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Background 

CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Institutionalization may cause people to assume 

cir9umscribed social roles. This possibility has not 

been widely researched and the behavior of institution­

alized persons has, apparently, been attributed to such 

factors as intellectual retardation (Zigler and Williams, 

196J); social maladjustment (Bieri, 195J); and external 

circumstances (Ricado, 1972). Obviously the effects 

of institutionalization need to be considered in inter­

preting the role specific behavior of the institution­

alized child. The difficulty of studying the behavior 

of institutionalized children is, then, compounded by 

the complexity of the institutionalization variable 

and the dearth of information concerning effects of in­

stitutionalization on the behavior of the child. For 

example, Sarson and Gladwin (1958) argue that there has 

been little systematic investigation of the nature and 

effects of institutionalization •. One of the factors 

that can be investigated is how institutionalized child­

ren present themselves in all facets of their environ­

ment. A question that can be raised is, "Do children 

present themselves differently inside the institution 
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than they do on the outside"? Goffman (19.5J); Bieri 

(19.5J); and Zigler, Balla and Watson (1972), contend 

that people do, in fact, present themselves differently 

in many areas of life. 

Definition of Terms 

For the reader to understand more fully the specific 

population with which the author is dealing, clarifica­

tion of terms is important. The following terms are 

those which are most critical to this study. 

Institution: When the term "institution" is used, 

the writer is referring to children who are living in 

a children's home and are not diagnosed as being mental, 

emotional, or behavioral deviants. These children are 

products of divorced or separated parents, orphaned, 

and/or subjected to some abuse (Edmiston and Baird, 1949). 

Goffman (1961a) says that the term institution can have 

many meanings. He places "total institutions" into five 

catagories. His last category, "institutions establish­

ed to help pursue some worklike tasks: army barracks, 

work camps, boarding schools", is most relevant to the 

present study. The specific institution that is being 

used by this researcher is called the Baptist Children's 

Home located in Oklahoma City, Oklahoma. It is an in­

stitution operated and supported by the Southern Baptist 



-
Convention, an affiliate of the Oklahoma Baptist Con­

vention. 

Presentation of Self: The term "presentation of 

self" will be used in two ways: (1) how the children 

J 

see themselves in relation to the peers and adults in 

their environment, and (2) how others see the institution­

alized child in relation to how they see other non-in­

stitutionalized children of the same age and sex. 

Statement of the Problem 

The purpose of this research is to determine if 

institutionalized children present themselves different­

ly inside the institution than they do outside the in~ 

stitution. 

The importance of this study is reflected in the 

lack of available research on institutionalized adole­

scents (Sarason and Gladwin, 1958), even though consid­

erable research concern has been shown toward the in­

stitutionalized infant (Sherman and Key, 1932; Tizard 

and Tizard, 1940; Bowlby, 1952). 

From the early 1930's to the late 1950's, infants 

were institutionalized, for the most part, until maturity. 

However, adoption was a way out of the long term in­

stitutional setting. Today the emphasis is on alleviat­

ing long term institutionalization. Today the most com-
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prehensive material available is contained in the report 

to the 1970 White House Conference on Children. This 

conference was the culmination of a major effort to 

review the conditions of children, to recommend pro-

grams, and up-date policies for the coming years. The 

Child Welfare League of America concluded in a study 

that child welfare services on the whole are fragmented, 

uncoordinated, and not readily available to those in 

need. Statistics on children from broken homes are 

just one indicator of the resultant confusion. For 

example, Kelly and Wallerstein (1975) write: 

"In 1974, more than a million children in the 
United States below the age of eighteen were 
affected by the divorce of their parents. A 
steady rise in divorce from 2.2 per 1000 pop­
ulation in 1962 to a 4.6 per 1000 in 1974, is 
a national trend that shows no sign of diminish­
ing." (p. 20) 

The present trend of increasing family separation re­

sulting in growing adolescent displacement and institu­

tionalization presents a new and present challenge to 

researchers. This challenge is to discover how adole­

scents react to an institutional lifestyle. How do they 

percieve themselves and subsequently present themselves 

to others? 

Duck (197J) and Wender and Wiggins (1964) have con-

ducted studies on peer evaluation within institutions. 
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Their conclusions show that a. child has to establish a 

new orientation within the institution in order to be 

accepted effectively outside the institution. Bern and 

Allen (1974) concur with the above findings in their re­

search efforts on cross-situational consistencies in be­

havior. Youngleson (195J), Provence and Lipton (1962), 

Zimbardo and Formica (1963) have compared institution­

alized children with non-institutionalized children with 

regard to need to affiliate.· These studies showed that 

institutionalized children manifest a less positive self­

concept. It was concluded that social deprivation which 

is characteristic of institutionalized children (Freud, 

1951), leads through a fear of rejection to an increase 

in affiliation motivation and, because of a poor social­

izing environment, a reduction in self-concept. 

Limitations of the Study 

Closely related ·to the idea of self-presentation 

is self-concept. Because there is no way that every­

thing about the personal self can be communicated to 

others, self-concept is a very difficult concept to 

investigate or explain. 

A major problem among researchers and psychologists 

who study self-development has been agreement about a 

definition of self. Without a clear, consensual de-
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finition, scientific progress is impossible. The pro­

blem of defining self is not yet solved. One major 

disagreement has centered on "self as object" versus 

"self as process" {Hall and Lindzey, 1970). 

6 

When one talks about self as object, he deals with 

a person's attitudes, perceptions, feelings, and evalua­

tion of himself as an object-what a person knows and 

thinks about himself. 

A process orientation to self is different in that 

the self is considered an amalgam of active processes 

of thinking, perceiving and remembering. 

To illustrate the definitional problems still 

further, a standard dictionary of psychological terms 

gives seven different definitions of self {English and 

English, 1970). 

When the definition of a construct is difficult, 

the desired measurement of the construct is even more 

difficult or impossible. Measurement is difficult enough 

even when a definition is conceptually clear. Most 

of the current techniques of "measuring self" involve 

self-ratings or self-descriptions. Occasionally, rat­

ings of an individual by other people such as teachers 

or peers are used. There are two clear problems with 

the measures that have been used for self. First, many 
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investigators devise their own measure of the self since 

they have a unique definition of the construct. This 

means that the results from their research are not com­

parable. 

A second problem has been the value-ridden nature 

of many self-concept measures. In one frequently used 

measure, a maximum score for self-concept is obtained 

if a child or youth rates himself at the highest end 

of the scale for seven dimensions; smart, happy, well 

liked, brave, attractive, strong, and obedient (Car­

penter and Busse, 1965; Engel and Raine, 1963; Long, 

Henderson, and Ziller, 1968). From such a measure, 

we are likely to obtain a measure of social desirability 

(how accurately the rater know social norms about de­

sirable behaviors and the dgreee to which he espouses 

them) as we are a measure of self concept. Adolescents 

describing themselves are likely to mention only those 

characteristics they belive will place them in a favor­

able position or bring approval from other people. Will­

ingness to be frank and honest is another problem. Be­

cause of these and other problems, including the defin­

ition of self-concept, some researchers have given up 

on the whole area of study (Wylie, 1961). However, there 

does appear to be consensus that a construct of self­

concept is useful. 



Since the self-concept is a useful construct and 

since it appears important to personal happiness and 

development, ~ number of attempts have been made to 

investigate and measure it (Cattell, Coan, and Bel­

off, 1958; Arnhoff, Leon, 196J; Walton, Foulds, and 

Littmann, 1970). 

In most educational examinations of self-concept, 

8 

a distinction is made between self-concept and inferred 

self-concept. Gordon (1966), defines self-concept as 

the "organization of all the child's biological and 

environmental experiences as he interpreted them into 

one highly organized, highly integrated, multifaceted 

system" (p. 1J). Self-concept, then, is that portion 

of the self-system of which the child is most aware, is 

the product of all his interactions at a particular 

point in time, and determines his behavior (Kelly, 1955). 

As the child grows, different parts of the self-concept 

and experiences change in relative importance. During 

the course of normal development, as maturity is gained, 

behavior in general becomes better organized and more 

stable (McCandless and Trotter, 1977). So it is with 

an individual's self-concept. As knowledge about oneself 

is acquired, including insights concerning one's rel­

ative strengths and limitations with regard to various 
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activities and traits, certain expectations come about 

and are reflected in estimates of what one can or cannot 

do. 

Use of the term self-concept is restricted to a 

person's report of self (Combs, Soper, and Courson, 

1963: Parker, 1966). Inferred self-concept is another's 

attribution of a person's self-concept (Shavelson, Huber, 

and Stranton, 1976). Inferences can be made from be­

havior to self-concept. Three facets of the self can 

be identified along with corresponding behaviors from 

which inferences may be made: self as revealed from 

self-report, self as inferred from observation, and 

self as inferred from projective tests (Gordon, 1966). 

For the purpose of this paper, the author will main­

tain the distinction between self-concept and inferred 

self-concept and focus, primarily, on the latter. Be­

cause inferences exist, many crucial facts lie beyond 

the time and place of interaction or lie concealed with­

in it. For example, the "true" or "real" attitudes, 

beliefs, and emotions of the individual can be ascertain­

ed only indirectly through his avowels or through what 

appears to be involuntary expressive behavior (Goffman, 

1959). One's perceptions of himself are thought to in­

fluence the way in which he acts, and in turn influence 
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the way in which he perceives himself and how others see 

him (Goffman, 1961b; Kelly, 1955). 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

In the following chapter "disadvantaged children" 

are arbitrarily defined as ones who see t~emselves as 

having little to contribute to their immediate surround­

ings or to society as a whole. Further, an attempt will 

be made to establish that institutionalized children are 

"disadvantaged" due to several factors: 1) They are 

living in a group setting: 2) there is less direct 

parenting therefore less affection given to each individ­

ual child: J) a variety of different care-takers: 4) 

most of the children come from a low socio-economic back­

ground: 5) all have no traditional home life. 

A more in-depth look at the reasons for the above 

five factors will give a clearer understanding of the 

disadvantaged child. 

1) They are living in a group setting: Freud and 

Dann (1951) report on a study they conducted with six 

young children that were victims of the Hitler regime. 

The children's parents were deported to Poland and kill­

ed in the gas chambers. During the children's first 

year of life their experiences differed; they arrived 

individually, at ages varying from approximately six to 

11 
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to twelve months, in the concentration camp of Tereszin. 

With meager scraps of information that Freud and Dann 

could put together they were able to establish certain 

relevant facts concerning the children's early history. 

(i) "that four of them lost their mothers at 

birth or immediately afterward; one before the age of 

twelve months, one at an unspecified date; 

(ii) that, after the loss of their mothers, all 

the children wandered for some time from place to place, 

with several complete changes in adult environment; 

(iii) that none of the children had know any 

other circumstances of life than those of a group set~ 

ting. They were ignorant of the meaning of "family"; 

(iv) that none of the children had experienced 

a normal life outside a camp or big institution." (p. 

1JO) 

The children's positive feelings centered exclusive­

ly within their own peer group. It was obvious that they 

cared for each other and not at all for outsiders. Their 

main wish was to be kept together and they would become 

upset when they were separated from each other, even for 

short periods of time. This insistence on being insepar­

able made it almost impossible to treat the children as 

individuals or to vary their lives according to their 
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special needs. This appears to be a loss of individual­

ity on the part of the children. 

Likewise, a study by Tars (1970) focuses upon the 

ways in which a child reacts to the different milieus of 

home and institutions, and upon the consequences these 

particular environmental transactions may have for child 

development and behavior. An important factor that Tars 

(1970) discusses in her findings is the la.ck of privacy. 

The lack of privacy available in the institution, as 

compared to home, seemed to have multiple ramifications 

for the child's experiences, affecting his ability to 

control his life, the development of relationships with 

others, and the nature of coping alternatives available. 

A number of changes in behavior related to the lack of 

privacy in the institution seemed to carry over to the 

home environment, even though greater opportunities were 

available then. 

2) There is less parenting therefore less affection 

given to each individual childc Researchers have found 

that the infant's development is .greatly affected by 

the environment (Craig, 1976). If the environment is 

responsive to the child's needs and skills, and if stim­

ulation is timed slightly ahead of a child's developmental 

level, an acceleration of the developmental process can 

be achieved with the normal child. When a child is de-
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prived of stimulation and is subjected to an environment 

that is unresponsive, (i.e. institution) he will be re­

tarded in his social and emotional development (Bowlby, 

1960) as well as his perceptual development (Yarrow, 

Rubenstien, Pedersen, and Jankowski, 1972). 

J) A variety of different caretakers: When a 

child is cared for by a variety of different people, and 

when only his most basic physical needs are being met, 

he is unable to develop an attachment relationship. The 

mutual response between child and primary caretaker do 

not occur consistently; the social interaction that per­

mits expression of emotion is missing (Bowlby, 1960; 

Dennis, 1973; Spitz, 1966). The result is profound apathy, 

withdrawal, and generally depressed functioning, all of 

which have long-term consequences of inadequate personal­

ity development. 

Also, Freud and Dann (1951) refer to a letter sent 

to them regarding the "war orphans". Martha Wenger, an 

insti tuti~onal worker, says: "I can very well understand 

that the Tereszin children (Tereszin is the town in which 

the orphanage was located) have been very difficult on 

arrival, and are still difficult to handle. There is 

something wrong with each of them, difficulties which 

would have been straightened out if they had had a normal 

life. In Tereszin everybody tried to work as little as 
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possible to make up for the lack of proper nourishment. 

In the Ward of Motherless Children (where the children 

were residing at the time of this letter) there was al­

ways too much work and too few people to help me. Be­

sides looking after the children we had to see to their 

clothes, etc., which took time. We looked after the' 

bodily welfare of the children as well as possible, kept 

them free of vermin for three years, and we fed them as 

well as possible under the circumstances. But it was 

not possible to attend to their other needs. Actually, 

we did not have the time to play with them •• " (p. 1JO). 

Children who have relatively exclusive relation­

ships with a parent tend to show an intense stranger 

anxiety and separation anxiety. They also show these 

anxieties at an earlier age than do infants whose re­

lationships with the care taker has not been enclusive 

(Ainsworth, 1967). If a child spends almost 24 hours a 

day with the parent, sleeping in the same room at night 

and being carried in a sling on the parent's back dur­

ing the day, the intensity of the separation reaction 

is likely to be dramatic. On the other hand, the child 

who has experienced a number of different care takers 

from birth on tends to accept strangers or separation 

with much less anxiety (Maccoby and Feldman, 1972). 

If a child develops a schema for the familiar, then 
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the infant whose immediate environment includes only 

the parent would find any other figure discrepant and 

therefore anxiety producing. The infant to whom a var­

iety of people are familiar, however, will be less anxious 

about seeing yet another face. 

4) Most come from a low socio-economic background: 

Being reared in a poor part of town under disadvantaged 

conditions and being subjected to a life-style that is 

looked down upon by the majority of society would also 

be expected to produce a low self-esteem, but this may 

not be the case. Studies conducted by Coopersmith (1967) 

have found significant differences in self-acceptance 

favoring disadvantaged children. In that study lower 

class children scored higher in self-esteem than middle 

class children at all ages, of both sexes, in black and 

other races, and in rural as well as urban areas. The 

lower-class children tend to be comfortable with their 

peers, were easy to like, and saw themselves as popular. 

The middle-class children did not think as much of them­

selves, especially in terms of school. They tend to think 

that teachers preceived them as less able than they thought 

they were. One reason for these feelings, according to 

the researchers, may be that lower-class children have 
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a lower level of a:mbi tion than middle-class children and 

therefore are happy with their level of achievement and 

place in life. Middle-class children have usually been 

taught that school is important, meaningful, and relevant; 

and they may lose self-esteem when they do not achieve 

success. Another reason may be that lower-class children 

are forced to develop a strong self-concept in order to 

protect themselves in a middle-class environment. 

The author considers the terms socio-economic class, 

social status, and social class as virtually synonymous, 

more purist writers often make distinctions. The most 

usual factors that are included in the socio-economic 

equation or index are the level of education of the heads 

of the family, the father's or mother's occupation, the 

characteristics of the part of town and the house in which 

one lives, and the source of the family income. The high­

er the level of parents' education, the higher the social 

class. The more education required for the occupation, 

the more prestige the occupation usually possesses in 

the community. 

It is fashionable today to talk about poverty as 

opposed to affluent or advantaged cultures, rather than 

to use the terms such as upper-middle, middle. or lower 

class. However, income alone is only partly a deter-
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minant of social prestige and power (McCandless and Evans, 

1973). 

As a general rule in America, the higher one's 

respectable income, the more his power and prestige. 

There is also a commonality among all the cultures of 

the poor: truly inadequate incomes, whether respect­

able or nonrespectable, overwhelm families and whole 

communities such that the joy of life can scarcely be 

experienced at all (Miller, 1970). 

On the whole, children from poor families do not 

test as high on IQ tests, do not learn as well in 

school, may be more impulsive and less self-critical 

than children from affluent families (Warner, Meeker, 

and Eells, 1949). Moreover, children from poor families 

may have lower self-esteem, may tend less to plan ahead, 

are less likely to believe they are masters of their 

own destinies (McCandless and Evans, 197J). 

Over all, however, higher socio-economic status is 

associated with developmental advantages that are ob­

servable as early as the first and second years of life 

(Douvan and Adelson, 1966; Golden, Birns, and Moss, 

1971). 

5) All have no current traditional (intact) family: 

Song's (1969) research of 100 subjects born in the United 
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States concluded that children from intact homes whould 

show a relatively higher self-concept, self-acceptance, 

and ideal-self score. He stated that love and affection 

are indispensible in development of positive and accurate 

self-concept variables. Children from broken homes lack 

these essential ingredients. Likewise, McDermott (1970) 

reported on a study designed to (a) examine statistically 

the characteristics of children from divorced families 

seen at a university children's psychiatric hospital, (b) 

relate these characteristics to the divorced experience, 

(c) follow immediate reactions into later changes in 

character development, and (d) relate family disruption 

to an aspect for psychosocial disturbances in deliquent 

children. Data from intake records of 1487 children up 

to age 14 indicated that 116 were from divorced parents, 

1349 from legally intact parents, and 22 from parents 

who were separated but not divorced. Results suggested 

that r.eactions to the divorced experience persist in the 

subjects for some time. The largest subgroup showed a 

subclinical depressive period after the divorce. A high 

correlation was noted between S's symptoms and his image 

of the absent parent, suggesting identification with the 

parent as a method of dealing with the loss. 

Thus, institutionalized children appear to conform 
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to the definition of disadvantaged children. 

It is not this writer's intent to explore fully the 

areas of self-esteem, mental retardation, affiliation, 

and advantaged versus disadvantaged children. However, 

since most of the perpherial literature deals with 

these areas it is important to see how such areas re­

late to the institutionalized child. 

Studies by Soares and Soares (1969, 1970 a, b), 

showed that the disadvantaged child did, in fact, see 

himself as one who had little to contribute to his 

immediate surroundings or to society. Kenneth Clark 

(196J}, conducted further research which suggested that 

black children, some as young as three years old, felt 

that being black was not a good thing. These children 

rejected black dolls in favor of white ones, saying 

that white dolls were prettier and generally superior. 

These choices were taken as an indication of low self­

concept among black children. In the late 1950's studies 

of racial preferences of children continued to show black 

children choosing white dolls and rejecting black ones 

(Ausubel, 1958). From various studies, such as the ones 

by Clark and Ausubel, it was concluded that black child­

ren in the United States had damaged self-concepts be­

cause they were black instead of white. 
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In the 1970's the situation seems to have changed. 

Self-concept measurements of black children who have grown 

up since the early 1960's show a different picture. In 

one study 60 boys and girls between the ages of seven 

and eight years of age were tested (Clark and Clark, 

1974). Thirty were from middle-class suburban schools: 

thirty others were from a lower-class inner-city school. 

Each was administered a self-esteem test and then quest­

ioned about a black and white doll. Unlike the earlier 

studies, this one found that more black children prefer­

red the black doll. There were no significant sex or 

social class differences. It is possible, concluded the 

researchers, that the relationship between self-esteem 

and racial preferences may signify a new spirit of dig­

nity in the lives of the black children. 

Furthermore, Carter (1968) found that Mexican­

American youths in one area of California did not per­

cieve themselves more ·negatively than their Anglo­

Saxon peers. On the contrary, it is the Anglo-Saxon 

group which perceives Mexican-Americans in negative ways 

and so assumes that disadvantaged youths see themselves 

in the same light (c.f. DeBlassie, 1970). Carter (1968) 

concluded that Mexican-Americans have their own peer 

groups to which they relate; therefore, they do not 

rate themselves on their standings in "Anglo" society 
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and so do not have a negative self-concept. Greenberg, 

Gerver, Cahal, and Davidson (1965) found similiar re­

sults in a severely deprived environment in New York, 

as did Soares and Soares (1969a) among segragated dis­

advantaged elementary school children in Connecticut. 

Another significant research trend is the reflection 

of the re-emphasis on non-cognitive outcomes of education. 

There has been a sharp increase in the number of studies 

on self-concept (Collier, 1971; Purkey, 1970; Yamamoto, 

1972; Zirkel, 1971). Likewise, this shift shows concern 

with enhancing the child's self-concept. According to 

Zirkel (1971), "It has become increasingly clear in the 

light of the schools' attempt to serve the disadvantaged 

that the schools have a fundamental responsibiltiy to 

enhance the self-concept of their students (p. 211)," 

(c.f. Clark, 1963; Marston, 1968; and Tannenbaum, 1967) 

Therefore, improvement of the child's self-concept seems 

to be valued as an educational outcome in its own right 

(Shavelson, Huber, and Stanton, 1976). However, Stanwych 

(1972) is quick to point out evi~ence that the schools 

do not meet the problem of enhancing self-concept. As 

a group, elementary school children have difficulty 

maintaining positive self-concepts after they enter the 

school situation (Felker, 1974)." The research by Stan­

wych (1972) goes on to show that on the self-concept total 
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score and factors, all students showed a sharp drop 

from grade two to grade four: increases followed for 

all tests through grade eight for boys, except the My 

School Self, and through grade seven for girls except 

for My School Self. Girls' scores generally dropped 

from grade seven to grade eight. High self-concept was 

found to have been related to self-responsibility for 

success experiences and for failure experiences: there 

was no significant differences by sex on locus of con­

trol. Girls were found to have been significantly more 

anxious than boys in all grades, and anxiety was sign­

ificantly more related to self-concept level at all ages. 

The enhancement of each child's self-concept is 

widely considered to be important either as an education­

al outcome or as a moderator of achievement. 

Another aspect of self-concept studies is that most 

examine intercorrelations between self-concepts and other 

constructs (Bixler, 1965; Gelfand, 196J; Trickett, 1969) 

or differences in mean self-concept scores between dif­

ferent populations of children or changes in self-concept 

due to some treatment (e.g. Long, Ziller, and Henderson, 

1968; Ludwig and Maehar, 1967; Zirkel, 1971, 1972). Taken 

individually, they often provide important insights into 

the factors that motivate students in and out of school 
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and into alternative courses of action that may enhance 

students' self-concepts (e.g. Purkey, 1970: Yamamoto, 

1972). 

Further research pertinent to self-presentation 

is presented by Goffman (1959). Goffman defines the 

term upward mobility as involving proper presentation. 

For example, an institutionalized child is expected to 

meet certain expectations of that institution to improve 

his standing with members of the institution (Soares and 

Soares, 1970b). The hypothesis is that higher expect­

ations on the part of the authorities may account for 

some of the higher achievement or adjustments of the in­

stitutionalized child. This is reflected in research and 

can be supported by the "self-fulfilling prophecy", or 

as it is sometimes callec;l "the Pygmalion Effect" 

(Rosenthal, 1966). Robert Rosenthal, (1968), defines 

self-fulfilling prophecy as the "tendency of one per­

son's prediction of another's behavior to somehow come 

true." If a parent or teacher communicates the ex­

pectation that a child will do well in some activity, 

for example, the child may sense this and make an effort 

to do well. Conversely, if a parent or teacher causes 

a child to feel incapable, the expectation may be ful­

filled, even though the child has a considerable amount 

of abiltiy (Rosenthal and Jacobsen, 1968). 
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Evidence provided by Theodore X. Barber and M. J. 

Silver (1968), is damaging to Rosenthal's emphasis on 

the impact of expectation. They analyzed a large num­

ber of studies on the "Experimenter bias effect" and con­

cluded that the majority of them did not show the effect. 

Barber and five colleagues (1968) made five attempts 

to replicate the EBE and failed. In addition, William 

L. Claiborn (1968), Jean Jose and J. J. Cody (1971), 

and Elyse S. Fleming and Ralph Anttonen (1971) reported 

an attempt to confirm Rosenthal's findings but failed. 

However, Rosenthal (1969) argued that the studies of 

Barber were not exact replications of his work. Further­

more, Eleanor Leacock (1969), Alfred Shaw (1969), D. H. 

Miechenbaum, K. S. Bower, and R. P. Ross (1969), Myron 

Rothbast, Susan Dalfen, and Robert Barrett (1971), found 

evidence that confirmed some aspects of the Pygmalion 

study. 

These conflicting studies prompted the publication 

of Pygmalion Reconsidered (1971), edited by Janet Elashoff 

and Richard Snow. It consists of a lengthy critique 

by the editors, a review of studies on teacher expect­

ation, six reviews of Pygmalion in the Classroom, a re­

ply to the Elashoff and Snow critique by Rosenthal en­

titled "Pygmalion Reaffirmed", and reply by Elashoff 
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and Snow to Rosenthal's reply. 

Even though there is reason to question some of the 

current data upon which the Pygmalion effect is based, 

it seems likely that expectation and self-fulfilling 

prophecy have a significant effect on some children. 

J. P. Baker and Janet Crist (1971), who did the review 

of the research included in "Pygmalion Reconsidered," 

concluded "the question for the future is not whether 

there are expectancy effects, but how do they operate 

in school situations" (p. 64). Perhaps the most prudent 

course is to remain aware that a high or low expect­

ation implanted by test scores, grades, or stereo-

types about certain children may lead to a self-ful­

filling prophecy if a child is treated as if he is less 

or more capable of producing than his peers. 

Erikson (196J) points out that children gain their 

first experiences with life outside the home when they 

enter school. Likewise, Fire (1969), in his research 

supports the hypothesis that accuracy of self-concept 

increases with age. In addition, Mateject (1972) re­

ports relatively greatest adjustment difficulties were 

encountered in children of lower school age coming 

from children's homes (institutions). These children 

also showed the greatest lack of social experience 

and aptitude for establishing contact with adults. 
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Children who have relatively exclusive relationships 

with a parent tend to show an intense stranger anxiety 

and separation anxiety. They also show these anxieties 

at an earlier age than do infants whose relationships 

with the caretaker has not been exclusive (Ainsworth, 

1967). 

Other research shows that being uprooted and placed 

into a new environment causes many psychological prob­

lems (Tizard and Tizard, 1974), which may include dam­

aged self-concept. K. H. Tennes and E. E. Lampl (1964) 

observed and noted infant behavior and concluded that 

stranger anxiety reached a peak at seven to nine months. 

In one study of stranger anxiety, M. Lewis and J. Brooks 

Gunn (1972) exposed seven to ninteen month old children 

to strange adults at close range and at a distance. They 

found that strange adults who came close to the children 

were quite likely to arouse a fear response, but if adult 

strangers remained at a distance, no sign of fear appear­

ed. Harriet L. Rheingold (1969) took ten month old 

babies and placed them in a stra~e environment with their 

mothers, with a stranger, with toys, or with no external 

material. When the babies were with their mothers, they 

were content. In all of the other situations, they be­

gan to cry. This behavior might be interpreted with re­

ference to Piaget's theory: stranger anxiety may occur 

11111111 



because children from six to ten months have develop­

ed schemes to account for the limited environment in 

which they exist (Piaget, 1952). 

Early Direct Studies 

28 

A reason for studying infant development is that 

much later learning appears to be based upon early learn­

ing (Sheppard and Willoughby, 1975). Indeed, some auth-

orities on early experiences, for example, Hebb, (1949, 

1958) consider much of adult learning as transfer of 

behaviors learned in early childhood. This means that 

the new and more complex responses of an adult are view-

ed as a combination of "old" responses learned early in 

life. Hebb's stance on the importance of early learning 

is evident in the following quotation from one of his 

writings: 

The learning that normally occurs during in­
fancy, therefore, is prerequisite to the learn­
ing capacity with-which we all are familiar 
in the adult; that is, adult learning essentially 
consists, to a large degree, of transfer from 
the learning of infancy (1955, p. 144). 

Further studies and direct observations of the ill 

effects of complete deprivation of maternal care on young 

children have been made by a large number of pediatricaians, 

psychologists, and child psychiatrists and have shown 

that the development of the child may be affected in­

tellectually, socially, emotionally, and physically. 
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much later learning appears to be based upon early learn­

ing (Sheppard and Willoughby, 1975). Indeed, some auth­

orities on early experiences, f'or example, Hebb, (1949, 

1958) consider much of' adult learning as transfer of' 

behaviors learned in early childhood. This means that 

the new and more complex responses of' an adult are view-

ed as a combination of' "old" responses learned early in 

lif'e. Hebb's stance on the importance of' early learning 

is evident in the following quotation f'rom one of' his 

writings: 

The learning that normally occurs during in­
fancy, therefore, is prerequisite to the learn­
ing capacity with which we all are familiar 
in the adult; that is, adult learning essentially 
consists, to a large degree, of' transfer f'rom 
the learning of' infancy (1955, p. 144). 

Further studies and direct observations of' the ill 

ef'f'ects of' complete deprivation of' maternal care on young 

·children have been made to a large number of' pediatricians, 

psychologists, and child psychiatrists and have shown 

that the development of' the child may be ef'f'ected in­

tellectually, socially, emotionally, and. physically. 

For most children the ages of' most vulnerability are 

under seven years old. Some of' the ef'f'ects are clearly 

discernable within the f'irst f'ew weeks of life (Bowlby, 

1952). Ribble, (1943) and Bakwin (1949) have given de-

tailed accounts of the adverse effects on physical health. 
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For most children the ages of most vulnerability are 

under seven years of age. Some of the effects are clearly 

discernable within the first few weeks of life (Bowlby, 

1952). Ribble, (1943) and Bakwin (1949) have given de~ 

tailed accounts of the adverse effects on physical health-. 

Bakwin (1942), who gives a valuable survey of the ped­

iatric literature on the subject which goes back at 

least to 1909, summarizes his own observations: 

Infants under six months of age who have been 
in an institution for some time present a well 
defined picture. The outstanding features are 
listlessness, emaciation and pallor, relative 
immobility, quietness, unresponsiveness to 
stimuli like a smile or a coo, indifferent app­
etite, failure to gain weight properly despite 
the ingestion of diets which, in the home a.re 
entirely adequate, frequent stools, poor sleep 
habits, an appearance of unhappiness, proneness 
to febile episodes, and absence of sucking (p. 42). 

Bakwin comments that these symptoms may not be observa-

tionally manifested during the first two to four weeks 

of life, but they may be observed any time thereafter,~ 

sometimes within a few days of the baby's separation 

from the mother. 

The failure of such babies to smile at the sight of 

a human face has been experimentally confirmed by Spitz 

(1945) while Gesell and Amatruda (1947) have noted a 

diminished interest and reactivity to be characteristic 

as early as eight to twelve weeks. A study of the in­

fants babbling and crying by Brodbeck and Irwin (1946) 

... 
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shows that babies in an orphanage from birth to six 

months were consistently less vocal than those from in­

tact families, the difference being clearly discernable 

before two months of age. 

This diverse evidence from reputable workers leaves 

little room for doubt that the development of the in­

stitutionalized child deviates from the norm at a early 

age. If the child remains in such a setting, the de­

viations become more pronounced (Craig, 1976). The 

findings of Gesell and Amatruda (1945) confirm, in 

principle, those of such early workers in the field as 

Ripin (1933), Vance, Prall, Simpson and McLaughlin 

( 1936). 

Implications for later development 

In a study by Youngleson (1973), the hypothesis 

that institutionalized children have a greater need to 

affilate as compared to non-institutionalized child­

ren was confirmed. The conclusion was drawn that 

social deprivation, which is characteristic of in­

stitution reared children, leads,. through a fear of re­

jection, to an increased affiliation motivation. Ex­

tensive empirical and theoretical examinations have 

been conducted on the effects of institutionalization 

on social adjustment (Bowlby, 1965; Goldfarb, 1955; 

Pringle, 1965; Yarrow, 1961; Zigler, Balla, Butter-
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field, 1968). In Youngleson's (1973) summation state­

ment he says that "taking into account that institution­

alized children have a history of unsuccessful inter­

personal interactions (Bowlby, 1965) and feelings of 

insecurity (Bodman, 1950) it is justly expected that 

in explaining the behavior of others, the subjects wuuld~:­

reveal motivation characterized by fear of rejection". 

The child who has not learned the appropriate responses 

for the necessary social interactions because o~ fear, 

will, according to Bodman (1950), remain socially under-

. developed. Therefore, due to the fact that he does not 

have the necessary social skills, "the degree to which 

he has confidence in his ability, real or fancied, to 

be successful will surely decline (Fouche and Grobbelaar, 

1970, p. 7}." Thus, institutionalization, in that it 

deprives the child of the situation in which social skills 

can be reinforced (Zigler, Butterfield, and Copabianco, 

1970}, results in a lowering of sel~-esteem (Youngleson, 

1973}. One is then able to conclude that due to the lack 

of social skills and the lowering of self-esteem that 

the presentation of self of an institutionalized child 

would be affected. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHOD 

Hypotheses 

This study is designed to test the following null 

hypotheses. In preparation for the statement of the 

hypotheses the following defination of accuracy is ma.de. 

Accuracy of perception is defined as agreement of the 

subjects' self-report with the raters description of 

the subject. 

1) There will be no significant differences in 

accuracy between raters from different environments. 

2) There will be no significant differences in 

accuracy between raters of different sexes. 

J) There will be no significant differences in 

accuracy between raters of different ages. 

4) There will not be significantly greater agree­

ment in rating the subjects among raters coming from 

the same environment than among raters from different 

environments. 

5) There will not be significantly greater agree-

ment in rating the subjects among raters of.the same sex 

than among raters of different sex. 

6) There will not be significantly greater agree-

ment in rating the subjects among raters of the same age 

than among raters of different ages. 

J2 



Subjects 

The subjects of the present study were enlisted 

from children who live at the Baptist Children's Home 

in Oklahoma City, Oklahoma. There were a total of 

thirty-six subjects used in this research. Two grade 

levels, 7 through 9 and 10 through 12, were used with 
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6 subjects in each grade. Three males and three females 

at each grade participated in the study. 

Two important factors were considered in selecting 

the subjects: 1) if forced to participate in the ex­

periment this would bias the results; 2) Likewise, 

if the subjects were volunteers this, too, would 

bias the results. Subjects were briefed on the exper­

iment and the names of those who wished to participate 

were placed in a container, according to sex and grade. 

The first three names drawn from each container were 

those used in the experiment. 

Representativeness of~ Baptist Children's Home 

The Baptist Children's Home is one of forth-one 

Baptist Children's Homes' that are located in 

states. All these Children's Homes are under the 

jurisdiction of the Southern Baptist Convention. 

Standards and guidelines for acceptance and rejection 

of children are set forth by the collective body of 
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superintendents of all the Children's Homes'' (Pro­

ceedings, 1975). It can reasonably be asserted that 

the children in the Baptist Children's Home in Oklahoma 

City are representative of:children in other Southern 

Baptist Children's Homes. Conclusions drawn from the 

analysis of the data can safely be applied to those 

institutions within the Southern Baptist Convention's 

institutions. 

Instrumentation 

"The measurement of personality is the most com­

plex of the field of psychological measurements" (Ker­

linger, 1964). The instrument that is used in this 

experiment was generated by ·the writer. Thirty bi-polar 

adjectives were compiled and placed on a Likert scale 

ranging from one to seven. One represents·"most like" 

the ratee and seven represents "most unlike" the ratee. 

An important study concerned with the use of' ob­

jective scales was conducted by Tittle and Hill (1967). 

They compared the effectiveness of various types of' scales 

(Likert, Guttman, Semantic Differential, Thurston, Self­

Rating) in predicting objective indices of voting be­

havior. The Likert scale was superior to all the other 

scale types; it yielded a mean correlation coefficient 

of .54 with objective indices of voting behavior (Borg 

and Gall, 1971). 
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Thirty adjective pairs made up the main instrument. 

Sixteen adjective pairs were selected to represent each 

of the factors derived from the Sixteen Personality Factors 

(Cattell and Eber, 1966). Fourteen additional pairs were 

derived from Gough and Hielburn, (1965). 

This instrument served two purposes: 1) an index 

that would reasonably represent personality traits; and 

2) an instrument where people could rate other (and self) 

in a fairly brief amount of time. 

Validity 

Content validity consist of judgment (Kerlinger, 

1964). Alone or with others, one judges the represent­

ativeness of the items. It is safe to assume, at this 

point, that the thirty bi-polar adjectives used in this 

research are representative as already established by 

Cattell (1966), and Gough and Hielburn (1965). Thus 

the method of selection of the adjectives appears to in­

sure their representativeness of the personality domain. 

Reliability 

This instrument is not designed to measure a single 

characteristic, which is at the heart of reliabiltiy. 

However, it is designed to measure how similarily two 

individuals view a third party. What we have is a num-
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ber of Likert scales and what is being done is comparing 

the pair-wise ratings. Because the items are on a Likert 

scale it is possible to measure the variability among 

raters. 

The notion of reliability of an instrument is gen­

erally described with respect to a single measure that 

is being derived from that instrument. What is being 

sought in this case are similarities and differences be­

tween pairs of ratings so that the same notion of reli­

ability does not really apply. 

Procedure 

The raters were given a list of thirty bi-polar 

adjectives. These adjectives were on a Likert scale 

ranging from one (most like the ratee) and seven (most 

unlike the ratee). Grierson (1961), Pedersen (1969) and 

Bortner (1962) used similar procedures to provide a wider 

range of cariability among the raters. 

Rater selection was based on the following pro­

cedure. Each subject was asked to select two adults 

(male and female) and two peers (male and female) within 

the institution. Adults were houseparents, social work­

ers, and administrators. The peers were any of the 

children living in the institution. Each subject was 

asked to select two adults (male and female) and two 
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adults (male and female) and two peers (male and female) 

outside the institution. The outside raters were individ­

uals from the school setting. The adult raters were teach­

ers, guidance counselors, and/or administrators. The peers 

were any of the subjects' friends at school. All raters 

recieved a sheet of instructions and a self-addressed 

envelope so that the results could be mailed to the re­

searcher at the Children's Home. Likewise, each of the 

thirty-six subjects filled out one of the check-lists 

on him/herself. 

Similarity Measures 

Q methodology is a general name used by William 

Stephenson to express a group of psychometirc and stat­

istical procedures he developed (Stephenson, 195J). Q 

technique is mainly a sophisticated form of rank-order­

ing objects and then assigning numerals to subsets of 

the objects for statistical procedures. 

Unstructured Q sorts is the method used in most 

published Q studies. An unstructured Q sort is a set 

of items assembled without specific regard to the var­

iables or factors underlying the items. Rogers and 

Dymond(1954) and their students are the ones who have 

done the most extensive work with the unstructured Q 

sorts. The items of an unstructured Q sort are like the 



items of a personality or attitude scale: they are 

selected and used because they presumably measure on 

broad variable, like neuroticism, attitudes toward a. 

certain ethnic group, or adjustment. For the purpose 

of this research we will be looking at differences in 

self-presentation. 

J8 

The main strength of the Q sort is its close 

affinity to theory. Structured Q sorts, by definition, 

are theoretically oriented. In order to build a struct­

ured sort, one,has, perforce, to enunciate some kind of 

theory. The theoretical emphasis becomes especially pro­

minent in two-or three-way factorial sorts. In order 

to juxtopose two variables and to build them into an 

instrument, one must relate them to each other in some 

sensible fashion. While often rudimentary, this is the 

essence of theory; variables related in logical and 

empirical fashion (St~phenson, 1958). 

Q methodology has other advantages. Analysis of 

variance and correlation can be applied to Q data. Sub­

jects tend to be interested in Q sorting. Most persons 

seem to enjoy sorting decks. This enjoyment seems to be 

attributed to at least two factors: 1) the method is 

realistic as well as 2) challenging. 

As usual, disadvantages accompany advantages, Q 



sorting has been criticized, mostly on grounds of 

statistics (Sundland, 1962). It must be kept in mind 
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that statistical operations and tests assume independ­

ence. This means that the response to one item should 

not be affected by responses to bther items. If Q place­

ments affect each other, then the notion of independence 

is violated. This assumption is violated in all forced 

choice procedures. Q, of course, is forced-choice pro-

cedure. Published evidence on forced and unforced Q sorts 

is mixed. Block (1956) believes that sorting is equal 

or superior to unforced procedures. However, Jones (1956), 

finds the forced procedure inferior. Exacting proof one 

way or the other is lacking. 

At this point it is important for the writer to dis­

cuss the basic differences between Q techniques and the 

method he is using. Thirty bi-polar adjectives have been 
-employed and placed on a Likert scale. The ~ubjects were .. 

not asked to sort adjectives into certain piles, as would 

be necessary in the Q technique. The subjects were asked 

to have the raters rate them on bi-polar adjectives on 

a seven point Likert scale. This maintained independ­

ence of each item. Being placed on a continuum from one 

to seven provided a wider variation between the raters, 



40 

thus lending itself to factor analysis. 

The treatment of r where Likert scales are employed 

in place of a Q sort has been shown to be inadequate due 

to arbitratiness of directionality. Therefore a different 

type of index for coefficient correlation was used. As 

a measure of profile similarity coefficient, rc' the 

product-moment r between variables suffers from the de­

fect that its value varies with arbitrary decisions as 

to the direction in which the variables are measured 

(Cohen, 1969). Cohen further states: 

Since the direction of measurement is arbit­
rary none of these element reflections should 
change the substantative conclusions from 
the results of the data. When data analysis 
takes the form of correlation between var­
iables (over persons), it indeed does not 
matter whether we score high for extraver­
sion or for introversion; such correlations 
simply undergo a change in sign and not of 
numerical value. But when the similarity 
between two profiles is assessed by an r be­
tween persons over k variables, it may change 
drastically with changes in direction. (p. 281) 

Consider, for example, a profile over 6-point 

rating scale of extroversion-introversion (I), hypo­

mania-depression (H), intelligence-retardation (R), 

liberalism-conservatism (C), dominance-submission (S). 

Table 1 shows a 6-point scale rating for Sue and Joe 

on the (k=) 5 traits as stated above. The r between 

Sue and Joe is +.67, which seems to suggest considerable 

similarity. Choosing to measure extroversion-introver-
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sion in the opposite direction the profiles would appear 

as they are in Table lb. E' shows E reflected, that is 

1 - 6; 2 = 5; J = 4. This reflection shows a result of 

r = -.]7. This seems to show moderate dissimilarity. 

The formula that Cohen (1969) sets forth for similarity 

coefficients, rc, is as follows: 

XY + km2 m( X + Y) 
rc -

J (X2 + km2 - 2m X)( Y2 + km2 - 2m Y) 

(with k - traits; m = midpoint on the rating scale) 

Using the discussion above m would be 3.5. When applying 

this formula to the data in Table 1a it would look as 

follows: 

85 = 5{3.52 ) - 3.5(23 + 17) =.49 

J [117 + 5(J.52 ) -2(J.5H2J) 67 + 5(J.52 -2(3.5)(17~. _,,.. 

If we were to apply the formula to Table 1b the same would 

result, reflecting its invariance property. 

A number of favorable points concerning rc should 

be made. 1) The most important factor of rc is its in­

variance over element reflection. 2) Since rc is a 

correlation coefficient, it shares all the r's descrip­

tive properties. For example, it varies between +1 and 

~1, a.nd 0 means no relationship. J) Another favor­

able item of rc is its use for the purpose of grouping 



TABLES PROFILES RATING SCALES 

I H R C S 
JOE 2 6 5 6 4 

1a 

I 
SUE 1 3 5 4 4 

, 
I H R C S 

JOE 5 6 5 6 4 
1b 

SUE 6 3 5 4 4 

I H R C S I'H'R'c's' 
JOE 2 6 5 6 4 5 1 2 1 3 

1c 
SUE 1 3 5 4 4 6 4 2 3 3 

----- ---------------- - -- ~--~ 

TABLE 1 

PROFILES AND CORRELATIONS 

CORRElATIONS 

r = + .67 

r = - . 37 

r = + .49 (=r ) c 

i 

.(::-
1\) 

l 
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a set of n profiles into homogenous types (Cohen, 1953). 

None of the features takes away from the traditional 

correlation method. r adds to the stability of measure-c 

ment due to its reflection ability (Holly and Guilford, 

1964). 

Design 

A 2 x 2 x 3 x 2 x 2 x 2 factorial design with repeat­

ed measures, in the last three factors was used to analyze 

the data. The repeated measures were environment {in­

side and outside the institution), age (adult and peer), 

and sex (male and female). The dependent variable was 

similarity of rater's description to the subjects' self­

report. This particular design provides the measurement 

of the degree to which the raters agree with the subjects 

self-presentation. 

A 2 x 2 x 3 factorial design with repeated measures 

was used to obtain the similarity of ratings between rat­

ers. Two classes (junior high and senior high) were used 

for both sexes (male and female) across three rater 

levels ( environment, age, and sex). Grade levels, seven 

through twelve, were nested within classes (junior high 

and senior high). BwC 

For each subject there were eight raters. A co­

efficient correlation, rc, of the eight scores between' 

the pair-wise raters was calculated. This proviaes a 
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measure of the degree to which raters agree or disagree. 

With regard to the repeated measures of environment, 

age, and sex of the raters, two measures will be derived 

for each. One, mean rc for pairs of raters was obtained 

from the same environment and two, mean rc for pairs 

of raters was obtained from different environments and 

also differed in· sex and age. Each repeated measure (rat­

er's environment, sex, and age) was tested one at a time. 

A matrix for each subject, which is provided in the 

next chapter, shows the within, outside, and across rat-

ings. For each individual there are twenty-eight r scores c 
between pairs of raters. In the within group there are 

six pairs of scores; in the outside group there are six 

pairs of scores; and in the across group all pairs of 

scores that involve one person inside and one person out-

side. This provides a total of twenty-eight r scores . c 

between pairs of raters. 

A factor matrix using Principal Component Analysis 

was run on the data. For each subject an 8 x 8 inter­

similarity matrix was calculated. Entries in this mat­

rix were the r for each pair-wise raters averaged across c 

subjects. 

The resulting matrix was then submitted to a Prin­

cipal Component analysis. Components corresponding to 
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a species factor (Stephenson, 1953) and to environment, 

age, and sex differences. 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

The aim of this research is to determine if in­

stitutionalized children present themselves different­

ly inside the institution than they do outside the in­

stitution. The following null hypotheses were tested. 

1) There will be no significant differences in 

accuracy between raters from different environments. 

2) There will be no significant differences in 

accuracy between raters of different sexes. 

3) There will be no significant differences in 

accuracy between raters of different ages. 

4) There will not be significantly greater agree­

ment in rating the subjects among raters ·coming from 

the same environment than raters from different en­

vironments. 

5) There will not be significantly greater agree­

ment in rating the subjects among raters of the same sex 

than among raters of different sex. 

6) There will not be significantly greater agree­

ment in rating the subjects among raters of the same age 

than among raters of different ages. 

A 2 x 2 x 3 x 2 x 2 x 2 ANOVA with repeated measures, 

a 2 x 2 x 3 ANOVA, and a principal component analysis 

will be used to test the hypotheses. 

46 
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Subjects 

The procedure used to select subjects for the present 

study has been discussed in Chapter III. During the coourse 

of the present study, subjects were found to be character­

ized by the traits summarized in Tables 2 and J. Also, 

other pertinent descriptive data regarding various 

raters ratings can be found in Appendix A. 

Analysis I: Description 

The first analysis performed consisted of the cal­

culation of a 2 x 2 x J x 2 x 2 x 2 analysis of variance 

with repeated measures on the last three factors. The 

repeated measures were environment of the rater (inside 

and outside the institution), age of the rater (adult 

and peer), and sex of the rater (male and female). 

The dependent variable was the similarity coefficient 

. between the rater's protocol and the subject's self-rat­

ings. The two indepen~ent variables were class of the 

subject (junior high school and senior high school) and 

sex of the subject (male and female). 

Subjects were classified according to three character­

istics: A) junior and senior high, B) grade level, and 

C) sex. B was nested within A. Other factors were cross­

ed with D) environment of the rater, E) age of the rater, 

and F) sex of the rater. This particular design is intend-
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Table 2 

Mean Ages o:f Subjects in Various Grades 

Males Females Total Mean Age 
Grade Years Months Years Months Years Months 

7 12 7 13 .5 12 9 

8 13 .5 13 3 13 4 

9 14 1 14 2 14 1 

10 1.5 .5 1.5 7 1.5 6 

11 16 9 17 3 16 9 

12 17 2 17 6 17 4 
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Table .3 

Mean Length of Institutional Residence 

of Subjects in Various Grades 

Grade Males Females Total Mean Residence 
Months Months Months 

7 19.6 26.0 22.8 

8 45 • .3 15.6 .)0.4 

9 29.0 15.6 22 • .3 

Junior High 
.)1.6 Subtotal 18.4 25.1 

10 42.6 26.0 J4.J 

11 4J.J 61.0 51.6 

12 JO.J 40.0 .35.2 

Senior High 
Subtotal .38 .4 42 • .3 40.4 
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ed to yield a measurement of the extent to which the rat-

ers agree with the subjects; self-presentation. 

Analysis I: ANOVA Results 

These results indicated a significant main effect 

of environment, F (1, 24) = 6.42, :Q. = ( .0.5, (Table 4). 

That is, the respective environments of the rater and 

ratee influence the degree to which the rater's rat-

ings correspond to the self-ratings of the··ratee 

The raters inside the institution agree more with the 

child's self-presentation than do the outside raters. 

There were no other significant simple main effects. 

A significant first order interaction between grade 

of the subject x environment of the rater (BwC x E), F 

(4, 24) = J.94, :Q. = (.01 was found, (Table 4). Like-

wise, a second order interaction, class of the subject 

x environment of the rater x sex of the rater (C x E x G) 

F (1, 24) = 5.31, :Q. = (.OJ was found to be significant 

(Table 5). Figure 1 shows that there is a larger dis-

crepency between the inside and outside raters among 

the junior high subjects than at the senior high level. 

Another significant second order interaction encompass­

es the two interactions mentioned above. This inter-

action is grade nested within class x environment x 
' 

sex of the rater (BwC x E x G) F (4, 24) = _5.42, R = 



Table 4 

Summary of a Subset of the 2 x 2 x 3 x 2 x 2 x 2 ANOVA for Environment 

of the Rater (E) x Grade of the Subject (B) x Class of 

the Subject (C) x Sex of the Subject (D) 

--

Sums of Degrees of Mean F 
Source of Variation Squares Freedom Squares Ratio 

E 10165.00 1 10165.00 6.42 * 
BwC x E 25019.43 4 6254.86 3.95 * 
C X E 530.83 1 530.83 0.34 

D X E 1480.59 1 1480.59 0.94 

BwC x D x E 13284.93 4 3321.23 2.10 

c X D X E 6206.83 1 6206.83 3.92 

Error Term 37986.00 24 

* p. <. 05 

\.)'\ 
~ 

l 



Table 5 

Summary of a Subset for the 2 x 2 x J x 2 x 2 x 2 ANOVA for Grade of 

the Subject (B) x Class of the Subject (C) x Sex of the Rater (D) x 

Environment of the Rater (E) x Age of the Rater (F) 

Source of Variation 

Ex G 

BwC X E X G 

c X E X G 

D X EX G 

BwC X D X E X G 

CxDxExG 

Error Term 

* p (,OOJ 

** p ('OJ 

Sums of Degrees of 
Sguares Freedom 

5)6.28 1 

8345.15 4 

2042.67 1 

750.58 1 

141).71 4 

52.5) 1 

9240.50 24 

Mean F 
Sguares Ratio 

5)6.28 0.24 

2068.29 5.42 * 
2042.67 5·31 ** 
750.58 1·95 

35).45 0.92 

52.5) 0.14 

)85.02 

\.!\ 
t\) 

1 



• OOJ (Table 5) • 

Graphic representation of the significant inter­

actions between grade of the subject x environment of 

the rater are shown in Figure 2. Graphic represent­

ation of the significant interactions between grade 

53 

of the subject x environment of the rater x sex of the 

rater are shown in Figure J. 

A Student Newman-Keuls test for multiple compar­

isons (Kirk, 1968, p. 91) was conducted to obtain a 

better understanding of the grade x environment of the 

rater x sex of the rater interaction. This analysis re­

veals that the outside raters for the tenth graders knew 

the subjects better than the outside raters for the 

eleventh and twelfth graders (Table 6). 

One third order interaction between class of the 

subject x sex of the subject x age of the rater x sex 

of the rater is found to be significan (C x D x F x G), 

F ( 1, 24) = 12.67, :2 = (. 002, (Table 7). This appears 

to indicate that adult raters at the senior high school 

level (who are of the same sex as the subject) tend to 

know the subjects best. On the other hand, peer raters 

of the opposite sex of the subjects tend to know the sub­

jects least (Figure 4). No such effect seems to be pre­

sent at the junior high school level. 



• 90 

.80 

.?0 

.60 

.50 

.40 

.JO 

.20 

.10 

--- ----·---·· -r----·- J 

7 8 

o = Outside Raters 
, = Inside Raters 

-,--···-·--·---·-·----,-·-----···-··---·----,-------------·---r·--·-., 

9 10 11 12 
GRADE LEVEL 

Figure 2. Graphic Illustration of the Significant Interaction Between 
Grade of the Ratee x Evnironment of the Rater. 1...1"\ 

..{::"" 

, 



.65 j 
I 

. 60 -+ 
I 

·55 J 
.50 J 

I 
~ .45 ~ 
~ .40 _J 
CJ I 

rn • 35 / 
s:: 
ro 
~ .JO 

.25 

. 20 

.1) -

.10 ~ 
7 

o = Female Outside 
X = Female Inside 

= Male Outside 
A = Male Inside 

,----,. 
8 9 

r----------~---1------

10 11 
GRADE LEVEL 

l 

12 

Figure J. Graphic Representation of the Significant Second Order Interaction 
Between Grade of Subject x Environment or Rater x Sex of Rater. 

\..)'\ 
\..)'\ 

,, 



Table 6 

Summary of Newman-Keuls Mean Scores of Similarity Coef­

ficients with Respect to Raters Environment Across Grade 

Levels 

Grade Levels 

7 8 9 10 11 12 Total 

Inside Raters 

Mean .,32 .24 .40 .,32 .2.3 ·.5.5 .,34 

S. D. .1J .16 .19 .27 .27 • JO .24 

Outside Raters 

Mean .28 .2.5 .17 .4.5 .1.3 .09 .2,3 

S. D. .1 0 .10 .11 .21 .26 . 29 .22 

* p (.OJ 

F 

2.77 * 

1 . .58 

\..}\ 
-{):\ 

1 
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Table 7 

Summary of a Subset of the 2 x 2 x 3 x 2 x 2 x 2 ANOVA for Grade of Subject 

(B) x Class of the Subject (C) x Sex of the Subject (D) x Age of the Rater 

(F) x Sex of the Rater (G) 

Sums of Degrees of Mean F 
Source of Variation Squares Freedom Squares Ratio 

F X G 770.28 1 770.28 1.40 

BwC X F X G 2343.24 4 585.81 1.06 

c X F X G 2183.50 1 2183.50 3. 97 

D X F X G 1.53 1 1·53 0.002 

BwC X D X F X G 2708.90 4 677.84 1.23 

C X D x F X G 6971· 84 1 6971.84 12.67 * 
Error Term 13202.33 24 550.10 

* P e . oo2 

\..1'\ 
--.:1 

, 
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Analysis I: Conclusions 

This analysis yielded one main effect of environ­

ment and four other higher order interactions. Three 

of the four interactions were interrelated and were 

able to be consolidated and interpreted within the BwC 

x E x G interaction. The fourth significant interaction 

was class of subject x sex of subject x age of rater x 

sex of rater (C x D x F x G~. 

Also, a Student Newman-Keuls test for multiple com­

parisons was conducted to get a better understanding of 

the various interactions. This analysis revealed that 

outside raters for the tenth graders knew the subjects 

better than the outside raters for the eleventh and twelf-

th graders. 

Null Hypothesis: 1 Rejected. 

Null Hypothesis: 2 Not rejected. 

Null Hypothesis: J Not rejected. 

Null Hypothesis: 4 Not rejected 

Null Hypothesis: 5 Not rejected. 

Null Hypothesis: 6 Not rejected. 

Analysis II: Description 

The effects of self-presentation of an institution­

alized child are further probed by a 2 x 2 x J factorial 

design. Two classes (junior high and senior high) are 

used for both sexes (male and female) across three rater 
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levels (environment, age, and sex). Grade levels seven 

through thwlve are nested within classes (junior high and 

senior high}. The dependent variable was the similarity 

coefficient between the various rater's protocols. A 

2 x 2 x J ANOVIA with repeated measures (rater's environ­

ment, age and sex) tested one at a time was performed. 

Analysis II: Results 

Previously what had been lacking was the ability to 

get at rater differences by environment, age, and sex. 

This second analysis generated a much clearer picture of 

·rater differences with regards to their environment, age, 

and sex. 

With the first dependent variable of environment, 

age and sex of the rater were summed over and a simple 

main effect on environment was found to be significant, 

. F (1, 24) = 16.15, :Q = (.0005, ~able 8). Similarily, 

on the third dependent variable of age, environment and 

sex of the rater were summed over and a simple main ef­

fect of environment was found to be significant, F (1, 

24) = 7. 93, :Q = (. 01, (Table 9). · On the second depend­

ent variable of sex, environment and age of the rater 

was summed over and no significant simple main effects 

or higher order interactions were found. 

Analysis II: Conclusions 



Table 8 

Summary of the 2 x 2 x 3 ANOVA for the Repeated Measure on Environment 

The Variables Age and Sex of the Rater were Summed Over to Find the 

Effect of Environment 

Sums of Degrees of Mean F 
Source of Variation SQuares Freedom Squares Ratio 

E 1839.89 1 1839.89 16.15 * 
BwC x E 338.56 4 97.14 .56 

C X E 566.72 1 566.72 3.28 

D x E 68.06 1 68.06 .32 

BwC x D x E 1258.11 4 314.52 1.82 

c X D X E 288.00 1 288.00 1.67 

Error Term 4141.00 24 

* p ( • 0005 

Environment of Rater (E); Grade of Subject (B); Class of Subject (C), Sex 
of the Ratee (D). 

~ 
...... 

1 



Table 9 

Summary of the 2 x 2 x 3 ANOVA for the Repeated Measures of the 

Ratees Age. The Variables of Environment and Sex were Summed 

Over to Find the Effect of Age. 

Sums of Degrees of Mean F 
Source of Variation Sguares Freedom Sguares Ratio 

E 690.68 1 690.68 7·93 * 
BwC x E 25!h94 4 6).99 . 73 

c X E 55.13 1 55·13 .63 

D x E .44 1 .44 .004 

BwC X D X E 370.39 4 92.60 1.06 

c X D X E 5. 01 1 5. 01 .05 

Error Term 2091.00 24 

* p < . 01 

Environment of Rater (E); Grade of Subject (B); Class of Subject (C); Sex 
of Ratee (D). 

0'\ 
1'\) 

, 
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Two of the repeated measures yielded significant 

findings on environment of the raters and age of the 

raters. This analysis measured the degree to which the 

raters agreed or disagreed with respect to rater's en-

vironment, raters age, and rater's sex. Analysis II 

did not directly test hypothesis 1. 

Null Hypothesis: 2 Rejected. 

Null Hypothesis: J Not rejected. 

Null Hypothesis: 4 Not rejected. 

Null Hypothesis: 5 Not rejected. 

Null Hypothesis: 6 Not rejected. 

Analysis III: Description 

A factor matrix using principal component analysis 

was run on the data. To obtain results from this factor 

matrix, the mean scores of the 28 pair-wise inter-rater 

similarities were recorded. These are not coefficient 

correlations in the traditional sense, but are similarity 

coefficients, r , (Cohen, 1969) as previously outlined in c 
Chapter III. It should be pointed out that this procedure 

is ~,theoretically predictable component in which there 

are no significance tests to substantiate the findings. 

However, it is the author's opinion that the analysis de­

serves discussion due to its theoretical findings. These 

coefficients behave like correlations and lend themselves 
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to principal component analysis. 

Analysis III: Results 

This factor matrix generated four distinct factors 

(Table 10) that warrant a~ention. Factor A (species 

or common factor) showed that people tend to agree with 

each other in their ratings of the same person more than 

they disagree. This explains the high factor loadings 

in Factor A. Factor B (environment) showed the distinc­

tion between raters inside the institution and those out­

side the institution. Also, Factor C (age) showed the 

distinction between adults and peers. Likewise, diff­

erentiation between males and females is made by Factor 

D (sex). Thus the first four components seem to corres­

pond to those which had been hypothesized. 

Analysis III: Conclusions 

The first four components of the principal Compon-

ent analysis yielded 67.7% of the cumulative percentages. 

Analysis III was conducted to provide a clearer understand­

ing of the outcomes of the study and did not directly 

test any of the previously stated null hypotheses. 



Table 10 

Summary of Principal Component Analysis 

Variables Components 

A B c D E 

Inside Adult Male .66 -.28 -.J9 -.10 -.10 

Inside Adult Female .6J -.J5 -.J? .09 .21 

Inside Peer Male ·55 -.JJ .42 -.1J .11 

Inside Peer Female .60 -.J6 .14 .18 -.08 

Outside Adult Male .52 .45 -.27 -.J8 -.46 

Outside Adult Female .4J ·57 -.24 ·50 .JO 

Outside Peer Male ·5J .J? . 29 -.44 .45 

Outside Peer Female • .56 .21 .4? .J4 -.J? 

Cum. Pet. J1.9 14.6 11.6 9.6 9.0 

F G 

.OJ -:17 

• 07 -. 29 

.54 .29 

-·55 .J8 

.05 .21 

.14 .24 

-.26 -.1? 

.OJ -.40 

8.? ?.8 

H 

-.5J 

.45 

-.01 

.04 

• 20 

-.10 

-.05 

.01 

6.? 

0'\ 
V\ 

1 



CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

The results in the previous chapter need be 

evaluated in light of alternative explanations which 

suggest varying implications regarding the nature of 

self-presentation of an institutionalized adolescent 

and appropriate areas and methods for research. Con­

sideration of these factors is the concern of this 

chapter. 

The results of this study offer support for the 

proposition that institutionalized adolescents are seen 

differently by two sets of raters (raters inside the 

institution and raters outside the institution). 

Analysis I: Description 

A 2 x 2 x J x 2 x 2 x 2 ANOVA with repeated measures 

on the last three factors was performed on the data. The 

repeated measures were environment of the rater, age of 

the rater, and sex of the rater. The nesting of grade 

within class (BwC) is appropriate throughout this research. 

Grade was found to be a nuisance variable (Kirk, 1968, p. 

91). In all cases the nesting of BwC yielded a higher 

F-ratio. 

Analysis I: Results 

The first null-hypothesis, there will be no sig-

66 
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nificant difference between how the child rates himself 

as opposed ~o raters inside and outside the institution, 

is rejected. The remaining two null-hypotheses were 

not rejected. 

Result 1 

The simple main effect of environment was found to 

be significant with this specific design. 

Discussion 

As suggested in the review of the literature, the 

environment plays a crucial role in the development of 

the institutionalized child (McCandless and Trotter, 

1977). Two overriding factors can help explain this 

main effect of environment. First, a possible explana­

tion for the raters inside the institution to see the 

child more consistently as he sees himself, is that a 

:large amount of time was spent at the institution. A 

majority of the children were not involved in any out­

side activities. Most of their outside activity was 

comprised of going to classes at·a local public school. 

For the most part, the children ate, slept, worked, and 

played at the institution. Therefore, the amount of 

time spent outside the institution was limited. For 

example, in team sports the child would usually be on 

the team at the institution as opposed to the public 
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school team. On the other hand, if the child was able 

to make the varsity team at school then he would choose 

that position because of the prestige associated with it. 

Several subjects commented to this researcher, that if 

they could excel at school they could do so at the in­

stitution. Institutional peer acceptance seemed to be 

a viable option as opposed to school peer acceptance. 

Freud and Dann (1951) make the point that the child's 

positive feelings are centered exclusively within their 

own peer group. There is a tendency to care more for 

those within their own peer group and much less for out­

siders (c.f. Zimbardo and Formica, 196J). The outsiders, 

in this case, would be the raters at school. 

Second, when a child is uprooted from an already 

established environment and placed in an institutional 

setting, a re-organization process needs to take place. 

A complete new set of support systems need to be est­

ablished (Goffman, 1961). Throughout this re-orienta­

tion process the individuals within the institution (adults 

and peers) are better able to observe the behavioral ad­

justment of the child. This adjustment may not be so ob­

vious to the outside raters (school) because of the mobil­

ity of students from class to class. It can therefore 

be concluded that due to the environmental conditions 

the adults and peers within the institution are better 
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able to assess the child closest to how he sees himself. 

Result 2: BwC x E 

The second significant result was a first order in­

teraction of grade of the subject (B) nested within class 

of the subject (C) x environment of the rater (E). 

Result 3: C x E x G 

The third significant result was a second order in­

teraction of class of. the subject (C) x environment of 

the rater (E) x sex of the rater (G). 

Result 4: BwC x E x G 

Another second order interaction of grade of the 

subject (B) nested within class of the subject (C) x en­

vironment of the rater (E) x sex of the rater (G), was 

found to be significant. 

Discussion 

Since result 4 (BwC x E x G) includes the inter­

actions found in results 2 and J, the discussion will 

be focused on result 4. 

A multiple comparison of means for the dependent 

variables, environment, age, and sex was run using the 

Student Newman-Keuls test (Kirk, 1968, p. 91). This 

analysis revealed that the outside raters for the ten-
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th graders knew the subjects better than the outside 

raters for the eleventh and twelfth graders. Looking 

at the mean scores for each grade the reverse was found 

to be true for the inside raters {Table 6). 

One interesting observation made on the data was 

that as the grade level increased the outsiders fam­

iliarity with the subject decreased. If the tenth graders 

were eliminated from the data it would yield an unin­

terrupted decreasing sequence of means. Other variables 

were tested (males and females; adults and peers) and 

each variable showed that the tenth graders have the 

highest rating in every case. This seems to continue 

the support for the idea that the tenth graders were 

consistently best known or most in agreement with their 

raters across all variables. 

The question arises as to why this particular phen­

omenon takes place. This author feels that this phen­

omenon is idiosyncratic in nature with regard to this 

research. It seems as though four of the six subjects 

in the tenth grade were good friends. Three of these 

four were related. Four of the subjects lived in the 

same cottage. It should be pointed out that the four 

living together were not the four that were good friends. 

A spectulatiye explanation is that all six of the subjects 
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gave the check list to approximately the same individuals 

to be filled out. 

The discrepency among the inside and outside raters 

of the junior high subjects did not exist at the senior 

high level. A look at the personal data derived from the 

subjects revealed that the length of stay in the institu­

tion by the junior high subjects was 25.1 months. At 

the senior high level the length of stay in the institu­

tion was considerably longer, 40.8 months. Relevant re­

search supports the notion that the longer a child stays 

in an institution the more comfortable he becomes with 

that particular environment (Izard, 1960; Davitz, 1955; 

Hilkevitch, 1960). 

Another plausible reason for the discrepency is the 

number of possible raters inside the institution was 

rather limited as compared to the selection of outside 

raters. A reasonable assumption is that the subjects 

would pick those individuals who are within his living 

complex (cottage) to rate him. It would be safe to assume 

that the inside raters would know him better than the out­

side raters. 

Result 5: C x D x F x G 

A third order interaction between class of the 

subject (C) x sex of the subject (D) x age of the rater 
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(F) x sex of the rater (G) was found to be significant. 

Discussion 

Within this interaction there are four important 

findings worthy of attention. First, at the senior high 

l~vel, raters of the same sex as the subject knew the 

subject better than raters of the opposite sex. A 

probable explanation is that the senior high subjects 

might be closer to their same sex adult due to modeling. 

Also, because the child may not have a stable role model 

he may seek out the appropriate adult figure, either at 

school or at the institution. Pertinent research supports 

the notion of modeling among adolescents (Bandura, Ross, 

and Ross, 196.3; Bandura and Walters, 196.3; Bandura, 1969) 

A limiting factor in this design is that it did not re­

veal which adult (school or institution) is seen as most 

important. 

Second, at the senior high level, the peer raters 

of the opposite sex from the subjects, knew the subjects 

better than raters of the same sex. This can be attribut­

ed to the development of boyfriend and girlfriend relation­

ships. Craig (1976) suggests that the social climate 

the United States in the 1970's encourages more social 

interaction between the sexes. One comparative study 

(Kuhlen, Houlihan, 1965) indicates that adolescents 

choose peers of the opposite sex as companions for var-
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ious activities significantly more often in 1963 than 

a generation earlier, in 1942. The rate of change in 

heterosexual patterns seem to be accelerating as well. 

On the other hand, at the junior high level, peer 

raters of the same sex as the subject knew the subjects 

better. Influence of peer relationships can account 

for such results. During the early adolescent years 

the peer group typically consists of like-sexed child­

ren (Craig, 1976; McCandless and Trotter, 1977). Be­

cause of the disparate abilities, capacity for under­

standing, and varied interests among the different ages 

spanning this period, the peer group usually consists 

of peers close in age. In later adolescence the peer 

group may enlarge to include members of both sexes and 

a wider range of ages. The biggest shift involves 

change in basic attitudes toward members of the opposite 

sex. 

Fourth, a closer look reveals that at the junior 

high level the difference between adult and peer rat­

ings were at a minimum. Whereas, at the senior high 

level the differences between the two were quite pro­

nounced. There are a number of possible explanations 

for this phenomenon. During the adolescent stage the 

child is gradually influenced more by peers rather than 
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adults (Sheppard and Willoughby, 1975). Research shows 

that this trend seems to begin in early adolescence and 

continues throughout high school (LeFrancois, 1977). 

Prado (1958) clearly illustrates the shift in allegiance 

from family to peers during the transition from middle 

childhood to adolsecence. Also, as adolescents grow 

older and start developing heterosexual relationships 

peer pressure becomes more pronounced and a wide chasm 

exists between peers and adults. 

Analysis I: Conclusions 

The null-hypothesis, there will be no significant 

difference between how the child rates himself as opposed 

to raters inside and outside the institution, is reject­

ed. 

Analysis II: Description 

A 2 x 2 x J analysis of variance with repeated measures 

on the raters environment, age and sex was performed Qn 

the data. Each repeated measure was tested individually.' 

Analysis II: Results 

With the first dependent variable of environment, 

age and sex of the raters were summed over and a simple 

main effect of environment was found to be significant. 

Similiarly, on the third dependent variable of age of 
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the rater, environment and sex of the rater were summed 

over and a simple main effect of environment was found 

to be significant. Likewise, on the second dependent 

variable of sex of the rater, environment and age of 

the subject were summed over. However, no simple main 

effect or higher order interactions were found to be 

significant. 

These results support the idea that environment 

of the raters has an effect on his evaluation of an in­

stitutionalized child. 

Analysis II: Discussion 

It was shown that interrater differences were sig­

nificant on the two dependent variables of environment 

and sex. What specifically caused these differences was 

not ascertained. An explanation for the result that the 

- environments of the raters affected their evaluations of 

the children could be that the inside raters knew the 

children better than the outside raters. This can be 

attributed to the large amount of time spent at the in­

stitution as opposed to time spent at school. The re­

sults have a close relationship to those in Analysis I. 

Another possible explanation could be the stereo­

typing of the institutionalized child on the part of the 

outside rater. There is a special kind of attributional 
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error that occurs whenever a person or group of persons 

are labeled with a disposition that is perceived as dif­

ferent (i.e. orphan, low SES). Once such a. label is at­

tached to an individual, any behavior he displays that 

seems to require explanation is automatically attributed 

to his deviance (Goffman, 1961; Gordon, 1966). 

It has been found that different people organize 

their perceptions of others along different dimensions 

(Bern and Allen, 1974). Apparently the male raters view 

the subjects in a different way from the female raters. 

Perhaps the male and female roles arising from both 

biological and cultural components includes differences 

in perceiving other people. Only further research could 

reveal which views would be specifically male or female. 

One factor which affects any judgment of anothers 

personality and behavior is one's knowledge of the group 

or subculture to which the person to be judged belongs. 

The female rater may judge the girls as part of a group 

of which she herself is a member and the male subjects 

as part of a group for which she has different stereo­

types and vice versa concerning the male raters. This 

is another possible explanation for the simple main ef­

fect of sex as generated by this 2 x 2 x J ANOVA. 
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Analysis II: Conclusions 

The null hypothesis, that there will be no significi­

ant differences between the ratings of the rater due to 

the raters age, cannot be rejected. However, the null 

hypothesis, that there will be no significant difference 

between the ratings of the raters due to the raters' sex; 

is rejected. 

Analysis III: Description 

A principal component analysis was run on the data 

in order to find underlying factors. To obtain results 

the mean scores of 28 pair-wise raters were recorded. 

The mean scores are not coefficient correlations in the 

traditional sense, but are similarity coefficients, r , 
c 

(Cohen, 1969) as discussed in Chapter III. 

Analysis III: Results 

The results showed four significant components out 

of a possible eight. Component A (common species factor), 

indicated that there was more agreement than disagreement 

among raters. Component A accounted for )1.9% of the 

cumulative percentage of all components. Component B 

(environment), indicated two different types of environ­

ment, inside and outside the institution. This showed 

that the outside raters saw the subjects more similarily 
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than did the inside raters. Component B accounted for 

14.6% of the cumulative percentage of all components. 

Component C (age) revealed the difference of age between 

raters, adult and peer. This component accounted for 11.6% 

of the cumulative percentage of all components. Compon­

ent D (sex) differentiated males from females and yield-

ed a 9.6% cumulative percentage of all components. 

Analysis III: Conclusions 

The total cumulative percentage for the first four 

components totaled 67.7%. This is theoretically inter­

preted as significant due to the high cumulative percent­

ages. According to Kerlinger (1964, p. 652) these first 

four components can be viewed as factorially pure. This 

adds theoretical evidence to the importance of the three 

dependent variables, environment, age, and sex. 

The last four components have been ignored for two 

interrelated reasons.· First, the factor loading for 

each component are considerably lower. Implying that 

those components are less pure. Second, the cumulative 

percentage for each component was considerably less. The 

total cumulative percentage for the last four components 

yielded J2.J%, which-can be theoretically interpreted 

as not significant. 
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Implications 

The most apparent and potentially significant result 

of this study is that environment variables, inside and 

outside the institution, have been repeatedly shown to 

be significantly related to the self-presentation of the 

institutionalized adolescent. This significance of the 

environment has been postulated by Goffman (1961); Tizard 

and Tizard (1974). In every case that the variable of 

environment was found to be significant, the individual 

raters inside the institution had a closer approximation 

. of how the adolescent sees himself than outside raters 

did. 

Also, the present research extends the findings of 

Freud and Dann (1951) in which they found that the adole­

scents in the institution relied heavily on peers and 

care-takers for support. As mentiond earlier in Chapter 

II, Freud and Dann felt that individuals within the in­

stitution knew the adolescent best. 

This research seems J9 support the idea that in­

stitutionalization may cause people to assume circum­

scribed social roles as set forth by Goffman (1959), 

and McCandless and Trotter (1977). Goffman (1961) dis-

cusses what he calls deculturation of the individual. 

When an individual is placed in an institution, he is 

temporarily incapable of managing certain features. 
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During the stay within the institution, the adolescent 

learns to build new support systems that enable him to 

adjust inside and outside the institution (Davitz, 1955; 

Hilkvitch, 1960; Izard, 1960). The concept that length 

of stay in the institution facilitates the adjustment 

process is supported by this research. It was found that 

there was a large discrepency between self-ratings as 

compared to the raters' ratings at the junior high level, 

due to the shorter length of .stay. It would seem that the 

length of stay within the institution helped the subjects 

to become more comfortable with their particular environ­

ment. 

The findings of studies relating institutional stay 

to self-presentation (Bowlby, 1965; Zigler, Balla, Butter­

field, 1968), are also congruent with those of the present 

study. Taking into account that institutionalized adole­

scents have a history of unsuccessful interpersonal inter­

actions (Bowlby, 1965).and feelings of insecurity (Bod­

man, 1950) it was found that in explaining the behavior 

of others, the adolescents would reveal motivation char­

acterized by fear of rejection and may remain socially 

underdeveloped. This may be indicated in the present 

research by the mean score differences between the in­

side raters and the outside raters of the junior high sub­

jects. Thus institutionalization deprives the adele-
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Direction for further research 

It is the opinion of this author that research be 

continually directed toward institutionalized adolescents. 

Too little is known or understood about this population. 

The fact that more adolescents are being placed in in­

stitutions for a short period of time accentuates the 

need for a. better understanding of their adjustment pro­

cesses. 

A plausible and parsimonious explanation for the 

effects of environment on institutionalized adolescents 

is given by studies which suggest the environment is 

strongly influenced by the child care workers (Bowlby, 

1952; Duck, 1973; Matejeck, 1972). This idea can have 

far reaching implications when research is directed to­

ward the quality of child care workers that are employed. 

Research on what specific characteristics of the child 

care workers are conveying to the child is needed. 

Follow up studies with subjects who have left the 

institution could be conducted to compare their institu­

tionalized self-presentation with their present self­

presentation. 

Further research could be conducted to find out 

what specific events within the environment influenced 

the child. With this information it would then be possible 

to implement changes in the institution to assist the 
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child in social adjustment and self-presentation. 

Understanding which factors positively contribute 

to social adjustment and self-presentation can serve to 

ameloriate conditions which are limiting individuals or 

groups from realizing their full social potential. A 

recognition that different subgroups in a population 

may be subject to differeing environmental contributions 

of relevant factors will enable research to be conducted 

that will come closer to revealing cause and effect re­

lationships. 
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Summary of r
0 

Means and Standard Deviations of Individual Raters 

As Brokendown By Environment, Age, and Sex 

Grade Levels 

7 8 9 10 11 12 Total 

Inside Adult Males 

Means .10 .10 .09 .09 .OJ .12 .09 

S. D. . 06 .04 . 06 .10 . 05 .09 . 07 

Inside Adult Females 

Means .08 .04 .1J .09 . 07 .12 .09 

S. D. . 07 . 07 .05 .09 . 06 . 08 . 07 

Inside Peer Males 

Means .04 .08 . 0.5 .10 . 08 .16 .08 

S. D. .04 . 07 .10 .04 .11 . 06 .08 

Inside Peer Females 

Means .11 ,02 .14 . 06 .0.5 .1J .08 

S. D. .0.5 • 07 .06 .09 .08 .09 .08 \,() 
0'\ 



Summary of r Means and Standard Deviations of Individual Raters c 
As Brokendown By Environment, Age, and Sex 

Grade Levels 

7 8 9 10 11 12 Total 

Outside Adult Males 

Means I 07 .1 0 ~ 07 .07 .04 . 01 I 06 

S. D. . 07 .04 I 06 .08 .09 .11 .08 

Outside Adult Females 

Means .04 .OJ .02 .12 -.01 -.OJ .OJ 

S. D. .07 .04 .09 .07 .09 .1 0 .09 

Outside Peer Males 

Means . 07 .04 .06 .12 .06 .OJ • 07 

S. D. .07 .05 .05 .07 .11 .12 .08 

Outside Peer Females 

Means .10 .06 .OOJ .1J .OJ .09 I 07 

S. D. .02 .08 .06 .07 I 07 .1J .09 

1 

'-0 
--..) 



Summary of rc Means and Standard Deviations of Groups of Raters 

as Brokendown by Environment 

Grade Levels 

7 8 9 10 . 11 12 Total 

Inside Raters 

Mean .32 .24 .40 .32 .23 ·55 .22 

S. D. .13 .16 .19 .27 .27 .30 .22 

Outside Raters 

Mean .28 .25 .17 .45 .13 .09 .34 

S. D. .1 0 .10 .11 .21 .26 I 29 .24 

"' (X) 



Summary of r
0

Means and Standard Deviations of Groups of Raters 

As Brokendown by Age 

Gra.de.Levels 

7 8 9 10 11 12 Total 

Adult Raters 

Means .28 .26 .J1 .J7 .14 .22 .27 

S. D. .17 .14 .14 .28 .12 .17 .18 

Peer Raters 

Means .J2 .21 .26 .41 .22 .42 .J1 

S. D. .11 .10 .15 .19 .21 .2J .18 

'-0 
'-0 



Summary of r Means and Standard Deviations of Groups of Raters c 
As Brokendown by Sex 

Grade Levels 

7 8 9 10 11 12 Total 

Male Raters 

Mean .27 .JJ .27 .J6 .22 .J2 . JO 

S. D. .14 .14 .1J .19 .12 .12 .14 

Female Raters 

Mean ,JJ ·15 .29 .40 .14 .)2 .27 

S. D. .14 .16 .11 .22 .18 .24 .19 

~ 

0 
0 
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Table 11 

Summary of a Subset of the 2 x 2 x 3 x 2 x 2 x 2 ANOVA for Grade of the Subject 

(B) x Class of the Subject (C) x Sex of the Subject. 

Sums of Degrees of Mean F 
Source of Variation Sguares Freedom Sauares Ratio 

B 11706.49 4 2926.62 1.52 

c 251.25 1 251.25 .13 

D 16.53 1 16.53 .008 

BwC X D 2755.48 4 688.87 .36 

c X D 498.75 1 498.75 .26 

Error Term 46251.83 24 

f-lo 
0 
N 



Table 12 

Summary of a Subset of the 2 x 2 x 3 x 2 x 2 x 2 ANOVA for Grade of the Subject 

(B) x Class of the Subject (C) x Sex of the Subject (D) Age of the Rater (F). 

Sums of Degrees of Mean F 
Source of Variation Sgua.res Freedom Sgua.res Ratio 

F 1'140.03 1 1140.03 1. 21 

B X F 2304 I 79 4 576.20 .61 

c X F 3180.03 1 3180.03 3·37 

D X F 457·53 1 457.53 .49 

B X D X F 691 I 07 4 172.77 .18 

c X D X F 44.34 1 44.34 .05 

Error Term 22640.83 24 943.37 

...... 
0 w 



Table 13 

Summary of a Subset of the 2 x 2 x 3 x 2 x 2 x 2 ANO~A for Grade of the Subject 

(B) x Class of the Subject (C) x Sex of the Subject (D) x Sex of the Rater (G). 
·~ . 

Sums of Degrees of Mean F 
Source of Variation Sguares Freedom Sguares Ratio 

G 483.09 1 483.09 1.17 

B x G 4408.60 4 1102.15 2.68 

c X G 21.67 1 21.67 .05 

D X G 132.03 1 132.03 .32 

B X D X G 3589.32 4 897.33 2.12 

c X D X G 315.59 1 315.59 ·77 

Error Term 22640.83 24 943.37 

1-" 

~ 



Table 14 

Summary of a Subset of the 2 x 2 x 3 x 2 x 2 x 2 ANOVA for Grade of the Subject 

(B) x Class of the Subject (C) x Sex of the Subject (D) x Environment of the 

Rater x Age of the Rater. (F). 

Sums of Degrees of Mean F 
Source of Variation sg·uares Freedom Sguares Ratio 

E X F 2139.67 1 2139.67 4.10 

B X E X F 1219.51 4 304.88 .58 

c X E X F 366.75 1 366.75 .70 

D X EX F 1245.84 1 1245.84 2.39 

B X D X E X F 2616.40 4 654.10 1.25 

CxDxExF 108.78 1 108.70 .21 

Error Term 12527.67 24 521.99 

~ 

0 
\...!\ 



Table 15 

Summary of a Subset of the 2 x 2 x 3 x 2 x 2 x 2 ANOVA for Grade of the Subject 

(B) x Class of the Subject (C) x Sex of the Subject (D) x Environment of the 

Rater (E) x Age of the Rater (F) x Sex of the Rater (G). 

Sums of Degrees of Mean F 
Source of Variation Squares Freedom Squares Ratio 

E X F X G 993.83 1 993.83 1.15 

B X E X F X G 252).68 4 6)0.92 ·73 

CxExFxG 837.09 1 837.09 ·97 

D X E X F X G 457·53 1 457·53 ·53 

B X D X E X F X G 1029.96 4 257.49 .JO 

c X D X E X F X G 6)9.03 1 6.39.03 . 74 

Error Term 20769.50 24 865.40 

1-" 
0 
0'\ 



Table 16 

Summa.ry of a Subset of the 2 x 2 x J ANOVA for the Repeated Measures on 

Environment. The Variables Age and Sex of the Rater were Summed Over 

to Find the Effects of Environment. 

Sums of Degrees of Mean F 
Source of Variation Squares Freedom Squares Ratio 

B 18)9.89 4 459·97 1.47 

c 81).)9 1 81).)9 2.61 

D 68.06 1 68.06 .22 

B X D 1625.22 4 406.)1 1.)0 

c X D 672.22 1 672.22 2.16 

Error Term 7479.67 24 311.65 

Grade of Subject (B); Class of Subject (C); Sex of Rater (D) 

..... 
0 

'"'1 



Table 17 

Summary of a Subset of the 2 x 2 x 3 ANOVA for the Repeated Measure on 

Sex. The Variables Age and Environment of the Rater were summed over 

to find the Effect of Sex. 

Sums of Degrees of Mean F 
Source of Variation Sguares Freedom Sguares Ratio 

BwC 2573.94 4 643.49 1.76 

c 210.13 1 210 ·.13 ·57 

D 203.35 1 203.35 .56 

BwC x D 2668.28 4 667.07 1. 82 

C X D 780.13 1 780.13 2.13 

Error Term 8783.33 24 365.97 

Grade of the Subject (B); Class of the Subject (C); Sex of the Ratee (D). 
1-" 
0 
co 



Table 18 

Summary of a Subset of the 2 x 2 x J ANOVA for the Repeated Measure on 

Sex. The Variables Age and Environment of the Rater were summed over 

Source of Variation 

E 

BwC xE 

c X E 

D X E 

BwC X D X E 

c X D X E 

Error Term 

to Find the Effect of Sex. 

Sums of Degrees of Mean 
Squares Fr~edom Squares 

JJ.J5 

1J8.J9 

1J.J5 

J9.01 

7J.J9 

2.J5 

596.67 

1 

4 

1 

1 

4 

1 

24 

JJ.J5 

J4.6o 

1J.J5 

J9. 01 

18.J5 

2.J5 

24.86 

F 
Ratio 

1.J4 

1.J9 

.54 

1.57 

. 74 

.09 

Grade of the Subject (B); Class of the Subject (C); Sex of the Ratee (D); 

Environment of the Rater (E). 

~ 

0 
\0 



Table 19 

Summary of a Subset of the 2 x2 x 3 ANOVA for the Repeated Measure of 

Raters Age. The Variables of Environment and Sex were summed Over to 

Find the Effect of Age. 

Sums Of Degrees of ···Mean F 
Source of Variation Squares Freedom Squares Ratio 

BwC 2278.61 4 569.65 1. 80 

c 342.)5 1 342•35 1. 09 

D 217.01 1 217.01 . 69 

BwC x D 2662.61 4 665.65 2.11 

c X D 990.13 1 990.13 3.14 

Error Term 7561.67 24 315.07 

Grade of the Subject (B); Class of the Subject (C); Sex of the Ratee (D). 
~ 
~ 

0 
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