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This h study i i the relati ip between domain

competency, importance and self-worth in pre-adolescent and adolescent
children. The sample consisted of 127 grade 4 students and 144 grade 7
students in 4 schools on the Avalon Peninsula of Newfoundland. A
questionnaire was developed to measure perceptions of competency,
importance of competency and self-worth. This questionnaire was
administered to male and female students of all ability levels.

Data analysis consisted of several phases. In the first phase, a
series of factor analyses were conducted to establish the consistency and
coherency of each of the scales of the questionnaire. In phase two,
analysis of variance procedures were used to examine how competency and
importance influence self-worth. Finally, cluster analyses of the

competency and importance acales were conducted to determine how

and to influence self-worth. At each ph:

only the second order factors (Social and Academics) were considered in
order to allow for ease of interpretation of data.

Results of this study indicated that there is a decline in

of as children appr adolescence.
Grade 4 as being more 11y
and placed more on than their grade 7

counterparts. Students at both grade levels perceived themselves as being
equally competent in the Social domain and placed equal importance on
social competency. In grade 4 a relationship was suggested between

and social and global self-worth. Grade 7 results

indicated a relationship between social competency and global self-worth.
At both grade levels a relationship was suggested between importance of

academic competency and global self-worth. There was no indication of



gender di in i of in the Social domain.
However, in the Academic domain females at each grade level perceived
themselves as being more competent than their male counterparts. There was
evidence, particularly in grade 7, that devaluing and/or compensatory
strategies were probably being used by some students as a means of
sustaining global self-worth.

Further investigation into the decline in perceptions of academic

competency as children is This

investigation should examine the role of the school environment (if any)
in this decline.
This study provides evidence to support the use of cluster analysis

methodology. This method of analysis of

between competency and importance and their effects on self-worth which
was not possible through factor and correlations analyses. The combination
of methodologies resulted in a more effective and thorough study of the

sample.
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CHAPTER 1
Introduction

Over the years, theorists have attempted to unravel the mystery of
the self-concept. Publications have offered numerous definitions, some
simple, some complex. Combs (1963) defined the self-concept as being what
an individual believes about him. Rogers offered a more complex definition

which includes values. According to Roge:

self-concept is defined as
“the sum total of all of the characteristics a person attributes to him,

and the itive and values he to these stics"

(Rogers cited in Silvernail, 1981, p. 9).

one definition proposed by contemporary theorists is that of
Shavelson & Byrne (1987) . These researchers conclude that the self-concept
is:

one’s perception of self; these perceptions derive from

interactions with significant others, self-attributions, and

the overall experiential aspects of the social environment.

(p. 366)

Shavelson & Byrne (1982) propose there is a descriptive and evaluative

to self The the self-

(of of the i 1. The evaluative dimension is

comprised of evaluations of these self-perceptions and is referred to as
*self-worth’ (Silvernail, 1981). Specifically, our self-concept is our
attitudes, feelings and knowledge about our abilities, skills, appearance,
and social acceptability (Labenne & Greene, 1969; Leahy, 1985).

Significance of the Study
Published studies on self-concept theory and research number in the
thousands (Wylie, 1982). Early research focused on the relationship

between self-concept and academic achievement (Purkey, 1970; Farls, 1976;



Fink, 1962; Williams & Cole, 1968). Current research has concentrated on

and of self

pt (Fleming & Courtney, 1984;
Harter, 1982; Marsh, 1986; Shavelson & Marsh, 1986; Marsh & Holmes,1990) .
To date, few studies (Rosenberg,1965; Hoge & McCarthy, 1984; Marsh, 1986;

Pelham & Swann, 1989) have explored the relationship between the

ive (self ions of and evaluative (self-worth)
dimensions of self-concept and the impact of personal velues on each. This
study is an attempt to investigate the relationship between self-
perceptions of competency, value and self-worth. Further, it will explore
how value (importance) mediates the relationship between these two
dimensions of self-concept. Data gained from this research study will
contribute to the sparse body of knowledge on this important issue. As
well, in attempting to answer the research questions posed in this study,
this data may also determine to what degree perceptions of competency,
self-worth, and personal values are affected by age and gender in

and adol

. Such may be used by teachers
and counsellors to ease the transition into adolescence and to help

develop a more positive sense of self-worth in their students.

Research Questions
This research study will lock at how competency and importance
interact to influence self-worth. It will provide new evidence of the
relationship between self-concept and self-worth and the influence of
personal values on these two constructs. Specifically, this study will

attempt to answer the following questions:

1. Are there grade differences in childrens' perceptions of domain

competency in grades 4 and 7?7



Are there gender differences in childrens’ perceptions of domain
competency at these grade levels?

How does domain competency affect self-worth?

Are there grade differences in the importance children place on
domain competency in grades 4 and 72

Are there gender differences in the importance children place oa
domain competency at these grade levels?

How does the importance children place on domain competency affect
self-worth?

What impact does the interaction of competency and importance have

on self-worth?



CHAPTER 2
Roview of the Literaturs

The self-concept is thought to have a powerful influence on human
behavior because it is che frame of reference through which an individual
interacts with the world (Fitts, 1972). According to Silvernail (1981)
self-concept is the way we perceive ourselves and our actions as well as
ouy opinions regarding how others perceive us. Consequently, self-concept
strengly directs all aspects of human behavior.

The extensive research literature devoted to understanding the
expression of self-concept in human behavior leaves little doubt that the
social and emotional well-being of individuals depends upon how they
petcei\{e themselves. Individuals with positive self-concepts see them-
selves as liked, acceptable, able and worthy. They are happy and secure.
In comparison, those individuals with negative self-concepts tend to have
unhappy dispositions. They have difficulty with personal relationships and
lack confidence in their ability (Battle, 1987). Consequently, the self-
concept plays a dynamic role in social and emotional development (Lynch et
al., 1981).

Self-Concept Development
Infaney

Self-concept development begins at birth. Within seconds after birth
infants begin to interact with their environment. At this time they are
not aware that they are separate beings. Gradually,they develop simple
patterns of perception and action. These patterns become more complex and
in a few weeks infants become aware of themselves as separate beings. The
first signs of separation from the mother appear during the third or

fourth month (Mahlar,1%63). It is around this time that infants begin to



see themselves as separate from other people and begin to develop a

perception of and a sense of who they are (Smirnoff, 1971).

1y Childhood

Once children perceive themselves as separate beings and language
acquisition begins, the core dimensions of their self-concepts quickly
begin to develop. These core dimensions (the body, the cognitive, the
social and self-esteem) are the perceptions which make up the general
self-concept. These first few years are crucial in children’s social,
emotional, intellectual and physical development. The first three areas of
development will be influenced strongly by how children perceive
themselves and how they are perceived by others. These areas will continue
to be influenced significantly by the perception children have of
themselves, or their self-concepts (Silvernail, 1981).

Environment and parental care play major roles in the development of
self-concepts in children. Supportive enriched environments and loving
parental care are crucial to children if they are to develop stable and
healthy self-concepts (Battle, 1987). However, research studies
(Rosenberg, 1965; Coopersmith, 1967; Bowlby, 1980) have found that loving
parental care is the most influential of the two variables.

Early parental care has an enormous impact on self-concept develop-
ment in children. The care children receive in the early years establishes
the core self-image and thereby influences the further development of
self-concepts as they begin attending school (Silvernail, 1981). A study
by Dreyer and Haupt (1966) reported children with positive self-concepts

came from homes in which mothers i and on

the part of their children. A seven-year follow-up study of f£ive-year-olds
by Sears (1970) reported that those who came from loving homes had higher

self-concept levels at age twelve. Purkey (1970) suggests that parents’



influence on their children’s self-concept remained as strong in

adolescence as it was in early childhood.

The School ¥ 8

Once children enter school, teachers play a significant role in
self-concept development. They greatly influence their students’ sense of
competence in their ability to perform assigned tasks. The biggest factor
in self-concept development in the early school years appears to be how
children are evaluated in terms of their performance relative to their
peers. This affects their judgment about themselves as they rely
increasingly on comparing themselves to their peers. Six-year olds are not
always upset when they fail and often pay little attention to how they
compare with others. However, eight-year-olds are more likely to be upset
with failure (Ruble et al., 1980). They are beginning to pay close
attention to how they measure up in comparison with their peers. Because
of this, it is important that children are supported and encouraged by
their teachers. In this way, they will feel competent in the areas that
are important in the school environment.

Educators would like to believe that the school enviromment is

conducive to the development of a itive sel.

pt . .
one study (Bills, 1978) revealed that many students acquire a more
negative self-concept with each additional year of schooling. This

of and others in approximately twenty-six
thousand students in grades three through twelve. He concluded that there

is a i in of and i of others

in children at these grade levels. There is also a deterioration in
adherence to a set of values which are important to human welfare and

relationships.



These findings are supported by the research of Stenmer and
Katzenmeyer (1976) who measured the self-concept in approximately thirty-
seven hundred primary students in grades one through three. To the
question "Are you good looking?" 25 percent of the first graders and
almost 50 percent of the third graders answered in the negative. Twenty
percent of the first graders and 30 percent of third graders thought other
children disliked them. Eighty percent of the first graders and only 67
percent of third graders thought that they were doing well in school.

According to a study by Stipek & Daniels (1988) deterioration in
perceptions of school-age children may be developmental as well as the
result of classroom environment. In their study eighty kindergarten and
fourth grade children rated their academic competency and predicted their
future academic success. Half the children at each grade level were in
classrooms which stressed normative evaluation (grades), while the other
half were in classrooms where normative evaluation was not emphasized.
The kindergarten children who received normative evaluation rated their
competency and future success much lower than those kindergarten children
who did not receive normative evaluation. The latter group of children
received daily feedback on their assignments in the form of stars and
happy and sad faces. The results of daily feedback were * ' Iren with more
positive perceptions of competence and with greater confidence in having
future academic success.

In grade 4, the results were quite different. There were no
differences in the two groups in rating perceptions of competency or
future academic success. Stipek and Daniels suggest that neither age nor
environment alone can explain these findings. Instead there is a need to
examine the interaction between age and school environment in order to

hildren’s 1 of




Adolescence

Self-concept becomes increasingly differentiated and complex as the
child grows (Gottfredson, 1981; Super, 1980). According to Rosenberg
(1979) the onset of adolescence is a time of great disturbance in self-
concept development. At around age 12 children show a decrease in self-

esteem and self-concept stability. Similarly, they show an increase in

and sel: 4 For some of the dimensions of self-

concept the di in later but not for self-

consciousness. Rosenberg (1979) further explained this by discussing the
development of exterior and interior components of the self-concept.

Preadolescent children seem to see themselves almost wholly in terms of

n

, such as , abilities and phynical
characteristics. When they reach adolescence they refer to the in terms of

a psychological interior and deal with thoughts, feelings and traits.

(1979) lai this di in and
adolescence by noting that when children become adolescents they develop
the ability to introspect. He refers to the young child as a “radical
empiricist®, responding to external stimuli, and the adolescent as a
"psychological clinician®, able to reflect and contemplate internal
stimuli. Elliott, (1984). Simmons, Rosenberg, and Rosenberg (1973) found
that although older adolescents have higher global self-concepts, their
self-evaluation of specific qualities such as intelligence, honesty,
diligence, and good behavior decline from childhood to adolescence.

The characteristics of adolescence listed by Lerner (1989) help us

to further understand why the adolescent years are a time of great

in self p

1.  Adolescents are faced with the task of becoming independent
and separating themselves from their families but also need
these ties. Thus, they must resolve a conflict between a
desire for freedom and independence and a desire for security
and dependence.




2. Adolescence is a period of rapid changes in physical grcwth
and appearance, including dramatic changes in facial and body
structure. Adolescents must develop a new self-image and learn
to cope with a different physical appearance as well as new
psychological and biological drives.

3. The adolescent period is also one of developing sexuality -
another change that the adolescent must learn to handle.

4.  Peer pressure and values greatly influence adolescents. When
eer values differ from those of the parents, family
confrontation and conflict may resu:

5.  Teenagers tend to be very conscious of themselves - how they
look and how they compare with group norms. This self-
consciousness can lead to feelings of inferiority and
withdrawal. (pp.249-50)

Piers and Harris (1964), Simmons et al. (1973), Soares and Soares
(1982) , and Rosenberg (1986) found significant declines in self-concept as
children approached adolescence. Another study by Simmons, Rosenberg, and
Rosenberg (1973) identified the movement from sixth to seventh grade as a
crucial and stressful period for self-concept. These researchers have
provided the major source of evidence of the instability of self- concept
in the adolescent years. Other studies (Offer and Howard, 1972; Piers and
Harris, 1964) showed similar disturbance in self-concept in early
adolescence. Further stud''s by Ruble (1980), Eshel and Klein (1981) and
Stipek (1981) suggested declines in most areas of self- concept as
children approach adolescence. In a study of children six to eleven years
of age, Marsh et al. (1984) found a significant and consistent decline in
self-concept in the areas of academics and physical ability as children
approached adolescence. However, there was no evidece to suggest a
decline in the social self-concepts of this age group. Dusek and Flaherty
(1981) found no consistent age effects in self-concept during adolescent
years for either longitudinal or cross- sectional comparisons. Hoge and
McCarthy (1984) found significant increases in self-concept in Grades 7-12

for both longitudinal and cross-sectional comparisons. A study by Connell



et al. (1975) found a primarily linear increase in self-concept in boys
between the ages of 12 and 18. For girls, self-concept declined between
ages 12 and 13 and remained stable through about 17. This was f£ollowed by
an increase in self-concept. Studies of adolescents in high school or
beyond report increases in self-esteem (Bachman & 0'Malley, 1977). Simmons

et al. (1973) and (1986)

in self D
after age 13. According to Marsh, Parker, and Barnes (1985) self-concept
shows a decline in grades 7-9 and then levels out and increases in grades
9-11. From these studies we can conclude the following:
(a)  There is a decline in self-concept during preadolescence.
(b)  This decline reverses itself during early or middle

adolescence.

()  There is an increase in self pt during late-adol

and early adulthood.

Gen.

nd

Studies by Comnell et al. (1975) and Smith (1975) reveal that by
adolescence boys possess more positive self-concepts than girls. However,
gender differences in self-esteem seem to occur from late primary school
age onwards. It is during this period that the young girl tunes into the
fact that the stereotypical characteristics of the female self-image are
less valued than those of the male (Burns, 1979). Until then the self-
esteem of girls, as well as boys, comes largely from ability to perform
the required skills. Burns (1979) explained the conflict in self-concept
development experienced in girls:

Beginning in pre-puberty and ng through adol

girls shift their source of self-esteem from achievement to

heterosexual affiliation. Girls who identify with both the

stereotypical feminine model and the achievement model will

experience role conflict and, hence, have lower self-esteem
than boys. (p.195)

10



This was further evidenced in a study by Hardi & Bridges (1988) and
Smith (1975). Smith administered the Sears’' self-Concept Inventory to 171

upper primary school pupils, 7 and 8 years of age. Generally the children

P i sel pt. This was consistent with previous
investigations by Coopersmith (1967) and Connell et al. (1975). However,
a sex difference was evident in most aspects of the self-concepts
measured. Boys ccnsistently rated themselves more positively than girls on
seven out of nine subscales (physical ability, appearance, convergent
mental ability, divergent mental ability, social relations, social
virtues, school performance). On the remaining scales (work habits, happy
qualities) the boys vere ahead but the difference was not significant.
This study indicated that as early as middle childhood (6-11 years), girls
begin to evaluate themselves less positively than boys).

Girls may receive lower self-concept scores because they appear to
be more willing than boys to disclose their weaknesses. Bogo, Winget and
Gleser (1970) noted that boys obtained higher scores on "lie" and
'defensiveness' scales than girls. These scales measure the extent to
which the individuals disguise their "true" feelings in an effort to

present themselves in a more favourable light.

Pactors Infl ing Gender Di in Self

Feelings of self-worth often come at an early age from external
factors such as appearance, social achievement and group approval. The
importance of these factors has been taught to children often

uni 11y (and intentionally) by parents, teachers,

society and the media (Page, 1993). The importance of physical
attractiveness in our society has been well documented. However, women
seem to be more pressured by society to be attractive. According to

Bersheid & Walster (1974) and Krebs and Adinolfi (1975) attractive women,



but not men, had more dates than their less attractive counterparts. Bar-

Tal and Saxe (1976) report that men paired with attractive women were more

successful than men paired with ive women. At of
partner was not important in the evaluation of the women. Attractive
people have been found to be happier, more successful, popular (Berscheid
& Walster, 1974) more sensitive, kind, interesting, strong, poised,
sociable, and outgoing than less attractive people (Dion, Berscheid, &
Walster, 1972).

The importance of physical appearance to females from pre-
adolescence has been documented in recent studies (Bybee, Glick, Zigler,
1990; Kinnon & McLeod, 1990) . In the study "A Cappella" (Kinnon & McLeod,
1990) 85% of the adolescent girls surveyed strongly agreed or agreed that
they worried about their looks. Males, on the other hand, though concerned

about physical are more d with athletic abilities

and physical strength (Bybee et al, 1990). The results of the study by
Bybee et al. (1990) are consistent with studies of femininity and
masculinity that find beauty to be more central in the female sex role
stereotype and physical strength to be more important in the male sex role
stereotype (Spence & Swain, 1985).

Henggeler & Borduin (1990) indicate that one of the consistent
findings in children’s peer relations, is the positive relationship

between physical and sociometric status. Their research

indicates that physically attractive individuals interact better within

groups and are more readily ted than their ive

As early as preschool and elementary school years, children who are better
looking typically are held in higher regard by their peers (Kleck,
Richardson & Ronald, 1974; Vaughn, 1983). This tendency of peers to accord

higher social status to physically attractive individuals extends from



childhood into adolescence and throughout the college years (Byrne, Ervin

& Lambeth, 1970) .

Models of Self-Concept

A review of the current literature reveals four types of theoretical

models of self pt: the model; the t ic model; the
compensatory model and the hierarchical model.

The nomothetic model (Soares & Soares, 1982) is the oldest
perspective of self-concept. According to this model characteristics
descriptive of self-concept are used to explain one’s behavior in various
settings. This model supports similar views (Rosenberg 1986; Rosenberg &
simmons, 1975; Winne & Marx, 1981) that self-concept is perceived as a

unidimensional . The ic model there is a general

self-concept influencing all behaviors and this general self-concept has
only one dimension or facet.

The taxonomic model (Soares & Soares, 1982) supports the notion that
the structure of self-concept is a series of several highly specific

factors. It suggests that self-concepts are highly individualized

lizations based on i and re: . Sel p

develop i ly di to 1 , capabilities, treatment

from others, and relationships with significant others. For example if a
person is a highly skilled musician, then music would be a factor in the
structure of the individuals self- concept. As well, this factor would be
independent and unrelated to other factors in the structure of the
individuals self-concept. Several studies have supported the taxonomic
model (Lillemyr, 1983; Marx, et al. 1977; Marx & Winne, 1987; Soares &
Soares, 1982; Strang, Smith, & Rogers, 1978; ).

The compensatory model (Winne & Marx, 1981) supports the notion of

a general facet of self-concept. In this way it resembles the hierarchical

13



and taxonomic models. However, unlike these two models, the compensatory
model suggests that specific facets of self-concept are inversely related,
rather than independent from one another. Accordingly, a low standing in
one specific facet of self-concept might be compensated by higher standing
on another specific facet of self-concept. For example, Winne & Marx
(1981) found that students who were less successful academically perceived
themselves as being more successful in the social and physical facets of
self-concept. As well, they found that students who perceived themselves
as being successful socially and physically were less successful on the

academic facet of self pt. This data the s that a

lack of self- perceived success in one area tends to be associated with
self-perceived success in another area. Similar findings based on studies
of exceptional children support the compensatory model of self-concept
{Milgrim & Milgrim, 1976; Ross & Parker, 1980; Winne et al., 1982).

The hierarchical model (Shavelson, Hubner & Stanton, 1976; Shavelson
& Stuart, 1981) suggests multiple facets of self-concept that may be
ranked in a hierarchical formation. At the ba:

of the hierarchy are the

ific sel pt; at the top of the hierarchy is the
general self-concept.

Of these 4 th ical of self

pt, the

model (. 1 Hubner & Stanton , 1976; Shavelson &
Stuart, 1981) has been proposed and widely researched by leading educators
and psychologists (Byrne, 1984; Harter, 1982, 1984, 1955'; Marsh, Barnes &
Hocevar, 1985; Marsh & Hocevar, 1985; Soares & Soares, 1982; Song &
Hattie, 1985; Hattie, 1992).
The hierarchical model (Shavelsen, Hubner and Stanton, 1976;
Shavelson and Stuart, 1981) postulates a multi-faceted, hierarchical model
of self-concept. Marsh and Shavelson (1985) listed six characteristics

describing the hierarchical model.
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1. It is multifaceted in that people categorize the vast amount
of information they have about themselves and relate these
categories to one another. The specific facets reflect the
category system adopted by a particular individual and/or
shared by a group.

-1 It is hierarchically organized, with perceptions of behavior
at. the base moving to inferences about in subareas (e.g.
academics - english, science, history, mathematics), then to
inferences about self in general.

3. General self-concept is stable, but as one descends the
hierarchy, self-concept becomes increasingly situation
specific and as a consequence less stable.

4. Self-concept becomes increasingly multifaceted as the
individual moves from infancy to adulthood

s. It has both a descriptive and an evaluative dimension such
that individuals may describe themselves (" in
mathematics") and evaluative ("I like ma:hema:xcs'

6. It can be differentiated from other constructs such as

academic achievement. (pp.107-108)

rth

The hierarchical model claims there is a descriptive and evaluative
dimension to self-concept (Shavelson & Marsh, 1985). The descriptive

dimension the self i of of the individual.

The evaluative dimension evaluates these self-perceptions and is referred
to as ‘self-worth’ (Silvernail, 1981). However, self-perceptions and self-
worth are not one and the same thing (Hoge & McCarthy, 1984; Rosenberg,
1986) . Although Shavelson and Marsh (1985) propose that the self-concept
has a descriptive and an evaluative dimension, they do not distinguish
between the two or show how they are related.

The instrument used by Marsh and Shavelson (1986) in obtaining
evidence which indicated a descriptive and evaluative dimension to self-
concept was the Self-Description Questionnaire (Marsh, Parker & Smith,

1983) . This self-concept measure, based on Shavelson’'s model of self-

concept, i 7 simple declarative which are either



descriptive ["I am good at Math"] or evaluative ["I love Math"] in nature.

These are purp to of self-concept in 7

domains: Physical Ability; Physical ; Peer Relati

Parents Relationships; Reading; Math; and General School.

The §.D.Q. combines the descriptive and evaluative nature of self-
concept. The fact that Marsh and colleagues included both descriptive and
evaluative items for a domain, but failed to see separate factors (i.e. a
descriptive factor and an evaluative factor) suggests that the items were
correlated. That is, evaluation of (worth) is closely connected to
description of (concept). This suggests a relationship between self-
concept and self-worth. However, Marsh and colleagues fail to show how
self-concept and self-worth support and influence one another.

Covington’s self-worth theory (1984) postulates an operative link
between self-concept and self-worth., According to Covington (1984),all
individuals seek to maximize feelings of worthiness by gaining the
approval of others. In doing this, they disassociate themselves from
behaviors or events that attract negative attention. This striving to
establish and maintain a positive self-image is referred to by Covington
as the gelf-worth motive. Covington (1984) suggests that individuals
derive self-worth from their perceptions of competency and accomplishments
in some valued activity.

According to Covington, society tends to equate ability and
achievements with human value. Considering this, many_individuals have
come to believe that they are only as worthy as their achievements.
Failure brings with it disapproval from others as well as a sense of
worthlessness. In the classroom achievement context, competence is
perceived to be a dominant component for academic success. Considering
this, factors which influence individuals’ sense of worth are their self-

of

. » motivation to achieve emanates



from these perceptions of competency. For example, if a student has high
perceptions of competency in a certain domain, then the student will be
highly motivated to achieve in that domain knowing that he will succeed.
Likewise, if a student has low perceptions of competency in a domain, he
will not be motivated to achieve knowing that effort may result in
failure. From achie. wcut, students derive a sense of value or worth. They
are motivated to achieve to protect their sense of self-worth (Covington,
1984) .

Similar views were held by Cooley (1964,) who proposed that the
origins of the were essentially social in nature and resided in the
attitudes of significant others. According to Cooley individuals evaluate
these attitudes and incorporate this evaluation into an opinion about the
self. These reflected evaluations describe what he terms the "looking
glass self", since significant others are the social mirror into which one
looks for information to describe the self.

Both Covington and Cooley argue that competency (the descriptive
component) is a key comstruct for worth (the evaluative component).
However, they also suggest that values play significant role in
influencing self-worth.

According to Covington and Cooley, individuals value the attitudes
of significant others and this, in turn, strongly influences self-worth.
As well, they derive a sense of worth from achievement in valued
activities. fowever, what individuals value, or consider to be important
differs in each person. Students do not tend to put similar value on

competencies in similar domains.

sue o u
Individuals have different concepts of values or value systems.

Values are personal in nature and are a product of experience. Like self-
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concept, an individual’s values are influenced by the social environment,
and significant others, especially parents. Because people have different
experiences, they develop different values (Van Has et al., 1987).

Although Cooley and Covington provided an operative link between
self-perceptions of competency and self-worth, they did not adequately
address the issue of values (the importance an individual places on
competencies in the various domains), or their impact or self- worth. They
failed to show the relationship between self-perceptions of competency,
values and self-worth.

This important issue, overlooked by Covington, was addressed as
early as 1890 by William James. James suggested that one’s self-
perceptions of competency in domains of great personal value should have
greater impact on one’s global self-worth than self-perceptions of
competency in domains that are unimportant to the individual (Marsh,
1986b) . James (1890, 1963) argued that failure in domains that are
unimportant to the individual has little effect on self-worth.

The Jamesian hypothesis was supported by Pelham and Swann (1989).
They postulated that individuals’ self-perceptions are the "building
blocks" of self-worth. However, the way that people frame their self-
views, or the importance they attach to them greatly influences self-
worth. self-views (perceptions of competency) that are strongly linked to
goals are those that will be considered to be the most important to the
individual. Ultimately, these will be the self-views that will most
strongly influence and determine self-worth. For example, a young man
whose ambition is to become a doctor will strive to achieve academic
success because he knows this is necessary if he is to attain his goal. He
places much value on being a good student and, if he succeeds, his self-

perceptions of being a good student will have a positive influence on his
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self-worth. If he is 1, his sel of being a poor

student will have a negative impact on his self-worth.

similar views were held by (1986) . to f
having positive self-perceptions of competency in a particular domain will
contribute positively to self-worth. However, the size of this
contribution will depend on the importance the individual places on the

particular domain. This that the positive

contribution to self-worth will be larger when the specific perception of
competency is more positive and the perceived value of the domain of
competency is greater. Likewise,the negative contribution to self-worth

will be larger when the specific of is more

and the perceived value of the domain of competency is greater.

Marsh (1386) to i s

hypothesis by administering the Self-Descriptive Questionnaire-III (Marsh
& 0’Neill, 1984) tc 930 high school and college aged students. The SDQIIT

is a sel. p d d for late adolescents and young

adults. The SDQL1l contains 13 scales: Physical Ability, Physical
Appearance, Opposite Sex Relations, Same Sex Relations, Relations With
Parents, Spiritual Values/Religion, Honesty, Emotional Stability, Verbal,
Math, General Academic, Problem solving, General-Self . Each scale is
represented by 10 or 12 items half of which are negatively worded.
Subjects respond on an eight-point scale that ranges from 1 (definitely
false) to 8 (definitely true). In addition to the SDQIII, students were
asked to respond to a set of twelve items (designed to reflect twelve of
the thirteen scales of the SDQIII). The additional twelve items were rated
on a scale of one to eight, first in terms of personal accuracy (i.e., How

1y does this describe you?) then in terms of personal

importance (i.e., How important is this characteristic in determining how

you feel about yourself?). Responses to these additional items were made
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on a scale ranging from 1 (very inaccurate/very unimportant) to 9 (very
accurate/very important).

Marsh (1986) found little support for Rosenberg’s theory. Instead,
he found moderate support for what he terms the "selectivity hypothesis"
which predicts that individuals will rate as more important those domains

in which they have high perceptions of . After ing the

sample into low, medium, and high self-worth groups he found that the
correlations between importance ratings and domain perceptions of
competency scores increased as self-worth increased. Marsh concluded that
subjects with high self-worth were more likely to have high perceptions of
competency in domains they perceived to be more important. But their
importance ratings did not contribute to predicting self-worth.

Unlike Marsh (1986) Hoge and McCarthy (1986) found support for the

s and a model of self-concept based on

Rosenberg’s theory (1965, 1986). In their model, importance and self-

of in such a manner that a positive self-
perception rating in a valued domain will contribute positively to general
self-worth ratings. A negative self-perception rating in a valued domain
will take away from general self-worth. In domains that are not considered
to be important to the individual, neither positive nor negative self-
perception of competency ratings had a significant affect on general self-
worth. Therefore, the degree to which an individual’s perceptions of
competency in a specific domain affects self-worth depends upon the
importance the individual places on that specific domain.

Further, the issue of importance as it relates to self-worth has
been addressed by Harter (1982, 1984, 1986). A strong supporter of the
Jamesian hypothesis, Harter developed an importance scale to gather data
on the relationship between importance and self-worth. This scale was used

to supplement the self-Perception Profile for Children (SPPC: Harter,



1985), a multi-faceted self-concept inventory. The items on the importance
scale match in pairs the five domain-specific subscales on the SPEC:
school competence, athletic ability, physical appearance, social
competency, and behavioral conduct. Each of the two domain-specific items
evaluated the general importance of behaviors, feelings, or competency in
that domain. Instead of weighting each specific facet by its perceived
importance (an interactive model), Harter measured the difference between

each specific competency domain and its perceived importance (a

discrepancy model). To calculate the "di scores" idered by
Harter to be more pertinent to global self-worth than the domain-specific
self-perception of competency scores, Harter subtracted the mean of each
SPPC  (Harter, 1985) domain sub-scale from its corresponding mean
importance score. Harter found that importance ratings were usually higher
than self-concept rating when both sets of ratings were made on the same
response scale. However, she discovered that the discrepancy scores were
close to zero for subjects with the highest self-worth, moderately
negative for subjects with moderate self-worth, and most negative for
subjects with the lowest self-worth. In other words, the smaller the
resulting answer, or discrepancy, the greater the contribution to genmeral
self-worth.

Of particular interest to Harter was testing the applicability of
the Jamesian model and the Cooley model of self-concept with individuals
at four stages of development: middle childhood, early adolescence,
college students and young adults.

Harter administered the SPPC to measure perceived competency.
Additionally she included a separate rating scale which measured

importance attached to each domain as well as self-worth. Harter examined

the relationship between the P ai score

(derived from James theory) and self-worth, as well as the relationship



between positive regard by significant others (derived from Cooley's
theory) .

In support of James, the data that the

importance discrepancy score is a determinant of self-worth. Global
judgments of self-worth are determined by how competent one is in domains
considered important to the individual.

In support of Cooley’s theory, the data indicated that the higher
the regard of significant others, the higher the individual’s sense of
self-worth. Harter's findings revealed that in both older children and
young adolescents, parent and classmate support was the biggest
contributor to self-worth (r=.42 to .46). The influence of parent support
is at least as strong as peer classmate support in early adolescence, ages
thirteen to fifteen. However, classmates seem to have more of an influence
on self-worth than close friends. This may be due to the fact that
although one's close friends share intimate details of one’s life and
provide support, this may not be perceived as self- enhancing, whereas the
acceptance and respect of peers in the more public scene is more crucial
to positive self-regard.

Harter's research indicated that self-worth depends upon competency
in domains considered to be important as well as the positive regard of
significant others. Consequently, a child who is doing well in domains
considered to be important could suffer some loss of self-worth if
emotional support from significant others is not present. Similarly, high
levels of emotional support do not guarantee that a child will have
positive self-worth if he/she is not competent in valued domains. These
data imply that in order to help develop positive self-worth in children
we must attend to the competence/importance discrepancy construct and well

as positive regard provided by significant others.
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Of further interest to Harter was determining if certain domains
contribute more than others to self-worth. Of the elementary and middle
school samples, Harter examined the correlations of discrepancy scores
calculated for each domain, and self-worth. This revealed that certain
domains contributed more to self-worth than others. Physical appearance
was the most important contributor for both elementary (r=-.66) and middle

school (r=-.57) the di between the

of and one’'s of one’'s perceived
appearance would have a major impact on self-worth for children in the age
range of eight to fifteen.

Social acceptance was the second domain considered critical to self-
worth. This was judged by the relationship between the discrepancy score
and self-worth. However, its impact was slightly higher among young
adolescents in middle school (r=-.45) than elementary school students

(r=-.36) . Contributing the least to self-worth were scholastic competence,

and 1 conduct. This was determined by the
correlation of their discrepancy scores and self-worth (ranging from -.24
to -.35 across the two samples).

These data indicate that physical appearance and social accept-
ability are strong determinants of self-worth. This does not mean that

children cognitive or 1 conduct to be
unimportant. These domains were considered to be very important. However,
they did not affect self-worth as significantly as physical appearance and
social acceptability.

Research conducted with college students and adults revealed the
dynamic relationship between physical appearance and global self- worth.
Interestingly, across the total age range examined, ages eight to fifty,

the latd between ai score and self-worth were

impressively similar (r=-.65). Surprisingly, a study of third and fourth
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grade intellectually gifted students indicated that physical appearance
rather than scholastic competency continued to be the foremost predictor

of self-worth (r=-.67).

These findings cause one to comsider the reasons why physical
attractiveness and social acceptability play such a powerful role in
determining self-worth. Harter faults the media for its role in
emphasizing physical attractiveness in its advertising. As well, movies,

magazines and rock videos the i of in

physical form and dress. According to Elkind (1978) importance of physical
appearance among young people has escalated and is becoming evident in
much younger children.

Harter's contribution to self-concept research has been significant
in its recognition of the influence of domain importance on self-worth.

Her research addresses and shows the relationship between

domain importance, and self-worth across the life span.

Pproblems in Methodology

In spite of this contribution, Harter’s model has been criticized.
The strong correlation support between the mean discrepancy score and the
mean global self-worth (-.67) across groups has not been replicated in
other studies (Marsh 1986). Marsh (1986) tested a hypothesis relevant to
Harter’s (1982, 1984, 1986) Discrepancy Model. He was unable to find
support for Harter's model from this set of analyses because the
correlations between the discrepancy scores and global self-worth were
lower than those based on raw self-concept scores for all domains and
lower than or about equal to those based on self-concept x importance
products.

Problems with Harter’s model stem from the discrepancy score

calculation. Subtracting a score of one scale from a scoxe of a different
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scale does not maintain the meaningfulness of each score. Their position
on the rating scales result in the scores being different in nature.
Absolute differences ignore this significant fact. For instance, on the
SPPC scale, which ranges from ome to four, a discrepancy score of one
could result from a mean importance score of two and a mean self-concept
score of one. This would suggest that the domain is one of very low self-
worth and lower than average importance. Yet, a mean importance score of
four and a mean self-concept rating of three could also produce the same
discrepancy score of one. This again suggests that the domain is one of
low self-worth and lower than average importance. However, in the latter
case, the domain is both important and one of higher than average self-
perception. This clearly shows the problem in Harter’'s method of
discrepancy score calculation (Marsh, 1986b) .

Studies which have the i i s between

importance and competency would be subject to a similar criticism.
Interaction effects are most often tested by computing a cross- product
term and examining its contribution within a regression equation. The
problem here is that an importance score of 1 and a competency score of 4
on a set of rating scales would produce the same cross-product as an
importance score of 4 and a competency score of 1. Yet, we would expect
the latter to significantly under- mine self-worth while the former might
have little impact or a small positive impact on self-worth. However,
examining interaction effects using cross-products does not enable such
distinctions to be made. Thus, important information remains hidden within
the constraints of the methodology.

One possible way to examine the interaction of importance and
competency is to use cluster analysis methodology. This method separates
the component data into groups or clusters. The goal of cluster analysis

is to identify separate groups whose components are more similar to each
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other than components belonging to other groups. In this way, cluster

analysis to reduce the i on the whole set of n objects

to information about, for example, g subgroups, where g < n. Subsequently,
cluster analysis can be looked upon as another technique for data

ducti (Dillon & Goldstein, 1984). Consider, for example, a simple

model consisting of three latent constructs in which self-worth is
predicted from competency and importance. A regression model using
standardized terms would capture the relationships as: S.W. = Bl * COMP.
+ B2 * IMP; which would predict that both competency and importance would

contribute to self-worth. Yet, some patterns of interaction between

and may be left for. It is likely, for
example that with high and high imp will have
high self-worth scores, and low with low imp

scores will have low self-worth scores (unless they are using a devaluing

or ng gy) . However, ider the impact on self-worth of
a situation in which have high and low
scores. Such a may gifted who are bored with

the classroom curriculum. They place low importance on competency in areas
which offer them little challenge. Because they are unchallenged they are
not achieving at the levels of which they are capable. This may have a

negative impact on self-worth resulting in low self-worth scores. It is

also possible to find low high with high
self-worth scores. These students may be strongly motivated and working
hard to do well. This may result in success which has a positive impact on
self-worth. Considering these last two groupings, there are two important
observations to be made. First, the model as specified will not detect

these possible of the latent i that is, while the

model shows how each latent construct contributes to predicting the

outcome, it will not enable the analyst to construct a profile of the



different groups of students. Consequently, although we see how competency
impacts self-worth, and how importance impacts self-worth, we do not get
a sense of how competency and importance go together to influence self-
worth. Second, while the profile of students may be specified through the
use of cross-product interaction terms, such a specification gives rise to
two problems. The cross-product interaction term may not be accurate in
representing the interaction effect. For example, it is unlikely that the
cross-product interaction term would clearly describe the effect of the
interaction of the latent constructs in this model. High COMP. * low IMP.
would hardly be expected to yield the same contributions to self-worth as

low COMP. * high IMP., even though both yield the same cross-product

values. The second problem with p
interpretation. When a large number of variables are included in a model,

multiple interaction terms arise as well as multiple dimension inter-

actions. For example, how does one a six-way ? In the
light of these two considerations the cluster analysis may contribute to

the specification and i ion of models. C

the above example, the cluster analysis may reveal groups of students who

display similar stics or of . This would enable

the analyst to create a profile of different groups of similar students
thus facilitating between group comparisons. This profile analysis would
uncover patterns not necessarily revealed in the latent model. In the
hypothetical models above, the cluster analysis would reveal the patterns
of interactions and their effects, which would have been misrepresented or
hidden. As well, the cluster analysis allows for the interpretation of
larger numbers of variables at ome time. In this way some of the
limitations of the measurement model are overcome.

The advantages of cluster analysis methodology was evidenced in a

study conducted by Seifert (1995) on the characteristics of ego- and task-



oriented . A motivational ionnaire to measure the constructs
of perceived ability, negative and positive emotions, goal orientationm,

attributions for success and failure, self-worth, preference for

challenge, and gy use was administered to y- five grade five
students.

The focus of the research was upon identifying goals students pursue
and the behaviors associated with each goal. However, two issues were of
particular interest: First, the possibility of students pursuing fultiple
goals (past research identifies two predominant goals, mastery and
performance) . Second, the comparison of factor analysis-correlational
methodology and cluster analysis methodology.

Prior to the cluster analysis a factor analysis was performed on

students’ responses to goal items. A correlation analysis was on
resulting factor scores and a number of motivational and cognitive
constructs. This data was compared to the results of the cluster analysis
to determine if the two methodologies yielded different conclusions.

The cluster analysis was performed to identify potential subgroups

of students within the sample who may be pursuing different goals. This

analysis resulted in three distinct -- high y/hig]
high mastery/low and low mastery/moderate
performance.
Di in goals pursued
corresponded to different student stics and behavi

in clusters 1 and 2 attributed success to controllable factors while
cluster 3 students were less likely to do so. Cluster 3 students were also
more likely to attribute failure to uncontrollable factors, while cluster
2 students were less likely to attribute failure to uncontrollable
factors. Further, students in cluster 3 had lower perceptions of ability

and a lower for challenge. Cluster 3 experienced less
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positive affect and reported lower self-worth scores than students in

cluster 1. There were no differences in cluster 1 or cluster 2 students on

the of n of ability, for challenge, self-
worth, or positive effect.

The results of the factor analysis revealed students with higher
mastery scores tended to exhibit higher perceptions of their abilities,
preferred challenge, and were more likely to attribute success to

controllable factors. These experienced more positive

and less . They had high levels of

self-worth, higher self-efficacy and used both shallow and deep processing

strategies.
Higher i ion scores were iated with a greater
of positive i Unlike who were mastery oriented,

students who were performance oriented did not have negative emotions. As
well, these students attributed success to uncontrollable factors. There

were positive lations between and

frequent use of shallow processing strategies, but not deep processing

ies. iented had greater self-worth and
higher perceptions of ability. Overall, the factor analysis-correlational

and cluster analysis methodologies conceded similar results. Of particular

high v/low and high mastery/high performance
students behaved in a manner consistent with interpretations of the
correlations. They were inclined to have higher perceptions of their

ability, experienced more positive affect, and made greater use of shallow

. processing strategies.

However, some important discrepancies were found between the

methodologies. The factor analysi lati 1

that higher mastery orientation scores were associated with a decrease in

experiencing negative emotions whereas cluster analysis revealed no
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statistical differences between clusters in experiencing negative

emotions.As well, factor analysis that

students attributed success to uncontrollable factors whereas cluster
analysis revealed no statistical differences between clusters on
attributing success to controllable or uncontrollable factors. An
additional discrepancy was found in methodologies in attributing failure
to controllable or uncontrollable factors. Factor analysis reported no
relationship in attributing failure to controllable or uncontrollable
factors. In contrast, the cluster analysis revealed that students in the
low mastery/moderate performance group were more likely to attributed
failure to uncontrollable factors.

A comparison of the two methodologies revealed the following
important points: First, factor analysis-correlational models are very

useful at identifying and seeing the relati hi between

constructs. This may result in some form of causal modelling. However, the
results of the cluster analysis suggest that interactions among comstructs
are possible and may need to be further researched. As well, cluster
analyses enables profiles of students to be formulated which would reveal
the effect of combinations of constructs.

Second, the results suggest that correlations which are non-
statistically detectable may imply there is interaction among constructs.

This may need to be further explored. Generally speaking, a low

lation usually i there is no relati ip between iabl

In this study, the low correlation of .05 between performance orientation

and controllable attributions no relationship between these two
variables. However, it could also indicate a more complex relationship
than first expected. The cluster analysis suggests that both the high
mastery/high performance students and the high mastery/low performance

students attributed success to controllable factors. However, the high



mastery/high performance students were more likely to attribute success to
controllable factors than were the low mastery/moderate performance
students. This would indicate that the high mastery orientation is

dominant over i Thus, in spite of a low

correlation, there was an interaction between mastery and performance
scores that poses another possible interpretation.

As evidenced in Seifert’s (1995) study, cluster analysis methodology
provides a way of exploring interactions and relationships among
constructs. As well, it enables profiles of students to be formulated
which provides a clearer description of the sample. Factor analysis, while
being an effective method of data reduction does not provide this
information. In combination, both methodologies allow for more effective
interpretation of data.

The study presented in this paper investigated the relationship

between the ve of ) and evaluative (self-

worth) domains of self-concept, the importance children place on

, and how and imp to influence self-
worth. The data reduction technique of factor analysis was used to examine
how competency and importance influence self-worth. However, factor
analysis alone could not detect how competency and importance interact to
influence self-worth. A cluster analysis made this possible by allowing
the analyst to construct a profile of the different groups of students in
the sample. The profile revealed groups of students who exhibited similar
characteristics, thus making it possible to create a profile of different
groups of similar students. This allowed between groups comparisons which
uncovered patterns not manifest in the factor analysis. Consequently, the
cluster analysis revealed patterns of interaction and their effects
otherwise hidden. This provided the analyst with important additional

on how and to influence self-




worth. In this way, the cluster analysis supplemented the information

provided by the factor analysis and allowed for a more effective study.



Chapter 3

Methodology
Design of the Study
A i study of ) impor , and their

influence on the self-worth of school children was conducted using eight
classes of 4th graders and eight classes of 7th graders. These grade
levels were chosen because the ages of the children at each level
represent different periods of development: preadolescence and
adolescence. This permitted effective comparison of two groups of children

at aifferent developmental levels.

Sample Group

A sample of approximately 271 children was drawn from 5 schools on
the Avalon Peninsula of Newfoundland. This sample included 127 children
(73 females and 54 males) at the grade 4 level and 144 children (70
females and 74 males) at the grade 7 level. Students of all ability levels
were included in the sample. The studente were asked to complete a

questionnaire which was developed for the study.

The Instrument .
A self-concept questionnaire was to measure Y,
of and how affects self-worth in 10

domains: Athletic Ability (Sports); Physical Appearance (Social); Peer
Relationships (Social); Parent Relationships (Parents); Reading
(Academics) ; Math (Academics); Art; Music; Social Economic Status (S.E.S.)
and Global Self-Worth (Appendix A). Children responded to 86 simple
declarative statements on a 7 point likert scale with 1 being "not at all

like me" and 7 being "a lot like me'. 27 statements measured competency



[e.g."I am good at math", "I am a good artist"], 27 statements measured
value, or importance (e.g."It is important to me to do well in math",
"Being a good artist is important to me"], 27 statements measured self-
worth [e.g. "Doing well in sports makes me feel good", *Getting along with
my parents makes me feel i ] and s global

worth [e.g. "I am a good person®, * I feel appreciated by others

Prior to the of the ire, a letter was sent

home to parents requesting permission for their child to take part in the

study. This letter is included in Appendix C. To ensure anonymity and to

"socially . the subjects were not asked to
identify themselves by writing their names on the questionnaire. Only
grade level and age were required. The scale was group administered to

students in the sample.



CHAPTER 4

Analysis and of the Data

The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship
between domain competency, importance and self-worth. First, domain

and its relationship to self-worth was considered; then the

importance of domain competency and its relationship to self-worth;
finally, how competency and importance together influence self-worth.
The data analysis consisted of several phases. In the first phase,
a series of factor analyses were conducted to establish the consistency
and coherency of each of the scales on the questionnaire. In phase two,
analysis of variance procedures were used to examine how competency and
importance influence self-worth. Finally, cluster analyses of the
competency and importance scales were conducted to determine how

and i to influence self- worth. At each phase

only the second order factors were considered. This allowed for ease of

interpretation of data.

The competency, importance and self-worth scales were individually
subjected to principal axis factoring with varimax rotation. Factor
analysis of competency items (Table 1) yielded scores of competency in
eight domains: Math, Reading, Music, Art, Social, Sports, Parents and
S.E.S. For each competency scale the factor loadings were consistently
large (.46 -.93) whereas the non factor loadings were much smaller (-.14-

.34),



Factor analysis of importance items (Table 2) yielded scores of
importance in 7 domain:

Academic, Social, Music, Sports, Art, Parents and
S.E.S. For each importance scale the factor loadings were conmsistently
large (.40-.91) whereas the non factor loadings were much smaller (- .007-
.40).



Table 1.  Factor Loadings: Compstency Items

Item Label Loading
Factor 1. Social

Q7 ...Iam good looking .88

08 ..1 have lots of friends .46

Q15 .1 an handsome or pretty .90

Q16 .1am a popular person 71

Q26 .1 am attractive looking .89
Factor 2. Music

Q21 Music is easy for me .90

Q25 ...Iam good at music .90

Q31 .1 get good marks in music .86
Factor 3. Sports

Q6 I am good at sports .91

Q13 .Ido well in sports .94

Q23 .Iama good athlete .89
Factor 4. Math

Q11 ...Math is easy for me 91

Q19 ...Iam good at math .92

Q29 .I get good marks in math .88
Factor 5. Art

Q20 ..Iama good artist .90

Q24 .1 an good at art .90

Q30 Art is easy for me 187
Factor 6. Reading

Q10 .x am good at reading .91

Q18 1 get good marks in reading .87

Q28 .. Reading is easy for me .90
Factor 7. Parents

Qs ...My parents love me .81

7 ..My parents and I spend a lot of time together 75

Q27 .Iget along well with my parents .80
Factex 8. Socio- Econamc Status (5.E.S.)

Q12 .I live in a big hou .77

Q22 .I have expensive clothes .63

Q32 . .My family has lots of money -7

Variance - Social Music Sports Math Art Reading Parents S.E.S.

.45 2,72 2.72 2.69 2.66 2.66 2.09 1.85




Table 2.

Factor Loadings: Importance Items

Item Label Loading
Factor 1. Academics
Q37 ..Being a good reader is important to me .72
Q38 ..It is important to me to do well in math .80
Q46 ..It is important to me to get good marks in 82
reading
Q7 ..Getting good marks in math is important to me 85
Q55 .It is important to me to do well in reading .83
Qs6 _.Being good in math is important to me .84
Factor 2. Social
Q4 .It is important to me to be good 1nnkxng .87
Q5 Havmg lots of friends is important to .60
Q43 is important to me to be han dscma or pretty .89
Q44 aemg popular is important to .67
Q52 ..Being attractive is important S e .83
Factor 3. Music
Q40 ..It is important to me to get good marks in music .86
Q49 .It is important to me to be good in music 90
Qs8 ..Doing well in music is important to me 186
Factor 4. Sports
Q33 is important to me to be good in sports .83
Q42 a good athlete is important to me .89
Q51 well in sports is important to me 91
Factor 5. Art
Q39 .Being a good artist is important to me .87
Q48 .It is important to me to be good in art .87
Q57 \Doing well in art is important to me .83
ctor 6. Parents
Q36 ...It is important to me that my parents love me .88
Q45 .It is important to me to spend time with my .82
parents
Q54 ...Getting along with my parents is important to me .81
Factor 7. Socio-Economic Status (S.E.S.)
Q41 ...It is important to me to live in a big house .76
Q50 ...Wearing expensive clothes is important to me .78
Q59 \Having lots of money is important to me .83
variance - Academics Social Music Sports Art  Parents S.E.S.
4.69 3.51  2.77 2.66 2.60 2.41 2.27
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A second order analysis was performed on the lst order competency
factors ylelding two factors: Academic and Social (Table 3). Academic was
comprised of the 1st order factors, Math, Reading, Music and Art. Social
was comprised of Social, Sports, Parents, and S.E.S. The factor loadings
for the 1st order factors were consistently large (.52-.77) whereas the

non factor loadings were much smaller (-.11-.30) .

Table 3.  Second Order Pactor Analysis of FPirst Order Compstency Factors
FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2
Academics .65
Reading .13
Music .68
Art .65
Social .76
sports .61
Parents .52
Socio-Economic Status (S.E.S.) .77
variance 1.98 1.96

Note: Factor loadings less than .40 have been omitted for clarity.

A second order factor analyses was also performed on the 1st order
importance factors which yielded two factors: Academic and Social (Table
4). Academic was comprised of the 1st order factors, Academic, Art, Music
and Parents. Social was compriged of the lst order factors, Social, Sports
and S.E.S. (Socio Economic Status). The factor loadings for the 1st order
factors were substantial (.66-.85) whereas the non-factor loadings were

smaller (-.11-.23).



Table 4. Second Order Factor Analysis of First Order Importance Factors

FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2
Academics .81
Art .73
Music .76
Parents 22
social .84
sports .66
Socio-Economic Status (S.E.S.) .85
Variance 1.36 1.98

Note: Factor loadings less than .40 have been omitted for clarity.

This particular study focuses only on analyses of second order
factors because of statistical considerations. Specifically, the large
number of £irst order factors combined with the relatively large number of
groups that emerge in the cluster analyses yielded a considerably large
number of statistical tests. This increased the likelihood that some
comparisons would be statistically detectable by chance alomz. This
problem was minimized considerably by examining second order factors
because the number of factors is reduced, therefore the chance of making
a type 1 error is significantly reduced. Another reason for focusing on
second order factors is one Of interpretation. The smaller number of
second order factors makes interpretations of results easier. We can see
patterns and relationships more clearly. However, in combining first order

factors this type of information is overlooked.

Domain Competency - Age and Gender Effects
Ac < Competenc:

In order to determine if there were age and gender differences in
childrens’ perceptions of their academic competencies, a 2x2 batween

groups contrast was conducted using a General Linear Modelling Procedure.
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The results revealed a statistically detectable main effects for grade
[F(1,255)= 23.66, p<.05] and gender (F(1,255)=14.21,p<.05] but no
interaction effect (Table 5). Specifically, grade 4 students perceived
themselves to be more competent academically than grade 7 students and

fera.us ived themselves to be more demically than their

male counterparts (Table 6).

s for Perceived

Table 5.  Summary Statistics of Between Group Contr
Academic Competency

Source af ss M F P
Grade 1 20.86 20.86 23.66 <.05
Gender 1 12.53 12.53 14.21 <.05
Grade*Gender 1 .37 .37 .42 >.05
255 224.85 .88
Table 6.  Means and Deviations of by Gender
and Grade
Male Female Total

M sp M sD M sp
Grade 4 .92 .69 .30 .81
Grade 7 1.09 1.02 -.217 1.08
Total 1.06 .89

Social Competency
A similar 2X2 between groups contrast was performed on perceptions
of social competency scores. The results of this analysis revealed no main

effects for gender or grade, and no interaction effects (Table 7). In

other words grade 4's and grade 7's p i equally

socially, as did males and females (Table 8).

41



Table 7. Summary Statistics of Between Group Contrasts for Perceived

Social Competency

Source at ss M F p
Grade 1 1.58 1.58 1.62 .08
Gender 1 .85 .85 .87 >.05
Grade*Gender 1 3.35 3.35 3.43 >.05
rror 239 233.41 .98
Table 8.  Means and Standard Deviations of Social Competency by Gender
and Grade
Male Female Total
M sp M sD M sb

Grade 4 .90 -.09 1.04 .07 .99
Grade 7 1.05 -.04 .95 -.09 1.00
Total 1.00 -.07 1.00

In an attempt to identify potential subgroups within the sample a

cluster analysis was performed on the second order competency factor

scores. Specifically, competency scores at each grade level were subjected

to a hierarchical cluster analysis using Ward's method

(this method was

used in performing all cluster analyses throughout the study). In grade 4

a three cluster solution was retained and in grade 7 a five cluster

solution was retained based upon a sharp drop in the t2 statistic and a

pl on the

1 R2 (Figures 1,2).
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A between groups repeated measures omnibus test using General Linear
Modelling procedures was used in comparing groups. If the interaction
effect was statistically detectable (at .05) a series of tests of simple
main effects within each group was conducted.This was followed by a
posteriori contrasts between groups to see which groups differed in each

domain. The critical t value was set at 2.85, o =.005.

Grade 4

Results of the between groups repeated measures omnibus test (Table
9) indicated an effect for Group (F(2,112) = 171.03, p.<.05]. and Domain
(F(1,122) = 23.36, p<.05]. Most importantly, there was an interaction

effect [F(2,112) = 16.88, p<.05].

Table 9. Repeated M Analysis of Variance Tests of Hypoth
Between B\mj-c:- Effects

Source dg ss MS F P
Groupl 2 105.25 52.62 171.03 <.05
Etrot 112 34.46 .31

Domai; 1 7.93 7.93 23.36 <.05
Domain'Gruupl 2 11.46 5.73 16.88 <.05
Erro: 112 38.02 .33

A test of simple main effects within each group (Table 10) yielded
no effect for group 1 [F(1,40) = .07, p>.005] and group 2 [F(1,57) = .09,
p>.005] . Both groups perceived themselves as being equally competent in
both domains. However there was an effect for group 3 [F(1,18) = 40.5, p
<.005]. Students in group 3 perceived themselves to be lower in social

than demi (Figure 3).
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Table 10. Results of Tests of Simple Main Effects Within Each Group

Source at ss Ms F P
Group 1 3 .01 .01 .02 >.005
Group 2 1 .03 .03 .09 >.005
Group 3 1 13.77 13.77 40.5 © <.005

A posteriori contrasts between groups of grade 4 students (Tables

11, 12) indicated significant di between groups 1 and 2 in both

the Social (t=11.05) and Academic (t=10.47) domains. Differences also
occurred between groups 2 and 3 in the Social (t=15.34) and Academic

(t=4.49) domains.



Batwaen Groups

Table 11. Social - A
Mean 1 Mean 2 nl  n2  MSe diff ¢t
Group 1 vs 2 0.95  0.01 40 57 0.34  0.94 11.05 <.01
Group 2 vs 3 0.01  -1.70 57 18 0.34 1.7 15.34 <.01
Table 12. - A doxd Between Groups
Mean 1 Mean 2 nl  n2  MSe diff t
Group 2 vs 3 0.04  -0.46 57 18 0.34  0.50  4.49 <.01
Group 1 vs 2 0.93  0.04 40 57 0.3  0.89 10.47 <.01

In summary, results indicated (Figure 3) that group 1 students

perceived themselves as being more competent academically and socially

than did students in group 2. Group 3 students perceived themselves as

being less competent in these domains than did students in groups 1 and 2.
However, group 3 students perceived themselves as being more competent
academically than socially. Group 3 students may be compensating for their

lack of success in the Social domain by trying harder academically.

The between groups repeated measures omnibus test (Table 13)

indicated an effect for Group [F(4,116) = 80.21, p<.05) and Domain

[F(1,116 = .02, p<.05). More importantly, there was an interaction effect

(F(4,116) = 66.72, p<.05).



Table 13. Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance T

Between Subjects Effects
Source LH ss us F )
Groupl 4 110.27 27.56 80.21 <.05
Error 16 39.86 0.34
Domain 1 0.004 0.004 0.02 <.05
Domain*Groupl 4 74.31 18.57 66.72 <.05
Error (Domain) 116 32.29 .27

This was followed by a series of tests of simple main effects (Table
14) which yielded an effect for Group 2 [F(1,34) = 26.17, p<.00S], Group
3 [F(1.27) = 51.31, p<.005), Group 4 [F(1,14) = 89.41, p<.005], and Group
5 [F(1,25) = 93.9, p<.005]. However there was no effect for Group 1
(F(1,20) = .67, p>.005). Group 1 students perceived themselves as being
equally competent in both domains. However, grade 7 students in other
groups perceived themselves as being more or less competent in one domain

than the other (Figure 4).

Social and academic competency - Geade 7

15 1
14 ooet
Gow3 '_\o\\
o .
Gomp1
G
45
Gowd

Figure 4. Profile of social and academic competency clusters -
Grade 7.



Table 14. Results of Tests of Simple Main Effects

Source af ss M F P
Group 1 1 .19 .19 .67 >.005
Group 2 1 7.58 7.58 26.17 <.005
Group 3 1 14.87 14.87 51.31 <.005
Group 4 1 25.93 25.93 89.41 <.005
Group 5 1 27.22 27.22 93.9 <.005

A posteriori contrasts between groups (Table 15) indicated
significant differences in the Social domain between groups 2 and 3

(t=-11.51) and groups 3 and 4 (t=11.60).

Table 15. Social - A 1 Between Groups
Mean 1 Mean 2 nl  n2 Mse  diff t

Group 1 vs 3 0.98  0.72 20 27 0.28  0.26 2,36 >.01

Group 2 v 3 -0.39  0.72 34 27  0.28 -1.11 -11.51 <.01

Group 2 vs 5  -0.39 -0.36 34 26  0.28 -0.03 -0.31 >.01

Group 3 vs 4  -0.39 -1.82 14 27  0.28  1.43 11.60 <.01

In the Academic domain (Table 16) significant differences occurred
between groups 1 and 3 (t=10.52), groups 2 and 5 (t=21.44) and groups 3

and 4 (t=-3.57).

Table 16.  Academi -a s Batwaen Groups
Mean 1 Mean 2 nl  n2  MSe diff ot

Group 1 vs 3 0.83 -0.33 20 27 0.28  1.16 10.52 <.01

Group 2 vs 4 0.28  0.11 34 14 0.28 0.17  1.43 >.01

Group 2 vs 5 0.28 -1.81 26 34 0.28  2.09 21.44 <.01

Group 3 vs 4  -0.33  0.11 14 27  0.28  -0.44 -3.57 <.01




These results indicated (Figure 4) that group 3 students perceived
themselves as being more competent socially than students in groups 2 and
4. However, group 3 students were less competent academically than
students in groups 2 and 4. Group 3 students may be compensating for their
lack of success in the Academic domain by trying harder to achieve in the
Social domain. Likewise, students in groups 2 and 4 may be compensating
for lack of success in the Social domain by achieving in the Academic
domain. Compared to group 2, group 5 students perceived themselves as
being just as competent socially but not competent academically. These
students may be trying harder to be accepted by their peers to compensate

for lack of success in the Academic domain.

ol 1£-Worth

Results of the between groups repeated measures omnibus test (Table

17) indicated a main effect for Group [F(1,111) = 11.53, p<.05).

Table 17. Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance Tests of Hypotheses for
Between Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: GLOBAL

Source at ss M F P
Groupl 2 14.84 7.4 .64 <.05
Error 111 71.46 .6

A posteriori contrasts between groups (Table 18) indicated

significant differences between groups 1 and 2 (t=5.40).



Table 18.  Global sel - A dord Between Groups

Mean 1 Mean 2 nl n2  MSe diff ¢t
Group 2 vs 3 -0.03  -0.339 57 18 0.64 0.36 2.35 >.01
Group 1 vs 2 0.60 -0.03 40 57  0.64 0.63 5.40 <.01

This analysis indicated (Figure 3) that students in group 1
perceived themselves as being very competent socially and academically and
had high global self-worth. Group 2 students perceived themselves as being
less competent socially and academically and had less global self-worth.
Although there were no significant differences in the global self-worth of
groups 2 and 3, these groups did differ significantly in social and
academic competency (Tables 15, 16). Unlike group 2 students who reported

average social and academic , group 3 D low

academic competency and much lower social competency. Interestingly, there
were no significant differences in the global self- worth of both these
groups. For group 3 students, global self-worth seemed to depend on
academic competence. It would appear that for students in groups 1 and 2,
self-worth depended on being competent in both domains. These results are
reflected in the correlations analysis of second order competence and
global self-worth scores (Table 19) which indicated that, in grade 4,
self-worth depends on being competent in the Academic (r=.0001) and Social

domains (r=.0001).
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Table 19. Correlation Analyses of Second Order Factors - Grade 4

GLOBAL IMP_ACA 1MP_SOC COMP_ACA
IMP_ACA 0.52¢ 0.33 0.59%
IMP-SOC 0.10 0.33% 0.15
COMP_ACA 0.55¢ 0.59% 0.15
comp_soc 0.37% 0.47% 0.54% 0.48%

* denotes p<.05

Grade 7
Results of the between groups repeated measures omnibus test (Table

20) indicated an effect for group [F(4,115) = 10.43, p< .05).

Table 20.  Repeated Analysis of Variance Tests of Hypothi
Between suhj-eu Bffacts

Dependent Variable: GLOBAL

Source df ss Ms F P
Groupl 4 9.65 10.43 <.05
Error 115 0.92

A posteriori contrasts of groups (Table 21) indicated significant

differences between groups 2 and 4 (t=4.62).

Table 21. Global self-worth - A Posteriori Contrasts Between Groups

Mean 1 Mean 2 nl n2 MSe diff ¢t test
Group 1 vs 3 0.63 0.28 20 27 0.93 0.35 1 74 no
Group 2 vs 5 -0.27  -0.50 34 26 0.93 0.23 no
Group 2 va 4 -0.28  -1.28 14 34 0.93 1.00 4 62 yes
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Results of this analysis (Figure 4) indicated that groups 1 and 3
had similar social competency but differed in academic competency.
Students in these groups had the same self-worth. Groups 2 and 5 had

similar social but differed in demi . Group 2

had higher than their in group
5. However, both groups had similar global worth. Compared to group 1,
group 2 students had similar academic competency and lower social
competency. Both these groups differed in global worth. Group 1 students
had higher global worth than students in group 2. Although groups 2 and 4
had higher academic competency than group 3 they had lower social
competency and lower global worth than group 3 students.
From these results we may conclude that for grade 7 students, social
competency is more important to global worth than academic competency.

These results are reflected in the lational analyses of

and global worth scale scores which indicated that, in grade 7, global

self-worth is related to being competent in the Social domain (Table 22).

Table 22. Correlation Analyses of Second Order Pactors - Grade 7
GLOBAL MP_ACA 1MP_Soc CcoMP_ACA

IMP_ACA 0.39% 0.12 0.61+

™MP_Soc 0.29 0.12 -0.04

comMP_ACA 0.18 0.61¢ -0.04

comp_soc 0.67+ 0.33 0.60% 0.16

+ denotes p<.0S




of Domain - Age and Gender Effects

In_the Ac: ic Domain

In order to determine if there were age and gender differences in

the importance children placed on competency in the Academic domain, two
2x2 between groups contrasts were conducted using a General Linear
Modelling Procedure. In the Academic domain, the results revealed a
statistically detectable main effects for grade [F(1,250)=62.70, p<.05]

and gender [F(1,250)=14.89, p<.05) but no interaction effect (Table 23).

Specifically, grade 4 placed more i on in the
Academic domain than grade 7 students and females placed higher importance

on academic competency than their male counterparts (Table 24).

‘Table 23.  Summary Statistics of Between Group Contrasts for Perceived

Academic Importance

Source af ss Ms F p
Grade 1 54.93 54.93 67.83 <.08
Gender 1 12.05 12.05 14.89 <.05
Grade*Gender 1 0.00 0.00 0.00 >.05
Error 250 202.46 .80

Table 24.  Means and Deviati of Academi by Gender
and Grade
Male Female Total
] SD ] SD I SD
Grade 4 31 .82 .61 .60 .48 .71
Grade 7 -0.64 1.12 -0.24 .95 -0.44 1.06
Total -0.23 1.2 .20 .89
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In the Social Domain

Results of the 2x2 between groups contrast performed on the social
importance scores revealed a statistically detectable main effect for
gender [F(1,248)=5.54, p<.05). There was no effect for grade and no
interaction effect (Table 25). Specifically, grade 4 and grade 7 students
place equal importance on competency in the Social domain, however, males
place more importance on social competency than their female counterparts
(Table 26).

Table 25. Summary Statistics of Between Group Contrasts for Perceived
Social Importance

source aE ss Ms F P
Grade 1 .03 .03 .03 .05
Gender 1 5.40 5.40 5.54 <.05
Grade*Gender 1 .59 .59 .61 >.05
rror 248 241.94 .97
Table 26. Means and Deviati of Social by Gender
and Grade
Male Female Total

M sp M sD M s
Grade 4 .22 .94 -0.17 1.06 .004 1.02
Grade 7 .08 1.00 -0.12 .92 0.01 .97
‘fotal .14 .97 -0.14 .99

In an attempt to identify potential subgroups within the sample and
possible patterns existing within the groups a cluster analyses was

performed of the second order importance scale scores. In grade 4, a six



cluster solution was retained and in grade 7 a four cluster solution was

retained (Figures 5 and 6).
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Results of the between groups repeated measures omnibus test (Table
27) indicated an effect for Group [F(5,106)=103.60, p<.05] and Domain
[F(1,106)=88.43, p<.05] . Most importantly, there was an interaction effect

[F(5,106)=77.47, p<.05].

Table 27. Analysis of Vari Tests of for
Between Subjects Effects

Source af ss s F P
Groupl 5 96.38 19.38 103.60 <.05
Erroxr 106 19.83 0.18

Domain 1 10.93 10.93 88.43 <.05
Domain*Groupl 5 47.87 9.57 77.47 <.05
Error 106 13.10 0.12

(Domain)

A test of simple main effects within each group (Table 28) yielded
no effect for group 1 [F(1,34)=2.08, p>.005] or group 2 [F(1,26)=.08,
p>.005]. Students in each group placed equal value on competency in both
the Social and Academic domains. However, there was an effect for group 3
(F(1,22)=156.25, p<.005], group 4 [F(1,12)=49.42, p<.005], group 5
[F(1,10)=210.58, p<.005] and group 6 [F(1,8)=92.00,p<.005]. Grade 4
students in these groups valued social competency more or less than

academic competency (Figure 7).




Soclai and scademic Importance ~ Grade ¢
2
154 Gangp 6
L Geop |
s
04 Growp 2
0.5 Growp 3
4
154 Gows
Groupd
2
Social Academic Global worth
Importance Imporance
Figure 7. Profile of social and academic importance clusters -
Grade 4

Table 28. Results of Tests of Simple Main Effects Within Each Group

Group as ss Ms F P
Group 1 1 0.25 0.25 2.08 >.005
Group 2 1 0.01 0.01 .08 >.005
Group 3 1 18.74 18.74 156.25 <.005
Group 4 1 4 5.92 49.42 <.005
Group 5 1 25.26 25.26 210.58 <.005
Group 6 x 11.04 11.04 92.00 + <.005

A posteriori contrasts between groups indicated significant
differences in the Social domain (Table 29) between groups 2 and 3
(t=6.34), groups 1 and 6 (t=-5.19) and groups 3 and 5 (t=10.60). In the
Academic domain (Table 32) differences occurred between groups 1 and 5§

(t=3.06), groups 1 and 3 (t=3.28) and group 4 and 6 (t=-3.76).
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Table 29. Social -A dord

Mean 1 Mean 2 nl n2 MSe diff ¢t

Group 4 vs 4 <064 -1.47 10 12 0.12 -0.17 -1.63 .01
Group 2 vs 3 -0.03 -0.48 26 22  0.12 0.45 6.34 <.01
Group 1 vs 6 0.93  1.43 8 34 0.12 -0.50 -5.19 <.0l
Group 3 vs § -0.48 -1.47 22 10 0.12 0.99 10.60 <.01
Table 30. D - A Posteriori Between Groups
Mean 1 Mean 2 nl n2  Mse diff t
Group 3 vs 5 0.83 0.78 22 10 0.12 0.05 0.54 >.01
Group 1 vs 5 1.05  0.78 34 10 0.12 0.27 3.06 <.01
Group 1 vs 3 1.05 0.83 22 34 0.12 0.22 3.28 <.01
Group 2 vs 6 -0.01 -0.23 8 26 0.12 0.22 2.22 >.01
Group 4 vs 6 -0.65 -0.23 8 12 0.12 -0.42 -3.76 <.01

These results (Figure 7) indicated students in group 2 placed more

on social than did in groups 3 and 5.
However, students in groups 3 and 5 placed higher importance on academic
competence than their group 2 counterparts. Group 6 students placed higher
importance on social competence than students in group 1 but, unlike group
1 who also placed high importance on academic competence, group 6 students

placed low on

Results of the between groups repeated measures, omnibus test on
Grade 7 students’ scores (Table 31) indicated an effect for Group
[F(3,125) = B84.80, <.05) and Domain [F(1, 125) = 37.34, p<.05]. There was

no interaction effect.



Table 31. Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance T
Betwaen Subjects Effects

Source ag ss Ms F P
Groupl 3 100.14 33.38 84.80 <.05
Error 125 49.20 0.39
1 1.13 11.13 37.34 <.05
Domain*Groupl 0 0 0 ° >.05
125 37.27 0.29

This vas followed by a series of tests of simple main effects (Table
32) which yielded an effect for group 2 [F(1,22) = 31.4, p<.005], group 3
{F(1,57) =15.1, p<.005) and group 4 [F(1,24) = 256.00, p<.005]. These
groups valued academic competency more or less than social competency.
There was no effect for group 1[F(1,16) = 2.08, p>.005). Group 1 students

placed equal importance on competency in both domains (Figure 8).

Social and academic Importance — Grade 7
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Figure 8.  Profile of social and academic importance clusters - Grade 7.



Table 32. Results of Tests of Simple Main Effects

source af ss MS F P
Group 1 1 0.62 0.62 2.0 >.005
Group 2 1 9.42 9.42 31.4 <.005
Group 3 i 4.52 4.52 15.1 <.005
Group 4 1 76.89 76.89 256.0 <.005

A posteriori comparisons between groups (Table 33) indicated
significant differences between groups 1 and 2 (t=-4.55) and groups 2 and

3 (£=-9.36) and in the Social domain.

Table 33. Social -a dord | Between Groups
Mean 1 Mean 2 nl n2  MSe  diff t

Group 1ve 2  -1.23 -0.72 26 22  0.30 -0.52 -4.55 <.01

Group 2 vs 3 -0.72 0.19 22 57 0.30 -0.91 -9.36 <.01

Group 3 vs 4 0.59 0.47 24 57 0.30 0.12 1.27 >.01

In the Academic domain (Table 34) significant differences occurred

between groups 1 and 4 (t=-9.58) and groups 1 ~nd 2 (t=-10.78).

Table 34. demi - A Posteriori Between Groups

Mean 1 Mean 2 nl n2 Mse diff ¢t

Group 2 vs 3 0.20  0.19 22 57 0.30 0.01  0.10 >.01
Group 1 vs 4 -2.06 -1.01 26 24 0.30 -1.05 -9.58 <.01
Group 1 vs 2 -1.01  0.20 26 22 0.30  -1.21 -10.78 <.01

Results indicated (Figure 8) that group 3 students placed higher
importance on social competence than students in group 2. However, no
differences occurred between these groups in the importance placed on

academic competence. Students in both groups placed equally high



importance on competency in the Academic domain. Group 1 students placed

less i on Academi than group 2 students but more

importance on competency in this domain than students in group 4. Students
d but they

in group 4 placed very low i on

Sociul to be very

Results of the between groups repeated measures omnibus test on the
global self-worth variable (Table 35) indicated an effect for Group [F(5,

105) = .563, p<.05).

Analysis of Variance Tests of Hypotheses for
cts Effec

Table 35. Repeated M
en S

Dependent Variable: GLOBAL

Source df ss s F P
Groupl 5 18.13 3.62 5.63 <.05
Error 105 67.67 0.64

A posteriori contrasts (Table 36) indicated no significant
differences between groups 1 and 5 or 2 and 6. However, differences

occurred between groups 2 and 5.



Table 36. Global self-worth -A Posteriori Contrasts Between Groups

Mean 1 Mean 2 nl n2 MSe diff ¢t

Group 1 vs 5 0.52 0.35 34 10 0.64 0.17 0.84 >.01
Group 2 vs 6  -0.20  -0.51 26 8 0.64 0.31 1.36 >.01
Group 2 vs 5  -0.20 .35 26 10 0.64 -0.55 -2.61 <.01

These results suggested (Figure 7) that students in groups 3 and 5
had high global self-worth. However, both these groups reported low social

1P and high This indi d that, to

in groups 3 and 5, global self-worth depended on the importance placed on

competency in the academic domain. The same may be said for students in

group 6. These students placed very high on social

but below average on academi . These had

low global self-worth. The high importance placed on competency in the
social domain did not have a positive impact on the global self-worth of
group € students.

These results are reflected in the correlations analysis of second
order importance and global self-worth scores (Table 19) which indicated
that for grade 4 students, global self-worth is related to the importance

placed on competency in the Academic domain (r=.0001).

Grade 7
Results of the between groups repeated measures, omnibus test on
global self-worth (Table 37) indicated an effect for group [F(3,124)=5.67,

pe<.05].



Table 37. Repeated Measures Anal;
Between Subjects Effects

8 of Variance Tests of Hypoth

Dependent Variable: GLOBAL

Source af ss M F P
Groupl 3 17.67 5.89 5.67 <.05
Error 124 128.96 1.04

A posteriori contrasts between groups (Table 38) indicated
significant differences between groups 1 and 3 (t=-4.51) and groups 3 and

4 (t=4.79). Differences also occurred between groups 2 and 4 (t=2.80).

Table 38. Global self-worth - A Posteriori Contrasts Between Groups

Mean 1 Mean 2 nl n2 MSe diff ¢t test
Group 2 vs 3 0.01 57 24  1.04 -0.25 -1.42 >.01
Group 1 vs 4 -0.51 26 24 1.04 0.07 0.34 >.01
Group 1 vs 2 -0.51 26 22 1.04 -0.52 -2.49 >.01
Group 1 vs 3 -0.51 26 S7  1.04 -0.77 -4.51 <.01
Group 3 vs 4 0.26 24 57 1.04 0.84 4.79 <.01
Group 2 vs 4 0.01 22 24 1.04 0.59 2.80 <.01

Results indicated (figure 8) that students in group 3 placed higher

imp on in the Academic domain than groups 1, 2 and 4 and
higher importance on competency in the Social domain than groups 1 and 2.
Further, Students in group 3 had higher global worth than students in the
other groups, Compared to group 3, students in group 1 placed less
importance on competency in the Social and Academic domains and had lower
global worth. Students in groups 3 and 4 were similar in the importance
they placed on social competency but group 4 placed less importance on
academic competency than group 3 and reported lower global worth. These

results indicated that for students in groups 1, 3 and 4 global worth is
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associated with being competent in the Social and Academic domains. These
results are reflected in the correlation analysis of second order
importance and global self-worth scale scores (Table 22) which indicated
that, in grade 7 global self-worth is related to the importance placed on

competency in the Academic (r=.0001) and Social (r=.0005) domains.

ngly, there was no significant di in the global worth of
students in groups 2 and 3. Both groups had similar global self- worth,
however, both groups differed significantly in the importance they placed
on competency in the Social domain. Group 2 students placed lower
importance on social competence than group 3. It is possible that students
in group 2 may be devaluing social competence because of lack of success
in this domain. However, if this is so, group 2 students could be
experiencing success in some other domain not measured in this study. This

may have had a positive effect on their global worth.

X - Impact on Global Self-Worth

To investigate the impact of competency and importance on global
self-worth, 2 cluster analyses were performed at each grade level on the
2nd order competency and importance scores in domain. In grade 4, a four
cluster solution was retained in the Academic domain and a five cluster
solution was retained in the Social domain (Figures 9 and 10). In grade 7,

a six cluster solution was retained in both domains (Figures 11 and 12).
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At each grade level the of social and social

importance was examined, then the interaction of academi and
academic importance. This was followed by how these &
impacted global worth.

Grade 4 - Social X Social

Results of the between groups repeated measures omnibus test (Table
39) indicated an effect for Group [F(4,104) =213.19, p<.0S]. There was no
effect for Component [F(1,104)=0.77, p>.05, but there was an interaction

effect [F(4,104)=20.50, pc.0S].

Table 39. Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance Tests of Hypothesis for
Betwesn Subjects Effects

Juurce df ss Ms F P

Groupl 4 155.77 38.94 213.19 <.05

Error 104 18.99 0.18

Social 1 0.21 0.21 0.77 >.05

Social *Groupl 4 22.50 5.62 20.50 <.05

Error 104 28.55 0.27

A test of simple main effects within each group (Table 40) yielded
an effect for group 1 [F(1,23)=19.96, p<.005], group 2(F(1,25)=25.2,
P<.005] and group 3[F(1,14)=31.2, p<.005]. There was no effect for group
4(F(1,33)=1.65, p>.005] or group 5(F(1,44)=4.5, p>.005]. For students in

groups 1,2, and 3, their of social were more or

less than the importance they placed on being competent in this domain
(Figure 13).
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Figure 13. Profile of social competency X importance clusters -
Grade 4.

Table 40. ults of Tests of Simple Main Effects

Source af ss MS F P
Group 1 1 5.48 19.9 >.005
Group 2 1 6.93 25.2 >.005
Group 3 1 8.58 1.2 >.005
Group 4 1 .6+ <.005
Group § 1 1.26 4.6 <.005

A posteriori contrasts between groups for social competency (Table
41) indicated significant differences between groups 1 and 3 (t=-9.83) and

groups 1 and 5 (t=15.05).
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Table 41. Social - A Between Groupa

Mean 1 Mean 2 nl n2  MSe  diff 3
Group 3 vs 4 0.78 0.95 14 33 0.18  -0.17 -1.78  >.01
Group 1 vs 3 -0.22 0.78 23 14 0.18 -1.00 -9.83 <.01
Group 1 vs 5 -0.22 -1.75 23 14 0.18 1.53 15.05 <.01
Group 1 vs 2 -0.22 -0.22 23 25 0.18 0.00 0.00 .01

A posteriori contrasts between groups for social importance (Table
42) indicated significant differences between groups 3 and 4 (t=-15.47)

and groups 1 and 2 (t=13.15).

Table 42. Social - A 4 Between Groups
Mean 1 Mean 2 nl n2  MSe diff t

Group 3 vs 4 - 0.32 1.16 14 33 0.18  -1.48 -15.47 <.01

Group 1 vs 2 0.47  -0.67 23 25 0.18 1.14 13.15  <.01

A profile of social competency X importance clusters (Figure 13)
shows differences between groups 1 and 5 in social competency. Although
both groups perceived themselves as being less competent socially,
students in group 1 perceived themselves as being far more competent than

students in group 5. Unlike group 5, students in group 1 considered social

to be very important. Group § may be devaluing social
competency as a way of coping with lack of success in this domain.
Students in group 3 perceived themselves as being more competent socially
than group 1. However, Group 3 placed low importance on being competent

socially whereas in group 1 social to be

very important. Although no differences occurred between groups 1 and 2 in

social , there were di in the value the groups placed

on social competency. Although students in groups 1 and 2 considered
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themselves to be equally competent in the Social domain they perceived
themselves as performing below average socially. However, group 1 students

placed high value on social competence whereas students in group 2 did not

id to be i For group 2 students, devaluing
social competence may be a way of coping with failure in this domain.
There was little differences between groups 3 and 4 in social competence.
Both groups perceived themselves as being competent socially. However,

both groups differed in the importance placed on social competence.

in group 4 idered social to be whereas
in group 3 i in the Social domain to be
unimportant.
Secial X _Social Importance - Impact on Global Self-Worth

Grade 4
Results of the between groups repeated measures omnibus test (Table

43) indicated an effect for Group [F(4,103)=3.93, p<.05].

Table 43.  Repeated Measure: Anny-i- of Variance Tests of Hypotheses for
Betwean Subjec

Dependent Variable: GLOBAL

Source ag ss s F P
Groupl 4 11.11 2.77 3.93 | <.05
Error 103 72.93 0.70

A posteriori contrasts between groups (Table 44) indicated

significant differences between groups 1 and 5 (t=-2.82).
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Table 44. Global self-worth - A Posteriori Contr:

s Between Groups

Mean 1 Mean 2 nl n2  MSe  diff €
Group 3 vs 4 0.69 0.26 14 33 0.71  0.43 2.26  >.01
Group 1 vs 2 0.05 0.10 23 25 0.71 -0.05 -0.29  >.01
Group 1 vs 5 -0.52 0.05 23 14 0.71 -0.57 -2.82  <.01

The profile of social competency X importance clusters (Figure 13)
indicated that groups 3 and 4 had similar social competence and global
worth, However, they differed significantly in social importance
(£=-15.47) . Group 3 had lower importance than group 4. Groups 1 and 2 had
similar social competence and similar global worth. Like their
counterparts in groups 3 and 4, groups 1 and 2 differed significantly in
social importance (t=13.15). Group 2 had lower social importance than
group 1. These results indicated that for students in these groups,
importance placed on social competency had little impact on global worth.
These results are reflected in the correlation analyses of second order
factors (Table 19) which indicated that, for grade 4 students, global

worth is related to social (r=.0001) . Is i results were

indicated for groups 4 and 5. The global worth of group 4 students was

lower than their social or social . It would seem

that neither social competency or the importance placed on social

competency had an impact on the global worth of these students. For group

s, ions of social and the ! placed on
social competence was lower than their global worth. Like their
counterparts in group 4, social competency and the importance placed on
social competency had little impact on their global worth. For group 4
students, other factors may be negatively affecting their global worth.
Group 5 suggests devaluing social competence as a means of preserving

global worth.
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Grade 4 - Academi X

Results of the between groups repeated measures omnibus test (Table
45) indicated an effect for Group [F(3,116)=143.80, p<.05]and Domain
(F(1,116)249.13, p<.05]. Most importantly, there was an interaction effect
[F(3,116)=49.13, p<.05].

Table 45. Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance Tests of Hypoth
Between Subjects Bffects

source af ss S F P
Group2 3 86.90 28.96 143.80 <.05
Error 116 23.36 0.20

Academic 1 1.66 1.66 15.69 <.05
Academic*

Group 3 15.68 5.22 49.13 <.05
Error 116 12.34 0.10

This was followed by a series of tests of simple main effects (Table
46) which yielded an effect for group 2 [F(1,32)=7.78, p<.005] and group
3 [F(1,15)=149.6, p<.005]. There was no effect for group 1 [F(1,67)=3.75,
p>.005] or group 4 [F(1,4)=2.62, p>.005]. This indicated that in groups 2
and 3, the students perceptions of academic competence did not equal the

importance placed on competency in that domain (Figure 14).
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Figure 14. Profile of academic competency X importance clusters -
Grade 4.

Table 46.  Raesults of Tests of Simple Main Effects
source af ss s F p
Group 1 1 0.3 0.3 >.005
Group 2 1 0.82 0.82 7.78 <.005
Group 3 1 15.85 15.85 149.6 <.005
Group 4 1 0.27 0.27 2.62 >.005
A of groups for academi (Table 49)

indicated significant differences between groups 2 and 3 (t=17.17) and

groups 1 and 2 (t=12.50).



Table 47. Academic - A

Between Groups

Mean 1 Mean 2 nl n2 MSe  diff ¢t

Group 2 vs 3 0.18 -0.97 67 15 0.11  1.15 17.17 <.0L
Group 3 vs 4  -0.97 -1.25 15 6 0.11  0.28 2.47 >.01
Group 1 vs 2 0.81 0.81 67 32 0.11 0.63 12.50 <.01

A posteriori contrasts of groups for academic importance (Table 48)
indicated  significant differences occurred between groups 2 and 3

(£=-5.26), groups 1 and 3 (t=4.87) and groups 3 and 4 (t=13.29).

Table 48. Academic Imp -a 4 Between Groups

Mean 1 Mean 2 nl n2 MSe diff t

Group 2 vs 3 -0.04 0.48 32 15 0.20 -0.52 -5.26 <.0L
Group 1 vs 3 0.92  0.48 67 15 0.20 0.44 4,87 <.01
Group 3 vs 4 0.48 -1.55 15 6 0.20 2.03 13.29 <.01

A profile of academic X impe (Figure 14)

indicated that Students in group 1 placed more importance on academic
competence and perceived themselves as being more competent than students
in group 2. Group 2 students perceived themselves as being more competent
than students in group 3, however group 3 students placed higher value on

academic competence than their group 2 . Although in

group 3 did not perceive themselves as being competent in the Academic
domain, they considered academic competency to be very important. Unlike
group 3, students in group 4 placed little value on academic competency.
Like their group 3 counterparts, group 4 students did not perceive
themselves as being competent in the Academic domain. Group 4 students may
be devaluing academic competency as a way of coping with lack of success

in this domain.



Academi X Academic - Impact on Global Self-Worth

Grade 4
Results of the between groups repeated measures omnibus test (Table

49) indicated an effect for Group [F(3,115)=17.22, p<.05].

Table 49. Analysis of Vari - Tests of
for Between Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: GLOBAL

Source af ss Mg F p
Group2 3 27,51 9.17 17.22 <.05
Error 115 61.23 0.53

A posteriori contrasts between groups (Table 50) indicated
significant differences between groups 1 and 2 (t=6.87) and groups 3 and

4 (t=2.61).

Table 50. A Posteriori Contrasts Between Groups

Mean 1 Mean 2 ni n2 MSe diff t
Group 1 vs 2 0.56 -0.20 67 32 0.53 0.76 6.87 <.01
Group 2 vs 3 -0.20 -0.38 32 15 0.53 0.18 1.12 >.01
Group 3 vs 4 -0.38 -1.03 15 6 0.53 0.65 2.61 <.01
The profile of acadeni X a (Figure 14)

Groupl perceived themselves as being more competent academically than
students in group 2. They also placed more importance on academic
competence than group 2 and had higher global worth. To group 1 students
global worth depended on academic competency and the importance placed on
academic competency. Although group 2 students perceived themselves as

being academically competent, unlike their group 1 counterparts, they did
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not d i to be

P and had low global worth.
It would appear, that for students in group 2, the low importance placed
on academic competency had a negative impact on their global worth.
Therefore, their global worth depended not only on academic competence but
the importance placed on academic competence as well. Students in groups
3 and 4 have similar low academic competency but group 3 had higher
academic importance and higher global worth. Group 3 and group 2 had
similar global worth. However, group 3 had lower academic competency than
group 4 but higher academic importance. Group 3 results are not consistent

with s ve is (1965, 1986) theory that indicates

that the negative contribution to self-worth will be larger when the
specific perception of competency is more negative and the perceived value
of the domain of competency is greater.

These results are reflected in the correlation analyses of second
order factors (Table 19) which indicated that in grade 4 global worth is
related to academic competence (r= .0001) and academic importance (r=

.0001) .

Grade 7 - Social X Social Importance

Results of the between groups repeated measures omnibus test (Table
51) indicated an effect for Group [F(5,117)=168.67, p<.05]. There was no
effect for Domain [F(1,117)=0.60, p>.05] but there was an interaction

effect [F(5,117)=33.37,p<.05].



Table 51.  Repeated Neasures Analysis of Variance Tests of Hypotheses for
Between Subjects Effects

Source at ss MS F P

Groupl 5 163.19 32.63 168.67 <.05

Error 117 22.63 0.19

Social -2 0.09 0.09 0.60 >.05

Social*Groupl 5 26.72 5.34 33.37 <.05

Error 117 18.74 0.16

A test of simple main effects within each group (Table 52) yielded
an effect for group 1 [F(1,31)=13.15, p<.005), group 2 [F(1,10)=39.28,
p<.005), group 3 [F(1,30)=11.94, p<.005), group 4 [F(1,24)=10.87, p<.005),
group 5 [F(1,21)=8.36, p<.005) and group 6 [F(1,7)=84.77, p<.005). This
indicated that for students in these groups, their actual perceptions of
social competency did not equal the importance they placed on competency
in this domain (Figure 15).
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Figure 15. Profile of social competency X importance clusters -
Grade 7.



Table 52. Results of T

s of Simple Main Effects

Source df ss MS F P

Group 1 1 2.10 2.10 13.15 <.005
Group 2 1 6.29 6.29 39.28 <.005
Group 3 1 1.91 1.91 11.94 <.005
Group 4 1 1.74 1.74 10.87 <.005
Group 5 1 1.33 1,33 8.36 <.005
Group 6 1 13.42 13.42 84.77 <.005

A posteriori contrasts between groups for social competency (Table
53) indicated significant differences between groups 1 and 2 (t=-7.79),

groups 1 and 5 (t=8.09), groups 5 and 6 (t=6.64) and groups 2 and 4

(£=-3.02).

Table 53.  Social - A Hord Between Groups
Mean 1 Mean 2 nl n2  MSe  diff t

Group 1 vs 2 -0.46  0.42 31 10 0.19 -0.88  -7.79 <.01

Group 1 vs 5  -0.47 -1.18 31 21 019 0.71 8.09 <.01

Group 5 vs 6  -1.18 -2.08 21 7 0.19  0.90 6.64 <.01

Group 2 vs 4 0.43  0.78 10 24 0.19  0.35 3,02 <.01

A posteriori contrasts between groups for social importance (Table
54) indicated significant differences between groups 1 and 3 (t=-6.08),
groups 1 and 2 (t=5.35), groups 2 and 3 (t=-9.51) and groups 1 and 5

(£=16.53) .



Table 54. Social -a iori Between Groups

Mean 1 Mean 2 nl n2  MSe  diff t

Group 1 vs 3 -0.10 0.38 31 30 0.19 -0.48  -6.08 <.01

Group 1 vs 2 -0.10 -0.70 31 10 0.19 0.60 5.35 <.01

Group 2 vs 3 -0.69 0.38 10 30 0.18 -1.07 -9.51 <.01

Group 1 vs 5 -0.10 -1.54 31 2 0.19 1.44 16.53 <.01
profile of social X i clusters (Figure 15)

indicated di in ions of social in groups 2 and

4. Group 4 students perceived themselves as being more competent than

students in group 2 and i social to be

Unlike group 4, students in group 2 did not perceive themselves as being
socially competent and placed little value on social competence. Group 2
students may be devaluing social competence as a means of coping with
failure in this domain. Students in group 1 perceived themselves as being
less competent socially than students in group 2 but unlike their group 2
counterparts, group 1 placed higher value on social competency. Students
in group 5 considered themselves to be less competent socially than group
1, but unlike students in group 1, they placed lower value on social
competency. Like their counterparts in group 2, these students may be

placing little on social so that they can better

deal with lack of success in this domain. Group 6 perceived themselves as
being less competent socially than group §, but unlike group 5, students
in group 6 placed higher value on social competence. Group 3 students and
group 4 students perceived themselves as being competency socially,
however, students in group 4 placed higher value on social competency than

their counter- parts in group 3.



Social X _Social Importance - Impact on Global Self h
Grade 7

Results of the between groups repeated measures omnibus test {Table

55) indicated an effect for Group [F(5,116)=14.11, p<.0S].

Table 55.

Anal of
for Between Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: GLOBAL

Source at ss Ms P P
Groupl 5 51.75 10.35 14.11 <.05
Error 116 85.06 0.73

A posteriori contrast between groups (Table 56) indicated significant

differences between groups 1 and 4 (t=-4.44) and groups 5 and 6 (t=d.74).

Table 56. Global Worth for Social N
Between Groups

Mean 1 Mean 2 nl n2 MSe diff t test
Group 1 vs 2 -0.33 0.15 31 10 0.73 -0.48 -2.18 no
Group 2 vs 4 0.15 0.40 10 24 0.73 -0.25 -1.10 no
Group 1 vs 4 -0.33 0.40 31 24 0.73 -0.73 -4.44 yes
Group 1 vs 5 -0.33 -0.75 31 21 0.73 0.42 2.46 no
Group 5 vs 6 -0.75 -2.00 21 ¥ 0.73 1.25 4.74 yes
A profile of social x (Figure 15)

indicates that groups 2, 3 and 4 differ on importance but had similar high
competency and high global worth. This suggests that when competency is
high, importance may not be a factor influencing global worth. Groups 1
and 6 had similar social importance but differed in social competency and
global worth. Group 6 had lower competency and lower global worth than

group 1. Group 6 is consistent with the low competency/high importance =



low global worth diction of the ve is ( s

1965, 1986) .

These results are reflected in the correlations of second order
factors (Table 22) which indicated that, for grade 7 students, global
worth is related to social competency (r=.0001) and Social importance

(r=.0005) .

Grade 7 - demi X Importance

Results of the between groups repeated measures omnibus test (Table
57) indicated an effect for Group [F(5,123)=218.95, p<.05], and an effect
for Domain [F(1,123)=12.60, p<.05]. There was also an interaction effect

[F({5,123)=30.36, p<.0S].

Table 57. Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance Tests of Hypotheses for
Between Subjects Effects

Source df ss MS F P
Group2 5 205.88 41.17 218.95 <.05
Error 123 23.13 0.18

Academic 2 2.53 2.53 12.60 <.05
Academic*

Group2 5 30.53 6.10 30.36 <.05
Error 123 24.74 0.20

This was followed by a series of tests of simple main effects (Table
58) which yielded an effect an effect for group 2 [F(1.31)=10.45, p<.005],
group 3 [F(1,38)=11.54, p<.005], group 4 [F(1,19)=7.15,
p<.005), group 5 [F(1,13)=47.36, p<.005] and group 6 [F(1,7)=87.84,
p<.005). This indicated that for students in these groups, their
perceptions of academic competency did not equal the value they placed on

competency in the Academic domain. There was no effect for group 1



[F(1,21)=.01,p<.005) . Students in this group considered themselves to be
equal in academi and (Figure 16) .
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Table 58. Results of Tests of Sizple Main Effects

Source at ss Ms ¥ P
Group 1 1 0.003 0.01 © >.00s
Group 2 1 2.103 10.45 <.005
oup 3 T 2.32 11.54 <.005
Group 4 1 1.44 7.15 <.005
Group 5 3 9.52 47.36 .00
Group 6 i 17.67 87.84 <.005

A posteriori contrasts between groups (Table 59) for academic

competency indicated significant differences between groups 1 and 3



(t=4.53), groups 1 and 5 (t=8.37), groups 2 and 4 (t£=14.03), groups 3 and

5 (t=5.35) and groups 5 and 6 (t=4.08).

Table 59. Actdemi - A ori Batwe

n Groups
Mean 1 Mean 2 n)l n2  MSe diff t

Group 1 vs 3 0.85 0.47 21 38 0.19  0.38 4.53  <.01

Group 1 vs 5 0.85 -0.06 21 13 0.19  0.91 8.37  <.01

Group 2 vs 4 -0.74  -2.00 31 19 0.19  1.26 14.03  <.01

Group 3 vs 5 0.47  -0.06 38 13 0.19  0.53 5.35 <.0l

Group 5 vs € -0.06  -0.65 13 7 0.19  0.5% 4.08  <.01

A posteriori contrasts between groups for academic importance (Table

60) indicated significant differences between groups 1 and 3 (t=8.61),

groups 2 and 3 (t=-6.43), groups 4 and 5 (t=-3.06) and groups 2 and 6

(t=19.54) .

Table 60. DY -a Between Groups

Mean 1 Mean 2 nl n2  Mse  diff t

Group 1 vs 3 0.86  0.12 21 38 0.20 0.74 8.61 <.01

Group 2 vs 3 -0.37  0.11 31 38 0.19 -0.48  -6.43 <.01

Group 4 vs 5  -1.61 -1.27 19 13 0.19 -0.34  -3.06 <.0l

Group 2 vs 6 -0.37  -2.89 31 7 0.19 2.52  19.54 <.01
A profile of academic X 4 (Figure 16)

shows that groups 1 and 3 perceived themselves as béing academically

and i

academic to be i However,
students in group 1 perceived thomselves as being more competent and

placed more value on demi than in group 3.

Students in groups 5 and 6 did not perceive themselves as being

academically competent and did not consider academic competency to be



important. They scored lower in importance than they did in competency.
These students may be devaluing academic competency as a means of coping

with failure in this domain. Although group 6 and group 2 considered

themselves as being equally acadenically, in group 2
placed more value on competency in the academic domain. Group 4 perceived
themselves as being less competent than group 6, but unlike group 6,

students in group 4 placed more value on Academic competency.

deni X demi - _Impact on Global Worth

Results of the between groups repeated measures omnibus test (Table
61) indicated an effect for Group [F(5.122)=5.26, p<.05].

Table 61. Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance - Tests of Hypotheses
for Between Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: GLOBAL

Source df ss Ms F P
Group2 5 27.46 5.49 5.26 <.05
Error 122 127.39 1.04

A posteriori contrasts between groups (Table 62) indicated
significant differences between groups 1 and 2 (t=3.24) and groups 4 and
6 (t=2.60).

Table 62. Global Worth for Academi -a dord
Between Groups "

Mean 1 Mean 2 nl n2 Mse Qiff £
Group 1 vs 3 0.49 0.09 21 38 1.04 0.40 2.04  >.01
Group 1 vs 2 0.49  -0.17 21 31 1.04  0.66 3.24  <.01
Group 2 vs 3 -0.17 0.09 31 38 1,04 -0.26 -1.49  >.01
Group 2 vs 4  -0.17 -0.65 31 19 1.04 0.48 2.28  >.01
Group 4 vs 6 -0.65 -1.48 19 3 1.04 0.83 2.60 <.01




A profile of i X impe clusters (Figure 16)

showed that groups 1 and 3 had high global worth. These groups perceived

themselves as being academically and idered in
this domain to be important. However, students in group 1 scored higher in
these two variables than students in group 3. Students in group 1 also had
higher global worth than group 3. There was little difference in the
academic competence of students in Group 2 and group 6. However, group &

placed less i on being icall than group 2 and

had lower global worth. Further, students in group 6 perceived themselves

as being more demically that students in group 4. However,

they placed less value on academic competency than students in group 4 and

had lower global worth. It would appear, that fo: students in group 6,

global worth on the i placed on in academics.
Group 5 students perceived themselves as being more competent academically
than students in group 2 but group 5 placed lower importance on academic
competency. Students in groups 2 and 5 were almost equal in global worth.
Higher academic competency did not result in group § students having
higher global worth than group 2 students. Placing a lower importance on
academic competency could have had a negative impact on the global worth

of students in group 5.

These results are reflected in the correlations of second order
factors (Table 22). This analysis reveais a ctrong correlation between
Global worth and academic importance (r= .0001). This indicates that, in
grade 7, global worth is related to the importance students place on

competency in academics.



CHAPTER 5

pi 4 lusi and

The purpose of this research study was to explore tis relationship

between of 0 and self-worth. Of

particular interest was the i ion between and i

and how this interaction impacted self-worth. Of further interest was the

degree to which of . and self-worth are

affected by age and gender in preadolescents and adolescents.
This study provided evidence to support the use of cluster analysis
methodology. This method of analysis was used to investigate how

and i to influence self-worth. The cluster

analysis provided a rich description of the sample by creating profiles of

students with similar characteristics which allowed for between-group

i This of between and
importance and their effects on self-worth which was not possible through
factor and correlations analyses. The combination of data from these
methodologies resulted in a more effective and thorough study of the
sample.

Domain and

The results of this study indicated that in the Academic domain,

in grade 4 i as being more competent and
placed greater importance on competency than their grade 7 counter-parts.

In the Social domain, there was no in of

or the placed on at each grade level.
These results support studies by Marsh et al. (1984) which indicated a
decline in self-concept in the area of academics as children approach
adolescence. Marsh et al. (1984) further indicated no evidence of a

decline in the social area of self-concept.



Addressing the issue of gender, females ac each grade level
perceived themselves as being more competent academically than their male
counterparts. However, in the Social domain, males and females at both
grade levels perceived themselves as being equally competent. These
results did not support the evidence presented in studies by Connell et

al. (1975), Smith (1975), and Burns (1979) which indicated that males

a more positive self pt than females. Further, results of
this study were contrary to those of Coopersmith (1967), Smith (1975), and
Connell et al. (1975) conducted with children between the ages of 6 and 11

which indicated that girls evaluated themselves less positively than boys.

Global orth
The cluster analyses revealed that for grade 4 students, glebal
worth was related to both academic and social competency and the

P placed on academi . This that at

this grade level derived a sense of self-worth from doinm well in school

and from getting along with their peers. However, tiey placed more

on 1ly than socially.

For grade 7 students global worth was related to being competent in
the social domain as well as the importance placed on social competency.
From this we may conclude that students at this grade level considered
getting along with their peers to be important. Being accepted and liked

by those in their social circle gave them a sense of self-worth.

Domain X = Impact on Global Self-Worth

Interesting profiles emerged from the cluster analysis of academic
competency/importance scores and social competency/importance scores. The

cluster analyses provided data which both supported and rejected the



compensatory hypothesis (Winne and Marx, 1981), the interactive hypothesis
of Rosenberg (1986), and the selectivity hypothesis of Marsh (1986).

The compensatory hypothesis (Winne and Marx, 1981) suggests that
specific domains of self-concept are inversely related, rather than
independent from one another. Accordingly, a low standing in one specific
domain might be compensated by a higher standing in another specific
domain. For example, Winne and Marx (1981) found that students who were

less 1 academically p themselves as being more successful

socially. As well, they found that students who were less successful
socially perceived themselves as being more successful academically. Their

the is that a lack of success in one area seems

to be associated with success in another area. Support for the
compensatory hypothesis can be found in studies by Milgrim & Milgrim
(1976), Ross & Parker (1980) and Winne et al. (1982).

This study found evidence for and against the compensatory

hypothesis (Winne & Marx, 1981). The grade 4 profile of social and

demi (Figure 3) that in group
3 (low social/high academic/high worth) were compensating for lack of

social by being in the ic domain. It appeared

that succeeding in the academic domain was a strategy used by group3
students to sustain global worth.

These results indicated that the compensatory hypothesis (Winne &
Marx, 1981) is not a generalizable theory applicable to all individuals.
Rather, it is a strategy used by some individuals to preserve global
worth.

Compensatory strategies were more evident among grade 7 students
than their counterparts in grade 4. The grade 7 profile of social and

(Figure 4) that in groups

2, 3, 4 and 5 were compensating for lack of competency in one domain by



being competent in the other domain. Students in group 2 (low social/high
academic/low worth), and group 4 (low social/high academic/low worth)
compensated for lack of social success by achieving success in the
academic domain. However, in the case of group 2 and group 4 students
success in the academic domain did not compensate for lack of success in
the social domain. Lack of social success resulted in low global worth.
Interestingly, for students in group 3 (high social/low academic/high

worth) for lack of academic success by achieving socially did

prove to be a 1 gy in p g global worth. The same can
be said for students in group 5. These students did not perceive
themselves as being competent in either domain. However, they did perceive
themselves as being more competent socially than academically and had
similar ratings in social competency and global worth.

For grade 7 it that y ies were

only successful in preserving self-worth if students were competent in the

social domain. The was not if were

academically and not competent socially. These results are reflected in

the correlation analysis of and global worth scale scores which

indicated that, in grade 7, global worth is related to being competent in

the Social domain (Table 22).

s i ive s (1986) that having
positive perceptions of competency in a particular domain will contribute
positively to self-worth. However, the size of the contribution depended
on the importance the individual placed on that particular domain. For
example, if a student is doing well in a subject that is unimportant to
the student, then the positive contribution to self-worth will be less

than if the student were experiencing success in a subject considered to

be i Further, <) of will contribute

negatively to self-woxth and the size of the negative contribution depends
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on the degree of importance the individual places on the domain. For
example, if a student is failing in a subject that is considered to be
important to the student, then the negative impact on self-worth will be
greater than if the student is failing in a subject that is of no
importance.

This study provided evidence contrary to and in support of

s s (1986). In the grade 4 profile of
social competency X importance clusters (Figure 13) students in group 4
(high competency/high importance/high worth) perceived themselves as being
very competent socially and placed high value on this competency. However,
their global worth racings were lower than ratings in competency and
importance. Group 3 (high competency/low importance/high worth) perceived

themselves as being competent socially. However, to these students social

was not imp . Group 3 i similar high ratings in
both competency and worth. A low importance rating had little impact on
the self-worth of these students. Students in group 1 (low competency/high
importance/high worth) and group 2 (low competency/low importance/high
worth) had similar low competency ratings and similar high global worth.
The importance ratings of students in these two groups had little impact
on their global worth. According to Rosenberg (1986) the low importance
ratings of students in groups 2 and 3 should have had a negative impact on
their global worth. Similarly, the high importance ratings of groups 1 and
4 should have had a positive impact on their global worth. For groups 1,

2, 3 and 4 importance played an insignificant role in predicting global

worth. Further y to s s is found in

group 1 (low gh /high worth). For these students
low competency in a valued domain should have resulted in low glebal

worth.



In the academic competency X importance clusters of grade 4 students

(Figure 14) support for Rosenberg’s hypothesis (1986) was found in group

1 (high high impor! /high worth), group 3 (low competency/
high importance/low worth) , and group 4 (low competency/low importance/low
worth). For group 3 students failure in a valued domain negatively
impacted global worth. Although students in group 4 did not consider

academic competency to he important, failure in this domain had a negative

impact on global worth. Group 2 (high low i /
low worth) ided evid y to s (1984) .
tions of for students in group 2 did not result

in positive global worth.

In the social competency and importance clusters of grade 7 students
(£igure 15) there is more evidence for than agaiust the interactive
hypothesis (Rosenberg, 1986). In the Social domain (Figure 15) support for
Rosenberg’s hypothesis (1986) is most evident in group 6 (low competency/
high importance/low worth). These students had negative perceptions of
competency in a valued domaln which resulted in negative global worth.
Group 1 (low competency/low importance/low worth), group 2 (high
competency/low importance/high worth), group 3 (high competency/high
importance/high worth), group 4 (high competency/high importance/high

worth) and group 5 (low c(mpetency/low importance/low worth) also provided

support for the i e s ( , 1986) . Grcup 2 (high

competency/low importance/high worth) had positive perceptions of
competency in a domain not considered to be important. Low ratings of
importance had little impact on the global worth of these students.
Although students in group 5 (low competency/low importance/low worth) had
low ratings in all .ariables, their ratings in global worth were higher
than those in competency and importance. Devaluing social competency could

have been a strategy used by these students to sustain global worth.



In the profile of academi X imp of grade
7 students (Table 16) support for Rosenberg’s hypothesis (1986) is evident
in all the groups. Most significant in this profile are group 5 (low
competency/low importance/low worth) and group 6 (low competency/low
importance/low worth) . The importance ratings of each of these groups were

much lower than ratings of competency and global worth. Neither of these

groups percei as being ically and low
importance ratings had little impact on their global worth. However, for
students in groups 5 and 6 devaluing academic competency could have been
a strategy used to sustain global worth. It would appear that if

of are neg then low ratings have
little impact on global worth.

Research by Marsh (1986) found little support for Rosenberg’s
interactive hypothesis. Instead, Marsh found support for what he termed

the "selectivit s". This that 4 1ls will rate as

more important those domains in which they have high perceptions of
competency and will rate as unimportant those domains in which they have
low perceptions of competency. In other words, individuals will place more
value on domains of competency in which they are experiencing success and
less value on domains of competency in which they are experiencing
failure. For example, if a student is having more success in Math than any
other subject then Math will be the subject of greatest value to that
student. However, if the students are experiencing failure in Math then
that subject will not be valued by the student. Unlike Rosenberg, Marsh
did not suggest that importance had an impact on global worth. Rather, he
suggested that individuals with high global worth are more likely to have
high perceptions of competency in domains which they value. For example,
if a student with high global «>rth considers Math to be very important

then it is likely that the student will be competent in Math.
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This study found evidence for and against Marsh's hypothesis. The
profile of social competency X importance clusters of grade 4 students

(Figure 13) presented evidence contrary to the selectivity hypothesis.

Group 1 (1ow high importance/high worth) placed value
on social competency however they did not perceive themselves as being
competent in this domain. However, they had high global worth. According
to Marsh (1986) students with high global worth are more likely to have
high perceptions of competency in domains they valued. To these students
this was not the case. Instead, they had low perceptions of competency in
a Comain that they valued. Group 3 (high competency/low importance/high
worth) perceived themselves as being competent socially but they did not
value this competency. These students had high global worth and should
have valued being competent socially. Students in group 2 (low competency/

low importance/high worth) present an i profile. The i

placed on competency by these students was much lower than their actual

of . These could be devaluing competency as
a means of preserving their global worth. Group 4 (high competency/high
importance/high worth) supported Marsh's selectivity hypothesis. These
students had positive perceptions of competency in a valued domain.

In the profile of academic competency X importance clusters of grade

4 (Figure 14) evi y to the selectivity hypothesis was
seen in group 2 (high competency/low importance/low worth) and group 3

(low competency/high importance/low worth) . Although students in group 2

as being academically, they did not value
competency in this domain. Group 3 students placed high importance on
competency even though they did not perceive themselves as being
academically competent. Although group 4 (low competency/low importance/
low worth) received low ratings on all scales, global worth ratings were

higher than competency and importance ratings. However, importance ratings
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were lower than competency. This would suggest that students in this group
could be devaluing academic competency as a means of sustaining global
worth. Support for Marsh was found in group 1 (high competency/high
importance/high worth). Students in this group valued being competent in
the Academic domain.

More evidence for than against the selectivity hypothesis (Marsh,

1986) was found in the profile of social Xi luster:

of grade 7 students (Figure 15). Group 3 (high competency/high importance/
high worth) and group 4 (high competency/high importance/high worth)

Marsh’s s. d in both these groups perceived

themselves as being competent and valued competency in that domain. Group
2 (high competency/low importance/high worth) provided evidence contrary
to the selectivity hypothesis (Marsh, 1986). Students in this group
perceived themselves as being competent socially but this competency was
not important to them. Further, they possessed high global worth.
According to Marsh, these students should have valued social competency.
Group 6 students (low competency/high importance/low worth) did not
perceive themselves as being competent but placed high value on social
competency. Although group 5 (low competency/low importance/low worth)

received low ratings on all scales, their global worth was higher than

and i . Further, was lower than competency.
This suggested that these students may be devaluing social competency as
a means of sustaining global worth.

The profile of academic competency X importance clusters of grade 7
students (Figure 16) provided support for Marsh’'s theory. Students in
Group 1 (high competency/high importance/high worth) and group 3 (high
competency/high importance/high worth) rated as important their competency
in the Academic domain. Further support was found in group 5 (low

competency/low importance/low worth) and group 6 (low/competency/low
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importance/low worth) . These students did not perceive themselves as being
competent in the Academic domain. However the global worth of these
students was higher than competency and importance. Further, importance
ratings were lower than competency ratings. This would suggest that these
students were devaluing academic competency as a means of protecting

global worth.

According to Marsh, and imp mplement one another.
:ie does not subsist without the other. They exist in equal proportions
within the realm of the individual’s self-concept. However, unlike
Rosenberg (1986), Marsh did not suggest that importance had an impact on
global worth. Rather, he indicated that importance ratings did not
contribute to predicting global worth. This leads one to conclude that to

Marsh, domain competency is the only factor influencing global worth.

Summary
The results of this study suggest that importance does not always
have either a positive or a negative impact on self-worth as suggested by

Rosenberg. Nor does it parallel ¢4 indicated by Marsh. However,

devaluing when one is 1 could be a strategy used by
some students to sustain global worth.

Rosenberg (1986), Marsh (1986), and Winne & Marx (1981) presented
their hypotheses as generalizable theories applicable to all individuals.
This study provided evidence which indicates that these "theories” cannot
be applied to all students and are better referred to as "strategies"

used by some individuals as a means of sustaining global worth.

This research study that the e 8" of
Rosenberg (1986) and the selectivity "hypothesis" of Marsh (1986) may be

more applicable to grade 7 children than to children in grade 4. The
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reasons for this could be developmental, environmental (home and schocl)

or both.

for Purther Research

The study presented in this paper and studies by Marsh et al. (1984)
indicate that there is a decline in academic self-concept as children
approach adolescence. Interestingly, there is no evidence of a decline in
social self-concept. A child’s social self-concept is fostered in both the
school and home environments. Relationships with peers also greatly
influence self-concept. However, the building blocks for a healthy
academic self-concept are found primarily within the school environment.

The decline in academic self-concept as children approach
adolescence should be cause for great concern among educators. However,
the approach of adolescence may not be wholly responsible for this
decline. The school may also contribute by providing an environment that
does not meet the academic needs of its children. Tasks presented to
children by educators must suit their level of ability. Children must feel
that all their accomplishments are worthwhile and they are valued members
of the school environment. Further, teachers and school counsellors must
recognize the different emotional needs of each child within their care
and endeavor to meet these needs. Failure to do this will undoubtedly have
an adverse affect on individual self-concepts.

Further research into the decline in academic self-concept as
children approach adolescence is warranted. A study to investigate if the
school environment plays a significant role in this decline is
recommended. Meanwhile, educators must create a school environment that
fosters feelings of self-worth in children and they must be particularly

attentive to the diverse needs of children approaching adolescence.






Reference

Bachman, J., & O'Malley, P.(1987) A longitudinal analysis of the impact of

ducational and ional i . Personality and Social
Psychology, 35, 365-380.

Bar-Tal, D., & Saxe, L. (1976). Perceptions of similarly and dissimilarly

attractive couples and individuals. Journal of Personality and

Social Pgychology, 33, 772-781.
Battlw, J. (1987). 9 to 19: Crucial Years for Sel in Children and

Youth. Seattle: Special Child Publications.
Berscheid, E., & Walster, E. (1974). Physical attractiveness. Advances in

1 social Psvchol 2, 158-215.

Bills, R. E. (1978). § ace, and Dev n Differences in
Self-Concept Variables as by the Index of Adjustment and

Values. Paper presented at Self-Concept Symposium, Boston.
Bogo, N., Winget, C., & Gleser, G. (1970). Ego defenses and perceptual
styles. Perceptual Motor Skills, 30, 599-604.

Bowlby, J. (1980). Caring for young: Some influences on its development.

Paper at the C on as an Adult

Experience, Michael Reese Hospital, Chicago, March, 1980. In V. F.

Guidano, Complexity of the Self: A Deve 1 to
Psychopathology and Therapy (p. 103). New York: Guilford Press.
Burns, R. (1979). The Self Concept: Theory. , Development and

Behavior. London: Longman.
Bybee, J., Glick, M. & Zigler, E. (1990). Differences across gender, grade
level, academic track in the content of the ideal self-image. Se:

Roles, 22(5/6), 349-358.




Byrne, B.M. (1984). The general/academic self-concept nomological network.
A review of comstruct validation research. Review of Education
Research, 54, 427-456.

Byrne, D., Ervin, C. & Lambert, J. (1970). Continuity between the

1 study of ion and real life computer dating.
Journal of Personality and Social Psycholoay, 6, 157-165.

Connell, W. F., Connell, R. W., Rogers, K. W., Sinclair, K. E., &
Stroobant, R. E. (1975). Twelve to Twenty. Sydney: Hicks Smith.

Cooley, C. H. (1964). Human Nature and the Social Order. New York:

Schocken Books.
Coopersmith, S. (1967). Antecedents of Self-Esteem. San Francisco: W.H.
Freeman.
Combs, A. (1963).The measurement of self-concept and self-report.

Educational and Psychological 3, 493-500.

Covington, M. (1984) . The self-worth theory of achievement and motivation:
Findings and implications. Elementa: 0ol Journal, 85, 5-20.

Dilion W. R. & Goldstein M. (1984). Multivariate Analysis. New York: John
Wiley & Sons.

Dion, K., Berscheid, R., & Walster, E. (1972). What is beautiful is good.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,24, 285-290.

Dreyer, A. & Haupt, D. (1966) Self-evaluation in young children. Journal
of Genetic Psychology, 108, 185-197.

Dusek, J.B., & Flaherty, J.F. (1981). The development of self-concept

during years. of the Society for in
Child Development, 46 (4, serial No. 191).
Elkind, J. (1978) . Understanding the adolescent. Adolescence, 13, 127-134.
Elliott, G. (1984). Dimensions of the self-concept: a source of further
distinctions in the nature of self-consciousness. Journal of Youth

and Adolescence, 13(4), 269.

99



Eshel, Y., & Klein, Z. (1981). Development of academic self-concept of
lower-class and middle-class primary school children. Journal of
Educational Psycholoay, 73, 287-293.

Farls, R. J. (1967). High and low achievement of intellectually average
intermediate grade students related to the self-concept and social

approval. b 1, 28, 1205-A.

Fink, M. B. (1962). Self-concept as it relates to academic achievement.

california Journal of Educational 13, 57-62.

Fitts, W. H. (1972). The Sel t_and Nashville, Tenn:

Dede Wallace Center.
Fleming, F. S. & Courtney, B. E. (1984). The dimensionality of

self-esteem: 11. Hierarchical facet model for revised measurement

scales. Journal of Personality and Social 46, 404-421.
Gottfredson, R. (1981). tion and ise: a developmental
theory of occupational aspirations. Jou c 15

Psychology, 28(6), 545-579.
Hardi, B., & Bridges, L. (1988). Gender differences in self-system

processes as rated by and . Sex Roles,18(5/6),

333-341.

Harter, S. (1982). The perceived competence scale for childron._Child
Development, 53, 87-97.

Harter, S. (1984). Devel 1 on the self-sy . In P.H.
Mugsen (Ed.) Handbook of Child Psychology (4th ed., pp. 275-385).
New York: Wiley.

Harter, S. (1985) Competence as a dimension of self-evaluation: Toward a
comprehensive model of self-worth. In R.L. Leahy (Ed.), The
Development of the Self (55-121). New York: Wiley.

Harter, S. (1985). r the Self Concej Profile for i G

Colorado: University of Denver.



Harter, S. (1986). Processes underlying the construction, maintenance and

of sel pt in children. In J. Suls and A.C.

Greenwald (Eds.), Bsychological Perspectives elf, (Vol.3,

137-181) . Hillsdale, N.J: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc.
Hattie, J. (1992). Self-Concept. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates.
Henggler, S. & Borduin, C. (1990). The treatment of difficulties in peer

relations. In S.W. Henggeler & C.M. Borduin (Eds), Family Th

and Beyond: A Multi to Treating Problems
of Children and Adolescents. Pacific Grove, CA: Brooks Cole

Publishing Co.

Hoge, D. R. & McCarthy, J.D. (1984) . Influence of individual and group
salience in the global self-esteem of youth. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 47, 403-414.

James, W. (1967). Principles of Psychology. New York: Holt. (original
published in 1890)

Kinnon. D. & McLeod, L. (1991). A Cappella. Ottawa: Canadian Teachers
Federation.

Kleck, R. E., Richardson, S.A. & Ronald, L. (1974). Physical appearance
cues and interpersonal attraction in children. Child Development
45, 305-310.

Krebs, D., & Adinolfi, A.A. (1975). Physical attractiveness, social
relations, and personality style. Journal of Personality and Social
Bsychology, 31, 245-253.

Labenne, W. D., & Greene, B. I. (1969). Educational Implication
Self-Concept Theory. Pacific Palisades, CA: Goodyear.

Leahy, R. L. (1985). The Development of the Self. Orlando, Florida:
Academic Press, Inc.

Lerner, J. (1989). i Disabilities. Boston: Mifflin Co.

101



Lillemyr, O. F. (1983, April). Achievement Motivation as a Factor in

1f-perceptions. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the
A i di i 1 A iati Montreal.

Lynch, M., Norem-Hebeisen A. & Gergen, K. (1981). Self-Concept: Advances
in Theory and Mass: Ballinger Publishing Co.

Mahler, M. (1963). Thoughts about development and individuation.

sychoanalytic Study of the Child, 18, 307-24.

Marsh, H. W. (1986). Verbal and math self-concepts: An internal/external

frame of reference model. American Educational Journal, 23,

129-149.
Marsh, H. W. (1986b). Global self-esteem: Its relation to specific facets

of self-concept and their importance. Journal of Personality an

Social Psychology, 51 (6), 1224-1236.

Marsh, H. W. (1988). The Self Questionnaire (sp): A
h ical and empirical basis for the of multipl
i i of preadolescent sel : A test manual and a

research monograph. San Antonio, TX: The Psychological Corp.

Marsh, H. W., Barnes, J., & Hocevar, D. (1985). Self-other agreement on

multimensional self-concept ratings: Factor analysis and
multitrait-multimethod analysis. Jou rsonal d Social
Bsychology, 49, 1360-1377.

Marsh, H. W., Barnes, Iy Cairns, L., & Tidman, M. (1984) .

Self-description questionnaire: Age and sex effects in the structure
ana level of self-concept for preadolescent children. Journal of
Educational Psychology, 76(5), 940-956.

Marsh, H. W., & Holmes, I. (1990). Multidimensional self-concepts:
construct validation of by children. American Educational

Research Journal, 27(1), 89-117.




Marsh, H. W., & Hocevar, D. (1985). The application of confirmatory factor
analysis to the study of self-concept: First and higher order factor
structures and their invariance across age groups. Pasvchology
Bulletin, 97, 562-582.

Marsh, H. W., & O’Neill, R. (1984). Self-Description Questionnaire 111
(SDQ 111): The construct validity of miltidimensional self-concept

ratings by 1 dol . Journal of 1 21,

153-174.

Marsh, H. W., Parker, J. & Barmes, J. (1985). Multidimensional adolescent

self : Their lationship to age, sex, and academic
merican 1 prgearch Journal, 22, 422-444.

Marsh, H. W., Parker, J. & Smith, I.D. (1983). Preadolescent self-concept:
Its relation to self-concept as inferred by teachers and to academic

ability. British Journal of Educational 53, 60-78.

Marsh, H. W., & Shavelson, R.J. (1985). Self-concept: Its multi-faceter,

hi hical . 1 Psychologist, 20, 107-125.

Marx, R. W., & Winne, P. H. (1978). Construct interpretation of three

self-concept inventories. Educational Journal, 15

99-109. .

McCarthy, J. D., & Hoge, D. K. (1982). Analysis of age effects in
longitudinal studies of adolescent self esteem. Developmental
Psychology, 18, 327-379.

Milgrim, R. M., & Milgrim, N. A. (1976). Personality characteristics of

gifted Israeli children. Journal of Genetic hol 129

185-194.
offer, D., & Howard, K. (1977). An empirical analysis of the offer

self-image questionnaire for adolescents. Archives of General

Psychiatry, 27, 529-533.



Page, R. M. (1993). i physical and of

substance use among male and female adolescents. Journal of Alcoho!
and Drug Addiction, 38(2), 81-91.

Pelham, B. & Swann, W. (1989) . From self-conceptions to self-worth: On the
sources and structure of global self-esteem. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 57(4), 672-680.

plers, E. & Harris, D. (1964). The piers-harris self-concept scale.

Journal of 1 psycholoay, 55, 91-95.

purkey, W. (1970). Self-Concept aud School i Englewood Cliffs,

NJ: Prentice-Hall.
Rosenberg, M. (1965). Socie! nd_the escent self-image. Princeton,
NJ: Princeton University Press.

M. (1979). the Self. New York: Basic Books.

M. (1986) . i the self. New York: Basic Books.

Rosenberg, M. & Simmons, R. G. (1975). Sex differences in the self-concept

in adolescence. Sex Roles: A Journal of 1, 147-159.

Ross, A. & Parker, M. (1980). Academic and social self-concepts of the
academically gifted. Exceptional Children, 47, 6-10.
Ruble, D. N., Baggiano, A.

Feldman, N. S. & Loebi, J. H. (1980).

Developmental analysis of the role of social comparisons in
self-evaluations. Developmental Psychology, 16, 105-115.

Sears, R. R. (1970). Relations of early socialization “-perience to
self-concepts and gender role in middle childhood. Child
Development, 41, 267-89.

Seifert, T. (1995). Cl stics of ego and task-ori a 5 &)
comparison of two methodologies. British Journal of Educational

Psychology, 65, 125-138.



Shavelson, R. J. & Byrne, B. M. (1987). Adolescent self-concept: testing
the assumption of equivalent structure across gender. American
Educational Researzh Journal, 24(3), 365-385.

Shavelson, R. J., Hubner, J. J., & Stanton, G. D. (1976) .

sel. pt:validation of i ons. Review of

Educational Research, 46, 407-41.

Shavelson, R. J. & Marsh, H. W. (1986) On the structure of self-concept.
In R. Schwarzer (Ed), Anxiety and Cognitions (305-330). Hillsdale,
NFJ: Erlbaum.

shavelson, R. J. & Stuart, K. R. (1981). Application of causal modeling
methods to the validation of self-concept interpretations of test

scores. In M.D. Lynch, K. Gergen, & A. A. Norem-Hebelson (Ed.),

sel. : in theory and (223-235) . Boston:

Ballinger Press.
Silvernail, D. (1981). Developing Positive Student Self-Concept.

: National Education Association.

Washington, D.
Simmons, R. G., Rosenberg, F. and Rosenberg, M. {1973). Disturbance in the
self-image at adolescence. American Sociological Review, 38,
553-568.
Smirnoff, V. (1971) The Scope of Child Analysis. New York: International

Universities Press.

Smith, I. D. (1975). Sex di in the self of primary
school children. Australia Psycholoay, 10, 59-63.
Soares, L. M. & Soares, A. T. (1982, January). Convergent and Discriminant

valigation of Sel . Paper at the American
Association for the of Science, D.C. (ED 201
646) .

soares, L. M., & Soares, A. T., (1982, July). Convergence and
Discrimination in Academic Self Paper at the




20th of the I 1 i of Applied

Psychology, Edinburgh, Scotland.

Seng, I. S., & Hattie, J. (1985). Rel between sel pt and
achievement. Journal of Research in Personality, 19, 365-672.

Spence, J. T., & Swain, L. L. (1985). Images of masculinity and
femiainity: A reconceptualization. In V. E.. O'Leary, R.K. Unger and
B. S. Wallston (Eds), Women, Gender, and Social Psychology (35-66).
Hillsdale, N.J.: Erlbaum.

Stenner, A. & Katzenmeyer, W. (1976) . Self-concept development in young
children. phi Delta Kappan, 58, 356-57.

stipek, D. J. (1981). Children’'s perceptions of their own and their
cl ability. Journal of Educational 73, 404-410.

Stipek, D. J. & Daniels, D. H. (1988). Declining perceptions of
competence: A consequence of changes in the child or in the

1 environment? Jourpal of Ed i 1 80

352-356.

Strang L., Smith, M. D., & Rogers, C. M. (1978). Social comparisons,
multiple reference groups, and self-concepts of academically
handicapped children before and after mainstreaming. Journal of

Educational Psycholoay, 70, 487-437.

Super, D. (1980). A life-span, life space approach to career development.
Journal of Vocational 16 {30), 282-298.

Van Hasself, Vincent B.& Hersen,M.(1987). Handbook of Adolescent
Psychology. New York: Pergamon Press.

Vaughn, L. (1983). Physical attractiveness as a coorelate of peer status
and social competence in pre-school children. Developmental
Psychology, 19, 561-567.

Williams, R. & Cole, S. (1968). Self-concept and school adjustment.

1 and Guidance Journal, 46, 478-81.




Winne, P. H., & Marx, R. W. (1981, April). Convergent and Discriminan

Validity in Self-Ce t Paper at the annual

meeting of the American Educational Research Association, Los
Angeles.

Winne, P. H., Marx, R. W., & Taylor, T. D. (1977). A multitrait
multi-method study of three self-concept inventories. Child
Development, 48, 893-901.

Winne, P. H., Woodlands, M. J., and Wong, B. Y. (1982). Comparability of

self-concept among learning disables, normal and gifted students.

Journal of Learning Disabilities, 15, 470-475.
Wylie, R. C. (1982). Review of the sel pt. Journal of

Sociology, 87, 1443-1446.






We are interested in finding out a little bit more about you? What things are you good at? What do
you think is important? What makes you feel respected and important?

On the following pages are some sentences. Read each sentence carefully. Does that sentence describe
you? Is that really like you? If so, then circle 7. Does that sentence almost describe you, but not
quite? Ifso, then circle 6. Is that sentence not at all like you? Circle 1 if that sentence is not at all
like you and doesn’t describe you.

Practice
Here is an example to practice:

Notat all like me Alot tixe me

[ would really like a cat for a pet. L 2 3 4 5 6 7

Is that true? Would you really like a cat for a pet? Circle 7. Would you sort of like to have a cat for
a pet but maybe you are not sure? Circled or 5. Do you definitely NOT want a cat for a pet? Circle
1. Do you think that you probably don’t want a cat, but you still are not sure? Circle 3 or 4.

Tell us alittle bit about yourself.
lTama —_boy P || |
Iam in grade

My age s

[ was born in the month of




Students have different thoughts about themselves as people. Some students think they are good
people -- important and respected. Some do not think they are good people, and are not very
important. How do you think about yourself? Read each sentence below carefully. Is that sentence
true for you? Circle the number that best describes how true that sentence is for you. Be honest --
we are interested in YOU.

Notatl like me Alotlike me
1. Tam a good person. 1 2 3 4 5 6
Notatall like me A lot like me
2. Ifeel I am accepted as a person. I 2 3 4 5 6 i
Notatall like me Alotlike me
3. [ feel appreciated by others. L 2 3 4 5 6
Notatall like me A lot like me
4. [feel Iam an important person. 1 2 3 4 5 6
Notat all like me Alotlike me
5. Tam a person who is respected. L 2 3 4 5 6

People describe themselves in different ways. How would YOU describe yourself? Read each
statement carefully. Is that sentence true for you? Circle the number that best describes how true
that sentence is for you. Be honest -- we are interested in YOU.

Notatall like me Alotlike me
6. [am good at sports. 1 2 3 4 H 6 @
Notatall like me Alotlike me

7. Tam good looking. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7



8. I have lots of friends.

9. My parents love me.

10. Tam good at reading.

L1. Math is easy for me.

12. Tlive in a big house.

13. Ido well in sports.

14. T get along well with people.

15. Tam handsome or pretty.

16. Iam a popular person.

17. My parents and I spend a lot of time together.

18. I get good marks in reading.

19. Iam good at math.

20. Iam a good artist.

Notatall like me

Notatall like me

Notatall like me

Notatall like me

Notatall like me

Notatall like me

Notatall like me

Notat all like me

1

Notatall like me

Not at all like me

Notatall like me

Notatall like me

Notatall like me

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

Alot like me
7

Alotlike me
Zj

Alotlike me

Alotlike me

7

Alotlike me

7

Alot like me

Alotlike me

7

A lotlike me

Alotlike me

Alot like me

Alotlike me

A lot like me

A lot like me



21. Music is easy for me.

22. I have expensive clothes.

23. Iam a good athlete.

24. Iam good atart.

25. Iam good at music.

26. Iam attractive looking.

27. 1 getalong well with my parents.

28. Reading is easy for me.

29. 1 get good marks in math.

30. Antis easy for me.

31. I get good marks in music.

32. My family has lots of money. .

Notat all like me
1

Notat all like me
1

Notat all like me

1

Notat all iike me

1

Notat all like me

Notatall like me
1

Notatall like me

Notat all like me
1

Notat all like me
1

Notat all like me

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

Alotlike me

Alot like me

Alot like me

7

Alot like me

rg

Alotlike me

Alot like me

Alot like me

Alotlike me

Alot like me

Alot like me

Alotlike me

Alot like me



Different people think different things are important. What is important to YOU? Below are some
sentences. Read each sentence carefully. Circle the number that best describes how true that sentence is
for you. Be honest -- what is important to YOU?

Not at all like me A lot like me
33. Itis important to me to be good in sports. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Notat all like me A lot like me
34. Itis important to me to be good looking. 1 2 3 4 5 6
Notatal like me Alotlike me
35. Having lots of friends is important to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6
Notatall like me Alotlike me
36. Itis important to me that my parents love me. 1 2 3 4 S 6 7
Notatall like me Alot like me
37. Being a good reader is important to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Notatall like me Alot like me
38. Itis important to me to do well in math. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Notatall like me Alot like me
39. Being a good artist is important to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Notatall like me Alotlike me
40. Itis important to me to get good marks in music. 1 2 3 4 5 6
Notatall like me Alotlike me
41. Itis important to me to live in a big house. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Notatall like me Alotlike me

42. Being a good athlete is important to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6



43. Itis important to me to be handsome or pretty.

44. Being popular is important to me.

45. Itis important to me to spend
time with my parents.

46. Itis important to me to get
good marks in reading.

47. Getting good marks in math is important to me.

48. Itis important to me to be good in art.

49. Itis important o me to be good in music.

50. Wearing expensive clothes is important to me. *

51. Doing well in sports is important to me.

52. Being attractive is important to me.

53. Getting along well with others
is important to me.

Not at all fike me
Not at all like me

Not at all like me
Not at all like me

Not at all like me
1

Not atall like me

Not atall like me

Not at all like me
1

Not at all like me
1

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

Alot like me
Alot like me

Alotlike me
Alot like me

Alotlike me
Alot like me
Alotlike me
Alot like me
7
Alotlike me
Alotlike me

A lotlike me
7



Notatalt like me Alot like me

54. Getting along with my parents 1 2 3 4 5 6
is important to me.
Notatall like me Alotlike me
55. Itis important to me that [ do well in reading. 1 2 3 4 7.3 6 1
Notatall like me A lot like me
56. Being good in math is important to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Notatalllike me Alotlike me
57. Doing well in art is important to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Notatall like me Alot like me
58. Doing well in music is important to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6
Notat alllike me Alotlike me
59. Having lots of money is important to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6

Different things make different people feel good, feel important, and respected. What makes YOU feel
good, important, and respected? Below are some sentences. Read each sentence carefully. Circle the
number that best describes how true that sentence is for you. Be honest - what makes YOU feel good, feel
important, or feel respected? p

Notatall like me Alotlike me
60. Doing well in math makes me feel important. 1 2 3 4 5.6

Notatall like me Alotliks me
61. Doing well in sports makes me feel good. 1 2 3 4 5 6

Notat all lice me Alot like me
62. Being attractive makes me feel good. 1 2 3 4 5 6

Notatall likr e Alotlike me

63. Being popular makes me feel important. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7



Notatall like me Alotlike me

64. I feel important because my parents love me. 1 2 3 4 5 6
Not at all like me A lot like me
65. Spending time with my parents. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

makes me feel good

Not atalllike me Alotlike me
66. Getting along with my parents . 1 2 3 4 5 6
makes me feel respecied
Notatall like me A lot like me
67. Doing well in reading makes me feel important. 1 2 3 4 5 6
Notatall like me Alot like me
68. Doing well in art makes me feel good.. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Notat all like me Alotlike me
69. Doing well in music makes me [eel important. ! 2 3 4 5 6
Notat all like me Alotlike me
70. Living in a big house makes me feel important. 1 2 3 4 5 6
* Notatall like me Alot like me
71. Doing well in math makes me feel respected. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Notatall like me . Alotlike me
72. Doing well in sports makes me feel respected. 1 2 3 4 ] 6 7
Notatall like me Alotlike me
73. Being good looking makes me feel important, 1 2 3 4 5 6
Notatall like me Alotlike me
74. Getting along well with people 1 2 3 4 5 6 i

makes me feel good.



75. I feel respected when [ do well in reading.

76. I feel respected when [ do well in art.

77. Doing well in music makes me feel respected.

Notatall like me

1

Notat all like me

Notat all like me

1

Not at all like me

78. Wearing expensive clothes makes me feel good.

79. Doing well in math makes me feel good.

80. Doing well in sports makes me feel important.

81. Being good looking makes me feel respected.

Not at all like me

Not at all like me

Notat all like me

1

Notat all like me

82. Having a lot of friends makes me feel respecied, 1

83, 1 feel good when I do well in reading,

84, Doing well in art makes me feel important.

85, I feel good when I do well in music.

86. Having lots of money makes me feel respected.

* Notat all like me

1

Not at all like me
1

Not at all like me

Notat all like me
1

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

Alot like me

Alot like me

Alot like me

Alot like me
7

Alotlike me

Alotlike me

7

Alot like me

7

Alotlike me

Alotlike me

7

Alotlike me

7

A lot like me.

Alot like me



B - Letter to Assistant




7 Princess Anne Pluce
St. John's, NF.

AlA 2P3

March 10th, 1994

Ms. Ruth Dawe

Assistant Superintendent

Avalon Consolidated School Board
P.O. Box 1980

St. John’'s, NF.

ALC 5RS

Dear Ms. Dawe,

Since September 1992, I have been on educational leave from my
position as 2 g:ade :hree teacher at Vanier Elementary. The purpose of
this leave is to obtain a Master's degree in educational psychology
(guidance counseus.ng) from Memorial University of Newfoundland.

I am presently working towards the completion of this degree with my
supervisor Dr, Tim Seifert and wish to conduct an investigative study of
children’'s self-concept and self-worth. Specifically, I will attempt to
seck answers to the following research questions:

1. What sources of competency do children value most and how do they
change from grades 4 to 7?7

2.  How do these sources of competency influence students self-worth?

In conducting my study, I would like to adninister a self-concept and
self-worth scale to children in grades 4 and 7. I am hereby requesting
your permission to administer this test to 500 chtldven 3t ehch of thens
grade levels.

If possible, I would like to carry out my research project in the
follrwing schools:

vanier Elementary (2 classes of grade 4)

Cowan Helghts Elementary (3 classes of grade 4)

Bishop Abraham Elementary (3 classes of grade

MacDonald Drive Junior High School (6 classes o grade 7)

The self-concept and self-worth scale should require approximately
20-25 minutes to complete. Children will not be asked to give their names.
Only age, gender and grade level will be requested.



I am attaching a copy of this ionnaire for n
Should you have any concerns regarding my request you may contact me at
726-8856 or Dr. Tim Seifert at 737-4470. A third party to contact is Dr.
Pat Canning at 737-3402.

This study has received the approval of the Faculty Committee for
Ethical Review of ing Human Subj. 5

I look forward to a favorable reply at your earliest convenience.

Sincerely yours,

Sonia Harvey



Letter Consent Form




March 23, 1994

Dear Parent(s):

I am requesting your perniasion to have your child participate in an
Presently I am working towards the
completion of %, fster's degree in educational psychology with my
supervisor Dr. Tim Seifert of Memorial University. I would like to conduct
a study of children’s self-concepts. I am hoping to gain information on
how children perceive themselves and how these perceptions affect their
feelings of self-worth. Hopefully, this information may provide teachers
with further understanding into the area of self-concept. The more
knowledge and understanding teachers have of this very important area, the
better equipped they are to help their students develop positive
self-concepts.

I would like to administer a self-concept and self-worth
questionnaire to your child. This questionnaire, which will take
approximately 20-25 minutes of school time, has the approval of the Avalon
Consolidated School Board, the principals of the various schools, and the
Ethics Committee of Memorial University

ase be assured that your child has not been singled out to
paz:mpace in this study. ALl the students in his/her class will be

the questi ire. will not be asked to
write their names on the T a1l will be
nay omit they prefer to omit.

A8 Wall, thay may withdraw from the study at any tine wichout prejudice of
any kind. To ensure that this is understood by your child, prior to
administering the questionnaire I will clearly state that students are not
to write their names on the questionnaires and may omit answering
questions they prefer to amit. They will aleo be reminded that they may
withdraw from the study at any time without prejudice of any k:

In order for this study to be successful, I will need approximately
400 children. Therefore, I am hoping that all children will participate.
However, participation is voluntary., If you would like to discuss this
matter further, please call me at 726-8856 or Dr. Tim Seifert at 737-4470.
A third person you may contact (not associated with this study) is Dr. Pat
Canning at 737-3402.

If you give permission for your child to participate, please
complete che consent form beloy and rsturm it to the school as' soon 2s
possible. Total results of the class study will be available on re:

Upon granting pernisaion you may still withdraw your child £rom the s:udy
should you decide to do

Thank you for your cooperation. It is greatly appreciated.

sincerely,

Sonia Harvey
(teacher-student)



Consent Form

give permission for my child to take part in this study. In giving
permission I understand the following:

This test will only be used for the purpose described above.

My child will not be required to write his/her name on the questionnaire.
child is free to omit answering any questions he/she prefers to omit.

I may withdraw my permission at any time witnout prejudice of any kind.

My child may withdraw from the study at any time without prejudice of any
ind.

o writing the report my child’s school will not be identified,

In writing the report my child’s name will not be used (This is ensured
considering that my child’s name will not appear on the questionnaire) .
I may receive the results of this study on request.

of Parent

Child’s Name

Date:
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