
chapter four

ADJUSTMENT PROCESSES - 

- FAMILY ADJUSTMENT

The systematic study of the whole man is undertaken 

in two inseparable fields, identified as the psychology 

of adjustment and the psychology of personality. Adjust­

ment and personality are unifying concepts because they 

include the various subordinate processes of motivation, 

emotion and cognition. For example^. adjustment is accom­

plished through the exercise of cognitive activities such 

as perception and thought, processes by which the person 

has 'transactions with the world about him. But these 

processes are not the person. To the psychologist of 

personality, the organization of the subordinate processes 

is the essence of personality. Every individual is a 

combination of traits, such as physical appearance, 

gestures, speech, ideas, emotions, habits and skills.

These characteristics function together as an integrated
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•whole and constitute what is generally termed as persona­

lity. One trait may oe so dominant tnat other qualities 

lose their significance, yet all of them are important 

and most of them possiuie ox modification through education.

Thus, in view of the importance of birth the related 

concepts, viz. adjustment and personality in the total 

study of man, the investigator has undertaken to study 

the first-born with respect to the later-born in these 

characteristics. This chapter deals with findings in 

connection with adjustment processes including the signi­

ficance of parent relationship, family adjustment or 

parent-child relationship, social adjustment and personal 

adjustment (almost bordering to personality characteristics), 

and the next chapter deals with various personality traits 

as sub-chapter. The significance of parent relationship 

in the formation of the child’s personality has been 

emphasized again and again, for it has been a major 

thesis throughout the study of the psychology of adjust­

ment. Adjustment includes integration, but emphasises 

the relationship between individuals and environment. If 

a person is maladjusted personally, socially or in the

family, he is unable to get on well with himself and 

with other people or groups because of his over-emotiona­

lity, selfishness, domineering attitude or lack of social 

experience. A well-adjusted person 1ms been described as



*

'One who has established wholesome relationship^with his
& ,f v~'~ ^

physical and social environment with the result that ^hb 
is emotionally stable"^

The problem of defining what constitutes good 

adjustment is a very difficult one for which there is no 

single answer. Good and bad are essentially ethical 

concepts and have no place in realm of science. To the 

psychiatrist or clinical psychologist, maladjustment is 

an ailment to be remedied. An attempt at a psychological 

criterion to define theory would reveal that good adjust­

ment is that mode of action which culminates in satisfying 

fully, and most directly the needs or the drives of an 

individual. This may be obviously true for adjustment 

in case of physiological and personal needs. But this 

thinking leads to trouble particularly in case of psycho­

logical an! social drives, where satisfaction of each 

and every drive is not possible since it involves the 

relationship with other individuals. To achieve such 

adjustment or satisfying behaviour requires unified and 

integrated behaviour, the presence or absence of which 

provides what is perhaps the clearest distinction between 

good adjustment and mal-adjustment. In defining good

1. Harold Benjamin, Consulting Editor, Dictionary of
Education : McGraw Series in Education.
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adjustment, the influence of social groups and social 
customs cannot be ignored. The concept of individual 
integration must however be supplemented with one of the 
integration in society. When the inter-related motives 
of a person are satisfied without undue emphasis and when 
this is achieved with consideration for others, a state 
of good adjustment may be said to exist.

The term "adjustment” has two meanings. In one 
sense, it is continual process by which a person varies 
his behaviour to produce a more harmonious relationship 
between himself and his environment. In the other sense, 
adjustment is a psychological state, i.e. the condition 
of harmony or balance arrived at by the person whom we
call well-adjusted ( similar to the physiological state 
of homeostasis). The degree of harmony may depend upon 
certain potentialities within the person. It also depends 
in part upon certain characteristics of environment. The 
environment must be such that it is possible for a person 
to satisfy his basic personality needs.

As a human being we have many needs and we spend 
most of our time and energy to satisfy them. For example,

several times a day we get hungry - a signal that our 
tissues lack in nourishment required to keep them 
functioning. In a response to our hunger ( a physiological 
need) we eat and thereby restore the balance between our
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bodily demands and the food energy available to meet them. 
Similar processes are involved also in meeting with 
psychological and social needs. Life consists of a series 
of such sequences in which needs are aroused and satisfied. 
Need satisfaction is the key to the adjusted and integrated 
behaviour. This familiar pattern of restoration of 
balance - physiological or psychological - is the process 
of adjustment, kn individual for a healthy growth 
(physical or mental) must be well-adjusted in different 
spheres. This chapter deals with discussion on the traits 
of family adjustment, social adjustment and personal 
adjustment of the adolescent first-born in relation to 
that of the sequent siblings.

FAMILT ADJUSTMENT

Symonds has justifiably claimed i w If an individual 
possesses a healthy, stable, courageous and loving father

Ouand mother, the chances are that he will beAgood student, 
a good worker, a good husband or wife, a good leader and 
a good citizen6* (in ‘Child Development' by Elizabeth 
Eurloek). The parent's attitude towards the child may be
a reflection of their own adjustment or maladjustment to 
life and to marriage. Family happiness and unity are 
markedly affected by such factors as husband-wife relation­
ships, in-law interference, money problems, or the health 
and personality characteristics of the parents. Tension



54
relating to affectional ana ego values lying within the 

relationship of husband to wife have been found to have a 

marked influence on child's adjustment to life.

As the agencies outside the home have assumed 

increasingly more of the traditional family functions, 

family members, particularly parents, have learned to 

recognise psychological needs that arise within the family 

circle and to spare more time satisfying them. Satis­

faction of psychological needs has always been one of the 

family's most important functions. Adults as well as 

children need affection and love, acceptance and recogni­

tion, all the functions that contribute to emotional 

security. If its members possess sufficient psychological 

insight and sensitivity, no group is better qualified 

than the family to help to satisfy psychological needs.

The close associations family members have enjoyed, the 

confidence they have shared, the familiarity with one 

another's personality characteristics that has developed 

- all these can help one member to know what relief 

measures another needs. The intimate understanding that 

parents should have; for their children of men leads them 

to satisfy intuitively the appropriate psychological

needs of children. It has been admitted by all that 

healthy and harmonious relations between the members in 

the family play an important role in health, personality 

development and adjustment. Lack of understanding on the
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part of parents or between members of the family is likely 
to result in problems of maladjustment or lesser adjustment.

To study the extent of such family adjustment within 
the groups under study, a Family Adjustment Inventory consisting 
of 40 statements (Appendix A-1), constructed by Dr. A.S. Patel 
at the Faculty of Education and Psychology, Baroda, was 
administered to all the subjects and their responses were 
scored as per the scoring key devised by the author of the 
Inventory (maximum possible score being 40). These scores were 
summarised and analysed statistically to study the differences 
in adjustment between the groups, the sex differences in 
adjustment and the interaction if any.

Hie present investigator has studied here three variables, 
viz.sex, birth order and family size, as related to adjustment 
and other processes. As noted in earlier chapter, a huge 
number of comparisons can be made with respect to groups and 
subgroups based on sex and birth order of individuals belonging 
to different ordinal status and coming from families of varied 
sizes. The results have been summarised in three Summary 
Sheets given herewith. Summary Sheet Ho. i (FA) describes the 
effects or mean(family adjustment) scores of these three main 
variables. Summary Sheet No. 2 (FA) gives the mean scores of 
all possible groups (27), i.e. of boys and girls of different 
birth orders of children from different family sizes. However, 
for the present study, the discussion has been limited to 
comparison of the selected groups which are of importance and
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value for their contribution to the exposition of the problem

under study. Thus, the discussion revolves round the

following fourteen groups, viz.

1. All boys Vs. All girls 
' 2. First-born boys Vs. First-born girls

3. Second-born boys Vs. Second-born girls
4. Middle-born boys Vs. Middle-born girls
5. Last-born (youngest) boys Vs. Last-born (youngest) girls

6. First-born Vs. Later born other siblings
7. Only child Vs. Other first-born
8. Only child (boys) Vs. Other first-born (boys)

9. Only child (girls) Vs. Other first-born (girls)
10. First-born of mixed sex Vs. First-born of same sex
11. Only child Vs. Later born (excluding first-born)
12. First-born Vs. Youngest
13. Youngest Vs. Second-born and middle-born
14. Youngest Vs. Only child

Summary Sheet Kb. 3 (FA) presents the results of these
WWc-W

fourteen groups^have been analysed with a statistical technique 
of analysis of variance and subjected to the F-test to investi­
gate the significance of differences resulting from main variables 
viz. sex and birth order of subjects from families of varied 
sizes, and the design enables also to study the interaction 
between the two, if any.

Further, wherever necessary, after finding significant 

F justifying the overall significance between more than two
if ev%c_e. o"v

groups, the least Significant^ap test has been employed to 

find out which group differed from which other group or 

sub-groups.
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QmmARY SMbMBMg MO. 1 CFA)

Showing' Mean Scores of Main Groups on Family Adjustment

Main Variable Group Mumber Mean

A Sex Boys 735 24.03

Girls 701 23.89

H Birth. Order X First-bom 500 24.07

•£. Second bora 308 26.93

1ft. Middle born 332 21.27

H Last born 296 23.36

£Tl Family Size ?! 100 25.09

^2 183 26.33

P3 190 26.13

F4 313 25.75

Ps 291 22.02

Fe 359 21.27

Grand Total 1436 23.96
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6D
SUMMARY SHEET NO. 3

Showing an Overall Summary of Results (i.e. Mean Scores on 
Family Adjustment of'each Main and Sub-group)

____________________________________ BOYS GIRLS totM.

Groups No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean

; 1 All Boys Vs. All Girls 735 24.03 701 23.89 1436 23.96
•i II First Born Vs. Other Later ■
ii Born Siblings 500 24.08 936 23.90 1436 23.96
i! hi Only Child Vs. Other First

Born 100 25.09 400 23.82 500 26.08 ,
:j iv Only Child Vs. Other ’

(Boys) First Born 50 26.44 200 24.58 250 24.95 !,
ij (Boys) {
!; V
,1ji

Only Child Vs. Other First 
(Girls) Born (Girls’ 50 23.74 200 23.07 250 23.20 J

{*ii

i| VI
Ij First Born Vs. First Born 

of Mixed of Same
300 25.32 100 19.33 400 23.82 5

i

1j(
Sex Sex

! VII Only Child Vs. Later Born 100 25.09 936 23.90 1036 24.02 ;

.1

(Excluding 
First Born)

1

ii VIII First Born Vs. Youngest 500 24.08 296 23.38 796 23.81 1
t

;j ‘IX Youngest Vs. Second Bom 296 23.38 640 24.15 936 23.90 \

ji
1;ii

and Middle 
Born )

! x Youngest Vs. Only Child 296 23.38 100 25.09 396 23.80 ;

; xi First Born Boys Vs. First
ii

i‘!l’i Born Girls 250 24.95 250 23.20 500 24.08

; XII Second Born Boys Vs. {i
i$
\

4
i

) XIII

Second Bom 
Girls 150 27.46 158 26.44 308 26.93 \

i;
Middle Bom Boys Vs.

i
t

n Middle Born r
ii Girls 170 20.53 155 22.76 332 21.57 :
1 XIV Later Born (Youngest) Boys 

Vs. Later Born 158 23.25 138 23.49 296 23.36 :
Vw* liQuCl 0w*>*

(Youngest) Girls
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I
As noted above, the first two Summary Sheets give a i|

general picture of all data obtained. However, the statistlcal|
;i

analysis takes into account only the data of the groups as 'j>i

presented in Summary Sheet No. 3.

The first row (Group I) of the Summary Sheet No. 3 gives 

on the whole the mean scores (FA) of boys and girls and the 

corresponding table No. 1 shows the results of statistical 
analysis of overall data presented sex-wise and birth order- 

wise in tables 1(a), 1(b) and 1(c) and also of same data 

presented sex-wise and family size-wise in tables 1(d), 1(e) 

and 1(f). Table 1 gives an overall analysis of data to show 

contribution of birth order as well as family size for each 

sex.

The next nine rows - Groups II to X - of Summary Sheet [

No. 3 and corresponding tables 2 to 10 present data (Sex X (
i!Birth Order) to enable the reader to make comparison between 3

different birth orders for each sex, irrespective of family l
size. i

H

The last four rows of Summary Sheet No. 3 - Groups XI to * 

XIV - and corresponding tables 11 to 14 present data (Sex X
.'i

Family Size) enabling us to understand the contribution of ;

family size for each sex separately at each birth order. 5

In other words, scores on family adjustment have been
9

analysed with respect to two variables, viz. birth order and \
X

family size for each sex, separately studied. The results \

61



showing sex differences and birth order effects have been 
presented in tables 2 to 10. In tables 2 to 10, the comparison 
have been made to find out whether birth order is related to 
family adjustment on the whole ot at any level of sex for any 
sub-group in birth category irrespective of family size. 
Similarly, scores on family adjustment have been analysed with 
respect to two variables, viz. sex and family size, studied 
separately at each birth order. These results have been 
presented in tables 11 to 14. In short, the scores on family 
adjustment were subjected to the statistical technique of 
analysis of variance *(F-Test) and also to L.S.D. Test were 
needed (Specimen computations are shown in Appendix VII). All 
These results have been reproduced in respective (FA) tables 
from Nos. 1 to 14.

The results have been discussed with respect to studying 
the contribution or relation of sex and birth order , (or their 
interaction) to the family adjustment of individuals belonging 
to different ordinal status and coming from varied family 
sizes. Thus, the adjustment scores of all the fourteen group 
comparisons shown in the Summary Sheet No. 3 have been ahalysed 
and subjected to F-Test with a vie\f to testing the significance 
of their differences^* if any, in family adjustment of indivi­
duals of varied family size and birth order, and the results 
have- been presented respectively for each of these fourteen 
groups in tables 1 to 14. Wherever needed, on finding overall 
significance difference between the groups from F-Test, a
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further statistical tool called 'Least Significant Difference t 

Test* has been utilized to check the significance of difference! 

between any two groups at a time within the set of more than !■ 

two main or sub-groups. The tables 1 to 14 have been i!

presented, each with three parts, viz. (a) showing mean scores 

of each main and sub-group; (b) showing the summary of results 

of analysis of variance performed on the data of groups shown 

in (a); and finally wherever needed, (c) showing results of 
L.S.D. Test. i

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

I. Overall Analysis

The overall, general picture emerging from the analysis 

of all data on family adjustment is revealed in the general 

Summary Sheets (Nos. 1, 2 and 3) showing the mean scores of 

each main and sub-group of birth order, sex-wise, and family 

size-wise* However, the data of only fourteen groups as shown 

in Summary Sheet No. 3 (FA) have been statistically analysed to

study the effects of birth odder and sex, and where possible, {
j

of family size. (FA) Tables 1(a), 1(b) and 1(c) show the |

summary results of the statistical analysis of data on family | 

adjustment as related to sex and birth order, while (FA) tablesj 

1(d), 1(e) and 1(f) give results of statistical analysis of j
i

data of sex and family size, as presented in the following pagers

Summary Sheet No. 3 (FA) reveals in the first row how • 

boys and girls on the whole stand on the.family adjustment i 
scores. Results revealed lack of significant sex differences |



in family adjustment. This total is broken up birth oi44r- 

wise for boys and girls to make comparison between different 

birth order categories as shown in the next nine rows (2 to 10)! 

in Summary Sheet No. 3 (FA). The same sex-wise and birth order 

wise overall data are represented also in (FA) table 1(a). It
f

would be seen from these data that the second-born were found |
?

most adjusted; next best were the first-born and the last-born | 

standing nearly close to each other without much difference on j
( iadjustment; the middle-born were observed to be the last on I

i
family adjustment score, in comparison to other groups. All J

i

these differences in birth order were statistically also \|;
significant. I

The same overall data have been rearranged again sex-wise ; 

and family size-wise in (FA)table 1(d) for overall picture and j 
later, on broken up at each birth order in last four rows (11 to j

l14) of Summary Sheet No. 3 (FA). The overall analysis of data j
in (FA) 1(d) for family size shows that children of F2 were the 1

i
most adjusted; next in order were F3, F4 and FI, all these being 
almost equal; least adjusted was F6 and almost equal but last 1 

but one was F5. All these differences in family size were j 
statistically also significant. j

Results of statistical analysis are given below in (FA) 

tables 1(a) to 1(f), and have been discussed In details to 

being out the contribution of each of the factors, viz. sex, 

birth order and family size, to the family adjustment.
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(FA) Table 1(e) - Showing Results of Least Significant
Difference Test

Birth Order-wise

Group Boys
Signifi­
cant at

Girls 
Signifi­
cant at

Total | 
Signifi- | 
cant at ],

First-born - Second-born .01 legel .01 level .01 level r

First-born - Middle-born .01 level Not Sig. .01 level j
First-born - Last-born Not Sig. Not Sig. Not Sig. 1

Second-born - Middle-born .01 level .01 level .01 level |

Second-born - Last-born .01 level .01 level .01 level t
J

Middle-born - Last-born #01 level Not Sig. , If
.01 level jt

Sex-wise : Among First-born : B-G : Sig. at .05 i
*

Second-born: B-G : Not Significant j
Middle-born: B-G : Sig. at .05

\

Last-born : B-G : Not Significant

Apparently, the overall picture of data in these sub- j

groups did not show much considerable difference in some j

categories of birth order or family size and showed some wider J
difference in a few cases. In order to have a true picture, |

aall these scores were statistically analysed and. subjected to f
— f

F-Test as well as LSD Test where passible. The results of f
i

statistical analysis on these general data, sex-wise and birth j
j

order-wise have been summarised in tables 1(a), 1(b) and 1(c); j 
and similarly the results of statistical analysis of some ,
general data, sex-wise and family size-wise have been summari- '

ised in tables 1(d), 1(e) and 1(f). Table l(aO shows the mean ,
\



scores of boys and girls on each birth order position. Table ij
1(b) shows the results of analysis of variance on data of 1

1Table 1(a). Table 1(c) shows the results of application of 
L.S.D. Test to find out which pairs were significantly !
different, after knowing the overall significant difference j

in Table 1(b). Similarly, Table 1(d) shows the mean scores |
‘ #

of boys and girls of each family size. Table 1(e) shows the fi'
results of analysis of variance on data of Table 1(d). Table

i:1(f) shows the results of application of L.S.D. Test. The I
s;. ioverall findings for sex, birth-order and family size have I

, & ibeen discussed in the following paragraphs. [
. • [

(a) Sex Factor f

' iIt would be seen from Table 1(b) that sex was not a :
significant variable in family adjustment. Both1 boys and ;

1
girls scored almost equally .(24.03 and 23.89 respectively). f
This means that on the whole boys did not differ from girls . ;

i

in family adjustment. Analysing.the results sex-wise for each j
i1birth order as in Table 1(c), boys did not show significant j,
!■

differences from girls in adjustment excepting the first-born !
fand middle-born group of boys and girls (just significant at [

.05 level). The first-born boys scored higher (24.95) than |
(

first-born girls (23.20). The middle-born group has been the i
ci

least adjusted group as revealed by statistical findings noted j
)below; but at this position, girls scored higher than boys ; 

(22.76 of girls against 20.53 of boys). This reveals that thej



least adjusted were the middle-born boys in the family. In ? 
other words, among the first-born the boys scored significantly! 

higher than the girls and among the middle-born, the girls { 
scored significantly higher than boys; thus cancelling ,5 
apparently the sex differences; at other birth orders, there

?were no sex differences. Thus, on the whole, there did not [ 
appear sex differences, but significant birth order and j 
significant interaction. [

(b) Birth Order r
The finding of the greatest importance in this study is ; 

that the order of birth was the significant factor contribu­
ting to family adjustment, as revealed in Table 1(b). From ^ 
data in Table 1(a), it would be then statistically inferred j
that -the second-born was the most adjusted (with 26.93 mean J

jscore), the first-born and the last-born nearly equal were j
'{jinext best (24.08 and 23.36 respectively), and the middle-born | 

were the least adjusted (21.67) in comparison to other groups. : 
To understand the statistical significance of each pair of j 

birth order positions, the results were subjected to L.S.D. \■iTest (extension of T-test). These results are shown in Table
1(c). It would be seen from Table 1(c) that all pairs of $

!birth order differed from one another on the total jssab omitting;
~ i

the first-born-last-born pair. This means that birth order j
t

was a significant factor exfiept that the first-born did not < 
differ from the last-born in this study. This lack 
of difference between the first-born and the last-born

l



is not expected. However, it might be that both the first

born and the lastborn in our society sampled for the study

are treated almost equally in the family environment, i.e.
I

might be equally fonded, equally protected and attended 

to or equally spoiled, being the first or the youngest.

However, the contributory role of this significant 

birth order only could not be much emphasized on its own 

in view of next statistical finding that there was signi­

ficant interaction between the sex and the birth order 

as revealed in Table 1(b). In such a case, we cannot 

hurriedly infer that sex is insignificant and birth order 

is significant as revealed in Table 1(b).

The situation in this case could be explained better 

from closer observation and analysis. It would be seen

from Table 1(a) that boys scored higher than girls at 

first and second order position, while girls seoi*ed sovnevokat

higher than boys at middle and last position. This 

accounts for significant interaction between sex and 

birth order. In other words, sex by itself would be 

insignificant but in interaction with significant birth 

order, sex would play significantly. This could be better 

understood from results in Table 1(c). When birth order 

was kept constant, boys and girls did not show differences 

except inAmiddle~born group of boys and girls, as noted 

also above. This means, sex was significant in some cases,



though not on the whole. Further, when data were analysed 
ordexwise for each atetsi owSre**, among hoys, all pairs of 

birth order differed from each other except the first-born
jDCU-'t.J

aadt the last-born^ while among the girls, only second-born 
group differed from each of other three groups and no 

other comparison showed significant, differences in family

adjustment for girls. Thus, birth order was significant 
in most cases, but somewhat insignificant in a few cases

tfHwhere it became significant^ interaction with sex. This
aasclarifies the significant interaction between the sex and 

the birth orden Thus, on the whole, it can be summarized 
that sex did not play much significant role in family 
adjustment except in case of middle-born group; and that 

the birth order wss mostly a significant, contributory 
factor, noting also that the firstborn did not differ 

much from the lastborn both among boys and girls.

The earlier section discusses the role of birth 
order in family adjustment of boys and girls and reveals 
that the secondborn children were usually most adjusted 
amongst all groups. This raises the question whether the 

mast adjusted is the seoondborn child in a family with a 
size of two children or more than two children. In other 

words, it is the question regarding the role of another 
equally important variable, viz. family size, that has



been recently propagated by the government and all social 
work agencies in our country today. In order to answer 
this question, data were rearranged so as to analyse the 
adjustment scores of boys and girls coming from families 
of different sizes. The results of such analysis of data 
(family size X sex) have been summarized in Tables 1(d), 
1(e) and 1(f) presented in the following pages. Table 
1(d) shows the mean scores of boys and girls from families 
of different sizes, viz. Pp, B5£> ^‘3> p4> Pg> and ^6*
Table 1(e) gives a summary of results of statistical 
analysis of variance on these data and Table 1(f) reveals 
the results regarding the significance of difference of 
two means on application of L.S.D. Test,
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(PA) Table 1(d) - Showing Mean Scores of Groups
(Family Size X Sex) on Family Adjustment

Family Size Boys Girls Total
Ho. Mean Ho. Mean No. Mean

FI 5068 26.44 50 23.74 100 25.09
F2 92 25.25 91 27.65 183 26.33
F3 93 26.18 97 26.08 190 26.13
F4 157 26.30 156 25.19 313 25.75
F5 159 21.70 132 22.33 291 22.02
F6 ; 184 21.77 175 20.75 359 21.27

Total 735 24.03 701 23.89 1436 23.96



CWTable 1 (e) - Showing the Summary of Results of Analysis
of Variance (Family Size X Sex)
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Source df S.S. M.S. F.Ratio Signifinan

Sex 1 7.23 7.23 0.08 N.S.

Family Size 5 6854.92 1370.98 16.1 .001

Sex X Family 
Size 5 619.75 123.95 1.4 N.S.

Within (error) 1424 120622.4 84.77

Total 1435 128104.3

CFA)Table 1 (#) - Showing Results of L.S.D. Test 
Family Size-wise

Boys Girls Total Boys Girls Total

F1-F2 NS Sig.. 01 N.S. F2-F6 Sig.01 Sig.01 S19 • 01
F1-F3 NS Sig..05 NS F3-F4 NS NS NS
F1-F4 NS NS NS F3-F5 Sig.01 Sig.01 Sig.01
F1-F5 Sig.01 NS Sig.05 F3-F6 Sig.01 Sig.01 Sig.01
F1-F6 Sig.01 Sig.05 Sig.01 F4-F5 Sig.01 Sig.05 Sig.05
F2-F3 NS NS NS F4-F6 Sig.01 Sig.01 Sic) * 01
F2-F4 NS NS NS F5-F6 NS NS NS
F2-F5 Sig.01 Sig.01 Sig.01 >

Sex-wise i For FI, B-G *. Sig. .05
For F2, B-G : NS
For F3, B-G : NS
For F4, B-G NS
For F5, B-G : NS
For F6, B-G : NS



72 .The analysis again confirms that sex was not a 

significant factor and reveals that only family size was 

the most contributing factor for family adjustment, 

without any significant interaction with sex as observed 

from Table 1(e). Again, it, is seen from Table 1(d)' that 

among the various family sizes, Fg (family size with two 

children) had the most adjusted children (with a mean 

score of 26.33). This finding read with the earlier

finding on the birth order (second born being the most
oa. /WiVfelua/

adjusted) means that the seoonaborn in Fg^was the most 

adjusted. This is further confirmed by the later analysis
-ftfY-

of data of children separately ox' each birth order (Tables 

2 to 14 ). In other words, the recent slogan 'only two 

and not more* with respect to propaganda on family planning 

receives a strong experimental evidence with clear 

statistical confirmation.

The closer observation of results in Table 1(d)
\

shows that the group next to Fg in family adjustment is 

F3 (score being 26.13), then in order are P4 (score being 

25.75), Bp (score being 25.09), F5 (score being 22.02) 

and last Fs (score being 21.27) on the whole. There is a 

slight discrepancy between the family size orders separa­

tely among boys and girls, but in view of lack of signi­

ficant interaction between family size and sex, this 

discrepancy is not worth considering though Fg girls top 

the list in contrast to Pp boys topping the list. The



results in Table 1(f) show pairs significantly differing 
from each other. It would be seen that sexwise, there are 
no differences in any family size except FpCboys scoring 
26.44 at top and girls scoring 23.74 standing fourth). 
Family size-wise there appear two distinct groups* viz.,
Fp, F2> F3 and F4 forming one group not mutually differing 
from one another, and F*j- and F6 forming another group not 
mutually differing from each other, though these two groups 
differ from each other, excepting a few discrepancies due 
no Fp boys topping the list in contrast to F2 girls topping 
the list.

From uhe above discussion, it is observed in general 
that sex is non playing any significant role by itself in 
family adjustment. The only significantly contributing 
variables in the present study are birth order and family 
size. Further, results show significant interaction of 
sex with birth order but not with family size as seen from 
the analysis of data in two ways, viz. (i) sex X birth 
order, ana (ii) sex X family size). However, at this
point a question may be raised to study results and

S'VzutfcflHeouhyanalyse data , thus s

Sex X birth order X family size that would enable the 
investigator to find out at the same the main effects, 
first order interaction of two factors as well as the 
second order interaction of all the three factors together, 
which has not been found still. It should be however



n „
noted that such analysis to study all three factors and 

the three factor interaction is not possible in this case, 

since it is not conceivable to have all family sizes in 

each birth order, both being incompatible. Hence, the 

daua have been separately analysed once for sex X birth 

order and next for sex X family size. Results are convin­

cing by themselves. Yet to answer this issue indirectly, 

the data have been analysed in the following sections so 

as to study effect of sex and family size at each birth 

order (Tables 2 to 14).

II. ANaEYSIS FOR COMPARISON 
BETWEEN BIRTH ORDER CHQUPS

The figures in Table 1 above shows the significance 

of results from cm4 overall analysis of sexwise and birth 

orderwise data at a time. However, to study the signifi­

cance of results between birth wrder groups and thereby 

confirming the findings of overall analysis, data were 

further arranged and analysed so as to yield comparative 

picture showing how one birth order position stands in 

relation to each of the other position for boys and girls.

These data are represented in rows 6 to l4 of general 
A/o-3 havi-nc,

summary sheet?x and after hB&e been statistically analysed, 

the results are presented in Tables 2 (a), 2(b) and 2 (c) - 

thus (a) showing mean scores, and (b) showing results of 

analysis of variance there upon and (c) showing results



of L.S.D. Test. Each of pair-comparisons of birth order 

has been discussed below.

(a) Comparison Between the First-born 

and the Other Later-born

Kor this purpose all data were arranged sexwise 

into two groups of birth-order, viz. (i) all the first 

born on one side, and <ii) the remaining later-born on 

the other gicle, i.e. the total of second, middle and last 

born children as shown in Table 2 (a). Again, these 

data were subjected to the analysis of variance as well 

as L.S.D. Test. The results have been shown in Tables

75

2 (b) and 2 (c) below.



Group II s First Bom Vs. Other Later Born Siblings 
(Sex Vs. Birth Order)

(FA) Table 2 (a) - Showing Mean Scores

76

Birth Order Boys
No. Mean

Girls
Mo. Mean

Total
Mo. Mean

First Born 250 24.95 250 23.20 500 24.08
Later Born 485 23.56 451 24.27 936 23.90

Total $735 24.03 701 23.89 1436 23.96

CFA) Table 2 (b) - Showing Analysis of Variance for Above Data

Source df S.S. M.S. F.Ratio Remarks

Sex 1 7.28 7.28 0.081 Not Sig.
Order of 
Birth 1 9.57 9.57 0.107 Not Sig.
S X 0 1 . 493.05 493.05 ' 5.52 Sig. at .i
"Within 1432 127594.43 89.10

Total 1435 128104.33

(FA) Table 2 (c) - Showing Results of L.S.D. Test 
(Sesl-wise)
Among First Born, B - G : Significant at .05
Among Later Bom, B - G ; Not Significant.

(Birth Order-wise)
Among Boys, First Born - Later Born : Sig. at .05
Among Girls, First Born - Later Born : Not Sig.



n
Again, it would be seen from Table, 2(b) that sex dui not : 

played an important role in family adjustment; both boys 

and girls were almost same (24.03 and 23.$0) on their

scores in family adjustment, as revealed also in overall 

analysis from Table 1(b). However, strangely the birth 

order®*fc§@r also turned out in this analysis to be an 

insignificant factor. But this should not worry us any 

more as it can be understood in right perspective from the 

next finding, viz., significant interaction of' the sex 

and the birth order. Examining the contents in the cells
boys SevnewKat"

of Table 2(a), it would be seen that the first born^scored A 

higher (24.95) than later born boys (23.56) as well as 

higher than firstborn girls (23.20) on family adjustment
t<inde.d to sco/l£_ Covnewkatr

test, while later-born girlsAseoi35d. higher (24.27) than ;
Sowiewkat

first-born girls (23.20) as well asAhigher than later born 

boys (23.56). Results in Table 2(c) show some of these ;

cell differences significant. This accounts for signifi­

cant interaction between the sex and the birthorder.

Thus, it may be safe to say that, as found earlier from 

Table 1(b),- the sex might be insignificant by itself, and ! 

the birth order would be definitely significant both by

itself as well as significant in interaction with the sex, ■;
!

though its independent significance is obscurred in this 

case due to totalling of scores of all later-boro.

Thus, comparing earlier findings from analysis of 

data in Table 1, it would be noted that separately birth \



n
order at each level was significant, all pairs-comparisons 

showed significant difference, except the first-born- last 

born pair. However, when scores of all second-born (most 

adjusted), middle-born (least adjusted) and lastborn (not 

different from first-born) are totalled up as scores of 

later born for comparison with scores of the first-born 

in this analysis, it would be natural that the significance 

of earlier individual difference will be lost in average 

due to different directions of differences, though they 

are significant differences separately. This accounts 

for significant interactions. It would be noted that the 

first-born boys were the most adjusted, and the first-born 

girls tended to be the least adjusted among the four groups.

(b) Comparison Between the Only Child Group 

and the Other First-born Group

The results of similar analysis of data arranged 

for comparison between the only children on one side and 

the other first-born on the other have been presented in 

Tables 3 (a), 3 (b), and 3 (c) below.



Group III : Only Child Vs. Other First-horn 
( Sex Vs. Birth Order )

(FA) Table 3 (a) - Showing Mean Scores
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Birth Order Boys Girls Total
No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean

Only Child

Other First

50 26.44 50 23.74 100 25.09

Born 200 24.58 200 23.07 400 23 • 82

Total 250 24.95 250 23.20 600 24.08

Table 3 (b) - Showing Analysis of Variance for Above Data

Source df S.S. M.S. F.Ratio Remarks

Sex 1 381.93 381.93 2.83 Not sig.
Order ofBirth 1 128.02 128.02 .800 Not sig.

S X 0 1 28.33 28.33 .177 Not Sig.
Within 496 79364.68 160.01

Total 499 79902.96



Hereto, there were no significant sex differences; 

nor were also revealed the birth order differences; 

there was not even significant interaction between the two. 

In other words, the only child group in no way differed 

from the other first-born group; both variables, viz., sex 

and birth order position had no effect on family adjust­

ment. Thus, though the first-born child is followed later 

by other children, in contrast to the only child not 

followed by any, thereis no difference between the two.

This is what is expected, since during the early years of 

adjustment process taking shape, both are as good as only 

ehiid-oaster, so to say.

A closer analysis of data in Table 3(a) however, 

revealed a tendency among the only children to be somewhat 

more adjusted (25.09) than the other first-born (23.82) 

on the whole as well as among boys and girls separately; 

again, boys were somewhat more adjusted than girls both 

among the only children and the first group, thus only 

boys were most adjusted (26.44) and first-born girls were 

least adjusted (23.07) among the four groups, though all
5to^h'sf\C&.\\y

these differences did not turn out sufficiently ^significant.

(c) Comparison Between the Only Born Boys 

and the First-born Boys

The above group of total of the only born boys and 

girls vs. total of first-born boys and girls were separated



Group IV : Only Boys Vs. Other First Born Boys

Table 4 (a) - Showing Mean Scores
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birth Order ho. Mean

Only Child Boys 60 26.44

First Born Boys 200 24.68

Total 250 24.96

CFA) Table 4 (c,) - Showing Analysis of Variance for Above Data

Source df ' 2 • • M.S . F.Ratio Remarks

Between
Group 1 138.31 138.31 0.94 hot Sig.

Within 248 36628.12 147.10

Total 249 36766.43



Group V i Only Child (Girls) Vs. Other First Born(Girls)

cFA) Table 5 (a) - Showing Mean Scores

82

Birth Order No. Mean

Only Girls 50 23.74
First Born Girls 200 23.07

Total 250 23.20

CFA)Table 5 (b) - Showing Analysis of Variance for Above Data

Source df S.S. M.S. F.Ratio Remarks

Between Group 1 17.96 17.96 .104 NotSignificant
W ithin 248 42736.64 172.32

Total 249 42754.60



out into two categories, viz. (i) only born boys Vs. first­

born boys, and (ii) only born girls and first-born girls. 

Data for boys are presented in fables 4 (a) and 4 (b).

Analysis of data of only born boys Vs. first-born 

boys revealed no differences between the two groups (Tables 

4 (a, d). However, there is a trend among only boys to 

be somewhat more adjusted than first-born boys. This 

confirms the finding from analysis of data in Table 4(b).

(a) Comparison Between the Only Born Girls 

and the First-born Girls

Similarly, data of these two groups of girls are

presented in Tables 5 (a) and 5 (b). This analysis also 

revealed no significant differences between the two groups. 

Both groups were almost same. This confirms the finding 

from analysis of data in Table 3 (b).

(e) Comparison Between the First-born Children 

of Mixed Sexes and the First-born Children 

of Same Sex

Further, it was thought that perhaps the children of

mixed sexes (boys and girls together) in a family might 

differ from children of same sex (either all boys or all 

girls) being reared together. This would be revealed in 

the traits of the first-born child as affected by later



children of mixed sexes or of his/her own sex among the 

siblings in the family. In order to study this hypothesis, 

all first-born children were arranged into two groups 

according to the first-born followed by children of mixed 

sexes or of same sex. These data are presented in 

Table 6 (a) and the results of statistical analysis on 

these data are given in Table 6 <b) in the following- 

pages.

This analysis revealed highly significant differences 

between the two groups. It is seen that uhe first-rborn 

children liging in the family with siblings of mixed 

sexes showed better family adjustment (score of 25.32) 

than the first-born living in the family with siblings 

of his or her own sex (score of 19.33). This is as per 

expectation, since family environment of mixed siblings 

provide wider opportunities and experiences for adjustment 

than limited environment and of his or her own sex. This 

is really a unique and very interesting finding.



Group VI ; First Born of Mixed Sex Vs. 
First Born of Same Sex

CFX) Table 6 (a) : Showing Mean Scores

Birth Order No. Mean

First Born of
Mixed Sex 300 25.32

First Born of
Same Sex 100 19.33

Total 400 23.82

(FA) Table 6 (b) s Showing Analysis of Variance for Above Data

Source df S.S. M.S. F. Ratio Remarks

Between
Group 1 2694.0 2694.0 16.6

Signi­
ficant 
at .01

Within 398 64559.75 162.21

Total 399 67253.75



(f) Comparison Between the Only Child Group
And the Later-born (excluding the first-born)

It was thought worthwhile to compare the only child- 
only one in the*family - with the children in families of 

more children, hence, data were arranged so as to study 

the only group in relation to the later-born group as in 

II (a) above showing comparison between the first-born 

and the later-born. The results of analysis of these 

data are presented in Tables 7 (a), 7 (b) and 7 (c) in 

the following pages.

Results of this analysis turned out similar to 

those in 11(a) comparison of Tables 2 (a), (b) and (c).

Sex was insignificant} strangely birth-order also 

appeared significant and there was significant inter­

action at .05 level between the sex and the birth order.

This "would be explained as earlierjonly boys secured 

significantly higher scores (26.44) than later-born boys 

(23.56), while later-born girls tended to score higher 

(24.27) than only girls (23.74). Similarly, only boys 

scored significantly higher (26.44) than only girls (23.74), 

while later-born girls tended to score higher (24.27) 

than later-born boys (23.56). This accounts for signifi­

cant interaction in this case, on same lines as in case 

of comparison between the first-born and later-born in 

II (a) above. Thus, this insignificant birth order should
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Group VII Only Child Vs. Later Born (Excluding
First Born)Sex Vs. Birth Order

CFA) Table 7 (a) - Showing Mean Scores

Birth Order Boys
No. Mean

Girls
No. Mean

Total
No. Mean

Only Child 50" 26.44 ■ 50 23.74 100 25.09
Later Born 485 23,56 451 24,27 936 23.90

Total 535 23.83 501 24.22 1036 24.02

CpA) Table 7 (b) - Showing Analysis of* Variance for Above Data

Source df S • D * M.S. F.Ratio Remarks

Sex 1 39.20 39.20 .67 Not Sig.
Order of 
Birth 1 126.60 126.60 2.16 Not Sig.

S X 0 1 261.48 261.48 4.48 Sig. at .05
Within 1032 60412.30 58.53

Total 1035 60839.58

Table 7 (c) - Showing Results of' L.S.D. Test 
(Sex-wise)
Among only Children, B - G i Sig. at .05
Along Later Born, B - G : Not Sig.

(Birth Order-wise)
Among Boys, Only - Later : Sig. at .05
Among Girls, Only - Later : Not Sig.



again not be contrived as inconsistent with the signifi­

cant birth order found in general analysis of results in 

Table 1.

It would be noted that only boys, like the first-born 

boys in Table 2(a), were most adjusted, and least adjusted 

were the later born boys among the four groups, unlike 

that in Table 2(a) where the first-born girls tended to 

be the least adjusted. >

These results in Table 7 (only later born) parallel
asto results in Table 2 (first later-born) above are expected 

because of no significant differences between only children 

and first-born children as observed in Table 3.

(g) Comparison Between the First-born 

and the Last-born (Youngest)

Next, data were arranged and analysed to bring out 

comparison between the first-born and the last born.

Results are summarised in Tables 8 (a), 8 (b) and 8 (c)

be low.



Group VIII : First-Born Vs. Last-Born (Youngest) 
( Sex Vs. Birth Order )

(FA) Table 8 (a) - Showing Mean Scores

Birth Order Boys Girls Total
No. Mean No. Mean

s 1 5
4 
1 

1 O
 1 

1 •
 1 Mean

First-born 250 24.95 250 23.20 500 24.08
Last-Born(Youngest) 158 S3 • S3 138 23.49 296 23.38

Total 408 24.29 388 23.30 796 23.81

(FA) Table 8 (b) - Showing Analysis of Variance for Above Bata

Source df S.S. M.S. F.Ratio Remarks

Sex 1 194.84 194.84 1.79 Not Sig.

Order of 
Birth 1 93.64 93.64 0.86 Not Sig.

S X 0 1 191.09 191.09 1.74 Not .Sig.

Within 792 96219.90 108.86

Total 795 96699.37
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The statistical analysis (F-test) showed no signifi­

cant differences anywhere between the sex, between the 

birth order or in interaction. £*ven the further analysis

by L.S.D. Test showed nowhere significant differences in 

case of any pair. In other words, the first-born were 

almost similar to the last born in family adjustment.

This confirms the earlier finding of general analysis in 

Table 1. This revelation has not been commonly expected. 

However, on the basis of data of subjects sampled for 

this study, it can be said that the first born got the 

same treatment as the last-born (youngest), both being 

either equally fondled, equally cared for, protected and 

attended to, or equally spoiled, and if there was such 

rearing, being the first or the youngest child, would 

make no difference as far as family adjustment is concerned.

(h) Comparison Between the Last-born and

the Aggregate of the Second and Middle Born

These data are tabulated in Table 9 (a) and results 

of statistical analysis are summarized in Tables 9 (b) 

and 9 (c) below.



Group IX : Last Born (Youngest) Vs. Second Born and 
, Middle Born

Sex Vs. Birth Order 

CPA) Table 9 (a)-Showing Mean scores

Birth Order B°ys Girls Total
No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean

Youngest
•*

158 23.25 138 23.49 296 23.36
Second Born &
Middle Born 327 23.70 313 24.62 640 24.15

Total 485 23.56 451 24.27 936 23.90

Cpa) Table 9 (b) - Showing Analysis of Variance for Above Data

Source df S.S. M. S. P.Ratio Remarks
Sex 1 118.43 118 .43 2.35 Not Si]|.
0:rder of Birth 1 125.23 125.23 2.59 Not Sig.
S X 0 1 18.09 18.09 0.35 Not Sig.
Within 932 47930,04 51.42
•Total 935 48191.79

CPA) Table 9 (c) - Showing Results of L.S.D. Test (Sex-wise)
Among Last Born, B-G s Not Sig.
Among Second Born &

Middle Born B-G i Not Sig.
(Birth Order-wise)
Among Boys, Last-Second and Middle : Not Sig.
Among Girls, Last-Second and Middle : Not Sig.
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Again, the statistical analysis strangely showed no 

differences anywhere in sex, birth order or interaction. 

However, the results of this analysis do not seem to be 

consistent with results of general analysis in Table 1 

above, which revealed significant differences between the 

last born and the second born as well as the last born 

and the middle born in Table 1(c). This apparently 

inconsistent situation is similar to apparently inconsis­

tent situation observed in results of group II in Table 2 

showing comparison between the first born and the later 

born. Individual pairs were significantly different, but 

when couthined, the results turned out to be insignificant- 

It would be noted from Table 2(a) that the second born 

scored higher (26.93) than the last born (23.36), but the 

middle born scored less (21.67) than the last born. Thus 

the score of the last born (23.36) would not, on an 

average, differ from the aggregate average score (24.15) 

of the seoond and middle.born together. This accounts 

for above apparent discrepancy. In short, individually, 

the last Dorn differed from the more adjusted second born 

or the less adjusted middle born, but it showed no diffe­

rence in adjustment when the scores of both the second born 

and the middle born were combined for comparison.



n(i) Comparison Between the 

Last born (Youngest) & 

the Only Child Group

Just as the only child group was compared with the

other first born, it has been thought to compare the

only child group with the last-born. In view of the

fact that the first-born and the only child did not
and tk&t /fce first-bom and tAe last-barn did riot oltffe.r as sVtoum ix+abU %

differ as shown in fables 3, 4 and 5, it was expected

that the last-born would not differ from the only child.

The data for this comparison between the last-born and 

the only child hroup are presented in Tables 10 (a),

10 (b) and 10 (c) in the following pages.

Analysis showed usual lack of significant sex 

differences, and also lack of significant interaction.

The expected significance of differences in birth order 

(which was not observed between first-born and only
o-* be^weex forst-ber-w. awd. la&t-hom cks \>\ %

child in Table 3) was observed significantly in these
A

two birth orders at .05 level. In view of insignificant 

interaction, this significant difference in birth order 

is established beyond doubt. It would be seen that only- 

children scored significantly higher (25.09) than the 

last-born (23.38) on the whole. However, within the 

cells shown by L.S.D. Test in Table 10 (c), only boys 

scored significantly higher (26.44) than last-born boys 

(23,25) as well as last-bom girls (23.49) and also



Group X i Last Born (Youngest) Vs 
Sex Vs. Birth Order

Only Child
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Cfa~) Table 10 (a) - Showing Mean Scores

Birth Order
Boys Girls Total

No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean

Youngest 158 23.25 138 23.49 296 23.38

Only Child 50 26.44 50 23.74 100 25.09

Total 208 24.02 188 23.55 396 23.80

CP/v) Table 10 (b) -Showing Analysis of- Variance for Above Data

Source df S.S. M.S. F.Ratio Remarks

Sex 1 21.40 21.40 0.28 Not Sig.

Order of Birth 1 221.58 221.58 3.00 33.0 • •1

S X 0 1 164.85 164.85 2.22 Not Sig.

Within 392 29037.81 74.07

Total 395 29445.64

CFA~) Table 10 (c) - Showing Results of L.S.D. Test (Sex-wise)

Among Last Born, B»G ;

Among Only Children B-G: 
(Birth Order-wise)

Not Significant 

Significant at .05

Among Boys, 

Among Girls,

Last-Only Significant at .01 

Last-Only Not Significant



only girls (23.74) among four groups; last-born boys 

(23.25) bid not differ from last-born girls (23.49); and 

last-born girls (23.49) did not differ from only girls 

(23.74).

It might be logically surprising to observe significant
4iTT+A

order differences in this case oetween the last-born 

and the only child group (in Table 10)? when there were 
no such birth o"Jfcer differences between the first-born 

and the only child group (in Table 3) in view' of no 

differences between uhe first-born and the last-born 

(in Table 8). However, this can be explained with closer 

analysis of data in these comparisons. In Table 3 

comparing the only child and the first-born, it has been 

noued that only child tended to score somewhat higher 

(25.03) than the first-born (23.82) though not significant 

and similarly in Table 8 comparing the first-born and the 

last-born, it was also observed that the first-born tended 

to be slighuly more adjusted (24.08) than the last-born 

(23.38) (though not significantly). When taken together, 

the total distance between the more adjusted only child 

having 25.09 score and the lesser adjusted last-born 

child having score of 23.38 (with 24.08 of first-born in 

between) would be sufficiently wide enough to show signi­

ficant difference; and this is what has been revealed by 

above analysis in Table 10. In short, the only boys were 

the most adjusted (26.44), and last-born boys were the least 

adjusted (23.44) among the four groups.



96. :III. Analysis for Comparison

Between Family Sizes J

The preceding sections have been devoted to the 

discussion of family adjustment of children as related 

to their sex and birth order position. However, equally ’

important processes in the family is the size of the family.

In the earlier discussion on the birth order, it has been 

already found that the second-born is the most adjusted 

member in the family, indirectly hinting tnat a family |

with a size of two children is the most desirable expecta­

tion. In order to study the influence of the family size = 

directly and more systematically, the data obtained were 

classified further according to the family adjustment of ;

boys and girls in families of various sizes ranging from 

one child to six or more in the family^qw a-»«/ysel e&.ct k<'vfk
cnrdev as <3\vevi be\uu>

Family Si'-ze
(a) Within the First-born

A "L

Such data for the first-born boys and girls are 

represented in Table 11 (a) below showing the mean scores 

of first-born boys and girls in family sizes with one, two. 

three, four, five and six or more children. It would be 

argued that the first-born in Fj_ being the only child 

should not be included in this analysis of the first-born «s
£ei'*3 fke

first second-born of Fg or third born of Fg and so on^are 

not included in analysis of seonnd born and so on as shown 

in later sections in Tables 12, 13 and 14. However, as I

shown by earlier analysis in Table 3, the only child did



not in any way differ from the iirst-born, the first-born

of Pi were included here.- All these data were subjected

to statistical techniques of F-Test and L.5.D. rest to

find the significance of differences and the summary of
CFA") 11 ecC)

result lias been given in Tables 11 (b) and 11 (c) in the
A

following pages.

This analysis confirms the sex differences in adjust­

ment among the first-born children, as observed earlier in
CPA)

results shown syllables 1 (c) between boys and girls at the

first order position. Thus, first-born boys significantly

were more adjusted (24.95) than first-born girls (23.20)

on the whole. Even when data were separately analysed
a,tsexwise for boys and girls e» each family size as shown

in Table 11 (c), there are found significant sex differences

at each level of family sizes,at each level boys scoring
Fx

higher than girls exceptwhere 

girls scored higher (31.30) than boys (27-85). In short, 

there are significant sex differences at .05 level among 

children of each level of family sizes.

Next, the family size is a significantly contributing

factor to the family adjustment on the whole as shown in

Table 12 (b). The detailed analysis of the same data for

comparing each family size with every other, as done in 
c & h- cf)

Table 1 (d) for family size differences also showed that 

almost all pairs significantly differed from the other 

excepting Fq and P3, Fq and F4, F3 and F4, F5 and Fg.



Group XI : First; Born^Vs. First Born Girls 98
Sex Vs. Family Size 
Family Adjustment Inventory

CFA) Table 11 (a) : Showing Mean Scores

Family
Size

Boys Girls Total
No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean

FI 50 26.44 50 23.74 100 25.09

F2 60 27.85 60 31.30 120 29.57

F3 35 26.91 35 23.48 70 25.20

F4 35 26.57 35 23.23 70 24.90

F5 35 19.62 35 15.83 70 17.72

F6 35 19.60 35 15.63 70 17.61

Total 250 24.95 250 23.20 500 24.07

CFaO Table 11 (b) : Showing Analysis of Variance for Above Data

Source df S.S. M.S. F-Ratio Remarks
“ iJ

i!

Sex 1 381.92 381.92 4.28 Sig. at .05 level;

Family Size 5 4354.47 870.89 9.77 Sig. at *01 level |

S X F 5 31696.23 6339.24 71.17 Sig. at .01 level \

Within 488 43470.34 89.07 i

i
?

ssT 499 79902.96
)
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Group XI contd...

cfa) Table ll (c) %

99
Showing Results of Least Significant Difference 
Test

Groups Boys Girls Total .

1. FI - F2 Not Sig. Sig. at .01 Sig. at .01
2. FI - F3 Not Sig. Not Sig. Not Sig.
3. FI - F4 Not Sig. Not Sig. Not Sig.
4. FI - F5 Sig. at .01 Sig. at .01 Sig. at .01
5. FI - F6 Sig. at .01 Sig. at .01 Sig. at .01
6. F2 - F3 Not Sig. Sig. at .01 Sig. at .01
7. F2 - F4 Not Sig. Sig. at .01 Sig. at .01
8, F2 - F5 Sig. at .01 Sig. at .01 Sig. at .01
9. F2 - F6 Sig. at .01 Sig. at .01 Sig. at .01

10. F3 - F4 Not Sig. Not Sig. Not Sig.
11. F3 - F5 Sig. at .01 Sig. at .01 Sig. at .01
12. F3 - F6 Sig. at .01 Sig. at .01 Sig. at .01
13. F4 - F5 Sig. at .01 Sig. at .01 Sig. at .01
14. F4 - F6 Sig. at .01 S19 * st • 01 Sig. at .01
15. F5 - F6 Not Sig. Not Sig. Not Sig.

Groups (Sex)
In FI, B-G • Sig. at .01
In F2, B-G 5 Sig. at .01
In F3, B-G i Sig. at .05
In F4, B-G s Sig. at .05
In F5, B-G i Sig. at .01
In F6, B-G s Sig. at .01

■V



Tiie family with two children was the most adjusted (29,57)
and scored significantly higher than any other level.
Next best were P3, Pi and P4 which were almost equal.
Least adjusted were F5 and F0 both of which were also
almost equal in family adjustment. It would be also seen
that though P2 was on the whole significantly different
from each of other sizes, P2 boys (27.85) did not differ
from Fq boys (26.44). It was only F2 girls group (31.30)
that differed from Fq girls group (23.74) that made total
F2 group different from total Fq. Similarly, among boys
F2 group (27.85) and F3 (26.91) were not different, nor

57
Fq boys (27.85) and F4 boys (26.S§) were different. Mostly 
it was F2 girls group differing from all other sizes that 
would account for P2 differing from other -sizes. Any way, 
for most of cases, the family size was the significant 
factor, and the F2 size was the most adjusted; barring the 
case of F2 and beginning with Fq, the greater the number, 
the less the family adjustment.

The above observation regarding the significant role 
of girls at F2 also accounts mostly for the significant 
interaction between the sex and the family size. Further, 
it would be seen from results in Table 11 (c) that both 
among first-born boys and first-born girls, pairs of 
sizes 1 and 3, 1 and 4, 3 and 4, aid 5 and 6 did not 
differ significantly; at the same time, in addition to



above, amongst the first-born boys, the Pi and. F2, F2 and 

F3, F2 and F4 also did not differ, and all other pairs 

did differ significantly; while amongst the first-born 

girls even the FI and F2qi F2 and F3, and F2 and F4 pairs 

which did not show significant difference in case of 

first-born boys were significantly different on family 

adjustment scores of girls. This also accounts for 

significant interaction between sex and. family size.

P-Ctm'ily Sixe
Cb) Within the Second-BornA *........................-....—... ■—------- --— ---------

\
In analysis of data birth order wise, of usual 

importance are the groups classified as the first-born 

(and/or only child), the rniddle-born and the last-born. 

However, it was thought by the investigator that like the 

first-born, perhaps the second-born would have some unique 

characteristics and hence should not be mixed with the 

middle-born as usually done. Thus, the data for the 

second-born have been separately analysed. The results 

of statistical analysis of the second-born children 

according to their family size and sex are summarised in 

Tables 12 (a), 12 (b) and 12 <c) below.
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Group XII ! Second Born Vs. Second Born Girls

Boys
Sex Vs. Family Size 

C FA) Table 12 (a) - Showing Mean Scores

Family hoys Girls Total
oize No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean

P3 31 29.32 41 30.04 72 29.73

F4 67 29.83 67 28.37 134 29.10

P5 27 28.59 26 25.07 53 26.89

F6 25 17.56 24 16.33 49 16.99

Total 150 27.46 158 26.44 308 26,93

CPA)Table 12 (b) - Showing Analysis of Variance for Above Data

Source df s.s. M.S. F.Ratio Remarks

Sex 1 65.65 65.65 1.68 Not Sig.

Family
Size 3 6052.30 2017.43 51.91 Sig-.at .

S X F 3 196.22 65.40 1.68 Hot Sig.

Within 300 11659.73 38.86

Total 307 17973.90

01

contd



Group XII contd

CPA)'Table 12 (c) - Showing Results of L. S, D. Test

Groups Boys Girls Total

F3 - F4 Not Sig. Not Sig. Not Sig.
F3 - F5 Not Sig. Sig. at .01 Sig. at .05
F3 - F6 Sig. at .01 Sig. at .01 Sig. at .01
F4 - F5 Not Sig. Sig. at .05 Sig. at .05
F4 - F6 Sig. at .01 Sig. at .01 Sig. at .01
F5 - F6 Sig. at .01 Sig. at .01 Sig- at .01

In F3} B - G : Not Significant

In F4, B - G • Not Significant

In F 5, B - G : Significant at .01
In F‘6, B - G * Not Significant



Tils analysis revealed tnat amongst the second—born, 

sex was noo a significant factor nor the interaction. The 

only factor that played the significant role was the 

family size as shown by Table la <b), again suggesting 

that the greater the size, the less the adjustment, least 

being in F6. The closer examination of results in 12 (c) 

would reveal that all pairs of family size except F3 and 

F4 differed on the whole. Among the second-born boys,

F3 (29.32) and F6 (17.56), F4 (29.83) and F6 (17.56),

F5 (28.59) and F6 (17.56) differed fromjeach other; while 

among the second-born girls all pairs except F3 and F4 

differed from each oxner. In F5, boys (28.59) scoring 

significantly higher differed from girls (25.07); at no 

other order, there were sex differences among the second- 

born amorg the girls,as also on the whole. Any way, the 

only significant factor contributing to the family adjust­

ment amorg the second-born children was the family size.

FocmWy Sn&e
(c) Within the Middle Born

A

In this study, as noted earlier, the middle-born

consisted of all children excepting the first-born, the

second-born and the last born, i.e. children in family

with sizes of 4, 5 and 6 or more children, excepting the

children in the family size of 3, that would become the

last born in this case. The second-born were not included

among the middle-born in this study since the second-born
k>Q.yt

like the first-born was thought to be unique for analysis.



The data for the middle-horn were also thus analysed and 
the results have been presented in Tables 13(a), 13(b), 
and 13 (c).

The analysis showed that the sex, the family size and 
also interaction between the two - all were significant 
for the family adjustment of the middle-born children.
There were significant sex differences, but at this order 
girls scored significantly higher (22.76) than boys (20.53) 
like the first-born girls at F2 and unlike usually higher 
adjustment of boys elsewhere. This sex difference on the 
whole was mainly due to only significant sex difference at 
F5 (girls scoring higher (25.17)) than boys (16.92) as 
shown in Table 13 (a) and confirmed statistically by 
Table 13(c). There were no sex differences at F4 and F6 
sizes.

As usual, the family size was significant on the whole 
but strangely F6 stood higher (22.21) not much differing 
from group F4 (21.55) which stood next5 least adjusted 
here was the group F5 (20.40). This unexpected'order of 
standing is likely because of mixing up of children from 
various family sizes, i.e. third-born, fourth-born and so 
on, all treated as the middle-born. The detailed analysis 
in Table 13(c) showed that F4 and F6 did not differ on the 
whole as well as among boys and also among girls. However,
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F4 and F5 as well as F5 and F6 differed significantly in 

case of boys and also for girls. In F4-F5 pair, boys of 

F4 scored significantly higher (21.66) than boys of F5 

(16.92), while girls of F5 scored significantly higher 

(26.17) than that of girls of F4 (21.43) - thus cancelling 

the overall difference between F4 and F5.

Similarly, in F5 and F6, boys of F6 scored significantly 

higher (22.30) than that of boys of F5 (16.92), while 

girls of F6 scored significantly higher (25.17) than that 

of girls of F6 (22.09) - thus again making total difference 

between F6 and F6 quite insignificant, as shown in Table 

13(c). This accounts for lack of significant difference 

in each pair of family size in Table 13(c) though family 

size is significant on the whole in Table 13(b). It also 

explains significant interaction between sex and family 

size.
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Group XIII : Middle Born Boys Vs. Middle Born Girls

Sex Vs. Family Size

CPA) Table 13 (a) - Showing Mean Scores

Family
Size No.

Boys
Mean

Girls
No. Mean

Total
No. Mean

F4 30 21.66 30 21.43 60 21.55

F5 55 16.92 40 25.17 95 20.40

F6 92 22.30 85 22.09 177 22.21

Total 177 20.53 155 22.76 332 21.57

CPA) Table 13 (b) - Showing Analysis of Variance for Above Data

Source df S. S. M. S. F.Ratio Remarks

Sex 1 411.02 411.02 19.12 Sig. at .01

Family Size 2 202.30 101.15 4.70 Sig. at .05

S X F 2 1167.07 583.53 27.15 Sig. at .01
Within 326 7008.88 21.94

Total 331 8789.27

CPA) Table 13 (c) - Showing Results of L.S.D. Test

Group Boys Girls Total

Cs/ze-wi$9 P4_F6 Sig. at .01 Sig. at .01 Vtfsig. ^

F4-F6 Not Sig. Not Sig. Not Sig.

F5-P6 Sig. at ,01 Sig. at ,01 ,@S_

(Sex-wise) In F4, Boys and Girls s Not Significant

In F5, Boys and Girls ; Highly Significant
Beyond .01 

Not SignificantIn F6, Boys and Girls :



10B .
qt$o

The significant interaction canAbe explained by the
I i+He

fact, that at F4 and F6, the boys tended to scoreAhigher 

and at F5 the girls significantly scored higher as seen 

from Table 13 (a).

It would be seen that results of the second-born 

(as separated from the middle-born) showing only family 

size to be significant were different from the results 

of tile middle-born, showing all factors - sex, family 

size and interaction - to be significant. If as usual, 

the second-born were mixed up with the middle born, the 

sex which turned out to be significant among the middle 

born (boys scoring 20.53 and girls scoring 22.76) would 

not have been out to be significant since in that case 

the mean of boys would be about 24.48 and of girls 25.15, 

(combined mean of second-born and middle-bom together 

taking into consideration different h in each). This 

would perhaps justify the separate analysis of the second
tobt'ch tHws

bom, which is not included in the middle-born, separately 

gave more information.

S>-z.e
(d) Within the Last-Born (The Youngest)

A

Finally, the data of the last-born in family sizes 

of F2, F3, F4, F5 and F6 or more (excepting Fl being 

only or the first and last-born child) were classified 

sexwise and analysed statistically. The results are 

summarized in Tables 14 (a), 14 (b) and 14 (c) below.



Group XIV : Last Born (Youngest) Vs. Last Born
Boys (Youngest) Girls

Sex Vs. Family Size 

CPa)Table 14 (a) - Showing Mean Scores

Family
Size

Boys
No. Mean

Girls
Mo. Mean

Total
Mo. Mean

F2 32 20.37 31 20.57 63 20.47

F3 27 21.62 21 22.66 48 22.83

P4 25 22.04 24 23.87 49 22.11

F5 42 25.26 31 23.93 73 24.69

F6 32 25.84 31 26.22 63 26.03

Total 158 23.25 138 23.49 296 23.36

Cf=K)Table 14 (b) - Showing Analysis of’ Variance for Above Bata

Sources df S.S. M.S. F.Ratio Remarks

Sex 1 4.00 4.00 0.74 Not Sig.
Family Size 4 1191.35 297.83 5.52 Sig. at

3 X F 4 84.27 21.06 0.390 Mot Sig.

Within 286 15423.25 53.92

Total 295 16702.87

contd



Group XiV contd....

CPA)Table 14 (c) - Showing Results of L.S.D. Test

Groups Boys Girls Total

F2 - F3 Not Sig. Not Sig. Not Sig.

F2 - F4 Not Sig. Not Sig. Not Sig.

F2 - F5 Sig. at .01 Sig. at .05 Sig. at .01

F2 - F6 Sig. at .01 Sig. at .01 Sig. at .01

F3 - F4 Not Sig. Not Sig. Sig. at .01

F3 - F5 Sig. at .01 Not Sig. Not Sig.

F3 - P6 ■ Sig. at .01 Sig. at *01 Sig. at .01

F4 - F5 Not Sig. Not Sig. Not Sig.

F4 - F6 Sig. at .05 Sig. at .05 Sig. at .01

F5 - F6 Not Sig. Sig. at .05 Not Sig.

(Sex-wise^

In F2, B - G *■» Not Significant

In F3 j B - G 4
« Not Significant

In F4, B - G ft• Not Significant

In F5, ,B - G m
• Not Significant

In F6, B - G ■ Not Significant
'I



This aralysis revealed again that the sex as usual 

in most eases is here also not significantly contributing 

factor on the whole nor at any size of the family; though 

at most sizes excepting F5 the last-born girls tended to 

score higher than boys. The interaction was also not 

significant. This leads to say without doubt that as 

shown in Table 14 (b), family size was the only and real 

contributing factor of family adjustment for the last 

born. However, the most adjusted group was F6, last born 
which scored unexpectedly consistently higher (26.03) 

than any other size group; next in order of standing was 

F5; then were F3 and F4 not differing much; and F2 last 

born scored the least (20.47). This was contrary to the 

other earlier findings showing that the greater the size, 

the less the family adjustment among the children. No 

doubt, as shown in Table 14 (c), some of the pairs of 

family sizes in the middle did not significantly differ.CDoes tt
'Tri-ea-n. fWa± 'H-nC \a.$+- bom grea+w -fav*U\y s -mo-re. +ke
a.c\i iL'i -Vrw ervV ■)

It is worthwhile at this stage to compare the results 

of the first-born group (Table 11) with the results of the 

last-born group (Table 14) with respect to the family •

size, in view of the. fact that both these groups did not ;

show much significant difference when data were classified *ob 

family size-wise, but only oderwise and sexwise, as in 

Table 8. It is interesting to note that though the first 

born and the last born did not differ s^^ewise and sex-

wise (Table 8), the comparison of results in Table 11 and
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Table M shows that in case of the first-born (Table 11) 

the sex, the family size and interaction - all were 

significant; that in case of the last-born (Table 14) the 
family size was the only significant factor. Can it be 

said that, as the size of the family increases, the birth 
order begins to lose importance and family-size gains status 

as far as family adjustment is concerned ? This would have 

been answered to some extent, if the data would have been 
classified and analysed somehow with respect to all the three 
variables, viz. sex, birth order, and family size at the 
same time, wherever possible. This is suggested for further 
research in future, with the help of more statistical 
control and better experimental designs.

An attempt is made in the last section below to 

summarize the picture revealed from the present analysis.

SUMMARY OP

1. The overall analysis of the data reveals that -
(a) Boys and girls on the whole did not differ significantly 

on scores in family adjustment;

(b) Order of birth of a child was a significantly contri­

buting factor in family adjustment, ffin the whole, 
most adjusted of all groups were the second-born; 
next were first-born and last-born almost equal; 
somehow the middle-born (i.e. born after the second 

and before the last, youngest) were the least adjusted
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amongst these four categories. All pairs of birth order
differed from other, except the first-born and the last- 
born.

(c) Sex and birth order showed a significant interaction. To 
speak otherwise, both among boys and girls, first-born 
and last-born were not different at all. However, among 
boys, all other pairs were significantly different, and 
among girls only second-born differed from other groups, 
and nsoBH none else. Wherever differed, boys scored 
higher than girls among first-born and second-born, 
while girls scored higher than boys among middle-born 
and last-born. All this accounts for significant 
interaction between sex and birth order.

(d) Again, the family size was independently of sex the 
most significant faetor in social adjustment. F2 group 
was the most adjusted, and then beginning with FI there 
was a trend of decrease with increase in family adjust­
ment in family size.

When data were analysed to compare the findings on 
children of varied birth order, the study warranted the 
following inferences :

(a)' Comparison between the first-born and other later-born 
siblings :
(i) Boys did not significantly differ from girls, as 

confirming the general finding above.
(ii) Strangely, birth order that was found above to be 

significant did not turn out to be a significant 
factor in this analysis. This can be explained 
by significant interaction explained below.



(iii) There was significant interaction Detween the 

sex and the birth order, though both by them­

selves were insignificant in this analysis.

Prom examination of cells, it would-be safer 

to infer that sex might oe always insignificant 

by itself, and birth order which was generally 

significant became insignificant in this case 

due to totalling of all later-born differing in 

opposite direction; however, both sex and birth 

in interaction showed significance.

(b) Comparison between the only child group and the 

other first-born group :

(i) There virere no significant sex differences.

(ii) Only child did not differ from first-born child,

(iii) There was no significant interaction between 

these two.

(c) Comparison between only born boys and first-born 

boys i

The separate analysis of data on only born boys

and other first-born boys also showed no significant

differences between the two, thus confirming the 
ahoy*- r>t 2. C

earlier .sub-finding^ though there was a tendency 

among the only boys to be somewrhat more adjusted 

than other first-born boys.



(d) Comparison between only born girls and first-born 

girls :

Similarly, the separate analysis of data on

only born girls and first-born girls also showed

no significant differences between the two5 thus
above

confirming the earlier sub-finding in 2&j((ii),

(e) Comparison between first-born children of mixed 

sexes and first-born children of same sexes :

Thus, analysis revealed a very interesting 

finding that first-born children of mixed sex 

were more adjusted than first-born children of 

the same sex.

Cf) Comparison between the only child group and 

the later-born (excluding the first-born) :

(i) There were no sex differences.

(ii) There were no birth order differences.

(iii) The interaction between the two was significant 

at1 .05. level.

(g) Comparison between the first-born and the last-born

(youngest) :

Ci) There were no significant sex differences.

(ii) Unexpectedly, there were no significant birth 

order differences.

(iii) There was no significant, interaction between 

the two. Thus, contrary to expectation, the 

first-born did not differ from the last-born.
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(h) Comparison between the last-born (youngest) and total of

:ithe second-born and the middle-born :
(i) No sex differences were observed.

(ii) No birth order differences were significant
(iii) Nor was there significant interaction between the two.

Individually, last-born differed from the more adjusted) 
second-born or the less adjusted middle-born as shown 
earlier, but it did not differ from the aggregate of 
the two.

(1) Comparison between the last-born and the only-bom :
(i) There were no sex differences.

(ii) The only-born were more adjusted than the last-born,
(iii) There was no significant interaction. These findings 

compared with those in (g) above equate the first-born 
and the only-born and thus confirm the findings in 
(b) above.

3. When data were analysed with respect to sex and family size ftt
for each ordinal status, the results revealed thus : |

II
(a) Within the First-born : I

(i) Boys and girls differed significantly at .05 level, | 
boys scoring higher than girls on family adjustment, |
except at F2 level. !;

f(ii) Size of the family was found to be a significant contrif 
buting factor to the family adjustment. Among the ; 
family sizes of, 1,2,3,4,5 and 6 or more, children in 
the family with two children were the most adjusted; 
next best were children with family size of one or 
three or four children, not much differing from one \another; amongst all groups, the least adjusted were }
children with family size of 5 or 6 and more, both not | 
much differing. In other words, best number /



\n.
is two; excepting P2 and including Fl, the 

v greater the number, the less the family-

adjustment among the first-born.

(iii) In.most of the family sizes, boys were more 

adjusted than girls; at F2 girls were more 

adjusted than boys.

<b) Within the Second-born 2

Ci) The boys did non differ from the girls.

(ii) Nor was there any significant interaction 

between sex and family size.

(iii) Only the family size was a significant factor 

in family adjustment. Again, -the greater the

family,size, the less the adjustment. Amongst 

family sizes of 3,4,6,6 and more (excluding 

size of 2, second-born being the last-born or 

' youngest), most adjusted groups were children 

in family size of three and four which did not 

differ much; next best was size of five and 

least adjustedwas size of six and more.

(c) Within the Middle-born :

Ci) There we re significant sex differences; girls 

scored higher in family adjustment.

(ii) There were significant family size differences 

at .05 level. Amongst groups of family sizes 

of 4, 5 or 6 (excluding 3 being last born),



more adjusted was the group of family size of

six, not much differing from size of four; 

least adjusted was size of five, which differed 

from both size of four and six.

(iii) There was significant interaction between sex 

and family size. Boys scored higher in F4 and 

F6 to some extent, but not significantly; while 

girls scored significantly higher in F5. This 

accounts for significant interaction.

(d) Within the Last-born (Youngest)

(i) There ¥/ere no sex differences.

(ii) .Nor was there any significant interaction 

between sex and family size.

(iii) Only the family size was a significant factor. 

Amongst the family sizes of 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 

or more, (excluding size of 1 being both first 

and last born), most adjusted were again 

unexpectedly children in F6; next best in F5;

F3 and F4 were next equal; F2 was least adjusted.

This completes the discussion of findings on family 

adjustment with respect to contribution of sex, birth 

order and family size. To summarize, sex is not a 

significant factor, birth order and family size are signi­

ficantly contributing factors. Usually, the second-born



are most adjusted} first-born ana last-born being equal

are next best in adjustment and middle-born stands last

in adjustment in comparison to all others. As far as

family size is concerned, children in family with size of 
9eTrv*vo.\y

two children areAmost adjusted} children in family size 

oi one, three and four being almost equal are next best 

in adjustment, and least adjusted among those compared are 

children in lamily size of five, six or more. iMumber two 

is the beso as propagated oy all social workers and 

Government agencies for family planning. The findings 

generally confirm that the more the number, the* lesser 

the family adjustment.


