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ABSTRACT

Tr;o object of this research was to évaluate the impact of self-esteem
-workshops on u\f-ntoom tevels of pnructpants. F-'orty-two people
who applied to attend & p\b\.tc course: ontltlod "Butldlng Self-Esteem~—-
Your Own and Othorn" and who volunteered to-be plrt of this study were

- .
nsstgned to ? of two tmatmont gr'oups or a control groyp depending
on their date of appucatton. An experiential training program, of
approximately 20 hours in duration, in which participants leamed the
theoret(cal compononts of .tf—esteem and ongaged in experiential
legming exercises, was omplqyed In addition to subjective reports,
two instruments, the Tennessee celf—()or»cept Scale and the Janis—
Field Feelings of Inadequacy Scale were adrr;tnistered to dtrectly mea-
sure self-esteem levels. The IPAT Anxtety Scale Questionnaire was '
used ‘both as a mreasure of anxiety and as an tn;:lirect measureée of s\elf—
esteem, The results indicate that there was a significant inérease in
self-esteem among participants in one treatment group but not in the
'other. It was concluded that the value of the program for raising -
self-esteem levels was encoumﬂng , but not conclusive. Recommen= .
dations for both refining the methods used to measure self-esteem in

this program and for alternate ways of measuring self-esteem in

future programs were suggested.
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION
Eyrpose of the Susdy

The main purpose of this study was to determine whether a pro-

oram for Puilding self-esteem could otmtﬂcmiy enhance the develop~
ment of self-esteem. Since correlations between selif-esteem and anx-
lety have been sugpested by several writers (Branden, 19009; Cooper—
smith, 1967; Cmrd.:l, 1973; Falker, 1974; Samuels, 1977), a secon-
dary and more lln;ttod pur'po-o:n. to examine whethyr the Course
could significantly decrease anxiety levels. To subetantiate whether
these goals were achtov&, both subjective arnd abjective measures were
taken. However, one of the purposes of the literature review is to de-

monstrate that this is ot the seemingly easy task it might apgpear to be.

The Prablem

The problem under investigation was how to conduct an evalua-
_tion of a program for building self-esteem in order to determine (ts

effectivensss. One way to do this was to determine whether self-

1.



ostoem increased. It seerme loglaal that if sel \ncresses
siPpwhcantty 1N & Workahop, hen the teashing/leaming mode! em-
ployed ts a viable one, l!.lnimmlmwomum
nm‘mmwwumw tated /
wit eolf-soteem georeases, there le some |tkelthoad thet eelf-seteem
hae (ncreased. ToO ald \n e eveluation, ™his study attermpted to
anewer the following questions! ‘ s

1. Does 8 course an bullding self-esteem sIgMAcintly erhance
the devel of self-esteem ?

- I.MQWNmml;\mlmtdwtm?

Need for the Susy

Probebly since the eariiest of tmo.. people have believed that
the way a person thinks and feols sbar hMmeelf, influences the way
ne behaves. Elkin (19786) offers an engaging selection of quotes
handed down through the Centuries which reflect man's thoughts abax
the importance of this valuing “vmuﬂm precess, With the birth
of modern DM- hese chesrvations and speculationa, these
pnoctonﬁﬁc notions, gredually began to be shaped into testable
rwpotheses.

At first, & variety of terms were ueed %0 deecribe the processes
and unx\ono trwolved An this esvalustive, judgmental, &ffecttve
aspect of a person's self-reflexive activity. Bestides the term self-

esteerm, early writers used phrases such as sel\f-regard, se\f-

\



-

.

’ acoeptance, seif=aatisfestion, Q%AM. self-puigment, self-

' respeot, seif=worth, esif-confidense, are sotf-1dea! congruende
While there may have been differert shades of moaning inend-
d.mmmunnmmbummhm
PheNOMenon , M.M(\p\)nﬂﬂmd*‘mm

m“wmmn\mmﬂmnwm

\n:muotm“lm“(n.m. '

WIth time though, The 9™ s!f-0etearm seermad 1 O8I the Most
Wmunmwnmwhmwndw
affective evaluation of $e eelf 1a made (Cathan & Moree ,, 1977, Welile
& Marwell, 1976). However, becsuse of the differing thepgfitical

' Wo.mmwwomﬂu\onodwom
are still being ltvely debated, with the reeult thet st present there TN
il no standard operetional definttion of self—sstasm (Calhoun & Moree,
1977, Crandall, 1979).

This lack of cleer ﬁnft'\tt\onmcn“ prablerms because solf-
ostoem lo'l popular term these days. There are bochs, theories,
courses and workshops being offered to the genersl Mﬁcwnﬂo
them understand, (mprove, Maintaln, erhance or develop thetir setlf-
esteerm. In aadition to the pogular peychology materials, setf-eeteem
tcummmwmwmcmﬂudw“cuw

development, such approaches bolnoévw adage "You

'tunounrpocplotfyoudmnlnywmw" 1ts use s NOt



limited to just the "self" p;ychologies but it is employed for any ‘_
theory which is even slightly cognitive’i‘k\ nature and contains some

':desc ription of processes by which p@ple evaluate thémselves and
by which such evaluations affect subsequent behavior (Wells & Marwell, .
1976). »T'oday, references to self-esteem can be found in almos’t all
theories except the most staunchly behavioristic ones. Howeve‘r, the -
liberal use of this construct which ﬁas not been adequately defined
theoretically, has led to‘ many problems and criticisms and even some
suggestiong that until the concept is adequately defined in operationa‘l
ierms, its use would be bétter‘ abandoned. .

To give some idea of the term's wide usage when it comes to
specific research, seif—esteJem, as a variable of interest, has been
studied in such diverse content .areas as group attraction (Ditte;,

' 1959), marital relations (Luckey, 1961‘), ethnic stereotypes (Dworkin,
1964), the occurrence of delinquent behavior (Chapman, 1966), atti-
tude change and persuasibility (Silverman, Ford & Morganti, 1966),
coﬁfor‘mity (Gergen & Bauer, 1967), equity ‘maintenance (Pepitone et
al,, 1964), reactions to stress or threat (Schalon, 1968), dishonest
beha\:ior (Aronson & Mettee, 1968), social affects of physical defects
(Meadow., 1969), social partic}r\;ation (Coombs, 1969), helping and
seeking behavior (McMillen & Reynolds, 1969), competitive behavior

(Graf & Hearne, .1970), causal attribution (Fitch, 1970), cognitive

dissonance (Cooper & Dunéan, 1971), identities (Heiss & Owens,

Y
L]



1?72;, interpersonal attraction (Leonard, 1973), and educational
achievements (Felice, 1973), to name but a few. ‘

However, most of these studies have been interested either in the .
effects of differing self-esteem levels upon consequent behavior or
self-esteem as the independent variable. As Coopersmith (1967) noted '
some years ago, and which still seems true today, surprisingly few
studies have been interested in the conditions that produce or 'enhance
self-esteem, pe ps because of the theoretical and methodological
problems 'involved (p. >19). While this may ;De the case, it would seem
that if self-esteem is such an important factor in determining human
behavior, then despite the methodological difficulties, studies designed
to determine its antecedent requirements or how it might be enhanced
are certainly warranted. As indicated earlier, while there are num-
erous theories and speculations about self-esteem, few have been sub-
jected to critical empirical analysis and investigation, Therefore,
while there are several options to choose from regardin- the conditions
that produce and enhance self-esteem, because of the ltack of empiri-
cal research, there is little basis on which to determine their validity

or to select between competing claims.

Significance of the Study “

It was w‘th sorme of the above statements about the importance of

self-esteem in mind that the Mental Health Division of the City of

"ty

Edmonton Health Department decided to first conduct and then evaluate '
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workshops on building self-esteem. The Mental Health Division is
( .

an agency whose chief purpose is the praomotion and enhancement of

mental health withiln the City of Edmonton. While it is also involved.

in direct treatment, its main invol(/ér.nent is in the area of prevention.
.

‘ In a public health or preventive model of mental health, one is
continually struggling with the problem of how to employ limited re-
sources for the greatest good. One is also faced with the problem of
wheree along the continuum between "norma}cy" and "crisis" one shogld
intervene in a prever\tive way . :

One possible solution is to intgr-vene by using a combined adult
education and laboratory learniné model (Mill & Porter, 1972; Sea-
shore, 1968). Teaching a mentally healthy public how to m‘aintain ard
promote its health is less costly in many ways than tre;\tment of dis-
turbances.

Partly as a result of this rationale, the Mental Health Division

- [ -4

has in the past offered various courses to the public dealing with.some

. . o
aspect of mental health. Of particular concerm for this study are cr*

-’

courses they offered on building self-esteem. Response was enthusi’as-
tic with classes filling quickly and many people being turned away. At

least ostensibly, the courses were fulfilling some need in the general
!

public.

Although the courses' popularity was dovious, several guestions

still remained, for example——were such courses effective in promoting



-

\ -

‘mental health, could such courses significantly increase self-esteem

in a last.tng way or were the results merely temporary? In light of

N o

these and other questions, it was decided that some research on the

value and effectiveness of these public courses was feedud .

As an aside, it {s noted that while the primary purpose of the .
program .was to enhanga the s_utf—ecte&n of the individual parﬁctpants,
the workshop was also designed to give people a concéf)tual and exper="

a . .
i'enti_an understanding of tt:\e proéesses involved, an understanding of
the.role their'. self—ésteem plz.nys in building the self—esteel;n of othdrs,
and ideas on ways they could enhance the esteem of others. However,
the evaluation of these other goals was notvformally investigated in
this study~.

Limitations

The miajor limitations in this study are the difficulty in truly mea-—
suring the construct of self-esteem, and in a sensitive enough manner
that changes in self—e‘stee'm levels can be detected. Also, the fact
that participants were, volunteers created problems with fandom selec~

tion and sample size. Lastly, the nature of this study meant that the

way participants and leaders interacted would influence the effective—

/

ness of the workshop.

Plan of the Report

The evidence presented here and in Chapter 11 subitantiates the

need for programs on building self-esteem. Chapter 11 also examines

a



tho'thoonttcnl background, crucial tor;na, and issues that are noc.-
osur'y.to have an understanding of self-esteem. TWcultios in
defining and moaourtng the constr'uct are also disocussel . Chapter ll‘l
describes how tho problem of moasuromont was hu;alod in this study.
Chnptor IV describes the results of this study, whllo Chaptcr V dis-

oUS8es thou results and concludes wlth eom‘nmtl/ and mmﬂw.ﬂw

for future programs destgnod to build or thance ulf—osteom.
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CHAPTER NI

[

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND AND RELATED RESEARCH

Introduction ®

In this chapter, the chief goals will be:
1. To examine some of the issues and problems that have been
raised in discussions on self-esteem as well as the more inclusive
’

terms "self" and "self-concept".

2. To examine some of the thinking and research that has re-

sulted from these discussions. &
L4 'y . P

Wells and Marwell (1976) note four features about the use of self-

.

esteem today. They state that:
1. CSelf-esteem is very popular today and is usedg: explain a

variety of behavioral phenomena. They would agree with Wylie (1974)

? .

L4
who says that self-esteem has been linked to almost every variable

at one time or ancther,
2., As a conceptual tool, self-esteem has been employed by a

wide range of theoretical perspectives and is a key idea in many of



. 'o.

¢+ these approaches.

3. Bph}\?toral phonomona.nn tnvolvo‘d‘ whlc;\‘uro presumably
measurablg, and perhaps maﬁtpulatable, thereby permitting particular:
descriptions of it amenable to empirical conﬂrr'natién or rejection,

‘f Lastly, as noted earliér, so\f—os;’om is a docdptlvely slippery’
concept about Mtch there is a good deal of confusta;\ and disagreement,
It was this last fe"alﬁare which p.romm.d Wells and Marwell to undertake
their literature review, and one with which the writer also will

N
“wrestle with in this chapter,

. 4
As Crandall (1976) notes, there is no standard operaa'onal defini~
tion of self-esteem. Therefore, before gxamtning the research on
self-esteem, some of the disaussions on self-;steem will be examined
in an attempt to identiflyy important issues and clarify and determine
\what is being talked about. As the various theoretical approaches are

*
examined, an attempt to isolate common conceptual threads will be

made .

One can start by saying that self-esteem.is generally considered
a hypothetical construct that is a sub—component of the larger term
"self—conceApt" which, in turn, is one aspect of "self", both of which
are also hypothetical constructs (Wells & Marwell, 1976; Wylie, 1974),
Thus ,. a discussion of self-esteem presupposes an understanding of

@® both self and self—concept if one is to understand how the term has

evolved to its use today. Another way of viewing it would be to say



4

- e . .

that many of the issues first raised in discussions on'the self and °
ulf-;:oncopt have affected current views of self-gsteem.

‘ As a substanttal portion of this chapter will foous on these dis-
cussions, which tr’ce the evolution and use of thono.throo terms and

strate the similarities and differences in the theoretical

approaches to themiover the years, readers familiar with thesk

discussions may Wish to omit this section or only examine the summary
onp, 7! before Nng on to the section entitled "Self—-E steermn——

Further Observations" 78, or the empirical research on raising

. 0
adult self-esteem levels on p.

Seeing self-esteem as a subset of self-conception raises two main
questions: 1) What is the nature of self and self-concept?, and 2)
"’\Nhat part of self-concept is self-esteermn? Again, ’as with self-estee-m,
there is no standard definition of self, While latgr, some of the more
prominent theorists and viewpoints will be examined to illustrate the
different appvﬁe: taken to these terms, some preliminary points
can now be made, ":

Wells and Marwell (1976) note that self seems to be one of those
words which because of its ubiquity and indispensibility, is virtually

.

impossible either to discard or specify unambiwom;sly. They believe
that part of the conf’ustc/:n with the word comes from everyday use of

self as a frequent synornym for person, personality and sometimes body,

and with this layman's blurring of definition spilling over onto psycho-



logy as well. To help cope with this confusion, Gordon Allport's
(1961) classic definition s useful for providing some perspective,
He says:

The self is something of which we are immediately aware,

We think of {t as the warm, priyvate region of our life., As

such it plays a critical part {n our consciousness (a concept

broader than self), {n our personality (a concept broader

than consciousness), and in cur organism (a concept broader

than personality). Thus it s some kind of core in our being.

And yet it is not a constant core, (p. 110)

Another more technical view is taken by Wells and Marwell (1876)
who propose that self be seen as a specialized cognitive or behavioral
subset of "personality", which consists of reflexive or self-conscious
cognitions and behaviors. Stermming from James' (1B90) views of the
self-as~agent and self-as~aobject, they propose that the basic proper-—
ties ascribed to the self would be that it {s a reflexive, social, and
symbolic process, Aside from these basic properties, however, they
concede that the conceptualization of self can vary in a number of ways,

While this is not the place to review in detail the writings that
have taken place down the years on the self and self-concept, an over-
view tracing the evolution of these terms might be helpful, Before
beginning this overview, first some of the issues that have been sur—
faced in diswssWQ\terms will be mentioned sd\tiat they can

be kept in mind as the different theorists are examined.
\

Some Key Issues

Some of the issues which have separated theorists on self-esteem
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{nto rival camps are ones such as M‘t(l'mo.nt by self, self-concept,
and self-esteem; what (s the difference between ego and aelf; what are

the components involved ({n these terms; why are these tor#m consid-

ered an {mportant cbject of psychological study; what questions about
them might be'Put to scientific investigation today; can
be affected and if so, how?; and can this effect be measung Other
{ssues which have caused much co;\trovorsy ina one
self and which, therefore, affect self-esteem, ther
a fact or fiction; whether we should view the self as the knower or the
known, as a structure or as a process; and, lastly, whether we should
consider the self as a single or global entity, or as something that is
fragmented, disconnected and multiple. Rather than discussing all of
these issues in depth at this time, they are presented to stimulate the
examination of the more prominent theorists, While most of them will
be dealt with more directly later in this report, some need to be re-
ferred to now,

Gergen (19’71) probably summarizes the four main reasons for a
study of self (and by implication self-concept ana‘solf—esteem) as well
as anyone., The first of these is identity., Stemming from the ancient
dictum, "Know thyself", Gergen argues th'at the way a man conceives
of himself influences both what he chooses to do and what he expects

of life. Furthermore, for one to know his identity is to grasp the

meaning of his past and the potential for his future.
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The second reason has to do with ulf-ovnluuuon,. which tm\u"'
the questions of what feelings a person ‘-hc:q.ld have about himsel!f and
how he should value himself, Gergen notes u\a‘t over the centuries,
the pendulum has swung back and forth between those who would de-

nounce self-love and those who belleve it to be crucial to human happi-

—

\\/
ness. Most O‘WM has been based, on the

premise that the person's evaluation or esteem of himself plays a key
role in determining his behavior. Much of what a person does, and
the manner in which he does it (s /msumod to be dependent upon his
self-esteem (Gergen, 1971), This reason is the one with which this
author {s most concerned but Gergen's other; two reasons for studying
self will be notedf;}sstng.

The third reason, he says, can be traced to the long standing feel-~
ing of basic conflict between self and society. On the one hand there
is a wide spread commitment to self-integrity, acting independently
of one's fellow man; on the other hand, there is the view that one
should behave flexibly and be careful about his public appearance,

The last reason for studying self is not for its positive value but
for the restrictions and limitations it imposgs, for the way {t tnter'fer;es
with growth and spontaneity. While there are probably other reasons
as well, these are the main ones. They in turn have sparked those
people interested in understanding the procos.r of mental health and

adjustment and of human social interaction to pursue study in these areas.

3 .
L]

B
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Before examining the other tasues, the manner (\n which these
ummw.mployodwdcw\opadbymdwmonwn-
tnent theorists will now be examined. Initially, the main focus will be

®
on the two terms, self and self-concept, \ater the focus shifts to self-

esteom,

Historical and Theoretical 8 ackground
Srief Overview .

The notion of a "psychic” agent which regulates, guides and con=
trols our behavior has long been of interest to man, \éonturto- ago,
the Greeks, particulacly Aristotie, dtot’tnquuhcd between the physical
and non-physical aspects of the human being (Gergen, 1971), Central
to the notion of the non—-physical existence was the "soul”". Though not
precisely defined, this notion had much in comman with what later
theorists meant by ngelf". However, when the concept df soul was
taken over by Christian theology , tis use (n scientific thinking gred-
ually declined.

Some 2,000 years after Aristotle, Rene Descartes' famous dictum
"1 thtna, therefore | am" introduced the concept of 1, the thinking,
kNowing, cogniztng entity which became one direct predecessor of the
concept of self in psychology . Later, problems such as the distinction
between mind and body, urﬂerstnndtng‘th. existence of mind, the

nature of human experience, and the nature of experiencing oneself

became central to the philosophical thinking of such people as Berkely,



Letbnitz, Haobbes, Spinoea, Hyme, Locke, Kark, and James and Jaivh
Swart Mill (Gergen, 1971), The early peychology which grew out of
this evolving pMiceophical tredition was motnl'y 8 peychology of per-
sonal experience based on self-reports or irtrospection. .
For the "irtrospectionists”, the notion of self referred Mmainly to
the person's sxperienmce of his own bodly, However, with the tnﬂuontt#
theorizing of Willlam James (1080, 1082) at tha turn of the century,
this restricted view was abandoned (Gergen, 1'971). James s generally
regarded as the earliest self psychologist and his views along with
C.A, Cooley, both of whom we shall discuss later, enjoyed wide pop-
ularity until \hb rise of the behaviorists in the early 1900's. The dom-
ination of pyychology by the behaviorisis until the 1930's caused inter— *
est in ‘mental phenomena to wane. Later though when clinical psycho-
logists fand the behavioristic model too limiting to account for the
phenomena they cbserved, and Freudian, neo-Freudian and Gestalt .
theories became Mmore popular, interest in the self began to be revived
and many theories and approaches were developed.
;oday, while not all theorists find {t necessary to discuss the
notion of self or self—<concept (Evans, 1968), for m.ny?noﬂsts
{f the view or perception the individual has of himself is not the single
most important human attribute, it is at least a very critical variable.

Such people ses the self—viewing process as often being the key to

understanding the numerous puzzling behavioral events displayed by

-—1



ary s\ngle w(H..n. Lindaey, 1970),
While (t \om“wdﬂumwm\nan”
theorista who deal with the ss!f and eelf=EOoNOeRt, by ohooeing some of
the more prominert theorists, mebwédwmw .
of the terms ard & ntian of thelr uses taday May DO cdtained n order
to gain a better understanding of se!f-estesr . Therefore, Whe follow=
* 1ng SS0RION WAl SHAMNS4NS evelution of the MOSEAN VIews &nd useges °
_ of these terms a little more clussly, begining with willlam Jamees,
the fMirst of the manern self peychologis.

o

willam James

willlam James said thgt, “In its widest possible senge...a man's
Self s the sum total of all that he an call his” (James, 1890, p. 201).
He divided this self into three parts relating respectively to a) dts con-
stituerta, D) the feelings and emotions they arouse—sel\f-feelinge,
and c) the actions Which they prompt=—self-seeking and sel\f-preserva-
tton. The constituerts, in turm, could be further divided ito 1) the
Empirical Self (the Me) consisting of a) the matarial self, b) the social
self, anll c) the spiritusl self, and 2) what James called the Pure Ego,
(the 1) (Jms; 1800, p. 292). .

.TN material A referved to the person’'s body, his possessions,
his family, and all material things with which he might feel a sense of

unity (Dy possession, empathy or whatsver), The social Me referred

to the recognition which the person received from other pecple. The
" 4
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spiritual Me is somewhat vague, but seems to refer to the individual's

' aweéss of his own mental processes as.perceived by the person

himself, "To think ourselves as thinkers'" (James, 1890, p. 296). The
Pure Egé: is what the philosophers refer‘ to as that "pure principal .of
personal identity" (James,1890, p. 330).

The two main aspects of .self which James identified, the Pure Ego
and the Empirical S’elf, have been given a variety of names by others,
the most common ones, being "'the knower'" and "the known'. Theorists
both before and after James have tended to focus on only one ‘or'the
other of these aspectsu(Ger*gen, 1971), James acknpwledged the dich-
otomy but said these two phenomena were really not separate but be-
longed to a single phenomena, the "stream of consciousness', in
which images, emotions, and sensations con.stantly flowed (James,
1890). One could view/tf_wi;é‘eam of consciousness in different ways
though. &\// ol

On the one hand, one could choose to study the person's attitudes
and feelings about himé;elf, as he experienced them. This was termed
the self as known, self as object, the empirical self, or in shortened
form, the object pronoun me, since it denotes the person's attitudes,

3

feelings, perceptions and evalyations of himself as an object., In this

’,
sense, the self is what the person thinks of himself.

On the other hand, the self could be regarded as a group of psy-—

.

chological processes which govern behavior and adjustment, One could



investigate this stream of consciousness by searching for laws or
’ L

principles governing its géneratton from moment to moment., Mental

*

process could tﬁgs-be seen as self as knower, self as frocess, the
judging thought or thinker, ;)r‘ more simply, the subject‘pronoun_l.,
However, for James, although he saw the dichotomy, he considered
these as discriminated aspects of the s?ame phenomenon, the stream
of consciousness (Gergen, 1971; Hall & Lindzey, 1970),

Modern writers still ackn« wledge this dichotomy. Hal'l and Lind-
zey (1970) suggest that, as these two views of self are ® ~mpletely
different, it would be better to have separate terms for 1w, perhaps

.
something like "self" and "ego". Howewver, they note that while in
fact this has been done, the use of terms is so inconsistent that there
is still much confusion today (p. 516).

With regard to self-esteem, for James (1890), the extent to which
people experienced successes determined their éelf—esteem, although
this was not described as some sort of stable self-evaluation, but
rather as a bar‘on,neter‘ which "rises and falls froﬁ;w one day to another"

(James, 1890, p. 307).
N

Charles Cooley

After James, the next major figure to deal with the self was
Charles Cooley (1902). He wrote from a more sociological perspec-
tive, focusing on that aspect of the self which James had labelled the

¢
Social Me=-the relationship between the self and the social environment,
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This notion of the "looking glass self"" suggested that a person's feel-
ings about himself were seen largely as perceptions of his relations
with others. This self-perception seemed to involve three principal
elements: "the imagination of our appearance to the other person, the
imagination of his judgment of that appearance, and some sort of self—
feeling" (Cooley, 1902, pp. 151=-152). This sense of self then always
involved a sense of other people, whether it was distinct and patticular
or vagu€ arnd general.

However, Cooley did not attempt to define the cancept of self and

x
in fact, specified that any

formal definition of self-feeling, or indeed, of any sort of

feeling must be as hollow as a formal definition of the taste

of salt, or the color red; we can expect to know what it is

only by experiencing it, There can be no final test of the

self except the way we feel; it is that toward which we have

the "my'" attitude, (p. 40)

&

For Cooley, the self was a kind of instinct which served to unify
and stimulate the’ person's behavior. Self-appreciation was an inna_té
motive which was useful for the person's survival as a human being.
He did not specifically examine self-esteem, but his notion of self-
feeling as an aspect of the looking glass self seems similar to self-
esteerm. He viewed the idea of self, as did James, as a conscious
process and did not includesunconscious phenomena, although he did

speak of preconscious or habitual kinds of behavior,

George Herbert Mead ~_
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Techniéally' speaking, G. H. Mead (1834, 1956) should follow the
behaviorists whom ‘we shall discuss next because he and his writings
did not becorme well known until after his death in 1931, He was a
studentmf% James and a contemporary of Cooley and today is regarded
as one of the elder statesr-nen of sociology.

While interest in the self and related constructs in psychology was
diminishing, thi§ was nqt the case in oth:er disciplines. Mead, a soc-
iologist, wrote what is cc;nsidered today by some to be the gnost cogent
and systematic statement of the development of self (Wells & Mar*werll,
1976). Agreeing with James, Mead saw the essence of the séif in the
~ I-Me distinction, theA process by which the person became an object
to himself, Following Cooley, Mead saw tr;:a self as a social pheno-
menon, a product of interactions in which the person experienced him-~
self as reflected in the behavior of the other, However, Mead went a
st.ep‘further. He suggested that, in a'ddition to the above points, it is
the usage of symbols which differentia;es human behavior from other
forms of interaction. Intelligent, rational or "human" behavior coin-

e
cides with the appearance of self, It ”‘self—conscious and becomes
possible when the person c#n take the role of another and see him or
herself as an object, a process made possible only throx.{gh the use gf
significant sjnnbpls. Language, then, is #§ critical part of the devel~-

opment and operation of the self. While he acknowledged habitual, non-

reflective behavior, for Mead, any behavior which required a mind

s

;V

v



(in the uniquely human sense), always required a consctous self,

Mead's view of the symbolic nature of éelf ledsto another of his
contrtbutions, the "generalized other", His view was fhat children
take on the attitudes towards themselves of significant others in their
world, those on whorm they depend and who control them, .He called
this social group that gave indtviduals their unity of self and against
which they evalwated thémselves, "the generalized other". For him
the self was an object pf awareness rather than a system of processes
(Samuels, 1977) and the group served as a reference point for the
individual,

Mead did not deal directly wit}:\ self-esteem because he was con- ™
cerned mainly with the process by which the self was deVeloped.
Howevé;\r, he did discuss t!'xe effects of self-evaluation, Like fames

and Cooley, he postulated a tendency of people towards "self~realiza-

tion". However, this drive was not just for self-enhancement but for

-
——

superiority. ‘B‘eing a sociologist, he saw this enhancement as relative
to other people implying not only a self-evaluation but a social com-—
parison process,

The Behaviori sfs

Before examining other viewpoints on self and self-esteem, a few
Ay
words need to be said about the beh‘iaviorist and functional psycholo-
gies. As Wylie (1974) notes, while these theories were dominating
®

the scene during the 2nd, 3rd, and 4th decades of the 20th century,

Pl
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constructs concerning the self did not receive much attention, She

refers to Hilgarde (1949) who pointed out that "mentalistic" constructs
such as selﬁ—cqncept were anathema to most behaviorists,

The beﬂavtorists were {nitially quite persuasive, In contrast to
the n;yriad of conflicting opinions about the nature of experience, they
offered stafistical results from highly coritrolled laboratory conditions
that could be uplicated from one laboratory to the next with the same
outcome. Instead of struggling to create a terminolody for the sub-
jective world, they concentrated on the manipulation and control of
extémal stimuli and methods for precisely measuring observable
behavior. |

However, when the clinicians began to have difficulties exptaining
phe:'\omer\a~ they observed, other theories began to be explored., As
Wylie t1974) notes, this mixing of approaches implied the possibility
of fusing general psychological theories of cognition and motivation
with the psychoanalytic or psychodynamic theories originating in the
clinic. Thus, while it is true as Hall and Lindzey (1970) state that
most theoretical issues in psychology have been debated within the
Framework of learning theory, it is also true that within the last three
decades, almost all the theories of personality that have been put
forth assign importance to a phenomenal and/or self—concept with
cognitive and motivatignal attributes (Wydie, 1974).

/
P sychoanalytic Theory—--Sigrmund Freud
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One Sf)the major roots of self theory was the wrttt;mgs of Freud,
the first of the psychoanalytic theorists, Although writing-at about
the same time as James and Cooley, his impact in Amer“ was ini-
tially delayed because of thé influence of the behaviorists, How)ever‘
bz the late 1920's, Freud and psychoanalytic theory were quite well
mﬁllahed in America,

Although {n his earlier wor‘k‘s he 'did not write much specifically
about the term self, it does seem tRat he viewed it differently than
other contemporary writers, For him, the self included conscious
and unconscious aspects, which he preferred to discuss under the sub-~
headings of id, ego, and super—-ego. He saw self feelings as arising
mainly in the id, thus implying that the unconscious determinants of
the self-concept are more powerful than the conecious ones’,

He saw the ego as a mediational structure which was learned as a
result4 of contact with social reality and was largely, though not com-
pletely, a conscious phenomenon. Its integrative and defensive mech-
anisms stabilized the person and protected him from excessive anxiety,
conflict, stress, and fmstEation. It functioned as an inner agency that
screened the id's {mpulses, deciding which ones should be kept from
consciousness:and, if necessary, distorting the true picture of self
(Samuels, 1977),

In ascribing an unconscious aspect to the self, Freud sparked a

dilemma with which theorists still have problems (Wylie, 1974),
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Briefly, the difficulty centers around the degree tp mhlch self theor-
{sts wish to be and can fruitfully be phenomenological, that is, can be
concerned only with the conscious aspect of self, ~ Wylie (1974), after
examtr\ing some of the wrlttngs,of some pﬁenomenologtcal self theor-
ists, particularly Carl Rogers, concludes that the problems and 1imi-
tations of phenomenological th;ortztng have not been faced squarely
by these theorists, This problem will b>eturned to later.in this
chapter,

Freud did not deal directly with self-esteem, He descrtbec‘l the
process of self-evaluation not as a result of repeated retnfonceme’nts,
or as a history of successes and failures, but as a result of identifica-
tion with the ego—-ideal, a very different kind of process (Wells &

Marwell, 1976, p. 19),.

Social Psyohological Theories

Although Freud's impact on psychological thought was dramatic,
almost immediately his deterministic, biological view of man began
to cause problems with those people who were initially attracted to his
theories. A number of followers of Freud who became dissatisfied
with what they considered to be his myopta regarding the social cor -
ditioners of personality, withdrew their allegiance from classical p=.
choanalysis and began to refashion psychoanalytic theory along pa‘
suggested by the developing social sciences. In America, the most

famous exponents of these breakaway viewpoints were Alfred Adler,



Karen Horney, Erich Fromm and Harry Stack Sullivan. Although all
of these people were highly influenced by Freud, and their theories
tncluded the unconscious, preconscious, and conscious processes
within the self, because of their interest {n the social aspect of man,
Hall and Lindzey (1970) refer to them as social psychological theorists,
Elsewhere they have been referred to as neo~F reudians (Wells & Mar-
well, 1976) and as humanistic social psychologists (Hamachek, 1971),

Alfred Adler, Adler (1927) was the first prominent Freudian to

break away from Freud. Unlike Freud who made the unconscious the
centre of personality, Adler stressed consciousness as the center,
Also, instead of ascribing the importance to sexuality that Freud d\d,
he stressed both the social side of man and man's striving for super—
iority (a striving to overcome perceived personal defects). However,
as his writings evolved through the years, the essential pillar of his
theory was his conception of the '"life plan® or "life style". This was
the purpose, the goal, the ""end in view'" which determined the behavior
‘o; the person,

For Adler, every person had the same goal--superiority, but
there were many different "life styles" for achieving that goal, Any
one individual's life style was largely determined by the specific infer-—
forities either imagined or real, that he had. The stuttering young

Greek, Demosthenes, who became the great orator is the classic ex-

ample of an individual who set up a certain "life plan' to either overcome



27,

his defect or compensate for {t,
For Adler, setting up of a goal or direction in life gave meanting
to events which might not otherwise make sense. Adler's self, then,
was a highly personalized, subjective system through which a person
interpreted and gave meaning to his experiences. By emphasizing
the person's perception of the defect, he suQggested a reflexive process
very much akin to the idea of self-esteem (Wells & Marwell, 1976).
Also, by viewing personality the way he did, he implied that man can
be the master, not the victim, of his fate.

Karen Homey., L ike Adler, Karen Horney (1939) also reacted to

Freud's deterministic viewpoint, "My conviction, expressed in a nut-
shell, is that psychoanalysis should outgrow the limitations set by its
being an instinctivistic and a genetic psychology'" (Horney, 1939, p. 8).
Her ideas sprang from her primary concept of basic anxiety which
she defined as ", ., .the feeling a child has of being isolated and helpless
in a potentially hostile world" (Horney, 1945, p. 41). She said that a
wide range of adverse environmental factors could cause this insecur-
ity which in turn could result in neurotic needs, Later she developed
a.list of 10 neurotic needs which she classified under three headings:
a) moving towards people, b) moving away from people, and c) moving
againgg people (Horney, ‘1945). For her, the difference between a

normal and neurotic conflict was one of degree, I[n other words, we

all have these conflicts, some people unfortunately possess theirs in
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sxaggerated form,

Another basic assumption in her theory was that the individual .
needed to value him or herself and to be valued by others. This led
to possibilities of self-esteem or self-alienation, Tied in with this
was her distinction bctmo:\ idealized, potential and actual states.
She refsrred to the potential qualities in the person as the "real self"
as opposed to his actual qualt:‘os or "actual self", The "{dealized self."
referred to a fantasy self createq Oy neurotic adjustment, This con-
trasted with the "self ideal"” whid\ s.or‘wd as a guide for a normal

person's actions, For Hormey, a growth in the discrepancy between

the real self and the actual self could lead to self-alienation,

’

Erich Fromm, Like S:J{livan, who shall be discussed shortly,
Fromm (1939) took a more sociological perspective, He sAw the family
as particularly crucial to a person's development, He argued that par—
ents transmit to their children the spirit prevalent t'n their society and
class and therefore are "the psychic agent of society" (Fromm, 1939,
Pe 515).,

.

Fromm also stressed the close relationship between a person's
self-regard and the way he is able to deal with other people. He be-~
lieved that when individuals dislike themsélves, they are apt to criticize
themselves, feel s@pid, unattractive, or attribute to themselves other
negative inferiority feelings,

\
His association with the concept of self-esteem is familiar as the



idea o"lf—lovo. A basic therne of his theory (s that self=love i: a
pnr;oqat.tto for the ablility to love others. Viewed another way, hatred
w against oneself bacomes inseparable from hatred directed against
others (Fromm, 1939), /

Harry Stack Sullivan, Sullivan (1983) was the most "social” of

the social peychological theorists. He was influsenced in developing his
theory, which has come to be c‘allod the interpersonal theory of person=~
ality development, by both Freud and the Chtc;go School of Sociology
of which George Mead was a member. His descrtptton of the self was
entirely interpersonal and symbolization was critical to its development.
As he saw {t, from the first day of life, the newborn was immersed
tn a continual stream of interpersonal situations {n which he was the
recipient of a never-ending flow of "reflected appraisals” (Sullivan,
1953)., By assimilating these reﬂectod‘ appraisals, he came to develop
expectations and attitudes to\;vardslhtmsel.f which could be categorized
into one of three divisions—the "good me", "bad me", or "not me".
This categorizing developed as a result of need satisfaction or anxiety
production by the parent, wsually after the child had done something
that pleased or displeased the parent, From this process, the self
system developed as "an organization of educative experience called
into being by the necess‘ity to avoid or to minimize incidents of anxiety"
(Sullivan, 1953, p, 165), and as a process of self-evaluation which

constitutes self-esteem,
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Sullivan was among the first to emphasize the importance of the
empathic bond between mother and child, For him, it was these
early mother—child interactions which brought about the differentia-
tions into "good me" and "bad me", What (s particular)y interesting
about s theory (s that "judgmems” involving the self others are
r.'nado before language can adequately‘define 'nnxtoty-p ing situa-
tions (Sullivan, 1983). [t was because of these pre—vertal judgments
that early n:nothor-chtld expériences were 80 critical to the child's
development arnd also why such "bad me' self-judgments were so diffi-
cult to deal with {n later life,

In summary, lall of these neo~F reudian, social psychological
theories included the unconscious, preconscious, ana CONSCIOUS pPro-
cesses within the self, By contrast, mc;s( other self theories tend to
focus mainly on the conscious processes and, hence, are called

phenomenological theories, .

Gordon Allport

\ While it migit be possible to argue that I.\llport should be con-
sidered an "ego psychologist” or altermatively, a "self psychologist”,
it is probably better <+ recognize that his theory is (just as he empha-~
sized individuals are) in its own way, m{me'.’ In his book, Becoming:

Basic Consideration for a Psychology of Personality, after reviewing

the many meanings of ego and of self {n psychological writings, he

finally asks the key question, "Is the concept of self necessary?"



(Aliport, 1988, p. 36). Hie answer ia qualthed. In an attemgt to .
avotd the confusion and different Comn tations of these terms (8N,
perhaps, \n an attempt tu get at the averlytng unity that Jarmes wasa
talking about), he suggested that all «.l the self or ego~functions that
have been deacribed be called "proupriate’ functions of the personality.
He used the term "proprium" to describe thoge aspects of personality
which seem ed{;nl o our o-u!cn..o' that whioh (8 warm and \mportat
to us, and what wo'rooard as pocul.\arly aurs. For him, the propr um
tncluded all aspects of personality that make for Inward unity (Allport,
19%%). The proprium was not innate but developed over time and there
were several key aspects to (t,

3esides contributing to a sens;l}of tnward unity, the proprium
allowed for an awareness of bodily sdlf, a sense of continuity ovgy time,
a need for self—esteem (se\f—enhancement), dentification of the self
beyond body borders (ego extension), the synthesis of inner needs with
outer reality (rational process), tho. perception and evaluation of the
person (ulfv: and the knowing self (in James' terms). It also
provided the motiva {on to decrease tensions, expand awareness, &nd
to formulate intentions, ‘°"°‘,'""°‘ purposes and distant goals (pro-
priate sirivings). For Allport, the chief characteristic of propriate
striving was its resistance tc: “lbrtum; tension was matratned
rather than reduced. Together, all these aspects constituted the proprium,

By approaching the riadle of the self in this marmer, Allport hoped

/

f’
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to avoid the dilemma of vte\‘Ning the self or ego as a homunculus, "a
rman within the breast", who administers the personality system, *
While he believed that self and ego might be used adjectivally to indi-
‘cate the propriate functions, one céuld not say that there was ego or
self that functi.oned as an entity distinct frof the remainder of per=

-

sonality (Allport, 1955). - .

Phenomenological Theory

Snygg and Combs. Althdugh there are a numper of theorists that

could be examined under this heading, the theories of Snygg and Combs
and Carl Rogers are probably the most influential (Wells & Marwell,
1976¢ Samuels, 1977). ' .

Snygg and Combs (1949) believe that "all behavior, without excep=
tion, is completely determined by and pertinen£ to the phenomenal field
of the behaving organism" (p. 15). This phenomenal field consists of

the totality of experiences of which the person is aware at any moment,

They believe that, while awareness may vary between a high or low

N

. level, it never becomes completaly unconsci . Furthermore,
F ] .

awareness becomes a cause of behavior us, for them,’what a
person thinks and feels determines what he will do.

VYithin this phenomenal field, a "phenomenal self" gradua;lly differ—
entiates. This phenomenal self "includes all those parts of the ph\eno—

menal field which the individual experiences as part or characteristics

of himself" (Snygg & Combs, 1949, p. 58). Hall and Lindzey (1970)
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. ‘
r
point out that for Snygg and Combs, the self is both abject and process

at one and the same time.,

Carl Rogers, Carl Rogers, whose "client—centered therapy'" has

substantially influenced self and self-esteem theory, is also primarily
phenomenological, however, he does make some allowance for uncon-
scious pﬂ-x:esses (Hall & Lindzey, 1970). As with other phenomenc.»
gists, Rogers believes that how people behave depends upon the pheno-
menal fleld (subjective reality) and not upon the stimylating conditions
(external reality),

[t should be noted at the start that Rogers' main emphasis has been
on understanding how and why individuals develop and change their per-
sonalities, particularly when in the process of therapy. He has been
less concerned with the development of theory but rather has let it
grow naturally out of the testing of hypotheses which he and his coll-
eagues formed from their experience with clients (Hall & Lindzey, 1970;
Meador & Rogers, 1973), Thus through the years, his theory has
evolved.and changed as new e~ eriences and r-esear:ch have dictated,

While Rogers does not appear to emphasize structural constructs,
there are two such constructs which ar;a of fundamen‘tal importance to
his theory and which are important to our discussions onielf_. Tf;ese
are the organism and the self. It is easier to understand how Rogers

sees the self by first discussing his view of the organism,

The organism. For Rogers, the organism is the focus of all
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expeétence. Experience includes all that is potentially availa_ble‘to
awarengss that is going on within the organism at any one time. This
totality of‘exp'erience constitutes the "phenomenal field". This field
becomes the indiv{dua,l's frame of reference and can o-nly be complete-
ly known to the person himself althoggh it can be known imperfectly
through empathic understanding (Rogers, 1959),

The individual's field is made up on conscious (symbolized) and
'unconscious (unsymbolized) experiences, The organism may, however,
discriminate and react to an experience which is not symbolized, Fol-
lowing MclL eary and Lazarus (1949), Rogers calls this subception.

Experience may be correct-ly or incorrectly symbolized, tested,
untested, or inadequately tested, which in turn may cause a person
to behave unrealistically and in ways Har‘mf'ul‘ to himself, This leads
to the problem of determining "true reality" and the praoblem of how
to separate fact from fiction in one's subjective world. Hall and
Lindzey (1970) refer to this as the "great paradox of phenomenology"
(p. 528). According to them, Rogers resolwes this paradox by
leaving the conceptual framewo,of pure phenomenology ar(wd says
that what a person experiences or thinks is actually ;\ot reality for
the person but is merely a tentative hypothesis until he puts it to
the test. The .test is done by checking less certain information

against more direct knowledge, A simple example is seeing some

white particles, guessing that they are salt, then tasting them to be

.

&~
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sure. However, problems for the individual can arise when the sit-
vation is not so simple (as will be seen in a moment).

The self. Initially, Rogers believed that the self was not a very

— e —

meaningful term, However, he eventually came to recognize that:

. . .when clients were given the opportunity to express
their problems and their attitudes in their own terms,
without any guidénce or interpretation, they tended to
talk in terms of the self,.. It seemed clear.. .that the
self was an important element in the experience of the
client and that in some odd sense his goal was to become,
his 'real self' (Rogers, 1959, pp. 200-201),

Thereafter, as he developed his t;'\eory, self,assumed a central
place in his writings., In 1950, he stated "The central construct of
our theory would b’é tr"\e concept of self, or the self as perceived
object in the phenomenatl field" (Rogers, 1950, p. 379). Like Snygg

and Combs, he believed the self developed by g

~

lly becoming

. . =

differentiated from the phenomer‘il field. For him the self (or self-
<

concept) denotes: -

the organized, consistent conceptual gestalt composed

of perceptions of the characteristics of the "I" or "me"
and the perceptions of the relationships of the "I" or "mé¢"
to others and to various aspects of life, together with

the values attached to these perceptions, It is a gestalt
which is available to awareness though not necessarily in
awareness. It is a fluid and changing gestalt but at any
given moment, it is a specific entity (Rogers, 1959,

p. 200).

In addition to this self as it is (the self structure), there is an
ideal self which is what the person would like to be.

For Rogers, the development of the self or self—concept is a



dynamic process, closely tied in with the individual's perception of
his experiences in his environment, Among other things, this per-

o

ception of experiences is tnﬂQencod by one's need for positive regard
¢

which Rogerg says {s a bervasive, persistent, universal need in
people. He believes the individual's need for positive regard can
only be satisfied by others and oné",s need for positive regard from
significant others i{s particularly potent,

Based on his experiences in attempting to meet h}s need for pos-
itive regard, the tn&ividual develops a sense of self-regard which is
a learned sense of self based on his perception of the regard he has
received from others, In turn, this sense of self-regard becomes a
pervasive construct, influencing the behavior of the whole organism,
It developsg a life of its own which is independent of actual experience\s
of regard from others (Meador & Rogers, 1973), o \

From the research Rogers and his colleagues conducted on self-
concept came a major theoretical formulation concc:ming personality
change. Rogers said '"We came to see the troubled or neurotic in-
dividual as one whose self-concept had become structured in ways
incongruent with his organismic experience" (Meador & Rogers, 1973,
p. 123). It is in the discussiqn of congruence and incongruence be-
tween the self as perceived and the actual experience of the organism

that the significance of his concepts of organism and self become

clear,
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Wh;n the symbolized experiences that make up the self accurately
mirror the experiences of the organism the person will be psycholo-
gically well ad)usted: Such a person accepts all of his organismic
experience without threat or anxs‘io:ty. He is able to think realistically.

Whenever an individual's perception of his experience is distorted or

denied, a state of incongruence exists between self and experience

NI

and there is psychological maladjustment and vulnerability
Rogers, 1959 ). ln-c'ongruence'between self and organism makes the
individual feel.thrcatened; leads to constricted, rigid thinking and
defensive behavior,

Re\tuming to Rogers' view of self-regard, we find that self-regard
does not quite constitute self-esteem for Rogers (Wells & Marwell,
1976). The important self-esteem concept is that of "self-acceptance",
As he describes it, a self-regarding attitude seemed to have three
major aspects: there is the specific content of the attitude (a cogni-
tive dimension); some judgment about that content relative to some
standards (an evaluative dimension); and some féeling attached to that
judgment (an affective dimension). Self-acceptance (and self-esteem)
applies to this la.st dimension——the affective one. Wells and Mérwell
(1976) argue that Rogers' definition of self-acceptance is essentially
the same as many popular definiti_ons of self-esteem and they consider

the two as equivalent concepts.

Existential Psychalogy
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Existential psychology (s d.orl ed from existentiatism, one of
the mgqst powerful philosophical approaches developed within the last
century. Existential psychology may be defined Aas an empirical

-

science of human existence which employs the method of phenomeno~

-

logical analysis, whose aim is to make the articulated structure of

* the human being transparent (Hall & Lindzey, 1970). To make some
of the concepts of existential psychology clearer, its base, existen—
tialism, will be examined a little more closely.

Sarmtt (1962) considers Martin Heidegger and Karl Jaspers to
be the founders of existential philosophy in this century. These men
synthesized Max Scheler's notion of problematic man, Edmund
Husserl's phenomenology, Friedrich Nietzsche and Soren Kierke=-
gaard's expressions of individuality, and their own creative thinking
to lay the foundation for this modern philosophy (Barrett, 1962;
Johnson, 1967). Their writings, p?us those of Camus and Hartre,
h%l’o)ped propel it into the public eye, while the writings of the Swiss
psychiatri;ts, Binswanger and Boss, were particularly important
for psychologists (Hall & Lir:dzéy, 1970).

In modern times, existentialism has come to be known as a philo-
sophry th‘a'concemed with the search for identity in times when
selfhood is threatenéd by theoretical systems, mass reactiofis, mech-
anistic and technological production, exploitive mass media, and in-

dustrial and governmental hierawchial organizations. This philosophy ‘
°
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is characterlzo.d by several themes that por‘monto'cortatn modern
Eur‘o:)onn phtloaophtos. It {s concerned with such themes as aliena-
tion, self-e trangemont, tmnscondence, self—assertton, meaning {n
life, authentic ving, existence in the fact of death (Johnson, 1967,
Samuels, 1977).

One basic Characteristic of this philosophy is that it places exis-
tence prior to essence. '"Essence" which Nfer‘s to the substance of
t;wlngs that are permanent and unchangeable, has been sought by the
natu;-al sciences, "Existence" on the other hand, refers merely to
;he apparent fact of "being there", Existence, according to Sartre
(194‘)), ts simply "to pe" (although "to be" refers more to "standing
out" "emerging", "becoming", than just "a state of being" (Johnson,

1967)), Existence is not created by man and it cannot be analyzed

would have it, The existentialists say that man exists first and_thse"n
he speculates and contemplates his existence, and as a result of per-
sonal choice, Creates his own unique essence.

By stressing existence, existentialism undercuts the dichotomy
between subject and object. One central theme in existentialism is
that man is a betng-(n-the-world (the hyphens are uUsed to indicate the
connectedness of man and his world), B‘eing-in-the-world or Dasein,

is man's existence. Dasein is not a property or attribute of man; {t
< .
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ts the whole of man's existence., Dasein, a German word, meaning
"to be" (sein), "there' (da), is a state of being {n the world in which
man's whole existence that {s and has to b: can appear and become
present and be present, When toss uses the term "ODaseinanalysis',
he means careful elucidation of the specific nature of r‘nan's existence
or being~-in—-the-world. S

Therefore, in existentialism, man does not exist as a self or a
subject in relation t§ an external world; nor is he a thing or object or
body interacting with other things that make up his world. Man has

/

his existence by being=in-the-world and the world has its existence
because there is a Bein} to disclose it. Being and world are one.
Thus, existentialism tends net to focus on just one aspect of man such
as self--but continually aims for the larger gestalt--man as a whole
person, To do this, the existentialists have chosen the method of
phenomenology: a process by whi‘(;h they describe the data of immed-
jate experience rather than analyzing or emamining different parts of
man. It therefore appears that existentialists use phenomenology in a
slightly different sense than does Rogers (Johnson, 1967). Hall and
Lindzey (1970) describe them as seeking to understand rather than
explain phenomena,

Existentialists object to the carrying over of the concept of caus-

ality from the natural sciences into psychology. For them, there are

no cause—effect relationships in human existence. In their view, the
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subjective self would be tn unity with tho abjective welf, In such a
synthesis, the self structure could never become an autonomous deter-
minent of perception but would be inseparably linked with an active or
becoming self,

Another way to {lluminate some of the characteristics of existen=
tialism is to compare it to Rogers' self theory, Hoth self theory and
existentialism emphasize man's movement toward self-actualization.
However, Rogers takes a more deterministic treatment of this direc=
tional tendency. For him, it appears to be a natural law that applies to
all living things. '"The directional trend we are endeavouring to des-
cribe is evident in the life of the individual organism from conception
to maturity, at whatever level of organic complexity" (Rogers, 1951,

.
p. 488). The implication here is that striving is innate and based upon
organic evaluation,

The existentialists, on the other hand, view self-actualization as
a goal toward which the person could choose t§ strive. However, it
is the responsibility of the person to make of himself what he might—
to shrug this responsibility is to dwell in inauthentic existence. Plans,

[ 4
purposes, and goals are strictly human creations and when man makes
them and acts on them his being becomes unique and distinct from that
of the other objects and organisms in the world, )

Rogers' adherence to lawfulness follows the American trend to-

ward predictability and exactitude. This "determinism" not only rests
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on the assumption that the directional tendency motivates all behavior
but also upoh the proposition that (f behavior (g "dete rmined by the
phenomenal fleld then, of course, he has no choice and he can hardly
be held "responsible' for his actions' (Arbuckle, 1965, p, 860),

While Rogers' self structure (phenomenal self) is the most influ-
ential aspect of the fleld in determining perceptual selectivity and de—~
fense, the goals of client-centered therapy appear to be aimed at free-
ing the individual from these influences so that he can choose exper-
iences that had previously been denied. Stated another way, the goa.l
is to help an individual gain a fuller grasp of reality so that he may be-
come less determined by inaccurate perceptions of himself, Thus,
there is a movement of a phenomenal self toward an existential self,
or the movement from an ideal of perceived reality to one that actually
exists, Rogers' view of the fully functioning person is similar to the
view of the existential! self, He states that ", , .the self and personality

\ .
would emerge from experience, rather than experience being truncated
or twisted to fit the preconceived self-structure" (Rogers, 1951, p, 90),

Similarly, one existentialist, Karl Jaspers, defines the goals of

therapeutic process as the increasing ability of the patient to exper—
e

tence his existence as real--to become more fully aware of his exis~

tence and all the potentialities and possibilities that emerge fr*c?m it

(Johnson, 1967), In a more descriptive manner, Rollo May says that

the characteristic of the neurotic is that "his existence has become
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'darkened’, blurred, easily threatened and clouded over, and gives
no sanction to his acts; the task of thorcp‘ {a to {lluminate the oxis
tence' (May, ot al,, 1958, p, 308),

In summary, the existential self differs from the phenomenal self
in that {t is leas deterministic and (t functions in the "true" reality of
existence rather than jn a percetved reality. Thus, in order to achieve
exl;tentlnl selfhood, the individual must constantly redefine himself,

revise his goals and revige hil possibilities,
%)

Abraham Maslow

Maslow is similar to Kurt Goldstein and Andras Angyal (Hall &
Lindzey, 1970), in that he also subscribes to an organismistic view-
point (Maslow, 1954), Maslow differs from tham because he has chosen
the more direct course of studying healthy creative people whose wr\di:-
ness and unity of personality are more readily apparent than those who
are brain—damaged or mentally disturbed,

Maslow {8 probably best known for his theory of human motivation
which differentiates between basic needs and metaneeds. The basie¢
needs are l.lstod under filve major headings; physiological needs, safety
needs, belongingness and love needs, self—esteém needs, and self-ac-
tualization needs (Maslow, 1943; 195:). Metaneeds are values such as
justice, goodness, beauty, order, or unity which behave like needs

(Maslow, 1971), The basic needs are deficiency needs whereas the

metaneeds are growth needs (Maslow, 1971). The basic needs are pre-
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potent over the metaneeds in most Cases and tend to be hetrarchially
ordered although this does not mean, for example, that all of the phy-
4

stological needs must be Mmet before security Needs can be (Maalow,
-

1004), V3 J

The meganeeds have NO nierarchy~=they are equally potent—-—and
can be fairly easily substituted for one another., However, they are as
instinctive or (nherent as basic needs and when they are not fulfilled,
the person may become unhealthy. These metapathologies consist of
such states as alienation, anguish, apatiyy, and cynicism.

For our purposes, it is interesting to note that Maslow assigned
self-esteem neads on the rung just below self-actualization, Although
in his early writings, Maslow (1942) equated self-esteem with domin=
ance feeling needs, later he equated self-¢steem with self-respect and
classified it into two subsidiary s;ts (Maslow, 1954). The first s the
desire for strength, for achievement, for adequacy, for mastery and
competen&:e, for confidence in the face of the world, and for indepen-
dence and freedom (Maslow, 1954, p. 90). The second is the desire
for reputation or prestige—this means respect or esteem from others.

4

Other synonyms could be status, fame and glory, dominance, rxomt-‘- -
tion, attention and importance, dignity, or ‘thation (Maslow, 1954,
po 90)0

Satisfaction of self-esteem needs, Maslow said, would lead to

s
feelings of self-confidence, worth, strength, capability, adequacy, and



of being useful and necessafy in the workd, Thwartirng of thess neede
would lead to feelinge of \rferiority, wealness and helpleseness,
wihich (n turn would lead to either basic discouragement or slse cOmMm=
peneatory or neurotic trends
Reference Group Theory

The term "reference group"” was first used by Hyman (1042) tO
mean the group with which (ndividual s COmMpare themealves. Hyman
Jdistinguished between the group to which an \ndividual belongs (the
membership group) and the Qroup an individual uses to compares him=

self for self-appratssl (the

Qroup). The momtp Qroup
may or Mmay not be t!n

xelly (1982) expanded H nition by adding that the refer—

'
ence group (s in & position to award or withhold recognition to the per—
son while Sherif and Shertif (1966) sugQe sted that reference group stare—
dards are internalized {n tndivicuals as part of the ego and that they
may not be conscious of these standards, ‘
Samuels (1977) reviewed several studies relating self-esteqm to
economic class position and Quoted one, Yancey, ot al. (1972), which
indicated that such variables as place of residence, education and
marital stress may be mo:e significant in determinting an individual’s
self-evajuation than either race or social position.

Rosenberg (1968; 1972) argued that individuals do nor always accept |

society's evaluaiton of their ethnic group as part of their se\f—tmage.
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Based on his studies of adolescents, Rosenberg suggested that self-
esteem may be more a function of one's position within a group than
the rank of the group in relation to other groups.

Nobles (1973) suggésted that there is a "we' self that must be taken

into account when logking at self—concept. One example of this "we"

self might be the "African reality" of black people living in America,

This approach suggests that there is an awareness of a htstorical ref-
erence group which transcends the inferior stz;ltus a group might hold
in the present.

Samuels (1977), éfter‘ reviewing several articles examining refer-
ence groups, concluded that the reference groups to which individuals
compare themselves may affect their role behavior and self-concept,
However, she also suggests that our place in society is only one factor
that acts in ;:ombination with other variables such as parental attitudes
and eﬁpectations, sex-role identification, and peer and teacher expec-~
tations.

Experimental Social Psychology

L \

Probably the largest section of contemporary literature which uses

self-esteem as a variable of interest is that of experimawtal soclial psy-

A chology. While the research has been very diverse, the subject of

"attitude change" has been the most popular, Thi?ese&ch has broad-
ened from earlier persuasibility research where the emphasis was on

individual tendencies to be persuaded to the dynamics of the whole



persuasion proceés.. Research in this aréa tends to be disjointed and
the literature might best be described-as a large and diverse "collec-
tion of research findingsY (Wells & Marwell, 1976, p. 25).

Within the attitude - change liter;ature, one recent trend has in-
vestigated self-esteem as an important characteristic of the receiver,
A number of researchers see self—esteém as an important personality
variable in explaining individual variation in theftendency to char'\ge as
a result of a persuasive appeal (McGuire, 1968; Nisbet & Gordon, 1967;
Silverman et al,, 1966).

Another area of the attitude —change literature focuses on change
in self-attitudes (self-concept). Here self-esteem has served as the
dependent variable in studies by Johnson (1966), Eagley and Acksen
(1971), Eagley and Whitehead (1972). Self-esteem has also been involved
in the study of interpersonal attraction; One viewpoint suggests that a
perjson' will be attracted to another similar to himself only if he likes
h;mself (Hendrick & Page, 1970; Leonard, 1973). Extending a "match-
- ing model" of attraction whére one person is attracted to another whom
she "deserves" ‘.in some way, self-esteem has also been employed to
calculate equitable outcomes (Jacobs et al,, 1971; Walster, 1970).

Self-esteem has also been used in group dynamics as.@ explana-
tory variable in suggesting personality factors in group behavior (Fau-

cheux & Moscovici, 1968; Gergen & Bauer, 1967) and as a dependant

variable in studying the impact of groups on members (Kipnij,‘ 1972;
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Wood et al,, 1973; Zander et al., 1860),

Self-esteem has also been employed to help éxplain the dynamics
of "moral" behavior, generally from dissonance and equity perspec-
tives, It has also been usedg to explain moral or immoral behavior it—-
self, for example, the tenden\cy to cheat or act dishonestly (Aronson &
Mettee, 1968; Graf, 1971; Jacobson et al., 19§9), helping or altruistic
behavior (Rudestam et al., 1971; Tessler & Schwartz,‘ 1972), and re-—
sistance to temptation (Eisen, 1972). The way in whioh self-esteem
functions as a mediator or qualifier dh task performances has been stu-
died by several writers, For example, self-esteem has been an impor-
tant variable in experiences of failure (Perez, 1973; Ryckman et al,,
1971; Schalon, 1968), in experiences of success (Maracek & Mettee,
1972), in s;ansory deprivation experiences (Hewitt & Rule, 1966;), and
in audience effects (Shrauger, 1972),

In addition to the specific experimenta} studieq, self-esteem is an
important element in some theoretical ‘perspectives. For example, in

-

equity theory, self-esteem is involved in calculating "equitable' out-
(4

comes (Pepitone et al., 1967). In attribution theory, consideration of
) ;

self—conceptipn and self—evalu&’on are requisite concerns for the attri-
)4

bution bf outcomes of .one's own behavior (Ossorio & Davis, 1968).
&

In the area of self—percebtion theory in attribution, some developments
)

there have strong similarities with more behavioral-descriptions of

self—-evaluation and self-esteem (compare B »i 1972; Nisbett & Valins,
I a

“A
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1972; with Diggory, 1966). L.af;ly, self-esteem has also played an

important role in some research that has been tied with cognitive dis=

' L
sonance theory (Aronson, 1968; Bramel, 1962).

Self-Consistency Theory

Self-consistency theorists argue that individuals' receptivity to

outside information is*
. Al
. L S
i > . :
tain a consistent state in-sé‘f—&valuation. The tendency is to interact

Prected by their need to create and main-=

only with those whose behavior validates their self—-concept. I there is
an inconsistency in their relations with others, the individual might
change his conception of himself, his own action, or attempt to change
the' action of the other person or he might terminate his relationship ‘
“ .

with thg”other person.

Self-consistency theory has a long history. William James (1893)
was among the first to write about its importahce. Lewin (1935), taking
a psychological perspective, viewed the self as a central and relatively
permanent organization t;’\at gives consistency to the personality while

L

Stagner (1951) felt that homeostasis, as a general biological law, could
be applied to some extent to the psychology of personality and that simi-
larly the individual seeks to maintain constancy with regard to self-
perception,

Samuels (1977) reviewed several prominent theorists such as Adler,

Rogers, Sullivan, Allport, Combs and Snygg, who all stressed the idea

that the self strives for consistency and that the stability of the pheno—

&

T i
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menal self makes change difficult because the self either ignores in-

consistent data or selécts perceptions {n such a way as to confirm

self—-concepts we already possessS.

Festinger (1957) generated a great deal of research when he

theor-=

{zed Ungt "the human organism tries to establish internal harmony, con=

sistency, or congruity among his opinions, attltudes,'}{nowledge

and

values. That is, there {s drve towards consonance among cognitions"

(Festinger, 1957, p. 260). His cognitive dissonance theory as it came

~——

to be known suggested that if there is ndissonance' (which occurs whe®

an individual has feelings, ideas, or perceptions that are in opposition

B

to one another), he tends to find ways to gain cognitive consistency and

.

to reduce dissonance. Individuals may misperceive evaluations

which

.

are inconsistent with a\r*ea"yexisting feelings and perceptions in order

to prevent themselves from becoming psychologically uncomfortable\

as a result of contradictions of conflicting pem'?@ptior\s°

Felker (1974), in suggesting a threefold role of self—concept

¢ .

, said

that the first task was to maintain an inner consistency which predis-

posed people to action in ways consistent with the views they hav
themselves. This consistency inclined people to interpret their

periences in terms of previous experiences which made it hard t

e of -
new ex-

o change,

and lastly self—concept leads to a set of expectations that create condi-

tions that determine how others will treat us. Such a viewpoint

might

explain how children who have been conditioned to think poorly of therm-
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selvés expect and then act {n Such.a way to invite negative reactions
frTom others. Often they will "egé on" new others until they get the
expected negative reactions or they misinterpret the reactions to meet
their expectations. This most certpinly can make it difficult for teach-
ers to change self—feelings and tndee& may often require additional help,

’
Self-E steem Theory

Although this theory could be left until self-esteem is examined
méré closely, because it is oFt‘én compared to self-consistency theory,
it is included here, What is- referred to in the literature as self-esteem
theory is more speci\‘;ic in that it postulates that people have a need for

positive self—esteen;, which is satisfied by the approval they receive
\from others and is frustrated by their disapproval. This theory differs
from self-consistency in that it suggests that a person will emphasize

»
(even though this may be unconscious) gaining self-esteem rather than
acﬁieving sélf—consistency. Thege tho different viewpoints have gen—
;rated lively debate (see Jones, 1973), Self-esteem theory would
suggest that if low self-esteﬁm needs are met, the low self-esteem per-
son will respond to others (Samuels, 1977). For example, looking at
schools again, this theqr'y suggests that if teachers can provide exper-—
iences to enhance self-esteem for those children who lack it, the child-
ren will respond and presumably gain more positivé self-feelings,

© Jones (1973) compared self-consistency theory with self-esteem

theory by critically e\}aluating studies that supported both theories.
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His articles suggest that self-esteem theory is more useful. He als(é
extended s‘elf—esteem theory to include interpretationgiof self-consis~
tency studies, He suggested that some apparently self-consistent res-
ponses can be viewed in terms of people forfeiting {mmedi;te gratifi-
cation o\; esteem needs in anticipation of more enhancing or less self-
derogatory experiences in the future, Kr}uss and Critchfield (1975)
conducted some experiments based on some'of Jones' suggestions, In
their research, they initially hypothesized that self-esteem theory would

7

be supported in those situations in whi¢h the subject was the target of
evaluative action and that consgistency theory would hold in those con-
texts in which the subject observed others interacting but was not eval-
uvated directly by them, However, they found that self-esteem theory
alone accouhted adequately for the d'ata, This would tend to support
Jones' (1973) earlier conclusion that cognitive consistency theories may
be somewhat overworked as explanatory frameworks for the study of
social evaluations, However, Regan and Wells (1976) argue that recon-
ciliation of the two theories is possible 'by careful articulation of the
situation to which each applies,

While acknowledging the li~itations of consistency theory, perhaps
one could say that there is an inne~ consistency that is needed to main-
tain constancy. Self-concept beghns tc stabilize and become resistant

to change early in tife. Further , the '""core'" concepts that are
_ ng Yy

learned early become central to the individual and are the most resistant
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\ .
to change, prmn, because there is also a striving toward posjitive
self-evaluation, change can become possible particularly in new ex-
periencey with new significant others,

§ymboll.c Interactionist Perspectives

While the focus of this approach is mainly on the process of self-
concoptucllzitton, this viewpoint also probably mprese;\ts the theore-~

tical setting where self-esteem {s most firmly rooted in a broader con-
[ ]

ceptual structure (Wells & Marwell, 1976)., A theoretical.descer\dent
of Mead and Cooley, this approach sees self-conception (the process

of responding to oneself as an object) as necessary for the occurrence
of "human" behavior; and that this process is necessarily social, in-
volving the medium of language. The concern is mainly with the pro-
cess of self—cor\ceptim,b\:o\ the self-evaluation aspect of self-esteem is

also stressed, )

Today there are basically two groups operating under the symbolic
interaction theory umbrella (Wells & Marwell, 1976), One, the Chicago
school, emphasizes the "situated" nature of social events, emphasizing
the necessity of observing ongoing behavior and rejects traditional
idea® of measurement or operationalization (Blumer, 1969; Goffman,
1959). The lowa school on the other hand, represents a more opera-
tional-empirical approach. Researchers in th’chool of thought have

attempted to operationalize the self-concept and subject the basic pro-

‘-posttions of the theory to direct empirical tests. This group has pro-
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duced papers testing the Mead—-Cooley premise that self—concept is

the r‘lt of reflected appraisals by others (Kemper, 1966; Mannheim,
1966; Miyamoto & Dornbusch, 1956; Sherwood, 1965, Videbeck, 1880).
Also, rather than just cbserving the self "in—-process', this tradition \
sees the discovery of the structure and content of the self-concept as

a basic task. The methodological division between the two traditions
is often seen in terms of "participant aobservation" (Chicago) versus
the "Twenty Statements Test" (lowa), Perhaps because of its ermpha-
sis upon mt;ASuring and studying th;e self-~concept in traditional ways,
the lowa tradition has produced much more literature on the self—con-

cept and self-esteem,

Theories of Self-E steem

While most of the theorists and theories mentioned earlier have
employed the concept of self-esteem to some degree, it has usually not
been the pivotal point of their theories, By contrast, the following
writers represent explicit attempts to develop theories in which self-
esteem plays the central role, All of these theories, with the exception
of Nathaniel Branden's, are based on empirical studies of self-esteem
and its correlates. However, while there are overlaps in their think-
ing, they do not all hold the same viewpoints.,

Morris Rosenberg. Rosenberg (1965) describes his research as

an attempt to specify the bearing of certain social factors on self-esteem

and to indicate the influence of self-esteem on socially significant atti-
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tudes. In his work he has tended to tak'e a more sociological approach
than the other self-esteem wrtters.\u\“

Most of his writings derive from research conducted with adoles-
cents based u;lvv analyzing their attitudes towards themselves, He
believes that people have attitudes towards all kinds of abjects and
that the self is simply one of those cbjects towards which one has atti-
tudes, Howe:/er, while similar in mary respects, he does point out
that there are some quantitative differences between self-attitudes and
the kinds Of attitudes one has towards other objects (Rosenberg, 1965).
He sees self—esteem as a kind of evaluative attitude.

He defines self-esteem by contrasting low and high esteem. High
self-esteerm means that the individual respects himself, considers him-—
self worthy; he does not consider himself better than others but defin-
itely does not consider himself worse; he does not feel that he is the
ultimate in perfection but on the contrary, recognizes his limitations
and expects to grow and improve, By contrast, low self-esteem im-—
plies self—rejection, seli’-dissatisfaction, self-contempt. The indivi-
dual lacks respect for the self he observes. The self picture is dis—
agreea.ble and he wishes it were otherwise,

According to Rosenberg, all self-attitudes have an evaluative di-
mension which pr‘oduc;s a "self-estimation' of the attitude object—-

"how the individual actually rates himself with regard to a particular

characteristic' (Rosenberg, 1965, p, 246). All self-estimates are
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not equally important but vary according to the self-value of the atti-
tude-~"how much he cares about the quality' (Rosenberg, 1965, p.
246)., By weighing each self-estimate with its corresponding self-
value, and then engaging in a kind of psychological summation of the
specific weighted evaluations, the person's overall self-esteem is
determined,

This research suggests that people with high self-esteem tend to
have higher aspirations and expectations for success than low self-
esteem individuals, Low self-esteem people also exhibit more person-
. ality characteristics indicating generally neurotic tendencies and report
greater difficulty and hesitation in social interaction.

Stanley Coopersmith, Coopersmith (1959; 1967) has been particu-

larly interested in the evaluative aspect of self-esteem and the antece-

»

dents or early development of self-esteem., Much of his research data
comes from research with pre and early adolescent children, Self-
esteem for Coopersmith (1967) refers to

the evaluation which the individual makes and customarily
maintains with regard to himself: {t expresses an attitude
of approval or disapproval and indicates the extent to which
the individual believes himself to be capable, significant,
successful, and worthy. (It) is a personal judgment of
worthiness that is expressed in the attitudes the individual
holds toward himself, (p. 4)

Coopersmith's research then has been specifically concerned with
the evaluative attitude which the individual holds toward himself as an

object. He has developed a composite index to describe a person's

~
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self-esteem, One part deals with subjective expression (the (ndivi-
dual's self-perception and self-description), the other plrt oith behav- '

[ 2
toral expression (behavioral manifestations of the individual's self-

esteem as seen by outside cbservers), In this way, he feels he cap, C
- ,
differentiate between true self-esteem and defensive self-esteem—a
point which Wells and Marwell (1976) suggest is debatable,

Coopersmith suggests that the specific, determining variables of
self-esteem can be subsumed under the four concepts of successes,
values, aspirations, and defenses. According to him

>the process of self-judgment derives from a subjective

Jjudgment of success with that appratsal weighted according

to the values placed upon different areas of capacity and

performance, measured against a person's parsonal goals

and standards and filtered through his capacity Yo defend

himself against presumed or actual occurrences of failure,

(Coopersmith, 1967, p. 242)

In order to achieve a positive evaluation, the individual has to
reach a level of performance in valued areas that meet or exceed his
aspirations, and he has to be able to diminish and reject the derogatory
implications of any differences and deficiencies.

In addition to these four groups of variables, Coopersmith also
suggested that with the children he studied, three conditions on the
part of the parents seemed to be strongly conducive for promoting self-
esteem, namely: (1) acceptance of the children, (2) enforcement of

clearly defined limits, and (3) respect for individual initiative and

latitude within these limits, N
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thltnm Fitts, In his resesarch, Willtam Fitta (1971, 1972) was
originally interested in the rehabilitation of individuals, However, he
now believes that the term rehabilitation ts a less appropriate term
and believes that self-actualization may be a more descriptive label,
He sees self-actualization as the proco’- of magng actual or real, of
tmplementing or putting into motion, the potential resocurces of an tn=
':ﬂ’vtdual (Fitts, 1971, p. 8). Virtually equating rehabilitation with self-
actualization, he says rehabilitation can be conceptualized as a multi-
faceted process aimed at facilitating the self-actualization of individuals
(Fitts, 197f, p. 5).
For Fitts, if a person s interested in rehabilitation, it would be
useful to know {f there is something about a person that summarizes
all that he {s and that serves as a supremaoderator of his functiontng.
Fitts believes that the self-concept fulfills this function (1971, ’4-2) :.:-- :
"The self-concept {s seen as a means of u'dorstarud‘ng'n\e (r\dtm ‘*""‘3\ z

f&,(

from his own frame of reference and as a resource for bp‘(un p!m

s o
and assistance by those who would help him tow* N\abtllu!q'\ uQ/ :‘ e

or self-actualization™ (Fitts;~1972, p. 5). By self—rept“ Pttté L

\

usually means the posltivor!,n of the self—concept ( m) but

his writings also include discussion of its other aspec as struc-

!--

ture, consistency, components, etc. While he acknowig s M the

actual self-perceptions are important, he sees them’ ’o{ondary to

the emotional tone, or the esteem value of the perct (Fttts, 1971, p. 23).



In heeping with self=actualization theory, Fitts' conceptual made!
®
{a phrased in terms of \Meryereunal relationships and tMerpereanal

o
competence., Wells and ';A.rwo\l (1970) see Fitta' "Whee! Madel"” meta=
phor as more of an analogy for explaining therapy than as an anliine
for research, However, they Jdo concede that Fitts and his colleagues
have conducted considereble empirical n?onrch, mainly consisting
of correlational studies.

‘Fttu \s particularly (mportant to this study because one of the \n-
struments he Jdeveloped to m.“uro self-esteem, the Tor;no‘m Self-
(oncept Scale, wp used as one of the abjective measures of sel\f-

esteerm, More about this nstrument will be said in Chapter i,

Robert Ziller. For Ziller (1973), it is fruitiess to talk of the {ndi-

v\d‘{al alone. To study the self as separate from others he says is ke
an eévloq\st trying to study the h‘aplts'of birds whose wings have bm
rernoi/od for purposes of .xpor(n'\d'\t:;\m (Z\ller, 1973, p. xiv). ;m.,
Ziller suggests that {f one 1s to study the self and self-esteem properly,
a social approach must be taken .,

Ziller says that the {ndividual in a social setting {s regquired to
make a series of decisions to guide his pehavior under conditions of
rapid presentation of social events. To facilitate decision making,
people find it expedient to develop schemata which will aid tn the

processing of social information,

For example, a parson may use the schema of his self—ranking among



other group members to help him decide whether or not to speak or
how often he should speak (Ziller, 1973).

In Ziller's framework, social adaptatior) is presumed to be
mediated by self-other COnce;)ts of which self-esteem is one such
concept., He suggests that social stimuli are screened and translated
into personai meaning through crude mapping of the self in relation to
significant others. He differs from the behaviorists in that he believes
the organism intervenes between the stimulus and the response and
act; as a controlling agent rathgr than being controlled by the stimulus
(social stimuli —— self-other schemata -~ social response). Following

Brunswik (1956), he suggests that stimuli are selected and organized

according to the needs of the organiZer and in terms of some system

z

w hich reduces the information to be stordd and facilitates information
retrieval and gener"al uéility.

In terms of interpersonal perception, he says social stimuli are
mediated by schemata which chart the relationship of self and other.

" With ﬁje aid of these mappir'\gs of self and other, decision-making for
inter*pérsonal behavior becomes easier in new situations. . The self-
other concepts make for stability in changing social situations and also
function to some degree as defense or control mechanisms, enabling
the person to better regulate or stabilize his environment. The self-
other concepts facilitate interpersonal adaptation,

When it comes to specifically discussing self-esteem, Ziller notes
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that self-esteem is usually concerned with the individual's perception

[
ension (Ziller, 1973,

of his worth, particularly along an evalu
p. 6). However, he believes thht because most research has largely
avoided the social context of self-esteem, the effectiveness of these
theories in predicting social behavior may have been severely limited.
Therefor‘e,‘he proposes that the self-concept be seen as a mediating
agent between the organism and the environment and that self-esteem
be seen as that component of the self system which is associated with
the consistency of the organism's response to the environment (Zilier,
1973, p. 6). The self-esteem concept can be thought of as a concep=
tQal buffer for evaluative stimuli. When the person's social environ-
ment changes, self-esteem determines the resulting changes in self-
evaluation. Self-esteem is linked to the concept of per‘sor‘wality inte-
gration relative to the person's ability to react to a variety of incoming
stimuli.

Following this viewpoint, Ziller sees people with high self-esteem
as being somewhat insulated from the environment, They are not
victims of events nor are they compelled o accommodate the self to
the situation (an S-O-R model of learning). Ewvents are assimilated
within the self system,

By c¢ontrast, individuals with low selfresteem, lacking

a well developed conceptual buffer, terd to be field dependent. He
A )
pelieves their adaptation system may be characterized as an S-R
“
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model of learning, Another wa.)'/ of yi‘ewtr.q .tt is to say that the pgr-_
son with low self-esteem is required to monitor the behavior of many
others before making a decision t:: act, whereas a person with high
self-esteem only monitor‘s‘ the .behaslior‘ of a few others before making
a decision to act (Ziller, 1973),

One criticism of Ziller's discus;im and u‘tilization of social
self-esteem made by Wells and Marwell (1976), is that it appears he
equates only self-evaluation with an explicit sogial comparison pro-
cess. Instead of judging oneself with respect to some internatized
standard or ideal, Ziller's process only involves social ranking--
how the person ranks himself against some collection of specific

others, .

Nathaniel Branden. While Branden (1969; 1970) is not usually in-

Cluded in most references to selfgesteem, he will be r;rwentioned here
for several reasons . First, the f;cilitaw of the self-esteen\n work-
shops to bé examiined later draw substantially upon Branden fo'; their
oonceptualization of self-esteem, Second, Branden's association with

-
the philosopher Ayn Rand (who also contributed to some of Abraham
Maslow's thinking (Maslow, 1971), has added some dimensions not
often mentioned by other self-esteem theorists and researchers, Third,
Branden's experience as a practicing clinician has enabled him to make

Some personal observations which add a practical viewpoint that is

sometimes lacking in other theoretical formulations. However, one

¢ *



criticism that needs to be made of Branden's_writings is that he
seldom cites the sources of his thought. It may be that for the most
part they are original but when they resemble other theorists, it is

difficult to tell If his work is paralleling other researchers amd he has

M .

not yet acquainted himself with their works or he has simply chosen
not to cite his sources. However, in spite of this, his writings
(Branden, 1969; 1970) make extensive use of the notion of self-

esteem and therefore, for the above reasons, will be examined in

/ -

some detail.

' To understand the importance of self-esteem to Branden's system
of thogght, it is necessary to back up and tobk at some other key ele—
ments in his framework, Branden starts by looking at the notions of
what is health and mental health with respect to mankind. He also
spends some time showing how man is different from other animals
and concludes that one of the differentiating characteristics is that
man's consciousness i; different fram that of other animals in that he
can reason. Man is able to extend the range of his awareness beyond
the perceptual concretes immediately confronting hin;', to abstn;:ct,
to integrate, to grasp pr~inciples,~ to apprehend reality on the cc;nceptual
level of consciousness (Brandg" -19g9, p. 5). Ma.n is a being whose
distinctive form of consciousn%ss is conceptual. The basic function
of man's consciousness is cognition, i®. awareness and knawledge of

" )
the facts of reality which then enables him to evaluate and regulate his
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- actions (Branden, 1969, p. 97).

Just as an organism is physically healthy to the degree its organs
function efficiently in maintaining the life of the organism, so a human:
i's mentally healthy to the extent that his mind performs its biological
function efficiently—~namely cognition, evaluation, and regulation of
action. In order to evaluate and therefore regulate his actions appro-

priately, man's mind (and therefore man) has to operate efficaciously

-

when dealing with reality.

PR :
Thi.s.;irlw turmnm has ted Branden to explore the method by which the
mind :.mctions, or man's psycho—es})istemology, a term coined by
Barbara Branden, one of Ayn Rand's contemporaries in the mid-1950s.
Psycho-espistemology ias defined by Branden (1969) as the "study of the
nature of, and the relationship between the conscious, goal-setting,

’

self-regulatory operations of the mind and the sub—conscious, augpma-

I'd

tic operationsV (p. 99).

) Branden says that .a man's psycho—espistemological processes
may be directed by the goal of cognition, ie. awareness, therefore,
reality—oriented » Or they'may be ruled by goals that entail the subver—
sion of his cognitive abparatus--reality—avoidance. This, he says, is
thé' alternativé at the root of the issue of mental heélth. As indicated
earlier; mental health is the unocbstructed dapacity for reality~bound

cognitive functioning and the exercise of this capacity. Mental illness

is the sustained impairment of this capacity (Branden, 1969, p. 101).
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Mental illness, for Branden, is fundamentally psycho-espistemologi-
cal, A me.ntal disondeg- is a thinking disorder (Branden, 1962, p. 102).
Conversely, mental health is undbstructed cognitive efficacy which

for Brénden requires and entails intellectual independence. He believes
that intellectual independence is unlikely to happen unless a person

possesses healthy self-esteem.

is no value-judgment more important to mar-no factor more decisive
in his psychological de\velopment and motivation—-than the estimate
he passes on himself (Branden, 1969, p. 109). This estimate ig not
usually experienced in the form of a conscious, verba.lized judgment
but in the form of a feeling which is the product of an evaluation about
One's competence to live and one's worthiness to live. Stated another
way, Branden says that self-esteem ié the integrated sum of self—
confidence and self-respect. He claims that the desire for self-
esteem, the desire for a positive v(esv of oneself is such a basic need
that one Might evade, repress, distort or even disintegrate one's mind
to avoid facts that might adversely affect one's self-appraisal. ,

Why does Branden see seélf-esteem as so important? The answer
i's contained in two statements (which. Branden asserts as facts) about
man's nature, Firstly, he says reason is man's basic mear‘& sur—
vival; secondly, the exercise of man's rational faculty is volitional.

These beliefs lead him to the cbservation man must be able to

o




direct his mental functioning which in turn means that he must be
able discriminate between a state of mental focus and a state of
mm@fog, and to choose one state or the other.

Since reality confronts man with constant alternatives, he must
choose his goals and his actions, His life and happiness require that
his method of choosing and making decisions be right in principle,
be appropriate to reality. If man's consciousness was automatic,
there would be no prablem, but because man's is volitional, there
can be no more urgent concern and here is where self-esteem becomes
so important.

If man chooses his goals and actions, his life and happingss re-
quire that he be right. While he cannot expect to be infallible, he
needs to believe that his method of choosing and making decisions is
right in erinciele, appropriate to reality. To the extent that he typi-

cally makes the right choices in these issues, he experiences a sense ’
of control over his existence-—-the contr‘c:l of a mind in proper rela-
tionship to reality. This leads to self—confidence in one's mind, in
it's reliability as a tool of cognition. Man needs this self-confidence
because to doubt the efficacy of his tool of squal is to be stopped,

par*aly!ed and condemned to anxiety and helplessness (Branden, 1969, p. 112).

In addition to sel&nﬂdence (the’sense of efﬁcacy or compet

),

man atso needs self—nespect (the sense of worthiness) Branden

’
LY

that there is no way for man to exq-\pt himself from the nealm

o N
. . . [T

o .
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values and value-judgments (Branden, 1969, p. 114). Whothor-‘ the
values by which he judges himself are conscious or subconscious,
rational or irrational, consistent or contradictory, life—serving or
life-negating——every ruman being judges himself by some standard.
To the extant that he fails to satisfy that sta@aM, his sense of per—
sonal worth and his sel'f—r"esp'o?t suffer accordingly.

Man needs se\f-nspoct‘b;cwbe he has to &ct to achieve values
and in order to act, he needs to value the beneficiary of his action.

In order to seek values, man must consider himself worthy of en)oy=
ing them. In order to ft;ht for his happiness, he must consider him=
self worthy of happiness.

These two aspects. of self-esteem-—self—confidence and self-respect
——can be isolated conceptually but are actually inseparable in a man's
psychology . Man makes himself worthy of living by making himself
comgetent to live. For Branden, the roots of both aspects of self-
esteem are psycho-espistemological .

gé_gig c_or_\_dl_t_ig_ng_fgr_ac_ht‘gv_i_ng s_elj—gs_t_eg_m__. In order to achieve
and maintain self-esteem, certain requirements must be met according
to Branden, The first is that the person preserve an indomitable will
to understand (Branden, 1969, p. 114). This desire to identify and
integrate that which falls within his range of awareness, is the éuar-

dian of man's mental health and the motor of his intellectual growth,

Unfortunately, be says, this attitude is often relinquished or
".r
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breached early in a person's life. Sometimes this is due to volitional
default g the part of the child, but often the causes are mor;e complex,
for example when a child encounters human irrationality with which
he does not know how to cope. Even more tragic is the case when
after a number of unsuccessful attempts to understand the actions of
such adults, the child gives up and takes the blame for his feelings of
helplessness. Branden calls this accepting an unearned guilt. In
turn, guilt subdues self-assertiveness, A guilt-ridden mind is less
inclined td critical, independent judgrhent and is more susceptible
to indoctrination and intellectual manipulation.

If as a person matures, he maintains the will to understand, he
will be led necessarily to the policy of conceptualizing—-of looking
for and thinking in terms of pringgples. Without a process of integra-
tion, understanding is impossible--and without concepts and princi-
ples, integration is impossible. The policy of conceptualizing is the
basic characteristic of psychological maturity for Branden, and as sg.ch

4

is an invariable concomitant of a fully achieved self-esteem, & ¢

Another requirement necessary for the achieverment of self-esteem
is that the person must devel8p the ability to distinguish between know-
ledge and feelings. The person must learn that emo?ns are not
adequ.ate guides for actions. Branden maintains the{tc_é{e must develop
cognitive self-assertiveness. He says that to saﬁcri?ice one's mind in

favor of feelings one cannot rationally justify or defend is to subvert
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one's self-esteem, This is not to say that one represses or dis-
misses emotions as unimportant but to recognize that emotions are
effects—--the consequences of value-judgments. The proper course
is to know the nature of those judgments and the degree of their valhi -
dity in a given context,

Paradoxically, he notes ihat rational self-regulation is more
conducive to healthy emotional spontaneity because a policy of un-
bridled emotionalism usually leads to disasters, thereby causing a
person to fear his emotions as sources of danger and guilt (Branden,
1969, p. 118). In d;almg with emotions, the attitude one develops
towards dealing with fear is one of the most important for Branden,

Rejecting one's mind under the pressure of fear 1s psychologically
disastrous. If, for exarmple, a young person ventures an independent
opinion in the presence of a parent who proceeds to behave threat-
eningly and irrationally, and if the person then decides that he must
be wrong and surrenders fo the desire to escape this frightening situa-
tion by suspending his independent judgment, then fear w11l.gain a
greater hold over him and each subsequent surrender will more and
more affect his sense of personal efficacy.

If a person passively allows his values to be attacked through fear
of "not belonging" or not "being accepted”, or if he prefers safety
through fear of failure or of making mistakes, he will experience a

profound loss of self-esteem. Thus, if a person is to maintain his
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"will to efficacy', he must never resign himself to living with uncon=

tested fear.

The basic choice for both the will to understand and the will to ‘

efficacy is: to think or not to think. However, for knowledge to be
one's owh knowledge, A process of independent thought {s required.,
The necessity of intellectual independence is implicit in the will to
understand. To relinquish independent thought is to relinquish self-
esteerm. The result will be a sense of alienation from reglity--a-
sense of t;emg "a stranger and afraid, in a world | never made"
(Branden, 1969, p. 124).

So important is the need for self-esteem, Branden asserts that
\f a person can't have genuing self-esteerm, he will fake it and manu-
facture pseudo—self—esteem. ‘He says that to the extent a person fails to at-
tain authentic self-esteem, the consequence will be a feeling of anxiety,
insecurity, self-doubt, the sens¢ of being unfit for reality, and inade-
quate for existence, To cope with these feelings, a person will dev-
elop pseudo-self-esteem to diminish anxiety and to provide a spurious
sense of security—to assuage a need of authentic self-esteem while
allowing the real causes of its lack to be evaded.

Pseudo-self-esteerm is maintained by two means, essentially by:
evading, repressing, rationalizing or otherwise denying ideas and
feelings that could affect his self-appraisal adversely; and by seeking

to derive his sense of corrpetence and worth from something other than

.
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rationality—=-somae alternative or value which he experiences as less
demanding or more esasily attainable., Branden notes that the char-
acteristic response to any potential assault on pseudo~-self-esteem 1a
the suspension of consciousness.,

The distinction between authentic self-esteem and pseudo-self-
esteem led Branden to gther indexes of mental health, For him, a
man (s psychologically healthy to the extent that there is no clash in
him between perceiving reality and preserving his self-esteem; the
degree to which such a clash exists is a degree of his mental llness,
Furthermore, a man {s psychologically Mthy to the extent that he
functions on the principle of motivation by confidence,; the degree of
his motivation by fear is & degree of mental illness,

In summary, Branden says that to understand the nature and form
of a person's self-esteem, whether authentic or false, is to under-
stand the mainsprings of his actions, Understanding a man's self-
ésteem is the key to understanding man's motivation,

Summary

After briefly introducing the three terms, self, self-concept, and
self-esteem, this section identified the important issues that have been
raised in discussions about these terms. Most of these issues were
not discussed at this time, but were raised to stimulate the examina-
tion of the more prominent theorists who hase. written about these

terms. While all three terms have been around for some time, it was
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than on self-esteerm, It was also cbserved that initially -p«iulauono . ‘ \!
on these terms, particuiarly self~esteem, were Yeneral ard ;mquo; \\‘
later they became more refined lnt; became (nCOrporated 1Nt spect-
fic theories. Modern day theories spocm\cally dealing with self-
esteem sucH as Rosenberg's, Coopersmith's, Fitts', Z{ller's, ard \
Branden's were examined.

An examination of these and the other theorists clearly tllustrates
that diffgrent viewpoints still exist today with regard to the three
terms and indicates that many of the issues raised at the beginning
of this chapter are not yet resolved. Although the debates will con-
tinue for some time, the {ssues involving the self will now be re-
examined so that a summary of the current thinking about them canr
be provided, which in turn will further understanding of self-esteem.

Drawing mainly from Gergen (1871), Gordon and Gergen (1968),
Wells and Marwell (1976), and Wylie (1968; 1974), the next section
briefly examines the main points involved with the issues of: whether
the self is a fact or fiction, whether (t is the knower or the known,
whether it is a single or fragmented entity, whether it is only con-

cerned with conscious behavior, how stable it is, And whether it is

something innate or something created by other processes.

The Self: A Review of the [ssues IMvolved
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The Self as & H yical Canstrydl

No writer mentioned (n this thesis has constdered the self to be

directly ubo"vablo ds &N djective entity. Instead, (t in almost ONL~

versally Lonsidered to e a hypothetical constmuct==an abstraction
from apecific attitudes and behaviors—=which (s (nferred or gonetrued
from cbservable events and which may be usefu! In predicting behavior

..,

DUt does NOt NecCessarily refer to real=world abjects. M in this
way, the self is much ltke a ""fiction”, that s, the notion of self s
used q'l'! it refers to a fact,

, Such Ganstructs elicit two basic questions. 1) the "reality” of
.

the construc¥ (whether it s a property of the world or of the explana-

tiort)y and 2) its necessity (can we do as well without 1t?), While both

-

bf‘t‘h,n Questions are still being debated, writers such as Gergen
(1971), Wells and Marwell (1976), and Wylie (1981; 1974), conclude
’ . )
$
_t!\at tne canpcept is n_holyono but that 1t should be used cautiously

’

p&rucularly strp‘ 1t s very easy to reify the concept thereby leading

* " to the creation of an homunculus, 8 "little man {nside the head", a

-~

" position that has little scientific value.

The Self as Krower versus Known

One of the recurring prablems in ulf—concopmaltz-tio’n is the
self-as—agent of behavior rather than merely as abject of behavior——
James' familiar | -Me dichotorry, with the experiencing agent opposed

to the contents of expertience, In terms of phenomenal processes,

.
-



74,

>

the distinction is between the self as perceiver and as the object(s) .,
of perception or in the perception itself, Discussion arourd ’
thié issue has led to so r:wuch confust‘that in practice most theoristi
have either abandoned or ignored it. Allport eventually revised his

. earlier work on the propr‘i.um deciding that the self as knower
(perceptual agent) is n;at the province of psychology and should be
consigned to the.field of philosophy (Gordon & Gergen, ,1968). Gergen
(1571) says that we have little Jvay of assessing the raw experience
of»s‘elf, but this need not be a great handicap and that we can ;et
along quite wel] by focusing on the way in which people interpret
themselves, their actic_ans,or their sensory inputs. For himg the
concern should be with the concept of self rather than with the exper—

.iencc‘

The Self as Structure versus Process

Another issue which is the subject of vigorous debate is whether

to view the self as a st'ructur‘e or as a process. The term structure
. < - Pa—

implies a stable entity (hypothetical) which by analogy might function
4 . * :
like a part in a machine. “‘l’dktng this viewpoint, the concept of self

’ -8 . R
' is seen as if it were a thing, having structural‘properties that give
P . )
- ‘

it stability over time.
By contrast, a view of self as Mwould entail discussing
'pﬁncipfu of gperation of forces at play. To continue the analogy,
”~

‘rather than concentrating ::n the purt}ci.cl.ar pacts of the machtm; ke
) . BRI

. \ \ %" b 1
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pistons and valves, thig approach would examine the underlying laws,
like the principles of combustion.

The structure metaphor is associated with consistency and ph']en—
omenological theories such as Rosenberg (1965) or Rogers (1950;
1959), x;vhile the process viewpoint is represented by people like Mead
(1934) and Diggory (1966). Gergen (1971) sees httle reagpon to ,—

*,-

0

labor this distinction because the processes need not be sﬁn ag& "l
h \ » .
mutuallyeexclusive but rather as complimentary ways of exploring

the same subject matter.

The Self as a Unitary Concept

The term " self" implies a single or global entity, yet there
[}

are strong arguments against this position of singular conceptualiza-

[ 4

tion ofself. ﬁ)por et al M) incorporate poth views when they
‘ v , v
note that the world in tern\iof a Me-Not Me division treats the self

as a single object despite the multiple identtttes within the Me.
The self then is both a social object 2 and a set of social

objects. Itisa social object as is differentiated from
all other objects and is viewed as unitary phenomenon

It is a set of social dbjects as individuals classify and_” 4
\dentify themselves in a variety of ways (Spitzer et al.,
1971, p- M-

+

While ‘writers agree that the sel\' is both a pnitary and a . .

multiplex phenomenaon, ‘diﬂ'er-or)t conceptual approaChes tond to emgha-

stzo one or thc other. Process modols usually posbutate a multi* '{k

plictity of setves, uch of which is .mor-gont tn ’prﬁculnr -\M

wlno . pgnicuhr social nuﬂm and context. SWl

}




approaches tend to describe & \'mitary sense of self in terms of the
organizatton of self-cognitions or self-images, with individuat cogni-

tions being parts or structural components of the total self,

gglttive_ﬁsus Behavioral Models.of Self
Traditionally, the self has been defined as a compenent of the

personality--subjective, private and not directly observable., Thus

" most usages describe the self in térms of self-concepts which are

"inside" the peAr-son (Jourard, 1957; McCandless, 1961; ‘?oger‘s, 1959;
Rosenberg, 1965; Sherif & Sherif, 1969; ;Nhite, 1963). However,

.
some writers have defined the self in tern&s of observable behavior
(Brim, 1960; Diggory, 1966; Mead, 1954; Secord, 1968). Thus one
can see that while concepts involving the self and self-procdsses
generally involve cognitive theories, ‘descri’ption of the'self' is not
lignhited to cognitive or phenomenological perspectives. Wells and

Marwell (1976) suggest that whichever viewpoint ig taken, 'reflexive

behavior" is alwaye involved. What seems to be requisite in using

" the self as an analytic instrument is the assertion that such reflexive

behavior is qualitatively or at least quantitatively different from
‘ ) - -
nonreflexive behavior (Wells & Marwell, 1976, p. 49).

The Self as Conscious Behavior

. . ' .
While the phenomenal self is the product of a completely con-
¥
scious perceptual process, the psychoanalyttc model . recognizes
4
dtﬂ'erent levels of’ COnsC\ousness within the personaltty and the self

- . . : { “
\\ | y('\
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thergby introducing a "conscious versus unconscious" dime@sion.
This uncon;cious aspect of self is different than the preconscious or
subconscious processes of other "self'" theories,

The idea of an unconscious aspect to self creates many problems
but it is particularly important when it comes to the issue of de%en—
sive behavjor. As Wells and Marwell (1976) note, the idea of defen-
sive behavior has strong implications when it comes to the task of

observing or operationalizing.the self-concept. If the bghavior of

j{terest can be di by operatjng defenses, the theory must deés—

\ o
cribe the relationship between that which is observed and that which
, .
is hidden xet presymed to be "'real”. To date, they suggest that this

relationship has not been very well described and is often not des-
) .-
cribed at all, ¢

Self-Consistency versus Inconsistency

If one takes the view that it is possiblg{o have multiple concepts
of self, do these multiplg views remain fr«agmen}ed and inconsistent
or do !:hey\ tend to move toward harmony and compatibility? While
Gergen (1971) notes that society tends to push for cor’mtency, he
says that for psychologists, the issue really is not what "should" S,e,
y what best accounts for -"what is". He cites evidence that suggests
that the more typical state is one in which {r:compatibility reigns yet

also notes that Festinger's work on dissonance reduction suggests

that inconsistent cognitions or thoughts are intoleraBle for human
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being and that there is therefore a tendency to reduce inconsistency .
Although antagonistic, Gergen says the a‘mount of .conflict generated
will depend on the indivtdual'§ awareness of the inconsistency, the
functional value of the concepts at stake, and the amount of training
he has had in avoiding: inconsistency. Thus, if the amount of conflict

-generated is not too much, the indiyidual'can probably tolerate the

inconsistency (Gergen, 1971, p. 22'

The Self_i.n Innate Structure

Alﬂpugh t conceptions of the self and its development are
) ”‘ )

in terms of social le‘mng processes, many of these descmpﬁons

) -

also involve a variety of related "inbas" tendenc:tes. For example,

-~

some variant of "self—enhancemeA" is fdand in a‘ost every theory-
L J

meaning that there is some kind of self-motive whiéh pron?otesb\—

havior that leads to either the increased self-evaluation or enhanced

self-consistency. This mative is often called the self-c':steem motive

and is considered to be crucial for self-preservation (Bv\jnden, 1969;

Wells & Marwell, 1976), - ’

In addition to self-enhancement, the idea of ]lnnate s§lf—capactties
is common in t:he‘ltteratur‘e. In Freudian psychology, the ego capaci-
ties and ego instlmté which enable one to acquire this structure are
presumed to be inherent, In self theories, the capacity to learn,

Y
affiliative tenderdies, or the capacity to symbolize are seen as inher—

ent capacities which underitne pelf—conception (Allport, 1955). Some
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™ - o
other theories presume the existence of innate drives. Homey"
(1950) "real self" represents a person's inborn potential and the nor-

%
mal process of self-realization is one in which the person's actual

self {s driven to acr‘eve congruence with this self-potential, The
r
innate self is alsg’described by people like Rogers, Allport, Maslow

and Fitts as assuripg a drive to self-actu As McCall (1963)

~ describes it, "Behind and sustaining a

3 S

. hugan motives, there is an "elan to
. .

tain life-—though

1 particular

merely to main-

se is basic to the enterprise of maximiza-

tion==but to live { s possible" (p. 302).

[

v These are the issues that have been discussed in relation

‘ ® to self (:sqd by impllcatidn sﬁoncept). As the next section deals
_\;vtth sel\;—esteem, it might seem appropriate to now state this wriiter's
conception of the terms self lnd*—concept. However, this will be
delayed until self-esteerm has bee‘g examined more closely, then the

conceptual definitions ofﬁese terms will be stated together,

[ J N
Self~Esteem: Further Observations

e VG .

‘Having examined some of the various theoretical perspectives

and having looked at the nqtion of self and the issues involved there,

what can we naw say about the notion of self-esteem? WAy is its stv.?y

s

tmpor*"? What kind of processes are involved? As a component of
self-concept, what is its specific nature? Can itbe measured,

affected and influenced? ) N
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fn response to the second question, the usual migén given for
its attonﬁon {s the presumed motivational significance of the valua-
. o
tion @ person places on himself. It is assumed by most writers that
the persbn's evaluation of hlmse;f plays a crtt{cél role in determh‘;
{ng his behavior (.Brandon, 1969; Felker, 1974; Gergen, 1971; Wells
& Marwell, 1976; Wyll;, 197%.

While the other quost{ons are important, it seems impossible

to answer them definitively, mainly be se as mentioned earlier,

there is no universal definition of self \hm This {s due to the

fact that the meaning of such a conitna’!is dgrivable only in terms

of a larger more comprehensive theory of human behavior ard is,

[ ' b

therefore, necessarily relative to that theoretical pergpective (Wells
e )

& Marwell, 1976), The best one can hope to dodhen i identify

’

the common threads and highlight thé differences among the various

theoretical approaches and such will be the intent of this section.

o

Dimensions and Processes A y

\

Wells and Marwell (1976) suggest that of the variety of terms

or synonyms associates with selffesteem, three of them, each of

which reflects a different theoretical thrust, dominate the literature,
The terms are, 1) seif-love, 2) self-acceptance, and 3y A sense

of competence,

;l'hese terms are primarily distinguishable by ?r manner in which
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they emphasize what Wells and Marwsll consider to be the two Main

underiying pr‘OC.ll..l of solf—osteem--af{odlm dand ,va\uat\qn. They
suggest that the way each writer sees and OM‘”Q the relgtionship
petween these two processes affects his deﬂnltton.", descriptions,
explanations and measurement o!‘u\f-ostoon;.‘
’ M
“ 'Anothor factor affecting the description of self-esteem is the way
¥ . wﬂ:@ writer ttr:;sus the co?nmvo, affective, or behavioral
concomitants of self-evaluations. Stressing one P these somponents

. ~

over the others led Wells and Marwell to classtwp:tsttng qeﬂntttons

VoL ‘e
1 ] . P

of self-esteem ds falling _{'F\to one .of four categories; 1) attipndes, 2)
relations between attitudes or selves, 3) psychological responses, oOr
4) as a persona\i"w funation.

The last factor tbat separates theorists is their vie.w of the opti—
mal level of self-est;em vis—a—vis effective personal functioning.
Each of these points will now be examined more closely.

St@rting with the three main ways self-esteem ter’ns have been
used, we see tRat while both of the terms self-love and self-acceptance
involve affection, self—accgptmce is seen as a Mmore phenomenal

:judg ment and the causal mechanisms are thought to be the structure
and directions of attitudes, as in some of the neo—Freudians and the
phenomenological "client-centkried perspoctivos" (Wells & Marwell;

' 1976). By congrast, self-love is u-uailx seen As a deeper, porhaps

more mystical process, involving instinctual drives and energies (in
- ’
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psychoanalytic theories) ard basic "ontological insecurities” (in exist=-

ential psychological theories).

In competence descriptions of self-esteem, evaluation is stressed,

' An object or évent is compared with some standard, success or fail-
ure is experienced and then some sense of cofipetence is arrived at.
l‘l‘-’couﬂme doﬂnttions, attitudes are also evaluated but the

Ay .'

o.mq;“ te“on the fn.ltng attached to the evaluation, "

thess three approaches are two processes at work-—-
™~ YA X » R n ' '
evajuation affection (Wells & Marwell, 1976), Branden (1969) also
see processes, competence and worth, which seem similar to
]

W‘ll‘nd Marwell’s processes. With the exception of Felker (1974),

oL ;vh:ms the development of a sense of feeling of belongingws a third

- \
« a

process, fost other writers see just two psocesses at work (Gecas,
1971; Qo’llrﬂer, 1972; McC'andless, 1961; Symonds, 1951; White,
1959, 1963).

', Widle the separation of evaluation and affection may be p:oblem-
atic, asBranden [1969) suggests, Wells and Marwell argus that em-
phaatztr\\g ;we or the other term leads to different forms of definition,

[
¢ : desgription, explanation and sometimes measurement, They sugiest
that stressing self — evaluation leads to more mechanistic, causal
descriptions which tend to emphasize l;\stmn\enultty—me assignment

of some judgment of good-bad on the basis of an cbject's usefulness,

In Diggory's (1966) tom:;’mn then mtéht be viewed as a purposive
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inatrument, and might evaluate himself {n quite the same termus as
he evaluates ary othef instrument (p. 418), For example, man might
evaluate htmul’ {n terms of competence (White, 195@); mastery of
the qv:\r*onn‘nt (Woodworth, 1958); control over reward cmttngoncte.'
(Ziller ot al., 1960); sense of social adequacy (Janis & Field, 1959);
{nterpersonal competence (Fitts, 1970); or socta’l‘dostrnblluy (McCland-
less, 1"1). Most descriptions of self-evaluation of an attitudinal
nature or process tnvolve "cognitive comparisons', The attitudinal
object (in particular, oneself), is compared with some evaluative stan-
dard and a )udgmtnt of value is made,

By contrast,. {f self-affection is emphasized instead of self.- .
evaluation, the concebtualtzattons tend to be more "humanistic' and
stress the emotional and behavioral accompaniments of self-evaluation, ‘
It is not the evaluation which is stressed but .the cathectic response.
For example, s.o\Hﬂ'octton processes have been described as
"emotionalized self-attitudes' (Rogers, 1950) or the "emotional goﬁ-
notations" of self-attitudes (Gordon, 1988), or as "emotional reactions”

.

to self-conceptions (Rosenberg & Simons, \1971). Self-affection or
self-acceptance is gpen here as involving a person's ability to Yunction
adequately {n spite of his self-evaluation, McCandless suggests that
self-accepting persons are "those who can regard th.emulvos .

accurately, who can face tie fact that they are not all they would like

to be ... yet who can live happily and creatively with this awareness"”
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(1901, p, 203), N )

oo
E xtending this viewpoint, some {rtur. would see self-evAlua-
tion and self-affection as at least potentially independent. For ex-

ample, (n Cclient=centered therapy, the person (s supposed to accept
v

and value himself after regognizing his weaknesses as well as his

strengths,

[

In summary, as Wells and Marwell note, descriptions of self-
N [ 4
.esteem as gelf-affection or self-acceptance frequently involve the
LIRS .. ‘
Nnotion of"pornonal moral or existential worth, as opposed to descrip—

tions stres.sln.g self-evaluation which emphasize pragmatic or fnstru-

)
mental value, Stressing the self-evaluati results {n more

Y ¢ 7. .
mechanistic, causal descriptions which tend size instru-

' . L] l.. ‘
mentality while stressing self-affection processes tends to elicit .

A o e T ., .
cew - -

more "humanistic"” conceptualizations 6f behavior,
2 4

Ways of Defining Self-€ steem

Havjng looked at some of the descriptions, components and pro-
cesses, some of the ways self-estsem has been defined can
nNow beJexamlnod. It {s first noted that mary writers have not
made their definitions of self-esteem explicit, perhaps agreeing
with MCGL'IU"C (1968) who suggests that overconcern with definitions
may be counterproducttve. [n fact, marny writers seem to rely en-
tirely upon implicit or systemic moantng.. eg. McCandless (1961),

McGuire (1968), Shreuger and Rosenberg (1970), and Des.ux (1972).
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Gur concern here will be only with those definitions which strive to
define self-esteem explicitly,

Self-E steerm as Attitudes. Other than the psychosnalytic view=

points, self-esteem has usually been defined in terms of reflexive s |
attitudes or sets of attitudes. Typlc‘tlly, the term (s used to describe
a more or less phenomenal process in which the person poncotvio
characteristics of Mmself and reacts to those characteristics emo-
tionally or behaviorally. This approach usss the idea of attitudes.

In its simplest aspects, self-estesm {s seen a8 & p.mc.ular wkind of
attitude or as an attitude about a particular abject. For example,
Roserberg says "by self-agteem we refer to the evaluation which the
tndividual makes and cuﬁthy maintains with regard to himself:

it expresses an attitude of approval or disapproval” (1965, p. 3).
Additionally, some writers see self-esteem as an aspect of all. self-
attitudes. For example, Allport (1837) says "gelf-esteem, . . onters
into all sentiments and traits" (p. 171), while otilers often define {t

}
as "the evaluative gomponent of self-conception” (Feljwer, 1974; Gecas,

1972; Gergen, 1971). .
Self-esteem as an attitude has beer viewed both specifically and
globally. A person has many different qualities to which evaluations

are amehod these may also be summed Aﬂ some ovomll Qvnl-

vation., For some the -umm.ttnn {s simply & "collocdon" J ’

attitudes (Diggory, 1968; James, woo), for oom-., it has & nﬁ-o ‘

L



unified singular .um\ﬂocw\ou-, 196 1| Rosenbgrg, 1088, Sher- 'y

wood, 1968), L

Self-E steerm as Relations betw@en Attiuxies or Selves., Sel

esteerm has also been defined as a paychological relation b-miq‘
differert sets of attitudes., The classic example (s James' stat
that "our self-feeling...is determined by the ratio of our ac
to our .uppol.d potentialities, . .thus se(f—esteem = success/preten—-
ttons” (James, 1890 p. 300).
Other writers ll.o use d(scropancy or disparity-based defin{-

;l;hough they are not usually expressed in a ratio). For ex-

v
arnbt",‘ Cohen (1960) defines self-esteem as "the degree of corres-
pondence between an individual's ideal and actual concept of himself",

. . e

“Thou and cv\or discrepancy doocrtptt‘?ns are usually talked abount

in tervs o; a relation between different selves. How the porsoch-
b.llll'y conceptualizes himseelf is often termed the real self (or some-
timea the self-concept), while the way he would like to be (s o&,_n
call‘.d the ideal self, Terms such as self-satisfaction, self-eccept-
ance, or personal adjustment, have been used to poirt td these dis~
crepancies. Wells and Mnmll suggest that the major difference
. . between attltudtnll and dlm do.cﬁpﬂon. is found {n the ways

e

> that they are tnn.mq.up Wrotricat opTopnm M(ng to
v measure ulf-..t..m By

-

Sel as P ical Responses. For some writers,
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‘ .
partioularly those favauring a clite approagh, self-esteem '

te not seen as the diacrepancy itsel Ar as the comtent of the pereon's

A\
¢

attitudes, b})t as the

(Herger, \9:;5; Rogers, 1080; Stlber & Ti tt, 1088), It is the
feeling attached to the discrepancy whiah is important. Generally,

_ this means the degree of self-acceptance——the feeling that ane 1s goad '
encugh, worthy, valued, (Hrownfain, ‘96_2\;'10.0'00"9. 1968), While
the difference may seem slight, (t b.cov\.I {Mportant when ong en~-
amines different n..oarch approeches. For ox.t:v\olo, Bm.' lnden of .
Adjustment and Values (Bille ot‘ll. , 1981) involves three forms of
administration of a set of self~descriptive adjectives: 1) a real self
(or self-concep where the respondert rates himeelf honestly, 2) an
{deal self score where the por-.:n retes his ideal on that description,
.né 3) a self-satisfagtion score where the respondent mltbo his

' feelings sbaut his rating on that item. S ct'.ly Sritucynal deecrip=-

[ ]
measure ¢y Dis-

tiorns. would regard 1) as the appropriate sol
4 “ T .
crepancy definitions deal with the dM scores betwean 1) and 2),
B . N . . )
‘while self-acceptance descriptions would regard J3) §s the most suit~

.
sble measurement., .z )

. TS ’ A’r )
Self-E a Pereonality Function, Ohe other doﬂ;\ltton *

J r.‘p.lf-?ww, Quite differert from the others, {8 Ziller's (1973). His
freld~theoretic description defines seif—esteem in a Anctionad manner

relative to a larger peychological wnlt'dm. He defines
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self-es:toem.as that "component of the self-system which is involved -
in the r\-egula'tton of the ox*eﬂt to v>htch the self-system is maintained
y:\der conditions of strain, such as during the processing of new in=
formation concerning the self' (Ziller, 1973, p. 6).

Ziller's description is strongly critic(zeq by Wells and Marwell
mainly because of the ' way he proceeds to index self-estee‘m and be-
cause his concepts do not seem to bé specific enough to conduct em-=-

pirical research.

Self-Esteem and Adjustment

Although there are differ;ing viewpoints, most definitions of self-
“ ]

esteem overlap with one another and it ¥s suggested that they are
concerned with similar themle's. | However, because of this dek;endence
upon their; theoretical contexts, even almost identical definitions of
self-esteem may lead to dtf’fer*en; behavioral predictioné. L inked
with each particular deﬂnition is some;assumption about what an op-
timal self-esteem level, vi;-a_-viis,effective personal functioning is.,

~ For exampie, theki'ﬁost :Nidély accepted position is that high self-
esteem is positively riaiated to "healthy" behavior. It is a "the more,
the better" position that is supposed to result inmore pl;asure,
"good adjustment’ and self-acceptance. 'This viewpoint is taken by
most of the writers we have exam{ned as well as most writers {n the

erertmental literature. Following this line &f thought, a low self-

esteem person would supposedly be more likely to lack self—confidence,



;
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_be more dependent u'pon others, be shy, noh’xplor:atiw , and guarded
and use defeﬁsive facades (Rosenberg, 1365);.be untmaginative,
confortming, nonreflective and use représsive defenses (Linton &
Graham, 1959); be less creative an& less flexible (C copersmith,
1967); be more auth'or‘ttartan-(Boshier, 1669); and 'r';\Ore self-dercga-

tive and dis;posed toward various forms of devtance or otminauty

(Fitts, 1972; Kardiner & Ovesy, 1951; Rickless & Dinitz, 1967).

In contrast to the above, there is a position which in some res=

pects does see possesstr:\g a low level of self-esteem as being tnore
functional than possessing a htg‘w level of self-esteem, That is, it

postulates an inverse relatioriship between the level of selfresteem.

‘

and the occurrence of "‘deslrable'jy behdviors. The most familiar

s
[

version of the position 'compare's sélf—esteem wiéh defensive sty'le’s.

For exaMple , Cohen (1959) says that the ego defenses of high séif—

esteem people make.them less "open to change" because they help

to repress, deny or iénor-e challenging and conflicting impulses.,

-~
-

By contrast, bec&usé low- self-esteem people tend to use projective

. ] . : .
or expressive defensives, they tend to seek out, reflect on and in-
' corporate such negative information. Similarly, Byrne (1961) con-

tradicts some of the"'high" position predictions by describing low

self—es\teem people as more flexible, more given to self-analysis,
, . .
more able to admit weakness and shortcomings, less likely to use

a facade and less authoritarian, Other writers, such as Achenbach
P \ d

e

-



and Zigler (1963) Er\d Knt{ and Zlglor (1967), suggest that oelf—uuom ,

(as reflected in the real-ideal self dt-cnpcm}) has an inverse rela-

L]

t:lonshlp to social cdnpotonco and deveélopmenta el (in terms of °
\ ) '

maturity and cognmve dtfferontiattm). Lastty, ringer and
Wandke (1966) augg.st that high self—-esteem t.nds to make for less |

.
. ®

\
interpersonal stability than does low -ulf-uhg,m‘. S

In addition tohe Yhigh" and "low" positions, mot surpr;tsingly

there ié also a modet:vat\e pocitton w‘ﬂch holds that somé m_e'dium '
o < .

amount of ‘sel'f-esteem is optimum for healthy personality functiom—
ing.. /Ems ea of a "qorrﬁal discrepancy" described by Cole et al,
(1967.), or a. "medtt.;m" position by Block and Thomas (1955), Combs |
et al, (1963), Weissman and Ritter (1970), and Worchel and Me-
Co~mick (1983), suggests that the rel‘attonship between self-\esteem
and adjustment is curyjlinear. High'self-esteem is associated with
.r_i&ncisegism and defensive facades and 16w self-esteem with self-
‘logthln; or self-gpjection, To be heam'\y , & person must be aware
of his weaknesses, accept them and be willing to change and improve.
Stewart (1968) says that much of the confusion about the relationship
between self-esteem and ‘attitude change can be resolved by using a
curvilinear relation between self-esteem and p'ersuasibiltty. Silver-".
man (1964) says that th'e moderate-self—esteem group is thxmc;st

"socially adjusted” as a result of a trade—off between sensitivity and

! ¢
‘ »

stability.



Au:hob mtpodmumwuhnpw eowncustuuu .
muctmto, m is no consendus about the doocﬂpttom of ho tormu
self, self-concept and self-estesm, or tho proo.o.n Mhnd.

While. it would be pn-umpttou- to tm-olno that m the -tmgol.

, prominent wrunn.hnvo hld wtth tho“ tom. mn mbo. doﬂn-
e e 9.
ltoly oowu»*d it seems an lppropdnb ttmo ﬁ atate IM‘ nutﬁ'or'a

\ \
conception of these three um. 'Gbnn the c-voat thﬁ trytng to ab~-
»jecttvely descrtbo these t‘r-ms, with v»htch uch person has had 8o

' ruch subjecttvo experience, (s as Cooley (1902) pointed out, like
trying to cbjectively. dnqr\bo the taste of salt, or the color red, the
concep&ual deﬂntt}on uud to qutdc the present study will be now dos-

cribed and disc:ssod leaving the op.nnmgt definitions until later.
In this area, the vtows of Branden (1 960), Cooponquéa (1967), Fitts
(1971), Mead (1934), and w.u. and Marwolt (1976), have been the
most tnﬂuenttal for this author,

It is proposod that the inlf be doﬂnod as: a hypoth.ﬂcal constr\nt
used to refer to tr-t selected portion of the personality wht*\ consists
of three kinds of reflexive -ttlmdos-cogntttms, iffocttons, and
behaviors, .

Self-concept here is defined -as: ; hypothetical construct used to

,'nefor to an individual's perception of that selected portion of his or

her own persapality which consists of three kinds of reflexive attitudes—

/

L]
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cognitions, M\a\- cdbmon . ~%’ .

i, .

In umtefwhatannqlcn woabcuttho tmp.rmo dww
" and worth to he concept of selfmastesm, self-ssteem is defined here
as: the vnluo-j\ngmont made about ons's ulf-conoopt , partioularly
m”'ommlmwmudlm

| While these aﬂmm are uttchctory to thu author from an
:“:*dbjocuw mnoo. thcydonot mmdmmvyemyn
ubjoct‘lvo oxporianou associated with these terms or explain the
processes ‘tnvolvd; To aid further understanding, it {s suggested
that the self can u‘ as an abstnot'lon an individual forms about
his or her %« ou-hco through interaction with the onvtronmont, par—=
ticularly as a n-ult of nﬂ:xtvo, social and symbolic processes,
Ervironment bere s interpreted in a fleld—theory sense & la Lewin
(1935). Cooparsmith's (1967) definition further {llustrates the terms.
He says the self is "an abstmttm that an tndlvtdual dowlops about
the attributes, capmtt}c_s, cbjects, and Qctivittoq which he possesses
:nd pursues" (Coopersmith, 1987, p. 20)'. As Cooley (1902) has said,
, the self is sy;'nboltzcd by the pWs of the first person singular,
"1, Me, Mine and Myself" (p. 168). The symbol "me" is especially
important for Cooporon;lth (1967) because he says it represents "a. \
‘poroon'n idea of himself to himself” (p. 20).

\
lt is suggested that the differences between "gelf" and "self-

concept" are due to vanngc point and level of spociﬂclty. When

(-



mhummnthU&Mmduv?
personiity which ecn.lm Qf reflexive uuum. the torm "gelf" u
uud. When speaking Moro specificatly m e poucn'o porcoptton
of that portion of Ms own persang}ity mch cohatsts of reflexive atti-
uo- oﬁd.. the term seif-concest is uua Simely put, the self-

.
eonccpt u tho pomopttcn a\o hu of him or herself, d

COoponmnh (! 071) .puy dooqrtbu lﬁ: formation of ¥he con=~
copt of ulf whon ho says’ it h formod in the course of experience
by the same pm&c of abstnctton {rwolved {n other areas of exper—
{ence. Directed rm»mhl experiences, wo.acttom are made
sbout the physical and social \vorld directsd toward self-referent
experiences, abstractions are made about the self. The self exists
. a._:n result of personal experiences. There is No material object chrv\/
exists apart from these experiences, which must be "found" {f the in—
dividual is to ;wm" himself. He calls the cbject of w“rv.t@n and
appratsal, the person, which differs from the "self" which onstats
of the abstractions about that object. The abstractions are based on
the individual's cbservations of his own behavior, and the way other
lndtvtduall. respond to his attitudes, appearance and performance.
Initially with children, these abstractions are rather vague and
simple, later thcy bocomo more nefined and elaborate, resulting in a
nl'\;lttdlmonstonll coneopt Selectt ty curs with o.r;nn attributes

being Qxcludod and others botng ovmmphaslzod Once established,



the "abject” apparently prévtdn a sense of olmilnﬂty and continuity
over ttmo’nnd space arnd (s dofondod mtnot alteration, dtmlnu-uon
-na insult (Coopersmith, 1087, p: 21). Also, over time, feelings and
values become attached to or directed towards this cbject. It is this
affective component of the reflexive process that constitutes self-

‘tlt./om, and which is.often considered to be motivatianally the most
{mportant component . |

Measurement of §olf-€otoorﬁ

Before moving on to examine some of the studies pertinent to our

partioular. prablem, one last area needs mentioning=-the prablem of
 measuring self-esteem. It is easy to see that {f tho‘ro are no universal

conceptual definitions of self,. self—concept, and self-esteem, then the

measurements of these constructs will alsé: be controversial,

V(/ylte (1974) believes that the theoretical and methodological pro-
blems in measuring self-referent cons'tmcts, including self-esteem,
have become quite sericus. She says that despite tho\(-lltive lack
of* refinement and elaboration of purportedly scientific personality ¢

theories (nvoktpg these constructs, it haswesently become widolyl
fashionable and atceptable to write about such hypothetical constructs
as self-concept nnd self-esteem without seriocusly attempting to define
terms and without referring the assertion to any particular theory .
‘Marry autvhors',( she says, seem to have gratuitously assumed that

many of the items with which socially concerned citizens and profes-~

AN



stonals Bre concarned influence self-referent constmumts (for
'-pnnnnl treatment,. ooc\o-occnomt.c status, reace, teaching
Too many psople, she says, are willing to make sweeping asserti
along these 1ines without even hinting that awch Thatemaents requt

backing of pesearch evidence, evidence that {s often missing, mer- .

Wytte 1} 197€) Woroughly examines the

odological problems {n the measurement of self-

esteerm while Wells and Marwell (1976), and Crandal (1973), focus

]
particularly on the problem of measuring self-esteem. While theirs

writings will not be reviewed (n detail, a few points are worth noting.

Wylie (1?74) says that given the Pmsent status of theory and research
" methods, there are only two defensible alternatives—either abandon theo-
rzing and research involving self-referent costructs (including self-
esteerm), or make whatever theoretical and methodological improvements
are needed to put such work on a more respectable scientific base. Wylie,
as do the other a}:thors, suggests opting for the latter alternative.

Wells and Marwell make a{mlogy ?thm the measurement of

self-esteem and tntolligonco. In spite of the fact that there is a tre—
: e, !

mendous amourt of amassed resea on {ntelligence, the topic still

remains controversial and uncertain, Yet, few social scientists would

question that the concept of intelligence or mental capacity has sub-

stantial social sclentific a Al and/or merit. So, they suggest, is



the case wi self-esteerm, How pecple think of nr:j ovaluate them-
selves as a oonuquonco of bastc social conditions and as a pre-
'tlpoom for .ubmt behaviors, (s an agsential b'havtorfl con-
struct forj‘ tntonpmtng human conduct, Moreover, if, as Wylie poirts
out, selffesteerm seems to be oMerging as one of the key- "social {n-
dicators’| in curremt analysis of social growth and pnopr;n. why not
conduct ' search to verify these statements ?

1f Vﬁi/lu'- second altermnative is the Oone opted for and improve-
ments arc fought, the first step is identify the problem areas, lt._ ¢
appears that all authors believe that there is a snowballing process
going on. Wylie says that the Persisting primitive state of the theories
tnvolved has been a factor inyoter\mtnlng the methodological problems,
while tn turn the inadequate, unvalidated or poorly valtdatodrinstm-
+ Ment and ﬂawod research designs have mMade the problem of measure-

" ment even worse.,

The first major problem area then is due to the limitation of the °

- them very difficult, There is a lack of clarity in basic construct de-
ﬂnittons. Fur'thef‘mon, the constructs have been stretched to cover
80 Mmany inferred cognitive and mMotivational processes that their
utility for analytic and predictive purposes has greatly diminished,

Wylie challenges those thebries which see a particular self-referent
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‘as s -'nmw of a person's functioning. She wenders (f \t (s
®  possible that behavior 19 not determined by sueh 6road-rengs behavior-
dounﬂm}q inforred statgs such as "oglobal” self-esteem but instead
by & larger \ruﬂi.nr of more restricted inferred states (Wylie, 1974,
p. 320). ch.\vor, Wells and Marwell suggest that (f the trend {8 to

believing that the theoretically most Tpeaningful use of the concept
"gelf—esteom” .p\puoo to a glcbal, persistert, if not immutable, cher-
scteristic of the tndtvtd;nl, then the development of some cormmaonty
agreed upon operationalizations of the concept wauld prabably be use-~
ful to the discipline.

Another major criticism Wylie makes of present theories s thetr
intermal inConsistency ngandtng phenomenal and nonphenomenal
factors which influence seif-referent constructs. Many writers (she
cites Carl R@ro as an exarmmple), claim to be phenomenological yet
tacitly seerm to assume the existence of drives, unconscious motive-
tion, repression and dental without ever specifying how these nonphen-
omenological constructs are to be integrated into the theoretical
system (Wylie, 1974, p. 10).

In addition to the lack of conceptual explicitness, the next major
area of problems {n measuring self-esteem ts due to the methodologti-
cal problems imvolved, Since no theory considers self-esteem to be

directly cbservable, the existence of the construct must be inferred

from cbservations. Cbservations to be helpful {to allow comparisons
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MMW)MNM(MW"-
ponderts), m<m”mu~mh—
istrators), ane SL0HNEYe (rumertieally mouhmdn
amourt of self-setsem reflected) (Wells & Marwell, 1078, p, 899), .
Nm.mMmMMWMI
mmmmomlm”'ﬂum
mmummwwmnmmau
oconetruct, Tmmmummmmmmm
approaches have spawned & Myriad of measurement methads, The
prcdlem (s mmrwooomnm-w- have rarely been
cCompared to sach other.

Kindred (1976) says that while over 2,000 studies heve been conducted
on the self-concept in the last 40 years, the majority of which have
been concerned with self-esteem, vory few studies heve provided use~
il tinformation concerning ¢he similarities and differences found armong
the many measures used,

Thommorc’mhcodtnm“dwmdov—
eloping instruments with acceptadle levels of conatruct valigity and
.reliability. Can veriance in the scores De confidently irterpreted as
self-esteem dffferences? Howm:chcorﬂor\cocmmhavcinh
tnstrument as a self-esteem indicator?

Despite some progress in the area, Wylte still acouses prestigious

Journais of publishing studies based on unvalidated instruments and
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owed ressoreh dasigne. All four mARere move ere U
arimaus 1n the agresment an the need fer: | ard gartinsing werk
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accepusbie levels of reliabilily &g senstruct velioty, and 3) eualifying
am'omhlﬁenthnmw
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more Aully studied instruments, that in g of modern Methodelagienl
mw.-mmm__-um.ﬁcmanm
rriiig_should be sbersoned. CMNMWWWM\\\
ments are Gharacterized by two GUtstanding shortcomings she saye.
Elher the instruments lack clarity (n the establishrment of the basic
conetruct definitions and/or they hive falled to use multitrait=rmutti~
anmmrmmcm“tmamﬂm
validity . SNMoNtnowaqmnlf-
wwdobc(mmnlmmmmwwh
mmdwumcmmﬁmw' v
defirutions; followed by item bujiding or (tem selection re  the
conceptual definitions; and followed, finally, wn.ptmém
MmMmmwwaMMdc
m“;mlm tits conetruct validity.
Mly;nal!omunwmdmmm .

mwnmtlmmﬂu‘cm.\aﬂmmwm
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the aspect of worth,
T\'NO oper-atlongl definitions of self-esteem are thus propo§ed:
1) self—esteém is the value judgment made about Oneself as measured .
by the Total Positive (Total P) score’\af the Tennessee Self-Concept
Scale, and 2) self-esteem is the v‘lue-judgment rmade about oneself
as measured by the Janis—Field Feélings of Inadequacy Scale,
Ha.vtwed the theoretical foundations upon which thts sfudy
is based, some of the research cgncemea with self-esteem enhance;

ment will now be examined.

RaisinlAdult Self-Esteem Levels

For a humber of years now, the notion of self-esteerm enhancement
has been of congid'erable interest to members of the general public,
educators, the "helping" professions, and academic researchers. The
usual rationale givel.'\ for ith study is that self-esteem is seen as a -
critical variable in determining one's personal experience and inter-
per;sonal beha;/iof (Coopersmith, 196"7; Felker, 1974; Wells & Marwell,
1976; Wylie, 1974). While Kindred (1976) reported that in the last 40
years, there have been over 2,000 studieg of various aspects of the
self-concept, the majority of which were concerned with self-esteem,
most of these appear to be concerned with self-esteem as an indepen-
den; variable, However, se‘l?—esteem has alsqg been studied and used

' N

both as a dependent and as a correlated variable (Wylie, 1974),

While the workshop upon which the present study was based was
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concerned with the influence of self-esteem upon consequent behavior

o ) .
after the workshop, the objective measurements involved were only

. . .

directed towards determining the effect of the workshop upgn.self-
esteem (and anxiety) levels, Thus, the primary concern of this study
{s with self-esteem as a deperdent variable. Specifically, the work-

[ )
shop was designed to help people enhance and raise their self-esteem

levels,

Before examining the relevant liter;ature , some boundaries need
to be clarified. Many of the studies interested in enhancing self-
esteem are concerned with children or adolescents (Coopersmith,
1967; Felker, 1974; Rosenberg, 1965), This review will not examine
those studies but will only be concerned with adults, regardless of
sex, from the college-age level upwards., Furthermore, while self-
es'teem has often been blurred with other terms such as self-accep-—
tance, self—cor:fidénce, self-concept erjhancement, self~-regard etc.,
this review wifl examine only those studies which refer to self-esteem
or equate self-esteem with one of the other terms. For example, if
a study discusses enhancing self—concept and then later talks of how
self-esteem was enhanced,’ ther? that study ()vould be examined whereas
a study which spoke only of self-concept enhancement would not be, -

One criticism of present research that cannot be emphasized too

- .
strongly refers to the caveats made earlier by Crandall (1973), Wells

and Marwdll (1976), and Wylie (1974) about the methodological inade-~



quacies of most of the studies, It can be assumed that most, if not
all, of the studies about to be examined suffer from theoretical and
methodological weaknesses but unlgss the flaws are particularly

o

glaring, they w’_m 66t b'e commented on. Another parﬁcular weak-
ness hoticed by t:his' writer is that studies often fail to specify the
types of self-esteem measures betné applied but instead Tstr'nply
" report (that such measures were given to the subject or that self-
esteem seems to have imbr‘oved (eg. Berzon, 1966; Schor:\bar, 1'9735.
Before turming to the research, it i noted tha.t most of the stu-
dies involving self-esteem enhancement have involved the testing. of
some particular approach to working with.g'r"oups, for example,
testing the ef"fective‘ness of a T—group approac.h for .e‘hhancing self-
esteem, While a fe;v studies have looked at particular Variables with-
in the larger group format, for exampfe te;".ting the effects of differ—
ent leader:ship styles in T—groups, the fact thth most studies are
concerned wi_th just grosser variables like treatment format has Made
it difficult to determine what the critiéal éomponents to a sucée,ssful
workshop are, This point is probaply best illustrated by examin"g'

some of the research,

Approaches taken to Raise Self-Esteem Levels

In a Doctoral thesis study by Street (1976) Which was specifically

described as a self-esteem building workshop, (tength of wor‘kshop’

was not reported) and which tried to measure changes in self—este‘em

~



(based on Fttés' 1971 model), dependency, and depression as a re-
sult of particlpatton in the workshop, no slgnlf;icant cha;\ges were
found on any of the varlabl'es on a tjvo—mohth posttest, : ) .
A study by Mills (1876) whtc.h was designed to assess the effects
of a modified interpersonal communication skill trgwg_ rogram
upon specific attitudes and bel';aviorq of corml employe'es, f
that even thou‘ghl fhere was'a significant difference in the’ability of
employees to communicate empﬁthy, respect, and genui nesé, there

»

was no corresponding change in the level of self-acceptance as mea=
-

Sur-ed by the California Psychological Inventory. However, in a four

week, 12 hour course in marital communication skills training, a

significant increase in participants' self-reported levels of self-esteem

Pa L4

was found (Dillon, 1976).

bye (1974) reported a study with\ nursing students in which five

groups, tr;ree of which were treatment grwp::s, were each either ex-
sed to a differ*e‘nt style _of tra{nihg or were used as controls. In

none of the treatment groups (including a lgaderless structured group,
a sensitivity training group, (and a communications training group)
was a significant change in self-esteem (as measlured by the +mmssee
_Self—Concept Scalc‘a, hereafter called the TSCS) found to have occurred
when 'compar‘e\d with the'two control grbups. Dye suggested that per-

haps one reason for the‘/insigniﬂcant change might have been the short—

) ’ ¥
ness of the training groups (1% hours per week for seven weeks).
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In those groups that have a more therapeutic bent, Bnrrott (1975)
nponod that in a thompouttc group intervention for wtdowc, regard-
l.cs of the typo of gmp--ulf-holp, "conﬂdm consciousness- .°
raising--subjectively npor-tod self-esteerm lqvc}t intreased. Ina

study by Wong (1978) on the effectiveness of a thonpoutic domrmnity/

token economy work de opment program for chronic schtzophron_lc

af'tor-cm patients, if was found that thof wprkp.mgnm did have a
significant effect o self-esteem lovo'ls,as 'fnoasured by the TSCS,
Similarly, Caldwell et al.., (1976) found that tn@stve group pgyc’ho_
therapy over an eight month period positively aﬂ'ected agif-concept as
LIS
measured by the T\SCS Mackeon (1974) reported th& h\ﬁlgrcup
counselling program tnvolving three separate groupo-ef wo:'nen one
group had a significant chque in self-esteem level. It was suggegted
that {n c‘:ontrast—‘to the othér t gr‘oups; this group perceived a neod
for cI:hange, yet was relatively stdble both maritally and, financially,
After research/tng a form of therapy calnled direct—decision therj-

apy, Cohen (1975) concluded that there was a significant increase {n
. Y . -

‘the level of self-acceptance by members of the treatment group as

measured by the Acceptance of Selffand Others Scale.
Miller (1975) conducted a preljMinary stddy based on some of

Albert Ellis' (1973) work, which was dc\a,slgned to measure the effec-

. tiveness of two different approaches to the problem of self-evaluation

with reference to Social-Evaluative Anxiety experienced by college



108,

‘n')i

Mulﬂl. According to Miller, Ellig believes that the typical view
of seif-esteem places pecple in mo position of trying to -ohtm un-
BN
mlt.{ttc goals, whigh b‘e-L ofthis irrationality, gmnnm- that
they will experience.decreased self-gesteerm. He suggests, thcnfon,
that because humans are too complex to rate accurately, it s more
logical to just lecopt them and refuse to try t; rate them, He 96.5
on to suggest that those pqehouunptm who employ the concept o )
. ulf—utum are clurly mtsgutdod.r
¢ v .

In Miller's sn:ady, both treatment groups received an (nt"ttal base-
line procedure of Rational Emotive Therapy. .Thcy thon.worc exposed
to either the self-acceptance (SA) condition described above or to &

| "more realistic" self-gsteem (SE) condition (realistic in that the re-~
quirements for viewing oneself as worthwhile were less stﬂngent and
therefore more eastly attainable).: “ﬂe the SA condition was found
to be more eﬂ'octlve than the SE condition in reducing Sochl-Evalua-
tive Anxiety, the N.ults of the study were not seen as offering
for Ellis' contedtion that those psychotherapists who employ the éon-
Cept of self-esteem are clearly misguided. ’ ~

In another form of therapy called Axiother i which stresses *
the acceptance of man's positive and negative sides, Tob:n (1973) found
that when compared to a control group, an experimental group that
underwent a w'e‘okend workshop in Axio&;erapy showed significant differ—

q(
ences. in self-esteem levels as measured by the Self-Esteem Inventory.
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Directional but not signifidant changes won also shown on the POI
and CPI tests, o s 4,
| A variety of cther forrhats have also used, Fomng:uad ot
al. (1977) reported they were successful tn,nM self-esteerm when
using a conscious-ratsing f.ormnt. However, a study by Scott (1978) |
whiich examined other formats (Auortlvov_\ou Tratning, Encounter,
mTw)-m,nethcg.mm-Mmm
style, found that while all the groups were somewhat effective, none
brought about significant change. '
T-groups have‘hld particularly mixed results., "s a T—group
spéciﬂcully designod to {ncrease acceptance of gender ldgntity, it
‘was found that the solf-ost‘em level of participants as measured by
the California Psychological Inventory .(CP!) increased as a result of
the workshop experience (Hirsch, 19758), However, in another T-
group experience designed tg assess the effects of different leader-
ahi; styles on a number d. “v"bbles tncl;ading self-esteem (as mea-
sured by the Rosenberg Setf-Esteem Scale), no significant relation-
ship was found (Rd)btn's, 1975). Perry (1578) reported similar re-
sults in a T-group for community caregivers, however, Hurley and
Force (1973) found that an intensive eight day f-grbup experience did
significantly increase participants' self-acceptan;:e levels,

In those groups similar to T-groups, such as encounter groups,

interaction groups, and sensitivity training groups, again conflicting

-
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results have been found. Scott (1978), mentioned eariief, found no
change {n self-eateem following an encounter group, hovvo§or. in
another encounter group experisnce (Shosmaker, 1973) designed to
assess the eoffects of different types of facilitator interaction, {t was
found that when the facilitator emphasgized oolf-ouplentton and mini-
mized "u\torporsonal'\' interventions, participants robortod more gain
{n seif-gatisfaction than did a group {n which the facilitator gave or
stimulated feedback frequently., However, members of the latter
group gave each other more feedback, showed increased r:ttm between
self-ratings, and the "averaged others" ratings of them, and reported
most frequently that they had learned about themselves through feed-
back from others, so {t would appear that both types of leadership
style have some advantages. 3

In a German study by Tausch et al/{1975), two encounter groups
which were comprised of prisoners, judges, psychotherapy clients,
and psychologi » both reported changes in gself-~confidence and self-
acceptance levels. Martin and Fischer (19'(9) examined four separate
encounter groups and found improvement tnboth self-concept and
sélf-conﬂdence with no corresponding change in a group of matched
controls over the same period. In anothe:* study by Yoshioka and Wu
(1975), preliminary impressions indicated that a group encounter

Mmethod was superior over a combination lecture and independent group
r 2

project for increasing self-esteem,



Hewitt and Kraft {:973) reported that a statistical analysis of a
variety of self-report measures of participants in a weekend encounrger
group {ndicated that the experience as cCompared with a control group
experience, produced an improvement in self=cancept. Participants
also boltwqd that they had }mpmvod in thetir ability to relate to
others outside the group and rated themaselves as feeling very close
to other group members, However, based on cbservations made by
outside cb;orvors, Hewitt and Kraft concluded that although an en-
Counter group experience may be seen as c‘loolrable by participants,
there was no evidence to show that it led to improvements that could
be seen by outsiders,

In some similar types of gron.aps,;\Aday (1974) found that {nterac-
tion exper;or\ces during an eight week training program were found to
have a significant effect tn‘changtng self-regard (as measured by the
Berger Scale of Self-Acceptance and Acceptance of Others) as com-~
pared to a control group. Lastly, a mltlvtty-traintng lab format
was not found to increase self-esteerm as measured by the TSCS gelf-
esteem scale among fo.male college students (Scherz, 1972),

Transactional Analysis (TA) and Gestalt Therapy have also been
popular vehicles to increase personal functioning. Among those groups
which have been studied, Addesso et al. (1974) ¢ that the number

\

of positive self-references given by experimental subjects in a Gestalt—-

oriented personal growth group significantly increased as compared
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”
with controls, However, in andther study by Goodstein (1972) design=

\ -
ed to assess the effectiveness of both TA and Gestalt along & nurrber

of persanality variables, it was found that while therq was some change

'

o ey

along some dimensions, self-esteem as measured by ‘the Q sort did

not significantly change (n either g;oup.

Anothdt- study {n the area of "human relations" hops con-
ducted by Haygood (1974), fo._,nd that a Human Devel
workshop did not increase -olf—accoptnr\ccﬁ-%
sured by the POI,

Another training format which has received attention in the liter—
ature (s assertion tratr;tng. Frey (197'6) found that in an assertion
training workshop designed to improve a number of "assertive" behav-
fors, s€f-esteerm was positively correlated with strong assertive res-—
ponding. Carlson (1976) also found that participants in an eight week ,
1% hour assertion training course also experienced a significant in-
crease in self-Concept as measured by the TSCS. Pe_rcell (1974)
found that increasing assertive behavior also increased self-esteem
(as measured by a series of self-report measures) and decreased anx-
lety. In other studies by Percell he found that assertive training re-
sulted in an tncrease in self-acceptance (1973; 1974) and that there
was a significant positive correlation batween assertiveness and self-

acceptance, and a significant negative correlation between assertive-

ness and anxiety (1973),



Mr. not all studies have shown assertion {raining to dbe.
this successful, Williams (1977) designed a study to do!omtﬁ
ther a change in cognitive variables co-varied with a change (n behav-
lor. He found no change in seif-esteem as measured by the TSCS
following an eight week training program, Another study by Scott
(1978) mentioned earlier, also reported no change in self-esteern
levels following an assertion training workshop . )

Alternate teaching formats have also been studied. In a study by
Bibbins (1976), it was postulated that an experiential approach to
teaching and learning in an introductory psychology course would {m-
prove both personal development and reading comprehension, Per-
sonal development in this study was equated with growth in self-esteem
as measured by the Coopersmith Sélf—Esteem IW. It was con-
cluded that this method was significantly superior for bringing about
changes on both dimensions to a traditional didactic approach, It
was also concluded that the exsent of improvement in these areas was
influenced significantly by the initial level of competency in those areas,

In another experiential counsellor—training program that gvas de-
signed to simultaneously encourage black students to design one or '
more counsellor theories that reflected their philosophy and life/cul~
tural experiences and stn’uli&neously enhance their self-conce:ﬁas
measured by the TSCS, {t was found that the students' level of self-

esteem significantly increased (Washington‘ 1977).



By contrast though, (n & Rogerian studert=certered (Non-directed)
counsellor-training program, no sighitficant improvement (n self-
estee™ was found to hawve ocourred (N the participants when compared
to & cantrol group (Ruffins, 1078), Furthé@ more, & study by Walter
and Miles (1974) on sk groups which learned by receiving video-
feedback, the suggestion was made that {t might well be that given
the arvbiguous nilure of Tgrosl, het increassd 80tf-a0oPAanse
scores reflect group members Ainding eomething to like W‘M-
ul;/oo {n the group rather than primarily ogrtonctng personal growth

-
through developed awareness .,

Lastly, tr; a study that took a differert kind of tack than the others,
it was found by Folkins (1976) that while participation in a physical fit-
ness group resuited in timprovement on mood measures for anxiety and
depression, for those who tmprovod. = physical fithess, no corres-
po;'utr\g increase in self-confidence was found.

Other Important Factors

In addition to the particular types of group approach being used,
:ome other factors affecting self-estserm snhancement have been sug-
gested besides the experimental ones in which self-estsem is tempor-
arily or artificially altered by falsely supplying feedback about subject's
personalities on their task competence (Wol'ls' & Marwell, .1976). One
factor alluded to earlier and suggested as pdesibly being important is

the personal effect of the leader upon the group (including the sex of



’
. 110,
:

the trainer) (Murtey, 1878, Rabbine, 1878, Sinford, 1978, Shesmaker,
1979), Lmdm'mh.-mhouuobmwmu |
varisbie by Dye (1874), Moulds (1078), ang Pheterson (1974),

sureble aspects of each ndividual's experiences. Machkeen (1974),

. nxmtonoa eariler, suggesta that participants have to see a need for
ehu‘.. yot be relstively stable. Scott (1978), also mentioned eariier,
mot\s that ane poseibld resson no significant difference existed be~
'twoon.hb;r treatment groups and control oroups was for the reastns
9tve by L (eberman, Yallom ana.Muu (1973). Being students, both

M mym.x@mwmwmummw
Cess that was happening to them, that the effects of the specific exper-
lences might not be discerntble. The study by Cormbleth et al. (1074),
in which volungeers gatned but conscripts loet in areas of self-accep-
tance, would -:m..t the valus® of working with voluntary participants.
Lastly, the ssudy by Bibbins (1976) seems to indicate that the tnittal
level of self-esteem (s an tmportant factor in derrmining how rmuch
oain could Be made during the treatment cond{tion.

Cancluding Statements

Having examined the theoretical foundations, the trmportant {ssues

. | -
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& independert veriadle, wammmmmuu
.mwu.wmwwwumhm-
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with the conetruct of seif-edtoem . SMhuqunbnncnly
mdmwﬁmlumwwmmu-ﬁam@mw&.

rather than criticizing the tfuum format, the gall (s often for “more

[

of the same”™, The study by Pcny(m?o)ubummhdanh-

dhmuwW(hﬂ-mTW). Arcther crit-
icism of the studies examined, made earlier, ummm
wwm&%mmw with the result being that the
ca\x)lmtm-mwmﬂtﬂwm T
/TNW‘ melduom“ttfuwumwem-
struct and {f it does have the Possidility of being a eritical deterrmin-
md&uﬂq"uvtor, that workahops specifically designed to erfwnce
ulhstmcmwmommlwmlwum

they are methadologically sound. The present study (s deeigned to
™~

'8

A ]
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determine whether the workshop ’under examination has this potential,
Given the concéptual de(’ir;‘\ttion that self-esteer;a is the value-judg-‘
ment made about the berception of oneself-—particularly about one's
#\‘petence fo live and worthiness of 1living—-two operational defini-
uttons have been proposed. ' The ftrsﬁ states that self-esteem is the
'value-judgment made about one's perception of oneself as measur;ed
by the Total P score of the Tennessee Self-Concept Scale, The second
states that self-esteem is. the value—-judgment made about oneself as
measured by the.Janis—Field Feelings of Inadequacy Scale, Beéause
other writers have!suggested an inverse correlatiombetwegn anxiety
and self-esteem, it has also been suggested that an indirect way to
measure change in self-esteem is to measure change in anxiety. The

operational definition employed here is anxiety is the degree of appre-

hension and tension as measured by the IPAT Anxiety Scale Question-

pter I, the premise on which this study is based

s

is that if mear self-esteem levels significantly increase in a workshop

.

desigﬁed to enhance self—estJm, then the workshop is viable. The
questions designed to determine the truth of this premise are:
Question 1: Will a group's mean self-esteem scores as measured by

the Total P score of the Tennessee Self-Concept Scale significantly

3

increase following participation in a self-esteem coutse?

’

Question 2: Will a group's mean self-esteem scores as measured by
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the Janis—Field Feelings of lnadéquacy Scale significantly increase’

follo:fving participation in a self-esteem course?

Question 3: Will a group's ?n;q: anxiety scores as measured by the
IPAT Anxiety Scale Questionnair:a signiﬂcaptly decrease following
.partictpation in a self-esteem course?

It is anticipated that if the workshop is successful, self-esteem as
measured by the two self-esteem instfuments will stgnificantly increase
while anxiety as meaaured by the IPAT Anxiety Scale will significantly
decrease. The next chapter will examine in more detail the design

AR £
and methodological procedure employed to answer th‘ puestions,
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CHAPTER 111

DESIGN AND METHODOL.OGY

The focus of this chapter is upon the composition of the' treatment
gradups, the sampling procedure, research design and the subjective
and objective measures used in this study. Initially, the sampling pro-
cedure used to select the treatment groups is diSCUsﬁed. Then the re—
search design is presented. Next, the measuring instrpments are
discussed. | Statistical hypotheses are then generated from the mea-
sures given and the procedures used to determine change are described.
A brief description of the treatment program is also included,

T reatment Group Composition

o4

There were two treatment groups and one control group involved
in this study. The first treatment group consisted of individuals who
had registered in a workshop offered through the University Faculty of
Extension's Program, After receivi}\g notification of their registra-
tion, the individuals in the first treatment group were contacted by

phone and were asked if they would be willing to volunteer their parti-

4
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cipation in this study,
Members:of thegontrol group were drawn from the waiting list
of individuals who had registered for the first workshop but who were
not able to be included in the workshop due to space limitations. They
weang similarly contacted by phone and their co—operation solicited.
';l‘_r'ie offering of a second workshop permitted the measuring of an-

v

other treatment group. This second treatment ’group was similarly con-

K
.

tacted prior to the second workshop, however, several of the

original control gr'oi:cp‘ also participated in the sec
[}

workshop thus the

®
p and several

second workshop consisted of the second tr*eatmen't g
other people, |

The sglection process was not truly random, therefore, and bias'-
ing may have resulted. Accordingly, aq)r‘opriate statistical measures
were used, Furthermore, as participation was voluntary, some indi-
viduals changed their minds and elected to not participate in the testing
process., In one case, this was prior to the initial pre—test, in several

others, it was prior to the final follow-up test,

Research Design

Figure 1 illustrafe; the mseargh design employed in this study,
Two weeks pr‘i)or to the beginning of the workshop, members of the
first treatment g:‘oup and members of the control group were mailed
" copies of the objective tests (the pre-tests) that will be disc:.nssed
later, Thi-: treatment group participated in the workshop for five days,

Treatment group members were tested and as well, were given

>~
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a subjective measure immediately following the workshop while control
group members were mailed copies of the test instrument (the post-

tests) and requested (as had been earlier asked) to complete and re-

turn them quickly. Approximately 2% months later;, shortly before

the beginning of the second workshop, members of the first treatment
»
group and the control group were mailed the follow-up tests., The

fmatmen; ‘group also received ‘another subjective measure. '

At the same time, members of the second treatment group recetived
their objecti\:}é pre—tests. L.ike the first treatment group, the;/ then
participated in the workshop and received the subjective and objective
posttests irﬁmediately after the workshop and approximately 2% months
later, they received the follow-up tests.

Tﬁe pre——post——follow—up design with c 1 and experimental
’
groups was used to assure tha‘t any changes/that occurred were not
attributable to the normal pasgége of tlmé/;)r sampling error,

The 2% months between testing occasions was seen as being adec':uate

to assess whether there were any carry-over effects from the workshop.

Instrumentation

Subjective Measures

In order to determine whether the participants found the course
useful and enjoyable and to also provide some feedback for the work-
shop leaders about the design of the course and their own leadership

»

effectiveness, two subjective measures were devised., The first one
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(sbe App:ndlx A) was administered immediately following the work=
shop, 1’* second measure (see Appendix B) was administered at the
same time as the objective follow=up tnstruments,

' Objectives Measures o

Two instruments werée chosen to assess change in self-esteem in

o

the pafttctpants; Fitts' Tennessee Self-Concept Scale (1965), and the
e%u—f-’told Feelings of Inadequacy Scale (1989). One instrument was
chosen to assess change in anxtety lﬂevcls; Cattell's IPAT Anxiety
; ‘ '
) Scale Questionnaire (1957; 1976), .
The self-esteem instruments chosen were picked for two main
reasons. Firstly, they were the scales recommended by Crandall
(1973) as among the best of the currently avat'lable instruments for
v_-neasuring’ self-esteem. Secondly, it seemed possible that the two
scales together might tap the dimensions mentioned earlier as most
assoclated with self-esteem, namely, evaluation and affection..
Fitts (1971) suggests the self can be seen as consisting of three
majo-r subselves—-Identity Self, Behavioral Self, and Judging Self,
The Judging Self's ;nain function is evaluation of the Identity Self
- (what I am), and the Behavioral Self (what 1 do) (Fitts, 1971).
Thus, because the TSCS scale is concerned with judgment of behav-
forg it might also be seen as tapping the competence component of

self-esteem,

While there would certainly seem to be an overlap, the Janis-



122,

Fileld Feelings of Inadequacy Scale appears to be particularly con=
cerned wtﬂ: how the person f..Oll about hlmsoff.—“"tho affection or worth
dimension (Janis & Field, 1969). Thus, between the two scales, it
was hoped that the major theoretical components of self-esteem would
be a}:surod of betn;: measured.

The IPAT Anxiety Scale Questionnaire was chosen because of its
well-accepted and popular usage (McReynolds, 1978), Numerous
wﬂw;rs have pointed to a correlation between self—esto_e.m ang anxiety
(Branden, 19689; Coopersmith, 1967, Crandall, 1973; Fitts, 1965;
Lanyon, 1978), consequently, it was another indirect means of"assess-
ing whether éelf—esteem increased,

The scales will now be examined in more detail,

Tennessee Self-Concept Scale, The Tennessee Self-Concept

Scale (TSCS) was developed to meet "the need for a scgle which is
simple for the subject, widely applicable, well-standardized, and
multi~-dimensional in its description of the self—concept" (Fitts,
Manual, 1965).

Fitts believes that the self—co;wcept is an important means of study—
ing and understanding human behavior, A primary component of the
self—concept is self-esteem. He cites Coopersmith (1967) and sav -

that "the evaluative tendency of the self is a primary component

self-per*ceptioh, and it provides the material or sustenance for

esteem, which is a primary concern for most people" (Fitts, 197
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P. 17), Later he says that while actual self-perceptions are impor-
tant, they are probably secondary to the emotional tone or esteem
value of the perception (Fitts, 1971, p, 23).

On the basis of these statements, Fitts developed an tnstrument
which attempted to measure components of self-concept, and relate
them to the o;/ornll level of self-esteerm,. The most importamt single
score on the scale is the Total P score which reflects the overall level
of self-esteem. Persons with high scores tend to like themselves,
feel that they are persons of value and worth, have confidence in them-
selves and act accordingly. People with low scores doubt their own
worth, see themselves as undesirable, often feel anxious, depressed
and unhappy, and have littte faith in themselves (Fitts, 1965),

Fitts developed two forms of the test, a counselling form and a
clinical and research form. Both forms have the same test items and
answer sheet; only the scoring procedures are different. This study
used the counselling form which is appropriate for individual feedback.

The scale itself is an objective-L ikert-type instrument which has
tive response categories running from completely false (1) to com-=
pletely true (5). It ylelds scores for three internal and five external
dimensions of self—concept as well as the Total P score. It was dev-
eloped from a larger item pool derived from other scales and open-—
ended statements. The 90 statements retained were classified by

seven clinical psychologists into 15 categories and positive and negative
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content with perfect agreement, The {tems were Qruuped according

to a phenomenological systerff on the baais of what .they seemed to be
saying. The classification system evolved from a three~-stage process
of assigning each item to a dimension on the basis of the following con-
sidevations:

'. The positive or negative position of the staterment relative to self-
esteem,

2. The position of the statement within the following set of three cate-
gories constituting an internal frame of reference: Identity, Self-
satisfaction, and Behavior,

3. The position of the statement within a set of five categories of the
externmal frame of reference: Physical Self, Moral-Eth‘ical Self,
Personal Self, Family Self, and Social Self.

The three-stage classification evolved into a dimensional scheme
represented as a 3 x 5 grid with the three internal subscale referents
constituting one of the dimensions and the five subscale categories of
external referents making up the second dimension. With each of the
resulting 15 intersecting categories, there are an equal number of
positive and negative items. The total positive scores for the 90
items comprise the overall self-esteem measurement. In addition
to the 90 items, 10 items taken from the MMPI lie scale are also
used.

Besides the social, family, physical, personal and moral-ethical
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scores, a self-ACCEpPance SCOre &Cross the five areas is available
along with a variability score reflecting differences in esteem acrosas
areas. Crandall (1973) suggests that the scnl; provides a thorough *
clinical profile of & person's self-concept and contains a useful var-
fability {ndex, .

The acale is normed and {s bu';ed on a sample of 626 people, male
and fervﬂwale, black and Mite\rang(ng from ages 12 to 68, Fitts
claims that "the effects of suéh demographic variables as sex, age,
education, and intelligence on the goeres of this scale are quite negli-
gible" (Fitts, 1965, p. 13).

While one criticism of the scale is that no data on intermal consis—
tency is reported, the Manual reports a test-retest reliability coeffi-
cient for the Total P scor'i‘°0ver~ two weeks of ,92. Congdon (1958) ’
used a shortened version of this scale and still obtained a reliability
coefficient of .88 for the Total P score.

The Manual indicates construct validity is demonstrated in studies
of psychiatric patients, delinquents, -juvenile repeat offenders, alcoh-
olics, unwed mothers, and those scoring low on personality inte-gra—
tion. The Manual also cites studies by Gividen (1959), Fitts (unpub-—
lished), and Aschcroft and Fitts (1964) 'to support the scale's predic-
tive ability.

Compared to other measures, Leake (1970) reported that scale

correlated -.61 with the Butler—Haigh Q sort. It correlated -.70



Total P with the Taylor manifest anxiety scale, -.588 with the
;;.u Medical Index, and ,64 with an unpublished Irnventory of
Feelings. Ilt also has correlations in the .50's and ,60's for various

LY MMPL scales, Bentler, In reviewing the TSCS in Buros (1972),
states that "gomra; scores from the scale have remarkably high cor-
relations 'with other measures of personality functioning” (p. 368) and

,boumo it i- "safe to conclude that the scale overilaps sufficiently
with well=known measures to consider it a possible alternative for
these measures” (p. 306). Bentler criticizes the scale in two nn?.. '
He says a) no tnfqrmatt.on is presented on the internal tonsistency of
the scale, or on any of the scale subscores, and b) there is a high
degree of interpretation, relative to the data base, that is made re-
garding various aspects of data involving the scale.

Suin, also reviewing in Buros (1972), finds that validation data

supports the test's use@lness in diﬂennuattng among various groups
such as normals, psychotics, neurotics, personality disorders, de~
fensive position subjects and personality integration subjects. In
terms of measuring self-concept variability, he also sees the results
as supportive, although in one case which may have implications for
the present ‘'study, he notes sensitivity training did not lead to sign-
ificant changes.' Sutin, like Bentler, calls for more validation studies

but concludes that "the TSCS ranks among the better measures com-—

bining gr‘éup discrimination with self—concept information” (p. 369).
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)Nylto (10R4) and Crites (1968) are both quite critical of the TSCS
believing that (t (s "mw upon the author to demonstrate that
his saale 4s 'simpler for the mubject, more widely apglicsble, better
stgndardized, etc,.' than r measyring devices” (Orites, 1988, p.

331). Both anhors betieve that Fitta has not done Whis adequately

enough to justify replacing existing tnstrudnents or ones to be pre-

pared in the future. Wylle certainly has some valid criticisms about
the scale particularly in relation to construct validity, however, (n
terms of ;opular‘\ty, Crandall (1973) cites it as one of the moet widely
used self-e¢steem instruments today. Buros (1978) cites over 380
studies that hnw‘mod tho scale.

Most of the other studies that have criticized the TSCS have been
on the basis that it lacks construct validity or.tho irdividual row and
column scores. The few existing factor anglytic studies have suggested
that there are really only a few major factors involved. Remtz and
Whito"(1967) found only two, self-esteem (Tot. P) and conflict integra-
ttor:. vacchianno and Straus (1968) found some validity for the five
column scores involving the self-—the physjcal self, moral-sthical
self, personal self, i'lrnﬂy self and social self. Gable et al. (1973)
also found condtruct validity for tr.\o columns but not the rows. Pound
et al. (1977) using an Alpha Factor Ana‘lys(; found only one apparemnt

General Factor which accounted for the majority of explainable var-

{ance within the subscales. They concluded that this General Factor

.

AN



was best representad by the overail level of self-esteem (Totsl »
score).

However, despite 80Me OritiCiesms abaut the rows ant colurrne of
the scale, all these studies support the total positive (Tot. P) score
as & gneasure of & factor. As this was the only score that was ueed

from 'this’ inetrument, it seems reasonable 0 beliove that the netru~

M%Wﬁrwm.

Jantis-Fleld "oouggg_o' lw_l_lg. This non~cormrrercial

scale was originally part of a personality irventory designed to as~-
sess anxiety.level, self-eateem, hostility, richress of farvawy,

and some other related variables (Janis & Fleld, 1939, p. 87). Onre
component of the irventory entitied “feelings of \nadequacy” (which
asked subjects to give self-ratings on anxiety in social sitations,
self—consciousness and feelings of personal worthlessness), was even—
tually used as & measure in (tg own right to determine self-esteem
scores (Janis & RIFTY980, p." 127). Due to importance 0 early per-
suasibylity ressarch (Hoviand & Janjs, 1969), it has seen wide usage
and r:k'htd a variety of similar scales (Berger, 1908; Eagly,
1967; League & J.ck.a" 1964; Raserdbaum & DeCharma, 1980).

However, perhaps because it is nan~commercial, it has not received

[ J

much peychometric attentigrf
The scale consists of 23 items of which all but two are keyed tn the

same direction and are answered on a five-point Likert type scale.

. -
/
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The scale i§ scored such that high scores reflect high self-esteem
(ie. few feelings of inadéquacy). |

Janis and Flield (1959) reported split—-half reliability éf .83. Sko.‘lnlck
and Shaw (1970) reported an average interitem corretation of ab.out .30
with the except{%n, of items 3 ar‘\d‘4 which did not correlate well with
the rest of the scale,

With regard to convergent validity, Hamilton (19871) reported the scale
cérrelated .67 with the CPI esteem scale and .60 with self-rating of
esteem. It was alfo reported to correlate significantly with test anx—
iety ir the original st\.ld; (Hovland & Janis, 1959), while Larsen and
Schwendiman(1969_? reported that it correlated .45 with Barron ego
strength and .41 with a discrepancy rheasure.

) Hamilton (1971) suggebsted there was discriminant valiI:iity because
of low correlations found with self-ratings of dominance and open-
mindedness. Gr‘eenb‘aum (1966) found a correlation of only .35 with
the Marlowe-Crowe social desirability scale.

In light o"f- these relatively few validity studies, one obvious
criticism is that little thorough psychometric attention has been
paid to this scale. Howeven, Grandall indicates that this is not un-
usual given the current lack of concern for measurement in the self-
esteem field and suggests that all things conside.r‘ed, it is.one of the

batter instruments existing at the present time. He also syggest

it has great potential for a future scale, particularly one relating to
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\ioctil"self—esteem.

The IPAT Anxiety Scale Questionnaire., The IPAT Anxiety

\

S\cale Questionnaire (also referred to*as the ASQ, the IPAT Anxiety
Sc\,!ale and the IPAT Self-Analysis Form, and hereafter called the
IPAT), is a 40 item inventory intended to measure manifest anxiety
level, whether it is situationally determined or relatively independent
of the immediate situation (Cattell & Scheier, 1963). The test was
develo&ed in 1957 and minimally revised in 1976 (language was u
dated, and response options moved closer to item stevms). While
the réporked reliabitity, validity and normative data is based on the
1957 edition, the manual compares mean scores of the 1957 and 1976
editions to show that the change has had rfo effect on existing norm
tables,

The test is an extension of earlier work by Cattell (1956; 1957)
on personality traits. Using factor analysis, he derived 16 personality
factors from 4,000 to 5,000 items constituting all known personality
aquestionnaires then in use. Five of these 16 personality dimensions
seemed to form a cluster and be related to the psychiatric evaluation
of ar;xiety (Cattell & Schei- -, 1961; Levitt & Persky, 1962).

These five anxiety measuring factors were then used to form a
scale consisting of 40 questions, ea.ch a statement with three possible
answers, The questions were further classified into awo go-igem sub-~

scales (overt or conscious anxiety and covert or unconscious anxiety),

-



-
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Lahyon, reviewing in Buros (1978), reports that a number of
studies have reported satisfactory reliability for the total score
(mean ,86)., Reliébilities of the‘separate covert and ove%l‘ves
?re somewhat lower but adequate with the latter the higher of the two
(McReynolds, 1978). |

Three ktndshof validity are summarlizect in the hfandbook. Firstly,
correlations betweer} the IPAT total score and measures of the pure
anxiety trait are quite high. Secondly, correlations between the
IPAT and clinical ratings of anxiety range from .17 to .95. This is
Quite remarkable given the considerable discrepancy between the in-
dividual diagnostic pronouncements of clinicians (Cattell & Scheier,
1963, p. 8). They also say "this consensus(of" psychiatric:diagnosis
as to anxiety level correlates higher with scores on this anxiety test
factor than any other known personality factor" (p. 8). La;tly,
convergent validity of .70 with the Taylor scale and .76 with the
State-Trait Anxiety Inventory is reported. McReynolds says that i
because there are a number of studies which provide meaningful con-
struct validity data that taken together they strongly reinforce the

assumption that the IPAT yields a valid and useful measure of anxiety,

Questions To Be Wr*ed And Related Hypotheses
Chapter I outlined the purpose of this study and the premise upon
which the general questibns were based. In Chapter II, these general

questions were refined into three specific questions, These specific
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questions along with the hypotheses they generated are as follows,
Question 1, Will a group's mean self-esteem scores as measured by
the Total P score of the Tennessee Self-Concept Scale significantly
increase following participation in a self-esteem cour;se? Significance
here and in the fol:lowlng‘q;estions is defined as the po;*obabtlity of
cr.'\ange at the ,05 level,

Hypothesis #1, There will be no difference among the pre, post and

follow-up test score means of the experimental and control groups on

measures of self-esteem as measured by the Tennessee Self-Concept

Scale,

Question 2. Will a group's mean self-esteem scores as measured by
.

the Janis-Field Feelings of Inadequacy Scale significantly increase

following participation in a self-esteem course?

Y

Hypothesis #2, There will be no-difference ‘the pre, post and
follow—up test score means of $he experimenta

control groups on
* :
measures of self-esteem as measured by -the Janis-Field Feelings of
nadequacy Scale.
Question 3. Will a group's mean anxiety scores as measured by the
PAT Anxiety Scale Questionnaire significantly decrease following
participation in a self-esteem course?

Hypothesis #3. There will be no difference among pre, post and follow-

up test score means of the experimental and control groups on measures

of anxiety as measured by the IPAT Anxiety Scale Questionnaire,
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As mentioned earlier, inverse correlations between anxiety and W

self-esteem have been suggested by several writers, To check this

asswmption, the following ancillary hypothesis was also generated,

Hypothesis #4, There will be no significant correlation between
' ¢
either measure of self-esteem and the measure of anxiety on the pre-

test scores of three treatment groups.

Statistical Procedures

The data collected iﬁ this study was initially analyzed by employ-
ing a two-way analysis of variance with repeated measures on one
factor. The; two factors or independent variables are 1) treatment
groups (two experimental groups and one control), and 2) time (pre-
treatment, post-treatment and follow—up treatment). The dependent
variables being studied were self-esteem and anxiety. thurev 1 illus-
trates the research design. A correlational matrix was also created
by using the-pre-test scores on all instruments of the three trét@nt
groups to determine correlations between the instruments.

-
Treatment nggram

Information in this section comes from personal communications
with the two course thstructors, Carol Ganam, Ph.,D,, and Gary Ford,
Ph.D., from the planning and design notes of the workshop, and from
observations made by the author, Given that it is always difficult to
convey the true flavor of any course &mt has a heavy _expertenttal con-

tent, perhaps by describing the constituents, a sense of the course can



be obtained,
Pre-Treatment Planning

-
Prior to the actual beginning of the treatment program,

¢

several hours were spent designing "the intended flow" of the course.
The design was based both on some auumptlon'. about learning that
are cormmon to exportentt;l workshops and the instructors' own learn-~
ing experiences, plus the key elements of Branden's (1969) t heory
about self-esteem mentt'onod earlier. T/he assumptions upon which the
design was based were that man learns mainly by expanding his aware-
ness and that the experiential/laboratory leaming model is a viable
teaching method. The experiential trainir;g model emphasizes five key
phases to learning: experiencing, pt.bltsr?ing (sharing reactions and
observations), processing (integrating), generalizing, and applying
(Pfeiffer & Jones, 1977). The laboratory training model overlaps
substantially with the experiential model stressing that the necessary
conditionsofor goal achievement are: oppor't:uniti‘es for presentation of
self (to reveal to oneself the way one sees and does things), feedback,

~ an atmosphere of ;mst and nondefensiveness, éxperimentation with
new behavior, practice, application to back—-home situatioﬁs » r;leam-
ing how to learn experientially, and obtaining relevant cognitive maps
(Mill & Porter, 1972, p. 1).

With these assumptions in mind, and after drawing on previous

experiences, brainstorming some possible tdeas, and debating some

4
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alternate scenarios of how the course might be conducted, a workshop
design was created which was used for both treatment groups. It was
decided to organize the course around some interconnected themes,
with each session focusing on a partjcular'theme. A time frar of
four successive evening sessions starting on § Tuesday night followed
by a full day Saturday session was also chosen (approximately 20 hours
in total), The themes were organized to rmove from havtn§ the {ndivi-
dual participants describe and present themselves (who am 1), to exam-
tning how they got to where they are today, to examining the two main
theoretical components of self-esteem~-—competence and worth, to as-
sessing their own competence and worth, to lastly learning how they

do angd cou‘lq enhance both their own and others' self-esteem,

It was also decided, as was earlier discussed, to mail the pre-
tests to participants just prior to the beginning of the course. Before
discussing the content, some definition of terms may help to provide
some clarity, { *
structured experience - a design that implements an experiential
model (experiencing, publishing, processing,

generalizing, applying) for focusing on
particular learning goals,

.

theory input ~ a brief presentation of theory relevant to the immediate
experience. Used sjmonymously here with mini-lecture
or lecturette,

r‘e‘ﬂex)n time - time to ponder, think about, or integrate an exper-
ience that just happened » Or to think about memories
that were triggered by the experience,
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Tuesday Evening Theme: Who Am 1?

The course began with a short {ntroductory and clarification
session, in which the leaders and the author {ntroduced themselves
and very briefly described the course. Participants were asked to
write down their expectations of the course (what do you hope happens?,

>
what do you hopo does not happen?) and told that they would soon dis-
cuss them, Then some ‘housokooplng‘ {terms were raised,

Three items tn. particular wetre emphasized, First, the instruc-
tors introduced and ‘explained "the invitation rule" that would be oper-
ating throughout the course which emphasized that each person would
‘be invited to participate in the course's activities and discussions, but
that each person coulq choose whether or not they wished to partici-
pate and the Manner in which they wanted to. Second, the instructors
began the process of encouraging participants to give feedback to each
other by inviting people to comment on the instructors' behavior,
Third, the group was given the ongoing task of enhancing each others'
self-esteem with the specific suggestion to "give feedback wheo some-
one is affecting you", ‘

Following some exercises designed to learn each other's names
and a little personal information, "suppoA greups" were formed,
These sub-groups initially served as a veh‘icle to anonymously surface
workshop expectations, then later functioned as a "home base" within

the larger group. Over the course of the workshop, participants
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periodically returned to these smaller groups to participate in struc-
tured activities or to process the workshop experience,
After this slow and careful beginning which was designed to help

participants feel safer and more comfortable with each other, the rest

of the session revolved around the evening's theme, who am 1?7 By
using some structured experiences combtnwlth time for individual,
small and large group reflection, participants compiled some written
.
information about how they saw themselves as people. They explored
their identity "labels", their feelings about themselves, and the adjec-
tives and adverbs they use to describe themselves, -/
Next the key elements of Branden's theory of self-esteem were
presented and an overview of how the rest of the course would proceed

was outlined. The evening closed with a '"check out”, a brief summary

by each participant of what they thought or felt about the evening.

Wednesday Evening Therme: Awareness of My Self-Esteem——How |

Got to Where | Am

The evening started with an initial "check n" to deal with ques—
tions and comments that might have surfaced since the previous ses—
sion. Then, again using a combination of structured experiences,
theory input, tndividual reflection ti'me, and small and large group
discussions, participants were helped to assess themselves in terms |

of their own competence and  worth and to make a single statement

about themselves which would include both dimensions. Individuals
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v
then participated in a regression fantasy which waa designed to help
trace this "decision' statement back to an earlier childhood exper-—
fence. Subsequently, participants were {nvited to share {n small
groups the context {n which they learned this self-staterment and to
discuss how the statement "made sense' at the time. t ach peraon
was invited to examine the internal and external forces that were still
operating today to reinforce this attitude or feeling about their com-
petence and worth, The session closed by having each member briefly
describe his or her feelings about the evening.

Thursday Evening Theme: My Sense of Competence

This evening was designed to particularly focus on the competence
aspect of self-esteem, After the check in, participants were asked to
"free associate" and complete the sentence stems a) | can, b) 1 can't,

A mini lecture (also called lecturette) describing how the state-
ments people make about what they can and can not do are either
general or specific and the importance this plays in determining their
belief structure about their own competence, was presented. For ex—
ample, "l can be a good secretary" or "l can't make friends" are
general statements while statements like "I can type 90 words a minute"

°
and "I can't start a conversation with a stranger' are more specific
statements.
.

Each individual was then asked to select one "I can't" statement

from their list. In small groups they examined first the disadvantages,
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then the advantages or "payoffs" of belteving this staterment, AMore
theoretical tnput was then provided on the consequences of having a
basic belief orientation of "l can" or‘ "I can't", The last exercise of

the evening, before the check out, was an {ndividual fantasy experience.
It was designed both to help individuals recall and relearn from an ex-

perience when they felt accepted for who they were, and to set the tone

for the following night,

FrldaLEveninTheme: My Sensenof Worth
Iy

After the check in, Claude Steiner's (1974) "warm fuzzy" story was
read, Participants were then given permission to, ;(\d encouraged to,
perform the see”\ingly foolish task of giving each other "warm fuzzies"
(a cottonball plus a verbal or non—-verval statement of appreciation)
during the duration of the workshop, This ongoing playful activity
seemed to help conéretize and encourage people to eithern experiment
with new behaviors or pleasantly reinforce old behaviors associated
with giving and receiving compliments.

Following this, by using structured activities ahd metaphorical °
exercises (such as tmagin;e q’\eing your favorite fairy tale character) the rest
of the evening was spent helping par'ttc‘ipants examine how they pre-
sently enhance their own sense of worth and what they could do in the

)
future to continue the process of building their self-esteem.

Saturday Theme: lntegration-Taking Care of My Own Self-E steem

and Enhancir_\g_the Self-£ steem of Others



&

' Aﬁoo;- a check (n, this day-long seasion started by having the

group brainstorm toQether ch'o behaviors people do that "aimintsh” the
aslf-esteer? of others, Using role=plays gthe group then expmined the
impact of these behaviors and also discusaed and practiced different
ways of dealing with these diminishing behaviors, The morning concluded
with a behavior rehearsal fantasy in which each person imagined them=
selves meeting a "significant other" who did something diminishing to
their (the participant's) self-esteem. They were then {nstructed to (mt:-
gine themselves handliing thts»ﬂwauon {n an ideal self-enhancing way.

After a group lunch, the final afterncon was spent focusing on the
ways the participants enhanced the solf;o-toom of other people, particu-
larly "significant others". Participants engaged in a series of activities
designed to glve them fe‘edback about the kind.of messages (enhancing or
diminishing, specific or general) they typically sent to other people.
The session then closed with a "windup" whereby members had an oppor=
tunity to say goodbye to each other as well as give any final self-egteem
messages they wanted to.

lmm.edtately following the completion of the workshop, partigipants
were given the posttest questionnaires. They were also reminded of
the follow—-up testing which would csme lat'er; One final point needs Mmen=—
tioning. While the design was the same for both treatment groups, the
application ("flow") as might be expected varied between the groups, in
that the two groups spent different amounts of time on the different ex-

ercises and activities,
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS -
In Chapter 1V, the results of the subjective evaluation of e
treatment program will be shown first, Then the abjective results
will be presented along with some post hoc analyses of the cbjective

d.t‘ L]

Results from Subjective Measures

J

Table 1

Satisfaction with Total Program (immediately following workshop)
A (N=38)

Liked what Not at All Very Much
0 1 2 3 4 ]

No, of Participants
Workshop #1 - 1 - 1 6 10

Workshop #2 - ' - 1 - 7 1! *

Immediately following the work.h‘xrﬂctpants were asked to

complete a questionnaire (see Appendix A) which was desigried to help

the course instructors assess theirs and the workshop's effectiveness.
' &



In respones to the question "Did you ihe what you got?”, Taeble !
shows that the majority of participants were clsarly satisfied with

what they got from the workehop.,

Table &

E valuation of course % manthe \ater (N=Q7)

Couree was of little . Very
no value ! a 3 4 8 6 7 Valusble
Workshop 01 - 1 - - 4 6 &

Workshop 02 - - 1. 2 1 4 4

Two and gne—half

matled s secerd ) (see Apperdix B), Orw of the questions
agked particlipants, ¢ rate the couree in terms of (ts
value to themselves. Among those who replied, Table 2 sfews thilt
while enthusiasm for the course may have tapered off slightly with the
passage of time, satisfaction with the course was still quite h\'\
Tables 3, 4, and 5 were also prepared from the data callected
with the second questionnaire. The varying N's (n these q'd following

tables will be discussed in Chapter V.

) Table 3

Subjective Assessmest of Effect of Course on Self-Esteem (agked 2%

months later) (N=27) : .o

et

Very '

Not At All 1 2 3 &4 8 & 7 Musly

No. of Participants

Workshop #1 - - 1 1 4 14 2

Workshop #2 - - 2 2 - (] 2
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Table 3 {llustrates the responses given to the guestions "L ooking
back on thig course, how did this course affect your self-esteem?",
While the nﬁajority‘of both groups reportéd that the course had a favor-
able effect on their self-esteerm, it appears some of the par'ticipanss
in Workshop #2 were less satisfied with the effects of the workshop
than were the particiuplants. in the first workshop.

‘ Table 4

Change in Participants, Spontaneously Reported to Participants by
Friends, Relatives (N=27) R

VES (have NO (have not
observed positive change) observed change)

No. of Participants )
Workshop #1 : 7 6
Workshop #2 2 . , 12

One direct way of seeing whether the workshop affected not only
self—gsteem but also behavior, was to ask participants whether their
friends or .r‘elatives had told them that they had seen a change in them
(the participants) since they took the course. Thé results in Table 4

indicate that for the par';ticipants in the first workshop, slightly more
than 50% had been told that positive changes had beeﬁ noticed whiie
slightly less than 50% reported that no char\\ges?either positiye or neg-
ative) had been reported, By contrast, aalarge majority in t'ﬁe second
worksﬁop reported that no changes had been cbserved by either friends J;;:‘L

-

or relatives. } ®-

o
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d
Table 5

Participants Willingness to Recommend Course to Friends (N=26)

Yes No
(would recommend) (would not recommend)

No, of Participants
Workshop #1 13 1
Workshop #2 ‘ 12 -

\
As another means of finding out whether the course was useful,

participants were asked whether they would be willing to recommend
the course to a friend, Table 5 shows that ’vith one exceptidn, all
participants were quite willing to recommend the course.

Hypotheses Testing

Hypothesis #1

There will be no difference among the pre, post and follow—up
test score means of the experimental and control groups on measures
of self-esteem as measured by the Tennessee Self-Concept Scale,

Findings. A two-way analysis ‘'of variance with repeated measures
oh one factor was perforrmped on the 'Tennegsee Self-Concept Scale.
The reSu‘lgss are shown in Table 6 and Figure 2, Only subjects with
complete data were included (Exp. Group 1 (n=15), Exp. Group 2 (n=6),
Control Gr*bup (n=8). There was no significant interaction between
time and group (F(4,52)=1.975); no group main effect (F(2,26)=2.143);
and no time effect (F(2,52)=.118). Therefore, Hypothesis #1 was not
rejected as no F scores were significant at the .05 levell.

.

Conclusions. No effects due to either treatment or time, or their -°

. - 2 ".
» i

L 4
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Pre-test Posttest Follow=up test

A Experimental Group 1 (n=15)

A Experimental Gr~ou;; 2 (n=6)
®
© Control Group (n=8)

(no significant differences on groups, time or interaction)

Pre, Post and Follow-up Score Means for the

Tennessee Self-Concept Scale
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interaction were found among thé experimental and control groups
although Exp, 1 approached significance for both groups and inter-

action (p=.10 and .11 respectively).

Hypothesis #2

There will be no difference among the pre, post and follow-up test
score means of the oxporimen.tal and control groups on measures of
self-esteem as measured by the Janis—Field F oélings of Inadequacy

Scale. \

e

Findings. Again, a two-way analysis of variance with reaeated
) ' N
measures.on one factor was performed. The results are shown in

>
Table 6 and Figure 3, Only subjects with complete data were included

(Exp. Group 1 (n=15), S;p. Group 2 (n=6), Control Group (n=8)).
There was no signtf‘aﬂt interaction between time and group ( 4,52)='
1.237); no group majn effect (F(2,26)=2.091); however, there was a

.
time effect (F(2,52)=3,264). Therefor*e',“tlypothesis #2 waS{ejected

at this time as the F score for the time effect was significant,

Conclusions. No effects due to either treatment or the interaction

. - A
of time and treatment were found among the experimental and the con-

~
trol groups. There was, however, an effect due to time of treatment,

Hypothesis #3

There will be no diffarence among the pre, post and follow-up
test score means of the experimental and control groups on measures

of anxiety as measured by the IPAT Anxiety Scale Questionnaire,
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Findings. A two-way analysis of variance with repeated mea- p
sures on one factor was performed. The results are shown {n Tabl(b
.
6 and Figure 4, Again, only subjects with complete(::lam were {n-
cluded (Exp., Group 1 (n=15), Exp, Group 2 (n=8), Control Group (n=8)),
There was no significant interaction between time and group (F(4,5%2)=
.528); no group main effect (F(2,26)=,267); and no time effect (F(2, 52)=

1.249), Therefore, Hypothesis #3 was rict rejected.

Conclusions, No effects due tb either treatment or time, or their

interaction were found among the experimental and control groups.'

Hypothesis #4 .

There will be no signifi®ant correlation between either measure
of self-esteem and the measure of anxiety on the pre—-test scores of the
three treatment groups.

Findings. C‘orrelations were calculated among the pre-test
scores of all the instruments (Table 7). A correlation of .664 was
found between the Tennessee Self-Concept Scale and the J.anis—Fleld
Feelings of Inadequacy Scale. Correlations of -,654 were found be—
tween the IPAT Anxiety Scale Questionnaire and the Tennessee Self-
Concept Scale and ~,656 betwee the IPAT Anxiety Scale Questionnaire
and the Janis-Field Feelings of Inadequacy Scale. Therefore, Hypo-
thesis #4 was rejected as all of hese correlations were significant
at the ,001 levels,

Conclusions, There is a silcant positive correlation between
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the two measures of self-esteem and significant negative correlations
between the self-esteerm measures and the measure of anxiety.
Table 7

Correlations between the Three Instruments Employed

TSCS Janis-Field IPAT-Anxiety
TSCS 1,000 .664° -.654°
Janis—Field . .664° 1,000 -.656*
IPAT Anxiety -.654° -.658* 1,000
*p {.001

Post Hoc Analysis of the Pre and Post Score Means of

the Treatment Groups

Due to the sr'nall ** obtained for the second experimental group
when only subjects having complete data on all three measurements at
the pre, post and follow-up measurements were used, questions were
raised about the significance that might exist among only pre and post-
test score means which were based on larger "m's", Accordingly, a
two-way analysis with repeated measures on one factor was performed
on the measures of self-esteem and anxiety. Table 8 and Figures 5,

6 and 7 show the results for this analysis. Significant interaction was
found between time and group (F(2,39)=3.155) using measures of self-
esteerm as measured by the TSCS; between time and group (F(2,39)=

5.432) using measures of self-esteem as measured by the Janis—Field

Feelings of Inadequacy Scale, as well as effects due to time (F(1,39)=
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©.808) using the Janrie~Field scale, No oﬂocu for the mumo of
arsiety were found to be siggificant, “

Following tests of mein effects, Aurther post hoc enalyess word
carried aut ueing Schefrf teets. Using this test, further analysis of
the pre, post and follow=up score means of Experimental Group  and
Comtrol Group (n=18, m8) on measures of self-esteem as Measured
by the Janis=Field scale were performed. When the pre and follow—up
score means of Experimental Group 1 (the experimental group with

. the greatest \ncrease \» eslf—esteem levels) and the Cantrol Group
were compared, there was no significance at the .08 level (F(2,52)=
4.94), Thor)'on, the significant difference that was found using the
two-way analysis of variance treatment was not due to a difference
between the experimental and control groupa,

Using anly pre and posttest score means for E xpérumental
Group | and the Control Gvdap‘e-le,n-\ 1),". Schefr§ tast wamagain
conducted. Significant dtmr:cn;oo (F¢2,30)=0 .04 and F(2,39)"0,53)
were cbtatned for measures of self-esteem using the TSCS and Janis-
Field scales respectively. Thus, the difference between the gain {n
self-esteerm made by Experimental Group | and the Cortrol Grpup on
both measures ¢f aplf-esteem were found to ba significant, A Scheffé
test performed on the pre nnd(posttut score means of E xperimental

~ Group | and the Control Group showed no significant difference (F(2,30)=

.008 and F(2,30)=,84) in gain in self-esteem between the two groups.
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Therelfore, it would seem that by using the larger '"n's'" available
when comparing only pre and posttest scores, one could say that a
signtﬂcanf gain in self-esteem occurred in Experimental Group 1 but
not in Experimental Group 2 when compared to a Control Graup which
rece(veda no treatment, For Exper*iment;l Group 1, the workshop did

have a significant effect,



CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS

Discussion of Results

The original praoblem underltnveétigatioh was to evaluate the
efficacy of a self-esteem workshop. As one of the go;‘:\ls of the pro-
gram was to help participants build their self-esteem, one way to
determine its effectiveness would be to see whether ‘a. yvorkshop on
building self-esteem would, indeed, result in an increase in partici-
pants' self—este'em levels, T'hus, a premise of this study was that a
significant ihcreasé in éelf—estéem would indicate that the program
was eﬂ’ecti\./e.

This raised the problem of first deﬁntng , then sensitively mea=
sur{ng self—-esteem, iln addition to asking participants for their sub-
jective impressions, "the problem of objective measurement led to the

adoption of two direct ways of measuring self-esteem by using accept-

able self—esteem‘ instruments and one indirect way--by measuring
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anxiety, which was suggested as being r:g.hly irnversely correlated
with self-esteem. The two ‘self—gsteeﬁx't;\stmments were, in fact,
found to correlate aquite highly with eacr; ou"ﬁr and highly but tnversely
“with the anxiety measure, _

-

.L.ooking at the results more, élosely, the supjective measures in=
dicate that, on the whole, tHis course certainly had a positive c‘affect
on the partictpants. of both workshops s both in té}m_s of how they en—
joyed the cou rse and how they félt it affected tt;eir level of self-esteem.
However, it is more difficult to make inferences from the results of
the objective measures. .

In response to the two original questions (from which the specific
questions and the hypotheses were developed), namely: 1) Does a
course on building self-asteem significantly enhance the development

4

of self—estéem?,- and 2) Is there a corresponding decrease in the level

of anxiéty?-—the results indicate that the answers would be "nossibly"
to the first qx;:estion, and "no" ’_to the second. |

With reg:rd'tb the first questioh,“ile Experimental Group 1 did
experience a significant change in self—-esteem levels as a result of
the workshop, Experimental Group 2 did not, although the recorded

IS

change, with oné exception, was in the anticipated direction, Thus,
the r~esults'ar~e encouraging but not conclusive. In response to the

second question, neither group showed any significant decrease in

anxiety, although the trend for Experimental Group 1 was in the anti-
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cipated direction,
Examining the specific hypotheses, Hypothesis #1 stated in the

null form proposed that there would be no difference among pre, post
v
and follow—up score means of self-esteem as measured by the TSCS.,

This, indead, was the case., However, when only pre arg! posttest
score means were used, a post hoc analysis indicated there was a

+ ‘

significant interaction effect and that Experimental Group 1 did show
a significant gain in self-esteem but Experimental Group 2 did not.
Possible reasons for this will be discussed later.

Hypothesis #2 pmposed that there would be no dif‘f;rence among
pre, post and follow-up scores of'self-esteeul'n as measured by the
Janis—-Field Feelinés of Inadequacy Scale. This hypothesis was ini-
ti;lly rejected because there was a sign{ﬂcant effect due fo time.
However, further post hoc analysis revealed that while Experimental
Group 1 changed s'igniﬂcantly immediately following the workshop

a

when sompared to its own pre-test mean scores, when compared to
. .

the Control Group mean scores the gain was not significant ,

When only pre and pbsttest.score means of the Janis-Figld Scale

were used, the results indicated that there was a significant interaction

effect between time and treatment condition. Further analysis showed
7 -

that, once again, Expeﬂxqt’Group 1 showed a significant change
"%

after treatment while E;perimental Group 2 did not, Posstble rea-

sons for this will be discussed shortly.

s #
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Hypotheses #3 and #4 are examined here together, Hybothests
#3 propoagd that there would be no difference among pre, post and
follow-up score means on measures of anxiety as measured by the
IPAT Anxiety Scale Questionnaire, This hypothesis was accoptgd.
Post hoc analysis using only pre and posttest score means also founci
no slgnlftcar\t differences although the change in Experimental Group
1 was in the anttc‘ipated direction,

Hypo&seSis #;, an ancillary hypothesis, proposed that there would
be no correlation between either measure of self—este.em and the mea-~

+

sur‘..:‘c’ anx¥ety on the pre—test scores of the three treatment groups.
Tht's hypothesis was rejected as correlations among the three {nstru-—
ments were quite high., Thus, it would seem that while there is defin-
itely a strong correlation between self-esteem and anxiety, ;imer the
tnstrument employet:J was not sensitive enough to detect subseqjept
changes in anxiety or a change in self-esteem does not always'pean
that there has to be a corresponding change in anxiety. ‘
Movir:\g back to examining the change in se.lf-esteem , the obvious
question is why the difference in ‘gatn in self-esteem‘between the two
experimental groups] Answers are not clearly dtscemtbl; and
reasons for the d!fferent findings can only be suggested. From the
viewpoint 'of this writer, as the course content and application was

essentially the same, it seems likely the differences stemmed in
!

some way from the nature of ﬁne participants or their interaction
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among themselves and with the {nstructors,

Althmgh as Table B and Figures 5, 6, and 7 show”, the initial
pre-test sc;ores did not"tndlcate much differen;:e between the two
treatment groups, it seems clear thgt after an intervention period of
only one week, the average self-esteem level of Experimental Group
1 participants significantly increased while éwose in the second group
did not, '1"her~e is always the possibility that the workshop really had
no effect on Group 1, that a type 1 error accounted for the difference.
Assuming that this is not the case, some reasons for the difference
can be suggested. ‘ !

Outside of the fact that Group 2 may have differed in some way,
and given that the two groups were not dissimilar in ferms of initial
self—esteem levels, it was first théught by this writer that the differ—-
ence in gain might have been due to barttcipant expectations and moti-
vations. From personal observations made by this writer it was

N
noticed shat in the second workshop several participants were involved
in the "helping" professions. As the workshop was adverttséd as
dealing with one's own and others' self-esteem, it seem;d possible
that several participants may have come with the expectation of only
learning how to build the esfeem of others rather than their own and,
consequently, might not have been as personally involved or métivated

as participants who had come with the intent of building Wr\

self-esteem,
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However, a questionnaire (see Appendix C), which had been
mailed to participants in Experimental Group 2 prior to the workshop
and whi sied the general questions of why they were coming and
what ed to get out of the course, revealed that most were
coming with the intent of both improving their own self-esteem and
learning how to positively affect other people. Only three out of the
13 respondents were coming only to learn how to improve others'
self-esteerm. Therefore, the suggestion that because participants
were "helpers" intere;ted only in changing others' self-esteem did
not appear to be supp<;r‘ted frc:um the responses to the questionnaire.

Another possibility is that even though the "helper:s" came to
learn how to enhance their own seqlf-esteem having most likely re-
ceived strﬁilar training somewhere in their career, they may h;ve
been more demanding and less easily impressed by the instructors.,
In a sense, being "workshop-wise", they might have stayed more
reserved and held themselves back frc;m participating fully. A self-
fulfilling prophecy would be created, By\'\olding back on some level,
they would indeed experientially learn less~—and be less impacted by
the workshop--and probably enjoy it less. The fact that some of the
participants in the second workshop did see the course as less valua-

ble ana less impactful than members in the ﬂrit workshop, asillus—
v

trated by Tables 3 aﬂﬁ ‘may lend support to this hypothesis.

Movtﬁg on to Gro.'ap 2 specifically, a difference within this
’ ’ . , '

N ﬁ .
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.
wml;ﬂnte comment, The ’jects in Experimental Group 2 who did
not complete the follow-up questionnaire had, on the average, higher
self-esteem levels at posttest time than those whe went on to complete
the final questionnaire, Comparing Tables 6 and 8, one sees that in
Experimental Group 2 when only subjects who were tested at all three
'h;easurement periodg were used (n=6), mean scores on both self-
esteem instruments whre ‘lower than the mean scores of subjects who
completed only pre’ and posttests (n=13),

Furthermore, {n Experimental Group 2, when Nn=6, there was a
steady but inslgu'tﬂcant gain in self-esteem as measured by the Janis-
Field Feelings of Inadequacy Scale and a rather dramatic decrease iry
self-esteem as.measured by the Tennessee Self-Concept Scale. Th\;'l'S\,/
was the only instance where these two instruments di.d not correlate posi-
tively with each other, As the reasons for this are obscure, the
scores of the missing subjects would have been most helpful for fur-
ther clarifyying the impact the workshop had on this group as a whole,

? In summary, because of the ambiguity caused by the conflicting
results between Experimental Groups 1 and 2, it seems clear that it
would be premature to talk conclusively about the effectiveness of

this workshop. The results are encouraging but not conclusive.

Discussion of Instrumentation Employed

First the self-esteem instruments will be discussed and then the

{nstrument for measuring anxiety will be disoussed.
L
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The Tennessee Self-Concept Scale and the Jants—Fl-e\d Feelings -
of Inadequacy Scale had high correlations with each other. The two
{nstruments also correlated highly with the dnxiety measure (-.654
and -.6%6 respectively).

With one major exception, an increase in a group's mean self-
esteem level as rﬁeasured by one instmment’corr'esponded with a sim-
{lar increase in the other {nstrument (see Tables 6 and 8B), The excep—
tion was on one occasion when € xperimental Group 2 showed a decrease
in self-esteem over time as measured by the TSCS but showed an in-
crease over time as measured by the.Janis-F-'ield Scale, This may
have been due to the small n (n=6) employed here, as measurements
using only pre and post scores (which resulted in an n of 13) did not
show this dissimilarity.

As noted earlier, while it wgs suggested that there would be an
overlap between the two instruments, both were used to increase the
chances of measuring the two critical components of self-esteem——
evaluation and affection. Given the high correlations found in this
study, either could probably be used alone as a measure of self-esteerm
which would measure both the dimensions of evaluation and affection.

-
The choice of which to use in the future would depend on the circum-=
. cttices {nvolved and the purpoées {ntended., The ‘{}is—-Field Scale
is faster to administrate and quicker to score. ';.ﬁr;a quick overall

¥

level of self-esteem, it seems the better chokce,. If one had more

A



time to administer the TSCS scale and score {t, it is posstblo. that
the morwe detailed information offered by the other components of this
scale might make {t the better choice,

With u.»egard to the anxiaty instrument employed, the 1PAT Anxiety
Scale Questionnaire, while it was chosen because of its accepted
usage and wide popularity, may not have been an appropriate choice.
Some writers have stated that it is only useful as a measure of trait
anxiety (McReynolds, 1978). While correlations between self—esteem
and anxiety were initially found in this study, anxiety did not signifi-
cantly decrease. Perhaps if an instrument which measured both state
and t/rait anxiety had been used, the impact of the workshop upon anx-
iety would ha\./e been clearer.

Conclusions

The results of this study, while not definite, are certainly positive
enough to encourage further and more refined research. Although the
_results were not conclusive, there are indications that the workshop
- method emplayed in this study is viable for enhancing self-esteem in
a way that holds over time. If this is true, it would seem that a pro=
gram approximately 20 hox._urs in length holds the possibility of helping
people to increase their self—-esteem,

Recommendations and Sgggestions

In this section, recommendations and suggestions are made both

for refining the evaluation procedure in the present study and for some
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alternate ways of measuring changes {n self-esteem,

Refining the Present Study

The following suggestions are made for refining the format of the
present study:
1. At least three treatment groups and a control group, all with 16 to
20 mémbers, be used so that the dilemma of deciding whether change
really took place would be minimized,
2. Participants be assigned to groups randomly rather than by date of

t .

appllcgtlon. It is con)ecfuned that there may be a relationship between
time of application and interest in the course.
3. Demographic data be collected from participants so that it would
be possible to randomly stratify the groups, ie., by age, sex, satisfac-
tion with life, number of ::lose friends.
4. An anxiety measure that measures both state and trait anxiety be
employed.
5, Components of the workshop be examined more closely for their
subjective impact upon participants,
6. Videotape portions of each workshop be taken and then shown to
abjective raterjs to ensure similarity of course application among

workshops .

Alternate Ways of Measuring Change in Self-Esteem

This study