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Abstract

Title: A Study of Sex Role Stereotyping Among Students of Lunenburg County High
Schools
Author: Peter F.J. Straubel

Date: 20 February 1992

In this study 862 students from six high schools in Lunenburg County, Nova Scotia were
surveyed. The questionnaires were administered by guidance counsellors to a random
sampling of grades 10, 11 and 12 students in all six high schools. The survey consisted of
72 questions which measured four attitude scales; Burt's Sex Role Stereotype Scale (SRS),
Rubin and Peplau's Just World Scale (JWS), Burt's Adversarial Sexnal Beliefs (ASB),
and Bardis' Acceptance of Violence Scale (VS). Six of the questions solicited demographic

information.

The results of the study showed that males had more conservative scores on the attitude
scales than females, ie. males were more sexist, had a greater belief that the opposite sex
was an adversary, and were more accepting of violence. In addition the study confirmed
two hypotheses-that students who are more sexist are more inclined to be accepting of
violence and that students who are more sexist have a greater tendancy to view the opposite

sex as an adversary.

The results of the study also supported previous research by Martha Burt (Burt,1980)
which suggested that attitudes such as sex role stereotyping, adversarial sexual beliefs and

acceptance of violence were attitudinal antecedents to female abuse.
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Introduction

Abuse of Women-A Social Problem

Educators in Nova Scotia (and elsewhere) are concerned with the high incidence of female
abuse that exists among adult and student populations. According to Statistics Canada
(Chronicle-Herald,13 Oct. 1990) in 1989 more than 100 women across the country, an
average of almost two each week, were killed by men they were still living with or had left.
The homicide figures are just the tip of the iceberg. Undermneath is a structure that is formed

of equally startling statistics.

One in 10 Canadian women are abused in their homes and this is considered a conservative
estimate (Labatt, 1991). The figure is probably closer to 1 in 4 (Labatt, 1991). The
tabulated figures in Nova Scotia for abuse of Women were four times the national average,
and the South Shore region of Nova Scotia had some of the highest figures in the province
(Labatt, 1991). Bringing these statistics closer to home, a study was conducted for the
Nova Scotia Advisory Council on the Status of Women in November, 1990 called Young
Women In Nova Scotia (Day,1990), in which 1600 women students of high school age
were interviewed. The study reported that 11 percent of young women had been sexually
abused by their boyfriends, 18 percent had been physically assaulted, and 32 percent said
they had suffered emotional abuse; of those women from the sample who had reported
having engaged in sexual intercourse, 19 percent said they had been forced into it by their

boyfriends, (Day, 1990).

Most recently on 15 August 1991, the CBC Radio news program, "Mainstreet” reported

that the trend for high rates of abuse of women is continuing for 1991, From January to



June 1991 (Paquette,1991). forty women across Canada have been murdered by partners

or spouses, including five from Nova Scotia.

It is my opinion that there is the tendancy to hide the causes for abuse of women behind
convenient and ready-made social problems such as unemployment, poverty, drug and
alcohol abuse, or illiteracy. The act of rationalizing this social problem is to divorce
ourselves from the responsibility of doing something about it. Abuse of women is not a
result of increasing unemployment or difficult economic times, nor are abusers restricted to
lower socio-economic groups. Adverse social conditions increases the likelihood that abuse
may occur but it is suggested by the author that social conditions are not the root of the

cause for abuse.

I believe that attitudes are what cause men to become abusers; precoiceived notions that
women are somehow inferior, or deceitful, or “only good for certain things", or that it is
Ok for a man to hit his wife or a boyfriend to push his girl against the locker because, after
all, he has had a bad day. I am sure that most reasonable people feel that there is no
justification for any person to strike a blow against another other than self deience. Why
then do husbands, lovers and boyfriends continue to hit, insult, humiliate, manipulate, and
even kill those wormen they are supposed to love?-And while we as individuals have very
little direct control over social or economic problems, we do have some control over our

attitudes.

Martha Burt a researcher for The Urban Institute, Washington, D.C., conducted a study in
1980 which became a sounding board for researchers of female abuse and family violence.
Her study entitiled, "Cultural Myths and Supports for Rape", investigated the factors that
can predict an acceptance of the "rape myth". The mind set Burt calls "rape myth" is very

dangerous and according to her investigation is becoming more wide spread in the belief



systems of lay people and professionals who interact with rape victims and assailants
(Burt, 1980.,p.217). Examples of rape myths are; "only bad girls get raped”, "any healthy

"W M " n

woman can resist a rapist if she really wants to", "women ask for it", "women ‘cry rape’
only when they've been jilted or have something to cover up”, "rapists are sex
-starved.insane, or both"(Burt,1980,p. 217). She aiso goes on to report that rape myth
acceptance effects verdicts in mock-jury rape trials (Burt,1980,p.217). Acceptance of the
rape myth can be explained as being the belief held by an individual that somehow the

victim of sexual violence, such as rape, is responsible in some measure for the assault.

This is a classic case of "blaming the victim”.

Burt identified several attitudes and factors that predicted the acceptance of "rape myth".
The attitudes are sex role stereotyping, adversarial sexual beliefs, sexual conservatism, and
acceptance of interpersonal violence (Burt,1980), Other factors which predict rape myth are
personality characteristics, background characteristics, and personal exposure to rape, rape

victims, and rapists (Burt, 1980).

Buit developed a model which included all the variables that potentially affected rape myth
acceptance (see Figure 1). All the variables appearing to the left of a given variable were
assumed to affect that variable causally. She then used multiple regression techniques and
non significant paths between variables were eliminated. The data for Burt's analysis was
collected from a random sample of 598 Minnesota adults, aged 18 years and over, during
February- April, 1977. The interviewers who conducted the survey were women trained in

interview techniques and who worked for the US Census Bureau,in Minnesota.

The Rape Myth Acceptance Variable was measured by a 19 item attitude scale developed by
Burt.The Personality Variables consisted of three variables. Own Sex Role Satisfaction

(OSRS) was measured by a ten-iten scale developed by Burt, Self Esteem (ESTEEM) was



Figure 1.1
Theoretical Model of Antecedents of Rape Myth Acceptance

(Burt, 1980)
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measured by using Rosenberg's (1965) Self Esteem Scale, and Romantic Self Image (RSI)
was measured by using ten items from a scale developed by (Estep, Burt &Milligan,
1977). Burt chose these three personality variables with the logic that victim rejection
occurs because people engage in defensive attribution. S» one would expect that the more
confident and satisfied the respondents felt about themselves the less rape myth aceptance.
Of the personality variables Burt found that none of them produced a direct effect on rape

myth acceptance and so were removed from the regression equation.

The Experiental Correlates used by the author were a selection of personal experiences of
knowing victims or assailants, of having been a victim and having witnessed intrafamilial
violence,and exposure to popular media treatments of sexual assault. To measure Number
of Sexual Assault Victims Known (VICKNOWN) two questions were asked by the
interviewers; "Have you ever known someone who was forced to engage in sex against
their will?", and "How many sexual assault victims have you known?" The actual number

of victims known was used as the measure if sexual assault victims known.

Three questions explored the respondents Personal Experience With Sexual Assault
(VICSELF); "Have you ever had any one force sex on you against your will?", "Have you
ever had anyone attempt to force sex on you, but was unsuccessful?”, and "Have you ever
had sex with someone only because you were afraid physical force would be used against
you if you didn't go along?" If a respondent answered "yes" to the second question,
(VICATTEM) was coded 1; otherwise it was coded 0. If a respondent answered yes to
either the first or third question, (VICSELF) was coded 1; otherwise it was coded 0.

The Experience With Intrafamilial Violence (VIOLEXP) was measure using a 5-point scale
(always, frequently, sometimes, rarely, never) in response to the following questions;

"How often did your parents hit you when you were growing up?”, "In your family, when



you were growing up, how often did your parents kit each other violently?", "In your

marriage, how often does/did the husband hit the wife?".

Exposure to Media Treatments of sexual assault (MEDIA) was measured by asking the
respondents about their exposure to television, motion pictures, dramatic, and newspaper
treatments of rape or sexual assault. Responses were coded as 1,2,3,4, and 5 or more
exposures. The experiential variables proved to be the least consistent and have the least

important effect on subsequent variables.

Burt examined the attitudes towards women, or Sex Role Stereotyping (SRS) and three
other attitudinal variables; Sexual Conservatism (CONSERV),which refers to the
restrictions on the appropriateness of sexual partners, sexual acts, conditions or
circumstances under which sex should occur ; Acceptance of Interpersonal Violence
(IPVIOL),which refers to the acceptance of the use of force and coercion to gain
compliance,especially in sexual relationships; and Adversarial Sexual Beliefs (ADVERS),

the expectation that sexual relationships are fundamentally exploitive (Burt,1980,p.218)

Each of the four attitude variables were measured by scales developed by Burt and were
scored on 7-point likert scales (see Method section).When the results were analysed it was
discovered that only Sexual Conservatism failed to affect rape myth acceptance
significantly. The three other variables were all strong predictors of rape acceptance myth

’

with acceptance of interpersonal violence being the strongest predictor .

The Background Variables used were sex , age, education and occcupational
status.Occupational Status was measured using Duncan's (1961) Socioeconomic Status
Index. Burt found that the older the respondent the stror.ger they adhered to conservative

attitudes towards sex role stereotyping, adversarial sexual beliefs and sexual conservatism.



Occupational status and education had the opposite effect; the more educated and the higher
the occupational status, the more liberal the attitudes on sex role stereotyping, adversarial
sexual befiefs, and sexual conservatism, When the samples were split according to gender

the results were similar.

Rurt's study made two important discoveries, First, significant numbers in her sample
believed many rape myths. Second, that their acceptance of violence against women (in this
case specifically sexual violence) is strongly connected to deeply held and pervasive
attitudes such as sex role stereotyping, distrust of the opposite sex (adversarial sexual

beliefs), and acceptance of interpersonal violence.

Thus, Burt's research showed that the inclination to abuse women and the acceptance of
abuse of women may be predicted from attitudes such as sex role stereotyping, adversarial
sexual beliefs and acceptance of violence. In other words men who have stereotypical
views of women, women's roles and behaviours tend to regard women in a less than
equitable manner. Closely linked with this is the underlying belief that women are
untrustworthy or manipulative, and the tendancy for these men to have a greater acceptance

of violence as appropriate behaviour or in some cases, as a substitute for communication.

This research will parallel Burt's work and will attempt to examine the attitudinal
correlates,and the experiential and cultural forces which might form the antecedants to

fermale abuse and the acceptance of such abuse.



Figure 1.2
Resultant Model of Antecedents of Rape Myth Acceptance
(Burt, 1980)
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Attitudinal Correlates

The net effect of those attitudes which support female abuse is to isolate or distance the
victim, (Burt, 1980) so that the abuser thinks it is acceptable to commit an abuse. On a
cultural level the same attitudes lend themselves to deny or reduce perceived injury or to

blame the victims for their own victimization.

The presence of fixed or traditional attitudes regarding how men and women are to behave
(sex role stereotyping) plays a very significant although often overlooked part in the
process which distances the victim and makes abuse possible or acceptable,(Burt, 1930).
The development of a woman's personality and self esteem is also influenced by sex role
stereotyping. It was found that masculinity was the best predictor of self-esteem (Long,
Vonda, Olsen, 1986) and that adolescent females classified as androgynous or masculine in
gender-role-orientation had higher self esteem than adolescents classified as feminine
(Mullis, McKinley, 1987). Similarly, women who were classified as feminine had the

greatest fear of success,(Sager, 1983) and so tended to remain in submissive roles.

Other studies reported that sex role stereotypical attitudes among teachers, counsellors and
administrators influences womens' career choices and aspirations (Hawley, 1982; Betz
and Hackett, 1981). At least one study suggested counsellors in general did not understand
the importance of sex-fair practices in influencing futures of their student-clients,
(Griffin,1983).The research also suggests that women tended to choose their careers
according to a male perception of what women's roles ought to be, (Griggs, et al.,1983;
Knight and Sedlacek, 1983).

When you consider the research and the fact that most teachers, counsellors and



administrators at the high school level are men (and some, including women, are overtly
sexist) it is not surprising, that women students choose their vocations accordingly. This
study will use Burt's Sex Role Stereoype Scale and will use her sample as the norm group
when measuring sex role stereotyping,(for Burt's study, SRS; M=37.6,SD=10.5).

Adversarial sexual beliefs refers to the belief that a member of the other gender is not to be
trusted and is to be considered an adversary. Martha Burt suggested (Burt,1980) that
people with such attitudes tend to regard "...sexual relationships as fundamentally
exploitive, that each party to them is manipulative, sly, cheating, opaque to the other's
understanding and not to be trusted." People who hold such a view of male and female
sexuality might view abuse as a likely outcome from such an exploitive relationship
(Samios et al., 1985) and would not necessarily view an abusive situation as one which
solicits sympathy or support for the victim. Adversarial gender beliefs therefore,would also
be expected to vary significantly with the other attitudinal correlates, and for this purpose
can also be compared to Burt's sample as a norm group (for Burt's study, ASB; M= 29.0,

SD= 8.5).

The idea that the world is just is a relative point of view. Generally, those persons in
positions of power, control or influence may tend to view the world as a more just and fair
place to live,compared to the perception of those individuals who have very little power,
control or influence. It might be argued that people in positions of power believe the world
is just and fair in order to justify their priveledge and to maintain the status quo. Research
has shown that in populations men overall tended to believe in a just world whereas women
tended to view the world as being less fair (Chen and Lin,1988) . These findings were the

result of Chen and Lin's work which was a continuation of Burt's 1980 research,

Two researchers (Chen, Lin, 1988) surveyed 266 college students from four Indiana

colleges in order to investigate gender differences in attitudes towards rape victims, They



used Burt's Sex Role Stereotype Scale (SRS) to measure attitudes towards sex roles. They
developed the Attitudes Towards Rape Victims Scale (ATRVS), a series of questions that
measured the respondent's acceptance of rape victims,that is the measure to what extent the
respondent thought the victim was an innocent victim and not an architect of their own
misfortune. An Attrition Scale was also developed by the authors which measured certain
preconceived notions about the cause for rape and who should carry the blame for a sexual
assault such as rape.The fourth scale that was used was the Just World Scale (JWS), a
scale consisting of twenty-three questions that measures the extent to which a respondent

views the world as being fair and just (see Methods section).

The researchers found that there were significant gender differenées on the SRS with males
more accepting of sex role stereotyping than females (for males, M=32.547; for females,
M=37.324).Significant gender differences appeared on the ATRVS and the JWS, It was
discovered that females were more accepting of rape victims and that males generally

believed that the world was more fair and just than females.

The importance of this finding is that it points out the apparent contradiction that exists in
the belief of a "Just World". A truly "Just World" has no victims, therefore if someone is
injured then it is by the person's own carelessness. Therefore, it is no surprise (as in Chen
and Lin's study) that males in general believe the world is more fair and just and at the
same time they are less accepting of the notion that rape victims are in fact victims. On one
level those men who were surveyed believed that rape victims are in some part the author of
their unfortunate victimization, and yet on another level this seems incompatable with the

belief_‘ in a "Just World".

The rescarchers analysed the resuls of the Attrition Scale and found that 49.6% of the

students responding on the Attrition Scale believe that rape victims were "too trusting in



people” as a major cause of rape, while 25% believed that the rape victim's behaviour was

another major cause.

The contradiction between fairness and "blaming the victim" is the phenomenon which
Burt calls the "Just World Hypothesis" (Burt,1980). She points out that it becomes
harmful when the believer uses it to detach themselves from any responsibility from a
specific circumstance such as a rape or an abuse scenerio. Burt suggests the Just World
Hypothesis is a type of logic "... in which observers justify misfortune by attributing

responsibility or fault to the victim", (Burt, 1980, p.218-9 ).

A stronger belief in a Just World would be expected from those who would also tend to
have more conservative views according to the other attitudinal correlates. The sample from
the Chen, Lin study (1988) will serve as a norm group to compare the results for both the
SRS and JWS for this study, (for Chen,Lin,: SRS for males M=43.911, for females
M=46.363; JWS for males M=89.93 and for females M=92.92).

Cultural Forces

It seems to me that men since the neolithic have demonstrated a greater willingness to
exhibit aggressive behaviour, While hunting cults needed this kind of behaviour as a
mechanism for survival, it is unnecessary and inapproriate in today's world. Biologists
might argue aggressive behaviour by men is in part a result of an abundance of
testosterone. The social scientist might add that in part it is the result of role modelling and
socialization. For instance some researchers (eg.Covey,1983) believe that a person's

social skills or a lack of social skills tends to influence the person's behaviour and the

10



behaviour of others. Socially skilled men used less verbal aggression and physical violence
while men who lacked social skills communicated more physically, and verbally more

agressively (Covey, 1983).

In my view young people today seem to be more frequently exposed to adult role models
who reinforce the doctrine that "might is right" and that conflict is best resolved through
force. At the same time our youngsters' portfolios of attitudes are actively being shaped.
Young people watch those around them who have lost the ability to articulate opinions
through healthy debate resort to intimidation or angry retorts in conversations when they
don't get their way. On an international level young people see nations willingly use force
of arms to settle problems that could be settled with compromise and communication. The
message to our youth from a cultural level is quite clear; aggressiveness and violence is
acceptable. Martha Burt articulated this view as well ; “...a cultural matrix that encourages
rigid sex roles and imports male dominance, generates rape (abuse)-supportive attitudes
and beliefs that act out as psychological releasers or neutralizers allowing potential rapists

(abusers) to turn off social prohibitions against injuring or using others",(Burt,1980).

Acceptance of violence is the belief that it is acceptable to use force or intimidation to get
ahead and, that it is an appropriate form of behaviour in a relationship or in a social milieu.
Some researchers distinguish between violence and aggression; "While violence is an act
which causes damage to a person or property", aggression which is the prelude to violence,
"includes overt and covert acts, or assertive, attacking, and intrusive behaviour”
(Bardis,1973). Since abuse includes those aggressive behaviors (whether physical or
verbal) which cause someone some harm then aggressive behaviour is considered violence
by these researchers. Others distinguish between physical and sexual violence as in the case
of rape (Burt, 1980), however most researchers agree that all violent acts have in common

the desire to be in control or to have power over others.

11



The tendancy to behave violently or the propensity to be accepting of violence as a suitable
means of conflict resolution is in part a function of learned behaviour and partly a function
of a cultural attitude which supports or is accepting of violence. It has been suggested that
underreporting of rape or sexual assault may be due to the acceptance of violence in a given
social setting and fear of retaliation,(Lynch,1985). There is strong evidence to suggest that
men who are abusers have probably watched their fathers abuse their mothers and t0 a

certain extent have been taught this behaviour (Stahly,1985).

New research suggests that there is a link between social skills and physical violence or
aggression,(Covey, 1985). In Covey's research there seemed to be a high correlation
between social skills and the use of verbal reasoning and conflict resolution. The persons
level of social skills was negatively correlated with the tendancy to use verbal or physical
aggression. The research also suggested that persons who were exposed to displays of bad
social skills tended to learn this behaviour and also accepted it as appropriate behaviour.
However some researchers (Stahly,1985) argue that the tendancy to behave viulently does
not exclusively come from individual contact with a violent person such as an abusive
father but is something that is picked up from intangeable social messages. Stahly points
out that,"...battering men tend to come from physically violent families,but violence against
women may be indicative of an underlying set of misogynistic attitudes, rather than an
example of learned behaviour or low impulse control” (Stahly, 1985). Researchers like
Stahly suggest that the acceptance of violence (as an acceptable means of behaviour) is a
function of attitude and less a physiological problem or an inability to control impulses.
Such attitudes are derived from culture and experience (which will be articulated in the next
section) and like the other attitudinal correlates mentioned before, the tendency to accept

violence can be measured.

One measure of a person's acceptance of violence (which is often mentioned in the

12



literature ) is the Conflict Tactics Scale (CTS).This scale was developed by Murray A.
Strauss (1979) with a view to measuring the variety of techniques members of a family can
employ in resolving a conflict and also to measure to what extent they used such tactics.
The acceptability of violence would be determined by their choice of conflict resolution

tactics and their frequency of use.

The Conflict Tactic Scale measures three modes of dealing with conflict:

1. The use of rational discussion, argument, and reasoning-an intellectual approach
to the dispute, called the "Reasoning Scale",

2. The use of verbal and nonverbal act which symbolically hurt the other, or the use
of threats to hurt the other,which, for the purposes of the instrument is called the "Verbal
Aggression Scale".

3. The use of physical force against another person as a means of resolving the

conflict, called "Violence Scale".

Variations of the CTS have been developed by Strauss for specific kinds of violence such
as, Child Abuse, Wife-beating, Husband-beating. The disadvantage with the CTS is that it
requires interviews with open-ended response methods, an almost impossible task when
trying to measure a large sample of teenagers. Another difficulty with the CTS is that it
requires candid disclosure of very intimate and sensitive details of a persons private life.
Such an interview would be unacceptable to most school districts and to most high school
students, Therefore another measure of the acceptance of violence had to be substituted for

the purposes of this study.

An appropriate instrument was developed by Panos D. Bardis (1972) which consisted of
twenty five short questions that can be answered on a 7-point likert scale. The scale called

simply the "Violence Scale" (VS) measures to what extent a person finds the use of

13



violence acceptable (violence here refers to words, and actions aimed at property damage
and personal injury). Bardis developed and tested this instrument specifically for students
in grade ten or above and the questions are not so sensitive in nature as to cause discomfort

or a reluctance for disclosure by the respondent.

The test sample that Bardis (1972) used to develop the scale (25 male high school students
and 20 female high school students from Toledo Ohio) can serve as a norm group with
which to compare the results of this study,(for Bardis VS; for males M= 54.3, for females
M= 34.45), It is important to note that Bardis' scale was developed and tested shortly after
the "Kent State" shootings. This was a period of American social history where anti-war
feelings were at an unprecedented height. Therefore I expect that my sample will produce
scores that are considerably higher for the acceptance of violence than those of Bardis’
sample. The purpose of comparing these two groups of teenagers (of roughly the same age
and culture) by using this scale is to provide a contrast between two totally different social
climates- one from a period of time when violence was less acceptable (if only as a reaction
to the Viet Nam War), and the other from a period of time where violence seems to be more
acceptable. Bardis' scale is a valuable measure of the acceptance of violence even though

the two groups which will be compared are from totally different social contexts.

Experiential Forces

As mentioned earlier the acceptance of abuse is an attitude which is derived from cultural

forces and through exposure to violence (Covey, 1985). It is a fact that a large number of

male abusers have themselves experienced abuse or at least observed it happening as

youngsters at home (Stahly,1985). The media is also a major provider of experiences with
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Hypothesized Environmental Influences

Figure 2 On Antagonistic Behaviour against women
(Mailamuth,Neil and Briere,1986)
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violence (Malamouth,Neil, Briere,1986).

In the opinion of this author,video movies and television programs such as "Terminator”,
"Total Recall”, "Blood Sport”, "W.W.E.", etc. have done their part in glamourizing violent
behaviour and also providing examples for the young. The result of gratuitous violence in
the media is to harden the individuals response to the violence and to reduce empathy for
the victim. This opinion is shared by some researchers. In one study (Linz, Donnerstein,
Penrod,1984) male college students after viewing five, "R-rated” films depicting violence
against women came to have "fewer negative emotional reactions” to the movies. The
subjects perceived them as “significantly less violent”, and to consider them (the films)

"less degrading" to women.

Current research (Malamuth, Neil, Briere,1986) reported that sexual violence in the media
had an indirect but important effect on violence against women. These researchers
conducted a representative review of all forms of media with a view of documenting the
frequency and variety of violent acts presented. A distinction was made between sexual
violence and non-sexual violence as the researchers conducted their survey.They found that
magazines (mainstream magazines that are readily obtained by all age groups as opposed to
underground pornographic magazines) had the least amount of sexual violence ,accounting
for only 5% of the total content. Sexual violence in movies accounted for 15% of the

content and in adult books it accounted for 30% of the content.

Malamouth (et al) concluded that there were interesting significant differences between
sexual and non-sexual violence in the media. In sexual violent acts, in the vast majority of
the cases, women are illustrated as the victims and men the perpetrators. Whereas in non
-sexual violence the recipients are most likely to be male. Similarly, the victims of sexual

violence tend to give initial resistance to the act but then it is suggested that the victim
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secretly desires and eventually derives pleasure from the assault. There are usually non
-negative consequences for the victim or the perpetrator after the assault. In contrast, the
victims of non-sexual violence are depicted abhorring their experience and intent on

avoiding victimization in the future.

Malamuth, Neil and Briere incorporated the findings of their research and the work by
Martha Burt into the development of a model hypothesizing indirect effects of media sexual
violence on violence against women (see Figure 2). Like in Burt's model this one suggests
that violence against women is the final result of a complicated interaction between cultural
forces, experiential forces and individual forces such as attitudes. They also suggest that
these three forces are the antecedents to violent behaviour and when they interact with
immediate situational variables they result in a variety of antisocial behaviour against

women as articulated in Figure 2,

Research Questions

A demographic section will be included in the survey which will use the following
background variables; sex, age, school, parents' education and student's
educational/vocational aspirations. The research will determine if there are any significant

relationships between demographic variables?

Then this research will study several of those originating variables - the antecedents to the
abuse of women. Three Independent-Psychological variables will be examined; belief in a
just world (JWS), adversarial sexual beliefs (ASB) and, acceptance of violence (VS) with a

view to determining if any significant relationships exist between the Psychological
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variables themselves, and then between the Demographic variables and the Psychological
variables.The sample will be split according to gender where it is expected that significant
gender differences will appear on the ASB, JWS and VS scores. The research will attempt

to answer one specific research question which pretains to the psychological variables:

1. Do students who have a greater belief in a "Just World" also have more conservative

attitudes towards the acceptance of violence, and adversarial sexual beliefs?

This research will then examine the last of the antecedents to abuse of women; sex role
stereotyping. This variable will be the dependent variable and it will be compared to the
demographic and the psychological variables. It is expected that significant gender
differences will occur when the sample is split according to gender. The research will
attempt to answer three additional research questions when the dependent variable is

examined:

2. Are students of Lunenburg County high schools sexist? ie. Do they score higher on a
Sex Role Stereotype Scale (SRS) than Indiana College Students or adults in Minnesota? -

two norm groups using Burt's SRS (Burt, 1980)

3. Would students who are sexist be more inclined to accept interpersonal violence? ie. Is
there a significant and sizeable positive correlation between students’ scores on the SRS

and their scores on the Acceptance of Violence Scale (VS)?

4, Are students who are more sexist more inclined to view the opposite sex as an
adversary? ie. Is there a significant and sizeable positive correlation between students’
scores on the Sex Role Stereotype Scale (SRS) and the scores on the Adversarial Sexual

Beliefs Scale (ASB) ?
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Figure 3
Theoretical Model of Antecedents of Sex Role Stereotyping
(Straubel, 1992)
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Method

A questionnaire was developed which measured responses to six demographic questions
and four scales; SRS,VS,ASB, and JWS. The questions from the four scales were
randomized to conceal their intent to the respondents (sce Appendix A for an example of the

instrument).

The questionnaire was distributed to all six high schools in the Lunenburg County school
district during March-April 1991.The questionnaires were administered by guidance
counsellors to a random sampling of grades 10,11 and 12 students in all six high
schools.The total questionnaires sent out were 948, and 862 useable questionnaires were

returned for a return rate of 90%.

The responses were reversed where necessary before being entered into a Statview 512

computer program for statistical analysis.

The Independent-Demographic Variables

Research indicated (Burt, 1980) that the strongest relationships with the dependent
variables were these demographic variables; age, education, occupation and gender. Since
the subjects for this research were of high school age the demographics had to be chosen
appropriately, and the following were used; gender, age, school, father's or male
guardian's education, mother's or female guardian's education, student's future

aspirations.

18



Gender

The respondent's self reported their gender. This variable was used as a basis for splitting

the sample to see whether there was a difference between scores of groups of males and

females.(Nmales=439, Nfemales=423)

Age

For this variable the subject had to chose among these five categories; 15 or younger,

16,17,18,19 or older.

School

Respondents had to indicate which school they attended; New Germany Rural High School
(NGRHS), Bridgewater High School (BHS), Lunenburg High School (LHS), New Ross
Consolidated High School (NRHS), Park View Education Center (PVEC), Chester
Municipal High School (CMHS).

Father's or Male Guardian's Education

Students chose one of six statements; did not complete junior high school, completed junior
high school only, completed some high school but did not finish, completed high school
only, continued his education beyond high school but did not go to university, and ,

completed a university degree.
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Mother's or Female Guardian's Education

Students responded to the same six statements as the Father's Male Guardian's Education.

Student's Aspiration

Students were asked to respond to their educational aspirations by selecting one of four
statements; quit high school and get a job, finish high school and get a job, finish high
school and go to vocationalltechnicallbusiness school, finish high school and go to

university.

The Independent-Psychological Variables

Adversarial Sexual Beliefs

In order to measure the extent to which a subject felt the opposite sex was untrustworthy or
exploitive Burt's Adverarial Sexual Beliefs Scale (ASB) was used. This scale was
developed by Burt and consisted of nine questions which measured responses to notions
that the opposite sex was adversarial. The respondents scored the questions on a 7-point
Likert scale ranging from "Disagree Completely” to "Agree Completely”. All items use the
following scoring scale: 7="Disagree Completely", 6= "Disagree Strongly", 5="Disagree",
4="Undecided", 3="Agree", 2= "Agree Strongly", 1= "Agree Completely”. The scales

were created by summing the item responses. Theoretical range of scores: 9, most
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adversarial view of the other sex,to 63, least adversarial view of the other sex,Thus the

lower the score the more the subject views the opposite sex as an adversary.

Adversarial Sexual Beliefs (Cronback's alpha for the norm group= .802)

1. A woman will only respect a man who will lay down the law to her,

2. Many women ar¢ so demanding sexually that a man can't satisfy them,

3. A man's got to show the woman who's boss right from the start or he'll end up henpecked.
4, Women are usually sweet until they've caught a man, but then they let thgir true self show,
5. A lot of men talk big, but when it comes down to it, they can't perform well sexually.

6. In a dating relationship a woman is largely out to take advantage of a man.

7. Men are out for only one thing.

8. Most women are sly and manipulating when they are out to attract a man.

9. A lot of women seem to get pleasure in putting men down,

The Cronback's alpha for this sample was=.69

Acceptance of Violence

The instrument that was used to measure the respondents attitudes towards violence was
the Violence Scale by Panos D. Bardis. The scale consisted of 25 questions which
measured respondents acceptance of varying degrees of violence as a means of conflict
resolution, Violence in this scale means words and especially actions aimed at property

damage and personal injury, The respondents scored the questions item by item according

21



to a 7-point Likert scale ranging from "Completely Disagree” to "Agree Completely . All
items use the following scoring scale: 1="Disagree Completely"”, 2="Disagree Strongly",
3="Disagree", 4= "Undecided", 5="Agree", 6="Agree Strongly", 7="Agree Completely".

Theoretical range of scores: 25, lowest approval of violence,to 173, highest approval,

Violence Scale (reliability coefficient=.94)

1, Every nation should have a war industry

2. The death penalty should be part of every penal code.

3. University police should use violence against violent student demonstrators.

4, War in self defence is perfectly right.

5. Parents should encourage their children to use violence in self- defense.

6. The majority should use violence against violent minority groups.

7. War is often necessaty

8. Private citizens should be allowed to carry guns.

9. The government should sent armed soldiers to control violent university riots.

10, The manufacture of weapons is often necessary,

11. When a school child misbehaves habitually, the teacher should use physical punishment.
12, Prison guards should be allowed to use violence against prisoners when necessary.
13, War can be just.

14. Violent crimes should be punished violently,

15. Hitting a child when he does something bad on purpose teaches him a good lesson.
16. Killing of civilians should be accepted as an unavoidable part of war.

17, The police force of a university should carry guns.

18. A violent revolution can be perfectly right,

19, A child's habitual disobedience should be punished physically.
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20. A soldier should never hesitate to use violence.

21, Capital punishment is oftennecessary.

22, The government should use violence to control violent riots.

23, Punishing a child physically when he deserves it will make him a responsible and mature adult.
24, Universities should use violence against students who destroy university property.

25. Violence against the enemy should be part of every nation's defense,

The Cronback's alpha for this sample was=.88

The Just World Hypothesis

The Just World Scale JWS) developed by Rubin and Peplau and used rather extensively
by researchers was used to measure respondents belief in a just vorld. The scale consists
of 23 questions which alternate between positive (just ) items and negative (unjust) items.
The original Rubin and Peplau JWS used a six point scale. For this research a modified
version of the JWS scale was used (Chin, Lin, 1988) which consisted of a seven-point
Likert scale ranging from "strongly agree" to "strongly disagree" with scores ranging from
1 to 7. Since the score sheet for this research used the same seven point scale for all four
tests ranging from "disgaree completely" to "agree completely” some items for the JWS had
to be reversed scored.High scores in the JWS imply the lower degree of belief in a "just
world", Theoretical range of scores: 23, greatest belief in a "just world" to 161, least belief

in a "just world". Items marked (*) are reversed scored.
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Just World Scale

The Cromback's alpha for this sample was=.61

1. I feel that many peaple in the world have a false reputation,

2.* In general Lthis is a fair world

3.* Luck always brings fortune.

4, Those who drive carefully and those who do not have the same chance of being hurt in a car accident.
5. Many criminals are judged innocent in court.

6.* If you study hard you will have good grades.

7.* If you take care of your health you arc very unlikely to have a heart attack.

8. Those candidates who insist on holding on to their principles in an election are usually the losers.
9. * Inniocent people are seldom put in jail,

10. In a race, many athletes are not caught when they violate regulation.

11.* A person will get what he or she deserves.

12.* Parents always find good excuses to punish their children.

13, Those who do good deeds are usually not known and do not receive just rewards.

14.* Although bad p-rsons might have held power in the history of mankind, good persons will eventually
regain control

15.* In all occupations those who work hard always get promoted.

16. Parents often neglect their childrens' wishes.

17. In our court systen it is difficult to find a fair judge.

18.* One should blame himself/herself for histher misfortuncs,

19.* Criminals always pay for their actions.

20. Innocent people are always the victims,

21.* The rich should be heavily taxed.

22, Most people do not have the motivation to cheat.

23, In adisordered world criminals should be severely punished.
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The Dependent Variable

Sex Role Stereotype Scale (SRS)

The attitude of the student towards sex role stereotyping was measured using Burt's Sex
Role Stereotyping Scale. The scale consisted of nine questions which measured responses
to commonly held notions of female sex role behaviours.The respondents scored the
questions on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from "disagree completely” to "agree
completely”. All items use the following scoring scale: 7=disagree completely; 6=disagree
strongly; S=disagree; 4=undecided; 3=agree; 2=agree strongly; 1=agree completely. Items
marked (*) are reverse scored. To create the scales, simply sum the item responses after
reversing where necessary. Theoretical range of scores: 9, most sexist, to 63,least

sexist.The lower the score, the more sexist is the subject.

Sex Role Stereotyping (Cronback's alpha for the norm group= .800,

1, A man should fight when the woman he's with is insulted by another man

2.*1t is acceptable for the woman to pay for the date.

3, A woman should be a virgin when she marties,

4, There is something wrong with a woman who desn't want to marry and raise a family.

5. A wife should never contradict her husband in public,

6. It is beuer for a woman to use her feminine charm to get what she wants rather than ask for it outright.
7. It is acceptable for a woman to have a carcer but, marriage and family should come first,

8. It looks worse for a woman to be drunk than a ma.. to be drunk.

9.*There is nothing wrong with a woman going to a bar alone,

The Cronback's alpha for ¢his sample was= .69
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Results

All the variables were compared with each other by correlation, regression and anova
analysis using a StatsView 512 computer program. In some cases samples were split
according to gender and then analysed again. Correlation matrices of all variables were
produced. Then the sample was split according to gender and new matrices were produced.
The correlation matrices are recorded in Tables 1, 2, & 3. All other statistical results are

tabulated in Annex B.
In order to prevent a "Type-One Error" significant results will be those for p < .001 given

the size of the sample. For a sample size N= 862 , p < .001 occurs ... R = .112,

(Significant results are indicated in bold print.)

The Independent-Demographic Variables

The Means (M) and Standard Deviations (SD) for the demographic variables are given

below. Descriptive statistics for gender, age and school are given in charts.

Gender
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Age

Age Male Female Total
A-15 54 50 104
A-16 122 131 253
A-17 126 110 236
A-18 95 104 199
A-19 or older 42 28 70
Total 439 423 862
School
School Count

New Germany Rural High School 80

Bridgewater High School 197

Lunenburg High School 70

New Ross Consolidated School 46

Purk View Education Center 284

Chester Municipal High School 185

for Mother's/Female Guardian's Education; M= 3.843, SD= 1.463.
for Father's/Male Guardian's Education; M= 3.52, SD= 1.739.

for Student's Aspirations; M= 3.421, SD=.736.

Interrelationships among the six Demographic Variables

for Gender and Age, R=.023, F= 438, p=.5084;
Gender and School, R= .01, F=.086, p= 7678,
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Table 1

Correlation Matrix-Whole Sample-All Variables
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Correlation Matrix-Male Sample-All Variables
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Gender and Mother's Education, R=.041, F= 1.438, p=.2307,
Gender and Father's Education, R=,053, F= 2.441, p= .1185;
Gender and Student's Aspirations, R= .078, F= 5.329, p= .0212 (See Tables 4)

for Age and School, R= .026, F= .569, p= .4509;

Age and Mother's Education, R= .202, F= 36.436, p= .0001

(the older the student, the less educated is their mother)

Age and Father's Education, R= .195, F= 34.003, p= .0001

(the older the student, the less educated is their father)

Age and Student's Aspirations, R= .267, F= 65.855, p=.0001 (sec Tables 5)

(the older the student, the lower their aspirations )

for School and Mother's Education, R=.063, F= 3.373, p= .0666;
School and Father's Education, R=.078, F= 5.219, p= .0226;
School and Student's Aspirations, R= .01, F= 087, p=.7684 (sec Tables 6)

for Mother's Education and Father's Education, R= .462, F= 233,952, p= .0001
(the more educated the mother, the more educated the father)

Mother's Education and Student's Aspirations, R=,273, F= 60.112, p= .0001

(see Tables 7)

(the more educated the mother, the higher the student's aspirations)
for Father's Education and the Student's Aspirations, R= .3, F= 84.984, p= .0001

(see Tables 8)

(the more educated the father, the higher the student's aspiration)
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Independent-Psychological Variables

The Means and Standard Deviations for the Psychological Variables are given below. The

Means and Standard Deviations of the scores split according to gender follow...

Just World Scale (JWS)
for IWS; M= 99.914, SD= 9.009,

JWS for Male Sample; M= 99.786, SD=9.67,
JWS for Female Sample; M=100.047, SD= 8.277.

Adversarial Sexual Beliefs (ASB)
for ASB; M= 43.245, SD= 8.021,

ASB for Male Sample; M= 39,938, SD= 7.47,
ASB for Female Sample; M= 46.676, SD= 7.085.

Violence Scale (VS)
for VS; M= 86.945, SD= 20.246,

VS for Male Sample; M= 94,588, SD= 19.748,
VS for Female Sample; M= 79.014, SD= 17.543.
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The Interrelationships between the Six Demographic and the Three

Independent-Psychological Variables

Just World Scale (JWS)

for JWS and Gender, R=.015, F=.181, p=.6705;

JWS and Age, R=.013, F=.143, p=.7058;

JWS and School, R=.094, F= 7.64, p= .0058;

JWS and Mother's Education, R=.017, F= .24, p= .6247,

JWS and Father's Education, R=,003, F= .006, p=.9403;

JWS and Student's Aspirations, R=.006, F= .003, p=.9998 (see Tables 9)

Adversarial Sexual Beliefs (ASB)

for ASB and Gender, R= .42, F= 184.355, p= .0001;

(Males have higher adversarial sexual beliefs than females)

ASB and Age, R=.101, F= 8.856, p=.003;

ASB and School, R= .046, F= 1.802, p=.1737,

ASR and Mother's Yiducation, R=.108, F= 10.159, p= .0015;

ASB and Father's Education, R=.105, F= 9.609, p=.002;

ASB and Student's Aspirations, R= ,189, F= 31,975, p= .0001 (s:c Tables 10)

(the higher the student aspiration , the lower the student's adversarial sexual beliefs, )
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Violence Scale (VS)

for VS and Gender, R= .385, F= 149.44, p= .0001;

(Males have higher acceptance of violence than females)

VS and Age, R=.045, F= 1.712, p= .1911;

VS and School, R= 035, F= 1.026, p= .3113;

VS and Mother’s Education, R=.034, F= 982, p=.3221;

VS and Father's Education, R=.066, F= 3.714, p= .0543;

VS and Student's Aspirations, R= ,157, F= 21,745, p= .0001 (see Tables 11)

(the higher the student aspiration, the lower the acceptance of violence)

The Interrelationships of the Independent-Psychological Variables with

Themselves

for ASB and JWS, R= .08, F= 5.493, p= .0193;

for ASB and VS, R= 472, F= 246.164, p= .0001;

(the higher the student's adversarial sexual beliefs, the higher the acceptance of violence)
for JWS and VS, R=.(37, F= 1.21, p= 2716 (se¢ Tables 12)
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The Dependent Variable-Sex Role Stereotyping (SRS)

The Means and Standard Deviations for the SRS are given below. Descriptive statistics for

the total sample and the sample split according to gender are included.

Sex Role Stereotyping (SRS)

for SRS; M= 45.372, SD=7.671,
SRS for Male Sample; M= 42.547, SD="7.206,
SRS for Female Sample; M= 48,305, SD= 7.016.,

The Interrelationships Between the Dependent Variable with the Six

Demographic Variables

for Sex Role Stereotyping (SRS) and Gender, R= ,37§, F= 141.152, p= .0001;
(Males are more sexist than females)

SRS and Age, R= 121, F= 12.856, p= .0004;

(the older the student, the more sexist they are)

SRS and School, R= 088, F= 6.776, p= .0094;

SRS and Mother's Education, R= .075, F= 4.897, p= .0272;

SRS and Father's Education, R= .136, F= 16.298, p= .0001;

(the more educated the father, the less sexist is the student)

SRS and Student's Aspirations, R= .281, F= 73.642, p= .0001 (sce Tables 13)

(the higher the student aspiration, the less sexist is the student)
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The Interrelationships Between the Dependent Variable with the Independent-

Psychological Variables

for SRS and JWS, R= 083, F= 6.016, p=.0144;

SRS and ASB, R= .562, F= 397.862, p= .0001;

(the higher the student's adversarial sexual beliefs, the more sexist is the student, )
SRS and VS, R= 469, F= 242,785, p= .0001 (sce Tables 14)

( the higher the student's acuspiance of violence, the more sexist is the student,)

Stepwise Multiple Regression on the Dependent Variable-SRS

A stepwise multiple regression analysis was performed on the dependent variable using all
other nine variables. No variables were forced in an effort to dtermine the best predictor .or

SRS. The results for the best six predictors are given below in chronological order.

1. SRS and ASB, R=.562, F= 397.862, R-squared = .316;

2. SRS andVS, R= 608, F= 252,003, R-squared = .37;

3. SRS and Student Aspirations, R= .629, F= 187.016, R-squared = .395;

4. SRS and JWS R= .641, F= 149,669, R-squared = .411;

5. SRS and Gender, R= ,649, F= 124.493, R-squared = .421;

6. SRS and School, R= .654, F= 106.741, R-squared = .428. (see Tables 15)
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Figure 4
Resultant Madel of Antecedents of Sex Role Stereotyping
(Straubel, 1992)

Background
Variables

* Gender
» Educational Aspirations

Sex Role
Stereotyping

g
Attitude Variables
*Adversarial Sexual
Beliefs
sAcceptance of
Interpersonal Violence

'“Hmul”l‘



Conclusions

Independent-Demographic Variables

Significant pasitive correlations occurred with Mother's Education and Father's Education
and (R= 462, F= 233,952, p= .0001). This is somewhat irrelevant to this study but
confirms the tendancy that parents of similar educational backgrounds form couples and

that a parent's cducation level effects a child's educational and vocational aspiration.

When correlation analysis was conducted there were significant positive correlation with
Father's/Mother's Education and Student's Aspirations for both female and male samples

. These results once again confirm that parents' education has an effect on a child's set of

attitudes and their educational aspirations.

Student Aspirations correlated most significantly with Father's Education ( R= .30, F=
84.984, p= .0001). Perhaps these results also suggest that for children especially girls the
influence a father has on her attitudinal and educational development is quite profound.
This may confirm other research (Griggs,et al.,1983; Knight and Sediacek, 1983) that
suggested that women chose their careers according to a male perception of what women's

roles ought to be.

The Independent-Psychological Variables

Students in Lunenburg County had slightly higher scores on the JWS than the norm group

[Recall: high scores on the JWS imply a lower degree of belief in a "just world"], indicating that the
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Lunenburg County students viewed the world as being less fair and just than college
students in Indianna (JWS Lunenburg County students: M=99.914; for Indianna college
students M=91.43). This finding seemed consistent and reasonable given the economic and

social disparity of South Shore Nova Scotia relative to other regions in North America,

The results for the JWS also confirmed the findings of (Chen, Lin, 1988) which showed
significant gender diffrences in JWS scores. Lunenburg County male-students believed that
the world was fairer than female-students (for males, M= 99.786; for females, M=

100.047).

The scores for the ASB for this sample showed that students of Lunenburg County tended
to view members of the opposite sex as adversaries to a slightly lesser extent than adults in
Minnesota, (ASB Lunenburg County Students: M=43.245, SD=8.021; for Minnesota
sample M= 29.0, SD= 8.5). [Recall: the lower the score the greater the vicw that the opposite sex is
an adversary.] The results also showed significant gender differences in scores. The scores
for the male population were consistently lower than the scores for the female sample
indicating that for this sample males had a greater tendency to view the opposite sex as an

adversary (for males, M= 39.938; for females M= 46.676).

In terms of the VS variable, further analysis revealed that students in Lunenburg County
had dramatically higher scores than high school students in Ohio (the norm group).[Recall:

the higher the score on the VS the more accepting of violence]. (VS for Lunenburg County students;
for males M=94.59, for females M=79.01, VS for Ohio students; for males M=54.30, for
females M=34.45). This result suggests that Lunenburg County students generally tended
to be more accepting of violence than the subjects of the norm group. This result in itself is

not significant because Bardis' research was coloured by events in 1972 such as the Kent
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State Massacre and the anti-Viet Nam war movement. One would expect that the results for

the norm group would be considerably lower than a modern day sample.

Since the 70's, young people have far greater exposure to violence on all levels of their
daily experience.The sample for this study for instance had just experienced the Persian
Gulf War first hand on prime time television. A war that received a great deal of support
from world leaders and general populations.Therefore, it would be reasonable to expect
that scores on the VS in general would be considerably higher for this sample than the test
sample in 1972, Nevertheless, this result raises two points of considerable importance; 1.
the consistency of the pattern that overall the male sample tends to be much more accepting
of violence than the female sample, and 2. that the culture of the 1990's is much more

accepting of violence than it may have been in the 1970's.

The Independent-Demographic with the Independent-Psychological Variables

Gender

The student's gender was used to split the sample in order to acquire more accurate results
for analysis. It was anticipated from the beginning that in terms of the three psychological
variables the scores from the scales measuring these variables would differ according to
gender. Overall women students had less adversarial attitudes towards the opposite sex
and were less accepting of violence than their male counterparts. However male students
thought the world was more fair and just than the women. More discussion of these results

will be forthcoming as each of the variables will be discussed individually,

In correlation and regression anaylsis "age” made a significant difference on both ASB and

VS scores, This indicated that significant differences in scores occurred because of the
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subjects gender, and this is to be expected.

Student's Age

The Age of the student in analysis made no significant difference with respect to the
psychological variables. Burt's findings (Burt, 1990), that the older the subject the more
conservative the scores on the attitude scales was confirmed by this study in so far as
students in Lunenburg County had slightly more liberal scores on the ASB than the norm
group-an older population. On the other two scales, JWS and VS Lunenburg County

students were considerably more conservative in their views.

School

It is difficult to make any broad conclusion from the results of the scores for this variable
when compared to the psychological variables. The size of the numbers of students who
were sampled effects the accuracy of the results and so to surmise that one school has a
population that is more accepting of violence than another (or some other such comparison)

would be an untruth and irrelevant to this study.

Overall the scores for all four tests were similar for each of the school's population with no
major inconsistencies. Most importantly the general pattern , that the scores for the female
samples tended to be different from the male as expressed above, remained consistent in

each of the six school populations that were sampled.

Mother's or Female QGuardian's Education/Father's or Male Guardian's

Education

Neither Mother's Education nor Father's Education made any significant difference with
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any of the psychological variables, This resuit is a strong indicator that for this sample the
level of the parent's education had little effect on the attitudes of the student. Perhaps this
result is an argument which helps dispell the commonly held belief that the abuse of women

occurs more readily in homes of the poorly educated and lower income groups.

Student's Aspirations

In the analysis of this variable one has to be reminded that it was the student's perceived
educational aspirations that were used to compare with the other variables. In Burt's study
the sample consisted of adults with real occupations and completed levels of education, If
one can equate desired educational level with aquired education then this sample confirmed

Burt's findings that the higher the educational level the more liberal the attitudes.

Significant correlations occurred with Student Aspirations and both the ASB and VS. The
scores for the ASB and VS became progressively more liberal as the aspired level of
education increased. When the sample was split according to gender this trend continued
with the most dramatic change in "M" (for both the male and female samples and for all
three variables) occurring when the student aspired to go to university. In other words the

higher the aspired for education , the more liberal were the students in their attitudes.

As before, no significant results occurred in the analysis of the JWS with no consistent

pattern apparent,

The Independent-Psychological Variables with Themselves

The results for the JWS indicated that this variable did not make any significant differences

on ASB or V8 scores- no significant correlations existed.
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Overall, for this sample the mean scores indicated that women tended to view the world as
less fair and just than the males. This finding is not surprising given the reality that the
world in general is still dominated and controlled by men and that some women tend to
view themselves in submissive roles and as victims. Statistically however no significant

differences existed according to gender,

When looking only at the means for the JWS for both male and female samples, the results
seem to confirm the findings of (Chen,Lin,1988) who found that men in general tended to
view the world as being more fair and just than women yet were less accepting of rape
victims. On face value, this research corroborates this tendency in the sense that while the
male subjects who had very conservative scores on the attitude scales tended to view the
world as being most fair and just. Yet on a purely statistical level (since no strong
correlations existed between the JWS and other variables) one can argue that the existence

of the "Just World Hypothesis" was not confirmed by this study.
Further analysis showed a significant correlation existed between ASB scores and the VS;

indicating that for this sample subjects who had strong adversarial sexual beliefs also had

high levels of acceptance of violence. This result was consistent and reasonable to expect.

The Dependent Variable-SRS
The research clearly showed that student's of Lunenburg County high Schools are

relatively sexist in their attitudes. The scores for the Lunenburg County sample were about

the same as those of Indianna college students; with scores that were more sexist for
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Lunenburg County male students and slightly less sexist for Lunenburg County female
students. The scores for this sample were less sexist that those for adults in Minnesota, and
this result was predicatble. [Note: recall that the lower the score on the SRS the more sexist the
subject] (SRS Lunenburg County students: M= 45,372; for males M= 42,547, for females
M= 48.304), (SRS for Indianna college students: M= 45.137; for males M=43.911; for
females M=46.363), (SRS for Minnesota adults: M=37.6). This result confirms the
already accepted reality that Lunenburg County and the South Shore of Nova Scotia is a

culture where sexist attitudes are prevalent.

When the sample was split according to gender, the male population consistently scored
lower on the SRS than the female sample. Thereby confirming the research
(Chen,Lin,1988)which suggested that in a given population men tend to be more sexist

than women.

The Dependent Variable with Independent-Demographic Variables

The most significant result occurred with "Gender" (R=.375, F= 141.152, p= .0001).
This indicates that scores on the SRS are in part determined by the student'’s sex. This
result is consistent with the research (Chen, Lin, 1988).and also with the scores for the VS

and ASB(see above).

The results showed that Age, School, Mother's/Father's Education made no significant
difference in SRS sccres. Perhaps one important observation would be that attitudes
towards sex role stereotyping are not determined by the level of education that the parents
may have. Once again dispelling the belief that sexism is more prevalent in lower income

and poorly-educated families.
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In terms of the Student's Aspiration variable, moderately significant correlations occurred
with the SRS, (R= .281, F= 73.642, p= .0001). The scores for the SRS became
progressively more liberal as the aspired level of education increased. This pattern
continued when the sample was split according to gender with the most dramatic change in
"M" (for both samples) occurring when the student aspired to go to university. This result
was also consistent with Burt's findings. In other words, the higher the educational goals

of the students, the less sexist were their attitudes.

The Dependent Variable with the Independent-Psychological Variables

In correlation analysis (and then confirmed by stepwise and simple regression analysis)
there were significant and positive correlations between the SRS and both the ASB and VS
for both the male and female samples, (for ASB, R= 562, F= 397.862, p=.0001; for VS,
R= 469, F= 242.785, p= .0001).Thus the two original hypotheses-that students who are
sexist, 1. are more inclined to be accepting of violence and, 2. tend to view the opposite

sex as an adversary, wete accepted by this study.

What exactly does the acceptance of these two hypotheses mean in terms of the issue of the
abuse of women? The acceptance of the first hypothesis indicates that for this sample a very
strong relationship exists between sexism and acceptance of violence. In other words, a
person who is highly sexist will probably be most accepting of violence. Similarly, the
rather strong correlation between sex role stereotyping and adversarial sexual beliefs
indicates that persons who are more sexist also view the opposite sex as an adversary - and
80, sexism seems to be strongly associated with a perception that the opposite sex is an
enemy. These two results taken together might suggest that a strong relationship exists

between the three attitudinal variables. Recall that Martha Burt's research established that
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attitudes such as sex role stereotyping, adversarial sexual beliefs and acceptance of violence
were the attitudinal antecedents to rape acceptance myth. Therefore, it might be possible to
extrapolate from her research and suggest that for the sample in Lunenburg County, sex
role stereotyping, adversarial sexual beliefs and acceptance of violence are antecendents to

female abuse in general.

42




Epilogue

The importance of this research is that it attempts to quantify the existence of sexist attitudes
in Lunenburg County. The development of certain attitudes in our youth such as, sex role
stereotyping, adversarial sexual beliefs, acceptance of violence, have negative
consequences for women. These attitudes can be measured and can be directly related to the

pattern of cultural and experiential antecedents which can lead to the abuse of women.

This research also alludes w thc caistence of forces within our culture (and specifically that
of Lunenburg County) which seem to be nurturing among males in particular a perception
that the world is fair and just and therefore should not be changed. This false perception of
reality called the "Just World Hypothesis” exists in Lunenburg County despite the startling

statistics of female abuse that emerge from this region.

What this research hopes to provoke among educators is a sense of urgency to lobby and
strive to develop educational strategies and programs which address this terrible social

problem and perhaps through education , eventually erradicate it.
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Scoring Sheet
Score every question. For questions 1-8 shade in the apace baside the letter wiich
best
corresponds to your situation.
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30. Most people do not have tho motivation to cheat.
31. A man’s got 1o show a woman wha's boss right rom the stat or hel end up henpecked.
32. A child's habitual disobedience should be punished physically.

33. Most are sly and iplating when they are out 1o attract 8 man.

34. Thosa who diive carefully and those who ckive recklessly have the same chance of being hintin a car accidenl
35. Univorsity police should use viclence against violont student demonstratons.

36. Many criminals are judged nnacent in & court.

37. There is nothing wrong with a womsaa going o & bar by herse¥.

38. A soidier in battle shouid never hesitate 16 use viclence.

39. A lot of men talk big but when it comes right down B it they cantperionn well sexually.

40. [t is accepiable for tho woman to pay for the date.

4%, War in solf deflonce is poriecty ight.

42. Farents wil aways find goud excuses W punich thoir children.

43. Prison guards shoukd be afowed I use viok aganst prisonors whan necessary.

44. A wornaey will only respact a man who Will lay down the kaw o her.

45. Innocent people ane always the vicims. -

46. If you take good care of your health You are very unfikely to have 2 haast amack.
47. War can be just.

48. Luck always brings lorune.

49. Capitat punishmant is ofien necessary.

50. In a dating relzdonship a woman is largely out to take advaniage of a man.

51. Parents should ge their chikdran 13 use viok in self delence.

52. One shouk blamo himseltherself for histher mislortunas.
53 The Government shoukd use viclence o coniol viclent fiots.
54. Women are usually sweet unti thay'va caught a man, but then they et their true self show.

55, Vialant crimes should be purished vialently.
56. itis beter for & 10 uso her fominine charm 1o got what she wants rather than ask for it outright.

57. The maijority shoukd use violence against violent minofity groups.

56. Alhough bad persons might have heid tha powar in the history of mankind, good persons wil eventually regain control.
50. A wile should never contradict her husband in pubic.

€0. in gonoral, thix is a fair world.

61. Hitting a clilld when he/she does g bax? on purpose toaches himhaer a good lesson.

62 Thera is something wrong with a woman who doasa't want © marty and raise a ramiy.

63 War is often necessary.

64 Funishing a child physically when he daserves it wik make him a responsible and mature adult
65. The rich should be heavily taxed.

66 Private ciizens chould be allowad to carry guns.

&7. In our court system, it is difficult to find a fair judpe.

68. A woman should be a viegin when she maries.

§9. Men are only out for ane thing.

70. Universities shauld use viok gainst stud who desiroy university property.
71. Kitling of civilians should be acceptod as an unavoidable part of war.

72. it is acceptabla 1or a woman % have a career, but masiaga and family shoukl come first.



STUDENT SURVEY

Pisese snswer a¥ ths questions =s accurately and homestly as possibie. Use the Scoring Sheet to record
your responees. Shate In the space beside the letter which spplies to your situstion.

1.fam, A)ymale  B)ferruia
2 My agais, A} 15 or yoursger
B) 16
o1
[, 2]
€) 19 or older
3. I atenc A) Naw Germany Fural High Schwool

4. My motheror A) diid not complete junior high schaol
female guardian: B) completed junior high schoot only
C) compieted some high school but did ot Anish
D) completed high school only o
E) cominued her education boyond high schoot but did nat go o university
F) compieted a universily degroe

£ My father or R) dad not compiete junior high school
male guardian B) compiatad junior high schooi only
C) comgletod some high schoot but did not Snish
D} compietad high school only )
E) continuad hit education beyond high school but did nat go 1o university
F) complated a university dogreo

5. twant o A) quithigh school and get a iob
B) finish high school and get  job
C) finish high school and go to vocationallechnicalbusmess school
D) finish high school and go 1 uné y

7. Innocent poopia are seldom putin jail_

8. Violence againct the eneny should be part of evory naion's defence.

9. Hoel that many pecpia in the world hava a false reputation

10. Those who do gaod deeds are usually not known and da not receive just rewards.
13. Parets ofien naglect their chilkdron's wishas

12. The Government should send armed sokdiers ta control vidlent university riots.
13. Thosa pokticians who hold on 1o their prnciplos are usually the losers.

14 The polica force of a university should cany guns.

15. In 3 disordored workl, CIVTHAQES Should be hoavily punishod.

18 i yau sisdy hard you will receive good grades.

17. A man Shoi gt when urs e is with is insultod by ancihior man

18. Evary nation shauld have & war industry.

18. 1 190k3 worse for a woman t be drunk than a man o ba dunk.

20. The manufacture of waapons is always necessary.

21. Alotof women seem: Io get pleasure in piSng men down.

22. Criminals alweys pay for their actions

23. The daath penaity stould be part of every lagal code.

24. Many women are so demanding sexually that a man just can satisly them
25. A violent revolation can be perfecty vight.

26. In arace, many athietes are not caught when they violate a reguiation

27. In al occupations those who work hard always get promoled.

28. A parson will 06t what hevsho deserves.

20. When a school child mishehaves habitually, the teacher stouki use physical punichment.
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Mouei 1| estimats nf Datween component variarces 2 332

One Factor ANOVA Xi:Gender Ys5: Student aspiration

firoup Count Mean- Std. Dev. Std. Error:
Male 439 1 364 749 037
Fervalg 423 348 ; 604 033

One Faclor ANOVA X: Gender Ys: Student aspiration

Mean Diff Fisher BLSD- SQeheffe F-test:  Dunnett t

Lompariaon:
t !
[Hale ve Famals - 115 ] 09R e

b —

S 129 2309

¢ Sinificant at 9%



Simple Lagrecs an, Gender yre all Variapiec

. e oW

Simgple Regression X : Gender

Yi: Age

of R S=3juarey Adi w-sguarsg i See
e | 023 ok R '
Ardresiz af Jartane e Tt
Sour:e oF UM 2AUares Tedf ludrs Soragt
EREILN T S 472
i RE ik B 1130 168 S Ta cpor Sudd
LTOTAL |86 S |
Mo Resigual Statistics computeq
Simple Regression X¢: Gender Yy: Age
Beta Coefficient Table
Pararneter. Value. Sta Err.. 5td value L-value. Probabiity
INTERCERT 2936
SLOPE -.052 076 - (23 667 5084
Confidence Intervais Tapie
Pararneter: 958 Lower 9S% Lpper 0% Lower 90,% Lpper
|
HMEAN (X,Y) 2.762 2939 =.794 2.223
SLOPE -20% 102 -1 77




simele Ragracgion, Gender y/rs. All ariaples

Simple Regreasion X: Gender

Y2: Schootl

4F . _— r=3Qudr g Sl Tuared 2l v
L36 ! 4 BRI - 36! e
Araiszizal cararce Taple
egrc s JF U Iauares SR gudre Fetes
EREIY te 6 57
SET Lok, s 2858 836 (3 e pr TETS
CTITAL _EE | 235 ! . i
No Residual Statistics Computed
Simple Regression X1: Gender Y¥2: School
Bela Coefficient Table
Farameter Value S5td. Ere.. Std. Value L=Valye: Probabiity.
INTERCEPT 339
SLOPE 033 118 01 295 7678
Confidence Intervals Table
Parameter 9S% Lower 9S% Lpper. 90% Lower. Q0% Upper.
FEAN (4.Y) 3.528 4.058 3844 4,59
SLOPE - 193 267 - 1A 23




i

Simple Regression X{: Gender

imgie Fajragaien. Gender yre Al yariaples

¥3: Mother's £d.

e 2 <=3 udreyd TR T N R
i 3! DN 7
andieae o arance T e
e - Iul dguares M LoLare S araat

FIomlil P N w38

il 35 e T3 Do b oIl

s e JELT RET . '

Mo Resual 3tatistics Lonmputéd
Simple Regression X1: Gender Y3: Mother's Ed.
Beta Coefficient Table
Farameter v alue Std. Err. 5td. value L-Valye, Probability
f - L
INTERUERT T g
VSRR L= 1z 1 ~ Q41 1.1%9 2307
Confidence Intervais Table
Cararneter 9S% Lower. 95% Ubper- 90% Lower 90OR Upper
P HE - g |

Eak L4y 2748 35941 3761 13.925

r- “m o ’ [ ”~ I

CISLRE =315 076 - 284 | 945




on, Garaer yre Al yariapies

E—

Simple Regression X1: Gender Y4: Father's Ed.

oF R

Tt aren AQ; w=sguared St pere
% 2 o el TiT
Araty 350 Carance Tace
Taur .r L duares Cedh Square s-tagt
mErREID ke T e T A oo
365 A, £, oS35 796 (o L= AT
— P s festos ot i i
Y Seseudn SLatistics cumputed
Simple llagression Xy: Gender Y4: Fatner’s Ed.
Beta Coefficient Table
Pararmeler value Std. Err. Std Value L-Value. Probabihity.
INTERCERT 3.795
SLOPE - 135 118 -.053 1.562 1185
Lonfidence Intervals Table
Parameter 95% Lower 95% Lpuer 90OR Lower. 90% Upper.
MEAN (x,Y) 3 4o 3.636 342 3617
LSl - 417 047 - 3d 1




sy

>moe p‘?'.]f?fi??!": IORARF TS AT vArtar as

Simple Regression X: Gender Ys5: Student aspiration

5 o RS e Ad . S-sandred Mg e
e 378 NKA N “oa
Angiostr sl oareanes Ties
DI of UM dqudres CeAn s Judre Fetesl
IEIRIILIN i - 1l
SEIT AL £ S T LE oL
TITA i A

Mo Residud: SLatiatic s Caeputed

Simple Regression X1: Gender Y5: Student aspiration

Beta Coefficient Table

Frarameter value 314 Err Std Value L-Valug Probabiily

| INTERCEPT 740

| 976 12309 | wale

' 0E 15 1 05

configence Intervals Table

Pararneler GS% Lower GS% Upper 90% Lower 90% iJpper
l"‘ T~ - = I | I
MEAN {x.v] P R372 i 547 336 15 dée
— =T ! = L

L SLLPE L G7 | 214 [N Crad




Table §



cne Factor Araya Age vr3 AL racIountad far varacies

One Factor ANOVA X1: Age

¥1: School

Aty 3is o1 CAaranc2 Tage

Jnyree oF I g ares Mean Spuare <-1aqe
Bgt waap 3iyps d i " Tl RSN
wilttogeapr o 18T JEdd A o= Trdl
MRS A L

Moagei i ectimats

 natwean

One Factor ANOVA Xi: Age

CAIMPONAAL S IANCA =

L AP

Y{: School

Group. Count: Mear: St Doy 5td. Errar
A=18 104 4 CR7 1679 165
1

IB-16 253 Z 964 L 769 111

=17 26 t2397g ‘:'-"38 113

|0-18 199 3739 11267 125
lg-15ar olger 170 4143 KRS | 194

One Factor ANOVA Xy: Age Y|: School

i.omparison. Fean Diff Sisher BLAL  3cneffe F-test  Tuanett

A-15 vs B-16 103 597 | oes | 50 !
A-15 vs (=17 593 A1 | 051 | d54

A-1S vs 0-18 39 413 619 1 8E3

A=1S v E~19 or older -07% €27 G2 ‘ 261

B-16vs (17 10! 3049 001 N6S j




reTIINIr Ancya, age re alluractiuntad for v/aratles
One Factor ANOVA X¢: Age  Yy: School
rroar i Mean ot Fieper SLIT Darafie Foramt Zunpett o
A 226 Tz -7 b
S S. L e vqae et I JE Tk
) ok i “3f S
- PR 1pn - P "!b-l ':" 'H.:
, U .
- EE IR O - dud wla PR £




Jne Facter Apcya, Age Yrs. Al unaccounted for variaples

One Factor ANOVA Xi: Age

Y2: Mother's £d.

Anaivsis of variance T abie

Sayrce oF fum Iguares Maan Sguars Farpar
T
R TS AR 3 7A
R i . .. 1= . .
"o S ot cC : « WG Dol
2l d PE4I ST '

Moge!l o astimate of getwesn compnnent vargnce = & 215

One Factor ANOVA Xjy: Age

Y2: Mother's Ed.

Aroug. “ount Mean: Std. Dev.. Std. Error:
a-1g D124 4288 1419 139
B-16 283 4.063 1.402 088
£-17 236 3882 1 441 094
D-18 199 3818 } 466 104

S 1o orolder |70 3 286 ! 486 178

One Factor ANOVA Xjy: Age  Y2: Mother's Ed.

'Cﬂwparison: Mean Diff - Fisher PLSD:  Scheffe F-test: Dunnett t-
A-15ve B-16 225 328 453 1 346
A=15 vs. C-17 437 332 ! 669 2.554
A-15v3 D=8 M 341+ 4313 4435
A-15 w3 E-19 or older 1.003 436* 5.068+ 4516
B-16 vs (=17 ravg 255 662 1627

* Significant at 95%




)
3
<

R

aCTor ArQva, Age /rs Al yracirunteq for Var'ag'ss

One Factor ANOVA Xj: Age Y2: Mother's Ed.

. SMRArISun Mean ff Sozpar ST JInatia seragt D orpany e

BB e 3-8 . T JETe “ e K
B ke Eetiap aiger 1 T Tive 4. 4 O0F
T letE 718 LaTie tt LT
T B P B R P e v QER ’ :«'3_[-0 REAC S 7:‘3‘3‘:
I - " . *
- s . fmam - i,

puU= Lows ey whler ! o3 ERES ; 337 Y

* Sigrincant at 358



One Factor anova, Age vrs Al upaczaunted for Variatles

One factor ANOVA X): Age Y3: Father's Ed.

ADAIVSIS 9t vdariance Tatie

Sayrce F 3ym Squarss Megr tquare - -1t
fotwesn aroups 4 RIS T 5559 o
Cwimir Jroups  ( &ET Sdaloag M MRS
Tl L3R e T A ,
Model ii astimate of between sompeonent variange = & [ 0
One Factor ANOVA X1: Age VY3: Father's Ed.
Group Count: Mean. Std. Dev Std. Error
A-15 104 4298 1624 159
B-16 253 3.656 17 108
C-17 236 3419 1718 12
D-18 199 3.291) 11698 1
E-190r older |70 2857 fr b 213
One Factor ANOVA X{: Age Y3: Father's Ed.
Comparison: Mean DIff Figsher BLSD Jenheffe F-test  Dunnett t
T
A-15 vs 16 642 | 2ge Taere 307 l
A-15 vs. C~17 879 394 4791 4378 J
1 1
A-1Svs D-18 1007 405+ 5 gae la 579
A-15 vs.E-19 or older | 1441 §17n 7 A 15 466
Al T
R-16vs (=17 237 | 303 | GER {16323 |

* Significant at 354



Tre Factor Angya, age v/rs Allunactounted for /ariapies

One Factor ANOVA Xy: Age Y3: Father's Ed.

< mpar3un. Mean Oiff Fisper FLSD. tcheffa r=test  Tarrett ®

fo-h s -6 ' g ETED RBEX oo

:E'- hoge E-t9ar anger "Ge ; aE0e t T 0ge T RQ
et s U td 126 Vs N ;78 %
:'k.‘-‘“ = I=19 0 oiger Sel LR R N K
De1E s E- G ur e | 43 | 465 = 833 |

* Significant at 355



ShETAITIC ANCYAL AGE VIS, AL ynactounted for varaples

One Factor ANOVA Xy: Age  Y4: Student aspiration

AnAly$is of variance Tatie

N Sum Zguares Hean dguars Fetaag
PRl AR % S iz % A6 Tt id
A S RN TUE PoEon
- e JEf TE

Tss o oser s f etween Jomponent warance s b oasd

One Factor ANOVA X{: Age Y4: Student aspiration

Bragg Caunt’ Mean Std_Dev.. Std. Error
A 104 374 54 053
rRr 253 3553 b6 043
2=t 7;:36 3407 687 045
D18 159 3.256 786 056
TRt ar diger i 2 98 a6 193

One Factor ANOVA X4: Age Y4: Student aspiration

LN SR Mean Diff Fisher PLSD-  3cheffe F-test- Dunpett t
|A-15 va 814 187 bieae 077 2 26
|A<15 s 0-17 334 10 301 |3.99
la-18 5 D-19 484 1690 175300 5 633
[A=iS s Z-1G or oider | 755 2160 10T 6672
Eg-u_;vs re1? 147 126 % il3 (228




ore Factor Anova, Age Vrs. Al unaccounted for Variatles
One Factor ANOVA X1: Age Y4: Student aspirstion

- armparison. Mean nff Fisher PLSD __ Scneife £-test:  Junnett t.
16416 4 0-13 297 P 3pe 4g71e adia :
2.6 45 E-1F or older J 568 . 'ee 13 7%4 ‘T918 3
ot geld 15 D i |2 202 ?
He1T g 29 0r niger AT g t47aze :rd.'_'.Sb

LU-\& v& £~19 ar olger i271 4194' J,:I 378 E;:'?uﬂ

¢ Qugmificant at 35%



~EPIERLNETE TS ARl T WL TS TN T s Ay L e e

R Canag o g i

Simple Regression. Age Vrs. all variables

Simple Regression X1: Age

Y1: Gender

0F R R-3Qudred Ady R-squared  ita Error
26 023 L Q0! .- 001 {
Analysis of Waranc: Tabie
iour:e aF lum lguaras  “Mean 3guare F-test
PRESREISION ! : R 358 1
CSELfLAL S ST 5 g Tedd ‘
L TOTA L3614 LIiS K B N )
No Resigual Statistics Jomputed
Simple Regression X1: Age Yq: Gender
Beta Coefficient Table
Parameter. Value. Std. Err 5id. Value. t-Value. Frobabiity
INTERCEPT 1519
SLOPE -0 015 - 023 662 5084
Confidence Intervals Table
Parameter: 95% Lower. 95% Upper. 90% Lower: 90% Upper.
MEAN (A,Y) |.457 1.524 1.463 1519
SLOPE - 039 019 - (034 015




Simpie Regression. Age vrs. All Varaples
Simple Regression X1: Age ¥2: School
pli R R=3qudred. Adjy F-squared. g Zrrop
1861 {026 30! i LT :
Argiysis of Vartanc: Taoie
Suyrse OF 1yra Aduares Mledn tguars F-test
(REORESZION 1} g - _S% :
L RETIDLAL | E6 R Tl = 4505
L TOTAL LSE Y 8350 N i
No Residual Statistics Computed
Simple Regression Xy: Age Y2: School
Beta Coefficient Table
Parameter Value: Std. Err Std Value t-Value. Frobabihty
INTERCEPT 4.053
SLOPE -.039 052 =026 754 4509
Confidence Intervals Table
Parameter. 95% Lower 9S% Upper. 90% Lower: 90% Upper:
MEAN (X,Y) 3.626 4.058 3.645 4.039
SLOPE -14 062 -.124 (46




Simple Regression: Age vrs. All Variaples

Simple Rogression X{: Age Y3: Mother's Ed.

oF R: R-5qudred Ady R-squared 3tg Error
.l # A ; ¢ ~
1361 L eve ) 10 ' aTd
Anatysis oY artance Tabie
_Sa:wrce 2F sum Aquares Mean >auare 7-test
' REGRESIION ! T3S 74345 <36 436
' 2E3CUAL 3 LTEE 312 IuST o 00
LTOTAL 12361 {1847 257 " E :
No Resigquai Statistics omputed
Simple Regression X1: Age  Y3: Mother's Ed.
Beta Coefficient Table
Parameter. Value: Sid. Err.. Sid. Value. \-Value. Probability
INTERCEPT 4579
SLOPE =257 043 -202 6.036 0001
Confidence intervals Table
Parameter: 9S% Lower: 95% Upper. 90% Lower: 90% lpper:
MEAN (X.Y) 3.748 3.93% 3.763 3.924
SLOPE - 341 -.174 =328 -187




Simple Regression: Age Vrs. All Variaples

Simpie Regression X{: Age

V4: Father's £d.

- ! R=-squareg. Adl R-squared  3td Error
T T
s 135 . 078 Y L TOE
Anaiyva of arange Table
Y JF SUM SQUATeS . Mean dquare F~test.
Y v 1
IEEIN N L33 009 39 g9 IREOM
IIToA 3RS Segy et t - '
e L5 2603 (6S N
M@ =gl Statiatics cumiputed
Simple Regression X1: Age Y4: Father's Ed.
Beta Coefficient Table
warareter value. Sid. Err Std. Value: L-Value. Probabilily .
INTERCERT | 4,366
LSLORE [-.206 051 - 195 5831 0001
Confidence Intervals Table
Parameter 95% Lower: 95% Upper 908 Lower: 9% Upper:
{
HHEAN (2.Y) 3 406 3634 3424 3615
SLOPE -.396 -.196 =379 -212




Simple Pegression: Age Vrs. All Variables

Simple Regression X(: Age

¥5: Student aspirstion

DF. R. R=-squared Al R-squared. 3t Ercor
g6 Y o7 107 B i
Anaiysis of Varance Table
J0UrCe Of lum Squares.  Mean Square  F-test
| REGRESIN ) | 133196 133,156 165655
‘REIDUAL 867 BERA: 1503 NRRUL
oA 2k L6636 = !

Simple Regression X1: Age

No Resiguar Statistics computed

Beta Coefficient Table

¥5: Student aspiration

Parameter Value 5id. Err.. $1d. Value: L-Value. Probability.
INTERCEPT 3911
SLOPE - 171 021 -267 8.115 0001
Confidence Intervals Table
Parameter 95% Lower: 958 Upper: GOR Lower: 0% _Upper:
MEAN (x.Y) 3.374 3.469 3.381 3.461
L SLOPE -213 .13 -.206 -136

e s L a1 s S AT M TP 257 AR .



Table 6



ore Factor angva,Senee! /re. Afl Lnaccounted for Variables

One Factor ANOVA X|: School Yi: Mother's Ed.

Anatysis of Jariance Tabie

Source OF - Jym 3quares ean dquare:  Fetast:
| T

i Batween Jroyps S 19 )36 2507 11 75K

v aa Ay - -a ' -
S Se ! oo 132 ip= 1132
-

NN Iroups 0 250

|- S . - 1
ota ;96 S 5ed 597

Model .+ estimate of petween carnponent variance = 335

One Factor ANOVA X¢: School Yq: Mother's Ed.

Group; Count: Mean: Std. Dev. Std. Error:
A-NGRHS 80 3825 124 133
B-BHS 197 4102 1.403 A
C-LHS 70 8 1 566 187
D-NRHS 46 3696 1533 226
E-PVEC 284 3718 1534 091

One Factor ANOVA Xi: School Yj: Mother's Ed.

Group: Count: Mean: S5td. Deav - Std. Error:

F-CMHS 185 3827 143 108




one Factor Anova,3cnocl Vrs. All unaccaunted for Variacles

One Factor ANOVA X1: School

Yi: Mother's Ed.

z3moari3on: {Mean DIfF Pisner FLID ienels Friest Jnnsu |

: A=NGRHS vs. B-BHS 1= 277 0 38 G R '

- A-NGRHS vs C-LHS joos | 469 w02 B )

LA-NGRKS vs O-NRHS | 129 | 53 46 Ly '
. —

A-NGRHS vs E-PVEC 1 11 b 263 '+ 071 T !
| A-NGRIS vs. F-CITHS |- Q03 384 (NS5l |
One Factor ANOVA X1: School Yy: Mother's Ed.

Comparison: Mean Diff.. Fisher PLSD:  Scheffe F-test: Dunnett t.
B-BHS vs. C-LHS 302 399 441 | 484
B-BHS vs. D-NRHS 406 459 576 1.6498
B-BHS vs. E-PVEC 387 266 1632 2857
B-BHS vs. F-CMHS 274 293 674 1836
C-LHS vs. D-NRHS 104 544 028 377
* Significant at 95%

One Factor ANOVA Xj: School Yi: Mother's Ed.

Comparison: Mean Diff Figher PLSD 3cheffe F-test  [unnett t
C-LHS vs E-PVEC 085 Kl 038 437
C-LH3 vs. F=CMH3 027 402 003 132
D-NRHS vs E-PVEC -019 456 001 082
0-NRHS vs. F-CMH3 -3 472 f 546
E-DVECvs F-CMHS |- 112 27 1132 Al




ne Factar Anova,School Ves, all unaccounted for Variaples

One Factor ANOVA Xy: School Y9: Father's Ed.

Aralysis of variance Table

Saurce oF Sum Squares Mean lguare F-test ,

Eetwesn Jroups . % 60 34 12 063 ER-Y, ,
CMUIN Jroups ESE :.'.5-32.5.7.'5 237! pr Ouid ;
T 1361 2603165 | B I

Magel 'l astimate of between compongnt variiace = ) 31Q

One Factor ANOVA Xji: School Y2: Father's Ed.

e e i e ——

Group: Count: Mean: Std. Dev.. Std. Error:
A-NGRHS 80 3.22% 1859 114
B-BH3 197 3985 1.701 121
C-LHS 70 395 1.7 203
D-NRHS a6 3.283 1.708 252
E-PVEC 284 3.447 1815 108

Group:

One Factor ANOVA Xi: School

Count:

Mean:

Y2: Father's Ed.

Std. Dev :

Std. Error:

F-CMHS

185

333

1 683

124




S TaActor Ancva Scnoni ves Al gnaccaunted Tor variatles
One Factor ANOVA. Xy: Schoo! Y9: Father's Ed.
LI I Maar it Siaper SLI0 nerrs 2unrett
R RPN e . & L ade o SRS
R R I -8 sy 9 G7e
“-taie = -3 L e
AR LR - oo AR ?:07 RRIRE:
ANial e fotuws R | a3 Lo | 454
s Dgrificars a 355
One Factor ANOVA X1q: School Y2: Father's Ed.
Comparisan. Mean Diff.. Fisher PLSD.  Scheffe F-test. Dunnett t:
B-EHI v I-LHS 43¢ 471 817 2.021
B-BH v3 [~NRH3 702 554+ 1238 2.488
{8648 /3 E-PVEL 538 314 2063% 3 364
L
B-BHS vs. F-i MHS £55 34p* 2.756% 3N2
TelHd s DeNRME an? 642 098 665
* Cinificant at 99%
One Factor ANOVA Xji: School Y2: Fether's Ed.
Comparisan- Mean Diff Fisher PLSD-  Scheffe F-test- Dunnett t
f
(-LHS v E-OVEr 053 a5 o 23
CuLr3 vs F-CHMH3 A7 475 099 704
EDNRHS v E-PVEC - 165 538 072 AO1
O=NRHS vs F-CHHS - 047 857 006 166
PE-PVED e F-CMHS | 117 32 104 721




Tre Factor anova, Scheo! Vrs. All unaccounted for /ariables

One Factor ANOVA Xy: School Y3: Student aspirstion

ANnalysis of variance Taple

Zource OF Sym 3quares  Mean Square F-test
felween aroups * S 111518 P 14 338
witpin Jroves 3% JEAgT 5T £x 0007
_Totai 6! 466 176 : ;

Model 1 estimate aof between component variance = 35S

One Factor ANOVA Xy: Scheol Y3: Student aspiration

Group: Count: Mean: Std. Dev.: Sid. Error:
A-NGRHS &0 3.188 748 084
B-BH5 197 3.553 202 05
C-LHS 70 3.229 802 096
D-NRHS 46 3522 781 218
£-PVEC 284 3 454 709 042

One Facter ANOVA X1: School Y3: Student sspiration

Group: Count’ Mean: Std. Dev - Std. Error:

F-CMHS 186 338 73 084

L) ]




Qra Eactor Angva Scnce! Ves Al Lpacoourtad far variapies

One Factor ANOVA X{: School

¥3: Student aspiration

C smparison. Mean it Sisher 25D Jeneffa F-tast  Dunpety !
JA-NGRHS v B-BMS  1- 366 3 2T T
Paancpms g Tamd - It 1 Tq
éA-MBR?‘S 5. LhERS - 114 T 1229 L2aTg
irA-Neous s T-PVEC - 267 L»:m ;w«?: |89
ANGRHS vs F-PH3 |- 191 | 191 | 766 HES:

* Significant at 9%

One Factor ANOVA X{:School VY3:

Student aspirstion

Comparison: Mean Diff.: Fisher PLSD:  Scheffe F-test: Duniett t:
B-BHS vs. C-LHS 325 199 2051 3.202
B-BHS va. D-NRH3 032 234 014 264
B-BHS vs E-PVEC 099 133 43 1 466
B-BHS vs F-CMMS 175 146 1.099 2344
C-LHS vs. D-NRHS ~.293 272 898 219

* Significant at 35%

One Factor ANOVA Xj: School

Y3: Student aspiration

Comparison: Mean Diff Fisher PL3D  Schaffe F-test' Dunnett t
C-LHS vs E-PVEC -226 191e 1077 232
C-LH3 vs. F-CMH3 =15 201 429 1 465
D-NRHS v E-PVEC 068 227 068 Sa3
D~NRH3 vs. F-CHMHS 143 236 285 1194
E-PVEC vs F-(MHS 076 138 243 {1102

* S{anificant at 95%




Simple Reqression, School and unaccounted for variatles

Simple Regression X: Scheol

Y1: Mother's Ed.

QF R. R=5quar=q. Ad| R=3Quared ‘EL:‘ £reor
1861 | 062 L 004 007 1 g
Apalysis of ararce Tiple
Source OF Sumn guares AN 3guare. f—teSL
_EGRESSION ;1 7 204 " o4 3273
| RESIDUAL 1 860 L1836 654 3 b JEEE
| TOTAL 861 (1847887 L
Mo Restdual Statistics Computed
Simple Regression X1: School  Yy: Mother's Ed.
Beta Coefficient Table
Parameter. Value. Std. Err.: Std. Value: t-Value: Probability.
INTERCEPT 4051
SLOPE =053 029 =063 1.837 0666
Confidence Intervals Table
Parameter: 95% Lower: 9S% Upper: GOR Lower S0% Upper:
MEAN (X.Y) 3.246 3.941 3.761 3.925
SLOPE -.109 004 -1 - 009




Simele Regression, Schoel and unaccaunted for vVariables

oF

Simple Regreasion X (: School

Y2: Father's Ed.

o R=squared Adp w-squared 3ty Zeror
28! [ 07 _Q0€ L aee ‘3
Aralyis af Laranes Tacte
urce ~F 2ulM SQUdes TRAn Tguare CE
sfaaiil, ' E T T g3
RE: SUAL L6y R 7 VI
STaTAL 36! 12807 S e
M Resigua Statistics Jomputed
Simple Regression X3: School Y2: Fether's Ed.
Beta Coefficient Table
Parameter. Value $id. Err.. Std. Value 1-Value Probabihly
INTERCEPT 3.826
SLOPE -078 (334 - 078 2.284 0226
Confidence Intervals Table
Pararneler . 95K Lower. 95% Upper 90% Lower 90% Upper
MEAN (X.Y) | 3.40d 3636 3420 3617
SLOPE - 145 =011 -134 - 022




S'rrrie Begression, Scheo! and unaccounted for Variables

Simple Regression X: School

Y3: Student aspiration

uf R R=Squdred. Agj R-squared. Std. error
e Lot 'Y S09E- 0! | 736
Aralyais af Jarance Taple
St F Tum Saudres Mean square.  F-test
BEITN L d? _ar _ET
2iilina. HAY 66 8% _Sd D= TH34
(SEE 176 P
hu Resigual Statistics Computed
Simple Regression X1: School  Y¥3: Student aspiration
Beta Coefficient Table
Parameter vaige Std. Err.. Std. Value: L-Value: Probability
INTERCEPT 3 dud
SLOPE NOd 014 01 295 7684
Confidence Intervals Table
Parameter US% Lower: 95% Upper: 90% Lower: 90R Upper.
PEAN LAY) 3372 347 3.38 3.462
L50PE -024 033 -02 028




e 2L

T (B LI PR ST O LN U TR NARTN F (YIS L ST ) PR NLEY SR DI B TN e

vt ol b o

L ejqel




Tre Factor anova, Mother € £4. ang wnaclfunted for varianies

One Factor ANOVA X): Mother's Ed. Yi: Father's Ed.

ANAIVE'S oF variangs: Tapte

Zource DF Sym 3quares Mean iguare smracr
Sgtwaen aroups S _Epe 312 Y 47 byt
ML rayps 266 N =05 5= GO0
“ata- £ 2607 6 '

Mode! H estimate o netween component variance s 22 77

One Factor ANOVA Xj: Mother’s Ed. Yy: Father's £d.

Sroup: Count.: [Mean. Std. Dev.: Std. Error:
A=< junior high | 85 20N 1.486 161

B~ junior high 53 2 358 1.469 202

C-o high achool | 206 3126 1443 101
D-high schoul 2N 3.488 1616 A1
E-vacational 182 4099 1622 A2

One Factor ANOVA Xj: Mother's Ed. Yi: Father's Ed.

.Gr‘oup Count- Mean: Std. Dev Std Error:

[ Feuniveraity 125 4 856 1822 136

N A e e e et



Jne Factor Angya Mother's £4. ang unaczounted for Variaples

One Factor ANOVA Xj: Mother's Ed.

Yy: Fether's Ed.

Comparison: Mean Oiff . Frsner FLID Seneffe F-test — Surneti ®
l } ' ( 1
La= umor 45 B-jumor | 288 €2 i 366
PA=Cuptar s Teomgn 1t 0K C G © RIEe ¢ TR
iA-' s, i:""lll.]rl 3 :.-' RRTS) ‘ K Ad ' VNS L o 53
A= wmor vs E-vacatt ©=2 028 rage PN NG S 009 !
A=c JURIGE . v$ Feulive.. IL'? 785 : dofe EQQJ" 1o gdd ;
* Significant at 3S5%

One Facter ANOVA Xji: Mother's Ed. Y {: Father's Ed.
Comparison: Mean Diff.: Fisher PLSD:  Scheffe F-test: Dunnett t:
B~-junior high vs. C-< high...| - 768 466* 2088 3231
B-junior high vs. D-high 5...{=1.13 465 4544+ 4.766
B-junior high vs E-vocat. [-174 473 10 45 7.229
B-jumior high vs. F-unive... | =2.498 466+ 19513 9878
C-< high s¢.. vs. D-high s.. | - 362 o 7 1148 2 396
* Significant at 954

One Factor ANOVA Xj: Mother's Ed.  Yy: Father's Ed.
Comparison: Mean DIff . Figher PLSD:  Scheffe F-teat: Dunnett t:
C-< high sc. . ve E-vocati .1- 973 208 !"’ bide h 198
G- high sc... vs. F-unive .. |-1.73 2427 Ligsess  |aal

1
D-high schosl va E-vocat |- 611 30k 'l% (Ohdse 3914
D-high school vs. F-unive... |~1.368 142 12 3450 7856
T

E-yocational v8 F-untver |- 757 Ll 2570 {4225

* Significant at 95%




e Ractor anoya, Mother's E4. and unaccounted for Variables

One Factor ANOVA X1{: Mother's Ed. Y2: Student aspiration

AndlySIS of variance Tabie

Zaurce DF Sy Squares  Mean jquare  F-iaet
Satwesn growps S TG 34 " A5 it gdd
wihin roups |, 55E aze 3 =38 (pF U
"itan 56! CJEE T

Maget 1 astimate of between caomponent variance = | J63

One Factor ANOVA Xy: Mother's Ed. Y2: Student aspiration

Group: Count. Mean: 3td. Dev.: Std. Errer.
A-< junior high 185 3094 8638 094
B=jurior bigh 53 3.358 623 086
C-< high school | 206 3.248 737 056
D-nigh school 211 3.365 7865 083
E-vocational 182 3588 604 045

One Factor ANOVA X1: Mother's Ed.  ¥2: Student aspiration

Group’ Count: Mean: Std Dev - Std. Errar:

F-untveraity 128 3ao08 434 039




creFactiroarcyg Mather s B4 gnd unaccounteq for Variatles

v

One Factor ANOVA X1: Mother's Ed.  ¥2: Student aspiration

G gpe s e Jiap g TS TPy T s ~ .
I [ i Mear. oiff =AW <L v M- IS - YT -1 S
| : i
- A LR PR
- A 3 "-'.,‘Hll"lf e ) ~‘s.l__. ‘. - o
& DI T . nigh .o ' (] P mAT
T . . , e . ea
ERPGUE R N O TR A L T
3 - e a2 ,‘_‘_“,.”.," - J';J . ‘.'.:' S =~ [~ it
L mee A e T . £ -
R Sl GOt g - - AR ot ! at

© a3 aEh

One Factor ANOVA X|: Mother's Ed. Y2: Student aspiration

Limparisen Mean Diff.. Fisher PLSD-  9Scheffe F-test: Dunnett t:
{E-_gu. wr righ w3, C-< high | 111 23 208 1021
g1!3*---}‘.1:*.11."‘ nigh vs D=togh s | = 006 213 00l 059
fepurer g o3 C-vpeal E~.‘229 216 868 2083
I:E'x-}!.xrxmr high v F=unive . :- 45 227 Jo21» 3886
Ceegsr i Detghs - 117 176 577 1 638

¢ Gignifiare gt 355

One Factor ANOVA Xi: Mother's Ed.  Y2: Student aspiration

Zomparison- Mean Diff - Figsher BLSD-  Scheffa Fotest: Dunnett t-

E(,‘--' high ¢ vs E-vocati |- 34 : 141 ;Ld 49h* 4 741

e e sc vs Fune |- 56 1574 1915 |70c }
’i‘:ﬂ.f goneat g Eayacat ba 203 1dn ’ v as? I?‘ 124 o
!‘D-mgn Sctunet ve Feuntve ) dd 5963

K | 156 613
|
1

i, RO LAGLY I %% l-'.". ﬁ" ‘14 o) 7 ﬂq
(Eeveratumatvs Feyniver |- 20 14 |1 ady 12688

¢ Biputioact 4t 985
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Simple Regression X {: Mother's Ed.

Y(: Father's Fd.

Ceqression, Mother's E4. and unaccounted for Variables

P R. R-squared. Adi R-squared  St3 geror
{26! 62 2 HRE L1547
Anaiysis of Variance Table
2OUPCe JF Sum Sguares.  Mean dquare f~test
GEREILON 556 712 |S56 712 13T 3EC
SETOLAL B I0ab a5 278 pE )
Titay =S IEQTES : .
Ny Resigual Slatistics Sornputen
Simple Regression X: Mother’s Ed. Yj: Father's Ed.
Beta Coefficient Table
Parameter: Value. Std Err.: Std. Value: t-Valye. Probability:
INTERCEPT 1.406
SLOPE { 549 036 462 15.296 0001
Confidence intervals Table
Pararneter. 95% Lower: 95% Upper: 90% Lower: 90O% Upper.
MEAN (X,Y) 3.4i7 3623 3.433 3.606
SLOPE 479 | .62 49 609




S'mple Regression, Mother's £9. and unacidunteq for variapies

Simple Regression X: Mother's Ed.  Y2: Student aspiration

;JF R. R -50uArad A w-sdudred Ma Zror
261 JIE LT -2 DO
Andiv Bz af Variaere Tagie
fourse SF aure Saudres “RaAr Quare F-tast
SESREISION ' TAETS T4674 ;.:’ e
SE S TUAL A6 a7 A6 500 ps g
L TOTAL 261 CAEE CTE

Nu Residudr Statistics wompuiey

Simpla Regression Xq: Mother's Ed.  Y2: Studanl aspiration

Beta Coefficient Table

Parameter: value: Std. Err . Std. Value 1-Value: Probability
INTERCEPT 2.894
SLOPE 137 016 273 B33 0001
Confidence Intervals Table
Parameter- 95K Lower. 9SSR Lpper Y0OR Lower 90% Upper
MEAN (.Y) 3374 3468 3.381 3.461
SLOPE 105 A7 i 164
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one Factor anova, Father s £4. and Stugent aspirations

One Factor ANOVA Xi: Father's €Ed.  Yy: Student aspiration

ANalvsIs of vartance Table

Iource OF- Iy 2guares “lean Squara: -test

CEetwenn Jrups S tdl’, 54 TN 17657 K
wHIIn groges 356 o202 434 p* Juvl ;
~stai 56! SEF 6 ' )

Sloger o setimate of DELween JOMDONART varance ® | hd”

One Factor ANOVA Xi{: Father's £d. Y 1: Student aspirastion

Sroug: Count: Mean. Std. Dev Std. Error
A= junior high | 182 J1a2 337 062

B~ unior high 68 325 72 087

C~< high schoot 1173 3.301 726 03%
D-htgh school 137 3.489 729 b2
E-vocational 163 3564 648 051

One Factor ANOVA Xi: Father's Ed. Yy: Student aspiration

Group’ Count' Mean: Std Dev . Std Error
1

F-untversity 129 3799 469 | 04




One Factor ANOGVA X1: Fether's Ed.

ea Factor Anova, Father s £4. and Student Agpirations

Y1 Student aspiration

ATEAT 30t Hean Diff Fizner FL3D leneffe F-test.  Dunnatt i
s Lnr s Reumor - 118 W s RRLY
A - fosm . man e 1A ﬁ TR ] |“.Z Cr e
A- ' P T A R SR S L) o Q5
a- g Se et <472 Y. r:"f Te l: TOE
- PoTeurave - S0T ST R 5403

* Cgrreant at 2SR

One Factor ANOVA X;:

Father's Ed.

Y: Student aspiration

NN N _HMean Diff Fisher 215D Seneffe F-test: Dupnett t
(B - ppan mgnvs (- fgh P- 08 197 05! 503
 E-araor tiah vs G-high's.. = 239 205% 1052 2293
LEmjumar high s E-vocat - 314 199» 1922 3.1
iE‘h-jurm:nr nan vs F-unive . | -549 204 5566 5275
(- higr s 03 D-highs - 188 158+ 1 2.345

* Lignificant at 95%

One Factor ANOVA Xy: Father's Ed.

Y1: Student aspiretion

L OMPAr T 300 tean Diff - Fisher PLSD Scheffe F-test: Dunnett t-
r— hgh 3¢ ve E-vocatt |- 264 151 2367 344
EC-' high s vs F-unive . |- 498 157» ? 243 6 222

[ emign tomnet o2 Eevicat |- 075 16 171 925
if.--tuqr- schocl ve Feunve .| = 31 166 2677+ 3,659
E»w;‘}:mn.ﬂ ve Founver |- 234 | 159e ' 666 2 886

© digmifizant at 95%




2imeie Regression, Father s Ed. and Student Aspirations

Simple Regressicn Xy: Father's Ed. Y {: Student aspirstion

OF R. R=3gquared, Ad) m-squared 3ty prear
3 K 189 085 E
Analysis of Var-ance Taple
J0urte JF UM 3guares Mean sguare f-test
ZESRESIION | EHER MR 5t 384
AEDDuAL 560 L2426 L 493 e 200!
3" 3¢ g6 136 i

No Residual Stalistos Campuled

Simple Regression X{: Father's Ed. Y y: Student aspiration

Beta Coefficient Table

Parameter Valye Std. Eer.. Sid. Value t-Valye. Probability
INTERCERT 2974
SLUPE 127 1.014 3 9.219 0001
Confidence Intervals Table
Parameter. §5% Lower. 9SR Upper: 90% Lower: 90R_Upper:
MEAN (X.Y) 3.374 3.468 3.382 3.461
SLOPE A .154 104 15
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One Factor ANOVA X: Gender Yy: JWS

Anglyare a7 yareance Tagea

Trurce oF Sore Ipares Magr fylare Tarast
Fatwopo Jrogps o e S :
arerin aroups 560 PRl 31T I D s s
"ot Rk Bgpes el
Meget doagtimate f Detasen tamponert Jararie = -2 I2€
One Factor ANOVA X1: Gender Y§: JWS
Group Caunt Mear. 5td. Dev. Std, Error
Male 435 993 786 19 67 ] 462
Female | 423 100 047 a7 402

One Factor ANOVA X1: Gender

Y1: JWS

3C s:iheffe F-tagt  Dynnett t

Lomparisen: Mean Diff . Fistar BL3D 0.
Male vs Female - 26! |1 203 ‘2 ' 426
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One factor ANOVA Xy: Age

alnlg

R T
4

Yi: JWS

Andlvsis of variance “atie

jpnic Yarables

‘Som'ce OF Sym Zauares Magr Sguars  S-teer:
. Eatwaen aroups - 267 kd St ey 627
wrnn arsups 267 rat 5527 2 I8 g s £324
T Lo <30 A8 Bl
Meger 1 eanimate Sf netween tamponert varangce = - IEC
One Factor ANOVA Xy:Age Yi§: JWS
Aroup: Count: Mean: Std. Dev.: Std. Error:
A-15 104 100 529 10015 Q282
B-16 293 99 .486 8.399 928
Cc-17 236 100 496 3553 622
D-18 199 99 457 8527 504
£-19 or older 70 99 886 g 112 1.089
One Factor ANOVA Xj: Age Yi: JWS
Comparison Mean Diff Fisher PLSD: Scheffe F-test  Dunnett t:
A-1Svs B-16 1043 2062 246 993
A-15vs (=17 £33 < 083 2 42GE-4 031
A-~18vs D-18 1072 2142 241 9932
A-15 45 E~19 or olger £43 2736 053 461
B-16vs (=17 -1 0 | 1402 783 1237




aarzzzion JWS yrs Demaarapn:: varapies

One Factor ANOVA X¢:Age Yi: JWS

~ey

Lamgarsen “ean Dnit Fisper LU scherfe Fotaet  Dypnets

§-'5 5 1-13 oz s SIETE 34 |
i TG igee e o o s
PRI vouiE 1T T gt
R A =R o €2 07
P e - <4l5 oA i iy




TraFactar Anoya, Schect vre JwS

One Factor ANOVA Xy: School Yy: JWS

Anaivsis ot vVariance Taple

douree DF- Sum Igquares:  “ean Squarer  F-res!
Ratworc Jroues o SR L LU 388 LY
wrnin groes 39t (63773706 180 343 b= 173
" 3t EIBES H4T ‘
Hagel il estimate of hatween component variance » 28 409
One Factor ANOVA Xip: School Yy: JWS
Group. Sount.: Mean: Std. Dev.: Std. Error:
A-HORHS oAl 98 625 7249 Bt
B-BH> 197 99.178 95 682
C-LHS 70 97 871 8594 1027
D-NRH5 46 98.717 9.392 1.385
E-PVEC 284 101218 9 202 546
One Factor ANOVA Xj: School Yi: JWS
Group* Count: Mean: Std. Dav.: Std. Error:
1 !
ol MM 125 F100 324 B&1 J K33




One Factor ANOVA Xy: School Y. JWS
ImMpaAr 3o “ean ot Sarer S0 creffe Totazt  Lirrarnt
CASNGRRS 5 B-BHT - 133 RN T 4E 7
PASMGRHS 2 ."';"“5 €y ooam e Ty
A=NGRE D o Gt N e o v
T A=NGRMS vs E-PVE! 1=l 897 12207 RS (D206 |
! 1 f '
[A-NGRH3 v F-(MRS p- 699 2354 a0 Lat7 ;
* Significant at 35%
One Factor ANOVA X1{: School Yi: JWS
fZomparison: Mean Diff.. Fisher PL3D Scheffe F-test: Dunnett t.
B-BH3 vs C-LHS 1 306 2 448 219 1047
B-BH3 vs D-NRH5 46 t288) 02 314
B-BHS s E-PVEC -2 041 1631 1206 2455
B-BHS vs. F=CMHS -1.147 1600 312 1.25
C-LHS 3. D-NRHS - 846 |7 339 049 437
* Significant at 9%
One Factor ANOVA Xi: School Yy¢: JWS
Comparison’ Mean Diff . Figher PL30-  Scheffe F-test  Dynnett t
! : T L
C~LHS ve F<PVEC -3 347 BRZED 1866 12 798 !
- . f |
C-LHS vs. F-CHHS -2 453 2 468 761 H155 i
D-NRHS vs E-PVEC -2 50! 12798 | 616 L1756 g
D-NRHS vs. F-CHM3  |-1607 2 899 Es 11 oes |
. R , " J . |
|E-PVEC vs F-(MHS | 894 by s | 223 11056 B

* Signifizant at 95%




Tine Factar anova. Mother 5 £4. vre. JwS

One Factor ANOVA Xi: Mother's Ed. Yi: JWS

Andlvsig of Variance ~abie

Jource: DF Sum Squares Mean Lguare F-rest
' Batween groyps © < (17 %7 SR P 757
O Jroups 56 . p3S7T &9 -t

10 So08

Total 36 CRIEEE T : N

Mogel 1t estimate of betwsen comoonent variance = -3 346

One Factor ANOVA X1: Mother's Ed. Yi: JWS

Sroup. Count: Mean: Std. Dev.: 3td. Error:
A=< junior high 138 99 635 8746 949
8-juntor high 53 97.925 7421 1.019
C-<high schoal | 200 100.30! 8757 6!
D-tigh school 211 99976 8.734 601
E-vocational 182 100389 99 734

One Factor ANOVA X1: Mother's Ed. Yy: JWS

Group: Count Mean: 3td Dev

Feuversity | 125 99 57 19 135
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one Bacrap anpyug Motker 2 B3 yre WA
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One Factor ANOVA Xy: Mother's Ed. Yy: JWS

Simparisen Mean Jiff Tizrer SLID tenerfa Totest  Surnet? !
i N

cascgror s Sewpior 1T TeT 2. © 04
PA-uprer 3 Teomige e RAR . R R
CAsuner g Demgn s - D4 o T 9d
PA-unor ve E-voeatr 1= 7d9 Jils Lok WAz
]1 v 4 i

- Ve aa ! - .
AT NI v3 Fayiive | Uy | o SB0 L Lo H A

One Factor ANOVA X1: Mother's Ed. Yy: JWS

Comparison: Mean Diff Fisher PLSD Scheffe F-test  Dunnett ¢
B-junior high vs. C=t high .| -2 376 272 s86 1711
B=junior high vs. D-high s.. | =2 052 2719 439 1.481
B-junior high vs E-vocat . |-2 46 2762 611 1748
B=junior tigh vs. F=umve... | -1.595 290 233 1.08
C-: high s¢. vs. D=highs. | 328 1733 | 027 768

One Fector ANOVA X1: Mother's Ed.  Yy: JWS

Comparison: Mean Diff - Figher PLSD-  cheffe F-test- Dunnett t-
C=< high sc.. v E-vocati |- 084 E & 002 i 09
C-< high s¢... v8. F-unive. | 761 24906 P17 764
D-high school vs E-vacat |- 408 179 r 0d 448
D-high school vs. Funive.. | .456 1997 04 448
E-vocational vs F-untver | RES 2086 136 ' a28
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Tre Eachar Anova, Father< 54 vre WS

One Factor ANOVA Xi: Father's Ed. Yy: JWS
ANAIVSIS of variance Taple
s ¥ Sym ouared Mpan dquare  E-tact
= o ues i < 'y oS )
ot e 23739 N L= 3dBf
I it piis L

Tlagei o asrimgre of netwaer campanent varance s - 10 dS¢

One Fector ANOVA Xi: Father's Ed.

Yi: JwWS

Broug Lount Mean. Std. Dev.: Std. Error:
A ey 100 121 8 554 634

»rﬁ- rior fgh ' 68 99.956 9.56 1.159

Lo nghschoot | 123 %9 78 8.502 646
etk schei [ 137 99 248 7.208 659
lecomira 163 106 025 10 536 83

One Factor ANOVA Xy: Father's Ed.

Yy: JWS

Aoy £ ount Mean- Std. Dev Std. Erece:
H T j
[Fegvansity 1139 100 317 {9215 782




One Factor Anova, Father s £4. vrs. 'wS

One Factor ANOVA Xy: Father's Ed.  Yy: JWS
»SMEAr1San. Mear. NfY Siaper SLID Ioneffs Fiest.  Toonert
Ca=gmoe s De e €5 283 NI 29 :
PAw e g Deoamn T4 SRR ] AL . 365 1:
A= et e Seagns o 80T NI BRES 0 £34
I T t * -
TA-egnesr s Eevorat LTS g TN boonag i
PASC QNI v Feumive, i- gL il 397 N : "3 §
One Factor ANOVA Xy: Father's Ed. Yy¢: JWS
Comparizon: Mean Diff . Fisher OLSD.  Scheffe F-test: Dunnett t:
B-junior high vs C-< high .| 176 2537 004 136
B-junior nigh vs. D-rugh s...] 708 2629 056 528
B-jumior high vs. E-vocat . | - 063 2559 001 053
= )unior migh vs Feunive... | - 361 2623 019 27
C-chigh sc vs D-highs. | 532 2027 083 S18
One Factor ANOVA Xi¢: Father's Ed. V4: JWS
Comparison: Mean Diff Figher PLSD Scheffe F-test Dunnett t
!
C=chigh sc  vs E-vocati |- 244 1938 012 248
(= high s¢ .. vs. F-unive.. [~ 536 2019 054 521
D-high schoal ve E-vorcat }- 776 2054 " 742
D=migh school vs. Feurive .. |=1.068 2.134 193 383
E-vacational vs Feuniver |-292 2046 016 28 !




wre Factor Argva, Shuent

One Factor ANOVA Xi: Student sspiretion

<
-

Anaiveis of vamance Tabie

ASCIratINg. /re JWS

Yy JWS

Iource i __ium lqudres  Uean Sguare  “-rest
Batweer Jroups 3 oS 2 LS
_anhi g 336 1388E W 3 a8 g2 3338
it JBE Fatgs fa” N
Megel B esbimate of belwasr comporent variapr:e s =27 379
One Factor ANOVA Xj: Student sspiretion VYq: JWS
Group. Count. Mean: Std. Dev.. Std. Error:
A=quit hs/job {15 998 10.178 2628
Beh s/)0b a3 99 892 9047 993
C=h.s /vocational | 288 99 648 8.25 486
D-h s fumiversity 1476 99 501 G 45 432
One Facter ANOVA X¢: Student aspiration Yi: JWS
Comparison’ Mean Diff Fisher PLSD:  Scheffe F-test: Dunnett t.
1
A-quiths  va Behs/job |- 092 a9? a386-4 | 0%
A-quit hs . vs. C=hs /v |- 148 <692 001 62
A-qut hs  va D=hs/u |- 104 4 K4k 001 043
Bebigsgob vs Cohs fvoc | =056 2207 001 05
f-hasjob va D-hs/umy |- 0! 2107 2 1BE-S 009




2ne Facter Angva, Stugent ¢ aspirations yre (WS
One Factor ANOVA X1: Student aspiration Yy: JWS

Lampar:son: Mean Liff. Figner ~Lio wonette Fetpst Dunnett o

[ L . '

- . -
T

et s, vl ve Jene g T CIld Nl Y
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18 maarecs|on JWS yre

Simple Regression Xy: JWS

Y : Gender

SOTNIRTATrI T Jarages

f R Fesquareg A9 m=3guareg  Stg Zreor
126 L0 D EE- - :
Ara naal S anes Tigw
ouree oF UM Squdres el Njudry 2126t
RERETION S »=E 5
mE DAL _AE RS 25 ooz BT
LTOTAL L5 N S '
Mo Residual Statistics Computed
Simple Regreasion X3: JWS Y4: Gender
Beta Coefficient Table
Paratneter value. 5td Err Std Value: L-Valye. Probability
INTERCEP'T 1.41
SLOPE Q01 002 N15 426 6705
confidence intervals Table
Parateter. 5% Lower. 95% Upber Q0% Lover. 90% Upper:
MEAN (X,Y) 1.457 I.i_2d 1463 1 519
SLOPE =003 008 - 002 004
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‘2 =zgrecsion (WS yrs. Demogracn variapes

Simple Regression X{: JWS Y2 Age

s < < -sguarsy A Segguared Ly Seeer
i 31 L ET2E-d Sl S
AAv e of Larange Tate
P UM A ed CaAn Quars Sovagt
Il ) T N
“T T ., i DTG TdE (T - 0T
T 1 I L
My ReSigudl tatistics Jomputey
Simple Regression X1: JWS Y2: Age
Beta Coefficient Table
Bar armeter ) ., Err Std value: t~value. Probaihty
. = o T
INTERCERT (3 de !
Ca e e ; ’n i %] [A ./
L SLoPE = (e [YDL) 1= 013 378 1 7056

=t sttt er

Confidence intervals Table

Y

HIEAM ALY

5% Lower 95% iJpper 0% Lower 90% Lpper.
7

P
-t
P

8z 2.935 2794 2923
* 1007 1= 009 406




S'mple Degraceion JWS vre Demograpnic /ar aples

Simple Regression X{: JWS

Y3: School

g Ervur

JF R 2esquareyd. Adj A-3dudred
36! ' 0o 903 _ 008 i
Andi 1307 L arrance Tatie
tource oF um Squares.  Mean tquara r-19st .
GESREIILON L o887 L7 5d
2E3 DAL 56¢ L JETH 32596 s oS f
TOTAL |36 L2599 ! i !
No Restdual Statistics Computey
Simple Regression X1: JWS  Y3: Schonl
Beta Coefficient Table
Parameter: Value. Std. Err.: Std. Value. 1-Vaiue: Frobabiity.
INTERCEPT 2.134
SLOPE 1 018 207 094 2.764 0058
Confidence intervals Table
Parameter: 95k Lower 9S5R Upper 908 Lower. 0% Upper:
FEAN (X.¥) 3826 4.058 3.845 4.039
SLOPE (05 031 Q07 £H29




Simele =eqgrassion JWS vrs. Demagraphic Yariaples

Simple Regression X: JWS

Y4: Mother's £d.

of . ~=3quared A S-squared {3 Errae
2.1 37 o TRAE-d ' e \
AfZ 815 a0 L 3ang s T
wrie F St Puares TeAr LuLare £ -1e§!
=EaREZINN sz 3 )
2230 AL SE 27 744 lodl oo taaT
=ata 3 1.7 260 ‘
WO ReSidudl 3abELe L omputed
Simple Regression Xq: JWS  Y4: Mother's Ed.
Eeta Coefficient Taple
Parareter Value: Std. Err . Std. valie. t-value. Probability.
INTERCEPT 3573
1 SLOPE 1 003 Q06 017 489 6247
Confidence Intervals Table
Parameter g5% Lower. 95% Upper 0% Lower 90% Upper
MEAN (XY) {3746 3 941 13.761 3.926
| -
SLOPE 1~ 008 014 - 006 Ol




Simele “egrecsion JWS vre. De

mogragnic varragles

Simple Regression Xj: JWS Y ): Father's Ed.

oF R H~3qudt g A3, w=-3quarsd ity Ierar
361 , 002 TS.S;E—G L RIS B
Aralvais of Jarance Taple
guree VF JUM SQUAr s g Aguare s-rast
_SFGRE33IH i i9iT i L
_RE3ibUAL 260 LIRS 2T [t 3403
 TOT AL 3€° TEQT RS :
No Fesiudl Statistics Jomputed
Simple Regression X1: JWS  Yq: Father's Ed.
Beta Coefficient Table
Parameter. Value Std Err.: Std. Value t-Value: Probabibty
INTERCEPT 3.47
4931E-4 007 003 075 9403
Confidence Intervals Table
Parameter. Q5% Lower: 95% Upper: 90% Lower. 90% Upper:
| MEAN (X,Y) 3,403 3,638 3422 3617
SLOPE -012 013 -1 O




Simeie Regreccion JWS yre Demagrapnic varaples

¥2: Student aspiration

Simple Regresaion X1: JWS
oF R, R-3guared Adj ~-3quared. 3ls Error
Log 1 L1 468E-d (7S -0 et
Analysis of Yarance Taple
Iaures o UM 2Quares eI Tauare F-ragl
CSEAREZION : L wdE~S R T S ]
LSETOLAL 364 , it 13K REN oo 3966
TATaL 36" D366 17K
Mo Residuai Statistics Computed
Simple Regression X1: JWS  Y2: Student aspiration
Beta Coefficient Table
Parameter. Value. Std. Err.. Std value t-Value. Probabihty
INTERCEPT 3.422
SLOPE -1.19QE-5 003 =1 465E-4 H04 9966
Confidence Intervals Table
Parameter: 95% Lower 95% Upper. J0R Lower. 90% Upper:
I
MEAN (X,Y) 3.372 3.47 3.38 3462
SLOPE =005 005 - 005 05




Table 10



7ne Factor apcva, Gender vrs. All Vamabies

One Factor ANOVA Xy: Gender Yg: ASB

AndlvsIS o vartange Table

Jayrs JF Jgm Jguaress  Mean dquare 7 -tpgt
Satamer iugi 3G T8 P37 TET _15d 765
PR I L8103 RE ST ode g
"3 36,1 F2796 81 '

ki Sei
23°

“Megel D astimate of Getween Sameonent «arance = 3726

One Factor ANOVA Xp: Gender Yg: ASB

Group: lLount: Mean: "~ Std. Dev.: Std. Error:
Male 429 39938 7 47 357
Female 423 46 676 7.085 J44

One Factor ANOVA X: Gender Yg: ASB

Mean Diff Fisher PLSD- Scheffe F-test:  Dunnett t-
)]

Comparison-
f

|Male vs Female -6 738 974 184 355+ 13578

* Significant at 958



one Factor Ancya, Age jre ASE

One Factor ANOVA Xi:Age Y): ASB

ARAI/SIT AT VAPKANCS TAGIR

Sgurce F Sufr lquarss Hean lquare F-1gst

f Per gonl qraLps o PR ALY J Bk
_wioin groues ST LAY £275! D2 Ualb
T CETIIIED 1

Mogei i estimats ot belween component vamance a 29 £3%

One Factor ANOVA X{: Age Yi: ASB

Group: ount [ean: Std. Dev . Std, Error:
A-15 104 43 952 7 369 723
6-16 253 43.593 7.984 502
C-17 236 43 83111 528
D-18 199 42 06 7745 549
E~19 or older 70 41.443 907 1084

One Factor ANOVA Xj: Age Y4: ASB

Comparison: _lean DIff Fisher PLSD: §cherfe Fotest: Dunnettt
A=1Svs B-16 059 VA2 001 063 |
A-15vs (=17 181 11845 909 192 |
A-15vs 018 1 932 |1 3907 958 1 957 {
A-15vs E=19 or alder 12509 2 424 032 2032 i
R-16 va (=17 12 1414 | 007 | 159 j

* Jignificant at 958



Tre Factor Anova, Age vrs. ASE
One Factor ANOVA Xj: Age Y4: ASB

20mparson: ‘r*tean aff Fisher FLIC Zenerfe F-test. Dunnett t.
B-16 vs. D15 1533 Sy 1467 s
\B-16 /5 E-'Qorolder 1045 R 29 R
{".-W v§ D=8 K T g AT e
5:-'“ S E-Foralder  TTI9 DT ToaT B
(G5 vs. E-1y oromer 07 LT 7 5%

* Sigmificant at 95K



7ne factor Anova, Mother < £4. vrs. ASR

One Factor ANOVA X1: Mother's Ed. Y): ASB

Anaivsts of varance Tavie

Soupce F 2y dgquaree  Meap Yguare F-taey
tetwenn droups S 1423 343 L5469 456
ANUMS rouos - iS6 N AV B3I EE p* JuUS

n Jes

n

3
LTl b L05339 T8

4.

.

Mogar 1} esrimate of petweer Tomponent varance = 34 343

One Factor ANOVA Xj: Mother's Ed. Yq: ASB

Group. Count: Mean. Std. Dev.. Std. Error:
A-< junior high |85 41.729 7199 781
B-junior high 53 42.151 8617 1.184
C~-+ high school | 206 43675 7477 5395
D-migh schoo 21 41.844 8.004 551
E-vocational 182 43.846 8.179 606

One Factor ANOVA Xy: Mother's Ed. Y9: ASB

Group- Count Mean Std Dev . Std Error:

Feyniverarty 125 45 &2 8092 724




one Facrar Anova, Mother < E4. vre. ASR

One Factor ANOVA Xi: Mother's Ed.

Lorparsen

Mean Diff.

Sigher ~L o).

Y1: ASB

Toneffa F-test

Tuhrett b

Asogtr 03 Peygrior - 420 2T 3 T
s [ T e omp -! ;J? ; RTATV ";'_’ [ It
- -r o -t AN o 'l
' . R B s e o A
A= eoee ITW Iy I Ot TING
MRES L LA LA LAN
One Factor ANOVA Xy: Mother's Ed. Yy: ASB
cameanin Mean DIff.. Fisher PLSD:  Scheffe F-test. Dunnett t:
is-;:.;t‘lt‘n‘ Bghies C=2tigh |-1524 240! 31 1246
f{f‘.-)umor rgn vs. D-nign s...| 307 2.39% m3 252
IE‘,-.z:,-nu:n' hugh vs, E-vocat. . | -1.699 2433 374 1.368
-
IB=jurior rigr 3 F-unive. | -3.369 2585 1.34 2588
;ff-' At 3¢ w3 Oebigh s i 1 83 1 G2 1109 2354
* Zigrafican: at 95%
One Factor ANOVA X1j: Mother's Ed. Y): ASB

Lompar:eon Mean Diff Fisher BLS0  Scheffs Fotest Dunnett ¢
:T.‘-f high s¢ ve E-vacatt =171 j 1 68K i 009 I D10
engh e vs Founive . | -1 845 |1 767 64 205
E-E.“‘*-q* gehant e Savneat 1-2 Q03 1677+ ! 243 12493
(Dt seran vd. Syt 3 B76 i 759 K Joe 4102
grE-vv.*':.atww v Feypiver -1 A74 i 1 &1 i;fj';q l tRI1G

¢ Tiarifiaget 30 ATA




One Factor Anova, Father's £d. vrs, ASE

One Factor ANOVA Xy: Father's Ed. Yy: ASB

Anaivsis of varance Table

Joyree: OF Sum Squares:  Mean jquare  F-test:

Evtweer groups « S 1722 391 A4 B8 1 2.268

AUND groups 566 TAE7 I (£3.874 ip® 9463 ﬁ;
Tatal 186! (55769 350 : :

Hager o estimate of betwean samponent varance = 16 161

One Factor ANOVA X1q: Father's Ed. Yy: ASB

Sroup. Count: Mean: Std. Dev.. Std. Error:
A-¢ junior tugh | 182 41 698 7.855 582

B juraor high 68 42515 6.398 776

C-< high school [ 173 43 665 8.627 656
D-mgh scnool 137 43.263 7597 649
E-vacational 163 43.988 8.044 63

One Factor ANOVA Xj: Father's Ed. Yy: ASB

Group: Count: Mean' Std. Dev.: Std. Error
F-umversity 139 44 216 8 355 709




One Factor anova, Father 3 £, vrs. ASE

One Factor ANOVA Xi: Fether's £d. Yy: ASB

i29mparsen. Mean Jiff Sosper R0 Soneffe F-casy Tonnelt

(A= jumpr . 08 Begmor - 817 Sl LT Ty

- ! T -+ -—
A mor wg eomap et 3RT R taTa TR

CASL uPr e Semggns =0 T6T TTTa LT3 o

PA- upter e Eeunear -0 bl vl Jee7

| ¢ .

Amopunar s Feanive <2 TH3 UTETe 1< 1o 9T

* Sigmficant at 355

One Factor ANOVA X1: Father's Ed. Y1: ASB

Comparison Mean Qiff Fisher PLSD  Scheffe F-test. Dunnett t:
B-junior high vs C- high (-! 1§ 27245 202 1.005
B=juntor tigh vs. D-high s..| - 748 2.327 08 631
B-junior high vs E-vocat |-1473 2265 326 1277
B~jumor high vs. Feunive... |~1.701 2322 414 1.428
{-¢ high 3¢ . vs.D-highs 402 1794 039 44

One Factor ANOVA Xy: Father's Ed. Y{: ASB

Comparison: Mean Diff Fisher PLSD:  Scheffe F-test: Dunnett t:

(=< high sc  vs. E-vocatr |- 323 1712 027 27

(-~ tigh s¢ .. vs. F-unive... {~.5S1 1767 073 605

D=high schonl v E-vocat |- 729 (1 8s 122 783

D-high scrwol vs. Founive | - 353 11889 136 §91
tE-vorational v Founwer |- 228 181! 012 ' 247 ﬁ:




ane Factor Ancva, Student s Aspirations vres. ASB

One Factor ANOVA Xj: Student aspiration Yy: ASB

Aralysis of varance Tabie

Source’ OF: Sum Squares Mear Square’  F-test:

" fietween grouos—{ 3 05381 Hdd 503 (11009
_witnin groups _, 858 S33dS5dT =i TS 5= 0001
: Tatal 1361 ©S5399 75 . .

Moael | sstimate of petween somporent variance = 207 da3

One Factor ANOVA X1: Student aspiration Yq: ASB

Group. Count: Mean: 5id. Dev.: Std. Error:
A-quit hs./job |15 40.133 5.153 1.33
B-h s/ job 83 39 964 7533 827
C-h.s./vocational |288 42.281 a 007 472
D=h's 7university |476 44 498 7936 64

One Factor ANOVA X1: Student aspiration Y{: ASB

Comparison: Mean Diff.: Fisher BLSD:  Scheffe F-test- Dunnett t:
A-qut hs  ve B-hs/job | 169 4347 002 077
A-quit hs... vs. C-hs/v..[-2.148 4.099 353 1029
A-quths ve D-hs/y |-4368 4059% 1 495 211
B-h.s/job vs. C-h.s./voc . |2 317 1 928w 1.855 2,359
B<hs/job vs D-hs /yntv | =4 534 | 18410 17 79+ 4834

* Significant at 95%



ape Factor Anova, Student's Asprratiang yre ASR

One Factor ANOVA Xi: Student sspiration

L AMparisen: HMean ff Signer PLID:

Yi: ASB

scneffe F-test

dunnett L

~

Temsount vs Seng oy =2017 | "ERe

4707

1766

« Sigmfizary 3L 357




Simple Regreasian Xi: ASB

Yy: Gender

T rrte Baaraciior ASE yre Demonrapnic variaples

: b - 3udr e mi meidudren  3tg Eeew
Ky Coemn L TE 2
Arguonz ol oararsg Tile
) oF SRt LJUAreS et lguare F=tgat
sl i N el g oot 184 365
S, o "TT 230 _f g !
c T i e Lle
o TeEuds 3ALALIE LImiuled
Simple Regression X1: ASB  Y{: Gender
Beta Coefficient Table
Far arneter F gk 3 Err Std Value. 1-Value Probabiity
ChTEROERT - Ted
s ol i 4z 13.578 001

= araneter

confidence intervals Table

935 Lower 95% Lpper

908 Lower

YG% Upper.

SR v, (4B 1521 | 465 1516
S0t e 63 1023 029




(¥X]

impie Regrescion, ASE vrs. Demegrapnic varapies

Simple Regression X1: ASB  Y2: Age

OF R =-3gudt ey, A S=3Qudrey Aty ZSeean
St D 2! 03 M
Ard 230l S a0 s Tate
e JF Iurs Souarss Cean luare S-rast
SIAREILN ' ﬁ‘ -] ——i Z3C5
REI DAL 2f, AR N 30t o el
Tt 2 LT TTT
Mg wesigual SLatianes amputed
Simple Regression Xq: ASB  Y2: Age
Beta Coefficient Table
Fararmsier vaiug g Err . 314 Valye t-value Frobabihly
r v
UINTERCERT 348
! ”
L5L00E 1-014 00 - 101 2976 203
Confidence intervals Table
Parameter Q5% Lower. 95% Upper Q0% Lower. 90% Upper
LMEAN (x¥) | 2782 2.935 2 794 2922
L5LAPE (=024 - 003 1=022 - (06




Simple Regression X1: ASB  Y3: School

L ermlgrapric variapies

> ] S -squdl %0 A ~-sQuared  SLg Errgr
26 QO 02 S 2T
Anaiyars ar carearce Tagie
e e A 2aaAres mdl D iedl® S-tagl
SEAEITON ' T LTE ZLTE LIy
SR n 25T ks TUE g 7%
T i E3%
O mendud Pt I3 Lamputed
Simple Regression X1: ASB  Y3: School
Beta Coefficient Table
Far arneter vaiue 5td. Eer. 5ld. Value 1L-Vaiue Frobability
JNTERCERT 4.37
SLPE 1= 067 - udb 1343 1798
Confidence Intervals Table
Farameter 95% Lower. 95% Uoper Y0% Lower. Yo% Upper
MEAN (XV)  |3.8%6 4053 1 545 f4.039
. e R T,
SLUPE )= 02d Q05 =022 02




Simple Regression, ASR Vre. Demograpn:s Varag'as

Simple Regression X1: ASB  Y4: Mother's Ed.

h 3 . 2-3quat ey ] Resquaree 333
2! 108 L012 k <5
22310318 of Lar-ancs Tate
sourse F UM 30LAres Cedl igigdrs S-tpat
SESREIZION ; 1827 I s
<21 LLAL Se Ao T N . S
LTITAL 263 L1347 e
NG ResIdudl 20a0 st L peden
Simple Regression Xi: ASB  Y4: Mether's td.
Beta Coefficient Tabie
Farameter Valye Ud Err g Vawe t-value Probabihty
INTERCEET 2.391
SLOPE 02 006 1108 3 187 0018
Confidence intervals Table
Parameter: GS% Lower. 45% ipper: YK Lower S0% Uyoer
| —
MEAN (X.Y) 3746 3.941 3762 3925
SLOPE 008 032 D1 03




s'mpie Reqgrese on, ASE Vrg [emograpnic /araples

Simple Regression Xy: ASB  Ys5: Fether's Ed.

o ~ = =~sgudl ) O :"SQUJI'&&) S8 g
e g i iy o7
Sd BT Lrnancs Tase
yrTe F M LIUAres EAr LQudre <-ragt
SIMREIILN ' 23 TRd 23 T6d 3 S0
<IID AL i ol Ta o 392 IR
R r o5t el
YoewIndudr SRATELIE D arpuled
Simple Regression X1: ASB  ¥s5: Father's £d.
Bela -oefficient Tapie
Paratneor v iyl 210, Err 3Ll Value. t-Value. Frobaiiy.
- i - - [
INTERCEPT } 2534 |
LSLIPE 1923 a7 ;135 3 002
Confidence :ntervals Table
Fararneter. 95k Lower. 95% upoer SO% Lower 90% pper
. . - [ , 1
FIEAN (x,Y/ 3404 2635 13423 35617 |
i

SLOPE 005 037 E 635 o




Dircie megression, AZB s Demaograpn't varaples
Simple Regression Xy: ASB  Yg: Student aspiration
o ~ S=ssudl A, meidudred  Tlg eeor
on I3 Is JIT .
ATa I Laranc Tac
- NI R Car s < tpd
DIinITo, T Ty ToLte
s, NS _ '-‘-_
RIS BN LA GO O
Simple Regression X1: ASB  Yg: Sludent aspiration
It e et Tatie
3 <Ly Ere LI ane R EIPL rrobat ity
= N T T 1
- T : : N :
D os i i . Yo- .- S !
Tt T s . 189 (%A% o ! [

configence intervals Tabie

- Aty 39 Lawer I5% ipper GO% Lower 90% Lpper

?
e Doy e o yu- - L 1o w
Rale YE 3463 1335l LT A
A\l 1 ]
e n et | 98 L vlia RO )




Table 11



ore Factor angvi, Genger vre All Variabies

One Factor ANOVA Xi: Gender Yg: VS

APAIVSIS o v arance vaple

foyrre oF lum dquares  “eap Sguare F-rest
Zarwan groges TlIAAO  IIUag iy 1d5dd
ATIEID 2rups BBy CIoueTE 238 34982 D2 O]
" i LA ‘

Moges foastimate of hetwesr campanent variance s S1398 523

One Factor ANOVA Xi: Gender VYg:VS

Group: count [ean: Std. Dev - Std. Error:
Male 1439 94 568 19 748 943
Famale 423 79014 17.543 853

One Factor ANOVA Xy: Gender Yg:VS

Comparison’ Mean Diff Fisher PLSD: Scheffe F-test  Dynnett t

Male v Female 16 674 2501 149 44+ 12 228

P

* Significant at 38



-

e FacTar Antyg e yre /S

One Factor ANOVA Xi:. Age Yy:VS

A, ¢35 2f ar-ang e 40w
tourne TF Iomo fapgras fear loqare Toregt
E ot il gragps o TG TR T 2L

s groups 25T TN §) -, ol ps T

Lot N3 331518 47 i

Model i astirmate of hetween companent variance » =18 215

One Factor ANOVA Xy:Age Yj:VS

Group: Count: Mean: Std. Dev.. 3td. Error:
A-15 104 8s.22 19349 1 956
B-16 283 85 806 22 683 1426
C-17 226 8?72 18 955 1234
D-18 19% 88603 19.149 1.357
E-19 or aldger 70 86 329 18 605 2224

One Factor ANOVA Xy: Age Yy:VS

Comparison Mear Diff - Fisher B S0 Seheffe F-test:  Dunnett t
1 L 1
A-15vs R-16 - 585 1463 M8 248 !
1
A-16 vs =17 -2 491 4679 273 g ;
1 ) 4

- - - X 4

lA<16vs D-18 3332 lagn 476 138 !
A-15 vs E-10 or older |-\ 107 g 147 031 354 |
v 1
B-1hvs (=17 [-1 906 13 598 ! 27 i1 04 |




ne Factor Angva, Age vrs Ve
One Factor ANOVA Xi: Age Yy:VS

L OMPAriSon: Hean T, Sisher FLID: Leneffe "etesl  sunnett o
i T T
'B-16 vs D-18 R 7 R7

131

RN CET

8-16 vs E-13 or oider - S22 ST e

RPN

LT v 0= - e e <S"
LT e EeTEor vaer LA HE 53 Sl
D=t s E=~iGor ater L Td SR RN LI .




ope Factar Anoya, Scneol vrs, VS

One Factor ANOVA Xy: School Yj:VS

Ar2ivsis 31 variance Table

fourse: oF Sum auares  Mear dguars  F-test
detager aroyps i S TopacS L5808 A
Wit Jroups - §S6 ST AT o a8 g= EI3
e 36 N .

Mege! Hl estimata 3f Detween Component variance = S0 31

One Factor ANOVA X§: School Yj§:VS
Group. Tount. Mean. Std. Dev.. Std. Error:
A-NGRHS 80 86 95 18 189 2.034
B-BHS 197 88.68 18 548 1.322
C-LHS n 87 043 17 315 207
D-NRHS a6 90 957 20 167 2973
E-PVEC 284 84 437 21 £58 1285
One Factor ANOVA X1: School VYi:VS
'Group Lount: [Mean. St [ev Stq Error:
f Y
[F-CMHS 1185 87 914 1i1d1a T 1574




LR R R et o R

T Ol shlanhaul Sl B at

ara Factar Anova, Sonogl

One Factor ANOVA X 1: School

yre s

Yi: VS

Pt IR 0N Mean ohff isper =130 TetVa Forasr  Tgpngr
- - - - ' - - -
LefEmi g TRal =473 & 15 TR fimk:
Al
Le Wnm e . el LITS) 4 - g [BCAn?S-S N '
S o e T " T 0T v
R e P e - MR -2 g3 CgRe ;
: LA Fl 3] T
- - . - - -, : ™ i . = ! . .
T tab e L - ‘sfid 15 3% RO 356 )

~ . im e
Lo ATIEN.

One Factor ANOVA X1{: Schoo!

Mean Diff .. Fisher BLSD:

Y1: VS

Scheffe F-test;

Dunnett ¢,

=D DY S S T
[ 4Eade L

. T et

' 6§37 5§82

1

068

o82

(E-BHE vs D-NRHS

-2276 b 496

095

bo8

ra

.a [ W
Ies 'l"c'\c.’-,

— -

14244 JETa

026

2268

PRGBS v P MME

et §

- —- —4—

67 14.061

027

3N

AT e Ay
-5 SANEHE

1

| 208

102

s Lgmfoartat 1B5

One Factor ANOVA Xj: School

Y{: VS

Camgarisor’ Mean Diff - Fisher PL 50 Acheffe F-test-  Dunnelt t
{_ : R 1] 1
Al 2 E-PYEC 2 606 15 244 g7 | Tl !
; A " i
' - -~ - Ay ¢ - . -
PR T |- 87! 1S 567 | 619 307
e ! 1 T 1
| l")‘.ljl:lu‘.' e ELOyES ('S C';} l & Z2Cw I 879 ll 2 N2
N - - - | - - * v v J L -
Y A A ', - - ‘
e BT ) 3 udd 6 S5 : 167 ' 914

—+ ! B H
(ELDEt 2 TartMUS -2 477 J| L 745 I KA 1y 8 }
Culisbs 2 TS s 3047 , BB A .

o Tiaedficges e 300
- D O

-t ab




Gre Factor Angva, Mother g £ yre /S

One Factor ANOVA Xy: Mother's Ed. Y¢: VS

Analvsis of Varance Tape

Soyrce OF - Sum 3aguaree  "aan Iguare C-test

CZarwenn groups S TSSAEFTE LG9S n 273
wirin Jriups 336 IATIEC 6L aSis D> 038
! 3 51938 35T -

Mogei il aztimate of petween ¢component variance = 140 675

One Factor ANOVA Xj: Mother's Ed. Y¢: VS

Gr oup Count: Mean; Std. Dev.: Std. Error:
A~ jumor high |85 88.153 16.945 1.838
B-junior tigh 53 86.566 19.394 2664
C-< tugh schoal | 206 85228 20.151 1.404
D-nigh s¢hool 211 $1.009 19697 1.356
£-vocational 182 85.709 19 941 1478
One Factor ANOVA Xj: Mother's €d. Y9:VS
idroup- Count Mean- Std_Dev - Std. Error:
Faersity | 125 84 056 23 246 2073




Tne Factor Annva, Mother s B4

yre ys

One Factor ANOVA Xi: Mother's Ed. VY|:VS
IMEArisin, “ean i T Dinarfs Tetast Tanrel
A= nior ¢ S-umer ¢ SET w At o ac
TR T S P AL T &y Coe
a- At s Leegns -l 15T Tk lda e
?A-.A e 18 Fayne gt : d4dd & IR RX T v
LA Jurine 45 Feumve 4067 5375 DAty R
One Factor ANOVA Xi: Mother's Ed. Y:VS
Comparisen: Mean Diff . Fisher PLSD Scheffe F-test: Dunnett t:
B-junior tgh vs C-. high | 1.338 }6 09 037 431
1*
B-junior tigh vs. D=rugh 5. -4.443 6 076 A12 1.436
B-junior high vs. E-vocat | 887 E» 172 015 273
B-juniar high v§ Feumive.. 12.5) b 482 116 76 |
C-< hugh 3¢ vs D-tighs |-S 781 3873 AL ©93
Significant at 355
One Factor ANOVA Xi: Mother's Ed. Yy:VS
Comparison Mean Diff Figher DLSD Scheffe F-test  Dunnett t _
T L4
}C'-< high s¢  vs E-vocati |- 481 14027 !LO” ‘ 238 i
| |
C=< high 8¢ . vs. F-unive . | 1.172 | 4483 : 053 ! 513 |
' H A 1
D-nigh schnel v E-vacat |5 301 1as j 1383 2 601 |
D-tigh schacl vs F-urivs |6 953 i 3 958 }
T 1 ’ 1
E-vacatianal ve Fayniyer i1 BS3 14804 i1 70k :

* Significant at 99%



guree

ne Factor Anova, Father's £g. vrs. ¢S

One Factor ANOVA Xy: Father's €4,

Jf

Sum Sguares:

APAIvSIS ¢F #3r1ancy - apig

Mean :guars

Y11 vS

S~tagl

Eatween Jroups S PRI Tad TES ey
wnIn groups - 356 3i30oE6s 4 o ;= 356
Tal L R6 30092
Model !l estimate nf petween component variance = =17 12Q
One Factor ANOVA X1: Father's Ed. VYy:VS
Group: Count.: Mean: 5td. Dev Std. Error.
A= junior high 182 88 s 19 899 1475
B~junior tgh 68 88.926 13.376 235
C-< high school 173 87.468 19 089 1 as1
D-high s¢hool 137 86 547 21277 1818
E-vocational 163 86 098 13613 1537
One Factor ANOVA Xi: Father's Ed. Y|: VS
group Count- Mean- Std Dev Std Error:
§
(F-unversity | 139 84 562 122 184 1 882




Jne Fachar Ancvwa, Father g 23 yre /S

One Factor ANOVA Xiy: Father's Ed. Yj: VS

£Impar'san, Mear hff Sarer BUID ponette Fotast  Durnett !
PA=eumiar e Senmer - 400 il R "ad

R LA S D LI 4222 e Ria
CAse ey it :.""v'_;!‘: 3 tVd - il “dT aes
A eminae 5 Sagegh AR 1] I =449 Tvny)

| SR DRN I A e e - ,
JAsumer wd Seunive 00649 R ] A 1‘ 1687

One Factor ANOVA Xi: Father's Ed. Yy: VS

Comparison. Mean Diff.: Fisher PLSD: Scheffe F-test: Dunnett !
B-junior ugh vs C-2tgh | 1458 S692 051 503
B-junior high vs D-nhigh s..12 379 S 899 {129 792

B junior high vs E-vocal |2 828 5 741 | 187 967

B~ unior migh vs. F-unive... | 4.265 15885 I 405 1.422
C-chighsc. 5 D-highs | 921 | 4548 oz2 ! 397

One Factor ANOVA Xj: Father's Ed. Yy: VS

Cemparison- Mean Diff - Fisher PLSD Scheffe F-test  Dunnett t

C-< high s¢  vs E-vacati | 137 4 341 gr077 62 J'
C-« tigh a¢ . vs. F-umve . | 2.806 1453 ! 296 1216 i
D-high schoo! vs E-vocat | 449 Ed 609 r!)fﬂ 91

O-tgh school vs. Feunive.. | 1.886 }4‘767 12 773

1
E-vocational vs F-univer |1 436 {4 831 078 | 614




Tre Sactor Ancva, Stygent's aspirations vrs. VS

One Factor ANOVA Xi: Student aspiration Yy:VS
Araresis of variance Tale
e oF Jum Zquaree  Mlean lquare  F-rest
TR eI 9 T odl
o i IS 4ty o4 pE UG
- ik N
Teas o astoeeate of nstween camponent varance = 887 722
One Factor ANOVA Xi: Student aspiration Yi:VS
B Count.: Mean; Std. Dev.. Std. Error:
At hs o |18 92733 25.246 6.518
:[?-h s/ T.‘E! 93217 17 356 1905
Pt s Faucational | 268 89.42 18.154 1.07
—
iD-h 5 cunimedty !476 84172 21 301 l 976
One Factor ANOVA Xj: Student aspiration Yy: VS
Comparisop Mean Diff - Fisher PLSD Scheffe F-test: Dunnett t:
s 1B !
PA=quit b e vs Bhs/)ob |- 484 i 023 i 002 P08k
t
PAaut ts vs Sensde. | 3313 10 45 13 625
¥ )]
PAawpr me ye D-he/y [BERY 10 303 887 163
s e D i (3797 4895 773 ' 523
L
e v e Deme umy 1O DA 14673 {48! 1w 2799

RN B




Tes Factar Anoya, Student's Aspiratiang vre VS
One Factor ANOVA X1: Student aspiration VYy:VS

Lomparsen: “tean it . Ficher rLic sooette T-test  Duppety
o ove Jeneou 53R 1333 4 T30

* Tlamricant gt 35%




Simple Regression X1: VS Y (: Gender

oF ~ J-sguar 4 Ay =-aguared Sta Ereor
LB S ' T 262
Argl, s L ararrs Tan e
S w oF MM S quares Mear igare metase
LN ‘ Tial '3 4l
DT Al e, 3 DL
No Reaiduds atisiies Jompules
Simple Regression X1: VS  Y: Gender
Beta Coefficient Table
Parameler valye S5td Err . S51d. Value. L-Value Probabihity
4
INTERCERT 2317
SLOPE 1= 01 Qo1 - 365 12.225 001
{onfidence intervals Table
Parameter G5% Lawer: 95% Upper: 90% Lower: 90% Lpper.
Y
MEAN (X,Y) | d6 1522 ) 1.517
SLPE L= - 008 -0 - 008




S:mpie Regrass an, Vs yrs Jemaqrapnic variaples

Simple Regression X1: VS Y2: Age

oF R, ~=5quarey Ag; R-squared  Ilg Ereor
261 QIS N b CAF,
Arabyzia ot carares Tacs
ource JF SuM AgLArss A aydre " -rast
farEild Dl Doae SRR
=EZUAL [l C AT T v A
TAT oE EOREN
MO REH g’ B0 L Lt
Simple Regression X1: VS Y2: Age
teta Coefficient Taple
Parameter: Value: S5td Err .. 31d value L-Value Probabibity
INTERCEPT 2639
SLOPE 003 002 {045 1308 1911
Confidence intervals Tatle
Parameter. 95% Lower 95% ijoper YO% Lower 9% Upper
1
MEAN (X.Y) 2762 2938 2.794 Lo 923
SLOPE - 0G1 }.QGH 1=t )




Simple Regression Xy: VS

(73 DermagracniT varat

v e

Y3: School

iae

‘-

oF A oSl i) Ag) T-sgudred D1y Ieror
e L Tl -1
ARAbyais o Jarance Tadie
Sl . LE DU zoudr 3 Cwdl Foudre - -test
REOREZIIUN . T e T a3 CLl
:E:'-':z'. Ay, ft : :.E':'. a : \‘ K p° : :
T € ! N
M el SNSRI Damuted
Simple Regression Xq1: VS  Y3: School
Beta Coefficient Table
Parameter Value, Std. Eer 51d. Value. L-Value. Probability.
I
INTERCEPT 42
SLOPE - 03 003 (=033 1013 I3
Confidence Intervals Table
Far armeter Sk Lower. 9S% Upper. 90% Lower 90% Upper:
H
MEAN (A,Y) 3826 4.058 3.845 14,039
SLOPE - 009 003 |- 08 002 H




IIniERagressiar, Ve yre Jemograpnic variaeies
Simple Regression X): VS Y4: Mother's Ed.
o = ~~3uadrey Age wm3guared Ty Fedop
: 14 o 'TiET LT
Ardl, st aranes Tane
- F W SLAras o L R
PR A T i
e it REN . e R
- R NS * ‘J? =il
Meocesiudn SLAUSLE Dampten
Simple Regression X1: VS Y4: Mother's Ed.
Beta Coefficient Taple
Flar arreter v e S1d Err Std Value L-Vilue. Probabihity
T e e V., t 1
ChTeRLES ase |
Lt PN 202 - 4534 199 | 3221

vonfidence intervals Table

YOR Upper

b ar atneter 255 Lower 9S% Lipper S90)% Lower

( A 1 1 !

CEalN 3746 {2941 376 13925 o
s e - . L !

et (=it o2 |- 006 1 W02 i
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Tirenie agreseion, Vs, v/rs Jemograpntc variagles

Simple Regression X1: VS ¥5: Father's £d.

oF R wSgudt 2 Ag, w-squdred Sty srenr
26 L 66 DR W63 ‘T
A3l T3 of cararce Table
) N T SJudres  “Mear. lauars r-lest
mEREI N gl RS Ty
SRR Ay Fh TR Tud REEEN
N S NN
N Residuadi Statistics Compated
Simple Regression Xi: VS Y5: Father's Ed.
Beta Coefficient Table
Parameler Value. Std. Ere.. Std. Value: t-Value. Probability
INTERUERT 4 009
S5LOPE | - 006 003 - 066 1,927 0543
Confidence Intervals Table
Parameter 9S% Lower. 9SR Upper. 90% Lower 90% Upper:
[MEAN (¥} [3.40d 3636 3.422 3617
[SLoPE -01 1.045E -4 - 01 - 001
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Simple Regression X1: VS Yg: Student aspiration

o X < -3gudred A mmsgqudred Ll Set
i T S Sod -
And,ziE ol L arar o Tae
ot F aM iguarss TRAR candre - -ipsg
rEomEZ ION C s 55 senae
=Ll LA ik SEded 2y .
NS it 68 3E

Mo Restduar Statistics - ormputed

Simple Regression X1: VS  Yg: Student aspiration

Beta Coefficient Table
Pararmeter. Value Std. Err Std Value |~Value Probabihty
UINTERCEPT 13917
SLOPE =006 001 - 157 4 663 0001
Confidence Intervals Table

Parameter. 95% Lower: 95% Upoer. 0% Lower 90%R Upper

MEAN (X.Y) 3373 347 3.38 3.462

SLOPE 1= 008 =003 - 006 - )04 |
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Simple Regression X1: ASB

ol wagrecsion, asE vrs ows Lovs

Yi: JWS

2F 2 H=33udt =g “, =-Iguare g Sory
25 _B Lk K% i
Ao 23 M Jamarce Tane
Lres s Syt Iqudres Tlean tauars #51
SIREII M sl T2 =TI HEEN
SRR i fhdal (1T AL AT RSN
---:' 28 "‘_q.-.—.— -
o =ESIdud TLatislis A uinputeg
Simple Regression X1: ASB  Yy: JWS
Beta Coefficient Table
Pararneter. Valie 5tg Eer Std. Value t-value Probabibty
f X - e
INTERCERT U 78«
SLOPE - 89 .38 - 08 2 344 0193
Configence Intervals Table
Parameter G5% Lower. 95% Upper. IR Lower. 90% Upper
f - A " "
MEAN (2,Y) 993213 160515 99 41 100.415
SLPE - 144 -8 =192 | =327




Sorcie Leqreceiar ASE Y oWS 40Y/S
Simple Regreasion Xy: ASB  Y2: VS
- - S sgudr e ] medjudla Sty fee
. _:‘!H. - am g
R VI T NN TR T T L
R LF RV I -2 el cunars <-1a5l
. ' TEETL ML CIETL T4l € Ee
. LEa, JTATIE LT TR ML
cT i TTIAle JIT
T ainar RERED!
Simple Regression X1: ASB Y2: VS
Beta Coeffizient Tabie
Pararimer valye g Err 5td. Value 1=Vaiye Frobabihity
8 L4 )

CNTERCEET 133 4%

|
NI -1y 076 1~ 47 15.69

0001

Canfigence Intervals Tabis

var areler 95% Lower 95% Upper 90% Lower

90% Upper.

35 7% B8 .14 85 944

§7.947

(HEAN 4.y
T

=134 1042 -1316

| =i 066
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Simple Regression Xy: JWS  Yj): VS

e ~ J~-squared Ad; R-squared  ta Zeeop
N P N o Sd0e-d AR |
ara, i al ararce Tane
s - Sult 2Juarss TRan Iguare - =tps]
IIIEIIION 25€ 3 43E 10 s
SEIILAL i TSI SIE S AT v o€
TITAL A AR ATT
Y verntud Ttattets Damputen
Simple Reqression Xy: JWS Yy:VS
Eeta Caeficient Table
Tarameter v MLk g Err . 514 value L-Value Probabihty
. 1
UNTERCEET 72824
i LA -
.:‘.'L-.'F'E LT 77 237 1.1 2716
Confidence Intervals Table
Par amneter 95% Lower 5% Lpper 90R Lower 90% Upper
-
THEAN (%) §S.592 58.299 85.81 88.081
LsiopE - 066 235 - 042 2]
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TRe FACTOr Anova, Jender vrs Al Yaraples

One Factor ANOVA X|: Gender Y7: SRS

Ar@iv$iz ol yarianee T abie

Saurce ne Sur laaares Hear Igquare Soras
“Eetaoon groues < MENTA Tl AT
whaln graues - Se R i Soeds [
4 TeeT kT

- .
. . L - .

Rk

Meger 1 sehimats Af cetwaan Jampenent argrte e TG A0S

One Factor ANOVA Xi: Gender Y7: SRS

Group Count” Mean- Std Dev. Std Error
1]
Male 479 4?2 547 7 206 344
LFemale i-l‘.".':’. 48 309 7016 34

One Factor ANOVA Xi: Gender Y7: SRS

Mean Off Fighar B SD- Scheffe F-teat  Duynnstt
1 T T

Comparisan:
f 1
Male va Female {5 756 LI L1draee BAR-Y

* Significant at 95%



ine Factor ancva, SRS witn femegracnic variaeles

One Factor ANOVA X|: Age

OF

source

Yi: SRS

ANAIVSIS Gf sariarcs Tags

Samo lguares

tean Lyuare

F-iaar

Fetwmen aroups - J 947 87 oL TG sl
Wi groups ES7 SIEE % 3T I° e T ogniE
oy i LN
“ogel  estimare o petwenn fomponent sariance = A7 F
One Factor ANOVA X1: Age Yi: SRS
Broup Zaunt Mean: Std. Dev.: Std. Error
A-15 104 a6 635 17664 752
iy . .
B-1¢ 263 45.783 17248 456
(-17 236 a6 123 |7 747 504
!
D-18 199 44 005 17 476 53
£-19 or older 70 433N 369 1039
One Factor ANOVA Xj: Age Yi: SRS
Comparison- Mean [nff - Figher D00 Seneffe Fotest-  Dunnett t-
{ T v
A-1Svs R-16 e 1 p o3 461
A-15vs. (=17 512 ! 759 D02 571
I
A-1Svs D12 263 |t 305 rI03? 2358
|A-15 vs E-19 or older |3 063 270 S 2773
=16 ve €17 i34 1 2es 06 494

* Sfanificant at 355
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One Factor ANOVA Xjy: Age Y. SRS

Ne Factar Anova, SRS wtn Temaarapnic Jaragtas

Camparison’ “lean Diff soiper FLIL Loneffe m-tesy  Cuynnelt

Raelh vy atH CrTTy tAlee VRVE R Ly
Ot T v e A Do TS orE
=T s L . ST ooy R
LT ELTE e oY Tae TTRT .5t
L=tmee ez e ier 224 . - Ty

* Logmrognd At 2T




Lre Facnur arcyy, IRS wotn Dermoorageic vararles

One Factor ANOVA X): School Y{: SRS

Ardie s of S A arcs Tatie

TE Tuero togras Tean ougre ~1ast
B _ o .
- L 1, g R
- — - N .
C g R oo S s 2 e
. e T
R A T LU S TRNE L LOE R v

One Factor ANOVA Xi: School Yj: SRS

Conre? Mear Std. Dey Std. Erece

e ag g8z 1777 965 j
T ESEI VE372 | ag7 )
; ‘ ; i
. il Lagog? 675 i 307 !
-+ + ; —
e L 43 87 l7 238 i 67
| . SN 4
tos R Pae a2 L b g7 !
i i 1 :
One Factor ANOVA Xi: School Yi¢: SRS
v e Hlean Stg ey atd Error
! T T T
FRELI st TSI SRy [ 1w




JremactIr Anz g TR gotm Tamarac,l L arapies
One Factar ANOVA X):Scheol Yq: SRS

TAre T Sizpae 210 Loretta Tetait et

et dhel e TR N e T o

R teT o aF A -

astpim Tetimmd : - T R

R TR O e ‘g SE A oot

s At Rt oy 2T T oF

One Factor ANOVA Xy: School Yi{: SRS
AMmparison Mear, Ciff Fisher PLAD Scheffa F-test: Ounnett *
T T sy

(BB v Dol ¢ 69 ;2083 a23 77 J
i T I 1 T
EBHS vs GeNRHE eh PR b 028 | 438 |
‘ " + ? " —
(E-BHT 3 £-DVET -1 052 11228 | 443 1398 :
' ) i |
' . L R H . I, v 1
i B=BHS v F-MMA3 =2 S62 11 o3l (2154 i3 oe i
. . " i
‘c};H'E. /A D-NRuE 138 ra A 'L“""\'" : 17 :
n 5

* higntficant at 300

L AMpAriSon

One Faclor ANOVA Xj: School

Moaan [nff

Fispar PL3U

Yi: SRS

Srneffe F-(est

Dutnett t
T

.

) i
CleLMS s F-RVEC ]-2 411 b1oge? AL (1 7a?
. 1 N 1
! ! ! * :‘ @
Pomomdes FeTIHG P29t o dn L1 1< 73 ’
# ¢ 4 + F -—‘-w"
DeNEWD e EDVES 25 {~ 2793 LR 1y 1 i
) . ¢T o .- T e . 1 J
b N i . « PRI L. i
CoetEE g Fel MR : ERIRER) |- A6 ; IR 2 476 i
: . v + —
PE-BVES yg Far et Par ey 1V d1ae | AN AL ‘
[ d d

¢ Jigrficant 20998
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One Factor ANOVA X ). Mother's £d.

ALdiv3is ol A Qe Cale

ptr Carnsorace s artariac
. L Iv"' ] - " - v -

Y): SRS

Lo . o lqugees  sgr lapgs  Zeras
L P . 1T G st
PRt oF war 5 T TETE T3 s
! kel ar
e comer e o JATesen Dneepceent g3 gpcs 3 BT 700

One Factor ANOVA X1: Mother's €d. Yi: SRS

Groug Caunt Mear, 2t Dev Std, Error
A- Juror high !SS a4 165 i? 989 ET%EJ

T " T ™
B=1yrigr birgn 153 145 472 |7 948 1092
€-+ hugh schaol | 206 45 801 {7724 538
r 1
EO=mgh schonl 120 i 42 986 7063 i 488
Eeeatinat e bag aa 12 189 P 533

A : 1

One Factor ANOVA Xi: Mother's Ed.

Yt1: SRS

Qroup i, punt Mean Sta Dev Std Error:
i l : T
| Ectmryarsity 112G P47 1 ta a7 | 758




DTR TN AT AL SRD W Iam I atAIr L Laranies
One Factor ANOVA X|: Mother's Fd. Y y: SRS

LATLAr 2 ‘ean 27 Famge 207 it T D
cms e e =0 20T oA N W
rAe pen v . o -t min AR =t “-re
SRl S Deagr 73 Cat h ol
TAw yprae & Faneqee LoV ETE IR S L 4
- :
] o L. i e ama - - “ -,
(A= ut ARt T SRS Y f- et F .

* Ligniricant at ‘355

One Factor ANOVA Xi: Mother's £d. Yy SRS

Compartson. Maan NIff Fisher 2L 20 ;E--:ne?‘-“e F- 2et  Dunnett t

L?_».-]unmr highvs G- hugh L= 329 2533 EOE E o8¢

!Bqunmr high vs D=hgh 5. i 1 486 & 298 i X Tg! 269

EB-‘sumor high vs E-vocat - 363 2 354 ’ 0 31

i.fs"jlml()f' high vs F-unive -1 b3 s A9 1 54 2r1 507

EC- high 5¢ w3 D-high 3 ' A i 1462 ‘ B I: 433

¢ hignificant at 955

One Factor ANOVA X1: Mother's Ed. Vy: SRS

Comparison’ Mear Liff Fisher 2L 3L Tomefrfe Fotegt  Pwrastt b
C-chigh s¢ v E-vocati {-04 Pa A 71 ne ‘
¢~ high 3¢ .. vs. F-unive... | -1 703 635 s L1 ‘.
D-bugh schoo! vs E-vocat -1 4885 [1e1me PG Ti." 407 E
D-high schsol v8. Feutive . =3 116 BES eI 166 |
Ewmcalmna! ve Fuyniver l[ ~1 2R3 l 1712 r J T_H 478 E

* Significant at 350
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e 30t Aniva,

IR woTn Temograce D sarhapies

One Factor ANOVA Xy: Father's Ed. Y): SRS
AT @308 i L AT 1Al
Inyroe F Lo Lyuarss ‘ea0 lauare S-rest
Tetesnr gz T atr T RIS DIl
PREEED O N 4 agn s Al TEaET g = ouil
Lt 4 Tk 7wkl )
Mogsi - astimate of petwesn camponent caranee a 17 0wl
One Factor ANOVA Xi: Father's Ed. Yi: SRS
Group Count Mean Std. Dev.. Std. Errar:
A= jursr high ] 122 143 374 837 621
. | .
B~jumor Mgt b 45956 7281 879
C-+ hgh school (173 45 127 7 343 | 558
[ s i
D-migh school 1137 45 693 7 444 [ 636 1
. 1 i
E-vocational 163 46 153 703 ' 554 |
One Factor ANOVA X): Father's Ed. Yy: SRS
Groug’ Count- Maan- Std Dy 5td _Error:
] T
Foumveraity 129 a6 I6d Jl‘/ YA I B6R




QAR RACTAL Anoy 3 SRS @ -'3’"-"".,"33?"' Coyarartas
One Factor ANOVA Xy: Father's Ed,  Yj: SRS

L SMmbar:3en Maar ot e TUiC R N
CASLLOr s Do ol N TITRT

A g S RN O sz 2 N
A g s eyt o0 T Tt 2l 3
JERRIE U ISl R brie M -
! et - e ) . b ! ~ L -
PA= L Uar g3 Peuliive i eo F0U preIvt i~ aot 27

* igreficant at 9S%

Aopanapise
LITNLArisn

One Factor ANOVA Xi: Father's £d.

Mear, Diff..

Fizher £LSD T ke

Yi: SRS

: 83t Junrelt ! ~
?v«nu\r kAl e Sa ke n !-i ]"I REBEA A} il N7 1'
l . J‘.l“-‘s Tyt LA “'g L : 4o - . - H e y
’, . [ . 1 o !
{Ei-unior fugh vs D-hians {=1 736 PR i 472 RSN 1
— - ‘ + , + + {
;B-numor rugh o5 E-vnrat :-j 137 l: 153 'L 38 b PRl :
) : ; |
j | . H ’ . 1B ) i
P6=1umor hugr vs F-ynive 2-3 ($1¥14) j o212 1403 Po bl i
| S . 3 . 4 H
¥ T : [ : 1
Lo mignse o3 D-mgns |- 566 {170 | 94 s !
* Zgnificant 2t 9S%
One Factor ANOVA Xi: Father's Ed. Y{. SRS
Comparison: Mean [nff Frgher PLAD Scherts Fapst  (ueretl
f ! T T :
e high gc ws E-vocaty {=' 02 byee | 70d RS ,
I3 - g ‘ -, ——l[ . o l - . i
(= hugh 3¢ . vs F-urive . | =) B37 R L <] io Ve !
1 M
D=high schoot vs E-vocat - [ 1734 0ed A
- . ey | L) l - . I - = ‘
G-high sctool 3 Feymive | =1 271 ) g0 5 36 v Res )
4.
T d 1 1
E-vcational we Feynpver 1o &1 1 {17 b i

* Aigmficant al 35%




ne Faltar artya, SRS woth Demographic Variap'es

One Factor ANOVA Xy: Student aspiration Yy: SRS

ANIYSIS o varange Tame

Sarne nF Sgre Zquaras “laar guars F-tost
£t aenn groups |2 4077 2 TTag 3" S TER
woumr areps 356  =BESE BE1 R A
Tata HEC R

tagel 11 asrimats of potween component varancs s 430 527

One Factor ANOVA X1: Student aspirstion Yy: SRS

Group. Count. Mean. Std. Dev. Std. Error.
A-quit s /pb |15 394 87 2.246
f-h s/0h a3 41 337 & SRR 723
C-h.s /vocational | 288 43892 7.405 436
D-h s Juniversity | 476 47 16 7 437 | 341

One Factor ANOVA Xi: Student aspiration Y): SRS

Comparison: Mean Dif - Figher D130 Qcheffs Fatest  Dunnaett t
A-quths vs B-hs/job |-1 927 456 B 937
At s vs (s fy |42 s Lies 12301
A-qmths vs D-hs/y 1-776 2795 }5 AR 4014
B-hs/0b vs C-hs /woc -2 555 1A 1258 2782
B s/pab ve [vhs funy (-5 602 720 1aggee |6 aa

¢ digniffeant at 95%
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One Factor ANOVA Xi¢: Student aspiration Y): SRS

LIrmearsan Slean il fisher ~Ui Lonete Fetest  Lunpet Y
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R mearzizien, SRS wrtn Demogracnic Variaples

.~ <z
Simple Regression X1: SRS Y: Gender
LF ~ ~=SQu Es A3 RS 3 B
. ' soc a a L
nd it e Tty

- ; DM L ared Cear audre F-test
h : _'.’. :\3"3 ‘- €.

“. _T IR

o Jesuluds Latihs Jurspated

Simple Regression X1: SRS Y): Gender

Beta Coefficient Table

By ster Vatug St Err 13 Valye 1 -Value Prabatility

A i :
o e ! - i PR lr-_n'_- Y] A
R {ood fand L ion R QU1

confidence intervals Tabis

AP ALY 90 Lywer 95% Upper Y0% Lower 90R Upper

1817
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AN e e 1] 4 V822 1468
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Simple Coaresaran SRS wron Demograpnic Variae!es
Simple Regression X1: SRS Y2: Age
oF Q. RS QLAY AQY Sesgudrsd vy seer
B ., g Lo o
Ardp3ie A L arange Tagie
Sare LF MY A0LArSS “Ran rouare F-teay
CLESREEHCN 1¢ g3 't 6id DS
SETTuA, € tdT e s 0 .
oA i VI TII ;
No Residual MACses Jerputes
Simple Regression X1: SRS Y2: Age
Beta Coefficrent Table
Parameter Valuye 5td Err. Sid. Value {-Value. Probability
INTERCERT 3631
SLOCPE =018 Q03 - 121 33506 0004
confidence Intervals Table
Parameter 95% Lower 9S% Uvoer. S0% Lower 90% Upper
[MEAN (e¥) | 2782 2935 2.795 2922
| SLOPE - 028 - (08 (=026 - 01 J




Simple Regression X1: SRS Y3: School

NI DEMATrATC var

apies

4

crr

. - - . - . ) . -
oF < e dudres wi =eiguarwy Mg
Pepe ARyl SAD DA R [ b Aol
e v S v ‘e
At D sY T a s Tana
Ce - : : . . Y 4 Lo
WA s Sult 2L d e gl =tesl
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Mo Resigudl Statist.os Cumputed

Simple Regression X1: SRS Y3: School

Beta Coefficient Table

Parareler Value 5td Err. g Value t-Value. Probabihity
¥ T T
INTERCEFT 13033 |
] T o I N
SLOPE JDX DIV) | 4 s 2 RO3 0094

Confidence intervals Tabie
95% Uoper. Si% Lower

SOR Upper.

Eararneter 95% Lower
MEAN 1Y) 1T 93¢ | 4055 [ 345 14039 |
' 5,20 S 035 {507 [ 033 |
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Simple Regression Xy: SRS Y4: Mother's Ed.

< ul - Ul . - I

DF 3 Z-sguared Ag) S-sguarsg fig oo
z
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o Residudi SLabiatos Jonputes

Simple Regression X1: SRS Y4: Mother's Ed.

Beta Coefficient Table

Pararneter. value S5td. Err . Std vaiue L-Value Frobability
INTERCEPT .19z i
SLOPE 014 006 75 2213 | 0272
Confidence Intervals Table
Parameter: 95% Lower 0S% Upper 90% Lower S0% Upuer
MEAN (x¥) 3746 394 13761 3325
SLOPE 002 027 [ 204 425




Sirpie Peqreseran, SRS with Demaograchic Yariabies

Simple Regression Xy: SRS

Y5: Father's Ed.

OF = S -3Quared Agy =-squareq  Ste Errgr
{9t 136 o3 o ’
Ardinus ol aranes Tanie
L OF UM ZouAres  Mear lquare - -tus5]
PRI B SdE 6 I3
oA, 2 L BRI g e !
Tt ‘ L 26GT RS
b Residudi SLatsti s computed
Simple Regression X{: SRS Ys: Father's Ed.-
Beta Coefficient Table
Fararneter Value Std. Err.. 5td. Value. L-Value. Erobabihity
INTERCEPT 2.117
SLIPE 031 008 136 4.037 0001
confidence Intervals Table
Parameter 95% Lower: 95% Upper. 90% Lower. 90% Upper.
MEAN (AY) | 3.40d 3635 13423 3616
|
SLOPE Q16 046 1018 044 ]




Simple Regression X1: SRS  Yg: Student aspiration
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Simple Regression X1: SRS  Yg: Studenl aspiration

Beta Coefficient Tabie

Fararneer walye. g Err. Std Value, 1-Valye

Probability.

VINTERCEET AL
CLLFE L ad? 503 251 13 5an 0001

Confidence Intervals Table

Larareeter 4% Lower 5% Upper 0% Lower 9YOx Upper.

- I p— = azc . e T
CHEAN kv 13.374 3468 2351 19.461
e ama [INR - | P
oLk LGet 033 e § 32
.




Table 14



Steeple Ranracsion SRS 4 tn WS AES VS

.

Simple Regression X1: SRS Yy: JWS

OF R S=3guared AGL Resauarseg 30 Sergr
2f 983 T ok K

arai g ar e Tatie

Junrls oF I Audres CEAn ddudrs Ftgs]
SiamElialN ' 2T Ty L =iE g2 £ U8
DAL - EF e e S F9A g idd
e e r DI ELT
W resngudl Aatisto s Domputed
Simple Regression X1: SRS Y. JWS
Beta Coefficient Table
Farameler . Value 5id. Ere.. 5td. Valye. L-Value. Probabihty.
INTERCERT 95.473
SLOPE 093 04 033 2.453 0144
Confidence Intervals Table
Parameter Y

S% Lower: YS% Loper. 90% Lower 90% Upper:
FIEAN (A,¥) 99314 100515 99 .41 100.418
SLOPE 02 176 032 164
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Simple Regression X: SRS Y2: ASB

mele Regrassion, SRS with WS, ARS, VS

of R. “-5qudred Ad] Re3QuArEd Sl fenor
1961 g2 F3iE T £ETE
gl e ol damanes Tanle
sogrce oF um lguarss 2an lguare relag
‘ EEREIGION L e AT . Ok Tt IR0
JELCLAL . o6y JSTaTE S S ] poE
TOTAL = £e73% 7Tl :
Mo Sesigual 3tabistios Corputed
Simple Regression Xi: SRS Y2: ASB
Beta Coefficient Tavble
Farameter. Value: Std. Err.: Std. value L-Valye. Probabihty
1
INTERCEPT 16.56)
568 )24 562 19 946 0001
Confidence Intervals Tatie
Pararmeler. 95% Lower 95% Upper. 90% Lower. 90% Upper
MEAN (XY)  [42.801 43,688 L4z 373 43617
SLOPE 53 b4h 54 537




Sirrote Fearazsian, SRS with JUWS, ARS

Simple Regression X1: SRS Y3: VS
oF 2. =2 gudred Adl R-sgudred  3d Errw
Fee "9 = R T - 509
Anadiyzis of Yaraance Tabie
Lrce JF Jum 3Quares. hean quare F-test
FEGRESIN L \TT6RE 04 i TTEIEH04 240786
CoE T DA ZE. i S IR R N p= JCG! :
A i 38236437
No mesidual tatstics <omputed
Simple Regression X{1: SRS Y3: VS
Beta Coefficient Table
Faramster Value. Std. Err.: Std. Value: t-value. Probabihity:
INTERCERT 143135
SLOPE -1.236 079 - 469 15532 9001
Confidence !ntervais Table
Parameter 95% Lower: 95% Upper. - 90% Lower: 90% Upper:
MEAN (X.Y) 85.749 68.142 §5.942 87.94%
SLOPE -1.394 -1.082 -1.369 -1.108
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Stepwise Regression, SRS with All Variables

Stepwise Regression Y{:SRS 9 X variables

Summary nfarmation

iF 10 Enter 4

F 1o Gemave 3 9%€
ameer oY iteps %
/3 dtows Sntered &
A atiedTIres LTI G

Yo Residual Statistice Computes

Stepwise Regression Y{:SRS 9 X varisbles.
STEP NO. 1 VARIABLE ENTERED: Xg: ASB

B R-squared: Adj. R-squared: Std. Error:
| 562 [ 218 | 316 6 346
Analysis of Varance Table
Source DF: Sum 3quares:  Mean Square.  F-test:
REGRESSION | 16024.87 16024.87 397862
RES'DUAL 60 34638 593 40 277
TOTAL 861 50663.463

STEP NO. | Stepwise Regression Y1:SRS 9 X variables
Variables in Equation

Parameter. Value. 5td, Erre 3td. Valye: F to Remove,
INTERCEPT 22.114
ASB 538 027 262 397 862
Variables Mol in Equation
Darameter: Par Corr: F to Enter-
Gender 186 30613
Age - (078 $.326
Si.huol 133 116721
Mother's £4. 018 267
Father's Ed 024 1.651




oo SES wrtn all yargptec

STEP NO. 1 Stepwise Regression Y{:SRS 9 X variables

RO TR
FEVIPR e

% L | ST TR TG

Sarametsr: Sar ore < rg Enter
ftygent aspirat 1 21§ 41 <3¢

R . 1€§ G
7t -5 Y

Stepwise Regression Y§:SRS 9 X variables

STEP NO. 2 VARIABLE ENTERED: Xg: VS
£ R -5quared. Adj. R-squared  Sid. Error.
L 603 ) | 365 ¢ 297 !
Analysis of Variance Table
Source DF Suni Squares  Mean Square  F-test
PESRESSION 2 18734.032 9367.04¢ 252 003
RECIDUAL 259 21929 37 132717
TOTAL 861 50663 463 |
STEP NO. 2 Stopwis\o, chn_ssion‘Y!:SRS 9 X variables
arables 1n Equation
Parameter: Value: Std Err Std ‘alae Flo memgm
INTERCEPT %5 87
VS - 049 012 I 262 173 587
A3B 42 029 | 439 [202 972
Yariables Naot in Equation
Farameter. Par Corr- F to Enter
Gender 129 } 14 409 ]1
Age - 087 1550 }
 Sehaol L6 15 1ed ;
{Moth?"s £1 ARG | 497 —ﬁl




Srenw se =
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=gression, SRS woth Al varmapieg

STEP NO. 2 Stepwise Regression Y:SRS 9 X variables

sariables Not n Eguation

Sarameter 2ar e Fop Intar
Fatrer s £3 07 Sas
“Glucenl aspirat . 267 3¢ I3
CuW3 LN LS

Stepwise Regression Yy:SRS 9 X variables’

STEP NO. 3 VARIABLE ENTERED:

Xg: Student aspiration

R. R-squared. Adj. F-squared Std. Error.
629 | 305 [ 302 lsors |
Analysis of Variance Table
Source DF : Sum Sgquares  Mean Square  F-test:
PEGRESSION 3 20030.746 6676915 187.016
RESIDUAL A58 30632 717 35 702
TOTAL 861 50663 463
STEP NO. 3 Stepwise Regression Y):SRS 9 X variasbles
Variables in Egquation
Parameter- Value: Std_Err td Value £ to Remove
INTERCEPT 30.574
Student aspirat.| 1 704 293 | 163 126 219
VS -.094 on - 248 167 454
ASB 396 029 fata 1586.193
Variaoles Not in Equatier
Parameter Par Corr F to Enter.
Gender 12 116,077
Age {-033 | 348
Schonl | 128 R Rt

L e u




STEP NO. 3 Stepwise Regression Y :SRS

varaties Yol or nat o

9 X variables

Saramerer o F o1y Enger
“otner 2 B3 -2 Ty
T3t 3 el =
Wi Ctnl ol oD

Stepwise Regression Y1:SRS 9 X variables

STEP NO. 4 VARIABLE ENTERED: X7: JWS
R R-squared: Adj. R-squared. Std. Error.
[ 641 1 a1 | 409 {5 899 |

Analysis of variance Table

ource OF Sum Squares  Mean Square F-test
PESRESSION 14 20836 4 5209 | 149 669
RESIOLIAL 1357 29827 0R2 34 204
TOTAL 1861 50663 463

STEP NO. 4 Stepwise Re

ariah

rossion Y1:SRS 9 X varisbles

v s 1n Equation
Parameter: Value Std. Err Ste alue F 1o Remove
INTERCEPT 19.457
Student aspirat.| | 683 279 161 36 164
JW3 108 022 127 23 148
VS -.094 0114 - 249 69 282
A3B 406 029 425 199 652
Variables Not n Eauation
Parameter Par. Corr. F to Enter.
Genger 129 f14417
Age - 031 Ta12 !




Steowice Feqrecsion, SES wrth AT yareapies

STEP NO. 4 Stepwise Regression Y{:SRS

U aF [T TR

oIyanar

9 X veriables

<ar ameter =3r o Sty Enter

1InGgi o o L0 790
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Stepwise Regression Y{:SRS 9 X variables

STEP NO.S VARIABLE ENTERED: Xy: Gender

" R-squared. Adj. P-squared. Std. Error.
ey [aa1 [ae |5 854
Analysis of Variance Table

Zoutcs DF Sum Squares  Mean Square F-test:
CSEIRESON S 21330.437 4266 087 124.493
VEESIfAL A5k 29723 O2F 34 268
FToTAL | 861 50653 463

STEP NO. S Stepwise Rognssion Y{:SRS O X variables

Variables in Equation
Rarameter Valye Std. Ere Std Value. F to Remgve.
VINTERCEDT 17.844
 Gender 17219 453 112 14417
LI
i atudent aspirat | 1 205 277 164 37879
' .aWE: R IM 02:' 421 2‘ 467
|- 084 012 -.22 5278
LA38 L3 03 35 155 62
Variables Not in Equation
Parameter Par Core £ to Enter ﬁ
g l-033 L 929 i




Stepwise Regression, SRS with All Variaples

STEP NO. 5 Stepwise Regression Y{:SRS 9 X variables

ar-acies %t in Tguatier

S3rameter Far ore < 1o Enter

1m0 R RN ‘
tathery B3 -23 434 ;
Eyrersfy  ce: 2327 j

Stepwise Regression Y1:SRS 9 X variables

(Last Step) STEP NO. 6 VARIABLE ENTERED: X3: School

R. R-squared: Adj. R-squared: Std. Error.
| 654 428 424 |s.821
Analysis of Variance Table
Source OF Sum Squares:  Mean Square:  F-test:
REGRESSION £ 21697.327 3616 221 106.741
RESIDIIAL 559 28966 136 33879
TOTAL 861 50663 463

STEP NO. 6 Stepwise Roﬂ-ossieon Y1:SRS 9 X variadbles
ables in

vari quation

Parameter: Value: Std. Err - Std Value F to Remove
INTERCEPT 16.606
Gender 1 699 45 111 14 246
School 378 1S 086 10 83
Student aspirat. ) 1 693 276 162 37775
JWS 097 022 113 15.886
Vs -.082 011 - 215 20 464
ASE 379 03 396 162.225




Stepwice meqrececian, SRS witk all yar:gplec

P NO. 6 Stepwise Regression Y{:SRS 9 X variables

/araties Not .1 3uat.on

2arameter Q3 Jure
H A].? - T &40
Matner s B4 - R e
3 283

Fatrers £d S el




