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The«purpose’ of this study was to compare the self~-

concepts possLes'sed by children in regula'r.classroomh.settings -

-— A

'_and .ch:.ldren in specral classroom settlngs, children at.

. .

‘different grade levels, and ‘male and female ch:.ldren. .The:

questlons ralsed in the study were stated ‘in the form of

-~ nul¥ hypotheses and‘ wvere tested for s1gn1flcance' u51ng the

. rejection or acceptance at the alpha 0.0S 1eve1 of 51gn1f1—

E

‘multlvarlate and unlvar:l.ate analys:.s of varlance, the F

[N

7‘1’.151:10, and the t-test.. The hypotheses were tested for

: . cance. The 240 randomly selected subjects were placed 1nto

2

8 groups accordlng to the variables of type of class place-,

l“

ment, grade level, and sex. The subjects' self-concepts
were ‘as ssed by the non-verbal sag\ Soca.al Symbols Test.
Results 1nd1cated no s:.gmflcant dJ.ffferences between spec1al
class chlldren and regular class chlldren when they Were com-
pared on the bas:. of- overall self-concept. Slgnlf:n.cant '

Mdlfferences were found between spec:.al and regular class

ABSTRACT - . . .. .,

v “.

chlldren and betw en male and female ch:.ldren when they were

compared on. the bims of their- m.ne subtest scores .on the '

oy

Self—Soc1a1 Symbols Test.. Also, al\su;nlflcant mteractlon
r‘ .

-
1

one subtest. o
I
gt .

P e T

effect. was found between the factors grade level and sex. on .
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. ) Chap_ter . )
e T - INTRODUCTION
‘ w"\x“’}

Special educatlon classes fo hildren wl'i-o are edu'cable.

(N

I Af
mentally retarded flrst appeared in the ,public schools at the

\begmnlng of the twentleth century.l S:ane that tlme,' speclal

5
l
classes and programs for chlld\r{e}fy who a!re mentally retarded
' have been J.nvolved in a perlod of rapld growth and expansmn. .
There were 23, 000 chlldren 1n the United States enrolled in

publlc school ‘classes for the mentally retarded in 1922, By o

\

1948, the number of students enrolled in these spec1a1 classes

had 1ncreased to 87,000._ In a recent publlcat;_on of statls_tlcs

©on special edqucation in the United States, Mackie pointed' out

that in . 1966, more than 540, 000 chlldren were enrolled in |

: spec1al educatlon programs for the mentally retarded "This

~'

Eiqure represented approx:mately 3 400 per cent increase over o

, the number of students enrolled in 1948. The 1ncrease in

l enrollments durlng the period 1948 1966 was more -than .

pu
e
° ‘ . .”j . -
[N R » - . . .
. . . . ’ .l ¢ ~ : B

[ - . .+
' '\

14

1 Leo Kanner, A Hlstory of the Care and S tudy of the o
Mentallx Retarded (Sprlngfleld Illinois:. Charles. C Thomas,

+T1960), p. T14.

%,

. 2, Samuel A. Kirk, Educating Exceptlonal Chlldren
(Boston- Houghton‘ lefln_n 19 62), p.23. ) .

. - 3 Romame Mackle, Special Educatlon in the United ;
States: Statistics 1948 1966 (New York Teachers CoJ.lege Press,

~1969)r P 22 . . .

L . ” . ¢ . .
£ . N * . .
. . v e

s me e SAaTy
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- “five times greater tHan the 70 per’cent-increase in the

co‘untry's‘school aée pop,ulation during tahe" same -éeriod,4 oo

A sum.lar but more recerit and rapld expans:Lon in

- spec1a1 educatlon classes has been . w1tnessed in Newfoundland

©. In 1969, an Act was passed to prov:.de for the establlshment

of special educatlon classes.5 The Act stated that "Every

_school board may establlsh spec:.al classes of 1nstruct:x.on

St

) ,for ch::.ldren who are, for any physxcal or. mental cau!se, .un-

. able to take proper advantage of the regular school courses of

‘study. 6 As a result of the wordlng of The Schools Act of o

[

1969, spec:.a]] educatlon classes stabl‘t&id within the Prov1nce

" of Newfoundland and Labrador were, not int rnaLly homogeneous

-

in°relation to the type of dlsablllty of the Chlld placed in a
class, that is, mentally ‘retarded, learnlnngLSabled, physs.cally

d:l.sabled, hearing J_mpalred vlsually 1mpa:rred emotlonally dJ.s— ¢
turbed, and slow -learn_ers. L Rather, the cla'=S=sEes, for the mOSt

)

: part,‘ were ihternally heterdgeneous in relatlon to student N ,l'

i s
LA

ab:n.ls.t:l.es and dlsabllltles. The number of . spec:l.al educatlon

‘ ‘

classes in Newfoundland ‘and La.brador 1ncreased from 50 -in

. . Y :
. "
' o . ° )
& - . a ~
- - . ) .o
. ®
st . - - .
. '
- . . . L . . -

4 ST
! .“ lIbid. ' p-'4 ° ) . ’ ' N : ‘ .

.2

. 5 Statutes of. Newfoundland, 1969. "an Act\Raspectlng
the Operatlon o_f Schools and Colleges -1n the Prov:.nce.

< 6 Ib:l.d., Ssectlon 13 Paragraph (P), p 20, - - Vv

LY
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1969 70, to 420 1n 1'972 73, wh:.ch was an :anrease of more’ than

800 per, cent dur:.ng the . four vear perlod

0
. .

Noi?Bzg .the rapid expansion in speci'al'. education pro- . - Ty

~gran;l51 and in pup:.l enrollments Towne and Jomer postulated

that the major motlvatlng force beh:.nd thls expans:.on was the '
bel:.ef that placement in- these spec1al classes would result in
better academk performance, personal development, and soc:.al : e
,adjbustment for the mentally retarded than would have resulted . ' .
if they: had rema:med in regular classes.8 An equally 1mportant

" topic for cons:.derat,lon was the effect(s) placement J.nto spec:.al o
edpcat:.oan classrooms had upon the self-concept of the Ch.lld. |
The present study was concerned w:Lth ‘the self-concepts of: -
students placed in spec:ral classes as compared to ‘the self-

concepts of students placed ln regular c¢lassrooms.

v

~~ ., STATEMENT OF PROBLEM

\:‘ ~ ' / N The purpose of this study was to compare the self— : s

e
S

w

.Special Class Placement on the Self-Concept of Ability of the SRS

< -

concepts possessed by ch:l.ldren in regular classroom sett:.\s .

.
. - ‘ L. Y “ .

2 : - 3 . A . .
Yo Ginelh = . ' - - s -
‘

Rt

-7 'I'hese flgures were obta:.ned from the Department of )
Educat:.on, Division of Spec1a1 Serv:.ces, Government of Newfound—:.x .
land and Labrador. - .o . , . A

8 RJ.cha!'d"C”Towne and ‘Lee M, Jorner, The . Effect of

Educable Mentally Retarded Child (Report of U.S. Office .of . . .
Education ' College of Education,’ M:Lchlgan State University, - .
East Lans:.ng, Mlchigan, 1966) r P25 -

- . *
I
’ ' N . - i . o on

n [ S v ’ . . ~ - L4 .
- | ’ T

. - o e ¢ .

.

A ~
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and chlldren in spe01a1 classroom settlngs. The study assessed

2 .

] . ‘ ‘ the chlldren s self-concept usmg tHe non-verbal Selﬁ Soc1al

<

Symbols Test (SSST) (See Appendlxes A, B, and C) ' Thehuestlons
Lo - antpvered by thr,s study were stated in the null hypothe51s vform

‘{see’ Chapter 3).- The data were analyzed usmg the multivarlate
\? L]
and unlvarlate analys:.s of varlance (MANOVA), the F stat:.s;t:.c, '

and the t—test in relathn to the varlables of speclal or
)
RN aregular class settlngs, .grade level,qand. géx.. These data are ,

. . ._a N . n . A . ' .’ . . . T ! 0‘, ’ . " ’
v S repor.ted 1n .tab]Ge form. £ L . c

. " "» STATEMENT OF. RELATED PROBLEMS

. .
° . . ... s ' . 1

. A related purpose of this-study was to compare the

sele*cOncepts held by chlldren ‘at dlfferent grade levels.

» 1-.'

¢
-Another purpose was to compare the self-concepts of male and

v

'y
\

feanale, students. L L o

{ P LIMITATIONSW' L TR

; . o, “ , & . »
. .
) a, . ) O o ' . N .
L) . -

. The chlldren studled were enrolied in sper:1al~ and
regular classes in the Roman Cathollc School Board DlSt]{lCt )
,,for St John' s. . Since: thlS gro P of st‘udents was treated as %

a separate populatlon, care sh 1d be taken aga}‘nst general- .

v

121ng the J:esults beyond this population. a . S ¢

< . ‘. B “.
2 M . o
(I .

RS } o DEFINITIONS‘,OF'TE}‘RMS / Ce
..‘ B - o * ' . ‘: . o . X : ‘: “w . , -

special Class Setting\/ ’ : R . e

v

—

- . . . b

PR s ) . ) R ® ] . .
C . P " This referred to self-contalned classes as establ:.shed

-

. b by the’ Roman Cathollc e»School Board DiBtl':ld:t for St. John s ﬁo::\

. . chlldren who were, f'or any phy51cal or mental cause, unable to
B et b
. " A .' i - ) . ) . L . . ) . r ot ¥

o - »



s

Spe01al Class Student : ' T o

take proper advantage of the regular school courses of study.

- . ) L
. o .
g

o

Th1s referred to those students placed 1n-spec1al,.

educatlon classes w1th1n the Roman Cathollc School Board Dis=

 trict. for st. John,s. Lot

Regular Class Setting . ° _‘, e S -:A"Iﬁ

ez

Thls referred to classrooms w1th1n ‘the Roman Cathollc.

‘_~School°Board\D;str1ct for St. John s for chrldren of,norma};

4

" or near normal achievement who were functioning'hear~o£(oﬁ

v

”\Regular Class Student. ) .

7

grade level.’ « : oo .

' : . Sy

This referred td those students attending classes

°,
FR |

w1th1n the Roman. Cathollc School Board Dlstrlct-for St. John's ",

wﬂorwere of normal orynear'normal achievement and who were.

oA,
2

.,fhnctioning near oxr on grade. level. o R

-'Self Concept

13

- .

«. . This referfed to the perceptlon Wthh the 1nd1v1dual

"hanof self and of his relatlonshlp to;slgnrflcant others in

3 * - ' . Lo coe '

hrs environment_as°measured by the Self-Social Symbols Test.

[
~ - s

v’ PRI VR

-

'Grade Level I o S - . -

0

R e

Lo This referred to classrooms for chlldren who were

I3

iattendlng grades one to three and-whose dates of blrth were

between December - 31 1963, and January l 1967.

L . o

g ! : o o , RN

L

LNE4



Grade Level IT _

‘Seif-Esteem o ’

the descrlptlon of 1nstrumentatlon (see Chapter 3).

:assessed ‘by the social 1nterestsubtest of the SSST

4
. . .

ThlS referred to classrooms for chlldren who attended

L} ) ‘

grades four to s;x and whose dates of birth were between t

ot
o

December 31, 1960, and January 1 1964 . S

IR

Self- Soc1a1 Symbols Test (SSST)

Thlg referredlto the 1nstrument used in thlS study .

: ,.,,,

for the measurement of the chlldren s self-concepts. This

1nstrument was further deflned in the section deallng w1th

RN

©

_This referred to a  person's peroeption,offhis worth’
s . L2 . _ . L
which derives from self-other .comparisons on an evaluative

dimension. Self-esteam was assessed by the Sélf-esteem-subﬁ
. - AN - ‘

test of the SSST.9 7

Social Interest or Dependency

This referred to the degree to which a person per-.

"

celves hlmself as a part of a group of others, as opposed to

a perceptlon of self as an individual. 5001a1'1nterest was'
10

3 oo

. — n . .
. 9 s - ‘ . :
..C. 2iller, B. H, Long,'and E H. Henderson, .
Manual for the Self Social Symbols Method (Unpubllshed test;
1965), p.10.

10 :
Ibido ra p-.lZI. _ ' ’ . . ' e



“Identlflcatlon w1th Mother

- ) [

This . referred to the placement of self in a "we"
.- category with the mother.. Identlflcatlon with mother was -
aesesseé by the identification with mother shbtestmpf the

ssst.11 : o B B

Idehtification with Father

S * This referred to the placement of self in a "we"

category with the father. Identification with father was
assessed by the identificaticn with father subtest of the

-SSSTalz )

-

'Iaentification with Friend S

This referred to the placement of self in a "we"

category with the friend. Identification with.friend was.
assessed’by the identification with friend subtest of the

°SSST.13”

Identification with Teacher

. This referredvto the.placement cf self in a "we"

~~category w1th the teacher. Identlflcatlon with teacher was

. assessed by the identification w1th teacher subtest of the

SSST.lé o

11 1pia., p.13. 12 1hia.
/ . ;
13 mia. M mia.- ' o



R

) . . . .

Individuation or Minority Identification

This referred. to whether the child thought of himself

.as. similar to or'different from the majority of other children

-

rf'his environment. Individuation was assessed by the indi-
,,.viduatien'subtest of the sss?.l® ’

. Complexity RN

This referred to the degree of'differentiation of E

the self-concept or the number ©f parts compr151ng the whole._

,Complexlty was assessed by the complexlty subtest of the
16 ' . . :

SSST. : ‘ ' . - _ , .
Realism for Size ' ‘
g This referred to a correspondence between .the phy51—

B t-

cal self and the conception of self. A-child's comparison

Iof his size to that of adults may indicate an acceptance of
‘the pPysical self as opposed to eelf—diseatisfaction. Realism
for size was. assessed by the realrsm for size sﬁbtest of the

sssT.1’

'Total Self~Concept Score,

oo . . )
This referred to an overall score on the SSST as

calculated by the formula presented In Chapter 3'(§ee‘page 38) .

, -
P

s -Q o : . .
15 Ibido 1 ,polS. -l Y
16 ipid., p.18. 17 1bid., pp.18-19.

.
g . . . T .
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Interest in self and self constructs had *its beginning.
very early *in' the devefooment of Americ?é péychoiogy, as is

~man1fested in the wrltlngs ‘of Wllllam James.1 This interestxa

(—:

-1n self, however, dlmlnlshed durlng the early part of the

twentleth century as the experlmental method in psychology

2,3

'became extremely popular. As p01nted out by Wylle, theor-

.-llzlng about self and self. constructs was quite prevalent be-

a
fore 19'452; ‘however, intensive empirical researqh was not beguq@"

13
ls

until after that date. Sin¢e that time, the number of re-

-~
.

searchers .concerned w1th thlS area of personallty has, steadlly

1

4 P ' . 1,;.‘ o‘
,1ncreased Q ‘ .

Y

Theory of Self~Concept

The words self-concept came into common.use- to mean

-

the self as the individual is known to himself. The theory

. .-behind this idea of self-concept has been known-as self

” o

J

I 1 Wllllam James, The Pr1nc1ples of Psychology, I

2 E. R. Hilgard, "Human Motives and the Concept.of ‘
Self," American Psychologist, IV (1949), p.374. .

L

. '3 Lester D. Crow, Psychology of Human AdJustment
(New York: Alfred A. Knopp, 1967), p-136.

4 Ruth C. Wylle, The Self. Concept (Llncoln' University
of Nebraska Press, 1961), p 2. .

L

~

/

a
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| theory about self, descrlbed the self—concept as those parts

e
>

‘of the phenomenal fleld Wthh are ‘seen by the person to h
part or characteristic of hlmself and which most potentl}fand
frequently effect behavmr,6 Furthermqre, they stated that
"What a person does .and hpw he behaves-are determined hy the
eoheeptihe has‘of himself and his abilities."7-,They\believed

the person's self-concept functions as.the frame of reference

" for his every behavior and as that factor which gives contin-

"!-‘o

s
L

uity and consistency to that behavier.8

L

A 51m11ar descrlptlon and view of self—concept was
found in the wrltlngs of Carl Rogers. Wr1t1ng on the organ-
1zatlon of personalltyq Rogers explalned sefT—concept as:

cos arlthevmys u1whuj1anJndnndualgﬁmceumslunmelf-
all perceptlons of the qualities, abilities, impulses, and all
. perceptions of himself in relation .to others are accepted into
the organized conscious ‘concept of self then this achievement'is
accarpanied by ﬁaﬂings<ﬁEOGM&mtanrifna!kn\fn:nizm51anwﬂuch
areea@eruaxxd.as pawimﬂoglcaleﬁbusummt.g

Ibni, p.l.

- «

6 b, Sqw;;amilh Gambs,Inﬁhvyixﬂ.Beanor ﬂkwikmkn Harper ~

and Brothers, 1949) , p.lll ‘
7 mid., p.78. °© mid. RO :
‘ ' - cron . . !
: 9(hrllL Fogers, - “SGnaCIEennﬁaaﬁ;on-unacmgmuzatumxof
Personallty " Amerlcan PsychoLoglst, II (1947), P.364.-

Sang and Coomhs, in presenting their. phenomenological

.l\
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e e 11
- - In addition, he wrote that "... the self is a basic

factor 1n the organization of personallty and in the determin- -

" ation of behav1or.'flo
. [ .

- majority of theorles deallng Wlth the nature of self v1ew_

Furthermore, Rogers suggested that the ' -

1t in a very 51m11ar fashion to the way he explalned 1t, as’
£
‘an-organlzed conflgurat;on of perceptlons of the and1V1dua1 or .

fself Which are admissable to awareness. !

Thus, the 1mportance,of the self-concept as a con-
l

struct was ev1denced in the theorles of Shygg and Coombs and

Rogers. + It was postulated that: the person s perception of.

LR

? hlmself is the central factor 1nfluenc1ng behav1or. A

C Views and descriptions of self—concept which were con=
sistent w1th those of Rbgers and Snygg and CoomBs were, found 1n

the theoretical writings of Lew1n,lg Crow,_l Heber,14 snyder,IS:‘

- 1% 1bid., p.361. N S

1 Carl R. Rogers, Client-Centered Therapy (Boston-
Houghton Mifflin, 1951), pp.498-501. - _

IR 12 Kurt Lewin. Pr1n01ples of Topologlcal Psychology
. (New York: McGraw—Hlll 1936) , p.167.

13 Crow, op. 01t., pp. 135-137. o o ‘_‘ ?

I3

14 Rlck Heber, “Personality“, Mental Retardation: A
Review Research, ed: Harvey A. Stevens and Rick Heber
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1967), pp. 146-147.

15

Eldon E. Snyder, "Self-Concept Theory: An Approach,.
to Understanding the Behavior of Disadvantaged Puplls '
. Clearing House, XL (December, 1965), PP. 242~ 246. T .




| - i L
Strang,ls-and'the‘social péycholaglcal_abproaches of Mead,17'

“colley,'® suilivan,'? kinch?® and kuhn.2!" Although these
Writers-tended to have. similar descriptions of self-concept/’

4

fthere were differences in thelr v1ews concernlng the develop-

!
r

) ment of. self—concept.
B ’ — . ; . : .o .
Wylie, after a review of the theoxy:Surrounding the -

. construct of self-concept, proposed.an excellent summary to
) ]
the various theoretical frameworks as she wrote "... self—
. v - ) A | y
concept theorists believe that one cannot understand- and pre-

dict human behavior without knowledge of the subject's con~

/
sc10us perceptlons of his env1ronment, and of hlS self as he ‘
i
2 0’ .
sees 1t in relation to hls env1ronment. 2, , : ,
“ -

—_

' 16 Rnth Strang, The Adolescent Views Hlmself (New ‘York:
‘ McGraw—Hlll "1957), pp. 68 8-78. .

S 17 George H. Mead, Mind, Self and Soc1ety (Chicago:
'UnlverSLty of Chicago Press, 1934), p.48% "‘ I -

) ¥

) 18 C. A. Cooley, Human Nature and Social Interactlon
{(New York: Charlés Scribner's Sons, 1902), pp 20-21. :

Q

19 H. S. Sulllvan, "The Illusion of Personal Ind1v1d-‘
uallty," Psychiatry, XIII (May, 1959), PP.317- 333.

-4

20 John W. Kinch, "A Formallzed Theory’ of Self-Concept,".
Amerlcan -Journal of Sociology, LCVIII  (June, 1963), PP. 481-486.

: ?l Charles W. Tucker, "Some Methodologlcal Problems |,
. of. Kuhn s Self-Theory," Soclologlcal Quarterly, VII (Summer,
1966) pp.345-358.

22 Ruth C. Wylie, The Self Concept (Lincoln: ‘UniverSity
of Nebraska Press, 1961), p.6. : ‘

4
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_ Develophent of Self-Concept

Snygg and Coombs v1ewed the self-concept as that whlch :

was essentlally -absent at bxrth The' self—concept was seen-
as a ‘direct result or outgrowth of the culture 1nto which the
ind1v1dua1 was born. Through 1nteract10n with the world, sig-
nificant people and other thlngs in the environment, the self-~
concept was shaped and def1ned more and more clearly and became
" more or less permanently fixed 23 o '

—d

. Cobb's view" of the development of self-concept ig very
,similar to that of Snygg and Coombs. He saw the self-concept _f
ds a relatively stable element of the 1nd1v1dual's personailty
In addltlon, he felt that even’ though the self-concept achleves
-stablllty’in childhdod, it undergoes a reflnement as the lndl—
vidual gasses from dependency to 1ndependency or adolescence

to adulthood.24 ' o \

5 : ’ -
Consistent with Cobb's ‘view ebout bhe transition from
"dependency to 1ndependency, Ziller wrote that an 1mportant
'fstep in the development of selé-concept occurs when, durxng
‘the socialization process, the Chlld strives to break away
. from the complete dependency of infencj, However, ziller

R

s

23

S, D.‘Snygg and A. Coombs, Individual Behavior (New
York:" Harper and Brothers, 1949), pp._ 81?3 . 7
‘J P ’ N
' 24 Henry V. Cobb, "Sel £ Concept of the Mentally Re-

tarded " Rehabilltatlon Record II (1961), pp.21- =25,

i
’
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dlffered from Cobb 1% that he saw self-concept as always in

a state of continual change and modlflcatlon throughout the

I o
life of the 1nd1v;dua}.25' ' ﬁ

i

‘

- P

Rogers, like Ziller, also viewed the self—conoept‘as

a

"process". ‘He felt that, the strhcture of self was formed as
a result of 1nteractlon w1th the environment and partlcularly

as a result of evaluatlonal interaction w1th significant others.

]

By451gn1f1cant others mean’ parents, teachers, peers, and others
‘-. .

-

important to the individual. The self-concept was thought to-
. . ! R —— ' . .

- be a social product developed out of interpersonal relation-

.1n~wh1ch the 1nd1v1dual participates. According to Snyder,

>

26 oo

ships.“". oot

Eldon Snyder coxroborated Roger' va1ewp01nt as he de-.
Q t 1

scribed self—concept as emerging from the soc1al 1nteractions

-
self-concept is in a continual process of change as the social .

SLtuatlons are modlfled.. He felt that there would” be contln-

" uity in behavior patternS'as a resuitfof significant other

1nd1v1dual s expectatlons of him 1n soc1a1 sxtuat:.ons.27

Vo In addltlon to the, prev1ous theoretlcal approaches to

P -

25 R. C. leler, "Individuation and Soc1allzat10n,"

" Human Relatlons, XVII (1964), pp 341-360. . -

?6 Carl R. Rogers, " A Theory of Therapy, Personallty,
and Interpersonal Relationships, as Developed in the Client-
Centered Framework," Psychology: A St"d/ of a Sciencé, ed.
Sigmund Koch (New . York) McGraw-Hlll 1959), ‘pp.200-223.

27 g1don E. Snyder, "Self-Concept Theory: An Approach.
to Understanding the Behavior of 'Disadvantaged Puglls,
Clearing House, XL CDecember, 1965), p.243.

o -



He felt that an individual has as many self-concepts as the

:(from social interaction beginning very early in life. He saw

-

‘the development of self—concept, one cannot -qverlook the f, ‘ \ "

theoretlcal approach taken by‘the soc1a1 1nteract10n the?rlStS¢‘

such as Mead, Cooley, Sulllvan, and Kinch. kﬁ-“r

George H. Mead,explained the development of self-oon-'
cept as emergldg directly from the behav1ors of others toward
the 1nd1v1dual and 1nd1rectly from the phy51ca1 and other = "
attrlbutes of the 1nd1v1dual. He’ saw ‘the self resultlng from

the 1nteractlon between the 1ndividual and his-social world.

social. roles he pe-rforms.,z8 t ’ )
.Cooley, like Mead insisted that a peféon's social

envifonment played a most 51gn1f1cant role in the development

" of self-concept or how a person .comes to V1ew himself. - Cooley ,

xpounded on this when he intfoduoed the:idea of the "lboking'
Z§;§§‘self."29 B ' a

ha Y ‘ . w\g B
Similar to Mead and Cooley, Sullivanuconsidered the
dg%elopment of a child's self-concept or his expectations,'

OplDlOﬁF, attltudes, and feelings towards himself as resultlng 2

&

it as a consequence of communicating with significant others.30 .

? e
- .

»

28 George H. Mead, Mind, ‘Self and Soc1ety. (Chicago:
Unlver51ty of Chlcago,Press, 1934)', '‘p.48.

. 23 ¢, Cooley, "Human Nature and Social Interactlon
(New York-' Charles Scrlbner s sons, 1902), pp.20-21. ’
30 H. S. Sullivan, "Tgé Illu51on of: Personal Ind1v1du-

-allty“, Psxchlatrx, XIII (May, 1950): pPp. 317 332.. - . ) '/ )

| R
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Klnch's theoretlcal v1ews ‘on serf-concept were very
31m11ar to those of the prev1ous three theorlsts. ‘He dis-

cussed self—concept development from a c1rcular v1ewp01nt

' r'»-‘-i
wiand pﬁrported that self—concept results from,sOCLal 1nter- L

35, .

. act10n~and is based on' the 1nd1v1dual s perceptlons of the

way others are respondlng to him.™

| - Ruth Strang also saw the‘selt-concept as developing
"‘from birth‘thfough inter%efsonal relationships.’«St;and¢feltv
that a child's self-concept was-molded by the attltudes .
.towards h1m of perséns_ggst signlflcant An hlS life, for. e

: e;ample,‘parents, teachers and_fnends.32 ; . ST

) Thus, self—coﬁcept was seen by,the-majority.of

. o , ' I -
theorists to develop from birth through social-interaction, ..
: it was felt by many that it was always in-a state of'cohtin? _"W
-uous change and mOdlflcatﬁ |

HaVLghurst, Roblnson and Dorr conducted a study re—
lated to self-concept development in Wthh they attempted to_‘
descrlbe the development?of ideal self in chlldren of dlffer-
ent ages. The: technlque they used to gather their data was ‘a
self-report technlque in which the chlldren were aiked’ to'

0 -

write an essay entltled "The Person I Would Like ‘to be lee."}

31 John W. Klnch, "A Formallzed Theory of Self Concept"
Amerlcan Journal of -Sociology, tLCvIII (June, 1963), PP. 481-486.
5

_ 32 Ruth Strang, The Adolescent. Views Hlmself (New
York: McGraw-Hill, 1957), PP- 75—56. S

31 o S I

i " ’ T ' ’ ' “~
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The analysis. oF'theie;:;ys revealed 2 dewelopmental trend
They concluded that the responses fall mainly 1nto four cate- R4

3 »

gorles, parents or other famlly members, glamourous persons,

attractlve and V151ble young adults, and 1mag1nary charactersn

!

~

An age sequence was a150 found to exlst, as the ch01ee—oETa
/ L}
category moved outward from the famlly c1rc1e w1th age. he //////f///

i results 1ndlcate that chlldren from ages 5ix to eight tended

{

"to choose a parent-or other famlly membet hs the person they .

- ,wanted to be llke. A glamourous person, for example, §'mov1e
: A .

]

o

é%\kb | o '
N

star, was the ‘most frequent choice .of ¢hildren eight,to sixteen -
A Sl e : . i

years of age.,.The,choice then mowed'to‘attractiVe and visible _ c,

young adults and -finally to imadinary}persons.33"‘ :. ’

- n

Loulse Ames, in a 1ater'study, investigated the child's

. . “‘k .

]

developlng sense of self in relatlon to others as- 1t was ex-

pressed or implled in hlS verballzations 1n a nursery school

‘o

SLtuatlon.- Data were collected and analyzed for chlldren ’ o

. from agesnelghteen months to four years, The results of the

study indipated'that the‘mother'appeared to exert the greatest_
Anfluence on development of the?senselof self at the®earliest

+

.32 Ruth Strang, The Adolescent View Hlmself (New v; o
'York: McGraw-Hill, 1957), pPp. 75 6. ‘ o e

(3

33 R: Hav1ghurst, M. Roblnson and M. Dorr, "The Devel-.. -. if.

opment of ‘the Ideal Self in Childhood and Adolescence,“.ox
Journal of Educatlonal Research, XL (1946); PP. 241-25]

)
1

. - -
} L . R - )
. . . ,



ages and that at later ages the empha51s splfted to other

. adults and flnally to peers.34 j‘ - T

P . S . -

The self—concept has also recelvéd attentlon from’

the p01nt of view of the effect whlch phy51olog1ca1 change

v occurrlng durlng adolescence has on it. Mussen and Jones

1nvest1gated the relatlonshlp between phydlcal maturatronal

a ¢
-

. status and certaln aspects of personallty. Spec1flcally,
. ."

e ' they studled the relatlonshlp between late and, early maturers

\
L and self—concept. The flndlngs indicated that more«late—

' maturrng than early*maturing‘boys revealed- feelings of in-:
- B ' : [ ! '~ s _ ' _~‘ i - i : ;
adequacy and'negative seIf—concepts, vieWed-parents as highly‘

Fay, SN ] N %

2 c. =%

< domlnatlng and rejectlng, and exhlblted strong underiylng

-

¢ dependency needs.35 Also, Smlth and Lebo,demonstrated a posr-k'

' tive relatlonshlp betWeen physrologlcal changes occurrlng in

. { 1

: early adolescence and personallty development The results
o of the- study seemed to support the idea that the physacal ”

.Changes of adolescence, no less than the rapld changes of

a
~ 4

/ \ nfancy, w111 be reflected in the 1nd1v1dua1's behavlor as

1

/ he becomes aware of ‘new abllltles dnd- new pOSSIbllltleS

4

W1th1n hlmself partlcularly as he relates hlmself to others. 36 -

[
- .
:
‘ -
. . H
1 ‘ . a

34

\ . . : 9
. o . b4

v

. ’ ‘- ' o, & - v [ / o )
- .louise B, Ames, "The Sense of' Self of Nursery ° ..

. School children as Manifested by Their Verbal Béhavior,"
Journal of Genetigc Psychologx; LXXXI (195%), pp.193-232.

35 P, H. Mussen and M. C Jones, "Self-Conceptlons,
Motivations, - and Interpersonal attitudes of Late - and Early '~
Maturlng Boys ¥ Ch11d Development, XXVIII (1957), pp 243- 256'.

36 w D. Smlth and P. Lebq, "Some Changing Aspects
of the Self -Concept~of Pubescent Males"’”Journal af Genetlc -
Psychology, LXXXVITII (1956), PP- 61—75 .

»
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Engel, concludlng that there was very llttle research -done

by way of longltudlnal studles to add to knowledge of self—

concept devek:zfent, 1nvestlgated the’ StabllltY40f self—

ﬂ,concept in adolescents over a tw? year perlod It wasg also

g g g5

the purpose of the study to\examlne the.relatlonshlp between'

° 4

whatever stability found 'and the quallty of the self-concept
Measures of.self—concept were obtalned through the use of Q—
sorts admlnlstered 1n 1954 and 1956. A correlatlon of .53

was found between the two admlnlstratlons.' Howéver, it was'?

also.found that subjects whose self—concept was nega%ive at

‘e

_the initia;#testing were significantly less stable than sub-

. . - . - 37

-jects whose self-concepts were positive.

™~

o ¢ -

-

“a 1arge number of adolescents.. The analysis seems to suggest

%

’that-as the. adolescent encounters varying social experiences,

"

v -
or, as the social fleld changes, h1s self-concept undergoes

38

restructurlng% 'Thusy ds~rap1d changes occur phySLOloglcally

and also. as the sodigi field changes, the self—concept‘ish

modlfled

/ -.,- - . | . ' . | | | .' '. | ,'
. -37 M. Engel,- "The Stability of the Self Concept in -
Adolescence,“ .Journal of Abnormal ‘and Social Psychologx,'
“LvIrz (1959) , pp.211-215. ‘ , R J

°
'4-,.4

38 | Ruth Strang, The Adolescent Views Himself (New. .

.York:' McGraw-Hlll 1957) ] .

' Strang collected and anaIyzed'self-descriptions from
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Parental Influence on Self-Concépt

4

; The majorlty of personallty theorlsfs concerned with
self and self-constructs empha51zed the 1mportance of the
role that “51gn1f1cant others" played in the development of '
self-concept,A By s%gnificant others was meant'those persons,
teel or imaginary, who exert an inflnence on thef?ndividual'
bellefs épodt himself and his'world. Furthrmore, it was felt
that parents exert the greatest influence on this development.
The slgnlflcance of' the parental role was found in the wrltlngs

of'Felsenthal She stated that "In many cases the behavior

problems resultlng from a poor self-concept could have been
Y

prevented or av01de8 by earller implementation of parental

conduct condutlve to the development of a p051t1ve self—concept.

.~In addltlon, she saw the mother as playlng the most 1mportant

1 L

role in the édarly psychologlcal development of the child as

this_motherﬂchild~dyad>is the earliest and.peihaps most fuand-

amental human relationship.\40 S ’

.

. "

Melvin Menis provided support for this idea of parental

I

Y

3? Helen Felsenthal, "The Developlng Self: The =
‘Parental Role," The.Child and His Image: Self Concept in.
the Early Years, ed. Kaoru Jamamoto (Boston:  Houghton Mifflin

Company, 1972), p.178.

~

(’40 {/,. _.\ s

—__Ib.ld. r p. 80.

"
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influence on self-contept in his study involvrng adjusted\end ’
maledjusted groups of college students as determinedkby re-
ports of self on the M.M.P.I. He hed.theee stu@ente describe
their real and ideal self and the real and rdeai self of each
pf their parents'on a twenty four item evaluative rating scale.

O 4

The results of the study indicafed that the adjusted subjects

see themselVes as being moreﬁlike_their.parents than the malad-

Justed Subjects and they ‘also felt that they were more hlghly

esteemed by their parents. Furthermore, there was 1nd1cat10$

-

that the adjusted subjects saw themselves as belng more 51m11ar

to the parent of the same sex.41

' Further support for the idea oﬁ;parental control over
self—concept was furnisheé by Henry. ,ﬁe.constructed a hypd-
thetical.situation for his investigation. Each snbjeet was
asked to imaxine himsélf as one of two 'people engaged in a

conversation in which the other participant gets hurt in some

- way. Then the subject had. to respond 'to five items measuring

self-blame or blame of the other person. The resudts of.the
study indicated that those who tended to blame themselves for

the situation perceihed their mother as playing the principal

disciplinary role in the famrly.42 )

5 - ’ T -

41 Melvin Manis, "Personal Adjustment Assume Similar-
ity to' Parents, and Inferred Parental-Evaluation_of the Self"
Journal of Consulting Psychology, XXII (1958), 'pp.481-485.

42 Andrew F. Henry, "Family Role Structure and Self -
Blame", Social Forces, XXXV (1956), PP. 34 38,

\ . f
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‘Wylie, after reviewing the studies by Manis and & "
. "
Henry and several others conducted before 1961, which in-

vestigated the relatlonshlp between parent—chlld 1nteract10n

and self-concept, concluded- ; '

’

—~

There is same evxdence, not enta.rely free of art:l.fact,
to suggest that childrens' self concepts are similar to the
view of themselves which they attribute to their parents.
There is some limited evidence that a child's level of self-
regard is associated with parents' reported level of regard
for him. There is s evidence to suggest that children
see the like-sex parents' self-concept (as contrastéd to the
opposite-sex parents' self—-ccmcept) as being scmewhat more
like their own self concept. There is same evidence that
children with self-reported maladjustment see their parents”
views of them as differing from each other.43 , .

\P;ecentl'y, howg‘vér, Coopersmith conduéted bwha:t_e_q'.s
probably, the»mos't ext-jensive investigatidn into the. re'latipn—,
’shi'p between ‘parent—chii‘d' interacti{m and self-cdncept. His .
work, which consi's;:ed of a series of studies, had as it n{ajor
objectiye the task of explaining and clarifying'the antechenté
’and'consequenceé o’.c'.-s.el’f-esteel"n. The res'ultqs of these studies
indicated tﬁat mothers of -children of high self-esteemnj:ende?d '
to fesgona diffé’rently to their éhildre;q than did mothers of .
children of low self-esteem. The for’me:." tended to pe moée _
loving and-accepting of their children and also maintain a ‘
closer relationship with j:hem. Also, parents of children with
higﬁ self-esteem differed from parents of children of ‘1'ow seif-—
esteem in the types of demands they made 'of their’ chlldren and—

the ‘firmness and consistency with -which these demands were en-

forced. It was also discovered that the families differed in-
.

43 puth c. Wylie, The Self Concept (Lincoln: Univers-
ity of Nebraska Press, 1961), pp. 135-136. '

\ SN
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the methods they employeﬁ'to control and modify behavior.

~ There was no dlfference 1n,the amount of punishment used by
each of the famllles. However, it was expressed dlfferently

and percelved by the hlgh esteem chlldren as belng justified.

/

€ P
closest rules for their children and were also more cdncerned

The high esteem parents establlshed the most extens1v:/ipd

about enforciné them. However,‘in the high esteem families,

the child was respected as an individﬁal and his rightshand

C . o ' . . - i
opinions were recognized. In sum, the conditions which existed.

. in familiés of children of high self-esteem were almost the -

A
’ N . »

exact opposite of those which existed in families of children

of low self—esteem.44

: ) n

Ellsworth alto reparted findings relevant to the idea
of barental influence on self-concept. After an analysis-of
data obtained from clinicai cases, he concludea that ‘emotional
problems and negative tee}rﬁ;s about self were a result of
three very common causes:- overprotection; domination; and,
negiect by parents. ﬁowever, he felt that parents could pro-

. mote the development of a'positivé self-concept in their

children by:treatiné them as‘real people ratﬁer than inanimate
objects; by sﬁoWing them lowe, respect, trust, confidence, aomir—

ation and understandihg.45.

"
Ll

. 44 Stanley CoopersmlthL The Antecedents of Self-
Esteem (San Francisco and London' - W. H. Freeman and Company,

T367), pp.164-235.

45 Ster11ng G. Ellsworth, "Building the Chlld's Self-
Concept", N.E.A. Journal, LVI (February, 1967) , pp.54-56. .

L4
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Human Relations, XVII (1964), PP 341—360

.%4

L 4
Hence, based on the research dealing with'the rela-_
tionship between parent Chlld 1nteraction and the development~' -
of self-concept, parents ‘are directly responsible for the

Id

self-concept which the child has of himself.

Teacher Influence on Self-Concept

As was pointed out earlier in this chapter, thecrists

and researchers such as Zi'llex.',4~6 Ames47 and Snyder48 suggested

that a Chlld s self—concept emerges as a result of his 1nter-

action with 51gnificant*others sucH as-parents, teachers and. .

peers. It was thought'that parents exert the greatest influ~--

ence on the developing sense of ‘self, particularly during the

~earliest ages. However, when the Chlld enters school the

emphasis shifted'to the teacher and later to the peers.

The ,view that teachers influence the personality

4 . _
development of their pupils was ccrroborated by evidence fur-
nighed in two related studies by Perkins.‘ He -reported that

s . \ -

' 46 R. C. Ziller,‘"Ind1v1duation and Sociqlizatlon",

r

47 Louise B. Ames,."The Sense of Self of Nursery
School Children As Manifested by Their Verbal BehaviOr",

Journal of Genetic Psychology, LXXXI (1952), pp.123-232.

P :‘,-

48 Eldon E Snyder, “Self-Concept Theory: An Approach
to-Understanding the Behavior-of Disadvantaged Pupils”,
Clearing House, XL (December, 1965), p. 243

"
r .,
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teachers' perceptions of phpils!~self-concepts:werezin general,

positively and significantly related to their -pupils® expressed .

. self-concepts. This relationship was found to be even more

. significant for teachers who had completed a three year child

study program. Also, pupiigbof teachers who participated in

the child study program showed significantly better self-con-

;2cepts than pupils of teachers who did not participate in~the:

'program. The results of Perkins' studies indicated that teachers '

- did, either consciously or unce?sc1ously, influence the self—

L
concepts of students..49

+

Belief in the signfficence ofiteacher1influence'on
self-concept was further snbstantiated in a'étudy conducted
by Davidson and Lang. The lnvestigatlon dealt with the re-
1athnShlp between children s perceptions of their teé&chers' . :
feelings toward them and their own expressed self—perceptions;
The data‘.for the studyéwere collected by administering a check~
'list of edﬁectives td’the“students.i The adiectives-were of
"the "My feecher thinksﬂIremP and the JI think I am“\type.ﬁ
Davidson and-Langfconcluded \eatfthere.&éé a positive and sig-
| nificant correlation between the children s perceptions of

their teachers feelings_and their own selffconcept. Results

also 1nd1cated-that'children possessing more favourable self-

y
concepts Wwere mere likely to perceive their teachers!' feelings"

' 49 H. V. Perkins,‘“Teachers' and Peefs' Perceptions of
Childrens' Self-Concepts," Child Develogment, XXIX . (1958), K

', pp. 203-220.; see also H. V. Perkins, Factors Influencing

Change in Children's: SElf—Concepts" Child Development, XXIX
- (1958), p pPp. 221-230. - - .
° . &\.‘-C‘
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L . e
toward thenf’ as being- more favourable. In addition, the more
pos:.tive a child's pexrceptions of his teaghers feelings, - the

/4
better was the academ:l.c standing of the child and the more

* desirable was hJ.s classroom behav:.or. .The implications of

this study.are that in addii:_ion to children being aware of the

attitudes of teachers toward them, they also tended to per- - -

ceive themselves in much the same.manner that the teachers
perceive them.so. o ‘ T . . - )
. / . )

Melvin Manisf in another sfudy, pre.sented findings~

iwhlch lend further support to the 1dea of teacher influence

/

4‘ on chlldren s self-concept. The study, using college fresh—~

men as Bubjects, ‘was designed to test the assumption. that one s

.

" social interactions form the basis of. one s‘self—perceptions.

.Manis reported that a person's self-concept can be influenced

by. other pérson‘s _pero'eptio'ns of him after a ~per:i.od ln which
the 4peaop1e’w,ei:e permittéd to interact freely. He also re-

ported thqt there was no 'tendonc‘y for the sélf-—-esj:illnat'e to -
at‘ffect the view w‘hio_h othérs have of him. ' These firid;l.n_gs |

'ehat the things which an -individual sees -

apd'believes.about ‘himself were to an extent determined by

L]

what others bélieve about him, that is, what teachers l,:e‘.lie_ve.51
[ L]
\ ‘ >0 Helen H. Davidson and Gerhard Lang, "Childrén s
v Percept:.ons of Their Teacher's F ings Toward Them Related to
‘ Self-Perception, School Achievement and Behavior", Journal of
Experlmental Education, XXIX (December, 1960), PpP.107-118. e
51

Melvin Manis, "Social’ Interactlon and the Self-—

" Caoncept," Journal of Abnormal and-Social Psychology, LI,

(1955),. PP 262-370.
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Snyder summed up rather cOnc1sely the general feellng
~ about teacher-child 1nteract10n and self—concept when he
suggested that teachers may, unlntentlonally, through their

behaviors and attrtudes toward’ students, modlfy the se1f+

lmages of studeﬂts in a manner that is detrimental. ' He wrote

that . in view of the p0551b1e effects that they may haVe on

students, "teachers should try to antlclpate the consequences

to the‘students self-;mage."sz' B ,

Peer Influence on Self Concept

' ' Con51der1ng*the great 1mportance whach both theorlsts
_and researchers credlt to the "51gn1f1cant others}/“thls wkiter
found 1t most amazlng in that he was unable to 1ocate any
.reported research lnvestlgatlng“the effect that peers exert‘
gon‘the development of this particular aspect of a chiid's per-
sonality, or, for that matter,.personality development in

- - ' . ' -~ »

general.

Special Education ahd*éelf-Concept: Related Research
The continuing-expansion in special edﬁcation programs,
‘which was noted in Chapter 1, stimulated a tremendous amount
of research. However, very few research studies reported in.
the literature investigatea the relationship between special
‘education and chlldrensi?self concept. In fact, nost of the
literature, which was .reviewed by the writer‘for the purposes

-

32 pldon E. Snyder, "Self-Concept Theory¥ An Approach

. to Understanding the Behavior. of Disadvantaged Pupils"”, L
Clearing House, XL (December, 1965), p.244. :

-

;o
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of thJ.s study, was concerned w1th the self-concept of normal .
‘1nd1v1duals. For example, fol];ow:mg a recent. review of per- .
.sonallty research related to the mentally retarded Heber. con-'
cluded that "Desplte the importance of global concepts of
' 'feellngs about oneself'. in contemporary personality theory, E
one can only speculate about the self-concept of the mentally -

“
retarded."53 Jones also referred to thlS lack ‘of pert:.nent

-research _in her writings dealing with the 1abels and stigmas u
attached to special egucation' classes. Jones suggested ‘that .
some of the 1abels used in spec1al educatlon 1mp1y deflc1enc1es
and shortcomlngs Wthh may generate attendant problems of

: .loyzered self-concept and expectations which lnterfere with a
child's optimum growth and,development. She referred to the |
_fact\}-:hat' insufficient attention had been given to this area

- and reported that no. empirical study has been reporte‘d in the n
,A 11terature deallng with labels and stlgma in pub11c school

populatlons of exceptional ch:.ldren.54

" In spite of thlS-:.,
'dearth of relevant research related to. self-concept and the
exceptlonal child, several studies deal:.ng directly with this

J_ se‘c'tion, although not directly related to this ‘ared, also.pro-

L

; : ' ' - '
53 A : ' L ‘
_Rick Heber, "Personality", :Mental Retardation: A
~ Review of Research, ed. Harvey A, Stevens and Rick Heber
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1967), ‘p.l47. .

54 -
R. L. Jones, "Labels and St:l.gma of Special Educatlon."
Exceptlonal Ch:.ldren, XXXVIII (March 1972), pp 553-554. ;-

- '\l
. . > - “"? . [ '
- . ‘.—’? R v ! ' . »
o ‘:' L4 - . -
. . ’
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v::.ded flndings which shed llght on the reiatlonshlp of spec:.al

. —qf special class placement.56 According to _Meyerpwltz, the

- tarded children contend that arnong other advantages, these

2
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e,

c e

educat:Lon and self -concept

. Col}ine and Burger, in the most recent study reported,
compared educable mental ly retarded adolescents attending

spécial classes and adolescents attending classes for 'normal‘

students on the Tennessee SelfGConcept Scale.' They reported

oo

3
4

that there were s:LgnJ.fJ.cant dJ.fferences between the scores of -

e,ducable mentally r.etarded adolesceuts ‘and the normal adolescents_

on the self-criticism and social‘self subtests and concluded

o

that the retarded adolescents possessed more negative self-

concepts-and lower- self-—e‘steem.sAsl .. .'-T ?

-

Meyerowitz furnlshed evidence sa.mllar to that pro-’

v1ded by Colllns and Burger in a study in whlch he 1nuest1gated’ P

the change in retarded chlldrens' self-concepts as a° result .
Y

advocates of special class "blacement of educableﬂmehtéily.re—

classes promote’the ac.‘quz.sltlon of a more nearly reallstlc and
A i) B

healthy self—.concept. hls.contentlon was based upon the-

- -

e @ .
-

s-33 H. A. Colllns and G. K. Burger, "The Self-Concept«
of Adolescent Retarded Students", Education and Training of
the Mentally Retafded, V (February, 1970) > PP.23=30.

t

’ 56 J. H. Meyerow:l.tz,‘ "SelfGDerogat:Lons in Young Re-
tardates and Special Class'. P].Uacement"—/Cﬁ’J.ld Development, XXX
IIr (1962), PP- 443 451, ‘ TR .




E because of hJ.s low mental abll:l.ty that the child as a result
.self,

' class placement., He found that spec:.al class students in-

t.' early placement of the.se ch:.ldren was related to the develop-

" ¢oncept. L,

assumpt::.on that regular class placement confronted the re-v

ta:;ded ch11d w:.th standards that were so far out of reach

n

had no substantlal basis for formmg a healthy percept:.dn of

57 The results of the study supported his- hypothesJ,s' :

that there would be a change in self-c0ncept after spec:Lal

creased in self-derogatlons or. acquired a mOra negatlve self- B

concept after- one year in the special program s )

The reason:Lng behlnd early placement -of except:Lonal

*y

'chJ.ldren irito spec1a1 classes Has been that the longer the

retarded Chlld remaJ.ned in the reqular class, the more failures '

o,

he would meet, and thus J.ncreased the pr‘obab:.llty of hJ.m

developlng a negatlve perceptlon of h»:Lmself58 Mayer, investi-

N

gatmg the relatlonshlp between early spec1a1 class placement .

.
’

“and the self-concepts of mentally handlcappedcchlldren, furnlshed

L2

ev:Ldence, whlch corroborated the results reported by Meyerow1tz. -

I3

The results o:E this study did not, support the hypothes:.s ‘that.

ment of po.eutlve selchoncept‘s. No Justlflcatlon was J.ndlcated K
by the results that- early‘ldentlf:_.catlon and .placem‘ent of -

- < T L . :
exceptional children. in special c€lasses fostered a bettexr self-

it

f" N . 3 7’
.

. i 57

IbJ.d., P-243.

[

58 C. L. Mayer, "The Relationshlp of Early Spec:.al

' Class Placement and the Self-Concepts of Méntally Hahd:.capped

Chz.ldren ' Exceptlonal Cha.ldren, XXXTIIT (October, 1966) i pp 77-81,

. -
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; comparable to those reported by Carroll. as he found/that the .

and academ:n.c dchieveme

f ‘
w v w .
B N v et v
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Carroll, in another relevant study, 1nvestlgated theh

“effects of segregated and partlally integrated school programs
'. on - the self-concept of educable mentally retarded students.
‘ Carroll reported that students partlclpatlng :Ln the- partlally

ulntegrated program made a s:.gnlfn.cant 1mprovement 1n develop-

1ng a more pos.l.t.lve self—concept over one academic year.sgd "

’ ‘a ’ .' -
Welch, 1n a 51mllar study, also reported flndlngs /

—

" ‘type of school - ‘Program. did have an effecf/&n the self—concept -

of the. educable mentally retarde # Wwith- students in a part:Lally

han.those in a segregated settlng.ﬁo.
=, ' ) S - ’

~A1§§>,,2 auer, in a study investigating the detexminants

of sei"f-concept in educable mentally ret’arded c'hi'ldren., reported

."va.ndJ.ngs similar to those of Carroll and Welch. Bauer found

51gn1f1cantly higher self-concept scores for the chlldren .

placed in the partially segregated programs than for those

/ , ¢ ‘ ° .
children placed in a completely segregated ,settlng,.ﬁl

59A" W. Carroll, "'I‘he Effects of Segregated and- : ‘
Partially Integrated School ‘Programs ‘on. the Self-Concept and - ..
Academic Achievement of Educable Mental -Retardates", Excep- oo
tional Ch:.ldren, IV (1967), Pp.93-99. . L

60 E A. Welch, "The Effects of. Segregatlon and .Par-

:tn.ally Integrated School Programs on Self-Concept and Adadem- S

ic. Achievement of Ed‘ucable Mental Retardate v~ -Dissertation

Abstracts, 26. 5533~ 5534 1966
g——-,‘-q——-

6,1 Bauer, Daryll D. Jx. The Analys-us of Self—Concept
in Educable Mentally Retarded ‘Children as Measured by the

Self—-Symbols Test. (Unpubllshed Doctor’'s” dlssertatlon,
.University of V:Lrgrm.a, 1970) , P: 178, - ..

o
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o T Sl ; Elenbogen, Ain a gomparison study of two croups of-°'-'. O

1”=u“ | : mentally retarded students, ‘reported . ‘that those chlldren in '
special classes d1d not achleve as well academlcally as the ‘

retarded chlldren in the regular grades; however, there was f

an 1ndlcatlon that they were better adjusted soc1ally both

.in and out of sch_oql.62

[

-Apart from this study, most of the
research concerned with speclal classes and the self—concept'

) o 1nd1cated that spec1al class placement had a detrlmental effect

.
o .

i“”z : " én selfﬂconcept. col : N ; _, '
SO , v , L L o | | :
C ~ . Another study by Meyerowitz, altﬁouqh not directly
-q-invclving the sel#iCpﬁcept of special class students) gfo:' ';P'
° ), ' - vldedoevidence-Which'n;§ alsq be important in the‘consideration o

of the'effect-Which'speCial~class~placement Has on-self—cdncept
Meyerow1tz 1nvest1gated the effect ‘that, spec1a1 class placement
. of educable mentally retarded chlldren had on the attltudes

. of parents. He found that parents of chlldren who attended

spec1al cldss showed greater awareness of therr chlld's retar- -

2

L datlon jk& tended to derogate and gevalue theix Chlld more

nthan did parents of educable mentally retarded chlldren who

63

. were attendlng the regular classes. In light of the

drterature which was presented in the sectlon deallng,w1th

0 )
°

. . -

‘. Aspects Of Academic and Sogflal Adjustment of Two Groups of
- . Mentally Retarded Children in. Special Classes and in Regular
o Grades,“ Dlssertation Abstracts, 17° 2496, 1956. SRR

g ‘

63 y © s .
J. H. Meyerow1tz, "Parental Awaréness of Retarda- R
W , tion", American Journal of Mental Def1c1ency, LXXI (1967), - . P
e ,pp‘ 637~ 643.

~ y,/f:::::;/// ' 62 M. L. Elenbogen, A Comparitive Study of Some -
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Atlon.of the child changes whlch in turn may 1nfluence the

33

parental 1nf1uence on self-concept,’ it seems probable that Coy
a “ .
ahen chlldren .are placed in spec1a1 class a parent's percep—

[ \

child's sel%fbercebtion: T

) U~ <

- @ther recent’ studies concerned with the evaluation

A

I &

S

J{\(Johnscin, and Goldsteln, Moss,,and Jordan

_ular class settlng.ﬂ

of’ spec1a1 classes have -also produced results which corrobor-

( .
‘ate ‘the- flndlngs of earlier studles. Smlth and Kennedy,64

65 66 have conducted ~
studies that~have produced results which further substantiage e
the view expres?ed by Lilley that "épecial programs have pro-, _"'

duced 11tt1e that is suggrlor to what is’ prodﬁced in the reg- . &
67 . ’ '

. . )m ' . . P

64 H. V. Smlth and W. A. Kennedy, "Effects of Three .
ﬁEducatlonal Programs on Mentally Retarded Children", Percep-
fual and Motor 'Skills, XXIV (1967), p.l174. . .

2

- 65‘G' 0. Johnson, "Special Education for the Mentally
- Handic&pped - A Paradox", Journal of Exceptlonal Children XIX
(1962), pp 62-69, ~ - .
) . 66 O ' I
o H. Goldsteln, J. W, Moss, and L J Jordan, The :

"Efflcacy of Special.Class Training on the Development of

Mentally Retarded Children, (Washington, D.C.: Dept. HEW,
Office Educ., 1965). : .
‘¢ [} o

° 67 ,

M. S. L111ey,_"Spec1al Education: - A Teapot in a

Tempest“, Educational Perspectives in Learning Disability,
ed. D.D. Hamill and N. R. Bartel (Toronto:; John Wiley &,
Sons, Inc.¢ 1971).,

v
.
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. i Hence, it seems that much of the research dealing

- . * q .

'Wlth special education,: particularly that relating to self-

o - A
concept has produced findings that make spec1al class place-’

e o

ment a questionable procedure.

. "~ SUMMARY ci's REVIEW OF LITERATURE

o

The self—conceptxnas seen by the various theorists

Y, .; as that configuration of gqualities and characteristics which
1the,individuai_feels’are descriptive of himself. It was seen
';bﬁ the‘majority as that which is absent at birth and which

3]
develops through soc1al interaction as the child grows andy

o

matures. The child learns, through the use of language and
iqentification, the various attitudes, values, and opinions
which Signifrgant others in his enVironment havd toward then-
selves and him. Gradually, he accepts:these views of others
which result from social experience into his own vie&‘of.him-
self. The development self—concept was thought’ to be contin- .
uous as it is influenced by‘the varying social situations and
_ experiences. -It was fel% tp be in a state'of continuous

change and modification.

Q

Research indicated that parents exert the greatest '
influence over a child's self-concept. However, as.the child's
life space expandsr»the teacher and gradually the child's peers

become important sources of influence.

'
s —r——

Most of the research,reviewed concerned with special-

education and self-concept indicated that speCial class place-

nent would have a detrimental effect on a child" s self concept.

v T
.
‘-".
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querél studies, for example those by Collins and Burger, and

Meyerowitz, furnished findings that. indicated that special

' class placement resulted in the development of more negative

self-concepts. Carrpll, Welch, ang-Bauer found phat‘the type

of class placement did have an effect on self-concept, with

. “children in segregated settings having more negative. viewsof

o

themselves. Meyero®itz also found that’spgcial'cLass placement

did influence'the parents' perception of their children in a

“negative direction. "This negégivenpe;ception by pérents

gould affect the children's self-views. Apait frém the study

i s

- by Elenbogen, most of the research which was reviewed reported

¢ ' !
,findipgs which make plans\for further expansion in special

. . (q < < P <
classes a questionable idea until more .adequate research has

been conducted. = a ' "

-
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e © Chapter 3
PROCEDURES

The guﬁjects for this study were sglécted~children

" from within the Roman Cathogic School Board District for St.

John's. A .request was initiated with the School Board for

students to pérticipate in the study, (see Appendixes D and E).:

Out of the requested 600 students, a total of 401 children
were surveyed from.which 240 subjects wereAréndomly chosen to

constitute.the final.sample.

n

?ﬁe subjects were placed into eight gfoupé of 30°"sub-

jects each’according to the Vari;bles bf type of,claés place=.’
B menﬁ, grade level, and sex. (see'Table I). The total .number
of: special class male students surveyed was 60. Th;'fotal

number- of special classifemale students was 60. The total

- nymber of special class students included in the study was

< ~

i20. jThe,total number of male students in regular clasé
éettings included ih the, study was - 60. The number of fémale .
students in,feguiar class settihgs surveyed was 60. The total
‘ numﬁéi of children in regqular class seftings inciuded‘in ;ﬁe

study was 120. co S . \ h

As will be outlined in the section déaling with the
desqriptibngof the instrument, the;SSST differed from many of
the other self—concebt.inst;uments,in that it yielded a series

of scores on défvéral different dimensiogs of'self-concegt

¢

tn

K
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L T . C e :
. Number of Subjects by Grade Level, Sex, and Type of Class Placement
] Y
=

-

Reqular Class Setting

Special Class Setting

t

Grade Level: ) Male Female .~ . ‘ ' Male . Female . Totals

30 o 30 - o : 30 .30 120

4

Level 1 _ .
30 . . 30 . 120

‘Level II .30 30 - _

_- Totals . 60, | o 60 60 . 240

3
~ c
'
e -
¥
A
- ]
-
= [
°
L]
@
4.
a
19 - -
-
1
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tather than dulminatiné'in a.singie index of some giobal.nimen-
sion. The writer was 1nterested 1n comparlng the subjects on’
he ba51s of overall or total self—concept ds well as on the
nlne_subtest_scores.— Therefore, total scores fQ{ subjects

were calculated on the basis of whether'a high or low score

on each of the subtests was indicative of a favourable self-

'concept. A high score on the subtests Self-ésteem, Social '

Interest or Dependenby{ and Complexity was cons{dereﬁ indica-

tive of a fayourable self-conEept. A low score on. the sub- '

£}
* -~

tests Tdentiffcation with'Mother,.Identification with Father,
Identification with Friends, and Identification with Teacher,

Individuation and Realism for Size was considered indicative

"of a favourable self-concept..

The total self—concept was calculated by the

, followzng formula. -

Total Self- Concept Score = (48-EST) + (4~ DEP)
' - ¥ (12-COM) + MO + FA
: SR | + FR + TCH +.IND + REAL
EST'=hSe1f-Esteem |

. DEP = Dependency orx Soc1a1 Interest

COM = cOmﬂlexlty .
MO = Identification with Mother
FA = Tdentification with Father

_ L0
FR = Identification.with Friends’

TCH = Identification.ﬁith Teacher;
"-"IND = Individuation

'REAL = Realism for Size

-
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' The lower the Total Self—Concept Score the more favourable the

child's self-concept. N

The Questions to test the 'coﬁlparison of ,subj'ect‘ss“over-—
all self-concept were hypotheses I to VII.'~The'ques'tions-"to
test the compari'son of subjects on the hine subtest scores
were hypotheses VIII to xIv. All questions invesltigate‘d' hy:'

this study were stated in the 'null hypothes15 form.

s »

Hypothesis,I: No significant Hifference will exist be-

tween’total scores on the SSST as they relate to type of

'+ ¢lass placement, grade level, "and sex.

ijpothesis II: No significant difference will exist be-

tween total scores on'the SSST as they réiate to type of

o

class placement and grade level.

' Hypothesis III: " No- significant différ’ence will exist

between total scores on the SSST as they relate “to grade

level and sex. : . : T

Hypothesis IV: No s:.gnlflcant difference will exist be-"

tween total scores on the SSST as they relate to type of ‘

class placement and “sex. . I

Hypothesis V- No s:.gn:.flcant dz.fference w:n.ll ex1st be-

" tween the total scores of male and female students on the

. SSST.

A

Hypothe51s Vi: No 51gn1f1cant difference w:|.11 exist be-

tween the total scores of grade ‘level I and grade 1eve1 II".".

L]
v

students on the gsST. ‘ e
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Hypothesis “VII: No significant difference will exist be-

)tween the total séofes of regular class students and

special class students on the SSST.
]

Hypothesis VIII: No significant differences will exist

-

between the results of the nine subtest scores on the SSST

as they'relaté to typé of ciasslplacement,-grade,lgvel,

and sex. . ' ., . : , 0

(2

‘'Hypothesis IX: .'No significant-differences will exist be-

tween the results of the nine subtest scores on the SSST
. X :

as they relate to type of class blacement and grade level, -

Hypothesié X: No significdnt diffqrenégs~will exist be-"'.
tween the results of the nine subtest scores on the SSST

as they relate to gra&e level and sex.

v

Hypothesis XI: No significant differences will ‘exist be-

tween the results of.the nine subtest scores on the SSST

as they relate to type'of class placement and sex,

Hypothesis XII: No éignifiqant diffefences‘will-exisﬁ be-~

o vﬁweén.male and female students and the reéults of their
e - ' . : ‘ '
nine subBtest scores on the SSST.

.

Hypothesis XIII: No significant differences will exist be-

tween grade‘leﬁel I'ahd*épade level II students and the '

results pf'théir5nihe subtest scores on the SSST.

tnypothésis XIV;. No significant differences will exist be-
'fthéen—sééuiar—e%ass—atudeﬁts—and%speciai—ciaSS“stpdent§“~*: E

" and the results of their nine subtest scores on the SSéT.

~

4
2
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DESCRIPTION OF INSTRUMENTATION :

The Self—SociaI'Symbols Test%(SSST) consists of a

‘booklet contalnlng a. series of geometrlc de51gns. Circies

;and other figures were used to represent the self and other

t .

persons of 1mportance. Qhe.subjects were.requested to reSpond'

to each item by choosing one of the figures:- in each series to

represent the self or some’ other person, The SSST yields nine
, . . ) .o . \ 4

subtest scores. . -

A dlscus51on concernlng the ratlonale and- theoret1ca1

framework of the lnstrument was included in thls sectlon.

'Alsor each of the 1nd1v1dual tasks of the SSST were discussed.

The latter dlscu551on included a description of the operations
lnvovled in each task and an explanatlon of the theoret1ca1
;nterpretatlon of the meaning of each (See Appendlx A‘for a
copy of the SSéT). It shouid be pointed out .that the materlal
presented in this sectlon- not the- author’ k: and can be v1ewed

in its entirety in the SSST mandal. - ‘ T

ot

Theoretlcal Background and - Ratlonale

The SSST was a new approbach to the measurement of self:

'concept The ethod attempted to eliminate the inadequacies

and short-comlngs W ch Wylle2 concluded were inherent in’

.

'] / N
1 R. C Ziller, B. H. Long, and E.” H. Henderson, Manual
for the Self- Social Symbols Method (Unpublished test, 19655.

2 Ruth C. ylle The Self Concept (Lincoln, Nebraska-
Unxvers;ty -of Neb ska Press, 1961), p.l11l4. ) 4
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instruments which were used in previous stuéies.

The first and 'basic underlylng assumption behlnd the

SSST,was that it was also.p0551b1e for a person to_communlcate

his seIf-cdncept nonverbally. It was also assuméd that.the var-

ious arrangements of symbols'in the SSST booklet were analogous
. s - -
to the self-other relationships which a person experienced in

his life space. The findingé‘pf Ziller and‘Long3 and Kuethe'4
. L. - : N

supported this latter assumption and also ﬁrovided support for

!
’

the validity of various tasks found within the SSST.

Anothef‘assmnption‘uhdarlying this method was that the
partipﬁlar spatial arraagementslindiéated by the subjects in -
_ﬁach—of the tasks‘afe inta;pretable and that each of the non-
veibal respoases have common and easily tfanslatab1é7meanings;
The research findings pf Heiders and Michotteq provided‘empir-

ical support for this assumption of common meanings. They

.found agreement among subjects about the meaniﬁqg”aﬁa’hofives'

, . . a
,3 R, C. 2Ziller and Barbara H. Long, Self-Soc1al Con-~-

structs and Geographic Mobility (Paper presented EPA meetlng,

‘Atlantic City, N.J., 19657; , ,

< ’- A
) 4 J. L. Kuethe, "Prejudice and Aggression: A studyL
of Specific Social Schemata," Perceptual and Motor Skills,
XVIII,(1964), pp. 107- 11s,

¢ 5 F. Heider, The Psychology of Interpersonal Relations

2

(New York: John Mllley’and Sons, Inc., 1958), p.31.

. 6 A. Mlchotte, lLa Perception de la Causalite, (2nd
Ed.) (Louvain: Publicatlons Universitaires de Louvain, 1954).

-
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.aséociated with stimulus objecte arrangéd'and moved in par-
tjcular ways wh ch seemed to guggest a language‘of spatlal
. arrangements"ﬁhich was possible to read. ~

TheASSSlmmethod also:assumed that the pon;verhal'ap-
proach'to the measurement of'self-concept would result in a o
more valid profile of the 1nd1v1dual's self—concept than pre-
vious verbal approaches. The reasoning behlnd thls preference
for.the non-verbal test was found in the weaknesses contained
in the verbal self-reports.- For enample, it was felt that o

verbal tesfS'were ;nfluenced by such thlngs as verbal fluency

fand vocabulary. Also, since word meanlngs vary ‘from culture

to culture7 and even from individual to 1ndiv1dual, unequlvocal

-

'1nterpretatrons of verbal self-descrlptlons vere qulte dlfflcult.

'Furthermore, another weakness 1nherent 1n the Verbal self~ %

' concept lnstruments was that subjects may respond to the tasks

8

~in a "socially’ des1rable‘manner rather than accordlng to.thelr

T . :
own true' feelings. The SSST method was an attempt to eliminate -

some of these difficultiest

7 .‘) ' ' . . ‘~ i a ’ ‘ b
E. P. Hollander, Principles and Methods of Social
Psychology (New York: Oxford University Press,‘l967),'p.246.

P

8 J. C. Loehlln, "Woxd Meanlng and Self- escrlptlon "
Journal of Abnormal and Social P_ycholqu, LXIT 1961) , pp. '

’28 34 . . . S

! /

o
/’l
" Teo-

-
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It seemed that there was an obv1ous advantage to this

i

method of self-concept measurement in tfat no readlng ablllty'

was requlred.g The'subject.was nqt henzlcapped merely because

he did not have the necessary reeding skills to underssand Ehé‘

questiobs contained in the test. This would be espec1ally true
for the slow learnlng or retarded chlldren. Also, the SSST
method resulted in a’ serles of scores on several dlfferent

dimensions of selfnconcept rather than culminatuu;xn a SLngIe
index of some global dimension. o ' : .
' 14 .o ’

= . ¢ .,

THE TASKS: DESCRIPTIONS AND THEORETICAL MEANINGS

Self-esteem’

a L]

Self-esteem was thought to-be a. person s perceptlon
of his worth./ It was assumed to develop in a social context
and accrue from an accumulatlon of self-other comparisons on-

an evaluative dimension.

&

There were two basic types of tasks used. to measure

° ,

self-esteem. Both tasks were_designed along the_samelprincih.-
ples. The tasks were vertical esteem, which wes’foundjto be

most effective with young pre-reading children, and horizontal

. esteem, apéropriate for children once they have ‘learned to ' .

A fead,-as well as for older subjects. 'When used with the same

I

‘subjects, both vert1ca1 and horlzontal esteem related.p051t1vely

'
[

* and 91gn1flcantly w1th each -other. R ’ -,"

The task measurlng vertlcal esteem con51sted of a

: column of five oF. six c1rcles each of whlch represented ‘a

‘o

~qh11d.. The subject was 1nstructed to selebt Jne Of the circles
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. to stand for himself and place his initial .in it. Higher '

seif-esteem was associated with a higher position, with scores

1y P Y

) - - !
. ranging frem:one. to six from bottom to' top. The research - -

e

. the "good-bad" semantic dimension5

" horizontal esteem was the same.. Six circles were arranged -in

ulto a stimulus in the extreme left p051t10n. This assoc1at10n

‘.,3was probably a function of the cultural norm (found in .numerous

‘ }‘left. The hlgher ‘the total. score on these tasks the hlgher - ' 1

ranged from one to six from right to left with the-higher .

oresnlts"of Desoto, London, and Handel9 pro&ided empirical >

support for the ratlonale hehlnd this task They reported

an assocxatlon between the hlgh—low phy51ca1 dimens1on and

s, -

»

The'procedhre.uséd with young children for measuriné

. » . i . o
‘a row and the child-selected one to" be himself. The scores N

. 1)

/ ‘ . . .
score indicating higher esteem; The walidity of the-agsump-
tlon assoc1at1ng Value with a left position was supported by

Morgan sL flndlng that subjects attrlbute greater 1mportance

.culture) of beginning rows of readlng and-wrltlng on the - o

- 0n

. the self*esteem.

‘.‘ S 4 .. f_- ’ .w 'L.)P“'rr

9

/
C. yBw Desoto, M. London, and S. Handel, "5001a1

Reasonlng and Spatial Paralogic", Journal of Personality and
5001a1 Psychology, II (19%5), pp 513-521. .. -
10 * ‘.r‘ .

J. J. ‘Morgan, "Effects of Non—Rat10na1 Factors in
Inductlve Reasoning," Journal. of Exper1mental Psycnblbgy,

XXXIV (1944), pp.159- 168. - C .
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el Soc1a1,1nterest or dependenCY was thought to, be the :

‘an 1nd1v1dual.

ol -

- . Tae

Soc1a1 Interest or Dependengy ' .

F'degree ‘to which' a person percelved hImself as a part of a

, igroup of dthers, as opposed to a perceptlon ‘of the self as

* e ‘o
.

.- -

-
e

/] The concept of social interest originated, with adlertt

o

and was con51dered ‘by h1m to be a trait of central 1mportance

for the.personalrty. He suggested that the range of a person s

t

affectionate interest and concern'ls what constltutes social
. 1

:1nterest, and that low soc;al 1nterest 1mp11es an isolation

of the person and a pr1vate 01ew of the world. - Further, when ’

d person is hlgh in soc1a1$1nterest, ‘one may 1nfer “that he
' perceives himself ‘as part of such a group.and is respon51ve

tovits demands{,,Such,social tendencies, whioh\presumably stema
fron:affiliatiyelmotiyes, may be related'to specific needs for = -, .°
~socia1-oomparison12 or may 1nvo1ve a more Qeneral enjoyment v :
' of the "give andatake"qof soc1a1 1nteractlon. '

. & Ve .

In the SSST approach, the 'task whichnwas.use%,for
measuriné social intetest consisted»of'three circles represent®
":ing people (parents, teachers, and friends) arranged at the

.

>

Ce _ .

.

A. Adler, The Practice and Theory of. Ind1V1dua1 3f
Psychology}(New York' 'Harcourt, Brace, and CoO., 19277’ ‘

’

12 Stanley Schacter, The Psychology of Affiliation ot

l

. (Stanford, Ca11forn1a. Stanfordenlver91ty Press, 1959)°, p.20.

a .
[} . *
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/Ideﬁtlflcatlon )
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apefes‘of an imaginary‘eqdilateral triangle.' The subject-was

1nstructed to draw a, Cerle to represent hlmself anywhere on

-

the .page. Placement w;thln or in close v1c1n1ty of the

‘mjtrlangle of others was interpreted ‘as soc1a}/anterest or -
. ; .
dependency and scored as one. 0therw1se, a chcle representlng

v
self drawn" out51de the tr;angle was scored as zero. The

v

hhlgher the total score. on these tasks, the higher the soc1a1

a

[ ‘ R— g
i . . s

'I

- - A number of theorists suggested that the young ch11d S.

1dent1f1catlon w1th his parents serves as the bas1s of: soc1al-
' J - .
g vlzatlon as well as. of the development of a functional self—

/ ,concept. * This process was presumed to. lead to the use of

i .

"1 .the parent as a model, with much learnlng occurrlng through

© imitation. . , ‘
N I . ° .
L ' Although these 1deas have recelved general- acceptancey

L ,there remains dlsagreement about the nature and dynamlcs of
! ", ]
/ th1s process. In the SSST method, Parsons' 113 deflnltlon,
j'e y

./'whlch had an-adVantage of 51mpllclty, was accepted According-

- to Parsons, 1dent1f1catlon is the placement of the self in-a
)“ P o
we":category with the‘other person.. He also suggested that’
. b0 -7 . <3 )
o ., . - A , - " . - :. A ) , \ '
g .. Y . . ) . ‘\'v'. _l.“
13

’

—_ A UK Parsons, "Famlly Structure and 'the Soc1allzatlon

~of the- Child," Family," Sociallzatlon, and Interactlon Processes
- «ed. T. Parsons’ and—i. F. Bales (Glencoe, I11:. The Fr Free Press,
1955) ¥ 4 pp 91"941 " a :

- .
EaAN



.Heider's

~ . o L © . a8
such patterns of‘idehtificatidn gradually-expand as the yoﬁng

child matures. The SSST method used separate tasks to measure
. i #
identification w1th mother, father, teacher and friend. Eaaﬁ

of these tasks consisted of a rowQf circles with the end -

. circle, alternately on the left or right, representing the

._:particular other.person and indicated by a letter or picture.

The subject was instructed to select one of the other circles
N i

. to represent himself. The tasks were scored one to six from

- -

'near to far from the other person. The lower the score, the

1ower was the distance between the other and self and thus

the greater was the 1dent1f1catlon. This ‘was supported by.
. o S

14 idea that the placement of two objects together

unites them, and in this case was the "we" suggested by Parsons.

Individuation or Minority;Identification
' These terms served to describe a single idea whlch was
whether the person thinks of himself as 51m11ar to or different

from the majority of other children in h}s enVLronmentg

In'general majority identification was presumed to
reflect a degree of. securlty accompanled by deperSonallzatlon,

while m1nor1ty 1dent1flcat10n 1nvolved less securlty but

greater personallzatlon. As suggested by lele_r,15 majority

and minority.identification i?y be alternating mechanisms

-

14 F. Heider, op.cit., . , ;] ) :
15 R. C. Ziller, "Ind1v1duat10n and Soc1allzatlon"

Human Relation, XVII (1964), p PP. 341-360.

u . -

b
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rathexr than- mutually exclusive. Although minority identifi-
cation may facilitate ego identity, majority identification
may permit a useful and comfortable pause or plateau pre-’

. paratory to self organization.

<]

The SSéT approach measured tﬁis construct of individu-
ation or mino;ity identifiéatioﬁ by presenting a series ot'
circles; a majority of one kind, kshaded, plain or triangles,
séuares) the minority another. The subject was then.asked;to
- choose ‘a citcle'or symbol to represent‘the'Self from an array
includinngne.ef eacﬁ kind at the side of the page. To con- "
trol for perference for a particular symbol, minority and o
majority symbols were alternated throﬁghout the test. The
choice ef'a symbol which was different from the majority of
symbols'pfesented was scoted as one. The higher the score

on the tasks which measured this particular trait, the higher

the minority identification or i*dividuation.

Complex1ty c o . o

The complex1ty of the self ‘concerned the degree of -
‘differentlatlon 'of the self-concept. Lew:.n16 more spec1f1cally
defined complexlty as the nunmber of parts comprlslng the- whole.

It was thought that as the child develops and encounters ‘an

increasing number of diverse self-other relatlonehlps, these ,
A . ) - : '

16 K. Lewin, Principles of Topolog1ca1 Psychology )
(New York: McGraw, 1936), PP. 187 188.
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- continuing comparisons as well as development in intellectual;

. cap'écij:y will ‘over time result in a ﬁpré complex ponceptidn ofv_,"
. self. ' A person wiﬁh a more complex conception of self was -
thou’ght' to be less likglj to }Je disturbed 'bj\hew experiences
- whichﬁuay‘ seem incongruent with his p;e'sent selif-system.l-7

complexity in the SSST appJ.:oach. was operati.onai']‘.y
‘di‘afined as the selection of a more complex design to represent
tlhe self,.' The giesigns presented' on each"task varied in éorhf’
'pliexify and were derived f.‘;:‘OIfl the wo'J\;’k of Glanzer ® who had
s{xbjects rate a collectionlof designs along a simple to complex
dimgnéion. He réportéd a high correlation between ﬁhes‘e
.ratings énd the number of words needed -to; describe the des‘ignsu;.-
In this approach t.he choice of a more complek design was inter-
i:feted as -greater complexit:;r for the self. The moré qdn}pléx
design was accorded a higher score, witﬁ the higher scofés

" indicating glreater complexity. : . f
-

1Y

4 *
Realism for SiZe
. . » <-\4' i
This construct was used to test %he hypothesis of how

real_'istic the ;e\r%on's conception of self may be. A correspond-

N

- 17 R. C. 2iller, Joan Hagey, Méry D. .Smith, and
Barbara H.  Long, "Self-Esteem: A Self-Social Construct,"
~Joprnal of Consulting- and Clinical Psychology, XXXIII (1969),
pPp.84~-95, o . ) ' .

. 18‘ Jd. Clanzer éndrw. H. Clark, "Accuracy of Perceptual
Recall: An Analysis of Organization," Journal -of Verbal Learn--—
.ing and Verbal Behavior, I (1963), pp.289-299.

' -
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ence between physical self and the self-concept was considered

to be reallstlc and’ may indicate an acceptance of the phy51cal

LY

self as opposed to self dlssatlsfactlon. In relatlon to size,
the concept of reallsm seemed most .appropriate for young

children, since their size was invariably small when compared

~, JREEY .
to that of adults.

'In the tasks that measured realism. for size, the sub-

I

ject was presented with a series of circles of three sizes.
Flrst, the subject was asked to select one circle to be his

father and then\Another one to be hlmself Self~selection

]

was always made relative to the selection of a symbol for an

adult. The circles were scored one tobthree points for those

[y
L]

representing the child, from Smallest to largest. Higher™

_scores represented less realism.

Reliability and vValidity of the Instrument

The authors of the SSST method reported reliability
studies done on the-various tests} For this partlcular test,
.a sample of . 100 thlrd-graders produced split-half rellabllltles
on the varlous subtests rangrng from .47 to: .79 with a median of
.63. The construct validity of the instrument was establisned
by compa;ing the non-verbal responses on the tasks to veroal
'self-descriptions. Also, validity was established on-the

basis of evidence furnished by studies relevant  to the assmup- -

tions involved in the various tasks.

\

¢

.19 R. c; Ziller, H. Long and E. ﬁ Henderson, Manual
for the Self-Social Symbols Test (Unpublished. test, 196 5),
pp.21-48. j ’




_STATISTICAL TREATMENT OF. DATA
. \

The SSST was admlnlstered to the subjects 1n groups.
It was adminlstered to spec1al class subjects in groups of

approxlmately 10. The SSST was administered to regular

“a
B

‘ class subjects in groups of apprcxlmately 25, . Testing time

ranged from 30 to 50 minutes for each testlng period. The

SSST was administered by the inmestigétor.

Y !

The~statistical methods used to analyze the‘déta‘were

the multlvarlate and.unlvarlate analysis of variance (MANOVA)

'the F statistic, and ‘the t-test. The t-test was used to test

differences'between means of gfoups.: The hypotheses were

' tested -for rejectlon or acceptance at the alpha O 05 level of

51gn1f1cance. -The data were computer analyzed by the Newfound—

land and Labrador Computer Serv1ces L1m1ted

J

¢ -]

v 20 William ‘w. Cooley and Paul-R. Lohnes, Multlvarlate

. P

Data Analysis' (New York-, John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1971),
Pp.223~-241.

21 Elllot Cramer and Darrell R. Bock, "Multivariate.

,Analysis“ Review of Educatlonal Research, XXXVI (1966),

pp-604_615.

v "-,
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Chapter 4

' DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

1

' The subjects for the study were selected children

’from within the Roman Cathollc School -Board District for St

.John s. A total of 401 children were- admlnlstered the Self-

Soc1al Symbols Test (SSST) Using randOm sampllng procedures,

240 subjects were chosen as the populatlon for the study.

After subjects were deleted from the sample due,to-

_incomplete respbnées, multiple responses tolitems, incomplete

‘personal data, and their chronologlcal ages not falllng within.

N
the age ranges defined for their respective grade leVels, the

i

remalnlng subjecta ware placed into 1 6f 8 groups acgordlng

to tag iﬁdependent variableéfof type of class-piacemenﬁ;kg;ade

level, and sex. In those groups where there were more subjects |

¢
»

than the desired 30 subjects, -the subjects‘Were,assigned'

numbers and ‘selection of the 30 subjects for the group was

madéAusing a table of random numbers.) - o .

This chaptef conside;ed'the-statisﬁical analysis of /.

.9

« ! "-.
“ ¢

b undamental Research Statlstlcs for

John T. Ro coe

* the Behavioral Sciences (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Wlpston,-
- Inc., 1969), PP. 2~86 .287 o . Lo ) . : :

.
£t . =1 -
. -

the results of the study'in rﬁlatioh to the fourteen hii::Bgses

Y

axs
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presented 1n Chapter 3. Multivariate techniques were utilized

in the ané.lysis. To tes‘ﬁwhypotheses one to severf of no signifi-

cant differences among various groups of students‘and‘between

groups of Students, the total scores on the instrument ,(SSST)

were analyzed using the univariate analysis of wvariance. To

teét'hypotheses eight to fourteen of no significant differences

amoﬂg 'varioggr_o'ups of students and between ‘gro'ups of students,

the. nine subtest scores on the instrument (SSST) were.analyzed

~

,using the multivariate analysis of variénce.. If the multi-

variate F test was significant, univariate F tests for eécvh

‘subtest were reported to indicate there significént differences

'existed., Both the univariate F-tests and the multivariate F

tests used the alpha 0. 08 level of significance as the basis

. for acceptance or réjection'of the null hypotheses. The data

v L
were computer analyzed by the Newfoundlqnd' and Labrador Com-

puter Services Limited. .

-~
-1 -

UNIVAIQ;[ATE ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS' SCORES
FOR TESTING HYPOTHESES I TO VII -

Lo All students involved were asked to complete a test_:,‘~
Self-Social Symbois Test, consiéting_ of 46 tasks contributing

to nine subtest scores. From the nine .subtest” &cores,, a total

1} .

,seif—concépt score was calculated and, was the dependent variable

’

in ‘jthe analysis “for hypothesées one to seven. The procedure

H b . . °. .
used' to calculate the total score was outlined in Chapter 3
(see pa‘ge 38). In relation to the students' total score, the

ef,'fect of- three- independent variables; (1) type of class %‘lace-—

' ment, (2) 'érade level, and ;' Sex were investigated. The
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. <independe_nt i(ariableus were referred to as factors throughout

the analysis and discussion of results. s Ay
" The first null hypothesis was retained _as.no‘signifi—

«

‘cant difference/existed between total scores on ‘the SSST as
"' . they related to. type of class placement, grade level, and sex.
The univariate F ratio of 3.1315 for hypothésis I was not sig-

nificant ‘at the alpha -0.05 level of significance. (See Table

¢

II) . Therefore, it was concluded that the three-factor inter-
aéti_oq of type of class placement, grade level, and sex had

no effect on the students' total: scores on .the SSST. - -

d

The sece'nd null hypothesis postulated that no signifi-
"~ cant difference would exist between total scores on the SSST

as they related to type of class placement .and grade level.

]

This hypétheeis ‘was alsc retained. The univariate F ratio of
- 0.0526 for hypothesis II.was not sigfiificent ‘at the alpha 0.05
- level of significance. (See Table II): Thué v it was concluded

. that the two-factor interaction of type of class placement .and

grade level had na effect on the students' total scores on the
. ) 1 . ’ ) . -

sssT.’

! S

The *third. null hypo_thesié was retained in that no sig-
- nificant difference existed between total ‘scores on the SSST as

they related tp grade level .and sex. The univariate F ratio
' of 0.8723 for'hy;_;othesis IIT was not significant at the alpha
0,05“lé\}e1 of sign'ificance'.' (See- Table II). "Hence, it was’

goncluded that the two~factor, interaction of grade level and

sex hed no effect 6n j:he_s'tgdeni:s' total scores on".th'e SSST.
' A L] : - '



TABLE II

~

'Analy51s of Variance. for Comparlson of Students Total Scores Grotped Accordlng
. -.of Class Placement, Grade Level, and -Sex

to Type

ﬁnifhniéte F tests = - .a. TR
Squrce of Variable = _ ° Hypothesis F* - éligésfhhan  Conclusions
- Variatipn ] o , Mean Square : T : .
® . ‘- . N ° ot ) ) rJ i
1..Px L'x § ' -Total Score -~ . 194.3998 .  3,1315 0.0781 . Not Significant
2. Tx L' ° Total Score . 3,2667  0.0526 - 0.8188 Not Significant
3, LxS§ Total Score . . 54.1490 * 0.8723 . © 0.3514 _Not Significant
j} T x S : Total Score" o 30.8170 - - 0.496& . . 0.4819 Not Significant
5.8 . Total Score  224.2654 , - 3.6126 0.0586 ' Not Significant
- ' © - : ) v
6L - Total Score =~ 0.8167 . . 0.0132 0.8088  “Not Significant
SRR S  Total Score ° 104.0159 . 1.6756 0.1968 “ Not Significant
.= type'of class placemeﬂt; 2~levei§, l = special class setting, and'2~= regula}'class éettinq.

L.= grade level, 2 1evels, 1l = grade level I and 2 grade level II. '

S = sex of students, 2 levels, 1 = male, and 2 = female. ’
~*§£ for hypothesis = 1,~§£’for error = 232.

N = 240-.~ | S
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_' ‘ Hypothesis four\, that no s:.gnlficant differences would
ex:.st between total, scores on the SSST as they related oto type
of class plac.ement and sex, was also L:etained. The univ_ariate
F ratio of 0.4964 for hypothesis IV was not'significant as
the alpha 0.05 level of s1gnificance. (See Table IIQ Thexeé
fore, it was concluded that the two factor 1nteractlon of

type of class placement and sex had no effect on the students'

"total scores the SSST.

The fifth null hypothesis was retained ‘as no siénif—

—r
1cant dlfference ex:.sted between the total scores of male and'

female students: on the’ SSST. The univariate F ratio of
“’3 6].26 for hypothesis V was not s:.gnlflcant at the alpha 0.05
level of significance. (See T;able II). 'Thus, it was ‘con~ -
cluded that the main effect Of sex had no effect on the

students' total scores ©n the SSST. .

The _sixth null hypothesis postdlaged that no signif-i—

cant. difference would exist between the total scores of grade

.level I and grade level II students on the SSST. This
hypothesis was ret?airied. The univariate F ratio of 6.0_132
fot hypothgsis.VI was not significant at the alpha 0.05 level
of significance.' (See Tahle II). Hence, it was concluded

that,the main effect of the factor g‘rade level had no effect
- on the .students" total scores on the SSST.

<

The seventh null hypothesis 'is retained in that no sig-

nlflcant difference existed between the total scores of reg—

~

’ ular class students and spec1al class students on the SSST. .
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The univariate F ratlo of: l 6756 for hypothesm VII was not

. )_51gn1f1cant at the alpha 0 05 1level .of 51gn1f1cance.‘ A (See

’

Table II). Therefbre, it was concluded that the ma1n_effect "

' -

" of the factor type of class placernent had no effect on the"

student's total scores on the SSST.

sard

In summary, ln relatlon to the dependent varlable of
students' total self—concée}at scores .oh” the SSST the effect
of three mdependent varlables or factors, (1) type of class
placement, (2) grade level, and (3) sex were 1nvest1gated
}\Iul'l hypbtheses one to seven’ postulated tha:t no. \s:.gnlflcantv
"differences would exist between total ‘scores as ‘they were

-effected 'b'y the ‘three main factors and 'interactions of the

t
4

‘three factors. The unlvariate analy51s of variance ‘Las used
f \I

to test the null hypotheses of no’ mean differences between

t

. groups 6f students on the dependent var:.able of total score.
P ratios were computed for t}fe'runivariate tests.of équal-ity'
) of group mean vectors. -The univariate F tests, for one th'ree'—

-factor 1nteract10n, three two—factor 1nteract10ns and three’

main’ effects .dlfferences are reported :Ln Table II
]

Exam1nat‘:.on of Table IT reveals that the univariate;,

F- ratlos were not s:Lgn:LfJ.cant at the alpha 0 05 level of s:.g-'

n1f1cance. It was concluded that there were no 51gn1f1cant

. three-factor -interaction or two--factor interactions between L

'the three factors exammed, type of class- placement, grade'

' ‘.le,vel,' ‘and sex. Also, there .were no s:LgnJ.fJ.cant main effects

v .

differences for either of these factors. Thus, 1t was con- '

"cluded that tipe of . class placement, grade level, and sex ha

L Is

no_effect on. the students “total scores on the SSST.
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HULTIVARIATE ANALYSES OF _,SI/ DENTS' SCORES PR
. FOR TESTING HYPOTHESIS VIIL TO XIV

: St_udent scores on the SSST corisisted of nine'subtest‘,' g
: scores. These nind subtest -scores were ~the’dependent variables
l used' for testing u,hypotheses eight*to fourteen. In the' analysis
‘" of student scores three factors were im'restigat'ed to. deter--

A mine lf any 6f these affected student- responses on the xﬁ.ne

subtests. Possible interactions among factors were also An- .
' vestigatedﬁ The three factors. were (lc)ﬂj.ype of class place-'-
'k . ' . ment (2) grade level, and (3) sex. A%ary of the number

) . of studenif’é: J.nvolved in the study accordlng to type. of class
placement, grade levelr ‘and sex is glven in'Table I on page " S
37., . _ .
3 o S e ' ’

Table IlI presehts the results of the multivariate
analys:Ls of variance that was 'carried out - for hypothesgs
elght to fourteen of: the student subtest scores. In this Ca

1

‘ table only the multivariate F te'sts were reported

E o N ,. L The eighth null h‘ypothe51s was retained as nor51g‘—

- E nlficant differences ‘existed between the results of

.nine subtest scores on the SSST as they rel

Q

to. type of

' ’ﬂ; . class placement, grade level and s Examination of Table

.fw""."';':“?:?-} : éy‘ II‘ réveals that the ‘multj iate F ratio of 1.1697 for

L e '»“hypothesis VIII “not l51gni'ficant at the alpha’0. 05 level
‘ icance. Therefore,. it was-concluded that the ree-
factor interaction of the factors type of class placement,

T . grade ‘level and “sex had no effect on the students ,sub_test .

L -

1 f .
‘ . . . [
1l . v
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) TABLE IIT c e " . (, o

.Analysis Qf varlance for Comparlson of \Student Scores Grouped Accordlng to Type -of Class

L Placemen A Grade Level, and Sex. K a ) _
R ) o L . Co. }v - Rt VoL e g . . . ',. . . X ) - \
, e . . . . ' . !I‘ |. . . A o .. J... . =
~ — - - . — — - : - : -
B LY. ) } ° L4 N e - . . .. . » 'a'
"Multivariate F tests ' § :
— ~ A . ! . - i ' “ ® . . . - B 1[-
Source of -~ Variables .df for - da€ for . . F- ., B less than Conclusions 'R )
-Varlatlon . - -H§pothe515 . Error o T : : : ' L 2
° - . « - L]
. T 'L x.S All Nine >9.ooo ' 224.000 1.1697 0.3154 _ : Not .Signifieant -
2. Tx L All Nine ~  $.000 224,000 .° 1.0589 © 0.3942 -~ Not. Significant )
. i N . ] R . . Lo :b - . . .
3. LxS . oAll Nine - 9.000 . 224,000 . 2.4560  0.0110 - . Significant, 0.05* ¢
. .‘; ) - ’ ) ) ' . . . - - . b .. . * . . ... ) :|E“_
4., T X S . All Nine - .9.000 - 224.000 . 11,3997 . 0.1893 .~ . . Not Significént- | -
5.g © _ All Nine - 9.0WG : 224.000  5.7856 -  0.0001 ‘'significant, 0.05%%
6. L- .~ All Nipe .9.000 - "224.000 - 0.7671  0.6472 = <_ . Not significant .
7. T " -all Nine - 9.000 2-24.’00’0, T 6.4613  0.001 . , Slgruflcant, 0.054%%
_ _ oo : , A _ ; ‘ . v .
S opos= type of class placement, 2 leVels 1 = spéc:.al class vsett:!.ng, and- 2 =.regular c_l“ass s\ g%i;n:ng.
L= grade level 2'1eval 1= grade level.I, and 2 - grade 1eve1 II ' o e 'iir }. o
: 3 . S : - '
§'= sex of studex;ts, 2 levels, o male, and ? female R ’
.* see Table . IV for unlvarlate F. tests - - y e . e - ' ' “:;ﬁ
f~** see Table V for unlvarlate F*tests ' ' '
" *%%°gee Table ViI for univariate F tests o
o ‘-;, . . . o e .o S . . ©
. = :’ ! _.



Examination of Table III reveals that the multlvarlate‘;,ratlo

L of 2, 4560 for hypothe51s X was 51gn1f1cant at the alpha.0,05

Examination of Tahle IV reveals a SIgnlflcant 1nteractlon

[ . . . .
. . .
[ . : . 4
L . . e »

v T R o - 61
» - . !' .

._scoresyon the SSST. Slhce the multlvarlate F test was not 51g-

- e

nlflcant (P>'0 05), the unlvarlate F tests are ‘not" reported

~

;‘The ninth null hypotheSis postulated that no.signifi=

_cant dlfferences would exlst between the results of the nine .

_Séhtest scores on the S588T as they related. to type of class

placement and.grade-levelf' Thlf)hypotheSlS was also retained.

Examination of Table'III reveals that the multivariate'F ratio”

_of I 0589 for hypothegls IX was not SIganlcant at the 0 05

'level., Thus, 1t was concluded.that the two—factor lnteractlon

“-of type of class placement and grade level had no effect on

v

the student s subtest scores on the SSST. Sihce the multivar—

iate F test was not351gn1f1cant (P>-0 06), the unlvarlate F.

tests are not reported.. ’ LA

‘The tenth null hypothesis that no significant:diffef—

)

ences exasted between the results of the nlne subtest scores

‘on theSSST as they redated to grade 1eVel and sex was re]ected.

dlevel. Therefore, it 'was concluded that the tyo-factor inter-’
action of grade level and sex did have an effect‘on'the

students! subtést scores on the in§trument,‘SSST. The null

'hypothe51s of\no 51gn1f1cant dlfferences between groups of ¥\‘

4

students subtést scores is rejected. T ' -

» Univariate F tests for the significant two-factor

"interaction of grade level and “gex -are reported in: Table Iv..:

) -



? TABLE IV’ Coe - TR s
Anélyéis of variarice fo; Cdmparisoﬁ'of Sfudept Scores, Grouped According to Grade Level dnq Sex.

’——) SN
ot Vpﬁ' - " o Multivariate F test _. : o ) - f
Source of °  Variables - df for - df for. . .- F . P léss thah ' Conclusions :
Variation ) . ‘Hypothesis Error : SRR : S
[N '\ . ' J .
1. L'x S .. ‘ALl Nipe:© . 9.000  224.000 2.4560  0.0110 . Significant, 0,05
. ' B . . ° . . . . I}: - '[‘;\:\'5 o B - Lo
. . CE -\" -0 Wt
-+~ -Onivariate F tests . . ot
Variables h : _ Hypothesis .- - F* P less than. Conélﬁsions
y e C Mean Square g' L ‘ N
) o ) b * - . " N a - . .
1. Self-Esteem 54,1490 . . 0.8723 0.3514 -~ - Not Significant
.2. Dependency . - L '3.5042 - 1.9392 0.1651 ". Not Significant
. 3..Identification with Mother .15.0000 ': ' "~ 0.7050 - 0.4021 - Not Significant
4. Identification with Father 15.0001 ' - 0.6298 : 0.4284 , Not Significant
5. Identification ‘with Friends 82.8371 3.7313 . 0.0547- +, Not Significant,
6. Identiyfication with Teacher 33.7498 .°, 0.9744 0.3247 ~ - Not Significant .
*7. Complexity .. 2.0167 - 0.4239 0.5157 Not Significant
-8. Individuation . . 0.6000 - 0.4464 0.5048 . . Not Significant
9. Realism for Size " 33.0038 .6.6547 - 0.0106, - Significant,$.05

.ﬁ‘='g;ade level, 2‘level$, 1 ='§rade lével I, and 2 = gréde,;evel II.

- e

S = sex of students,. 2 levels,. .l = male, and 2 = female.

L

29 .-

. * dégress of freedom~fo; variables 1.- 9 = (1,232).
' %y . ‘. ¢ . . * ,‘

- '
1 ‘.
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. B

.(P <o. 0l) between grade level and sex for the subtest varlable .

&

i_realllsm for size. For the 1nteract10n of grade level and sex
I [} n

for this variable, a t—test was used'to 1nvestlgate;where.the

‘51gn1f1cant difference adtually ex1sted 2 The results of the

- -

:t-test 1nvestlgatlon showed that there were\no differences be-
tween ‘the means of students' scores grouped accordlng to -
grade level and sex 51gn1flcant at the alpha 0. 05 level. ﬁow—
ever, since the multlvarlate and univariate F tests were 519-‘
' nrflcant (P<{0.05), it was felt that the’ means of the groups
., should be considered to determrne’the direction of the differ-
ences. An examination of the means showed that grade level I
males'(N=60, X=9.083) had the highest‘mean soore on the realism
for size subtest. ‘Grade Level II females (N=60, x—8 783) had
" the next highest mean score with grade level I femples (N=60,
.x=§,350) and grade level II maies (N=60,'x=ﬁ.033) follow1ng

in that order.
' The eleventh null hypothesis was retained as no sig-

‘nificant differenoes .existed between the results of the ninef'
subtest scores on theé SSST as they related to type of class

placement and sex. Examination of Table III reveals that the -

4

. multivariate F ratio of 1.3997 for hypothesis XI ‘was nbt S1g~

\]

LI

o

S 2 . Gene V. Glass and Julian’ C. 'Stanley, Statistical -
Methods in Education and Psychology (Englewood Cllffs, New
Jersey: Prentlce—Hall, Inc., 1970), PR.383-384.
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nificanteat the alpha 0.05 level of significanCe.' Thus,‘it'
was concluded that the two-factor interacticn'of type of‘class~

.piacemeht and sex had no effect'on,the'students-'sﬁbtest scores

- K \ [»Y

"on the SSST.: Since the multlvarlate F test 1s not 51gn1f1cant

(P)-0.0S), the unlvaffateF tests are not repcrted.

1
-

_ Null hypcthesis twelve that no significance differences
ehisteqihetween malg and female students and the results of theif“
nine subtest scores on the SSST is refected. Examination oft
Table III reveals that the multiﬁériate F ratio of 5.7856 for :

hypothes1s XII 1s s1gn1f1cant at the 0.05 level .'Thereforé,

L]

1t was c0ncluded that the main effect of sec d1d have an effect

"on the students subtest scores on the SSST. The null hypothesls ‘

¢

of no difference between groups of students' subtest scores is

rejected. o N

~

. .
. Unlvarlate F tests for student scores grouped accord-

. ing to sex- are reported in Table V. Examlnatlon of Table V
. reveals that the main factor of sex did effect students'
scores on the foliowing subtests: (1) Identlflcatlon W1th

Father (P<0 01), (2) Identification w1th Frlends (P<O 01), -

. and (3) Identlflcatlon w1th Teacher (P1{0 0001) .

' -\

Table.VI.presents the means of studehts"scores

grouped according to the main factor sex. Examination of

Y

S . Table VI reveals that females (N= 120) scored 51gn1flcantly
4 L s

hlgher on the 1dent1f1cat10n w1th father subtest (x=10.49)

" and the 1dent1f1catlon w1th frlends subtest (x=11 19) than

" males (N=120) scored on the identification with father-(x=8.94§i
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'TABLE V - .

&
L

Anaiysis.of Variarce' for CdmbatiSOn of.Studént Scores Grouped According to Sex..

Multiﬁériate F test

Source of’ Nariéblgé df for ' df for . F " P less than Conclusions
' Variation - °- Hypotliesis ' Error ' ‘ : -
1.8 - - ALl Nine - 9.000 ~ -224.000  5.7856 . 0.0001 Significant, 0.05
S LT T ™ - L ' ) '
T—

Univariate™F tests

N
i

. Variahles , ST, Hypothesis \ F* P less than Conclusions . >y
Lo - ' : Mean- Square \ - : ’ : '
1. TN
1. Self-Esteem _~ o - 224.2654 ) "~ 3.6126 0.0586 ‘Not Significant
2. Dependency <, + . '6.3375 3.5071 0.0624 . Not Significant
3. Identification with Mother 18.1500 0.8531 0.3567 Not Significant
4, Identification with Father  144.1487 o 6.0518 - 0.0147 .-, Significant, 0.05
5. Identification with Friends 133.5029 . 6.0134 0.0150 - Significant, 0.05
6. Identification with Teacher 653.3977 : 18.8643 0.000L" Significant, 0.05- -,
. 7. Complexity : 9.6000- , - 2.0%79 0.1568 Not Significant ST
8. Individuation . . - 9.8167 . . . 0.6077 . 0.4366 . Not Significant ‘
9. 'Realism for Size W © 0.0042 ) ~ 0.0008 0.9770 Not significant
> 8 ='sex of students, 2 levels, 1 = male, and 2 = female. o \\5\\§¢ Lo .-
* degress' of freedom for variables'l - 9 = (1,232). ot

S9



X1l = combined means of.males-'

X2 = comblned means of- females -

[
7 -

L R S o e
:j e ,Hméans of. Student Scores Grouped Accofﬁiné to Sex - //
‘L. - Variables . e L x1 X2
: e - . . a0t ’ s
1. Self-Esteem Co T 32,87 30.93.
2. pependency oot 2as0 ¢ 1.825
3. ~Identification -Qi;h Mother _ ' "_g - .'8.867 : . ‘9\.41‘7 . .
4, Idenéifi;ation with Father L. B.g942 10.49*.~T | ; 1-_‘
5. ‘Ident fieatioﬁ with Friénds .- 9.700° - 11.18% n}
6. Identlficat;on w1th Teacher *"k.“ ;2:74 - :f9,442% o :
-~7._.Complex1ty S 7. 7.833 ‘.7.?33
- 8. Ind1v1duatlon : i,‘ f' | : -- ; ".1.575 e . 1.458
9. Realism fo; §1ze T . . 8.558 :58;$ 7':
—

* Slgnlflcant dlfference between the means- of males and femdles on these varlables ;

accordlng to- the unlvarlate F tests.

AY

99
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. rejected. Examination of Table ITT reveals that'the multi-

67

) . . o
and identification with friends (§=9 700) subtests. Males e

scored 31gn1f1cant1y hlgher on the 1dent1f1cat10n with teachér'

subtest (:ﬁ—lz 74) than did females (%=9.442). )

I

‘Null hypothe51s thlrteen 1s retalned as no signpifi-

) cant dlfferences existed between grade level I and grade level

)
II students and the results of their nine subtest scores on

: B . £
the SSST.. Examination of Table III reveals that the multi- '
variate F ratio of 0.7671 for hypothesis XIII was not signifi-
cant at the ‘0.05 level. Thus, it was concluded that the main

effect of‘the factor grade level had no effect on' the students

subtest scores on the SSST. ‘Since the multlvarlate F test

‘was not 51gn1f1cant (P>O0. 05) , the unlvarlate F tests are not

R S ' g o : .

3

reported

* Null hypothesis- fourteen that no significant differ—
ences existed between grade level I and grade level II students

and the results of their nine subtest scorées on the SSST is

A

-

variate F ratio of 4613 for hypothes1s XIV is 51gn1flcant ’.?f

£ l
at the alpha 0. 05 le el of 51gn1f1cance., Hence, it was con-

cluded .that the main- effect of the factor type of class place- -
ment did haye an effect on the - students'’ subtest*scores on the -

instrument' SSST. The null hypothe51s of no difference be—

tween groups of students subtest scores is rejected .

Univariate F tests for student scoreS'grouped accord—-'
a t
Lng to type of class placement are reported in Table VII.

9

Examination of Table VII- reveals that the maln factor of type

of class placement did effect student scores on the follow1ng ’ .

—_ . * \

[



~ TABLE VIL

" Analysis-of Variance for Comparlson of Student Scores Grouped Accordlng to Type of Class

-Placement -

~

Multivariate F test.

&

"df for =~ df for.  F

-

» -

Source of - Variables df for as P less than ¢ Conclusions

Variation » Hypothesis - Error : :

-1, T All Nine 9.bOQ 1 224.000 6.4613 0.0001 Significant, 0.05
- s

Variables «

Univariate F tests

Hypothesis ) Fx
Mean Square :

P less than

Conclusions

‘1. Self-Esteem

2. Dependency

3. Edentification w1th Mother"
4.tIdent1f1cat10n with Fgther
5. Identlflcatlon with Fr1ends

6. Identification with Teacher‘

7. Complexity
8. Individuation
9. Realism for Size

P

104.0159 . 1.6756
4.5375 2.5110
1331.3469 15.5733
236.0160 9.9087
246.0367 11.0823
© 72.5996 2.0960
| 2.0167 . ~ '  0.4239
9.6000 - 7.1430
90.0368 18.1546

0.1968 .
1 0.1144 -
0.0002
0.0019
0.0011 .

. 0.1490
0.5157
0.0081
0.0001

Not Significant
Not Significant
Significant, 0.05

‘Significant, 0.05°

Significant, 0.05
Not Significant
Not Significant
Significant, 0.05
Significant, 0.05

T. = type of class placement, 2!

* degress of freedom £or variables 1 - 9 = (1,232).

_b

A

o/

levels, 1= special class setting, and\Za Yegular class setfing.

or -
o)
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' of variance £or each of the nine dependent varlables. The

69 .

_subtests: - (1) Identification with Mother (P*(O 002):;

(2)” Identification with Father"(P‘( 0.001); (3) Identlflcatlon
with Frlends4(r’(0 Obl); (4) Ind1v1duat10n (P (. 008), and,

(5) Reallsm for Size (P( 0 GOOl). - .
]

Table VIII presents the means of students scores
grouped accordlng to the maln factor type of class placement

Examlnatlon of Table VIII® reveals that special- class students .

had mean scores that were 51gnif1cantly hlgher than regular

r

class studentS~mean scores on all of the above five subtests.

In summary, the analysis of students' subtest’scores

3

con51sted of a series of three-factor and two-factor analyses

three main effects differences were also analyzed by the multi-

varlate ana1y51s of variance. The nature of multivariate
analysis of varlance allowed for. the test of all n1ne Varlables
slmultaneously each time a three -factor analy51s*was_executed,
As wrth the students' total scores,"hypotheses eight to fourteen

were tested at the alpha 0.05 level of significance., The

ot

N . . . :
multivariate F tests at the aipha 0.05 level of significance

were taken as_the basis for rejectlon of the null hypothesis

-

of equallty of group mean vectors for the various groups of\

students' subtest scores that* were compared

Table III presented the results of the multivariate

2. e . ‘

andlysis ‘of variance that were carried out on the-nine sub-

test scores.(dependent variables) of'the groups of students

i

@ . Lo



_TABLE VIII

‘Means of Student Scores Grouped Accordlng to -
Type of Class Placement.

— =
‘Variables® .. x1 - x2
" 1% self-Estéem ) 32.56 31.24
2. Deperidericy ., o ' 2.125 1.850
3. Identification .with Mother L P 10,35 7.967*
4. Identification with Father . w.m 6;725*
5. Idehtiffi‘cation with Friénds L . 11.46 9'.433.*[ E
- s;‘iaentificaﬁiqn~wi£h'Teacher . " 1l.e4 . 10.54
"7;'?omp1¢xity : - - 7.542 ° 7;f25:_
;8. Individuatien flli7l7lh‘ .~i.3l7f‘
9. Realism for Size e 9175 " 7.950%
” - - . su ) O , B .
.-xX1' = combined means of special class students
X2 = /

‘combined means bf regular class students

Py

* Significant difference. between the means of 'special and regular class
varlables or subtests accord1ng to the univariate F tests.

*
-

students on. these

g

. 0L
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for hypotheses eight to- fourteen. It was cOncluded that there

e

was no 51gn1f1cant (P 0 05) three-factor lnteraction and .
only one 51gnif1cant (P( 0.05) two—factor interaction between

the three factors examlned-- The s1gn1f1cant two-factor inter-

A #

action occurred between grade ‘level and sex. An examination

.of. the univariate F tests in Table Iv revealed that the 1nter—

'1dent1f1cation with friends (P( 0. 01), and, (3) identification :

. action of grade level and 'sex effected students scores on one'
- subtest, realism for size. The t“teSt-showed that there were~
. no differences between the means. of students' scores grgaped,

acdording to grade level and sex 51gn1ficant at the alphaO 05

level. A .consideration’ of the means showed the directlon of )
the differences. The mean score of grade level I males on the
realism‘for size subtest was higher than the mean scores of

the other’ three groups.

' Also, there were significant main effects differences’
for the factors sex and type of class placement (See Table
III). The unlvariate F tests for students scores grouped

~
according to sex (See Table V) revealed that the main factor

of sex did effect students' subtest scores on the follow1ng

subtests: (1) 1dent1f1cation with father ﬂ?(0.0l){ (2)L

w1th teacher (P(’O 0001). an examlnation of Table VI which -

presented the means of’ students scores grouped according to

the main factor sex reVealed the direction of these differences..

;

The'univariate F tests for students' scores_grouped

according to type of class placement (See Table VII) revealed

* that the main factor of tyge of—class'placement.did-effect



o

' for'size (P(

s

72

o

students subtests scores on the. fe}lgw1ng subtests: (1)
1dent1f1catlon w1th mother (p. (0.0002);
 with" father (PC 0

(P 0.001);.

(2).1dent1flcat10n.n
.001);. (3) iﬁentifieation with‘frieﬁdsb
), 1nd1y1duetron (P¢0.008); and, (5) realism
0.0001 . An examinatiori.of Table VYIITI which
presented the means of students' core

]

scores grouped according '
" to the. maln facton type/of class placement revealed the d1rec-A

L]
.tlonﬁof these differences. : L
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class.settihgs did rot express significantly différent self-
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SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
oA e . SUMMARY - . /'
' _The purpose of thiS'studf was to compare the self- -

concepts possessed by chlldren 1n regular classroom settlngs

H

' add chlldren imr spe01al classroom settings, chlldren at dlf-

ferent: grade levels, and male and female chlldren. The - - -

-.questlons raised in the study were, stated in the form of null

hypdtheses and were tested for 51gn1f1cance using the multi- -

-

variate and univariate analysis.of variance; the F statistic;

and‘the tstest. . The hypotheses were tested for rejection or

.. acceptancerat the alpha 0 05 level of significaﬁce. The 240

..

5,,randomly selected SubjeCtS were placed into 8 groups accord-

lng to: the varlables of type of class placement, grade level,

- -

‘and sex. The - subjects‘ self-concepts were assessed by the ﬁon—

" *

verbal Self-Soc1a1 Symbbls‘Test.

. ,coNCLUSIONS _ o
e {/The followlng concluslons were based upon the’ results
of ‘the statlstlcal tests of the hypotheses Wthh Were formn—

lated for thls study and tested at the alpha 0. 05 1eve1 of smg- f

’ Ly

'
s

» ". .,, n. ._ . . * 'u r . . ‘: . .
The results indicated that children placed in spec1al-

ohe . .
A . .

\.
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‘ ‘concepts than,chlldren placed 1n regular c1ass settlngs when
‘the tptal or overall}self-cqncept;was cpns1dered. The,same
- results occurred'when_cbmparischs‘uere‘made between children
of different.grade_levels, thatiis, grade level I‘and grade
- .. °  1ével IT and betweep'male and female childrén. Furthemmore, -
the results indicated that. therevwere no significant'inter-

. : -

actlons between the three factors examlned, type of class h

S

piacement, grade”level, and sex.

' s —
N .

o
S
] ‘

[}

) -
in relation to the factors ‘of type of class placement, grade

level, and sex, grade level dlfferenceskwere not 51gn1f1cant1y
P4 :
dlfferent. However, the results 1nd1cated'that‘the interaction
»”
of grade level and sex had an effect upon students' scores on

- 0

one subtest, reallsm for 51ze. The mean score of grade level

LY

, .1 malés was higher than the,mean sccres”of‘the‘other three *
'groups, grade,level IT females, grade level'I‘females‘and"

LS

grade level i1 males respectlvely. The hlghgr mean’scbre’of
grade . level I males suggested that they were less reallstlc

in the comparlson of thelr size to that of adults than elther

~ : 3

of the other three groups.’ The dlfference in mean.scores also‘

- Zsuggested that grade level I males had-a less realistic con-
A ' , ) .
- ceptlop of self

A

ot \..-, ] ' The results indicated that there were significant .

differences between male and female expressed neif-cohcepts
. on three of the nlne subtests, Identlflcatlon w1th Father,

. .Identlflcatlon w1th Fr1ends, and Ident1f1cat10n w1th Teacher.

—

When the students' hine subtest scores‘were cohsidered.

&
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.The'self-concept differences‘suggested that females‘identi-
:fled less ‘with bothrfather and frlends than d1d males and that.

. males 1dent1f1ed less with teacher than dld females. : .

. :
R - .

. - Further, the results 1nd1cated that there were sig-

nlflcant dlfferences betweEn special class chlldren and 'T
- . Y (‘
regular ‘class chlldren expressed self-concepts on five of the

nlne subtests, Identlflcatlon w1th Mother, Identlflcatlon w1th1

~ »

' Eather, Identlflcatlon w1th Frlends, Ind1v1duat10n, and Reallsm

for Size. The self-concept dlfferences suggested that special.
- . L T
class chlldren 1dent1f1ed less wrth mother, father, and friends. _

and showed greater mlnorlty 1dent1f1cat10n and were less

-

alastsG—an—the—eemparasen—eé—thear—sage—te~that-e£—adslts—and.,

" showed a less reallstlc concept10n of self than regular class

. - y, .. . . 1 . . , N ' . . s
ot students. R o . ‘ , C
c ’ e g, . i N - 7

M . B . -

e

. QK varlety of prev1ously conducted studies were reported

-

in. Chapter 2. There'was. only one study wmth wpich thls study

-

‘-.could be c0mpared w1thout commlttlng the same mlstake of earller
! : . :
1nvest1gators as'ldentlfled by Wylle.l’ She stated that investi-’

.

gators of self-concept tended to generallze thelr flndlngs to

o,

the flndrngs of other 1nvest1gators. She further stated that

"these’ generallzatlons orﬁgomparlsons weie in error. fhe reason. -
. for th{f error she attrrhuted o the alfferences an research SR
rlde51gn as well as the,dlfferences in the 1nstruments used to
‘assess children's self—concept Of ‘all. the studles related to
r self-concept found by - this 1nvest1gator,'0n1y the study con—

S N
-~ o

~

1 Ruth C. Wyl:.eA The Self Concept (L1ncoln- Universlty r

.of Nebraska %ress, 1961), p 6,391 ’ Co ol Ceee .
\. ] - :'.‘ﬁ' ) - ‘ 4 L
i 1 - at o] . p -
! . \ M - ﬂi“u g ¥ 4 ‘ -
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Tducted.by Bauer2 utilized a similar basic research design and- -

used the same.instrumentation,to assess self-concepts. There—

°
’

fore, generallzatlon of the. findings of this- study as it’'re-.
lated to the body of knowledge of self‘concept was llmlted to
the study by Bauer. Evén then, only a partlal comparlson

could be made due to the- dlfﬁerences in research de51gn.

‘

The two ihdependent'variables which bdth studies had
'in comhon were~sex.and type of cldass plactement, 'The'findings
Qgi Bauer' s study conflrmed his null hypothe51s related to the
‘main factor of sex. He found that s1gn1f1cant dlfferences
;/ existed between the sex of the subjects and the results of
thelr nlne subtest scores on the SSST.? However, &he present
study .reported flndlngs Wthh indicated that there ‘were sig-
nlflcant dlfferences between male and female expressed self-

concepts on three of the nine subtests, Identlflcatlon w1th

Father, Identlflcatlon w1th Frlends, and Identlflcatlon with

. #
Teacher Further, the’ flndlngs of Bauer's study did not

support hlS null hypotheSLS related to the maln factor of type

of class placement. He: found that slgnlflcant dlfferences

-~

exlsted between the type of class placement of the subjects

and the results of three of{thelr nlne subtest scores on the

‘0 - . [}

,':2 Bauer, ‘Daryll D. Jt. The Analysxs ‘of Self-Concept ‘
In Educable Mentally Retarded Children as Measured 'by the
Self—SYmbols Test. (Unpublished- Doctor s dlssertatlon,,; P

Unlver51ty of V;rglnla, 1970) 1
:3 ’

Ibldlo ’ P_o74lo ' ', ) ' . ' . . &

7 - . v, f . . ’ v . #
. . .
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. SSST. Bauer=s study found 51gn1f1cantly 1ower self-concept

\

Y

scores and thus less favourable self-concepts for the

- chlldren placed 1n the completely segregated spec1al class

b

"programs. The slgnlflcant differences’ were fOund on the

-]

subtests'Identlflcatlon w1th*Mother, Identification w1th

Father, and Identification with Friends.,4 The present study

corroborated Bauer‘s findings in that thig study found‘that

chlldren in spec1al class settlngs did express s1gn1f1cantly

less favourable self—concepts on the subtests Identlflcatlon

‘w1th Mother, Identlficatlon w1th Father, and Identlflcatlon

n

.with'Friends. However, in- addltlon, special class suhjects

-

eﬁpressed signlflcantlx less favourable selchoncept on'the

'subtests)fndlﬁiduation and Realism for size.

o

- means or_raw da{a in reportxof his flndlngs.‘

) S -
- A. further comparlsbn of the means of the groups used

- ~

in both studles was ‘not BbsSLble Since.Bauer dld not 1nc1ude

[ -
2 . N

A,

‘ . éEcoMMENDAT'IQNs
Becaose this study was'limi!!d to chlldfen within

the Roman Cathollc School Board Dlstrlct -for. St. ioha's,l

generallzatlons ‘are prohlblted Thls study should be repll-

cated with other populatlons of, spec1al class subjects and-

! subjects in regular class settlngs so that generallzatlons

can be drawn concerning relatlonshlps ‘0f childrens' self-

4 rbid., pp. 74-78. .

. ..



Efforts should be directed toward’ treatments and classroom ’

Pow
concepts as effected bf type of class placement, grade level,

4

and sex. Although the varlables such-as type of class place—

ment and sex appear to have an effect uppn\the self-concepts

.expressed by the respondents, “these’ varlables mlght not be

51gn1f1cant.w1th other pqpulatlons. Also, further study oo

should be'dlrected toward an examlnatlon of the differences | .

.

“'1n results obtalned by Bauer S. study and the present study CL

< LA
. g l -8

S Further inVestigation'should be,directed to a compar-'
ison of self —~concepts. in relatlon to the variables of IQ,

socro—economlc status, and the strength of the relatlcnshlps

-t

. between parents,_teachers, peers "and therchlldren studied.’

organization and curricula to prov1de,exper1ences whlch w111

.

foster the development of more p951tlye sel§:concepts.
X ' v .‘ - 0 . .

[t
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an S in it for yourself.”
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'!These_'cixu'cles_ are people. First pickh one to' be 'you'r;
Next pick one to be'you. Put
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"These circles stand for.children. You choose one to be.
,you. Wrxte Your initial in the circle you choose."
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poi Draw a circle’ around

"The circle v;ith the M stands for your Mother.
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