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En Abstract

- . 40 { ; “ ". '
- The purpose of this study was to determine 1f any

“effects on‘selersteem could be measured s the result of
the "application ofh an academic“feedback )program that
empﬁasized student accomplishnent. ‘ L
The sample for this study consisted- 145 grade six
._seﬂaents fron six different classes, three classees infeach

1
»

R ' , _
*of the Control and Experlmental groups The Coopersmith :

:’Self Esteem Inventory and the Canadjan Test of Ba51c Skllls

'gwere admlnlstered tto ~ both groups. The *Coopersm;th'
_ ; Y ' .

Self-ESteemtInvertory provided-five scores which' were .uszo

-as dependent variables (the Total sgore, General self,

‘_

_Social’self Homeeself and School self) The lndependent
,varlable used 1n thls studmpwas the feedback program “used

‘fby the teachers.

. . : \
\

c ) N\

Y - . .. . \

~
“

The analysis‘of’variance was the statisr}cal’ anal}sis

used foridescribing theilink petween' the independent and

~ ~dependent variables. The analysis provided infornation
'which'indicated the influence that the independent varrableyﬂf
had.
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It was notedvthat no differences were noted between

BT

Experlmental group and the Contgol group at-the’ outset, of;@



o . . o o . 4 . }
‘this study Further, no differemces were observed between

thezgretest and~tw posttest dcores « of the“coopersmith
-LSelf -Esteem ‘Inventory, eXcept in the School self where the

. Experimental grouﬁ%gcored 51gn;£1cantly hlgher.v

4
' >

TLIt was azSo obse;%ed'that those students ‘who scored
.5low on the School self subtest"also, scored low oh the

Canadian Test of Bas1cf'Sk111S' when _ this ‘test was

~ . i

‘administered at the conclusioh of the study, This leads to
.thevconclusion'that the *gains- that were made by these

students on. thé School self’ subtest were made for reasons
< f® /
other than hlgh levels of- academlc achlevement

N\
"In sumﬂary; the analysis indicted fthat a positive

chmnge in academlc self esteem occurs when teachers prov1de
meanlngful feedhack _to'h students - regardlng their
' accompllshments and ln the spec1flc mahner prescribed by

this program.
4

»
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N CHAPTER I
I. INTRODUCTION AND STATEMENT O?Sgg:i'PROBLEM
. : . . £ ey
o ’

While one goal of effective teaching'is us@ally higher -
‘stident achievement, theﬂ! is eh additional, more
ihtangible eomponent to eﬁfeétire teaihing that eannot be
medsured by standardized aehievement_tests-—often used in
- our sChoqls. Tnat eomponent'is higher"student self—esreem‘

(Henry, 1986). ‘Positive self-perceptionsQ-in relation' to
learnlng and school ‘are particularly 1mportant if we hsee |
educatrgh as a llfe long process where people must initiate
the1r/7&n learning experiences.

- | |

Historicallyh studies have revealed;_?\ corre}ation
betweenf3sthdent self-esteem and scho%} | achievement.
GenerallYl the studies have shown that pupils with positlve
.self-esteeﬁtare more successrul in schooi than phpils with
.neQative self-esteem; - While the exect nature of the
reletionship hetween self-esteem and school'achieyement has
 not been esteblishéd, most educators would = see the
.enhancement of 1self-esteem ‘as  important  to school
achievement. The éroblem, however, is that little research
has been conducted that suggestS‘ ways . to .enhance
self—esreem in the c%assroom; }t was this concern rhat

prompted the presenf study.

—]——



Whlle the corre‘atlon between academic- performance and

*
self~ esteem is wu@ﬁl/ documented and accepted by ej¢/7tors,
b

and, since most teacher§ want their students to— be as

s s
u

successfol as possible.in their academic work, it follows
that the enhancementaof student self-esteem could be an
important'step to this ‘end. ' Waitley (1985) wrote’ that
positive self-esteem ~is the most important and %asiqn
element that makes uo the oritical attitude‘_necessary for
success. Unforéinateiy, many students do not achleve at a
high enough level of academic performance to experience
positive self-esteem (Morse, 1964; Bills, 1978).
'-,f\g\\\ : ‘ . . .
® . ' o ‘ a
Recognizing that many students, for a variety of
reasons, do not achieve at a sufficientiy high\,academic'
level to enhance tneir seif-esteem,, there is‘ a need nto

develop’alternativeotEChniques to address this issue.

"

In an informal survey 6% Juriior c}asses (grades 4,
S,‘andns),>when the autr->r asked students to be specifiic
about what they had acccmpiished\in school that year,““it
was found‘ that\\most students could cite spec1f1c
aocomplishments in mathematics and physical‘education, but
very. few acoomplishments in\other curriculum areas. Upon

R -]
examlnlng the commonalities existing in mathematics andb
physical‘education, it 'was found that in both cases,

_objective feedback was readily available to the students



T

about how they'had changed and aboutyﬁhékﬂthey had'éctﬁally-
done. It was mich easier fofﬁstud!%ts to know about "~ their

accomplishments in these two areas than .in other curriculum

' A
areas.

[s]

’Howgver, much of the . emphasis from parents and

teachers in the schoql curriculum is placed on‘lea;nihg to
read and write. As «currfculum' material is - commonly
' pfésenpea to childfen, fand becausef the change in ‘thet
Alanguage‘ arts"and other areas arzi mbref subtie .aﬁd
subjective thgn it is in mathematics and physical
education, it is”ﬁifficult for studenés.to knbw' what they
have done. It is not_éifficult to imagine a.scenafio where
qstudents spend many hours and exert muéh‘effort but fail to
~ ‘ . ]

be aware of the diffe;ences, if ény, the experienqé ‘has

.

made in them.

[

When teachers focus on high'academicdachievément, many
‘ u

students receive too lit;lg positive feedback about their
work to enhance their self-esteem becaqse they are not
achieving at a high engﬁgh level ‘tq warrant any ' praise.
Tnere ‘is’ a 'need for a means through which positive
self-esteem can be developed in a school. setting byﬁ:all
~ students, and is not limited primarily to high acadenmic

N

achievers. , o

Y



g

This study grew out of this concern and "examines the
value of.a planned 'ahd.“systematic - feedback pngramo to
" : . : A

N
.

enhance self-esteem in gréée six students.

- ’ ' N ‘o {‘

. II. PURPOSE OF THE STUDY R

This study was designed to detérmine whether or_ not
the self—ééteem of students could Dbe enhanced. ~ ‘The
>techniqués iﬁentified,by Brophy (1981) were. follerd to
provide feedback  to students as récognifion of
' accomélishment. A search £or . answers to the following
quesgion‘comprised thé major focuskéf“the study:.

1. Does student selfJesteém rise when teachefs’méke a
conscious effort to recoghize various ‘areas of student
‘accomplishment as opposed fo high achievement? |

All of the research questions poséd in this study have

been detailed in section VII. of tﬁis’chapter.
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« III. .SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY Y

- 4
N
A

<

Numerous vstudies have reportéd?fﬁn M;he j positive:
cdfreiation that exists between positive ‘self-esteem and
hiégﬁlévéls of academic achievement. Most-teaqhers desire
that their students achieve to the best of their ability.
Therd seems, however, to be a ladk of literature available-
to assist classroom teachers ﬁo incgease their, students
self;esteem and pogentialiy to improye their s.tudent:s:|

_ level of ,achiévement. This ‘exploratory .study should

S

.

contribute to the +existing knbwledge of "techniques

évailable to affect students' self-esteem. T 4

.

Iv. DFFINITIONVOF TERMS
. (-

In order *to . clarify the meaning of ‘ the terms
-self;esteem‘, 'self-cdncept',- and  'self', they are
pfesented below as defined in the current literature. No
élear delig}ation among these terﬁs is possible as ‘each
coﬁcept appeans to be iptérlinked. To aghieve some degree
of clarity, tve reiationgpip among these terms will be
expanded upon in the literature review; The distinction

between 'achievemént' and 'accomplishmment' reflects their

use in this report.



&

Self-Esteem. nSelf-estesm is a personal judgemént of,

worthiness that is expressed in . the /attitudés the
.‘individual helds towafd himself. It is a subjective
experience‘whiEh,the individual conQeis to others by verbal
reporis _énd other >£§pvert | expressive béhayior."

(Coopersmith, 1967, p.5)

A

Self-Concept. "The self-condept is the image or picture
the person has of himself, which has develgped through

childhoed aﬁa adalesence under the formative influences of

~home, school and social environment, and forms  his

\

behavior." (Thomas, +1980, p.24)
| I
Self. "The self is SOmething which has a development; it
is not initially there at birth, but arises in the process
. ‘\ N .
of social experience and activity, that is, develops in the

given individual as a result of his rxelations to the

N

process as a whole and to other individuals within , that

process." (Mead, 1948, p.l35) -

Achievement. Achievement refefs to the’academic attainment
at a sufficiently high level to enhance one's seif-estéeﬁ
or‘to ﬁaintain a high level of self-esteem in éh academic .
environment.

<

Accomplishmentl Accomplishment, as it 1is used in this

-
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3

study refers to what a studént has done. It is used& in a
pon-evaluative manner and rgpognizé§ Student efforts in
>brkin§ the varioys skill areas of phe school curriculum. .

3
.
V. LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

- The following factors limit§}hé interpretation of the
\ .

findings:

‘
L

1. The study was confined to six grade/_six classes

/

~

o

over a period of eight months. The criteria for "the

sa2lection of the classrooms was a willingness of the

teachers and the principal of the selected schools ‘to be
invof?éd. The behavior 0f these teachers - ceuld be
cifferent from the teachers who did nbt want “to

participate.

o

2. While every attempt was made to conduct parallel

programs and employ parallel feedback techniques, these

factors were tempered b;”t personality of the teachers

and the inherengsenthusiaém which they! brought to class.

This was an“important factor which coﬁld_ not be totally

X

controlled and may, limit the extent  to which

generalizétions abaut the findings of this study can be

B

drawn.

3

. © ’ .
. o /
!

3. Although this study spanned eight months, this



| period i: a relatlvely short time 1n the life of ' a child
and dan 1nfluence the degree to whlchﬁgénerallzatlons about

the findings can be drawn. ¢

\

N

4. The teachers in the Control group, knowing the
- purpose of the study, may  haye actgd dlfferently toward
thelr students than 1f they had not been part Qf the scudy

"

This p0551ble action on the part of the Control groupj

teachers may limit the accuracy of the comparlsons between

the scores taken from the Experlmental and Control groups

VI: ASSUMPTIONS

In conducting this study it was assumed that:

1. All school personnel would cooperate fully with
the program. | |

2. , The student's responses on the Coopersmith
Selr-Esteem Inventory (SEI} and the Canadian -Test of Basic
Skilis would provide accurate informatisn about the student
in the areas that both cf these. teets were designed to
measure;. |

3. The sample was representative of the population
from which it was drawnu-

4. The classroonm teachers who volqpteered to be part

of this study did not interact with’ their students in a

different manner generally than did classroom teachers at



large.

hi\ 5. Self-estee does exist.’ .

-+ . ot

VII. RESEARCH QUESTIONS

This study used a Control group *and an Experlmentalﬁﬂ

group to compare changes that- were measured within- th@
, 3 :
'

students and it was guided’ by five research “quesbtions.

Qhrougn;the analysis of data, answers .were sou?ht to -the,

followiné fivg&questians: o - ":

1) Does a differ: ce exist . between the pretést and
posttest Total SEI scores between the Experimental and

-

. .Control ron f
g : pQ, _ .

2) T Do s1gn1f1cant dlfferencesM exist between® the
pretest and posttest means on -each of the four subtests of
the SEI (General, Social, School; and‘ Home) within‘ the
Experlmental group and within. the Control group?

3) Does a difference ex1st between the pretest and
rosttest means of the four sﬁbtests of 'the SEI (General,

Social, Séhool, and Home) between the Experimental and

Cen.rol groups?

4) Does, a difference exist ir self-esteem scores

between .the "low School group" (defined in Chapter 4) &nd -

the_"high'Schooi group" on the four subtests of the SEI

. $
(General, Social, School, and Home)?

"
o4

S
c
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VIII. ORGANIZATIOY OF THE STUDY o

4

" 5) _Do boys re ofd*significantly‘different SSOres_ than
A ‘ . . g ' B
girls on the Total SEI and on the‘fdgr subtests of *ne SEI

) -

(Géneral, Social, School, and Home)? T _f\\;

i

~ ¥

Al

to the research pfoblem 'éna thg ' regeafch questions
addressed in this study. The reﬁainderNNof the stﬁdy is
organized as followé: .

1. Chaﬁter 1 presentsAa/gatighale for the research
problem. The rationale and the related‘studieE‘fE;éVégto\é
model of the experimental program applied | in  this
investigation. |

6 .
2. Chapter IIT applies the rationale and the model-in

. . . ~ -

the description of the research design. -
Chapter IV reports the findings of the study.

Chapter Vv concludes the report with the summary

ons, ‘and implications of the research.
5. The following information relevant to the study is

]

included in the appendices: /

/

| a. Examples of curricdum checklists fGsed in ‘this
study. - | - :
b. The letter sent to the parents informing them

of the study.

N
=

o
e ‘ﬁ»" .

el

o ' 3y o e
- Chapter I has provided the \reader with ar introduction
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. REVIEW OF RELATED LITERAT JRE« 7]

N ) s

“Tmismreview of_literature looks at fgree areas: of

concern related to the study. The first area examined 1is

‘the theoretical literature —dealing‘ with two‘ aspects of
self-concept theory, 1) how self-concept develops and 2)
the é%ability of self-concept. Sekondly, theories of
adhievement'métivation "are exémined. Einally; .research

dealing “with the impact of schooling on self-concept
. : Y
development; and the u%é o{;praise as reinforcing feedback
. 1 .

is examineg.

Y,

I. SELF-CONCEPT

The purpose of this section is to examine selected

-

L4 . . .
aspects of self-concept = theory, in particular, ' how
self~concept develops an@ whether or not the self-concept
can be changed once it ﬁs'developnd. These two aspects are

- ,
particularly relevant to this study because it exdmines the

+

effects of an intervention pnogram“‘ for ;changing
self-esteem. Of particular concerh 'is whether or not

teachers can affect a change in self4cobcept.

Coe ‘..\1
1 "i‘ [
How Self-Concept Develops

Assuming that the self-concept does exist, then one of

‘the questions to ask is how does the sélf-concept develop?

!
—

. : , ,
“ : , ‘ )
o o .
o . —11-- .
: . ok
;
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a

-oneself negatiyely. -

' a- concerngbf this study

T . - - 12

©
[

4 S ) ) b : "
In. particv’ar, what factors influence whether® or not the
. : a : ‘ .

]

‘self-concept is’ positive .or negative? And, does the

self—concept exist;in a stable state, or 1is it open - to
change’ Thomas'(l980) lwrites that self-concept 1s not
1nnate and most authors agree that self- concept is learned.

James (1904) and Mead (1948)_ developed the idea that

self concept develops as the result of social interaction

[

_ w1th‘51gnif1cant Jdthers in one's life and their basic

premise has been widely accepted. "Significant others'" are

o

identified asopersons, such as parents, teachers,.‘coaches
and peers, who 1n§luence others The theory sugggests.: -that

one learns to adopt the-view held by 51gnificant others ~of

J

one's)self ‘'The theory suggests that . if one 1is treated

' with'positive regard by,51gnif1cant othgrs,:omy‘ learns to

view oneself p051tively Similarly, if one is treated with

negative regard by—51gn1f1cant others, one learns to view

w;\ o \ . a
. ,f‘) . \ . ;
As a group, children s self -esteem declines from - the
2 \ '

time they entervschool until late into the “high schepol

./ \
" years (Stanwych 1972, Stenner and Katzeﬁﬁéyer, 1976;

&

BillS’l978f ﬂInterVening to arrest thiq negative trend is

‘0,/

For a child most Situations at school and at home are

obligatory. ‘These s1tuations ca\not be opted out of"

3 -
oy 3 " J
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‘regardléss of how incapable a child might feel in that

situation. For many children, -publicly revealing one's
incompetencies is a frequent experience which leads to the-

\ .
development of an increasingly negative opinion of oneself.

Stability of the Self-Concept

Geréen (1971), conducted research which indicatéd~thétr
the self was_fléXibie in social situations. But Gergen
also contended thét there are ceptral'ﬁendéncies of one's
self:conéept that ate leaﬁned'and reinforced over _time ;o.

that it becomes consistent throughout one's life. Syngg

. and Combs (1959) and Tuttle (1987) have éugggested that -

individuals seek to maintain and to enhance their perceived
self. They imply that the self is open and receptive to
change that is in a positive direction but resists change

if "=2is going to mean -a lower. self evaluation. Both

Su’ _van (1953) and  Allport (1961) theorized that

N

individuals try to maintain an "inner consistency" of self.

Both Tuttle (1987) andeérsild (i952) stéted that even
though an " individual's self attemptsi to maintain a
consistent percepﬁion, re-evaluation is constantly occuriﬁg
in lidght of new experiences. Jersild wrote that the

question of whether to reject or assimilate an experience

4

o . , . .
may depend 'in part on the frequency of the experience or

0 . ) -
one similar to it, and on the degree of importance that an

:

¢
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individual places on the experience.’
Due to tﬁeAinterVentionist nature of this study - whiéh
attempts to ‘positiveiy influence studenté' self-esteem,

"iisens}tivity to tﬁé theory.relating to ‘the self—;oncept's
stabiliﬁ; is inportant.

_K. Cohen (19585' theorized  that: chaﬁées 'ih tThe
‘self-éoncept are possible. He wrobte that bersons with léw
esteem Qant a éelf-imagé that is remoulded for the better.
Others have conducted resea:ch supporﬁing‘this positioq and
found that self—éstéém is a changing -phendmenon over the

_entire course of one's life. |

;

-

Bréwnféih (1952) - stated that ."self—eéteem may be
considered -a correlate of self-éoncept" ‘(p.605)u In
interpreting the findings from his.rgééarch, Brownfain held
the position.thét some .people have stable selffconcepts
whiie-otherthgve _unStaﬁle self-concepts. He theorized
that if,é person*has low, self;esteem;‘ he - likely ‘has an
unstablehéelf-coqéept which is susceptéble to changebnunder
‘certain conditions.’ This is consistent with Cohen's (1958)
views, and with the views'of‘Syngg and Combs (1959) when
bthéy state that people with low self-esteem strive to
better Eheir féelingsvof .self,' Bréwnfain (1952) wrote:
"People with unstable self-concepts are . unablé to

kY
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consolidate their fyégious self-concepts into a stablel
organization bécause they cannot tolerate the . negative
elements which are inherent in low self-esteem. So long as
they are Céstinq about for an acceptable'selfépictu;e, “the
self-céncept must' remain giuid." (p.605) This'théo%yvlends‘
support to the interventionist apprégcﬁ used in this study.

If students who _have low self-esteenm have unstable

- —t i

self-concepts, there is an implication that a more positive
. r ,v,

self can be deveibped.

o

A

.quxpfain-(l952) claimed that an ind;vidual who has
negative self-esteem 1is more likéiy_'so pbe "situation
_dominated". | Coobersmith (1967) also referred to this
phenbmenon. They maintained ‘that if the sigpation is
favorable{:‘_7 thé individual's self-esteem is likely
heightenea. on the other hand, if -the 'situation is
unfavorable, the se}f-esteem méy be lowered. Brownfain .
claimed that people with high self-esteem and‘ stable
- 8elf-concepts are less likely to view themselves 15
- dominated by situations{’ The self-concept is stable to the
extent that a radical restructuring is not needed as a

.

consequence of a changing situation.

b
-

From the theory it can be seen that the self-concept
" is thought to be stable but that it can -also be changed.

Therefore, there are grounds for the interventionist
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approach taken in this study. -

IA the next section, a review of literature dedling

with achievement motivation and ité relationship to the

self-qucept’will be explored.
i
II. THEORIES OF ACHIEVEMENT'MOTIVATIQN
This section examines several theories of achievement
motivation and their relationship to self-worth theory of
achi;vemént motivat}on; These‘theories will be presented

under the following headings: Learned Drive Theories,

e
Coqpitive Attribution Theories, éndg‘Self-Worth Theéories.
There is an evolutiqnary quality that 1links these three
. theories together, finall}g evolving into the Self-Worth
Theof§ of achievement motivation which has significant
implications to this study.’

L
»

Learged Drive Theories

' Contemporary theories of achievement motivation have
been deriVed 'frgm .physiologically based theories that
emphasize the .satisfaction. of basic tissue needs Iike
hunger and thirst. Theprists eventﬁally broadened their
‘focu; to include psychological or learned‘ drive mq;ives

such as approval and achievement.

In the late 50's and early 60's, David McClelland

<, q
2
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(1965) and John Atkinson (1964) developed what came to be

known as a learned drive theory; Accordiné to ‘McCleiland}
the need for achievement results from a conflict between
striving for success and an avoidance of failure. The
manner in which individuals cope with this conflict is
dependent largel? on what,ogé has learned through childhood
experiencés; | | |

" Research in tﬁis ared (Rosen and - D'Andrade, 1959;
Coopersmith, 1967) indicated that ar orientation toward
achievement is associated with parental attempt% to accept
vtheir children for themselves, to establish clear and
enforcable rules of. conduct and to allow children to
ex%lore wiaely within thése bandaries. Teachers, also had.
a role in this pattern by delivering rewards and
punishments to children.

b

Coopersmith (1967) wrote.fkhat achievement oriented

&

.childfen ~were rewarded for _t%?ir successes, but when
performances fgll short of the adult 'éxpectation, parents
and teachers remained neutfal« - Chjldren who évoided
failure were pﬁnished for thefr failures thle adults were

non~-caommittal in the event of their successes.

A S

N .
This Learned Drive Theory established the  early

groundwork that in the 1970's evolved into- the Cognitive
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Attribution Theories. ‘ ‘ - .

Cognitive Attribution Theori 7
‘ In the early 1970'5%‘ cbgnitive theorists led by
Bernafd Weiner posed a reinterpretﬁtion " of the learned
drivé theory (Weiner, 1972; l9f4; 1979). Weiner's work was
quideé by the principle of a;tribution theéfy «which
contends that‘ the reason, for an individual's  future
: achiévement_can be attributed to his or her perception of
the cause of past successes or fail&res. As in the’learned
drive theory, Weiner acknbwledged that people hope for
success or féar failure. To this'was melded what Weiner

perceived to be major causes of achievement, namely

ability, effort, l¥ck and the degree of’task difficulty.

Géherally, Weiner £197l)‘found that success ‘priented
people attributed theif successes to their ability and
their failure to a. lack" of effort. Failufe-avoiding d
people, on the othér hand, tended to attribute their.
success to external factors such as luck and to ‘gttrigute

“their failures to inability. -

The focus in cognitive theory research has been on the
'role~played by effort oh'achievement motivation.  Because

of the value of ‘the work-ethic held by many teachers and

parents, student effort is considered o be very important.
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Several researchers (Omelich and Covington, . 1979} Rest,
" Nierenberg, Weiner and Heckhausen, 1973; Weiner and Kukla,
1970) have fouﬁgﬁﬁmt étudenég who are perceived by their
teachers as having given a good effort received more reward
when they were successful, and were punished less when they
were unéucCegsful. Hiéh degre@s_pf effort have been found
to increase feelings of pride in one's successes and reduce
feelingsﬁof guilt that®might otherﬁise be linked with not
trying (Brown and Weiner, 1984; «Covington and Omelich,

1973; 1981; 1984).

¥ o
The Learned Drive Theory and the Ccgni.l e Attribution
Theory established the foundation upon w. ic” _he Self-Worth
- Theory was founded, a' theory that has significant

implications for this study.

\

\,
\
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Self-Worth Theory

Covington (1984) yrote thét as the» primary -activator
of achievement behavior, éelﬁ—worth theorists stress ,the
ability perceptions pf individuals as opposed to - effort
perceptions emphasized by the cognitive theorists. Like
the learndd drive theorists, self-worth theoristsirecognize
that individuals attempt to stgive for success or avoid
failure. Self-wofth theorists believe that perscnal esteém ‘
has its roots largely within one's accomplishments. This
theory is'based mainly on the perceptions'of adulté. The
distinction that this theofy makes in the case of children

will be addressed shortly. One's perceptions' of one's
abiliqiesftherefore help to formulate a significant éortion
of one>s self-definition. CoYington (1976) elaborated on
this position. He wrote that individuals are largely
driven toﬁsudceed not only for reasons of personal gain,
but also because being k“successful enhances 'oné}s
reputation. The main implication of unsuccessful
performance is that one lacks ability. Covington (1976)
believed that 1if success appeared unlikely to an

individual, one's first priority was to respond in a manner

‘that hinimized the implication of failure.

On the basis of the self-worth theory, Covington
(1976) made'several assumptions. First, he contendéd that

a sense of self-worth depends heavily on one's
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accomplishments. He wrote that "unless people can become
p .

successful at some valued activity,'they will be cut off

from a major source of seLf-esteem" (CoVington,_l984, p.8)

Althoug? the perception orﬂhightability can enhance the
feeling of personal ’worth, it is = principally in
“accomplishment that the sense of worth resides. One's

. . » )
sense of esteem cannot be maintained for 1long exclusively
B . -
‘on one's reputation of beimg able.
2 o

.A;‘»_ . . F‘)«' o

CoVington (1976; l984)‘wrote that for children, effort
s is the supreme virtue. Hararl .and Cov1ngton (1981) wrote
[s} L.
; ”‘\;‘u"' : 4 Q ‘_34

thatmwprk%efhﬁc values relnforced by parents and teachers

o
B RO AP C
',jare:es$ AL the strongest determinknts of worth for
chiﬁi' ’ ; 2%5; research lndlcated that . effort  for
Chli@%ﬁh gfsame valuatlon that adults accord to

ablllty :.q’\ R 'iﬁgen, _ there is a psychologlcal

o
Irp

;a¥aMQllty, effort ‘and achievemeht. This-

~"’and preschool children believe

ury hard (Nlcholls,,f f ‘Stikep, 1981; Harari and

'ife; ~studies  young chijdren

i ’;\‘

9

and aﬁgilty aé synonymous. Secondly,

p,\ Foedy _.d; effort .

-o

Dleckﬁ€§@83 refered ta what he called _the "1ncremental"

theory of 1ntelllgence Dweck wé%te that chlld£§§}€$elleve

‘9.

i ’ Sy > ' ! K @

3 o o ,



exgiidable through experience and instruction. Therefore,

. =y
o on

aB%Eﬁéf is seen by children as controlable in a simii;f.'
manner as effort, hence "inc:%mental".

From these“;tﬁdies, it appears that children’attribute
a greater role to effort as a source of personal worth than
do édults; Nicholls (1976) stated that low ability people
appear'to hold value for effort to a later age thgn do high
ability people. N

5 - | p/' N

The implication f?rt‘aftemptinq to enhance the
self—este;m of children is that low ability{ people are
frequently also low self-esteem people. In attempting to
improve stuaents feeling of self-worth, it would seem
'important‘ for teachers to recognize both efforﬁk and
accomplishment in their studenés. .THrough this action,
teachers could attempt to enhance  the feelinds of
self—wbrth for those students who do not feell worthy by
virtue of their seeming ihability to attain high leve.s of
academic achievement. The interyentionist program that is
the basis for this study emphasizes the recognition of

student accomplishment to attempt to enhance student

-~
[}

self-esteem®
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‘ III. SCHOOLING ANL SELF-CON&EPT DEVELOPMENT

The gquestion, "What happens_to a child's self-concept
upon entering school?" can be a&dressed in' two pérts.
First, what is the impact of = schooling én. a studené's
self-concept? And secondiy, what results when st - :egies
specifically} designed A to. enhance self;cbncept * are
introducedviﬁto a school ‘program? Thi. study attempts to
ingervene to arrest the ttend of dteiﬁing self-concept

scores among students. The review of literature that

follows addresses this issue directly.

The Impact of Schooling on Stude

ﬁgelf-Concept

~

RN |
The~ relationship between schooling and student .

self-concept has been the subjecprqﬁycqnsiderable research.
ry N ) ! .

[

A review of the literature indicites that a variety of

approaches have been investigated, but mést research has

been correlational. The intention of a correlational “study
™

is to establish the presence nr absence of a relationship

and not to determine cause asrd effect. Thus, the research
reported in this section shows relationships _between
schooling and student's self-concept, but does not conclude

exactly why the relationship exists.
\ <

1

Most educators hope that what goes on within -a

\\@'
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classroom will in some way positively enhance student

seif—concept developmen This desire howgver is not

<

supported by, empirical idence. What is known is that fgr

some students, schoolind \has ;; p051t1ve effect gn thelr%
self-concept development wijile for others, the opp051£e
true. Bills (1978) for example, reported thét for many
students there is aA t;end toward increasingly negative

self-concepts for each year that fhey‘ remain 1in school.

1

.
\ [ 2
\

Bills measured the self perceptions of approximately -
twenty-six thousand students from grade three to dgrade

twelve and concluded the following:

"The data show developmental trends. Al&hough
. some of these changes appear to be of a
positive nature, the data overwhelmingly
- supports the conclusion that progressive.
deterioration is present in perceptions of self
and of other people and in adherence to
a set of values, many of which are of basic
importarice in human welfare and - ‘-gelationships.
In short the'data picture of the developmental
trends in self-concept variables is negatlve
leading to dqubts about self-warth and-the
worthy,of other people, to increased
defensiveness, and to rejection of values which
are basic to feelings of worth, beliefs in the
dignity and worth of other people, adequate
interperqonal relationships and prlnClples
( of behavipr." (Bills, 1978) :

Wwe

Supportlng Bills' (1978) work is Qi?earch -conducted by‘
Stenner and Katzenmeyer a (1976 : %imlng the Self

Observation Scale, an inétrument de51gned to measure
2 b/
self- -concept in prlmary students, and testlng approximately

+

«V

n-t
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3

thirty-seven hundred students in’érades,one and three, ﬁhey

. ¢ .
found that twice as many grade three students as grade one

students.beiieve that they are not physically aﬁtraéﬁive,'

and 'that twenty percent of the~ grade one pupils .Eﬁgught
that other students in their class disliked them. By grade
threé,»fifty percent more of the students indicated that

they thought their classmates disliked them. Twenty-eigh

percent of the grade one students believed other people di
not like their ideas. By grade'th£ee} thirty-four pertgnt
of the students had this belief. Further# more grade three
studénts'be}ieved that their teachers disliked them than

did grade one students.

Y

Ea;Lier evidence from Stanwych (1972) and Morse (1964)
suggested ‘that the decline in  students' sélf—concépt
céntinues intotﬁhe upper grades. Stanwych (1972) - reported
that eighty-four percent of third gradefé were proud of
tﬁeir school work, but only half of the eleventh grade
students felt this\Qay. In addition, ninéty-thréé percent
of ykung pup}%s.believed they wégé dding their best worg

while only thirty-seven percent of gradév eleven studéhts

- felt this way. ' L 1

;
k)

N

9

}

From the evidence one might conclude that . schooling -

has an affect on students' self-concept.  For some.

students, the effects are positive. For some students, the
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effecﬁs are negative. The important question is, "What are

<

some .of the variables within a child's school experience

that might affect self-concept?"

Numerous investigations (Shaw, 1961; Fink, 1962;
Combs, 1963; Durr and Schmatz, 1964; Farls, 1967; Williams

and Cole, .1968) have been conducted to examine the
e = e

] ’ . R
relationship between academic achievement and self-concept,.

o

The findings are overwhelmingly indicative of a positive
and significant relationship existing between these. twpé

variables, with high achievement usually: accompaniﬁg high

self-concept scores and low achievement usually accompaning

[

low self-concept scores. Farls (1967) fouﬁd that lgw'

o~

achieving intermediate grade students had significantlyi’

’ -

lower gehéral selfrcoﬁéept and acadgmic éelf—concepf.scores
‘than did their _higher ~achieving geérs. Similarily,
yilliams and :Cole (1965) repofted that this same
relationship existed when sélf-concept écores»were. relgted
to achieQement \;p- mathematics : and reading. . Othér

investigators (Shaw, 1961; Fink, 1962; Combs, fl963; Durr,

.

. ahdlSchma;z,vl964) found that underachieving students saw .

o

themselves as less adequate than their achieving peers aﬁd_

~ had a more negative self-concept than did achievers. .

v -

- One might question if intelligence.waé also a variable

v

. - & : . . \ o
that might be affecting these relationships. 1In a study by
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‘Brookover et al (1§§5)\involving over one thousand seventh:
grade students, ‘it QééAfouﬁd that a 'positive relationship
between ;chievement,aﬁd \selffconcept continued to .exist
even after IQ scores were controlled for. Shaw and Alves
(1963) found that when comparing intelligenf male high
schodl‘studenté who were udderacﬂieving, with - students of
'eéual intelligence!who were  achieving at their ability
levelsl the  unaerachievers had- significagtly lower
.self-éoncebf scores. Tﬁ%é finding lenas _suppért .to the
‘positién’ taken by the self—wofth theorists regarding

accommplishment. The conclusion that academic: achievement

and self-concépt4are related appears to be valid.

A ‘problem that exists for educators is that\ it is
largely those students who .achieve who develop pbsitive
self-cthepts. Many-students who doe noéj"échieveq at a
level. sufficient to enhance self-concept experience

:ﬁég%tratibn, stress, angiety and an increasingly - lower
self-concept. R - _ _  o~ u

. Another variable thét has been found to.be ¥ela£éd to e
| sfudent self-concept is that of teacher characte;isticé.

' Two studies  (Davidson and Land,g 1960} ~Lewis, 1964)
concluded‘thaf the perceptioﬁs thé$ sﬁudents have of their

teacher's feelings toward fhem are highly correlated with

\

. . . . i
theéir own self perceptions. Students who felt 1liked and
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respected by their.teachers.had a higher self4concept then
those students who perceiéed their vteachers to be
.diesatisfied with them.  These findings were consistent
with self-coneept theory pggposea bx‘Meadv (1948), Aiiport
(1961), Thomas (1980) and others who bsuggested that the
self is_leerned from the intefac?ions that one has with
*.siqnificaht others in one's life. Teachers are:one of the
most sigmificant people‘ in a ;ﬁild's life and so . the

. - ; o
results of these two studies‘are’not surprising.

Spaulding (1964) addressed the questioh,v,"What are
'éeechersvperceived to/ do by their students _that - lead

studenté to believe that they are 1}ked by their teachers?"

Writing in Reading in Child Behavior (1964), he said:

x

"Strong éﬁpport was found .for positive : -
relationships between’ teacher behaq;or and
‘pupll self-concept that was characterized
by & high degree of private and semi- prlvate
communication with children, of overt
facilitation, of task oriented behavior, of
‘concern for divergent responses in-children,
of attentiveness to pupil needs, of the use
of control techniques involving ‘humor--and
a relatively low degree of negative evaluation,
of domination through threat, of firmness
in tone, of teacher-supportive control, of
¥ harsh taskmaster behavior, and of
¢ grim domination.". (Spaulding, 1964, p.315)

In summary. the literature indicates- that for many -

. students, self-concept becomes increasingly negative

througheut the  school vyears. There is considerable
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evidence to support a positive felatidnship between

positive self-concept and academic chievement.
‘ : o) \ 7
Furthermore, teacher characteristics ahd thei\;EQDEr in

which the teacher-pupil relationship unfolds is also seen
.o K3 .

to be positivély related to self-concept development. This

section of the literature review has a direct béaring_w on

this study. This study attempted to intervene and reverse
‘the downward trend of student self-concept described in

. .. “' N ‘ :‘, . ‘) . ) " .
this chapter.. e = - S

o

Self-Cdncept Enhancement Strategies in Schog1f‘

‘This section examines strategies that have been
employed to enhance student self-concept including ‘studies

s I ,
of praise as a form pof feedback to students.,

Y
3

The previous section has discussed the relationship.

between student selﬁ:qondept and cegtain f séhooling

a

variables. It was mentioned that some variables seem to

L ;o

interact differently with™ the self—conceét’ of different
students. Teachers may interact with students in a similar

fashion but have different impact on thé  self-concept 55

«

thésé students. One challénge for educatdrs then is to

identify techniques to imprdve the\Self—Con¢epE'bf students

that, fér a variety of reasons, may¥ need to be improved.

€

As.previously noted, researchers’ haVé identified a
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significant and positive relationship between achievement‘
E-self-concept,'specifically academic self-concept. The
/question of whether children see themselves negatively
because of theirvpoor school performance, or whether they
“perform poorly in school because - they see themseives
negatively 1is still wunresolved.  caution nmeeds 'to be
applied,@%fbre one ‘can assume that either ‘selfhconcept
deteﬁmines'-scholastic performance or  that sch;£;sticV

';performance shapesrthe self-concept. Alte:natively, some
gacter still undetermined may-be causal in the relationship
between the two. - \ &

\ﬁ§\This;debate has led many to theofize about the causal
relatlonshlp between the two variables. - Two theorleq have

‘* been founded arcund thlS issue. On the ~one hand, the

{

;self—enhancement theor&sts (Silvernail .1985)vedhere to the

ﬁ';e{}ef that an improvement in. self- concept will lead to a-

y correspondlng 1mprovement in achievement. on the other
»hand ‘the skill de&glopment theorlsts (Klfer, 1913 belleve

ﬁthe oppOblte to "be true. Klfer (4973) wrote‘\that ‘an

inltlal change in achievement can expiein the change iﬁ;;;
elf*concept. These theorists urge educators to i&entify
':nethcds for improving stddents; ~academic achievement
beceuee the }mprcved perfornance may lead to an enhancement
‘;‘df tne,stndents'fself-concept: .

e
[
i

Ped
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While there is evidence to suggest that‘ achieveﬁeﬁt
andg self-concept are mutually dependent, recent
investigatiens are increasinqiy giving more support to
skill development théory. This theory suggests that
students first~imprdve their academic'results and this is
foilowed by an imprpvemehﬁ-in‘ self-concept.v The theory
underlying the skill development model 1is b;gﬁb to 'thié

\

study. : . .
A grapﬁﬁc repreééntation of Kifer's (1973) findings
are displayed in Figure 1. In a cross sectional

investigation, Kifer studied the 1long term effects ofi

<

repeated academic stccesses and failures. Of  interest to
Kifer were students in the uppeﬁiﬁifth and lower fifth of
their class as determ%ned by their teacher's marké.» The

students were examined over four time periods: grades 1-2,

Vgrades 1-4, grades 1-6, and grades 1-8 ¢ That is, one grouﬁ

.y

of students ranked in the upper fiftﬁ'and another group of -

Students ranked in the lowest fifth for two vyears (gradeélf

1-2), other groups for four years (grades 1l-4), and so on.

Some students then had two years of success or faikgiéq

others had four, six, or eight years Jf success or failure,

>

was given to each group of students.

p

- .

A modification of Brookover's test of academic self-concepﬁaq,l
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<

From the results, one can - see that the ‘academic
self-concept of successful and unsﬁccessful‘ ‘students
pecomes more divergent over time. According to Kifer
(1973), this is support for the theory that changes_ in
achievemenlt lead to changes in self-concept. Bloom (1977)

writing in Phi Delta Kappan stated: ",..the evidence

provided by this study (Kifer, 1973) strongly implies that
self-concept of ability is in large part dependent on
students' perceptioﬁé of their relative achievement

(teachers' marks) over  these critical yeérs in the

elementary-junior high school period" (p.195):

»

I

Further-eviégqce in sﬁpport of the skill development
model comes from £he work of Schreirer and Kraut (1979).
These researchers reviewed many programs and strategies
~that were designed to impfove achievemen€// by first
improving self-concept. These were programs such as Head
Start and Upwa:d Bound, which have good reputations witﬁin
the educational community. After extensive review of the
programs, the investigators failed to find la causal
relationship between self-concep? changes and achieg@ment:
However, they did conclude that the evidence fa?ored the
skill development model. In this study, the recognition. of
student accomplishment and skill attainment is basic to the
attempt to enhance student self-concept in the

interventionicst program that was implemented.
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The finaings reported above may suggéét that educators
need to direct morel of their energies to identifying
effe;tive methods of@increasing the academic achievement of
students. While evidence seems to favor the skill
‘development model,;the evidence doéé not rule out the merit
of self-enhancement theory. There seems to be a mutual
dependenéy betwéen self-concept and achievement, a
continuous interaction with one directly infiuenciné, the

other. ' What appears to occur is that achievement leadz//gp/_

- an improved self-coﬁcept and in turn a higher self-cogcept
;eads to better achievement. Ballif (19;8) wrote that
students' self-concept influences their motivation to learn
in thHe first pl;ce. It students feel ’poorly about

themselves as learners, they may 1lack the motivation to

improve their performance in academic related areas.

Praise as a Form of Reinforcing Feedback -«

Brophy (1981) ¢onducted research which‘ contradicted
the commonly held bel;ef‘of many educatdérs that praise is a
desirable and valuable form of student reinforcement.
Brophy found that measﬁres of teacher praise failed to
correlate with other dependent cléssroom vartables in a
manner that would be expected if praise were functioning as
a positive reinfo;cer for the students to whom it was
given, ‘Brophy uses the.term 'praise} to mean a‘hway "to

commend the worth of or to express approval'or 'qdi;fétion;

' . -
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In explaining the reason for this apparent contradiction,
Brophy indicated that praise is often . used for
unpraiseworthy behavior and in circumstances not requiring

. L \

praise.

¢

Brophy (1981,1981a) argued that teacéefs do not use
praise very effectively in that praise is used even when it

is undeserved. For instance, 3rcphy reported that teacher

-,

praise can be a conditioned reaction that is shaped by
student éSEaQior. This finding supported Yarrowt 'Waxfé;J‘ﬁ
and Scott (1978) who found that'pfeschool chilagén cdﬁld Se
trained in behavior that would 'recruit' praise from their
teachers to the extent that children who had been trained
did receive more praise from their teachers Ehan' did
children who had nst received the training. Brophy further
argged that teacher praise can be elicited by a variety of
personal characteristics and behaviors and that praise isb\
not usuall; part of a systematic attempt on the part of the
teacher to shape student behavior through positive.
reinforcement. Most studies indicate that praise is often

. & .
ineffective as it is routinely implemented 1in classrooms

(Brophy and Evertson, 1976; Good, Ebmeier and Beckerman,
1978; Andersoh, Evertson and Brophy, 1979; Martin and

Veldman, 1980).

O'Leary and O'Leary (1977) wrote that to function
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1) be delivered contingent upon'performance of the
) .

effectively as a reinforcer, praise should:

behavior to be reinforced:;
2) specify the particulars of the behavior
- =

being reinforced; and

;} be delivered in a sincere tone and expressed

e specifics of the

. it terms appropriate to,#! s
) ) '!.:’f: ne 1

situation. -

'%@EP.

Anderson, Evertson_ oy
57

ﬁContingently, but in an

ﬁgiattempt to encourage"sg&deﬁﬁs, tzachers often praised
‘. ,

.
.

students, for low-quality and even incorrect work.  Most
teacher praise was found to be vague.. These authors féund
that first grade teachers were specific only five percent

of the time in their praise fecllowing good work.

Brophy (198la) wrote about other misuses of praise

. o~

that reduced its efféétiveness. He stated that sometimes

teachers used praise as an 1icebreaker to help establish'

communication with students who had been criticized or in

some manner allerated. Praise was also administered as a

. L. O .
control mechanism and as a transition ritual rather than as

a reinforcer.

I;n several studies wusing class means - (Brophy and
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Evertson, 1976; Good, Ebmeier and éeckerman, 1978;
-Andersdn, Evertson and Brophy, 1979;V Martin aﬁd. Veldman,
1980&5 it has been found that pralse porrelates weakly but
' p051t1vely in the early elementary grades with student
.achievement in only the low—ability students.

¢

Brophy (1981) wrote that the manner in which the

feedbatﬁ—is delivered 1s crucial for its sucesss.; He

wrote, praisg‘should: " .
% - ’ o
1) be informative or apprec1at1ve, not

w.\/. %g‘

»controlling; bi

2) be contingen dpon ebjective accompllshmenf;
3) speeify the particulars of the accomplishment;
4) fbe individuallzed:
5) attribute“success to effort and abi§ity;
6) attribute effort expenditure to intrinsie
motivation; and ‘
7) most praise shauld be private.
A
These duidelines are a yaluable contribution, not only
to.thelhork regarding praise, but to the area of student
feedback in general. The research that has been cenducted
and' reﬁ%rted in this section studies the routine
administration~lof praise and feedback and not the

systematic implementation of Brophy's guidelines noted

above. Most investjgations have examined behavior and
o .
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Py

achievement as it correlates with feedback and praise.
Mpréover, no empiriéél studies to'daté have been - conducted
whieh examine the’ syéteﬁatic implementation of Brophy's
4 guidelings and their impact on student self-attitutes.

This area needs*to be investigated.

~ ‘ AR
A description of the Experimental proqram§ which uses
Brophy's 1981 guidelines for providing feedback and praise

follows. in Chapter 3.
o P



CHAPTER III

é%HSIGN OF THE STUDY

" The design of the study is reported in this chapter.
Included 'ére:‘ Research Design, Préliminggy Procedures,
B L e . By
Operational Procedures, the Analysis of Data, and a
~Description of the Experimental Program.
f}} . .
I. RESEARCH DESIGN
The type of design that was used in this study was the
nonequivaleﬁt control group design as outlined,1€\ Campbéll

and Stanley's (1963) book -Experimental and

Quasi~Expérimental Designbfor Research. The distinguishing’

feature that separates this | deéign ‘ from a true

pretest-posttest experimenéal design i; its inability ton
control: the randomizqtion of the sample. In 'this ;désignp
it is not assumed that,K the groups ‘haQé pre—experi@ental
sampling equivalance. % Th1s design is plausible | and
Qbrtnwhile for‘fresgarch in a field' setting _where the

researcher does not have control over the groups. ' 6ne
strength of this design over a pre-experimental one-group
pretest-pos&test design however 1is that it offers tre.

control group as an additional comparison. Table 1 shows

the diagram for the non.g .valent control group design that
_ : g . ;

c~39—-
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was used in this study, where "O" represents the testing

0

phase af the'dééign, ahdl"X"~represents the treatment phase

w -
of the design.
) -

In this study, Xvwag uncontrelled in the sense ' that
not all studenfs saw results the same number of times, at
the same time of day or for the same period of time.
Students also did not see the same results. They saw their.
own results which differed from one student to another.

- ‘ _ (

Experimental Group = 0 X o)

- LI z
%

Control Group - ) o 0

Table 1: Research Design
. . _ .

IT. PRELIMINARY PROCEDURES |
The ‘prelimiﬁaéy procedure§ were as _followéf (1)
se}ectionvéf'the7instrument to measure the seIf—concepf;
(2) securing permiésion from the Waterloo County Board\ of
Educﬁtion to’cohductrthe reséarch; (3)Asecufin§ EOOperatidh

‘of the £eébhers in the Grade Six classes; (4) selectdion of‘
_fhe subjects; (5) planning thé exper%mental program,for the "

experimental group. I L
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Selection of. the Instruments ‘ , e

;ine_ Coopersmith Self-Esteem ‘Inventory (SEI) wes.
s .‘“,/
sel%g%ed because it is comprised of four subscales which
measure- attitudes’ toward self in a) soc1al b) academlc, c)

f@mlly and d) general areas of experience. According to

Vtchell (1985), it is valid and reliable. It is among tne
/riest known and mosF widely used_of the various seif—esteem
meakures. It is interpretable by the researcher within the
'boundaries of this study and the 'scale can be compdter
scored. Is relation to the SEI, the .term "self-esteem"
refers to the eQalnation'than\a persen makds.~and maintains

about oneself.

CoonerSmith_ (196?) began the constfuction of the
Self-Esteem Inventory in the early L960's. The present
form (1981} has been revieed fron that earlier work.  The
1981 version is made up ef‘a School form for children from
eight to fifteen years ef ege and consists of fifty—eight'
items. The four subscales (Generél, Social, Home," and
School) aliow ger variances in perception of self-esteem in
a child's different areas of ekéerience. Reliability,
based on a test- retest method end reported - in "the SEI
manual (Coopersmlth, 1981), revealed a relfablllty " varying

from .87 to .92 over a six month interval depending on the

group tested.
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In» order to determihe‘levéls'of academic aéhievement,
a éecond instrument, the Canadian Testv of Basic fSki;ls\
(1976) (CTBS) was administereﬁ. The CTBS is a standardized
academic achievément test that is normed .tq Canadién
eiementary sdhool aged children. Thé sténdardizatioh was
done-on a groﬁp of 30000 children drawn from é randon
sample of 225 elementary school. from the English speaking
dection of all‘tep‘Canadian prd‘lnces (Bufos,-1972).; It’isy
. based in principle on the Iowa Test of éasic Skills, that
Eis, it is-meant' to test cbncepts rather than content.
Norms fﬁré‘ repérted in both percentiles and *in gradeﬁ

‘equivilant scores which are difectly translated from the
BN . . -91\ s

el

raw t-r st scores. .

The authors of the CTBS do not publiSh validity and
reliability figureé for the test, Sut'instead caution. “that

the "most valid achievement-test for your schooL,igztpgrqne o

v
%

that defines “most adequately your obﬂébti&es of
. SR | ) ' A
instruction" (The Canadian Test of Basic Sk;lls‘ganual,»'gf

'-7)‘.‘1 They do however report the intercorrelétigns among tﬁe
ségtests. For the various components ofvthe Language Arts
tests ' (vocabulary, reading, épeliing, J'capitalization,'
punctuafion,land usage) an \intercorrelation Lof‘b.9l is
-repérted. For the Various‘éggponents of the ;MatheméticsA

section (mathematical'concépts and problem ,solving); the

authors report an intercorrelation - of - .88. ghese

PN



‘- " 43 -

“intercorrelations indicate the extent to which the obtained
scores measure the same quality. from grade to grade.  The
level of performahce from grade to gradevis partilly due to

‘' such fectors as the extent of one'sf vocabuagry and one's
ablllty to read. However, varibility in the quality of

SChQ\vlng is another factor whlch would be refleq&ed in the
achievement results. It is belleved ‘that the CT?S was well

suited for use in this study.

5
' . r
. . : . oo

Securing Permission frqm the Waterloo County Board of}

Educatlon (WCBE) \\\\ 4 -
. ’ ’ 4

A letter outlining the nature ' of the research and

_seeklng perm1551on_ to conduct 'the'.research ‘during the
“ 1984-85 schaol»year was sent to the Director of ‘Education
Lfor the WCBE in February of 1984‘. Permission was granted
by the Waterloo County Board of Educatlon in March 1984 to

a +

conduct the research

Securing Teacher Cooperation

By May of 1984, six “Grade Six teachers 1in five

differeht schools had. agreed to ~cooperate with the
- " . M 3

. research. Three Grade Six teachers had volunteééed their

, | N ; L . : v

classes to/act as the experimental group for the research

and three ofher‘teachers voluéﬁeered their classes to act
as the’control‘group. In all, five different. schools were-

rebreSehted in this study. Three difcerent schools housed



the controf group and two different schools housed\ the

c

Experimental group. o
LA N ‘ \\

A kY
N :

Sglection of the Subjects

A total‘of'six Grade $ix classes were required for

o

this study ~T.he comp051tlon of classes in theseﬂ WC@E Q

Sy
dlstrlbutlon of academlc ablllty existed w1th1n each class

1to the extent that thlS 1s normally found. The classes

’that made up the experlmental group and .control group >were

}"’

;those classes in whlch the classroom teacher volunteered to

cooperate in the study 1n the experlmental-role Attentlon

was paldpto the selectlon of the groups so that they came;g

lb‘
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schools was. structured in such a way that a 'heterogeneous
1 I LA

:7'

from as 51mllar an ethnlc and socio-economic backgrouﬁ Yas.

A

possxble- To the extent that 1t was p0551b1e, a) school‘

&
all classes contalned students who came from both hou51ng

4

c) all olasses contalned varlous rac1al representatlons

T

Plannlnq the Egperlmental,Prggram | )
& -{

- The experlmeptal group took part in the-‘regular ‘

populatgons were controled to w1th1n one hundred pup{ls, b)‘

?ranélng from sub51dlzed to upper mlddle class hou51n§4 and

)
currlculum aséoutllned by the WCBE and was also snb]ect to

'the experlmental Program (descrlbed later in thls ,ghapter)

, which was jOlntly planned by the three Grade Six ,teachers

«

and_the author. The‘three control classes followed.fthe
. N \l ‘ . S

3
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regular curriculum as outlined by the WCBE and their
Y prograg was planned by the classroom teacher of each class.
- III. OPERATIONAL PROCEDURES
( The operational procedures used in this stﬁdy were:
(1) to pbtgin parental permission for all students to
participéte in the study; 2) to pretest all subjects
involved in the studjyto%assessl>their present levels of
self=esteem; (3) to p}esent the treatment progrém} to the
experimenfal grbups; (4) to administef the posttest for ppe
Self-Esteem Inventory [SEL] and adminisﬁer _the Canadién~
 Test of Basic Skills:[CTBS]) to all éubjects involvéd in"‘
the study; (5) to analyze the data.- ’ |

e

Obtaining Parental Permission Forms

A permission form requesting to test the students was
sent home with each pupil. No' permission wag sought ;fo
have the,sfudents participate in the program because th;
program was a fegular component of the WCBE curriculum and
part of the normal course of school gtudies; It was -
indicated oh’thé~permission form that all responSés would
be kept c§nfidential;

&

Pretest All Subjects ) b

‘During class time and prior to the beginning of the

X

study, the students were briefly informed as to the nature
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of the study. The skudehts Wereﬂagkeé to participate 'in

-the study and to give their éooperation. Thé;, the
students in the experimental and céntrol gréups were tested
using Coopersmith's Self-Eéteem Inventory.

Presentation of the Treatment Program

Within the experimental groﬁp, the iength of time on
task was kept identical. The experimental gfoup received
the regular curriculum in addition to the éXperimenfal
compbnent of the program.. The control group received the
regular curriculum. The Grade 'S%f teachers who were

—working in the,experiménta% groups h;a the opportuni%y to .
meet on‘regular basis with the author throughout the yégr
to ensuré that parallel programs were being ;éonductéd .d;d

to deal with any problems that were encountered as they

arose. ‘ : -

o

kd

Administer the Posttest to Subjects

At the conclusion of the é@%ht month ﬁ%ogram, -thé
posttest phase of the study began. Ali. subjects. in .both
groups were édministered the SEI and the CTBS at the
conclusien of the study. The CTBS was administered to . the
- students to assess their blevel of academic achievement.
All\students'participating in the study completed the SEI

at the mid-point of the study also. The - possibility



¢ w7
) o
. existed that an increase in self-esteem may have occurred
' »
after four months. By administering the SEI in the fall,
winter, and spring,-detection of a plateauing effect in the

winter could be studied.

The ;gsearch"design outlined in qule 1 can now be

expanded to illustrate the specifics of the proposed study.
) . .

TheAfollowing plan for testing was followed:

oY o
LTSN

Fall . - Winter .Spring
] ' <
SEI-  SEI | SEL
CTBS

Table 2: Research Design

a1l posttest data was retained for analysis.

il



48

-~
[ ]

»Analysis of the Data

~,

Following the coliection of the data, a statistical

analysis was en. Correlated: and uncorrelated

t-tests and an "of variance were used to gest for
statistical significaﬁcg.
!

The purpose-of‘ this étudy was to investigate the
effects of a feedback program; emphasizing accomplishment,
on student's self-esteem. Chapter 4 rep?rts fhe results of
the statistical anaIysié of the data ‘céllected from the
Coopersmith Self~Esteem inventory (SEI) "and the Canadian
Test of Basic Skills (CTES), the tests used to determine
the effects of that feedbacK program.

' 0

The study was guided by five research questions.
Through the analysis ofbdata, answers were »soughf to the
fQ%?pwing five questions: | w

“‘]J Does a difference exist between the preﬁest and

pésttest Total SEI scores between theg‘Experimenta; 'and.
_ Control groups? ' O

2) Do _significant éifferences héxiét between  the
-pregest ana postteét means on(%ach of the four subtests of
the;SEI (Geqéral, SoQﬁF&fﬂ Schobl, .and Home) ‘within” the
'Experimentafhgroup'and within the Control grbup?

'
3) Doesta difference exist between the pretest and

\
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posttest means of the four subtests of the SEI (General,
Social, School, and Home) L)b“etween the Experimental and
Contfél groups? " |
4) Does a difference gxist in self-esteem scores
" between the "low School group" (defined in Chan=zer AQQM and
the "high School group" on the féur subtgsts of thew.SEI
(General,'sécial, School, aﬁd Home) ?
5) Do boYs‘reqord significgntly different scores ‘ﬁhan
girls on thd Total SEI and on the four subtests of thé SEI

ik 3 .
(General, Social, School, and Home)?

Description of the Experimental Program
- :

Prior to focusing on the problem of this study, the
researcher read widely about self-esteem and apd its
relation t0wphysical activity. vManvariters have writteﬁ
that physical  activity has a ~posi£ive gffect’ on the
developmgnt bil self4esteemb(sée Glencroés, '1978; Harris,

+

x 1973; Kangg.. 1972; and Whiting, 1978). Other authors

" e

Guth’ri"ewn; Keith, 1972; Southall,
1973: Rqes’,E‘%

. Ia N ) !
gpolton, Means,®
, S ‘
" noted that some physical”education programs, even thotgh

" 4
and Milligan, 1975) ‘-have

[3

f&ﬁfitness levels had improved, did not increase the

;participants'\seif—concebf level. However, this author

v
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noted that some commonalities existed in the programs that
reported an increase in self-esteem levels. In mdst cases,

—

the successful physical actiyity programs included - the

,//

following factors: a) the participants perceived , the
program to be~ghallengin§; b) the participants acquired
some skill or increased their ‘ability in an area that held
éome value for ;hem; c) the participants perceived the
progranm go be dangerous or riéky: d) the program wag
‘developmentélly appropriate, that:is, the par;icipants were
physically, mentally and emotionally capable Qf responding
to the pgogggm's expectatfbns; e) the progrgm was§ﬁresented
in a sequeﬁtial manner; and f) the participants felt .a
sense of ac%@mplishment based on réébgnizable progress
toward achieveable goals. |
/’w O ’ s

From the’list/of factors that aépeéred to be operating
in physiqal activity prpérams “that were successful in
enhancing:self-esteem in their qﬁsrgicipants, one,éfaC£or,
the sense of . accomplishmént, was 1identified as 'm;ery

important'to'the development of thg\\i?lf—conceptq - The

decision was made to focus on the faé%pr ol\_acchmplishment

in this study because it was believed that add mplishment

was a‘broad factor\which included other factors\ as well.

)

It was believed that if students could see, throu their

accomplishments, that they were .

quiring new skidl

academic areas, this would be vigwed as positive by then.
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[

Whlle the students, may not have valued the academlc skills
~ .

in every case, it was felt that they would value -them

because their parents %n most _casegw believed “academic

skills to be important.

It was also felt thaggiearégngya%ythihgtnew ‘can have
elements of risk associateé with it; Whlle the risk is not
dangefoas in a phy51cal sense, lea;hlng can be' seen to be
rlsky in a psychologlcal $ense when one must dlsplay what
lone has learned to others. ;A good example of thls type"of
risk occurs .when one is asked_ to speak. 1n publlc \- Many.
find this is a stressful experlence 1n whlch they must riski_
themselves psychologlcally To recognlze accompllshment in
a school setting, it is implied that .learning n. an

academic sense has occured and therefore some rlsk fon the

part of the student has been experienced.)”

If one goal of'eduéato;s is to help .dren’ build a
positive self-image, then one way we may dc thls/ls to feed
bacﬁ tod students our, sense that ‘they 'are& wbrtﬁahlle,
capable people. ‘Therefo:e, in this study an.'atgemgtr.was
made to increase student  self-esteem by a) ;hggﬁhé- the
c%assro&h teacher follow specific guidelines tc wide

feedback to students (Brophy, 1981) ‘and g% focus | the -

feedbackf on ,student accomplishment:- in® skill areas as

opposed to primarily high acad?fir achievement. Throgéh\\;;
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- ‘( . L (.\'
this approach, the focus of the student's school -experience

Waé on what one "could do'" as opposed to what on® "could

not do".

' Following the selection of the Experimental group
teabheré,k.(see Chapfer IV for full details on. this
pfégedure)aihe three teachers and ‘the author met to a)
select the skills from the curriculum:guidelines that were

Aapﬁropfiate for éladé six students to learn, b) familiarize
the teachers with the guidelines for prowiding feedback to
the students, c) agree on a workable approach to providing
feedback t6 the students and d) étandardize procedures for

adminiétering the tests (Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory

and The Canadian Test of Basic Skills) used in this study.

Each cur:fé;lum guide (Language Arts, Mathematics,
‘Envirqnmental‘ Studies; Art, Physical @ Education, and
LibrarY) was examinedégo identify those skills a student
would use when wo;kind:‘wéghin‘ the content areas. Once
identified, these skilys‘Qeie arranged to.form a series of

checklists (see Appendix) according to subject area. The

purpose of sélecting Specifid skills was to have a venicle

°

by which to show students exactly what they had done( in a,_”“

variety of areasbwithout -refefence, necessarilfy‘ 0'“h6W
well .they had. pérformgd the skil%;. When students had

performed a skill in a commendable manner, or when they had
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4

shown growth 1in a skill area based on theif."past 3
~ performance, this was c&nsidered to be a praiseworthy
occurrance and*was brouéht to th; student's att?htion by
- the teacher. ﬁhere feedback was given that dealt with
achievement, pa§% perforﬁance was used as the »measure7 of

comparison so that the predominant tone of the feedback was

positive and realistic for the student.
. ) 3

Parent volunteers were utilized to kegp accurrate

. . o
reqofds‘of the students accomplishments in the skill areas.

'golloﬁigg te§cher gﬁideiines that reflected what each.
student had completed, the parenf volunteers completed a
checklist that described the accomplishments of individual
students. This weékly process was time ‘consuming and
bgcame a major difficulty for the Experimenﬁal group
teachers in gunning a smooth program.

The three grade éix teachers ana thé -eseafcher also

L

discussed the éuidelines for providing feedback to the
students. The foilowing are the guidelines tﬁat wers used
in this study to provide feedback to thé students about
their(acComplishmenté in the skill. areas alluded to above.
Feedbéck‘should: E , s

1) be informat;ve or «appréciative, not
controlling; »

) .
2) Dbe contingent upon objective accomplishment or
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~ ladk of accomplishment;
3),‘specify.the particuiars of the accomplishment;
4) be individualized;
5) attribute success to effort and ability;

6) attribute effort éxpenditure to intrinsic
motivation; and | .

7) be privite.

-« These guidelines‘ for providing feedback = were

.followed tc shovw stﬁdent§ the personal prpgress -that each

" had made in the skill areas. The focus of the feedback was

*

on the skills the 'student had ;acéompliéhed. Students

‘feéeivéd feedback on .variable ‘échedules that reflected -

individual student progress, iﬁdiviqual studen* need, -y and

curriculum unit activities. The>séheduling of the féedback

varied from . one <class to another and ’varied between

-

students.

Prior to beginning the program, the three teachers and

.

the author also discussed‘épecific strategies that were in
. . . . .
keeping with the above guidelines that could be employed.
- . ’ N - . - . ’

Each ggaéher.used the following “étrétegies within their

A

class: - a) make positive and personal contact with tHe
hqu%for all-students.

b)-provide'fbr student self-evaluation of their own
wqu and‘make’plaﬁs for‘futuré growth in keeping with the
‘ l"v(\ . . . . .,

N

PR B
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ot

. student's self—evéluafion. . A , E .

é% provide time for stﬁdents to make personal journals
of theirlsuécesses and progress thatl'had been made each
week._ “

| d) find positive strengths in all students and give
.-recbgﬁition jor‘_this, and provide' opportunities for
. students to extend these strengths.

e) récogniée positive traits in student's 'worf\‘anq
‘relate this to previous work whenever possibie,

f) place suc¢esS{wiphih the reaéh ‘of every student.

-~

Define success in a variety of wayé so that it élldws‘:for

individual differences.,
: ‘ . PV )
g) write positive comments on student work in addition

v 2

, ' N
to grades”and often instead of grades.

The - teachers ana researcher - met. Aregulafly
(appfoximately once ber:mpnth) throughout:éhe. échool- year
toAdiscuss emefging feeiings toward the prbgram, and the
successeé andlthe probyéms Qith the program: as they ‘arose.
The monthly meetipgs ugually had »fuil attendaﬁge. i The
author'décasionally met with indivi@ual‘teachers to discuss
sbecific difficulties. (The researcher waé unable to visit
the Ekperimentai clasSésrduringischool hoﬁfs‘because he‘waé

a ¢lassroom teacher»who'could ndt obtain release time for

N
a

this purpose).



CHAPTER IV
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA FINDINGS
The purpose of ﬁkﬁs study was to 1nvest1gate ‘the

effects: of a feedback program empha5121ng accompllshment'

& I . v

on student's sel“?'steem Thls chapter reports the results,
3 ’

of the statlst18a1 analy51s of the data co%lected from the

Sb‘

o

Coopersmith Self Esteem Inventory (SEf) and the Caggdlan\

o -
o

Test of Ba51c SklllS (CTBS) the tests used to determlne

A

the effects of that feedback programs 5 ”{;¥‘yi',i o

\

<, <4

P . .
. [ e C/’t_ﬂ;”“'“,, N : )o/:"

. ' . Ca - ."' - B L7 Co . ks ‘A// Iy

- S ' 4 e DY
<

The study was gulded by flve researchNQuestlons , Tha;.'

results for'each research questloh are opresented in the
R ’ I
order .in whlch they wgme posed in Chapter 3, from Research
lf*‘ . ‘ G

Questlon 1 to 5. ¢ ,g_:%p L B ,
5 o . . . .}«17- : / ‘- . e ,
@?' Y S R ol

LN

The d&ga from the SEi were analyzed inltlally to

determlne if dlfferences i Self esteem “as measured,
,. 9 ‘ 1 . -

ex1sted hetwdén the Experlmental and Contro& groups prior

. 1‘" ‘H" a'a

to beglnnlng o&tt e studyr A two'7-Lledﬂt-test was used to ég

; o ,'W'
3 A
o : et

determine if thereh e gdlﬁ;erences\ between the pretest
- . B ‘\ . .

score& of the Total SEI and, Ehe four subtests_ (General,

Social, Home)mand School) prior to the start of ' the study'
between the two groups. As Table 3 1nd1cates, the t-value
needed - to* be exceeded for signifioanoe at 143 'degrees of

P \ N .
This value was  not exceeded\1n'.any~ of

arisons.. Since there was no difference

s
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between the Exper.m.:ntal and Control groups in self-esteem
~at the beginning of the study, it was decided to proceed

with this study.

~Research Question 1

Does g difference exist between the pretest aﬁd

posttest Total SEI scores between the 'Experimentaiv and

Control groups?

Null Hypothe51s 1

There would be no difference between the pretest
and posttest Total SET scores between the Experimental
and Control groups _

‘o Presentatlomkof the Results

4

lA'twoLway analysis of variance was used. to deterﬁine
if significant differenqgs existed between the means of the
pretest and) posttest::Totel_ SEI  scores between the
Experimental and Control groﬁps : An F-Qalue of 3.91 was

-rqu ired for 51gn1f1cance at the 0.05 level
Y

j ../;‘
5
&
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o - Table 3 .
Scores- for Self-Esteem Inventory -Pretest:
' Total, General, social, School, Home,  and t-values

Variable "N‘ © Mean . . - SD —“t-value
Total
Exp. 80  33.8750 . 6.559 ©=0.23
"~ con. 65 34.1385 . 6.995 Kok ok ok ok
Genéral
" Exp. - 80 17.2625 . 3.645 . -0.64
con. 65 17.6615 3.858 ok ok Kk
. Social
.
Exp. 80 5.6250 1.578 . -0.50
Con. 65 5.7538 ©L.521 Hokk ok k
School
 Exp. 80 . 5.0375 1.886 . —0.42
con. 65 5.1692 1.842 ok
‘Home_
~ n, ‘.-‘ﬂ
EXp. 80 5.9500 . 1.713 - T1.30

Con. 65 5.5538 "1.969 * kK K

- Significance . at the 0.05'level, value required for
143 degrees of freedom = 1.960
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In Table 4, Factor A represents the main‘effect of the

L}

Experimental and Control groups collapsed d&ver time.

Factor B represents the combined scores of the Experimental .

-

and Control groups éompared over time. Critical 1levels
. : ] .

for both . 0.05 andd 0.10 are presented. ‘ ﬁecause of the

L

‘_difficulty in applying strict controls in this study due to

the field nature of the approach, both levels - are

discussed.
']

" As Table 4 indiéates,*the F-ratio for ' Factor ‘A was

0.476 whichvdid not exceed the 3.91 level required " for

,sighificance. The null hypothesis that . there 1is no

dlfference between the pretest and posttest scores for the
[ ]

Total SEI between the Experlmental and Control groups could

not be rejected at the 0.0S‘level nor at the 0.10 level.
} .4,5; R
Table. 4 '
Analy51s of Varlabce Table for
Pretest and Posttest Scores

. o Total SETI .

Source df . 8.8, M-S ‘F-Ratio  Prob.
Between

Subjects 144 19400 : : .

A 1 64.44 64.440 0.476 = 0.491
. Subjects o :
- Wthn gr. 143 . 19340 135.240
Within

Subjects 290 \ _ \

B ) 2 459.80 229.881 16.015 0.000

AB 2 - 30.54 15.269 1.064 0.347

Wthn gr. 286 4105.00 ° '14.354 i
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As Table. 4.‘indicates, Factor B, sthe. time effect,
significantly changes over time. The F-ratio 'of 16.015
excéeds the cfitical values at both the 0.05 and 0.1 levels
'so the null hypothesis with regard to( time must be
rejecteo. Usingvthe_Scheffe Comparisous of Unweighted Maiu
Effects (Table 5) itfis*evident that the change'ovs} time
for the Total SEI scores is not llmlted to one tlﬁ% during
the study but is in a strong p051tlve direction throughout
the duratlon of the program. Flgure 31 1llustrates éthlS

,contlnual posmtlve trend.

. Tue AB interoction compafing_ the Experimentai‘ and
Control groups over time indicates that although there was
a siguificant changé'ovér time, the tchahge 'betwsen‘ th;se -
twoﬁ groups was not significantly different from - one -

- another. The null'hypothesisiwas not réjected for the AB B

2

interaction.
. Table 5.
'\KD Scheffe- Comparisons of Unweighted Maln Effects
~Time . Contrast”™ . - F-Ratio Prob.
Fall-Winter =~ -1.2851 © 4.170  0.016
Fall-Spring “-2.5322 +16.193 ©0.000

Winter-Spring -1.2471 . 9 3.928 . 0.021
. . . . 7 .
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Research Question 2
Do significant differences exist between the pretest

and posttest ?eans on each of the four subtests of the SEI
J v

(General, Social, School and Home) within the Experimental

group and within the Control group? * N
w \

I
Null Hypothesis 2
There would be no difference between the  pretest and
posttest means of the four subtests of the SEI within the
Experimental group or within fhe® Control group.

Presentaﬁibn of the Results i‘\,
A éorrelated.;ﬁ;tést Qas ﬁsed to - determine Mif
significan? differendés existed - betweeﬁ the pretest and
postﬁest means of the”%ouf subtests of the SEI (General,
Social, Schogql and Home) wiﬁhin the Experimental’group and
within fhe Controc! group. The verbal presentation of the‘
E§perimental grcup results will begin follo&ing Téble 9.
The verbal resu ts of the Cohtrol §roup will follow Table

13. - o ,;



Table 6
Experimental Group
Pretest and Posttest General Scores for SEI

Numbers, Means, Standard De'iations, t-values and

63

] Probability .

Variable N Mean ShD t-value Prob.
Fall 80 17.262 3.645 * ko * Kk
Winter s 80 17.897 3.662 * ok k ok ok ek ok ok
Spring 80 18.400 4.324 T ke k AW *okok Kk
Fall-Winter ' t -1.55 0.125
Winter-sp. o . 304 0.003
Fall-Spring _ : v -3.42 0.001

Table 7

‘

‘Experimental Group

Pretest and Posttest Social Scores for SEI

Numbers, Means, Standard Deviations, t-values and

' ‘Probability ,

Variable N Mean SD t-value Prob.
Fall 80  5.625 1.578 kkkkk K % ek k
Winter 80 5.525% ‘1.849 * kK k& % %k ok k ok
Spring 80 5.900 “1.839 * kK LEET R

Fall-Winter ' ] 0.920 0.362

Winter-Sp. : ‘2.810 . 0.006

Fall-Spring ) : ' -1.930 0.057

Table 8
’  Experimental Group
Pretest and’ Posttest Honme Scores for JSEI

Numbers, Means, Standard Deviations, t-values and

Probability ,

Variable N Mean ‘SD t-value Prob.
Fall 80 5.950 1.713 * ok k ke k K Kk
‘Winter 80 5.950 1.683 * ko k ok R EE L
Spring 80 5.925 2.151 Kk ek k ko k ok
Fall-Winter - ' 0.000 1.000
Winter-Sp. . : ~0.160 0.875
Fall-Spring . , 0.150 0.883



Table 9
Experimental Srcud
Pretest and Posttest Sct > Sccres for SEI
Numbers, Means, Standard De _ations, trvalues and
’ Probabil. -y

Variable N Mean 22 <~-value Prok.
Fall 80 5.035 1.88¢ Fox ok k ox *okd o
Winter 80 5.475 1.736 * i dok Y vk
Spring 80 6.037 1.649 ok koK kK
Fall-Winter -2 =" 0.901
Winter-Sp. 3..1 .0.Q02

4.5¢ 0.000

Fall-Spring

e,

Aszéble 6 indicates, a significant change existed

between - the pretest and  posttest-. scores for the .

Experimental group in the General Subtest of the SEI. The
t-value needed to‘bevexqeeded for 60 to 119 degrees of
freedom at the 0.05 level wa& 2.00. This level was
exceeded during the Winte;—Spring and the Fall-Spring

comparisons. The Fall-Winter comparison was significant at

the 0.10 level. The null hypothesis is therefore rejecﬁed.

As Table 7 ihdicates; the Social Subtest scores for
the Experimehtal group were significant-at the 0.05 1level
for the Winter-Spring éomparison only. Tﬁe Fall-Spring
comparisdn was significant at the 0.10 level. = The
Fall-Winter comparison did.ndt pass the critical level of
2.00. - The null hypothesis that there Would be no
difference in the pretest and posttest levels of the Social
Subteét scores is accepted for the Fall-Winter comparisoﬁ.

The null hypothesis 1is rejected for the Winter;Spring

A

o
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comparisén at the 0.05 level, and$é£ the Q,io level for the

Fall-spring comparison. F? ‘f M

'

As Table 8 indicates, the pretest and pdsttest scores

for the Home Subtest of the SEI were compared fQ;ﬁ?thpée

different time .periods, Fall-Winter, ﬁall—Sprf-"; and
Winter-Spring. None' of the three .. comparifons were
P : W . '

significant at either the 0.10 level or the 0.05 level.
The nuli hypothesis could not be accepted for all ' three

comparisons.

Table 9 contains the results of the'School.Subtest of
the SEI for the Ekperimental érbup. Comparin@é@he‘ pretest
and'pésttést means, significantvdifferences were found at
the 0.001 levgl at  three differengﬁlcomparison. times,

bFall-Winter, 'Fall-Sprihg, and Winéqgggpring. The null

1

hypothesis was rejeéted for all three comparisons.

To test for significant differences between the means
of the'four subtests .of thé SEI (Gegfral, Social, Home, .
énd School) f:r the Control group, a correlated t-test was

used 8 The re;}“ lts of these t-tests are presented in Tables
Ch

10 to 13. A vorbal report of the t-tést results follows

Table 13.

Table 10~
Control Group



Pretest and Posttest General Scores for SEI
Numbers, Means, S.D., -t- values and Probablllty

Variable - N Mean SD t- value 2" Prob.
 Fall 65 © 17.661  3.858 kkxxx kkkkk
Winter 65  19.153  4.024 - kkkxk o Tokkkkk
Spring 65  19.323  3.821 *kk ok % Ckkkkk
Fall-Winter . =3.57 °  0.001
Winter-spr. . _ : L 70.39  0.698 .
Fall-Spring _ -3.68 0.000" -
TapTe 11 . :
Control Group ~

Pretest and Posttest Social Scores for SEI.
Numbers, Means, S.D., t-values and Probability

Variable N Mean  SD t-value . Prob.
Fall . 65 . 5.753  1.521 - Akxkk . kxkkw
Winter 65 6.153 . 1.856 L okkkkk  kkkokk
Spring 65 6,092 1. 998_4”1 Kkkkx % % % k *
Fall-Winter: - : '*fi‘ -1.84 0.070
Winter-spr. _ o -6.31 0.760
Fall-Spring _ -1.48 - 0.145
Table 12

Control Group
, Pretest and Posttest Home Scores for ' SEI ‘
Numpbers, Means, S.D., t- values‘and Probability

Variable N - Mean. 8D ' t-value Prob.
Fall A 65  5.553  1.969 RIlIL L kkkkk
Winter ‘ 65 5.723 2.132 * k% k% * Kk k&%
Spring 65 6.123 _ 1.%973 *okokok ok “Hok ok kK
Fall-Winter . o -0.71 . 0.481

»

Winter-Spr. 5 | 1.44 0.154
Fall-Spring ‘ -2.09 0.040
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Table 13
- Control Group
Pretest and Posttest School Scores for SEI
Numbers, Means, S.D., t-values and Probability

Variable =N/ Mean SD t-value Prob.
. y )

Fall ' /5 : 5.169 1.842 * %k k& T kAkkkk
Winter /65 5.015 2.267. KRkER Hokok ok ok
soring / 7 65 5.276  1.916 Kkkkk L ko
Fall-Winter 0.68 0.498
Winter-Spr. , 1.24 0.221
Fall-Spring - 0.47 = 0.641

SR %)

)

-

‘As Table. 10 indicates, there was a significant

*%udiffefence found between the pretest and posttest means of

the Generaj Sdbtest of the SEI for the. Control group. A
critical scoré ~of 2.00 must be surpassed .by the. t-Vaiue
for significance at the 0.05 level for é; d;creeé of
freedom " The calculated t-value for the FallJWLnter and
Fall -Spring comparisons were -3. 57 and -3.68 respectlvely.
_\The crifical score was not excgeded for the Wiater-Spring
comparison. For the - Faii-winter “and '%all-Spfipg_
comparigons the null.hypothesis must be rejected.
Table»ll contains the results of the t—tests“performed
on the pretes;ﬂand posttest means of the Social Subtest of
V}W‘
the SEI for the Control groﬁp .For significance at the
0.10 level, a t—yalue of 1.671 must be exceeded. This
critical 1eyel'.was surpassed only ip\ the Fall-Winter

comparison.' On this basis, the null hypothesis ,could not

be rejected at the 0.05 level and rejected only at the 0.10
v -
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l?vel for the.Fall-WinterAcompqrison.

As  Table~ 12 “ipdiéate;,.bthe -P£EE§$t and posttest

comparisons of the Home Subtést 2?5 the SEI eXceédéd the
crxticai t—vélue of 2.00 only for the Fall—Spriﬁg. period.
For'this comparison.a t—valu%_of 42.09‘w§s: recordedf The

null hypothesis‘ is rejected.vonly for the ~Fall-Spring
comparison at the 0.05 level.

‘Table 13. contains the results of the t-tests performed
on the pretest and posttest means of the School Subtest of
the SEI for the Control group. As this table indicates, no

changes occurred in this subtest at either the 0.10 or the
. . \ . . .

/

-

0.05 levels,
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{ 3

Research Question 3

LK
X8

Does a difference exist between the pretest and
posttest means of thé‘four subtests of the' SEI '(General,
Social, Home, and School) between the Experimental and

Control groups. \

®

Null Hypothesis 3 , : -
There would be no difference between the pretest and
posttest means of the four subtests of the SEI
(General, Social, Home, and School) between the
Experimental and Control groups.

L)

Presentation of Results
The pretest and posttést means from the fouf ‘sdbtegts
of the\'SEf (éeneral, 'Social, Hame, and School) were
analyzed to détermine if differences 1in self-esteem as
measured, existed betwéén - the Experimental and Contrel
groups.  A two-way ana;ysis of variance was.used. 'A~yerggl

B

presentatioﬁ of the findings follows Table 20.



Table 14
Analysis of Variance Table
For Pretest and Posttest Scores
General Subtest of, SEI

Source daf S.S. M.S.  F-Ratio  Prob.

Beﬂween : T

Subjects. 144 - 5347.00 - .

A 1 99.69 99.689 : 2,717 0.102

Subjects e BT U

Wthn gr. 143 - 5248.00  36.696 WS
Within ‘ _ »

Subjects 290 1425.00° . o -

B 2 144.70 72.346 © 16.397 - 0.0004

AB 2 24.52 12.258 2.7778 0.064/

Wthn gr. 286 1262.0Q 4.41

. Table 15 o ‘
Scheffe Comparisons of Unweighhted Main Effects
Fo® General Scores

Time Contrast F-Ratio ~Prob.

Fall-Winter =~ -0.90866 61784 0.001

Fall-Spring -1.39950 16.092 0.000

Winter-Spring -0.49086 1.980 0.140
Table 16

Analysis of Variance
For Pretest and Posttest Scores
Social Subtest of SEI

Source ~df S.S.  M.S. ° F-Ratio  Prob. -

Between . ' '

Subjects 144 1069.00 - o 5.

A 1 10.78 -10.781 -1.456 0.230
Subjects ' '

Wthn gr. 143 1059.00 7.403
Within o . ' - ¥

Subjects 290  311.30 ‘ ' .

B 2 " 6.7%4 3.377 3.227 0 041 -

AB 2 5.336 2.668 2

.550 0.080
Wthn gr. 286 299.300 1.046 '

70
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Table 17

Scheffe Comparisofis of Unweighted Main Effects
: N 'For Social Scores
" Time ' Contrast F-Ratio - Prob.
Fall-Winter . -0.15000 0.779 . 0.460
Fall-Spring . =0.30673 3.259 - 0.040
Winter-Spring -0.15673 0.851 \0.428
. . Table 18

Analysis of Variance Table ~
"For' Pretest and Posttest Scores
Home Subtest for SEI

Source : af . S.S. M.S. F-Ratio - Prob.

Between - _ : '
Subjects 144 1183.00 ) :

A .1 2.160 2.1€) 0.262  0.610
Subjects . _ , ’
Wthn gr. 143 1180.00 8.224 .
Within ,

Subjects 290 440.000 .

- B . 2 5.5%6 L 2.78. 1.856 0.158
AB ' 2 6.724 3.362 2.242 0.108
wthn gr. 286 428.900 1.:200 - '

Tabl: 19

Analysis of Ver:..nce Table
For Pretest and Focsztest Scores
School Subtest for SEI

v

Source df S.S. M.S. . F-Ratio Prob.

Between ' '
Subjects 144 1124.00 . '
A , 1 1l4.16 14.160 1.824 0.179
Subjects :

Wthn gr. '143 1110.00 7.762
Within :

Subjects 290 - 447.30

B ' 2 23.75 11.877 8.389 0.000

AB 2 14.79 7.393 5.222 0.006
Wthn gr. 286° 404.90 1.416 '
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Table 20
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|

. ~-Scheffe Comparisons of Unweighted Main Effects

‘ For School Sé&ores

» F-Ratio Prob.

i;Iime ;' , Contrast
" Fall-Winter -0.14183 0.515 - . 0.598
Fall-Spring - -0.55385 7.854 0.000
Winter-Spring -0.41202 4.347 - 0.014-
v

L}

-

Table 14 contains the results of a two-way analysis of

variance perfdrmed on the means of the pretest and posttesﬁ

means of the Generalr Subtest of the'SEI to determihe ‘if a

difference existed between the Experimental and Control

! -

groups.’ The critical F-ratio that needed to be,=éxceeded.

for significance at the 0.05 level was 3.91. As “Table 14

indicates, Factor A, arcdmparison of the Experimental and

Control groups scores collapsed over time, did not exceed.a

~

" the critical 1level. - The null hypothesis is. therefore -

accepted for Factor A.- Factor B, the méaéure of t%ii;ffegtw
i |

of time on "both the Experimentai

(

arffd  Control -

Toups,

indicates that a time effect was present. The F-ratio of

16.397 exceeded the critical value forcing the rejection of

the null hypothesis'for Factor B..

Table 15, the Scheffe Comparisons of Unweighted Main

L

Effects for General séores, indicates that the change over

time'gs significant only when comparisons are made with the

Fall results. Table 15 shows that the Fall-Winter and

Fhll-Spring comparisons are significantly different. No
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i

¢hange is recorded from Winter\to Spring. This indieates a
plateau effect and shows that most of the chande oceurred
. during’ the first few months ‘of the stddy.> Figure x;
illustrates that although-both:the Experimental and Cdntfoi:
groups improved in the General Subtest scores, most of the
change durlng the Fall -Winter perlod can. be attrlbuted the

the changes in the Control group.

Table 14 indicates that the;e was a significane- AB
1nteractlon at the 0.10 level Tnis ‘nteraction'dcan' be
interpreted to mean that although both the Experimental and
Control groups{changed -the changes differed. Tne change
between the Experlmental and Control groups over time was

51gn1f1cantiy dlfferent at the 0.10 level.
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Table 16 contains the results of the analy i; of
variance performed on the pretest,and&posttest méansjof*the
:Social Subtest of the SEI. Factor A, a Comparison 6f the
 scores of the Experiﬁental and Control group céllapSed over
time, resulted in an F-ratio of 1.456. This score did not
excgedlthe critical level for éignificance at the AO.OS
level. ;he null hypothesis is accepted that  there ‘is "no.
difference 1in @ the main effect . (Factor A)“ ;wﬁen the
EXéerim,'tal and Control groﬁps scores are céllapséd over.
timé. L%ai:tor B (the‘time effec§) wés sig%ificant' . An

‘F-ratio of 3.227 exceeded the critical, level of 3:91. The

null hypothesis is therefore rejécted.

As Table 17 indicates, only the Fall-Spring comparisqh
is ”siénificant. + Figure 4 indicates 'thét . both thé
Experimenta&ﬂand>Control ‘éroups Iimpfqved in the -Social
Subtests séores during the study. Botg groups expétggﬁced
pefiods of decline however. The EXpérimental . group

declined durings the Fall-Winter period and the Control

ggoup-declined during the Winter-Spring pericd.

-
i

Table 16 indicates that there was an AB iﬁteractiqn
signific;nt at the 0.10 level. 'This interaction caﬁ .be'
Aiﬁtérpreted to mean that the change eXpérienced by both éhe
» fxperiméﬁtal and Control  groups was 'significaﬁtly~"
different. |

o
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Table 18 contains the results of +the analysis of
variahée'performed on the pretest and postteét means of the
Home Subtest of<the SEI. - As Tableg%B {ndiCates, tﬁere' was:
no'chaﬁge for Factor A, the»scores for the Experimental and :
éontrol grbups collapséd over time, or for Féctof B, fhe.
time  effect. The AB interaction was | dimilarily

Unsignificant.

A differénce'iﬁ' tHé_;trend of the scoring on the
subtests of the SEI ’can be noted at this pbint. The
'Contrbl‘group consistently scored highef‘fﬁ"thé Fall on the
Total SEI and all the subtests of the SEI with the
exCepfion of the Home Subtest. On the ;Home Subﬁest, the
Experimental grdup scored highef prior tp the beginning of .

the study. Figure 6 illustrates the means of the Home

-

Subtest.
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Table 19 contains tﬁe_ results of the analysis of
variance performed on the pretest and.posttest means of the
School ‘Subtest of the SEI. As Table 18  indicates, Factor
A, the scores for the Experimental and Control groups
collapsed over time, did not exceed the critical level for
significance at either the 0.10 level or the 0.05 level.
“Table 20, ‘containing the unweighted main effects for the
School Subtgst, indicates apparenﬁiy no change from Fall to
Winter. Changevwas significant in the Fall-Spring and
Winter-Spring comparisons howéver. This analysis is
misleading. As Figure 6 indicates,.the Experimental group
shdwed a’sharp and steady inéreaéé"ﬂéhroﬁghout the study.
The Contrbl'groﬁps‘ scores declined duriné the Fall to
Winter period. The Cohtro%fé;éup scores then roé in the

[

Spring to surpass the leygi»fecorded in the Fall.

LI
4 - 3

Factor B, the timg"effect, has an F-ratio of 8.389
which exceeds the level for significance at the 0.05 level\\

"The null hypqtheéis that no change would ocgur over time is

rejected.

. o & -
- IO :J ) & i ¥
3 " ’ E
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Table. lé als;_ indicates that a significant" AB
‘inteéaction was present. Ay significant AB interaction
 means that the manner in whigh the Experimental” and Confrol'
groups changed during the study was significantly different
from one anothér. The F-ratio of 5.222 exceeded "~ the
critical F-value for significance at the 0.05 1level. | The

null hypothesis is rejected.
b]

v

Research Question 4

Does a difference exist in self-esteem scores between

4

the "low School group" ~and the ‘"high School group" on

subtests of the SEI (General, Social, Home, and School).

Null Hypothesis 4 .
There would be no diffe;ence in self-esteem scores
between the "low School group" and the "high School
group" on the subtests of the SEI.

Presentation of Results

For,purposeé of thié analysis, the students in the
Experimental and'Control‘qroups were regrouped on the basis
of their performancq'oﬁ tpe School Sﬁbtest 6f tﬁe SEI.
Students scoring fifty. percent or more of the School.
Subtest questions negatively were placed in the'"lowlSchool
group'. vstudents scoring‘negaﬁively on less .than fifty
percent déf the School Subtest queétions were placed in the

¢

"high School group".
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As Tébie 21 indicates; students in the "low School
.ﬁroup" scored lower th;n the "high School group" on éll the
subéésts of the SEI &s Wélf as the Total SEI at all three
test times. This indiéatég.iéhat students who felt
negaﬁively about théméelvés on the Sghool .subtest were also
more pessimistic about themselves in the other subtests ' of

the SEI than were students in the "high School group"

Table 21 also indicates that the School scores are the
lowest of all the \areas measured by the SEI. This
‘observation holds for both the Experiﬁéntal and Control
groups. c)'The "high School groups"Ain both the Experimentél
and Control groubé scored lowest on the Sbciai subtest
scores with the School subtest scores placing second
lowest. This may indica}e tﬁat in échool, it is generally

more difficult for studgg;§ to be accepting. of themselves

than it is in the otﬁer\éﬁbkest areas measured by the SEI.

[ : . ~
8 . K LI . W,
I N

4
i
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Means Table by Test §

Table 21

High and Low School Group

or (SEI Subtests

Test Groug Tine. i -~ ngh
School L _
Exp. Fall 778,121 6.383
: Winter - 4,061 - 6.468
Spring 33 W6.532
Con. Fall 3.320 6.325
s Winter 3.56 5.925
Spr. 4.480 5.775
General . . :
Exp. Fall 15.667 . 18.383
--Winter 16.303 \7‘ 18.489
N~ Springe 17.000 J 19.383
) ) p _
Con. A Fall ~ - 16.160 18.600
Winter 18.4% 19.625
Spring 18.7 19.675
) . '\“ . -
Social > .
Exp. Fall - 5.545 5.681
Winter - 5.424 5.596.
Spring 5.727 6.021
Con. Fall " 5.000 6.225
Winter. 5.920 6.300
i Spring 5.960 6.175
Home _ \
' Exp. Fall T 5.333 6.383 .
Winter 5.364 6.362
Spring 5.333 '6.340
Con. Fall 4,760 6.058
Winter 5.320 5.975
Spring 6.040 6.175

82
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A

‘ Table 22 | LB
. Distribution¥of Students ,  ° '
In Low and High School Group5‘for SEI

PR - -~ :
. Group N Overall cverall '  Of Low Group .
Low High %Low $High /Male %$Female
I4 " O
Exp. 80 33 47 4 58.75 55.32 44:68
Con. 65 25 : 40 38.46 61.54 52.50 ~ 47.50

&

~

—

As”Table 22 indicates, 41.25% of the ‘Experimental
grbup aﬁd 38.46% of ;he Contrcl group? comprised she "low
School _group". fhi; figure represents 39.99% df  the
students involved in thlS study Within the "low School

g |
2, b" 55 23% of the Experlmental group and 52.5% of the

Control gr,up wAare boys. \
’}\t ‘.
T -~ Table 23 o
s Analysis of Variance Table
B For Pretest and Posttest Scores
School Subtest For SEI Split by School Group

Source - daf S.8. M.S. . F-Ratio Prob.

A _ 1 18.060- 18.060 4,411 0.037
B 1 523.641 523.641 127.898 0.001

AB 1 0.117 0.117 0.029 0.866
S-Wthr + 141 577.281 4.094 '

Rl 2 40.066 20.033  16.599 0.001
AC 2 13.696 - 6.848 5.674 0.004
BC 2 61.946 30.973 25.664 0.001 .
ABC 2 "0.536 0.268 0.222 0.801

CS-Wthn 282

340.332 1.207




r

.

4
o | S
A %
i o Table 24 :
i , Analysis of Variance Table
. For Pretest and Posttest Scores
General Subtest For SEI Split by School Group
Source df 4 S.S.. M.S. F-Ratio  Prob.
A 1 102.766 102.766 3.021 0.084
B 1 =402.571 - 402.571 11.836 0.001
"AB 1 20.925 .20.925 0.615 0.434
S-Wthn 7141 .4795.813  34.013 o -
c . © 2 160.591  80.296 18.258  0.001
AC 2 27.317. 13.658 3.106 ,0.046
. BC 2 18.613" 9.307 2.116 0.122
ABC 2 6.140 3.070 2.116 0.498 '
CS-Wthn 282 1240.188 4.398 T C
» -
Table 25

N—

Analysis of Variance Table
For Pretest and Posttest Scores

‘Social Subtest For SEI Split by School Group

Source - df S.S8. M.S. F-Ratio Prob.
A 1 7.179 ~ 7.179 0.974 0.325
B — 1" ,16.754 16.754 2.273  0.134
AB 1 4.255 4,255 0.577  0.449
S-Wthn 141 1039.188 7.370 o
C 2 8.829 4.415 4.292°  0.015
AC 2 6.450 3.225 3-.135  0.045
BC | 2 ©3.945 1.973 1.918 . 0.149
ABC 2 »6.366 3.183 3.095 ° 0.047
Cg-Wthn =~ 282 291,066 1.029 3
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Table 26 _ .
Analysis of Variance Table = .
For Pretest and Posttest Scores .
! Home Subtest For SEI Spllt by School Group

&

Source , df S.S. M\S. F-Ratio  Prob.

A 1 ©1.809 1.809 .- 0.232  0.631 +

B A | 75.383  75.383 . 9.682  0.002.

AB .1 207220 2.722, 0.350 0.555
S-Wthn 141 1097.805  7.786 - \

c. ’ 2 8.159 4.079 2.748 = 0.066

AC ' 2 9.340 4.670 3.146  0.045

BC 2 6.199 © '3.099 , 2.088 0.126
ABC 2 =~ .5.303 2.651 1.786  0.170 =
CS-Wthn - 282  418.625 1.484 "

»

.

 the Experimental and Control groups .éollapsed over tiﬁe.

&

‘School:group" and the Zlow.School group" as‘measuredtby'the

'SEI. By definition, the "low School group" and - the "high

In Tables 23 to 27, Factor A represents the data for

. Factor B représents the differences betwe?n the %'high

School group" are different only in the way that Athey'

reponded to the questions on the School subtest of the SEI

in the Fall. Factor C represents the comparison of ' the
. ¢ - . ‘

scores at the three different time periods throughout -the

study. ) | )
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» ' , "Aa *;} u
AJ o ! -
‘ Table 27 \\ '
' Analysis of Variance: Table T R
For Pretest and Posttest .Scores - S
N Total SEI Spllt by School Group ' ,
Source daz S. S “H.S. F Ratio Prob
A 1 52.137 52.137 - 1 0.456 0.500
B 1 3105.039 .3105.039 . °27.174 0.002 -
AB + . -1  20.372 20.372 - %0.178 0.673
S-Wthn 14116111.625 114.267 -~ . oo
c . . 2 594.953  297.476 , 21.918 0.001
AC ' #2 - 39.002  19.501 . 1.437° 0.239
BC - 2 257.603 128.801 ' 9.490 _0.001
“ABC 2 42.487 - 21.244  1.565 0.211
CS-Wthn * 282 3827.375  13.572 IR . o
~ n 5 - . ¢ g - - o) .
' 3 : . : A i

m . NN . .

Table 23 repeats-some 1nformatlon presented earller in

Table ‘19 (page" 3). _Factor A .and c 1nformatlon are
>.. [ |

repeated\ As Table 23 indicates, the "high school group"
1s s1gn1f1cantly dlfferent from the "1ow School group"% as:

l measured by the Schoo; subtest of the SEI. Thls comparlson

-

is represenoedvbwaactor E. -The "hlgh ichool group" and s

the "low School group“ were: dlfferent by deflnltlon and are .

ﬁl

statlstlcally different as well The AC - 1nteractlon/

indicates that the Experlmpntal and Control. groups were .e

.>ﬂdlfferent over the duratlon’of the study. ‘The critical

F-ratio of 3.91 was éiceeded by the recorded  score. of }
: | : Leet ‘
5.674 revealing significance at the 0.05 level. )
. ' b N TA
Table 28 indicates the'originh of v this change. The

Mlow School group" (both Experlmental amd Control groups -

comblned) 1ncreased their scores over the duratlon of ‘the

H '
N ~

¢\



study The "hlgh School group" (Experlmenta_?

groups comblned) School subtest scores decreased over tlme

. . . 5 “ Y v 3 -~
SO ' Table 28
e ' . Group Meansg Over Time
Group . Fall " winter _° #pring : r)k
" Tow . 3.320 1.560 _ 4.480 .
" High' 6.325 5.925 ., | 5.7715 \
n P " . i 13 . ' . . \

The 1ncrease 1n School subtest scores on the SET by:‘
‘.the’"Low SChool group" resulted from 1ncreases\on the parr |
- of the Experlmental and Control groups (see Table 29). _The‘
.decllne in, the comblned scores of the School Fsubtese forz

t he "high - School group" is primarily »%%e result  of

‘declining scores,bn the~part of the * Contr8l 'grouo. As
‘ £ . - : ‘

o]

Table —29 indicates, the Co 1. '"high School group"
steadily ‘declined from the Fall to the VSpringté The

Experimentad - "high School group'

iﬁcreased slightly

~ - > A

fhroughout~the study.



S " Table 29
. . _Group Means Over Time
s *‘S‘-Group R Fall . -~ Winter .- Spring = .
S Exp. High . 6.383 ‘ f6.468 6.5327 -
~Exp. Low * 3.121 . 4.061 - . 4.966
. - Cont. High - 6.32% - 5.925 5.775 . 1.
¢ Cont. Low 3.320 3.560 4,480
N ) N . e IR B 7 LT ‘.
\ o . _ S j,_.'—‘

v \Table 28 falso indicates that . while 'both .rthe G
w \ ! e :
Exper;mental and Control "low School groups" 1mproved Q&e ;;'“

> WL
HEOR L DN

time, the Experlmental "low School group" had»:~an
' ' . i . . .( -

imprbveﬁéﬁt‘that was exactly‘doub&e that of the Ccntroll

‘"low Schooligrouﬁ" Table 30 1nd1cates that the dlﬁferehée
- .. . \'_’-‘

between® the Experimental and,Contnol( "1ow School groups"75‘
was significnat at the 0.10 level. > -
Cea '. . . B ) ‘ 5’1\.', “ \
~ Table 30 - =
Analysis of Variance Table , .
. For Pretest and Posttest, Scores ', g

' - For School Subtest R
Between Experimental and Control Low*Stchool Groups

. N R v ¢
Source - af S.S. M.S. F-Ratio =~Prob.
‘Low-Low 1 6.327 6.327 . 1.514, 0.224
S-Wthn 56 233.998 ° 4.179 S
Time. 2 83.307 41.654 . 28.697 = 0.001. ' °©
Group-Time = 2 8.158 4.079 . 2.810 .o.qu;jﬁ"
BS-Wthn 112 162.569 1.452 : Lo

*  Factor A and C information is repeated 1n Table‘ 24

‘from Table 14 (page 72) }here was."n dafference when

comparlng ‘the General subtest . scores' ‘between

. 1N Lot ’
i N PR

(R T
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. C e - . . [

‘_“ ) . . e ,‘ . ' b E ; ! . )
Experimeptal hnd Coptrol groups wﬁ%n‘,their scoreé were )

Jco;lapsedvover time (Factbr_A). Factor C, the time ‘effectj“‘€
'?Fwes significant Table 24 introduces °Factorl B, thep’
.compﬁggson of the- General subtest scores between. the “low
" School group" and the "hlgh School group". t was “noted
’-@arller é&at by deflnltron the "high School group" and 'theg

Jlgw échob}ﬁgreup" were.different-on. the <pesis _of‘.their _
’perforﬁencerbn‘t@epSchool sgbtest scores 'of the WSEI enly;
As Table 24 inqﬁbates, the’Rératio of 11.836 exceeds the
’eritical vaﬂﬁe bf 3.91 and is' signifieant ~att the 0.05
‘. level. ‘"The "low School group" recorded lower scores on theu,
General subtest of ‘the SEI tgan dld the "high SChool group“
‘xln*both the Experlpental and Control groups at each test

=~

~per;od_(see Tahﬂe 3l)

L Lo . Table 31

L General Subtest | : S~
J v Group.Means Over Time - - :
-~ Group . - - Fall . - -Winter Spring .
Exp. ,High = 18.3B3 18.489 - 19.383 ;7
Exp. Low’ 15,667 : 16.303 17.000 * -
* Cont. High ~ 18.600 ~  19.625 19.675
Cont. Low: 16.160— .18.400 . 18.760
I ‘ . “)‘v‘ .
,&\ . Table 25, provides‘comparisons"_o'f the scores recorded ¢

. >, S Y '
by "high Scheol group" and the "low School group" on the s

Social subtest of the SEI. Factor A (Experimental and

Control group scores collapsed over time) hasban F~value of



o . 14 : X ._ PR g A/ .t . " .
- 0:974 which does npt exceed the critical value of, 3.91 for.

’ e

significdance at thelb 05 leQel -The time effe-+ (Fahﬁof C)

was 51gn1f1cantly dlfferent over the <thre. test per.nds.
\ The 7ecorded F- yalue of 4. 292 dia ¢ eed x >.¢1.1 As
Table’zs 1nd1cé%es, Factor B the rcmparis  cf %52 Scciszl

subtest scores of between the "Law Scnor gfour‘ and tnae '
"high Schoq& group", were not dl ferent. _his .. <he caly
subtest oﬂ the SEI in which the "1 sw Schcol gr. .p" and the
A.;hlgh_Schoél'g;cup" did not differ. The F-value of 2.273-
did n?t exceed,the critical value for significaase at  the
0.05 or:O.léwlevel.

/

scores of the SEI. Factor ‘A  (Experimental - and Control

Table 26 containe a ccmparison of the Home subtest

‘group scores collapsed over time) \dO' not _differ. ‘The :
crltlcal F-ratie of 3.91 needed for e;gnlflcance at the
0.05 level was not exceeded by the recorded_score of 0.232.
Eectcr B (comparison of the-"high School group" and the
"low School ~group") ‘was significané?& differeﬁt. - The
‘F-fetio .of 9.628 iexceeds the critical value  for
significahce.at the 0.05 1é§éi.' Factor C (the'time effect)
is not diffefeht aE the 0.05 level. This 1is a. éeviation
from the trend observed in the other sub;e;%§;of the SEI.

~%, Table 27 p;eeents,the data from the Total éEI. The

- Total SEI is a combingtion of the four %ubtests (General,
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i
Lo
o
B

‘1§1, Home, and School) previously reported. - As Table 27

-

indicates; the Experimental and Control groups (Factor Ay
e ! . & .

do not diffef.whéndthéir scores'are"-collapsed over time. .

@ L N

@& The critiéallt;ratio of ‘3.91_ was not exceeded by the

B

recorded ‘score of 0.456. Factor B, the comparison of  the
"high School-gréup" and the "low School group", indicates

that there is a difference .in the manner in which the, two

. L \ '
groups perceive themselves in Total self-esteem as measured.
. [ ] .

‘by the SEI. Thase studedts who view themselves negatively:

on the School subtest of the SEI also see’ tﬁemselves less

positively overall in compérison withvStudents in the "high
» S C ST ' e .
School group". Factor C (the®time effect) indicates that

there was a significant change in the Total SEI scores over
et ) o C

14 ~

“the duration of theﬂétudy. The critical®% F-ratio of 3.91

4

was exceeded by the recorded score of 9.490 fto indicate

- sign¥ficance at the 0.001 level. —

P . ‘ E
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, ° .Research Question 5 ™ ; ¢

Do boys record significanfly differedt scores from .«
- h

girls on the Total SEI and -on . the . subtebts of the .SEI. 5

(General, Soc1a1 Home,&hnd School)

o ) ‘,~ . ) e \’ " \\\\

d

NulP'HypotheSis‘S v =~
|
No dlfferences exist between the boys' $cores
and the girls' scores on the Total "SEL or on the I
,subtests of the SEI (General, Soc1al,_ Home: and
School). R "

. ¥
Presentatlon ©of the ResultSr N

K J
. Table 32 is a grouplng of the daté4f< the Analy51s
‘of Yarlance Tables spec1f1cally pertaining to gendér. - The
N - . Al . - (] ) % .

data:that1is présented is' Factor B (Gender"differencesl
- L. > \-, R . Sy =~
collapied over time}.* The BC: interaction (Gendef?(\\

(=2

differences witﬁ time - aé"a factor) ie” alﬁg, presented

Table 32 . indicates that there, >are no dlffegences
significant at the 0.05 level for Factof B. The General
and Social eﬁBEESts ofy the SEI . report  differences

, .
significant at the 0.10 Yevel. indicating that there may be i

a trend toward a difference wlthin'these two areas.
.. e

Gender-Time interaction Qas not 51gn1f1cant at the

level for any of the subtests or for the Total . This

is a deviation from thes trend “reported earlier in this

{

section. Time has been frequently., linke§_4§é/;siggi££eant
. . b . - \.\ o

change during this study. 5 ' N \;ﬁ//
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« ’ ‘ Table 32 : - - T

* Gender Sp SET Co
For Total SEI Sub sts

Collected from the Analys S of rlanc; Tables

Test Source ﬂS,S. ‘M.S, *‘F—Ratio Prob.

General Gender 108.449 ¢ 108.449 2.977 . 0.087
LT » Gen/Time 0.415 0.207 0.046 0.995
Sogial Gender . 22.243 22.243 3.030 0.084
Gen/Time = -0.328 ° :0.164 0.155 0.857

Home Gender - 5.666 5.666 0.684- 0.410

. ,Gen/Time 1.451 0.726 0.487 0.61%

School Gender 7.118 7.118 . 0.911 0.342

- Gen/Time 1.693 0.847 ~ 0.596 0.552
Total -Gender 220.301 220.301 1.625 0.205

Gen/Time 37.316  -18.658 1.295 0.862~

’
-t

While. differences between (t&i genders were not

significant, Table 33 indicates that a difference did exist

between the Experipentalrgfoup boys and Control group boys
¢ .

_When School subtest scores ?on the SEI are-'compéred:

'change over time favors, the Eprrimental group. " On an

1] ' )

Similar differences were found to exist bet@een the -

Experimental group girls and the Control group'gﬁrls. The

a

elght p01nt scale that comprlsed the Schoo@jg subtest thé
‘ . .
Experimental boys increased their score 1.2 points or 24.97

“peiigpt over the duration of the study. The Control group-

beys' mean score lncreased 0.1 p01nts ~or a 1.96 percent

chﬂﬁge. The Experlmental girls -‘increased (.7 points
combared to 0.2 points for the Control girls. Tais

fepresents a 13.07 percent and a 3.79 percent chaﬁbe

respectively. S . o

: , % .,
\ | , J
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o1 ’Ila-ble 337
LN . Means Table, Schoqzlicores .
‘ Spllt py Gendér and by Group -° <.
Experimental (* '°Fall Winter Spring ‘
Males - 4.804 5.261 - 6.065
;?4\> Females 5,353 . 5.785  ~ _ 6.000 v
Control : o . -
Males 5.086 -~ 4.943 > 5.171
- Females - 5.267. . 52100 5.400 *
’ ' \ 3 . . . . 4
Canadian Test of Basic k@lls R S
J ' L AN
< The. pu pose for admlnlsterlng the Canadian. Testb of

g

‘self-esteem for the Experimental and

- 3 \ .

Basic Skllls (CTBS) was to\%stabllsh whethersor not 1ldvels
? r . .
high enough to -

of academic, accomplishment were‘spfficiently

+ have irnfluenced any potential ‘change that may have occurred

.
. ’

inAself—esteem during the study . Kifer '%éd the

level that be believed was needed to a self esteem

I- has been shown in this stuﬁy théat the leve15‘ of

i Control groups
r

increased. Although the change on the Total

v

SEI was not

. ) ) ) . i . B . \
significant, there was a significant dlfference observed
— . 3 -

for the Expérlmental "low School group" and for theA;males

and females in the Exgerlmental group. ‘ | . -

Co ) .. L
A _ N
9 1
Table 34 indicates the range of scores, on 'thg? eight'

subtests of the CIBS (Vocabulary, Reading, 'Spellingy A

C~pitalization, Punctuation, Usage/)Math Concept and Math

Problems) for the "low Schoolxyoup". Figures for both the
N ; (.

e
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s

Expefiméntal any Control groups are presented. The range
is expresse in percentage terms.  This indicatés ‘the
percentage bf students scoring below a given level. The

-

two levels being considered in Table 34 are the 66th-
. percentile and the.75th percentile. Both of these scores
‘are more-figid_than the precedent set by Kifer (1973). -Thev
nuﬁber of kStﬁdents“réprésented by these figures is
fifty-eightA in the Experimental and , Control groups
together. ‘Thirty—three'students were in'_the‘ Experimental

. - ®
group and twenty-five students were in the Control group.



Tabde 34 .

Distribution of Low School Scores

For The Canadian ’I‘éSt(v Of Basic Skills _
1A | .
, Test Group Below 66 Below 75
Vocabulaf; Experimental 71.0% 93.6%
Cohtroi 81.8% 88.0%
Reading " Experimental 76.7% 83.3%
Control 80.0% 92.0%
Speil Experimental ‘9f 6% 100.0%
“Control PR 100.0%
Capitals Experimental 76.7% 90.0%,
Control \ 95.8% 100.? 1‘
Punctuation Experimental: 89.7% 93.1%
Control 95.7% 95.7%
Usage ,‘ﬁxperiment?l 86.7% - 93.3%
‘ Control A78.3% 86.9%
Math B
¢ Concepts Experimental 75.9% 5 \%317%
~ Control. 83.3% 100.0%
Problems Experimental 81.8% 100.0%
Control 83.3% 100. 0%
From Table 34 i. can be éeen that well over

three-quarters of the studeats 1in the 1low School group

i



scored below the 66th percentiié;haﬁ”éVEfégé,

. 97

t

k'S TR .
on the CTBS.

- over 90 percent of these same students on average. scoréd

below the 75th percentile.

changes that did occur in

probably didn't occur -

This would .

.ca*~ that thp§e
self-estee. d.r.g the. study
because C. hica

academic

accomplishment, at least if we are to accebt the criteria

~established by Kifer (1973).

G

In the folloWing 'section, a discussion of these

findings together with’some

implications for education and

recommendations for future research will be conducted.



- CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
*FOR FUTURE STUDY®
: ‘ o

An ovérview of the r!!earch and intefpretations of the
study is made in;this chapter. A supmary,~discussion, and
recommendaﬁiéns for further study concefning the feedback
~fechnique used in fhis study to enhance the self-esteem of

students is presented.

Summary

The purpose of this stqdy' was to 1investigate the

N4

impact of :‘Brophy's (1981) praise- techniques on graae six

students' self-esteem. The study/was initiated in order

to explore the 1link betivee self-esteem and academic.

achievement. The  existing. research supports thaﬁ
‘felationship although a cguséiand effect relationship has
not yet been clearly estaBlisﬁed} The rationale &or the
interventionist nature of the study was also supporte? in
ythebry by Brownfain (1952), Syngg and Combs (1959) and

-

Coopefsmith-(1967). )

I

The position indicating that "significant others",

such as coaches, teachers, peers and persons in authority
.

-=98—-



can have an influence on the self-esteem of their ®
subordinates has' been well documented. This study§'
sbec%ﬁécalﬁ@ examined the effgétlthat "signifiéant.gothers“
might'have when conditions to optimize their effectg\\wére

. introduced in a Spggially designed prégram. While most

educators would support the idea that students Yequire
! ' 3

positive feedback.in order to feel good about themsel?es,

few systematic feedback attempts have been reported 'in the
o . - _ -

literature. Those that have been reported da not
investigate the effects of a systematic feedback program on

self-esteemn.

The purpose of this study was tO'attémpt to 1increase

séudent\self-esteem a) by having the classroom = teacher
' , ’ . c
follow specific guidelines to provide feedback to students.

\ , . ‘ )
(Brophy, 1981) and' b) by focusing the feedback on studeéent
accomplishment in skill areas as opposed to primarily high

academic achievement.
‘ . _ 5
Each curricJIlum gui@é&ine (Language Arts, Mathematics,
Environmentz. \E:udies, Art, Physical Education;' and
Library) was Qximined for skills that a student would use
when working within the content mreas. Once ‘identified,
these skills weée ér:anged to form a sgries ’of checklists

(see Appendix B) according to subject area. The purpose ofb

. selecting sp%cific skills was to have a vehicle which to
i - 1
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shows students’ exactly wha; they had dhnehxn a varlety ;of :
areas without referenceﬁxnecessarlly, to how well the{/~h535;!
_performed the sklll' ‘%en students had performed a ,skilll

in a commend;ble manner, or when they had shown growthiin'a
skill area based on their past performance, this: was .
considated to be a praiseworthy occurance and was. brought
to the student's attention.. Where feedback was given that
dealt with.achievement; past performance was used as the

measure of coméarison so that the predominant tone of the

feedback was positive and realistic for the student.
. * ! . i

Brophy's (1981) guidelines for providing feedback
weredfcllowed to show students the pensonal " progress that
each had made in thek skill areas. The focns of the
feedback was on the skills that. a student had accdnnlished.
Students receivedv’feedback on variable\\schedules that
reflected individual studentfbrogress, individual student
need, and.cufriculum unit activities. The scheduling of
the feedback varied from one class to another and varied

U

between students

The sample in this study consisted of 145 grade, six
subjects of which Bs\students comprised the Experimental"
group and 60 students made up ‘the Control group. The

o

LY . -
subjectskrlbte the Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory (SEI

~

o
R

I
thrge times durlng the . study, once each in the Fall, Wint

e
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and Spring. The". first test produced the preteSt .

. e N\ . '
lndependent varlables whlle the remalnlng two test perlods

:served as the posttest dependent varlables. - The Canadizn
| Test of Ba51c Skllls (C?BS) was also admlnlstered .inb tge
Sprlng “Throughout the‘dﬁration of tne study, a sysﬁgmatic
feedback program (see Brophy, 1981) that focused on what
the students ‘had accomplxshed was being admlnlstered by the><3
teachers in the Experlmental group. Correlated t tests and
a two—way‘analysis of variance were used in the analysis of

the data to determine if differences atgributable to whe

‘Experimental program develéped.

. Discussion ‘ . .
i N - . L7

-

This discussion is based on the analysis of data
resulting from this study. Because of the rie.d nature of
the study, interpretations were made ~on thcse variables

which.showed significance at the 0.10 level or better.

There were. no dlfferences between the Experimental and
Control groups at. the start of vtﬂe study. Using a
correlated t-test, “requi%ing a t-valder ofi 1.960.  for
significance at the 0.05 "lewel, and 1.658 at the .0.15
level, Table 3 shows'that there was no drfference betw@enwb

'the,Experimental and Control groups.in the SEL Total test

or in any of the subtests of the SEI. «

t
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" Hypothesis 1 e

Hypothésis 1 was'established tg-determine if there was
‘a difference between thé pre’ 2st. ahd posttest ' Total SEI
sacores forlthe_Experimehtal and Control groups. Table 4

shows that there was no change in the main effect between

the pretest‘and the posttest scores on the Total -SEI.

While there was no difference in the main  effect
- r

throughout the duration of the study, . there was a--

significapt timé effect, Factor B. Ihé éhange_ovér time is

a common trend ﬁhat appears frequently within "~ thiS, study.

Zhis indicates’ that both the Experimentgl and Control

groups'changed over the duration of this study. The

. : - '
observation that there was no main effect between the

Experimgntal and. Control grbups indicatesbthat both groups
changed in a similar mannelr. Table 5 (p.62).ig§;cdtés that
there was a significant change between each tast period.
Figure. 3 (p.77) indicates that a positive change has beén
ﬁoted in both the Experimental and Control groups
throughout the(study. Because the Total score on the SEI

as the sym of the,four subtests” (General, Social, Home,

éhool)fﬁt cannot be stated with assurance a: this point.

-~

' what area was responsible for the overall increase in the
Total 'SEI score or . Whether‘g compination of areas were

contributing to the:' increase. ' This ., lssue will be

J
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Y . . .
inveStigated further ir this chapkter. -

[

Hypothesis'2

———

Hypothesis 2 was  established to  determine - if

differences }g%ﬁsted 'within the Ekperiﬁental group and

X

within;tha Control group on the four subtests. of the SEI

(General, Social, Home,\Schoél). Tableé 6-9 contain‘ thé
pertinent information concerning thelExperimental éroup and
. Tables 10-13 contain the data pértaininé to the Control
group. From Tables 6 and 7 it can be seen that changes did
.oééur'in the Experihéntal‘ group in- General and Social
.SCores but anly in the latér half pf the\ study. In Eoth'
'cdses, no change had.occur%ed during the Ffll-Winter test

beriod.but changes were significant when Q;e Spring = scores
. S -

were considered. ' Table 8 indicates .that no changes
occurred for the Expérimental group‘ in,{the Home . scores
during .the study. Table 9 indicates that for- the
Experimental group, significant.changés occurred throughout
the érogram in School scores and were not 1limited to one

test period.

The data for the Control group are almost directly’
opposite those described for ,thé Experimental group:

hsignificgnt differences were also found in the General and

~.

. . "
Spcial subtests for the Control group, however the c¢hanges °

~

Y

o
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occufred‘during-the first haif of the.igsdy as opposed to
thé latter half as was *fhe :case fwith tge Experimental
group: The éoptrol group showgd an inérease in ﬁpme scores
that was significant when compariééné‘were made from ‘Fall
to Spfing. Coﬁ&ggsefy, the Experimental group experienced
no changes dufinélthe course of,/the' study 1in the Home
subtést.‘ The Con€§ol' grgup' also differed from thé
Experimentdl‘ .Qroup‘l in School . scores. 'While\ ‘the
Experiment;l grquﬁyrecorded siqn;ficant changes —throughout

the study, the Contfol group as a wheleé recorded no changes
- J‘J‘ . ‘ r\\ ' o8 ‘ N

3

at all.

These findings are difficult to explain. If bﬁ2~ wif
’ »
to assume that the EXperimental program was the cause of

the increase‘in the School scores, then it might be argued

that a carryover effect could be causing the increase in
the General and Sifial,scores. However, in :light of the

fact that the ControI\giZyp did not experience an increase
\

in School scores, and t/

scores . forthis group ' increased

in the first half of the study without this influence, it
. ¥ . /
'is not possible to make this cla%m. For the Control group,

it may be said that some unkndwn factors were at work
affectiﬁ& the General, Social and Home ‘self-esteem scores
of the. subjects. Co{§espondingly, it can be noted that the

Experimental group had increases in the General and Social

subtests in the - second half of the study, -and gains
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throughout thevsthdy in the School scores. .There is no

Ny

. ~ 4

evidence to suggest that . &§p gains in the General vand
Social subtests were linked to the'results of earller galns
in the School scores. Based on the data found in Table 9,'
'Qne might state that the Experimehh?l‘p;ogram may heye had
an influence in ihcreasing the Scheol.self-esteem'levels‘of
thevparticipants. This elaim will be pbstpenee un;ii more

evidence is examined later in this chapter.

Hypothesis 3

v

° Hypethesis-3 was establishee to determine »if‘ any —
differences existed between ﬁhe Experimental”Qrdu%’and "the
Contfol group—on the four subtests of 4the;‘SEI 6Generalv
Social, Home, School). Tables 14-20 contiin the peféinent"
information pertaining'to this question From these tables

-

it can be seen that there.was .no main effect for any of the
four subtests at the 0 10 level ThlS indicates that there 7
is no difference between the Experlmental and the Control
groups on any of the four ,subtests. Although no main
effect was recorded for'ahy of the four subtests, ;here was
a‘time\effect in-eaeh case except for the Home .scores.
This indicates thatxboth groups changed over the course of
the studv. ZFrom the Scheffe Comparison tables fog . each

subtest, it{,can be seen thatrthe changes that did “ocezx

_ o . . .
were positive. The observation that: no main effect was

—



e

106

.recorded in light- of the changés over time indicates . that
both the¢ Experimental groupfand the Control group recorded
changes/ of a similar nature. -

. | : ?1;1:.

Hypothesis 4

Hypothesis 4 was established to
3 &
R A

difference existed between“the "loy/School group" and. the
"high School group" on self-esteem .scores obtaine&w on the

four subtests .0of the SEI (Gén%ral, Social, Home, . and

School). T N

-

" For v. rposes of this analysis, the students in the
,‘Experimen;alﬁand Controlfgroups wgre'regrouped on the basis

of their performance on the Schoolj subtest of the SEI.
i <- B . .

L4

This was done to determine if students - with 1low School

-
self-esteem :responded differently to \the‘ Experimental
progfam than students with Thigh Schéol self-esteem.
Students scoring fifty percent or more .of ;hg Schbol
subtest-questions negatively were placed in the "low Schoot
group". Students écoringlnegatively on less than ififty‘
percent of the School subtest questions were placed in the
"high %chool group". |

, | * )

Froﬁ Taple 21 two points can- be noted. - First, in
every case for bbth the Experimehtal_ and Ceéntrol groups,

s

those students .in the "low School group" scored lower than
& .

&
o
y



! : ; I ' . ) 107 \

the "high School group" on all the Subtests of the SEI as

‘ v
well ds the fotal-SEI‘test at1ell three tesg times. This

-may indicate that students .who vYegarded themselves

negatively in an aoaaemic’segsea also regafded themselves
o " o 5 | :
more negatively than é%udents in the "high School group" in

every'prea:ﬁeasured by the SEIL__Thisimay.belforaone of two

iy

possible reasons. It may he that students whdﬂﬁgenerally

~

s-’i.

felt poorly abou; themselves Carrled thls feellng ‘with thenm

into the classroom. Conversely, 1t may be that students
who regard themselves _ negatively in' school also see ~

themselves negatively in other areas. -*.There  is
insufficient ,evidence from this study to ﬁake any

_ ‘ , -\
conclusions in.this regard, ° . N

econdly, the School scores are the lowest of all=wﬁhe
subtests for both the Experlmentgl and Control groups, and
>@he "high School group“ arnd the "low-School grouap" with one
exception - The "high School group" in both the
Experlmental and Control ~groups scored lowest or the Social:
scores Wlth toe School scores being second lowest. - This

obsdtvétion may indicéte that.schooling.is more diffiouit»‘

N , S

for students generally to feel good aoout than a-e the

.othéi areas measured by the subtests.

From Table 22 it can be seen that 41 25 percent of the\a

~

Experimental group and 38.46. percen* f ‘the Control group °

o 4 >
' “"s'ﬂ‘.‘, SN



scored in the low School grog% é;3the'first°festing of. the .

R

. _ . R U 4

study. This figure represents a Jﬁgge‘number of students

C. g L “ . S

who were feeling poorly about ;L;msélves in an acadenmic
o ) . ' ) ’

setting. Numerous studies (Shaw, 1961; Fink, 1962; Combs,

-~

1963; Durr and Schmatz, 1964; Farls, ;967; yilliams and

—

Cole, 1968)‘ﬁave indicated that low self-esteem is rgiated
to'low dcademic.-achievement. It may be impdr%ant for
teachers %o befawarg of ¢hich. class members; havg- pcpf
sélf—esteemlso that provisions can be made to deai with 3
this in the daily process of teacﬁing. The Expefimental

sProgram implem%37ed-in this study was an attempt in that

\direction.

Tables 23-27 present the data fegresentihg the four -
subtests‘split into "low School group" and "high’ Schoel
group". In each of the four subtests, it can-be seen that

. Factor B (the@dfffereggs.between the high and low School
groupé) is significant with the exception of :the Home ,
scores. The Totéi SEI is also signifibaﬁtly different for
Factor B sincegthis is the sum of 'fhe four subtests.
Factor B must be differemnt in the School subtest sincev by
definition, this is the bas{s for the formation of the ﬁigh

and low School groups. - o y

It was noted in Chapter IV that the AC interactioﬁ
(mqin effect interacting ‘with time): on Table 23 was --

A e
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significant indicating ‘that the Experimental :and Control
groups ; were different over the course of the study,
Further'investﬁgation (Table 28) ‘revealed - that the high

Schoel scores declined during the same period. Table 29

,1nd1cates that both “low School groups" Experimental and

4Control showed increases. over the eight month perlod The

Exper1mental "hlgh School group" showed a slight increase

v‘whlle the Control. "hlgh School- group" showed a slight

™

decrease during the same period of time.

B e,
o . ) ..d

The question of why both the Experimental and Control

"low SChool groups" showed 1ncreases Stlll remalns to be

~

answered. It may p0551b1y be explalned by the phenomenon of

the sighiflcant other, in this case theJ teacher. In the

‘ainitial stages of the research, it was difficult to locate

'volunteers to adopt th® role of teachers for the

[N

Experimehtal and Control groups. . Eventually six teachers

were found and agreed to be part of the study. It is

-

yconcezvable that the 31x teachers who volunteered to be

"

vpart of an elght month study were'"spec1al" as teachers and .

as people interested in their students. The quallty that

. these teachersélﬁherently posSessed and the manner in whlch

-

'they 1ntu1t1vely . interacted with their class may be
-{ o Lo tof '

-

'Qaccountable‘fof the,rise in- self-esteen scores of both the
oy . . i .
w@ ,

v

Experimental and Control_"iow Schodl groups".

N
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Table 29 indicates that while both the ‘ExperimehFal
"low School group" ana the Control "low School groépn
“increased their Schooi scores over the course of the study,
the Experiméntal "iow School - group" showed« twice ‘the
_ncrease of the ngtrql "low School group". ~ Table 30
indicates that th%é represenfsla level of probability fp@t
is significant adfthe 0.10 level. It is*possible that this

!

trend may be accounted for by the instructor ianuegce plus
// < N . . ' : T

the Experimentdl program of systematic  feedback ' that was

the basis foy/this stﬁdy“

e
P S
/

The/dbservation that the "low School,éroupsﬂ ing;easéd'
. their Séhool self-esteem scores 1is in kéeﬁingv with the
theo?Y of Syngg and Combs (1959) and Brophy and Evertson
(1976) . Syngg and Combs (1959) theorized that while
indi%iauals strive for inner self-consistency, indi&iduals
with iow self-esteem may strive to improve the outlook that
they have of theméelves. I;, many studies, (Brophy and
Evertson, '1976; Good, Ebmeier  and Beckerman; 1978;
Andersoh, Evertson and Brophy, 1979; Martiﬁ and Veldman/
1980) it was ‘found that praise techniques correlated
.positively only with those students who were low aChieveés.
. Many authors (Shaw 1961; Fink} 1962; Combs, 1963; Durr and
Schmatz, 1964) have written that low academic achievemen£
correlates positively with low levels ?f self—eéteem. The

findings of this study support these earlier works.

~
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Students récording the g?éaéest gains in self—estéem scores
accoféiﬁg—ES’EEE;ézx were those who initially scored low in
self-esteem. This may be explained in two possible ways.
First, as indicated above, the _ow self;esteemvstudents are
those who are mosé‘ likely to improve according to the
literature cited (Brownfain, 1952} Syngg and Cqmbs, 1959;
Coopersmith, 1967). And secondly, due to the restriction
| imposed by the ceiiing of the tests .administered, the
students in the "high Scﬁool group" did not heve as much
Eooﬁ>for growth as their peers in the "low School group".
\ .
-Brownfain (1952) and éoopgrsmith (1967)7 maintained
that individuals who viewed themselvés hegati&ely were more
likely than people whb saw themselves in a bo§itive light
i/ﬁé‘be siﬁuation dominated gnd influenced. geopie who had a
lower self-esteem, it was argued, would feel a heightened
sense of self-esteem in a favorable situation. This is 1in
keeping with the findings of this étudy; In  both the
| Experimental- and éontfol groups, those students who
»exﬁérienced the most chaﬁge were those who were in the "low
School group". Thgse students were also in the low éroups

“in ﬁhe Jther subtest areas as well.

Hypothesis 5

<

Hypothesis 5 was &stablished to determine if boys

a
=
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recorded significanf}% different Scores than girls on 'Fher
Total SEI and on the subtests of the SEIV(G;neral, Social,
Home; and School). From Table 31 it can be seen that there
are no differences significant 7at the 0.05 level for
‘Gender. As noted in Chapter IV, in most of the - tables
citéd,:there was a Time effect. Ehe;e was however, no
,Gender-Time ihteraction.?'The absence of a Time effect was
a noticeable departurel from the trend estaﬁiished
throughout thisvstudyf.fThere is no explanétion for this

shift that the author can propose at this time.

One area where Gendef differences ws:e recorded was
between the Experimental grouﬁ boys and the Control group
boys School scores, and 'between the Experimental group

girls andﬁ;he Cpntrbl group -girls School scores. In both
cases, _t%e géins recorded by the dExperimental | group
dramatically exceeded those gaihsvrecorded'by Epe Control -
gréup. While both groups reco;ded gains overlﬁhe duration
®f the study, the Experimental group boys increase was
twelve times tha£ recorded by the Control grou- boys, while

- the Exﬁerimentgl groﬁp girls recorded an increases that \355_
\phree and a half times grééter; than the thtrol gr;up
girls. These differences may réflect the impact of the®

Experimental , program on the Experimental group

participants.
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Canadian Test of Basic skills . -
I

v

'

;he purpose -for édministering the <anadian fest of
Basic Skills (CTBS) was to determine 1if any “chanées ;n
self-eséeem by the particiéants could be attributed to high
levels of acadenic écﬁievément. Kifer (1973) wused the
criteria of the upper one fifth of the class as the level
that he believed necessary to ‘positively affect
seif-esteem. As:nbted ih Chapter IV, in this. ;tudy, the
six;y-sixth and seventyffiftp percentiles_f;ere used as
critical levgls'of achievement on eight academig sﬁbtests
of the CTBS (Vocabulary, Reading} Sbelling,ACapitalizatign,
Pﬁnctuation, 6§dgeﬁ Math Concepts and Math Problems). The
scores of the "low Schoolgrgroup" were exémined on, each
subé;st to determine what percentage of ‘this group scored
bélow each of the two critical‘levels-just mentioned. If
one accepts.the level of the upper one fifth of the claés‘
as established by Kifef (1973) as &alid, then it can be
said thaé as a group, .the gains made by both the
Experimental"gfoup‘and the Control group in self-es%éﬁm are

likely not attributable to high 1levels of academic

achievement (see Table: 34).

The scores recordea on the CTBS by both the

Experimental and Control groups lend support to the notion

that!/ the gains in self-esteem are more likely attributable

Q



- U 14

to positive instructor influence in .both groups, in
addition to Experimental program factors in the case of the

Experimental group.

Implications for Education
<
From this study, several implications for educational
practise may bé suggested:
1) the role of the significant other, as noted by

Al

other authors (Mead, 1948; Thomas, 1980) appears to be * an
important factor in influercing the self-esteem of grade

.six students, eveh in light of weak aéademic performances;
| 2) pased on suggestion 1, the criteria used as a
basis for’perm%tting te&cher candidates into the teacher
training institutions should not be primarily academic
'(Fﬁllen and Connelly, 1987), but should included péisonal
qualities. that may be identified in some future ‘study.
These qualities would be those that would come to be known
as essenpial for poé&tively'influencing the self-esteem of
students; o :; » | N |
3) éducgtors éhould-provide‘feeﬁbagk to students that

.reéognizes areas other than primari%y. high 1levels of

academic achievement;
. . . b

'4) educators must become sensitive to the increasing.
number of students who are experiencing low self-esteem . s

they progress tthugh the school system and addreks this

RN
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probleh. Proven techniques  for enhancing - student
~self-esteem should become part of every teacher's training.

\ ) . ' . / LY
Recommendations\ for Future Study

Based on the findings, the _following recoﬁmendations_

ap%ear to be approprfate: .

1) A study should be conducted =using a similar
approach to the s®ne used in this study buf'differing in the
instrumént to measure self-esteem. A different instrument

should be designed to specifically measure academic
A e

a . ' - [
self-esteen. -

2
/

2) This study shouid be repiicated with both‘ ,
leunteer teachers and draftees in an attempt to determine
more'precisely the impact of the Expériméntal program and
the impact of the sigpificant other.

3)- A study‘ shouid be conducted to identify the
personal qualities that distinguish teachers -who | are
positive influences on the self-esteem of theif students.

4) A ;study should be conducted 'which follows ay
replication of ﬁhis study, fo aeterhine the subsequent
seffeestéem levels of the Experimentai group each year

’ﬁntil'the end of highrschoolvto determiﬁe if the changes
are stable and under what conditions bhey'ma; chaﬁge.
5) Studieé of this nature need ﬁo be 'conducged atﬁ

—

various leVels of education to determine what techniques
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are most appropriate for ‘Enhancing -the self-esteem of
students at various levels %f education.

N

“In conclusion, this study has identified possible
techniques of influegce on the self-esteem of grade (six'~
students. Additioﬁal reéearch must Dbe conducted before
firm conclusions céqﬂ be made ,wiﬁh regard to specific
feedback\proérams agd their influence on the sélf-esteem of

students.

o
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. 398 Clairbrook Cr., .
R ‘ : Waterloo, Ontario,
September 1, 1834.

Dear Parenté, X

My name is John Kearns. I am a teacher employed by
the Waterloo County Board of Education and I am presently
at the stage of conducting research to complete my Ph.D.
degree in ~Education at the University of Alberta in
Edmonton. -

[ + .
: My study concerns the self-concept of students ‘and
practical measures that teachers can use to improve

‘T student's self-concept. I will be working closely with

your child's teacher over this school year and as part os
my research, I woul& appreciate access to the results of
two tests that your child will write -this year, the
Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory and the Canadian Test of
- Basic Skills, a commonly administered achievement test.

N

Your child's name will not appear on the tests and all
results of,tﬁ#se tests will remain confidential.

|

It is my hope that with your cooperation, my research
will 1lead to new information that will benefit all
\\\students.  Thank you in advance for your cooperation LIn

this project. . .
~

v+ Yours - _uly,

John Kégrns
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LIBRARY SKILLS

—

Locat1{/ Materials X

Select and <Intefpret Information

M;1n classes in system
-Use call mumbers to locate
-use library title index
cross reference in library cat.
-use author file : » «
-locate special tools
-select appropriate learnino res.

00 e . c s .
~Ydknow diff. and similarities : .

_between school and local library

-learn these terms : glossary
'\\\\ L subtitle

| foreward

Chapter headings

appendix |
~ Cross reference : ¢
" Preface | L N ‘
'—use a8\1ndex
.Luse a q]ossary

—use a Junior Thesauraus

: .use”a Junior Atlas , ' \\\'

-D1ffer8nt1ate between ,
Primary and. Secondary Resources .
-learn the s1qn1f1cance of - ; .
Copyright : |

-use newsopapers for information

-use cross references in encyclooediad ‘

-use pronunciation key | | K
-know disfinction between o

: relevant and 1rre1evant information

&

-examine mater1a1 fok va11d1ty and
accuracy



Library Ski]1s cont,

-recognize fact from opinion

1 .
-use: charts
€
graphs
diagrams

-develop an awareness for

periodical 'indexes

A

. -locate matenja1 in pamphlet file

-locate info in picture file

\

-use records to obtain infs, ' ”

-run 16mm sound orojector

using felt pens
thermal process
other. ‘methods

-,

- -make overhqu transparencies

-use video cassettes to get info.

-skim videos fOT;Z?in idea

-locate video casgettes Qy title

-get info. from computer proarams

and follow instructions

Recording Information

-use notetaking“techp+que$‘
-write paraaraph from ‘notes

-use maps and araphs to
reco;g information
-construct a model book

-prepare a bib]iography

subject

‘YI .

-prepare an outline from notes *

-express own ideas using references to

support claims

i
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Library Skills cont..

Presenting Information

-make slides
-use overhead projector
-use slides with oral comments
-create Bulletin Board tot
convey message
-use own transparencies in & . ?
"oral presentations
. -use a filmstrip S
-pneseht a dramatization
-use CommergiaT materials to
present information to a q;665< J/////
\
Appreciation and Enjoyment |
-read fantasy and other fiction ; \\\
-ofder and enjoy videg cassette

-be aware of fictional writing and
research writing .
-fipd and enjoy a mythology
;?{nd and-enjoy Historical figction
-experience: - drama
‘ music
poetry
“dances |

stories o ' - %
' \
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Mathematics Skills .

‘

‘Arithmetic

Place values to millions
-Adding .
. -Subtraction ‘ : . o

=Multiplication

-Divisioh

-Order of operation ‘

-Number sentence’s | ' L .
Fraction§

- 3710 + 5/10

- 3/10 + 2/4
13/10 + 3/6' ‘ .

]

2 1/10 + 2 1/4 7~ \

-5 -21/8

- 3/47- 2/8
-75/8 -2 1/4
-72/5-27/10
- 93/8 -5 1/6
-91/6 -5 3/4

1/2x4
1/2 x 3/4 o -
-6x21/3 ‘

1

Decimals . @ -
- Reads 0.075

Writes 0.075 ,

Changes 9/10000 to 0.0009

Roundina

-Adds

-»Subtracts

- Multiplies 1.37 x .35.
- Divides 5.4 = @
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_ Mathematics Skills cont.
- Converts 0.07 to 7/100 ~
3/5 to 6/10 to 0.6
2 17/100 to 2.17

?
Graphs A

- persongl'
- labelling -line
-bar

Geometrz’ ) ”

-angles | ' -
-triangles
-parallel lines ‘ i
- Quadrilatergls .
-Characteristics of Quadrilaterals
-Lines.of Symetry |
-S1ides, Flips, Turns

. -Congruency - ' ' ) \
-Compasses , f
-Logos, Designs "
-Scale Drawing A

/
Measurement o~ ' °,

. -Linear |

<-Perimeter
-Area>,
-Volume -
-Mass |
Temperature /
~-Time
-Money
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Environmental Studies Skills



Library Resources

titles as a guide to content

table of contents

index
. &

appendix

- maps

atlases . .

card catalogue

1 1'bra'r~ok\

. e
footnotes

dictionary

bibliographies

Print Sources

books
encyclopedia
dictionaries
atlases
almanacs-
pamphlets
pictures
newspapers
magazines
graphs
cﬁarts

tables

card,,

Environmental Studies.Skills List
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Communicaticn Zquipment

«

camera

Polaroid

T.7. Porta Pac

film projector
viewers

filmstrip projector
videé tape recorder

record p]ayé>

tape recorder s

‘

head sets

N T '
stide projector
overhead projector

opaque projector

. Standard Instruments

3 ‘3

rulers
tapes}
stop watches |
compass

trundel wheel

scales

“thermometer
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Measuring

- Estimate and Predict -number

-length
-area ! o
-capacity
~ -maSs |
: L . ‘ 3
, T, 3 :
- Standard units of . .-size B
. . . é? &
i -shape !
é;ﬂ : -length
Vo -width
\
-* -height
-mass
{
-weight
o
»-vOlume
; -/
Observigg o
- smelling \ H
- seeing
- feeling
- tasting
- listening

N——



Extension Equipment

- magnifiers

- microscopes

o~ telescopes

, O
- binoculars?®.

- dissection eqﬁipmenp~

L

Classifying

~dt

g )T

Comparing

L w
Ordering by

-similarities and differences

-contrasting
-mass h
-length
-nulmber~
-pattern

-eyents

-facts
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“Picturd Making Composition

Centreugf Intere;t
. 8

'l
Related Objects

Texture -

Skills

-large

- &-colourfJT

-contrast

. ip1acement

Zoverlapping

-object size
-unity
-varied lines

-run off o

~-picture balance

-entire page filled

- -weight of paint

-warm and cool
-;omp]iments/contrésts
-tints

-balance and variety
-interest |

-variety-

~depth

-balance .

S -
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Figurés

Sculptures
Building
Forming . .

Modelling and Ceramics

construction

Print Makinq

study of design

138
Art Skills cont. ’
-large

-showing action : . ~
-variety of views

-partial figures

-aroups

-vériety o% size

-clothing

-facial expression

<

-various joining processes
-through rearranging material
-mass manipulation

-assembling materials

-design
-balance.

-repeat
~

-asymmetrical

Relief printing

- -carved surfaces

-natural

-prepared surface «



K Art Skills cont.
Planographic Prints: - -rubbings
J -monobrints B
-transfer images’
Sten¢i1 Printing , - -SDFay painting
n -spoﬁge, brush, ché]k
-silk screen
Intaglio Printing -crayﬁn etching

-¢ ralch board

I
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LANGUAGE SKILLS y
o . e\

1. Letter Writing ™ ;
(a) friendly letter (i) parts and
punctuation '

iiXinvitati
( )Sb, ons

' 7T =
(ﬁx}—@m’ﬂc you notes I . Rt

(iv) a.ddress‘ing envelopes

(V) get wel_l notes - , )

(b)Y business- letter ' ‘ n

) (1) pa.rts and punctuatdxn | ' N 7

(Q to_reguest n.nfonnatlcx | ’

(i3d) addressmg envelope » , :

S N—. o~ ' ) v
2. Paragraph ert . \
(a) (i) paragraph and its parts

" (ii) steps in writing (planning,
writing, checklng) -

- (iii) indentation ana/or block|
form . R

(iv) good beginning and ° 1.
. closing sentences

(v) good titles - : e

(b) narrative paragraph ’ o S
o - to te].l a story . / | L .

(¢) descrlptlve paragrdph - : ; ’ oo
- to paint a picture ‘ v

appeal 7o the senses, i -

create a mood or 1 ;

feeling, to make good use .

of adJectlves) '

‘.

(d) expository paragraph
, -qto explain . ' L
ro (e.g. note making) o ‘ j : o




ey
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~
!
3. Story Writing ‘ . s ' P
(2) more than one paragraph , : ‘ .
(b) themes“for wrltlng
(creatlve) L e ‘ N
(c) blography, autoblography : , ' { ‘
(d) longer narrative KR
= character and plot .
s development 3 C ) J Lo
L. Class Newspaper (optional) L ) N
,‘ s The Sentence C ‘
(&) classificatiod . o
‘- sense of completeness ' e
. P
. 'h .
, - formal names : assertlve g ¥ i
. 4° . . 1interrogative, imperative, :
‘ ¢ ., exclamatory ¥ :
 (b)strudture P I N
- - suabject/predlcate§ é | o N
*- bare subject/ '™ T o
bare predicate - . - Y , \
- modifiérs“of B.S. - . | -
& B.P. (word & B I ' :
sphrase mbdifi'ers) . .
(c) Order: na.tural Sp]_lt S
- inverted
-1?‘ v €
6. Parts of Speech o | N i ,
. (a). The Noun ' : Cd
. ‘= usage L ; , i .
‘ : G ? . P
- = singular, pfural 7 . o
- ccmon;ii' propei' | /' .
= possessives (s:.ngular & g ]
plural) _ . N 1«



b

(b) The Verb
" - usage

=

- helpers

agreement in number

simple jenses (past,
- present, future)

v e o e

auxiliary verbs

- consistency in tenses *

(¢) The Adjective
- describing words

- recognition & use

- mgdifier”

-’ comparison of adjectives

~'adjective phrase

(d) The Adverb

_ myord that describes a verbd! . >

recognition-& use

- "modifier®

comparison of adverbs

adverb phrase

(e) The Pronoun
.- "substitute for noun™

- correct use

- recognition and use

(f) The Preposition
- recognition & use




