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CHA PTER I 

Introduction 

Much has been researched and written about school curriculum. 

A number of recent articles have focused attention on the student as 

an individual learner (Edmund, 1970) and away from "content" emphasis 

t emporarily spurred by the advent of the Russian Sputnik (Cremin, 1961). 

Virtually every subject in the curriculum has been considered. The 

overall concern has been t he improvement of student learning (Wool! , 

1972) . Efforts have also been made to increase the relevancy of 

learning . 

curriculum designers have thouglt. about relevance . • 
They have been struggli~ with a general effort to design 
curriculum that make sense to the students who spend weeks 
and months in the classroom and laboratories of AMerican 
schools . The concern for relevance is partially as effort 
to combat the meaninglessness of schooling so eloquently 
expressed by dropouts--both among the talented and the not­
so-talented. (Oliverio, 1970, p. )5) 

The designing and implementing of a curriculum is difficult. 

Groundwork must be done if a curriculum is to provide a student with 

the opportunity to be considered an individual learner. 

The Department of Business Education and Office Administration 

at Utah State University has been involved in the redesign of its 

curriculum . During Winter Quarter, 1972, the department studied : 

1. The employment situation for the occupations for which it 

prepares students; 

2. The current and anticipated supply and demand for office 

worker a: 
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] . The office worker labor market trends; and 

4. The characteristics of past and present students in its 

pro~~: rams. 

The department is attemptin~~: to revise its offerin~s in accord­

ance with the findings of various pertinent studies and to justify 

present curriculum offerings in view of those findifl!! s. 14hen the 

departmental study is concluded, the teacher education program, the 

four-year office administration program and the two-year program in 

office administration will be redesigned. This investigation is 

concerned with one aspec t of the total curriculum redevelopment 

effort. 

statement of the Problem 

The purpose of this study is to compare selected characteristics 

of two-year Office Administration students with four-year Business 

Education students in the Department of Business Education and Office 

Adminis tration at Utah State University. The students were registered 

during the academic year 1971-72. 

Specifically, an attempt was made to answer the following qu~stions: 

1. Does the Academic Ability Self-Concept of the two-year Office 

Administration student differ from the Academic Ability Self-Concept 

of the four-year Business Education student? 

2. Does the Vocational Ability Self-Concept of the two-year 

Office Administration student differ from the Vocational Ability Self­

Concept of the four-year Business Education student? 

). Does the Socio-Economic Status of the two-year Office 

Administration student differ from the Socio-Economic Status of the 



four-year Business Education student? 

4. Does the Hi~h School Grade Point Average of the two-year 

Office Administration student differ from the High School Grade Point 

Avera~e of the four-year Business Education student? 

5. Does the College Grade Point Average of the two-year Office 

Administration student differ from the College Grade Point Average of 

the four-year Business Education student? 

Need for the Stugy 

Accordi~ to Department of Business Education records, a majority 

of students who register for a program offered by the Department of 

Business Education and Office Administra tion initially prefer a two­

year Office Administration pro~ram. A number of these students. however 

chanee this objective toLfour-year business Education objective durin~ 

their first two years in school . 

~o comparison has been made to determine whether the character­

istics of student s who change from a two-year Office Administration 

program to a four-year Business Education program differ from the 

characteristics of those students who originally had as their objective 

a four-year pro~ram in Business Education. Nor has there been a compar­

ison of the characteristics of students who indicate a preference for a 

two-year Office Administration program with the characteristics of stud­

ents who indicate a preference for a four-year Business Education program . 

This study is an attempt to fill the need for a comparison of the 

four-year Business Educat ion students• characteristics with those 

characteristics of the two-year Office Administration students. 

Delimitations 

This study has been delimited to the two-year Office Administration 



4 

and four-year Business Educa t ion students registered in the Department 

of Business Education and Office Administration during the academic 

year 1971-72 . However. there are students enrolled in a four-year 

Office Administration program and who have aspirations for gaining a 

four-year degree. \{hils this study is not concerned with this group of 

students. there are likely differences between two-year and four-year 

Office Administration students which could be investigated in another 

study. 

Limitations 

No attempt was made after the administration of the questionnaire 

to determine which students change their objective from a four-year 

Business Education program to a two-year Office Administration program 

or from a two-year Office Administration program to a four-year Business 

Education program. 

No specific follow-up was conducted to determine if the entire 

population of this study had been surveyed although an attempt was 

made to survey the entire population. 

Methods and Procedures 

The study was conducted in the Department of Business Education 

and Office Administration at Utah State University during Winter Quarter 

of the 1971-72 academic year. students registered in the department 

during that quarter were subjects for the study. 

The questionnaire was designed to aeasure selected student 

characteristics and was administered to the subjects of the study. The 

completed questionnaires were separated into two groups, those indicating 
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a preference for a two-year Office Administration program and those 

indicating a preference for a four-year Business Education program. 

A separate recording chart was used to tabulate the responses 

for each major heading of the questionnaire. Each indiYidual response 

was recorded in an appropiate space and was later combined with other 

like responses to develop totals for each category. A t-test was 

applied to determine if differences in the responses of the two groups 

were significant. 

Definition of Terms 

Academic Ability Self-Concept - The evaluation a person makes of 

himself with regard to the ability to achieve in academic tasks in 

general, especially as compared with others. (AASC) 

Vocational Ability Self-Concept - An evaluation a person makes 

of himself with regard to his ability to achieve in occupational tasks 

as compared with others. (VASC) 

Socio-Economic Status- A measure of the father's (or head of the 

household) occupational level as measured by the Duncan Index. (SES) 

High School Grade Point Average - Grade point average for all 

high schools attended, based on a 4.0 ~stem. (H.S. GPA) 

College Grade Point Average - Grade point for the student at time 

questionnaire was administered, based on a 4.0 system. (Coll. GPA) 

Demographic Characteristics - Personal information about the 

student, such as marital status, age, and sex. 



CHAPTER II 

Review of Literature 

Introduction 

The purpose of this chapter is to present evidence concerning 

the effect of a student's self-concept on his achievement. The 

evidence will be in accord with the overall purpose of the study which 

is to compare selected characteristics of two-year Office Administration 

and four-year Business Education students. 

The evidence will be identified by authors of studies relating 

to achievement and self-concept. 

Hamachek. Educators and ~sychologists are becoming more and more 

aware of the fact that a student's own concept of himself is closely 

connected to how he behaves and learns. "Many students for example, 

have difficulty in school, not because of low intelligence,or bad 

hearing but because they have learned to consider themselves unable to 

do academic work." (Hamachek, 1971. p. 174) 

... each person, whether conscious of it or not, carries 
about with him a mental blueprint or picture of himself. 
It may be vague and ill-defined, but it is there, complete 
down to the last detail. The blueprint is composed of a 
system of interrelated ideas, attitudes, values and 
commitments which are influenced by our past experiences, 
our successes and failures, our humiliations, our triumphs, 
and the way other people reacted to us, especially 
during our formative years. Eventually, each person arrives 
at a more or less stable framework of beliefs about 
himself and proceeds to live in as consistent a manner 
as possible within that framework. In short, an 
individual "acts like" the sort of person he conceives 
himself to be, Indeed, it is extremely difficult to act 
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otherwise, in spite of a stron~ conscious effort and 
exercise of will pouer. The boy, for example, who con­
ceives himself to be a "failure-type student" can find all 
sorts of excuses to avoid studying, do in,;: homework, or 
participating in class. Frequently, he ends up with the 
low ~rade he predicted he would ~et in the first place. His 
report card bears him out. Now he has "proof" it seldom 
occurs to a person that hh trouble lies in his own 
evaluation of himself . • . Once a student "locks in" 
on a perception of what he is or is not able to do, it 
is difficult to shake him from it, particularly if the 
perception has time to root itself into a firmly estab­
lished belief. (Hamachek, 1970, pp. 175-6) 

Thus . students' "inferior" opinions affect not only school achieve-

ment but also ~oal settine because they set lower ~oals for themselves. 

Mahone. Mahone (1960) found that a person who has a low 

estimate of himself is strongly motivated to avoid failure and tends 

to set ~oals so low that he does not need to prove himself. On the 

other hand, Mahone found that people high in self acceptance are 

willing to prove themselves. 

~ Prescott Lecky (1945) in a study relatin~ self-consistency 

to school performance was one of the first to point out that low 

academic achievement may be related to a student's conception of 

himself as bein~ unable to learn academic material, He observed that 

some children made the sam'> number of errors in spelling per page no 

matter how difficult or easy the material. It occurred to Lecky that 

the children were respondin~ more in terms of how they tho~h they 

could spell than in terms of their actual spelling abilities. As a 

result of this, Lecky had a group of the children spend some time 

with the counselor who helped them explore their feelings about their 

spellin~ abilities. As a consequence of their discussions and despite 
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t he fact that these children had not been given additional work in 

spelling , there was a notable improvement in their spelling . As they 

acquired new consistencies; and their performances changed in the 

direction of being consistent with the new perception. 

Garvey, Garvey (1970), in trying to predict successes of student 

teachers, concluded from other investigations as well as his own that 

"self-concept is ... the most important single influomee affecting 

an individual's behavior . •· 

Brookover. From several other studies, BrookoYer (1959) proposed 

that while innate factors may set limits on learning ability, one 

other factor may functionally limit the learning ability of many 

students and prevent them from working at their maximum level. This 

factor is the student's self-concept of his ability as a school learner . 

Combs. Combs (1964) conducted a study among hi~h school boys and 

determined that academically capable but under-achieving high school 

boys saw themselves as less adequate and less acceptable than did the 

students who had made a more successful adjustment to the scholastic 

situation. 

Combs and Snygg; Mead. Research on the perceptual approach to 

individual behavior conducted by Combs and Snygg (1959) and research 

by Mead (1934), who was concerned with aymbolic interaction, have 

essentially the same findings. They both hypothesized that a child 

learns what he perceives he is able to learn, and that this self-

perception comes from interaction with associates who hold expectations 

for the student as a learner. 

Hamachek. Further Hamachek says: 

A student perceives, interprets, accepts, resists or 
rejects what he encounters at school in the light of the 



way he sees himself as a person generally and as a 
student specifically. There is a mounti11g body of 
evidence to suggest that a student's performance 
in an academic setting is influenced in both subtle 
and obvious ways by his concept of self. (Hamachek, 
1971. p. 184) 

9 

Mc Partland, Cumming, and Garretson; Miyamoto and Dornbusch; 

Brookover, Thomas, and Patterson; Brookover, Patterson, and Thomas. 

Previous research has established the relationship between self-

concept and behavior (McPartland, Cumming, and Garretson, 1961) and 

between self-concept and perceived evaluations of significant others 

( Miyamoto and Dornbusch, 1960). Specifically, recent research has 

indicated that there is a relationship between self-concept of ability 

in school and academic performance as well as between self-concept of 

ability and perceived evaluations by others (Brookover, Thomas, and 

Patterson, 1964). In addition it has been demonstrated that there is 

a relationship between perceived evaluations by significant others 

and academic performance ( Brookover, Patterson, and Thomas, 1962). 

Rezaglia; Reeder. Rezaglia (1952) and Reeder (1955) examined 

correlates of self-structure and found that a positive general self-

concept is eignificantly related to high academj_c achievAment. 

Williams and Cole. A 1968 study undertaken by Williams and Cole 

was concerned with ~he relationships between self-concept and school 

adjustment among eighty sixth-grade students. They found a positive 

relationship between self-concept and emotional adjustment. It was 

determined that students who saw themselves in a positive light were 

also likely to be emotionally well adjusted and were more likely to 

enjoy high sooial status among their peers than were the lower self-

concept students. 
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rwth. In task-oriented situations there is some evidence that 

the students' performance is influenced directly by their self-concepts 

(Roth, 1959). For example. in investigati~ the role of self-concept 

in achievement. Roth concluded: 

..• in terms of their conception of self, individuals 
have a definite investment to perform as they do. With 
all things being equal, those who do not achieve, choose 
not to do so, while those who do achieve, choose to do 
so. (Roth, 1959. p. 265-281) 

Lipsitt. Lipsitt (1958) conducted a study designed to compare 

the relation between self-rejection or negative self-concept and 

measures of anxiety. He found that boys and girls with poor self-

concepts were more anxious than were boys and girls with good self-

concepts. 

McCandless, Castaneda, and Palermo; Castaneda, Palermo, and 

McCandless; McCandless and Castaneda. Other research has shown that 

high-anxious children, when compared to low-anxiety children, are less 

popular (McCandless, Castaneda, and Palermo, 1956); have greater 

difficulty with conceptually complex learning tasks (Castaneda, Palermo. 

and McCandless, 1956); and in at least some cases do less well in the 

more complicated school subjects (McCandless and Castaneda, 1956). 

Dittes. Experimental evidence (Dittes, 1959) indicated that 

low-esteem persons, when faced with anxiety-provoking situations, are 

inclined to make hasty, impulsive judgments. On the other hand, high 

self-esteem persons when faced with anxiety-provoking situations (at 

least as judged by an outside observer) are more deliberate and careful 

in making judgments. 

Videbeck. Videbeck (1960) found that the students• self-con-

captions are learned and that the evaluative reactions of others play 
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a si~nificant part in learni~. 

lash. In a study involving junior high school students, Nash 

(1964) developed a set of one hundred items which included three 

dimensions of self-perceptions assumed to be illportant. Interesti~ly. 

the items which were found to be best in differentiating between 

high- and low-achievers were those concerned with the student's 

perception of the quality of his performance in school work. 

~ In an investigation by Dyson (1967) deali~ with the 

relationships between self-concept and ability grouping among seventh 

graders, it was found that high-achieving students reported significantly 

higher self-concepts than did low-achieving students, regardless of the 

type of grouping proceclll!'es used. Dyson's final observations were : 

If there is one particularly significant result 
growing out of this research, it is that "nothing 
succeeds like success. " This is not a new under­
standing, as the old c lie he indica tea. '!'he work 
reported here does , however, re-emphasis the import­
ance of success in the learning situation as a 
contribution to positive psyehological growth and 
it indicates that this feeling of success is probably 
more crucial in its effect on the student self-concept 
than how an individual is grouped for instruction. 
(Oyson, 1967, pp. 403-405) 

Clarke. In a study which examined the relationships between 

college academic performance and expectancies, Clarke (1960) found 

a positive relationship between a student 's academic performance 

and his perception of the academic expectancies held for him by 

significant others. 

Staines; DeGroot and Thompson. Teachers have an influence on the 

self-concept of students and can alter that self-concept by making 

positive comments to them as well as creating an atmosphere of greater 

psychological security (Staines, 1956). Another example is the research 
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of DeGroot and Thompson (1949) who found that teachers give more praise 

t o brighter, better adjusted, and higher achieving students. Less 

capable students were observed by these investigators to receive more 

disapproval from their teachers. 

Helper. Helper's 1960 study found a positive correlation between 

parental evaluations of their children and the children's self 

evaluations, thus adding to the evidence that self appraisals reflect 

the appraisals of significant others. 

SU!IU!Iary 

The above studies share the common idea that the student ' s self­

concept can affect his performance, behavior, and aspirations. These 

studies also present evidence to support the idea that changes in levels 

of performance or in behavior have a direct relation to ~hanges in 

self-concept. Some of these studies also suggest that people significant 

or important to the students can have a profound influence upon the 

students • concepts of themselves. 
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Methods and Procedures 

Subjects 

The subjects for t hi s s t udy were 88 two-year Office Administration 

students and 66 four-year Business Education students. They were 

registered in the Department of Bulrl ness Education and Office Admin­

istration during Winter Quarter of the 1971-72 academic year. 

The majority of these students in both groups were single and 

female (see Appendix C and Appendix D). Their a~es (see Appendix A 

and Appendix B) were eit her 18 (most common for two-year Office 

Adminis t ration students ) or 19 (most common for four-year Business 

Education st udents). 

Questionnaire 

The major source of information for this study was a questionnaire 

distributed to students. The study was conducted in the Department of 

Business Education and Office Administration at Utah state University 

dur~ Winter Quarter of the 1971-72 academic year. The classes 

surveyed were: one section of BE 241, Office Data Systems; two sec t ion 

of BE 201, Office Practice; three sections of BE 112, Intermediate 

Typewriting; two sections of BE 113, Advanced Typewriting; one section 

of BE 124, Dictation and Transcription; two sections of BE 121, Beginnin~ 

Shorthand; one section of BE 122, Intermediate Shorthand; and one section 

of BE 123, Advanced Shorthand. An effort was made to select classes 
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with the la~est number of Business Education and Office Administration 

students; and, at the same time, try to reduce the number of possible 

duplications among students taking the questionnaire. 

Two classes, BE 131, Business Machines; and BE 351, Business 

Communications. were not included in the survey because of the large 

number of Accounting and Business Administration students enrolled in 

each of these classes. 

The questionnaire was designed by two graduate students, one of 

which was the writer, and two faculty members, as part of a departmental 

study. Information used in the design of this questionnaire was 

obtained from a similar research project, Self-Concept of Ability and 

School Achievement (1967) published in three separate parts and completed 

at Michigan State University at East Lansing, Michigan. Also the 

doctoral studies of Dr. Edward L. Houghton (1971) and Dr. William D. 

Woolf (1972) were used as models both for items to be included in the 

questionnaire and for methods of displaying the comparison information. 

The questionnaire (see Appendix F) was designed to measure certain 

student characteristics . This study dealt only with the following 

characteristics: (1) Academic Ability Self-Concept, (2) Vocational 

Ability Self-Concept, (3) Socio-Economic Status, (4) ~h School Grade 

Point Average, and (5) College Grade Point Avera~e. The demo~raphic 

information was used only to identify the subjects and was not part of 

the comparisons. 

Pilot Study 

To test the effectiveness of the questionnaire, a pilot study 

was conducted using the faculty members of the Business Education and 

Office Administration Department as subjects. The faculty members 
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were asked to respond to the questions and to offer constructive 

criticism. From the information obtained during the pilot study, 

several questions were revised, some were eliainated and others added. 

The questionnaire was then prepared for use in the departmental survey. 

Administration of the Questionnaire 

A cover letter was included with the questionnaire, describing 

the effort being made by the Department of Business Education and 

Office Administration to upgrade the offerings to meet the present 

and future needs of the students. (See Appendix E.) 

All instructors were cooperative, and each was given enough 

questionnaires for the number of students enrolled in his classes . 

The questionnaires were administered during regular class 

time. Each student was given approximately twenty minutes to 

complete the questionnaire. The questionnaires were then collected 

by the instructors . 

The completed questionnaires were separated into two groups, 

those indicating a preference for a two-year Office Administration 

pro~ram and t hose indicating a preference for a four-year Business 

Education program. Incomplete questionnaires were disregarded, as 

were those of students who had indicated a major field of study 

other than Office Administration or Business Education . Only 

questionnaires completed by the two-year Office Administration 

students or by the four-year Business Education students were used 

in this investigation. 

A separate chart was used to tabulate the responses for each 
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major portion of the questionnaire. Each individual response was 

recorded to produce totals for each category. A t-test was applied 

to determine si~nificance of differences between groups. 



CHA"TER IV 

Findings 

The purpose of this paper was to compare selected characteristics 

of those students re~istered in either a two-year Office Administration 

program or a four-year Business Education program in the Department 

of Business Education and Office Administration at Utah State Univer­

sity . Consideration was given the following characteristics: (1) 

Academic Ability Self-Concept, (2) Vocational Ability Self-Concept, 

(3) Socio-Economic Status, (4) High School Grade Point Average, and 

(5) College Grade Point Average. 

Academic Ability Self-Concept 

The data for this section of the study were taken from section 

7 of the questionnaire (see Appendix F), 

The measuring in3trument used in this section wa~ tho Michigan 

State General Self-Concept of Ability Scale. This instrument was 

prepared by Brookover (1967) and consists of a list of five-choice 

items developed from a pretest (see Appendix F). Items were coded 

from five to one with the h~her self-concept alternatives receivint 

the h~her values. Thus, the higher numbers indicate higher self­

concepts. 

Only two sections of the instrument were utilized in this study. 

These sections were: (1) Self-Concept of Academic Ability-General, 
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and, (2) Self-Concept of Vocational Ability-General. (See Appendix G 

and Appendix H for a list of all scores used in this chapter.) 

Table 1 is a summary of t he data obtained from this comparioon. 

TABLl 1 

COMPARISON OF ACADEMIC ABILITY SELF-CONCEPT 

Two-Year OA 

88 

1839 

20,897 

39567 

Four-Year BE 

~ 

1428 

21.313 

31492 

The t -test was used to determine whether a significant difference 

existed at the .05 level of significance between the ~roups . 

At of - .756 resulted . Since -.756 is less than the tabled 

value of 1.960, it was found t hat no significant difference 

existed in Academic Ability Self-Concept between students in the 

two-year Office Administration pro~ram and students in the four-year 

Business Education pro~ram. 
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Vocational Ability Self-Concept 

The data for this section of the study were taken from section 

6 of the questionnaire (see Appendix F). 

The Michi~an State General Se lf-Concept of Ability Scale was 

the instrument used to measure this data. (See Appendix G and 

Appendix H for all scores used in this chapter.) 

Table 2 is a summary of the data obtained from this comparison. 

TABLE 2 

COMPARISON OF VOCATIONAL ABILITY SELF-CONCEPT 

N 

£X 

x 
~ 

Two-Year OA 

R8 

2829 

32.147 

90231 

Four-Year BE 

66 

2U4 

) 1.701 

69187 

The t-te9t was used to determine whether a si~nificant difference 

existed at the .05 level of s~nificance between the groups. 

At of 3.147 resulted. Since ).147 is more than the tabled 

value of 1.960, it was found that two-year Office Administration 

students scored significAntly h~her in Vocational Ability Self-Concept 

than did the students in the four-year Business Education pro~ram. The 

result seems to bear out the fact that two-year Office Administration 

students have a more firmly fixed vocational self-concept than do four­

year Business Education students. 
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Socio-Economic Status 

The data for this section of the study were taken from section 

4 of the questionnaire ( see Appendix F). 

The Duncan Index (1961) was used t o determine the socio-economic 

st a t us . This index was based on t he interrelationships of three 

f actors : ( l) income, (2) education, and (3 ) occupation. It was 

prepared by the ~ational Opinion Research Center for its study of the 

1950 labor market to predic t the prestige ratings of occupations. 

Table 3 is a summary of t he data obtained from t his comparison. 

TABlE 3 

COMPARISON OF SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS 

Two-Year OA 

88 

3958 

44. 977 

23126 

Four-Year BE 

66 

2537 

38 .439 

13756 

The t-test was used to determine whether a signif icant diff­

erence existed at the .05 level of significance between the groups. 

A t of 7. 602 resulted. Since 7 .602 is more t han t he tabled 

va l ue of 1. 960, i t was found t hat a significant difference existed 

in Socio-Economic Status between students in the su rvey, with the 

two-year Office Administration st udents scorin~ s~n ificantly higher 

than the four-year Business Education students. 
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High Sc hool Grade Point Average 

The data for this section of the study were taken from section 

2 of the questionnaire ( see Appendix F). 

The Hi~h School Grade Point Average was determined by an average 

of all grades received during high school. It was based on a 4.0 

system with an A valued at 4.0 , B valued at J . O, C valued at 2.0, and 

D valued at l.O. 

Table 4 is a summ&ry of the data obtained from this comparison, 

TABLE 4 

CLlMPARISON Or' HIGH SCHOOL GRADE PO]J;T AVERAGE 

N 

~X 

X. 

t..x2 

Two-Year OA 

R6 

281 

) . 267 

93).98 

Four-Year BE 

64 

213.8 

3 . 340 

727.84 

The t-test was used to determine whether a significant differ­

ence existed at the .05 level of significance between the groups. 

At of . 095 resulted. Since .095 is less than the tabled value 

of 1.960, it was found that no significant difference existed in 

Hi~h School Grade Point Avera~e between students in the two-year Office 

Administration program and students in the four-year Business Education 

program. 
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College Grade Point Average 

The data for this section of the study were taken from section 

2 of the questionnaire (see Appendix F). 

The College Grade JOint Average was determined by an average of all 

grades received in college up to the time the questionnaire was adminis­

tered. It was based on a ~.0 system with an A valued at 4.0, 8 valued 

at J .O, C valued at 2.0, and D valued at 1.0. 

Table 5 is a summary of the data obtained from this comparison. 

TABlE 5 

COMPARISON OF COLlEGE GRADE POINT AVERAGE 

TWo-Year OA 

86 

256.6 

2.984 

786. }0 

Four-Year BE 

65 

195.9 

3.014 

604.97 

The t-test was used to determine whether a significant differ­

ence existed at the .05 level of significance between the groups. 

A t of .042 resulted. Since .042 is less than the tabled value 

of 1.960, it was found that no significant difference existed in 

College Grade Point Average between students in the two-year Office 

Administration program and students in the four-year Business 

Education program. 
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Demographic Information 

The vast majority (see Appendix C and Appendix D) of both two­

year Office Arlministration and four-year Business Education students 

were single and female. There was a slightly greater number of single 

females aged 18 registered as two-year Office Administration students 

than four-year Business Education students, The age most common for 

four-year Business Education students was 19 (see Appendix A and 

Appendix B). 

Summary 

No significant difference was found to exist between ·the two­

year Office Administration students and the four-year Business 

Education students in Academi c Ability Self-Concept, H~h School Grade 

Point Average, and College Grade Point Average. 

A significant difference was f ound to exist between the t wo­

year Office Admi nistration students and the f our-year Business 

Educa t ion students in Vocational Ability Self-Concept and Socio­

Economic Status. In both cases, the two-year Office Administration 

student• werg found to be hl;hbr, 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

SUl!ll!lary 

This study was a comparison of selected characteristics of two­

year Office Administration and four-year Business Education students 

r egistered in the Department of Businesa and Office Administration 

during Winter Quarter of academic year 1971-72. 

Fi1"1dings of this study were produced in response to the following 

questions : 

1. Does the Academic Ability Self-Concept of the two-year Office 

Admini stration student differ from the Academic Ability Self-Concept 

of the four-year Business Educat ion stude1"!t? 

2. Does the Vocational Ability Self-Concept of the two-year 

Office Administration student differ from the Vocational Ability Self­

Concept of the four-year Business Education student? 

J . Does the Socio-Economic Status of the two-year Office 

Administration stude1"!t differ from the Socio-Economic Status of the 

four-year Business Educatio1"1 student? 

4. Does the High School Grade Point Average of the two-year Office 

Administration student differ from the High School Grade Point Average 

of the four-year Business Education student? 

5. Does the College Grade Point Average of the two-year Office 

Administration student differ from the College Grade Point Aver~e of 

the four-year Business Education student? 
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A questionnaire was developed in a Department of Business Education 

and Office Administration curriculum study. These questionnaires were 

administered to two-year Office Administration and four-year Business 

Education students during Winter Quarter of the 1971-72 academic 

year. Only sections, or portions of sections l, 2, 4, 6, and 7 were 

used to elicit data for this study (see Appendix F). 

Recording charts were kept of all information obtained from these 

specific sections of the questionnaire. The information obtained from 

these recording charts was used in the data analysis. 

The t-tests were applied to determine if significant differences 

existed between two-year Office Administration and four-year Business 

Education students. The .05 level of s~nificance was used. 

Conclusions 

As a result of this study the followinr conclusions may be drawn: 

1. Students enrolled in a two-year Office Administration program 

have an Academic Ability Self-Concept which does not differ significantly 

from those students enrolled in the four-year Business Education program. 

2. Students enrolled in a two-year Office Administration program 

have a Vocational Ability Self-Concept which is significantly higher 

than those students enrolled in the four-year Business Education program. 

J . Students enrolled in a two-year Office Administration program 

have a Socio-Economic Status which is significantly higher than 

students enrolled in the four-year Business Education program. 

4. Students enrolled in a two-year Office Administration program 

have a High School Grade Point Average which does not differ significantly 

from those students enrolled in the four-year Business Education program. 
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5. Students enrolled in a two-year Office Administration pro~ram 

have a Colle~e Grade Point Avera~e which does not differ s~nificantly 

from those students enrolled in the four-year Business Education pro~ram. 

The two-year Office Administration students scored s~nificantly 

hi~her in Vocational Ability Self-Concept and Socio-Economic Status. 

Recommendations 

Based on the results of this study the following recommendattons 

seem pertinent: 

1. Further research should be conducted on students enrolled 

in different programs to obtain knowledge of student characteristics 

which can provide ins~bt for curriculum developnent. Of particular 

interest would be a comparison study, similar to this study, between 

two-year and four-year Office Administration students. 

2. Further study should be made of the relM. tionships of Academic 

Ability Self-Concept. Vocational Ability Self-Concept, and Socio­

Economic status to student achievement in the programs of the 

Department of Business Education and Office Administration. 

) . Further study should be made of tho relationship of High 

School Grade Point Average to achievement in the Department of Business 

Education and Office Administration. 

4. Additional work should be done in the area of student 

characteristics. Instead of relying so such on psychological variables, 

relationships to known academic variables should be established and new 

ways to relating student characteristics to success should be developed. 
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Implica tiona 

Perhaps one reason the two-year students' higher vocational 

self-concepts would be the fact that these students will be placed in 

a vocation two years sooner than will the four-year Business Education 

students. 

The higher socio-economic status (meaning a more educated and 

affluent head of the household) for the two-year Office Administration 

students may indicate that they are not so concerned with the social rank 

as are students who's parents are not so well off. A large portion of 

Utah State University's population comes from farms and rural 

communities. These students seem more concerned with establishin£ 

themselves in vocations that offer security as well as financial rewards. 

Thus more of these rural students seem interested in a "dual" vocation-­

they can either work in an office, as can the two-year Office Admin­

istration students, or they can become educators, which the Office 

Administration students are not qualified to do. However, there are 

several rural students in the two-year Office Administration pro~ram 

as well. 

Also there could be some credence to the idea that students from 

the rural areas have sometimes had a closer relationship with their 

parents on a daily basis as they have worked together for the family's 

welfare. In this relationship, parents could have instilled in the 

children (students) a desire for a higher educational degree than 

that of the parents, thus seeking for their children opportunities 

which they had not been educationally prepared for. Many farmers 

share their time and interests between farming and teach~ school. 
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APPENDIX A 

AGE DISTRIBUTION 

OF TWO-YEAR OFFICE ADMINISTRATION STUDENTS 

(69 Reporting ~e) 

Age Number 

18 28 
19 21 
20 7 
21 6 
22 4 
24 1 
25 1 
27 1 

32 
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APPENDIX B 

AGE DISTRIBUTION 

OF FOUR-YEAR BUSINESS EDUCATION STUDENTS 

(50 Reporting Age) 

Age NUJilber 

18 12 
19 17 
20 11 
21 5 
22 1 
24 1 
26 1 



APPENDIX C 

SEX AND MARITAL STATUS 

OF TWO-YEAR OFFICE ADMINISTRATION STUDENTS 

( 88 Reporting) 

Sil'l';le 

Married 

Other• 

Female 

81 

5 

2 

•Widow(er) or divorced 

Male 

0 

l 

0 

34 
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APPENDIX D 

SEX AND MARITAL STATUS 

OF FOUR-YEAR BUSINESS EDUCATION STUDENTS 

( 64 Reporting) 

Fem .. le Male 

Si~le 56 1 

Married 8 0 

Other• 0 1 

'"Widow( er) or divorced 



AI'' E.'lDIX r, 

UTAH STAT E UNIVERSITY 
Department of Ausiness Education 

Curriculum Study 
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The department of Business Education at Utah State University 

is involved in major program revision. Future students will participate 

in more relevant and interestin~ educational experiences if the instruct-

ional content is ~eared to the needs of our former and present students. 

Your sincere and honest response will be of great help in assurin~ tha t 

future students and their employees will be better served. 

All of the information you provide will be treated with strict 

confidence. Please answer all the questions fully and completely. 

There are no ''wrong " or "riiZht" an!rWers. Please give careful thoUj!:ht 

to each response so that your answers will be as accurate as you can 

make them. 

Thank you 



A'l i:.:-I DIX F 

(Questionnaire) 



r

SOI'AL DA T A 

__ S1ngle Married Other __ A~e 

<.ATIONAL DATA 

lltglt schools auendell 

School City 
Wha t was your major academic interest in high school 

What business courses did you take while in high school"_ 

Hi gh school grade point average: 
What is your college major: 
As a student you are a part-time student 
Th1s quarter you are a: Freshman ___ • Soph. 'Jr. 

Male 

School 

, fu ll-time student 
_ _ . Sr. 

What is your college grade point average ?_:---:---::--­
Check one alternative in column A and one in column R to indicate your plans. 
Acade mi c Plans (A) I ,Joymem Plans (B) 

I plan to stay in school to complete a Work in an office 
ba c helor's degree in: 1 work in di stribution 
( 1 Office Administration ) To teach 

1 Business Education (teaching) ) Undecided 
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F'emale 

City State 

1 Distributive Education (teaching) ) Other {Specify), __________________ _ 

) I am planning a one year or two year 
program 

l I am planning on a four year degree 

r ) Other (specify)•--------------------------------------­
) Undecided 

I .:tm not planning a four-year degree because: _____________________ _______ _ 

PUT MYSELF 

Which THREE of rhe following have influenced you MOST in the selection of your college program: ( Indic ate your selections 
by placing the number J for first choice, 2 for second choice, and 3 for third choice.) 

( ) my spouse (if married) 
( ) my parenrs 
( ) my brothers or sisters 
( ) other relatives or adults 

) a business reacher 
) a guidance counselor 
) my friends 

) the ne ws media (radio, television, newspapers, etc . ) 
) no one (I have made my own decisions) 
1 c trcumstances (grades, attendance record , lack of interest. e lc . } 
) other {please specify), _ _ _ __ _ 

Whic h THREE of the following have influenced you MOST in the se lection of your occupational c areer: (Indicate your selections 
by placing the number I for first dDice, 2 for second choice , and 3 for third choice . ) 
( ) my spcuse ( if married) 

) my parents 
j my brothers or sisters 
) or her rela t ives or ad ultS 
) a Business teacher 

( ) a guidance counselor 

1 ) my friends 

) the news media (radio, telev1sion, newspapers, etc . ) 
) uo one (I have made my own decisions) 
) c ircumstances (grades, attendance record, lack of interest, e re.} 
) other (please specl fy), ___________________________________ _ 



'UT ME AND MY PARENTS 39 

ou are unmarried and being supported by fa ther , mother, uncle, foner parents, or older person answer question 12. 
'Ou are unmarried and se lf-supporting go directly to question 13. 
ou are married and are supporting a spouse or being supported by a spouse go directly to question 14. 

The person who supports me: 
( ) is working 
( ) is unemployed 

This person's occupational title is--:--:--:---:--:------:-:-=-:--------
This person performs the following job tasks, duties, or responsibilities. ___________________ _ 

I am curre ntly: 

( ) working 
( ) unemployed 

My occupational title is._-:--:---:--:--------.,.,.=-:------
1 perform the following JOb tasks , duties, or responsibi lities. _______________________ _ 

My spouse (or self if you are rhe breadwinner) is: 
( ) working 
( ) unemployed 

(circle spouse or sell) 

The occupational title is._,.------.,-----,---..,.---
Whar are the main tasks, duties, or responsibilities performed by my spouse (or myself) ? _____________ _ 

As to my knowledge of the work I inte nd to enter: (Check those which are applicable) . 
( ) I have good knowledge because I have worked at it. 
( ) I have good knowledge because I have relatives or friends who work at it. 

( ) I have a general knowl edge, bu t don't know much about the details of it. 
( ) I don'r know much ahour it yet, but will find out by experience on the job . 
( ) I don't know much a bout it yet, but will find out when l go on to school. 
( ) I don 't know because I have not yet made a choice . 
In the occupation I have chosen I can expect help in getting started: 
( ) from my father or mother who is in this type of work 
( ) from relatives who are in this type of work 
( ) from friends who are in this type of work 
( ) from no one 
( ) I don 't know because I have not made my choice yet 
In your choice of college major your father and mother have: 
( ) tried to encourage you 
( ) ne ither tried to encou rage or discourage you 
( ) trie<;i to discoura ge you 
My father 's occupation is, ___________ -:-; and he considers his occupation to be: 
( ) completely satisfactory ) not very gocxl 
( ) fairly satisfactory 
( ) good enough 

) very poor 

My mother considers my father's occupation to be: 

( ) completely satisfactory ) not very good 
( ) fairly satisfactory ( } very poor 
( ) good enough 
My father thinks that the education he obtained is: 

\ ( } completely satisfactory ( ) not very good 

I
( ) fairly satisfactory ( ) very poor 
( ) good enough 
My parents are considered by most people in the communicy to be: 
( l very important people 
( ) rather important people 
( ) just average people 
( ) of less than average importance 
( ) not at all important 



As to continuing my education beyond high school, my father: 
( ) has strongly encouraged me to continue 
( ) has given me some encouragement to continue 
( ) has never said much about it 

( ) he feels rhar I would be better off goi11g to work after high school 
) he feels that I should quit school and ~oro work 

A ~ ro continuing my education beyond high school, my mother: 
( ) has strongly encouraged me to continue 
( ) has given me some encouragement to continue 

) has never said much about it 
) feels that I would be better off going to work after high school 
) feels that I should quit sChool and go to work 

As to the kind of job I go into, my father/or husband: 
( ) wants me to have a very important job 
( ) wants me to have a job that is quite a bit better than most jobs 

) wants me to have a job that is a little hit better than most jobs 
) feels that the job I take should be as good as most JOhs 

) Other (specify)·-,-,:----:-------,-----;----,-;:--------------------------­
A:, to the kind of job I go into , my mother/or wife: 

( ) wants me to have a very important job 
) wants me to have a job that is quite a bit better than most jobs 
) wants me to have a job that it a little bit better than most jobs 
) feels that the job I rake should be as good as most johs 
) does not care how good the joh I go into is 
) Other (specify) ______________________________________ _ 

)L ' I MY CHOICE Of A LifE'S OCCUPATION 

The occupations which I have thought about going into arc: 
I. First choice: 3. Third choice: _______________ _ 
2. Second choice: 4. Fourth choice: _______________ _ 

The occupation I plan to follow is:---,--------------------------------­
Iu regard to my choice of my occupation: 

( ) T feel sure that my mind is made up 
) I'm not too sure, bur I think my mind is made up 
) I'm nor sure that my mind is made up 

:11 [egard to my choice of an occupation: 
( ) I have given the matter a great deal of thought 

) I have given the matter some thought 
) I have given the matter little thought 

In general, people consider FIVE facts when they choose a job. (Indicate your selections by placing the number 1 for first 
cho1ce, 2 for second choice, 3 for third choice, 4 for fourth choice, and 5 for fifth choice.) 

The money you can make 
==The difficulty in getting the required education 
___ The working hours 
___ The good you can do 

-·--The social stand ing of the occupation 

Other (factors) ---.,--,-~--,----::---c-c:--~----,-----,-------,--:---------------­
lf T were absolutely free to go into the kind of work I wanted, my choice would be:---------------

The type of work I would like to be doing when I am 30 years old is: ____________________ _ 

The type of work I will likel y be doing when I am 30 years old is: _______ ______ _______ _ 



t.;CFI''I OJ' V<lr.A JIOi' AL ABILITY 

P· you rhwk Y"U have the ahility tO do any job you desire? 

' 1 t.:s , Jcfi nircly 
\ res, prohahly 
) IIOL sure <.'Hiler way 

) 110, prohahly 111.H 

) 110 , dcfwnl'iy 1101 
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' h 1w llo you rare yourself in your ability to do a JOh you would want to do In comparison to your classmates who have 
, , Lnllar imcrests'! 

) la m among the best 
) I am above the average 
) I arn average 

) I am below average 
) 1 am the poorest 

\v ''"~ redo you think you would rank in your ability to do your favorite job? 
l Among thl:! best 

1 Above average 

) Average 

) Below average 

1 Among the poorest 
o,, you feel you have the academic ability to complete training necessary in the occupation of your greatest interest? 

( ) >es, definuely 
( ) yes, probabl)• 

) uncenaw 
) no, proha hly nor 

) no, tlefllHiely not 
I vour 0pinio11 how good do you think your wor~ will he in rhe occupuion you might choo~e? 

1 my work would be very good 
) my work tlould be above average 
) my work would be average 
) my work would be below average 
) my work would be rather poor 

.\fter ;> years of working in dle JOb of your greatest interest where do you think you will rank in comparison with others who 
I; •vc held the same job for 5 years? 
( ) among rhe best 

( ) above average 
) average 
) bel·ow average 
) among rhe lowest 

c :ompared to others your age. how would you rate yourself in knowledge of the job of your greatest interest? 
( ) 1 have complete knowledge 

) I have more knowledge than most 
) .lbout the same as others 
) less thall 01hers 
) almost none 

1here are NO linutations on occupational choice or advancement , within an occupation of your interest, how do you rate 
,1 \nr cJ,ances for promotion based upon quality of work? 

( ) among the best 
) above avcra~e 

) average 
) below average 
) among rhe poorest 



CEPl OF ArADEMIC ABILITIES 

llo"' du yuu rate yourself in school ability compared with a close friend? 
( ' T am much heaer 

1 a111 Sllllll' What better 
·, we arc C'Qtta I 

t my tncml 1s somewhat be uer 
l my fr1 Cild 1" much beuer 

1 h'w do you rate you rself iu schoo l ability compared with those in your cl&u at college? 
) T am among the best 
) I am above average 
·, 1 am average 
) I am helow average 
~ lam anong the poorest 

Wlterc do you think you would rank in your class i n coJlege' 
( l J am among the best 
( ) I .Jm above avera~e 

) Jam average 
) l am below average 
) 1 am among the poorest 

i);.1 you think you have the a bility to complete a grad uate college program? 
r ) yes, definitely 
1 ) yes , prohahly 
( ·1 nor sure either way 

) pruha bly ttOI 

) 110 

\V Ite re Uo you t ltillk you would rank i n your class at graduate school? 
( ) an!Uttg the 11l!sl 

) ahovc average 
) average 
) hel<1w average 
) a mon~ the poorest 

4J 

·orget for a moment how others grade your work. In yow own opinion how good do YOU think your work is? 
f ) my work is excellent 

) my work is good 
) my ,.,ork is average 
) my work is below average 
) my work is much be low average 
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APPENDIX G 

TWO-YEAR OFFIC~ ADMINISTRATION 

INDIVIDUAL SC URES USED IN STUDY 

Student SES VASC AASC H. S GPA Coll. GPA 

1 R4 35 26 4.0 3.9 
2 84 'j4 24 3.8 3.2 
3 22 27 19 3.9 2.8 
4 34 34 19 3.0 2.5 
5 47 26 22 ).2 2. 8 
6 47 37 22 3.7 2.7 
7 50 34 14 2.5 2.5 
'l 60 )2 20 2.0 2.0 
9 60 34 24 3. 8 ) .4 

10 60 )4 21 3. 0 2.6 
ll 60 32 23 4.0 3.7 
12 61 35 23 3.0 3. 3 
13 ?2 32 21 3.8 3.2 
14 84 31 19 J .O 2.5 
15 45 3fl 25 3 .7 3. 4 
16 19 31 26 J .5 :l .2 
17 19 J3 23 3.2 :1 . 0 
11l 15 28 18 3.0 2.9 
19 14 34 22 3.3 3. 2 
20 14 JO 20 3.0 2.0 
21 85 :n 21 3. 8 3.0 
22 12 )fl 25 ),2 ).4 
23 14 )1 19 3.8 4. 0 
24 65 JO 22 ).3 3.0 
25 54 32 20 3. 0 2.8 
26 72 29 18 2.5 2.5 
27 49 )6 27 3. 0 3.0 
21l 54 29 18 2.8 2.3 
29 29 )6 23 3. 6 3. 5 
30 25 31 19 
'1 1 72 30 9 2.7 
"' 2 36 32 21 3.0 
''3 26 34 17 ).8 3.0 
34 84 37 20 3.4 3. 1 
35 79 32 21 2.5 3. 0 
) 6 24 32 20 3.8 ) .5 
37 77 )0 19 ).0 2.R 
38 34 36 21 3.9 3.6 
39 59 26 23 ) .9 3. 5 



44 

Al t 'r.'WIX G Continued 

Student SES VASC AASC H.S. GPA Coll. G!'A 

40 27 27 18 3.0 2.8 
41 14 J6 23 3.5 ;.6 
42 15 33 20 ) .5 ) . 0 
4J 14 '16 25 J,O J,O 
44 84 29 17 ).5 3.5 
45 49 2R 20 ) . 2 ).9 
46 72 26 21 2.5 2.4 
47 65 3'! 21 3.2 2.5 
4P. 25 32 20 3.7 3.2 
49 8 )4 24 3 .5 2.7 
50 49 12 19 2.8 2.5 
51 85 Jl 19 ).0 2.7 
52 25 32 z; 3.'3 :l .5 
S'l 25 29 19 3.5 J,O 
54 37 34 21 3.0 2.R 
55 79 )6 26 3.7 2.9 
56 14 29 18 J .s 2.7 
57 24 32 18 
5fl 48 JJ 24 ), R :1 .2 
59 19 30 20 J,O 
60 58 :1o 19 3.8 2.5 
61 82 31 17 3. 0 2. 'l 
62 60 28 19 J,4 3 .7 
6:l 47 36 22 3.5 2.5 
64 JJ 28 22 ).7 3 .5 
65 14 31 20 ) .7 3-5 
66 62 3J 22 3.2 3 .4 
67 14 34 22 ) .6 3.0 
6R 48 J3 24 ') ,0 ;.o 
69 40 27 19 ).5 3.0 
70 14 J2 22 3.5 ).0 
7l 14 Jl 7 3. 0 4. 0 
72 72 35 20 2.9 3.} 
Tl 78 JB 2'l 3-5 3. 7 
74 44 J3 25 4. 0 4,0 
75 25 32 25 J.? :LFI 
76 49 30 20 :J.4 2. 5 
77 70 )4 21 3. 2 2. 5 
79 61 ; 1 22 J .? 4,0 
79 15 :l l 20 '3,0 2.5 
80 14 34 26 3.6 3.5 
fll 72 37 26 3.9 ) . 8 
82 18 32 22 3.1 2.6 
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AP~NDIX G Continued 

:>tude,.,t. SES VASC AASC H. S. G!A Cell . G1 A 

83 96 32 20 2. 9 2. R 
84 14 23 17 ) . 0 3.0 
85 31 29 23 3.5 3.3 
86 31 39 26 :J . 7 3.4 
87 31 40 25 ) . 0 
f.\8 72 )0 18 3. 0 2. 0 

~ean 44 32 20 3. 2 2.9 
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A?~NDIX H 

FOlli<- YEAR 8LSINE.SS E.DUCATION 

INDIVIDUAL SCvRES USED IN STUDY 

Student SES VASC AASC H.S. GPA Co1l. GPA 

1 76 }2 21 2. 5 J .O 
2 72 34 21 } . 0 } . 0 
3 72 35 24 ) .9 3 . 0 
4 72 31 22 } . 7 3. 5 
5 68 30 22 3. 8 ) . 8 
6 14 31 21 } .9 3.1 
7 14 28 19 2. 5 2 . 0 
~ 14 29 111 } . 4 2.7 
9 14 ")5 23 3 .3 2.13 

10 85 36 26 ) . il 3.2 
ll 44 29 17 } . 0 ; .o 
1.2 39 34 20 3.0 2. 0 
1:• 39 28 1.7 2.7 2.6 
14 "16 31 22 3.5 "). 0 
15 29 37 23 3. 8 3 -9 
16 28 35 }0 2. 8 2 .5 
17 27 34 25 } .9 ) . 0 
18 27 2R 21 } . 8 J .? 
19 24 :n 20 }.3 :L 4 
20 24 27 21 2 .9 2. 5 
21 22 37 24 } .7 3.6 
22 22 }4 24 3 .9 :.l. 5 
2} 19 38 24 }.5 4. 0 
24 19 38 24 J . 6 3.4 
25 19 :;o 1'3 "l. 5 2. 5 
26 '35 35 25 } .8 } . 6 
27 85 32 19 3 .7 3. 0 
28 84 3'1 2} 3 .9 2.5 
29 84 26 16 ) . 0 2. } 
)0 79 32 28 3. 6 3. 6 
'11 7R 26 Hl }.0 2.9 
) 2 14 37 21 3 . 0 2.8 
3' 14 31 21 ) . 2 3.0 
"14 14 33 16 } . 0 
35 14 }1 24 3 -7 3 .4 
; 6 14 37 26 } .8 2.R 
"37 14 36 26 ). 0 2.5 
'JI'' 14 32 22 ") . 4 3. 3 
:.•9 14 }0 20 3. 5 3.2 
40 14 25 20 3. 5 2.'3 
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A Pf1:~lOU Y Con tl.'1ued 

SturleT't SES VASC AA SC H. S. GPA Coll. GPA 

41 14 35 21 2.5 2.7 
42 14 )0 20 ).8 J .R 
4J 14 )2 20 :J. 6 ).5 
44 14 J6 21 ) . 6 ) .2 
45 14 J2 24 ).8 J .4 
46 14 31 21 2. 8 2. 5 
47 68 J4 25 ) .7 3. 1 
4il 68 J 1 20 ) . ) 2 .7 
49 61 )7 26 ).9 ).6 
50 60 JJ 2) ) . 2 J .J 
51 60 27 16 ) . 0 ) .0 
52 56 JO 20 :1. 5 J.5 
53 53 JJ 20 J .2 2. 7 
54 51 )0 20 ) .9 
55 50 34 25 J . O 2. 5 
56 47 29 17 2. 0 2. 5 
57 46 )6 2fl ) . 9 J . ) 
5'l 44 J l 21 :J. 5 l. :1 
59 19 27 20 ).'l 2. 8 
60 19 35 26 ).7 3.7 
61 19 29 20 ) .4 :;.6 
62 19 31 19 ) .5 
6) 19 39 28 4.0 ).6 
64 19 29 21 2. 5 2.9 
65 lR 23 24 ) .8 3 . 5 
66 14 )0 20 :; .6 2.7 

Mean )8 31 21 1.3 :; . o 
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