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CHAPTER 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 v..h.o 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 and achievement 

score changes of the two groups v.hich participated in an encounter 

group experience have been compared vdth 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 bY,pothesis 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 \WlO did not perform. to 

their expected or measured achievement potential. Remedial programs 

1 
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dealing with underachievement by focusing upon specific academic 

lea.ming skills have met with some success. However, over the past 

few decades, and especially since the 1950 1s, a great deal of 

educational, clinical, and research effort has been focused upon 

investigating the antecedents and correlates of underachievement. 

~he eventual goal was to devise both remedial and preventative 

2 

methods of dealing effectively w1 th underachievement. l!'rom the 

viewpoint of prevention and remediation, it is important to understand 

underachievement in terms of the personal characteristics peculiar 

to the underachiever. Such mey eventually lead to an increased 

understanding of the relationship among intellectual and motivational 

factors in achievement. 

One of the intervening variables which has been :f'ound by many 

researchers to be intimately related to all levels of achievement 

is the individual's self-concept. Many studies (Bishten, 1955; 

Brookover, Thomas & Paterson, 1964; Bruck & Bodwi.n, 1962; Caplin, 

1969; Fink, 1962; Gough, 1949~ Hishiki, 1969; Lum, 1960; Miller, 

1962; Quimby, 1967; Roth, 1959; Shaw & Alves, 1963; and Shaw, Edson 

& Bell, 1960) have concluded that there is a significant positive 

relationship between self-concept and acadelzj.c achievement. In 

other words, underachievement ha.S been found to be si&IJificantly 

correlated with 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 underachievenent. In addition, 
,'f 

group methods of intervention cited in the literature as dealing 

with either or both of these two variables is presented. Fina.lly, 

a brief review of the encounter group, often referred to as a 

sensitivity group, as a specific group intervention method dealing 

with self-concept and/or achievement w.1.11 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 speculating about non-observable behavior. However, some 

theoreticians have attempted to clarify human behavior by positing 

the integrating concept of "ego" or "self'', so that the coherence 

and unity seen in human behavior might be understood. 

G. W.Allport (1943) claimed that the concept of ego was made 

necessary by certain shortcomings in associationis.~, and he listed 

eight different uses for the concept of the ego. During the 1940 1 s 

the Psychological Review published many articles of a philosophical 

rather th.an psychological nature (Bertocci, 1945; Chein, 1944; 

Lundholm, 1940) which represented attempts to find the antecedents 

of human behavior by examjning constructs and concepts, rather than 

just observable events. 

3 
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The essence of 11 selfu challenged definition. :Nonetheless, an 

attempt to define and formulate a more useful concept of 11 self" was 

made during this same decade of the 1940 1 s. While l?.ogers was working 

with the client-centered approach, one of his students (Raimy, 1943) 

conceptualized the "self" in a perceptual frame of reference. What 

4 

he called the "self-concept" was both a learned perceptual system 

functioning as an object in the perceptual field, and a complex 

organizing principle which schematized on-going experience (Lowe, 1961). 

This concept of the self soon formed the theoretical underpinning for 

a new approach to the study of behavior. Ra.imy 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 .;..n therapy. The self system can have perceptions about 

the environment and itself. One of its unique capacities is its abil­

ity to look at and evaluate itself. Rairey' 1s concept of the self '"18.S 

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

1949). 

hlost essential in understanding the :main theoretical conceptions 

of personality proposed by Rogers and his associates i& a knowledge 

of what is called the phenomenological point of view. By this 

l:zypothesis, each person has a phenomenal field \'dlich is a 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 
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phenomenal field is limited. Only a small portion o:f his eJq)erience 

can be held in focus at a given ti."D.e. The phenO!!lenal field becomes 

constantly 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 individual'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 vague and unattended. But those aspects of his 
phenomenal self which are 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 vbich are admissible 
to awareness. (Harper, 1959, P• 84-5) 

Raimy's concept of self was congruent with Rogers' theory of client-

centered therapy, and .i.iogers' later developed theory of personality 

(1951). By 1950 the phenomenological theory of the self had become 

a new movement in psychology. The deluge of studies within the last 

two decades has not been contained within eIJY one theoretical channel, 

so that studies involving the self-concept have spread over into many 

areas other than psychology. 



CH.APTER II 

SELF-CO:NCE?T AlTD ACHIEVEMENT 

~Concept 

Before discussing the relationship between self-concept and 

achievement, each of these variables will be discussed separately. 
··~ 

De:f'ini tions. 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) liking for one's self. . . ' 
(4) satisfaction with one's attainments ••• , and (5) feeling of 

personal appreciation by others." 

Caplin (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 its nature must be inferred 

fran. "observations of the behavior of the individual (p. 14). 11 It 

would seem that statements by the individual would be subsumed under 

"observations." Fink ( 1962) dsfines self-concept as a 11 central 

rather than a peripheral motivating force" which "is essentially 

moral rather than lolecular (p. 57). 11 

Measurement 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 
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of standardization and validation of the instruments. This was 

especially so in the early 1960' a, Many 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 by an indiv:i.dual's self-references in 

psychotherapy or by asking him to mark off certain self-regarding 

attitudes on a rating scale. 

7 

One early attempt at attitude measurement was by Sheerer 

(1949) who extracted statements ma.de b;r clients in counseling that 

were relevant either as attitudes towards the self or towards other 

people. These 'statements formed the basis for a 101 item rating 

scale. Using this scale she reported an increased acceptance of 

and respect for one's self and other with successful therapy. 

Shearer's rating scale 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-v:i.ew as described by Lecky ( 1945) , 

Spygg & 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 
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(1961) discusses the issues of measurement and validation of self­

concept in detail and with a respectable degree of realistic 

criticism. 

Three different types of self-concept measures were employed 

in the present investigation. They were: a semantic differential, 

a pt j',br and pencil self-rating scale, and a four drawing set of 

projective human figure drawings subjected to a scoring procedure 

validated to neasure self-concept traits. 

The semantic differential (Appendix A-V) er:rployed in this study 

originally consisted of 27 word iteo-pairs selected from Osgood, 

Suci, and Tannenbaum's (1964) list of 50 item pairs. Th~y applied 

Thurstone 1 s (1947, cited in Osgood et al., p. 36) Centroid Factor 

M.ethod to a matrix of correlations. Four factors were extracted and 

rotated into simple structure, maintaining orthogonality. The 

semantic differential devised for the present study loaded on three 

factors which the authors labeled as evaluative, potency, and 

activity. Six of the originaJ. 27 pairs included and administered 

to the experimental subjects were discarded. There was too little 

agreenent among subjects as to vb.ether either item of the discarded 

six pairs was on the positive or negative end of the continuum to 

substantiate their inclusion in the final scoring. 

The Tennessee Self Concept Scale (TSCS) was administered to all 

subjects at the pre-testing and the post-testing. The TSCS, already 

in use in mimeographed form since 1955 (Fitts, 1955), was revised and 

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

8 
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references on the TSCS (180 references by April, 1970 in addition to 
'f 

30 references cited in the 1965 Manual) is indicative of its signif-

icant impact on self-concept research. It is described in the :Manual 

as "simple for the subject, widely applicable, well standardized, and 

multidimensional in its description of the self-concept (p. 1). 11 

Consisting of 100 self-descriptive statements, this Likert­

type instrument can be used with subjects aged 12 years and older, 

and having at least a si:x.-th grade reading level. Most subjects can 

complete the scale in less than 20 minutes. 

Two forms are available, a Counseling Form and a Clinical and 

Research Form. The only difference between the tvro f orm.s is the 

scoring and profiling systems. In the present study the Clinical 

and Research Form was used. 

According to the Manual, the standardization group was a 

"broad sample of 626 people. The sample included people from 

various parts of the country, and age ranges from 12 to 68 (years). 

There were approximately equal numbers of both sexes, both Negro and 

vmite subjects, representative of all social, economic, and intel-

lectua.l levels and educational levels from sixth grade through the 

Ph.D. degree (p. 13)." 

A table of reliability data based on test-retest with 60 college 

students . 'Jver a two week period is provided by the manual and indicates 

a reliability of .92 for the Total Scale, reliabilities in the .80s 

and .90s for the major aubacales and in the .60s and • 70s for the 

minor subscales. In addition, the author claims to have demonstrated 
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through profile analysis that "the distinctive features o:f' individual 

profiles are still present for most persons a year or more later 

(p. 15). 11 Bentler (Buros, 1972) concluded that it ranks among the 

better measures combining group discrimination with self-concept 

information. 

Koppitz (1968) attempted to fill the gap of controlled research 

studies with children's HFDs and to provide a validated scoring sys­

tem for developmenttil and projective signs on HFDs. She systematically 

investigated HFDs of children ages 5 through 12 yea.rs. 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 en~ire classes, 

kindergarten through sixth grade, in 10 di!ferent·elementary schools. 

Thirty-three per cent of the children caTJle from two schools located 

in residential sections of a I!ddwestern metropolis; fifty-four per 

cent of the youngsters attended five schools situated in three am.all 

industrial towns in a Midwestern and 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 1Tegro and white children, one-third came from 
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predominantly vtli te, 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 ar.i.ong the sub­

jects. 

After her extensive research investigation correlating many 

variables, Koppitz ( 1965, 1966a, 1966b, 1966c, 1967) found two basic 

types of objective signs: Developmental Items and Emotional Indi­

cators (EI). As such, each test protocol can be scored with a 

developmental score and an emotional indicator (BI) score. Each of 

the two kinds of scores is composed of 30 items. For the purpose 

of the present study only the EI score was used since 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 AI. In addition, the age levels at which the signs become 

clinically valid 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 norm.al 

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 VTOrk. 

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

ment 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 wa:y of meeting them; drawings 

may also reflect strong fears and anxieties which ma;r concern the 

child, consciously or unconsciously, at that given moment (p. 8) • 11 

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 an enduring personality 

configuration, and because of the well validated scoring system, the 

Koppitz Scoring systera was used to score the HFDs of this present 

investigation. It is necessary to have a system mich can tap a.zzy 

changes in self-concept w.llich 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 Els do relate to self-concept. 

Stability~ Change .2f ~ Self-Concept. Brownfain ( 1962) 

adapted the use of the rating scaJ.e in developing what he considered 

a measure of the degree of atabili ty of the self-concept. Carlson 

(1965) deaJ.t with self-concept stability and change in a longitudi-

nal stucy of changes in the structure of the self-image. The study 
' 

included 49 students studied in the sixth and again in the twelfth 

grade. Self and ~deal. descriptions obtained on parallel forms 

(pre-adolescent and adolescent) of a questionnaire designed to 

control for response sets, provided measures of self-esteem and social-

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 their findings they 

concluded that self-edteem was independent of seoc role. Adolescents 

low in self-esteem more frequently characterized others in terms of 

personal reference and/or derogatory attitudes on the Role Construct 

Repertory Test. By administering parallel forms, these researchers 

avoided a drawback in a study by Piers and Harris (1964) mo concluded 

that they demonstrated self-concept changes when increasing familiar-

i ty with the test items might have accounted for ch&nges in en improved 

direction. More relevant is that Carlson (1965) used parallel but age 
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appropriate forms. Haas and l.Iaehr ( 1965) conducted two e:xperim'3nts 

whose major hypothesis dealt with self-concept and the reactions of 

others. The first attempted to determine the durability of e:xperi­

mentally induced changes in self-ratings. The second sought to 

determine the effects of drug dosage in such changes in self-ratings. 

The conclusion from the first experiment was that experimentally 

induced changes in self-ratings 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 Development~ Related Variables. Several 

researchers have studied the self-concept and related it to certain 

variables v..hich their particular studies ind~ated were involved :L~ 

its development. However, very few of th~ studies cited in the 

literature on self-concept used the experimental and control groups 

paradigm. The usual sampling procedure has been to study naturally 

occurring groups. Different measures from individuals described l:?y 

same self-concept measure as having low or high self-concepts have 

been taken and correlated. Generally, all of the subjects in the 

sample population selected were tested on all of the test measures; 

the results were analyzed and certain correlations were found or 

concluded to exist. 
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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 11 the general 

theory states that self-concept is developed through interaction 

with significant others which in turn influences (one's) behavior 

(p. 271). 11 They found support for this theory in their study 

using a sample of 1,050 seventh grade students (513 males and 537 

females) in an urban school systen.. Black students were excluded 

on the assumption that their 11 self-concept-of-ability11 and its 

relation to achievement would differ from those of the vmite 

population, which they found support for with subsequent analysis. 

Self-concept-of-ability is described as an individual's self­

evalua.tion of his ability to achieve some goal, v.hich in this case 

is in the academic arena. Parallel forms of a self-concept-of-

abili ty scale were administered and average IQ scores for two 

(fourth and sixth grade) administrations of the California Test of 

I:Iental Haturi ty were calculated. They concluded that an indi vid-

ual 1 s self-concept-of-ability is significantly correlated with the 

images that he perceives significant others to have of his ability. 

In addition, they fo'Wld statistical significance for their hypothesis 

that self-concept-of-ability for specific academic subjects was a 

better indicator of achievenent than a g~neral self-concept measure. 

The authors' ex~lusion of Blaclc subjects seems to inherently lack 

theoretical logic. Their assumption that the self-concept-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 weakened it. That Blacks' self-concept-of-ability 

would be lower would possibly support their assumption that the 

environment and personal interaction with significant others has a 

significant influence upon one's self-concept-of-ability. 

Davidson and Lang (1960) also found statistically significant 

~~pport for the hypothesis that the student's perception of a 

significant other's feelings tovrard him is related to his self-

concept or self-perception and to school achievement and behavior. 

The authors devised an adjective checklist v.hich 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 ow.n perception 

of his teacher's appraisal of him with his classm.ates1s perceptions 

of the teacher's feelings toward him. Por this purpose, a modified 

version of the de Great and Thompson Teacher Approval and Disapproval 

Scale (1949) was administered along with the Checklist of Trait Nam.es, 

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 ae 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. Social class levels were found to 

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 weakness 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 llew York City 

elementary school children at these grade levels (p. 116) • " The 

restriction of their sample to only the better readers hinders 

the generalizability of their :flndings 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. 

17 

Ringness (1970) also studied the influence of si~icant 

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 three groups of 

"significant others" mentioned above, and 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) and the Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) percentile scores. 

Support for a social learning theory paradigm of motivation and 

achievement was concluded. Achievement was also predicted from the 

California Test of Mental 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 methodological biases, 

and the sampling procedure was a random selection of 300 subjects 

drawn from the eighth grade population of all 13 public junior 

high schools in a large W.dwestern city. Complete data was 

obtained on 267 subjects. 

In addition to the influence upon self-concept by such sig­

nificant others as pa.rents, peers, and teachers which Brookover 

et al. (1964) label as the "composite other," another variable 

related to self-concept is the socioeconomic class of an individual. 

For example, Klausner (1953) found that low socioeconomic vlhite 

males had lmver self-concepts than white males in higher socio­

economic strata. 

Piers and Harris (1964) conducted a. study correlating age 

with self-concept. Their findings suggested a curvilinear develop­

mental pattern in which 11 adequa.te" self-concepts were found for the 
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third and tenth grade subjects, vhile "inadequate11 self-concepts 

were found for the sixth graders. Piers and Harris' (1964) major 

purpose v:as to make the first step in an effort to develop and 

standardize a general self-concept instrument which could be used 

over a wide ace ranee. In addition, they sought to find the corre­

lates of self-concept in c~ildren. They extracted six factors from 

an 80 item scale aclninistered to 457 sixth grade children. The 

factors were: Behavior, General and Academe Status, Physical 

Appearance and Attributes, Anxiety, Popularity, and Happiness and 

Satisfaction. The 80 iten scale was originally a 140 item scale 

v.hich was adnlinistered 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 socioecononic levels of the community. In the high 

school classes, slow, average, and bright classes participated. 

The authors do not state Why the high school class sar.iple 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

econonlic level. This discrepancy in subject selection criteria 11a.y 

have influenced the curvilinear results. In addition, the four month 

post-test nean scores were consistently higher for all groups, suggest­

ing that increased fa.'":l.iliarity with response itens IJight account for 

the change. This enhancement on retesting emphasiz€o the need for 
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control procedures before making claims regarding self-concept changes 

as a reaul t of any particular manipulations. One might conclude from 

Piers and Harris' study that age see.ras to oorrglate with self-concept 

either positively or negatively using the same 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 

se~-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 

consisted of 180 children, with 60 each from a de facto segregated 

school with over 66~& Black enrollment; a school newly dessgi•egated 

by the transferring of 150 Black children to a previously almost all 

v.hite 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 se~-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. 



-
21 

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, Carlson 

(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 

der..ying feeling nervous or worried. Swinn and Hunter ( 1964) admin­

istered tests of general anxiety and test anxiety along with a 

"self-acceptance (SA)- acceptance of others (AO)" questionnaire to 

92 subjects. The investigators claim that the questionnaire can 

reflect an individual 1 s acceptance of himself and his openness and 

acceptance of other people. Their study was conducted to test the 

predictive bypothesls that anxiety increased the usual positive 

SA-AO correlation. Results indicated that (1) anxiety is signifi­

cantly associated vdth both lowered SA and lowered AO, (2) anxiety 

disrupts the SA-AO relationship by lowering SA at a greater rate 

than AO, and (3) in the presence of low anxiety, the usual SA-AO 

correlation exists. The investigators concluded that (A) the learning 
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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-AO relationship. 

The paucity of studies making use of statistical designs other 

than the correlation.al 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 trends 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 V'ilich the particular studies were con­

ducted. Now that self-concept research has become fairly productive 

of basic hypothetical postulations and the groundwork has been laid, 

more definitive research designs should be applied. 

Achievement: 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. KoIT.rich ( 1965) confronted the 
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issue by listing several methods which various researchers have used 

to operationally 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) underachiever~, \..tlile 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 th~ college in vlhich a student was enrolled. 

Coulson calculated chi squares, Pearson correlations, and analyses 

of variance on hi~ data for simple effects. The instruments he used 

were 1J11IPI, 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 l.llliform, concepts of over- and under­

achievement. 

Some of the unclear findings on underachievement mey be 

attributed to faulty conceptualizations. Rather than performance 

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 ma:y 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-- -
~· 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 standardized achievement test 

scores to identify underachievers. The California Test of r.Iental 

Maturity (CTMM) total 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 v.hich assessed intellectual ability. 

Underachievement was defined as any 11 significant" discrepancy in 

either G.PA 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 discussed in the Self-Concept section earlier. 

Edgington (1964) developed a normative approach to the measure-

ment of underachievement. The technique involved obtaining empirical 

probabilities for the magnitude of underachievement of a:n:;f' individual 

underachiever. He cited the statistical flaws in previous attempts 
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avoid these flaws. However, a major drawback in the use of this 

method is its tedious calculation. 

25 

Two kinds of achievement measures were employed in the present 

study. The Wide Range Achievement Test (Vffi.AT), a standardized 

achievement test, and course progress reports by teachers were both 

considered in this investigation. The 'ifB.A.'r was first standardized 

in 1936 as a convenient tool for the study of the basic school sub­

jects of reading (word recognition and pronunciation), YII'i tten 

spelling, and arithmetic cor:iputation. It was designed as an "adjunct 

to tests of intelligence and behavior adjustment (IJanual, 1965)." It 

'vas 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 arithmetic. Each subtest is divided 

into two levels, Level I and Level II. Level I is designed for use 

with children between the ages of 5 years O month and 11 years 11 

months. Level II is intended for persons from 12 years O month 

through adulthood. Level II was administered to aJ.l subjects in the 

present study. The three subtests take between 20 and 30 minutes to 

administer. The subtests mey be given in e:ny convEinient order. The 

order of administration for the current investigation was: Spelling, 

Arithmetic, and Reading. Subtest instructions were given verbatim as 

presented in the VffiAT 1Ianual ( 1965) • The WRAT can be administered 

individually or to a group. The Spelling and Arithmetic subtests 
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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 I:Ianual. Grade ratings, 

percentiles, and standard scores, or deviation quotients, based on 

the grade ratings are the three types of scores used in reporting 

WR.AT results. 

The 1965 revised edition of the WRAT was standardized on a 

population of school children and adults in a number of states: 

Delaware, Pennsylvania, lfow Jersey, Maryland, Florida, Viashington, 

and California. llo attempt was made to obtain a representative 

nationaJ. sampling. The authors state, 11Nor is such a sampling con­

sidered essential for proper standardization (filanuaJ., 1965, p. 9) • 11 

The groups of children were selected from schools of known socio­

economic levels. The IQs of the children were also known from group 

tests such as the Lorge-Thorndike, the Kuhlmann-Anderson, and the 

California I1entaJ. Maturity Test administered at the schools. Maey 

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. 11 In each age bracket "probability 

samplings based on IQs were studied to develop WR.AT norms that would 

correspond to the achievement of mentally average groups with represen­

tative dispersions of scores above and below the mean (Manual, 1965, 

p. 9)." The oain drawback of the WHAT seems to be its lack of 

representativeness in the sample of the various ethnic groups to 
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which 1 t rrtey" 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 VfilAT appears to be en effective diagnostic 

tool for evaluating achievement in reading, spelling, and arithmetic 

computation. It is easily administered end the results can be com­

puted into any one or all three of the useful global scores. It can 

be administered individually 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. Mervin and Thorndike seem to agree 

that the WR.AT is of some value in a clinical or research setting as 

a quick estimate of general ability and educational background (Buras, 

1972). 

The course progress reports made by the teachers for all of the 

girls pa=ticipating in the present investigation were scored on a 

five-point rating scale (Appendix A-II). The ratings had been devised 

by the school ad::ninistrative staff and was adopted for use in this 

study. Letter grades were not used in the teacher evaluations. 1.rhe 

four required courses which were analyzed 'vvere: Heading, ..mglish, 

Business Mai;hematics and Speech. 

?ippert and Archer (1963) investigated \\hich of two ways seemed 

most effective to use in classifying underachievers. The two methods 

were by GPA and by standardized achievement teat scores. The Watson-
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Glaser Test and standard achievement tests were administered to 126 

ninth graders v.ho 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 G?A below t11at predicted from 

their Otis IQ scores were similar to the achieving group on the 

\7atson-Glase:r and achievement test scores. The underachievers 

exce~ded 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 instrm:ients c:~cept GPA. The authors suggested 

that for screening purposes or with experinental research studies 

the standard achievenent tests see:m appropriate. Hovrever, they 

comm.anted that to classify an incli vidual as an underachiever only 

on the basis of a standard achievement test score ;~ be penalizing 

the student unjustly if the test content does not reflect the 

school's curricula. For research pu:rposes, however, they asserted 

that a standard test seemed more valid since all subjects will have 

been exposed to the same content test. 

Studies ~ ?ractical Implications 12£ Prevention ~ 

Remediation. Another effort to objectify and develop methods of 

identification needed before prevention 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 



detecting behaviors related to achievement success and failure. 

11ethodology consisted of weekly meetings with 26 teachers of normal 

and emotionally distru.bed junior and senior high school students. 

All classroom behaviors ~ilich, in their experience, inte£fered with 

or were related to achievement were discussed a.~d recorded. Eighty 

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 "norLia.111 and "emotionally disturbed" groups. The data 

were analyzed into factors resulting in the 45 item, 13 fo.ctor 
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scale. J?urther correlations included in the final scale were sig­

nificant at the .05 level at least. The study appears to have 

substantial content validity. However, the authors are unclear as 

to the number of subjects used in the rating scaJ.e development. It 

is unclear vbether the figure "1, 554" refers to the mm.ber 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 prograus for underachievers, Shaw and HcCuen (1960) 

investigated the onset of academic underachievement in bright children. 

One hundred sixty eight 11th and 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 G.PAs in grades 9, 10, and 11 and their IQ scores. Any 

student receiving an IQ score of over 110 011 the ?intner 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 

score criteria but with a G?A above the average of his class was 

classified as an achiever. Those achieving at the class average of 

2.4 on a four-point scale were not included in the study. ~he 

authors do not report how nany subjects scored exactly at the class 

mean but it is doubtfUl that ruzy sizable number did, if any. ~he 

subjects were divided into four groups: Male Achievers, IJale Under­

achievers, Female Achievers, and :l!'em.ale Underachievers. Each subject's 

G.i?A for each grade from 1 through 11 was couputed, as were the mean 

GPAs for each of the four groups. 

Sex differences were found between the groups. wale acliievers 

hnd significantly higher G?As for each grade level from third through 

eleventh. In grades one and two there were differences for the 

achievers in the predicted direction, higher than underachievers, 

but these were not significant until the third grade. Results for 

feraa.les were more confusing. Jfor grades one through five under­

achievers had marginally higher G?As than achievers. However, froo 

grades six through eight the achievers had higher Cli'As, though, again, 

the difference was not significai1t. In the ninth and tenth grades 

the dii'f erence was significant in favor of the achievers. The 

authors suggested that fe.raales do not display their self-directing 

tendencies to tho saue extent as males until adolescence. ~hey also 

suggested that the female underachievers showed a drop in GPA ut the 
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tili.l.e puberty vias begi:nninB. Other studies findi.."'1.g unclear results 

for few.ales suggest that there is more am.bi valence v.:1. th regard to 

girls' feelings toward themselves (Shaw et cl., 1960; Quimby, 1967). 

Acade:raic Va:r'iables Involved 2:!! Underachievenent. ~1eading ruid 

ari t.hm.etic at the elen.entary school level, and ~lish at the high 

school level are the curriculurn areas in ~hich most underachieverJent 

and failures occur, o.nd vlb.ich are oost effected by what Cotter (1964), 

speaking from a medical model, calls "poor emotional heal th. 11 Inves­

tigations in the field of arithmetic emphasize that children require 

even more frcedoo from inner anxiety for learning ari thr.1etic than 

for lea.ming to read, and that failure in t.'ie two areas rmy be 

caused by entirely different elements. Failure to learn how to read, 

however, has a more da.raaging effect upon the child. The poor reader 

sees himself as a failure, a non-reader, but the child who cannot 

comprehend arithmetic appears to feel that he has plenty of company. 

":B'u.rther, failure in ari thr.J.etic does not impede future school progress 

as does inability to read and thUD does not pose us great a threat 

to the self-concept or ego (Cotter, 1964, p. 180)." '.I:hus, reading 

below grade expectw".lcy or at least below the current grnde level 

placer:i.ent is frP.q,uently the key criterion used in labelling a student 

as an underachiever. Al thou.gh uJi.derachievers are not alrrays cilildren 

with a background of grade faiJ.ures or demotions, those vmo fail and 

must repeat grades, especially v.hen their IQ is at least avera{;e, are 

labelled as underachievers. ~en per cent of the nation's students 
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were not promoted in June, 1956. The same percentage was classified 

as failing in the 1963-1964 academic year for public school enroll­

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

Personality Characteristics _2! ~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. Lum ( 1960) discusses male and female achievers and under­

achievers. She describes the female underachiever as an individual 

who tends to become easily discouraged when confronted with long or 

difficult assignments and vho admits that unless she likes a course, 

she exerts only the minimum effort required to get a passing grade. 

She also shovra a marked tendency toward procrastination with regard 

to her assignments and tends to rely upon external pressures in order 

to complete her assignments. She is 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 than an 11 overachiever." 

The "non-achievement syndrome" (Roth &: Meyersburg, 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 and Meyersburg add to these the "lack of self-esteem, personal 

sensitivity, inability to control introjected hostility, and 'acute 

anxiety' which build up into patterns much like the syndrome 

encountered in depressive disorders," and in some students becomes 

a true disorder (p. 538-539). 

Gill and Spilka (1965) studied a population of Mexican-

American high school students and concluded that underachievers were 

more hostile, less socially mature, e:Xhi.bited less intellectual 

efficiency and conformity to rules than achievers. They also fotUld 

that underachievers from low socioeconomic backgrounds seemed 

characteristically to lack independent initiative. However, Schutz 

(1960) concluded from his factor analysis of academic achievement 

and community characteristics that a "high level of educational 

achievement can be obtained in widely varying kinds of communities 

(p. 517) ," and presumably by an individual from a:ny socioeconomic 

class who puts forth the effort and bas the ability. 

It is cozmn.only agreed that the larger number of failures and 

underachievers are boys. One theory offered to e:xplain this (Cotter, 

1964) is that a higher level of perfection is e:xpected, 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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McClelland 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 vdth 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 deviant member. Donnelly (1960), although 

studying a opoulation of psychotic children, did find that deviant 

children are treated noticeably differently than their siblings. 

11ore often than not, this "treatment" involves negative parental 

attitudes toward the 11deviant11 child mich in turn threaten the 

child's positive sibling interrelationships. These influences 

obviously a:t'fect the personality of the underachieving child. 

~ Drasgow-Motto Controver:g .£!!Underachievers. Drasgow 

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

college underachievers tend to be enrolled in inappropriate curricula 
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minant in their underachievement; (2) that a necessary requirenent 

for helpful counseling was that the student-client accept the idea 

of failure "in his alien course; 11 and (3) that lack of i..11si2,ht w·n.s 

a detenninant in u...11derachievenent. 

IIotto (1959) made a critical reply to Drasgow's assumptions. 

He acl"".1.i tted there vm.s a need to clarify the definition of under­

achievement, but strongly disagreed vr.i.th Drasgow'G first two conclu­

sions, mile agreeing with the third vr.!.. th reservations. I.Iotto stated 

that there was equal justification for considering factors such as 

"enotional imn.aturity, situational factors, defective study skills 

or subject ~atter, neurotic or quasi-psychotic adjustncnts, and 

disturbances in character f'unctioning (p. 246). 11 He suggested that 

underachievenent had no necessary relationship to curriculUt~ choice, 

but may be a behavioral r.ia.nifestation of personality inconsistencies 

nnd the consequent paralyzing effects of anxiety. In response to 

Drasgow• s second assumption, I1!otto replied that in spite of warnings 

from teachers, deans, and counselors, the underachievers in his 

group failed to see their acadenic problems as failures on their 

part. Although they responded positively v.hen the counseling ser­

vices offered help, 28 of motto's 31 underachievers did not accept 

failure, and 25 had not even requested counseline. He sugeests 

that there are positive eler1ents in allowing i..mderachievers to be 

offered help vd thout their having to adni t they need it. Iiastly, 

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. Iirotto agreed that insight was needed 

for improvement, but disagreed that such an understanding of complex 

personality 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 deaJ.ing with treat­

ment methods for lutderachievers, it is placed here mainly because 

counseling was on an individual rather than a group basis. However, 

it should offer insight into the possible peraonality makeup of the 

underachiever at the college level. 

Study Habits~ Achievement l'd2.tivation. Lum (1960) investi­

gated the study habits of achievers and unde~achievers. Three 

groups of twenty female college students were equated for scholastic 

aptitude as ruea.oured by the American Council on Education Psycholog­

ical Examination. The subjects were enrolled in introductory psy­

chology courses. The groups difi'ered widely in achievemen.t, as 

expressed in the cumulative grade point ratio. Lum 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. 

SeveraJ. 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 phenomenon 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; HcClelland, 1955). Studies mich have used 

objective tests (Atkinson & Litwin, 1960; deCha.rms, llorrison, 

Reitman, and McClelland, 1955; Iard, 1962) generally have not been 

able to produce the same results. It seemed for a mile that 

McClelland'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 indicators 

on the TAT, Rorschach, and similar projective test devices v.hich 

reflect such dynamics as self-esteeu, need for achievement, need for 

approval, and feelings of adequacy or inadequacy. 

I.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 r:iale 

and 263 female high juniors. The subjects were to answer- "yes," 

"no," or 11 ? 11 (can't say or doesn't apply) to the questions. Three 

items were discarded as a result of this initial test adrJ.inistration. 

Icyers then used the remaining seven items in a six point rating scale 



pt 

38 

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 conpared favorably 

with previous studies which had used projective tests such as the 

TAT, and vdth studies using objective instruments. The scale is 

somewhat 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 ~otivation leads 

to the next section which considers the relationship between self­

concept and underachievement • 

.§!ll Concept~ Achievement 

'flhich 1.! ~ Antecedent: Self-Concept .2!: 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: v.hich cones 

first, self-concept or achievement (Shaw & Mccuen, 1960; Tuel &: 

wursten, 1965). Caplin (1969), who studied the effects of racial 

segregation on self-concept, concluded that the relationship bet~reen 

self-concept and achievement was probably reciprocal, as did Tuel 

and Wursten (1965). The latter researchers stated that an individual's 

negative self-concept in some cases appears to hinder academic per­

formance, v.hile 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 bet~~en healthy personality and 

effective learning. Thus, Tamkin (1960) suggested that emotional 

disturbance may be either the cause of or the product of educa­

tional. disability. Lowe (1961) showed how a poor self-concept 

may result in underachiever:ient or failure which can result in ~ore 

failure. That psychological heal th 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 

and 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 available for 

only 128 children. Measures of mental ability and self-concept 

were obtained during the subjects• :first semester in kindergarten. 

Subjects were from two Detroit eletientary 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 

::neasures proved significantly predictive of reading progress but were 

not sicnifica...'Yltly related to mental test scores. ~wo aspects of 

self-concept, ( 1) feelings of co2npetence and (2) feelini::;s of self­

worth, were noted. The study we-is well conducted and appears valid, 

even though the s~~ple ~iay not have been representative of a larger 
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population. Half of the children transferred to Catholic schools 

after kindergarten, and thus were taught by different reading r:icthods 

than the children \>ho remained in the public school syster:i. In addi­

tion, r:ieasures other than just the IQ and self-concept were used. 

Tape recordings of children's COJ.:llllents while ma.king hum.an 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 'vere 

secured 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-strength were predictive of 

reading achieveuent two-and-one-half years later. ~he authors 

concluded that even as early as kindergarten self-concept phenomena 

a.re antecedent to and predictive of reading accomplishment. Some of 

the probleL.1s causing a lack of support for their hypotheses was 

attributed to the fact that early reading achieveL1ent is linked to 

sex and socioe~onomic class. 

J.lelationships Pound Between Self-Concept~ Achievement. 

nearly all studies of the relationship between self-concept and 

achievement have concluded that there is a positive relationship 

between these two variables. However, Jervis (1959) concluded that 

there is no relationship between the two. lie concluded that low 
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achievement does not always imply negative attitudes. His study 

revealed no significant relationship between self-concept related 

to attitudes toward others. Tuel and .iursten ( 1965) v.ho cite Jervis' 

study make no attempt to discuss the calibre of Jervis' nethodology 

or statistical a.nal.ysis, vbich would shed light on how val.id his 

findings should be considered. 

3ome investigators have used elaraentary school subjects, 

although studies of self-concept and achievement have more frequently 

used college or high school s~~ples. Bodwin (1959) investigated the 

relationship betvroen "iumature self-concept" and rending and ari th­

metic disabilities. Immature self-concept seems to be a term the 

author used synonymously with poor, low, or inadequate self-concept. 

His study y.,ras based on the theory that self-concept was a develop­

mental phenOl!lenon vbose final stages included "incorporation and 

identification, 11 and that any interruption in the process lirrl. ted 

and distorted the subsequent incorporation and identification, and 

tharefore learning. Incorporation refers to a process which the 

investigator asserted was essential in developing an adequate self­

concep t. Ii:owever, he failed to describe it in the Disaertation 

Abstracts version of his study. Identification is a subsequent and 

again essential stage in self-concept development vihich is not defined 

by the researcher. However, fro::i. contextual cues the two final otaees 

appear to refer to a kind of ass~lative and integrative process in 

which the individual must engage to develop an adequate self-concept, 
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as information enters his conscious awareness. Bodvdn found no studies 

in the literature which were directly related to his problem. He used 

the Machover DAP test and devised a Self-Concept Scale for it which 

was later validated (Bodvdn & Bruck, 1960). His saI,Uple consisted of 

300 subjects (100 each with reading disabilities, arithmetic disabil­

ities, and no educational disabilities) from the third to the sixth 

grades of three elementary schools in Flint, 1lichigan. 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 significant. 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 and arithmetic disabilities (r = .78 

and .68). These correlations were significant at the .01 level. He 

further concluded tl1at the relationshipbetween i:mm.a.ture self-concept 

and these two educational disabilities was greater than the relation­

ship between immature self-concept and any 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. Al though he 

administered no experimental treatment, Bodwin did use a control group 

with no educational disabilities, to support his findings. 
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Lumpkin (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 made signifi­

cantly lower scores on achievement measures and manifested predor:ii­

nantly negative self-concepts, a desire to be different from the self 

as seen, and e.xpressed significantly more conflict. 

Ten years later Hishiki (1969) studied the self-concepts of 

sixth grade 1Ierlcan-American girls li v1ng in California. He compared 

his findings to those of a study of a sample of fourth and sixth grade 

Caucasian girls in Georgia. Low socioeconomic level groups and minor­

ities are thought to have lower self-concepts than their white middle 

class and upper class counterparts. Hishiki 1 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 Merlcan-American 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 Llerlcan-American and white students. 

Ten years earlier, Roth (1959, cited above) had investigated 

the relationship between self-concept and achievement with a college 

sample of 54 freshmen, enrolled in a reading improvement course end 
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distributed across three classes. She investigated the differences 

among the three groups of their self-perceptions in terms of general 

defensiveness on Self as Self, Self in Helation to Authority, Self 

as Student, and Self as Reader concepts. The three groups were 

Attrition, Hon-Improver, and Improver. They were hypothesized to 

appear in that order from most to least defensive. Scores on the 

Diagnostic Rea.ding 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 posttest 

were not significant. However, Improvers were defined as those 

subjects v.t.oae 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 meas-1.ll'e was taken 

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 their self-concepts, as do those 

\'lil.O 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 lir:ti tation 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 v1ere admin­

istered the other measures. As such, his conclusions which were based 
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on the measures other than the SOT may not be as powerf'ul as those 

based on the SCT findings. In addition, perhaps a biased sample was 

being studied since all subjects had already enrolled in a reading 

improvement course. Hi do9s not state whether they were reading 

below level and neededfremedial help or if some sin.ply \vanted to 
i 

improve 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 relat1on~p 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 identificati.on with various 

figures, but also values of achievement attributed to them relate 

to differences in a.chievenent 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 esteeoed by others. Elder 

(1965) demonstrated that assignment to a low status school or to a low 
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academic performance, and vocational goals. This is perhaps especially 

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 American population, Katz ( 1964) made one of tL.e very few inves-

tigations relating socioeconomic class to achievement and personality 

characteristics. He found a positive relationship between socioeconom-

ic class of Australian adolescents and their level of aspiration. 

l:atz suggested that the positive r~lationship betvreen opportunities 

for social mobility and socioeconvmic class rrJE.:;f explain this corre-

lation. lie suggested that perhaps not all people held the same 

definition of success, and that these mB\[ differ across socioeconomic 

classes and di:ffering cultural value systems. He stated that how 

one defines success yields an index of a 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 another success criterion. ?ersonal effort and worthi-

ness were frequently mentioned as the reason for attainment of sue-

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. Middle and upper class 
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subjects more frequently named a relative as their model of success 

than lower class subjects who moy find a dirth of success models in 

their frame of reference. 

The "level of aspiration" as referred to by Katz has received 

nuch 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 an indi viduaJ... However, a high self-concept 

can result in more realistic aspirations in line with tho subject's 

abilities. 

Personality Variables Relevant _12 ~ ~-Concept--Achieve-

ment Relationship. Attitudes of girls and boys differ, often 

markedly, girls being characterized by feelings of personal inade-

quaoy, boys by feeling critical o-Z sc-.hool authorities. It might be 

hypothesized that, 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 corre~pond 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 disappointed, or doing poorly. 
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?ayne and Farquhar ( 1962) after distinguishiri..g between under-

and overachievers with the use of a word rating list noasuring self-

concept, found that oft-observed surface confidence of underachievers 

De;J conceal deepseated feelings of inferiority. 

J?inally, Fink (1965) described male and female under-and over-

achievers as follows: 

The achieving girl accepts herself and feels sec'l.:.I'e in the cer­
tainty that others will accept her. While 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 value hard work and pla.rming, 
and see them.selves as capable and smart. This evident self­
satisfaction would appear to reflect a lack of insight 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 alienated socially and view themselves 
as the victims of circu."UStances, unhappy, and misunderstood. 
They do not appear to accept of even perceive the goals and 
values of others, and appear to regard themselves as basically 
evil (pp. 536-537). 

Underachieving boys appear to be the most inadequate and 
irnznature of the four groups. They appear to be alienated f-.rom. 
society and perhaps from family. They do not hold to the ideals, 
values, and goals of the do:ninant cultural groups. They tend to 
be pleasure oriented but so inadequate and passive that they 
never achieve their goa.J.s. Instead, they cooplain of their 
powerlessness in a world dotlinated by power, but are willing to 
concede thLlt raight makes right (p. 537). 

Academically achieving boys accept themselveo basically but 
apparently not with .the same degree of assurance displayed by 
achieving [;irls. H~, too, there is an apparent lack of 
insight and critical ability, coupled w.i th \\hat appears to be 
a rather complete acceptance of the values and goals of t...~e 
dominant culture; conformity to these norms appears not to be 
questioned even in the face of inconsistencies (p. 535). 
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Suggestions £2!: ::aemediation ..2f Underachievement and/or~ 

Self-Concept. Several of the articles and books discussed earlier 

have made suggestions co~cerning remediation of underachievement 

and/or low self-concept based on their research findings Cotter 

stated that research indicating the necessity for close cooperation 

between the school and mental health specialists and agencies in 

the communities is increasing (p. 181). Bower et al. (1970) cited 

Engel vmo found that positive maternal self-concept was related to 

overachievement in girls, as was positive paternal attitude toward 

interpersonal relationships ·with female children. It seems reason­

able, then, that working with the parents of underacr...ievers mig.11.t be 

beneficial for the underachieving child. Ring:ness ( 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 11pupil-person11 oriented 

than subject oriented. Cotter (1964) also disc~ed possible teacher 

involvement through ungraded classes, specialized teachers, team 

teaching, and homogeneous teaching of students at the sama levels in 

various subjects. She also suggested that the teacher provide a 

climate of e.uotional maturity and "psychological health" by promoting 

closer student-teacher relations. 



, 
50 

Swift and Spivack (1969), in their factor analysis of classroon 

behaviors relcva.11t for achievement, found that a child has an active 

desire for positive interaction with his peers and teachers, and that 

when such needs arc gratified he is less likely to underachieve. Con­

sidering the complex psychodynamics of a chronic underachiever, 3ower 

(in Cotter, 1964) argued against the teacher's ability to deal with 

tho enotional problens in the classroom becanse of the "average 

teacher's lacl: of a consistent and understandable theory of personality 

dyna;.1ics for understanding the :neaning of behavior (p. 181) • 11 

Qui~by (1967) argued that to deal with underachievenent the 

individual underachiever's self-concept and concept of ideal self nust 

first be changed. So11e authors (!~olb, 1965; l~in[;ncss, 1970) have also 

considered v10rldng just vii th the underachiever, rather than dis..:::uAsing 

his peers, teachers, or parents. Kolb suggested that underachievers 

be taught the values characteristic of overachievers, ·~~ile :1ingness 

suggested that underachievers be placed in school situations in 

which they associate with achievers. Both of these suggestions seem 

to aio at the same goal, v..hich is counter to isolating the two groups 

from each other, in order to pror:iote a sharing in an achievement 

oriented value system. 

Individual psychotherapy has also been offered as an effective 

method to deal with the underachiever. Essen ti ally, the focus is 

upon a change in the underachiever's self-concept rather than dealing 

directly with academe i..rnproveuent (Halpern, 1965; ?iers & Harris, 

1964). 
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CHAPTER III 

GROUP IN"T~V:CUTI ON LIETIIODS 

Group Intervention lilethods with Element;nr ~ Hifih School 

Students. Llorrow (in Costello, 1970) reviewed methods for modifying 

academic underachievement that are based explicitly or implicitly on 

rein:f'orcement learning :principles. "These methods appear promisill.g, 

although experimental evidence regarding their effectiveness is as 

yet incomplete (p. 553). 11 In addition, he was quite critical of the 

effectiveness of psychodyna.mic insight counseling, "enrichment," 

work-study or programmed instruction formats used alone. He asserted 

that there ia a lack of empirical 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 psychodyna.mic psychotherapy 

(whether psychoanalytic, client-centered, or some other variant) 

administered individually or in a 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 

51 
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either a necessary or a su:fficient condition for the nodification of 

behavior, maladaptive or otherwise was ref'uted (see, for example, 

Eysenck, 1960, esp. Part I; Racbman, 1963). 

lionetheless, the assumption has persisted that a "method of 

choice" for correcting underachievement is p~JchOdynamically 

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 

a 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 emotional conflicts (Morrow, 

1970). As should be evident from the studies dirscussed thus far, 

there have been relatively few e:xperimental studies ~-.hich were ade­

quately deoigned 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 self-concept deal ·with group approaches 

with individuals in diagnostic categories other than underachievenent. 

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 ma.in 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 underachievement 

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 Programs. Most approaches which have 

dealt with large numbers of underachievers in groups and focusing on 

the remediation of academic learning sld.lls have taken the form of 

compensatory educational programs•. The data from several studies 

demonstrate that self-concept can be manipulated. l!iany of these 

programs work with disadvantaged youtcs. Geisler (1968) tr:ied to 

ascertain the effects of such a program (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 Gl?As 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 program for academically talented high school 

students enhanced their self-concepts, al.though their levels of 
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aspiration, as measured by the Inventory ..2f Student Attitudes, re­

mained 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, same progress vre.s noted. Al­

though these three studies used different approaches, 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 eleoents. The progra.::1 produced negative, 

rather than positive, changes in self-concept, as measured 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 educational programs, 

primarily in negative terms. 

Group Approaches ,.!.2 ~~~Self-Concept Indirtduals. 

Maynard, Warner, and Lazzaro (1969) studied the effects of group 

counseling with emotionally disturbed eighth graders. The main pur­

pose of the study vre.s 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 reinforce-

ment counseling, wa.s designed to focus specifically on certain behav-

ioral patterns that wou:t,d cause disruptions in the classroom or could 
l 

hinder a person's abiliiy 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 and girls 

placed in special classes for the emotionally disturbed v-dthin a 

regular school. Thirty seven of the subjects were counseled by one 

of the two counseling methods, vhile the other fifteen served as a 

non-counseled or control group. The groups were assigned randomly 

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 (Cattell, 

1959), with scores ranging from the fourth to the eighth "sten. 11 

Other psychometric data,available also indicated that they were about 

average intelligence. Before and after the group counseling experi-

ment the three groups were evaluated by their teachers on a modified 

'version of the Student Description Form, which is designed to obtain 

from teachers a rating of the student's behavior along eight dimen-

sions. All students were found to have no significant differences 

on these variables before the experiment began, as computed by an 

analysis of variance 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. 

Results indicated that on five of the behavior variables the 

subjects in the two coun.seling groups received a higher mean rating, 

indicating better classroom behavior, than did tha noncounseled 

subjects. On the sixth variable, Consideration for Others, the 

verbal reinforcement group received a higher mean rating than the 

noncou:nseled group, but the client-centered group had the lowest 

Dean rating. In addition, on five of the six variables, the sub­

jects in the reinforcement eroup received higher mean ratings than 

the clien·t-centered group subjects. The data were submitted to a 

multivariate analysis of variance. Two of the univariate analyses 

of variance were significant at the .01 level. They were: Involve­

nent in Classroom Activities, and Critical and Questioning Attitudes. 

There vrere no significant differences between the tv~ counseling 

groups on these two variables. But post hoc comparisons did indicate 

that subjects in either one of the counseling treatments received 

significantly higher behavior ratings on these two variables than 

did the noncounseled subjects. 

Becker, Gusrae, and HacUicol (1963) also found 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 psychiatrist and the social service departmeut which worked closely 
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with him. They found the combined individual and group therapy ses­

sions to be very help:f'ul 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 a 

positive direction. 

Truax, Vla:rgo, and Silber (1966) administered measures of' 

self-concept. They bypothesized that delinquent girls in a psycho­

therapy group characterized as high in therapist-off'ered conditions 

of accurate empathy and nonpossessive warmth would show more progress 

than girls in the sar:ie institution (Kentucky Village) vm.o received 

only institutional care without group therapy. They randomly 

assigned 70 girls t9 therapy or control conditions. Forty girls 

were divided into four groups ond seen by tvJO therapists deoon­

strated in prior research to be high in these quaJ.ities of 

empat.hy and warmth. Each group had 24 sessions distributed over 

a t...11.ree month period. The ma.in criteria were release from the 

institution, and a.mount of time spent in the community. Analysis 

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 deys. The final measure was tine spent out 

of the institution for the 344 deys after group therapy vra.s initiated. 

Significant differences were found for the treated grrup. A 

similar analysis was computed for "delinquency proneness" as measured 

by the "C" scale of the I:linnesota Counseling Inventory. Again the 
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treated groups were superior, al though the girls were still nore 

delinquency prone thn.n nornals in the test standardization. Changes 

in self- 0..."1d ideal-concepts on a nodified version of the Butlcr­

Haigh Q-sort also generc.lly favored the treatr:ient goup, as did 

attitudes towards parents on the :,:er. Both groups improved on the 

:.ICI stability &'ld social scales, but there were no chonges on an 

Anxiety Reaction scale. Details of the eroup sessions a.re not 

available, nor v:ere the significance levels reported. '.!:his final 

point places the study's results under suspicion especially since 

the self- and ideal-concept changes "generally favored" the 

treated group, rather than being significantly better. 

Eur.1es, Adamczyk, and Iiyce ( 1969) offered group counseling 

sessions 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 Stanf'ord Einet 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 counselors, both beyond the master's level in 

preparation and neither worked in the school where the experiment 

was conducted. In addition, they were uninfomed about the hypo­

theses or objectives of the experiment. A posttest control group 

design was used with equality of groups verified by a pretest analysis. 

A two-factor design per.crl.tted four separate treatment groups using 

two levels of experi:n.enter variables and two conditionn. Subjects 
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and experimenters were randomly assigned to one of the four treatment 

groups, with subjects 1 CA and :.lA differences and a range of measured 

IQ distributed randomly across groups. All subjects were seen indi­

vidually by the appropriate experimenter for a 10 ninute orientation 

interview, followed by group sessions meeting one hour per week for 

12 weeks. The non-counseled groups received occupational and voca­

tional infornation 1n a different classroom than their own, v.hile the 

counseling groups met in small conference rooms. The counselors 

followed standardized procedures in v.hich the first three sessions 

were unstructured and facilitative, and the rer:iaining sessions, with 

the exception of the termination meeting, were structured and problem 

oriented. The problem oriented stage featured the introduction of a 

stL~ulus card per session from the TAT or Symonds Picture Story Test 

which was intended to focus group attention on a typical adolescent 

problem. The dependent variables were: a behavior rating scale, the 

California Test of Personality (Elenentary), The Way I Feel About My­

self (Piers & Harris, 1964), The Children's Self-Concept Scale, the 

SCS-DAP (Bodwin & Bruck, 1960), and a sociometric test. The raters 

and scorers were blind as to which treatment any individual had par­

ticipated in. The results indicated the effectiveness of group coun­

seling with U'..H adolescents. The two hypotheses supported were: 

1) that counseled, in contrast to non-counseled, group members e:xhib-

i ted significantly better adjustnent e.s seen in teacher ro.tir...gs on a 

behavior scale; and 2) that counseled, in contrast to non-counseled, 

group neubers scored significantly higher on a standardized personality 
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inventory. Hovrever, they obtained no statistically significant 

results for their several self-concept measures. To explain this, 

they suggested that significant self-concept changes mBiY 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 to require more validity and reliability 

studies. The general design of this study was adequate. While there 

was no untreated control group, the placebo group controlled for the 

effects of extra attention received and program variety. 

Counseling Groups~ Underachievement Problems. Liarie (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 InC\Y be saved from the fate of being labelled a 

dropout or school failure. 

Cubbedge and Hall ( 1964) proposed an approach 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 experiment& group made greater gains in achievement 

measured by standardized tests than the control group. However, t­

teste 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 maJ.es and Gersten focused more on 

their achievement than self-concepts. The sample consisted of forty­

four maJ.e juvenile delinquents institutionalized at the New York 

State Training School for Boys. The experimenter reported that all 

subjects had been reared and trained 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, I.ialler' s Peraonali ty Sketches, and the Rorschach. The Haggerty­

Olson-Viiclon.an Rating Schedule was filled out by the staff. The 

average IQ of the boys rose three points after group therapy, while 

the untreated controls remained the same (p = .05). The group therapy 

subjects advanced eighteen months in school placement (SAT) \WU.le 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 11.orschach, but no actual data were 

presented. The study became :i.m:precise when dealing with personality 
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changes or changes in self-concept. However, the improvement in 

academic achievement was made distinct. no information was supplied 

as to whetre r 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 discussions. The placebo group took the same psychological. 

and achievement tests as the counseled group, v.hile the control group 

had only initial screening and final tests. The counseled group had 

improved significantly after six months on four of six achievement 

tests. The other groups had also improved, but significantly less 

improvement 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 ab.own in peer group acceptance and more 

favorable teachers• reports of cooperation and improved social adjust­

ment only in the treated group. The benefits do not appear to be 

attributable to time passage or special attention, and appear to be 

results of the counseling procedures. 
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Th:cee methods of assisting underachieving high school students 

were compared by Beymur and ?atterson ( 1960). The goal was to reduce, 

rather than eliminate, underachievement. The authors hypothesized 

that since emotional factors seem. to be involved in underachievement, 

then therapeutic counseling should be effective in reducing such 

underachievement. They investigated the relative effectiveness of 
' 

two diff;rent counseling methods, and an attempt to increase moti-
' 

vation iri what might be considered a coI:l!llon or traditional wey. 

The methods used were individual counseling, group counseling, and 

what was designated "one-session motivational group counseling." 

They preqicted that if the latter two methods were found to be at 

least as 0effecti ve as individual counseling it would be an important 

finding since they would be less expensive, less time-consuming, 

and many more students could be reached by the limited number of 

counselors available. Juniors from a midwest hieh school whose 

percentile ranks based on grades were 25 or more points below their 

own percentile rank on the Verbal and Abstract neasoning Tests of 

the Differential Aptitude Test taken at the beginning of the school 

year were designated as underachievers. Two students with 24 point 

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 

among groups. 

The individual counseling group subjects were seen for 35 to 

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 c cnducted 

due to holida_y 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 infonnation-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. llembers were 

informed that they were underachievers, were encouraged to work to 

reduce the gap between potential 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. Liembers o:f these three experimental groups were given copies 

of Study~ Sl.!sl. Thro~h 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 available with which individual 

student sortings could be correlated. This criterion sorting had 

been agreed upon by 7 judges as to what they thought should be sorted 

by a well adjusted 17 year old adolescent. 1.rhe Brown-Hal tzman 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 questionnaire 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-teats. Prior 

to the analyses, the subjects were ranked and paired on the basis of 

precounseling scores. A two wa::r analysis of variance yielded 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 



.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 ~easure. 
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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 therapeutic rather than a teaching attitude. One 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. This approach is the one commonly used by 

parents and teachers who attempt to raise the achievement of students. 

The experimenters suggested that it might be better to leave under­

achievers alone, rather than pointing out their failure to achieve 

adequately and exhorting them to do sonething about it. This study1 s 

findings were very si1rl.lar to those reported by Baynard et al. (1969) 

in \\hich no significant differences between types of counsell.ng were 

found initially, although results supported the finding that coun­

seling of any type is better than no counseling. 

The study vihich most closely resembles the present investiga­

tion was that reported by Thona (1964) Yi.ho investigated the effects 

of group psychotherapy with underachieving public high school girls. 

The discussion topics vrere selected by the girls and the sessions as 
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Thoma de~cribed them closely resemble the sensitivity-encounter group 

method used in the present study. Th~na's sample of 43 girls ranged 

in age from 13 to 17 years. They were equally divided a..'TI.ong four 

groups of approximate size. They bad a histOI'"'/ of underachievement 

together with an IQ of 115 or higher. Hore than half were regarded 

by their teachers as otherwise exhibiting no probleos. Llembership 

in the group was voluntary. Strict confidentiality was followed, 

and parents were only seen with the girl's permission and in her 

presence. Each subject v.ras seen indi vi.dually by the therapist for 

about a half hour before the first session. The groups met for 30 

one-hour sessions, following the didactic initial introductory half 

hour session. The e:x:perinenter reported that the girls ir1Llediately 

verbalized "gripes" in the first session. These were directed tovra.rd 

one or more of their teachers, accompanied by testing the therapist, 

and competing with other group members. 'rhe topics broug.11.t in by 

the subjects shovted that they fell into a chronological order, 

roughly, as follows: relationships with teachers, with parents, 

with peers, and with the opposite sex. The e:nphasis in the sessions 

was on free interaction and expression of feelings. Little attempt 

was ma.de to elicit or to deal with past history, but rather the 

focus was on the hera-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 coIJpeti ti veneas eas e:A.pressed within the safety of the group, 

most of the girls also experienced mutual support. 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. 

'.i:homa com::iented that her active participati en as therapist enabled 

the girls to learn to deal with authority figures with.out fear. 

Gradually, defenses were no longer used to hide the true self. 
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'.J:he therapist had at least two conferences with each of 69 

teachers. ilesults demonst::.·ated improvements in three areas, based 

upon each girl's evaluation of the group experience and upon changes 

observed in her by both group meubers and teachers. '.::houa did not 

report whether the teachers 1·1ere aware of which girls were in the 

grou1) psychotherapy sessions. Honever, her deccriptions of the 

tef\cher-thera~)ist conferences and teacher ratings of behavior 

changes leads one to s:lspect that the teachers were aware of which 

girls were group participants. ~his knowledge by teachers may well 

have established biased ratings in favor of the group m.eubers. It 

is not nece~sary that teachers be cognizant of tho actual group 

methods eLlployed for this knowledge to bias their developing a 

positive "halo" effect in their ratings of these particular students. 

This methodological weakness may have contributed "to the significant 

results found. Ideally, teachers should have no way of knowing 

whether a particular girl is participating in the group. Bven better, 

if at all possible, perhaps teachero should not oven be armre that 

anyone is involved in a special project such as a psychotherapy [,'TOUp. 



The girls' evaluations of the tsroup and changes in each girl 

as observed by other group members and teachers were reported to 

the therapist whose clinical judernent concluded that the three 

improved areas were: feelings of strength and self-worth seemed 
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to have replaced a.near; awareness of the causes and effects of con­

flicts with authority was achieved, accompanied by increased 

tolerances of differences in values; and, understanding the analo~r 

between sibling relationships and relations ;vith other peers led 

to some realization that cooperation does not nean subnission. 

Thoma offered no statistical analyses to support these findin3s. 

As for school achievement she reported that 37 of the 43 subjects 

(86~~) showed inrproverient in their final grade averages over those 

of the previous year. The six shovling no improvenent had dropped 

out of the group by the sixth sesdon. The grade i.r;iprovement 

reported was fr6L.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 control group on the achievenent neasuxe 

as their final grade of the previous year was used as the pro-group 

therapy achievement level. The idea and results are promising, but 

lack in exporir.J.ental precision. It thus has much relevancy for the 

present study which has attempted to follow more precise methodology 

and has nade use of a separate control group. 

Group cotmsoling and group therapy techniques vii th high school 

students is an occurrance vlnich has becor:ie popular nainly since about 

1960. As a. result, :::lost studies using these nethods deal vd. th college 
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students (Gilbreath, 1971; Shlien, Losak & Dreikurs, 1962) and adults 

(Bnds & ?at;e, 1957; 3nds & iagc, 1959). Concern.inc coun3eling for 

underachievers, Ofnan (1964) reported an increasing recognition 

a;:ion~ professional. wor}:ers that work required for acade;:ric attain-

ment at the college and graduate lev~ls is qualitatively different 

from that required in prior acade;nc se·ttings. Due to the nature of 

the coll'3ge population and differenceo one might expect between them 

and high school students, it does not seem necessary here to do more 

than cite references for the reader interested in studies dealing 

with populations above the hiGh school age subject, of interest to 

this study. ~he coui1sclor or therapist role na;y be relevant in some 

instances, but the results of studies using college students and 

adults appear to be irrelevant for the present purposes. 

Sensi ti vi ty Group 11ethod 

Sensitivity training or ~-group methodology ("T" for training) 

is a type of huruan relations training which grew out of the Hational 

Training Laboratories at .Bethel, :Ia.inG in 1947 (:Jradford, Gibb, &: 

3en..'1e, 1964). GibJ ( 1970) deocribed sensi ti-vity-t:::-aining groups as: 

The classic ::iethod of hUii1a.n relations trainine • • • In the 
first decade after their invention by the National Training 
Laboratories in 1947, these groups follow·e<l. a fairly clear and 
consistent model. The group leader was a process observer 
and reporter, a relatively inactive trainer who attmrrptod to 
keep attention on process rather than content, and to keep 
interaction in the llhero-and-now," continually dealing with 
perceptions and feelings that merabers generated about each 
other vrithin the group setting. Since then the uodel hus 
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become considerably broadened to encompass a wide variety of 
"intervention styles," theories of leadership, and behavior 
change. (pp. 851-852) 
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The training laboratory was designed to "try out new methods 

for re-educating human behavior and social relationships (Braclf'ord, 

Gibb & Benne, 1964, p. vii)." Uost 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 11 T-group11 or 11 sensitivity-trajnil18 group 

(Gibb, 1970, p. 851 ) • " Most of the studies in this area have 

focused upon college students (Culbert, Clark & Bobele, 1968; 

Grater, 1959; Leh:clann, Zenger & Wechsler, 1959; Hiley, 1971) and 

adults (Clark & Culbert, 1965; Rubin, 1967). Valiquet (1968) 

studied industrial management personnel and professionaJ.s. Several 

widely respected books have proven useful and informative in their 

discussions of the psychoG.ynamics of group interactions and effec­

tive therapist variables (Back, 1972; Egan, 1970; Golembiewski & 

Blumberg, 1970; Lieberman, Yalem & Miles, 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, evidenced that her group psychotherapy was run 

like the encounter group of this present study. Orsburn (1967) was 

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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Orsburn1s (1967) study was conducted to determine whether dif­

ferent group procedures were related to improved classroom behavior, 

as judged by the classroom teachers, and/or changed real-self: 

ideal-self congruence, as determined by change 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 groups o:f 14 for 45 minutes three times weekly. 

The same trainer conducted all sensitivity sessions. Broup B attended 

lecture sessions for 8 vveeks, meeting in groups of 14 for 45 minutes 

once a week. School and community leaders conducted the lecture 

series. Group C was assigned as a control group. They met 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

room behavior, and an adaptation 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 Mann-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 justified the following conclusions: 

1. Sensitivity training was more effective than either lecture 
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 r.iore effective than either lecture 
series or no treatment for inf'luencing 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 innnediate change in 
behavior, but the sensitivity training group continued to 
improve after the action phase of the study \mle the 
lecture group regressed, resulting in significant long 
range 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 1 s findings under suspi-

cion. In effect, the sensitivity group had 24 sessior..s ·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 seen that the number of 

times and frequency of contact alone might account for the results, 

or some of them, which the author clair.ls are statistically valid 

and methodologically sound. A second serious limitation to the 

credibility of Orsburn1 s findings lies in whEit knowledge the teachers 
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had of subject participation in the study and the kind of interventions 

being applied to the three grrup types. Their knovtledge of the group 

treatment and menbership 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 ma::r be assumed that such precautions were not taken. 

Two well-done reviews of the research in this area (Campbell 

& Dunnette, 1968; Gibb, in Bergin & Garfield, 1970) are definite 

contributions to the sensitivity training literature. Gibb completed 

a particularly adm.i::-able and objective review analyzing 106 studies, 

including seven earlier reviews of such research. He had also 

examined 123 additional studies which did not measure up to his 

criteria for inclusion, as vrell as 24 then recent doctoral disserta­

tions from thirteen universities. Drawing his conclusions from the 

findings of oany studies, he stated, "Changes do occur in sensitivity, 

ability to manage feelings, directionality of motivation, attitudes 

toward 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 similar with only m.1n1mal 

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. Both 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 co:imnunicati on of the person \vi th himself 
and with others ••• (T)hese experiences are an extension of 
methods found to be effective in dyadic therapy, and are, in a 
sense, 11 therapy for normals. 11 Leaders, often coming to training 
groups from experience or training in individual or group therapy, 
rely upon time-tested methods of feeling-expressions, personal 
feedback, mirroring, role-pl~, confrontation, and fantasy 
analysis. There is little available published research on 
training in these g1·oup s. ( p • 851 ) 

In contrast to the nea&er research done on authenticity groups, 

"from the bec;inn.ing, the practitioners of sensitivity training groups 

have been strongly research oriented (pp. 851-852)." 

The six nost frequently recurring objectives in the training 

literature are: sensitivity to self and the feelings of o~hers; 

managing feelings; managing motivations; 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) 

Defini tiona, Rationale for Treatment Method, 
and Itypothesea .!£!: .!.lli:. :Present Study 

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

as described above by Rogers and his associates, and defined from a 
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phenomenological vievvpoint is congruent with this author's definition. 

Briefly stated, self-concept is an organized coni'iguration of self­

perceptions. It is a person 1 G view of himself; the f'ullest descrip­

tion of himself that a person is capable of entertaining at any 

particular time. The self-concept develops as a result of percep­

tions of itself, and as a result of social learning ~1thin the 

context of relationships vr.L th 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, v.hich must undergo constant 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, if one is to remain psycholo­

gically and emotionally intact. Both the nuclear, more stable 

characteristics and the peripheral, changing ones constitute one's 

self-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-caicept may be either healthy or debilitating. It is noteworthy 

to recognize that one's self-concept may be an accurate or inaccurate 

self-assessment but, nonetheless, it is "reality" for the self­

perceiving individual. Those experiences and perceptions which are 

cono"Tuent 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 individual bas a nega­

tive self-concept, he will usually refuse to accept positive percep­

tions as true of hi.i.llself with out some additional experiences v.hich 

challenge his need to maintain a negative self-concept. Likewise, an 

individual vdth a positive self-concept may typically defend hinself 

against accurately perceiving experiences or perceptions vmich chal­

lenge that basic positive 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 self-concept is congruent with the 

reality of the external environment. For example, an individual \'ho 

felt others did not like him might be convinced that he is lovable 

if people he trusts tell him that they like hin and what they like 

about him in fairly concrete terms. Almost the opposite situaticn 

can also result in self-concept changes. Often a person mey find him­

self in a situation in vmich the emotional and intellectual impact of 

an experience is so overvihel.Ding and so challenges existing self­

percepti ons that he bas to admit them to awareness and subsequently 

modify his self-concept to integrate this new inforuation. This is 

the definition and view of self-concept of the author of the present 

study. These aspects of the sensitivity-encounter group method Yhlch 

are considered capable of effecting a modification in self-concept 

will be presented shortly. 
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Academic Achievement. AcadeDic achievement is generally defined 

as the grade level at which 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 used, as reflected by studies reviewed 

earlier, the key criteria used to identify underachievers for the 

present study were: (1) any student scoring below her current grnde­

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 standardized achievement test, 

administered to all inco:r.rl.ng freshmen at the school Vlhich participated 

in this study; (2) and/or v.hose IQ score on the sa.~e 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 vb.ich 

occur in encounter group situations have been :found to eventuate in 

learning and behavior change. l.1any maintain that changes in behavior 

are frequently associated ~dth, and consequents of, personality changes. 

One of the major personality changes which is 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 naj or J.i terary efforts have attended to the various 

aspects of "change" (Meltzoff & Kornreich, 1970; Lieberman, Yalem, & 
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IUles, 1973). Mel tzoff and Kornreich focused on many of the methodo­

logical hurdles involved in measuring "change" 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 expression of intense ~ersonal 

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 werez the experience of 

connnunion (a feeling of oneness with the group), altruism, apecta­

torism (spectator therapy), the discovery of similarity, and active 

vs. passive involvement. They investigated a number of other pro­

cesses v.hich 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 groupsi learners and positive changers, unchanged, 

and negative changers, resulted v.hen the study was finished. There 

were also some casualities or individuals who dropped out of the 

encounter group sessions prematurely. The mechanisr:is 'lfrere studied 

through the eyes of the participants, using primarily data called 

for at the end of each meeting. 
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The findings based on these data are somewhat surprising, 

insofar as a nU!:lber of the "favorite processes" i..uplicated as crucial 

to chonge 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 nUc"!lber of events thet di:ff'ered 

between the learners and those who were unchanged was small and pri­

marily involved cognitive learning. The expression of anger, of 

rage, the experience of profound e~otions, the receipt of feedback, 

self-disclosures in and of themselves, appeared not to differentiate 

markedly those vho 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 

Who remained unchanged v7ere found. In their explanation of why the 

"favorite processes" failed to show significance independent of 

cognitive learning, the authors suggested that, "It mey be that 

many of the mechanisms which are associated with encounter groups and 

thought to be critical to learning are not simply related to lea.ming, 

itself, but rather to the building of an environment upon which people 

can draw for learning." (p. 376) 

Sooe of the variables on the Carkhuff-1~gan behavior rating 

scale (Appendix A-III) used in the present study beru.~ a resemblance 

to some of the mechanisms which Lieberr~an 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 e:x:perience and e11cou11tcr croup processes: 

Lie bernan, Yalem, and l.::iles 

expressi vi ty 

self-disclosure 

feedback 

experiencing strong 
emotions 

cognitive learning 

connnunion 

altruism 

spectatoriam 

active vs. passive 
involvement 

advice-getting 

warnth, expression of 
feelings 

self-disclosure 

confrontation 

expression of 
feelings 

response to confrontation 

warmth 

warmth 

accurate empathy 

initiative 

response to confrontation 

The ratings for the e~i>erim.ental 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 cha...'1.ges 

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 and 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 najor variables 

had been taken. However, this would only yield data on one of the 

four groups as to whether anything about causality can be subotan­

tiated. 

Host of the studies reviewed in the literature support the 

basic assumption of the present study that a positive correlation 

exists betwoen self-concept and achievement. Those finding negative 

or no correlation between 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 

sensitivity-encounter group experience as conpared with 

subjects from the same population v.ho did not have such 

an experience. 

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

will\lmprove 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 acbievenent scores. 

4. That the interactional group process l1easures based on the 

group interactions a.re directly related to self-concept and 

school achieve~ent score changes by all subjects. 
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CHAPTER IV 

LIE TH ODO LOGY 

Study Procedure Summary 

The major assumption underlying this study is that there is a 

positive correlation between self-concept and achievement. This 

study will ey..amine if when self-concept is m.a.nipulated and improved, 

achievement vr.i.11 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 mether this particu­

lar group intervention method can remedy a defective self-concept 

mich is assumed to characterize underachievers. 

Hypotheses generated from these assumptions are: 

1. That the school achievement of underachieving ninth grade 

girls will :improve significantly as a result of a 

sensitivity-encotlllter group experience as coopered with 

subjects from the sane population who did not have such 

an experience. 

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

will improve significantly as a result of a sensitivity­

encotlllter group experience aa 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

Of!:! 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 all subjects. 

Briefly, the study procedures were as follows. The experimenter 

was a black female doctoral candidate in clinical psycholof!:! with 

training and work experience in diagnostic testing and in therapy. 

Subjects were 56 freshmen girls enrolled in a special educational 

program in an all girls Catholic hi.gh school. Without knowledge of 

the girls' identities, the experimenter assigned each subject to one 

of four groups: two 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. Each of 

the two experimental groups participated in sensitiVity-encounter 

groups which met for 16 one-hour weekly sessions distributed a.cross 

st 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 (VlR.AT), and the Draw-A-Person (DAP) (four drawings). 

The semantic differential (SD) was administered at the pre-testing 

(to experimental group II (EII) only) and 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 interactianal process for the 

second through the sixteenth session. School grades (SG) for the 

first, second, and third semesters were obtained for all subjects. 

Analysis of the data was made an the pre-post test difference 

scores using t-tests, 3-wa:y analysis of variance, 2-wa:y analysis of 

variance, and a correlational matrix. Uore specifically, analyses 

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

uncorrelated data; a 3-wa:y analysis of variance for a.11 subjects grouped 

according to three dichotonous variables of. treatment group (experi­

mental or control group), level of intellectual f'unctioning (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 D.AP pre-testing score); a 2-way analysis of 

variance for experimental subjects grouped according to two dichoto­

mous variables of level of intellectual f'unctioning and initial 

emotional pathology; and a correlational matrix for all subjects on 

all measures obtained (Tscs, WRAT, 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 F-tests on the C-E Scales and 

SDs relate to hypothesis 3. The correlation matrices will be used to 

support all data obtained. 

E?CJ2erimenter 

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 an understanding of group interactional dynamics. She func­

tioned as both investigator and facilitator in this study. The 

experimenter did not know the group membership, identities of the 

girls, in her role as investigator Yilen she was selecting the sub-

j ects and assigning them to one of the four groups. 

Subjects 

The subjects were 56 fresbtlen girls enrolled in a special edu­

cational program in an all-girls Catholic high school. Subjects were 

assigned to four groups: two experimental groups of 12 and 15 sul>­

jects, respectively, and two control groups of 15 and 14 subjects, 

re spec ti vely. 

With the exception of two girls, aged 16 and 18 years, all sul>­

jects ranged in age from 13 to 15 years. Ethnic identifications for 

the groups were: Experimentals - 1 black (4~~); 7 Spanish or Italian 

speaking as primary family language (26~"b); and 19 whites (70'%); 



Controls - 1 black (3/b); 9 Spanish or Italian speaking as primary 

family la."lgtlage (31~;); and 19 mites (65;;). Total group ethnicity 

W'd.S: ~;~ black, 29~; Spanish or Italian speald.ng as prioa.ry family 

language, and 68;~ whi tea. 
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Sibship distribution was: B:x:perimentals - 1 (4~~) only child; 

6 (22'}b) oldest children; 6 (22/~) Diddle children; and 14 (5~:;) 

youngest children; Controls - 2 (7%) only children; 6 (21%) oldest 

children; 9 (317;) 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 parents' marital status distributed as follows: Experi­

mentals - 1 (4;~) divorced; 18 (67;b) married; 5 ( 18/b) with one parent 

(father) or both (1 girl's) parents dead; and 3 (11;~) girls living in 

an orphanage, 'lfl'i. th parents dead or divorced; Controls - 2 ('F;&) di­

vorced; 24 (83%) married; and 3 (10;~) with one parent (father) 

deceased. Total group parental marital status: 3 ( 57n divorced; 42 

(75~;) married; 8 ( 15;;) father dead ( vri th one girl having both parents 

dead); and 3 (5;;) living in an orphanage. 

~ach 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 hone, or vihen a girl lived in an orphanage. Experimental ~d 

Control groups were found to be statistically comparable on the 

variable of socioeconomic status (Table 1). 



00 

T.ABL~ 1 

soc1oxouom:c CLASS DISTRIBUTIO:N OF Su:3JECTS 

Q) Q) 
Q) 

I 
Q) 

I ~ Socioeconor:Jic r-f r-t ,.. 
ri:t ri:t g Q) 

Class ri:t rt:f ! ~ ~ 14 
(!) (l) (!) 

F-t F-t .... r-t ,.. ,... .... ,.. i:. 
Q) Q) Q) ri:t Q) Q) Q) (l) Q) 
p.. p.. ~ 'O li 0. 'S g ~ p, p.. 5 :::.> :::.> H:g 14 Hl4 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Tot ! .2Q .! -
Groups 

N 0 1 0 5 1 5 0 12 - -
p llat?:E& 6 10 1.24 .... I 0 0 20 3 0 39 3.25 
~ • 31 

l! 0 0 0 4 9 2 0 15 

CI Ra tips 0 0 0 16 27 4 0 47 3.13 .63 
Sum -

.! 0 0 0 7 7 0 1 15 - --
EII Rating 0 0 0 28 21 0 1 50 3.33 .79 

Sum .09 -
! 0 0 2 3 7 2 0 14 --

CII Rating 
0 0 10 12 21 4 0 47 3.36 .88 

Sum -
! 0 1 0 5 1 5 0 12 

E Rat:if.1A 0 6 0 20 3 10 0 39 3.25 1.24 I Sum .09 -
Ii 0 0 0 7 7 0 1 15 - ----

EII Rating 
0 0 0 28 21 0 1 50 3.33 .79 

~ 
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TAJ3Lr:: 1 (Continued) 

SOCIOECONOi.11.C CLASS DISTRIBUTION OF SUBJECTS 

C) © 
(j) ;.:. ID 

I 
,.., g 

~ :d 
,.., 
(j) 11) 

"' "O 8 ~ socioeconomc :ri ~ H ,_, 
CJ IJ) G) 

Class ~~ 1-1 +> .... ,.., ,.., +> ,.., 1-1 
© OJ ~~ d> 8. 0,) Q) (!) 

i=''t 0.. 15 'd il': !5 A p. t:l ..... p. ~iS ::::> ::::> ~ H I::> 14 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Tot .! SD .! - -
Groups 

! 0 0 0 4 9 2 0 15 

CI RntiEB 0 0 0 16 27 4 0. 47 3.13 .63 
..fil!! .29 

!. 0 0 2 3 7 2 0 14 -
CII Ro.ti~ 0 0 10 12 21 4 0 47 3.36 .88 

§.!!E! 

! 0 1 0 12 8 5 1 27 

"' Rat~ ""I,II 0 6 0 48 24 10 1 89 3.30 1.01 
~ .25 

! 0 0 2 7 16 4 0 29 

cI,II Rat~ 0 0 10 28 48 8 0 94 3.24 .rr 
.§J!m 
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The criteria used for defining subjects as underachievers were: 

(1) any student scoring anywhere below her current grade level place­

ment (8.6) in one or more of tho major subject areas of reading, 

mathematics, or language on the Scholastic High School ?lacement Test: 

Closed Series I, a standardized achievement test, administered to all 

incoming freshnen at the school vm.ich participated in this study; (2) 

and/or whose IQ score on the same test was below 100, even thoueh 

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 shOIVll on Table 2 are from the Scholastic High School 

Placement Test: Closed Series I taken by the subjects in March of 

their eighth grade year. The scores include the IQ scores and the 

achievement scores presented in grade level units for reading, 

mathematics and language. 

Table 3 presents the t-test analyses of the mean IQ scores for 

the groups and indicates that the group means were not statistically 

difl:erent on this variable. 

Table 4 presents the t-test analyses of the achievement score 

means for the groups on reading, m.athemntics and language. t-test 

scores indicate that 3
11 

scored significantly higher as a group on 

the mathematics achievement test than CII. This significant dii'ference 

al.so reflected itself in the significant difference found when the 
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TABL:l~ 2 

IHTl!LLIGEl~B AlID ACIU~V'I~<:;El'lT SCOR~ FROM THE SCHOLASTIC 

HIGH SCHOOL PLACEUEiiT TEST: CLOSED SERIES I 

Exper.yp.err~c.l Grou_p I 

.§. .li Reading Mathematics ~e 

1 96 a.4 8.5 9.7 

2 102 s.3 8.5 8.8 

3 96 s.9 8.2 9.2 

4 98 7.9 7.1 9.5 

5 100 8.4 8.5 8.6 

6 96 9.2 8.4 8.6 

7 95 s.3 9.0 9.a 

8 75 5.7 6.5 5.7 

9 87 8.4 7.8 9.0 

10 99 8.2 9.0 9.7 

11 103 a.o 8.0 7.6 

12 96 0.2 9.2 8.8 

Control Group I 

1 100 a.1 7.8 s.4 

2 97 s.1 7.1 7.0 

3 98 8.1 8.5 7.3 

4 89 8.4 8.4 1.6 
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T~J3LB 2 (Continued) 

Control, GrouE I {continued) 

.§. ll Ik:adiag Ma.then.a.tic;, ~e 

5 107 '7. 5 8.4 9.4 

6 97 7.9 o. 2 7.9 

7 75 5.7 6.0 7.9 

8 103 7 .1 a.4 7.6 

9 93 8.2 s.s s.a 

10 91 e.2 6.3 9.0 

11 105 6.0 a.9 7.9 

12 87 6.8 6.3 8.4 

13 96 7.7 8.8 8.6 

14 100 8.5 6.3 a.a 

15 ?9 0.1 9.1 8.4 

J'.$!2erimental G:t•oup II 

1 96 s.3 8.0 7.9 

2 79 6.5 a.o 6.6 

3 95 a.1 9.3 9.5 

4 98 a.6 9.0 8.6 

;... 101 a.4 a.a 1.0 

(. 91 8.2 9.1 9.4 

7 104 6.8 9.0 8.6 



, 
93 

TABW ') (Continued) ·~ 

Experimental. GrvU:.J II (Continue&) 

.§. 19. Rea.dill£~ rliathema.t:~cs Languege 

8 91 9.6 7.8 7.6 

9 97 7.1 9.0 '( .6 

10 93 d.O 8.8 9 .. 2 

11 97 'ld d.8 H.6 

12 100 a. '7 .. f .n 8.6 

13 88 7.7 8.t~ 7.9 

14 98 8.2 8.7 6.6 

15 94 G.2 7.1 ·7 .6 

Control Group II 

1 90 8.2 a.1 7.6 

2 94 7.9 6.5 8.8 

3 98 8.2 6.8 9.4 

4 81 '(. 5 1.a 7.6 

5 98 e.o 7 r. • :;> 9.8 

6 106 7.9 9.2 10.0 

7 S9 8.2 a.o "( .9 

8 106 7.5 8.2 8.4 

9 82 5.7 a.·1 6.3 

10 79 7.5 7.5 9.4 

11 102 8.4 6.8 7.3 

12 90 6.0 0.4 9.0 

13 101 8.0 8.7 'I• 'j 

14 83 7 .1 ·r.s ·7.0 
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TABLE 3 

ANALYSIS OF IQ OOORES 01' SUJ3JB.n~S 

! Rge )( §l! -
EI 12 75-103 95.2 7.25 

.21 
CI 15 75-107 94.5 a.75 

EII 15 79-104 94.a 5.a3 
.44 

CII 14 79-106 93.5 9.05 

EI 12 75-103 95.2 7.25 
.15 

Ell 15 79-104 94.5 s.a:; 

CI 15 75-107 94.5 a.75 
1.52 

en 14 79-106 93.5 9.05 

EI, II 27 75-104 95.0 7.02 
.41 

CI, II 29 75-107 94.0 10.67 



e:xperimentaJ.s vrore coupared vii th controls on that subtest. Thus, 

if any results on the test measures admini~tered later yield sig­

nificant results on mathenatics neasures in favor of the e:xperi­

nental subjects it can not be concluded that the significant 

difference is due to the e:xper:i.mental treatment. 
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Table 5 presents the t-test analyses of group total raw 

scores on the total :emotional Indicator (I~I) score for subjects on 

the pre-testine with the Drav1-A-J:erson 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 sic;nificantly on this variable. All of these find­

ings will be referred to in the Results and Discussion chapters 

since they lay the foundation for assUnting that the subjects began 

with no significant differences on IQ, self-concept, or achievement 

measures, and thus a.re assumed to be samples froo the same popula­

tion. 

Su'l)jects were assigned to one of four groups based only upon 

their class schedules allowing them to attend either of the two 

possible times vJhen the group sessions could be scheduled. .A:ny 

student y;ho would have had to vcl t for more than two class periods 

between her last class of the day and the t~~e 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 vrore introduced as a regular part of the school's guidance 

program. Only the core teaching staff of six persons and the 
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TABLE 4 

A.IALYSIS 01 READING ACHiilVEHENT SOORES1 HIGH 

SCHOOL PLACEMENT TEST - CLOSED SERIES I 

N ~e )( JR 1 - -
Groups 

:EI 12 5.7-9.2 a a.2a .a2a 
1.44 

OI 15 5.7-a.7 7.7 .87 

EzI 15 6.2-9.6 7.9 .90 
1.06 

011 14 5.7-a.4 7.6 .79 

1x 12 5.7..g.2 a.2 .82 

.86 

2II 15 6.2-9.6 7.9 .90 

CI 15 5.7-a.7 7.7 .s7 
.31 

CII 14 5.7-a.4 7.6 .79 

EI, II 27 5.7-9.6 8.1 .a1 
1.73 

01, II 29 5.7-a.7 7.7 .a3 

aGrade Level Score Units. 
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TA.BIB 4 (Continued) 

ANALYSIS 01 MATHEMATICS ACHIBVIill\IEBT SCOB.iSt HIGH 

SCHOOL PLACBMIBT TEST - CLOSED SERIES I 

N age • SD .1 - - -
Groups 

Ex 12 6.5-9.2 a.2 .76 
1.oe 

CI 15 6.0-9.1 7.e 1.07 

EII 15 7.1..g.3 8.5 .61 

* 2.26 

CII 14 6.5-9.2 7.9 .79 

Ex 12 6.5-9.2 8.2 .76 
1.10 

EII 15 7.1-9.3 a.:; .61 

CI 15 6.0-9.1 1.a 1.07 

.:;6 

011 14 6.5-9.2 7.9 .79 

EI, II 27 6.s-9.3 a.35 .69 
* 2.207 

CI, II 29 6.0-9.2 7.as .94 

* p .( .05. • 
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T.ABLB 4 (Continued) 

ANALYSIS OF LANGUAGE ACHIEVEMENT SCORES• HIGH 

SCHOOL PLACEMEB'.r TEST - CLOS.ED SERISS I 

!. ~e .! SD .1 -
GroUps 

Ex 12 5.7-9.8 a.1 l.l 

1.44 

CI 15 7.0-9.4 s.2 .65 

811 15 6.6-9.5 8.1 .91 
.46 

CII 14 6.:;-10.0 a.3 1.1 

~ 12 5.7-9.8 a.1 1.1 

1.49 

EII 15 6.6-9.5 a.1 .91 

CI 15 1.0-9.4 8.2 .65 
.84 

CII 14 6.3-10.0 a.3 1.1 

EI, II 27 5.7-9.8 a.4 1.05 
.85 

cl, II 29 6.3-10.0 a.25 .90 

' 
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TA:Bm 5 

t-TES~ ANALYSIS ON DAP•HFD PB.E-'?EST TOTAL 

EM:OTIONAL INDICA.!fatS SCORES FOR ALL GROUPS 

!. M ~ .! -
E 12 5.58 5.56 I .41 
CI 15 4.86 3.92 

EII 15 7.27 3.57 
.37 

CII 14 6.78 3.34 

EI 12 5.58 5.56 
.92 

EII 15 7.27 3.57 

CI 15 4.86 3.92 
1.36 

OII 14 6.7a 3.34 

EI, II Z7 6.51 4 •. 64 
.6:5 

CI, II 29 5.79 3.77 
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non-teaching adl:i.inistrative staff v.rere aware that the students were 

pa.rticipatirl.G in a research study. IlO>'lGVer, even these teachers did 

not know wr..ich girls were in the experinental or the control groups. 

Since the sessions were held during the otherwise free period of a 

student, group members did not have to r:ia.lce conspicuous exits f'rom 

their classes at those times when the groups met. It is assumed 

that the teachers knew v.hich girls were attending the sessions only 

if they questioned the girls about it. Participation in the study 

';ras not voluntary, rather, all freshmen participated as either 

experir:aentals or controls. 

Measures: Detailed Description _2f Their 
Administration J2 ~ Present 3tudy 

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

Koppitz scoring procedure (1968) was used to score the four drawings 

requested of al.l 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-Man test are cited by Hwmn.er ( 1958). 

The subject was given a pile of blank paper size 8-~Jr x 11 11 
, and 

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

Mow will you please draw a man (or "draw a woman" if the first 
figure was of a male). 

The last two drawing instructions were: 

Uow will you draw a family"? 

and 

Please draw a girl in the rain. 

The Ifr'Ds were scored according to the l~oppi tz scoring procedure 

for 3uotional Indicators (~Is). EI raw scores for each of the four 

dravrlngs and a mean BI score for the set of four drawings were com-

puted. ~he scoring was executed manually by an undergraduate tech-

nician mo was unaware of the group membership of any of the subjects. 

The latter two drawings were included to obtain infarraation 

about the girls' self-concepts and feelings of self-esteem in relation 

to their families and in response to environ..~ental stresses, respec-

tively. 

An interacorer reliability coefficient based on the Pearson 

Product Lloment R 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 305; of the total sample of HFDs. 

Koppitz suggests that the diagnostic significance of the 30 Els 

appears to be greatly enhanced v.hen the total number of such signs on 

a given Hl!'D is considered instead of each item separately. The presence 

of one EI on an BFD was considered inconclusive and not necessarily a 
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sign of emotional disturbance. However, Koppi tz considers tvro or 

more Eis as highly suggestive of emotional problems and unsatisfac­

tory interpersonal relations. Koppi tz ( 1966c) ma.de a study v.hich 

yielded findings in vD:lich 7 ~Is correlated highly with the school 

achievement of first and second graders. Those items are asterisked 

(*)on the Scorir..g Criteria:Ianual (Appendix A-I). Total and :mean 

scores for the school achievement itens ~~re conputed for the subjects 

in the present study (SA-T ond SA-I.I). 

Tennessee ~ Concept Scale. Tho TSCS was adr.dnistered to the 

subjects as a group. Subjects were given pencils if they could not 

supply their om. The instructionn on the inside front cover were 

read aloud by the experimenter and questions were answered before 

the testing proper began. Girls were allov;ed 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, acquiesced to this request. They were only allowed to 

freely discuss the test once they had completed the test, returned 

the materials to the experimenter and left the testing roon. No 

unusual problems were encountered nor did any girls ta'lce an abnormally 

long aCTount of time to co::nplete the scale. The test was administerGd 

on a day ~m.en none of the other ~easures vvere given. The test was 

scheduled to precede or follov1 by one dey, the other pre-test and 

post-test mea.sures but during the same test week. 

~ :rlange Achievenent ~· The spelling and aritl.ll'.:letic sub­

tests of the \'ID.AT were adni.nistered to small groups of girls with 3 to 
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9 girls in a group. ·I1hc read.in(; subtest, because of its very nature, 

he.d to be adninistered ind.i vidually. '.i'he subjects were supplied vr.L tb. 

sharpened pencilc ,.r.L th eraners if they did 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 given verbatim as indicated in 

the i7RAT Manual. 

School Grades. The academic evaluations made by the teachers 

which were reported at the mid-point of the group sessions for BI 

and CI (although only D1 was participating in the session13) and the 

evaluations for the second school semester, which were the first 

evaluations g1 ven after the ternination of :s1
1 s group sessions, were 

averaged and analyzed statistically. The subject areas included: 

.English, Heading, Business Lrathematics, and Speech, all required 

courses for freshmen. 

The grades in these sa..11e four subjects earned by the E11 and 

CII subjects for the second and third semesters were similarly 

analyzed. In addition, all three sets of semester grades were analyzed 

for all 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 semester grades served as the post-session grades for E1 and 

c
1
subjects. Third semester grades served as the post-session grades 

for E
11 

and c11 subjects. An interscorer reliability coefficient 
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(r = .73) was obtained for a sanple of 40 ratings na.de by the experi­

menter and an experienced psychologist. However, they only differed 

on 5 ratings by one point each. 

Interactional Group :Process Ana.J.ysis: Carkhuff-Egan Scale. A 

scale combining the Carkhuff l."ating scale ( 1969) and the l3ehavior 

Rating Scale by Egan (1970) was used in this study to analyze the 

interactional process of the sensitivity-encounter group sessions 

(Append.ix A-III, IV). The scale is a 5-point rating scale comprised 

of 11 variables. Each subject was rated on each variable for each 

session attended. 

The e;roup ~essions 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 ~gan (1970). This session was 

not included in the scoring since the experil:ientor siuply read the 

Encounter group contract as suggested by Egan ( 1970). The girls only 

asked clarifying questions and no group interaction occurred. 

The second rater analyzed a sample comprising 10~& of the total 

sessions. i'ul interrator stability coeffi~ient (.70) was conputed and 

indicated that the two raters agreement on session ratings were adequate. 

Semantic Differential. Experimental subjects rated themselves 

on a 6-point rating scale on two concepts: 1;IJyself As I Usually An" 

and "Myself When I Feel Great and On Top o:f the World. 11 The sei.!lantic 

differentioJ.s were ack"1inistered to EI subjects at the beginning of the 

6th, 10th, and 14th sessions. EII was a.drJinistered the semantic 
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differential. at the beginning of the same sessions, as well as at tl:e 

pre-testing. Both experimental. groups were given the self-rating 

scale at the post-testing. The EI group was not pre-tested on this · 

measure because the forms were not then completed. As a result, 

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

in the statistical. analysis C1f the results. 

At the post-testing each experimental. subject was asked to 

circle one word of each of the item pairs which represented her 

"ideal" person, This was done after she had rated herself accord-

ing to the two concepts cited above. At least 9CY'fa 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 \'lhich 

there was less than 9<Yfa agreement were discarded. Thus, all seman­

tic differential.a were scored in the direction which the vast major­

ity of subjects had indicated as representing their 11 ideal11 person. 

For eaah session the aotual- and ideal self-concept group mean dif­

ferences were analyzed statistically, and changes across sessions 

were also compared and analyzed. The raw scores on eaab. of the three 

factors for both "Usual11 and "Great" self-concepts were analyzed and 

compared for e:x;per:l.mental group subjects. Subjects were given identi­

fying code numbers to use on the forms to maintain anonymity among 

the group members. Bach girl was given the reverse order (Usually and 

"On Top C1f the World-Great") on alternate administrations of the 

semantic differentials. 
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Procedures 

Pre-Test Procedures. All subjects were administered the WR.AT, 

TSCS, 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 cI1 ) were pre-tested during the third 

week in December. Half o:f the subjects in each of the four treat­

ment groups were given the imAT first followed by the D.AP-HFDa. 

The other half received the reverse test order. Ea.ch subject was 

teated in the reverse order at her post-testing, to avoid test order 

bias. The TSCS was given to all girls as a group on the day pre­

ceding or immediately following the V&T and DA?-HFD test admi ni­

strations. 

Poat-Test Procedure. All girls were retested on the same 

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, ahe was given the DAP-HFD first at her post-testing. 

The TSCS 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 then scored, the experimenter presented them to an 

experienced professional psychologist v.n.o, along with an undergraduate 

technician, coded them. Thus, the experimenter scored the WRATs, and 
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a train.ed undergraduate technician scored the DA2-EPDs without l:now-

lcd.ce of c;roup Be::nbership. :I!he TXSs were computer-neared by the 

test publisher. Scoring bias was thus avoided since the code was 

not broken until all group sessions r:ere analyzed and all tests 

v:ere scored. 

Treatment Procedure: Sensitivity-Encounter Group Sessions. 

::a.ch of the two e::-..-per:L'nental groups participated in sensitivity-

encounter groups. Each group ::::iet for 16 one-hour v;eeltly sessioru:; 

distributed across 5-i); months. Experimental group I (EI) m0t from 

October through l'.Iarch. Experimental group II (EII) net from 

January until mid-llay. As a result, the group sessions overlapped 

for nine weeks, al though groups EI and EII net separately. 

The group sessions provided the opportunity for the develop-

ment of tho traditional sensitivity-encounter group process includ-

ing self-disclosure, expression of feelings, and open interpersonal 

communication. The experimenter :functioned as a facilitator \'ho 

helped the groups to focus on interpersonal communications, leading 

tovrard ::r~.atters pertaining to interpersonal growth, self-awareness, 

and self-concept. 

Bach of tho 32 group sessions v:ere tape recorded. These tapes 

were used to assist the e:x:peri:n.enter in following the group process 

in ~ach successive session. The tapes \vere transcribed into verbatim 

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

the Carkhuff-Egan behavior rating scale (Appendix A-III, IV)• 



CHAPTER V 

RESULTS 

The stud;y 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 

1n1 tial level of emotional pathology on the process measures J and the 

correlation matrix findings (Appendix A-XI) for the pre- and post-

test scores on all self-concept, school achievement, 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. 

±m,pact .2f Treatment 2!! School 
Achievement ~ Self-Concept 

Table 7 gives the group means and standard deviations for the 

two self-concept (Draw-.A-?eraon: Human Figure Drawings and Tennessee 

Self Concept Scale) and two achievement (Wide Range Achievement Teat 

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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TABIE 6 

LIS~ O:P fEST VARI.ABIE ABBREVI.UIONS 

USBD Olf !.A.1lli!S 

DAP•HPDs Draw-A-Peraon Human ftgure DrawJ.nga usU!g the 1Copp1tz 
scoring method. Each aet is oomposei ot tour 4raw111gs 
by each llUbJeot. 

I !he tint drawing in reaponae to the instruction, 
11Draw a person." 

IV !he tourth drawing 1n reaponae to 'the instNctim, 
"Draw a girl 1n the rain." 

!rot !he to'tal number of Bmotional In41ca:~rs {JUs) for all 
tour 4ratr1J:lga, or th• total EI score. 

II fhe average maber ot Emotional In4ioaton, or the 
m.ean BI eoore. 

SA-fot fhe total El score on the school aohieveamt itema as 
1nc1icated by asterisks (*) on the Kopp1ta score abeet. 

the aTerage or mean II .core m the achool ach1evement 
itao.a. 
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Wide Range Achievement !est BeaaiDg au.btest grade level 
HOl'ee 

WR.Af­
J.:r GL 

Wicle BazJge Achievement fes'fi Spelling subtest grade 
level acare. 

Wide Range A.chievement !fest Arithmetic subtest grade 
level score. 



YIIU.T­
Tot 

SG-2 

TSOS 

so 

~ 

Bet 0 

!l'ot c 

!ot P 

B. 1 

B. 2 

R :5 

Ool A 

Ool B 

Col 0 

!ABIE 6 (Continued) 

Wide Range .Achievement Reading subtear~ standard score. 

Wide Range AchieTement Test Spelling w.bteat s'iandard 
acat'e. 
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Wide Range .Achievement fest Arithmetic subtest s'\andard 
score. 

Wide Range Achievement fest To'tal. achievement soore 
a.'Y'9l"8ge ditterence across all three subtests in riandard 
score uni.ts. The pre-teat average 'total score ia sub­
tracted trom. the poat-'teat a.Tel'age total score, thus 
yielding a ditterence score. 

!he ave.rage di:tteamoe aeons of school grad.ea for tour 
~ar subject cou:reesJ obtained b7 subtracting the :tirat 
trimester grade average tram the eec<md tr.l.:neater grade 
average. 

ft1e ave:rage d.itterence aoorea ot school gradea 'I.or fatar 
Jl183or 9Ub0eot courses; obtaimd b7 subtracting the :tirat 
trimuter grade average b.-am the third trimes'ffr grade 
average. 

!renneseee Selt Concept Scale 

!fSCS Sell Oriticism score 

f SOS ~· ecore 

!SCS Bet Oantliot aoore 

!alS total Oontliot score 

!l!SCS !roW Positive score 

!SOS B.ow 1 aoore 

!SOS B.ow 2 score 

TSOS liow 3 score 

TSOS Column A score 

fSOS Column B acore 

TSOS Column c scare 



Col D 

Col E 

V Tot 

V Cols 

V Rows 

]) 

D5 

D4 

D3 

D'2 

D1 

DP 

Psy 

PD 

N 

PI 

SD 

Tot-DS 

TABLE 6 (Oontinued) 

TSOS Column I> ecore 

TSCS Column E score 

TSCS Total Va.ria.bllity score 

TSCS Variability score across all columns 

TSCS Variabilit1 score across all rows 

TSOS total Diatributi.cm score 

TSCS Distribution score on use of acale rathlg "5" 

!SOS m.stn.but;ion •core on use of ace.le rating "4" 
TSOS Distribution More an uee ot soale n.ting n3• 

~sos Distribution score an use ot scale ra:ting "2" 
TSCS llistribution score on use ot soal.e rating "1" 

!SOS Defensive Poei tin scale aeon 

!SOS Genere.1. Mal.a(l3W!Jtment aoal.e score. an innne 
$08.le. 

TSOS Paychosia 8C)ale scare 
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!SOS Peracmal.1\y Diaorder ecale acol:'e, an inTer8e scale. 

TSCS Neurosis scale score, an :l.nTeree scale. 

TSOS Personality Integration scale score 

TSCS Number of Deviant Sips nale score 

Semantic Ditteren.tial ruim:tirt stere4 to e:perimental 
aub~ecta 

Semantic Ditterential total d:Lf'terenoe score tar all 
admin:istrati.Ol'l.9 

Semantic ditterenual mean di:tterence aoorea tor all 
ad.mi n:I •'b'at1.0ll8 



Tot 

u 

G 

D 

Numbers 

I 

I-U 

I-G 

SD-let 

I 

II 

III 

Numbers 

TABIE 6 (Continued) 

Semantic ditteren:tial total raw score for a specific 
session on either the "Uaual" or "Great" self concept 
description. 

Raw score on the SD description ot "How I See KJrael.t 
Uaual.J.T' 

Raw score on the SD deaoription ot "Bow I See ~ael.t 
When I leel on !fop at the World (1. e. 'Great')" 

Ditterenoe aoore obtained by aubtrac1;ing u raw score 
tram G raw score. 

Bumbers associated with the SDa refer to the session 
a"b the start of 111hicb. iihe SD ma admS»istered (e.g. 
Seam.an 14 U refers to the eoore on Uaual self tilled 
out at the commencement of Sesaion 14). 

!!!he raw score of the items circled to in41ce.te the 
ideal aelt at the poat-tesUng. 

~ UIN&l self l'&w acore obta.i..rle4 at the poat-teatil'Jg 
subtracted f.rOm the I4ea1 eelf 80ore. 

!he Great sel:t raw acore obtaimd at the post-teatiilg 
su.btraeted f'r<lll the Ideal self 80ore. 
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!be Semantic Ditfenn.Ual. ecorea broken 40\Vll into ite 
three camponen:t tacton tcr each ot '$he U and G aeon•s. 

Factor I 1 eval.uati. Te 

lacwr II: pot9ll01' 

Factor III: actiTJ..ty 

The Carkhuff-Egan Behavior Ratin& Scale 8001"9 tor each 
session. 

Total 0-E 8001'9 
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TABLE 7 

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR TEST MEASURES FOR ALL GROUPS 

EI CI Ell CII EI, II CI, II 

Variables Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pro Poat Pre Post Pre Poat 

DAP-BFDs 

1.11 .91 1.13 .60 1.53 1.53 1.28 1.78 1.37 1.26 1.20 1.19 
I 1.40 1.32 .88 .49 1. 36 .96 .89 1.42 1.39 1.17 1.20 1.21 

1.11 1.33 .53 .93 1.47 1.20 1.36 1.36 1.33 1.26 .94 1.14 
II 1.46 1.03 .72 .77 .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 
III 2.08 1.28 2.03 2.22 1.51 2.54 1.47 2.13 1.82 2.14 1.82 1.22 

1.25 1.41 1.13 .86 1.47 1.46 1.36 1.7a 1.37 1.43 1.24 1.32 
IV 1.48 1.19 1.31 1.20 1.02 1.36 1.29 1.61 1.25 1.28 1.30 1.49 

5.58 5.a; 4.86 4.93 1.21 7.40 6.78 a.35 6.40 6.60 5.82 6.64 
Tot 5.56 3.72 3.91 5.57 3.57 4.11 3.34 5.14 4.64 4.02 3.77 4.51 

1.39 1.46 1.22 1.23 1.82 1.a5 1.70 2.09 1.60 1.65 1.46 1.66 
M 1.39 .93 .98 .74 .89 1.03 .84 1.28 1.55 1.00 .94 1.12 

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

..... .... 
~ 
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TABLE 7 (Continued) 

~ CI EII CII EI, II CI, II 
Variables Pre Poat Pre Poat Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post 

.50 .75 .33 .66 .40 .oo .79 .86 .45 .78 .56 .76 
SA-Tot .87 1.01 .50 .79 .61 1.17 1.26 .99 .74 1.10 .50 .90 

.125 .187 .003 .166 .10 .2 .20 .214 .11 .19; .141 .. 190 
SA-M .22 .25 .11 .20 .26 .29 .32 .25 .18 .28 .24 .22 

WRAT- 8-3 9-1 7-2 8-3 7-9 8-4 7-1 7-10 8-0 8-7 7-2 8-0 
Rdg GL 1.99 2.0 1.17 1.62 1.27 1.56 1.18 1.54 1.58 1.73 1.13 1.54 

WRAT- 7-9 8-2 6-8 7-2 7-5 7-9 6-11 7-5 7-7 7-11 6-10 7-4 
Splg GL 2.38 1.96 1.31 1.07 1.23 1.23 1.46 1.a; 1.77 1.55 1.34 1.44 

WRAT- 6-1 6-9 5-9 6-4 6-3 6-3 6-1 6-4 6-2 6-6 5-11 6-0 
Ar GL .99 .98 1.01 1.13 1.29 .67 .57 .69 1.13 .82 .a; .91 

WRAT- 96 98.7 90.2 95.3 92.6 94.e 00.3 92.; 94.3 96.7 89.2 9;.a 
Rdg SS 11.75 11.02 1.16 10.18 7.54 8.66 6.48 a.34 9.41 12.79 6.99 9.13 

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

.... .... 
.f>. 
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TA.BI.£ 1 (Continued) 

~ CI ~I CII EI, II cI, II 

Variables Pre Post Pre Post Pre Foat Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post 

WBA'r- 93.4 94.3 87.2 88.9 90.7 91.4 87.5 90.4 92.0 92.8 87.3 89.6 
Splg SS 13.9s 11.16 a.10 6.47 1.23 7.23 8.26 9.74 10.42 s.94 5.27 7.96 

WHAT- 83.3 86.:?5 81.9 84.5 8Lh4 a3 .. 3 a:;.:; 83.8 83.8 84.8 82.6 84.1 
Ar SS 6.01 5.57 6.67 6.s:; 7.16 3.a3 3.17 3.96 6.45 4.78 5.15 5.45 

WR.AT- 6.58 9.4 1.5 7.5 3.74 8.48 

Tot 8.66 12.81 a.04 11.77 a.32 12.32 

.60 .45 .80 .64 .71 .54 
SG-2 .54 .47 .61 .78 .58 .64 

.65 .;o 1.00 .66 .84 .58 
SG-3 .53 .43 .61 .30 .59 .:;s 

TSCS- 47.9 48.9 43.5 46.:; 50.0 51.5 43.3 45.4 49.1 50.4 43.4 45.9 
SC 7.73 7.54 a.31 9.71 7.98 8.11 8.38 9.51 7.79 7.82 a.:;1 9.45 

T/P 53.1 56.:; 54.3 54.4 63.2 58.0 52.7 49.3 58.7 57.; 53.5 52.0 

15.28 16.42 10.12 14.98 16.05 14.07 14.1 13.74 16 .. 23 14.88 12.14 14.37 

note.--:Che top entry represents the mean and the bottom entry represents the standard 
deviation for each cell. .... ...... 

\.l'1 



TABLE 7 (Continued) 

E I CI BII OII EI, II CI, II 
Variables Pre l?ost Pre Poat 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.s 
Net C 16.64 9.94 9.48 11.34 11.12 10.12 10.3 9.44 14.1 9.91 10~0 10.59 

61.8 53.s 47.0 50.2 54.7 49.2 56.8 53.0 57.9 51.3 51.7 51.6 
Tot C 11.99 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.a 
Tot P 6.89 8.06 14.46 13.60 11.16 9.81 e.35 12.97 7.99 8.91 12.37 13.06 

44 39.4 46.4 43.a 45.9 39.2 43.4 44.1 45.0 39.3 44.9 43.9 
R 1 9.56 8.78 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 48.7 45.4 49.2 50.2 46.4 44.9 51.7 49.2 
R 2 5.82 8.38 11.77 11.63 7.54 9.37 9.20 13.:;a 7.20 a.19 10.93 12.:;2 

41.4 36.4 45.6 43.9 ;a.9 36.6 38.1 39.2 40.0 36.5 42.0 41.7 
R 3 a.90 a.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.a 41.4 45.1 44.5 46.1 41.3 47.0 44.4 
Col A 8.07 9.39 15.74 10.20 8.49 9.42 9.53 12.21 a.3a 9.23 13.36 11.01 

Note.--'lhe top entry represents the mean and the bottom entry represents the standard 
deviation for each cell. 

_.. 
_.. 
0\ 



TABLE 7 (Continued) 

~ c I EII CII E I, II CI, II 

Variables Pre .Post Pre Post .Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post 

41.1 39.6 47.:; 42.2 40.2 37.9 40.0 40.8 40.6 38.6 43.a 41.6 
Col B 7.56 6.02 13.r/6 11.00 9.58 11.03 10.39 12.:;6 8.59 9.03 12.86 11.87 

45.6 44.3 49.1 49.a 48.3 41.7 47.0 46.6 47.1 42.85 48.1 48.2 
Col C a.94 11.44 1:;.70 15.02 9.92 10.56 a.39 12.90 9.42 10.83 11.49 1:;.88 

43.2 40.9 51.7 47.1 43.3 41.7 45 .. 6 43.1 43.26 41.3 48.8 47.6 
Col D 7.77 6.52 15.06 17.69 11.27 r;. 75 10.93 11.46 9.69 10.95 13.66 14. 75 

43.4 40.1 49.6 47.3 46.7 44.3 44.0 44.s 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 7.88 12.01 10.31 7.49 9.80 9.60 10.70 1.13 8.84 11.13 10.41 

53.6 48.4 48.5 49.2 50.7 47.1 47.4 46.3 51.96 47.7 47~9 47.a 
V Cols 9.11 7.32 13.17 11.22 1.a1 10.47 10.34 10.99 8.41 g.06 11.96 11.01 

47.8 49.7 54.4 50.8 51.7 50.9 46.0 48.1 50.0 50.4 51.3 49.5 
V Rows 9.21 7.66 10.86 11.23 10.28 11.16 a.95 10.20 9.a3 9.61 10.54 10.65 

liote.-Tho top entzy represents the mean and the bottom entry represents the standard _. 
deviation for each c~ll. ...... 

-.J 



TABLE 7 (Continued) 

~ CI ~I CI! EI, II CI, II 
Variables Pre Post Pre Post 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 13.53 17.43 7.31 a.95 15.18 16.63 

48.2 43.7 50.1 46.0 49.3 45.5 43.3 45.1 48.8 44.7 46.8 45.6 D 5 12.58 11.86 13.76 13.52 s.95 10.75 14.99 17.56 10.79 11 .. 07 14-76 15.32 

47.5 52.1 46.1 46.5 52.7 53.s 47.0 42.9 50.4 53.0 46.5 44.8 D 4 11.05 11.06 13.02 1'.3.88 10.42 10.58 12.43 11.82 11.04 10.62 12.76 12.83 

55.1 60.0 52.9 58.5 56.7 58.7 60.1 62.5 56.3 59.3 56.4 60.5 D 3 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.a D 2 8.65 11.22 10.41 12.62 9.21 7.31 6.91 10.12 9.34 9.06 s.95 11.42 

46.3 39.7 48.9 42.9 44.7 39.9 44.7 43.1 45.4 39.a 46.9 43.0 D 1 7.92 8.41 14.18 17.07 5.31 7.91 12.21 17.06 6.69 7.9a 13.47 16.76 

46.4 45.7 55.6 50.5 51.5 46.7 51.6 50.9 49.2 46.3 5:;.7 50.7 DP 6.40 6.85 12.96 11.64 7.92 s.59 1.s1 12.29 7.69 7.74 11.10 11.75 

Note.- The top entr<J represents the mean and the bottom entr:r represents the standard ..... ..... deviation for ea.ch cell. co 



TABLE 7 (continued) 

EI CI EII CII EI, I! 
,... 
'"'I, II 

Variables Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post 

58.7 62.1 57.0 55.9 59.5 63.7 58.5 59.1 59.2 63.0 57.7 57.4 
7.40 7.10 13.29 13.23 9.64 10.2a 9.47 rs.20 8.68 8.88 11.70 13.0B 

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 9.13 1.12 10.68 10.67 11.25 1.s:; 10.22 10.71 10.33 7.71 10.68 10.59 

58.4 60.2 51.5 55.5 59.5 60.3 56.8 56.8 59.0 60.2 54.1 56.1 PD 7.33 7.61 12.07 12.34 a.27 10.78 a.13 10.40 7.87 9.33 10.99 11.06 

54.6 56.6 47.6 52.9 50.6 58.2 53.2 52.5 52.4 57.5 50.3 52.7 
:ti 

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 43.a PI 
10.48 6.32 s.30 9.7s 8.85 9.25 7.90 13.18 9.1"; a.02 a.12 11.48 

63.2 62.2 63.9 62.3 61.1 61.6 61.8 64.:; 62.0 61.9 62.9 63.3 
11.22 12.42 a.31 9.70 11~41 12.99 10.16 9.28 11.:;a 12.50 9.27 9.38 

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

---, 
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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 var­

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 disturbance by all subjects in their relations 

with their families. On the Tennessee pre-test measure all groups, 

experimental.a and controls, were within nomal limits for 28 of the 

29 subscales. However, all groups were above the normal limits on 

one subscale, Number of Deviant 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 

t-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. 

EI vs. CI comparisons were initially analyzed separate from the 

EII vs. CII comparisons. These groups were analyzed separately to 

avoid the possibility that the E11 and c11 subjects, after having had 

a half-school year's experience in their high school curriculum., IDB\!' 

have obtained post-test scores vbich would differ significantly fron 
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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 

study1s 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 vs. 

CI; EII vs. CII; EI, II vs. cI, II; and EI vs. Err· The latter com­

parison was the only possible contrast for the process measures: 

Semantic Differential and Carkhuff-Egan Interaction Behavior Rating 

Scale. The most relevant findings are those mich refer to the pooled 

e:x:perimentals and controls (EI, II and c1 , 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 l.ll'l.derstanding of what occurred in this 

atud;y. The terms "controls" and "e:x;perimentals" will refer to com-

parisona between the pooled treatment groups. When the separate 

contrasts are being discussed they w.1..11 be designated w.lth the appro-

priate Roman numerals. 

Table 8 presents the results of the t-test analysis of the 

differences between means for uncorrelated data for the sohool achieve-

ment and self-concept measures. 

School Achievement Measures. Results .supported the first :tzypo­

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

after a sensitivity-encounter group for the e:x;perimentals as compared 



Groups 

Variables 

DAP-H!'De 

I 

II 

III 

IV 

!?ot 

.56 

.50 

.58 

.40 

.30 
1.00 

.67 

.65 

.11 
1.65 

COMPARISOBS FOR AiiL GROUPS 

E-27• 0=29 

.86 .20 

.58 .39 

.56 .89 

.48 .:;1 

.29 .40 

.85 .64 

.84 .01 

.51 .41 

1.00 .57 
1.4; 1.07 

EI vs ExI 

~1=12; NEII=15 

.44 

.57 

1.01 
.43 

.;1 

.76 

.29 

.57 

.09 
1.24 

Note.-Top entr.r in each cell is tbe t-score and bottom entry is the standard error of the 
ditterence between means. 

* R. < .10. 

** .lt < .05. 

*** l?. < .01. 
..... 
I\) 
I\) 



~ a (contmued) 

Groups ~vs CI EII vs CII gI, II vs cl, II EI vs Ell 

Nm=12; u01=15 NEII=15; NCII=14 E=2:1; c-29 NEI•12; !IEII•15 

V a.ria.bles 

11 
.11 1.00 .57 .09 
.41 .36 .27 .31 

SA-!Cot .21 .67 .41 .35 
.39 .49 .31 .42 

SA-M 
.21 .67 .41 .35 
.10 .12 .os .11 

WR.AT- .93 1.84 
*(C-"') E)a 2.12 **(C 7l > E) *(EI ?'\ > EII) 1.a2 

Tot :;.01 3.27 2.25 2.a1 

WRA!- .98 .92 1.45 1.01 
Rdg GL 3.34 2.99 2.23 3.05 

Note.-Top entry in each cell is the t-score and bottOlll entry is the standard error ot the 
di:tterence between means. 

* J?. <.10. 
** p < .05. 

a c (or E);:'\) B (or c} n:eana controls (or experinentals) increased more than experimentals 
(or controls). C(or E) ~) E (or c) means controls (or eJC;perimentals) decreased more than 
experimentals (or controls). C (or E) .?I '> E (or C} ~ means controls (or experimental.a) 1.noreased 
more than. ape~ (or control.a). C {or E)~ > E (or C) ~ meae eorrtrola (or ezperimentals) 
decreased more than experimental.a {or controls). 

_. 
~0 
\.JI 

~ 



TABLE 8 {Continued) 

Groups Ex vs CI EII vs CII EI, II vs CI, II ~ 'YB 8II 

NEI=12; Ncr=15 NEII=15; NCII=14 E=27; C=29 JBr•12; BEII•15 

Variables 

IV.RA!- .50 1.38 1.34 •.39 
Splg GL 2.96 2.64 1.94 2 •. 11 

WHAT- .12 .13 .62 2•08**(EI /'\) EII..V) 

Ax GL 3·'B 3.a1 2.79 4.02 

WHAT- 1.64 1.32 2.1a**(c?"\> E) .43 
Rdg SS 1.41 1.36 .97 1 .. 29 

WR.AT- .48 1.66 1.46 .14 
Splg SS 1.55 

,_,., 1.00 1.31 

WBA.f- .14 .aa .72 2•08**(EI 7\) EII~) 

Ar SS 1.75 1.a1 ,.,, 1.91 

SG-2 
.79 .60 1.04 .87 
.19 .26 .16 .23 

SG-3 
.79 1.a9*(E ?\ > c) 2.02 **(E .?'\) C) 1.60 
.1a .18 .13 .22 

l'ote • .-1.eop entry in each cell is the t-score and bottom entry is the standard error of the 
d1fterence between means. 

* R. < .10. 

** .R. < .05. 

~' 

1 



TABLE a {Continued) 

Groups Ez vs CI EII vs CII EI, II vs cI, II Er vs Ell 

?lEI•12J H01=15 liEII•15; •cn-14 E-27; c-29 N]u=12J :NEI.1•15 

Variables 

TSCS .61 .• 16 .52 .14 
SC 2.97 ~-'4 2.20 3.94 

f SCS .38 .• 36 .02 t.04 
rr/I 8.04 5.11 4.66 a.05 

liet c .84 .52 .35 .84 
5.93 3,.92 3.47 6.17 

f ot c 
1.93*(E ~ ) O .?\) .37 1.73*(E ~) C) .42 
5.ao 4-.78 3.72 5.a5 

.46 2 .. 25 **(B )I ) c 7\) 
1.20 .71 Tot P 2.64 2.49 1.a5 2.76 

R 1 .53 3.37***(1C.lt )C /I ) 2.23**(E '::./ > C) .57 
3.75 2.17 2.11 3.67 

Bote.--fop entr.r in each cell is the t-score and bottom enUJ' is the standard error of the 
ditterence between means. 

* J!. < .10. 

** .P. < .05. 

*** .P. < .01. .... 
I\) 

\Jl 



TABLE 8 (Continued} 

Groups Ex vs CI E_r1 vs CII EI, II vs CI, II ~vs EII 

NEI•12; 1101::15 NEII•15; N011=14 ~7; c-29 5n•121 Hn1•15 

Variables 

n2 
2.55**(C ~) E ?'I ) 1.41 .51 1.42 
2.60 3 •. 02 2.11 2.88 

R 3 .69 1.13 1.15 .10 
4.74 ,.02 2.73 3.89 

Col A .43 1.69 .a2 .so 
3.97 3.37 2.58 4.27 

Col B t.22 .95 .12 .2a 
2.99 ;s.35 2.29 2.93 

Col C .52 1.51 1.45 .94 ;s.65 2.77 2.25 3.55 

Col D .62 ..84 .oa .22 
3.41 3.36 2.41 ,.29 

Col E .20 1.11 .74 .18 
4.74 3 .. 00 2.72 4.91 

V Tot .15 ·'8 .37 .21 4.17 3.03 2.50 3.72 

note.-!l!op en'tr.f in each cell is the t-acare 8114 bottom entrJ' is the standard. error ot the 
diff'erenee be'twen means. 

** .1?. < .05. 
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TABLE 8 (Continued) 

Grou.ps EI vs c1 EII vs CII EI, II vs cI, II EI vs ~I 

NEI=12; B01=15 ~1·15; 1011•14 E-2.7; C-29 JIEI•12; liEII=15 

Varia.blas 

V Cols 1.18 .79 1.45 .3a 
4.95 3•12 2.a3 4.31 

V Rov.lil 1.oe .21 .66 .62 
4.16 3.2s 2.59 4.22 

D .26 1.09 .74 .59 
4.42 2.00 2.59 4.28 

.21 *{E :t > C ?\) 1.05 .16 D 5 1.79 
5.37 3.00 3.01 5.36 

D4 .70 1.55 1.34 .64 
5.67 3·'.i2 3.20 5.24 

D 3 .:;4 .13 .42 .51 
4.28 3.27 2.63 4.08 

1.03 *(E ~) c¥) 
.53 1.64 D 2 2.001 

4.33 3.34 2.77 4.59 

D 1 .21 1.06 .11 .51 
3.53 2.99 2.30 3.61 

-.!. 

liote.-Top entry in each cell is the t-score and bottom entz7 is the standard error of the !',) ..... 
dif:ference between means. 

* Jl < .10. 



TABLB 8 (Continued) 

Grau.pa BI TS OI EII TS OII Bit II TS CI, II EI TB EII 

l\:r=12J N01a15 ~11•15; Hcu•14 Ec271 0-29 ~1·12; ~11•15 
Vari.ables 

DP 1.50 1.32 .001 1.17 2.93 J.11 2.17 J.40 

Gll.b 1.;5 1.39 2.o;**(E n> c)J) .49 3.30 2.93 2.17 3.12 

Ptq .39 .40 .53 .32 4.16 4.05 2.84 4.13 

PDb .52 .32 .22 .33 2.91 2.75 1.99 2.90 

If .a; ;. 3S ***(E 1' )C ~ } 1.12 1.37 4.02 2.46 2.40 4.10 

PI .16 .86 .52 .01 
3.47 3.93 2.61 3.TT 

!IDS .09 .56 .19 .32 5.00 3.38 2.94 4.98 

Bote.~op en-try 1n each cell is the t-score and bottom mtr,y is 1ihe a'tandard error ~ 
the difference bet.en means • ... 

l!. < .05. 

*** l!. < .01. 

b An inverse scale. 

-~ 
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w1 th the controls only for the end-of-the-year school grades derived 

from the teacher evaluations (SG-3). Findings were in the opposite 

direction than predicted for the Wide Range Reading subtest (17RAT­

Rdg ss) and the Wide Range Total score (WRAT-Tot) on which the 

controls improved significantly (p < .05) more than 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 a. 

Self-Concept Measures. Results indicated no significant dif­

ferences on the Draw-A-Person test measure. Significant differences 

emerged for two of the Tennessee subscales, but did not support the 

second hypothesis since they were in the direction opposite from 

that predicted. On Row 1: Identity, how an individual sees himself, 

both experimentals and controls described themselves less positively 

but the experimentala scored significantly lower (p <. .05) than 

controls. On the measure of general maladjustment (GM) the experi­

mentals had significantly higher (p ( .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 same area of self-perception (Tot c), at the post-testing 

than at the pre-testing than the control subjects. 

Results o;f the sep~ate group ccntrasts revealed a significant 

difference (p ~.05) on the Tennessee subscale measuring the overall 

level of self-esteem (Tot P) 1..~ favor of the c11 girls who increased 
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on this neasure v.hile the EII subj ecta ha.d a rmch louer overall level 

of self-esteen. The significance vlas due to the regression by the EII 

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

esteem by the c11 groups. The EI subjects shovmd a trend tovrard a. 

reduction (p Z.. .10) in the n""1ount of conf'licting responses to posi-

tive and negative itens within the same area of self-pe~ception 

(Tot c) as compared with the C::i: group. On Rovr 1: Identity the ~~II 

subjects regressed sigr ... :Lficantly (p ( .01) \mile the CII group 

slightly 1.-:iproved. On Row 2: Self Satisfaction (H 2), how an 

individual feels about the self she perceives or her level of self-

acceptance, the CI group regressed significantly (p < .05) \mile 

the EI subjects showed a slight improvement. The D variable is a 

sumrnary score of the ''lfJY an individual distributes her answers 

across the five available choices in responding to the Scale itens. 

It is also interpreted as an aspect of self-perception: certainty 

about the way one sees hi..rnself. The Tennessee r:anual. states thc'lt 

reliance upon either of the two extremes of the response continuun, 

D 5 or D 1, is 111.llldesirable" and "r:iost often obtained from dioturbcd 

people (p. 3)." On D 5, reflectinc; a reliance upon the "Completely 

True" response, the :;:;II group showed a trend (p < .10) in using 

this response less often than at their pre-testing, while the CII 

subjects used it somewhat nore frequently than at their pre-testing. 

Al though D 1, "Completely False," yielded no significant results, the 

B
11 

girls follo~~d the same trend as on D 5 by relying less on D 1 

responses t...~an at their pre-testint.;. The c11 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, 11 a trend (p <( .10) emerged in w.hich the :-;::II 

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

CII girls used it 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 E11 group reported significantly 

(p f.. .01) more neurotic signs than c1I girls at the post-testing. 

lli Effects of Interaction Between Treatment, Initial 
Level of Intellectual FunctiC?aj.EG, ~ Initial Level 
of Emotional Pathology Upon Change ,!!! Self-Concept 
~ School Achievement 

Table 9 presents the results of the three-wey anaJ.ysis of 

variance for the Wide Range, school grades, and Tennessee test 

measures. To maintain independence of the analysis which used the 

pre-test Draw-A-Person mean Emotional Indicator scores to separate 

subjects according to their initial level of emotional pathology, 

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

Emotiona;t Indicator difference scores. The results reported on this 

Table 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 ar control treatment condition; above or below the 
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TABIB 9 

THREE-UY ilALYSIS OF VARIANCE l!'OR 

~OST TEST COIPARISOliS 1'Cll ALL GROUPS 

'~ ~ g 
Source of ..,.a 'd H~ .!1.l 

r-1 
Variation j ~ ~H ; ~ 1; r-1 

Q) 

!i J'd Jo 0 
rt P4 !i Ji 
0 as~ ell~ ~ H ii a i: P4 £ P4 

Variables .... P4 Sc; e-tH f;f e-.. H .: 
WJ.U.T- 147.14 144.17 61.25 82.55 1.8, 16.68 160.55 68.84 
Rdg GL 2.14 2.09 .89 1.20 .03 .24 2.,, (48) 

WR.l2- 95.19 '2·41 72.53 14.35 24.11 60.71 109.62 53.27 
Splg GL 1.79 .61 1.36 .21 .45 1.14 2.06 (48) 

WBA.T- 42.62 47.14 507.55*a(lP) 48.95 87.89 .13 19.55 108.88 
Ar GL .39 .43 4.66 .45 .a1 .001 .1a (48) 

I.RAT- 62.09* {c) S.00 7.01 1;.a1 ;.ST 11.12 28.45 ,,.r 
Rdg SS 4.66 .60 .53 1.04 .29 .a; 2.14 (48 

\1RA.!- 29.85 27.50 9.70 7.69 3.81 1a.70 17.53 14.34 
Spl.g SS 2.06 1.92 .68 .54 .27 1.30 1.22 (48) 

Note.-Top entr.r 1a Mean Squarea (MS) and bo"om entr,y ia F-aoore tor ft.rat 7 columns. In the 
lut column top entry 1a lfS and bottam. entry 1a ..£within. !t tor 1'irat 7 ool'UDIDS 18 1 (one). 

* R. < .05. 

aAbbreviationa indicate tbe group Vihich imprond most when a s~t dttterence waa 
found; E • e~n.taJ.1 c • controlJ n or L •high or lowi I • IQJ and P • patholOQ'. When all 
groups reg.reseed the group regressing the lean w.:Ul be 1D41cated with { ~ ) • 

1 



TAB.IE 9 (Continued) 
--, 

§~ 

~ 
0 

0 H 
Source of 

~~ 
t'.l 

'd H~ ...... 
Variation ti ~ 

CY rl 
~H ii Q} 

J~ ti 'd 0 s, JH 1.1' 

.i~ 'd f.'14 .~ 

~ ~g al~ H d"" ~ 
Variables Sc; 0 ~~ 

t! Pi CY t! fl.I .... 
H ~ r::-1 H H e-. H l'l: 

\'IRAT- 12.66 2:.86 117.76* (LP) 2.61 24.32 1.11 3.05 24.68 
Ar SS .51 .12 4.77 .11 .99 .05 .12 (48) 

WHAT- 314.41*(0) 1.81 317.SO*(LP) 13.13 1.98 29.46 1:;1.47 69.06 
'Tot 4.55 .03 4.61 .19 .03 .43 1.90 (48) 

SG-2 .40 .001 .107 .16 .21 .09 .42 .40 
1.01 .003 .27 .39 .54 .24 1.05 (48) 

SG-3 .9a .04 .19 .11 .10 .02 .20 .26 
3.80 .14 .74 .44 .40 .01 .79 (48) 

TSCS 18.56 46.67 11.ao 365.02*(CLI)150.68 a.57 134.82 61.36 
SC .30 .76 .19 5.95 2.46 .14 2.20 (48) 

T/J .01 14.67 399.85 41.29 1734.77* b 1038.18 322.49 281.74 
.oo .05 1.42 .15 6.16 :;.68 1.14 (48) 

Net C 20.45 0.03 66.)0 116.56 aao.49*(~97.19 105.83 162.80 
.13 .oo .41 .72 5.41 1.s:; .65 (48) 

Note.-Top entry is Mean Squares (MS) and bottom entry is F-acore far first 7 columns. In the 
last colwml top entry i.a MS and bottom entry is ,9! within. J?! for :tirst 7 colwnus is 1 (one). 

* R. < .05. 
0soale score interpretation is too complex to use the abbreviation method to indicate 

_,, 
\.A 

improvement. Reader must see discussion section dealing with the variable. VI 
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TABLE 9 (Continued) 

f ~ 
Cl 
H 

Source of m 
t!J ~ 

,.... 

~' 
.-f 

Variation 
~ 

a 
~ 

.-f 

~ 1=H 1= 0 .Q) 

!r ~i 
'd U1 

0 

-a i~ P-i I! .;:; 

~ H ~ So a s t!J E~ a ~P-i .... 
Variables .... P-i H e-t H ~ 

'.rot C 582.99 64.08 s1.92 45.70 281.70 612.08 483.71 187.47 
3.11 .34 .44 .24 1.50 3.26 2.58 (48) 

Tot P 68.81 4.72 29.86 11.84 16.77 1.62 1.91 52.22 
1.32 .09 .57 .23 .32 .03 .04 (48) 

R 1 309.69*(c.¥) 28.60 24.87 61.43 63.09 7.51 ;a.04 65.39 
4.74 .44 .38 .94 .96 .11 .58 (48) 

R 2 16.09 4.00 .76 28.94 12.40 7.26 14.44 68.44 
.24 .01 .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) 

Ool 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) 

Col B 1.oa 162.98 43.99 a.so 130.63 16.01 39.86 75.45 
.01 2.16 .sa .12 1.73 .21 .53 (48) 

Col C 147.60 4.88 2.76 45.50 56.20 2.86 77.59 75.3a 
1.96 .06 .04 .60 .75 .04 1.03 (48) 

:Note.--Top entcy is Kean Squares (MS') and bottom entry is F-score far first 7 colW11D.S. In the 
last column top entry is MS and bottom entr;y is .£!! within. ~ tor first 7 columns is 1 {one) • ..... 

* \..>I 

.l?. < .05. ..p. 
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TABLE 9 (Continued) 

l f3 ~ 
a 
H 

Source of 
~~ 

Cl) 

'cf ..... 
Variation Cl r-1 

t; ~ t;H 1L~ ~ $:f 'cf ~ 
Cl) 

it J.S !i 
,.... P.. J.s= ~ 0 

QI ~ 
~ 

H al 'ta 
Variables ~ t!j a !~ ~~ C1 t: ~ 

~ H ~ E-4 H .... E-4 H 

Col D .51 62.98 41.01 43.58 111.73 149.08 24.18 83.45 
.01 .75 .49 •. 52 1.34 1.79 .29 (48) 

Col E 57.29 1.a1 126.24 83.88 442.75*(EfIP,33.55 25.66 100.65 
.57 .02 1.25 .e:; 4.40 1.33 .25 (48) 

V Tot 12.15 354eo90 4.a9 33.18 5.37 24.24 44.42 68.27 
.14 4.02 .06 .;a .06 .27 .50 (48) 

V Col 233.53 206.02 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 
41.13 199.14 53.62 11.95 17.75 15.45 60.85 99.52 

.41 2.00 .54 .12 .1a .16 .61 (48) 

D 51.86 26.08 0.66 16.23 139.69 40.59 121.50 98.44 
.53 .26 .01 .16 1.42 .41 1.2:; (48) 

D 5 
141.40 s.a3 16.81 5.52 i1o.oo 63.85 68.16 137.53 

1.03 .04 .12 .04 "50 .46 .50 (48) 

D 4 256.09 4.725 585.14*(HP) 119.43 0.44 132.90 138.01 140.79 
1.82 .03 4.16 .as .003 .94 .98 (48) 

Note.-!op entry is Mean Squares (MS) and bottom entx,' ia F-score for first 7 columns. In the 
last column top entry is ~ and bottom entry 1s !! within. .!>£ for first 7 columns is 1 (one). _.. 

* VI 

R. < .05. \J1 



TABLE 9 (Continued) 

g t3 CY 
H 

Source of f·I 0 <ll 
0~ .-! M f3 ..... 

Variation a 0 r-1 
+> td ~H +> 0 r .. +> 0 () 

s:: i;::l ..... :fl QM 0 
()) 0 !!} H ~ g cd ~ 0 ,... 

I~· tcJ -13 :tl n-i ;,. ..s:: -3 ~ p, ~~ ~ ~~ o;J "' 
H $l 

Variables C1 d ~P-l Cl ~Pol or! 
[-f CJ H iii 8 c.!> r-1 M H E-t X rr:; 

D 3 17.02 4.88 15.89 31.80 103.97 47.72 99.83 102.64 
.17 .05 .15 .31 1.01 .46 .97 (48) 

D 2 29.85 1.22 62.88 68.42 78.65 8.69 73.53 114.34 
.26 .01 .55 .60 .69 .08 .64 (48) 

D 1 43.69 19.50 27.80 42.96 11.96 5.17 46.72 ao.oo 
.55 .24 .35 .54 .15 .06 .58 (40) 

DP 
o.o 52.50 12.97 32.06 34.34 17.71 27.29 70.69 
o.o .74 .18 .45 .49 .25 .39 (48) 

GMc 269.72 0.10 1.05 66.50 10.99 39.50 16.64 70.96 
3.00 .001 .01 .94 .15 .56 .23 (48) 

Psy 31.97 292.88 6.00 59.18 146.47 129.02 316.61 107.43 
.30 2.73 .06 .55 1.36 1.20 2.95 (48) 

PDc 2.62 45.27 42.42 127.19 84.09 75-52 29.54 54.96 
.05 .82 .77 2.31 1.53 1.34 .54 (48) 

rF 101.73 12.88 41.41 8.16 22.17 3'1.53 36.44 37.44 
1.16 .15 .47 .09 .25 .43 .42 (48) 

Note.-2op entry is Mean Squares (MS) and bottom entry is F-score for first 7 eolUll'.lnS. In the 
last column top entry is :ras and bottom entry is M within. 12! for first 7 co1umns is 1 (one). 

c An inverse S¢ale. ..... ,_,.. 
()'\ 



TABLE 9 (Continued) 

§' 
~ 

a 
Source of 0 H 

~~ 'A Variation a 'd ~~ r-t 
tl ~ ~H ~l"'f ~ 

(I) 
s:'.lrl 0 

!~ 'd JH ~~ Pot J~ ~ ~ "' g H CIS G.l 

Variables ~~ a ~~ ~Pot a ~Pot ...t 
H Pot E.f H H e.. M :.::: 

PI 25.34 7.24 1.33 400.40*(ELI) 46.38 29.ga 44.00 96.01 
.26 .oo .01 4.17 .48 .31 .47 (48) 

4.46 58.67 0.12 43.54 492.64*(CHP~5.18 48.45 118.69 
.04 .49 .001 .37 4.15 2.40 0.41 (48) 

Bote.--Top ent17 is Itfean Squares (MS) and bottom entr.r 1s F-score for first 7 columns. In the 
last column top entr.y is US and bottom entry is !! w1 thin. ~ for first 7 columns is 1 (one) • 

* R. < .05. 

··-, 
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group nean IQ of 94.5; above or below the group mean pre-test Draw-

A-Person Emotional Indicator critical value of 2.0. ~he eight 

resulting categories were: 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
1. 
8. 

experi..4ental, hi IQ, hi pathology (N = 7) 
experimental, hi IQ, lo pathology (N = 12) 
experimental, lo IQ, hi pathology (n = 3) 
experimental, lo IQ, lo pathology (N = 5) 
control, hi IQ, hi pathology (N = 2) 
control, hi IQ, lo pathology (N = 14) 
control, lo IQ, hi pathology (N = 5) 
control, lo IQ, lo pathology (N = 8) 

School Achievement Measures. Results supported the third hypo-

thesis that the in1 tial 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 significant main 

effect (p < .05) on the Wide Iiange Arithmetic subtest reported in 

grade level and standard scores ( \'m.AT-Ar GL and \\RAT-Ar SS) with the 

lo pathology subjects (l~ = 39) having made significantly more improve-

ment than the hi pathology group, regardless of treatment group con-

dition or initial level of intellectual functioning. The controls 

(u = 29) showed significantly more (p < .05) improvement than the 

experimental.a on the Wide Range Readi:ng subtest reported in standard 

scores (WHAT-Rdg SS) at the post-testing regardless of the in1 tial 

level of intellectual f'wlctioning or of emotional pathology. Signifi­

cant main effects (p < .05) were also found on the Wide Range Total 

score (';'llUT-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 iniUal 



level of intellectual :t't.mctioning. These findings support the sie­

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 1Ieasures. Rcsul ts revealed several significant 

findings on the Tennessee which supported the third hypothesis which 

partly referred to the self-concept measures. The treatment group-

IQ interaction yielded a significant (p .i .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 

least: controls, lo IQ; experimentala, high IQ; controls hi IQ; and 

experimentals, lo IQ. The last combination was the only one which 

became less self-critical than at the pre-testing, v.hereas the other 

three combinations showed an increase in self-criticism. On the 

Personality Integration (PI) subscale a significant (p <. .05) inter­

action effect was found for treatment group and IQ, regardless of 

level of pathology. Scores for the experimental lo IQ and control, 

bi IQ combinations reflect a higher level of personality integration, 

with the form.er far surpassing the latter. Experimental, bi 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 Crl ticism snd 

Personality Integration subscales were the only two subscales on vhich 

there were significant treatment-IQ interaction effects. Considering 

the findings for the relevant groups, integrated findings indicated 
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that: the experimental, lo IQ girls (N = s) were the only girls vl.b.o 

became less self-critical by the post-testing. However, they attained 

the highest level of adjustment and degree of personality integration 

in contrast to the other three groupings. Control, hi IQ subjects 

(H = 16) ranked third in their approach towards a more normal and 

heal t..~· openness and capacity for self-criticism, and ranked second 

best o~ iriproved level of adjustr:i.ent and degree of personality 

integration. The experimental, hi IQ group (N = 19) rank.ed second 

best in their approach toward more normal 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 (n = 13) girls improved most in their approach towards 

a more normal and heal thy openness and capacity for self'-cri ticism, 

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 Personality Integration subscales have an inverse rela­

tionship as reflected in the fact that the group scoring highest on 

Self Criticism, scored lowest on Personality integration; v.h.ereas 

the group scoring highest on the latter scored lowest on Self' Cri t­

icism, and so on. 

Significant treatment group-pathology interaction effects were 

found on four Tennessee subscales: True-False ratio (T/F), Net Con­

flict (Net c), Column B: Social Self' (Col E), and Number of Deviant 

Signs (NDS). Significant (p ( .05) interaction ef'fects were found for 

the T/F subscale vlhich oeasures the individual 1 s achieving self-defi­

ni tion or self'-description by focusing on what she is v.hile being 



relatively unable to accor1plish tile same thing by elininating or 

rejecting \Vhat she is not. Fitts (1.lauual, 1965) suggests two other 

approaches to interpreting this subscale (p. 3) which are also pre­

sented in Appendix A-VII. The self-definition app:I'oach will be used 

for interpreting the data for this study. 3ubject conbinations 

ran.~ed frora greatest to least reliance upon this wa:y of achievir10 

self-definition, as follows: e:xperimento..ls, hi pathology; controls, 

lo pathology; controls, hi pathology; and experil~entals, lo pathol-

ogy. On Uet C there was a significant interaction effect (p .::::_ .05) 

for treatment and pathology. The experimental, hi pathology and 

control, lo patholoiSY subjects exhibited more conflict at their 

post-testings than at their pre-testings, with the former exhibit-

ing more. However, the expermental, lo pathology and control, hi 

pathology subjects showed less conflict at the post-testing, vdth 

the latter group showing the greater decrease in conflict to items 

related to the same area of self-perception. The analysis of Col 

:S: Social Self yielded si¢ficant (p <( .05) treatnent and pathol-

ogy interaction effects. Ha:nkings fran most i..'"'lprovement to regres-

sion in this area were: experimental, hi pathology; control, lo 

patholog;y; control, hi pathology; and experimental, lo pathology. 

Only the experimental, hi pathology subjects saw theraoelvea as more 

socially adequate and of greater self-worth, ~1ri.le the other groups 

described themselves as less adequate than at their pre-testings. 

significant (p < .05) treatl:ient and pathology interaction effect v;as 

found for the lIDS subscale. Findings ·indicated that the control, hi 
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pathology eroup decreased the nost on this subscule. The e:-r;eri­

nental, lo pathology group also had fewer devi3.llt siens (lwS). 

However, the control, lo patholoey subjects and the experinental, hi 

patl1ology girls both ha.d more deviant signs, wi tll the latter eroup 

increasing the most. 

Integrating the findings on all four of these subscalea, the 

groups' scores reflected the following indications: the experi­

mental., hi pathology group increased the moRt in becoming IJ.Ore likely 

to achieve sel1-definition or self-description by focusing on what 

they were and vrere relatively unable to accom.pliSJ.'1 the same task by 

eli.::ninating or rejecting vhat they were not; reported the most 

coni'lict within the sa~e area of self-perception; improved the moat 

in their sense of adequacy and worth in their social interactions 

with other people in general; and increased the most on number of 

deviant signs. At the post-testil'.16 the control, lo patl1ology group 

ranked second on an increase in becoming more lil::ely to ach.i.eve self­

defini tion or self-description by focusing on v~1at they were and 

becarae relatively unable to accomplish this tusk by eliminating or 

rejecting i-&lat they were not; ranked sP.cond on an increase in con­

flict vlithin the sa.r~e area of self-perception; had a loTier sense 

of adequacy and worth in their social interactions with other people 

in general; and had r:i.ore deviant signs than at their pre-testing, 

but not as r:i.uch of an increase as the experimental, hi pathology 

subjects. 'J:he control, :hi pathology girls ranked third and scored 

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



being achieved by a more balanced employment of the two tendencies-­

affirming what is self a..'11.d eli.rn.inating or rejectine what is not self; 

they decreased the mos1i in conflict within the same area of self­

perception; ranked third on feelings of adequacy and worth in their 

social interactions with people in general which were lower than at 

their pre-testing; but shov.red the greatest reduction in the nUr.J.ber 

of deviant signs. The experimental, lo pathology subjects decreased 

the most on the T/F measure reflecting the greatest shift toward 

ac'.hieving self definition by a more balanced employment of the two 

tendencies--affirming what is oelf 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 

vd th other people in general; but showed fevrer deviant signs at their 

post-testing. 

Ma.in effects were found for two of the Tennessee subscales, and 

were significant at the p < .05 level. On Row 1: Identity the 

experinentals 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-testing. The second main effect was for pathology on the 

D 4 variable, indicating that at the post-testing the hi pathology 

girls used more 11:Mostly True" responses than the lo pathology girls, 

thus reflecting a healthier distribution of self-descriptive responses. 

In addition, the lo pathology girls used fewer "Hostly True" responses 

at the post-testing than they had at their pre-testing. 
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:Sxperimental Group Differences ~ J,h£ Process 1.1easures 

Table 10 presents the group means and standard deviations for 

the Semantic Differential, a self-report self-concept and process 

measure, and the Ca.rkhUf:t'-Ega.n Interaction Behavior Rating Scale, 

(c-E), a group process measure. These tests scores were obtained on 

the exr:ierimental subjects only. All t-tests and two-wey analyses 

of variance on the process measures were performed on the data pre­

sented on Table 10. The factor scores and Ideal (I) self-concept 

variables are raw scores, as are the C-E scores. The other scores 

are difference scores. 

~'igure 1 graphically presents the group mean difference scores 

for 11 Great minus Usual" self-concept scores for the :four test admin­

istrations of the Semantic Differential given to both experiiaental 

groups. The graph demonstrates that at the E11 subjects' second 

Sem.e..~tic Differential testing their difference scores were larger 

than those of the ~I girls. The reader is reminded that the I~I group 

was not given this test at their pre-testing, as was done with the E11 

girls, since the test forms were not yet co:m,pleted. Statistical com­

parisons were made only for those testings in which both experimental 

groups participated. At the posttesting, which "session 17H repre­

sents, both groups had larger difference scores than men thlily had 

begun, vr.i. th the E
1 

group closely approximating the :a11 group dif­

ference scores after the encounter group experience was completed. 

A statistical analysis of this process is reflected in the datn 

presented on ~able 11. 
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'UBJB 10 

• 
SD 

!ot-DS 
42.,, 65.53 55.22 
35.97 57.25 49.52 

ll-DS 10.58 14.04 12•51 
a.99 12.71 11.15 

SD-!ot 

- 96.07 Seasicn 1U 11.61 -
~ 109.79 -- 7.70 -

D - 13.71 -11.93 -
Se881on 6tJ 95.oa 97.36 96.31 

11.20 s.34 9.63 

G 100.67 108.79 105.04 
12.74 12.-07 12.82 

5.58 11.43 a.13 _... 
D 9.32 14.69 12.62 ~ 

Note.-Top entr,y refers to the Mean and bottOOl entry refers to 'the 3tan4ard lleviation .. 



TABIE 10 (Oantinued) 1 
EI EII EI, II 

Session 10U 91.67 96.36 94.20 
9.86 13.80 12.14 

G 99.75 107.86 104.12 
12.87 14.13 13.92 

D 
a.oa 11.50 9.92 
a.71 14.98 12.37 

Session 14U 88.83 92.07 90.63 
10.70 11.23 10.94 

G 102.58 100.07 105.63 
13.03 12.03 12.55 

D 1:;.75 16.0 15.0 
14.26 16.41 15.24 

Session 17 89.42 91.47 90.56 
Post U 13.84 13.43 1:;.39 

G 104.:;3 10G.80 105.70 
14.02 17.26 15.65 

D 14.92 15.33 15.15 
14.00 22~f!!I 19 .. 09 

(I) 120.0 121.33 120.81 
6.69 6.11 6.28 

Note.-Top entry re~ers to the Mean and bottom entlzy' refers to the Standard Deviation. 



TABLE 10 (Continued) 

E I EII EI, II 

I-U 30.75 29.20 29.89 
11.95 14.77 13.36 

I-G 15.00 14.53 14.74 
14.94 15.84 15.15 

SD-Pct 

Session 1 

u 
I 

.._. ____ 
65.93 --- 7.45 -

II 12.93 --- 2.50 -
Ill -- 11.21 --- 3.66 -

G 

I 75.64 --- 5.51 

II 14.29 -- 2.09 ---
III 19.64 - 1 .. 98 -
Note.-Top entry refers to the Mean and bottom entry refers to the Standard Deviation. ..... 

~ 



TA.BIB 10 (Continued) 

, 
Session 6 

u 

I 61.67 66.0 64.0 
a.94 6.67 7.94 

II 14.67 13.29 13.92 
1.37 1.82 1.74 

III 19.00 18.0'7 1a.50 
3.54 2.13 2.a5 

G 

I 67.58 73.86 70.96 
9.86 7.54 9.08 

II 13.75 14.93 14.;s 
1.96 2.a1 2.48 

III 19.33 20.0 19.69 
3.05 ;.14 3.06 

Session 10 

u 

I 61.0S 65.71 63.58 
7.04 9.77 a.11 

llote.-Top entry refers to the :Mean and bottom entry refers to the Standard Deviation. ..... 
t 
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TABIE 10 (Continued) 

EI E II EI, II 

II 12.oe 13.29 12.73 
1.73 1.68 1.1s 

III 1a.50 17.36 17.88 
3.00 3.59 3.31 

G 

I 67.50 72.36 10.12 
9.38 10.70 10.21 

II 12.92 15.07 14.08 
1.83 1.82 2.10 

III 18.83 20.43 19.69 
3.43 2.62 3.01 

Session 14 

u 

I 59.a3 62.4 61.26 
1.10 a.53 s.12 

II 11.92 12.60 12.:;o 
2.19 2.23 2.20 

III 11.oa 17.(1'/ 17.(1'/ 
2.68 :;.06 2.84 

Note.-Top entry refers to the Mean and bottom entry refers to the Standard Deviation. 



TA.BIB 10 (Continued) 

EI EII EI, II 

G 

I 68.67 72.67 70.89 
9.26 a.29 s.79 

II r;.92 16.07 15.11 
2.23 2.43 2.55 

III 20.0 19.33 19.63 
3.02 2.85 2.00 

Session 17 
u 

I 60.0 62.0 61.11 
9.65 9.34 9 .• 35 

II 
12.17 12.33 12.26 
2.12 2.44 2.26 

III 17 .. 25 11.1:; 17.19 
3 .. 28 3.31 3 .. 2:; 

G 

I 70.92 12.01 71.56 
9.45 11."{4 10.60 

II 13.58 15.07 14.41 
2.54 2.66 2.66 

III 19.83 19.67 19.74 
3.21 4.10 3.66 

_.. 
Note.-Top entry refers to the Mean and bottom entry refers to the Standard Deviation. \J\ 
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Session 2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7-8 

9 

10 

11 

EI 

17.3 
7.90 

20.6 
0.58 

24.7 
9.60 

21.4 
G.35 

23.6 
7.91 

21.4 
s.59 

18.7 
5.79 

19.0 
7.12 

24.1 
4.36 

TA.BIB 1 O (Continued) 

;.I EI, II 

23.4 20.9 
7.47 s.09 

2;;.3 22.1 
0.04 s.21 

25.a 25.2 
5.01 7.71 

17.5 19.0 
5.50 G.03 

19.9 22.0 
1.1·1 7.00 

18.6 19.9 
3.26 6.32 

22.6 20.65 
a.75 7.49 

23.3 21.7 
5.97 6.58 

21.9 22.s 
8.58 7.21 

Note.-!?op entry rete:ra to the Kean and bottom entry refers to the Standard Deviation. 
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TABLE 10 (Continued) 

HI EII Ti' --'I, II 

Session 12 2a.4 22.7 25.0 
10.38 6.,0'f"' 6.40 

13 39.75 21.1 33.4 
4.00 11.0 10 .. 5 

14 20.9 31.2 26.0 
S.44 12.16 11.49 

15 27.75 23.5 25.4 
14 .. 59 1 .. a5 11.18 

16 26.7 19.9 22.5 
7 .. 47 6 .. 04 7 .. 30 

!rot 265.6 263.7 264.5 
85.66 106.71 96 .. 10 

M 23.45 22.0 22.66 
4.40 6.29 5 .. 48 

lfote.-fop entry refers to the Mean and bottan entry refers to tile Stan.darO. Deviation. 
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TABLE 11 

t-msT il.ALYSIS FOR COMPARISONS 

OH mOCEss MIU.SURES FOR EXPERIMENT.AL GROUPS 

Source l! §2 ~ snx ! 
Variables 

SD 10.5aa a.99a 
25 4.34 .80 M-DS 14.07 12.66 

Sessions 

D-6 5.58 9.32 24 l're92 1.19 11.43 14.69 

D-10 8.08 s.71 24 4.92 .69 11.50 14.98 

D-14 13.75 14.26 25 6.00 .37 16.00 16.41 

D-17 14.92 14.00 25 7.54 .06 15.33 22.87 

I 120.17 6.69 25 2.47 .47 121.33 6.11 

~op entry is of E1 and botton. entry is of E11 for all 111s end SD' a. 

* .I?.< .10. 

** .I?. < .05. 
*** _.. 

.I?. < .01. \.J1 
..;:... 



TABLE 11 (Continued) 
1 

Source 1! .§P. E! SD---x .i 
Variables 

I-U 30.75 11.95 
29.20 14.77 25 5.27 .29 

I-G 15.00 14.94 
14.53 15.84 25 5.98 .oa 

6U 61.67 a.94 
Pet I 66.00 6.67 24 3.06 1.41 

6U 14.67 1.37 ** Fet II 13.29 1.a2 24 .64 2.16 

Fct III 19.00 3.54 
18.07 2.13 24 1.13 .82 

6G 67.58 9.a6 * Fct I 73.86 7.54 24 3.42 1.84 

ll'ct II 13.75 1.96 
14.93 2.81 24 .97 1.22 

ll'et III 19.33 3.06 24 20.00 3.14 1.22 .55 

* .I!. < .10. 

** .2 < .05. 
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T.ABIE 11 (Continued) 

Source .! .fil?. .S! SD- .! --x 
Variables 

100 61.08 1.04 
.Fot I 65.71 9.77 24 3 .. 39 1.36 

Fct II 12.00 1.73 * 13.29 1.68 24 .67 1.79 

18.50 3•00 24 Fot III 17.36 3.59 1.31 .87 

10G 67.50 9.38 
Fot I 72.:;6 10.70 24 3.98 1.22 

Fct II 12.92 1.a; 
24 *** 15.07 1.82 .72 3.00 

1.i'ct III 18.83 3.43 24 1.19 20.43 2.63 1.:;4 

14U 59.83 7.70 25 Fct I 62.40 a.53 3.17 .81 

Jlct II 11.92 2.19 25 12.60 2.23 .86 .ao 

* .2. < .10. 

*** .:e. < .01. .... 
\.n 
GI 
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TA.BIB 11 (Continued) 

Source a !. ~ ~ SD- .! --::x: 
Variab1es 

Fot III 17.00 2.68 
25 1.12 .01 17.07 :;.06 

14G 68.67 9.26 25 3.38 1.18 Fot I 72.67 8.29 

Fot II 13.92 2.23 25 ** 16.07 2.43 .91 2.36 

J'ct III 20.00 3.02 
25 1.13 .59 19.33 2.a5 

17U 60.00 9.65 25 3.67 .55 Fot I 62.00 9.34 

Pct II 12.17 2.12 25 .ag .19 12.33 2.44 

Fct III 17.25 3.28 25 1.28 .09 17.13 3.31 

17G 70.92 9.45 25 4.18 .28 Jlct I 12.01 11.74 

17G 13.58 2.54 25 1.01 1.47 Fct II 15.07 2.66 

** .l!. < .05. 
_. 
\J'I 
-J 
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TABIE 11 (Continued) 

Sources 1! §12 .S! SD- t 
--:JC 

Variables 

Fct III 19.83 3.21 25 1.45 .12 19.67 4.10 

C-E 

7.90 * 17.30 
22 3.17 1.93 2 23.43 7.47 

20.60 8.58 20 3.55 .77 23.33 e.04 

24.67 9.60 20 3.37 .34 4 25.so 5.01 

21.44 6.35 21 2.49 1.58 5 17.50 5.50 

23.58 7.91 19 3.46 1.07 6 19.89 1.n 
21.42 a.59 24 2.48 1.39 7-8 17.96 3.35 

18.70 5.79 18 3.32 1.1a 9 22.60 8.75 

19.00 7.12 17 :;.04 1.42 10 23.33 5.97 

..... 
\Jl * co J?. < .10. 
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!fABLE 11 (Continued) 

Sourcea !. SD .9! SD- .1 - --x 
Variables 

C-.E 

24.125 4.36 19 3.29 .67 11 21.92 8.58 

28.44 10.;e 
20 3.50 1.64 12 22.69 6.07 

4.00 ** 39.75 15 4.22 2.a1 13 27.67 11.00 

a.44 ** 20.91 20 4.46 2.30 14 31.1a 12.16 

27.75 14.59 16 5.36 .79 15 23.50 1.a5 

7.47 ** 26 .. 67 21 2.a3 2.41 16 19.86 6.04 

z;.45 4.40 25 2.14 .66 22.03 6.29 
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:Pigure 2 graphically presents the contrasting C-E group mean 

raw scores achieved by the two experimental groups for each session 

rated. The C-E 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 E1 girls beean at a lower 

level of interacting than the E11 group. However, the E1 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-

ly related to the self-concept and school achievement score changes. 

On the Semantic Differential self-report process measure the potency 

factor (II) was the only factor yielding significant results. At the 

beginning of thel..r respective sixth sessions, the E1 subjects felt 

significantly (p <. .05) more powerful in their "Usual" or real self-

concept than the BII 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 EI subjects, but the difference was 

not significant. Also, at the tenth session, on the "Great11 or ideal 

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

ful than the EI girls. On this factor II, potency, at the fourteenth 
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SESSION NUMBER 

FIG. 2. GROUP MEAN CARKHUFF-EGAN RAW SCORES FOR EACH SESSION 
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session the EII subjects felt significantly (p < .05) ~ore powerful 

than the EI group on their "Great" self-concept. At the sixth ses­

sion, the EII subjects made higher (p < .10) self-evaluations (Fct I, 

evaluative) than EI subjects on their "Great" self-concept. 

Carkhuff-Egan Interaction Behavior Rating Scale Measure. T­

test data presented in Table 11 reflects the relative level of group 

interaction of the two e~erimental groups for each session as 

reflected in their Rating Scale scores. At the second session the 

EII group tended to interact at a higher level (p < .10) than EI 

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

teenth session the EI group was interacting at a significantly 

higher (p .:'.'.; .05) level than EII subjects. This was also true at the 

last session. However, at the fourteenth session the EII group 

temporarily interacted at a significantly higher (p ..( .05) level than 

the EI group. 

~ffects of~ Interaction Between Initial Level 
.2f Intellectual Functioning ~ Initial Level .£! 
EDotional Pathology ..2!! the Process Measures 

The graph presented as Figure 3 demonstrates the relative rank-

ings of the four groups resulting from categorizing all e~erimental 

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. 

Figure 4 graphically presents how the four categories of sub-

j ects 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 inproved, although not as much as 

the former group. The lo IQ, hi pathology (1'1 = 3) and hi IQ, hi 

pathology (N = 7) categories both ended their 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 

than the two hi pathology groups regressed. It should be noted that 

the break in the graph line for the lo IQ, hi pathology category, 

which 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 analysis of variance results for 

the experimental subjects when compared a:fter being assigned to groups 

according to initial levels of intellectual functioning and emotional 

pathology. 

Semantic Differential lleasure. Signi:ficant (p L.. .05) IQ main 

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



Source of 
Variation 

Vaz1.ables 

SD 

Sessions 

D-10 

D-14 

fi.BLE 12 

TWO-WAY AlTALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR COl1PARISONS ON 

PROOESS l'AEA.SURES FCE EXPERIMENTAL GROUPS 

Pathology IQ 

64.11 164.17 
.47 1.21 

.90 .06 

.01 .oo 

f 42.94 25.55 
.68 .12 

Pathology x IQ 

692.73*a (LL) 
6.69 

779.34* (Im) 
5.77 

6.01 
.03 

1014.98* {LLj 
4.a1 

Iiiean Square Within 
And d:f Within Cells 

135.16 
(22) 

173.59 
(22) 

211.01 
(23) 

Note.-Top entry is Mean Square (:iim}; bottom entry is F-score for first 3 columns. For 4th 
columri., the top entl:"IJ is MS and the bottom entr.Y i;..; _$! w.1.tb.in cells. 

* R. < .05. 

a.Abbreviations illdicate the group 'WhUh per.tormed highest on the variable. For SD - the 
smallest group difference score and O-E, the highest group mean score represent the best per­
formance; L =Low; R =High. The first letter refers to the IQ level and the second letter 
refers to the pathology level. 



Source of 
Variation 

Variables 

D-17 

I 

I-G 

6U 
Fct I 

Jot II 

Pathology 

120.27 
.37 

22.31 
.52 

13.18 
.08 

11.23 
.04 

o.o 
o.o 

6.76 
2.20 

TABLE 12 (Continued) 

IQ 

50.22 
.15 

7.50 
.18 

12a.43 
.81 

o.o 
o.o 

4.50 
.06 

.35 

.11 

l?atholo~ x IQ 

1755.39* (LL) 
5.35 

15.94 
.37 

856.42*a{BH) 
5.41 

143.52 
.57 

47.75 
.69 

1.12 
.36 

Mean Square Witb.1.n 
And df Within Cells 

328.41 
(23) 

158.29 
(23) 

252.72 
(23) 

69.35 
(22) 

3.07 
(22) 

llote.-Top entry is :Mean Square (MS); bottom. emtry 1s F-score tor first 3 columns. For 4th 
column, the top entr,y is rliS and the bottom entry is ![ vd. thin cells. 

* R. < .05. 

a.Abbreviations indicate the group vili.ch per.formed highest on the variable. For SD - the 
amallest group ditterence score and O-E, the highest group mean score represent the best per­
formance; L = Low; H =High. fhe first letter refers to the IQ level and the second letter 
refers to the pathology level •. 

··~ 
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Source o:f' 
Variation 

Variables 

Fct III 

6G 
Fct I 

:Pct II 

Fct III 

100 
Fct I 

Pct II 

Pathology 

2.00 
.23 

4.a1 
.06 

15.46 
:;.04 

1.30 
.13 

6.44 
.09 

9.36 
:;.oa 

TABLE 12 (Continued} 

IQ 

4.51 
.51 

212.50 
2.73 

o.o 
o.o 

5.;s 
.55 

327.94* (UI) 
4.56 

1.625 
.54 

Pathology x IQ 

0.02 
•. 003 

130.19 
1.67 

2;:~!*a (UI) 

12.73 
1.31 

a.50 
.12 

1.;3 
.44 

Mean Square Within 
And d:f W:ithin Cells 

a.90 
(22) 

77.98 
(22) 

5.09 
(22} 

9.T3 
(22} 

71-89 
{22) 

3.04 
(22) 

llote.-Top entry is Mean Square (MS); bottom entey is F-score gor n.ret :; columns. Par 4th 
col.umn, the top entry is MS and the bottom entry is~ within cells. 

* R. < .05. 

a.Abbreviation.a indicate the group which perfomed highest an the Tariable. For SD - the 
smallest group diffel"ellCe score and C-E, the highest group mean score represent the best per­
formance; L = Low; H =High. ~e first letter refers to the IQ level and the second letter 
refers to the pathology level. 



Source at 
Variation 

Variables 

Fct III 

10G 
Fct I 

Pct II 

Fat III 

14U 
Fct I 

Fct II 

Pathology 

2.67 
.24 

11.00 
.11 

4.79 
1.16 

0.01 
.001 

3.31 
.05 

5.79 
1.39 

TABLE 12 (Continued) 

IQ 

15.16 
1 •. 35 

'48.00 
3.48 

3.89 
.94 

12.99 
1~29 

45.00 
.70 

24.02*a (m) 
5.76 

Pathology x IQ 

10.49 
.94 

49.25 
.49 

10.12 
2.45 

o.66 
0.07 

179.19 
2.71 

0.15 
0.04 

Mean Square Within 
And df W1 thin Cells 

11.20 
(22) 

99.93 
(22) 

4.14 
(22) 

10.09 
(22} 

Note.-Top entJzy is Mean Square (MS); bottom entry is F-score for first 3 columns. For 4th 
colunm, the top ent17 is m and the bottom entry ia .9,! wl.tldn cells. 

* A < .. 05. 

aAbbreviationa indicate the group v.tbioh per:t'ormed higbest an the variable. For Sd - the 
smallest group dtt:terence score and o-E, the bighest group mean score represent t.he best per­
formance; L = Low; II = High. ~e first letter refers to the IQ level and the second letter 
refers to the pa.1ihology leveL 



r ·~ 
TA.BIB 12 (Continued) 

Source of Mean Square Within 
Variation Pathology IQ Pathology x IQ And <tt Within Cells 

Var.I.ables 

Pct Ill 15.07 0.03 o.1a 8.46 
1.7a o.oo 0.02 (23) 

14G 64.19 29.50 182.81 75.40 
Fct .I .as .39 2.42 (23) 

Fct II 12.55 11.69 6.66 5.99 
2.09 1.95 1.11 (23) 

Pct III a.45 4.50 3.48 a.69 
.97 .52 .40 (23) 

17U 16.25 3.00 242.19 87.36 
Pct I .19 .03 2.Tl (23) 

Pct II 0.31 18.03 9.01 4.60 
.07 3.92 1.96 (23) 

Note.-Top en"tl.7 is Mean Square (MS); bottom entry is :P...score for first 3 columns. For 4th 
column, the top entry is MS and the bottom entry is j! within cells. 
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Sou.roe of 
Variation 

Variables 

Fct III 

17G 
Fct I 

Fct II 

Fct III 

C-E 

2 

Pathology 

4.21 
.44 

20.75 
.17 

3.a5 
.51 

9.16 
.67 

378•22...a (LH) 
6.75 

1.90 
.03 

TABLE 12 (Continued) 

IQ 

23.41 
2.46 

o.06 
o.oo 

.54 

.<YT 

1.52 
.11 

3.00 
.05 

3.25 
.05 

Pathology x IQ 

25.73 
2.71 

122.875 
1.02 

5.36 
.71 

23.93 
1.75 

5.00 
.09 

299.20* (LH) 4.a5 

nean Square Within 
And <tt Within Cellb 

9.?1 
(23) 

120.83 
(23) 

7.60 
(23) 

56.02 
(20) 

61.64 
(18) 

?iote.-Top entry is Mean Square (MS); bottom entr.v is F-score tor tirst 3 columns. 
column, the top entry is MS and the bot'tom entry is !:!: within eella. 

For 4th 

* ~ < .05. 

a.Abbreviations indicate the group 11iliah per.formed h1abest on the var.I.able. For SD - the 
smal.1est group ditt'erence score and C-E, the highest group mean score represent the best per­
formance; L = Low; II = High. The first letter refers to the IQ level and "the second letter 
refer.a to the pa:thology level. 



TABLE 12 (Continued) 

Source of 
Variation Pathology IQ Pathology x IQ 

Variables 

58.625 45 •. 50 166.74 
1.00 .84 3.07 4 

5 139.14*a (LH) 14.16 42.22 
4.38 .44 1.,, 

84.23 75.86 41.73 
1.27 1.15 .6, 6 

.69 11.45 11.41 

.02 .25 .25 

47.34 33.71 10.21 
.1a .55 .11 9 

22.35 .03 .49 
.44 .001 .01 10 

44.86 88.08 172.07 
1.04 2.04 3.98 11 

Mean Square Within 
And df Within Celle 

54.245 
(18) 

31.87 
(19) 

66.10 
(17) 

45.94 
(22) 

60.96 
(16) 

50.45 
(15) 

43.22 
(17) 

Note.-Top ent:ey :ta U.ean Square (MS)J bottom entry 1s F-seore for .f'ir8't 3 col\lllDS. 
column, the top entx.y is MS and the bottom entry is J!:[ within cells. 

For 4th 

* l?. < .05. 

a.Abbreviations indicate the group w.b1ch performed highest on the variable. For SD - the 
a:.nallest group difference scoo.-e and C-E, the highest group mean score represent the best per­
:to1'rllm1Ce; L = LowJ H = High. The first letter refers to the IQ level and the secoud letter 
refers to the pathology level. 



r 
~IE 12 (Conti.nu.ed) 

Source o:f Mean. Square \'li thin 
Variation Pathology IQ Pathology x. IQ And d:f 'i'li. thin Cel.l.s 

Variables 

12 33.70 45.16 11.19 11.21 
.44 .58 .14 (18) 

13 242.16 7.76 62.08 110.45 
2.19 .01 .56 (13) 

14 503.65 .37 65.83 122.28 
4.12 .oo .54 (18) 

15 52!:~~*a (HH) 
9.79 55.46 109.83 

.09 .50 (14) 

16 54.27 :;.34 4.96 58.48 
.93 .06 .08 (19) 

M 
70.96 2.58 35~99 29.16 
2.43 .09 1.23 (23) 

Note.-Top en-try in !\lean Square (MS); bottom entry is P-score tor first 3 columns. J.i'o.r 4th 
column, the top entry is :MS and the bottom entry is .5!;[ within cells. 

* l?. < .05. 

aAbbNviatians indicate the group which perfom.ed highest on the variable. For SD - the 
smallest group ditterence score and O-E, the highest group mean score represent the beat per­
formance; L =Low; H = High. The :f.'1rst letter refers to the IQ level and the second letter 
re:ters to the pathology level. 
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evaluative factor (Fct II). Group rankings fron 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) 

main effect on the potency factor at the 14th session for the 11Usual 11 

self-concept. Rankings of the categories feeling powerful from most 

to least were: lo IQ, hi pathology; lo IQ, lo pathology; hi IQ, hi 

pathology; and hi IQ, lo pathology. 

Significant interaction effects were also noted. All subjects 

scored higher on all of the mea.eures to be reported i.."l 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-MDS). The groups ranked from greatest to least 

difference across sessions BL follows: lo IQ, hi pathology; hi IQ, 

lo pathology; hi IQ, hi pathology; and lo IQ, lo pathology. Signif­

icant (p < .05) IQ and pathology interactions effects occurred on 

the difference between real and ideal self-concept scores (Great 

minus Usual 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). Rankings from greatest to least difference 

between Usual and Great self-.concepts for the sixth session were: 

lo IQ, 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 



175 

pathology; hi IQ, hi pathology; and lo IQ, lo pathology. On the 

Ideal ino.ge minus Usual self (I-U) measure significant interaction 

effects (p ( .05) emerged, with €.:,TOUp rankings from largest to 

smallest differences being: lo IQ, hi pathology; hi IQ, lo pathology; 

lo IQ, lo pathology; and hi IQ, hi patholOg'J• On the potency fac­

tor for the 11 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: lo IQ, hi pathology and lo IQ, lo 

pathology. The other two groups, hi IQ, hi pathology and hi IQ, lo 

pathology, vvere between the former two with the hi IQ, hi pathology 

girls feeling slightly more powerful. 

Integrating these interaction effects found for the four groups, 

a descriptive ei~lanation is in order to bring some greater compre­

hensiveneos to the findings. The lo IQ, hi pathology individuals had 

the largest average overall difference scores (SD-lms); the largest 

difference scores for each of the Semantic Differential administra­

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 theoselves 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 nean 

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 eroup ranked third 
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highest on feeling powerful 1n their "Great" self-concept at session 

6, on self-evaluation 1n their "Usual" self-concept for session 10, 

but felt least powerful of the four groups 1n their "Usual" self­

concept at the 14th sesssion. 

The hi IQ, hi pathology group had the second to the smallest 

oean difference score; the smallest difference score for sessions 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 most powerful 1n their "G1~eat" self-concept at session 6; had 

the lowest self-evaluations 1n their "Usual" self-concept at session 

10; and ranked second to the last on feeling powerful at session 14 

in their "Usual" self-concept. 

The lo IQ, lo pathology individuals 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 1n their "Great" self-concept at 

session 6; but ranked second highest on self-evailuation in their 

"Usual" self-concept at session 10 and on feeling powerful for ses­

sion 14. 

Carkhuff-Egan Interaction Behavior Rating Scale Measure. C-E 

Scale 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 1n the level of group :functioning. Group rankings from high 
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to low levels of group interactions were: lo IQ, hi pathology; hi 

IQ, hi pathology; hi IQ, lo pathology; and lo IQ, lo pathology. A 

significant interaction effect (p < .05) was found for the C-E scores 

for the third session. Group rankings on level of interaction from 

high to low were: lo IQ, hi pathology; hi IQ, lo pathology; hi IQ, 

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

(p { .05) pathology main effect at the fifth l:Jession. 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 interaction from high to low showed a significant (p < .05) 

pathology main effect and were: hi IQ, hi pathology; lo IQ, hi 

pathology; lo IQ, lo pathology; and hi IQ, lo pathology. 

In summary, the two hi pathology categories :t'unctioned at the 

highest levels of interaction in the group sessions for all of the 

sessions yielding significant findings, and for most of the other ses­

sions. It was the lo IQ, hi pathology girls who f'unctioned on the 

highest interaction level until the fifteenth session v~1en 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. 



Correlation .i..iatrix for 1-'re-Post 1.rest Scores on All 
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The results of the intercorrelations among all variables are 

reported in relation to the six test measures enployed (Appendix 

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 

findines of this investigation. Secondly, correlations were made 

to determine how well these particular six tests functioned together 

to obtain information on the issue of using an encounter group to 

derive information on the relationship between the various aspects 

of the self-concept, school achievement, and self-report and group 

interactionaJ.. process measures. The reader is p:recautioned 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 nea.ningful relationship between any two 

variables. Hovrever, a correlation of only .4293 is required for an 

r significant at the .001 probability level for this study. Because 

of the possibility that the significant correlations reported ~ 

seem to suggest a more positive view than the previous t-test and 

F-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-?erson: Human Figure Drawings~ All Other '.i:ests. 

The Drav~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) vti th the total and nean D.t1J? scores. 

In addition, the DAP school achievement total and mean variables 

(SA-T and SA-M; See Appendix A-I) intercorrelated pe1•fectly with each 

other, but not significantly with any of the other DA? 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 

sofie significant findings. The DAP drawing II, of the "opposite se:.r.:" 

intercorrelated negatively (p <. .05) vtith: the overall level of 

self-esteem, Total Positive (Tot P); How 3, :3er..avior; and Column D, 

Family Self (See Appendix A-VII for the "Nature and Hea.ning11 of the 

Tennessee scores). Drawing II intercorrelated positively (p < .05) 

\'rl th Variability Total (V Tot). Drawing IV, 11 a girl in the rain11
, 

intercorrelated positively (p ~ .05) with Column B, Social Self (Col 

There was a sigri.ificant positive (p < .05) correlation between 

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

descriptive responses. 

School Grades~ Wide Range, Tennessee, ~ Process Lleasures. 

The school grade difference scores for the mid-year and end-of-the­

yea:r (SG-3) semesters intercorrelated significantly (p < .001) and in 

a positive direction. There was a significant (p < .05) positive 
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correlation betv;een the end-of-the-year school grades and Colu..'1!l 3, 

~·;oral-Ethical Self (Col B). A significant negative intercorrelation 

(p <' .05) e:r:ierged between the mid-year school grades and Variability 

Total (V Tot). I.1aey signifioant positive intercorrelations (p < .05) 

were found batween end-of-the-year school grades and the Ideal Image 

(I), Ideal Image minus Usual self scores, Ideal Image minus Great 

self-concept scores, o.nd the factors (Fcts. I, II, III) on most ses­

sions of the Semantic Differential administrations. The mid-year 

school grades (SG-2) intercorrelated positively (p < .05) only with 

the Ideal Iraage minus Great self-concept scores 011 the Semrurtic 

Differential (I-G). On the C-E Scale, the mid-year school grades 

intercorrelated positively (p t... .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 0-E group 

nean scores for sessions 11, 12, and 16, and with the mean over all 

sessi01as (c-E £1!). The end-of-the-year school grades intercorrelated 

positively (p <. .01) with the C-E group mean scores for sessions 5, 

13, 15, and (p < .001) for sessions 9, 10, and 14. 

~ Rarige ~ ~ Tennessee Subscales ~ ,!d! Process 11easures. 

The Wide Range Total score (mt.AT-Tot) intercorrelated significantly 

and positively (p < .001) with all three Wide Range subtests. The 

Wide Hange '.i1otal score also intercorrelated positively (p < .05) 

with Row 1, Identity and (p t.... .01) with Column B, :Lioral-Ethical Self 

(Col :3), both •renneasee subscales. The Wide Range :.lotal intercorre­

lated negatively (p <.. .05) with General 11aladjustment (Gll) and posi­

tively (p< .05) with Psychosis (Psy), both Tennessee subacales. 
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Each Wide .Range subtest intercorrelated significantly (p < .001) with 

its own subject area given in grade level and standard score units. 

Por example, the Reading subtest grade level intercorrelated (p (.001) 

with the Heading standard score, etc. The V/ide H.a:nge Reading sub­

test in grade level scores (WRAT-Rd.g GL) intercorrelated positively 

(p ( .05) with the overall level of self-esteen (Tot P); Row 3, 

3ehavior (R 3); and D 2, "Llostly False" self-descriptive responses, 

with "D" meaning Distribution. The Wide Range Reading subtest in 

grade levels intercorrelated negatively (p < .05) with neurosis (n). 

The Wide Range Arithmetic subtest in grade levels and Reading sub­

test in standard scores intercorrelated positively (p < .05). The 

Arithmetic subtest in grade levels intercorrelated negatively 

(p <... .05) with General 11a.ladjustment (GM:). In addition to positive 

intercorrelations with the overall level of self-esteem (Tot P) and 

Row 3, Behavior (R 3), as in the case of the Readine subtest in 

grade levels, the Reading subtest in standard scores also intercor­

related positively (p < .05) with Colw;m E, Social Self (Col E). 

Significant negative intercorrelations (p < .05) emerged for the 

Reading subtest in standard scores with the 11!.Iostly False" response 

(D 2), General 11aladjustment (GU), and neurosis (n). The Arithmetic 

subtest in standard scores (~'m.AT-Ar SS) intercorrelated positively 

(p < .05) yd. th Column B, 1.Ioral-Ethical Self (Col B). 

The Wide Range Total and Reading subtest in standard scores 

intercorrelated negatively (p' .05) vdth Ideal Inage (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 (Evaluative, Potency, and Activity) for the 

"Usual" and "Great11 self-concepts for many of the sessions. The 

',i'ide llange Total also intercorrelated nogati vely (p <. .05) with the 

Jena.ntic Differential group ~ean difference score for the sixth ses-

sion (D 6). The Arithmetic subtest in standard scores (WiU.T-Ju"'l 33) 

intercorrelated negatively (p < .01) with the Semantic Differential 

group mean difference score for session 6 (D 6). 

'.J:here were sone sig.."lificant intercorrelations between the ~,7ide 

TI.anc;e and the Carklmff-Eean scores (C-i.::). The Wide ilange Total score 

intercorrelated negatively (p .!. .05) with the C-3 raw score group 

means for sessions 2, 5, 14, and 16, and with the C-B :'lean over all 

• (" ., -,c) sessions v-.:.:, •. 1 • 
1rhe Wide :iange Spelling subtest in grade levels 

intercorrelated negatively (p .( .05) with the C-B raw score group 

neans for the 4th, 11th, and 13th sessions. The '•"lide lln..-rigc Ren.dine 

subtest in standard scoren intercorrelated neeati vely (p < . 05) rr.l.:th 

the C-3 session 16 group nea..'1. and with the C-E mean score acroso all 

sessions (c-B U). The ·~·lide l'l.e.nge Spelling subtest in standard scores 

intercorrelated negatively (p L.. .05) wi. th the C-D group neans for 

session9 4 and 5. 

Tennessee ~ ~ Se::i.antic Differential ~ Carklmff-Egan 

r:easures. The la.ck of significant intercorrelations among tho 29 

Tennessee subscales demonstrate that except for those \irl.Ch a.re sub-

scale co.m.ponents of their respective major scales, which intercor-

relat9d significantly, most of the subscules a.re independent measures 

of different aspects of the self-concept. Significant intercorrelations 
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among the Tennessee subacalea 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 nega-

tively (p < .001) with Defensive Positive (DP) and Psychosis (Pay). 

Self Criticism intercorrelated positively (p <.01) with Variability 

Total (v Tot); Variability for Columns (V Col); and Distribution 5, 

"Completely True11 (D 5) self-descriptive responses. Self Ori ticism 

intercorrelated positively (p < .05) with Distribution Total score 

(D); and positively (p < .001) with Personality Disorder (PD). True­

False Ratio (T/F), can be approached in three W8¥S (See Appendix 

A-VII). The third approach, the self theory framework, will be 

adopted in this study. From this approach the T/F score indicates 

whether an individual achieves self-definition by relying 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 11 self-de scrip ti ve responses; and positively (p < .01) 

with D 5, "Completely True" responses; Defensive Positive (DP); 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 

to 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. liet Conflict also intercorrelated posi­

tively (p < .05) with Column E, Social Self; Distribution (D); and 

negatively (p < .05) with Personality Integration (PD). liet 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 (NDS). Net Conflict intercorrelated 

negatively (p < .001) with "Mostly False11 (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). Total Conflict intercorre­

lated negatively (p ~ .05) with Row 2, Self Satisfaction (R 2) and 

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 aubscales. In addition, Total Positive intercorrelated posi­

tively (p ~ .001) with "Completely False" (D 1) and Defensive Posi­

tive; and negatively (p .( • 001) w1 th General Maladjustment, Neurosis, 

Personality Defensive, and Number of Deviant Signs. Total Positive 

intercorrelated positively (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 aubscales at var.ring levels of significant probabilities, 
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intercorrelated positively (p < .001) with Defensive ?ositive, and 

negatively (p <( .001) w1 th General L1aladjustment and Neurosis. How 

1, Identity also intercorrelated positively (p < .01) w1 th Distri­

bution (D) and "Completely False" (D 1) responses. Row 1, Identity 

also intercorrelated positively (p < .05) with "Completely True" (D 5) 

responses, and negatively (p .(. .05) with "Partly True and Partly 

False" (D 3) responses and Personal! ty Disorder (PD). Row 2, Self­

Satisfaction intercorrelated positively with Total Positive and its 

other component subscales at varying probability levels. Row 2, Sclf­

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 z .05) w'i th "Completely False11 (D 1) responses, 

and negatively (p < .05) with Variability Total (v Tot) and General 

IJ:al.adjustm.ent. 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 11aladjustment, and Neurosis. Row 

3 intercorrelated positively (p .:::: .01) vd th Distribution (D) and 

"Completely False" (D 1) responses; and negatively (p <. .05) with 

"Partly True and Partly False" (D 3) responses. Column A, l?hysical 

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-<. .001) with Defensive Positive. Column A, Physical 

Self intercorrelated negatively (p < .001) with Personality Disorder 

and Neurosis; and negatively (p < .01) with "Partly True and Partly 

False" (D :;) responses and General Maladjustment. Physical Self 

intercorrelated positively (p < .05) with Distribution Total (D) and 

"Completely False" (D 1) responses; ancl negatively (p < .05) with 

Variability for Columns (V Col). Column B, M:oral-Zthical Self (Col 

B) intercorrelated positively with Total Positive and its subscales, 

except Column c, Personal Self and Column E, Social Self, at various 

significant probability levels. Column B also intercorrelated posi­

tively (p <( .001) with Defensive :Positive; and negatively (p < .001) 

with Personality Disorder. Column B :l.ntercorrelated positively 

(p < .01) with "Completely False11 (D 1) responses and negatively 

(p < .01) with Neurosis, General 11aladjustment, and Variability for 

Columns. Column B intercorrelated positively (p < .05) with Psy­

chosis (Pay). Column c, Personal Self (Col C) intercor.reJ.ated posi­

tively with Tota::. Positive and its other subaca.les except Columns A 

(Physical Self), B (Moral-Ethical Self), and E (Social Self), at 

various probability levels. Column c, Personal Self intercorrelated 

positively (p < .001) with Defensive Positive; negatively (p <'.. .001) 

w1 th General Maladjustment and Neurosis; w1 th (p <:. .01) Variability 

Total (V Tot); and negatively (P < .05) with Variability Columns 

(V Col), Variability Rows (V Rows), and Number of Deviant Signs (lIDS). 

Column 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 Neurosis. Family Self intercorrelated negatively 

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

w1 th Varia.bili t°'J for Columns (V Col). Family Self intercorrelated 

positively (p < .05) with "Completely False" (D 1) responses. Column 

E, Social Self (Col E) intercorrelated positively with Total Positive 

and its other subscales except Moral-Ethical Self, Personal Self, and 

Fa.'11ily Self, at various significant probability levels. Social Self 

intercorrelated positively (p ~ .001) with Distribution Total (D) 

and negatively (p .( .001) with General MaladjustI:ient. Positive 

intercorrelations (p < .01) emerged between Social Self and "Com­

pletely True" responses and "Completely False" responses, D 5 and 

D 1, respectively; and De:fensi ve Positive. l'fegati ve intercorrela­

tions (p < .01) were fol.md for Psychosis and Neurosis. Variability 

Total intercorrelated positively (p< .001) with its two ~ubscales 

and "Completely True" (D 5) responses. Variability Total inter­

correlated positively (p < .01) with Distribution Total (D) and 

Neurosis (n); and negatively (p < .05) with Defensive Positive. Vari­

ability for Columns (V Col) intercorrelated positively (p < .001) with 

Variability Total and positively (p < .01) with "Co..npletely 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 :lows) also inter­

correlated poaiti vely (p <. .05) with "Completely True" responses and 
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negatively with "Mostly False", a less rigid response categoiy (D 2). 

Distribution Total (D) intercorrelated positively (p < .001) with 

"Completely True" and "Completely False" response (D 5 and D 1); 

negatively (p ~ .001) with ":Partly True and Partly 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 "!Jostly 

True, 11 "Partly True and Partly False,n and 1111ostly False" and Per­

sonality Integration. The "Mostly True" category intercorrelated 

positively (p .:::: .05) with 11Mostly False" category and with Per­

sonality Integration; and negatively (p < .05) \vi th "Completely 

False" response. The 11Partly True and Partly False" category 

intercorrelated negatively (p <'.'.'. .001) with "Completely False" re­

sponses. The "Mostly False" responses intercorrelated positively 

(p < .001) with Personality Integration; and negatively (p < .001) 

with Number of Deviant Signs; and negatively (p < .05) with "Com­

pletely False11 responses. The "Completely False" category inter­

correlated negatively (p < .01) \vi th General Maladjustment and 

Personality Disorder in addition to the significant correlations 

reported above, wlth D 1, "Completely False." Defensive Positive 

intercorrelated negatively (p ~ .001) w1 th General Maladjustment, 

Personality Disorder, and Neurosis; and positively (p ~ .05) with 
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Psychosis (Pay). General 11aladjustment intercorrelated positively 

(p < .01) with Personality Disorder a:n.CI. 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 

Deviant 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 Peraonelity Integration reported above. 

Tennessee subscales intercorrelated significantly vdth many of' 

the Semantic Di:f':f'erential variables. Total Conflict intercorrelated 

negatively (p .::: .05) with Factor I, (evaluative), for the "Usual11 

self-concept for sessions 10, 14, and 17 (post-testing); with Factor 

II, potency, for the "Usual" sel:f'-concept for sessions 10 and 17; 

for Factor III, activity, :f'or the "Usua.111 self-concept for sessions 

6, 10, 14, and 17; and for the "Great" self-concept, Factor I for 

session 10. The Tennessee ilow 1, Identity subscale intercorrelated 

negatively (p L. .05) with the Ideal 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. Coluan 

c, Personal Self' intercorrelated negatively (p .:::: .05) wl.th the Se­

mantic Di:f'ferential Mean Difference Score for all sessions (SD-I.IDS), 

Ideal Image minus Usual sel:f'-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 (D 17). Distribution 

Total (D) intercorrelated negatively (p < .05) with Idea! Inage 

minus Great self-concept score (I-G). General lialadjustnent inter­

correlated positi .. rely (p < .05) with Ideal Image (I), Ideal Image 

score minus Usual self-concept score (I-U), the evaluative factor 

for Usual self-concept at session 6 (6U Pct. I), the potency factor 

for Usuol self-concept at the sixth session (6U Fct. 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 aelf'­

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 mean 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 mea.."l across all sessions (C-E 1!). Behavior (Row 3) and Physi­

cal Self (Column A) intercorrelated negatively (p <. .05) with the 

scores for session 7-8. D 3, "?artly True and :Partly False" inter­

correlated negetively (p .::::: .05) with C-E session 15 scores. General 

Maladjustment and Neurosis intercorrelated positively (p <. .05) with 
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c-~ session 7-8. The only Tennessee vuriatle \~li.ch intercorrelated 

signi.f:i.cantly (p < .05) with IQ was Variability '1otal (V Tot), which 

was a positive correlation. 

1a£, Semantic Di.f.ferential .2 Carkhuff-Egan ?rocess 11ea::rnres. 

The 47 variables com.prising the two p~ocess oeasures intercorrelated 

positively at varying levels o:f probability. !:lost were significant 

at the .001 level and had correlation coefficients in the high .70 1 s, 

80 1 s, and .90 1 s. Liany were significant at the .01 level. Only 22, 

less than z;l, of the 1200 process measure intercorrelations were 

significant at only the .05 probability level. Intercorrelations of 

the process neasures with the self-concept and school achievement 

measures have been reported above and need not be repeated. 

The interpretation and integrated discussion of the .findings 

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



CIIAP'.1:.1'.lll VI 

DISCUSSION 

Conclusions Ilelated J.2 _1h£ ~ 11easures 

The findings of this study suggested certain characteristics 

about the six test measures employed in this investigation. The 

lack of signi~icant intercorrelations among the four projective 

drawings, in addition to their significant (p <( .001) intercorrela­

tions with the total and mean DA? scores suggests that this particu­

lar battery is a reliable one. In addition, the findings suggest 

that the four drawings 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 cc:nclusion 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 aub­

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 

Tennessee subscales lends support for the assumption that there is a 

positive relationship between school achievement and self-concept. 

192 
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The lack o't signific<Jnt intercorrelations between the ~fide 

l~ange dubtests and total score with the school grades sugccots, 

perhaps, that these two me8.Sures a:::-e not measuring the s~~e aspects 

of achievement. It seeos likely that in addition to reflecting 

clnssroo:;i achievenent, school grades :nay also !'(;fleet the teachers' 

positive responses to other personality characteristics displayed 

by the etudents, such as greater classroooi participation ond cooper<l­

tion. In the case of this investigation precautions were taken to 

avoid knowledge by the teachers as to which students vrere in t;Toup 

sessions, which knowledge may have resulted in a halo effect influ­

encing their grading. 1.J:'hus, it is a safe assUl'.!l.ption that for this 

study the significant improvement in school grades was Ll.Ost likely a 

reflection of (1) improved social adjustL'lent skills gained from the 

encounter group experience being transferred to classroom behavior 

and (2) school achievement. 

The significant and large intercorrelations between the Semantic 

Differential and the Carldluff-:Bga.'11. Rating Scale measures suggest that 

only one of these two measu:res nay be necessa.r<J to measure sim.ile.r 

processes, if the participants have the readinG ability to con~rehend 

the Semantic Differential items. Since the Semantic Differential is 

much sinpler to adninister and score, it would be the process m.easure 

of choice. The Carkhuff-Egan 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 stuc\Y is that what the subjects were experiencing, as 

reflected in the Semantic Differential, was borne out by what they 

vvere displaying in their interaction behavior in the group, as 

reflected in the Carkhuff-Egan ratings. The intercorrelations 

bet~~en these two process measures strongly suggest that they are 

valid measures of very similar, if not identical processes. Liost 

importantly the findings suggest that it is possible for an obser­

ver1 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 1 s. 

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 \'lide RreJge, 

a standardized achievement test. The significant and positive inter­

correlations between the reading and ari tbmetic subtests of the \'lide 

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 

items. 

The negative intercorrelations between the Wide Range and the 

C-E process measure suggest that increased group interaction behavior 

did not occur simultaneously with :l.nproved 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 synonymous 

vdth improved self-concept. The study findings suggest that the 

period covered by this investigation was actually a til~e of person­

ality reorganization for the group mer.:bers. They were con:fronting 

themselves and gaining new insights into themselves. This seens 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 Y.'ide Range and the Semantic Differential 

lend further support to thia conclusion. Negative correlations 

between these two measures actually means that achievement on the 

Wide Range improved as the differences betvieen the real and ideal 

self-concepts decreased. However, the discussion in the follovdng 

section of this chapter will demonstrate that during the period of 

this stucy the real a...'1d ideal self-concepts were still in a prelim­

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, a standardized achievemsnt 

test, would increase once the real-ideal self-concepts began to 

decrease. It is suggested that perhaps had the encounter groups con­

tinued longer the real-ideal self-concepts would get clcser and 

achievement scores on the Ylide 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. However, it points tovra.rd possible future research to test 

out these possible outcomes. For this study, however, the negative 

correlations between the Wide lla:nge and the two process measures do 

indicate, again, that there is a positive relationship betvreen self-

concept and achievenent • 

.Pinally, the positive correlations between the process measures 

and some of the Tennessee subscales suggests that as group inter-

action behavior increases, and as the real and ideal self-concepts 

get closer, (as reflected by smaller real-ideal self-concept dif­

ferences) there is also an improvement on many of the scores on the 

Tennessee v.hich reflect irn.provemant in self-concept areas. 

In general, findings suggest that the six measures employed in 

this study were ..:iore 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 change, if for 

example the Experioenter had a time limitation, would be the possible 

elimination of the Carkhuff-Egan Rating Scale without a great loss in 

the basic ini'orme.tion sought. 

Conclusions Related to the Ex,perimental ~Control Groups 

Significant t-test findings for the separate experimental and 

control group contrasts were presented in the Results Chapter. How-

ever, they will not be discussed in this chapter since two conditions 

were met v.hich demonstrate that only the significant findings for the 

pooled experinentals (~I, II) and controls (c1 , II) are relevant for 
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thin study. '.::he two conditions '\/ere ( 1) th.at the e}::peri;:1entc.ls and 

controls were initially conparablc on all relevant vario.bles (See 

';;ables 1 through 5), and (2) that all experiraentals were exposed to 

the sarue treatuent and thnt the controls had no such trcat:ment. 

~he study findings supported the fir(;Jt h~otheois only rihen 

involving the end-of-the-year school e;rades. Study findings also 

supported the third and the fourth hypotheses. The first bypothesis 

was not supported by the \'/ide Ita."lge achievement test, nor was the 

second hypothesis supported. 

School Achievement Conclusions. '.i'he t-test analyses of the 

means 9.Ild the P-test analyses of variance both indicated that the 

controls improved sigrrl.ficantly on the ;7ide Eange Total avid .leading 

subtest scores. The reader is reninded that there vrere no signifi­

cant differences betvteen the controls and eX}1erinentals O!l their 

entrance exau reading achievenent scores. The controls did not 

receive any reading s~dlls nor attend more readinG classes than the 

experiuentals during the course of this study. One possible expla.­

nation is that the controls vtcre not involved in the group sessions, 

which the findings suggest were generating anxiety in sane, if not 

all of its participants. The control3, without the possibly inter­

fering influence of anxiety on personality issues, ~rore better able 

to concentrate on their achievenent L~ reading. The controls v~rc 

not focusing on personal and interpersonal issues in any systenatic 

wey, as were the experi.mentals in the encounter groups. Thus, perhaps, 

all of the energies of the control subjects vrere aimed tormxd better 
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school achievenent as reflected :L."1 their Wide J.a.."1ge Total a."'ld 2eading 

subtest post-test scores. The P-testo al.so indicated thut the lo 

pc~thology experimentals and controlo improved significantly nore on 

the \lide :.1aIJ6e Ari thr:i.etic subtest at the post-testine than did the 

hi patholoey girlo. This find.in[; for the Ari th"letic ',"Tide :1ance sub­

test is c«ltlsistent with the comment by Cotter (1964) that success in 

the subject area of arith."'":l.et~c :::-equires even fewer en.otional problens 

vhich nit:;ht distract one's concentration than the level and intensity 

of e~otional probler:is one ca.."1 be experiencing ond still succeed in 

reading sldlla. It is assuned that the lo patholoGJT eirls (IT= 39), 

\7ho3e DA? pre-test .:.:;notional Indicator nean scores sucecstod thc..t 

there wn.s no onotional dioturba."'lce, were not experiencing anxiety 

beyond the nornal lL"li ts. Tho hi pathology (n = 17) eirls' :Gno­

tional Indicator scores sugcested emotional disturbance. It vras 

thus assur:icd that they probably were experiencing nore an .. -.;:iety than 

the lo pathology girls. As such, the lo~er level of a."1Xiety seems to 

best explain the finding that lo pathology subjects perforned signif­

icantly better on the aide Ra.J.1.ge Arith.~etic subtest and TotaJ. score. 

The explanation for the siGJ'.lifice.nt school grades in favor of 

the e:x;perimentaJ.s seems to be :r:1ore complex than the explanation of 

the Wide Itange findings. In addition, the school grade findings 

seem to be nore closely related to the self-concept and process 

measure findings. Results suggest that the experi.nentals were 

lea.ming various social skills in the enc01.mter groups and trans­

ferring these :L.~to their classroom behavior. For example, they may 
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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 evalua­

ti 011s probably reflect achievement performance as well as other 

social and personal aspects such as the teacher's perception and 

evaluation of the student's participation, cooperativeness and 

initiative in the classrooo. These personality traits would not 

necessarily be used as yardsticks by the teachers in a conscious or 

deliberate way, but one can certainly understand how they can 

influence a teacher's judgement and perception of a student in 

addition to the actual course work performance. 

!!!! 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 experim.entals from the encounter group 

experience. In gene~al, the content of the group sessions followed 

a sequence similar to that reported by Thoma (1964). The topics 

brought in by the girls f'ell 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 11 dummies11 and feeling socially ostra­

cized by students in the regular school program; problems with boys 
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whom they felt were ir.lmature 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

sistance 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 to gain, was a general recognition that their problems 

were not petty, siJ+y, nor frightening to the other group members. 

They reported that often their parents, relatives or other adults 

perceived certain issues as 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, rather 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 w.i. th.out embarrassment or fear. In 

ad.di ti on, they came to realize that other group members or the facil-

1 tator had encountered similar problems, or were still struggling 

with similar experiences or feelings. Through the experience of 

crying in the presence of the group, many of the girls came to realize 

that to share feelings and weaknesses often involves more risk and 

courage, and less energy than to withhold and bide feelings. Out of 
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these kinds of experiences in the group of spontaneously eJq>ressing 

feelings, especially those which make one feel more vulnerable, many 

of the girls concluded that strength was involved in being oneself 

and developing congruence among one 1 s thoughts, feelings, and be­

havior. 

Self-Concept~ Process Measure Conclusions. The DAP post­

test and pre-test scores suggested significant emotional distur­

bance vd thin 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 !lumber of Deviant Signs (!IDS) for the pre-testing and post­

testing. These indications of emotional upset and anxiety from two 

independent measures ma::r reflect the subjects• reactions to certain 

situations. First, complaints of feeling socially ostracized and 

ta:unted by regular school program. students increased as the encoun­

ter group sessions progressed into the school year. The DAP and !IDS 

scores ma::r have been reflecting the anxiety and upset generated by 

the negative social effects of feeling "different" and rejected by 

students who perceived them as intellectually inferior. The experi­

mental.a complained in the grrup sessions about the negative social 

effects of their placement in the special remedial school program. 

However, they continued to perceive the teachers and educational 

aspects of the program as positive and beneficial. 

Another possible eJq>lanation for the DAP and NDS findings ~' 

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 tm ir 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 seems 

to indicate that although not power:f'ul enough to totally eliminate 

the negative social. effects of placement in the special remedial 

program nor the adolescent "growing pains," the group sessions DD.Y 

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 session, as compared with the EII group. They 

were surpassed by the EII girls on this factor for the two middle 

Semantic Differential administrations. However, by the post-testing 

both groups were functioning at approximately the same level for 

their real and ideal 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 vd. th 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 on "Usual11 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 
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difference between real and ideal self-concept has been traditionally 

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 11 ideal11 person. 

The Carkhuff-Egan (C-E) 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 EII girls were interacting at a higher level than the E1 

girls at the beginning 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 wl. th each other for four months, whereas the EI girls 

had only known each other for less than three weeks vben they had 

their second session. Hovvever, as the encounter group eJq:>erience 

approached the final sessions the EI girls were interacting at a 

significantly higher level than EII girls. They concluded the group 

experience at a significantly higher level than the EII girls. The 

:mean C-3 s~ore across all sessions indicated that the :2iI group had 

functioned on a higher level throughout the encounter group experience, 

on the average. At the fourteenth session the E11 girls temporarily 

interacted on a higher level than the EI group. The main explanation 

for the temporary reduction in interaction level by the BI 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 :2I girls had been very seli-disclosing, especially concerning 

family relations and 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 

wanting 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 beginn1ng of session 14 they 

specifically verbalized not wanting to discuss anything 11 serious. 11 

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 EI group sessions. However, they 

did not tend to deal as seriously nor with as ouch personal involve-

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

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 Wn.y there were, therefore, not 

more sessions indicating significant differences in favor of the EI 

group is a kind of artifact of the variables upon which the girls 

were rated. The EI girls' achieved their rating scores on such 

variables as seli-disclosure and eJq>ressing feelings more so than 

tL.e EII group which achieved IIlatzy' of its session scores for variables 

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 experUientals (n = 3; IQ score range from 88 to 93) 

\"Jhich 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 tbroughout the 

study until the last session and post-testing). Large real-ideal. 

self-concept differences during the period of this investigation is 

considei·ed a positive sign since group interaction behavior was 

consistently il:lproving as the real-ldeal self-concept differences 

increased. It was not until the end o:f 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 

session 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, 3rd, 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 and lo IQ-lo pathology 

groups seemed to have been less "turned orfl 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 form.er group, and 4th, 

4th, 4th, and 3rd for the latter group. The lo IQ-lo pathology 

group may be characterized as people 'Mlo tend to adhere to what 

they have. They are, perhaps, simpler, less cor.iplex jndividuals 

with no serious disturbances nor intensely felt conflicts. They 

uay be the types who do not delve deeply into thenselves or others. 

As such, they may not experience any deep depressions or 11 soul­

searchings.11 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 int<:lr­

acted at the lowest group interaction levels, as indicated by their 

usually having the lowest C-E scores, their Semantic Differential 

real-ideal self-concept differences were usually the smallest. This 

suggests that they perceived themselves as close to their ideal self­

concept. These findings, contrasted with the findings concerning the 

lo IQ-hi pathology group, suggest that perhaps there a.re at least two 

kinds of positive self-concepts. One kind may be based upon less 

depth in terms of one's self-knowledge. In a sense, such individuals 

may not "knov-1' theraselves as well or in as great a depth as others, 

but the self they a.re aware of is liked and accepted. A second kind 

of positive self-concept m0iY be the result of painfully confronting 
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oneself at deeper levels, :resulting in greater self-knowledge followed 

by a reintegration of the self vmch more closely appro.:x::L':lates the 

individual's ideal self-concept. These individuals ~~have positive 

self-concepts based on greater self-awareness of their strengths 

and weaknesses than the people in the first 11posi ti ve self-concept 11 

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 v.hich performed better on the process measures also 

performed better on most of the Tel:lllessee self-concept subscales 

which werfl significant. IQ was the critical variable for significant 

improvement on the ?ersonali ty Integration and Self Cri1ticis.m sub­

scales in favor of the lo IQ girls, regardless of pathology levels. 

This ma;y be explained by the possibility that being self critical 

and establishing or findi!l[; positive personality changes, which is 

ir!lplied in Personality Integration, ~a;y require more conscious and 

deliberate effort relying more heavily on thinl:..ing things through, 

and thus being less influenced by pathology, although the level of 

pathology v10uld be of ir:J.portance. However, pathology was the cru­

cial variable for the other four subscales yielding siQU.:ficant 

findings. It seens that on the three subscales which seem to be nore 

from an internal frame of reference, the True-False ratio (self­

dcfinition through being capable of a.ffiroing what is self~ reject­

ing vlhat is not self), the Number of Deviant Signs, and Het 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. l!'or the Social Sel:f' (Col i.:) subscale, 

which seens to have an external frane of reference in the sense that 

it is a self-perception about how one functions with others, the 

e:i...'Periraenta.l, hi pathology group improved most. I:ere again, then, it 

v:as the lo IQ and hi patholoGY girls v.ho perfon:ied best on the self-

concept .ueasurcs. 

'..:he process l:l.easure findings suggest ·tJ10.t the encounter group 

experience seemed to bave generated anxiety W.ich interfered with 

school achievement perfo:ru.ance on the -Jide itange standardized achieve­

:c:ient test measure. This generated anxiety seened to have had some 

positive effects in that the experimenta.ls were functioning at 

increasiugly higher interaction levels in the groups as the sessions 

progressed. However, the state of flux and temporary personality 

confusion and preliuinary stage to reintegration was also seen to have 

taken a toll on the sell-concept measures in vihich the controls were 

functioning significantly better than the experimentals. Perhaps this 

anxiety and state of personality reorganization eA-plains the findings 

in which the experinentals had significantly lower scores on the 

'.i:ennessee Ide.nti ty subscale and significantly higher General I.Ialad­

justment scores. Although not significant, there vJUs a trend indi­

cating that e:xperimentals were nonethelesn reporting less total 

conflict reflected in lower scores on the '.i:otal Conflict '.i:ennessee 

subscale. 
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An additional e:Jq>lanation of the analysis of variance findin3s 

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 euotional problems. :i:his was especially true for those 

hi pathology subjects V'ho were provided vri. th an encounter eroup 

e:Jq>erience. The lo IQ combined vr.1. th the hi pathology was apparently 

the best combination in that the lo IQ subjects IlW\7 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 said to have had a longer way to co in 

terms of dealing with their problens. The hi IQ-hi patholor;r girls 

may have had an internal 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 begai."'1 to 

interact at the highest group interaction levels, and they improved 

on some of the self-concept .:-a.easures. It would seem, then, that for 

short term encounter groups of six months duration or less, the hi IQ 

or brighter individuals may erect defenses and thus get less from the 

encounter group e:Jq>erience 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 ~ncounter group e:xperience of perhaps nine months' to a 

year's duration might also yield significant growth for the brighter 

and disturbed group members. The lo IQ-lo pathology eirls 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 fila\Y reflect a kind of pollyannaish attitude about their current 

functioning as compared ·with their potential, and nade little sub­

stantial progress on the self-concept measures. Since their scores 

reflected no serious emotional disturbance, it na;y be that they m~re 

not motivated to deal vii th deepe:r personality issues. ?erhaps in the 

final analysis they were content to maintain a status quo in self­

concept areas. Hov.rever, they were progressing in achievement areas 

as the significant improvement on the standardized achievement Wide 

Range Ari thi."Il.etic subtest in favor of the experimental-lo pathology 

group over the experimental-hi pathology girls indicates. 

General Conclusions. 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. lositive 

chnnges 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 f'unctio:ni:ne, the 

initial level of enotional pathology, and whether an encounter group 

will be run for a long enough period of time for the participants to 

no longer fael the need for defenses which might obstruct progress in 

their group inte:ractional and growing process. In addi tio:n to the 

interrelationships anong these variables, they also seem to take on 

different relative weigl1ts or importance as the group moves frou the 

early to the later stages. ?or short term groups of six nonths or 
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lens the lo IQ-hi pathology individuals r.m.de the ;?eatest personal 

gains. However, the group interactional process ncasu:u shift up-

ward by the hi IQ-hi pathologj girls near the end of' the encounter 

group eA~erience suggests that a longer termed encounter group of 

perhaps nine months to a year's dtu'ation for undorachiovi:nc ninth 

grade girls might result in the greatest long range gains for the 

hi IQ-hi pathology girls. This l!l.ay be due to the fact that once 

their defenses heve been lowered due to feeling more comfortable in 

the group and less tlu'eatened by the topics, their b.ic;her intellec­

tual abilities and resources may help them to achieve insights nore 

readily tha.'1 the lo IQ-hi pathology girls. In addition~ thE.ir hi 

pathology level mey function as a lJ.Otivating force to deal vii th 

problem areas, assirll.late group feedback, and express this assimi­

lation i.'1 their behavior. l:Iany therapists feel that a year is 

generally the minimum tine for therapeutic changes in an individual's 

life to be expected. 2erhaps nine mouths to a year in an encounter 

group or the nore traditional therapy settine provides the opportunity 

for the individual and the therapiBt, or in this case the other group 

nenbers, to live through va.rious life experiences tocether rat~er than 

to artificially attenpt to resolve conflicts and problems by talkine 

"about" personal problems froru the past. 

Another general conclusion basf!d on the reportedly (by the 

experimental subjects) ne0ative social effects of participation in 

the special remedial school program suggests that perhaps placenent 

in specific school course in need of remed.ia-tion might be preferable 



212 

to placement in a total reuedial pro~am in whic~1 oll clcases fil'e 

conducted vr.l. th the atti tu<le of rer.1ediation for the student a. :For 

girls who were not underacl:devinc in certain subjects, s01.1e neca-

ti ve impact on their self-esteem vms felt, which was reflected in 

their col!JL'.lents in the croup 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 

prograr2 students, as reported by the experimentals, suggested that 

negative attitudes toward the students in the renedial school pro­

gra7!1 ·were rooted in the i;1isunderstanding that these girls were 

11 dUL'lb11 rather tha..'1 of averat;e intelligence, usually, but "lazy", a.a 

one t,rroup nember phrased it. :r1acenent in remedial school courses 

only :Lor those courses in vrhich underachievement is indicated might 

avoid LWl'JY of the feelincs of social ostracism and rejection vktich 

the (70Up mE!:J.bers reported. An additional alternative night be that 

the administration and teachers present the proo'a:J. to the recula1, 

school enrollucmt with e:raphasis on the fact that the specie..l reme­

dial program's participants have the intellectual ability to perforn 

at least average work, but for one or another reason are not workine 

up to their potential. This nay not help to avoid condescendinc 

actions totally, no matter how clearly and forcefully presented, hur1an 

nature tending to be what it is, especially in our society in which 

intellieence and academe success and achieveuent are so prized. 

~/hat seer.is to be the most crucial and i...";1.portont findine of ti.iis 

study relates to the real-ideal self-concept differences as reflected 

on the process measures. The difference between the 11 Usual11 or real 
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self-concept and the "Grent 11 or ideo.J.. self-concept scores diC. not 

ililnediately become SIJ.cller for the experinentals ·;,ho v.-ere Given the 

encounter group experience. '.;:he approxiLlation of the real and ideal 

self-concepts as reflected in increasingly smaller difference scores 

bctr:ecn these tv10 kinds of self-concepts has been the assu:.1ption in 

maizy studies enploying tho semantic differential ncthod of assessing 

real and ideal ::;elf-concept chnnges. In this study the differences 

beca.""Je consistently larger as the experim.entals 1 croup intcractional 

process neasure scores increased, indicating i11provC'2ent in their . 
group interactions. '.;hat occurred in th.is study r1cy bo sL:tllar to 

the processes \Vhich ho.ve 01:icrged in other research studies i..."'1 v.11ich 

clients of nonprofessional thorapiGts whose rn.uin function was to be 

friendly and supportive, made greater initial strides than clients of 

professional thero.pists. Hovrever, the clients of the latter deraon-

strated greater long tern eaino, and surpassed the clients of the 

nonprofessionals. In this study, it seems that as the experillental 

subjects began to confront thenselves n.nd began to deal \7.i..th less 

superficial aspects of their personalities, the gap bctvleen the 11Usual11 

or real and 11 Great11 or ideal self-concepts increaned. At the so;:ic 

tine they were consistently ir;iprovi!lb in their grrup interaction 

levels. It appears thnt the process of therapy within the encounter 

group resulted in the girls' becomi.J:\Z n.ore keenly aware of their 

creator sense of potential. At the sane tine, it scened that the 

girls were re-evaluating thenoel ves and percei vi..."'1.C thensel ves as 

farther away fro:.1 their ultii'late potential than they had before. It 
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appears that once a sense of 11 '."ihat I can be11 becones clearer for the 

individual, and personal resources to achieve that ere at er grmvth and 

adjustment have been shar;:Jened, such as through an encounter croup 

experience, the gap betneen tho real self and the potential or ideal 

self then begins to decrease. Thus, the process of reintegration 

seer.is to involve an ini tin.l stage in v,hich the real-ideal self­

concept discrepancy increases, and later decree.ses, theoretically, 

until the two merge. '.Chis study' s findings suggest that while an 

individual is in the initial phase of becoming self-actualized, she 

does not focus as nuch nor perform as well on school achiever:ient 

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

to transfer into the classroon situation, ho~~vcr. The study suggests, 

therefore, that there is a preliin ... ""lary stage in which the real-ideal 

self-concepts increase and only later when the individual begins to 

reintegrate n,ew insights and behaviors reflecting grmrlh do the real­

ideal self-concepts decrease. 

Future llesearch Possibilities 

One research possibility is to run a third treatnent condition 

in mich underachievinc cirls would be tauc;ht specific educationa.l 

skills while still remaining students in the special remedial school 

program. However, they v;ould not receive the encounter grou:/ expe­

rience. Hesults on school achievement and self' concept neasures for 

this second kind of e:;.r:perimental group :might shed sor::i.c light on sonc 



of the ques-;;ions r::i.ise<l in this study, for e:::ar.1)lc: Hl:.-;;· tll~ controls 

pe:rfor:.:1ccl sic;nifice.ntl~r 'uetter on the standardized aclJ.ieyo:-10:.·1t test, 

A second, and closely related research possibility v1ould be to 

conduct an encounter group for an entire school year. In addition, 

exper:i.ncntals and controls v"ould be tested three or four times on 

the school achieven.ent and self-concept measures. Experimentals would 

again be ncasured on the tvro process raeasures ow.ployed in the present 

study. :2hree or four self-concept and school achievcuent testincs 

mie;ht clarify which of the two changes first, self-concept or achieve­

ment, or v.hcther the one changing last, if that be the case instead 

of simultaneous i:nprovencnt, ever catches up with or surpassea in­

provements found for the controls. 



SlnJ!lARY 

Previous research suggests a positive relationship bet\veen self­

concept and school achievement, and that underachievers have poor 

self-concepts. An assunption 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 erade girls will im­

prove significantly and (b) the self-concepts of underachieving ninth 

grade girls will improve significantly; (c) that baseline measures of 

intellectual functioning and emotional pathology are related to the 

measured change in school achievement and self-concept scores, and 

(d) that interactional group process measures are directly related to 

the self-concept and school avhievement score changes. 

Subjects \~re 56 freshnen 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 significant differences emerged between experimentals and controls 

for age, socioeconomic status, IQ, entrance exam achievement scores, 

or initial level of emotional pathology. Each experimental group met 

for 16 one-hour weekly sessions distributed across 5--~ months, begin­

ning in October and January, respectively. The Wide Range Achievement 

Test (WR.AT), Tennessee Self Concept Scale (Tscs), and four human fig­

ure drawings (using the Koppi tz "Emotional Indicators" scoring method) 

216 



217 

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 deviaed for 

this study. Subjects' school grades, based on teacher evaluations, 

were obtained for the three grading periods covering the time of 

this stuey. 

T-tests, three- and two-wey analyses of variance, and a corre-

lation matrix were applied to the data. The analysis of variance 

was based on subjects grouped according to initial levels of eno-

tional pathology and intellectual functioning. Hesults supported H1 

for school grades only, while negating it for the WR.AT in favor of 

the controls. Results did not support H~· Instead, post-test find­
~ 

ings indicated that e:x:perimentals were more generally maladjusted. 

Ex:perimentals had lower Basic Identity scores than controls, who also 

had lower post-test scores. A trend in favor of the ex:perL~entals 

reflected less post-test Total Conflict, while controls had more. H 
3 

was supported, with controls and low pathology e:x:perimentals showing 

greatest progress on the WR.AT. 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, Nunber of 

Deviant Signs, and Uet Conflict TSCS subscales. H.esulta supported 

H
4 

with low IQ and hi pathology experimentals f\lnctioning on the 

highest group interaction levels, and making the most progress in 
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personal growth on the SD. Results generally suggest that while an 

underachiever is becoming :::n.ore aware of her potential through group 

therapeutic intervention, she perceives herself as farther aw03 from 

her ul tbate potential or ideal self than she bad previously. l?re­

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. 

:l!'indings suggest that perhaps remedial class placement should apply 

only for specific courses indicating underachievement, and that en­

counter groups rrua::r be most effective when involving the entire school 

year. 
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(Koppitz, 1968, PP• 331-333) 

A??ElffiIX A 

SCORING CRITERIA l:IAlWAL FOR 30 mro.rr ONAL IlIDICATCHS 

Olf h1J1IA}I FIGURE DRAWil'IGS 

DRAW-A-PERSON' 

(All Emotional Indicators are considered valid for boys a~d 

girls age 5 to 12 unless otherwise indicated.) 

Quality Signs 

1. Poor integration of parts (Boys 7, 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 part of it, 

including "freckles," "measles", etc.; an even, light shading of 

face and hands to represent skin color is ~ scored. 

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

and/or limbs. 

4. Shading of hands and/or necf (Boys s, Girls 7): Shading of hands 

and/or neck. 

5. Gross assymm.etry of limbs: One arm or leg differs markedly _!E: 

shape from the other arm or leg. This item is ~ scored if arms 

or legs are si..rnilar in shape but just a bit uneven in size. 

6. Slanting figures: Vertical a.xis of figure tilted by 15° or more 

fron the perpendicular. * 
NOTB.~(starred items) :smotional Indicator related to poor school 
achievement in the prima.r,y grades. 
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7. Tiny figure: Figure two i.."l.ches or less in height. 

8. Bi.€£ figure: (Boys and Girls 8) Figure nine inches or more in 

heigM;. 

9. Transpru:encies: ~rausparencies involving najor portions of body 

or linbs; si!lble line or line of arms crossing body not scored. 

Special Features 

10. T¥v head: Height of head less than one-te:!l.th of total figure. 

11. Crossed eyes: Both ey9s turned out or turned in; sideways 

glance not scored. 

12. Teeth: Any representation of one or more teeth. 

13. Short ams: Short stubs for arms, arms not long enzy.Jgh to 

reach waistline. 

14. Long arms: Arms excessively long, arms long enough to reach 

below kne9 or where knee should be. 

15. Ams clingin,S to body: Ho space between body and arms. 

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

17. Hands cut off: Arms vdth neither hands nor fingers; hands 

hidden behind back of figure or in pocket not scored. 

18. Legs uressed together: Both legs touch with no space in between, 

in profile drawings only one leg is shov.n. 

19. Genitals; Realistic or un.'Uistakably symbolic representation 

of genitals. 

20. Monster or grotescaue figure: Figure representing nonhrnan, 

degraded or ridiculous person; the grotesqueness of figure must 
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be deliberate on part of the child and not the result of his 

immaturity or lack of drawing skill.* 

21. Three or more figures SJ20ntaneously drawn: Several figures 

shown who are not interrelated or engaged in meaningful activity; 

repeated drawing of figures >men only "a" figure was requested; 

drawing of a boy and a girl or the child's fanily is not scored.* 

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

Omissions 

23. No eyes: Complete absence of eyes; closed eyes or vacant circles 

for eyes are !!._Ot scored. 

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

25. No noutll• -l<· 

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

28. no le~s. 

29. Uo feet: (Boys 9, Girls 7). 

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

NOTB.--(starred itel'.1S) Emotional Indicator related to poor school 
achievencnt in the primary grades. 
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II. 

COURS~ ?ROGRESS SHEET 

Quarter: 2 4 5 (circle) 

Course: 

(circle) 

Experimental I or II 

or 

Control I or II 

Student's Uumber~ 

Performs Perforr..ls ?erf orms Performs Performs 
required required required less than little 
work sue- wo:rk sue- work the re- or no 
cessfully cessfully poorly quired work 
and does work 
additional 
work 

(5) (4) (3) (2) (1) 
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III. 

IlJT..C3llACTIOlI RATING SCAL3: C.A...'lliliUFF-EGAN (COI:IBI~.till) 

Very Weak !:!oderately Wealc Adequate Moderately Strong Vecy Strong 

Note: A rating of 3.0 means that in that particular category, the 

member is a resource pers~n, a giver, in that category ratl1er than 

just a receiver (even if only minimally so). 

Accurate empathy: The menber sees the world throu.eh the other's 
eyes, gets inside the other, and is able to communicate this to 
others. The member communicates an accurate understanding of the 
feelings a.~d behavior (content) of the other's experience. The me~­
ber understands because she is listening to all the cues the other 
emits and responds to the other. 

Wa.rr:ith (resEect): The raember expresses in a variety of weys 
that she is "for" others, that she has respect for their person. 
She is accepting (without contusing acceptance with approval). She 
is an actively supportive person. 

Genuineness: The member is herself, not phony. She does not 
hide behind roles or facades. She does not play ga~es nor try to 
overvheL11 the other with herself. 

Concreteness: She deals in specifics, rather than generalities 
and is not va.o"'Ue. She deals vdth concrete, relevant behavior rather 
than stOI"Jtelling or theory. She deals with specifics details and 
instances, is direct, and does not "beat around the bush.n 

Immediacy: She deals v!ith her relationships v!ith others directly. 
She knows where she stands with others, and others know where she 
stands with respect to them. She is 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 
messages. 

Self-disclosure: She lets others know 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 v.iJ.at is going 
on inside during the group itself. Her openness is proportioned to 
the goals of the group. 
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Con:t'ront~: She challenges others responsibly and Vl'i th 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 
what she does). She uses confrontation as a way of getting involved 
with others. 

Directionality: She directs the other's attention to 11 choice 
points" in her life. She proposes concrete courses of constructive 
action. She points out alternate courses of action. She displeys 
problem-solving skills and tries to help others apply these to the 
concrete problems in their lives. 

Response to Con:t'rontation: She uses con:t'rontation as an oppor­
tunity for self-exploration. She responds as nondefensively as 
possible. 3he checks things out v.d. th the group. If she thinks she 
should, she changes her style of behavior in the group, without 
being a confor-illist. 

Initiative: She acts rathe:r than just reacts. She goes out to 
contact others vr.i.. thout waiting to be contacted. She adds to the 
spontaneity of the group. She initiates along a variety of dir~en­
sions. She 11 owns" the in·teractions that take place between other 
mer.ibers and eets involved in then. 

Feelings: She is not afraid to deal directly vri th emotion, her 
own or others. She allows herself to feel in the group and gives 
e~ression to what she feels, although she does not in:t'lict her 
emotions on the group. 
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IV (Carkhuff, 1969) 
(~gan, 1972, Unpublished) 

Carkhuff-Egan Interaction Rating Scales ---Scoring Sheet 

Rating categories: 1.0 / 2.0 / J.O / 4.0 / 5.0 
V_e_ry ____ _,__1_1o_d~e-r-at-e~l-y_A_d~e~q-u_a_t~e-~M-oderately Very 
Weak Weak -Strong Strong 

Variables: 

Accurate Empathy-___ __,.j~---...J/'-----..J/"----..i....----

Warmth(respec!)-____ ....... / ___ _,_ ___ _..,..___ ___ ~/----

Genuineness- I 
Concreteness- I 
Immediacy- I I 
Self-disclosure / 

-----"------"----...J----~--'"------

Response to 
Confrontation-

Initiative-

Feelings-

' 

_L ________ . __ J 

~-~~...J.-.-----.1.------'------~'------

--~ ___ L ____ _ _L_ _ ___,_ __ _ 

Identification Code:. ____ _ 

Session # __ _ 

Group(E:xperimental I or II 
(circle) 

Rater 1 s initials: ___ _ 

•• 
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Ntunbcr: __ _ 

I would lik~ to ha·>1e a eeneral pio'c.tll'<i of YOU M3 YOU U'.lll:'.Lt."'.·~ 1\RB. 

For exPJ'lple I if you f'l'\_ eiven thr'l cl1oice: ..:?' ........,-

~ 
~ ·-r ...... 

e - t -+->- ~ 
-.C: . ..:;:,: '<; 

....,._ 
~ \j \'.JI 0"") -0 <:'.l:::' 
~ " 

·-- <> ~ ·-
quiet > 

~I 
£ ~I Vt E > talkative 

l I I /1 I I _J 

1. First ask yours<~lf if you are h:°';:<i.1:-;illy a c~uiet 01• ,br-s:i.[;1pl]J a ta.lkative 

parson. 

2. If you ar•'i basically a ouil':_i pcorson, you ,,.,.-ill use h::U.r of the 1:1.na 

and place a check lli<'U'k under the word \·ihich tells how qttiet you usually :u-e. 

quiet 

>- >-
~I "">-.. -- /- ~ 

+ ::+: +-
s.:.. ...c f "">- !;.\ \j"'\ .-4: (\) 

..,..._ 
<;:J. \J -· ..)"") 

" ~ 
~ <I ·- . - -0 ~J -
'> ~ \i) ;.J) ~ > 

J talk<!l.tive 

'- l ' 
... ,,... ! I l ' I 

J. If you fl.re b?.si.c::>J.ly a t~J.kat.ive person, put a cl1Ack !"..ark Qn the talkative 

half or the liM and show if you s.re sl:.l.,;-;:-d:.l:x: b..lkaliv·) 1 r:nd.er.::it•,ly talk­

ati•re, or very talkative. 

t ll' ... th l' t 1 you ar~ ve.ry f Ka.,Jve, e lm) i ru. 
I 

I!. ~- --~ --- l 
>-.. <!J ;;.- ~>- ..s;: QI .,... ~ 
(( -ct- cy-.>- -0 - r:t 0 ~ .?:...J -..:::-J o~ 
~ ~ '!1 .V\ 

IJ) ~ d ~ 

J l l , I v~a lkat.ive 
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Number: 
Date: 

Please describe yourself AS YOU USUALLY ARE.Hake only ONE check on each line. 

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

·good I I I I I / __ fbarl ,,---
large I I -- ---- I I I / __ /small JI 

beautiful/ / I I I / __ /ugly . 
soft /_/ I I I / __ -/hard Jr 

strong/ /_/ I I I / __ /weak 

clean !_/ I I I I /dirty 

agitated./ I I I I / __ /calm 

valuable/ I I I I / __ /worthless 

cruel I I I I I I /kind 

1011rl /_/ I I I I /scft ][ 

deep /_/ I I I / __ /shallow ][ 

unpleasant/_/ I I I / __ /pleasant 

happy /_/ I I I / __ /srui 

sharp !_/ I I I I /dull 

ferocious/_/ I I I I /peaceful 

light I I I I I I /heavy 

tense I I I I I I /relo:x.ed 

cowardly/ __ / I I I I /brave 

hot /_/ I I I I /cold 1!L 
nice !_/ I I I I /awful 

bright !_/ I I I I /dark 

angular/ I I I I /rounded l1I. 
dishonest/ / I I I / __ /honest 

active !_/ I I I I /passive 

NOTE.-- 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 ~ subjects in the final scoring. I, 'evaluative; II, 
p,otency; .III, ·. ti vi ty . 

' . . . • 
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/very /moderately/ slightly /slightly /moderately /very/ 

slow I I I I I I /fast 

unfair I I I I I I I fair 

rugged I I I I I I /delicate 
/ 

It . 
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a. you a.re ven th 1 ic e C10 ea 

>.... "")..... 

I -1 -1 

>- ~ '>-- + +- ~> )... 
U1 ...J -1: <::t ~ -~ 0) \IJ ....!. 

(Jj Q~ • 2"> .... Pill QJ 0- -' n.-> j~ q:-
...J > V) i/1 'i' 4. 

quiet. I I t I I I talkative 

1. First ask yourse.1.r if' you .a.ra }'E{i}cg±;J,Y a su.:i.t1, or ~ica.p,y a talkative 

person when you ree1 -on t.op of tr.e 1-rorld.. 

which is clost'tr to the word "quiet".; 

Then ask yoursel.1': .Am I ~ quiet, rrOO....:ru!-eJ.;Y: qu:l.o·i1 o:- !Q4Jii,tJ.~ quiet a.t 

those times. 

For examplci; if at thos 

I 
quiet. talkative 

/' 

·3~ It you are a tal.kative person 'Whan you feel on top ot the world; put a check 

mark l\n the talkative ha.1.f' ot the Uno and show if you are sHehf.1.;t talkative~ 

modernt..ey tal.ka.tive, or ~talkative. 

For exa.ropl.e; it you are very Wkative when l'OU feel on top or the world; 

the line will look like th1a I 

quiett I I 

It , 
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NUl'lber: _____ _ 
Date: _______ _ 

Fled.Se descrite yourself when YOU FEEL ON TOP OF THE WORLD.Hake only ONE 

check on each line. 

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

good / / ____ / ____ / ____ / ____ / ___ /bad 

large I I I I I I /small Jr 
beautiful/ __ / / / /ugly 

soft /_· I I I I I /hard 

+ I I I · I I I /weak s ,rong __ -------------

clean / __ / _____ / / / /dirty 

agitated/ / / / / ____ / /calm 

valuable/ / i / / / &_orthl"ess 

cruel I I I I / I /kind JT 

loua i / i i / / /soft JI ------- ------------ ---· 
deep I . I I I I I shallow 

unpleasant/_/ _____ / ___ / ____ / /pleasant 

happy I I / ____ / ____ / ____ l __ _,_L sad 

sharp I I I I /dull 

fe.rocious/ / _____ / / / / /peaceful 1IT 

light I I I I I I /heavy --- ---------------- ----· 
tense / / / / / / /relaxed 

cowardly/ I I I / ___ __,_ __ __,_brave 

hot . I I I I I /cold ---· ------ ---- ____ __._ ____ ----· 
nice / ___ / _____ / ___ _,__ ____ / ____ / ___ /awful 

bright / ___ ,/ _____ ,/ ___ / ____ / ____ / ___ /dark 
. 

angular/ ___ ./ _____ ./ ___ / ____ ./ ____ / ___ /rounded ITT 

dishonest/ __ / _____ ,/ ___ / ____ ,/ ____ / ___ /honest 

active / __ / _____ ./ ___ / ____ / ___ _./ ___ /passive 

NOTE.-- The numbers refer to the semantic differential factor of the· 
item pair next to it. The 6 pairs with numbers are those which were 
discarded for B11 subjects in the final sco~. II, potcncy;~III, 

·activity - · · · · · it · : 
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/very /moderately / slightly / slightly / moderately / very / 

slow I I I I I I /fast 

unfair I I I I I I / fair 

rugged ! __ / I I I I /delicate 1[./ 

.. 
' 
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TENlIESSEE SELF COIDEPT SCALE: 

CONSTRUCTION AlID VALIDATION 

The original pool of items was derived from several other self-

concept inventories and also from written self-descriptions of pa,.. 

~tienta and non-patients. Of the 100 items used in the Scale, 90 are 

those Vihich were agreed upon unanimously by the seveh clinical psy­

chologists used as judges. The rema1njng 10 items, those comprising 

the Self Criticism scale, were borrowed from the L-scale of the UllIPI. 

It .Ill.ey' 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 bighl.y significant 

(mostly at the .0001 level) differences between the two groups for 

almost every subscale. This finding was supported by other studies 

cited 1n the Manual. Numerous correlations between various TSCS sub-

scales and other personality measures, such as the Edwards Personal 

Preference Schedule (EPPS) and the MMPI, are also provided in the 

Manual, and appear to support the validity of the TSCS (Lefebvre, 1971). 

246 
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One of the major features of the T&:S is its multidimension­

ality. In addition to providing a Total Positive Score, reflecting 

the overall level of self-esteem, the TSCS includes an evaluation 

of Physical Self, Moral-Ethical Self, Personal Self, Family Self, 

and Social Self. It also provides measures of Identity ("mat I 

am"), Self-Satisfaction ("how I feel about myself''), BehaviQr 

("what I do"), Self Criticism. (obvious defensiveness), Conflict 

(inconsistency vd thin the. same area), Variability (inconsistency 

from one area 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 

Maladjustment, Psychosis, Personality Disorder, lfourosis, and 

Personality Integration. The lfum.ber of Deviant Signs Score (NDS) is 

a purely empirical measure, and is simply a count of the number of 

deviant features on all other scores. The Manual 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 ao% accuracy. 

The scoring of the TSCS can be done manually w1 th the appropriate 

instructions and score keys. The method is :fairly straightforward 

al though scoring time is somewhat lengthy. The !IDS 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 make use of the computer-scoring available 

from the publisher of TSCS. In addition to being more economical, it 

should decrease the probability of scoring errors. 
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(TSCS 11anual, 1965, pp. 2-5) 

TENNESSEE SELF CO:NCEPT SCALE z 

NATURE AND MEANING or 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. 
I. Counseling Form 

1 
_.,/ 

A. The Self Criticism Score (SC). This scale is composed of l 0 items • These are all mildly <le­
rogatory statements that most people admit as being true for them. Individuals who deny most 
of these statements most often are being defensive and makir.g a deliberate effort to present a 
favorable picture of themselves. High scores generally in<licate 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 fil. 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~. (2) Th! s 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, and Row 3 
and are hereafter referred to by those labels. The Row Scores thus comprise three sub-.scores 
which, when added, constitute the Total Positive or Total P Score. These scores represent an 
internal frame of reference w~thin which 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 Whatj am category) the statements refer to 
what I am physically, morally, sociaiiy, etc. Therefore, lile pool of iter.-,s wa::; s;:.~tod again 
1.1cco:di:ig t-.:> Cic!:e ncv .. ~ ve!"t.:c31 -:-3tc:;0 .... ; '"'c-:, ~r~tr.h =!'"€'!the fl"e C0l1Jrnn :::ir.or~s nf the Sc.:;re 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 tjiey 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 such disturbed people as paranoid schizo­
phrenics who as a group show many extreme scores, both higil. 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§.!!!" items. Here the individual is describ­
ing his basic identity - wh:i.t 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 score reflects 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 

l, These items 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. 

S. Column A - Physkal 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 I"eference--moral worth, relationship to God, feelings of beinga "good" or "bad" person, 
and satisfaction with one's r::;.ligion 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 evaliJation of his personality apart from his body or 
his relationships to others. 

a. Column D- Fg_mily 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. . 

9. 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. 

C. 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 is 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. 

D._The Distribution·Score (D). This score is a summary score of the way one distributes his an­
sw1>rs i'l<::ross the five available choices in responding to the items of the Scale. It is also 
interpreted as a meai;ure of still another aspect of self perception: certainty atout the way 
one sees himself. High scores indicate that the subject b ve1y ddin.i.te c.nd catai;-, in ·•;!'-,;:it 
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" r<'lsponses 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 "S" and "l" 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. 

E. 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, intelliqence, 
and reading abil!!Y !2 handle this task, the majority of subjects complete the Scale in less 
than 20 minutes •. These qualifications are quite important; 1f 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 £Jinical anq Research FofTI!, 
The following additional scores of the C and R Forrn are preSE;nted in the order in which they ap­
pear on the Profile Sheet. Readers interested only in tile 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 sui.Jject' s approach to the task involves any strong tendency to agree or disagree 
regardless of item content (Fitts, 1961). 

The actual meaning ()f 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~ 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
ployment of both tendencies--affirming what is self and eliminating what is not self. 

B. 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 thisls a limited and purely operational definition and applicat.ion of the term "conflict". 
On the C and R Score Sheet separate scores are computed within each cell fer the ppsitive 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. Acguiescense 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 to the way he affirms his positive charac­
teristics. He concentrates on ... eliminating the negative". 

C. Total Conflict Scores. The foregoing Net Conflict Scores were concerned only with directional 
trends in ourP - N measureof conflict. However, some individuals have high P - Ndifferences 
which can.::el each other out because they are so variable in direction. It is of equal interest 
to cietermine the total amount of P - N conflict in~ "'-'bi~"""" ';'01' r"'."."?:'~ ":'.' ··.'::~~ :.s '.:-. .: ;-;.:t 
or directional amount of conflict. The Total Conflict score does this by summil)g P - N dis­
crepancies regardless of sign. High scores indicate confusion, cor.tradiction, 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 ilS 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. 

D. 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) l 00 
Neurotic Group (N) l 00 
Personality Disorder Group (PD) 100 
Defensive Positive Group (DP) l 00 
Personality Integration Group (PI) 75 

The comparative item responses for these groups were studied and analyzed 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. One might think of SC as an obvious defensiveness score and DP as a subtle 
defensiveness score. The DP Score stems from a basic hypothesis of self theory: that 
individuals with established psychiatric difficulties do have negative self concepts at s9me 
level of awareness, regardless of how positively they describe themselves on an 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 do not differentiate one palient 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. 

3, The Psychosis 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, 

5. 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 scale consists of 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 
peop1e who, by a variety of criteria, were j udgt:d as a· .... 'cl~-ugc or lA.:l~t.~· it~ t~Hn6 0: lt. .. i.·-...i c~ 
adj;istment C'' degree of personality inte9ration. 

E. The Number of Deviant Signs Score (NDS). The NDS Score is a purely empirical measure, and 
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 devi~nt in more major aspects of behavior. The findings with the NDS Score sub­
stantiate1:his hypothesis. Disturbed persons often obtain extreme scores on either end of the 
continuum, Consequently, a system which sets appropriate cut-off points for each score ou 
the Scale will identify disturbed persons with considerable accuracy. 

The NDS Scc,rn is the Scale's best index of psychological disturbance. This score alone 
identifies deviant individuals with about 80% accuracy. 

-
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VIII 

DRAW-A-PERSOU HULT.AU FIGURE DRAWINGS (KOP?ITZ SCORING): 

COUSTRUCTIOU AND V.ALIDATIO!i 

Human figure drawings (HPDs) 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 todey. The first of 

these is employed mostly by clinicians v.ho regard HFDs ae a projec-

ti ve 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 ae a developmental 

test of mental maturity. 

At least until the late 1960's most psychologists seemed to 

,,, 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 Vlho was unwilling to accept either method to the exclu-

sion of the other. Years of clinical experience and e:x:perimenta-

tion convinced her that the HFD test was one of the most valuable 

techniques for evaluating children just because she felt it could 

be used both ae a developmental test and a projective method. 

The foremost representative of the developmental approach to 

HFDs is Goodenough (1926) whose well standardized and validated 

252 
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Draw-A-Man 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-Man 

Test to include a. Woman ScaJ.e and a Self Scale. The Self ScaJ.e 

was developed a.a a projective test of personality. However, this 

scaJ.e met w:I. th unfavorable statistical findings. Harris found that 

Goodenough's work had been so care:fully 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-Man Test and IQ scores from intelligence tests. Harris ma.de 

a special point in stating that the Draw-A-MSl'J. Test measured mentaJ. 

maturity and was not a test of traits or personality dynamics. 

There is no doubt that those "10 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 clinicians 

have studied HE'Ds of adults and teenagers extensively, but have 

worked only to a limited degree with drawings of elementary school 

age children. Machover' s book (Personality Projection in the Drawing 

of the Human Figure, 1949) has become the most widely quoted book in 

the field and equaJ.s Goodenough's book in significance and influence. 

Although Machover' a 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 

Machover Offers numerous hypotheses based on psychoanalytic theory 

regarding signs on HFDs, but she offers no scoring system and no 

controlled research data to support her claims. 

Koppi tz ( 1966a) made a validation study of the :!JI siens. 

There were originally 38 possible items. She 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 ·,asc or Stan:ford-Binet IQ scores ranging fron 90-

148 with a oean of 110. Group 3 was composed of children from the 

same elementary school from kindergarten through sixth t:;rade. They 

were all selected by their teachers as outstanding 11all around" 

students vvi th good social, emotional and academic adjustment. Thore 

were no IQ scores available but the investigator eesumed high av-;rage 

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 comparison was made of the total number 

of Els ahovm. on the HFDs 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). Statistical computations revealed that the chi square 

values were significant at the .01 level for four items, a.t the .05 

level for four items and at the .10 level for four itens. Sixteen of 

the items were present exclusively on the HFDs of the clinic patients. 
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Two items (crossed eyes and omission of legs) ~~re so exceedingly 

rare as not to be shown on the drawings of either group. However, 

Koppitz retained them in the scoring criteria since, based on her 

experience, she asserted that they do re:f.'lect emotional problems 

... .nen they occur. 

Reliabilit"<J coefficients for the Els are not cited by Koppitz 

(1968). This may reflect her lzypothesis that the HFDs reflect cur­

rent personality concerns, and as such, perh9.ps, she would expect 

no scorable stability for subjects tested on the HFDs over ti..~e. 

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 

ald of another qualified psychologist. The two of them scored 

independently the HFDs of ten randomly selected second grade pupils 

and fifteen children ref erred to the school psychologist because of 

learning and behavior problems. The 25 protocols were checked for 

the presence of the 30 Developmental Items and the 30 Emotional 

Ind,icators. The two examiners checked a total of 467 different i teI:ls 

for all 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 investigators. The average number of 

items scored for each drawing was nineteen. On ten of the HFDs there 

was 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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IX 

·,,'IDE RANGE ACHIBvrn.GNT '.i'E.ST: 

CONSTRUCTION Alm VALIDATION 

The three subtests at both levels are: 

1. Reading: recognizing and naming letters and pronouncing 

words. 
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2. Spellir~: copy marl:r..s reseI'lbling letters, writing the ruJJ:ie, 

and writing single words to dictatio..'11. 

3. Arithmetic: counting, reading number symbols, solving oral 

problems, and performing written computations. 

The test contents of both levels are printed on the sane test 

blank. The first page of the teat 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 

s~cond and third pages are devoted to the ari tbmetic tests of level 

I ahd Level II respectively. There are 10 possible points for the 

oral 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 peraon•s name and reading 

13 letters. In addition, there are a possible 74 additional points 

for reading 74 words presented in an increasing order of difficulty. 



257 

Three types of scores a.re used in reporting the ff.fl.AT results: 

(1) grade ratings, (2) percentiles, and (3) stondard scores or devia­

tion quotients based on the grade ratings. Tho 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 

nursery school (N 9) through grade 20.0 (equivalent w:i. th the fourth 

year of graduate school; and for Level II Reading from the fifth 

month of prekindergarten (Pk 5) through grade 19.5. 

Whereas the grade score is comparable to the 11ental Age, the 

standard score is comparable to the IQ score of standard tests. The 

WRAT standard score hos a mean of 100 and a standard deviation of 15. 

The authors (Jastak and Jastak, 1965) report that ttthe WR.AT standard 

score is statistically comparable to IQ's obtained from Wechsler 

Scales (WAIS and WISC) and partly also to IQ's from the New Sta.n:f'ord­

Billet (Form. L-11) which has a standard deviation of 16." They further 

assert that "the results from the WHAT test can thus be directly com­

pared with the major individual intelligence scales." Standard scores 

on the ·.vn.AT ranga from 41 to 160. 

Percentile ranks a.re also provided for the raw scores. They 

are convenient because they raalce ranks (not scores) fron different 

standard suales comparable. However, the authors caution that they 

"should not be used in research or in reporting comparisons between 

scores or chal'lges following reiaedial effort" (p. 12). As a conse­

quence of the nature of percentiles, the present investigation used 

only grade ratings and standard scores for statistical comparisons. 
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The authors report that the WRAT "satisfies the statistical 

conditions of reliability most adequately," (p. 13). Numerous popu­

lation groups of different degrees of homogeneity were studied by 

the authors from 1945 until 1965. The correlation coefficients 

(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 split-half correla­

tion coefficients for the \'IRAT, 1965 edition. They were deternined 

on samples of 200 individuals selected in such a way as to represent 

probability distributions of achievement baaed on normative data. 

'£he split-half measures used were odd-even scores after the teat 

iten.s of each subject had been arranged in their exact order of 

d.i'fficul ty. Tho order of difficulty of each subtest was deteroined 

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 ru.·e in 

the order established by this iteu analysis. The arithmetic itams 

deviate in minor wa;fS from that order. 

The standard errors of measurements for the three Level II 

subtests range from 1.13 to 1.70. The reliability measures reported 

for all three su.btests 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. Nonetheless, the WR.AT is vr.i.dely used. and 
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considered to have substantial clinical and statistical reliability. 

The authors felt that an alternate test form would be superfluous 

considering the degree of reliability found on the WR.AT. 

Several methods of estimating the vaJ.idi ty of the i'iP..AT are 

reported in the Manual. The reading subtest bas 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 Manual cites other studies correlating 

the VIRAT with external criteria with significant results. Several 

validity studies correlating the WRAT with chronological age; vr.!. th 

other achievement tests; vdth intelligence and educational level; 

and with intelligence tests are cited in the l:Ianual •vi th positive 

results. A factor analysis made on the \'111.AT is described in detail 

in the ilanual • 
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c. s. 
M.J. 
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G.G. 
f"'l .1-<,J.. 
f. = Fa.c i Ii ~1-oR 

Ab.6e.nt 

R. H. 
E.ffa· 

j\I. rt· 

2 

(. The. fi .. 'L-~:t day we. M .. t on. the. Of-0011. .i.rt a c-Ut.de.) 

Ko;thy G. (to g..i.JtU e.n:tvU.n.g the. Jtoom) : We' Jte hav.lng a -0U-ht. 
M. V. : (lie.' Jte ha.v.lrtg a. c.amp 6.{.Jte. 
K. G. : I '.U le:t you be. :tfte {i.i.Ji.e.. 
~1. V. : No, we.' l!.e. gonna maize.. .the 6.i.!Le Ji.lg h:t he.Jte.. Mlllll'ia go e..-0 11,i..g h.t .lrt the. 

middle.. (a. gW ottt-0-i_de. the. g.lloup) • 
F: J,!J ;.,ome .. body not c.oming? 
M.D.: ~~It~ i-0 no.t c.om.i.ng. 

M~.O~! M.G.: 
F: 
c . .s.: 
M.V.: 
K.G.: 
C.13. : 
f: 

I .tCltke..d to M~. She' -0 going :to go in the ucond gMup. 
M~ R~ i-0 he.Jte.. She.' U be. heJLe.. 
v.~ down hi the. va,Ue.y. 
( Laug liLrtg ) Vown bi the vai.1,e.y. 
What .. ti.111e. .. i..-0 the J.ie.eond gh.oup? 
U:'h tt\1,;'.: mifil Mod 4. I.t'-0 .~omz.t.ln.ing .f'.)}1e. 10. o.ll fl:OO o'cXocJl. 

.d·~! • :!:.~ •.n~~H'!.~,A~"'('j?tJ}·,,. 

5/ie goe..-O "dent look o;t me" (mocking) 
V~'B. down in :trie vCLUe.y (la.ugh .. i.119 l. 

K.G.: 
/.l.V.: 
F: 
K.G.: 

c. 8. 
F: 
c.S 
r\l.V. 
F: 
C.5 • 

1.1.V.: 
c.s. 
M.A.&. 
K.G.: 

F: 
M.J.: 
c. s.: 

Shi .o(l,(d tho;t? 
Long ..t<..me ago. Lait week J.ihe. .t.Md( moc.!Ungl; "Don't .took. 
at me.". .. 
(lmtg h.lng) Who'd wa.nt :to look. at he.Jt! 
HM aYLybody e.vVt. :ta.lke.d to he.IL? 
Me.. 
Um - wn 
Wlta.t'J.> J.ihe.. • • . Uk.e.? 
Well bi .6pe.e.c.h, .t.he. liM a. lot .ohe. • • I te.lt yet.. -~he /1a.-0 e .. veJr.1.f;(:hbig a g,{}i,l 
c..ould have.. Eve..lly:ttung • .She.'.o got a phone., e.ve.r.u..th..:..ng in helt JWom. 

Ohh! 
And .ohe.' -0 got he.Jt own cli..amond Jt.lng. 

. Ye.ah! 
It .oow1d4 Uk.e .ohe.' .o -0poiled! 
H J.icu..ri<M tha .. .t way to me. too. 

( 61 w .llt -0 ile,n c.e. ) 
Site mu.6t have. .oome. p:wb.lem.6 that nobody d.oe. lmow.6 about. 
What! When .ohe. .. tofd u.6 about how lw.ge. he.IL doM..t i.6? 
Ohlt! She. told u.6 he..Jt tha,t U' .6 about fiMm abau..t that wa,U to he.1te. -
t!ti-0 t\U.de.. (irtdiC.a.t .. {J1g abO u;(: 2 0 I X 12 I ) 

Wha.:t ',i,6? 
H e.Jt do .o e:t ( .6 o wt d.o wig .ILIJ ) • 

... . 

, 



·' 

CS(c.ont'd ~om page 1) I'll :te..e .. e. you.. my be.d 6i-t6 bwve.en the. wal.t 
peJi&ect. Tha:t' ,!> how wide a i,~. 

M. D.: My fwu.J.Je. ,tJ,, a1> b.i.g M tlu-~ 1toom. (Ge.rte.Ital :tallU.ng a.bou;t; the 
.6ize.-6 06 thei.Jt be.d1wom6 and hou.he.6 bung J.Jma-lt). 
In tvunJ.J v 6 tlia.t . . • 
V-~~i~ V«~ p11..ob.f.en1.,, 
No. [g e.ne.1tal .tau.g lung J 

1'.I. V. : { le..a.cli.ng and o.:the./t6 j ohung ht) F nom .the. valle .. y o 6 .the.. j oUy ho! 
ho! ho! gJte.ea 9iwi:t. (1.au.glung) 

f; 
M.V.: 
f: 

F.: 

(Eve.1tyone. .tal.IU.ng .toge;the.Jt. Many wotr.d,!) !cJ.J.t) (They Me clu.ic.u..6.~btg 
why :A.O. c.an'.t Mnd a. c.om601c..table. way to .6it on .th"- 6.f..oa!t.) 
Me. we. agJte..e..d .tha:t only one pe.Man& will :tatfz. a;t a. .tune., M I 
c.a.a he..aJL wita;t you.' Jte 6ayhig? 

Many voic.u: - Ye.ah! Okay. 
F: Yott don' .t nec.e,~.o a!Li-ty ha.v e. to JtcUJ e. you.It hand-6 olt a.ny.tli.Uig, bu..t 

'jllf.i.t wait wi:ti-t yott c.an get o.the..M a.Ue..n.tfon. 

M.V.: 
K.G..: 
M.V. 
G. G-
M.V.: 
c.B. 
K.G.: 
C.B.: 
M.V.: 

G. b 
K.G.: 
G. c,, 
K.G.: 
M.V.: 

c.B 

(G~ e..nte..M .f..a;te.) 

G~! 
Long ;t;.me.. no .6ee. 
Yeah, .6..i..nc.e. Math (.f..a,~.t c..f..a.M) • 
Oh, .tha:t WM a. long .ti.rne. a.go. 
Yeah,the. wa.y 6he. .te.ac.hu. 
Ughhl ·,. 
{g 2nV'.al gigg Ung ! 
Now we. c.o.n aU. 6.ta.Jtt .. ta.tb.,tnq abou .. .t he.tr. (.the ..tf'.ac..h".Jti • 
She WM a. 1.a.tte u..p6et a.bout 
I Ulze M,tJ,,.f.i P. She'.6 up.6e.:t a,t i:Jsc.au...6e 6he d-i..da'.t go 
.to he.Jt .t.u..taJt,{_ng • -----
She.. .6Md we don' i have. .to go i6 we.. don..t wa.ri:t :ta. 
Did you. ag.1te.e. .ta i,;t? Tha..t you. wan..t to be. .tu,tOJte.d? 
Ye.ah! 
No won.de.tr.. 
My mom' .6 cmMt, cite c.an .tu.ta.It me. 
(gene.1ta.t .talHng) 
My dog'¢ got mo.Ile. b:t~ thaa he.It (1te.6eJr/1.,fog .. to a. te..a.c.lte.Jt l 

F: In .:te..ton.6 06 .the c.on.t.lta.c..t we :u: .. ad, doe.6 anybody not u..nc!.e..Mta.nd 
~ .6ome..tliJ..ng? 

F: 

M.V.: 
F.: 

(C. ga.ve. a c.on6t(.,~e.d 6a.c.i.ai.. e.x.plteM.-i..on} 

Ye.ah, none. 06 a, ;U.gh.t? Ba.-~ic.al.f..y wltCLt, ci,& b:1.le.61.Y a.ti I c:.a.n 
put ,{.t (1.au.glun.g .{.gno.lte.d), wita..t J....t Mljl:> in. .te..mn,~ 06 u:ha..:t' .0 
e.x.pec..te.d 06 al.f.. 06 u..6 ,tJ,, .tha..t r;ou.. c.an .ta.f.il about whCLte.ve.Jt you. 
want to a.nd a,~ de..e.p a,~ you. wa.n.t .to, but wha.te.ve.Jt you. 6a.IJ ohou.1.d 
be. lwnu.t. Okay? 
U ,tJ,, • I WM !(.,(_g li.t. 
I WM wlia.t? 

, 



M.V.: 
K:G.: 
F: 

-

I WM tughl .. 
Ofwy, Ok.a.y - aiJt,i_g h.t. 
Ok.a.y, 6oJt .tho.o e who j Lv:.:t c.ame.. -i..n, we j u_,,~:t 6 ahl .thctt we. ag Jte.e 
.tha..t one peJt60n wUC. :taik. a.:t a .ti.me. I:t doe.Mt' .t ma.tte.Jt -
You don' :t ha.v e. :to Jta-i..6 e. yo ult hroid. Yott c.a.n u.o e. a.ny fund o 6 i\Ja.y 
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you wa.n.t J:.o, :to g e.t :the. 6loolt. 
C. C. : I 'm £i o.i.ng :to .o it he.Jte.. ( u.p cit :the. J:.ab.C.e) . 
F: Btt.t -i..6 we a..l.C. :ta..lf<. a.:t :the. .oame. .time., I c.a.n 'J:. wtde.Jt.o:tand you on :the. 

:ta.pe. and we. c.an' :t 1mde.Jt,~:tand one. ano:the.Jt. 01::.a.y? 
Manlj vo-i..c.e.6: Okay. 
F: Von' :t you. wa.n:t :to be a. pa.Jtt o 6 .the g.'Lou..pf 
C. C. I'll be a. pcvvt 06 :the. g,'Loup, but I don.' :t want :tu ii,l;t on :the fi.loolt. 
K:G.: V-i..d you w1deM:ta.nd :the. la..o.t one? 
F.: Some 06 a. 
c.B Le:t'.o .talk. about .tea.chelt.6. 
M.V.: Nooo! 
G.G.: V-i..d you :tape. U6 6.11.0m la..6.t week? Alte. you go-i..ng to play a,. Olt d-i..d 

F.: 
M. V.: 
K.G.: 
F: 
M.V. 

M.V.:·. 
f' ·<"' .. ,.,. ···;;; 

M. V.: 
. K.G.: 
M. V. :' 
F.: c.e 
G.v. 
M.V.: 

M.V.: 
G.& 
M. V.: 

you a..l1tea.dy? 
1.t' .o on the o.dte.Jt .o.<.de. 
C. '.o a. c.ool head. 
She.. .l-0. 
And :then nex.t week., I'll e.Jta..o e. a by Jte.c.OJtding Hf?.Xt week' 6 .oeM.lon. 
She ha..o a. c.old. 

Wlia.:t aAe. we. go.i.ng .to .oa.y? 
~le:!. f''~~:~~-~'!'t :'..nd·z'!~~1~1c .fJ:, {e~'.~f:t!l1i_a_ J • 
Juo.t .Uk.e .ln Span.l-Oh. 
(laugho) 
I love how .ohe. la.ugly:.. Tee he.e he.e.! (moc.khig K.G.) 
Wha.:t a.Jte. .oome. o 6 yowi. .lde.a..o a.bout wha.:t you e.xpe.c.:t. 61t0m .tfU-0 g1t0up? 
Ummmm! -. 
To help e.a.c.h othe.Jt out on pltoblem.o. 
To undva:ta.nd ·wfta.:t' .o wJtong c.\ti..tlt ea.ch o:the.Jt. 

(gene.Jta..l la.ugh.te.Jt) 

Same..th.lng Uke. tha.:t. 
1:t .oou..nd-0 Uk.e. we ha.ve. a me.n:ta..l plt.Oblem. 
Va we. want any .ooplwmOJte.6 .ln .tli.-W Jtaam? (.oa..i.d 6oJt the. be.ne.6,l;t 06 
en1ba.Jt.Jta..o-0.lng a 1.>0phamaJte. who wa..lke.d .ln:to .the 11.oom - .ooplwmoJte. 
holle.tie.d .oome..tlung ba.c.k.) 

( g e.n e.Jta..l laug h.t.e.Jt ) 

F.: Okay, we. Jte.a.ily don':t have. a whole lo:t 06 .tune.. I Uke. :ta .oee. you 
enjoy a, bu:t ••• 

K.G.: We do, we. do. 

(9e.11eJta..l la.ugh.t.e.Jt) 

i\t.V.: E.ope.C'.A.aU.y when. I'm .ln the. gJtaup. 

' 
... 
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c.{? Oh boy! We. have moJte fimt wilhouX. lteJL. Oh, I don't !tea.tty c.Me. 

F.: 

K.G.: 

F.: 

c.e 
K.G.: 

M.V.: 

F.: 

c.b 
M.V.: 

Hope we have molte 6un wUh what.? 

W.U.hau:t he.11. ( pahi-tfog :ta i•I. D. } • 

Yau !tea.Uy Uke eac.h . o:the1t, don' -t you..? 

Yeah, we.' ,'te. goad 6Jtie.nd1.i. 

Ye.ah, bu..t 6att haw long? 

SA'..nc.e. :the. begiriiU.ng 06 1.ic.hool. 

Vid you.. know eac.h o:theJL be.60Jte you c.ame lte.Jte? 

No. 
No, a 6 c.au..M e. na:t. TheJte. Me :two • • :two a:the.tt gA'..Jtl-6 61tom 

my .&c.ltool who C.ame. he.~. 
\ 

(geneJtal mwunultA'..ng4 about :the :tJ,1,;a g~ who atte. wUlt :the 

tte.g ufott p!tOgttam} 

F.: Va you have. -Mme 06 :the .oame 6eilings we Welte talking a&ouX. 

la.o.t week?_ AbauX. 6eiling Uke a dummy? 

' 

M.V. : AbouX. dummy? 

M.G.: 

K. f;:: 

No, when .oomeane a.ok-6 what 1.iubjec.:tl.i I'm taluitg, I fie.et 1.ia 

6unny .telung .them I .tahe. GMine.M Mat.it (nvivou.~ i.aughi. 

So! BMineM Ma:th ,{.).) a lo.t ea.o.i.Vt :than ma:th. illy ma.the/I. 

even 1.iaid- .oo lM:t iU.gh:t. 

F.: fa BMhteM Mat.It ;,~ame,tfung .tha,t you .ta.Ile be601te. rJOt( take 

K.G.: 

G.G-

K.G.: 

c.e 
G.6-

M.V.: 

M.G. 
c.t: 
F.: 

c.'$ 

Af.ge.bJta? 
-.. 

No, you don't have to take Aege.b,1ta. 

U.ke. e.vvi.y:tlung .that. you.. ne.e.d in Ufie., Uke. Ae.9eb1ta and all 

:that. Uk.e. •.•• 

You don't tie.e.d Af.ge.bJta in U6e.. 

That''-> -0.tupid. 

U.k.e w!U.ting out c.he.c.k.1.i and -0.t1.L66 Uke. :that.. 

I d,i,d my mom'-0 ban/<. balance. •• go:t -U aU·JtJ...gh.t .too. 

I won It do rune.. 

We. don't • • • • (laugh,{.ng) 

[laughing) You don't have. a bruik. balance .• 

Na, we. don' .t have a c.he.c.hlng thing. I don' .t know why. 

Maybe. we.' tte. old 6Mhfone.d ( C~ and ~ laugfUng) 
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... 

M.V.: 

Id. v.: 
M. T<.L 
id.V.: 

c.8 
j\f,R. t 
M. V.: 

c.f; 

K.G • .; 

M.V. :· 

K.G.: 

M.V.: 

c. :S' 

c. :13 
1\l.A. G­
c. S 
c.S 
M. V.: 

M.V. 

c. e 
M.G.: 

c. (, 
K.G.: 

,'vf. 11. : 

c. 6 
M.V::. 

K.G.: 

M.V.: 

{Mme. a.boflted lauglun9 - :theri .6,{,lenc.el 

Come on M~ R.mfl - N~ and ,\I~ Am oa.I} .jome.:tlung. 

,1.1.R. Do IJOU know V.~ V~? 

Yeaft a.ncl I dori' t LU~e hr.It. 

Vo you uf~e he.It? 

Vo you LUze lie.:1.., 111~ 

No, no:t at alt. 

5 

YOu -0lwuld have. be.en hetz.e. lcu.t week we. had a bad conve.JtM_;t,i,on. 

Ba.-a.-a.-a.d. 

(!mtg .o.Ue.nce. and ne.Jtvou.o g,i,gg.te.-0 

Oh, boy! Tlw ,i,-0 :tlvUlling :today. 

Mme.one. :ta.pp.i.119 on 6too1t) 

{Mme g,i_gg.V..ng I SU Mound 
f • 

. the. c.a.mp6,(}1.e.. 

Ye.ah, jump ,i,n. 

You. want to go ,i,n i!JJ..:th heltf 

No 
l!J!fe.e.1ta.l M6:t g,i,ggUng - long .t.ilenc.e) 

Eve.Jtyone'.6 loo/U.ng at eve.Jtyone. eL6e. and nobody'.~ -0a.ying 

no.tlung. C? L.oo.J..d .some.:tliJ..ng ctllteo.dy. 

(long -0.il'.enee.} 

Le.:t' .6 have a. <'>ea.nee! 

Oli, no. 

Le:t~ .6 go :to .oc.luf al. 

Uh,Uh, I'm no:t that c/r..azy. 

Ofa.a.y eome on, le.:t'-0 go. 
Le:t' .6 go home. (tie go:t ••• 20 minute<"> :to go - we. got 10 m.lnu.ttl<'>. 

Le.:t'-0 .t.ee. (tie ge:t out at 3:29. 

Al!Ug ht le.:t ' .6 .t.:ta.flt. 
And then we go to a. ba.oke:tba.il. ga.me.':ti.l 4:30. 

Von' ;t ttem,i,nd me. 

Wlw.t do you. wa.n:t :to :talk a.bout? 

She. want:-~ :to :talk a.bout boy.t.. 

Yea.Ii, wlty no:t? fimmm. 
Wha,t a.bout ' em? { lau.g h.lng I What don' :t we know? 

(IJhat don' :t gou. /mow ? Ha.! Ha! 

Ahh ! { la.ug h.6 ) 

•· 



' 

c.f.J 

c.G 
Al .G. : 

c.0 
c. (., 
c.G 
K.G.: 

G.6 

Vo · yotL /mow whcd we. know? 

(Ha! Ila! Ha!. l (Some.one. uU..d Mme.tlung abotd "v-Utghi") 

Wita,t do you. fmon.?!' (latLgh.6) 

; The.;J 'Jr.e. k..fod o S ,~ quMe.. Bloc.khe.ad-0. 

Vo IJPU know .&ome..tfdng? 

No, 1 clon ':t (mow. 1 ne.vvr. even he.Md 06 a boy. 

I/ow do .they look? 

Hee, Hee, Hee 

Af.JUght., .le..:t' .6 .&top tjOu guy.&. 

(K.G. -0.t.Ul 9-tgg.Ung I 
(long -Ode.nee - Mme wl~pe!Ung l 
(C. loudly c.le.M.o hvr. tf11toal.J 

6 

M. G. : TIU...& -<..& gJteCLt! Some.one. elei e hM to :tlU.nk o 6 Mme..:tfU.ng :to .&alJ. 

t(G • .thought 06 the. lM;t .:th-<.ng. 

M • R. L M:.i.flt cli..d -0 ~e .&a.IJ .7 
M.V.: v~v._. 

K.G.: That' .6 not much :to .tfunk abotd. 

M.V.: 

P. 0- (mu.mble;., Mme.tlifog and ~ lvmg ~ Mwu.i..deJr..l!i ) Notl?i..nrJ to M.IJ. 

c. e : , Iii ~,,,a.~i"' ·i.:..IJ:.. 

M.V.: (and o.th'vr.-0 I_ Yeah, .&Wte! 

K.G.: 

c. f!, 
M.V. 
G.tr 

1 can tell when .JJOU 'Jte -<.11 :the lttrid11toom. .. 
Mtj mothvr. '.6 alway,~ complabt-<.ng abou...t my motdlt. 

(ge11eJtal mwimuJt a11d glgg.Ung I 1 Uke. .it! 

In peiydiology today they wvr.e .taJ..IUng abotd wliy people. don' .t make 

61Ue.nd6 :thcd good becau.6e. moei:t people judge. 'em by .:thw loof7..& 

and no:t by the.Vt pe.MonaU.ty. 

F.: Um hwnm. 

(M. V., K.G., C. g.i.ggle. and Hmm I/mm! I 
G. f.i.. I:t '-0 -0 vz+oi.11>, d. '.6 :tJtue. 

{g-tggle.) 

G.(;,.. J.-ll<.e. look, N. V., who 
(AU latLgh) 

C. S But .6he '.6 go.t M nnny &Jt-<.end.6, Uk.e.. .thcd whole lwichJtoom kftaW.6 · 

lte.Jt. 
(MvVtal ht u~onl: Ye.ah! (fo.ugldng l 
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H.D.: 

(c.C. says something) 

Yeh! C.~1in 301B. 

30lB? We weren 1 t laughin at her. 

7 

M.D. The other day you and,·. uh, v~ and Jlfflm \Vere laughing. 

c. s Listen, you can't help it. xou sit there and you die. 

You can 1 t help laughin 1 • 

You can't help it! 

G. Cr You have to laugh. 

F.: What did she do? No, no, no 

K.G.: 

G.~ 

K.G.: 

She stinks. 

(laughing) 

She's uncoordinated, you know, like in gym. She can't 

do much. lsomeone giggles) But you feel sorry for her, 

you know. 

Since the beginn.iug of the year, MiGs B. has been giving 

her teots. Since then we've taken all kinds of 1 cm. 

F.: Gym tests you,Anean? 

(general uh, h~h'.) 

G. C:r 

c. 6 
GG. 
M.D.: 

c. c 
K,G.: 

M.D.: 

M.D.: 

' 

And she talks funny. 

No, she doesn't. 

She does in a way. 

Yeah! 

She talks like she 1 s a big lady. 

Uh, huh.! 

Old fashioned. 

(general talking) 

I couldn 1 t believe it. :r:ou know like the first three 

•· 

~· ' · .. 
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weeks of school, when we didn 1 t have to we~1.r our uni-

forms and we could wear anything we wanted. Her 

mother wouldn't let her wear pants. 

c.S Whc.t did she wear? 

G • (;.l- ;'fell that's the '•:1ay she was brought up. 

ICG.: Um - Hrtnnm. 

M.D.: V/ell, yeah, but her dresses were down to her ankles 

and they weren't maxis'. 

G.(r Yeah, but s.he 's brought ·up different. 

c.5 Yeah, she's nice. She's the only kid. 

M.D.: 

c. (., 

G. Cr 

F.: 

G. (.r 

K.G.: 

G.~ 

F.: 

G. (,-

' 

Well, my mom's old fashioned, but she let's me wear 

v:rhat I want. 

So's mine (old fashioned) 

Vrell,. I can't -¥mar everything. 

(Ohh! short silence) 

Do yo:u see ••. Have you seen anytimes when that's true? 

What you rea& in Psychology today? Where people some-

times are disliked ••• maybe sometimes liked just 

because of what they look.like? 

Um - Hm 

Ummmm Hmmrnram 

Like you see someone and you don't want to make friends 

with them like cuz she's ugly or something, you: don't 

want to be seen walking with her cuz •.•• you feel a 

little bit dumb. (nervous laugh) 

Dumb because you're walldne with her because she's ugly. 

Yeali! (general giggling) 

• , . .. -

... 
'{ 

.. 
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C. B Everyone's looking at me. 

(gener~ giggling) 

F.: Have any of you ever been disliked for what you feel 

K.G.: 

M.R.l 

. M. ~. L 

G. G-

c. 8 
F.: 

GG-

F.: 

is an unfair reason? Because somebody didn't take the 

time to get .to know you? 

Not that I know of. (nervous laugh) 

(short silence) 

I uh • • • when I moved:· in my house, I got to know a 

pretty iot of the people around there because I had a 

boyfriend right away, you know cause I started'liking 

him so he started liking me and you know all the girls 

sorta like he introduced me to all the other guysi· 

And then I had all th~ther guys talk~ng to me and 

everything and-all' the other girls, you know were really 

They were just jealous • 

We(;:~ saying "She just got here", you know and she knows 

all the guyi". 

'.'le had a new girl in our eighth __ grade class. ;;>he was 

real cute, I don•t know. · All the guys pa.id attention 

to her and all of us just sat there trying to get-t,hem 

jealous, waiting for a new boy to walk in. ~o one, c.ame 

in andhe was really ••• a winner, but >le went on with !t 

any way and trift'}d matting the boys. jealous and ••. but it 

didn't work. 

Ugh. 

\'/hy not? 

I don 1 know • • • cuz he was ugly. 

Ohh. That's what I thought you meant. 

• 

.; 



Ti' • . . . 
!1.D.: 

c.fJ 

M .. D.: 

i-1.D.: 

~I.D. 

c.8 

10 

(Silence - then :=;iggling) 

So~ething's going on. 

It's a rubber bane.!. stuck in my tooth, 

(silence and giggling) 

HmmmL 

(more silence and giggling) - {murnurings - one gl.rl 

squnezing up a plastic cui:-.- all join in who h.we plastic mps 

m d giggling -·more s ib nee) 

Oh, I know what we cant alk about. 

Tell me about it. 

(giggling) 

I don't knoi~ if ,this is very interest1.ng, but •••• 

Talkl 

Hell, I don't know if I cc:,;-i toll it. 

Will you talk? 

H.D. Well, in basketball/you know, Niss B., divided us up. So 
'·· 

I 1 m on one team and this one girl was on her team "lnd that 

girl hogg3d the ball all tbs time and didn't give anyone else 

a chance and I thought ••• I was going to tell Hiss B., (nervous 

Jaugh) to let, ••••• to tell her to let someone else ••••.• I gave 

every?ne else a chance at the ball and everything. See I have 

experience with running with the ball real fast, and evorything 

you know. See, I ca:i. handle the ball good. 

F.: U mm-h!rJ:l. 

H.D.: And so I'd pas3 it to someone sea' causa like when I was in 

grade school, they had basketball and I'd pass it to so~eone 

' • 
I 
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and thay would dribble it but tbrn tl:ey lwnld lose it to the 

other team. I felt kinda bad 'cnz I C'..;uld have rr>.ade a bsket, 

I think. But this other g)..rl starts :from like that end oyer 

there and she comes running like this all the way down with-

out passing it to one of her other teamnates and I think that 

she shou.J..d eiva someone else a chance (nervous - embarrassed 

giggle) 

F.: Would you have enough nerve to tell her that?. 

11.D.: Umrnm. Yeah, I would. I will , I will, I will tell her. 

(laughing) 

F. : Especially~ if she's on the opposing team, why was that 

K.G.: 

M.D.: 

G.~ 

F •: 

tiI.D.: 

c. e 
c.~ 

.M .D • : 

c.t 
M.D.: 

F •: 

I 

:iJllportant to you? 

Well, since we're one team, the other girls should rave practice 

' too, instead of letting her hog the ball •. 

So? 

She does it all the tinn. Whenever she gets the ball, she 
l • won ''t let • • • • • • she' 11 run to the other basket. 

Is that the other team? 

No, she's on my team, but we•re like divided up. 

You play like a practice game? 

Yeah. 

.Strange. 

liho is she? 

I don't know • 

She wears glasses? 

And kind of heavy~ 

Is.· she good'? Does she lose the ball by doing that? 

r .... • . ! 
. ·: ... " ~ .. 

. .... ,·. \. 

·. 
It . 

' 
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~ o, tut ••• I ,;ouldn 1t hoc the 0:111 thonr;h. 

c-..0 Ch, I know ~>13 has black hair. YAahL I know who she is. 

And here ::ha ~0·1ld be passin~ to Claudia. 

C., you sere on that side of the team. £id you notice that 

--- what'she 1s t'llking about? 

c.C, No, ••• no, we don't do that. Some p~ople think we j'lst •••• 

Like when I have th3 ball I just kaep giving it to her, you 

know everybody else is guard3d, but the othor people think ycu. 

can get out of it real fast. But in one minute you can't watch 

••• she 1s free for a second, so is she and you got to throw it 

to the first one who you see is free, so, I'd always throw it to 

her. 

F.: Ummm.m-hmmmm111rn.. You mean that 1 s what people say to you? 

c. C Yeah, they always s.;~, th~t •••• but they eithar say the girls 

usual~ throws it to the o"tber une ••• 

c.8 
I 

Boy, this •••• thi~. is thrilling today. 

(short silence) 

M.D.: Well, this time I'm not going to hog it. I said. I would hog 

it, but I wcn 1t. (she meant hogging the session) 

G.S'. I'm gonna cry. 

(silence - someone crumpline paper & murmuring) 

K.G.: (laugbling) 

M.D.: let's ask her a question and see if she'll t:ilk. Ckay, Patty, 

remEHnber that on'! t im!! when you ruined that T. V .. ? 

When what?. (laughing and surprised) 

M.D.: When the T.V. room burnt down. 

K.G.: You better ;shut up, she might beat us up or something. 

,; .. : ...... ., 
·-

' 



F •: 

M .. D.: 

c. B 
K.G.:· 

M.D.: 

c.B 
M.D.: 

K.G.: 

M.D.: 

"' . ,, .. 

F.: 

K.G.: 

H' • ... . . 

M.ll.: 

... -

(gier;lins) 

She mtc,ht do what? • • • Oh, beat you up. 

Shut your mouth ••• (laughing) shttt you::- lips. (P. 1s mouth was 

open in confusion ) 

This is really thrilling tod.a;it. :· 

(giggling) 

Okay, ~do you have anything else to say? 

No M.D., do you have anything else to sey? 

I ·said mine already. 

I know. 

Why don't you say somethine (to F.)~ You probably can think 

of a lot of things. 
q /12/:; 

Lj,ke:·wl'lat? (giggling) Jf I think of sow~thing, I'll say 

I don't know I dcn.1 t know ••• 

I.et 1s talk about wh! people are scared to talk. 

(short giggling) -.. 

That's a good idea. 
q/~ls 

(g'iggling) Along the line of what G. said, Yeah, I have some-

thing to say. One, why people are scared to talk and second, 

how different people handle the s"1.lence ••• like when we aren't 

talking, ho~ they behave. I think K. had an idea when she was 

trying to tell you (~I.D.) like - you said yours. 

Yeahl 

I thinlc you talk a lot •••• (giggling and agreement) and you 

try to get other people to talk so there won't be any quiet. 

Yeah, well my mother says that to me a lot • 

•• 
. i 
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1.b 

K.G.: Yeah, ••• what do you th ink I was trying to teJl you. 

(a sophomore ca:no into room to set r;cirbaGO) 

F •: Is this ~ passway or something? 

K.G.: U rnmrrun-l:mr.un • 

M.D.: Hey, we got some Garbage hero ( holding up her empty pop cup) 

K.G.: A nickel a cup, you gotta pay to pick: up. 

M.D ... : Hey, that rhymes. 

K .. G.: I 1 m a poet .ond didn't know it. 

F •: G., what ideas do you ha'le as why people might be scared to 

talk. 

G.0- I dcn 1 t know ••••• maybe, they don't know us as well as the 

rest of us know each other and they don't know'what to say. 

M.R .\... Or maybe they feel a Httle bit stupid. 

a.&- Yeah, that they foal they are afraid to speak out•cause they'd 

be wrong. 

K.G.: Uh Hahl 

G • c;.. I 
I'rn·:usuall-J like that when a teacher tlSks a question and I'm 

too scared to answer 'cuz % think the answer will be wrong 

and everybody will laugh at r.is. 

c.~ I feel like that too. 

I used to feel like that too. 

M.D.: I still do. 

G.(1- My mother says, you should speRk up though, 1 cuz that's tho only 

way you foarn. If it's wrong, she' 11 correct you. 

F.: Just about that point ••••• , have any of you ever had the answdr 

in your head arxi you didn't say it and then somebody else said 

it and you were rieht? 

' 
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Almost all in unison: Yeah1 

In Spanish Clasa. 

I told my mother I know tha answer sorn.etimes and she waits 

for e'rerybody to have the answer and I'll have the answer, 

but I Jon 1t say 1em and I says •••• and she told us she's gonna 

start grading us on how we respond in class and everything. 

H.D.: 

F.: 

But the ona 1 s~ in:tha back ••• 

(general laughing) 

What about the one's in the back? 

in ths back'l 

Oh, separate th" one's 

c.s Oh, don't do thatl That's what sho told me and she goes, 

separate yourself like that. I •••••• 

F.: Who said that? Your teacher? 

Yeah. Terr.As ! kne~r ••• I ~ot r~ally mad' cuz last week ahh 

you know, thG advanced Spand.sh Class told us that we were 

going to go to Spain. She asked Miss T., last week. 

c.c Tomis 

.... 

c.s To:nAs, I don't care and s~a goes •••• you know like were we 

going?. Hiss T., says 11Yeah, you 1 ll go. ·whoever is i.nterested 

I'll take you, you know. 

F.: Really 1 to Spa in?. 

C.t' Yeaht 

C.: To Madrid. 

C.f_ Yeah, •cuz soma other peop;J.a ·wera going, you know so W6 were 

really thrilled. And today OM girl asks h"r and she goes, 

11No, •cuz you:1re not native speakers and you're not •••• 

C. ~ You 1 re not mature enough. 

C.(. Yeah, you•re not mature enough. 

·' .. .) . 

__ ,,,,,. 
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M.D.: 

M.r 

M.J.: 

M.D.: 

c.t 
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Who did she tell this to? 

Ottr class, but you know what isn't fair tho 1 is 1 ike •••• 

ah the beginning of the year, we learned how to say "What's 

your name?" And like she could teach us like, 11 Where do I 

live?" w'ha t do I do?" She could teach us those kinds of 

words. And I don't even thin~ they'll get lost anyway, you 

know. 

She oon 1 t even know how to say casserole. 

We were" •••• wera kind of wondering, because SM wasn't telling 

us no details about it, you know. Like I don•·t know, just 

little stuff. So that's when this one girl and she goes no, 

no, youl'can 1t go. So we were real mad 1 cuz after all this 

tim~ we were asking our parents. 

And she say-s 11 No''. 

OhhL I told my Dad that I said I didn' t want to go~ 

Mrs. Del c. ••• she let ... she's our teacher 1 cuz I'm in the 

advanced Spanish •••• 

c.f; You're Spani~? 

C. C YeahL 

C. 5 Really?. 

c.v 

C.S, M:J 

& M.D.: 

c.t, 

(laughing) 

You know, first of all she said "They can't go". Then after 

a while she says, you can go if you have somebody there to 

translate !or you, you know. 

Uh huh ' 

She said, 11 You gotta have per:nission from your parents, the 
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pri11cipal and ••• 

M.D.: But you go durinG school vacation. I'd rather stay here 

in the states. 

F.: Ho~ expensive is this trip? 

c.c. $319.00. 

M;) 

c. (, 

c.G 

$319.00, I think. 

But she changed it down, I think. 

Hbwtmuch is it? 

C.(. $290.00, I think. 

c. S OhhS 

MX Wheel 

M.D.: She's gonna get the cheapest plane that sha can get. 

(all laugh and make fun) 

17 

c., it will be highjacked to Cuba. You know she'll give us 
·' . " .... ~ .. 

c.c 
M.D.: 

She was talking about planes getting highjacked to Cuba. 

Now sn. 1 s not going to let you go. 

(laughing). 

c. t, No, she 1s not taking us on the cheapest plane. There 1s one 

M.D.: 

c.t, 

c.8 
K.G.: 

c.c, 
M.D.: 

G.(1-

for $115.00 and we're going on the one for $290.00. 

Are you going on a ·147? 

It takes 10 hours to get there. 

Oh, my God! 

Forget it. Ha, ha, hal 

If you take the cheap plane it takas 20 hours. 

Ughl Tell her to·~keep the $290.00. 

That takes up a whole day., 
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J.t'.: Wha·t •••. what seems to be the ••• First .of all, what group 

a.fr 
was the trip originally for? 

All the Spanish speaking ••• 

C. 6 They started it •••• the advanc"d class and like I don 1 ~ 

know. We heard about it arrl then we asked her and me said, 

M.D.: 

M.J 
F •: 

11Yes," and then next she said, 11 no 11 • 

And that really made a lot of people mad. 

Yeah, and we thought ••••• 

So it's not just for juniors or seniors or sophomores, or 

freshmen. 

c. S No, just anyona. 

F.: Anybody in advanced Spanish Class. 

C.S' She goes, anyone that's interested. That's exactly what she 

said. And, Oh, I was so mad all day. I really wm1ted to go, 

tool 

F.: Well, is it necessarily, out. 

C. 6 No. 

F.: Is there something you can still do •••• I don't really under­

stand what's really going on. Like what's her reason? 

c. :5 I don't know what her reason is • 

C.(. They're just going on. 1cuz sh! said one in a great while •••••• 

this is really a great offer 1 cuz for $290.00 to go to Spain 

all thes way around. 

F.: But like what 1 s the reason f cr s eying that your class can 1 t 

go? 

C.c,. .Sbe said that they'll get lost 1cuz they don't know the language 

I 



-

and all that. And they'll be ••• it won't b<J she said-it 

won't ba that· interesting for them •cuz they won't und«r­

stand a woz;d of Spanish. 
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c.S You can know English and live in America and not get lost. 

That's what w~ i::hould tell her. 

M.D.: 

F.: 

c.5 

F.: 

c.E 

r· can get lost right here in Chicago. 

Because you don't know the Spanish language? 

Like if you do (get lost) you havo to say "where can I go?" 

And all that. You could learn that. 

When is the trip? 

April. 

C. IJ Marcll. 

c. S March'l 

F.; Fer how long?: 

c. S 9 days. 

F.: Hmnun, 9 days? 

C .. (., But the thing is, it 1 s not fair, because the sophomores, they 

took Spanish last year. They won't know that much Spanish 

this year. And they'll get to go • ••• 

K.G.: 

c.f, 

F.: 

K.O.: 

Uh huhl 

All the sophomores, juniors. 

Who are not taking Spanish now1 

Uh huh, right. 

C.t,, Oh! No, the sophomores are taking Spanish now, they took it 

last year, but they don't know that much now~ 

F.: Oh, I sea. 

K.O.: There's this O!le girl in our Spanish class and she fell 



.... 

asleep in class and the teacher was talking a bout her in 

Spanish and she goes (mimicking a snor lng girl) ••• 

{general laughing) 
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c.f>' You know what I don't like? I don't like it when our Spanish 

teachar gets up thera and talks Spanish and I don't know what 

K.G.t 

p.s 
K.G.: 

K.G.: 

K.G.: 

a.s 

c. c. 

M.D.: 

C.(, 

Cll. S 

Cl.C 

K.G.: 

she's saying. 

She does, sho doas;. We don't understand a word she's saying. 

We s.it there nuh huh, yeah, no, I mean •• •• 

We do. 

And Wt'J get it by on3 word, but ••• 

Yeah. 

But J.ike the first day we ever came in, she was talking to 

us in English and then all of a sudden here came this Spanish 

Drrrrl 

We d idn•t even know what hit us and ••• 

(loud cl>.atter and shrill giggling by K.G., M.D. and a few others 

- words lost) 

In our Spanish class we're not to talk, we're not allowed to 

talk ona bit of English. 

Ohhhl 

The only one that's aLlowed to talk English is ••••• 

~? 

Raa"ta 'cuz she don't know that much. Oh and M~ is okay. 

She'll misunderstand some things, but she knows a lot of tho 

Spanish words. 

That's because Josie teaches her. 
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Cl.f/ She gets inad at us. "Don't talk English" oB this or that. 

'Cuz half of the words you know, we don't know how to pro-

nounce. She says a word and we know what the definition is 

but we're not sure about changing the word endings and she 

gets mad ... 

Ch.8 /hhl 

M.R.1- Mrs. T., I got somethin' I ~anta ask ya•, but it might sound 

F": 

M.R.l 

M.D.: 

K.G.: 

.... " .. 

' 

kinda dumb. But like ummm •••• if you, if a girl gets caught 

smokin' in the bathroom she gets immediately kicked out of 

school, but like I walk into offices, like teachers offices 

and stuff like that, or with you, and like ycu can smoke there. 

And like in the office there's wood and everything like that 

and in the bathroom it's all cement. 

Um hm. 

And like I realize that you're older and you're a teacher and 

everything, but like the seniors they're what? They're about 

18 and so they should be allowed to have a smoking lounge or 

something like that. 

Or a smoking area. 

Yeah. 

The only thing I can say is when I was in high school we 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 jtmior we couldn't smoke any place. 

One reason, just the fact that although you could tell by uni-

forms, but once there were times when you didn't have to wear 
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the uniform, you couldn't just go up and ask a girl who 1 s 

smoking are you a freshman, sophomore, or a senior and prove 

it. So it was just a matter of being able to recognize the 

grade you were in. And secondly, most Catholic schools, if 

not all, just say a flat out "no". Ma inly, because you 1JTe 

got 3 groups of people; freshmen, sophomores and ju.ii.ors -

they're pretty much against smoking. And only one grade for 

it. So it's almost like the majority is the ona that out­

weighs the boat. Uh •••• it may be something like the wood<> 

and stuff, but I doubt if it 1s really the safoty as much as 

the actual person who's smoking. 

Yeah, but like, Miss z., and everybody everytime like in the 

beginning of the year they always said smoking •••• don't 

smoke and stuff like this and they spread it, you know, a 

real .l.ut. anci i;;i1ey w1i1 •. • llldU<I tiio .t·u:i.e::s v11 i~ i aa.l lioa.v,y a.u..i 

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 11Well the reason we don't want you smoking 

is because you might start a fire and if you start a fire, how 

could we get all the girls out?" And to me that sounded like 

the main reason, like that they did..ri 1 t want anybody to smoke. 

F.: Well, like I said, that's my•••• I don't know why they make 

their rules. I would think it wculd be for another reason • 

Anybody else ever heard of another r~ason? 

Cl. t. 

' 

~lo, but at dances they always let you rnioke upstairs on the 

4th floor. 



Ch.So 

Cl. t 

F •: 

a.er 

M.D.: 

M.R. \.. 

F •: 

M.R. L 

F •: 

-M.R. L 

' 

-
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Yeahl 

That's why I don't understand. (several girls talking simul­

taneously - words lost) They don't know if you're a sophomore, 

seniors,or what you know. 

The boys ••••• 

They allow the seniors to smoke when there's dances? 

No, anybody can smoke up there no matter what grade you'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 some of my girlfriends still go up 

there and everything and like in between your classes and every­

thing you can just walk right out in front of them and have a 

cigarette c.nd it's a Catholic schuol too. But it's a boy and 

girl school, but it's Catholic. 

Um hmm. 

And they get to ••• and they can go out in between classes cny­

tiroe they want, like and just havo 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 I don't know how much trouble you'd get in, but I cbn•t 

think you'd get kicked out if you did. And it's still a •1ery 

strict school. I mean you gotta wear uniforms and stuff like 

that. 

Um hm 

And I mean they ·don't have any trouble over it or anythtng like 
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that. 

F •: Um hln. 

G.(,- I don't think ~his school would have any trouble if they'd let 

1em. That woQldn't keep them from doing it 1cuz there are 

so many kids that get caught smoking in the john anyway. 

K,G.: Ummm hnlllm. 

G.(r If they'd let 1em do it they wouldn't stay into so much trouble. 

K.G.: Yeah a lot of freshies. They never catch the seniors tho' every-

time you go in tlhere the bathroom stinks liks anything. 

G.: Oh, yeah. 

M.R.L Yeah, I know even though I don't smoke in there, after I go in-

when I came out, you know, I smell like smoke already. And 

like if the teachers would let us go out like between classes 

and stuff, then the girls could smoke and have their cigarettes 

then ana tnen there wouiun•t oe so mucn smoking in tne oatnrooms. 

F •: Um hmm. 

M.R.L Because like soma of the bathrooms you walk in and they're all 

cloudy and stuff. There's just one big thing of smoke. 

K.G.: Yeah. 

M.R.L And I don't think it would be that bad if ah •••• they'd let 

... if we could 'o out • 

F •: Uh huh. ; ' ' ~·· ' .. ~ : , 1 \'>; 

Ch.I; You know.what,they should do? When they build the new McDonald's 

they should let us go to it for lunch. 

M.D.: Yeah. 

G.G- They should let us go out. 

M.D.: It would be jam packed tho'. 

Ch.S 
I 

I really think so, you know because they're lose"foney anyway 

on that caf<Jteria. I never buy nothing in that cafeteria any-

' 
.... 



C.B.: 

M.D.: 

Ch. f> 

G.&­

Ch. s5 

M.J 

Ch.:S 

K.G.: 

Ch.c 

-

way, except for the machines, I never buy nothing, tho 1 • 

From the counter. 

Mai, you get ripped off. Even potato chips-you get this 

much for a dime. 

A ti.ny portion for a dime. 

Sandwiches, 45¢. 

45¢. for a sandwich 

(laughing) 

You can rip that place 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 was~gettin', the taco. Me 

and her (M.) were gonna share it, and they tasted bad anyway, 

but we wero!I just ::>tanding there and girls ~i'e-re 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 m1d they're gettin' 

away? 

Uh huhl 

I couldn't belie~e ••• it made me laugh 1 cuz you sit there and 

••• how many of 1 em were doing that? (to M.) 

M.J' Five. 

Ch.5 Even I'll tell ya• more. I'll tall ya 1 one more good one. Ah 

huh. 

K.G.: Yeah, they're over there rripping off everything •• 

' 
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Because this girl was standing there right in front of me and 

sht.1 goes la-dee-do-doe-dum (humming whUe mimicking the girl 

stealing a slice of cake) and she, you know, the ~ce is like 

on a little tray thing. 

Ch:$ Yeah1 

M.D. A'nd in a piece of plastic paper. And she goes, oh (hums) 

c.e 
M.D.: 

K.G.: 

Ci. :e 
K.G.: 

G. t_,-

K~G.: 

Ch. S 

M.R.L 
M.D.: 

Ch. tS 

Ci {l; 

K.G.: 

' 

then she walks away and I said 11Gee 11 • 

I wculdn't mind getting somethin' (? free). 

I was gonna do it one day. 

I don't mind payin 1 for the stuff, but it's so high priced. 

45¢. for a sandwichl 

For a tuna fish sandwich, 45¢: 

I know and then you're supposed to put it in that little oven 

thing and it doesn't work. You put it in, it's warm when you 

get it out and you get back to the table and it's cold. 

We even put it in there twice. 

last year, when I went ••• I didn't go last, but the year before, 

there was this one school by our school, Drummond, it was a 

public school. we used to go there to eat and ~:30¢ for mashed 

potatoes, meat, peas •••• 

Yeah. 

Yeah, I know. 

And chocolate milk. 

And hero 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 

.. 



M.R.l 

Ci.8 

off from the store for nothin' (laughing) 

At the school I live near it's the same thing. Thay give 

vegetables, potatoes, meat and a carton of milk for about 2D¢ 

arrl they had 

2) ¢ents?.· 

••••• 

M.D. & K.G.: (talking at the same time so words lost) 

M.R. L 

F.: 

M.D.: 

K.G.: 

M.D.: 

M.D.: 

K.O.: 

M0 D0 : 

K.G.: 

M.D.: 

K.G.: 

M.D.: 

You know, spaghetti and hamburgers and stuff like that in case 

you didn't like one of them you could ha,ve the other one. 

Was that a Catholic school? 

Yeah. This was. Then they had about 5 kinds of dessert. They 

ought to have that here. 

That's like at a hospital. All I have is vegetables. Yeah. 

And chicken sandwiches (laughing) (some general tat king) 

I'm not saying this school •••• something'a wrong with it, but 

God, thf!I nr~.ce!l are •••• 

It's bad enough. Th., t uition'a $390.oo •••• plua all the other 

stuff you have to pay for. 

Like uniforms. 

Luther North, now it 1s like almost a thousand. 

Our Lady of Grace had a lot of people in there. 

Just•cuz you went thera. I think the same of mine. 

Sometimes it's much better to go to a public school. 

This one girl got transferred from Sheraton to here. 

Well, goodie, ·goO<iie. 

And you know her? 

Who is she'l-

K. (a girl's name) 



K.G.: 

-

28 

Oh, 751.h. She went to my grarnrrar school before she got kicked 

out (laughing) She d id1 

Yeah, she was smoking right ~ the mailbox in front of school 

and th9 stupid principal kicked her out. (lookad at clock) 

Ohh! Class is over. 

We c0c:ld stay. 

F.: BefoM you •••• can I just •••• Did you have any personal Gon-

M.R.L 
F •: 

M.R.L 

F .: 

M.R.L 

tact with this smoking business? (to M.R.) or why was it 

? 
bothering you. 

You vouldn 1t want to •••• 

Did somebody you know,or were you smoking, or like to smoke, 

or something? 

(laugh) 

I sJTOke and I know a lot of people smoka in the bathrooms and 

up a cigarette because they want one so bad. 

They need it. 

•Guz like. they .have to go through the whole day without smoking 

and when you get outside yai want one so bad, you know. And 

I think it 1 s not really, you know. I can see their point, I 

really can, but then in another way, I think it's stupid because 

in a lot of schools that I know of, you can't smoke in the bath-

rooma 1 but they either have smoking lounges or you ca.n go out-

side. 

Umm hmm. 

To have a cigarette and it 1s not as bad then because then like 

the students they don't smoke in the bathrooms. They don 1t 

I 6 
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Gh.S 
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have that kind of problem or anything. And the students they 

don 1t try to get· away with trying to 3ee how many times they 

can go { to smoke) in the bathroom.s end everythiP.g for a 

cigarotte •••• they just walk outside and it's not as bad. 

They should let you out. 

They're afraid you 1re gonna cut out. 

They should let you~out 1cuz if you have 4 mods you have to 

stay in the cafeteria or the library ••• 

I know. 

For all that time. I don't know why they don't just let us 

go out. 

How many people cut classas inside of school1 Just as many 

people would cut classes if they let 1em out. 

And I got one day wh..,re I 1 ve got from 9 o 1 clock 1 til 5 to 12 

(o'clock) free. And in that time I could go home, lay down 

take a rest and come back againl 

I cou.ld too. 

You can 1 t leave during that time? 

Noool 

No. Ypu can't leave school until after your last class. 

It 1 s like, if you get caught do:i.ng it, you'll get in a real lot 

of trouble ••• you know because ••• 

F.: You mean even if you don't have any classes for that span of 

time, you've got to stay around here. 

K.G.: 

F •: 

I 

Yeeesl That's stupidl They're afraid we're not gonna come 

back. 

It's terrible. 

Well you know the first thing that I think about is depending 
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upon how strong your student council is or how active they 

are, get togethor and decide on some of the thing. Ya' know 

I don 1 t really have too much sympathy for people who talk about 

such and such a thing is wrong and if' you haven't at least tried 

to get it through ••• 

Yech 1 

F.: You may have a lot more people that feel the same way. Then 

M.D.: 

if they say 11 No 11 , then you can bitch and then I can sympathi:te 

with you. I can sympathize at this point , but not unless you 

at least try and see what;you know, they might be receptive to 

it. 

I doubt it. 

And there's just a lot of other schools that they let people 

go out, you know, and they come back in and everything like 

F.: Yetili, well whether you're talking about that or whether you're 

talking about some kinq of a smokfag lounge •• •• 

K.tl.: I betcha ~hey make these rules up without, you know, any reasons 

why. (some laughing) 

F.: Yeah. But there; realJ:.y isn 1 t much reason for them to change unless 

F.: 

Some: 

G.p­

M.R.f_ 

' 

somebody attacks them. 

We'll attack 'em. 

(many voices): Yeahl 

Well, it doesn't have to be an angry attack. 

:io1 w know. 

Maybe you don't know what attacking means. 

Yeah, just talk to •em. 

(some students leaving) ByeL Seo you next week • 

• 
tJ 

·~. 
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But you know, you don't want to say nothlnG 1cuz then thoy'll 

lmolf your name ani start watching you and figure that you smoke 

in school tooo 

F •: Yeah, that 1 s true. I guoss you have to be careful about what 

you say and how. 

Many: Byel 

F.: Okay. Byel See you next weekl 

' 
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SESS IOI'I l:? 

Present: 

c.c. 
M.A.G. 
N.H. 
c.s. 
C.B. 
G.G. 
P.G • 
.M.J. 
M.D. 
F. :::: F="~ <. i I i +~ toR 

Absent! 

R.B. (eye doctor) 
K. G. (veterinarian) 
M.R.L. 

(Before session formally begins) 

291 

2/23/73 
EI 

F. C., you look sad. Are you upset about somethtng? 

c.s. Yeah. One of my dogs ran away this morning.· They both got out 

T.'I 
~· . 
c.s. 

of the yard. but the big one came back home. 

The C~Jrli1 . .3.n Shepherd? 

Yeah.· See, this gr.cup of dogs comes by our yard every morning. 

So. he got out to follow them. I don't know where he is. As soon 
I 

as I get home, I'm going to take my other dog and go looking 

.for him. I don't know where to 1ook for hi::n though. 

F. Wnat does he do? Jump the fence? 

C. S. No! 1-1.y dad left the garage door open. And he got out. He's 

real little and doesn't knoN his· way home. The bigger dog came 

home, fiiy dad just lool<:.ed at him !md he came running back. I 

gueBS he said, 11 0'.:-:::ty? 11 (kind Of l'.-3.Ughing) 

(Girls are still entering the session room. Various greetings 

oi' 11 Hi" are being exchanged.) 

F. Well, with us, the little one jumped the fence so we just bought 

some chain like about 10 or 12 feet anO. tied it to a post so she 

han room to run around and play but she can't jump the fence. 

Maybe you can thiri~~ about doing that. 

Nei(+p~~e .SKi 'P s -l-o C'Y'cl 0 r ~s 10 f'j 12-) 
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N.H. 

F. 

N.H. 

M.D. 

c.c. 

M.D. 

c.c. 
M.D. 

F. 

-
- 26 -

They don't know if s exuo.l ly anything .i. s \·;rang yet • 

They don't know yet? 

Uh uh. 

That is ter.rible ! 

Little seven year old girl. 'l'h3.t 1 s really sick. 

(Words lost -- laughter) 

People like that are mentally ill. 

They should put them in Dunning somewhere. 

That's ·true. Some of them should. 

c.c. All these people talking about peace and all. They should begin 

with them. 

M.D. It should begin in the United States. (Short silence) 

F. What do you do ·to protect yourself, if anything should happen 

to any of you? 

M.D. I'd be pulling on.his leg. (Tape is unclear) 

(All talking atlsame time.) ... 
c.c. The actions I do scare people more than anything, It looks like 

I know Karate. 

M.D. And you make these Karate sounds. That scares N.H. One girl 

ju."llped in front of her face and went "Boo! 
11 

F. You dldn't strike me, until today when we started talking about 

it, as a person who would be too scarey. 

M.'D. What? 

F. You didn't strike me before as a person that would be too scarey. 

M.D. What do you mean? 

' 
.. , . 
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F. Like you're scared of the dark and scared cf .•. 

M.D. Oh, yeah. 

c.c. The only thing I'm s.cared of is (? death). 

M.A.G. I'm scared of the dark. Like at night if I'm thirsty and I want 

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 out of the bed because 

you think someone is under the bed. 

M.D. I know! 

c.c. And you think a man is going to grab your legs. 

M.D. Wnen I was a little girl, this boy next door was babysitting me 

N.H. 

M.D. 

N.H. 

M.D. 

N.H. 

M.D. 

F. 

M.J. 

and my brother. And we were on my mom's big bed. And we were 

laying down. And he told us that this kid v;as in bed and an 

f--11).gat(lr ramp up 11.1;:) cr!J.hbed him. '!'hat hri.d me s~ared for so 

long! 

How old was the guy?! 
l 

I was about 6 or 7. 
l 

But how old.was he? 

He was about my sister's age. 

A boy babysitter! That doesn't sound right to me. 

Yes, there 1 s nothing 1·1rong. 

No, there are some • 

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 dog under the bed. And before she went to sleep 

she'd always have him lick her hand. And then she could feel' 

r I .... 
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confident, you know. And so, one night she put he:r hand down 

by the bed and she, you know, got a lick. .So • she didn•t 

feel con'fident. But she went to sleep. Ai.<d she got real scared. 

So she got up and looked under the bed and there was a man •. 

General: Ohh, no. 

F. How did he know to lick her hand? Is that true? 

M.J. I don't know. 

C.C. Maybe the dog, 

M.J. But in the next room her parents were dead! 

M.D. Oh, God! (Sounds indicating fri.ght. Several people talking.) 

C. C. M., did you ever ·read that story about that one guy. He killed 

so many nurses? That was really scarey. 

F. Yeah. Speck. 

And one nurse he forgot. She was under- ozd alive. 

M.D. I never knew she was under there! 

F. Yeah. She was the on1y one that got away. 
' 

M.D. I knew she was the oniy one that got away. I knew it when some-

one told me that. 

F. Ypu mean you had forgotten. 

M.D. No. No one ever told me that she was under the bed. 

F. Yeah, one got away. 

C.C. T think that they should just kj_ll them guys instantly. 
":> .1 · 

M.D. r·don't think they should have a right to li-:e. If they ca.n 

kill other people, they should die themselves. (Loud and angry) 

N.H. I don't see how she could stand H under that bed. I would have 

dled. 

F. Yeah. I think I would have jumped out of that window. 

C.B. (Laughed) 

-I 

..': 



-
- 29 -

F. No, really. The most you ca.n do is 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 brealt a leg and start hemorraging • 

. c .c. 

M.D. You know where the safest place for me is living in a jail. I 

think it's the only place you can't get killed. (Some laughter) 

C.C. How did it happen then? 

F. 

M.D. 

F. 

He apparently was ~ating one or two of the nurses. And he knew that 

eight girls lived there. And I don't know if they'd broken up 

or one girl wasn't going to date himc .or something. And he came 

and as each nurse wa.s coming in from work he ,just kept them in the 

house and was tying their.arms in the back and Just killed tnem 

one by one. 
l 

With a gun or a knife? ·-. 

It so happened. I think with a knife . . . 
General: Ughh! 

F. And raped them. And so there was one glrl who was spending the 

night-_ And so that made it nine girls. And he knew only eight 

lived there. So he only locked for eight. That's why that one 

girl got away. Because he knew he had killed eight but he didn't 

realize one was only a visitor. 

N.H. Did the visitor get away? 

1'"'. No. The visitor was one of the one's t~at got killed. One of 

the girls that lived there was the one who got away. But see, 

., . .. 
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he dtdn't i:now th6m by face; he just knew the number tha.t lived 

there. 

M.D. You know I can't stand to hear about that stuff because one 

F. 

time in CalH'ornia my sister almost got killed. (Voice lower) 

Really? How? I mean directly or like a car accident? 

M.D. Well • • • see • 

filling with tears) 

C.C. I feel so sorry. 

N.H. She can't ever think. 

it's ••• like •• Oh ..• Wait (Eyes 

M.D. No, Lean thirlk<-about ·it·,_but I!m too afraid to say it. (Silence) 

F. What, is it hard to talk about it? 

M.D. 

F. 

Wait. 
i-tovJ 
-~ long ago did it happen? {Silence) 

... . 'I 

M.D. June. 

F. · What happened? (Silence) 

M.D. Wait. (Blank stare igto ceiling, eyes tearing up more -- silence) 
• 

M.D. (Hands over face, face.down on knees crying.) 

F. Aw • she got away. It's alright now. (:!!"'. holds M.D. and rubs 

hair and neck) (Other people shuffling f'eet, nervous, looking 

at clock. Silence) It's okay. (Silence) 

M.D. (Crying and head still in hands. Voice muffled) He almost 

ldlled her. 

F. With what? 

M.D. He could have pushed her over the cliff. (Silence) 

F. Was he trying to? 

M.D. I don't know. But the fire engine made a wrong turn and he 

saved he:r. (Silence) 

,, . 



-· 31 -

F. She 1 s oka;y new? 

M.D. Yes. But ~he started pulling her ha.1.r and started beating her up. 

F. Did they catch him? 

M.D. No! She was supposed to go to testify at his trial but she was 

too frightened. 

F. She 1·1as supposed to go to a trial'? 

M.D. Yes. 

F. Is she still scared about it? Or is she over it? 

M.D. No. But she has dreams at night. 

c.c. Bye. (About two .;irls leave) 

M.D. (Raises up, wipes eyes) 

F. Are you okay? 

M.D. Yes. (Silence) 

I". Is i. t somebody 'Nho knows whco:re they ~ou1d find. l1er nnw? 

M.D. We have a picture of him. 

F. Does he Ir.now how to f¥1d her? Where she lives? 
• 

M .D. · He we,s doing bad thing·s to her. 

F. Tryi~g to rape her? 

M.D. (Shakes head "yes") 

F. Did it mess he1· up emotj_onalJ.y at all? 

M.D. (Shakes head "no") 

F. That's good. { ,, . , ) . .::i:t.1..ence You must be c1.ose to her . 

M.D. Huh? 

F. Are you close to her? 

M.D. Her? Yeah. And I never hit my sister a.gain.;. 

~. Which one is this? Your older sister? 

M.D. No. She's real pretty. 

., •· 
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F. How old iR she? 

M.D. She's 21 now. I only have one other siste::.· and brcthc·r. 

F. Well, rhe 1 s lucky she 1 s okay and it's good she doE(~j's 1 t have 

any emotional scars now. 

(A few more girls leave;leaving just P.G.) M.A.G. and N.H.) 

M.J. et al.: Bye 

F. Bye-bye. Was she dating him or something? 

M.D. Yeah. He teak her out to the forest. And he sta.:rted doing mean 

things to her. 

F. Like trying to: rape her or something lH~e pull her clothes off? 

M.D. No. He told her·to do that. 

F. Oh. 

M.D. Then he started pulli!].g.he:r:·hair. Then the fire truck came. 

P. She: wac ::.wfully lucky. 

M.D. (P.G. gives her a kleenex) Thanks, P. 

F. Thanlrn, P. Was she v,1siting s0Ji1eone'? 
-.. 

M.D. She was living with her girlfriend. And she was the unlucky 

one that had to go. 

F. 

M.D. 

F. 

That had to go where? 

Out with him! 

Oh! 

M.D. Then she ca..111e home on the da.y oi' my cousin's wedding. We had to 

leave early. 

F. You mean after you :found out about it? 

M.D. My mother called. And she told us what happened. And when I 
1b 

went • • • I like to go there and kill him. 

----
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F. Th0,t 1 s a nn.t11ral feeling to have. It 1 s too b~d shR couldn 1 t 111?,ve 

gone to court so he could be put away. 

M.D. He'd probably . . . 
F. He'll probably try it on Bomebody else and someone else will 

take him to court. 

M.D. (Putting on coat to leave.) 

Ti' J.: • 
But you needn 1 t feel embarrassed about crying tode,y, M. Are 

you feeling a.ny better now? 

M.D. Yes. 

F. Olrny. See you all next week. 

I 
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'SESSION 13 

Present:· 

K.G. 
M.A.G. 
C~B. 
M.J. 
c.s. 
N.H. 
M.D. 
P.G. ..l 
F:: FAcil itq10~ 

Absent: 

G.G. (Orthodontist") 
R.B. (Veterinarian) 
M.R.L. 
c.c. 

2/28/73 
EI 

(C.B., M.A.G.,.F., K.':1. and M.D. discussing fights with their 

brothers and tlie dangers of beingcmolested on the streets. This 

conversation occurs before the session·formally begins and as 

the other members are coming into the room. Session begins a.s 

girls sit around the tape recorder.) 

F. Your brother is older? 

K.G. Yeah. He's a punk too! (La.ughtar) 

K.G. 

F. 

K.G. 

F. 

K.G. 

F. 

K.G. 

F. 

K.G. 

F. 

K.G. 

They found out how o.ld he was at his job. They wouldn't fire 

him but he had to quit. 

Why? What do you mean "how old he is"? 

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 somet.hing? 

Yeah! 

What was he in there for? 

Huh? 

What was he in there for? 

He ran away three times. 

• •· 
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F. . For how long? 

K.G.. One time .was for a week,_ next time was First time was over-

night. Next time was for a week. One time ••• he went and 

got caught for trying to take my father's car. And he called the 

police. ·· 

M.D. What on earth for?! (Snidely said) 

K.G. Because he hates my father. But we all hate my tather. So that's. 

M.D. 

F. 

K.G. 

I don't. My father's nice. 

You hate him too? What does he do?· . 
Because .he's stupid and mean. He calls us liars and eve'rything. 

M.D. Because you're probably rotten to him!" 

K.G. 

M.D. 

K.G. 

we aTe. (Laughing) 

See!· 

One time T·told him to ''shut up" and keep his hands off me because 

'I ha.t::tl l!,im. ~11..'11 h-e Pt'-lr+.Pd hitt1ne; me back. 

C • B. (La.ughs "lleh! Heh! 11
) 

F. Your father? 

K.G. Yeah. 

F. Is he your real father? 

K.G. teah. My only father. But I'd trade him in for a new car! . (La.ughs) 

And my'grandmother hates 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. Ohlih! 

K.G. He calle'd the police on himself and my mother says, "Oh, no. He. 

didn't do nothing. 

Sever al: · Ohhh ! · 

•• 

I· 

• 

It· was a little family argument." 
~ 

•· 

.· 
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K.G. And she goes 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 atter the wedding that I fell in the tub." 

M.D. {Laughing) 

F. Is She afraid ot him? 

No. Sh~ stands up to him. 

That's the same thing with my grandfather . . . . He does tha.t. 

K.G. 

M.J. 

K.G. I'd like to go live with my grandmother. She~s got a nice 

house. I like .it over there • 
... , Iii' 

M.D. Oh, c. went home. G. had to go to the orthodontist. 

K.G. To get her braces removed. 

N.H. I get mine tonight. 

C.B. U. has a sister too. 

K.G. A dumb sister and a punk brother .. 

F. You have two other ••• ? 

K.G. Yeah. A dumb sister and a. stupid brother! Now my brother is 

stupid too. (Laughing) 

F. Are you the oldest? 

K.G. No, my brother is. He 1 s 16. 

F. So ;you 1 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 •• 

C.B. Then you got to fight them! (La.ughs) 

.. .. •· 
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K.G. No! We don't. It was funny. Cause he alr:iost brol<e my sister's 

foot. He poured salt a.11 over and threw ice cream at my sister! 

It was a free forall. 

M.D. If my brother did that, my father would send him to the moon! 

M.A.G. My father wouldn't even let us do that. 

c.s. Neither would my father. 

F. Your father won't let you fight? 

M.A.G. He won't if he sees my brother throwing something. 

C.B. I got mad at my brother and threw him against the wall. . 
K.G. My mother pushed m..v brother through a window! 

F. Are there a lot of fights at your house or something? 

K.G. Yeah! Constantly. 

M.A.G. In grade school someone was always fighting. 

C.B. It's fun! · 

M.D. No, it isn''t: Gause ••• .il; 1s fun, 'tut ••• ::: :.·er-.'!: t~ t::~ c"z0re 

F. 

and I beat this one guy up. My mother said, 11M., come back out 

now!" I knocked. I used to run up to my brother and hit him and 

scare him. HE;:! won.' t stand there and let me scare him, he 111 run. 

He's got good sense! (Laughter) 

M.D. 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 nice to my father, cause sometimes we need him to do things. 

But sometimes we don't. 

K.G. I never go to my father for anything. 

M.D. But, see, that's because you're not nice • 

' 
• 
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K.G. I !·:now. 

M.D. You don't Jtespcct him. 

K.G. I respect ~y mother but not my dad. 

C.B. My ma got !lW.d at my sister's boyfriend and threw a knife at him. 

K.G. 

C.B. 

(Laughing) 

A lmife? 

She had a "Whole bunch of knives, ya know. 

and threw one at him. 

K.G. She sounds like she's crazy! 

She got mad at him 

F. Your mother got mad and threw a knife at your sister's boyfriend? 

C.B. Yeah. {Laughing) 

K.G. What's the matter with your mother?! 

C.B. No. My mother got mad· at him. 

M.A.G. My ma doesn't throw knives at anybody. 

M.D. When my :rather gets mad at my sister's boyfriend he just sits 

in the kitchen! (Laughter) 

M.D. He never goes in the living room or sits there watching them. 

He sits in the kitchen. When my father gets mad at my sister's 

boyfriend he'S. won't come in and say "Hi". 

M.A.G. My dad does that. 

M.D. But he should! That's what my father does. (Short silence) 

F. Would you really like to move away from your house? 

K.G. Yeah. I want·::to"move to my grandmother's house. It's so quiet 

there. 

M.D. G. would have fun at_ our house, man. 

K.G. No thanks! 

' 
• •· ,,. . 
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M.D. our house is fun! Well • 

K.G. Our house sounds a blast! These two girls come in Sunday night 

when our brother was beatin 1 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 ()ut the window. 

And this big kid is almost 18 years old. And, oh. God. 

M.D. Hi, P. (to a girl opening door by mistake.) 

K.G. And he's mean. In a way he's nice, but Cause. he likes 

to see us fight;. 

F. Who 1.s that? 

K.G. 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} 

I said, "I'm gonna get out of here." Last night he went out on 

our frm1t porch and he rang these deaf people's bell you know. 

And like .. tht: bell And 

so they ca.me 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 Yo;rk. So he came out in the hallway by himself. 

And he unscrewed the light, you know. And these deaf people are 

u~ttting on the stairs. And they came down and they're looking 

around. Andlhe 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! 

F. Now ·this is your brother or his friend? 

K.G. This ••• my brother's friend. He's mean. I don't like him • 

(Pause) 'And then he comes by Saturday. I wasn't doing nothing. 

I was just outside and he threw a bug __. at me • 

' 
• 
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M.D. Ugh! 

K.G. And then he's always going ! 111 buy you a pizza and stuff like that 

if you don't telJ.. your father and I go, "No, I'm gonna tell my 

F. 

K.G. 

F. 

K.G. 

father. You can keep your pizza and junk. But I'm going to tell 

my father." And then my sister goes, ":Well, if you tell daddy 

and I take the stuff, they're not going to do it anymore." I 

said, "I don't want him to do it." 

Do what? 

Throw stuff at us and beat us up and everything. Cause they don't 

suffer! ••• My brother's friends aren't about to •• Like 

Saturday they offered us pop. 

His friends? 

Yeah. And my brother. And this kid always ends up paying for 

what my brother does. Ohh! Me and my sister go M., [brother's 

friend) you be"C'ter W<:l.L~h F [i~.G.'s brothc::] "t::;ce:~:se he 1
P <>00.i.n.~ 

up a big bill with you. And you're gonna have to keep paying 

for all our accidents. 

M.D. (Loud screaming laugh after popping a bag) 

N.H. D.! 

K.G. And he goes, "Alright, let's stop fighting." And everyt1Ihe 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. 

And my father comes home. And my mother gets real nervous and 

my father just starts screaming, "What are you doing?! What are 

you doing to your mother? Look at how nervous she is!" Ha! Ha? 

M.D. Let's hear it. (Bag pops on the recorder.) 

' •• 
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F. 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, m:y brother. 

K.G. He used to.beat up on 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 sununer and he's real friendly. 

F. Did you ever help your brother fight or? 

C.B. My brother helps me. 

M.D. One time this one boy was pounding my brother's head on the ground. 

(.; .b. 

So I jumped on him and said, "You leave him alone!" I started 

swearing at h_im. And I punched him in the head. 
I)~ 

You shouJ_uA'..~i1a\. l w~t1L Ll1.1.·uu.e;l1. l ;.-,ad i'iVG ~;...:._,,!.::; .:::;~~ -::,;:,p .::;-;: ;,;;.;:; • 

My brother and his ·friends.One's around 175 pounds and 6 12 11
• 

K.G. Boy, that's how much I weigh! (K.G. is heav<J but not 175 pounds.) 

Several: (Laughing) 

C.B. And so this kid threw my glasses up on 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 br0ther said, "Well, why did you throw my sister's glasses up 

on the roof! 11 

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 his head against 

the wall. I f~und him. They pushed my b~other 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 three 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. Because he has a concussion, he'll wake 

up and he 111 start seeing double and triple. I said, "Tha·t 111 

be funny!" So then my father goes ahead and drops the charges 

agaiRst all three of those kids. 

Why? 

Because they threatened to ••• that if my father didn't, they 

were going to beat him up again. 

M.D. Wha.t would he •.• If they um? 

K.G. If you're standing out in front of your own house, and somebody 

·comes and jumps you, what's your father gonna do? 

M.D. Go out there and beat the hell out of those jerks! 

K.G. But we just moved there! We don't like movin'!! (angry) 

C.S. But if your life is in danger. God! 

K.G. What do you want us to do? Get killed?! (angry) 

F. What do you think about your father's decision to drop the charges? 

K.G. 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 do9.s. And the parole officer 

told me that any of those three kids or any other kids that beat 

my brother are just going to jail. And the parole officer 

told me that. 

• 
I 
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Well, there is a lot of parole officers by G. 's house. 

There's only one! You don't live by my house! 

Yeah, I know but • You're talking about it like it's the slums! 

C. S. God! 

K.G. Thanks a lot, D. It's only six blocks from your house. 

C.B. 

c.s. 
No, we got little Italy. Little DqgO town at our house. 

Oh, that's a11 slums. 

M.D. Not by my·house. 

K.G. I can say the same about you that you say about me! 

c.s. 
M.D. 

Over by [street names]. 

That's the junky place. 

K.G. What about [street name]? You live a block away from there. 

And it's slums. 

c.s. No, it's not. It's good. \~he lives ther~ ~~·J 

K.G. We get these stupid phone calls every night. The people stay on 

.the line. Last night • not last night ••• night before, 

I 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! 11 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! 

C.B. (Laughs) 

K.G. I tell my mother to change the phone number. And she g'.Jes, "Right! 

And they'll charge me $17." Well, wouldn't you rather pay $17 

than be threatened? I would. 

F. You mean these are people who know where you live? 

K.G. 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'sAPretty 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 and stuff. 

F. Oh a pll"ty ~ineJ 

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 lost). And we can 

hear her say; "Come on and eat" or something. 

F. Are you the only person where the phone rings? Like when it 

rings, does it ring in anybody else's house? 

M.D. No. 

F. Well, that's not a party line. 

M.D. Oh, yeah. It's an extension, G. 

K.G. I didn't say party line, stupid! You said it. 

M.D. You said it! 

N.H. Listen t.o it on the tape. (Laughs) 

K.G. Yeah. Play it bac1';:. (Several talking and SA.ying "No" to the 

idea.of replaying tape.) 

F. I want to talk about a little something today. 

K.G. About what? 

F. Where we ended up last week. 

General: Oh, no 

•,'; 

·I 
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About the !k'l.ked ma.n? ! 

No. {Some laughter) 

You know, out where my aunt lives they have those kind of phones. 

One time my cousin picked up the phone and he heard someone else / 

talking. 

Yeah. Now that's a party line. 

I wish I were out there. 

Yeah. So you could listen to everybody's phone call. 

I.wouldn't want everybody to hear 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 forth. 

C.B. That would be funny! Listening to them talk. 

F. How would you feel about someone listening to your conve:r<>a.tion? 

N.H. Oh, no. 

C.B. No. 

M.D. We tried to yell through it to see if they could hear us. (Short 

silence) 

M.D. Those walkie talkies don't go very far. They're a b1.g fake. We 

got 1em a long time ago. 

K.G. 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! 

F. If your mother was on the phone, you say? 

K.G. My grandmother! (Laughing) 

M.D. That sounds like G.'s grandmother. 

F. What ••• your grandmother is kind of rough too? 

K.G. No. She calls my mother. She tells my mother, "Nah! Nah! Nah!" 

My mother says, "I didn't call to get a sermon:" (Laughs) She's 

like a preacher. 



-

- 13 -

N .H. (La.ughs) 

M.D. My • 

F. Does she preach at you too? 

K.G. No, my grandmother doesn't preach at me, cause she's too slow. 

M.D. My grandmother can't yell. She can yell but she doesn't scare you. 

K.G. (Laughing) I know. My grandmother's the same way. 

F. Oh. 

K.G. I don't c~re what she does. She don't scare me. She talks a lot. 

M.D. When I'm running from the kitchen yelling, "Grandma!" 

K.G. I go in the other .room and I laugh at her. (Laughs) Like you'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? 11 

Because like if the dog's in there, she'll be talking to the dog. 

And you at the srune time. And I'll go out there, ::wnai:; aici you 

say?" She goes, "I wasn't talking to you. II 

M.D. She's going, "Fido -- KATHY!" (La.ughs) 

M.A.G. My grandmother never talks and when she does talk, you can't 

understand it. She talks so soft. 

F. Does she live with you? or near you? 

M.A.G. No, she lives down in Ohio. (Short silence) 

F. Okay, everybody was here last week by the time we got to the end 

of the session except C. S,I was interested in what happetikd. We 

were close enough to the end Hl-c- :1 M. ::;tarted crying for people 

to leave and kind of get away fr~m the situation. And I'm wonder­

ing who felt embarrassed and how you f~lt when she started crying? 

K.G. Who? 

F. When M. started crying. You weren't here last week. 

K.G. No. 
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F. 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 
X-,0 

about how her sister.fa.1most got killed last sununer in California. 

" K.G. Oh yeah. 

F. And what happended was P.G. And I think it was •• ·• Oh M. {M.A.G.) 

stayed. And there !'las some third person here. 

M.D. G.? C~? 

F. No. At the end ttere was only me, P., you and C.B. I stayed 

and M. was here. 

M.A.G. N. was out in the hall. 

F. Well, what kind of typically happens is that when another person 

is havj;ng some kind of intensa emotional experience, like pain or 

crying or something, other people tend to get embarrassed and they 

leave. 

M.D. Talk about (word lost). 

F. And that's kind of what happened lst week. And so it's not that 

I didn't expect it to happen. But I do think it's &:,mething 

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 what's typical of our wh0le society is 

that we're not supposed to cry in public. And if you do, you feel 

bad about it. Or if another person feels bad, w!Bt you try to do 

is shut them up. Ar.d I think it.'s important for us to start talk-
\t 

ing about how we feel when M. started crying. And how 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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K.G. 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. 

F. How did you feel about ••• what happened last week? Were you 

aware that people were getting up and leaving? 

M.D. Nnnn ••• No. I was just crying. 

F. How did y0u feel last week? 

M.D. If [name] had been here, she would have started crying too. 

F. Well, that's what c. (C.B.) was saying. Well, you can tell her. 

C.B. Well, I felt I didn't want to stay to make things worse. So.I just 

waited (in the hall). 

F. Well, you were saying when somebody starts crying, you start crying. 

G .B. teah. J. do. 

M.D. Sometimes that happens to me sometimes. 

F. M., how did you feel last week? 

M.J. 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 just pass them by and leave them alone and stuff. 

K.G. Yeah. 

M.J. 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 

the same thing to her. 

F. That's really true. It 1 s &good point. 
I\ 

I hadn't thought of it that 

way. 'Almost that by leaving we ••• dropped her ••• walked out 

on her. 

K.G. Like maybe you could go help her or something. I <bn't know. 

M.D. But then this firetruck made a wrong turn. 

I 
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Yeah. Well, 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 your situation but in all of our iives 

there are going to be other si tuatj_ons where somebody is going to 

cry or really have some strong emotional thing that they have to 

let out. Whether it's anger, or • usually the ones that are 

scarey are anger or really sad • when someone starts crying. 

And 

M.D. Oh, I do that sometimes. 

F. 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. 

M.D. Yeah •. I think she (P.G.) brought me the Kleenex. 

F. Yeah, she brought you the Kleenex. But I'm saying it's important 

for you all ••• each of you yourself, however you do it, to be 

aware' of the importance of how you respond to somebody like that. 

·K.G. 

You know, it might be that the person ••• some people when they 

cry n~ed to be alone. But other people might feel abandoned When • 

if you get up and leave. So ••• 

Yeah. 

F. So !118-Ybe if you ••• like c. (C.B.) said, "I thought I would make 

things worse." Maybe for some people it will make things worse 

if they feel left all alone. So it 1 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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te»/!f 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 hQld it in. That said a lot for her, to cry in front of us. 

K.G. um hm. 
I 

C.B. I do that sometimes. 

F. Because it's hard to cry in public. 

C.B. Um run. Cause when I do, I'm really upset. And I have to' cry on 

people's shoulders. 

N.H. You haven't had a cigarette today. Are you quitting? 

F. Well, 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".· 

N .H. Oh. 

F. You're the only that's noticed all day! Except me (laughing). 

I'd really like to have one. (Laughter. Silence.) How aiu you 

feel last week? Were you aware that people were getting up and 

leaving like M.{J.) was? 

N.H. Yeah. 

F. How did you feel? 

N.H. I felt like crying. And I thought you shouldn't have asked her 

all those questions. That you should have left her alone. 

F. Okay. Ummm. I'll explain later why I • Well, I might as well 

say it 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 ••• 

M.D. I did. 

F. Well, apparently it wasn't all out. I felt that ••• usually, 

for me, and most other people~I know, when you have to cry about 

.. 
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something, it usually 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 seeing that things were bad, but they may 

not ~o 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) you can at least see the, okay it was a bad thing 

that hagpened. But for right now today, at least for her things 

are okay .. So it Is so you can separate your feelings according to . 

what did happen from what could have h2.ppened .. And you probably 

would not have cried if I hadn't pushed you. But! you know, 

although the pain .. · • I know it hurt, I'm sure' that. I kep.t push­

ing you. But I prefer to do that than to just let it go. 

But see, like, President Kennedy. I was five years old when he 

died. And I cried. And I was at my grandmother's funeral and my 

uncle. Any of my relatives. I never cry. I ••• laugh. Because 

my mother and father were crying. 

K.G. I know, me too. 

M.D. And I was laughing. And we got outside of my grandmother's 

funeral. My brother starts crying 11
0000 ". And I had to laugh. 

F. What was funny then? What struck you funny? 

M.D. No, it was •• ; Because they were laughing. 

F. They were laughing? 

M.D. No. They were crying. 

K.G. They were crying and you were • • • 

M.D. It was kind of sad but ••• I don't know. I never cry at funerals. 

M.A.G. Me neither. Like one time . • • it seems like when people are 

crying and you're not, you're embarrassed cause they're sad • 

. , 
, 



-

19 

F. Do you think it's because you really are happy or ? 

M.D. No. No) cause when I'm happy I cry too. 

K.G. No, not that you're happy. 

M.D. It's like right then you don't have that in you. Like they were • 

• • like my ma grew up with my grandmother. But see I really 

didn't know my grandmother that well because she lived in Iowa 

and ••• well, she didn't move here to Chicago. But she would 

come for like a two week visit? 

F. Uh huh. 

M.D. And then we would go out there maybe once a year. 

F. Well, most times at funerals a death doesn't hit me until maybe 

by the time they put the body in the ground. But it may be weeks 

later befo"Y'e 1.t really hi.ts me that thl~ pe,.son is r<::ally dead. 

And then I can cry. 

C.B. I know. 

M.D. 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. 

F. Why do you think you laugh? 

M.D. Because. it's funny. Cause they were crying and I remember not crying. 

K.G. It's not really that she laughed. 

M.D. It's not funny they died or anything. It's just that it's funny 

because you're the only one not ~rying. 

F. Why? Are you wondering if there's something wrong with you that 

you're not crying like the other people? 

M.D. 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. 

M.D. 

F. 

It's funny to see a man cry. Because usually a man doesn't. 

It's not really that funny, but ••• 

Do you mean like a surprise or S'Jmething? 

K.G. Yeah. Surprise. 

M.A.G. It's kind of like last week, you know. 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 oppos.ite 

of what you feel to ~ry and cover it up. I thought maybe that's 

what you meant. 

M.A.G. I felt like laughing but I didn't want to do it out loud. 

(Laughter) 

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 red when she cried? 

F. Your mother? 

C.B. No, her (to M.D.). 

M.D. This is the first time I cried in this 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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F. Do you get embarrassed when you cry in front of other people? 

K.G. Yeah, I do. 

C.S. I do. 

N.H. No. _,, 

K.G. 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 Y'as ready 

to cry. And I do the same thing to her. 

M.D. 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. 

F. Your sisters do that? 

M.D. Yeah, when I start crying at T.V. 

C.B. When my sister cries, she cries very easily. Like D. 's father 

and Lou Garrett she cried. 

M.D. Well, see I like the players. But see I like both teams because 

I like their uniforms. (Laughing) 

M.D. Well, they're different from now, you guys! (Laughter) See 

they're like antique uniforms. And so I like old things. I 

collect old things. Like my brother gave my father those old 

fashion shaving jars 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, so we went to this antique shop. I 

like to go in there because I like 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. 

M.D. 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 junk room with all kinds of 

old things I collected. 



- 22 -

F. Maybe you'll be rich someday. 

M.A.G. My whole closet looks like a junk room. (Laughter) 

F. 

M.D. 

c.s. 

c., how do you respond when somebody is crying? 

I feel sorry for them. 

I don't know (words lost). 

F. Do you feel comfortable, uncomfortable, embarrassed at.all? 

C.S. No. 

F. Do you try to get out of the situation? 

M.J. She cries. (Laughter) 

F. You what? She cries? 

M.J. One time this girl was crying and she started crying (words lost). 

M.D. All together now, girls. (Loud screaming and giggling) 

C.S. I don't know. I sit there and start thinking of all the things 

that could be the matter with her or that it could be me. 

F. Are you embarrassed? When she just said you cry when somebody 

else does, are you embarrassed about that? 

c.s. No. It's just that they're always teasing me about it. Cause 

every little thing, I'll 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. 

M.D. When the father came home I was crying happy tears because like 

my mDm 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 if for that month he was in jail and I'd be very 

happy too. 

I 
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F. If he were in jail for a month, you'd be very happy? (Loud 

laughing and yells of "No!") 

M.D. No, I'd be happy for him to come home. 

F. Oh, I'm going to have to see that. 

M.D. It was a good show. (Short silence) 

F. Let me have a simple show of hands. Who thinks it's a weakness 

to cry in front of people? 

M.D. A weakness? 

K.G. I don't understand. 

F. Like if you cry in front of people you're weak somehow. 

(Several hands raised.) 

M.D. Oh, I'm strong though; 

F. I don't mean that kind of weak. I mean that you're a weak person 

N.H. Sometimes you try to hold it back and it just comes out. 

K.G. Yeah. 

M.D. Yeah. That's what I tried to do. I tried to hold it back but I 

couldn't. 

F. Yeah. 

C.B. Anyway, you look at it, you can't hold it back. 

F. Who would see it as a strength? (No hands raised) None of you? 

c.s. I would. 

M.D. I 'would too. 

F. Do you see it as a strength or weakness to cry? Instead of holding 

it in? 

M.A.G. I say strength. 

F. I agree. How did you feel last week when you gave M. the Kleenex? 

Or when she was crying? Th"' whole situation. 

I 
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P.G. She felt pretty bad about her sister. I was going to cry but I 

was so scared. I don't know, my heart was just beating. So I 

just got to get out. 

K.G. Yeah, me too. 

F. But you stayed. 

P.G. I didn't want to leave. 

F. Why not? 

P.G. I don't know why. If I would've left I would have • 

F. Go on. Use your own words. If you WJuld have left, you w~uld 

have felt what? 

P. G. You know, like M. (M. J.) said if everybody was gonna leave. You 

know, then she'd be all alone,· I don't know. 

F. Yeah, that's kind of what M. was sayinrJ; she felt. Anyway i.tr-

kind of typical that, you know, most people say you don't cry ••• 

that most people see that as a weakness. But tf you try to really 

think how hard it would be for you to talk about something that 

you were crying about here. And really 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) 

K.G. Hmmm! 

C.B. The only time that I cried one time was when my sister went to 

col_lege. By that time I finally realized that w-we were close, 

you know, and v-very much close. My sister cried too. (Stutter­

ing an~ voice is breaking) 

F. Knowing that she was going to go away? 

C.B. 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 • • • 

' 
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M.D. And then they end up fighting! (Laughter) 

C.B. No! We didn't. But he did say, 110h shut up!" You know. 

"You ca.n go. 11 

M.D. Is it time to go already?! (Teachers entering the room early) 

General: No. 

F. 

C.B. 

About 5 or 10 more minutes. 

And so • then iny brother started crying • ,Ao.d' that'~ the'.,first 
\ 

_ _../ 

time I ever really realized my brother really • loved my s-sister, 

you know. Cause that's all- y-you see them do is fighting and "oh, 

I hate you!" You ·know. But they really don't mean it. It·'s 

normal. 

F. Yeah. Um hmm. Something kind of similar to that ca.me up in the 

other session tonay wherP. they were saytng how it 1 f" Pr:i~y f".'!' the-~~ 

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 their parents. 

Then you realize that when you come up against something, you've 

got to figure it all out by yourself. 

K.G. Yeah. 

M.A.G. It was like my brother. He was going ••• going 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 abou:t his things. 

"Make sure it doesn't get broken" 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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M.D. (Says something funny. Some laughs.) 

F. Do you live with your grandmother only? 

N.H. Yeah. 

F. I remember you said something about ·the hours your grandmother 

makes you come in •. 

K.G. What? 

F. One time when we were talking about curfews, you said your grand­

mother.made you come in at 8:30 or so. 

N.H. Oh yeah. 

K.G. She lives with her grandmother and her brother. 

M.D. Her grandmother has rules about what time she should come in. 

F. Um hm. Are your parents alive? 

N.H. No. 

F. How? What happened? 

N.H. (Starts to cry with face in hands.) 

F. 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. 

crying.) Were you old enough to remember them? 

N.H. (Shakes head "Yes") Urnm. 

M.D. Are you laughing? (to N.H.) 

F. She's-trying to get (words lost). 

N.H. When I was five my mother died. ununm. And last year my father died. 

F. Oh, your father too. Umpf. (Silence) 

death? 

Was it • • • like a horrible 

N.H. 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. 

F. 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 younger 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 w~ile? 

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 your mother's mot.her or? 

N.H. My father's. She always took care of us. 

F. Even before • your father died? 

N .H. Yeah. 

F. Do you have anyone you can talk to? About that·? You know, how 

you feel about it? 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 it 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 c:ra.mps, you 

know. And my mom and nobody else was home. Like my mom said you 

just have to live through it [cramps]. So I wanted something to 

hug and hold. And I had this [stuffed] turtle. So I hugged 

and held it. (Silence) 

M.D. When I got that sore throat, I had to start holding my throat like . 
this. Because it was so hard to swallow. When I had tonsilitis 

that really hurt when I had to swallow something. Like when I 

was swallowing something I had to grab onto the couch because it 

feels like something is poking at you ••• at your tonsils. 

F. Um hmm. 

M.D. And I just couldn't stand it. 

F. How did? How did that fit in? 

M.D. What? 

F. Why did you think of that? 

M.D. Well, she wanted to hold onto something. 

F. And you wanted to hold onto the couch? 

M.D. Yeah. No. I just wanted to hold on so I wouldn't fall over. 

K.G. To get off the floor. 

M.D. 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. 

F. A sectional?! 

M.D. 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 

playptn. 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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F. Can I ask you a question? 

M.D. Huh? 

F. Are you partly talking to take the heat off N.? 

M.D. Ummm -- a little. 

K.G. What? 

F. Partly the reason that she's talking is to get the focus off of N. 

K.G. Yeah. (Silence) . 

F. Do you feel uncomfortable when other people cry? 

M.D. What? 

F. Do you feel uncomfortable with N. crying? 

M.D. Not really. 

K.G. I feel like I should do something but I don't know what! 

Several: Yeah. 

K.G. I feel like crying too. 

M.D. That's what I feel too. 

F. Is there anything you feel like we could do? In terms of talking 

about it or anything? 

K.G. 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 bee.a.use he had to keep taking medicine 

like to make him better or something. 

F. Um hm. To make who better? 

K.G. Her father, you know. 

F. He got sick as a result of his wife's death? 

K.G. I don't know. Maybe before her death. 

F. 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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N .H. Ten 

F. Ten. Do you feel like you really accept it? The fact that they're 

? gone or • • ? Not like do you not ever miss them but like . . . 
N.H. Well, hers. But not him (sobbing). It's like he's always there. 

F. Um hln. And it's only you and your brother, right? Only the two 

of you? 

N.H. (Nods "yes") 

F. If you don't have anybody you can like talk it through with, li~e 

get to a point that you've got to live from now on, you may never 

get over it. You may never really realize and accept the deaths, 

other than your mothers. Which really doesn't 

N.H. (Starts heavier crying. Pause) Well, I can't talk to my grand­

mother about it because she just starts to cry. And, well, I'm 

close to my cousins but 

don't know ••• if I can. 

• well, their rather died too and I 

F. Does your family at all ••• like try not to 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. 

N.H. Yeah. Well, I always have to bring it out. 

F. But you're able to bring it out? 

N.H. Some • like sometimes to my cousins I'll go, "He's dead" like 

that. And they'll change the subject right away. 

F. How do you feel? Do you feel ••• cheated when they do that? 

N.H. Yeah. (Sobbing) 

F. That they should have at least let you talk about it? 

N.H.; Well, sometimes I • • • I feel uhh • I don't know. Sometimes 

I feel like they are but they don't want to say it like. It's not 

easy to talk ab:::iut it, if they don 1 t wn.nt to hear about it. (Cry-

ing a0ain gets hi:oavicr.) 
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F. Um hmm. {Silence) I knew a girl once. I knew a guy who knew a 

girl once who was seeing her i.n 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 years it was almost as if he had not di.ed. And 

so although everybody thought they were doing the right thing 

by not talking about it, it caused her to have to keep it inside. 

C.B. (Crying) I remember when my Uncle Joe died. He was like a father 

to me ••• (Silence) 

F. Your Uncle Joe? 

C.B. Yeah. 

F. Your mother's brother? 

C.B. No, my grandma's brother. (Crying with face in hands.) 

F. Go on and let it out. (Crying) 

M.A.G. (Begins nervously laughing) 

F. Are you feeling embarrassed? 

M.A.G. No, I feel so wierd with everyone crying. 

F. I think everyone is aware that we're coming to the end of our 

session~ 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 teats. M.A.G., C.S., P.G. and M.J. are smiling embarras~­

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.) 

F. Were you able to cry then? Did anyone let you cry it out? 

C.B. No, I couldn't. 
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F. Why not? 

C.B. I don't know. 

F. You didn't or people didn't let you? 

C.B. People didn't let ae. 

F. Hbw long ago was this? 

C.B. Two years ago. 

F. That's a long time. 

C.B. 

F. 

.,.,. ~ 

J,l,,. \Ji. 

(Still crying) (Silence) 

I hope that the girls that 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 • 

F. Is there anything you want iD say, C.? (Pause) How old was he? 

You say uncle, but was he older than you? 

C.B. YeahJ a lot older ••• See he died with brain damage. 

F. Was he like a ••• ? Your father's not living with you, right? 

C.B. No. (Cries harder) I don't have a father. 

F. So he kind of acted like your substite father? 

C.B. (Shakes head affirmatively.) 

F. So that's why you were so close to him? 

C.B. (Shakes head affirmatively.) 

(That. is much noise from the next room and teachers are entering 

the session room to take chairs for a faculty meeting.) 

F. 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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C.B. {Nods affirm~tively. Still in tears) 

{Silence) 

F. Okay then. I'll see you next week. 

# 



CORRELATION MA!l!RIX FOR PRE-POST TEST SCORES 

ON ALL TEST MEASURES FOR ALL GROUPS 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1. DAP I 

2. DAP II .15 

3. DAP III .25 .19 

4. DAP IV .12 .04 .07 

5. DAP-Tot .60*** .48*** .77*** .48*** 

6. DAP-M .60*** .48*** .77*** .48*** 1.00*** 

1. SA-T .11 -.03 .18 -.06 .14 .14 

a. SA-M .17 -.03 .18 -.06 .14 .14 1.00*** 

9. WRAT Tot .16 .20 .os -.02 .16 .16 -.21 -.21 

10. SG-2 .17 -.12 -.05 -.15 -.06 -.06 -.20 -.20 

11. SG-3 .14 -.oo -.07 -.16 -.06 -.06 -.14 -.14 

12. WRAT-Rdg GL .21 -.10 -.10 +.08 .02 .02 -.12 -.12 

13. WRAT-Splg GL • 03 .24 . .01 -.08 .09 .09 "'!"e 13 -.13 

14. WHAT-Ar GL -.03 .19 .05 .06 .05 .05 -.19 -.19 

* ** *** :£. = .!. .2640 significant at .05; r = + • 3425 significant at .01; :£. = .±. • 4293 signi-- -ficant at .001. ~ 
~ 
~ 



CORRELATION MATRIX (Continued) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

15. WRAT-Rdg ss· .25 -.05 -.04 -.05 .07 .07 -.16 -.16 

16. WRAT-Splg SS .05 .21 .11 -.04 .14 .14 -.11 -.11 

17. WRAT-Ar SS .01 .24 .10 -.03 .12 .12 -.19 .19 

18. TSCS-SC -.04 .15 .oa +.21 .16 .16 .05 .05 

19. T/F .11 -.04 .06 -.11 .02 .02 -.03 -.03 

20. Net C .16 -.02 .10 -.05 .13 .13 -.05 -.05 

21. Tot C .oa. .oo .06 -.22 .02 -.02 .19 .19 

22. Tot P .17 -.29* -.01 .16 -.oo -.oo -.03 -.03 

23. R 1 .05 -.04 -.01 .05 .02 .02 .04 .04 

24. R 2 .21 -.25 -.09 .23 .04 .04 -.11 -.11 

25. R 3 .15 -.32* -.05 .01 -.07 -.07 .01 .01 

26. Col A .17 -.23 .02 .13 .06 .06 -.05 -.05 

27. Col B .22 -.20 -.06 -.14 -.07 -.07 -.01 -.01 

28. Col C -.03 -.12 -.09 .07 -.07 -.07 -.11 -.11 

29. Col D .25 -.29* -.15 .15 -.03 -.03 .01 .01 

;o. Col E .06 -.20 .02 .32* .10 .10 -.08 -.oa 
* ** *** .!: = .:!:. .2640 significant at .05; .!: = .:!:. .3425 significant at • 01; .!: = .:!:. • 4293 signi- . 

ficant at .001. 
v.i 

¥! 
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CORRELATION MATRIX (Continued) 
.. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

31. V Tot -.14 .30*' .21 .11 .21 .21 .19 .19 

32. V Col -.23 .26 .17 -.02 .09 .09 .20 .20 

33. V Row -.oo .24 .19 .15 .24 .24 .02 .02 

34. D .15 -.20 .07 .11 .08 .oa .23 .23 

35• D 5 .20 -.05 .14 .09 .11 .17 .15 .15 

36. D 4 -.07 -.10 -.05 -.06 -.11 -.
111 -.03 -.03 

37• D 3 -.09 .22 .oo -.08 .01 .• 01 -.24 -.24 
.... 

38. D2 -.15 -.03 -.05 .o:; -.oa -.cs -.05 -.05 

:;9. D 1 .14 -.20· .05 -.oo .02 .02 .27* .27* 

40. DP .19 -.26 -.09 .02 -.05 -.05 -.10 ..• 10 

41. GM .04 .19 .11 -.01 .17 .17 -.00 -.oo 

42. Pay .09 -.09 -.oo -.20 -.07 -.01 .06 .06 

43• PD -.24 .os -.04 -.05 -.11 -.11 .02 .02 

44. N -.19 .20 .02 -.1:; -.05 -.05 .03 .03 

45. PI -.23 .05 -.16 .25 .25 -.01 -.07 

46. NDS .11 .01 .02 .06 .03 .03 .06 .06 

* ** *** 
\>l 
\>l 

r = + .2640 significant at .05; ~ = .:!: .3425 significant at .01; r = + .4293 signi- \J1 - -fioant at .001. 



COR.RELATIDN MATRIX (Continued) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

47. SD-MDS -.11 -.04 -.05 -.06 -.11 -.11 .04 .04 

48. I -.04 -.14 -.06 .01 -.09 -.09 .03 .03 

49. I-U -.02 -.05 -.09 .07 -.10 -.10 -.06 -.06 

50. I-G .17 -.07 -.06 -.05 -.01 -.01 -.10 -.10 

51. 6U l!'ct I .02 -.13 -.01 -.06 -.06 -.06 .06 .06 

52. 6U Fct II .04 -.oa -.01 -.05 -.04 -.04 .06 .06 

53. 6U Fct III .oo -.10 -.01 -.04 -.04 .05 .05 

54. 6G Fct I .01 -.10 -.02 -.05 -.05 .05 .05 

55. 6G Fct II .04 -.09 .02 -.01 -.03 -.03 .11 .11 

56. 6G Fct III .05 -.11 -.03 -.05 -.05 -.05 .oa .oa 

57. 10 U Fct I -.01 -.11 -.00 .02 -.03 -.03 .09. .09 

58. 10U l'ct II .01 -.09 -.oo .01 -.02 -.02 .11 .11 

59. 10U Fct III .01 -.13 .01 .03 -.02 -.02 .10 .10 

60. 10G Fct I -.01 -.11 -.00 -.02 -.05 -.05 .10 .10 

61. 10G Fct II -.oo -.11 -.01 -.06 -.06 -.06 .11 .11 

* ** *** .!: = .!. .2640 significant at .05; £ = .!_ .3425 significant at .01; r = + .4293 signi - -ficant at .001. \.>l 
~ 

°' 



CORRELATION MATRIX (Continued) 

1 2 3 . 4 5 6 7 8 

62. 10G Fct III .04 -.10 .01 -.05 -.03 -.03 .14 .14 

63. 14U Fct I -.04 -.15 -.06 .04 -.oa -.08 .05 .05 

64. 14U Fct II -.03 -.18 -.02 -.01 -.08 -.oa .09 .09 

65. 14U Fct III .02 -.13 -.03 .03 -.04 -.04 .09 .09 

66. 14G Fct I -.08 -·13 -.04 .01 -.09 -.09 .05 .05 

67. 14G Fct II -.04 -.15 -.01 .02 -.06 -.06 .06 .06 

68. 14G Fct III -.06 -.12 -.04 .05 -.06 -.06 .07 .01 

69. 17U Fct I -.05 -.15 -.01 .04 -.09 -.09 .04 .04 

10. 17U Fct II -.04 -.17 -.03 .03 -.01 -.01 .09 .09 

71. 17U Fct III -.04 -.15 -.06 .05 -.07 -.01 .07 .07 

72. 17G Fct I -.08 -.14 -.06 .01 -.10 -.10 .05 .05 

73. 17G Fct II -.og -.18 -.08 .01 -.13 -.13 .01 .07 

74. 17G Fct III -.oa -.12 -.06 .04 -.oa -.oa .01 .07 

75. C-E 2 -.01 -.18 -.03 -.01 -.08 -.08 .05 .05 

76. C-E 3 -.oo -.05 .02 .03 .01 .01 -.01 -.01 

* ** *** £ = .:t • 2640 significant at .05; £ =.:t .3425 significant at .01; £ = :!:, • 4293 signif-
icant at .001. \JJ 

\.N 
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COR...1IBLATIOU MATRIX (Continued) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

11. C-E 4 .02 -.11 .02 .05 .oo .oo .11 .11 

18. C-E 5 .05 -.16 -.02 -.03 -.05 -.05 .OB .oa 

79. C-E 6 .05 -.07 -.01 -.08 -.04 -.04 .14 .14 

80. C-E 7-8 -.06 -.06 -.02 -.01 -.05 -.05 .06 .06 

81. C-E 9 .os .oo .09 -.12 .04 .04 .11 .11 

82. C-E 10 .13 -.08 .15 -.09 .01 .07 .01 .01 

83. C-E 11 .13 -.13 .04 -.09 -.01 -.01 .13 .13 

84. C-E 12 .14 .oo .09 -.19 .04 .04 .14 .14 

85. C-E 13 -.02 -.11 .04 -.05 -.04 -.04 .07 .01 

86. C-E 14 -.10 -.15 .03 -.03 -.01 -.07 .14 .14 

87. C-E 15 -.22 -.12 .03 -.10 -.14 -.14 .14 .14 

88. ,.., "1 
v-.:., 16 -.01 -.08 .01 -.02 -.05 -.05 .01 .01 

89. C-E U -.04 -.14 -.02 -.04 -.08 -.08 -.06 -.06 

90. SD-D 6 .04 .02 +.02 .01 .01 .01 .06 .06 

91. SD-D 10 .02 -.05 -.01 -.25 -.11 -.11 .11 .11 

* ** *** r=+ .2640 significant at .05; 1: =.:!:. .3425 significant at .01; 1: = .:!: .4293 signif-- -icant at .001. 
\.N 
\.N 
co 



COlliIBLATION MATRIX (Continued) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

92. SD-D 14 -~19 -,02 -~01 -.03 - .. 08 -.08 .02 .02 

93. SD-D 17 -,,15 -.03 -.03 - .. 06 - .. 11 -.11 .06 .06 

94., IQ -006 ,.08 005 -.01 .02 .02 .02 .02 

* ** *** ..!'. = .±. .2640 significant at .05; ..!'. = .±. .3425 significant at .01; ..!'. = .±. .4293 signif-
icant at .001. 



CORRELATION MATRIX (Continued) 

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

1. DAP I 

2. DAP II 

3. DAP III 

4. DAP IV 

5. DAJ?-Tot 

6. DAP-T:& 

1. SA-T 

8. SA-U 

9. WRAT Tot 

10. SG-2 .10 

11. SG-3 .10 .66*** 

12. WRAT-Rdg GL .52*** .03 .08 

13. WRAT-Splg GL .57*** .02 -.03 .05 

14. WR.AT-Ar GL .74*** .19 .14 .25 .09 

15. WRAT-Rdg SS .65*** .01 .01 .95*** .16 .29* 

* ** *** r = + .2640 significant at .05; :£ = .:t. • 3425 significant at .01; r ::: + .4293 signif- \.>l 

icant at .001. - - ~ 
0 



COHRELA.TION IJA.TRIX (Continued) 

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

16. VffiAT-Splg SS .60*** .01 .oo -.oo .97*** .10 .15 

:17. WR.AT-Ar SS .78*** .18 .14 .20 .15 .98*** .26 .17 

18. TSCS-SC -.12 -.14 -.01 .06 -.07 -.18 .oa -.06 

19. T/F .08 -.11 -.04 .14 -.06 -.10 .20 .02 

20~ Net C -.oo -.15 -.07 .11 -.16 -.13 .16 --.09 

21. Tot C .oa .01 .02 .11 -.12 .11 .14 -.12 

22. Tot P .25 .oa .09 .30* .11 .11 .32* .10 

23. R 1 .27* -.02 .01 .17 .20 .13 .22 .20 

24. R 2 .14 .19 .20 .18 .06 .08 .15 .05 

25. R 3 .18 -.05 -.01 .29* .04 .05 .33* .04 

26. Col A .04 .04 .10 .21 -.02 -.09 .23 -.03 

27. Col B .36** .15 .28* .21 .14 .26 .26 .16 

28. Col C .18 .02 -.04 .11 .09 .14 .11 .10 

29. Col D .07 .09 .01 .05 -.11 .17 .06 -.12 

* ** *** ·r = + .2640 significant at .05; .£=.±. .3425 significant at .01; r = + .4293 signi:f-
icant at .001. - -

\..N 
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COR.t.tELATION .MATR;J:X (Continued) 

9 10 11 12. 13 14 15 16 

30. Col B ·.13 .03 .01 .26 .08 -.03 .27* .11 

31. V Tot .04 -.28* .21 -.11 .16 -.04 -.04 .17 

32. V Col .oo -.26 -.26 -.13 .20 -.10 -.07 .20 

33. V Row .11 -.13 -.07 -.10 .18 .07 -.06 .19 

;34. D -.oo -.04 .02 .14 -.09 -.01 .18 -.05 

35. ]) 5 .06 -.12 -.01 .17 -.12 -.04 .25 -.01 

36. D 4 -.15 -.06 -.06 -.11 -.02 -.16 -.17 -.02 

37. D 3 .15 .01 .01 .06 .16 .14 .05 .11 

38. D 2 -.18 .04 -.03 -.29* -.03 -.02 -.33* -.06 

39. D 1 .09 .11 .16 .20 .05 .04 .20 .05 

40. DP .19 .13 .15 .23 .03 .01 .25 .05 

41. GM -·33* -.01 -.04 -.26 -.10 -.28* -.30* -.08 

42. Psy .28* +.05 .04 .11 .09 .19 .21 .10 

43. PD -.24 -.18 -.17 -.11 -.16 -.20 -.11 -.14 

* ** *** 
.!: = .:.!:. .2640 significant at .05; .!: = .:.!:. .3425 significant at .01; .£ = .:!: • 4293 signif-

icant at .001. 
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CORRELATION IJATRIX (Continued) 

9 1o H 12 13 14 15 16 

44. n -.12 .08 .07 -.29* .02 -.01 -.28* .02 

45. PI .01 -.os -.07 -.02 .01 .08 -.07 .04 

46. NDS -.01 -.05 .04 .03 .01 -.21 .13 .oa 

47. SD-LIDS -.17 -.01 .14 -.05 -.02 . -.19 -.og -.04 

48. I -.27* .14 .28* -.17 -.17 -.09 -.27* -.18 

49. I-U -.17 .23 .33* -.12 -.14 .01 -.20 -.16 

50. I-G -.13 .31* .28* -.16 -.22 .10 -.21 -.21 

51. 6U Fct I -.24 .20 .32* -.13 -.12 -.09 -.23 -.14 

52. 6U Pct II -.21 .21 .30* -.13 -.13 -.03 -.24 -.15 

53. 6U Fct III -·.23 .21 .33* -.13 -.14 -.05 -.24 -.15 

54. 6G Fct I -.26 .18 .32* -.14 -.10 -.13 -.25 -.12 

55. 6G Fct II -.28* .21 .32* -.14 -.14 -.14 -.25 -.16 

56. 6G Fct III ~.29* .18 .28* -.13 -.14 -.17 -.25 -.15 

57. 10U Fct I -.26* .. 15 .27* -.20 -.16 -.06 -.30* -.18 

* ** *** ...;: = .:!::. .2640 significant at .05; r = + .3425 significant at .01; - - ...;: =:t. .4293 signif-
ica:nt at .. 001. 
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COPJIELATIO.U LIATIUX (continued) 

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

58. 10U Pct.II -.27* .15 .29* -.21 -.20 -.05 -.29* -.20 

59. 10U Fct III -.25 .15 .24 -.16 -.17 -.04 -.28* -.19 

60. 10G Fct I -.23 .14 .28* -.15 -.12 -.07 -.24 -.14 

61. 10G Fct II -.23 .17 .32* -.15 -.15 -.06 -.24 -.17 

c2. 100 Fct III -.24 .18 .30* -.16 -.16 -.06 -.24 -.17 

63. 14U Fct I -.30* .12 .25 -.20 -.19 .10 -.30* -.20 

64. 14U Fct II -.30* .16 .28* -.17 -.17 -.13 -.27 -.18 

65. 14U Fct III -.29* .17 .28* -.16 -.17 -.11 -.27* -.19 

66. 14G Fct I -.28* .10 .25 -.18 -.15 -.11 -.27* -.17 

67. 14G Fct II -.30* .13 .27* -.18 -.19 -.13 -.27* -.21 

68. 14G Fct III -.28* .10 .21 -.16 -.14 -.12 -.26* -.17 

69. 17U Fct I -28* .09 .23 -.19 -.14 -.12 -.28* -.15 

70. 17U Fct II -.28* .14 .27* -.17 -.21 -.08 -.26* -.22 

71. 17U Fct III -.30* .og .23 -.17 -.20 -.12 -.28* -.21 

* ** *** r = + .2640 significant at .05; r=+ .3425 signi~icant at .01; .!: = .:!:. • 4293 signif-- - - -icant at .001. 

~ 
~ 
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CORREL/i.TION i:L'l.TRIX (Continued) 

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

72. 17G Fct I -.28* .09 .25 -.16 .•• 13 -.13 ·-.26 -.15 

73. 17G Fct II -.27* .09 .24 -.15 .•• 17 -.12 -.23 -.18 

74. 17G Fct III ..;.21* .08 .23 -.15 -.13 -.12 -.24 -.15 

75. C-E 2 -.32* .26 .38** -.14 -.21 ·-.16 -.23 -.21 

7G. C-E 3 -.29* .16 .26 -.11 -.12 -.14 -.23 -.17 

11. c-:;;; 4 -.24 .25 .21 -.06 --.27* -.01 -.19 -.29* 

78. C-E 5 -.28* .29* .38** -.04 -.25 -.09 -.18 -.27* 

19. c-:s 6 -.10 .oa .22 -.04 -.01 -.00 -.13 -.05 

so. ~1i' cu 7-8 -.25 .12 .22 -.13 -.15 -.07 -.25 -.16 

81. C-E 9 -.10 .28* .52*** -.04 -.14 .oa -.12 -.16 

82. C-E 10 -.24 ·38** .45*** -.13 -.20 -.05 -.21 -.22 

83. C-E 11 -.18 .23 .34* -.15 -.30* .05 -.21 -.25 

84. C-E 12 -.17 .24 .33* -.16 -.10 -.03 -.22 -.11 

85. C-E 13 -.14 .20 .37** -.11 -.27* .12 -.21 -.25 

* ** *** r = + .2640 significant at .05; 1: = ..:!:. .3425 significant at .01; :.£ = ..:!:. .4293 signif-
icant at .001. 
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C OILBELATI OU MA.TRIX (Continued) 

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

86. C-E 14 . -.28* .26 .46*** -.03 -.16 -.14 -.15 -.19 

87. C-E 15 -.21 .15 .35*** -. ~6 -.11 -.06 -.22 -.11 

88. C-E 16 -.27* .19 .31* -. ~6 -.16 -.09 -.27 -.17 

89. C-3 11 -.29* .1a· .30* -.16 -.19 -.10 -.27 -.20 

90. SD-D 6 -.29* .01 .09 -.13 .oo -.37 -.19 -.01 

91. SD-D 10 .04 .01 .25 .18 .09 -.08 .15 .08 

92. SD-D 14 -.12 -.04 .rn -.01 -.oo -.10 -.08 -.02 

93. SD-D 17 -.11 .02 .16 .oo -.01 -.10 -.05 -.04 

94. IQ -.02 .01 -.05 .19 -.11 .09 .10 -.19 

* ff *** r = + .2640 significant at .05; .,;: = .!. .3425 significant at .01; .,;: = .!. .4293 signif-
icant at .001. 



CORRELATION MATRIX (continued) 

17 1~ 19 20 21 22 23 24 

17. WRAT-Ar SS 

18. TSCS-SC -.14 

19. T/F -.04 .11 

20. Net C -.01 .16 .90*** 

21. Tot C .10 .01 .31* .28* 

22. Tot P .09 -.14 .11 .12 -.12 

23. R 1 .14 .15 .17 .17 .14 .75*** 

24. R 2 .01 -.14 -.08 -.05 -.27* .71*** .29* 

25. R 3 .01 -.21 .13 .15 -.11 .78*** .51*** .29* 

26. Col A -.10 .01 .15 .14 -.01 .72*** .59*** .50*** 

27. Col B .27* -.29* -.01 -.01 -.03 .61*** .35** .44*** 

28. Col C .13 -.28* -.01 -.01 .27* .53*** .30* .46*** 

29. Col D .12 -.23 -.10 -.03 -.11 .67*** .39** .62*** 

30. Col E -.03 .25 .23 .28* -.07 .61*** .58"* .29* 

* ** *** .£. = .:!:. .2640 significant at .05; r = + .3425 significant at - - .01; .£. = .:!:. • 4293 signif'-
icant at .001. 

~ 
-I>-
-J 



CORRELATION MA2Rll (continued) 

17 18 19 :ro 21 22 23 24 

·31. V Tot •. 01 .38** .03 .14 .19 -.21 .12 -.26* 

32. V Col -.06 ·38** .01 .os .23 -.26 .23 -.48*** 

33. V Row .12 .14 .04 .12 .01 -.14 -.19 .11 

34. D -.08 .29* .16 ·'Zl* .35** ·37** .39** .14 

35. D 5 -.01 ·38** -37** .55*** .46*** .23 .33* .04 

36. D 4 -.15 -.12 .31* .09 -.19 -.03 -.07 -.03 

37. D 3 .15 -.13 -.11 -.15 -.25 -.28* -.30* -.09 

38. D 2 -.05 -.26 -.52*** -.50*** -.16 -.16 -.14 -.19 

39. D 1 .05 .11 -.14 -.15 .15 .49*** .42** .33* 

40. DP .05 -.45*** .38** .41** .03 .74*** .46*** .51*** 

41. GM -.25 .21 -.00 .02 -.04 -.69*** -.58*** "r"e28* 

42. Psy .19 -.60*** .19 .16 .26 -.08 -.26 -.07 

43. PD -.19 .45*** .25 .26 .27* -.62*** -.31* -.55*** 

44. N .02 .17 -.18 -.22 .17 -.81*** -.55*** -.61*** 

* ** *** £=.±. .2640 significant at .05; .!: = .±. .3425 significant at .01 ; r = + .4293 sign.if-- -icant at .001. 
VI 
~ 
co 



. 
C<E.RELATION MATRIX (Continued) 

17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 

45. PI .01 -.02 -.16 -.29* .01 -.05 .09 -.13 

46. !IDS -.16 .21 .;8** .46*** .42** -.33* -.26 -.24 

47. SD-1IDS -.19 -.02 .10 .19 .04 -.06 -.07 .03 

48. I -.10 -.01 -.03 .04 -.24 -.16 -.30* .oa 

49. I-U -.oo -.04 ~03 .06 -.03 -.19 -.26 .09 

50. I-G .11 -.16 -.05 -.03 -.15 -.20 -.31* .02 

51. 6'JFct I -.49 -.09 -.02 .01 -.22 -.17 -.28* .07 

52. 6'J Fct II -.05 -.13 -.03 .01 -.25 -.19 .34* .08 

53. 6'J Fct III -.08 -.16 -.04 -.02 -.27* -.15 --33* .12 

54. 6G Fct I -.15 -.12 -.02 .03 -.22 -.19 -.32* .06 

55. 6G Fct II -.15 -.09 .02 .07 -.20 -.14 -.27* .os 

56. 6\J Fct III -.18 -.09 -.01 .05 -.21 -.20 -.32* .01 

57. 10U Fct I -.08 -.07 -.03 .oo -.28* -.17 -.31* .03 

58. 10U Fct II -.06 -.06 -.01 .05 -.27* -.18 -.32* .01 

* ** *** ..!: =.±. .2640 significant at .05; .!: = .:!::. .3425 significant at .01; .!:. =.±. .4293 signif'-
icant at .001. 

VJ 
~ 
\.0 



CORRELATION MATRIX (continued) .. 
17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 

59. 10U Fct'III -.06 -.07 -.04 .01 -.29* -.18 -.31* .06 

60. 10G Fct I -.oa -.08 -.03 .01 -.27* -.18 -.31* .04 

61. 10G Fct II -.07 -.02 -.01 .01 -.24 -.16 -.28* .05 

62. 100 Fct III -.07 -.04 -.oo .04 -.22 -.16 -.26 .02 

63. 14U Fct I -.12 -.oa -.03 .02 -.29* -.16 -.31* .oa 
64. 14U Fct II -.15 -.09 -.01 .03 -.22 -11 -.27* .03 

65. 14U Fct III -.13 -.05 -.05 .oo -.26* -.14 -.27* .os 

66. 14G Fct I -.13 -.05 -.01 .07 -.22 -.13 -.24 .01 

67. 14G Fct II -.14 -.05 -.02 .09 -.20 -.13 -.23 .05 

68. 14G Fct III -.13 -.03 -.23 .03 -.26 -.15 -.26* .01 

69. 17U Fct I -.14 -.07 -.02 .02 -.30* -.16 -.30* .08 

10. 17U Fct II -.10 -.05 -.01 .03 -.28* -.10 -.25 .12 

71. 17U Fct III -.14 -.05 .oo .05 -.32* -.12 -.28* .11 

72. 17G Fct I -.15 -.01 .oo .06 -.24 -.15 -.27* .09 

* ** *** .!: = .:t • 2640 significant at .05; .! = .:!:. • 3425 significant at .01 ; .!: = .:t .4293 signif-
icant at .001. 

\>I 
\.,"1 
0 



. 
I .. 

CORRELATION MATRIX (Continued) 

17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 

73. 17G Fct II -.14 -.04 .02 .06 -.18 -.14 -.23 .05 

74. 17G Fct III -.14 -.06 -.01 .06 -.22 ~.11 -.22 .08 

75. C-E 2 -.20 -.14 -.06 -.06 -.12 -.11 -.22 .03 
. 

76. C-E 3 -.18 -.09 -.19 -.15 -.27* -.06 -•25 .25 

77. C-E 4 -.03 .os -.05 -.03 -.10 -.09 -.16 .12 

78. C-E 5 -.13 -.11 .04 .oo -.16 .03 -.13 .20 

79. C-B 6 -.02 -.02 .02 .01 -.12 -.08 -.14 .09 

80. C-E 7-8 -.09 -.03 -.02 .06 -.18 -·33* -.42** -.02 

81. C-E 9 .06 -.16 -.14 -.09 -.10 -.14 -.27* .09 

82. C-E 10 -.06 -.04 -.16 -·13 -.17 -.16 -.28* .11 

83. C-E 11 .02 -.14 .23 .22 -.04 .03 -.08 .05 

84. C-E 12 -.03 -.09 .06 .03 -.08 -.09 -.21 .05 

85. C-E 13 .10 -.26 .09 .06 .01 -.09 -.17 .03 

86. C-E 14 -.18 .07 -.08 -.08 -.03 -.03 -.04 .09 

* ** *** r=+ .2640 significant at .05; .!: =.:!.:. .3425 significant at .01; r = + .4293 signif-- - - -icant at .001. 
\>l 
\J1 _. 



... 
CORRELATION MATRIX (Continued) 

17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 

87. C-E 15 -.07 .01 .03 -.oo .02 -.19 -.11 -.12 

88. C-E 16 -.11 -.15 -.02 -.03 -.10 -.16 -.24 .02 

.ag. C-E M -.12 -.06 .01 .04 -.16 -.17 -.28* .06 

90. SD-D 6 -.36** -.05 .09 .21 -.02 -.15 -.19 -.03 

91. SD-D 10 -.08 -.01 .04 .05 -.03 -.07 -.08 .05 

92. SD-D 14 -.10 .07 .13 .23 .04 .01 .05 .02 

93. SD-D 17 -.12 -.03 .06 .12 .11 -.05 -.03 .02 

94. IQ .05 .11 -.03 .oo -.oa -.04 -.09 .04 

* ** *** .£ = .±. .2640 significant at .05; .£ = .:!:. .3425 significant at .01; .£ = .:!:. .4293 signif-
icant at .001 • 



CORRELATION LIA.TRIX (Continued) 

25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 

17. WBAT-Ar SS 

18. TSCS-SC 

19. T/F 

20. Uet C 

21. Tot C 

22. Tot 1' 

23. R 1 

24. R 2 

25. R 3 

26. Col A .52*** 

27. Col B .57*** .40** 

28. Col C .48*** .25 .19 

29. Col D .52*** .39** .36** .33* 

30. Col E .53*** .32* .09 .23 .21 

* ** *** £ =±. .2640 significant at .05; £ =±. .3425 significant at .01; £ = !. • 4293 signif-
icant at .001. 

\.X 
\J1 
\.X 



CORRELATION MATRIX (Continued) 

25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 

31. V Tot -.23 -.13 -.23 -.37** -.16 .01 

32. V Col -.24 -.27* -.37** -.29* -.32* .13 .80*** 

33. V Row -.19 -.oo ~.02 .27* .oo -.22 .64*** .14 

34. D .36** .32* .21 -.06 .18 ·44*** -37** .27* 

35. D 5 .22 .17 .14 -.24 .15 ·31** .44*** .35** 

36. D 4 -.02 .16 .14 .21 -.14 -.09 -.22 -.25 

37. D 3 -.30* -·'.38** -.13 -.03 -.16 -.25 -.24 -.10 

38. D 2 -.02 -.08 -.10 .11 -.03 -.18 -.19 -.10 

39. D 1 .38** .32* .36** .06 .29* .37** .22 .15 

40. DP .68*** .46** .51*** .52*** .45*** .41** -.34* -.38** 

41. GM -.70*** -.41** -.38** --54*** -.50*** -.45*** .06 .02 

42. Psy .06 -.13 .32* .09 -.03 -.41** -.18 -.26 

43• PD -.54*** -·44*** .... 13*** -.26 -.55*** -.08 .21 +.41** 

44. N -.67*** -.64*** -.42** -.59*** -.56*** -.42** .35** .39** 

* ** *** .!: = ..±. • 2640 significant at .05; _;; = ..:!:. • 3425 significant at .01; .!: = .:t. .4293 signif-
icant at .001. 

\.>l 
\J1 
..;:.. 



CORRELATION 11.ATRIX (Continued) 
·" 

25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 

45. PI .oo .13 •.• 07 .04 -.02 -.13 -.14 -.12 

46. 1IDS -.23 .21 -.12 -.27* -.38** -.14 .19 .16 

47. SD-liIDS -.05 -.05 .09 -.28* -.01 -.05 .16 +.oo 

48. I -.16 -.12 .01 -.19 -.03 -.09 -.05 -.19 

49. I-U -.21 -.16 .17 -.32* -.09 -.16 -.02 -.17 

50. I-G -.20 -.23 .13 -.10 -.06 -.07 -.24 -.23 

51. 6U Fct I -.18 -.15 -.03 -.14 -.06 -.07 -.01 -.15 

5?.. 6U Fct II -.20 -.16 -.oo -·13 -.06 -.14 -.10 -.22 

53. 6U Fct III -.16 -.14 -.02 -.08 -.04 -.09 -.11 -.24 

54. 6G l1ct I -.18 -.16 -.03 -.15 -.06 -.10 -.05 -.16 

55. 6G Fct II -.13 -.10 -~02 -·.13 •.• 03 -.07 -.05 -.18 

56. 6G Fct III -.19 -.15 -.03 -·.15 ..• 05 ..• 11 -.05 -.17 

57. 10U Fct I -·.14 -.11 -.05 -·.17 -.02 -.07 -.04 -.17 

58. 10U Fct II -.13 -·.14 -.04 -.18 -.03 -.06 -.05 -.17 

* ** *** ..!: = .:!: • 2640 significant at .05; ..!: = .:!: .3425 significant at .01; .!: =.:!: .4293 sign.if-
icant at .001. 

\.>I 
IJ1 
\Jl 



COIL.'l.ELATION MATRIX (continued) 

25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 

59. 10U Fct III -.16 -.11 -.05 .: -.16 -.02 -.os -.04 -.17 

60. 10G Fct I -.15 -.14 -.05 -.17 -.04 -.oa -.03 -.16 

61. 10G Fct II -.15 -.11 -.02 -.19 -.02 -.07 -.04 -.17 

62. 100 Fct III .13 -.10 -.01 -.19 -.03 -.07 -.03 -.15 

63. 14U Fct I -.16 -.11 -.03 -.15 -.01 -.08 -.08 -.20 

64. 14U Fct II -.15 -.11 -.01 -.20 -.01 -.07 -.04 -.15 

65. 140' Fct III -.13 - .. 08 -.02 -.16 -.00 -.09 -,.07 -.17 

66. 14G Fct I -.11 -.10 -.01 - .. 20 -.01 -.05 -.oo -.14 

67. 14G Fct II - .. 15 - .. 08 -.02 -.25 - .. 02 . -.03 - .. 02 - .. 14 

68. 14G Fct III -.09 - .. 03 -.22 -.01 -.05 -.oo -.14 

69. 17U Fct I -.15 -.12 -.05 -.13 - .. 01 -.06 -.06 - .. 18 

10. 17U Fct II - .. 12 -.04 -.02 -·13 .. 04 -.06 -.08 -.21 

71. 17U Fct III -.12 -.08 -.05 -.12 .01 -.02 -.07 -.20 

12. 17G Fct I -.15 -.10 -.03 -.19 -.02 -.09 -.oo -.16 

* ** *** £ =;:!:. .2640 significant at .05; £ = .::!:. • '3425 significant at .01; .!: = .::!:. .4293 signif-
icant at .001. 

\.,~ 
\J1 
0\ 



C OR...'{CLATI ON :IATIUX (continued) 

25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 

73. 17G Fct II .... 13 -· .. 07 .01 • .• 24 -001 -.01 .01 -.14 

74. 17G .Pct III . . ., 11 ..• 07 -.01 -.20 -.oo -.04 .01 - .. 13 

75. C-3 2 ••406 ..• 17 .01 -.02 ... 08 •. 04 -o 13 .. ,13 

76 .. C-.C 3 ..• 13 .. ., 12 -.03 .oo .02 -"02 -.10 -.18 

77. C-3 4 - .. 16 .01 ... 04 -.12 ~ .. 03 .01 .01 ... 09 

78. c T' -.!.J 5 -.oo -.02 .03 .05 .04 .12 ... 19 -.24 

79. c-:c 6 -·.15 .01 ..• 01 ..• 02 -.06 -·.12 .05 ·· ... 01 

so. C-E 7-8 •.• 30* -.30* -.12 ..• 21 --.18 ..• 14 .09 --.06 

81. C-E 9 ...;.11 --.08 .06 -.01 -.04 -.22 -.01 -.17 

82. C-E 10 ... 17 -.16 .02 -.13 -.00 -.05 -.13 -.20 

83. f'1 ·~ v-.w 11 .10 .oo .09 -.06 .11 .17 -.12 -.18 

84. C-E 12 -.07 .01 .07 -.17 -.02 -.08 -.02 -.17 

85. C-B 13 --.11 .01 .09 -.03 -.03 -.19 -.05 -.17 

86. rt ~,.:'\ 

\..1-J:!I 14 -.10 .09 -.04 -.09 -.04 -.oo .04 -.oo 
-JE- ** *** r = + .2640 significant - - at .05; r=+ .3425 significant at .01; r=+ - - .4293 signif-

icant at .001. 

\..>l 
IJ1 
-.:i 



c Oili'IBLATI ON I:IATRIX (Continued) 

25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 

87. C-E 15 -.20 -.03 -.07 -.11 -.20 -.16 .14 .05 

88. C-E 16 .... 14 -.13 .02 -.13 -.10 -.09 -.01 -.14 

89. C-E !:I -.17 -.13 -.oo -.17 -.09 -.05 .oo -.12 

90. SD-D 6 -.01 -.01 -.04: -.20 -~oo -.11 .11 -.02 

91. SD-D 10 -.10 . -.14 .07 -.11 -.01 -.05 .03 -.04 

92. SD-D 14 .01 -.oo .OG -.30* .oo .09 .24 .08 

93. SD-D 17 -.09 -.oo .08 -.31* -.06 -.12 .19 .03 

94. IQ -.05 -.13 -.20 -.04 .12 -.02 .27* .18 

* ** *** .£ = .:t .2640 significant at .05; £ = .:t .3425 signif.Lcant at .01; r = + .4293 signif-
icant at .001. 

~ 
\J1 
OJ 



CORRELATIOU MATRIX (Continued) 

33 34 ;35 36 37 38 39 40 

33. V How 

34. D .22 

35. D 5 .28* .84-¥** 

36. D 4 -.11 -. 35*""* .56"l'** 

37. D 3 -.15 -.70*** .45*** -. ~G 

38. D 2 -.27* -.20 .48*** .27* -.22 
. 

39. D 1 .15 .77*** .54*** -•lr1** -.4G~'** .... 3o·K-

40. DP -.19 .2. .15 .15 -.25 -.13 • ~5 

41. GM .13 -.2::; .17 'II) .13 .03 --35** -.50*** .. "-
42. Psy .06 -.2~ .11 .09 .17 -.06 -.20 .33* 

43. PD -.05 -.07 .09 .oo .oo -.10 -.37** -.45*** 

44. N .26 -.19 .10 -.12 .20 .07 -.23 -.70*** 

45. PI -.20 -.2G .4•t-l<"** .45*** -.16 .52*** -.26 -.03 

46. NDS .22 ')"'7"' •'-i7C" .45*** -.23 -.08 -.44*** -.03 -.04 

* ** *** r=+ .2640 significant at .05; £=.:!. .3425 significant at .01; .!: = ..:!:. .4293 signif-- -icant at .001. 

\..N 
\.JI 
1...0 



CORRELA.TI ON !:IATRIX (Continued) 

33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 

47. SD-I;IDS .. 24 .11 .12 -.oo -.n -. '! 1 .05 .os 

48. I .09 - .. 10 .14 .17 -.05 .06 -.10 -.oo 

49.· I-U .. 12 -.05 .03 .03 - .. oo -.:os -.02 -~01 

50. I-G - .. 19 -.?.~· .18 ~04 .24 001 -,21 -.13 

51. 6U Fe-!; I .,()1 -,06 ? 14 .18 -~09 .09 -.03 .02 

52. 6U L'ct II .05 -? 13 .17 016 -,01 .05 -.08 .01 

53? 6U :i!'ct III ,05 -.11 ~ 19 ? 1 ~) -.04 006 -.04 005 

540 6G Fct I ,06 -.07 -.14 -.16 -~07 ~06 -.05 .02 

550 6G Fct II .06 -.06 -.13 .19 -.08 .05 -.04 .06 

56. 6G Fct III .,05 -~09 -.14 .18 -.oo .05 -.08 .02 

57, 10U Ji'ct I .09 - • .r>1 -.15 ~20 -~ 10 .14 -.08 -.02 

58. 10U Fct II .()9 -.,09 -.14 ,,18 -~01 ~10 -. ~ 1 -.01 

59. 10U li'ct III .. 09 -.10 -.16 ,20 -.06 '10 -.10 -.03 

60. 10G J~ct I .10 -.,07 -.14 .18 -.08 "11 -~07 -.02 

* ** **¥.-
r = + .?.640 significant at .05; r = + .. 3425 significant at .01 ; r = + .4293 signif-- -icant at .001. 

\.>J 
O'\ 
0 

---- . ~-- -~~~ -~~~ - ------ ---



CORRELATION MA'm.IX (Continued) 

33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 

61. 100 Fct II .08 -.07 -.13 .18 -.07 .09 -.06 -.04 

62; 10G Fct III .07 -.04 -.10 .17 -.11 .11 -.05 -.03 

63. 14U Fct I .06 -.11 -.18 .20 -.05 :12 -.11 -.02 

64. 14U Fct II .05 -.04 -.13 .20 -.13 .12 -.05 -.oo 

65. 14U Fct III .03 -.08 -.16 .19 -.08 .13 -.07 -.01 

66. 14G Fct I .11 -.04 -.10 .17 -.10 .06 -.07 .02 

67. 14G Fct II .10 .01 -.06 .15 -.14 .08 . -.03 .02 

68. 14G Fct III .12 -.06 -.12 .17 -.10 .10 -.08 -.00 

69. 17U Fct I .07 -.12 -.18 .21 -.05 .12 -.12 -.oo 

10. 17U Fct II .06 -.12 -.18 .22 -.06 .11 -.12 .02 

71. 17U Fct III .06 -.12 -.17 .23 -.05 .10 -.13 .oo 

72. 17G Fct I .14 -.06 . -.13 .19 -.10 .06 -.07 .02 

73. 17G Fct II .13 -.01 -.08 .17 -.14 .08 -.06 .01 

74. 17G Fct III .11 -.03 -.10 .17 -.12 .06 -.05 .05 

* ** *** :£ = .:!:. • 2640 significant at .05; :£ = .:!:. • 3425 significant at .01; r = + .4293 sign.if-- -ica:nt at .001. 
~ 

°' .... 



CORRELA.TION MATRIX (Continued) 

33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 

75. C-E 2 -.14 -.01 -.16 ~17 -.13 .17 .06 .05 

76. C-E 3 .• 02 -.16 -.26 .18 .02 .oa -.oo .01 

77. C-E 4 .04 .03 -.06 .11 -.15 .02 .01 -.05 

78. C-E 5 -.12 -.03 -.17 .25 -.11 .05 .08 .17 

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. C-E 9 .06 -.01 -.08 -.03 .03 -.oo .05 -.05 

82. C-E 10 -.04 -.14 -.18 .11 .oo .18 -.05 -.07 

83. C-E 11 -.09 .04 -.02 .20 -.19 .oo .01 .23 

84. C-E 12 .14 .11 "'!'.02 .17 -.24 .02 .16 .04 

85. C-E 13 .07 .04 -.04 .13 -.18 .10 .03 .11 

86. C-E 14 .oo .13 -.02 .08 -.21 .04 .22 -.04 

87. C-E 15 .13 .13 -.02 .17 -.31* .14 .09 -.05 

88. C-E 16 .09 .04 -.10 .14 -.18 .13 .09 .02 

* ** *** £ = .!. • 2640 significant at .05; r = + • 3425 significant at .01; r = + .4293 sign.if-- - - -icant at .001. 
~ 
0\ 
I\) 



CORRELATION MATRIX (Continued) 

33 34; ' 35 36 37 38 39 40 

89. C-E M .09 .02 -.10 .18 -.12 .03 -.01 -.oo 

90. SD-D 6 .19 -.02 .05 .01 -.01 -.01 -.10 .05 

91. SD-D 10 .06 .06 .01 -.04 -.01 -.08 .11 -.02 

9~. SD-D 14 .26 .19 .19 -.01 -.20 -.n .08 .11 

93. SD-D 17 .29* .19 .13 .oo -.22 -.11 .15 .09 

94. IQ .20 -.07 -.03 -.02 .03 -.01 -.01 -.12 

* ** *** r = + .2640 significant at .05; 1: = .:!: .3425 significant at .01; 1: = .:!:. .4293 signif-
icant at .001. 



. CORRELATION MAT.RIX (Continued) 

41 42 43 
.. 

44 45 46 47 48 

33. V Row 

34. D 

35. D 5 

36. D 4 

37. D 3 

38. D 2 

39. D 1 

40. DP 

41. w 

42. Psy -.13 

43. PD .36** -.14 

44. N .40** .oo .48*** 

45. PI .04 -.03 -.11 -.10 

46. NDS .30* .21 .48*** .29* -.42** 

* ** *** .!: = .:t. .2640 significant at .05; £ = ..:!: .3425 significant at .01; £ = .:t. .4293 signif-
icant at .001. 

~ 
0\ 
.po. 



CORRELATION MATRIX (Continued) 

41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48 

47. SD-MDS .16 .10 -.01 .06 .06 .12 

48. I .27* .09 -.02 .16 .06 -.02 .64*** 

49. I-U .31* .09 -.04 .22 .02 .11 .76*** .86*** 

50. I-G .23 .02 -.02 .25 -.03 .... 02 -.01 .59*** 

51. 6U Fct I .29* .05 -.02 .14 .06 -.03 .56*** .96*** 

52. 6U Fct II .29* .10 -.03 .14 .04 -.04 .56*** .95*** 

53. 6U Fct III .26 .11 -.05 .10 .01 -.07 .56*** .95*** 

54. 6G Fct I .30* .09 -.02 .15 .06 -.02 .65*** .96*** 

55. 6G Fct II .27* .01 -.03 .09 .06 -.04 .67*** .94*** 

56. 6G Fct III .31* .09 -.02 .13 .01 -.02 .64*** .95*** 

57. 10U Fct I .24 .oa -.02 .16 .01 -.08 .45*** .94*** 

58. 10U Fct II .23 .08 .01 .18 .04 -.04 .45*** ,;94*** 

59. 10U Fct III .24 .10 -.02 .15 .08 -.09 ·43** .94*** 

60. 10G Fct I .23 .11 -.02 .15 .06 -.04 .52*** .95*** 

* ** *** .! =.:!:. .2640 significant at .05; .! = .:!. .3425 significant at .01; r = + .4293 signif-- -ica.nt at .001. 
\.>I 
0\ 
\]I 



C_ORRELATION 1~~IX. (Continued) 

41 42 43 44 45 46. 47 48 

61. 10G Fct II .22 .07 -.02 .17 .06 -.04 .51*** .94*** 

62. 100 Fct III .22 .oa -.03 .14 .07 -.05 .50*** .94*** 

63. 14U Fct I .27* .06 -.03 .14 .08 -.07 .54*** .98*** 

64 .. 14U Fct II .29* .06 -.02 .15 .12 -.03 .63*** .97*** 

65. 14U Fct III .26 .04 -.04 .13 .10 -.12 .57*** .97*** 

66. 14G Fct "I .24 .06 -.01 .13 .oa -.02 .70*** .99*** 

67. 14G Fct II .26 .04 -.04 .13 .05 -.02 .70*** .97*** 

68. 14G Fct III .26 .04 -.01 .14 .oa -.06 .67*** .98*** 

69. 17U Fct I .25 .06 -.01 .14 .oa -.06 .55*** .98*** 

10. 17U Fct II .21 .06 -.03 .09 .07 -.09 .52·*** .97*** 

71. 17U Fct III .22 .03 -.01 .11 .06 -.09 .53*** .97*** 

72. 17G Fct I .27* .01 -.01 .12 .07 -.01 .71**'* .98*** 

73. 17G Fct II .24 .06 -.01 .15 .oa .oo .73*** .97*** 

74. 17G Fct III .. 22 .06 -.02 .10 .. 09 -.03 .74***' .97*** 

* ff *** 1: = .±. .. 2640 significant at .. 05; 1: = .:!, .3425 significant at .01; r = + .4293 aig:nif-- -ica.nt at .001. 
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. CORR.ELATION MATRIX (Continued) 

41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48 

75. 0-E 2 .20 .oo -.06 .oa .12 .. 05 .50*** .80*** 

76. C-E 3 .21 -.04 -.12 -.01 .oa .11 .51*** .76*** 

77. 0-E 4 .21 -.10 .01 .09 .06 .14 .44*** .77*** 

78. C-E 5 .13 .01 -•12 -.10 .11 .15 .43*** .80*** 

79. 0-E 6 .10 .09 .05 .05 .03 .03 .30* .74*** 

80. 0-E 7-8 .33* .12 .13 .28* .02 .oa .56*** .89*** 

81. C-E 9 .12 .23 -.07 .13 .05 .05 .38** .71*** 

82. C-E 10 .25 .05 -.13 .17 .05 .13 .30* .70*** 

83. C-E 11 .02 .13 -.05 -.01 .03 .06 .33* .74*** 

84. C-E 12 .20 .11 -.14 .07 .05 -.00 .47*** .76*** 

85. C-E 13 .10 .24 -.08 .06 .13 .09 .32* .64*** 

86. C-E 14 .11 -.05 .01 .06 .14 .09 .55*** .73*** 

87. 0-E 15 .19 .04 .10 .21 .17 .07 .41** .62*** 

88. C-E 16 .23 .09 -.10 .11 .13 .06 .60*** .80*** 

* ** *** r = + .2640 sigll.ilicant at - - .05; £ = .±. .3425 significant at .01; £ = .±. .4293 sign.if-
icant at .001. 
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CORRELATION 1IATRIX (Continued) 

41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48 

89. C-E I.1 .26 .06 .01 .16 .09 .01 .64*** .95*** 

90. SD-D 6 .23 .12 .02 .07 .05 .05 .18*** .44*** 

91. SD-D 10 .08 .14 -.03 +.03 -.01 .. 11 .58*** .51*** 

92. SD-D 14 .07 .02 .05 +.05 -.01 .. 14 .91*** .59*** 

93. SD-D 17 .17 .oa -.01 .05 .05 .16 .90*** .51*** 

94. IQ .. 01 - .. 22 .12 +.05 -.04 .09 .04 .15 

* ** *** r = + .2640 significant at .05; £ = .:t .3425 significant at .01; £ = .:t .4293 signif-
icant at .001. 



•, 

CORRELATION MATRIX (Continued) 

49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 

49. I-U 

50. I-G .53*** 

51. 6U Fct I .19*** .54*** 

52. 6U Fct II .81*** .58*** .98*** 

53. 6U Fct III .19*** .53*** .98*** .98*** 

54. 6G Fct I .82*** .49*** .98*** .98*** .98*** 

55. 6G Pct II .80*** .47*** .96*** .97*** .97*** .98*** 

56. 6G Fct III .81*** .53*** .97*** .97*** .97*** .99*** .98*** 

57. 10U Pct I .70*** .55*** .94*** .92*** .92*** .91*** .89*** .90*** 

58. 10U Fct II .10*** .59*** .91*** .91***· .91*** .90*** .89*** .88*** 

59. 10U Fct III .10*** .58*** .92*** .92*** .92*** .90*** .88*** .eO*** 
60. 100 Fct I .71*** .52*** .95*** .93*** .93*** .93*** .91*** .92*** 

61. 100 Fct II .72*** .57*** .92*** .90*** .90*** .90*** .89*** .89*** 

62. 10G Fct III .71*** .56*** .93*** .92*** .91*** .91*** .91*** .91*** 

* ** *** r = + .2640 significant at .05; .!: = .:!:. .3425 significant at .01; r = + .4293 sign.if-- - - -icant at .001. 
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COlli"IBIATION -1lA.'!IlIX (Continued) 

·" 
49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 

63. 14U Fct I .78*** • 58*** .96*** .94*** .94*** .94*** . .91*** .93*** 

64. 14U Fct II .82*** .52*** .97*** .94*** .95*** .96*** .94*** .95*** 

65. 14U Fct III .78*** .56*** .96*** .95*** .95*** .96*** .95*** .96*** 

66. 14G Fct I .84*** .48*** .95*** .93*** .93*** .95*** .94*** .93*** 

67. 14G Fct II .85*** .47~ .93*** .91*** .92*** .93*** .93*** ,92*** 

68. 14G Fct III .81*** .46*** .94*** .93*** .93*** ~95*** .93*** .93*** 

69. 17U Fct I .75*** .56*** .96*** .94*** .94*** .95*** .92*** .93*** 

10. 17U Fct II .73*** .57*** .93*** .92*** .92*** .91*** .91*** .. 90*** 

11. 17U Fct III .72*** .57*** .92*** .92*** .92*** .91*** .91*** .91*** 

72. 17G Fct I .83*** .43** .95*** .93*** .94*** .96*** .. 94*** .94*** 

73. 17G Fct II .84*** .42** .92*** .90*** .90*** .93*** .91*** .91*** 

74. 17G Fct III .84*** .40** .92*** .91*** .92*** .94*** .93*** .92*** 

75. C-E 2 .72*** .50*** .84*** .79*** .81*** .82*** .81*** .82*** 

76. C-E 3 .69*** .42** .76*** .72*** .17*** • 74"*** -73*** .75*** 

* ** *** ..!: = .:!: .2640 signif'icant at .05; ..!: = .:!: • 3425 significant at .01; r = + .4293 signif-- -icant at .001. 
....,. 
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CORIIBLA.TI ON J:JATRIX (continued) · 

49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 

r;. 0-E 4 .70*** .48*** .19*** .79*** .19*** .17*** .78*** .78*** 

78. C-E 5 .67*** .50*** .84*** .80*** .85*** .81*** .83*** .83*** 

79. C-E 6 .56-H* .48*** .76*** .76*** .76*** .73*** .69*** .73*** 

80. C-E 7-8 .11*** .51*** .90*** .90*** .91*** .91*** .87*** .92*** 

81. C-E 9 .59*** .49*** .12*** .74*** .11*** .72*** .70*** .70*** 

82. C-E 10 .58*** .63*** .73*** .70***. .71*** .69*** .70*** .71*** 

83. C-E 11 .55*** ·57*** .74*** .70*** .73*** .71*** .T3*** .71*** 

84. C-3 12 .66*** .40**-. .19*** .76*** .19*** .77*** .77*** .77*** 

85. C-B 13 .53*** .36** .64*** .65*** .66'*** .63*** .61*** .62*** 

86. C-E 14 .64*** .29*: .76*** .71*** .75*** .75*** .75*** .73*** 

87. C-E 15 .51*** .17 .65*** .61*** .61*** .62*** .60*** .58*** 

88. C-E 16 .76*** .35* ·.82*** .'79*** .81*** .81*** .79*** .81*** 

89. C-B M .86*** .55*** .94*** .91*** .94***' .93~.<+1E- .92*** .93*** 

90. SD-D 6 .50*** -.oo .40** .43*** .44*** .54*** .58*** .57*** 

* ** *** r = + • 2640 significant at .05; .£ = .:!. • 3425 significant at .01; .£ = .:!:. .4293 signif-- -icant at .001. 
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· CORR.l:!.~TIOM MATRIX (Continued) 

-~ 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 

91. SD-D 10 .43"'"* .13 .54*** .54*** .51*** .56*** .58*** .56*** 

92. SD-D 14 .69*** -.05 .50*** .49*** .50*** .56*** .59*** • 52**"-

93. SD-D 17 .1<Yff* -.22 .46*** .45*** .415*** .53*** .54*** .50*** 

94. IQ .oo .09 .12 .73*** .11 .09 .13 .11 

* ** *** .£ = ,:t. .2640 significant at .05; .£ = ,:!:_ • 3425 signif'icant at .01; r = + .4293 signif-- -icant at .001. 



COR..'IBLA~ION MATRIX (Continued) 

57 58 59 60 61 62 63 64 

49. I-U 

50. I-G 

51. 6U Fct I 

52. 6U Pct II 

53. 6U Fct III 

54. 6G Fct I 

55. 6G Fct II 

56. 6G Fct III 

57. 10U Pct I 

58. 10U Fct II .98*** 

59. 10U Fct III .98***· .97*** 

60. 10G Fct I .91*** .97*** .97*** 

61. 10G Fct II .99*** .97*** .96*** .98*** 

62. 100 Fct III .98*** .97*** .96*** .99*** .99*** 

* ** *** r = + • 2640 signi:ficant at - - .05; r = + .3425 significant at - - .01; r = + .4293 signif-- -icant at .001. 
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COlffi.ELATION MATRIX (Continued) 

57 58 59 60 61 62 63 64 

63. 14U Fct I .97*** .96*** .96*** .96*** .95*** .95*** 

64. 14U Fct II .94*** .92*** .93*** .94*** .92*** .93*** .97*** 

65. 14U Fct III .96*** .95*** .96*** .96*** .95*** .96*** .98*** .97*** 

66. 14G Fct I .93*** .92*** .91*** .94*** .93*** .92*** .97*** .97*** 

67. 14G Fct II .92*** .92*** ·90*** .92*** .91*** .91*** .96*** .97*** 

68. 14G Fct III .95*** .94*** .94*** .95*** .94*** .94*** .97*** .97*** 

69. 17U Fct I .97*** .96*** .95*** .97*** .96*** .95*** .99*** .96*** 

70. 17U Fct II .96*** .96*** .95*** .96*** .96*** .95*** .97*** .94***" 

71. 17U Fct III .96*** .97*** .95*** .96*** .96*** .95*** .98*** .94*** 

72. 17G Fct I .93*** .92*** .92*** .94*** .9~*** .9~*** .97*** .97*** 

r(3. 17G Fct II .91*** .90*** .88*** .92*** .91*** .90*** .95*** .96*** 

74. 17G Fct III .91*** .91*** .89*** .92*** .90*** .90*** .95*** .. 96*** 

75. C-E 2 .75*** .73*** .72*** .74*** .73*** .. 75*** .80*** .85*** 

76. C-E 3 .68*** .67*** .69*** .69*** .69*** .67*** .75*** .76*** 

* ** *** £ = .:!:. • 2640 significant at .05; r = + • 3425 significant at .01; r = + .4293 signif-- - - -icant ai; .001. 
\>l 
-J 
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CORRELATION MA.TRIX (Cc;>ntinued) 

57 58 59 6() 61 62 63 64 

77 • C-E 4 .73*** .71*** .76*** .10*** .70*** .73*** .76*** .79*** 

78. C-E
0 5 .19*** .11*** .79*** .. 78*** .19*** .19*** .81*** .83*** 

79. C-E 6 .75*** .73*** .79*** .76*** .73*** .11*** .74*** • 73-'l<-1(* 

ao. C-E 7-8 .87*** .85*** .89*** .88*** .83*** .85*** .88*** .90*** 

81. C-E 9 .73*** .74*** .75*** .75*** • 74*** .76*** .70*** • 71i':"** 

82. C-E 10 .73*** .10*** .73*** .74*** .76*** .75*** .70*** .70*** 

83. C-E 11 .19*** .81*** .11*** • 75*** .78*** .77*** .75*** .72*** 

84. C-E 12 .81*** .77*** .19*** .82*** .82*** .85*** .76*** • 78-K-1<* 

85. C-E 13 .68*** .64*** .69*** .67*** .64*** .70*** .65*** • 67"*-K* 

86. C-E 14 .70*** .67*** .69*** .10*** .11*** .72*** .72*** .78*** 

87. C-E 15 .67*** .63*** .63*** .67*** .65*** • 69*K"* .63*1<* .69*** 

88. !"1 ·-, 
\;-.1:.. 16 • 78*** .71*** .75*** .78*** .75*** .78*** .78*-l<* .84*** 

89. C-E rJ: .90*** .88*** .90*** .89*** .89*** .89*** .93*** .96*** 

90. SD-D 6 .31* .32* .30* .36** .33* .35** .37** .44*** 

* ** *** ..!: = .:!:.. .2640 significant at .05; 1: = .:t. .3425 significant at .01; 1: = .:t. .4293 signif-
icant at .001. 
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C O:R.llELATI OU EATRIX (Continued) 

57 58 59 60 61 62 63 64 

91. SD-D 10 .46*** .44*** .43*** .59*** .60*** .59*** .45*** .49*** 

92. SD-D 14 .43*** .44*** .40** .47*** .48*** .44*** .49*** • 55*"lE* 

93. SD-D 17 .34** .32* .32*. .39** .36** .36** .41** .53*** 

94. IQ .15 .18 .16 .16 .18 .17 .14 .os 

* ** *** ,;: = .:': .264C• signti'ice.nt at .05; £ = .:': .3425 significant at .01; £ = .:': .4293 signif-
icant at .001. 



CORRELATION" MATRIX (Continued) 

65 66 67 68 69 70 71 72 

65. 14U Fct III 

66. 14 G Fct I .96*** 

67. 14G Fct II .95*** .99*** 

68. 14G Fct III .98*** .99*** .97*** 

69. 17U Fct I .98*** .97*** .95*** .97*** 

10. 17U Fct II .96*** .95*** .94*** .96*** .98*** 

71. 17U Fct III .97*** .95*** .93*** .96*** .98*** .98*** 

72. 17G Fct I .96*** .99*** .98*** .99*** .97*** .95*** .95*** 

73. 17G Pct II .94*** .98*** .98*** .98*** .95*** .94*** .93*** .98-H* 

74. 17G Fct III .95*** .99*** .97*** .99*** .95*** .93*** .94*** .99*** 

75. C-B 2 • 79*** .80*** .81*** .75*** .78*** .75*** .75*** • 79*-1\'-X-

76. C-E 3 .72*** .75*** .76*** .73*** .73*** .72*** .72*** .76*** 

77. C-E 4 .81*** .76*** .75*** .78*** .73*** .76*** .74*** • 75'*** 

78. 0-E 5 .81*** .79*** .80*** .77*** .19*** .80*** .80*** • 79'*"** 

* ** *** .!: =.:t. .2640 significant at .05; r=+ .3425 significant at .01; r = + .4293 signif-- -icant at .001. 

VJ 
-1 
-1 



.. 
COIL"illiLJ.i.TION 1JATRIX (Continued) 

65 66 67 68 69 70 71 72 

79. C-E 6 .76*** .70*** .66*** .72'*"** .75*** .74*** .74*** .72*** 

oo. C-B 7-8 .88*** .88*** .85*** .88*** .88*** .83*** .84*** .88ff* 

81. C-E 9 .74*** .67iC** .67*** .68*** .69*** .71*** .70*** .69*** 

82. C-E 10 .71*** .66*** .68*** .66*** .69*** .72*** .69*** .65*** 

83. C-E 11 .75*** .74*** .74*** .70*** .75*** .78*** .77*** .69*H 

84. C-E 12 .78*** .74*** .76*** .75*** .75*** .73*** .74*** • 76*H· 

85. C-E 13 .67*** .61*** .61*** .63*** .62*** .64*** .63*** .63***• 

86. C-E 14 .77*** .76*** .75*** .74*** .70*** .73*** .70*l<-* .75*** 

87. C-E 15 .64*** .64*** .63*** .65*** .62*** .62*** .60*** .66**7<· 

88. C-E 16 .79*** .OO?<·** .81*** .19*** .76*** .72*** .73*** .89*-i<* 

89. 0-E LI .93*** .94*** .94*** .93*** .92*** .90*** .90*** .94*'* 

90. SD-D 6 .45*** .48*** .48*** .48*** .40** .35** .39** .49*•:<* 

91. SD-D 10 .50*** .51*** .48*** .51*** .50*** .48*** .49*** .54*'d(-

92. SD-D 14 .49*** .68*** .67*** .63*** .51*** .51*** .48*** .65*** 

93. SD-D 17 .44*** .58*** .59*** .55*** .40** .38** .36** .60*~'* 

94. L~ .15 .14 .11 .17 .15 .21 .20 .15 

* ** *** ~ r = + .2640 significant at .05; r = + .3425 signii'ica:nt at .01; r = + .4293 signif'- ~ 

icant at .001. - - o:> 



COHREL.ATION llATRIX (Continued) 

73 74 75 76 77 78 79 80 

65. 14U Pct III 

66. 14G Fct I 

67. 14G Fct II 

68. 14G :b"'ct III 

69. 17U Fct I 

70. 17U Pct II 

71. 17U l!~ct III 

72. 17G Pct I 

73. 17G Pct II 

74. 17G Pct III .98*** 

75. C-E 2 .77*** .77*** 

76. C-E 3 .71*** .75*** .81*** 

77. C-E 4 .76*** .75*** .73*** .66*** 

78. C-J~ 5 .75*** .77*** .89*** .83*** .77*** 

79. C-E 6 .66*** .70*** .59*** .62*** .70*** .65'1t** 

* ** *** ..!: = .:!: • 2640 significant at .05; £=.:!: .3425 significant at .01; £ = .:!:. .4293 sign.if-
icant at .001. ~ 

~ 
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CORHELATION UATRIX (Continued) 

73 74 75 76 77 78 79 80 

oo. C-E 7-8 .84*** .86*** .76*** .71*** .19*** .74*** .76*** 

81. C-E 9 .64*** .67*** .63*** .62*** .61*** .63*** .78*** .72*** 

82. C-E 10 .63*** .61*** .71*** .74*** .60*** .74*** .50*** .66*** 

83. C-B 11 .76*** .69*** .65*** .48*** .59*** .77*** .52*** .63*l<* 

84. c-·'"' .i.:. 12 .73*** .73*** .65*** .65*** .66*** .75*** .70*"'* .70*** 

85. C-E 13 .61*** .60*** .62*** .42** .66*** .62*** .67*** .67-*** 

36. C-E 14 .75*** .75*** .18*** .67*** .79*** .75*** .69*** • 7()-¥.-Y.-~k 

87. 0-T~ 15 .67*** .64*** .63*** .42** .60*** • 53*"** .60*'¥-"* .65*l-Hf 

38. C-E 16 .78*** .79*** .85*** .7.4*** .73*** .81~- .63*** .81*1<-l~ 

39. :"'f ·n t-r 1...,.-.v., .,!_.j, .92*** .93*¥* .87*** .82*1<"* .85*** .87*** .77*** .93-l<-l<-* 

90. SD-D 6 .48*** .52*** .33* .28* .27* .27* .15 .43*** 

91. SD-D 10 .53*** .52*** .39** .39** .25 .40** .40** .45*** 

92. SD-D 14 .69*** .52*** .40** .45H-* .39** .36** .24 .49*7'* 

93. SD-D 17 .63*** .70*** .43*** .46*** .43*** .37** .25 .4TYrX* 

94. IQ .14 .16 .20 .21 .20 .14 .25 .15 
·:+ ** **-l(-

r = + .2640 significant at .05; .!. = .:!:. .3425 significant at .01; .!: =±.. .4293 sign.if-
icant at .001. 
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CORP..EIATION tIATRIX (Continued) 

81 82 83 84 85 86 87 88 

81. c .. , 
-.i:.. 9 

82. C-E 10 .71*** 

83. C-E 11 .54*** .62*** 

84. C-E 12 .70*** .10**><- .66*** 

85. c ,., -.u 13 .75*** .51*** .57*** .65*** 

86. C-E 14 .76*** .60*** .55*** .62*** .70*** 

87. 0-"' .u 15 .62*** .44-lt*-JE- .41*** .60*** .82*** .77*** 

88. C-3 16 .66**"* .67*** .57*** .78*** .80*** .77*** .78*** 

89. C-:i~ I.I .73*** • 73*"** .73*** .80*** .70*** .81*** .69*** .88*** 

90. SD-D 6 .28* .21 .23 .40 .18 .36** .15 .37"** 

91. SD-D 10 .52*** .46**-lE- .27* .53*** .33* .43**><· .42** .40x•Px-;~ 

92. SD-D 14 .26 .26 .38** .36** .22 .49*** .39** • 49.x-x-x-

93. SD-D 17 .28* .18 .17 .42** .32* .52*** .47*** • 507zx-=x 

94. IQ .15 .15 .07 .05 .09 .15 .14 .06 

* ** *** 
.!: = .!. .2640 significant at .05; r=+ .3425 significant at .01; E. = .:t. .4293 signif-- -icant at .001. 
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com.IBLATION HA.TRIX (Continued) 

89 90 91 92 93 94 

81. C-E 9 

82. C-E 10 

03. C-B 11 

84. ('1 ·,;i v-.;....J 12 

85. U-E 13 

86. c ., -.c. 14 

87. C-B 15 

88. C-E 16 

89. C-E LI 

90. SD-D 6 .42** 

91. SD-D 10 .47*** .39** 

92. SD-D 14 .57*** .58*** .45*** 

93. SD-D 17 .54*** .59*** .42** .85*** 

94. IQ .14 -.06 .10 "13 .04 

* ** *** £=..:!:. .2640 significant at .05; £=..:!:. .3425 significant at .01; £ = ..:!:. • 4293 signif-
icant at .001. 
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