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Although the idéas’ of "sElf! and

l\l, the Qflgln of. the socmvlogical conception dages bdck only sevenfty

.!' .

Willi am Jamgé s,

self concept

are c(,nturles .

to 81ghty' years t(‘)”_isme xir_ltin%§ ar H.* Cooley, and,
especialf}r Géo;’gg ﬁ. I;Ie.ac]. - Like Ia-good' many other areas "of uQ;EHtlflC

- study , f’r‘.egest in the :elf can be 'traced 37 plulooophv , aqd the ‘_\,

fox':n‘mlat':ions ,'o.f,

cuy:f.m‘t sci.entific, self are pzn;tly 'made in the imaée,
. . ' .

v : .
o | : -

0f théir plyilosophical precursors.

: ) . J \ \ . [

Pragmatism was 4it€ branch of .

—

. . 57 ) . . M . , ’
philosoph‘y/in which the modern sotiological theory of the self- appé'ared
- . / . - ~ . . ) L . M
in its pr{stine form. o T : : V.
i ' 1 ’ uo .v)é .

While as ‘we shall see, the oundmg ofg‘ the 50c1ology of the: -

/
prawratism was generaily an event'’ of g’é‘od fortune it also has/,./

-qadvantagea. ' Martindale comments en thé nature of’ that philo-
N . . Z
sophical school: "+ ! '

self iy

its d

!
A ' S
. . N

., .
TLe vagueness of the stitefent’ of thé nature of pragmatism
by 1its 'proponents and the often contradictorv estimates by -
its opponents, taken tOgether with the powerful influence’ on

. American sécial sclence, are significant. Pragmdtlsm vas
one of. the many ‘attempts  to x:ec_oncﬂ.e somg of the premises of
idealism with sciéntific method, and unité a spiritualistic
‘and b1ological conCEptlon of human development
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In spltc: -uf the tcndency amonf* these’ philosopheljs to define thelxr - N

e fwmthe———aelf

-~

‘%uDjCCe mdtter 1n in';Lruantal— and e:»\perimcntal rermt; the naturer of

'S 3

‘

‘ hLir gwoalq p:evented them fx.om ar_hieving rhe sort of corlc:eptual clarltv 7

.
.

In rhe dttemet so 1ntegrate idca]lsm

¢
f

needad E'Or scientific 'investigat'ion.

- and scxencc, whlle simultaneously trying to solvo the, apelesq mand~bod\;
problem, it is too nueh ta exp‘_ct Ey neatly defined qet of concepts and ' ‘,

’
« ;o

prdposn.tions to emerge as well. Thus, thc '1egacy 'left by those prag-—

matists concerned vieh' the aElf, particularly James a? Mead, wvas a set ) R
!

, L oLt <

-of brilliant insights j.nto the -'nature and development of this, phenomen‘on,‘ Tl
! L ’
which lackbd the coherence of ,nature scientlfjc theory and the’sort of‘, oL

’ operatlonal speciflcatlon ngces ary for emplrical reoearch.

R e

.. . -, T . oo . : i v LA 5
Theoretical Backgiound ' . - i ;
w\ . ) ".- N \ [} y. . o ‘ ‘ Y i H
',’M . -"The vords 'self-conc?apt' have come into common use: to refer to
the seLf as the indiv1dua1 who is kn‘bwn to nimse]f.

v -—
,,.—__._-‘

as—thre—ageit ot s 5 ject of _action. ~The soc1ologlst 8

o

2‘ X o o - . .
‘It is distinguished:

.

notion gf seLf-—concept is baSed largely on the wrltlngs of the afore- - e .
o

. i )
menrmneo pragmatists anﬂ soc1a1 sc1entists such as George Herbert Mead,

n

and Manford }\uhn,

-

Charlns Horton Cdoley, Erviug Goffman ~ong others.

“Their v1ew that one 's self-—(:oncept:lon is learned from the, reactl’&n of

~ c.‘

°

-

_Gther 1nd1viduals to him is largely accepted todav by SOC:LE[]_ psvcholo—

o B v v - '
Y . R

glsts. _v s

The self-concept may be defined in symbolic interactionist terms.

LS. Y LIS e, '

oTganization of qualitieswtive—f w...ceve <o oom

‘ . . , o .

<« g . R . :
. . r . : ) , P
' N p ‘a 3 N e [ ' '....

as the .

Ruth C. Wylie, The Self Concept (Lﬁ‘ncoln' .Uhiversi.ty "of_ ﬁgbraska

S 1961), pol R ST e . R
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« -, ond may include attributes expressed by the individiial in terms of

.

. . In ver
stated

¥ general terms; the basic ‘notions of'ihg theoty can be

In one sentence.

The individual's conception of him- .
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a‘\ o " . . r 03 .
self emeryel In social interactiod and, An furn, guides or
. influences/the behavior of that individusl. R
g R . ot T B . 4 x. F .“
. i e -..;..n , - K ¥ ' ;\ -
i . R o U g s . N . L
e . 'The . following propositions atre found in most stateuents of self-
X conoé.r;'t\.:" PR - ' I 3
. ; B 1 o . C . S 4 .
' - £ .' ) ot 'ﬁ:‘ '
: 1. The individuwal's self-copcépt is based on his perception
T ", ofthe way others dre responding to him. © ™ g
- - \ B 8 / g .
A ¢ 2. The individual'siself-concept functions to direct his '
. .‘behavior, - .« ° - - . ' .
. i . ' T -
SO . 3. 'The'indiyidual's perception of ‘the responses of others '
o .. “toward lim rqflects the actual.responses® of other§ = ° ‘ 3
] . toward him. T, : ’
. .‘ . N .o B 3 N
PREL A For Cooley, the self-comcept is designated in common speech by
° ) wy . i i r' , by y '1
J »55 9T," "me," “mine:" "I'.means self-feeling pfimarily and refers to
o opinions; degires, and cldims. "My" and "mine" are used in refcrenoce -to
4, B - ol . '-‘ . . 3 . . ,
P ke .others since'what is mine is not belonging to "eother." The_ﬁgéial Sl
('Y ! . CRE I 1 ) . . .
A ! e
e, 7« then, is-afty idea or system of ideas drawn from cammunicative life that
v VB & - . S . 3 " o, i
ag the mind cherishes as its .own. o ,
» M 4 . - . Lt ¢ ° ¢ .
ok . B Acéérding to Cooley, the individual is-a product of society fin
: .o I",L . ) . " ° A ! 1 z

ot , ] : \ L d .
C g + “the sense that everything human about him-has a hjstory in the social

, " & ’ PHS-!::. ' “ . l B ' ) - o )
o I . g | ' i ) y ~ - 1. ‘
. . . ! . X '. 3 =: 0 J e ,l .
' M o = ~John W. Kinch, "A Formalized Theory of the Self-Concept,”
: .0 %7 The American Journal of Sociology, LXVIIL (Janulry, 1963), 481.. r
’ o g | .. s . v, ¢ i .o
W - b . , '
2K SR e . ,
. : g“ “\ E | ‘!' | ' i
K o N ' / - 1 - . . - .
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r Mead's conception of the/ self is,an organlzatlon of soci_llg,,,,——"

The self

cornsists ‘of three principal cleéments:

’ \

1.* The imagination of our appearance to the other person. . '

2, The imagination of his judgment of that‘appearance; and

3[,.Some sort 9[|s§lf—chling such as pride or mortlfication.? o
¢ ” * , . , R ' &

[N ¥

To -
o ' [ Vo T \
Herbert Mead, ' S

' . . . s ®
The selftis sonethlng whléh has a! Q&fpiopment it is not initially +
present. at birth but arlses in the process” of{ghcial emperiences
and activity, that is, develops id the glven individual as a
; result of.his relatfons to that prome“q ‘as”a whole and to other
e Indlviduals within trhe process. ot '

i T

G X ' °r

. Let us now examine G.

Hcadzs Pheory ‘of the self.

George

derived, and synbollcally representcd He saw the

n

self-identification.

¢

progression in which the child takes Lhe

-4 ’

’dev&lopment of the. self %ﬁ

[
-.‘__,‘, "t

'-qoles
p ’ . ¢

organizes. the 'specific attitudes

0f~parqicu1ar otheﬂs (e.g., parents, siblings) toward himself énd .
¢ a L . .

¢ oy 4

£

of these pérsons toward himself and.

~ - o

7 towdrd-one another in the given gocial acte in which he particifates with
A ‘ N .

o . '

"geﬂeraiized other” (society

-Latér on he takes th¢ role of the

LY B

as a whole) toward hlmqelf and v1ews*h1nse1f in the llght of general
. ! J

Ll - .

pyeqepts and behavio; patterns. Once the iﬁdividual,hasltaken;on the

7 ‘ K ‘l | ‘. ) ‘. 4
reole of the entire community, thé7se%5.reaches its full development,

. . O « B R

- them,

F o3

4

g
y:

TR0}

" The unity“and structure of the self reflects the unity and structure of
. . - - ¥

;

the social process, the social group, and the cbmmuniéy. Mead says -dm

. - . ) .
. . -
7 toe / ‘ f .

5Charles Horton Coole Human Nature and the Social'Order (mew

York: ! Schocken Books, ]967l§,p. 184, .

i 7 7 / <‘ . -
: 6Anselm StrausE (ed.),,George Herbett Meadon Social Psychology .
“(Chicago and London: University of, Chicagoc Press, 1964), p. 199. -




) ) . , . )
S, o - . 1 . B

- that socicties based on caste cut dowd on selfjdevelopment because one .

.

"leads only a narrow life, taking very few poies, the result of which 1is

I N A - 1

also a very marrow self. -

L . " ) ) i ° ’ ' "
) No distinct Ijine dan be drawn between our own self and the !
' . i 4

selves of others, since our own self exists and enters as such into our

experiences only insofar as the salves of others exist and also enter

‘A . A

as” such into thesc experlencess The indiyidﬁai possessds a self only
{ R 0
: . . . i . .

in relation to the selves-of ‘other members of the social group, and the

. ° ~

; __structare of the-self expresses or reflects the general behavior of the
- Jp—— R i oo ’ ' ‘ ~ . - K . i
whole community.- ''Selves -can only exist in 'definite relationship to
. = ' 7 - s o . ’ . i ‘ a
" other selves."’ - C - Loy

-

R ! - The sociological view of the self has found expression in
/ ' M ){ ‘ R , R . . ‘
psychiatry principally through the works of Harry 6. Sullivan. Te

] »

.

; . - referrod to the.?significanu other'" as omne; whose evaluation of the

.. T ’ ‘ I ’ .
‘individual's behavior and whose attitudes the ‘individual regarded highly,
and who therefore played a major role in the concept ‘of self:

, Manford Kubn has drawn a distinction between ‘the "gocial other",

. .
PR 0

of Mead, the;"éignificanf other" of Sullivan,-and a. class pf_sociai

.

; . Ny -
- " others to whom he referred as "orientatiOpal-othergffﬁxilis concept -had

. four dttributes which are as follows:

L..M
sk
Fraein

F

Ay

- ) (a); The term refers to'the others to whom fhe indiuﬁdudl is:

.

psyéhologica}ly,

s oy
RN

PN

NS

(it

e

most fylly, Broadly and basically committed, emoticpally and .

."‘ B ,

7George Herbert Mead, Mind,

a

'

of Chicago Press, 1934}, p. 164.
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.Self aind Society (Chicago: University

i

8Harry Stack Sullivan, Conceptions of Modern ﬁsychiatgx-

{

-

- L - s

¢

! (Washington, D.C.: W. A. White Psychiatric Foundation, 1947), pp. 18-22.
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" , C . . .

- (b) It refers o the others who have provided him with hlq: ' . -

. ¢////\\\\ general vocabulary including his most b391c and crucial
< concepts and categories. -
- : . _
% 3 i N

%% , (¢) 1t refers to others who have ‘provided and continue to
Fgel. ) 'y ' e . b
é@ provide him with his categories of self and other, and with
E?v . thc‘meaningful roles to which 'such assignments refer.
e ) .

‘ f

(d) Tt refero to the otherq in dommunicatlon with whom hiz *

. , ‘ Gelf ~conceptionh is’ baslgally sustained or changed 9 . . s
" ’ L) - . a
. . L - . L ’ - =
P From this conceptual basis Kuhn proceeds with his theory of the :
; X . T ,
L i': g self-concept. The definition.pf"self—comception is the individpal's
; “.1‘ ) i ) . N
‘ x;‘ "' attitudes or.plans'of actiop toward his own mind and bodvaiewed as

» N [ v

! _.an object, Classes of attitudes include identities in terms of roles
f " ‘ '
and statusés,'conceptionsuof goals, an idéological view, .and ewaluative

o . . .. . . . . : .,

> . A

statements. Sel{-attitudes have no meaning unless the situation is

. .- specified. The self serves as a basis from which a person makes
: : : C , / .
. o o juégments and plans of action toward dther objects in a situation. The -
PR behaviors of "oriertatiojal others' that are directed toward a person J

P N R ’ :

detetmine his.behaqidr regarding all objects including himself. 'All

w o e behaviors are conuldered plans of action, and attitudes are verbal
B ' -
e statements whleh 1nd1cate ‘the ends toward which. ac[ion'i“ dlrected
L ’j - The maln point i€ thag attitudes as .used in this theory are .
. N o cvert, observable beha vior which ;%? directly amenable to ¢ .. '
L * scientific investigation. They af® considered to be verbal‘

statements which can organize and direct other behavior.
N - v - ” PN . - -
r . ‘ ¢ N 1

L IS # .

¢ v ' .

% . . ‘:ﬂ . : 9Manford H. Kuhnj "The Referepce Group Recon51dered Sociologicq& ‘

L "2- " . guarterlz V (Winter, 1964) ' o . ‘o
oy 10 / S

s " : eharles W.'Tucker; "Some MethodologiéalvProblems of Kuhn's
o Self-Theory," Sociological Quarterly, VII (Surmer, 1966), 349. L

¥ ' .
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The importance of self-conception should nevcr/ée underestimated.

, / .. \

. b
12 is acted toward‘én the process.of social interactﬁdn.,
. . : !

" s

N .

To Erving Goffman, ot /

The very structure of the self qan be seen in kerms of how we -
arrange for -performance in our Anglo-Amgrican Soc1ety. It is
a dramatic effect arising diffuscly from a scene that is pre-

/ - sented, and the characteristic issue {is whether it will be &
/ credited or discredited. I, [ / K
» / ' g ' . . .
i ¥ i Self is a constellation of aéquired'SOCﬁal identities in which

one placesSoneself, .and the individual believes he is one of a category

'

of people,-sp that his plans/of action are his attitudes. ., Those plans

R . ’ 4
5 A . R v a

of action are incorporated into the definition of ‘the situation and are =

involved in the overall plans of action. If the individual cannot place
himself in a specific category, he does not.know how to beﬂave, fiot can 7,

: , , . .
* . he'carry out plang of action. . ! l,

The consciousness of one's self in relation to,others-=-love of

)
- 0

) L) “. . . . .
approval, resentment of censure, a sense of right and wrong--is Eormed

* by the standards of the‘grouﬁ. To refer back tao C. H. Cooley's theory,
L6 & ' ° ’

- * * 9 " .
the ideal self is constructed chiefly out-of ideas of oneself believed
) )

to be held by others. The individual cannbt always live up to this

N .
’ L »

ideal, and sometimes, when conduct vioclates it, it.leads to shame which

|

~ . . A

proves detrimental to the previous comiception of' self and influences

' future behavisr in an undesirable manner. N .
. ‘

1
v

s ' : llErv1ng Goffman, The Presenta:iou of Self in Everyday Life
?;,)' L {New, York: Doubleday and Company, 1959), PP 252-453 L .

o ' R . R . .
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> o ﬁ, ‘ Self-eonceét on plays an important role in the definitidn of

- Lhe sltuatlon .1n Tes, hlng and’ malntainlng a worklng agteevent among .

PPN
* -

‘ parL1c1pants in inf"REtlon, and bhls worklng aoreement 1s 1mnortant for‘

a. well—coordlnated performance. : SR

e . .
" i

N There is a'role et line, of conduct characterlstlc and oxpreqqlve

s X s . Y.
. . Fiid

o of a 'pers on with a speciflc SOCiﬂl identlty. If the- 1nd1vidu\l perfofmh
s * N /“7 . . .\
tin’ Jccordance w1th this self concept then the audience mdy confer that ~

- _.,'r:' , . R ;
,se]f upon the performer. If, on the other hand,_the person»does not -

. ~

SN e . ' .
. . . / : f
\ s I ; y
~perform in ‘accordance wit# his self-concept, then he is ”out of character,”

1 N
. ‘
d N - L3 - . ‘\

N Loet "s0 to speak, The audience is free either to refuse or to support a’given

~

role.  For example, a beAk mdnager is imprisoned for embezzlement and ' .

- o [ .
" )

putq forth a conceptlon of prestlgeous self~1dent1ty (whnch mlght have ‘ .ﬁ

o bcen valid prior to his convictionk.rather than‘that of a haw—breaker.
1 LY o M . 4 v L o,

A . 1 .
. In all probability, his role im that particular identity will be rejegted

. 1
.. '

by inmates’ and staff allke, and he will instead have 1nputed tkhhlm the s ,

>
K . K
J . o o ' )

4f' . nole of incarcerated crlminal, This may change hlS pIEV%OuS 5elf—concept
. . . . ‘)

* . to one that is much iess desirable. ) .

]

"iA A éerson does not‘tnink of himself in abstrect'terms butlrather'”
' g ?‘, ' thinke "som&thing" about»nimself.éfﬂe deVelops s}eeific an;-eonrrete

{ml- . images, attitudes, expectations, stendards,‘anu feelinés ;owerd his own )
b, S zf. .~ .pefsonl. The dlfferential‘eohcertione he nas are role.ldentitleslzlwhiﬁh

]

.;? ;& prov1de the plans of’ action for the self The situatidnal'eelficonsti-

I3

R - tutes the person 5 preferencas as to the role identities he will enact = - .

. : ' ! ' ,
Sl in a given situation.
e »

; ’ . .
- . . . . P

B P Ay

\ e : lzéeorge’J MeBall and J. L. Slmmons, in Identitles and Inter— .
"actions, define role identity as the character and role that an indlv1dual
devises for himself as an occupant of.a particular soc1a1 p051t10n. |

5 ]
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When persong pteseut thenselves to others in soeial trans— -
~actions by means of overt self- deslgnatlng statements they
» should "present themselves in terms of those seifwtesignatlons
, for which they perCelve the widest valldatlon by oghtrs
I v - .
Tate When-individuals'pfesent tbéﬁselvcé‘to éthers in ongbiug social
S | . - . , !

L ' transactions, the acts of all participants.must be considered, Yot

only must the indIvsidual possgbs a knouledge of his bwn‘selfﬂconcept

P e

) . , o .
but he must also have some idea of the self-conmcepts of those with . -
‘ ° “ ) " ' ‘, , ,
: / vt P s e
whom he is engaged in 1nteractlon. Should a pcrson present himself to
» others.in terms of a particular self- de31gnating statement and: re;elve

i ¢ &
Ky - .

a rcsponse from cthers ‘which makes the person'* next act problematlc as

' I .’

(i
a result, some adjustment and,re—ueﬁresentatlon of self must occur. With

)
; .

regald to thlS view, prtsentlng the self in a transactlon with others,

- s

and 1n1tlal self- designatlons do result in responses from othere which

v

elthcr valldate or make problematlc the next- act which the person takes.
4 / [ & 7”' ‘
"The gssence of selfhood is- the reflexlveness of one's thoughts and

actions; onie is dble.tp evaluate:anﬂ to act toward one's own person. in

eséentially'thsfsepefmﬂuuerias'dees any<0ther'pﬁrson;"

In sum, then, we e;n‘eeﬁelude that,.without a %nouledge of self-"
coneeption, no really meaningtul ‘interaction woule be‘p0551ble since
theve w0uld be no guidelincs for partic;pants to follow inwsocial dis-

i

A
coutse no way of labelling and plac1ng alter and ego (other and self),
bechse posse%éing a knowledge of one's self-coriception and oﬂher-s~‘

. i B4 Y
- .

Clark McPhall "Respondents Judgments of Self- Statements,
SOC1ological Quatterly, IX (Sp[lng, 1968) 208.

/ .

f/ 14Geoqge,J McCall and J. L. Slmnmns, Identities and Inter- -
ecgion (New York: The Frée Press, 1966), p. 86. e

. ' - . N b

!
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L

selg—conception houl@ be required, no way of relating‘eéch to the 6ther,
|
no definition of the situation; no,plans of action, and no communlcatlon

of slgnificance. Meaningful,human relationships could not exist.

. I .

1 v *
The, Twenty Statements Test o

1

‘ - The Twenty Stateménts Test (T8T) uséd in the present study is

' a soc1ological 1nnovation derlved from symbclic 1nteraction theory. It

/
ended 1nstrument designed to elicit the reqpondLnt°

!

was constructed by Manford H. Hubn and his studen{i: and it-is an open-—
"spontaneous" self-

'd flnitions in thei* order of sallence. It was first p bllshed in 1954

- (.

and has been used in a varlety of studles since that tlme.

R completed tgst form is an‘operat?on@l’specification oﬁ\the c;ngegtion
of self of tte stbject, and it~§équireé aﬁgreat deél of introspection
on the pért of;thejrsspoﬁaéﬁt, . ,j ) . ‘4

C . hTypically,'the—reé§ngéﬁt is givenlé'éheét of paper with:twenty\.

b
.

.nurmbered blank dines on it and with instructions wriften at the top.
' s , R X ] i \

.The instructions may also be read orally. The respondent is asked to

4 -
) * . -

glve'twenty different answers topthg question "Who am I?" as if giving °
. ST ' i .
s
thc answers to oneself rather than to somebody else. A specified'time ‘

P

-~
e

‘Alimlt ig enforqed in which the respondents Write the twenty statements,

Y s - -
1

and certain face-sheet tyﬁe'guestions are usually completed after the
- |t . . » » . K .
\ - . B “ .

,twenty‘étatements.have,béen made. $Slight variations have been made in
i f ! N 7 -

the time limit and method‘of-instfuéting frem time to

! In answering the question "Who am I?" the redpondent answer as -

T : . . K . . Fd

1 3

s U, ) ' ’ Iy L

if responding to hi¥ own questions and not to anyone else, thus referring
. R R A

' . R ‘ S .
CE . - .

< 155@& Harold A Mulford and Winfield W. $alisbury II, "Self- .
' Conceptions in ‘a General Population, Soc1olog1cal Quarterisa V (W1nter,
1964), 35-46. - .

i
v . . s . P

o

i
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e S b
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T | RS s I . ’
i ’ . N s V- ~
- K ! . ) . ’ :-‘ . ‘d 4
- T to hlm%egf as an object. This is consistent with the theory of 'self- ."
b 35 - ~ '
v . conceptioﬁxdhich kuhn pur forth. . ' b
, ' Ihe.self—theorist also makes thd assumptjén that the persen
h :(‘ keoys whio he is and can put this knowledge into words. Thomgs §.
oy ~who has condu,é“t'_'ed studies wi(ty:hl]{uhr{ on se¢lf-concept, states,'Wonqents'
. e are confronted with the problem of identifyiné themselves, and left to
f - ) v . , ) v . . ‘ i
. décide for themgelves how this identificatien will be nade."*® ‘
. "It is aseumed,that! the,person’s knowledge of himeelf will be
L ' B ‘ . . . L ) , ) . . A .
dependent ;upon the sifuational-factor since the.knowledge comes fron thie
A o e . ’ : , U ' i
. behavior of "orientaticnal otheis' (see’ Kuhn's theory of self presehted
[ ¢, - o . . ! Y
o in the previous segtion), . - _ e
Y M s 1 ‘ i 3 3
( . - " then using the Twenty Statements Teét, then, to operatiorjalize.
. : ~ - fe -
K 1 < o « . R R
‘ " the concept of self, it,is assumed that: _
2 @ . . . ) . . i /- ’
CE B 1. The person will refer to the question "Who am I"? to h;mf
o . ' self and not to-anyohe clse. : [
- s ) A ke ' . . - .
: I 2. The pe;s&p "kndws"'himself and he puts this knowledge into *
‘ words." e .
v v X co L T ' Ao T
3. The person s avpreness of himself JS dependent upon the
behavior of others in the situation.
: ;;\ 4. The pcrson awareness of himgelf precludes the usé of
S K any fixed r~3ponseS' the tesponses must be the’ pep@on S
o owfi plans of action. ., o
4 2 . . ’. H . ! 3
' ;ﬂ . 2. The responses to the questlon are noty limited. to the test-
LT ing situation but have app11cability in a variety ‘of situ-
. Y ' ations.l7" ) e . .
. ‘fﬁ , ! , :‘ .' .
4‘1; * “e ' . ] t&.
' b 16 ‘ . ’ . o ! Do
o . s, McPartland Manudl for the Twenty Statements Problem
. . s . (Dept. of Research' Thes Greater Kansas City Méntal Health Foundation,
o Jan. 3, 1955, mlmeograph), p. 2 o -
’fiﬁ 7Charles W Tucker, _"bome Methodolog1cal Problems in Kuhn 5 .
) .. & Self- Theory," Soc1olqgical Qpa:terly, VIi

G é‘

(1966), 352.

) : [

) '<§§”

.
\ 3 .o

géiﬂfﬁ

McPartland,
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R

t

(23 : .
B <o : ! ; S i
i - ) : St T Ao
% voob e Each assumption taken separately is necessary within the thaoreticy!l - \ -
a ‘ frameowork. o ' '
. S _ After the test has been given, each statement is analyze " and .
‘ g s : b , .
- ! ! ’ . " Q v ! ' J‘ o ’ I R . ' - v . . !—‘
o C clnsg#fi@ﬂ as either comsensual or subconsensnal (dometimes lrefetrred to. Celt-
- . - " ° ' ' .t S ¢ !
. ./ as nonconsegsual). - o . . N g L \
’ N / . (a) {lonsens sual-sratements are rhose cstatenents whlch can ) '
" @} [ _ be eaqlly nnderstood by anfpne. Example are "I am a woman.". N )
P "I am a wife." There is-a tonscnsus here reparding an object . * .
oy : so deftned because the object will have common meaning for | : ‘ cot
. s vall, and eaph person can understand the behavior which one o o
i S " woylds endct with regard to an pbject defined in this manher. = ° .
; . A , - 4 : . . ! e \
' P . ' (b) Subcunsensua} statements refer to groupq,,clasqes, % .
. .-
1ttr1butes, traits or any other self-designatiens which require " :
RN .- 1ntorpretat10n by the respondent, tn be precise or to place him. -
. relative to others .
. . v S
’ ) . - 5 ) ) -"‘. ‘
T " . .° Examples of subconsensual statements are:' "I am a good wife,"
, .. . . ) ‘ . Q‘ . - "— ‘ - ’ R . . )
V. ~ oy, "I am an angry person.” In these insfances, there is little consensus e
i of meaning with regard to objects identified in this manfiey. One does S
° + T - . B . . . s
. ’/ not kaow how te behave consistently toward objects which are identified
e . rn‘shch‘terms; they are opposite, to consensual, statements with ;egatd
’ R to 1hterpretat10n. ! -7 . - R T -
’ cT J- The’ analy51s procedures relate to self rhehry in that the 2
- L ———— 4 . '
Lt \\\Jprocedures focuq on' the meaning Qf social Ob]ECtS mean1ﬁg beiﬂg defined ﬁ ,%
. ‘ : ' 5
I f . - in terms of bemav1on» Ob]Ectq 1dent1fied in-a consenSual manner will, §
Lo according\to Kuhn and McPartland, elﬁéit the same responses\from'all - ) %
LT A X ' : o \ 6. ' PR %~
S ..+ those.who come in contact with them. . . "7 7¢ .. _ g
S ) : . Lt 2 . . ’ . &
. - oo . VL , . I R . N R \ B §
¢ L. * .‘ ! ° - ¢ - - - tu :
'.n ‘1‘ » ! \ } C w ” g‘ f
. _ Tran % . ) . . - ] . E
' . . 18Manford H. Kuhn and. Thomas S McPartland "An Empirical . °; %
A “Tnvestigation of Self-Attltudes,"’American Sociologlcal R9V1ew RIX :
. : S (February, 195&) : " _ . e ) 5
e . , g [ . . —_— Lt
3, . ' - o - ‘
M i - .




«

o

S -

L]

-

RN} 3
. s ¢ ‘ ! 1 ' ”,
« is centradicting Himself since hé states thatgthe-situafion is n@‘ - .

#,the tgsting sipuation.-

i

) . ‘ \ ,
all consensua] refercnces,;and, ohce having made subconsen&ual referc¢hcls,
N , - . ] oy

they did not tend to make further comsensual oncs.
. R 4

porary" are lIrrelevant to the .person's behavior. .'This implies that Kuhn
. ~

““dn Shipirical investigation ofs the testing situation must be conducted."

‘thie studies. The analyst establishes the meaning ofreach. statement
- ySt entdblispes ‘ g ot*

\,V . 4 " . .
 from his own berspéctivel This, Tutéﬁr claimg, makes the analyst rather
v . .
" than the respondent the focus of study. : . b "o

responses: He claimefpthat, with regard to the

£ z*'zﬂ?if e
ﬁ '""“4 x&f\?{g

g "‘#“ h\ LAY l b, g
Lmﬁd W e @A Soris

. I S A
Kuhn and McPartlgpd found thdt respondents tpnded to exhaust ) 1

‘ . v

<
a

¢ . v - “ . ) 'y . :
_Charles W Tucker“focuqed on two methodologlcal problemq of =« -

i 2

l ! o Igl
Kihn's invel tiyatlon of Sﬂlf concept One of these is {tuationﬁifty, .
Pl e. : . /7 N N . = 4
which, he says, haq plagued social sc1entist% fdr years. Although.

. Y . . ‘e .

Kulin himself stateq that thc testing qituation is not neutrﬁth;ucker - )

pbxntq.sut that the responses from the question "Who ad I?’ are appllcable
: ¢
to a variety of éﬁtuations, thus assuming othets "Presc&t? and :contem—'~

italics mine nfutral. Some responqes may be applicable to the Leotlng

kN . .

situation while othprs are 'relevagt to a variety of.sltuatloqE bgyond‘ N -
", . . before'we can establish -this assertion,
- o RIS A ’ t 9

A

b M . . © 4
The second problem concerns analysis.of the statements used in’

., . N | .

- Y .

4
*. +, .0One oﬁher cr1tic1sn comes from Kent-P. Scﬁifrlan whn. found that
‘ R R . v L

a change in the TST\ structure or ipstructions does 1nf1uqnte-shbjects'

[unstructured approach,

- ' P - - C : e

BN 19Tucker, op.cits, p. 356.  According to Chdrles Tucker, procedures

are being devised to obtain observations which will be relevEht to this °
,problem. - Among the main deviations from the standard’ practices is the
use of“post-test interviews with respondents who have answered thé& "Who
am,I?" questidon., This was impossible in the present study dug to- lack
of time and the very. naturé’of the 1nvest1gation< v . B N

- b
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L , I does know hls mq;hod of nliciting the lnformation mAy be complex and 111 . )
~ , % S : N .
,:” e defanpd so that a ﬂegree~of“inaccmracy may ex;st ' How Lhe questlon is

e . : o, .

o
LI .
et T

Yy o / asked and thc pla&m and time allowe& for deﬁcriptlon are important 20

) '

the subje cct may)ﬂot knou tae whnt he rcsponds in hlm elff

.
"
(

B ' The rSf does have its fl ‘" but iﬁ/@bitv of itg’ whortuom1ngs

)

. - Al ,,,n,.« g v

it is still rhc mort widel; ﬂ dmﬂgxﬁtif testﬁ, haylng bH%h émployed

H,“ ‘s s

Zl” ‘//// , o ' g
Co , iﬂ over 125 1nvestigatxpns.\ o It ﬂﬂ,%y nc mgﬁﬂs in'the’ prnCﬁsq af bC1ng

‘ - o ‘fl'
., B

v [T 2t “‘ ‘<"I‘l i n . -‘ L4
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Oﬂe onihﬁ mdéi;iﬂreresting accounts of the cffect of- tq{al
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P
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y Erving Caffman‘é ~3yldm5,fa book of four essays on the social situatiod

N s »

~ - .

I

v of mental paLients”' dTO%hcr in@/ta.., Her days: ' - oy
a. S A ¥, ‘

A i

u

P . 5 A tntal ingt; tution may bL,Lafin@d as a place of. residence and"
- work where § . largé umber, 5; Likﬂhsitaated individuals, cut,
RS e off from the widgr sﬁcicty For’ an'épprgclablé period of time, 5
' B . together 1ead an’ enclnsed ﬁafmall§ administered round of life‘ "

. /
. o ' 5 ,‘ u ‘ !
LN M wirf ,
K - , . .
1 . -

B - Two_classié’eﬁampleS/of total institutions are prisons(dnd men;al ingti-
P . . . .', & “"4 t., \ L
T ﬁ%ution§. Coffman’ favuses on the 1nmate < world 11'order to develop a
i M‘-.n : & N
{ L 3 30c101og£cal véf”ion of the structure of thg/belf Wnich 1s one of the

:
.l S .

3 s

main conberns of this thesis. ‘o . .o :

. - P 1

;' F;( - lohent P. Schwirian, [Variation Ln,qtructure of the Kuhn—HcPartland
e 'Twenty Statements Test and Related Reqponse leferences,- Sociological

g guarterlz ¥ (vinter, 1964), 47-59. . - -

PR ¢

1

lSee Stephan P. Spitzex,, 'Test hqulvalencn of Unstructured” Self~
Evaluatlonninstrumpnts " Sociologlcal Quag#ev& » X, (Sprlng, 1969), 204~ 2L5
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' e 22 Erving Goffman, ﬁjgium (heﬁ VMDk Doubleday and Co.,.l951} ______ i lu'
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A we' %ave seen, Kuin's "oriéntational other” .and Mead'J//frq

o
L
5

to g . [
2 general&bed other,' all facets of social life play an impcrtant role

F- . S ‘ 1n the emergence of the self:conﬁEpt of the individual. Inmates come
N~ T L , . f. ™~ - . : . i
. to an institution from a way of life or h“ﬁorld-of'social interaction . R
5 L . which confirms a more or leqs tolerable conceptlon of their sﬁlves . R
; P - -u X
“; ' [&%hough in some cases the individual has already partlally w1Lhdrawn %

from the home world) and permlts the individual-to use adJustment “3 \

3 ~

mechanisms in order to cope with failures and conflicts. ‘ . )
) . . ) . .‘..:. ‘n LY _‘ . v 6" . N o q
L .,  What happens to an individual whenihe?enters a total institution

. . - 1 - i}

. ¥ 5 I
is that he leaves this wqud and enters an alien ohe in whlch he is

) . v,

Dty

. f
. stripped of his. former cpnception of self in which his qelf is degraded,

o . by
’ ..oy, v .

profaned, humiliated and mortifiéﬁ., A cleant break with the past has .

°

‘taken place, and even upon'releasé;.qltﬁpu
:lished, olher losses are irrevocable, - .
’ . . : ok ..
* Every aspec( that is part of the self-identification of the
~i£dividual or lnstrumental it lté,malntenahcé——clqthiﬁg, bbsmetlcs; bath-

. B} ] - !

) ing faéilities*—is taken from hiim and substitutgﬁhby Qhat the fngtituticﬁ
! [P ! . * 1 . o w: ’
’Qrpvideg for all inmates. He finds hégis unable ‘to _enact the role

> . . Lo . a

. behaxior. thdt he.sees‘ashimportant.for[dqunstiating td others wﬁb he is
o % ) ) .
anéjiir what'he stands. The individual then appears 'to be like.every,

otbtr inmate in the 1nstitution. A loss of persqnal safety may also

" be experlenced Shock ;herapy—and Surgery mdy lead some inmates to feei

e -

that they,are in ai env1:onnent over whlch they have no control and which

offers no guarantee to physical integrlty. To quote one mental pat;ent

F} - e

in the TST of the present study '”I never agreed to anything 1ike belng

1 a

" put to death.!s. Whether paranoid or dlsplaylng-fear of treatments, this

statement illustrates such a loss of: person&l &aﬁety. .
’ - -
- ~‘ t .o L N ,‘5_ o .‘.
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T _ : Since‘tne indiviﬂual has lost hls 1dent1ty maintenance equ1p* .

| <. : . f : N ‘ . -

. ERTTCE ment; and the, opportunity to exprcss his moqt 1mportant roles " he #s

\ i . - 3

° unable to prqsent hiq usual imagc_of himself to otheré.. Moreoyer: he © . '
P is subjected to demeaning commands~dr required to askihumbly for certain
oo 4 - _ A N . S
By ;ﬂg e items which one ordinarily takes for granted, e. Bry 2 clgdgette. Intis ! <
. 14 N N 4—‘—_"“‘_"__‘_‘_'_-_____,—_- .

N . mate forms of addresg are employed by'the staff and—ofher~inmat€§””’"_"_T'F_T"'

-1

2

well do that one cannot pogﬁibly hold onestf aloaf thrcugh any formall . T

& . A . e
* e X u

oL Style of interaction. : ‘@ é S £
L [+ % " : . ~ *
. ,f " In the wider conmun FV, when a person must accept c1rcumsLances : \ e
’ '\. na' . " ’ , 7 “ o - B T .
s T and commands that affront hls chCeptlon of self he may be in a position
) : ' e v

»

I B - -

'3;' ' role distarce, or sullenness with relatzve impunitx, whereae in totnl o N

' 1 o

to use certaln face-saving deviées sqﬁp as exprassions of contempt irony,

1nstitutions the staﬁf may:penalize 1nmateé forosnch°activiﬁy.

. - e . '
o - da,

Y In civil uociety,,by;ﬁﬁg;iimgfthe-1nd1vidual i&~an—aduit“ﬁﬁ’ﬁ5§—'—_ :
. Hrmetomlen oS -
»+ 1ncorporated "syelally .acceptable standards for the performance
of most of his activity, s&, that the 195ue of the correctness
‘of his action ‘arises only at cetrtain points, as- when his pro-
duct1v1ty 1 judged. Beyond thiq he is allowed ta gol at his *
" . own pace.””’

2

= . . . . 5 e

‘r

-9 In a total invtltution, ninute segmenﬁs of a person s line of
.k : _— _,y.,_,.__.._.._.,,..l.‘__.___. 5 I

-

by SRR Y

4 ,_,—-.n_.__‘s..l_.“

activity are subjectcd to~staff regulatlone and judgmcnts. Rigid - -

- P \ . ;
- “behavioral~sgécifications,rob the lndividgal of the opportunity for
) .. e - o Ce e O .
balancing: his needs-and objectives and deprive him of héf?autonomy.

’ ) ) i * ] . i ’ Lo - s

‘The low pbsiilon of tn;\inmaies reldtive to their .station on ,
the outside, egstablished initially through the stripplng process, ;e
: createszg_mllleu of personal failure in which one's fall from. Co
~grace is continually pressed home. °In response, the inmate )

S tends to develop a story, b 1ine, a sad tale, a kind of iamen— o,

o L - i
' - N L

2?Ibi4., PR« 37"38' . e ‘ .
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e tation and apologia which he constanrly tells to his fellows - . w°
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as a meamns of .,accountmp for his present low estate.
] ‘consequence, the inmate'

In

s self may become more a focus of
Lhis convu:sation and concérn than itedoes en the outs:Ldo, o
- . leading to much qelf-pity .

» ) ' - ’ ’ t
~* Within the total institutioh, the .f.ccling‘_ that, time has been -

° oot -

" takets [from one's lifc prdveflls.

' b
N

sit:u‘ation thhelp withstand the assault upon the self, whereas on the

[

There is very lictlp release frqm'.the

out:side the .individual. who fails in. his soclal role gan compmsate
. NN

4

through fantasy—-llquor,, _c:Lgarettet;,,readlng, etc. Also, within the
L} ‘ v ‘ N

ins titution, the rple ‘of the staff ‘and 'the role -of the inmate,relate

. 6’ . - lh R N p —
'l‘hcrc is a wide differencn-i E

to

e

every aspect oflife. al equality ;

a

and moral c]}qracter br-twcen staff and inmtes in places such as mentaJ

,\ Y

1
B

.

because‘.he is compclled* to view himself as inferior in comparlson with

——-

lnﬁtitutione ~and prisons, a difference in how one percei_v_es the self
3 & !

and oLher. Inmates are placed in a 'subordinat'e f)fysition, as members oi?
a low status group of dev:ants, \vhlle t.he stnff is plm‘.ed in a s.upc.r-—

B

ordinate positiﬂn ordering Lhc very lives of Lhe 1nmatcs. ‘This has n

-

d‘amagmg effect on- the self-concept of the, 1nsr1t:utionalibed deviant

B . .

thtf(staﬁf, while the'} view themselvés as superior to him.’ : ;

PR 3
NP

e St 5

: . == ... o a". T - -5 R - . \
ol Sl ¢ Having digcussed-Goffman's stripping process, and the detrimental
. . , . : . i ) - o J i .
effgkt it has on the'self-conception of-the individual, it is now necés—- -
5 B - g S . N . 1
| ) J . i . b v . T .
? -t »sary to relata-this process to the comparative study to be feported ino i
4 ‘. . : . -
. / s X <, ~ 4
T ,tl7e fo-llowlng chapters. g o . ;B .
I, W‘\ SV - - * S,
. v ow i I ) n ! . . . e ‘T\ R . - ___"] . B
‘ S esearch Problem and Hypotheses . = :
. [ L) ez N . R , v'
R . ' : “ g - b
¥ i The present study is a compar.ative one. " The problem is one of .
i " 3, 1 v ! :
i ¢ e W ' .
z’ ; Ly determining Whether theﬁa are differencee between the delf-concepts of I
?. T - . q P i " - 2 ‘ LS
- % : g ' t . : RELE ) s
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also of concern.
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. yprificatioﬁ:
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'More

. HypOLhesis LL:

-t

-

1nst1tutlonalized and noninstltutlonalxzed deviants
"tutionalized and nonlnstltutlonalizcd nondev1antq.

of the dlfferenceq and the factorsjaccdunting for«these d1£ferences,are

n beveral propooitlons have been. derlve& frqglthe forep01ng

preseﬁtation of data rather than suppositions designed for rigorous'
y i :

will be said on this strategy in the next chapter.

Hypothesis. L

Hypothesis III:

ahd of insti- -,
4 D o “1 - ! ‘
r' T+ P
If 'so, the naturp I

¥

. .‘ . 1
' ’ . L

’ 0 . o " ’ ¢
-

f
.

theoreticai di{scussion and-in accordance wlth our’ research problem.

]

B

7
They arc more accuxatcly"seen as rough guides for the .collection Ind

#

The self- ~concepts of the instlthtlonalfzed
deyiants 'will differ from those of the non-

) 1nst1tutionnlized deviants due to the influence’’
of institutionaliaaLion' that 1s, the former

* will tend to Identify themselvés.with one
particular institution more often than the
latter.. ‘ . 1

’ r

a .

: * The Gelf-concepts of the institutlonalized ot
ondeviants will differ from those of the non-
institutionalized nomdeviants dué tq the, ¥

influence of instltutldnallza¢ion .that 19, '
the former will tend to' identify themselves
wlth one particular institiitien more often )
than the latter. ¢ ! . ‘ - ‘

* !

The self-concepts of the 1nstitut19nalized
‘subjects (deviant and nondeviant) will differ
from these of the noninstitutionalized subjects
(devxant and nondéviant) due.to the influence
of institutiomalization upon the self—concepts
of the former.
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CHAPTER II

A COMPARATIVE DESIGN FOR STUDY OF THE SELF-CONCEPT

The present study evolves from the symbolic interactionist
theory of the self-concept which has been described in detail in the
previous chapter.

The main goal of this investigation is to determine and explain
the differences in self-concept among institutionalized and noninsti-
tutionalized groups. To facilitate this aim, the decision was made to

use a comparative study design.

The Study Design

The original plan was to conduct a study of institutionalized
deviants (criminals and mental patients), noninstitutionalized deviants
(members of Alcoholics Anonymous), institutionalized nondeviants (hospital
patients), and noninstitutionalized nondeviants (university students).
Although the study was approved by an established member of Alcoholics
Anonymous with whom contact had been made, it was not possible to elicit
the cooperation of other members, so it was necessary to replace this
group with a different noninstitutionalized deviant group, namely,
deviant religious sects. Unfortunately, however, the very nature of the

deviance of members of Alcoholics Anonymous and religious sects differs

19
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- gomparative aesign‘which is presented in Table 1. o .

20 ‘

_since rel}ﬁious deviance can b considered to.be self-enhancing for

the“devjant while the alcoholig'form of deviance can be condidered to
. ) ) f
( + . t 4 1
be relf-de&radlng . .k L

.
E}

for it @ad been planned to uge oﬁ}y subjects whose deviance was self-

- 4
. )

degrading. Tt was decided;fp:carry-out the investigation in spite of
. ) - . o b .

this shottcoming, however, since much of ﬁalue of tﬁe contrast still

. . S o

remained. IHad other deviant groups been available that mct the ‘specifi~

b
T gk

cgtiontoﬂ~sclf—dcgtading deviance, they would have been approncﬁed'and
askced to parﬁiqipaﬁe in the study. In a ﬁeprbpolitéﬁ area the size ‘of

St. John's,vNewfoundland (approxiﬁatély lO0,000'pédple); where this.

research was carried out,' such groups are not present to any extent.

"
v

. Tt should also be added that at first it was intcﬁdgd Lo confine the

1
i

This weakened the effect of the intended comparison somewhit,

sample to males only.l The'tciigious sects were: o small in number ‘that

! 5 Y

it was neces ary to include both males 4nd females in this'group in
. - 9 . .

v

. n ' Lo ' )
order t% obtain a usable sample (although males did outnumber females)!

!

Within a total samﬁle of 249 Bpople in all groups combined,’eleven“

.
Y

- . T . 7
females are included,ﬂali'of whom afe part' of one of the.religious

. - .t
I A A 1Y
O ) — !

deviant groups. ' . L Cy I .

”

LI ‘a -

The various groups of subjects investigated form a two-by-two

» . Y [

.

Only»males were to be selected because they are more ‘prevalent

. among priseners and members of Alcoholics Anonymous, and hence it would

have been possible to obtain a large sample.

‘g
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’}é‘ - = Table 1, The Comparative Design-for Seif-Concept ‘Study . . %
4 . a ) ;
’if . .. l } ] .
g - ’ Subjects N )
' ! . “a !
8 . . . . o / .
LTy L Institutionalized Noninstitutionalized
- .11 a ™ i i - L o = : ’.":"‘ 3
: - Criminals : .o Re:ligioﬁs__funda- '
) < Mental patients mentalists
! T e &= . . ! I . v , i
« . pY; ' \ i I A
8 g 5 4 s .
o T Nondeviant Hospita} patients ° Universiity students :
. ; "' . i 1 ‘ s l'. v ’ o ':\‘ ' . |:
’ N ! ] ‘ ' P . , . s . 4 b v . . i
oo . oF e ‘ k coT e
w o : 2 - !
i . . s , ' . i i . . l
-ZJ” If Goffman's obggrvations, are valid, then the concept of self
\: , Y for the institutionalized deviants under study (prisonerg and mentgi ’
. - 2 * e ' . R
L e patients) should differ frem that of the noninstitutionalized deviants
y " i .“..'_‘ . ' 1 N g - b :
; (deviant minority religious sects). This follows from the fact that
' — / ' o ' L tem) = )
the religious deviants aré living 'in the larger community, while the y b
N i prisoners and mental patients are incarcerdted in total instituti"_ons ' ;
. Co '\" where supposedly the stripping process has taken place. There should
C also be a certain amount of self-transformation among nohdeviant L
= a hospitalﬁ.zeg_patients, since they aré living apart from the outside
'.‘ -,:E'- .' " ; ' . . X +
. 3 F " world, subjected to regimentation, and since they'are partly denied g
' vt i ! . [ :
! C the chance to-exﬁréss external identities. ~ Presumably, however, thiéf .

would not be as pronohﬁced as in the fgase of critinals and mental

Y patlents, .due to the shorter confinement of the patient. in hospital and' g
.'.'.‘_; , v . o . s o
oy - their higher status as. a normal'patient., In any case, they should differ ¥
. . . . o . i " ' N . . * :&‘:
-4 somewhat in eelf-concept from noninstitpt1onalized normals (unlver51§y §
N T i\ ' ' t ) ) - = 1 ’ %:
students) who have experienced none of the stripping process whatsoever. _‘
_ ‘ = ‘. 'Thdse'ex'pected.differences are reflected in the thr_eel hypotheses | | H
- presented at the end of the preyious chapter. i
T r U r . . -
' [ ‘:. l ) . T v & 5 3
\ A l-.r‘ ° ;- ¢ | °
,.)""';h_‘:' v * ) =
= Y ! L
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Although the present. study constitutes a test 'of ‘three hypotheées, '

. these S}Jppomtlons ‘are more accurately viewed as rough guides for the

-

collection and .presentation of data. . Their veérification does "5}} ' ‘

Do require elaboratk controls in -the .acquisition of dzi't'a, a logically
. ' R { ,

N . [

b 4

s rigorous study d"es'ign’, or a sophisticated statistical analrysis; for the -

~state of scientific knowledge about ‘the effects of the stripping process ° -

. . won the s'e‘lf—concept does'ﬁo_t warrant such’ treatxgen't. We are in no

_ ) position to see]k .the precision implied by these methodological practiées.

5

-‘1': K Indeed, it is unwiZ:e even to attempt to.do gp. Rather, we are engaged

0

. -
P -

o essentially in an effort to build new, theory, develop new and more
, .

specific hypotheses and\generally discover new dimensions in our 'finq—

ag L

ings. The' succes'sf[ul emergence of new ‘theory and new ,h'ypotheses £rom

;mpirical findings-requires a kind of flexibility of p_roced'ﬁrc' and - '. oy

— ’ . . .

L, x H . ’ N
. -~ looseness of study design-generally fost¢red only by "exploratory' or *

, o~ B
. '
1 '

"formulative" investigation. 8elltiz and associates describe the aims = !

-
'
1

of this kind of research: ' :
) ’ / : ' N

i Many exploratory studies have Zée purpose of formulating a :

’ ' problem for,more precise/investigation or of develdping

, e 'hypotheqes. An explorafory study may, however, have other

S _functions: ° increasm the investigator's familiarity with

' the phenomenon he wishes to investigate in a subsequent,

: more highly structured study, or with the setting in which
he plans to carry out such a study; clarifying concepts; R -
establishing priorities for further rgsearch; gathering ‘ ‘
1nformat10n about practical possibilities for carrying out’
research in real-life settings; providing a cemsus of

problems regardéd as urgen% by people worklng in a glven o
‘ " 'field of soc1al relations. - .

v

. .‘\ - ! N ' Rl -
2Clalre Selltiz, Marie Jahoda, Morton Eeutch, and Stuart W.'Cook,
' Rese-arch ‘Methods in Social Relations rev. edi (New York: .Holt, Rine-
" “"hart and Winstom, Inc., 1959), p. 51. ’

~
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R . A comparative anal},'31 55 sueh as the one being presented here,

1 Al
W « . -

| o o
}- sl "1s one genre” " of exp OrgXory _,tudy Accordmg to Barney Claser and - ‘ T
: f Lo Anselm Strauss, thl" kind of investigation "both - vubsumeq and assumes

‘verifications and accurate descrlptlons, but only to the extent that the

] .
: i~ 1 . .
v

g latter are in the sctviéce of generaticm [.of tl@ryj Otherwise they are, “ TR g

. sure to stifle 1t." Slnce this is one of the flrst if'not the flnrst ."vw,; Ty
D ‘ n-l @

empirical testing"of some- of Goffman'e propos.itione about the stripping ".6. f" C

v{-:é' process‘,«the study must be designed in"such a way as to .admit the - ‘ B

» -

maximum number ot obServatlons that will further our goals of. clarify—-

L ing concepts establlsmng new hypotheses, ‘and so forth. \{lgth comparatlve

\’9:‘A : I A ' ' ¥ '

Ly analysis and the,use of the TST G an unstructured self—measurlng

s _ technique) allow for this factor.- ° ‘

Samp-ling.Procedutes . i e, ' C ' ‘
\ SO . : R Y
It follows from what. has“been said about comparative' analysis . :

n that our s,ample need not -be r.andom.q The data were collected from any'

’ ) person whé was: literate and will1ng to part1c1pate i the’ pro;ect bne ’

Ptie v ) - 1

’ 5.?':; © might considerl‘ the sample used to be biased, but nevertheless it is -
[ . ' ! . . 4 . ' - :

T N . [
N ’

suited to the ndture of the s‘tudy.

The relatlonships expressed im theoretical propositions are )
‘presumed to be uni‘versaily present. They are accordingly . ..

present° both ‘in representatwe and nonrepresentanvfe samples.
» - L S

. ;
O . . . B !
' ' f f .

i}

t Py ° :

Barney G. Glaser and Anseln L. Strauss, The Discovery of
Grounded, Theory (Chlcago. Aldine Publishing Co.,, 1967), ps 28. .
[’Random sampling was impossible for the present study since in
choos:l.ng subjects at random ore might find that the very subjects drawn,
. could be illiterate, unable to erte due to 111ness or simply unwilling
- to be 1nvalved . S ) ~ %

.
. Vo . . . ;

3, '

.
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e To disprove or demonstrate their existence is hence, possible x
. in any' kind of sample--biased or unbiased.? . oot : e

. / . . o . '
RE AR o ) . " i ‘ ’u
Lo .

Therefore, if. the factor of inaLitutlonaljyation bears on the

conccpt of lthe sclf, “then any group of instltutmnalized persons in:

]

_comparison with a group of noninstitutiana.lized persans can prov{de the

“ﬂ‘rta necessary to falsify the hypotheses, 'since each subgroup should

Ty "
PO '

have those traits tbeoretically predicted to characterlze the entire

popdlation. However, a large nmnber of- closely studied cases :ud the

&

discovery of ‘new proposu:lons and dimensmns even 1f the sample does
L | 5 -
Ry not have to be random. - : ' , ot C T ‘

s i -

e ey 0

Gaining Access. to the Subjects

Lo Entrance to the Hospital for Mental and Netrvous Dlseases was

' [

gained through the medlcal dlrector, to Her MaJe‘sty s Penltentlary

SR through the superintendent who obtained authorizatlon from the minister SN

'o-f_ju‘_stice, apd to a St. John's hospital through the administrator and

- B o ]

directress of nursing. Approval to administer the TST to ,the rwo

-~ ' ' s [

o s
' o . . D -

. teligious groyps was given by those 'In charge after ‘they sought the - .

1

) cooperation of the membérs. Permlssion to have ‘the a{ST administered to

° a

unlversity students wag granted by those conductlng the three sociology P
[ - . . ’
summer school coufees from which the subJects were selected
! ‘ \\ .
With the exeeption of the univer51ty students and membets of

the religious sects, \;1 letter by the head of the sociology department,

T
fiee

authorlzing the mv71tigation and 1nmoduc'1ng the researcher was sent

to t-hgse in chatjge bf the institutions involved. Intertriews‘ were held,

1 ' ) - !

Pt AN ATAT P
R

+ . ! . AY
T T ‘

N S » , ' .
5Hans. L. Zetterberg, On Theory and Verification in .Soclology
/(New Jersey: Bedminster Press, 1963), p. 129. - -




Cof nursing“ of the hospital’ for nondeviants, the heads of the religious

'togeLher wﬁth a copy 'of the TST, vas given to each. A wntten sunmary -

o Ta® YRR > o
By ‘7%{'3- *‘ﬁniﬁ R b g e 78 "ﬁ;‘lr ot oftils

Buwe .

1 -
a N ‘ ’

between tlie recearcher and, the medie¢dl director of the mental hospital,
- oy W@ 0!
the supermtendent of .the penltentlary, the admjnistrator and’ dlrectress
4 x~ u F
sec,ts, and the professo‘l‘s at the unlverr'lty, and a brief explanatlon, o

of ‘what tho study entpiled was also- reque'%tred by the admlnistrator of

v

t,he hos;pital at which nondeviant patlems were ta be studled. : 1

. i , T -
The Subjec-ts ' { . . . o
, The subJects who partlc-lpated in th? study: ware distributed. as :
» . ) . . i . 1 -
fo'llows: . »,? | . ' ' |
‘ P ) ) . ‘ . ) Iv’. A . , r;
. 1. Hental patients . 5 ¢ T
2. Prisonefs- N . 55 . .
3. Nondeviaqt" hospi‘fal patients 55 (
‘4, University students c ‘ ‘56 !
b ' \ A . ' . ' - ’ Q
5. Religious fundamentalists Lo, 29 L
. Totél number of subjects’ N =-249 - o - L
R .The personal> data of all subjecté are presented in Tables Z - = - ‘
. N - - = ' ] \- ,'x":
through 5. - - T - ¢ p - 1y (::’-i
! . A o
EEE S SRR o ;
- . . '
. . |
N } / . . ¢ * s
.o R b
‘ Y . .
! sy oL . - ¥ '
. - - i , iy
] 1 / . ¥
« v . _ . DR o ¥
. . , B ) ) i 2
R . ‘[4\ : i . . ;
! - N 1
b N £ | o
/ ‘ . " |
. A’ . '..... .
.t : i -,; 3 N
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. » . i >
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,%g : : c [l . . L “3“5
i . " , - N - ]
iz : i ' 26. LI ,- {
B4 . s 4 .
; - N . & g
] P . o ' \ - v
e ¥ ‘ ' ’ . . ! ) 4 L 0 - ) ' V“ . ,-' ’ )
3 O : Table 2, Clzﬁs_lflcatzon of Subjects According to Age 0
Ny ' : - - ! . "
:: . r . . o Agc é
u .o .I “ ! - ' '
. . . . Tess than ., -, . Over - ) ‘
. K g . S . - Vot 4
"r;.-" ST + " Subjects 25 J+45-39 40-60 60 Total. .
E . . o T T .
. Mental Patients 21 "20 12 . A1 54 .
.. prisoners ' - S 35 18 17 - - 54
. :..’ ‘ ‘[\:.- ﬂ!og'devign t'Hospital 0 . . ' +
o L , Patients 9. 11 28 .7 55°
l. . . L3 - 3 : - e '.
o w7 Undiversity Students . 22 31 3 - 5360, 2
L 1’ Redigious Fundamentalists . 13 8 8 - 29 i
. ; , e e : gz
- — Total N=100 N =88 MN=52 N=8 N=248t o %
T e ) b" . s ) 3
. ’\ ! v
' 19, . a
: ' %
, ‘e - \ s "f'?g'

i >

Table 3.

n

1

Classification of Subjects According to Mat;iﬁal Status

' I . ‘
o ' n Marital Status’

‘ L - Subjects ..’ Married = Sing4f Widowed Total

v "7 Mental Patients .- ‘ 1s- ' 38 1 N'= 54
R *Prisomers - le T 38 .. , - N = 54
B R C Nondeviant llospital Patients 33 20 2 N =55

N ’ ) University--Students . 35, 21 o= N = 56

4 - } Religious Tundamentalists iz . .12 - N= 29
. C- Tétal - . | N= 116 N,= 120 N=3 _ N= 248
N P . : . s * . , ' [ ' ’

L ’ - *The total number of prisoners is lowered by one subjegct whe

BN did not complete this part of the qgestionnaire:_ ‘ '
; o SR
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I R s e :?Z??%‘e%w e e
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- v ) - L]
'if ) . B , R N o ) E. i -
3
.
w3 . L ! i , Jx
4 -

B
¥
'

’

TR
™
Rl

- - - : © ~ . 5 . 4 »
g - . ‘ «
T . - . .

# L _ Table -4.- Classification of Subjects According to Years of Schooling.

- ¥
’ ‘ .
- . .

’ . _ S : Yeafg of Schooling o
- o — &
. o . Some . |
S , " . Less Univi or : T
SO ~ ’ Than : Trade . Univy. . Post~ .

C o L 0 . Subjects 9 9-12 " Schdol’  Grad. Grad. Total
o aets Yental Patients. 2% 20 4 Y
. [ . . , B . . l' b‘/ ; ‘
' Prijoners ' 26 20° 74 ‘ " 54 .
- . - ! )
< Nondeviant Hospital . « . - o
). Ratients - » 24 2 iy _ - 55

. University Students - l? '32 2 .‘4 ) | .

5 N Religious Funda- . ) RS
" ¥ - mentalists ) .3 9, 12 2 3 997,
1 . . . . o ‘4 ‘ ’ - \ (
; - oy '
. 4+ _Total N=97 N=74 N=67 N=26 N=4 N =248
Y , : ~ . ¢ ! m' v .
r: B o -
oo ~Table 5. .‘Cvlassi‘fication of\“Subjects 'According to Religious Affillj,atiorf
e L o s Religion - , Lot
. B Sybjects Protestant Roman Catholic  Gther . Total , o
M , . . by

' o . Mental ?étients', s ‘ ) 24. . 2 , 2 N = 54

. . Prisoners o 24 Co260 4 N = 54 . by
. f . g . . . . ‘ . ) el 7
D Nondeviant ‘Hospital = - | v s / ) , ' o
B Patients L 3 ) 22 2 ' N = 55 .
. ) ; . — u .
. a'- Pnivérsity Students - 41 . 12 3 N= 56 :
Y R‘la'l-igious Funéamentélistvs —-_', . T - 29 N'= 29 - . % .
- ‘ o <L . l S 1 ' : - N 3
1 : Total N = 1207 N=88  N=40 - N =\248%
- 4 ' v ' . ' ’ .. b i . i
T - - . h ;

. *The total nunber of prisongrs ig lowered by bxig subject who _
did ‘not complete this part of the questionnaire. . . ' Sy

E . ' . R o - '

» ~ . N . T
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: . 1. Patients from'thd ' i ot Mont: ‘. " " )
w , L. Patients from'the Hospltal fot‘ Mental and Nervous Disaaqes. : .
,'1 o . ‘, ' ' v ' ) 3 . B i

. o " These s'ubjects were selected Lrom dlmerent areas of the hospit’ll

PEES
-

Loy v
‘

o o

<

E

namely, the 1ehabilitdtion unit, admittance (he"’m’;, i;ﬁ[\{lﬂ‘- correct, 1s

® e b | . ¢ f - )f . .
ot ., where.acute cases newly admitted--say, approxim(ltelv a month or

. ix
i . *
. VR weeks—-—arga situated), tuo closed wards-on whith chronic,- long—term .
H e . "S ' . ' ) ' , , . . - ) "‘ (
e patients are placed, and the justice ward,  another olosed ward where - e
. R ' . . i . . R T, *
[ . . Ea
= mentally 111 criminals are situated. As one might 1magine,'patié'nts with
PN ) * : .( v ' - .
- 07 ' a variety of mental disorders vere tested. J ' ‘ 4'
. B ) ‘!. " — ' - "o

g e , ) 2. . Prisoners. Thcse men wvere for the most part 1ncarcerated for
J minor of fences sudx as thef‘t Ell'ld break and entry, and usually their -
3 Lt ‘e (. ' ° I i B . )

. sentences: were less than two years. However, one. prisoner on the TST

%

-stated,- "'I am going t"o. be released in 1972," indicating &4 senténce some—

v ) _ . - . ) Lo . i

. : b .
“ what? longer than two, M ears. . . y .

.
ot X —_— ¢ [

3. ondeviant Hospital Patlﬁnts. Yenbers ,of this -group were
AP . ' oo ’ : . -

Lo sittated mainljz on Xards althqugh some were situated-in "s.eini-privéﬁe

'yl

R rooms and in the war veterans'_wing\o,f‘ the hospital. They hhd beén

i § Lhospitalized_for various reasons, elg., heart ailments, fractures,
. AR ’ o oL oo o ) '
' surgical procedures, ete. = - ot '

- . g

i

o 4, 'Univ'ersity Students. The university'st;udents were largely

. RS . . . . . »

v R _ teachers attemptlng to gam credit in .order. to obtaln a hlgher teachlng :
e - - [
i certificdte. Studcn‘ts. attending summe;ﬁ, school for -various other reasons
' -7 ’ : - . L - - o )
v‘ !

v were also included fn ‘the sample. - : '

» o r

Lo 6Tht-z youngest person :mcluded in the sample came from-the .
RO prison. This was a fifteen-year-old. It is highly unusual for a boy of

' ~ this age to be imprisomed at the penitentfary, but the nature of the .
crime committed is usually a deciding factor. .The entlrexsample Other- -

.+ than this one instance consisted of those sixteefl years and older. - s
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)
: 29/_' | * . 1
l.’- . \
« . A X . : ' - - ~ ' T l - ¢,
v SR % ‘Relipious Fundaméntalists. The relipious group constitated ‘
o o . . ‘ :
B ﬁ?,l:tglrtly over one-third’ of one secct and approximately half of another, *
7. w . f - , - ) .
' ¢ . N ‘-"-'. - , N - ’ . . .
hey came- from various~alks of 1life. N ’
oL - \_}:,'H s 3 .
' Wt 3 ) . ] - S °
A .";~X , B i} v 4
\ ‘Administration of /the TST. .- °
- ~—e + ! { * v
: e

LA

The T8T admigistered in the fo'll‘on'ring mapnér; The overall - .
/"a . : ! . . ® ' e l> i
) ) . bb‘ veg of the. study were first described in.a fashion titat would ;
Co ‘not bias responses, sfter which the TST was distributed. Af the top of =~ /
; c H 2. Ca , y )
.‘." : [ : ] . - s / ‘
S b . ! . -7 - - : -7
. -the test was a set oﬁ_instruct;ons. . Numbers from,one te twenty ran ‘ )
AR down thé left-hand margin., From a copy, of the form ‘the instructions 2 .
L \ _ . . ) .
) . §ere read- orally, and subjects were given twenty minutes to complete T
A \l, [ ' ' - * " ’ R ~ .
4+ the twenty' statements and the personal data. ' Some subjects inquired as
. L - ¢ . 1 ~ I
A . . L ’ ' . - ' L [ . .
LT to whether it was necessary to make twenty statements. They were told |, ' '
o that it'was desirable to do so but, if ‘they could not, to write-as many ‘
L ' ! :e . -, ot = L - . £} T
. “. - . as they were capable of writing. If they inquired about the correct-—w
ngss of any response they had. made, they were 'told it was tbrrect.
s - , . ' - P . . B e
‘Some completed the twenty statements in le&s - than twenty minutes and
- ' by . ' . A .l ) - ‘ . ) . )
'.f returned taf forms. Others wvere unable to complete the form within Co. )
. S " - . N, L R ~. . . s N , ]
" | the allotted time, and these were collected. ‘Subjects were informed
v v N . 4 . T X
G that the study/f({;s anonymous and toromit jheir names from the answexr I a
Yy lgie sheet'é. In spite -of these insbft(ctions, several respondepts..signed " 2
- ‘ : i v . . b
. their names. - o - L
1 , ) ' _-.\ | ' I. N . ] » g‘i
The Si}ttlng - s L o . - . . 64
- e v [ ’ &
- ’ .o R . . o . Ao {;
. . The study was conducted. within the City of St. John's, Newa‘oundl d, . E
- = which has "a metropolitan area ofiapproximately 100,000 people.” | - :
' . - w . 3
3
1 4 f . -

[ . - 7 ° N ‘ ) . . .
P For instructions, see. Append}x. . ) '
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- ’uwere ideal for testing

_The- Hﬁspltal for Mental and Nervous Discases is a large red, A

~— i
o ' -

brick gj,d:i—zsg Lhattgs si t:u&ited in the west end of the city Withih gi ound’s

separating it fiom the main road
V 13 Vo . R . l'
‘one marning-,~ fron; approximat‘ely,'S: 45 a.m. to 12:45 p.m., durin'g which

‘T[lg study here m‘as parried out in.. -
[} L L N f

six diffarent groups vere tested«r separately. The first two groupq oo

) _

con51sted ofM‘tg who wire belng rehabilitated and they took ‘the

;};TST separat«.lx in two dinlng areas of the hospicw Conditions “hera s 7
" .

9

There was no noise, and patiem:s sat at table's

-

__and rilled out/the forns, I‘hirte'en patients made up each group.8

s we: The - t irdvg/foup consisted of three sulgj ectg only taken - from ,

sl . A

admittance :t7fnto a different dining area. Aondi»tions? ,as ‘befgre, were
- 9 . - ©

~

: ll '
. satisfﬂtony for testing purposes. .Thexre "three groups were loecated on
t ’ .

" . .
- . '
' A . o

", open wards of the hosgpital. - ' ’ ’ a

nﬁ "," . ‘ "”1- . o Y 'A’f.‘. ‘ . i -
.- . The fourth and fifth groupc\- vere taken from closed or locked
.vards, vhere test-taking' conditions were less than ideal due” to the

a 3

nature of the illnesses t}f the: %ﬁtien'téu.' The testing was conducted in ,
‘ : ©o - ,
what ‘appeared to be recreation rooms equipped with chairs, radio, . i

"television, etc, The testing of the four th group wah.moré gsatigfactory

than that’ of ,the flft], since certain patients made a grtat deal of ..

Yo

foise during the testing of the latter ~g1‘oup ' This made concentration

o A . - ¥

difficult for those patients ‘who-were Wr;s.ting the test, and it sohevhat

" B - L
As TSI's from each group were collecfed they ~were returned to -
« the- medical director/s office. ‘There, instructions wvere received -
indicating which group would be.ready for. testing next, "and directions
vere givén as to the location of the specific group., With the exception
of a -coffee break for the regearcher, thls routine continved for the
ontlre mornj_ng . o

3
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TR

n ‘ dimlnlSth the reliability of the data. ~T‘ourt(;_(_n and eleven rospecLivel\.,
S were testéd cach time.w- ‘% o ' . . e .
N | P - = : S R \
' . ‘Il’. ., . The s:.xth group of réspondents was selegted from the justice |
g ' & i it
' '.; : :.: - ward whexe mentallyo 111 criminalt- are s:.tuated lleJ;eﬁa a:i-n'testing ' . “gg
':‘ . . “ s canditions wcr,é id'e'zall. Inmates sat’ around a bllh.;u-d tat?le and a cau«, . ~ :;%;35;
. : * - F ‘ nd e
! , ' " l table and qu1et1y filled out the forms. As they completed the forms, . [ K 23’2
1' K S 1_I:hcy 1_eft ghe room, I'ight patients w;,re tested hete. : PR . ,: . E:Is'::ig:}“f?
— n 'o: ] nThe reqearcher ‘was lc.ft alone when- testln% those In reh'l_bgﬂitat:lon %%%;
. ' ‘..L"' |- :._, and admittance sectlons ﬂnd foria few minutes only* on one of thé closed L
-‘9r “:";‘;’ . wards ) On the 3ustice wa-rd ‘however, an, o_rdér_ly was present at ;111, J
' . ‘v fa 5 k Xl . : A E ! - 4 £
w T o timeg.' f . . y . .
. v , . .'4- . ' . Hcr Majesty's Penitentlary 1s 10<}ated in the east er;d of - o
| ¥ ‘ o“ . y St.. John! s. The study'here. vas. conducted in 'thc-z p'r:.Lson class;room in,, e .
e '{ - u -,two 001152@(‘:0‘21\.7'-'3 aft_;é_'rfmbﬁs._" Dur.i}né th.e first afl:ernoon, ‘orie guard zind_: e
[ R . = : .
- < twOvteaél;c;:@ were present w'nile lt:hc TST was bemg. admimstered At one -
. : ,- . po:Lﬂt it_ was necessa;:y to ask g of the prlsonm‘\; to stop talkmg, ‘
H ‘uli . o whtch they did.. Apartlfrom this mterruption,.{'co ditions were satls- ' )
N - ] - - -
R - O
..\ .. ' Ve, M . g 'Durin.g the s'_eccma aﬂf‘térm;on x:’o tailzing”tc';ok place. Two guards _ i
‘\ . *l ‘ . "va‘nd two Leacher., were present, and the group appeared to consist of men :
B ,.”'- o s:rmewhat older than chose of the fir'stx group, A},thohgh scveral _,sat ) ‘
o Pro : = N r - - .
e :I quﬂ.etly at the dksks xhey made no attempt to write any data wh'atsoever. e
C e tWhether they coulzﬂ npt or would not- i:" ffieult to say, perhaps curlosity _
. - ‘\: :-‘_,_' " h,:ld led them to th ;:.las;?room in the. first place. Thirty subjecﬂt.s were :
! ¢ Ery ro i ;-) Lo o . &
I'L", s . in 't;zsted. .th‘,e f;‘.rsgt af ternoon and twenty;six the second. ' T
3 o . Y B X iy . X A . g . .
d ,  ® e LI . 20 ‘ i ' ' .
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The Ceneral Hdepltal a red brick bulldlng,

50

Is 51tuatqd-off

the ma1n road and is clbse to the pen:tentlary .The study herc took F

thiree in oue wech and twp in another.- The reron ‘for
! :

se beiore returning to collect furthcr i
; i = s a )

was that thc supply Ds vo]untary subjects had beén exhats sted dhring thei
il

.

five mornings,

“ allowing somc txme ‘to elaps

[ 1 d
2

first three mornings, and it was neccs
J »

had been admitted ln order fo -obtain iurther voluntcers.
- ¥

sary to wait until new patlcnts

As one might
. [}
/ 1maglne, cnnditionq for testing would he less than ideal at any hospiral v

. w

IE was neccssary for certain patlents to

. B ‘
-
'

he prepared for the operﬁting reom, physicjans. made routine vnelts,,

N o .

and, gertain proceduraé had to. be carried out at’ spec1f1c times, Again .

and‘suéh was the case here.

- -

l
th_ question of the rcliabllity of the data 1s{ralsed since teﬂting .

-

waswoiten carrled out in an atMUsphere of constant activity. :

N . - The ﬁtudy was conducted each morning from 10 30 a.m.-to 12 00 p
’ ) I

?

i i \

J1n number from thtee to ejght. It was necesSary to g1ve instructlons

individuélly sl reading them orglly to a group could posgibly
5 | :

s 3 . - g B
. l'-';‘ A -

. ]. n‘ . p—
disturb other patients on‘the ward. This broved to be time-consuming.

lhe formq were collected at the end of the twenty—mlnute period whether

'

. "
e N

~ H . )

Univeralty students were tested in-classrooms where one would

. N, :

For. not they were‘COWpleted = R W ) )
J

o aar

]
expect to flnd sat{sfactorv testing cond1tions. The,study.was-admin—

. v ] p -.‘ ! N

v

isteted on'three scparate dqys and" in three sepatate classes.  [.°';

o

. Data from one of the rellgious ‘groups was collected afLer attend-

=
. . -

" Ing a: rellgious service of approxlmately two- hours in length during
:19 ~- ‘l "‘ . R )
“'which theie.wéré téstimonials, the saqxament, hymm-singing,-prayers,‘etc,

"8 1

-t

dutiug whlch tLﬂG 'several small grnups wctc tcsted These groups ranged 3

&A
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i

. The test was conducted in a building one room of which sorvés as a .

- . church while the new church is in the process of construction. Here
o . 3 B . 'x . v
) L © again the question of -reliability arises, Members of the secct Were

. "
“ .

acudmpanieq by their children, and, during the administration of the

3 R g
O s

o pem el

A

P

AP

"
%
s

]

-
e

,,.‘
AR

gy

foe

£

° .. . ® N S o ,
. T TbT, there was a certain amount of noise. ‘It should,be stated, however,
. . l\ ! ! 4 ’
o that this did not appear to disturb those wrltlng the test as they ,
" secmed rather engroosed in what they were dOLﬂg -
s ; ‘
L : The testing of the second group was conducted during a meeting
o . i L, .
. j '; in a roombin which therg were geats but no, desks which made writing

.

~+.  .awkward. There was no noise and testing conditions were satigfactory’
P o k . )
o Nameé'of the two sects are being withheld in' order to assure anonymity,

.’ ° ) /

. . Coding Procedures and Analysis

- : . EBach respondent from each group was assigned a number [rom one

- - ,‘ . P

o N, : :

'

; The procedure for categorizing statements was derived from

' .
I e
,

who modified the schema gf Manford Kuhn iand

. ' { . )

2 ‘1homas McPartland by adding an extra category.
N ﬂ

Kent Schwirian,g

Coding procedures from

: : ' ' ‘ S o K

a study by Thomas S§. McPartland, John H. Cumming and Wynona S. Garretson
. . . ot . . !

"

. a - : 10

* ’ on Self-Conception’ and Ward BRehavior were also used. ,
P . - ) . i « I ) "
The following schema were employed to code the tegpondes on the
wo TST protocols: e ) .

- v

f " .o
' . . . g

- " kent P.

4

3 '

. ‘i? 10Thomds S.

o

.. ‘

E:

1z

’

f

W

Socioclogical, .

McPartland John H. Cumming, and Hynona S. Garretson,

¢ -

»

3

; L “Self-Conception and Ward Behavior in Two Psychiatric Hospitals;"
. : h’: %Soc10metry XTIV (June, 1961), 1131-124. -

Schwirian, "Variation® in Structure of -the Kuhn-McPdrtland.
. 'Twenty Statements Test and Related Response Differences,”
e Quagterly v (Wlnter, 1964), 47- 59.
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¥ . A. Consensual Statements., R4 |
e .
A ' . ~ - ¢
i : . ; NIy - I -
:ﬁ " ‘ ! These included name, age, religion, political affili-
2';; L) ‘ . . B ' -
- Vv . =
< . . : . . . .
) . . ?tlon, liome address, kin relatipns, race, national origin, and gther )
By ' ’
%o - P , : -
4 ] ' formal and informal group memberships, plus!statements regarding
= R S d ! . . . '
%& S . physical characteristics of the subJecﬁ. These inclwyded the concrete °
A ar t
A ' ) . \ - S
ég X ' iével of reference which presents the sélf as a physical entity,
e c:g., "I am male," or, "I am six fcet taf}." In this category any .
‘ * ) 1 \‘ Ed . :‘ 1 - : v
o " reference to interpersonal relationships wbuld be indirect and would
[ P P \ )
Cora not include involvement in social relationships. They were, nevertheless,.
. ' . ' ) ) . i ’;{);5.:
e . - e Ikt
% L. . congidered to be consensual statg%ents. The statement, "I am a student," . =
% implies some social other (others in various statuses in the educatiomal
o S ) . . - . 1 “ ~
‘I + . . ". 1 . . . .
& e organization). Such sfatements as, ¢l am a music lover," and, "I am a
_g: / a . I ’. ' ) . . Y ‘ i
taxpayer, gilve a status-like form to less clearly institutionalized o
" @
b “self-references and ‘support inference to exppriences of the self
A ,
. ) , i . T
a AN involved in Jnterpersonal relationships with rights and duties as . /
- - - h 1t N . . . . A . v
: P related to others through the mediation of internalized norms. - These
T, 2 “ ' . I : !
2 . i .o Lo ) - H . ] .
O ot arc expressions of past experience as they relate to the person's self-
- ‘ { '
, : oncept., - . "
) . concep , S
' B. Subconsensual Statements. ¢
. . . R *,
) . ; . _ )
: NG - . L. Preferences. These included all statements of the
. - . I —————— ’ .
R . - v AR < ) v
£ . : v g .
i ¢ general order of, "I am interedted in . . . ," "I avoid," "I hate;" "I
£ . - _ . S A
. N i N : P. ] ! °
o love," "I enjoy." The othets' implicit in statements such as these are
o not gemeralized into institutional patterns or absgtract rules of conduct;
S ’ . - . : ' - ;oo
¢ T rather other people and objects appear as individual preferences and
"~ o e A . N R , ' ‘ )
. s dislikes or as sources of particularized approval, antagonism, or
B -.‘ . - - * .
. SR . - S f . 3
L enjoyment. - . i - ] .
n ‘/5
: . : e .- /
(/;_&.._ﬁ ' ! e “ . A

SFA
s ey
RN,
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‘ . T
A * ~ .
. N t
- R

s 4 °
‘ . . 2. Bellefs. All statements of z cosnLc sort atG'S ‘ :

ol

B .

TR

'y TN included, all those havxng to do with religlouq beliefs,
i . .

b . v

=
S35

e

philosophicél' . :

3
T

o T . . ) s . . '
A _— assumptions, or pertaiding to the gengral nature\bf morals and ethics.

3

2
o

;.

° S An. example comes from oné of the subjects of the gresent study: "I know

; L . 3 e syl e udy 3, .

X ﬂf': - that if T am faithful ‘I shall .one day return to the presence of our T “b, Lo
i, ‘ 4 . ! 1 i ' : ! ..fi: ' .

o e father in Heaven." o ¢ L ‘

[ ' - - * T o

S
¥

. -

~ e L: ST :3. Aspirations. In this group are all of the state- .

ments indicating what the respondent expects to do or be in the future.
1 J 7 .

ot

Ordinarily these are expected future achievements but the cruc1ﬁl he

N

variable is the tense of the verb in the statement, ?o quote agajn

\ - i . _ from the present study, "1 intend to do graduate work after I receive

my Bachelor's degrte." These statements relate tohe future. !

- o -~ 4. .Self-evaluations. All:evaluative Statements belong Kﬁ )

. -

va

. . o
LN

o in this /category--statements assessing onc's mental, physlcal, and other S

‘ o , .
abilities, physique and appearance, rblation to others, persistence,

.
: v

1nduerLousness, forthude, tenac1ty, material resources, past and present '

N h <

-

achievements, hablts of neatness, orderl1ness, and the l1ke, and all those

BT

3

S * ,that constitute aspects of a more comprehensive self-typing, including

z

S

those in clinical or quasi-clinical terms. Moral-and ethical seli-

i3

oy

e

evaluations also belong here, e.g., "I am a good person,"” or, "I am | o
® " . ) : o

. “capable of achieving great thinfs.” . .

gty P et

Co , N . 5. Statements about chial'Objects. "Included in this
N ' . - i - |
49 o i , categOIy are_all gtatements ab0ut other persons or objects by'the respondents.

] '
.

';, Ymamples of such statementsrfrom the present investigatlon include, "T. have

- e R kit A L X T

.
-

e - a dog named Teddy “" Any stalements directed to the researcher such as, ] i
~ A »" A .
PP ' ’"I-wish you sUcccss," or,nrefet{ing to the TST, "I am almost finished with

m . - .

this tesfy," were inclided under this heading. - - .

- . . A ’ © - ln i . -
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Within the aﬁorementioﬁed categories, rhen one finds self-

ot s N

{dentifying statements representlnn conceptlons of the &elf as a

LRI NS e

& physical structure in time,and space, conceptions of the self as existx

2 . . \ ' .
- . ]

ing in social structures, conceptions of the self as existiﬁg in social ° ) %

interaction somewhat extracted from sccial structures, and finally a ~ | -
P % . . . - .

[ © -

i

/7¥: _ conception of the self .absfracted from physical being, from social - - él;
. o : TN

- \

structure, and from social interaction. '

LI . - e K ’ .t

The Analy81q o e . . . ’

‘wb coders were used in addition to the researcher. The manner - 1/ .

., 2

© of coding was carefull& studied,’odtlined, and discussed, 50 that it was/

v

. . . .
i . ' R -

fby all three perSOns. Each coder coded two

- understood and agreed upon
‘1f25 groups of data. (There weLe actually six groups in all when the two

'groups of 1nstitut10nalizcd deviants and the .two groups of rellglous Lk

R "n':\.\- ’
v ;o

o fundamentalistslweye taken separately.) Then the grohps werg.exchanged N

-:ﬁi | . so that each group of dééﬁ was coded thréééiimes. ) . . l | Y
:' k It.waSuaggped that eight out of f_sample of'sixpy*t;o pr%tocois . .

. el . - ~ oo ) .
e .l "coilected from tﬁe!Hospitai for Mental'ana Nervous Distasef shouldfbe

4 . , ) . .

¢ ~ -

tfé , discarded for the following Teasoms:
K . / : K

T ~‘(a)~ Six were co@?letely illegible. ' _ X

e (b) Two were too idiosyncratic to code.
s . . N r' - - !

s I8 . For exampl%, one éonfaiﬁed statements which .cofsMdsted wholly of words

1
L

. :\ y O. v 3
i such as "sterlino," "papler,' or “department of health,” with no meaning

. - . Ts

for catégérization that the coders could comprehend. This meant that

. NG

R apéroximbtély 87 percenﬁ of the Mental Hospital data was codable. ‘ .

-~




e

e

oy

N '
. T /

i

0.

it e 4

by
R

"as, "I am a choo~chpo train," "I am a door,"

‘and then diiscovered ;hhc they were too illiterate to continue or eLZé

 "Who am 17" were not given to oneself but rather to somebody elser

resecarch in some other area of the hospltalu

~‘codable.

Do,

( . o o ,
Only one protocol of a sample of fifty-six was discarded from

the prison, anq this was done, because it consisted of such statements

and "I am a puppy dog,” etc.

>

This meant that- 9B percent of 'the prison TST's .were codéblc. o
Seven of a sample of gixty-two nondeviant hospitgl patients were

discarded;'four-bccause»lhe patients commenced to write the statements '

o

. [

they became overtired br;ill and a nurse assumed the. task of writing,

/m- .

Rather than emnarrass 31Lher patient or nuLse, thlS substitution was.

0

permltted but the data were invalld since the responses to the question

Three
’ , o o T '

more were‘ﬂiscafded becausé, for Spme reason or other which cannot even

3 . -

be recalled now (pcrhaps treatments.were'being givcn),'the data were not

collected after the specified time, and 1t was necessary to carry on

What happened in the meﬁn—

" ¢ime to influence answefs.ontthe TST's.which had been left béhind is not
: . s ' N l ¢ ' .

certain. ~Since this uncertainty existed, they were not used. Thisg

meant that of the sixty;two collected approximately 89 peccent were

P

Five out of -a sample of sixty-one university student protocols

i
.

were refected hecause it was agreed by thc coders tha& ﬁheéc papciculan
scudenfs ﬁere‘mérely piaying games; e.g., "I am an Indian,” "I am a

cogboy," "It'n‘nmnzing.yhat‘scudents‘arelasked to dc,”‘nr,
There was nkoaynof accurately categoriiing.

’none of four interest.”

such. responses. Approx1mately 95 percent of. all data was codable'qb

It was not necessary to dlscard any of the religious data since

- "
ES

they were alfAtodaBle. : B L

. ]
"What »I do is .




Y ; ;
CL . m i &
.fi', . Table 6 illustrates the appréximate percentage of agreement by,
L - \ i g B . L
& o coders on tqpal statements made by respondents from each group of subjects.
) o . 1 ' ] I"
-;‘ ' rl = M ' .
e i . . Table 6. : ; ‘
! il""v. , y
] N ) - Total Number ~ Approximate Percentage
L Subjects of Statements - of Agreement by,Coders -

Mentalr?atieﬁps

T

: 777 , 81 ‘
! -Prisonérg. - ‘q R 936A. * . - 85 ' .
, 2 .
}é Nondeviant Hbspitél Patients ‘ 973 ‘.86 -
‘ :/l'- i]ni{iers:ity Students 975 - 92"
-Reuéious’Funda'mehrai‘l.istg_ 7 519 . 95

.

'

3
A} ’ .

1.

Whenever disagreesfpnt with regard to categorization of statements
=S ) '

.

{ ! .
oot o . k
arose among the coders, a consu}taxlou was held, and statements were

‘placed in a caLegpr& agreed upon by all coders.

1

L

This, hopefully, improved

1

»

-

i

b

€

the_reliabil;@y of coding procedures.

! 1 o i
aspirat{ions, self-evaluations,. and statements about objects were calculated

as welllas the total number. and mean number ‘of.runs for each, Self-

-
1

The total numﬁgr oﬁ.poﬁgensual.stbtements,\prefcrencps, belicfs,

,

2

"demeaning, self-enhancing, and neutral self-evaluations were calculated

1
! £

as well as self-demeaning amnd "other" consensual statements.
1

N ) . The number who began with consensual statements, the number who
1 B A 2 a

.
.

did not begin with consghsual statements, and tpe nutber who gave no
° \ K e .. _

» consensual statements whatsoever were also determined. The number making

¢

s

e

4 - . .
E direct and indirect references to the instiqUtion'waé_determined. Con-

G, : L C & .

-
P
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sensual statements in which the. salf was considered a physical entity
" 3 3 1 f - p ! )

4. N R . . ' N - ., ' +
were cowpiled as well as consensual statements which depicted the self
. ; ' * ' A

e i . % L g
,a_status-llke‘form,such as occupation, religionm, etke., Perceantdges -
3 . ' : e . 3

e algo compiled for' the various 5 . N

' »
\

finﬁings:

f
.

. v ".‘ " . )
’ No cxplanatory statistics were emploved: in the study because of . - -

[
rt
)]

\exploratory natyre, Our interest is in dew theoretfical and con~ -t t
; . . 5 E .

= ]

ceptua

[} i . Lo .

not ab issue. Any dtgierénces found among ‘the groups * S

\ ‘

the findings 1

wi b/further inveStigation at this stage of knowledge. = ° L ’
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_stidy may be found in Chabtgr II. The data from the Twerty %tatemepﬁé h

“to identify themselves with one particular institution more oftén than

. . ) - . . .
cation with the institution of “institutionalized and noninstitutionalized

. U S <
5 +d2% B, e Sl Grivde 'e?h‘!
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v, L

CIAPTER™TII. .~

! — o

' : § . -

-INSTIjUTLoNALIZED AND NONINSTTTUTIONALIZED DEVIANTS AND NONDEVIANTS—-

8

- * - EXPECTED AND VERIFIED DIFFERENEES
. ‘ A , ,I‘ " .t

i
’

A i

1 ) : .

A detailed'discdssion.pf the methodology used in”

Y

the present
@

TE;tfwere used to refute’or verify the hypotheses and the résults:of‘the'

'

study, together with an explanation thereeof, will now be présented,

Institutiomalized Deviants Vergus Noninstititionalized Deviants” -

-
. ’ ! " .

"Hypothesis I; The self-concepts of the institutionalized

I L

i

deviants will differ fﬁom those of the noninstitutionalized deviants due

.

to the influence of institutionalization; that is, the former will tend

.
-~

the latter. Co T o M

i 1 , Pe .
The reasons why the institutionalized deviant refers to himself- |

v

in insqifutiqnally related ways were discussed at length in Chapter Is.

In brief, such reference is connected with the stripping p;bc&ss'-
B ' ’ ' ° . ' ! ] :
experienced by the inmates. Table 7 compares the degree of identifi-. . .«

. )
i r

1
f

deviants. ‘ ST
? . f ’
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- Degree of Self-ldentification
- 1 . ) in Inqtjtutlonallv Related Vays
Table 7. of 1nst1tutionall?ed and Nonin%titutionaliged Deviarits

— - f . |

|

_ Number and Percentage of References

[

. ' . . Noninstigutionalized
" Inetitutionalized Deviamts . ' - Deviants ’

. Mean Number of - _ )

References Made Mental - R Religious .
by Respondents - - Patients ° Prisoners Fundamentalists

. . ’
= T -
1

Dircct References 18 ( 23.4%) 22 ( 30.172) 21 (100.0%) -
Indirect - s ' R L
References " 59 ( 76.6%) 51 ( 69.9%) - 0 ( 0.0%) '

' e e LAY —

Total References 77 (100.0%) . 73 (100.02) .21 (100.0%)

4 D oL®

References . © 142 K R W )

N ’ ' . ’ : . . '

| _‘l_ : [ oot e i
Examples of direct beferences are as follows: °
\ Q 2 - . T ' i

91 am én Ward _ at the Mental Hospital."

”I have been in‘jail fdur months."
;o i

-"I attendehurch regularly .

C . .
/
"1 work in the kitchen in prison.”

‘ ° . ’ ' ' i
'"I am lonely in this hospifal.™ '

\ o . R . -, ) A .

-

"I know this is the one and only true Ghurch.

, .
wéa P

+ . P

The-following are examples of indirect references:
. L ‘

¢

~ . "I am aiCk of being couped up in ‘this place.”

"I was all right dntil I came in hgte. B

1
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- | "1 find the weck~ends hére iéngeit’of all." \”'
. 1 ‘don* t llke this pldce where I'n at."’ S ﬁ

'"If I had my %av of life 1 “would be out of here.

- i @
f -

MY don~t,havg-seizures since they changed medication here,”

LR,

' - L » . .' . . . ,
-From Table,7,tit is clear that the degreo of reference to the’

- s

institution made by institutionalized ﬁebiénts is much higher than for' .

nonins;ituti&nalized deyiants, and:-ln view-of the results presented

vaothe51s I may be saild to be verified «

N ’

) Vot only does. the degree of identlflcation wlth the institutlon

- v - *

diffgr but_thgﬂvery nature of the ideqtification is“differenq. The sélf—

'

ideptification with the institution which the‘inééituﬁiaqaﬁixed deviants

/ : . . . :
have 1%, for the most part, of a negative nature. Thgy express a desire}

to

g g e o & . : 1 .
be free,. to resume life on the outside, or; .for mental patients, to be ﬁoved

i o P . r

. ! -
from a.closed to-.an open ward, thus raising their status -somewhat. As.,one

P N W ) . ' . . ..
respondent in-the present study stated: "I am not.satisfied with my pre-

< - T LN
sent status." . .| - T f.. .’f
¥ ]

The self- identlflcatlon with the institution displayed b/ the non-

e S
" a .

. institutionalized deviants is_ the reverse of the above case. That‘théy'qre

.
N [ 3

’ . ' ) .
proud of their identification with- the sect is obviqus from their state--

»

. Church,,” and,
i . *

<9 . P .
No indirect references to the sect-

ments; for example, "I am prowd.to be'a member of the

"I“love to attend.Church services."

o o ) S [ 8 : ) .
Lo - v ..
.were Diade in -this sample.; . <, oy =

S S o . , s ’

] y } 3 : ! : i, s v P
;Instiﬁﬁtioﬁalfhed Nondeviants Versus Noninstitutionalized hondrviants

HVPOthESlo 1T: The self-concepts of the institutionalized non-

r ;‘ * . l'h
dev1aan Wlll dlffer from those of the noninstltutlonalized nnndeviants

due to the.influence Of institutionalﬁzation;,that is, thg former will
tend to idenﬁify thermselves with one particulaﬁ institution more often
. . - - . = " 1 . N

-

than the latter.
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| : xTableFS flﬁustrateg thelextent of gelf«idenéific#ﬁioq'of
institutionmalized iand noninstitutionalized mondeviants with the iq@t'—
- ea ' ' o . ""-.
_tution. References to the institltion are almost twice the nuﬁbé; forE:
| - Vo {
instituionalized n?rmals as for npniﬁstftut&ﬁnalized normals, thus \

verifying lypethesis II.

ax .

.

[~ .
i ‘ o SR ‘ ;
: v . Degree of Self-Identification
, in Instituticnally Related Vays of
Table 8. ‘Institutionalized and Noninstitutfbnalizeg Nondeviants
v : | .‘ L > s

y humber. ande Percentage of References
;

] ”
L, ' Insgitutionalized Koninstitutionalized
: . Nondeviants Yondeviants
. . . ¢

References Made
by Respondents

o Hqspital,Patieﬁts University Students

Direct References , 43 (37,4%). 48 ( 80.0%
. 2, . 07 .
Indirect References V.72 62.6%). 12 ( 20.0%)
. ——i . e

Total Reférences - L 115 (100.0%) 60 (100.0%) .

- ) ‘ " A o

', ean Nupber of géferences~ S o1

o , o,

U R et

In comparing Iabié-

b ' — 1

note the high nunber of referen

o

) L

institutioralized nondeviants in contrast

\

7

t e

ces to the institution

to the number nade bV the

s

>

s

e k2

made by the , .

7 with Table 8§, it is most Interesting té"

1

.

-

¢

¥xpect the'reverse to be verified

ins&itdtionaliz@d deviants, One would

sincé the institutionalized deviant is, on the whole,  incarcerated for

_ " longer periads of tinme.

Y

-

e

et [N . “ - . ) .-
Perhaps the fact that nondeviant hespitalized

f

!

" patients are physfbally=ill, are awaiting the regults of X-rays and




1

0

" which is mapifested on the TST,

“

reports, Oor arerawait

+

1

[} .
> U ! e

.catharsis -for pent-up emotichs and fears. .

i

v

made by patients are as follows:

e I

.

*

H

il
‘ 1
ne -

[}

RS

A . S
ing surglpalaprocedures causes

the' responses - praviding a form of

. / . : A
o “ I am in hospital.and waitingeanxiously for reports.”

]

‘ \ ’
an acute anxiety

\

v .

Examples of stch responses

ki
. a

. \ - '
. "I6pm in hospital because of a heart dilment."
) T ! ’

[

"I'am waiting to ‘see Dr.

"I am tired of liviné like this.

'

about my. tegts."

§.

T wish I-was well enough

t

\ .
'
’

© to leave.™ : A
* ' " n ° 1Y
"1 gm going to the operating voom this-wpek." .
A B ' f .
. : ! ' - " ' . '
€§I am fed up with disappointments since I/ came i@ here."
fS ' - R
. ‘s ¢ " B

” e

At best, however, one can only sﬁeculatc as to the reasonb .

' ' .

accounting for this strong institutional identification. One, fact is

Q
ertain:
. .

©

The patient iS'poiénantly_qwére of himself as an individual
A i S - . .

4 w * \

Qﬁo'iscéhysicdlfy i1, . -

3

Q

§

The identification which the university student makes with the

\ ks \ ,
N -

i

institution takes the following;fbrm;1 ke i

. "I am a student at Memorial Uhiversity.”

AR
7 \ B o [ -

- «

M recejved.a BA (ED) degréejfrom hereoin 1964."

” ' ' t 1}
. _ . A . , o
"I am attending summer school at Memorial.pnlversity."

B

"I -have té walk to university from my bvarding house.”

Y .

"I think lecturés here are boring." ) .
PR t. \ . A

"I am an undergraduate at the University.”
; ‘ A . ‘

y 1 5.
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Institutionalized Versus Noninstitutionalized Subjects

Hypothesis III: The self-concepts of the institutionalized
subjects (deviant and nondeviant) will differ from those of the non-
institutionalized subjects (deviant and nondeviant) due to the influence
of institutionalization upon the self-concepts of the former.

Tables 9, 10, and 11 will be presented consecutively in order
to give an overall view of the results of the study. A further exami-

nation of Tables 10 and 11 will follow.

Range of Responses and Mean Number of Responses

Table 9. for Each Group
Mean Number
Group Range of Responses of Responses
Mental Patients 1-20 13.9
Prisoners 1-20 17.0
Nondeviant Patients 3-20 Efs ¥
University Students 5 - 20 17.3

Religious Fundamentalists 7 - 20 17.9




Table 10. made by

-~ Fféqucncf
Institutionalized

.

.

of “Types of Statements
and Npninstitutionalized Deviants and Nopdewiants
t

1

Grﬁupé of Subjects and Frequency of Statementg§

)

= <

PR g

e oo S e o Lo A
N A N e R O e N P S s

. ’ . :Mental ] Nondeviant ~ M,U.N. Religious
Types ‘'of Statements - _Pat:ients Prisaners Hospital Patients Students Fundame_n_talists
Consensual Statements 162 ( 26.9%) 266 ( 26.3%) 177 ( 18.2%) 317 ( 32.8% 87 ( 16.8%)
Praferences ' %47 (-18.9%). 208 ( 22.2%) 262 ( 26.97) 182 ( 18.9% 79 ( 15:2%)
Baliefs ’ ‘ 12 ( 1.5%) 14 ( 1.52) 11 ¢ 1.1%) 27 ( 2.8%) 161 ( 31.0%
Aspirations ~ 22 ( "2.8%). 40 ( 4.3%) 16,( 1.7%). 22 ( 2.3%) 15 ( 2.9%)
References to Social Objects 110 ( 14.2%) - 59 ( 6.3%) 108 ( 11.1% 21 ( 2.2%) 31 ( 6.0%)
.- Self Evaluations ) 324 ( 41.7%) 369 ( 39.4%2) 399 ( 41.0%) 396. ( 41.0%) 146 ( 28.1%
) ‘. - 100.0% 100.0% 100 0% 100.0%., 100.0%
™ Totai Mumber of Non- S ' . . . ' N :
" consensual Statements 615 { 79.1%) 690 ( 73.7%) 796 ( 81.8%) 648 ( 67.2%) 432 ( 83.2%)
Total Number of Statements | 777 (100.0%) 936 (100.0%) ~ 973 (100.0%) 965 (100.0%) 519 (100.0%
. N < i . . & < . ) e N .
Number of Respondents in - K . | R
Each Group ~ ~ 54 55 - . 55 56 _ 29
- _? N :
-~ ) ) ' - ’ - N
s v )
'-‘:a ': _ 3 . B -
i C o -

T
Fal ol ot ol
e o S
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‘ H 47' . . : v i l{‘?z}
» 2 . ! N : ’ . 5
: v S ) : N . S
v L i ! > . B
! . R X =7
M ] . - ; ,‘,iiﬂ
l/IGaH Number of Conr:cnsual,_ Subconsensupl and Total Statementsy i
} .‘ . | , Mean I\«urflbcr and Total Numbér of Rumsl’, ;'.: H
: Table 11 for Deviant and Nondeviant Subjects % N ¥
, ; & R
- b . ' ' - o e ,
g i - ,:\ ;{f
R - . (O o
- N N N . @;‘—
2 - 4 , - Normal L o BR
i 'k Statements Mental *  Hospital M.U.N, Réligious R
S and Runs Patiénts. .Prisoncrs Patients Students TFundamentalists . Fa
frn I . \ ' ,
3 : Mean Number of ! C . zs;ﬁ
: v . Conseasual ) o _— ‘ i
g " * . Statcme Co . : ¥ .
@, ;L 5La.-t nents N 2 ,9F lt._’) 3.2 . ’5.7 . _ 3.0 g ;}
el 3 ’ . B C T
%:“;' ’ Mean Number of : ’ , ! B =
: S Subronsensual - ~. ;% 2
: ) . u
: - Statements r, 10.9 12.5 . 14.5 11.6 14.9 i
3?(; f 2 . v ' g - '-:,3!
& Mean Number of . | .‘ . ‘ i
2 ! . Total State- B ' ! o -
B puor mencs r13.9 - 17.0 17.7 17.3 £ 17.9 ' &
; . : ' : ok i
iy ) g ;
g‘:‘ g ! » +
“_\4 i ., o , v
B ! - Total Number ' . . ,
i 2 of Runs 185 298 219 -250 . 1047
E, r - I » R 1
i Mean Number of ) .
& |- Runs . 3.3 5.4 o 3.96 “4.5 3.6 -
S s ’ ‘ 1 .
¢ - ;
»‘ L - . [ © ' . £
:%‘ i o, - : ) ' b ' %1 g?
Ei 3 . Table”)0 indicates .that respondents from all groups gave state- S i
R\ 3 . N N . - . . . ‘A 4
e B T . - A . . F:;! 5;@;-
X i © ments ‘which could be placed in each of the categories, although w1€h gome A ,%
n!‘s :'- - ! * - ‘ 4 ) e f ‘, £ ! Gl
e - ‘s e ' o ! .
§g . variation. The total number of subconsensual Statements was greater than £ @
i . ) ' ' J \ N . ,g
; o - . ! ;
3 B ) . . o 2 3
g . g z the total number of consensual statements for all groups of respondents, : : i
N : . ‘ . ‘ - . ' . . '
9 5 f 7] [
k. ' the lowest number of subconsensual statements being classified under g
s L, - . - . ; Y
- AR beliefg and aspirations. The re1Pgious fundamentalist group is thé only . , ?*;
. . i . "
L - , . - 8 . . i
4!1 O one scoring high in this cateporization., Itrshould be stated that, while
2 : ) : o o #
" L R . T . $
M T - ST -
; N ' A run is several statements of one type, either consensual or
. \/ nonconsensual,- which follow one’anbther consecutively. The term was
S et introduced by Manford Kuhn. : ' ) ) . . "
AT . _ ‘b to. g s toe tt
i ; : . / , S S
! , . ' . { ' 1 n’
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1

one would expect religious deviants to be high 4n expressing boliefs‘.
. ¢ = 9y

six respondents [rom the sample gave twenty statements which could be

classified solely under this heading,

t

One, then, 'must question whether,

those patticular’ regpondents were using the TST for.the sole purpose

]

of impressing upon the researcher the idea that thty possess the ‘true

X .

means of sa‘lvat‘ion,_the end result of which might be an additional ~
B I N ; N .
parishoner to thelr flock.: Therefore, the teliability of our instrument

is' doubtful here.: . ' o

M . - ‘ 2
Table 1,1 indicates that the mean number of -total sStatements

) \{aries only slightly for four of the groups.! The only really slignifj}ant

difference is 'found in' the sample of_maptal patients. This particular

grouf?" is also léwc:’st-in‘ vegard to‘the'mi:*‘cjm number of consensual stat‘e:-

ments, 'ﬂ‘lis result may/ bg partl); re'ia-téd .to‘mental 11llness itself which
. , ¥

presumably would have soﬁé influence upo;‘x the mode o'f thinking of this

group. Since t:h:a- mentel'péti.elnt v'ié cenﬁiéed :to-a—tgtal institution, he

is unable to enact various social roles in the wider community. It is

' 1 L

impossible for him to {dentify wif:h‘soc'ial groups and oxrganizations, so

" -

that there are few self-identifications available to him, The reverse,
) B

i N

i

is true for university students.” This group is neither institutionalized

: . . L
nor deviant, its members being capable,of carrying out varicus roles

. -

vithin the community at large, e.p., those of father, husband, som,

; .

B 1

student, teacher,’ etc., and the mean number of consensual statements. fot
- . . 1]

this group is high jas would be expected. "Tje mean.number of consensual

statements is Also high for the prison sample, but the naturé of the

: §

- 2 e ptee .
statements is of a more concrate ty'pe. Norfdeviant 1nst1tut1on_ali.,ed

i

[
| ,

) 2A furtﬁer anal*}sis ,of the hature qf th_e statements will be pre-
sented later.in the chapter. - . . ' ;
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‘hcan number of consensual

. . .. . .
is only logical that a hig_h degruc‘of self—assessrgent will be gi"fen by

p'nt'ients together with religious deviants vary slightly. with respect rol

+

statemehts, ' ¢
v . .

¥rom. the flgures given in Tabie ]O, 1b is obvious that all”

n_bpondents rank hlgh with regard to aelf—-evalhatlons.

“requires the indiTdual to engage in a great deal of introspection, it

S ince the TST

rcspéndents’{ Within the qucstim 'Who am " 1¢: 1mplic1t the question’

"What kind drf perqon an I""

& ". - N
o ( -

by

so for pfisoners and university Students, inm that order.!

.

The mean number of runs is very high for all groups but especially

ca

e

The number of

runs from one reSpondent taken from the prison sample reached a grand

total of twelve,

~

' l..,,"I am .5 ft. -8 in." . et s
2. ::I JAmM Very s;:ooppd . . . :
’ 3. B ha‘ve bfen in' hoar bef'ore.".'l . ) ) )
' 4. "‘I have brown hair." . '
. 5.‘ '"I am ver-y ee;.sy ‘to learn _somethiné." . ' ’
] \ . von T
' . 6. "I am eighteen years ‘0ld." e ' '
- . 7. Y1 aw vgr'y ea;sy lead to do something." |
8; "l am. very easy tol get sig:k." .
9. J”I;‘ am single." _ ?-‘ o - P A
. 10. "_i\ don't like .troul;le."\ | - ‘ .
‘ 1i. "I am a male.” . - B
T 12, ‘"I.have lots I::3’:' tatoos:" R e '
( . ",' .155. ‘".I' have‘l;ro-wn.ely:es.':. l ‘ '
' 4. "I have a srixalll nose-z." ' : . e .
. e "I,have lr;ng fingers."" _ e -'

“

For exaniple, statemcnts’ were'gi\?en as follgws:

n
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s » 7. "I have a cut on.my hand." .
18. " have bad teeth,™ |
"19. " am very /light fingered." o X

L)
20.

Thils particular

*

cation of self as a physical organism, '~ .

"'Ehc high number of rdns found in the present

I N
to the findin

“

the respondents tended to exhaust all consensual statemcnts firie, 3o

R

that ans addirti

TLSPO"&LERT, in the pr(z

followed by the conseﬂsual statement, "I 2% 2 can." -
e ! ' )

This leads one to doubt the validity of the lr»'u;nn'andllicP.

gategerizaticon chcm 2, smc:r=L the blanks, rc 2ining if an .mrou,,le 2 T

werg ¢oded as subconsensualestaterents, the iavest
. " Oles

” , . = » .
T am it.l: heax twenty-six days."

that thase blzats, 17 ¢

‘“3 qt‘;r HYA ?\r h

v

» <
e

"I have a nice while to gserve yit.

. d
' .

individual 1s.also high with respect to 2

' .
- - °

ngs of Manford Kubn and Thomas ‘!cPartland . In thr;ir ﬂtud;;.,

'
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onal statements were of.a
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c..xpleted would have consiste

resent. study, indications are th

v

4 i
nts had been Lﬂde by rtspoﬁﬂﬁnts, :'mre 'muld be 2 nossit

p - LI r
a consensial rather than s:Eco
e, .

advisuble to omit blanks in

'

new appropriate to ezarine .(.blr;( 1z,

of .respondants who began wi

W

subeonsensual nature. One

sent study made nineteen subconsensun]l staresents
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consensual statements as well,

ments.

_Table 12, K.
o

s
e SESEI (AR

L
Y
. ‘J/‘Sl

v

':3 3
§nd those who' gave no consensual state-
; )

A
.

v
1

'I - Cew 0 B

Number and Percentage of Respondents Giving
Init{al Fonsensual, Initial .Nonconsensual
and No Consensual Statements'

o
. e h
v . e

+ - ! Groups of Sulijects

2

' Mental.
. “Patients

.§tatéméﬁts

a3
k]

S

; o
AT Al e e e

. e Nondevient.
Hospital™ M.U.N.
Patients Students

Religious i}
Funda-
" mentalists

,,..1
” gt

" Prisoners

Initial
' Consensual )

Statqment
. . d
Initial
Sub- :
consensual
Statement

[

il

Mo~ .
, Consensyal
Statements

s

Totals

! ' 4

33 ( 61.1%)

10 ¢ 18.5%) -

(2040 - 3( 5.5%) 5 ( 9.00) |

54 (100.8) - 55 (100.0%) $5 "(109.0%)

.
e a

63 ( 78.1%) 41 (74.6%) 43 ( 76.81) 17 ( 58.67)

/ N

. -

o . "
Al \ &’
“w < M LI

' v . IR

) s .

9 (16.4%) 9 (16.4%) 10°( 17.9%)

Ly

7 ( 24.1%)

. v
i . . . . N .
N . -
- [}

A0 e, 9 d mwew -

o — e —— —
. 5

56 (100.0%) 29- (160.0%)
:u J r

t L
. N ’ [y

. T
: It can be

-t ’

nent. There is a

- ' patients score lawest with regard to giving aninitial, consensual state-

alized deviant groups, which
&

] ‘. - .
at religious deviants and mental

geen from Table 12 th
. . - 3 . o

A O b RN
T e
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T
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. . .
difference of ‘17 per cent'between the two institution- . i
, L)

2055
R

tis relatively high. Heh:al‘patients‘and
i . ' R , .

K} ’ (.' b R TR ': = & }5 \ b . ;'_ N
religious deviants also scere highest among those giving'no conse uval - _ e >
statements. One would ?xpecﬁ,'fdﬁ%rqasons already dlgcussed, a low . - . :
1. R - . . \ 3
number of consensual statements to .be given by mental patients due to - J' ’
> N 1 ) . m——— i e, . 2
L . - p— ’ | T =1 ’ P
institptionalization and mental illness. One would also expgct a. ) . 5&%
SR ‘ e . . . N - T : L s
Yy L . o . o . ’ o - K Ve b l§{
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1 5 Q N . .
relatively large number of philqsbphic}l]_ and: ideological statements
) & ] e s ) ', . .
from peligious deviants since their sects are small, just beginning to{, . ”31
4 ' . . B
grow, and the mewbers ure strangly aware of them (however, not to the | ' i';
. . v - . . b
. . o . | . " :ti_
extent oflthc 8ix respondents previously mentioned)., This factor would R
’ . . N l . ‘."3‘.
, tcnd‘ to reduce the number of consefisual,statements made.
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. \ ‘Prisoner‘s and universily students are similar to each other with
’ . . ! - i} r o, ' : .: 1
regard to the percentages presented in Table 12, although, when the
. . ¥
nature of self-evalvations is compared with the nature of comsensual |
& '
statements for these two groups, a rather different picture emérges. In
* ’ ° - T e g ) ' .‘I “
gene?al,_Table 12 allows. us to draw the concluslon that’ consensudl state—
) , e ‘ , R —. - ,
" ments are nm\‘: always ‘the most salient aspects bf-self. Tables 13 and 14 o o b
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are.presg‘nteq together singe they clarify the relationship of sglf-
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evidence related to Hypothesis III‘of the present study, .
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Table 13.
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Tvpes of Self~Fvaluation Statements Made by the Su:bjects '(NSncoﬁsensual)

. Numbers” and Bercentages of Statements,

Groﬁps of Subjects

o

Nature of \_:L' . Mgntielll A s Nondeviant M.UN, Religious
Statemént Patlents Prigcners Hospital Par.'iengs - ‘Students - Fundamentalists
 Self-demeaning , 146 ( 45.17) 133 ( 36.0%) 128 ( 32.12) W87 i 25T b0, (NEeoR). -
Self-erhancing: 143 ( 44.17) 159 ( 43.1%) 159 ( 39.8%) 226 ( 57.1%) 95 (.65.12)
Neutral™ 35 ( 10.8%) 77 ( 20.9%) 112 ( 28,.1%) ) 63 ( 15.9%) 41 ( 28.0%)
Totals . © 324 (100.0%) 369 (100.0% 399 (100.0%)" 396 (100.0%) 146100~ 0%)
N » &, h

- & 4 - -
Table 14. Types of Consensual Statements Made by the Subjects (Self-Evaluation)

-

- N .,

-

- Numbers and Percentages of Statements

v

. . »
) . Groups ofﬁ Subjei:ts . S
" Naturé of - Mental - Yordeviant 6. W. 1. Religious
. Statement 2 . Patients Prisoners * Hospital Patients Students *Fundamentalists
Self-demeaning . B ( WTE 30 ¢ L2.28) W 0 R G 0°C 0.0%)
"Other ) , == 143 ( 88.3%) 216 ( 87.8% 1790 @ b W= - UG 99.5%), 87 (100.0%)
- - e e ——— ) —— S -~ . ° - ’ .
Totals 162 (100.0%) 246 (100.0%) 177 (100.0% 317 (190.0%) - 87 (100.0%)
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self eva}}ntlon in the Form of Nonconsensual Statementsg

In reference to Table 13, oré can sce thit institutionalized

deviants rank highest inoterms of self-demeaning

self-evaluations.” These
v a
" yook the form of /t:he;oilqwi,ng: o
' ‘ x - D RN
"I am not relliable or trustworthy.” /= - !
: i ?

"I am a fool to bpe-in here," .
e fo
M oam nothing/ but a. torment to my family."
’ . i

.
f a

"I am a fellow who don't think nuch, if I did I wouldn't
LA .
be in jail." ’ ’ -

"T.am just plain stupid,"

- "I figure myself a failure."

' s e ¥

a

[nstitutionalized nondeviants-rank next, with university . students and
. ' b : ; ;

religious gects scoring lowest of all groups. - The mental patdients made

. 0
9.1 per-cent more self-demeaning statements than the criminals, while
the nondéviant hospital patients made 3.9 per cent-fewer such statements.
e g

Self-enhancing statements were highest for the noninstitutionalized

o
R

-1 3 N . 4 . K
groups, although again, with variations, the religious groups® scored

Mental patients made one per cent more self-

'

highest in this sategory.

cnﬁancing sfateinents' than prisoner}s, prisoners }1aving & slightly higher

proportion than nondeviant hospital patients. With reffzrence to the

v

two
- ! @ .
norfinstitutionalized groups, the religious sects made eight per cent more

'

sclf-enhancing statements than university students. The following

.

-

exemplify the self-~enhancing statgments. recorded by the subjects:
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Neutral statements my be considered .
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"1 am average locking." ' . . R .
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"I have average intelligence." R '
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Neu(ti‘al sta‘tements ranl'c highest amopg the nondeiriant-iﬁstitutiori- B
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. hY

‘W, alized and the deviant noninsti\tutionagl__i'zed groups. They Fank dlowest: \
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4y ', amoag mental patients. ‘ B ' ‘ !
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B On the whclie, then, institutionalized deylants ;;ossess: a much )
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e N lgs&:‘ degirable self-concept fthan do ﬂonix’\sti‘tutioqalized deviants, " This .
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3 . may weil be due tc’ the dffect of total inmstituyionalization on the éoncept

T
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2360,
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. of =elf, the inmate having cxperienced personal fallure, degtadation,

S pen
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3 and'humiliatlion,.,all of which are detrimental to self-esteén. -
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.. Although they. have & hqlf;qoncgpt which is more desirable than
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that of the, Institutienalized deviant, nondeviant hospi‘tal-patients do, '@ °
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» Talcott Parsons' observation that the "sickrole™ is a déviant role.
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this mild form of deviance .miy be partly dudto the fact-of fnsti- :

‘ L

LUUOHUllZElthR‘ Upon conf 1ncment, the mdnidual is pl ved in a-

-t g

qubomlmte poc;ltion to physicians, nurses , and a]j\one elap at the
b [ ' \

cinstitutlon who may be cm: g for hlhl e is ford-fdT to rely upon thcm J

for his very exlsLana. Regmdlesa of }us outside b%ﬂtus 5 hC‘lS ‘ '
¢

i ° 1

t.lll)JE.Cted to the rples and regulatlons of the Institution, and these

? -

facitors t)und,, £h reluce ‘the -indl,vidual tb a .status som'ewhat simi 14, to
: o ; ;

© ethal of a child rather than to that of an énﬁepcn&ent a'd-ult. Some of

A . '

Lhe.stn'tements from the present study {1lustrate this fact.

[y

’ . . - . - ' ‘ + "
) "I am dependent on others vhile -1 am here." '
» - . ' « 5} hd e

%7 "™ amin bed at night at. ten-o’ clock," . L -

N\ " "I amellowed out of bed.” R

L -\ I, . o .
! "L get good treatment here.t o '

\ : . '

"I .am happy when it's time.for visitors.™ -

1 . T,
"I an in bed namber fifteen.' - . *

' * .

Imp11c1t iﬂ these, rgsponqes 15 the subordm?ate position nf the
panent S COm.pﬂriSOc -to rLhose who enforce the tules and regulatlons, .
-~ v * (
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o

& ..

; © for example, there is a ‘;peuific t:me for v1sitirt0 hours, a certaln .
Sy . B , -

’l:. an ’ , s . . . ,
“{ _placcment of patients mthl\iu. hf’Spltﬂl ete, -

’ a With reference to Table 14, pné can see that the .two group- of
ES . . o -

. institutional:i.zed deviants are almbst equal with respect, to percentage

of’ self demeqnlm, con sensual statements.) The institutionhlized non-

~

er tent f.e‘wer statements of thls soit than

i deviants made roughly 9.7
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i the above mentioned s .;]ects. University students scored extremely low -
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Z in this category, and the religious dgviants' score was.zero. . D e .
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¥ v Self-demeaning, corsensual statemenis took the form of:. . e
5 8 * . il 0 . . :
& "I am a thief." oo L, .
L "L'am a bastard." ' ; ' .
t N ] E I - a '
! - 1 - ’ -
: ' , M am a h;;pochondriac.‘*»- - o ety ;
- ., "I'am_a prisomer in H.M.P." & o .
‘. ' ) - ' - v t I' cuT ; ’ P
- "' am an nlcoholic.“ . . : R ’
: g ° o ’ U T ve
) or ¥ 5 LB -
) "I om a juvenlle delmquent_ e ) N
:\ ' & s a [ b . v N
A " " # , .
.. +7, "Othet” statements tool the forh of: - ‘ .
& ' . o \
‘- 1" ¢ oo ! A . .t ‘
. { am a husbgnd. . . ; y
. - N . , . N .
. " am a father.” : . ol
. = : N ! o 5
e "I af an aqd&untan};." ‘ '4 T oo . *
. & . RS 7O - ’ :
X . v . =
gt "l am a student.” i . o
) " " am a man.'% S . SR
: B ey Los ' .
T “I'am a Roman Catholic," ' o ‘ :
- - ! - e P . ‘ . .
l' 2 .’
. ‘A am instlsut_ionalizod rou s rec0rded noticeabl lar er numbers
group
. '. - | oy

of sclf-deme‘ming statcments than did nOpinstltutiénallzed growps. In '
-. - l - .
wiew of these re.sults. i|. cdn be. said that mstltutmnalization influenccs'
i 9

t o 5 -

- ¢ the self'_conceptfof the individual. This confirms Hypqthes;j.s il
LN - . - ¥ . .

. 3 N R ,'l' N
.ﬁ . K B .. i . : ) -p ‘ 5 . ‘ L. ‘ : .
. & Othet Self-Characterfstics of the Subjects ¢ . ) .
\ ? — paesil . T
g ' R Use of the- TST .also made péssible the_examination of. the consensual
; . . _‘-' ,.r- )
% & statements “made by respo-zdents to determine to what extent the individual’ ]
j " makes ph’vs:lcal identificatdous which lmply ne. 8E“efallz‘3d other" and - 1
. scc1al identificatiom‘ which imply a.- gcaerallzcd other. Thc findlngs
@ prege_nted, in Table -15 . o e : o
- i'u i L ) .
- - 2 . g ) ;‘I '
' ) ' 5 ‘W ¢ . c% .
) ) sy i S, - ol . . .' -
- (. ! o i -

-

4
Ve g T e
. % dae .

-




&
Py
o
4
e
Vi
.=

g !',\‘

.
e R LI TSP R )
e S

gty B o, . s . .
S AN 5 R . - - - .
i . I WY w e A TR e
. s -y P R P - P Rt
. . L) P N PP > T U
‘. B . .

Y 3

) P Consensual Statemynéé of: Contept i
" - . Table 15. (a) Implying No Generalized Other and‘(P) Inplying a Generalized Other
- . « i B

. « 't e v
T ot 1 i T AT, T VBt B d e, W

Mo e
T T

of Self

0}

N QR
Al Ry

ey

which implies a . )

"Genefalized Other". 107 ¢ °66.1%)

——

y -

143 (.5

8.1%) -

J 2z i - &
68.9% - 266 ( 83.9%)

abho
[
X

— '

» - : . : S
i N\ . Coo- - . Yo . A e -t = .
= = . T . X v 2 a = - = T ) ",
. 0 N Lo ) . - - . . a‘Tl\m. bers and Percentages - ~ ., T - '_.—.
' « o : Groups of Subjects. =~ 1 | ,
. . - = - - -é - 2 - - B - i = ] - ) - >
: ) ‘ Mental - . - Nondeviant ) M.ULNL. Religious
g ot h Co_ ’ Patients- Prisoners .- Hospital Patients ° _-Students. Fundamentalistse
Physical Ideatification o ’ - . ' . . . S '
———wuieh fmplies no - A% gy . B . - - ‘ S .
"Generalized-ch,e;:" 55 (.33.9%) 103¥ ( 41.9%) " - 85 | 31.A8) 51 ( Y6.1%) 20 ( 28.0%) .
- - L .« . - T . ) ) e, ’ . . - .
Social, Identification . ’ . . ) 2 . i ' = e

"67 ( 77.0%) -

. . . . . o ) - ; - :‘ .A. ] . ‘ .
. Totals : S 162 (100.0%) 246 (100.07)- .177 (100.0%) 317 (100.0%) 87 (100.0%)
- - . - = - ) ’ - o
. ST © - Sh . A C L -

*
‘
'
- B
P
i
i
-

&T
{1
k

.I‘z',-‘('

iy,
LR

&
v

Ry




. : R . '
H 3

I'rom qumlﬁing TnblL 15 1t can be ahen that incarcexaéed

' .

cr1n1nals, althoubh capable oI g1VLn5 a relativel !

comqenqdal stafiements, appear to pos%

ess a t&ncept of \scii which 1is

y“larga nimber of

i
~:)
!
\

y

largely that of \4 pHyéiéal objudtu5

P P :
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. ) , 3.

to this self 1dent1f4cat10n_cs well.

The other two institutionalized groups rank Lelatlveiy h1gh

‘.

~

, as: ‘ | ‘.‘_ \ ] - ' * . v ';' Cs !
. i o . ‘ .
) B " , . N e e T
" "I have blue eyes.“ ' X b
. - . . CL
.' '"T am 5 ft 8 anhLo"ﬂll." . P
— =
T wolgh 180 1bs :
’ " o L S S - :
, L oam 35 years old." . T . Co " .
. . i : . . t o,
"I have black hair." . coe f' ) '
. » L B - -
' atm a man." . . | X

with, respect

£
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as, in the case of a prison or memtal hospital.
.

i :
The condeption of the
) ) .

N

physicél organism noving in ;ime and space does not require

°

ship with different 'social lnstitutions and other hulan béfﬁgé. Perhaps.
N . : 1 . _';; . T K ’
tlle factor of institutionalization relates to this aspect also, and

thl"'lould be es peclally true when the inqututlon is highly stigm

a

4
Being isola

i

. P ‘ o
the outs 1de world,; there is little apart fromfﬁpq institutio
{ ' ! e BT *

self as a
>4

-a relatior=-

atizing
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ted from

-yl

n itself

with-which the individual”céﬁ 1denﬁify.\ Oﬁe!ddﬁnmt’enact social roles .

e

o
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‘ A more detailed 4§
. not 1ﬂply1ng a

Thomas S. McPartland, John H,.

/Soc1ometry, XXIV (June‘ 1961), 111-124.

Chapter v. ’ .
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such a8 tho e of husband, father prov1der for a famlly, etc., whlle ) °

-

{ctount of self-ideptificaticn as implying or

genfrallzed other™ may ‘he. found in"the article by ‘
Cutming and Wynona. Sy Carretson entitled, . ’
"Self-Conception and Ward Belavier in ?ER Psychlatrlc»HOSpltals,,

A further.discussjon of stlgmaklzatlon will be found in
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THE STENIFICANCE, OF TNSTITUTIONALIZATION FOR THE SELF—CONCEPT -

- 1
A

P

'

. . In Chapter ITI, the findings of the comparative study of séif4
- ) . . . ‘e

. . ,:<' ~ .
concept were presented in detail, the three hypotheses verified, and an

;
explanation thercof was attempted.

present a

’ . . i i '
It is appropriate at this time to.

rnore detailed examination of

R .
!

jthe significance of .the findings =

a .

with reference to the theoretical framewerk on which the present investi-

’ 53 ! !

. . . L. . X 1
gation rests. A recapitulation, together'with.suggestions for further

r@seqrch, will also be offered!

A Tihal Consideratlon of Procedurcs

B . P’ c

been disctissed in some detail.
2y y

) :
- theeretical,ramework, and the

. of dafa was tii¢ Twenty Statements Test

L. R _‘l\'

tgstéd~;two.groupé of]institﬁtionalized'deviants

.
‘
.

minority religious. sects),
. ;

(hospital patients),

I\ i

iunivbfsity students)--the main purpose of the study
Cetoa g IR . . -y,

' » )

the differences in self-concept of institu

v

c . . [ ’ : "
The comparative design of the present investigation has. already
. . i

Three hypotheses were derived from the

instrument employed for the collection

PR ’

. 8ix groups of subjects were

(prisioners and mental =

. [

r'ipatients),_tgo gro@ps‘of noninstitufionalized deviants (members of two

one grbup of.instifutionalized nondeviants

Tt : P S L
and one. group of noninstitutiopalized nondeviants

%eing to determine

. : <

tionalized and noninstitution-
. 1 g

alized grouﬁs whieh could be attributed to institutionalization.
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In an attempt to increase the reliability of the data collecfed,

coding procedurcs were carrjed out by tyo coders in addition (o, the

investigator. Moreover, any data whose’reljability-wns obviously
| . . . P . . .
questionable were discarded. The nature of the study, which whs?

cidploratary, suggested that few controls shéuld be:instituted other than -

enfoxeing a time limit applicable to all groups add giving consistent - -
instructions. The majorlty of respondents were male; the only females

: , : , o, . o % )
were selected [rom the religious groups and totalléd elevfn in all.

«

. —
a

Resultsyceafirmed, our hypdtheses, and since the, exploratory nature of .

' .‘" / . ' :

Ly « - - -

the study, indicated little meed for statistical analysls, none was@ -
N f . . L ‘ , [N L

. i - : .
utilized. o K . ) ' :

T ’*' . . ' / R J—

e i . .

Rescarceh Findinps--Their Theoretical Significance:

. 5,

r . —

In order‘to-;nélyze and determine the

theoretical impiications
. i

o .

of the results of this atudy, it will be necessary to cxamine cqch

proposition separately together with the relevant findings. ¢
) o i

The data concerning pheffirst two_hypotheses will be cxamined

- ' i

.. - ) { o .
mainly with refotgpcq,to(zhé"effcct'of'instftutionalizgtipn upon .the -
1 : ; B

“Ta

. . I . . 0
self-concept. The third hypothesis will Le examined in the light of a

[N "

much broader theJrétiqal~b§bkground. For the sake of c%arificatioq, a

/ S N
P . N . oot " L . .
certain amoffnt of repetition will be neces®ary from time to time.

1 .. :
! L

" [ ' ;
Mhjor Findings from the Hypotheses. ,

.

Thevproblem'bf the prcseq;.éomparative study

ces, and the fattors

ing the differenéesﬂ.the nature of the @&fﬂefen
1 - ) - - ' .

between instituticnalized and non-

*agcounting for ‘these differences ; :

P . !
institutionalized deviants  and mondeviants.
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Three hypotheses have Peen
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b .. - Hypothesis It The ,sq\lf-gancepts of the institutionalized deviants®
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. will differ from those of the noninstityticnalized devisnts due tc; the
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influence of institutionalization;’ that is, the former will tend to 4
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This hypothqsis, hased on Goffman's stripping process, as we ’
v - N “u + / ' :
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already hqow,,baé been verified. Let us consider it further in the 1light. '.
p ' . ’ . ’ y .

o

-

. -

i of. the \;heorc}.ical background,

- R -; . ~ a . . i
% B . We have found that p'\rlsoners and mental patients refern either !

% . directly or indirectly ‘to the institution more often than do the religlous v

‘W
i

v -

o ) . S
s According to Erving Goffman; upon incarceration within a total ‘ipsti-

. _ tution, the indivi‘dual, ‘cut off from the outside world, lives, sleeps, -

R » B .

eats, and' works among others who are like himself. ,"The barrier thatu
o . :

¥

4
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total institutions place between the inmate andamhe wider world marks
i - = . Y]

Rt

the first curtailment of self."t As one prisoner in the present study

oy
2
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g } A I’ .
so accurately expressed, "I am an outcast from seciety." Hcmbe‘rfhip in

4 : - (]
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these "‘socia‘l establishments" disrupts ‘role’ scheduling, so that role dis~ A
< ' . i .

pdsSession occurfy the inmate realizes that, by bgj.ng separated from

S
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the_outside world, roles are-lost to him. Sphere's. of life are desegre-

_pated so that, if the individual's conduct in one gphere of gctz.vit} \1s
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‘ conception-~of self -which is manifested through.institutional self-
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"pliyed no part in his life. He'ds in possession of his identity.

Sel'f——identl‘fic‘iatmq with the institution may also be related to - .

~

‘ «
t

mrruw' life ‘1‘5 pursu.ud, thg result.being a narrow s?lf. Can not*y

parallel be “drawn bLetween the caste system amd a total instjtlution, . ‘
* ® t .

«
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. o ~ . B Ry -
with those In charge beldg equal.in stat!,m to tdie Brahman while the
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inmate is equal in status to the Untouchable?  How then can the inmate
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of such an ingtitutidy possibly hold anything other than a naﬂ':o'w
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i
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point. For example, fhe

idevtificativon? The flindings illustrate . this
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mean number of self-identificatigns in‘institutionslly related ways made
- » . ’ - § v -
by institutionalized-deviants (mental patients "and pti‘so\nors)‘ ig 1.42.
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¥ A ~ -

and 1.33, respectively, while foranoninstitutionalized devigpts it is
’ ' \ \ - - v

. | “ .- . )
‘ We, nay now- donsider posgible reasons for.thé contrast between—=-.-
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'only‘ 0.72. .
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the institugionalized and the noninstitutionalized deviants with regard
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cent.
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- [ The atripping oft the sclf *has been proposed Lo aceot

mt for this'

phenz’mcnon, _‘esm:cinllly in the case of mental patients and prigonecrs. We

shall consider the findings in the light of )

yhat Lrving. Goffman has said. .

When an individual enters i tofal instikuiioﬁ, his’ self is- !
' ,sysy?mafxcally, ﬂltﬁéugh'sometimes uqingentionally, depraded and 2

explains Goffman. He becoftks an immate of

low status, ‘who, . -

= nmortified,

L4

1&:}0].1 displaying d

1 . .

L v
efidnce, is }iable, to negaﬁfve sanctions. His identity-
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.; . 7
maintotance equipment is taken from him, and facts and feelings about

» . a

wghe self are exposed to new kinds of Judfenpes, especially’ distreditable "’
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facts which ordinarlly are concealed., Furthermore, "Prisoners.‘and mental
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patients ‘cannot prevent their vigitors from,seeing them in humiliating

circumst:am:es,.”'4 This, 'too, ts damaging to thé sclf-concept.
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. In tﬁe processes of mortificatiop several is
/

tutions disrupt actions which

ingti » in society at -large, give support.

N

. to the autonomy of the actor in relation to his audigrce.

When the'

self—determination, he {feels ‘

- ,

Individual .is s;ripped of his aptonOmy’and
, :

infart?r and demoted. - For example, he may

8

be permitted to write letters

.~

in.a locked ward or eall,

Py ¢

home-onuly‘once & week, or he

may bc placed

. In many institutions, mortli%catiqna are often rationalized (e.g.,.forced- .
t . e .
C 3 B - - . =0 . . o ] . v
feeding) as jbeing’ for thdnwelfare of the institutionalizedvinddviduaP,.
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- . . Il . o . N
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o' { , 3
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; y i 4 sl i 1
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- 2 at A .~ . o
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ol uﬂ-inst tutlon suajcctud Lo rul es, regulat10ns,and~s hcdules. Therw’

>

is a schedule for vis+£in5 hours, meals, and medtcatlons, 1nd io a ccf;:in .
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oo Lo his ideql self as head and provider for his family, or simply as an v
- iﬁ#cpendent, ?lfushpporting individual (at least temporarily): He has *
" % been relieved of family and other responsibilities because he s no
. 1 - . ' . ) ) N 5 . ’
1 longer capable of,pgpdling_them.' They have, instead, 'hecn assigned to
e . y . . B LN 2 \ -
. other. This may accoumt for the sgmpwhat Lless favorable self-concept
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L

held by hospital patients.-
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illustrative, of the fdct that these
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‘pendent’ status.

.
e
v

- . e - e g ) .
[N _ "1 am anxious to get well and backeto work." - - AEZ
.. ' . N * i X \.‘ . .
- E "I worr¥ about my [amily wﬁﬂle 1 am-here." . ‘ o -
. M- %I wish I was well cnough to pet back to my. i7ifer and kids.”
' - N - z et .
. ) L "I have a lot of ‘things to do when I get nomp." -
.+ "I hope'l will be well enough to take care of my family soon.™
o : S R e . .
2 o | b o .. it = e '
. ~* " "I hope 1 can go back .to work in a couple'of weeks.” :
e ‘ ! . ’ . "r & ; " . CAas
Lo NoninstitutioW. ized subjeq;sﬁmade'a low number of self-demeaning
R ‘s;atcméh;s; they WBld a more favorable congept, of self. The ideal self
N , "' * . e, . . R,
has not-been violated té any significant extent by anspiLLt1onnl1zation,
- L “e, ' : g e .
and, according to the results.of the investigation, these KTiniduals
n.‘ \‘- " '\ . . - .' ". ‘-" n‘. . A
« perceive themselves through the eyes of others as more or "less- worth-'.
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e other mdivuluals toward hin‘ealf within a social- anironant

s

and k50 t-.ak'lng“intoaccour{.& that the's

. and mr_ntdl paLwnts. thpse- attitudee havc a nf'gﬂtl“'e qual1t

- . . < - +

Thie indivtduul experionce* himself as such, not dlrcc,tly but only
mdirectly, fyom the, particular standpeints of ‘6ther individual
members of the same ‘social ptoup or: from the gencrahz&.d tand-

. -poim. of the soeial’ group .ak a ul "o to wh:{ch he be longs. For

. he enters his own experience as a self or fuiividuaF, not directly .
ar inm-..diatc:;ly, not by hecom;mg a subject to himself but only
lnsofar as hie first becomes an object to hims o]f tust as other
‘individuals are gbjects to him 0T are in hid experience;. and h@ d
becomes an object to himself only by taking the attitudes of

4

.. ~or confext of c}'periencc :md beha\nor\ in which both ‘he and they - -
¢ arg 'lnvolvui - 8 : '

-
.

o . -
. .’L‘ulcing imto account what Mzad has stated-in the above quotatioh,

s, )

tutements> made on the TST are:

[ - R . - .. =k s M LI '
.

’ c1h‘joc,t .

‘siven by the respondent as

s N . »

» A) ’ i - -
oLln.rq pos‘se 88, and whicld hé in turn possesses, wi]l be expressed through .
s

‘i.'t is prcsumed that ~the ‘avtitudes about him which he fecls

lf to h.i"mself,’ .thmjeby ‘viewiﬁg himself 'as,,ap
that

»
Y ' N

L]b.‘ 'statenen‘:q ma.do.“ Slncc the sel\f-eva]’uatwe statumnntq madc hy the

Stltﬂthﬂ&llZedkﬂD]QCL‘ dppict. a less de.,irable self-—cencept than

v oy

tuLionalia
are unfdvorable. .
"117,er1dy be&p s:tattd.

of, other indhrldual
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(C);\ic.ago and London: ;
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J.‘w.sc qubJects who are nonlnsututn.onalll,ed it

For the insl.'itutionalllzed subjects, chc attitudes

which they. take arf_;'

o
in a m.ga.t.lvc mannar,

intefnali.iey a-ttjtude( whu:h lead hin ro percc
i 5

: .-

is prosmred that che

o ‘A

sub-j,r'cts belleve the attiﬁtudeu. of others toward ¢hem ]

I
. ey 4

lhw phenosxenon io ntt surpr:sing in view oi‘ what has .

B _"

3 .

‘.la'rgély: éhosu of st_af.f and other

l-or the nost part, espccially [or prl';om,rs .
1

. l o -

and so o‘they
bs >
The nondevmnt. jmapltdl patient
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: SAnsaln bttaus , ed., Gédrgc Herburt Mead on Socidl Psychology .
Un1versit}‘ of Chicage Press, .
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- becausc of restricilions placed upon their hehavior.

W

f

vholly responsible but dependent'uyoqxathers ktronger and ‘more qua]jfied

than he. This, too, lowers

- 3 LN Py | “ . ) N ’
self-esteem. ‘For the noninstitutionalizod: .

) . s - . :
the reverse of this fact is fonnd. "Having aequived favorable. self-
‘ s . hd B .
attitudes -from others, they

‘

tend to view themselves in a positive manner.

. \ . . . ) N . ‘_li.

Hence a gcontrast between the groups exists. ; :
S 4 ‘ ’

. ] ’ -
Because .the present study has emplovad for the eollection of data

' -,

Kubn's ngnty StaFemchts Te§t, it 1s FOHdeCrOd appfopriatc Lo Eloséfthe

ar -

i 3 l . + . Ve ) @ 5T g ‘ .~ ' )
discussion on self-evaluations hy 4iewing the vresullts with rvefarence to
+ 6 ; Yovdewing aren
o ! SRR

a portion of his theory.
i ‘ !

ManTord ' Kubn's: Theory-~Its Relatipnship to Self—Eva]uﬁtiLn Co
= ——— ¥ T N = _ T N - ’

« Manford fuhn, who Bdas conducted various investig

-~

. ’ R
of the TST, believes that minority

a4tisnsa by

A

groups

. s‘
arc made aware.of thelr status

the {indings

. . . r ) -
of a'mure-demeaning nature thag.those elicited by the noninstitutionalized

4
sroups. I what- Kulin s

V- )

had yesatricti

. . L ' ) L
secial estahlishment gre more acutely aware of, their lower status.

of ‘the present. 5tudy in this

"One can also

" statemcits elicited by instifupionalized individugls were found to'be

.
A

~holds {rue, then the inst]

i ) ) } ' N .
ons placed'on:their beliavior and being co Fined

“utjdnﬂlized.

to a,

. The findings can alse be related to'ghu theory o[-Kuths

¢

‘faé%ion. Se¢lf-evgluative

medans

’

intespzet -

L \J ’
heving - -

specific

Yorientational other™ is a’ group -

. 5 Lo .
"orientatlonal otherh!, Insefar as the

. . . . i .

H of pervénr or a single other ‘capable of sustainiyg or basically changing
& ! 5ans a sing N, . ‘ .
5 » M . . t £
U C ’ > .
4 4 e ' co . . S S
%E the individual concept of self, amrd since, in.the case of the insti

e,

D e s 50T

tutionalized groups, this consists of staff and other .inmates, the
g groups ! Sl

1 f
.

. e . -
~ Magrientat{ionidls othera” transform tlic Sel£~congch£on.of.the fpdividual ,
' L : ’ : ' :

The [ndividuzl. wha receives’

. . . - R his own
irom-a more tc®a less desirable one. \
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‘orfentational other' is capable of .

) '

vfu\inh himg

. -
aLtJtuues

¢

T
ds an obje

3T as an object (thig i

.

are the plans of action of

ct,

o » . A

5 8Im

the imtividual,

P

0 'l I .
ilar to Mead's ti

ieory);

f1is own
In viewing himself

the object he perccives ~posscsses unfavorable charactor- - '

istics,

N v

o o

CYor (the noninstitutionalized,

)

K

i
"

no rg

striction is placed on

behavior ‘or physical movement in' the wider’ community, hi is free to use

and vinese, prmumably, dte what he expresses in vords on ..he K

face-sav

ing devices,

. e \ y - . '. .-
and hig "orientational other"” (‘.OUS_lStS{Of a wmuch

.- . s . N R N N ™ \
-'l:lr;r,cr group rolated to, various'ns_pects of h’.fe. The individual's se]f-
concept ig typically sus L.unrd mthc_r than uhanued, and att:tudea f\ox ard
. ! ‘ n 5-‘ s R
Nim oare, on the yhole, rLlaL‘ively .avo’}‘able. ‘lerofofc, his_o\m atumges

Lovard himselY . viewed as an object arh lkewise favorable.

This fact

N - } i - B
accounts for the differences igthe self-concepts of the groups. undér .
' ° \ - A . .
. R | |
study.- DD - . . .3/
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Having. discussed the ',aspL“cts of the negative SL‘lf*'.%ValUdtl ony,
l iy B . . L S
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identt i}ung the
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noL sLatmg\that 1n tutionalfzed individuals are incapable of .
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we will see that
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Yo Generallzed Other
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‘ Lo =
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: . v { .
[ » £ e
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responses which could be categorized under beliefs, thereby lowering the
number of consensual statements.) The range of statements was greater
for the institutionalized groups, institutionalized deviants having the
largest (1-20) followed by nondeviant hospital patients (3-20). The
two noninstitutionalized groups showed slightly smaller ranges: (5-20)
for university students and (7-20) for the religious groups.

Although noninstitutionalized hospital patients have made a large
number of references to the institution, and although they express a
desire to be discharged, the negative attitude toward the institution
does not exist that is found among institutionalized deviants. The
latter display an intense dislike for the institution and for certain
individuals within it. This may be illustrated with such statements as,
"I torment ,'' "I hate ,'" and, "I hate jail rats.'" The
first statement related to another inmate, but it is not certain whether
the second statement was made with reference to an inmate or member of
the staff. The third may refer to actual vermin or to other persons.
The reason offered for the attitude toward the institution is that
prisons and mental hospitals are highly stigmatizing for those confined
within them. The institution is not stigmatizing for the nondeviant
hospital patient, and he has indicated a more positive attitude toward
it through statements such as, "I like the patients on ward,"
and, "I think the nurses here are very kind."

In view of what Goffman has said concerning the effect of the
total institution upon the individual, the feelings toward these social
establishments which mental patients and prisoners possess are neither

surprising nor unjustifiable.
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Recapitulation

The most important findings from the present investigation are
as follows:

(a) Institutionalized individuals refer to themselves in insti-
tutionally related ways more often than noninstitutionalized individuals.

(b) Institutionalization does have a detrimental effect on the
inmates' conception of the self, the institutionalized subjects having
reported a larger number of self-demeaning statements which lend support
to this notion.

(c) The institutionalized subjects refer to themselves in ways
which do not imply ''generalized others'" more often than noninstitution-
alized subjects.

(d) Respondents do not always make an initial consensual state-
ment, nor are consensual statements always the most salient.

(e) Institutionalized deviants possess a negative attitude toward
the institution to a higher degree than institutionalized nondeviants.

Reasons accounting for four of the aforementioned findings center
in the fact of institutionalization. Isolated from the outside world
and subjected to regimentation and loss of autonomy, the individual's
self-concept undergoes, to a greater or a lesser degree, a certain amount
of transformation, forcing him to identify with the institution, to
possess a less desirable attitude toward the self, and to identify the
self as a physical entity to a greater extent than the noninstitutionalized
persons. Why consensual statements were not always most salient for the
groups and why such a high number of runs was found is difficult to say.
One fact is certain: The self-concepts of the institutionalized and

noninstitutionalized subjects do differ.
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Problems for Further Research

Although a great number of investigations of the self-concept
and its relationship to various aspects of life have been conducted by
social scientists from time to time, the present investigation is one of
the first if not the first of its kind to investigate the influence of
institutionalization upon the self-concepts of those who are incarcerated.
It takes as its theoretical framework the ideas presented in Goffman's
Asylums together with portions of the theories of Manford Kuhn,

George H. Mead, Charles H. Cooley, Harry S. Sullivan, and John Kinch.
The results turned out as anticipated.

The fact that the study has certain limitations is obvious, but
unfortunately, under the circumstances, these limitations were unavoidable.
For example, the exact length of time that each mental patient and
prisoner had been confined at the time of the investigation was not
determined. The length of confinement influences the self-concept, since
the longer the duration of confinement, the greater the likelihood of
self-transformation. It is believed, however, that mental patients had
been confined for a longer period than prisoners, since over one-third
of the respondents were long—-term chronic patients and those in the
rehabilitation unit would presumably have been institutionalized for a
relatively long period (patients who will soon be ready to resume life
on the outside). Some of the statements made by patients in referring
to the hospital showed that they had been confined for several years.

The criminals, on the other hand, were serving sentences of two years or
less, and their terms, at the time of the investigation, were not completed.
In conducting future research, therefore, it would be advisable to determine

the specific length of confinement of each subject used in the sample.
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In comparing groups of deviants, it is recommended that one
would select subjects whose deviance would be considered self-derogatory,
for example, prostitutes or members of Alcoholics Anonymous. This device
would have the advantage over the procedure used in the present study
in that it would provide a more accurate assessment of self-evaluations
and therefore self-concepts of the two deviant groups (institutionalized
and noninstitutionalized). Matched sampling could be used, subjects
being matched according to sex and length of institutionalization or
length of time as a member of A.A., for example.

A group of nondeviant hospital patients could be compared to a
group of university students to determine if findings paralleled the
present study or contradicted it.

One further suggestion for future investigation is to compare
the self-concepts of institutionalized males and females, since females
are purportedly, according to Goffman, more sensitive to the indignities
of institutionalization than are males. Either groups of mental patients
or prisoners could be studied. It would be desirable to obtain a fairly
large and approximately equal sample of each to strengthen the validity
and reliability of the findings now that a groundbreaking investigation
has taken place. The present study falls somewhat short of this goal
since religious fundamentalists were available in such small numbers.

In spite of its shortcomings, this project has proven fruitful
in that a fair amount of information has been accumulated with respect
to the influence of Newfoundland institutions upon their inmates. How-

ever, many fascinating aspects of this phenomenon are yet to be explored.
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TWENTY STATEMENTS TEST

There are twenty numbered blanks on the page below. Please write up to
twenty answers to the simple question '"Who am I?'" in the blanks. Make
no more than twenty statements about yourself each beginning with "I".
Please answer as if you were giving the answer to yourself, not to some-
body else. Write the answers in the order that they occur to you.

Don't worry about "importance.'" Go along fairly fast, for the time is
limited.

"I"

il

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.
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Please place a check mark by the correct

dANSWeETY .

Age.

Less than 25 years.
25 to 39 years.
40 to 60 years.

Over sixty years.

Marital Status.

Married.

Single.

Years of Schooling.

Less than 9.

9 to 12.

Some University or Trades School.

University Graduate.

University Post Graduate.

Religion.

Protestant.

Roman Catholic.

Thank you for your co-operation.
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