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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

At a time when a spirit of ecuroenism and renewal is influ-

encing the many Christian followings in western societies one 

might raise the point that a study oi minor seminarians is an 

anachronism. Certainly in recent times there has been a shift in 

concern to problems of a higher level of generality. The provin-

cial perspective of most denominations has given way to a "long 

1 
hard look" at reform. 

And yet the seminary cmtinue~ to be studied both in terms 

of its long range effectiveness and its specific educational 

fu 
. 2 nction. There appears to be a tacit recognition of the unity 

1Keith R. Bridston and Walter D. Wagoner, Unity in Mid­
Career: An Ecumenical Critigue (New York: The Macmillan Co., 
1963), pp. 1-7. 

2walter D. Wagoner, The Seminary: Protestant and Catholic 
(New York: Sheed and Ward, 1966). 

Magda B. Arnold, Petreolus Hispanicus, 
Charles A. Weisberger, and Paul F. D'Arcy, Screening Candidates 
for the Priestho~d and Religious Life (Chicago: Loyola University 
Press, 1964). 

Joseph H. Fichter, S.J., Reli~ion as an Occupation (Notre 
Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1961). 

John Joseph O'Connell, S.J., "A Study of Selected Sociolog­
ical Factors in Personal Adjustment of Members to a Religious Orde 
in Terms of Integration and Alienation" (unpublished PhoD. disser­
tation, Department of Sociology, Loyola University, Chicago, 1967) 

1 
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or wholeness of the life process in studies of those committed to 

a religious way of lite. This is not surprising inasmuch as the 

several behavioral sciences have emphasized such unity. What is 

surprising is that there has not been a focal concern with the 

process of vocation formation for religious functionaries. 

Up to very recent times seminaries have been largely immune 

to the criticism and scrutiny of research. Indeed it was no over-

statement that the "religious organizations and the:ir leaders, 

unlike those on the political and social stage, tend to be treatec 

with cloyed deference. In terms of public criticism they are 

often given a 'clergy discount. 1
"
3 This predisposition has 

changed. Awareness of the internal problems of seminary life has 

not escaped seminary administrators who are presently amenable to 

4 
suggestion. It seems clearly up to the professional investigate~ 

3 .d d 7 Bri ston an Wagoner, p. • 

4unpublished minutes of the Day Seminary Administrators 
(Catonsville, Md.: St. Charles College, Nov. 2, 1967). Appraisal 
of these minutes gives evidence of the many problems that affect 
seminary rectors and deans, e.g., the socialization of seminarians 
outside the seminary, the advisability of having graduation rings, 
the type and place of formal graduation, etc. What is inferred 
from these minutes is that the seminary administrators are willing 
to cope with social problems outside of the authoritarian setting 
of the past. 
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to bridge the hiatus between this awareness of problems and 

effective social research. 

Thorough investigation of the problems of the seminary may 

well result in solutions being offered that are not otherwise dis­

cernible. Those responsible for effecting social change will then 

be in a better position to carry out their respective obligations. 

In this way there will be established a clear connection between 

the Christian vocation and the higher ordered valu~s of Christian 

living. Little is known of the effectiveness of the socialization 

process that prepares young aspirants for their later roles in 

the ministry. 

The Problem Area.--Wagoner has asserted that " ••• minor seminaries 

are a central and normative feature for preparation for the 

priesth~od. 115 · He takes note that " ••• most priests now living in 

the United States began their education as minor seminarians."6 

His observations in no way intend to perpetuate or expand minor 

5wagoner, p. 158 

6rbid. 
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seminaries. Quite to the contrary, Wagoner along with others7 

strongly questions the utility of such preparatory schools. 

The minor seminary is oriented to the secondary school cur-

riculumo While it is mainly a school of religious and academic 

formation for the Catholic religion, it is also found in some 

Jewish seminary systems. "Protestantism has nothing at all com-

parable to it, unless it be the few preparatory high schools of 

the Missouri Synod Luthern Churcho"8 

There are two types of minor seminaries in the United 

States. These consist of the boarding school and the day school 

arrangements. Wagoner implicitly tends to discount the latter 

(day schools)9 in that they are far less numerous. Admittedly, 

the day schools are far outnumbered in this respect. Numerical 

considerations alone, however, are not the sole criteria for 

measuring importance in vocation formation. For the most part the 

boarding school seminaries have small student bodies and equally 

7James M. Lee and Louis J. Putz, Seminary Education in 
Times of Change (Notre Dame, Ind.: Fides Publishers, 1965). 

Stafford Poole, Seminary in Crisis (New York: Herder and 
Herder, 1965), PPo 19-240 

8wagoner, po 1580 

9Ibido 
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small teaching faculties. .Furthermore, the day school seminary is 

primarily operated by a diocese for the training of a secular 

clergy. 
10 

Day school seminaries are generally located in or near the 

large metropolitan areas. They are a phenomenon of the large 

catholic diocese. Boys with vocations11 to such schools generally 

come from highly urbanized settings. Those who are later 

ordained--after the completion of twelve years of training through 

the major seminary--most likely continue their ministerial careers 

in the urban metropoliso 

Diocesan bishops are likely to view the day school seminary 

most personally. 12 Diocesan funds supplement fiscal expenses 

of such schools. Local priests are often in alumni associations 

lOibid., pp. 194-198. Wagoner points out two types of 
seminary, the secular and the religious. The latter is operated 
by and for a religious community. 

11 
Ibid., p. 165. Wagoner calls our attention to the par-

ticular use of the word "vocation." He notes that it is a 
peculiarly Catholic word, specifically used in the context of a 
calling to the priesthood, brotherhood, or sisterhood. 

12
unpublished minutes of the Day School Administrators. 

Even the names of the day school seminarians have the imprint of 
bishop or diocese, eogo, Bishops' Latin School (Pittsburgh), 
St. Paul Latin High School, Cathedral Preparatory Seminary 
(Brooklyn, N.Y.), Quigley Preparatory Seminary (Chicago--named 
after its founding Bishop), etc. 
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I of these seminaries; these local parish priests normally look for-~ 
r I; 

• I ward to becoming pastors to a particular parish within the dioces, 

I 
In a sense, then, the day school seminary is better looked upon 

as an integral part of the whole diocese. Such considerations 

most of ten do not apply to the boarding school seminary which is 

usually under the direction of a religious order. 

For the past few decades sell1inary administrators have been 

concerned with the screening of candidates. It is not surprising 

that much reliance was placed on psychological tests and measure- I 
mentso The period since World War II in the United States has j 

been marked by an interest in personnel recruitment and selec-
13 

tion. 
I 

A broad range of psychological studies treating the 1·· 

various personality components has ernerged. 14 

In the late 1950's a large surplus of vocations appeared I 
ion the seminary scene; of recent date there has been an observable! 

j I I reduction in the number of applicants to minor seminaries, This I 

~ - ---·-- ----·----- ------~ 
~ 13 . I i William H. Whyte, The Organization Man (Garden City, I 
l No Y.: Doubleday and Co., Inc.-,1§5 .... "ff;-chapterI. Whyte deplores : 
;most of the psychological testing programs. He even offers 
~advice on "how to cheat on personality tests," pp. 449-4560 
~ 14 I Magda Bo Arnold, et al. 
Jexample of current psychological 
~ 

J 

This volume is an excellent 
literature in this problem area. 

~-·-----------~ JEll!bl---~'l>Wo:";a-.,-~j'---;;':,~.dt.~i-~~'l'"JW""""".,i;:-,w.~~-Ul'&m!~#'.'1'1W; __ _ 
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phenomenon applies not only to the day and boarding school semi­

naries, but also to those seminaries outside of the continental 

limits of North America. An intense interest in the psychology 

of the individual seminarian has resulted. But selection of can-

didates on the basis of psychological tests alone is being ser-

iously questioned. 

The percentage of ordinations has not increased within the 
15 

seminary systems based on beginning vocations. ~ecently the 

attrition or "drop-out" rate ranges between five and thirty-one 

f h f h 1 . t d. . 16 per cent or eac o t e twe ve years preparatory o or ination. 

Seminary administrators estimate that there is an average of 

twenty per cent in the attrition rate per year, and this is in 

spite of the changes that have been made in screening. Adminis-

trators are seriously tempted to rely on past experience and 

concentrate their efforts on public relations programs that will 

15xavier de Chalendar, Seminaires de Jeunes Aux U.S.A.," 
Vocation: le Diaconat et sa Renovation, Noo 234, Paris 2262-80, 
Centre National des Vocations (Avril, 1966), p. 395. The author 
describes the minor seminaries of Chicago, Detroit, New York, and 
St. Louis. He particularly compares the Chicago day school semi­
nary with the others, PPo 381-388. 

16Enrollment and Statistics for Quigley, Niles, and 
Mundelein (unpublished report for the Chicago seminary system, 
Septo, 1966), p. 4. 
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bring in more candidates, satisfying themselves with survival 

"percentages." In this respect heavy emphasis is given to 

beginning with large classes of freshmen. 

All of this would seem to point to the need for a better 

understanding of the seminary as a social entity. Social factors 

influencing the seminary have been studied only in brief contexts. 

Fichter reports that there has been an upward shift in the 

number of vocations from the lower to the middle class. Upper 

class vocations, although more heavily represented than in the 

past, are becoming more and more delayed beyond the high school 

17 years. The class structure as it relates to the minor seminary 

and the young seminarian's chances for completing his preparation 

for the priesthood through ordination is still only partially 

understood. The data that do exist in this area refer to major 

seminarians, young priests, and others in religious life who are 

well along in their formal training or careers. "We know nothing 

of the larger numbers of their former classmates who dropped out 

during the training period. 1118 

17F· h 83 8' •ic ter, pp. - 4o 

18rbid., Po 85. 
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On the basis of what is known, however, Fichter and others 

would argue for the establishment of vocational clubs, seminary 

departments in the regular parochial high school, and the like. 

The minor seminary would be phased out or else it would occupy a 

diminished role relative to religious careers in the priesthood. 

yet there is some caution that should be urged here without the 

necessary conclusions of further research. In studying a vast 

array of career choices by college students, Davis _has asserted 

that "the college years are not the sole determinant of vocational 

choice--nor is any span of four years--for vocational choice is 

the result of a continuous decision process over decades, but 

there is no evidence in our data that the college years do not 

contribute their fair share of influence. Although our guess is 

that the last two lears of hi~h school are the most strategic of 

all for vocational choice, college is not without its effect. 1119 

Herberg has asserted that the percentage of Catholics is 

overly weighted in the lower class when compared to the national 
20 

distribution of the class structure. Fichter additionally notes 

19James A. Davis, Unde!gradudte Career Decisions (Chicago: 
Aldine Publishing Co., 1965), p. 33. 

20will Herberg, Protestant, Catholic, Jew (Garden City, 
N.Y.: Doubleday and Co.-;--I960), p. 2120 
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that the study of the relation of class to Catholicism clearly 

21 shows upward social mobility. Furthermore, it has been pointed 

out that "not only has the middle class been increasing in size 

relative to the working class, but its social standards are per-

meating the working class more and more with each passing year, 

thanks to the growing influence of the mass media."22 This is 

precisely the basis for Cohen's theory of the development of 
. . 23 

specific (albeit delinquent) subcultures. Values and the 

reactions of individuals to these values are overlapping the clas 

structure. All of this would seem"to indicate a need to inves-

tigate the seminary, the class structure, and related variables 

that pertain to the minor seminarian. 

The minor seminary is not only a socializing agency; it 

particularly focuses on the educational process. Success is more 

often than not placed in the academic framework. Potential and 

actual achievement are critical variables. So, too, are those 

21Fichter, pp. 59-87. 

22Gerhard Lenski, T~e Religious Factor (Garden City, N.Y.: 
Doubleday and Co., 1963), pp. 48-49. 

23Alberg Ko Cohen, Deviance and Control (Englewood Cliffs, 
N.J.: Prentice-Hall Publishers, Inc., 1966), pp. 65-66. 

Albert K. Cohen, Delinguent Bo.x.s: ~he Culture of the Gan~ 
(Glencoe, Ill.: The Free Press, 1955). 
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variables that create stressful situations that bear upon achieve­

ment. The problem area of this research study pertains to the 

identification and explanation of suchtcvariables as they inter-

relate with the social class backgrounds of day school seminarians 

and their achievement. This present study should cast new light 

on the whole process of vocation formation. 

Review of the Related Literature.--There is a plethora of litera-
-

ture on the seminary, largely descriptive and impressionistic, 

written for a lay audience. There .is nothing wrong with it; the 

only imperative is that more problems and questions are raised 

than are answered. One such article points out that ''the minor 

seminary does not demand an absolute commitment. A minor seminary 

is a place where young men are trained to be Christian young men, 

some of whom will be priests and many of whom will enter the 

24 market place as Christian men in business and in professions." 

What the author fails to note is that if the seminary adminis-

trators were able to distinguish the "drop-outs" from those who 

would complete their training they would do so. In this' sense, 

then there is a type of !P._ologia in the above quotation which is 

24Joseph P. Higgins, "Minor .::>eminaries are Not Priest 
Factories," The Serran (Jan-Febo 1966), Po 5. 
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in reality a de facto comment on the present condition of the 

minor seminary. 

Another article, written by a sociologist, points to the 

widely held view of inferior seminary education. "Separate and, 

I am afraid, unequal, education has been the lot of many American 

seminarians for too long a time."25 What is not taken into 

account is the large differences in types of seminaries--particu-

larly the diocesan as opposed to the religious ord~r seminaries. 

What is pointed out by McNamara may be entirely true; it is 

simply too general an indictment. 

A series of descriptive studies is presented by tbe 

National Catholic Education Association. 26 The Association has 

a department that is specifically interested in seminary systems; 

each year studies are presented at the Association's annual 

meeting. The articles reviewed from this source are generally 

directed to the seminary and parochial school teacher. Those 

articles that appear methodically correct are of a psychological 

25aobert J. McNamara, "Seminary Education: Separate and 
Unequal," America, 116 (Apr. 8, 1967), 536. 

26National Catholic Education Association Bulletin, 
troday's Changing Seminaries," N.C.E.A. (Washington, D.C.: N.C.E.A. 
Feb. 1967). 
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orientation and do not treat sociological variables in any 

systematic manner. 

Still another article written for the lay audience--this 

time by a psychologist--raises a confusion in definition. 

"Although 'vocation,' from the Latin vacatio means 'calling,' 

realisticaily we know that the heavens will not shower forth signs 
27 

we are human, and thus we are rational and responsible beings." 

A reader might quite logically conclude that the a~thor is refer-

ring to a "calling" to the religious life. In actuality this 

article, along with others like it,"emphasizes the extended 

meaning of the word vocation. Del Vecchio uses it to mean a 

situation or position in life, far removed from any specific 

religious affiliation. 

Another extended meaning of the word vocation would be 

evidenced through a perusal of the various educational journals 

directed from departments of education of universities and col-

leges, and from the many governmental boards of education. Here 

the word connotes a type of trade school education; this type of 

-------·---·---------·--------------1 
27Anthony Del Vecchio, "Moment of Choice," Ave Maria, 

99 (March 28, 1964), 8. 
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education is seen in contradistinction to a full academic curric­

ulum preparatory to further study. When the term is used in this 

way, the four year curriculum supposedly culminates with the 

diploma; a type of terminal education and status is thus con­

ferred on the student. 

Whert the word is used in connection with a seminary, the 

full implications of the socialization and education process 

leading to ordination are intended o ''Vocation" in .. this context 

takes on added meaning. Awareness of the other possible usages 
" 

is important, however, particularly when the extension in meaning 

covers a wide choice of career opportunities or stations in life. 

The current d~bate over the effectiveness of the minor seminary 

often concludes that a change in the direction of a Christian 

leadership school curriculum would be the answer to "everyman's" 

vocation regardless of life goals. 

Sociological studies thus far on seminarians have tended 

to be largely "after the fact." By this it is meant that those 

~ell along in their religious careers are asked to provide data 

on recall; it is thus assumed by the investigator that the study 

group is representative of a larger population of seminarians, 

referring back to the initial stages of seminary education. 
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28 
scientific evidence is simply lacking in this area. 

An ubiquitous report on the relation of social class to 

achievement is found in the literature from the educational 

field. There is an assumption made that academic achievement is 

positively correlated to social class background. Frankel notes 

that "as expected, the families of the A's (high achievers) were 
29 

rated higher on the Hamburger Socio-Economic scale." His study 

compared high school boys' achievement, holding ability as a 

constant factor. 

Burton goes further in his observations on social class and 

achievement. He concludes: 

The social classes differ materially in approving or 
stigmatizing certain beliefs, values and behaviors, and 
in their regard for education. Middle and upper classes 
particularly stigmatize, in the lower classes, what the 
upper classes call laziness, shiftlessness, irresponsi­
bility, ignorance, immorality. Within the lower classes, 
however, some of these are anticipated ways of behavior, 
possessing background and rationale. The lower classes 
are likely to resent in the upper classes what lower 
class individuals call 'snootiness' or snobbery, good 
manners, proper language, lack of aggressiveness, or 
unwillingness to fight. 

28 
Fichter, P• 84. 

29 
Edward Frankel, "A Comparative Study of Achieving and 

Underachieving H~gh School Boys of High Intellectual Ability," 
in V.H.Noll and R.P.Noll (eds.), Readings in Educational 
Psychology (New York: The Macmillan Co., 19625, p. 175. 
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The middle and the upper-lower classes also believe 
in and impress on the children the value of 'getting 
ahead' or of 'bettering one's self' in life. Children 
in the middle class largely resist strongly the class 
values and habits imposed upon them, preferring the 
less controlled behaviors of the lower classes. Chil­
dren of the lower classes quite generally accept the 
values and behaviors of their class. Significantly 
the latter group is often unaware that its language, 
manners, and stand~rds are quite unacceptable within 
the other groups.30 

Burton seems aware of the difficulties of the posed rela-

tionships. An underlying assumption of the suspected close rela-

tionsbip between social class and academic achievement is quite 

evident, however. 

The evidence is still far from conclusive, though. 

Fredericks reports no relationship between social class back-

grounds and academic achievement in his study of medical school 
31 

freshmen. Waldo finds that, although there is a positive 

relationship between academic achievement and social class, the 

relationehip is significantly influenced by both the school Md 

the child's parents. Waldo's study concerned the adolescent boy; 

30 
W.H. Burton, "Education and Social Class in the United 

States," in Arthur Foff and Jean D. Grambs (eds.), Readings in 
Education (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1956), p. 22j. 

31 
Marcel A. Fredericks, "The Professionalization of Medical 

Students: Social Class Attitude, and Academic Achievement," 
(unpublished PhoDo dissertation, Department of Sociology, Loyola 
Universit ; Chica o 1965 • 2650 
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class background was viewed as intervening variable when compared 

to such factors (independent variables) as the parental relation­

ship and school norms as they bear upon academic achievement 

32 (dependent variable). 

Simms also finds a positive relation between social class 

and academic achievement. He additionally concludes that the 

clarity of perception of occupational goals was not as closely 

related to academic achievement as was previously 9onsidered.33 

His study focused on a large urban high school and did not consi­

der specific preparatory schools. Occupational goals would seem 

to be of necessity less structured than in the school that pre-

pares for college, the major seminary, or some other additional 

training beyond graduation. 

Pannes investigated the relationship between dogmatism, 

self-acceptance, intelligence, academic achievement (grade place-

ment), and sex of the student. She finds a significant relation-

3~eslie c. Waldo, "Educational Aspirations of Adolescent 
Boys: A Sociological Study" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, 
Stanford University, 1963). 

33James c. Simms, "Values and Status Variables as Determinants 
of Academic Achievement" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Emory 
University, 1962). 
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ship between the intelligence and grade placement of her respond­

ents when compared to the variables of self-acceptance and dogma-

tism. Although she did not include the social class backgrounds 

of her respondents (Junior-Senior high school students), she 

noted important changes in her variables--self-acceptance and 

dogmatism--occurring in the adolescent period. 34 These changes 

were viewed as being detrimental to the adequate functioning of 

the adolescent. A reader is tempted to further qu~stion the 

importance of the parental life styles for these observed 

changes. 

In a pilot study of 102 senior students from a minor 

seminary, this researcher found that both the upper and lower 

class respondents did better academically than the middle class. 

It was further found that the low achievers were more likely to 

be engaged in non-seminary sponsored recreational activities. 

Further investigation with the Srole Anomy Scale35 led to the 

34Ernestine D. Pannes, "The Relationship Between Self. 
Acceptance and Dogmatism in Junior-Senior High School Students," 
Journal of Educational Sociolosy, 36 (May, 1963), 419-426. 

35Leo Srole, "Social Integration and Certain Corollaries: 
an Exploratory Study," American Sociological Review, 21 (Dec., 
1956), 709-7160 
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observation that there was a statistically significant difference 

(eruploying the ::;tandard error of the difference of means) between 

the middle class and lower cl.iss respondents with regard to the 

socio-psychologicd.l variable of anomy. 

No single ::;tudy was uncovered dealing with the proposed 

problem area of this dissertation. This literature review is 

intended to give an indicatior. of the wide varieties of the 

observed phenomena that exist in r~ldted studieso 

Many questions might be raised by a consideration of the 
" 

preceding paragraphs. Sociological theory will be explored in 

order to frame questions in their proper perspective. Hypotheti-

cal formulations can only be properly placed when a conceptual 

model is employed to uncover gaps, contradictions, or inconsisten-

36 cies in scientific theory. Valid questions and related hypoth-

eses are raised when there is a ''working back and forth" between 

observed phenomena and sociological theory. Hypotheses cannot 

stand alone but must be related to theoretical positions. 37 

36Matild~ w. Riley, Sociological Research: A Case Approach 
(New York: Harcourt, Brace, and World," Inc., 1963), p. 15. 

37Han:1 L. Zetterberg, Q.n Theory '!n~ Verification in 
Sociolo~y (New York: The Bedminster Press, 1965). 
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Theoretical Considerations.--Sociologists are well aware of the -
current debate over "grand" and."partial" theory in their sci-

38 
ence. Parsons, while noting that " ••• Robert Merton first put 

forward (1947) publicly his plea for concentration on theories of 

39 the 'middle range'," goes on to explore levels of codification 

of (general) theory. In opting for interdisciplinary grand theo~. 

parsons additionally concludes that 11
0 •• general theory has, 

furthermore~ produced a whole range of middle-rang~ hypotheses.'.40 

Znaniecki earlier noted a tendency for the development of 
41, 

fragmentary studies in sociology. Stryker, in his eulogy for 

Arnold Rose, noted that Rose felt that "· •• what was needed in soci 

ology was an outlet for studies that were longer than conventionaJ 

38Mihailo Popovich, ''What the American Sociologists Think 
About Their Science and Its Problems," The American Sociologist, 
(May, 1966), 133-135. 

39 Talcott parsons, "General Theory in Sociology," in 
Robert K. Merton, Leonard Broom, and Leonard s. Cottrell, Jr. 
(eds.), Sociology Todax (New York: Harper and Row, 1959), p. 3. 

4oibid., p. 36. 

41Florian w. Znaniecki, "Basic Problems of Contemporary 
Sociology,-" American Sociological Review, 19 (Oct., 1954), 519-
524. In this Presidential Address to the American Sociological 
Society, Znaniecki urged sociologists to begin concentrating on 
collating their work into general theory. 
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journal articles but shorter than conventional books.•,42 Both 

Rose and Stryker are seemingly opting for the development of the 

monograph. Much can be said for this position. What is inferred 

is a general dissatisfaction with the type of fragmentation 

pointed out by lnaniecki. 

This present dissertation will attempt to realize the coun-

sel of these sociologists. The tie-in to general theory through 

the validation or rejection of hypotheses based on research con-

ducted at the middle-range will be the research orientation. 

Several researchers have generated knowledge in this area which 

is still only partially understood in terms of specific back-

grounds. The body of sociological knowledge thus far assembled 

should be more meaningful when connections are made to general 

principles. These general principles are to be found in almost 

any of the several theoretical systems (sociological). Reliance 

43 on the system developed by Znaniecki is purely a matter of 

choice in this present study. 

42 
Sheldon Stryker, "In Memoriam: Arnold M. Rose," The 

American Sociolo~ist, 3 (Feb., 1968), 61. 

43Joseph B. Gittler (ed.), Review of Sociology: Analysis 
of a Decade (New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1957). Gittler notes 
that 11

0 •• in 1952 Znaniecki's Cultural Sciences ••• outlines his 
major theorietical system which had been scattered throughout his 
multifarious writings since 1910~" n. 18~ 



In a rather thorough review of the sociological theory of 

· znaniecki, Frank.el goes on to note the heavy "Germanic" syntax 

d . h' 'b . 44 involve in is many contri utions. Indeed this is the case, 

although Znaniecki is always precise and logically consistent 

within the same work. 

Znaniecki warned against an over-emphasis on psychological 

ldata for sociological research, He insisted many times that the 

!proper data of sociology would be the investigation of social 

'actions. In attempting to overcome the criticism of Blumer45 

that there were inherent discrepancies of definition in his basic 

model (attitude f-+ definition of situation tt value), Znaniecki 

posited the concept of active tendency. 46 Active tendencies made 

possible the comparison of all kinds of human action--being inci- I 
~ 

pient, innate, and fundamental to human conduct. In a real sense,! 

these tendencies were psychological in origin. I 
44Hyman H. Frankel, nThe Sociological Theory of 

~naniecki 11 (unpublished Ph.D. dissertd.tion, University 
1958}. 

1 
l 

Florian I 
of Illinoist 

I 45Herbert Blumer, Critiques of Research in the Social 
ScienceEU_l_ (New York: Social Science Research Council, 1939). 

f 46Florian w. znaniecki, Cultural Sciences: Their Origin 
Jand Develo2ment (Urbana, IllinoiS:-University of Illinois Press, 
,1952), Po 2170 
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Although Znaniecki reco0 nized several types of attitudes,47 

he would define the social attltude as d. pre-set to act in a 

given situation. He further noted that che concept of attitude 

helped compare all kinds of definitions of the situations.
48 

values take en their meaning as ideological definitions of the 

situation only when formalized in basic institutions.
49 

By c.mp Luying lnanieci:d. 's basic model indicated above, it is 

possible tc move back and forth between the attitudes of individ­

uals and given values of a system through the definition of the 

situation. This is important for the present study for it 

enables the assessment of values of the seminary--however tenta-

tive--through an evaluation of attitudes of individual seminarians 

The definitions of the situation bec0me evident in the inter-

relationship of variables. 

The seminary itself can be conceived as a social group. 

Such a social group would be considered a social system by 

Znaniecki.50 Riley specifies that the nature of the case being 

47 Ibid., Chapter IX. 

48
Ibid. 

49 
Ibid., Chapters VIII, IX, and X. 

50 b.d 372 !__!__., p. • 
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researched may be combined. 51 To this end it would be possible to 

study the concept of seminarian as a role performance and the 

seminary as a dynamic social group in combination. Her view of 

social system is that it contains mutually interdependent, identi-

52 fiable parts, connecting the system as a whole. 

As this research study unfolds it will become apparent that 

no claim can be made that the social system of the minor seminary 

is revealed. Indeed, the minor seminary has four qistinct levels 

of students--freshmen through senior upper-classmen. A study of 
" 

any particular level of students could only be partially complete. 

What is important is the recognition that there is a ''wholeness" 

in seminary life for the minor seminarian. 

Meier and Bell research the connection of goal achievement 

to the condition of anomia. 53 The usual denotation of anomia is 

that of normlessness, but it may also connote a type of personal 

5lRiley, pp. 3-31. 

52Ibid., p. 10-11 

53The reader is advised of the several possible spellings 
of the word: anomia; anomie; anomy; anomique. They are not diffe~~ 
entiated in contemporary sociology. Srole does introduce the wor~ 
"eunomia" but would mean it to cover a state of the individual. 
For Srole a continuum would exist between eunomia-anomia. See 
Srole, pp. 709-716. 
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deregulation or else a state of society where precept and prac-

tice are not in attuneo Meier and Bell assert: 

we have argued that anomia results when an individual is 
prevented from achieving his life goals, and that the 
character of the goals and the obstacles to their achieve­
ment are rooted in social and cultural conditions. We 
have illustrated this hypothesis by showing the very high 
negative correlation between anomia, as measured by the 
Srole ~cale, and structural access to the means for the 
achievement of life goals, as measured by a multi­
dimensional index. 

For this generalization to be accepted additional 
research is required. Our analysis is largely.post 
factum: our findings are "explained" by a singie formu­
lation after the results were known.54 

These authors further view the possibility of socio-economic 

status being the dependent variable when compared with anomia. 

"An individual who despairs might become socially isolated, move 

down the social scale, identify himself with the working or lower 

classes.. • • uS5 

Several references in the review of the related literature 

have been presented which show the uncertain relationship between 

• social class backgrounds and academic achievement. Additionally, 

although Fredericks found no significant relationships between 

54norothy L. Meier and Wendell Bell, "Anomia and the 
Achievement of Life Goals," American Sociological Review, 24 
(April, 1959), 201. 

55Ibid. -
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social class and stress and anxiety responses in his study of the 

pre-clinical years of medicine, he did observe significant differ­

ences between stress and anxiety and other variables--specifically 
. 56 

tbe internalization of professional attitudes. This latter var-

iable had been suspected of being important for success and 

continuation in medical careers. 

A final notation is with reference to the type of study 

that is being undertaken. An exploratory study se~ks to uncover 

57 relationships within a system. Specific hypothesis testing is 
58 

much more definitive. Descriptive studies are more likely to 

cover a wider range of detail and to identify the system "in the 

round." The various processes and behavior patterns that are 

latent or otherwise not known to the participants in the system 
59 

are exposed in descriptive studies. By carefully regarding the 

research objective--exploratory and descriptive--while testing 

specific hypotheses, this present research ought to be guided in 

the correct methodological considerations. 

56Fredericks, pp. 216, 241. 

57Riley, p. 14. 

58Ibid. 

59 rbid., pp. 69-70. 
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~t::_~~~~-~osed.-~Merton notes that there are levels of questions 

that can be asked in the solution of problems in sociology. 

Indeed, he most carefully points out that questions, properly 

framed, lead to their own conclusionso Originating questions60 

are at a higher level of generality than specifying questions. 61 

The former are likely to be of a different kind, focusing on 

sociological fdcts, adQquacy of concepts, observed empirical 
62 

generalizations, soeial unii:ormities, and the like.. Specifying 

questions must be empirically verifiableo · When questions are put 

to the test of resedrch, they must be of a sort such that "the 

originating question must still be recast to indicate the observa-

tions that will provide a provisional answer to it. Only then 

has the problem been definitely posed. 1163 

Following Merton's lead, a few of the originating questions 

pertinent for this research would be as follows: Are there pat-

terns of behavior for individuals of particular backgrounds that 

60 
al., xiii-xix. Merton, et pp. 

61rbid., pp. xxvi-xxix. 

62
Ibid., - p. xix. 

63rbid., Po xxvi. 
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enable them to adjust better than others--not of their background­

in particular school settings? If there are such patterns, are 

the patterns thus related to any particular frames of mind of the 

individual? Are there factors in any patterned relationships-­

indicated by the above two questions--that further obviate a 

close relation between a person's background and his frame of 

mind? 

In particularizing the above questions so t~at they may 

have an empirical reference, the following questions are proposed 

for the purpose of this present research: 

(1) Are seminarians from upper class backgrounds more 
likely to achieve academically superior grades as 
compared to seminarians from middle or lower class 
backgrounds? 

Variables: a) Social class 
b) Academic grades 

(2) Is the degree of close-mindedness (dogmatism) of semi­
narians related to social class position and academic 
success in the minor seminary? 

Variables: a) Social class 
b) Academic grades 
c) Dogmatism 

(3) Are seminarians of upper class backgrounds less likely 
to indicate a degree of normlessness and deregulation 
(anomy) than seminarians of middle or lower class 
backgrounds? 

Variables: a) Social class 
b) Anomy 
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(4) Are seminarians of upper class backgrounds less likely 
to exhibit stress and anxiety than seminarians of mid­
dle or lower class backgrounds? 

variables: a) Social class 
b) Level of stress and anxiety 

(5) Are the various selected psycho-sociological factors-­
dogmatism, personal anomy, and individual stress and 
anxiety--related to academic achievement as measured 
by grades in the minor seminary? 

Variables: a) Academic grades 
b) .Dogmatism 
c) Anomy 
d) Stress and anxiety .• 

~pothetical. Considerations.--Riley"has observed that "the concep­

tual model is a heuristic device serving to guide the formulation 

64 
and solution of sociological problems." Znaniecki would go 

further and note that hypotheses, rather than being definitive, 

ought to be equally heuristic. By this he meant that.hypotheses 
' 

should lead the way to better insights into the problem. Such 

hypotheses would flower and await the conclusions of further 

research so that general theory would be formulated through the 

collation of specific research findings. 

The problem area, the literature, and the empirical ques-

tions presented in this chapter give rise to the formulation of 

64&·1 15 1 ey, p. • 
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the following four hypotheses chosen for this study: 

(1) Seminarians of upper class backgrounds will exhibit 
a higher academic grade placement than seminarians 
of middle or lower class position. 

(2) Seminarians of upper class backgrounds will show less 
dogmatism than seminarian~ of middle or lower class 
backgrounds. 

(3) Seminarians of upper class backgrounds will show less 
disposition to normlessness and deregulation (anomy) 
than seminarians of middle or lower class position. 

(4) Seminarians of upper class backgrounds ~ill tend to 
express less stress and anxiety than seminarians 
from middle or lower class backgrounds. 

Although the above empirical questions are framed in such 

a way that they will be answered through standard methodological 

procedures, it is additionally the purpose of this study to in-

vestigate the changes in attitude or value orientations of, stu-

dents in a minor seminary. The hypotheses of this study place 

social class backgrounds of seminarians in the position of key 

independent variable. The psycho-sociological variables referred 

to are placed as the dependent variables, along with academic 

achievement. Certain intervening variables--to be taken up in 

Chapter II--will be treated systematically. 

Justification of Problem Choice.--Merton has taken up the notion 

of proper questions in sociology in relation to problem finding. 

He also takes up the crucial issue of the relevance of such 
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questions and problemsc :He not:es that ".o.the bare question does 

not constitute the probl~mc It is only one component. Another 

is the rationale of the question, the statement of the reasons 

. 65 
why it is wor~h asking." Questions worth asking--and problems 

worth solving--stand related to their practical or theoretical 

value. 

This chapter has dealt with a review of the related 

literature as it pertains to the problem area. Several middle 

range conclusions of previous research hypotheses have also been 

presented. The position is taken that there is both a practical 

and theoretical worth to this present study. From the practical 

standpoint it ~ay be argued that such an investigation has not 

been attempted before. The findings should better enable those 

responsible for seminary activities and curricula to deal with 

problems in an intelligent manner. It is known that all too oftet 

administrators of seminaries do not have the necessary informatior 

to act in a manner that best fits the interests of the seminary. 

Without necessary information, administrators· are often forced to 

make policy in a vacuum. As has already been noted, they fall 

into the expediency of acting from past experience which is more 

65 Merton, et al., p. xix. 
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often than not reinforced by a great deal of impressionistic 

literature. 

From the theoretical standpoint it may further be argued 

that there are insufficient data, and conclusions often run 

counter to one another with regard to several fundamental posi-

tions. It was noted in the earlier parts of this chapter that 

the key variable of this present research--social class--is not 

consistently associated with certain other variable~, particularl 

academic achievement. It is hoped that further light might be 
-

placed on such fundamental sociological concepts as social class 

by this study. 

The succeeding chapter will attempt to organize a method-

ology best suited to the problem posed. The hypotheses stated 

do have e~pirical referents and it becomes the task of this study 

to employ those procedures that will yield the most valid and 

reliable evidence. 
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CHAPTER II 

METHODO;LOGY 

The source of data of the present research study is out-

lined in this chapter. In addition, the operational referents 

of the key concepts, the nature of the variables, the descriptive 

questionnaires, and the statistical ~rocedures are presented. 

The Research Case.--Available information indicates there were -
45,681 seminarians in u.s. seminaries in 1966. This included both 

minor and major seminarianso Of this number there were 13,024 

diocesan minor seminarians; 5937 seminarians were day school stu-

dents. Only 231 day school seminarians were attending religious 

order seminaries. There were seventy-three diocesan minor semi-

naries, although an additional twenty-six seminaries not so desig-

1 nated had diocesan minor seminarians as "special" students. 

Table 1 gives the breakdown of diocesan minor seminaries 

(1966) 2 in the U.S. in terms of the number of students and facult)' 

It should be noted that many of the seminaries with smaller 

1National Catholic Education Association, "Catholic 
Seminaries in the United States, 1966, '' Seminary Newsletter, 7 
Otarch, 1966), i-iii. 

2Ibido, pp. 1-84. This is the source of information for 
Table lo-
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Student 
Enrollment 

Under 99 

100-199 

200-299 

300-399 

400 ... 499 

Over 500 

Total 

J4 

TABLE 1 

UoSo DIOCE;)AN MINOR :>EMINARIES 
ENROLLMENT STA'CL::>TICS- -1965-66 

- ·-
Seminary Statistics 

Number of Number of 
Seminaries Students 

50 2720 

34 4919 

6 1463 
" 

4 1431 

3 1368 

2 1667 

99a 13,468b 

Number of 
Faculty 

566 

545 
" 

114 

107 

122 

75 

1529 
' 

a 
Seventy-three minor seminaries are reported by the 

National Catholic Education Association. This figure of ninety­
nine includes those seminaries (26) that take minor seminarians 
on a "special" basis. 

b The seventy-three minor seminaries enroll 13,024 .students; 
the twenty-six major seminaries and Religious Order seminaries 
enrolled 444 diocesan minor seminarians on a special basis. 
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student enrollments share teaching faculties with major seminar­

ies and otl.icr schools. Therefore some of these figures could be 

misleJding, particularly with regard to the smaller seminaries • 

. 'l'he lint; er !JC!r,JinariC!s tend to be staffed wholly by and for the 

same schoolo 

The decisipn was made not to seek a random sample of eithe 

seminarie3 or seminarians, but rather to choose two cases from 

the universe. Availability and assured cooperatio~ led to the 

choice of the two largest diocesan seminaries (with student popu-

lations over 500). These two seminaries are sister schools in 

that there is some degree of fiscal organization between them, bu 

for the most part they may well be considered relatively autono-

mous. Both serve the Archdiocese of Chicago and are t~erefore 

under a single Bishop. On the other hand both have administra-

tive directors--Rectors--that see to the individual direction of 

their respective seminaries. 

The number of students enrolled by academic level for 

these two seminaries for the 1967-68 academic·year is given in 

Table 2. The decision was made to limit the research to the 

freshman level which would include 320 respondents; The 

reasoning behind such a choice was that these students were new-

comers to the seminary experience; any changes in attitude of 
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such seminarians could thus be systematically treated fro• a giver 

starting point, that is, entrance into the seminary life. 

Q-N 

Q-S 

Total 

TABLE 2 

MINOR SEMINARY ENROLLMENT STATISTICS 
CHICAGO DIOCESE: 1967-68 

Freshman 

108 

212 

320 

Academic Level 

Sophomore Junior 

118 

173 

291 

85 

196 

281 

Seni9r 

83 

185 

268 

Total 

394a 

766 

1160 

a~nrollment was less than 500 at this seminary for 
this academic year. , 

The Minor Seminarx Setting.--Hereinafter these two seminaries wi~ 

be designated Q-N (108 respondents) and Q-S (212 respondents). 

Both seminaries have a common historical background. In 1905 the 

first minor seminary training school was established for the 

Chicago diocese. In 1917 Q-N was built and took on the vocational 

and educational program that had been established as part of the 

system leading to the major seminary. It was the principal 



37 

"feeder school" to the major seminary of the diocese that had been 

established at Mundelein, Illinoiso 

The one seminary--Q-N--was sufficient until the late 1950's 

when it was observed that "in the short space of ten years (the) 
. 3 

eighth grade (new registrants) has almost doubled •••• " This 

necessitated the expansion pf seminary facilities.and the con-

struction of an additional minor seminary. Q-S went into opera-

tion in 1961. At that time high school boys intend~ng to study 

for the priesthood who lived in the northern part of the diocese 

continued to commute to school at Q-N. Boys from the southern 

part of the diocese began their training by commuting to Q~s. 

In addition to the expansion program of 1961, the whole 

format of education was changed. Prior to that year the minor 

.. seminary consisted ot a five year training program. The 4-4-4 

plan of education was initially instituted, which would call for. 

four years of high school, four years of college, and four years 

in the study of theology at a major seminary. The curriculum was 

3 Dedication Booklet, St. Mary of the Lake Seminary and 
Quigley Preparatory Seminary--South (September 13, 1962), p. 49. 
This booklet gives the only· rather complete history of the sem­
inary system in Chicago coqcerning the minor seminary. 
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~evised also. Before 1961 the major emphasis was on the humani­

ties and traditional learning. ·rn 1961 the minor seminary curric­

µlum was broadened to include the physical sciences and diversi-

, fied subject matter. Briefly, the minor seminary was attuned to 

pther metropolitan high schools--both private and public--in terms 

pf curriculum. 

The expansion bro~ght about still another change. Whereas 

the teaching ~aculty had been almost entirely compo~ed of dio­

cesan clergy before 1961, there was a change made to include a 

>ubstantial increase in lay faculty. In 1967-68 the Q-N seminary 

nad twenty-three priests and five laymen on their teaching staff; 

the Q-S seminary opened with thirty priests al)d eighteen lay 

faculty. 

Other changes in the minor seminary over the past several 

~ears--up to 1967-68--include those pf a social nature. The stu­

ients are given much more individual freedom and responsibility 

than in the past. They must now choose much of the personal con­

iuct that fits their notion of a priestly vocation. They are no 

-onger dismissed from the seminary for behavior that was once for­

~idden. A case in point is·the social dating of seminarians with 

~irls. This was once cause for immediate dismissal. Still furthe1 
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the students are given a voice in self-government (the student 

council), and through a committee of the student council they -

practice a form of self-discipline--the monitor system. The moni­

tor system lends some authority to upper-classmen in carrying out 

rules. The traditional seminary setting was much more autocratic. 

Athletic programs have been enhanced so that varsity level 

competition is maintained with both public and private schools in 

the area, Intramural sports and club activities account for a 

greater portion of the time of the seminarians. While there has 

been no deliberate attempt to downplay the academe, the net result 

nas been a shift in focus to the wholeness of education for the 

ninor seminary. 

What has been said thus far has been an attempt to recon-

~ile two opposing views. One student has commented that " ••• the 

minor seminary is no different from any other school." This is an 

over-statement and like all over-statements it is not entirely 

,ithout qualifications. The opposite view that the minor seminary 

has not changed is also rejected. Significant changes have been 

brought about. A cognitive awareness is held by the faculty that 

311 students will not continue on to the priesthood. With this 

:awareness has come such programs as "college counseling." This 
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type of counseling is more directed to those who are not going on 

in the seminary system than tho.Se who are, but under-classmen are 

excluded by policy decision. 

The minor seminary today is still a school for priestly 

formation. But the seminary no longer oqcupies the position of th• 

past for young students. The seminary faculty member emphasizes 

bis role of professional teacher rather than his status of teacher -
as in the past. In short, the seminary program and. setting for 

this study group pulls together a broad range of social and educa-

tional activities that are in keeping with the modern Zeitgeist-­

the spirit of the times. 

The social class backgroµnds for the faculty of the Q-S are 

presented in Table 3. An assumption was ~ade that faculty back­

grounds for the Q-N seminary were similar and data were not col-

lected there. It should be noted that a standard index of social 

4 positioning was employed to stratify the faculty backgrounds. 

Although there are forty-eight on the Q-S faculty, thirteen mem-

bers failed to detail necessary background information. 

4 
August B. Hollingsh·ead, Two Factor Index of Social Positim 

(New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, i956). • 



Social Class 
position 

Class I 

Class II 

Class III 

Class IV 

Class V 

Total 

I 

41 

TABLE 3 

SOCIAL CLASS DISTRIBlrrION OF MINOR 
SEMINARY FACULTY (Q-S) BY NUMBER 

AND PER CENT 

I 

Faculty 
Number Per Cent Expected Distributiona 

(Hollingshead) 

2 5.7 2.7 
i 
I " 2 I 5.7 9.8 
J 
' . 9 

f 

25.7 " 18.9 

18 51.4 48.4 I 
I 

4 I 11.4 20.2 

35 99.9 100.0 

a 
Based on Hollingshead's three factor Index of Social 

Position. These three factors are: education, occupation, and 
place of residence. The third facto~ was dropped subsequently 
by Hollingshead. Hollingshead's distribution anticipates these 
figures in the social structure. See August B. Hollingshead and 
Frederick c. Redlich, Social Class and Mental Illness (New York: 
~iley and Sons, Inc., 1958), p. 395 -- · 
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The nu1aher of yca1:3 of teachin~ experience of the faculty 

.:it the Q-~ sewinary is depicted on Table 4o Although the rates of 

faculty turnovor are low fo:r; any given yec.n·, the percentage of 

t<3<:Lchers havir1.:; leo:J than ci;;ht years' e~\:perience is quite high. 

'fUl.i10Ver it:J not limi.ted to the lay faculty; about the same number 

leave their te .. tdd.ng as.;ign.nenta £or parish duties and other cler­

ical positions from the p:rLcdt faculty as do the lay faculty for 

other teaching positions. .\1 though the priest faculty have a 

different relation&hip to th:,: Bishop of the diocese than do the 

lay faculty) their teaching assignments are to a large extent 

voluntary. 

Table 5 gives the age distribution for the Q-S seminary 

faculty. The larger percentage of facµlty members are between 

the ages of thirty-one and forty-five. The typical or modal age 

of a faculty member would be in this middle range. There are no 

known statistics of faculty ages for schools in the area, but it 

is the impression of this writer that other parochial and public 

high schools have much younger teaching faculties. 

For the Q-S seminary faculty, the preponderant ethnic back­

ground fl'able 6)is heavily weighted in terms of Irish descent. ThiE 

no doubt reflects the tradition of an Irish clergy in the Church 

in America that has been reported upon by many researchers. 
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TABLE 4 

TEACHING EXPERIENCE DISTRIBUTION OF MINOR 
SEMINARY FACULTY {Q-S) BY NUMBER 

AND PER CENT--1967-68 

Number of Years Faculty 

Teaching 
Number Per Cent 

0-2 5 14.~3 

3-4 7 20.0 . 
5-6 5 14.3 

7-8 11 31.5 

9 ... 10 2 5.7 

11-12 2 5.7 

13-14 1 2.8 

• • • • • • • • • 

23-24 l 2.8 

25-26 1 2.8 

Total 35 99.9 

.. 
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TABLE 5 

AGE DISTRIBUTION OF MINOR. SEMINARY FACULTY (Q-S) 
BY NUMBER AND PER CENT--1967-68 

Faculty 
Faculty Age 

Number Per Cent 

22-25 3 8.6 
~ 

26-30 5 14.3 

31-35 7 . 20.0 

36-40 9 25.7 

41-45 7 20.0 

46-50 1 2.8 

51-56 3 8.6 

I 

Total 35 100.0 

~ 
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TABLZ 6 

ETliNIC BACKGROUND OF HU!OR SEMINARY FACULTY (Q-S) 
BY NUI·IDER MID PER CENT 

Total 35 99.9 

a 
Faculty member lists seven ethnic or national 
backgi::ounds. 

,. .... , _______ . __ , _________ .....,.~-----------.... 
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In addition, the faculties at both the Q-N and Q-S 

seminaries have generally compieted training leading to the 

·Master's degree in diversified fields. By and large, these fac-

ulty members have been continuing their own graduate education 

at many different universities. This is accomplished at evening 

and summer school locations. · The faculties are encouraged by 

the seminary administration in this respect and several of the 

faculty--both lay me~bers and priests--have taken the equivalent 

of sabbatical leaves to obtain degrees. 

g__athet:ing t~.~t:!···The data for the present study were gathered 

at several different times. Prior to entry into the seminary the 

students were screened on the basis of aptitude and intelligence. 

These tests were administered.by the seminary in October, 1966, 

for the academic year 1967·68. About this same time the applican 

and their parents were interviewed in their homes by diocesan 

priests selected for this task. Also during the fall and winter 

of 1966-67, questionnaires were sent to the p~rish priests and 

rammer school principals• these were returned by mail prior to 

entry into the ~eminary. fersonality factors gleaned from the 

interviews and questionnaires also were a consideration in 

screening candidates. 
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questionnaires on the socio-psychological variables of 

dogmatism, anomy, and individual stress-anxiety were administered 

to the entire study population three times: September, 1967; 

January, 1968; May, 1968. The forms were given in a controlled 

setting which would tend to minimize peer influence during testing, 

At the Q-S seminary the entire study population was assembled in 

an auditorium for an hour of the school day. Instructions for 

each form were read and monitors were available fo~ the students. 

At the Q-N seminary the forms were given on the same day at 

different periods by a teacher from the social studies department. 

The same procedures were followed. · It should be noted that these 

forms were not timed, and ample time was allowed for all students 

for completion. 

Academic achievement data were gathered four times; 

November, 1967 (first quarterly grades); January, 1968 (first 

semester grades); March, 1968 (second quarterly grade~; June, 1968 

(second semester grades). The grades in the freshman year are 

taken as the expression of academic achievement for this study. 

Key Indepen~ent Vari!blet Soci~l. Class.--The concept of social 

class is used in this study to refer to the variegated life styles 

of the respondents and their families. The assumption is made 
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that psychological and social characteristics are differentially 

located in the respondents' backgrounds and that expression will 

be made in terms of attitudes and action. The term ''upper-class" 

(Class I) will ref er to minor seminarians classified as upper or 

~pper-middle through the use of Hollingshead's 'l'Wo Factor Index of 

social Position; the term "middle-class" (Class II) will refer to 

those classified in the same manner as lower-middle; the term 

"lower-class" (Class III) will refer to the upper-lower and lower­

lower classes of the Hollingshead Indexo 5 

Hollingshead's Two Factor Index of Social Position strati-

fies respondents on the basis of two weighted factors of parental 

background. These factors are: 1) educational attainment, and 

2) present occupation. Each of these factors is given.a rating 

of a high of ~ to a low of seven. The rating obtained is multi-
' 

plied (weighted) by seven for occupation and four for education. 

The~ of the individual's ratings multiplied by the weights 

determine his placement in one of five social classes. These 

classes range from an upper of _!_ to a lower~lower of ..:!_. 

Hollingshead has offered elsewhere the typical descriptive fee.tires 
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of the various classes found in society, 6 Precedent for the 

acceptance of this stratification procedure is found in many 

studies. 

The social class distribution of the study group is pre-

sented on Table 7. The decision was made to combine classes I 

and II, IV and V. This was procnpted by the relatively low 

numbers of respondents in classes I and v. Without such combina­

tions statistical analysis of the relationship bet~een variables 

for this study would be overly tentative. 

variables: Al?.ilitx and ARt~tud..!··-The Gamma test (form Am) 7 was 

ac:binistered to the respondents in October, 1966, by the seminary 

administration. Individual scores were taken from seminary 

records. The purpose of this ~est developed by Otis is to mea-
8 sure " ••• thinking power OX' degree of maturity of the mind." 

Reliability and validity coefficients have been presented and sat-

i 9 sfy the use of this inteiligence test for the present study. 

6Hollingshead and Redlich, pp. 66-135 

7Arthur s. Otis, Otis g_uick Scoring Mental Ability Tests 
(New York: Harcourt Brace, 19 54) • 

8 Ibid., p. l. -
9 Ibid., pp. 5-6. -
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social 
Class 
Position 

I: } I 
III II 

IV} 
V III 

otal 

TABLE 7 

SOCIAL CLASS DISTRIBUTION OF s1uoy 
GROUP BY NUMBER AND PER CENT 

Q-N Q s Total 

Number Per Cent Number Per Cent Number Per Cent 

19.6 41 19.3 62 19.4 5}21 
16 

4.7} 
14.9 

13} 
28 

6.1 } 
13.2 

18} 
44 

5.6 } 
13.8 . 

35 32.8 37 17.4 72 22.6 

41} 38.3} 101 49.7} 1461 45.8} 
51 47.6 134 63.3 ~85 

10 9.3 29 13.6 39 12.2 

107 100.0 212 100.0 319 100.0 

aThe numbers in Class I and Class V were too small to allow for 
accurate statistical analysis. Therefore Classes I and II, 
Classes IV and V were combined. Also, one respondent from Q-N 
could not be assigned a class position as he had come to the 
seminary from a Catholic Dependent school (Maryville) and could 
not provide the necessary background infonnation. 

58.0 

' 
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scoring is in terms of a quotient that reflects both age of res­

pondent and comparable mental ability. Ability is operationalized 

· in this study through the intelligence quotient score of this 

~est. Higher quotients are reflective of higher ability while 

Lower quotients reflect less ability. 

Table 8 shows the distribution of the freshmen respondents 

Ln this study group ~or the Otis test administered in October, 

L966. The two seminaries are seen to be quite comparable on this 

variable. The national norms would place one standard deviation 

(plus and minus) between the scores of 90-110. In this respect 

~be study group is well above the statistical norm. 

Scholastic aptitude is operationalized through the compos-
10 

Lte score obtained by a battery of standardized tests.. These 

tests (arithmetic, language arts, and reading) were administered 

~n October, 1966, to the respondents. The composite score is 

expressed in terms of a grade placement ~ a percentile ranking. 

!\gain higher scores indicate higher scholastic aptitude while 

Lower scores are indicative of less aptitude.· The eercentile 

~ank composite is utilized in this di$sertation. 

10science ~esearch Associates, Inc., Chicago, Illinois. 
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TABLE 8 

l·IENTAL ABILITY DISTRIBUTION OF STUDY GROUP 
AS MEASURED ON OTIS TEST--1966 

" -
Range of Q-N Q-S Total 
1.Q. Scores 

Number Per Cent Number Per Cent Number Per Cent 
- ' 

135-139 2 1.9 5 2.6 7 2.3 

130-134 6 5.6 9 4.6 
" 

15 5.0 

125-129 12 11.4 21 10.7 33 10.9 
. 

120-124 18 17.0 35 17.9 53 17.5 

115-119 23 21.5 45 22.9 68 22.6 

110-114 24 22.7 42 21.4 66 21.9 

105-109 13 12.3 18 9.2 31 10.8 

100-104 7 6.7 18 9.2 25 8.3 
' 

95~99 0 -- 3 1.5 3 1.0 

90-94i 1 0.9 0 -- 1 . 0.3 

. 

Total 106 100.0 196 100.0 3028 100.0 

8All of the r~spondents did not complete the Otis test 
before admission to the seminary. 
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The distribution of the freshmen respondents for the 

science Research Associates battery of tests is given on Table 9. 

Again both the Q-~ and the Q-S seminaries are seen to have simi­

lar distributions. Significant numbers of respondents score 

above the fiftieth percentile, tQe median for standardized tests 

of this variable. The higher scores of the study group for the 

tests of scholastic aptitude and mental ability reflect the tests 

employment by the seminary administration in·initiai screening of 

candidates. 

variable: Dogmatism.--The degree of openness and closedness of 

belief systems (dogmatism) is measured with the Dogmatism Scale 

(form E-1960) developed by Rakeach. 11 The test
12 

obtains ·a 

score ranging from 40 to 280 which operates on a continuum of 

belief-disbelief. Situations are presented to the respondent 

which contain relevant and irrelevant factors with respect to 

appropriate action. To the extent that action depends on irrele-

13 :vant factors, the personality system is said to be closed. .. 

11 
Milton Rokeach, The Qp_en a~d Closed Mind (New York: Basic 

Books, 1960), pp. 71-80. 

12see Appendix A. 

13 Rokeach, pp. 55-64. 
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TABLE 9 

SCHOLASTIC APTITUDE DISTRIBUTION OF STUDY 
GROUP AS MEASURED BY THE SCIENCE 

RESEARCH ASSOCIATES TESTS- -
1966 

percentile Q-N Q-S Total . 
aaage Number Per Cent Number Per Cent Number Per Cent 

90-99 7 6.9 

80-89 23 22.5 

70-79 30 29.4 

60-69 18 17.6 

SO·S9 15 14.7 

40·49 6 S.9 

30-39 2 1.9 

20-29 0 --
10-19 l i.o 
0-9 0 --

Total 102 99.9 

20 10.2 

34 17.3 

52 ' 26.5 

39 19.9 

21 10.7 

20 10.2 

7 3.6 

3 1.5 

0 --
0 --

196 99.9 

J.1 

57 

82 

57 

36 

26 

9 
' 

3 

1 

0 

a 
298 

a All of the respondents did not complete the Science 

9.0 

19.1 

27.4 

19.1 

12.0 

8.7 

3.1 

1.1 

0.4 

--. 

99.9 

Research Associates battery of tests before admission 
to the seminary. 
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Reliability coefficients of .68 to .93 are given by Rokeach. 14 

validity is taken from Rokeach's own standardization, face valid­

ity, and the employment of this test in other studies. The higher 

scores on the test represent a more dogmatic belief system of the 

personality, while lower scores represent a more open system. 

Forty items make up tpe Dogmatism Scale (form E-1960). 

The response on each item follows the Likert-type scaling tech­

nique whereby the respondent chooses from strongly ~greeing 

through strongly disagreeing positions. The respondent receives 
., 

a possible score of seven for each item strongly agreed to and a 

score of one is received for each that is strongly disagreed with. -
rhe sum of the item scores gives the test value (score) for the -
~ogmatism variable for each individual. This operation gives the 

~oncrete indicant of a test score for the variable of the study. 

Variable: Anomy.--Degree of personal normlessness is measured 

~hrough the use of an Ano~ Scale15 developed by Mccloskey and 
4 

Schaar. 16 These authors attempt to show the connection between 

14Ibid., P• 96. -
15see Appendix B. 
16 Herbert McCloskey and John Schaar, "Psychological 

~~~~~~i~~~ of Anomy," American Sociolo,&ical &eview, 30 (Feb., 
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anomy and various personal factors--cognitive, emotional, and sub­

stantive beliefs and opiQions.17 

Anomy is defined in this present dissertation to mean per-

sonal normlessness and deregulation. Anomy is taken to be a re­

sult of impaired socialization.18 ''The core of the concept is thE 

feeling of moral emptiness."19 The Anomy Scale serves to opera­

tionaliz~ the anomy variable. 

The scale contains nine items with which the respondent 

agrees or disagrees. Six to nine "agrees" are considered indica­

tive of high anomy; three to five ''agrees" are considered middle 

range; zero to two "agrees'' are classified as low or non-anomic.2C 

The test is easily administered and scored. 

Face validity, correlation with related scales, and coef-

ficients of reproducibility--.80-.83--are presented by McC1oskey 

and Schaar. Reliability is satisfied through correlating split-

halves (Spearman-Brown, .76), and an " ••• alternative computation 

utilizing a formula presented by L. J. Cronbach ••• " yielding 

17 Ibid., - pp. 21-22. 

181bid., p. 21. -
19Ibid., P• 19. -
20tbid. _, p. 25. 
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a reliability coefficient of .77.
21 

Mizrucbi notes an inverse relationship between social class 

and anomy, introducing the additional variable of social partici-
22 pation into his research. In this be follows Srole who bad 

earlier hypothesized the same relationship between social class 
. 23 
and anomy. Roberts and Rokeacb have taken the contrary position 

that the relationship of social class to anomy is quite ''negli-
24 gible." From the preceding chapter it is noted that the present 

dissertation also hypothesizes an inverse relationship between 

these two variables (see p. 30). The common assumption of similar 

life goals seem~ more adequate in this present study, which possi­

bly satisfies an objection_of M:Lzruchi toward his own and others' 

previous research. 25 

21 
~·' pp. 23·25. 

22 Epnraim H, Mizruchi, "Social Structure and Anomia in a 
Small City," American Sociological Review, 25 (Oct., 1960), 
645-654. ' ,, 

23 
Srole, P.• 715. 

24 A. H. Roberts and M. Rokeach, "Anomie, Authoritarianism, 
and Prejudice," American Journal of Sociolog;y, 62 (Jan., 1956), 
355-358. ' 

25 
Mizruchi, P• 653. 
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variable: ?tress and Anxietl.~-Taylor's Personality Scale of Mani--
fest Anxi_!!t.z.26 was used to measure the respondents ' ability to 
- 27 
cope with stress and anxiety. This test has been reported as 

28 satisfying basic validity requirements and having reliability 

coefficients of .81 to .96. 29 

The test bas fifty items that are answered "true" or "false' 

by the respondent. Answers judged to be "correct" are indicative 

of underlying stress and anxiety. Some items are more aptly 

answered "true" while others are more aptly answered "false" as an 

indicator of this variable. Higher scores are taken as a reflec­

tion of stress and anxi,ty while lower scores indicate the opposita. 

Taylor compared neu~otic and psychotic patients with normal 

subjects finding that the two former categories exhibited greater 

anxiety both in terms of her test and objective clinical observa­

tion. 30 While the test could not be used as a predictor of 

mental illness it did serve to objectify the variable of stress 

26 See Appendix c. 
27 Janet A. Taylor, "A Personality Scale of Manifest Anz~ · 

iety", Journal of Abnorm~l Social Psychologz, 48 (1953), 285-290. 
28 

Fredericks, pp. 62-64. 
29Taylor, pp. 285-290. 

lOibid. 
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and anxiety. 

Fredericks, in his study of medical students, found no 

relationship between social class and individual stress and 
31 anxiety. An hypothesis of this present study is in effect an 

extension and replication of this facet of the study by Fredericks 

variable: Academic Achievement.--Quarterly and semester grades of 

the respondents in the study group serve to operationalize the 

academic achievement variable for the academic year 1967-68. The 

Q-N seminary employs a numerical grading system whereas the Q-S 

seminary operates on a letter grade-point system. The grade-point 

averages are computed in tet'lllS of the 4.0 system: A~4 points; 

B•l points; C•2 points; D·i point; F:Q points. Selected honors 

and advanced placement classes in some subjects allow for the 

accumulation of additional credit differentials in both the numer-

ical and grade-point systems. 

The seminaries treat grades of students as valid and relia­

t>le. They share this as a common groqnd with practically all .. 

Dtber schools. it is a generally observed faculty impression that 

litudents are not as "grade conscious" in the earlier years as in 

31 Fredericks, p. 183. 
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tbe later years of scbooliqg. Whether students' ''grade conscious~ 

ness" or faculty attitudes operate separately or work in tandem, 

tbe effect is that fewer students receive lower grades in the 

junior-senior levels in the seminary. 

32 
The ouestionnaires.~-Tbe General Information questionnaire was 

administered to tbe familtes in the study group in the fall of 

1966. Approximately twenty-five to thirty priests of the diocese--

some of whom were seminary faculty priests--completed the home 

interviews. Each priest-interviewer bad about ten homes to visit 

~d questionnaires to complete. A few had more. The priest-

interviewers bad bee~ instructed on the establishing of rapport 

and the handling of th• intetview relationship. Specific items 

were to be completed, thus structuring the information that was 

given. By this method the questionnaires became quite comparable. 

Most of the priest-interviewers took this responsibility 

~uite s~riously. Although they were selected for this task, there 

was general agreement OD cooperation. Tbe reliability of a 

32 . See Appendix D. 



"-------- - ~~..,. ..... ........,.,,....;._ ........ ~·-··' ....... .---------------. 
,.....-

ol 

subjective instru: .• :mt of tl~is u.:.ture is someti1.1es questionable; 

neverthelesn, it \las f;··lt that the deocriptive picture of seminar-

,.~ ...... 13 ' U:::•·:: ·,.~-:Li L~ (~l.1W~ .. c(,J by its in~lt1:3ion as a scurce of data. 
.~-· 

The v.alidi~y .:..'..;;: lh:J ~; :)nt pDrt \Jas taken at face value. 

Teo o~L-.::?r quc.:Jt:ior:naircs were a:L1iled to the seminarians' 

l 1 . i i 33 d i h 34 ,,rade-sc 100 princ pa an par s pastoro These were returned 
u 

i;o:natiu.1.3 b~:fore the caindidatas uere screened as incoming freshmen 

for the aca:L~mic year 1967-68. These questionnaires also offer 

descriptive background for the study group of this dissertation. 

perusal of Index E and Index F indicates that the items are simi-

lar and that they are extremely subjective in nature. 

Several prospectiv~ candidates were eliminated during 

screening on the basis of the three questionnaires. Information 

became available to i:be seminary administration which would not 

otherwise have been brought to their attention. Discipline 

problems, personality problems, and physical difficulties revealed 

by the questio1maires became considerations for non-acceptance • 
.. 

This is taken as, additional verification of tbe validity of the 

33see Appendix E. 

34 See Appendix F. 
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quegtionnair.es for this study in that they were acceptable to the 

seminary administration. 

statistical P.rocedures.--The variables are compared in this study -
through the utilization of mean scores, standard deviations, 

35 standard errors, and the "t'' statistic. The data were processed 

by high speed electronic computers (the 1401 and 1620 IBM 

devices). 

The level of significance was determined at the .05 level. 

This level of significance is most conventional in the social 

sciences. 36 When it is established the researcher may reject the 

null hypothesis and accept the study hypothesis, asserting that 

the observed differences in variables occur by chance in five or 

less cases in each hundred. 

Some authors have argued that setting any level of signi­

ficance is artificial and that data ought to be reported with 

the investigator's conclusions without any special notation of 

35 . Philip J. l't:Cartby~ Introduction to Statistical Reaaonin_g 
(New York: McGraw-Hill, Inc., 1957). 

36James K. Skipper, Jr., Anthony Guenther, and Gilbert Nas&i 
''The Sacredness of .05: A Note Concerning tbe Uses of Statistical 
Levels of Significance in Social Science," The American Sociolo­
&i•t 2 (1967), 16. 
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37 
significance. Tbese same authors argue that the data--properly 

presented--sbould speak for themselves. While there is some merit 

in this position, ~t is felt that by establishing the level of 

confidence beforehand, some objective standard is assured. 

Still otpers have argued against too great a reliance on 

statistics in the uncovering of relationships in the social 

sciences. Martindale bas observed: 

Although one cannot accept Sorokin's personal formulations 
(bis integral truths seem to eliminate mathematics in prin­
cipal), his cr~ticism of such trends in contemporary soci­
ology as forms of quantophrenia and numerology seem to be 
essentially correct. Appa+ently there are no limits on the 
nonscientific use of mathema~ics in sociology, unless it be 
the reluctance of the scientifically minded to tolerate 
pseudo mathematics as well as the metaphysics which would 
reject mathematics in p~inci~le. But we must take care not 
to cast out all mathematics.JS 

It is not the intention of this dissertation to belabor the 

obvious. The uses to which statistics is put here clarify obser­

vations that would not otherwise be discernible. 

37 Ibid., PP• 16-18. -
38 ' Don Mardindale, ''Limits to the Uses of Mathematics in 

the Study of Sociology," Mathematics and the Social Sciences 
(Philadelphia: American Academy of Political and Social Science, 
June, 1963). Tbis article is one of a group dealing with. this 
subject; the art~cles were the result of a symposium conducted by 
the Acadeaiy. 
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some confusion bas resulted over the tables to be used in 

tbe intei·pretation of "t" values for their corresponding levels 

of significance. This point will become apparent as this research 

study proceeds. In brief, whenever directionality is hypothe­

sized for the differences between variables (either greater-than 

or less-than), the one-tailed test should be used. If it is -
merely hypothesized that differences do exist between variables, 

the two-tailed test must be used. A table is incorporated in this 

dissertation39 which allows for comparison of the one and two-

tailed tests. Also, since the one-tailed test for "t" should be 

used in this research study, the table facilitates accurate 

reference. 

As a final note to this chapter and in particular to this 

section on statistical procedures, it should be noted that the 

study group of 320 respondents dwindled somewhat in the course of 

the academic school year. Sixteen respondents were eliminated 

from the Q-S seminary study group because of not completing one 

or the other of the original entrance tests. Six more were 

39see Appendi~ G. The source of this table is: 
Richard P. Runyon and Audrey Haber, Fundamentals of Behavioral 
Statistics (Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley Publishing Co., 1967), 
p. 253. 
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eliminated from Q-N for similar reasons. One each from Q-N and 

Q-S bad prolonged absence from school and therefore missed the 

testing on the variables. Three more were eliminated because of 

dismissal from the seminary (Q-N) for discipline reasons. The 

final study group used in this dissertation for statistical· 

analysis and comparison consisted of 293 respondents--Q~N bad 98 

and Q-S bad 195 respondentso 
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I CHAPTER III I 
I I 

SOME SELECTED DESCRIPTIVE FACTORS 

OF THE MINOR SEMINARIANS' 

BACKGROUNDS 

• 

This chapter details several selected 
I 

features found in the1 

!social and psychological backgrounds of the freshman minor semi- I 
jnarian. The objective here is to clarify the possible relation- I 
!ships between variables reported upon in succeeding chapterso ! 
~ ~ 

~The type of qualitative description employed at this point sacri-
• 

1 
·fices reliability for an effort at comprehensiveness. In the 
' 

Jsame way, "qualitative description often serves the important 

•purpose of dealing with the social system in the round, since 

these studies are not limited by the rigorous requirements of 

measurement and analysis."2 

With this note of caution it is further advised that the 

tables and other data of this chapter should be taken to represent 

1the broad backgrounds for which they are intended. It was I 

l 'Riley, p. 23 

2 
~bido, Po 22. 
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considered advisable to review a wide variety of the data gathered! 

from the questionnaires and school records (see appendices). 

MUch of the data gathered in the early stages of this research 

; 
I 
I 
~ 

I 
·were submitted by priest-interviewers, pastors, grammar school 1· 

principals, and seminary staff. As a consequence, no direct con-
1 

trol could be maintained as the data were not essentially part of 

' ;the study. I 

! The attempt is made to show parental backgrounds and some 

'parent attitudes toward their sons, Also, some selected attitudesl 

1
toward the minor seminary and seminarian by pastors and grammar 

' ;school principals are detailed. Pastors and principals reported 
I 

~on the respondents in consultation with priest assistants and 
,. 

distributions detail the 
; 
~group as a whole. Also, the personal adjustment by minor semi-

inarians to seminary life is tapped by way of the student conduct 

grade. How such grades are dispersed within the study population 

~is of interest and has a bearing on the questions of this study, 

I 
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and is a focal concern of this researcho 

Briefly, the descriptive backgrounds of the seminarian, his 

family, and the seminary are interconnected. It is in this 

fashion that an approach is made to qualitative description. 

g_arental Back.groundso--It was found (Tables 10 and 11) that the 

modal average age for fathers was in the 46-50 age group for Q-N 

and in the 41-45 age group for Q-S. The modal average age for 

mothers was found to be in the 36-40 age group for both seminaries. 

On the whole there appeared a tendency for the upper class par-

ents (Class I) to be younger. The Q-S seminary is comparatively 

overweighted for the lower class (Class III); it appears that Q-S 

bas a somewhat higher representation of older parents. 

The Irish ethnic origins of the parents predominate from 

both the Q-N and Q-S seminaries (Tables 12 and 13). In an overall 

comparison with the ethnic backgrounds of the seminary faculty 

(see Table 6, p. 45) the respondents' parental origins are 

observed to be similar. There is a concentration of those of 

Polish origins in the lower social class for the Q-S seminary. 

There is no black seminarian in the study population from the Q-N 

seminary; there are sixteen black students in the study group at 

,the Q-S seminary. 
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TABLE 10 

PARENTAL AGES OF STUDY GROUP BY 
SOCIAL CLASS POSITION--

Q-N SEMINARY a 

Social 
Class 

Fathers' Age Mothers' Age I 
31-35 36-40 41-45 46-50 51-55 56-60 31-35 36-40 ~1-45 ~6-50 ~l-55 56-60 rrota 1 

I 
(Upper) - 3 9 4 - - 2 6 6 2 - - 32 

°' l.O 

II 
(Middle) l 8 6 10 2 - l 14 6 4 3 - 55 

. 
III 

{Lower) 1 9 11 14 3 5 4 16 9 7 6 - 85 

Total 2 20 26 28 5 5 7 36 21 13 9 - 172 

aFailure to indicate age resulted in slightly incomplete taxonomy. 
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TABLE 11 

PARENTAL AGES OF STUDY GROUP BY 
SOCIAL CLASS POSITION--

._ :• Q-S SEMINARYa 

Social 
Fa~hers' Age Mothers' Age 

Class 31-35 36-40 41-45 46-50 51-55 56-60 61-65 31-35 36-40 41-45 46-50 51-55 56-60 61-65 Total 

I 
(Upper) 1 12 16 4 - 1 1 6 20 3 1 3 - - 68 

....... 
II 0 

(Middle) l 10 12 3 6 - - 4 11 10 4 3 - - 64 

III 
·(Lower) 2 24 23 25 20 9 1 8 33 34 24 6 5 - 214 

Total 4 46 51 32 26 10 2 18 64 47 29 12 5 - 346 
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The wide diversity of ethnic origins is easily noted. What 

is not seen from the tables is the general tendency for the 

mother and father of any particular family to be of different 

ethnic extraction. This is all the more interesting in that in 

spite of the study group showing multiple ethnic backgrounds, it 

is the general impression that the seminarians react as if they 

themselves and others in the study group were of single ethnicityo 

They seem fairly conscious of this facet of their backgroundso 

Table 14 reports on the place of residence of the families 

of the seminarians. For all of the social classes greater num-

bers from Q-S live in the city of Chicago when compared to Q-N. 

While there is a difference by social class, suburban .residence 

is most noticeable for the Q-N seminary; the upper classes in 

particular evidence this from Q-N. The upper classes do not 

evidence suburban residence from Q-S to such a marked degree. 

Well over two-thirds of the seminarians in the entire study group 

live in the city, mainly lower class city residence. 

Only one set of parents viewed their son as "below average" 
. 

in qualities as a student {Table 15). Although there were differ-

ences by social class, all of the rest of the parents of the 

seminarians tended to view their sons as "average" or "above." 



-
72 

TABLE 12 

PARENTAL ETHNIC BACKGROUND OF STUDY 
GROUP BY SOCIAL CLASS POSITION--

Q-N SEMINARY 

I 
~ 

Nationality- Class I Cl ass II Cl ass II I Total 
oescent 

Father Mother Father Mother Father Mother Father Mother 

Irish 8 8 11 11 15 14 34 33 

Gennan 1 l 1 5 6 6 8 12 

Polish 3 2 2 4 6 8 11 14 

English - - 1 - - - 1 -
Italian 1 - 3 2 4 4 8 6 

Lithuanian - - - 1 - - - 1 

Slavanian (sic) - - - - 1 - 1 -
Austrian - - 2 1 - - 2 1 

Bohemian - - - - 1 - 1 -
Hungarian - - l ... 2 1 3 1 

Mexican - 1 - - - - - 1 

Norwegian .. - - - - 1 - 1 

Swedish - - - - - 1 - 1 

Irish-English . 1 - l - 1 - 3 1 

Irish-French - - - 1 1 - 1 1 

Irish-German - 2 4 2 - 2 4 6 
.. 

Irish-Norwegian - - - - 1 ... 1 -

Continued 
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TABLE 12-Continued 

.......-

~ationality- Class I Cl ass II Class III Total 
Descent Father Mother Father Mother Father Mother ather Mother 

Irish-Scot~h - - 2 1 - 1 2 2 
Irish-Swed1sh - - l - - - 1 -
I ri sh-Swi SS l - - - - - 1 -
Gennan-Dutch - - - - 1 - l -
Gennan-English - l - l - - - 2 

Gennan-Polish - - - - - 2 - 2 

Gennan-Swiss - - - - - l - l 

Swedish-Norwegiar - - - .- - l - l 

Swedish-Scotch - - - l - - - l 

Spanish-English - - - - - l - 1 

Polish-French - - - - l - l -
Americana 2 2 1 l 2 2 5 5 

Otherb - - l - l - 2 -
Unidentifiedc 4 4 4 4 8 6 16 14 

.. otal 21 21 35 35 51 51 107 107 

aListed as a categorical preference by parents. .. 

blndicates three or more ethnic backgrounds. 

cEthnicity of parents failed to be disclosed. 
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Nati ona 1 i ty-
Descent 

Irish 

Gennan 

Polish 

English 

Italian 

Lithuanian 

Negro 

Slovak 

Austrian 

Bohemian 

Czech 

Dutch 

French 

Jugoslavian 

Mexican 

Norwegian 

Scotch 

Swedish 
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TABLE 13 

PARENTAL ETHNIC BACKGROUND OF STUDY 
GROUP BY SOCIAL CLASS POSITION-­

Q-S SEMINARY 

Class I Cl ass II Class III 
Father Mother Father Mother Father Mother 

17 14 11 17 31 40 

4 3 4 4 11 10 

4 3 5 4 32 29 

1 1 2 2 4 

1 1 2 2 5 7 

2 2 4 5 

1 1 1 1 14 14 

1 1 1 3 3 

1 

1 1 2 2 

1 1 2 

1 1 

... 1 
., .• 1 1 " 

• 1 1 1 1 

1 

1 

1 

Continued 

Total 
Father Mother 

59 71 

19 17 

41 36 

7 3 

8 10 

~ 7 

16 16 

5 4 

1 

3 3 

2 2 

1 1 

1 -
1 1 

2 2 

1 

1 

1 



~·--------------------------------------------------~ 
75 

TABLE 13-Continued 

Class I Class II Class III Total 
Nationality~ 
Descent Father Mother Father Mother Father Mother Father Mother 

Irish-English 1 2 1 2 1 4 3 

Irish-Finnish 1 1 

Irish-French 1 1 

Irish-Germ~n 3 5 l 2 5 3 9 10 

Irish-Holland 1 1 

Irish~Scotch 1 1 

Irish-Swedish 1 1 1 1 

Gennan-Bohem- 1 1 1 'l 
ian 

German-English 1 1 

German-French 1 1 

German Lithu- 1 1 
anian 

Gennan-Po l i sh 1 2 2 3 2 

Gr.rmen,,·Scotch 1 1 

Polish Czech 1 1 1 1 

Italian-Swiss 1 1 -
English-Nor- 1 1 

wegian 
Danish-Dutch 1 1 

Americana 3 3 2 1 5 6 10 10 

Otherb 1 1 3 3 4 4 

Total 41 41 37 37 134 134 212 212 

alisted as a categorical prefer- bindicates three or more et1n1c 
ence by parents. ackcirounds. 
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TABLE 14 

RESPONDENTS' PLACE OF RESIDENCE 
BY SOCIAL CLASS 

Chicago Suburbs Total 
Social Per Per Per Per Per Per 
Class Q-N Cent Q-S Cent Q-N Cent Q-S Cent Q-N Cent Q-S Cent 

I 
(Upper) 7 12.3 31 '17. 7 9 25.7 10 27.0 16 17.4 41 19.3 

.....,, 
O'\ 

II 
(Middle 14 24.6 26 14.8 16 45.7 11 29.8 30 32.6 37 17 .5 

II I 
(Lower) 36 63.2 118 67.5 10 28.6 16 43.3 46 50.0 134 63.2 

Total 57 100. l 175 100.0 35 100.0 37 100. l 92 100.0 212 lOO.O 



There was a noticeable tendency for the upper class of both semi­

naries to evaluate their sons as "above average." The lower 

class tended to evaluate in terms of being "average." The 

findings for the middle class in this respect vary according to 

the seminary--Q-N middle class tending to follow the lower class 

pattern and Q-S middle class tending to follow the upper class 

pattern. 

The evaluation by the parents of their sons' qualities as 

students did not necessarily coincide with seminary faculty eval­

uations. In other words, the faculty agreements with parents were 

far from unanimous. Some lower class parents labeled their sons 

as "average" while faculty impressions indicated "above average" 

students. The opposite held true in several instances for upper 

class parents. 

Parents of lower class origins seemed to believe that their 

sons were best regarded as "average" students. Even where some of 

the upper class parents indicated their sons as being "average:• 

there was the tendency to qualify the response verbally; the 

questionnaires completed by the priest-interviewers for the lower 

class parents indicated no such verbal qualification in their 

acceptance of the "average student" category. 
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A general impression made from a review of the question-

naires (see appendix D) was that the mothers rather than the 

fathers were more active in the interview situation. Class dif­

ferentials in this respect did not seem to existo The place of 

residence--city or suburban--also did not seem to make a differ­

ence in the fathers being less dominant in the interview 

situation. 

The Gra111Dar School and Parish.--Data were submitted from the gram­

mar school and parish for each respondent. As indicated previ-

ously, character reports were furnished by the grammar school 

principal and the respondent's pastor. These were made in consul­

tation with teachers and priest-assistants. The seminary admin­

istration received these reports (see appendices E and F) some-

time in the fall-winter of 1966-67; the reports were to become 

part of the basis for acceptance or rejection of candidates. 

A perusal of these reports indicates little variation in 

~esponse by the principals and pastors. There was a general 

tendency to report favorable qualities of the respondents. 

~lthough no information was available as to those who were 

"screened out" as candidatees for the seminary on the basis of 

~hese reports, the few instances where unfavorable qualities for 
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TABLE 15 

PARENTAL ESTIMATE OF RESPONDENTS' QUALITIES 
AS A STUDENT BY SOCIAL CLASS 

~ 

social "Above Average" "Average" "Below Average" Total 
class 

Q-N Q-S Q-N Q-S Q-N Q-S Q-N Q-S 

I 
(Upper) 11 22 5 17 - - 16 39 

. 
II 

(Middle) 9 22 21 12 - - 30 34 .. 

III 
(Lower) 17 46 28 75 - 1 45 122 

Total 37 90 54 104 - 1 91 195 

I 
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respondents were reported upon did not eliminate them from their 

vocation cboiceo 

perhaps these reports and the items involved tell more 

about the seminary, the pastors, and the school principals than 

they do about the young seminarianso The favorable qualities seem 

more to be descriptive of an ideal type of seminarian; this much 

was suggested by several of those completing the repor~s~ Several 

more indicated an unwillingness to complete the item responses, 

expressing the feeling that such items were ''meaningless." 

The seminary administration feels that a fertile ground ·· ·· 

for vocation recruitment is in the grammar school. To this extent 

the administration has attempted to involve the parochial school 

teachers--for this purpose, usually religious orders of teaching 

sisters--in seminary extra curricular affairs. The seminary 

faculty bas expressed the tacit attitude that the teaching sisters 

from the grammar schools were in the past a part of the seminary's 

greatest support, but that in recent times this support bas waned. 

The feeling of the faculty at present seems to be that the 

sisters in the primary schools do not represent a unity either for 

or against the seminary. It bad been observed, for instance, that 

in at least one instance boys from a particular grammar school 

were being dissuaded from entering the minor seminaryo Perhaps 
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with this in mind several "institutes" were held with the 

expressed purpose of bringing the sisters to a closer understand:in 

of seminary curricula and lifeo 

The parish pastors are continually involved with the 

minor seminaryo Pastors must sign academic report cards of semi-

narians living in their parish boundaries. The clergy faculty of 

the two seminaries reside in scattered parish rectories through­

out the diocese. A good deal of social activities are also 

carried on through an interconnection with religious functions 

that are a part of the activities of the whole diocesan clergy. 

It would be a mistake not to recognize the special status 

that is given to minor seminarians within the parishes. Often-

times these seminarians are given small jobs around the parish. 

The pastor usually assigns one of his priest-assistants the spec­

ial task of "looking after" the minor seminarians. Some parishes 

pay the entire tuition cost to the seminary, which usually is the 

responsibility of the parents. Unfortunately, this is more often 

the case from the more affluent parishes where need would not 

necessarily be great. It should not be assumed from this that 

families that exhibit financial need do not receive scholarships. 

The diocese does give selected tuition free grants to needy 

families. 
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selected Attitudes o; Respondentso--An integral part of the pre­

sent study is th~ rn11asurement of the degree of open-mindedness 

~nd close-mindedne ... :io Table 16 reports on the degree of dogmatism 

for the study group. The data for this table together with 

rables 17 and 18 represent the mean score on three tests for each 

of three variables--dogmatism, anomy, and stress/anxiety. These 

tests were administered to the respondents during the school year, 

1967-68. Each datum represented is a composite score. 

There is a large clustering of scores in the 140-189 range 

for degree of dogmatism. This pattern coincides fairly well with 

the type of distributions found by Rokeach on his sample groups 

for the Dogmatism E- Scale where standard deviations of from 22.1 
3 

~o 27.9 are reported. Relatively small percentages of the study 

~roup are found at either extreme of this continuous measurement 

of the open and the closed mind--e.g., eight per cent of the total 

~roup above the score of 190, and fourteen per cent under the scorE 

pf 140. Both the Q-N and Q-S freshmen were fairly similar 

(Table 16). 

The degree of anomy for the study group is detailed in 

rable 17. The cumulative percentages ranging downward from high 

3 Rokeach, p. 90. 
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to low anomy show Q-N to be slightly higher than Q-S--there is 6.0 

per cent from Q-N with a score above seven whereas there is only 

20 5 per cent from Q-S in this upper and more anomique range 0 4 

Also, Q-N bas slightly fewer respondents in the low anomy range 

compared to Q-So Scores of below three have been indicated to be 

relatively free of an indication of anomyo5 

The distribution of the study group for the degree of 

stress/anxiety is reported in Table 180 The Q-N seminary has more 

respondents than would be expected in the scores above twenty; 

also the Q-N seminary has fewer respondents in the very low ranges 

of stress and anxietyo On a sight comparison of Table 18, it is 

stimated that the distribution of scores is somewhat comparable 

~o that found for anomy--see Table l7o Here it is seen that the 

~wo seminaries differ. Q-N has more respondents in the upper 

anges for anomy and stress/anxiety as compared to Q-S. Although ! 

here are differences, they appear to be slight. I 
~ 

The ranges and spreads of scores for stress and anxiety ard 

enerally comparable with those found for medical school freshmen , 

4McCloskey and Schaar, pp. 24-250 

5Ibid. 
~ 

l ____________ ___ 
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y Fredericks. The median scores for stress/anxiety of the study~ 
ii 

roup lie within the mean scores reported
7
in this same study--e.g.

1

i 

etween the scores of twelve and sixteeno 
f 
I 

Observations: Seminar and Seminarian.--Conformity to and 1 

from seminary regulations and codes of conduct concern 

all those involved in the socialization process at the minor sem­

inary. Table 19 reports on the "conduct" grades of respondents 

from Q-S for the final quarter of the academic year 1967-68. 

onduct grades from both seminaries .. are computed negatively. That 

is, students begin the academic quarter of eight weeks with 100 

in "conducto" For each violation of seminary rule or regulation 

two demerits are given, subtracted from the 100. 

The grade is considered important by the seminary faculty 

and the administration. If a student receives more than twenty­

five demerits in any quarter of the school year he is subject to 

immediate dismissal. In practice, the administration allows the 

student to finish out the semester and make a transfer to ano.ther 

school. Warning letters are sent to the parents and the parish 

6 Fredericks, p. 187. 

7tbid., PPo 185-186. 
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TABLE 16 

DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS BY 
DEGREE OF DOGMATISMa 

Degree Q-N C-S TOTAL 
of Cum. Cum. Cum. 
Doamatism Number Per Cent Per Cent Number Per Cent Per Cent Number Per Cent Per Cent 

230-240(high) - - - - - - - - -
220-229 - - - 2 0.9 0.9 2 0.6 0.6 

210-219 l 0.9 0.9 2 0.9 1.8 3 0.9 1.5 
co 

200-209 1 0.9 1.8 4 1.9 3.7 5 1.5 3.0 
U'1 

' 
190-199 3 2.8 4.6 16 7.6 11.3 19 6.0 9.0 

180-189 16 15.4 20.0 24 11.4 22.7 40 12.7 21. 7 

170-179 13 12.6 32.6 36 17.2 39.9 49 15.7 37.4 

160-169 20 19.3 51.9 37 17 .6 57.5 57 18.2 55.6 

150-159 19 18.4 70.3 35 16.7 74.2 54 17 .3 72.9 

140-149 13 12.6 82.9 26 12.3 86.5 39 12 .4 85.3 

130-139 11 10.6 93.5 13 6.2 92.7 24 7.7 93.0 

Continued 
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TABLE 16-Continued 

iJegree Q-N Q-S TOTAL 
pf Cum. Cum. -- Cum.---
Dogmatism Number Per Cent Per Cent Number Per Cent Per Cent Number Per Cent Per Cent -

r0-129 3 2.8 96.3 8 3.9 96.6 11 3.5 96.5 

10-119 l 0.9 97.2 4 l.9 98.5 5 1.5 98.0 

I00-109 3 2.8 100.0 3 1.4 99.9 6 1.9 99.9 

90-99 (low) - - - - - - - - -
CX> 

°' -... - - - - - - - -

fatal 104 100.0 100.0 210 99.9 99.9 314 99.9 99.9 

aThis table represents the mean sunmary of scores of three tests administered to the 
study group during the 1967-68 academic year. 

~o 
-, __ 
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TABLE 17 

DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS BY 
DEGREE OF ANOMYa 

Degree Q-N 0-S TOTAL 
of Cum. Cum. Cum. 
Anomy Number Per Cent 'Per Cent Number Per Cent Per Cent Number Per Cent Per Cent 

9.0 (high) - - - - - - - - -
8.6 - - - - - - - - -
8.3 - - - - - - - - -
8.0 3 3.0 3.0 - - - 3 1.0 1.0 

7.6 l 1.0 4.0 l 0.5 0.5 2 0.7 l. 7 co 
-..J 

7.3 l 1.0 5.0 3 1.5 2.0 4 1.4 3 .1 
7.0 l 1.0 6.0 l 0.5 2.5 2 0.7 3.8 

6.6 4 4.1 10. l 2 1.0 3.5 6 2.0 5.8 
6.3 4 4. l 14.2 10 5. l 8.6 14 4.8 10.6 
6.0 5 5. l 19.3 11 5.6 14.2 16 5.5 16. l 

5.6 l 1.0 20.3 9 4.6 18.8 10 3.4 19.5 
5.3 9 9.2 29.5 12 6.1 24.9 21 7.2 26.7 
5.0 3 3.0 32.5 12 6.1 31.0 15 5. 1 31.8 

4.6 8 8.2 40.7 10 5.1 36.1 18 6. l 37.9 
4.3 8 8.2 48.9 16 8.3 44.4 24 8.2 46.l 
4.0 4 4.1 53.0 10 5.1 49.5 14 4.8 50.9 

Continued 
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TABLE 17-Continued 

[)egree Q-N Q-S TOTAL 
pf Cum. Cum. Cum. 
~nomy Number Per Cent Per Cent Number Per Cent Per Cent Number Per Cent Per Cent 

3.6 8 8.2 61.2 13 6.7 56.2 21 7.2 58. l 
3.3 6 6.1 67.3 16 8.3 64.5 22 7.5 65.6 
3.0 8 8.2 75.5 18 9.4 73.9 26 8.9 74.5 

2.6 5 5. l 80.6 14 7.2 81. l 19 6,5 81.0 
2.3 3 3.0 83.6 10 5. 1 86.2 13 4.4 85.4 
2.0 10 10.3 93.9 4 2.0 88.2 14 4.8 90.2 

1.6 l 1.0 94.9 9 4.6 92.8 10 3.4 93.6 
1.3 2 2.0 96.9 8 4. l 96.9 10 3.4 97.0 co 

CX> 

1.0 3 3.0 99.9 - - - 3 1.0 98.0 

0.6 - - - 4 2.0 98.9 4 1.4 99.4 
0.3 - - - 1 0.5 99.4 1 0.3 99.7 
0.0 (low) - - - l 0.5 99.9 l 0.3 100.0 

; 

Total 98 99.9 99.9 195 99.9 99.9 293 100.0 100.0 

aThis table ~presents the mean summary of scores of three tests administered to the 
study group during the 1967-68 academic year. 



Degree of Q-N 
Stress and 
Anxietv Number Per Cent 

39 (high) 

36 1 1.0 

32 
31 

30 3 3.0 
29 1 1.0 
28 3 3.0 
27 1 1.0 
26 

25 1 1.0 
24 4 4.0 
23 1 1.0 
22 6 6.0 
21 4 4.0 

20 7 7.0 

13 5 5.0 
4 4.0 

17 3 3.0 
16 4 4.0 

Cum. 

TABLE 18 

DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS BY 
DEGREE OF STRESS AND ANXIETYa 

Q-S 
I Cum. 

Per Cent Number Per Cent Per Cent 

1 0.5 0.5 

1.0 

l 0.5 1.0 
1 0.5 1.5 

4.0 
5.0 2 1.0 2.5 
8.0 2 1.0 3.5 
9.0 2 1.0 4.5 

1 0.5 5.0 

10.0 3 1.5 6.5 
14.0 7 3.5 10.0 
15.0 3 1.5 11.5 
21.0 5 2.5 14.0 
25.0 5 2.5 16.5 

32.0 3 1.5 18.0 
37.0 9 4.5 22.5 
41.0 8 4.0 26.5 
44.0 8 4.0 30.5 
48.0 9 4.5 35.0 

Continued 

Total 

Number Per Cent Per Cent I 
l 0.3 0.3 i 

l 
l 0.3 0.6 ~ 

!': 

I 1 0.3 0.9 • • • 1 0.3 1.2 
ex:: 

3 1.0 2.2 U) 

3 1.0 3.2 
5 1. 7 4.9 
3 1.0 5.9 
1 0.3 6.2 

4 1.3 7.5 
11 3.7 11.2 
4 1.3 12.5 

11 3.7 16.2 
9 3.0 19.2 

10 3.3 22.5 
14 4.7 27.2 
12 4.0 31.2 
11 3.7 34.9 
13 4.3 39.2 
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TABLE 18-Continued 

Degree of Q-N Q-S Total 
Stress and Cum Cum Cum 
Anxiety Number Per Cent Per Cent Number Per Cent Per Cent Number Per Cent Per Cent 

15 4 4.0 52.0 14 6.9 41.9 18 6.0 45.2 
14 9 9.0 61.0 10 5.0 46.9 19 6.3 51.5 
13 5 5.0 66.0 15 7.4 54.3 20 6.7 58.2 
12 8 8.0 74.0 18 8.9 63.2 26 8.6 66.8 
11 8 8.0 82.0 12 6.0 69.2 20 6.7 73.5 

10 4 4.0 86.0 13 6.4 75.6 17 5.7 79.2 
9 2 2.0 88.0 5 2.5 78. l 7 2.3 81.5 
8 4 4.0 92.0 15 7.4 85.5 19 6.3 87.8 
7 l 1.0 93.0 5 2.5 88.0 6 2.0 89.8 \0 

6 4 4.0 97.0 8 4.0 92.0 12 4.0 93.8 0 

5 l 1.0 98.0 5 2.5 94.5 6 2.0 95.8 
4 2 2.0 100.0 5 2.5 97.0 7 2.3 98. l 

I 3 - - - 5 2.5 99.5 5 l.7 99.8 
2 - - - - - - - - -
1 (low) - - - 1 0.5 100.0 1 0.3 l 00. 1 

Total 100 100.0 100.0 201 100.0 100.0 301 100. 1 100. 1 

~his table represents the mean sumnary of scores of three tests adninistered to the 
study group during the 1967-68 academic year. 
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conduct 
Grades 

100 
98 
96 
94 
92 

90 
88 
86 
84 
82 

80 
78 
76 
74 
72 

70 
68 
66 
64 
62 

. . . 
54 . . . 
50 

Total 

-'~~·~.~- ~ 
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TABLE 19 

DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS BYa 
CONDUCT GRADES AT Q-S SEMINARY 

Q-S 
Cum. 

Number Per Cent Per Cent 
31 14.8 14.8 
26 12.4 27.2 
23 10.9 38. l 
22 10.5 48.6 
17 8.1 56.7 

11 5.2 61.9 
6 2.8 64.7 

11 5.2 96.9 
12 5.6 75.5 
7 3.3 78.8 

6 2.8 81.6 
3 .. 1.4 83.0 
4 1.9 84.9 
3 1.4 86.3 

10 4.7 91.0 

3 1.4 92.4 
1 0.5 92.9 
4 1.9 94.8 - - -
8 3.7 98.5 

. . . ... . .. . . . . .. . .. 
2 0.9 . 99.4 . . . ... • •• 
1 0.5 99.9 

211 99.9 99.9 
.. 

aJune, 1968 conduct grade for final quarter. The seminary operates 
on a demerit system. Two points are subtracted from a possible 
of 100 for each infraction of rules and regulations; more serious 
violations result in subtractions in multiples of two. This is a 
quarterly grade reflecting eight weeks of schooling. 

l. ______ .. ___ ...... 
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and when a seminarian receives fifteen demerits in any 

An accumulation of sixty demerits during the school year 

(four quarters) puts the seminarian in the same position of being 

twenty-five demerits in a single quarter. 

More than half the respondents from Q-S (56.7 per cent) 

eceived less than five demerits; nineteen (8.9 per cent) received 

ifteen or more demerits and were subject to the censure of the 

eminary administration. Only one respondent (0.5 per cent) was 

to dismissal. This table reports the final quarter conduc 

It is generally observed by the faculty that students !!2E, 

1------- to return to the seminary as sophomores incur"excessive" 

With this in mind it can generally be concluded that th 

majority of this study group are quite conforming to the 

and regulations within the seminary setting. 

Failure in academic subjects was rare for the study ~roup 

the 1967-68 school year. This is indicated by the fact 

bat there were only eighteen subject failures for all freshmen 

espondents at Q-S, for all subjects and all freshmen at the con-

second semester. In view of a few of the respond-

several subjects, this means that the vast majority 

f the study group passed to the sophomore level. Academic stand-

rds are not low at the seminary. Nor is there pressure on the 
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faculty to "distribute the grades normally." It is a common com­

~laint among seminary students that they would receive higher 

irades at other high schools for the same effort. There is per-

2aps some truth to their complaint in view of the admission 

screening process and the resulting competitiveness. 

The minor seminary occupies a distinct position in that it 

~onveys a particular social role to the young seminarians in the 

~iew of the family and seminary facultyo The seminarians' social 

telations are modified by the fact that they are at the beginning 

~f a religious career. Minor seminarians are aware of the deferen· 

cial behavior of relatives and peers with regard to this role. 

Often they feel overprotected by family and relatives; also, they 

~ealize that they are excluded from certain social relations by 

~heir peers from other high schools. Recently the seminary atte~ 

~d to adjust to this by making the school week from Monday through 

rt'iday inclusive; for several decades the seminary had school on 

Saturday with Thursday as the free day. 

Several faculty members have noted a close relationship 

>etween academic success and continuation in the seminary. The 

~eneral feeling of the faculty in this regard is that seminarians 

'will not make it" if their general academic average is not a "B" 

>r better. 



94 

There has been a parents' club at the Q-S seminary since 

1966. The mothers' and fathers' clubs at the seminary are dif­

ferent from their counterparts found in most high schools in the 

area. They differ in two primary respects: first, they take no 

part in fund raising for the seminary, and second, they are organ­

ized more with respect to the formal relations of associations of 

this type; even the informality set for certain occasions seems to 

be highly structured. 

The second point may be the logical corollary of the firs~ 

status relationships seem more important than the role relation­

ships played by members of these parents' clubs. Relatively insig1 

nificant contacts are made with regard to the faculty-parent-
i 
ij 

student relationships. The is ' attested by the few faculty members; 

present at club meetings. The social interplay at club meetings 

Ls largely between the seminary administration and club officers. 

rhis is not generally the case at other high schools where large 

Eaculty representation is more common and where individual club 

nembers make more contact through the various committees to which 

~hey belong. 

The foregoing is not intended as criticism. It is prob­

~bly the natural outgrowth of a traditional seminary relationship 

~ith parents that stressed clerical status. In this regard, the 

I 
' 
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parents' role is viewed as a supportive one whereby they back-up 

the policy and decisions of the seminaryo There is little, if any, 

dissensuso O'Dea sums the point being made here: 

It is in present-day attitudes, in contemporary values, in 
current definitions of the situation, that the past history 
of American Catholicism persists in the present. 

The partial segregation of Catholicism from basic ele­
ments of the general American culture, the over-identifica­
tion with other elements, the defensivenes~, the definition 
of life in terms of getting ahead in the new world, the odd 
divisions of labor between clergy and laity, ••• a 

Although O'Dea was speaking of Catholicism and the American Catho-

lie intellectual in general terms h~re, bis comments seem crystal­

lized in the relationships between parents and clergy at the minor 

seminary, particularly when these relationships are given the 

structure of parents' associations. 

Most of the diocesan priests are alumni of the Q-N semi-

nary. There is a recently formed alumni association to which 

priests and lay alumni alike belong. The association is not 

·· "close" to the school, however. Some of the diocesan priests do 

:not seem to look with favor on the present arrangement of the .. 

minor seminary. It would be difficult to assess the accuracy of 

this judgment; if it is true, the reason may originate within a 

8 .' 
Thomas F. 0 1Dea, American Catholic Delemma (New York: 

Sheed and Ward, Inc., 1958. Published as Mentor Omega Book, 
New York: New American Librarv. Inca. 1962\. Oa 81. 
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general discontent concerning recent broad changes in the churcho 

The physical facilities at Q-N and Q-S are strikingly 

differento Q-N is centrally located in a large metropolitan area, 

close to everything that is "city." By contrast, Q-S is located at 

the fringe of the city, in almost suburban surroundingso Q-N is 

gothic in structure and architecture while Q-S is moderno It is 

much more difficult to meet present standards of education at the 

Q-N seminary o 

Finally, it would be a mistake not to report on the impres 

sions of a "class consciousness" among the seminarians. This is 

ost difficult to assess. The general impression is that the mino 

eminarians react superficially with regard to social class. They 

re most apt to view each other in terms of clothing and spending 

On the surface they are more likely to react to ethnic 

rigins than to social class. Additionally, there is a large de­

ree of mixing in their social relations; seminarians do associate 

y parishes, particularly in the early years at the seminary, but 

y their junior and senior years they often visit at each others' 

omes, criss-crossing the half of the diocese which each seminary 
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CHAPTER IV 

SOCIAL CLASS, SCHOLASTIC APTITUDE, MENTAL ABILITY 

AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN THE MINOR SEMI.NARY 

The purpose of thls chapter is to report the findings rela­

tive to social class and academic achievement in the minor semi­

nary. The first hypothesis of this dissertation posits a direct 

relationship between social class and academic achievement: the 

higher the social class position of the freshmen seminarians the 

higher would be their academic ac:hievement, and the lower the 

social class the lower would be the academic achievement. 

As indicated in Chapter II, the study groups of freshmen 

aaminarians wer~ from sister seminaries of the Archdiocese of 

Chicago. For statistical ·comparisons the Q-N seminary totaled 98 

freshman respondents while the Q-S seminary had 195 freshman 

respondents. In testing the first hypothesis, the data pertaining 

to social class and academic achievement were compared separately 

for the seminaries. It was not possible to combine data on aca-

mic achievement because the Q-N seminary employs a percentage 

grading system and the Q·S seminary uses a 4.0 grade point system. 

Academic achievement in the seminary is measured successively 

tbrougb four quarters of the 1967-68 academic year; a fifth mea 

97 
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18 the cumulative average which combines the two semester grades­

tbe second and fourth quarters. The first and third quarter 

grades are considered advisory and are not included in the cumu­

lative average. 

social Class and Academic Achievement.--The first hypothesis, 

social class position for freshmen seminarians directly influence 

their academic achievement in the seminary, is ~ attested by 

the findings. Tables 20 and 21 bear this out. The findings are 

ambiguous. 

The reader is advised at thi~ point that every table 

treating levels of significance and appearing in the text of this 

dissertation bas its compiementary table to be found in the appen 

dices. The latter tables detail the descriptive statistics-­

means, standard deviations, and standard errors. For simplicity, 

they are divided by chapter and carry the same table number, 

suffixed with the letter A. 

At the Q-N seminary (Table 20) mean score comparisons· 

never go beyond the statistically significant level of less than 

.os. Student's t-Test is employed to assess levels of 

significance. 
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An examination of Table 21 reveals three significant dif-

ferences batween the mean comparisons on academic achievement for 

c1ass I (upper) and Class III (lower). In these few instances 

class I achieves higher academically than Class III. These are 

insufficient by themselves to reject the null hypothesis and 

accept the study hypothesis. 

tn Chapter II it was noted that the respondents of this 

study group evidenced higher scholastic aptitude and mental abil-
1 

ity than the national norms for these two variables. Further-

more, some potential seminarians were eliminated on the basis of 

lower-than-acceptable scores from tests of these two variables 

given as entrance examinations. 2 
~ 

AB a consequence of these considerations, the null hypoth­

esis asserting "no relationship" between class backgrounds and 

academic achievement was further tested. Specifically--before an 

acceptance of the null hypothesis and a rejection of the study 

hypothesis could be made--the relation among social class, 

1see Tables 8 and 9 showing distributions of these 
variables. 

2 ' 
See page SJ. 
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scholastic aptitude, and mental ability had to be determined. 

The further problem addressed here is the tangential or oblique 

relation of social class to academic achievement, by way of the 

seminary admission tests for scholastic aptitude and mental 

ability. 

§ocial Class 2 Mental Ability (IQ), and Scholastic Aptitude 

~RA}.--The dependent variables of mental ability and scholastic 

aptitude are investigated separately here. Indeed, the seminary 

administration views the two qualities as distinct. Whether the 

qualities are separate is a matter that bas interested social 

scientists for a long time. The question comes down to one of 

differentiating between those characteristics that are more-or-

less innate from those that are culturally influenced. As Merrill 

bas noted, "this distinction is not easy to maintain in theory, 

let alone in practice."3 Merrill would opt for a type of cul-

tural determinism, for as be says "culture and personality are not 

two separate and independent entities, but are in reality two 

aspects of the 'same tbing.'.4 A note of caution is interjected by 

N.J.: 
3 Francis E. Merrill, Society and Culture (Englewood Cliffs, 

Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1§69)', p. t63. 
4 
Ibid., P• 101 
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TABLE 20 

MEAN ACADEMIC ACHIEVEME5T SCORE COMPARISONS 
F'OR SEMINARY FRESHMEN BY SOCIAL CLASS-­

Q-N SEMINARY 
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; 

I vs. III 

TABLE 21 

MEAN ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT SCORE COMPARISONS 
FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN BY SOCIAL CLASS-­

Q-S SEMINARY 

1st 1.002 
2nd 1.432 
3rd 1.924 -4th 1.879 

df= 159 Cum AA 1.690 

1st 0.119 
2nd 0.652 

II vs. III 3rd . o.673 
4th 0.695 

df = 153 Cum AA 0.100 

N= 195 

8 Approaching significance (.10 > p > .05). 

bSignificant difference. 

>.OS 
>.os• 
<.osb 
<.osb 
<.osb 

>.05 
>.05 
).05 
).05 

).05 .. 
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Bittrstedt ri garding; the same point when be notes that "we do our 

ljocio.i..cf3 L_) se:cviee when we mak~ perHunality entirely a function 
! -
cf cul~:ur~o ,,.) AJ.t:hough the interdependence of these two variables 

, i.o taken u9 later in this ~issertation, the question itself is 

set aside. 

As indic~ted previously, the variables of mental ability 

and scholastic aptitude are operationalized by way of the Otis 

test for mental ability and the Science Research Associates' 

battery of tests for scholastic aptitude. The data presented on 

Tables 22 through 27 indicate that social class is related to 

mental ability and 1cholastic aptitude for the freshmen seminar­

ian study group. The evidence does not give a wholly consistent 

picture, however. 

When the social classes of the two seminaries are compared 

with the mean scores of the two dependent variables of mental 

ability and scholastic aptitude, there are statistically signi­

ficant differences (Tables 24 and 27) between the upper class 

(Class I) and t~e lower class (Class III). In the total study 

group Class I freshmen seminarians are more likely than Class III 

5Robert Bierstedt, The Social Order (New York: McGraw­
Rill Book CorQPany, Inc., 1963), p. 216". 
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freshmen seminarians to be found with higher mental ability and 

acbolastic aptitude scores. This relationship does not hold when 

comparing such mean scores for specific seminaries--either Q-N or 

Q-S--by social class. 

The Q-N seminary data evidence significant differences in 

mental ability between the upper class (Class I) and the middle 

class (Class II) and also between the upper class (Class I) and 

the lower class (Class III), as seen in Table 220 Although no 

significant differences for the Q-N seminary are obtained for 

scholastic aptitude (Table 25) there is an approaching signifi­

cance here for the upper (Class I) and lower (Class III), class 

comparisons. 

The data from the sister seminary--Q-S show a significant 

difference between the upper class (Class I) and the lower class 

(Class III) for scholastic aptitude; there is also an approaching 

signif icanee here between the middle class (Class II) and the 

lower class (Class III) as evidenced on Table 26. There are no 

aignif icant dif f~rences for mental ability by social class at 

Q-S, although there is an approaching significance (Table 23) 

between the upper class (Class I) and the lower class (Class III) 

The social classes fr~m the two seminaries of this atudy 

group are represented in Table 7. Hollingsbead's anticipated 
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distribution of the social classes is also presented in Table 3. 

There is a striking difference in the proportions of freshmen 

assigned to the middle class (Class II) and the lower class 

(Class III) for the two seminaries. The Q-N seminary has a much 

larger middle class (Class II--32.8 per cent) and a much slllaller 

lower class (Class III--4706 per cent) than the Q-S seminary, 

Hollingshead's anticipated distribution, or the combined seminary 

class structure. 

While it might be extrapolating beyond the data to inter-

pret the observed differences in mental ability and scholastic 

aptitude in terms of the class structure of the two seminaries 

at this point, the data d9 suggest that there are factors assoc­

iated with seminary processes that are class related. The tests 

of mental ability and scholastic aptitude given to the freshmen 

study group as pre-entrance examinations were of a standardized 

form where social class backgrounds are thought to be of little 

consequence. Therefore the data further suggest that there are 

factors associated with the freshman seminarians that are class-. 
linked; these factors specifically show up in the qualifying and 

selection process for minor seminary candidates since these tests 

•re used in preliminary "screening." 
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Before rejecting or accepting the null hypothesis of ''no 

relation" between social class and academic achievement it is 

necessary to observe the relationship between the two dependent 

variables of mental ability and scholastic aptitude. Since the 

hypothesized relation between social class and academic achieve­

ment is not accepted at this point, and yet an ambiguous relation 

exists for social class, mental ability, and scholastic aptitude, 

there is still the consideration of a close link between the 

entrance examinations. It seems obvious that the seminary admin­

istration assumes the tests are independent of each other. The 

seminary uses both for entrance screening. 



,-;:=------------, 
107 

TABLE 22 

L~AN 1:..:-:NTAL ABILITY (IQ) SCOilli COHPAIUSONS 
HJ!t ~J.::t;.H1A~·~y FLLlSHL . .:.l r:.y SCCIAL CLASS-­

Q- N ~Et Hil.An.Y 

==-
social 
classes -

I VSo II, 
I VSo III, 

II vs. III, 

df= 50 
df= 64 
df= 76 

t-Values 

20176 
l,,693 

-Oo827 

N= 98 

asignificant difference. 

TABLE 23 

MEAN MENTAL ABILITY {IQ) SCORE COMPARISONS 
FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN BY SOCIAL CLASS-­

Q-S SEMINARY 

-.. 

Social t-Values 
Classes 

I vs. II, df• 72 -0.026 
I vs. III, df = 159 1.347 

II vs. III, df= 153 1.245 

N• 195 

a Approaching significance (olO > p > .05). 

<.05a 
<.osa 
).05 

• 
>.05 
>.05a 
>.05 
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TABLE 24 

MEAN MENTAL ABILITY (IQ) SCORE COMPARISONS 
FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN BY SOCIAL CLASS-­

COMBINED SEMINARY SCORES 

N= 293 

a Approaching significance (.10 > P > .05). 

bsignificant difference. 

TABLE 25 

MEAN SCHOLASTIC APTITUDE {SRA) SCORE COMPARISONS 
FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN BY SOCIAL CLASS--

Q- N SEMINARY 

t-Values 
Classes 

I vs. II, df =. 50 1.201 
I vs. III, df • 64 l.505 

II vs. III, df= 76 0.517 

N= 98 

8 Approaching significance (.lO>P>.05). 

a 

>.os 
>.osa 
).05 
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TABLE 26 

MEAN SCHOLASTIC APTITUDE (SRA) SCORE COMPARISONS 
FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN BY SOCIAL CLASS--

Q-S SEMINARY 

social t-Values 
classes 

I vs. 
I vs. 

II vs. 

II, 
III, 
III, 

tr- 195 

df= 72 
df = 159 
df• 153 

0.333 
1.959 
lo433 

asignificant difference. 

bApproaching significance (.10 > P > .05). 

TABLE 27 

MEAN SCHOLASTIC APTITUDE (SRA) SCORE COMPARISONS 
FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN BY SOCIAL CLASS-­

COMBINED SEMINARY SCORES 

Social 
Classes 

t-Values 

I vs. II, df• 124 
I vs. III, dfm 225 

II vs. III, df= 231 

N= 293 

1.003 
2.507 
1.466 

8 Very significant difference. 
bApproaching significance (.10 > P > .05). 

).05 
<.05a 
>.05b 

(JI 

).OS 
<.01a 
>.osb 
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Mental ~!,iliEl J!Q) ~<!_~c~o~~-~;i~~!!tud':_ !~RA) .•-It is evident -
from the data presented in Tables 28 and 29 that a close relation 

ship between mental ability and scholastic aptitude exists for th 

freshmen seminarian study group. The freshmen seminarians were 

divided into upper, middle, and lower third groups based on their 

scores on scholastic aptitude (SRA) for each seminary. The mean 

mental ability (IQ) scores of these groups were then compared. 

statistically significant t-values were evidenced throughout. 

seminarians with higher mental ability scores (IQ) were more 

likely to have higher scholastic aptitude scores (SRA) and con­

versely, seminarians with lower mental ability scores were more 

often to be found with lo~er scholastic aptitude scores. 

Since there is such a close relation between the Otis test 

for mental ability and the Science Research Associates' battery 

of tests for scholastic aptitude, it would appear that either tes 

could substitute for the other. In other words, the seminary 

could use one test for its screening purposes. The point needs 

further testing, for the seminary is interested in predicting . 
auccess--academic achievement--by employing the entrance exam­

inationso There is still the relation of each test to academic 

achievement, 
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The close link found between these tests does not further 

a rejection of the null hypothes~s. If anything, it suggests the 

probability that such tests are not independent of past exper-

ience. Otis assumes independence6 while Science Research Associ-

ates predicate their tests on prior experience. 

scholastic AJ?titude (SRA) and Academic Achievement.--The freshmen -
seminarians, differentiated into upper, middle, and lower thirds 

for scholastic aptitude (SRA), show significantly different mean 

scores for academic achievement in all four time periods and in 

the cumulative academic averages. These observations hold true 

for both the Q-N and the Q-S seminaries (see Tables 30 and 31). 

It is not surprising that academic achievement and scbolas-

tic aptitude, as measured by SRA testing are positively related. 

Science Research Associates specifically intend that actual 

success in the classroom (academic achievement) be predict:ed by 

the potential that their tests seek to measure. 

Although all mean score comparisons evidence significence, 

Table 30 makes clear that the confidence level is more diminutive 

6Arthur s. Otis, p. 1. Otis qualifies this point by 
naively assuming equality of educational opportunity within a 
given community. 
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~~J ~~ ·t.1.:.L ABILITY (IQ) scor.z CCr!PARISONS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN 
B'i SCHOLASTIC APTITUDE (::::.RA) AS MEASURED BY SCIENCE 

RESEARCH AS~OCIATES BATTERY OF TESTS--
Q-N SEMINARY 

scholastic 
Aptitude 
SRA Composite Scores 
Upper Third vs. Middle Third 

df = 63 
Upper Third vs. Lower Third 

df = 65 
Middle Third vs. Lower Third 

df= 62 

N= 98 

t-Values 

4.393 

7.353 

2.429 

avery significant difference. 

TABLE 29 

<.001~ 

<.0018 

<.018 

MEAN MENTAL ABILITY (IQ) SCORE COMPARISONS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN 
BY SCHOLASTIC APTITUDE (SRA) AS MEASURED BY SCIENCE 

RESEARCH ASSOCIATES BATTERY OF TESTS--
Q-S SEMINARY 

Scholastic 
Aptitude--
SRA Composite Scores 
Upper Third vs. Middle Third 

df= 129 
Upper Third vs. Lower Third 

df= 127 
Middle Third vs. Lower Third 

df= 128 

N= 195 

t-Values 

7.985 

12.933 

5.889 

avery si2nificant difference. 

<.0018 

<.0018 

<.0018 
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for the Q-N seminary between t:he upper aud middle third groups on 

scholastic aptitude {SRA) for acadf.m:i::: achi.evet~1ent in the semin­

ary. The confidence levels for all o~ber mean score comparisons 

are less than 0001 1 which evidences very high statistical 

significanceo 

An interesting finding relates to the Q-S seminary. Not 

only is there a very significant degree of difference among the 

upper, middle, and lower third groups by scholastic aptitude (SRA) 

in regard to academic achievement (Table 31), but also these same 

groups are very significantly different with respect to mental 

ability (see Table 29). Either tests of mental ability or scbol-

astic aptitude could be used as screening devices for prospective 
' 

freshmen seminary candidates. This follows if a primary objectiv 

in screening candidates is to eliminate those below a minimal 

level of ability--or, positively, to assure a selection of pigb 

ability students. 
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TABLE 30 
• 

MEAN ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT (AA) SCORE COMPARISONS FOR 
SEMINARY FRESHMEN BY SCHOLASTIC APTITUDE (SRA) 

AS MEASURED BY SCIENCE RESEARCH ASSOCIATES 
BA'ITERY OF TESTS--Q-N SEMINARY 

scholastic Academic 
Aptitude--SRA Time t-Values Cl 
Composite Scores Periods 

-
1st 2.362 <.osa 

Upper Third 2nd 2.215 <.05a 
vs. 3rd 2.070 <.058 

Middle Third 4th 2.606 (.01b 

df= 63 Cum AA 2.460 <.05a 

Upper Third 1st 7.331 <.001b 
vs. 2nd 7.214 <.001b 

Lower Third 
, 

<.001b 3rd 5.555 
4th 6.462 <.001b 

df = 65 Cum AA 6.995 <.001b 

1st 4.128 b <.OOlb 
Middle Third 2nd 4.859 <.001 

vs. 3rd 3.697 <.001b 
Lower Third 4th 3.695 <.001b 

df= 62 CUm AA 4.377 <.001b 

N= 98 
8 Significant difference. 

bvery significant difference. 
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TABLE 31 -

. MEAN ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT (AA) SCORE COMPARISONS FOR I 

SEMINARY FRESHMEN BY SCHOLASTIC APTITUDE (SRA) 
AS MEASURED BY SCIENCE RESEARCH ASSOCIATES 

BATTERY OF TESTS--Q-S SEMINARY 

-
scholastic Academic 
Aptitude--SRA Time t-Values aa 
Composite Scores Periods 

1st 6.645 <.001 
Upper Third 2nd 6.893 <.001 

vs. 3rd 6.103 <.001 
Middle Third 4th 6.989 <.001 

df= 129 Cum AA 6.622 <.001 

lst 10.077 (.001 
Upper Third , 2nd 11.248 <.001 

vs. 3rd 9.848 <.001 
Lower Third 4th 11.517 <.001 

df= 127 Cum AA 11.727 <.001 

1st 3.993 <.001 
Middle Third 2nd 5.044 <.001 

vs. 3rd 3.938 <.001 
Lower Third 4th 5.746 <.001 

.. 

df= .128 Cum AA 5.538 <.001 

N= 195 

8 All al2ha levels evidence very significant differences. 
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Mental Ability (Ig) and Academic Ac~-~~~ent.--The relationship -between academic achievement in the seminary and scholastic 

aptitude (SRA) has been shown in the previous section. The data 

relating academic achievement and mental ability (IQ) are 

presented in Tables 32 and 33. 

In testing the relation of academic achievement to mental 

ability, both seminaries were divided into upper, middle, and 

lower thirds for the cumulative academic achievement in the 

freshman year. The data could not be combined--as previously 

indicated ... -because of differing grading systems. The mean. scores 

on mental ability (IQ) were then compared within each seminary. 

The same high degree of statistical significance (Table 
' 

33) obtains for the Q-S seminary between these groups as did pre­

viously for scholastic aptitude, mental ability, and academic 

achievement. This is considered further evidence that tests of 

mental ability and scholastic aptitude are superfluous. Either -
one would suffice for the purposes they are put to in screening 

candidates. 

Par the Q ... N seminary there is no significant difference 

for mental ability for one of the three comparisons: the middle 

third and the lower third academic achievement groups (see Table 

32). The lower-two-thirds of those respondents ranked for 
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achievement have similar 01ental ability scores O\Q) as 
I ~ 

measured by the Otis test. Al tho11::;;h thl'.:!re is a similarity for 

this finding and the finding that social Class II and Class III 

respondents (see Table 22) have comparable--and lower--mental 

ability, this fact is insufficient to reject the null hypothesis. 

As was evidenced previously for the Q-N seminary (see Table 20), 

class I respondents were not significantly differentiated from th 

other social classes for academic achievement. 

social Class, Mental Ability ~IQ), Scholas~}c Aptitude {SRA), and 

Academic Acbievement.--A wholly adequate test of the relationship 

between social class and academic achievement could not be made 

because the total sample could not be considered as a unit, due to 

different grading systems at the two seminaries. 

The asymmetry of the class structure at the Q-N seminary 

possibly accounts for the differences noted when the seminary is 

considered separately as opposed to a consideration of combined 

seminary scores for mental ability and scholastic aptitude (see 

Tables 22, 24, 25 and 27). The over representation of the middle 

class (Class II) and the under representation of the lower class 

(Class III) at this seminary are striking. Without knowing the 

social class backgrounds of those candidates to the Q-N seminary 
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TABLE 32 

NEAN l2NTAL ABILITY (IQ) SCORE COMPARISONS FOR SEMINARY 
Fl-:2SHMEN UY CUMULATIVE AC.?:DEHl.C ACHIEVEMENT--

Q- N SEluN.ilifY 

~-==-~..:-..:.. 

CLtruulati va Academic 
Achievem:i::,r1 t- - t-Values 
fresr~c~,~1 __ !;~!1_r ___ __,__..-------i---...,..-~,,__---+-----.,,,..,,...,....--1 
ffPper Thi.rd vs. Middle Third 20753 (.Ola 

df= 63 
Upper Thi. rd vs o Lower Third 

df= 63 
}liddle Third vs. Lower Third 

df= 64 
N= 98 

avery significant difference. 

4.178 

1.306 

b.!\pproaching significance (.10 > P > .05). 

TABLE 33 

>.osb 

MEAN MENTAL ABILITY (IQ) SCORE COMPARISONS FOR SEMINARY 
FRESHMEN BY CUMULATIVE ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMEN'I--

Q-S SEMINARY 

Cumulative Academic 
Achievement-­
Freshman Year 
Upper Third vs. Middle Third 

df= 127 
Upper Third vs.·Lower Third 

df = 130 
Middle Third vs. Lower Third 

df= 127 

N= 195 
8 Very significant difference. 

t-Values 

6.091 

9.600 

3.615 

<.Qo1a 

<.0018 

<.OOla 
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who were screened out during the admission process, it would be 

impossible to indicate whether or not the subtleties of social 

class were being employed as admission criteria--however 

unwittingly. 

standardized tests used in operationalizing the variables 

of mental ability and scholastic aptitude are "not supposed to be'1 

class related. Therefore, it seems probable that there are 

factors of a psycho•sociological origin for the freshmen seminar-

ians that are class-related and filter out some applicants in the 

selection process to the seminary. The following three chapters 

of this dissertation take up this very important problem. 

A further conclusion seems evident. The middle and lower . 
social classes (Classes II and III) were seen to be more homo-

geneous with respect to mental ability and scholastic aptitude 

at the Q-N seminary (see Tables 22 and 25). Yet when considering 

the upper, middle, and lower third groups by scholastic aptitude 

(SRA), the upper third and middle third were much more alike with 

respect to acad~mic achievement (see Table 30). Either there are 

a large number of respondents at Q-N who are "over achieving" or 

the grading practices at the two seminaries differ substantially. 

That is, the Q-N faculty may be "over-grading" a large number of 

l1linor seminarians from this study group. 
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summa~.--The hypothesized relationship between social class and -academic achievement does not bold for the minor seminarians of 

this study. Academic achievement in the freshman year is not sig­

nificantly related to social class position. While the data evi­

dence both interesting and significant relationships with vari­

ables that are seemingly related to social class--specifically, 

mental ability and scholastic aptitude--the evidence is not of 

such a conclusive nature as to reject the null hypothesis and to 

accept the study hypothesis. 

The findings presented do, however, indicate several impor-

tant implications. Further study by seminary administrators and 

faculties are needed to shed light on further relations of this 
• 

problem area. Several of the findings of this Chapter are enumer 

ated in order to give direction to further research. 

Upper class seminarians (Class I) are more likely than 

lower class seminarians (Class III) to have higher mental ability 

(IQ) and scholastic aptitude (SRA) scores for combined seminary 

enrollments. Also, the particular seminary seems to make a diffe 

ence in the middle class (Class II), being more like the upper 

(Class I) or the lower (Class III) classes; this is in regard to 

mental ability or scholastic aptitude. Inasmuch as the tests of 

[ __________________________________ ___. 
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these variables seem to rely heavily upon past experience, the 

academic preparation and curricula of the grammar schools might 

be focused upon. Indeed, this problem has been aptly sensed in 

recent programs designed to upgrade poorer neighborhood paro­

chial school students through tutorial services given by senior 

seminary students. The Q-S seminary has particularly been inter-

ested in upgrading potential lower class seminary candidates 

through this type of effort. The data presented here would sup-

port such programs. 

The class structures of the two seminaries are not similar. 

The Q-N seminary is over-represented for the middle class and 

under-represented for the lower class for this study. It would 
• 

behoove seminary administrations to consider this carefully. The 

possibility of the subtleties of class creeping in as admission 

criteria has been suggested. Another possibility of the asym­

metrical class structure might be the seminaries' physical 

boundaries. Each seminary of this study serves approximately half 

of the Archdiocese of Chicago. The physical division is simply 

one of mid-point. The possibility of gerrymandering the 

boundaries for greater class symmetry seems open. 

While the evidence presented ia insufficient to accept the 
, 

hypothesized relation between class and academic achievement, it 
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should be noted that at one seminary (Q-S) the upper class res­

pondents become significantly diff erenttated from the lower class 

during the second semester of 1967-68. Also, the direction of 

mean academic achievement socres is important. Only during the 

third quarter grading period at the Q-N seminary is there a rever­

sal of mean academic achievement scores from the hypothesized dir­

ection. In this one instance, the upper class achieves less aca­

demically than the middle class. All other mean score comparisons 

for academic achievement do evidence directionality. That is, the 

three social classes show a type of correlation for academic 

achievement. Even though this relationship is considered fortui­

tous for this study, further investigations by seminary adminis­

trations and faculty seem called for. 

It does appear that factors related to social class are 

being introduced into the seminary situation during the selection 

and admission process. The psycho-sociological variables investi­

gated in the following chapters are thought to be significant. 

Then, too, the importance of social class cannot be dismissed, 

especially when joined with such factors as race, national 

descent, etc. 

·it is probably relevant that no known research baa bypothe~ 

sized an inverse relationship of social class to academic 
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acbievcrr.cmto This is in spite of a nur.-i!,rar of references in the 

litc-:catun':! tb.::i-i.: ha1e irJdicc.'.ted t h:u: c!dltlrcm of middle class 

bfl'cl:grrn:r..".lD··-atid perlwps the Uji)per cla::.·.s-frcqu-ently take on lower 
7 

class value;1 ln opposition to parental authority. So much stresf 

has been placed on the "middle class success syndrome" in the 

scientific and popular literature that it seems generally assumed 

that class wakes a difference even in the school room. The need 

for the future is to indicate the conditions under which such 

bypothesi:~ed relationships are confirmed or not. Only in this 

way will the multiple factors be understood. 

7 Burton, p. 223. 



CHAPTER V 

SOCIAL CLASS, DOGMATISM, ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT, AND 

THE ADMISSION TESTS TO THE MINOR SEMINARY 

Hypothesis two of this present research study asserts that 

tbere is an inverse relationship between social class position an 

the degree of dogmatism for freshmen seminarians. This chapter 

will report on the findings testing this assertion. Also, some 

other factors referred to in the previous chapter that might be 

related to social class and academic achievement will be presente 

in this and the succeeding chapters. Since social class is not 

related to academic achievement for the freshman seminarian study 

group, although social class is related to mental ability and 

' scholastic aptitude, it is necessary to investigate those kinds 

and degrees of selected attitudes that bear upon "success" in the 

m'inor seminary. As was noted previously, "success" and continua-

tion in the seminary system are intimately associated with 

academic achievement. 

124 
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DiRenzo investigates the dogmatic personality1 in relation 

to the professional politician and non-politician. One of his 

l conclusions is that, ''with the except.ion of religious practice, 

between dogmatism and social ' our data t~how no relationships 
' 

d f .. 2 backgroun actorso A rather severe criticism of DiRenzo's 

study is that he employed a table of significance levels for the 

two-tailed testo Given that his hypothesis stated direction-
3 

ality he should have followed the table for the one-tailed test. 

This would have brought about accepted levels of significance 

(less than .001) in at least four instances of his reported data.4 

consequently, his findings of no relationship between dogmatism 

and social class cannot be acceptedo 
• 

1Gordon J. DiRenzo, "Professional Politicians and Person­
ality Structures," Ai.-ue_rican Journal of Sociolo~, 73 (September, 
1967), 217-225. DiRenzo claims that "dogmatic personality" was 
never used by Rokeach and that this concept is bis own innovation. 
It seems that this meaning is certainly implicit in much of the 
literature by Rokeach, however. 

2 
Ibid., p. 222. 

3Runyon a~d Haber, p. 151. See also the level of signifi­
cance for the one-tailed test as compared to the level of signi­
ficance for the two-tailed test, appendix G, (Table C) Critical 
Values of t. 

4 
DiRenzo, Tables 2 and 3, pp. 221-222. 
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chapter II of this present study reports on the meaning 

of dogmatism as defined by Rokeacho The concept was operation­

alized through the Dogmatism Scale, form E-1960. Furthermore, 

as previously indicated, the scale was administered to the fresh­

man study group on three different occasions--in September, 1967, 

and in January and May of 1968. One important notation with 

regard to the meaning of the dogmatism concept is introduced by 

DiRenzo. He states that "it is (thus) not so mucb wbat as how - -
one believes that distinguishes the dogmatic personality struc­

ture. "5 The notion of a continuum of belief-disbelief in 

DeRenzo's sense is further reinforced. 

The admission and qualification tests to the minor semi-

nary have been indicated to be the Otis test of mental ability 

and the Science Research Associates' battery of tests for scbol-

astic aptitude. While other subjective information is also 

considered in the admission process, these two objective tests 

are important indices used in screening candidates. The specific 

importance of the dogmatic personality for the admission process 

is consequently investigated. The findings in this regard are 

presented later in this chapter. 

5 Ibid., P• 218. 
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social class and Dogmatism.--It was previously indicated in -chapter III that the mean summary of scores for dogmatism for 

individual seminarians evidenced the type of distribution found 

by Rokeach (see Table 16). Hence it may be assumed that this 

study group is comparable to the Rokeach sample. This test is 

considered acceptable for the present research commitments. 

The data presented in Tables 34, 35, and 36 indicate that 

a significant difference obtains between social class and dogma­

tism. Seminarians of upper class backgrounds are more likely to 

be or become found with lower scores on the dogmatism scale. 

conversely, seminarians with lower class backgrounds are more 

likely to exhibit higher scores for the dogmatic personality. 

In spite of particular statistically insignificant differ-

ences for each seminary of the study group, the weight of the 

evidence leads to a rejection of the null hypothesis and an 

acceptance of the study hypothesis. The direction of the differ-

ences in mean dogmatism scores for the social classes remains 
" 

always in the predicted inverse relationship. At no time is this 

relationship different. Furthermore, a perusal of the mean scores 

for the different social classes indicates that there is a ten-

dency for the upper class to become less dogmatic and an opposite 

tendency for the lower class to remain about the same or become 
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more dogmatic from the first to the third tests. 

Significant t-scores with alpha values of less than .05 ar 

present or develop when the social classes are compared in suc­

cessive tests. There are only minor indications of t-scores 

becoming less significant or insignificant from one test to the 

succeeding testo 

While the study hypothesis of an inverse relationship 

between social class and dogmatism is accepted, several important 

findings deserve further consideration. First, middle class 

(Class II) seminarians are more like lower class (Class III) sem­

inarians for this variable at the Q-N seminary (see Table 34-A). 

Second, at the Q-S seminary the middle class (Class II) is more 

like the upper class (Class I) for dogmatism mean scores (see 

Table 35-A). Third, the upper class (Class I) and the lower 

class (Class III) become significantly differentiated from the 

middle class (Class II) for the combined seminary mean scores for 

dogmatism (see Table 36-A). For combined scores, the middle clas 

remains about the same for all three tests of dogmatism, 

In Chapter IV it was noted that the particular seminary 

setting--whether Q-N or Q-S--made a difference in the middle clas 

being more like the upper class or lower class for mental ability 
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and scholastic aptitude. This same tendency for the seminary sit­

uation to intervene when social class is compared to dogmatism is 

noted. In one sense, the middle class might be said to occupy a 

pivotal position, swinging either way in its attitude depending 

on the definition of the situation to the respondents. 

Given what has already been demonstrated with regard to thE 

relationship between social class and the variables of mental 

ability and scholastic aptitude, and the relationship between 

these two latter variables to academic achievement, an educated 

guess would be that dogmatism is negatively related to academic 

achievement in the seminary. By considering this dimension the 

analysis of this study is carried one step farther. 
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TABLE 34 

MEAN DOGMATISM SCORE COMPARISONS FOR SEMINARY 
FRESHMEN BY SOCIAL CLASS--Q-N SEMINARY 

,-

social Tests 
classes for t-Values a 

Dogmatism 
-

1st -1.022 ).05 

I vs. II 2nd -2.193 <.05a 

df = 50 3rd -3.081 < .01 b 

1st 
/ 

-1.696 (.058 

I vs. III 2nd -3.074 (.Olb 

df = 64 3rd -30660 < .001.b 

-
1st -0.769 >.05 

II vs. III 2nd -0.885 ).05 

df= 76 3rd -00154 ).05 

I -
N= 98 

asignificant difference. 

bvery significant difference. 
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TABLE 35 

MEAN DOGMATISM SCORE COMPARISONS FOR SEMINARY 
FRESHMEN BY SOCIAL CLASS--Q-S SEMINARY 

- --

! I social Tests 
classes for t-Values a 

Dogmatism 
-

1st -0.168 >.05 

I vs. II 2nd -0.351 ).05 

df = 72 3rd -0.132 >.05 

-I 

1st -1.452 >.osa 

I vs. III 2nd -1.449 >.05a 

df = 159 3rd -2.319 <.05b 

1st -1.193 >.05 

II vs. III 2nd -0.922 ).05 

df = 153 3rd -20085 (.osb 

N= 195 

a Approaching significance (.10 > p > .05). 

bsignif icant difference. 
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TABLE 36 

MEAN DOOMATISM SCORE COMPARISONS FOR SEMINARY 
FRESHMEN BY SOCIAL CLASS--COMBINED 

SEMINARY SCORES 

social 
classes 

I vs. II 

df • 124 

I vs. III 

df = 225 

II vs, III 

df= 231 

Tests 
for 
Do2matism 

lst 

2nd 

3rd 

lst 

2nd 

3rd 

lst 

2nd 

3rd 

t-Values 

-0.732 

-1.372 

-l.829 

-2.119 

-2.557 

-3.939 

-l.348 

~1.530 

-1.779 

" 
.>.05 

>.os• 
<.osb 

<.05b 

<.01c 

(.OOlC 

>.os• 
),05a 

<.osb 

·----~--~-----=---~~-·~~------~~~--------------
N= 293 

8 Approaching significance (.10) P).05). 

bsignificant difference. 
every significant difference, 
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Academic Achievement and Dogmatismo--As indicated in Chapter IV -
each freshman class was divided into an upper, a middle, and a 

iower third grouping by cumulative academic achievement scores 

gathered at the end of the school year. The mean dogmatism 

scores for these groups for the three successive tests of the 

variable were compared for statistical difference. The results 

are presented in Tables 37 and 380 

For the final of three surveys of dogmatism the upper 

group of academic achievers is significantly differentiated from 

the lower academic achievers' group in both the Q-N and Q-S sem-

inaries. For the final test of dogmatism those seminarians dis-

tinguished by high academic achievement are likely to be less 

dogmatic than those seminarians who fall in the lower third group 

for cumulative academic achievement. All other mean score compar 

isons are insignificant. 

The impression is given from a sight comparison of the meao 

lcores--Tables 37-A and 38-A--and the observations from Tables 37 

and 38 indicating a general negative direction for t-values--that 

there is still an inverse relationship between dogmatism and 

academic achievement that needs to be investigated. Consequently, 

a slight variation in method is employed to interpret further thi 
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area of concern. Specifically, the independent and dependent 

variables are reversed here, Attention is focused on the quality 

of academic achievement for the dogmatic and non-dogmatic person­

ality rather than the degree of dogmatism for the academic 

achiever and non-achiever. 

Dogmatism and Academic Achievement.--The rationale behind an 

additional consideration in method is that those high achievement 

low dogmatism seminarians or low achievement-high dogmatism semi­

narians might not be the same individuals when the independent 

variable is considered to be the dogmatic personality. 

In order to test the assumed relationship posed here, the 

three scores for dogmatism for each seminarian were totaled. A 

mean score was derived, and a cumulative rank was established for 

each seminary. The cumulative rank was then divided into an 

upper, a middle, and a lower third grouping for the Q-N and the 

Q-S seminaries. The mean academic achievement scores for each 

academic quarter plus the cumulative academic1 achievement were 

then compared. Tables 39 and 40 present the findings. 

Tables 39 and 40 show significant differences in the 

majority of testing periods for both the Q-N and Q-S seminaries 

where the upper and middle third groups of dogmatic personalities 
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TABLE 37 

MEAN DOGMA":ISM SCORE COMPARISONS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN 
BY CUNUL.qTJVE ACADEMIC ACHIEVEHL~'i'.l'- -Q- N SEMINAEY 

VSo )o05 

Middle Third 3rd 

df= 63 
! - -·--
I 

Upper Third 1st I -00451 
I 

VSo 2nd -0.601 

Lower Third ! 3rd -1.698 

df= 63 

Middle Third 1st Oo826 

VSo 2nd 0.033 

Lower Third 3rd -0.452 

df= 64 -
N= 98 

a Approaching significance C, 10 > P > o 05). 

bSignif icant dif ferenceo 

)o05 

)o05 

<005b 

)o05 

(o05 

(o05 

-



r:=-----------, 
136 

TABLE 38 

MEAN DOGMATISM SCORE COMPARISONS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN 
BY CUMULATIVE ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT- -Q-S SEMINARY 

cumulative Academic Tests 
Achievement-- for t-Values a 

1-!-:Fr~e~s~h_m_an_~Y_e_a_r~~~~-r~·-D_o~g~m_at_i_s~m~--~~--~~~-----~---

Upper Third 

vs. 

Middle Third 

df= 127 

Upper Third 

vs. 

Lower Third 

df = 130 -------...-.'II r. 

Middle Third 

vs. 

Lower Third 

lst 

2nd 

3rd 

lst 

2nd 

3rd 

0.018 

0.027 

-0.762 

-1.013 

-1.176 

-1.726 

).05 

).05 

>.05 

).05 

).05 

<.osa 

·---~-----··-·-·~-~----"""-·--~------..__. __ ,.._.. 
1st 

2nd 

3rd 

-0.914 

-1.165 

-1.049 

).05 

>.OS 

>.05 

r-----d_f_=....;;;.:1~ _____ J __ ·----·--~ --~------------'"" 
N• 195 

8 Significant difference, 
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are compared. The same inverse relationship of dogmatism to aca­

demic achievement holds trueo It seems evident, though, that the 

same seminarians are not being compared as when academic achieve­

ment was the independent variable. 

Furthermore, the lower third group of dogmatic personal­

ities--while not significantly different from the middle third 

group--have lower academic achievement mean scores at both semi­

naries (see Tables 39-A and 40-A) for all time periodso Also, all 

t-values presented in Tables 39 and 40 comparing the mean academic 

achievement scores for the middle and lower third groups of dog­

matic personalities are positive. The indication here is that 

the more dogmatic personalities have significantly lower academic 

achievement, yet those seminarians scoring in the lower third for 

dogmatism--having more open minds--do not score higher in academic 

achievement than the middle group on the dogmatism continuum. It 

would seem that scoring in the middle levels on the belief· 

disbelief continuum scale are associated with higher academic 

achievement for a freshman seminarian. 

Of further interest here is the relationship of dogmatism 

to mental ability (IQ) and scholastic aptitude (SRA}o The rela­

tionships between academic achievement, mental ability (IQ), and 

scholastic aptitude (SRA} have already been discussed in the 

------------------------------------------------------------------' 
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previous chapter. Given those relationships, the expectation is 

made that higher scores on the entrance examinations to the semi­

nary should distinguish the less dogmatic personalities. 

Finally, those seminarians with more open-minded personalities 

(less dogmatism) probably do not have higher mental ability (IQ) 

or scholastic aptitude (SRA) scores than those seminarians ranked 

in the middle range of scores for the dogmatism variable. 
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TABLE 39 

MEAN ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT SCORE COMPARISONS FOR SEMINARY 
FRESHMEN BY COMPOSITE RANK ON DOGMATISM SCALE--

Q- N SEMINARY 

l!!~:::::D:::og=m==a=t=is=m=-======1;=-=-Aca~emic---1,=====-===1=====r 
Rank-- Time t-Values l a 

_composite scores Pe_riodf!..__r--------

Upper Third 1st -1.518 ).058 

vso 2nd -1.638 ).05a 
Middle Third 3rd -1.868 <.05b 

4th -1.776 <.05b 

df = 64 Cum AA -1.749 <.osb 

1---·-------t--·-------t----·----··--·-----
l 

Upper Third tst I -o. so1 >· 05 
vs. 2nd -0.580 >.05 

Lower Third 3rd -0.521 >.05 
4th I -o.769 ).05 

df= 62 Cum AA -0.700 >.05 
--------~--------_ .. ___ J_ .. , -·~- . ___ 1 ____ ----

Middle Third 
vs. 

Lower Third 

df = 64 

1st 
2nd 
3rd 
4th 

Cum AA 

l.101 
1.058 
1.304 
0.930 

0.997 

>.05 
>.05 
>.058 

>.05 

).05 I 
I r---·---....-.......--·---·---·-,-· -----·---·-·----··--·-..----·--"-...__ .. __ . __ 

N= 98 

aApproaching significance (.10) P > .05)o 

bsignificant difference. 
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TABLE 40 

MEAN ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT SCORE COMPAlUSONS FOR SEMINARY 
FRESHMEN BY COMPOSITE RANK ON DOGMATISM SCALE--

Q-S S£MINAltY 

~ogmatism l-Academi:--11 --=--- 1-=-·-·---
Rank-- l Time t-Values I a 

-~::~~~~::-~~~~---+!! -~~::~ds --,1 

---::;48---'----~~-;sa 
vs. 2nd -1.773 (,05a 

Middle Third 3rd , -1.638 ).osb 
4th ~ -2.327 <.osa 

df = 131 Cum AA I -2.081 , <.054 
I I 

-------·------·-·--·--·- ---·--·-·-·---·---~-·---- ·-- --·----·------+---·--
( 

Upper Third 
vs. 

Lower Third 

1st 
2nd 
3rd 
4th 

I 
! 

I 
I 

-0.835 
-1.074 
-0.939 
-1.500 

).05 
>.05 
>.05 
>.05b 

df= 127 Cum AA -l.309 ),05b 

--·· .. ·-------~--·--·-f.--·------·---~-------"-·--·- --··--·-·· -----·········--·-
Middle Third 1st 1.005 ).05 

v~. 2nd 0,700 ).05 
Lower Third 3rd 0.741 ).05 

4th 0.844 ),05 

df= 126 Cum AA 0,777 ).05 
I 

~- ............... -----··-·~··,.,---<>··---- _....., --- ._,_ ........... _, .... _ ..... --··- ---· ... -· ·--·-~--- -·---- -··· •+•"' _ ... ,,_ ..,, ____ ....,._ - --··--

N= 195 

aSignificant difference. 

bApproaching significance (. 10 > P >. 05), 
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~and Mental Abilit_y __ (!Qlo--The same three groups that 

resulted from a three-fold division of the cumulative dogmatism 

scores were compared for each seminary with respect to mean menta 

ability (IQ) scoreso The data are presented in Tables 41 and 420 

Significant differences beyond the oOl and .05 levels are 

observed for the mental ability variable at the Q-N seminary (see 

Table 41) when the upper third dogmatic group is compared with th 

middle third group, and when the upper third group is compared 

with the lower third dogmatic personalities. No significant 

differences are obtained at the Q-S seminary although approaching 

significant t-values were evidenced for the same comparisons as 

indicated for the Q-N seminary (see Table 42). 

The same observation as indicated in the previous section 

of this chapter with regard to dogmatism and academic achievement 

holds true for dogmatism and mental ability (IQ). Higher (upper 

third) dogmatism scores are associated with lower mental ability 

{IQ) for seminary freshmen, while the more open minded (lower 

third group) do not evidence significant or appreciable differ-

ences in mental ability from those seminarians scoring in the 

middle third on the dogmatism continuumo Indeed, at the Q-N semi­

nary the middle third group for dogmatism have the higher mean 

mental ability scores of 118 (see Table 41-A), and both the middle 
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and lower third groups for dogmatism at the Q-S seminary (see 

Table 42-A) have mental ability mean scores of 117. 

Dogmatism and Scholastic .AEtitude (SRA).--As in the two previous -
sections, seminarians who were ranked into upper, middle, and 

lower third groups for cumulative scores on the dogmatism scale 

were compared for each seminaryo The differences in scholastic 

aptitude (SRA) mean scores were evaluated through the t-test usirg 

the one-tailed test table of significance. The findings follow 

and are represented on Tables 43 and 44. 

Significant differences of less than oOl were obtained at 

both seminaries when comparisons were made between the upper and 

middle third groups that were ranked on the dogmatism scale (see 

Tables 43 and 44). Additionally, the upper third was very signi­

ficantly different from the lower third group at the Q-S seminary 

(see Table 44). Although the upper third groups scored the least 

for scholastic aptitude (SRA), the lower third dogmatic groups--

the more open minded seminarians--scored appreciably less at .. the 

Q-N seminary and about the same at the Q-S seminary when visual 

comparisons were made with the middle third groups of dogmatic 

personalities (see Tables 43-A and 44-A)o Again, this seems to 

indicate that higher dogmatism scores are correlated with lower 
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scholastic aptitude (SRA) scores, but lower dogmatism scores are 

not characterized by scholastic aptitude (SRA) scores that are 

higher or significantly different from the SRA scores that are 

found for seminarians in the middle range of the continuum of 

open-mindedness and close-mindednesso 

Up to this point in this chapter the admission tests to th 

minor seminary have been analyzed with respect to respondents' 

degree of dogmatism, academic achievement, and social classo 

since the admission tests were given before the tests for dogma­

tism to this seminary study group, and also since the composite 

dogmatism scores for freshmen include the distinct possibility of 

social change in the seminary process, the writer will present 

some of the findings for the study group where dogmatism is 

viewed as the dependent variable. Specifically, ranked scores 

for scholastic aptitude (SRA) are investigated with respect to 

the three separate tests for dogmatismo 
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TABLE 41 

MEAN MENTAL ABILITY (IQ) sr.orm COMFARJSONS FOR SEMINARY 
FRESHt'.iEN BY COMPOSITE }:(ANK ON UCG!>JATL->M ::>CALE- -

Dogm.atism 
1<e:mk-

Q·· N '.fEl1TNAI<x· 

t-Values 

-if~·;8i~~r~c-~~~s Middle ·-T-h-ird ·----·-.: i:·455·------ <. 01 a 
df • 64 

Upper Third vs. Lower Third -2.204 (.05b 
df • 62 

~iddle Third vs. Lower Third 0.205 >.05 
df = 64 

N= 98 

avery significant difference. 

hsignificant difference. 

TABLE 42 

MEAN MENTAL ABILITY (IQ) SCORE COMPARISONS FOR SEMINARY 
FRESHMEN BY COMPOSITE RANK ON DOGMATISM SCALE--

Q-S SEMINARY 

Dogmatism 
Rank--
Composite Scores 
Upper Third vs, Middle Third 

df = 131 
~per Third vs. Lower Third 

df= 127 
Middle Third vs. Lower Third 

t-Values 

-1.481 

-1.525 

-0.142 

>.osa 

>.osa 

>.05 
r-------- df= 1_2_6 _____________ ~~--------

N= 195 
8 Approaching significance (.10 > P > 005). 
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TABLE 43 

MEAN SCHOLASTIC APTITUDE (SRA) SCORE COMPARISONS FOR SEMINARY 
FRESHMEN BY COMPOSITE RANK ON DOGMATISM SCALE--

Q-N SEMINARY 

_....... - .--=...-=.. 

-Dogmatism 
t-Values Rank-- a 

composite Scores 
Mf<fdTe-Tll:Lra--

,.... __ 
:z. 786 upper TnW vs. <.Ul°' 

df • 64 
Upper Third vs. Lower Third -l.235 ).05 

df = 62 
>.osb Middle Third vs. Lower Third 1.505 

df • 64 -...------ ---- -
N= 98 

avery significant difference. 
bApproaching significance (.10) P >.OS), positive direction, 

TABLE 44 

MEAN SCHOLASTIC APTITUDE (SRA) SCORE COMPARISONS FOR SEMINARY 
FRESHMEN BY COMPOSITE RANK ON DOGMATISM SCALE--

Dogmatism 
Rank--

Q-S SEMINARY 

t-Values 
Composite Scores 
Upper Third vs7"'-M~i-d~dl!:""e__...,T..,..h~i-rd~--i---,---=2~ 826 

df = 131 
Upper Third vs. Lower Third -2.986 

df • 127 
Middle Third vs. Lower Third -0.236 

df= 126 
).05 

r-----~-~----~- ----------~~--------~-+ 

N= 195 

8 Very significant difference. 
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scholastic Aptitude (SRA) and Dogmatism.--Both the Q-N and Q-S 

-----seminary place heavy emphasis on the Science Research Associates' 

battery of tests as a qualification and selection tool in 

screening prospective candidates to the minor seminary. For each 

seminary the respondents' scores on scholastic aptitude (SRA) were 

ranked into an upper, a middle, and a lower third group. The mean 

dogmatism scores for these groups were then compared for the suc­

cessive tests given in September, 1967, January, 1968, and again 

in May, 19680 The findings are presented in Tables 45 and 46. 

At the Q-N seminary the upper third group in scholastic 

aptitude (SRA) became significantly differentiated from the lower 

third group in the second and third tests for dogmatism. The upp 

third group represented lower dogmatic personality scores while 

the lower third group evidenced higher dogmatic personality scores 

For the second test of dogmatism at the Q~N seminary, the upper 

third group was significantly different from the middle third gra.i 

for dogmatism in the same inverse fashion, A visual impression 

from the mean dogmatism scores found at the Q-N seminary (see 

able 45-A) is that while the middle and lower third groups remain 

bout the same for the three successive tests for dogmatism, the 

pper third (high scholastic aptitude) become less dogmatic. 

At the Q-S seminary very significant differences beyond the 
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.Ol level were obtained for all the tests of dogmatism between the 

upper third group and the lower third group in scholastic aptitude 

(SRA)· This same high degree of statistically significant differ­

ence obtained when the middle third group was compared with the 

lower third group. By way of contrast, the upper third group was 

not significantly different from the middle third group at this 

seminary, and dogmatism mean scores do not decline in successive 

testing for those seminarians distinguished by high scholastic 

aptitude (SRA) scores (see Tables 46 and 46-A). The inverse rela­

tionship holds for Q-S but not in the same way as for the Q-N 

seminary. 

The interpretation of the data here is that higher scholas­

tic aptitude (SRA) scores are likely to be associated with lower 

scores on the dogmatism scale for freshmen seminarians. Addition-

lly, lower scores for scholastic aptitude (SRA) are more likely 

to be significantly related to a higher degree of dogmatism--the 

more closed mind. This is most evident at the Q-S seminary but is 

also indicated at the Q-N seminary from a comparison of mean score 

in Table 45-A. 

At the time of admission to the minor seminary young semi­

narians are likely to be differentiated from peers on the basis of 

selection and qualification tests. Most notable of these tests is 
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TABLE 45 

MEAN DOGMATISM SCORE COMPARISONS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN 
BY RANK ON SRA SCHOLASTIC APTITUDE COMPOSITE SCORES-­

Q- N SEMINARY 

scholastic Tests 
Aptitude--SRA for t-Values 
composite Scores Dogmatism --------------·------------·---- ---- ----·-------

Upper Third 

vs. 

Middle Third 

df = 63 

1st 

2nd 

3rd 

0.754 

-2.068 

-1.416 

>.05 

<.058 

>.osb 

______ , ______________ ·-·--·--------- -·--·-----------.·-·--
Upper Third lst -0.669 ).05 

vs. 2nd -1.677 <.058 

Lower Third 3rd -2.150 <.osa 
df = 65 

·---·------·-·-~·---~·----------·--·- -----------·-- ---~ 
Middle Third 

vs. 

Lower Third 

df = 62 

1st 

2nd 

3rd 

-1.535 

0.390 

-0.736 

-----,----··-·-·-·- -·--.--.. --.----~-------·---- .. -----·--------
N= 98 

asignificant difference. 
b . 

Approaching significance ( .10 > P >. 05) o 
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TABLE 46 

MEAN DOGMATISM SCORE COMPARISONS FOR SEMINARY PRESHMEN 
BY RANK ON SRA SCHOLASTIC APTITUDE COMPOSITE SCORES-­

Q-S SEMINARY 

-: 

I 
It-Values 

scholastic Tests 
Aptitude--SRA for 

Dogmatism 
II 

compos_!t~ Sco:i:_es 
. ----"-- ·-------

Upper Third 1st 0.080 >.05 

vs. 2nd 0.804 ).05 

Middle Third 3rd 0.211 ).05 

df= 129 ------------,-----·---------·-·-·- ~~-·-------··----·~- ----
Upper Third 

vs. 

Lower Third 

df = 127 

1st 

2nd 

3rd 

-2.625 

-2.508 

-3.216 

<.018 

<.Ola 

<.Ola 

------------------·--·-·_ ... ___ ,,. ____ ·---~---- 1-----------
Middle Third 

vs. 

Lower Third 

df = 128 

1st 

2nd 

3rd 

-2.731 

-3.106 

-3.398 

(.Ola 

<.018 

·<.OOla 

---·---·--·~ ...... -·------.. --------·-----..·-·------.. --.- ------------ ...., ____ .. _____ . 
N= 195 

~ery significant difference. 
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the science Research Associates' batteryo This test for scholas­

tic aptitude (SRA) is or becomes inversely related with degree of 

ogmatism, which in turn has been shown to be significantly relat 

to social class backgroundso 

summar .--The evidence presented in this chapter supports the 

cceptance of the second hypothesis of this research study and the 

ejection of the null hypothesis. Seminarians of upper class back 

rounds are more likely to exhibit lower degrees of dogmatism than 

eminarians of middle or lower class position. Although the dif-

erences for each se~inary situation have been presented, the , 

eight of the evidence supports acceptance of the study hypothesis 

lass backgrounds serve to differentiate minor seminarians by 

egree of open-mindedness and close-mindedness, Not only is the 

pper class differentiated from the middle and lower classes, but 

lso the middle class is differentiated in the same inverse way 

the lower class for the dogmatic personality, 

Several additional findings have been presented in this 

and serve the purpose of drawing attention to the complex 

of social class and related variables. These further offer 

mplications for the future study of the minor seminary. It is 

gain recognized that research limited to freshmen seminarians doe 
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not thoroughly assess the seminary system. There are three other 

classes of seminary students--sophomore, junior, and senioro This 

study is a modest beginningo 

Those seminarians who distinguish themselves through high 

academic achievement during the freshman year at the minor semin-

ary are likely to score lower for dogmatism at the end of the firs 

year when compared to those seminarians who achieve less academi-

cally. On the other hand, it appears that scoring in the middle 

ranges of scores for degree of open-mindedness or close-mindedness 

is associated with higher academic achievement in the first year 

f the minor seminaryo 

It was found that mental ability (IQ) scores were signifi-

and inversely related to the degree of dogmatism at one sem 

nary of this study group--the Q-N seminary. In impression of the 

ame type of relationship was formed from the direction of mean 

cores and negative t-values seen through a perusal of the data 

elating to the Q-S seminary. Again, it was noted that although 

igh dogmatism scores were associated with low mental ability (IQ) 

cores, the opposite indication did not proceed in an orderly man-

The middle ranges for the dogmatism variable scored higher 

(at Q-N) or as high (at Q-S) as the lower range scores for 

ental ability (IQ)o The indication is that the middle ranges of 
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those scoring on the dogmatism continuum are more closely associ­

ated with high mental ability {IQ)o 

With regard to the other entrance test to the minor semi­

nary--the Science Research Associates' battery of tests--the indi 

cations are that higher dogmatism scores are correlated with 

lower scholastic aptitude {SRA) scores, but also that lower dogma 

tism scores are not characterized by scholastic aptitude (SRA) 

scores that are higher or significantly different from the SRA 

scores that are found for seminarians in the middle ranges of 

scores on the continuum of open-mindedness and close-mindedness. 

Yet when scholastic aptitude (SRA) was considered the independent 

variable, those seminarians characterized by high SRA scores had, 

or developed over successive testing for dogmatism, more open­

mindedness--lower scores for dogmatism. The particular seminary 

setting--whether Q-N or Q-S--seemed to make a difference here in 

whether seminarians with upper scholastic aptitude (SRA) scores 

became less dogmatic--as at the Q-N seminary--or seminarians with 

lower scholastic aptitude scores (SRA) became more dogmatic--as 

at the Q-S seminary. 

The data presented here show a different finding from that 

of DiRenzo in his study of dogmatism as related to professional 
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6 and nonprofessional politicians. For this seminary study dogma-

tism is inversely related to social class backgroundso 

pannes has indicated that the "junior and senior high 

school years are very important in the formulation of (the) open­

mindedness "7 of studentso The junior-senior high school years 

·for pannes ranged from the seventh through the twelfth gradeso 8 

Her finding cannot be confirmed or denied by this research study, 

since this study takes into consideration only the freshmen (nint 

grade) of a seminary. It seems probable that factors other than 

school setting are important in the development of open-

mindednesso Social class, cultural origin, race, etc., are a few 

of these suspected other factors. 

Seminary administrators need be aware of attitudes that 

are related to social class backgrounds and academic achievement. 

While social class is not related to academic achievement in this 

study, it is related to dogmatism. Also, the dogmatic personalit 

is related to lower academic achievement, scholastic aptitude 

(SRA), and mental ability (IQ). It would seem that seminary 

6 
Ibido, Po 2220 

7 
Pannes, Po 426. 

8 Ibid., P• 421. -
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administrators and faculties would do well by further considering 

the multiple facets of success and continuation in the system, no 

merely academic achievemento 

.... 

'" 



~-------i 
CHAPTER VI 

SOCIAL CLASS, ANOMY, ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT, 

THE ADMISSION TESTS, AND THE DOGMATIC 

PERSONALITY IN THE MINOR SEMINARY 

The finding that social class position is inversely related 

to the dogmatic personality has been presented. The relationship 

of dogmatism to academic achievement and related variables has 

also been exploredo 

It is the purpose of this chapter to treat the relation­

ship of anomy to the social class backgrounds of seminarians 

during the freshman year of study at the minor seminary. Hypothe­

sis three of this present research asserts that there is an 

inverse relationship between social class position and anomy. 

Upper class feminarians are hypothesized to have lower degrees of 

anomy than middle or lower class seminarians. 

The variable of anomy was operationalized through a varia­

tion of the Srole anomy scale. 1 Certain authors emphasize that 

this variable represents a continuum of normlessness and deregula­

tion depicting, on the one hand, the state of the individual and, 

l 
Mccloskey and Schaar, p. 23. 

155 
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2 on the other, the state of society. The future of research on 

the anomy concept awaits further clarification of this variable. 

for the purposes of this research study, however, anomy is taken 

to be a socio-psychological attitude, as previously discussed. 

Hayakawa has stated that science has often not distin-

3 
guished observation from inference. This warning is particular! 

relevant here in that attitudes of seminarians might easily be 

confused with conditions of the seminaryo caution also is indi-

cated that references not be made to conditions prior to the semi 

nary experience. Even though the first test for anomy was given 

early in the seminary experience, in September, 1967, by this 

time some attitudes toward the seminary were probably already 

being formed by the freshmen respondents. The follow-up tests fo 

anomy given in January and May, 1968, should account for some of 

the social change in the minor seminary. In order to make ration 

al inferences about the seminary system, it is necessary to 

analyze the interrelations of social class and anomy with the 

variables of academic achievement, scholastic aptitude (SRA), 

2tbid., pp. 14-22. 

3s. I. Hayakawa, Langu!&e: ~eI to Human Understand!~& 
(New York: McGraw-Hill Inc., 1968). Sound seminars, taped 
instructional material. 
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• r mental ability (IQ), and the dogmatic personality. 
! 

~ 
~ ~l Class and Anomy.--Very significant differences were 
I i obtained when the upper class (Class I) was compared with the 
i 
I 
\ lower class (Class III) for combined seminary scores for anomy 
I 
! (see Table 49). ~ignificant differences are also observed for 
I 
1 
~ the mean comparisons of these classes by seminary--Tables 47 and 

j 48--although the timing of the particular test seems to make a 
' I 
j difference in acceptable levels of significance occurringo The 

I direction of the relationship is inverse. 

·· The lower class (Class III) becomes significantly differ-j 
' ! entiated from the middle class (Class II) for the Q-S seminary 
,i 
j and for the combined social classes of both seminaries for the . 
; I anomy variable as observed in Tables 48 and 490 Again, the same 
I 
, inverse direction of anomy mean scores to social class position 

I remains. At the Q-N seminary there is no observed significant 
' 

·' 
difference between the middle class (Class II) and the lower class 

I (Class III) for normlessness and deregulation of minor seminar-

! 
I ians in their freshman yearo 

! 
i 
; 

Observations from Tables 47-A, 48-A, and 49-A seem to 

j indicate that the anomy mean scores for the social classes 
,. 

J increase as the status structure is descended. The t-values for 
I 

l 



~--------------. 
158 

all but two tests for anomy--see Table 48--are negative. This 

~ould seem to indicate that there is a general tendency for lower 

class seminarians (Class III) to score higher and upper class sem 

inarians (Class I) to score lower. Also, a perusal of Tables 

47-A, 48-A, and 49-A indicates that the standard deviations and 

1 standard errors remain about the same and are relatively slight 

I •as they refer to the mean scoreso Individual seminarians' anomy 
i 
• l scores deviating from the mean for their social class should be 
I 

considered relatively smallo In other words, the clustering 

about the mean scores by individual scores indicate very high 
J 

I (leptokurtic) curves for each of the social· ·classes. 

! In the analysis of data presented in this research study, 
t I 
l standard deviations and standard errors are 
I I that they 

highly important in I 
detail the type of statistical distribution being con-

sidered. The probability of individual scores overlapping from 

one class or group to another is measured through Student's 

I 
! 
I 
I 
i 

' 1 t-Test. This is particularly applicable 
i 

~ 
for small group researchJ 

I 

f a type presented in this study. But the standard deviations and 

t standard errors are particularly helpful in presenting data that 

' . I relate to statistical means' comparisonso 
I 
' i 

' 

I 
; 

\ 
i 

~·-·-~ ...... ~." ... ~ ······- .. ··--·, -... l "--q•· -~ - ·- ~ , .. 0 >."~"· r' "-"Wl!I~-''· ... ,..i~. \'..-~";,,~!PO".,...iU1,I '.Jl' ....... '~'A::.i.t ;,., ..C,.•~" ""·":1!,N.'*""•••1'J!i.,;."-""'!J:",._, .•. ~,._ • .._-_.,,.,,.... JITi.li/IJUl'~lllf>'ll.<>C°JI.\ 
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In spite of the foregoing observations, the hypothesis thatj 

• anomy is inversely related to social class position is not 
I I accepted. The findings supporting the null hypothesis asserting 

i no difference by class background for the anomy variable are 
I 

'presented in Tables 47, 48, and 490 The data in these tables 

l indicate that there is never a statistically significant differ-

! 
I 
i 
i 

! 
I 
l 
i 

·i
1 ence between the upper class (Class I) and the middle class (Clas~ 

I j II) seminarians for any of the successive tests for anomy given i 
' I 
!in September, 1967, January, 1968, and May, 19680 

I While the hypothesis that seminarians' social class posi-
I 
ltion is inversely related to their scores on the anomy scale 

,cannot be accepted, several additional findings related to aca-
l 
ldemic achievement need to be presented. The data thus far pre-

sented in this chapter indicate that a variation in the study 

hypothesis would lead to its acceptanceo Such would be the case, 

f for instance, if the middle class (Class II) was ignored or the 

!stratified study group manipulatedo This would not be methodo-

f logically correcto Consequently, correct methodology leads to the: 
j 

~further exploration of intervening variableso 
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TABLE 47 

MEAN ANOMY SCORE COMPARISONS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN 
BY SOCIAL CLASS--Q-N SEMINARY 

-------

I vs. II 

df = 50 
I 
l 
I 

---------+--
( 

I 
I vs. III 

df = 64 
t 

1st -1o12Q 

2nd -Oo894 

3rd -1.361 

1st 1 -2.458 

2nd -1.500 

3rd -1.828 

I 
j' 

" 

( .. 01b 

).05a 

<.osc 
I 
1-.-~·---·----+ 

I 
-·--' 1st -1.552 >.05a 

II VSo III I 2nd 

, df= 76 j 3rd I 
~-----J _______ _..__L 

-0.641 ).05 

-0.363 )o05 

-.-_L. ___ _ 
N= 98 

a Approaching significance ( .10) P >. 05). 

bvery significant difference • . 
L-~~:~~-~~=~.~-~~~~:=.~=-.-~.: ____ , _______ ._ .. ____ . _______ _J 
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TABLE 48 

MEAN ANOMY SCORE COMPARIStJN:: .. FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN 
BY SOCIAL CLA:~S- -Q- s SEMINARY 

:::::::::---=--..::.::::::::=-...:.::::::::.::.:=:-=::::::::-..:::::::..:::::=:=--..:.::::_..:.::::::-::::--=...-:::=::::::::=_ ----! -- --- ' 

social I Tests I I 

I 

I 
I 
I 

-t 
I 
I 
l 

classes '1 for I t-Values l 
Anomy I I ---t- -+------- I I . 

i ist 1 -0.623 
I ! 

I 2nd i 

! 3rd l 
I I 
I I 
t-·-----1 

1st ! 
2nd ! 

i 

I ---i----0. 958 

l 
I 

---·-i---

I vs. II 

df= 72 

I vs. III 

df= 159 

o.ooo 

0.831 

----
>.05 

>.05 

3rd -1.493 >.osb 

1st 

II vs. III 2nd -1.761 
! 

--d-f= 1~3_J __ ~: ____ ~-" -2.438 _J _____ ~.01c 
N= 195 

asignificant difference. 

bApproaching significance (.10 > P > .05). 

every significant difference. I 
---.::i;&;r..~~~.-~~-,,;.;.;....,~;a~:;i •"",.111·;~ ... .-.:-.•-·-· -·------------------... 
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TABLE 49 

MEAN ANOMY SCORE COMPARISONS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN BY 
SOCIAL CLASS--COMBINED SEMINARY SCORES 

social 
classes 

L----~---

Tests 
for 

_ ___..._An __ omy 

1st 

+ t-Valu._e_s _'_j_· ---
1 -lo335 >.05a 

I vs. II 

df= 124 

2nd 

3rd 

I -Oo665 

I -0.440 

a---------r----·-~ 
1st I -2~ 7oa 

I vs. III 2nd -2.371 

df = 225 3rd -20252 

1st --t -1.292 

II vs. III 2nd -1.612 

df = 231 3rd -1.761 

j 
~---------· 

N= 293 

a Approaching significance ( .10 > P >. 05). 

bvery significant difference. 

cSignificant difference. 

<.01b 

<.01b 

>.osa 

>.o5a 

< .osc 

--, 

----1.¥,~•Ulta.\~------·-------.. -----------.. 
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AC a~il},.,v.,_ll!_e!!_t an_~om:~:-The cumulative academic achieve-1 
;---

ment representing grade distributions for each seminary based on 

semester grades has already been presented in Chapter IV and 

chapter v. The upper, middle, and lower third groups of academic 

achievers were compared for the three tests of anomyo Tables 50 

and 51 detail the findings comparing the mean scores for anomy. 

There is a significant difference as noted from Table 50 

for the third test of anomy at the Q-N seminary between the upper 

third and the lower third groups of academic achieverso The 

difference is inverse--as was anticipated--indicating that those 

seminarians differentiated by higher academic achievement are 

likely to score lower on the anomy scaleo 

At the Q-S seminary there is a very significant difference 

between the upper third and lower third groups of academic 

achievers--in the same inverse relation--but only for the first 

test for anomy given in September, 19670 Significant differences 

disappear for succeeding testso 

Observations from the descriptive statistics presented in 

Tables 50-A and 51-A seem to indicate that further refinement of 

method is necessary to uncover the relation between academic 

achievement and anomy. The mean anomy scores for all tests tend I 
~ 
~ 
i 

! 

'-- i1 ~at.1i..""""~ft111W<till~-.a.. ... <{"<Afl,W•"U.'1'~,,U~t!>l:;'.l.l:':.'~P!:8'~"'~~;,\.,;w~·~KJ;;..,11'1.'!l·~ ....... i; ... ui.:.;~~.;.i;;:;;,J,rn,..>~~v J.•.l""'9* ...... ~-:\ 
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from I 
I 

Also I to decn 1se as greater academic achieveoh;·:.1t ir1creases. 

Tables 50 and 51 the t-values are all negative, further indi­

cating a type of inverse relationship between anomy and academic 

achievement. 

AJ1om~~d Ac_~demic Achi~~ement.--As has been indicated, the test --
for anomy was administered three times to the entire study group. 

The total scores for each seminarian were summed and the two sem-

inaries were divided into upper, middle, and lower third groups 

based on the summed scores for the anomy scales. Anomy was con-

sidered to be the independent variable as the mean scores for 

academic achievement were compared for each seminary for all aca-

demic quarter periods and including the cumulative academic 

achievement for the school year 1967-680 

Tables 52 and 53 present the data and findings here. The 

same type of negative t-scores are found as in the previous sec­

tion when means are compared for all academic time periods. Also,I 

the academic mean scores vary inversely with the degree of anomy. I 
Significant t-values beyond the .05 level are observed when com-

parisons are made between the upper third and lower third anomic I 
groups for academic achievement. Only at the Q-N seminary for th~ 

!irst qu~~ter and first semester grades are the comparisons of I 

·-----·-··•-rilw<M"'""'~"'-....,.~'--•W'lot'">-'• ........ ~µ.,"'4f~"'''"'!ll!lA,~.,_,,~~~~~··' ,if •tlll\IW'hla<•- • ---·----·-·---·-··--J 
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j 
~means found to be statistically insignificant. Thus the findings 

~indicate that higher scores for anomy are associated with lower 

J 

~academic achievement and vice-versa. 

chapter v detailed the observation that although high 

scores for dogmatism were associated with lower academic achieve-

ment, more open-mindedness for seminarians was not necessarily 

associated with higher academic grades than for those seminarians 

scoring in the middle ranges on the dogmatism scale. Although no 

significant differences were obtained when comparisons were made 

for. the middle and lower third anomy groups for academic achive-

lment, it seems likely from the descriptive statistics presented 

!in Tables 52-A and 53-A (and also from Tables 50-A and 51-A from 

the previous section) that lower anomy sco~es are more closely 

associated with higher academic grades in the minor seminary. 

In other words, those seminarians scoring in the middle ranges for 

the anomy variable appear to achieve less academically than those 

scoring low for anomy. Since this appears to be the case, further, 

.· -'il.:tlysis of the admission tests--scholastic aptitude (SRA) and 
' I 
~ental ability (IQ)--is necessary to give credence to this 

inference. 

L ____ _ 
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TABLE 50 

MEAN ANOMY 
CUMUL 

SCORE COMPARISONS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN BY 

cumulative Aca 
Achievement-­
Freshman Year --------

Upper Third 

vs. 

Middle Third 

df = 63 

Upper Third 

vs. 

Lower Third 

df = 63 

Middle Third 

vs. 

Lower Third 

df = 64 

ATIVE ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT--Q-N SEMINARY 

-=---- -

demic I I 
Tests I 

I for J t-Values 

~~~ ! 
-0.362 1st I 

2nd -1.283 

I 3rd -1.186 
I 

--+----- 1 - --
I 1st 

( 

-1.360 f 
I 

f 

! 2nd -1.536 

3rd -1.842 

·-- -- ---·-
1st -1.111 

2nd -0.252 

-0.942 

_J__~r~ _____ , __ _ 
N= 98 

rJ 

>.05 

>.05 

>.05 

>.osa 

>.05a 

<.05b 

---
>.05 I 
>.OS I 

I >.05 I 
-

I a Approaching significance ( .10 > P > • 05). ' 

bsignificant difference. l 
-------·---·--··---·-al--MW-11 ____ 1 --·I• 9 ·----·-· _________ J 
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TABLE 51 

MEAN ANOMY SCORE COMPARISONS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN BY 
CUMULATIVE ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT- -Q- S SEMINARY 

,, 

======--========================= ==·====~==='-=-=-~===-=====================~=1 == ! 
cumulative Acad. emic _J 
Achievement--
Freshm~n Y~'£____ _ 

Upper Third I 
vs. 

Middle Third 

-~;per T::::l2~-1-
vs. l 

Lower Third j 

df= 130 

Middle Third 

vs. 

Lower Third 

df= 127 

N: 195 

Tests 
for t-Values 
An~~-~~---~--~~~4-~~~~1 

1st 

2nd 

3rd 

1st 

2nd 

3rd 

1st 

-1.136 

-0.759 

-1.045 

-2.596 

-0.983 

-1.646 

>.05 

t-<.O;; 
>.05 

).05b 

r------l-.l-3-8~~~-~->~·-:;-

3rd,___ ~o·-·-5_1_7 _ __.j..._ ___ >_. 05 

8very significant difference. 

bApproaching significance (.10 > P > .05). 

-·•F • ._WbtttlWllllftll ....... I --·-------------------
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TABLE 52 

MEAN ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT SCORE COMPARISONS FOR SEMINARY 
FRESHMEN BY COMPOSITE RANK ON ANOMY SCALE--

Q-N SEMINARY 

=-
Anomy Rank 
composite Scores 

I Academic 
Time 
Periods --------·------

Upper Third 
vs. 

Middle Third 

1st 
2nd 

1 
3rd 
4th 

J __ ~-Values 
I -1.037 

-Oo957 
-0.701 
-0.649 

---
a 

>.05 
>.05 
>.05 
>.05 

a--~~~d.-f-=~6-4~---11~-~c~um __ AA. __ ~~-+-------o_._a_oa~~~~-~~>-·0-5~ 
Upper Third 

vs. 
Lower Third 

df = 62 

Middle Third 
vs. 

Lower Third 

1st 
2nd 
3rd 
4th 

Cum AA 

1st 
2nd 
3rd 
4th 

-1.141 
-1.480 
-1.830 
-2.061 

-1.832 

-0.194 
-0.655 
-1.308 
-1.585 

).05 
).osa 
<.osb 
(.osb 

<.05b 

).05 
>.05 
>.058 

>.058 

.-----d-f-~--64 __ --Ll __ cu_m ___ AA ___ L -1.1s2 ·-------->_. o_s_ 

N= 98 

aApproaching significance ( .10 > P >. 05). 

bsignificant difference. 
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TABLE 53 

MEAN ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT SCORE COMPARISONS FOR SEMINARY 
FRESHMEN BY COMPOSITE RANK ON ANOMY SCALE--

Q-S SEMINARY 

1~~:::::=========- =========-==~~======1========================-=I 

Anomy Rank- -
composite Scores 

Academic 
Time 
Periods 

t-Values 

,~----·-------------~~----------1-------

-

1st -0.999 
Upper Third 2nd -1.191 

vs. 3rd -1.276 
Middle Third 4th -1.386 

df= 124 cum AA -1.319 

-- ' __ , _____ ,. __ 
1st -2.293 

Upper Third 2nd -2.537 
vs. 3rd -1.963 

Lower Third 4th -2.699 

df= 128 Cum AA -2.633 

- -
1st -1.202 

Middle Third 2nd -1.196 
vs. 3rd -0.574 

Lower Third 4th -1.119 

df = 130 Cum AA -1.142 

---- -----~----·-
N= 195 

aApproaching significance (.10 > P >.05). 

bSignificant difference. 

every significant difference. ____ , ____ 

-

).05 
).05 
>.05 
::>.058 

>.058 

<.osb 
(.QlC 
<.05b 
(.OlC 

<.01c 

--·---
).05 
>.OS 
>.OS 
>.05 

>.OS 

-----
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Anomy and Mental Ability.--The upper third, middle third, and ---tower third groups ranked on the composite scores for the tests 

for anomy were again compared. The dependent variable was con­

sidered to be the scores derived from the Otis test for mental 

ability (IQ). The data follow on Tables 54 and 55. 

Seminarians scoring in the upper third for anomy are likel 

to have lower mental ability scores {IQ) than those seminarians 

scoring in the lower third on the anomy variable. Significant 

t-scores with alpha values of less than .05 are indicatedo 

Also, the descriptive statistics found in Tables 54-A and 

55-A indicate that lower anomy scores are closely associated with 

higher mental ability (IQ). For the seminarians ranked on cumu-

lative scores for the three tests for anomy, mental ability {IQ) 

seems to increase somewhat proportionately to lower scores for 

personal normlessness and deregulationo It must be remembered, 

however, that the entrance examination for mental ability (IQ) was 

administered to the freshman study group before the tests for 

anomyo 

The same type of relationship seems to hold here for com-

parisons of anomy and mental ability as were inferred for anomy 

and academic achievement. Unlike lower scores for the dogmatic 

personality variable, lower scores for anomy are more closely 
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TABLE 54 

MEAN :MENTAL ABILITY (IQ) SCORE COMPARISONS FOR SEMINARY 
FRESHMEN BY COMPOSITE RANK ON ANOMY SCALE--

Q-N SEMINARY 

==i= ====~ -====~============== 

N= 98 

Middle Third 
df = 64 

Lower Third 
df = 62 
Lower Third 
df = 64 

t-Values 

-1.666 

-2.094 

-Oo475 

aApproaching significance (.10) P > .05)o 

bsignificant difference. 

TABLE 55 

MEAN MENTAL ABILITY (IQ) SCORE COMPARISONS FOR SEMINARY 
FRESHMEN BY COMPOSITE RANK ON ANOMY SCALE--

Q-8 SEMINARY 

:~:;•;::r:c:;;idd:e~:ird -T- ~:~::·-=-
df= 124 

Lower Third -lo720 
df • 128 

iddle Third vs. Lower Third -1.117 
df= 130 

-----
>.05 

<.052 

>oOS 

r---·-----·--·----·-·-· .. ·--------------- . .. -----
N= 195 aSignificant difference. -. .,. , --· 
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associated with higher mental ability (IQ) scores and greater 

academic achievement than for the middle groupso 

schol~,1=_!~--~~itt_!~~S~) and An?~l.· --The upper, middle, and 
-----
lower third groups by scholastic aptitude (SRA) were compared for ! 
the mean scores of the three tests given for anomyo Means, 

standard deviations, and standard errors are presented in 

Tables 56-A and 57-A found in the appendix. The t-values com- j 
i 

paring the mean anomy scores for the groups are given in Tables 56" 
~ 

and 57. I 
Table 57 shows alpha values beyond the .01 level of signi- I 

~ 
ficance not only when the upper third group in scholastic apti- ! 

.,, 

tude (SRA) is compared with the middle third, but also this same 

very high level of statistical significance obtains between the 

middle third and lower third groupso The direction is negative, 

indicating an inverse relationship between scholastic aptitude 

(SRA) scores and degree of anomy. While this holds true for the 

Q-S seminary, the Q-N seminary evidences no significant differ-

ences between the middle third and lower third in scholastic 

aptitude (SRA) as noted in Table 560 Also from this Table 56, 

only for the third test for anomy is the upper third significantl 

differentiated from the lower third group. It would appear that _____________________ , _________________________________________ ___ 
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change occurs during the seminary experience for the Q-N seminar­

ians. The seminary setting and the definition of that situation 

by the two groups of this study seem to make a differenceo This 

is seen as particularly true in that the anomy scores are for 

successive testing periods during the freshman year at the minor 

seminary. 

Data not presented'· whereby anomy is viewed as the inde­

pendent variable and scholastic aptitude (SRA) the dependent, 

indicate the same findings presented hereo The inference is 

made that better qualifying scores on the scholastic aptitude 

(SRA) battery of tests are closely associated with later condi­

tions where low anomy scores are evidenced for minor seminarians 

of this study. 

----------·------·--------~-"---•-ou _______________ *"'MW'l'..V.-··: 



~----------e------------17-4---------.----,-----------, 
TABLE 56 

MEAN ANOMY SCORE COMPARISONS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN BY RANK 
ON SRA SCHOLASTIC APTITUDE COMPOSITE SCORES--

Q-N SEMINARY 

~~-~~~;=-$~-----~r-=-i;; t~=·----·-.. =-----.-t-~..:::::..·v-a--1 u·-~~---=--------=:=----. 
~~-o~_i,_t_e,_§~o~,-~l>_f'!)' __ 

-----------------~---·--

Upper Third l 1st 

vs. 2nd 

Mi.ddle Third 3rd 

vs. ! 2nd 

Lower Third 3rd 

I 

I 

0.190 

-0.253 
0.531 

-1.481 

-1.736 

>.05 
).05 

)r.05 

).05 

>.osa 

<.osh 

Middle d::i:~----- --··-~::---i----_-l_o_0--8-8----+-1-->·-.-0-5-1 

I 2nd -lo186 ).05 vs. 

Lower Third 3rd -1.228 

N= 98 

a Approaching significance (o 10 > P >. 05). 

bsignificant difference. 

>.o5 
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TABLE 57 

MEAN ANOMY SCORE COMPARISONS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN BY RANK 
ON SRA SCHOLASTIC APTITUDE COMPOSITE SCORES--

Q- S SEMINARY 

-- T==-=---- ,-- - ---==r-
1 Tests ; j 
I I Aptitude--SRA 1 for I t-Values 

-=--
scholastic 

Comnosite Scores I Anomv 1 I --:er ~:1r~--,---;s-;-------...... J -----~-.--13-4--T-->-. o-s-

' I 

l 
2nd r 

I 
vs. -1.433 

).05 Middle Third ! 3rd I -lol30 j 

·---- df=_l:_~---L--------~------------1''.------
, I 
1 1st 1 

I I 
I 
I 

Upper Third 

<.OOlb 2nd -3.337 VSo 
I 
I 

i -40072 I 
-------L---------L----

3rd Lower Third 

df: 127 ·-----
Middle Third j 1st I -3.458 

vs. I 2nd I -20016 l <.osc 
. I l b 

~=~~:;: ]28 ___ ~~~-_J _____ :_828 --------~~~~--
N= 195 

a Approaching significance ( .10 > P >. 05) o 

bvery significant difierenceo 

cSignifican~ di!f!rence. 
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~~c Perso~~lit:_y al!_~-~o~yo--Similarities and differences 

have been observed in this and the preceding chapter when dogma­

tism and anomy were compared with the variables of social class, 

academic achievement, scholastic aptitude (SRA), and mental abil­

ity (IQ). It was assumed that the Rokeach test for dogmatism and 

Mccloskey and Schaar's test for anomy were qualitatively distinct. 

Indeed, the evidence presented in this research study thus far 

does not seriously question this assumption. In order to further 

explore the inter-relationship of variables to class backgrounds 

and academic achievement in the i;n~i:ior seminary it is necessary to 

observe if and how anomy and dogmatism "hang together." 

The three tests for dogmatism were summed for each seminar-

ian. The resulting composite scores were ranked for each seminary 

into an upper, a middle, and a lower third group. Dogmatism was 

considered the independent variable as the three tests for anomy 

ere compared for means, standard deviations, standard errors, and 

t-values. Tables 58 and 59 present the findings. 

The evidence supports the observation of a very direct re­

lationship between the dogmatic personality and anomy. Seminari­

ans with high dogmatism scores are very likely to have high anomy 

scores, and the opposite, seminarians with low dogmatism scores 

are very likely to have low anomy scores. 
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All t-scores (see Tables 58 and 59) are statistically sig­

nificant and positive. Most t-values evidence very high signifi­

cance at or beyond the 0001 levelo Furthermore, a sight compar­

ison of mean scores and standard errors between groups (Tables 

SB-A and 59-A) reinforces the observation of a direct and linear 

relationship between dogmatism and anomyo 

With the evidence presented in Chapter V and this one, the 

assumption would still seemingly hold true that the tests for 

anomy and dogmatism operationalize qualitatively different vari­

ables. Dogmatism is inversely related to the social class back­

grounds of seminarians; anomy is noto Both dogmatism and anomy 

are related to academic achievement, scholastic aptitude (SRA), 

and mental ability (IQ), but with some major variations. The 

question then as to why tests for the two variables are so 

closely and directly related must await further inquiry. 

Particular interest in stressful situations and conditions 

will be explored in the following chapter. It is hoped in this 

way to further explain the tie-in the variables thus far explored. 
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TABLE 58 

MEAN ANOMY SCORE COMPARISONS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN 
BY COMPOS !TE RANK ON DOGMATISM SCALE- -

Q-N SEMINARY 

-=--- T. - -·· . r--
Dogrnatism l Tests 1 

Rank-- for I t-Va1ues ~ 
_g_o~-~-~~-Sc~~~--+--~-om~--t---·-------------'-------

Upper Third ! 1st I 2o171 
I I 

VSo I 2nd ! 40110. 

Middle ~h::: _§!+_ __ ~---:~--t---~--4.423 ---i--1--~·-o: 
Upper Third 1st j 6o198 (. 001 b 

VSo 2nd I 6.264 
I I 

Lower Third ! 3rd l 70093 (.001b 

______ 3= -~---~ ------l------·---------------·---
Middle Third 1 1st ! 2.976 I <.Ol b 

vs. j 2nd I 1.710 I <.o5a 

--Lo=~h:;: ~~-J ___ :_~----·-l--------~-~-~------~~~~~ 
aSignificant difference. 

bvery significant differenceo 
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TABLE 59 

MEAN ANOMY SCORE COMPARISONS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN 
BY COMPOSITE RANK ON DOGMATISM SCALE--

Q- S SEMINARY 

::::::::------- ____ ::-::::= :::_-::::_ - --·1·-====.:::=~-:::::::::::==-..i·:::=:::_-:-.--:=--· -·-·-·--:::::::1-=::::=..-=-==--·-
Dogmatism 1 Tests 

-.;.-...-------

VSo 2nd <.osb 
I 

Middle Third 3rd f 3. 7 81 . . I <. 001 a 

______ df =:~~1.1_ ___ -----·------~ --· ----·--------1---------
Upper Third I 1st I 8.660 <.OOla 

I 
I 
l 

VSo 2nd 6.301 <.OOla 

Lower Third 3rd 6.904 <.001 a 

df= 127 ----------------------·-·"----------..i---.--
Middle Third 1st 

vs. 2nd 

Lower Third 3rd 

_L df• 126 

N= 195 

avery significant difference. 

bsignificant difference. 

3.621 

4.282 

2.760 

<. 001 a 

<.OOla 

(.01 a 

__ L~=-_ 
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summar_,y.--The hypothesis that seminarians of upper class back--
grounds will show less disposition to normlessness and deregula­

tion (anomy) than seminarians of middle or lower class position 

cannot be acceptedo There is no instance of significant differ­

ence between the upper class seminarians (Class I) and middle 

class seminarians (Class II) with respect to anomy. 

Higher scores for anomy tend to be inversely related to 

academic achievement in the minor seminaryo Personal normlessnes 

and deregulation tends also to be inversely correlated with menta 

ability (IQ) scores of minor seminarians of this study. 

The entrance examination to the minor seminary for schol-

astic aptitude (SRA) shows an inverse relation to anomy. While 

this is true for all tests for anomy at the Q-S seminary, it 

becomes true during the freshman year at the Q-N seminary--for th 

third and final test for anomy given to the study group. 

Scores on the dogmatism scale are directly and significant­

ly related to scores on the anomy liJ~c9:le for all tests of these 

variables in the freshman year of study at the minor seminary·~ 

Even though this is the case, it would appear that the tests for 

these two variables still operationalize conceptually different 

variables. This is inferred because of the differential relation 
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that both dogmatism and anomy have for social class backgrounds, 

academic achievement, and the admission tests to the minor 

seminaryo 

While social class backgrounds of seminarians do not make 

a difference when comparing the upper class seminarians (Class I) 

with the middle class seminarians (Class II) for anomy, social 

class position does make a difference in the degree of anomy 

obtaining between the upper class (Class I) and the lower class 

(Class III). This is also true for comparisons of the middle 

class (Class II) and the lower class (Class III) in the seminary, 

although the particular seminary setting seems to make a differ-

ence--that is, whether the comparisons are for the Q-N or the 

Q-S seminary. Again, an inverse relation obtains. 

In Chapter II it was noted that Mizruchi had found an 
4 

inverse relation between social class and anomy. Srole had made 

the same findingo 5 Roberts and Rokeach have found the relation­

ship between social class and anomy to be quite negligible. 6 

4
Mi h' zruc 1, Po 6530 

5 Srole, Po 7150 

6 Roberts and Rokeach, p. 358. 

---------------------~----------------..,._-----------------------------....1 
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The findings of this present research study support the conclu­

sion of no significant inverse relationship. 

znaniecki has earlier cautioned researchers against formu-

lating what he termed "conclusive" hypotheses. He preferred to 

see the development of heuristic hypotheseso 7 By this he meant 

that there should be a "flowering" of further research problems 

and questions as a result of a tentatively accepted hypothesis. 

This seems particularly relevant here. The inconsistencies in 

the literature where social class is explored for clues to anomy 

may not in the final analysis be as important as they appear at 

the moment. The general questions for the future should probably 

focus on the particular conditions under which anomy and social 

class are hypothesized to be related. Mizruchi has perhaps caugh 

the central problem in that his finding of significant inverse 

7znaniecki 1 s reference here was in answer to several ser­
ious criticisms of his and Thomas' work in formulating a model 
where action could be predicted when attitudes of individuals wer 
considered in reference to the values of a society through the 
definition of the situation. He emphasized the term "heuristic" 
as an ongoing process of "becoming.'' In Herbert Blumer, Criti ue 
of Research ••• , p. 9lo See also the same type of reference were 
Howard Becker urges the casting of hypotheses at that level of 
abstraction where the researcher is guided "•o•safely between the 
extremely idiographic and nomothetic poles." In Charles P. Loomi 
and Zona K. Loomis, Modern Social Theories (2nd edo rev.; N.Y.: 
D. Van Nostrand Co., Inc:·;-19~-p--;-3~ 
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l
' 

' 

:1 I relationship tak(~S into account the social participation of his 

8 respondents o The l'OIHiiti•m of social part.i..c ipation is seen as 

important in the original relatfonship. This present research 

study refers to minor seminarians and the seminary situationo 

conditions clearly relate to similar goal orientationso Nominall 

fat least, minor seminarians have given tacit acceptance of a 

I future commitment: to the priesthood. 

8Mizruchi, p. 653. 

. ··-
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CHAPTER VII 

SOCIAL CLASS, STRESS/ANXIETY, ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT, 

AND RELATED FACTORS FOUND IN THE MINOR SEMINARY 

This chapter's findings bear on the hypothesized inverse 

relationship between social class position and stress/anxiety 

responses for minor seminarians du~ing their first year of studyo 

The analysis is carried further in an exposition of the inter­

relations of stress/anxiety, academic achievement, scholastic 

aptitude (SRA), dogmatism, anomy, and student conduct gradeso 

social Class and Stress/Anxieti.Responseso--The independent vari­

able of social class position was employed as in previous chapters 

using Hollingshead's ~Factor Index~ Social Position to 

obtain a ranking for three social classes. The dependent variable! 

of individual stress and anxiety responses was operationalized--

as previously indicated in Chapter II--through Taylor's 

Personalitz Scale g! Manifest ~nxietz. 1 As in the case for the 

teats for dogmatism and anomy, the test for stress/anxiety was 

administered three times during the academic year 1967-68: 

September, 1967; January, 1968; and May, 1968. 

1 Taylor, PPo 285-290. 

184 

J 



185 

Tables 60, 61, and 62 indicate the findings. The study 

hypothesis asserting that seminarians of upper class backgrounds 

have significantly less stress/anxiety than seminarians of middle 

or lower class backgrounds must be rejected; the null hypothesis 

must be accepted. From the tables indicated above it is evident 

that no significant differences in mean score comparisons for the 

social classes obtain. Tables 60-A, 61-A and 62-A indicate that 

the stress/anxiety mean scores, standard deviations, and standard 

errors show no patterns of differences are noted. This is true 

both among the three social classes and within any social class; 

no evidence of directionality--moving or becoming toward more or 

less stress/anxiety--is evidenced. There are also no observable 

differences for the Q-N seminary, the Q-S seminary, or for the 

a>mbined social cl~sses of both seminaries. 

The data of this study confirm the finding of Fzedericks 

that no relationship obtains for groups of medical students 
2 

between social class position and stress/anxiety responses. 

Both Fredericks' study and this present research have focused on 

somewhat elite groups of students for empirical evidence testing 

their assertions. Sewell and Haller found an inverse relationship 

2Fredericks, p. 183. 
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between class position and the symptoms of ''nervousness and 

anxiety" when they compared a much larger and perhaps more repre­

sentative sample--of the general population--of elementary school 

childreno 3 Significantly, that latter study compared the upper 

class and the lower class only, preferring to ignore the presence 

of a middle class. More will be said of this point as this study 

progresses. 

3william H. Sewell and Ao O. Haller, "Factors in the 
Relationship Between Social Status and the Personality Adjustment 
of the Child," American Sociological Review, 24 (August, 1959), 
511-520. . 



-

-

187 

TABLE 60 

MEAN STRESS AND ANXIETY SCORE r.OMPARISONS FOR 
SEMINARY FRESHMEN BY SOCIAL CLASS--

Q·-N ::>EMINARY 

social Tests for 
classes Stress/Anxiety t-Values 

1st 0.916 

I VSo II 2nd -0.127 

df = 50 3rd 10382 

-

1st -0.129 

I vs. III 2nd -Oo406 

df = 64 3rd 0.663 

1st -1.419 

II vs. III 2nd -0.332 

df • 76 3rd -1.009 

N = 98 

a Approaching significance (.10 > P > .05) o 

a 

>.05 

>.05 

).05a 

>.05 

>.05 

>.05 

>.05 

>.05 
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TABLE 61 

MEAN STRESS AND ANXIETY SCORE COMPARISONS FOR 
SEMINARY FRESHMEN BY SOCIAL CLASS--

Q-S SEMINARY 

-
social Tests for 
classes Stress/Anxiety t-Values « 

-

1st 0.544 ).05 

I vs. II 2nd I Oo643 >.05 

df= 72 3rd -0.054 ).05 

1st 1.061 >.05 

I vs. III 2nd 0.064 ).05 

df = 159 3rd -00135 >.05 

1st 0.289 >.05 

II vs. III 2nd -0.690 >o05 

df = 153 3rd -00055 >.05 

·- -
N• 195 
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TABLE 62 

MEAN STRESS AND ANXIETY SCORE COMPARISONS FOR 
SEMINARY FRESHMEN BY SOCIAL CLASS-­

COMBINED SEMINARY SCORES 

-- --'-"' 

social Tests for 
classes Stress/Anxiety t-Values 

1st 0.786 

I vs. II 2nd 0.350 

df = 124 3rd 0.570 

1st 0.912 

I vs. III 2nd -0.150 

df = 225 3rd 0.430 

1st -0.007 

II vs. III 2nd -0.568 

df = 231 3rd I -0.286 

N= 293 

• .J 

~ 
' j 
~ 

a •' 

I 
! 
t 
.1 

>.05 i 
' ' 

>.05 

>.05 

-
>.05 

·' 

>.05 
'· 
i.' 

>.05 ' 

' 

,. 

,. 

>.05 
·, 

>.05 
' " 

>.05 ' I 
r: 

~ 
r ,_ .... 
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~chievement and Stress/Anxiety Respo~.--Even though 

stress and anxiety responses are not significantly related to 

social class position for this study, there remains the probabil- . 
! 
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itY that academic achievement is inversely related to stress/ 

a1Xiety. 

The data presented in Tables 63 and 64 indicate the 

findings when the cumulative academic achievement of freshmen sem 

inarians during the 1967-68 academic year is considered as the 

independent variable. As indicated in previous chapters, the 

respondents' cumulative academic averages were used to stratify 

' upper, middle, and lower third groups for each seminaryo The mean 

scores for stress and anxiety were then compared for each of the 

three tests. 

Table 63 contains no significant t-values for the Q-N 

seminary comparisons. However, Table 64 shows that significant 

differences occur when the upper third academic achievers are 

compared with either the middle or lower third groups of academic · 

achievers for the second and third tests of stress/anxiety at the . 

Q·S seminary. The negative t-values evidenced throughout (except : 

in two instances--one at Q-N and one at Q-S) further indicate the i 

direction of mean scores. And a perusal of Tables 63~A and 64-A 

generally portray an inverse relationship when the mean scores 
~ 

---------~·eiift!.ll"~'~~ ,_, 711!111111.,_e~ut.~'ll.it"*'tr WMV __________ a;iU!ft-,. 
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the three groups of academic achievers are compared for 

successive tests of stress/anxiety. 

c I The evidence seems to suggest that--at least for the Q-S 

lseminary--the upper third group of academic achievers becomes 

less stressful and anxious during the course of the freshman year 

at the seminary. Further evidence of this relationship of these 

two variables is provided in the following section. 

--------------~.........,_..,; ________ _ ·----· 



192 

TABLE 63 

MEAN STRESS AND ANXIETY SCORE COMPARISONS FOR SEMINARY 
FRESfu'1EN BY CUMULATIVE ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT--

Q-N SEMINARY 

I 
:;:tive. Academic --~~=-=:::==:::===:==--.r .. ··= =·=-====--=======1 

Achievement-- Tests for t-Values i , .. 
~-1!_~n Y_f}-_ar____ Stress/ An~i~t:,y--t------------+------

Upper Third 

VSo 

Middle Third 

df = 63 

Upper Third 

VSo 

Lower Third 

df= 63 

!------------·-··-_ __... __ 
Middle Third 

vs. 

Lower Third 

df= 64 

lst I -0.414 

2nd I -0.551 

3rd -0.252 

1st -0.746 

2nd -0.287 

3rd -0.793 

).05 

>.05 

>.05 

>.05 

>.05 

----i-----·---+ ·----
1st 

2nd 

3rd 

-0.276 

0.286 

-0.526 

>~05 

>.OS 

>.05 

·---- --'--·· -- ---------------
N = 98 
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TABLE 64 

MEAN STRESS AND ANXIETY SCORE COMPARISONS FOR SEMINARY 
FRESHMEN BY CUMULATIVE ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT--

Q-S SEMINARY 

cumulative Academic 
Achievement-- Tests for 
!_resl}_~_x_ear _____ ...., _ _§_tre~~~~;_~--

Upper Third 1st 

vs. 2nd 

Middle Third 3rd 

=r· 
t-Values 1 

·-·----·---.1...-
0.243 

-0.254 

-0.539 

s::::-=-

>.05 

).05 

).05 I 
df = 127 ·--------·-

Upper Third 

j ls;--- ---0-. 9-8·-4--~-->-.-o;--1 
vs. 2nd -2.381 <.Ola 

Lower Third 3rd -2.215 <.o5b 

df = 130 ·----------- --------,--. --------"--·------·--·..-..-
Middle Third lst 

VSo 2nd 

Lower Third 3rd 

-l.258 

-2.131 

-l.652 

).05 

<.05b 

<.05b ~ 
j 

df= 121 I ._..-..-.., __ , ____ ___.. __________ •• ___ • __ -..-.....-.. ____ M _____ ....,. __ > __ • ~' 

N= 195 

avery significant difference. 

bs1gnificant difference. I 

I 
-------... --11!11 ... ...... • .._ ........... - ...... - ............. _______ .......... _, ·-,,._.,_i 
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stress/_Anxiety Responses and Academic Achievement.--As indicated, -three tests for stress and anxiety responses were given to fresh­

men seminarians during the academic year 1967-68 at the two sis­

ter seminaries of the study group. The scores for these three 

tests were summed for each seminarian, rank ordered, and an upper 

middle, and lower third group were identified for each seminary. 

The mean academic achievement scores were then compared for all 

four quarters of the academic year and for the cumulative academi 

grade averages of the freshman year of study. The findings are 

presented on Tables 65 and 660 

Again, no significant differences are observed for the Q-N 

seminary (see Table 65) when the idependent variable is taken to 

be stress/anxiety. But for the Q-S seminary (see Table 66) very 

significant differences are found when those seminarians found 

with high scores (upper third) for stress and anxiety are compare 

with either the middle or lower third groupso Such is the case 

for all academic time periods at Q-S. 

The interpretation here is that higher stress/anxiety 

scores seem to be inversely associated with academic achievement, 

and the particular seminary setting makes a difference. Also, 

less stress and anxiety does not seem to differentiate signifi-

cantly or substantially those seminarians who score in the middle 
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ranges tor stress/anxiety at Q-So 

Inasmuch as a respectable argument could be made that ther 

is a type of ~~ e~~ !~~.!~ analysis being made when either the 

cumulative academic achievement scores or the cumulative stress/ 

anxiety scores are used as independent variables (these scores do 

represent final cumulative scores during the freshman year), the 

emphasis in the following section is placed on that variable most 

closely associated with academic achievement that is not "after 

the fact." Specifically, scholastic aptitude (SRA) is compared 

with stress and anxiety. 
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TABLE 65 

l 
t 

MEAN ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT SCORE COMPARISONS FOR SEMINARY 
FRESHMEN BY COMPOSITE RANK ON STRESS/ANXIETY 

SCAI..E--Q-N SEMINARY 

i I=""'-·-- . -----··-----------------------·~ :i ·---··--------·-----··-----·--·--- -·--···---- .. ------ -- , 
stress/Anxiety 
&ank--

. composit~-2..~~~-

1~P·;er Third 

I VSo 

Middle Third 

df= 62 __.---·-· .. ·---··-· ....... -.... -.. 

Upper Third 

VSo 

Lower Third 

df= 67 

Middle Third 

Lower Third 

Academic I 

--~~;1~~~-- --+-- --~-~~~~~~-~------ ---~--' 
1st 

2nd 

!+t.h 

Cum AA 

1st 

2nd 

3rd 

4th 

Cum AA ·"'"-------
1st 

2nd 

3rd 

4th 

Ool20 

0.005 

-0.605 

-0.734 

-0.887 

-0.926 

-0.849 

-0.844 

-Oo893 

-0.848 

>o05 I 
I 

>oos I 
>.05 

).05 

>.05 

---~ 
.>. 05 I 
>.05 I 
).05 

).05 
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TABLE 66 

MEAN ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT SCORE COMPARISONS FOR SEMINARY 
FRESHMEN BY COMPOSITE RANK c;>N STRESS/ANXIETY 

SCALE--Q-S SEMINARY 

-- --
stress/Anxiety Academic 
Rank-- Time 
composite Score Periods t-Values (.¥ 

-- 1st -2.590 <.Ola 
Upper Third 

2nd -2.619 <.01a 
vs. 3rd -2.602 <.Ola 

Middle Third 4th -20847 <.01a 

df = 134 Cum AA -2.771 <.Ola 

-
1st -lo917 <.osb 

Upper Third 
<.05b 2nd -1.976 vs. 

Lower Third 
3rd -1.709 <.osb 

4th -2.205 <.osb 
df= 125 Cum AA -2.164 <.05b 

1st 0.410 >.os 
Middle Third 2nd 0.427 >.05 

vs. 3rd 0.787 >.05 
Lower Third 4th 0.520 >.05 

df = 125 Cum AA 0.520 >.OS 
-

N= 195 
avery significant dif ferenceo 
bSignificant difference. 
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scholastic A~titude (SRA) and Stress/~xietx Responses.--This sec--tion first confirms the findings of the previous section by com­

paring those seminarians from each seminary who were ranked on 

the stress/anxiety composite scoreo Tables 67 and 68 detail the 

relationshipso Again, no significant differences are obtained for 

the Q-N seminary when stress and anxiety is compared with schol­

astic aptitude (SRA) as measured by the Science Research Associ-

ates' battery of tests. For the Q-S seminary (see Table 68) the 

same type evidence indicated previously obtains. Significant 

differences do occuro The upper third group of those seminarians 

ith more stress and anxiety are significantly differentiated from 

middle and lower third groups for scholastic aptitude (SRA). 

finding is again in the hypothesized inverse relation. 

Tables 69 and 70 report on the findings when scholastic 

aptitude (SRA) is considered the independent variable. Following 

he same procedure as in previous chapters, those seminarians froml 

ach seminary who were ranked into upper, middle, and lower third 

roups based on the Science Research Associates composite scores 

ere compared for mean scores on the three tests for stress and 
~ 

nxiety. Merton's notion of the serendipitous (unexpected) finding 
' i 
~i 

s observed from Table 690 When comparing the upper third group r 

ith the middle third for the third test of stress/anxiety the 



--------·------------.... ....-~l..~:Ar<i..:.·~ .. ~~---------'~ 

199 

ean difference would be significant except for the t-value's pos­

itive directiono When using the one-tailed test for t it is not 

roper to indicate significance for those mean scores that fall in 

tbe opposite tail or side of the curve. In other words, to be sig 

ificant the t-value would have to be negative, indicating an 

inverse relationshipo 

Even so, the comparisons of SRA mean scores for the third 

stress and anxiety test at the Q-N seminary seem to indicate that 

igher scholastic aptitude (SRA) scores are likely to be accom­

anied by higher levels of stress/anxiety scores. The data do not 

suggest this position from previous comparisons at Q-N. 

At the Q-S seminary (Table 70) the same inverse relation 

as was found between academic achievement and stress/anxiety holds 

hen comparisons are made for scholastic aptitude (SRA) and 

stress/anxiety responses. Those seminarians scoring in the upper 

bird for scholastic aptitude (SRA) are likely to exhibit and/or 

less stress and anxiety as measured on Taylor's test. 
I 
! 

' so it appears that lower scholastic aptitude (SRA) is likely to i 
' 

I 
I 

e associated with higher levels of stress/anxiety responses at 

he Q-S seminaryo 

1 

' 
! 
I 

..._-------·-~--------------· twt•= ---=._~~~ 
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69-A and 70-A 

"l't1lol'2W'f AD 

It should be additionally noted from Tables 

(see appendix) that stress and anxiety mean scores appear more 

uniformly higher for the Q-N seminary than they do for the Q-S 

seminaryo The same observation could be made for social class 

and stress/anxiety responses (see 60-A and 61-A in appendix), and 

for cumulative academic achievement and stress/anxiety responses 

(see Tables 63-A and 64-A in appendixl. Data not available as yet 

oblige a deferential and respectable silence until such inter-

seminary social class and statistical group comparisons can be 

ade. 

-------------------,-------·--·--------
_______________________ ........J 
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TABLE 67 

MEAN SCHOLASTIC APTITUDE (SRA) SCORE COMPARISONS FOR 
SEMINARY FRESHMEN BY COMPOSITE RANK ON 

STRESS/ANXIETY SCALE--Q-N SEMINARY 

stress/Anxiety 
Rank--
composite Scores 
ifpper Third VSo Middle Third 

df= 62 
Upper Third vs. Lower Third 

df= 67 
Middle Third vso Lower Third 

df= 61 

N= 98 

TABLE 68 

t-Values 

-OolOl 

-0.110 

-0.010 

ti 

>.05 

).05 

>.05 

MEAN SCHOLASTIC APTITUDE (SRA) SCORE COMPARISONS FOR 
SEMINARY FRESHMEN BY COMPOSITE RANK ON 

STRESS/ANXIETY SCALE--Q-S SEMINARY 

Stress/Anxiety 
Rank--
Composite Scores 
Upper Third vs. Middle Third 

df= 134 
Upper Third vs. Lower Third 

df= 125 
Middle Third vs. Lower Third 

df= 125 

N• 195 

aSignificant difference. 

t-Values 

-l.872 

-10686 

0.130 

<.osa 
<.osa 
>.OS 
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TABLE 69 

MEAN STRESS AND ANXIETY SCORE COMPARISONS FOR SEMINARY 
FRESHMEN BY RANK ON SRA SCHOLASTIC APTITUDE 

COMPOSITE SCORES--Q-N SEMINARY 

-
scholastic 
Aptitude- -SRA 
composite Scores 

Upper Third 
vs. 

Middle Third 

df = 63 

Upper Third 
vs. 

LOwer Third 

df= 65 

Middle Third 
vs. 

Lower Third 

df = 62 

N• 98 

Tests for 
Stress/Anxiety 

1st 

2nd 

3rd 

1st 

2nd 

3rd 

lat 

2nd 

3rd 

t-Values 

1.484 

1.453 

1.817 

Oo622 

1.026 

1.042 

-0.763 

-0.494 

-0.702 

&Approaching significance (.10 > P) .05). 

>.osa 

· .. >.054 

).05b 

>.05 

>.05 

>.05 

>.05 

>.05 

>.05 

bNot significant because of positive t-value. Had the 
t-value been negative, significance would be indicated. 
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TABLE 70 

MEAN STRESS AND ANXIETY SCORE COMPARISONS FOR SEMINARY 
FRESHMEN BY RANK ON SRA SCHOLASTIC APTITUDE 

COMPOSITE SCORES--Q-S SEMINARY 

-

scholastic 
APtitude--SRA Tests for t-Values 
composite Scores Stress/Anxiety 
-

lst 1.274 
Upper Third 

vs. 2nd -0.157 
Middle Third 

3rd -0.496 
df= 129 -

lst -0.589 
Upper Third 

vs. 2nd -1.618 
Lower Third 

3rd -2.488 
df= 127 

1st -1.861 
Middle Third 

vs. 2nd -1.379 
Lower Third 

3rd -1.915 
df• 128 

N= 195 

aApproaching significance (.10> P > .05). 

bvery significant difference. 

cSignificant difference. 

a 

>.OS 

>.05 

>.05 

).05 

>.058 

(.01b 

<.05c 

).058 

<.osb 
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be oogm~tic P~t.:~onality and Stress/ Anxiety Responses. --Several -
-tmportant differences have thus far been noted with respect to the1 

freshmen groups in the two minor seminaries of this research studyl 

w 
since it has been previously shown that social class position is 

1

, 

inversely related to a dogmatic personality, it seems advisable to 

xplore the relationship of dogmatism to stress/anxiety responses I 
in the minor seminaryo 

Tables 71 and 72 detail the findings when the composite 

ank on the stress/anxiety scale is considered the independent var 

able. A direct and significant relationship between these two 

is observed for the Q-S seminary as evidenced on Table 74 
; 

or the Q-N seminary (Table 71) there is some equivocation and 

rustration of this direct relationship. Those seminarians at 

-N seminary in the lower third for stress and anxiety responses I 
re not likely to be differentiated from those scoring in the I 
iddle ranges for dogmatism. The opposite finding that more stre~ 

ii 
.1 

nxiety is correlated with higher degrees for dogmatism--the closed 
l 

ind--seems indicated at the Q-N seminary also. 

When the composite scores are ranked for dogmatism and the j 

I stress/anxiety scores compared for the upper, middle, and j 
ower third groups, several differences are observedo Tables 73 I 

i 
l 

detail the data for the two seminarieso Table 74 indicates : 
•:m ,...&tt 'D'eW!fttJete~,,.~ ..... , 



........ ~~>Ml""~~v..,.~~::rt.:;:;_..,:.".i.;...."""""~""'----------=··'·'J 
205 I 

that the direct relationship between dogmatism and stress/anxiety I 
does not hold. For the Q-S seminarians, those ranked in the upper .. 

tbird--having more closed minds--are not likely to have more stres~ 
and anxietyo This is in comparison to the middle third dogmatic 

group. The important finding here is that only the more open 

inded seminarians (lower third group) at Q-S are likely to be 

found with scores on the Taylor test indicating fewer stress and 

anxiety responseso 

At the Q-N seminary (Table 73) only one significant differ-

ence is observed when mean score comparisons are made for the 

second test for stress and anxiety. In this instance the upper 

third in dogmatism have significantly more stress/anxiety than the 

lower third group of seminarians ranked on the dogmatism contin-

um. The more open mind does not seem to be as associated with 

less stress/anxiety responses at the Q-N seminary as it does at 

the Q-S seminary. 

A more general observation from the descriptive tables pre-

sented in the appendix to this section is that there is a tendency! 

for the lower two-thirds of respondents to be more alike at the ; 

the 11 ·N seminary while there seems to be a different tendency (for I 
pper two-thirds to be more alike) at the Q-S seminary. This , 

appears to be the case when comparisons are made visually for the 



ame variable from the standpoint of the two seminaries of this 

tudy group. The tentative conclusion might be added that there I 

re different values in the seminary situation; seminarians' atti-' 

udes seem differentially formed with respect to these values, 

epending on whether one "belongs to" the Q-N seminary or the Q-S 

eminary of this studyo 

~ 

l 
·~ 

I. ______ ,.... ________________________________ ....... '*''~--- ---·1·--------------------'· ' 
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MEAN DOGMATISM SCORE COMPARISONS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN 
BY COMPOSITE RANK ON STRESS/ANXIETY SCALE--

Q-N SEMINARY 

stress/Anxiety Tests 
Rank-- for 
Comt>osite Scores Dogmatism t-Values a 
Upper Third 1st 10981 (o05a 

vs. 2nd 2.133 <.05a 

Middle Third 3rd 10557 ).05b 
df = 62 

Upper Third 1st 1.773 <.05a 

VSo 2nd 20104 <o05a 

tower Third 3rd 1.794 <.osa 
df= 67 

Middle Third 1st -Ool82 ).05 

vs. 2nd 0.098 >.05 

Lower Third 3rd Oo229 ).05 
df = 61 

aApproaching difference. 

bApproaching significance (.10 > P > .05)o 

i~ ... ,__ ... ...:-... .;!'~-~-~·$;0';-.. _",io':{~ ·~· ...... ;1;~"""""~--~~~~---~~~,.-'IIW"'l'~--'4'. ~W'::li~~~':f\,.._.. _____ _ 

I 
I 
I 
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TABLE 72 

MEAN DOGMATISM SCORE COMPARISONS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN 
BY COMPOSITE RANK ON STRESS/ANXIETY SCALE--

Q-S SEMINARY 

,....... 

stress/Anxiety Tests 
Rank-- for 
composite Scores Dogmatism 

,-Upper Third 1st 
l 

I vs. 2nd 

Middle Third 3rd 
df = 134 

1 Upper Third 1st 

vs. 2nd 

, Lower Third 3rd 
t df • 125 
I i Middle Third 1st 

I 2nd I, vs. r I Lower Third 3rd 
I df: 125 . 
I 
f N: 195 

I avery significant difference. 

I bsignificant difference, 

I 
! 
~ 

t-Values al 

20737 < .. Ola 

3.824 <.001 a 

2.591 <.Ola 

4.884 <.001a 

5.417 <.001a 

4.510 <.001a 

2.452 <.Ola 

1.990 <.05b 

2 .. 239 <.osb 

I 
I 
~ 

I 

I 
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TABLE 73 

MEAN STRESS/ANXIETY SCORE COMPARISONS FOR SEMINARY 
FRESHMEN BY COMPOSITE RANK ON DOGMATISM SCALE-­

Q-N SEMINARY 

I . 
Dogmatism Tests 
Rank-- for t-Values 

. composite Scores Stress/Anxiety 
~ 

Upper Third 1st 10473 
I 2nd 10034 I vs. 
I 
I Middle Third 3rd 1.345 

df• 64 ,. 

I 

'Upper Third 1st 10655 

VSo 2nd 2.120 

i Third 3rd 1.460 j Lower 
I 

' I 
' 

ri 
l 

>.05ai 
~ 

>.05 ! 
I 

>o05a j 
j 
., 
~ 

"> .o5a; 

< .osb ( 
~ 

) .osa ·· 
I df= 62 -- _______ ___., 

\ 

·Middle Third 1st 0.289 

! vs. 2nd 1.127 
i 
·Lower Third 3rd Oo243 
I 
' df= 64 

N= 98 

aApproaching significance (.10) P >.05). 

b Significant differenceo 

>.os ~ 
! 

~ 
~ 

>.05 I .. , 
).05 

!' 
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TABLE 74 

MEAN STRESS/ANXIETY SCORE COMPARISONS FOR SEMINARY 
FRESHMEN BY COMPOSITE RANK ON DOGMATISM SCALE--

Q-S SEMINARY 

--Dogmatism Tests 
aank-- for t-Values ti 
comoosite Scores Stress/ Anxie tv 

~ 

Upper Third lst 0.231 ).05 

vs. 2nd 1.062 >.05 

Middle Third 3rd 1.181 ).05 
df= 131 

Upper Third lst 3.658 <.001 a 

vs. 2nd 4.667 <..001 a 

Lower Third 3rd 5.075 <.001a 
df= 127 

Middle Third 1st 3.329 <.OOla 

vs. 2nd 3.218 <.OOla 

Lower Third 3rd 3.650 <.001 a 
df= 126 

N= 195 " 

8very significant difference. 
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An~and Stress/Anxiety Respons~.--Chapter VI indicated that a -
very significant and direct relationship obtained between dogma­

tism and anomy. It was also suggested that the tests of these two 
! 

variables--anomy and dogmatism--operationalized qualitatively dif-1 

ferent variables _J: .. n spite of close correlation for this seminary 

study. The tie-in to stress and anxiety responses was inferre~' 

and is tested hereo Those ranked into upper, middle and lower 

third groups for the composite rank scores on the stress/anxiety 

scale are compared for the three successive tests for anomy. 

Tables 75 and 76 present the evidence from the data obtained. 

At the Q-N seminary (Table 75) significant differences are 

found in all but two instances--between the middle and lower third 

groups for the first and second tests for anomy. Even here there 

is an impression of significance (see Table 75-A). A direct rela­

tionship between anomy and stress/anxiety appears to develop at 

Q·N. 

At the Q-S seminary (Tables 76 and 76-A) the same observa­

tion holds true for respondents of this seminary setting as for 

the Q-N seminary with one important exception: the lower two 

groups (middle and lower third) of those seminarians ranked on the 

•tress/anxiety scale are significantly different for the first and! 

. aw-•- MHI• 41i'ltiTMM1 A I .. ·-_I 
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second tests for anomy but not for the third. Differences for 

these two groups that did exist at the Q-S seminary with respect 

to anomy disappeared by the conclusion of the academic year., 

The conclusion seems warranted that there are different 

values operative in the two seminaries of this study. How these 

values manifest themselves in terms of seminarians' attitudes and 

personality characteristics has been alluded to in this study. A 

more positive connection between seminarians' attitudes, values of 

the seminary, and continuation in vocation toward the priesthood 

st await future research., 

Student Conduct Grades-!... Academic Ac1!._ie~ment, Stress/Anxiety, and 

the Dogmatic Personalit.x_o--An additional probe into the subjective 

area of student conduct was undertaken. Chapter III (see Table 1 

detailed the student conduct grades for the final quarter of the 

academic year 1967-68 at the Q-S seminary. Each seminarian 

started out the quarter period with a clear demerit card. For 

I infractions of rules, misconduct, etc., he might receive demerits-1 

each of which causes the loss of two points from an otherwise per-' 

feet (100 per cent) conduct report for the quarter. The entire 

faculty of the seminary is involved in that demerits may occur in 
! 

or outside the classroom situation; the faculty discretion here isj 
I 

' 

----····· • WltM11M••r--.'All1M--•---·~ ........ ~"""1111< .... ~--!l~fdllllll~l~'~M£'Mhli~l-lllJl 
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TABLE 75 

MEAN ANOMY SCORE COMPARISONS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN 
BY RANK ON STRESS/ANXIETY SCALE--Q-N SEMINARY 

-stress/Anxiety Tests 
aank-- for 
composite Scores Ano my t-Values ti 

Upper Third 1st 2.746 <.Ola 

vs. 2nd 2.300 <.osb 

Middle Third 3rd 1.843 <.osb 
df= 62 

Upper Third 1st 3.186 <.OOla 

vs. 2nd 3.545 <.OOla 

Lower Third 3rd 3.939 <,OOla 
df• 67 

Middle Third 1st o.42s >.os 
vs. 2nd 1.387 >.osc 

Lower Third 3rd 1.708 <.osb 
df • 61 

N= 98 " 

'very significant difference, 

bSignificant difference, 

cApproacbing significance (.10> p > .05). 
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TABLE 76 

MEAN ANOMY SCORE COMPARISONS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN 
BY RANK ON STRESS/ANXIETY SCALE--Q-S SEMINARY 

stress Anxiety Tests 
aank-- for 
composite Scores Anomy t-Values 

Upper Third 1st 3.011 <.001a 

vs. 2nd 3.748 <.OOla 

Middle Third 3rd 4.194 <.001a 
df= 134 

Upper Third lst 5.395 <.OOla 

vs. 2nd 5.112 <.001a 

Lower Third 3rd 6.042 <.001a 
df= 125 

Middle Third 1st 2.133 <.osb 

vs. 2nd 2.260 <.05b 

Lower Third 3rd 1.588 >.05c 
df= 125 

N= 195 

8very significant difference. 

bsignif icant difference. 

cApproaching significance ( 010 > p ) • 05). 
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obvious enough to note the subjective quality of the conduct 

radeso Even so, the conduct grades are viewed as important by 

the seminary and are an important influence in the evaluation of 

seminarians. 

The conduct grades were divided into upper, middle, and 

lower third groups, and the seminarians' scores for academic 

achievement by these groups were comparedo The final quarter grad 

as viewed as more important for conduct because it was achieved 

the initial socializing experience had worn off and the stu-

were more likely to act "naturallyo" The rationale behind 

he probe was that subjective factors could be identified as they 

impinge upon academic achievement and continuation in the seminary 

he assumption was made that high conduct grades would be directly 

orrelated with high academic achievement. 

Table 77 gives the findings hereo The quarter academic 

and the cumulative academic achievement averages all evi- -

significant differences when mean score comparisons are made~ 
conduct grades are directly and significantly associat~d j 

» 
•: 

1th lower academic achievement, and vice versa. ' 

The same three groups of seminarians at the Q-S seminary 

were ranked for the fourth quarter conduct grades were com-
,, 

for mean scores on the Taylor test of manifest stress/anxiety! 
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Table 78 indicates that there is a significant difference in 

stress/anxiety responses for the third test between the upper and 

middle groups, and the upper and the lower third groups. The two 

iower third groups of those ranked for conduct grades were likely 

to evidence more stress and anxiety than the upper third group. 

This upper third group has developed less stress and anxiety over 

time. 

For a final comparison the relation between dogmatism and 

student conduct grades was madeo Again the unexpected finding is 

observed from Tables 79 and 79-A. 'those seminarians scoring in 

the middle range for the dogmatism variable are evidenced to have 

significantly higher conduct grades. This middle range group of 

seminarians ranked on the dogmatism continuum are significantly 

differentiated from either group of seminarians ranked in the more 

open minded category or the more close minded category. There is 

also no evidenced significance between the lower conduct grades 

received by the upper or lower third groups. The inverted u­

shaped curve for these data is most interesting. Data were not ~ 

I available for similar comparisons for the Q-N seminary. It is not' 

suggested by the data available that similar findings of this 

section of Chapter VII would obtain for Q-N. 

I 
---p·-····----Oloild!ld~----···W'lo•~_.,.-,. ____ _.. ________ ...J; 
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TABLE 77 

MEAN ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT SCORE COMPARISONS FOR Q-S 
FRE~HMEN BY RANK ON STUDENT CONDUCT GRADES 

DURING FINAL QUARTER OF ACADEMIC 
YEAR 1967-68 

-- ,. 
con duet I: Academic I &ank- - Time 

µ~nal Quarter __ -+-_.R_~~!~d_~-

1 Upper Third 2nd 
! vs. 3rd I Middle Third 4th 

I di= 131 I Cum AA 
l 

--------·----,--~·: 

Upper Third ! 2nd 
vs. I 3rd 

Lower Thit'd I 4th 
I 
I 

df = 133 
i 

t-Values 

--------
2.522 
20868 
30571 
3.791 

30385 
I 

f-
I 
I 4.981 I 
I 5.379 

6.381 
6.570 

6.131 

-

SEMINARY 

I 

---1 
~ 
\ 

I 

°' I 
i __ , 
' 

<oOla 
I 
t 

<oOla I < o 001 a ~ 
< o 001 a 

'I 

I 

< .001a I 
l 
I 

--1 
( .001 a I 
<.Oo1a · 
<. 001a I 
<. 001a 

<. 001 a ___ ,.. ____ _ ------ -------·---
Middle Third 

vs. 

1st 
2nd 
3rd 
4th 

2.089 
2.198 
20207 
2 0 43'• 

<.osb 
<.osb 
<.osb 
<.Ola I Lower Third 

L-~~--2_0 ______ c~~---AA -,,----.-~-4~~-·---1...-----<·_·_o_i_a _ 1i 

N= 195 
! 

I aVery significant differenceo 1 

L~~~~:~.:~~~::r~~~:_ ___ ... _____ .. __________ ._J 
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MEAN STRESS/ANXIETY SCORE COMPARISONS FOR Q-S SEMINARY 
FRESHMEN BY RANK ON STUDENT CONDUCT GRADES DURING 

FINAL QUARTER OF ACADEMIC YEAR 1967-68 

--==--·---, -------
conduct f 
Rank-- Tests for t 

I 

. Final Quarter Stress/Anxiety i t-Values I r-- ! 
J.st I -0.252 

Upper Third I 
I 

2nd -10566 
vs. 

Middle Third 3rd I -1.911 
! 

df:: 131 I 

I 

---1 
I 

>. :5-1 
).05a 

<.osbl ... 

~+-- ----
t 

Upper Third 
1st I 0.294 >.05 

VSo 2nd ! -Oo931 ).05 

Lower Third 
I 

(.05b 3rd 
( 

-2.116 
' !--df= 

133 

-I 
1st 0.561 >.05 • I I Middle Third 

vs. 2nd 0.503 >.05 

i Lower Third 3rd 0.349 >.05 i 

! ! 
df= 120 

~ 
I 
! 

I ---1 
I 

N= 195 

a Approaching 
J 

significance (.lO>P>.05). I I , 
~ bsignificant difference. ' 

i 
.... t ·~,-~·-~-::V....."W"", f-~I. ... ~·~ 
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Upper 

Upper 
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TABLE 79 

MEAN STUDENT CONDUCT GRADE COMPARISONS FOR Q-S SEMINARY 
FRESHMEN BY COMPOSITE RANK ON DOGMATISM SCALE 

·- -
Dogmatism Rank--
Composite Scores t-Values 

Third VSo Middle Third -2.253 
df- 131 

Third vs. Lower Third -00794 > .. 05 
df • 127 

Middle Third vs. Lower Third .. 1.660 <.osh 
df = 126 

-
N= 195 

aSignificant difference. 

bSignificant difference, positive direction. 

Summa::x.--The findings of this chapter lead to a rejection of the 

study hypothesis asserting an inverse relation between social cla&E. 

position and stress/anxiety responses. There is no evidence that 

seminarians from upper class backgrounds have or develop signifi-
~ 

cantly less stress and anxiety than seminarians of middle or lower 

class position., The relation of stress/anxiety responses to 

social class appears throughout to be one of chance association in! 
i 
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thiS study. 

Several additional findings where stress/anxiety responses 

are associated with other variables are reported in this chaptero 

Academic achievement is not related to stress/anxiety responses 

at one seminary of the study group--Q-No However, respondents' 

academic grades are related to scores on Taylor's test for mani-

fest stress and anxiety at the Q-S seminaryo At this second 

named seminary, upper academic achievement is likely to be signi-

ficantly associated with lower stress and anxiety responses. The 

data suggest that the upper academic achievers become less stress-~ 
• 

ful and anxious during the freshman year at the Q-S seminary. i 
r, I Comparisons for the entrance examination to the minor 

l
seminary--the Science Research Associates' battery of tests--with 1· 

the mean scores for stress and anxiety responses indicate no signi 
11 

'ficant relationships at the Q-N seminary. At the Q-S seminary I 
higher scores for scholastic aptitude (SRA) are inversely and I 
significantly related to lower scores for stress and anxiety. It I 
as found that those seminarians who ranked low (lower third) for ! 

i 
,I 

,;scholastic aptitude (SRA) were significantly differentiated from 
'1 

I Stress/anxiety responses are directly and significantly 

ijthe others in having more stress and anxiety. 

Ii 

:1related to scores for dogmatism and anomy. 
~ 

~ 
Although the particul~ 

•.1.r • .!l'.lnlilr,~l!....'f'.'~~-·-;~.,j; •. ·• 
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seminary setting seems to make a difference in certain respects, 

respondents with upper scores for stress/anxiety were more likely 

to be found with more closed minds (higher dogmatism) and more 

personal normlessness and deregulation (high anomy)o 

At the Q-S seminary student conduct grades are directly andi 

significantly associated with academic achievement. Also at this 

seminary, those respondents who ranked high for conduct grades 

appeared to develop significantly less stress and anxiety during 

the freshman year when compared to the other seminarians of this 

study. Furthermore, it was found that those seminarians scoring 

in the middle ranges of the dogmatism continuum--between the open 

and the closed mind--have significantly higher conduct grades at 

Q-S. 

Earlier in this chapter it was noted that two authors had 

found an inverse relation between social class position and symp­

toms of nervousness and anxiety. 4 Their method included the 

conceptual framework of a two-class (non middle class) social 

structure, Their study population was simply split in two halves 

for comparisons. Variations of this method are not unique in I 
·~~~----------1 

'· 

4sewell and Haller, pp. 511-5200 
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social researcho Schatzman and Strauss have also directed their 

attention to the differences between the upper and the lower 

classes by their inference that At~ese extremes were purposely 

chosen for maximum socio-economic contrast ••• 0
115 In this latter 

case a middle class was identified in the study population, but 

was set aside in the comparisons and analysiso Such methodolog-

ical considerations appear confusing. A reader is apt to infer 

more than he should. By imputation the two studies mentioned 

above do not disregard the actual or implied presence of a poten-

tially large segment of the population--the middle class. This 

disregarding of the middle class is found only in their method. 

In this chapter as in the three previous, it was noted 

that the middle class and middle statistical groups demanded close 

attention. Perhaps only by framing empirical questions with this 

in mind will further research generate knowledge that is socio-

logically respectable. 

5 
Leonard Schatzman and Anselm Strauss, "Social Class and 

Modes of Communication," in Scott G. McNall (ed.), The Sociologi­
cal Perspective (Boston, Mass.: Little, Brown, and co-:-;"1'968), 
p, 109 • 
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CHAPTER VIII 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

It is the purpose of this final chapter to summarize the 

findings of this research study. The law of parsimony1 counsels 

succinctness and inclusivenesso The heuristic premise2 obliges 

pointing out areas and avenues of concern for future researcho 

The following sections of this chapter are presented from the 

standpoint of these two considerationso 

guestiol!_S and Hygotheses Posedo--Several originating questions l 
served to focus 

I 

attention on the backgrounds of seminarians, their! 
! 

frames of mind, their patterned relationships, and the manner in 

which adjustment was made to the academic situation. Specific 

derivations of these questions were framed in the form of empiri-

cally answerable questionso The first year of study at two minor 

seminaries was a limitation imposed on this dissertation. The 

educational curriculum of the minor seminary is at the secondary 

school level--the high school. 

1Bierstedt, Po 21 

2Znaniecki, in Herbert Blumer, Critiques of Research ••• , 
I, 92, 95, 960 

' ' ' 
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The empirical questions most problematic for this research 

(1) Are seminarians from upper class backgrounds more 
likely to achieve academically superior grades as com­
pared to seminarians from middle or lower class 
positions? 

(2) Is the degree of close-mindedness (dogmatism) of semi­
narians related to social class position and academic 
success in the minor seminary? 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

Are seminarians of upper class backgrounds less likely 
to indicate a degree of normlessness and deregulation 
(anomy) than seminarians of middle or lower class 
backgrounds? 

Are seminarians of upper class backgrounds less likely ! 
to exhibit stress and anxiety than seminarians of middl~ 
or lower class backgrounds? ! 

Are the various selected attitudes and personality char~ 
acteristics--dogmatism, personal anoruy, and individual l 
stress and anxiety--related to academic achievement as ! 
measured by grades in the minor seminary? 

The variables operationalized from the above empirical 

uestions were: 

(1) Social class backgrounds of minor seminarianso 

(2) Academic achievement in the minor seminary. 

(3) The attitude of the open and the closed mind (dogma­
tism) of the minor seminariano 

(4) The attitude of personal normlessness and deregulation 
(anomy) of the minor seminarian. 

L:.~.~:.;~~~:~.~--:~~::1._:~:~.~:_~~::~=:_:~~~J 
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In an effort to counteract the intervening, extraneous, or 

confounding factor3 introduced in research, two additional vari­

ables were further operationalized. 

(6) The mental ability (IQ) of the minor seminariano 

(7) The scholastic aptitude (SRA) or potential of the 
minor seminarian. 

An additional probe was made for one of the two seminary 

groups for one further intervening variable. The conduct grades 

ere taken to operationalize the somewhat subjective faculty eval-

ation of the students' personal adjµstment to the seminary 

demands for conducto 

The empirical questions, current literature, and relevant 

theoretical consi.derations gave rise to four educated guesses--

ypotheses--to be testedo These were that: 

(1) Seminarians of upper class backgrounds will exhibit 
a higher academic grade placement than seminarians 
of middle or lower class positionso 

(2) Seminarians of upper class backgrounds will show 
less dogmatism than seminarians of middle or lower 
class backgroundso 

(3) Seminarians of upper class backgrounds will show 
less disposition toward normlessness and deregula­
tion (anomy) than seminarians of middle or lower 
class positionso 

3 Riley, PPo 403, 417, 620, 630, 633, and 6350 
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(4) Seminarians of upper class backgrounds will tend 
to express less stress and anxiety than seminarians 
from middle or lower class backgrounds. 

The research cases for this study were twofold: a) the 

ndividual seminarian from the standpoint of a set of attitudes, 

nd b) the first-year subgroup of the two minor (high school level), 

eminarieso Two "sister" minor seminaries of the Archdiocese of 

a freshmen enrollment for 1967-68 of 320 students 

erved as the study group sampleo Because of student attrition and 

few instances of incomplete data, the statistical research anal-

sis was completed on 293 respondents from the two minor seminar-

es designated Q-N and Q-So 

The operationalization of variables and procedures employed 

n gathering and analyzing the data are fully detailed in Chapter 

r. The critical point for re-emphasis is that this research stud 

valuated the study group over one year only. Data for the two 

ntervening variables--mental ability (IQ) and scholastic aptitude 

SRA)--were completed prior to the seminarians' admission to the 
i: 

eminary systemo Data for academic achievement, dogmatism, anamy, 

nd individual stress/anxiety responses were gathered several times 

uring the 1967-68 academic year. The key independent variable--

ocial class position--was operationalized through the employment 

f Hollingshead's Two Factor Index of Social Position, The resea~ 
----~~!1'1'""°"111:1Wl~• ... ~-W~_...,.,..;Mlllllil.iru:dellmllll!fitbn" Id •llllllllilll~'lJ~~W.Z.'i'WWIUnl' ___________ _..., 

.. 
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study took on a longitudinal emphasiso Data for an additional 

robe--the intervening variable of student conduct grades--were 

taken from the final academic quarter at one seminary (Q~S) onlyo 

he Findin so--The minor seminaries of this study are located in a 

etropolitan setting. The seminarians commute to the seminaryo 

he catholic community to which the study group has reference is 

majority grouping. 

The faculties at each semi.nary have approximately the same 

structure as do the students o,. The Irish ethnic group pre-

ominates, although several of the faculty identify Polish, 

Italian, and other or mixed ethnic or national originso Further, 

he faculties are composed of clerical and lay teachers; the pro-

ortion of priest faculty to lay faculty is approximately two-to-

ne at Q-S, while the number of lay teachers at Q-N would indicate 

his ratio· to be slightly higher. Educational standards follow 

losely the guidelines set by the North Central Association of 

Accreditation with this association was secured for the 

time in 1963. 

The class structure origins of the faculty follow fairly 

losely an expected distribution with approximately two-thirds in 

he relatively lower classes. The same type of expected distri­

(Hollingshead) was found for the class backgrounds of the 
---....;......_,,,_..._ll:'W,...,.'A'"'~i..,<, o:1,,~ .. ~u,..-~1J1,·.••lllt'nt.AerM,..~'" ...-== m•'lll'..-1tt..,.,......, !Mto~.....:.u.,,_.__._.. I 
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seminarians at the Q-S seminaryo On the other hand, an asymetri­

cal class distribution was found for the Q-N seminarian respond­

ents, indicating a much larger than anticipated middle class and 

lower than anticipated lower class. Thus there was a striking 

difference in the two seminaries of the study group here in terms 

of the class structu~eo 

Mental ability (IQ) and schola~tic aptitude (SRA) for the 
! 

respondents at both seminaries are higher than the national normsol 

The modal average for mental ability (IQ) of the study group is 

in the 110-119 range; the modal average for scholastic aptitude 

(SRA) is in the 70-79 percentile rangeo This is not surprising 

inasmuch as these two variables are used in qualifying and 

screening candidates to the minor seminary. 

I 
I 
I 
~ 

' 
,, 

~ 

! 
~ 
' ' Since this research is an exploratory and descriptive studyl 
i 

' some parental background information about the minor seminarian ' 
' 

was described in Chapter III. 
l 

The parental age of the study group'i 
" i 

differed slightly by seminary and by social classo There appeared' 

to be a tendency for the Q-N seminary to have younger parents, 

particularly in the upper classeso Also it seems that for this 

study, higher parental age is associated with lower social status.I 
~( 

Irish ethnicity predominates at both seminaries seemingly 

Without regard to class backgroundso At the Q-S seminary the 
' ~!~~i3.1K:'1't;;.....~bl~!~-.,:J>~.~.-·;;':M!.".!\l:,...,.._,y,<ru~~~;.i.fi\.\~~li';,Fl'l:'~,~l'lt.>ll!/"'-".::.:il'I' .>'>,J;~~_.Jf"f.-~-V.ikJ\11~:,._"!;i.,:.;,,;D.• .... :1'llO!o'~1ioA:llll.~,<t.&.,l;,~J:~u,a,,s:_ ~.\.W!i.l.:..Qll.t,~"3"'.olNliO'>~.r'<l<Ja"( 
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polish and Negro parental backgrounds heavily weight the lower 

classes; the same is not true for the Q-N seminary. There is also 
l 

great diversity of ethnic or national origins from both seminaries! 

An impressionistic observation was made that minor seminarians 

seemed more likely to react to the ethnic origins of others than 

they were to social class positiono 

The familial place of residence differs by seminary in I 
terms of city or suburban locationo Greater numbers from all I 

i ~ 

social classes live in the city from the Q-S seminary; at the Q-N I 
seminary (which is centrally locate~) the upper and middle classes I 
are relatively overweighted for suburban place of residenceo It 

is obvious, then, that a large number of seminarians commute long I 
istances to the Q-N seminary. I 

! 

Class backgrounds seemed to make a difference in the paren~I 

Lower ! al judgment of the respondents' qualities as students. 

lass parents from the Q-N and Q-S seminaries tended to evaluate 

heir sons as "average" while upper class parents tended to eval-

I 
I 
i~ 

:.I 

,, 

ate them as "very goodo" 
I 

The middle class parents seemed to vary! 
jl 

attitudeo The middle class parents were morel 
I ,, 

' · ike the lower class parents at the Q-N seminary; the middle class I 
arents were more like the upper class parents at the Q-S seminary~. 

i 

i 

or this same attitude. i 
·---L¥2-.'!!2Pl~..Qr>·,;n"1:111" ...... ,._~ .. nf•'·V~c;~~·l!i«~-ll<Jll."Aliffl'a,~.Ml:l~,,._.;r.~.Wl'i™;.. ..... "tll.~·~i'.~UW!a>J:~·aMlttP.-.IM1 ... ~l!!lllDiil~: 
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Questionnaires regarding the seminarians' grammar school I 

parish background were returned prior to entry into the semi- j 
' 

nary (see appendices E and F)o They were completed by the gram­

mar school principal and the pastor, respectively. These quest-

ionnaires were also used in the selection and screening process 

to the minor seminaryo A careful appraisal of these question-

naires leads to a conclusion that they are of doubtful reliability 

and perhaps even validityo Only minor variations in responses for 

the principal and pastor were noted, with an overall tendency for 
.. 

choosing "acceptable" categories of responseo 

The variables of dogmatism, anomy, and stress/anxiety 

responses for the two seminaries seem comparable. Some visually 

I 

observed differences by seminary comparisons would have to be 

discounted at this time inasmuch as tests of significant differ- I 
nces between seminaries were not conductedo It should be addi- I 
ionally noted that the range of scores for these three variables-! 

ogmatism, anomy, and stress/anxiety--would fit well the type of 

distribution anticipated. In other words, there were large enough~ 
i• 

I 
umbers of respondents in the "high" and "low" categories for com- f 

i arative purposes. There seemed to be no unusual clustering about\ 
~ 
~ 

he mean scoreso 

____ ,...,_._. ____ .., ___ , ____ rv,._ .. ____ . ..., .. _..,._u•---·~'liNiW ........... mw tt
1
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The final quarter conduct grades at the Q-S seminary indi-

cate that a very small minority--Oo5 per cent--of 

be subject to dismissal for disciplinary reasonso 

I 
seminarians wot.Jl4 

l 
Another 809 per! 

cent received conduct grades expressing official displeasureo 

Almost half of the respondents at the Q-S seminary--4806 per cent-t 

received three or less demerits during the final quarter, and by i 

the seminary's own standards for conduct would be rated as excel-

lent students--an A gradeo 

For the second semester grades at the Q-S seminary only 
.. 

eighteen failing grades were recorded in all academic subject are 

his represented about l.9 per cent of the possibilities for fail-ij 

re. Since the eighteen subject failures also included multiple I 
ailures by individual students, it appears that relatively, few I 

' · eminarians actually "flunk" out. 

Again from the impressionistic and descriptive standpoint, 

t is probable that the minor seminarians of this study group are 
fj 

' 1 
of an attitude of deference directed toward them by priests, ; 

and relatives. Quite often they speak of being "over-

rotected." On the surface, few seem to rebel against this atti-

Many seem to adopt an attitude of indifference, while a 
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!to this deferential behavior. It is interesting to note that 
i 
fminor seminarians do not seem to get this deference from siblings 
I 
or former peers who are not seminarians. 

There is a great deal of social interaction among the semi-i 
' 

narians at each of the seminaries of the study groupo As mention~ 
previously, the young seminarian seems more likely to evaluate 

others in terms of ethnicity, the type of clothing worn, and the 

amount of spending money available. Perhaps they share this atti-

tude with other high school studentso In any case the interaction 

among seminarians crosses over social class boundaries and appears 

to gain momentum during the years of study at the minor seminary. I 

Little research has been accomplished in this area however. i 
I 

I 
Sisters who taught the study group members prior to entry 

into the seminary do not seem to represent an unanimous front 

This seems attested by I 
I 

either "for" or "against" the seminary o 

the seminary's efforts to ''re-educate" them through various public l 
c 

relations programs and all-day seminars designed to show the pre- ~ 
~ 
;j 

sent curriculum and objectives of seminary training. These ~! 

i 
~ 

f forts would not be incompatible with secondary school 

in generalo Such programs are unique in the history of 

~ 

objectives ; 
~ 
I 

the minor ! 

seminary, however, and are all the more interesting in view of the~ 

robability that in the past the minor seminary had unquestioned 
·3 
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1
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support from the teaching sisters in the parochial grammar schoolo; 

Only a modest commitment to a religious vocation is expect~ 
" " 

from the minor seminarian. On the other hand, without this verbal~ 
I 

ized "contract" from freshmen, rejection to the seminary would 

resulto There is a change occurring in the minor seminary today. 

The indications are clear that it is becoming more versatile. 

whether or not it will evolve into a type of Christian leadership 

school remains for the futureo 

lower social classes but the weight of evidence was insufficient 

to indicate a finding of a direct or inverse relationship. 

Social class backgrounds at the Q-N seminary were associatect 

ith mental ability (IQ). The upper class was clearly higher in 

:mental ability (IQ) than either the middle or lower classes. 

Differences for this variable were insignificant at the Q-S sem-

although the combined social classes of the two seminaries 

' study group indicated that the upper class was significantly 
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higher for mental ability (IQ) than the lower classo 

At the Q-S seminary the upper.class seminarians showed 

significantly higher scholastic aptitude (SRA) than the lower 

class 0 Insignificant differences between social class and schol­

astic aptitud!:!s (SRA) obtained at the Q-N se1ninary. Again the 
, .... 

combined social classes for the two seminaries of the study group 

resulted in the upper class being clearly differentiated from the 

lower class in having higher scores for scholastic aptitude (SRA). 

Mental ability (IQ) and scholastic aptitude (SRA) were both 

ery significantly and positively related to each other. Also, 

scholastic aptitude (SRA) was very significantly and positively 

related to academic achievement. But while mental ability (IQ) 

as very significantly and positively related to academic achieve-

ant at the Q-S seminary, the lower two-thirds of academic achiev­

the Q-N seminary were not significantly differentiated for 

ability (IQ), The inference seems clear that the defini· 

ion of the seminary situation intervenes for the respondents of 

two different seminaries of the study group. 

The middle social class and '~iddle third'' groups of semi· 

arians seem to take on a "pivotal" reference, By this it is 

eant that these middle classes and middle statistical groups are 

ore closely associated with those ranked above or below them for 
•I p l'IH • l M r ONlil.,..,,,..I!" IA PIT 11wrm11 I ua••~• 
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a particular variable, depending on the situation--in particular, 

'the seminary situation. 

Some evidence of change in academic achievement occurred 

!during the freshman year of study. By and large, the changes were 

'insignificant or inconclusiveo And yet, in spite of the absence 

.'.of general patterns of social class being associated with aca­

::demic achievement, the positive direction of mean scores and the 

few significant and near significant differences in academic 

achivement for the social classes indicate that more subtle 

research ought to be undertaken. While this research concludes 

that for the freshmen study group class backgrounds are not 

clearly related to academic achievement, academic achievement is 

related to factors that are in turn class-related. It is repeated 

~ ''for emphasis that this study concerns itself with only the fresh-

men and the first year of study at the minor seminary. With the 

total seminary experience in perspective this is indeed a rela-

tively short time in the educational and socialization process of 

lthe minor seminary. 

Chapter V reported on the findings with regard to social 

class, dogmatism, academic achievement, and the admission tests 

Ito the minor seminary. In general, it was found that dogmatism 

Las significantly and inversely related to social class position. 
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The middle class was more like the lower class at the Q-N semi­

nary but more like the upper class at the Q-S seminary for this 

variableo The evidence indicated that the upper class seems to 

develop more open-mindedness. 

Seminarians with more open-mindedness are likely to have 

higher academic achievement than those scoring high for dogmatism-

more close-mindedness. On the other hand, seminarians scoring in 

e middle ranges of the belief-disbelief continuum do very well on 

academic achievement. The same holds true for mental ability (IQ) 

and scholastic aptitude (SRA), although the particular seminary 

setting makes a difference. At the Q-S seminary those <listing- r 

I 
uished by more open-mindedness score just slightly higher (though I 

I 
! 

not significantly so) for mental ability (IQ) and scholastic apti-j 

'itude (SRA) than those seminarians ranked in the middle range for I 
dogmatisme In any case while the dogmatic personality is asso- ~ 

ciated with less academic achievement, mental ability (IQ), and 

'

·scholastic aptitude (SRA), the more open minded 

,significantly differentiated from those scoring 

lranges for dogmatism on these three variables. 

personality is not1 
~ 

in the middle 

One admission and screening test to the minor seminary--the 
1
science Research Associates' battery of tests--significantly dif­

ferentiates the more dogmatic personality from the less dogmatic. 1 
. ' 
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The relationship is inverse and the particular seminary makes a 

difference~ During the freshman year of study the upper third in 

scholastic aptitude (SRA) at the Q-N seminary became less dogmatic 

while the lower third at the Q-S seminary became more dogmatico 

This is the reason for the accentuated significant differences her 

purther--for scholastic aptitude (SRA}--the lower two-thirds are 

more alike at the Q-N seminary and the upper two-thirds are more 

alike at the Q-S seminaryo A possible conclusion is that somehow 

the social system of the particular seminary is differentially 

evaluating the open and the closed personality and that the minor 

seminarians become aware of this ''pol icy o '' Those seminarians in 

the middle group seem to fit their attitudes on dogmatism to the 

local environmento 

In Chapter VI an analysis of data was made among social 

class, anomy, academic achievement, the admission tests, and dog-

matism. The general finding is one of no relationship for norml 

ess and deregulation between the upper and the middle social 

classeso Although this is the case for this research study, sig-

ificant differences were observed when the extremes of the social 

class structure--the upper vso the lower--were compared for mean 

score differences on the anomy variable. If the middle classes at 

each seminary of the study group were ignored then a significant 
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·nverse relation would obtain for social class and anomyo However, 

uch methodological considerations are not acceptable in this re-

earch studyo Again, the particular seminary setting makes a dif-

erence even for gross comparisonso 

High Anomy was likely to be significantly associated with 

ow academic achievement and mental ability (IQ)o Lower scores on 

he scholastic aptitude (SRA) admission test are significantly 

ssociated with high anomy at the Q-S seminary during the whole 

irst year of study; the same inverse pattern becomes the case 

uring the freshman year of study at the Q-N seminaryo The semi-

ary setting again makes a difference in the degree and manner in 

hich anomy is a factor in academic achievement, mental ability 

IQ), and scholastic aptitude (SRA)o 

Unlike the dogmatism variable, lower scores for anomy do 

eem to be correlated with higher academic achievement, mental 

bility (IQ), and scholastic aptitude (SRA)o In other words the 

bservation of a continuous inverse relation pertains. This is one! 

ndication that the tests for dogmatism and anomy operationalize f 

ualitatively different variables in spite of the observation that 

ogmatism and anomy mean scores were significantly and directly 

elated to each othero 

.... ,,.._. .. J 
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The social class backgrounds of the seminarians were anal-

zed with reference to stress/anxiety responses, academic achieve­

~ent, and related factors in Chapter VII. 3ocial class position 

ras not found to be an influence for gre11ter or less stress and 

lanxiety responses. Chance relationshi~>f:. Y-tc:re obtained for data 

lfrom each seminary and when both semin<tries were. compared Q 'I'~~E' r·e 

Las no evidence of class becoming a factor for more or less stress 
l 

and anxiety during the freshman year of study., 

! •anxiety 
f, 

Academic achievement is inversely associated with stress/ 
' 

responses at one seminary {Q-S) but not at the other :1 

~ 
i 

il(Q-N) o 

~ 

I• 

Less stress and anxiety at the Q-S seminary is not related ti 
~ 
•l 
i 

made with thos, ~o better academic achievement when comparisons are 

scoring in the middle ranges for this variableo In this sense, 1 

hen, it is like the dogmatism variableo 

Scholastic aptitude (SRA} is inversely related to stress/ 

nxiety responses at the Q-S seminaryo The upper scholastic apti-

ude (SRA} group at Q-S develop less stress and anxiety during the 

reshman year. An opposite finding for the Q-N seminary seems 

ndicated. The higher or upper scholastic aptitude (SRA) group 

hows higher (although not significantly so) stress and anxiety 



------------------------~---------
240 

Lower stress and anxiety at the Q-S seminary is signifi-

cantlY related to less dogmatismo Such is not the case at the Q-N 

seminaryo Higher stress and anxiety at both seminaries of the 

study group is associated with the closed mind--more dogmatism-­

although more significantly so at the Q-S sem~naryo 

High anomy scores and high str~ss);;n·X:i~ty ·respons~~ are sig 

nificantly related for the study groupo The ·relationship of low 

anomy scores and low stress/anxiety responses differs by seminaryo 

At the Q-N seminary a direct relation between stress/anxiety and 

anomy develops during the freshman year from the first to the thir 

test for anomy; at the Q-S seminary, a direct and significant rela 

tionship between low anomy and low stress/anxiety responses disap-

ears during the freshman year of study--from the first to the 

third test of the anomy variable. 

Conduct grades (taken only at Q-S) for the final quarter of 

the 1967-68 academic year were directly and significantly related 

to academic achievement. Higher conduct grades became significant 

Y associated with lower stress and anxiety responses. Also, the 

iddle third group on the dogmatism scale had significantly higher 

onduct grades. It seems that both the open and the closed minds 

at the extremes of this continuum are associated significantly wit 

conduct grades. 
----· Wllll! 1 dlilfillt#!JMlll• 
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ccept~n~e and/?r ~~~~tion o.~_!!YE~~h~~~so--This research study 

egan with four hypotheses (see pages 224-225). One was accepted 

n the basis of the evidence presentedo Minor seminarians of uppe 

iass backgrounds do exhibit less dogmatism than seminarians of 

iddle or lower class backgrounds. Furthermore, during the fresh­

an year, social class position became inversely associated with 

he degree of openness or closedness of the belief system; more 

pen mindedness became associated with the upper class seminarian 

greater dogmatism became associated with the lower class. 

The three other hypotheses of this study wer~ not confirmed 

basis of the evidenceo Social class backgrounds were not 

elated to academic achievement for the freshman study group. 

pper class seminarians were not likely to have less normlessness 

nd deregulation than the middle class--although the upper and the 

iddle class seminarians are significantly differentiated (in­

ersely) from the lower class. Finally, social class position is 

ot significantly related to the degree of stress and anxiety 

esponses of minor seminarians of this study. 

Even though three hypotheses of this present study were not 

onfirmed it is necessary to realize the implications of this for 

he problem area of this study and for methodological considera­

ions in general. The conclusion of no relationship between the 
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~ey variable of social class and the dependent variables of aca­

demic achievement, anomy, and stress/anxiety responses for this 

study is of itself very consequentialo Further study might well 

ouild on these observations. It was also noted that the framing 

pf questions and hypotheses for any research study give rise to 

Lnvestigative methods that in turn structure the findingso Such 

was the case, for instance, when--in Chapter VI--it was noted that 

this present research study's concern for the reality of the mid-

:lle social class obviated a finding of significant inverse rela-. 

tion for social class position and anomyo 

Along this same line, Deutsch and Krauss further add that 

even when observables can be coordinated to constructs, how­
ever, it is rarely the case that any given observation or 
experiment, by itself, will be crucial in determining 
whether a particular hypothesis that is deduced from a the­
ory will be rejected or accepted. If the results of an 
experiment are negative for a given hypothesis, one may 
"save" the hypothesis by rejecting as inappropriate the 
particular operational definition of the construct involved 
in the hypothesis.4 

~hese authors further clarify this position by noting that the 

~ejection of the operationalization of variables (constructs) 

4Morton Deutsch and Robert M. Krauss, Theories in Social 
~sychologv (N. Yo: Basic Books, Inco, 1965), PPo 9-10. 
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~epends largely upon the investiment and rationale involved in the 

original linkage to observableso
5 

All of this would give an additional impetus for continuing 

research along these same lines and in this area. Fruitful exten­

sions to theory ought to build not only upon the verified but also 

the unverified hypotheses of past researcho The variable or con- j 
struct of academic achievement has a most facile operational exten 

sion in terms of student g-lt.des. Perhaps it is too easyo It 
c 

appears that a recent educational issue seriously questions the 

appropriateness of the academic achievement/student grade linkage. 

rhis is attested by the development of curricula where grades are 

~ither minimized or all but done away with for studentso Indeed, 

this present research study, by showing a close connection between 

conduct grades and academic achievement grades, would extend the 

operation of academic achievement into a very subjective and yet 

highly significant area. As noted previously, the concern of this 

research study was with the freshmen seminarian. No data have beer 

presented that refer to the sophomore, junior, or senior seminari-

ans at the minor seminaryo 

5 Ibido, Po 10 --
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Relevance to Theoryo--Several approaches to sociological theory at 

the "middle ranges" have already been set forth in the summaries 

of preceding chapterso The four study hypotheses were concerned 

~ith issues reported in the litera:ture where ambiguities or dis-

crepancies were notedo The findings tended to support an inverse 

relation between social class position and dogmatism, and no rela-

tionship between social class and the variables of academic achieve-

ment and stress/anxiety responseso The connection between social 

class and anomy was not acceptable to confirm the posed relation 

for this study o 

A more general finding related to the middle class and mid-

dle statistical groups of this studyo It appears that respondents 

in this class and in these statistical categories (middle groups) 

~ere much more able to change in the direction of the upper or 

lower classes or statistical groups for particular attitudes, be­

liefs, or states depending on the situation. It is inferred that 

the respondents reacted to various sets of "givens"--values in 

their definition of the situation. For this study the situation 

~as the minor seminary but was further influenced by the conditionf 

characteristic of the setting, whether Q-N or Q-S. Without speci­

fying the conditions of the situation, it is not likely that 

accurate prediction ~an be had as to which direction the middle 
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class and middle statistical groups will takeo 

Much the same point is considered by Mizruchi. Even though 

finding an inverse relation between social class and anomy, he 

further stated: 

Among the extensive findings, was that although there was a 
generally greater tendency for lower class respondents to 
obtain high scores on Srole's anomia scale, when multi­
variate analysis was utilized it was those in the rela­
tivelx higher classes who were significantly more lrus­
trated when they felt that their opportunities were cir­
cumscribed than were those in the lower classes. The 
s&ne relationship held for employment status. Thus it was 
not the lower classes who felt the greatest impact of 
limited opportunity to attain success goals, it was the 
middle classes.6 

Burton has implicitly made this assumption as was earlier 

noted in that he assumed the middle class students would prefer 

the " •• oless controlled behaviors of the lower classes. 117 In 

order to know why--if it does--the middle class might have such 

attitudes, it is first necessary to know the conditions under whicl 

the posed relationships are said to exist. This consideration is 

~einforced by this present research study. 

A further methodological and theoretical implication seems 

6Ephraim H. Mizruchi, "Alienation, Anomie and the American 
Dream," in Ephraim Ho Mizruchi (ed.), !he Substance of Sociology 
(New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, Meredith Pub. Co., 1967), 
P0 5520 Italics · (underlining) addedo 

7 Burton, Po 2230 
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indicated by this present study. Whenever continuous variables 

are hypothesized to be directly or inversely related to each 
.. . . 

other, .. t.he .Po~.ion of simple articulation is quite often impl~ed or 

explicit. In other words, one whole continuous variable is posi­

ted to be directly or inversely related to another whole continu-

ous variableo Such an articulation need not be the case. It is 

conceivable at this juncture, for instance, to indicate that those 

seminariarts who take a middle position on the belief-disbelief con 

tinuum have higher conduct grades and are in "better" standing 

with the seminary faculty and adminfstration than those seminari-

ans who have either more open or more closed minds. The point 

eing made is that it is necessary to pay attention to the complex 

ities of relationships when framing empirical questions and 

hypotheses. 

Znaniecki's systematic theory connected the attitude of 

individuals to the values of society through the definition of the 

situation. That multiple social action outcomes were evident was 

critical in this early formulation. He further delineated the 

concept of attitude, noting that as " ••• the concept of active 

tendency helps us compare all kinds of actions--so then the con-

cept of attitude helps us compare all kinds of definitions of the 
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situationo 118 The lesson to be learned here is that certain regu­

iarities of the seminary are evident from what is known about the 

inor seminarians' attitudeso If Znaniecki's theory holds, the 

inds of definitions of the situation learned from the attitudes o 

seminarians should illuminate values within the seminaryo Althoug 

this appears to be the case, further study is awaited to make the 

mpirically verifiable connectionso 

rm lications for the Futureo--Many questions remain unanswered and 

wait further explorationo There are two levels of questions that 

utually overlap: ·questions dealing with general sociological 

heo~y and questions addressed to problem-solvingo For the purpos 

f this study's implications they will not be separatedo Some of 

most important empirical·questions for future research are: 

(1) Does academic achievement "become" associated with 
social class during the remaining years of study in 
the minor seminary and on through the m~jor semi­
nary educational process? 

(2) Do seminarians from upper class backgrounds continue 
to have more openness of mind (less dogmatism) through 
the seminary years of study? Do lower class seminarian 
continue to be more dogmatic in their attitudes? 

(3) Does the close relationship for lower normlessness 
and deregulation (anomy) continue to describe the upper 
and middle classes? 

8znaniecki, .9!._ltural Sciences: Their Ori in ••• , 252. 
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(4) Do stress and anxiety responses "become" related to 
social class during the latter years of study at the 
seminary? 

(5) Is the one seminary (Q-N) significantly different from 
the other (Q-S) for social class and the related vari­
ables presented in this study? 

(6) Does the middle range for dogmatism continue to be 
significantly associated with higher academic 
achievement in the seminary? 

(7) Do the standardized tests for intelligence (IQ) and 
scholastic aptitude (SRA) continue to be so closely 
associated with social class and academic achievement? 

(8) Is there a significant difference by place of residence 
--suburban or city--for academic achievement and relat 
variables? 

(9) Does ethnicity make a difference for academic achieve­
ment and related variables of this study? 

(10) Do seminarians scoring high on the subjective conduct 
grades "become" associated with any particular social 
class? 

Finally, it ws suggested that the findings presented here 

ould be tested with regard to other theoretical empirical systems 

~ this it is meant that other parochial, denominational, or pri-

ate schools might well have the approximate social settings that 

ould allow for operational extension. What has been learned here 

ight well be applicable to other schools and systems. Such might 
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be the case' for a large numbey of big~ schools and small colleges 

that educate along limited vocational lines--e.g., college prepar­

atory schools, engineering schools, nursing schools, teachers 

colleges, and the like. 

concluding Remarks.--Religious institutions continue to change in 

time as do other social institutions. A prime concern with partic· 

~lar religious institutions has been and remains with the function· 

aries that carry out expressive and integrative tasks within 

~eligious organizations. In order to better understand the cleri-

~al role in full operation it is first necessary to know the whole 

process of professionalization. Glock further amplifies this 

point when he notes that 

••• the processes by which the raw recruit comes to acquire 
the knowledge, attitudes, and values of the profession 
through his seminary training, and the prior question of 
the underlying values which have governed the development 
of seminary curricula, have not been examined comprehens­
ively. Donovan's study perhaps, comes closest to filling 
this gap, at least for the Roman Catholic seminary and its 
seminarians. However, even this study touches only lightly 
on the core question of what ideas, values, beliefs, and 
conceptions of clerical role the candidate brings with him 
and how these are reshaped and elaborated by seminary 
trainingo Research on the educational process in all the 
professions has been neglected. It is to be hoped, however, 
that work parallel to the current study on medical educa­
tion by Merton and his associates might be done for 
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. d i 10 seminary e ucat on. 

Donovan's study was concerned with the Catholic priest and was 

completed in 19510 11 Merton and his associates studied selected 
.,, 

cohorts of medical students from the time of entrance to gradua-

tion from medical schoolo
12 

It is generally recog~ized that three stages are represent-

ed in the 11
0 •• professionalization process: recruitment, training, 

and the assumption and practice of the professional role. 1113 

More attention has focused on the middle-stage--training. Still 

more emphasis has been placed on the psychological and personality 

development components of the seminarian. Gradually, the recog-

nition has come about that a thorough understanding is only feas~ 

ible when the seminarian is studied within a defined social 

10charles Y. Glock, "The Sociology of Religion," in 
Robert K. Merton, Leonard Broom, and Leonard s. Cottrell, Jr. 
(ed.), Sociology Today (New York: Harper and Row, Publishers, 
1959), pp. 165-166. 

11J. D. Donovan, "The Catholic Priest" (unpublished Ph.D. 
dissertation, Harvard University, 1951). 

12Robert K. Merton, George Reader, and Patricia Kendall, 
The Student-Physician (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 
1957). ----

13 6 . Glock, P• 1 5. 
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or organizational setting. The organization requires study as 

~ell. 

Just as the role of the cleric cannot be understood without 

reference to a community or congregation, so then the role of the 

seminarian cannot be fully comprehended or appreciated without 

Knowing the seminary--the values, organization, and patterned 

relationships that are deeply entrenched in the systemo The role 

and the setting have iritrinsic tieso So also have the stages in 

the developmental process of the professional roleo 

Some of today's minor seminarians will be the ordained 

priests of tomorrow. They will not only take on the roles of 

religious functionaries in a limited setting; they will go on to 

De the leaders within a larger Christian community. Their forma­

tive years of training will undoubtedly have a major effect on 

their later behavior. Also, those former seminarians who go on 

to various professional and social roles may assume positions of 

leadership in the larger Christian community. The socializing 

experience of earlier seminary training will presumably have its 

impacto It is hoped that this limited research study will shed 

some light not only on the present but also on the future of the 

institutionalized churcho 



.xt·u DI A 
iXjG ·~~J1 'i'1~~:\~ ~::C A LE­

(H.o: .;acr1, Milton . 
FORM E 

1960) 

NS'l'RUCTIOI'-!S: 
I ( The following is a s t udy of whc · t ho gentral publ i c t hinks and feels about 

a number cf i rnpor ta ff social and ersonal quest i cms . Th e best answer to 
e ach statement bel ow i s yo ur· 2_c~rso ial opinion . We have tried to cover many 
different and oppos ing po ints of vie ·1 ; you 1r1ay f i nd yourself agreeing strongly 
with some of t h e statements , disagreei ng j ust as s trongly with others, and 

1

1

1 perhaps uncer·tain abo \tt oi...! ers ; wh et her you agree or disagree with any state-
ment, you can be sure t hat many people feel the same as you do. 

Mark each statement i n t ~·i e left margin according to how much you agree or 
disagree with it. Please check every one (x). 

For s implicity t he six marking places f or each statement are labeled strongly 
pos itive to s t ro ngly negative ; positive means agreeing while negative means 
di sagreeing ; bet ween these two extremes you may expect to "lean" in one 
directi9n or t he other . Thus you may: AGREE STRONGLY (+++); A.GREE ON THE 
WHOLE (++) ; AGREE A LITTLE (+) ; Q!1 you may : DISAGREE A LITTLE (-); DISAGREE 
ON THE W!-IOLE ( - - ) ; or DISAGREE STRO!-TGLY (~ - -) • ) 

AGREE DISAGREE 
+t+t+ + - -- ---
( )( )( ) ( )( )( ) l. The United States and Russia have just about nothing in 

()()()()()() 

()()()(){){) 

( )( )( ) ( )( )( ) 

()()()()()() 

()()()()()() 

( )( )( ) ( )( )( ) 

()()()()()() 

( )( )( ) ( )( )( ) 

common. 

2. The highest form of government is a democracy and the highest 
form of democracy is a government run by those who are the 
most i ntelligent . 

J. Even though freedom of speech for all groups is a worthwhile 
goal, it is unfortunately necessary to restrict the freedom 
of certain political groups. 

4. It is only natural that a person would have a much better 
acquaintance with ideas he believes in than with id.~as he 
opposes . 

5. Man on his own is a helpless and miserable creature. 

6. Fundamentally, the world we live in is a pretty lonesome 
place. 

7. Host people just don't give a "damn" for others. 

8. I'd l i ke it if I could find someone who would tell me how 
to solve my personal proble1ns. 

9. It is only natural for a person to be rather teartul or 
t he futur e . 
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~+;r-,t, (-,,-,<> 
( )( )( ) ( )( )( ) 

( )( )( ) ( )( )( ) 

( )( )( ) ( )( )( ) 

( )( ){ ) ( )( )( ) 

( )( ){ ) ( )( )( ) 

( )( )( ) ( )( )( ) 
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\ 

10. There is so much to be done and so little time to do it in. 
l 

11. Once I get wound up in a heated discussion I just can't stop. 

12. In a discussion I often find it necessary to repeat myselt 
several times to make sure I am being understood. 

13. In a heated discussion I generally become so absorbed in 
what I am going to say that I forget to listen to what the 
others are saying. 

14. It is better to be a dead hero than a l~ve coward. 

15. While I don't like to admit this even to ~sell, my secret 
ambition is to become a great man, like Einstein, or 
Beethoven, or Shakespeare. 

16. The main thing in life is for a person to want to do some­
thing important. 

( )( )( ) ( )( )( ) 17. If given the chance I would do something of great benefit 
to the world. 

( )( )( ) ( )( )( ) 18. In the history of mankind there have probably been just a 
handful of really great thinkers. 

r )( )( ) ( )( )( ) 19. There are a number of people I have come to hate because 
ot the things they stand tor. 

' )( )( ) ( )( )( ) 20. A man who does not believe in some great cause has not 
really lived. · 

' )( )( ) ( )( )( ) 21. It is only when a person devotes himself to an ideal or 
cause that lite becomes meaningful. 

)( ) (. ) ( )( )( ) 22. or all the ditterent philos<>phies wh.ioh. exist in th1e 
world .there is probablyonl7 one which is correct. 

)( )( ) ( )( )( ) 23. A person who gets enthusiastic about too many causes is 
likely to be a pretty "wishy-washy" sort ot person." 

)( )( ) ( )( )( ) 24. To compromise with our political opponents ia dangerous 
because it usually leads to the betr~al ot our own side. 

)( )( ) ( )( H ) 2,5. When it comes to differences ot opinion in religion we 
must be careful not to compromise with those who believe 
differently from the w~ we do. 

)( )( ) ( )( )( ) 26. In times like these, a person must be pretty aeltiah it 
he considers primarily his own happiness. 

)( )( ) ( )( )( ) 2?. The worst crime a person could commit ia to attack publicly 
the people who believe in the same thing he d.Oes. 
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28. In times like these it is often necessary to be more on 
guard against ideas put out by people or groups in one's 
own camp than by those in the opposing camp. 

( )( )( ) ( )( )( ) 29. A group which tolerates too much differences ot opinion 
among its own members cannot exist for long. 

( )( )( ) ( )( )( ) JO. There are two kinds of people in this world: those who 
are for the truth and those who are aga.inst the truth. 

( )( )( ) ( )( )( ) 31. My blood boils whenever a person stubbornly refuses to 
admit he's wrong. 

( )( )( ) ( )( )( ) 32. A person who thinks primarily of his own happiness is 
beneath contempt. 

( )( )( ) ( )( )( ) J3. Most of the ideas which get printed nowadays aren't 
worth the paper they are printed on. 

( )( )( ) ( )( )( ) J4. In this complicated world of ours the only way we can 
know What's going on.is to rely on leaders or experts 
who can be trusted. 

( )( )( ) ( )( )( ) 35. It is often desirable to reserve judgement about what's 
going on until one has had a chance to hear the opinions 
of those one respects. 

( )( )( ) ( )( )( ) 36. In the long run the best way to live is to pick friends 
and associates whose tastes and beliefs are the same as 
one's own. 

( )( )( ) ( )( )( ) 37. The present is all too often full of unhappiness. It ia 
only the future that counts. 

( )( )( ) ( )( )( ) J8. If a man is to accomplish his missio~ in iife it is some­
times necessary to gamble "all or nothing at all.• 

( H )( ) ( )( H ) '.3~. Unrortunately, a good many people with whom I have discussed 
important social and moral problems don't really understand 
what's going on. .. 

( )( )( ) ( )( )( ) 40. Most people just don't know what's good for them. 



APPENDIX B 

.A.NOMY SCALE ( PAB Sample ) 
(McCloskey, Herbert, and John H. Schaar. 1965) 

DIRECTIONS: 

AGREE 

-
-
-

-
-
-

( Place a check in the appropriate place in the left margin. You will tend 
to agree with the statement or disa.gree with it. In any case there will 
be others who will agree with you in your ju(lgement. Please check an 
agreement or disagreement for each statement.) 

DISAGREE 

1. With everything so uncertain these days, it almost seems 
as though anything could happen. 

2. Whei.t is lacking in the -::rorld today is the old 1<;ind of 
friendship that lasted for a lifetime. 

J. With everything in such a state of disorder, it's hs:ird 
for a person to know where he stands from one day to the 
next. 

4. Everything changes so quickly these days that I often 
have trouble deciding which are the right rules to follow. 

5. I often feel that many things our pa.rents stood for are 
just going to ruin before our. very eyes. 

6. The trouble with the world today is that most people really 
don't believ~ in anything. 

7. I often feel awkward and out of place. 

8. People were better off in the old days when everyone .~new 
just how he was expected to act. 

9. It seems to me that other people find it aasier to decide 
what is right tha.n I do. 
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APPENDIX C 

PERSONALITY SCALE 
(Taylor, Janet A., 195J) 

oIRECTIONSI 
( Circle the "T" (true) or the "F" (false) for each item as it applies to your­

self. All items should be answered. Individual persons m1cy ditf'er in their 
judgement of' the truth or false-ness ot any statement.) 

I!iL! FALSE 

T r 1. I do not tire quickly. 

T r 2. I am troubled by attacks of nausea. 

T r :3. I believe I am more nervous than most •'bh•r.1. 

T r 4. I have ve~ few headaches. 

T F 5. I work under a great deal of ,tension. 

T F 6. I cannot keep my mind on one thing. 

T ., 7. I worry over money and business. 

T ., 8 • I frequently notice my hand shakes when I try to do something. 

T r 9. I blush no more than others. 

T r 10. I have dia.rrhea once ·a month or more. 

1' F ll. I worry quite a bit over possible mistortunea. 

T F 12. I praotioa.lly never blush. 

T ., ]J. I am otten afraid that I am going to blush • 

T , 14. I have nightmares every few nights. 

T r 15. ~ hands and feet are usually warm enough. 

T r 16. I sweat very easily even on cool days. 

T ., 17. Sometimes when embarrassed, ! break out in a sweat which annoys 
me greatly. 

T F 18. I hardly ever notice my he~rt pounding and I am seldom short ot 
breath. 
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F 19. I feel hungry almost all the time. 

F 20. I am very seldom troubled by constipation. 

F 21. I have a great deal of stomach trouble. 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

22. I have periods in which I lost sleep over worry. 

2J. My sleep is restless and disturbed. 

24. · I dream frequently about things that are best kept to ID¥Self. 

2.5. I am easily embarrassed. 

26. I am more sensitive than most other people. 

27. I frequently find B1¥self worrying about something. 

28. I wish I could be as happy as othe~s seem to be. 
. 

29. I am usually calm and not easily upset. 

JO. I cry easily. 

Jl. I feel anxiety about something or someone almost all the time. 

J2. I am happy most of the time. 

'JJ. It makes me nervous to 'have to wait. 

')4. I have periods of such erea.t restlessness that I cannot sit long 
in a chair. 

'J.5• Sometimes I become so excited that I find it hard to get to sleep. 

)6. I have sometimes felt that difficulties were piling up so high 
that I could not overcome them. 

37. I a.dmi t that I have at times been worried beyond reason over 
sorr1ething that really did not matter. 

JS. I have very few fears compared to my friends. 

J9. I have been afraid of t~ings or people that I know could not hurt me. 

40. I certa.inly feel useless at times. 
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F 41. I find it hard to keep my mind on a task or job. 

T F 42. I am usually self-conscious. 

T F 4J. I am inclined to take things hard. 

T F 44. I am a high-strung person. 

T F 4.5. Li.f e is a strain for me much of the time. 

T F 46. At times I think I run no good at all. 

T F 47. I am certainly lacking in self-confidence. 

T F 48. I sometimes feel that I am about to go to pieces. 

T F 49. I shrink .from racing a crisis or dif'.ficulty. 

T F 50. I am entirely self-confident. 



APPENDIX D 

GENERAL INFORMATION QUESTIONNAIRE 
FOR APPLICANTS TO 

QUIGLEY 

. Name: 
Last First Middle 

·.O:. 

Home Address: 
Number Street Apartment Number 

Phone Number: 
Area Code Number 

Age of Applicant: ---------

Today's Date: 
~----------
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F.AMILY HISTORY: -- . 

1. Owned: House---- Apartment __ _ 
Rented: House Apartment Room ---

2. Age of Parents, if living: 
Father Mother ----- ----~ 

3. If Parents are not living, give year of Death: 
Father Step or Foster Father -----Mother Step or Foster Mother -----

4. If Parents are separated or divorced, give date: 
Separated Divorced ------

s. If either Parent is remarried, give date of marriage: 
Father Mother -----

6. Occupation or former occupation of Parents: 
Father: Present 

------------~ Former, if any ------------Mother: Present -----------------Former, if any -----------
7. Education of Parents (Circle highest year completed) 

B. 

Father: Elementary 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
High School 1 2 3 4 
College l. X 3 4 
Graduate studies Specialty 

Mother: Elementary 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
High School 1 2 3 4 
College 1 2 3 4 

----

Graduate studies Specialty ----- ---~ 

~. Religion of Father: -----------Pr act icing ------- Non-practicing -------

0. Religion of Mother: -------------Pr act icing------- Non-practicing-------

1. Family members in Religious Life: 
Number -----..---------Re 1 at ions hip to Applicant --------------------
Diocese or Religious Community ------------------

INTERVIEWER'S NOTES 



r Children in Family (Rank Order) 
Name Age Work/School Health· 

INTERVIEWER'S NOTES 

3, Which sibling is applicant closest to: 

i. Other people living in home: 

HEALTH HISTORY: 

5. Health of Parents (if ill, de,e;cribe nature of illness): 
Father 

--~~~--~~~~-~-~~-----Mother 
---~~~~~~---~~~------

S. a) Is there any chronic illness in his family? 
Yes No ------If yes, describe briefly -----------

b) Alcoholism: Yes No ----- ---------
c) Mental illness: Yes No 

~---- -------
7 • Was there any complication or difficulty at birth of applicant? 

Yes No -------
If yes, describe briefly-----------



~o~ r ffaS applicant ever had any serious accidents? 
i. 
' Yes No ------If yes, specify: Age Nature of illness 

1. 

2. 

Bas he ever been hospitalized? 
Yes No ____ , 
If yesp specify: Age Nature of hospitalization 

1. 

2. 

3. 

, Does he have any physical handicaps? 
Yes No ---------If yes, describe 

-----------------~ 

, Indicate his height -------- Current weight ----The most he has weighed ----------When 

, Place a check mark after those that apply to applicant: 

bedwetting 
- sleepwalking 

night terrors 
_ diet .or eating 

problem 

weight problem 
insomnia 
stuttering 

_coughing 
homesickness 

- dizzy spells 
_ fainting spells 

fits or spasms 
blackouts 

_ head injury 

backaches 

asthma 
hay fever 
allergies 
severe constipation 
or diarrhea 

twitching 
diabetes 
habit problem 
sick headaches 
breathing problem 

heart trouble 
lung trouble 
stomach trouble 
kidney trouble 
ulcers 

flat feet 
_hearing problem nervous trouble 
_ sight problem morbid fears or scruples 

rupture trouble with mood swings 
=psychological or psychiatric treatment 

INTERVIEWER'S NOTES 



r 
r: scHOOL HISTORY.'. -- . 

INTERVIEWER'S NOTES 

1. 
What kind of student is he? 

Very good -----
Average ------
Below average -----

School problems, if any --------

Hobbies or special interests --------

SOCIAL HISTORY.:_ 

1, Does he have close personal friends? 
Yes No 

', How does he relate to the opposite sex? 

I. Do you approve of his friends? 
Yes No 

I, a) Please describe his personality, Father's view: 

b) Please describe his personality, Mother's view: 

-



from your experience, what do you consider to be 
his greatest weakness? 

a) Father's view--------------

b) Mother's view 
--------------~ 

Sl. What do you consider his strongest qualities? 

a) Father's view -----------------

b) Mother's view 
---------------~ 

2, Which parent does he resemble more (personality-wise)? 

INTERVIEWER'S NOTES 



> 2.2111 n1•u:i:A 1:1 

PROSPECTIVE CANDIDATE QUESTIONNAIRE FOR THE PRIESTHOOD 

ARCHDIOCESE OF CHICAGO 

GRAMMAR SCHOOL REPORT 

TO BE FILLED IN BY PRINCIPAL IN COLLABORATION WITH TEACHER 

ne•--------------------------- Parish _______ ..,.,.,...,... ____ _ 

ne Address _________________ _ Parish Address __ -,-__ __;:'----------

001--------------------------

YSICAL General state of health _____________________________ _ 

Has he had any serious illness? _________________________ _ 

Has he any physical defects, such as poor eyesight, deafness, lameness, heart ailment, etc.? __ _ 

Any serious injury from accidents, etc.? ______________________ _ 

tOLASTIC General Average _______ _ English Average _______ _ Math Average ___ _ 

Standing in class _______ _ Number in class _________________ _ 

Intelligence or Aptitude Test Achievement Tests 

Name & Form Date I. Q, 3-ile Name & Form Date Area 

Parents' cooperation with school __________________________ _ 

Parents' attitude toward son's entrance into the seminary ________________ _ 

RSONALITY Please check the descriptions which best characterize the applicant. 
~ITS 

2. GENEROSITY 

3·ile 

1. MATURITY OF VOCATION 
..•.......•. More interested in the world 

............ Vacillating, hot and cold 

............ Just recently interested 

acriflc .. ..•.•.•.•... Ready to aerve even In face of personal s 

·-······ ... Generally concerned, volunteers at times 
.••.•...•.•. Slow to respond to needs of others, but do es with 

urn or 
- .......... Steady interest for year or more 

..........•. Seriously interested, confident, working at it 

prodding 

..••...•.••. Complains about demands on him; eyu ret 
reword when he help1 out 

from ............ Selfish, ruent1 demand1, excu1H himself 
having to help 
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3. SOCIAL ADJUSTMENT 

··-······-At work or play ready to meet others; mixes very wel I 

............ Friendly, not given to quarrel or argument 

····-··-··Gets along with others, but seldom initiates 
relationships 

··-········Shy, hesitant about individuol and group contacts 

............ Clannish, restrictive in associations; indifferent 
to others 

····--····Argumentative, unoble to sustain friendly 
relationships 

·-·········Anti-social, lone wolf 

4. MANLINESS 

............ Unaffected, whole some 

··-········Mani y in manner and speech 

............ Affected in manner and speech 

·-·········Old womanish, gossipy 

............ Effeminate 

5. LEADERSHIP 

............ Unusually competent, initiates and follows 
through; accepted as leader 

............ Often shows initiative, makes suggestions; ready 
to lead 

............ Sometimes leads in minor activities; will take on 
tasks, if encouraged 

......•..... Seldom leads, prefers others to plan; generally 
follows; no suggestions 

............ Avoids all responsibility; probably unable to lead 

6. PERSONAL HABITS AND APPEARANCE 

·-·········Well-groomed; fine taste, meets occasions 

............ Reasonably well-groamed, good impression 

•........... Without taste, but clean and usually neat 

............ Careless, unconcerned 

··-········Slovenly, resentful al legitimate criticism 

7. WILLINGNESS TO PROFIT BY CORRECTION 

····-······Markedly willing, anxious to improve 

········-··Generally responds well; docile 

-·········Listens, but needs re-telling first before 
responding 

··········-Passive, foils to amend 

········-··Shaws disbelief, temper or resentment when 
corrected 

•.•.•••...•. Disrespectful, shows hostile feelings 

8. COOPERATION, WILLINGNESS TO WORK 

•.•.••...... Eager, usual I y does more than required 

•.•.•.•••... Steady, occasionalty goes out of his way 

....•....... Generally willing, but not beyond the required 
tasks 

·-·-······Slow to respond, often does not follow up, lazy 

•••.•••••.•. Needs much prodding, minimal effort at best; 
self-indulgent 

9. OPENNESS OF CHARACTER 

-··········Very straightforward, frank, communicative; 
utter honesty 

•••.•.••.... Usually frank and communicative 

•••••....... Angles his re11ponse to fit the questioner; 
basically sincere 

........•.•. Tends to be evasive, I imlts area and degree of 
communication 

.....••..... Closed, incomn1Unicatlve; solid wall 

10. RELIABILITY, SENSE OF RESPONSIBILITY 

............ Outstanding fidelity; thoroughly dependable 

............ Willing to assume obligations; does a good job 

............ Ordinarily performs tasks satisfactorily; usually 
reliable 

•........... Often needs supervision; reliability uncertain, 
whimsical 

............ Unreliable, neglects promises and obligations 

11. CCMMON SENSE AND JUDGMENT 

····-····-Manifests good sense and tact 

............ Has the good sense expected of his age 

............ Varies; fails to grasp situations 

............ Shows poor judgment, unaware of loilure 

............ One· sided view, distrustful of others 

12. STABILITY AND MATURITY 

..•......... Clearly purposive, constant, and well-adjusted 

............ Well-balanced, takes things in stride; steady 

............ Gets unsettled ar nervous in situations; adjusts 
with difficulty 

........•.•. Preoccupied with self; childish, desirous of 
attention 

·-········· Hyperemotional, excitable, flighty, loses 
perspective 

13. PIETY AND SPIRIT OF RELIGION 

•........... Unassumingly pious, reverent, and zealous; 
wholehearted commitment; very frequent 
communicant 

.•.......... Concerned with growth, open ta suggest! on and 
development; weekly communicant 

............ Passive piety, undistinguishable from his peers, 
but with some interest 

•••...•..... Casual, responds only when prodded; minimal 
response 

-·········Flippant and sophisticated in matters spiritual 

14. STUDY HABITS 
.-......... Seeks extra work; daH assigned work completely 

and with excellence 

............ Faithful to oulgned work; achievement usual for 
his age 

............ Needs occo1lonol prodding; varlH In performance 

•.•...•.•••• Needs constant prodding; produce& only with 
aanctions 

............ Seldom works even under prH1ure and sanction 

15. GENERAL APTITUD_E.c. I.E., PROMISE, 
FOR THE PRIESTHuuD 
............ Outstanding material; high roting In every 

required area 

............ Suitable material, shows evidence of dHlre to 
develop; good promise 

............ Suitable material, but hos not given clear 1lgn1 
of capacity for development; uncertain prom! H 

............ Seems unsuited at thi 1 tlmt!, but present dH ire 
may perhaps flower with a,e; quHtlonable prom I H 

......•..••• Unsuitable from al I human dewpolnts; no pt'olnl :"' 



All things considered, what is your opinion about the boy's application for the seminary? ________ _ 

--··-----------.. --------
---· ----------·-----------------------

··--·------- ·-------·------

PRINCIPAL.'S SIGNATURE 

TEACMl!R'S SIGNATURI! 

N.s. Please return form by OCT. 27, 1966. 



PROSPECTIVE CANDIDATE QUESTIONNAIRE FOR THE PRIESTHOOD 
ARCHDIOCESE OF CHICAGO 

PAflISH REPORT 

TO BE FILLED IN BY PASTOR AND ASSISTANT PASTORS ...... :; 

-~~----------~-----------~Parish ________ __,..,.,,,.,..... ________ _ 
i1ome CITY 

iome Address. _______________ Parish Address -----------------------! 

'HYSICAL General State of Health. 

Has he had any serious illness?·-------------------------------

Has he any physical defects, such as poor eyesight, deafness, lameness, heart ailment, etc? ______ _ 

ERSOMALITY Please check the descriptions which best characterize the applicant. 
RAITS 

1. MATURITY OF VOCATl<l'4 
............ More interested in the world 

..••..•.•... Vac ii I ati ng, hot and cold 

............ Just recent! y interested 

............ Steady interest for year or more 

............ Seriously interested, confident, working at it 

2. GENEROSITY 
•.•.....•.•. Ready to serve even in face of personal sacrifices 
....•....... General I y concerned, volunteers at times 
............ Slow to respond to needs of others, but does with 

prodding 
..•.•.•..... Complains about demands on him; eyes return or 

reward when he helps out 
............ Selfish, resents demands, excuses himself from 

having to help 

3. SOCIAL ADJUSTMENT 
............ At work or play ready to meet others; mixes very 

well 
............ Friendly, not given to quarrel or argument 
............ Gets along with others, but seldom ,initiates 

relntionships 
............ Shy, hesitant about individual and group contacts 
............ Clannish, restrictive in associations; indifferent 

to others 
............ Argumentative, unable ta sustain friendly 

relotianships 
............ Anti·sociol, lone wolf 

4. MANLINESS 
............ Unaffected, wholesome 
............ Manly In manner and speech 

............ Affected In manner and 1pHch 

............ Old womanish, gouipy 

............ Effeminate 
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5. LEADERSHIP 

............ Unusually competent, initiates and follows 
through; accepted as leader 

............ Often show• initiative, makes auggestlana; ready 
to lead 

............ Sometimes leads In minor activities; will take on 
tasks, If encouraged 

............ Seldom leads, prefers othera to plan; generally 
follows; no 1uggestion1 

............ Avoids all·responslbllity; probably unable to lead 

6. PERSONAL HABITS AND APPEARANCE 
•.....•..... Well·groomed; fine taate, meets occasions 
............ Reosonobly well•groomed, good lmpreulon 
............ Without ta ate, but clean and uaually neat 
............ Careleu, unconcerned 
............ Slovenly, resentful of legitimate crltlcl1m 

7. WILLINGNESS TO PROFIT BY CORRECTION 
............ Markedly willing, anxloua to improve 
............ Generally respond a well; docile 
............ LI st en a, but need• re•,ell Ing fl rat before 

responding 
............ Paulve, fall1 to amend 
............ Showa dlabellef, tll'l'lper er reaentment when 

corrected 
............ Dlarespectful, ahowa hoatlle fullnga 

8. COOPERATION, WILLINGNESS TO WORK 

............ Eager, u1ually don more than required 

............ Steady, occaalonally oon out of his way 

............ Generally willing, but not beyond the required 
ta1k1 .,. . 

............ Slow to respond, often doea not follow up, lazy 

............ Neecl1 much prodcllng, minimal effort at but; 
aelf0 lndulg1nt 



OPENNESS OF CHARACTER 

-·········Very straightforward, frank, communicative; 
utter honesty 

·-·········Usually frank and communicative 

·····-·····Angles his response to fit the questioner; 
basically sincere 

.••.•....... Tends to be evasive, limits area and degree of 
communication 

............ Closed, incommunicotive; solid wall 

10. RELIABILITY, SENSE OF RESPONSIBILITY 

............ Outstanding fidelity; thoroughly dependable 

............ Willing to assume obligations; does o good job 

............ Ordinarily performs tasks satisfactorily; usually 
rel ioble 

............ Often needs supervision; reliability uncertain, 
whimsical 

•........... Unreliable, neglects promises and obligations 

11. CC».iMON SENSE AND JUDGMENT 

--········Mon i le sts good sense and tact 
•.........•. Hos the good sense expected of his age 

•.•......... Varies; fails to grasp situations 
............ Shaws poor judgment, unaware of failure 

............ One·sided view, distrustful of others 

12. STABILITY AND MATURITY 
' 
•.••........ Clearly purposive, constant, and well· adjusted 

............ Well-balanced, takes things in stride; steady 

............ Geta unsettled or nervous in situations; adjusts 
with difficulty 

............ Preoccupied with self; childish, desirous of 
attention 

............ Hyperemational, excitable, flighty, losu 
perspective 

13. PIETY AND SPIRIT OF RELIGION 

............ Unassumingly pious, reverent, and zealous; 
wholehearted commitment; very frequent 
communicant 

............ Concerned with growth, open to suggestion and 
development; weekly communicant 

............ Passive piety, undistinguishable from his peers, 
but with some interest 

............ Casual, responds only when prodded; mi.nimal 
response 

....•....... Flippant and sophisticated in matters spiritual 

14. STUDY HABITS 

..........•• Seeks extra work; does assigned work completely 
and with excellence 

..........•. Faithful ta assigned work; achievement usual for 
his age 

... ·-······Needs occasional prodding; varies in performance 

•...•....... Needs constant prodding; produces only with 
sanctions 

............ Seldom works even under pressure and sanction 

15. GENERAL APTITUDE..1._I. E., PROMISE, 
FOR THE PRIESTHOuu 

............ Outstanding material; high rating In every required 
area 

........... Suitable material, shows evidence of d11irt to 
develop; good prom I 11 

............ Suitable material, but had not given clear sign• of 
capacity for development; uncertain promi11 

............ Seema unsuited at this time, but pre11nt desire 
may perhaps flower with age; quutlonable proml11 

............ Un1ultable from all human viewpoints; no promlH 

Al Are both parents I ivi ng? ______ _ If not, whlc:h one 11? _______________ _ 

:KGROUMD 
Are both parents Catholic:•?~----------------------------

If not, whlc:h one 11? _______________________________ _ 

11 the boy legitimate? ____ _ 11 the marriage a normal and wholHome one? __________ _ 

11 the Cathollc:lty of the home vigorous? _______________________ _ 

Are the parents c:onvert1? _______ _ Whic:h one? __________________ _ 

Are there any marriage dlfficultiH?. ___________________________ _ 

11 there any scandal connected with hl1 name? ______________________ _ 

Nationality of father _____________ of mother _____________ _ 

Number of children, _______ boys ______ glrl1 ______ _ 



,. 
Is there any history of tuberculosis, epilepsy, or insanity in the immediate family? _________ _ 

Financial condition 
----------------------------------~ 

Can parents pay tuition? ________________________________ _ 

Attitude of parents towards boy's entrance into the seminary __________________ _ 

in all, what is your opinion of this boy's application to the seminary? ___________________ _ 

ou have more than one applicant from your parish, please list them in order of their promise (suitability): 

:e any additional remarks you wish. 

N.B. Please return form by OCT. 21, 1968. 



p 
APP?NDIX G 

f•b•• c 
Critical Values of t 

F r any given df, the table shows the values oft corresponding to various levels of probability. Obtained t is 
.~nificant at a given level if it is equal to or areater than the value shown in the table . 

.. - Level of significance for one-tailed test 
·~··-·--

.10 I .OS .025 .01 .005 .ooos 
Level of significance for two-tailed test 

df .20 .10 .OS .02 .01 .001 

1 3.078 6.314 12. 706 31.821 63.657 636.619 
2 1.886 2.920 4.303 6.965 9.925 31.S98 
3 1.638 2.3S3 3.182 4.541 5.841 12. 941 
4 1.533 2. 132 2.776 3.747 4.604 8.610 
5 1.476 2.015 2.S71 3.365 4.032 6.859 

6 1.440 1.943 2.447 3. 143 3.707 5.959 
7 1.41S 1.895 2.365 2.998 3.499 5.405 
8 1.397 1.860 2.306 2.896 3.3S5 5.041 
9 1.383 1. 833 2.262 2.821 3.250 4.781 

10 1.3n 1.812 2.228 2.764 3.169 4.587 

11 1.363 1. 796 2.201 2.718 3.106 4.437 
12 l.356 1. 782 2. 179 2.681 3.055 4.318 
13 1.350 1.n1 2.160 2.650 3.012 4.221 
14 1.345 1.761 2.145 2.624 2.977 4.140 
15 1.341 1. 753 2. 131 2.602 2.947 4,073 

16 1.337 1. 746 2.120 2.583 2.921 4.015 
17 1.333 1. 740 2. 110 2.567 2.898 3.965 
18 1.330 1. 734 2. 101 2.552 2.878 3.922 
19 1.328 1,n9 2.093 2.539 2.861 3.883 
20 1.325 1. 725 2.086 2.528 2.M5 3.850 

21 1.323 1.n1 2.080 2.518 2.831 3.819 
22 1.321 1. 717 2.074 2.508 2.819 3.192 
23 1.319 1. 714 2.069 2.500 2.S>7 3.767 
24 1.318 1 . 711 2.064 2.492 2. 197 3.745 
25 1.316 1. 708 2.060 2.485 2.787 3.725 

26 1.315 1,706 2.056 2.479 2.779 3.707 

27 1.314 1.703 2.052 2.473 2.771 3.690 

28 1.313 . 1. 701 2.048 2.467 2. 763 3;674 

29 1.311 1.699 2.045 2.462 2. 756 3.659 

30 1.310 1.697 2.042 2.457 2.750 3.646 

40 1,303 1.684 2.021 2.423 2.704 3.551 

tiJ 1.296 1.671 2.000 2.390 2.660 3.460 

120 1.289 1.658 1.980 2.358 2.617 3.373 

'° 1.282 1.645 1.960 2.326 2.576 3.291 
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APPENDIX H 

SUPPLEMENTARY DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS--CHAPTER IV 

TABLE 20-A 

ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT STATISTICS FOR 
SEMINARY FRESHMEN BY SOCIAL CLASS--

Q- N SEMINARY 

, __ 
Academic 

Social Time AA Standard Standard 
Classes Periods Means Deviations Errors ___ --..._. . ..,, -

1st 87.020 4.901 1.096 
2nd 86.010 ,. 5.792 1.295 

I 3rd 85.000 5.688 1.272 
4th 86.010 6.131 1.371 

N: 20 Cum AA 86.035 5.908 1.321 

lst 86.688 4.961 0.829 
2nd 85.906 4.831 0.854 

II 3rd 85.300 5.817 1.028 
4th 84.994 5.953 1.052 

N= 32 Cum AA 85.450 ,,,,, 5~'267 0.931 

lst 86.239 5.425 0.800 
2nd 84.917 5.986 0.883 

III 3rd 83.828 6.505 0.959 
4th 83.252 6.767 0.998 

N= 46 Cum AA 84.085 6.260 0.923 

N= 98 
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TABLE 21-A 

ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT STATISTICS FOR 
SEMINARY FRESHMEN BY SOCIAL CLASS--

Q-S SEMINARY 

Academic 
social Time AA Standard Standard 
classes Periods Means Deviations Errors 

1st 20389 Oo770 Ool22 
2nd 20425 0.805 Ool27 

I 3rd 20550 Oo715 0.113 
4th 2.558 Oo812 0.128 

N= 40 Cum AA 2.491 Oo791 0.125 

1st 20249 Oo675 Ooll6 
2nd 20300 0.660 Ooll3 

II 3rd 20360 0.612 0.105 
4th 2.365 Oo659 0.113 

N= 34 Cum AA 2.333 0.642 0.110 

1st 2.229 0.901 0.082 
:· 2nd 2.188 0.931 0.085 

III ·3rd·· 2.250 0.890 0.081 
4th 2.245 0.937 0.085 

N= 121 Cum AA 2.214 0.924 0.084 

-
N= 195 



~ .. 
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TABLE 22-A 

MENTAL ABILITY (IQ) STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY 
FRESHMEN AS MEASURED BY OTIS IQ TEST, BY 

SOCIAL CLASS--Q-N SEMINARY 

Social IQ Standard Standard 
Classes Means Deviatinns Errors 

I (N= 20 ) 1190750 7.924 10772 

II (N= 32 ) 114.469 8ci606 1.521 

III (N= 46 ) 116.065 8.039 1.185 
" 

N= 98 
TABLE 23-A 

MENTAL ABILITY (IQ) STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY 
FRESHMEN AS MEASURED BY OTIS IQ TEST, BY 

SOCIAL CLASS--Q-S SEMINARY 

Social IQ Standard Standard 
Classes Mearis Deviations Errors ---- _,, 

I (N= 40 ) 117.775 7.182 1.135 

II (N= 34 ) 117.824 8.672 1.487 

III (N= 121 ) 115.645 9.037 0.822 

N= 195 

"• 
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TABLE 24-A 

MENTAL ABILITY (IQ) STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY 
FRESHMEN AS MEASURED BY OTIS IQ TEST, BY 

SOCIAL CLASS--COMBINED SEMINARY SCORES 

-
Social IQ Standard Standard 
classes MEANS Deviations Er~ors 

I (N= 60) . . ~· .. 118.433 7 ~·495 0.968 " .. 

II (N= 66) 116.197 8.801 1.083 

III (N= 167) 115.760 8.775 0.679 

N• 293 

TABLE 25-A 

SCHOLASTIC APTITUDE (SRA) STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY 
FRESHMEN AS MEASURED BY SCIENCE RESEARCH 

ASSOCIATES BATTERY OF TESTS, 

Social 
Classes 

I. (N= 20) 

II (N• 32) 

III (N• 46) 

N= 98 

BY SOCIAL CLASS--Q-N SEMINARY 

SRA 
··.Means 

i . 

74,.050 

69,344 

67 .457 

Standard 
Deviations 

13.651 

13.374 

17.065 

Standard 
Errors 

3.052 

2.364 

2.506 



social 
classes 
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TABLE 26-A 

SCHOLASTIC APTITUDE (SRA) STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY 
FRESHMEN AS MEASURED BY SCIENCE RESEARCH 

ASSOCIATES BATTERY OF TESTS BY SOCIAL 
CLASS--Q-S SEMINARY 

SRA Standard Standard 
Means Deviations Errors 

I (N= 40) 72.400 15.169 2.398 

II (N= 34) 71.176 16.005 2.745 

III (N• 121) 66.603 16.426 l.493 

N= 195 .. 

TABLE 27-A 

SCHOLASTIC APTITUDE (SRA) STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY 
FRESHMEN AS MEASURED BY SCIENCE RESEARCH 

ASSOCIATES BATTERY OF TESTS BY SOCIAL 
CLASS--COMBINED SEMINARY SCORES 

Social 
Classes 

I (N= 60) 

II (N= 66) 

III (N= 167) 

SRA 
Means 

............... 

72.950 

70.288 

66.838 

··1··:···,······ 

Sta11dard 
Deviations 

14.701 

14.816 

16.609 

Standard 
Errors 

1.898 

l.824 

l.285 

N= 293 
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TABLE 28-A 

MENTAL ABILITY (IQ) STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN BY 
SCHOLASTIC APTITUDE (SRA) AS MEASURED BY SCIENCE 

RESEARCH ASSOCIATES BATTERY OF TESTS--
Q-N SEMINARY 

Scholastic 
Aptitude-- IQ Standard Standard 
SRA Composite Scores Means Deviations Errors 

Upper Third (N= 34) 122.882 7.463 1.280 

Middle Third (N• 31) 114.806 7.091 1.274 

Lower Third (N= 33) 110.909 ' 5.485 0.955 

N= 98 

TABLE 29-A 

MENTAL ABILITY (IQ) STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN BY 
SCHOLASTIC APTITUDE (SRA) AS MEASURED BY SCIENCE 

RESEARCH ASSOCIATES BATTERY OF TESTS--
Q-S SEMINARY 

Scholastic 
Aptitude-- IQ Standard Standard 
SRA Composite Score . Means Deviations Errors .. -.-.. 

Upper Third (N• 65) 124. 246 6.530 0.810 

~ddle Third (N= 66) 115.667 5.647 0.695 

~ower Third (N= 64) 109.375 6.426 0.803 

N= 195 

.. 





~ 
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TABLE 31-A 

ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT (AA) STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY 
FRESHMEN BY SCHOLASTIC APTITUDE (SRA) AS MEASURED 
BY SCIENCE RESEARCH ASSOCIATES BATTERY OF TESTS--

Q-S SEMINARY 

scholastic Acade~ic 

Aptitude-SRA Time AA Standard Standard 
Comoosite Scores Periods Means n~viatinns Errors 

1st 2.952 0.792 0.098 

2nd 2.993 0.777 0.096 

Upper Third 3rd 2.791 ... o. 749 0.093 

4th 3.041 0.768 0.095 

N= 65 C11m AA 3 .. 018 0.754 O.OQ4 

1st 2.128 0.606 0.075 

2nd 2.149 0.604 0.074 

Middle Third 3rd 2.222 0.642 0.079 

4th 2.285 0.663 0.082 

N= 66 Cum AA 2.213 0.621 0.076 

1st 1.709 0.581 0;.070 

2nd 1.618 0.586 0.073 

~ 
~ Lower Third 3rd 1.793 0.589 0.074 

4th 1.655 0.573 0.072 

N= 64 Cum AA 1.634 0.560 0.010 
N= 195 
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TABLE 32-A 

MENTAL ABILITY {IQ) STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN 
BY CUMULATIVE ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT--Q-N SEMINARY 

cumulative Academic 
Achievement-- IQ Standard Standard 
Freshman Year Means Deviations Errors 

Upper Third (lr- 32) 1200875 8.138 1.439 

Middle Third (N• 33) 115.303 7.926 1.380 

Lower Third (N: 33\ 112 .. 848 7.089 1 .. 234 

N• 98 
,• 

TABLE 33-A 

MENTAL ABILITY (IQ) STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN 
BY CUMULATIVE ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT--Q-S SEMINARY 

CUmulative Academic 
Achievement-- IQ Standard Standard 
Freshman Year Means Deviations Errors 

Upper Third (N= 66) 123.015 7.202 o.886 

Middle Third (N= 63) 115.413 6.847 0.863 

Lower Third (N= 66) 110.909 7.177 o.883 

N= 195 
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APPENDIX I 

SUPPLEMENTARY DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS--CHAPTER V 

TABLE 34-A 

D<X;MATISM STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN 
BY SOCIAL CLASS--Q-N SEMINARY 

Social Tests 
classes for Dogmatism Standard Standard 

Dogmatism Means Deviations Errors 

1st 156.000 21.-815 4.875 
I 

2nd 142.750 ,. 22.985 4.728 
N= 20 

3rd 141.700 20.589 4.604 

1st 162.156 19.999 3.535 
II 

2nd 157.469 23.953 4.234 
N= 32 

3rd 163.375 26.209 4.633 

1st 165.870 21.209 3.127 
III 

2nd 162.457 24.327 3.587 
N= 46 

3rd 164.261 23.507 3.466 

N• 98 

281 
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TABLE 35-A 

DOGMATISM STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN 
BY SOCIAL CLASS--Q-S SEMINARY 

Social Tests Dogmatism Standard Standard 
Classes for Means Deviations Errors 

Dogmatism 

1st 1580475 270199 4.301 
I 

2nd 159.825 21.246 3.359 
N• 40 

3rd 157.050 28.127 4.301 

,. 

1st 159.500 23.952 4.108 
II 

2nd 161.195 24.195 4.149 
N= 34 

3rd 157.882 24.622 4.223 

1st 165.099 24.032 2.185 
III 

2nd 166.040 24.040 2.185 
N• 121 

3rd 168.116 25.261 2.296 

N= 195 
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TABLE 36-A 

DOGMATISM STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN 
BY SOCIAL CLASS--COMBINED SEMINARY SCORES 

social Tests Dogmatism Standard Standard 
classes for Means Deviations Errors 

Dogmatism 

1st 157.650 25.558 3.299 
I 

2nd 154.133 23.272 3.148 
N= 60 

3rd 151.933 26.853 3.467 

1st 160.788 22.164 2.728 
II 

2nd 159.652 24.171 2.975 
N= 66 

3rd 160.545 25.552 3.145 

lst 165.311 23.291 1.802 
Ill I 

•'; 

2nd 165.054 24.173 1.871 
N=167 

3rd 167.054 24.850 1.923 

.. 

N= 293 
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TABLE 37-A 

DOGMATISM STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN BY 
CUMULATIVE ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT--Q-N SEMINARY 

-
cumulative Academic Tests Dogmatism Standard Standard 
Achievement for Means Deviations Errors 
Freshman Year Dogmatism 

1st 159.563 22.503 3.978 

Upper Third 2nd 154.125 24.898 4.401 

N= 32 3rd 152.688 25.810 4.563 

" 

1st 166.242 19.898 3.464 

Middle Third 2nd 158.212 23.050 4.013 

N= 33 3rd 161.212 22.081 3.844 

1st 162.030 20.862 3.632 

Lower Third 2nd 158.000 26.910 4.217 

N= 33 3rd 164.000 27.014 4.703 
.. 

N= 98 



~, .. 1~ .. i,.,-.~.llft.·11t:~.;.ir.~•-1.L'..:,. ... a:.:~.\'~t .oa:w;.,r~--.i'r~.Jol .. .:..~ • .......--4. '·' .-... ... ~ .. _,_ 

285 

TABLE 38-A 

DOGMATISM STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN BY 
CUMULATIVE ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT- -Q-S SEMINARY 

cumulative Academic Tests Dogmatism Standard Standard 
Achievement-- for Means Deviations Errors 
Freshman Year Dogmatism 

1st 1610273 210688 2.670 

Upper Third 2nd 162.379 21.965 2.704 

N= 66 3rd 160.273 25.891 3.187 

,. 

1st 161.349 250645 3.231 

Middle Third 2nd 162.270 22.862 2.880 

N= 63 3rd 163.508 24.530 3.081 

1st 165.606 26.815 3.301 

Lower Third 2nd 167.303 25.648 3.157 

N= 66 3rd 168.379 27.627 3.401 

.. 

N= 195 
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TABLE 39-A 

ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN 
BY COMPOSITE RANK ON DOGMATISM SCALE--Q-N SEMINARY 

Dogmatism Academic 
·Rank-- Time AA Standard Standard 
'composite Scores Periods Means Deviations Errors 
' ' i 1st 850644 5.702 10008 I 
I Upper Third 2nd 84.400 6.082 10075 
~ 

~ 
3rd 83.316 60233 1.102 
4th 83.013 6.224 1.100 

I N= 32 

I Cum AA 83.706 6.061 lo07l 
.. 

i 1st 87.606 4.610 0.791 1 
I Middle Third 2nd 86.653 4.885 o.838 
I 3rd 86.088 5~635 0.966 ., 
I 

I 4th 85.776 6.218 1.066 
N= 34 

I Cum AA 86.215 5.414 0.928 
' _ .. J ' ' 

lst 86.319 4.741 0.838 
Lower Third 2nd 85.263 5.621 0.994 

3rd 84.144 6.288 1.111 
' 4th 84.275 6.697 1.184 ; 
! 1 

! N= 32 

1 
Cum AA 840784 6.067 1.072 

' , N= 98 j 
;~ 

1· 
;, .. 
I 

j 

9;1....,_.A"W--~llm ..... ... --
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TABLE 40-A 

ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN 
BY COMPOSITE RANK ON DOGMATISM SCALE--Q-S SEMINARY 

Dogmatism Academic 
Rank Time AA Standard Standard 
composite Scores Periods Means Deviations Errors 

1st 2.134 0.839 0.103 
Upper Third 2nd 20113 0.857 0.105 

3rd 2.207 0.826 0.101 
4th 2.136 0.892 0.109 

N= 67 
Cum AA 2.122 0.866 0.106 

,. 

1st 2.406 0.845 0.104 
Middle Third 2nd 2.383 0.887 0.109 

3rd 2.447 0.851 0.105 
4th 2.494 0.869 0.101 

N: 66 
Cum AA 2.436 0.861 0.106 

1st 2.257 0.818 0.104 
Lower Third 2nd 2.275 0.842 0.101 

3rd 2.340 o.765 0.097 
4th 2.366 0.832 0.106 

N• 62 
Cum AA 2.319 o.s26 0.105 

" 

N= 195 
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TABLE 41-A 

MENTAL ABILITY {IQ) STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN 
BY COMPOSITE RANK ON DOGMATISM SCALE--

Q-N SEMINARY 

J)Ogmatism 
Rank-- IQ Standard Standard 
Coan>osite Scores MEANS Deviations Errors 

Upper Third N• 32 113.156 7.298 1.290 

Middle Third N• 34 118.029 8.490 1.456 

Lower Third N8 32 117.594 8.514 1.505 

N• 98 " 

TABLE 42-A 

MENTAL ABILITY (IQ) STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN 
BY COMPOSITE RANK ON DOGMATISM SCALE•• 

Q·S SEMINARY 

Dogmatism 
Rank-- IQ Standard Standard 
Coamo1ite Scores MEANS Deviation• Error a 

Upper Third N• 67 114.790 s.498 1.038 
,,, 

,,,~-

Kiddle Third N• 66 117.136 8.237 1.014 

Lower Tb:l.rd N= 62 117.355 9.132 1.160 

N= 195 
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TABLE 43-A 

SCHOLASTIC APTITUDE (SRA) STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY 
FRESHMEN BY COMPOSITE RANK ON DOGMATISM SCALE-­

Q-N SEMINARY 

TABLE 44-A 

SCHOLASTIC APTITUDE (SRA) STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY 
FRESHMEN BY COMPOSITE RANK ON DOGMATISM SCALE-­

Q-S SEMINARY 

Dogmatism 
Rank-- SRA Standard 

·_g_a,~.E~.s i te Scores MEANS Deviations 

Upper Third N• 67 63.ll9 17.607 

tli.ddle Third N• 66 71.152 14.777 

Luwer Third ......... ~, ' N= 62 71.774 14.808 

N= 195 

I 
~ 

I . 
Standard:'. 
Errors ' 
-~ 

! 

2.151 
'·' 

1.819 
I: 
i' 

1.881 i1 
' 
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TABLE 45-A 

DOGMATISM STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN BY RANK 

' 
ON SRA SCHOLASTIC APTITUDE COMPOSITE SCORES--

I Q-N SEMINARY 

I 
~ 

tscholastic Tests 
'.Aptitude--SRA For Dogmatism Standatd Standard 
~Emposite Scores Dogmatism Means Deviations Errors 

: 

1st 1620853 23.208 3.980 • Upper Third 
2nd 1490350 26.089 40512 

I 
N= 34 

3rd 152.029 25.520 4.377 
i 

' 1st 158.548 22.000 3.951 ( 

' ; Middle Third 
r 2nd 161.968 22.900 4.113 i 
i 

' N= 31 
I 3rd 160.903 24.070 4.323 
' ., 

I 1st 166.273 17.499 3.046 
Lower Third 

j 

2nd 159.636 24.123 4.199 i 

~ N= 33 
~ 3rd 165.485 24.921 4.338 ' 

N= 98 

I 

L ____ _ 
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TABLE 46-A i 
I 

~ 
• 

DOGMATISM STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN BY RANK 
ON SRA SCHOLASTIC APTITUDE COMPOSITE SCORES--

Q-S SEMINARY 

I 
'~cbolastic Tests 
:Aptitude-- SRA for Dogmatism Standard Standard 
. comP.osite Scores Dogmatism Means Deviations Errors 
_..._,_ .. 

I 
' 1st 1590015 220671 2.812 I 
I Upper Third 

I 2nd 1610754 20.582 2.553 
N= 65 

3rd 159.508 230595 20927 
,. 

I 1st 158.697 22.212 2.734 I Middle Third 
2nd 158.621 23.551 2.899 

N= 66 
3rd 1580621 240033 2.958 

f lat 170.766 270576 3.447 r 
; Lower Third 

I N= 64 
2nd 171.859 24.665 3.083 

3rd 174.297 28.064 3.508 ~ 
1 
! 

I 
I 

• N= 195 " 

~ 
,i 
r 

! 

..... "'~ 
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APPENDIX J 

SUPPLEMENTARY DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS--CHAPTER VI 

TABLE 47-A 

ANOMY STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN 
BY SOCIAL CLASS--Q-N SEMINARY 

~ 

Social Tests Anomy Standard Standard 
Classes for Means Deviations Errors 

Anomy 

1st 3.750 1.337 0.299 

I 2nd 3.400 2.154 o.482 ,. 

N• 20 3rd 3.250 1.894 o.424 

lat 4.281 1.789 0.316 

II 2nd 3.938 2.015 o.356 

N= 32 3rd 4.063 2.150 o.38o 

1st 4.97·8 2.016 0.297 

III 2nd 4.239 2.013 0.297 

N• 46 3rd 4.217 1.966 0.290' 

N: 98 

292 
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TABLE 48-A 

ANOMY STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN 
BY SOCIAL CLASS--Q-S SEMINARY 

,_ 

social Tests Anomy Standard Standard 
Classes for Means Deviations Errors 

Anomy 

1st 3.625 1.798 o.284 

I 2nd 3.500 2.098 o.332 

N= 40 3rd 3.475 2.049 0.324 

,. 

lst 3.882 1.676 0.281 

II 2nd 3.500 1.929 I 0.331 

N: 34 3rd 3.088 . 1.869 0.320 

1st 4.223 1.861 0.169 

III 2nd 4.124 1.779 0.162 

N= 121 3rd 4.025 1.994 o.1s1 

N: 195 
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TABLE 49-A 

ANOMY STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN BY 
SOCIAL CIASS--COMBINED SEMINARY SCORES 

• ' ,Social Tests Anomy Standard Standard 
r;1asses for Means Deviations Errors 
~ Anomy 

I 1st 3.667 10660 0.214 

2nd 30467 20117 0.273 i I I 

N= 60 3rd 30400 2.002 0.258 

1st 4.076 1.743 0.215 

II 2nd 3.712 1.983 0.244 
1· 
i 
I 

t 

N= 66 3rd 30561 20068 o.255 ri 
l 

lat 4.431 1.934 0.150 

III 2nd 4.156 1.847 0.143 

N= 167 3rd 4.078 1.988 0.154 
. 

N= 293 
" 

t 
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TABLE 50-A 

ANOMY STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN BY CUMULATIVE 
ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT--Q-N SEMINARY 

cumulative Academic Tests Anomy Standard Standard 
Achievement for Means Deviations Errors 
Freshman Year Anomy 

1st 4.219 2.088 0.369 

Upper Third 2nd 3.469 2.264 0.400 

N= 32 3rd 3.438 2.150 o.3ao 

,. 

1st 4.394 1.740 0.303 

Middle Third 2nd 4.152 1.956 0.340 
~ ,. 

N= 33 3rd 4.000 1.576 0.274 I 
I 1st 4.879 1.754 0.305 I 

I 

! Lower Third 2nd 4.273 1.879 0.327 l 

N= 32 3rd 4.455 2.231 0.388 
j 

I ~ 
N• 98 ( 

~ 
~ 
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TABLE 51-A 

ANOMY STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN BY CUMULATIVE 
ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT--Q-S SEMINARY 

cumulative Academic Tests Anomy Standard Standard 
Achievement for Means Deviations Errors 
Freshman Year Anomy 

1st 30667 1.511 0.186 

Upper Third 2nd 3.697 l.749 0.215 

N= 66 3rd 3.439 l.868 0.230 

.. 
1st 4.032 2.078 0.262 

!Middle Third 2nd 3.937 l.816 0.229 

I N= 63 3rd 30810 2.130 0.268 

lst 4.424 l.801 0.222 
:1 ~ 

Lower Third 2nd 4.030 2.096 0.258 I' 

I 
N: 66 3rd 4.000 2.015 0.248 

j 
I' 
I 

'· 

N= 195 '! 

' :1 

; 
I 

~ 
! 
l1 

I 
I· 
I 

~1.-----------------------------' 
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TABLE 52-A 

ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN 
BY COMPOSITE RANK ON ANOMY SCALE--Q-N SEMINARY 

Anomy Academic 
&ank-- Time AA Standard Standard 
composite Scores Periods Means Deviations Errors 

1st 850606 5.153 0.911 

2nd 84.294 5.949 1.052 

Upper Third 3rd 830222 6.511 1.151 

N= 32 4th 82.906 6.772 1.197 

Cum AA 830600 6.234 1.102 

1st 86.882 4.688 0.804 

2nd 85.606 4.998 0.857 

Middle Third 3rd 84.271 5.444 0.934 

N• 34 4th 83.929 5.830 1.000 

Cum AA 84.768 5.320 0.912 

1st 87.125 5.327 0.942 

2nd 86.481 5.680 l.004 

Lower Third 3rd 86.169 6.162 1.089 

N= 32 4th 86.344 6.357 1.124 

Cum AA 86.428 5.915 l.046 

N= 98 
I -
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TABLE 53-A 

ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN 
BY COMPOSITE RANK ON ANOMY SCALE--Q-S SEMINARY 

Ano my Academic 
Rank-- Time AA Standard Standard 

:,Composite Scores Periods Means Deviations Errors 

" 
1st 2.102 0.688 0.088 

~; 
) 

" 2nd 2.067 0.105 0.090 f 
" 
' o.677 • Upper Third 3rd 2.175 0.087 I 
J 

I N= 61 4th 2.12i. 0.743 0.095 " I 

I 

Cum AA 2.093 0.707 0.091 

I 1st 2.244 o.876 0.109 

I. 2nd 2.244 0.927 0.115 i 

I Middle Third 3rd 2.357 o.890 0.110 
'• 
'1 

' i 
I N= 65 4th 2.334 0.948 0.118 
l 

I Cum AA 2.289 0.926 0.115 
\ 

lat 2.430 0.901 0.108 

~ 
2nd 2.435 o.908 0.109· l 

i 

! Lower Third 3rd 2.444 o.851 0.102 
I N= 69 4th 2.512 0.879 0.106 I ~ , ! I 

~ Cum AA 2.469 0.885 0.107 
.. 

I N= 195 
; 
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TABLE 54-A 

MENTAL ABILITY (IQ) STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN 
BY COMPOSITE RANK ON ANOMY SCALE--Q-N SEMINARY 

I 
r, 
l 
fAnomy 
!Rank--
jComposite Scores 
! 
f Upper Third N= 32 ) 

i: 
'Middle Third N= 34 ) 

Lower Third N= 32 ) 

N= 98 

IQ Standard 
Means Deviations 

113.719 7.698 

117.059 8.303 

118.063 8.613 

TABLE 55-A 

Standard 
Errors 

1.361 

10424 

1.523 

MENTAL ABILITY (IQ) STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN 
BY COMPOSITE RANK ON ANOMY SCALE--Q-S SEMINARY 

Anomy 
Rank IQ Standard Standard 
Composite Scores Means Deviations Errors 

Upper Third N= 61 ) 115.180 9.005 l.153 

Middle Third N• 65 ) 116.200 8.371 l.038 

:~ower Third N= 69 ) 117.841 8.493 l.022 

N= 195 
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TABLE 56-A 

ANOMY STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN BY RANK ON SRA 
SCHOLASTIC APTITUDE COMPOSITE SCORES--Q-N SEMINARY 

scholastic Tests 
Aptitude--SRA for Ano my Standard Standard 
Composite Scores Anomy Means Deviations Errors 

1st 40382 10799 0.309 

Upper Third 2nd 30676 2.025 0.347 

N= 34 3rd J.588 10896 0.325 

,. 

1st 4.290 2.035 o.366 

Middle Third 2nd 3.806 20054 o.369 

N= 31 3rd 3.426 1.851 o.332 

1st 4.818 1.783 0.310 

Lower Third 2nd 4.424 2.045 0.356 

N= 33 3rd 4.485 2.258 0.393 

N• 98 
" 
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TABLE 57-A 

ANOMY STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN BY RANK ON SRA 
SCHOLASTIC APTITUDE COMPOSITE SCOltt!:S--Q-S SEMINARY 

' 
;scholastic Tests 
jAptitude for Anomy Standard Standard 
~composite Scores Ano my Mew.is Deviations Errors .-r. 
i 
~ 1st 30708 10684 Oo210 

I Upper Third 2nd 3.369 1.794 Oo222 

N= 65 3rd 30169 1.785 0.221 

.. 
1st 3.667 1.787 0.220 

Middle Third 2nd 3.818 l.766 0.217 

N= 66 3rd 3.545 l.986 0.244 

lat 4.766 l.809 0.226 

Lower Third 2nd 4.484 l.968 0.246 

N= 64 3rd 4.547 2.023 0.253 

N: 195 
" 

.. 
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TABLE 58-A 

ANOMY STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN BY 
COMPOSITE RANK ON DOGMATISM SCALE--

Q-N SEMINARY 

I 

i 
IDogmatism Tests 
t&ank-- for Anomy Standard Standard 
fComPosite Scores Anomv Means Deviations Errors 

1st 50563 10413 0.250 

Upper Third 2nd 5.469 1.639 0.290 

N= 32 3rd 50594 1.765 0.312 
.. 

1st 4.618 2.000 o.343 

Middle Third 2nd 3.618 l.941 o.333 

N• 34 3rd 3.735 l.596 0.274 

lst 3.313 1.446 0.256 

Lower Third 2nd 2.844 1.660 0.294 

N: 32 3rd 2.594 1,558 0.275 

N= 98 

.. .. '"-•·~, ...... !.•Ii 
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TABLE 59-A 

ANOMY STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN BY 
COMPOSITE RANK ON DOGMATISM SCALE--

Q-S SEMINARY 

Dogmatism Tests 
Rank-- for Anomy Standard Standard 
composite Scores Anomv Means Deviations Errors 

1st 5.239 1.622 0.198 

Upper Third 2nd 4.687 1.738 0.212 

N= 67 3rd 4.851 1.814 0.222 

1st 3.894 1.653 0.203 

Middle Third 2nd 4.106 1.793 0.221 

N= 66 3rd 3.606 1.953 0.240 

1st 2.903 1.399 0.178 

Lower Third 2nd 2.790 1.647 0.209 

N• 62 3rd 2.710 1.669 0.212 

N• 195 " 



~ 

APPENDIX K 

SUPPLEMEN!'ARY DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS--CBAPTER VII 

TABLE 60-A 

STRESS AND ANXIETY STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY 
FRESHMEN BY SOCIAL CLASS--Q-N SEMINARY 

Social Tests Stress/Anxiety Standard Standard 
classes for Means Deviations Errors 

Stress/Anxiety 

1st 17.950 9.641 2.156 
I 

N• 20 2nd 14.800 7.167 1.602 
.. 

3rd 18.050 7.235 1.618 

1st 15.969 5.637 o.997 
II 

N• 20 2nd 15.063 7.124 1.259 

3rd 15.031 7.683 1.358 

1st 18.239 7.593 1.120 
III 

N• 20 2nd 15.652 7.932 1.170 

3rd 16.671 7.115 1.049 
I " 

N= 98 

304 
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TABLE 61-A 

STRESS AND ANXIETY STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY 
FRESHMEN BY SOCIAL CLASS--Q-S SEMINARY 

-
social Tests Stress/Anxiety Standard Standard 
classes for Means Deviations Errors 

St:_ress/ Anxiety -·-
1st· 15.325 6.286 0.994 

I 
N= 40 2nd 14.875 7.417 1.173 

3rd 13.875 6.849 1.083 

1st 14.412 7.938 1.361 
II 

N= 34 2nd 13.765 7.166 l.229 

3rd 13.971 8.158 l,399. 

lst 14.008 6.913 0.628 
III 

N=l2l 2nd 14.785 7.682 o.698 

3rd 14.050 7.144 o.649 

N• 195 
.. 
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TABLE 62-A 

STRESS AND ANXIETY STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN 
BY SOCIAL CLASS--COMBINED SEMINARY SCORES 

• - * 

)ocia1 Tests Stress/Anxiety Standard Stand arc 
~lasses for Means Deviations Errors 

Stre~~/ Anxi;_~~ ,... 

1st 16.200 7.672 0.990 
I 

N• 60 2nd 14.850 7.334 0.947 

3rd 15.267 7.252 0.936 

1st 15.167 6.962 0.857 
II 

N= 66 2nd 14.394 7.175 0.883 
' 

3rd 14.485 7.949 0.978 

let 15.174 7.354 0.569 
.Il 

N= 167 2nd 15.024 7.761 0.601 

3rd 14.796 7.238 0.560 

N= 293 
" 
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TABLE 63-A 

STRESS AND ANXIETY STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN 
BY CUMULATIVE ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT~· -·Q-N SEMINARY 

cumulative Tests 
Academic for Stress/ 
Achievement-- Stress/ Anxiety Standard Standard 
Freshman Year Anxiety Means Deviations Errors 

1st 16.719 6.806 1.203 

Upper Third 2nd 14.750 7.297 1.290 

N= 32 3rd 15.813 6.917 1.223 

1st 17.515 8.334 1.451 

Middle Third 2nd 15.818 8.058 l.403 

N= 33 3rd 16.273 7o54l 1.313 

1st 18.061 7.442 l.296 

Lower Third 2nd 15.273 7.162 l.247 

N= 33 3rd 17.273 7.668 1.335 

N= 98 
.. 
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TABLE 64-A 

STRESS AND ANXIETY STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN 
BY CUMULATIVE ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT- -Q-S SEMINARY 

cumulative Tests 
Academic for Stress/ Standard Standard 
Achievement-- Stress/ Anxiety Deviations Errors 
Freshman Year Anxiety Means 

1st 14.030 7.211 0.888 

Upper Third 2nd 13.439 6.845 0.843 

N• 66 3rd 12.833 6.777 0.834 

lst 13.730 6.650 0.838 

Middle Third 2nd 13.746 6.778 0.854 

N= 63 3rd 13.492 6.992 0.881 

lst 15.258 1.022 0.864 

Lower Third 2nd 16.652 8.456 1.041, 

N= 66 3rd 15.652 7.708 o.949 

N= 195 
" 
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TABLE 65-A 

ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN BY 
COMPOSITE RANK ON STRESS/ANXIETY SCALE--Q-N SEMINARY 

Stress/Anxiety Academic 
Rank-- Time AA Standard Standard 
Composite Scores Periods Means Deviations Errors 

lat 86.366 5.254 0.888 

Upper Third. 2nd 85.149 6.043 1.022 

N= 35 3rd 84.009 6.282 1.062 

4th 83.834 6.741 1.139 

Cum AA 84.491 6.292 1.064 

lat 86.062 4.659 0.865 

Middle Third 2*1 84.979 4.893 0.909 

N= 29 3rd 84.248 5.905 1.096 

4th 83,952 6.164 1.145 

Cum AA 84.483 5.380 0.999 

lat 87.141 5.236 o.898 

Lower Third 2nd 86.200 S.663 0,971,, 

N• 34 3rd 85.359 6.171 1.058 

4tb 85,318 6,367 1.092 

Cum AA 85.759 5.926 1.016 

N= 98 
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TABLE 66-A 

ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN BY 
COMPOSITE RANK ON STRESS/ANXIETY SC.ALE--Q-S SEMINARY 

stress/Anxiety Academic 
Rank-- Time AA Standard Standard 
composite Scores Periods Means Deviations Errors ·"--· 

lst 20057 0.743 0.090 

Upper Third 2nd 2.035 0.787 0.095 

N= 68 3rd 2ol35 0.100 0.086 

4th 2.086 0.775 0.094 

Cum AA 2.057 0.764 0.093 

1st 2.407 0.819 0.099 

Middle Third 2nd 2.406 0.852 0.103 

N• 68 3rd 2.492 0.874 0.106 

4th 2.500 0.903 0.110 . 

Cum AA 2.449 0.870 0.106 -- ·-· 
1st 2.343 0.924 0.120 

Lower Third 2nd 2.338 0.927 0.121·· 

N= 59 3rd 2.371 0.839 0.109 

4th 2.416 0.898 0.117 
··~· 

q~ .• (~" 2.379 0.900 0.117 

N• 195 
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TABLE 67-A 

SCHOLASTIC APTITUDE (SRA) STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY FRESBMEH 
BY COMPOSITE RANK ON STRESS/ANXIETY SCALE--Q-N SEMINARY 

Stress/Anxiety 
Rank SRA Standard Standard 
Composite Scores Means Deviations Errors 

Upper Third, N= 35 69.143 18.120 3.063 

Kiddle Third, N= 29 69.552 12.735 2.365 

Lower Third, N= 34 69.588 14.605 2.505 

N= 98 

TABLE 68-A 

SCHOLASTIC APTITUDE (SRA) STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN 
BY COMPOSITE RANK ON STRESS/ANXIETY SCALE--Q-S SEMINARY 

Stress/Anxiety 
Rank-- SRA Standard Standard 
Composite Scores Means Deviations Errors 

Upper Third, N= 68 65.221 17.525 2.125 
.. 

Middle Third, N= 68 70.559 15.424 1.870 

Lower Third, N= 59 70.203 15.179 1.976 

N= 195 

' 
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TABLE 69-A 

STRESS/ANXIETY STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN BY 
RANK ON SRA SCHOLASTIC APTITlIDE COMPOSITE SCORES--

Q-N SEMINARY 

scholastic 
Aptitude--SRA Tests for Stress/Anxiety Standard Stan dare 
composite Scores Stress/Anxiety Means Deviations Errors 

1st 18.676 6.867 1.178 

Upper Th:i.rd 2nd 16.765 6.864 1.177 

N= 34 3rd 18.147 7.507 1.288 
,. 

1st 16.000 7.444 1.337 

Middle Th~rd 2nd 14.000 8.227 1.478 

N= 31 3rd 14.903 6.571 1.180 

1st 17.515 8.145 1.419 

Lower Third 2nd 14.970 7.238 
I 

1.260 

N= 33 3rd 16.182 7.697 1.340 

N= 98 .. 
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TABLE 70-A 

STRESS/ANXIETY STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN BY 
RANK ON SRA SCHOLASTIC APTITUDE COMPOSITE SCORES--

Q-S SEMINARY 

scholastic 
Aptitude--SRA Tests for Stress/Anxiety Standard Standard 
composite Scores Stress/Anxietv Means Deviations Errors 

1st 140662 6. 833 0.847 

Upper Tbird 2nd 13.862 6.631 0.822 

N= 65 3rd 12.769 6.365 0.790 

1st 13.061 7.420 o.113 

Middle Third 2nd 14.061 7.685 0.946 

N• 66 3rd 13.364 7.227 0.890 

1st 15.359 6.506 o.813 

Lower Third 2nd 15.984 8.086 1.011 

N• 64 3rd 15.906 7.784 0.973 

N= 195 " 
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TABLE 71-A 

DOGMATISM STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN BY 
COMPOSITE RANK ON STRESS/ANXIETY SCALE--

Q-N SEMINARY 

Stress/Anxiety Tests 
Rank-- for Dogmatism Standard Standard 
comoosite Scores Doamatism Means Deviations Error• 

l 
I 

1st 168.886 21.076 3.563 

Upper Third 2nd 164.828 23.009 3.978 

N• 35 3rd 166.114 24.947 4.217 

lat 158.655 19.180 3 • .562 

Middle Third 2nd 152.690 22.214 4.125 

N= 29 3rd 156.414 23.771 4.414 

1st 159.618 I 21.709 3.723 

Lower Third 2nd 152.059 27.244 4.672 

N• 34 3rd 154.941 26.041 4.466 

N= 98 " 
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TABLE 72-A 

DOGMATISM STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN BY 
COMPOSITE RANK ON STRESS/ANXIETY SCALE--

Q-S SEMINARY 

Stress/Anxiety Tests 
Rank-- for Dogmatism Standard Standard 
Composite Scores Dogmatism Means Deviation a Errors 

1st 173.000 24.690 2.994 

Upper Third 2nd 175.632 22.719 2.755 

N= 68 3rd 174.250 26.465 3.209 

1st 161.912 22.130 2.684 

Middle Third 2nd 161.338 20.490 .2.485 

N= 68 3rd 163.088 23.294 2.825 

1st 151.949 23.256 3.028 

Lower Third 2nd 153.695 22.426 2.920 

N= 59 3rd 153.441 24.845 3.235 

N= 195 " 
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TABLE 73-A 

STRESS AND ANXIETY STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN 
BY COMPOSITE RANK ON DOGMATISM SCALE--Q-N SEMINARY 

Dogmatism Tests Stress/ 
Rank-- for Anxiety Standard Standa:a 
composite Scores Stress/Anxiety Means Deviations Error• 

1st 19.500 8.703 1.539 

Upper Third 2nd 17.250 1.s1s 1.339 

N• 32 3rd 18.250 8.082 1.429 

lat 16.676 6.543 1.122 

Middle Third 2nd lS.324 7.331 1.257 

N= 34 3rd 15.794 6.374 1.093 

lat 16.188 6.953 1.229 

Lower·Th:l.rd 2nd 13.281 7.164 1.266 

Ni' 32 3rd 15.375 7.41i ' 1.310 ... 

H• 98 
-

~ 
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TABLE 74-A 

STRESS AND ANXIE'fY STATISTICS Jt"OR SEMINARY FRESHMEN~;:! 
BY COMPOSITE RANK ON DOGMATISM SCALE--Q·S SEMiNARY 

I, 
-

Dogmatism Tests Stress/ 
Rank-- for Anxiety Standard Staadanl 
composite Scores Stress/Anxiety Means Deviations Errors 

lat 150776 70096 o.a67 

Upper Third 2nd 160866 7.256 o.a66 

N= 67 3rd 16.373 7.144 0.873 

lst 15.485 7.314 . 0.900 

Middle Third 2nd 15.439 a.102 o.997 

N= 66 3rd 14.864 7.477 0.920 
,.. 

1st 11.597 5.627 0.715 

Lower Third 2nd 11.339 5.968 o.758 

N• 62 3rd 10.516 5.719 0.726 

N• 195 
.. 

,. 
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TABLE 75-A 

ANOMY STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN BY RANK 
ON STRESS/ANXIETY SCALE--Q-N SEMINARY 

Stress/Anxiety Tests • 
Rank-- for Anomy Standard Standard 
comoosite Scores Anomy Means Deviations Error a 

1st 5.343 1.723 0.291 

Upper Third 2nd 4.914 2.116 o.358 

N= 35 3rd 4.857 1.884 o.319 

1st 4.138 1.717 0.319 

Middle Third 2nd 3.793 1.627 0.302 

N• 29 3rd 3.931 2.067 0.384 

-
lst 3.941 1.878 0.322 

Lower Tb:lrd 2nd 3.147 1.957 0.336 . 
N• 34 3rd 3.088 1.788 0.307 

. I 

N• 98 
.. 
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TABLE 76-A 

ANOMY STATISTICS FOR SEMINARY FRESHMEN BY RANK 
ON STRESS/ANXIETY SCALE--Q-S SEMINARY 

stress/Anxiety Tests 
Rank-- for Anomy Standard Standard 
Composite Scores Anomy Means Deviations Errors 

lat 4.838 1.641 0.199 

Upper Third 2nd 4.853 1.942 0.236 

N• 68 3rd 4.824 1.925 0.233 

1st 3.926 1.858 0.225 

Middle Third 2nd 3.676 1.684 0.172 

N= 68 3rd 3.412 1.972 0.239 

lat 3.254 1.632 0.212 

Lower Third 2nd 3.017 1.557 0.203 

N= 59 3rd 2.898 1.591 0.201 

N= 195 
.. 
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TABLE 77-A 

ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT STATISTICS FOR Q-S SEMINARY FRESHMEN 
BY RANK ON STUDENT CONDUCT GRADES DURING FINAL QUARTER OF 

ACADEMIC YEAR 1967-68 

conduct Rank-- Academic AA Standard Standard 
Final Quarter Time Means Devia~ions Errors 

Periods 

1st 2.585 0.736 0.086 

Upper Third 2nd 2.614 0.724 o.o8s 
N• 73 3rd 2.727 0.676 0.079 

4th 2. 769 0.700 0.082 

Cum AA 2.692 0.694 0.081 

1st 2.235 0.852 0.110 

Middle Third 2nd 2.218 0.856 0.111 

N• 60 3rd 2.256 0.834 0.108 

4th 2.259 0.840 0.108 

cum AA 2.240 0.834 0.108 

1st 1.919 o.ao5 0.102 
,, 

Lower Third 2nd 1.872 0,867 0.110 

N= 62 3rd 1.936 o.753 0.096 

4th 1.882 0.857 0.109 

CUm AA 1.870 0.852 0.108 

N• 195 
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TABLE 78-A 

STRESS AND ANXIETY STATISTICS FOR Q-S SEMINARY FRESHMEN 
BY RANK ON STUDENT CONDUCT GRADES DURING FINAL QUARTER 

OF ACADEMIC YEAR 1967-68 

Conduct Rank-- Tests for Stress/Anxiety Standard Standard 
Final Quarter Stress/Anxiety Means Deviations Errors 

I 

I 
lat 14.370 7.521 o.a8o 

Upper Third 2nd 13.630 7.072 0.828 

N• 73 3rd 12.452 6.582 0.110 

1st i;.683 6.456 0.833 
' I 

Middle Third 2nd 15.583 7.142 0.922 

N= 60 3rd 14.683 6.732 0.869 

1st 14.000 6.856 0.871 

l.055 
I 

Lower Third 2nd 14.871 8.304 

N= 62 3rd 15.161 8.180 1.039 ' 

N= 195 .. 
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TABLE 79-A 

STUDENT CONDUCT GRADES STATISTICS FOR Q-S SEMINARY 
FRESHMEN BY COMPOSITE RANK ON DOGMATISM SCALE 

Dogmatism Rank-- Conduct Standard Standard 
Composite Scores Grades Deviations Errors 

Means 

Upper Third, N= 67 86.478 13.140 1.605 

Middle Third, N• 66 91.061 9.892 1.218 

Lower Third, N• 62 88.129 9.928 1.261 

N= 195 
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