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THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ORDINAL POSITION AND DE?E!DHCI;
AFFILIATION , DOMINANCE, AFFECTIQN,
AND TASK~-ORTENTATION

CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

’E&rly studies of birth order dealt with the relationship between
ordinal position in the family and & variety of phenomema: intelligence,
fame, behavior problems, emotional s?ability, nervousness, sensitivity to
pain, happiness, 'pt.blitical attitudes, Jjealousy, school performsnce, stut-
tering, neuroticism, snd psychosis (Murphy, Murphy & Newcomb, 1937). Stu-
dies which were conducted during this period were characterized by the
view that ordinal position, in itself, r#ther than certain wniformities of
- experience concomitant with ordinal position, had determining value in the
development of various personality and soclial characteristics. Data from
these studies were considered by Mirphy, Muphy & Newcomb to be ambiguous,
contradictory, and incenclusive; and these authors concluded that it was
futile to try to explain behavior in terms of such non-psychological factors
as birth order.

Since the time these studies were conducted, increasing interest
.. has developed in the use of specific parent-child techmiques (Sears, Maccoby,
& levin, 1957; Sears, 1950; Whiting & Child, 1953) and in sib-sib relatim-
ships (Koch 1955, 1956a, 1956b, 1956c, 1957; Toman, 196ia). The consequences
of parent-child and sib-sib interactions have come into foous, and the re-
sultant psychological climate of the child has received increasing atten-
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tion (Adier, 1945; Schachter, 1959; Toman, 1959¢, 1959d, 1960c, 1961a,
1961b). As a consequence, a new emphasis has been placed upon the role
of ordinal position and upon the differential familial experiences encoun-
tered by children in each position. Re-examination of the role of ordi-
nal position has led to the conclusion that if consis‘bent differences do
e:d.s£ among siblings in different ordinal positiens, they are likely to
be due to the differemtial experiences accompanying these positions.

The change in emphasis which has taken place is revealed by the
changing use of the term "ordinal position." "Ordinal position," at first,
referred to birth order in the family. Reflecting a basically physiolo=
gical orientation, there was an extended discussion (see Krout, 1939, for
instance) as to whether actual birth should beé considered or whether it
might not be better to consider order of conception. If a child's birth
was the result of the fourth conception, and if one of the previous con-
ceptions had been sborted, he was in the fourth position even though there
‘had been only two previous births. Currently, the term is used to indi-
cate birth order and several other factors such as sex of siblings. For
purposes of clarity, in the present study, "ordinal position" will refer
to birth order alone. "Ordinal type" will be used to refer to a combina-
tion of birth order, subject's sex, sib's sex, age distance betwsén sib-
lings ("spacings"), and the number of sibs. The particular characteris-
tics of the ordinal fyp;s discussed will be specified. (For an example of
the degree of elaboration which this ldnd of typing can reach, see Toman,
1961).

Among the studies which relate ordinal position to persomality va-
rlables there exists a set of studies which are primarily concernad with
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several dimensions of interpersonal relationships and with task-orienta-
tion. Although differemt authors use different descriptive terms and dif-
ferent scales for dealing with these dimensions, the concerm seems to be |
with variables which may be referred to as "dependency," "affiliation,"
"Jominance," "affection," and "task-orientation." Several authors also
deal with variables other than these; hence the review of the literature
which follows is selective (both with respect to the authors chosen and
with respect to the material cited for a particular author) rather than
exhaustive.

Stagner & Katzoff (1936) divided 430 college men into six ordinal
types (omly child, older of two childremn, younger of two children, oldest
of three or more children, and intermediate children), and examined the
differences among types with respect to emotionality, self-sufficiency,
and dominance. Measures of thése characteristics were obtained from the
Emotionality, Self-sufficiency, and Dominance scales of the Bernreuter Per-
sonality Inventory (1933). No significant differences were found among
ordinal types for any of the variables.

Krout (1939) studied the relationships between ordinal type and
each of the following: parent-initiated behaviors (parental dominance, pé.-
rental favorites, and parental diseipline), sibling relationships (domi-
nance, submission, and attachment), and relationships with non-familial
poers (dominance, submission, and attachment). His data are based on re-
sponses by 1,093 college-aged men and women from lower-middle and working-
class gfonps to a four-part inventory. The first section contained a re-
quest for a-list of all living and dead family members of each subject.
'Ihisv list gaire the ‘pa.tents' ages, and the siblings by sex, age, and date
of birth. The second section contained a check-list of ordinal positions.
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The third section contained twenty~-four statements concerning relations
within the home, especially those related to discipline, dominance, and
emotional attachment. The fourth section contained eight statements re-
ferring to affection, domination, and submission in relationships with ex-
trafamilial indiv:i.duals.

Barring a complete reanalysis of his data, Krout's conclusions
cannot be checked. His statistical tests are not clear, and a number of
his conclusions seem to be contradictory among themselves and to be con-
tfa.dicted by the data. For what théy are worth, his conclusions are:
younger brothers are dominated (in descending order) by the older of two
males, a male between a male and a female, oldest male followed by a male
or a female, and by a male between two females. No relationship was found
between ordinal type and domination of a younger sister. For each sex,
the dominant sibling was found to be elther an intermediate child surrounded
by siblings of sirrilar sex or an older child foliomd by a sibling of the
opposite sex. For males; domination of a younger sister (whem it occurs)
is not associated with domination of non-familial peers. Males who do not
dominate younger sisters tend to dominate non-familial males but they do not
dominate non-familial :femles. Moles who dormdnate younger brothers domi-
nate non-familial males, but they do not dominate non-fardilial females.
Females who do not dominate younger sisters do not dominate non-familial
males or females. |

For males, attachment to brothers (older or younger) is accompanied
by attachment to non-familial males; attachment to sisters (older or younger)
is accompanied by attachment to non-familial males and females. For females,
attachment to brothers is concomitant with attachment to males outside of
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the family; lack of attaci:ment to sibliﬁgs is accompanied by lack of at-
tachment to non~familial individuals.

Neither Stagner & Katzoff (1936) nor Krout (1939) provided a
strong conceptual system for the interpretation of their results. For
the former investigators, no relationship between personality characteris-
tics and ordinal type was predicted because they believed that personali-
ty was only little influenced by ordinal type. In part, this prediction
was consistent with their mild anti-psychoanalytic view and with their em-
phasis on social determinants of personality. Krout offered after-the-fact
interpretations of some of his results. In general, these interpretations
consisted of a set of statements of "common-sense' expectations of the con-
sequences of playing out different familial roles. Beller (1955, 1957)
and his associates, on the other hand, have been engaged in a systematic
study of several aspects of child behavior--notably dependency and inde-
perdence--which uses the conceptual system developed by Whiting & Child
(1953), Sears (1950), and Sears, Maccoby, & Levin (1957). This system
attempts to deal with developmental phenomena by extending Hull's system
of conceptss By combining these concepts with ideas that were developed
in anthropology and from studies of child behavior, a loose but efféctive
system of understanding the effects of child-rearing practices has deve=-
loped. Within this system, Beller has been concerned with the develop=-
ment of behavior scales which would permit the testing of some of the ideas.

One of these ideas is that independence training starts earlier and
is stronger for later-born children than for first-borm children. As a
consequence, later-borm children should be less depemdent than first-born
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yomgsters. Although the results are not always significant (Gewirtz,: 1948;
Beller, 1948), there is a set of consistent findings (Gewirtz,. 1948;Beller,
1948; Dean, 1947; Habaerle, 1958) which support this prediction. Dean
(1948) had mothers in twenty two-child families compare their children
with respect to a large number of persomality items (ihcluding Beller's
rating scales for independence and dependency). All of the children in-
volved were younger than seven years, and each pair of siblings contained
members of the same sex. Dean found that first-born children were judged
by their mothers to be more dependent, more worried, more excitable, more
vulnerable to hurt feelings, and less demonstrably affectionate than were
their younger sibs.

In 2 study Gerwitz; (1948) used a2 set of behavior rating scales de-
veloped by Beller (1948) to study dependency in 42 three- and four-year old
nursery-school children. The dependency scales deal with behavior which
involves seeking help, seeking physical contact, seeking proximity, seeke
ing attention, and seeking recognition. Using a time-sampling technique
which provided four hours of observation of each child over a four-month
period, nursery school teachers rated each child on these scales. Later-
born children were less dependent than first-born (or only) children.

The differences found were not significant but were consistemt.

As part of a larger study of dependency and aggression, Habaerle
(1958) studied the relationship between dependency and ordinal positione
Subjects were mildly disturbed children, three to six years old, who at-
tended a therapeutic nursery school. Almost all of the subjects had only
one or two sibs. They were rated on Beller's scales four times a year by
the teachers. Summated ratings provided the dependency scores. For boys
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and girls combined, first-born children were more dependent than later-
bom children. This findjpg was true for boys alone, but was not true for
girls alme (i.e., there was no difference between first- and later-born
girls).

Koch uses a conceptual system similar to that used by Beller to
try to account for her findings. Because her study is so complex, with so
many detalled findings, she is unable to offer a general interpretation of
her findings; instead, there are many after-the-fact interpretations of
relatively isolated resultss In a seﬁes of articles (1955, 1956a, 1956b,
1957), Koch reports the results of an extensive study of 384 five- and six-
year old children, all of whém come from native-born, urban, intact, two-
child families. The purpose of the study was t(; investigate fhe relation-
ships between a set of classification variables and a variefy of attitudes.
Each child was placed into one of twenty-four classification groups formed
by the intersection of four variables: subject-sex, ordinal position (first-
born, second-born), sibling-sex, and age-spacing (sib's age distance from
the subject: 7-24 months, 25-48 months, 49-72 months). Persmality. infor-
mation was obtained from teachers® ratings on the Fels Child Behavior Rat-
ing Scales (Richards & Powell, 1941) and the California Behavior Inven-
tory for Nursery School Children (Conrad, 1933), children's respemses to
the Childremns' Apperception Test (Bellak & Bellak, 1950) and to a semi-
strmectured interview schedule. Only the results from the Fels Child Be-
havior Rating Scales and the California Behavior Inventory for Nursery
School Children are reported in these articles. Of the forty-two variables
which were analyzed, nineteen seem to have relevance for affiliation, af-

fection, dominance, dependency, and task-orientation: gregariousness,
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friendliness to children, social apprehensiveness, wmecooperativeness with
peers (affiliation); affectionateness, kindness, fwiendliness to adults,
selfishmess (affection); aggressiveness or initiative (dominance); ten-
deney to bid for adult attemtion, tendency to appeal to adults for help,
responsiveness to adult sympathy and approval (dependency); and planfule
ness, ambition, responsiblemness, tenacity, curiosity, enthusiasm, tenden-
cy to dawdle or procrastinate (fask—orimtation). Analyses of these vari-
ables reveal that there are significant ordinal-position effects or sig-
nificant interaections involving ordinal-position for only five of these
variables.

For friendliness to children, the interaction of subject-sex with
ordinal position spacing is significant. Second-borm males whose sib is
49-72 months removed are friendlier than second-born males with other sib
spacings. All classes of girls are equally friendly to other children,
and the level of friendliness is relatively high.

The sib-sex by ordinal-position by spacing interaction is signi-
ficant for the variable bids for adult attention. With a spacing of 7-24
months, children with younger brothers make the most bids for attention;
for 25-48 months, younger children make more bids for attention than do
older children; and for 49-72 months, boys make more bids than do girls.
With regard to pesponsjveness to adults, there is a significant subject-
sex by sib-sex by ordinal position interaction: of second-borm children,
boys with older sisters are least responsive.

There is a significant subject-sex by sib-sex by ordinal-position
effect for enthusiasme For first-borm boys, those with younger brothers
are less enthusiastic than those with younger sisters; for all other clas-
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es, children with brothers are more enthusiastic than children with sis-
terse With respect to gl_aﬂ;gg, the subject-sex by ordinal position ef-
‘fect shows: for older children, there is no sex difference; for ymmger.
children, boys are rated higher than are girls. Younger girls do less
dawdling than does any other group.

During his investigation of the determinants of gregariousness,
Schachter (1959) was led to a consideration of the relationships between
ordinal position and affiliation and (later) dependency. It is clear
from a number of studies that anxlety is one of the major consequences
of social isolation. Schachter then reasoned that affiliation with others
--assoclation with others as a means to social goals (prestige, approval)
rather than as a means to asocial goals (making money, finishing a job)--
would have an effect opposite to that of isolation; namely, affiliation
should serve as a reliever of anxiety. He further reasoned that first-born
children should be more anxious than later-born children and that they
should be more likely to find affiliation a means of relieving anxiety.

His argument is based on the notion (which is supported by the findings of
Sears, Maccoby, & Levin, 1957) that a mother of a first-born child is

more consistent in her treatment of the child than she is in her treat-
ment of later children. Further, she is more ill-at-ease, more worried,
more immediately responsive, and more anxiety reducing with this child
than with later childrem. The mother is more casual about child-rearing
in gemeral with later children, and she is less responsive to them:. In
addition, later-born children have in their immediate situation other indi-
viduals (siblings) who are as likely to raise anxiety as they are to lower
it. Two predictions follow from this line of reasoning: (1) first~born
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children are more anxious than later-born children; (2) first-born chil-
dren are more likely to seek association with others (be affiliative) in
the presence of anxiety.

With respect to the prediction that first-born children are more
anxious than later-born children, relevant experimental data are found in
a study of the effects of cognitive content on anxiety and time perception
by Schachter & Hoinzelmamn (1959), the results of which Schachter (1959)
related to ordinal position. In this experiment, each subject (all females)
received three series of shocks. Each serles consisted of up to twenty-
four shocks systematically inecreasing in intensity in steps of approximate-
1y two volts. In ea_ch series, the subject was asked to tell the experi-
menter when she first felt the current, when it became painful, and when
it became unbearable and she wanted the experimenter to stop. First-born
subjects were considerably less willing or able to withstand pain than were
later-born subjects. These findings are used to support Schachter's con-
clﬁsion that more anxiety and fear are gemerated in first-bormn children
than in later-born children when both grouj)s are exposed to anxiety-pro-
voking situations. Further support for this conclusion is found in the
self-ratings of subjects on a 6-po:m‘t anxiety scale developed by Schach-
ter (1959); first-born subjects rated themselves as feeling more uneasy
(anxious) about participating in an experiment in which they were to be
shocked than did later-born subjects.

The likelihood that first-born children seek association with others
in the presence of anxiety was investigated in a study by Schachter (1959).
In this study, he used sixty~two female col'l.eée students recruited from
courses in introductory psychology at the University of Mimmesota. He di-
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vided the subjects into two groups and had each group participate in ﬁne
or the other of two experimental conditions. The experimental conditions
differed only with respect to the set created by the experimenter. "High
anxiety" was induced in one group by creating a fear of being painfully
shocked. The Mow anxiety" experiméntal condition was one in which the
subjects were assured that the experiment ‘was a routine one which they
would probably enjoy. The ex:anﬂ.ner. asked thé' subjectg in each group to
indicate their feelings about being ‘shocked by rating their reactions on
a five-point scale. Following this step in the procedure, the examiner
explained that there would be a ten-minute waiting period while experimen-
- tal arrangements were being completed. He further explained that there
were a number of rooms available for use while waiting, and that subjects
could either wait alone or together with others. He p'e.Ssed out a sheet
on which the subjects could indicate their preference (to wait alone or
with others), then another sheet on which they could indicate the intensi-
| ty of their preference. To get a final measure of the effectiveness of
the anxiety manipulation, the experimenter passed out another sheet on
vhich each subject was asked to indicate whether or not she would still
like to participate in the experiment. The experiment ended after the sub-
Jjects had marked these last sheets, and the examiner explained the proce-
dure to the subjects and told them why deception had been used.

Results indicated that in the high anxiety condition, first-borm
and only children strongly preferred being together, whereas later-born
children did not. In the low anxiety condition, there were no ordinal-
position differences. On the scales of anxiety, the fear-inducing situa-

tion aroused oonsiderably more anxiety and fear in first-bornm than in la-
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ter-born subjects.

With respect to the relationship between ordinal position and de-
p&ﬁmcy, Schachter draws upon the work of Dean '(19’47), Gewirtz (1948),Beller
(1948), and Habaerle (1958) whose findings are consistent with his own.

The concomitance of greater anxiety and more dependency found in first-born
children, in contrast to later-born children, led Schachter to the consi-
deration that affiliative 'bendéncy is.a function of dependency, with de-
pendency as the more basic factor.

Schachter's reasoning with respect to dependency involves differen-
ces in the amount of parental attention given first-borm and later-born
children, fhe'presence of other sibs in the later~bom child's environment,
differential parental protectiveness, and differential consistency of pa-
rental behavior toward firsf:;bom and later~born children. Hypotheses rele-
vant to this line of reasoning are offered by Sears, Whiting, Nowles, &
Sears (1953) and Whiting & Childs (1953) who suggest that the development
of dependency is contingent upoﬁ two factors: generous amounts of attention
lavished upon the thld and frustration of infantile dependency needs.
Sears, Maccoby, & Levin (1957) treateci this problem in a study of patterns
of child rearing and found that parental behavior toward first-born chil-
dren is characterized by considerably more permissiveness and attention
than in the case of later-borm children. These authors also found greater
inconsistencsr in the behavior of pmnts in the training of first-borm
children than in the training of later-born children. With first-born
children, parents are more extreme in their behavior than with later-born
children; while they are more attentive and permissive on the one hand, they
are also more demanding and harsh in the discipline of first-born children
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than is the case with later-born éhild:ren, thus simltaneously reinfor-
cing and frustrating dependency needs in first-born children.

Toman (1961) presents the most elaborate system for dealing with
the relationships between ordinal type and personality characteristics.
In a mammer similar to that of other workers, he assumes that role rela-
tionships which develop in the family carry over to non-familial interper-
sonal jrela’t::‘l.ons}:ci.ps. His predictions about interpersonal relationships
are based on the principle that interpersonal relationships will be har-
mozﬁ.ous to the degré’e that the individuals involved have a history of come-
plementary familial roles. In order to vnderstand this principle, it is
necessary to understand Toman's héndling of ordinal types. Each person
is deseribed by considering his sex and ordinal position, the sex and or-
dinal position of each of his sibs, the age-~distance to ﬁearest sibling,
and loss of any mgmber of the family. Loss of parent or sibling serves
as a modifier of other cha;ré.cteristics. Age-distance to nearest sibling
of more than six years is considered to be the equivalent of having no
sibs. If possible, the ordinal typing of an individual includes the ty-
ping of each of his parents. All of these factors are used to type the
individuale . Two people will interact in a conflict-free fashion if they
are complementary types;_ GeZey a marriage will be a good one if an older
brother of a sis*be:r marries a younger sister of a brother. In effect,
Toman expects the role relaﬁonships which are developed in the family to
be extended into the marriage.

The behavior Toman deals with is not easily specifiable. He de-
scribes people by referring to their attitudes and to broad role rela.ticn:-
tionships which deﬁ'elop in the family, and he tests his predictions by con-
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sidering‘ global criteria such as marital success (1960a, 1961b), success
in therapy (1961a), and parent-child conflict (1961a). An example of the
kind of description Toman uses is given by the summary of oldest brother
of brothers. The oldest brother of brothers is a leader and master of
other men. He manipulates others, through various persuasive or forceful
techniques, to do as 'he directs theme He is a good worker, readily taking
hardships @on himself. He deals with authority either by becoming like
specific authority figures or by finding loopholes g.nd undermining authority.
In either case, he is always ready to assume the role of authority himself.
He builds up property in an orderly and temacious mammer. He is a tough
guy with women, treating girls like younger brothers who are expected to
live up to his assignments and to be content with very little in~ return.
His best match is a girl who is the youngest sister of brothers. The poor-
est of all possible matches that the oldest brother of brothers can make
would be that with the oldest sister of sisters only. He is planful for
the future of his family and tends to be an autocrat in dealing with his
wife and children. Politically, he believes in strong leadership, even
dictatorships; although he may be a revolutionary as a young man, he ends
up as a conservative. He is reluctant to rely upon ocutside help and would
rather give than receive help. He is rigid in his religious attitudes and
can rarely be an ordinary pious person. If he ever enters psychotherapy,
he is inclined to dislike his dependence upon the therapist, Just as he
dislikes wunavoidable dependence upon other people.

Although Tomsn offers no specific empirical support for these con-
clusions, they are based upon his observations of more then 400 persons,

317 of which he had contact with in clinical settings. For this reasam,
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_ and because of his well-developed system, they should be given serious can-
sideration; A summary of his statements about éffniation, dependency,
dominance, affection and task-orientation follows: With respect to depen-
dency, first-born siblings, in contrast to last-borm siblings, are more
independent, planful, self-sufficient, and intolerant of help or support
from others. They are more prone than last~borm siblings to give help,
protection, and support to others. Last-born siblings are more affilia-
tive than first-born siblings who are more exclusive and impersocnal in
interpersonal relationships. Friendships tend to be strong among first-
born siblings, but they are confined to relatively few individuals; laste
born siblings are more gregarious in a general sense. With respect to
dominance, first-born siblings are more dominant and controlling than are
last-borm siblings. First-born siblings, except older sisters of brothers,
generally are affectiopate toward fewer people than are last-born siblings.
Older sisters of brothers are demonstratively affectionate as well as nur-
turant toward males. Regarding task-orjentation, first~born siblings are
considerably more task-oriemnted, more planful, more practical, and less
easily distracted by non-job-oriented goals.

A summary of the findings of different investigators with respect
to dependency, affiliation, dominance, affection, and task-orientation is
given belowe In this summary, despite a lack of specific empirical support,
Toman's conclusions will be given the same status as are the results of
other investigators.

Regarding dependency, Schachter (1959), Dean (1947), Gewirtz (1948),
Beller (1948), Habaerle (1958), Ehrlich (1958), and Sears (1950) found
that first-born children are more dependent than later-borm children.
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Toman holds that first-born children are less dependent than later-born
children. Stagner & Katzoff (1936) found no relationship between ordinal
position and self-sufficiency, and Koch (1956a) found no relationship be-
tween ordinal position and asking for adult help. Koch did find a signi-
ficant subject-sex by sib-sex by ordinal-position interaction with respect
to responsiveness to adult sympathy and approval: of firsteborn children,
girls with younger brothers are most responsive; of second-born children,
boys with older sisters were least responsive.

With respect to afgmé.tion, Schachter (1959), Schachter & Heinzel-
marn (1960), and Ehrlich (1958) found that first-born children are more
a.ffiliative..ﬂlan Jater-born children. Koch found no relationship between
ordinal position and friendliness; however she did obtain a significant
interaction of subject-sex with ordinal position spacing. Second-born males
whose sib is 49-72 months removed are friendlier than second-born males
with other sib spacings. Toman takes the position that first-borm siblings
are less gregarious and affiliative than last-born children.

In regard to dominance, Stagner & Katzoff (1936), Koch (1956a), and
Krout (1939) found no differences between children in different ordinal po-
sitions. Toman, on the other hand, states that first-borm siblings, both
male and female, are more dominant than last-borm siblings. First-born
children with siblings of the same sex are wore dominant than children with
opposite sex siblings, according to Toman.

Koch (1955) and Krout (1939) found no significant differemnces among
ordinal positions with respect to affection. Dean (1948) and Toman (1961a)
found first-bom siblings to be less affectionate than later-born children.

Only Koch (1956b) and Toman (1961a) present material concerning
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tagk-orientation and ordinal position. Koch did not find significant or=-
dinal position differences with regard to dawdling; however she did find
a significant subject-sex by ordinal position effect which showed that among
later-bornm children, boys are rated higher for dawdling than are girls.
Toman states that first-bom children, in contrast to last-born children,
are more task-oriented, more planful, and more responsible.

It is apparent that for none of the variables is there complete
agreement among investigators. Lack of agreement may be attributable to
differences with respecf. to: age and sex of subjects, sex- and age-charac-
teristies of sibs of subjects, sources of data (whether teachers, mothers,
or self), and the nature of the behavior studied. Schachter (1959), for
instance, is concerned with very specific behavior in a concrete situation.
Toman, on the other hand, is concerned with global behavior which is rela-
tively independent of immediate situations. A real question arises as to
vhether investigators are talking about the same phenomena when they speak
of "dependency," for instance. If they are, Toman certainly is wrong in
his conclusions. But perhaps they are not speaking of the same thing.
There is need for a study which deals with the same variables studied by
previous investigators, but which concerns itself with behavior that is
more general than the kind considered by some investigators but more formal-
1y designatable than the kind considered by Toman.



CHAPTER IT

PROBELEM

A review of the literature dealing with the relationships between
ordinal position or ordinal type and several aspects of behavior reveals
no consistent set of conclusions about these relationships. The aspects
of behavior under comsideration are: dependency, affiliation, dominance,
affection, and task-orientation. Despite the fact that different investi-
gators use similar or identical variable names (e.g., "dependency"), they
frequently seem to focus on markedly different kinds of behavior. Toman's
views (1961a) frequently are divergent from those of other investigators,
and it seems significant that he is least concerned with specific, situa-
tionally deterrined behavior. Studiés are needed which translate Toman!
global statements into manageable data sets which have reference to fairly
broad forms of behavior. It is usual, when seeking such data, to use scores
on tests from which general behavior tendencies may be inferred.

Since these variables may be characterized in different ways, it
seems advisable to indicate the ways in which they will be used in this
study: Dependency relationships frequently involve two complementary modes
of behaving: being succorant and being nurturant. "Succorance" refers to
the neea to seek help and encouragement from others; to have others be kind-
1y, sympathetic, and understanding about personal problems; to seek and ac-
cept attention, recognition; and favors from others. "Nurturance" refers
to the need to help, sympathize, and give attention to others; to care for
others and to share in efforts to cope with the problems of others.

“Affiliation™ refers to the need to participate with others; to make

18
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as many friends as possible; to seek the company of others rather than to
do things alome. In general, to interact with others becsuse there is
something desirable about the interaction itself.

"Dominance® refers to the need to influenoe and to mnipulate the
behavior of others; to mintain a position of power over others; to seek
the position of leadership in groups; to make decisions for others; to su-
pervise and direct the actions of others.

“Attocﬁcﬁ" refers to the need to display or to receive love and
friendship in relation to others; to originate affectionate personal re-
lationships or to respond favorebly to affectionats, personal behavior ini-
tiated by others; to seek closs, emotionally involved relatiocnships with
others.

“Task-orientation” refers to the need to do ocme's best on jobs re-
quiring skill and effort; to be comcerned with the Job to the relative ex-
clusion of self- or intersction-oriented goals; to achieve success in re-
lation to the jJob itself rather than in relation to the attitude of others;
to stick to a Job mntll it is satisfactorily completed.

The general problem to which the current study is addressed is that
of investigating the relationships between ordinal position and dependency,
affiliation, dominance, affection, and task-orientatiom. More spscifically,
the purpose of the omrrent study is to determine the relationships between
ordinal position and each of the following needs as defined by standard
~ tests: mxrturance, succorance, affiliatim, dominance, affection, and
task-orimtation.




CHAPTER ITX
. MEPHOD

In a single sessimn for each subject, subjects completed a perso-
nal date sheet, the Orientation Inventory, the FIRO-B, and the Blwards
Personal Preference Schedule, in that order. Sabjects were tested in
groups but they were not all tested at the sams tims. They were allowed
to begin taking the tests, in the order stated, at the time of their ar-
rival to the testing rooms. Subjects were instructed that they could re-
tain snonymity, if desired, by entering initials in the spaces where names
were requested. ipproximately 10§ of the subjects identified their re-
coxds in this wy.

. SRjects
Of the ninety-two individuals who completed the personal data

sheet, thirty-nine men and thirty-two women were selocted as subjects.
The personal data sheet (see Appendix A) provided information about ordi-
nal position, sex, and age of the subject and of each sibling; age inter-
vals betwoen subjects and siblings; stability of the family; illnesses,
desths, separations, divorces, or other prolonged sbsences of persons in
the famdly; presence and length of stay of living-in relatives or other
persons; ages of parents at the time of the subject's birth; and oocupa-
tims of parents. Only the following informatimn was used to select and
to classify subjects: sex, ordinal position, and sex of siblings. Only
individusls who satisfied the following criteria were used as subjects:
people who were either the oldest (first-borm) or youngest (last-born)

child and whose sibs were all of the same sex (mot necessarily that of the
20
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subject). The number of subjects in each Sex x Ordinal Positiom x Sib-Sex
classification is given in Teble 1. ’

Table 1

Husber of Subjects by Ordinal Positiom,
" sibject-sex, and Sibling-Sex

Sub jeots
Fivst-bom Last-born
Siblings Male Female Mle Femle

Male 7 10 8 4
Femle 15 11 9 b

xty-three of the seventy-one students who were selected as sub-
Joots were enrolled in Introductory and Developmemtsl Psychology courses
at the University of Oklshome. Eleven additional students, not emrolled
in these courses, spontaneously volmteered to participate in the study,
having heard of it through friends. Right of these students mﬁ selectim
criteria and were inclnded. Subjects had a mssn age of twenty years with
@ age renge from eighteen to twenty-three years. Intervals between the
age of subjects and that of nearest siblings renged from one yesr to nine
yoars with a mean age interval of three and cme<half years. Nine of the
subjects had losses in the family due to death of the father; in three of
these cases the subject was less than twelve years old when the less co-
curred. PFifty-two subjects had enly ome sibling; none had more than four
siblings. '
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‘ Doste

Orisptation Inventory. The Grientatiom Inventory (Bass, 1962) is
designed to mssure task-criemtstim, solf-orientation, and intersotion-
orientition. BEach of twuty-seven items contains three statemsmts, one for
task-crientation, ene for self-orientation, and ane for interection-orien-
tatim. The subject’s task is to select the most preferred and the least
preferred statement in each item. Directimns are printed o the test book-

‘let and the subject is instructed to read these directions carefully, them
to begin the test. Relisbdlity end validity data are presented in the
mermal by Bass (1962).

FIRO-B. The FIRO-B (Fundamental Tnterpersonal Relations Criente-
tion - Behavior) is a test in which fifty-four items are rated by the sub-
jeot on a six-point scale. The test is designed to messure the individual's
tendency to initiate behavior and to have others initiste behavior toward
him in three aress of interpersonsl interactioms inclusion, contrel, and
affectim. Initiating behavior is referred to as "Expressed.” Behsvier
designed to elioit bebavier initiated by others is referred to as Mimnted."
There are six basic scores, therefore: Expressed and Wented scores for
Inclusion, Control, and Affection. Inclusion behavior refers to the at-
tempt to inolude or to be included in interactioms with others, for exam-
ple, inviting others to a party or asking to be invited to a party given

by others. Cntrol refers to dominating or being dominated by others, for
exaxple, making decisians for others or having others make decisions for
cneself. Affectien refers to originating tender and loving relationships
with others or seeking to be the object of the affection of others, for
example, making affecticnate overtures to others or passively seeking af-
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fectionate overtures on the parts of others.

Instructions for the FIRO-B are printed on the test forms. The
subject is told to place in the box at the left of each statement the ra-
ting (me through six) which best applies to him. The subjeot is asked to
be as hanest as he can, and this request is repeated midwy through the
test. Relisbility and validity data mey be found in Sohutz (1958, pp. 66-
80).

- JEPS. The Edwards Personal Preference Schedule oonsists of 410
different statemsnts which represent fifteen of the manifest needs from
the 11st developed by Murray et al., (1938). There is a subscale for each
of the following needs: Achievement, Deference, Order, Exhibition, intonomy,
Affi13ation, Tntreceptiom, Succorance, Dominance, Abesemmt, Hurturance,
Change, Endurance, Heterosexnality, and Aggression. These items are pre-
sented as 210 different pairs, the mexbers of each pair being equal in so-
olal desirability and representing different needs. Fifteen pairs are re-
pntod‘ao-ﬂut omnsistency of response may be estimted, The total num-
ber of pairs presented to the subject, therefare, is 225. The subject is
directed to read the instructions which are printed on the answer sheet to
see how he is to record his responses. Relisbdlity snd validity dats are
presented in the revised msnual by Bdwards (1957).

These three tests were used because they msasure the behavior ten-
dencies under comsideration in this study: dependency, a.fﬁ.u_atieu, domt=
nance, affection, and task-orientation. When two tests provide msasures of
the same varisble, both tests are used in arder to provide measures of dif-
- ferent facets of the variable. The measures of dopudmcy-mﬁ behavior
are the Succorance and Nurturance sceres on the EPPS. Aﬁ‘ﬂi&t&m—r‘inud
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scores are Affiliation scores on the EPPS and Inclusion scores for Expressed
and Wanted on the FIRO-B. The measures of dominance-related behavior are
the Control scores for Expressed and Wanted on the FIRO-B and the Domdnsnce
scores on the EFPS. Affectimn-related scores are the Affection, Expressed
and Wanted, scores on the FIRO-B. Task-orientation scores were obtained

from the Orientation Inventory.



CHAPTER IV
RESULTS

For scores based on the Edwards Persomal Preference Schedule (Suc-
corsnoe, Table 3; Nurturance, Table 5; Affilistiom, Table 7; Dozdnance,
Table 11) and the Orientation Inventory (Task-crientstion, Table 17), the
sﬁmﬁcddodgn is 2 2 x 2 x 2 factorial. For scores based ontho'
FIRO-B (Inclusion, Table 9; 0&‘!‘&‘01; Table 13; mocﬁ@, Table 15), the
design 45 e 2 x 2 x 2 x.‘z, with replicatien scross scores. The major clas-
:siﬁ.oaticn varisbles in both designs are Ordinal Positioam (first-born, last-
born), Sabject-sex, sand Sibling-sex; the design for the FIRO-B socres has
the additional varisbles Scores (Expressed, Wanted) as a repeated-msasures
variable.

Mnalysis of varimoe based m unequal cell frequencles (Walker &
Lev, 1953) are conducted for all scores. The error terms reported are com-
puted by dividing the error sum of squares by the product of the degrees of
freedon and the harmmic mean of the musber of cbservations in the timee-
way oells. With one exception, the frequencies upm which the three-way
means are buodvappur in Table 1 (p. 21): For the snslyses based on scores”
from the EPPS (Tables 3, 5, 7, 11), the frequency in the cell for First-born
Females with Male.S8iblings should be reduced from 10 to 9. One female sub-
Jeot submitted an unusable EPPS.

Where significant interactions are fownd, individual i-tests are
oconducted between means of appropriate cells. These t-values are reported
as being significant when they fall into a .05 two-tailed regimm of rejec-
tim. For all {-tests, the error terms are based an the appropriate error
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terms teken from the overall analysis of variance.

The data relevant to dependency may be found in Tables 2, 3, 4,
and 5. Table 2 contains the distribution of means of Succorance scores
over ordinal position, subject-sex, snd sibling-sex, snd Table 3 contains
the smmsry of the snalysis of varinﬁco for these scores. Table 4 contains
the distribution of means of Nurturance scores over ordinal position, sub-
Joct;sox, and sibling-sex, md‘ Table 5 contains the summary of the analysis

of vu-d.anéo for these scores.

Table 2
Succorance Scores

Distribution of Means® over Ordinal Position,
Subject-sex, and Sibling-sex

First-borm Last=borm
Sibling-sex Male Female Made = TFemale Total
Male 13.14 14,00 11.13 8,86 11.78
Female 12,13 16.09 16,00 15.25 14,89
Total 12,63 15,05 13.56 12,05 13,33
. SMsans for Total are unweighted.
Table 3

. Sueccorance Scores
Sumary of Analysis of Variance

Source of Variation af _Yesp Squares F_
69
A) Ordinal position 1 2.32 -
(B) Subject-sex o1 040 -
(C) sibling-sex 1 19.03 5.75%
AB 1 7.68 -
AC 1 12,95 3.91
BC 1 2,67 -
ABC 1 0.31 -
62 3.31

Error
* 05
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Table 4

Nurturence Scores

Distribution of Means® over Ordinal Position,
Sobject-sex, and Sibling-sex :

— —— —
A N——— —

Sibling-sex M femle Mie Femle
Male 13.43 18.78 12,50 15.71 15.11
Female 11.40 15.82  11.89 12,50 12.90

Total 12,41 17,30 12,19 14,11 14,01

S)aans for total are wnweighted.

Table 5
Murturance Scores
Sammary of Analysis of Variance

Source of Variation dar Moan Squares F
Total 69 ‘
(A) Ordinal position 1 5.83 2,31
(B) Sabject-sex 1 23,09 9,16 =
(C) m‘-m 1 9070 +O8
AB 1 "’ohB 1.7”; ;
AC 1 17 -
m 1 1.% -
ABC 1 o35 -
Reror 62 2,52
“g(.oi.

For Succorance, there is no aimiﬁcant ordinal position effect. The
only significant result is that subjects with sisters are more Mt
than are subjects with brothers. The lack of & relationship betwsen ordi-
nal position and succorence supports the findings of Stagner & Katsoff (_1936).
Koch's finding that there is an Ordinal positim x Subject-sex x Sibling-sex
interaction for respmsiveness to adult sympathy and approval is not suppor-
ted by the present results. Dean (1547), Gewirts (1948), BéLTéF (1948), and



28
Habaerle (1958) a1l found that first-born children were more dependent
than later-born children, a finding which is not supported by the present
study. Toman's statemsnt that younger siblings are more dependent is not
supported by the curremt data.

Nurturance is an aspect of dependency which has a reciprocal re-
lationship to succorance; i.e., succorance demands murturant behavier on
the part of others. It was included in iho present study in order to pro-
vide oontextual information about dependency as it appears in the family
constellation. Girls are more murturant than boys. This result comple-
nmts the finding that subjects with sisters are most succorant.

The data relevant to affiliation are presented in Tebles 6, 7, 8,
and 9. Table 6 contains the distribution of means of Affiliation scores
over ordinal position, subject-sex, and sibling-sex, and Tabl_o 7 contains
the summary of the analysis of variance for these scores. Table 8 con-
tains the distribution of mesans of Inclusion scores over ordinal position,
subject-sex, and sibling-sex, and Table 9 contains the summary of the ana-
lysis of variance for these scores.

Table 6

- Affilistion Scores

Distribution of Means® over Ordinal Position,
Sub ject-sex, and Sibling-sex

Sibling-sex First-born Sabjects Last-born Total
Male Femle Male Female

Male 11.14 16.78 14,50 14.57 14,25

Female 14.67 15.91 12,56 11.00 13.54

Total 12,90 16.34 13.53 12.79 13.89

T ¥Maans for total are unweighted.
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Table 7
Affilistion Scores

Saemary of inslysis of Variance

Source of Variation daf Msan Squares F
Total - 70 BN T2
(A) Ordinsl position 1 4,31 _ 2,73
(B) Subject-sex 1 3.63 - 2,30
(C) Sibling-sex 1 1,02 -
‘B 1 8.76 5055.
AC 1 843 5028%
BC i 4,55 2,88
ABC i «96 -
Error 62 1,58
*p £,05
Table 8

Inclusion Socores

Distributiom of Means® over Ordinal Positioem,
Sub jeoct~Sex, and Sibling-Sex

e et

Subject Expressed Wented
Ordinal Sibling-9sx Sibling-Sex
Position Sex Mae Female Male Female Total
First M 443 5.87 .71 5.53 4,38
First F 6020 6064 4060 6036 5095
Last M 5.13 6.4y - 5,00 6.11 5.67
last F 5.57 4,25 5.14 k25 4,80
Total 533 5.80 4,11 5.56 /5420
&Moans for total are umweighted.
Table 9
Inclusion Scores
ool Soeey of inalysis of Varisnce
Source of Variation df __ Mesan Squares 7
Total 143 ’
(A) Ordinal Position 1 0,02 -
(Bg Sob Jeot-sex 1 048 -
(C) sibling-gsex 1 23.68 79
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Table 9--Contimued
— — — —
Source of Variation dt Mean Syuares F
AB 1 5.92 bowgs
AC i 3.28 2,49
BC | 3.70 2,81
ABC 1 0.15 -
Error 63 1.32
Within g !
(D) Score 1 2,12 4,66*
DA i 1.03 2,25
m 1 0009 -
De i 0.97 2,12
DAC i 0.75 1.65
DBC 1 0,01 .
DABC 1 0.18 -
Reror 63 0.46
"g( 05

For Affiliation and Inclusion, there are no ordinal position ef-
fects. For Affiliation, the Ordinal position x subject-sex and the Ordi-
nal position x sibling-sex interactions are significant. Among first-born
subjects, females are more affilistive than meles; there is no sex differ-
ence for last-born subjects. Among females, first-born subjects are more
affiliative than last-born subjects; there is no ordinal position dif-
ference for men. The findings obtained for Inclusjion support, but are not
identical with, those obtained for Affiliation. There is & significant
Ordinal position x Subject-sex interaction. There are no significant dif-
ferences between pairs of cells. The interactiem; -tharefore; states that
there is a significant difference between the ordinal-position differences
for men as compared with the ordinal-position differences for women. For
men there is a Jower mean for first-born than for last-born subjects; for
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women, there is a higher mean for firat-born subjects than for last-borm
subjects. For female subjects, the present results are consistent with
Schaochter®s finding that first-born girls are more affiliative than last-
born girls. However, his position is not supported by the finding that
there is no ordinel position diftqrenco in the case of men. Present find-
ings do not support Koch's statement that girls, irrespective of ordinal
position, are equally friendly, nor do they support Toman who states that
last-born individusls are more affiliative than first-born individusls.

The fact that subjects want to include others more than they want
to be included by them (higher Expressed score than Wanted score) is of
interest but is not relevant to the major concern of this paper.

The data relevant to dorminance are presented in Tables 10, 11, 12,
and 13, Table 10 contains the distribution of means of Dominance scores over
ordinal position, subject-sex, and sibling-sex, and Table 11 contains the sum-
mary of the analysis of variance for these scores. Table 12 contains the dis-
tribution of means of Control scores m'mr ordina) position,subject-sex and
sib-sex, and Table 13 contains the summary of the analysis of Variance.

Table 10
Dominance Scores

Distribution of Means® over Ordinal Positiom,
Sab ject-sex, and Sibling-sex

First-bom Last~born
S8ibling-sex Male Female Male Female Total
Male 14,00 ik k4 14,50 14.43 14,34
Feuale 15.46 12,91 17.33 13.75 14,86
Total 14,73 13.68 15.92 14,09 14.60

@Means for Potal are unweighted.
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Table 11
Daminance Scores
Sumary of Analysis of Variance

——

L

Source of Variatiom rdf. Mean Sguares F
(A) Ordinal position 1 1.28 -
(Bg &b ject-sex 1 .15 1,28
(C) 8ibling-sex 1 0. 5% -
AB 1 0.30 -
AC | 0.62 : -
BC 1 5.28 1.62
ABC 1 0.03 -
Error 62 3425
Table 12
Control Scores
Distribution of Means® over Ordinal Positiom,
Sabject-Sex, and Sibling-Sex
a:b:)oct Expressed Wanted
Sibling=Sex Sibling-Sex
En.!LLQ: Sex __ Jale _ Femsle __Jale  Fempalo ~ Total
Mrst M 029 50 5071 5.67 4066
First F 3¢50 4,73 6.10 5.55 4,97
Last M 3.75 6.22 6.13 6433 5.61
Last F 3.00 k,50 5.71 5.50 4,68
Total 3.14 5e11 5,91 5.76 4,98
&Msans for Total are wmweighted.
Table 13
Control. Scores
Sarmary of Analysis of Variance
Source of Variation af Meoan iq_gu-os F
Total 11 |
Between s 70
(A) Ordinsl Positiom 1 0.42 -
(B) Subject-sex i 0.39 -
(C) 3ibling-sex | 3.34 3.99*




| Teble 13--Contdmied
- :
Source of Variation ac Yoan Squares F
AB 1 1,52 1481
AC 1 0,02 -
BC 1 0.71 -
ABC 1 0,02 -
BError .63 0.84
Within 8 7
(D) Ssore 1 11.75 144439+
DA 1 0.11 -
B 1 0,02 -
e 1 b.53 Se5H*
DAB | 0.22 -
DAC 1 0,02 -
DBC 1 0.15 -
Dm 1 o.oi -
Error 63 0.82 '

There are no significant effects for Dominance, nor is there 2
significant ordinal positim effect for Cmtrol. These findings are comn-
sistent with those of Koch, Krout, and Stagner & Katgzoff, all of whom found
no ordinal position effects with respect to dominance. They do not support
Tomen who states that first.born individusls are more dominant than last-
bormn individuals.

The interaction of Score x $ihYing-sex is'signiftomit: for:the Con-
trol scores. A score difference was also found; scores for "Wanted" oontrol
were higher than those for "Expressed.® These scores refer, respectively,
to eliciting dominant behavior from others and being controlled by others,
or, actively dominating or emtrolling the behavior of others. When sib-
lings m female, there is no difference in Score; when siblings are male,
subjects scored higher in seeking to be cantrolled.

The data relevant to Affgcﬂm are presented in Tebles 14 and 15.
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Table 14 oontains the distribution of means of Affection scores over ordi-
nal position, subject-sex, and sibling-sex, and Table 15 contains the sum=

mary of the analysis of variance.
Tabla th
Affection Seeres

Distribution of Means® over Ordinal Positiom,
Sub Ject-9ex, and Sibling=sex

Subject Expressed Wanted
Ordinal Sibling=sex Sibling-sex
Bogition __ Sex = Mile  Femple = JMale  Fomale - Total
Flrst M 2.43 3.27 3.71 4,67 3.52
First F 4,80 5,09 6.10 5427 5427
Last F 414 z.ﬁg ﬁi Z.gs 2.53
zg* 3.53 20 ' 7 - g' 1’
Means for Total are unweighted. —=
Table 15
Affection Scores
Samiary of Analysis of Variance
Scupce of Varispce df Mosn Squares =~ F
Total 41
Between s 70
(A) Ordinal Position 1 1,61 1,10
(Bg Subject-sex 1 1.87 1.28
(C) sibling-sex 1 0,09 -
AB 1 Loy 3.38
AC i 0.11 -~
BC 1 2,93 2,01
ABC 1 0029 haad
_Rrop 63 alt6
Within g( 71
(D) Score 1 5.63 18.85%
DA 1 0.09 -
DB 1 0.78 2,33
DC 1 0.15 -
DAB 1 0,08 -
DAC p 0,80 2.
DBC 1 0.04 -
63 0.33

*» <.05
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For Affectim, no ordinal position effects were obtained, nor were
there significant findings with respect to subject-sex or sibling-sex.
These findings support those of Krout and those of Koch, both of whom found
no ordinal positieon differences with respect to affection. Present findings
do not support those of Dean, who found first-born children to be less affec-
tionate than last-born children, nor Toman, who describes hat-bm indi-
viduals as more affectionate than first-born individusls. The only signi-
ficant finding in the present study with respect to Affection was a dif-
ference in Expressed versus Wanted scores: subjects scored higher on iﬁn«-
ted :(dsh:l.ng to receive affection frem others) than an Expressed (active
demonstration of affection toward others) Affection. Again, this is of
interest but is not directly relevant to tﬁe‘ m.tn concern of_this Pepere

The data relevant to Task-orientaticon u-e presented in Tables 16
and 17, Table 16 contains the distribution of means of Task-orientation
scores over ordinal position, subject-sex, and sibling-sex, and Table 17
contains the surmayy of the anaslysis of variance.

Table 16
Task-Orientation Scores

Distribution of Means® over Ordinal Position,
Subject-sex, and Sbling-sex .

' Sab jects
Sibling-sex First-bom Last<borm . Total
Mle Female Male Female
Male . 4,29 30,20 29425 M43 32,04
Female 33.“0 330 00 28,44 330 75 320 15

~ oans for Total sre wmwelghted.
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Table 17
Task-Oriemtation Scores
Summary of Analysis of Variance

Souxrce of Variation af Moan Squares P
Total 71
(A) Ordinal position 1 3e15 -
(B) Subject-sex 1 4,50 1.11
(C) Sibling-sex 1 0,02 -—
AB 1 28,05 6.,93%
AC 1 1.45 -
BC 1 1.82 -
ABC 1 1.58 -
Brror 63 4,05
'?. <05

The ordinal positio effect is not significant. The only signi-
fiocant effect is ih§ Ordinal Position x Subject-Sex interaction. For
males, first-born subjects are more task-oriented than last-born subjects.
For femles, first-born subjects m less task-oriented than last-born sub-
jocts. Alternatively, among last-born subjects, females are more task-
oriented than males. First-barn subjects are more consistent with respect
to task-orientation then last-born subjects. Last-born males are less task-
oriented than any other group. These findings support Kooh's findings with
respect to dawdling. She finds no sex difference for first-born children.
Last-born boys dawile more than last-born girls, and last-born girls dawdle
less than any other group. Only with respect to mles does the present
study support Tomsn's view that first-born individuals are more task-oriem-
ted than last-born individuals.




CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION

In the light of the many incmsistenclies which exist in the field,
it seems important to emphasize those consistencies that make conceptusl
sense, axd to organize those consistencies arowud the data for the pres-
ent study., First, it should be emphasized that ordinal positiom, indepen-
dent of. other factors, is not related to any of the variables under study.
Tt may be stated, therefore, that Toman's position, as it has been pre-
sented, is wronge In fairmess to Toman, it shovld also be stated that his
position has been oversimplified and that many of his modifications have
been omitted. Nometheless, his position, as presented here, represents an
extreme interpretation of the things Toman has said. Second, the inter-
actions of ordinsl position with other varisbles such as subject-sex and
sibling~-sex have important consequences for our mderstmding of familial
events. These interactimms seem to imply that sibling=eibling relation=-
ships have a degree of importance that has not generally been recognigzed.
Further, these interactims imply that parental treatment of the childrem
depends upon a combination of the child's sex and kis position in the fam-
1ly. Comsidering some of the subject sex x sibling-sex interactions as they
sppear, it may be that the parental treatment at‘»tho child depends also upn
the sex of the child's siblings. Parenthetically, perhaps more than any
other writer, Toman is sensitive to these determinants in the treatment of
the child.

In searching for emsistency, two sources of pertinent evidence
mey be examined. In the present study there were three dimensions which

entailed an examination of two different scores for ea-.ch. dimension. In all
37
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three instances, the results based upon two sets of scores have been come
patible. In other instances, the results of this study have been consis-
tent with the results of other studies where markedly different techniques
were used. Comsider first the relationship betwesn murturance and succorance
as scores related to dependency. The mejor findings are that female sub-
Jects are more mittu-mt than men and that subjects who have sisters are
more succorant than subjects who have brothers. By the nature of the se~
lection of subjects, female subjects are, tHemselves, sisters. It may bé
sald, therefore, that sisters are murturant and siblings of sisters are
succorant. That this reciprocal relatiomship is not merely a measurement
artifact (aj.nce both scores come from the same test: the EPPS) is shown by
the fact that soms siblings of sisters are, themselves, women. Therefore,
there must be a group of women who are both highly succorsnt and highly nur-
turant. This fmding is reminiscent of Beller's (1955) finding that there
are some children who are both highly dependent and highly independent.

Stagner & Katzoff (1936) and Adler (1546) argue that the birth of a
later child serves as a "dethronement of the first-born child, Consequent-
1y, the first-borm child becomss more sensitive to dependencsy-relationships
and develops greater independence. This argument is refuted by the data
- of the current study. BEwlich (1958), Gewirtz (1948, 1549, 1956), and
Sampson (1962) argue that the result of "dethronement™ is the development
of greater depméency in first-born children. This conclusion also is not
‘supported by the results of the present study. Adler presents no empirical
evidence to support his argument, Stagner & Katzoff (1936) make their con-
clusion in the face of their own finding a nm-significant relationship be-
tween ordinsl position and dependemcy. Gewirtz (1948), Desn (1947), Ha-
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baerle (1958), and Beller (1948), on the other hand, have strong data to
support their position. There is, therefore, cbvious disagreement between
their findings and the cwrrent findings. Differences between their find-
ings and the current ocnes may be due to the fact that different subjects
and techmiques were employed in the different studies. Dean (1958), Beller
(1948), Habaerle (1958), Gewirtz (1948), Eurlich (1958), and Koch (1955,
19550, 19568, 1956b, 1956c) all studied the behavior of children as rated
by adult observers (mothers or teachers). It is possible that the beha-
vior which was observed was specific, for the child, to the observer (es-
pecially if it is the mother). Aside from this cmsideratioh, observations
and frequency counts of children in specific situational circumstances do
not appear 1ikely to yleld similar results obtained from self-descriptions
of adults. There is serious question asv to whether the same order of phe-
nomena are under investigation despite the similarity of variable dimen-
sions. Current findings are more compatible with previous studies in which
adults were used as subjects.

Aside from the fact that the current findings with respect to
task-ordentation agree with those of Koch (studying children), these re-
sults make good psychological sense. Ordinal position effects were obtain-
ed in neither study. In the .gnrrmt study, the ordinal position x subject-
sex interaction was significant: for males, first-bom subjects are more
task-oriented than last-born subjects; among last-borm subjects, females
are more task-oriented than males; and last-born males are less task-oriem-
ted than any other group. Thesé.findings are complementary to those of
Koch with no disagreement. One would expect sn inverse relation between
task-orientation sd erdentation toward people or an interest in-interac-
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ting with others. In the first place, the nature of the definition of
task-ordentation (the need to do one's best an jobs; to be concerned with
the job to the relative exclusion of self- or interaction-oriented goals;
to achieve success 1n relation to the Job itself rather than in relation
to the attitude of others; to stick to a job until satisfactorily comple-
ted) excludes interpersonal criemtation. Then, on the Orientation Inven-
tory, »this relationship would hold because a high score on one variable
ylelds a low score on the Mr.

Tt should be noted, however, that in the current study, the cnly
score taken from the -Or:l.mtatigz Inventory is the Task-orientation score.
If, now, subjects who sre high on task-orientation are low on the inter-
personal=interaction variables, the inverse relation cammot be attidbuted
to a statistical artifact. The two highest groups on task-orientation are
first-born males and last-born females. With one exception, these two
groups have the lowest mesn scores on all other variables, me expeption
is on murturance, for uhich the f:l.rst-bom’m have the lowest score and
last-born women have next to the highest score. It is understood that not
all of the differences among groups within a dimension are significant, but
the coansistently low scores support the notiom that there is an inverse
relationship between task-orienbationm and interpersonal-orientation.

For both measures of affilistion (Affilistien from the EPPS and In-
clusion from the FIRO-B), there is agreement that first-born females are
more affiliative than last-born females, and that there is no difference
between first- 'qd lest-born men. (This statememt is complicated by the
nature of the interaction for Inclusion scores. See p. 30). The former
finding agrees with Schachter's findings that first-born subjects are more
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affiliative than last-born subjects because all of his subjects were fe-
male. The latter finding (that there is no difference between first- and
last-born males) does not agree with Schachter's gtatement that first-bormn
children should be more affiliative than later-born children under condi-
tins of anxiety, nor does it agree with the results from studies of depen-
- dency conducted by Dean, Habaerle, Beller, Gewirtz, and Ehrlich. The dis-
agreement with the latter group of investigators again may be attributed
to the fact that they studied relatively specific behaviors of children.
What stands out is the agreement with Schachter.

Schachter has no results for male subjects with which to compare
the present findings; therefore, whether these findings contradict what he
would have found with men camot be stateds It should be noted that affilia-
tive behavior, for Schachter, was observed under anxiety-inducing condi-
tins. In the current study, anxiety was not provoked and gemeral measures
of affiliation were used. Schachter's statement that affiliation is used
to relieve anxiety may be true only for women; i.e., it may be that male
children in our society are not prav:l.ded with as much other-person comfort-
ing in the face of anxiety as are female children, hence the difference
between first-born and last-born male children would not exist. Second, it
may be that there is a different ordinal position treatment of males as
compared to females. The current data suggest that there may be more other-
person comforting of last-born males (compared to first-born meles) but
then there is more other-person comforting of first-born females. A third
possibiiity exists, Schachter may be co}rect but women may be more gen-
erally anxious than men. In Schachter's experiment, under conditions of
no-anxiety, there was no ordinal position difference.
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It is difficult to interpnt the lack of relationship between the
classification variables and Dominance snd Affection, nor can the disagree-
ment between the present results for affection and those of Dean be inter-
proeted easily. The disagreement with Dean again may be a functisn of the
fact that she had mothers rate the behavior of their children. The last
relationship observed here may be attributable to the specific nature of
the variables, Dominance and Affection. The development of needs for do=-
minence and affection may depend upon highly idiosyncratic factors which
ocut across ordinal position, subject-sex, and sibling-sex. These variables
may depend more on specific interactions with other people so that one en-
ters into affection and dominsnce relationships with others on the basis
of the specific history of interactions with these people.

Desoriptions of subjects falling into each of the eight ordinal-
position x subject-sex x sibling-sex classifications follow. As appears
inevitable in deseriptions of this kind, there is sirmltanecusly too mmch
and too little attributed to the groups; precision with respect to statis-
tical elaboration, clarity, and accuracy are sacrificed in favor of broad,
general remarks which give .the flavor of the persomality traits involved.
In descriptions of this type, introduction of trends in the data are often
used in such a way as to suggest significance. In the effort to minimize
this tendency in the following descriptions, statistically significant find-
ings are indicated by asterisks. Oldest brothers of brothers are strongly
task-oriented. High mkéorimtat;on is concomitant with low sociasbility
in this group; persons of this ordinal type are moderately succorant, less
mrturant than girls (as are all of the male groups; the youngest sister
of sisters is, similarly, non-nurturant), non-affiliative* and non-inclusive*
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both on Expressed and Wanted categories. Dominance and controlling behs-
vior for this group 1s average, with a slight preference for letting others
take charge. Affection is lower in this group than all others exsept the
younger sister of sisters. The older brother of bistars: is characterized,
by present data, as less succorant and less nurturant*® then other groups;
they are average in affiliative tendency and inclusion. This group shows
a slight preference for including others in interpersonal activities rather
than seeking to be included by others. Persons in this group are control-
ling and dominent in comparison with most other groups. Affection is high
in this group, as is task-orientation. Youngest brothers of brothers are
unromkaﬁle in terms of the scores they.obtained. They are average with
respect to all variables studied except task-orientation*; they are con-
sidersbly less task-oriented than other groups. Younger brothers of sis-
ters are more strongly interpersonslly oriented than other groups: they are
highly succorant and non-nurtursnt; they are not as affiliative as most of
the other groups, but they seek to centrol and dominate others. They ave
nbt:-as task-oriented as most groups. Need to have others be affectinnate
toward them is more characteristic of this group than needing to demonstrate
affectionate behavior toward others; “wanted" affection is quite high in
this growp. Older sisters of brothers are moderately succorant and highly
nrturant® and affiliative*. This group seeks to be controlled rather than
to exesrt control. Persons in this group are average with respect to the
other variables studied., Oldest sisters of sisters are more succorant and
mirturant® than other groups. Social activities are actively sought; they
are highly affiliative*, inclusive*, and affectionate in the active as well
as the receptive sense. They are less task-oriented than most other groups.
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Youngest sisters of brothers are least succorant® than persons in other
classes; however, they are slightly more nurturant than persons in all.-
male groups and the last-born female group. They score rather highly on
task-orientation. Other characteristics are average. Youngest sisters of
sisters are succorant, non-nurturant, and unresponsive to mﬁorpusmal
interaction. They are not affiliative®, nor do they seek inclusion®., Af-
fection is quite low for this group, as is the case with dominance and con-
trole Members of this group are strongly task-oriented* as are oldest bro-
thers of brothers. Similarities are evident in the cases of older brothers
of brothers with younger sisters of .sisters, and of younger brothers of
sisters with older sisters of sisters. The former are both highly task-
oriented and show little interest in interacting with others, whereas the
latter g'raups are strongly invested in interpersonal interaction and are
relatively nm—task-orimto&.



~ CHAPTER VI

IMARY

In recent years there has been increasing interest in relation-
ships between ordinal position and a variety of persomality futors. This
interest is consistent with an :anrgas:lng body of research concerning as-
pects of family structure as a source of differential personality develop-
ment. Two areas of specific focus are pertinent to ordinal-position-re- |
search, both of which are concernsd with the generality of phenomena as-
soclated with ordinal position and their consequences. One involves the
search for cultural uniformities of family structure, especially in reles-
tion to ordinal position. The other involves the search for uniformities
in relation to personality characteristics which may be atf.r:lbntablo to
ordinal position. Investigation of such differences has'produced a size=-
able body of data, mmch of which demonstrates the value of this area of re-
search. Unfortunately, however, much of the effort of previous investiga-
tors in ordinal position research appears to have been guided by enthusiasm
rather than caution and rigor; what has been produced is decried by many
investigators as inconsistent, ambiguous, contradictory, and fréqumtly un-
convinoing,

The present research is addressed to the investigation of relation-
ships between ordinal position and dependency, affiliation, dominance, af-
fection, and task-orientation. More specifically, the purpose was to deter-
xine relationships between ordinal "types™ and a set of needs related to these
varisbles as defined by standard tests.

Seventy-one undergreduate students at the University of Oklahoma
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were selected as subjects for the study. Criteria for seleotion required
that subjects were either the first-born or last-borm child in his family
and that all of his siblings were of the same sex. Thirty-nine men and
thirty-two women, most of whonm were recruited from introductory courses in
Psychology, participated in the study. Ages of the subjects ranged from
eighteen to twenty-three years; mean age was twenty years. The age inter-
vals between each subject and his nearest-in-age sibling ranged from one
year to nine years with a mean sge interval of three and me-half years.
Most of the subjects came from intact homes.

Ea.oh subject wvas given three self-administering tests which were
coq;le‘bed by each subject in one session. These tests, administered in
the order named, were: the Orientation Inventory, the FIRO-B, and the Ed-
wards Personal Preference Schedule. Scores from these tests were selec-
ted as measures for the varisbles under investigation in the following
manner: for Dependency, the Succorance and Nurturance scales of the EPPS
were used; for Affiliation, the Affiliation scale of the EPPS and: the
Inclusion scales (Expressed and Wanted) of the FIRO-B were used; for Domi-
nsnce, the Dominsnce scale of the EPPS and the Control scale of the FIRO-B
were used; for Affection, the Affection scales of the FIRO=-B were used; and
for Task-Orientation, the Task-orientation scale of the Orientation Inven-
tory was used. '

Subjects were classified into eight groups seosding to ordinal po-
sition, sex of the subject, and the sex of the sﬁbjoct.'s siblings. BEach
set of scores were subjected to an snalysis of variance. For scores based
on the EPPS and the Orientation Inventory, the design was a 2 x 2 x 2 fac-
torial. For the scores from the FIRO-B, the design mas 2 2 x2 x2 x 2,
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with repesated measures for each var:hbio (to take account of the fact that
each FIRO-B scale has an Expressed and a Wanted score).

No ordinal position differences were found for any of the variables
studied. Interactions of ordinal position x subject-sex x sibling-sex were
significant with respect to three of the variables studied. Results for
each vn-hblo‘ follow.

Dependency. The significant result with respect to succorance 13
that subjects with sisters are more succorant than are subjects with bro-
thers. Nurturance is more characteristic of girls than of boys. These
two measures produced ﬁ.ndi.ngi swhich are consistent and eomplemtar} to
each othqr in terms of sibling-sibling dependency relationships.

APf1l4ation. Among females, first-born subjects are more affiliative
than last-born subjects. Boys do not differ according to ordinal positiom.

Dominance. There are no significant results with respect to do-
minance in this study.

Affection. There are no significant results with respect to Af=-
fection in this study. |

Task-orientation. For males, first-born subjects are more task-
oriented than last-born subjects. PFor females, first-born subjects are less
task-oriented than last-born subjects. inong last-born subjects, fenales
are more task-oriented than males. Last-born males were less task-oriented
than any of the other groups.

Comparisons within this:study with the results of separate measures
on three of the variables revealed high consistency within the study. There

Was also reasonable agreement with other investigators.
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Considcratioﬁ of ordinel position, itself, as a variable, may be
helpful in the attempt to explain the results of the present study. Ore
dinal position is a non-psychological designaticom of cne's “place” in a
famdly constellation. As such, psychological phenomena cannot be explained
as direct consequences of ordinal position, per se. when psychological con-
comitants do appear as ordmal-posifim-rohtod; it could most plausibly :
be explained as the result of the concurrence of psychological experience
peculiar to ciroumstances which are somehow "linked™ to ordinal position.
The particular qualiﬁy of such linkages, as dotornﬂned' by the combined ef-
fects of ordinal position ind other, equally salient, features define the
extent and effect of ordinal position upon the variables under consideration.
Without designation of factors providing the context within which ordinal
position is a single variable, ordinal position effects cannot be ac‘loquato-
ly measured or evaluated. To the extent that ordinal position could be
said to be the most salient factor producing a given psyohological climate,
the comsequences of which result in given personality characteristics, a
relationship between ordinal ﬁositicn and personality characteristics may
be said to exist. Such relationships were not found in the present study,
and results from other studies also suggest that the saliency of ordinal
position over all other factors in the molding of personality characteris-
tics cannot be supported. At the same time, that there is the likelihood
that ordinal position is related in some way to personality development is
fairly‘ well established as fact. Such a relationship was found in the
present study, but only insofar as other factors, subject-sex and sibling-
sex, were combinéd with ordinal position, thus proviéing a measurable con-
text for this variable. Subject-gsex and sibling-sex are only two of per-
haps mumercus factors which may define the limits of ordinal position ef-
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fects and the specific consequences of these effects. Factors of age dif-
ferences between subjects and their sibs have bean clearly shown to interact
with ordinal position to produce various effects. Age of subjects studied
is highly prob¢b1§ to bear a similar relatiomship tol ordinal position. Nu-
merous factors: physical, maturational, psychplogical, and soclal, may be
related to ordinal position in various definitive ways. For example, cne
might consider the economic history of the parents in the determination of
the particular psychological climates experienced by children in diffo_xfent
ordinal positions. Losses of parents or siblings (as Toman has suggested),
periods of family or cultural crisis, frequency and closeness of interac-
tions with persons ocutside the immediste famlly are other factors which may
combine to produce differential effects of ordinal position. It 1; sugges-
ted that “ordinal position," isolated from such related factors, has no‘lmown
relationship to personality variables, as shown in the present study with
respect to the variasbles under consideration.
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SCPEENING DATA SHEWT #OP 3uBJsCTS 1IN O-P STUDY
Please provide the following information as accurately and completely

as you can. If you don't know the answer to some of these questions,
Dlease estimate an answer which is as close as possible to fact.

Date
1. Name (or initials) Sex
Date of birth Present age

Order of your birth(first or last)___ No. brothers & sisters
Age of nearest-age sibling Age range of all siblings

2. Please list here 21l of your parents' children, including yourself, in
order of their ages, listing the first-born child first andé the otners
in order of tneir births. Flace an asterisk (#) to indicaie your owm

name.
Name Sex Current age # years different from

your own age.

*Please indicate if any of the above are step-children or
half-siblings.

3. a. Are all of your brotners and sisters still alive? ir, not
please specify
be. Have you always lived togetner with your brotaers and sisters?
until what age?
c. Have other children lived in your home for more than 6 months?
whom? now long?
de Have any of your siblings been hospitalized for a long period of
time? or absent otherwise? now long?

L. Have your parents remained together throughout your life? if not,
please explain briefly, indicating your age at the time of separations

5. Have there been prolonged absences of either parent due to hosvitaliza-
tion, business assignments, etc. (more than 6 months at a time)?
which parent
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Have other adjult persons lived in your home with your family for pro-
longed periods of time (more than 6 months at a time)? If so, how
long did they stay? what was this person's relationship to
you? -

Have there been any deaths in your immediate family ? If so, whom?
what was your age at the time of death?

How old were your parents when you were born? Fatner Mother

what is the occupation your parents? rather Iother



APPEEOTX B. INDIVIDUAL SCODES (RAW DATA)
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Succorance - Raw Scores For All Subjects Over Ordinal
Position, Subject-Sex And Sibling-Sex

Scores
First-born Last-born
Sibling Male Female Hale Female
sex Subjects _
Male 1 16 8 1 6
2 15 16 12 15
3 20 21 10 3
L 6 8 10 7
5 18 16 15 11
6 5 13 G 6
7 12 16 15 1
8 12 5
9 i
10
11
12
13
L
15
Temale 1 10 19 16 17
2 21 6 9 21
3 16 22 1 9
It 17 1 23 i
5 17 18 23
6 9 21 20
7 15 23 12
8 12 20 17
9 2 17 10
10 15 9
11 5 10
12 9
13 11
U, 7

15 16
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Hurturance - Raw.Scores For'All Subjects Over Ordinal
Position, Subject-Sex And Sibling-Sex

Scores _
First-born Last-borm
Sibling Male Female Male remale
sex Subjects
ale 1 16 15 13 20
2 13 18 13 22
3 16 1l 11 11
l 15 18 7 8
5 9 18 15 15
6 9 21 19 15
7 16 20 15 18
8 20 7
9 25
10
11
12
13
1
15
Female 1 2 17 -9 5
2 20 15 5 15
3 16 12 11 17
L 22 15 11 13
5 i 22 18
6 By 17 17
7 12 11 16
& 7 15 10
9 7 20 10
10 17 1,
11 7 16
12 11
13 6
i 6
15 10
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Affiliation - Raw Scores For All Subjects Over Ordinél.
Position, Subject-Sex And Sibling-Sex

Scores
First-born Last~born
Sibling Male Female Male Female
sex Subjects
Male 1 12 16 17 11
2 9 16 15 13
3 13 22 13 18
b u - 1 8 16
5 5 16 15 i
6 13 18 16 A
I 12 13 15 16
8 1 17
9 22
10
11
12
13
1
15
Female 1 13 13 10 9
2 17 U 10 18
3 25 1y 13 12
L 16 11 1 5
5 12 22 12
6 11 . 21 16
7 18 15 13
8 15 20 12
9 10 13 13
10 18 13
11 8 19
12 16
13 13
1 11

15 17
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Inclusion - Raw Scores For All Subjecis Over Ordinal
Position, Subject-Sex And Sibling-Sex

Scores .
First-bom : Last-born
Sibling Male - Female Male Female
sex Subjects E W B W ) W B W
© Male 1 6 L § 5 3 6 5 3
2 3 0 7 7 8 5 6 3
3 7 O 6 9 7 7 5 9
L 2 0 [ 7 7 L 6 6
5 L o 6 L 6 9 I 6
6 5 8 b 0 3 L 5 0
7 L 0 7 L 2 5 8 9
8 5 2 5 0
9 8 7
10 L 1
11
12
13
1
15
Female 1 7 8 7 9 L 0 5 8
2 b L 0 5 L4 5 8
3 5 0 8§ 9 9 9 4L 0
L 6 8 6 0 8 8 3 1
5 6 9 & 9 6 8
6 6 7 6 7 7 8
7 5 3 6 3 7 2
8 T 9 5 7 n 8
9 1 0 6 9 8 8
10 9 9 7 9
11 3 6 8 3}
12 5 1
13 7 2
i 6 8
15 9 9
a

Inclusion scores are listed in "E" (BXPRESSZID) and WM
(WANTED) columns.
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Dominance - Raw scores For All Subjects Over Ordinal
Position, Subject-Sex, And Sibling-Sex

3cores
M.rst-bom Last-born
Sibling - Male Female Male Female
SEX Subjects
Male 1 10 18 19 -9
2 17 1 13 12
3 13 1 20 22
n 15 15 17 13
5 16 15 15 12
6 20 I ) 12 16
7 7 18 8 17
8 20 12
9 12
10
11
12
13
1
15
Female 1 26 19 8 15
2 4 18 11 11
3 9 21 21 15
Ly 11 3 22 1
5 20 15 16
6 17 12 20
1 20 L 20
8 22 8 17
9 12 15 21
10 21 15
11 12 12
12 10
13 15
i 1

15 . 19
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a
Control - Raw 3corcs For All Subjects Over Ordinal
Position, Subject-Sex And Sibling-Sex

Scores

First-born Last=-hom
Sibling Male Female Male Female
sex Subjects ©® W 5 W B W JiX W
lale 1 0 U4 6 7 9 5 0 2
2 1 4 2 3 1 9 0 3
3 6 8 5 5 9 2 L 5
N 1 7 -6 6 1 3 L 9
5 1 3 3 7 5 6 5 9
6 6 6 2 6 3 7 5 3
7 1 b 5 5 0 8 3 9
& 5 7 2 7
9 1 9
10 C L
11
12
13
1
15
Female 1 9 1 o L 7 9 3 3
2 0 & 5 3 L 5 3 8
3 1 6 7 9 g 3 9 5
L 5 8 0 2 & 6 3 6
5 9 9 5 5 6 9
6 b7 L b 6 5
7 L 5 b 9 3 7
o 5 7 5 8 5 6
9 L1 5 01 5 5
10 5 8 5 1
11 7 8 I 9
12 5 6
13 2 6
U 6 0
15 & 5
E:)

Control scores agre listed in WEY (EXPRE33ED) and "WH
(WANTZED) columns.
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Affection®~ Raw Scores For All Subjects Over Ordinal
Position, Subject-Sex And Sibling-Sex

Scores
first-born Last~born
Sibling Subjects Male .  [Female Male Female
sex B W 5 W B W B W
Male 1 3 7 6 5 I 6 3 0
. 2 3 1 7 8 3 0 in 6
3 6 3 7 7 1 8 9 6
L 1 0 L 5 1 2 1 6
5 101 b 9 L 5 1 0
6 2 9 3 5 6 8 2 2
7 1 5 6 9 0 1 9 9
8 2 3 3 3
9 L 5
10 3 5
11
12
13
U
15
Female 1 L 8 L 5 1 5 2 2
2 0 6 3 1 2 S 3 5
3 3 5 7 6 5 9 L 5
L 8 8 1 0 3 7 0 3
5 N L g 9 8 3
6 2 1 7 6 2 6
7 3 06 5 5 5 5
8 & 9 3 L 2 5
Q 0 0 § 9 2 2
10 8§ 9 5 5
11 1 0 L 6
12 3 2
13 1 L
1L 0 N
15 L L
a

Aifection scores are listed in WEY (EXPRESSED) and "W
(WANTED) colurmms.
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Task - Orientation - Raw Scores For All Subjects Over Ordinal
Position, Subject-Sex And Sibling Sex

Scores
First-born Last-born
Sibling Male Female Male Female
sex Subjects
Male 1 36 29 38 .45 .

2 L5 31 30 35
3 29 29 19 29
L LO 28 30 30
5 22 31 23 36
6 28 35 32 30
7 Lo 28 28 36
) 31 3k
9 28
10 32
11
12
13
1,
15

- Female 33 33 ' 30 31

27 35 37 30
30 35 39
28 30 23 Dr,
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