




























































































































































































































TABLE XV 

· · BETA COEFFICl:ENT& AND PERCENTAGE OF VARIANCE 
ACCOUNTED FOR BY EAQ-1 OF THE PREDICTOR VARIABLES IN 

THE SAMPLE OF EIGHTI-EIGIT 

Variable 1 
- Intelligence 

Variable 2 
- Peer Relationship 

Variable 3 
- Teacher- Child 

Relationshi p 

Standard 
Weight = b 

:..466 

• 307 

.098 

.217 

.094 

.010 

% of 
Variance 

Accounted For 

66 

20 

3 

92 

Order 
of 

Imp. 

1st 

2nd 

3rd 



TABLE XVI 

BETA COEFFICIENTS AND PERCENTAGE OF VARIANCE 
ACCOUNTED FOR BY THE THREE SIGNIFICANT 

PREDICTOR VARIABLES IN THE SAMPLE OF EIGHTEEN 

Variable 1 
- Intelligence 

Variable 2 
- Teacher-Child 

Relationship 

Variable 3 
- Peer Relationship 

Standard 
Weight - b 

.333 

.283 

.304 

.111 

.080 

.092 

% of 
Variance 

Accounted For 

39 

28 

33 

93 

Order 
of 

Imp. 

1st 

3rd 

2nd 



SUMMARY 

In this chapter the writer has presented the 

statistical data in support of the hypotheses. It was found that 

this data when analyzed, supported strongly three of the hypotheses 

under study. 

The order of importance of the significant variables 

was also presented. 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION OF TilE FINDINCS 

This chapter presents a brief discussion of the 

findings concerning each of the hypotheses under study. A brief 

general overview of the results of statistical analysis concerning 

ti1e sample of eighteen and the sample of eighty-eight is also given. 

Finally, the possible relationship between the practice of grouping 

and statistical findings is also discussed. 

Hypothesis l, which stated that there would be a 

positive relationship between academic self-concept of the child and 

parent-child relationships, was rejected. Although research evidence 

presented in Chapter II strongly supports the importance of parent

child relationships with the child's academic self-concept, this 

study does not support this position. 

One important point must be kept in mind, however, 

when consideration is given to this finding. The group involved 

nere is a sample of eighteen students. These eighteen students were 

selected from the extreme scores on academic self-concept and therefore 

can be considered t:i1e extremes in comparison to the remainder of the 

class. It is possible that factors other than parent-child relation

Silip are more important when relation to academic sel £-concept is 

considered with extreme cases. 



Another importiDlt point to be kept in mind is that 

while parent-child relationship has been found to be important in 

relation to self-concept in other studli.es :· reported in Chapter II, 

tile self-concept concerned in ti1ose studies has been a global self

concept, whereas here only academic self-concept is considered. It 

could be that while global self-concept is related to parent-child 

relationships, academic self-concept is not. 

Tne parent-child relationship in question was limited 

to the relationship that exists concerning the child's academic work, 

ability IDld progress. Perhaps a more general parent-child relation

ship might i1ave been found to be related to academic self-concept. 

Hypothesis 2, which stated that there would be a 

positive relationship between academic self-concept and teacher-
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child relationship was accepted. When the scatter diagram on page ·ss. 

is examined, it can be seen that scores on the lower extreme are much 

more differentiated thiDl are those at the middle or upper extreme. 

One possible meaning for this is tnat teachers tend to differentiate 

more among those with whom they have a poorer relationship than they 

do among those with whom they have a good relationship. This could 

oe further interpreted to mean that teachers do not treat all students. 

with whom they have a poor relationship the same way. However, the 

tendency to do so with all children with whom they have a good relation

ship seems to be a possible expliDlation of the concentration of scores 

at ti1e upper extreme of the scatter diagram. 

When the correlation coefficient for the sample of 

eighteen is compared with the correlation coefficient found in the 



sample of eighty-eight, it is found to be much higher. TI1is could 

mean that teacher-child relationship is much more important in 

relation to academic self-concept with the extremes than it is with 
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tile group as a whole. This could also be an indication that it is only 

witl1 ti1e extremes that teacher-child relationship is truly important 

since when extreme scores are removed from the sample of eighty-eight, 

and the correlation coefficient is obtained for the group of sixty-

six students who remain, this correlation coefficient is insignificant 

at both the .01 and the .OS level. Other factors, possibly achievement, 

are more important in relation to academic self-concept for the non

extremes than is teacher-child relationship. 

Hypothesis 3, which stated that there would be a 

positive relationship between academic selE-concept and peer relation

ship was accepted. 

When the scatter diagram is examined on page 87 it 

can be seen that scores at the upper extreme are more variable, while 

scores at the lower extreme are more concentrated. A possible 

explanation for this is that when students are seen as being poor 

in one area of academic work they are viewed as being poor students 

by their peers. All poor stud~nts are considered equally poor. There 

is little differentiation and all are viewed as being at approximately 

the same level on the lower end of the continutimw . Tile variability at 

the upper extreme seems to suggest that peers differentiate more 

among students at this end of the continuliuru.. 

When the scatter diagrams on pages:· 85 and 87 are 

examined together, another possible explanation arises concerning the 
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extremes: with those students on the lower end of the continuum there 

is more differentiation among them by their teacher than by their 

peers, while the opposite is true for students at the upper end of 

the continuum. At the upper end there is less differentiation by 

the teacher and more by peers. 

\fuen correlation coefficients are compared for both 

the sample of eighteen and the sample of eighty-eight, it is found 

that the correlation coefficient in the sample of eighteen is higher 

than the correlation coefficient in the sample of eighty-eight. 

Again this suggests that peer relationship is more important in 

relation to academic self-concept, where the extremes (those with high 

and low self-concept) are concerned. This is further indicated by 

the fact that a much lower correlation coefficient, insignificant 

at both the .01 and .OS level, is obtained for the group of sixty-

six students. 

Hypothesis 4, which stated that there would be a 

positive relationship between academic self-concept and the score on 

an intelligence test was accepted. 

That such a relationship exists is strongly supported 

by the scatter diagram on page 89 .. The lower extreme of this scatter 

diagram is more variable indicating less relationship perhaps between 

academic self- concept and intelligence at this lower level. 

When correlation coefficients are compared it seems 

that they are very close and there is little difference between the 

two samples. However, the correlation coefficient in the smaller 

sample may have been lowered by those nine students with low academic 

self- concept and could, therefore, possibly mean that factors other 



than intelligence are more important in relation to academic self

concept with those students possessing a low self-concept. 

\'/hen the correlation coefficient is obtained for 

the group of sixty-six students, it is found to be fairly close to 

that obtained in both the samples of eighteen and eighty-ei~ht. 

This indicates that intelligence is an important factor in relation 

to academic self-concept, not only with the extremes but with the 

group as a whole. 

Hypothesis 5. wllicn stated that there would be a 
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positive relationship between academic self-concept and social ·~ ,~ .. 

class. . was accepted. It must be kept in mind that onl)' the extremes 

the smaller sample of eighteen - were involved. Perhaps i f it had 

been possible to use the larger sample a significant relationship 

might have been found between the two variables. 

The scatter diagram shows that although a relation

ship exis.ts it is very low. The correlation coefficient obtained is 

also very low and significant at the .OS level. 

Social d ::lass. ·o£ .the child! .. s ·family does . not seem to be of any 

major importance in relation to academic self-concept with the sample 

of eighteen students 

When the relative importance of all variables was 

considered, intelli gence was determined as the most i mportant of the 

variables in predicti!lg academic self-concept. However, other 

important relat i onships can be seen by examination of Tables XIV, 

XVII and XVIII. The correlation between Peer Relationship and 



Teacher-Child Relationship is fairly high, indicating that what 

the teacher thinks of the child is a good predictor of what the 

class as a whole think of the child. This seems to indicate that 

the way peers, who are in this study . classmates, relate to the low 

and high academic self-concept group is very simila~ to the way the 

teacher relates to this group. It would seem then that the teacher 

can be very influential in bringing about any change on the part of 

peers toward this group. 
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With this extreme group also, it seems that intelligence 

and peer relationship are more highly correlated than are intelligence 

and teacher-child relationship, although this correlation is now low. 

This means that the child's intelligence for the extremes at least is 

a fairly good predictor of his academic status with his peers and 

also with his teacher. 

Although the same trend is seen in the larger sample, 

the correlations that do exist may be considerably influenced ;..,y 

b¥ethe extremes which are also included in the sample of eighty-

eight. This seems to be the case since correlations on the above 

variables in the group of sixty-six students are lower than correlations 

between the same variables in the sample of eighty-eight students. 

As mentioned previously, however, this study is 

concerned with relationships and not with cauS:ality. There are 

many ways the correlations reported can be interpreted. 

The fact that intelligence has been found to be the 

variable most significantly related to academic self-concept could 

have been greatly influenced by the practice of grouping which as 



Academic Self-Concept (CV) 
Intelligence (PV) 
Peer Relationship (PV) 

· Teacher-Child Relationship 

TABLE XVII 

CORRELATION MATRIX FOR CRITERION VARIABLE AND 
PREDICTOR VARIABLES IN TilE SAMPLE OF EIGH1Y -EIGHT 

Academic 
Self-Concept 

(CV) 

1.000 
O.SS3a 
0.488a 

(PV)' · 0. 362a 

Correlation 

.583 

.488 

.362 

.293 

.271 

.449 . 

tc 

6.65 
S.l9 
3.48 
2.84 
2.63 
4.67 

Peer 
Intelligence Relationship 

(PV) 

O.S83a 
1.000 
0.293 
0.271 

. (PV) 

0.488a 
0.293a 
1.000 
0.449a 

Level of Significance 

.Ola 

.01 

.Olb 

.OS 

.OS 

.01 

Teacher-Oli ld 
Relationsilip 

(PV) 

a 0.362b 
0.271 
0.449a 
1.000 

8Significance at the .01 level when a two-tailed test is used requires at equal to or greater than 2.921 
or equal to or less than -2.921 when the degrees of freedom is 86. 

bSignificance at the .OS level when a. two-tailed test is used requires at equal to or greater than 1.992 
or equal to or less than -1.992. 

cT-test used to determine the level of significance of above correlations is reproduced in Appendix. 
.... 
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A.S.C. (CV) 
Intel. (PV) 
T-C Rel; . (PVJ 
Peer Rei; (PV) 
Social Cl. (PV) 
P-C Rel. (PV) 

Correlation 

.626 

.613 

.686 

.202 

.014 

.395 

.592 

.222 

Academic 
Self-Concept 

(CV) 

1.000 
0.626 
0.613 
0.686 
0.202 
0.014 

·TABLE XVIII 

CORRELATION MATRIX FOR CRITERION VARIABLE AND 
PREDICTOR VARIABLES IN THE SAMPLE OF EIGHTEEN 

Teacher-Child Peer 
Intelligence Relationship Relationship 

(PV) (PV) (PV) 

0.626a 0.613a 0.686a 
1.000 0.395 0.592a 
0.395 1.000 0.648a 
0.592 0.648 1.000 
0.222 0.278 0.024 

-0.207 0.012 0.064 

tb Level of Significance Correlation tb 

3.22 .Ola -.207 0. 91 
3.11 .01 .648 3.41 
3.79 .01 . 278 1.15 
0.82 N.S. .012 0.04 
0.05 N.S. . 024 0.24 
1.72 N.S. .064 0.25 
2.94 .01 -.155 -0.63 
0.91 N.S. 

Social Parent-Child 
Class Relationship 

(PV) (PV) 

0.202 0.014 
0.222 0.207 
0.278 0.012 
0.024 0.064 
1.000 -0.155 

-0.155 1.000 

Level of Significance 

N.S. 
.01 
N.S • 
N.S. 
N.S . 
N.S. 
N.S. 

aSignificance at .01 level when a two-tailed test is used requires at equal or or greater than 2.921 
or equal to or less than -2.921 when the degrees of freedom is 16. 

bT-test used to determine the level of significance of above correlations is reproduced in Appendix . 
.... 
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previously has gone on in this school for some time. The children 

are well aware of the title attached to each group: 'bright', · 

'average', 'slow'. 
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This grouping could certainly be a possible explanation 

for the relationship between intelligence and peer relationship as 

well as between intelligence and teacher-child relationship. It is 

also very likely that students who find themselves in the 'slow' 

class view themselves as being less bright academically and therefore 

this grouping could be of major importance in determining the child's 

academic self-concept. Nine of the twelve pupils with low academic 

self-concept scores come from the slow class, while six of the ten 

with high academic self-concept scores come from the 'bright' class. 

This further suggests that grouping is perhaps more detrimental to 

the students with low academic self-concept. 



O:IAPTER .. VI 

SUMMARY. CONCLUSIONS. IMPLICATIONS FOR EDUCATION 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 

I . SUMMARY OF THE STUDY 

The Problem 

This study tested the hypothesized relatio!lship 

between academic self-concept and each of the following variables: 

intelligence. peer relationship. teacher-child relationship. parent-

child relationship and socio-economic status. The order of importance 

of the variables found to be significantly related to academic self-

c9ncept was then determined. 

The Sample 

Two samples were employed in this study. The first 

sample consisted of eighty-eight students and the second sample was 

selected from the first. The second sample was randomly selected 

from scores one standard deviation above and below the mean of the 

distribution of academic self-concept scores. Therefore. these 

scores are the extreme scores of the sample. 

Instrumentation 

The academic self-concept score was obtained by 

combining the score on the Academic Self~Concept Questionnaire and 

the score on Brookover's Self-Concept of Ability Scale. Informati on 



on the teacher-child relationship, parent-child relationship and 

peer relationship was determined by use of the respective question

naires found in the appendices of this study. 

lOS 

The Intelligence score was the derived I.Q. obtained 

by administering both the verbal and non-verbal battery of the Large

Thorndike Intelligence Test. 

Blishen Occupational Class Scale was used to classify 

parents on the socio- economic status variable. 

All computations except those obtained through Stepwise 

Regression were completed by the writer. 

Conclusions 

1. Of the variables under study, three 

ship and teacher-child relationship 

intelligence, peer relation

were found to be strongly 

related to academic self-concept. Of the two remaining variables, 

parent-child relationship and.:.~' ;eocdtal'.: c..-lass :af··: cbi;ld''s· family.: ::': :· , 

only the latter was found to be related to academic self-concept, 

and in the writer's opinion, thi s relationshi pli.as veryyweak. 

2. Of the predictor variables involved in this study, it seems 

that the i ntelligence score is the best ·overall predictor of 

academic s elf-concept for both the larger and smaller groups. 

3. When the larger sample of eighty-eight is considered the intel

l i gence test score is by far more important than all other 

vari ables combined, as a predictor of academic self-concept. 

4. When the smaller sample of eighteen, the sample containing the 

extremes of this group, is considered a different trend emerges. 



While intelligence is still more important than any other predictor 

variable in relation to academic self-concept, it can be seem that 

peer relationship and teacher-child relationship are very close to 

intelligence and therefore all three can be considered as good pre

dictors of academic self-concept for a group comparable to this 

sample. 

II. IMPLICATIONS FOR EDUCATION 
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The final results of this study point to intelligence 

as the most important single predictor of academic self-concept for 

any group comparable to this sample of eighty-eight used in this study. 

This means that to have a high academic self-concept high intelligence 

is needed. Already, one explanation, that of grouping, has been 

provided as a possible explanation for the results obtained. This 

study indicates that the best predictor of academic self-concept is 

intelligence as measured by an intelligence test. If this is the 

case, intelligence testing in our schools should be reconsidered and 

not thrown out entirely as is de£ired by so many people. Although 

people wish to be rid of I.Q. testing on social grounds, it seems 

evident here that it could be an asset if used properly i n an 

overall evaluation program. 

Another important point also seems clear. This is 

that teachers with assistance from specialists or even on their own 

initiati ve could be influential in raising the child's low academic 

self-concept by working through classmates. 
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Finally, although grouping was not statistically 

analyzed, it does seem a very possible explanation as to why 

intelligence in this study was so important in relation to academic 

self-concept. Perhaps school :personnel .!WOUiJd···be making a ·w:j.;se c ,:::;_ ~ •.· 

move by introducing gradually a non-graded program or a non-graded 

program together with ability grouping in one or two subjects. An 

investigation of such a program may well show that in the long run it is 

mnres feasible and meritorious than is the present graded system, 

with or without grouping. 

III. SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 

1. A study involving academic self-concept and parent-child relation

ship with a larger sample and a much mor~ general concept of 

parent-child-~ relationship may show important relationships. 

2. Similar studies, as this done by the writer, could be carried out 

at the same grade level with boys and with girls and boys combined 

to see if similar results are obtained. 

3. Similar studies to this could be carried out in a school which does 

not stream Children and place them in grades according to high, 

low or average intelligence. 

4. A pilot project could be run to see if a well organized preschool 

program is influential in raising the intelligence of the children 

involved in such a program. 



5. Similar studies at lower levels could show if the predictor 

variables used in this study are of more or less importance 

with a younger group. 
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APPENDIX A 

ACADEMIC SELF-CONCEPT 

1. I do good work in school. 

Yes No 

2. I am slow at schoolwork. 

Yes No 

3. I want to quit school right now. 

Yes No 

4. I will get good marks if I try hard. 

Yes No 

s. I think I will get low marks no matter how hard I try. 

Yes No 

6. School is a lot of fun. 

Yes No 

7. I waste a lot of time in school. 

Yes No 

8. I hate working at Math. 

Yes No 

9. School is no fun at all. 

Yes No 

10. I hate working at English language. 

Yes No 

11. I hate working at history. 

Yes No 
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12. I hate working at English literature. 

Yes No 

13. I hate working at geography. 

Yes No 

14. I do poorly in math. 

Yes No 

15. I find schoolwork hard. 

Yes No 

16. I feel I do English poorly. 

Yes No 

17. I feel I do literature poorly. 

Yes No 

18. I feel I do history poorly. 

Yes No 

19. I feel I do geography poo~ly. 

Yes No 

20. I think I will pass Grade VIII. 

Yes No 

21. I think I will pass Grade XI. 

Yes No 

22. In math I do as well as most pupi ls. 

Yes No 

23. In literature I do as well as most pupils. 

Yes No 
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24. In English language I do as well as most pupils. 

Yes No ---
25. In history I do as well as most pupils. 

Yes No 

26. In geography I do as well as most pupils. 

Yes No 

27. I am backward in schoolwork. 

Yes No 



APPENDIX B 

SELF-CONCEPT OF ABILITY -- GENERAL* 
(FORM A) 

Michigan State University 
Bur~aU: · o~?·Educaticnal Research 

Circle the letter in front of the statement which best answers each 
question. 

1. How do you rate yourself in school ability compared with your 
close friends? 

a. I am the best 
b. I am above average 
c. I am average 
d. I am below average 
e. I am the poorest 

2. How Jio· you rate yourself in school ability compared with those 
in your class at school? 

a. I am among the best 
b. I am above average 
c. I am average 
d. I am below average 
e. I am among the poorest 

3. Where do you think you would rank in your class in high school? 

a. among the best 
b. above average 
c. average 
d. below average 
e. among the poorest 

4. Do you think you have the ability to complete college? 

a. yes, definitely 
b. yes, probably 
c. not sure either way 
d. probably not 
e. no 

*Copyright, Bureau of Educational Research 
Michigan State University, 1962 
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5. Where do you think you would rank in your class in college? 

a. among the best 
b. above average 
c. average 
d. below average 
e. among the poorest 

6. In order to be~ome a doctor. lawyer, or university professor, 
work beyond four years of college is necessary. How likely do 
you think it is that you could complete such advanced work? 

a. very likely 
b. somewhat likely 
c. not sure either way 
d. unlikely 
e. most unlikely 

7. Forget for a moment how others grade your work. In your own 
opinion how good do you think your work is? 

a. my work is excellent 
b. my work is good 
c. my work is average 
d. my work is below average 
e. my work is much below average 

B. What kind of grades do you think you are capable of getting? 

a. mostly A's 
b. mostly B's 
c. mostly C's 
d. mostly D's 
e. mostly E's 
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APPENDIX C 

PEER RELATIONSHIP 

1. Name four pupils in your class who you think are the smartest. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

2. Name four pupils in your class who you think are not smart at 
all. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

3. If you were the leader in a spelling match what four pupils 
would you select first for your side? 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

4. If you were the leader in a spelling match which four pupils 
would you never pick for your side? 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 
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5. If you were to pick a team to compete against another in your 
class in a math quiz, which four pupils would you like to select? 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 



6. If you were to select a team from your class to compete against 
another team in your class in a math quiz, which four pupils 
would you never select? 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

7. If you did not have the chance to pick the four you wanted in 
number 5 for the math quiz, which four might you pick? 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 
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8. Name the four students who you think work the hardest in school. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

9. Name four students who you think should get the most praise for 
good work. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

10. Name four students who you think don't work at all. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 



11. Name four students who you think can do better work than they 
are doing. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

12. Name four students in your class who often help others wi th a 
difficult problem. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

13. Name four students in your class who you think ask for help 
more often than the others. 

a. 

b. 

c . 

d. 

14. From the pupils in your class. write the names of four who you 
think could help most with a group project. 

a. 

b . 

c. 

d. 

15. From the pupils in your class write the names of four who y ou 
think could help least with a group proj ect. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 
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16. Name four pupils who you think made the most progress this year. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

17. Name four pupils about whom you have made a comment similar to 
'You are smart'. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

18. Name four pupils about whom you have made a comment similar to 
'You are not very smart'. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d . 

19. If your teacher asked you to select the people from your class 
who might come first, second, third, and fourth, whom would 
you select? 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

20. If your teacher asked you to select the people from your class 
who you think might come last or almost last, whom do you think 
you would select? 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 



APPENDIX D 

TEACHER-CHILD RELATIONSHIP 

1. Would you allow this student to challenge your opinion in 
history or any other academic subject? 

Yes, most of the time 
Sometimes Never : .. ----

2. Would you allow this student to have any say with regard to 
plannin~. for example, activities that would comprise a unit 
of work in an academic subject such as science? 

Yes, most of the time 
Sometimes 
Never 

3. Have you every commented favourably on something you know is 
important to this student? 

Yes, often 
Sometimes 
Never 

4 . · Do you ever provide any success experiences for this child? 

Yes, often 
Sometimes 
Never 

5. Do you praise the academic success of this child? 

Yes, most of the time 
Sometimes 
Never 

6. Do you tnink there is too much unfair competition in this class 
for this student? 

Yes, often 
Sometimes 
Never 

7. Would you allow this student to have any say in making rules 
as to how academic work is to be done? 

Yes, most of the time 
Sometimes 
Never 
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8. How often do you encourage this student to try harder with 
regard to schoolwork? 

Often 
Sometimes 
Never 

9. Have you ever discussed with this student anything pertaining 
to his academic work, ability, or progress? 

Yes, often 
Sometimes 
Never 

10. Is this child one whom you enjoy having in your class? 

Yes, most of the time 
Sometimes 
Never 

11. Is this child one whom you tend to criticize with regard to 
schoolwork, more so than other children in your class? 

Yes, most of the time 
Sometimes 
Never 

12. Do you find it necessary to punish this child because of 
inattentiveness, not having work done, or a similar reason? 

Yes, often 
Sometimes 
Never 

13. Would you consider that the comments you make to this child 
regarding schoolwork are more often positive than negative? 

Yes, most of the ti~e 
Sometimes 
Never 

14. Do you find that you have to give more help to this child in 
academic work than to others in this classroom? 

Yes, most of the time 
Sometimes 
Never 
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15. Do you ever use sarcasm with this child with the hope that. 
this will get him to do better? 

Yes, often 
Sometimes 
Never 

16. Do you ever use mild threats with this child with the hope 
of getting him to do better? 

Yes. often 
Sometimes 
Never 

17. Have you ever compared this child to his disadvantage with 
others in his class, with the hope of getting him to do better? 

Yes, often 
Sometimes 
Never 

18. Do you encourage this child to participate in class discussion? 

Yes, often 
Sometimes 
Never 

19. Would you say that you challenge this child within his range of 
ability with regard to schoolwork? 

Yes, often 
Sometimes 
Never 

20. Are you satisfied with this child's work? 

Yes, most of the time 
Sometimes 
Never 

~ 

. I 
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APPENDIX E 

PARENT-OHLD RELATIONSHIP 

1. My child studies: 

(a) at the time I decide he should study each night. 

(b) for a certain length of time each night ·. but:· he 
decides when and for how long. 

(c) when and if he feels like it. 

2. If your child tells you about a problem he has in his 
schoolwork what would you most likely do: 

(a) leave him alone to work it out by himself. 

(b) work out the problem for him. 

(c) discuss with him how he might solve his problem 
but let him solve it himself. 

3. If your child receives a poor mark on a school test 
which would you likely do: 

4. 

5. 

(a) try to find out by talking to him why he didn't 
get a better mark. 

(b) tell him he should have done better. 

(c) say nothing about it. 

When your child seems to have lost all interest in 
school what would you most likely do: 

(a) bawl him out and force him to get at his books. 

(b) not bother about it at all. 

(c) talk to h i m and try to find out the reason for 
his lack of interest . 

If your child does sloppy work (at home) ·~to .. present , .. to ... , 
his teacher would you : 

(a) let him hand it in as it is . 

(b) order him to do it over again unt i l it is 
presentable and then see that he does so. 

(c) try to get him to see that the work i s not very 
tidy and that he is able to do much better. 
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6. If you were told by teacher or principal that your child 
is causing trouble in school what would you most likely do: 

(a) scold him and tell him to straighten out. 

(b) ignore the teacher's concern. 

(c) discuss what you have been told by the te.acher 
with the child and see if you can find the 
cause of the problem. 

7. If you were told by the teacher that your child could do 
much better if he paid more attention in school what would 
you most likely do: 

(a) forget about it. 

(b) order him to pay more attention or he will be 
punished. 

(c) try to find out why he is not paying attention 
and explain to him the need to do so. 

B. If you were discussing some issue such as the importance 
of education and your child made a comment on the topic 
being discussed~ would you: 

(a) forbid him to interrupt his parents. 

(b) encourage him to participate in the discussion. 

(c) pay no attention to his comments. 

9. If your child finds it difficult to accept some school 
regulation such as wearing a school uniform~ length of 
hair, et cetera, what would you most likely do: 

(a) discuss with him the need for regulations in the 
school. 

(b) order him to go along with the regulation 

(c) let him decide whether he will go along with the 
regulation or against it. 

10. If you were aware that your child is faced with a 
decision to side with peers against the teacher or go 
along with the teacher which would you most likely do: 

(a) let him make up his own mind. 

(b) encourage the child to talk about the decision 
which he has to make. 

(c) order him to go along with the teacher. 
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ll. If your child tells you he wants to drop a course in 
which he is doing badly what would you most likely do: 

(a) force him to keep trying. 

(b) leave the decision entirely to the child. 

(c) talk it over with the child. 

12. If your child receives a good mark on a school test 
what would you most likely do: 

(a) make no comment. 

(b) insist that he keep up the standard. 

(c) praise h i m fvr the good results but encourage 
him to keep up the good work. 

13. If your child's teacher tells you that your child is 
doing fine work in school which of these would you most 
likely to: 

(a) let the child know that he is doing alright but 
that you i ntend to see he keeps trying. 

(b) make no comment at all to the child. 

(c) encourage the child to maintain this level. 

14. If your child is complaining:. about.:,too ·much homewo1.·k 
what would you most likely to: 

(a) tell him he can do it if he wishes. 

(b) order him to stop complai ning about his work 
and do it. 

(c) discuss the problem with the child. 

15. When your child seem5 upset because he can't cope with 
scl1oolwork, which would you most likely do: 

(a) leave him alone to work it out by himself. 

(b) try to find the cause of the upset and help 
him find the solution. 

(c) tell h i m to stop the nonsense and get his work 
done. 

---

16. When your child spends so much time on something other 
than schoolwork, such as a hobby, s o that h i s academi c 
standing suffers as a result, what would you most likely 
do: 

(a) restri ct considerably his outside act i vity until 
his academic work improves. 
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(b) let the teacher deal with it. 

(c) discuss with the child how he can improve his 
academic standing and still enjoy other 
activities. 

17. If your child continually talks about his inability to 
understand his teacl1er what would you most likely do: 

(a) disucss the problem with the child. 

(b) make the child go and ask the teacher for help. 

(c) let the child handle it by himself. 

18. If your child talks in a critical way about his teacher's 
reactions to him as a student which would you most likely 
do: 

(a) tell him not to criticize his teacher. 

(b) let him voice his opinion without your inter
ference. 

(c) discuss the problem with the child. 

19. Although your child is passing his tests he is doing 
only a very minimum amount of schoolwork, what would 
you most likely do: 

(a) demand that he do more work. 

(b) allow the child to continue as he is going. 

(c) discuss with him the idea that he should be 
putting more effort into his schoolwork. 

20. If your child seems especially interested in some 
subject (art, music, et cetera) which he does not need 
for a Grade VIII diploma what would you most likely do: 

(a) show him that you are interested in what he has 
to say. 

(b) see to it that he spends more time on his 
necessary subjects. 

(c) let him take whatever course of action he 
wishes. 
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APPENDIX F 

BLISHEN OCCUPATIONAL CLASS SCALEa 

Occupations Ranked and Grouped According to 
Combined Standard Scores for Income and Years 
of Schooling. by Sex. in Canada. 1951. 

Judges 
Dentists 

OCCUPTATIGJ 

Physicians and Surgeons 
Lawyers 
Engineers - chemical 
Actuaries 
Engineers - mining 
Engineers - electrical 
Engineers - civil 
Architects 

Statisticians 
Engineers - mechanical 
Professors 
Stock and Bond Broker -~ 
Veterinarians 
Business Service Officers 
Statisticians 
Mining Managers 
Finance Managers 
Osteopaths and Chiropractors 
Dietitians 
Professors 
Chemists and Metallurgists 
Officers - armed for·:: ~s 
Air Pilots 
Chemists and Metallurgists 
Agricultural Professionals 

Class 1 

Class 2 

Electricity - gas and water officials 
Other Professions - hockey players 
Construction Managers 
Wholesale Trade Managers 
Librarians 
Authors. Editors and Journalists 

SEX 

M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 

F 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M. 
M 
F 
F 
M 
M 
M 
F 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
F 
M 

SCOREb 

90.0 
82.5 
81.2 
78.8 
77.8 
77.6 
77.4 
75.2 
75.0 
73.2 

72.9 
72.6 
72.0 
70.9 
69.8 
69.5 
68.8 
67.9 
67.7 
67.3 
67.0 
66.7 
65.8 
65.1 
65.0 
64.8 
64.8 
64.7 
64.0 
63.8 
63.5 
63.4 
63.4 
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OCCUPATION 

Manufacturing Managers 
Community Service Workers 
Social Welfare Workers 
Osteopaths and Chiropractors 
School Teachers 
Librarians 
Accountants and Auditors 
Authors, Editors and Journalists 
Clergymen 
Designers - clothing 
Government Service Officials 
Transportation Managers 
Farmers 
Community Service Workers 
Dispatchers - train 
Designers - cloth 
Insurance Agents 
Foreman - communication 
Advertising Agents 

c Managers - N.E.S. 
School Teachers 
Artists and Teachers of Art 
Nurses - graduate 
Real Estate Agents and Dealers 
Social Welfare Workers 
Retail Trade Managers 

Actors and Models 
Commercial Travellers 
Advertising Agents 
Forestry Managers 
Artists - commercial 
Radio Announcers 

Class 3 

Laboratory Technicians - N.E.S.c 
Artists - commercial 
Draughtsmen 
Brokers, Agents and Appraisers 
Inspectors - communication 
Artists and Teachers of Art 
Surveyors 
Recreation Service Officers 
Purchasing Agents 
Agents - ticket station 
Laboratory Technicians - N.E.S.c 
Stenographers and Typists 
Conductors - railway 
Radio Operators 
Locomotive Engineers 

SEX 

M 
M 
F 
F 
M 
M 
M 
F 
M 
M 
M 
M 
F 
F 
M 
F 
M 
M 
M 
M 
F 
M 
F 
M 
M 
M 

F 
M 
F 
M 
F 
r.t 
F 
M 
M 
M 
M 
F 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
F 
M 
M 
M 

SCORE 

63.0 
62.4 
62.2 
62.2 
62.2 
62.0 
61.8 
61.4 
61.0 
60.6 
60.6 
60.1 
59.4 
59.1 
58.5 
58.2 
58.2 
58.1 
58.0 
57.7 
57.6 
57.6 
57.4 
57.0 
57.0 
57.0 

56.9 
56.7 
56.6 
56.5 
56.4 
56.4 
56.0 
56.0 
56.0 
56.0 
55.0 
55.(l 
55.0 
54.8 
54.8 
54.3 
54.2 
54.1 
54.1 
54.0 
54.0 

1 
' I 
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OCCUPATION 

Photo-engravers 
Music Teachers 
Teachers - N .·E .S. c 
Office Appliance Operators 
Teachers - N.E.s.c 
Retail Trade Managers 
Telegraph Operators 
Foreman - mining 
Window Decorators 
Nurses - graduate 
Actors 
Stenographers 

Bookkeepers and Cashiers 
Forewomen - communication 
Foremen - manufacturing 
Photographers 
InspeC'tors -. construction 
Window Decorators 
Telegraph Operators 
Petroleum Refiners 
Toolmakers 

Class 4 

Engravers - except Photo-engravers 
Undertakers 
Cffice Clerks 
.Locomotive Firemen 

1 Bookkeepers and Cashiers 
B~akemen - railway 
Power Station Operators 
Office Appliance Operators 
Doctor and Dentist Attendants 
Mot1on . Picture ~ Projectionists 
Radio Repairmen 
Captains, Mates and Pilots 
Foremen - transportation 
Foremen - commercial 
Personal Service Officers 

Pattern Makers 
Compositors 
Inspectors - metal 
Paper Makers 
Photographers 
Policemen 
Office Clerks 
Mechanics - airplane 

Class 5 

SEX 

M 
M 
F 
F 
M 
F 
F 
M 
F 
M 
M 
M 

F 
F 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
F 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
F 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 

M 
M 
M 
M 
F 
M 
M 
M 

SCORE 

54.0 
53.7 
53.6 
53.4 
53.4 
53.3 
52.9 
52.8 
52.3 
52.2 
52.1 
52.0 

51.9 
51.8 
51.8. 
51.8 
51.7 
51.6 
51.6 
51.6 
51.6 
51.4 
51.3 
51.2 
51.2 
51.2 
51.1 
51.0 
51.0 
50.8 
50.8 
50.8 
50.7 
50.7 
50.6 
50.5 

50.4 
50.4 
50.4 
50.4 
50.2 
50.2 
50.2 
50.1 
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OCCUPATION 

Inspectors - metal products 
Music Teachers 
Firemen - fire department 
Pressmen and Plate Printers 
Telephone Operators 
Electricians 
Macl1inists - metal 
Linemen and Servicemen 
Engineering Officers - on ships 
Baggage Men 
Transportation Inspectors 
Rolling Millmen 
Auctioneers 
Inspectors and Graders 
Farmers 
Photographic Occupations - N.E.S.c 
Collectors 
Dental Mechanics 
Sulphite Cookers 
Wire Drawers 
Other Ranks - armed forces 
Electroplate"t"s 
Plumbers 
Motormen 
Quarriers 
Machine Operators - metal 
Paint Makers 
Filers 
Upholsterers 
Knitters 
Wood Inspectors 
Barbers 
Milliners 
Tobacco Products Workers 
Furnacemen 
Furriers 
Brothers - religious 
Paper Box Makers 
Other Bookbinding Workers - N. E.S.c 
Coremakers 
Vulcani zers 
Liquor and Beverage Workers 
Postmen 
Meat Canners 
Other Upholstering Workers - N.E . S.c 
Bookbinders 
Transportation'* "S.torage, ;. Communication 

· _Warke2'S : . ·, . ' · · r · · 

Polishers - metal 
Furriers 
Struc~ural Iron Workers 
Mechanics - motor 

SEX 

F 
F 
M 
M 
F 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 

M/F 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
F 
F 
F 
M 
M 
M 
M 
F 
M 
M 
M 
M 
F 
F 
F 

F 
M 
F 
M 
M 

SCORE 

50.0 
50.0 
49.8 
49.8 
49 . 6 
49.6 
49.6 
49.4 
49.4 
49.4 
49.4 
49.4 
'49.3 
49.2 
49.2 
49.2 
49.1 
49.1 
49 . 0 
46.9 
46.8 
46.8 
46.8 
46.7 
46.6 
46.5 
46.4 
46.4 
46.3 
46.3 
46.3 
46.2 
46.2 
46. 2 
46.2 
46.2 
46;1 
46.L l 
46.0 
46.0 
46.0 
46.0 
45.9 
45.9 
45 . 8 
45.8 

45.8 
45 . 8 
45.6 
45 . 6 
45.6 
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OCCUPATION 

Textile Inspectors 
Cabinet and Furniture Makers 
Loom Fixers 
Weavers - textile 
Butchers 
Miners 
Assemblers - electTical equipment 
Operators - electrical street railway 
Stationary Engineers 
Bookbinders 
Tire and Tube Builders 
Canvassers 
Telephone Operators 
Switchmen and Signalmen 
Opticians 
Jewellers and Watchmakers 
Personal Service Workers 
Assemblers - electrical equipment 
Tire and Tube Builders 
Millwrights - repairs macl1inery in mills 
Religious Workers - N.E.s.c 
Fitters - metal 
Milliners 
Construction Foremen 
Opticians 
Bus Drivers and Taxi 
Heat Treaters 
Religious Workers - N.E.S.c 
Photograp}J.ic Workers - N.E.S.c 
Machine Operators - metal 
Boilermakers 
Jewellers and Watchmakers 
Other Bookbinding Workers - N.E.S.c 
Sales Clerks 
Hoistmen - cranemen 
Welders - general trade 
Mechanics - N.E.s.c 
Mechanics - railroad 
Fitters - metal 
Cutters - textile goods 
Millmen 
Wire Drawers 
Core Makers 
Riggers 
Sheetmetal Workers 
Shipping Clerks 
Logging Foremen 
Labellers 
Nurses ,\.:-in ;·training 
Meat Canners 
Farm Managers 

---, .; I 
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SEX SCORE 

M 45.6 
M 45.5 
M 45.5 
F 45.4 
M 45.4 
M 45.4 
F 48.9 
M 48.8 
M 48..7 
M 48.6 
F 48.4 
M 48.2 
M 48.2 
M 48.2 
M 48.2 
M 48.2 
F 48 .• 1 
M 48.1 
M 48.1 
M 4.8.0 
M 48.0 
F 47.9 
M 47.8 
M 47.7 
F 47.6 
M 47.6 
M 47.6 
F 47.5 
F 47.4 
F 47.4 
M 47.3 
F 47.2 
M 47.2 
M 47.2 
M 47.2 
M 47.2 
M 47.2 
M 47.2 
M 47.2 
M 47.2 
M 47.2 
F 47.1 
F 47.1 
M 47.1 
M 47.1 
M 47.0 
M 45.4 
M 45.3 
F 45.2 
M 45.2 
M 45.2 



OCCUPATION 

Plasterers 
Textile Inspectors 
Other Pulp and Paper Workers 

Class 6 

Winders and W~~ers 
Carders and Drawing Frame Workers 
Sale~ Clerks 
Moulders - metal 
Nurses - practical 
Cutters - textile goods 
Elevator Tenders 
Tailoresses 
Textile Inspectors 
Pot men 
Timbermen 
Prospectors 
Oilers - power plant 
Liquor and Beverage Workers 
Paper Box Makers 
Kiln Burners 
Brick and Stone Masons 
Construction Machine Operators 
Canvassers 
Service Station Attendants 
Painters and Decorators 
Hat and Cap Makers 
Bleachers and Dyers 
Spinners· and Twisters 
Rubber Shoe Makers 
Porters 
Tobacco Products Workers 
Millers 
Nurses - practical 
Finishers - textile 
Blacksmiths 
Tailors 
Bakers 
Weavers 
Rubber Shoe Makers 
Labellers 
Other Personal Service Workers 
Barbers 
Truck Drivers 
Packers and Wrapers 
Finishers - textile 
Finishers - wood 
Tanners 
Hat and Cap Makers 
Cutters - leather 
Commercia.! Packers and W-rappers 

SEX 

M 
M 
F 

F 
F 
F 
M 
M 
F 
F 
F 
F 
M 
M 
M. 
M 
F 
F 
M 
M 
M 
F 
M 
M 
M 
M 
F 
F 
M 
M 
M 
F 
F 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
F 
F 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
F 
M 
F 

SCORE 

45.2 
45.1 
45.1 

45.0 
45.0 
45.0 
45.0 
4.$ •. 0 
44.9 
44.8 
44.8 
44.8 
44.8 . 
44.7 
44.7 
44.7 
44.6 
44.6 
44.6 
44.6 
44.5 
44.4 
44.4 
44.4 
44.4 
44.4 
44.3 
44.2 
44.2 
44.2 
44.2 
44.1 
44.0 
44.0 
44.0 
43.8 
43.8 
43.8 
43.7 
43.6 : 
43.6 
43.6 
43.6 
43.6 
43.6 
43.6 
43 . 5 
43.5 
43 . 4 
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Teamsters 
Stone Cutters 

OCCUPATION 

Riveters and Rivet Heaters 
Butter and Cheese Makers 
Chauffeurs 
Boiler Firemen 
Spinners 
Inspectors - N.E.S.c graders 
Postmen. 
Waiters 
Carpenters 
Sewers and Sewing Machine Operators 
Fo~est Rangers 
Lock Keepers - canalmen 
Wood Turners 
Labourers - mines and quarries 
~ewers and Sewing Machine Operators 
Brick and Stone Masons 
Textile Inspectors 
Machine Operators - boot and shoe 
Knitters 
Guards - commissionaires 
Winders, Wa~ers, Reelers 
Glove Makers 
Cutters - leather 
Elevator Tenders 
Bakers-;: 
Machine Operators - boot and shoe 
Launderers 
Firemen - on ships 
Ce~ent and Concrete Finishers 
Dressmakers and Seamstresses 
Carders and Drawing Frame Tenders 
Box and Basket Makers 
Coopers 
Sailors 
Harness and Saddle Makers 
Sisters - religious 

Cooks 
Janitors 

Class 7 

Laundresses, Cleaners and Dryers 
Sectionmen and Trackmen 
Charworkers and Cleaners 
Paper Box, Bag and Envelope Makers 
Sawyers 
Longshoremen 
Waitresses 

SEX 

M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
F 
F 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
F 
M 
F 
F 
F 
M 
M 
M 
F 
M 
F 
M 
M 
M 
M 
F 
M 
F 
M 
M 
M 
F 

M 
M 
F 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
F 

SCORE 

43.4 
43.4 
43.4 
43.3 
43.3 
43.3 
43.3 
43.2 
43.2 
43.2 
43.2 
43.2 
43.2 
43.1 
43.1 
43.1 · 
43.0 
43.0 
42.8 
42.8 
42.8 
42.8 
42.8 
42.7 
42.6 
42.5 
42.4 
42.4 
42.4 
42.4 
42.4 
42.3 
42.3 
42.2 
42.2 
42.1 
42.0 
41.8 

41.8 
41.6 
41.4 
41.4 
41.3 
41.3 
41.2 
41.2 
41.2 
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Glove Makers 
Labourers 
Cooks 
Messengers 
Shoemakers 
Ushers 
Janitors 
Hawkers 

OCCUPATION 

Housekeepers and Matrons 
Hotel. Cafe and Household Workers 
Ne\oJSboys 
Guides 
Hotel. Cafe and Household Workers 
Farm Labourers 
Lumbermen 
Charworkers and Cleaners 
Fishermen 
Bootblacks 
Fish Canners. Curers and Packers 
Fish Canners. Curers and Packers 
Hunters and Trappers 

SEX 

F 
M 
F 
M 
M 
M 
F 
M 
F 
M 
M 
M 
F 
M 
M 
F 
M 
M 
M 
F 
M 

SCORE 

41.2 
40.8 
40.5 
40.2 
40.2 
40.1 
40.0 
39.3 
38.9 
38.8 
38.7 
37.8 
37.8 
37.5 
37.4 
37.4 
36.9 
36.8 
36.2 
36.0 
32.0 

aCanada. Dominion Bureau of Statistics. Census of Canada~ v. Table 
21 and IV. Table 2 (Ottawa. 1953); Canada. , Department of Internal 
Revenue and Taxation Statistics. 1951 (Ottawa. 1953); additional 
information supplied by D.B .S. Census Analysis Section. 

bThe mean of the scores is 50; the standard deviation is 10 
calculated separately for each sex. 

cN.E.S. -- not elsewhere specified. 
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APPENDIX G 

TEST OF DIFFERENCE BETWEEN MEANS 

T-TEST 

The formula used in testing the difference between 

the means of the criterion variable and the predictor variables for 

high and low academic self-concept subjects was the t-test for the 

significance of difference between the means of independent samples. 

- -
x.l - X 

t . 2 
= 

)'' 
·:, --2 

(n2 
2 

nl l)si + - l)s2 (.!. !2) + 

nl + n2 - 2 nl 

- -where x1 and x2 are the means of the samples from population 1 and 2 
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respectively. si and si are the unbiased estimates from samples 1 and 

2 of the common population variance (crx2) and n
1 

and n 2 are the sizes 

of samples 1 and 2. 1 

Gene V. Glass and Juli an C. Stanley. Stati s t ical 
Methods i n Education and Psychology (New Jer~ey: Prenti ce- Hall. Inc .• 
1970). pp. 295 - 297. 



APPENDIX H 

COMPIJI'ATIONAL FORMULA FOR CALCULATING 

CORRELATION COEFFICIENT 

Tile formula used in calculating the correlation 

coefficient between the criterion variable and each of the predictor 
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variables was the computation formula which gives the Pearson product 

moment correlation coefficient 

= 

where n is the number of paired observations of x and 

y and x in each case is the criterion variable and y in each case i s 

one of the predictor variables under study. 1 

Glass and Stanley,~· cit., pp. 113-114. 



APPENDIX I 

TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE OF CORRELATIONS 

T-TEST 

The formula used in testing the significance of the 

correlation obtained between the criterion variable and each .of the 

predictor variables was the following t-test. 

t 

lei r 2 )/n - 2 xy 

where r is the product-moment correlation coefficient between 
xy 

variables x andy~ and n is the number of paired observations of the 

criterion variable x and the predictor variable y. 1 

Glass and Stanley~ ~· cit . . , pp. 308-310. 
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