CHAPLER PFOWR

ADJUSTHENT FROCRESSHES -
- FAMILY ADJUSTMENT
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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 personaliity are unifying concepls because they
include the various subordinate processes of motivation,
emotion and cognition. For examplem 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
personaliﬁy, the organization of the subordinate processes

is the essence of personality. Bvery individual is a

combination of traits, such as physical appearance,
gestures, speech, ideas, emotiong, habits and skills.

These characteristics function vogether as an integrated
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whole and constitute what 1s generally termed as persona-
iity. One trait may ve so dominant tnat other gualities !
lose their significance, yet all of them are important

and most of them possivie of modification through education.

Thus, in view of the imﬁortance 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 characteriétics),j
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 msjor
thesis throughout the study of the psychology of adjust-
ment. Adjustment includes integration, but emphasisés
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 atiitude or lack of social

experience. A well-adjusted person has been described as
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'One who has established wholesome relatlonshipvwlth his ¢ ¥
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physical and social environment with the result that!he 1

Sty et

is emotionally stablens !

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
peychiatrist or clinical psychologist, maladjustment is
en 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 culminaies in satisfying
fully, and most directly the needs or the drives of an
individual. This may be obviously true for adjusiment
in case of physiological and personal needs. DBut this
thinking leads to trouble particularly in case of psycho-
logical and 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, Dietionary 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 "adjustmenti® has two meanings., In one
sense, it is continual process by which a person varies
his behaviour to produce & 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 heeds and we spend
most of ow time and energy Lo 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 Lo 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
behaviow . This familiar pattern of restoration of
balance - physiological or psychological - is the process
of adjustment. An 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.

FAMILY ADJUSTMeNT

Symonds has Justifiably claimed : ™ If an individual
possesseg a healthy, stable, courageous and loving father
and mother, the chances are that he will bejgood student,

a good worker, a good husband or wife, a good leader and

a good citizen® {in 'Child Development' by Blizabeth
Hurlock). The parent's attitude towards the child may be
a reflection of their own adjustment or maladjustment to
1life and to marriage. Family haéppiness 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



relating to affectional and ego values lying within the

relationship of huspband to wire have been found to have a

marked influence on child's adjustment to life.

Ag the agencies oulside the home have assumed
increasing ly more of tne traditional family functiions,
family members, particularly parents, have learned to
recognise psychological needs that arise witnin the family
circle and tS spare more time satisfying them. Satis-
faction of psychological needs has always been one of the
family's most importeant 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 betler 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 qparacteristics that has developed
- all these can help one member to know what relief
measures another needs. The intiwate understanding that
parents should hagq for their children often leads them
to satisfy intuitiveiy the appropriate psychological
needs of children. It has been admitted by all that
healthy and hsrmonious relatiqns between the members in
the family play an important role in health, personality

developnment and adjustment. Lack of understanding on the



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-I), constructed by Dr. A.S. Patel
at the Faculty of Education and Psychology, Baroda, was
administered tc 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.

The 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 comvarisons can be made with respect to groups and
subgroups based on sex and birth order of individuals belonging
to different ordinal status an@ coming from families of varied
sizes. The results have been summarised in three Summary
Sheets given herewith. Summary Sheet No. 1 (FA) describes the
effects or mean(family adjustment) scores of these threé main
variables. Summary Sheet No. 2 (FA) gives the mean scores of
all vossible groups (27), i.e. of boys and girls of different
birth orders of children from different family siges. However,
for the present study, the discussion has been limited to

comparison of the selected groups which are of Importance and

W AN A
Al S

i
H



56

value for their contribution to the exposition of the problenm
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

. Last-born (youngest) boys Vs. Last-born (youngest) girls

First~born Vs. Later born other siblings
Only child Vs. Other first-born
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-horn and middle-born
14, Youngest Vs. Only child

L]

o 3 O O
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Summary %ﬁiﬁ? ¥o. 3 (FA) presents the results of these
fourteen groups,have been analysed with a statistical technique
of analysis of varilance 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 wvaried
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
Digtevence o
groups, the least Significant,@ap test has been employed to
find out which group differed from which other group or

sub-groups.



SHEET

SUMMARY STATLHMENE NO. 1 CFA)

L2 4]

Showing Mean Scores of Main Groups on Family Adjustment

Madin Variable

A Sex

Group

Boys

Girls

B BRirth Order ] First-born

{1 Family Size

11 Second born
it iiddle born
1y Last born

Fp
o

—— . ——— M e S T W e e S -

Grand Total

Rumber

738
701

500
308
332

100
183
120
313

Mean

24 .03

23.89

24,07
26.93
21l.27
23.36
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SUMMARY SHEET NO. 3
Showing an Overall Summary of Results (i.e. Mean Scores on

Family Adjustment of' each Main and Sub-group)

6l
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701 23.89

936

400

200
200

100

936

296
640

100

250

158

155

138

23.90
23.32
24.58

23.07

19.33
23.90

23.38
24.15

25.09

23.20
26.44

22,76

23.49

- e 3

TOTAL
No. Mean
1436 23.96
1436 23.96
500 26.08
250 24.95
250 23.20
400 23.82
1036  24.02
796 23,81
936 23,90
396 23.80
500 24.08
308 26,93
332 21.57
296 23.36 -

_______________________________ BoYs
Groups No. Mean
I All Boys Vs. All Girls 735 24.03
I1 First Born Vs. Other Later ‘
Born Siblings 500 24,08
III Only Child Vs. Qther First
Born 100 25,09
IV Only Child Vs. Other
(Boys) First Born 50 26.44
V Only Child éigys)F t
Only Child Vs. er Firs
(Girls) Born (Girls) 50 23.74
VI First Born Vs. First Born 300 25,32
of Mixed of Same
Sex Sex
VII Only Child Vs. Later Borm 100 25,09
, (Excluding
First Born)
VIII First Born Vs. Youngest 500 24.08
"IX Youngest Vs. Second Boxrn 296 23.38
and Middle
Born
X Youngest Vs. Only Child 296 23.38
X1 First Born Boys Vs. First
_ Born Girls 250 24,95
XI1 Second Born Boys Vs.
, v Second Born
Girls 150 27.46
XIII Middle Born Boys Vs.
o Middle Bozxn
Girls 170 20,53
XIV Later Born (Youngest) Boys 158 23.25

Vs. Later Born

(Youngest) Girls

L R e e b T R R R R P R L R Al A b R L

PLARSTP S NP Py

B S

]
~ g i, o o



St T

L S SEBAS

R . 2. SR AEE mar e Cn TS e W4 OTHLTT ITRAT oD REFEL 47 Wm rem s L Wen on -

i o n e TR ISy T i a yewvsse e v moeewesor o s - ram 3

61 f
As noted above, the first two Summary Sheets give a i
general pleture of all data obtained. However, the statistical%

analysis takes into'account only the data of the groups as 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 E

corresponding table No. 1 shows the results of statistical

pEen S sa e

analysis of overall data presented sex-wise and birth order-

A

N

Az

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

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

L et

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

contribution of birth order as well as famlly size for each

2 EIEFEL

SeX.

TR AT

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

e e

No. 3 and corresponding tables 2 to 10 present data (Sex X

e e

Birth Order) to enable the reader to make comparison between

EREE S 3 T

different birth orders fpr each sex, irrespective of family

size.

The last four rows of Summary Sheet No. 3 -~ Groups XI to
XIV - and corresponding tables 11 to 14 present data (Sex X
Family Size) enabling us to understand the contribution of

family size for each sex separately at each birth order.

In other words, scores on famlly adjustment have been
analysed with respect to two variables, viz. birth order and

family size for each sex, separately studied. The results ) :
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showing sex differences and birth order effects have been

ot i s, et

1
it

L
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 é
presented in tables 11 to 14, In short, the scores on family
adjustment were subjected to the statistical technigue 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

e Aot T st R g Sy b P 0 a e W e A

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

Ikl Rl af

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 view to testing the significance

TN S o PR e B AT S

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

1

groups in tables 1 to 14. Wherever needed, on finding overall

¥

significance difference between the groups from F-Test, a

U, e e ST
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further statistical tool called 'Least Significant Difference

A
oty e 77

)
3

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

28

between any two groups at a time within the set of more than g
two main or sub-groups. The tables 1 to 14 have been | f
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 ()3 and finally wherever needed, (¢) showing results of

L.S5.D. Test. ' ]

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

I. Overall Analysis

The overall, general picture emerging from the analjsis
of all data on family adjustment 1s 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
sizeawisew However, the data of only fourteen groups as shown |
in Summary Sheet No. 3 (FA) have been sfatistically analyéed tof
study the effects of birth odder and sex, and where possible,
of family size. (FA) Tables 1(a), 1(b) and 1(c) show the ;

summary results of the statistical analysis of data on family é

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

1(a), 1(e) and 1(f) give results of statistical analysis of %
4
data of sex and family size, as presented in the following pages.

 Summary Sheet No. 3 (FA) reveals in the first row how
boys and girls on the whole stand on the. family adjustment {

.
W

scores., Results revealed lack of significant sex differences g

2 % T RTEEGELAL T AR e
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adjustment; the middle-born were observed to be the last on

in family adjustment. This total is broken up birth“oﬂiér-

wise for boys and girls to make comparison between different

B e

birth order categories as shown in the nexf'nine rows (2 to'lo)k,
in Summary Sheet No. 3 (FA). The same sex-wise and birth order |

d

wise overall data are represented also in (FA) table 1(a). It |
would be seen from these data that the second-born were found |
most adjusted; neit best were the first-born and the last-born |
standing nearly close to each other without much difference on(*
family adjustment score, in comparison to other groups. All !
these differences in birth order were statistically also

significant.

The same overall data have been rearranged again sex-wise

and family size~-wise in (FA)table 1(d) for overall picture and
later on broken up at each birth order in last four rows (11 to
14) of Summary Sheet No. 3 (FA). The overall analysis of data
in (FA) 1(d) for family size shows that children of F2 were the

Ve TR S s emat e mn,

most adjusted; next in order were F3, F4 and F1l, all these being

almost equal; least adjusted was F6 and almost equal but last
but one was F5. All these differences in family size were

statistically also significant.

s B Do 1 e 0 o A 55 8 4 oM i

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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CFA) Table 1(c) - Showing Results of Least Signifiicant

Difference Test

Birth Brdegiwige

- - V. T . W V" S G WS Gma S T4 W W WOn SP4 W N W WAR NS WS G OUS e U WU W YU S WET W e AU WA WG T T ST s W T ST W W GO O S W

Group Boys Girls Total
Signifi- Signifi- Signifi-
cant at cant at cant at

First-born - Second-born .01 legel .0l level .01 level
First-born - Middle-born .01 level Not Sig. «01 level
First-born - Last-born Not Sig. Not Sig. Not Sig.
Second-born - Middle-born .01 level .01 level .01 level
Second~born -~ last-born .01 level .01l level .0l level
Middle-born - Iast-born ,01 level Not Sig. .01 level
Sex~wise : Among First-born : B-G : Sig. at .05

Second-born: B-G : Not Significant

Middle-born: B-G : Sig. at .05

Iast-born : B-G : Not Significant

Apparently, the overall picture of data in these sub-

groups did not show much considerable difference Iin some

categories of birth order or famlly size and showed some wider

difference in a few cases.

In order to have a true picture,

all these scores were statistically analysed and subjected to

F-Test as well as LSD Test where pessible.
statistical analysis on these general data, sex-wise and birth

order-wise have been summarised in tables 1(a), 1(b) and 1(c);

The results of

and similarly the results of statistical analysis of some

4 TR

e wres

e T T Yo,

o gl B

pag o et A o e
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general data, sex-wise and family size-wise have been summari- |

sed in tables 1(d), 1(e) and 1(f).

SR B e T R SRl v T e

Table 1(a0 shows the mean

P e BE b R o 5 b g AT o b 03 . et S EN



R S 2 R RN WS 0 3T i A o T AL R R R GO TR edememn T U VR Y G S ) NSRRI i ST R PR S W3 meay p b w3 e & g e

NG R e ST

TR

R ST

TS

TN B T O £ R

. dree

PP

o

B OTRE

R

3
\\LJJ:N,.&’_Z.—I‘: Ll

T et e BTl e S bt T D W B ¥t bt e e s T VR S T mrn S e

i

66

scores of boys and girls on each birth order position. Table

i
[N

1(b) shows the results of analysis of variance on data'of

Table 1(a). Table 1(e¢) shows the results of application of
L.8.D. Test to find out whichapairs were significantly

different, after knowing the overall significant difference
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
results of analysis of variance on data of Table 1(d). Table

1(f) shows the results of application of L.8.D. Test. The ]

overall findings for sex, birth-order and family size have i

been discussed in the following paragraphs.

(a) Sex Factor

It would be seen from Table 1(b) éhat sex was not a '
significant variable in family adjustment. Both boys and
girls scored almost equally.(24.03 and 23.89 respectively).
Thls means that on the whole boys did not differ from girls
in family adjustment. Analysing the reéults.sexdwise for each
birth order as in Table 1(c), boys did not show significant
differences from girls in adjustment excepting the first-born

and middle~born group of boys and girls (just significant at

POV s e om
BTGNS B, I 3 e s S e A e s e - vty g s e

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

o g,

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

least adjusted group as revealed by statistical findings notéd§

1
;

below; but at this position, girls scored higher than boys
(22.76 of girls against 20.53 of boys). This reveals that the§
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least adjusted were the middle-born boys in the family. In

other words, among the first-born the boys scored 31gn1ficantlyi
higher than the girls and among the middle~born, the girls ﬁ

i

scored significantly higher than boys; thus cancelling p
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

significant interaction. !
) §

(b) Birth Order ]
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 Tabhle 1(b). From Y
data in Table 1(a), it would be then statistically inferred -

T

that the second-born was the most adjusted (with 26.93 mean

score), the first-born and the last-born nearly equal were

[OOSR

next 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
birth order positiéns, the results were subjected to L.S.D.

I e e R e e o

Test (extension of T-test). These results are shown in Table
1(¢). It would be seen from Table 1(e) that all pairs of
birth order differed from one another on the total m=mi omitting

" the first-born-last-born pair. This means that birth order é

was a significant factor exBept that the first-born did not f
differ from the last-born in this study. This lack ‘

of difference between the first-born and the last-born

T S AT . s bt Ak D e S oaa R it T F 5w T
T Tl BT F ¢ e B T S it 4 B 2 6 U b ek st et oA Bk b Kot BB 6 o seyE L
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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.
might be equally fon@%d, 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 inveraction between the sex and the birth order
as revesled 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 scored semewhat
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 keplt constant, boys and girls did not show differences

fonak - borm amel
except in middle-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 bifff\%{

) _ sex )
ovdexwise for each bdnth owder, among boys, all pairs of

birth order differed from each other except the first-born
&ad the last—borxf;\);fshile amofzg the girls, only second-born
group differed from each of other three groups and no
other comparison showed significant ditferences in family
adjustuent for girls. Thus, birth order was significant
in most cases, bul somewhat insignificant in a few cases
where it became significantarinteraction with sex. This
clarifies the significanti:interaction between the sex angd
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 wgs mostly a significant, contributory

factor, noting also that the firstborn 4id not differ

much from the lastborn both among boys and girls.

(6) Family Sigze

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
mest adjusted is the seocondborn child in a family with a
size of two children or more than two children. In other
words, it is the gquestion regarding the role of another

equally important variable, viz. family size, that has

~
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been recently propagated by the governmént 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 resulis of such analysis of data
(family size X séx) have been summarized in Tables 1(4),
1{e) and 1 (f) presented in the following pages. Table
1{d) cshows the mean scores of boys and girls from families
of diffefent sizes, viz. Fy, Fg, Fg, Fg, Fg, and Fg.

Table 1{e) gives a summary of results of statistical ?
analysis of variance on these data and Teble 1{f) reveals §
the results regarding the significance of difference of g

two means on application of L.S.D. Test,

AR R . T G

(FA) Table 1(d) - Showing Mean Scores of Groups
(Pamily Size X Sex) on Family Adjustment

. - R S - N G . W W U K S W W W . o A S D G WS SRR R GRS G TR i T e S WA TUR W e W WER W T R W T

AT TR T o S

Family Size _Beys L 9&255 ______ Total _ f

O, Mean No. Mean No. Mean {

F1 5082 26.44 50 23.74 100 25.09 |
F2 92 25.25 91 27.65 183 96.33

F3 93 26.18 97 26.08 190 26.13 |

74 157  26.30 156 ©95.19 313 25.75 1

F5 159 21.70 132 22.38 201 22.02

F6 | 184 21.77 175 20.75 359 21.27 |
Total 735  24.03 701 23.89 1436 23.96
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, CFA)Table 1 (e) - Showing the Summary of Results of Analysis

: of Variance (Family Size X Sex)

b
+

i %
N e D W G A S A S W S s I M TS NP Ghh i S GSE WD G SRR NS W D M MW WP WS ML Sae sk O AR W S G W e GUh WHR JNE W MM WS W G W WA M W ek U W M g TR A S s e

Y S L,

e emma

T S L e X R SR S 0 X %

: Source df S.S. M.S. F.Ratio Signifinan,
4 Sex 1 7.23 7.23  0.08 N.S.

; Family Size 5 6854.92  1370,98 16.1 .001

1 Sex X Family 5

g Size 619.75 123.95 1.4 N.S.

i Within (error) 1424  120622.4 84.77

] Total 1435 128104.3

| TTTTTTTTImTTEmTmoss o memosmmme s ToTTTTTTmmTsm T om e
]

i

! (FA)Table 1 (€) - Showing Results of L.S.D. Test

) Family Size-wige . .
. Boys__ Girls  Total Boys  Girls Total

) F1-F2 NS Sig..Cl N.S. F2-F6 Sig.0l Sig.0l Sig.Ol

g ~ F1-F8 NS Sig..05 NS F3-F4 NS NS NS

; F1-F4 NS NS NS F3-F5 Sig.0l Sig.0l Sig.Ol

i

: F1-F5 Sig.01 NS 8ig.05 F3-F6 $ig.0l 8Sig.0l Sig.0l1

i Fl-F6 Sig.0l Sig.05 Sig.0l F4-F5 Sig.01 'Sig.0% Sig.05

; F2-F3 NS NS NS F4-F6 Sig.0l Sig.0l Sig.0l

} F2-F4 NS NS NS F5-F6 NS NS NS

i

; F2-F5 $ig.0l Sig.0l Sig.0l :

; Sex~wise For F1l, B-G : Sig. .05

: For F2, B-G : NS

f For F3, B-G : NS

i For F4, B-G : NS

' For F5, B-G : NS

: For Fé6, B-G : NS

. R o
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The analysis again confirms that sex was not a
significant f{actor 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(a) that
among the various family sizes, Fo (fanily size With‘two
children) had the most adjusted children (with a mean
score of 26,33). This tinding read with the earlier
finding on the birth order (second born being the most

on. Imdividual
adjusted) means that the secondborn I Fy was the most
adjusted. This is further confirmed by the later analysis
of data of children separa‘c.ely}cg' 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 confdrmation.

The closer observation of results in Teble 1(d)
shows that the group next to Fp in femily adjustment is
F3 (score being 26.13), then in order are ¥, (score being
25.75), F1 {score being 25.09), Fg (score being 22.02)
and last Fg {score being 21.27) on the whole. There is a
slight discrepancy between the family size orders gepara-
tely among boys and girls, but in view of leck of signi-
ficant interaction between family size and sex, this
discrepancy is not worth considering though Fo girls top

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

e e S Toto e L e Simm o e M e e h e m m o e s
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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 exceplt Fj(boys scoring
26.44 at top and girls scoring 23.74 standing fourth).
FPamily size-wise there appear two distinet groups, viz.,
i, Fo, F3 and Fyq forming one group not mutually differing
from one another, and g and Fg forming another group not
mutually differing from each other, though these two groups
differ from each other, excepting a few discrepancies due
10 F1 boys topping the list in contrast to Fg girls topping
the list.

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

) simultaneously
analyse data at—e—=%time, thus

-
-

Sex X birth order X family size thatl 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 {
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noved 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
dava have been separately ansalysed 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. ANsLYSIS FOR COMPARISON
BETWEEN BIRTH ORDER GROUPS

The figures in Table 1 above shows the significance
of results from ang¢ overall analysis of sexwise and birth
orderwise data at a time. However, to study the signifi-
cance of results between birth erder groups and thereby
confirming the findinge of overall analysis, data were
further arranged and analysed so as to yield cowparative
piéture 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 8 to 1§ of general
summary sheégiﬁand afterhgg;a 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
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of L.3.D. Test. kEkach of pair-comparisons of birth order

has been discussed below.

{(a) Comparison Between the First-born
and the QOther Later-born

For 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-bormn on
the other gide, i.e. the total or 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.3.D. Test. The results have been shown in Tables

2 (b) and 2 {c) below.

—n L mEETeEEL .
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Group IT 2 First Born Vs. Other Later Born Siblings
(Sex Vs. Birth Order)

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

i

' Among Boys, First Born - Later Born

- - - - W’ . W W S WS W R S IS WA WP e W G NS W W T e M W R R W e AN S M e e

. Boys Girls Total
Birth Order No. Mean No. Mean No. Hean
First Born 260 24.95 280 23.20 500 24 .08
Later Born 4885 23.86 451 24,27 936 23 .20

Total ¢735 24 .03 701 23.89 1436 23.96

. - WS WA e W WS St SN A N KRS e S R Fmn e e W e e e R S M e M et et v T M W e A S W Tt W T e e T e

—— - - - W DN AWS WP TR WR B e W S om Tl N M an TS e el AR it e M MY T N W A e D S =

Source af 5.8, M.85. PF.Ratio Remarks
Sex 1 7.28 7.28 0.081 Not Sig
Order of ‘
Birth 1 9.57 9.57 0.107 Not Sig.
53X 0 1l | 493.05 493.05 ' B5.52 Sig. at .01
Within 1432 127594.43 89,10
Total 1435 128104.33

- a > " W - W Wad e A e W e S S M Y W T W WS WP v s e W MO W a AnR e h W W A S W G

(FA) Table 2 (c) - Showing Results of L.S.D. Test

{Sex-wise)

Among First Born, B -G Significant at .05

s

Among Later Borm, B -G Not Bignificant
(Birth Order-wise)

Sig. at .05

(2]

Among Girls, First Born

Later Born : Not Sig.
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Again, it wouid be seen from Table 2{(b) thét sex did net
played an important role in family adjustment; both boys
and girls were almost same (24.03 and 23.80) on their
scores in family adjustment, as revealed also in oveféllx
analysis from Table 1(b). However, strangely the birth
opder@wéﬁ? also twrned 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. Bxamining the contents in the cells
of Table 2{(a), it would be seen that the first born scorsé‘awhae
higher (24.95) than later born boys (23.56) as well as swunificantly
; ‘higher then firstborn girils (£3.20) on family adjustment
tended b score comewhat
test, while later-born girls, seeeed higher (24.27) than
rirst-born girls {(23.20) as well gén%ggher 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.

lhus, 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-born.

Thus, compering earlier findings from amnalysis of

; data in Table 1, it would be noted that separately birth
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order at each level was significant, all pairs-comparisons
showed significant difference, excepg 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 mosi adjusted, and ithe first-born

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

{b) Comparison Between the Only Child Group

and the Other PFirst-~born Group

The results of similar analysis of data arranged
for comparison between the only children on one side ang
the other first-born on the other have been presented in

Tables 3 {(a), 3 (b), and 3 {c) below. f
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Group III : Only Child Vs. Other First-born
( Sex Vs. Birth Order )
(FA) Table 3 (a) ~ Showing Mean Scores
. Bo Gl T
Birth Order  -----o S, s o L2 otal _
. No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean
Only Child 50 26.44 50 23.74 100 25.09
Other First

Born 200 24.58 200 23.07 400 23.82
Total 250 24.95 250 23.20 500 24.08

WD NS WAL WD W WO O D U WD N Y G VR NAD SR WS WP S O A A g P N S N WS D Wp R W RS WS A CHD SN DNR WIS T WS AU T P NP A S WA W N W A

. ———— - - - - . - . D S S W o W NP S R WA AU WA YD W O Y S D S T TN OR WS W Uil YA A N O S SO S R S W WO M D S U S T

Source ar S.S. M.S. F.Ratio Remarks
Sex 1 381.93 381.93 2.83 Not Sig.
Order of

Birth 1 128,02 128.02 « 300 Not Sig.
SX0 1 28.33 28,33 .177 Not Sig.
Within 4958 79364.6% 160.01
Total 499 79202,96
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Hereto, there were no significant sex diiferences;
nor were also revealed the birth order differences;
there was not even significant interaction between the two.
In other words, the only chibi group in nb 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

Y
child-ergsr, 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

.. . sStatishically
these differences did not turn out sufficiently significant.

(¢) Comparison Between the Only Born Boys

and the First-born Bovs

The above group of total of the only born boys and

girls vs. total of first-born boys and girls were separated
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Group IV : Only Boys Vs. Other First Born Boys

CFA)Table 4 (&) - Showing Mean Scores

o " - - . . - et o W M M i e W W S R ——

Birth Order No. Mean

Only Child Boys 50 26.44

First Born Boys 200 24 .58
Total 280 24.95

A v ey ot . ;- ke e i - - - War ;o — o o . W N S W - -

(FAYTable 4 (c) - Showing Analysis of Variance for Above Data

T b e o S o o " o "o " "~ - - " " 1t 25 o "y o s il A o ot S it o

Source af 5.5. M.S F.Ratio Remarks
Between

group - 1 138.31 138.31 0.%4 Not 8ig.
Witpin 248 36628.12 147.10

T T - A0 A S T ik o . - " " - o 112 79 " ——_ v " — T~ —— . o~ _ ———— -
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Group V : Only Child (Girls) Vs. Other First Born
(Girls)

cFA) Table 5 (a) - Showing Mean Scores

Birth Order No. Mean
Only Girls 50 23.74

First Born Girls 200 23.07

.- D gy W W e VR TIV WD AR R WD WD WS G W SR WD W WS A W W W WS W A

- S A R MDA A SR Gt WP A N G GD I R W AR G W N S S S G R A AW W W W SN D R W m GE U6 GOV S M S e NGNS W R G g

Source df S.S. M.S. F.Ratio Remarks
Not
Between Group 1 17.96 17.96 .104 Significant
W ithin 248 42736.64 172.32
Total 249 42754.60

- A T o - - W -0 Y T . . WO Y - -

s
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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 Tables 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, p). However, there is a trend amolg only boys to
be somewhat more adjusted than first-born boys. This

confirmeg 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 Firgst-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) be ing‘ reared together. This would be revealed in

the traits of the first-born child as affected by later
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children of mixed sexes or of his/her own sex among the
siblings in ihe 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 twé groups. It is seen that the first~born
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 enviromment 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.



st e e e Gt PR

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

CFA) Table 6 (a) : Showing Mean Scores

- W g W WD S S O D Y G U W S W S n W e TR R em WS b

W S g -~ "0 W WD AN T W WGBS W - —

First Born of
- Mixed Sex 300 25,32

First Born of
Same Sex 100 19.33

Ty - W R S G 0 W W T W W .

Gy - - - MR . W O W S - -

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

B W AN G A T VD g S D S s W T M MR A S R Gn AR G W D G R G GD G G W e

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

i o 11 2O 1 S O O 02 2 2 O 8 o

s;

1 Between ( ' Signi-

, Group 1 2694.0  2694.0 16.6 ficant

! at .01

| 4 .,
i Within 398  64559.75  162.21
Total 399  67253.75 5
b

i i
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(£) Comparison Between the Only Child Group
And the Later-born (execluding the first-born)

It was thought worthwhile to compare the only child-
only one in th#family - with the children in tamilies of
more children. fHence, 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 resulis of analysis of these
data are presented in Tables 7 (a), 7 {(b) and 7 (e) in

the following pages.

Results of this analysis turned out similar to
those in II(a) compasrison of Tables 2 (a), (b) and (c).
Sex was insignificant; strangely birth-order also
appearedjgignificant and there was significant inter-
action at .05 level between the sex and the birth order.
This would be explained as earlierj;only boys secured
significantly higher scores (26.44) than later-born boys
(23.56), while later-born girls tended to score higher
{24.27) then 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



Group VII : Only Child Vs. Later Born {(Excluding

Sex Vs. Birth Order

CFA) Table 7 {(a) - Showing Mean Scores

CEA) Table

¢Fay Table

FPirst Born)

A — " e M o o . e W W e e e e e MmN e A v e A SR e W AR SMR e e e R S e

. Boys Girls Total
Birth Order No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean
Only Child 50" 26.44¢ 50 23.74 100 25.09
Later Born 485 23.56 451 D427 936 23.90
Llotal 535 23.83 501 24.22 1036 24.02

-——— T " o A W W Ay Ty S - e WA MR T W S SR W s T W OL ned M M M o o W Cur S .

T~ WA A 0 W S A A S M W e e e O s W TS TEL Gk A G e W R W e e e M WY o S b S o

WS T e Ve - W s e M e A W SR nme M MR M W Wl B Smp NS Tt s Wi S v S e G AR D W S aw e M G e W - A

B I R R Tl quvp——"

Source af S5 MeSe
Sex 1 39.20 39.20
Order of
Birth 1 126.60 126.60
5 XO0 1 261.48 261.48
Within 1032 60412.30  £58.53
Total 1035 608392.58

W e A N - (o —— T S A A WA e A e S e W S RN W NI A A T W R T T A e aub o W e R

7 {c) - Showing Results of L.3.D. lest

{Sex-wise)

Among only Children,

Along Later Born,

{Birth Order-wise)
Among Boys,
Among Girls,

B -G
B -G

Only - Later
Only - Later

"

e

¥.Ratio Remarks
.67 Not Sig.

2.16 Not Sig.
4.48 oig. at .05
pig. at .05

Not Big.

Sig. at .05

Not Sig.



38

dgain 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
as
to results in Teble 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 petween the first-born and the last born.
Results are summarized in Tables 8 {(a), 8 (b) and 8 (c¢)

below.
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Group VIII : First-Born Vs. last-Born (Youngest)

( Sex Vs. Birth Order )

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

- T Wy (o S - S S B S W W S WA Wy dnn Wk WPe W S WA NS ARS WP T WA W WS AR MAR VR S St NOS W WS SRR e M St W N A WRE TSNS S S S W T W
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First~-born

Last~Born
(Youngest)

250 24.95

158 23.25

250 23.20

138 23.49

SR e W WD G AU B TS e NG VN W RS TED M G S W WA D G M SRS THD W W W S T SUR TiGe wme e WA NN R TER CHD WA R W e G WS T R S W S

S T - - - . W Y S L i i i S W W W R D YU W S S M G B TR MAP WD SAB U W W A AL S G S WA A R GRP UGS NES W A W W W

- S R D e A S S WS AT D WD G D S WS A D TED GBS G WO N M SN SR G W Weh S W S D T D W D WK WS WA TS WD W Sm SN A W W T e

af s.8. M.S. F,Ratio Remarks
1 194,84 194.84 1.79 Not Sig.
1 o93.64 93.84 0.8 Not Sig.
1 191.09 191.09 1.74 Not .Sig.
792 96219.80 108.88
795 06699.37
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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.S5.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
sale tfeatment as the last-born {youngest), both being
either egually fondled, equally cared for, protected and
attended 1o, 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 Borm

These data are tabulated in Table 9 (&) and results
of statistical analysis are summarized in Tables 9 (b)

and 9 (¢) below.
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Group IX : Last Born {(Youngest) Vs. Second Born and
, ¥iddle Born
Sex Vs. Birth Order

CFA)Table 9 (a)-Showing iean scores

A e W . e W Tt i e M e WS TR e W e e N SN AR MR N W W W W e e Wt e M W W e S W e

No. HMean No. Hean No. Mean

W - - A S AR T e WA A e S AR e W e Y o o o e e W e B e W o e e o e S g an

Youngest 158 23.25 138 23.49 296 23.36

Second Bornt &

Middle Born 327 23,70 313 24.62 640 24.15
Total 485 23.556 4581 24.27 936 23.20

- .- e e A o W W i W er W e NSRS WA M W e e W A R e . W e da S T

Source ar S5, M.S. F.Ratio Remarks
Sex 1 118.43  118.43 2.35 Not Sip.
Order of Birth 1 125.23 125.23 2.59 Not Sig.
SX0 1 18.09 18.09 0.35 Not Sig.
Within 932  47930.04 51.42

otal o35 a4slo1.79

. e A he W W W W W S e e A S N AW B ke e S G S MM M S M m A WA S B A S R e N W

¢FA) Table 9 {c) - Showing Results of LeS.D. Test (Sex-wise)

Among nast Born, B-G = Not Big.

Among Second Born &
Middle Born B-G 2 Not Sig.

(Birth Order-wise)

Among Boys, Last-Second and Middle :  Not Sig.

Among Girls, Last-Second and Middle : Not Sig.



Again, the statistical analysis strangely showed no
differences anywwhere in sex, birth order or interaction.
However, the results of this snalysis do not seem to be
cousistent 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 {¢). This apparently
inconsistent situvation is similar to apparently inconsis-
tent situation observed in resultis Sf group IT in Table 2
showing comparison between the first born and the later
born. Individual paires were significantly different, but
when comtbined, the results turned out to be ingignificant-
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 (21.57) 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 seopnd and mdddle. born wogether. This accounts
for above apparent discrepancy. In short, individually,
the last pborn 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.



{i) Comparison Between the

Last born (Youngest) &

the Only Child Group

Just as the only child group was compared with the
otner 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 that (he fivst-bovn and the last-bovn did not olif§er as shownm intable ¥,

differ as shown in Tables 3, 4 and S,Ait 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 (e¢) in the following pages.

Analysis showed ususl lack of significant sex
differences, and also lack of significant interaetion.
The expected significance of differences in birth order
{which was not obgerved between rirst-born and only

6~ betweem fiwvst-boevm owmel last-bern ag (n Fable %
child in Table 3) was observed significantly in these
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~born girls (23.49) and also



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

(eA) Table 10 (a) - Showing Mean Scores

- N - - - Y e v T D WD Wy = W W S S NR R R m W WD N W W e

Youngest 158 23.25 138 23.49 296 23.38

Only Child 50 26.44 50 23.74 100 25.09

W . -GN W W A A AB Sy e W AN W A M S e G D R -

e e e R R R

W N n B G W S e WD W G S K1 e WS B M NV W G G N GO W D IS S S G U D CUS G N BN U G TR AR WD GE R R SR W W R T e

P A R R e A TR P L T R L L PR PR LR R R L R N

* Sex 1 21.40 21.40 0.28 Not Sig.

|

[

% - S X0 1 164.85 164.85 2,22 Not Sig.
3 Within 392 29037.81 74.07

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

Among Only Children B-G:  Significant at .05

!
; : "Among ‘Last Born, B«G :  Not Significant
| (Birth Order-wise)

i Among Boys, Last-Only Significant at .01
1 Among Girls, Last-Only Not Significant
| . .

Order of Birth 1 221.58 221.58 3.00 sig. at .05

[
|
'
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i o " PR B
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only girls (23.74) among four groups; 1ast-born boys
{23.25) did not differ from last-born girls (23.49); and
last-born girls (23.49) d4id not differ from only girls
(23.74).

It might be ldgically surprising to observe significant
%ggg order differences in this case between the last-born
and the only child group (in Table 10), when there were
no such birth d&ﬁer differences beltween the first-born
and the only child group (in Table 3) in view of no
differences between the 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
noted 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 firsi-born and the
last-born, it was also observed that the first-born tended
to be slightly 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 (28.44) among the four groups.
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ITI. Analysis for Comparison

Between Family Sizes

The preceding sections have been devoted to the
discussion of femily adjustiuent 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 & 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 ,amd analysed at eeach birth
ovdey as diven belols,

Eamily Size
(a)AWithin the First-born

Such data for the first-born boys and girls are
represented in rable 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 or the first-born Justas

¥

beimg the jast-boern

Edr=t second-born of Fg or third born of Fg and so on are
not included in analysis of seopnd born and so on as shown

in later sectionsg in lableg 12, 13 and 14. However, as

shown by earlier analysis in Table 3, the only child 4id
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not in any way differ from the first-born, the first-born
of F1 were included here:. #11 these data were subjected
Lo statistical tecnniques of F-Yest and L.B.D. Test to

find the significance of differences and the summary of
CEA) 11¢a) :

result has been given in Tables 11 {(b) and 11 (¢) in the

following pages.

This analysis comtirms the sex differences in adjust-
ment among the first-born children, as observed earlier in
CFA) 242 F )
results shown by,Tablesl (c)Abetween 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 at . .
sexwise for boys and girls en each family size as shown

in Table 11 {ec), there are found significant sex differences

at each level of family sizes,at each level boys scoring
higher than girls excepti;ﬁmg i sezone-<forsm where

girls scored higher {31.30) than boys (27-85). 1In 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 sach family size with every other, as done in

coscf)
Table 1 {(d) for family size differences also showed that
almost all pairs significantly differed from the other

excepting Fq and Fg, '] and Fg, F3 and Fa, Fz and Fg.

B e



i~ — - —— - T T = £ S it e = . = s P = 2 —

7 \
i RBoys ‘
Group XI : First Born,.Vs. First Born Girls 98 .
X Sex Vs. Family Size -
J Family Adjustment Inventozry
" CFA) Table 11 (a) : Showing Mean Scores ‘ }
Family ..Boys . . _ Girls __ _ Total __ ?
| Size No. Mean No. Mean No. -Mean
Fl 50 26.44 50 23.74 100 25.09 n
! F2 60 27.85 60 31,30 120 29,57 %
, F3 35 26,91 35 23.48 70 25.20 i
]
‘ F4 35 26.57 35 23,23 70 24.90
F5 35 19.62 35 15.83 70 17.72
f Fé6 3% 19.60 35 15.63 70 17.61
§ e e e ——————————————
= Total 250 24.95 250 23,20 500 24,07
i ,
il ;
g .
! cFa) Table 11 (b) : Showing Analysis of Variance for Above Data
| ool dmeudeneonsenonoenoiacesoussneeso--
f Source df S.S. M.S. F-Ratio Remarks
I et D il et Sttt deddet bbbttt b '
| Family Size 5 4354.47 870,89  9.77 Sig. at .0l level,
SXF 5 31696.23 6339,24 71,17 -Sig. at .0l level]
f s
g Within 488 43470.34  89.07 g
e e e ———————— 2 2 e 2 e o e o 2t 0 e e o e e §
j §St 499 79902.96 f
i
: I
§ |
e e e
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Group XI contd.....

i Test

‘ (Eamily Sizes) e
| Group s Boys Girls. Total

Lo TTTTTTmTTmmmTmmmTEmmmmemssss s nna e TommnTTT
? 1., F1 - F2 Not Sig. Sig. at .01 BSig. at .01
3 2. Fl - F3 Not Sig. Not Sig. Not Sig.

; 3. Fl - F4 Not Sig. Not Sig. Not Sig.

; 4, F1 - F5 Sig. at .01 sSig. at .01 sSig. at .0l
§ 5. F1 - F6 sig. at .01 Sig. at .0l Sig. at .Ol
| _

§ 6. F2 - F3 Not Sig. Sig. at .01 Sig. at .0l
E . .

E 7. F2 - F4 Not Sig Sigo a't oOl Sigu at oOl
| 8., F2 - F5 Sig. at .0l Sig. at .01 Sig. at .01
i 9. F2 - F6 Sig. at .0l Sig. at .01 Sig. at .0l
i 10. F3 - F4 Not Sig Not Sig. Not Sig.

i

@ 1l. F3 - F5 Sig. at .01 Sig. at .01 Sig. at .Ol°
j 12: E3 - F6 Sig. at .01 Sig. at .0l Sig. at .01
| 13. F4 - E5 Sig. at .01 Sig. at .01 Sig. at .0l
§ 14. E4 - F6 sig. at .0l Sig. at .0l Sig. at .Ol
ﬁ 15. F5 - F6 Not Sig. Not Sig. Not Sig. -

e e e e s e
!

! Groups (Sex)

] In F1, B-G : Sig. at .0l

i

y In F2, B-G : Sig. at .0l

§ In F3, B-G : Sig. at .05

! In F4, B-G : Sig. at .05

| In F5, B-G : Sig. at .01

: In F6, B-G : Sig. at .0l

j .

*fw e L L

CFA) Table 11 (c¢) : Showing Results of Least Significant Difference
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The family with two children was the most adjusted (29.57)
and scored significantly higher than any other level.

Next best were F3, F1 and F4 which were almost equal.
Least adjusted were Fg and Fg both of which were also
almost equal in family adjustment. It would be also seen
that though Fg was on the whole significantly different
from each of other sizes, Fg boys (27.85) did not differ
from F1 boys (26.44). It was only Fu girls group (31.30)
that differed from Fy girls group (23.74) that made total
Fg group different from total Fj. Similarly, among boys
F2 group (27.85) and Fg (26.91) were not different, nor

Fo boys (27.85) and F4 boys (26.%%) were different. Mostly
it was Fg girls group differing from &ll other sizes that
would account for Fo differing from other wizes. Any way,
for most of cases, the family size was the significant
factor, and the Fg size was the most adjusted; barring the
case of Fg and beginning with ¥1, 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, 2 and 4, and & and 6 4id not

differ significantly; at the same time, in addition to



B i~ - - - . — T . e e = -

101
above, amongst the first-born boys, the Fl 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 F1 and F2gy 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.

Fam}ly Size
(b)AWithin the Second-Born

~
In analysis of data birth order wise, of usual

importance are the groups classified as the first-born
(and/or only child), the middle-born and the last-born.
However, it was thought by the investigator that like the
first-born, perhaps the second-born would have some unigue
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 resulis

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

CPAYTable 12 (a) - Showing Mean Scores

B " m Mk ot e S Y e o > Mk i W > A Y WA et Mt S mew e YW e ey S AT S WY e Be W T omn s

Family Boys G@irls Total
Size No. liean No., lean No. Mean
Fs 31 2o.52 41 30.04 72 20.73
ra 67 29.83 67 28.37 134 29.10
F5 27 28.59 26 25.07‘ 53 26.89
re 25 17.56 24 16.33 49 16.99

W S S W . . - A S e W S W W e W eem e S S Sam Ay W W A W WY T WS A e i e T

- - - W T - AL W e Tn S i o B W e o M e S GAS W M W S W e o

cource af 5.5, M.3. ¥®.Ratio Remarks
Sex 1 65.65 65.65 1.68 Not gig.
Family

Size 3 80582.30 2017.43 51.91 Sig.at .01
S XF 3 196.22 65.40 1.68 Bot oig.

Within 300 11659.73 38.86

T e - o s Y W e o W TR T W AR M W i SN W T Sew W T e W W WS e e W M Pt e P A48 A e s Ao o

S e e T n S A et Wm e W e e e A W oD e WS vt WS T e W e Sy W Y R o T -t S Y b W e

contd.e....



Group XII contd.....

(FA)Table 12 {c) - Showing Results of L. S. D. Test

—n—._—-—-44--.——.—-.-.--—-.-..—._.-.-....-_--.__a-...—....._.-——_-.-—-..._--.-.___

----.._.....-_.-......—-.--....,..».-...——--—._..,..-..-——-——-——-——.—--_.-........

Groups

B3 P4
F3. F5
¥3 - F6
F4 F5
P4 - Fé
F5 - P8

Not Sig.
Sig. at .01
Kot Sig.

Big. at .01

Girls Total
Not sig. Not 8ig.
Sig. at .01 8ig. at ,05
Sig. at .01 Sig. at .01
Sig. at .05 sSig. at .05
sig. at .01 Sig. at .01
Sig. at .01 Sig. at .01

..-.-..-_--—.-—--..-.-.-..-....-.—-.-.-—--.._-...u-—_.-—————-—_——__—..___

{Sex-wise)

(1]

L13

[ 13

Not Significant
Not Significant
Significant at .01

Hot Significant
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The analysis revealesd that amongst the second-born,
sex was notv a significant facitor nor the interaction. The
only factor that played the significant role was the
family size as shown by Table 1z (b), again suggesting
that the greater the size, the less the adjustment, least
being in F6. The closer examination of results in 12 {¢)
viould reveal that all pairs of family size except F3 and
P4 differed on the whole. Among the second-born boys,

F3 (29.32) and F6 {17.56), F4 (22.83) and ¥6 (17.56),

F5 {(28.59) and F6 (17.56) differed fromeach other; while
among the second-born girls all pairs except F3 and F4
differed from each otner. In F5, boys (28.52) scoring
significantly higher differed from girls (£5.07); at no
other order, there were sex differences among the second-
born among the girls,as also on the whole. Any way, the
only significant factor contributing to the family adjust-

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

Family Size
(c)AWithin the Middle Born

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

among the middle-born in this study since the second-born

were
like the first-born w&s thought to be unigue for analysis.
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The data for the middle-born were also thus analysed and
the results have been presented in Tables 13(a), 13(b),
and 13(e).

The analysis showed that the sex, the family size and
2lso interaction between the two - 2ll 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(¢). There were no sex differences at F4 and F6

sizes.

As vsual, the family size was significant on the vhole,
but strangely F6 stood higher (22.21) not much differing
from group F4 (21.55) which stood next; 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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¥4 and F5 as well as F5 and F6 differed significantly in
case of boys and also for girls. 1In F4-F5 pair, boys of
F4 scored significantly higher (21.66) than boys of F5
(16.92), while girls of F5 scored significantly higher
(25.17) than that of girls of F4 (21.43) - thus cancelling

the overzall 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 F5 scored significantly higher (25.17) than that
of girls of F6 (22.09) - thus again making total difference
between F5 and F6 quite insignificant, as shown in Table
13(e). 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.

e S e e iem ook e % = w e ae ee o i e - -~
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: Middle Born Boys Vs. Middle Born Girls

Sex Vs.

» CFA) Table 13 (&) - Showing Mean Scores

Source at B.S. .S, F.Ratio Remarks
Sex 1 411.02 411.02 18.12 Sig. at .01
Family Size 2 202.30 101.15 4.70 Sig. at .05
X F 2 1167.07 £533.53 27.15 Sig. at 0L
Within 326 7008.88 21.94
Total 331 &7892.27
: ¢FA) Table 13 {c) - Showing Results of L.S.D. Test
Group Boys Girle Total
(Slze-wise) @y _ps Sig. at .01 Sig. at .01 MiSiz, e .ed
F4-F6 Not Sig. Not Sig. Not Sig.
F5-FG sig. at .01 Sig. at .01 "¥t'dn e
(Sex-wise) In F4, Boys and Girls : Not Significant
In F5, Boys and Girls : Highly Significant
Beyonda .01
In F6, Boys and Girls :

CPA)Table

Family Size

- . b e e G e T A e e W i W A ANG S R A A S M et W S b e . e

Family Boys Girls Total
Size No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean
P4 30 21.66 30 21.43 60 21.55
J¥5) 55 16.92 40 25.17 25 20.40
FoS 22 22.30 85 22.098 177 22.21
Total 177 20.53 155 22.7 332 21.57

W S W EE e oS e N Wad A e W e e A WA M P TR G R W WA S WS W R e R e St W o e e

- - - — - " " .- - - el - W Ve W i W U W D A S W A WL e AR A L e e W Yot

Not Bignificant
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The significant interaction can, be explained by the
. litHe
fact that at F4 and F6, the boys tended to score higher
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 the 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 signiticant among the middle
porn (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-born together
taking into consideration differentg N in each). This
would perhaps justify the separate analysis of the second

which thus

born, which is not included in the middle-bornt«separately

gave more information.

Family Size
(d8) Within the Last-Born (The Youngest)
Fal

Finally, tihe data of the last-born in family sizes
of ¥2, F3, 4, F5 and ¥6 or more {(excepting ¥l 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.
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' - Group XIV : Last Born (Youngest) Vs. Last Born
j Boys (Youngest) Girls

Sex Vs. Family Size

. (FA)Table 14 {a) - Showing Mean Scores

- - o " - vy oW T - W e A . WY e Tt Y e GA ey AP e N S W W

Family Boys Girls Total
Size No. Mean No. Mean Yo, Mean
P2 32 20.37 31 20.57 63 20.47
¥3 27 21.62 21 22.66 48 22.83
4 25 22.04 24 23.87 49 22.11
¥5 42 25.26 31 23.93 73 24.69
Fe6 32 25.84 31 26.22 63 26.03
Total 188 23.256 138 23.49 298 23.36

T W o W e St A e 4R P W R Gt W M e e e W R N R R ) i S i vom At

B S T — W — WD WO oS D W S WY A M Mo S W W e W Yl W A - T T

s - " W = o W W W WA W s B N AR W R R R S W o kS S M Wt S M S e e e O S S T

Sex 1 4.00 4.00 0.74 Not Big.
Family Size 4  1191.356 297.83 5.82 Sig. at .01

SXF 4 84.27 21.06 0.390 ©Not Sig.

. Within 286 15423.25 53,92

- - W W ML A e e A A W ) W el e A M AR e G M WS e WP RS N G W e e D S e e MA

. ———— . —— T — - - " w—. W W W o S A M Ay MU AP WA WA e VA GRS W e W W S e WS e Mo o W A oo S e b



Group XIV contd.... ﬂi{}

CFAYTable 14 {c) - Showing Results of L.S.D. Test

- —— 7 - T — - . W S oy o WP W e e M AAC A M W Ve b W e AP BYS T S R M W s o o W

Groups Boys Girls Total
F2 - ¥3 Not Sig. Not SBig. Not Sig.

¥e2 - F5 Sig. at .01 Sig. at .05 Sig. at 01

F3 - 4 Not Big. Not Sig. sig. at .0l
F3 - ¥5 Big. at .01 Not Big. Not Sig.

¥3 - F6 - Sig. at .01 Sig. at ;01 $Sig. at .01
¥4 - F5 Hot Big. Not Sig. Not Sig.
P4 -~ FO Sig. at .05 S5ig. at .05 Sig. at .01

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

. -~ - - - o— i - s S, T - VS . - tn WD o S A o O i W S i

{Bex-wisep

In ¥F2, B -G : DNot Significant
In P3, B -G ¢ HNot Significant
In F4, B -G ¢ Not Significant
In 5, B - @ : Not Siganificant
In 6, B -G = Not Significant
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This amalysis revealed again that the sex as usual
in most cases is here also not significantly contributing
factor on the whole nor at any size of the family; though
at wost sizes excepting F5 the last-born girls tended vo
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 mnexpectedly counsistently higher (26.03)
than any other gize 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
douvt, as shown in Table 14 (c), some of the pairs of

family sizes in the middle did not significantly differ.CDoes ik
mean that towmeng Yhe last-bovm,the greater the fawmily siye the move the
adiustmeny D

It is worthwhile at this stage to compare ithe 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 not
family size-wise, but only oderwise and sexwise, as in
Table 8. It is interesting to note that though the first

) s2den

born and the last born did not differ s#&ebewise and sex-
wise (Table 8), the comparison of results in Table 11 and
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Table 3% 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. Cen 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. Thig is suggested for further
research in future, with the help of more statistiéal

control and better experimental designs.

An attempt is made in the last secetion below to
summarize the picture revealed from the present analysis.

-

SUMMARY OF @AXd REsSULTS:

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 eonﬁri~
buting factor in family adjustment. 0On the whole,
most adjusted of all groups were the second-bornj
next were first-born and last-born almost equalj;
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 ecategories. All pairs of birth order

differed from other, except the first-born and the last-
born.

(¢) 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 nwre 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, thg family size was independently of sex the

most significant factor in social adjustment. F2 group
was the most adjusted, and then beginning with Fl there
was a trend of deerease 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 :

(1) Boys did not significantly differ from girls, as
confirming the general finding above.

(11) Strangely, birth order that was found above to be
significant did not turn out to be a significant
factor in this analysis. Thils can be explained
by significant interaction explained below.

i

e DU L S
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{iii) There was significant interaction between the
sex and the birth order, though both by them-
selves were Insignificant in this analysis.
From examination of cells, it would be safer
to infer that sex might ve always insignificant
by itself, and pirth order which was generally
significant became ingignificant 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 2
{i) There were no significant sex differences.
{(ii) Only child 8id 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 :

The separate analysis of data on only born boys
and other first-born bHoys also showed no significant
differences between the two, thus confirming the

ahove m 2 ChbILT)
earlisr .sub-finding, though there was a tendency

among the only boys to be somewhat more adjusted

than other first-born boys.
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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 signifiicant differences beltween the two; thus
confirming the earlier sub-findiggi;; 20¥E1) .
Comparison between first-born children of mixed
sexes and first-born children of same sgexes :

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.

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

(g)

ati+05 level.

Comparison between the first-born and the last-born
{(youngest) :

(i) 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-borm.
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(h) Comparison between the last-born (youngest) and total of?

the second-born and the middle-born :

(i) No sex differences were observed.
(11) No birth order differences were significént |
(1i1) Nor was there significant interaction between the two.,

(1) Comparison between the last-born and the only-born :

(1) There were no sex differences.

(i1)
(ii1)

3. When data were analysed with respect to sex and famlly size f

for each ordinal status, the results revealed thus : ~ f

(a) Within the First-born : !

(1)

(11)

Taew BeT L0 L e a TR ST TR OWE B W e e BT e TRt B R LB e i T TIVREE S 4 AELT S TS WIS T L 2T T = -= ~
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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. {

The only-born were more adjusted than the last-born.
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.

Boys and girls differed significantly at .05 level,
boys scoring higher than girls on family adjustment,
except at F2 level.

‘ i
Size of the family was found to be a significant contri%
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; f
next best were children with family slize 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

}
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is two; excepting ¥F2 and including F1l, the
greater the number, the less the family
adjustment among the Tirst-born.

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 :

(i)
(ii)

(iii)

The boys did not differ from the girls.

Nor was there any significant interaction
between sex and family size.

Only the family size was a significant factor
in family adjustment. Again, the greater the
family,size, the less the adjustment. Amongst
family sizes or 3,4,5,6 and more (excluding
size of 2, second-born being the last-born or
youngest), most adjusted groups were children
in family size of three aad four which did not
differ much; next best was size of five and

. ! . L s .
least adguste@was size or six and more.

{¢) Within the Middle-born :

(i) There were 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 dirfering from size of four;
least adjusted was size of f'ive, which diifered
from both size oi four and six.

{iii) There was significani interaction between sex
and family size. DBoys scored higher in F4 and
F6 to some extent, but not significantly; while
girls scored significantly higner in F5. This

accounts for significant interaction.

(d) §ithin the Last-born (Youngest)
(i) There were 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 borun), most adjusted were again
unexpectedly children in ré; next best in ¥F5;

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

This completes the discussion ori Tindings on family
adjustment with respect to contribution of sex, birth
order and femily size. Lo summarize, sex ig not a
significant factor, birtih order and family size are signi-

ficant ly contributing factors. Usually, The sscond-born
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are most adjusted; first-born and last-born being equal
are next best in adjustment and middle-born stands last
in adjustment in comparison to all others. As far ag
family size is éoncerned, children in ramily with size of
) e*neva\\f
two children are most adjusted; children in family size
o1 one, three and four being almost equal are next best
in adjustment, and leasl adjusted among those compared are
children in rawily size of five, six or more. Number two
is the besuv as propagated by all social workers and
Government agencies for family plamning. The findings
generally confirm that the more the number, pﬁ%”lesser

P

the family adjustment.



