Piedmont area 

of Morth Carolina were selected for the sample in this  study.    Approval 

was secured from the  superintendent of the Madison-Mayodan City unit 

and the  superintendent of Rockingham Public Schools.    The investigator, 

a teacher of one family living class,  conferred with three other tea- 

chers of family living in the local area to secure their cooperation in 

conducting the research. 

The Madison-Mayodan City School,  the  largest in the sample,  had 

an enrollment of approximately 2500 students with a professional per- 

sonnel of 96.    This administrative unit was functioning in a community 

that was both industrial and rural. 

Wentworth, the second sohool seleoted for the sample, was the 

county seat of Rockingham County and was an agricultural community.    Th« 
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sohool,  classified as rural, had a staff of 27 and a student body of 

approximately 700. 

The third sohool selected as one of the schools in the sample was 

Bethany High School* The Bethany district maintained a rural school of 

about 550 students with 23 members  on the staff* 

The two family living classes of Madison-Mayodan had a combined 

enrollment  of forty-two students, twenty-two of whom could be matched 

with those not taking the family living oourse*    In the total sample 

from Ifedison-Mayodan School, there were thirty boys and fourteen girls, 

all of whom were seniors* 

The  investigator was successful in matching nine  students from 

Went worth* 

Of the twelve students in the Bethany family living class, two 

were matched.    This sample included two  senior girls and two senior boys. 

The inability to match more of the students was due to the  small enroll- 

ment  of the senior olass* 

II.     PROCEDURES 

Names of family living students were secured from the family 

living teachers during September.    There were forty-two from Madi3on- 

Ifayodan High School,  sixteen from Wentworth High School,  and twelve from 

Bethany High Sohool* 

The names of the family living students were  listed acoording to 

classification and sex.    Additional information of birth date and in- 

telligence quotient was taken from the cumulative folders.    Some  students 

had more than one intelligence quotient  recorded,  in those oases, the 

most  recent information was used» 
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The more  lengthy process of  seouring a matched  sample of students 

not taking family living followed.    Cumulative folders  from the three 

high school offices were used.    The  family living students were  separated 

into olasses,  either juniors or seniors.    With each olass group, males 

and females were separated into two groups.    Only age and intelligence 

quotients remained to be matched individually within each olass group of 

males and females.    The cumulative  folders were searched until each 

family living student had a corresponding student not taking family 

living whose intelligence score was within five  points, more or less, 

and whose age was not more than three months,  older or younger. 

Because of the small junior and senior olass enrollments,  only 

twenty-two of the forty-two Madison-iiayodan students were matched, nine 

of the  sixteen Wentworth students were matched,  and two of the  twelve 

Bethany students were matched.    This gave a total of  sixty-six students 

for thirty-three pairs in the  sample. 

All data were taken from permanent  school records.    Family living 

students and non-family living students were matched as to age,  classifi- 

cation,  sex, and intelligence quotient.    Scholastic grades were taken 

from permanent records and the two groups were compared. 

A code system was used in securing information so that  all in- 

formation could be  recorded on cards without having the  information and 

name of student identified.    There was no order  or established sequence 

for the cards.    The names were recorded as obtained from class rolls. 

All the data for each student were placed on one sheet.    Scores 

were then recorded by matched pairs, differences were obtained, means 

were calculated,  and significance  of differences in means were computed. 

Scholastic grades.    Average yearly grades were obtained from each 
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student's cumulative reoord for the high sohool year*  (9-12).    The 

scores for family living students were recorded in one column and  soores 

for non-family living  students were in a corresponding column so that 

scores for matched pairs were side by side, making differences easier 

to obtain*    The data sheet for scholastic grades is  included in the 

appendix* 

The Cornell Sooio-Eoonomlo  Scale*    A fourteen point  scale  de- 

veloped by Danley      at Cornell University as part  of a Ph.D. thesis 

was given to each student in the sample to  determine the standard of 

living.    The investigator was interested to find out if the economic 

level was different between students who elected the family living oourse 

and those who did not elect the course.    The students were asked to check 

whioh of the fourteen items they had in the home.    The items were  scored 

by the  scale developed at Cornell University.    Each of the first nine 

items was given a value of one point. 

The Student Eduoation questionnaire.    A questionnaire developed 

by A.  H. Hieronymous14 was given to determine the  students' attitudes 

concerning eduoation.    Eaoh question had five  possible answers and 

students oheoked the ones  preferred.    Each response was given a value. 

The total of these values given was added.    The raw soore was converted 

to a scale  soore and differences were obtained. 

WR. a. Danley,  The Standardisation of a Level of Living Scale, 
Ph.D. thesis, Unpub., Cornell University,   1958. 

UA. N.  HLeronymoua,  "A Study of Social Class Motivationj  Re- 
lationships Between Anxiety for Edueation and Certain Socio-Economic 
and Intellectual Variables," Journal of Educational Psychology,   1961, 
42,   pp.193-205. 
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Dr.   Hieroaymous constructed the  scale for the   purpose of obtain- 

ing the  student's opinion as to the value of education.    In oonstruoting 

the  scale,  Dr* Hieronymous• first step was to  secure a  large number  of 

statements about the value of an education,  approximately half of which 

were favorable and half unfavorable*    From an original compilation of 

on* hundred and seventy such statements, fifty were selected for further 

refinement.    Twenty-five multiple choice items were also prepared, with 

an attempt being made to  seleot, for consideration by the  student, 

siutations in life which reflect the value placed upon education* 

In order to secure data for further item refinement,  opinions as 

to the validity of eaoh item were obtained from twenty-eight educators 

representing a variety of experiences and interest, who sorted into 

piles,  cards bearing the  items.    Opinions  regarding the two types of 

items were treated separately.    Median ratings and inter-quartile range 

values were oomputed from ogives.    Resulting from this treatment were 

forty statements and sawenteen multiple choice items*    These comprised 

a try out scale.    The fifty-seven item scale was administered to two 

hundred and thirty-one boys and two hundred and eleven girls in grades 

eight, nine, and ten of two fairly large representative sohool systems. 

The California Psychological Inventory.15    This test was given to 

determine personality characteristics for important sooial living.    It 

oontained 480 items and yielded 18  standard scores.    The questions were 

printed in a twelve page reusable booklet and answers were recorded by 

students on a speoially designed hand-soorable answer sheet.    The answer 

(California 
Harrison G. Gough,  Ph.D..  California Psychological Inventory, 
rniai    Consulting Psychologists Press,  Inc.,   laeu;,  pp.  iz-Tff. 
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sheets were given to the students and they filled in their names.    The 

question hooks were then distributed, and the  students read the  direc- 

tions as the investigator read them aloud.    The investigator then ex- 

plained the purpose of the test and the use that would he made of the 

results.    It took about an hour eaoh time the test was administered. 

The answers were hand scored by plaoing a scoring template on the 

answer sheet,  oarefully lining up the register holes at the top and 

bottom, and then following the printed  line which joins the holes 

punched for the particular scale.    The X»s which showed through the tem- 

plate were counted and the total was entered in the proper cell at the 

bottom of the answer sheet.    The raw scoreB were recorded and converted 

into standard scores. 

The Kuder Preference Record.    This record was  given to find out 

the vocational interests  of each student and to determine whether family 

living Btudents have a different vocational preference from a  student 

not taking family living. 

The Kuder Preference Record is  one of the most popularly used 

vocational inventories.    Anastasi16  stated that the reliabilities of 

the Kuder Soales, as determined by the Kuder-Richardson technique, were 

approximately .90. 

In administering the Kuder Preference Record, each student was 

given a test booklet with the answer sheet inserted.    It was thoroughly 

explained to them that the b lanks were for recording preferences.    There 

were no right or wrong answers.    It ins explained that a number of 

activities were  listed in groups of three.    The students were instructed 

WAnn Anastasi,  Psychological Testing,   (New York:    The Macmillan 
Company,   1957),  p. 574. 
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to read the three activities in each group and then decide whioh of the 

three aotivities they  liked most*    They were instructed to punch a hole 

through the  left  hand circle following this activity.    Special pins were 

provided.    They were to decide which activity they liked  least and punoh 

a hole through the right hand oirole of the two circles following this 

activity.    The investigator stressed the importanoe of understanding all 

17 direotions as given in the Kuder Preference Record. 

The test was soored hy counting the chains  of circles on each 

page  of the answer pad.    Each raw score was written in the box provided 

for it  on the answer  pad. 

17 F. Frederio Kuder, Kuder Preference Record Vocational,  Form CH, 
Scienoe Research Associates,  Chicago,   Illinois. 



CHAPTER  IV 

ANALYSIS  OF THE DATA 

The  purpose of this study was to determine whether there were 

significant differences in selected aoademio,  personality, and economic 

factors in a group of students who were talcing a high school family 

living course with a similar group not taking the oourse in regard to 

(1)  scholastic grades,     (2) personality characteristics,    (3)  socio- 

eoonomio status,     (4) attitudes toward eduoation,  and     (5)  vocational 

interests* 

In this study, the null hypothesis was that there were no signi- 

ficant differences between the  scholastic grades,  personality character- 

istics,  sooio-economio status, attitudes toward education,  and voca- 

tional interests of  family living students and those not electing family 

living. 

Because the investigator was dealing with differences between two 

groups   (the family living students and students not taking family living), 

it was necessary to use the null hypothesis18 whioh asserted that there 

was no predictable difference between the two groups.    Any apparent 

difference was the result  of ohanoe factors.    If the  results were such 

that  it was unreasonable to assume that they could be explained solely 

by chanoe, then the null hypothesis, that there was no difference,  was 

jeoted.    However,  rejecting the hypothesis or proving a difference re 

18Solomon Diamond, Information and Error, New Yorkj Basic Books, 

Inc., 1969, p. 11* 
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significant did not establish the cause for the difference • 

Since the investigator was using paired soores, it was necessary 

to  list the scores by pairs, and then establish a D score. whi oh showed 

the  difference between the two conditions for each subject.    If the 

second  listed scores exceeded the first, a negative or minus difference 

was noted*    The direction of each differenoe was important since the 

investigator was  showing the consistency of a trend*    The differences 

were squared and added*    The formula for matched pairs as given by 

19 Diamond      was 

After the results were established, the t    table  (first column 

of the  F table) was used for determining the significance  level* 

From the total of thirty-three pairs in the study, twenty-two 

pairs were froa Hndison-Mayodan High School,  nine pairs from Wentworth 

High Sohool, and two pairs from Bethany High School.    A further break- 

down showed that fro« the total of sixty-six individual students used in 

the  study, two girls were  juniors, twenty-eight girls were seniors,  and 

thirty-six boys were seniors. 

The calculations for each individual student with all the scores 

are shown in the appendix.    The intelligence quotient range of the family 

living students was from 70 to  112, the mean being 94.09.    The intelli- 

gence quotient range of the non-family living students was from 78 to 

115, the mean being 95.27. 

Grade Averages.    Grades for the  previous two  (or three) years in 

^Ibid.,  p.  105* 
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high school were converted from letters to numerical grades on the  scale 

usod by teachers at the Madison-Mayodan High School.    Mean grade average 

for the family living students was  80.3 and mean grade average of non- 

family living students was 84.3 with a difference  of four points between 

the average grades of the  two groups.    This distribution of differences 

yielded a t2 value of 7.638 which was significant beyond the one per cent 

level.    This indicated there was a significant difference between the 

TABLE II 

GRADE AVERAGE RANGE, MEAN,  t2, AND SIGNIFICANCE  LEVEL 
OF FAMILY LIVING STUDENTS AND NON-FAMILY LIVING STUDENTS 

Family Living*    Non-Family Living* 

Range 

Mean 

69-91 

80.33 

71-97 

84.33 

7.1638     .01 

*n«33 

means of grades of the two groups compared.     Beoause the value  of "t" 

was a minus figure, the null hypothesis was rejected in favor of the 

control group not electing the family living course; thus it could be 

stated with confidence that the grades of students not taking family 

living courses were significantly better than grades of family living 

students in this  sample. 

Personality Characteristics.    One of the hypotheses  of this 

study was that there was no true difference  in personality character- 

istics of students in the family living class and those not in the family 

living class.    This hypothesis was supported by the results of the scores 

on the California Psychological Inventory except  for one characteristic, 
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that of good impression* 

The investigator converted the raw scores  of the California Psycho- 

logical Inventory to standard scores*    The t    values,  using the table of 

F for interpretation,  for seventeen of the eighteen  personality traits 

were not  significant, therefore, the hypothesis that there was no differ- 

ence in  personality traits of students electing family living and those 

not electing family living can be stated with confidence except in the one 

sub-test  previously mentioned. 

Table III gives the comparative mean scores of the two groups, 

the t2 values, and significance  levels  of each of the eighteen sub-tests 

included in the California Psychological Inventory. 

The good impression trait which is to identify persons oapable of 

creating a favorable impression,  and who are concerned about  how others 

react to them, was the trait that did not support the hypothesis of no 

true difference.    The t2 value was 4.367.    The table  of F for this value 

showed the results to be significant at the five per cent  level of 

significance.    Therefore, for this sample,  the non-family living students 

had a higher score whioh indicated that the non-family living  students 

were more co-operative,  enterprising,  outgoing,   sociably warm,  and helpful. 

The  students not taking family living were also concerned with making a 

good impression, as well as being diligent and  persistent,  as measured 

by the California Psychological Inventory. 

This may perhaps be related to  significantly higher scholastic 

averages achieved by non-family living students.    It is  possible that 

making an impression was one of the factors which entered into high 

school grades. 
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TABLE III 

2 
MEAN,   t  ,  AND SIGNIFICANCE LEVEL OF SCORES  ON THE 
CALIFORNIA PSYCHOLOGICAL INVENTORY BETWEEN FAMILY 
LIVING STUDENTS AND THOSE NOT TAKING FAMILY LIVING 

C.   P.  I. FAMILY 
LIVING* 

NON-FAMILY 
LIVING* 

1. Dominance 43.18 44.93 
2. Capacity for 

Status 34.39 38.03 
3. Sociability 45.00 46.93 
4. Sooial Pressure 46.72 44.75 
5. Self-acceptance 47.30 47.51 
6. Sense of well-being35.66 36.12 
7. Responsibility 38.63 43.03 
8. Socialisation 47.21 47.69 
9. Self-oontrol 38.96 41.60 

10. Tolerance 32.48 36.66 
11. Good Impression 38.46 41.63 
12. Communality 52.18 48.93 
13. Achievement   via 

Conformance 33.09 36.87 
14. Achievement  via 

Independence 38.36 39.24 
15. Intellectual 

Efficiency 35.03 37.03 
16. Psychological 

Mindedness 38.15 40.39 
17. Flexibility 47.12 48.51 
18. Femininity 51.42 61.60 

.480      N.S. 

2.856 N.S. 
.816 N.S. 

1.213 N.S. 
.022 N.S. 
.015 N.S. 

3.127 N.S. 
.023 N.S. 
.974 N.S. 

1.675 N.S. 
4.367 .05 
1.860 N.S. 

2.867 N.S. 

.180 N.S. 

.463 N.S. 

1.076 N.S. 
.614 N.S. 
.009 N.S. 

T£=3T 

Socio-Eoonomio Status.    In supporting the  hypothesis that there 

ma no true difference in socio-economic status  level of family living 

students and those not talcing family living,  a mean difference between 

the  socio-economio status,  as measured by the revised Cornell Scale,  of 

the matohed pairs was computed from the data.    This yielded a t    value 

as shown by the table of F.    It could therefore be stated with confi- 

dence that there was no true difference in the socio-economio status of 

students electing family liwing and those not electing family living in 
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this  sample. 

TABLE IV 

SOCIO-ECONOMIC  STATUS MEANS,  t   ,  AND SIGNIFICANCE  IEVELS 
OF FAMILY LI VUG STUDENTS AND NON-FAMILY LIVING STUDENTS 

Students lean 

Family Living 

Non-Family Living 

4.57 

4.84 

3.29 N.S. 

Attitude Toward Education.    Hieronymous,  forty-six item Student 

Education Questionnaire ma given to the students to  determine their 

opinion about education.    Each student wa3 asked to  read the statements 

of opinion about the educational system and then mark the  statement 

whioh seemed most nearly to express his or her true feeling. 

TABLE V 

ATTITUDE TOWARD EDUCATION MEANS, t2,  AND SIGNIFICANT  LEVELS 
FOR STUDENTS TAKING FAMILY LIVING AND 

THOSE NOT TAKING FAMILY LIVING 

Student s Mean 

Family Living 

Non-Family Living 

17.12 

19.12 

5.04 

F 

.05 

A score was given according to the opinion circled by the 

student  for each of the forty-six items.    After these forty-six score. 

were added for a total, they were converted to scale scores.    The con- 

version table  is given in the appendix.    The mean  scores were computed 
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for family living members and non-family living members. 

The hypothesis was that there was no significant difference in 

the sooreB of the two groups on their attitudes toward education.    Total 

scores revealed that non-family living members scored higher with a 

scale  score of 631,  than family living members who soored a total of 565. 

The mean soore for family living members was  17.12 while that for those 

not taking family living was  19.12, making a difference of 2.00 in 

favor of those not taking the family living oourse.    The value was sig- 

nificant at the five per cent  level; therefore, the null hypothesis 

that there was no significant difference between the scores of family 

living members and non-family living members on their attitude tomrd 

education was not  supported.    Non-family living  students  scored signi- 

ficant ly higher. 

Vocational Interests.    The  investigator's hypothesis was that 

there was no significant difference    between the soores of the family 

living members and those not  taking family living in the ten areas of 

interest as measured by the Kuder Preference Record. 

TABLE VI 

KUDER MEANS, t2,  AND SIGNIFICANCE  LEVEL OF FAMILY LIVING 
MEMBERS AND THOSE NOT TAKING FAMILY  LIVING 

Kuder 

0. Outdoor 
1. Mechanical 
2. Occupational 
3. Scientific 
4* Persuasive 
5. Artistic 
6. Literary 
7. Musical 
8. Sooial Service 
9. Clerical 

36.78 
34.06 
22.75 
32.03 
40.09 
29.09 
19.42 
13.90 
44.84 
56.51 

TEan- Mean 
Family      Non-Family 
Living Living 

35.24 .294 N.S. 
33.45 .092 N.S. 
26.57 4.360 .05 
40.42 15.565 .01 
39.84 .010 N.S. 
27.00 .743 N.S. 
17.81 1.086 N.S. 
10.72 9.584 .01 
47.03 .777 N.S. 

65.30 .006 N.S. 

I 
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The investigator was interested  in determining whether the voca- 

tional interests were any different between the two groups*    Table  VI 

shows a comparison of the means  of the  scores in eaoh interest area, the 

t* values and the significance  levels.    Family living members  soored 

higher in the  outdoor, meohanioal,  persuasive, artistio,  literary, 

musical,  and clerical areas.    Non-family living menbers  scored higher 

in computational,  scientific,  and social service areas. 

Outdoor 

For the outdoor area, the mean soore for family living members 

was 36*78 and the mean score for non-family living members was 35*24. 

The results yielded a t    value of .294 which was not  significant; there- 

fore, the null hypothesis that there was no significant differences in 

the  scores of the family living student and those not taking family 

living was  supported in the outdoor area of occupational interest.    It 

could be oonoluded that  family living menbers did not have a greater 

interest in outdoor activities than did non-family living students in 

this  sample* 

Mechanical 

The mean  soore for family living members was 34.06 and 33*45 for 

those not taking family living.    The t2 value of  .092 was not signifi- 

cant;  therefore, the null hypothesis that there was no significant 

difference in the  scores of family living students and those not taking 

family living was  supported in the mechanical area.    It was therefore 

oonoluded that family living members did not have a greater mechanical 

interest than students not taking family living in this  sample. 
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Computational 

Mean scores for family living students ma 22.75 and 26.57 for 

students not taking  family living.    The value of t    showed that the 

difference was significant at the five per cent  level.    The null 

hypothesis that there was no significant difference between the two 

groups was unsupported in favor of the  students not talcing family 

living.    The conclusion was that  students not taking family living had 

a greater true  interest in computational activities than students 

taking family living in this sample. 

Scientific 

In the  scientific area, mean scores for the family living stu- 

dents and those not taking family living were 32.03 and 40.02 respec- 

tively.    The t2 value yielded 15.565 whioh was significant at the one 

per cent level;  therefore, the null hypothesis that there was no sig- 

nificant difference     in the scores of family living students and those 

not taking family living, was unsupported in favor of the students not 

taking family living.    It is stated with confidence that in this  sample 

the non-family living students had a greater interest in scientific 

problems and activities than students who elected the family living 

0OUT36. 

.Persuasive 

Mean scores  for family living students www 40.09 and 39.84 for 

non-family living students, with only a slight difference whioh was not 

significant at the  .06  level or better.    The null hypothesis that  there 

was no significant difference in the scores of the family living  students 

and students not enrolled in a family living class was supported in the 



34 

persuasive area.    It could,  therefore, be ooncluded that there was 

little true difference between the group* in the  persuasive area of 

interest* 

Artistic 

Family living members scored higher than non-family living 

students in the artistic area with respective mean scores of 29.09 

and 27.00.    This difference was not  significant; thus the null hypo- 

thesis that there was no significant difference    in scores in the 

artistio area between family living students and non-family living stu- 

dents was supported.    It was concluded that family living students did 

not  show a greater interest in the artistic area than did the  students 

not taking  family living. 

Literary 

Mean scores,   in the literary area,  of family living students and 

students not taking family living were 19.42 and 17.83, respectively.    The 

null hypothesis that there was no significant difference in the  scores 

of family living students and t hose not takinc family living was sup- 

ported in the  literary area.    It was ooncluded that family living stu- 

dents did not,  in this sample,  show a greater  literary interest than 

students not taking  family living. 

Musical 

A higher mean soore,   13.90, was obtained in the musical area by 

family living students than by non-family living students whose mean was 

10.72.    According to the value of t2. this difference was significant at 

th. one per cent  level; therefore, the null hypothesis that there was no 
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significant different in the  scores of the  family living students and 

students not talcing  family living was unsupported in favor of family 

living  students.    It could be oonoluded, therefore, that family living 

students had a greater interest in musioal activities than  students who 

Aid not take family living in this sample* 

Social Service 

Students not taking family living had a higher mean score, 

47.03, than family living students whose mean score was 44.84.    The 

results  showed that  it was not  significantj thus, the null hypothesis 

that there was no significant difference between the   soores of family 

living  students and students not taking family living was  supported in 

the  social service area. 

Clerical 

Mean scores were 55.51 and 55.30,  respectively,  for family 

living students and students not taking family living.    The small value 

of t2  supported the null hypothesis that there was no significant 

difference in the scores of family living students and students not 

taking family living.    Thus,  it was ooncluded that  family living students 

did not show a greater interest in the clerical area than did students 

not taking  family living. 

The scores  on the Kuder Vocational Preference Record indicated 

that there was no significant difference  in the mean scores of family 

living students and non-family living students in the ten areas of 

interest except  in the computational,  scientific,  and musical areas. 

Thus, the hypothesis that there were no  significant differences in vo- 

cational interests of family living students and non-family living 
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students was  supported generally.    The data revealed that the  computa- 

tional and  scientific areas were of significantly greater interest to 

non-family living students and musioal interests were significantly 

greater among family living students* 



CHAPTER  V 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

In comparatively reoent years, teenagers hare been more willing 

and able to discuss marital relationships and problems openly than did 

their parents.    During the time  of the study,  however, boys and girls 

were frankly discussing this phase of life with an experienced person 

who was willing to  listen - many times, the high school home economics 

teacher.    This has resulted in a trend toward offering marriage courses 

to boys and girls in high schools 

Surveys and reports indicated that the need for more family 

living courses in high school was felt by administrators and  lay people. 

It was found that the shortage of qualified teachers was a drawback to 

offering more such courses.    No research was found by the investigator 

stating different traits, attitudes, and economic  levels of students 

electing the family living course and those not electing the  family 

living oourse.    The research indicated that there was a need for the 

course hut because of a shortage of qualified teachers,  problems were 

created.    Studies were made to determine certain differences between 

participants and non-participants in a marriage education course but 

again this showed the after effect of the course and did not help to 

determine if there were differences in the  person electing the oourse 

and those not electing the oourse. 

There had been some criticisms of the high school family living 

course,  based primarily on opinions and individual experiences.    Some 

had been in favor of the oourse and others had expressed adverse 
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opinions stating that the course was not enough of a challenge for the 

students but merely allowed the  students to discuss,  reaching no note- 

worthy conclusions.    The investigator beoame concerned when some would 

say that  only the poorer student should be allowed to take the family 

living course*    It was stated by those believing this that the  student 

should be advised to take oourses which would  offer a greater challenge 

to better prepare him for college.    It was the belief of the  investiga- 

tor that the students themselves elected the family living course be- 

oause the need for better family understanding was felt.    The investi- 

gator believed also that there was no true difference in certain 

characteristics between the students who elect  family living and those 

who were not able to elect it.    The purpose of this  study, therefore, 

was to determine whether there were differences in selected academio, 

personality, and economic  factors in a group of students who were taking 

a high school family living course and a similar group not taking the 

course in regard to    (1)  scholastic grades,     (2)  personality character- 

istics,     (3) sooio-eoonomio  status,    (4) attitudes toward education, and 

(5)  vocational interests. 

The three schools in Rockingham County (iJadison-Mayodan, Went- 

worth, and  Bethany) that offered family living were the schools used in 

this study.    After contacting the three principals,  class  rolls were 

obtained from the four home economics teachers who taught the course. 

Madison-Jfeyodan had two home economics teachers who taught  family 

living.    Information was secured from the cumulative records of each 

student.    This information included birthdate, classification, intelli- 

gence quotient, and  grade averages.    Using tb.se data, the investigator 

matched these family living students with student, who were not taking 
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the family living course.    A total of thirty-three pairs were obtained 

for the study. 

In each of the  five areas of the study, the hypothesis was that 

no true  significant differences existed between the two matched samples 
2 

being compared.    In order to compare the results statistically, the t 

test using the first column of the F Table was used to oalculate and 

interpret  significance of differences. 

A. summary of the findings may be found here. 

1. Grade Averages.    A difference between the means of grades of 

the family living  students and those not talcing the family living course 

was very significant beyond the one per oent level of significance.    This 

indicated there was a significant  difference in the grades in favor of 

the  students not taking family living. 

2. Personality Characteristics.    The hypothesis,  that no true 

differences existed in personality characteristics between family living 

students and those not taking family living, was supported by all the 

scores on eighteen subtests of the California Psychological Inventory, 

exoept for the one which had to do with good impression. 

S.    Socio-economic Status.    A difference so slight as to be 

non-significant was found between the socio-economic status, as measured 

by the Cornell Scale,  of family living students and those not taking 

family living. 

4. Attitudes Toward Education. There was a significant differ- 

ence in attitudes toward education as measured by the Hieronymous Scale 

in favor of the  students not  taking family living. 
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5.    Vocational Interests.    There was no significant difference 

in the mean scores of family living students and non-family living 

students  in the ten areas of interest of the Kuder  Vocational Preference 

Record except in the  computational,  scientific, and musical areas.    The 

computational and scientific  scores were higher for non-family living 

members and musical scores were higher for family living students. 

II.     CONCLUSIONS 

Conclusions as to the  limitations of the   sample and method.    The 

investigator recognizes the following limitations of this study: 

1. The  sample did not  include all of the  family living students 

because  it was impossible to match all of the family living students 

with non-family living students within the three month age  limit and five 

point intelligence quotient.    A larger sample might have produced 

different results. 

2. There was  some possibility of inaccuracies  in intelligence 

testing  sinoe the intelligence quotients were taken from the cumulative 

records and the investigator had no control over the intelligence testing. 

3. Some of the results may have been influenced by the  family 

living course  itself since the instruments were administered after the 

course was in progress. 

4. Failing grades of F were assigned a fixed numerical value of 

60 although they may have been higher or lower in some cases. 

In attempting to draw any general conclusions, the investigator 

realized the  limitations of the sample.    The sample was small although 

three  schools were used.    Because of two very small high schools, 

matching the family liring students became  difficult as shown by the 



41 

fact that  only nine of sixteen oould be matched in one school and two of 

twelve oould be matched in the other.    Even in the  larger school,  only 

half of the family living group could be matched.    The reason for this 

difficulty was that most of the seniors  in the  schools elected the course 

and therefore,  few were left with whom to match.    Perhaps the reason 

that almost all of the  seniors in two of the schools elected the eourse 

wa6 the   laok of other elective  subjects. 

Conclusions as to recommendations for further rosearch»    The re- 

sults of this  study indicated that further study was needed to provide 

a better understanding of the family living course and the benefits 

that  could be derived from it.    The following specific  suggestions are 

made for further studiesj 

1. a larger sample than the  one used in this study would provide 

the basis  for more generalized conclusions. 

2. Studies covering many other areas in the state and nation 

would give wider applications to the conclusions. 

3. Data comparing attitudes before and after taking the family 

living course would determine more  specifically the effects of the family 

living course. 
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TABLE  VII 

MEAN  SUBJECT GRADES 

Number A. B. D. D2 

1. 75 88 -13 169 
2. 75 77 - 2 4 
3. 81 83 - 2 4 
4. 82 95 -13 169 
5. 91 84 7 49 
6. 85 87 - 2 4 
7. 82 75 7 49 
8. 74 7b -   1 1 
9. 76 79 - 3 9 

10. 77 87 -10 100 
11. 79 78 1 1 
12. 73 81 - 6 64 
13. 91 84 7 49 
14. 74 91 -17 289 
15. 72 80 - 8 64 
16. 85 83 2 4 

17. 77 76 -   1 1 
18. 80 71 9 81 
19. 77 90 -13 169 
20. 81 93 -12 144 
21. 79 83 - 4 16 
22. 81 89 - 8 64 
23. 91 95 - 4 16 
24. 89 75 14 196 
25. 82 97 -15 225 
26. 87 89 . 2 4 
27. 89 96 - 7 49 
28. 82 84 - 2 4 
29. 69 82 -13 169 

30. 86 75 11 121 

31. 78 76 0 0 
32. 71 87 -16 256 

33. 80 94 -14 196 
76TT "2755" ■=13? 2715" 

Mean 80.83 84.33 

t2            7.638 

Significant at .01  !•▼©! 



TABLE VIII 

SCORES OBTAINED  ON THE 
CALIFORNIA PSYCHOLOGICAL INVENTORY,   DO SUB-SCALS 
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Number A. B. D. 

1. 33 33 0 0 
2. 40 40 0 0 
3. 50 29 21 441 
4. 46 21 25 625 
5. 62 56 6 36 
6. 37 60 -23 529 
7.. 60 54 6 36 
8. 37 46 - 9 81 

9. 25 62 -37 1369 

10. 52 46 4 16 

11. 39 35 4 16 
12. 45 49 - 4 16 

13. 57 49 8 64 

14. 40 49 - 9 81 

15. 43 28 14 196 
16. 49 50 -   1 1 
17. 49 54 15 225 

18. 35 42 - 7 49 

19. 33 27 6 36 

20. 56 42 14 196 

21. 35 58 -23 529 

22. 47 45 2 4 

23. 48 31 17 289 

24. 34 38 - 4 16 

25. 38 66 -28 784 

26. 43 52 -  9 81 

27. 52 50 2 4 

28. 45 45 0 0 

29. 41 34 7 49 

30. 41 47 - 6 36 

31. 39 48 - 9 81 

32. 40 50 -10 100 

33. 34 
1325" 

64 
"I4TST 

-30 
-=F8" 

900 
■6"8"56" 

Mean 43.18 44.93 

t2 • 480 

Not  Significant 



TAB IS IX 

SCORES   OBTAINED  ON THE 
CALIFORNIA PSYCHOLOGICAL INVENTORY,  CS  SUB-SCALE 

48 

Nunber A. B. D. D2 

1. 28 39 -11 121 
2. 39 39 0 0 
3. 44 20 24 576 
4. 39 36 3 9 
5. 57 46 11 121 

6. 23 33 -10 100 
7. 46 44 2 4 
8. 33 44 -11 121 

9. 23 M -21 441 

10. 28 44 -16 256 

11. 31 28 3 9 

12. 28 19 9 81 

13. 39 47 - 8 64 

14. 17 33 -16 256 

15. 44 22 22 484 

16. 52 41 11 121 

17. 22 33 -11 121 

18. 44 52 - 8 64 

19. 49 46 3 9 

20. 39 36 3 9 

21. 28 44 -16 256 

22. 47 36 11 121 

23. 41 33 8 64 

24. 19 22 - 3 9 

25. 30 39 - 9 81 

26. 36 33 3 9 

27. 39 44 - E 25 

28. 39 44 - E 25 

29. IS 33 -14 196 

30. 28 44 -16 256 

31. 26 46 -20 400 

32. 36 39 - 3 9 

33. 22 52 -30 900 

1135 1255 -120 5318 

Ife&n 34.39 38.03 

t2 2*855 

Not Significant 



TABLE X 

SCORES   OBTAINED ON THE 
CALIFORNIA PSYCHOLOGICAL INVENTORY,   SY SOB-SCALE 

49 

Nunfcer A. B. D. D2 

1. 47 41 6 36 
2. 49 43 6 36 
5. 57 45 12 144 
4. 53 41 12 144 
5. 51 49 2 4 
6„ 3 7 51 -14 196 
7. 53 61 2 4 
8. 33 39 - 6 36 
9. 27 49 -22 484 

10, 49 47 2 4 
11. 37 41 - 4 16 
12. 40 32 8 64 
13. 53 62 - 9 81 
14. 34 38 - 4 16 
16. 66 34 32 1024 
16. 55 55 0 0 
17. 40 36 4 16 
18. 49 51 - 2 4 
19. 41 33 8 64 
20. 43 31 12 144 
21. 39 49 -10 100 
22. 62 51 11 121 

23. 49 41 8 64 
24. 21 43 -22 484 

25. 43 66 -23 529 

26. 53 57 - 4 16 

27. 63 51 2 4 

28. 51 55 - 4 16 

29. 34 40 - 6 36 

30. 40 49 - 9 81 

31. 41 63 -22 484 

32. 45 51 - 6 36 

33. 40 64 -24 576 

T4"8T} T5Z5 -=6"? 57)6"4 

Mean 45.00 46.93 

t2 .816 

Not Significant 



TABLE XI 

SCORES OBTAINED ON TIE 
CALIFORNIA PSYCHOLOGICAL INVENTORY,   SP SUB-SCALE 

GO 

Number B. D2 

1. 67 59 - 2 4 
2. 46 38 8 64 
3. 50 38 12 144 
4. 52 33 19 361 
5. 57 55 2 4 
6. 33 37 - 4 16 
7. 50 42 8 64 
8. 52 42 10 100 
9. 50 52 - 2 4 

10. 44 44 0 0 
11. 38 40 - 2 4 
12. 41 28 13 169 

13. 60 55 5 25 
14. 36 41 - 5 25 

15. 57 30 27 729 

16. 57 50 7 49 

17. 46 53 - 7 49 

18. 63 48 15 225 

19. 52 46 6 36 

20. 35 42 - 7 49 

21. 29 55 -26 676 

22. 46 41 5 25 

23. 61 50 11 121 

24. 34 39 - 5 25 

25. 43 50 - 7 49 

26. 53 48 5 25 

27. 44 44 0 0 

28. 43 44 -   1 1 

29. 39 32 7 49 

30. 39 53 -14 196 

31. 40 50 -10 100 

32. 54 48 6 3G 

33. 41 
"1532" 

50 
"1477 

- 9 81 
"55(55" 

HMD 46.72 44.75 

t2 1.213 

Not Significant 
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TABLE HI 

SCORES  OBTAINED ON THE 
CALIFORNIA PSYCHOLOGICAL INVENTORY,  SA SUB-SCALE 

Number A. B. D. D2 

1. 63 47 16 256 
2. 41 41 0 0 
3. 58 47 11 121 
4. 3S 39 0 0 
5. 71 60 11 121 
6. 44 44 0 0 
7. 60 60 0 0 
8. 36 33 3 9 
9. 33 55 -22 484 

10, 41 47 - 6 36 
11. 36 39 - 3 9 
12. 50 47 - 3 9 
13. 47 50 - 3 9 
14. 39 42 - 3 9 
15. 67 28 39 1521 
16. 50 53 - 3 9 
17. 56 61 - 5 25 
18. 52 47 5 25 
19. 44 58 -14 196 
20. 49 49 0 0 
21. 41 60 -19 361 
22. 53 44 9 81 
23. 63 41 22 484 
24. 33 36 - 3 9 
25. 25 67 -42 1764 
26. 58 36 22 484 

27. 61 44 17 289 
28. 36 53 -17 289 
29. 28 28 0 0 

30. 44 36 8 64 

31. 49 60 -11 121 

32. 58 58 0 0 

33. 36 58 -22 484 

TBin "I5"&8" -=B 72F9" 

Mean 47.30 

t2 .022 

Not Significant 

47.51 
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TABIE XIII 

SCORES  OBTAINED  ON THE 
CALIFORNIA PSYCHOLOGICAL INVENTORY, TNB  SUB-SCALE 

Number A. B. D. D2 

1. 36 51 -15 225 
2. 21 49 -28 784 
3. 44 14 30 900 
4. 49 19 30 900 
5. 56 46 10 100 
6. 31 49 -18 324 
7. 49 26 23 529 
8. 26 44 -18 324 
9. 44 26 18 324 

10, 39 39 0 0 

11. 49 16 33 1089 
12. 26 12 14 196 
13. 35 5« -21 441 
14. 56 44 12 144 
15. 42 10 32 1024 
16. 44 51 - 7 49 
17. 14 19 - 5 25 
18. 56 54 2 4 
19. 54 41 13 169 
20. 9 36 -27 729 
21. 31 41 -10 100 
22. 49 44 5 25 
23. 24 36 -12 144 

24. 42 17 25 625 

25. 44 24 20 400 

26. 26 56 -30 900 

27. 28 33 - 5 25 

28. 21 3 18 324 

29. 24 44 -20 400 

30. 28 56 -28 784 

31. 0 34 -34 1156 

32. 29 51 -22 484 

33. 51 51 0 0 

-nrr TISS" -=K 13,64'7 

Mean 35.66 36.12 

t2 .015 

Not Signigioant 
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TABLE XIV 

SCORES OBTAINED ON THE 
CALIFORNIA  PSYCHOLOGICAL INVENTORY,   RE SUB-SCALE 

Number A. B. D. D2 

1. 18 46 -30 900 
2. 32 28 4 16 
3. 56 14 44 1936 
4. 52 32 20 400 
5. 54 58 - 4 16 
6. 38 52 -14 196 
7. 52 50 2 4 
8. 42 38 4 16 
9. 38 38 0 0 

10* 38 32 6 36 
11. 50 44 6 36 
12. 29 22 7 49 
15. 41 50 - 9 81 
14. 46 50 - 4 16 
15. 33 41 - 8 64 
16. 44 54 -10 100 
17. 20 16 4 16 
18. 36 52 -16 256 
19. 52 44 8 64 
20. 40 50 -10 100 
21. 46 54 - 8 64 
22. 33 58 -25 625 
23. 32 40 - 8 64 
24. 22 27 - 5 25 

25. 54 52 2 4 

26. 31 54 -23 529 

27. 33 54 -21 441 

28. 31 48 -17 289 

29. 4* 46 2 4 

30. 37 46 - 9 81 

31. 20 30 -10 100 

32. 46 44 2 4 

33. 29 54 
TiSo" 

-25 
TL45 

625 
7IBT 

Mean 38.63 

t2 3.127 

Not Significant 

43.03 
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TABLE XV 

SCORES OBTAINED   ON THE 
CALIFORNIA PSYCHOLOGICAL INVENTORY,  SO SUB-SCALE 

Number A. B. D. D2 

1. 29 52 -23 529 
2. 51 59 - 8 64 
3. 58 33 25 625 
4. 58 47 11 121 

5. 54 61 - 7 49 

6. 42 70 -28 784 

7. 54 45 9 81 

8. 49 35 14 196 

9. 56 24 32 1024 

10. 45 59 -14 196 

11. 58 40 18 324 
12. 47 42 5 25 

13. 27 57 -30 900 

14. 58 51 7 49 

15. 51 32 19 561 

16. 28 60 -52 1024 

17. 21 30 - 9 81 

18. 45 54 - 9 81 

19. 70 33 37 1369 

20. 43 58 -15 225 

21. 47 66 -19 361 

22. 51 55 - 4 16 

23. 28 6 22 484 

24. 53 45 8 64 

25. 55 42 18 169 

26. 32 60 -28 784 

27. 55 36 17 289 

28. 42 45 - 3 9 

29. 51 47 4 16 

30. 49 58 - 9 81 

31. 42 51 - 9 81 

32. 58 61 - 3 9 

33. 51 58 - 7 49 

"IEOT T57? "=3J id;526 

Mean 47.21 47.69 

t2 .023 

Not Significant 
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TABLE XVI 

SCORES OBTAINED ON TBE 
CALIFORNIA  PSYCHOLOGICAL INVENTORY,   SC SUB-SCALE 

Number A. B. D, D2 

1. 36 47 -11 121 
2. 54 58 - 4 16 
3. 43 28 16 225 
4. 49 39 10 100 
5. 42 42 0 0 
6. 45 59 -14 196 
7. 35 36 - 1 1 
8. 31 51 -20 400 
9. 53 30 23 529 

10. 43 41 2 4 
11. 49 35 14 196 
12. 35 28 7 49 

12. 28 47 -19 361 
14. 67 50 17 289 

16. 47 36 11 121 

16. 36 40 - 4 16 

17. 14 28 -14 196 
18. 38 51 -13 169 

19. 53 47 6 36 

20. 31 47 -16 256 

21. 42 42 0 0 

22. 44 44 0 0 

23. 27 36 - 9 81 

24. 26 33 - 5 25 

25. 57 22 35 1225 
26. 21 60 -69 1521 

27. 2b 29 - 4 16 

28. 25 25 0 0 

29. 24 46 -22 484 

30. 32 62 -30 900 

31. 32 45 -13 169 

32. 47 42 5 25 

33. 53 
T2"56~ 

47 
T37T 

6 
~=57 

36 
7757 

itoan 38.96 

t2 .974 

Not  Significant 

41.60 
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TABLE XVII 

SCORES OBTAINED ON THE 
CALIFORNIA PSYCHOLOGICAL INVENTORY, TO SUB-SCALE 

Number A. B. D. D2 

1. 33 48 -15 225 
2. 40 27 13 169 
3. 35 12 23 529 
4. 46 35 11 121 
5. 54 40 14 196 
6. 33 38 - 5 25 
7. 29 33 - 4 16 

8. 23 46 -23 529 

9. 23 21 2 4 

10. 35 40 - 5 26 

11. 56 27 29 841 

12. 20 13 7 49 

13. 45 52 7 49 

14. 36 27 9 81 

15. 31 17 14 196 

16. 57 48 9 81 

17. 13 36 -23 529 

18. 44 54 -10 100 

19. 44 54 -10 100 

20. 23 50 -27 729 

21. 19 44 -25 625 

22. 29 50 -21 441 

23. 38 35 3 9 

24* 17 10 7 49 

25. 52 17 25 625 

26. 17 48 -31 961 

27. 34 43 - 9 81 

28. 24 29 - 5 25 

29. 17 24 - 7 49 

30. 27 50 -23 529 

31. 
32. 

23 
10 

29 
44 

6 
-34 

36 
1156 

33. 45 
T7572" 

59 
T2T75 

-14 
-=124 

196 
"5376" 

Usau 32.48 

t2 1.673 

Not Significant 

36.66 
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TABLE XVIII 

SCORES OBTAINED ON THE 
CALIFORNIA PSYCHOLOGICAL INVENTORY,  GI SUB-SCALE 

Number A. B. D. D2 

1. 40 43 - 3 9 

2. 62 53 9 81 

3. 38 30 8 64 

4o 42 38 - 4 1G 

5. 45 40 5 25 

6. 40 55 -15 225 

7. 35 27 8 64 

8. 32 55 -23 629 

9. 50 32 -18 324 

10. 45 47 - 2 4 

11. 30 40 -10 100 

12. 40 38 2 4 

IS. 25 50 -15 225 

14. 58 45 13 169 

15. 40 32 8 64 

16. 32 43 -11 121 

17. 27 27 - 0 0 

18. 36 50 -15 225 

19. 50 40 10 100 

20. 30 48 -18 324 

21. 38 40 - 2 4 

22. 48 45 3 9 

23. 25 37 -12 144 

24. 2b 37 -12 144 

25. 42 33 9 81 

26. 38 50 -12 144 

27. 27 30 - 3 9 

28. 37 27 10 100 

29. 33 32 1 1 

30. 28 63 -35 1225 

31. 40 57 -17 289 

32. 42 37 5 25 

S3. 40 
TZ6"9" 

53 
"IJ74 

-13 169 
"5oT7 

Ifean 38.45 41.63 

t2 4.367 

Significant at .05  level 



TABLE XII 

SCORES  OBTAINED ON THE 
CALIFORNIA PSYCHOLOGICAL INVENTORY,   CM SUB-SCALE 

58 

Number A. B„ D. D2 

1. 26 45 -19 361 
2. 31 35 - 4 16 
3. 58 31 27 729 
40 63 58 25 
6« 63 54 81 
6. 54 58 - 4 16 
7o 63 58 25 
8. 54 40 14 196 

9. 40 45 16 
10. 54 58 - 4 16 
11. 63 49 14 196 
12. 51 24 27 729 
13. 55 51 16 
14. 55 60 - 5 25 
15. 46 46 0 
16. 55 55 0 
17. 55 51 16 
18. 63 54 81 
19. 63 58 25 

20. 63 58 5 25 
21. 58 63 - 5 25 
22. 55 55 0 0 
25. 35 4 31 961 
24. 51 51 0 0 

25. 55 46 9 81 

26. 66 60 - 5 25 

27. 51 51 0 0 

28. 55 19 36 1296 

29. 51 55 - 4 16 

30. 55 51 4 16 

31. 17 49 -32 1024 

32. 49 63 -14 196 

33. 51 60 - 9 81 

T72T "l6~lT "Tc7 7i3TF 

Mean 52.18 48.93 

+2 1.860 

Not Significant 



TABLE XX 

SCORES OBTAINED ON IS 
CALIFORNIA PSYCHOLOGICAL INVENTORY, AC SUB-SCALE 

5S 

Number A. B. D. D2 

1. 25 38 -15 169 
2. 47 42 5 25 
3. 44 11 33 1089 

4. 36 31 5 25 
5. 83 42 11 121 
6. S3 44 -11 121 
7. 49 36 13 169 
8. 29 40 -11 121 
9. 36 25 13 169 

10. 38 49 -11 121 

11. 22 18 4 16 

12. 27 27 0 0 

15. 29 45 -16 256 
14. 50 45 e 25 

15. 29 31 - 2 4 

16. 34 50 -16 256 

17. 11 11 0 0 

18. 31 47 -16 256 

19. 47 42 5 25 

20. 25 47 -22 484 

21. 42 42 0 0 

22. 38 31 7 49 

25. 20 44 -24 576 

24. 18 27 - 9 81 

25. 47 41 6 36 

26. 29 47 -18 324 

27. 38 29 9 81 

28. 27 31 - 4 16 

29. 20 36 -16 256 

50. 18 43 -25 625 

51. 29 38 - 9 81 

52. 38 44 - 6 36 

55. 31 
T55Z 

43 
TTTf 

-12 
■=335- 

144 
"5757 

Mean 55.09 36.87 

t2 2.867 

Not Significant 



TABUS 3X1 

SCORES OBTAINED  ON THE 
CALIFORNIA  PSYCHOLOGICAL INVENTORY, AI  SUB-SCALE 

60 

Number D. 

3. 
4. 
6. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9* 

10. 
11. 
12. 
15. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22, 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 
SO. 
31. 
32. 
33. 

39 
39 
46 
41 
53 
34 
39 
22 
37 
29 
46 
25 
45 
38 
35 
52 
22 
48 
44 
46 
41 
32 
34 
28 
58 
32 
36 
18 
25 
40 
48 
37 
65 

T26T 

56 
39 
27 
48 
39 
29 
37 
51 
32 
44 
29 
25 
45 
32 
25 
42 
20 
51 
51 
51 
34 
38 
51 
25 
35 
42 
50 
35 
32 
52 
34 
44 
60 

"USB" 

-17 
0 

19 
- 7 

14 
5 
2 

-29 
5 

-15 
17 
0 
0 
6 

10 
10 

2 
- 3 
- 7 
- 5 

7 
- 6 
-17 

3 
23 
10 
12 

-17 
- 7 
-12 

14 
- 7 

5 
~=Z5 

289 
0 

361 
49 

196 
25 

4 
841 
25 

225 
289 

0 
0 

36 
100 
100 

4 
9 

49 
25 
49 
36 

289 
9 

529 
100 
144 
289 

49 
144 
196 
49 
25 

"4"535" 

Mean 38.36 39.24 

,180 

Not  Significant 
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TABLE ZZXI 

SCORES OBTAINED OB THE 
CALIFORNIA PSYCHOLOGICAL INVENTORY,  IB SUB-SCALE 

Number A. B. D. D2 

1. 35 45 -11 121 
2. 34 28 6 36 
3. 45 17 28 784 
4. 49 26 23 529 
5. 49 60 -11 121 
6. 28 30 - 2 4 

7c 41 34 7 49 

8. 26 28 - 2 4 

9. 32 21 11 121 

10. 26 32 - 6 36 

11. 45 26 19 361 

12. 44 5 39 1521 
12. 50 54 - 4 16 

14. 42 26 16 256 

15. 44 9 35 1225 

16. 48 56 - 8 64 

17. 7 28 -21 441 

18. 49 49 0 0 

19. 41 49 - 8 64 

20. 30 47 -17 289 

21. 23 41 -18 324 

22. 36 44 - 8 64 

23. 23 54 -51 961 

24. 21 24 - 3 9 

25. 50 44 6 36 

26. 32 50 -18 324 

27. 44 44 0 0 

28. 19 32 -13 169 

29. 19 44 -25 625 

30. 36 42 - 6 36 

31. 21 34 -13 169 

32. 30 45 -15 225 

33. 38 
TTS6" 

54 
T272" 

-16 
-=6T 

256 
"5540 

•fear. 35.03 

t2 .463 

Not Significant 

37.03 
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TABLE XXIII 

SCORES  OBTAINED ON TEE 
CALIFORNIA  PSYCHOLOGICAL INVENTORY,   PY SUB-SCALE 

Number 

1. 46 29 - 7 49 

2. 46 29 17 289 
3. 43 18 2 b 625 

4. 36 36 0 0 
5. 50 50 0 0 
6. 36 39 - 3 9 
7. 46 36 10 100 
8. 39 61 -22 484 

9. 43 32 11 121 

10. 46 39 7 49 

11. 46 39 7 49 
12, 21 32 -11 121 

12* 46 50 - 4 16 

14. 32 43 -11 121 

15. 32 36 - 4 16 

16. 54 32 22 484 

17. 21 39 -18 324 

18. 54 57 - 3 9 

19. 43 46 - 3 9 

20. 29 54 -25 625 

21. 50 54 - 4 16 

22. 39 54 -15 225 

23. 32 29 3 9 

24. 21 36 -15 225 

25. 43 39 4 16 

26. 29 54 -25 625 

27. 29 32 - 3 9 

28. 32 25 7 49 

29. 32 29 3 9 

30. 29 43 -14 196 

31. 
32. 

39 
43 

46 
32 

- 7 
11 

49 
121 

33. 39 
TZB"9" 

46 
1SSS 

- 7 
-=7? 

49 
■509"5 

Mean 38.15 40.39 

t2 1.076 

Not Significant 
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TABLE XXIV 

SCORES OBTAINED ON THE 
CALIFORNIA PSYCHOLOGICAL INVENTORY, FX SUB-SCALE 

Number A. B. D. D2 

1. 47 73 -26 676 
2. 44 44 0 0 
3. 50 41 9 81 

4. 53 53 0 0 
5. 44 56 -12 144 
6. 39 36 3 9 

7. 47 47 0 0 
8. 41 59 -18 324 

9. 59 41 18 324 

10. 36 53 -17 289 

11. 50 50 0 0 

12. 36 59 -23 529 

13. 50 47 3 9 

14. 41 44 - 3 9 

15. 47 56 - 9 81 

16. 59 44 lb 225 

17. 53 53 0 0 

18. 41 50 - 9 81 

19. 61 59 2 4 

20. 47 44 3 9 

21. 36 41 - 5 ZS 

22. 39 39 0 0 

23. 61 50 11 121 

24. 41 39 2 4 

25. 56 56 0 0 

26. 44 44 0 0 

27. 41 47 - 6 36 

28. 44 44 0 0 
64 
36 
0 

324 
0 

5404 

29. 
30. 

39 
53 

47 
47 

- 8 
6 

31. 
32. 

41 
59 

41 
41 

0 
18 

33. 56 
"IBTB* 

56 
"ISo"I 

0 
"=36" 

Mean 47.12 48.51 

t2 .614 

Not Significant 



TABLE XXV 

SCORES  OBTAINED ON THE 
CALIFORNIA PSYCHOLOGICAL INVENTORY,   FE SUB-SCALE 

/61 
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Number A. B. D. D2 

1. 42 37 5 25 
2. 42 70 -28 784 
3. 65 47 18 324 
4. 42 52 -10 100 
5. 5b 57 - 2 4 
6. 42 49 - 7 49 
7. 44 57 -13 169 
8. 57 55 2 4 
9. 60 57 23 529 

10. 60 65 - 5 25 
11. 60 55 5 25 
12. 47 33 14 196 
13. 44 35 11 121 
14. 65 62 3 9 
15. 50 59 -    9 81 
16. 47 59 -12 144 
17. 62 47 15 225 
18. 47 42 5 25 

19. 44 47 - 3 9 

20. 62 55 7 49 

21. 47 47 0 0 

22. 47 47 0 0 

25. 39 26 13 169 

24. 53 53 0 0 

25. 56 59 - 3 9 

26. 59 53 6 36 

27. 59 56 3 9 

28. 38 50 -12 144 

29. 59 70 -11 121 

30. 53 62 - 9 81 

31. 55 57 - 2 4 

32. 39 65 -16 256 

33. 56 
T6"9T 

50 
TToT 

6 36 
3"7"62" 

Mean 

t2 

51.42 

.009 

51.60 

Not  Significant 
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TABLE XXVI 

SCORES  OBTAINED  ON THE CORNELL 
SOCIO-ECONOMIC  STATUS  SCALE 

Number A. B. D. D* 

1. 4 2 2 4 
2. 7 7 0 0 
3. 3 5 - 2 4 
4. 6 6 0 0 
5. 7 5 2 4 

6. 6 9 - 3 9 

7. 1 6 - 5 25 

8. 6 4 2 4 

9. 5 7 - 2 4 

10. 4 6 - 2 4 

11. 2 3 - 1 1 

12. 3 0 3 9 

IS. 2 4 - 2 4 

14. 2 8 - 6 36 

15. 1 1 0 0 

16. 6 7 - 1 1 

17. 5 3 2 4 

18. 
19. 

5 
4 

3 
9 

2 
- 5 

4 
25 

20. 2 3 - 1 1 

21. 3 5 - 2 4 

22. 2 5 - 3 9 

23. 8 6 2 4 

24. 3 6 - 3 9 
1 

25. 7 8 - 1 

26. 5 2 3 9 

27. 2 4 - 2 4 
9 
4 

16 
4 
9 

16 

28. 9 6 3 

29. 
30. 
31. 
32. 
33. 

3 
5 
7 
8 
8 

5 
1 
5 
5 
4 

155 

- 2 
4 
2 
3 
4 

Mean 4.67 4.84 

4-?- .329 

Not Significant 



TABLE XXVII 

SCALE  SCORES  OBTAINED ON THE HIER0NY1I0US 
ATTITUDE TOWARD EDUCATION SCALE 

66 

/M 

Kunfc«r A. B. D. D2 

1. 09 16 - 6 36 
2. 13 20 - 7 49 
3. 26 14 12 144 
4. 20 18 2 4 

5. 23 25 - 2 4 

6. 15 26 -11 121 

7. 13 18 - 5 25 

8. 14 25 -11 121 

9. 12 21 - 9 81 

10* 1? 15 - 2 4 

11. 16 20 -  4 16 

12. 16 12 4 16 

13. 22 26 - 3 9 

14. 15 16 - 1 1 

15. 14 15 - 2 4 

16. 17 20 - 3 9 

17. 18 17 1 1 

18. 21 15 6 36 

19. 13 18 - 5 25 

20. 20 21 - 1 1 

21. 21 17 4 16 

22. 19 22 - 3 9 

23. 14 19 - 5 25 

24. 21 16 5 25 

25. 18 24 - 6 36 

26. 19 18 1 1 

27. 22 21 1 1 

28. 16 22 - 6 36 
9 

29. 20 17 6 

30. 18 16 2 4 

31. 15 17 - 2 4 
16 
81 

"STo" 

32. 
33. 

16 
16 

36T 

20 
25 

*3T 

- 4 
- 9 
•** 

Mean 17.12 19.12 

t2 6.04 

Not Significant 
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TABUS XXVIII 

CONVERSION TABUS  FOE ATTITUDE TOWARD EDUCATION SCORES 

R.S. S.S. R.S. S.S. R.S. S.S. R.S. S.S. 

217 34 183 18 149 10 116 05 
216 32 182 18 148 10 114 05 
21S 31 181 18 147 10 113 05 

214 30 180 17 146 10 112 04 
215 29 179 17 145 09 111 04 
232 28 178 17 144 09 110 04 
211 27 177 16 143 09 109 04 

210 27 176 16 142 09 108 04 

209 26 175 16 141 09 107 03 

208 26 174 16 140 09 106 03 

207 25 175 15 139 09 105 03 

206 25 172 15 138 08 104 03 

205 25 171 15 137 08 103 02 

204 25 170 15 136 08 102 02 

205 24 169 14 135 08 101 02 

202 24 168 14 154 08 100 02 

201 24 167 14 133 08 99 02 

202 23 166 13 152 07 98 02 

199 23 165 13 131 07 97 02 

198 23 164 13 130 07 96 01 

197 22 163 13 129 07 95 01 

196 22 162 13 128 07 94 01 

195 22 161 12 127 07 93 01 

194 22 160 12 126 07 92 01 

195 21 159 12 125 07 61 00 

192 21 158 12 124 06 90 00 

191 21 157 123 06 
190 20 156 122 06 

189 20 155 121 06 

188 20 154 120 06 

187 20 153 119 06 

185 19 151 10 117 05 

184 18 150 10 116 05 

R.S. s Raw Score 

S.S. • Scale Score 



TABLE XXEX 

SCORES  OBTAINED ON THE  KUBER 
VOCATIONAL PREFERENCE, 0 SUB-SCALE 
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Number D. D2 

1. 57 61 - 4 IB 
2. 53 49 4 16 
3. 33 51 -18 324 
4. 35 36 -  1 1 
5. 49 39 10 100 
6. 27 27 0 0 

7. 40 29 11 121 

8. 38 41 - 3 9 
9. 37 38 - 1 1 

10. 39 52 -13 169 

11. 56 49 7 49 

12. 19 24 - 5 25 

13. 20 26 - 6 36 

14. IE 21 - 6 36 

15. 22 22 0 0 

16. 48 18 30 900 

17. 33 21 12 144 

18. 30 3S - 9 81 

19. 65 41 24 576 

20. 24 65 -41 1681 

21. 44 45 -  1 1 

22. 40 21 19 361 

23. 41 49 - 8 64 

24. 31 27 4 10 

25. 15 42 -27 729 

26. 30 27 3 9 

27. 49 18 31 961 

28. 38 14 24 576 

29. 22 19 3 9 

30. 17 49 -30 900 

31. 55 45 10 100 

32. 54 30 24 576 

33. 38 30 
TTST 

8 
SI 

64 
"SeTT 

Mean 36.78 35.24 

t2 .294 

Not Significant 



TABLE XXX 

SCORES OBTAINED ON THE KUDER 
VOCATIONAL PREFERENCE  1 SUB-SCALE 

tov'6l 

69 

Number 

3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 
11. 
12. 
15. 
14. 
16. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 
25. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 
50. 
51. 
52. 
53. 

B. D2 

Mean 

t2 

Not 

53 
53 
49 
64 
33 
46 
41 
41 
44 
47 
34 
18 
21 
13 
17 
30 
20 
62 
47 
26 
42 
20 
36 
35 
18 
17 
24 
26 
21 
22 
37 
57 
20 

54.06 

.092 

62 
38 
63 
47 
47 
23 
34 
43 
63 
63 
40 
25 
19 
20 
36 
27 
13 
50 
41 
34 
44 
20 
38 
18 
26 

8 
10 
20 
27 
14 
40 
33 
18 

TI54 

33.45 

- 9 81 
15 225 

-14 196 
17 289 

-14 196 
23 529 

7 49 
- 2 4 
-19 361 
-16 256 
- 6 36 
- 7 49 

2 4 
- 7 49 
-19 361 

3 9 
7 49 
2 4 
6 36 

- 8 64 
- 2 4 

0 0 
- 2 4 

]7 289 
- 8 64 

9 81 
14 19« 
6 36 

- 6 36 
8 64 

- 5 9 
24 576 
2 4 

"To- 4210 

Significant 



TABLE XXH 

SCORES  OBTAINED ON THE KUDER 
VOCATIONAL PREFERENCE, 2  SUB-SCALE 
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Number A. B. D. D2 

1. 29 21 8 64 
2. 27 23 4 16 

3. 34 33 1 1 
4. 27 38 -11 121 

5. 10 45 -35 1225 
6. 33 17 16 256 

7. 26 14 12 144 
8. 32 38 - 6 36 

9. 21 24 - 3 9 

10. 23 27 - 4 16 

11. 23 36 -13 169 

12. 19 21 - 2 4 

13. 23 21 2 4 

14. 25 24 1 1 

15. 22 20 2 4 

16. 9 21 -12 144 

17. 17 25 - 8 64 

18. 23 30 - 7 49 

19. 14 28 -14 196 

20. 25 29 - 4 16 

21. 17 31 -14 196 

22. 
23. 

27 
27 

14 
35 

13 
- 8 

169 
64 

24. 
25. 

24 
24 

14 
31 

10 
- 7 

100 
48 

26. 20 34 -14 196 

27. 16 35 -19 361 

28. 20 24 - 4 16 
0 

25 
36 
36 

225 
lOTZ 

29. 
30. 
31. 
32. 
33. 

22 
28 
31 
14 
19 

~7BT 

22 
23 
25 
20 
34 

*"B7T 

0 
5 
6 

- 6 
-15 

"=156" 

Mean 22.75 26.57 

t2 4*360 

Significant at  .05 Level 



TABLB XXXII 

SCORES OBTAINED ON THE KUDER 
VOCATIONAL REFERENCE,  3  SUB-SCALE 

/61 

71 

Number A. B. D. D2 

1. 29 62 -33 1089 
2. 37 42 - 5 25 
3. 51 41 10 100 
4. 41 54 -13 169 
5. 39 58 -19 361 

6. 37 45 - 8 64 
7. 27 31 - 4 16 
8. 44 41 3 9 

9. 34 48 -14 196 

10. 46 47 - 1 1 

11. 49 45 4 16 

12. 20 26 - 6 36 

15. 13 33 -20 400 

14. 12 23 -11 121 

15. 35 25 10 100 

16. 30 41 -11 121 

17. 15 27 -12 144 

18. 48 51 - 3 9 

19. 25 60 -35 1225 

20. 34 54 -20 400 

21. 29 47 -18 324 

22. 37 26 11 121 

28. 32 20 12 144 

24. 29 29 0 0 

25. 28 43 -15 225 

26. 35 35 0 0 

27. 25 50 -25 625 

28. 26 24 2 4 

29. 30 55 -25 625 

30. 
31. 

27 
41 

28 
53 

- 1 
-12 

1 
144 

1 
289 

7155" 
32. 
33. 

30 
22 

TCBT 

31 
39 

"1534" 

- 1 
-17 

Ifctt 32.03 40.42 

t2 15.566 

Significant at .01 Level 



TABLE Xmil 

SCORES  OBTAINED ON THE KUDER 
VOCATIONAL PREFERENCE,   4 SUB-SCALE 

m 
72 

Number B. D. B2 

1. 37 29 8 64 
2. 31 42 -11 121 
3. 38 22 16 256 
4. 47 37 10 100 
6. 30 30 0 0 
6. 49 42 7 49 
7. 28 60 -32 1024 
8. 42 32 10 100 
9. 43 34 9 81 

ID. 21 43 -22 484 
11. 35 35 0 0 
12. 50 40 10 100 

15. 53 35 8 64 

14. 37 28 8 64 

IS. 34 38 - 4 16 
16. 24 32 - 8 6* 

17. 35 39 - 4 16 

18. 40 51 -11 121 

19. 44 60 -16 256 

20. 45 87 6 36 

21. 43 23 20 400 

22. 31 62 -31 961 

23. 46 47 - 1 1 

24. 41 34 7 49 

25. 53 31 z:: 484 

26. 40 30 10 100 

27. 50 50 0 0 

28. 48 44 4 16 

29. 40 33 IF. 256 

30. 40 43 - 3 9 

31. 44 56 -12 144 

32. 37 55 -18 324 

33. 40 30 10 100 

1373" "I3"T5" 
""* 

"5B5G 

Ms an 40.09 39.84 

t2 .010 

Not Significant 



TABLE XXXIV 
SCORES OBTAINED ON THE KTJDEfi 

VOCATIONAL PREFERENCE, 5 SIB-SCALE 
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Number A. B. D. 

1. 33 31 2 4 
2. 27 25 2 4 
3. 9 26 -17 289 
4. 17 20 - 3 9 
5. 47 22 25 625 
6. 16 16 0 0 
7. 42 lb 27 729 
8. 17 30 -13 169 

9. 26 26 0 0 
10. 29 27 2 4 

11. 25 35 -10 100 

12. 21 40 -19 361 

15. 35 48 -13 169 

14. 32 46 -14 196 

15. 32 26 6 36 

16. 49 40 9 81 

17. 32 23 9 81 

18. 30 20 10 100 

19. 51 18 33 1089 

20. 16 26 -10 100 

21. 22 22 0 0 

22. 31 48 -17 289 

25. 20 25 - 5 25 

24. 27 32 _  c 25 

25. 29 24 5 2b 

26. 28 27 1 1 

27. 44 14 30 900 

28. 24 26 - 2 4 

29. 21 25 - 4 16 

50. 25 30 - 5 25 

31. 23 19 4 16 

32. 43 27 16 256 

S3. 37 
~35o" 

12 
"55T 

25 625 
6"3"53" 

Mean 29.09 27 

t2 .743 

Not Significant 
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TABLE XXXV 

SCORES   OBTAINED ON THE KUDER 
VOCATIONAL PREFERENCE,  6 SUB-SCALE 

Number A. B. D. D2 

lo 17 17 10 IOC 
2. 16 20 - 4 16 
3. 21 7 14 196 
4. 4 19 -15 225 

5. 19 14 5 25 
6. 6 17 - 9 81 

7. 27 19 8 G4 

8. 19 15 4 16 

9. 8 13 - 5 25 

10. 19 12 7 40 

11. 25 17 8 64 

12. 18 7 11 121 

13. 31 10 21 441 

14. 24 14 10 100 

15. 23 23 0 0 

16. 24 28 - 4 16 

17. 20 22 - 2 4 

18. 14 19 - 5 25 

19. 6 17 -11 121 

20. 35 23 12 144 

21. 20 20 0 0 

22. IS 21 - 8 64 

23. 24 15 9 81 

24. 24 27 - 3 9 

25. 13 19 - 6 35 

26. 29 21 8 64 

27. 31 26 5 25 

28. 21 21 0 0 

29. 20 16 « 16 

30. 29 19 10 100 

31. 
32. 
33. 

19 
8 

12 

14 
22 
24 

TBTT 

5 
-14 
-12 

—TO 

25 
196 
144 

"2"5"9"3* 

Mean 19.42 17.81 

Jt 1.086 

Not  Significant 
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TABLE XXXVI 

SC03ES   OBTAINED  OK THE KUDES 
VOCATIONAL MUlUlUt,   7  SUB-SCALE 

Nunber A. 3. :. D2 

1. s 4 5 25 
2. 18 1C 5 25 
3. 0 19 -13 169 
4. 5 10 - 2 4 
5. 13 e 48 
6. 17 13 15 
7. 6 7 - 2 4 
8. 11 5 56 
9. 16 20 - 4 16 

10. s 2 4J 
11. 12 3 51 
12. 21 17 16 
13. 16 14 4 
14. 25 15 64 
15. 15 16 - 1 1 
16. 14 11 9 
17. 13. 8 25 

18. 5 5 1 
19. 19 5 14 196 
20. 5 s - 3 9 

21. 17 8 51 

22. 12 6 16 

23. IS 7 121 

24. 16 5 64 

25. 2C 4 U 256 

26. 1?. 12 1 

27. 15 13 4 

28. 29 22 49 

29. 14 15 • 1 1 

30. s 12 - 3 9 

31. 15 19 - 4 16 

32. 13 14 - 1 1 

33. 15 14 
~3T4" lOo 

1 
171? 

iiean 13.90 

t2 9.854 

Significant at  .01 Ler«l 

10.72 

"5 
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TAB IB XXXVII 

SCORES OBTAINED  ON TdE KUDER 
VOCATIONAL PREFERENCE,   8 SUB-SCALE 

Number A. B. D. D2 

1. 29 45 -16 256 
2. 46 42 4 16 
3. 36 42 - 6 36 
4. 50 25 25 625 
5. 53 38 15 225 
6. 3b 61 -23 529 
7. 48 56 - 8 64 
8. 42 41 1 1 
9. 42 44 - 2 4 

10. 41 38 3 9 

11. 30 48 -18 324 
12. 54 54 0 0 
13. 46 34 12 144 
14. 40 56 -16 256 
15. 45 48 - 3 9 
16. 53 47 6 36 
17. 66 67 -  1 1 
18. 37 40 - 3 9 

19. 35 33 2 4 

20. 57 47 10 100 

21. 18 52 -34 1156 

22. 60 40 20 400 

23. 35 43 - 8 64 

24. 30 52 -22 484 

25. 50 63 -13 169 

26. 68 48 20 400 

27. 37 62 -25 625 

28. 43 49 - 6 16 

29. 50 51 - 1 1 

30. 62 57 5 25 

31. 44 50 - 6 36 

32. 34 41 - 7 49 

33. 61 
T330" 

38 
"T557 

23 
-=72" 

529 
6"&2T 

Ifean 44.84 

t2 .777 

Not  Significant 

47.03 

76 



TABLE XXXVIII 

SCORES   OBTAINED   ON THE KUDER 
VOCATIONAL ffiEFERENCE,   9 SUB-SCALE 

/61 
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Number A. 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
8. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 
11. 
12. 
18. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
18. 
20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 
31. 
32. 
33. 

47 29 18 324 
42 52 -10 100 
47 42 5 25 
48 51 - 3 9 
22 48 -26 676 
75 60 15 225 
56 57 - 1 1 
57 6] - 4 16 
60 41 19 361 
54 37 17 289 
64 41 23 529 
66 58 8 64 
64 82 -18 324 

76 68 8 64 

67 51 16 256 

36 31 5 25 

57 67 -10 100 

55 46 7 49 

27 
69 
4fi 
59 
55 
53 
83 
63 
43 
54 
63 
64 
54 
50 
54 

TBST 

48 
30 
46 
66 
61 
67 
62 
81 
56 
64 
67 
70 
53 
61 
69^ 

T52T 

-21 
39 

2 
- 7 
- 6 
-14 
21 

-18 
-13 
-10 
- 4 
- 6 

1 
-11 
-15 

441 
1521 

4 
49 
36 

196 
441 
324 
169 
100 

16 
36 

1 
121 
225 

7TT7 

Mean 55.53 55.30 

.006 

Not  Significant 


