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[ repeated fallures tended to set goals enther below their prevnous IeveI of perform- C e
v,k .

P £ 4 -
Pk o ance (LOP) creatmg a negatlve dlscrepancy (ND) or unusually high above their -
: .fj,- Q & prevnou§ LOP creatlng a hlgh posntlve discrepancy . (HPD) Subjects with a -
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B htstory of. succe§s experlences tended to set goals moderately above their previous
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The present study was desi‘gned'to investigate the role of expec.tations
. \ ; Y ' PR . -

4

in self-concept and level of aepiration (LOA) oehavior. ‘

N o
M

Theory. of achievement.motiv(atio'n l/s based heavily en the.role of expecta-
[ : [ - )

tions as detérminers of the type of goals individuals set on a shert-term or ‘

i
. "

immediate basis (Atkinson &.Feather, 1966; Atkinson & Ray./nor, 1974) . éxpecta-
; . ~ / * ; -
tioné Rere are definéd as subjective estimates of the probaoilities of certain

s - s
. . . 4
performance outcomes, anb are based on previjous experience with the task or

[ —

simgilar tasks. Within the framework of achievement motivation theory, LOA is

s
.
s / < - . - !

-

determined ‘E'y the relative pr;obabilitie's (expectations) and valences of success_
and failur"e at the task Two of the mostff'equently used measures of LOA havel )

been the size and dlrectlon of the discrepancy between a performanCe and sUb—

¢ sequent goal»and the direction of the shift or change in the goaI foIIowmg perform—
ance trlals Sears (1941) found that subjects could be grouped on the basis of -

/ '3 Ve -
L et , , ’

.
-~ /’

- d’ O l .
prev&ous eXperlence with the task. She found “that subjects who had experlenced
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Shifts in the LOA following success or fa|Iure on a performance trial are

¢ referred to as "Typical" or "Atypical"_to describe the patterr_ts most frequently
-4 Y
observed and the most conSIstent with achievement motivation theory (Atkinsom

i

and Feather, 1966)

»

’

-

"Typical shifts are changes in an upward direction of the

%

LOA following trials where the new performance either meets or exceeds the LOA "

'

“set for that triaI or shifts in a, downward direction when the performance falls
Y] I's
short of the LOA. "Atypical". ShlftS are shifts running contrary to these corfdltlons

N

Several studies have been reviewed which indicate a reIationshlp between anxiety

and the type of goal shifts made on performance trials where goals are included.

-

(Atkinson and Feather,

1966),

-

Frank (1935) . prin"\ari"ly igterested in identifying individual differer)ce in

7

LOA responding proposed that the heig ht of the LOA was dependent upon the

i

relative strengths of three needs

1)_, to keep LOA as high as possible regardless

- of the LOP, 2) to make LOA approximate LOP, and 3) to avoid failure. He later

/ T
combined needs 1 and 3 under a single defensive function of protect_ing the ego-
. ° - . . X ¢ - . ’ ’ .
level when it was involved ina taskg.'f He also theorized that the relative strengths
H : . 4 .’
LI . Af T : 5
of these three needs would be deterfnin?zd in part by factors‘within Rhe individuals.

- . . .
I -

The eg’o IeveI as a fac\tor could aroli'flxser and increase the strength of two defensive

needs to keep LOA as high as pospible and to avoid failure. Whlle the need to

L L ¢

' keep LOA as high as possnble would tend to create iarge positive dlscrepancies

.
\

between the LOP and the LOA

‘

d

the ,need e aVOId failure would. tend to suppress :

«

., the LOA and perhaps even keep it.

1

R

approximatmg the HPD and ‘ND groqps ldéntlcal by Sears.
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elow he LOP and creaté a negative discrepanc;I

This would aIso suggest

e that HPD and ND goal ‘setting patterns represent ego-’ ~detensive behavndr
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. lj'iggory (1966) agrees with fthe definition of expectati'ons given previously

S but would add 2stimates of the subject's competence as a source for expectations.

-

o . 7 . V. . . e R
These competence estimates may come from experience with the task but they may.

also come for evaluations made on the performances of the subject either by him-

4 r

self or some other person whom the subject accepts as a so%ce for such evaluations
=

-(Webster and Sobieszek, 1974) . Diggory found that expedtations represented an
P ' ' . : v . %‘
index of self-evaluations and that by manipulating these probability estimates. he
',d.', o 1 .

was able to bring about changes in the seIf—evaIuations made by |nd|V|duaI subjects.

« 4 5
. . Thelliterature in both seif—concept theory and achievement motlva'tlon

N

» -
¢ o5

theory is highly suggestive of a close reIationship between self-concept an d LOA

’ 3

\

-t ®

. ,;,
V3

. W/
through expectations. The focus of the present study was to |nvest|gat é%f concept

Po

r :
. . - ,“\

and LOA as covariates and to describe the nature of the relationship if in fa t one

e —_——
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was found.
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Methods

‘Subjects - Y
, . - 4 4
: s [ 3 . ¢ E
A samplmhird and fourth grade students was’ selected from |
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rurgj midwestern elementary schools. The sample included equal numbers of

- l‘
'males and females. , -~ =~ = [ SN .
Lt . ) - - i . . Y, ‘
’ - v - ' . - ?
. : ' L Instrumentation

. The measures of self-concept'included a non-verbal seIf—concept( test, a

.
7

' frequency count of the self-rewarding statements selected following e"'ach,perform—

anqe trial, and the posi.t'i\‘/e-negative value of the self-evaluations made following
. . PR @ ‘. L n. r -'
each performance trial. The non-verbal self-concept test was the Pictorial *

Ly
.
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Self-Concept Scale (Bolea, Felker, and’Barnes, 1971). This scale is a pictorial,
¢ o N
( gﬂ . ( - A

. _ non-verbal measure using a modified Q-sort technique. Subjects are given 50

N
o ?

. N N -
cards each with a picture of one or more children depicted in some social or

private setting. The subject is asked to decide if the central persoh,iﬁ the card

= jo
A} .

is "Like" him, "Sometimes Like" him, or "Not Like" him. The weighted \-/;TI)l—Je Qfatl'i)e v

1 d -

P

card and the Q-sort placement are used for scoring.

—

: The measgr’es of LOA included the size and\directio.n of the discrepaﬁcy
between LOP.and LOA, and the type of goal shifts (typic{al or atypical) displayed

b'y each sbbjec't. Typical shifts are defined as changes of the goal in an upward

. ’ v
direction following performance trials in which the goal was met or exceeded, and

changes in-a downward direction following performances where the goal was hot.
. 0 ‘

A,typi'cal shif-ts are just the opposite i.e. down fol'lowing;success and up following

failure. v _
s .
: ‘ ‘ t: . -
. Hypotheses T N
It was hypothesui.zed that when subjects were classified according to the size
' ix . . :
and direction of the discrepancy between a performance and subsequent goal using’
the three disérepan’cy patterns-described by Sears (1941) the LPD group would:
: Hl: report higher self-concept scores than either the H‘PD-,or the.ND .\
- ) * -
groups. . -
H2: make ,higﬁer self-evaluatfons following pérforngances than either' of
.. . ' , [N . ’ _ Yod ,‘k \ -
- * ,the other tWo'grrg.uQs, e T '*,‘ o o
H3: make more typical goalv shifts than either of the other two groups.
¥ A .
. L ' - « 4
Hq: select more positive self-referent statements than either of the other
' two groups. .
. 1.1- ¢ 2
F:Y ) . > ‘

\ ) ~
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. / ' Procedures
P

Each subject participated in six different performance tasks with 10 trials

’

-

\

\

other three were psychomotor and non-school.

" per task. Three of these tasks were cognitive school related tasks, and the

£

‘be obtained from the authors ubon request._)

iy

(A description of these tasks can

»

/

Upon entering the room each subject was seated at.a table in front of a

display peg-board. The dlsplay bgard similar to the one descrlbed by Dlggory

(1966) was used to inform the subJ ct of his score on each trial and to remind

-

him of performances on earlier trlals Scores were mdlcated by lnsertlng a

v
1

é/olored‘golf tee into the appropriate ﬁole. Each subject was then presented

.0 s

V3

with nine’ s atements prevnously ordered on a continuum of positiveness by fourth

-

grade pu ils (Felker and Tho)masf }?71) . A scale value equal Fo the'mean of
the rating by the fdurth grade pupii% »«;as assigned to each statement. Examples
_of the staternents are:’ Ve :; ' - ST
"] always fail." . | o '

> ) //

y g A b
- "I do things correctly most of-the time."
. . i"

"I'm not as smart as most kids.}?‘
The subject was asked to read the list of statements out foud to the experimenter.

—

§ubjects‘,wer.e helped in reading the statements whenever such help was required.

" Specific instructions were given'for each task. Six tasks were administered
4 L4 « v ,
When the experimenter was

~

in separate sessions sef)arated by ahout two weeks.

“-¢certain that the natu.re of the task was understodd by the'subject first trial was

S
® \ . : . J -

begun.

N . T ‘ T
each trial was stopped when he had reached that level regardless of the time

1
'

The level of performance was predetermined and, unyknpNWn to the subject

L4
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Y —6-
L £ ‘ . ~
expired. Upon completion of the trial, the score obtained was indicated on the

display board. The subject was then given a random list of the nine self-referenced

statements. The order of the sentences was‘ changed for each trial. The experi-’

enter repeated, the foIIownng lnstructlons to the subject:

"Pretend that the boy (glrl) in our story were you right now, wh|ch
of these things would he (she} say to himself (herself)? Choose the
statement which Bob (Sally) would say to himself (herselﬂf) if he (she)

were you right now and say it to yourself."

The subject was reminded of his prevnous perfofrmance asked to state ‘

a goal for h»s next performance and then asked to rate himself on that periorm-

-ance usmg a scale from 1-5 wnth 5 represent|ng 4Very Cood" and 1 representlng

it oor. n .
- . ~

» Results

Subjects were grouped baséd on the size and d|rect|on of the d|screpancy

.
-

between their performance and subsequent goal. Dlscrepancy s/’core means and

L] 3 Al

standard deviations wereé computed for #dch of.the six tasks. Those subjects -

e
« 4

who on at least 25 percent of the tr|a|s set goals below the level of théir previous

P ]

performance were grouped under the headnng ND. All subjects’who set goals

.more than one standard deviation aabo\‘/e their previous perfprmance}r‘;e
’ — - ' ’ ' S . é“. ’ '

ldentlf'ed as HPD. The remaining subject represented the- more modera;e range

>,

of di.screpancy scores were included in the Low Positive D|screpancy group (LPD)

* would report hlgher seIf—concept scores than the other two groups A2X3

2
Hypotheses 1-4 pred|cted spec1f|c sel f—concept behavnor al’sociated wuth

. -, >

the discrepancy groups. It was predlcted in hypOtheSlS 1 th_\t the LPD’ group

' ,-.b-—o‘-.,—.,,,.;, 4

t




. . s . . . : -
/\ . deviation above and below the mean as the\upperin lower Limi‘t_s_sf the Middle

e

-

an/alysis\.of, variance (Sex X Discrepanéy grou_p) revealed no sigr{iﬂcant differ-

»

PR

ences associated with sex (F

1,74

s
=1,00,p > 10) 6r discrepancy group (F2 =

=1.00, p> 10).

‘Tablé)l presents the means and standard deviations from each of the. distrepancy @

roups.
9 P

1
\

-~

\ ’ . .
male group was conspicuously more homogeneous than any other group.

A}

. Self-Concept Scale (Bolea, Felker, and Barnes,

sélf—concebi.

. ' ‘ ¢ ’ ' ’
to represent Low, MiddTe, and High self-concept using one half of a standard

:

group. All scores falling outside this interval weére grouped ase Low or High‘

1971).

«

t

!

. subjects usj ng three Ievels of self—concept ‘and three- dlstrepancy groups (See

Tables 2 & 3)

x%- 3.38,°8) .05).

Y

1

&

>

The observed X ‘for the §nale sample was SIgmf'Xéant

- W

‘(XZ = 21.56, p"> .-005) while this was not-the case for the female sample

¢ %

, ]
The intervals were set’

L]

N

-‘,Sepa rate 3 X3 contingeﬁcy tables were set up fox-male and. female

>

An examination of the variability a‘mong the groups indicated that the .LPD

) Subjects were also grouped by self-concept pretest score 'qsiﬁg the Pictoriail'

3

The cel[ frequenacies |nd|cate a positive relatlonshlp between .

-Other .

.LPD as a goal satting_patterrl and moderate ~self—concept,for(wxe male sample’

"ce_lll _frequenc\i_es indicate the HPD is related to extreme (both high and low) levels

formance for the LPD group Separate one- way analyses of variance were com-

°foFmances on jmpyrovement, non-improvement and sdc¢ess trials.

. M - - ' \ -

of ée]lf:cdneep’t. No such relatjionship was observed for the female sample. ,

These r;esu1is indicate a relationship between discrepancy patterns and

~ -

reported self’—concep; score; nat, however, in the direction predicted and only
.. : . P : J ‘v ) - N

’
M

" for the male sample: . E

S : . " N ) . o >
Hypothesis number fW.Q predicted higher setf-evaluations ‘following pers
\ - -

A}

puted for the male and female ‘samples on self—evafuatlons mad€ foIIowmg per-

’ o

Group’mea ns,

. .
i s L0 - e

.
-
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F-ratios and significance, levels are summarized in Table 4. Trija%where subjects

showed improvement and non-improvemerit gver their previous performange

\

represent all trifMs while success trials.represent a special subset of the total where

/

P the new performance meets or excegds the LOA.- The hypothesis was supported

2 ©
* )

by significant differences in self-evaluations made following success trials by

both samples (F 7= 11.72, p‘( V.001,.mal%and female

\ 2,37

= s‘. 54, p.$.01 and Fy.3

respectivily') . Althoygh thé differencgs on improvement and non-improveme.nt
trials were not signif;lcant‘, tljley were in the direétion Predicted.
/ 'Hypothesis number three suggested a relationship between discrepancy
N : ‘ ' .

’ patt',gr:ns and the type of goal shifts. It'was hypothesizec'l. that the LPD g.r:‘oups‘

®

‘would make more "Typical" goal shifts than the other discrepancy groups. Again

v

the data were analyzed separately by sex (Table 45 . Significant differences .

- . s

were found for both male (F =15.07, p €.001) and female (F =17.15, b( .001)
samples on the number of "Typical" goal shifts made. Contrary to.the hypothesis the
- : L] M R .

2,37 2,37

[

v 3 ‘
Righest number of "Typical" shifts was maqe;by ND groups of both sexes. .. .

1
L A : '
The fina!/r\ypothesis, nug’riber four, p'rgdicted more positive statements

.

j; k"”& ’ ' *

R sglected}folﬁving performanck trials by the LPD than either of the other two groups.
- % .

%

o

>
examined: improvement, non-

-

+ The same three performance E:on,(;li*_\tio‘ﬁs were
' improvémeqt, and success trials: The resullts (See Table 40 indicate no differences *
‘y ‘ : . o T - .

: between the groups for either sex in the number of positive statements selected

o

pr

P

y . on'improvement or non-improvement trials. When succes$ trials were examined

. : ) \

. significant differences were found }Xar both sexes, ND groups chose more positive

J - ) ot . \ ’
“statements than the other two groups offthe same sex. These data are misledding

. - P ]
N . in the sense that not alt groups experienced the same number successes. Percent-

- ages were computed to indicate what proportion of all statemeénts made on success

I
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’
.

trials by each group were .positive. These p.ercentages are reported in 'l:abie 4., No
f .
N <
significant differences were* found |n the percentages for ejther sex although the.

b s e
.

observed percentage differences were in the d|rect|on‘pred|cted. Hypothesis
d : e A \

number. four received limited support. :

EN
D

Summary and Conclusions . S N
. r . . '

The literature suggests that the probability estimates of poténtial success
” . - .

<

or failure held by an individual are products of his experience and e\}aIUa;'

_ tions of his performances in that area, e‘nd that they act to irﬁflu’énge the goals:
which the individnal sets (LOA) for future perfqrmance. A personality’trait
was i'ndipated underlying the LOA behavior: Self-&dncept theorists have use‘d.

B / -+ the construct of expectation to explain basit self-concept behavior. The present‘

i d study'sought to investigate the relationship beitween self—concept as an undeglying

M \

per:i(onalnty tralt and LOA behavnor usnng expectatnon as the mechanism. The

ad *

° sample of 40 male and 40 female third and qurth grade children partncnpatled on

-

six LOA tasks. Three measures of self—concept (Self-ev.aluatlons p05|t|ve self—

. . : referenced statements, a plctorlal sel-f-cOncept test)’ and two measur:es of LOA

v R4 a o
behavior were coIIected and analyzed usmg 2 X3 and one- way analys/s of variance,
8 1 i

plus X statistical analyses All subjects were grou{ped under two different

3

“classification schemas (level of self-concept and d1§crepancy score pattern) to
- . . S

test the several hypotheses .

~

Subjects were grouped into one of three performante goal discrepancy

~

gkoups (ND, LPD HPD) Ac,cording° to the work of Frank and others,’ ND‘and HPD-

-

patterns represent ego-defensive behavior while LPD is the more desirable and

-
W Fl ‘

.o . R
+ .
e , : !

1
|
1
i
4
l
|
,
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. -

realistic pattern in terms of personal adjustment. It was predicted that the LPD

grc{up would report higher self-concept scores, more "typical" goal shifts, higher

self-evaluations, and choose more positive statements than the othertwo groups.

-

The results showed no significant differences between sélf-concept scores
... ' ' e

reported by any of the discrepancy groups of either sex. It was observed that

the LPD male group was more homogeneous than any of the other groups suggesting

a closer look at the pred_iEted relationship. Using a 3 X 3 contingency table with
three levels of self-concept and three levels of discrepancy grouping it was observed

) C . . - )
that 14 of 18 males in the LPD group were also classified as Middle self-concept.

4

The 9 low self-concept males were predominantely split between ND (3) and HPD (5)

’

categories supporting the position taken by Frank that ego defensive behavior would

lead to goals of two types: (1) LOA as high as possible without consideration for K

- v

LOP and !2) LOA below the LOP to redUCe the chances of fa|Iure

Of the 22 subjects

dlsplaylng ego’-defenswe goal setting patterns (HPD or ND) 11 also reported ngh

e
~

and another 8 reported Low self-concept scores supporting a relationship between

! -t ]

Low self-concept and ego-defensiveness and suggesting that High self—c‘éncept ‘

in males may very likely be more defensive than accurate in many cases Jourard

L4 ¢ d

. . +

{1971) makes the statement that a person who is weII adjusted and self—acceptlng is

more willing to participate in seIf—d|5cIosure of personal feelings including

b - :

. i
strengths as-well as weaknessés. On self-report measures of self-coneept disclosures

v A

of weakness have the effect of suppreséing the totaI sc_:ore. A perso_n then who is

.
- . .o . i

o ’”
weII adJusted and willing to ack/owledge inadequacies may score lower, than a more
. A

)
- defensive person who cannot or ys not willing to reveal feellngs of personal inadequacies.

» -

This argument is supported by the observed. relationship between LPD and moderate

— -
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\.

\

\
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« v

\

"fe'veis of self—concept

slef-evaluations in‘the sense that the godl used as the criterig
. ' . < s

support from-the percentage of positive statements selected on success trials.

. asa criteria for realistic or "typical" shift patterns~.

-11- ST \

-
A 5|mllar X anaIysns made for the female sample revealed

"'.n. . , -
——.

N‘ L A

no reIat|onsh|p between LOA pattern and aeLf-;gncept This finding is consisten't

with dther findings (Horner 1974) suggestlng that. LOA theory has dlfferent applica-

§
54 >
) «

tion for female subjects. \ ] .

As predicted LPD males and females did evaluate their performanees

A

sngnificantk hlgher than the other groups but on success trials only. This fmdlng

in the male sample may also be seen as supportlve of the reIatlonshlp between LOA
C [}
and a more rea?istlc self—concept. Sﬁccess trials are the most critical in terms of

¢
success may.also

t

i . - ’ ! - ¢ - ‘ -A -l 2
be used as the criteria for self-rewarding behavior. This explanation receives sqrn(e

‘v

The ND

4”“ _—_

. 1 S———
groups because of the level of their goals experienced more total 'successes allowing ~

.e . -

- R . - . - ’ , R . \
the possibility of more positive’ statements to be selected. The'percentage differences

- . »

» aIth_oth not sig\niﬁcaht did indicate that LPD groups'!di-:?‘choose proportionately more

-~ N

i

positive statemer}tS'thanthe other groups.

) Itis observed that ND male and female subjects made significantly more7gBaI

shlft,s than"’th"é HPD group The crlterla for a "typical" as opposed to "atyplcal" goal

Shlft deaI only with the d|rect|on of the shift followmg success and failure condltlons

The results of thlS study lndicated that ln a LOA task where repeaﬁd performance is
L

requnred on the'same task the diregtion of the shlfmn LOA cannot be consndered alone

-
-~

It is possible to raise the LOA

foII'oang su\tcess'bu_t set thre new goal below the previous performance. An additional

criterion needs to bg imposed on "typical" shifts;  goal discrepancy and direction of

.o <
shift must be considered together in judging the realistic nature of LOA behavior.
. hY

'/ ‘!“"“ ot




. > 4
. S TR - . W
3 ¢ ! 4 . * h P vt - e Tat va e )
.« N ! ¢ [ . ! e
> S . ) ~ . - .y g
[ | ML
T " I~ -12- ~ S
TR FEE S . )
. . ’-0“ v < N . % t . [
* A - . < : \t M . - i LN
, R T N S ) T : oo
g In conclusion three statemen s_need to. be highlighted: (1).LPD-LOA behavior
. - . ) - LT B . . ; .
. . - ! ‘ . .~ R - . K .
d ,. appears to bewrelated to the Middle range(of reported sé[f—goncept scorés, in the male
R . ' o ‘\J e U «
sample, (2) High self-concept in malei may in fact indicate a high self-concept or it
4 . v . . T ;'.,_a; - A :.: I R R
e : . ) p e N S R B T
P may indicate ego-défensiveness, and (3} size and direction.of goal discrepancy_plus’ * »
: ‘ . ¢ Ll ’_s : :”‘ ':. ‘,/ . * --: -‘:'-""‘- " T . :;-'-
‘. direction of gc')al‘ shift following success and failure need to be considered togetherin "~
. - . P ) . » . o :—" P ,____ _ u— * \\\
* ' studying LOA bebavior. [ e, : "y
. ] N B b, ' - - )
°A A N . - ‘,
' > ’ . ’?
; [ § '- v % \‘; _\"\ :‘\
<« ¢ = ’, hd ’
/ . - ~H
. , 1 R R ;o/ ) ~. e -‘_?
, Pt .o . - s 3
. ‘ T 3 . ' ~ ~Tx . :
[ 4 ' 1 N
. ; . % ) @ ’ N i .
ke Lo ® . . . .. ,__;\ ™
.- ¢ . . ,‘ v .
‘ . s R
- o . ’ L
N . it g Y .
. " P, i ) ' ladt) _ 7 )
N . . ;(;' L ‘ D S -
e s - , . !
. ! R TR & e T N ’
A . * - B " + . T
B N . L4
v . s , ' ’
. - i ) N 13 .
. » , . JRCH -
. . -t ! - e
:, v . . ‘ ';‘ v . ’ * LIRS
: S |
L ' o 0, . LY " i
) N L L ' - Jj
| . s 3
L ~— . . 4{
r ! ) ‘ : 'Y *
] A} " . - - . N .c A{
) , : . .. ]
- -~ i
! ‘ . -
: . . oo s
hd . : ) ﬁ g 3 é‘ ‘i
. N _ |
. ! L . ’ v }
| e . -
. s e !‘“‘, . N ‘
y ® ¢ ,\4 . ., N > “ -
. . > 4 .
. ~ « - - Te -
Q . . /% ' . \:‘.\s - |
ERIC™ * - o 1 T
o v I8 . - bt .




LRIC

g : . ) .
. ’ * J' \-; * .
-~ ‘ s
‘ - : y N ) ‘
. . o - . o~ - " . R
: - ‘ Ve e L ) \ *
_\ ; - g ‘ < ;
N L . - . Table 1 T
e R v - ) K ’
) o - 2 X 3 Anova ] ,\ —
', \ / . Sex.X Discrepancy Groups . Y .
» ' * - N ' A
i 1 ’ " . . . M ‘. ’ . o’
: . ‘ Pictorial Self-Concept Scores - : .
< T e - . e Y - ' v 7
0‘ . “_-. . ‘. L ' . o . »:': . . .

ATt ' % L3 N 4 .

VA L. i “\ -

. o n - . . . \ .

: Group v Sex Mean sb . - F P .
. o . . . , .“ .
A . . 1 2 “‘\ \ - ;b( .

' . ND .. male 6N17 ©'8.12 & . "
q . ) o ' ! .
female 64.38 19.12 :
. ) ) T N
‘ . 3 ) ‘.“‘ ) (‘:.‘.\.- ‘..\- :‘l.’.. ~“/ .
, LPD ' fmale _|~7-65.68 ~| 2.86 " ~._ \b I . ..
. (N S DN - N ~1 - 7‘.\ A \
. . . JX,_‘ T s ,_‘.:,1.‘91.“ b 'NS
. female ¥ “85.23 © T 8:83 R :
. . . 5 \\\ - - —— L
. . ' A * - -’
* ) . L. ) ! . t ' " 7’ ¢ . . ,"‘Ti .'Z_' e
. HPD *male® 65.22 9.40 . p I AP O
() _ R S k
. . : = T
\ female 65.43 6.40 J
. , . ] , ; ) B .
/. "
" A : T - , f;»
. )’ M - ., . ‘/ L
- - ) b I s e . , R
. - v . ) ‘ ‘.
, \ e d e
. - . N IR
- . .l ‘ ’ l” ". } . .
K A e . ,’."/"? .l
- . . . -~ s e S y ’21,;.'4
/ 'y ’ . - ,;/ . "_t.
B . o , - .. -
’ /:‘ i . ' /
/ . " N ° .
N ) N
' : ‘ ’ ' / .
) . . v ' .
. - ) -
. . '. N ﬂ’ ‘ ~ /’3,3
\) . Te //‘ : ¢ ')
't - / 3




Q.
W .
* ety L. w Nt g
SN
e, @ QO
, NG X . ) ) *
v B ﬁ N Cn . . 4q . - v -
~ . m - -
~. . -~ - .
[a] . [+3] _ -
-_— Iy - — ~. ~ I -« 2. -
. N Ke] &) b 8 . ~e 7 o . - . 3
3 2 & 2 9 'F I i o
- S S " e
», m - . M ~N M - wl. b.ﬁn«ﬂ - \.v - .
, 2 o cw ° - R .s...r..nl..w.wﬂ.z..\n._ e e T
e . (@) m . e . .;ﬁ RN ) N A.‘. -
. . N, "o - T -
X O ~ ) . -
‘ -\ ‘. Y .u-;fal_” 4 - :-.r -
.7 VU e : S < el
(728 ~
° ~ . ~ e .

R T el S

APl —t
PR ST e

©1.80
0

- et 3 .
. ) el I v L
| A o .l.va\.Ha.\Hnon!\fl‘ll,‘ *
" :
v . N
. ’ -
ST e e
L e L Tzt @t ety eaam
- T : il , -
W - ..
»:h . ..4?‘)(‘\’11{"1
. 24 - )
. L0t - . . “\ o e e . e
- it -~ R R T - DI PR
L\m o [ 1 -1 . L. . N , LSRN, . Pl AR
~ T, TN e W, . Wb i
i . O S R 2 APRL PSR
~v e o3 N DR L T EAEE ST .
. T . - : Tr‘..‘. e N ui»v..ﬂa._
.o A !
. - (&) .,..:..u.nv..;tb.-c...”nr..a.
—— N = '0"- ~l"uﬁl‘
! . 3 3 LA e ?
- . - e e
® . v
‘ - - . e
. .
B
C s ’
- N 2 7
! 3 d~
2 \Ul 3
3
. N . :
* B - LK




li.. N £ V‘ 2 -
v N . - . . - B
. ~ 3
T b . 2 ”
Ay . .{ﬁ sy . , -
' - o e . - 7 am =
“ ’ ’, L . . ; e T . , h .
) . , . . : RS . .
N : oo N ¢ L '\ i - . h .
{ . ' ' , o | o — S,
. , ’ , g '.'..) Tab e ’3 ~:: - oo . .
H - . . X Contmdencf Table _- )
=5 3 o o . / i . R ' . N .
. % 2 R N ) . - v ‘ l’ ‘:; ) . ‘
HEY S Self—Conceth DisCreprancy Croup EE
a\: ’4 s ’:‘ R - l ’ ”% v.‘ i i X \
o N - o © . (Female) .S I o v
-, X . /
v N o : . o /. 'C . —
;o LSC ) . MSC ) © HSC ¢
. - - f ». . , X . // 7
" { . .
> e s - )
o - | 'E 3.85 ' 4.55 21 5:60 ,
7. X > 160
oo -~ 7 . P ,
N ’ + - - 1 » . -
ND T A A /- . )
YT O AN § . . . .
f - . &
. 2 \/- ! , 6 I - b
. - ’r" . . //‘, -, , .‘
. 4 - : . .
. “ '/ ’(;’ - .
o 358 ] w23 —
e - P 4 e - L ) ,
4 » &’, . - . /
% LPD 4 _ ..
. T > . ! o
- ‘ et} e , . _— -
. .
s N - 2 5 . .
~ - K - » . .
3.58 823 - /.
b . ) 1 N .
; . ¢ HPD ‘ '
v a N . .
- ’ . . ¢

el ~ -
" 2
: o)
. N ,
~ Y
. 2l
. ) ks
A .
. . .
! - -
M ~
. - 4o N
- »
K—- s
° :
o
<
. : .
k> . |
i Py
~ s |
- X .
4 .
. . . e
* -
-
d s
N -




. N et »> L
LI - " ' / ¢ i LY )
- ] - *
‘ en R
* $ ', . ‘s »
. - ‘e CL .o, . . ~ -
g [ 3 Table 4 ., ,: .
L] \ ‘ .
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Variable [ Bexi |- “ND | LPDILHPD | F | F
. Y l/‘. -.‘ " . Re . <F "‘H.

Self-evaluation 4 lmale - 3.72 | 3.87| 3.79 | 1.00 ¥ NS

»Improvement R = — 1 —
Trials ¢ 7" ffemale 3.75 | 4.06 | 3:83.| 1.70 | NS

Self-evaluation, male 3.15 |"3.25.| 3.35 | 1.00 | NS

Non-Improvement - -

Trials " female 3.02 | 3.21 | 3.63 | 2.12. | NS

Self-evaluation male 3.83 | 4.11 |-2.97 | 5.54 | .01
Success 17 - : -
Trials female 3.82 |'4.39 | 3.11.|11.72 | -.001

_ Typical male 6.17 | 5.00 | 3.55-| 15:07| 001

goal shifts -
J|female _ 6.41 | 6.05 | 3.62 | 18.15 | .001

Positive Statements male 4.77. | 5.62 | 5.39.] 1.11° ‘NS

Improvement =t o
Trials female, | 4.86 | 5.75 | 5.68 1.56 NS

Positive Stajh malg” 4.77 | 2.15 | 2.07 | 1.00 | NS

Non-Impro# = —— — .
Trials female 1.87 | 2.23 | 2.32 | 1.29 | NS’

) 4

Positive Statements «  |male . 3:50 | 3.09 | 1.32 [ 2498 | .001
Success ) -

Trials . female | -, -3.50 {'3.40 | 1.56 | 10.42 .001
—~ . i !

Positive Statements . ale | 70 | 83 79 | z=1.56| NS
Q =
eon female 68 85 79 | Z=1.41| NS
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