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m~r.tF-SUPPORT AS A F'.ACTOR IM SOHOLASTIO ACHIEVEMENT 

IMTRODUCTION 

Chapter I 

Interest in self•auppo:t""t as a factor in 

scholastic achievement Pl"Omptad this study. The fact 

that many students are earning partial or_ oomP,lete 

self•support_in our high schools and colleges makes the 

subject one of importanoe to the successful administration 

of ~duoat1onal institutions of the United States. 

The College Club Of Saint Lou1a••the St .. 

Louis Branch of the Amer:tca.n 1\ssocia.tion of University 

Vlomen•-conducted an investigation b1 the questionnaire 

method for the pt.irpose of finding the number and kinds 

of occupations open to women students Vlho must support 

themselves. !noid~ntally, the questionnaire included 

items concerning the number of women students who were 

self •supporting, and the judgments of college officials 

as to the. eff'eot of self-support upon the stude11t • s 

health, social status, scholarship eta. 

This questionnaire was sent to 235 colleges 

and un1ve1.,sities, 153 of which are on the accredited 

list of. the fmie~ican Association of University women. 

011e hundred and :~f.net;r (190) of the Questionnaires were 

returned. The data thus collected showed that the 



percentage of v1omen students earning. self•suppo1-.t1 

:in po.rt or wholly, ~anged from it% at Oeoidental Oollega 

to 100% at Pat-k College, The average pe~centage or 
self •supporting vmmen in the · l90 oollegea was 20%• 

The pa1-tcantage of women earning self •supp<?rt va.i-fed 

with geographical location, In the South, 21 of the 

colleges bad.fewer than 20% of their women ealJning 

self•En.1pport1 \Vhile only seven colleges had more than 

20% defraying thei~
1 

current expensesj In the fa~ West 

the situation was quite differenti · In 15 of the 

~-

colleges more than 20% of the women 1vere salf•supporting) 

four colleges 011ly bad less the.n ·20$ of the vromen 

contributing toward self •support• In most schools 

having more than a. thousand women students enro~led1 
more than 20% of the women were self-supporting·· 

Replies to the question concerning tba kind 

of work open to self •supporting \Vomen students showed 

that few eolleges attempt to place students :tn employment 
. . . 
according.to their interests and ab11it:tesi. However, 

an unusual program of this type was attempted in Goucher 

College,· It is of interest to no~e that intellect':lally-

st:lmuls.t:tng work such as tutoring' translating eto• is 

much less frequently followed in all the colleges than 

ia work such as waiting tables etc• 
Re»striotions as to the amount of school vmrk1 



the nur11be1., of hours spent i11 self•suppo1'1t, a.nd the:. 

kind of outside woJ?k have been made in thirty.-siX 
" I \, 

of the L"'1St1tut1ona studiod. The judgment of 

officials answering tha quastionns.ire differed as;. to 

the amount of time a student should wisely give to 

self•eup:port: 
10 considered no self •help, or not mo~e 

than an hour dail7 advisable• 

24 set the maximum at 2 ho·u.rs daily. 

42 set the maxilnu.rn at 3, hours daily. 

35 aet the mai"t illiU.111 at 4 hours daily. 

a thottgllt that more than 4 hours daily 

inadvisable. 

To the question, "Do you feel that women students 

eax~ning part or all of their expena~s, especially 

by llousevm??k or dining l"Oom a~rvice1~ are g1V'fm ... the same 

social status which others have? brought out the 

following opinions: 
l. 757: £elt. tha.t the social status of the 

student was not ~fected. 
2., Tl1ree frs~nkl:r stated that social status 

\tvaa affected by the stigma of work, while 

two Sa.id that the wot-1( sometimes won 

o.d11d .. ration fol:' the g11'1l• Five felt that 

engaging in house wo1:k is a daoided handicap 

to the girl socially. 
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3. 11rost . or tho officials answering; the 

question seemed ... to fe.ol tho.t the self-. 

suppo1~t :tng ·woman s ~udent was hypers ens it 1 ve 

:r~ega~ding her work. 

4. I.lr..my- felt that the ,student's personality, 

sooie.l qual:tt1ea and her .attitude tov1a~d 

her work were the de~erin:tning factors. 

in he~ socie.J. status. 
The advisability of the student bo1"rowing mone..7 to 

put herself through. college 1~athe1 .. than g~ving. time 

and energy to self•atippo1~t was consideJ?ed. ?1Iost of the 

i~epliea indicated the.t the woman student vlith good health 

could very well .give some time to self .. support without 

· inju1~yi.ng he~ scholarship 01'1 hea.lth,, · .It was generally 

felt thnt the scholarship of the self•suppo1'1t:tng students 

t'ias better thun that of other students. Eighty-one 

out of 124 repl.ies ~greed that selt•support dep:rives 

the student iof su.ff:toient ree~ai1tion.1 

Miss Lou La.Brant in her stitdy on the 

· LYltel,lie;epce or Hi.c;!l s.cho9f_ ,stuc1ents B...."lld Late:t" Oollega 

Achievement fotu1d that the self•supportin.g students ranlted 

l. S~1f-Halp fo~ Women .College. ~tud.ents, prepared under 
the auspices of the College Club or Saint Louis• 
Ame:rican Association of University women, 1634 I Streat,. 
M. VJ., Washington, D. c., May 1926 1 



lowev in intelligence than tho other students studied. 
' ~ ~ " ' 

Eigbty~oight students wore L~oluded in this study. · 
Most or them bad completed throe semesters or College 
\~rork. Thirty-seven of those stud~nts were self-supporting, 

partially and tr1holl1J"• Three times as many self •support:t ng 

fell below the 1nedim'l as n~ove on the Termm"l Il1telligence 

Test.2 

At Yale Universit1~ 1t was found that the 
granting of scholarship~ motiv~tad scholastic aoh1evemant. 
Stiidents in lJ.eed of f 1nancial ussisttu-iee made highe~ 

scholastic records than otl1er students• Sohola~ships 

were granted on ·the basis or superio1~ity in ·school grades. 
The group .of' students applying fol.., scholarships were 

representative of tho entire student -·body in 1"'egard to 
me11ta.l ability as dete1-.mined ~· psychological tests. 3 

Approximately 2e;t of the women students in 
' . 

the Unive1'1sity. oii Kansas ~re self•suppo1")ting, partially 

or v1holly. Of~ this gl.-.oup 1 a.pp1'io1d.rria tely 8% · ure ear11ing 

50% for moro of their of their cur1i0nt expenses while 

attending school. The rm1ge or time devo·ted to thia . 
work 'is f:roni.ni11e to fifty-six hours weekly, the mean 
time, 25. 75 hours. 'lhe pi.,oblem of self •support ru.1d its 

2. La.Brant; Lou, Intelligence of tiigh School Students 
anO: ):,at.a,~ Coll]fi;e Ac;nteve}1gJkifi, ppc. ~6--~'i, t~!asterra" 
Thesis; ~9251 Ut;tive!'sity of Kansas. 

3. Crawford, A. B; 1 The Efl:ect of Scholarships (.A Studt · 
in U9tivation),.Journal of Personnel Research, Vol. IV, 
nos. 9 nnd 10, January•February, 1926 



results, therefore~ :ts a rather important one 111 this 

insti·tittion. The present w1~1 ter was actuated to study 
' in a detailed: manner self•supporting students because 

of the feeling that muoh more definite 1nforme.~1on than 
available \Vas needed in gu.iding these students. 



SPECIFIC F!BLD OF STUDY 

Chapter II 

This study eoneerna 96 self .. suppo!'ting 

unde!lgraduata v1omen ewolled ~n the Un1ve:t's1ty of 

Kansas during the school year, 1926-27. These women 

v1ere earni11g 50% or more of tl'leir cut»rent expenses. 

The data secured for this group are compared with 

·those obte.i.ned from an equated group, not earning 

self•siipport. One hundred nnd tan students made up 

7 

the o~ig1nal group ot self-supporting wo~en. !.t'hoae ove~ 

twenty-five years of a.ge we:i:'e eliminated, so that the 

group \vould represent more nearly typio~l universi~y 

students in regard to ohronologieal age. 

The ~wo groups v1ere compared . in regard to 

mental ratings, scholastic achievement, numbe~ of 

hours of school work carried and chronological age. 

The purposes were to d.iseov·er (l) the effect of 

self-support (50% or more) on school grades and (2) 

the amount of outside work an average student can 

engage in while carrying the average amount ot school 

work and obtain satisfactory grades. 

One-half of each group was chosen at random 

for intensive study. The women st~dents making up these 

smaller groups were asked to estimate \Veekly the time 

spent in preps:rS:tion or school work. 'fuese records 

ware secured for a period of nine weoks 'during the 
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second semester or the school yea~, 1926·27. This period 

extended through the mid•semestett examinations, thus 

giving a typical sampling of the academic year,. The 

pUJ?poses or securing information in regard to study 

habits were to determine: (l) the relationship betwoez;i. 

school grad.es and time spent in st-udy for both g:a:-oups 9 

(2) the run.aunt of time necessary for preparation of 

school wo:r~' tor the tv10 g?'O'll.pa nnd (3) whether self· 

support ( 50% o:r-. more) deprives the ~ttident of time for 

study to the extent that average sohol.a:r:ship 1s prevented. 
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METHOD. 

Cba.pter III 

The data rov this study we1'Je secured through 

personal interviews and from official university records. 

T'he names of the 96 self-supporting women were obtained. 

from registration cards. Each of i?l~eae was paired with 

a student not earning $Glf•supp~rt. The stude11ts v;ere 

equated on the bases of (l) sex, (2) ntenta.1 rating, 

(3) chronological age (within four years) nnd, (4) 

classification in the University. Care was taken to 

avoid matching a self-supporting student with one who 
might be ea1~ing eve11 a small per cent of her self'• 

support. 
The mental ratings were obtained from the 

psychology departme1?-t of tho University. r11hese \Vere in 

the form of deciles, secured from group tests given at 

the time the students entered the University. The 

freshmen and sophomore ratings were obtained from the 

Tl.1urstone Psxoholo81oe.l Examination,, and the junior an~ 

senior ratings 1 fx-om the O"'c:!s Group. Intelligence. Sea.le, 

Advanced Examination- Form A. Scholarship records were 

procured from th.e office of the Registxaar. 
Thro'U.{r)l. the office of the Doan or Women the 

porsonnl inte1'\'\Tiews were arranged a..'ld held \71th each 
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member of the s'elf•supporting gl"OU.p and one-half of the 

inember of the 0011t1,,ol group••thosa 01-:W..y of the control 
<\ 

group ,.who kept· study reco1"0ds. T11e amount of time each 

of the self~suppo1->t.ing group spent in outside wo:rlt was 

ascertained during the personal interview. 
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HElSULTS · 

Chapter IV 

Part I 

· The results or this study are presented in two 

divisions:. the first, concerns tha entii)a groups and 

the second• th~ t'vo smaller groups for which study estimates 

were collected. 
MElcyTft.J.J BATINGS 

Tbe first step in making this study was to 

obtain the mental rt1tings for the self•supporting group; 

then to match them with those students who were not 

self •supporting. Since the students we:re .paired on the 

basis of mental ratings~. the restµts are practically the 

same tor both groups. Table I shows the distribution 

of mental ratings for the students studied• The mean 

decile rank for both groups is 4.·'76,· the foui--·bh de<d.ie 
I 

of mental ability for.college students enrolled in the 

University of Kansas.. The mean mental rating for the 

·37 freshmen is the lowest (6.21) •. The three upper classes 

haye means cons1der~bly higher: sophomores,, 4•25; jun:iors1· 

4e33; seniors 1 3.<?5•. The mea.n decile ran.1.c f'or the entire 

student body is 5.oo. The intelligence of the self• 

supporting students in this stud~ is hi~j:ler than that 
JI .. ,~" . 

found by f.111.ss La.Brant.~~'.:: However,, this group is la:rger 

4. La.Brant; Lou, !ntellir-ence of Hi,, 1 School Students and 
Later College Ach evement, as er ru.versi Y' 
of Kansas 1 1925 ' 



and includes students of advanoed class:tf ioa.tion in the 

University while ti:tss LaBront 's study included students 

w110 had completed three semesters 1 work onl7 • In this 

study there are twice as many freshmen with intelligence 

ratings below ·~he median decile (4)° as above, and to,, 
the sophomo17es, the.re a1~ as many above the median a.a 

belo\v. In J!,fiss Lo.Brsmt rs study the1?e were th1"'ee tunes 

as many self .-.supporting freshmen and sophomo1')es belO\'t 

the median of intelligence as above. 

TABLE I 

Distribution of Mental Ratings for the Self ""Supporting 
Group or undergrQduate women students at the 

University· of Kansas 

Deo:tle 
Ra.ting 
(Ord.el., of Freshmen Sophomore 

merit) F's F's 

1 3 2 

2 3 4 

3 3 5 

4 2 5 

5 2 3 

6 4 l 

7 4 0 

s 6 l 
9 ·a 2 

10 -L _l 

Totals 37 24 

Junior Senior TotQl 
F's F's F's 
4 4 13' 

2 5 14 

2 3 13 

1 4 12 

o· 2 7 
2 2 9 

0 0 4 

2 o;· 9 

l 0 9 

l 0 6 ............................. ~ 
15 20 96 



is 

It :ts evident.that selection has taken 

plaoa with advancemont :in class:irications:inee the 

mean 1tltell:igence i,atings a11e oonsidern1?1Y h1ghe1" for 

the upperclassmen thru.1 fo1,, the freshmen• In tho 

aophomore gi~oup; only fou.11 individuals are to be round 

. in the lov1ei'1 th1.,eo daci1es \'lh:Ue s ixtec11 or' tbe 

freshmen a1,,e in these deciles; in the jtu1:ioJ; year this 

same ratio (4) is age.in found•-itnis finding mo.y be due 

to the relsA:;ively large· :nurnber of students entering 

the University for.the first time f.tt the beginning 

of the junior yearl otharvdso a. more select gr~oup would 

be expected than is found in. the sophomore year~ 

In the senior group there is no student w:l:'Gh a. mental 

~ating below the sixth decileJ 

SCH m:XlulSHIP 

~11.e second step involved a comparison of 

the scholarship ratings of the two groups• The 

scholarship ratings were computed 1n the following manner: 

Each hour of A was given seven points 

Each hotw or B vras given five points 

Ea.oh hour Qf 0 was given i~our points 

Each hour of .D was gi van t~rr;ee. po :tnts.~ 
2~0..\Z hou.Jt., ot F w"s gtven "l'\'"-po\..\l\t· 

Courses marked incomplete were el:tminatedi '1.'hese 

points for v:eighi-;5..ng g~ades are p!*e.oticall v the same . 5 ii 

as those used by Ben Do' Wood; they recor;nize a. greater 

5. Wood,, Ben D., i'1IeaEn.u")ement in Hi .. er Education, PP• 75•76, 
Yonkers on Hudson, r,. 'Y., Vlo1")l Book Company, 1923 



14 

diff erenco between a grade of A nn~ a grade or F than 

most devices f O!l weighting gx,ac1os. · The achol.a1--ship 

averages 1~01~ the two gx-oups a.re prnctieally the same. 

These do.ta ai-\e !?resented il"l Table II. Tlle self.-

eupport;:t11g freshmen have an avei.,age slightly higher ... 

than tluit of .t11e .ma:tched f1"'esl::uue11; the matched sophomores 

eitoeed the aelf•suppol1 ti1J.g sophomores by .127 points 011.ly; 

the self4<11supportir..rJ juniors exceed the w.atched juniors 

by a g1~eater im;\rgin than any of the class groups oompared .• 

Tbe matched se11io1')s exceed the se1r-auppo1-..·t:tng seniors 

by • 379 points. 'Fne ave1~age diff e1;,e:1.1ce bGtweon ·the two 

Tl'.;BLE II 

Scholarship Avert1gea for the Self •Supporting Group and 
the ·control G·~oup. Compa1~iso:us made between Classes. 

l~o. of 
Co.sea 

37 

24 

15 

20 

Self-Supporting 
Group 

Freshmen 

Sophomores 

Juniors 
· Seniors 

S~holar.... Cont~ol O.roup S.oholnta• 
ship ship 

Freshme11 

. 4.452 

Juniors 

Seniors 

s.a97 
4.677 

4.414 

s.245 
Total average: 4.5337 Total Average : 4 ... 5286 

Difference: .0049 
groups in scholarship is too s:lig.ht ·to ba of much 

significance. 

RELNl1!0NSHIP. BETVtEEN SCHOLARSHIP liND rtif!;I~TAL 
RM::INGS 

The mental ~atings we~e co~related with the 
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scholristio r:;tt:tngs for, each cl.ass represented 'in the 

two groups. · 1J!he .Pearson product-moment formula 

(t' :rif .. ~~ ) we.s used. '.l'hese results are S:tven 
in :I:oJj. e III.. In only two cases a.re the cor1')elatio11s 

high enougl1. to be of miich s:tgni£1canoe. '.I.he coefficients 

of oorrelatiom of the· se1r-suppo1.,ting group ~re hig11a1-:.· 

011 the whole then ~hose foi~ the control group. The 

coefficients f ttr the self ....,supporting seniors ( • 515) 

and f'or the matohed juniors (.483) er~ appro;dmately 

the same as those found for the en·tire student groups 

ente1"ing tha Universi~y 111 l921t 1922, and 1923 by 
6 Mr. Rosenow. Tllese coefficients of co~relation foUt.~d 

'by ?,Tr~ _ RosenO\V we1"ie Oe44, 0.,52 and Oe4'7 for the three 

yaarsf.*~espeotively. !I.be l~elat:tonship betv1een the 
'H:~·:·;:,:~: 

mental and sc11olast:tc. ratings of · tlle n1atched sen:I.01~s C ••091) 

TABLE III 
Showing the Ooeff ioients of Correlation between Soholattship 
and Mental Ratings for the Self •Supporting a.nd tne Control 

Groups 

3'7 

24 

16 

20 

Olassif ication Self ~Supporting 
, Group. 

,. x:- end Pe' E., 

Freshman .2a21 .·022 

Sophomore .170% .097 

Juniori .369 :t .oae 
Senior • 513 Z • 080 

Controi Group 

•'145 :t •087 

•'304 :t •010 

• 48S 1:' .122 

-.0911:'. .025 

6 •. Rosenow~ Curt,. ~red:tct:l-nt~ Acac1emie Achievement$· Pedagogical 
Seminary & Journal oi' Genetic Psychology, Deo.· 1925 
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is quite 1:ri cont~ast .to that foi~~d for the self-.. 
supporting seniors• It :ts prnot:toe.1ly zero·. The 

coefficients of correlation fOl" the f.1~eshmen of both 

· groups ( .282 f 01 .. the self •supporting and .l.45 1'01" t~he 

matched groups ) are too lm:r to ht:tVe JµLlCh significance. 

so too is ·the coefficient for the matched sophomo1"es ( .170). 

one reason for the relatively lbw 9orrelations 

may be that the docile ratings were used ~ath~r than 

the scores made on the intelj.1.gence tests. 'l11e use of 

docile ratings neeessari~t limited the scattering or 
mental ~a.tings. 1Ioweve1.,, the 9eoilc .. r:1ting a.ssu:red 

s. more consistent ru.ethod of mutch:lrtg inasmuch as the 

tests were taken by the studen.ts at .. diffe:rent periods 
• . .I ,\. - j 'io 

of ti~o ~n6 two to~ts were used• This narrow soatte~irig, 
no doubt, affected the senior group more than the othel's 

since the first six deciles only were represented. 

AtiOUlfJ! OP TIX.IE DEVOTED TO ·WORK 

Table IV displays the average a.mount of time 

spent weeYJ.~ in earning ~elf •support by the members or 
each of the four classes'. The number of hours spent 

v-r1eekly- in earning self•SUPt7ort varied little throul;hoUt 

the f oi,1r yenrs represented·, al though there :ts a slight 
' ' tendency for the amount of work to decrease in the junior 

and senior years. 

The range in the amount of time sp'ent in. 
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earning self •support is from nine to f ifty•six hours 

weoltly ror the entire group. 

TABLE IV 
Shovvi1'lg the Average Amount or Time spent weekly in ea:rning 
Self •Support by the inembera of the £our Classes Represented 

No. of Cases 

37 

24 

15 

20 

' 
Ola.ssif1oat1on Average Time woelcl.y 

earning Salt-support 

Freshman 
Sophomore 

Junior 
Senior 

27 hours 

26.77 hours 

24.46 hOUI'S 

24. "'/9 hours 

Mean time for· entire group: 25.76 hours 

Table V shows:.~;. the coefficient of correlation 

between time spent in self-support and. ·scholEtstio achieve• . . 
ment. For eaoh Clas.$,. the result is negative,i bu·t only 

in the @u.nior and senior classes· are the coefficients. 

of correlation high e1:ough to ~e significant. The 

large p:rtobable errors, hoV1ever, take a.we.y·the s:lgnif:tca.noe 

or the ~oefficients because of the tlllreliab:t~ity 1ndica~ed'• 

l-Iowaver,. these consistently negative results, \>7h:lla lov1, 

would seem to indicate tl~S:t self•au.pport does not ma!-ce 

f or the best scholarship. The ooeff ioient of' correlation 

is least 1n .. ~he freshman ye7r where the average a.mou_'1'lt 

of self-support is greateat1 and highest in the junior 

year v!here the ~verage amount of self •support :ts 

least. However., the reliability of ·the junior yer~:r 

coefficient is doubtful because of the large p., E. 
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The gt'eatest .difference in the 'r,tUm'ber of hours spent 

weekty in earnint:.S self •suppoi,..t for the classes is only 
' . 

sligbtl1 more than two hours, C<D!f-sequently it probably is 
of little importance. P.rGstlmably1 juniors and senio:rs 

Showing Coetf :tcients of Correlation between Scholastic 
Ratings and Time Spent in Ea11ning Self •Support for 

Each Class 
,, 

No. or Cases Olass.if :taation Correlation and 
Probable Errol" 

$7 Freshman •• 11~.:t .109 

24 Sophomore -.020± ~.149 

15 Junio~ ~.363 :!" .151 

20 Senior -.2a2t .1~0 

are required to devote-more time to.aca.dem1o work· than 
the un.derolnsamen. This may account f o~ the hig11e~ 
invarso ~crrelation in, the junipr and senior years. 

AMOUNT 01'" SCHOOL WORK 
CARHIED· 

Upon oomparing i;he amo~t of school work 

carried by the self-supporting gr~up and the ms.tched g1~oup, 
j 

only a slight d.ifference is f ou.nd• Table VI gives the 

average ntunber of 11ou.i-ts oarr~ed by e aol~ olaa s es well as 

the averages .tor the two entire.groups. The ave~aga 

difference betwe~n ·the amount o.f s~hool work carried 

by the two groups is only ~72 hom.,., less than one hour. 
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It s0ems that ·t;he average an1otm.t or time spent in self· 

auppo1..,t affects 011.ly slightly the amount of aohool tl!/ork 

the student oarr:tes. In both groups the seniors carry-

slightly more school wor-lt than do 'the tu."1.derclassmen. 

There is a gradual increase in the amount carried by the 

ma.tched g1~oup ns elaas1fieation adve.ncea while in the 

self •supporting group the ju11iors . avera.ge fewer hours 

per semester tl1an do the f!>eshmen. This may be due also 

TABLE VI 

· Showing the Numbe1~ of Hours of School Wo:rk Carried Eaoh 
Semester by the Self·•Sttpporting and Control Groupa 

Moif of Olttnsifieation Self .... t:;,uppo1~ting Control Group 
Cases Group 

37 ,Freshman 

24 Sophomore 

15 Junior 
20 Se111or 

Mo •. of IiJJs • Mo. of lh"S. 

14e40 

13.25 

14.68 

Means 14.02 

14.33 

14.48 

14.53 

15.63 

Mean; 14.'72 

Diffe~encei .~2 hours 

to the f'aot ·chat ·man~t stuq.enta enter the Unive:t>aity 

for the fil"st time a:t the begi1:1.ning of the junior y<;Hu~·'• , 

ClIRONOLOGICAL AGE£!,. OF TWO GHOUPS 

Tl.1e dif f erenoe in the chronological ages or 
the tviro groups is also sl!Lght. These de:ta were cont::olled 

in matching tha g~oups (withi.."1 fou~ years).,. HO\~tever1 



20 

this 1f..m1tat1on did not alter the avel."age ohronolog1citl 

ages greatly.. Tab~e VII displays these data; 

T1't.BLE VII 

Elhowiz'l..g s. Comparison of the li!enn Chi<>onolo.gioal Ages for 
the Self •Su.:pporti..'1.g and the Control G:roups 

Mo.· of Olassif'ieation . c. A. (yea.rs~). 0411 A, (yea.rs) 
C!usas f o~ fori 

37 Freshtnm1 

24 Sophon10I>e 
f. 

15 · JU.\""lior 

20 S0nio1 .. 

Self •Supporting Cont:tiol Group 
G~~oup 

19.45 19 
20.60 20.oa 
21+33 20.93 

22 .• 40 21.85 

The Qon·tJ:ol group has a al.iglrtly lower mean chronological 

age ... than doe~ the aelf-suppoJ:\ting group in eaoh of the 

four claasea, though :tn no oompariao11 does as much as 

a yeu111 ' s diffe1'lence · c"ppesr. It is probable ·tl:mt the 

sc;,lf .-auppoi'lting group as a ·whole ha.a had •to miss more 

i.,egular years of school ·chan has the matched. group. 

I·t is so1ne·timet3 necessary .for the s.elf ... suppo!l .. c:tng student 

to spend some time world.ng befoi")e ente1..,:ll1g the Unive~s1ty. 

Oaoasio11ally be d.J:>ops out ·for a yeaJ: 01') two t;o d.o such 

work before finishing his course. 

For ·che group of self•supporting v;omen students 

s·tudied tlle average runom1·t of ·t:tm.e devo~ed to fina11cially 

1~emu11a:in1·tive work is 26.75 hours weoltly, t;he a.vaziage 

amount of school work carried is 14.02 hours ea.oh se~ester, 
0 • 

the average mental rating is in the fourth decile (4.76). 
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Under these· conditions the average scholastic reoo·rd is 

4.53 (B•). In view or the:Se data,. it .S,eems :reasonable 

to assun1e that the ave].')age student, unde~ similar cond~t1ons 1 

oou1d maintain the same scholastic average. Of course, 
~ ' ' ,. . 

in individual cases; health, temperame·nt, perservernnce 

at1d recreation and '\~he kind· of. employm.ent are ·among 

f aators to be considered. rr'he impo~ta.nce of suoh factors 

:ts unde'cermined· at the p1-.eecmt ti.ina ~ 
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THE VAR!AI3ILI~e'Y WIT1IIN THE SEL1?•8UPPORTIMG GROUP 

,. 
Careful observation ot individual'. cases 

leads to some i1'lte1~esting augger:rt:101w which 'the statistics 

thus fa.1" presented do not rev,~i.'.; Table VIIr shows that 

the four freshmen women vfith mental ratings· in the tenth 
' + ... ' 

(lowest) decile made soholast:te i~ecol:'ds of D plus 1, 0-1.,, 

TABLE V!II 
snowing Data. for Fre.snmen women '1vhosa Mental Ratings. 
fe~l in the tenth (lo\ves"~) decile on the Thu.rstone. 

Case Sohola~ship 

l 3'1'\317 (D plus) 

2 3.;666 (C-:) 

3 4,.:533 (B•) 
4. 5f,;l66 (B) 

AverE:1ge: 4.,'170 

Intelligence Test 

I~o ·~· llrs •1 no •1 Hrs•: Spent Weekly 
School Wo1~k in Salf-..Support 
per Semas te1~ 

15 

15 

12 

Average: 14~8 

21 

21 

B·-·(\·· and B., The averat7e scholastic record for the fouJ."i ~, D 

women :ts 4.,170 or c plus• The ave~age amount of time 

spet1t weekly tn self•support is 23ei6S ... 

'111e th1.,ee tvomen in the first (highest) decile 

made scholarship records of D plus and B-.· as is shown !n 

Table IX.. They averaged 23~33 hours v1eekly :i.n self-support 

·and attained an ave~nge seholast:to record of 4~1'78 or C 

plus. Thus we find1, for these students rep1')esenting the 

extremes $.Ti? mental ability among .the freshmen olnss of 1926•2? 
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achieving the same soholastio averages (4.170 for those 

in the lowest decile and 4.178 for those in the highest). 
I 

'l'hose in the lowest decile oa.rried slightly mo~e outside 

work thal''l those in the highest decile., Vihat ea.n ba the 

·degree of difference in aetual mental ability? 

TABLE IX 

Showing data for Freshmen Women vrhosa Mental Rn tings fell 
in the first {h:tg:heet) decile on the 1nurstone J?sychologica.l 

Examination 

.Case . Scholarship Mo., Hrs. School no •. Hl?Se Spent iNeekly 
Work per Semestol" in Self-Support 

l 3.230 (Dpltt.~) 15 21 

2 4.666 (B-) ir.: t'.) 21 

3 4.700 (B•.) 15 28 

Ave:r-nge t 4.178 Aver-age: 15 Averacse: 25,33 

'lll.~ee freshmen women failed in 40~b of thelr 

school wo1 ... k at the end of the first semesta:>r1 and 

oonsequent;ly eame under the University t1egula:tion for 

elimination. Table .X gives :tnformation oonoerning the1n. 

W:ABLE x 
Showing Data' t•or Th1~eH?> lh")eshmen· Women Failing in 40% 

of their f3chool ·work during the First Seraester 

Case 'MentEtl 110. Hrs. Time Spent Weekly 
Rating School VlOl">k' in se1r-suppol.'\t 

l 6 12 40 

2 8 13 49 

3 9 12 28 
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~11ei1,,. mClnt.al ~a.tings fell in tho six.th, eighth and 

ninth· deciles. Case I had, the highost mental rating. 
Both case I and II "1r7ere. roinstat;ed because the a.mount~,. of: 
wo.r1k wl11.oh· tl1ey we~:.')e co.1,,r-rjing. to defray tho:h">: e~tpenaes \1a.s 

t _, 

tu1usual.. The .tidJuinistro.tion felt that. they deserved an<~r~e:r 
che.1ico ui1de·r more f~voro.ble. conditions. '11he third case 
is 1.'1.1.own to bo psychopathic. 

The .h.ighest s.cholnstio records foi") the freshmen 

\~1e1~e made by v:romen whose men:t;al ::rntinga fell :tn the second 
end third deciles. (Seo Table XI) The one making the 
highest i~~col:d (A.,) ea:ri~ied l}J hours of· . aohool w·ork and 

spent 24 J.;lours weeltly in outside woi~lt. The second 
hig11est rocord was made by n woman ca~rying 15 hours of 

TABLE XI 

Showing the Highest Sch<.)letrship Records· for the Fl:e>shmen 

Case r,tental 
. Rating 

l 2 
2 

Soholarship no. Hrs, of 
School Work 

6c.l66 (A.-) 

5.,400 (B pl\m ) 

12 

15 

Ho •. Hrs .• · Spent Weekly 
in Self ·Support 

24 

2$ 

\•101 ... k•: She was more mattu"'e than the student a:htuining 

the highest record-~her chronological age _.being 23 years 
1n comparison with 19 years for tho other,.. 

Scholastic standi11.g bolow c... ( o·cher than 
those ment:tonod for the freshmen) wa.s l~nc1e by · s~ude11ts 

whose mental ra:tings fell in the six.th1 sevenml1i~Lf,:)-:t-g,'hth 
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and ninth deciles. These dat;a t1re sb01.m in Table XII a 

TABI,E XII 

8hm~rL1'lg Scholnrch1P Records and Jiiental Ratings of 
Fresh..'!len making averages below c-

uo. of Mental Sehola1,,ship Hours of Houra Spen:t 
Oases Rat111.g school Worlc in se1r .. suppo!'t 

Weekly 

l a 2.535 (D•J.:_ 15. 26 

2 t"/ 3.419 (D plus) 12 21 

3 8 3'.000 (D) 13 24 

4 8 5'.ooo (D) 12 35 

5 9 3.153 (D plus) 15 10 

. . 
One fresl-:u"11en in the sixth decile or mental 

... ... .. 
abili·ty; t;wo, i11 the se-;1entb; three~ in the eighth, 

~nd th1"0e in the ninth docile mnde scholas'tio averages 

above c-. 
The hig;tlest scholastic record f'or the 

sophomore group was made by a student whose mental rating 

fall in the foi'il:1th decile$ (Table XIII) The lowest 
scholnrship 1?0oord was mado by a student with e. mental 

rating i:n ·the f:trst decile., Hm7ove1~, the firet student 

ca1"1-=iod fewo~ hours of acs.d?mic work snc1 spent less t;iine 

in oelf-suppori;. One indivic1Ui\1 represent;ing the tenth 
decile hna maintained a c plus average while carrying 
bet;woon twelve and th:ll:>teon hotu..,s or s ehool work each 

semester and giving 28 hours weekly to self-support. 



26 

O!le student in the second decile a.nd another, ~nthe 

third decile, have maintained splendid records. 

TABisE XIII 

Showing Scholarships of some Students of the Sophomore 
Grou1J 

Case I;Iental Scholarship Mo. Hours wo. Hou1~a Spent 
Rating School Work WeekJ:y in Self .. · 

Sttppo1 .. t 
1 4 a •. aoo(A-} ~3 26 

'i. 

2 l .3.350 (D plus) i1Y3 35 

3 3 5•909 (B plus) 15-i!J e.41 ~ 134' 

A ... 2 5.l(,89 (B plus) :fl' l;:, 3 24 
~':.') 

5 10 4,.204 (C ·Plus) l~/6 28 

Ae is shown in Table xnr ~ the1.,e io no striking 

variation :tn the junior group. T\vo 1ndiv1clunlo with 

mental ra~ings in the first deoile have the hiBl:lest records. 
One individual represen~ting ~ho ta11th decile has the lowest 

scholarship reoo~d. Howeverl) one of the poorest racord.S 

was made by a student whosE) mental rating fell in·the 
seoond. decile• 

T!LBLE· XIV 

Showing Variation with the Ji:..n:tor Group 

Case Mental S()polsrohip · No., lh"'S• No. Hot.trS Spent 
Ra.ting School Work in Self •Support 

l 10 3e750 13 28 

2 l 5.416 12 30 

3 l 6.333 13 26·~· 
~ 

4 l 5.312 i4/s i4f/3 
5 2 3.943 15.t.. .a lA}~~ ... olj; 
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In the senio1~ g~oup o:n1y the fi1~s.t six deciles 

are i')~nn.1esent;ed. Table XY ;!hows the va.1,iation.. Two 

individuals 111 the seco:r1d decile bold the highest scholastic 

i"eco1~as. Ona student :L"l the f':lrs·h decile ranks third in 

scholarship. one at;udent i:n the sixth decile has an average 

equivalent to tht:tt of two in the .first decile, while 

another student whose mental rating.is in the sixth·dec:tle 

has the lo~ves1; .~oholnstic average. T".na student making 

Showing variation within the Senior Group 

Case Mental SC.hOlt-l~Ship uo. Hrs. Hours Spent :1.n 
Hating School Wo:t1k Self •Support 

4 
l g e.101 (A-) lrf/5 9 

2 2 60045 (I\-) "..,..,. ., 15,7 · B5/5 

3 l 5.824 (B plus), 15~7 24~'· ... ,~ 

4: 6 5.181 (B plus) 16,7 30 

5 6 30624 (C•) 14 38·m-

-"o"""', the lowest average has ll hom~~s of outside11,.above the 

ave1"~ge fo11 th~ group, so the unusual amount of outs:td~ 

\VOl,k1 no doubt, accounts to some extent for her reco1 .. d' •. 
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REBULTS 

For the second part of this study f orty~fiva 

pairs!> 01'1 e.pp!'oxim.ately one•halr of ·the two larger groups s 

we1-;e ohoaen at rnndor::. Each member of those groups vva.s 

asked to keep estimates of the hUlnber of hours she spent 

111 study eaoh weok for the first nine weeks of tlle second 

semeste:r. It was possible to collect only thirty-four pail's 

of these records. The mean.mental rating for tha thirty-four 

students in ea.ell group is 4el 7f! . ~!.'his is slightly llighe~ 

than that for the ontiJ:?e grou;;>s,. but since :U:; is same 

decile ( 4.1 '7 to 4. '76) ~ the smaller groupsis:t:e fairly 

"ne, i"'>~,,e~l!!<.ntf'lt'Jvo Q? tl"iQ lt:'\~n'.C!j'7 r,•,-,~tl""C'.'t i~ 'r1161"" 0 1"A .l,·•o· \"\"lenLv~l 
.A. l"·'- OV... Cl!. •• V - "" •·•'--t;.:>'"" • C;>- U J:I~ _,.:.,1. ,., t;.>'-:t~. 1.,,0. .J .t..i.li Q 

cm.t1?AHIS011. OF GROUPS 

The a:~t011a.gc scholarship for the self-supporting 

gr-ottp is 4. '79. r.rh:ts is sl!r;htly high.or than that for the 

entire. groi1p of sel1"•support11'1e~ mti1dents•-4."19 to 4.Ss. 

Tb.e o.vo1~r:~s0 scholt:::i.1')ship fo:r tho control group is 4. 53 

v:hich is ttlmost the Seim0 as that (~.52) :ror th0 entire 

111e s~lf ~supporti~g group av0roe0s approximately 

23 hours weokl 7 :t11 s01r ... st1uno1~t • rr.he amou.nt for the entfr e 
~ - ~ 

three hours more_. 
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The average, a.mount of time spent in 
p~eparation of school work was practically the same 
for the self(lltaupporting and the control gl:-oupa. 1tha 

eont1..,ol group ave1 ... aged ~3.58 hours weekly in comparison 

with 22.70 hour's fo1~ the self-supporting group. 

Fo:r these two g1~oups the d:tffe:t1ence in 

scholastic averages is .• 26 points in favo:P of the self'• 
supporting g1"'oup; .tche difference in atu.dy time is ·.ea 
hours mo1,,e for the control group. 

connE:LATION BETWEEN l"VAOTORS 

Scholarship was corrielf:rted with mental 
. . 

" ratings, with ti.tile spent in study, wi·bl1 t·Lite spe11t in 

self-support;· and lnentnl re:cinga t1ere correlated vvi·th 

time spent :tn s·tndy .for ·the.se th11~y-four pai1'1s of students 

, mak:ll'lg up the self •support;il1 and ·the control groups. 

Table XVI gives the :tte::nllts., 

The ooeffic:tent of correlation betVIeen-

lllental i.,n·bingo and schola1~ship .a~a p:r.actioo.lly t~he same 

for the tt7o groups. Thoy a.re lo\v• The P. E. :tn ea.oh 

is too large. Even a slig.I1tor dirference exists between 
school gl1ades. ancr tdme spent 1n study for "'cha tr:o groups. 

The ooeffic1.en .. tscor .001--1~e1atio:n in both eases are practically 

z01"0• L"'le.am:u.ch as time spc'}nt :L"'l study 1s, by no means • 

e. measure of efficiency of stv.d:y, this relationship may 
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not bo surprising. 

Quite a contrast exists between tho two groups 

in rogo.rd to ·che oo:r1.,e~at1.on between mental ro.tirlgs and 

time spent 111 stud:J"'. Foxji ·bhe se1£W'sup~m~ting grcm.p ·the 

co0fficie11!c of co1~1-:elation ia positive ( .289) though low; 

while for the ma .. t;ohed group ~he .~oeff'::tciont of· eol~~.,elat1on 

is negs:tlve ·to a degi:e~ of -.~s5·. This wide diffe1"lenoe 

sttggeota aevo1~a1 e:s.plnna:b~cna. Th.o solf-suppo1')ti1Jg st;udents 

TABLE XVI 
$hO'tvin.g the Coefficients of Col."'1 ... elation between the Fo~ 
Factors Oonside11ed fo1':1 the Zelf•Supporting and Col1t1'1ol 

Groups 

Self *Supporting Group 

l: and F. E. 

Control Group 

Betwee11 Sohole.11sh:tp and Mental 
Ra.tings 

'•278:! .105 .301 -t .104 

Between Schola.1"sh1p t.tnd Hou..rs 
of _Study 

~066i .114 

Between Mental Ratings and 
Hou:~s of s·tua.y , 

m.ay bo . more soi~ious•ru:tnded than. the L11a t;ehed e tudents because 

of hardships which tho~t have met. ·It :ts possible that the 
\ 

x-asponeibility of s~lfu;.~uppo_:r)t has cttuseci them to form 

mo1.,e :tndua trious ha bi ta. Howeve:i::,. , ind us t:t.,y seems t 6 add 

11 ttle to thei1~ gai1w in s·o far as school marks a.re concerned. 

If school ma!lks measure actual effioienoy11 then the self.-
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auppo:e.~t:hi.g Gtuden:bs seen1 to be . 1~he lose~s :tn t:L.ae and 
effort. To rtbat extent i11dllSt1~y in aehool work indi~ates 
a fOl~'1t:ttion. of desirable hu.l11ts lm1J.ld i:)e Of interest. 
J?erhaps ·the hftb1t or :tndustey w:tll . a:ld. these . self-supporting 
students to ,.~fter-school suooesa. 1\no'bhe:r possible 

to the fact that t;he sel£~suppo1°lt:tng students ho.ve not 
•; ";.. 

as des1r".lble a. be.ckgl?ound eduet;tionally as the matched 
ai~uden:ts, If ·this is tl1e case~ the self-supporting students 
wot!ld. necessarily !?ive more ~ime .to ,.prepa:po.tion. A le);ok 
of kn.owledga vmuld, no doubt, :tnflue:nce tholr g~udes 
boca.use of the limited f ecilit:tes with which to oarry out 
illust1-'Jations. It may be also., that the self•suppo~ting 
student$ haYe not come from the cultural baoltground that the 

~ . 
matched students have 9 and therefore a:r:e not as polished. 
such a lack · m:tght inf luonoe grades. '11l1e self•suppo:r~ing 

atud0nt may g:tve his beet e:nergy to his outside work., and 
theU)efore cannot study a.a effectS.vely as hS.a grades seem 
to :tndioate. 

I...'tl an attempt i;o f~nd the actual. 'bea1'1ing 

0£ self-support on scholarship~ pa~tiril correlation was 
used so that the influence of mental ratings and time . .,. . 
spent in study could 'be el:tminatedo Ta.1Jle XVIII shows 
the ooef f :tc:tents of correla.1-;ion between the various 



f a.oto1~a and the 1~tl1tld of l){lrtlt1llins ottt each fe.otot2e 

~ ADT~r~; ,,:.v:tII 

·Sb~0rinc~ ·Oo"V1~elo.t!.011 Uettveon tbo Vair1oua Fcteto:vs St\1.d1e& 
t\Ild Uet11od Qt Pal?t1allints out I~aotors ·· 
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· JP01~nla foil) ol:lt:i1nat1on ·C00f£1c1onto of eo!Tcilnt5~on 
bat~:ioon SOholnraliiP .. orul t!bne .apont in sttidy t nnd 
Ccholorobil~ L'\tVt1 ~J6t1·~::~1l . ilcrt!Li.~S giv!b."lf~ 1110?iQ . OZL,Ot 
co~alr;Jt:!.on bet~iaon fle,l1olot'oli:tp· e1ld De11-.~st1ppo1~ t 

'lba f1vst s·tep wea to find tho :£'.'Olntionsllip betr1een 
soholt\t>Shi[) ntid solf.-su.pvort \".'ihQn the 1rSluonoe of mental 
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~at:r.ngs t1na oli:rai.'l'f')Jltad• rrtnie spent in study t11ns ol1t:i.:lnnted 

in the sa...~e v;a"9• ll1be thL~ at12)p r1t.ts to find the l"'Slntion• 
ah1p l~tt~"Gen se1t•m.ippo~t tu1d ooholn1'>Ship by t.110 formuln 

gtvo11 in the tott~tl:l pn~t ot Table iCtt!II. Tbis prooodu~a 
left a eo1~~~latton of oll,3 bat~~fecn self•st11)po~t nnd 

;: 

sobolarah1p \1~11011 ie .002 b1eJl"J~ tl'u).n it waa bofo,,o the · 
el1n1inct:1cn of tlMl th~e variablea. 

~:. ·.: 

tbe if\..flunQ~: of each of the t@Oto~a upon seholnrsh!p in 
a!mila~ oneoa•*· :rl'.l.e forz1ru.lo fow finas.ng the rogreaa!on 

·~· . 
Or* oubatitut:L~z figu~eo g1vetu 

To.hlo 

n01f ~oupprJt~t hos .~07 t1acrees of 1..~luonoe on sobolarship, 
montnl :~:10.ting bns .so7 ,clogreoo ot !..~ltta~e n11.cl t1ma apont 

!n study, .ooo influonoa. !lontii1 rnti11(ts 11 t"1bile bn:tring 



little itltlt1onoe1 bavo ai-,:p~ox!n1ately t11n"ee t~unos ns mu.ob 

17taigt1t tis a~1'lf;~ot1ppo2~ 1Jl detet~mtnine; eehola!'ab!tp '4'7hile 
time ei,ont in s~~di7 aeet~r.3 to htive ·11ttle e.ffeot on ealt1olt1iishtp, 

ln spite ot tile lnol~ of eoz.rt"Jelt1tSOI! betw·aen 
t!too ei,ont in atut1;.r and sallO.l~atlo· aeb.10vo1nant,. tb~ t110 

1ndiV1~Uttlet vibo .studied least~ f1ve antl seve11 ~aura 
tiQoltlii p ba.ve VflYJJ"tl 1.otv seho1aetie recoi~a ~tr.A ht1ve t£Ji:llC::uS 

a~ aeoond deoUea. reape~t1ttol~r o,l'Jd tl1er ave not salt•· 
SUPPO:t:t11'lG, s111ee t1hO~~ ~~ l'lO ~'iS\GHS'a d!splaWh18 the eff$Ot 
o·t no time 'spent ·;tn. stud~r, 1t · eeoms ronso11!1ble to s.aont"le, 

tl1a tho ave11a~n ~}t\1de1'lt ahoiilc1 ~tl.3.ov1 l1:1m~101f the tl.Vernge 

n1n.o~~t of time for st1.1d~ L"'l ovdett to t.tlt:tt:o sa.tisfnctoiy ~edes,, 



fttor.1 tha d-t'tf;a. vr~aaontva<l ~~1 ·this at'rt-

lirl!ted nl'.~'ilbe1~ Of CSSStf.,·· 

tol1:..0lf1!...~ 1~e111~t~tive s1n11:1C1~17 ane:1 

. $5 

ijb.o.n tllnt fol? college atucl~nt.e itn f;,~ne:t>al 

( 4~17a L"l eot:1pr::lt11son \V:!ttm s.oo (100110 ~atingm)., 

a. ~:l1or~ :ts no eonap1cu<nio dif.fe1:~1nc.e 'bettreen 
i;?10 sellolast:tc nol1iovemont of the oolf o 

s.. t£l'lere 'is lesa ths~n nn bottra diffaronoe 
1J:A. the runolu1t of 0~11001 v:o1'1k oa~.,iad t:>y tlie 

t'tif} gr.oups at;udietlo ~t:,e 0021trol a1~ou:p '00.?t,ios 

i'fot'V.'1""(•1t10 ..... ~~,,~~ .n ..... "'n. ·0·.·. ".l'lt"'li .. · ""'· .. · U~~i.;""t.:t .t V:.l..4•"";> (;.;.14 '-"'V""' 

4. 1E'bei~ 1o a noe;nt!ve co~clnt!!ll'l batt1eon 

aelf•suppoz.,t !.ti.~d eolloln1"ahSt> foi'l the to~ 

srout)• r£llis. would oeom to 111.die~te tJ:let 
soi:1c!·n1~s11£;p toooa to va~J 1nvorsel11 tritb thG 



s. :rhe aelf•aupportinc~ grat11' are a11c;11tly 

ol!le:r? oJ:1:i~~tD1:~1,of!1Ctci1lr,, th~n tho control Gl'oup. 

l'i ~:~t~lf•St\liPOl>tf.i;L.~] atttdt;)l'ltS tilVO~lJ]O eppt1oximataly 
t~he i1motu:1t of: t~1ie 1n stut1V as tho oont1~.01 

t:1JlD$ s1?ont 1n sti:itif £a t'lOSitive fol' tbo 

ae,lf-oupporti!lB ottu1~nt~a t~thile it ia 11estit1v0 
,, 

fd:t' ·the oontt:sol att.1\lt~nts ~· ~Ih:ts tn:;lt1d sooa 
to tllc11ot\ ta tl'.l,r.rtt 1t la noo1;isa1r1~J for tbe 
0alt .. support~3 .studonts to atttc1;f mo1ie t11an 
the n<:Jn•scir~snppo11ting studonto0 ~oosrrruob as 
t11e t1if.teronco 1'."1 sobol~stio ttoh1cvemo11·t is 
Vel~'l' Sl!lt.~ll • 

O• :ilJ.Q OO:fl"Olntion l'l0t\~;,i-oe11 SOl:lolat.,ship ~Jld. 

t'xje a1;ont !n aolf~oup1101~a !s vos:ltivo fo1~ 
this za'lotir> ~~,h~:2rt~~ss it rm.s no(~tr\·t!ve f Otr' tbo 
entire ~--ou.t' of! oolf .-suppot''(;!ne ati1donts, 
nowev<nc~, t~bo 01::'.)0:f!'ic!.ent of oor1~01ot!1on for 
this e;roup is too low to be s1gn:lf1e.tmto 



1ii e·~tld~r :eot'1,!oo tlO 1:101r;l:11? :!J1 1:;;roport:ton to 
~e tt·~o ptteoeclina f~H!i~t\re.,; 

2. r~oes t~o ~opm.10:11~U:t.t¥ Of{. oolf 0 0t1ppofl1; 

t1.lt1J1l;;~toly, if' t.1.i:'.l1t it~nOt11rrt~olz.ft1 p;,ttv-e rlot;1~ii:1ontnl 

$• l)t)e3 tbe eoo!Lttl life of ~G11e oolf\,.supporting 

etu(~ant. etltfe~· baot:/uao Of r;olf.~sttpport du.tics? 
' I 

davolop · e.ueh c1oeirublo bnb1ts na roliabilit1-1, 

1n<1uatr-J1 at;~. ttth1ob. are not e.ovol.opod b:r 



ci1e p.:r;osent s11atem of ur.J11o~it·iontt 

7., Hetv ei:niUtt~ dr.itn .. fo~ the aolf-auppoXtting 

r110n e~;uc2(3n·hs cotl!i3l.~ i\\iitb theoe fo~ t11on1(Ul ·s 11tndents~ 

~atings oi~ rontiil~ G\bll:tt~y motm foi~ oollese errudentsez 
91 a.iii@ reln,t~:tve ~v-uluos or mot:tvo.t~1on 
on<'l a'b1~1t:r na .ti1.eto~s Ot,'!lc1~!.t:toni..~; auoa~ss tn 

oouese~~ 
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