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CHAPTZR I
THE PROBLEM AND ITS BACKGROUND

The purpose here has been to study the effects of an encounter
group experience upon the self-concept and subsequent achievement
scores of two groups of ninth grade girls vho were academically
underachieving. The problem area investigated in this study involved
the relationship of low or poor self-concept and underachievement
frequently found to exist together. Self-concept end achievement
score changes of the two groups vhich participated in an encounter
group experience have been compared with the self-concept and
achievement score changes of two control groups which did not par-
ticipate in an encounter group experience. Finally, the interpersonal
process characterizing the encounter groups have been analyzed and
related to changes in self-concept and/or subsequent academic
achievement behavior by the two experimental groups.

The major hypothesis was that the treatment, an encounter group
experience, was expected to enhance the self-concept and improve
subsequent academic achievement of the participants.

Since the earliest years of even the crudest educational sys-
tem, there have no doubt been individuals who did not perform to

their expected or measured achievement potential. Remedial programs

1



dealing with underachievement by focusing upon specific academic
learning skills have met with some success. However, over the past
few decades, and especially since the 1950's, a great deal of
educational, clinical, and research effort has been focused upon
investigating the antecedents and correlates of underachievement.

The eventual goal was to devise both remedial and preventative
methods of dealing effectively with underachievement. From the
viewpoint of prevention and remediation, it is important\to understand
underachievement in terms of the personal characteristics peculiar

$0 the underachiever. Such may eventually lead {to an increased
understending of the relationship among intellectual and motivational
factors in achlevement.

One of the intervening variables which has been found by many
researchers to be intimately related to all levels of achievement
is the individusl's self-concept. Many studies (Bishten, 1955;
Brookover, Thomas & Paterson, 19643 Bruck & Bodwin, 1962; Caplin,
1969; Fink, 1962; Gough, 1949; Hishiki, 1969; Ium, 1960; HMiller,
1962; Quimby, 1967; Roth, 19593 Shaw & Alvéa, 19633 and Shaw, Edson
& Bell, 1960) have concluded that there is a significant positive
relationship between self-concept and academic achievement. In
other words, underachievement has been found to be significantly
correlated vith a low or poor self-concept and vice versa. That
this relationship exists was assumed for the purposes of this

investigation.



A review of the background literature on self-concept and
achievement and their relationship follows. Special emphasis will
be given to low self-concept and underachievement. In addition,
group nethods ofé;ntervention cited in the literature as dealing
with either or both of these two variables is presented. Finally,
a brief review of the encounter group, often referred toc as a
sensitivity group, as a specific group intervention method dealing
with self-concept and/or achievement will conclude this chapter.

One of the more difficult tasks for psychology is relating
observable behaviors to the non-observable mental processes. One
approach to the problem was to limit the study of behavior to the
study of observable behavior only, while leaving to philosophy the
chore of Speculafing about non-obgervable behavior. However, some
theoreticians have attempied to clarify human behavior by positing
the integrating concept of "ego" or "self', so that the coherence
end unity seen in humen behavior might be understood.

G. W.Allport (1943) claimed that the concept of ego was made
necessary by certain shortcomings in associationism, and he listed
eight different uses for the concept of the ego. During the 1940's

the Psychological Review published many articles of a philosophical

rather than psychological nature (Bertocci, 1945; Chein, 1944;
Iundholm, 1940) which represented attempts to find the antecedents
of human behavior by examining constructs and concegts, rather than

Just obgervable events.



The essence of 'self' challenged definition. DNonetheless, an
attenpt to define and formulate a more useful concept of "self" was
made during this ssme decade of the 1940's. While Rogers was working
with the client-centered approach, one of his students (Raimy, 1943)
conceptualized the "self" in a perceptual frame of reference. What
he called the "self-concept" was both a learmed perceptual systenm
functioning as an object in the perceptual field, and a complex
orgaenizing principle which schematized on~-going experience (Lowe, 1961).
This concept of the self soon formed the theoretical underpimming for
a new approach to the study of behavior., Raimy demonstrated that
attitudes toward the self can be found by analyzing counseling proto-
cols,'and that these self-perceiving attitudes formed a reliable index
for improvement in therapy. The self gystem can have perceptions about
the environment and itgelf. One of its unique capacities is its abil-

ity to look at and evaluate itself. Raimy's concept of the self was

further developed in the book Individual Behavior (Snygg & Combs,
1949).

ilost essential in wunderstanding the main theoretical conceptions
of personality proposed by Rogers and his associates is a knowledge
of what is called the phenomenological point of view. By this
hypothesis, each person has a phenomenal field Which is g definition
of events or phenomena as they appear to him. His behavior, according ’
to phenomenologists, is entirely determined by his field, and predic-

tions of his behavior demand knowledge of that field. A person's



phenomenal field is limited. Only a small portion of his experience
can be held in focus at a given time. The phenomenal field becomes
congtantly restructured according to the person's need.

These parts of the phenomenal field which the individual
perceives as part or characteristic of himself are of
particular importance in the determination of behavior,
as understood by Rogers. These include the individusl's
physical self and his relationship with the cultural

and physical worlds. Some of these things the individual
considers relatively unimportant, and he leaves them
rather vegue and unattended. But those aspects of his
phenomenal self which sre highly differentiated and which
he has defined as definite and relatively stable attri-
butes of himself constitute the compelling aspects of his
life and form his self-concept. Stated differently, the
self-concept, or self-structure, is an organized config-
uration of perceptions of the self vhich are admissible
to awareness. (Harper, 1959, p. 84~5)

Rainy's concept of self was congruent with Rogers' theory of client-
centered theraepy, and Rogers' later developed theory of personality
(1951). By 1950 the phenomenological theory of the self had become

a new nmovement in psychology. The deluge of studies within the last
two decades has not been contained within any one theoretical channél,
g0 that studies involving the self-concept have spread over into many

arees other than psychology.



CHAPTER II

SELF-CONCEPT AND ACHIEVELMENT

Self Concepnt

Before discussing the relationship between self-concept and
achievament,¥each of these variables will be discussed separately.

Definitions. Self-concept has been variously defined. Bruck
and Bodwin (1962) operationally defined self-concept as consisting
of these elements: " (1) self confidence . . .,(2) freedom to
express appropriate feelings . . .,(3) lilking for one's self . . .,
(4) satisfaction with one's attedvments . . . , end (5) feeling of
personal appreciation by others."

Ceplin (1969) perceived the self-concept as "an organization
within the individual's perceptual or phenomenal field" which is
not open to direct observation and so 1ts nature must be inferred
from "observations of the behavior of the individual (p. 14)." It
would seem that statements by the individual would be subsumed under
"observations." Fink (1962) defines self-concept as a "central
rather than a peripheral motivating force" which "is essentially
moral rather than lolecular (p. 57)."

Heasurement of Self-Concept. Critics of the self-concept

methodology (Crowne & Stephens, 1961; Wylie, 1961) 'invariably refer

not only to the lack of equivalence of measures but also to the lack

6



A

of standardization and validation of the instruments. This was
especlally so in the early 1960's, MMany researchers have addressed
themselves to these issues (Piers & Harris, 1964; Lowe, 1961).

The most popular operational definition has assumed that the
self-concept can be determined on the basis of attitudes toward
the self reflected either dy an individual's self-references in
psychotherapy or by asking him to mark off certain self-regarding
attitudes on a rating scale.

One early attempt at attitude measurement was by Sheerer
(1949) who extracted statements made by clients in counseling that
were relevant elther as atiitudes towards the self or towards other
people. These statements formed the basis for a 101 item rating
geale. Using thié scele she reported an increased acceptance of
and respect for one's self and other with successful therapy.
Sheerer's rating scele also formed the basis for rating scales
constructed by Phillips (1951) and by Berger (1952), according to
Lowe (1961). By 1961 Lowe (1961) asserted that the only rating
scale of attitudes toward self was the Bills Index of Adjustment and
Values (Bissl, 1958). Bills stated that the intent of the Index was
to measure the phenomenal self-view as described by Lecky (1945),
Snygg & Combs (1949), and Rogers (1951). Q-sorts (Stephenson, 1953;
Rogers & Dymond, 1954) and semantic differentials ( Endler, 1961;

Luria, 1959) have both been used to measure self-concept. Lowe



(1961) discusses the issues of measurement and validation of self-
concept in detail and with & respectable degree of realistic
criticism.

Three different types of self-concept measures were enployed
in the present investigation. They were: a semantic differential,
a p: jer and pencil self-rating scale,‘and a four drawing set of
projective human figure drawings Subjected 1o a scoring procedure
validated to measure self-concept traits.

The semantic differential (4ppendix A-V) employed in this study
originally consisted of 27 word item~pairs selected from Osgood, |
Suci, and Tannenbaun's (1964) list of 50 item pairs. Thay applied
Thurstone's (1947, cited ‘in Osgood et al., p. 36) Centroid Factor
Method to a matrix of correlations. Four factors were extracted and
rofated into simple structure, meintaining orthogonality. The
semantic differential devi;ed for the present study loaded on three
factors which the authors labeled as evaluative, potency, and
activity. Six of the original 27 pairs included and administered
to0 the experimental subjects were discarded. There was too little
agreement among subjects as to whether either item of the discarded
six pairs was on the positive or negative end of the continuum to
substantiate thelr inclusion in the final scoring.

The Tenncssee 3elf Concept Scale (TSCS) was administered to all
subjects at the pre-testing and the post-testing. The T5CS, already
in use in mimeographed form since 1955 (Fitts, 1955), was revised and

published ten years later (Fitts, 1965). The large number of



references on the TSCS (180 references by April, 1970 in addition to

30 referencegrcited in the 1965 Manuel) is indicative of its signif-

icant impact on self-concept research. It is described in the Henual
as "simple for the subject, widely applicable, well standardized, and
rultidimensional in its description of the self-concept (p. 1)."

Consisting of 100 self-descriptive statements, this Likert-
type instrument cen be used with subjects aged 12 years and older,
and having at least a sixth grade reading level. lost subjects can
complete the scale in less than 20 minutes.

Two forms are availlgble, a Counseling Form end a Clinical and
Research Form. The only difference between the two forms is the
scoring and profiling systems. In the present study the Clinical
end Research Form wzs used.

According to the Mesnual, the standardization group was a
"broad sample of 626 people. The sample included people from
various parts of the country, and sge ranges from 12 to 68 (years).
There were approximately equal numbers’of both sexes, both legro and
vhite subjects, representative of all socisal, economic, and intel-
lectual levels and educational levels from gixth grade through the
Ph.D. degree (p. 13)."

A table of reliability data based on test-retest with 60 college
studentsgﬁver a two week period is provided by the menual end indicates
a reliability of .92 for the Total Scale, reliabilities in the .80s
end .90s for the major subscales and in thg «60s and .70s for the

minor subscales. In addition, the author claims to have demonstrated
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through profile anelysis that "the distinctive features of individual
profiles are still present for most persons a year or more later

(ps 15)." Bentler (Buros, 1972) concluded that it ranks smong the
better measures combining group discrimination with self-concept
information.

Koppitz (1968) attempted to fill the gap of comtrolled research
studies with children's HFDs and to provide a validated scoring sys-
tem for developmental and projective signs on HFDs., She systematically
investigated HFDs of children ages 5 through 12 years. She concluded
with a system for scoring and analyzing HFDs objectively for develop-
mental and emotional signs and symbols, and for interpreting them
clinically for personality dynamics.

The normative study population used by Koppitz was composed of
1,856 public school boys and girls at each age level from age 5 years
through 12 years. These children represented 86 entire classes,
kdndergarten through sixth grade, in 10 diZferent- elementary schools.
Thirty-three per cent of the children came from two schools located
in residential sections of a Iiidwestern metropolis; fifty-four per
cent of the youngsters attended five schools situated in three small
industrial towns in a HMidwestern asnd an Eastern state; while the
remaining thirteen per cent of the children were pupils from three
schools in small villages or rural areas of the same states. One-
third of the boys and girls came from low-income communities and

included both Negro and white children, one-third came from
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predominantly white, middle~income communities, and the last third
lived in high-income areas. The subjects were assumed to represent
the full range of intellectual potential normally found in a cross
section of public schools. Koppitz reported that to the best of her
knowledge very few, if any, mentally retarded children and no children
suffering from gross physical handicaps were included among the sub-
Jjects.

After her extensive research investigation correlating many
variables, Koppitz (1965, 1966a, 1966b, 1966c, 1967) found two basic
types of objective signs: Developmentel Items and Emotional Indi-
cators (ZI). As such, each test protocol camn be scored with a
developmental score and an emotional indicator (81) score. EBach of
the two kinds of scores is compoged of 30 items. For the purpose
of the present study only the LI score was used sgince it deals with
signs relevant to self-concept (Koppitz, 1968, pp. 55-69). The
scoring criteria used for each of these 30 signs is presented in
Appendix AL, In addition, the sge levels at which the signs become
clinically velid for boys and girls will also be presented in the
Appendix. The 30 items constituting the EI score were of an original
38 signs which statistically differentiated children with and without
emotional problems; occurred on less than 15% of the HFDs of normal
children; and were not related to age or maturation.

The kind of results an investigator obtains depends to a great

extent on the theoretical orientation and the purpose of the investi-
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gation. Koppitz (1968) worte that she considered Harry Stack Sulli-
van's Interpersonal Relationship Theory as most useful for her work.
She was primarily interested in exploring a child's developmental
stage and his interpersonal attitudes. Her hypotheses for her

study were "that HFDs reflect primarily a child's level of develop-
nent and his interpersonal relationships, that is, his attitudes
toward himself and toward the significant others in his life. It is
further maintained that HFDs may reveal a child's attitudes towards
life's stresses and‘strains and his way of meeting them; drawings
may also reflect strong fears and anxieties which may concern the
child, consciously or unconsciously, at that given moment (p. 8)."
Koppitz stated that she does not generally accept the "body image"
hypotheses for HFDs and does not necessarily consider them valid.
She does not regard the HFD as a portrait of the child's basic and
enduring personality traits nor as an image of the child's actual
appearance. Instead she believes that HFDs reflect the child's
current stage of mental development and his attitudes and concerns
of the given moment, all of which will change in time due to matu-
ration and experience. Because of this hypothesis that HFDs reflect
current personality functioning rather than en enduring personality
configuration, and because of the well validated scoring system, the
Koppitz Scoring system was used to score the HFDs of this present
investigation. It is necessary to have a system which can tep any

changes in self-concept which may be results of the experimental
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treatment of the encounter group experience. Koppitz (1968, pp. 55—
69) discusses the interpretation of each EI which supports the
present author's assumption that the EIs do relate to self-concept.

Stability and Change of the Self-Concept. Brownfain (1962)

adapted the use of the rating scale in developing what he considered

a measure of the degree of stability of the self-concept. Carlson
(1965) dealt with self-concept stability and change in a longitudi-

nal study of cggnges in the structure of the self-image. The study
included 49 students studied in the sixth and again in the twelfth
grade. Self and ddeal descriptions obitained on parallel forms
(pre-adolescent and adolescent) of a questionnaire designed to

control for response sets, provided measures of self-esteem and sociale
personal orientation. Over the six-~year period, as predicted, girls
showed an increase in social orientation while boys increased in
personal orientation, reflecting the different processes of person-
ality development for boys and girls. From thelr findings they
concluded that self-edfteem was independent of sex role. Adolescents
low in self-esteem more frequently characteriged others in terms of
personel reference and/or derogatory attitudes on the Role Construct
Repertory Test. By administering parallel forms, these researchers
avoided a drawback in a study by Plers and Harris (1964) who concluded
that they demonstrated self-concept changes when increasing femiliar-
ity with the test items might have accounted for chenges in en improved

direction. lore relevant is that Carlson (1965) used parallel but age
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appropriate forms. Haas and Laehr (1965) conducted two experiments
whose major hypothesis dealt with self-concept and the reactions of
others. The first atiempted to determine the durability of experi-
mentally induced changes in self-ratings. The second sought to
determiﬁe the effects of drug dosage in such changes in self-ratings.
The conclusion from the first experiment was that experimentally
induced changes in self-ratinés are durable over time. The retesting
was done six weeks after the experimental treatment. The second
study's results showed that self-concept changes do show the effects
of drug dosage. However, it should be noted that their study supports
the stability of self-concept changes only for a six week period
which is a relatively short period of time.

Self-Concept Developnment and Related Variables. Several

researchers have studied the self-concept and related it to certain
variables which their perticular studies inditated were involved in
its development. However, very few of the studies cited in the
literature on self-concept used the experimentél and control groups
paradigm. The usual sanmpling procedure has been to study naturally
occurring groups. Different measures from individuals described b&
sane self-concept measure as having low or high self-concepts haye
been taken and correlated. Generally, all of the subjects in thé
sample population selected were tested on all sf the test measufes{
the results were analyzed and certain correlations were found or |

concluded to exist.



One of the variables which has received notice has been the
influence of significant others upon the development of the self-
concept. Brookover et al. (1964) reported that "the general
theory states that self-concept is developed through interaction
with significant others which in turn influences (omne's) behavior
(ps 271)." They found support for this theory in their study
ugsing a sample of 1,050 geventh grade students (513 nales and 537
females) in an urban school gystem. Black students were excluded
on the assumption that their '"self-concept-of-ability' and its
relation to achlievement would differ from those of the white
population, which they found support for with subsequent analysis.
Self-concept-of-ability is described as an individual's self-
evaluation of his ability to achieve some goal, which in this case
is in the academic arena. Parallel forms of a self-concepi-of-
ability scale were administered and average IQ scores for two
(fourth and sixth grade) administrations of the Califormis Test of
Hental Maturity were calculated. They concluded that an individ-
ual'es self-concept-of-ability is significantly correlated with the
images that he perceives significant others to have of his abllity.
In addition, they found statistical significance for their hypothesis
that self-concept-of-ability for specific academic subjects was a
better indicator of achievement than a general self-concept measure.
The authors' exclusion of Black subjects seems to inherently lack

theoretical logic. Their assumption that the self-concepi-of-ability

15
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for Blacks would differ and be lower than that of the white subjects
does not invalidate their basic assumption. In fact, the inclusion
of Black subjects Would/seem to have strengthened their argument,
rather than weekened it. That Blacks' self-concept-of-ability
would be lower would possibly support their assumption that the
enviromment and personal interaction with significant others has a
significant influence upon one's self-concepi-of-ability.

Davidson and Lang (1960) also found statistically significant
support for the hypothesis that the student's perception of a
significant other's feelings toward him is related to his self-
concept or self-perception and 1o school achievement and behavior,
The authors devised an adjective checklist which attained acceptable
reliability coefficients. They stated that the instrument had
"logical validity.'" They also obtained a measure of concurrent
validity. This was done by correlating the child's own perception
of his teacher's appraisai of him with his clessmates's perceptions
of the teacher's feelings toward him. PFor this purpose, a modified

version of the de Great and Thompson Teacher Approvel and Disapproval

Scale (1949) was administered along with the Checklist of Trait Nemes,
a scale devised by the authors, to 93 children distributed across
three classes. The sample for the study under discussion was com-
posed of 89 boys and 114 girls attending the fourth, fifth, and

sixth grades of a New York public school. Since some of the test
items had words too difficult for some children to read, only those

children who were in the upper half of their grade level were chosen.
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This may have resulted in a sample biased in favor of children
achieving higher in reading. However, they did represent a wide
range of socioeconomic levels. Soclal class levels were found %o
have a positive correlation with achievement, and with favorable
perceptions and feelings of the teacher toward the child as attri-
buted to the teacher by the child. The greatest wealmess in the
methodology of this study lies in the selection of the sample, of
which the authors allege, it is "reasonable to assume that these
subjects are representative of the population of New York City
elementary school children at these grade levels (p. 116)." The
regtriction of their sample to only the better readers hinders

the generalizability of their findings to all fourth through sixth
grade elementary students. However, the authors did find subjects
with various levels of self-concept which correlated positively
with their levels of achievement.

Ringness (1970) also studied the influence of significant
others upon the achievment values of children. Identification of
267 eighth grade girls with parents, peers, and teachers, and
achievement values attributed to them by the subjects were assessed
by the School Attitude Research Inventory. A card sort assessed
achievement orientation, peer affiliation, nonconformity, and
independence. Identification with each of the ithree groups of
"gignificant others" mentioned above, end achievement values attri-
buted to them were found to be related to the subject's own achieve-~

ment values. These, in turn, were related to grade point average
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(GPA) end the Iows Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) percentile scores.
Support for a social learning theory paradigm of motivation and
achievenent was concluded. Achievement was also predicted from the
California Test of llental Maturity IQs, and subjects' were grouped
into over-, at, and under-prediction. Significant differences
were associated with the subjects' identifications with their
parents and teachers, with peer values, and with their own motiva-
tion on the GPA variable. However, significant differences were
associated only with the subject's motivation for the ITBS scores.
The research design reflects no serious methodologicel bilases,
and the sampling procedure was a random selection of 300 subjects
dravn from the eighth grade population of all 13 public Junior
high schools in a large Midwestern clty. Complete data was
obtained on 267 subjects.,

In addition to the influence upon self-concept by such sig-
nificant others as parents, peers, and ieachers which Brookover
et al. (1964) label as the "composite other," another variable
related to self-concept is the socioceconomic class of an individual.
For example, Klausner (1953) found that low socioeconomic white
males had lower self-concepts than white males in higher socio-
economic strata.

Piers and Harris (1964) conducted & study correlating age
with self-concept. Their findings suggested a curvilinear develop-

mental pattern in vhich "adequate" self-concepis were found for the
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third end tenth grade subjects, vhile "inadequate' self-concepts
were found for the sixth graders, Piers and Harris' (1964) major
purpose was to meke the first step in an effort to develop and
standardize a general self-concept instrument which could be used
over a wide age range. In addition, they sought to f£find the corre-~
lates of self-concept in children. They extracted six factors from
an 80 item scale adninistered to 457 sixth grade children. The
factors were: DBehavior, General and Academic Status, Physical
Appearance and Attributes, Anxiety, Popularity, and Happiness and
Satisfaction. The 80 item scale was originally a 140 item scale
which was administered to four classes each of third, sixth, and
tenth graders in a large school system. The elementary classes

were chosen from several different schools, representing a cross-
section of sociceconomic levels of the community. In the high
school c¢lasses, slow, average, and bright classes participated.

The authors do not state why the high school class sample selection
criterion was not comparable to the elementary school selection.

The latter were selected on the basis of academic achievement, while
the elementary school children were selected on the basis of socio-
economic level. This discrepancy in subject selection criteria may
have influenced the curvilinear results. In addition, the four month
post-test mean scores were consistently higher for all groups, suggest-
ing that increased familiarity with response items might account fpr

the change. This enhancement on retesting emphasizeg the need for
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control procedures before msking claims regarding self-concept changes
as a result of any particular manipulations. One might conclude from
Piers and Harris' study that age seems to correlate with self-concept
either positively or negatively using the seme measure at different
ages.

The effects of racial segregation on self-concept was investi-
gated by Caplin (1969). He hypothesized that children, both Black
and white, attending a de facto segregated school have less positive
self-concepts than do children attending desegregated schools. Sixty
children from the intermediate grades of each of the elementary schools
in a small northern New Jersey city were matched on age, grade, sex,
race, intelligence, and socioeconomic status. The entire sample
congisted of 180 children, with 60 each from & de facto segregeated
school with over 66% Black enrollment; a school newly desegregated
by the transferring of 150 Black children to a previously almost all
vhite school; and a third school which had been desegregated for many
years due to the housing pattern of the neighborhood. Analyses of
variance were performed on the scores obtained from the self-report
instrument administered, and correlations between these scores and
achievement scores were obtained. The children attending the de
facto segregated school had less positive self-concepts than the
children at the other two schools. The methodology, statistical
analyses, and use of naturally occurring groups matched on relevant

variables lend strength to the results obtained.
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Concerning sex differences and self-concept, Davidson and
Lang (1960) found that girls generally perceived their teachers'
feelings toward them to be more favorable than did the boys. Caplin
(1969), who investigated the effects of racial segregation upon self-
concept, found no significant sex differences. However, Carison
(1965) in his study of stability and change of the self-image found
that girls increased in social orientation while boys increased in
personal orientation. Although he found sex differences he concluded
that self-esteem is independent of sex role.

A final variable frequently related to self-concept is anxiety.
In the Piers and Harris (1964) study correlating age with self-concept
sex differences were found in the Anxiety factor, with boys more often
derying feeling nervous or worried. Swinn and Hunter (1964) admine
istered tests of general anxiety and test anxiety along with a
"gelf-acceptance (SA)- acceptance of others (AO)" questionnaire to
92 subjects. The investigeators claim that the questionnaire can
reflect an individual's acceptance of himself and his openness and
ascceptance of other people. Thelr study was conducted to tegt the
predictive hypothesis that anxiety increased the usual positive
SA-AQ correlation. Results indicated that (1) anxiety is signifi-
cantly associated with both lowered SA and lowered AOQ, (2) enxiety
disrupts the SA-AC relationship by lowering SA at a greater rate
then A0, and (3) in the presence of low anxiety, the usual SA-AO

correlation exists. The investigators concluded that (A) the learming
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theory from which the prediction was derived is inadequate in self-
theory areas of personality, and (B) anxiety has a disruptive yet
systematic influence on the SA-A0 relationship.

The paucity of studies maiing use of statistical designs other
then the correlational design causes one to wonder about the reasoning
behind such widespread methodological singlemindedness. Perhaps the
explanation lies in the likelihood that during the early stages of
research on a variable it is more likely to find exploratory studies
which involve no experimental treatment, or correlational studies
which investigate hypothesized irends and relationships. Most of the
studies cited in the Self-Concept section did not involve sophisticated
experimental or statistical designs. The use of less powerful designs
may be expected when one considers the point in the developing stages
of research on the variable at which the particular studles were con-
ducted. Now that self-concept research has become fairly productive
of basic hyéothetical postulations and the groundwork has been laid,

more definitive research designs should be applied.

Achlevement: Under- and Overachievement

Definitions. The phenomenon of achievement also presents prob-
lems in attempting to define it operationally. Concepts of under-
and over-achievement suffer from this lack of consistency and impre-~
cision. Almost every researcher operationally defines underachievement

somewhat differently in his study. Kornrich (1965) confronted the
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issue by listing several methods which various researchers have used
to operationelly define underachievement is consistently defined as
a discrepancy of large or significant proportions between actual

and predicted academic performance. The definitions differ in re-
gard to the precision and the grade level of the students. In
addition, some researchers deal only with bright (IQ above 110 or
135) underachievers, while others focus on the underachiever of
average intellectual ability.

There have been critics of the terms over- and underachievement.
Particular resistance is to the former term, since it is impossible
for one to achieve more than he or she has the capacity to achieve.
Coulson (1959) suggested the use of another term, "efficiency index",
to substitute for under- and overachievement. The efficiency index
is the difference between GPA and test measured ability level, both
normalized within the college in which a student was enrolled.
Coulson calculated chi squares, Pearson correlations, and analyses
of varisnce on his data for simple effects. The instrumenis he used
were MIPI, California Psychological Inventory, Guilford-Zimmerman
Temperament Survey, and Kuder Preference Record~Vocational. He
concluded that the concept of efficiency ratio was equally as useful
as the older, though less uniform, concepts of over- and under-
achievement.

Some of the unclear findings on underachievement mey be
attributed to faulty conceptualizations. Rather than performence

causing the discrepancy between actual and predicted achievement,
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the discrepancy may result from faulty predictive methodology. Dyer
(1960) and Schwitzgebel (1965) both discuss some critical issues
concerning how the prediction of achievement potential may be invalid.
One major fault may well lie with an invalid test to measure achieve~-
ment potential in predicting how well an individual should be able to

achieve academically.

Identification, Measurement, and Classification of Underachieve-

ment. Several studies have attempted to operationalize and assess
achievement and underachievement. Ringness (1970), studying the
influence significant others have upon the achievement values of
children, used teachers' grades and standerdized achievement test
scores to ldentify underachievers. The California Test of llental
Maturity (CTil) totel IQ score was obtained from school records. A
prediction of whether the student would be an under-, at, or over-
achiever was based on this score vwhich essessed intellectual ability.
Underachievement was defined as any "significant" discrepancy in
either GPA or the Total score on the Iowa Test of Basic Skills
administered routinely, from the predicted level of achievement
based on intellectual ability. Ringness' conclusions and findings
were dlscussed in the Self-Concept section earlier.

Edgington (1964) developed a normative approach to the measure-
ment of underachievement. The technique involved obiaining empirical
probabilities for the magnitude of underachievement of any individual

underachiever. He cited the statistical flaws in previous attempts
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to measure underachievement and, as presented, his method seems to
avoid these flaws. However, a major drawback in the use of this
nethod is its tedious calculation.

Two kinds of achievement measures were employed in the present
study. The Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT), a standardized
achievement test, and course progress reports by teachers were both
congidered in this investigation. The WRAT was first standardized
in 1936 as a convenient tool for the study of the basic school sub-
jects of reading (word recognition and pronunciation), written
spelling, and arithmeiic computation. It was designed as an "adjunct
to tests of intelligence and behavior adjustment (Lianual, 1965)." It
was again revised in 1946 and the present edition was revised in 1965
(Jastak & Jastak, 1965). The 1965 edition retains the original three
subtests: reading, spelling, and aritlmetic. Zach subtest is divided
into two levels, Level I and Level 1I. Level I 1s designed for use
with children between the ages of 5 years O month and 11 years 11
months. Iievel II is intended for persons from 12 years O month
through adulthood. ILevel II was administered to all subjects in the
present study. The three subtests take between 20 and 30 minutes to
administer. The subtests may be given in any convenient order. The
order of edministration for the current investigation was: Spelling,
Arithmetic, and Reading. Subtest instructions were given verbatin as
presented in the WRAT lianual (1965). The WRAT can be administered

individually or to a group. The 3pelling and Arithmetic subtesis
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were administered to small groups of no more than seven girls each,
and the reading subtest was given individually for this investiga-
tion. The experimenter scored the protocols according to the con-
crete scoring instructions provided in the llanual. Grade ratings,
percentiles, and standard scores, or deviation quotients, based on
the grade ratings are the three types of scores used in reporting
WRAT results.

The 1965 revised edition of the WRAT wes standardized on a
population of school children and adults in a number of states:
Delaware, Pennsylvania, New Jersey, Maryland, Florida, Washington,
and California, No attempt was made to obtain a representative
national sampling. The authors state, "Nor is such a sampling con-
sidered essential for proper standardization (Manual, 1965, p. 9)."
The groups of children were selected from schools of known socio-
economic levels. The IQs of the children were also kmown from group
tests such as the Lorge-Thorndike, the Kuhlmann-Anderson, and the
California Hental Maturity Test administered at the schools. lany
of the cases (over 1000) in the standardization group had been given
individual tests such as the Stanford-Binet, Wechsler Intelligence
Scale for Children, and "others." In each age bracket "probability
sanmplings based on IQs were studied to develop WRAT norms that would
correspond to the achievement of mentally aversge groups with represen~
tative dispersions of scores sbove and below the mean (tianmual, 1965,
p. 9)" The main drawback of the WRAT seems to be 1ts lack of

representativeness in the semple of the various ethnic groups to
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which 1t wmay be administered. However, the normative population was
impressively large with 5,868 males and females, ages 5 to adulthood,
for Level I, and 5,933 males and females, ages 9 to 65 years including
college students, for Level II.

In conclusion, the WRAT appears to be an effective diagnostic
tool for evaluating achievement in reading, spelling, and arithmetic
computation. It is easily administered and the results can be com~
puted into any one or all three of the useful global scores. It can
be administered individuaelly or to groups, and appears to have
adequate content and construct validity to support its use. Additional
detailed description of its standardization, validation and reliability
is presented in Appendix A-IX. Iilervin and Thorndike seem 10 agree
that the WRAT is of some value in a olinical or research setting as
a quick estimate of general ability and educational background (Buros,
1972).

The course progress reports made by the teachers for all of the
girls participating in the present investigation were scored on a
five-point rating scale (Appendix A-II). The ratings had been devised
by the school administrative staff and was adopted for use in this
study. Jletter grades were not used in the teacher evaluations. The
four required courses which were enalyzed were: Reading, inglish,
Business llathematics and Speech.

Pippert and Archer (1963) investigated which of two ways seemed
most effective to use in classifying underachievers. The two methods

were by GPA and by standardized achievement test scores. The Vatson-
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Glager Test and standard achievement tests were adninistered to 126
ninth graders who scored above 110 on the Otis IQ test. Based upon
their findings they concluded that using GPA in school situations is
fairer and more effective. One of their criteria was that students
identified as underachievers by a GPA below that predicted from
their Otis IQ scores were similar to the achieving group on the
Watson-Glaser and achievement test scores. The underachievers
excezded the achievers on the Otis but were significantly lower
than the achievers on the GPA. Secondly, students identified as
underachievers by their achievement test scores were lower than the
achievers on all instruments except @A. The authors suggested
that for screening purposes or with experimental research studies
the standard achievenent tests seemn appropriate. However, they
comented that to classify an individual as an underachiever only
on the basis of a standard achievement test score nay be penalizing
the student wnjustly if the test content does not reflect the
school's curricula. For research purposes, however, they asserted
that a standard test seemed more valld since all subjects will have
been exposed to the same content test.

Studies with Practical Implications for Preventiion and

Remediation. Another effort to objectify and develop methods of
identification needed btefore preventlion and remediation can occur
was made by Swift and Spivack (1969). They developed a behavior

rating scale of 45 items and 13 factors which proved useful in
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detecting behaviors related to achievement success and failure.
llethodology consisted of weekly meetings with 26 teachers of normal
and emotionally distrubed junior and senior high school students.
All classroom behaviors which, in their experience, interfered with
or were related 1o achievement were discussed and recorded. ZEighty
teachers, using the original 102 items, took part in the actual
student ratings over a four or five month period. A total of 1,554
ratings were made of 12 to 19 year olds, about equally distributed
between the "normal" and "emotionally disturbed" groups. The data
were analyzed into factors resulting in the 45 item, 13 factor
scale. Further correlations included in the final scale were sig-
nificant at the .05 level at least. The study sppears 1o have
subgtantial content validity. However, the authors are unclear as
to the number of subjects used in the rating scale development. It
is unclear vhether the figure "1,554" refers to the number of sub-
jects rated or to the number of rating items checked by the teachers.
In a second study seeking to contribute knowledge needed to
develop preventive programs for underachievers, Shaw and KcCuen (1960)
investigated the onset of academic underachievement in bright children.
One hundred sixty eight 11th end 12th grade students who were in the
upper 25% of their school population with regard to ability were
classified as achievers or underachievers on the basis of their
cumulative GPAs in grades 9, 10, and 11 and their IQ scores. Any

student receiving an IQ score of over 110 on the Pintner General
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Ability Test: Verbal Series, but whose GPA was below the mean of his
class was labelled as an underachiever. A student meeting the IQ
gcore criteria but with a GPA above the average of his class was
clagsified as an achiever. Those achleving at the class average of
2.4 on a four-point scale were not included in the study. The
authors do not report how many subjects scored exactly at the class
mean but it is doubtful that any sizable number did, if any. The
subjects were divided into four groups: Iliale Achievers, Male Under—
achievers, Female Achievers, and {female Underachievers. Iach subject's
GPA for each grade from 1 through 11 was computed, as were the mean
GPAs for each of the four groups.

Sex differences were found between the groups. liale achievers
hed significantly higher GPAs for each grade level from third through
eleventh., In grades one and itwo there were differences for the
achievers in the predicted direction, higher than underschievers,
but these were not significant until the third grade. Results for
fenales were more confusing. For grades one through five under-
achievers had marginally nigher GPAs than achievers. Lowever, from
grades gix through eight the achievers had higher &GAs, though, again,
the difference was not significant. In the ninth and tenth grades
the difference was significant in favor of the achievers. The
authors suggested that femnles do not display their self-directing
tendencies to the same extent as males until adcolescence. Ihey also

suggested that the female underachievers showed a drop in GPA at the
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time puberty was beginning. Other studies finding unclear results
for females suggest that there is more ambivalence with regard to
girls' feelings toward themselves (Shaw et el., 1960; Quimby, 1967).

Acadenic Verisbles Involved in Underachievement. Reading and

arithmetic at the elementary school level, and Inglish at the high
school level are the curriculun areas in which most underachievement
and failures océur, and vhich are most effected by what Cotter (1954),
speaking from a medical model, calls "poor emotionel health." Inves-
tigations in the field of arithmetic emphasize that children require
even nore freedom from inner anxiety for learning arithnetic than

for learning to read, and that failure in the two ocreas nay be

caused by entirely different elements. Fallure to leexrn how to read,
however, has a more demaging effect upon the child. The poor reader
sees himself as a fallure, a non-reader, but the child who cannot
comprehend arithmetic appears to feel that he has plenty of compeny.
"#urther, failure in arithmetic does not impede future school progress
as does inability to read and thus does not pose as great a threat

to the self-concept or ego (Cotter, 1964, ». 180)." Thus, rcading
below grade expectancy or at least below the current grade level
placement is frequently the key criteriom used in labelling a2 student
as an underachiecver. Although underachievers are not always cnildren
with a background of grade failures or demotiong, those who fail and
must repeat grades, especlally vhen their IQ is at least average, are

labelled as underachievers. 7Ten per cent of the nation's students
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were not promoted in June, 1956. The same percentage was clasgified
as failing in the 1963-1964 academic year for public school enroll-

ment, which would involve over four million pupils (Cotter, 1964).

Personality Characteristics'gg the Female Underachiever.

Several researchers have described some of the relevant variables
influencing personality and the typical personality of the under-
achiever. Since only female subjects were participants in the
present study, a brief discussion of the female underachiever's
personality based on research studies conducted seems relevant at
this point. Ium (1960) discusses male and female achievers and under-
achievers. She describes the female underachiever as an individual
who tends to become eagily discoureged when confronted with long or
difficult assignmehts and who admits that unless she likes a course,
she exerts only the minimum effort required to get & passing grade.
She also shows a marked tendency toward procrastination with regard
to her assignments and tends to rely upon external pressures in order
to complete her assignments. ©She 1s more susceptible to distracting
influences and wastes too much time engaging in social activities,
causing her studies to suffer. She is more critical of educational
methodology and more often expresses doubt as to the value of a college
education then an "overachiever."

The "non-achievement syndrome" (Roth & lleyersburg, 1963) involves
the following characteristics: general self-depreciation, vulnerability

to disparagement by others, no clear system of personal goals and
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values, immature reactions to parents, frequent depressions, lack of
insight about themselves and others, and free-floating anxiety.

Roth end Meyersburg add to these the "lack of self-esteem, personal
sensitivity, inability to control introjected hostility, and 'acute
enxiety! which bulld up into patterns much like the syndrome
encountered in depressive disorders," and in some students becomes
a true disorder (p. 538-539).

Gi1ll and Spilka (1965) studied a population of Mexican-
American high school students end concluded that underachievers were
more hostile, less socially nmature, exhibited less intellectual
efficiency and conformity to rules than achievers. They also found
that underachievers from low socioeconomic backgrounds seemed
characteristically to lack independent initiative. However, Schutg
(1960) concluded from his factor analysis of academic achievement
and commnity characteristics that a "high level of educational
achievement can be obtained in widely varying kinds of communities
(p. 517)," end presumably by an individual from any socioeconomic
class who puts forth the effort and has the abllity.

It is commonly agreed that the larger number of faillures and
underachievers are boys. One theory offered to ex;plain this (Cotter,
1964) is that a higher level of perfection is expected, though not
demanded, of girls at home and at all levels of schooling. Another
is that girls have more definite goals and reasons for achieving in

school (Todd et al., 1962). However, Shaw and McCuen (1960) cite
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HcClellend et al. (1953) who suggested that parents of underachievers
of either sex do not demand a high level of performance from their
children.

Parental Influences Upon Underachievement. Ringness (1970)

studied the relative impact of each parent upon the child's achieve-
ment. He found that the father's achievement values were more highly
correlated with the child's than were the mother's. The identifica-
tion with achievement values attributed to the father seemed to be
more influential in actual achievement, as measured by GPA, than
identification associated with the mother. This is an interesting
finding since most people assume that the mother influences the
child in more areas than the father.

It might be expected that especially in a family which places
a high premium on academic achievement that an underachiever might
be treated as a kind of devient member. Donnelly (1960), although
studying a opoulation of psychotic children, did find that deviant
children are treated noticeably differently than their siblings.
lore often than not, this "treatment" involves negafive parental
attitudes toward the "deviant" child which in turn threaten the
child's positive sibling interrelationships. These influences
obviously affect the personality of the underachieving child.

The Drasgow-liotto Controversy on Underachievers. Drasgow

(1957) made three basic assumptions about underachievers: (1) that

college underachievers tend to be enrolled in inappropriate curricula



and that this misplacement in curriculum was a significant deter~
minant in their underachievenent; (2) that a necessary requirenent
for helpful counseling was that the student-client accept the idea
of failure "in his alien course;" and (3) that lack of insight wos
a determinant in underachievenment.

liotto (1959) made a critical reply to Drasgow's essunpitions.
Ye adnitted there was a need to clarify the definition of under-
achievement, but strongly disagreed with Drasgow's first two conclu-
sions, vwhile agreeing with the third with reservations. llotto stated
that there was equal justification for considering factors such as
"enotional immaturity, situational factors, defective study skills
or subject matter, neurotic or quasi-pgychotic adjustments, and
disturbances in character functioning (p. 246)." He suggested that
underachievenent had no necessary relationshilp to curriculum choice,
but may be a behavioral nmanifestation of personality inconsistencies
and the consgegquent paralyzing effects of anxiety. In response to
Drasgow's second asswmtion, Iiotto replied that in spite of warnings
from teachers, deans, and counselors, the underachievers in his
group failed to see their academic problems as failures on their
part. Although they responded positively when the counseling ser-
vices offered help, 28 of lMotto's 31 underachievers did not accept
failure, and 2% had not even reguested counseling. IHe suggests
that there are positive elements in allowing underachievers to be
offered help vdthout their having to admit they nced it. Lastly,

Drasgow asserted that the underachiever must be insightful of the

35
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personality factors contributory to his problems in order to benefit
from short term counseling. liotto agreed that insight was needed
for improvement, but disagreed that such an understanding of complex
pergonality dynamics could be handled by short term treatment.

Although the last cited controversy might at first glance seem
to be more appropriately placed in the sections dealing with treat-
ment methods for underachievers, it is placed here mainly because
counseling wes on an individual rather than a group basis. However,
it should offer insight into the possible personality makeup of the
underachiever at the college level.

Study Habits and Achievement Lotivetion. Ium (1960) investi-

gated the study habits of achievers and underachievers. Three
groups of twenty female college'students were equated for scholastic
aptitude as measured by the American Council on Education Psycholog-
ical Exemination. The subjects were enrolled in introductory psy-
chology courses. The groups differed widely in achievement, as
expressed in the cumulative grade point ratio. ZTum found no
difference in the reported study habits of achievers when compared
with underachievers, but she did find a significant difference in
their achievement motivation.

Several researchers have concluded that a major factor in
achievement motivation is the individual's self-concept, (Bower,
Beyer & Scheirer, 1970). Thus, Shaw, Edson, and Bell (1960) predicted

that intensive study of the differences in self-concept between
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achievers and underachievers would possibly lead to increased under-
standing of the problem of academic achievement motivation. Recent
articles presenting research on achievement motivation have been
published (Entwisle, 1972; Kukla, 1972; Tessler & Schwartz, 1972)
thus showing its continued relevance to the phencmenon of under-
achievement, and achievement in general. The great bulk of work
done in this area has included studies using varied projective tech-
niques (Atkinson, 1958; McClelland, 1955). Studles which have used
objective tests (Atkinson & Litwin, 1960; deCharms, lorrison,
Reitman, and HMeClelland, 1955; Iard, 1962) generally have not been
able to produce the same results. It seemed for a while that
MeClelland's (1958) argument, that need for achievement could only
be measured with projective techniques, was irrefutable. Apparently,
the projective test criteria relied upon were those score indicato?s
on the TAT, Rorschach, end similar projective test devices vhich
reflect such dynamics as self-esteen, need for achievement, need for
approval, and feelings of adequacy or inadequacy.

lyers (1965) claimed that he had developed a highly satisfactory
short objective test to measure achievement motivation. Ten items,
aimed directly at academic achievement, were administered to 261 male
and 263 female high juniors. The subjects were to answer "yes,"
"no," or "?" (can't say or doesn't apply) to the questions. Three
items were discarded as a result of this initial test administration.

Iiyers then used the remaining seven items in a six point rating scale
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on which a subject had to indicate the degree to which an item was
true for him. The author reported that correlations between his
achievement motivation rating scale score and GPA compared favorably
with previous studies which had used projective tests such as the
TAT, and with studles using objective instruments. The scale is
somewnat suspect, although previous findings were replicated, since
the items are too susceptible to faking by the subjects. The im-
portance of the self-concept factor in achievement notivation leads
to the next section which considers the relationship between self-

concept and underachievement.

Self Concept and Achievement

ihich Is the Antecedent: Self-Concept or Achievement? Gowan

(1960), Tuel and Wursten (1965), and the studies reviewed in the
preceding sections cite research findings concluding that there is a
significant positive relationship between self-concept and achieve-
ment. Several researchers have posed the question: which comes

first, self-concept or achlevement (Shaw & McCuen, 1960; Tuel &
Wursten, 1965). Caplin (1969), who studied the effects of racial
segregation on self-concept, concluded that the relationship between
self-concept and achievement was probably reciprocal, as did Tuel

end Wursten (1965). The latter researchers stated that an individual's
negative self-concept in some cases appears to hinder academic per-

formance, while in others a negative self-concept would seem to be
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the product of poor academic performance. Biber (1961) stated that
there is a circular relationship between healthy personality and
effective learning. Thus, Tamkin (1960) suggested that emotionel
disturbance may be either the cause of or the product of educa-
tionel disability. ZLowe (1961) showed how a poor self-concept

may result in underachievement or failure which can result in more
failure. That psychological health data are more important than
academic achievement data in understanding a pupil's dissatisfaction
with school was suggested by Jackson and Getzels (1959).

Another study dealing directly with the issue of antecedent
status of self-concept to achievement was conducted by Wattenberg
end Clifford (1964). They studied poor self-concepts and reading
disabilities using a sample of 128 kindergarten children. There
were originally 185 subjects, but follow-up data was availabie for
only 128 children. lleasures of mental ability and self-concept
were obtained during the subjects'! first semester in kindergarten.
Subjects were from two Detroit elementary schools. Two and one-half
years later measures of their progress in reading were obtained and
the self-concept measures repeated. The kindergarten self-concept
measures proved significantly predictive of reading progress but were
not significéntly related to mental test scores. Uwo aspects of
gelf-concept, (1) feelings of competence and (2) feclings of self-
worth, were noted., The study was well conducted and appears velid,

even though the sample may not have been representative of a larger
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population. Iialf of the children transferred to Catholic schools
after kindergarten, and thus were taught by different reading nmethods
than the children who remained in the public school system. In addi-
tion, measures other than just the IQ and self-concept were used.
Tape recordings of children's corments while making human figure
drawings were made and the comments divided into positive and nega-
tive references to feelings of competence or self-worth. In addition
to the quantified measures, the classroom teachers and a clinically
trained interviewer were asked to rate the children as to their
feelings of competence and self-worth. Additional ratings were
gsecured on "ego strength," defined as the child's ability to adapt

to the reality of his environment. The results indicated that self-
concept measures and measures of ego-sirength were predictive of
reading achievement two-and-one-half years later. The authors
concluded that even as early as kindergarten self-concept phenomena
ere antecedent to and predictive of reading accomplishment. Some of
the problems causing a lack of support for their hypotheses was
attributed to the fact that early reading achievement is linked to
sex and socioeconomic class.

Relationships Found Between Self-Concept and Achievement.

Liearly all studies of the relationship between seli-concept and
achievenent have concluded that there is a positive relationship
between these two variables. Iowever, Jervis (1959) concluded that

there is no relationship between the two. He concluded that low



achievemnent does not always imply negative attitudes. Iis study
revealed no significant relatlonship between self-concept related

to attltudes toward others. Tuel and .wursten (1965) who cite Jervis!
study meke no attempt to discuss the calibre of Jervis' methodology
or statistical analysis, which would shed light on how valid his
findings should be considered.

Some investigators have used elementary school subjects,
although studies of self-concept and achievement have more frequently
used college or high school samples. Bodwin (1959) investigated the
relationship between "immature self-comcept" and reading and arith-
metic disabilities. Immature self-concept seems to be a term the
author used synonymously with poor, low, or inadequate self-concept.
His study was based on the theory that self-concept was a develop-
mental phenomenon whose final stages included "incorporation and
identification," and that any interruption in the process limited
and distorted the subsequent incorporation and identification, and
therefore learning. Incorporation refers to a process which the
investigator asserted was esgential in developing an adequate self-

concept. Iliowever, he failed to describe it in the Dissertation

Abstracts version of his study. Identification is a subsequent and
again essential stage in self-concept development vhilch is not defined
by the researcher. However, from contextual cues the two final giages
appear to refer to a kind of assimilative and integrative process in

vhich the individual must engage to develop an adequate self-concept,
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as information enters his conscious awareness. Bodwin found no studies
in the literature which were directly related to his problem. He used
the llachover DAY test and devised a Self-Concept Scale for it which
was later validated (Bodwin & Bruck, 1960). His sample consisted of
300 subjects (100 each with reading disabilities, arithmetic disabil-
ities, end no educational disabilities) from the third to the sixth
grades of three elementary schools in Flint, Michigan. The SCS-DAP
and achievement test results were obtained and correlations were made
between reading and arithmetic disabilities, and self-concept scores.
Some of the differences were significent. He concluded that a very
positive relationship existed between immature self-concept and
reading disabilities (r = .72 and .62 for grades 3 and 6 respectively),
and between immature self-concept end aritimetic disabilities (r = .78
and .68). These correlations were significant at the .01 level. He
further concluded that the relationshipbetween immature self-concep?
and these two educational disabilities was greater than the relation-
ship between immature self-concept and eny other school subject dis-
ability. In addition, he found an age difference since the relation-
ships between immature self-concept and the reading and arithmetic
disabilities were greater for the third than for the sixth graders.
Methodology and statistical analysis appear to be sound. Although he
administered no experimental treatment, Bodwin did use a control group

with no educational disabilities, to support his findings.
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Iumpkin (1959) also sampled an elementary school population in
his study of reading achievement with over- and underachievers at the
fifth grade level. He studied self-concept, teacher perception of
the child, and peer status. Underachievers in reading mede signifi-
cantly lower scores on achlevement measures snd manifested predoni-
nantly negative self-concepts, a desire to be different from the self
as geen, and expressed significantly more conflict.

Ten yeers later Hishiki (1969) studied the self-concepts of
sixth grade Hlexican~American girls living in Celifornia. He compared
his findings to those of a study of a sample of fourth and sixth grade
Caucasian girls in Georgia. ILow socioceconomic level groups and minor-
ities are thought to have lower self-concepts than thelr white middle
class and upper class countefparts. Hishiki's findings supported
these previously reported conclusions by others. Although the find-
ings for each of the groups seem substantial and valid when considered
independently, the conclusions based on their comparison are suspect.
The two groups were not administered the same IQ and achievement tests.
The Mexdcan~Americen scores indicated significantly lower self-concepts,
ideal concepts, and IQ scores on Language and Non-Language forms. How-
ever, many of the goals and aspirations were the same for both groups.
The author suggested that the schools have the task of making reality
fit the aspirations of the llexican-Americen and white students.

Ten years earlier, Roth (1959, cited above) hed investigated
the relationship between self-concept and achievement with a college

semple of 54 freshmen, enrolled in & reading improvement course and
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distributed across three clagses. She investigated the differences
emong the three groups of their self-perceptions in terms of general
defensiveness on 3elf as Self, Self in Relation to Authority, Self
as Student, and Self as Reader concepts. The three groups were
Attrition, Non-Improver, and Improver. They were hypothesiged to
appear in that order from most to least defensive. Scores on the
Diagnostic Reading Test before and after the program were converted
into equivalent scores which weighted speed and comprehension when
considered together. Standard score changes from pre- to postiest
were not significant. Héwever, Improvers were defined as those
subjects vhose scores did increase. Non-Improvers! scores decreased.
The Attrition group were those who discontinued the program before
the seventh session which was a halfway point. A Q-sort and sentence
completion test were used. Unfortunately, no one nmeasure wasg teken
by all subjects other than the sentence completion test. However,
Roth concluded that those who achieve do so as a result of their

own need systems and in line with thelr self-concepts, as do those
who do not achieve, He found a direct relationship between self-
concept as a reader and reading improvement. He finally concluded
that in order to expect improvement in any achievement area one must
deal with improving self-concept and reducing defensiveness. A
methodological limitation of this study was that with the exception
of the Sentence Completion Test (scT) no one measure was taken by all
subjects. Random selections of equal numbers of subjects were admin-

istered the other measures. As such, his conclusions which were based
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on the measures other than the SCT may not be as powerful as those
based on the SCT findings. In addition, perhaps a biased sample was
being studied since all subjects had elready enrolled in a reading
improvement course. H1 do2s not state whether they were reading
below level and needediremedial help or if some simply wanted to
inprove upon an already adequate reading level.

Many investigators, some reviewed above, have found that the
influence of significant others, such as parents, teachers, and
peers, has significant effects upon self-concept and achievement
(Davidson & Lang, 1960; Ringness, 1970). Rosenberg (1965) concluded
that praise or support, or deprecation and chastisement are both
better in relationsghip to self-esteem and self-concept than total
indifference by parents to a child's school performance (p. 141).
Ringness (1970) found that not only identification with various
figures, but also velues of achlievement attributed to them relate
to differences in achievenment commensurate with ability. Davidson
and Lang (1960) wrote that, based on their findings, the more positive
a child's perception of his teacher's feelings toward him, the better
the achievement and classroom behavior.

A child or adolescent develops a perception of the expectations
significant others have of him. This perception of what significant
others view him as capable of achieving is apparently included in the
positive relationships that have been found between an individual's
self-concept and his perception of how he is esteemed by others. Elder

(1965) demonstrated that assignment to a low status school or to a low
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é;%ademic class within a school resulted in lowered self-esteem,
)géademic performence, and vocational goals. This is perhaps especlially
true in those instances where an individual is placed in a lower status
school or classroom after having been in a higher status school or
classroom.

Although studying subjects from Australia rather than the
North Americen population, Katz (1964) made ome of the very few inves-
tigations relating socioceconomic class to achievement and personality
characteristics. He found a positive relationship between socioeconom~
ic class of Australian adolescents and their level of aspiration.
Yatz suggested that the positive relationship between opportunities
for social mobility and socioeconcmic class may explain this corre-
lation. He suggested thai perhaps not all people held the same
definition of success, and that these may differ across sociocecononmic
clagses and ddffering cultural value systems. He stated that how
one defines success yields an index of & subject's aspirational level
and frame of reference. Using a sample of 819 boys and girls, aged
14 to 16 years, he found that wealth and possessions were the most
frequently named criteria of success. A secure job was frequently
mentioned as enother success criterion. ZPYersonal effort and worthi-
ness were frequently mentioned as the reason for attainment of suc-
cess. However, lower socioeconomic class adolescents more frequently
mentioned factors over which they had no control, such as "luck" and

"influence" or knowing someone influential. Iiiddle and upper class
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subjects more frequently named a relative as their model of success
than lower class subjects who may find a dirth of success models in
their frame of reference.,

The "level of aspiration" as referred to by Xatz has received
muach attention from others, especially as related to subjects with
high and low self-concepts. Lefebvre (1971) cited several studies
and concluded that low self-concept can result in unrealistically
high aspirations for en individual. However, a high self-concept
can result in more realistic aspirations in line with the subject's

abilities.

Personality Variables Relevant to the Self-Concept--Achieve-

ment Relationship. Attitudes of girls and boys differ, often

nerkedly, girls being characterized by feelings of personal inade-
quacy, boys by feeling critical ol school authorities. It might be
hypothesized tﬁat, while girls turn negative feelings inward, boys
tend to project them to the environment.,

Berger (1961) found that high scorers on "willingness to
accept limitations" tended to get better grades. Underachievers, by
contrast, were able to accept only the good in themselves and evidenced
idealized self-images which did not correspond to reality. They esta-
blished extremely high standards for themselves, denied wholehearted-
ness of effort, and expressed the belief that they should achieve at
a high level with little effort. They were unwilling to risk being

wrong, being diseppointed, or doing poorly.
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Payne and FParquhar (1962) after distinguishing between under-
and overachievers with the use of a word rating list necasuring self-
concept, found that oft-observed surface confidence of underachievers
mey conceal deepseated feelings of inferiority.

Pinally, Pink (1965) described male and female under-and over-
achievers as follows: |

The achieving girl accepts herself end feels secure in the cer-
tainty that others will accept her. VWhile these feelings may
be defenses against feelings of inadequacy and lack of personal
worth, this group appears to be the best adjusted of the four.
There is evidence that these girls wvalue hard work and plamning,
and see themselves as capable and smart. This evident self-
satisfaction would appear to reflect a lack of ingight and the
ability for self-criticism (p. 535).

The underachieving girl is poorly controlled and impulsive.
Their major orientation appears to be toward pleasure. They
feel themselves to be allenated socially and view themselves
as the victims of circumstances, unhappy, and misunderstood.
They do not appear to accept of even perceive the goals and
velues of others, and appear to regard themselves as basicelly

Underachieving boys appear to be the most inadequate and
immature of the four groups. They appear to be alienated from
society and perhaps from femily. They do not hold to the ideals,
values, and goals of the dominant cultural groups. They tend to
be pleasure oriented but so inadequate and passive that they
never achieve their gogls. Instead, they complain of their
powerlessness in a world dominated by power, but are willing to
concede thot might mekes right (p. 537).

Academically achieving boys accept themselves basically but
apparently not with the same degree of assurance displayed by
achieving girls. H3e, too, there is an apparent lack of
insight and critical ability, coupled with what appears to be
a rather complete acceptance of the values and goals of the
dominant culture; conformity to these norms appears not 40 be
questioned even in the face of inconsistencies (p. 525).
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Suggestions for Remediation of Underachievement and[g; Low

self-Concept. Several of the articles and books discussed eariier

have made suggestions coacerning remediation of underachievement
and/or low self-concept based on their research findiﬁgs Cotter
stated that research indicating the necessgity for close cooperation
between the school and mental health specialists and agencies in

the cormunities is increasing (p. 181). Bower et al. (1970) cited
Engel who found that positive maternal self-concept was related to
overachievement in girls, as was posiiive paternal attitude toward
interpersonal relationships with female children. It seems reason-
able, then, that working with the parents of underachievers might be
beneficial for the underachieving child. Ringness (1970) suggested
parent conference and/or counseling for the parents of underachieving
children. She also suggested that the teacher, preferably males

since the father was found to have a greater influence on achievement,
become more of an identification figure for his students. He sug-
gested that the teacher and school become more “pupil-person" oriented
than subject oriented. Cotter (1964) also disc&!%ed possible teacher
involvement through ungraded classes, speclalized teachers, team
teaching, and homogeneous teaching of students at the same levels in
various subjects. She also suggested that the teacher provide a
climate of emotional maturity and "psychological health" by promoting

cloger student-teacher relations.
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Swift and Spivack (1969), in their factor analysis of classroom
behaviors relevant for achlevement, found that a child has an active
desire for positive interaction with his peers and teachers, and that
when such needs are gratified he is less likely to underachieve. Con-
sidering the complex psychodynamics of a chronic underachiever, 3ower
(in Cotter, 1964) argucd ggainst the teacher's ability to deal with
the enotional problems in the classroom because of the "average
teacher's lack of & consistent and understandable theory of personality
dynanics for understanding the meaning of behavior (p. 181)."

Quimby (1967) argued that to deal with underachievement the
individual underachiever's self-concept and concept of ideal self nust

irst be changed. Some authors (Xolb, 1965; Lingness, 1970) have also

157

considered working just vith the underachiever, rather than discussing
his peers, teachers, or parents. Xolb suggested that underachievers
be taught the values characteristic of overachievers, while Ringness
suggested that underachievers be placed in school situations in

which they associate with achievers. Both of these suggestions seenm
t0 ainm at the same goal, which is counter to isolating the two groups
from each other, in order to promote a sharing in an achievement
oriented value system.

Individual psychotherspy has also been offered as an effective
method to deal with the underachiever. Issentizlly, the focus is
upon a change in the underachiever's self-concept rather than dealing
directly with academic improvement (Halpern, 1965; Piers & Harris,

1964) .



CHAPTIR III

GROUP INTIRVINTICH LETHODS

Group Intervention lMethods with BElementary and High School

Students., iorrow (in Costello, 1970) reviewed methods for modifying
academic underachievement that are based explicitly or implicitly on
reinforcement learning principles. "These methods appear promising,
although experimental evidence regarding their effectiveness is as
yet incomplete (p. 553)." In addition, he was quite critical of the
effectiveness of psychodynamic insight counseling, "enrichment,"
work-study or programmed instruction formats used alone. He asserted
that there is a lack of empiricel support for these methods when
used singly, and cited Eysenck (1961) and Levitt (1957), both of
whom arrived at similar conclusions following an "extensive review
of the literature." They had concluded that there is little empir-
ical support for the hypothesis that psychodynamic psychotherapy
(whether psychoanalytic, client-centered, or some other variant)
administered individually or in & group, produces significant improve-
ment in maladaptive behavior. They further asserted that there is
little empirical support for the key premises of psychodynamic

psychotherapy. For example, the assumption that self-insight is
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either a necessary or a sufficient condition for the modification of
behavior, maladaptive or otherwise was refuted (see, for example,
Zysenck, 1960, esp. Part I; Rachmen, 1963).

Nonetheless, the assumption has persisted that a "method of
choice" for correcting underachievement is psychodynamically
oriented counseling, individually or in small groups, aimed at
increasing the underachiever'!s insight into emotional conflicts
presumed to underlie his poor academic performance. Occationally
& similar type of counseling may be offered to parents, individually
or in groups, on the assumption that disturbed family relations are
a major source of the underachiever's emotioral conflicts (Horrow,
1970). As should be evident from the studies discussed thus far,
there have been relatively few experimental studies which were ade~
quately degigned to assess the effectiveness of this approach.

The previous chapter concluded with a brief overview of sug-
gestions or attempts to deal either with the “significant others"
or directly with the underachiever or person with a low self-concept.
The remainder of this chapter will discuss efforts made to deal with
underachievement or an inadequate self-concept, or both, on a group
basis. Some of the studies on seli-concept deal with group approaches
with individuals in diagnostic categories other ithan underachievement.
The intent of the chapter's review is to consider the various group

approaches which have been applied with subjects characterized by
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either of the two main target variables of the present investigation.
As such, the particular diagnostic population need not be limited
solely to underachievers.

As indicated above, the hypothesis is that unde?achievement
can be dealt with either through a focus upon the remediation of
academic learning skills or by attempting to affect a positive change
in the self-concept. Both approaches have met with success, although
there is a slight edge in favor of trying to affect a self-concept

change as being more lasting.

Compensatory Educational Progrems. Most approaches which have

dealt with large numbers of underachievers in groups and focusing on
the remediation of academic learning skills have taken the form of
compensatory educational programs« The data from several studies
demonstrate that self-concept can be manipulated. liany of these
programs work with disadvantaged youtks. Geisler (1968) tried to
ascertain the effects of such a progrem (Upward Bound) on the self-
concept and achievement of high school age low income adolescents.
A positive correlation between self-concept and achievement was
found. Upward Bound students had significantly more positive self-
concepts and higher GPAs after the summer program than before partic-
ipating in it.

The following studies attempted to raise self-concept, but did
not deal with sociocultural influences. Frankel (1964) found that
an advanced summer study progrem for academically talented high school

students enhanced their self-concepts, although their levels of
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agpiration, as measured by the Inventory of Student Attitudes, re-

nained constant. Thomas (1966) found that an expert presenting
material designed to enhance self-concept and achievement of a
group of ninth graders had little success. Once parents were
involved in this situation, however, some progress was noted. Al-
though these three studies used different epproaches, they did
show that self-concept can be manipulated in a positive direction
as a result of focusing upon poor learning skills.

Hershovitz (1969) set out to determine if the self-concepts
of 58 disadvantaged Black high school youths who were potential
dropouts could be changed by a compensatory program combining
educational and vocational elements. The progran produced negative,
rather than positive, changes in selféconcept, as nmeasured by the

Tennessee Self Concept Scale. The results were attributed to the

shortness of the program and an overemphasis on work adjustment in
the vocational part of the project. Jensen's major study (1969)
discussed the effectiveness of compensatory educationel programs,
primarily in negative terms.

Group Approaches to Deal with Low Self-Concept Individuals.

Maynard, Varner, end Lazzaro (1969) studied the effects of group
counseling with emotionally disturbed eighth graders. The main pur-
pose of the study was to evaluate the effects of two methods of
short-term group counseling on classroom behavior. There were no
measures of self-concept either before or after the experiment.

However, self-concept was discussed in conjunction with one of the
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treatment methods. One method of group counseling, verbal reinfarce-
ment counseling, was designed to focus specifically on certain behav-
ioral patterns that wou%d cauge disruptions in the clasgsroom or could
hinder a person's abiliéy to adjust to the classroom learning situa-
tion. The other method was client-centered group counseling which
allowed the groups to have as much freedom as possible in determining
the content of group discussions. Subjects were 52 boys ﬁnd girls
placed in special classes for the emotionally disturbed within a
regular gchool. Thirty seven of the subjects were counseled by one
of the two counseling methods, while the other fifteen served as a
non-counseled or conirol group. The groups were assigned randonmly

to one of the three conditions. The overall mean intelligence for
these students fell in the fourth "sten" on the Intelligence Scale

of the Cattell Junior High School Personality Questionnaire (Catteil,
1959), with scores ranging from the fourth to the eighth "sten."
Other psychometric data available also indicated that they were about
average intelligence. 3efore and after the group counseling experi-
ment the three groups were evaluated by their teachers on a modified
‘version of the 3Student Description Form, vwhich is designed to obtain
from teachers a rating of the student's behavior along eight dimen-
sions. All students were found to have no gignificent differences

on these variables before the experiment began, as computed by an
analysis of varience on the teachers' ratings. Tape recordings of

the counseling sessions of both methods revealed that several of the
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topics presented to the verbal reinforcement group, were also of con-
cern to the client-centered, non-directive group subjects. Five 50
ninute group sessions were held during the fall semester.

Hesults indicated that on five of the behavior variables the
subjects in the two counseling groups received a higher mean rating,
indicating better clagsroom behavior, than did the noncounseled
subjects. On the sixth variable, Congideration for Otheré, the
verbal reinforcement group received a higher mean rating than the
noncounseled group, but the client-centered group hed the lowest
nean rating. In addition, on five of the six variables, the sub-
jects in the reinforcement group received higher mean ratings than
the client-centered group subjects. The data were submitted to a
multivariate anélysis of variance. Two of the univariate analyses
of variance were significant at the .01 level. They were: Involve-
ment in Classroom Activities, and Critical and Questioning Attitudes.
There were no significant differences between the two counseling
groups on these two variables. But post hoc comparisons did indicate
that subjects in either one of the counseling treatments received
gignificantly higher behavior ratings on these two variebles than
did the noncounseled subjects. 7

Becker, Gusrae, and lacHicol (1963) also fdund positive results
in their study using a combination of individual and group therapy
to deal with poor self-concepts and personality problems of adoles-
cents. The setting was a general hospital, and the therapists were

a psychiastrist and the social service department which worked closely
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with him. They found the combined individual and group therapy ses-
gions to be very helpful in overcoming resistances'and blocks to
progress. The study was non-specific as to the details of the
therapy sessions. Both of the last two investigations reviewed
indicate that self-concept can be manipulated and can change in s
positive direction.

Truax, Wargo, and Silber (1966) administered measures of
self-concept. They hypothesized that delinquent girls in a psycho-
therapy group characterized as high in therapist-offered condiiions
of accurate empathy and nonpossessive warmth would show more progress
than girls in the same institution (Kentucky Village) who received
only institutional care without group therapy. They randomly
assigned 70 girls to therapy or control conditions. Forty girls
were divided into four groups and seen by two therapists demon-
strated in prior research to be high in these quelities of
empathy and warmth. Zach group had 24 sessions distributed over
a three nmonth period. The main criteria were release from the
institution, and amount of time spent in the community. Analysls
of co-variance was calculated for the two groups, with the initial
measure being the percentage of time spent out of the institution
in the 1,061 preceding days. The final measure was tine spent out
of the institution for the 344 days after group therapy was initiated.

Significent differences were found for the treated group. A
similar analysis was computed for "delinquency proneness" as measured

by the "(" scale of the llinnesota Counseling Inventory. Again the
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treated groups were superior, although the girls were gtill nore
delinquency prone than nornals in the test standardization. Changes
in self- and ideal-concepts on a modified version of the Butler-
{aigh Q-sor’ also generally favored the treaiment goup, as did
attitudes towards parents on the LCI. DBDoth groups improved on the
JCI stability and social scales, but there were no changes on an
Anxlety Reaction scale. Details of the group sessions are not
available, nor were the significance levels reporited. This final
point places the study's results under suspicion especially since
the gelf- and ideal-concept changes "generally favored" the
treated group, rather then being significantly better.

Hunes, Adamezyk, and liyce (1969) offered group counsecling
sesslons to 21 educably retarded adolescent girls and boys. There
was also a control group of 7 subjects, boys and girls. The ages
ranged from 13-5 to 17-1. IQ range was from 53 to 77 as determined
either by the Stanford 3inet or Wechsler Intelligence Scale for
Children. These subjects comprised the total of the only two
special classes in a large junior high school. Subjects were two
experienced male counselorg, both beyond the master's level in
preparation and neither worked in the school where the experiment
was conducted. In addition, they were uninformed about the hypo-
theses or objectives of the experiment. A posttest control group
design was used with eguality of groups verified by a pretest amalysis.
A two-factor design permitted four separate treatment groups using

two levels of experimnenter variables and two conditions. Subjects
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and experimenters were randomly assigned to one of the four treafment
groups, with subjects' CA and A differences and a range of meassured
IQ distributed randomly across groups. All subjects were seen indi-
vidually by the appropriate experimenter for a 10 minute orientation
interview, followed by group sessions meeting one hour per week for
12 weeks. The non-counseled groups received occupational and voca-
tional information in a different classroon than their own, vhile the
counseling groups met in small conference rooms. The counselors
followed stendardized procedures in which the first three sessions
were unstructured and facilitative, and the remaining sessions, with
the exception of the termination meeting, were structured and problem
oriented. The problem oriented stage featured the introduction of a
stimulus card per session from the TAT or 3Symonds Picture Story Test
which was intended to focus group attention on a {ypical adolescent
problem. The dependent variables were: a behavior rating scale, the
California Test of Personality (Elementary), The Way I Feel About Uy-
gelf (Piers & Harris, 1964), The Children's Self-Concept Scale, the
SC3-DAP (Bodwin & Bruck, 1960), and a sociometric test. The raters
and scorers were blind as to which treatment any individusl had par—
ticipated in. The results indicated the effectiveness of group coun-
seling with LI adolescents. The two hypotheses supported were:

1) that counseled, in contrast to non-couﬁseled, group members exhib-
ited significantly better adjustment es seen in teacher ratings on a
behavior scale; and 2) that counseled, in contrast to non-counseled,

group nembers scored significantly higher on a standardized personality



60

inventory. However, they obtained no statistically significant
results for thelr several self-concept measures. To explain this,
they suggested that significent self-concept changes may be possible
only through a long term approach since self-concept represents a
deeper personality characteristic; the construct itself is not well
delineated and thus difficult to measure directly; and the self-
concept measures seem 10 require more validity and reliability
gtudies. The general design of this study wes adequate. Vhile there
was no untreated control group, the placebo group controlled for the
effects of extra attention received and program variety.

Counseling Groups for Underachievement Problems. larie (1965)

conducted a study using multiple counseling as the experimental
treatment to male and female adolescent underachievers. She con-
cluded that in positive programs using multiple counseling techniques
the underachiever may be saved from the fate of being labelled a
dropout or school failure.

Cubbedge end Hall (1964) proposed an epproach to dealing with
underachievers in the seventh grade. As a result of 14 weekly dis-
cussions with the underachievers, and weekly discussions with their
parents, the experimentd group made greater gains in achievenment
measured by standardized tests than the control group. However, t-
tests indicated that the gains were not significant at the .05 level.
Despite the lack of empirical support, the investigators still held

a belief in their hypothesis based upon the questionnaires completed
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by the parents and students. Further research is needed to attempt
to find empirical and statistical support for their beliefs.

Gersten (1951) also investigated the effects of group therapy
upon the academic achievement and self-concepts of delinquent juve-
niles. The subjects were all males and Gersten focused more on
their achlevement than self-concepts. The sample consisted of forty~
four male juvenile delinguents institutionalized at the New York
State Training School for Boys. The experimenter reported that all
subjects had been reared and itrained in antisocial behavior since
infancy. The author does not make clear the bases for this statement.
Subjects ranged in age from 13 to 16 and had a mean IQ of 85.6.
Twenty~two pairs of boys were matched for age and IQ level. The ex-
perimental and control groups were matched as groups on education,
socioeconomic status, race, and family background. The groups met for
20 weekly sessions. All subjects were tested before and after the
experimental period with the Wechsler-Bellevue, Stanford Achievement
Test, laller's Personality Sketches, and the Rorschach. The Haggerty-
Olson-Wickmen Rating Schedule was filled out by the staff. The
average 1Q of the boys rose three points efter group therapy, while
the untreated controls remained the same (p = .05). The group therapy
subjects advanced eighteen months in school placement (SAT) while the
controls only advanced three months during the six month period
(p = «01). The treated group was said to have made more progress in
adjustment as reflected by the Horschach, but no actual data were

presented. The study became imprecise when dealing with personality
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chenges or changes in self-concept. However, the improvement in
academic achievement was made distinct. No information was supplied
as to whether the group therapy experience had any subsequent bearing
in delinquency.

Shouksmith and Taylor (1964) studied male underachievers in
high school. The three study groups were a counseled group, a
"placebo" group, and a second control group. The subjects were 12
to 13 year old underachieving students of above average intelligence.
From triads matched for IQ, age, and achievement test scores, one of
each was assigned to each of the three groups. The counseled group
received individual, nondirective, biweekly counseling sessions and
some group discugsions. The placebo group tock the same psychological
and achievement tests as the counseled group, while the control group
had only initial screening and final tests. The counseled group had
improved significantly after gix months on four of six achievement
tests. The other groups had alsc improved, but significantly less
improvenent was made than by the counseled group. Sixty-seven per
cent of the counselees were no longer classified as underachievers,
while 22 of the 24 non-treated boys remained in that category. Cor-
related improvement was shown in peer group acceptance and nore
favorable teachers' reports of cooperation and improved social adjust-
ment only in the treated group. The benefits do not appear 1o be
attributable to time passage or special attention, and appear to be

results of the counseling procedures.
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Three methods of assisting underachieving high school students
were compared by Beymur and Patterson (1960). The goal was to reduce,
rather than eliminate, underachievement. The authors hypothesized
that since emotional faciors seem to be involved in underachievement,
then therapeutic counseling should be effective in reducing such
underach%evement. They investigated the relative effectiveness of
two diff%rent counseling methods, and an attempt to increase moti-
vation ié what might be considered a common or traditionsl way.

The methods used were individual coumnseling, group counseling, and
what was designated "one-session motivational group counseling.”
They predicted that if the latter two methods were found to be at
least aséeffective as individual counseling it would be an important
finding éince they would be less expensive, less time-consuming,

and meny more students could be reached by the Ilimited number of
counselors available.‘ Juniors from a midwest high school whose
percentile ranks based on grades were 25 or more points below their
own percentile rank on the Verbal and Absiract deasoning Tests of
the Differential Aptitude Test taken at the beginning of the school
year were designated as underachievers. Iwo studenté vith 24 poiht
differences on percentiles were included in order to obtain a suf-
ficient number to comprise four matched groups of at least eight
members each. Differences ranged from 24 to 67 percentile points.
There were 9 girls and 23 boys, a sex difference frequently observed

among underachievers. Subjects were matched and randomly assigned
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to groups, to the extent possible, considering that counseling group
subjects had to have the same period free for the sessions. They
were assigned four at a time on the following variables: discrep-
ancy between grade and DAT score, potential scholastic capacity
(DAT score), academic achievement (grades), socioeconomic status,
chronological age, and sex. Analysis of variance indicated no
significant differences in underachievement, DAT scores, or age
anong groups.

The individual counseling group subjects were seen for 35 4o
55 minutes in 10 to 12 weekly sessions, with the exception of one
seriously disturbed subject who was seen 16 times (twice weekly
during the latter part of the period). Client-centered techniques
were used, interviews were recorded, and the counseling was super-
vised. Only nine weekly group counseling sessions were ¢ mducted
due to holiday vacations. These sessions were also conducted in a
client~centered manner. Groups receiving individual and group
counseling were informed of the nature and purpose of the study to
control for the information-motivational factor with the third
group. However, in both situations subjects were restricted to
discussing academic problems. The motivational counseled subjects
met only once during the first week of the experiment. liembers were
informed that they were underachievers, were encouraged to work to
reduce the gap between potentiel and achievement, and were told the

importance of good grades for further education and employment. They
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were told that some other students would receive special help, but
that such help could not be given to all the underachievers in the
class. Iilembers of these three experimental groups were given copies

of Study Your Way Through School (Gerken, 1953). The fourth group

was a control group which had no contact with the counselor. The
deans and other counselors were given a list of their names and
asked to refrain from providing counseling for the duration of the
experiment, which was done.

The Q-sort was used as a measure of personal adjustment. A
criterion sorting of 45 items was avallable with which individusl
student sortings could be correlated. This criterion sorting had
been agreed upon by 7 Jjudges as ito what they thought should be sorted
by 2 well adjusted 17 year old adolescent. The Brown-Holtzmen Sur-
vey of Study Attitudes was selected to measure the area of study
habits and attitudes. GPA was used as the measure of academic
achievement. In addition, a questionneire was administered to the
subjects at the conclusion of the experimental period to determine
what information and attitudes they had about the study, etc. The
hypotheses were tested by analyses of variance and t-tests. Prior
to the analyses, the subjects were ranked and paired on the basis of
precounseling scores., A two way analysis of variance ylelded results
showing that the overall analyses of variance were not significant.
However, the comparisons of the counseled versus the noncounseled
groups yielded positive results of positive change in self-concept,

and increases in grade point averages, and were significant at the
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.05 level., This occurred as a result of the pooling of consistent
trends and increasing the numbers in the comparisons., There were
no significant results on the study habits and attitudes measure.

The experimenters cited several explanations for their failure
to find significant results between the counseled groups. Some ex-
planations were: that the time was quite limited, that subjects had
little in common other than being underachievers, and that the coun-
selor felt that her lack of experience in group counseling caused
her to lack assurance in the group and prevented her from developing
a therapeutlic rather than a teaching attitude. OUne last interesting
finding was that the one~-session motivational group declined on all
three measures used in the study, falling below the control group on
all post-test measures. Thils approach is the one commonly used by
parents end iteachers who attempt to raise the achievement of students.
The experimenters sﬁggested that it might be better to leave under-
achlevers alone, rather than pointing out their failure to achieve
adequately end exhorting them to do something about it. This study's
findings were very similar to those reported by llaynard et al. (1969)
in vwhich no significant differences between types of counseling were
found initially, although results supported the finding that coun-
seling of any type is betier than no counseling.

The study vhich most closely resembles the present investiga-
tion was that reported by Thoma (1964) who inveétigated the effects
of group psychotherapy with underachieving public high school girls.

The discussion topics were selected by the girls and the sessions as
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Thoma described them closely resemble the sensitivity-encounter group
method used in the present study. Thoma's sample of 43 girls ranged
in age from 13 to 17 years. They were equally divided among four
groups of approximate size. They had a history of underachievement
together with an IQ of 115 or higher. Ilore than half were regarded
by their teachers as otherwise exhibiting no problems. Liembership
in the group was voluntary. Strict confidentiality was followed,

and parents were only seen with the girl's permission and in her
presence. Iach subject was seen individually by the therapist for
about a half hour before the firgst session. The groups met for 30
one-hour sessions, following the didactic initial introductory half
hour session. The experimenter reported that the girls immediately
verbalized "gripes" in the first session. These were directed toward
one or nmore of their teachers, accompanied by testing the therapist,
and competing with other group members. The topies brought in by
the subjects showed that they fell into a chronological order,
roughly, as follows: relationships with teachers, with parents,

with peers, and with the opposite sex. The emphasis in the sessions
was on free interactlion and expression of feelings. Iittle attempi
was made to elicit or to deal with past history, but rather the

focus was on the here-and-now experiences of the group. The thera-
pist rarely offered interpretations., The therapist reported that
feelings of cohesiveness developed in the group, and even though
hostile competitiveness eas expressed within the safety of the group,

most of the girls also experienced mutual suppori. The therapist
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was empathic, and at times took roles suggested by the material
brought in, such as: ‘teacher, unpopular student or older sister.
Thoma commented that her active participatim as therapist enabled
the girls to learn to deal with authority figures without fear.
Gradually, defenses were no longer used to hide the true self.

The therapist had at least two conferences with each of 69
teachers. Qesulis demonstrated improvenments in three areas, based
upon each girl's evaluation of the group experience and upon changes
observed in her by both group members and iteachers. Tuhona did not
report whether the teachers were aware of vhich girls were in the
group psychotherapy sessions. However, her descriptions of the
teacher-therapist conferences and teacher ratings of behavior
cﬁanges leads one to guspect that the teachers were aware of which
£irls were group participants. ©This knowledge by teachers may well
have established biased ratings in favor of the group members. It
is not necessary that teachers be cognizant of the actual group
methods employed for this knowledge to bias their developing a
positive "halo" effect in their ratings of these particular students.
This methodological weakness may have contributed vo the significant
results found. Ideally, teachers should have no way of knowing
whether a particular girl is participating in the group. Zven better,

if at all possible, perhaps teachers should not even be aware that

anyone is involved in a special project such as a psychotherapy group.
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The girls' evaluations of the group and changes in each girl
as observed by other group members and teachers were reported to
the therapist whoge clinicel Jjudgment concluded that the three
improved areas were: feelings of strength and self-worth secemed
to have replaced anger; awareness of the causes and effects of con-
flicts vith authority was achieved, accompanied by increased
tolerances of differences in values; and, understanding the analogy
between sibling relationships and relations with other peers led
to some realization that cooperation does not mean submission.
Thona offered no statistical analyses to support these findings.
As for school achievement she reported that 37 of the 43 subjects
(86%) showed improvement in their final grade averages over those
of the previous year. The six showing no improvement had dropped
out of the group by the sixth session. The grade improvenment
reported was frdél.79.8 to 87.4 vhich is significant at the .01
level. Although no simultaneous control group was used, the sub-
jects served as their own conirol group on the achievement measure
as their fingl grade of the previous year was used as the pre-group
therapy achievement level. The idea and results are promising, but
lack in experimental precision. It thus has much relevancy for the
present study which has attempted to follow more precise methodology
and has nade use of a geparate control group.

Group counseling and group therapy techniques with high school
students is an occurrance vhich has become popular meinly since about

1960. As a result, nost studies using these methods deal with college
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students (Gilbreath, 1971; shlien, liosak & Dreikurs, 1962) and adults
(Ends & Page, 1957; 3nds & rage, 1959). Concerning counseling for
underachicvers, Cfuan {(1964) reported an increasing recognition
anong professional workers that work required for acadenic attain-
ment at the college and graduate levels is qualitatively different
from that required in prior academic settings. Due to the nature of
the college population and differences one might expect between them
and high school students, it does not seem necessary here to do nore
than cite references for the reader interested in studies dealing
with populations above the high school age subject, of interest to
this study. The counselor or therapist role mey be relevant in some
instances, but the results of studies using college siudents and

adults appear to be irrelevant for the present purposes.

Sensitivity Group Lethod

Sensitivity training or T-group methodology ("1" for training)
is a type of human relations training vhich grew out of the Hational
Training Laboratories at Bethel, :Haine in 1947 (Bradford, Gibb, &
Benne, 1964). Gibd (1970) describved sensitivity-training groups as:

The classic nmethod of human relations fraining . . . In the
first decade after their invention by the National Training
Laboratories in 1947, these groups followed a feirly clear and
consistent model. The group leader was a process observer
end reporter, a relatively inactive trainer who attempiecd to
keep attention on process rather than content, and to keep
interaction in the "here-and-now," continually dealing with
perceptions and feelings that members generated about each
other within the group setting. Since then the model has
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become considerably broadened to encompass a wide variety of
"intervention styles," theories of leadership, and behavior
change. (pp. 851-852)

The training laboratory was designed to "try out new methods
for re~educating humen behavior and sociel relationships (Bradford,
Gibb & Benne, 1964, p. vii)." 1liost of the research done on human
relations training was performed on sensitivity-training groups.
This is the classic method of in-depth human relations training in
small groups known as the "T-group" or '"sensitivity-training group
(Gibb, 1970, p. 851)." Host of the studies in this area have
focused upon college students (Culbert, Clark & Bobele, 1968;
Grater, 1959; Lehmann, Zenger & VWechsler, 1959; Riley, 1971) and
adults (Clark & Culbert, 1965; Rubin, 1967). Valiquet (1968)
studied industrial mensgement personnel and professionals. Several
widely respected books have proven useful and informative in their
discussions of the psychodynamics of group interactions and effec-
tive therapist variables (Back, 1972; Egan, 1970; Golembiewski &
Blumberg, 1970; Lieberman, Yalem & Illiles, 1973; Rogers, 1970; and
Schutz, 1971). The research on the use of this method with high
school students is extremely meager. This author found only two
studies related to the present investigation. That by Thoma (1964)
reviewed above did not use the terms "sensitivity" or "encounter"
but, by description, evidernced that her group psychotherapy was run
like the encounter group of this present study. Orsburn (1967) wes
the only study found by the author in the literature, using the termi-

nology "sensitivity group" which dealt with high school students.
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Orsburn's (1967) study was conducted to determine vhether dif-
ferent group procedures were related to improved classroom behavior,
as judged by the classroonm teachers, and/or changed real-self:
ideal~self congruence, as determined by chenge in the subject's dis-
tribution of 50 self-referent items on a Q-sort. Subjects were 84
high school sophomores judged by their teachers as being in the
better one-third of their class on the dimension of classroom behavior,
Subjects attended a high school in Kent, Ohio. They were randomly
assigned to three separate groups, each subdivided into two subgroups
of 14 subjects each., Group A participated in 8 weeks of sensitivity
training and met in éroups of 14 for 45 minutes three times weekly.
The same trainer conducted all sensitivity sessions. Broup B attended
lecture sessions for 8 weeks, meeting in groups of 14 for 45 minutes
once & week. School and community leaders conducted the lecture
series. Group C was assigned as a control group. They net only
three times in order to complete the Q-sort.

The instruments used were a locally devised Behavior Rating
Scale, used to give a quantitative value to teacher perceived class-
roon behavior, and an adeptation of the Page and Pettinato Q-sort,
used to determine correlation between real- and ideal-self at a
given time. The data were gathered on three occasions: the day
before the group procedures commenced, the day after the completion
of the eight weeks of group procedures, and as a follow-up eight weeks
later. Statistical procedures used were the sign test for within-

group changes and the llamn-Whitney Test for between-group changes. A
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two~tailed test and .05 level of significance were selected. The
investigator reported that the results of the statistical tests of
the hypotheses Jjustiified the following conclusions:

1. Sensitivity training was more effective than either lecthure
series or no treatment for improving classroom behavior.

2, Both sensitivity training and lecture sessions were more
effective means of improving behavior than was no treatment.

3. Sensitivity training was more effective than either lecture
series or no treatment for influencing improved real-self,
ideal-self congruence.

4, Lectures had the temporary effect of improving behavior and
decreasing real-self, ideal~-self congruence.

5. Lecture sessions resulted in greater immediate change in
behavior, but the sensitivity training group continued to
improve after the action phase of the study while the
lecture group regressed, resuliing in significant long
renge change for the sensitivity training group, and no
significant long range change for the lecture group.

6. Improved real-self, ideal-self congruence did not neces-
sarily precede or accompany improved behavior. (p. 504)

The large differences in the numbers of sessions provided for
the three kinds of groups places this study's findings under suspi-
cion. In effect, the sensitivity group had 24 sessions within an
eight week period; the lecture series group met only eight times;
while the no-treatment group was seen only three times for the pur-
pose of completing the Q-sort. It would seem that the number of
times and frequency of contact alone might account for the resultis,
or some of them, which the author clains are statistically valid
end methodologically sound. A second serious limitation to the

credibility of Orsburn's findings lies in what knowledge the teachers
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had of subject participation in the study and the kind of interventions
being applied to the three graup types. Their kmowledge of the group
treatment and membership could obviously have biased their evaluations
of the students' classroom behaviors. Since the author makes no men-
tion of precautionary measures taken to avoid such biases by the
teachers, it may be assumed thet such precautions were not taken.

Two well-done reviews of the research in this area (Campbell
& Dunnette, 1968; Gibb, in Bergin & Gerfield, 1970) are definite
contributions to the sensitivity training literature. Gibb completed
a particularly admirable and objective review analyzing 106 studies,
including seven earlier reviews of such research. IHe had also
examined 123 additional studies which did not measure up to his
criteria for inclusion, as well as 24 then recent doctoral disserta-
tions from thirteen universities. Drawing his conclusions from the
findings of many studies, he stated, "Changes do occur in sensitivity,
ability to manage feelings, directionality of motivation, attitudes
towerd self, attitudes toward others, and interdependence (p. 855)."
Attitudes toward self includes self-acceptance, self-esteem, con-
gruence of perceived and ideal-self, and self-confidence.

Authenticity groups, sometimes called encounter groups or
growth groups, as well as sensitivity training groups, were described
by Gibb in his review. They are very similer with only minimal
differences in leader-trainer functions and focus. His description

of sensitivity training groups was given above. That of authenticity
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groups follows. 3Both describe the kind of approach attempted in the
present study.

Authenticity Groups. Stemming from a growing accent in religion,
therapy, management, and philosophy, upon authenticity, openness,
transparency, encounter, and confrontation, the last decade has
seen a rapid growth, particularly in California and other parts
of the west, of quasi-therapeutic training groups that focus
primarily on openness of communication of the person with himself
and with others . . . (T)hese experiences are an extension of
methods found to be effective in dyadic therapy, and are, in a
sense, "therapy for normals." Leaders, often coming to training
groups from experience or training in individual or group therapy,
rely uwpon time~tested methods of feeling-expressions, personal
feedback, mirroring, role-playing, confrontation, and fantasy
analysis. There is little avallable published research on
training in these groups. (p. 851)

In contrast {to the meager research done on authenticity groups,
"from the beginning, the praciitioners of sensitivity trairing groups
have been strongly research oriented (pp. 851-852)."

The six most frequently recurring objectives in the training
literature are: sensitivity to self and the feelings of others;
managing feelings; managing notivations; functional attitudes toward
self; functional attitudes toward others; and interdependent behavior,
according to Gibb. He listed specific central aims for authenticity
groups and sensitivity groups, respectively, as:

Openness and authentic encounter (Authenticity Groups); Per—
sonal competence, group effectiveness, and organizational

effectiveness (Sensitivity Groups) (p. 840)

Definitions, Rationale for Treatment llethod,
and Hypotheses for the Present Study

Definition: Self-Concept. The definition of the self-concept

as described above by Rogers and his associztes, and defined from a



76

phenomenological viewpoint is congruent with this author's definition.
Briefly stated, self-concept is an organized configuration of self-
perceptions. It is a person's view of himself; the fullest descrip-
tion of himself that a person is capable of entertaining at any
particuler time. The self-concept develops as a result of percep=-
tions of itself, and as a result of social learning vithin the
context of relationships with significant others who give one feed-
back. Thus, self-concept is learned. Certain aspects of a person
are seen as characteristic and relatively stable of himself through-
out his life. However, there are certain other aspects of oneself,
more peripheral aspects, which must undergo constent remodification.
This must occur in reaction to the aging process, if nothing else.
Thus, self-concept is a changing characteristic and cannot be static
throughout an individual's life span, i1f one is to remain psycholo-
glcally and emotionally intact. Both the nuclear, more stable
characteristics and the peripheral, changing ones constitute one's
gelf-concept. So, depending upon the stimulus, the aspect of the
self-concept involved, and the reality of the situation, the phenomena
of change or modification, as well as stability of aspects of the
self-c aicept may be elther healthy or debilitating. It is noteworthy
to recognize that one's self-concept may be an accurate or inaccurate
self-agsessment but, nonetheless, it is "reality" for the self-
perceiving individual. Those experiences and perceptions which are
congruent with one's self-concept are admitted into conscious aware-

ness. Those which are at variance with one's self-concept are
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refused conscious recognition. As such, if an individusl has a nega-
tive self-concept, he will usually refuse to accept positive percep-
tions as true of himself without some additional experiences which
challenge his need to maintain a negative self-concept. ILikewise, an
individual with a positive self-concept may typically defend himself
against accurately perceiving experiences or perceptions which chal-
lenge that basic posltive self-concept. However, it seems from
research and everydey life experiences that the self-concept can be
modified.

Often in an atmosphere of trust the individual will feel safe
enough to lower his defenses. In such situations, he can evaluate
more realistically whether his gelf-concept is congruent with the
reality of the extermal environment. For example, an individual who
felt others did not like him might be convinced that he 1is lovable
if people he trusts tell him that they like hinm and what they like
about hin in fairly concrete terms. Almost the opposite situatim
can also result in self-concept changes. Often a person may find him-
self in a situation in which the emotional and intellectual impact of
an experience is so overvhelming and so challenges existing self-
perceptions that he has to admit them to awareness and subsequently
modify his self-concept to integrate this new information. This is
the definition and view of self-concept of the author of the present
study. These aspects of the sensitivity-encounter group method which
are considered capable of effecting a modification in self-concept

will be presented shortly.
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Acadenic Achievement. Academic achlevement is generally defined

as the grade level at wvhich an individual is performing based upon
his score on a standardized achievement test, or according to teacher
ratings or school grades. Although several operational definitions
of underachievement have been usgsed, as reflected by studies reviewed
garlier, the key criteria used to identify underachievers for the
present study were: (1) any student scoring below her current grade-
level placement (8.6) in one or more of the major subject areas of
reading, mathematics, or language on the Scholastic High School
Placement Test: Closed Series I, a standaerdized achievement test,
administered to all incoming freshmen at the school which participated
in this study; (2) and/or vhose IQ score on the same test was below
100, even though achievement levels in the aforementioned subject
areas were at or above her current grade level placement.

Certain personal experiences and mechanisms or phenomena vhich
occur in encounter group situations have been found to eventuate in
learning and behavior change. !llany maintain that changes in behavior
are frequently associated with, and consequents of, personality changes.
One of the major personality changes which 1s often followed by notice-
able behavioral changes is a change in the self-concept of an individual.
It follows that if the behavioral change is in a positive direction,
the self-concept change which it may have followed was also in a
positive direction.

Two recent major literary efforts have attended to the verious

aspects of "change' (leltzoff & Kornreich, 1970; Lieberman, Yalem, &



79

Miles, 1973). Meltzoff and Kornreich Pocused on meny of the methodo-
logical hurdles involved in measuring "chenge" as a result of psycho-
therapeutic interventions. Lieberman et al. conducted a study of
specific factors which have previously been postulated as promoting
learning and change in encounter groups. The major mechanisms
investigated were: expressivity (the expresgsion of intense personsl
feelings), self-disclosure, feedback (receiving information about
one's behavior that can be accepted), experiencing strong emotions,
and cognitive learning (the discovery or reinterpretation of some-
thing about oneself, self-insight, or receiving cognitive information
that can be adapted for oneself). Some, if not all of these personal
learning mechanisms can be found to occur in individual or dyadic
therapy settings. Other mechanisms, which are unique to a group
experience, which were also investigated were: the experience of
communion (a feeling of oneness with the group), altruism, specta-
torism (spectator therapy), the discovery of similarity, and active
vs. passive involvement. They investigated a number of other pro-
cegses which have been considered by others to play a role in change:
advice-getting, modeling, experimenting with new forms of behavior,
inculcating hope, and perceiving the group as a symbolic family.

| Three major groupss learners and positive changers, unchanged,
and negative changers, resulted when the study was finished. There
were glso some casualities or individuals who dropped out of the
encounter group sessions prematurely. The mechanisms were studied
through the eyes of the participants, using primarily data called

for at the end of each neeting.
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The findings based on these data are somewhat surprising,
ingofar as o number of the "favorite processes" implicated as cruecial
to chzonge in encounter group theory and in the literature of related
fields failed to show associations with learning and change in a
positive direction, especially. The number of events that differed
between the learners and those who were unchanged was small and pri-
narily involved cognitive learning. The expression of anger, of
rage, the experience of profound emotions, the receipt of feedback,
self-disclosures in and of themselves, appeared not to differentiste
markedly those who learned and those who remained unchanged. It was
only when cognitive events modified these experiences that statisti-
cally significant differences obtained among the learners and those
vho remained unchanged were found. In their explanation of why the
"fevorite processes" feiled to show significance independent of
cognitive learning, the authors suggested that, "It msy be that
meny of the mechanisms which are associated with encounter groups and
thought to be critical to learning are not simply related to learning,
itself, but rather to the building of an environment upon which people
can draw for learming." (p. 376)

Some of the variables on the Carkhuff-iigan behavior rating
scale (Appendix A-III) used in the present study bear a resemblance
to some of the mechenisms which Iiebermen et al. (1973) studied.

In the author's view the following item sets appear to tap similar
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aspects of the personal experience and encounter group processes:

Liebernan, Yalem, and ililes Carkihuff-igan Scale
expressivity waruth, expression of
feelings
self-disclosure self-disclosure
feedback confrontation
experiencing strong expresgion of
emotions feelings
cognitive learning response to confrontation
cormunion warmth
altruisn warmth
spectatorism ‘ accurate empathy
active vs. passive initiative
involvenent
advice~-getting response to confrontation

The ratings for the experimental subjects on the Carkhuff-Egan
Scale and the semantic differential will be used to study the develop-
ment of the group life and to relate the group experience to changes
on the self-concept and achievenent measures.

The final analysis of the results and their interpretation will
not be able to demonstrate that either self-concept change or achieve-
ment change caused the other since the self-concept and achievenent
measures were taken at the same time. At best, they can be shown to
relate to each other. Only one measure, the third semester school
grades for the experimental I group, might show some temporal relation-
ship between the two major target variables of self-concept end achieve-

ment. These grades were obtained by the girls after their group sessions
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had ended and after their post-test measures on both major variables
had been teken. However, this would only yield data on one of the
four groups as to whether anything about causality can be substan-
tiated,
ilogt of the studies reviewed in the literature support the
basic assumption of the present study that a positive correlation
exists between self-concept and achievement. Those finding negative
or no correlation befween these two concepts were few and generally
methodologically weak, as reflected in the studies reviewed in
Chapter I. Hypotheses for the present study are:
1. That the school achievement of underachieving ninth grade
girls will improve significantly as a result of a
gensitivity-encounter group experience as compared with
subjects from the seme population who did not have such
an experience.
2. That the self-concept of underachieving ninth grade girls
willyomprove significantly as a result of a sensitivity-
%, encounter group experience as compared with subjects from
the same population who did not have such an experience.
3. That the initial status of experimental subjects on
measures of intellectual functioning and emotional pathol-
ogy are related to the amount of measured change in self-
concept and subsequent school achievement scores.
4., That the interactional group process measures based on the
group interactions are directly related to seli-concept and

school achievement score changes by all subjects.



CHAPTER IV

1IETHODOLOGY

Study Procedure Summary

The major assumption underlying this study is that there is a
positive correlation between self-concept and achievement. This
study will examine if when self-concept is manipulated and improved,
achievement will also improve, and that one method of affecting a
positive change in self-concept is the sensitivity-encounter group
method. This study, in effect, is dealing with whether this particu~
lar group intervention method can remedy a defective self-concept
which is essumed to characterize underachievers.

Hypotheses generated from these assumptions are:

1. That the school achievementi of underachieving ninth grade

girls will improve significantly as & result of a
sensitivity-encounter group experience as compared with
subjects from the seme population who did not have such
an experience.

2. That the self-concept of underachieving ninth grade girls

will improve significantly as a result of a sensitivity-

encounter group experience as compared with subjects from

83
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the same population who did not have such an experience.

3. That the initial status of experimental subjects on
measures of intellectual functioning and emotional pathol-
ogy are related to the amount of measured change in self-
concept and subsequent school achievement scores.

4., That the interactional group process measures based on the
group interactions are directly related to self-concept and
school achievement score changes by &ll subjects.

Briefly, the study procedures were as follows. The experimenter
was a black female doctoral candidate in clinical psychology with
training and work experience in diagnostic testing and in therapy.
Subjects were 56 freshmen girls enrolled in a special educational
progren in an all girls Catholic h;gh school. Without knowledge of
the girls'! identities, the experimenter assigned each subject to one
of four groups: iwo experimental groups of 12 and 15 subjects,
respectively, and two control groups of 15 and 14 subjects, respective-
ly.

The groups did not differ significantly on the variables of age,
socioeconomic status, IQ and achievement scores on their high school
entrance exam, nor on initial level of emotional pathology. ZEach of
the two experimental groups participated in sensitivity-encounter
groups which met for 16 one-hour weekly sessions distributed across
5% months. | |

All subjects were administered three tests before and after the

16 sensitivity-encounter group phase of the study. These test measures
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were: The Tennessee Self Concept Scale (TSCS), the Wide Range
Achievement Test (WRAT), and the Draw~A-Person (DAP) (four drawings).
The semantic differential (SD) was administered at the pre-testing
(to experimental group II (EII) only) end the post-testing to the
experimental subjects, and at the beginning of the 6th, 10th, and
14th sessions. The Carkhuff-Egan Scale (C-E Scale) (Appendix A-III,
IV) was used to analyze the group interactional process for the
gsecond through the sixteenth session. School grades (SG) for the
first, second, and third semesters were obtained for all subjects.
Anelysis of the data was made on the pre-post test difference
scores using t~-tests, 3-way analysis of variance, 2-way analysis of
variance, and a correlational matrix. Iliore specifically, analyses

will include: t~tests to test the differences between means for

uncorrelated data; a 3-way analysis of variance for all subjects grouped

according to three dichotomous variables of treatment group (ezperi-
mental or control group), level of intellectual functioning (above or
below the group mean IQ of 94.5), and level of initial emotional pa~
thology (above or below a criterion point score of 2.0 on Emotional
Indicators for the mean DAP pre-testing score); a 2-way analysis of
variance for experimental subjectis grouped according to two dichoto-
mous variables of level of intellectual functioning end initial
emotional pathology; and a correlational matrix for all subjects on
all measures obtained (TSCS, VRAT, DAP, SG, C-E Scale, and SD)., The

t-tests relate to hypothesis 1; the F-tests, analyses of variance,
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relate to hypothesis 2; and the t- and P-tests on the C-E 3cales and
5Ds relate to hypothesis 3. The correlation matrices will be used to

support all data obtained.

Lxperimenter

The experimenter was a black female doctoral candidate in
clinical psychology with training and work experience in diagnostic
testing and in therapy. She has participated as therapist in several
psychotherapy groups and as participant-member in encounter groups,
and had en understanding of group interactional dynamics. She func-
tioned as both investigator and facilitator in this study. The
experimenter did not kmow the group membership, identities of the
girls, in her role as investigator vhen she was selecting the sub-

jects and assigning them to one of the four groups.

Subjects

The subjects were 56 freshmen girls enrolled in a special edu-
cational program in an all-girls Catholic high school. Subjects were
agsigned to four groups: itwo experimental groups of 12 and 15 sub-
jects, respectively, and two control groups of 15 znd 14 subjects,
respectively.

With the exception of two girls, aged 16 and 18 years, all sub-
jects ranged in age from 13 to 15 years. Ethnic identifications for
the groups were: Experimentals - 1 black (4%); 7 Spanish or Italian

spesking as primary family language (26%); and 19 whites (707);
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Controls - 1 black (3%); 9 Spanish or Italian speaking as primary
family langusge (317); end 19 whites (65%). Total group ethnicity
was: 3. black, 295 Spanish or Italien speaking as prinary family
language, and 68/ whites.

Sibship distribution was: Ixperimentals - 1 (47) only child;
6 (22%) oldest children; 6 (22%) middle children; and 14 (52%)
youngest children; Controls - 2 (7%) only children; 6 (217) oldest
children; 9 (31%) middle children; and 12 (41%) youngest children;
total group sibship distribution was: 3 (5%) only children; 12
(21%) oldest children; 15 (26%) middle children; and 26 (48%
youngest children.

The parenté' marital status distributed as follows: Experi-
mentals - 1 (4%) divorced; 18 (67%) married; 5 {18%) with one parent
(father) or both (1 girl's) parents dead; and 3 (117) girls living in
an orphanage, with parents dead or divorced; Controls - 2 (7%) di-
vorced; 24 (83%) married; and 3 (10%) with one parent (father)
deceased. Total group parental marital status: 3 (57%) divorced; 42
(75%) married; 8 (15%) father dead (with one girl having both parents
dead); end 3 (57) 1living in an orphanesge.

Dach subject's socioeconomic status was evaluated according to
the Coleman Index (1959). The father's occupation was evaluated
except in those instances in which the mother was the sole parent in
the home, or vhen a girl lived in an orphanege. Experimental and
Control groups were found to be statistically comparable on the

varisble of socioeconomic status (Table 1).
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The criteria used for defining subjects as underachievers were:
(1) eny student scoring anywhere below her current grade level place-
ment (8.6) in one or more of the major subject areas of reading,
mathematics, or language on the Scholastic High School Placement Test:
Closed Series I, a standardized achievement test, administered to all
incoming freshmen at the school vhich participated in this study; (2)
and/or whose IQ score on the same test was below 100, even though
achievement levels in the aforementioned subject areas were at or
above her current grade level placement. The study was conducted
during the first year after the institution of the school's special
educational progran.

The scores shown on Table 2 are from the Scholastic High School
Placement Test: Closed Series I taken by the subjects in Harch of
their eighth grade year. The scores include the IQ scores and the
achievement scores presented in grade level units for reading,
mathematics and languege.

Table % presents the t-test analyses of the mean IQ scores for
the groups and indicates theat the group means were not statistically
different on this variable.

Table 4 presents the t-test analyses of the achievement score
neans for the groups on reading, mathematics end language. t-test
scores indicate that EII scored significantly higher as a group on
the mathematics achievement test than Crye This significant difference

also reflected itself in the significant difference found vhen the
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96
102

103
96

100
97
98
89

Reaging Mathematics
8.4 8.5
Be3 845
8.9 8.2
7.9 7.1
8.4 845
9.2 8.4
8.3 9.0
5.7 645
8.4 7.8
8.2 9.0
8.0 8.0
8.2 9.2

Control Group I

8.7
8e1
8.1

8.4

CLOSED SERIES I

T+8
T
8.5

Se4

Language
9.7
8.8
9.2
9.5
846
8.6
9.8
547
9.0
9.7
7.6

8.8

8.4
7.0
T3
7.6
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7.5 8.4
7.9 8.2
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8.2 63
6.0 8.9

" 6.8 6.3
7.7 8.8
8.5 6.3
2.1 9.1

Seperimental Group I1

83
645
8.7
846
Bed
8.2

6.8

8.0
8.0
9.3
9.0
8.8
9.1
9.0

Languaze
9u4
7.9
7.9
7.6
8.8
9.0
7.9
8.4
8.6
8.8

8.4

7.9
6.6
9.5
8.6
7.0
9.4
8.6
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Experimental Crous II (Continued)
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TABLE 3

ANALYSIS OF IQ SCORES OF SUBJECTS

Range
75-103
75-107

79-104
79-106

75-103
79104

75-107
79=-106

75~-104
75-107

95.2
94.5

94.8
935

95.2
945

94.5
93.5

95.0
94,0

T+25
8,75

5.83
9.05

Te25
583

8.75
9.05

7.02
10.67

21

44

15

1.52

«41



experimentals vere compared with controls on that subtest. Thus,
if any results on the test measures administered later yield sig-
nificant results on mathenmatics neasures in favor of the experi-
nental subjects i1t can not be concluded that the significant
difference is due to the experimental treatment.

Table 5 presents the t-test analyses of group itotal raw
scores on the total Imotional Indicator (uI) score for subjects on
the pre-testing with the DraveA-lerson test. The mean score for
the four DAP drawings was used as an indication of the initial
level of emotional pathology. t-scores indicate that the groups
did not differ significantly on this variable. All of these find-
ings will be referred 1o in the Results and Discussion chapters
gsince they lay the foundation for assuming that the subjects began
with no significant differences on IQ, self-concept, or achievement
measures, and thus are assuned to be samples from the same popula-
tion.

Subjects were assigned to one of four groups based only upon
their class schedules allowing them to attend either of the two
posgible times vhen the group sessions could be scheduled. Any
student who would have had to valt for nmore than two class periods
between her last class of the day and the time of the group session,
or who had classes during the time periods when the group sessions
took place, was assigned to one of the two control groups. The group
sessions were introduced as a regular part of the school's guidance

progrem. Only the core teaching staff of six persons and the
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ARALYSIS OF READING ACHIEVEMENT SOORESt
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TABIE 4 (Contimued)
ANALYSIS OF MATHEMATICS ACHIBVEMERT SCORES: HIGH
SCHOOL PLACEMENT TEST - CLOSED SERIES I

b Range ¥ sp k
Groups
EI 12 6.5-9.2 8.2 (s
1.08
GI 15 6.0-9.1 7.8 1.07
2.26
EI 12 6-5"9-2 802 075
1.10
EII 15 701“9&3 605 c61
GI 15 640=-9.1 798 1.07
«36
GII 14 6.5=9.2 7.9 + 79
EI, II 27 6¢5+9.3 8.35 «69 .
2,207
CI, 11 29 6.0-3.2 7.85 94
*
p<.05. ‘




98

TABLE 4 (Continued)

ANALYSIS OF LANGUAGE ACHIEVEMENT SCORES: HIGH

SCHOOL PLACEMENT TH3ST - CLOSED SERIES I
il Zenge H =1 X
Groups
EI 12 507’908 8Q7 lcl
1.44
CI 15 7.0=9.4 8.2 «65
EII 15 G+6-945 8.1 91
«46
CII 14 60 3""1000 803 1.1
EI ‘2 507"908 897 1;1
1.49
EII 15 6;6"9‘5 8.1 091
CI 15 TeO=9,4 8.2 +65
84
GII 14 643-10.0 8.3 1e1
EI, I 27 5:¢7=9.8 8.4 1.05 -
GI' II 29 603“1000 8. 25 090
|
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TABIE 5

t-THEST ANALYSIS ON DAP-HFD PRE~TEST TOTAL

ENMOTIONAL INDICATCORS SCORES FOR ALL GROUPS

i
12

15

15
14

12
15

15
14

27
29

a
5458

4.86

Te27
6.78

5.58
Te27

4.86
6.78

6.51
5479

SD
5,56

392

3457
3¢34

5456
3457

3492
3e34

4.64
3.T7

99

ot

41

37

«92

+63
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non-teaching administrative staff were aware that the students were
participating in a research study. However, even these teachers did
not know which girls were in the experimental or the control groups.
Since the sessions were held during the otherwise free period of a
student, group members did not have to maite conspicuous exits from
their clesses at those times when the groups met, It is assumed
that the teachers knew vhich girls were attending the sessions only
if they questioned the glrls about it. Participation in the study
vas not voluntery, rather, all freshmen participated as either
experimentals or controls.

lleasures: Detailed Description of Their
Administration in the Present Siudy

Draw-A-Person Human Figure Drawings (Koppitz Scoring). The

Koppitz scoring procedure (1968) was used to score the four drawings
requested of all subjects. Koppitz requests only one HFD from her
subjects. However, a battery of four drawings was requested in the
present study: Draw-A-Person, Draw-A-Person of the opposite sex to
#1, Draw-A-Family, and Draw-A=Girl in the rain. The latter two modi-
fications of the Draw-A-ian test are cited by Hammer (1958).
The subject was given a pile of blank paper size 83" x 11", and

e set of at least two sharpened No. 2 pencils with erasers. Instruc-
tions were:

I would like you to draw a whole person for me. It can be any

ldnd of a person you want to draw, just make sure it is a vhole
person and not a stick figure or a cartoon figure.
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The second HFD ingtruction was:

Now will you please draw a men (or "draw a woman" if the first
{figure was of a male).

The last two drawing instructions were:
Now will you draw a family?

and
Please draw a girl in the rain.

The HXDs were scored according to the koppitz scoring procedure
for Dmotional Indicators (8Is). LI raw scores for each of the four
drawings and a meen bl score for the set of four drawings were com-
puted. The scoring wes executed manually by an undergraduate tech-
nician who was unaware of the group membership of any of the subjects.

The latter two drawings were included to obtain infarmation
about the girls' self-concepts and feelings of seli-esteem in relation
40 their families and in response to envirommental stresses, respec-
tivelye.

An interscorer reliability coefficient based on the Pearson
Product lioment B was computed to insure that the technician and
experimenter would score the protocols in the same fashion. This
coefficient (r = .95 which accounts for 90% of the variance) was made
on a sample constituting 30% of the total sample of HFDs.

Koppitz suggests that the diagnostic significance of the 30 Els
appears to be greatly enhanced vhen the total number of such signs on
a given HFD is congidered instead of each item separately. The presence

of one EI on an HFD was considered inconclusive and not necessarily a
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sign of émotional disturbance. However, Koppitz considers two or
more Els as highly suggestive of emotional problems and unsatisfac-
tory interpersonsl relations. Koppitz (1966c) mede a study which
yielded findings in vhich 7 ZIs correlated highly with the school
achievement of first and second graders. Those items are asterisked
(*) on the Scoring Criteria ilanual (Appendix A-I). Total and mean
scores for the school achievement items were computed for the subjects
in the present study (SA-T and SA-1).

Tennessee Self Concept 3Scale. The TSCS was administered to the

subjects as a group. Subjects were glven pencils if they could not
supply their owmn. The instructions on the inside front cover were
read aloud by the experimenter and questions were answered bhefore

the testing proper began. Girls were allowed to raise their hands
for help from the experimenter on particular test items. They were
requested to take the test without consulting one another, and, in
general, acqulesced to this request. They were only allowed 1o
freely discuss the test once they had completed the test, returned
the materials to the experimenter and left the testing room. XNo
unusual problems were encountered nor did any glrls take an abnormally
long amount of time to complete the scale. The test was administered
on a day when none of the other measures were given. The test was
scheduled to precede or follow by one day, the other pre-test and
post-test measures but during the same test week.

7ide Range Achievenent Test. The gpelling and arithmetic sub-

tests of the YRAT were administered to small groups of girls with 3 to
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9 girls in a group. The reading subiest, because of its very nature,
had to be administered individually. The subjects were supplied with
sharpened penclls with erasers if they di1d not have their own. The
order of the subtest administration was spelling, arithmetic, and
reading for all subjects. Both experimental and control subjects
were in each group. Instructions were glven verbatinm as indicated in
the VRAT lanual.

School Grades. The academic evaluations made by the teachers

viiich were reported at the mid-point of the group sessions for EI
and C; (although only L; wes participating in the sessions) and the
evaluations for the second school semester, which were the first

evaluations given after the termination of Z_'s group sessions, were

I
averaged and analyzed statistically. The subject areas included:
English, Reading, Business liathematics, and Speech, all required
courses for freshmen.

The grades in these same four subjecis earned by the EII and

CII subjects for the second and third semesters were similarly
analyzed. In addition, all three sets of semester grades were analyged
for 211 subjects. The grades were derived after placing the evalua-
tions on a five-point rating scale (Appendix A-~II). First semester
grades served as the first high school level grades achieved by all

E and C subjects, and were considered their pre-session phase grades.
Second semegter grades served as the posi-session grades for EI and

CIsubjects. Third semester grades served as the post-session grades

for EII and CII subjects. An interscorer rellability coefficlent
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(r = .73) was obtained for a sample of 40 ratings made by the experi-
menter and an experienced psychologist. IHowever, they only differed
on 5 ratings by one point each.

Interactional Group Process Analysis: Carkhuff-Bgen Scale. A

scale combining the Carkhuff rating scaie (1969) and the Behavior
Rating Scale by Egan (1970) wes used in this study to analyze the
interactional process of the sensitivity-encounter group sessions
(Appendix 4-III, IV). The scale is a 5-point rating scale comprised
of 11 variables. DIach subject was rated on each variable for each
gession attended.

The group sessions were analyzed by two raters. The experi-
menter rated 30 of the total 32 sessions. The first session in each
group was didactic in that the experimenter read and discussed the
encounter group contract suggested by lgan (1970). This session was
not included in the scoring since the experimenter simply read the
Encounter group contract as suggested by Zgan (1970)« The girls only
asked clarifying questions and no group interactlon occurred.

The second rater analyzed a sample comprising 10% of the total
sessions. An interrator sitability coefficient (.70) was computed and
indicated that the two raters agreement on session ratings were adequate.

. Semantic Differential. ZIxperimental subjects rated themselves

on a 6-point rating scale on two concepts: 'ilyself As I Usually Anm"
and "lyself When I Feel Great and On Top of the World." The semantic

differentials were administered to E_ subjects at the begimning of the

I
- 6th, 10th, end 14th sessions. EII was adninistered the semantic
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differential at the beginning of the same sessions, as well as at the
pre-testing. Both experimental groups were given the self-rating
scele at the post-testing. The EI group wes not pre-tested on this
neesure because the forms were not then completed. As a result,

the pre-test scores for group E.. on this measure were not included

IT
in the statistical analysis of the results.

At the post-testing each experimental subject was asked to
circle one word of each of the item palrs which represented her
"ideal" person. This was done after she had rated herself accord-
ing to the two concepts cited above. At least 90% of the girls
agreed upon 21 of the 27 item pairs as representing the same posi-
tive and negative ends of the continuum. The six pairs on which
there was less than 90% agreement were discarded. Thus, all seman-
tic differentials were scored in the direction which the vast major-
ity of subjects had indicated as representing their "ideal" person.
For each session the actual- and ideal self-concept group mean dif-
ferences were analyzed statistically, and changes across sessions
were also compered and analyzed. The raw scores on each of the three
factors for both "Usual" and "Great" self-concepts were analyzed and
compared for experimental group subjects. Subjects were given identi-
fyipg code mmbers to use on the forms 1o maintain anonymity among
the group members. Zach girl was given the reverse order (Usuelly and

"On Top of the World--Great") on alternate administrations of the

semantic differentials.
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Procedures

Pre-Test Procedures. All subjects were administered the WRAT,

I3CS, and DAP-HFD as pre-test measures of self-concept and achieve-
ment. The experimental and control group subjects were tested
during a one week period. One experimental and one control group
were tested during the first week of October; the other experimental
and control group (EII and CII) were pre-tested during the third
week in December. Half of the subjects in each of the four treat-
ment groups were given the WRAT first followed by the DAP-HFDs.

The other half received the reverse test order. Iach subject was
tested in the reverse order at her post—teefing, to avoid test order
bias. The TSCS was given to all girls as a group on the day pre-
ceding or immediately following the WRAT and DAP-HFD test admini-
strations.

Post~-Test Procedure. All girls were retested on the seme

three measures as in the pre-testing 22 weeks after the pre-testing.
As discussed above, if a particular girl was given the WRAT first at
her pre-testing, she was given the DAP-HFD first at her post-testing.
The T3CS was administered again to the girls as a group.

The test protocols were collected from the subjects after each
of the testing periods by the experimenter. However, before scoring

them or having them scored, the experimenter presented them %o an

experienced professional psychologist who, along with an undergraduate

technician, coded them. Thus, the experimenter scored the WiAls, and
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o trained undergraduate technician scored the DAP-FIDs without Imove
ledge of group nmembership. The T3C3s were computer-scored by the
test publisher. Scoring bias was thus avolided since the code was
not broken until all group sessions were analyzed and all tests

were scored.

Treatment Procedure: Sensitivity-Incounter Group Sessions.

sach of the two experimental groups participated in sensitivity-
encounter groups. DLach group met for 16 one-hour weekly sessions
distributed across 5 months. Ixperimental group I (BI) met from
Cctober through ilarch. Ixperimental group II (EII) met from
Januery until mid-llay. As a result, the group sessions overlapped
for nine weeks, although groups EI and EII net separately.

The group sessions provided the opportunity for the develop-
ment of the traditional sensitivity-encounter group process includ-
ing self-disclosure, expression of feelings, and open interpersonal
commmication. The experimenter functioned as a facilitator who
helped the groups to focus on interpersonal commwnications, leading
toward matters periaining fo interpersonsl growth, self-awareness,
and self-concept.

Bach of the 32 group sessions were tape reccorded. These tape;
were used to assist the experimenter in following the group process
in each successive session. The tapes were franscribed into verbatim

type-script and were used by the two interactional process raters on

the Cerkhuff-Egan behavior rating scale (Appendix A-III, iv).



CHAPTER V
RESULIS

The study findings will be presented in the following sequence:
the impact of treatment upon school achievement; the impact of treat-
ment upon self-concept; the effects of interaction between treatment,
initial level of intellectual functioning, and initial level of emo-
tional pathology upon changes in self-concept and school achievement;
experimental group comparisons on the process measures, and the inter-
action effects of initial level of intellectual functioning and the
initial level of emotional pathology on the process measures; and the
correlation matrix findings (Appendix A-XI) for the pre- and post-
test scores on all self-concept, school achlevement, and process
measures for all groups.

Table 6 presents a list of abbreviations and definitions for
each variable on all test measures administered in this investigation.
The abbreviations will be used on all tables and figures presented.

Impact of Treatment on School
Achievement end Self-Concept

Table 7 gives the group means and standard deviations for the
two self-concept (Draw-A-Person: Humen Figure Drawings and Tennessee
Self Concept Scale) and two achievement (Wide Range Achievement Test
and School Grades -2 and -3) measures for all experimental and control
groups for the pre-testing and post-testing. The reader is reminded
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Iv
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SA-Tot
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Splg GL

Ar GL

109

TABIE 6
LIST OF TEST VARIABIE ABEREVIATIONS
USED OF TABILES

Drew-A~-Person Human Figure Drawings using the Koppitz
acoring method, Each set is composed of four drawings
by each subject.

The first drawing in response to the mstmetim,
"Draw a person."

The second drawing in response to the instructien,
"Draw a persen of the opposite msex (to your first

»

The third drawing in reasponse to the insiructiom,
“Draw a family."

The fourth drawing in response to the instruction,
"Draw a girl in the rain."

The total mmber of Emoticnal Indicators (EIs) for all
four drawings, or the total EI acore.

The average number of Emotional Indicators, or the
mean EI scores

The total BI score on the school achievement items as
indicated by asterisks (*) on the Koppitz score sheet.

The average or mean EI score on the school achievement
itema.

Wide Range Achievement Test Reading subtest grade level
soore.

Wide Range Achievement Test Spelling subtest grade
level acare.

Wide Range Achlevement Test Arithmetic subtest grade
level acore.



Rdg SS

WRAT-
Splg S8

WRAT-
Ar S8

Tot

8G-2

SG=3

3¢S

Fet C
Tot C
Tot P
R 1
R2
R3
Col A
Col B

Col C
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Wide Range Achievement Reading subtest standard score.
Wide Range Achievement Test Spelling subtiest standaxrd
score.

Wide Bange Achievement Test Arithmetic subtest standard
B8COre.

Wide Range Achlevement Test Total achievement score
average difference across all three subtests in standard
score units. The pre-test average total score is subw
tracted from the post-test average total score, thus
yielding a difference score. ‘

The average difference scores of school grades for four
majar subject courses; obtained by subtracting the first
trimester grade average from the second trimester grade
average.

The aversge dl.fference scores of school grades for four
major subject courses; obtained by subtracting the first
trimester grade average from the third trimester grade
average.

Tennessee Self Concept Scale
ISCS Self Criticism score
TSCS True~False score
TICS Net Conflict soore
£3CS Total Gob.ﬂ:l.ct score
T3C3 Total Positive score
TaCS Row 1 score

T5C3 Bow 2 seore

TSCS Row 3 score

T3C8 Column A score

T8CS Coluwm B score

3¢S Column C seore



Col D
Col E
V Tot
V Cols

¥ Rows

5

D3

D1

Pay
PD

PI

SD

Tot-D3

kDS
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TABIE 6 (Continued)

TSCS Colum D seore

7305 Colum E score

TSC5 Total Variability score

TSCS Variability score scross all colums

TSCS Veriasbility score across all rows

368 Total Distribution score

TSCS Distribution score on use of scale rating "5"
TSCS Distribution score on use of scale rating "4"
TSCS Distribution score on use of scale rating "3"
TSCS Distribution score on use of scale rating "2"
TSCS Ddstribution score on use of scale rating "i"
T8C3 Defensive Positive scale score

T9CS General Maladjustment scale score, an inverse
geales

I5CS Psychosis scale score

TSCS Personality Disorder seale score, an inverse scale,
T8CS Neurosls scale score, an inverse scale.

TSCS Persomnality Integration scale score

TSCS Number of Devient Signs scale score

Sementic Differentisl administered to experimental
subjects

Semsmtic Differential total difference acore for all
adninistrations

Semantic differential mean difference scores for all
administrations
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I-G
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I
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TABIZ 6 (Continued)

Semantic differential total raw score for a specific
session on elther the "Usual" or "Great" self concept
description.

Raw score on the SD deseription of "How I See Myself
Usually"

Raw score on the SD description of "How I See lyself
When I Feel on Top of the World (i. e. 'Great!)"

Difference score obitained by subtracting U rew gcore
from ¢ raw score.

Humbers associated with the SDs refer to the seasion
at the start of which the SD was administered (e.g.
Session 14 U refers to the secore on Usual self filled
out at the commencement of Session 14).

The raw score of the items circled {0 indicate the
ideal self at the post-testing.

The Usual self raw score obtalned at the post~testing
subtracted from the Ideal self score.

The Great self raw score obtained at the post-testing
subtracted from the Ideal self score,

The Sementic Differential scores broken down into its
three component factors far each of the U and G seores.

Factor I: evaluative
Factor II: potency
Pactor III: activity

The Carkhuff-Egan Behavior Rating Scale score for each
session.

Refer to the session scored, from 2 through 16.
Total C-E score

Hean or average C-E soore



TABLE 7

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS POR TEST HMEASURES POR ALL GROUPS

By 1 Byt 11 B, 1 1, 11

Variables Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Poagt Pre Post Pre Poat

DAP-HFDs
1217 o91 1413 460 1453  1.53 1.28 1.78  1.37 1.26 1.20 1.19
1 1,40 1.32 .88 .49 1.36 296 +89  1.42  1.39  1.17  1.20  1.21
1.17 1233 .53 9% 1.47 1.20  1.36  1.36  1.33  1.26 .94 1.14
I 1,46 1.0%3 .72 oTT  +96  1.17 1.11  1.29 1.22 1.11  1.01  1.07
2,00 2.17 2.06 2.53 2.8 3.2 2,78  3.43 2.40 2.68 2.42 2.98
1 2,08 1.28 2,03  2.22 1.51  2.54 1.47 2.13 1.82 2.14 1.82 1.22
1025 1a41 1413 286 1,47 1446 136 178 1.37  1.43  1.24  1.32
v 1248 1419 1.31 1220 1.02  1.36 129  1.61 1.25 1.28 1.30 1.49
5.58  5.83  4.86 4.93 Te27  Te40 6.8 8.35 6.40 6.60 5.82  6.64

Pot

5.56 3,72  3.91  5.5T7 3.57 4.11  2.34 5.14 4.64 4.02 3.77 4.51
1.39  1.46  1.22 1.23 1.82 1.85 1.70 2,09 1.60 1.65 1.46 1.66
1.39 <93 .98 <74 .89 1.03 84 1.28 1.55 1.00 <94 1.12

Fote.--The top entry represents the mean and the bottom entry represents the standard
deviation for each cell.
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TABLE 7 (Continued)

P pin}
By 1 Erp °11 B, 11 1, 11
Variables Pre Post Pre Poat Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post

.50 075 033 066 040 080 079 086 04-5 078 056 .76

SA-Tot W87 101 50 oT9 61  1.17 1.26 .95 T4 1.10 .50 .90
2125 187 083  .166 .10 .2 20 214 .11 193 141 .190

SA- W22 .25 W41 .20 26 229 32 .25 .18 .28 W24 .22
WRAT- 83 9wl T=2  8=3 T=Q  8e4 T=1 T-10 80 8-T T-2 80
RAg GL 4. 99 2.0  1.17 162 1.27  1.56 1.18 1.54 1.58 1.73 1.13  1.54
WRAT-~ 7-9 82 6-8 T=2 T=5 7=9 6=11 T-5 T-T T-11 6-10  T-4

SP18 GBI 5 23 1,96  1.31  1.07 1.23  1.23  1.46 1.83 1.77 1.55 1.34 1.44

WRAT- 61 6-9 5-9 6-4 63  6-3 6-1 6-4 6-2 66 5-11 60
Ar GL 99 .98 1,01 1.13 1.29 67 5T W69 1413 .82 .83 .91

WHAT" 96 9807 90-2 95:3 92-5 94-8 88-3 9203 94'3 9607 8902 93¢8
RAZ 55 44,95 11.02  7.76 10.18 7.54  8.66 6.48 8.34 9.41 12.79 6.99 9.13

Fote.-~The top entry represents the memm and the bottom entry represents the standard
deviation for each cell.
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Variables

WRAD-
Splg SS

WRAT
Ar S8

WRAT-
Tot

S5G-2

3G=3

TSCS~
sC

T/F

EI ¢
Pre Post Pre
93.4 94.3 87.2
1%5.98 11.16 8.10
83,3 8625 81.9
6.01 567 6.67
6.58
8.66 1
.60
«54
65
+53
47.9 48.9 43.5
TT3 T«54 8,37
53«1 56.3 54.3

1528 16.42 10.12 14.98 16.05

1 B 11
Pogt Pre Post Pre Post
88.9 90.7 91.4 87.5 90.4
5«47 T.2% Te23 8.26 9.74
84.5 8‘3-‘—; 83.3 83.3 83;8
6.83 7T.16 3.83 3.17 3.96
9.4 1.5 7.5
2.81 8.04 11.77
+45 <80 64
‘47 061 '78
«50 1.00 66
‘43 c61 .30
46-3 5000 5195 43‘3 4504
971 7.98 8.11 8.38 9.51
54.4 63.2 5840 52.7 49.3
14.07 14.1 13.74

TABLE 7 (Continued)

Pre Post Pre Post
92.0 92.8 87.% 89.6
10.42 8,94 5.27 7,96
83.8 84.8 82.6 84.1

6.45 4.78 5.15 5.45

Ze T4 8.48

8.32 12.3%2

« 71 «54

.58 Q64

84 .58

<59 «38
4901 50:4 43&4 45‘9

TT9 782 837 9.45
5847 5743 535 52.0
16.23 14.88 12.14 14.37

liote.-=The top entry represents the mean and the bottom entry represents the standard
deviation for each cell.

GLt



TABLE 7 (Continued)
By Cy By 11 51, 11 1, 11
Variables Pre Post Pre Poast Pre Post Pre ©Post Pre ©Post Pre Post

51.7 55.6 55.6 54.6 59.0 57.7 52.1 52.9 55.7 56.7 54.0 53.8

Het © 46,64 9.94 9.43 11.34 11.12  10.12 10.3  9.44 14.1  9.91 10.0 10,59
61.8  535.8 47.0 5042 54.7  49.2 56.8 53.0 57.9 51.3 51.7 51.6
ot C 44,99 13.82 14.22  8.54 12.79  9.67 14.6 11.44 12.72 11.69 15.2  9.96
42 39.5 49,2  45.1 44.3  39.8  43.4  44.5  43.3  39.7  46.4  44.8
Tot P 6.59 8,06 14246 13.60 11.76  9.81 8.35 12.97 7.99 8.91 12.37 13.06
44 39.4  46.4  43.8 45.9  39.2  43.4  44.1  45.0 39.3  44.5  43.9
21 9.56  8.T8 13.30 14.65 11.76  12.18 11.11 12.51 10.68 10.61 12.42 13.42
43.5  44.3 54 48.2 48.T  45.4 49.2 50.2 46.4 44.9 51.7 49.2
B2 5.82 8438 11,77 11.63 7T.54  9.37 9.20 13.38 7.20 8.79 10,93 12.32
#1.4 36,4 45.6  43.9 38.9  36.6 38.1 39.2 40.0 6.5 42.0 41.7
k3 8.90 8.39 17.61 16.18 8.84  9.49 7.24 10.91 8.79 8.85 14.32 13.85
43.9 41,1 48.9  44.3 47.8  41.4  45.1  44.5  46.1  41.3  4T.0 444
Col A

8.07 9,39 15.74 10.20 8.49 9.42 9.53 12.21 8.38 9.23 13.36 1i.01

Note.~~The top entry represenis the mean and the boiitom eniry represcnis the standard
deviation for each cell.
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PABLE 7 (Continued)

Ca

B I Bry “11 8y, 11 1, 11
Variables Pre Post Pre Yogst Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post

41.1  39.6  47.3 42.2 40.2  37.9 40.0 40.8 40.6 38,6 43.8 41.6

Col B Te56 6402 13.76 11.80 9.58 11.03 10.39 12.36 8.59 9.03 12.86 11.87
45.6  44.3  49.1  49.8 48.3  41.T  4T.0  46.6  47.1 42.85 48.1  48.2
Col € 8.94 11.44 13.70 15.02 9.92 10.56 8.39 12.90 9.42 10.83 11.49 13.38
43.2  40.9  51.7 47.1 43.3  41.7 45.6 48.1 43.26 41.3 48.8 47.6
COL D 797  6.52 15.06 17.69 11.27 13.75 10.95 11.46 9.69 10.95 13.66 14.75
43,4  40.1  49.6  4T.3 46.7  44.3 44.0 44.8 45.26 42.4 46.9  46.1
Col E 8.64 11.93 13.41 11.68 10.81 11.52 6.56 11.52 9.87 11.67 11.16 11.46
52 49.9 51.8 50.3 52 49.1  47.9 47.5 52.0 49.48 49.9 48.9
V Tot 6.97 T.88 12.01 10.31 7T.49  9.80 9.60 10.70 7.13 8.84 11.13 10.41
53,6  48.4  48.5  49.2 50.7  47.1 47.4  46.3  51.96 4T7.7 4T.9  47.8
VOIS g 41 7.32 13.17 11.22 T.87  10.47 10.34 10.99 8.41 9.06 11.96 11.01
47.8  49.7 5444 50.8 51.7 50,9  48.0 48.1 50,0 50.4 51.3  49.5
V Rowg

.21 7.66 10,86 11.23 10.28 11.16 8.95 10.20 9.83 9.61 10.54 10.65

Hote.~The top entry represents the mean and the bottom entry represents the standard
deviation for each ceoll.
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TABLE 7 (Contimued)

B ‘1 Ery 11 B °1, 11
Variables Pre Post Pre Pont Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post

46.0  39.7 48.8 43.6 45.1 41.3 42,1 41.5 45.5 40.6 45.6 42.6

D 8.44  9.70 15.77 16.39 6.55  8.58 13.58 17.43  7.31  8.95 15.18 16.63
48:2  43.7 5041 46.0 49.3  45.5 43.3  45.1 48.8 44.7 46.8 45.6
D5 12,58 11.86 13.76 13.52 8.95 10.75 14.99 17.56 10.79 11.07 14.76 15.32
47.5 521 4641  46.5 52.7  53.8  47.0 42.9 50.4 53.0 46.5 44.8
D4 11,05 11.06 13,02 13.88 10.42  10.58 12.43 11.82 11.04 10.62 12.76 12.83
55.1  60.0 52.9 58.5 56.T  58.7 6041 62.5 56.3 59.3 56.4 60.5
D53 9.76  9.92 13,92 13.91 9.61  9.24 13.62 15.25 9.69 9.38 14.25 14.45
48.1  49.5 46.0  48.5 43.6  49.1  46.1 44.9  45.9  49.3  46.0 46.8
D2 8.65 11.22 10.41 12,62 9.21  T.31  6.91 10.12 9.34 9.06 8.95 11.42
46,3 39.7  48.9  42.9 44.T  39.9 4.7 43.1 45.4 39.8 46.9  43.0
D1 7.92  8.41 14,18 17.07 5.31  7.91 12.21 17.06 6.69 7.98 13.47 16.76
46.4  45.7 55.6  50.5 51.5 46,7 51.6 50.9 49.2 46.3 535.7 0.7
P

6.40 6.85 12.96 11.64 7.92 8.59 7.87 12.29 7.69 7.74 11.10 11.75

Note.~ The top entry represents the mean and the bottom entr’ represents the standard
deviation for each cell.

gLl



PABLE 7 (Continued)

1 Cy By 11 1, II °1, 11

Variables Pre Post Pre Post Pre Yost Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post

E

58.7 62.1 57.0 55.9 59.5 63.7 58.5 594 59.2 63.0 57.7 57.4

G 7.40  7.10 13.29 13.23 9.64 10.28 9.47 13.20 8.68 8.88 11.70 13.08
58.1  60.7 56.9 57.9 57.3  58.7 61.1 60.8 57.7 59.6 59.0 59.3

Psy 9413 7.72 10.68 10.67 11.25  7.83 10.22 10.71 10.33 T.71 10.68 10.59
58e4  60.2 51.5  55.5 59.5  60.3 56.8 56.8 59.0 60.2 54.1  56.1

FD 7.33  7.61 12,07 12,34 8,27 10.78  8.75 10.40 7.87 9.33 10.99 11.06
546 5646  47.6  52.9 50.6  568.2 53.2 52.5 52.4 57.5 50.3  52.7

u 8.98  8.83 13.55 11.37 10.53  10.69 7.57 9.68 10.05 9.76 11.54 10.40
43¢4  43.9  44.4  45.5 46,1  46.27 44.8  41.9  44.9  45.2  44.6  45.8

PL 10,48 6.32 8.30 9.78 8.85  9.25 7.90 13.18 9.73 8.02 8.12 11.48
63.2 62,2 63.9 62.3 61.1  61.6 61.8 64.3 62.0 61.9 62.9 63.%

DS '

11.22 12.42  8.31  9.70 11.41  12.99 10.16 9.28 11.38 12.50 9.27 9.38

Note.— The top entry represents the mean and the bottom éntzy represents the standard
deviation for each cell. :

-
-
(Ve
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that the Wide Range is a standardized achievement test, and the school
grades are based on the teacher evaluations made at the first, mid-
year (SG-2), and end-of-the-year (SG-3) semesters. These descriptive
statistics on Table 7 reflect certain characteristics about the va-
rious groups. The school grade difference scores for the mid-year
and end-of-the-year semesters show that the experimental subjects
improved more than the controls on both occasions.

For the Draw-A-Person test only drawing II, of "a family," had
a group mean Emotional Indicator score of or beyond the critical
value (2.0) reflecting disturbesnce by all subjects in their relations
with their femilies. On the Tennessee pre-test measure all groups,
experimentals and controls, were within normal limits for 28 of the
29 subscales. However, all groups were above the normal limits on
one subscale, Number of Devient Signs. At the post-testing the
experimentals had a fewer Number of Deviant Signs while the controls
had a higher Number of Deviant Signs than at the pre-testing. The
{-tests and three-way analysis of variance performed on the self-
concept and achievement measures are based on the difference scores
derived from the pre~ and post-test means and standard deviations
presented on Table 7.

E. vs. C. comparisons were initially asnalyzed separate from the

I I

E._ vs. C comparisong. These groups were analyzed separately to

II II
avoid the possibllity that the EII and CII subjects, after having had
a half-school year's experience in their high school curriculun, may

have obtained post-test scores vhich would differ significantly fronm
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those of the EI and CI girls due to entering the study with more high
school academic experience behind them rather than being due to the
study's treatment conditions. Had the only dependent variable of
interest been self-concept this would not have been necessary. How-
ever, school achievement being a dependent variable of interest this
precaution was taken. Thus, four treatment group combinations have
been analyzed for the self-concept and achievement measures: EI VSe
v8e E .o The latter com-

Cp# Bpg vee Oppd Bp) 17 V8 Cp, 11 I 11
parison was the only possible contrast for the process measures:

; and E

Semantic Differential and Carkhuff-Igen Interaction Behavior Rating
Scale. The most releveant findings are those which refer to the pooled
experimentals and conitrols (EI, 1T and CI, II)° These will be reported
in the appropriate sections. However, the significant differences
found for the other, separate, group combinations will also be pre-
sented for a more detailed understanding of what occurred in this
study. The terms "controls" and "experimentals" will refer to com-
perigons between the pooled treatment groups. "hen the separate
contrasts are being discussed they will be designated with the appro-
priate Romen numerals.

Table 8 presents the results of the t-test analysis of the
differences between means for uncorrelated data for the school achieve-
ment and self-concept measures.

School Achievement leasures. Results supported the first hypo-

thesis, that school achievement would significantly improve (p < .05)

after a sensitivity-encounter group for the experimentals as compared



TABLE 8
t-TESTS AND STANDARD ERRORS FCRH PRE-POST TEST

COMPARISONS FOR ALL GROUPS

Growps B ve C; Byp v8 Oy By, 11 %1, 1z By v8 By
KEI=12; 391515 Kmsi 53 Kc11a14 =273 C=29 NEIa‘l?; Hmfﬂs
Variables
DAP~HFDs
I .56 .86 .20 W44
«50 58 «39 57
1 .58 .56 .89 1.01
.40 48 o .43
.30 .29 -40 -31
I 1.00 .85 .64 76
v .67 .84 .01 .29
<65 .51 41 .57
1 1.00 .57 .09
Tot 1.65 1.43 1.07 124

Hote,=~Top entry in each cell is the t-score and bottonm entry is the standard error of the
difference between means.

**2 < «10.
**‘Q < 0050
P .ot

ccl



TABLE &8 (Continued)

Groups EI v8 CI EII vs GII EI, 17 V8 CI, II E1 Vs EII
B =125 Hy=15 Hop=153 Hypp=14 Be27; =29 Nyy=125 N =15
Variables
M +11 1.00 ST +09
«41 «36 «27 31
«21 67 .41 .35
SA-Tot 39 49 .31 42
21 «67 «41 +35
SA-1i .10 .12 .08 o1
#(c1> p)® *% B #BIA D
WRAT- .93 1.84 Y72 BT 5 g, ®MCAD>E) (BT O EI)
WRAT- .98 .92 1.45 1.01
Rdg GL 3434 2.99 2,23 3,05

Hote.--Top entry in each cell is the i~score and bottom emtry is the standard error of the
ditference between means.

*p_ <.10.

¥
P < 0Q50

B¢ (or 2)2> & (or C) means controls (or experimentals) incressed more than experimentsls
(or controls)s C{or B) ¥ 2> B (or C) means eontrols (or experimentals) decreased more than
experimentals (or comtrols). C (or E) 2> E (or C)N means controls (or experimentals) inereased
more than experimentals (or controls). C (or B)N > E (or ¢) A means controls (or experimentals)
decreased more than experimentals (or controls).



Groups

Hey
Variables

Splg GL

WRAT-
Ar GL

WRAT=
Rdg SS

WRAT-
Splg SS

WRAT -
Ar S8

S5G=2

S5G=3

By vs Gy

=125 N,,=15

W

«50
2.96

«12
373

1.64
141

«48
155

14
1.75

79
«19

«79
18

TABILE 8 (Continued)

Brg v8 Cpy B ™%,
N =155 Hopp=14 B=27; C=29
1.38 134
2.64 “ﬁgé‘
.73 62
3,87 2,79
A
1.32 2,18 *(¢ 72 B)
136 «97
1.66 1.46
1.33 1.00
187 133
.60 1.04
¢26 Q16
1.89°(E A €) 2,02"*(E ) ©)
’18 .13

By ve By

Hpy=125 Nppp=15

«39
2.7
zqos**(EI ?\> BIIV)
4.02

«43
1.29

<14
1.31
2, #%(EI 7\> EIIV)
1.91

«87
23

1.60
22

Note.~-Top entry in each cell is the t-score and botton entry is the standard error of the

difference between means,

*p < .10,
**2 < 005-

1443



TABILE 8 {Continued)

Groups  Ep s Cp By v8 Op By, 11 ¥, 11 By v8 Epy
N =123 N =15 Ngr =155 Nopp=14 Ee27; Ca=29 Ny =125 B =15

Yariables
7SCS 61 16 .52 14
sC 2.97 3634 2,20 394
PSCS .38 »36 .02 1.04
/P 8.04 5,11 4.66 8.05
984 «’"52 035 '084
Bet C 5.93 3,92 3,47 6.17

* *Ev
rot G 1,957 END> CA) .37 173 (E YD ©) 42
580 4.78 3,72 5.85
2ot 2 46 2,25 BV > €AY o R
2,64 2.49 1.85 2.76
222 3% Y

21 .53 5,57 BYICTA ), ¥ (E Y 0) .57
3.75 2.17 2.11 5,67

Hote.==Top entry in each cell is the it-score and bottom entry is the standard error of the
difference between means. ’

*2 ‘<¢100
"p < .05,
¥ < .01,

62l



TABIE 8 (Continued)

Groups By vs Cp By ve Cpg P, 11 ™%, 11 By ve Epy
Fgg=12; Hy=15 Nyrp=15% Nop =14 B=2T; C=29 Hy =12 Ry =15

Variables
- 2,55 (CN>EA) .51 1.42
2.60 3,02 2.11 2.88
23 .69 1.13 1.15 .70
; 4274 3,02 2.73 3.89
43 1.69 .82 .80
Col A 3,97 5e37 2.58 4.27
1422 .95 .12 .28
Col B 2.99 %035 2.29 2.93
.52 1.51 1.45 <94
Col C 5,65 2.77 2,25 3.55
.62 .84 .08 .22
601 D 3‘41 3.36 2.41 3-29
.20 1.11 T4 .18
Col B 4.T4 3«00 2.72 4.9
.15 .38 .37 .21
v Tot 4.17 3,03 2.50 3,72

Hote.~Top entry in each cell is the t-score and bottom entry is the standard error of the
difference between means,

**E < 05, @



TABIE 8 (Continued)

Groups EI s CI EII vs cn EI, 17 ¥® CI, II EI vs EII
N =123 N =15 N =155 Nypp=14 B=27; C=29 N =12; Hgp =15

Varisbles
1.18 .79 1.45 .38

V Cols 4.95 3412 2.83 4.51

| 1.08 .27 .66 .62

V Rows 4.16 3,26 2.59 4,22

5 26 1.09 T4 .59
4.42 2.88 2.59 4,28

b5 .21 1,797 EN>CA) o .16
5,57 3,08 5,01 5.36

- .70 1.55 1.34 .64
5.67 3,52 3,20 5.24

b3 .34 .13 .42 .51
4.28 3,27 2.63 4.08

- 1.03 2.001"(EA> €¥) oo 1.64
4.33 3.34 2.77 4.59

51 .21 1.06 77 .51
3,53 2.99 2.30 3.67

Hote.~-Top entry in each cell is the t~score and bottom entry is the standard error of the
difference between neans.

*2 < «10.

G



TABLE 8 (Continued)

Groups EI v GI EII ¥s CII EI, 13 v° GI, 11 EI v3 EII
Ngr=12; N =15 Harp™155 Ny =14 E=2T3 C=29 Nr=12s Npp =15

Yariables '
» 1.50 1.32 .001 117
2.93 3,11 2.17 3.40

X% Y
a® 1435 1.39 2,05 E7CY) o
3,30 2.93 2,17 3,12
.39 .40 .53 .32
Psy 4.16 4,05 2.84 4.13
ppb 52 32 .22 .33
2.91 2.75 1.99 2.90
Wt

o .83 3,38 EMCY) 1.37
4.02 2.46 2.40 4.10
o1 .16 .86 52 .01
3,47 3.93 2.61 3,77
.09 .56 .19 32
XDs 5400 3.38 2,94 4.98

Note.~Top entry in each cell is the t-score and bottonm entry is the standard error of
the difference between means.

**5 < .05,
mﬂ < «01e

bAn inverse scale.
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with the controls only for the end-of-the-year school grades derived
from the teacher evaeluations (SG-3). Findings were in the opposite
direction than predicted for the Wide Range Reading subtest (WRAT-
Rdg SS) and the Wide Range Total score (WRAT-Tot) on which the
controls improved significently (p £ .05) more then the experimen-
tals. Several of the separate group contrasts showed differences

(p € +10) at a low level of confidence, and although not highly
significant are indicated on Table 8.

Self-Concept lieasures. Results indicated no significant dif-

ferences on the Draw-A-Person test measure. Significent differences
emerged for two of the Tennessee subscales, but did not support the
second hypothesis since they were in the direction opposite from
that predicteds On Row 1: Identity, how an individual sees himgelf,
both experimentals and controls described themselves less positively
but the experimentals scored significantly lower (p £ .05) than
controls. On the measure of general maladjustment (GiI) the experi-
mentals had significaﬁtly higher (p Z .05) scores than the controls.
Although not a powerful level of significance, it should be noted
that the experimentals expressed less (p < .10) total conflict, the
amount of conflicting responses to positive and negative items with-
in the ssme area of self-perception (Tot C), at the post-testing
than at the pre-testing than the control subjects.

Results of the separate group cmtrasts revealed a significant
difference (p Z&.OS) on the Tennessee subscale measuring the oversall

level of self-esteem (Tot P) in favor of the C.. girls who increased

II
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on this nmeasure while the E.. subjects had a ruech lower oversll level

i1

of self-esteem. The significance was due to the regression by the EII

girls rather than a significant increase in overall level of self-

17 SToups. The EI subjects showed a itrend toward a

reduction (p £ .10) in the smount of conflicting responses to posi-

esteen by the C

tive and negative items within the same area of self-perception
(Tot C) as compared with the CI group. On Row 1: Identity the JII
subjects regressed significantly (p < .01) while the CII group
slightly improved. On Row 2: Self Satisfaction (R 2), how an
individual feels about the self she perceives or her level of self-
acceptance, the C; group regressed significantly (p € .05) while

the EI subjects showed a slight improvement. The D variable is a
summary score of the way an individusal dlstributes her answers

across the five avallgble choices in responding to the Scale itens.
It is also interpreted as an aspect of self-perception: certainty
about the way one sees himself. The Tennessgee llanual states that
reliance upon either of the two extremes of the response continuum,
D5 or D1, is "undesirable" and '"most often obtained from disturbed
people (p. 3)." On D 5, reflecting a reliance upon the "Completely
True" response, the D, group showed o trend (p ¢ +10) in using

this response less often than at their pre-testing, vhile the CII
subjects used 1t somevhat nmore frequently than at their pre-testing.
Although D 1, "Completely False," yielded no significant results, the
girls followed the same trend as on D 5 by relying less on D 1

EII
responses than at thelr pre~testing. The CII girls also used it less
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often, but more frequently than the EII group at the post-testing.

On D 2, "Mostly False," a trend (p { .10) emerged in which the 1

group used this response more than at their pre-testing, while the

CII girls used 1t less than at their pre-testing and less than the

EII group. The D 2 response is considered healthy and reflects
greater flexibility in self-perception than the rigid D 1 and D 5

responses indicate. Finally, the E. . group reported significantly

11
(p £ +01) more neurotic signs than C;g girls at the post-testing.

The Effects of Interaction Betiween Treatment, Initial
Level of Intellectual Functioning, and Initial Level
of Emotional Pathology Upon Change in Self-Concept
end School Achievement

Table 9 presents the results of the three-way analysis of
variance for the Wide Range, school grades, and Tennessee test
measures. 1o maintain independence of the analysis which used the

pre-test Draw-A-Person mean Emotional Indicator scores 1o separate

subjects according to thelr initial level of emotional pathology,

the analysis of variance was not performed on the Draw-A-Person mean

Emotional Indicator difference scores. The results reported on this
| Pable relate to the third hypothesis of this study.

Subjects were divided into eight groups according to the three
dichotomous, independent variables of treatment group, initial level
of intellectual functioning, and initial level of emotional pathology.
The reader is reminded that the dichotomies for these three variables

were: experimental or control treatment condition; above or below the



TABIB 9
THREE~-WAY ANATLYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR
PRE-POST TEST COMPARISONS PCR ALL GROUPS

4 2 2

-

Source of o = @ 3 H g ,__‘

Variation fg ? - : 2 g % - 9 &

1 g 4 g Bs » Ba 3

' 4 Py

Variables § & g g Egtb § ] g 5 M 'Q
WRAT~ 147.14  144.17  61.25 82.55 1.83 16.68 160,55 68.84

RAg GL 2.14 . 2,09 .89 1.20 .03 .24 2.33 (48)
WRAT- 95.19 32.41 T2.53 14,35 24.11 60.71 109.62 53.27

Splg GL 1.79  +61 1.36 27 «45 1.14 2.06 (48)
m@- 42062 47014 507'55*3(11’) 48095 87-39 013 19055 *08.88

Ar GL «39 43 4.66 45 «81 «001 .18 (48)

Rdg S8 4.66 +60 «53 1.04 «29 «83 2,14 (48
WRAT- 29.85 27.50 9.70 7.69 3.81 18.70 17.53 14.34

Splg S8 2.08 1.92 «68 «54 27 1.30 1.22 (48)

Note.~~Top eniry is liean Squares (uS) end bottom entry is P-goore for first 7 columns. In the
lagt column top entry is MS and bottom entry is df within, 4f for first 7 columms is 1 (ome).

¥*
2 < 05,
8)bbreviations indicate the group which improved most when a significant difference was

found; E = experimentaly C = controly H or L = high or low; I = 1Q; and P = pathology. When all
groups regressed the group regressing the lesst will be indicated with (V §a

49!



TARILE 9 {Continued) I

p‘
= [« 4
Source of § ;‘% :; 3
Variation 1 o g 2 ? >
g g S W g 2 g4 &
8 3 8a i3 : 235 5
] g 28 3 8 K 55 5
Variables gl = fa a8 5 " = :ﬁ N =
Ar S8 +51 12 .11 <99 .05 .12 (48)
WRAT- 314.41*(0) 1.81 317.80*(39) 13.13 1.93 29446 13147 69.06
Tot 4.55 03 «19 .03 43 1.90 (48)
—_ .40 .001 «107 .16 «21 .09 «42 «40
1.01 003 27 «39 +54 24 1.05 (48)
863 .98 04 «19 .11 .10 .02 «20 .26
3480 .14 T4 44 «40 .07 +79 (48)
TSCS 13.56 46.67 11.80 365.02*(031)1 50.68 8.57 134.82 61436
s +30 <T6 «19 5495 2.46 .14 2.20 (48)
/¥ .07 14467 399.85 41.29 1734.T7, | 1038.18 322,49 281.74
.00 <05 1.42 «15 6.16 3,68 1.14 (48)
20445 0.03 66430 116.56 880449, 97.19 105.8% 162.80
et C 13 .00 a1 T2 W41 (o 1.8% 65 (48)

Note.—~Top entry is liean Squeres (M3) and bottom entry is P-score for first 7 colums. In the
last colum top entry is iS and bottom entry is df within. Df for first 7 colwms is 1 (oue).

*2 ( 05

bScale gcore interpretation is too complex to use the abbreviastion method te indicate =
improvement. Reader must see discussion section dealing with the varisble. W



TABLE 9 (Continued)

| 1 B : .
Source of o ] o 4
Variation B = »? & pg >
‘E & = H ol '3 -g.; = roi O
g 3 5 i é E E
g 8 © g‘ @ v % kS
4 o - 4 § R o g~ h
Variables ©© = A O N H SR B

Pot C 582,99 64.08 81.92 45,70 281.70 612.08 483.71 187.47
3411 o34 44 .24 1.50 3.26 2.58 (48)

Tot P 63.81 4.72 29,86 11.84 16.77 1.62 1.91 52,22
132 .09 «57 «23 .32 .03 .04 (48)

R 1 *(cY)

4.74 44 «38 .94 +96 11 «58 (48)

R 2 16.09 4.88 .76 28,94 12.40 726 14.44 68.44
24 07 +01 42 .18 .11 .21 (48)

R 3 137.56 12.88 29.13 1.93 142.46 4,24 62.37 112.31
1.22 .11 26 .02 1.27 .04 <56 (48)

Col A 62.84 80.48 52.49 14.93 67.15 88.25 22.56 98.09
64 «82 54 «15 +68 .90 23 (48)

ol B 1.08 162.98 43.99 8.80 130.63 16401 39,86 75.45
01 2,16 +58 .12 173 «21 53 (48)

ol © 147.60 4.88 2.76 45.50 56420 2.86 T7.59 75.38
1.96 .06 04 «60 oI5 04 1.03 (48)

Note.--Top entry is Mean Squares (MS) and bottom entry is F-score for first 7 colums. In the
last column top entry is MS and bottom entry is &f within. Df for first 7 ecolumns is 1 (ome).

*p_ < +05.

|
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TABIE 9 (Continued)

g B g
Source of SQ S M a
Variation $3 .pg O 4 ‘pg 'g
: 2 R T A 2 S 8
: 3 8 g4 A L§:
1 g 1 - i
Variables £ & 3 o & & & M 4 & g
co1 D 57 62.98 41.01 43.58 111.73 149.08 24.18 8%.45
.01 75 «49 52 1.34 1.79 <29 (48)
5729 1.81 126424 83.88 4424754 ( pyrol 3355 25.66 10065
Col & .57 .02 1.25 .83 4e *(zi] 1.33 .25 (48)
v Tot 12.15 354490 4.89 33.18 537 24.24 44.42 88.27
.14 4.02 06 .38 «06 .27 .50 (48)
v ol 233453 206.02 28.68 129.14 29.55 39.89 50.58 115,53
2.02 1.78 «25 1.12 «26 +35 44 (48)
v Rows 41413 199.14 53462 11.95 17.75 15.45 60.85 99,52
41 2.00 54 .12 .18 «16 .51 (48)
D 51.86 26.08 0.66 16423 139.69 40.59 121.50 98.44
«53 «26 01 .16 1.42 o41 1.23 (48)
D5 141.40 5.8% 16.81 5452 110,00 63.85 68.16 137,53
1.03 .04 .12 <04 +50 .46 «50 (48)
D 4 256 .09 4.725 585.14*(3?) 119.43 0.44 132.90 138.01 140,79
1.82 03 4.16 -85 003 <94 .98 (48)

Note.~-Top entry is Hean Squares (1S) and bottom entry is P-score for first 7 columns. In the
last colum top entry is IS end bottom entry is df within. Df for first 7 colwms is 1 (one).

*p <.05.

Gel



Source of
Variation

YVariables

D3

D2

D1

i

Note.~~Top entry is lean Squares (i4S) and bottom entry is Pescore for first 7 columms.
last column top entry is S and bottom entry is df within. Df for first 7 colunms is 1 (one).

Treatment
D

G

17.02
17

29.85
«26

43469
«55

0.0
0.0

269.72
3.30

31.97
«30

2.62
<05

101.73
1.16

g
et

4.88
+05

1.42
«01

19.50
24

52,50
T4

0.10
»001

292.88
2.73

45.27
.82

12.83
15

cAn inverse scale.

TABLE 9 (Contirued)

Pathology

15.89
«15

62,88
+55

27.80
«35

12.97
.18

1.05
«01

6.00
<06

42.42
77

41.41
47

Treatoent
Group x IQ

.

(oM

-~

L
ug

32,00
«45

66.50
+94

59.18
«55
127.19
2.31

8410
.09

Treatnent Group
x Pathology

103.97
1.01

78465
+69

11.96
«15

34434
+49

10.99
«15

146447
1.36

84,09
153

22.17
«25

IQ x Pathology

47.72
+46

8469
.08

5017
.06

7.7
225

39.50
«56

125.02
1.20

75452
1434

3753
«43

Treatoent x 14
% Pathology

99.83
«97

7353
.64

46.72
58

27.29
«39

16.64
23

316.61
2.95

29.54
<54

56.44
42

Fithin Cclls

102,64
(43)

114,34
(48)

80.00
(48)

70.69
(48)

T0.96
(48)
10743
(48)

54.96
(48)

87.44
(48)
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Note.~Top entry is liean Squares (iiS) and botton entry is Fescore for first 7 columns. In the
last colum tup entrxy is S and bottom entry is 4f wvithin. Df for first 7 colums is 1 (cne).

*2 < .‘—05'

Let



group mean IQ of 94.5; above or below the group mean pre-test Drawe
A-Pergon Zmotional Indicator critical value of 2,0. The eight

resulting categories were:

1. experimental, hi IQ, hi pathology (¥ = 7)

2. experimental, hi IQ, lo pathology (N = 12)
3. experimental, lo IQ, hi pathology éH = 3)

4. experimental, lo IQ, 1o pathology (¥ = 5)

5. control, hi IQ, hi pathology (N = 2)

6. control, hi IQ, lo pathology EN = 14)

7. control, lo IQ, hi pathology (N = 5)

8. control, lo IQ, lo pathology (N = 8)

School Achievement lieasures. Results supported the third hypo-

thesis that the initial status on measures of intellectual function-
ing and emotional pathology, and treatment condition are related to
the measured change in school achievement and self-concept scores.
Results of the F-tests indicate that there was a significent main
effect (p < .05) on the Wide lange Arithmetic subtest reported in
grade level and standard scores (WVRAT-Ar GL and WRAT-Ar SS) with the
lo pathology subjects (N = 39) having made significantly more improve-
ment than the hi pathology group, regardless of ireatment group con-
dition or initial level of intellectual functioning. The controls

(W = 29) showed significantly more (p < .05) improvement than the
experimentals on the ¥Wide Range Reading subtest reported in standard
scores (WRAT-Rdg S5S) at the post-testing regardless of the initiael
level of intellectual functioning or of emotional pathology. Signifi-
cant main effects (p < .05) were also found on the Wide Zange Total
score (WRAT-Tot) with controls improving significantly more than the
experimentals, and the lo pathology subjects improving more than the

hi pathology subjects regardless of treatment condition or initial
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level of intellectual functioning. These findings support the sig-
nificant t-test findings in favor of controls for the Wide Range
Total and Reading subtest scores (Table 8). The school grades
yielded no significant interaction or main effects.

Self-Concept lieasures. Results revealed several significant

findings on the Tennesses which supported the third hypothesis vhich
partly referred to the self-concept measures. The treatment group-

1Q interaction yielded a significant (p £ .05) finding on the Self
Criticism (SC) subscale. The rankings of which of the IQ-treatment
group combinations became nore self-critical were, from most to

leasts controls, lo IQj experimentals, high IQ; controls hi IQ; and
experimentals, 1o IQ. The last combination was the only one which
became less self-criticel than at the pre-testing, whereas the other
three combinations showed an increase in self-criticism. On the
Pergonality Integration (PI) subscale a significent (p { ,05) inter-
action effect was found for itreatment group and IQ, regardless of
level of pathology. Scores for the experimental lo IQ and control,

hi IQ combinations reflect a higher level of personality integration,
with the former far surpassing the latter. Experimental, hi IQ subjects
and control, lo IQ subjects displayed a lower level of personality
integration in their scores, with the control, lo IQ subjects regres-
sing more than any of the four combinations. The Self Criticism and
Personality Integration subscales were the only itwo subscales on which
there were significant treatment-IQ interaction effects. Considering

the findings for the relevant groups, integrated findings indicated



that: the experimental, lo IQ girls (¥ = 8) were the only girls who
became less self-critical by the post-testing. However, they attained
the highest level of adjustment and degree of persomality integration
in contrast to the other three groupings. Control, hi IQ subjects

(N = 16) renked third in their approach towards a more normal and
healthy opemness and capacity for self-criticism, and ranked second
best onl improved level of adjustment and degree of personality
integration. The exéerimental, hi IQ group (N = 19) ranked second
best in their approach toward more normel and healthy openness and
capacity for self-criticism, but reflected a lower level of adjust-
ment and degree of personality integration at the post-testing. The
control, lo IQ (¥ = 13) girls improved most in their approach towards
a nore normal and healthy openness and capecity for self-criticism,
but achieved the lowest level of adjustment and degree of personality
integration of the four categories. It should be noted that the Self
Criticism and Personaelity Integration subscales have an inverse rela-
tionship as reflected in the fact that the group scoring highest on
Self Criticism, scored lowest on Perscnality integration; whereas

the group scoring highest on the latter scored lowest on Self Crit-
icism, and so ou.

Significant treatment group~-pathology interaction effects were
found on four Tennessee subscales: True-Felse ratio (1/F), Net Con-
flict (et C), Column B: Social Self (Col E), and Number of Deviant
5igns (¥DS). Significant (p ¢ .05) interaction effects were found for
the T/F subscale which reasures the individual's achieving self-defi-

nition or self-description by focusing on what she is vhile being
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relatively unable to accomplish the same thing by elinminating or
rejecting vhat she is not. Fitts (llanual, 1965) suggests two other
approaches to interpreting this subscale (p. 3) which are also pre-
sented in Appendix A-VII. The self-definition approach will be used
for interpreting the data for this study. 3Subject combinations
ranked from greatest to least reliance upon this way of achieving
self-definition, as follows: experimentals, hi pathology; controls,
lo pathology; controls, hi pathology; and experimentals, lo pathol-
ogy. On Net C there was a significant interaction effect (p < .05)
for treatment and pathology. The experimental, hi pathology and
control, 1o pathology subjects exhibited more conflict at their
post-testings than at their pre-testings, with the former exhibit-
ing more. lHnwever, the experimental, lo pathology and control, hi
pathology subjects showed less conflict at the post-testing, with
the latter group showing the greater decrease in conflict to items
related to the same ares of self-perception. The analysis of Col

B: Social Self yielded significant (p { .05) treatment end pathol-
ogy interaction effects. INankings fran most improvement to regres-
sion in this area were: experimental, hi pathology; contrpl, lo
pathology; control, hi pathology; and experimental, lo pathology.
Only the experimental, hi pathology subjects saw themselves as more
socially adequate and of greater self-worth, while the other groups
described themselves as less adequate than at their pre-~testings. A
significant (p <(.05) treatment and pathology interaction effect vas

found for the D5 subscale. Findings'indicated that the conirol, hi
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pathology group decreased the most on this subscale. The experi-
nental, lo pathology group also had fewer deviant signs (IDS).
However, the conirol, lo pathology subjects end the experimental, hi
pathology girls both had nore deviant signs, with the latter group
increasing the most.

Integrating the findings on all four of these subscales, the
groups' scores reflected the following indications: the experi-
mentaly hi pathology group increased the most in becoming more likely
to achieve self-definition or self-description by focusing on what
they were and were relatively unable to accomplish the same task by
elininating or rejecting what they were not; reported the most
conflict within the same area of self-perception; improved the mosi
in thelr sense of adequacy and worth in their social interactions
with other people in general; and increased the most on mumber of
deviant signs. At the post-testing the control, lo pataology group
ranked second on an increase in becoming nmore likely 10 achieve seli-
definition or self-description by focusing on what they were and
becane relatively unable to accomplish this task by eliminating or
rejecting what they were not; ranked second on an increase in con-
flict within the sane area of self-perception; had a lower sense
of adequacy and worth in thelr social interactions with other people
in general; and had more deviant signs than at their pre-testing,
but not as much of an increase as the experimental, hi pathology
subjects. The control, hi pathology girls ranked third and scored

lower at the pre-testing on the measure reflecting self-definition



being achieved by a more balanced employment of the two tendencies-—-
affirming what is self and eliminating or rejecting what is not self;
they decreased the most in conflict within the ssme area of self-
perception; ranked third on feelings of adequacy and worth in their
gsocial interactions with people in general which were lower than at
thelr pre-testing; but showed the greatest reduction in the number
of deviant signs. The experimental, lo pathology subjects decreased
the most on the T/F measure reflecting the greatest shift toward
achieving self definition by a more balanced employment of the two
tendencies--affirming what is self and rejecting what is not self;
reported less conflict within the same area of self-perception;
regressed the most in their sense of adequacy in social interactions
with other people in general; but showed fewer deviant signs at their
post-testing.

dain effects were found for two of the Tennessee subscales, and
were significant at the p < .05 level. On Row 1: Identity the
experimentals perceived themselves significantly more negatively than
the controls at the post-testing, although both groups' scores indi-
cated a lower self-perception on the Identity measure than they had
at the pre-teéting. The second main effect wes for pathology on the
D 4 varieble, indicating that at the post-testing the hi pathology
girls used more "Mostly True" responses then the lo pathology girls,
thus reflecting a healthier digtribution of self-deseriptive responses.
In addition, the lo pathology girls used fewer "ifostly True' responses

at the post-testing than they had at their pre-testing.
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Gxperimental Group Differences on the Process ileasures

Table 10 presents the group means and standard deviations for
the Semantic Differential, a self-report self-concept and process
measure, and the Carkhuff-Egan Interaction Behavior Rating Scale,
(c-E), a group process messure. These tests scores were obtained on
the experimental subjects only. All t-tests and two-way analyses
of variance on the process measures were performed on the data pre-
gented on Table 10. The factor scores and Ideal (I) self-concept
variables are raw scores, as are the C-£ scores. The other scores
are difference scores.

Mgure 1 graphically presents the group mean difference scores
for "Great minus Usual" self-concept scores for the four test admin-
istrations of the Semantic Differential given to both experimental

groups. The graph demonstrates that at the EI subjects! second

1
Semgntic Differential testing their difference scores were larger
than those of the EI girls. The reader is reminded that the EI group
was not gilven this test at their pre-testing, as was dome with the EII
glrls, since the test forms were not ret completed. Statistical con~
perisong were made only for those testings in which both experimental
groups participated. At the posttesting, which "session 17" repre-
sents, both groups had larger difference scores than when they had
begun, with the EI group closely approximating the EII group dif-
ference scores after the encounter group experience was completed.

A statistical amalysis of this process is reflected in the datan

presented on Table 11.



TABIE 10
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR TEST MEASURES
ADMINISTERED TO EXPERIMENTAL GROUPS

<%
Ey Err By, 11
SD
42,33 65.53 55,22
To-D3 35,97 57.26 43.52
10.58 14,04 12.51
H-D3 8.99 12.71 11.15
SD-Tot
————— %'W .
Seasion 10 11.61
— 109.79 —
G Ao 7.70 ———————
95.08 97.36 96.31
Sesaian 60 11.20 8.34 9.63
. 100.67 108,79 105.04
12.74 12.07 12,82
D 5058 ’1‘43 8'?3 'y
9.32 14.69 12.62 &

Hote.~Top entry refers to the liesan and bottom entry refers to the Standard Ileviation.
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Note.~=Top entry refers to the Hean and bottom entry refers to the Standard Deviation.

B

91.67
9.86

99.75
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8.71
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TABIE 10 (Continued)

Err
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9.92
12,37

90.63
10.94

105.63
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Session 1
U

11

II1

II

III

Note.=~Top eniry refers to the liean and bottom entry refers to the Standard Deviation.

30.75
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14.94
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TABLE 10 (Contimued)
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29.20
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3466
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By Brp B, 11
'Sessim 6
U
. 61.67 6640 64.0
8.94 6.67 7.94
. 14.67 13.29 13.92
1.37 1.82 1.74
19.00 18.07 18.50
I 3,54 2.13 2.85
G
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1.96 2.81 2.48
19.33 20.0 19.69
i 3.05 3.14 3.06
Session 10
U
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Hote.——Top entry refers to the llean and bottom entry refers to the Standard Deviation.
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8.44
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2345
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PABIE 10 (Continued)
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Variables
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TABLE 11
t-2L5ST AHALYSIS FOR COMPARISONS
O PROCESS MBASURES FOR EXPERIMENTAL GROUPS
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15.07

TABIE 11 (Continued)
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9.65
9.34

2.12
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Figure 2 graphically presents the contrasting C-E group mean
raw scores achieved by the two experimental groups for each session
rateds The C-Z scores might be understood as an indication of the
level of experiencing or level of functioning as reflected by ob-
servable interaction behaviors by the group members with each other.
The higher the scores, the more the group members were contributing
and interacting. Contrasting the first and last rated sessions!
group mean scores, one notes that the EI girls began at a lower
level of interacting than the EII group. However, the EI group was
interacting at a higher level at the end of the encounter group
experience than the EII girls., The statistical analysis of these
data are also presented on Table 11.

Semantic Differential lleasure. Results supported the fourth

hypothesis that the group interactional process measures are direct-
1y related to the self-concept and school achievement score changes.
On the Semantlc Differential self-report process measure the potency
factor (II) was the only factor yielding significant results. At the
beginning of thelr respective sixth sessions, the EI subjects felt
significently (p ¢ .05) more powerful in their "Usual" or real self-

concept than the EII girls. By the tenth session, EII subjects

tended to feel more (p < .10) powerful in their "Usual" or real self-

concept as contrasted with the E. subjects, but the dlfference was

I
not significant. Also, at the tenth session, on the "Great" or ideal

self-concept the L.. subjects felt significantly (p <.01) more power-

II

ful then the E_ girls. On this factor II, potency, at the fourteenth

I
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gession the L., subjects felt significantly (p ¢ .05) more powerful

than the Z_ group on their "Great'!" self-concept. At the sixth ses-

I
sion, the E;; subjects made higher (p < .10) self-evaluations (Pct I,
evaluative) than By subjects on their "Great" self-concept.

Carkhuff-Egan Interaction Behavior Rating Scale lMeasure. T~

test data presented in Table 11 reflects the relative level of group
interaction of the two experimental groups for each session as
reflected in their Rating Scale scores. At the second session the

group tended to interact at a higher level {(p < .10) than E

Er1 I

subjects as reflected in their higher C-E scores. At the thir-

teenth session the E_ group was interacting at a significantly

I

higher (p < .05) level than E__ subjects. This was also true at the

II
last session. However, at the fourteenth session the EII group
temporarily interacted at a significantly higher (p <€ .05) level than
the EI group.

uffects of the Interaction Between Initial Level

of Intellectual Functioning end Initial Level of
Emotional Pathology on the Process lleasures

The graph presented as Figure 3 demonstrates the relative rank-
ings of the four groups resulting from categorizing all experimentel
subjects according to initial levels of intellectual functioning and
emotional pathology on the Semantic Differential measure. The lo IQ,
hi pathology group had much larger difference scores than the other
three categories except at session 10. All groups had larger dif-

ferences between the "Great" and "Usual" self-concepts at the
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post-testings than at their initial Semantic Differential testing at
the beginning of session 6. Table 12 presents the two-way analysis
of variance related to Figure 3.

Pigure 4 graphically presents how the four categories of sub-
Jjects ranked at each session on the C-E measure. The lo IQ, lo
pathology individuals (N = 5) seem to have made the most progress,
contrasting sessions scores of session 2 against session 16. Hi IQ,
lo pathology (N = 12) girls also improved, although not as much as
the former group. The lo I, hi pathology (N = 3) amd hi IQ, hi
pathology (N = 7 categories both ended thelr encounter group ex-
perience at a lower level of interacting than when they began.
However, the latter group regressed only slightly. The lo pathology
groups were the two categories which improved, and they improved more
then the two hi pathology groups regressed. It should be noted that
the break in the graph line for the lo IQ, hi pathology category,
vhich shows no score for session 6, is a result of the absence of the
three girls in this category at that sixth session. Statistical anal-
ysis presented in Table 12 shows which of the differences were sig-
nificant.

Table 12 presents the two-way anelysis of variance results for
the experimental subjects when compared after being assigned to groups
according to initial levels of intellectual functioning and emotional
pathology.

Semantic Differential lieasure. Significant (p Z .05) IQ main

effects were found for session 10 "Usual" self-concept for the



TABLE 12
TWO-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE POR COMPARISONS ON

PROCESS IEASURES FOR EXPERIMENTAL GROUPS

Source of Hean Square Within
Variation Pathology ig Pathology x 1Q And df Within Cells
Variables
SD 93452 4750 692.73 103453
}-DS .90 .46 6.6972 (IL) (23)
Segsions
54+ 11 164.17 T79.34 135.16
D-6 47 1.21 577 () (22)
«90 06 6.01 173,59
D-10 01 .00 .03 (22)
142.94 25458 1014.98 . 211.07
D=14 .68 .12 o1 (12 (23)

Hote.--Top entry is Mean Square (‘-.as); botton entry is Fescore for first 3 colums. For 4th
colunmi, the top entry is MS and the bottom entry i df within cells.

*
2 < 0050

Babbreviations indicate the group which performed highest on the varisble. For SD - the
smallest group difference score and C-E, the highest group mean score represent the best per-
formence; L = Lows H = High. The first letiter refers to the IQ level and the mecond letter
refers to the pathology level.
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Source of
Variastion

Variables

D~17

I-U

1-G

6U
Pet I

Fet II

Pathology

120.27
37

22.31
52

13.18
+08

11.25
04

0.0
0.0

6.76
2.20

TABLE 12 (Continued)

IQ

50.22
«15

7.50
«18

128.45
+81

0.0
0.0

4450
«06

+35
«11

Pathology x IQ

175539
535" (1)

15.94
37

856442,
5. 41 2 ()

143.52
57

47.75
«69

1.12
«36

lean Square Within
And df Within Cells

328441
(23)

42.54
(23)

158.29
(23)

252,72
(23)

69.35
(22)

3.07
(22)

Note.~Top entry is Mean Square (MS); bottom emtry is P-score for first 3 colums. For 4th
columm, the top entry is 143 and the bottom entry is 4f within cells.

*
P < +05.

2 vbreviations indicate the group which performed highest on the variable. For SD - the
smallest group differemce score and C-E, the highest group mean score represent the best per-
formence; L = Low; H = High. The first letter refers to the IQ level and the second letter

refers to the pathology level.

991




TABLE 12 (Continued)

Source of Hean Square Within
Variation Pathology IQ Pathology x IQ And 4f wWithin Cells
Variables
2.08 4451 0.02 8.90
Fet III .23 51 .003 (22)
oG 4.81 212.50 130.19 T7.98
Fet I 06 2.73 1.67 (22)
15.46 0.0 26.66 5.09
Fet 11 3,04 0.0 5.24*9' (1) (22)
1.30 538 12.73 9.73
et III 3 .55 1.31 (22)
100 6. 44 327.94, 8450 71.89
Fet I .09 sos6t (1) .12 (22)
9.36 1.625 133 3.04
Fet II 3,08 .54 o34 (22)

Note.~~Top entry is Mean Square (HS); bottom entry is F-score for first 3 colums. For 4th
colum, the top entry is HS and the bottom entry is df within cells.

*2 ( 0050

Bpbbreviations indicate the group which performed highest on the variable. For SD - the
mmallest group difference score and C-E, the highest group mean score represent the best per—
formance; L = lowj H = High. The first letter refers to the IQ level and the second letter
refers to the pathology level.
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Source of
Varistion

Variables
Pet 1II

106G
Fet I

Fet II

Fot III

14U
Pet I

Fet II

Pathology

2467
+24

11.00
11

4.79
1.16

0.01
+001

331
<05

5¢T9
1.39

TABIE 12 (Continued)

IQ

15.16
1.35

348,00
3.48

3.89
«94

12.99
1.29

45.00
70

24.02
5.76

*g (IH)

Pathology x IQ

10.49
94

49.25
49

10.12
2445

0,66
0.07

179.19
2.77

0.15
0.04

Hean Square Within
And df Within Cells

11.20
(22)

99.93
(22)

4.14
(22)

10,09
(22)

64.68
(23)

4.17
(23)

Note.~~Top entry is Mean Square (MS); boitom entry is P-score for first 3 colums. For 4th
colum, the top entry is S end the bottom entxry is 4f within cells.

*
B '< ‘05'

Zpbbreviations indicate the group vhich performed highest an the variable. For 54 - the
smallest group difference score and C-E, the highest group mean score represent the best per-
formance; L = Dow; H = Highe The first letter refers to the IQ level and the second letter

refers to the pathology level,

8al
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Source of
Variation

Variables

Fet 1II

146
Fet 1

Pet 11

Pet III

170
Pet I

Fet II

Note.~-Top entry is Mean Square (MS); bottom entry is P-score for first 3 colums. For 4th

Pathology

15.07
1.78

64.19
«85

12.55
2.09

8.45
97

16.25
«19

031
07

TABIE 12 (Continued)

B (]

0.03
0,00

29.50
«39

11.69
1.95

4.50
52

3.00
03

18.03
392

Pathology x IQ

0.18
0.02

182.81
2.42

6.66
1.11

3.48
<40

242.19
2.T7

9.01
1.96

column, the top entry is MS and the botiom emtry is 4f within cells.

lMean Square Within
And 4f Within Cells

8.46
(23)

75.40
(23)

5,99
(23)

8.69
(23)

87.36
(23)

4.60
(23)

Y

691



TABLE 12 (Continued)

Source of Hlean Square Within
Variation Pathology IQ Pathology x IQ And &f Within Cell:
Variables
4421 23.41 25.73 9,51
Fet III 44 2.46 2,71 (23?
176G 20.75 0.06 ' 122.875 120.8%
Fot I .17 0.00 1.02 (23)
3085 : 054 5036 7060
Fet II 51 .07 .1 (23)
‘ 9.16 1.52 23493 13.68
Fet 111 67 11 1.75 (23)
CE
378422, 3,00 5,00 56,02
2 6,752 (1H) .05 .09 (20)
1.90 3425 299420, (s 61.64
3 .03 .05 465" () (18)

Hote.~~Top eniry is iean Square (:18) 3 vottom entry is FQ-score for first 3 colums. For 4th
colum, the top entry is HS and the bottom entry is df within cells.

*2 < 0050

aAbbreviatim indicate the group which performed highest on the veriable. For SD - the
smallest group difference score and C-E, the highest group mean score represent the best per—
formanece; L = Lowy H = Highe The first letter refers to the IQ level and the second letter
refers to the pathology level,

oLt



TABLE 12 (Continued)

Source of Hean Square Within
Variation Pathology IQ Pathology x IQ And df Within Cells
Variables
4 58.625 45.50 166.74 54,245
1.08 .84 3,07 (18)
139.14,, 14416 42,22 %1 .87
5 2.307e (1) 44 1.33 (19)
6 84423 75.86 41.73 66.10
127 1.15 .63 (17)
«69 11.45 1141 45,94
-8 .02 .25 .25 (22)
g 4734 33471 10.21 6096
.78 «55 17 (16)
10 22.35 03 «49 50,45
44 +001 01 (15)
11 44.86 88,08 172,07 43,22
1.04 2.04 %.98 (1)

Note.--Top entry is lean Square (MS); bottom entry is P-scare for first 3 columms. For 4th
column, the top entry is IS and the bottom entry is df within cells.

*2 < 005 .

&) bbreviations indicate the group which performed highest on the variable. For SD - the
amallest group difference score and C-E, the highest group mean score represent the best per-
formance; I = Lows H = High., The first letter refers to the IQ lewvel and the second letter
refers to the pathology level.

LLL



PABIE 12 (Continued)

Source of Hean Squeare Vithin
Yariation Pathology IQ Pathology x 1IQ And af Vithin Cells
Variables
12 33470 45.16 11.19 T7.27
44 .58 14 (18)
2.19 07 <56 (13)
14 503465 «37 5.83 122.28
4412 .00 54 (18)
521.36, Ce79 55+46 109.83
15 orse () .09 <50 (14)
16 5427 Se54 4.96 58.48
<93 06 .08 (19)
u T0. 86 2.58 3599 29,16
2443 «09 1¢23 (23)

Note.--Top entry ic ilean Square (S); bottom entry is Fescore for first 3 columms. Yor 4th
column, the top entry is kS and the bottom eniry is 4df within cells.

+*
2 < 0050

®pbbreviations indicate the group which performed highest on the wvaxiable. For SD -~ the
suallest group difference score and C-E, the highest group mean score represent the best per-
formances L = Low; H = High. The first letter refers to the IQ level mnd the smecond letter
refers to the pathology level.
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evaluative factor (Fct II). Group rankings from highest to lowest
scores were: lo IQ, hi pathology; lo IQ, lo pathology; hi IQ, lo
pathology; and hi IQ, hi pathology. IQ was also a significant (p < .05)
nain effect on the potency factor at the 14th session for the "Usual!
self~-concept. Rankings of the categories feeling powerful from most

to least were: 1lo IQ, hi pathology; lo IQ, lo pathology; hi IQ, hi
pathology; and hi 1Q, lo pathology.

Significant interaction effects were also noted. All subjects
scored higher on all of the measures to be reported in this section
at the post-testing. A significant interaction effect (p < .05) for
IQ and pathology was found for the Semantic Differential Mean Dif-
ference Score (SD-DS). The groups ranked from greatest to least
difference across sessions ag follows: 1lo IQ, hi pathology; hi IQ,
lo pathology; hi IQ, hi pathélogy; and lo IQ, lo pathology. Signif-
icant (p < +05) IQ end pathology interactions effects occurred on
the difference between real and ideal self-concept scores (Great
minus Usuel self-concept score) between the two experimental groups
for the 6th, 14th, and 17th (post-test) session administrations
(D 6, D 14, and D 17). Renkings from greatest to least difference
between Usual and Great self-concepts for the sixth session were:
lo IQy hi pathology; hi IQ, lo pathology; lo IQ, lo pathology; and
hi IQ, hi pathology. The same rankings were true for the 10th ses-
sion, but no significant differences between experimental groups were
found. Rankings for the 14th and post-test administrations were,

from greatest to least difference: lo IQ, hi pathology; hi IQ, lo
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pathology; hi IQ, hi pathology; and lo IQ, lo pathology. On the
Ideal image minus Usual self (I-U) measure significant interaction
effects (p £.05) emerged, with group renkings from largest to
smallest differences being: 1lo IQ, hi pathology; hi IQ, lo pathology;
lo IQ, lo pathology; and hi IQ, hi pathology. On the potency fac-
tor for the "Great" self-concept at the sixth session, a significant
(p < .05) interaction effect was found with group rankings for feel-
ing most and least powerful as: 1lo IQ, hi pathology end lo IQ, lo
pathology. The other two groups, hi IQ, hi pathology and hi IQ, lo
pathology, were between the former two with the hi IQ, hi pathology
girls feeling slightly more poweriul.

Integrating these interaction effects found for the four groups,
a descriptive explanation is in order to bring some greater compre~
hensiveness to the findings. The lo IQ, hi pathology individuals had
the largest average overall difference scores (SD-IDS); the largest
difference scores for each of the Semantic Differential administre-
tions taken separately (D 6, D 10, D 14, and D 17); the largest I-U
difference score; felt the most powerful in their "Great" self-
concept at session 6; evaluated themselves highest in their "Usual'
self-concept at session 10; and felt most powerful in their "Usual"
self-concept at session 14.

The hi IQ, lo pathology girls ranked second highest on mean
difference scores across all Semantic Differential testings; ranked
second on difference scores for each of the four Semantic Differential

testings; and second on the I-U measure. This group ranked third
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highest on feeling powerful in their "Great" self-concept at session
6, on self-evaluation in their "Usual" self-concept for session 10,
but felt least powerful of the four groups in their "Usual' self-
concept at the 14th sesssion.

The hi IQ, hi pathology group had the second to the smallest
nean difference score; the smallest difference score for segsions 6
and 10; the smallest I-U difference score; ranked third for the size
of the difference score at sessions 14 and 17 (post-test); felt
second nost poverful in their "Great" self-concept at session 6; had
the lowest self-evaluations in their "Usual" self-concepi at session
10; and ranked second to the last on feeling powerful at session 14
in their "Usual" self-conbept.

The lo IQ, lo pathology individuasls had the smallest mean dif-
ference score; almost the smallest difference scores for sessions 6
and 10, and the I-~U measure; the smallest difference scores for ses-
sions 14 and 17; felt least powerful in their "Great' self-concept at
session 6; but ranked second highest on self-evaluation in their
"Usual" gelf-concept at session 10 and on feeling powerful for ses-
sion 14.

Carkhuff-Egan Interaction Behavior Bating Scale lieasure. C-I

Seale results supported the fourth hypothesis that the interactional
group process measures based on the group interactions are directly
related to changes in the school achievement and self-concept measure
scores. There was a significant (p < .05) main effect of pathology

involved in the level of group functioning. Group rankings from high



177

to low levels of group interactions were: lo IQ, hi pathology; hi

IQy hi pathology; hi IQ, lo pathology; and lo IG, lo pathology. A
significant interaction effect (p . .05) was found for the C-Z scores
for the third session. Group rankings on level of interection from
high to low were: lo IQ, hi pathology; hi IQ, lo patholoegy; hi IQ,

hi pathology; and lo IQ, lo pathology. There was a significant

(p {.05) pathology main effect at the fifth session. Groups ranked
from high to low levels of interaction as follows: lo IQ, hi pathol-
ogy; hi IQ, hi pathology; hi IQ, lo pathology; and lo IQ, lo pathology.
Although trends existed no significant differences emerged from the
fifth until the fifteenth session. At the fifteenth session rankings
for level of interactlion from high to low showed a slgnificant (p<f.05)
pathology main effect and were: hi IQ, hi pathology; lo IQ, hi
pathology; lo IQ, lo pathology; and hi IQ, lo pathology.

In swmary, the two hi pathology categories functioned at the
highest levels of interaction in the group sessions for all of the
sessions ylelding significent findings, and for most of the other ses-
sions. It was the lo IQ, hi pathology girls who functioned on the
highest interaction level until the fifteenth session when the hi IQ,
hi pathology category exchanged places with them. Results suggest
that at least for the initial stages it is the hi level of pathology
which is the crucial factor in promoting a higher level of group
interaction, as well as the level of intellectual functioning. These
interesting findings will be discussed in greater depth in the Discus-

sion chapter.
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Correlation iatrix for Yre-Post Test Scores on All
gelf-Concept, School Achievenment, end Process
licasures for All Groups

The results of the intercorrelations among all variables are
reported in relation to the six test measures employed (Abpendix
A-XI). Ninety-four variables were intercorrelated and the signifi-
cant correlations are reported in this section. Correlations were
computed for two basic reasons. First, was to support the study
findings of this investigation. Secondly, correlations were nade
to determine how well tﬁese particular six tests functioned together
to obtain information on the issue of using an encounter group to
derive information on the relationship between the varioﬁs aspects
of the self-concept, school achievement, and self-report and group
interactional process nmeasures. The reader is precautioned to
remain aware that both the size and the level of significance are
important in considering how powerful a specific correlation coef-
ficient is. In this study the significant correlations reported all
indicate a dependable and meaningful relationship between any two
variables. However, a correlation of only .4293 is required for an
r significant at the .001 probability level for this study. DBecause
of the possibility that the significant correlations reported may
seem t0 suggest a more positive view than the previous t-test and
P~test findings have presented, when in doubt the reader is referred
to check the actual correlation size as presented in the matrix
(Appendix A-XI). The correlation findings presented in this section

closely follow the sequence as presented in the matrix.
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Draw-A-Person: Human Mgure Drawings With All Other Tests.

The Draw-A-Person projective drawings battery findings are presented
as the first eight variables on the matrix. The four drawings did
not intercorrelate significantly. However, each drawing intercor-
related significantly (p < .001) with the total and mean DAP scores.
In addition, the DAP school achievement total and mean variables
(SA-T and SA-i; See Appendix A-I) intercorrelated perfectly with each
other, but not significantly with any of the other DAY measures. The
significant intercorrelations of the four drawings with the total
indicate they are independent and valid measures.

Intercorrelations among the DAP and Tennessee variables yielded
some significant findings. The DAP drawing II, of the "opposite sex"
intercorrelated negatively (p £ .05) with: the overall level of
bself—esteem, Total Positive (Tot P); Row 3, Behavior; and Column D,
Pamily Self (See Appendix A-VII for the "Nature and lleaning" of the
Termessee scores). Drawing II intercorrelated positively (p < .05)
with Variability Total (V Tot). Drawing IV, "a girl in the rain",
intercorrelated positively (p < .05) with Colum E, Social Self (Col

2). There was a significant positive (p ¢ .05) correlation between

[

the DAP School Achievement items and D 1, "Completely False" self-

descriptive responses.

School Grades With Wide Range, Tennessee, and Process ileasures.

The school grade difference scores for the mid-year and end-of-the-
year (SG-3) semesters intercorrelated significantly (p < .001) and in

a positive direction. There was a significant (p ¢ .05) positive
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correlation between the end-of-the-year school grades and Colurm 3,
roral-Ethical Self (Col B). 4 significant negative intercorrelation
(p < +05) emerged between the mid-year school grades and Variability
Total (V Tot). lany significant positive intercorrelations (p <.05)
were found between end-of-the-year school grades and the Ideal Image
(1), Ideal Image minus Usual self scores, Ideal Image minus Great
self-concept scores, and the factors (Fets. I, II, III) on most ses-
sions of the Semantic Differential administrations. The mid-year
school grades (5G-2) intercorrelated positively (p < .05) only with
the Ideal Image minus Great self-concept scores on the Semantic
Differential (I-G). On the C-E Scale, the mid-year school grades
intercorrelated positively (p < ,05) with the group mean scores far
sessions 5 and 9, and (p < .01) session 10. The end-of-the-year
school grades intercorrelated positively (p < .05) with C-E group
nean scores for sessions 11, 12, and 16, and with the mean over all
sessions (C-E i), The end-of-the-year school grades intercorrelated
pogitively (p < +01) with the C-B group mean scores for sessions 5,
13, 15, and (p < .001) for sessions 9, 10, and 14.

Wide Range With Some Tennessee Subscales and All Process lleasures.

The Wide Range Total score (WRAT-Tot) intercorrelated significantly
and positively (p ¢ .001) with all three Wide Range subtests. The
tide Range Total score also intercorrelated positively (p <.05)
with Row 1, Identity and (p < .01) with Column B, iloral-Bthical Self
(Col 3), both Tennessee subsceles. The Wide Range Total intercorre-
lated negatively (p< .05) with General lialadjustment (Gif) end posi-

tively (p < .05) with Psychosis (Psy), both Tennessee subscales.
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Bach Wide Range subtest intercorrelated significantly (p< .001) vith
its own subject area given in grade level end standard score units.
For example, the Reading subtest grade level intercorrelated (p £.001)
with the Reading standard score, etc. The Wide Range Reading sub-
test in grade level scores (WRAT-Rdg GL) intercorrelated positively
(p < .05) with the overall level of self-esteem (Tot P); Row 3,
Sehavior (R 3); and D 2, Mlostly Palse" self-descriptive responses,
with "D" meaning Distribution. The Wide Range Reading subtest in
grade levels intercorrelated negatively (p <.05) with Heurosis (N).
The Wide Range Arithmetic subtest in grade levels and Reading sub-
test in standard scores intercorrelated positively (p < +05)e The
Arithmetic subtest in grade levels intercorrelated negatively
(p < .05) with General Maladjustment (@{). In addition o positive
intercorrelations with the overall level of self-esteem (Tot P) and
Row 3, Behavior (R 3), as in the case of the Reading subtest in
grade levels, the Reading subiest in standard scores also intercor-
related positively (p ¢ .05) with Column I, Social Self (Col E).
Significant negative intercorrelations (p < .05) emerged for the
Reading subtest in standard scores with the "lostly False" response
(D 2), General lisladjustment (Gi), end Neurosis (N). The Arithmetic
subtest in standard scores (WRAT—Ar SS) intercorrelated positively
(p <.05) with Column B, lMoral-Ethical Self (Col B).

The Wide Range Total and Reading subtest in stendard scores
intercorrelated negatively (p < .05) with Ideal Image (I) on the
Semantic Differential measure. These same two Wide Range scores

intercorrelated negatively (p < .05) with all three of the Semantic
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Differential factors (Bvaluative, Potency, and Activity) for the
"Usual" and "Great" self-concepts for many of the sessions. The

wide Range Total also intercorrelated negatively (p < .05) with the
Senantic Differential group mean difference score for the gixth ses-
sion (D 6)s The Arithmetic subtest in standard scores (VRAT-AR 3S)
intercorrelated negatively (p < .01) with the Semantic ﬁifferential
group mean difference score for session 6 (D 6).

There were sone significant intercorrelations between the Wide

Range and the Carkhuff-Egan scores (C=2). The wWide Raenge Toital score
intercorrelated negatively (p £ .05) with the C-2 raw score group

eans for sessions 2, 5, 14, and 16, and with the C~L nearn over all
sessions (C-Z 1i)s The Wide Range Spelling subtest in grade levels
intercorrelated negatively (p < .05) with the C-BE raw score zroup
neeng for the 4th, 11th, and 13th sessions. The Vide Hange Reading
subtest in stendard scores intercorrelated negatively (p < .05) wi%h
the é-E session 16 group mean and with the C-E mean score across all
sessions (C-E 1). The ide Range Spelling subtest in standard scores
intercorrelated negatively (p <€ .05) with the C-I group means for
sesgions 4 and 5.

Termmessee With the Semantic Differential end Carklhuff-Lzan

easures. The lack of significant intercorrelations among the 29
Tennessee subscales demonstrate that except for those which are sub-
scale components of thelr respective major scales, which intercor-

releted significantly, most of the subscales are independent neasures

of different aspects of the self-concept. Significant intercorrelations
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gmong the Tennessee subscales also emerged. The Self Criticism (SC)
scores intercorrelated negatively (p £ .05) with Column B, Moral-
Ethical Self (Col B); Column C, Personal Self (Col C); and nege-
tively (p < .001) with Defensive Positive (DP) and Psychosis (Psy).
Self Criticism intercorrelated positively (p <.01) with Variability
Total (V Tot); Variability for Columns (V Col); and Distribution 5,
"Completely True" (D %) gelf-descriptive responses. Self Criticism
intercorrelated positively (p ¢ +05) with Distribution Total score
(D)3 and positively (p < .001) with Personelity Disorder (PD). True-
False Ratio (T/F), can be approached in three ways (See Appendix
A~VII). The third approach, the self theory framework, will be
adopted in this study. From this espproach the T/F score indicates
whether an individual achieves self-definition by relylng on a ten-
dency to focus on what she is while being relatively unable to
achieve the same thing by eliminating or rejecting what she is not
(high T/F score), or the opposite (low scores), or a more balanced use
of both tendencies (middle range scores). The T/F subscale inter-
correlated positively (p ¢ .05) with Total Conflict (Tot C); D 4,
"Mostly True" self-descriptive responses; and positively (p < .01)
with D 5, "Completely True" responses; Defensive Positive (oP); and
Number of Deviant Signs (NDS); and positively (p < .001) with Net
Conflict (Net C) and negatively (p < .001) with D 2, "Mostly False"
responses. Net Conflict, the extent to which an individual's responses
t0 positive items conflicts with negative items in the same area of

self-perception, intercorrelated positively (p < .05) with Total
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Conflict, the total amount of conflicting responses to positive and
negative items regardless of the directional amount of conflict,
which is the Net Conflict. Net Conflict also intercorrelated posi-
tively (p < +05) with Column E, Social Self; Distribution (D); and
negatively (p < .05) with Personality Integration (PD). Net Con-
flict intercorrelated positively (p < .01) with Defensive Positive
(DP) and positively (p < .001) with "Completely True" (D 5) responses
and Number of Deviant Signs (¥DS). Net Conflict intercorrelated
negatively (p < .001) with "Mostly False" (D 2) responses. Total
Conflict intercorrelated positively (p < .001) with "Completely
True" (D 5) responses; and positively (p < .01) with Distribution

(D) and Number of Deviant Signs (NDS). Totel Conflict intercorre-
lated negatively (p < .05) with Row 2, Self Satisfaction (R 2) end
Column C, Personal Self (Col C); and positively (p < .05) with
Personality Disorder (PD). Total Positive (Tot P), the overall

level of self-esteem, intercorrelated positively (p < .,001) with all
of its subscales. In addition, Total Positive intercorrelated posi-
tively (p ¢ «001) with "Completely False" (D 1) and Defensive Posi-
tive; and negatively (p € .001) with General lMaladjustment, Neurosis,
Personality Defensive, and Number of Deviant Signs. Total Positive
intercorrelated pésitively (p € +01) with Distribution (D) and (p <.05)
with "Partly True and Partly False", (D 3), a healthy self-descriptive
response. Row 1, Identity, how one perceives her basic identity, in
addition to intercorrelating positively with Total Positive and its

other seven subscales at varying levels of significant probabilities,
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intercorrelated positively (p < .001) with Defensive Positive, and
negatively (p < .001) with General Maladjustment end Neurosis. Row

1, Identity also intercorrelated positively (p < +01) with Distri-
bution (D) and "Completely False" (D 1) responses. Row 1, Identity
also intercorrelated positively (p < .05) with "Gompletely True" (D 5)
responses, and negatively (p < .05) with "Partly True and Partly
False" (D 3) responses and Personality Disorder (PD). Row 2, Self-
Satisfaction intercorrelated positively with Total Positive and its
other component subscales at varying probability levels. Row 2, Self=-
Satisfaction intercorrelated positively (p < .001) with Defensive
Positive (DP) and negatively (p <.001) with Variability for Columns
(v Col); Personality Disorder; and Neurosis. Row 2 also intercor-
related positively (p < .05) with "Completely False" (D 1) responses,
and negatively (p < .05) with Variability Total (V Tot) and General
ijaladjustment. Row 3, Behavior, how an individual perceives what he
does, intercorrelated positively at varying levels of probability with
Total Positive and its other subscales. Row 3 also intercorrelated
positively (p < .001) with Defensive Positive and negatively (p <.001)
with Personality Disorder, General lMaladjustment, and Neurosis. Row
3 intercorrelated positively (p < .01) wdth Distribution (D) and
"Gompletely False" (D 1) responses; and negatively (p < .05) with
"Partly True end Partly False" (D 3) responses. Column A, Fhysical
Self (Col A) in addition to significant intercorrelations at various
probability levels with Total Positive and its other component sub-

scales, except Column C, Personal Self (Col C), intercorrelated
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positively (p 4'.001) with Defensive Positive. Column A, Physical
Self intercorrelated negatively (p < .001) with Personality Disorder
end Neurosis; and negatively (p < .01) with "Partly True and Partly
False" (D 3) responses and General Maladjustment. Physical Self
intercorrelated positively (p < .05) with Distribution Total (D) and
"Completely False" (D 1) responses; and negetively (p < .05) with
Variability for Colwms (V Col). Column B, Moral-Zthical Self (Col
B) intercorrelated positively with Total Positive and its subscales,
except Column C, Personal Self and Column E, Social Self, at various
gignificant probability levels. Column B also intercorrelated posi-
tively (p < .001) with Defensive Positive; and negatively (p <..001)
with Personality Disorder. Column B jntercorrelated positively

(p < +01) with "Completely False" (D 1) responses asnd negatively

(p <.01) with Neurosis, General Maladjustment, and Variability for
Columns. Column B intercorrelated positively (p < .05) with Psy-
chosis (Psy). Column C, Personal Self (Col C) intercorrelated posi-
tively with Total Positive end its other subscales except Columms A
(Pnysical Self), B (Moral-Ethicel Self), and E (Social Self), at
various probability levels. Column C, FPersonal Self intercorrelated
positively (p < +001) with Defensive Positive; negatively (p < .001)
with General Malsdjustment and Neurogis; with (p < .01) Variability
Total (V Tot); and negatively (P < .05) with Variability Columns

(Vv Col), Variability Rows (V Rows), and Number of Deviant Signs (NDS).
Colum D, Family Self (Col D) intercorrelated positively with Total

Positive and its subscales except Col E, Social Self. Family Self
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also intercorrelated positively (p ¢ .001) with Defensive Positive
and negatively (p < .001) with General Maladjustment, Personality
Disorder, and Neurosls, PFamily Self intercorrelated negatively

(p < +01) with Number of Deviant Signs, and negatively (p < .05)

with Variability for Columms (V Col). Family Self intercorrelated
positively (p < .05) with "Completely False" (D 1) responses. Coluzm
E, Social Sel?f (Col B) intercorrelated positively with Total Positive
and its other subscales except Lioral-Zthical Self, Personal Self, and
Panily Self, at various significant probability levels. 3Social Self
intercorrelated positively (p < .001) with Distribution Total (D)

and negatively (p < .001) with General Maladjustment. Positive
intercorrelations (p < .01) emerged between Sociel Self and "Com-
pletely True" responses and "Completely False" responses, D 5 and

D 1, respectively; and Defensive Positive. Negative intercorrela-
tions (p < +01) were found for Psychosis and Neurosis. Variability
Total intercorrelated positively (p < .001) with its two subscales
and "Completely True" (D 5) responses. Variability Total inter-
correlated positively (p < .01) with Distribution Total (D) and
Feurosis (N); and negatively (p < .05) with Defensive Positive. Vari-
ability for Colums (V Col) intercorrelated positively (p < .001) with
Variability Totel and positively (p < .01) with "Completely True"

(D 5) responses, Personality Disorder, and Neurosis; negatively

(p < .01) with Defensive Positive; and positively (p < .05) with
Distribution Total score (D). In addition to the significant corre-
lations mentioned above, Variability for Rows (V Rows) also inter-

correlated positively (p < .05) with "Completely True" responses and
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negatively with "lostly False", a less rigid response category (D 2).
Distribution Total (D) intercorrelated positively (p < .001) with
"Completely True" and "Completely False" response (D 5 and D 1)}
negatively (p < .001) vith "Partly True end Pertly False" (D 3) re-
sponses, the healthiest response category. Distribution Total (D)
also intercorrelated negatively (p < .01) with "Mostly True" (D 4)
responses and positively (p < .05) with Number of Deviant Signs.

D 5, "Completely True", intercorrelated positively (p < .001) with
D 1, "Completely False", responses and with Number of Deviant Signs;
and negatively (p < .001) with the response categories of "lostly
True," "Partly True and Partly False," and 'lMostly False" and Per-
sonality Integration. The "llostly True" category intercorrelated
positively (p < .05) with "lMostly False" category and with Per-
sonality Integration; snd negatively (p < ,05) with "Conmpletely
False" response. The "Partly True and Partly False" category
intercorrelated negatively (p &£ +001) with "Completely False" re—
sponses. The "Mdstly Falge' responses intercorrelated positively
(p < +001) with Personality Integration; and negatively (p < .001)
with Number of Devient Signs; and negatively (p < .05) with "Com~
pletely False" responses. The "Completely False" category inter-
correlated negatively (p < .01) with General Meladjustment and
Personality Disorder in addition to the significent correlations
reported above, with D 1, "Completely False." Defensive Positlve
intercorrelated negatively (p £ .001) with General Maladjustment,

Personality Disorder, and Neurosis; and positively (p < .05) with
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psychosis (Psy). General llaladjustment intercorrelated positively

(p ¢ +01) with Personality Disorder and Neurosis, and positively

(p < +05) with Number of Deviant Signs. Personality Disorder inter-
correlated positively (p < +001) with Neurosis and Number of Devient
signs. Neurosis intercorrelated positively (p « .05) with Number of
Devient Signs, in addition to the significant correlations already
reported. Personality Integration intercorrelated negatively (p < .01)
' with Number of Deviant Signs, in addition to the other significant

| correlations with Personality Integration reported above.

Tennessee subscales intercorrelated significantly with many of
the Semantic Differential variables. Total Conflict intercorrelated
negatively (p < .05) with Pactor I, (evaluative), for the "Usual"
gelf-concept for sessions 10, 14, and 17 (post-testing); with Factor

II, potency, for the "Usual' self-concept for sessions 10 and 17;

for Factor III, activity, for the "Usual" self-concept for sessions
6y 10, 14, end 173 and for the "Great" self-concept, Factor I for
session 10. The Tennessee Row 1, Identity subscale intercorrelated
negatively (p £ .05) with the Idesl Image score (I), Ideal Image
minus Great self-concept (I-G), and the factor scores for most of
the sessions for both the "Usual" and "Great" self-concepts. Colurm
C, Personal Self intercorrelated negatively (p < .05) with the Se-
mantic Differentiasl Mean Difference Score for all sessions (SD—HDS),
Ideal Inmage minus Usual self-concept (I-U), and the group means for
sessions 14 and 17 (D 14 and D 17). The Variability for Rows (V

Rows) intercorrelated positively (p < .05) with the Semantic
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Differential group mean for the post-testing ) 17). Digtribution
Total (D) intercorrelated negatively (p« .05) with Ideal Inage
minus Great self-concept score (I-G). General Haladjusinent inter-
correlated positively (p < .05) with Ideal Image (I), Ideal Imege
score minus Usual self-concept score (I—U), the evaluative factor
for Usual self-concept at session 6 (6U Fet. I), the potency factor
for Usual self-concept at the sixth session (6U Fet. II), the eval-
uative factor for the Great self-concept for the sixth session and
the post-testing, the evaluative factor for Usual self-concept at
the 14th session, the potency and activity factors for Great self-
concept at session 6, and the potency factor for Usual self-concept
at the 14th session.

Tennessee subscale intercorrelations with the Carkhuff-Egan
process measures yielded some significant findings. Total Conflict
intercorrelated negatively (p <« .05) with the C-E raw group mean
scores for session 3. Overall level of self-esteem (Total Positive)
intercorrelated negatively (p < .05) with the group meen C-E score
for session 7-8 a double length session. Row 1, Identity inter-
correlated negatively (p < .01) with C-E session 7-8 scores, and
negatively ( p<+05) with the scores for sessions 9, 10, and the
group mean across all sessions (C-E lf). Behavior (Row 3) and Physi-
cal Self (Column A) intercorrelated negatively (p < .05) with the
scores for session 7-8. D 3, "Partly True and Partly False" inter-
correlated negatively (p < ~05) with C~% session 15 scores. General

Maladjustment and Heurosis intercorrelated positively (p < .05) with
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¢-3 session 7T-8. The only Tennessee variable which intercorrelated
significemtly (p < .05) with IQ was Varisbility Zotal (V Tot), which
wes a positive correlation.

The Semantic Differential and Carkhuff-Dgan Process lieagures.

The 47 variables comprising the two process measures intercorrelated
positively at varying levels of probability. lilost were significant
at the 001 level and had correlation coefficients in the high .70's,
80's, and .90's. llany were significant at the .01 level. Only 22,
less than zﬁ, of the 1200 process measure intercorrelations were
significant at only {the .05 probability level. Intercorrelations of
the process measures with the self-concept and school achievement
measures have been repdrted above and need not be repeated.

The interpretation and integrated discussion of the findings

presented in this chapter will be given in the following chapter.



CHAPTER VI

DISCUSSION

Conclusions itelated to the Test lieasures

The findings of this study suggested certain characteristics
ebout the six test measures employed in this investigation. The
lack of significant intercorrelations among the four projective
drawings, in addition to their significant (p <’.OO1) intercorrela~
tions with the total and mean DA? scores suggests that this particu-
lar battery is a relisble one. In addition, the findings suggest
that the four drawihgs are independent measures tapping different
aspects of the personality. That the DAP intercorrelated signifi-
cantly only with the Tennessee Self Concept Scale further supports
the cameclugion that it does measure self-concept characteristics.

The lack of significant intercorrelations among the Tennessee
Self Concept Scale's subscales suggests that except for those sub-
scales which are components of their respective major scales, the
subscales are independent measures of various aspects of the self-
concept. The positive, and significant, intercorrelations between
some of the Wide Range Achievement Test's subtests and some of the
Tennegsee gubscales lends support for the assumption that there is

positive relationship between school achievement and self-concept.
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The lack o2 significant intercorrelations between the Vide
Range subtests and total score with the school grades suggests,
perhaps, that these iwo measures are noit measuring the same aspects
of achievement. It seems likely that in addition to reflecting
classroom achlevenent, school grades may elso reflect the teachers!
positive responses to other personaliiy cheracteristics displsyed
by the students, such as greater classroom participation and cooperz-
tione In the case of thils invesiigation precautions were teken to
avoid knowledge by the teachers as to which students were in group
sessions, which knowledge may have resulted in a halo effect influ-
encing their grading. Thus, it is a safe assumption that for this
study the significent improvement in school grades was most likely a
reflection of (1) improved sociel adjustment skills gained from the
encounter group experience being transferred to classroom behavior
and (2) school achievement.

The sigﬁificant and large intercorrelatlions between the Semantic
Differential and the Carkhuff-Sgan Rating Scale measures suggest that
only one of these two measures nay be necessary 1o measure similer
processes, if the participants have the reading ability to comprehend
the Semantic Differential items. Since the Semantic Differeatial i1s
much simpler o administer and score, it would be thie process umeasure
of choice. The Carxhuff-igan neasure requires taped sessions, ver-
batim typescripts, and ratings on each subject for every session on
each of 11 variables for each session rated. However, it does provide

scores on a wider variety of interaction variables and dimensions than
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the Semantic Differential self-report measure. Of critical impor-
tance for this study is that what the subjects were experiencing, as
reflected in the Sementic Differential, was borne out by what they
were displaying in their interaction behavior in the group, as
reflected in the Carkhuff-Egan ratings. The intercorrelations
between these two process measures strongly suggest that they are
valid measures of very similar, if not identical processes. Iliost
importently the findings suggest that it is possible for =m obser-
ver's rating of the interaction behavior of another, and the sub-
ject's own self-report of her inner experiences and perceptions to
intercorrelate significantly and with correlation coefficients of
large sizes, such as above the .80'g.

Significant and positive correlations between the school grades
and the process measures suggest that there are more personality
variables operating in classroom achievement than on the Wide Range,
a standaréized achievement test. The significant and pogitive inter-
correlations between the reading and arithmetic subtests of the Wide
Range, and between the Wide Range and the Tennessee suggest that
there may be a verbal fluency factor involved in these tests. This
is quite understandable since the tests and directions had to be read
and comprehended by the subject as a preliminary to responding to the
ifems.

fhe negative intercorrelations between the Wide Range and the
C-% process measure suggest that increased group interaction behavior

did not occur simultaneously with improved achievement on the Wide
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Range Achievement test. However, these findings could be misinter-
preted if one considered increased group interaction to be symonymous
vith improved self-concept. The study findings suggest that the
period covered by this investigation was actually a time of person-
elity reorganization for the group members. They were confronting
themselves and gaining new insights into themselves. This seems to
have been a period preliminary to a reintegration. Aspects of their
personality were in flux rather than stable. The negative inter-
correlations between the 'ide Range and the Semantic Differential
lend further support to this conclusion. Negative correlations
between these two measufes actunlly means that achlevement on the
\7ide Range improved as the differences between the real and ideal
self-concepts decreased. However, the discussion in the following
section of this chapter will demonsirate that during the period of
this study the ?eal and ideal self-concepts were still in a prelin-
inary stage where they were getting larger. Thus, the negative
intercorrelations between the Wide Range and process measures indi-
cates that performance on the Wide Range, a2 standerdized achievemsni
test, would increase once the real-ideal self-concepts began to
decrease. It 1s suggested that perhaps had the encounter groups con-
tinued longer the real-ldeal gelf-concepts would get clcser and
achievement scores on the Vide Range would also improve. The corre-
lation data is the only finding generated by this investigation which
points toward this particular outcome since the investigation ended

before this later stage of real-ideal self-concept difference decrease
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occurred. lowever, it points toward possible future research to test
out these posgible outcomes. For this study, however, the negative
correlations between the Wide Range and the two process measures do
indicate, again, that there is a positive relationship between self-
concept and achievement.

Pinally, the positive correlations between the process measures
and some of the Termessee subscales suggests that as group inter-
action behavior increases, and as the real and ideal self-concepts
get cloger, (as reflected by smaller real-ideal self-concept dif-
ferences) there is also an improvement on nany of the scores on the
Tennessee vhich reflect improvement in self-concept areas.

In general, findings suggest that the six measures employed in
this study were aore than adequate to obtain information needed to
shed some light on the self-concept and school achievement issues as
reflected in the hypotheses for this study. The only chenge, if for
example the Experimenter had a time limitation, would be the posgsible
elimination of the Cerkhuff-Lgean Rating Scale without a great loss in

the basic informetion sought.

Conclusions Related to the Experimental and Control Groups

Significant t-test findings for the separate experimental and
control group contrasts were presented in the Results Chapter. Iow-
ever, they will not be discussed in this chapter since two conditions
were met vhich demonstrate that only the significant findings for the

pooled experimentals (EI II) and controls (CI, II) are relevant for
’ ?
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this study. The two conditions vere (1) that the esperimentals and
controls were initially comparaeble on 2ll relevant variables (See
Tables 1 through 5), end (2) that all experimentals were exposed to
the same treatment and that the controls had no such treatment.

The study findings supported the first hypothesis only vhen
involving the end-of-the-year school grades. Study findings zlso
supported the third and the fourth hypotheses. The first hypothesis
was not supported by the Vide Range achievement test, nor was the
second hypothesis supported.

School Achievement Conclusions. The t-iest analyses of the

means and the F-test analyses of variance both indicated thot the
controls improved significantly on the Wide Range Total and Reading
subtest scores. The reader is reminded that there were no signifi-
cant differences between the controls and experinentals on their
entrance exan reading achievement scores. The controls did not
recelve any reading sikills nor attend more reading classes than the
experinentals during the course of this study. One possible expla~
nation is that thé controls were not involved in the group sessiuns,
which the findings suggest were generating anxiety in some, if not
all of its participants. The controls, without the possibly inter-
fering influence of anxiety on personality issues, were better able
$o concentrate on their achievement in reading. The controls were

not focusing on personal and interpersonal issues in any systenatic

wey, as were the experimentals in the encounter groups. Thus, perhaps,

all of the energies of the control subjects were aimed toward better
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scheol achievenent as reflected in their Wide lange Total and Reading
subtest post-test scores. The P-ftests also indicated that the lo
pathology experimentals and controls improved significantly more on
the Wide Range Arithmetic subtest at the posit-testing than did the
hi pathology girls. This finding for the Arithmetic 7ide Range sub-
test is comsistent with the comment by Cotter (1964) tha*t success in
the subject areca of arithmetic requires even fewer emotional problens
viiich might distract one's concentration than the level and intensity
of emotional problems one can be experiencing and still succeed in
reading skills. It is assuned that the lo pathology girls (I = 39),
viioge DAY pre-test Snotional Indicator mean scores suggested that
there was no emotional disturbance, were not experiencing anxiety
beyond the normal limits. The hi pathology (r = 17) girls' Zno-
tional Indicator scores sugzested emotional disturbance. It was
thus sgsumed that they probably were experiencing more anxiety than
the lo pathology girls. As such, the lower level of anxiety seenms to
best explain the finding that lo pathology subjects performed signif-
icantly better on the Wide Range Arithmetic subtest and Total score.
The explanation for the significant school grades in favor of
the experimentals seems to be more complex than the explenation of
the Wide Range findings. In addition, the school grade findings
seenl 1o ge nore clogely related to the self-concept and process
measure findings. Results suggest that the experimentals were
learning various social skills in the encounter groups and trans-

ferring these into their classroom behavior. For example, they nay
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have become more confortable in speaking before a group. It was
suggested above that the school grades based on the teacher evalue~
tions probably reflect achievement performance as well as other
social end personal aspects such as the teacher's perception and
evaluation of the student's participation, cooperativeness and
initiative in the classroom. These personality traits would not
necessarily be uged as yardsticks by the teachers in a conscious or
deliberate way, but one can certainly understand how they cen
influence & teacher's judgement and perception of a student in
addition to the actual course work performances.

The Encounter Group Experience. Because the findings for the

self-concept and process measures are so closely related to-the
encounter group experience it seems appropriate to discuss the
experimental treatment before launching into a discussion of the

rest of the findings and conclusions. Certain learning experiences
seemed to be gained:by the experimentals from the encounter group
experience. In general, the content of the group sessions followed
a sequence similar to that reported by Thoma (1964). The topics
brought in by the girls fell into a chronological order, roughly, as
follows: gripes about being forced to participate in the group;
gripes about teachers and school peers, which also seemed to have the
goal of testing the facilitator's limits and her promise of openness
and confidentiality; feelings of being different and intellectually
inferior to students in the regular school program, mainly in response
to invectives like being called "dummies" and feeling socially ostra-

cized by students in the regular school program; problems with boys
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whom they felt were immature by comparison to themselves at dances
and on dates; family conflicts and the need for autonomy from their
parents; feelings about and preparations for becoming adults; sharing
deeply personal feelings about past losses of love objects; and re-
gistance to group termination along with requests to continue the
group until the end of the school year or to resume the following
school year.

One of the most pervasive learning experiences that group mem-
bers seemed o gain, was a general recognition that their problems
were not petty, silly, nor frightening to the other group members.
They reported that often their parents, relatives or other adults
perceived certain’issues 88 silly and summarily dismissed discus-
sion of them. They came to recognize that perhaps that behavior
reflected that the listener felt threatened and uncomfortable to
respond, father than feeling they were being silly. The group dis-
cussions and mutual acceptance which developed in the group served to
reassure them that they could share frightening reactions to past
events, fears, and disturbing but yet unresolved losses of love
objects with the group openly and without embarrassment or fear. In
addition, they came to realize that other group members or the facil-
itator had encountered similar problems, or were still struggling
with similar experiences or feelings. Through the experience of
erying in the presence of the group, many of the girls came to realize
that to share feelings and weaknesses often lnvolves more risk and

courage, and less energy than to withhold and hide feelings. Out of
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these kinds of experiences in the group of spontaneously expressing
feelings, especially those which make ome feel more vulnerable, many
of the girls concluded that strength was involved in being oneself
and developing congruence among one's thoughts, feelings, and be-

havior.

Self-Concept and Process lieasure Conclusions. The DAP post-

test and pre~test scores suggested significant emotional distur-
bance vithin the context of family interactions for all experimental
and control subjects throughout the span of this investigation. In
addition, all subjects scored beyond the normal limits on the Tenn-
essee Humber of Deviant Signs (NDS) for the pre-testing and post-
testing. These indications of emotional upset and anxiety from two
independent measures may reflect the subjects' reactions to certain
gsltuations. First, complainis of feeling socially ostracized and
taunted by regular sehool program students increased as the encoun-
ter group sessions progressed into the school year. The DAP and NDS
scores may have been reflecting the anxiety and upset generated by
the negative socliel effects of feeling "different" and rejected by
students who perceived them as intellectually inferior. The experi-
mentals complained in the group sessions about the negative soclal
effects of their placement in the special remedial school program.
However, they continued to perceive the teachers and educational
agpects of the program as positive and beneficilal.

Another possible explanation for the DAP and NDS findings may

be that they are reflecting the typical adolescent turmoil involved
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with etching out an identity and seeking autonomy from family ties,
and acceptance by the adult world as a blossoming adult. The con-
trols increased in their average number of deviant signs (IDS) by
the post-testing, whereas the experimentals had fewer deviant signs
at the post-testing than they had at their pre-testing. This seenms
to indicate that although not powerful enough to totally eliminate
the negative social effects of placement in the special remedial
program nor the adolescent "growing peins," the group sessions nay
have helped the experimentals to better cope with negative and
disarming influences of these two situations which they were en-
countering. ’

The Semantic Differential findings indicated that the EI girls
felt significantly more powerful in their "Usual" or real self-
concept at the sixth gessian, as compared with the EII group. They
were surpassed by the EII girls on this factor for the two middle
Sementic Differential administrations. However, by the post-testing
both groups were functioning at approximately the same level for
thelr real and idegl self-concepts. It should be noted that both
groups scored a fraction lower on the potency factor for "Great" or
ideal self-concept at the post-testing, in comparison with their
scores for the third, or previous, Semantic Differential testing.
But both groups scored higher than at session 14, the third testing,
for the potency factor an "Usual” or real self-concept. This suggests
that the real self-concept was improving, while the ideal self-

concept was lowering by the end of the study. This decrease in the



203

difference between real and ideal self-concept has been itraditionally
regarded as a positive indication of personal growth and improved
self-concept since the individual perceives herself as moving closer
to her concept of the "ideal" person.

the Carkhuff-ikgan (CqE) interaction group process measure
findings indicated that the experimental groups were both interacting
at higher levels at the end of the encounter group experience than
when they began.

The .. girls were interacting at a higher level than the EI

II
girls at the begimning of the encounter group sessions as reflected
by the session 2 C-E scores. One reasonable explanation for this is
that by the time the EII girlshad their second session they had been
in high school with each other for four months, whereas the EI girls
had only known each other for less than three weeks vhen they had
their second session. However, as the encounter group experience
approached the final sessions the EI girls were interacting at a

significantly higher level than B 1 girls. They concluded the group

I
experience at a significantly higher level than the EII girls. The
mean C=i score across all sessions indicated that the EI group had
functioned on a higher level throughout the encounter group experience,
on the average. At the fourteenth session the EII girls temporarily
interacted on a higher level than the EI group. The main explanation
for the temporary reduction in interaction level by the EI girls at

session 14 seems to be that the two previous sessions (see Appendix

A-X for session typescripts) had been heavily emotionally laden.
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The EI girls had been very self-disclosing, especially concerning
femily relations end conflicts, the strength rather than the weak-
ness it takes to cry in public, and the death of or rejection by
love objects. They also expressed some of their feelings about not
wenting to terminate the group sessions. The majority of the men-
bers were crying and were intensely emotionally involved as the
thirteenth session ended. At the beginning of session 14 they
specifically verbalized not wanting to discuss anything "'serious."
Instead, they spent most of the session discussing vocational and
educational issues, and criteria for college or vocational school
entrance.

EII girls were more active and talkative at their group ses-

sions than EI girls even at later E. group sessions. However, they

I
did not tend to deal as serlously nor with as ruch personal involve-

ment with critical issues as the & girls did. In other words, a

I
core of the EII girls became personally involved at deeper levels
but there was not as pervasive an involvement by all members as with
the EI group. The explanation as to why there were, therefore, not
more sessionsvindicating significant differences in favor of the EI
group is a kind of artifect of the variables upon which the girls
were rated. The EI girls! achieved their rating scores on such
variables as self-disclosure and expressing feelings more so then

the group which achieved many of its session scores for variables

211
such as initiative and concreteness (See Appendix A-III and iv).
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The analysis of variance findings indicated that it was the lo
IQ hi pathology experimentals (N = 3; IQ score range from 88 to 93)
vhiich had the highest C-E scores (reflecting highest level of group
interaction behavior), the largest Semantic Differential difference
scores (indicating the largest real-ideal self-concept differences)
and the highest scores on the potency factor of the Semantic Dif-
ferential (indicating that they felt most powerful throughout the
study until the last session and post-testing). Large real-ideal
self-concept differences during the period of this investigation is
considered a positive sign since group interaction behavior was
consistently improving as the real-ideal self-concept differences
increased. It was not until the end of the study that the hi
pathology-hi IQ group (N = 7; IQ range from 95 to 104) surpassed
the lo IQ-hi pathology girls by having the highest C-E scores for
gsession 15.

In general, it seems that the lo IQ-hi pathology and the hi
IQ~hi pathology groups were both "turned on" to the sessions as
reflected in their rankings on the C-E measures for the sessions
where significant differences emerged. The former group ranked 1st,
1st, 1st, and 2nd, while the latter group ranked 2nd, 2nd, >rd, and
1st for sessions 2, 3, 5, and 15, respectively. However, the hi IQ
of the latter group may have been a kind of obstacle in that these
individuals were perhaps better able to develop defenses against
threatening stimuli. The hi IQ-lo pathology end 1o IQ-lo pathology

groups seemed to have been less "turned on' by the group sessions
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as reflected in their rankings for the four sessions under consid-
eration, as: 3rd, 2nd, 3rd, 4th for the former group, and 4th,
4th, 4th, and 3rd for the latter group. The lo IQ-lo pathology
group may be characterized as people who tend to adhere to what
they have. They are, perhaps, simpler, less complex individuals
with no serious disturbances nor intensely felt conflicts. They
nay be the types who do not delve deeply into themselves or others.
As such, they may not experience any deep depressions or '"soul-
searchings." But neither do they experience the exhiliarating
heights of an integrated identity etched out of pain, struggling
and eventual reintegration. As such they may have little use for
nor get much value out of the kinds of experiences an encounter
group offers.

In spite of the fact that the lo IQ-lo pathology group inter-
acted at the lowest group interaction levels, as indicated by their
usually having the lowest C-E scores; their Semantic Differential
regl-ideal self-concept differences were usually the smellest. This
suggests that they perceived themselves as close to thelr ideal self-
concept. These findings, contrasted with the findings concerning the
lo IQ-hi pathology group, suggest that perhaps there are at least two
kinds of positive self-concepts. One kind may be based upon less
depth in terms of one's self-lnowledge. In a sense, such individuals
may not "know' themselves as well or ln as great a depth as others,
but the self they are aware of is liked and accepted. A second kind

of positive self-concept may be the result of painfully confronting
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oneself at deeper levels, resulting in greater self-lknowledge followed
by a reintegration of the self which more closely approximates the
individual's ideal self-concept. These individuals may have positive
self-concepts based on greater self-awareness of their strengths

and weaknesses than the people in the first "positive self-concept"
group. Considering the findings of this study, one might speculate
that the lo IQ-lo pathology group resembles the first kind of posi-
tive self-concept, whereas the hi pathology girls of lo or hi IQ

might resemble the second possible kind of positive self-concept.

The groups vhich performed better on the process measures also
performed better on most of the Temnessee self-concept subscales
vhich were significant. IQ was the critical variseble for significant
improvement on the ersonality Integration and Self Criticism sub-
scales in favor of the lo IQ girls, regardless of pathology levels.
This may be explained by the possibility that being self critical
and establishing or finding positive personality chenges, which is
implied in Personality Integration, may require more conscious and
deliberate effort relying more heavily on thinking things through,
and thus being less influenced by pathology, although the level of
pathology would be of importance. However, pathology was the cru-
cial variable for the other four subscales yilelding significant
findings. It seems that on the three subscales which seen to be nore
from an internal frame of reference, the True-False ratio (se1f-
definition through being capable of affirming what is self and reject-

ing wvhat is not self), the Number of Deviant Signs, and Net Conflict
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(in response to positive and negative items in the same area of self-
perception), the experimental, lo pathology and control, hi pathology
groups improved the most. For the Social Self (Col L) subscale,
which seens 10 have an external frame of reference in the sense that
it is a seli-perception about how one functions with others, the
experimental, hi pathology group improved most. Lere again, then, it
was the lo IQ and hl pethology girls who performed best on the self~
concept measures.

the process wmeasure Iindings suggest that the encounter group
experience seemed to have generated anxiety which interfered with
school achievement performance on the Wide itange gtandardized achieve~
ment test measure. This generated anxietly seemed to have had some
positive effects in that the experimentals were functioning at
increasingly higher interaction levels in the groups as the sessions
progressed. liowever, the state of flux and temporary personality
confusion and prelininary stage to reintegration was also seen to have
taken a toll on the self-concept measures in which the controls were
functioning significanily better than the experimentals. Perhaps this
anxiety and state of personality reorganization explains the findings
in which the experimentals had significantly lower scores on the
Termessee ILdentity subscale and significantly higher General ilalad-
justment scores. Although not significant, there was a trend indi-
cating that experimentals were nonetheless reporiing less total
conflict reflected in lower scores on the Total Conflict Temnessee

subscale.
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An additional explanation of the analysis of variance findings
suggests that the hi pathology level functioned as a motivational
factor causing the hi pathology subjects to have a felt need to deal
with their emotional problems. This was especially true for those
hi pathology subjects who were provided with an encounter group
experience. The lo IQ combined with the hi pathology was apparently
the best combination in that the lo IQ subjects may have been less
well equipped to erect defenses to ward off threatening group inter-
actions, or reactions to threatening group feedback, In addition,
the hi pathology girls may be sald to have had a longer way to go in
terms of dealiné vith their problilems. The hi IQ-hi pathology girls
may have had an intermal motivation to deal with their problems, but
they were better able to erect defenses to perceived threat. However,
during the later sessions, the hi IQ-hi pathology group began to
interact at the highest group interaction levels, and they improved
on séme of the self-concept measures. It would seem, then, that for
short ternm encounter groups of sgix months duretion or less, the hi IQ
or brighter individuals may erect defenses and thus get less from the
enccunter group experience than lo IQ-hi pathology individuals. Con-
sidering the loosening of defenses which seemed to occur for the hi
IQ~hi pathology group near the termination of the group sessions, a
long term encounter group experience of perhaps nine months' to a
year's duration might also yleld significant growth for the brighter
and disturbed group members. The lo IQ-lo pathology girls were fairly

consistently functioning at the lowest group interaction levels, in
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comparison to the other three categories. Findings suggest that this
group may reflect a kind of pollyannaish attitude about their current
functioning as compared with their potential, and made little sub-
stential progress on the self-concept measures. 3Since thelr scores
reflected no serious emotional disturbance, it nay be that they were
not motivated to deal with deeper personality issues. Perhaps in the
final analysis they were content to maintain a status quo in self-
concept areas. However, they were progressing in achievement areas
as the significant improvement on the standaerdized achievement Wide
Range Arithmetic subtest in favor of the experimental-lo pathology
group over the experimental-hi pathology girls indicates.

General Conclugions. The study findings lead to the conclu-

sion that the issue of self-concept and its relationship to school
achievement, and the influence of an encounter group experience on
both of these phenomena are complicated and involved. Fositive
chenges in the self-concepts of underachieving ninth grade girls
appear to be the products of an intricate interaction among such
variables as the initial level of intellectual functioning, the
initial level of emotional pathology, and whether an encounter group
will be run for a long enough period of time for the participants to
no longer feel the need for defenses which might obsiruct progress in
their group interactional and growing process. In addition to the
interrelationships among these variables, they also seen to take on
different relative weights or importance as the group moves from the

early to the later stages. IFor short term groups of six months or
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less the lo IQ-hi pathology individuals made the greatest personal
gains. lHowever, the group interactional process neasuce shift up-
ward by the hi IQ-hi pathology girls near the end of the encounter
group experience suggests that a longer termed encounter group of
perhaps nine months to a year's duration for underachieving ninth
grade girls might result in the greatest long range gains for the
hi IQ-hi pathology girls. This mey be due to the fact that once
their defenses have been lowered due to feeling more comfortable in
the group and less threatened by the topics, their higher intellec~
tual abilities and resources may help them to achieve ingights rore
readily than the lo IQ-hi pathology girls. In addition. their hi
pathology level mey function as a motivating force to deal with
problen areas, agsimilate group feedback, and express this assimi-
lation in their behavior. Ilany therapists feel that a year is
generally the minimun time for therepeutic changes in an individual's
life to be expected. rerhaps nine nmonths to a year in an encounter
group or the nore traditional therapy setting provides the opportunity
for the individual and the therapist, or in this case the other group
nenbers, to live through various life experiences together rather than
to artificially attenpt to resolve conflicts and problems by talling
"about" personal problems from the past.

Another general conclusion based on the reportedly (by the
experimental subjects) negative social effects of participation in
the special remedial school progran suggests that perhaps placement

in specific school course in need of remediation might be preferable
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to placement in a total remedial program in vhich all clesses are
conducted with the attitude of remediation for the students. Tor
girls who were not underachieving in certain subjects, some nepgo~
tive lmpact on their self-esteem was felt, which was reflected in
their comments in the group sessions. They were looked down upon by
students in the regular school program. Part of the reason for the
ostracizing behaviors and verbal invectives by the regular school
programn studeﬁts, as reported by the experimentals, suggested that
negative attitudes toward the students in the remedial school pro-
gran were rooted in the misunderstanding that these girls were
Tdunb" rather than of average intelligence, usually, but "lazy", as
one group nember phrased it. Ilacement in remedial school courses
only Tor those courses in which underachievement is indicated nmigh
avoid nmany of the feelings of social osiracism and rejection which
the group menbers reported. An additional alternative might be that
the administration and teachers present the progran to the regular
school enrollment with emphasis on the fact that the specilal reme-
dial progrem's participants have the intellectual ability to perforn
at least avefage worky but for one or another reason are not working
up to their potential. This mey not help to avoid condescending
actions totally, no matier how clearly and forcefully presented, human
nature tending to be what it is, especially in our society in which
intelligence and academic success and achieveuent are so prized.

What seems to be the most crucial and importont finding of tuis
study relates to the real-ideal self-concept differences as reflected

on the process measures. The difference between the "Usual" or real
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self-concept and the "Creat" or ideal self-concept scores did not
imediately become smaller for the experimentals vhio vere given the
encounter group experience. The approximation of the real and ideal
self-concepts as reflected in increasingly smeller difference scores
between these two kinds of seli-concepts has been the assumption in
many studies employing the semantic differential method of assessing
real and ideal self-concept changes. In this study the differences
becane consistently larger as the experimentals! group interactional
process neasure scores increased, indicating improvement in their
group interactions. ‘hat occurred in this study noy be gimilar to
the processes which have emerged in other research studies in vhich
clients of nonprofessional therapists whose main function was to be
friendly and supportive, made greater initial strides thom clients of
professional therapists. However, the clienis of the latter demon-
gstrated greater long tern gaings, and surpassed the clients of the
nonprofessionals., In this study, it seems that as the experimental
gubjects began to confront themselves and began to deal with less
superficisal aspects of théir personalities, the gap between the "Usuall
or real and "Great" or ideal self-concepts increased. A1 the same
time they werc consistently improving in their grawp interaction
levels. It appears that the process of therapy within the encounter
group resulted in the girls' bvecoming more keenly aware of their
greater sense of potenticl, At the sane time, it secemed that the
girls were re-evaluating themselves and perceiving thenselves as

farther away from their ultimate potential than they had vefore. It
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appears that once a sense of "what I can be" becomes clearer for the
individual, and personal resources to achieve that greater growth and
adjustment have been sharpened, such as through an encounter group
experience, the gep between the real self and the potential or ideal
self then begins to decrease. Thus, the process of reintegration
seens to involve an initial stege in vhich the real-ideal self-
concept discrepancy increases, and later decreeses, theoretically,
until the two merge. This study's findings suggest that vhile an
individual is in the initial phase of becoming self-actuallzed, she
does not focus as rmch nor perform as well on school achievement

areas as neasured by the Wide Range. The personal growth does seen

to transfer into the classroom situation, however. The study suggesis,

therefore, that there is a preliminary stage in vhich the real-ideal
gelf-concepts increase and only later when the individual begins to
reintegrate new insighis and behaviors reflecting growth do the real-

ideal self-concepts decrease.

FMuture Research Possibilities

One reseasrch possibility is o run a third treaiment condition
in vhich underachieving girls would be taught snecific educational
skills while still remaining students in the special remedial school
program. However, they would not receive the encounter zroup expe-
rience. Results on school achievement and self concept neasures for

this second kind of experimental group might shed some light on soie



215

of the questlons raised in this study, for emanple: iy the controls
performed significantly Lelter on the standardized achicvement test,
the Jide Range.

4 second, and closely related research possibility would Le to
conduct an encounter group for an entire school year. In addition,
experimentals and éontrols would be tested three or four times on
the school achievement and self-concept measures. ILxperimentals would
ggain be measured on the two process measures employed in the present
study. Three or four sclf-concept and school achievement testings
night clarify vwhich of the two changes Ifirst, self-concept or achicve-
ment, or vhether the one changing last, 1f that be the case instead
of simultaneous improvenent, ever catches up with or surpasses im-

provements found for the controls.




SULLIARY

Previous research suggests a positive relationship between self-
concept and school achievement, and that underachievers have poor
gself-concepts. An assumption underlying this study is that self-
concept can be improved by an encounter group experience. Four hypo-
theses tested are that following an encounter group experience: (a)
the school achievement of underachieving ninth grade girls will im-
prove significantly and (b) the self-concepts of underachieving ninth
grade girls %ill improve significantly; (c) that baseline measures of
intellectusl functioning and emotional pathology sre related to the
measured change in school achievement and self-concept scores, and
(a) that interactional group process measures are directly related to
the self-concept and school avhievement score changes.

Subjects were 56 freshmen girls enrolled in a remedial program
in an all-girls Catholic high school. They were assigned to one of
four groups: two experimental groups of 12 and 15 subjects, respec-
tively, and two control groups of 15 and 14 subjects, respectively.
No significent differences emerged between experimentals and controls
for age, socloeconomic gtatus, IQ, entrance exam achievement scores,
or initial level of emotional pathology. Each experimental group met
for 16 one~hour weekly sessions distributed across 5% mnonths, begin-
ning in October and January, respectively. The Wide Range Achievement
Test (WRAT), Tennessee Self Concept Scale (TSCS), end four humen fig-

ure drawings (using the Koppitz "Emotional Indicators" scoring method)
) 216
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were administered before and after the encounter group experience.
The Semantic Differential (SD) was administered to experimentals
approximately every fourth session, and each group session was rated
with the Carkhuff-Egan Interaction Behavior Rating Scale devised for
this study. Subjects' school grades, based on teacher eveluations,
were obtalned for the three grading periods covering the time of
this study.

T-tests, three- and two-way analyses of variance, and a corre-
lation matrix were applied to the data. The amalysis of variance
was based on subjects grouped according to initial levels of erno-
tional pathology and intellectual functioning. Results supported H1
for school grades only, while negating it for the WRAT in favor of
the controls. Results did not support H2. Instead, post-test find-
ings indicated that experimentals were more generally maladjusted.
Bxperimentals had lpwer Basic Identity scores than controls, who also
had lower posti-test scores. A trend in favor of the experimentals
reflected less post—teét Total Conflict, while controls had more. H3
was supported, with conirols and low pathology experimentals showing
greatest progress on the VRAT. IQ was the main effect for improve-
ment on the TSCS Personality Integration and Self Criticism sub-
scales. Treatment condition and pathology level were significant
interaction effects for the True/False Ratio, Social Self, Number of
Deviant Signs, and Net Conflict TSCS subscales. Results supported

H, vith low IQ and hi pathology experimentals fumctioning on the

highest group interaction levels, and making the most progress in
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personal growth on the SDe Results generally suggest that while an
underachiever is becoming more aware of her potential through group
therapeutic intervention, she perceives herself as farther away fron
her ultinate potential or ideal self than she had previously. ZPre-
vious research suggested that the real~ideal self-concept difference
decreases with therapy. These findings suggest a preliminary stage
of increased real-ideal self-concept difference. Anxiety generated
by the encounter group apparently interfered with WRAT performance.
Pindings suggest that perhaps remedial class placement should apply
only for specific courses indicating underachievement, and that en-
counter groups may be most effective when involving the entire school

year.
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I.
l (Koppitz, 1968, pp. 331-333)

SCORING CRITHYRIA IIANUAL FOR 30 IZIOTIONAL INDICATORS
ON HUMAN FIGURE DRAWINGS

DRAV~A~PERSON

(A1l Emotional Indicators are considered valid for boys and

girls age 5 to 12 unless otherwise indicated.)
Quality Sigms

1. Poor integration of parts (Boys Ty Girls 6): One or more parts

not joined to rest of figure, part only connected by a single line,
or barely touching. *

2. Shading of face: Deliberate shading of whole face or paxrt of it,

inecluding "freckles," 'measles", etc.; an even, light shading of
face and hands to represent skin color is not scored.

3. Shading of body and/or limbs (Boys 9, Girls 8): Shading of body

and/or limbs.

4. Shading of hends amd/or neck (Boys 8, Girls 7): Shading of hands

and/or neck.

5. Gross asgymmetry of limbs: One arm or leg differs markedly in

shape from the other arm or leg. This item is not scored if arms
or legs are similar in shape but Just a bit uneven in size.

6. Slanting fizures: Vertical axis of figure tilted by 15° or nore

from the perpendicular. *

NOTE.—(starred items) Zmotional Indicator related to poor school
achievement in the primary grades.
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T. finy figure: Figure two inches or less in heighi.

8.

9.

Big figure: (Boys end Girls 8) Figure nine inches or more in
height.
Irangpavencies: Yransparencies involving major portions of body

or limbs; single line or line of arms crossing body not scored.

Special Features

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15,

16.

17.

18.

19.

20,

Tiny head: Height of head less than one-tenth of total figure.

Crosged eyes: Both eyes turned out or turned in; sideways

glance not scored.

Teeth: Any representation of one or more teeth.

Short arms: Short stubs for arms, arms not long enough to
reach waistline.

Long arms: Arms excessively long, arms long enough to reach
below knee or where knee should be.

Armgs clinging to body: No space between body and arms.

Big hands: Hands as big as or bigger than face of figure.

Hands cut off: Arms with nelther hands nor fingers; hands

hidden behind back of figure or in pocket not scored.

Lezs vregsed together: 3Both legs touch with no space in between,

in profile drawings only one leg is shown.
Genitals: Realistic or unmistakably symbolic representation
of genitals.

Monster or grotesque fisrure: Flgure representing nonhuman,

degraded or ridiculous person; the grotesqueness of figure nmust



be deliberate on part of the child and not the result of his
immaturity or lack of drawing skill.¥*

21. Three or more figures spontaneocusly drawn: Several figures

shown who are not interrelated or engaged in meaningful activity;
repeated drawing of figures when only "a" figure was requested;
drawing of a boy and a girl or the child's family is not scored.¥*

22, Clouds: Any pregentation of clouds, rain, snow or flying birds.
Onmissions

23. No eyes: Complete absence of eyes; closed eyes or vacant circles
for eyes are not scored.

24, No nose: (Boys 6, Girls 5).

25. No mouth. *

26. No body. *

27. No arms: (Boys 6, Girls 5). *

28. No legs.

29, No feet: (Boys 9, Girls 7).

30, No neck: (Boys 10, Girls 9).

NOTZ .- ( starred items) Emotional Indicator related to poor school
achievement in the primary grades.
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COURSH PROGRESS SHEET
Quarter: 2 4 5 (circle)
Course: ‘
(eircle)
Experimental I or II
or
Control I or II
Student'!s Number:
Performs Performs Perforns Performs Performs
required required required less than little
work suc- work suc— work the re- or no
cegsfully cessfully poorly quired work
and does work
additional
work
(5) (4) (3) (2) (1)



INIERACTION RATING SCALZ: CARKHUFP-EGAN (COLBINED)

L v /2 [/ 3 [ 4 L 5 _/
Vory Weak Iloderately ilealt Adequate Illoderately Strong Very Strong

Note: A reting of 3.0 means that in that particular category, the
member is a resource person, a giver, in that category rather than

just a receiver (even if only minimally so).

Accurate empathy: The member sees the world through the other's
eyes, gets inside the other, and is able to communicate this to
others. The member communicates an accurate understending of the
feelings and behavior (content) of the other's experience. The mem-
ber understiands because she is listening to all the cues the other
emits and responds to the other.

Warmth (respect): The member expresses in a variety of ways
that she is "for'" others, that she has respect for their person.
She is accepting (without confusing acceptance with approval). She
is sn actively supportive person.

Genuineness: The member is herself, not phony. She does not
hide behind roles or facades. 3She does not play games nor try to
overvhelm the other with herself.

Concreteness: She deals in specifics, rather than generalities
and is not vague. JShe deals with concrete, relevant behavior rather
than storytelling or theory. She deals with specifics detalils and
instences, is direct, and does not 'beat around the bush.”

Immediacy: ©She deals vdth her reletionships vith others directly.
She knows vhere she stands with others, and others know where she
stends with regspect to them. She ig in the here-and-now even when
she talks about what has happened or is happening outside the group.
She understands and deals with the other's subverbal and nonverbal
nesgsages.

Self-disclosure: She lets others kmow the '"person inside", and
the there-and-then behavior that helps her achieve the goal of estab-
lishing and developing relationships. She is open to vhat is going
on inside during the group itself. Her openness 1is proportioned to
the goals of the group.
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Confrontation: ©She challenges others responsibly and with care.
She does this by pulling together the behavior of the other and let-
ting her see it clearly for herself. She challenges the strengths
rather than the weaknesses of the other. She points out the discrep-
ancies in the other's life (e.g. between what she wants to do and
vhat she does). She uses confrontation as a way of getting involved
with others.

Directionality: She directs the other's attention to Ychoice
points" in her life. She proposes concrete courses of constructive
action. GShe points out alternate courses of action. She displgys
problemn-solving siills and tries to help others gpply these to the
concrete problems in their lives.

lesponse to Confrontation: OShe uses confrontation as an oppor-
tunity for self-exploration. She responds as nondefensively as
poasible. Jhe checks things out with the group. If she thinks she
should, she changes her sityle of behavior in the group, without
being 2 conformist.

Initiative: She acts rather than Just reacts. She goes out to
contact others without weiting to be contacted. She adds to the
gpontaneity of the group. ©She initiates along a varliety of dimen-
sions. BShe "ovns" the interactions that take place between other
menmbers and gets involved in themn.

Feelings: ©She is not afraid to deal directly with emotion, her
own or others. 3She allows herself to feel in the group and gives
expression to what she feels, although she does not inflict her
emotions on the group.
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(Carihufr, 1969)
s 1972, Unpublished)

Carkhuff-Egan Interaction Rating Scales ---Scoring Shect

Rating categories:

1.0

2,0 [ 3,0 /

4,0

[ 5.0

Very

Weak
Interaction
Varigbles:

Accurate Empathy-

Moderately Adequate
Weak

Hoderately
Strong

Very
Strong

Warmth(respect)-

Genuineness-—

Concreteness.

e— P~ [~

Immediacy-

Self-disclosure

e~~~ ™~ ~ I~

Confrantabion.

~—

Directionality-

S~ Y P~ P~ I~ P~ I~ [~

Response to
Confrontation-

Initiative~

Feelings-

Identification Code:

Session #

Group (Experimental I or II

{circle)

Rater!s initials:
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Numbar:

Date:

I would like {o have a genersl picture of ¥YOU A3 YOU USUALLY ART,

For exanple,if you arg given the choicar -
et Q »
Q . >
oz o2y %
~. S
>~ EJL - 3 Y S
4 - oY [V O [\
Q S = Q Lz > J '
. > g i .
quiet | = Wil v £ | > talkative
! L A B | | i

1, First ask yourself if you are hazieally a quiel or bosiszally a tslkative

person,

-y
P
o
(]
e
o]
v
o
T4
i
o

2, If you are basically = guiet pavson, you wiil use hadf o

is closer to ths wrd"gnieth,

yourself : Am I very quiet,modar ately quiet,or slichtly quiet,

g
ped
=
;:,-

and place a check mark under the word which tells how guiet you usvally are.

For example, if you are slightly quiaet,it wiil be like this:

R - >~
Y ~ v
TR F S
;- 4

Eall B OB > 5 o

< - he D - \4

W Q -\5 — § <) i

: = v
quiet| > | € /,_ ! [ S 1 = | talxative
] 1 ' AY ! ot { i
3. If yow are basicnlly a talkative person, put a check merk An the talkative

Lely talke

half of the line and show if you are slightly talkaiive,mndera
ative, or very talkative,

For erarplas, if you are very t'flmu ve the line wiil lock 1iks this:
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Number:
Date:

Please describe yourself AS YCU USUALLY ARE.Make only ONE check on each line,

/very / moderately / slightly / slightly /  moderately / very/

7bad

good [ / / / / /

large [ [ - - / / / /_ Jemann I
beautiful/ / / / / / fugly
sott || / / / T
strong/ / / / / / / [weak
clean - / / / / / / [dirty
agitated/ / / / / / [ealm
valuable/ / / / / / /v}orthless
cruel [ / / / / / [kind
Jod [/ ] / / / / Jscrr I
deep / / / / / / /shallow JL
unpleasant/ _/ / / / / /pleasant
happy [ / / / / / [sad
sharp [___/ / / / / fdvll
ferocious/ [/ / / / / [peaceful
light [ / / / / / [heavy
tense / / / / / / [relaxed
cowardly/ / / / / / forave
not [/ / / / /[ ecora TL
nice / / / / / / [awful
bright [___/ / / / / [dark
angular/_____| / / / /| Jrowdea T
dishonest/ / / / / / [honest
active / / / / / / [passive

NOTZ .-~ The numbers refer to the semantic differential factor of the .
iten pair next to it. The 6 pairs with numbers are those which were
discarded for E. subjects in the final scoring. I, ‘evaluative; II,
potency; III, abtivity . - .

‘ : . : P
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/ very / moderately / slightly / slightly / mederately / very/

slow /[ / / / / ‘ / /fast
unfair / / / / / / [/ fair
rugged [ / / / / / /delicate
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I would like to have a ploture of you when YOU FECL O8 TOP OF 17T WORID,

For example, if you sre given the choices

> >
1 . :‘_ ,
(z g e~ [9)) -~ X
Q) Ql’“ O ‘ow ﬂ&h QJ
Q-1 3 | D
> 1] ¢ vty >
quist L ! ’ ] | i talkative

1, First ask yourself 1f you are basically a guisth or basicslly a talkative

person when you fecl on top of the world.

2, If a% thoss times you are a gwled porson,you will use the hal? of the lins
. which i3 closer to the word "quiel®,

Then ask yowrself: Am I yery quiet, modorately quiet, or glirhtly quiet at
those timeg,

For aexarplo, if ai those times you ars glishtly guiet, it will be like this:

A
¥

very

quiet | 1 talkative

3s If you are a talkative person when you fesl on top of the world, put a check
mark &n the talkative half of the line and show if you are sliphtly telkative,
. moderately talkative, or yery talkative. -

For example, if you are very talkative uhen you fecl on top of the world,
the lins will look like thias

&> 2| A«
: * W
QQS :“35‘-\ ‘§3 ‘é-. 93
>l al B % | zct >,
quiett ] L | VJtalkative, -




Flease descrike yourself when YOU FEEL ON TOP OF THE
check on each line,

very / moderately / slightly / slightly

Number:
Date:
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WORLD.Make only ONE

| woderately /[ very

good  / / / / / / [bad
large [___/ / / / | femarr L
beautiful/ / / / / / [ugly

st [/ / / / | s
strong [/___ / / -/ / ) [weak
clean /[ / / / / / / dirty
agitated/ / / / / / ‘ [ealm
valuable/ / / / / / Jworthless -
orwel |/ / / / / Jxina IT
lova / / ] / /__ / [soft 1L
deep /. / / / / / /shallow
wpleasant/ / / / / / /pleasant
heppy / / / / / | Lsa
sharp / / / / / / [au11
ferocious/ / / / / / [peaceful JIL
light / / / / / / [heavy
tense / / / / / / [relaxed
cowardly/ / / / / / - _/ brave
hot * / / / / / / [cold
nicg / / / / / / [awful
bright / / / / / /. [dark
angula:r/ / / / / / [rounded 1T
dishonest/ / / / / / /bonest
active -/ / / / / / [passive

NOTE.~- The mumbers refer to the semantic differential factor of the-

item pair next to it.
dlscarded for =

-activity -

11

The 6 pairs with numbers are those which were

subjects in the final scoring. II, potency; QIII,

i
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/ very / moderately / slightly / slightly / moderately / very/ ‘

slow [ / / / / / [fast
unfair / / / / ' / / [ fair
rugged [ / / / / / [delicate I~
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TENNESSEE SELF CORCEPT SCAIE:

CONSTRUCTION AND VALIDATION

The original pool of items was derived from several other self-
-;concept inventories and also from written self-descriptions of pa-
wbients and non-patients. Of the 100 items used in the Scale, 90 are
those which were agreed upon unanimously by the seveh clinical psy-
chologists used as judges. The remaining 10 items, those comprising
the Self Criticism scale, were borrowed from the I-scale of the MIPI.
It.may thus be assumed that the TSCS has a reasonable degree of con-~
tent validity. With regard to its construct validity, two investi-
gators (Vacchiano and Strauss, ‘1968) submitted the Scale to factor
analysis and reached a favorable conclusion.

A comparison between 369 psychiatric patients and 626 non-
patients of the standardization group revealed highly significant
(mostly at the .0001 level) differences between the two groups for
almost every subscale. This finding was supported by other studies
cited in the Manual. Numerous correlations beiween various TSCS sub-
scales and other personality measures, such as the Edwards Personal

Preference Schedule (EPPS) and the MMPI, are also provided in the

Hanual, end appear to support the validity of the TSCS (Lefebvré, 1971).
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One of the major features of the TSCS is its multidimension-
ality. In addition to providing a Total Positive Score, reflecting
the overall level of self-esteem, the TSCS includes an eveluation

of Physical Self, lMoral-Ethical Self, Personal Self, Famlly Self,

and Sociel Self. It also provides measures of Identity ("what I
am"), Self-Satisfaction ("how I feel about myself"), Behavior

("what I do"), Self Criticism (obvious defensiveness), Conflict
(inconsistency within the same srea), Variability (inconsistency
from one erea to another), Distribution (to detect response sets

on the five available choices), True-False Ratio, and six empir-
ical scales: Defensive Positive (subtle defensiveness), General
llaladjustment, Psychosis, Personality Disorder, Neurosis, and
Personality Integration. The Number of Deviant Signs Score (NDS) is
a purely empirical measure, and is simply a count of the mmber of
deviant features on all other scores. The HManual reports that the
NDS score is the Scale's best index of psychological disturbance.

It asserts that this score alone identifies deviant individuals with
about 80% accuracy.

The scoring of the TSCS can be done manually with the appropriate
instructions and score keys. The method 1s falrly straightforward
although scoring time is somewhat lengthy. The KDS score is extremely
difficult to compute and the directions for its computation are not as
clear as the other score methods. Because of the length of time nec-
essary to score even one protocal and the difficulty of computing the
NDS, this investigator did meke use of the computer-scoring available
from the publisher of T3CS. In addition to being more economical, it

should decrease the probability of scoring errors.



VII

(TSCS Henual, 1965, pp. 2-5)

TENNESSEE SELF CONCEPT SCALR:

NATURE AND MEANING OF SCORES

Individuals who expect to use only the Counseling Form may wish toread only the first partof the
following section, However, those who want to use the Clinical and Research Form should read the
entire section because all scores in the Counseling Form appear also in the Clinical and Research
Form, .

1. Counseling Form ’ )

A. The Self Criticism Score (SC). This scale is composed of 10 items These are all mildly de-
rogatory statements that most pecple admit as being true for them, Individuals who deny most
of these statements most often are being defensive and making a deliberate effort to present a
favorable picture of themselves. High scores generally indicate a normal, healthy openness
and capacity for self-criticism. Extremely high scores (above the 99th percentile) indicate
that the individual may be lacking in defenses and may in fact be pathologically undefended.
Low scores indicate defensiveness, and suggest that the Positive Scores are probably artifi-
cially elevated by this defensiveness.

B. The Positive Scores {(P). These scores derive directly from the phenomenological classification
scheme already mentioned. In the original analysis of the item pool the statements seemed to
be conveying three primary messages: (1) This is what I am, (2) This is how I feel about my-
self, and (3) This is what I do. On the basis of these three types of statements the three
horizontal egories were formed, They appear on the Score Sheet as Row 1, Row 2, andRow 3
and are hereafter referred to by those labels, The Row Scores thus comprise three sub-scores
which, when added, constitute the Tota! Positive or Total P Score, These scores represent an
internal frame of reference within whic¢h the individual is describing himself,

Further study of the original items indicated that they also varied considerably in terms of a
more external frame of reference. Even within the same row category the statements might vary
widely in content. For example, with Row 1 (the What I am category) the statements refer to
what I am physically, moraily, socially, etc. Therelore, ihe pocl of itemis was sortad again
according totlhicce new vertical zategorine, whirh arethe five Column Scoras of the Score Sheet,
Thus the whole set of items is divided two ways, vertically into columns (external frame of
reference) and horizontally into rows (internal frame of reference) with each item and each cell
contributing to two different scores.

1. Total P Score. This is the most important single score on the Counseling Form. It reflects
the overall level of self esteem. Persons with high scores tend to like themselves, feel
that they are persons of value and worth, have confidence in themselves, and act accord-
ingly. People with low scores are doubtful about their own worth; see themselves as unde~
sirable; often feel anxious, depressed, and unhappy; and have little faith or confidence in
themselves,

If the Self Criticism (SC) Score is low, high P Scores become suspect and are probably
the result of defensive distortion. Extremely high scores (generally above the 99th per-
centile) are deviant and are usually found only in suchdisturbed people as paranoid schizo-
phrenics who as a group show many extreme scores, both higk and low.

On the Counseling Form the Positive Scores are simply designated as P Scores, while on
the Score Sheet of the C and R Form they are referred to as P + N Scores in order to clarify
the.computations involved,

2. Row 1 P Score - Identity. These are the "what I am" items. Here the md1v1dual is describ-
ing his basic identity - what he is as he sees himself,

3. Row 2 P Score - Self Satisfaction, This score comes from those items where the individual
describes how he feels about the self he perceives. In general this scorereflects the level
of self satisfaction or self acceptance, An individual may have very high scores on Row 1
and Row 3 yet still score low on Row 2 because of very high standards and expectations for
himself, Or vice versa, he may have a low opinion of himself as indicated by the Row 1 and
Row 3 Scores yet still have a high Self Satisfaction Score on Row 2. The sub-scores are

1. Theseitems have been taken from the L-Scale of the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inven-
tory (1951), Copyright 1943, the University of Minnesota, Published by the Psychological Corpora-
tion, Reproduced by special arrangements.
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therefore best interpreted in comparison with each other and with the Total P Score.

4. Row 3 P Score - Behavior, This score comes from those items that say "this is what I do,
or this is the way I act." Thus this score measures the individual's perception of his own
behavior or the way he functions.

5, Column A - Physical Self, Here the individual is presenting his view of his body, his state
of health, his physical appearance, skills, and sexuality,

6. Column B - Moral-Ethical Self. This score describes the self from a moral-ethical frame
of reference--moral worth, relationship to God, feelings of beinga "good" or "bad" person,
and satisfaction with one's r2ligion or lack of it,

7. Column C - Personal Self, This score reflects the individual's sense of personal worth, his
feeling of adequacy as a person and his evaluationof his personality apart from his body or
his relationships to others, . .

8. Column D - Family Self. This score reflects one's feelings of adequacy, worth, and value
‘as a family member, It refers to the individual's perception of self in reference to his
closest and most immediate circle of associates. .

8. Column E - Social Self. This is another "self as perceived in relation to others" category
but pertains to "others" in a more general way. It reflects the person's sense of adequacy
and worth in his social interaction with other people in general.

The Variability Scores (V). The V scores provide a simple measure of the amount of variabili-

ty, or inconsistency, from one area of self perception to another. High scores mean that the

subject 1s quite variable in this respect while low scores indicate low variability which may
even approach rigidity if extremely low (below the first percentile),

1. Total V. This represents the total amount of variability for the entire record. High scores
mean that the person's self concept is so variable from one area to another as to reflect
little unity or integration. High scoring persons tend to compartmentalize certain areas of
self and view these areas quite apart from the remainder of self, Well integrated people
generally score below the mean on these scores but above the first percentile,

2. Column Total V. This score measures and summarizes the variations within the columns,
3. Row Total V., This score is the sum of the variations across the rows,
The Distribution Score {D}. This score is a summary score of the way one distributes his an-
swers across the five available choices in responding to the items of the Scale, It is also
interpreted as a measure of still another aspect of self perception: certainty akout the way
one sees himself. High scores indicate that the subject is very definite and certain in what
he says about himself while low scores mean just the opposite. Low scores are found also at
times with people who are being defensive and guarded. They hedge and avoid really com-
mitting themselves by employing "3" responses on the Answer Sheet,

Extreme scores on this variable are undesirable in either direction and are most often ob-
tained from disturbed people, For example, schizophrenic patients often use "5" and "1" an-
swers almost exclusively, thus creating very high D Scores, Other disturbed patients are ex-
tremely uncertain and noncommittal in their self descriptions with a predominance of "2", "3"
and "4" responses and very low D Scores,

The Time Score. This score is simply a measure of the time, to the nearest minute, that the

subject requires to complete the Scale, The author has only recently made any study of this

variable, and at this point little is known as to its meaning or significance, It correlates
significantly with only one of the many other scores of the Scale {Net Conflict sub-score for

Column C where r = ,32, significant at the ,05 level). Therefore, any validity it may prove

to have with other criteria should add to the total validity of the Scale.

The data do indicate that, provided the individual has sufficient education, intelligence,
and reading ability to handle this task, the majority of subjects complete the Scale in less
than 20 minutes. These qualifications are quite important; if they are not met, the Time Score
obviously has little meaning, It has been found that psychiatric patients in general take
longer than non-patients., This is particularly true of those who are overly compulsive, para-
noid or depressed. .

II. The Clinical and Research Form,
The following additional scores of the C and R Form are presented in the order in which they ap-
pear on the Profile Sheet, Readers interested only in the Counseling Form may omit this section,

A.

The True-False Ratio {(T/F). This is a measure of response set or response bias, an indication
of whether the subject’'s approach tothe task involves any strong tendency to agree ordisagree
regardless of item content (Fitts, 1961).

The actual meaning of T/F can be approached in three ways.

-
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(1) It can be considered solely as a measure of response set and interpreted in terms of the
findings about the meaning of deviant response sets. (2) It can be treated purely as a task
approach or behavioral measure which has meaning only in terms of empirical validity. In this
sense the T/F Ratio differentiates patients from non-patients and correlates significantly with
other tests., {3) It can also be considered from the framework of self theory. From this ap-
proach, high T/F Scores indicate the individual is achieving self definition or self description
by focusing on what he is and is relatively unable to accomplish the same thing by eliminating
or rejecting what he is not. Low T/F Scores would mean the exact opposite, and scores in-the
middle ranges would indicate that the subject achieves self definition by a more balanced em-
ploymen: of both tendencies--affirming what is self and eliminating what is not self,

Net Conflict Scores. These scores are highly correlated with the T/F Score. More directly,

however, they measure the extent to which an individual's responses to positive items differ

from, or confiict with, his responses to negative items in the same area of self perception,

Thus this is a limited and purely operational definition and application of the term "conflict",

On the C and R Score Sheet separate scores are computed withineach cell for the pesitive and

negative items. The difference between these scores, the P - N Score, is an operational

measure of conflict, Since the responses on the negative items are reversed on the Score

Sheet, the P Scores and the N Scores have equivalent meanings. Thus any difference between

P and N reflects contradiction or conflict.

There are two different kinds of conflict, as follows:

1. Acquiescense Confli~t, This phenomenon occurs when the P Scores are greater than the N
Scores (P - N yields a positive score or number). This means that the subject is over-
affirming his positive attributes,

2. Denial Conflict. This is the opposite of acquiescense conflict., Here the N Scores for the
cells are higher than the P Scores (P - N yields minus scores). This means that the subject
is over-denying his negative attributes in relation tothe way he affirms his positive charac~
teristics, He concentrates on "eliminating the negative".

Total Conflict Scores. The foregoing Net Conflict Scores were concerned only with directional

trends in ourP - N measure of conflict., However, some individuals have high P - N differences
which cancel each other out because tney are so variable in direction. [t is of equal interest
to determine the total amount of P - N corflict in 2 subjentie calf sarmsont a2 eg)) 2o the not
or directional amount of conflict. The Total Conflict score does this by summirg P - N dis~
crepancies regardless of sign, High scores indicate confusion, contradiction, and general
conflict in self perception, Low scores have the opposite interpretation, but extremely low
scores (below the red line on the Profile Sheet) have a different meaning. The person with such
low scores is presenting such an extremely tight and rigid self description that it becomes
suspect as an artificial, defensive stereotype rather than his true self image, Disturbed
people generally score highon this variable, but some also have deviantly low scores depend-
ing on the nature and degree of their disorder,

The conflict scores are reflections of conflicting responses to positive and negative items
within the same area of self perception, These scores are not to be confused with the varia-
bility scores, which reflect fluctuations from one area of self perception to another,

The Empirical Scales. These six scales were all derived by item analysis, with a resulting

selection of those items which differentiated one group of subjects from all other groups. The
scores on these scales are purely empirical, and cut across the basic classification scheme
of the Scale,

These scales were derived from an analysis of item responses with the following groups:

Group Size of Group
Norm Group 626
Psychotic Group (Psy) 100
Neurotic Group (N) 100
Personality Disorder Group (PD) 100
Defensive Positive Group (DP) 100
Personality Integration Group (PI) 75

The comparative item responses for these groups were studied and analvzed by Chi Square
tests, Those items which differentiated one group from all other groups were then used to com~
pose a specific scale for that group. There is some overlapping of items, since a number of
items are used on more than one scale,

The six empirical scales derived by this method, in order of their appearance on the Profile
Sheet, are as follows:
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1. The Defensive Positive Scale (DP). This is a more subtle measure of defensiveness than
the SC Score. Onemight think of SC as anobvious defensiveness scoreand DP as a subtle
defensiveness score. The DP Score stems from a basic hypothesis of self theory: that
individuals with established psychiatricdifficulties dohave negative self concepts at some
level of awareness, regardless of how positively they describe themselves onan instrument
of this type.

With this basic assumption, the author collected data on 100 psychiatric patients whose
Total P Scores were above the mean for the Norm Group. The item analysis then identified
29 items which differentiated this DP Group from the other groups.

The DP Score has significance at both extremes. A high DP Score indicates a positive
self description stemming from defensive distortion. A significantly low DP Score means
that the person is lacking in the usual defenses for maintaining even minimal self esteem,

2. The General Maladjustment Scale (GM). This scale is composed of 24 items which differ-

entiate psychiatric patients from non-patients but donot differentiate one patient group from

another, Thus it serves as a general index of adjustment-maladjustment but provides no
clues as to the nature of the pathology., Note that this is an inverse Scale on the Profile

Sheet, Low raw scores result in high T-Scores, and vice versa,

The Psychesis Scale (Psy). The Psy Scale is based on 23 items which best differentiate

psychotic patients from other groups.

4, The Personality Disorder Scale (PD). The 27 items of this scale are those that differentiate

this broad diagnostic category from the other groups. This category pertains to people with

basic personality defects and weaknesses in contrast to psychotic states or the various
neurotic reactions, The PD Scale is again an inverse one,

The Neurosis Scale {N). This is an inverse scale composed of 27 items. As with the other

inverse scales, high T-Scores on the Profile Sheet still mean high similarity to the group

from which the scale was derived--in this case neurotic patients.

6. The Personality Integration Scale (PI}), The scaleconsistsof the 25 items that differentiate
the PI Group from other groups. The scoring is slightly different for this scale and is ex-
plained on the special template for scoring this scale, This group was composed of 75
people who, by a variety of criteria, were judged as avedage o Létier in tanns of level of
adjustment or degree of personality integration,

The Number of Deviant Signs Score (NDS), The NDS Scoreis a purely empirical measure, and

w
.

w
.

is simply a count of the number of deviant features on all other scores. This score is based
upon the theoretical position of Berg (1957) as stated in his "deviation hypothesis". This
hypothesis states that individuals who deviate sharply from the norm in minor behaviors are
likely to be deviant in more major aspects of behavior. The findings with the NDS Score sub-
stantiatethis hypothesis. Disturbed persons often obtain extreme scores oneither end of the
continuum, Consequently, a system which sets appropriate cut-off points for each sccre on
the Scale will identify disturbed persons with considerable accuracy.

The NDS Sccre is the Scale's best index of psychological disturbance. This score alone
identifies deviant individuals with about 80% accuracy.
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DRAV-A-PERSON HULAN FIGURE DRAWINGS (KOPPITZ SCORING):

CONSTRUCTION AND VALIDATION

Humen figure drawings (HFDs) have become one of the most
widely used techniques of psychologists working with children. But
the purposes to which the drawings are put vary greatly. Two main
approaches to the interpretation of HFDs exist today. The first of
these is employed mostly by clinicians who regard HFDs as a projec-
tive technique and who analyze the drawings for signs of uncon-
scious needs, conflicts, and personality traits. Representatives
of the second school of thought approach HFDs as a developmental
test of mental maturity.

At least until the late 1960's most psychologists seemed to

kY

4 adhere rather exclusively to one or the other method of interpret-
ing HFDs. Koppitz (1968) appears to have been the first writer in
the field who was unwilling to accept either method to the exclu-
sion of the other. Years of clinical experience and experimenta-
tion convinced her that the HFD test was one of the most valuable
techniques for eveluating children Jjust because she felt it could
be used both as a developmental test and a projective method.

The foremost representative of the developmental approach to

HFDs is Goodenough (1926) whose well standardized and velidated
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Draw-A-ilan Test has become widely accepted and used, especially in
schools and for research purposes. Some 35 years later, Harris
(1963) went to great lengths to revise and extend the Draw-A-lan
Test to include & Woman Scale and a Self Scale. The Self Scale
was developed as a projective test of personelity. However, this
scale met with unfavorable statistical findings. Harris found that
Goodenough's work had been so carefully designed and executed that
relatively little could be done to improve it. Harris reported
numerous studies which show a fairly high correlation between the
Draw-A=~lMan Test and IQ scores from intelligence tests. Harris made
a special point in stating that the Draw-A-Man Test measured mental
maturity and was not a test of traits or personslity dynemics.
There is no doubt that those who are primarily interested in obtain-
ing a mental age or IQ score from HFDs can use the Goodenough-Harris
scoring method with a reasonable degree of confidence (Koppitz, 1968).

A different picture presents itself to clinicians interested
in using HFDs as projective instruments. The foremost exponents of
the projective approach towards HFDs are Machover (1949, 1953, 1960),
Levy (1958), Hammer (1958), and Jolles (1952). These cliniciens
have studied HFDs of adults and teenagers extensively, but have
worked only to a limited degree with drawings of elementary school

age children. lachover's book (Personality Projection in the Drawing

of the Humen Figure, 1949) has become the most widely quoted bock in

the field and equals Goodenough's book in significance and influence.

Although Machover'!s book is largely based on her clinical experience
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with male adolescent and adult patients, she has also extended her
findings to children (1953, 1960). Koppitz (1968) commented that
Hachover offers mmerous hypotheses based on psychosnalytic theory
regarding signs on HFDs, but she offers no scoring system and no
controlled research data to support her clainms.

Koppitz (1966a) nade a validation study of the ZI signs.
There were originally 38 possible items. 3She had 76 pairs of pub-
lic school children matched for age and sex. There were 32 boys
and 44 girls in each of two groups. They ranged in age from 5
through 12 years. Group A was composed of 76 child guidance clinic
patients. They had JI3C or Stanford-Binet IQ scores ranging fron 90-
148 with a mean of 110. Group B was composed of children from the
sgme elementary school from kindergarten through sixth grade. They
were all gselected by their teachers as outstanding “"all aroung"
gtudents with good social, emotional and academic édjustment. There
were no IQ scores available but the investigator @ssumed high aversge
to superior intelligence. Chi squares were computed comparing the
number of subjects in the two groups who showed each given EI on
their HFDs. In addition, a comperison was made of the total number
of EIs shown on the HFDg of Group A and Group B. The results demon-
strated that 12 EIs were found significantly more often on HFDs of
the clinic patients (Group A) than on the drawings of the well adjusted
pupils (Group B). Statisticel computations revealed that the chi square
values were significant at the .01 level for four items, at the .05
level for four items and at the .10 level for four items. Sixteen of

the items were present exclusively on the HFDs of the clinic patlents.
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Two items (crossed eyes and omission of legs) were so exceedingly
rare as not to be shown on the drawings of either group. However,
Xoppitz reteined them in the scoring criteria since, based on her

experience, she asserted that they do reflect emotional problems

vhen they occur.

Reliability coefficients for the EIs are not cited by Koppitz
(1968). This may reflect her hypothesis that the HFDg reflect cur-
rent personality concerns, and as such, perhaps, she would expect
no scorable stability for subjects tested on the HFDs over time.
However, she does cite scoring stability for the inter-rater relia~
bility (1968, p. 10). The stability for scoring HFDs for Develop-
mental Items and for Emotional Indicators was determined with the
aid of another qualified psychologist. The two of them scored
independently the HFDs of ten randomly selected second grade pupils
and fifteen children referred to the school psychologist because of
learning and behavior problems. The 25 protocols were checked for
the presence of the 30 Developmentel Items and the 30 Emotional
Indicators. The two examiners checked a total of 467 different itenms
for éll drawings. Of these, 444, or 95% of the items scored were
checked by both psychologists, whereas 23 items, or 5%, were scored
by only one or the other of the investigastors. The average number of

items scored for each drawing was nineteen. On iten of the HFDs there

wes a perfect agreement as to the scoring, while on 15 of the HFDs

the two examiners differed by only one or two points.
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WIDE RANGE ACHIWVEIEGNT THST:

CONSTRUCTION AND VALIDATION

The three subtests at both levels are:

1. HReading: recognizing and naming letters and pronouncing
words.

2. Spelling: éopy marks resembling letters, writing the nanme,
and writing single words to dictation.

3. Arithmetic: counting, reading number symbols, solving oral
problems, and performing written computations.

The test contents of both levels are printed on the same test
blanke. The first psge of the test blank is reserved for the spel-
ling test. There are 46 spaces, numbered vertically, in three
columns, for the words to be dictated in order of difficulty. The
second and third pesges are devoted to the sritlmetic tests of Ievel
I ahd Level I1I respectively. There are 10 possible points for the
orel part of Level II and 46 additional possible points for the
written computations. The fourth page contains the words of both
levels of the reading test, level II at top half and Level I at the
bottom half of the page. The Level II reading test has a possible
15 points for giving two letters of the person's name and reading
13 letters. In addition, there are a possible 74 additionsl points

for reading 74 words presented in an increasing order of difficulty.
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Three types of scores are used in reporting the VRAT results:
(1) grade ratings, (2) percentiles, and (3) standard scores or devia-
tion quotients based on the grade ratings. The grade norms for the
Level II Spelling subtest range from the second month in kindergarten
(Kg 2) to grade 18.0 (which is equivalent with the second year of
graduate school); for Level II Arithmetic from the ninth month of
mursery school (N 9) through grade 20.0 (equivalent with the fourth
year of graduate school; and for ILevel 1II Reading from the fifth
nmonth of prekindergarten (Pk 5) through grade 19.5.

Whereas the grade score is comparable to the liental Age, the
standard score is comperable to the IQ score of standard tests. The
WRAT standard score has a mean of 100 and a standard deviation of 15.
The authors (Jastak and Jastak, 1965) report that "the WRAT standard
score is statistically comparable to IQ's obtained from Wechsler
Scales (WAIS and WISC) end partly also to IQ's from the New Stanford-
Binet (Form L-l) which has a standard deviation of 16." They further
agsert that "the results from the WRAT test can thus be directly com~
pared with the major individual intelligence scales.'" Standard scores
on the WHAT range from 41 to 160.

Percentile ranks are also provided for the raw scores. They
are convenient because they make ranks (not scores) from different
standard sceles comparable. However, the authors caution that they
"should not be used in research or in reporting comparisons beiween
scores or changes following remedial effort! (pe 12). As a conse-
quence of the nature of percentiles, the present investigation used

only grade ratings end standard scores for statistical comparisons.
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The authors report thet the WRAT "satisfies the statisticel
conditions of reliability most adequately," (p. 13). Iumerous popu-
lation groups of different degrees of homogeneity were studied by
the authors from 1945 until 1965. The correlation ccefficients
(even in such homogeneous groups as policemen and nurses) ranged
from .92 to .98 for the reading and spelling tests, and from .85 to
«92 for the arithmetic test. The authors cite splii~helf correlo~
tion coefficients for the VRAT, 1965 edition. They were determined
on sanples of 200 individuals selected in such a way as to represent
probability distributions of achievement based on normative data.
The gplit-half measures used were odd-even scores after the test
itens of each subject had been arranged in their exact order of
difficulty. The order of difficulty of each subtest was deternmined
by an item analysis of 1400 records for Level I and 1300 records for
Level II. The spelling and reading items in the 1965 edition are in
the order established by this item analysis. The arithmetic items
deviate in minor weys from that order.

The standard errors of measurements for the three Lewvel Il
subtests range from 1.13 to 1.70. The reliability measures reported
for all three subtests are impressive and the standard errors are
seemingly small. However, it should be noted that split-half relia~
bility coefficients give one the upper bounds of a coefficient. In

other words, the correlations can be no higher than the coefficient

computed but can be lower. lonetheless, the WRAT is widely used and
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considered to have substantial clinical and statistical reliebility.
The authors felt that an alternate test form would be superfluous
considering the degree of reliability found on the WHAT.

Several methods of estimating the validity of the WRAT are
reported in the lManmual. The reading subtest has been correlated
with teachers' ratings and mid-term grades of 29 fifth graders
(Wagner and McCloy, 1962). Correlation coefficients were +.78
and +.88, respectively. These were significant beyond the .01
level of confidence. The lanuasl cites other studies correlating
the WRAT with externmal criteria with significent results. Several
validity studies correlating the WRAT with chronological age; with
other achievement tests; with intelligence and educational level;
end with intelligence tests are cited in the ilanual with positive
results. A factor analysis made on the WRAT is described in detail

in the Lanuel.
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Group Session #3 - Novemben &, 1972 EI

[

Present - 1 Absent - 2
M. AG c. S, R. B.

¢.C. M. J. R,

C. B. P. G. ,

K.G. G.G. Nt
M.D. MRk

e, F = Faci litater

( The §inst day we sat on the fLoor in a eirele)

Kathy G. (to ginls enterding the noom): We'ne having a sit-4in.

M.D.: We'ne having a camp flne.

K.G.: T1'f£2 Let you be the fire. :

M.D.: No, we'ne gonna make %he fire night here. MaBda goes night in the
middle {a ginl outside the group). :

F: 15 somebody not coming?

M.D.:  MalmsReEm (s nol coming.

H.G.:  Mamzin Owsheweii

F: 1 talked o Maspém. She's godng to go in the second group.
C.S.: Momy Resu is here. She'fl be here. .

M.D.: Vemwsesa down 4n the vatley.

K.G.: (Laughing) Doun 4in the valiey.

C.B3.: What time is the seeond ghoup?

P I.,t'/s ot witid Mod 4. 1%'s scmething Libe 10 or 11:00 o'clock.
2.0, s She wovns Amifoh, )
K.G.: She goes "dont Lock at me" {mocking)

M.D.: Vizgessa down dn the valley (Laughing).

Fs She said that? ,

K.G.: Long time ago. Last week she saidl moeking); "Don't Look

at me".

C. B. (Laughing) Who'd want o Look at he!

F: Has anybody ever talked to hen?

c.% M. ‘

MDD, Um - um

F: what's she ... Like?

C.5, Wetl in speech, she has a Lot she .. 1 tell ya she has everything a gink
could have. Everything. She's got a phone, everuthing in her room.
Ohth!

W.D.: And she's got her own diamond ring.

C.5. VYeah!

MWA.G. 1t sounds Like she's spoiled:

K.G.: 1t scunds that way to me £oo.

' {shont 3ilence)

F: She must have some problems that nobody else hkuows about.

M.J.: What! When she told us about how huge hen closet 4s?

C. S.: Ohh! She tckd us hen that £L's about §rom about that wall %o here -

this wide. (indicating about 20' x 12*)
Wwhat 187
Hon oloset [ sounds angry).

e ha
o




C8{cont'd from page 1) 1'2L tell you. my bed fits between the wall
perfect. That's how wide L& 45.

M.D.: My house is as big as this noom. {General talking about the
sizes 04 thein bedrooms and houses being small).

F: In texms of that . ..

M.D Vi insn Vel problem. .

F: No. l[general Laughing) :
M.D.:  (Leading and others foining in) From the valley of the jolly ho!

ho! ho! green glant. (Laughing)
(Everyone talking togethen. Many words Lesi) (Theg arne discussing
why 4.0, can't §ind a comforntable way Lo s4% on the {;200&.}

F.: Ae we agheed that only one persong will falk at a time, 50 1
can hear what you'nre saying?

Many voices: - Yeah! Okay.,

F: You don'% necessarily have to raise your hands on anything, but
just wait until you can get othens atlention.

v

(Greehrtugm enters Late)

M.D.:  Guedetoan!

K.G.: Long time no see.

M.D.  VYeah, since Math (Last class). »

G.&  0Oh, that was a Long time ago.

M.D.:  Veah,the way she teaches.

C.g. Ughh/ e -
{ganenal aiggling)

K.G.: Now we can akl starnt talking about hen {the Zeachenr].

C.B.: She was a Little upset about

M.D.: 1 Like Miss P, She's upsel at ___ because she didn't go
Lo hen tutorning.

G.6¢  She said we don'# have to go 4f we dont want to.

K.G.: Did you agree to £t? That you want to be tutoired?

G.&  VYean!

K.G.: HNo wonder. .

M.D.: My mom's smant, she can tutor me.
{genenal talling)

C.B. My dog's got mone brains than her (referning to a Zeacher
{shont silence )

F: - 1In terms of the contract we recad, does anybody not understand
Somsiisiee something?
(C. gave a confused facial expression)

F: Yeah, none of £t, aight? Basically what, as briefly as 1 can

puwt it (Laughing ignoned), what (L says Lin Leuns of what's
expected of all of us &8 that you can tallk about whatever you
want to and as deep as you want to, but whatever you say should
be honest. Okay?

M.D.: 1t is. T was night.

F.: 1 was what?
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G.:
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c.C.:
F:

I was night.

Okay, Okay - alright.

Ohay, for those who just came in, we just sald that we agree

that one peason will talk at a time. It doesn't matten -

You don't have to raise youwr hand. You can use any kind of way
you want Lo, to get the floon.

T'm going to a2t here. (up at the table) _
But 1§ we atl talk at the same time, I can't understand you on the
tape and we can't understand one another. Okay?

Many vodces: Okay.
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M.D.:

Don't you want to be a part of the group? ..

1'28 be a pat ¢f the group, but 1 don't want tv ALt on the §Loon.
Pid you understand the Last one?

Some 0§ L. '

Let's takk about teachens.

Nooo!

Did you tape us grom Last week? Are you goding Lo play Lt, on did
you already?

It's on the olhen Asdde.

C.'s a cool head.

She. is,

And then next week, I'ZL enase it by necording next week's session.
She has a cold.

(Ahont silence)

e y

. What axe we going to say?

Voo tonldal toopdonstand 08 (Loughing ),

Just Like Ln Spanish.

: {Laughs)

1 Love how she Zaug@a. Tee hee hee! (mocking K.G.)

What are some of youn Lideas about what you expect grom this group?
Ummmm! o

To help each othern out on problems.

To undenstand what's wrong with each cothen.

{genenal Laughten)

Something Like that.

1t sounds Like we have a mental problem,

Do we want any sophomores in this noom? (said for the benefit of
embannassing a sophomore who walked into Zhe room -~ sophomone
hotlered something back)

{general Laughten)

Okay, we neally don't have a whole Lot of time. 1 Like £fo see you
enjoy L&, but...

We do, we do.

lgenenal Laughten)

Especiclly when I'm in the group.
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On boy! We have more fun without her. Oh, I don't really care.
Hope we have more fun with what? '
Without hen (pointing to M.D.).

You neally Like each . othen, don't you?

Yeah, we'xre good friends.

Yeah, but for how Long?

© Since the begdinning of school.

Did you know each othen before you came here?

‘No.

No, of couwrse not. There are two .. two other girnts from
my school who came hergs. _
{general mwwmurings about the two ginks who are with the
negularn progham)

Do you have -some of the same feelingswe were Lalking about
Last week?. About feeling Like a dummy? :

About dummy? '

No, when someone asks what subjects I'm taking, 1 geel 40
funny telling them 1 Zake Business Mativ (nervous faugi].
So! Business Math is a Lot easier than math. My mother
even said s0 Last night.

15 Business Math ;ﬁome,th,éng that yeu take before you take
Algebra? \"

No, you don'z have to take Algebnra.

Like everything that you need in Life, Like Algebra and all
that Like ...

You don'z sieed Algebra .in Life.

That's stupdd.

Like wiiting out checks and stuff £ike that.

1 did my mom's bank balance .. got it alf right too.

1 won't do mine,

We don't .... {Laughing)

(Laughing} You don'%t have a bank balance.

No, we don't have a checking thing. 1 don't know why.
Maybe we'ne 08d fashioned (Cludy and GHad Laughing)
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{some aborted Laughing - then sitencé]

Come on Masey Rega - Nemey and Mesy Awm say something.

LR, Vo you know Vingdnie Vebiee? '

Veah and 1 don't Like hex.

Do gou Like hen?

Do ou Like hex, Memy?

No, not at all.

You should have been here Last week we had a bad conversation.
Bq-a~a-ad.

(fgfg Allence and nervous giggles - someone iappihg on gLoon)
Oh, boy! This is thrilling today.  (some giggling) Sit around

© the campgine.

\

Yeah, jump An.

You want Lo go in with hent

No

(gifienat soft giggling - Long silence) .
Everyone's Looking at everyone ekse and nobody's saying
nothing, C? 1.said something atready.

{£ong sdlence)

Let's have a seance;

Oh, no.

Let's go to schdol.

Uh,Uh, I'm not that crazy.

Okay come. on, Let's go. ’

Let's go home, We got ... 20 minutes to go - wz got 10 ménutes.
Let's see. We get oul at 3:29.

Abnight Let's start.

And then we go to a basketbalf game'til 4:30.
Don't remind me.

What do you want to Zaklk about?

She wants to Zalk about boys.

Yeah, why not? Hmmm,

What about 'em? {Laughing) What don't we know?
What don't gou know ? Ha! Ha:

Ahh!  (Laughs)
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Do ‘you know what we know?

(Ha! Ha! H&!. ) (Someone sald something about "vingin")

What do you hnow? (Laughs)
i They'ne kind of square. Blockheads.

Do ypu know something?

No, T don'xt know. T never even heard of a boy.

How do they Look?

Hee, Hee, Hee

AWg!vt, Let's stop you guys.,

(K.G. s2ilL giggling)

{Long silence - some whispering)

(C. Loudly clears hen throat)

This 4is great!  Someone else has to think of something to say.
KG. thought of the Last thing.

taflt did she sayt

Vésmeasin, Vadloe . .

That's not much to think abowt.

M.A.,gou'ne always quiet. And s0 are you,Pasddy .

(mumbles something and shuugs showlders) Nothing to say.

Dl alinalijs quded.

and otherns) Veah, swre!

I can tell when you're in the Lupchroom,

My mothen's alwcly,s complaining about my mouth.

(general mwwmun and giggling) 1 Like Lt!

In psychology today they were talhing about why people don't make
griends that good because most people judge 'em by theirn Looks
and not by theirn personality.

Um humm,

(M.D., K.G., C. giggle and Hmm thun! )

I's senious, Lt's e

lgiggle)

Like Look, N. V., wio ....

{ALL Laugh)

But she's got o many §rdiends, Like that whole Lunchroom knows -
her. ,

lseveral in unison): Yeah! (Laugling)
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(¢.b says souething)

M.D. e .Yehz c.Giin 301B.

C.£: 201B? Ve weren't laughin at her.

M.D. The other day you and, uh, Usiaés and Jgem wers laughing.

c.S Listen, you can't help it. tou sit there and you die. -
You canit help laughin'. ‘

M. You can't help 1it!}

G, 0o You have to laugh.

F.: . What did she do? No, no, no

K.G.:  She stinks.

(laughing)

a. & She's gncoordinated, you knpw, like in gym. She can't
do much. (someone giggles) But you feeljsorry for her,
you know. ,;A "

K.G.: Since the beginning of the year, Miss B. has been giving

her tests. Since then we've taken all kinds of 'em.
F.: Gym tests youmean?

(general uh, huh'.)

G, & And she talks funny.
C.6 No, she doesn't.
Gﬁi She does in a way.
M.D.: Yeah!
c.{,  She talks like she's a big lady.
K,G.: Uh, huh!
M.D.: 0ld fashioned.
(general talking)
M.D.: T couldn't believe it. Ytou know like the first three
] ! ‘ L 3 :
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weeks of school, when we didn't have to wear our uni-
forms and we could wear anything we wanted., Her
mother wouldn't let her wear pants.

What did she wear?

Yell that's the way she was brought up.

Um - Hrmn.

Well, yeah, but her dresses were down to her ankles

and they weren't maxis’;

Yeah, but she's brought up different,

Yeah, she's nice. BShe's the only kid, '

Well, my mom's old'fashioned, but shé let's me wear

what I want.

So's mine (old fashioned)

Well, I can’t-éearuéverything.

(Ohh! short silence)

Do you see ... Have you seen anytimes when that's true?
What you reaA in Psychology today? VWhere people some-
times are di;iiked ... maybe sometimes liked just
because of what they look like?

Um - Hm

Unmmm Hmmmmm

Like you see someone and you doﬁ't want to make friends
with them like cuz she's ugly.or something, youidon't |
want to be seen walking with her cuz .... you feel a
little bit dumb. (nervous laugh)

Dumb because you're wallking with her because she's ugly.

Yeah! (general giggling)
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F.:

fveryone's looking at me.

(general giggling)

Have any of you ever been disliked for what you feel ‘
is an unfair reason? Because somebody didn't take the
time to get to know you? : !

Not that I know of. (nervous laugn) s

(short silence)

I uh ... when I moved:in my house, I got to know a

pretty 1ot of the people>around there because I had.a
boyfriend right away, ygu know cause I started:liking

him so hg started liking me and you'know all the girls
sorta like ... he intr&duced me to all the other guys;

2nd then I had all thé@ther guys talking to me and
everything,ahd'all'the other girls, you know were really ..
Thev were just jealous. |

Wszg saying nghe just got here®, you know and she knows
all the guy#". ‘ﬁ
We had a ne;.girl in our eighth_ grade class. bhebwas ;
real cute, I don‘t know. ~ All the guys paid attention
to her and all of ué just sat there trying to get¢;hem
jealous, waiting for a new boy to walk in. 890 one came
in andhe was really ... a winner, but we went on with It
any way and tried mazing the boys jealous and ...‘but it
didn't work.

Ugh.

Vihy not?

I don"know ... cuz he was ugly.

Onh. That's what I thought you meant.
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(Silenée -~ then ziggling)

Something's going on.

vy

o

MeDos -I%'s a rubber band stuck in my tooth,
{silencs and giggling)
c.8 Hmmmd
(hore silence and giggling) - (murmnurings = one girl
' squeezing up a plastic cup.- all join in who have plastic aips

and giggling ~ more silance)

“.D;:- Oh, I know what we can talk about. ;
C.ty Tell me about it,
(giggling)
MD.s I don't know if this is very interesting, but .:..
c.H Talk} Ly
M.D. Wgll, T don't know if I caa tsll it.
c.fd | Will you talk?
M.D. Well, in basketballyyou know, Miss B,., divided us up, So

.

I'm on one team and this one girl was on her team and that
girl hogged tha hall all the time and didn't give anyons else
a chance and T thought ... I.was going to tell Miss B., (aervous
~ Jaugh) to let, ..... to tell her to let SOMeons alse sees.. I gave

everyone else a chance at the ball and everything. See I have
expariaence with running with the ball rsal fast, and everything
you know. Sea, I can handle the ball good.,

Fo: Unm=hmn,

M.De: And so I'd pass it to someong sea'causa 1liks when I was in

grade schcol, they had basketball and I'd pass it to someone
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and thay would dribble it but then they wonld lose it to the
other team, I folt kinda bad feuz I cculd have made a baskat,
T think. But this other girl starts from like that end over
there and she comes running like this all the way down with-
out passing it to one of her other teammates and T think that
she should give someone else a chance (nervous - embarrassed
gigglo)

Would you have anough nerve to tell her that?
Ummm. Yeah, I weuld, I will , I will, I will tell her._

(laughing)

‘Espacially, if she's on the opposing team, why was that

important to you? T .
Well, since wa're cne team, ths other girls should have practice

; -s 7 ]
too, instead of letting her hog the ball.

so?

She doss it all t%g time. Whenever she gets the ball, shs
won't let eeeeon ;ha'll run to the other basket.

Is that the other team?

ilo, sne's on my team, but we're like divided up.

You play like a practice game?

Yeah,

.Strange.

VWho is she?

I don't kn;w.

She wears glasses?
And kind of heavyg

Is.she good? Does she lose the ball by doing that?

Ton L o St . v (R . .
e - avensae " P i “ criuw
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4 o, tut ... I wouldn't hog the ball thoughe
.Ch, I know she has black hair. Yeahi I know who she is.
4nd hare cha conld Le passing to Claudia,.

C., you were on that side of the team, DUid you notice that

=== what'she's talking about?

MO, ees no, wa don't do that. Some peopls think we just ...
Like when I have tha ball I just keep giving it to her, you
know everybody else is guardsd, but the other people think ycu.
can got out of it real fast., But in ona minute you can't watch
ves She's frae for a second, so is she and you got to tﬁrow it
to the first one who you see is free, so, I'd always throw it to
here. | | : »

Ummmm=hmmmmis « Ybu‘mean that 's what people say to you?

Yaah, thsy always é&f‘thét vees but they sithar say the girls

~ usually throws 1t to the otier one s..

{short silance)

B0y, this .... thié_is thrilling today.

Well, this time I'm not going to hog it, I said T would hog
it, but I wen't. (she meant hogging the session)

I'm gonna cry.

(silence ; somaons crumpling paper & murmuring)
(1aughiing)

Let's'ésk herba quest fon and see if shs'll talk. Ckey, Patty,
ramsmber tﬁat ona tiﬁa when you rgined that T.¥.7

when what? (laughing and surprised)

When the T.V. room burnt down.

You better:shut up, éhe might beatrus‘;p or scmething.

RS

SN Y
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(giggling)

She might do what? ... Oh, beat you up.

Shut your mouth ...(lavghing) shut your lips. (P.'s mouth was
open in confusion )}

This>is really thrilling today.,:

(ziggling)

Okay, C® do you have anything else to say?

No ¥M,D., do you have anything else %o séy?

I said mine already. )

I know,

Why don't you say somaething (to F.)? You probably can think
of a lot of things. ‘ )

Like what? (é?éggiqg) ;If I think of something, I'11 say
16 000

I don't know ... I den't know...

Let's talk about wﬁy people are scared to talk,

(short giggling)

That's a good idea.

(g2é§{§ng) Along the line of what G. sazid, Yeah, I have some-
thing to say. One, why psocple are scared to talk and second,
how different people handle the silence ... like when we aren't
talking, how they behave. I think K. had an idea when she was
trying to tell you (M,D.) like =~ you said yours,

Yeah! |

I think you talk a lot....(giggling and agieement) and you
try to get other people to talk so thers won't be any quist.

Yeah, well my mother says that to me a lot.
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Yaah, ... vhat do you think I was tryiné to tell you.
(a sophemore came into room to get parbage)
Is - this a passway or something?
Ummmm-Lmmm .,
Hay, we got some garbage hera ( holding up her empty pop cup)
A nickel a cup, you gotta pay to pick:up.
Hey, that rhymes.
I'm a poet snd didn't know it.
G., what ideas do you have as why pscple might be scaredlto
talk,
I doen't know ... maybe, they dontt know us as well as the
rest of us know sach other and they don't know‘what to say.
Or maybe t@ay feel a little bit stupid,
Yeah, that they fegi’theg ars afraid to speak out!cause thev'd
pe Wrenge
Uh Huhl
I'm:usually like éhat when a-teacher asks a question and I'm
too scarod to answer 'cuz I think the answer will be wrong
and everybody will laugh at me.'
I feel like that too,
I used to feel like that too.
I sti1l do.
My mother says, you should speak up though, 'cuz that's ths only
way you laarn, If it's wrong, shet!ll correct you,
Just about that point....., have any of you ever had the answar
in your head arnd you didn't say it and then somsbody else said

it and you were right?
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Almost all in unison: Yeahl
In Spanish Class.,
T told my-mother I know the answer somatimes and she waits
for averybody %o have the answer and I'1l have the answer,
but I‘éon't say t'em and I say5 .... and she told us she's gonna
start grading us on how we respond in class and averything,
But the ona's:in -ths back ...
{gensral laughing)
What about tha one's in the back? Oh, saparate the one's
in the back?
Oh, dean't do thatl That's what sho told me and she goas,
separate yourself like that, T .eceee
Who said that? Your taacher?
Yeah, Tcmts Y knew ... I got really madlcuz last week 2hh ¢ose
you know, thas advanced Spandsh Class told us that wa were
going to go to Spain. She askesd Miss T., last week.
Tomds
TomAs,.I don}t care and she goesx.... you know like were we
going? Miss T., says “Yeah, you'll go. Whoevar is interested
I'11 take you, you know.
Really, to Spain?
Yeaht
To Madrid,
Yeah,'cuz somas other people wers golng, you know so we ware
really thrilled. And today one girl asks her and she goes,
"No, 'cuz you're not native speakers and you're not ....
Youlrs not maturs enough.

Yeah, you're not mature enough.
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Who did she tell this to?
Our class? but you know what isntt falr tho! is like ....
at the béginning of the year, we learned how to say "What's
your name?" And like she could teach us like, " Whare do I
live?" What do I do?" She could teach us those kinds of
words. And T don't even thinj they'll get lost anyway, you
know.
She don't even know how to say casssrols.
Wa wera ,... wara kind of wondering, becauss she wasn't ﬁalling
us no details about it, youn know, Like I don't know, just
little stuff.' So that's when this one girl and she goss no,
ro, yourcan't go. So ws ware real mad 'cuz after all this
time we wers asking our parents,
I aslhcd already. My Ma aind she Sald, yoaly, I uvould,

And she says '"No'",

Ohhl I told my Dad that T said I didn't want to go.

Mrs, Del Co ose. she let ,,. she's our teacher 'cuz I'm in the
advanced Spanish sese |

You're Spanigh?

Yeah!

Really?

(1aughing)

You know, first of all she said "They can't go", Then aftar
a while she says, you can go if you have somebcdy thare to

translate for you, you know.

Uh huh |

She said," You gotta have permission from your parents, the

po el
pinet e
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principal and ..
But you go during school vacation, I'd rather stay here
in the states, '
How sxpensive is this trip?
$319.00.
$319.00, T think.
But she changed it down, I think.
How!much is it?
$290,00, I think.
Ohh}
Whee!
She's gonna gat the cheapest plans that sha can get.
(all laugh and make fun)
C., it will bs highjacked to CTuba. TYou know she'll give us
that cne,
She was talking about planes getting highjackdd to Cuba,
Now sha's not golng to let you go.
(laughing) |
No, she's not taking us on the chéapest plans. There's ons
for $115.00 and we're going on the one for $290.00.
Are you going on a TL7?
It takss 10 hours to get there,
Ch, my God!
Forgst it. Ha, ha, hal
If you take the cheap plane it takes 20 hours,
Ugh! Tell her to-keep the $290.00,

That takes up a whole day.
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What ese. what seams to be the ,.. First of all, what group
was tha trip originally for?
All the Spanish speaking ...
They started it .... the advanced class and like I don'$
know. We heard about it and then we asked her and she said,
"Yes,“ and then next she said, "no", o
And that really mada a lot of people mad,
Yeah, and we thoughb.....
So it's not just for juniors or seniors or sophomores, or
frashmen.
No, just anyone,
Anybody in advanced Spanish Class. . b
She goes, anyone that's interssted. That's exactly what she
said. 4nd, Oh, I was so mad all day. I really wanted tc go,
tool
Well, is it necessarily, out. .
No.
Is there something you can still do +... I don't really under~
stand Qhat'shreally going on. Like what's her reason?
I don't know what her reason is.
Thay'ra just going on, 'cuz she said one in a great while..,...
this is really a great offer 'cuz for $290,00 to go to Spain

all the way around.

. But 1like what's the reason fa saying that your class can'$

go?

She said that they'!'ll get lost ‘cuz they don't know the language
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and all that. And they'll be ... 1t won't ba she said-it
wonl!y ba that interesting for them 'cuz they won’t under-
stand & word of Spanish.

You can know English and live in America and not get lost.
That's what we should t211 her,

I can get lost right hars in Chicago.

Bscauss you don't know the Spanish language?

Liks if you do (get lost) you have to say "where can I go?z"
And all that. Yoﬁ could learn that.

Whan is the trip?

April.

March,

March?

Fcr how long?

9 days.

Hmmm, 9 dayé?

But the thing is, it's not fair, becausa the sophomores, thay
took Spanish last year, They won't know that much Spanish
this year, And they'll gat té EO eeee

Uh huh}

All the sophomores, juniors.

Who are not taking Spanish now?

Uh huh, right.

Oh! No, the sophomores are taking Spanish now, thay took it
last ysar, but they don't know that much now,

Oh, I =ea,

"Thers's this ons girl in our Spanish class and shes fell



c.p

KoGot
IR
KoGa:
.5

KiGo:

C.S

K.G.:

.5

c.C

M.D.:

c.¢,
Ch. 5
ci.t.

K.G,.:

20
aslsep in class and the teacher was talking about her in
Spanish and she goes (mimicking a snoring girl) es.

{general laughing)

You know what I don’t like? I don't like it when our Spanish
teachar gets up there and talks Spanish and I don't know what
she's saying,

She doss, she doss., We don't understand a word she's saying.
We sit there “uh huh, yeah, no, I mean .eee

Wa do. |

And we get it by ona word, but ...

Yeah,

Bu% like the first day we ever cames in, she was talking to

ug in English and then all of a sudden hare came this Spanish
Brrrr!

We d idn't evsan know what hit us and ...

(1loud chat%or and shrill giggling by K.G., M.D. and a few othars
~ words lost)

In our Spanish class we're not to talk, we'ra not allowed to
talk one bit of English,

Ohhhl

The only one that's allowed to talk English is .....

Mazgte?

Ro&ie 'cuz she don't know that much, Oh and Maesie is okay.
She '11 misunderstand some things, but she knows a lot of tha
Spanish words.

That's because Josie teachss har.
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Ci. ¢ She gats mad at us. "Don't talk English" ofi this or that.
1Cuz half of the words you know, we don't know how to pro-
nounca. She éays a word and we know what the dafinition is
but wa'res not sure about changing the word endings and she
gats mad. '

Ch.S Ughhl

M.R. - Mrs. T., I got somethin' I wanta ask ya', but it might sound
kinda.dumb. But like ummm,.... 1f you, if a girl geis caught
smokin' in the bathroom she gets immediately kicked out of
school, but like I walk into offices, like taachers offices
and stuff like that, or with you, and like ycu can smoke thsre.
And like in the office there's wood and everything liks that

and in the bathroom it's all cement,

oy

Um hm.

M.R.E And 1like I realize that you're oldsr and you're a teacher and
sverything, but 1like the seniors they're what? They're about
18 and so they should be allowsd to have a smcking lounge or

something like that.

MeDos Or a smoking area.
K.G,: Yeah,
Fot The only thing I can say is when I was in high school wa did

have, I mean we put through the Student Council a smoking room
or smoking area. But for three of the years that I was there

you know like up until the junior we couldn't smoke any placs.
Ons reason, just the fact that although you could tell by uni-

forms, but once thare were times when you didn't have to wear
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the uniform, ycu couldn't just go up and ask a girl who's
smoking are you a freshman, sophomors, or a ssnior and prove
it. So it was just a matter of being abls to recognize the
grade you were in, And secondly, most Catholic schools, if
not all, just say a flat out "no". Mainly, becauss you've
got 3 groups of people; freshmen, sophomores and juniors -
they're pretty much against smoking. And only one grades for
it. So it's almost 1like the majority is tha one that out-
weighs the boat, Uh .... it may be something like the wood e
and stuff, but I doubt if it's really the safety as much as\
the actual psrson who's smoking.

Yeah, but like, Miss Z., and everybody sverytime like in the
beginning of the year they always said smoklng .... don't
smoks and stuff like this and they spread it, you know, a
real 10% anaG ey Wil ees Mads bLils ruies uu v roal leavy auwd
everything like that. But in the bathroom it's just all
cement like and in the rooms there's a lot of wood. And like
they always said "Well the reason wa don't want you smoking

is because you might start a fire aﬁd if you start a fire, how
could we get all the girls out?" And to me that sounded 1like
the main reason, like that thay didn't want anybody to smoke,
Well, 1like I said, that's my .... I don't know why they make
their rules. I would think it waild be for another reason .
Anybody elss ever heard of another reason?

slo, but at dances they always let you sanoke upstairs on the

Lhth floor.
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Yeah!
That's why I doﬁ't undarstand. (several girls talking simul~
taneously - words lost) They don't know if you're a sophomore,
seniors,or what you know,
The boys seese
They allow the seniors to smoke when there'!s dances?
No, anybody can smoke up there no matter what grade yocu're
in. I don't know why they don't let 'em.-do it now.
A third grader can go up there and smoke if they want to.
(some laughing)
I mean like my old , like soms of my girlfriends still go up
there and everything and like in bstwesn your classes and avery-
thing you can just walk right out in front of them and have a
cigaretts and it's a Catholic school too, But it's a boy and
girl school, but it's Catholic.
Um hmm,
And they get to ... and they can go cut in between classes any-
time they want, like and just have a cigarette right in front
of the school, I guess, if they want to., And like you can go
in the bathroom and they don't have ashtrays in the bathroom
and T don't know how much trouble you'd get in, but I don't
think you'd get kicked out if you did. And it's still a very
strict school., I mean you gotta wesar uniforms and stuff liks
that.
Um hm

And T mean they:don't have any trouble over it or anything like
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that.
Um hm. _
I don't think this school would have any trouble if they'd let
‘em, That wouldn't keep tham from doing it 'cuz theres are
s0 many kids that get caught smoking in the john anyway.
Ummm hmmm,
If they'd let 'em do it they wouldn't stay into so much trouble.
Yeah a lot of freshies. They never catch the seniors tho' avery-
time you go in there the bathroom stinks like anything.
Oh, yeah.
Yeah, I know even though I don't smoke in thers, after I go in-
when I came out, you know, I smell like smoke alrsady. And
like if the teachers would lst us go out like batween classes
and stuff, then the girls could smoke and have their cigarettes
then ana then there woulan‘t D& SO much sSmoking in the batnrooms,
Um hmnm,
Bacause like somo of the bathrooms you walk in and they're all
cloudy and stuff. There'’s Just one big thing of smoke.
Yeah,
And T don't think it would be that bad if ah (... they'’d let
ese 1f we could 50 out.
Uh huh, 7w v ow |

You know, what.they should do? When they build the new McDonald's

. they should let us go to it for lunch.

Yeah.
They should let us go out.
It would be jam packed tho!,

]
I really think so, you know because they'rs losofponey anyway

on that cafateria. I never buy nothing in that cafetaria any-
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way, except for the machines, I never buy no;hing, thot,
From the counter.

Man , you get ripped off. Even potato chips-you get this
much for a dime.

A tiny portion for a dime.

Sandwiches, L5¢.

L5¢ for a sandwich

(laughing)

You can rip that placs off. I saw seniors go up and steal
You can steal from that place like anything. Yesterday, the
first time I stood in line, what waézéettin', the taco, Me
and her (M.) were gonna share it, and they tastad bad anyway,
but we wers just standing there and girls were Just coming
(demonstrates girl stealing from counter and holding item
behind back) and their partners run away and right away I
turns to her and I says, I'm paying for this and they'rs gattin!
away?

Uh huh}

I couldn't believws .., it mads me laugh 'cuz you sit there and
ees how many of 'em were doing that? (to M.)

Five,

Even Tt1l tell ya! more, I'll tall ya' one more good one, Ah
huh,

Yeah, they're over there rripping off everything ..
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Becazuse this girl was standing thare right in front of me and
she goes la=-dsa-do-des~dum (hunming while mimicking the girl
stealing a slice of cake) and she, you know, the gggca is like
on a little %ray thing.
Yeah!
And in a pisce of plastic paper. And she goes, oh (hums)
then she walks away and I said "Gee". .
I wouldn't mind getting somsthin'! (? fres).
T was gonna do if ons day.
I don't mind payin' for the stuff, but it's so high pricad.
L5¢ for a sandwich}
For a tuna fish sandwich, L5¢(
I know and then you're supposed to put it in that 1little oven

thing and it doesn't work, You put it 1in, it's warm when you

~get it out and you get back to the table and it's cold.

We sven put'it in there twice.
Last year, when T went ..., I didn't go last, but the year before,

there was this one school by our school, Drummond, it was a

2unlion sohaul, e aoed to oo Rhrrs o osan

public school, we usad to go there to cat and =:30¢ for mashed
potatoes, meat, peas....

Yeah.

Yeah, T know,

And chocolate milk.

And hers it's 30¢ for one, you know, whatever it is,

15 to 20 cents for a pint of milk. Go to the store and rip it
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off from the store for nothin' (laughing)
At ths school I live near it's the same thing. Thay give
vegstables, potatoes; meat and a carton of milk for about 0¢
arnd they haa sesee

D gents?

MoDe & KoGo: (talking at the sams time so words lost)

M.R.)

MR

M.D.:

KoGa:

M.DQ H
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MJD.:

You know, spaghetti and hamburgers and stuff like that in case
you didn't like one of them you could have the other ons.
Was.that a Catholic school?

Yeah, This was., Then they had about 5 kindsof dessert, They
ought to have that here.

Thatts like at a hospital., All I have is vegetables. Yeah,
And chicken sandwiches (laughing) (some general t:l king)

I'm not saying this school +... Something's wrong with it, but
God, the prices ave .,,.

It's bad snough. Tha tuition's $390.00,.ss plus all the other
stuff you have to pay for,

Like uniforms.

Luther North, now it's like almost a thousand.

Our Lady of Grace had a lot of pscple in there,

Just'cuz you went thers, I think the sams of nine.

Sometimes it's much bettser to go to a public school.

This one girl got transferred from Sheraton to hers,

Well, goodia, goodie,

And you know her?

Who is she?

K. (a girl's name)
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Oh, y=ah, She went to my grammar school befors she got kicked
out {laughing) She did}
Yeah, she was smoking right by the mailbox in front of school
and %hs stupid principal kicked her out. (lookad at clock)
Ohih! Class is over.
We could stay.
Befora you ...s can I just .,.. Did you havs any personal con-
tact with this smoking business? (to M.R.) or why was it '
bothering you?
Tou wouldn't want %0 .ese
Did somebody you know,or were you smoking, or 1like to smoke,
or somsthing?
(1augh)
I smoke and I know a lot of people smoks in the bathrooms and
like theyiil go cuiside and the Tirst tulag oy do 2z Might
up a cigarette because they want one so bad.
They need it,
1Cuz like they have to go through the whole day without smoking
and when you get outside you want ohe so bad, you know, 4nd
I think it's not really, you know. I can see their point, I
really can, but then in another way, I think it's stupid becauss
in a lot of schools that I know of, you can't smoka in the bath-
roomis, but they sither have smoking loungss or you can go out-
side,
Umm hmm,
To have a cigarette and it 's not as bad then bescause then like

ths studsnts they don't smoke in the bathrooms. They don't
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hava that kind of problem or anything. find the students thay
don't try to get away with trying to 3ses how many times they
can go { to smoke) in the bathrooms and everything for a
cigarstte..., they just walk outside and it's not as bad.
They should let you out.

They're afraid you're gonna cut out,

They should let yowout 'cuz if you have L mods you have to
stay in the cafeteria or the library ...

I know, |

For all that time. T don't know why they don't just let us
go out,

How many peopls cut clascas inside of school? Just as many
people would cut classes if they let 'em ouf.

And T got one day where I've got from 9 o'clock '#il 5 to 12
(o'clock) fres. And in that time I could go home, lay down
take a rest and.come back againl

I could too.

You can't leave during that tima?

Nocol )

Nos You can't leave school until after your last class,

It's like, if you get caught doing it, you'll gat in a real lot
of trouble..., you know because ...

You mean even if you don't have any classes for that span of
time, youlve got to stay around herse,

Yeeesl That's stupidl They're afraid we're not gonna come
back.

I4vs tarrible,

Well you know the first thing that I think about is dapending
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upon how strong your student council is or how active thay
are, gat together and decide on soms of the thing. Ya'! know
I don't really have too much sympathy for peopls who talk about
such and such a thing is wrong and if you havan't at least tried
to gat it through...
Yech §
You may have a lot more peopls that fesl the sams way., Then
if they say "No", then you can bitch and then I can sympathize
with you., I can sympathize at this point , but not unless you
at least try and ses whaﬁlyou know, thay might be receptiva‘to
it,
I doubt it,
And there's Just a lot of othsr schools that thsy let peopls
go out, you know, and they come back in and everything like

9 ..

PO TR B X PO S o - T IO T PN
Vila oy aad ity dentt hove 2 1ot of troublr thera

O S PRI AT I

Yeah, well whether you'fe talking about that or whether you'rs
talking about soma kinq’ of a smoking lounge seee

I betcha they make these rules up without, you know, any rsasons
why. (some laughing) |

Yeah, But there:really isn't much reason fér them to changs unlsss

somebody attacks them.

iwa'll attack 'em,

(many voices): Yeahl

Well, it doesn't have to be an angry attack.,
No, we know,

Maybs you don't kn;w what attacking means.
Yeah, just talk to 'em.

(some students leaving) Bysl Ses you next week,
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But you know, you den't want to say nothinz 'cuz then they'll
imou your naﬁo and gtart watching you and figure that you smcke
in school too.
Yeah, that's trus., I guess you have to bs careful about what
you say and how,
Bivel

Okay. Bys! Sees you next weekl
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SESSTON 12 2/23/73
e EI

Present: : Avsent:

c.c. R.B. (eye doctor)
M.A.G. K.G. (veterinarian)
¥.H. M.R.L.

c.5.

c.B.

G.G.

P.G. »

M.J. . ’
M.D. )

F.= FacilitatoR

(Before session formelly begins)

F. C., you look sad. Are you upset about something?

C.S. Yeah., One of my dogs ran away this morning.” They both got out
of thé yard but the big one came back honme,

c.S. Yeah. See, this group of dogs comes by our yard every morning.
So he got out to fol}ow them. I don't know where he is. As soon
as T get home, I'm going to take my other dog and go looking
for him, I don't know w@ere to loock for him though. '

F. What does he do? Jump the fence?

c.8. No! My dad left the garage door open., And he got out. He's
real little and doesn't know hid way home. The bigger dog canme
nome, My dad Just locked at him and he came running back, I
guess he said, "Okay!" (kind of laughing)

(Girls are still entering the session room. Various greetings
of "Hi" are being exchanged.)

- F. Well, with us, the iittle one Jumped the fence so we just bought

some chain like about 10 or 12 feet_and tied it to akpost 50 she
has room to run arcund and play but shé can't jump the fence.A
Maybe you can think about doing that.

Nextpage SKips o Emch of TS i10N 12D

- “ted,
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They don't know if sexually anything is wrong yet.
They don't know yet? |
Uh uh.

That's terrible!

Little seven year old girl. Tb&t's really sick.
(Words lost -- laughter) ,

People like that are mentally 111,

They should put them in Dunning somewhere;

That's true. Some of them should.

A1l these peobple talking’about peace and all., They should begin

with them.

It should begin in the United States.,vQShort silence)

What do yon do to protect yourself, 1if aﬁything should happen
to any of you?,~*p i

I wé:lﬁ £3 ot

I'd be pulling on his 1eg;- (Tape is uhcléar)

(A1l talking at{?ame time.)

The actions I do scare pecple more than anything. It looks‘like
I know Xarate, | i

And you make these Karaté sounds. That scares N.H. One girl

jumped in front of her face and went "Boo! !

“You didn't strike me, until today when we started talking about

it; as a person who would be too scarey.
What?
You didn't strike me before as a‘person that would be too scarey.

What do you mean?
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]

. Like youfre scared of the dark and scarea cf . ...

M.D. On, yeah,

C.C. The only thing I'm scared of is (? death).

M.A.C¢. I'm scared of the dark. Like at night if I'm thirsty and vaant
a glass of water I'm too afraid that something will be in the ‘
hall and come past me.

G.G. And are you scared to hang your feet ocut of the bed hecause

’

you think someone is under the bed.

M.D. I know! ‘

Cc.C. And. you think a man is going to grab your legs.

M.D. When I was a little girl, this boy next door was babysittingAme
and‘my brother. And we were on my mon's big bed. And we ﬁere
léying down. And he told us that this kid was in bed and an

alligator came up and grabbed him. That had me scared for so

long!

N.H. How old was the guy?!/

M.D.. I was about 6 or 7.

N.H. Buf how old .was he?

M.D. He was about my sister's age.

N.H. A boy babysitter! That doesn't sound right to me.

M.D, Yes, there's nothing wrong.

F, No, there are somé . v e

M.J. There's this one story, It's kind of stupid! It's about this
dog under the bed.

General: Oh, yeah! _

M.J. ~ This girl had her doé under the bed. And before she went to sleep
she'd always have him lick her hand. And then she could feel’

-
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confident, you know. And so, one night she put her hand down

by the bed and she, you know, got a lick. 3o . . . she didn't

 feel confident. But she went to sleep. And she got real scared.

So she got up and locked under the bed and there was a man...

General:  Ohh, no,

F.

M.J.
c.C.
M.J.
M.D.
c.C.

F,
M.D.
.
c.C.
M.D.

e

‘Yeaﬁ, one got away;

How did he know to lick her hand? Is that true?

T don't know. -

Meybe the dog.

But in the next rooﬁ her parents were dead!

Oh, God! (Sounds indicating fright. Several people talking.)
M., did you ever-read that story about that one guy. He Kilied ,‘
s0 many nurses? That‘was really scarey. * '

PY S Y

Yeah. Speck.

3

> ped alive.

And one nurse he forgot. She was under th
I neverxknew she was under there!

Yeah. She was-the oq}y one that got away.
I knew she was the oniy one that got away. I knew it when some-
one told me that. ” |
zou mean you had forgotten.

No. No 6ne ever told me that she was under the bed.

PP

T think that they should just kill them guys instantlylﬁlm{'

5 b 3

I don't think they should have & right to live. If they can
ki1l other‘éecple, they should die themselves., (Loud and angry)

I don't see how she éould stand 1t under that bed., I would have

dled. fw
thE

Yeah. I think I would have jumped cut of that window.

'

(Laughed)
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F, No; really. The mosﬁ you can do 1s break an arm or something.
M.D. Or a leg.
F. But, God! ‘I couldn't have stayed under that bed.

M.A.G. You break a leg and start hemorraging.
.C.C. When they called her back for the trial, she said she was stiil‘4
scared at the thought of it.
F. Yeah!
M.D. You know where the safest place for me is living in a jail. I
;T think 1t'§ the only place you can't get killed, (Some‘laughter)
C.C. How did it happen then? | o
F. " He apparently was dating one or two of the nurses. And hé knew that
eight girls lived there. And I don't know 1f they'd broken up '
or one girl wasn't going.to‘qéte hime or something. And he came
and as each nurse was c;hing.in from work he just kept them in the
house and was tying their arms in the back anda just killed them
. one by one. ;
M.D. With a gun or & knife? - |
F. It so happened. I think with a knife ., . .
General: Ughh!

F. And'raped them. And so there was one girl who was spending the

night. And so that made 1t nine girls. And he knew only eight
lived there. SQ he only locked for eight. That's why that one

_ girl got away. DBecause he knew he had killed eight but he didn't
_ '4rea}ize one was only a visitor,
N.H. )Did the visitor get away?
F. ‘No. . The visitor was one of the'one's tpat got killed, One of

the girls that lived there was the one who got away. But see,

4
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he didn't mow them by face; he just knew the number that lived

there,

You know I can't stand to hear about that stuff because one
time in California my sister almost got killed. (Voice lower)
Really? How? I mean directly or like a car accident?

Well . . . see . . . it'sv. e « like . . Oh . . . Wait (Eyes
filling with tears)

I feel so sorry.

She can;t ever think. ) | )

No, Iccan think“abbout-itibut I!m too afraid to say it. (Silence)

What, is it hard to talk about it?

Wailt, : |

ngg long ago did it happen? (Silence)

June,

What happened? (Silence)

Wait., (Blank stare i?to ceiling, eyes tearing up more -- silence)
(Hands over face, face down on knees crying.) 7

Aw ., . . she got away. It's alright now. (¥, holds M.D, and rubs
hair and neck) (Other people shuffling feet, nervous, looking

at clock. Silence) It's okay. (Silence)

(Crying and head still in hands. Voice muffled) He almost
killed her.

With what?

He could have pushed her over the cliff, (Silence)

Was he trying to? ‘

I don't know, But the fire engine made a wrong turn and he

saved her. (Silence)
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Sﬁe's ckay ncw?

Yes, Bul ghe started pulling her halr and started beating her up.
Did they catch him?

No! She was supposed to go to testify at his trial but she was
too frightened. |
She was supposed to go to a trial?

Yes, |

Is she still scared about 1t? 'Of;is she over it?

No. But shevﬁas dreams at night;

Bye. (About two zirls leave)

(Raises up, wipes eyes)

Are you okay?

Yes, (Silence) ‘ ‘

Is it somebody who kn&ﬁs wherevtﬁéy could find her now?
We have a picture of him, '

Does he know how to find her? Where che liveé?

He was doing bad thinés to her.

Trying to rape hér?

(Shakes head "yes")

Did it mess her up emotionally at all?

(Shakes head "no")

That's good. (Silence) You must be close to her.

Huh?

Are you close to her?

Her? Yeah. And I never hit my sister againu.

Which cne is this? ’&our older sister?

No. BShe's real pretty.
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F. How old is she?

M.D. She's 21 now. I only have one other sister and brother,

F, Well, she's lucky she's okay and it's good she doaggft have
any emotional scars now,
(A fevw more girls leave)leaving Just P.G., M.A.G. and N.H.)

M.J. et al.:. Bye |

¥, Bye-bys. Was she dating him or scmething?

M.D. Yeah., He took her out te the forest., And he started dolng mean
things to hef. |

F. Like trying to.rape her or something like pull her clothes off?

M.D. No. He told her -to do that,

M.D. Then he startéd'pulligg,hex-hair. Then the flre truck came.
. She was awfully lucky.
M.D. (P.G. gives her a kleenex) Thanks, P.

r, Thanks, P. Was she visiting someone?

M.D. She was living with her girlfriend. And she was the unlucky

one that had to go.

F. That had to go where?

M.D. Out with him! |

. Oh!.

M.D. Then she came home on the day of my cousin's wedding. We had to

leave early.

*3i
.

You mean after you found out about 1t?
M.D, My mother called. And she told us what happened. And when I

>
went . . . I 'like to go there and k111 him.
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Thatt!s a natural feeling to have. It's too bad she couldn't have

gone to court so he could be put away.

He'd provably . . «

He'll probably try 1t onbsomebody else and someone else will
take him to court.

(Putting on coat to leave.)

Bu£ you needn't feel embarrassed ahcut crying today, M. Are
you feeling any better now?

Yes,

.

Okay. See you all next week.
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(cC. B., M.A. G.,v .» K.G. and M.D. discu531ng fights with their
brothers and tﬁe dangers of being(molested on the streetsi This
céhVéfsation occurs before the Session”formally hegins and as-
the_otﬁer membeis_are coming into the room. Session begins as
girls sit eround fhe tape recorder.)

Yﬁur brother 1s older? )

Yeah. He's a punx too! (Laugh** f

They found out how old he was at his job. fheybwouldn't firé

‘him but he had to quit.
Why? What do you mean "how old he 1s"?

Because he's only 16, And they can't hire you until you're 17.

' Oh, I thought it was 16.

No. ' 'Cause you gotta be in school. ‘ ;

Is this the"brother'who was in the Audy Home or something?"
Yeah!

What was he ih there for?

Huh? |

What was he 1n there for?

He ran away three times,
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F.. For how long? ‘ |
" K.G.. One time;was for a week, next tiﬁe was .. . .‘First time was over-
night. Next time was for a week.. One time . . . he went and
got caught for tfying to take my fatherfs car. And he called the
éolicé;'?’ ' 7 '
M.D.  What onkéarth for?! (Snidely said)
K.G. Because he hates my father. But we all hate my father. So that's.
M.D. I don't.‘-Mylfather's‘nice; 5 '
F. You hate' him too? Whet does he do?’
K.G. Becapse.he:s séﬁpid end mean. He calls us liars and evérythihg;‘
M.b. Because &od're probably rotten to him!’
K.G. We are. (Laughing) |
M.D. See! o , ,
K.G. .Oﬁéltime T told him to "shut up" and keep his hands off me because
T hatéd him. And he etarted hitting me back.
C.B. A‘(Laughsk“ﬁeh! 'Heh!") :
F.  Your father?
K.G. Yeah.'
F. Is he your real father?
K.G. Yeah. My only father. But I'd trade him in for a new car! ~(Laughs)
And my ‘grandmother hateé him too. Because he beats up my mother
“all ‘the time, He beat on her one time and her. eye was all like -
this. '
F. Ohhih!
K.G. He called the police on nimself and my mother says, "Oh, no. He-

didn't do nothing. It was a little family argument."”

Seversal: - Ohhh!: K
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K.G. And she goeé like this, "Oh, don't call your grandmother! Don't
call your grandmother!"’ I didn't. She goes, "Tell her that I
was so drunk after the wedding that I fell in the tub."

M.D.  (Laughing) : 4 '

F.  Is she afraid of him?

K.G. No. shg stands up to him.

M.J; That's the same thing with my grandfather ., . . He does that,

K.G. I'd 1iké to'go live with my grandmother. She's got a nice

| housél I like 1t over there. '

M.D. Oh, C. went heme. G. had to go to the orthodontist.

K.G. To get her braces removed.

N.H. I get mine tonight.

c.B. @G. has a sister too. _

K.G. A dumb sister and a‘punk brother.

Ff You have tw0 cfher o v oo 2 o '

K.G; YEah, A dumb sister and a stupid brother! Noﬁ my brother is
stupid too. (Laughing)

F. Are you the oldest?

K.G. No, my brother.is. He's 16,

F. | So you re in the middle?

K.G. YEah. I wish my mother would have had that other boy. Oh, that'd

"be fun

F, Why? ‘
K.G. Because! She lost a baby and then the two of us would always
fight. ‘Two against two. Now my brother brings his boyfriend over

and *» e "

C.B. Then you got to fight them! (Laughs)
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No! We don't. It was funny. Cause he almost broke my sister's
foot. He poured salt all over and threw ice cream at my sister!
It was a free forall,

If my brother did that, my father would send him to the moon!

My father wouldn't even let us do that,

Nelther would my father. »

Your father won't let you fight? A

He won't if he sees my brother throwing something. ’

I got mad gt my brother and threw him against the wall,

My mother pushed my brother through a window! t
Are;théfe a lot of fights at your house or something?

Yeah! Constantly.

In grade school someone was always fighting.

Iit's fun!’

No, it isn't! cCause . . . It's fun, bud . . . I went to the stare

and I beat this one guy up. My mother said, "M., come back out

~now!" I knocked., T used to run up to my brother and hit him and

scare him, He won't stand there and let me scare him, he'll run,
He's got good sense! (Laughter)

My father is like a teacher. If we're nice to him, he'll be nice

to you. That's how you have to be to some teachers. But if you're

not nice to him. He won't be nice to you. But see we always have
to be nlce to my father, cause sometimes we need him to do things.
But sometimes we don't.

I never go to my father for anything.

But, see, that's because you're not nice.



T know,

You don't respect him.

T respect amy mother but not my dad.

My ma got mad at my sister's boyfriend and threw a knife at him,
(Laughihg) : : S .

A knife? _

She had a whele ﬁunch of kniveé, ya know, She got mad at him
and threw one at him, o

She sounds like she's crazy!

Your mothéf go£ mad and threw a knife at your sister's boyfriend?
Yeah. (Laughing) |

What's the matter with your mother?!

No. My mother got mad at him.

My ma doesn't throw knives at anybody.

5 Shrcw cozt hangers and junk 1ike that but never a knife.

When my father gets mad at my sister's boyfriend he just sits

in the kitchen! (Laughter)

M.D,

M.A.G.
M.D.

-

K.G.

M.D.
K.G.

He never goes in the living room or sits there watching them.
He sits in the kitchen. When my fdther gets mad at my sister's
boyfriend he'W won't come in and say "Hi".

My dad does that,

But he should! That's what my father does. (Short silence)
Would you really like to move away from ybur house?

Yeah. I want'to move to my grandmother's house. It's so quiet
there,

G. would have fun at our house, man.

No thanks!
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K.G.

M.D.
KQG.

K.G.

"I sald, "I'm gonna get out of here,'

our ‘house is fun! Well . . .

Oour house sounds a blast! These two girls come in Sunday night
when our brother}waé beatin' us up. And this one goes, "Man, F.
[brother] you're mean!" And my sister goes over there and she
almost missed to kiss her and almost pushed her Qut the window.
And this big kid is almost 18 years old. And, oh. God.

Hi, P. (to a girl opening door‘by mistake.)

And . . . he's mean. In a way he'é nice, but . . . Cause he likes

<

to see us fightf

A

Who'!s that?

This kid, M. He's got a sister who is a sophomore here, He

likes to see us fight. He says "Round 2 tomorrow night!" (Laughs)

Last night he went out on
our front porch and he rang these deaf people's bell you know.

and iike.the bell and light gocze on in thedir honse von know. And
o (=) ) M

so they came down in the hall and they go like this. And he rang
“the bell of the people on the second floor, but his wife and the

baby:are'in New York. So he came out in the hallway by himself.
And he unscrewed the light, you knoﬁ. And these deaf people are
ué%ﬁtting on the stairs, And they came down and they're loocking
around. And he goes like this, panting,to the bell and everything.
And I just . ; . I told them ours rang too. But ours don't work!
And he went out and rang it twice again. Ohhh!

Now this is your brother or his friend?

This . . . my brother's friend. He's mean., I don't like nhim , . .
(Pause) And then he comes by Saturday. I wasn't doing nothing.

I was Just outside and he threw a bug eRf at me,
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K.G.

F.
K.G.

M.D.
N.H.

K.G.

Ugh! , _
And then he's always going I'1ll buy you a pizza and stuff like that
1f you don't tell your father and I g0, "No, I'm gonné tell my
father. You can keep your pizza and junk. But I'm going to tell
my father." And then my sister goes, Mgell, if you tell daddy

and T take the stuff, they're not going to do 1t anymore," I

said, "I don't want him to do it "

Do what? _

Throw stuff at ‘us and beat us:up aﬁd everything. Cause theyidon't
suffer! . . . My brother's friends aren't about to . . Like
Saturday they offered us pop. o

His friends?

Yeah. And ny brother. And this kid always ends up paying for
what my brother does. Ohh! Me and my sister go M., [brother's

friend ] you better waich F K.G.'s brothcr] beocause he's adding

_up & big bill with you. And you're gonna havé to keep paying

. for all our accidents.

(Loud screaming laugh after popping a bag)

D.! "

And he goes, "Alright, let's stop fighting." And everytime he comes
over I say, "You cause trouble and you're gonna go right out."”

And one.time my mother was right in the house, and my brother

was making trouble. And my mother just looked at him real hard.
Ana‘my father coﬁes home. And my mother gets real nervous and

my father Jjust starts screaming, "What are you doing?! What are
you doing to your mother? Look at how nervous she is!" Ha! Ha!

Let's hear it. (Bag pops on the recorder,)
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. We'll listen to it at the end.
M.A.G, Like I don't know, My brother used to beat up on . . .
F. Your father?

M.A.G. No, my brother,
K.G. He used to.beat up cn who?

M.A.G. This one kid., And so . . . he'd beat up on him. He's real wierd.

And so now he's real friendly, you know, We ran into him over
the summer and hg's réal friendly.

F. Did you ever help your brother fight or?

. C.B. My brother helps ne,

#‘ M.D. One time this cone bo& was pounding my brother's head on the ground.
So I jﬁmped on him and said, "You leave him alone!" I started
swearing at him. And I punched him in the head.

. ) ,,10‘3) - .
C.B, You snouiﬁanao LI went Lhwougli., I nad

L I T T S - T
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My brother and his ‘friends,fne's around 175 pounds and 6'2",

K.G. Béy, that's how muéh I weigh! (K.G. is heavy but not 175 pounds.)

Several: (Léughing)

C.B. And so this kid threw my glasses up oh the roof and my brother
flipped the kid right through to the garage. Honest to God!
My brother got mad and he really threw him. And he went sailing
over to the garage, The kid went, "What did you do that for?"
My brother said, "Well, why did you throw my sister's glasses up
on the roof!"

K.G. My sis. . . My brother will fight for me., I don't know. It must
have been about three weeks ago. These three guys Jumped my

brother. They beat him up against'a wall, smashed hls head against
the wall, I found him. They. pushed my brother through our basement
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window. And my father says, "Did you beat 'em up?" And then my
brother's laying there in the gangway. And then they came home.
They take the thfee guys'to the police station, My father comes
home, My brother comes home, Well , ., . they go to the hospital
at 1 o'clock in the morning. They come home and I go, "Well,
what's the matter?" He says, "Nothing." But he can't sleep
more than 5 or 6 hours, Bécause he has a concussion; he'll wake
up and he'll start seeing double and triple. I said, "That'll
be funny!" So then my father goes ahead and drops the chhrges.
agalnst éll three of those kids. | '

Why?

Because they threatened to . . . that if my father didn't, they
were going to beat him up‘again. »

What would he . . . If they um?

If you're standing out in front of your own house, and somebody

‘comes and jumps you, what's your father gonna do?

Go out there and beét,the hell out of those jerks!

But we just mo&ed tﬁere! We don't like movin'l! (angry)

But if your life is in danger. God!

What do you want us to do? Get killed?! (angry)

What do you think about your father's decision to drop the charges?
I didn't think it was right! In a way. Because these kids. One
of these kids is 17 years old who hit my brother., He has the
same parole officer as my brother dofs., And the parole officer
told me that any of those three kids or any other kids that beat
ny bfother are just going . . . to Jail. And the parole officer
toid me that.
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Well, there is a lot of parocle officers by G.'s housef

There's only one! You don't live by my house!

Yeah, T know but . . . You're talking about it like it's the slums!
God! ' |
Thanks a lo%, D. It's only six blocks from your house,

No, we got 1little Italy. Little IRge town at our house.

Oh, that's all slums,

Not by my house.

I can say the same about you that you say about me!

Over by [street names].

That's the junky place,

What about [street name]? You live a block away from there.

And it's slums,

No, it's not. It's good. (She llves there u.)
" We get these stupid phone calls every night. The people stay on

,the line, Last night . . . not last night . . . night before,

T went to bed, turned off all the lights, covered myself up
and the phone rings. People won't get'off and my mother goes,
"Get off this goddamn phone!" And the next time they call, she

goes like this, "Good evening. Western Union. May I help you?"

~ Boy, they hang up that phone awfully fast!

(Laughs)

I £eil my mother fo change the phone number, And she goes, "Right!
And they'll charge me $17." Well, wculdn't you rather pay $17
than be threatened? I would. ‘
You mean these are people who know where you live?

Yeah. It's these people over on [street] that my brother got in

trouble a lot with,
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N.H. You have to pay $17 just to change a phone?

F. Yeah. \I know it'sﬁ%retty high fee.

K.G. Just for a lousey seven numbers too,

N.H. My grandmother's got a private line,

F. Unlisted?

K.G. We used to have a party line with this other lady. Then if you
didn't get off the phone right away, she'd start hollering aﬁd stuff,

F. On a prty line? |

M.A.G. Yeah. |

N.H. You can hear other people talk on a party line., But on ours we

can't hear anyone talk.
M.D. We can. We've got a party line at our (words losf). And ve can
hear her say, "Come on and eat" or something.

F. - Are you the only perscn where the phone rings? Like when it

3 _rings, does 1t ring in anybody else's house?
E M.D. No.
i F. Well, that's not a party line.
M.D.  ©h, yeah. It's an extension; G,
K.G. I didn't say party line, stupid! 7You said it.
M.D, You said it!
_N.H.. Liéten to it on‘thé tape. (Laughs)
K.G. Yeah. Play it back. (Several talking and saying "No" to the
idea of replaying‘tape.)
> I want to talk about a little something today.
K.G.  About what? ‘

F. Where we ended up last week.

General: Oh, no ; . .

Ay
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About the naked man? !

No. (Some laughter)

You know, out where my aunt lives they havé those kind of phones.
One time my cousin picked up the phone and he heard someone else
talking.

Yeah, Now that's a parfy line,

I wish I were out there, )

Yeah. So you could 1isten to everybody's phone call,

i,wouldn’t want everybody to heér what I'm saying.

We got these walkie talkies for Christmas onetime., And one guy
said, "Wake up." And we could hear them talking back and fofth.
That would be funny! 4Listening to them talk.

How would you feel about someone listening to your conversation?

Oh, no.

-No.
"We tried to yell through it to see if they could hear us. (Short

silence)

Those walkie talkies don't go Very far, They're a big fake. We
got 'em a long time ago.

If somebody had a party line and listened to what my grandmother
says to my mother, boy they'd never pick up that party line again,
What a sermon would they get! Ha! Ha!

If your mother was on the phone, you say?

My grandmother! (Laughing)

That sounds like G.'s grandmother.

What . . . your grandmother is kind of rough too?

No. She calls my mother. She tells my mother, "Nah! WNah! Nah!"
My mother says, "I didn't call to get a sermon!" (Laughs) She's

like a preacher.
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(Laughs)

My « ...

Does. she preach at you too?

No, my grandmother doesn't preach at me, cause she's too slow,

My grandmother can't yell. She can yell but she doesn't scare you.
(Laughing) I know. My grandmother's the same way.

Oh. ‘ |

I don't care what she does. She don't scare me. She talks a lot.
When I'm running from the kitchen yelling, "Grandma!"

I go in the other room and I laugh at her. (Laughs) Like jou'll
be in one room . , . I'll be watching TV at her house sometimes.
And she's in there talking to me. And you go, "What did she say?"
Because like if the dog's in there, she'll be talking to the dog.
And you at the same time, And I'1ll go out there, “what did you
say?" She goes, "I wasn't talking to you."

She's going, "Fido ~-- KATHY!" (Laughs)

My grandmother never talks and when she does talk, you can't
understand it. She talks so soft.

Does she live with you? or near you?

No, she lives down in Ohio. (Short silence)

Okay, everybody was here last week by the time wé got to the ehd
of the session except C.S3I was interested in what happedkd. We
weré close enough to the end wien M, started crying for people

to leave and kind of get away from the situation. And I'm wonder-
ing who felt embarrassed and how you felt when she started crying?
Who?

When M, started crying. You weren't here last week,

No.
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We were'talking about Speck and a lot of other things. People
being murdered and a lot of other things and rapists and stuff.
How bad it was in neighborhoods and stuff, And M. started crying

N
about how her sisterdglmost got killed last summer in California.
A4

T
Oh yeah.’
And what happended was P.G. And I think it was . . . Oh M. (M.A.G.) ..
stayed. And there was some third person here.
G.? C.?7 o .
No. At the end tlere was only me, P,, you and C,B, T stayed
and M. was here. . £

N. was out in the hall,

Well, what kind of typically happens is that when another person
is baving some kind of intenses emotional experience, like pain or
crying or something, other people tend to get embarrassed and they

leave., . .

" Talk about (word lost). ,
~And that's kind of what happened ¥st week., And so it's not that .

I didn't expect it to happen. 'But I do think it's Something
important for you to understand from both sides. How, you know,
it might be the way we get into situations that that's why people
feel embarrassed. (Interrupted by two girls entering the room.)
But anyway, I think that whatfs typical of our whole soclety 1s
that.we're not supposed to cry in public., And if you do, you feel
bad about it. Or if another pefson feels bad, what you try to do
is shut them up. And I think it's important for us to start talk-
ing about how we feég when M., started crying. And nhow M. felt.
And what seems to be the most effective way to handle it. Not for

that particular situation but in other similar situations.
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I don't think M. felt embarrassed bacause M.'s not that . . . I

don't know, I wasn't here but if I was here, I wouldn't have walked
out,

How did you feel about . . . what happened last week? Were you

Nnon . . . No., I was just crying.

How did you fegl last week?

If [name] had been here, she would have started crying éoo.

Well, that's‘what C. (C.B.) was saying. Well, you can tell her,
Well, T felt I didn't want to stay to make things werse. So I just
waited (in the hall).

Well, you were saying when somebody starts crying, you start crying.

Sometimes that happens to me sometimes,

‘M., how did you feel last week?

I felt sorry for her., But after I left I was thinking what we

had talked about before? About how'like if someone is needing
help and people Jjust pass them by and leave them alone and stuff,
Yeah.

And after I left I felt kind of stupid because we had been talking
about it and then everyone left. . . left her alone. So we did
ﬁhe'Same thing to her.

That's really true,. It'sﬁéood point., I hadn't thought of it fhat
way. 'Almpst that by leaving we . . . dropped her . . . walked out
on her, '_ |

Like maybe you could go help her or something. I don't know.

But then this firetruck made a wrong turn.
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Yeah, Wéll, I'm not that interested . . . I mean I'm glad that
everything ended up okay (for your sister)., But what I'm saying
right now , . . not only in yoﬁr situation but in all of our lives
there are going to be other situations where somebody is going to 7

cry or really.have some strong emotional thing that they have to

R e T AT s e

let out. Whether it's anger, or . . . usually-the ones that are
scarey are anger or really sad . . . when someone starts crying.
And ., ., . - - .

Oh, I do that sometimes,

o gy i

I noticed that the people who felt more comfortable in terms of .
staying here were P. and M., and someone said N. was here, I
Just know there were three people other than M. and I and one of

them was P.

- Yeah., I think she (P.G.) brought me the Kleenex,

Yeah, she brought you the Kleenex., But I'm saying it's important

for you all , . . each of you yourself, however you do 1t, to be

aware’ of the lmportance of hdw you respond to somebody like that.

You know, it might be that the person . . . some people when they
cry need to be alone. ’But other people might feel abandoned when .
. + i1f you get up and leave, So . . .

Yeah.

So maybe if you . . . like C. (C.B.) said, "I thought I would make
fhinés worse." Maybe for some people it will make things'worse

if they feel left all alone. So it's important for you to know
how you feel in those situations. Whether you feel uncomfortable
or embarrassed or whatever. (Short silence). Of if you're the

one who's going to cry, that you realize it's not a weakness. It
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tob@€ a lot of strength for her to have enough ., . . trust in the
group for her (M.D.) to cry like that and enough strength not to
Just hgld it in. That said a lot for her, to cry in front of us.

Um hm. _
, —~

I do that sometimes,

Because it's hard to cry in public.

Um hm. Cause When I do, I'm really upset. And T have to'cry on

people's shoulders. |

You haven't had a cigarette todéy. Are you quitting? \

Weil, Miss D. said that the rest of the faculty doesn't_smoke (in ‘

the rooms). And she asked that I didn't, so I said, "Okay". .

oh.
You're the only that's noticed all day! Except me (laughing). J

I'd really like to have one. (Laughter. Silence.) How did you

'~ feel last week? Were you aware that people were getting up and

‘leaving like M.(J.) was?

Yeah,

How did you feelé

I felt like crying. And I thought you shouldn't have asked her
all those questions, That you should have left her alone.

Okay. Ummm, I'll explain later why I . . . Well, I might as well
say 1t now, I don't know how you took it. You have a right to
feel as you did. But I don't know if you (M.D.) had ever cried
about it before but ., . .

I dia. |

Well, apparently it wasn't all out. T felt that . . . usually,

for me, and most other people.I know, when you have to cry about
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something, it qsually comes up in somebody's actual death, If
you haven't worked it out yourself on the inside, you need to
work it and to start seéing that things were bad, but théy may
not‘%g bad afterwards. Which is why I was asking, "Are there any
emotional scars?" "Did she get away okay?" "Is she still alive?"
So‘that (she) yod’can a? least see the, okay it was a bad thihg
that happenga..'But for right now today, at least for her things

are okay. ' So itfs so you can separate your feelings éccording to
what did happen from what could have happenéd. ~And you probably
would not have éried if T hddn't pushed you. .Buté you know,
although the pain . . . I know it hurt, I'm_sure%that,I kept push-
ing you. But I prefer to do that,thanvto Jjust let it go.

Yook, Tile frve T vaally don't ery at fonerals. Bubt T would,

But see, like, President Kennedy. I was five years old when he
died. And I cried. And I was at my grandmcther's funeral and ny
uncle. Any of my relatives. I never cry. I . . . laugh. Because
my mother and father were crying.'

I know, me too,

And I was laughing. And we got outside of my grandmother's

funeral. My brother starts crying "oooo". And I had to laugh.

What was funny then? What struck you funny?

No, it was . . . Because they were laughing.

They were 1aughing?

No. They were crying.

They were crying and yod were . , .

It was kind of sad but . . . I don't know., I never cry at funerals,
Me neither. Like one time . ., . it seems like when people are

crying and you're not, you're embarrassed cause they're sad,
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Do you think it's because you really are happy or . . . ?

No. Nq)cause when I'm happy I cry too,.

No, not that you're happy. _

It's like right then you don't have-that in you. Like they were ., -
« o like my ma grew up with my grandmothér. But see I really

didn't know my grandmother that well because she lived in Towa

mpires e o e

and . . , well, she didn't move here td Chicago. But she would
come for like a two week visit? | _ ;
Uh huh. o

And then we would go out there maybe once a year. | y
Well, most times at funerals a death doesn't hit me until ﬁaybe

by the time they put fhe body in the ground, But it may be weeks

later before 1t really hits me that this person is really dead.

And then I can cry. . _ .

I know.

See my great aunt and great uncle when they died? I didn't cry

at their funeral. My mom didn't either. Neither did my father. .
But see there were other people crying but I wasn't laughing that
time,

Why do you think you laugh?

Because it's funny. Cause they were crying and I remember not crying.
It's not really that she laughed.

Tt's not funny they died or anything. It's Jjust that it's funny
because you're the only one not crying.

Why? Are you wondering if there's something wrong with you that
you're not crying like the other people?

No. Like it was funny to see my brother cry because I've never

seen‘him cry.
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K.G. No,. cause it's funny to see him crying.

C.B. TIt's funny to see a man cry. Because usﬁally a man doesn't.
M.D. It's not really that funny, but . , .

F. Do you mean like a surprise or sometﬁing?

K.G. Yeah, Sarprise,

M.A.G. It's kind of like last week, you'knbw. Like M. is always laugh-

ing and you never see her cry. Even her friends don't see her cry.'

F. Did you laugh or smile when she started crying?
_M.,A.G, No.
F. Yeah, I'm just wondering, Sometimes you do just the opposite

of what you feel to try and cover it up. I thought maybe that's
what you meant.

M.A.G. I felt 1like laughing but I didn't want %o ¢o it out loud.
(Laughfer)

F. What would you have been laughing about?

M.A.G. I don't know. Just seeing her cry.

C.B. Remember her face is real fed when she cried?

F. Your mother?

C.B. No, her (to M.D.).

M.D. This is the first time I cried in thils school.

C.B. This girl didn't want me and another girl to work on a project
with her. And.I started crying. Me and this girl started cry-
ing and Mr. P, [teacher] was like, "What's going on?" You know,
And we started crying on his shoulder, And he let us go, you know,
He doesn't care at all, Oh, Gee! And it was embarrassing after
a while. And then he goes, "Don't let it bother you."

| N.H. I cry real easily, Even on T.V. (laughs)

'M.D. I know, -
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Do you get embarrassed when you cry in front of other people?
Yeah, I do,
I do.

‘No.

When it's something sad. I was almost ready to cry and then my
sister looks at me and I start laughing. Just when I was ready
to cry. And I do the same thing to her.

Like sometimes I look at T.V. programs that are sad, . Like Shirley
Temple shows. So anyway my sister makes fun of me when I cry.
Your sisters do that?

Yeah, when I start crying at T.V,.

When my sister»cries, she cries very easily. Like D.'s father
and Lou Garrett she cried,

Well, éee I like the piayers. But see I like both teams because
I like their uniforms. (Laughing)

Well, they're different from now, you guys! (Laughter) See
they're like anﬁique uniforms. And so I like old things., I
collect 0ld things. Like my brother gave my father those old,
fashion shaving Jjars they used to put the shaving cream on their
face? My grandfather probably had one of those. So we could not
find anything to give him, sé we went to this antique shop, I
like to go in there because T iike those lamps. My cousin gave
my ma this antique lamp for her birthday. It's about this big.
(About 1~1/2 to 2 feet) And it's real pretty but I don't know
if it works. Yeah,

And then we had some of the stuff from my grandma, It was like
antique, I don't know what happened to it but . . « I like old
things . . . antiques, See I have-a jJunk room with all kinds of
old things I collected.
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Maybe you'll be rich someday.
My whole closet looks like a Junk room., (Laughter)

C., how do you respond when somebody 1s crying?

I feel sorry for them.

I don't know (words lost).

Do you feel comfortable, uncomfortable, embarrassed at,all?

No.

Do you try to get out of the situation?

She cries. (Laughter) |

You what? She cries?

One time this girl was crying and she started crying (words lost).
All together now, girls, (Loud screaming and giggling)

I don't know. I sit there and start thinking of ail the things
that céuld be the matter with her or that it could be me.

Are you embarrassed? When she just said you cry when somebody
else does, are you embérrassed about that?

No. It's stt tﬁat they're always teasing me about it. Cause
every little thing, I'l1l cry. Or any time a sad show is on, I'll
cry. And like Sounder, a dog; he got shot in the face you know,
And you know that all the blood in his face was fake because it's
Just a movie. But still I couldn't stop crying. You should've
seen me, I couldn't stop crying.

When the father came home I was crying happy tears because like
my mom and dad was gone for a whole month in Europe, And like I
kind of missed him, but I didn't start crying, So like I was
thinking what 1if for that month he was in jail and I'd be very

happy too.
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If he were in jail for a month, you'd be very happy? (Loud
laughing and yells of "No!™) |

No, I'd be happy for him to come home,

Oh, I'm going to have to see that.

It Was a good show., (Short silence)

Let me have a simple show of hands. Who thinks it's a weakness
to cry in front of people?

A weakness?

I don't understand.

Like if you cry in front of people you're weak somehow.

(Several hands raised.)

M.D.
F.

N.H.
KOG.

M.D.

F.
C.B.
F,

. C.S.
M.D.

M.A.G.
F.

Oh, I'm strong though.

I don't mean that kind of weak, I mean that you're a weak person
thai . . . |

Sometimes you try to hold it back and it jusf comes out,

Yeah.

Yeah, That's what I tried to do. I tried to hold it back but I
couldn't., /

Yeah,

Anyway, you look at it, you can't hold it back,

Who WOu;d see it as a strength? (No hands raised) None of you?
I would,

I ‘would too.

Do you see it as a strength or weakness to cry? Instead of holding

it in?
I say strength.
I agree. How did you feel last week when you gave M. the Kleenex?

Or when che was crying? The whole situation,
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She felt pretty bad about her sister. I was going to cry but I
was so scared.b I dbﬁ't know, my heart was just beating. So I

just got to get out.

'Yeah, me too.

But you stayed.

I didn't want to leave, :

Why not?

I don't know'why. If I would've left I would have . . .

Go on. Use your own words. If you would have left, you would
have felt what?

You know, like M. (M.J.) said if everybodylwas gonna leave, You
know, then she'd be all alone, I don't know.

Yeah, that's kind of what M. was saying she felt, Anyvway its
kind of typical that, you know, most people say you don't cry . . .
that most people see that as a weakness. But if you try to really
think how hard it would be for you to talk about something that
you were crying ébout here. And réally think about how hard it
would be for you to cry in front of all of us, then you'd see that
it's not a weakness, it's a strength. (Short silence)

Hmmm!

The only time that I cried one time was when my sister went to
college. By that time I finally realized that w-we were close,
you know, and v-very much close, My sister cried too, (Stutter-
ing and volice is breaking)

Knowing that she was going to go away?

Yeah. Just about then. She finally said "Goodbye" and my eyes
broke down. I couldn't help it, you know. And then my brother
started crying. Because, you know, they fight like cats and dogs.

And you know ., . .



- 25 -

M.D. And then they end up fighting! (Laughter)

C.B. No! We didn't. But’ he did say, "Oh chut up!" You know.
"You can go."

M.D. Is it time to go already?! (Teachere entering the room early)

General: No, |

F. About 5 or 10 nmore miﬁutes.

C.B. And so . . . then my brother started crying . .And that's the'first
time I ever réally realized my brother really . . . lo%ed my s-sister,
you know., Cause that's ally y-you see them do 1is fighting and "Oh,
I hate you!" You'know. But they really don't mean it, It's
normal, A

F. Yeah., Um hmm, Somethiﬁg kind of similar to that came up in the
other session today where they were saying how it's easy for thnge
of us who have parents to talk about how much we hate them and
stuff. But it's different for kids who don't have thelr parents,

" Then you realize that when you come up against something, you've
got to figure it all out by yoprself.

K.G. Yeah.

M.A.G. It was like my brother, He was going . . . goling to the Air Force.
So he went to try out but he didn't make it, you know. Before he
took this test, he was telling me stuff like abouf his things.
"Make sure it doesn't get brokKen" and all that. And like some-
times I go in his room when he's not home, you know. But then I

‘_think what if they sent him to Viet Nam to fight or something, you
know, And what if he never comes home, you know.,

F. Yeah,

M.A.G. Ohhh! (sighs. Short silence)
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(Says something funny. Some laughs.)

Do you live with your grandmother only?

Yeah. ' '

I remember you said something about -the hours your grandmother e
makes you come in,

What?

One time when we were talking abput curfews, you said your grand-
mother made you come in at 8:30 6r so. .
Oh yeah. ] . | 7

She lives with her grandmother and her brother.

Her grandmother has rules about what time she should come‘in.

Um hm, Are your pafents alive?

No.

How? What happened?

(Starts to cry with face in hands.)

You don't want to talk about it? (Short silence.) You might as

© well let it out. Maybe you'll feel better. (Silence. N,H.

N.H.
M.D.
F,

N.H.

crying.) Were you old enough to remember them?

(Shakes head "Yes") Umm,

Are you laughing? (to N.H.)

She's-trying to get (words lost).

When I was five my mother died, Ummm, And last year my father dieq.
6h, your father too. Umpf; (Silence) Was it . . . like a horrible
death? |
Well. No, after my mother died, my father had a heart attack.

And after all that he was Just sick and taking pills and everything.

Did she die a natural death? Or . . . ?
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N.H. Well, she was .‘. . Just 35 (sobbing).

F. Boy, that's young. (Silence)

N.H. And he was only . . . he'd just turned 41. (Pause)

F, Is your brother older or younger?

N.H. He's &ounger than me.

F.‘- So he doesn't remember her as well.

N.H. No. .He had to go live with my aunt because my dad couldn't keep
both of us. He had to go to work, '

F. So he had to live with your aunt, and you lived with your grand-
mother, for a while?

N.H. And then my father got married again and then, he came to live with

| us. Then we all lived together. (Sobbing)

F, Oh. (Silence) Is this grandmother youf mother's mother or?

N.H. My father's. She always todk care of us,

F. Even before . . . your father died?

N.H.  Yeah,

F, Do you have anyone you can talk to? About that? Youvknow, how
you feel about 1t? You must feel lonely sometimes, huh? Do you
have anybody you can talk with or do you have to keep it all in?

N.H. (Cries again) My monkey! (Some laughing)

F. ~ You have a monkey? (Silence)

N.H., I had him when I was real little. He's a stuffed animal., (Crying)

F. Oh, a stuffed animal! (Surprised) Well, something's better than
nothing.

M.D. I wanted a real live monkey. But my ma says it smells too much.

 (Slight laughing) Well, they do. My cousin had one. It really

stunk. I guess she gave 1t away or sold it. Probably sold it.
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M.,A.G. I do that sometimes, Like one time I had real bad cramps, you

M.D.

F.
M.D.
F.
M.D.
F.

M.D. -

F.

M.D.
K.G.
M.D.

F L] »
M.D,

know. And my mom and nobody else was home. Like my mom said you
just have to live through it tcramps]. So I wanted something to
hug and hold. And I had this [stuffed] turtle. So I hugged

and held it. (Silence)

When I got that sore throat, I had to start holding my ;hroat like
this. Because it Was.so hard to swallow, When I had tonsilitis
that really hﬁrt when I had to swallow something. Like when I
was swallowlng something I had to grab onto the couch because it
feels like something is pbking at you . . . at your tonsils.

Um hmnm.

And I Just couldn't stand it.

How did? How did that fit in?

What?

Why did you think of that?

Well, she wanted to hold onto something.

And you wanted to hold onto the couch?

Yeah. ﬁo; I just wanted to hold on so I wouldn't fall over.

To get off the floor.

No! I was on the couch, Me and my brother both had it at the
same time. So we had the couch together, It's like in parts

and you can put it together. B

A sectional?!

Yeah, .So my brother and I would lay on it when we were sick. My
mother kept it like that, So we could lay there and see the T.V,
real good, And my mom's godchild too. He always plays in his
playp@n. And when I go around to get him, he sneaks back out. So
I just let him stay there until I felt like getting up because I

was real comfortable . . . comforting . . . comfort . . .
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K.Go

Can I ésk you a Question?

Huh?

Are you partly talking to také the heat off N.?

Unmm -- a little.

What? |

Partly the reason that she's talking is to get the focus off of N.
Yeah, (Silence) . |
Do you feel uncomfortable when other people cry? \
What?

Do you. feel uncomfoftable with N, crying?

Not really.

I feel like I should do something but I don't know what!

Several: Yeah,

K.GQ
M.D.
F.

K.G.
F.
X.G.
F,

I feel like crying too,

That's what I feel too.

Is there anything you feel like we could do? In terms of talking
about 1t or anything?

You can't just keep crying all the time. Like it was too long in
between each of their deaths. Like her father died a long time,
Like her father suffered because he had to keep taking medicine
like to make him better or something.

Um hm. To make who better?

Her father, youvknow.

He got sick as a result of his wife's death?

‘I don't know. Maybe before her death.

Well, that's what you're saying, isn't it? That he got sick with
a heart attack after his wife's death. So he lived for six years

longer.
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Ten
Ten., Do you feel like you really accept 1t? The fact that they're

gone or , , ? Not like do you not ever miss them but like , . ?

Well, hers.. But not him (sobbing). It's like he's always there,

Um hm, And it's only you and your brother, right? Only the two
of you?

(Nods "yes")

If you don't have anybody you can like talk it througp with, like
get to a point that you've got to live from now on, yéu may never
get over it. You may never really realize and accept the deaths,
other than your mothers, Which really doesn't , . . .
(starts heavier crying. Pause) Well, I can't talk to my grand-
mother about it because she just starts to ery. And, well, T'm

close to my cousins but ., . . well, their father died toco and I

don't know . . ., if I can,

Does your family at all . . . like try not 4o talk about it?
Like hoping .that.they don't hurt you but in the process not letting
you get a chance to work it out with yourself,

Yeah. Well, I always have to bring it out.

But you're.able to bring it out?

Some ., ., . like sometimes to my cousins I'll go, "He's dead" like
that. And they'll change the subject right away.

How do you feel? Do you feel . . . cheated when they do that?
Yeah., (Sobbing)

That they should have at least let you talk about it?

Well, sometimes I ., ., . I feel uhh . .‘. I don't know,  Sometimes
I feel 1like they are but they don't Qant to say it like. TIt's not
easy to talk about it, if they don't want to hear aﬁout it. (Cry-

ing again gets heavier.)

e
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Um hmm, (Silence) I knew a girl once. I knew a guy who knew a

girl once who was seeing her in treatment. And her father had

died something like 21 years ago, by the time she was seeing him, —

And because people had always like thought they were doing the
right thing by not talking about it. From the time he had died she
had not been able to talk about it and she really had not buried
him, After 21 yeérs it was almost as if he had not died, And

so although everybody thought they were doing the right thing

by not talking abput it, it caused her to have to keep it inside,

(Crying) I remember when my Uncle Joe died. He was like a father

tome . . . (Silence)

Your Uncle Joe?
Yeah,
Your'mother's brother?

No, my grandma's brother. (Crying with face in hands.)

Go on and let it out. (Crying)

(Begins nervously laughing)
Are you feeling embarrassed?

No, I feel so wierd with everyone crying.

- I think everyone is aware that we're coming to the end of our

sessiond And you only have two more times to really be together.
(M.D. has begun to cry. And K.G. is obviously saddened but holding
back her tears. M.,A.G., C.S., P.G. and M.J. are smiling embarrasses-
sedly. M.J. and C.S. had been at a distance from the group. But
moved into the circle about the time N.H. began to cry.)

Were you able to cry then? Did anyone let you cry it out?

No, I couldn't.

.

g
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Why not? ,

I don't know,

You didn't or people didn't let you?

Pzople didn't let ne,

How long ago was this?

Two years ago. ' ’
That's a long tine,

(stiil cryiné) (Silence)
I hope that the girls thét are . . . crying or feeling bad under-
stand that the other girls are not laughing at you. I think
they're all embarrassed and they 'don't know what to do with their
mouths other than laugh.

(Loudly lzughs whith.shelitypically dees tc mack her tryre feelinge)
Is there anything you want f say, C.? (Pause) How old was he?
You say uncle, but was he older than you?

Yeah, a lot older . . . See he dled with brain damage. .

Was he likea . . . ? Your father's not living with you, right?

No. (Cries harder) I don't have a father.

So he kind of acted like your substite father?

(Shakes head affirmatively.)

So that's wh& you were so close to him?

(Shakes head affirmatively.)

(That 1s much noise from the next room and teachers are entering
the session room to take chairs for a faculty meeting.)

This seems like the wrong time to stop the session. But if you-
want to talk, we can talk for a few minutes. Anybody can say any-
thing. Because they're going to have this meeting. (Pause)

Do you feel a little better?
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(Nods affirmatively. Still in tears)
(silence)

Okay then. I'1ll see you mext week,.
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* **
T = + 2640 significant at 05; r = t+ .3425 significant at

ficant at .001.

1
«25
«05
01

~.04
11
«16

.08

17
+05
21
+15
17

22

.06

CORREIATION MATRIX (Continued)

-.05
.21
.24
.15

-.04

"'012
—e29%
"020

3
-.04
11
10
.08
.06
«10
<06
-.07
-.01
-.09
-.05
.02
-.06
-.09
-.15

02

4
~+05
-+04
-+03
+.21
-.11
-«05
-e22
.16
.05
e23
«01
13
-.14
<07
«15
o 32%

5
<07
14
.12
.16

.02
13
.02

.02
04
-.07

.06

-10

07
4
12
.16
.02
13
~-.02
-.00
»02
04
-+07
.06

-+16
-e11
-.19
.05
-.03
-+05
.19
-.03
.04
- 11
.01
~-+05
~-.01
-+ 11
.07

-,08

04
-.11
<01
-.05
-.01
-.11
07

-.08

*H
I =+ .4293 signi-.

1234



31. V Tot
32, V Col
33. V Row
34. D

35¢ D 5
36 D 4
37. D 3
38, D 2

39. D 1

41, G
42, Psy
43, PD
44, N

45, PI
46. NDS

*%
*r =+ 42640 significent at .05; r =+ .3425 significant at

ficant at .00%.

-4
~e23
-.00
.15
.20
-.07
-.09
=15
.14
.19
.04
.09
-.24
-e19
-e23
.11

CORRELATION MATRIX (Continued)

2
.30
.26
.24

- 20
~.05
=10
22
-.03
~.20-
- 26
.19
-.09
.08
«20
.05
.01

3

21
17
.19
.07
14
=05
.00
-.05
.05
-09
7
-.00
-.04
.02
-.16

.02

4
11
-402
«15
«11
.09
-+06
-08
.03
~+00
02
-+01
- 20
-e05

-e13

06

5
21
«09
24
«08
17

-o11
01
-.08
.02
-.05
17
-.07
-.11
-+«05
25

03

. 21

.09
24
.08
17
-e11
- +01
-eC8B
.02
-.05
17
-s07
- 11
-+05
«25
«03
013

.19
.20
.02
.23
.15

-.03

-.24

-.05
27%

-+10

.06
.02
03
-.07
.06

e =+ 4293

.19
«20
.02
.23
.15

-.03

~e24

-.05
27

~-«10

.06
.02
03
- 07
.06

signi-

age



47,

49.
50,
51.
52
53.
54.
55.
56.
57
58.
59.
60,
61.

SD-MDS

I

I-U

I-G

6U Fet I
6U Fet II
6U Fet III
6G Fet I
6G Fet II
6G Fet I1I
10U Fet I
10U Pet 1I
10U Pet III
106G Fet 1

10G PFet II

* %
r =+ .2640 significant at .05; x = + .3425 significant at .01;

ficant at .001.

-e11

"'004

"'002'

17
.02
04
«00
01
04
«05
=01
«01

01 .

-.01

"‘.00

CORRELATION MATRIX (Continued)

2
-.04

"014

-+05 |

~07
~e13
-.08
-+10
-+ 10
-.09
-e11
~e11
-.09
-13
~e 11

"011

3
-.05
~.006
-.09
-+06
-.01
-+01
~-.01
-.02

02

-.03

-.00

.01

-.00

-.01

4
~-+06
<01
07
-05
-.06

-.05

-+07
-«05
<02
.01
03
-.02

-.06

5
-.11
-.09
-.10
-.01
~.06
-.04
-.04
-.05
-.03
-.05
-.03
-.02

-.02

-.05
~.06

-.11
=09
-01‘0

~01

".02
‘005

~.06

7
.04
03

~-.06

-.10
.06
.06
<05
.05
11
.08
«09.
11
.10
.10

11

.04
.03
-.06
-.10
.06
.06
.05
.05
«11
.08
.09
<11
.10
.10

11

k. 23
_:E'_ =_‘t 04293 Signi

9¢s



62,
63
64.
65.
664
67.
68,
69.
70.
T1.
72.
‘73.
T4.
5
T6.

10G Fet
14U Fet
14U Fet
14U Fet
14G Fet
14G Pet
14G Fet
170 Fet
170 Fet
170 Fet
17G Fet
17G Fet
17G Fet
C-E 2

C~E 3

*_1;_ =+ 2640 significant at .05;

III

IT

I1I

11

I11

11

II1

II

III

icant at ,001.

.04
-.04
-.03

.02
-.08
-.04
-.06
-o05
-.04
-.04
-.08
-.09
-.08
-.01

-.OO

CORREIATION MATRIX (Continued)

‘018
~-e12
~-+18

-005

3

.01
-.06
-02
-~e03
-.04
-.01
-.04
-.07
~+03

-.06

) "006

-.08
-.06
-.03

.02

g
-405
.04
-.01
.03
.01
.02
.05
.04
.03
.05
.01
.01
.04
-.01

+03

5
-.03
-.08
-.08
-.04
-.09
-.06
-.06
-.09
=407

-.07

~-.10

~e13

"008

-.08

<01

**_1_'_ = + 43425 significant at

6
-.03
-.08
-.08
-.04
-.09

-.06

—.06

"'009
~-.07

"007

-10

‘.13
-'008
-.08

.01

«013

7
14
.05
.09
.09
.05
.06
.07
.04
.09
.07
.05
.07
.07
.05

‘001

.14
.05
.09
.09
.05
.06

.07

- .04

.09
.07
.05
.07
07
.05
~.01

xRk
T =+ .4293 signif-

LeS



77,
78.
79.
80.
81.
82,
83.
84,

85.

86. C

87,
88.
89.
90.
91.

C-E

C-E

C-E

~ A
O3

7-8
9
10
11

12

1 13
: 14
¢1‘5

16

c-2 U

SD-D 6

SD-D 10

f; = + ,2640 significent at
icant at .001.

.02
.05
.05

-.06
.08
.13
.13
14

-.02

~.10

~.22

-.07

-.04
.04

.02

CORREIATION MATRIX (Continued)

-.11
-.16
-.07
~+06

.00

~.08

TS )

00
-.11
-.15
-.12
-.08
-.14

02

-+05

3
.02
~-.02
-.01
-.02
.09
«15

.04

009 '

.04
.03
03
.01
-.02
+.02

-.01

*%
055 T = + 43425 significant at

4

.05
-.03
-.08
-.01
-.12
-.09
-.09
-.19
-.05
-.03
~.10
-.02
-.04

.01

"'-25

5
.00
-.05
-.04
-.05
.04
.07
-.01
04
-.04
-.07
-4
-.05
-.08
.01

-11

.00
-.05
-.04
-.05

.04

.07
-.01

.04
-.04
-.07
-14

-.05

"008

.01

-.11

013

7 8
.11 .11
.08 .08
14 .14
.06 .06
.11 et
.01 01
.13 .13
o 14 .14
.07 Q7
14 <14
.14 14
01 .01
-.06 -.06
.06 .06
11 11

*H%
E = i 04293 Signif-

8¢cs



92.
93.
94,

CORRELATION MATRIX (Continued)

1 2 4 5 6
SD-D 14 -19 -,02 -.01 -.03 -.08 -.08
SD-D 17 -15 .03 -.03 -.06 -1 -1
IQ -06 .08 .05 ~.01 .02 .02

*
T =+ .2640 significant at .05;
icant at .001.

**
I =+ 3425 significant at .01;

7 8
<02 .02
.06 .06
.02 .02

R
I =+ .4293 signif-

349



1.

2.

4,
Se
6
Te
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13,
14,
15.

DAP I

DAP 1T

DAP 1I1I

DAP IV

DAP-Tot

DAP-H

SA-T

SA-11

WRAT Tot

5G~2 «10
53G=3 +10
WRAT-RAg GL  o52%%¥
WRAT-Splg GL o 57%%*
WRAT-Ar GL o THHRH

WRAT-Rdg SS  .65%**

CORRELATION MATRIX (Continued)

10

o 6GFH%
03
.02

«19

01

*
T =+ ,2640 significant at
icant at .001.

11 12 13 14
.08
-.03 «05
14 25 .09
07 o 9H¥HH «16 «29%

*%
05; =+ 3425 gignificant at .01;

15 16

Fk
I =1 .4295 signif-

0149



9
1€. WRAT-Splg SS .60%**
7. WRAT=-Ar SS o TE¥HE
18, TSCS-SC - 12
19. /P «08
20, Net C -+00
21, Tot C .08
22, Tot P 25
25, R 1 27T%
24, R 2 .14
25 R 3 .18
26, Col A 04
27, Col B o 36%%
28, Col C +18
29, Col D O7

fE =

icant at .001.

CORREIATION MATRIX (Continued)

10
<01
.18
- 14
-o 11
-15
07
.08
-.02
.19
-05
.04
«15
.02

09

= 4+ 2640 gignificant at .05;

11

«00

.14
~01

~.04

-.07
.02
.09
.01
.20

-.01
.10
«28%

-.04

.01

12

-+00

13
N
«15
-.07
~+06
~e16
-12
11
«20
.06
04
-.02
.14
.09

- 11

*%
T =+ 3425 significant

-e10
-u13
XY
11
13
.08
«05
-.09
+26
14
A7

at .01;

15
.15
.26
.08
.20
.16
14
J32%
.22
.15
.33%
.23
.26
1
.06

16

A7
.06
.02
~409
-e12
.10
«20
.05
.04
-e03
.16
.10

-.12

WK
T =+ .4293 signif-

849



CORRELATION MATRIX (Continued)

9 10 Ri 12, 13 14 15 16
30. Col & T 13 .03 . .01 026 .08 -.03 27 11
31. V Tot - .04 - 28% .21 - 11 .16 -.04 -.04 A7
32, V Col .00 -.26 ~e26 -e13 .20 -.10 -.07 .20
33, V Row 11 -e13 -.07 -.10 .18 .07 -.06 .19
34, D =00 -.04 .02 14 =.09 -e07 .18 -.05
35. D 5 .06 -.12 ~.01 17 -e12 -.04 .25 -.07
36. D 4 -.15 -.06 -.06 -1 -.02 -+16 T-.17 ~.02
27, D 3 .15 .07 .01 .06 .16 .14 .05 .11
38, D 2 -.18 .04 -.03 -'20% ~e03 -.02 - 33% -.06
39. D 1 .09 A1 16 .20 .05 .04 .20 .05
40, P «19 13 15 23 .03 .07 .25 .05
41, G - 335% -07 =  -.04 -.26 -.10 - 28% - 30% -.08
42, Psy .28% +405 .04 17 .09 .19 .21 .10
43, PD -e24 -.18 -e17 -e11 .16 -+20 - 11 ~e14

** X%
*_;'_ = + 42640 significant at .05; I = + <3425 significant at .01; I =+ 4293 signif-
icant at .001.

A%



44, ¥

4=, PI

46. NDS

4T SD=IDS

48. I

49, I-U

50. I=-G

51, 6U Fet I
52. 6U Fet II
53. 6U Fet 11T
54. 6G Fet I
55. 6G Fet II
56. 6G Fet IIX

57 100 Fet 1

*r = + .2640 significant at .05;

icant at .001.

-.12
01
~.01

-e17

- 2T¥

-e17
~e13
~.24
~.21
23

—.26

- 28%
“e 29*

~e26%

CORRELATION MATRIX (Continued)

10,
.08
-.08
-.05
-.01
.14
.23
31¥

.20
.21
.21
.18
.21
.18

-15

11
07
-.07
.04
.14
«28%
«335%
.28%
. 32%
«30%
«33%
o 32%
«32%
«28%

2T*

12
-, 29%
-4,02

03
-.05
—e17
-2
-16
-13
-13
-o13
-.14
- 14
-13

haet } 20

13
.02
07
.01
-.02

-e17

-.14

-.22
-.12
-.13
-14
-.10
-4
~.14
-.16

**r = + 3425 significant at

14
"'001

.08

-21

) -.19

-.09
‘.01

.10
-.09
-.03
-.05
-13
.14
-17

~+06

«01;

15
. 28%
-.07

.13
-.C9
- 2T
-+20
-e21
-.23
-e24
-e24
-e25
-e25
-e25

"'.30*

X%

T =+ .4293 signif-

16
.02
04

.08

-.14
-.15
-.15
-e12
~-.16
-e15

-.18

1949



8.
59.
604
61.
€2,
63,
€4.
€54
€6.
67.
68.
69.
70.

1.

icant at

10U Fet.
10U Fet
10G Fet
10G Fet
10G Fet
140 Fet
14U Pect
14U Fet
14G Fet
14G Fet
14G Fct
17U Fet
170 Fet

17U Pet

fg = + 2640 significant at .05;
.001.

111

II

II1

11

IiI

II

111

I

II

III

_.27*
-e25
-.23
-.23
~.24
~o30%
- 30%
—29*
-.28%
~.30%
-.28%
-28%
-.28%
-4 30%

CORREIATION MATRIX (Continued)

10

.15
.15
<14
17
.18
.12
«16
17
.10
«13
.10
.09
14

«09

11

«23

=X

12
-.21
~-+16
-.15
~e15
~.16
~e20

=17

3425 significant at

13
-.20
~e17
-.12
-.15
-.16
-.19
-7
-.17
- 15
-+19
-s14
-4
-.21

-¢20

14
-.05
- .04
-.07
-.06
-06

»10
-13
-.11
-+11
-13
-s12
~,12
-.08

-.12

«013

15

_.29*
-.28%
~.24
-.24

-.24
- 30%
-e27

- 27
—27%
- 27%
-, 26%
-.28%
- 26%

"028*

g

T =1 4293 signif-

16

-,20

~e 20

"'c18

1444



382,

84.

85.

17G
176G
176
C-E
C-E

Ceid

*r = + 2640 significant at .05;

Fet 1
Fetb II
Fet I1I

2

W

()} i -

11

12

513

icant at .001.

-.28%
_.27*
.;.27*
_.32*
-.29%
-.24
-, 28%
-.10
-.25
-.10
-.24
~.18
-7
-.14

CORRELATION MATRIX (Continued)

10
.09
.09
.08
+26
.16
25
o 20%
+08
.12
o 28%
« 38%%
23
24
«20

11

.22
.22

o H2MH
o 45%%%
o 34%
«33%

o 3TH%

**r = + 3425 significant at

12
-416
-.15
-.15
-.14
-11
~.06
-.04
-.04
-e13
-.04
~13
-.15
-.16

“-11

13

13
.17
~13
-.21

-.12
-o2T*
-25
~.01

-.15
-.14
-e20
- 30%
-.10

- 2T*

14
-e13
-.12
~a12
- 16
- 14
-.01
-.09
-.00
~.07

.08
-.05

.05
~.03

.12

013

15

e26
~e23
~e24
~e23
-e23
-e19
-.18
-.13
-.25
-e12
-e21
-e21
-.22

-.21

16
-.15
~.18
~e15
-.21
-e17
- 29%
~.2T*
.05
-.16
-.16
~.22
~e25
-o11

-e25

**fg = + 4293 signif-

144



86. C-E 14
87. C-5 15
88, C-E 16
89. ;E H
90, SD-D 6
91. 5D-D 10
92, SD-D 14
93. SD-D 17

94. 1IQ

*
T = + 2640 significant at

icant at .001.

- 11

"'002

CORREIATION MATRIX (Continued)

10

«20
«15
«19

18"

.01
.07
.04
.02

<01

-

005;

11

AG¥HR

o 35%H%
3%

o 50%
09
25
«10
«16

.05

12
-.03

- 10

13
-.16
—11
-.16
.19
.00
.09
-.00
-.01

"n11

"'008
"‘010
-+10

.09

**
T =+ 3425 gignificant at .01;

-~ 15
~e22
- 27
- 27
-.19

«15

16
-e19
-.11
-17
~20
-.01

.08
-.02
-.04

"019

*¥x
I =+ .4293 signif-

Ll
S
()Y



CORRETATION MATRIX (Continued)

17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24
17. TRAT-AT 55
18, TSCS-SC ~.14
19. /F -.04 .11
20, Tet C =07 .16 Rk
21. Tot C .10 07 3 28%
22, Tot P .09 ~a14 11 12 -.12 |
23. R 1 14 .15 7 A7 4 TSR
24, R 2 .07 ~e14 -.08 -.05 —27* TR < 20%
25. R 3 .01 -e21 13 .15 -o11 R JSTREE ogx
26+ Col A -e10 .07 .15 .14 -.01 JT2R% JSERE  5ONRE
27. Gol B 2T% - 20% -.01 -.01 -403 Rt o B5%% o A4RHR
28. Col C 13 -28%  =,01 ~.07 2T o BHRR . 30% T
29. Col D 12 -.23 -.10 -.03 -1 6THHE < 3gR* 62%%X
30. Col B -.03 .25 .23 28% =07 N b J58%%X  2g%

*¥ FK
I =+ «2640 significant at .05; r =+ 3425 significant at .01; T =+ 4293 signif-

Le



‘31e V Tot
32, V Col
35« V Row
34, D
35, D 5
36. D 4
37. D 3
38. D 2
39. D 1
| 40, IP
41. GH
42, Psy
43. PD

44, N

*r = + 42640 significant at .05;

icaent at .001.

17

T .01

-.06
.12
-+08
-«01
-+15
«15
~-05
.05
«05
-e25
«19
-e19

.02

CORRETATION MATRIX (Continued)

18

o 38%%

o« 38%%
«14
«29%
3%k

-.12

-e13

—-e26
<11

- o AGHHR
21

~ o 6O¥¥¥
o 45%N%

A7

19
.03
.01
04
.16
3T
ik

-1

- 52HNK

~e14

o 38%*

-.00
.19
.25

bt 18

20
14
.08
«12
27%
R
.09

-15

-y HOMHH

-.15
fA41%%
.02
.16
.26

-e22

21

«19
23
<01

o 35%
o 4O%K

"019

=25

-.16
.15
.03

-.04
.26
£ 27%

17

e = + 3425 gignificant at

~21
-.26
-4
o 3TH*
23
-,03
-.28%
~o16
4R
ST4¥FRE
— 69%%%
-.08

- H2HRX

- B

23
«12
23

19

sgex
5%

-e07

- 30%

-4
o 42%%
e

- 58***

~e26

-e31%

-o HH¥NIAE

33%
%
- o 28%
-.07
=4 S5¥HK

-o 5 ¥ WK

013 **fg = + 44293 signif-

2149



CRREIATICON MATRIX (Contimued)

17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24

45. PI .01 -.02 -.16 -.20% .01 -.05 .09 -13
46. DS -16 .21 JBBRE AGRRE ADWk L 33% -.26 -24
47. SD-1DS -e19 -.02 .10 .19 .04 -.06 -.07 .03
48. I -10 -.07 -.03 .04 -.24 -.16 - 30% .08
49, I-U -.00 -.04 .03 .06 -.03 -e19 -.26 .09
50, I-G o1 -.16 -.05 ~.03 15 -.20 -o31% .02
51, 6UFct I =49 -09 =02 .01 .22 =17 - .28 .07
52, 67 Fet II  =.05 ~e13 -.03 .01 -25 -.19 J34% .08
53. 60 Fet III =.08 -.16 ~.04 -.02 —27%  =,15 —o33% 12
54, 63 Fct I =e15 -e12 -.02 .03 -22 -.19 -.32% .06
55. 66 Fct II  =e15 -+09 .02 .07 -e20 -.14 -o2T* .08
56. 6 Fet III =+18 -.09 -01 .05 -.21 -.20 -J32% .07
57. 10U Fet I =.08 -.07 -.03 .00 —28% =17 —o31¥ .03
58 10U Fet II  =.06 -.06 -.01 .05 ~2T% =18 -o32% .01

* *% ¥k
T =+ .2640 significant at .05; r =+ .3425 significant at .01; T =+ 4293 signif-
icant at .001.

6¥¢



59,
60,
61.
62,
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
T1e
T2.

10U Pet’

10G Fet

10G Fet

10G Fet

140 Fet
14U Fet
14U Fet
14G Fet
14G Fet
14G Fet
170 Fet
170 Fet
17U Fet

17G Fet

* *%
T = + .2640 significant at .05; 1 = + 3425 significant at

II1

II

I1I

I

III

11
III
I
II
111

I

icant &-‘E +001.

17

~+06

~e 14
"015

CORRELATION MATRIX (Continued)

18
~.07
-.08
-.02
-.04
-.08
-.09
.05
~.05
-.05
-.03
~.07
.05
-.05

-+07

19
-.04
-o03
-.01
-.00
-.03
-.01
-.05
-.01
-.02
-e23
-.02
-.01
+00

.00

20

<01
<01
.01
.04
02

«03

- 00

07
<09

«03

- «02

«03
05
.06

21
- 29%
- 27*
-e24
-.22
-e29%
—-.22
-o26%
-e22
-.20
-e26
- 30%
. 28%
—~e32%

-.24

Ix

23
—o31¥
- 31%
-.28%
-.26
_.31*
-.27%
—.2T%
-e24

X 4293 signif-

24

.06
04
.05
.02
.08
«03
.08
.07
.05
.07
.08
.12
11

.09

04g



T3« 17G Fet II
T4, 17G Fet III
75 C=E 2

76+ C=E

> v

7. C-E

78+ C-E

\J1

79 C=E 6

81. C~E 9

82. C=E 10
83. C-E 11
84, C-E 12
85, C- 13

86. C-E 14

*
T =+ 2640 gignificant at .05;

icant at .001.

17
-o14
"014

"020

‘-e18

-.03
-e13
-.02
-+09
.06
-.06
02
-03
.10

-+18

CORRELATION MATRIX (Continued)

18
-.04
-.06
-.14
-.09

.08
-1
-.02
-.03
-.16
-.04
~e14
-.09
-.26

«07

19
.02
-.01

"'006

-e19

=05
04
«02
-.02
- 14
-.16
23
.06
.09

-.08

20
.06
.06
-«06
-+ 15
~+03
.00
01
«06
-.09
-e13
22
03
06

“008

21
-.18

~e22

. "012

—e27F

"‘010

"016

-e12

-e18
- 10
-a17
-.04

-.08

- .01

-e03

*%
T =+ «3425 gignificant at

22
-e14
~e11
-1
-.06
-.09
.03
-.08
...33*
~o14
-.16
.03
-e09
-+09

"003

<013

23 24
-.23 «05
~e22 .08
~e22 .03
‘-:25 «25
-+16 .12
-e13 «20
-.14 .09

- 42%% -.02

~.27% .09
~.28% 1
-.08 .05
-.21 .05
17 .03
-.04 .09

%43k
T =+ .4293 signif-

814



87. C~E 15
88, C-E 16
89, C=E I

90. SD-D 6
91. SD-D 10
92. SD-D 14
93« SD-D 17

94. IQ

*I = + .2640 significant at

icant at .001.

17
-.07
~e11
-e12
- 36%%
~.08
~+10
-.12

«05

CORRELATION MATRIX (Continued)

18

<01
-«15
-.06
-.05
-.01

.07
-.03

11

19
.03

-.02
.01
.09
«04
13

.06

-403

20
-:00
~+03

04

21

«05

23

12

«00

21
.02
-+ 10
-16
-.02
-«03
.04
«11

"'08

22
-.19
- 16
- 17
=15
-.07

.01
-.05

-«04

053 **r = + 3425 gignificant at .01;

23
-011

"‘.24

..o8%

-.19
-.08

05
-.03

"009

24
‘012

.02

.02

04

4 4205 signif-

414



CORRELATION MATRIX (Continued)
25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32
17. WRAT=AT SS
18, TSCS~3C
19. /F
20, Net C
21. Tot C
22, Tot P
22, 2 1
24, R 2
25. R 3
26. Col A o H2¥FHX
27. Col B Y o 0%
28, Col C J4B¥RE 05 «19
29, Col D o 52N $3gHRE . 36%% .33

30, Col B » 53HFE o32% .09 23 o21

* ** %
I =+ .2640 gignificant at .05; 1 =+ .3425 significent at .013 T =+ 4293 gignif-
icant at .001.

494



310 V Tot
32, V Col

33« V Row

35 D 5
36, D 4
37« D 3
38+ D 2
39. D 1

41, GM
42, Psy

43. PD

* o
T =+ 2640 significant at .05;

icant at .001.

25
~e23
-e24
~«19

o 36%%

o22
-.02
-+ 30%
-e02

o 38%%

«68%%H¥
= TOX¥¥

06

—54¥FRK

'067***

CORRELATION MATRIX (Continued)

26
~e13
~o 2T
-+00
«32%
.17
.16
-y 3GHX
-.08
. 32%
T
- ATHE

-e13

- G4NHK

- GAFHK

27

28
- 3TX¥
~e29%
2T
~+06

-e 24

-~ 54***
<09
"026

bt 59***

«3425 gignificant at .01;

29
-16
- 32%
00
»18
.15
-4
-16
-.03

«29%

<45wex
- 50***
-o03

L

- HE¥KX

30

-01

—-e22
.44***
J3TRH

-.09

-.25

-.18
TR
e

- 45

— o4 1¥H

-.08

e

31

S5 4%%%

S3THE
4430

-e22

-.24

-19
.22

- 34%
.06

-.18
21

o 35%%

FAH
£ = j’_ 04293

32

.14
27*
o 35%%
-.25
-.10
-.10
.15
- 38%%
.02
.26
+o 41*

o 39%*

signif-

1414



45.
46.
A7,

49,
504

56,
57,

584

PI
DS

3D-1IDS

I

I-U

I-G

6U Fet I
6U Pet II
6U Fet III
6G et I
6G Pet II
6G¢ Fet III
100 Fet I

10U Fet II

*
T =+ +2640 significant at .05;

icant at 001,

25
.00
~e23
~.05
~e16
-e21
~.20
-.18
-.20
-.16
-.18
-13
-.19
~e14

~e13

" 26

.13

.21
~.05
~e12
-o16
~.23
-15
-.16
~e14
-.16
-.10
~15
-1

—eld

27
~e07
-e12

.09

.01

A7

«13
~-.03
-.00
-.02
-.03
-s02
-«03
-.05

"'004

28
04

"-27*

""028*

~e19
- 32
~.10
-.14
-13
-+.08
-15
13
15
- 17

""-18

CORRELATION MATRIX (Continued)

29
"'002
- o 38%%

~«01

-o03
-.09
~.06
~.06
~.06
~.04
-+06
403
-+005
-.02

~.03

*¥%
T =+ 3425 gignificant at

30
-13
~14
~e05
~.09
-.16
-.07
=07
~o14
.09

-~ 10

- 07
e 11
bt 07

-+06

013

31
-.14

.19

.16
~.05
-.02
~.24
-.07
=10
-1
=05
-.05
-.05
~.04

-~¢05

32
-.12

.16
+400
-¢19
17

"023

~«15
"022
—e24

~.16

. “'18

“c17
“‘017

"017

ok
r =+ .4293 signif-

<19



59.
60,
61.
62.
63
64
65.
66,
67.
68.
69.
70.
1.
T2,

10U Fet
10G Fet
10G Fet
10G Fet
14U Fet
14U Fet
140 Pet
14G Pct
14G Pct
14G Fet
170 Fet
170 Fet
170 Fet

17G Pet

*
T = + 42640 significant at .05;

III

I1

III

1T

III

II
I1I
I
I1
IIT

I

icant at .001.

25
- 16
-15
~15

13
-.16
=15
-13
-~ 11
-.15

-+15
“n12
"012

-+ 15

CORRELATION MATRIX (Continued)

26

-1
-14
~11
~10
-1
—a11
-,08
-.10
-.08

-.09

‘-12

"004-
“‘008

"‘010

27

b ‘-005

-.05
-02
-.01
-03
~.01
-,02
-.01
-+02
-03
-.05
-.02
-.05

-.03

28
-+16
- 17
-.19

19

-e15
-«20
-+16
-»20
-25
-.22
=13
-.13
-.12

“‘019

29

-.02
-.04
~.02
-.03
-.01

-007

-+01
-.02
~.01
-.01
.04
.01

-.02

*x
T =+ 3425 significant at

30
-.08
-.08
~-.07
-.07

-.08

31
-.04
-.03
-.04
~.03
-.08
-.04
-207

=00
-.02
-400

-.06

-.08

- 07

‘000

W

r =+ .4293 signif-

32
-e17
~.16
-7
=15
~e20
=15
-7
~.14
-.14
-.14
-.18
-.21
-.20

"'016

(S A

N



73,

79, C

380.

35,

86+ C

** . "
*r = + 42640 significant at 053 1 =+ 3425 significant a

Fet I1

Fet III

p)

53

7-8

9

= 10

51

12

313

14

icant at ,001.

25
13
11
-.06
~e13
~.16
~s00
15
- o 30¥
=17
~a17
.10
~,Q7
—e11

"010

CORRCTATION LATRIX (Continued)

26
.07
.07
Syt

"012

«01

»O1

.09

27

.01

T .01

© L0

03

.-v.01

-+12
.06
.02
09
07
.09

"‘004

28
“024-
-+20

"'-02

.05
-.02
—~e21
=07
~.13
~.06
- 17
~.03

"009

29
~.01
=200
~.08

.02
~.03

.04
~.06
~.18
~.04
-.00

.11
~.02
~03

"'004

30
~.07
~.04

.04
~202

.01

.12
12
~el4
~.22
~.05

17
~.08
~e19

"QOO

013

X

31
01
.01
-.13
~+10
.01
~.19
.05
»09
=07
~e13
-.12
.02
~.05

.04

-4

-13

"'-113
"'u18

-.09

.24

"001

"006

"'017

“000

+ 4293 signif-

Lag



37,
83.
83,
90,
91.
92.
93.
94.

icant at .001.

C-E 15
C-E 16
C-E 1
SD-D 6
SD-D 10
SD-D 14
5D-D 17

1Q

26
-.03
~13
~a13

-.07

."014

-.0C
it ] 00

-.13

CORRETATION MATRIX (Continued)

27
-.07

.02

28
~e17
=13

29
~+20
~»10
-.09
~,00
-+07

«00
-.06

.12

.30
- 16
~.09
-+05
~.11
=-05

.09
-o12

‘002

* *%
T = + +2640 significant at 05; = =+ 3425 significant at .01;

31 32
.14 .05
~.01 -.14
.00 -.12
11 -.02
03 ‘ ~04
+24 .08
.19 .03
27T% .18

s
X =+ 4293 sigaif-

36¢



CORRELATION MATRIX (Continued)

33 34 35 - .t 36 37 38 39 40

33, V ow

34, D .22

35. D 5 .28% JB4HR

3. D 4 ~e11 - 35 S 5E¥H%

37. D 3 -5 S TEOERE 4DEX L 46

38, D 2 ~2T* ~.20 L 4E%HR 2T% o2

39. D 1 .15 JITERE SARKE L A%K L AGFRR L 30%

40, TP -.19 .24 15 15 -.25 -3 .15

41, @i 13 -.25 A7 .12 A3 .03 ~ 35%% o 5ONK
42. Psy .06 -2i A1 09 7 -.06 -.20 3
43, PD -.05 =07 09 .08 .08 -.10 —3T*¥ = 45%K%
44s N .26 -.19 .10 -.12 .20 .07 -23 - TOXRE
45. PI -.20 -a26 oA 4FR% SRR _ 16 SORE L 26 ~.03
46. NDS .22 27 JATERE L 03 -.08 AR 03 ~.04

T = + 2640 significant at .05; 1 =+ 3425 significant at .01; T =+ 4293 signif-
icant at .001.

D



CORREIATION MATRIX (Continued)

33 34

47+ SD=LDS 24 «11
48. 1 .09 -.10
49, I-U 12 -.05
50. I-G ’—.19 - 28%
51« 6U Fet 1 01 -.06
52. 6U Fet II 05 -»13
5%, 6U Fei II; »05 -o11
54, 6G FPet 1 06 . - 07
55. 6C Fet II 06 -.06
56. 6G Fet III »05 -.09
57~ 10U Tet I N9 =aN7T
53. 10U Fet IT N9 -,09
59. 10U Fet III N9 ~+10
60. 10G Pet I »10 - 07

*
r =+ 2640 significant at .05;

icant é% 001,

35

.12
4
03

18

019
-.14
-o13
-4
-5
-o14
-6

-4

36

.03
204
18
»16
»19
- 16

19

37
-.13
-.05
-.00

«24

-.09

-.00
--10
--07
=06

-".()8

%
T =+ .3425 significant

33
-1
06
=08
«01
.09

.05

-6

05

14
~10
»10

.11

at 013

39 40

05 08
-.10 =00
-02 --M
->21 -o13
-e03 .02
-.08 01
-04 .05
~-.05 .02
-.04 .06
-.08 02
-.08 -.02
-1 -.01
-.10 -.03
-.07 -.02

T =+ 4293 signif-

A}



61,

10G Fet

, 10G Fet

14U Fet
14U Fet
14U Pct
14G Fet
14G Fet
14G Fet
170 Fet
17U Pet
170 Fet
17G Pct
17G Fet

17G Fet

fg = + 2640 significent at .05;

II"

I1I

II

I11

II

III

IT

111

I

II

IT1

icant at .001.

33

08
.07
.06
.05
.03
o1
.10
.12
.07
.06
.06
4
13
11

CORREIATION MATRIX (Continued)

4

| -.07

~.04
-1
-.04
-.08

-.04

01

-.06
-e12
-e12
-.12
-.06
-.01

-+03

35
~.13
-.10
-.18
-.13
-+ 16
-.10
-.06
-.12
-.18
-.18

—.17

—e13

-.08

-e 10

36

.18
17
«20
«20
19
17
«15
17
«21
22
23
.19
A7
17

37
-.07
-1
=05
-13
-.08
.10
-o14
-.10
-.05
-.06
-.05
-.10
-14

~-e12

38

.09
.1
.12
.12
13
.06
.08
.10
.12
11
.10
.06
.08

.06

>
I = + 43425 significant at .01;

39
-.06
~+05
- 11
-.05
-.07
-.07

. =e03
-.08
-.12
=12
-e13
=07
-+06

-.05

40
-.04
-+03
-.02
-00
-~ 01
.02
.02
~-+00
-.00
.02
.00
.02
.01

05

F
X =4+ .4293 signif-

bog



CORREIATION MATRIX (Continued)

33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40
75. C-E 2 -o44 -.01 -.16 A7 -e13 17 .06 .05
6. GE 3 - ..02 ~16 -.26 .18 .02 .08 -200 .01
TT. C-E 4 .04 .03 -.06 11 -.15 .02 .07 -.05
78. C-E 5 -12 -.03 -17 .25 -1 .05 . .08 A7
79. C-E 6 .05 -.01 -06 . .14 -.08 -.10 .05 -.01
80, C-E 7-8 .18 -.08 -.08 .09 -.02 -.03 -11 -.09
81. G-E 9 .06 ~407 -.08 -03 = .03 -.00 .05 -.05
82. C-E 10 -.04 -4 -.18 11 00 .18 ~+05 -.07
83. C-E 11 -.09 .04 -.02 .20 -.19 .00 .01 .23
84. C-E 12 .14 11 -.02 7 -e24 .02 .16 .04
85, C-E 13 07 .04 -.04 13 -.18 .10 .03 .11
86. C-E 14 .00 .13 -.02 .08 -.21 .04 .22 -.04
87. C-E 15 .13 13 -.02 AT -3 .14 .09 -.05
88. C-E 16 .09 .04 -.10 .14 -.18 .13 .09 .02
*

*% i
T =+ 42640 significant at .05; r =+ .3425 significant at .01; T =+ 4293 signif-
icant at .001.

29¢



85. C-E M
9C. SD-D 6
91. SD-D 10
92. SD-D 14
93. SD-D 17

94. IQ

33 34

.09 .02
«19 ~e02
«06 .06
+26 «19
o 29% 19
«20 =07

CORREIATION MATRIX (Continued)

35

-+10
.05
.07
.19
.13

-¢03

36
.18
.01
-.04
-.01
.00

‘002

37
-.12
=01
-.01
~e20
-e22

03

.03
-.07
-.08
13
- 11

"001

* *¥
T = + 2640 significant at .05; 1 = + .3425 significant at .01;

icent at .001.

39
-.01
-.10

11

.08

.15

"‘.07

40
-.00
+05
-.02
.11
.C9

"'-12

N
I =+ 4293 signif-

cog



. CORREIATION MATRIX (Continued)
4 42 43 T T
33. V Row
34, D
35, D 5
36. D 4
37. D 3
38, D 2
39. D 1
40, DP
41, @
42, Psy -e13
43. PD J36% .14
44. N L e40%% 00 Y E
45, PI .04 -.03 - 11 =10
46, NDS +30% .21 o 48300% $29% - 425X

*%
*g = + ,2640 significant at .05;5 1 = + 3425 significant at .013
icant at .001.

A7 48

*nR
T =+ 4293 signif-

y9¢



AT,

49.
50.
51.
52
53.
54.
55.
56.
57
58.

59.

SD-MDS

I

I-U

I-G

6U Fet I
6U Fet II
6U Fet III
6G Fet I
6G Fet 11
6G Fet III
10U Fet I
10U Fet II
10U Fet III

10G Fet I

*
T =+ «2640 significant at .05;

icant at .001.

41
«16
2T
31%
23
o 29%
«29%
«26
o 50%
27
31%
«24
23
24

23

42
«10
<09
«09
.02
.05
.10
« 11
«09
<07
.09
.08
.08
«10

«11

CORREIATION MATRIX (Continued)

43

-3
-+05
-.02
-.03
-.02
-.02

<01
-.02

-‘002

44
.06
.16

22

e25

14
14
«10
«15
.09
«13
«16
.18
«15
«15

45
06
.06
.02
~+03
.06
04
07
.06
06
.07
.07
.04
.08

«06

**
T =+ 43425 significant at

46
12
-.02
11
-02
-.03
-.04
-.07

"‘002

=04

-.02
-.08
-.04
-.09

"‘004

013

47 48
«G4x
JTERRE geRrk

-.01 ) ekl
J5E¥FE  gGRRk
JSERRK  gEwRk
JSERRR  g5HER
J65%KE  gpRRk
. 67*!-* «9 4***
64K g5kwx
L Ve
S45RRE gk
ATRE gprwx

Y -

k2.2 4
T =+ ,4293 signif-

G9¢



61,
62.
63.
64,
65.
66,
67.
68.
69.
70.
71.
T2.
15,
T4

10G Fct.
10G Fet
14U Pct
14U Pet

14U Fet

14G Fet

14G Fet
14G Pet
17U Fet
17U Fet
170 Pet
176 Fct
17G Fet

17G Fet

#
r = + .2640 significant at .05;

IIT

II

II1

II

I1I

II

III

1

IX

111

icant at .001.

41

22 .

.22
2T
29%
<26
o24
.26
.26
«25
21
22
2T
24

.22

CORRETATION MATRIX. (Continued)

42

.07
.08
.06
.06
04
«06
04
<04
«06
«06
<03
07
<06

.06

43

-.02
-.03
-.03
-.02
-.04
-.01
-.04
-+01
-.01
-.03
~+01
-.01
-.01

“002

*%

T =+

44

A7
14
14
.15
13
13
«13
14
14
09
o1
.12
«15
+10

45

.06
.07
.08
12
.10
.08
.05
.08
.08
07
.06
<07
.08

.09

46,

-.04

-«05
-.07
~-e03
- 12
-02
-.02
-+.06
-.06
-+09
~.09
-.01

.00

‘-003

‘ HKe
«3425 significant at .01;

]

Ix

47 48

o H1¥HE o J4%R%
« HO¥HE o G4 FHR
o H4¥RX o 98% %%
o B3R o QTHHE
o STHEX ) ol
o TOXEH 950 il
STORRR TR
N<Y hadaid « 98%%¥
S5¥*E » 9B% %%
o SZTHX o OTHRE
o H3¥HH o QTHHR
o T1H¥X o« 9B¥%R%
ST 3XHK S OTHER
o THXHX o OTHHX
<4293 signif-

99¢



5.
76.

T8,

79.

81.
82,
83,
84.
85.
86,
87.

88,

C-B

Celi

C-B

C-E

C~E

C-BE

C-E

C-E

C-E

C-E

*
I =+ 2640 gignificant at .05;
icant at .001.

11

E 12
3 13
3 14

15
16

41

«20
21
21
.13
«10

o33%

12
«25
.02
«20
«10
11
.19

023

" . CORRELATION MATRIX (Continued)

A2
«00
~e04

-.10

.01

«09
12
23
05
«13
11
24
~.05
<04

.09

43
-.06
-.12

.01
-¢12

<05

«13
-.07
- 13
-.05
-e14
-.08

.01

.10

'010

44
.08

-.01
.09

-+10
«05
«28%
o13
17

- =.01

07
06
.06
21

11

45
12
.08
.06
1
.03
.02
.05
.05
.03
.05
.13
14
A7
.13

.09
+09
07

06

*k
I =+ 3425 significant at .01;

a7
o 5O¥R

J5RRE
JA4rrx
430k
.30%
R
J3ERe
.30%
J33*
4T
J32%
S5E*RE
o 41¥¥

«60%¥¥

WRN

48
o BO¥XX

S TE¥X%
STTHHRR
-BO**%
o THHHR
o BYHHK
TR
STORRX
o THFHR
TEHER
R
o TR

S G2¥NX

« 80%¥*

T =+ ,4293 signif-

Log



89. C-E 1

90. SD-D 6
91. SD-D 10
92. 5D-D 14
93. SD-D 17

94. IQ

*
: T = + 42640 significant at .05;
icant at .001.

41
.26
.23
.08
.07
A7
.01

42

.06
.12
<14
.02
.08

-.22

CORREIATION MATRIX (Continued)

43
01
.02
~.03
.05
~.01

.12

44
.16

45
.09
05
~.01
-.01
.05

-.04

.01
«05
<11
-14
.16

<09

47

6400k
R
. 5E%%x
R L
. 90**%

04

- 95%*¥
L 4%
B2

o DGFHR

oD1¥¥%

.15

*¥ EHH
T =+ 3425 gignificant at .01: T =+ .4293 signif-

89¢



49, I-U

50, I-G

51« 6U Fet I
52. 6U Fet II
53. 6U Fet III
54, 6G Fet I
55. 6G FPet II
56. 6G Fet III
57+ 10U Fet I
58. 100 Pct II
59, 10U Fet III'
60, 10G Fet I
61. 10G Fet II

62, 10G Fet III

*
r = + .2640 significant at .05;

icant at .001.

49

L
TR

B

o TGHRR

«82%%%
» 8O%%%
921 b
o TO¥K*
o TO¥NX
o TO¥HX

B &
o T2HHH

o TR

CORRELATION MATRIX (Continued)

50

o D4FFX

» HE¥ER

o STRHX.

o 4OREE

4TRER
o 53X

. 55***

o S¥HK
o SE¥HE
o H2HHX
o« STERE

o HEXRE

51

o« 9B¥¥N
» 9B¥HR

« 8%%%
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