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ABSTRACT

This stﬁdy was'undertaken to examine the inverse
‘relationship between female adolescents' self-reported
problem.maghitudés and, social self-esteem fSSE). The thfﬁsE
involved the elucidation of an hypothetical mediating :
variable in this relationship, which maintéiné soc{él
self-esteem in lidht ofuadoieséeﬁt self-reported problems:.
the generalized expectancy for succesé {GES). Three hundred
.and fifty-two female high-school %tgdénts servéd asjlhg
subjedfs. | . . ' |

Following ffém the GES's étrong positive relationship to?
.SSE as well as the fprmer‘s relafionship to self-reported
problem magnitudés, this expectancy's ability to mediate most
problem-SSE refationships was demonstrated empirically.

These findings were then corroborated by'evideﬁce that the
GES better predicts SSE than do any of the problem categories
which were related to SSE. For two problem types, GES did
not mediate in accor&ance with the general trend for all

subjects.

Age-split group data, developed via the maximization of

‘n

mean age—-group differences in problem saturation (magnitude)
for each independent problem category, revealed that for nine
of twelve problem types, the age group with the significantly
higher mean problem level also exhibited GES's strongest

mediating effect (toward a zero correlation). However, no

iv



meaﬁ GESS level differences were fourid between any of the
age—spliﬁkgroqps for each of these ﬁine préblem categories. )
Each of the three problem types not exhibiting this trend did
_not have a significant initial correlation with SSE and,

their correlations with the GES were low, relative to the
other nine caﬁegories' correlations with GES.

The étrength of -the GES-SSE relationship was assessed by
including in the predictiOn of SSE, only those subjects
scoring beyond specific cutpoint scores. ' The rela;ionship
appeared to resist the disruptive effects of problem’
magnitude increments although small subﬁect group cell
numbers must temper any strong interpretations.
Vérigncé—based and psychological éxplanatiens for GES's
mediating effect were proposed; and, the impiications of
these findings were seen in terms of 'hope', depression énd,
in light of relevant psychotherapy outcome research reporting

a weak or null relationship between personal problem |

resolution and self-esteem increments. Future research was

suggested.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION AND REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
The scope and the intensity of the problems
characteristic of adolescence has been a highly debated area

Cole, 1948; Douvan & Adelson, 1966; Eme, Maisiak & Goodale,

19 9; Offer & Offer, 1975) and it is a well-accepted notion
Vthat dolescence is a period of increased tur@oil and stress.
Beginping with Hall (1904) and continuing with Conger (1977},
uist (1978) and Rice (1978), textbooks have elucidated
multiplicity of probiem types inherent in the adolegéent
grpowth process, by descrfbing the adolescents' continuing’
justment to.thémselvés (eg. Eiolqgical-sex;al) and their ..
“edvironment {eg. parents, peers,lSChool),

Adclescenc® 1s usually éhought'of as beginping‘with

puberty although this too, has been debated (Malmquiét, 1978;
Miller, 1974; White, 1980); The particular physical changes
of puberty reflect that, for these young people as well as
'.for their peers and parents, these adolescents are no longer
;He same as Ehey were before.. Biological changes are rapid
and, often disproportionate physical growth as well as '
extreme horménal fluctuations do occur (Pomerantz, 1979}.
Social expectations =- reflecting the salience of society's_
"normative' or.guiding effects on the onset process and the

termination of adolescence -- are imposed on these

adolescents and they differ from those expectations placed on

>
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younger inaividuals. The adolescent is treéted as both a
child and an adult. However, this transitional status is
accompanied by role confusion which serves to compliéate the
striving for a stable ego identity (Erikson, 1968). In
attempting to establish and maintain a sense of iﬁner
continuity from which propfiate,'or longjrangé goal striving
(Allport, 1961) may take root, the adolescent is expected,gs
coordinate his internal changeg with a changing socia% role
{(Pomerantz, 1979). Protean man (Lifton, 1970) is the
prototypiéal adolescent who. is able to succeed in'creating a
mask or personna for every social sitwation (Dickstéin,
1977). 1In any case, the.adolescent ideally'moves through
this transitional period which culminates in a mature -
identity, marked by a reworking of the past and an acéeptance
of the future (Erikson: 1968). |

There is a p;essing need today for a strong, data-based
epidemiological perspective on the physical and psycholoéical
problems of adolescents in order to provide a basis for the
delivery of health-care services (Dragastin & Elde;, 1975;
Jessor & Jessor, 1977; Lipsitz,‘1977; Miller, '1974; Parcel,
Nader & Meyer, 1977). For example_Mezzich and Mezzich (1979)
hayve created a data-based typological system Qith which
adolescent depression —- ﬂnormal' (Anthdny, 1970)1br
*clinical' ~-- may be described as well as predicted (ie.

etiology, prognosis). Adolescents' self-perceived needs for

help with self-perceived problems have been investigated



- (Parcel et al, 1977; Tanck & Robbins, 1979) yet few other

=

studies have respondéd to.this need with other clinical or
nbn—clinical samples (Hquse, Durfée & Bryan, 1979).

"Responsiveness to societal concern about youth carries
with it the necessity of a focus on probleﬁ behavior since it
is the-latter, obviously, that has occasioned the concern"
(Jessor & Jessor, 1977, p. 4). One advantage of the study of
adolescent.problem behavior is that probiem béhavior
consfiiutés a nexus at which many sources of influence
iﬁterface and intergect ~— the personal, social,
institutional and behavioral realms which combine to provide
an arena for the analysis of human action. A second
advantage 1is that problem behavior is inextricably tied to
Ehe process of change, both at thé personal aﬁd societai
levels. For example, drug usage is reflected in social
patterns. And finally, researchers have a chance to do work
that will answer the immediate call'for‘relevant, applicable
research.

Somg studies have investigatéd adolescents' percepti&ns
of their own problems and needs, following from the earliest
comprehensive study of adolescents by Hall (1904} énd the

first study of psychodynamics in juvenile delingquent

~adolescents (Healy, 1915).

And, some success has been reported in treating
adolescent problems; for example, group counseling or therapy

{Dinkmeyer & Carlson, 1978) has



been successful in treating the common teenage problems
associated with shyness, delinquency, depression, sex,
weight, smoking, alcohol, drugs, temper and physical
aggression, fear, anxiety, decision making, problem
solving, assertiveness, friendship, and career/
employment (p. 3). T

The purpose of this Study is to investigate adolésceht
problems and their correlationship with self-esteem.
Problems and self-esteem will be examined and an alternative
expianation for their relationship will be proﬁosed in light #.
of the construc£ called éenerqlized,expectancy for success.

’ N

Adolescence: Developmental Tasks

External stress is felt by ail age groups, but perhaps
more so by adolescents who are, additionally, experiencing
excessive amounts’ of internal pressure. The adolescent
perioduis a time of much -physical, social, and emoticnal
growth and development._ These changing patterns -within the
individual, coupled with those of society, create a less than
desirable, pressureful, anxiety-laden environment (Rice,
1978; Rogers, 1972).

The various definitions of adolescence allow for their
.differentiation into thé following categories: a period of
physical development, an age span, a discg@te developmental
stage, a socio-cultural phenomenon, and a way of life or

state of mind (Malmguist, 1978; Rice, 1978).



Adolescence probably is viewed best "as a process rather
than a period, a process of achieving the attitudes and

beliefs ;Ekded for effective participation in society"

dnie

(Rogers, 1972,/p. 9i. .

Manasterl(1977) has divided the démands of adolescents
into two groups: the developmental taéks —-— those demands
placed on ;ndividuals in one stage in order to fosfer
satisfaction or adjustment at the next stage -- and, the life
tasks which are ;hoée areas of living which.demand attention
and effective coping at all times. N

Related to those areas which necessitate coping are N
those failures to cope, that which is the subsﬁan;e o%.
worries, concerns, needs and problems. All life-problems may
fall within the folléwing five categories of life tasks: love
and sex, wérk and”schoél, friends and community or society,
self, and, ontological strivings or tasks (Adler, 1932;
Dreikurs & Mosak, 1967; Manaster, 1977). These tasks provide
a reference for observing and analyzing the ways in which an
individual copes with the environment -- both internally and
externally.

Gould (1977, p. 6) has contended that adolescents must
confront and complete four major developmental tasks: the
establishment of sexual resolution and direction; the
emancipation or autonomy from parents; the choice og career
goals and the appropriate preparation for their

actualization; and, the integration of personality.



. Havighurst (1972) believes that adolescents must master

eight developmental tasks, where a developmental task is

conceived of as arising

at or about a certain period in the life. of the
individual, successful achievement which leads to
his happiness and to success with later tasks, while
failure leads to unhappiness in the individual,

disapproval by society, and difficulty with later
tasks (p. 2).

Manaster (1977, ﬁ. 130 has claimed that

Adolescent development presents a number or biological,
cognitive and psychological challenges for adolescents.
Society presénts all adolescents with many.situational
challenges. The developmental and situational chal-
lenges combine in the problems of the life tasks for
adolescents. )

-

Manaster (1977, pp. 14-17) has integrated Havighurst's (1972)
. i
eight developmental tasks with his conception of their

associated life tasks.

Developmental Task l: Achieving and more mature
relations with agemates of both sexes. Life Tasks:
Friends and community; love and sex.

Developmental Task 2: Achieving a masculine or femi-
nine social role. Life Tasks: Self; friends and
community; love and sex.

Developmental Task 3: Accepting one's physique and
using the body eftectively. Life Tasks: Self;
love and sex.

Developmental Task 4: Achieving emotional independence
of parents and other adults. Life Tasks: Self,
friends and community; love and sex.

Developmental Task 5: Preparing for marriage and family
life. Life Tasks: Love and sex. '



DeJelopmental Task 6: Preparing for an economic
career. Life Tasks: Work and school; self.

Developmental Task 7: Acquiring a set of values and an
ethical system as a guide to behavior -- developing

an ideology. Life Tasks: Existential, friends and
community.

Developmental Task 8: Desiring and achieving socially
responsible behavior. Life Tasks: Friends and
community.

' Adplescehts today are searching for personalized answérs
to many of life's questions. I;'order to find these answers
they need to acquiré certailn ékills, especially those of
self~hnderstanding and ;ocial awafeness. The desired

.direction of development, then, might be conceived of as an
increase in self—idenﬁity and self-acceptance which is

accompinied by self-esteem and self-actualization (binkmeyer

- & Carlson, 1978, p. 2).

é
An Assumpton about Adolescents

The adolescent, as a human being, ,is se&n to be an
indivisible, social, decision making being whose actions have

a social purpose (Dreikurs & Sonstegard, 1968). He or she is

&

total, complete individual (holistic), whose own
feelings and perspectives (phenomenoclogical} influence
his or her own personal goals (teleological) within his
or her own environment (field-theoretical) as he or she
lives as a member of socliety, as he or she must
{socially—-oriented approach} (Manaster, 1977,

pp. 12-13).



One common thread which—funs.through différegt perspeétiﬁes
of a?glescent growth and development is that of 'belonging'
and 'knowing one's place'. The orientation can be Adlerian,
ﬁriksoniqn, Lewinian, Rbgerian, Maslovian or, White's. "The
ﬂpoiﬁt in all of these is one of fit and belonging -- fitting
yourself to be yourself, and fitting;in with others,
belonging with othefg" {Manaster, 1977, pl 127).

6hce one is aware\that adolescents, as human beings, are
social beings, this leads to a new awéreness_of the verbal:
and noﬁverbal interactiéns;between individuals. The
individual's all-pervading view of life.or the style (Adler,
1957) is always revealed in social intercourse: Yet, it also
adds emphasis to the mpre‘importanE.awareness that with the
onset of ;dolescence, the break from one's parents and the“u
striving for ind;viduation makes the social area of
development the most important focus in adolescence. He or
she must seek comfort in relationshiﬁs ekternal to the lome
and thus, social ‘interaction is the primary focus; they must
seek replacements for the forsaken comfort of the hoﬁe.

—

Social existence is neéeésary for existence {Hemming, 1967;

Rice, 1978). | -

. The individual's unique approach to life's pfoblems is

alwayé consistent with his or her concept of self aslwell as
wifh his or her assumptions about persbns and human

relationships. As the individual intetracts with external

r
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’
reality, the essential meaning of his insides is laid bare

{Adler, 1957; Dinkmeyer & Carlson, 1978).
One of the crucial elements in human growth and the
abiiity to meet life tasks is the capacity for 'give and

take', "also known as'social integest (Dreikurs, 1958). This

L4

is egpecially true of adoleécent development (Malmgquist,
1978). Dewey (1972) has delineated the component variables
comprising social interest or, social-emotional maturation.
A well adjusted person 1s one who: respects the rights of

others, is tolerant of others, cooperates with others,

- encourages others, 1s courageous, has a true sense of

self-worth, has a feeling of belongiﬁg, has socially accepted.
goals, puts out a genuine effort, meets situational demands,
is willing to share rather tﬁan sedrch for personal gain, is
honest, and thinks in terms.of ‘wé‘“and not just 'I'. This
description i;\ﬁepéésentative of the adolescént who has begun

to master the developmental tasks in earnest.

A Developmental Perspective on Stage- or Age-Related Concerns

Before research into adolescent problems is presented,
the different Kinds of development characteristically
expected withip the different stages or age-groupings of
adolescence must be.delineated. It follows that the
existence —-- or lag regarding -- of certain developmental

tasks carries an assumption that the adolescent may mishandle

2]
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(ie. problems) "them.
Following the divisions .of development discussed by
Kagan and Coles (1972) and Maimquist (1978), three stages are

. < ; : .-
described: preadelescence - early adolescence, wh1ch

+

encompasses the pubertal stage (about 10 to ll years of age,

to 12 or 13} as well as the trapnsition (13- 14) into’

midadolescence {13-~16 ie. the mid-teens); andy outhhood or

late adolescence (17 gnd older,;wifp termination depending on
the soci%taI*Eﬁﬁte&L)J o 'g*ﬁ' |

It must be noteq'tﬁgtzresidueipp:oblems'which carny 0veﬁ
into a subsequent stage will coﬁplicate, or preelude, fﬁe

confrontations with novel developmentel tasks. The

description of development within each stage.will be done in

terms of the developmental tdsks presented earlier. 4]

Early Adolescence

ir

P

One major theme of early adolescence:is the adjustment-

. to one's physique and using the body effectively (Task 3) in
light of the physiological and physical changes of puberty
(Malmqu1st, 1978). For example, ﬁenarche is an important
phenomenon; 1ts‘£ffects appear to be 1ntegrat1ve rather than
disruptive, especially through its lnfluence on increasing
the female'd identification with the mother (Rierdan & Koff,
1980). The successful resolution of cq?flicts in this domain

will have a strong influence on three life tasks: love and
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sex, as well as the estqplishment_of a poéitive sel f-concept
|1 L
based on body satisfaction (Jourard & Remy, 1957; Malmquist,

1978;- Pomerantz, 19;9; Rice, 1978). )

A crucial striving is for separatioﬁ froh earlier
attachments aéd, trying .to achiéve emotional independence
from pérents and other adults (Task 4). This leads to two

- possible paths: iéolation (Malmquist, 1978) or, towards
comfort replacements in the forﬁ of péers Or -peer groups.
These usually reflect the adolescent's ideal (Rice, 1978).

" This underlines the importance of the social sphere in
adolescent develgpment (Hemmihg, 1967; Malmquist, 1978) and,
this béhavior facilitates the development of new and more
maéure relé&ions‘with peers of both sexés (Task 1) as well as
.necessitates the development of an appropriate masculine or
feminine sex-role (Task 2). These in turn, serve to
strengthen and enlarge the self-concept, to extend the selfm'

-iﬁto the community and friendships, .and, to facilitate the
later emergence of heterosegual strivings. Thus, the impetus
toward peers 1is, in part, a function of the desiréd autonomy
from parents.

Isolation can be .a consequence of the inability to form
peer-bonds when the individuation process has.already
commenced; If weak, or a lack of ties are available, the
ado;escent‘s situation is further complicated by the

consequences of his difficulty in utilizing and

controlling
his novel formal operational, cognitive abiliti;:\\\zis//
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-egocentrism which ensues from this cognitive developmental
growth-potential is bad énough {Elkind, 1978: eg, imaginary
audience, personal fable) but if it has a layer of poor peer
adjustment added on top of it, trénsient peer dttachments and-
developmental,;expgenous depression may resuit (Malmquist,
1978). This genre of depression is basically the same as the
depression related to poor self—éoncept and low self-esteem
which, ip turn, has been linked back to the a@olescent's
dissatisfaction with_his or her body (Douvan & Adelson, 1966;
Jourard & Remy, l957)f

An acceptable as well as safe outlet for heterosexual
afféction is throﬁgh a social-recreational mode, dancing.
Distanced-love relationships (eg, telephone as medium) abound
(Malmguist, 1978).

In attempting to break away.from pagéntal influence, the‘
adolescent experiences an aiteration in controls based on
weakened supegego directives to internglized authority
AMalmguist, 1978). Thii/}eads to unpredictability of
behavior. Orality (ég. petty larceny) and anality (eg.
uncleanliness) a}e resorted to but these reflect more of a
mockery of adult normative behavior than anything else. With
or yithout glimpses of a'persoﬁalized,'disjointed ideoclogy
(éome evidence of Task 7), this behavior has negative effects
on parents. Con}lict at home is inevitable both with parents
and siblings, who represent the home (Redl, in Caplan @

Lebovici, 1969). The unpredictability is extended to
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poﬁentially polymorphods sexuality (Malmguist, 1978) and; a
decrease in concentration'on_academics. School is less
important (it, too, is an iﬁstitution with authority-adults)
and, if the student begins to fail in school, his
self-determined prophecy will be fulfilled. After all,
school is not imp&rtant. Actually, some school difficulties
stem from‘the idability to properly actualize and utilize
formal operational potential.

The early adolescent is faced with a dilemma: being
peer-loyal-while being parent-loyal.u The choice, for some,
is sﬁmple: defy adults with language, behavior, clothing,
risk-taking and lack of acceptaﬁce of authority (Malmquist,
}978; Rice, 19?8).

With a weék ego and superego, a 'drive' orientation and
a céncomitantly disturbed self-concept and self-esteem
(Simmons, Rosenber¥ & ‘Rosenberg, 1973), antisocial condﬁct
may ogetr. And, qnce.the adolescent is labelled in accordance
with societal wisdom.and foresight, he will begin to act in
order to maintain the consistency of his self-concept.
Worsened behavior usually ensues. This phenomenon works to
put up barrieré, precludes the development of socially
responsible béhavior, (Task 8) and to an extent, it seriously
hampers the acquisition of .an adaptive set o% values as well
as a functional ethical system or guide for behavior (Task
7). This has a serious effect on ideological and ontological

development as well as on those individuals in the
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. adolescent's immediate envird
Early adoléscence also sigﬁ ls the embryonic stage for
fantasy as an experientiaL med ium (Malmquist,,l978). Its
eventual development later on in adolescence has great.
implications.for use as a transitory phenomenon where the
adolescent can defend against anxiety via the 'safe’
chaﬁnelling through fantasy; and,‘it also has an important
effect on time projection which is a necessary component in
the development of commitments eq.
vocational/educationai/economic {Task 6), ideologicai {Task
7), and, family or marriége—orieﬁted iTask 5)}. These form
the foundation of ego identity (Erikson, 1968). 1In the
meanti;g, fantasy makes a 'role-playing' contribution in the

development of accurate social relations, especially as they

relate to appropriate social roles (Task 2). Adolescents try

on- new roles.

Middle Adolescence

‘ At this time the adolescent is still adjusting to the
physiological and physical changes.. Peer group attachments
are beginning-to decrease; ideally, group identity has begun
to stabilizé. There is now a greater affinity for one-to-one
relationships. Utilizing friendships as a springboard, along
with an appropriate soéial rolé, physical self-acceptance,

and possibly, a desire for a future, the adolescent attempts

heterosexual behaviors which were only present socially in
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//*early adolescence. However; this shift to a heterosexual
relationship rekindles old anxieties about old relationships.
_$nd in order that he bhecome a sexual partner, inhibitions
must dissipate and a conducive home environment must provide
a secure and encouraging base from which poinl these
strivings will accrue. This step towards heterosexuality and
preferred object choice is a basic foundation for actualizing
goals of marriage and a family. The deveiopment of intimacy
is crucial (Erikson, 1968)}. If he fails, the adolescent will
fall into dysphoria and the distantiation caused by failure
will be h&rd to oﬁercome, especially since sa%f—enhancing or
self-reinforcing mech&nisms will strive for congruence of
self-concept with experience.

The mid-adolescent will shift between exaggerated
dependénce on his ;a;ents to being hypercritical of them.
Regression-to a state of Seing the 'good little boy' 1is not
uncommon (Malmguist, 1978) in light of such a conflict.

One potential area for criticizing one's parents is with
respect to their moral, religious, and ontological
ideologies. While the adolescent begins to take a stand on
thesé issues, formal operational capabilities facilitate his
development of opposing, neutral or congruent views. A
global ideology (Task 7) is beginning to take shape, with the
specific subiject domains' crucial, common elements .reflecting

the adolescent's preéeht existential statement. The genesis

of an ideclogy helps 50lidify emotional independence from the
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parents. Stances on values and the meaning of responsibility
are presented. However, much of this internal struggle boils
down to whether the adolescent feels he can trust the
external world (Malmquist, 1978). Whereas later development
will lead to thg concrete operationalizations and
actualizatioﬁs of ideoclogical commitments, now is the time
for debate and consolidation.

Potentialities appear unlimited in number and in depth
vet if the adolescent cannot comfortably entertain 'the
uncertain fyture', a sadness will probably emerge. 1In the
face of the unlimited universe he will be overwhelmed. .This
is a common experience; paralysis of will, will result.
Academic planning (Task 6) will in turn, halt. |

- Fantasy is & critical experiential mediuﬁbfor
midadoleécent growth. Manifest as daydreams, its purposé is
to be a transitory phenomenon between what Malmguist (1878)
describes as a compromise, narcissism and sexual
object-finding. However, there is a danger because with
fantasy -- and its foundation of an abstract thought process
-—- depersonalization may occur. ‘The adolescent is constantly
self-observing (a superego invention) and if anxiety is too
-great in particular situations, he will tend to expefience
feelings of estrangement from the body. The fantasy of
'looking at oneself' facilitates the split that is inevitably

felt when the adolescent is extremely anxious oOr

conflict~laden. Deperscnalization is a defense agailnst
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anxiety; metaphorically, one 'removes' oneself from the focus
n o

of the conflict -- the body (Malmguist, 1978). A 'flatness'’

is felt. This reflects what has been called ego

impoverishment, moodiness or, the 'blahs'.

Late Adcolescence

Many late adolescents are not post-high school
students.

The most challenging task of this time is ontological
goal-striving within the context of a reality wherein the
adolescent must set concrete objectives. The handling of an
uncertain future depends on the ability for handling
situationél uncertainty and ambiguity‘while setting out to
concretely eﬁit behaviors which will 'change society'. The
concept describing both the cognitive and behavioral
components of effecting a relationship with the future is a
personal future orientation (PFO) (Malmguist, 1978; Melges,
Anderson, Kraemer, Tinklenberg & Weisz, 1971; Meldman, Sféin
& Calsyn, 1978; Trommsdorff, Lamm & Schmidt, 1979}. Ofgen
called hope (Stotland, 1969), and reflecting subjective
future expectancies (Fibel & Hale, 1978; Motowidlo, 1979),
this PFO or concern is seen in terms of three major
commitments which are rooted in mid-adolescence: to a
vocation, which is fast becoming in vogue for females who

wish to actualize this potential and gain esteem for
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performance achievements {(Gray, 1979); ;o an ebolving
ideology (Task 7) (Erikson, 1968B) and, to love relationships
(Malmguist, 1978}.

The movement towards a PFO is Ea0111tated by the
adolescent s exit from egocentrlsm to a more SOClocentrlc
position {Elkind, 1978). He is now better able to handle, for
example, the commitment to intimacy'because of this growth.

The propriate, or goal—oriented, striving (Allport;
1961) allows for the further differentiation of the.selfland
the further integration of all aspects of-the self within an
integrated personality. The overarching motive of the PFO
reflects one's feeling of meaning of life and all behavior is
subsumed under the overall existential gcals. However,
without an integration of the differentiated persdnaiipy
elements, no hierarehy of ego functions is possible. &nd so,
one's needs that lie beyond will not be easily attained.
Personality integration is solidified by the accomplishmept
of goals which may contravene societal wisdom. %herefore,
‘without this necessary stabilization of personality structure
the individual, for example, will not have achieved a solid
sexual position; that is, in terms of object choice or
preferred expression of sexual impulses, unstable self-image
and object representations, and unpredictability, which makes
the adolescent highly vulnerable to threats (Malmquist,

'1978).

Adolescent preferences are directed, then, by the ego
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ideal which, if noﬁ set too high, will lead to resolved
conflicts and mastered tasks/situatidns.ihat.are ego=syntonic
(Malmgquist, I978). The levei of self-esteem will stabilize
if sélf—ideal discrepancies are not large (ﬁogers & Dymond,
1954). And, high self-esteem will help preclude deéressive
symptomatology (Beck, '1967). The ego ideal for North
Américan adolescents seems to be more than just superego
projective identifications (Lutte, 1971; Malmguist, 1978)
while for European adolescents it does de@end mostly on these
identifications (Lutte, 1971). .

The late adolescent's relatively stabilized ego identity
allows'ﬁor'selflesteem to be affected by another phenomenon:
disillusionment (Malmguist, 1978). Three environmental
féctors may contribute to the youth's disillusionment:
Firstly, the overselling of education and the now-realized
projection that, once one graduates, no gratification will be
possible. 1In the future it will not be a suffic}ent
condition for 'happiness' and it éeldom allows for a global
understanding of life. ~The oversell is one of the future and
one{s place in it is determined as a function of educational
accoﬁplishment. -

In aontrast with the mid-adolescent who 'freezes' in the
face of thoughts-and hﬁpothetically unlimited possibilities,
the youth's actual experience with an ever-expanding physical
and hypothetical world causes him to 'burn out'. In all this

experiencing, however, there is little depth of meaning. ’The
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notion that McDonald's experiencing is-paramduet has been
perpetuated, 'aa nauseum'. And, the shallow interfacing with
many diffefent experiential spheres will produce Protean man
(Lifton, 1970). ' °

The third envircnmental factor relates to the phenomenon
of ovef—fespons;veness to environmental shifts. In other
words, an adoléscent grasps for, what appears to be, an
opportunity for a deep and meaningful commitment, and this
involvement becomes an overcompensation for all the
meaningless,experiences extant in the adolescent’'s world.
and then,‘this cathected object or situation shifts guickly
out of societal vogue. The adolescent is left behind,
hanging to a commitment that was probably never based on
meaningful comprehension, but rather was a response to a
deep-felt need to overcome the superficiality that was

present in past experience (Malmguist, 1978).

Summary

Younger adolescents, as a group, experience greater

difficulty than older adolescents:

The years from twelve to fifteen are often those of the
greatest difficulty, for"aldolescents, when they first
have to face and deal with the changes in their bodies,
minds and emotions. For many of them, there seems to be
almost a crisis at the age of fifteen, when their
difficulties reach a peak, and after that they attain

a much better level of stability (Stirling, cited in
Hemming, 1967, p. 23).
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It is not that the adolesceﬁce of itself creates
specific problems. The period of adolescence is one of great
vulnerability; problems of adjuétment and relationships
emerge as a.result of the inevitable tasks to be met at this

time (Malmquist, 1978; Manaster, 1977).

Adolescent Self—Reported Problems

The format of this section will be to substantiate the
"existence of adolescent problems as reported by the

adolescents themselves. Problem types‘will conform to the

kinds of developmental tasks discussed earlier.

Sex and Age Differences in Likelihood of Problem Admission

'Adolescent females —- or all females over the age of
five (Maccoby & Négy, l§74) -— when giben the'same'
opportunity.as males, will report moré anxiety (Buxton, 1973)
about more personal physical and psychological problems
(Clements & Oelke, 1967; Collins, Cassel & Harper, 1975; Eﬁe,
Maisiak & Goodale, 1979; Deiker & Pryer, '1973; Hemming, 1967;
Morgan, 1969; Parcel, Nader &VMeyer, 1977). lThis tendency
for females to report more personal problems than males may
be related‘to cultural role sanctioﬁs which permit a greater

latitudé of problem expressibn for females (Hemming,'1967;



22 -

Deiker & Pryer, 19739). Consonant with this interpretaﬁion is
Gardner's (1967) finding that mino} symptoms‘reported by
~adolescent females aré not'bositively related to adult forms
of extreme maladjustment (eg. psychosis)}, whereas they are
for males.l ' - 1

As far as incidence_of proBlems is concerned, Cole
{(1954) believes that the average high .school student will
-have about a dozen major probiems taken-féom any
lrepresentative screening instrument (eg. The Mooney Problem
Checklist) although many will have 30 or 40 endorsed items.
However, she contends, all of these problems will be based,
as in a pyramid, on fundamental problem areas. o

In terms of developmental trends for magnitude of‘
problems, little worﬁ has been done (Deiker & Pryer, 1973).
Using the high chool form of thg.Mooney Problem Checklist,
"Freeman (1966) found a decrement iﬁ problem magnitude as
grade increased from seven to twelve. A reversal of this
trend was discovered in the ninth grade (15-16 years of age).
Other early studies' results are contradictory because of ’
divergent sample characteristics {Morgan, :1969). Deiker &
Pryer (1973) have found stronger results more recently..
Adolescents in junior high school (grades 7-8) reported mor?//
disrupting concerns than. students in grades 9 and 10 or
grades 11 and 12. The younger students were 13 to 14 years
of ageF//This supports an adjustment-adaptation hypothesis:

In adglescence the genéral direction of-development is
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towards a stable ego or charactef structure,_gffective
defenses and dontrol, and, a sense of identity which tends to
produce or facilitate greater sameness and cénsistency of
behavior (Luboréky & Schimek, 1964). This consistency of
environmental and personal adaptation entails the character
structure becoming more fixed and conseq:ently, the frequency
and amplitude of changes to immediately impinging external
events -- adolescent problems -- or to bod;ly changes, 1is
reduced and modulatéd This process of characttr
stabilization commence§ in preédolescence and, as reflected
in self—conéept, it continues to develop as adolescence

progresses beyond its characteristic early disturbances

(Malmquist, 1978). This process acts as a ‘unifying mechanism

g{?

by helping the adolescent to adap£ to his world, without
becoming shattered by tﬂe emergence of problems of
difficulties in the developmental tasks. It mediates
problems' potentially debilitating effects on the égo. The
notions of sameness and—consistency reflects a generalized
orientation for dealing with dgvelopmental tasks as well as
the inevitable difficulties of coplng w1th problems. These
functions have often been included in the construct called
the. ego identity (Erikson, 1968).

From a phenomenological perspective, the fact that
younger adolescents are greater overwhelmed by. and report
more, problems than older adolescents is consistent with an

adjustment-adaptation interpretation. Younger adolescents,
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because of the sudden emergence of pubertal changes --

SR S
physiological and physical -- will experience a sudden 10ss
of stability. The effggfs of these changes are disruptive by

-2

nature and are reflected in self-~ coﬁcep£“Qiségrbance
{Simmons, Rogenbetg_& Rose;berg, 1973Y) énd:'the*greater
prevalgnce of 'normal' dépressioﬁ in yﬁuhger adolescents than
in older ones (Albert & Beck, 1975). L ' oo
In clin%cal studies of adolescents” prbplems concurrent
validity attempts have yielded resul£$ %hathgave shown that
students in counseling (Esper, 1964; McCalihm, l9§6),
‘adolescents'from broken homes (Dyer, 1970; Helé f.Snoy, o
1972), and hospitalized §dplgséenté'(Deiker & Pryer;&197§)
acknowledge more prob;emglthan inorﬁal"conﬁfbls. In fact,
hospitalized females self-reported more problems than the.
hospital ized males'did which supports the strong trend
. presented earlier.
| The earliest reseafch done in adolescent problems
(Elias, 1949; Hemming, 1967; Hertzler, 1950; Lewis, 1949;
*Morris, 1954; Remmers & Shimbetg, 1949; Thom, 1935). has béen
well integréted'by Hemming (1967}. Using instruments such as
thé Moogey Problem Checklists, fhe science Research
Associaées'_Youth Inventory and other personalized
cquéstionnaires, problems were. delineated as seven catego;iesi
health, personality, home and family, soéial status,

heterosexual relationships, religion and morals, and, school

and study. These applied'to both sexes.
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Physical and Physiological Changes

Probably the strongest trend that bridges the earlier

- and recent research veins is the adolescent's report of

difficulties stemming -from the adjustment to his or her
physical being, physiological changes, and, général health

status. He or she is more attuned to fluctuations or changes

in the self, in all its possible physical and physiological

maniﬁestéfidns (Adams, 1964, 1966; Brunswick & Josephson,
1972; Clements & Oelke, 1967; Coleman, 196l; Collins Cassel &

arﬁer, 1555} Peiker & Pryer, 1973; Douvan § Adelson, 1966;
Dyer, 1970;'Elias, 1949; Gingles, 1965; Harris:.l959; Held &
Sﬁown 1972; Hemming, 1967; Hertzler, 1950; éouse, Durfee &
Bryan, 1979; Jourard & Remy, 1957; Jourard & Secord, 1955;
Kaczkowski, 1962; Lewis, 1949; Malmguist, 1978; Morgan, 1969;
Morris, 1954; Offer, Sabshin & Maréus, 1965; Parcel, Nader &
Meyer, 1977; Pomerantz, 1979; Pressey and inson, 1933;
Remmers & Shimberg, 1949; Rice, 1978; D. Rogers,\1972;
Sternlieb & Munan, 1972; Thom, 1935; Vittenson, 1967; Wen &
McCoy, 1976; Williamson, 1977).

Sex differences found ih Ehese studies reflect a
consistent trend: females repott significantly more personal
appeaf%nce or physiological stétus problems than males do.
Age differences have also been reported in the literature
(Hemming, 1967; Maimduist, 1978; Rice, 1578). Younger

adolescents tend to report a greater number of these

P
| -~
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problems. Therefore, younger adolescent females report more
health and physical (physioleogical problems than any other

sex X age group, and the incidence of these problems may

- double up until the end of midadolescence (by age 15 or 16).

These sex and age differences were also obtained from a
hospitalized adolescent sample {Deiker &.Pryer, 1973). The
young female group also ranks these developmental problems as
the most important (Eme et al, 1979) concern. A similar; yet
weaker, trend has been found in young adolescent males (Eme
et al, 1979). |

Concern about personal appearance is considered an
aspect oﬁ psychological and social well-beéng due to the
impact of physical self-image on self-esteem and sociai_
development, especially in females‘(Pomerantz, 1979; Eme et
al, 1979). wWeight is the most important problem thle skin
probléms and height have followed in that rank order.

This is consistent with other research which emﬁhasizes
the role of feelings of bhysical inferiority, shyness and
self-consciousness, obsessional habits (nail biting) in
maintaining ‘a poor physical self-esteem (Hemming, 1967).

Berscheid and Walster (1976) have pointed out that this
characteristic is one personal characteristic which is
self-evident and accessible to others in most social
interactions. Considering that ip\giizf a major role in
interpersonal attraction and. the soccial domain is so

important. for adolescents, this result is not too
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surprising. What is neceSsafy is an important analysis of
this factor as a major source of adolescent anxiety and
satisfaction (Eme et al, 1979). ‘Pomerantz (1979) has
undertaken such & project. This will be discussed in a later
section relgting physical self- concept, identity,

sel f-esteem and, satisfaction with one's social milieu.

Reaction to emotional stress was reflected in

self-reports of nervousness, headaches and stomach-aches, the

~

latter two being good indicators of somatization (House et

al, 1979).. These are listed in descending rank of reported

frequency.

Relationships at Home

Relationships with cne's parenté is a ﬁajor problem
domain (House et al, 1979). Having difficulties in talking
with parents is a common concern while a possible consequence
of home conflict —- running away --— hés not been found to be
a prevalent method of problem resolution. Williamson (1977)
found that, with increasing’strivings for autonomy, the -
adolescent is less oriented to the home. This phenomenon
causes the héme environment-to become a battleground for
dependehce mastery. Often, parental ingensitivity to, or

plain i?norance of, adolescent needs will contribute to the

TN

conflicts. Or, an adolescent who is unsure of his parents or

the environment's normative directives will behave in such a
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way as to provoke a confrontation.

Issués which are popular points for debate are: going
out w%th the opposite sex (especially for girls), going out
after supper, the hoyr for bedtime, pocket money, the dress
code, makeup, and, what it is th;t the adolescent does when
he or she goes out (Hemmiﬁ@f)l967; Malmgquist, 1978).

Relatkpnships with adults in general is another common
£ N .

ground for conflict over autonomy, authority and the

'rgjection of adult normative behavior (Malmguist, 1978;

Parcel et al, 1977; Rice, 1978).

In general, with theﬂpassage of time, experience and,
ad?lescents‘ age, Epe number of problems with parents does
decrease {Eme et ai, 1979; Hemming, 1967) although House et
al (1979) found no differences in a similar sample. |

No race differences have been found (House et al, 1979;
Vittenson, 1967) but females do report more home conflicts
{House et al, 1979).

Patients reported more difficulties with home and family

issues than did normal controls (Deiker & Pryer, 1973).

Personal-Social Difficulties

Many adolescent problems are social by nature because of
the important role that the social environment plays in
helping shape adolescents' self-concept and self-esteem

{Hemming, 1967; Malmquist, 1978; Pomerantz, 1979; Rice,



1978). 1Issues such as poor self—co%fidence in social
interactions,‘wanting to be more popular, difficulty in
talking or relating to people, few or shallow friendships
and, generally relating to peers and authority figures are
significant deterrents of future social behavior. However,
in some studies -- eg. House et al, 1979 -- adolescents of
both sexes showed a surprisingly low endorsement both in
self-reports and in the perception of classmates. This
_stands in contrast to Williamson's (1977) study wherein
socially~oriented problems were very extreme.

Considering thg dangers involved in breaking away from
home and trying to establish strong social skills and bonds,
there is a lot at stake if the adolescent fails to initiate
the growth ©of his social potential. Problems in peer
relations have been linked to isolation behavior which may
result for many reasons: failure to éstablisq or sustain
relationships, too great a dependence on friends, lack of
sharing in group interests, poér personality integration,
physical disadvantages, difficulties in social encounters,
being the 'odd man-out' at home, having possessive parents, a
change in school or class, being the 'odd man-out' at school,
or, generally one's role at school (ﬂemming, 1967},

Friendlessness ensues and isolation predisposes the
individual to feel uneasy, anxious, and not self confident,
which are related to potential, personality maladjustment,

poor social skills for the future, sadness, depression and
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suicide. On the other hand, having positive peer relations
is related to greater external activity {eg. school), greater
emotional stability, more interests, and; a greater success
rate in activities (Lawson, Marshall « McGrath,\l979:
Malmquist, 1978; Motowidlo, 1979).

Females tend to report greater numbers of social
problems than males do,~especiaily in relation to issues of

self¥confidence, popularity and verbal exchanges (Deiker &

Pryer, 1973; Hemming, 1967; House et al, 1979). And, younger
adolescents -- who seem to struggle with the concretization
of autonomy desires within the social realm -- report more

social problems. Hemming (1967) found that the prqportion of
friendship problems, for both sexeé, increases significantly
with age increments across the years ten to sixteen (to the
end of midadolescence).

Patients reported greater concerns for tﬁis realm than
normal adolescents, with the greatest difference occurring at
the older age levels (Deiker & Pryer, 1973).

Personal-Psychological Problems

With ﬁhe early adolescent physiological, physical and
cognitive growth, an unstable ego identity and low
self-concept and low self-esteem result (Elkind, 1978). The
effects of this psychological disturbance are seen in terms

of one's self-perceptions, those perceptions relating to
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one's overall personality, one's ability to cope with the
changes and envirbnmental stress Or pressure, and,lone‘s
self-perceived competence, or abilities (Hemming, 1967;
Malmquist, 1978; Simmons, Rosenbert & Rdsenberg, 1973;
Williamson, 1977). /

Looking atfsex c'li]‘fferences‘«g younger females (12-13) will
report unstable personal abilities but these self-perceptions
become more positive later on. Females also:express that
they experience emotional-ﬁsychological stress to a greater
degree and they endorse these specific items more often than
males do. In general then, females réport more of these
ptoblems than do males (Deiker & Pryer, 1973; Wen & McCoy,
1976).

Hemming (1967) found that personal-psychological
problems decrease with age which supports an adjustment-
adaptation hypothesis. These results stand in contrast to
House et al's (1979) findinés that no age differences exist
and Eme et al's (1979) trend that these problems actually
increase with age. ‘One possible explanation is that these
problems may increase, reach a peak and then decrease. The
* slightly diverse choices of samples may have caused these
discrepancies; each of the first and third studies.may have
tapped only one of the trends because of sample limitations.

No race differences ~- blacks versus whites —- were
obtained (House et al, 1979; Viﬁténson, 1967).

Hospitalized adolescents ~— especilally older ones --
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report a significantly: greater number of personal-

psychological problems than 'normals' do (Deiker & Pryer,

1973). -

-

Moral and heligious Concerns

Inextricably linked to conflict at home, moral and
religious issues cause great consternation for the
adolescent, especially the younger one, With increésing age,
the conflict chgngeS in a gqualitative waf. .Early on in
adolescence, much rejeétion cf parental {or the schqol's)
morality and religious sentiment is based on the adolescent's
attempt to break away and defy authority. There is little
concern over finding alternate moral stances or religious
beliefs. It ié only later on in midadolescence that formal
operations has begun t& be harnessed and the adolescent will
then begin to argue based on his own conceptualizations.
Thusly, the discussion, debate and resolution of moral and
religious issues will facilitate the development of socially
responsible behavior and, an orientation towards the future.

,'Feméles tend to express greater céncern over these

issues (Hehming, 1967; House et al, 1979).

Adjustment to the School Context

As would be expected, school problems are an important
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focus (Eme et al, 1979; House et al, 1979) for adolescents
ye£, it is important to note that this has been found to be
- related to the time of the year that the.feséarch is
conducted; that is, school problemé are more prevalent when
research is undertaken during the school year (Hemming,
1967). |

Learning problems were not ranked too high in
self-reports in House et al's (1979) study but they occupied
first rank in problems attributed to classmates. Parcel et
al (1977) report that school-related concerns were the
highest endorsed of all areas. Common concerﬁs include
adjustment to overall school work, a lack of concentration,
fear of failure, conflict with authority, difficult teachers,
‘competitive classmates, and, the pressure to perform (House
et al, 1979; Hemming, 1967).

As stated earlier, difficulty in school may be related
'most to the disturbance in early adolescence., Hemming (1967)
and Eme et al (1979) provide evidence which supports this
contention -- school problems decrease with age, especially
as midadolescence is about to end. House et al (1979},
however, pas found no age differences.

Williamson (1977) reported that girls are better
adjusted to school and thusly, do not enéounter as many
&ifficulties. However, because 5f females' general tendéncy
to express more probleﬁs in a freer fashion, they may endorse

more school problems than males.
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.Nofrace differences were yielded (House et al} 1979);
Group (patient versus normal), sex and grade were all
significant factors in. the number of school problems endorsed
(Deikér & Pryer, 1973). Patient, younger'and female subjects

reported a greater number of school-related difficulties.

Finance, Social-Recreation and Free-Time Usage

Related to conflicté at home are issues revolving around
money, how to obtain or borrow it and, how Eo use free-time. -
Arguments result from differencés of opinion conceining
part-time jobs, borrowing money from dad, borrowing the car
to go out (for older adolescents), and, what to do with one's
leisure time. The younger adolescent will extend his or her
f;ght for emotional independence .into the assertions ﬁhat
they have the right to determine what they do, where they go.,
apd why. And so, these issues will be more argument-laden

for the younger adolescent. Parents, of course, will assert

their views.

House ét al (1979) found that, surprisingly, the use of.
free time was the greatest source of self—percéived concern
for their adolescents. And, this category of problems was
ranked second in the perception of peers. The explanation
may be linked to the fact that their sample was drawn from a

rural population; with their relative isolation from large

cities, leisure time is understandably important. Other
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problem areas are quite consistent with other studies®
-
findings and-s&, the general appraisal of this sample is
admissible evidence for adolescent problenis.
No 'sex, Or race differences were found (Héuse et al,

1979).- And, being highly related to conflict éroblems at

; younger adolescents express great?r concern for these

. eg. Deiker.& Pryer, 1973). fhe’:ontexts within which

théy are able éo interact with peers necessitate- some degrée:r?

of money expenditure and the investment of time. | |
The patient sample investigated reported significantly

‘more problems in this area (Deiker & Pryer, 1973).

Dating, Sex and Marital Themes

Dating may begin in early adoiéscence {Malmgquist, 1978;
Rice, 1978) but -the emotional stabflity of young adolescents
precludes deeper kinds of relationships. The role of sex in
relationships is a concern thch is being associated with
younger aﬁq younger adolescents all the time. Eme et al
(1979) found that younger adolescénts today are more aware
of, and concerned'with, sexual impulseé which form the basis
for a concomitant developmehtal theme'alongside phjsical and
physiological changes. Therefore, 6a£ing difficulties,
relating to social skills prowess and sexqa;,concerns are
becoming mo;e‘characteri§tic of younger adolescents.

Sex-related concerns include fear of pregnancy,'birth.
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control, general sexual development and venereal disease

(House et al, 1979; Parcel et al, 1977), although more so for

o

feftdles. Males concerns center on 'sex'.

i The emergence of marital themes is facilitated by the

growth of the capacity for using fantasy to express
potentials, desires and role-plays. Females, of course, are

more'concgrned about their future marital roles (Deiker &
Pryer, 1973). And, younger females are more:likely'to
Xpress concern over thié aspect of an uncertain ;die than
///‘older females wili. The latter will have a reaéonable degree
of stability extant in théir self-concepts which has been
shown to be related to intimacyp interperSOnal warmth and,

3

feelings of security (Coopersmith: 1967; Malmquiét,.1978).

The. Future

Despite the proposed shift in focus for females to be
more Jopation—oriented (Gray, 1959), some research finds that‘
females are less concerned than males with capeers/vdcations,
economic issues and competitiveness in statu; cdntexts as
they reflect on their future (Williamsou,.1971).' However,
Eme et al (1979) have presented discordant rgsults; grades
ané future schooling are of more concern for females than for
males and this finding is not a fUnction of school failure in

males. It relates to present academic achievement_and its

implications for a future career/vocation. Actually, the
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high ranking of career, grades, future schooling and present

employment (Eme et al, 1979) is not"too_surprising. Erikson

{1968) observed that it is the inability;of thé‘youné

. adolescent to commit his or herself to a career which seemed

to be the most disturbing aspect of the ego identity crisis.

"Both collegeZbound and undecided students had more

© worries about future schooling, present‘employmeht and

extra-curricular activities than did work-bound students (Eme
et al, 1979). It is interesting to note tha£-the undecided \

students were more like the college-bound subjects. than th

¢

work-bound subjects. "Their greater concern about future
-1

schooling is an obvious corollary of their self-designated

"status as collegehboﬁnd or undecided" (Eme et al, 1975, pP-

*96). Emphasis on present employment and extra-curricular

activities does not‘follow from their present status and is
thusly not amenable to a simple explication. Oné might
assume that present employment is a concern only as far as it
alldws for the attainment of money which is used to finance
futu?e education. It may &lso be that students who are going
to college and those who are not decided, will involve
tﬁemselves in more extra-curricular activities because they
ére more capable students. Since these activities are more
common, they might create more worries.

) ' College-bound students are more worried about their
careers than the other adolescents and this does foliow from

their status. Enhancement of a career opportunity is one of



_.the prime motives for enrolling in college (Newcomb, 1969).
\\ In addition: more older adblescents are concerned about
a philosqph&ﬁof liﬁe whiich they will be able to actualize in

the future (Eme et al, 1979; Malmguist, 1978).

Summary
‘.A few consistent %rends cut across all problem types;
females, younger adolescents and patiénts‘éenerally report
greate; levels of Qrobiem magnitude than do males, older
adolescénts and normal controls. One obvious discordant
result occurs in 'future'-oriented issues wherein older
‘adolesceqts show ‘greater céncern and sex differences are
becoming less &lear.
‘Patient ahdAnormél groups also differed in terms of the Qﬁ?‘
. . e o
relative rankings of problem areas (Deiker & Pryer, 1973)., ° .
In the former group, personal-psychological problems were
ranked first while school coﬁperns'Were‘highest for the
norﬁal controls. However, to corroborate Freeman's (1566)
,contenfion that problems' relgvant effects on all édolescents
éhould be consistent acrbsé different adolescent groups, - -
withih each of the pétient and normal groups theré weré some,
signifitant agreements in tﬁg relative rankings of prﬁblem
areas. This applied to the three age groups. No 'future'_.
oriented iésues were inc¢luded in the materials for ﬁhis study

(Deiker & Pryer, 1973).
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The overi>l lack of statistical agreement in the
relative rank:ﬁg of the problem areas suggests that the two
groups -— patient and normals -- ‘may differ qualitatively in

the problems they report (Deiker & Pryer, 1973). Individuals

.who were hospitalized endorsed more personal-psychological

items than normals while these cont;ois reported more

T ma——

school-oriented concerns. "Lodking at.the items embedded in
the personal—psyéhological pool, it is obé}sus that they
pertain to direct. clinical material: problems relating-to

mood, affect and“cognition‘(Deiker s Pryer, 1973). One

-important issue arises then. A possible measurement artifact

' y ’ ° -
(Morgan, 1969) may have caused the subjects in schools

(controls} to emphasize school problems most while subjects
in the gosbitai (patient group) may have highlighted

personal-psychological problems because qf-theif

. - \-.-—-
institutionalized eh%Tronment. Care must be used in .
interpretiné these data, then.

4
The Sex Differences
Some of the sex differences —--eg. health and ‘physical

concerns; dating, sex and marriage; personal-social concerns

~—~ are consistent with traditional role definitions and. are
L .

‘reported elsewhere (Clements & Oelké, 1967;:; Morgan, 1969).

Two problem types, however, have:bheen generally considered

male problem areas —-- finances, living conditions and present

-
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employment; adjustmeﬁts £6 school work (Clements &-Oelke,
1967;. Morgan, 1969). .

Two categories whereby sex dif%erences interacted with
(patient-normal) group diffgrences suggest that these problem .
.types carry greatér clinical importaﬁce fo; females.
-Although personal-psychological concerns were a good index of
patient status for both sexeé, the difference was greater for
females (Deiker & Pryer, 1973). Unfortunately, no
discriminant analysis dgta is available.

The séﬂé-se; difference held for home ahd,family
probleﬁs, where the larger-difference within the female
groups' subjects may reflect clearer role”violétions
{Hurlock, 1968). Tradiﬁionally, these,pgablems are of less
concern for adolescent‘females (Abel & Gingles, 1965).

it is apparent that different response sets operate.in
the two sex groups.f Consequently, separate nerms are.needed
in order to’ interpret results for males and females (Deiker &
Pryer, 1973). v :

The reason for the overall sex differences may be
related to the findings which state tﬁat health ;nd physidal
deyelobment as well as social development seeﬁ to have a
‘greater relationship with general female development.
Pomerantz (1979) has found that femaies are more concerned
with their bodies and interpersonal-social skills thén are

males. Josselsén et al {1977b) and Coleman (1961) héve

reported that "the single most predomihant and recurrent

. ¥

-
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difference betwéen male and female adolescents is the greater
'interpersonal' focus of females" (p. 162). ‘This position 1is
congruentlwith research findings which have suggested that
interpersonal skiils and feedback from others are more
important for, and central to the prbcess of identity
development for females than for males (Conger, 19577;
Joéselson,'l§77b; Jourafd & Remy, 1957; Pomerantz, 1979}.

The observed difference between males and females
appears to be representative of the major themes and
interaction patterns attribu£ed'to the adolescent le. the
interpersonal mode for females:and.a self-oriented,
independent mode for males (Cb}eman, 1961; Josselson et al,
1977a; l9f7b; Pomerantz, 1979). Erikson (1968) has proposed
a similar set of distinctions. The female is preoccupied
with, what he calls ‘internal space'. This stems from the
inner body and is extended outwards and played out in her
psycholdgical orientation to her world. Conversely, males 0-.
have an outer spaée orientation which, also, is played.out in
an externaL-objective orientation to the world. Simply put,
males develop a sense of sélf from their performance in the
world (eg. sports). These feelings gé self-worth are then
carried over into the interpersonal sphe;e.

‘For females on the other hand self-worth develops as a
result of feedback (eg. appraisal -- Malmquist, 1978) from '
~ others and ;hus, how she feels about her body and herself are

closely tied to -- and in fact stem from =- her ability’to
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function in her social worid. Therefore, while the ma%e's
sel f-worth is bound to achievements and is then brought into
the social world, "the female is bound to her audience‘as a
source of identity, self definition and self-evaluation"

{Pomerantz, 1979, p. 61).

Conclusion
Lonc . us o

]
It appears from the previous section that a) adolescence

is a time of gualitatively different developments and is
determined‘by the societal context; b) these developments
make the adolescent vulnerable in the face of external as
well as internal forceé;_c} not handling certain
developmental tasks will reéulp in worries, concerns and
complaints; d) these may blossom into self-perceived
problems; e) adolescents admit personal problems although
females do so mofe-fréely; £) the problems reported refléct
common kinds of experiences in.our Western culture; g}
qcertain stages of adolescence can be delineated, either a

" priori in terms of developmentél themes or in terms of fypes
of problefis which are then felated back to development.

The implications of having specific problems are seeﬂ-in
terms *of thgir deleterious effects-oﬁ the adjustmént of the
adolegcent; Even whep'the rare, relatively problem—free
adolescéﬁt is found, even he/she presents certain problems of

adjustment. - ' '
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The Psychological Effect of Adolescent Self-Repofted Problems

'Normal' adolescent depression has traditionally
reflected the problems and difficulties of the transitional
phase from childhood te adulthood. In recent years a number
of systematic reports héve pointed out the significant
prevalence of depression (Hudgens, 1974; Mezzich 4whezzich,
1979; Schwab, Holzer & Warheit, 1973) and suicide {World
Health Organization, 1979)-among adolescents. Mez;ich and
Mezzich's (1979) data-based typological group of depressed
‘adolescents éhowed feelings of social frustration, |
abandonment, and life-woythlessness, a desire to leave home,
pessimism, hopelessness and deéth wighes; |

Depression reflects a dissatisfaction resulting from a
discrepancy between what is and wha£ caﬁ, could or should be.
It is an indicator of the capacity and desire éo work through
the despaig-gf the present situat}on cohpled with the neéﬁ to
separate from.old and familiar objects, especially when there
is permanent separation from home, problems in tolerating
unabating frustrations and,- conflict over'sex—fole behavior
{Malmguist, 1978)." Depression in youthhood can ref%ect the
- capacity to tolerate developmental conflict.

This genre of depression -- also called alienation,
anomie 6f learned helplessness —-- includes apathy, a loss of

self-effectiveness and a diminished capacity for carrying out

‘_long-term work as well as a decreased mastery of novel
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situakions. Trying to deal with this flatness and anhédonia
‘may lead to substance abuse'(eg. drugs)‘or even cult
membership in order to fill the void. The inability to
initiate a moderate level;of activity even poses the question
of a potentially schizoid adjustment (Malmguist, 1978).

Self-esteem and depression are highly related (Albert,
1973; Albert & Beck, 1975; Anthony, 1970; ArajarQi & |
Huttunen, 1972; Bakwin, 1972; Connell, 1972; Cytryn & McKnew,
1974; Ferster, 1973; Freud, 1968; Frommer, 1968; Glaser,
1968; Krakowski, 1970; Kuhn & Kuhn, 1972; Ling, Oftedal &
Weinberg, 1970; Mezzich & Mezzich, 1979; Mchnville, Boag &
Purohit, 1973; Poznanski & Zrull, 1970; Rade, 1928;
Séhulterbrandﬁ & Raskin, 1977; Vranjesevic, Radojicfc,
Bumbasirevic & Todorovic, 1972; Weinberg, Rutman, Sullivan,
Penick & 5ietz, 1973). ‘In fact, Beck {1967; 1970; 1976)
believes that self-esteem is one of the three components of
the cognitive triad which is the locus for the ménifestation
of depressive symptgmétology. | "

Considering the relationships bétweeﬁ adolescent
problems and depression and, depression and self-esteem, it
follows that adolescent problems and self-esteem are highly
related. Before this latter relationship is discussed

adoclescent self-esteem must be described. )
¢ N\
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Adoiescent Self-Esteem

Once an adolescent haé bdilt concepts of himself, (Bloé,
1962; Erikson, 1968) he must deal with the esteem with which
he views himself. 1If his‘sub§equent self-evaluative
perceptions lead to self-acceptance agé a feeling of
. self-worth, he will have enough self-esteem to accept and
live with himself (Sears'& Sherman, 1964). And if an
adolesbent is to have self-esteem, there must be at least a
reasonable correspondance between his self-concepts and his
self-ideals (Carlson, 1965; Connell & Johnson, 1970)."

With the emergence of pubescent changes, most-young
adolescents begin to evaluate £hemselves. They compafe body
parts, "motor skills, intellectual abilities, talents, and
social skills with those of ;héir peers and their ideals on
- heroces" (Rice, 1978; p. 219). Tbﬁsly,'ft 1s "not surprising
- that this critical self-evaluation is accompanied by
sel f-conscious behavﬁbr, which makes adolescents wvulnerable
to embarrassment" (Lambert, 1972, p. 141). The result is
that, confinuing throughout the period of adolescence, they
remain preoccupied with attempts to reconcile, or bridge,
their self-perceived selves with their ideal selves. Rogers
(1972, p. 19) claims then that idealiy, by the end of
adolescence, these individuals will have been able to sort
themselves out -- to define; determine and hopefully asserﬁ
what tﬁey can most effectively become as well as to integrate

their goals into their ideal selves.

A
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Carl Rogers (1961) has discussed self-ideal theory in
. great detail. He conceives of the basic congruence between
.the phenomehal‘field and ‘experience and, the conceptual
structure of the self as the endpoint of personality
development. He believes that this status results in
felative freedom from intgrnal turmoil and subsequent
anxi;ty. In eésenée, what a person discovérs he is and what
he perceives himself to be and wants to bed, will begin to
merge. He will begin to bg able to aécept himself, be. —
himself and live as himself without feeling thgt catastrophic
‘internal conflict is occurring. The general source of this
Self—acceptance and self-esteem is derived from his ability
for self-perception and, his relationships with others.
"Psychological maladjustment occurs when there is a
divergence between the selves they (adolescents) are being in
re;ationshié.to others and, the selves they perceive that
they are or want to be" (Butler, 1968; Butler & Haigh, 1954;
Hansen & Maynard, 1973, p. 9; Rogers & Dyménd, 1954; wWylie,
1974; 1979). o

Although different terms have been used by many authors,
ﬁhere is a shared commonality in their formulaticons about the
““self: "What a pergon is and feels himself to be may be
réferred to as the real or phenomenal self. What he wishes
Or thinks he ought to be may be termed the ideal or proéfiate
self" (Lazzari, Fioravanti & Gough, 1978, é. 361).

Harmony between the two aspects of self may be perceived

as a precondition for psychological health.and soundness;
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conflict and discord between the real self and ideal self may
serve as an indicator of psychological stress and discomfort

(Gough, Lazzari & Fioravanti, 1978; Lazzari, Fioravanti &

-

Gough, 1978). Thusl&,'if self-esteem depends on the degree
of concordance of theltﬁo views of self and, discord between
the two views'leads to psycholoéical stress and
maladjustment, then it &ould bé appropriate to say that
self-esteem is inversely related to self-ideal discrepancies,

as well as to indices of psychological stress and

maladjustment. i v

"Wylie (1974;11“ has made the poinf—;that changes over

¢
time tend to occur in the view of the self and little, if at

all, in the ideal.

Rogers' position is congruent with Jahoda's (1958)

description of mental health:

"A recurring theme in miny efforts to give meaning
to the concept of mental health is the emphasis on
certain qualities of a person's self ...

A number of different dimensions of components appear
to run through the various proposals. Those aspects
of the self-concept that stand out most clearly are:
(1) accessibility to consciousness, (2) correctness,
(3) feelings about self, and (4) sense of identity.
Al though not all of these components are made explicit
by the writers who use attributes of the self as
criteria for mental health, they are implicit in many
* of their contributions....

The mentally healthy attitude toward the self is
described by terms such as sel f-acceptance, self-
confidence, or self-reliance, each with a slightly
different connotation. Self-acceptance, implies that
a person has learned to live with himself, acceptin
both the limitations and possibilities he may find
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in himself. Self-confidence, self-esteem, and self-
respect have a more positive slant; they express the

judgment that in balance the self is "“good", capable,
and strong....

The distinguishing mark of [the sense of'identity] as

compared to self-acceptance 1s its more cognitive
- emphasis on the clarity of self-image (pp. 24-29).

Self-Concept, Self-Esteem and Related Constructs

The importance of having an adeguately stable set of
* B 3 - 'f’ ’ . 3
self-conceptions and positive self-esteem is born out in the
discussion of their relationships to mental health,
interpersonal competency and social adjustment, school

progress, vocétional aspirations and delinquency ({(Rice,

1978}.

Adolescent Self-Esteem and Mental Health

"Self-esteem is a personal judgment of worthiness that
is expressed in the attitudes the individual holds toward
himself. It is a subjective experience which the individuél
conveys to others by verbél reports and other expressivé' ‘
behavior" (éoopersmith, 1%67, p. 5).

Self-esteem grows out of human interaction‘wherein the
self is highly valued by others (see Wells & Marwell, 1976;
Wylie, 1974; 1979). The.ego, reflected in self-concept,

grows through a process of the summing of accomplishments,
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praise and success (La Behne & Greene, 1969) and.is recorded
in terms of causal attributions for success and Failure
outcomes (Weiner, Nierenberg, Goldstein, 1976)

A definite relatlonshlp has been establlshed between
mental health and identity achlevement (Oshman & Manosevitz,
1974). Donovan (1975b) described mile adoleséents with

diffuse identities as having

few plans or personal commitments.... With regard to
politics, religion and sexual relationships, these
individuals were also vague and sometimes had trouble
dealing with the questions et al.... The identity
diffused not only had made few commitments but were
unable or unwilling to attempt to define what they
wished or what they felt. 'I don't know'.-and 'I'm
not very settled about that' were frequent answers.

In appearance these students were conventional enou h
but they shared a sheepish, apprehensive look, as i

they expected to be called to task by a crltlcal voice.

The daily lives of these students tended toward
disorganization. They slept more and at more

irregular hours ... They cut class frequently, but ‘
spent the extra time alone, not talking with friends....
They appeared isolated and without interest in the
people or activities around them.

Feelings of "inferiority", "alienation", and

"ambivalence" were often mentioned.... If all those

we interviewed, these seemed to have the lowest

sense of self-esteem., They were frightened, sad

people (p. 17).

Adolescents, whose identities appear to be weak or whose
self-esteem has not sufficiently developed, exhibit ——
depending on one's conceptualizations -~ a number of symptoms

of emotional ill health, adjustment problems, personality

disorders, psychopathology, poor personality integration,
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neuroses, general maladjusément, and, behaviorai deficits
{Howard & Kubis, 1964; Nixon, 1964; Offer & Hﬁwafd, 1972;

Of fer, Osﬁrov & Howard, 1977; Rosenberg, 1965; Wylie, 1974;
1979; Zongker, 1977). They‘may manifésbﬁa number of
pSychoBomatig symptoms of anxiety: hand treleing,
nervousness, insomnia, palpikationg of the heart, pressures
or pains in t&e heéd, fingernail biting, shortness of breath
when not eiercising or workipg hard, palm perspiration, sick
headaches, and nightmares (Allport, 1950, p. 54).' They will
also be more likely to report that thef suffef from a loss of
appetite.

Not surprisingly, not only has manifest anxiety been
reléted'to low self-regard (Bass & Fiedler, 1961; Clemengg,
1966; Coopersmith, 1967; Cowen, Heilizer, Axelrod &
Aigxander, 1957; bilorete, 1971:; Fiedle;,.Hutchins & Dodge,
1959; Frankel & Barrett, 1971; Heath, 196.’5; Horowitz, 1962;
Hughes, 1968; Johnson, 1956; Lekarczyk & -Hill, '1969; Lewis &
Adank, 1975; Lipsitt, 1958; Luck & Heiss, 1972; Mackeen &
Herman, 1974; Marcia & Friedman, 1970; Ohnmacht & Muro, 1967;
Parsons, Péterson & Davids, 1968; Phillips, Hindsman &
Jennings, 1960; Pilisuk, 1963;msinha & Sinha, 1868; .Truax,
Schuldt & Wargo, 1968; Weitzner, S5tallone & Smith, 1967;
Winkler & Myers, 1963; Wylie, 1974, 1979) but it has also
been linked to depression (Bachman,.1970; Berger, 1955; Block
& Thomas, 1855; Heath, 1965; ﬁuck &'Heiss, 1972; Mackeen &

Herman, 1974; Rosenberg, 1965; chkerman, Baer & Monashkin,
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1955), and, to those individuals considered disturbed enough
to enter therépy or to be admitted to a bsychiatric hospital
(Butler & Haigh, 1954; Chasq, 1957; Sarbin é Rosenberg, 1955;
Shlien, Mosak & Dreiku\é, l§%2;IZuckerman, Baer & Monishkin,‘
1856) . In fact, in ps§chot§erapy outcome reéearch, the qosL
consigtently positiv§ gutcoﬁes reviewed by Wylie (1979)
involved subjects whd manifested problems at admission to
theréPY; that is, suﬂjects who were observed to show serious
behavior.probléms or delinqugﬁéy as.weli‘as sgbjects selected
for their high levels|of self-reported trait anxiety. At
admissioﬁﬁ self—estéém was neéatively related to these
particular problem cogd}tions.

Those with the hiéhest self-esteem are much less likely
to manifest psychosomaﬁic symptoms (Rosenberg, 1965, pp.

149-54)., High self—est?em has been related.td a low degree

of psychopathology, a sﬁructured home environment

4

satisfaction with family\and friends, and, fewer school

absences (Petersbn & Kellgm, 1977}. ﬁhile psyéhbpathblbgy
and low self-esteem were iinked to frequent anger in thgﬂ
family and low attributiOn.of influence, adequate self-esteem
was positively correlated with confidence in the famiiy, more

adults extant in the nuclear family, a stronger
N
identification with parents, greater satisfaction with
L 1 ..
affection in the family, more sources to turn to when in

trouble, being a leader in activities, an internal locus of

control, and, a positive attitude about sex'(Peterson &



/

By

p—

-

Kellam, 1977).

The Phenomenology of Adolescent Selansteem

Coopersmith (1967) found marked differences in the
experiential worlds and social behaviors of childreq‘%'
. differing in self-esteem. Children high in their estimation

of themselves apprQaghed-tasks and persons with the

expectation that they would be well received and successful ™~

They have confidence in theﬁbfﬁérceptidﬁs as well as in their

judgments and theirs is a belief that their own efforts will
-t . -

lead to favourable resolutionsf This attitude ’ref&ects an

internal lotus bf control._‘TheirWEévorable self-attitudes

facilitate thﬁi: accept;nce of'thfgr own opinions. They
place_crgdence as well as tf& in ;heir'owﬁ:réactions and
conclusions. They are then_azi; to follow their-own
judgments Qhen a splfl;;;;)offgginion% oécurs; these.
preadoleséents are then also able to consider novel ideas.
The implicit self-i;zft which is a co;relate of positive . =

worth fosters e .conviction that one is correct; it is

express those convictions.

. The positive "attitudes and expectations which lead tﬂe

xrj\\pigh self—esteem individual to a higher degree of social
independence gﬁd creativity will also lead him to the easier

- * - . " >
expression of assertive and vigorous actions. They are more

likely'to be active participants than listeners in forming

-
" s
gl

— -
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kﬁﬂfriendships.and they freely express their'épinions despite
their anticipation of a hostile. reaction from other
indiyidualé. ‘ A

Among the factors that underlle and-bontrlbute to -
, - these actlons are their lack af self-consciousness and
their lack of preoccupation with -personal problems.
Lack of self-preoccupation permits them to present
their ideas in a full and forthright fashion; lack of
selfnpreoccupatlon permits them to consider and examine
-external issues (Coopersmith, 1967, pp. 70-71}).

Those preadolescents withvlow self-esteem do not trust

-

thefiselves('-—"or others -- and are apprehen51ve about

. expressing convictions, especially Qonconformlst or unpopular

ideas. Not wishing to draw attention to themselves for fear

of exposing themselves, they attgmpt not to anger others or
.emit behaviors that would attract the public eye.
Consequently, they live within'the“'shadows' of a social
.group; they listen rathier than lead a discussion and, 1f they

ever findhgpemselves on the 'hotJégat', they withdraw intoc a

quasi—isolatéd state..

Among tfe factors that contribute to the withdrawal

of those low in self-estéem are their marked self-

consciousness and preoccupation with inner problems.

This great awareness of themselves distrdcts™them
‘d_ﬁvfrom attending to other person¥ and issues and . is

likely to result in a morbid preoccupation with their

difficulties. The effect is to limit their social

intercourse and thus decrease the possibilities of M

friendly and supportive relatlonshlps (Coopersmith,
1967, p. 71).

[

This is the mechanism by which adolescent problems disrupt
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the adplescent's behavior.

Often, the ééolescent with a weak or diffuse iden£ity
and low self~esteem will try to present a facade with which
to face the world (Rice, 1978). This false front is a
compensatory mechanism by which the adolescent can overcome
his feeling éf worthlessness by convincing the world that he
is wortﬁy. .He %P \on n a yet, to act confident or
friendly~when one feels the opposite is a constant source of
conflict. He is always on guard against slipping. " ey

A égc‘fd source ofi anxiety for the low self-exteemed
adolescent is his shifting and%unstable identity. They are
more likely to have 'very-unstabfe' self-pictures (Résénbefg,
1965, p. 152). Ih addition, they are overly vulnerable to
criticism, rejection dr any other evidence extrapolated from
their da;iy existence that testiffes to their feelings of
personal inadequacy (Engiish & Hilggins, 1971), incompetence,
or worthlessness (Rice, 1978). They may experience a
profound'disturbance if thex are laughed at, scolded, blamed,-
or when,others present a poér opinién about them. 1In fact,
the m.re vulnerable they feel, the greater.the anxiety
(Malfuiquist, 1978;‘Rice,l1978). These adolescents will
report::'triticism hu;és me terribly' or 'I can't stand to
ha&e anyone laugh at meT or'blame me when something goes
wrengl. ‘Consequently,ffhey feel awkward and uneasy in social

W . _

situations; embarrassment is avoided whenever possible

{Lomas, 1965).

T~
!
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Self-Esteem, Interpersonal Competence and Social Adjustment

[~

Those adolescents with poor self—coqcepts will
inevitably be reijected by other individuals (Rice, 1978). &
Acceptance of others, acceptance by otheré and especially by
best friends, are all related to level of éelf—gg;cept.

Those who are best accepted.iﬁ a gréup will have, at least, a
moderate self-concept. Thoée_with the lowest acceptance in a
group will ifve a low self-concept.

) Thus "acceptance of self is pdsipiveiy and significantly
correlated with acceptance, and by, othe;s“ ({ Zahran, 1967).
Therefore, "there is a closé :elationship between v
self~acceptance and social—adjustment” (Lawégnce, 1965, p.

l -

328). 1In fact, one of the'indice%possible adolescent

disturbance is an iﬂability tq_gsﬁablish friendships
(Gallatin, 1975). '

Poor social adjustment is related té low self—concepé
and self-esteem and, it is manifested in many ways. For
example, adolescents with low self-esteem tend t9 be expert
at creating a cloak of social invisibility {Lomas, 1965).

_ They are not noticed, are not selected as ieaders and do not
often join in school or peer-socigd activities. They tend to
have feelings of isolation and intense moments of loneliness.
Feeling awkward and tense in social situations, these
adolescents find it difficult to communicate with others.

The§ would endorse the following statements: "I am kind of
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hesitant in a large grouplof people", "I geE all quiet', and,
. ot . T
"I don't like to say anything, the words just don't come out

right". Despite their desire that others like and accept
L

them, and since they are less likely to perceive their
gualities as positive and themselves as likeable, they are
not likely to rate themselves as being well-liked, accepted

and.respected (Rice, 1978). Their intense wish to be likeg

-

places them in situations wherein they are easily influenced.

It is not surprising, then, that they let others make
important decisions for them because they lack an optimal

level of self-confidence.

£

In addition, these low self-esteemed adolescents tend

not to like other people or have faith in them ' '(Rice, 1978).
It is almost always true that if they do not like themselves

—-- if they have a basic contempt for themselves -- they will

despise others.

It is apparent, then, that based op~the important role

that 'social relationships play in adolégcent velopment and,
the descrfptions above, self-esteem for adolescephts is very
much reflected in self-esteem feelings within the\social

realm.

Adolescent Satisfaction with the Sogial Milieu

L]
v

Three psychological variables -- self-esteem, identity

and physical self-satisfaction —- are able to predict a

.y
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moderate amount of an adolescent's satisfaction with his or

her social milieu (Pomerantz, 19791;:3E0r males, the most:

powerful predictor is feelings of self-esteem while 1dent1ty

. (Erikson, 1968) and physical self—accepfance are ranked in

that ordér. The latter two add very little to*the prediction

. of the criterion. For females, on the other hand, identity

is the best predictor, followed by physical self-satisfaction
and self;esteem.

The importance.of self—ésteem for males has been
elucidated in the past. ‘Rosenberg (1965) was able to relate
levels of sélf-ésteem ta interpersonal reldtionship variables

as well as to indulgence in social activity, both of which
are strongly fepresented in Pomerantz's (19795.measure of
satisfaction. It seems that those males with high
self-esteem feel more  Secure about théir interpersonal
reiationships and éonsequently tend to participate in more
sociai gctivities. Josselson, Greeﬁberg and McConchie
(1977a) have found self-esteem to be highly related to
psychosocial maturity in males.. | X

In females, identity was.the best predictor of
satisfaction. From both a theoretical and empirical point of
vieﬁ, identity is a con;trﬁct that is comprised of many
different aspects of adolescent concerns. These include
those.relatéd to thé self, interpersonal situational

contexts, and work or achievement (Pomerantz, 1979}). Thusly,

it would be expected that interpersonal and self-concerns
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woﬁld be most'di;ectiy related to satisfactién with one's
social milieu. 1In fqét, self—esteem is moderately correlated’
with satisfaction and this is represented in both the

sel f-esteem measure (Rosenberg,_lQGS) and in the identity
measure (Egé Identity - Rasmussen, 1964).  However, identity
is a better predictor of female satisfaction (eg. with
friends, extra~curricular activities) E;ah'self-esteem
because thexﬁormer also- includes the interpersonaf concerns

-

typical of females during this period (Pomerantz, 1979).

Problems or Dissatisfaction with the Social Environment,
and, Self~Esteem

The ébsenqe of friendships and lack of an engaging
social network has‘QFen:related to a dissatisfaction in
social relationship, social loneliness and normal depfession.
{Weiss, 1973). 1Included among the concomitant feelings of
_unhappinesg %ggggegative evaluations about life are negative
evaluations AB;ut one's self (Depue & Monroe, 1978; Weissman,
Prusoff & Pincus, 1978). 'And, while this genre $f depression
H%s been linked to various situational determinants, the role
"of social relationship (Sermat, 1974) dissatisfaction in £he
etiology of norhal depression is of paramount significance.
Work in adolescent normal depression {(Anthony, 1970} has
supported these findings regarding both Ehe etiology and

feelings (Mezzich & Mezzich, 1979) described above.

Adolescents often report feelings of loneliness which seem to
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be related to their striving.—- énd failures -- to make
friends and maintain relationships.

Girodo, Dotzenroth and'Stein §1980) have pointed out
that the research relating to social adjustment and “
self—estégm deals with heterosexugl, sociad anxiety (Curran,
197s5), éocial'competence fArkowiEz, Lichenste%h, McGovern &
Hines, 1975), minimal datiﬁg behavior (Melnick, '1973), social
skills training for shy males (Twentyman & McFall, 1975),
and, behavioral programming strategies for increasing social
interactions (Gambrill & Richey, 1976).

" Albert and Beck (1975) have found a higher level of
depression in eighth grade students than in seventh graders.
They posit éhat this difference occurs as a result of
increased pressure and demands in-academics és wellﬁ%s in the
_8ocial arena. They feel that this coincides with the move
into adoleséence proper. Adjustment difficulties of this
type have been related to the distu;bance of the self-image
in early adolescence (Rosenberg.& Simmons, 1975; Simmons,
Rosenberg & Roéenberg, 1873; Simmoné & Rosenberg, 1975) and
problems relatlng to phy51cal or bodily self-satisfaction and
peer—lnvolvement satlsfactlon (Jourard & Remy, 1957;
Malmqulst, 1978; Pomerantz, 1979; Rice, 1978; Simmons et al,
1973}, A critical periodlis hypothesized wherein there is
great‘vulnerability in the adolescent and, depressive
symptomatology is easily elicited (A%bért & Beck, 1975). The

gravest implication of these findings is the related



incidence of adoléscent suicide {Silver, Bohnert, Beck &
Marcus, 1971).
The mediating role of cognitive facts in heterosocial .

problems has been studied (Girodo et al, 1980; Watson &

Friend, 1969).

A summary of this literature reflects that difficulties
in social adjustment -- as manifest in anxiety, avoidance
behavior and shyness -- are closely linked to excessive
negative self-evaluation. This supports Coopersmith's (1967)
phenomenological analysis of thewlow self-esteem indiwiduals'
preoccupation with inner problemé which are reflected in
neg;tive self-appraisals.

In addition, Girodo et al” (1980) revealed that
self-esteem is negatively reiated to social aveoidance and
distress, and a fear of external négativé evaluation, and
positivelyk?e;ated to dating frequency an§ overall
satisfaction with heterosexuval social relations.

Sources of Adolescent Self-Esteem

When children are-very young their self-esteem is
primarily related to their mastery of skills appropriate to
their age, and Ehe importance of their sex-role is just
beglnning to become salient. Based upon a stable feeling

that they are loved, Bardwick (1971) believes that their main

preoccupations have to do with achiewement. This is highly

Fa)
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characteristic of latency—agelchildren.

In prepubescence, this notion is still tenable but
- females begin to anticipate aduilt sex-roles by engaging in
fantasies of dating, or child-rearing and by concrete
behaviors like coping. These anticipations are still
basically seen in terms of achievement, -providing thap she
feels [valued and loved by her family and, accepted and liked
by her iends (Bardwick, 1971). However, Qespite her needs
to be loved from within the family, she experiences increased
anxiety about love of affiliation when she turns, ‘for lovg,
to people cutside of her family —- especially since, that love
will result from competition with others. -

" So -much of the female preadolescent's and early
adolescent's self-pefceived appeal is her physical aﬁpearance
(Jourard & Remy, 1957: Malmquist, 1978), This, in some
_respects, is a more primary concern in that she will seek
external affection and contact if she feels positive about
her physical appearanée.' And ironically, the way in which
she gains this kind of self-esteem is from the external
source -- the approval, feedquEJor reinforcementkfrom
outside of herself.

Peer ratings of the female adolescent's appearance
exhibit greater effects on her self-esteem if and when her
Physical self deviates greatly from the ideal (Douvan &

Adelson, 1966; Malmguist, 1978).

"The greater the extent of deviation from ideal

-
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dimen;ions, the more negative feelings gx@erienced toward
tho body parts and their selves" (Malmquist, 1978, pp.
371-92). Jourard and Secord {(1955), in evaluating the
psychological- correlates of deviation from preferred body
size in ébllege women, found that éreferred busé size was
larger than the actual size. However, estimated size of
hips, waist, height, énd weight were smaller than their
respective mean actual sizes. For the latter, there was a
feeling of satisfaction with these bodily parts. Not one of
the physical dimensions was equal to the desired ané so, such
discrepancies were hypothesized as a source of low
self-esteem. Malmquist (1978) contends that this is a
crucial source for feelings of depression. N

females are more concerned with their bodies than are
males (Elkind, 1978; Jourard & Remy, 1957; Pomerantz, 1979).
Pomerantz's findings that satisfaction with one's social
milieu -- a reflection of one's perceived acceptability to
others -—- is highly related to physical self-satisfaction for
females supports Jourard and Remy's (1957) clinical findings.
Also, satisfaction with the social arena may be a greater
concern for females and may.bé a more intergral part of the
developmental process for females. This position is
congrt;ent with research findings which have suggested that
interpersonal skills and feedback from otHers are more

salient for, and central to, the process of identity

development for females than for males (Conger, 1977;
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Josselson et al, 1977b; Jourard & Remy, 1957).

For males, although self-esteem was moderatefy related
to sbcial_satisfactioh, the development of- identity and
self-esteem are probably closer related to concerns such as
occupational aspirations, which are alsoc reflectable in the
movement towards autonomy (Josselson et al, 1977a; Pomerantz,
1979) .

The observed difference, as discussed in relation to sex
differences in adolescent problems, appears to be
representative of the major themes and interaction patterns
attributed to the adolescent, ie. the interpersonal mode for

females and a self-oriented, independent mode for males

(Coleman, 1961; Josselson et al, 1977a: 1977b; Pomerantz,

~

1979}).

How one perceives the value of the self determines the
‘level of self-esteem and the lbwer a person's self-esteem;
the greater the anxiety, as well as the| greater the response
to pressures to assume a particular role (Bardwick, 1971).
Boys opt for more self—utilizatién, using the skills and
attributes éﬁcouraged by society. However, due to role
expectations which are slowly changinq (Gray, 1879), girls
may not want to develop all of their abilities eg. scholastic
strength. Resultantly, tﬁéy may perceive themselves as not
aétualizing their potential thereby not attempting to
approximate their ideal self. Wide divergence from one's

ideal self-concept tends to lead to low self—esteem

R
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(Barﬁ%ick, 1971). 1t is not-only culture which values the
achievements of the masculihe world; if a girl intqrndlizes
these values she, too, Qill have an ideal ized self-concept
partially dependent upon the actualization of achievement —-
or performance ~-— oriented skills. In studies of adolescent
problems, future schpolinq and grades are becoming
increasingly impoftant foci for adolescent females and are
dlso becoming increasingly problematic issues, especially

‘because of others! instilled beliefs that females should not

stress this realm of development (Eme et al, 1979).

Girls who combine roleés and who use their abilities and
skllls, as well as glrls who are motlvated within the
traditional feminine role model, are likely to have high
feelings of self-esteem (Bardwick, 1971). On the other hand,
gifls who, for defensive purposes,_uti}iie only a fraction of
their potentialities but who are driven to attain achievement
needs in addition to the feminine aspects are likely to
expgrience loﬁ feelings of Eelf~espeem. fherefore, the
' critical determinants of high selerstgem, according to
Bardwick (1971), appear to be the range of important motives
developed, the diversity of subidentities, and, the extent to
which she ié able to achieve these varied aspects of her
self-identity. Role conflict, or seen as the frustration of
aspects oflthe self, does not occur unless conflicting
-motives exist. It is felt, then, that—"Because role conflict

is more likely to exist in women, in particular situatioéns
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and in general women have lower self-esteem than men”
(Bardwick, 1971, p. 155) .

Middle-class fémalg adolescents may continue to be
pressured for achievement (Bardwick, 1971; Gray, 1979) which’
is now a"part of the ideal self. &and, they may feel a new
pressure for affiliation —- previously reinforced in early
childhood by not hav&gg been qverly_reinforced, as with boys,
for individuation and exploration Eehavior {Bardwick, 1971;
Douvan & Ad;l§pn, 1966; Malmquist, 1978) -- wherebyd
affiliation is also conceived of aé achievemeht and as an
affirmation of the self (Bardwick, 1971).

. In ad&iescence the issue of self-identity is a core
anxliety, relating to the earliest, basic‘identity that has
cut écross specific roles and subidentities throughout middle
childhodd. One's self-esteem is vulnerable. It is at this
time £hat because of potential societal énd peer pressure,

_the female will begin to perceivé heterosexual affiliation as
rthq dominant source of self-esteem as well as anxiety. 1In
order to gain basic esteem feelings she must be certain that-
she can achieve in 5; affiliative mode. This becomes the
more important motive. She will tend to approach rather than
avoid. In fact, as time proceeds, the closer she approaches
-.to the time of being able to literally participate in the .
adult sex-role. Realizing this, she will experience an

. . o

increase in her motivation to secure the love of a man so

that she can partake in the role (Bardwick, 1971).
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"As colleée looms closer, bcth males and females are
preoccupied with queétions aboutJtheif idehtity (Erikson,
1968), about relatlonshlps with oﬁhers, thelr self-worth,
abllrtles, ompetenCLes, satlsfactlon, goals, power, morallty
andb the general dlrectlon thelr life is taklng (Bardwick,

1971 Blos, 1962; Hemming, 1967; Malmqulst, 1978; Pomerantz,

1979). While males are preoccupied with athievement and

performance, affiliagion assumes -an important, yet secondary,
. .

.role motive. Females' adult sex—role‘identity is contingent

upon success incurred in affiliation experiences and.

o e .
therefore, affiliative motives are dominant. Achievement
motives are 1mportant but secondary. The critical interior

ATiNration.

¢

In preadoleécence,-both meles and_flemales perceive: their

~parents as inhibitors and, as represéntatives of childhoodm,

They devalue their parents and seek a more autonomous self

'through 1dent1f1caﬁ10n with people OUtSlde the family.

H6wever, because of gullt, anxlety and long—term dependency
ﬁelatlons, females 1ndependence str1v1ngs will not "be as

complete as the males' W}th 1n¢rea51ng maturlty, the
£

dependence prev1ously 1¢nked to her parents will be -

_transferred to her boyfrlend, and then to her' spouse.

Str1v1ng for 1ndependence, she SW1ngs between 1ndependence

and dependence. And, the greatest independent sense of selﬁ

will be attained orice she stccessfully acknowledges her .

ﬁotential in the interdependent1relationships_of'wife and

- g’
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mother. -

Bardwick's (1971) line of Xeasoning leads to the
following conclusion:

I think that if a woman has a feminine and normal

core identity, failure in the feminine roles will

preclude feelings of self-esteen. Normally, women

will not participate in roles which threaten their

affiliative needs, because these needs are critical
©in their basic concept of themselves (p. 158).

Carlson (1965) shares Barg;EE;T;\position. The

self—imagq is comprised of two independent dimensions, one of
which she labels social/per;onal orientatioﬁ. A social
orientation is one in Which interpersonal experiences and °
social appraisals figure importantly in an individual:sx
séif—conception. A personally oriented self-image is pretty
_welé immune to thege influences. -

preadolescents, males and females are preoccupied

witf*strivings for mastery and autonomy, tasks-which may be

considered personally-oriented. With the. emergence of
adolescenceg, however, adult_ sex-role expectations play®a more
important role for both sex groups. Carlson (1965) believes

¢hat;£he stereotyped masculine and feminine roles imply
pe}sonal and social orientaEiOns, respectively. She posits

that dyring édoIQQQence,fsex differentiation occurg in terms

r
of this dimension: self-concepts of females become more
- "

socially®oriented while males' self-concepts become more
! ’
~

personally-oriented. ' .
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Carlson {1965) then outlines a different dgvelopﬁental

path for self-esteem, the second dimension of self-image. In

accordance with most theoristé‘describing'adolescence,

self-esteem is defined as the degree of correspondance

. . /
between’ike individual's self- cept and his or her ideal
self. ., And, in contrast to the othef dimension -- *
social/personal -~ self-estéem is thought to be independent K

of sex-role and'regsonably stable from preadolescence through

adolescence. Carlson\pas stated: that she expects that the <
&

degree of congruence between the self-concept and the ideal

self to be equivalent across sex despit

-

il lVergence across

sex 1n the content of “each component é;%elf—esteem.

-

Actually, Carlson's (1965) conceptualizations of her

first dimension —- sbcial/personal -~ supports, at least on

the theoretical level, Erikson's (1968) notion of inner and

b

‘outer orientations regarding the sex difference in the ke

) . ."'\, .
directionality and }ocus of development.

. -
».
Summary
Adolescent problems exist. Prob¥em magnitude -— both
total and problem-types —— 1is inversely related to

self-esteem. and positively related to 'normal' depression,
and.anxiety.' An adolescent self-image disturbance occurs

éarly in pubescence and is a result of the changes'inherent \

! g
-in pubertal deve1opm;§sv_~8e%fzifﬁgém.staBilizes as

~
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adolescence progresses (Simmons, Rosenberg & Rosenberq,
1973). )-

Evidence to be presdnted next, however, places into
question the simple and direct inverse nature of the
relationship between adolescent problem magnitude and

self-esteen.

Development of the Theoretical Question

[ m—

\

Assuming thaﬁ the inverse relationship between
adolescent proﬁlems AEG self-esteem is a tenable one, one,
would expect that the eradication of a particular (set of)
problem(s) -- through therapeutic intervenﬁion, for ex;mple
-~ would be manifest in a positive change in self—regar&.
That is,.th;s (or'these) problem(s) will no longer prove

. disfuptive for the individual and will not cause him tolbe
internally preoccupied with it(them), which is related to
poor self-esteem, However, this predlcted phenomenon hHas not
-been demonstrated- to be more aqcurate, only certain kinds of

therapeutic interventions seem to fac1lltate’both the

eradication of a problem and a subsequent positive change in

self—regard as we shall see.

Wylle (1974; 1979) has reviewed the literature on’
changes in self-regard as a .function of‘psychotherapeutic
) £

intervention, from two perspectives: therapeutic and placebo

.
conditions. The trends for self-esteem to increase are weak

.
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or null. Despite the fact that uncontrollable an variable
factors have characterized virtually every aspect of phase
research studies (eqg. therapist's experience or orientatiqn;
"“the actual indices of self-regard), one possible, alternative
explanation may exist: another cbnétruct or factor may be
hidden in the relab%onghip between sel f-reported problgmé and
. self-esteem and it méy play a contributing or attenuating
(mediating) role in the relationship between -sel f-perceived
personal pxoblems and self—esteem.- Considering that
sel f-esteem is the evaluative dimension of selﬁjconcépt
_ — _

(Dickstein, 1977) and self-perceived behaviors or cognitions
form self-concept, it is not unreasonable to posit a
relationship between adolescent problems, self-concept and
seif—esteem. .and so, behavioral change may not be related to
changes in .self-concept or self-esteem due to.a possible
construct which may maintain this spurious relationship.

Wylie (1979, p} 660) anillingly.sheds some light on the

possible answer:

7

N
Moreover, positive results, had they occurred might
have been partly or wholly attributable to the
subjects! expectations or hopes (the placebo effect}
rather than to any activity or relatienship specific
to the therapy situation. B

The relationship is not so simple. i&’is possible that

" self-esteem did not increase because it was suppressed by a’

third variable. Béhag%oral change was not recorded in ‘terms

of the client's feelings of self-competence because the

. . f
r .
.
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client did not have to try and master the problem; its
resolutien did not come as a product of a strategy, its
implemehtation and subsequent feedback as in past problem
solving experiences{of.trying to master problem tasks or
situations. All of the studies used either a group approach
(encounter, T-group) or an individual approach
(client-centered). The client did not have an action, og
goal;setting and attaining, orientation. Assuming, for a
moment, then, that both feelings of pgksonal sélf—efficacy
and self-esteem result from the relation of shccéss tq |
pretensions (Dickstein, 1977; James, 1890), and, that
'success' in reflective-relationship thérapynSHOUld result
from the relationship and not specifical;y.from any
problem-solving mastéry attempts of the client, then, it
would Be expectgd that feelings.of personal mastery o©of the
presenting problem would be unavailable to the client thereby
not.faciiitating or producing a.change (inc;ease) in the
present self-competency attitude or in self-esteem.

In phenomenological terms, if the client does not take'
an 'action-oriented' role in resolving his problem,
self-efficacy fee;in;s and self-esteem will not change. It
has been hypothesized ané demonstrated (Coopersmith, 1967;
Dickstein, 1977; James, 1890) that self-esteem is baséﬁ‘on,
among other things, the ratio of past success experiences to

pretensions. A success experience can be. equated with a

personal problem's resolution. However, once it is resolved,
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self-esteem wiil not increase unless the success experience
is encoded via the causal attributiqn cognitive mechanism
which, in turn, fodms the basis for an éxp%ctancy for success
for that particular problem's resolution. This expectanéy
for success may take two forms: the situation- or
task—specific, or, the generaliﬂéd or dispositional
expectancy for success (Fibel & Hale, 1978; Jones, 1977;
Motowidlo, 1979; Weiner et al, 1976). The generalized
expectancy for success cuts across other generalized §
expectanciesf(seei%btter) and is modifiable by internal and
stable causal attributions for success.

Therefore,.if appears that essential elements for
incfeasing‘self—esteem as wellhas perceived ;elf—competénce
are the personal masteries of)tasksﬁog situations and, a
modicum of feedback regarding the success outcomes ..

As will be discussed later, the generalized expectancy
for ‘success reflects feelings of perceived self-efficacy;
and,'self—efficacy and self-esteem do develop through
parailel processes which utilize gommdﬁ sucéess and failure

experiences.' The causal attributions for .these outcomes are

the basis for expectancies of future successes and failures.

Increasing Self-Esteem by Manipulating Self-Competency
-
Self—image can be affected; at léﬂégmf?% a while, by.

dis:uptive events (Rice, 1978). The implication of such

Q
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findings is that self-image and self-esteem in adolescents
can be improved b& helpful events (Hamachek, 1976; Rice,
1978). vVery little is known directly.abeut hdw to actually
create the conditions that would produce increments in
self-esteem. Despite some psychotherapy's or sensitivity
training's claims (Gibb, 1971; Rdgers & Dymond, 19541 to have

been able to do so, other null resulrs seem to overshadow

these successes‘(Wylie, 1979). Kooeher (L971) has found that

boys who learned how to swim during the course of summer camp
showed an increase in self-esteem. Videbeck {1960) ﬁound
that praise{could prdduce the same effect: Rogers and Dymond
(1954) haddefined self-esteem 'in terms of the discrepancy
betweer a pereqn's ideal. and real selves.

Relnherz et al‘(l976) employed 4 treatment package-of
psychotherapy, group activity and therapeutic community
techniques. The latter two -activities were.situationally
mastery-oriented. Behavioral change as well as better social
adjustment and 1ncreased sel f- regard were noted Rathus and
Ruppert (1973) utilized aq assertion training method in order
to increase social skills in adolescents. The clients wére
taught these social skills, practiced them and, feedback was
given for their  performance. Self—redard increased. Parrott
and Hewitt (1978),‘based Sn the hypothesfs that the
attainment of important personal goals could increase
self-esteem, put each oné of fifty subjects-On a program that
required behavicr consietent with these ‘ideal

Y
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conceptualizations of the self. Low self-esteem will exist

L

when there is a large discrepancy between the self and the

ideal self. 4

.High and low self—esteem subjects (N=20 and 30
Eespectitely) were placed in one of three treatment
conditions. Those in the goal-attainment group were
instructed to keep a daily record of the extent to which they

complied with each of 10 goals. These goals'centered on
J .

increasing sociability, improving interpersonal relations,:-
and enhancing indi;idual achievement. Pre- and post—test
administrations of a self-esteem measure weteﬁdone with three
.weeks reﬁresenting the iength of time for the study.

It was predicted that low self-esteem subjects would
show an increase in. .the goal—atteinment condition. And, in
an attempt to control for demand'charactetistics, two other
control conditionS'were set up. One group was told to enjoy
themselves rather than work on goal—attainment while, in the
third group, subjects attended three therapy sessions at a
counseling center. It was expected that self- esteem might

decrease in the first control group.

" : ( '
The record of goals and goals attained per week was kept

in checklist.form.
Results showed that low self—esteem subijects showed a

51gn1f1cant increase in self-esteem whlle subjects in .the two

other conditions did not shOW“s;mllat'lncrements. ngh

self-esteem individuals showed no change. The authors also:

le

£
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assessed at post-test, how much the subjects enjoyed the
activities that_were comprised in the gé;l—attainment
condition. They found that subjects' perceétion of how
-enjoyable the activities were, varied as a function of their
. level of self-esteem. Low self-esteem ihdiv&duais ordered

. the counseling sessions high in terms of enjoyability and the
goal—attainment'condiﬁion last. High self-esteem subjects
rank ordered the goal~attainment condition first. Similar
results were obtained on the degree to which similar results

~

were obtained on the degree to which these activities were
considered worthwhile.

The results seem to say that goal-attainment fa0111tates
increases in self- esteem as a result of an increased
compliance with 1mpgrtant personei goals (Parrott & Hewitt,
1978). However, such a conclusion might be premaputel In
actual fact, no evidence had been .collected by theleuthors
prior to. the study 606cerning whether these goals actually
were important personal ones. Aand, also, no pre—-test .measure
was taken to assess whether low self-esteem subjeets tend to
show more defiqient goal-attainment behavior -- or, be less
likely.to‘engage in it --"when cempared with high self-esteem
subjects. | .

The finding that low self-esteem subjects gave the
goal-attainment-condition low enjoyability and worthwhile
rates may have strong implicatione for future research {eqg.

depression). These individuals may prefer to do little {eg.
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talk) or nothing, about their problems instead of doing those

things which would be more successful in raising their

self-concept (Parrott & Hewitt, 1978). This is a

self-fulfilling.prophecy (Jones, 1977).

However, the preceding studies do not provide conclusive-
evidence that goal—setting'and/or action—-oriented therapy

will increase self-esteem due to an increment in perceived

/

seif—competency. Stronger and more direct proof of the

apparent relationship between feelings of selerfficacy and

-

self-esteem will come, once one investigates the relationship
L1

-

between the generalized éxpectancy for success and

self-esteem. The evidence needed, to test for a mediating

variable .in the problems and self-esteem relationship may be

. derived from the strong link between the generalized

expectancy for success and self-esteem.

1.

Expectancies _ i/

"In social learning theory expectancies in each
situation are determined not only by sPec%fTb
. expectancies in that situation but also, to some varying'
degree, by experiences in other situations that the
individual perceives as similar. One of the .
determinants of the relative importance of generealized
expectancies, as opposed to specific expectancies, in
a given situation is the amount of experience ‘one has
had in that particular situation (Rotter, 1980, p. 2).

-
/
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low expectancy for succdess (Dickstein & Keé&ar , 1972;

77

The Generalized Expectancy for Success (GES)

This construct can be defined "as the expectancy hgld by
an individual that in most situations he/she will be able to
attain desired gpals“ (Fibel\& Hale, 1978, p. 924).
Restating Rotter's (1978) generic formula for human behavior,
uan.ihd;vidual's behavior\is é.}unction of reinforcement
value and expectanciés thaf are determined by a person's
reinforcement history for rfelevant situations” (Fibel & Hale,:
19782Ap. 924). éonsequently, when other factors are held
constant, it would be'expeéted that the behavior potential
for a high expectancy for success inaividual, should be
greater  than Fhe behavior'potential belonging to someone with
a low egpectancy fof success. |

In addition, since real-life situations "do ;ary in the

degree to which a person's reinforcement history is relevant,

expectancies for success may vary along a continuum from

. Selatively specific to gemeral as a function of the degree of

sit&%;ional novelty or ambiguity" (Fibel & Hale, 1978, p.

924: Jones, 1977). /

With respect. to behavioral performance many researchers

" have shown that individuals who are experimentally given a

) . . ,
high "expectancy for success 0n¥Egptlcular tasks will be more

likely to perform more successfully than those who acquire a
. :

!

o

Feather, 1966; Feather & Saville, 1967; Rosenthal & Jacgbson,

1966; Tyler,'1958). However, real-life seldom provide

Y
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individuals with such explicit expectancies for success as
were cited in these studies {Fibel & Hale, 1978). q§ually,
inaividuals encounter relatively novel or ambiguous i -
situations for which no highly specific expectancy for
success has been provided or formulated. Itrwoulq,be
acceptable to etatelthen,_that an individualis behavior in
these situvational contexts is greatly, or éossibly.even‘
mostly, influenced by his expectancy.fof success;'énd
'furthermore, it seems reasonable to assume t@at this
expectancy increasingiy_becomes a function of a generalized
expectancy as the degree of n;Lelty or ambiguity increaees
(Fibel_e Haie, 1978; Jones, 1977). A generalized expeccancy
for success scale was constructed and, just as
IncernaI—External Locus of Contrel is quantifiable (Rottef,
1971; 1978), and is amenable tc inveetigations in‘terms‘of

shifts resulting from situationally induced skill versus
_ . ;

" chance expectancies for control, the Generalized Expectancy

for Success too, is researchable as an individual difference

variable. -

The value of such a construct, like the other

general&ged expectancies /“is found in the study of those

factors involved in thef devélopment of such expectancies, the
situational characterigtics that influenge expectancies, and

the lmpllcatlons of a generalized expectancy for success on a
.,ﬂ' o {
whole range of goal oriénted behaviors, and psychological

adjustment wvariables eg. Lelf—esteem..

&

Based on the solid premises’of Rotter (1954) and Jones’
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(1977) fegarding the existence of two types of expectancies
N . . . e

—-- the generalized or dispositional and'the specific types ——

. - Sr—— .

Fibel and Hale (1978) contend tha; the choice of one or .the

other must be determined by the level of analysis desired (p.
T . ;.u‘

929). They feel that measures of the la;teﬁ kind wilkl be of.

“greater predictive utility when the level of anale1s 1s,

.task focussed“ (p. 9%§T—‘7§generallzed measure will bg—best

5u1ted when the level of analysis 1s broadly defined across

need areas, 51tuat10ns, or W1th1n novel or amblguous

-

sltuatlons.

- .

The Factor Underlying the Generalized Expectancy for Success

)

- . -‘ ) =
The factor which appears to underllz the GES 1is the
r

feellng of general efflcacy (Fibel & H 1978)i Tﬁis
unld&men51onal factor structure was, extrapolated from data on
the GES Scale (Fibe;,-l976;-F1bel & Hale, l978)£

People integrate past feedback information about what
Was’needééEto_§roduce“spacific‘outcomes. Being that

cdnseqhences,do affect behavior and the latter is influenced

by the cognitive representation of these relationships, the

"beliefs about reinforcement schedules that a person uphold¥®

B

will have a greatef.effeqt on his behavior than the actual

L ‘ . .
reinforcement itsalf (Baron, Kaufman & Stauber,°1969;

Kaufman, Baron & Kopp, 1566). In essence, the incidence of

. < i .
positiveiy#re{gﬁpzéed behavior may not increase if an



individual beliqus,~bé5ed on seme other feedback} that this

same behavior will not be positively reinforced in the future
(Estes, 1972); in addition, depending upon ‘the cohEequences'
messages concerning the correctness, incorrectness or

L) I \ . -

noncontingency of the individual's responses, these

-

consequences may indrease,- reduce or have no effect .
. * " [ ]

whatsoever on the behavior's occurrence'(bulany, 1968) .- This

locus of control is inextricably linked to motivation, the
activating, mobilizing‘and persistence—maintainfng mechanism
which guides behayiorf'.Thus, this fs rooted in cognitiye'
‘activity. Being able to hold inlthought a repFesentation of’
future consequences and outcomes of- behavior will generate,
what Bandura ca;le, current motivatofs of behavior. A&and so,
tbe effect of reinforcement operatipns on behavior is \
manifest in the creation of expectatione'that Certaiﬁ

behavior will ei}her ﬁroduce'antic@bated benefies or, avert
future difficulties (Bolles, 197ﬁb). -Consequently,
reinforcement.is daseribed as being more of a motivational

lever than a response etrengthener.-

A second eegnitively—based eource of motivation is
; medieted-by the processes of.gdal—setting and self-evaluative
reaet}oﬁs {Bandura, 1976b;01977). Standards exist, egainst
which one's performances éré evaluated. .When an indiviaeal
makes'selffgsinforceﬁent'EOﬁeingent upon the attainment of a

desired level or strength of behavior, he will coax or induce

himself to persist in his efforts until the discrepancy
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between performance and self-prescribed standards is zero.l A
good source of motivation may also be ‘the 51tua§10ns whereln
perceived negative discrepancies produce‘dlssatlsfactlons.
These, in turn, motivate this person to effect.correctiOnSoin
his subeequent'behavior. "Bothlthe anticipated satisfactions
of deeired acccméliehments and the negative appraisals of
insufficient performance  thus provide incentives for action”

(Bandnra,‘l977, p. 193). Thus, an individual's history.of
attaining gcale while perceiving his subjective ?

standard—versue—performance discrepancies will then be seen
in lignt of‘the attribution-of causes for epecific outcomes

presumed résdltant‘from‘his behavibr (Weiner et al, 1976).

This processing of pait experience will act as a more

Il

" complex, pognitively-based source of motivation and two

.. T, e <
related representations of past experignce W}ll ensue: the

ekpectancy for success in future éoal—setting and, the
logical construct nhich'has self—evaluatfon subsumed under
it, self- esteem Actually, the whole process of standard
comparison ,is linked to the creation, and strengthenlng by
valldatlon, of one's feeling of self- efflcacy These
constructs will then dlsplay great influence on the
1nd1vidual s future behav1or In fact, if both are'
sufficiently hlgh people will do thlngs in order to insure
success in future goal—seeklng. Once they percelve
themselves as such, their ekpectancy or 'prophecy' will be

self-fulfilled (Jones, 1977l.

<y
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Self-efficacy (SEFF) theory pfesdpp;sea thag‘ény
psychological process, or mechanism,'will act aé a vehicle
for the ¢reation and (fqrthe;) strengthening of expéctations
of:personal effectiveness (Bandura, 1977).‘ ExpeétatiOns of -
‘ self-efficacy differ from rQQEOnse—outcome expectanéies, the
latter being a subjective estimate.that a given behavior Qill
inevitablyifesult in certainabutcomes.""An eﬁficacy
. expectation is the conviction that 6he can successfully
execute the behavior required to produce the‘outcomes“
(Baﬁdura; 1977~ p. 193). An individual ﬁay believe that
‘certaln behav1or will lead to a certain outcome but if he has
any doubt as to whether he can actually produce such action,
this response-outcome knowledge will not influence the

behavior.

These expectations of personal mastery may influence
both the initigtion and maintenance of coping behavior.
One's strength of self—efficacy faelihg will determine the
extent of théir coping efforts. Thus, perceived SEFF will
have great bearing on one's choiceslof behavicral contexts.
It will als& affect " .. how much effort {people) ... expend,
and how long they will persist in the face of obstaéles and
aversive experlences“ (Bandura & adams, 1977, pp. 287-88).
And so, the greater one's percelved self- efflcacy is, the
more active the behavioral performance efforts are €g. coping

behavior.. If an.individual persists in dealing with

'subje9tively threatening activities, he will eventually



ellmlnate his “inhibitions for behaving in a particular
situation, through correctlve experlence ' ThlS will, in

-

turn, relnforce one's sense of self—efflcacy, thereby
ellhlnatlng‘hls defen51veness. Conversely, lf he avoids that
which he fears or he ceases in his efforts to oope
prematfurely, he will retafn his self-defeating expeotations
and cohéequentiai defensive behavior.

Of course, a self-gfficacy expectancy, or any expecdtancy |
for that matter, is not the only.determinant_of behavior.

. X . .

One's capahilities or skills must still be deployed. and,
although people may have certaln skil'ls and they may have had
past success in employlng them, 1hcent1ves are hecessary.
Thus, taking these factors into acoohnt, selt-efficqcy
expectancies are anm important determinant of a person's
choice of‘activities, the amount of effdrt to he‘expenoed,
~and, how long he wtll effortfully persist in handling stress

situations.

SEFF expectations vary in terms.of magnitude (simple,
modérate or difficult tasks), denerality (eg. beyord
treatment) &nd, strength. Andg, these ‘have reciprocal effects

"on each other.

The Sources of Self-Efficacy Expectancies

Bandura (1977) and Bandura and Adams (1977),-in trying

" to study the mechanisms'behind_the behavioral changes
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achieved by varying modes of’ treatment, claim that

expéotations 5f oersonai-efficac§ grow out of four major

'.
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squrces of 1nformat10n. performance acc__pllshments,

. r
M .

:'_ v1car10us experlence, verbal persuasxon and, phy51ologlcal
L .,4" states. Past performance accomplishments comprise the most
' . important efflcacy because it is based on. personal mastery of
Sltuational or task experlences. Heightened SEFF
expectatlons tend to generallze across other situations where
performance‘had been self-defeated because of a preoccupatlon
‘ hwith personal inadequacies (BanduraZ'Adams &. Beyer, 1977:;
Bandura, Jeffery & Gajdos, 1975) FéeIing inadequake is.
tradltlonally reflectable in measures of self -esteem (SE)
relatlve to those situations (eg. Soc1ai self-esteem, or,
SSE) and usually in overall_selffesteem . Coopersmith, 1967;
criterion four). - ’ \
A second kind of information is that data Ghich is
extrapo;atedifrom'the vicarious experiences of observing
s others-in handling Situations, with effort being an important
cansal agﬁribut@on'for outcome. Expectations are generated
and are related to tne'intensity and persistence of effort:
Vicarious learning reliesAon inferences drawn from social
comparison processes and is a less reliable source of
information concerning one's capabilities tnan is.a'direct
assessment such as personal accomplishment apprafsall

"Any form of verbal persuasion that one possesses the

capabilities to cope successfully"‘(Bandura,& Adams, 1977, p.

o



288) is considered a third ofigin. It is eésily utilized and
is'readily‘available for use in attempts to influence human

behavior. The fourth source are those "states of.

. : D T
physiological arousal from which people .judge their level of

anxiety and vulnerability to stress" (Bandura & Adams, 1977,

p. 288). Stressful situation$ usually produce emotional
. arousal that, debénding on the contextual variables, might
have informative value concerning pe;sonaf~competency_

(Bandura, 1977).

" Considering the nature Sf self—éfficacy, one‘méy expéct
'ﬁhat“therezﬁoulé be gfeatAcqnveréence on this factor by one ‘
or more-indicesfof self-estéem: Thé factor étrdcture of the
GESS points to a logicalirelatfoﬁship wiﬁh SE. That is,

self-esteem is reflectable in a feeling of géneral efficacy
as a human being and both qonstructs do have roots in the
dévelopment of cognitions and feelings related to the

D

success-failure differential in pérsonal'problem solving. .

. Self-Esteem and the Generalized Expectancy for Success

There are twb.ways'Fo conceptuall§ 1ink the constructs
of sélffésteem_ahd genefalized expecténcy for success: to.
discués\pﬂeir shgred, éommon‘ground; and thén, to show that

\they are related, in a similar directiﬁn, to an indepen@ent. »

set of variables.
; y .

-Motowidlo, Léehr and Dunnette (1972i and Moulten - (1974)°

Fi
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‘self-esteem as a general sence of "competence in dealing

286 |
™
describe the generalized expectancy "of task success as the

individual's "pverall feeling of self-competence and

¥

expectancy achieving that level of performance considered

to be success ‘in task situations" (Motowidlo, 1979, p. 70).

-This genéral?zed expectancy shares the same foundation of

feelings of social’ and interpersonal gelf—cogfidence and

self-efficacy resulting from the achievement of difficult and
important goals, as does the‘gengralized_expectancy described
by, Fibel and Hale (1978). |
Self-esteem shares eieménts-in common with the

generalized exéectipcy for success. The common ground is

best represented by Lawler's (1973) description of

the-envifonment" (p. 54). This may be coﬁceivéd as
describing the general sense of SEFF, as presented ‘by Bahdura‘
as well as Fibel and Hale. Coopersmith (1967), reéresenking
those who support a more global copstruc; and me%sure{ sees
self-esteem as resulting from at least four diffe{ent kinds
of success;experiences: 1) Qinning acceptance, attentibn, and
éffection from ot&ﬁrs; 2) {pf}uencing and controlling others;
3) adherence to moral,lethicai and religious principles; and
4} performing tasks at a sufficiently high level to meet : .
demands for achievement‘(pp. 38-41). This fourth aépect, or
criterion, of self:esteem -—- success throﬁgh Eask'perfo}mance‘
. , .

-- 1s the one which best mirrors the concept of generalized

expectancy for success. Self-esteem seems to develop through

1y ' : . {
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feeLings-of self-efficacy which are based on mastery

experiences. ﬂ//ﬁ'

Actualiy, self-esteem has often been characterized as a

sense Of personal competence or efficacy. This latter

* construct, of coursé, is reflected in the generalized

‘expectancy ' for success (Fibel & Hale, 1978). White (1959;
1963) has talked about a primary 'competence motivation' (in
addition to hunger and sexual drives) by which behavior
nétufally tends to accomplishment and evaluaﬁioh; " Other
writers (Diggory, 1966; Murphy, 1947;-Sears; 1941; Stotland,
1969; Stotlahd, Thorley, Thomas, Cohén & Zanger, 1957)_have

‘related self-esteem to 'level of aspiration'. This suggests

"+ that self-esteem underlies the level of task difficulty that

a person'will attempt or, their’projected subjectiuf
probability of success (Jones, 1977; Stotland, 1969). In‘
faét; comparing ‘level of aépiration' with competence
gotmulationé (Lewin, Pembo, Festinger & Sears, 1944) -
"illustrates similaritiés,.especialiy in thé_emphasis'of the
 experienced discrgPancy-between attainmeﬁts and goals.

Just as in self—efficaey theory, in the competence sense
of self—esteem';he émbhasié'is on the eﬁalqative'process, |
success énd failure (Jones, 1977; Wells & Marwell, 1976),
aﬁd;.aBilities. The .distinction between the two main
TproCesseé underi?ing_self—esteem - evaluation and affection
(Welis s Marwéll, 1976) -= is difficult to make because they

: _ : | ;
seem empirically related: an individual's feelings about

<N

.////’{f“‘;\ o '/
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himself are-bound to .be, hlghly related to his evaluations of
his qualltles, abllltles and performances. For Whlte {1959;
1963) self- esteem is a type of self- respect, having its roots *
in the 1n61V1dual‘s sense of self- competence or efficacy.

Gordon (1968) concurs as does Symonds (1951), who suggests

that self—eveldation and self-affection actually constitute

two different kinds of self-esteem resulting from difﬁerent
forms of‘éositive experience -- affiliatioh and task success.
Geeas (1971), Hoilender (19722) and McCandless (1961) also
support this notion.

aAbove and beyond the compenents of competenee‘
.mpé&vation, one's environment mﬁst~be a:receptive audience
for the evaluation of performance (Jones; 1977; Moore,'
Underwood, Heberlein, Doyle & Litzie, 1979; Weiner et al,
1976). This is eepecially true of childhood and adoleecent
development (Mamlquist, 1978).

The unrecept1v1ty of the environment in light of
adolescent achievement may be due to others {eg. parents,
peers, teachers) unstable nature or, their indifference even
’in light of an adolescent's fantastic accompllshment
(Malmguist, 1978). In other words, adolescent competency
needs to be developed through a process of eﬁviroﬁmental_
re;nforcing of behavio;al performénce. Without this, and in
adolescence the social sphere is'the ultimate focus,

self eﬁflcacy feellngs will not ensue; and, resultant

expectanc1es which tend to produce future behav10r, will not }

[ . -

!
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be high. . In faét,_negative or low expectanciés hay lead to
ﬁaralysis of will, ﬁeelinés of hel?lessqess-qu hopeleséness
which aliow the adolescent to slip inﬁo a reactive kind of
@éﬁ .depression (Nalmquist; 1878). |
" An individual will then maiﬁtain fhe'consistency of his:
bruised self-esteem and impaired level of éelf—cbmpe;enée b&
acting in-self—reinforcihg ways. Example are those F
addlescents:with.a history of school failure'ﬁho turqfto
other contexté; in order Eo reinforce their self-image of
.overall worth and competency, they turn to del@nquent
behavior or, learning problems'develop. Of ten-times, parents
are blind fo their child's needs to be reinforced fér
competency Because'they are too busylwith their own personai
diff;culties (Winnicott, 1965). They, ,foo, have a low
self-esteem {(Coopersmith, 1967). and so, these children are
not reinforced.. Or, not knowing which gqualities an
agolescent has for defining his sense of pfrsonal competence
;\hfgay'gﬁ'the biégest problem that an externaI agent has
(Mamlquist, 1978). \
Reléting'the issue of ;;mpetency to mood disturbénce,
“thé question aé to the origin is unsettled,_such as the
extent éo which an impaired sense of competency contributes
 to depressive'préneness, or the extent to which it is &
‘secondary factor reinforcing these tendencies" (Malmguist,
i

1878, p. 372).

Wessman and Ricks (1966) report findings on nonclinical

N
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adolescent populations.. For eleventh and twelth graaersﬁ_loﬁ

..selffesteem,'depreésion, anxiety and low GPA were all

'positﬂwely qorrelatéd; Only those low self-esteem

individuals felt they would be unable to_atEéin success. The

.projection, into a future, of their expectancy for success
reflected a negative expéctancy and a poor personal future

orientaticn. They preferfed to choose an occupation which

they-themSlees-deemed-unqttainabLe while qhey saw themselves
as lacking the attributes needed to succeed. They
.,

) . W . , . .
purposefully chose an unattainable goal in order to maintain

a consistently negative self-image once they would fail.

iThose'with_high self-ésteem were more likely to rate

themselves as high in constructs such as self-expression,

self—confidencé, hard work, legdershiﬁ potential, t&lent,
intelligence, skill,‘abiiity to make a good impréssion,
feeling at eaée with others, and self—assuranée {Malmguist,
1978). Those low self-esteem individuals tended to reveal
their incomggténcies socially, reflecting the importance of
the social(;rena in adoléscgnt development (Coopersmith,
1967). By\g;ovoking others; they created situationsnwhich
led to the continued reinforcement of their own
sel f-abasement. fThese-intrapunitivé-mechanisms are rélated
to masochistic chafacter structure (Malmguist, 1978).

How an adolescent ﬁerceives the,future: then, is related

to his sense of self-esteem and sense of self;competency.'

Having a negative expectancy about the future impairs present



behavioral perfofmance. Hence, the degree and‘clarity of
"self-pefceptioﬁé as well as how ﬁhey'ére integrated into the
nuclear personality structure, are both.affected'advergély.
, Smith (1966) states that Self—competéncyiis positively
correlated with 'a personal future ofientation-@he:ein a
well-delineated and differentiated perception of the future
has developed to thé point that what one does.now is
considéred both importanﬁ.ané meaningful.

And, self-esteem and its relationship with genéralized
expectancy for sﬁccess reflect the shareé genesis:and
establishment of feelinés of self-efficacy.

The second way of felating self-esteem and generalized
'expectancy for‘sucgess is assessing how, independently, these
constructs are related to a third set of constructs. The
generalized expectancy for success has significant and
negative éorrelations with: depressiqn, hopelessness and
helplessness, pessimism, suicidal ideation, negative .
cognitions, anxiety, hostility and, alllthe factor
analysis-produced subscales from the Internal~External locus
of Control Scale (eg. just-unjust world) (Crepeau, 1977;
Fibel, 1976; Fibel & Hale, 1978: Koerner, 1977; Strickland,
1976). Generalized expeqtancies are £elated at the general
leQel, then, as well as across specific underlying factor
dimensions (Fibei & Hale, 1978). These relationshigg are

weaker for males than for females.

Self-esteem is related to all of the aforementioned
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constructs in a similarly sigﬁificant and negative manner.

In adaition, many studies (Gilmore, 1976; Lefeourt,
1976 Phares, 1976;: Strickland, 1977) report that a positive
correlation has g;&ﬁ'found between a belief in an internal
control of reinforé;ment and successfﬁl coping behaviors
'which mayncontribute to counteracting the oppressive éffécts
of helplessnéss, depresgion and anxiety. Fibel (1976)
'assessed the relationshdip between a'person's generalized
expectanéy for success, task-speéific expectancies for
success, .and differential.reSponding to a learned
.helplessness paradigm with a collegiéte‘female sample. She
found a significantly positive correlation b;tween'the
generalized expectancy for success and expectancies fof
'succéSS in novel'énd ambiguous situations and, relativély
lower correlations as épecific situational information was
acquired. This supports the notion "that éne's specific or
immediate expecﬁancy increasingly becomes a function of one's
generalized expectancy as the degree of novelty or ambiguity
.is amplified" (Fibel & Hale, 1978, p. 929; Fibel, 1976;
Jones, 1977).

It seems, then, thatlself—esteem qnd the generalized
expectancy for success are highly‘related by virtue of their
similar relationships to a third set of variables and,
because they both seem to deveiop through feelings of
self—efficacy or compegence. ‘This self-perceived efficacy

results from the ratio of success or mastery experiences to



\
attempts or pretensions.

" However, éelf—esteem and the generalized expectancf *for -
success have yet to be %ppirically rélated.” And, if the GES
- refléctihg.feelings'bf self—efficécy -- is the third
variable hidden in the relationship between adoléscent
"problems and selﬁ-esteem, whqt.would be the mechanism by
which it affects or mediates this reported, inverse

relationship between .self-reported problem magnitudes and

-

self-esteem?

Self*Eéteem and Social Self-Esteem.

Carlson (1970), Prerost and Lacheta (1979) andy Ziller,
Hggey; Smith and Long (1969) note that the construct of
soci%l'éelf-esteem involvgé the reflection of social factors‘
@ithia the-self—evaluﬁtioﬁrsysLem and tHat social self-esteém
is based on the major préﬁise that self-acceptance and social
acceptance are intrinsicaliy interdependent. fhis is
supported by, as'presented earlier in this review, Zah?an
(15%7)‘and Lawrence (1965, p. 328): "there is a close
reiationship between self-acceptance and social adjustﬁent"
mostly where poor social adjustment has been seen in low
sélf;esteem individuals kCoopersmith, 1967; Malmguist, 1978;
Lomas, 1965, Rice, 1978). | |

Prerost and Lacheta (1979) feel that based on.Ehese

findings and formulations, an individual's selﬁ-esﬁeem should
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; ] ; " ' also.bé reflected by his perception of his own status as
i. o reflected in tpe'Eaﬁblogical»plabement of 'the self' ‘to
| others (p. 413-14). |
L :w;lie (1974; 1979) repdrts that attempts to reiate
'églfjesteem anq'sqéial self—eéteem have yieldéd significant
cdrrelations} Yeé, the kinds oﬁ samples uSéd 'in the studies'
reported by Wylie (lQ?i;01979).are gpité-diverse. ”And, in
none of them did. the fesearchers propose'a theoretical
‘linkage expfessly for ma;e or female.adolescents. Tﬂe theory
for such a l;nk w&uld rest on' the éccéptqﬁce of the &otiqn v
% ’ that the social sphere is of crucial imporﬁance for
| adolescents (Kokenes, 1978), éhd especial}y %emales, becadse
of their reliance_on approval and appfaisal from,significént
others (Malmquist, 1978). These 'others' are usually éeers
who act as 'comfort! replaceménts.once tﬁe”adoleécent‘begins
to ipdividuaté from tﬁe“home. In fact, fefiale adoleécent.
.self-esteem-and_overall self-satisfaction &re related to, and
best predict satisfaction with her social milieu (Pomefantz,
1979). Then, the subsequent projection of the *self into the
social environment should reflect the self-adjustment &and
sélf—acceptance éxtrapolated from earlier self-social
experiences (Malmguist, 1978; Rogers, 1961l). Self-perceived
social competence Bas alsb been highly linked to ovérall —
sglf-perceived éompetence (Wells & Marwell, 1976; White,

1963).

In males, social se?f—esteem seems to be empirically
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linked to a status ideal (Prerost & Lacheta, 1979) while this
felétiohship does not hold for females. The authors explain
the results for fémales.as the female's overreliance on P
others for status (eq. bo&friend, husband) which.may‘preclude-
the empirical monstrétion that her status ideal is linked

A

to social self—esteem.'- ' -

From a clinical perspective, support for.the strong? .
overlapping of self—esteem’and social self—esteém comes from
the findings that ihédviduals who exhibit difficulties with
self-esteem will manifest these disturbances in social‘
situations'kCOOpersmith, 1967; Lawson, Marshall & McGrath,
1979). And, social self—esteém is highly related to -- and
can discfiminate between 'high-low' groups of subjects
sufferi&é‘from’—— depfession‘(see Girodo et al, 1980).
Self-esteem's relationship to deépression has been reported
earlier in this review. ,
In conclusign, based on the theoretical significance of
the social sphere for adolescents -~ especially females --
éhd the theoretiéal“and empirical linkings of self-esteem’ and
‘sociél self—esteem, it is felt that there is great overlap
between the two constructs when eluéidating adeclescent

adjustment.

The Generalized Expectancy for Success as Mediating
Adolescent Problem Magnitudes and Social Self-Esteem

It is quite plausible the GES pléys a mediating role
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between adolescent problem magnitude and self-esteenm. If.se,
. it is likely that having a perticular level- of proble@s would
not necessanﬁly, or simply, cause a dimunitidn in
self-esteem. Problems’ potentially debilﬁtating ef%ects.wiil
likely cause self-esteem to, decrease iflthe individuel dees
not have.én expectancy for solving them successful;y. of
cou:se,fﬁhis“expectaﬁcy represents; a sense of self-efficacy

<

which is based on past mastery expe?iences.

-

Personal problems‘-debil}tafing and correlated effects
have been weil éescribed'by'éooperémith (1967)‘and have
already been preéenteéwiﬁ relation to low Eelf—esteemﬁ The
» main effect is found Ln.the individual's m@Ebid preoccupation
with inner life and iener p;oblems. ~This precludes both
self- and sqcial—adjustmej%.
The GES‘underlines a cognitive process of self; that is,
beiﬁg able‘to held in thought a representation of future
'censequences and outcomes of behavior which has been built
oue of past expefiences. This generates 'current motivators
of'behaviork (Bandura, 1977). GES is a-unifying'construct
reflecting a generalized life-gstance and, it directs
behavior. Accordingly, it reflects components of an
adaptatioﬁ process: the sameness and relative consistency of
thouéhe and action which characterizes the 'generalized' ego
identity (Erikson, 1968; Luborsky & Schimek, 1964). GES also
mirrors paet, pfesent and future in terms of the development

towards an adaptive approach to life and its problems.

LY
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Therefore, as one index of the adaptation process, it is
expected that it wlll moderate impinging external problems
.and ensure a stablllty in light of developmental dlfflcultles
(Luborsky & Schlmek 1964) It may facilitate devélopmental
adaptatlon in llght of dlfflcultles in devélopmeetal tasks
{Manaster, 1977). Aand, since thlS process reflects a form of
ego functioning, it is not difficult to relate GES to
self-concept, and, self-esteem. ' ' . | ' :

A similar mediating, or moderating, role-of cognitive
faetors extaht‘in'ﬁekeresocial problems of adqupment givee
support fef\this centention. These problems seem Fo be
" strongly associated -with excessive thoughts cpncerning
negetive self-evaluation and éhe feaf.of being negative}y
evaluated (See Girodo et l,'l980); :This is strong e&idenee.'
for the phenomenon whlch low self—estéem“indivfduals
experience as a morbld preoccupatlon W1th inner -
representatlons of personal problems (see|Coopersm1th 1367)}
As stated earlier, .the effects of this mechanlsm s proceesing
of all subseguent experience in light of the preoccupation
with the self and its failings, will.be to prevent future
adaptation to the self and thé environment. Poor.
self-concept, low self-esteem and fnterpersonal difficultiee
‘will result. Yet, what constitutes the process of
sel f-preoccupation?

If we assume that any cognitive process will mediate

perceptions of experience and future behavior, the
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preoccupa®don can ‘be seen as/the individual's knowing ‘that he

has a problem and that he ¢ahnot-resolve it (although this

does not mean thaf‘it will not be solved). 1In accordance

e - . .
with research findings on expectancies' consequential effects

on behavior, the individual will not diséiaylgehévior, or a.

mo-ivation; to résolvé the prqplqﬁ; ﬁi; negative expeétancy ’
ts him from solving it as well as_assufes_thé \
mainte anceléf ﬁoor se;f—péréeived efficacyland'lowk:
self-psteem. iHe will‘be afraid té~€nter'9i£uations wﬁere the

[
4

— f f

,éx ectancy of thewhay‘in which one is able to deal og cope

'h them, that,influences‘éelf-ésteem shifts. This is based
on past expérience. And, in all.céses, cansistency 6r
,congrugnéy of behavior and seif—cohcept will be ma%ntained.

. Phenoménologically, when anrindividqal self—rgpbrts a [
| .problem, inherent in the awarenés; of this prdéblem and its =
Telationship 'to me' is the realization that because it is

endorsed, it is not being resolvea now. #&lso, a concomitanﬁ
optimistic or pessimistic attitude is relatedato the person's
expectancy of the problem's effects on .him and the likelihood
(higg or low) that he will resolve it. In other wo;ds, if
‘the individual angicipatés that, based on past expefienCe

with this or similar proﬁlems, he will be unable to resolve

it, his expectancy will neither lead to a constructive

L



.resolutlon will not be very hlgh (Jones, 1977).

assault on the problem nor a feeling of relief from its
effects., If,'perchance, this problem has been resolved in

the past via chance or powerful others' intervention, the

.person's expectancy will refledt this experience and his

- feelings of self—efflcacy related to this problem =

Therefores ip explainihg-psychotherapy outcome ,
researcheré' findings that self-esteem does not increase even
with preseﬁting problem's disaepearance, it seems that‘
feelings. of self—efﬁicaéy must increase in order for
self-eeteem to increase.. And therefore, the kinde of therapy
which incluée goal—setting, and geaIJatteinment, or mastery,
and feedback should be -~ and are %— the ones where
self-eSQEem increments are the moet obvious. Goal-attainment
'therapy' does proviée these results. Bandura and his
a55001ates have'fdund that treatment packages Whlch focus on
self-efficacy perceptlons seem to effect changes in

sel f-conceptions; and although no self-esteem measures were

utilized it appears that self-esteenm feelings are also

changed.
Study 1 ~ Part I

The purpose of this first part of the study is to

- investigate the extent to which adolescent problem types ~-

as described in thé literature on adolescent developmental

L3
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difficulties (see Hemming, 1967; Mélmquist, 1978; Mahaéter,
1977; Rice,'1978) and as previously discussed -- are j'
repreggnted in gqﬂaddlescent Eemale sémple;'and; whether”
certain préblem;magnbtude types are more prevalént in
'particuiar ége’gfpups és has been assumed aﬁd demoﬁstrated to
“be the casé Sy researchers and clinicians whose work was
presented earligr.

Certain studies and theoretical equsitiohs Qave
suppo%ted the notion that adolescent problem types are
represented in diverse adolescent samples kEme et al, 1579;'
Malmquist, 1978; Manaster, 1977; Parcel et al, 1977;
Sternlieb & Munan, 1972) and, that certain problem types are
more prevalent in particular age groups (Eme et al, 1979{
House et al,;1979; Manaster, 1977; Malmguist, 1978; Rice,
1978). Early and middle adolesceng problems tend to occur
p;iér*to, and during the years 15 and 16 (Malﬁquist, 1978).
Late adolescent problems occur after this time.

From what is\known about developmental tasks ‘and
difficulties characteristic of specific age groups, it is .
.expected that this sample' may conform to these developmental

4
expectancies. w ‘ A

‘Hypothesis I

It is expected that for all eleven problem categories,
plus Total Problemsgy one age split around the age of sixteen
(16)- will serve to divide the sample into 'younger' and
'older' adolescents. This age-split will emerge from the
data's inherent sample age-split. ’
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‘Hypothesis II
It is. expected that ‘all problem types --— Health and

Physical Development (HPD); Finances, Living Conditions, and
Employment (FLE); Social-Recreational Activities (SRA);
Courtship, Sex and Marriage (CSM); Social-Psychological
Relations (SPR); Personal-Psychological Relations (PPR); .
Morals and Religion (MR);; Home and Family (HF}; Adjustment to
School Work (ASW); Curriculum and Teaching Procedure (CTP};
and, Total Problems (MPCTOT) -- except Future: Vocational,
Educational (FVE), may be more prevalent (in terms of
magnitude) in the 'younger' adolescent group. -And, it is
expected that FVE will probably be more prevalent in the
'older' adolescent group. ’

I

Study 1 - bPart II ' A

Statement of the Problem and Hypotheses to be Tested

The'purpqse]of:paft two Of this study is to test an
adjusément—adaptation hypothesis regardiné the relationshib
between total problem magnitﬁde'and'social self-esteem; to
assesé theﬂrglationship between the generalized expectancy
for success and social self-esteem; and, as the main thrust
of this research, to test GES's mediating, or mode;ating,
effect on the relationship betwéen adolescent problems and
social self-esteem.

Moétly clinical reéearch has substantiated the first
hypothesis area. ﬁo known research studies have attempted to

investigate the latter two hypotheses.
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Hypethesis 1

.Based on the notion that increased adaptation occurs

. with an intcrease in. adolescént chronol¢gical development —--
~and its implicit experlences {Luborsky & Schimek, 1964%
"'Malmquist, 1978) =- it is hypothesizg8 that ‘older
adolescents will have fewer total p.oblems endorsed ‘than w1ll

'younger' radolescents. ,

Hypothésis II

o

Con51der1ng the theoretical linking of self esteem and
the generalized expectancy for success, (GES) (Fibel & Hale,
1978; Lawler, 1973; Motowidlo, 1979), and, theoretical-
clinical linking of adolescent self—esteem and the social
se}ﬁ—esteem (SSE) (Cocopersmith, 1967; Lawson et al, 1979, = .
Malmquist, 1978; Ziller et al, 1979), it is expected that SSE

and GES will be positively related in the whole sample, as
well as across all age groups

Hypothesis III . . -

Based on the psychotherapy outcome research data

regardlng the lack of self-esteem's increment with personal
problem's disappearance (Wylie, 1974; 1979), on the

theoretically close positive relationship between SE and GES,
and, on the positive relationship between adolescent SE and
SSE, it is expected that the GES will likely act as a
mediating and highly predictive variable within the
relationship between adolescent prdblem magnltudes and,
social self-esteem. Extracting GESS from the relationship
will likely decr&add the problem - SSE correlationship.

Problem magnitude types are those measured by the MPCL - High
School Form. . :

Study 1 - Part 'III
Part three wili be undertaken as an investigative-
egploratory approach, only; to the clarification of GES's
mediating effect within the rélaticnship between problem
magnitudes and, SSE. Two methods will be employed. Firstly,
each problem catedor? magnitude -- for the whole sample and

then for the appropriate age-split groups -- will be
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\
introduced ‘and then eliminated from the correlationship
between GES and SSE.’:Each.probleﬁ cate?ory‘s magnitude score
wlll'be lnvostigated.in terms of its effects, or influence,
on thé GES-SSE relationship. An investigative oypothesis
follows it is expected that .if GES and SSE are highly
5related wlthln the relatlonshlp between adolescent problem
magnltudes, then the %anlpulatlon of pfbble% category
magnltudes -- for: N 352 and age-groups -— will not likely
affect tﬁewGES—SSE relotionshlp in a disruptive (decrementolj
fashion: |

Secondly, osing‘a étandg%dized proceéure, subjeots
scofind at, or beyoho;.a specifled proolem magnitude cutpoint
score will be included in‘fhé'anélysis of specific problem
magnitodes'roffects on the GES—SSE relationship., For each
problem cétegory, incremeﬁtsfog the cuﬁpoint score will
réflect;'at each step, thoée included subjects' increasingly
higher.écofes ﬁlthin that problem category. ﬁSeparate‘
analyées will also be used for specific age—groups that
'reflecl the sample withio each problem oategory.(see Data
Analysis). Tho guestion addressed is: at which score, in a
particular problem category, will the oéléiiOnship‘betwéEn
SSE and GES béeak down or disappear? That is, at what level"
or score, Or oagﬁitude will the GES's “positive relation to
S§E, break down? a

It is_expecfed that if any trends are found where

magnitude increments in a problem type causes the GES-SSE
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relationship to weaken or disappear, then these increments in
problem magnitude 'score' will be related to increments in

this problem category's ability to predict SSE. ' A

-



r\@» ' : CHAPTER II

METHOD
- Subjects ' ..

-

-

eree hundred and flfty two female sub]ects enrolled in.
a predomlnately female and Cathollc, prlvate high scheool 1n
Ottawa had parental permission granted in order that they
participate in this study. Grades nine through thirteen’wéreb
represented. The subﬁects completed a questionnaire pabkage
designed to assess social self-esteem, generalizeq.expectancy
for success, and, self- reported problems characteristic of
adolescent development. Subjects ranged in age from thlrteen

to nlneteen years.

Females were chosen because, as demonstrated in the
literature, ghey a;e more accessible for studles'in'
self-reported problems beceuse_of their tendency to report
more problems than males do. It was expectedﬁthat females
'would endorse all of the problem checklist's problem
categorres because the categorles would represent all

developmental task domains..

A.copy of the questionnaire may be found in Appendix 1.

»
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¢ ' . 5
Procedure
i
r

The Instruments ) ¥

Social Self-Esteem Inventory (SSEI)

" Lawson, Marshall and Mchath (1979) devised this
ihs%&ﬁﬁent és‘a self;repqrt_ﬁhdexuéf ée;fjesteem as1it
derives from various ééciqirsituéfidns.‘-DaQa concerning
reliability, factorial sfrqcture and norms were prévided'by-

the authors. ‘The SSEI contains. thirty self-evaluative

statements. Subjects are reduired to rate each statement on

~a six-point scale in terms of" how accurately each statementé

reflects- their self-perceptions.’

Higher scorég indicate a greater level of self-esteem in
social situations.

The SSEimﬁas‘been shown to be highly reliable over a
four-week test-retest period, eg. r=0.88 (Lawson et &l,

1979); 'r=0.76 (GireMo, Dotzenroth & Stein, 1980). Its

valldity is supported by evidence that it discriminates

depresSed from nondepressed psychiatric patients (Gauthier,
Marshall“& Hoaken, 1985), sexual offenders from normal
controls (Marshall, Christie & Lanthier, 1980), causal
attributional patterns'for success and failure in

heterosocial interactions (Girodo et al, 1980); in addition

it has been shown to predict skilled and unskilled behavior

LA
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in social situations (Marshall, Chétniavsky & Malcolm, 1977),\

The normative mean provided by.Lawson et al (1979) is 132.5;

the standard deviation_is;22.5. Scores may range between 30

N

-

and 180. o : ' -

The Generalized Expectancy for Success Scale (GESS)'

; "5.‘ 1 )

The GESS measures both Rotter's (1966) notion of a
generalfzed expeétancy and, anes's.(l977) construct of a .
dispositional (versus specific) subjective probability of

success. Fibel (1976), and Fibél and Hale (1978) desiéhed‘

the GESS in order ‘to assess a subjectfs_expectancy that in &

most situations he will be able to attaigfdesired-gcéls.-

Higheé scores reflect a higher level of -generalized

.expectancy of future success.

The GESS has been shown to be highly reliable over a

six-week test-retest period (r=0.83 overall; r=0.89 for males
<
and £=0180 for females). Interna}_consistency was also

'established. The split-half reliability coefficient for odd

versus even itemsz using the Spearﬁan—Brown correction
formdla, was 0.90 for females and-0.9l for males. The
correlation bgﬁwﬂén the first fifte&mw itéms and the last
fifteenlitems was 0.82‘for females and 9;83 fof males
(Spearman-BD9wn). The authors }Fibel & Hale, }978) feel that
in light "of the fact that all items have a single stem” (p.
926), this result is not surprising. (

Correlations with other measures tend to provide

o

T—r

O

_/
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evidence for this.scale's validity. Depression,
hopelessness, helplessness, anxiety, hostility and an
external locus of control can ég\identiﬁied in subjects via

their significantly negative cdrrglationa with GESS scores.

\‘—"Gﬂgs is minimally related to socialidesirability (Fibel &

Halé, Q78). Additional/éonstruét validity was provided by
N .

Fibel (l9ﬁ§), who demonstrated a positive relationshig

Setween GESg\score and specific egpectancies for-success in

novél, ambiguésg“énd familiar situations. The choice of a -

generalized measure,-as'statea earlier, will depend on the

level of analysis desired (Mibel and Hale, 1978). The GESS

reflects a §loﬁal Or generalized expectancy for success. -

The factor structure extrapolated (Fibel & Hale, 1978)

‘seems to underline, tentatively, the existence of one general

factor -- a dgense of general, self—perceivgé\efficacy.
The normalized mean fo; females_is 112.3% {mode=112;
median=113.14; males is 112.15 (mode=109; median=112.88;

standard deviation=13.24). Scores may range between 30 angd

150. ;

e

The Mooney Problem Checklist - High School Form

The Mooney Problem Checklist (MPCL) -- in its high

school form -- has been used extensively in the study of

adoléscent problems (Abel & Gingles, 1965; Amos & Washington,

1960; Arnold & Mooney, 1943; Brunswick & Josephson, 1972:
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Collins, Cassel & Harper, 1975; Deiker & Pryer, 1973; Dyer,

'1979; Garrison & Cunningham, 1952; Hﬁza’& Snow, 1972; Kuhlen

& Bretsch, 1964; Mooney, 1942; 1943; Mooney & Gordon,‘1950;r
Morgan, 1969; Parcel, Nader & Meyer, 1977; Sterﬁlieb & Munan,
1972; Stewart & Deiker, 1976; Vittenson, 1967; Wen & McCoy,
1976).

As a research instrument, a checklist is .only useful
when the qdolescent recognizes those problems in the
phenomenal realm, finds that they are listed and is willing
to record thém.. Research conditions facilitating anonymity
ciréhmvent thé‘problem of face validity. McIntyre (1963) has
found that the MPCL meets these requirements. and, the
Commission on Youth Work (1970) concluded that the MPCL is
valid even when used with an Austraiian sample of youths,
because the problems of these adolescents are quite similar
to North American adolescents’.

The MPCL began as a simple counseling aid and survey
instrument designed ﬁo help students express their problems
moreAclearlQ (Mooney, 1942). The potential of this approach
for aiding in.differeﬁkial diagnosis and treatment planning
(eg. Dyer, 1970) has resulted in research efforts to develop
it as a more‘rigorous test instrument (Deiker & Pryer, 1973).

‘The high school form contains 330 total items, divided _
into eleven categories of 30 items each. Ih turn, these will
be aescribed below. Subjects were asked to respond to the

foliowing request:



CATE R T

S s

110

A problem is something which troubles or bothers you.
It can disrupt or disturb your thinking, your behavior,
or both. This is not a tesf. It is a list of problems
which often trouble students of your age -~ problems

of health, money, social life, school work, home
relations, religion, vocation, and the like. )

Some of these problems are likely to be troubling
you now and some are not.

Read through the list slowly and when you come to
a problem which is troubling you now, circle it.
This was designed in order to assess problem magnitudes
-
within each of the eleven categories, and, the total number

J

category. The categories are:

1) Health and Physical Development (HPD) -- a list of items
pertaining to difficulty in adjustiﬁg to physical and

physiological changes (growth): and, somatic complaints;

2) Finances, Living Conditions and Employment (FLE) —-—
concerns abbut present personal finances (eg. needing to
borrow moneyhfrom parents), satisfaction with the amenities
at home (eg. own room; having a car to borrow), and, the
felt-needs and satisfactions related to present emplofment
(ie. paft— or full-time);

3) Social and Recreational Activities (SRA) -- a survey of

problems related to recreational activities (eg. learning how

to dance) as well as adjusting to social relations within

recreational contexts;

4) Courtship, Sex, and Marriage (LSM) -- difficulties in
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' discussing dating, sexual or marital issues as well as
problems involved in wanting (or not wanting) ,to actualize
desires or beliefs in these subject areas;

5) Social-Psychological Relations (SPR) -- self-perceived

difficulties in the attainment or deployment of generalized
social skills (eg. not knowing how to talk to another person)
and concern over 'the'spilling of"psycholoéical problems

into the social environment; -

6) Personal-Psychological Relations (PPR) --
dissatisfaction regarding personality characteristics, or,
behavior considered problematic (eg. losing one's temper too

easily; daydreaming; worrying);

7) Morals and Religion (ﬁh) ~— issues either already
internalized or prese;tly being indoctrinated, which are not
in accordance wiép what the adolescent really believes or
wants to believe (ie, usually a rébellion against the parents
or established institutions like the church); or, feelﬁng
.gﬁilty about behaviors done~(or not done) as they should not

(or shodld) be done; -

8) Home and Family (HF) -- concern over a family member's

health, or, issues and interactions at home which are

. ..
strained due to, for example, a clash of opinions; loss of a’
EUEEY T : Lo

family memberf o

9) The Future: Vocational and Educational (FVE) —-- concerns

regarding future vocatiornal, educational as well as

ontological directions;
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10) Adjustment to School Work (ASW) —- problems of adjusting

to the school, and the class material; mostly because of

either a dislike for school or a subject or, having
difficulty with certain classes due to a personal deficit
(eg. weak in writing);

11) Curriculum and Teaching Procedure (CTP) ~-—

dissatisfaction with: overall curriculum, little freedom in

classes, the textbooks, and, the general process of teaching

(and learning) via the present teachers' methods; in general,

a dissatisfaction more with 'education' than with personal

abilities and failure%;

12) Total Problems Endorsed (MPCTOT) -~ the sum of all

problems endorsed across all eleven categories.
R .

Validity has been pro&ided by results stating that a
significantly higher total number of problems endorsed was
able to distinguish between the following groups of
adolescents, and normals: those accepted into counseling
(Esper, 1964; McCallum, 1966); adolescents from broken homes
(McIntyre, 1953); obese females (Dyer, 1970; Held & Snow,
1972) delinquent girls {Barnett & Tar&er, 19595; ;nd,
emotionally%disturbed, hospitalized adolescents (Deiker &
Pryer, 1973). fThe clinical subjects -- especiaily females --
(Deiker & Pryer, 1973) endorsed significantl} more problems
in all categories than did the normal controls. .

Three large observe factor analyses using all items were
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per forfmed for‘adolescents beloﬁging to one of. three gfoups:
emotionally disturbed, delihquents, and, controls (Stewart &
Deiker, 1976). In all data sets, a.large general factor
emerged with considerable overlap for the three criterion
groups. In terms of implications for use with single éases,
none of the 25 smaller factors cqrresponded with any of the
problem categories and so, a clinician must avoid using the
MPCL scales for prediction.

For research purposes, because of the MPCL's ability to
distinguish clinical patients from normals using the PPR
scale (Deiker & Pryer, 1973), and its inahility to
distinguish between normals Qersus deIﬁn%uents or the .
emotionally disgurbed, the implications of a single general
factqr are not easily déterminable (Stewart & Deiker, 1976}.
Differences may have simply resulted from the inclusion of
different samples. It is possible that the latter study's
‘results reflect an interesting phenomenon: that problems in
';aolescence are based on general, underlying problem areas
which are reflected in the high intercorrelations between /
problem éaﬁegories (Stewa:t & Deiker, 1976). .

The large general factor accounted for more variance in
the younger adolescent group (junior high schocl) which may
indicate a greater capacity for differentiating problems in
the older adolescent (Stewart & Deiker, 1976);

It has been suggested that based on the evidence

(Stewart & Deiker, 1976), using the tdtal number of problems
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v
ﬁendorsed could be a crude index.of?g;ieral adjustment.

“

Data Analysis

Inabrder to divide. the sample in terms of age groups, it.
was felt that creating all the possible (and logical)
combinations of age and testing to maximize the mean
age-group différences would bé the best procedure. This
pProcedure -- maximizing the 'F-ratio's' significance level —
was employed separately for all eleven problem categories,
the total problem category, and, the other two dependent
variables (GESS, SSEI). The age splits for all of the

‘ respective problem categories were utilized throughout this
study.

Analyses of variance, correlations, multiple stepwise
regrassion, partial correlations and multiple correlaticns
were the other.analyses employed to test the mediational
pypotheseé. T-tests, Z-tests and F-distribution scores  were
used to assess significance levels for correlatiops,

differences between correlations and analyses of variance,

respectively.

Multiple ‘Stepwise Regression

The analysis of a variable's ability when partialled

out, to cause a decrement in the relationship between two
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Gariables (eg. problem magnitude and social_self—esteem) is
equivalent, by way of transformation, to the comparison of
indepepdenF variables' (eg. problem magnitude, GEéS) singular .
or linearly combined efforts to predict a dependent variable
(eg. SSEI). Age, in the present analyses, will be a gfouping
factor. In order to-perform the regressions, variables were
standérdizéd.in ordér to preclude scaling problems. Thié was
.done prior to the analyseé. | |

Fo;'each analfsis, four steps are del&neated: at Step 0O,
no variables até entered into the stepwise regression
equation to prediét SSEI; at Step 1, GESS is entered; with
GESS in, at Step 2, the problem category's magnitude is
forced in; and, at Steé ﬁ, GESS is removed, leaviﬁg the
problem category magnitude as the sole predictort

At'each step is a related'set of regression ccoefficients
(asterisks indicate those in the equation at each step), an
F-ratic {and p value) which assesses the-significance of the
regression coefficients, and their related multiple
" correlations, squared multiple correlatians and,
increments/decrements in R2 at each step. See Tables 9-20.

A significant F-ratio reflects significance attained across

all of the equivélent statistics (regression coefficients, R

v

and R2),

In this study, multiple stepwise regression data using
-

the same combinations of predictors yields this equivalence:.

regression data for 'problem~category magnitude extracted'
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analyses are the same as‘the inverted 'GESS extracted!®
analyees. The former form the nucleus of'the first section
of.the investigative part of this study. The tables relating
to this latter section (Appendix 2) reflect Step 0 as no
variables entered- Step 1 as problem category entered; Step 2

as GESS entered; and Step 3 as problem category removed

" Multiple Reqression and, Problem Magnitude Increments

The problem category magnitudes used for N=352 and all
problem~related age—-groups were .increased thusly: for N=352,
subjects having a magnitude score at, or above, the upper

quartile cutpoint for each problem -categories' effects on
decreasing the GESS-SSEI relationship. The relationship was

assessed here, and for scores (increments) at one, one and a

half and two standard dev1atlons above the problem category

mean. Therefore, with an lncrease ln problem score

(magnitude) at each step, the GESS-SSEI relationship was
investigated. The most important trend criteria were:
decrement in the GESS-SSEI relationship with probleﬂ score

increase, and, the increase in SSEI variance predicted by the

respective problem category.

For each age-group within each problem category, the
same criteria held. However, problem score cutpoints started
at one standard deviation above the mean and increased

through one and a half, to two standard dev1at10ns above the
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problem catégory mean.

rl

Limitations of Multiple Reéression Computer Programs

~

[y

Although certain tests of significanée are available to
assess the 'best' predictive equations as well as the ‘bést'
predictive ability of one variablé in the equation over
another, the comparison of mu{fiple correlatioﬁ squared
(R2) increﬁénts in the predi;tion of the dependent variable
and the significance levels related to these increnments can
be investigated only by way of assessing the prébability
levels for the regression coefficients themselves. And
assessing the significance of a simple correlation's
decrement to a partial correlation must also be seen in terms
of the 'bestf_F—values and significance levels representing
the regression EQeffiéients in the equations at each step of
the stepwise analysis. Hence, mdst of the Results
presentation concerning R's and partial correlations will Ee
descriptive and after, these will be related to inferential

statistics once the regression equations®' ‘significance levels

are elucidated. . .

For all regression datay 'best predictor' refers to the
F~ratios and they reflect the most parsimonious explanations -

of SSEI variance.
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CHAPTER III

RESULTS

~

Internal Consistency as Reliability

F
The Spearman-Brown split-half reliability coefficient
relating to odd-even splits for the Social Self-Esteem
Inventory (SSEI)'is r=.78. Adjusted, it attains a level of

r=.84. N

The corresponding coefficients for e Generalized

Exbectancy for Success Scale (GESS) are r=)\81 and adjusted,
r=.88. ,Both instruments reflect good inte;Lal consistency.

.

Part I

Population Description and Analysis

Age

The sample had a mean age of 15.727 ($.D.=1.377) years
with a range from 13 to 19 years of ége. Seven, or 2
percent, of the 352 sdbjects were 13 year; old; 72 (22.5%)
were 14 years; 80 (22.7%) were-15; 90 (25.6%) were 16; 67
(19%) were 17; 26 (7.4%) were 18; and 10 (2.8%) had attained

19 years of ago. Both the median and modal ages were 16.

See Table 1.
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Social Self-Egteem.

" The 352 subjects’ mean SSEI score was 132.048. values

ranged between 41 and 174. Both the median ahd modal scores
L= ‘

were 134. The standard deviaﬁion'was 23.66&.

Generalized Expectancy for Success

The sample mean for. GESS was 113.%3%.(SD=14.216) and

scores ranged from 66 to 147. Both the median’ahd modal

-

scores.were 113. ] -

6

The Average Adolescent's Problem Scores .

As cén be seen from Table 1, the avérége;adolescent
(aged 15.727) had 5.764 HPD problems, 5.778 FLE problems,
6.259 SRA problems, 6.801 CSM problems, 7.932 SPR problems,
7.%40 PPR problems, 6.841 MR problems, 6.688 13 problems,
5.5i99 FVE problems, 8.170 ASW problems,A6.974 CTP problems,
and, 74.616 totai problems. Data EOQ the average

13-through-19 year olds may:be found ip Table 1.

Ranks of Age-Groups Based on the Means for Each
" Dependent Variable

. Age 16 occupies the first rank for problem mean scores
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in 10 of the 12,§roblem categories (indluding'Totéi) while
. . : Y "I_ > . ‘
age 14 is ranked second in 8 of the 12 categor&es and first

for SRA. Age 16 falls.into the second rank on one occasion.
Age 15 assumes the third'higheét rank on B.Of”lz C -

opportunities. Age 18 is ranked first.for FVE.

Age 19 occupies the twelfth and last rank.in 7 of the 12

SN
v

problem categories. Age 13 assume;‘ﬁhis,ﬁosition on ‘4
occasions, with age 18 ranked lastifﬁr‘MR. “hge 18 is rankea
second to last 6 times, age 19 four Eimes:u Ages 13 and 17
each ranked eleventh once.“ -

For both SSEI and GESS, age 18 is_ranked First.. ;%

.Rankings of Problems' Magnitudes for Agé Groups

' With an increaée in-ége,:ASW, PPR and SPR do not change
ranks’ to aﬁy great degree, éhifting no -more than 1, 3 and 4
fénks, respectivgly (Table 2). -With.the increase in the age
. to 16, little shifti;g in ranks is evident. With the
increase in age beyond 17, FVE and CSM begin to atéain higher

‘rankings while CTP and MR start to achieve lower rankings.

-And, HéD decreases in rank from ages 13 to 18.

Age-Splits for Each Problem Category

Utilizing a logical combinatory set of differfing

age-splits for each dependent variable, the age-split of 13

o
P
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—to-1-6 ~and- 17 to—19%-best-reflects-the-maximization—of-the—- —

ANOVA's F-ratio for. SSEI and GESS as well as for 8 of the 12
problem caFegories {see Tabie 3. The split of 13 to 14, 15
to 16, and 17 to 19 best maximizes mean age-group differences
for SPR, PPR and ASW. And, FVE is best reflected in the 13
to 15 and 16 to 19 split.

The age-splits corresponding‘to specific problem
categories will be ‘utilized in all subsequent

hypothesis-testing.

Problems' Prevalence Within Specific Age-Split Groups

As can be seen in Tables 3 and 4, for all 8 problem
categories split between the age of 16 and 17, the greatest
number of proplehs is found i the.13—16 years group; that
s, in the youngér adolescent group. The problem types which
max imize these differences between the age-group (13-16,
17-19) means are: HPD, FLE, SRA, CSM, MR, HF, CTP, aﬁd MPCTOT
(Total Problems).

. Of the 3 problem categories (SPR, PPR, ASW) split 13-14,
15~16 and 17-19, the greatest number of problems are'found in
the middle. age group of 15 to lé.

and for FVE the largest problem mean is in the older

L Ne——
(16-19) age group.
F-tests and two-tailed %—teéts {see Table 4) were

performed for appropriate group comparisons. Since F=t for

A
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" Table 4

ANOVA DATA RELATING TO AGE-SPLITS AND, PROBLEMS'
PREVALENCE IN PARTICULAR AGE GROUPS

Age-Splif (mean,SD,n)

F-value (df)

Problem Category p<
' ( F=t)
(13-16) {(17-19)
HPD 6.197 4.71§ 13,38 .0003
(3.67) (2.85) (1,350)
. 249 103
FLE 6.145 et 883 7.56 .0063
(3.89) (3.89) (1,350) .
249 103 -
SRA 6.590 5.456 5.12 .0243
(4.27) (4.29)° (1,350) N
249 103
CsM 7.209. 5.816 6.23 .0130
(5.03) (4.06) (1,350)
248 103
. 2
MR . 7.357 5.592 10.11 .0016
o (4.87) (4.40) (1,350)
et 249 - 103
+ HF 7.189% 5.476 7.61 .0052
(5.49) (4.42) (1,350)
249 103 .
cTP 7.550 5.583 9.15 .0027
(5.79) (4.93) (1,350)
249 103 .
MPCTOT 78.834 64.417 9.03 .0028
(42.70) (36.33) {1,350}
249 103
Age€-Splits
A B c t-contrasts
(13-14) (15-16) (17-19) F-value (df;p<) A-B A-C B-C
SPR 7.899 9.656 6.476 8.56 2.331 2.241 4,015
(5.23) (5.97) (4.88) (2,349} (247) {260) (191)
159 90" . - 103 p<. 0002 p<.02 p<.05 p<.001
PPR 7.761 9.189 7.126 4.09 1.987 1.032 2.688
- (4.93) (5.72) (4.82) (2,349} (247) {260) (191}
159 90 103 p<.0176 p<.05 p>.20 p<.0l
ASW 7.850 9.400 7.437 3.26 1.965 0.756 . 2.604
(5.89) (5.42) (4.99) (2,349) (247) {260) {191)
159 S0 103 p<.0394 p<.05  p>.20 p<.01
Age-Splits F-value {df p<
(13-15) (16-189) { F=t)
FVE 4,975 5.969 3.95 .0476"
(4.61) (4.72) '(1,350)
159 193

df = degrees of freedom.
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two groups, the ANOVA comparison iéxequivalent to a £—£est
cbmgarison: For the 8 problem catégories where age is split
13-16 vs. 17-19, means for the younger group are
signifiéantly greater.

For SPR, the t-test contrasts reflect the 15-16 year
olds' group mean as significantly greater than either of the
13-14 or 17-19 year olds' groups. The youngest gréup (13-14)
mean is also significantly greater than the 17-19 mean.
Concerning PPR, contrasts show that the 15-16 year old group
has a significantly éreater mean than the‘lB—ld or 17-19 age
groups. The mean difference conptrast between 13-14 and 17-19
age groups does not attainAsign@ficance. Looking at ASW, all
contrast results and significance of differences are the same
as for PPR.

With FVE split between the ages 15 and 16, the older age.
group (16-19) .has a significantly greater mean score than the
13 to 15 yeaf old group.

Prevalence of Problems Within Specific Age Groups and
Their Relationship to SSET

If each problem category is more prévalent in a
particular age group, how are these related to SSEI in
comparison with the other age groups' relationships to SSEI?

" (see Table 5).

The results indicate that for none of the eight problem
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categories split between ages 16 and 17 is the age group with
the highest proBlem_mean {13-16) higher related to SSEI than
‘is the other'agé group (17-19).

Some significant differences are displayed in the three
proslem_categofigs (SPR, PPR, A%ﬁ) split into the age'groups
13-14, 15—16 and, 17-19. For all three problem categories
the correlations with SSEI for 15-16 year olds are
significantly greater than for 13-14 year olds (p ¢ .10, .05,
.10, respectively).

Only PPR's 17 to 19 year olds had a significantly higher
correlafion than did the 13 to 14 year olds (p < .10). And,
no differences for any of the three problem cateqories wefe
found between méan scores of 15-16 and 17-19 year oldg.

No significant differencé in correlatioﬁ was found for

FVE across the age split of 13-15 versus 1%-19.

-

Part II

The Relationship Between GESS and SSEI

In.Table 6, it is apparent that GESS and SSEI are
significantly related for the whole sample and across age
groups. The lack of a significant relationship at age 13 'is
related to an n of 7.

Since F is maximized for mean age~group differences and

both GESS and SSEI F's were maximized for the groups 13-16
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Table 6

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN GESS AND SSEI

GESS correlated with SSEI (Two tailed t for Pearson Tt}

N=352 . 5137 (p<.001)

Age 13 : 03321 (p>.10)
Age 14 .5058 (p<.001)
Age 15 : .4618 {p<.001)

Age 16 : .6288 (p<.001)

Age 17 : . 3650 (p<.01)

Age 18 . L6752 (p<.001)
Age 19 . .8010  (p<.01)

Maximized Age Split

Age 13-16 =  .5339 (p<.001)
(n=249) :

Age 17-19 = .4540 (p<.001)
(n=103)

Z = .894 (p>.20)
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and 17-19, the correlations between GESS and SSEI for each of
these groups was assessed. Both were highly significant

: A
(p £ .001) yet not different from each other (p > .20). ’

Correlations of GESS and SSEI with Problem Categories, .
for the Whole. Sample (N=352)

GESS predicts 26.38 percent of SSEI variance (r=.5137).

In Table 7, correlation data yields that there is no

-significant difference between GESS's and SSEI's correlations

. ?\

with HPD (p > .50). GESS predicts.virtually the same amount

of HPD variance (7.25%) as SSEI does {6.26%).

There is a difference (p < .10) between GESS's and

SSEI's correlations with FLE (t=1.7512; p < .10). GESS
explains more FLE variance than SSEI does {5.06% versus
1,59%). |

No significant differences for correlations with SRA,
CSM and SPR are found. Conseqhehtly, problem variance
prediction is not significantly different bet@een GESS and
SSET.

GESS and SSEI differ significantly in their correlations
with PPR (p { .05). The former accounts for 13.46% while the
latter accounts for 6.89%. The same significant difference
is found in correlations with MR (p ¢ .05). GESS explains
5.52% which is greater than SSEI's 1.43% explained.

A highly significant discrepancy exists between GESS's

>
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#

and SSEI's explanation of Hé variance (p ¢ .001) . XgESS

accounts for only 3.13% but'it is greater than SSE:j; 0.38%.
. FVE is related to GESS and SSEI (p ¢ .10) to a

significantly different degree. GESS better e&plains EYE

(6 )24%) than does SSEI (2.62%).

«There is no difference (p { .50) %tween GESS's and
SSEI's correlations with ASW. For CTP, howevér, a
significant difference is.found between the correlatiéns
(p ¢ .10) and, the amount of variance explained by each
fGESS=2.68%; SSEI=0.37%). A marginaliy significant
difference (p‘< :20) is exhibited in GESS's andlSSEI's
correlatiions with MPCTOT. The varianqe explained by-GESS is
11.26% and, by SSEI, 6.30%.

In general then, problem categories seem toﬁbe bett?r
related. to GESS than to SSEI although many SSEI correlations
are significant and, despite the facﬁ that, in absolute

terms, there is not much more variance explained by GESS than

by SSEI.

L4

The Mediational Hypotheses. A

]

1. Partialling Qut GESS from the Problem Magnitude - Social

Self-Esteem Co-Relationships

. ' {
GESS was ‘partialled out of correlations between problem

magnitudes and social'Self—esteem, for the whole sample and



-~

133

for the aﬁpropriaie‘age—splits (seé Table 8). Déta in each
ce%}_—- going downwards -- are for that age-~group column, the
66;;elation between the problem category (roy title) aﬁd
SSEI,‘tﬁe paFtial correlation between the same two variables

with the effects of GESS removed, and, the cell n ﬁalues

‘associated with the analyses.

It is assumed that the strongest effect.with GESS
removed would occur when the partial correlation is~at, or

close to, zero.

-

at) HPD (Health and Physical Development)

//( For the whole sample,‘the correlation between HPD and
SSEI is -.25012 (p £ .001) and with the effects of GESS -

.removed, the partial correlation is -.13516 (p { .02) (see

. Table 8).

In accordance with the apprdbriate age-split, the 13-16
year old group's correlation between HPD and SSEI is =.25425
(p.{ .001l) and the partial r is -.11156 (p ¢ .105; Here too,
the partialling out of GESS has decreased the significance
level.‘

For the 17 to 19 year olds, the simple correlation
between HPD and SSEI is -.18013 (p'¢ .10). As in Table 5,

"

. there is no significant difference between the simple

- correlations for the two age groups in HPD. When GESS is

removed for 17-19 year olds, ithe correlation is -.13516

<
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Table -8
- GESS PARTIALLED OUT,OF PROBLEM - Y '
MAGNITUDE - SOCIAL SELE-ESTEEM RELATIONSHIPS » .
‘Maximized . _ A . '
- vEM 13-14 13-15 13-16 15-16° = 16-19 1719 13-19
HPD 13-16, -.25425+4 . - 18013+ -.250124s
r 17-19 . - 11156+ ° & S 13129% - 135160
p.T., ) 249 103 352
n= . p<.0003 ¢ . . -
FLE . 13-16, -~ -.07998 -.21533%4_ - .12609++
T 17-19 +.07539 - 18464%  -.01267
p.r 249 103 382
n= p<.0063 -
SRA 13-16, B, 33408+s+ , . 4205144+ -.36234+0e
r ‘17-19 ~.19430% 4+ -.36984  -.2521044s
p.T. . 249 103 357
n= p<.0243 \
CSM 13-16, L 117932% %+ <. 14084%  -.15050+++
T L17-19 -.04499 ) 2.07409 06593
p.T : 249 103 352
. n= p<.0130 '
SPR 13-14,  -.24795%+ 475584+ - 4133044+ -.421824 4+
T 15-16,  -.08414 . 3264944+ -.35130e4+ ~.20715+++
p.r. 17-19 79 170 103 . 352
n= p<.0002 ‘
PPR (13-14,  -.08945 «.2821 744+ < 3370144+ -.262464++
T © 15-16,%. +.09969 -.06574 -.24652++  -.09270+
p.rT. 17-19 79 170 103 352
n= p<.Q176 , :
MR 13-186, -.10645+ -.10679 -.11960%*
T 17-19 +.05168 -.06644  +.00129
p.T. 249 103 352
n= p<. 0016 s
HF 13-16, +.04292 -.00107  +.01940
T 17-19 +. 185784+ +.03472  +.13065++
p.r. 249 103 352
n= p<.0052 ,
FVE 13-15, -2713 , -.19953 -.1690%**
r 16-19 -.01532 -.07120 -.04047
p.T. 155 193 352
= p<.0476
ASW 13-14,  -.06927 -, 3081944+ - -.25095++ -.24560+++
T 15-16,  +.11153 -.16277%* -.1818l+  -.11628**
p.r 17-19 79 170 103
= p<.0394
cTP 13-16, -.03179 -.09876  -.06067
r 17-19 +.07850 ° ..06214¢  +.02767
p. 249 103 . 352
n= p<.0027 :
MPCTOT 13-16, -.22607+++ -.29013%%* -.25007++
r . 17-19 -.03471 -.21714**  -.09725+
p.r 249 103 352
n= p<.0028
Significance for t (two-tailed)
Spe.z0 e
+ p<.10 -
** <05
" p<_02
[ 1 X p<.01

\.
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\bp £ .20 . Again, the s;gnifitance level has decreased.
b) FLE (Finances, Living Conditions, and Employment)

For N=352, the FLE-SSEI correlation is -;1é609 (p¢
.02). With GESS taken out, it falls to -.01267 (p ) .20).
The:eriginal correlaéion_disappears. For the complete
sample, 99 percenf of the original FLE—SQEI assoeiation
results’ from the effect of GESS. Only one peréent is
influenced by FLE. ‘ -

‘The FLE—SSEI correlation fof the 13-16 éroup is —.07598

(p > 20) and with GESS removed +.07539 (p‘> .20). Neither

) cofrelatlon is smgnlflcantly greater than zero.

For the l? to 19 group, the FLE-SSEI correlation is
-.21533 (p € .05). The difference between the 13-16 and

-17-19 simple correlations is not significant. With GESS.

rextracted for 17-19 year olds, the partial correlation is

-.18464 (p ¢ .10).. The significance of the original

association has decreased.

¢) ' SRA (Social—-Recreational Activities)

For the entire sample, the corréla&}on between SRA and
SSEI (r——.36234- p £ .001), with GESS removed does not
decease in 51gn1f1cance level attalned (r12 3=—.25219; p(

.001). o : SR ‘



136

For the 13-16 age group, the significance of the
corrélation between SRA and SSEI (r=-.33408; B < ,001) does
decrease once GESS is partialled out (ryo, 3=-. 19430 P <
.01).

No decrement in significance level is accomplished by
extracting GESS from the original relationship (r==~. 42051; P
»
< .001 versus rlz 3—-.36984- P < L001) for l7 -19 year

olds. There is no. significant dlfference between the two age
groups SRA SSEI correlatlons although theéﬁ%-lQ partlal

correlatlon was 51gn1f1cantly hlgher (p < .20).

[F

. d) CSM (Courtship, Sex and Marriageli

-

-
[

! 3 Ty . ' L ‘ . -
~ With N=352, the correlatiom between CSM and SSE& is\\“ﬂ
—;18050 (p < .001}) and wifh GESS‘extracted, fhe partlal ‘

correlatlon (flz 3——.06593) is not 51gn1f1cant (p>
2200 . o

N 1

<

The 13 16 age group s 51gn1f1cant correlatlon for

CSM SSEI (r— .17932, p < Ol) became 1nsrgn1f1cant w1th GESS
removed (r——.04499 S >-203v e

A decrement in’ 51gn1f1cance level 1s dlsplayed by

ellmlnatlng GESS s effects w1th;b the, 17 19 group ( =—.l40843'

!

P < 720 versus RAEN 3—— 07409- > 20) There is no
s1gn1f1cant dlfference between the two age groups CSM-SSEI

correlatlons.
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e) SPR (Social—Psycho}qg;dgz Relations)

v o~
¥

éor the eﬁtire-sample, the correlation between SPR and
SSEI (r=—r42182; p ¢ .001), with GESS removed, does not
‘decrease in significance, level attained (rj, 3=-.29715;

p £ -001) desﬁite'én obvious decrement in correlation., For
the 13-14 age group, the significance of the correlation
between SPR and SSEI (r=-.24795; p £ .05) does decrease when
GESS is ext_rc;cteé (35, 3=-.08414; p > .20). .';‘h.is- is the
only age group wherein the‘partigl correlatio; is.nof
significantly greatér than zero.

for the.15—16 grgup; no decrease in.éignificance level
occurs aé a result of removing GESS (r);, 3=-.32649; p

L00L) froﬁ the original relationship (r=-,47558; p £ .001).
Similarly, within the 17-1% age group, no significant
decrease,lﬁowards zero, in the relationship (r=—;4l33?: p<
.001) was obtained” (T, 3=-.29715; p ¢ .001).

The_pnly significant difference between age-group
‘corfelations was between 13-14 and 15—16, the latter Seing:
more significant (p ¢ .10). The significant partial
chrelational difﬁerences were found where the 15-16 and

17-19 groups' partial correlations were greater than the

13~14 year o0ld group's (p < .10 and p { .20 respebtively).

NN
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£) PPR (Personal-Psychological Relations)

Taking the .entire sample into'consideration, the
PPR-SSEI correlation (r=-.26246; p < .00y, w;th GESS
removed, decreased in significance (r12.3=—,09270; p<
.10).

Al though the 13-14 age éroup cdrgelation was not
significant and the partial correlation was not significantly
greater than zero (r=-.08945; p >.'20 versus |
'12.3=+.09969; p .20i, significance decrements were
obtained for both the 15-16 and 17-19 age groups:
respectively, frém r=-.28217 (p € .001) to rio,.3=-.06574
(p > .20), and, r=-.33701 (p ¢ .001) to r12.3=-.24652 (p
< .02). ’ ' |

Two s%gnificant differences between age group
correlations are found. Both 15-16 and 17-19 age groups had"
higher correlatioﬁs than did the 13-14 age group. |
Diffe?ences were r;flectedlin p .20 and p £ .10,

respectively. No age group differences for. the partial

correlations were obtained.

g) MR (Morals and Religion)

g

7
The partial correlation (with GESS out) for all the

subjects decreased in significance (ryn,3=+.00129; P>

.20) from the simple MR-SSEI correlation (r=-.11960; p ¢
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.05). Similarly, in the 13-16 age group, the simplé
lcorrelation changeé from r=—.i0645 (p < .10) to A' .
12,3=+.05168 (p » .20) once GESS was eliminated. In
the 17-19 group, a nonsignificant correlation (r=-.10679; P)
-20) became a nonsignificant partial correlation
(ryp,3=—.06644; p > .20).

) No age group correlational differencegs were yielded by

analysis.

h} HF (Home and Family)

»

For the entire sample, the correlation between HF and

SSEI (r=+.019405,p' .20), with GESS removed, increases in

significance level hattained (r=+.l3065; P < .02}. A similar

phenomenon occurs in she 13-16 group (r=+.04292; p > .20 to
r¥y5,3=+.18578; p’'{ .01). “gor the 17-1%9 group, a
nonsignificant correlation remained a nonsignificant partial
correlation (r=-.00107; p > 20, to ryj; 3=+.03472; P

.20). The trend, however insignificant, was evident once
more in Epat the partial correlation yielded a positive
HF-SSEI value for the 17-189 group.

No age «group correlational differences were obtained
although the 13-16 group's p?rtial correlation was

significantly'greater'than the. 17-19 group's (p £ .20).
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1)" FVE (The Future: Vocational and Educational)

The whole sample's and all age groups' FVE-SSEI
correlatiqns decrease in significance once GESS is removed:
for n, r=~.16190 (p 74 .dl)Qbecomes r12,3=-.04047 (p )

.20}); for 13-15, r=-.12713 (p ¢ .20) becomes g“
r12,3=-.01532 (p > .20); and,.?for 16-19, r=-,19953 (p ¢
.01) becomes rys,3=-.07120 (p > .20). - '
| No age group correlational différences_are yiélded.

i) ASW (Adjustment to School Work)

"For the whole sample, the ASW-SSEI correlation
(r=—.2§569; P < .001, with GESSis effects removéd, decreases
in Sighifiqéncg level attained (r12_3=—.11628; p < .05).

~Iﬁ the-13—14_age group, the ASW-SSEI correlation
(r=-.06927; p > .20) remains insignificaﬁt when GESS is

removed (r12;3=+.11153; P > .20). For the 15-16 group,

the correlation (r=-.30819;.p £ .001) drops when GESS is

8

extracted (r;, 3=—16277; p ¢ .05). The same occurs for
-the 17-19 age group (r=-.25095; P < .02) to
' T1p,3=-.18191; p ¢ .10). ' |

The‘only age group'correlatidﬁal difference shows that
the 15-16 simple correlation(zg\significantly greater than
the 13-14 group's (p < .10},

1
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k) CTP (Curriculum and Teaching Procedure)

All of the possible age groupings (N; lé—lG; 17-19) have
insignificant CTP-SSEI cofrelations (r=-.06067, p > .20;
r=-,03179; p >-.20; r=-,09876, p.} .20, respectively). When
GESS is removed, their partial correlations are also
insignificant (r;; 3=+.07850, p ) .20;
£y12,3=-.06214; p > .20; and, r12:3=+.02767;};>
.20, respectively).

No age group correlational differences are found.
1) MPCTQOT (Total Problems)

For all age groupings there is a decrease in the
significance levels associated with the extraction of GESS's

-

effects: for N=352, r=-.25097 (p £ .001) becomes
¥1y,3=-.09725 (p < .10); for 13-16, r=-.22607 (p < .001)
becomes r), 3=-.03471 (p » .20); and, for 17-19,
r=-.29013 (p < .01) becomes rj, 3=—.21714 (p < .05).
No ege group correlational differences are extant
elthough the 17-19 group's ﬁartial correlation is

significantly gfeater than the 13-14 group's (p € .20).
\\
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2. The Prediction of SSEI

HPD 'and GESS as Predictors

In Table 9, and for the whole sample, GESS albne -
without HPD's effects removed -- account§ fop 26.38 percent
(R=.5137) of the variance in SSEI. HPD alone —— without

GESS's effects removed -- accounts for 6.26 percent (R=l2501)
.of SSEI variance. Combined, they account for 27.73. percent
(R=.5266), an increase in R2 of ‘1,34 percent over GESS's
prediction of 26.38 percent. Eliminating the éommqn variance
accounted for by the two independent variables, GESS accounts.
for 21.47 percent of original variance while'HPD explains
'1.34 percent new variance.

The significance of the differences  in prediction at
each step is refiected in the sign}ficance'of'the differenqes
between the regression coefficients in the equation at each
.step (asterisks beside coefficients), Therefore all three.

equations predict a sjignificant amount of SSEI (p.< .0005)

but the rank of best predictors is: GESS alone (F=125.44, p< -

.0005), GESS with HPD variance removed (F=103.70: p < .0005),
- GESS® plus HPD (F=66.95; p < .0005), HPD alone (F=23,36; p <
-0005) and then, HPD with GESS variance removed {F=6.49;

p < .025).

L

The values of F decrease in that rank. Therefore, GESS
alone best predicts SSEI. Adding HPD to GESS does not

increase SSEI's prediction. In fact, it predicts less



Table 9
HPD, GESS AND, THE PREDICTION OF SSEI:
N AND, AGE-SPLIT DATA
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Step 2:F=

Variables'
: p< Relative Multiple R Increase
Step Regression Coefficients  F-ratio (signif)  Importance E_—_Jl-jiz in R®
TGESS HPD=N GESS
= 0 .8334 -1.6433 ) F=103.70
352 "1 LB83534* -0,7912 125.44 (.0005) {(p<.0005) .5137 .2638 L2638
. 2 L7807 -0.7912* 66,95 (.0005) .5266 L2773 .0134
3 .7807 -1.6433* 23.36 (.000%) HPD .2501 0626 -.2147
| . F=6.49 .
(P<‘025) .J'._,'
HPD13-16 GESS
= 0 . 8952 © -1.6633 . F=79.92
249 1 .8952* -0.6487 98,50 (.0005) (p<.0005) .5339 .2851 .2851
2 LB440* —0,6487* 51.22 (.0005) .5422 .2940 .0o89
3 ?8440 -1.6633* 17.07 (.0005) HPD .2542 L0646 -.2294
F=3,10
(p<.10)
HPD17-189 GESS
e ———— —
= 0 L6606 -1.2878 . F=24.01
103 - ,6606™ -,3448 26,22 (.0005) (p<.0005) .4540 L2061 .2061
r L6362* -.B448* 14.08 (.0005) L4688 .2198 LQ137
3 .6362 -1.2878* 3.39 (.10) HPD L1801 .0324 -.1873
T F=1.75
. - (p<.25)

[+

*

refer to key.
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* in the equation

Step 0
1
2
(2a

2b
3

i
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KEY

y .

no va les entered. ¢

GESS entered = GESS alone (problem's effects
not’ removed from GESS)

problem category entered and added to GESS
GESS with problem category removed

problem category with GESS removed)

GESS removed = problem category aloné (GESS's
effects not removed from the Problem category)

R - R2 1 Incr. in R2
f 1 - 1
2=RZ of ° . . 2b=R2 above
GESS+ GESS's R2 ‘
... problem
s
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4

(F=66.95) because HPD's novel variance-explained is only 1l.34
pefcent. On the other hand, removing HPD from GESS
contributes to a prediction of 21.47 percent ofISSEI which is
less.than when the GESS.score -- withaut HPD overlap removed
—- predicts SSEI (26.38%).

| Based on tpe two age-groups' (13-16, 17-19) data, GESS
alone best predicts SSEI in the yéuhger (13-16} group because
of the difference in F-value, despite both significance”
levels excéediné p &£ .0005: in the 13—16lgroup, GESS alone
predicts 28.51 percent (F=98.50; p‘< .0005) while for the
17-19 greup it predicts 20.61 percent (F=26.22; b < .0005).
HPD alone also best predicts SSEI in the younger (13-16)
group due to tﬁe difference in the F-value although both
values attain significance ievels of p £ .0005: in the 13-16
groué, HPD alonévpredicts 6.46 éercent (F=17.07; p ¢ .0005)
while for the 17-19 group it predicts 3.24 percent tF=3.39;

p £.10). There is a difference_in the effectiveness of

prediction, with the regression equation of the younger

+

(13—16) group explaining more variance. GESS and HPD

-together best predict SSEI in the younger {13-16) group due

to the difference in F—valﬁe: in the 13-16 group, GESS and
HPD predict 29.40 percent (F=51.22; p ( .0005) and for the
17-19 group, 21.98 percent (F=l4.08;ig < .0005). GESS --
with HPD variance removed —- predicts more SSEI variance for
younger (13-16) subjects (F=79.92; p ( .0005; 22.94%) tﬁan
older (17-19) subjects (F=24.01; p ¢ .0005; 18.73%). And,

HPD —- with GESS removed -- predicts SSEI about equally for

J
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younger subﬁects (F=3.10;7p £ .10; 0.89%) as for older ones
(F=1.75; ﬁ < .25; 1.37%). Therefore, even within the age
groupé,‘GQSS alone best predicts SSEI follogéd by GESS and
HPD, GESS with'HPD variance removed, HPD alone, and, HPD with
GESS varianqg removed. In other words, by égding HPD little

is gained toward the prediction of SSEI.

FLE and GESS as Predictors

T N—————. .

Data for the entire sample (Table 10) shows that GESS
alone ~- without FLE's variance eliminated -- accounts for
26.38 percent of SSEI variance. FLE.alone -- without GESS
removed -~- explains‘l.591percent (R=.1261). Together GESS

and FLE account for 26.40 percent (R=.5138), an R2
increment of less than one percent (.01 percent}) over GESS's
prediction of 26,38 percent. Eliminating the_ ®common variance
accounted for by the two independent variables, GESS accounts
.for 24.81 percent of original SSEI variance while FLE
explains .01 perceﬁf.

In terms of the significance of the differences in
prediction, all three equétions predict a significant émount
of SSEI: GESS alone (p«£ .0005), FLE alone (pe¢ -025), and, RE
GESS and FLE (p-g .0005). The otder of best predictors is:
GESS alone, GESS with FLE removed (F=119.62; p £ .0005), GESS
plus FLE, FLE alone, and, FLE with GESS extra;ted (F=0.06;

P ( .90). Therefore, GESS alone best predicts SSEI. Adding
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Table 10 . | _ . T
. FLE, GLSS AND, Il PREPICTION OF SSLL: ~
N AND, AGE-SPLIT DATA
. ‘ . ) Step 2:F=
: Variables' . .
g S . p< Relative Multiple R Increase
Step Repression Coefficients  F-ratie (signif) Importance R R in RZ
GESS . FLE13-19 . GESS
= 0 .8334 . -.7415 " F=l117.62 :
3%2 1 .8334= --.0656 125.44 (.0005) (p<.0005)  .5137 .2638 .2638
2 ,8293* -.0656* 62.58 (.0005)} ;5138 .2640 .0001
3 .8293 -. 7415 5.66 (.025) FLE - .1261 .0159 -.2481
F=0.06
(p<.90)
« ~ FLE13-16 .. GESS
= 0 T L8952 -.4940 <. ¢ F=97.86
249 1 .8952* +.4083 98,50 (.000%) (p<.0005) ~ .5339 .2851 .2851
2 .9246% +,4083* 50.04 (.0005} . .- .5377 .2892 .0041.
3 .9246 -.4940% 1.59 (.25) FLE .0800 .0064  -.2828
F=1.41
(p<.25)
- FLE17-19 " GESS R
= 0 6606 -1.1294 | F=24.36
103 1 .6606* -.8686 @6.22  (.0005) (p<.000S)  .4540 .2061 .2061
2 .6331* -.8686*% 15.20 (.0005) 4829 .2332 .0271
3 . .6331 -1.1294* 4.91 (.05) FLE 2153 .0464  -.1868
F=3.53
(p<.10)

* refer to key. . . : -
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FLE to GESS does not increasg;SSEI's?pfediction; it actually
decreases the F-value (62.58) which reflects less of a marked
contrast than occurs with GESS alone. Removing FLE from
GESS, on the other hand, contributes to the prediction of
24.81 peréént of SSEI which is less than when the GESS sc;re
- witﬁout FLE removed -- -predicts SSEI (26;38%).

Lpoking at the age-group data, GESS alone best explains
SSEI in the younger (13-16) group than in older (17—19)
group despite significant F-values (p < .0005). As in the
HPD-GESS dhalyses, the 13-16 group's GESS alone predicts
28.51 percent (F=98.50; p < .0005) while the 17-19 subjects'
.GBSS predicts 20.61 péré;nt (F=26.22; p ¢ .0005)., FLE alone
best predicﬂ? SSETI in the 17-19 group (F=4.91; p ¢ .05) than
iﬁ the.l3-16 group {(F=1.59; p < .gg),‘ Fér'the‘l?-lQ year
0lds, FLE alone predicts 4.64 percent while, for.13-16 year
olds, it accounts for 0.64 percent. GESS and FLE together
best predict SSEI in the 13-16 group (F=50.04; p £ .0009)
than ih the 17-19 group (F=15.20; p <& .00Q5). 1In the younger
subjects' group, GESS and FLE predict 28.92 percent; for the
older subjégts, 23.32 percent of SSEI was accounted for.

GE§§ -- with FLE variance removed -- predicts more SSEI
variance fgr younger (13-16) subjects {F=9§.86; p<{ .0005;
28.28%) than older (17-19) subjects (F=24.36; P -0005;
18.68%). And, FLE -- with GESS extragted -— predicts SSEI
best for élder subjects (F=3.53; p { .10; 2.71%) than for

younger ones (F=1.41; p ¢ .25; 0.41%},
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e
Therefore, across age groups, the rank of best

predictors of SSEI is the same. - Addlng FEE adds 11ttle to

the prediction of SSEI. GESS alonegls the best predictor.

SRA and GESS as Predictors

| — -4
Table 11 shows that GESS alone accounts fer 26.38
. percent of SSEI variance. SRA alone explains 13.13 percent
'(R—.3623) .GESS ana,SRA, together, -account for 31.07 percént
(R=.5574), an ‘R2 increment of. 4788 perc¥nt ‘over GESS's
prediction of 26.38 percent. Eliminating commonrindependent
variable variance in predictingiSSEI, GESS explain® 17,94

percent of original SSEI variance-ghiile SRA explains ,4.68

percent Y ()

‘ All thre:MEEgre551on equatlons predlct a.glgnlflcant {p
£ .0005) amount of SSEI: GESS one, SRA alone, and,_the two
linearly comblned.. Includl g EEE two(&ndependent variance
explanations, the best predictors are the QESS alone, GESS
with SRA extracted (F=90.81, p < -0005), GESS plus SRA, SRA *
alone, and, SRa &ith‘ ESS exrracted (F=23.70; p { .0005).

’ Addlng SRA to GESS actuallyudecreases the F—contrast (78 64,

from 125.44). Remd%lng SRA from GESS, on the other hand,

2 \Eontrlbutes to the prediction of 17.94 percent of SSEI which

.lS less than when the GESS score -- withoue SRA removed -

Predicts SSEI (26.38%). T
T . g

™ ) .
Investigating égg:group data, GESS alone best accounts
S <
_// -’
-
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i _ Table 11 " .
. SRA, GISS AND, THIE PREDICTION Ol SSII:
N AND, "AGE-SPLIT DATA
P '
Step 2:F -
Variables'
) p< - Relative Multiple R . Increase
. ‘/§;cn\\\ Regression Coefficients . F-ratio (signif) Importance - ﬁu___n__ﬁz in RZ
} [ : - * ) . -
:  GESS SRAI3-19 GESS \
N2 0 8334 -1.9415 S0\ ' F=90.81 &
352 1 L8334 -1.2170 125.44 (.0005) (p<.0005) .5137 2638 .2638
2 7213 -1.2170* 78.64  (.0005) .5574  .3107  .0468
— . 3 .7213 -1.9415+* 52,90  (.000S) SRA .3623 1313 -.1794
=\ F=23.70
(p<.0005) -
SRA13-16 GESS
n= 0 .8952 -1.8768 “ F=71.69 -
. 249 1 .8952+ -.9758 98.50  (.0005) (p<.0005) .5339  .2851  .2851
b . 2 .7970* -.9798* 55.80  (.0005) . L5586  .3121  .0270
3 .7970 -1.8768* 31.03 (.0005) - SRA .3341 L1116 -.2005
|, .'
F=9.65 .
_ - . (p<.005) ",
) SRA17-19 GESS
*
n= 0~ . .6606 -1'.9943 . o F=20.12
103 1 .6606*  ° -1.6013 26.22  (.0005) (p<.0005) .4540  .2061  .2061
2: .5536* -1.6013* 22,96  -(.0005) L5610, .3147  .1086
3 .5536 -1.9943* 21.70  (.0005) SRA - .4205 .1768 -.1379
- % -
T . F=15.85
. (p<.0005)
-

“* “refer to key.~

L] =
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fo; SSEI in the younger group (13-16) despite both groups’
/f*lignificant p { ¢ .0005): F(13-16)=98.50; F(17-19)=26.22. AS
in the HPD and‘FLE analyses, the 13-16 group's GESS alone
predicts 28.51 percent and the 17-19 group's GESS alone
prediéts 20.61.é§rcent. SRA alone best.predicts SSEI in the
13-16 group (f=3l.03; p { .0005) than in the 17-19 group
(F=21.70; p < .00g5) but, because Of SRA with GESS
ex;racted:s greater prediction.in the 17-19 group (see
below), the¢17—19 group's SRA alone predicts moge SSEI .

variances (1

;68%) than does the

13-16 group (l1.16%).
g .
GESS and SRA together exhibit a greater F-contrast for

13-16 year olds (F=55.80; p-.< .0005) than for 17-19 year olds
(F=22.96; p ¢ .0005). However, the 17-19 group accounts for
a similar amount of variance (13-16=31.21%; 17-19=31.47%) .
This is;related to the amount of iAdepéndent variance
accounted for by SRA in th; 17-19{ group, with GESS's effects
removed (17-19: F=15.85, p ¢ .0005), 10.86%; 13-16: F=9.65, B
4 .0005; 2.70%) .

GESS -—- with SRA variance eliminated -- predicts more

SSEIgpariance for younger (13-16) subjects (F=71.69; p<{

4 .000‘ 20.05%) than older (17+19) subjects (F=20.12; p <

.0005; 13.79%). And, SRA -- with GESS extracted -- predicts

—

SSEI best for older subjects; as stated above.

-

y the rank of best predictors for the age groups reflects"
\__ - . ’ ’ +

that GESS.alone is the best predictor and.that SRA is a good

predictor of SSEI in older subjects, although it is still not

\ﬁ

&

!
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3

as strong -as GESS.

- \

CSM and GESS as Predictors

-

Table 12 displays that for N=352, GESS.alonp.accounts
for 26.38 percent of SSEI variance. ,CSM alone explains 3.26
Percent (R=.1805). Together GESS and CSHnaccount for 26.70
pe;cenp (R=.5168), an R2 jincreméent of less than one percent
(.32%) over GESS's prediction of 26.38 percent. Eliminating
the independent variabies' common variance, GESS accounts for

-

23.45 percent of original SSEI variance while CSM explainss

.32 percent.

, All three prediction”ggangaas account for a significamt

amount of SSEI: GESS alone (p & .OOQ‘HD CsM alone.(p < .061),
. R ]
and,~GESS with CSM (p<¢ .0005). - The order of best predictors
is: GESS alone, GESS with CSM removed (F=111.64; p < .0005),
GESS plus CSM, CSM aloﬂe, and, CSM with GESS removed (F=1.52;
p £ t25). Therefore, GESS alone best predicts SSEI. Aadding
CSM to GES§ does not substantially increaﬁe SSEI's
prediction; it actually decreases the F-value (63.58) which
reflects less of a marked contrast thah occurs with GESS
aloﬁe. Removing CSM from GESS confgibutes to the prediction
of 23.45 percent of SSEI which is less than when GESS alone
predicts SSEI (26.38%). '
.Assessing age-group data, GESS alone beét accounts for

SSEI .in the younger group (13-16) despite both groupsf
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Table 12
CSM, GESS AND, TIE PREDICTIO“>OF SSET: -
N AND, AGE-SPLIT DATA °
Step 2:F= -
Variables' i
. o p< Relative Multiple R Increase
Step | Regression Cocfficients F-ratio (signif)  Importance ﬁ____JL——ﬁ? in RZ
GESS CSM13-19 GESS
= 0 .8334 -.8673 - . F=111.64
352 1 L8334% -.2803 125.44 (.0005) (p<.0005)_ﬂ L5137 .2638 L2638
2 L8102~ ~.2803* 63.58 (.0005) . .5168 .2670 L0032
3 L8102 -. 8673 11.79  (.001) CSM L1805 .0326 -.2345
F=1.52
(p<.28)
CSM13-16 ' GESS
n= Q . 8952 -.B561 F=87.71
249 1 .8952* -.1885 98.50 (.000%) (p<.0005] .5339 .2851 .2851
2 .3975* -.1885* 49.40 i .5353 .2865  .00Ld
‘3 .B975 -.8561* 8.21 .1793  .0322 -.2544
CSM17-19
n= {0 . 6606 -.7074 ' T F=24.14
103 1 ~ .6606* -.3363 26.22 (.0005) (p<.0005) .4540 .206} L2061
2 .6444% -.3363* 13.33 {.0005) ] .4587 .2104 L0044
3 .6444 -.7074* 2.04 (.25) CsM .1408 .0198 -.1906
F=0.55
(p<.50)

L

refer to key.
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significant level (p ¢ .0005): F(13-16)=98.50;
F(l7—19)=26.32). The 13-16 group's GEéS alone predicts 28.51
percent while the 17—19 group's GESS alone predicts 20.6)L
ﬁercent. CSM alcne bhest accounts for SSEI in tge 13-16 group
(F=8.21; ﬁ £ .005) than in the 17-19 group (F=2.04; p { .25).
For the‘l3—16 group,‘CSM alone predicts 3.22 percent while

the 17-19 group's CSM alone pgedicts.l.98 percent. .éESS and
CSM toéethe; exhibit a greater'F—contrast for 13-16 year olds‘
(F=45,40; pq< .OOOS)chan for 17-19 year olds (F=13.33; p ¢
.0005)., In the youriger subject group, GESS and CSM'predict
2B.65 percent; for the older‘subjects, 21.04 perceﬁt of SSEI

was accountd for.

GESS -~ with CSM.:ariance removed —- predicts more SéEI'
varignce for younger {(13-16) subjects (F=87.71; p { .0005;
25.44%) than older (17-19) subjects (F=24.14; p < .0005;
19.06%). And, CSM ~- with GESS extracted —- predicts SSEI
equally as poorly for older subjects (F=0.55; p £ .50; 0.44%)
as for younger ones (F=0.50; p< .50; 0.14%).

Therefore,raéross age groups, the rank of best
predictors of SSEI is.the same. Adding CSM adds little to
the prediction of SSEI. GESS alone is the best and most
parsimonious predictor.

-

SPR and GESS as Predictors

In Table 13, the data for the complete sample is

L



155

Table 13

SPR, GESS AND, THE PREDICTION OF SSEI:
N AND, AGE-SPLIT DATA

Step 2:F=
" Variables'
) _ p< Relative Multiple R Increase
Step Regression Coefficients F-ratio (signif)  Importance j?__Jﬁlriif in R?
GESS $PR13-19 GESS
N= 0 L8334 -1.7878 , F=78.47
352 1 .§334* -1.1571 125.44 (.0005} (p<.0005) L6137 .2638 L2638
2 .6749% ~-1.1871%* §5.50 (.0005) ; .5735 3288 L0650
- 16749 1 7878+  75.76  (.0008) . SPR ‘4218 .1779 -.1809
“ o . - F-33.80
(p<.0005)
@ : SPR13-14 GESS
n= 0 .8247 . -1.0764 F=19.12
79 1 _8247% & -.3407 24 .96 (.0005) (p<.0005) .4948  .2448 L2448
2 L7771 -.3407* 12.68 (.0005) .5001 .2501 .0053
3 L7771 - =1.0764* 5.04 {.05) - SPR L2479 .0615 -.1886
F=0.54
(p<.50)
SPR15-16 GESS
= 0 .9224 -2.0510 F=40.20
170 1. .9224+* -1.2921 72.65 (.0005) (p<.0005) .5495 .3019 L3019
2 .7160* -1.2921* 50.38 {.0005) . L6134  .3763 .0744
3 L7160 -2.0510* 49.10 (.0005) SPR L4756 .2262 -,1501
-Fz=14.92
{p<.0005)
S SPRI17-19 e _GESS e S
ns= 0 .6606 -1.7283 F=19.15
103 1 .6606™ -1.3489 26.22 (.0005) (p<.0005) - L4540 .2061 | .2061
2 L5473 -1,3489* 21,85 (.0005) ,5515 .3041 ©.0980
3 .5473 -1.7283* 20.82 (.0005) ’ SPR .4134 1709 -.1332
' F=15.0%
(p<.0005)
» refer to key. . v
¥
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represented. GESS alone explains 26.58 percent of SSEI
variance. SPR alone explains_l?.?g percent (R=.4218).
Together GESS and SPR account for 32.88 percent (R=;5735), an
R2 increase of 6.5 perceﬁt over GESS's prediction of 26.38

percent. Eliminating the independept variables' common

a A}

‘variance, GESS accounts for 15.09 percent of original, SSEI
variance while SPR explains 6. 5 percent

A All three prediction equations account for a significant
amount of SSEI: GESS alone, SPR alone, and,‘GESS with SPR
‘(all p € .0005). The decrements in F-values once SPR is
intreduced into the equation or when it, alone, predicte

s SSEI, are not as marked as those in other problem cateéories'
entrance. The order of best predlctors is: GESS alone, GESS
Plus SPR, GESS with SPR removed (F=78.47; p < .0005) #ESPR
alone, and, SPR with GESS removed (F=33.80: p £ .0005). GESS
alone is - the ;ost efficient predictor. Adding SPR to GESS
decreasee the F-contrast value to 85.50 and this reflects
less of a marked contrast than ocCure with GESS alone.
Removing SPR from GESS contributes to the prediction of 15.09
percent of SSEI which is less than when GESS alone predicts
SSEI (26.38%).

Contrasting age-group data, GESS alone best predicts'SSPI_
in the 15-16 group despite all groups' significant p-values
(.0005): F(15-16)=72.65; F(13-14}=24.96; F(l7—l9)=26.22.' The
15-16 group's GESS alone predicts 30.19 percent, the 13-~14

;group 24.48 percent, and the 17-19 group 20.61 percent.
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SPR alone better accounts for SSEI in the 15-16 group
(F=49.10; p ¢ -0005) than inleithef of the 17-19 (F=20.82; p
£.0005) or 13-14 groups (F=5.04; p < .05). For the 15-16
group, SPR alone predicts 22.62 percént; for the 17-19 group,
17.09 percent; and, for the 13-14 group, 6.15 bercent..

GESS and SPﬁ~combined exhibit a greater F-contrast for
15-16 year olds (F=50.38; p £ .0005) than for 17-19 year olds '
(F=20.82; p ¢ -0005) or 13-14 year olds (F=5.04; p & .05).

- In the middle-age group (15-16), Epe combined predictor
variables account-for 37.63 percent of SSEI variance while
the torresponding percentages for the 17-19 and 13-14 groups
are 30.41 and 25.01 percent, respectively.

GESS -- with SPR variance eliminated -- predicts SSEI
better for the middle (15-16) grouﬁ (F=40.20; p £ .0005) than
the 13-14 (F=19.12; p & .0005) or, 17~19 (F=19.15; p £ .0005)
groups. However, the percent of Sggi/explained is
13-14=18.86%, 15-16=15.01, and 17-19=13.32%. Percentages
decrease with age. Therefore, despite the higher F for
15-16, the trend is for GESS to‘explain less SSEI variance as
age increases. SPR'is.beéinning to eﬁplain more.

and, for SPR yith GESS extracted, prediction of SSEI’
increases with age (13—l4=0.54( p <L .50, 0.53%; 15-16=14.92,
p £-.0005, 7.44%; and, 17-19=15.09, p ¢ .0005, 9.80%}.

The best predictor is still GESS: adding SPR adds to the

explanation of variance but mostly in the 15-16 group.
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PPR and GESS as Predictors

From Taﬂle 14, and for N=352, GESS alcne explains 26.38
percent of SSEI variance. PPR alone explains 6.89 percent
(R=.2625). ‘Together, GESS and PPR account for 27.02 percent
({R=.5198), an R2 increment of 0.63 percent*over GESS's
predictlion of 26.38 percent. Eliminating the independent
variables'}common variance, GESS accounts for 20.13 percent
of original SSEI variance while PPR'ekplains 0.63 pefcent.

All three prediction equations account for a significaht
amount of SSEI: GESS aioqe, PPR alone, and, GESS with PPR
(all p <€ .0005). The order of best predictors is: GESS
alone, GESS with 'PPR ;emovgg (F=96.25; p £ ;0005), GE?S plus
PPR, PPR alone and, PPR with GESS eliminated (F=13.03; p <
.10). GESS alone is the m;st efficient prediqtor. Adding
PPR to GESS decreases the F-contrast value to 64.60, and this
indicates less of a marked contrast than occurs with GESS
aione. _Removing PPR f;om.GESS contributes to the prediction
of 20.13 percent of SSEI, which is less than when GESS albne,
predicts SSEI (2é.38%).

Looking at age—-group data, GESS alone best predicts SSEI
in the 15-16 group despite all groups' éignifidént p-values
(.0005): F(15-16=72.65; F(17-19=24.22; and, F(13-14)=24.96.
The 15-16 group's GESS alone predicts 30.19 percent, the

13-14 group 24.48 percent, and, the 17-19 group 20.61

percent.
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Table 14

PPR, GESS AND, TIE PREDICTION OF SSEI:
N AND, AGE-SPLIT DATA ~

p
Step 2:F= -
Variables®
p< Relative Multiple R Increase
Step Regression Cocfficients F-ratio (signif)  Importance EH:——Jl__ET' in RZ
GESS PPR13-19 ) " GESS
N= 0 - L8334 -1.1736 F=96.25 :
382 1 L8334~ ~, 3823 '125.44  (.0005%) (p<.0005) L5137 L2638 L2638
2 .7825%* -,3825* 64.60 (.0005) .5168 L2702 L0063
3 .7825 -1.1736* 25.89 (.0005) PPR L2625 L0689 -.2013
F=3.03
{p<.10)
PPR13-14 GESS
n= 0 *.8247 -.4072 . | F=24.83 :
79 1 .8247* +.4202 24.96 (.0005)  (p<.0005) :4948  .2448  .2448 -
2 .8778* +,4202% 12.82 (.0005) .5023 .2523 - .0075
3 .8778 -.4072* 0.62 (.50) PPR .0895 L0080 -.2443
F=0.76
(p<.50)
PPRIS-16 ' GESS
n= 0 9244  + -1.2909 ' F=54.13 :
170 1 .9244% -.2773 72.65 (.0005).  (p<.0005)  .5495  .3019  .3019
ra 8813~ - 2773 36.63 (.0005) L5522 . 3049 .0030
3 .8813 -1.2909 11.53 (.0005) PPR L2822 .0796 -.2253
F=0.72 -.
(p<.50)
PPR17-19 GESS
n= 0, .6606 -1.4250 F=18.88
103 1 .6606* . -.9668 24,22 (.0005) (p<.0005) .4540 L2061 . 2061
’ 2 .5683* -.0668" 17.65 (.0005) ©.5043 L2543 L0482
3 -5683 ~1.4250" 12.94 (.001) PPR 3370 .1136 -.1408
Lo F=6.47
(p<.025) .

[¥]

* refer to key.
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PPR alone better accounts.for SSEI’iﬁ the 17-19 group
(F=12,94; p <€ .0005) than in either of the 15-16 (§=1l.53; P
<.001) or 13-14 (F=0.62; p < .50) groups. For the 15-16
group; PPR alone predicts 7.96 percent; for the 17-19 group,
11.36 percenf; and, for the 13-14 group, 8.95 péréent. With

" an increase in agen-PPR alone's prediction of SSEI i;creases.

GESS and PPR éombined exhibit a greater F-contrast for
15-16 year olds (F=36.63; p € .0005) than for 17-19 year olds
(F=12.§4; P < .0005) or 13—14'year.olds (F=12.82; p &£ .0005).
In the 15-16 group, thé combined predictor variables accaunt
for 30.49 percent of "8SEI variance while the corresponding'
percentages for the 17-19 gnd'13—14 groups are 25.43 and
25.53 percent, respectively..

GESS -- wth PPR variance removed - pfedicts more

; ' variance for the middle (15-16) group (F=S4:13; p £ .0005)
.than the 13-14 (F=24.83;.p < .0005) or 17-19 group (F=18.88;
p < .0005). However, the percent of SSBI explained is
13~14=24,43%, 15-16=22.53% and, 17-19=14.08%). This is not
. cohsistent with the F-values although the difference in
Agercentages between 13-14 ahd'ls;lS is gquite small (<& 2%).
.And, PPR —~ with GESS removed ——-predicts SSEI more

€fficiently for older subjects (17-19: F=6.47; p < .025;

4.82%) than for younger ones: (15-16: F=0.72; p ¢ .50;
. 0.30%), (13-14: F=0.76; p < .50; 0.75%).

The best predictor is GESS.

B
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i, )
MR and GESS as Predictors

Table.lS shows that-for Ehe’complete sample, GESS alone
accounts for 26.38 percent of SSEI variance. MR alone
explains i.43 percent (R=,1196)." Tbgether GESS and MR
"adcount for 26.38 percent, a zero percent incr?Tent in R2
over GESS's prediction of 26.38 percent., Eliminating the
“independent variables' common variance, GESS accounts for
24.95 peréenﬁ of original SSEI variance while MR explains”

-3

zero percent.

-

"All three prediction equations account. for a é;gnificant
amount of SSEI: GESS alone (p< .0005), MR éione (p £ .025),
and, GESS and MR (p < .0005). The order of bes£ bredictors
is: GESS alone, GESS with MR removed (F=118.31, p ¢ .0005),
GESS plus MR and MR-alone. MR with GESS removed péédicts
zero,percenﬁ; Therefore, GESS aloﬁe_best predicts SSEI.
Adding MR to GESS does not_substantially.increase SSEI's
prediction;“it-éqtually decreases the F-value to 62.54 which-
reflects 1ess 6f a marked contrastﬂthan occurs Qith GESS
alone. Removing'MR from GESS contributes to the prediction
of 24;95 percent of SSEI which is less than when GESS alone
predicts SSEI (26.38%). |

In terms of age-groﬁp data, GESS alone best accounts for
SSEI in the younger group (13-16) despite both groups'
significant level (p < .0005): F(13-16)=98.50;

F(17-19)=26.22. The 13-16 group's GESS alone predicts 28.51
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Table 15

MR, GESS AND, THE PREMCTION OF $SIiL:
K N AND, AGE-SPLIT DATA

. {\ . i : j»'_{_ f@
v Step Z:Fiaﬁ -
. . ) Variables® '
) ] p< Relative Multiple R Increase
Step Regression Coefficients F-ratio {signif) Importance E"“Jl‘ﬁif in R?
.- GESS MR13-19 ' GESS .
"' N= 0 .8334 -.5748 i F=118,31
352 1 . 8334 +.0055 125.44 (.0005) (p<.0003) .5137 2638 .2638
2 .8338" +.,0055* 62.54 (.0005) : . L5137 L2638 .00Q0
3 .8338 -.5748* 5.08 (.025)_ MR . 1186 L0143 -.2495
F=0 )
(p<.9999)
MR13-16 ‘ GESS _ N
n= o] .8952 -.5247 . . F=95,12
249 1 . 8952+ . +,2242 98.50 (.0005) (p<.0005) L5339 .2851 L2851
2 .8164* . +,2242% 49.51 . (.0005) L5357 . 2870 .0019
3 .9164 -.5247~ 2,83 (.10) MR .1065 L0113 -.2757
F=0.66
{p<.50) -
“MR17-19 GESS
n= 0 6606 " -.4842 F=25.08 ‘ ’
163 1 . .6606* -.2756 26.22 (.0005) (p<.0005) .4540 .2061 L2061
2 .6515* ~,2756* 13.26 (.0005) .4578 . 2096 .0035
3 .6515 -.4942+ 1.16 {.50) MR .1068 .0114 -.1982
F=0.44
(p<.75)

Lo

* refer to key.
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percent while the 17-19 group s GESS alone predicts 20 6l
percent.. MR alone best accounts for SSEI ih the 13-16 group
(F=2.83; p < .10) than in the 17;19 group (F=1.16; p < .50).
For tne 13—16'group, M; alone predicts‘l.lB‘percent while the

l7—lg}group‘s csM alone predicts 1.14 percentt These are not

different. GESS and MR together exhibit a greater F-contrast

ﬁ_ggr 13-16 year olds {(F=49.51; p < .0005) than for 17-19.year

olds (F=13. 26 p<<f.0g05}. In the younger.subjeéts' group,'

GESS and MR predlct 28.70 percent- for the older subjects,

_20.96°percent of SSEI was accouhted for.

..27.57%) than older (17-19). subjects (F=25

i{

GESS —-— with MR variance removed —- predicts more SSEI
variance for younger (13416) subjects\(F=95.12{.p & -0005;

P < .Q005;

19.82%).  and, HR'—i with GESS extract \-- predicts: SSEI
equally poorly. for older subjects (F=0. 44- p <..75; 0. 35%)fn
than for younger ones (F 0.66; p & .50- 0. 19%).

. GESS is the, bedt pred1ctor of SSEI and, adding MR adds

ll%tle to the predlctlon of the dependent varlable.

Y

HF and GESS as Predictors / '
N . S . : ’ L—— 7
3

~Table 16, reflecting all subjecfs; shows thathESS alone-
accounﬁs.for 26.38 percent of SSEI variance. HF'alone
explains 0.04 percent (R Ql94) "Together GESS and HF - _ ’

account.for 27.64 percent, a!lﬂzﬁ percent increment in R2,

‘over GESS's prediction'of 26,3§-pepcent. Eliminating.the
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HF, Gi$S

AN

Table 16

J

AND, THE PREPICTION OF SSEIL:
N AND, AGE-SPLIT DATA

¥

: . Step 2:F=
) , Variables!
o . p< Relative Multiple R Increase
Step Regression Cocfficients  F-ratio (signif) importance R R< in RZ
i h . .
¥ .
GESS HF13-19 GESS
N= 0 .8334- L0852 . F=133.14 A
352 1 . 8334* .500) 125.44 (.0005) ) {p<.0005}) L5137 .2638 ..2638
2 .B661* L5004 66,66 (.0005) | .5257 .2764 L0126
3 . 8661 .Q852* 0.13 (.75) HF L0184  ,0004 -.2760
F=6.06
. {p<.025)
I ¥ up13-16 GESS
n:= 0 .8952 .1877 F=109.75
249 AJ. T L8952+ . 7025 98.50 (.0005) hb {p<.0005) .5339 .2851 .2851
¥ . .9510* .7025* 55.20 {.0005) o .5566 3098 .0247
3 ’ .9510 L1877 0.46 (.50) HF '70425 .0018 -.3079
| F=8.79
(p<.005)
v " f. *
- -HF17-19 GESS
= 0 .6606 -.0049 F=26.11
103 ;*S .6606™ +.1430 26,22 (.0005) {p<.0005) L4540 .2061  «.2061
. .6638* +.1430* 13.06 (.0005) L4550 ,2070 .0010
3 ".6638 -.0o049* L 0.00 (:9999) HE . .0013 ,0000 -.2070
- ~A\< F=0.12
N : , (p<.75)
\ P
Gty k. Y '
. o \ \\Q::s
. s’
]
' '
q
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independent variableg' common ‘variance, GESS accounts for
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27.60 percent of original SSEI variance while HF explains. '
1.26 percent. . '

Only -two prediction equa;ions account for a significgﬁt-
amount g? SSEI: GESS alone (p < .oodé) and GESS with HF (p <

-0005).., HF alone predicts less than one percent, and so,

iy . . . »
achieves a significance level.of P& -75. The best :
predictors, in order, are GESS with HF removed (F=133.14; p<
.0005), GESS alone, G$SS plus HF, HF with GESS removég N\

(F=6.06; p < .025}, and HF alone. Therefore, GESS with HF

cut best prédicts SSEI. - Adding HF to. "f; does not

substantially increase SSEI's predictifgh; it actually

decreases_the F-value (66.66) which reflects<less’of a marked

contrast than dccurs with GESS alahe.’ Removiﬁg HF
eontributes to the prediction of 27.60 percent of 6riginal .
'SSEI which is less than when GESS glon?\ﬁredicts éSEI
(2?.%8%). ) _
‘ In terms‘of-age rg&ated data, GESS alone best accounts
for SSEI in the youhger group (13-16) éespite_both gfoups'
significant level (p < .0005): F(13-16)=98.50;
F(17-19)=26.22, The 13-16 group's GEéE alone predicts.28.51A
.percent whille the 17-19 group's GESS alone predicts 20.61
percent. HF alone accéunts for little of SSEI in the 13-16
growp (F=0.46; p ¢ .50; 0.18%) andﬁnothiﬁg of SSEI }n the

| GESS and HF Eogether

E |
~16 year olds (F=55.20;

17-19 group (F=0; p- < .9999; 0.0%).

exhibit a greater F-contrast >

‘ .
N

- | J
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p £ .0005) than for 17-19 year olds (F=13.06; p € .0005). In
the younger group, GESS and HF pr dict 30.98 pefcent; for the
older subjects, 20.70 peri%nt of the variance was accounted

for.

GESS —-- with HF variance removed -~ predicts more SSEI

variance for younger (13-16) subjecté (F=109.75; p < .0005;
30.79%) than older (17-19} ones (F=26.11; p ¢ -0005; 20.70%).

And, HF —-- with GESS partialled out -~ predicts SSEI best for .

e

—_—

younger subjects (§=8.79; 544 .OOOSS 2.475) ﬁhan for younger
subjects (F=0.12; . p <& .75; 0.10%).

GESS is thé bes£ predictor of SSEI and, including HF
adds little to the prediction of SSEI.

FVE and GESS as Predictors
Fl

J

Table 17 (N=352) indicates that GESS alone accounts for
26.38 percent of SSEI variance. FVE alone explains 2.62
percent (R=.1619): Together FVE and GESS;account ﬁor %B.Sl‘
pPercent, an increment 0f 0.12 peféent in R2, over'GBSS's‘
prediction of 26.38 pgrcenf. Elimiﬁaéing the’independent
variables' common variance,.GEéS‘aécéunts‘fcr 23.88 percent
of original .SSEI variance whilg FVE explains 0.12 per;ept.

All three prediction eqﬁations account for a significant
amount of SSEI: GESS alone (p < .0005), fVE alone (p < .005),
and, FVE with GESS (p £ .0005)f The best predictors are in

N
order: GESS alone, GESS with FG& removed (F=113.42;

&

M
o \_/
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]
y Table 17
FVE, GESS AND, ‘THE PREDICTION OF SSCI: .
N AND, AGE-SPLIT DATA
Step 2:F= -
N Variables!
) . p< Relative Mulriple R Increase
Step Regression Coefficients F-ratio (signif) Importance R_PW' in R?
» “-u._._
GESS FVE13-19 ' ' GESS
N= 0 .8334 -.7964 ’ . F=113.42
352 1 L8334% -.1764 125.44  (.0005) (p<.0005) .5137 .2638  .2638
2 .8188* - 1764* ~__62.93  {.0005) .5148  .2651  .0012
3 .8188 -.7964% 9.42  (.005) FVE L1619 .0262 -.2388
F=0.57
(p<.50)
FVE13-15 ' .~ GESS
n= 0 .8351 -.6666 i F=42.40
159 1 .8351% 2.0728 45.90  (.0005) (p<.0005) .4756  .2262  .2262
2 .8293* -o728+ 22.83  (.0005) L4758 .2264  .0002
3 .8293 -.6666% 2.58  (.29) . FVE .1271 .0162 -.2102
¥
F=0.04
(p<.90)
FVE16-19 GESS
n= 0 " .8325 -.9375 . , F=72.38 - '
193 1 .B325% -.2895 82.30  (.0005) (p<.0005) .5488  .3011 .3011
2 . B0B3* -.2895+ 41.63  (.0005) .5520  .3047  .0035
3 . 8083 -.9375% 7.92 (.0 FVE .1995  .0398 -.2649
F=0.97
(p<.20)

* refer“to key. - O e



168

p € .0005), FVE plus GESS, FVE alone, and, FVE with GESS
removed (F=0:57; p £ .50). ‘Therefore, GESS alone best
predicts SSEI. Adding FVE to GESS does no£ substantially
increase SSEI's predfction; it actually decreases the F-value
(62.93) which indicates a less marked contrast than occurs
with GESS alone. Removing FVE contributes to the prediction
of 23.88 percent of original SSEI variance which is less than
when GESS alone predicts SSEI (26.38%).

For age-gqroups, GESS alone best-préaicts SSEI in the
older group (16-19) despite both groups' signifiicant level (é
< .0005): F(16-19)=82,30; F(13-15)=45.90. The 16-19 group's
GESS alone predicts 30.11 percent while t?e 13-15 group's
GESS alone predicts 22,62 percent. FVE alone better accounts
for SSEI in the older Qroup (16-19: F=7.92; p ( .005) than in
the 13-15 group (F=2.58; p < .25). For the 16-19 group, FVE
alone predicts 3.98 percent while ﬁhe 13-15 subjects' FVE
alone-predicté 1.62 percent. GESS and FVE tdéether exhibit a
greater F-contrast for 16—19'year olds (F=41.63; pg .0005)
than for 13-15 year olds (F¥22.83; p £ .0005). In the older
group, GESS and FVE predidét 30.47 percent; for the founger

[}

group, 22.64 percent of the variance was accounted for.

GESS -- with FVE variance extracted —-- predicts more

SSEI variance for older (16-19) subjects (F=72.38; p <\§D005;

26.49%) ﬁhan for. younger ones (F=42.40; p & .0005; 21.02%).
And FVE —- with GESS partialled out -- predicts SSEI equally

poorly for older subjects (F=0.97; p € .90; 0.35%) and for
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younger subjects (F=0.04; p < .90; 0.02%).
GESS is the best predictor of SSEI. FVE adds virtually

nothing to the prediction of SSEI.

ASW and GESS as Predictors

Table 18 (N=352) reflects that GESS alone explains
26.38‘percgnt of SSEI variance. ASW alone explains 6.04
percent (R=,2457). .Tbgetﬂer, GESS and ASW account fof’27.38
percéntt an ihcreﬁégt of one perceﬁt in RZ over GESS's } A
prediction of .26.38 pérceﬁf. Eliminating the independent
variables! common.variance, GESS accounts for, 21.34 percent
-of 6riginal SSEI variance while ASW explains one perceént.

All three prediction equations account for a significaﬁt
(ﬁ < .0005) amount of SSEI: GESS alone, ASW alone, GESS and

™~ The order of best predictors is: GﬁSS alone, GESS with
moved (F=102.57; p < .0005), GESS plus ASW, ASW alone,
and, ASW with GESS removed (F=4.78; p < .05). GESS¥1lo.‘r1e is
the mést éfficieﬁt predictor. Adding ASW to GESS decregses_
the F-contrast value to 65.79 and this indicates less of a
marked contrast than occurs with GEéS alone. Removing ASW
from GESS contributes to the Prediction of 21.34 percent of
SSEI, which is less than when GESS alone predicts SSE
(26.38%). : : /O

For age-groups, GESS alone best pr;éiGEQJQSEI in the

15-16 group despite all three groups' sigriificant p-valuesg

Q
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Table 18’
ASW, GESS AND, THE PREDICTION OF SSEI:
N AND, AGE-SPLIT DATA

S

-

. ‘ . Step 2:F=

Variables' > :
. pe . Relative Multiple R Increase
Step Regression Coefficients F-ratio (signif)  Importance E———_E__ﬁz in RZ
GESS ASWE3-19 GESS’
N= 0 .8334 -1.0193 _ F=102.57 :
352 1 .8334* -.4328 125.44  (.0005) (p<.0005) .5137 .2638 .2638
2 -7838* -.4328* 65.79 (.0008) . .5233  .2738 .0100
3 7838 -1.0193* 22.48 (.0005) . ASW .2457 0604  -.2134
F=4.78
' e ’ (p<.05)
/) . , ASW13-14 GESS
ﬁ=\\\n' .8247 -1 ..2631 o F=25.41 .
C 791 L8247+ +.3893 24.96 (.0008) (p<.0005) .4948 = .2448 .2448
2 .8803* +.3893* 12.95 (.0005) ‘ .5042 -+ .2542 .0094
3 .8803 -.2631* 0.37 (.75) ASW .0693  .0048  -.2494
F=0.96
; (p<.90}
i .
; . ASW15-16 GESS
| . :
P n= O .9244 -1.3395 ' F=55.39
Cee1700 1 .9244% -.6255 72.65 (.0005) (p<.0005) .5495  .3019 .3019
; 2 » .8453* ~.6255* 39.37 (.0005) . .5660 . .3204 :0185
' 3 .8453 -1.3395* , 17.63 (. 0005) ASH .3082 . .0950  -.2254
F=4.54 '
{(p<.05)
ASW17-19 . GESS
= 0 .6606 -1.0258 ‘ . F=22.07
105 1 .6606* -.6767 26,22 {.0005) _ (p<.0005) .asadd 2061 .2061
2 L6117+ _-.6767* 15.13  (.0005) : .4820  .2324 .0263
3 .6117 7-1.0258* 6.79 (.025) ASW .2510 ,.0630 , -.1694
F=3.42
(p<.10)

*

refer to key.
'Y
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(.0005):‘f(15—16)=72 65- F(l7—19)—26 22; and, F(l3 14)=24.96.
The 15-16 group's GESS alOne bPredicts 30.19 percent; the
13-14 group 24.48 percegt, and, the 17-19 group 20.61
percent. The shift in-rank‘ although a small value
difference between 13-14 and 17-19 from the F-values to
percent predlcted is due to higher ASW variance overlap in
13- 14 year olds.

ASW alone better accounts for SSEI in ch 15-16 group
(F=17.63; ﬁ.< .0005)7than in either of the 17-19 (F=6.79, p
.025) or 13-14 (F 0.37; p < .?5 groups. For the 15-16
group, ASW alone predicts 9.50 percent, for the 17-19 group,

6.30 percent; and, for the 13~14 group, 0.48 percent.

GESS and ASW combined exhibit a greater F-contrast)for

15-16 year olds (F=39.37; p < .0005) than for 17-19 vegt olds -

(F=15.13; p < .0005) or 13-14 year olds (F=12.95; p < .0005).
In tne lS—ls'Qear old group, the combined predictor variablee
account for 32.04 percent of SSEI variance whlle the
corresponding percentages for the 17-19 and l3 -14 groups are
23.24 and 25 42 percent, respectlvely

- GESS —-- with Asw removed -— best predicts SSEI for the
middle (15 1le6) group (F 55, 39-lp <(.0005- 22, 54%), and less'
for 13-14 (F=25.4l; P < .0005; 24.94%) or 17-19 (F=22,07; pg
.0005; 16.94%) subjects.- This trend decreases as age
increases. And, ASW -- with GESS removed - predlcts SSEI

besf;for 15~16 subjects (F=4, 54;'p. < 05‘ 1.85%) than t e

17-19 group (F=3.42; p < .10; 2.63%) and the 13-14 (F—O. 63
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p < .90; 0.94%) group. ¢

The discrepanc§ bélween F-values for GESS, with ASW
removed, and percent of SSEI explained indicate that despite
being a better predict&flfor 15-16 year olds, it decreases in
effectiveﬁess as age iﬁéreases. For ASW with GESS-removed,

no large differences in SSEI's percent explained are actually

found in the already loﬁ percent@gés.

CTP and GESS as Predictors
- \

In Table 19, data for the whole sample indicates that

GESS alone accounts for 26.38 percent of SSEI variance. CTP

alone explains 0.37 psrcent. Together CTP and GE$S account ‘
for 26.44 percent, an increment of~0.06 in RZ2, éver GESS's
érediction of 26.38 peréent. Eliminating the independént
variables‘ common variance, GESS accounﬁs for 26.07 percent
of orlglnal SSEIL varlagce while CTP explalns 0.06 percent.

Only two predlctlon equatlons account for a significant

amount of SSEI: GESS alone (p < .0005) and, GESS plus CTP (p&

»00Q5). CTP alone is far from significant (p ¢ .50). The
best predictors are: GESS alone, GESS with CTP removed (F-
125.70; p £ .0005) and GESS plus CTP. Therefore, GESS aLoneJ
bést prediﬁts SSEI. adding CTP to GESS does ;not
substantially incréase SSEI's predigtion;'%éfzztually
decreases the F-value (62.72) whic@ reflecés a 1gss mafked

‘contrast than occurs with GESS alone. Removing CTP




Table 19

CTP, GESS AND, THE PREDICTION OF SSET:
N AND, AGE-SPLIT DATA
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- Stép 2:F=
) . Variables' ) -
. ps Relative - Multiple R Increase
Step Regression Coefficients F-ratio (signif) Importance hP;R-" in R<
LB
GESS CTP13-19 GESS
= .0 L8334 -.2491 - F=123.70
352 1 L8334~ +.0988 125.44 < (.0005) (P(.OOOS) .5137 L2638 .2638
2 .8398* +.0988* 62.72 (.0005) L5142 .2644 .0006
\3 L8398 -.2491* - 1.29 (.50) CTP L0607 .0037 -.2607
F=0.27
(p<.79) /
CTP13-16 GESS
0 .8952 -.1518 . F=.99.89
249 1 .B952% +,2798 98.50 (.0003) (p<.0005) .5339 .2851 . 2851 s
2 .9158* +,32798* 50.12 (.0003) .5381 .2895 L0044
3 .9158. . -.1318* 0.2 (.7§) EIE .0318 .0010 ~-.2885
F=1.53
) (p<:25)
CTP17-19 -GESS '
n= 0 6606 ' -.4084 . F=25.21 *
103 1. .6606* -.2300 26.22 (.0005) (p<.0005) .4540 .2061 :2961
2 .6528* -.2300* 13.22 (.0005) L4573 .2092 . .0031
3 .6528 -.4084* 1.00 (.50) EIE .0%§8 .0098 --.1994
F=0,39
’ ‘ (p<.75)
* refer to key, :
H \_/ ~—
- S &
Ll ‘# - -.\
”
¥
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contributes to the prediction of 26.07 of original SSEI
variance which is lesé fhan‘when GESS alone predicts SsEI
(26.38%). . : _ R
ooking at age~groups, GESS aloné:best predicts SSEI in
the youngér group (13-16) de;bite both g;oups"significant
p-levels (.0005): F013—16)=98.90; F(17~19)=26.22. The 13-16
grodp‘s GESS alone predicts 28.51 perceﬁt while the 17-19
group's GESS alone predicfs 20,61 percent. CTP alone better
accoupts.for SSEI in the older group although Aeither group‘g
F-value is sign{ficant (13-16: F=0.25; p& .75; 17-19: '
F=1.00; p ¢ :50). For thé 13-16 group, CTP alone predicts
- 0.10 percent while the 17-19 subjects' CTP alone predicts
0.98 percent, GESS and CTP together exhibit a greater
F~contrast for 13-16 year olds (F=50.12; p ¢ .0005) than for
17-19 year olds (F=13.22; p ¢ .0005). 1In the younger group,
GESS and CTP predﬁct 28.95 percent, for the. older group,

20.92 percent of the SSEI variance was accounted for.

. » GESS —-- with CTP remGved -~-— predicts more SSEI variance
forkégunger (13-16) subﬁects (F=99.89; p §,.0005; 28.85%)

than for older (17-19) subjects (Fjéé.Zl; p ¢ .0005; 19.94%).
And, CTP -- with-GESS partialled out -- predicts SSEI best
for neither of the two groups (13-16=0.44%: 17-19=0.31%).

LSS
GESS is easily the best ngdictor for SSEI.
' “
. . )
A I
\.\ [
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' MPCTOT and GESS as Predictors

.
“w -

“In Table 20;.the whole sample's data indicates thap‘GESS'
alone accounts for 26.38 percent of SSEI variance. MPCTOf:
alone explaine 6.30 percent. Together MPCTOT aed%CESS
account for 27.08 percent, an increment of d.70 perceet‘in
R2, over GESé‘s prediction of 26.58 percent_.~ Eliminating
the independent variables' common vafiance; GESS.eccounts for
20.78 percent of orlglnal SSEI varianceé while MPCTOT explalns
0.70 percent of orlglnal variance.

All three prediction equations account for a signiﬁicant
amount- of SSEI: GESS alone, GESS plus MPCTbT, and, MPCTOT -
alone (all p < .0065).' The besL predictore are: GESS alqne;
GESS wi’.ch'MPCTO'I‘ remov'ed (F=99.47; p< .0005), GESS plus
MPCTOT, MPCTOT alone and MPCTOT with GESS removed (F=3.33; p

< .10). GESS alone best pre_dlcts SSEI. -~ Adding MPCTOT to

ESS does not substantially increase SSEI's prediction; it

actually decreases the F-values (64.81) which indicates a
less marked contrast‘then occurs with GESS alone. Removing
MPCTOT contributes to the prediction of 20.78 percent of
original SSEI variance w ieh is less than:whee GESS alone
predicts QSEI (26.38%L

. Age—group-éata shows that GESS élohé best'predicts SSEL
in the younger group (ﬁé;éG) dgsplte both groups’ 51gn1f1cant
p-levels (.0005): F(13- 16) 98.50; F(17- 19)=26.22. The 13-16

\“group's GESS alone predlcts 28.51 percent while the 17-19
e 9, L ’ (
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Table 20 .
. MPCTOT, GESS AND, TIE PREDICTION OF SSEI: .
. N AND, AGE-SPLIT DATA
: Step 2:F= T
Variables'
_ , . p< Relative’ Multiple R- Increase
' . Step Regression Ceefficients  F-ratio (signif)  [mportance R—L—"R—f in RZ
I GESS MPCTOT13-19 “GESS
) . ' v
N= 0 .8334 -.1398 - F=99.47 y
352 1 L8334~ -.0493 125.44 (.0008) (p<.0005) .5137 2638 L2638
2 .7_-3,51" ~.0493* 64,81 (.0005) .5204 2708 0070
3 .7851 -._1398"fl 23.583 (.0005) MPCTOT .2510 .0630 -.2078 -
i A F=3.33
. _‘:j> (p<.10)
MPCTOT13-16 - GESS”
n= 0 . .8952 -1270 S F=80.91
249 1 . 8952+ -.0178 98.50 _ (.0005) , (p<.0005), .5339 .2851 .2851
2 .8754* -.0178* 49.26 (.0005) . ' .5348 .2860 .0009
3 .8754 s 2.1270* 13.30. (.0005) MPCTO'{' L2261, ,0511 -.2349
F=0.30
— & {(p<.75)
MPCTOT17-19 . GESS
= 0 .6606  -.1628 L F=21.06 .
103 1 .6606* -.1114 26,22 (.0005)°  (p<.0005)  .4540 .2060  .2061
2 .5960* -.1114~ 16.10 (.0005) .4935 2435 ‘.037‘4
i} 3 .5960° -.1628% 9.28 (.005) MPCTOT .2901 .0842 =-.1593
- ' . -
- F=4.95
{p<.0%) -
. .
a
n
* refer to key.
r N
L . IS
.h‘ 4 . .-
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gfoup's GESS aloné predicts 20.61 peéceﬁt; MPCTOf alone
'Bétter accounts for SSEI in the younger group {(F=13.30; p«

. 0005) Ehan in gze older group (F=9.28; p ¢ .005). For tﬁe
13-16 group, MPCTOT alone preaicts 5.11 percent while the -
17-19 subjects' MPCTQT_alone predicts 3.42 percent. GES% and

Y

MPCTOT together exhibit a greater F—cbntrast forjlj—ls year
olds (F=49.26; p- < .0005) than for 17§i9 year olds (F=16.10;
p < .0005)., In the younger grohp, GESS and MPCTOT predict.
28.60 percent; for the older group, 24.3§ percent of the.SSEI
variance was accounted for.

GESS -=- with MPCTOT removed ~-- predicts more SSEI

- T

variance for younger (13-16) subjects (F=80.91; p € .0005;
23.49%) than for older (17-19) subjects (F=21.06; p< .0005;
15.9%%). And, MPCTOT -- with GESS partialled out }— predicts
SSEI better in the older group (3.74%) than in the younger

group (0.09%).

GESS is the most proficient predictor of SSEI.
r

Multiple Regfessionnwith all Variables
= :
MPCTOT was not included because, being a composite
score, redundant variancexﬁguld confound the results. Tée
first analysis -- with all”giéVgn problem categories
predicting SSEI ~- yielded the SPR score as the best
predictor (regressi ' C effiéient=—l.788) when it, alone,

attempted to predict SSET (F=75.76; p < .0005). Adding

/
(
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10 .
any other.variables causes more variance to be explained but

prédic;ion is less parsimonious. Once SPR is removed from
all the variables in the equétion, the regression ?-ratio
decreases to 13.63 (p € .0005). SPR §ldne (without the other
variables removed from it) pﬁsdicts 17.79 percent of SSEI
variance while the next highest contributions to SSEI
explanation come ffém HF (6.12%) and MR (5.0%). Next are CTP
(2.37%), CSM (l.093) and, FLE (1.02%). The other categories
add less than one percent each.

Once SPR, the best predictor of SSEI variance, is
" removed from the equation it extracts only 7.31% of SSEI
variance which is independent of any other variables'
effects. Therefore, SPR is-actually a better predictor when
other variables' effects ate not extrac£ed from it. When SRA
is removed and other variables' common variance is removed,
it accounts for 8.29 percent or, one percent more than SPR
does. The high correlation between variables accounts for
this change in variables explaining the most variance. And,
whereas HF alone had been the third strongest predictive and
additive va;iable, ASW —-— with other variables extracted —-
is the now third ranked variable, with 5.81 percent
explainkd. .PPR (4.65%) is fourth. All other variabies
explain 3 percent or less. //’—“\i'

The second analysis —-- with all eleven categories, plus
GESS, predicting SSEI —-- reveals ;hat GESS alone (without

other variables common variance extracted) is the best
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predictor of SSEI (F=125.44; p < .0005; 26.38%). Adding even
SPR and SRA to the prediction equation increases variance

explained by only 6.8 percent. Removing the variables in

order to assess each independent variance explained. GESS

Ve

explains 1l.34 percent, SRA 8.29 percent and, SPR 7.31
percent. ASW (5.81%) and PPR (4.65%) are the next ordered
variables. All others explain 3 percent or less.

In sum,'SPR alone and GESS alone are the best predictors
in the respective analyses. However, once variance overlaps
‘are eliminated, SRA (no overlap) and GESS (noroverlap) are
the best predictors in the respective prediction equations.
Overall, one finding seems clear -- for this sample, the best
predictor is GESS sdore, followed by SRA and SPR. These
latter two variables are also the problem categories which,
not combined with any other variables except GESS, best
predict SSEI. And, this is' most true for plder (17-19 and
15-16-17-19, respectively) adolescents,/ Therefore, next to

/
GESS, SRA and SPR are the best predictors of SSEI.

(.
Part III

Investigation of the GESS~SSEI Relationship

&

1. Partialling Problem Category Magnitudes Out of the
GES-S5SE Relationship and, the Prediction of SSE

For all problem categories, in neither the whole sample

(N=352) nor in any of the age groups for any of the problem



GESS:r:
S5E

HPD
T
partial
n

FLE
r
partial
n

SRA .

r
partial
n

CsH
T
partial
n

SPR
T
partial
n

PPR

. r L

partial
n

MR
T
partial
n

HF
T
partial
n

FVE
T
partial
n

ASW
T
partial
n

CcTP
T
partial
n

MPCTOT
T

partial
n

13-19

.51366*
47861
352

.51366*
.50207+*
352

.51366%
45440+
352

.51366*
.49230*
352

.51366*
.42845*
352

.51366*
. 46495
352

. 31366
.50315*
» 352

.51366*
.5255*
352

.51366*
,49525¢
352

.51366*
.47660*
352

. 51366*
.51156*
352

.51366*
.47095*
352

Table 21

PARTIALLING OUT PROBLEM CATEGORY MAGNITUDES

FROM THE GESS-SSEI CORRELATION(S)

llFIl
Maximized

13-16,
17-19
p<.0003

13-16,
17-19

p<.0063

13-16,
17-19

p<.0243

13-16,
17-19

_p<.0130
13-14,
15-16,
17-19

‘<. 0002
13-14,
15-16,
17-19
p<.0176

13-16,
17-19

p<.0016

13-16,
17-19

p<.0052

13-15
16-19

p<.0476
13-14,
15-16,
17-19
p<.0394

13-16,
17-19

p<.0027

13-16,
17-19

p<.0028

13-14

L49475%
.44834%
79

.49475*
.4962
79

.49475+
.5006* ",
79

13-15

.47563*
.46228*
159

13-16

M

15-16 16-19

.53395*
.49518*
249

T .53395*
53347
248

© .53395*

.47504*
- 249

-

.53395*
.51268* .
249

.54940*
.44048*
170

.54946*
.49476*
170

.53395*
.52805* b
249 .

.53395*
.5554*
249

.54876*
.52521+
193

.54946*
.49907*
170

.53395*
.5374*
249 --

.53395+*
.49750*
249

180

17-19

.45397+
-44001*
105

45397
- .44257+
103

.45397*
.40523*
10;

L45397+
.44099*
1057

45397
~.40086*
103

L45397
. 39849+
103

.45397* .
.44775*
103

45357
*F=0.00
103

.45397+
LA42517
103

.45397*
L4487
© 103

.45397*
41712+
103

*F = too small to be entered into the regression equation; adds 0% g% to the prediction
of SSE.

r = simple correlation between GESS and SSEI.,

partial = partial correlation with problem category removed.

* p<.001.
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types, did.the simple ®ESS-SSEI correlation {p < .bOli
decrease in significance level whgﬁyany'problem caé@gory
magnitude -= for any age group -=lias partialled out (see
Table 21). No significant differences, in the simple or
partial correlations bgtween age-groups -- within any of the
problem categories -- w§s found (p> .20).

In HF for 17-19 year olds, the F-value needed to enter
this probiem category into the regression equation was equal
to zero. Consequently, no partial correlation was
calculated. It 1is é}pécted_thaﬁ‘the part;al correlation f
'woulq not have‘provided a significance level ;ess.than .ooﬁ,

the'equivalent of the simple GESS-SSEI correlation for HF in

17-19 year olds.

Thé:specific multiple stepwise régression data 1is
reflected in Tables 9 through 20. As seen in the
preéentation,pf the GESS;aé—mediator results, only in SﬁA for
17-19 year olds (10.86%) and SPR for 17-19 year olds (9.80%)
did any probléﬁ category predict a substantial ambuht of SSEL
‘variance.- Even in these two age—-groups, howefer! GESS with
SRA and SPR eliﬁinatea, respectively, still predicted more
SSEI variaﬁce (13.79%; 13.32%, respéétively). GES$ alone ——
without SRA or SPR eliminated - also predicted méré SSEI
variance (20.61%) for both problems'’ }7—19 age groups.

In sum, GESS alone and, éESS.with the problem category

eliminated are the best predictors of SSEI and, manipulating

problem categories' magnitudes does not cause any significant
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decrements ‘to occur in the GESS-SSEI felationship. -

2. Problem Category Magnitude (Score) Increments, and, The
" GESS-SSEI Relationship: The Prediction of SSEI by
the Whole Sample (N=352)

al HPD

With an increase in HPD score (magnitude) from 8 to 13

{Q3 to 2 S.D.+ above the mean) (Table 22 in Appendix 2) for

the original 352 subjects, the 'n at each step decreses from

100 to 13. withiﬁ each step for each cutpoint score -- as
well as at the samgle mean —-- the F-values increase.and the
significénce levels increase as HPD and then GESS are
entereé; and finé;ly, as HPD is~removed} Overall though,

across cutpoint groups this data indicates that as the HPD

score {magnitude) increases to 9, GESS's F-value decreases in ;)

significancé, tﬁe.émount of SSEI variance predicted by GESS
décreases -- even in conjunction with HPD -- and, most
importantly, HPD with GESS e#tracted begins to account for
more SSEI variance: meaﬁ‘score (N=352)=1.34 percent; score 8
(n=100)=1.14%; score.9 {n=73)=1.34 percent. Despife
accounting for 11.59 percent at scofe 13 {2 8.D.+), the n of
13 must temper any enthusiasm. In fact, the ﬁrend to score 9
(1 S.D.+) must be seen in light of a potential instability of
the data stemming from the increasingly lower number of |

subjects, as HPD score increases.



b)  FLE

With FLE score increasing from 8 to 14 (Table 23) for
N=352, the n at each step decreases from 98 to 18. Within
each step at éacﬁ cutpoint score, the F-values and plieve;s.
increase. as FLE and then GESS are gntereé;_ahd, as FLE is
removed.  Looking at theltrends‘for SSEI p;ediction; BPLE as
well as GESS predict littie_as FLE score is increased. gESS
alone (without FLE.extracted) is the best predictor of SSEI
variance (eg, FLE score 8 (n=9§)=l4.83 percent; score 9

(n=76)=18.27 percent).

¢} SRA

£

With an SRA score increése from 8 to 15 (Tablé 24) forl
N=352, the n at each step decreases .from 117 to 18. Within
each step for éach cutpoint score, F(p[ increases and, the-
overall daté reflects that SRA predicts little SSEI variance
as Sﬁé score increases. And,-althoﬁgh GESS ;lone's
explanétions of SSEI variance decrease with SRA score
incréments, it remains the best predictor of SSEI. The

GESS-SSEI relationship is weakened only slightly.

As CSM score increases from 9 to 17 (Table 25) for
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N=352, the n at each step decreases from 106 to 15. Within
éach step for each cutpoint score, besides- scores 14 and 17
(1.5 S.D.+ and 2 S.D.+); chontrast values and p-levels
increase as the variables are entered into the regression
equations. For score=17 (2 S.D.+), an opposite trend occurs
where F decreases across stepé; the highest F-value is
‘related to CSM alone's prediction of SSEI (21.90%). This
percentage value is only slightly higher than CSM-with-GESS-
extracted's percentage of original SSEI variance accounted
for (21.84%). 1In fact, despite small n's as CSM score rises,
CSM with GESS extracted -- and CSM alone to a lesser extent

-~ predicts more SSEI variance as cutpoints are elevated.

(Score 9=2.18%; score 12=4.55%; score 14=7.78%; score
17=21.84%). And, simultaneously, GESS alone's ability to
predict SSEI decreases (score 9=25.60%; score 12=24,78%;
sco;e 14=11.04%; score 17=0.07%).

In CSM for thé whole sample, then, as CSM magnigude
-increases, CSM becomes a, better predictor of SSEI th;n GESS

is, which reverses the earlier trend found in this study.

With an increase'in SPR score from 11 to 19 for N=352,
the n at each step decreases from 98 to 14 (Table 26).
Within each step for eac¢h cutpoint score —- except fpr score

"19 (2 S.D.+) —-- the F-values and p-levels increase as the
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independent variables are entered. In all cutpoint increment
groups,‘GESS alone best predicts SSEI. However, these
F-values decrease as SPR score iﬁcreases and, the
significance of GESS alone's percent of SSEI explained
decreases {score 11 (n=98)=21.10%; score 13(n=68)=25.,74%;
score 16 (n=32)=11.29%; score 19 (n=14)=3.54%). At the same
time, SbR-with—GESSfextracted's ability to predict SSEI
increases (score 11=0.48%; score 13=1.36%; score 16=3,32%;
and, score 19=12.10%).

Thus, it seems that with SPR increases, SPR eventually
becomes at least as good a predictor of SSEI as GESS is.:

However, small n's detract from the importance of this trend.
f) PPR

As PPR score increass from.1ll to 18 fog all subjects
regardless of age, the n for each increasingly higher
cutpoint score decréases, from 91 to 18 (Table 27). Within
the steps for each cutpoint score —-- except for score 18(2
S.D.+)‘yhere n'is i8 -— F-values and p—leyels increase as the
independent variables are entered (PPR, then GESS added) and
PPR is removed. GESS alone decreases in the pfedict;on of
SSEI variance gscore 11 (n=91)=13.02%; score 13
(n=66)=12.17%; score 16 (n=33)=5.41%; score 18 (n=18)=1.33%)

while GESS-with-PPR-extracted decreases similarly (score 11

=11.37%; score 13=9.85%; score 16=4.36%} score 18=0.41%). 1In

-,
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the.meantime,'there is a slight trend for PPR with GESS$
extracted to better predict SSEI-(score 11=0.14%; score
13=0.65%; score 16=0.39%; score 18=3;91%Y'and, for PPR alone
to better predict SSEI (score 11=1.79%; score 13=2.97%; score
16=1.43%; score 18=4.84%). ‘

) However, as the number of PPR problems increases, PPR
remains a poorer predictor of SSEI than is GESS.

»

g) MR

As MR scores for the whole sample increase frém 9 to 16
(Table 28), n at each level decrea$eé féom 111 to 25. As
variables (MR, then GESS, then MR removed) aré entered and
removed, F-values increase in signifisance in all cutpoint
score groups except at score 16 (2 S.D;+) gréup where no
differences are found. Overall (across cutp&int groups) ,
GESS with MR éxtracted decreases in SSéI accounted for, as MR
magnitude increases (14.57% to 12.22% 'to 7.98% to 1.18%).
The same downward trend occurs for GESS alone {without MR
removed: 15.60 percent to i5.79 percent to 12,10 percent to
1.35 percent). At the same time, MR with GESS removed
increases as MR score increases (0.01 percent to 0.42 percent
to 4.25 percent and back to 1.80 percent). By score 14 (1.5
S.D.+), GESS with MR extracted only slightly better predicts
S5EI variance than does MR with GESS extracted. After score

12 (1 S.D.+), little difference is found in their relative
~
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. predictive abilities. This finding also occurs in the GESS

alone and "MR alone data, but only after score 14.
Therefore, GESS decreases as a good predictor of SSEI
while MR, although not increasing greatly in the explanation

of SSEI, is comparable to GESS by score 14.

No trends are found for HF score (Table 29) increments
(10 to 17) in the whole sample except for GESS alone's sudden

decrease in SSEI prediction after score 12 (1 $.D.+) and at

sédre“IS. GESS remains the best predictor of SSEI variance

while HF does not increase its predictive ability.

i) FVE
L
With increases in FVE for the whole sample -- scores
from 8 to 15 (Table 30) -- n at each level decreases from 94

to 20. As variables are entered (FVE, then GESS) and removed
(FVE), F-values increase in“significance in all cutgpint
score groups. Overall, across cutpoint groups, FVE alone
increases with FVE increments (1.59 percent to 0.02 percent
to 5.48 percent to 10.03 percent) while FVE with GESS removed
also increases {{0.13 pércent to 0.61 percent to 5.65 percent

to 6.21 percent). No trends for GESS alone or, for GESS with,

FVE extracted aré& found.
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FVE may increase in predicting SSEI variance but,

neither of its forms predicts as much as GESS does.
i) ASW

Aé ASW scores increase for the whole sampled -~ from 12
to 19 (Table 31) -- n at each cutpcint level decreases from
90 to 17. A; variables are entered (ASW, then GESS) and

— .
removed (ASW), F-values increase in significance in all
cgtpoint,score groﬁps except at scores 17 and 19 (1.5 S.D.+
and 2 S.D.+) %here no differences are found. Overall (across
cutpoint groups), both GESS alone and GESS with ASW out
decrease as ASW score increases. AaAnd, at the same'time, both
ASW alone and ASW with GESS extracted, increase. The levels
of percentage of SSEI predicted for both ASW alone and ASW
with GESS extracted are greater than GESS alone and GESS with
ASW extracted, respectively.

It seems that with ASW magnitude increments, ASW begins
to, and eventually does, surpass GESS in the prediction of
SSEI. However, small N's at each step of the ASW magnitude

increments must temper the strong trend.

k) CTP

As CTP score increases, for N=352, from 10 to 18 (Table

32), n at .each level decreases from 98 to 19. As variables
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are entered (CTP, then GESS) and removed, F-values for all

cutpoint groupsjincrease in significance. Across all
cutpoint groups' results, GESS alone (25.63 percent to 27.69
percent to lS.??\percent to 16.28 percent) and GESS with CTP
removed, decreaée‘in the prediction of SSEI (23l4l percen£ to
27.45 percent to 15.23 éercent to 13.81 percent). At the
same time, CTP alone (2.4l percent to 0.69 percent to 2.22
percent to 7.61 percent) and CTP with GESS removed increase
in SSEI variance exp}ained (0.20 percent to 0.45 percent tgv

1.73 percent to 5.13 percent).

A9

However, regardless of the increase in CTP's ability to

predict SSEI and GESS's decrease in SSEI explained, GESS

still better predicts SSEI.

})  MPCTOT

As MPCTOT écores increase, for N=352, from 97 to 157,

the n at each cutpoint level decreases from 92 to 18 (Table

33). As MPCTOT and then GESS are entered and, MPCTOT 1is

removed, F-valdes iﬁcrease in significance in all cutpoint
score groups except at score 137 and above where a decrease
in F is found. Looking at the general trends of the data,
GESS alone (15,06 percent to 12.76 percent to 7.79 percent to
0 percent) and GESS with MPCTOT removed, decrease in SSEI

prediction (14.15 percent to 10.33 percent to 2.82 percent to

.0 percent) with an increase in MPCTOT magnitude. Simultaneous



190

; . . 4

with these trends. is an increase in SSEI variance explained

" by MPCTOT alone (1.02 percent Eo 3.47 percent to 10,38

percent to 9.12 percent).

By MPCTOT score 137, MPCTOT is as good a predictor of

SSEI as is GESS. ' : '

.

Summarg

The major difficulty in dinterpreting the trends in the
data is the disruptive factor of small n's. In general,
trends ref}égt that despite GESS's decrease iﬁ predicting
SSET iE still better predicts SSEI than most problem
categories do. The problem categories which exhibit weak
pyedictivé trends are HPD, FLE and FVE; those which-éfe as
4@09& as GESS as a predictor of SSEI: SPR AND*MPCTOT; and, CSM,
and ASW, once the cutpoi;t spdres.increaSe enough, better

predict SSEI variance than does GESS. Now, age-group split

data for problém categories will be presented.

3. Problem Category Magnitude (Score) Increments, and, the
GESS~SSEI Relationship: the Prediction of SSEI by Age
Groups o

-

a) -~ HPD: 13-16 Versus 17-19.

In Tables 34 and 35'(Appendix 2), each age group has

been subjected to HPD magnitude (score) increments so that’

the GESS-SSEI relationship can be investigated.- For the

*
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younger (13-16) group, GESS alone increases in SSEI

'prediction as doesmGpSS with HPD removed. In addition, HED

aﬁone and HPD with GESS extracted also increase in SSEI
>
prediction, ‘

For the older group, HPD alone and GESS alone, as
seperate predictors, increase as HPb score inoreases. And,
HPD with GESS extracted and, GESS with HPD remoded boﬁh
décrease in SSEI variance explanation.

Therefore, ih light of HPD with GESS ertraeted's‘
1ncreased variance: explained for the entlre sample (Table
22&»j this trend seems to be supported in the younger (13 le),
and not the older (l? 19, group In fact, HPD alone [
prediction’ df SSEI (without GESS effect removed) increases
within both aée groups.

Also, GESS's decrease in predicted SSEI for the whole
sample appears to be' coming mostly from the decrease in SSEI
accounted fot by GESS Qith HPD extracted, in the older
(17-19) group and not in the younger (13-16) group. GESS
alone in either age group actually increases SSEI

prediction.

b) FLE: 13-16 Versus 17-19.
In Tables 36 and 37 (Appendix 2), the younger (13-16)

group shows no trends for FLE predictors (alone or with GESS

extracted) but slight decrements for GESS predictors (alone
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and with FLE'remobed). This age gfoup's results stand in

L4

contrast to the 17-19 group whereln the slight increase in

GESS predlctors offsets the younger groups' decrements and

'thusiy, this contributes to a decrement in SSEI prediction,
) 1

within the whole sample (Table 23) for GESS predictors. The
increments in both FLE predictors (alone and with GESS
removed) contributes to an increment in FLE as a predictor of

SSEI but that shows as weak a predictive trend as GESS's' has

become due to increases in FLE cutpoints (for whole sample).

c) SRA: 13-16 Versus 17-19.

As seen in Tables 38 and 39 (Appendix 2), for the

'younger (13-16) group, both SRA alone and with GESS extracted

1ncrease in the predltlon of SSEI. And, GESS alone and GESS
with SRA extracted both decrease in their predictive
abilities. In the older (17-19) subjects, slight incremental

prediction of variance trends are found for both SRA

‘predictars while very strong trends are found for the two

GESS” predictors.

In general then, GESS remains a better predictor of SSEI
(Table 24) and this relationship is maintained by the older
(17-19) subjects' strong GESS predictive trends. This tends
to nullify both the decremental GESS trends in younger
(}3—16) subjects as well as the‘weak incremental SRA trends
in the oldec (17-19) group. SRA is generally a weak

predictor of SSEL.

;
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d) CSM: 13-16 Versus 17-19.

In the younger (13-16) subjects (Table 40), there are
strong incremental trends for CSM alone and CSM (with GESS
gxtracted) to predict SSEI. And, there are decremental
trends for GESS alone and GESS with CSM removed, in
predicting‘SSEI. In the 17-19 group (Table 41), while CSM
aleone tends to decrease in predicting SSEI as CSM magnitude
(score) increases, both fo;mé of GESS as predictor (alone and
with CSM removed) exhibit strong increases in SSEI variance
accounted for.

The overall sample trend (Table 25)_for the two forms of
CSM to eventually supplant GESS forms in prediéting SSEI is
therefore drawing upon the strong decrement in GESS forms in

older subjects while CSM is increasing between ages 17 and

19.

. e) SPR: 13-14 Versus 15-16 Versus 17-19.

As can be seen in Table £2\and 43 and 44, for age groups
13-14, 15-16 and 17-19%, an increasing trend of SSEI
explanation occurs in SPR but'only for age groups 13-14 and
17—19: These offset slight decreasing trends in the 15-16

group. These results stand in contrast with age 13-14 and
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15-16's decreasing GESS trends of SSEI prediction and 17-19's
unstable status (fluctuations).

In light of overall findings for the 352 subﬁects (Table
26), that wiﬁh.;ncreasing SPR scores, SPR becomes as good a
predictor of SSEI as GESS is, this trend finds its qreatest
source in two age;related trends: that SPR prediction forms
(alone and with GESS extracted) inérease in SSEI variance
explained for ages 13114 and 17-19; and, that GESS forms
(alone and with SPR extracted) become weaker prediétors of
SSEI-“in ages 13-14 and 15-16. The unstable fluctuations of’
GESS predicting SSEI at age 17-19 does not preclude GESS's

overall decrement in ability to predict SSEI.

£) PPR: 13-14 Versus 15-16 Versus 17-19,

”

Based on Tables 45, 46 and 47, incremental trends are
found for ages 13-14 and 15-16 for all four predictive
.Qaribles (PPR alone and with GESS exXtracted, and, GESS alone
and with PPR extracted). Great instabilit§ {fluctuations)
characteri;e ages 17-19. In light of the fact that for N=352
(Table_27) GESS decreases and PPR increases slightly in SSEI
prediction, the effect of age 17-19 must nullify all other
increments and, the upward trends of GESS predictors at ages
13-14 and 15-16 probably counterbalance PPR increments in

SSEI prediction. 1In any case, GESS remains a better

predictor of SSEI.
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g)  MR: 13-16 Versus 17-19. A

Tables 48 and.49 reflect ‘that the decremental trend in
GESS preéictors apq little chahge iﬁ‘MR predictors for the
© younger (13-16) adblescéhﬁs best parallels ;@e overall (Table
-28) trend for GESS to decrease in SSEI éxplqnation and
eventually becomes compafable to Mé predi&tors.‘ The
dec}ement in GESS prediction in younger (13-16} gdolescents

offsets some increments in GESS's prediction of SSEI in older

subjects.

-

h} HF: 13-16 Versus 17-19.

From Tables 50 and 51 (Appendix 2}, no trends for any
predictors are found in the younger (13-16) group. For the
older (17-19) subjeéﬁs,.both HEF (alone and with GESS removed)
and Ggss (alone and with HF removed) predictors show
increments as HF score increases.

The overall trend for the whole sample (Table 29)

" reflects that GESS remains the best predictor of SSEI despite

an increment; and, that HF shows no signs of better

predicting SSEI regardless of HF score/magnitude increments.

i) FVE: 13-15 Versus 16-19.

Tables 52 and 53 indicate that for younger (13-15)

Lo
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subjects, increments in GESS alone and GESS with FVE
extracted are accompanied by an increment in FVE alone's
predictibn'of SSEI. Both éf these trends, however, are
tempered: by instability (fluc%uations) in GESS predictors and
little, if no incremental Erend in FVE predictorg for older

(16-19) subjects. , ,
For the whole sample (Table 30), there are no
incremental GESS trends yet the incremental FVE trend does

not bring FVE to the point where it Predicts SSEI as well as
GESS does.

j) ASW: 13-14 Versus 15-16 Versus 17-19.

Tables 54, 55 and 56 reveal that the major source of
GESS-as-predictor decrement in the whole sample (Table 31)
comes from strong decrements in GESS predictors (alone and
with ASW extracted) in the 15-16 group. And, the source of
ASW increment appears to be a weak,ﬁpward trend in ASW with
GESS removed for 13~14 year olds and, some increments in the

unstable ASW predictor (alone, and with GESS extracted) in

the 15~16 group.

k) CTP: 13~16 Versus 17-19.

What maintains GESS's status as a better predictor of

SSEI (Tables 57 and 58; Table 32) than is CTP, is the
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incremental prediction trend for GESs with CTP removed in
17-19 year elds. Otherwise, the decrements in GESS
predictors (alone, and with CTP out) for the 13-1§ group and
the increments in CTP pfedictors (alone, and with GESS out)
would have made CTP the better predictor of SSEI. In tﬁe

meantime, GESS is ‘the better predictor of SSEI.

1) MPCTOT: 13-16 Versus 17-19.

As extrapolated from Tables 59 and 60, the major
contributor to the decrement in GESS's predictive ability
comes from the GESS decrements in younger (13-16) subjects.
And, despite increments in GESS's ability to predict SSEI in
17-~19 year olds, increments in 17-19 year olds' &PCTOT alone
and some upward predictive trends in MPCTOT predictors in the
13-14 group, yield this result: as MPCTOT magnitude

increases, MPCTOT becomes as good a predictor of SSEI as is

GESS.

Summarz

Despite certain trends for problem categories' equal, or

-greater, predictive ability in contrast with GESS's ability,

.

two things remain clear: smali.n's at incremental cutpoints
within problem caté@ories confound and preclude any major

interpretations. However, in many problem categories GESS
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remains the best predictor of SSEI and this adds some

v

strength to the notion that the GESS-SSEI relationship is a

strong one which is relatively impervious to manipulation of

problem category magnitudes.

L.
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CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSJON

S

N

Adolescent problem types,'as described in the
literature, are represented in the sample and, in %upport of
Hypothesis I (Part I), for all problem categories including
Total problems an age split occurs after the age of 16. This .
allows the sample to be conceptualized as having two major
stages which correspond to Malmguist's (1978) and Kagan and
Coles' (1972) writings on early to mid-adolescence (to age
l16) and, youthhood (after age lG).m:Certain problems are
significantly more prevalen£ in specific age gfoups: Health
and physical development (HPD), finances, living conditions
and employment (FLE)} concerns, soclial-recreational aétivities
{SRA), courtship, sex and -marriage ('C5M), moral and religious
issues (MR), home and family difficulties (HF), curriculum
and teaching procedure concerns (CTP), and, total problems
(MPCTOT).are all split 13 to 16 and 17 to 19 years of age.
For each of these eight categories, the-highest mean level of
problems is in the younger (13—16) group. For
social-psychological relations (SPR}, personal-psychological
relations (PPR) and, adjustment to school work (ASW), problem
mean levels are highest in the 15-16 group, with the other ‘
two age groups being 13 to 14 years and, 17 to 19 years.
Despite the fact that the 13-14 year group is a distinct age

group, it is more similar in terms of problem magnitudes, to
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.
age group' 15-16 than to the 17-19 year group. These findings
confirm Hypothesis II‘(Part .

For future vocational énd educational concerns (FVE),
thelsplgt is 13 to 15 years and 16 to 19 years, with the
highest mean level occurring in the older (16-19)
adolescents. This nevertheless supports an age-split notion
around age l6. The age group with thé greateét problem
saturation is 16 to 19 years. This follows from the
empiricél, clinical, and theoretical Iiterature (Malmguist,
1978; Manaster,I1977; Rice, 1978). From a phenomenological
point of view, problems {except FVE) begiﬁ early in
adéiescence and build in magnitude to about 16 years of age.
Age 16 seems to be the single mo;t problematic age group.
Then, w?th adolescents older than 16, problem magnitudes
begin to decrease. It is at this age of 16 that FVE issues
emerge as possible sources of concern and problems.

Some problems change in 'rank of importance' in an
obvious manner: CTP and MR decrease in rank as agé increases
while FVE and CSM boﬁh increase in rank. These support
theoretical and empirical writings (Malmguist, 1978;
Manasfer, 1977; Rice, 1978). PPR, SPR and ASW remain a
concern for adolescents across all ages although they are
most prevalent in their respective 15-16 year age groups.

The existence of all these problem types reflects "

difficulties in dealing with those stage-characteristic,

developmental tasks wherein adolescents are vulnerable to
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stress and problems (Malmquist, 1978; Manaster, 1977).

The most problem saturated age and age range are sixteen
and, fourteen to sixteen, respectively. This is the time of
ego identity development and a quasi-crystallization of a
group identity (Malmquist, 1978). HPD issues are full-blown,
and all.phe attempts to individuate as well as find peeré for’
‘comfort' are beset with difficulties. Social and
psychological disturbances are more the rule rather than the
exception. And, difficulties:are reflected in the rejection
of school, authority-figures, and moral-religious oriented
dicta. It is towards the end of this 14-16 year period that
future-oriented issues emerge.

In support of an adaptation - adjustment hypothesis
(Hypothesis I, Part II), the older (17 to 19 years)
fdolescents do actually ‘self-report a significantly lowerl
nunber of total problems than do the younger (13 to 16 years)
ones. This su?ports Luborsky and Schimek's (1964) cdntention
that adjustment will occur later in adolesceﬁ%e. By late
adolescence many items once considered probleﬁatic do not
qualify as such anymore. This realization probably stems
from the adolescent's experience with problems as well as
their resolution and, from another realization: that
future-oriented needs and concerns are more pressing. In
light of these ontological issues many other problem types
appear less disruptive. This finding that older adolescents

generally report fewer total problems may reflect that the
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psychological mechanism (GES) needed to ensure
self-adjustment (SSE) for younger adolescents is needed less
by older.adolescentstj-lbis data will be discussed later on.-

The generalized “expectancy for success (GES), as‘
measured by the GESS, matches the female normative mean,
standard deviation and range of scores as described by Fibel
and Hale (1978). Similarly, social self-esteem (SSE), as
reflected in the SSEI, corrobeorates Lawson et al's (1979)
normative mean, standard deviation and range of scores.

GES and SSE are highly and positively related for the
whole sample as well as for each of the individual age |
groupings. This sgbports Hypothesis II (Part IT) and both
Fibel and Hale's and Motowidlo's (1979) contention that GES
and SSE should be highly related because both constructs are
based on, at least in part, the development of feelings of
personal competence or, self-efficacy. This coﬁstruct of
self-efficacy is congruent with Bandura's (1977) and White's
(1959; }1963) notions of self~éfficacy and competence. As a
further indication of the consistéﬁcy of the GES-SSE
relationship, the age-split grouﬁs-yielded,by the
mgximizafion of mean problem differnces for GES and SSE (13
to 16 years, 17 to 19 years) both exhibit significant (P,
.001) GESS~SSET correlations.

All problem categories, except CTP, .are related to GESS,

some highly related: SPR, PPR and MPCTOT. Many problem

categories are related to SSEI while MR, HF and CTP are not.
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SRA'end SPR, are the two problem categories which are the mest
hlghly related to SSEI. This is not surprising considering

their common soc1el' base In general, the problem category-

" age groups with the ﬁighest'problem means are not more highly

related‘te SSBI.J ProSleﬁ magnitudes for the whole sample are
more negatlvely correlated w1th GESS than w1th SSEI. The
latter relatlonshlp is the reported one (Wylle, 1974 1979).
Problems, then, are, more clogely related to GES than to SSE.
?heuenly_twq exceptions are §PR and SRAfwhepe, because of

tpeir social bent, the cehverse.holds true., In order 'to

" present a clear synopsis of the GES's mediating role in

speeifie problem cateéoring'— SSE relationships, probﬁem
typee with the same age-split groups will be discussed
together.

For five of the eight problem categories split 13 to 16

years and 17 to 19 years (HPD, SRA, C5M, MR and, MPCTQOT), a

oo™

common trend is evident. In all filive the greatest mean level
of problems is in the younger (13-16 years) group which
supports the-literature reviewed (eg. Eme et al, 1979;

Hemming, 1967; House et al 1979; Malmguist, 1978; Rice,

: k\'i 1978). &and, in general, with an increase in age, these
- o

“problems decrease in endorsement by adolescents. - For these

problem types' age splits, there is no difference in the mean
level of GESS between the 13-16 year and 17-19 year groups.
When GESS is partialled out for the whole sample's data,

the original simple correlationship between each of the
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problem eategories and SSEI either'éisappears’(to zere: HPD,
CSM, MR), degreases toward zero (MPCTOT) or, deereases, in
—magh}tude although not in eign;ficance level (SkA). This
latrer category's~eriginal'SRA—SéEI correlated'wae-eq high
that partialling GESS our did little to cause a decrement in
significance level. Nevertheless,‘GESS-appears to-meéiate
these five relationships :where age is split into larib,yearb
ahd 17-19 years. ' L | |

The ‘age group whereln this mediating effect is the
strongest and influences the trend in the whole sample to
the greatest degree 1s the younger (13-16 years) group. Forr.r
HPD and CSM, the problem - SSEI correlatlon is lower in- tﬂe
17~ 19 year group. In SRA, the low mediating effect in the
whole sample results from a lack of decrease in 51gn1f1cance
level, with GESS partialled out, for older (17-19 years)
adolescents. Therefore, GES mediates most in the age group
(13-16 years) wherein certain problem types (HPD, CSM, SRA,
MR and, MPCTOT) are significantly more prevalent. Yet, in
this lj—lﬁ‘years group, adolescents do not have a higher mean
level of GESS than adolescents in rhe 17-19 years group.

The best predrctor of SSEI'ip the whole sample for these
five cetegories; ié GESS. Despite GESS'sidecreesing ability
to explain SSEI variance as age‘increases,.only MPCTOT and
SRA adtuallyﬁﬁnerease in predicting SSEI for these older
adolescents. HPD, CSM and MR do not show marked increments

in SSEI prediction as age increases and despite GESS's
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decreasing prediétive abilityf_ These lat%g;ﬁ;hree péoblem
types add very little to GESS in the preg{ction of SSEI.
Actually, SRa be;omes almosé as good a predictor of SSEI as
GESS is but: this is due to GESS's decrement in SSEI
prediction percentage more so than SRA's increment. Amongst
all 'eleven problem types, excluding total (MPCTOT) problems,
SRA is the best predictor of SSEI. GESS, however, still
better predicts SSEI. '

In attempting to investigate the strength of the GES-SSE
relationship in light of these five (HPD, CSM, MR, SRA and,
MPCTOT) problem categories, increasing any of these problem
magnitudes‘yields that, in géneral, GESS stillAbetter
predicts SSEI. And, if a problem type {(eg. MR, SRA, CS8M,
MPCTOT) actually becomes as good, or a better predictor of

SSEI, it results mainly from a decrement in GESS's ability to

© account for SSEI variance than the prdblems‘ increased

ability to predict SSEI. The decrement in GESS prediction
usually occurs in thé younger (13-16 years) subjects (for
SRA, MR, CS8M and MPCTOT).

In the older group, though, GESS appears to mediate the
problem - SSEI relaticnship to-a lesser extenﬁ than in the
younger group. It may be that, because these problems are
more prevalent in the younger (13-16) subjects, older
subjects, having fewer problems, do not need GESS to mediate
as much. Or, GESS plays a less important mediating role in

older subjects, for these five problem types: HPD, SRA, CSM,
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MR and, MPCTOT.

The three remaining l3—l6 year and 17-19 year age-split
problem categories (CTP, FLE and, HF3 do not conform to this
trend, and for different reasons. CTP is not related'to SSEI

in this sample and so, it adds little possible support, or
'contradictory evidence, for CTP's relationship to SSEI. From
the literature (Hemming, 1967: House et al, 1979), SSEI
would seem to be more highly related to school adjustment
(eg. ASW) problems than to items such as 'lunch hours
(being) too short'. In other words, it is not surprising
that CTP is-not‘related td SSEI. CTP reflects satisfaction
with concrete elements of the educational process eg. books,
lunch periodé,-etc. Consequently, GESS is a much stronger
predictor of SSEI. | : ‘

FLE (Finances, Living Conditions and, Employment) is
another atypical category. Like .the five éategories-
described earlier, the highest problem meaﬁ (prevaience) is
fér the younger (13-16 years) adolescents. 'This has been put
forth as a concern of younger adolescents because of its
implicationé in terms of satisfaction with the home, the
home's 'strong symbolic link to the parents and the attempts
to 'break away' or individuate (Malmguist, 1978}. A crucial
issue or concern for younger adolescents is with money and
its procurement from parents or from working. There is no
apparent GESS mediation in the younger {13-16 yeaks) group

because the initial simple FLE-SSEI relationship is not
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significant. There is, hbwever, some mediation in thq older
group, aibeit minimal. GESS's mediating effect (once again
there is no differénge between the age groups' mean GESS
le;els) is weak and it may be that FLE is moderately related
to SSEI in the older (17-19 years) group but GES does a poor
job in maintaining SSE in light of FLE problems. The fact
that GESS is not the best predictor of SSEI 'in the older
group, while FLE is, gives some support to the notion that
GES does not act as a buffering facter: in maintaining SSEI
for older adolescents. In fact, despite GESS not mediating
in the younger group, GESS still better predicts SSEI in the

13-16 year group than in the older {(17-19 years) group. It

seems then, that GESS does little to 'protect' SSEI in older
adole;cents while it tends to do so very minimally in younger
adolescents. |

For HF‘problems! initially there was no relationship
for the whole sample or for either of the 13-16 years or
17-19 years age groups. However, partialling out GESS's
effect, the initial insignificant correlation became
significant for the 352 subjects. And, this is linked to a
similar significance level found for the younger subjects.
The reason for this result is not known.

For all three of the problem cateqgories age-split at

13-14 years, 15-16 years and, 17-19 years, one trend reflects

the data: SPR, PPR and, ASW. For each of these, the

greatest mean level of problems is in the middle (15-16)
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group which fallg within the developmental task and problem
framework called early or midadolescence (Maqudist, 1978;
Manaster, 1977). All thfee problem types, despite their
prevalance in the 15-16 group, are extent in all age groups.
They are always a concern. For example, adolescence,
generally; is a call to task involving personal-psychological
adjustment in response to qualitatively different cognitivé
growth and, physical or physioclogical changeé.

‘ As in the problemé split 13-16 yers and 17-19 years, the
age group where GESS mediates most effectively (greatest
decrease in r) for these three problem types:is also the age
group where the problems are sigﬁificantly more prevalent:
ages 15-16. However, as in the 13-16 and 17-19 split, there
is no difference in GESS meé% levels betwgen the three age
groups for PPR, ASW and SPR. In ASW and PPR, partialling out
GESS yields'a correlation which is c¢lose to zero. For SFR,
the SPR-SSEI relationship does not disappear but it
decreases. Thus, there is a trend for GESS removed to

effect a decrement in the SPR-SSET relationship. In SPR, the
‘original simple correlation was high enough such that the
parﬁiai correlation was lowered, although it attained the
saﬁe'leOel of significance.

Again, GESS is the best predictor of the whole sample’s

O :
SSEI yet it decreases in its effectiveness as age increases.

PPR, despite an increment in the prediction of SSEI as age

increases, actually adds little to the prediction of SSEI
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ﬁFspite GESS's decreasing predictive abiiity in older
adolescents. For ASW, GESS is'also the best predictor even
in light of ASW's increment in SSEI ekplained. As in the
problem types age-split at 13-16 years and 17-19 years, the
effectrof ASW's increased predictive ability is more rglated
to GESS's decreasing ability.

© For SPR, the age groups which maintains the significant
SPR-SSEI partial correlation are the 15-16 years and 17-19
years groups. It appears that GESS mediates the 13-14 years
group's SPR-SSEI relationship so that this relationship
disappears. Accordingly, GESS seems to mediate more
effectively in the agg group which does not have the highest
mean level of SPR problems. Yet, in terms of the mean level
of SPﬁ prob%ems, th$ 15-16 years group is less different from
the 13-14 years group than the 17-19 years group. Therefore,
collapsing the two younger groups (13-14 years, where GESS
mediates more effectively; and, l15-16 years, where GESS
lowers the significance of the SPR-SSEI relationship more so
than in the 17-19 years group) could hypothetically yield a
trend: that GESS would mediate better in the younger (13-14
plus 15-16 years) group than in the older (17-19 years)
group, the former collapsed group having the Highest mean
level of SPR problems. 'However, this only being speculative
and nﬁt consonant with maximized mean age group differences,

this step would be irrelevant.

The relationship between SPR and SSEI is significantly
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higher.in the 15-16 years group that in the l3—i4‘years group
and this 15-16 years group is where GESS best predicts SSEI
variance. This is inconsistent with the finding that GESS
best mediates the SPR-SSEI relationship for 13-14 year olds.
However, this may be reconciled when it is recognized that
the initial correlation between SPR and SSEI is significantly
lower for 13-14 year olds than fér 15-16 year olds.
Therefore, the relative decrease in the correlation for the
15-16 years grogg is greater Ehan for the 13-14 yeafs group
and, despite the former group's lack of decrement in
significance level. It seems, then, that GESS actually
mediates more effectively(in the 15-16 years group than in
the 13-14 years group, which is consistent with the major
trend in\the data. |

'SPR best predicts SSEI in the older (17-19 years) group
while SPR alone's increased explanation of SSEI va;ianée
results from the overlap with GESS. Adding SPR pfbduces
little increment in the percentagé of SSEI variancé
explained. GESS is still the best predictor. In light of
all the variables being entered into the prediction eguation,
SPR is the third best predictor of SSEI, behind GESS and SRA.
It better predicts SSEI for the older (17~19 years)
adclescents.

The investigation of the strength of the GES-SSE
relationshié was undertaken by way of increasing the problem

magnitudes (scores) and then by examining how these
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increments qffect the differential preéiction of SSE by GES
and problem categories. Increasing the problem magnitudes
{scores), ASW increases such that it actually surpasses GESS
in the prediction of SSEI, SPR increases such thag it Bécomes
as gqéd a predictor of SSEI and, PPR does littlello predict
SSEI. PPR's increment is attenuated by GESS's simultaneous
incremertt., The trend in SPR results mostly from the younger
(13;14 years}), more vulnerable, group. Coupled with a
q§crement in GESS's prediction of SSEI in 13-14 year olds,
the effect of SPR on SSEI increases to the point that it
becomes as good a predictor of SSEI as GESS ‘is. For ASW, its
increment in SSEI variance explanation comes fr0m-a strong
decrement in GESS's predictive ability at age 15-16 and, a
simultaneous increment in SSEI prediction, by ASW, at 15-16.
Thus, GESS decrements in prediction tend to permit
problems' increased SSEIX predi%;ion. And, where problems are

f
least prevalent, GESS has a weaker mediating effect.

For the problem category FVE, age-split at 13-15 vears

and 16-19 years, the 16~19 years group displays both the

significantly higher mean level of FVE problems and GESS's
strongest mediating effect. 1In spite of this trend occurring
in the older (16-19 years) group, FVE conforms to the overall
trend in the data: GESS's greatest mediating effect occurs
in the age group wherein problems are more prevalent. The
affinity for onteclogical and future-oriented

vocational/educational issues is characteristic of older
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adolescents having, at least, a modicum of ego stabiliéy.
That is, a continuity of self andlits projection into the
future is necessary for propriate striving (Allport, 1961;.
Erikson, 1968; Malmquist, 1978). o | .

TQg best predictor of SSEI for the whole sample, is
GESS. GESS increases as the best predictor of SSEI as
adolescents grow oldgr. No difference in SSEI variance
explained is found across age groups with FVE as a predi;tor.
FVE adds very little Eo the prediction of SSEI,

Increasing FVE's score {(magnitude), it begins éo predict

-

more SSEI variance but it remains a poorer SSEI predictor

A

‘than GESS is.

Following from these results, GES does mediate —- 'and
best predict SSEI in -- the relationshiag between the
following.problem categories and SSE: f%r all subjects, HPD,
FLE, SRA, CSM ‘and SPR (although not significantly), PPR, MR,
FVE, ASW and, MPCTOT. Insignificant initial relationships
between SSE and both HF and CTP preclude GES's mediational
role. Interestingly enough, for each of the ten problem
categories (except HF and CTP), the age group with the
significantly greater problem magnitude also exhibited the
greatest mediational effect by GES. FLE is included in this
group because GESS best predicts SSEI in the younger group.
No age group differences in GESS mean level were found. So,

this yielded an interpretation that, at whatever age problem
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magnitudes seem most potentially damaging'to SSE, GES will

play the most important mediaEing role in moderating
impinging external phenomena and proéecting SSE. The trend
of this data supporﬁs‘ﬂypothesis III (Part Ii).

Investigating howlthe strong GES-S8SE relationship could,
be weakened, problems were introduced into this relationship
for the sample as a whole and then for the abpropriaté age
groups Ebr each problem category. The general finding is
that this GES-SSE link is quite impervious to the
introduction of problem magnitudes. GES still best explains
and predicts SSE. Small group numbers (n's) prec¢lude any
é&rong conclusions however. A second question was forwarded:
at which score or magnitude, then, in a particular problem
category? will the GES-SSE relationship break downyor
disappear? Unfortunately, small subject group numbers at
each magnitude increment'step must temper thé findings tha;:
with irncreased scores in problem categories, GES's ability to

predict SSE decreases. However, only in CSM, SPR, MR, ASW,

" and for total (MPCTOT) problems do these categories actually

increase to, or beyond, GES's decreased ability to predict
SSE. It seems that GES is étill, in general, the best
predictor of SSE. 'Despite score (magnitude) increments, GES

is able to maintain SSE in light of impinging female

adolescents' self-reported problems.
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How and Why GES Works

The data-based mechanics by which GES mediates these
problem - SSE relationships is;as follows: GES actually
shares more common variance (Table 7) with FLE, CSM, SPR,
PPR, MR, FVE, ASW, CTP and:-MPCTOT, than SSE shares with these
problem types. The only problem types which overlap more
with SSEI variance are SRA and SPR,,the two most
socially-oriented scales. However, the only significant
differences occur in FLE, PPR, MR, HF, FVE and CTP, 'with GESS
explaining more variance than SSEI does. One thing to note
is that the three lowest probiem - GESS correlations involve
FLE, HF and CTP, these being thrée of the lowest correiates
of SSEI. Therefore, when GéSS is partialled out of problem -
SSEI relationships, it not only removes variance from SSEI
but also from the problem categories. Hence, considering the
weak correlations involving FLE, HF and CTP it is not
surprising that GESS plays little, if any, part in
'maintaining' the problem - SSEI cérrelation despite‘its
strong relationship with SSEI. These are the three problem
types (FLE, HF, CTP) for which the major trend, for the GES
to mediate, is not found.

When problems are introauced into the GES-SSE
relationéhip, this relationship is hardly disrupted. This
finding substantiates the mechanics by which removing GES
from the problem - SSE relationship will disrupt the

correlation significantly. More variance is directly
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controlled by GES than by any of the problem type maénitudes.
GES is stronger related to SSéI than problem magnitudes are
related to SSEI, the latter being the.purported relationship
(Wylie, 1974; 1979). wWith many problem types being higher
felated to GES than to S8E, it becomes apparent that GES is
geometrically.cldser to SSE than préblems are, while problems
are geometrically closef to GESfthan ta SSE.

Problem endorsement seems to be more closel? related to
& generalized expectancy for success than to fqelinés of
social self-esteem. The GES is, on the other hand, more
closely linked to social self—esteem because both are baséd on
present self-perceived efficacy feelings (Bandura, 1977;
Fibel & Hale, 1978). Self-efficacy feelings, in turn, are
highly related to precursor success—%o—attempt personal
mastery ratios (Dicistein, 1877; James, 1890), presumably
represented in causal attributions for success or failure
outcémeé (Jones, 1977; Weiner et al, l§76). ' The GES is not
only based on success experiences tasks or in situations. It
may be seen as one of the generalized expectancies for
proélem—solving, thereby including success experiences in
personal problem-solving (Rotter, 1978). "One variable in
social léarning theory which relates to the general problem
of adjustment is generalized expectancies fof problem
solving" (Rotter, 1978, p. 1). As stated in Chapter 1, a
behavior's potential occurrence in any particular
psychologic§l situation is a function of the expectancy that

this behavior will inevitably lead to a well-defined

M
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reinforcement in that context and; the self-perceived value
of that reinforcement, Stable personality aépects develop
because of the constant ébstracting and generalizing so that
simiiarities develop in an. individual's responses to dlasses
of situations. Expectaqpies generalize across situations,
behaviors attain a functional equivalence and, the values of
different types of reinforcement becomeiéimilar. Behavior in
any one particular cohtext will depend not only upon previous
céntext—bound experience but also upon generalizations, from
other contexts and behaviors (Rotter, 1978). Therefore, the
GES may be related to those other generalized expectﬁpqies:
internal—ex;e;pal locus of control, looking for alternatives,
interpersonalmtrugt, self-perceived interpersonal efficécy
based on understanding dyadic partners' motives, long-term
planning and, situation discriminétion (Rotter, 1966; 1978;
1980). Thusly, the GES may be related to problem endorsement
such that‘GES reflects an expéctancy for success in personal
problem-solving which contributes, by way of success‘
cutcomes, to feeings of self-competence (White, 1963}).

Inherent in an adolescent’'s endorsement of a problem as
troubling her now is the implication that this problem is not
being resolved now. However, depending upon the individual's
expectancy for resolving it, this problem's prognosis is
determined.

The generalized expectancy for success influences

behavior which contributes to maintaining feelings of
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self-efficacy as well as feelings of self-esfeem, ”This GES, -
reflecting the .common underpinnings of all specific-
expectancies (Jones, 1977), is so highly related to sociai
self~esteem that.it mediates the relationships bhetween
problem types' magnitudes end soc1al sglf- esteem Based on
these flndlngs, a two part process for explaining the
.problems GES-SSE relationships is forwarded . A problem
magnltude is more c}osely related to the ewpectancy for its

resolutlon (the source may be deflned 1n terms of past

stability of factors and, locus of ‘control: Jones;, 1977;

Weiner-et a 1976) than it is to soc1al self-esteem 'Tbé

' geperelized expectancy for success in personal
problem-sofving is closer to social Sélf—esteem,and,
fiuctdation in the former will likely greater‘influeoce rhe
latter more thah problem magnigdde.fluctuations would. Since
the generalized e-pectancy for success and social self-esteem
.are based on past mastery experiences, it is expected that
the adolescent's handling of, or dealing or coping with, this
problem will: first be encoded in terms of causal
attributions for particular outcomes, then in terms of an
expectancy for its successful resolution in the future (based
on‘these past experiences) and then, in terms of how the
‘adolescent feels about herself now that the problem has
disappeared (its negative effects gone) and how she has

contributed to its resolution (causal attribution in terms of

internal stable or unstable factors). Therefore, since the
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GES and SSé-deveiop based on-the same process-oﬁ perceived
self-efficacy (based on the determiqation'on Loc;; and source
. of behavior leading to success outcémes), social.self—éspeem
seems éo extend positive expectancies iﬁﬁo pgsitive
evaluations about the self and to'extéﬁdféhe self's )
effectiveness into, for example, the ébéial context. The
first part of the process is the recording of . experience" in
the terms OF causal attributions for oUthmgs and, the second
part is the development of expectaﬁc@eé ang self-esteem
feelings which reflect the.self—efficac?iféelings from these
experiences as well as all earlier experienceé:l . ; v

Frbm'a geometrica{ point of view; then, it is.ﬁot -
surprising that_GES is E%oser to pfoblem méénitudes than SSE
is to problem magnitudes. It is as if SSE dévelops by way of
personal mastery‘experiencés as manifest in GES (Coopershith,
1967; Lawler, 1973). In fact} the GES may be the more
primary manifestation, or index, of personal mastery
experieﬂcés while SSE reflects the secondary index whe;eby
_positibe future expectancies (a personal future orientation)
reflect back on .the self. Intuitively one might predict that
feeling.pgsitiye about one's self would influence, by way of
Eeelinés of self-confidence, how one strives propriately and
deals with personal difficulties. The notion of causality
wil} be discussed later on.

The psychological mechanism by which GES med}!tes more

effectively in these problem category age groups with the

r
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highest mean levels of problem magnitudes fwith no difference
in GESS mean levels across agé groups) is linked to GESS's |
relationship to the problems (HPD, SRA, CSM, SPR, PPR, MR,
ASW, FVE,.MPCTdf) and SSE. For none of the problem
categories does the probiem-category better explain SSE
variance in the same group wherein the level of ﬁroblem
magnitude is the highest. Those where no difference exists
in predicting SSE, for different age groups, are HPD, MR,’
CSM, FVE, HF, FLE and CTP. ASW, having the highest level of
problems for ages 15—16, better predicts SSE in the younger
(13-14 yearé)'adOIescents7while SRA and MPCTbT_bgtter‘predict
SSE'in older‘(l7—19 years) adolescents.. For SRA and MPCTOT,
the highest prdblem magnitude occurs iﬂ the younger (13-16
years) group. SPR and PPR better predict SSE in these same
older (17-19 years) adolescents while highesﬁ proble@
magnitudes occur in 15-16 year olds. .

Thus, it appears that where GESS has its least mediating
effect, problem magnitudes are more strongly related to
social self-esteem. This occurs despite GESS not having a
lower mean level in these low GESS-mediating age groups. For
qﬁolescgpt age groups where lower problem magnitudes are
extant, GESS is not loweg, it just works less effectivelyﬂ

The GES acts like a security factor; it is needed to
maintain social self-esteem and the equilibrium of the self-
system so that impinging negative evénts can be buffered and

a morbid internal preoccupation with those problems will not
-

LS
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result from the emergence of these developmental task
difficulties (Manaster, 1977). The age groups wherein
problems are more’ prevalent heed'a pPsychological mechanism in
order to.cope 6r deal with these difficulties. It is GES's
effect, not necessarily its absolute level, which does just
that." In fact, GES reflects a type of motivation to behave
in such a way as to maintain the congruence of

sel f-perceptions { Rogers, 1961; Malmguist, 1978; Wylie,

3

1974) .

The reason GES plays a less important mediating role
outside of the problem's prevalence age—gnéup is that these
problems are less of a concérn to these adolescents.
Therefore, if perchance due to a lagging de?elopmental
difficulty these problems arise outside of the high
GES-mediating age-group, it is clear that these problem
magnitudes should affect SEE-ﬁore. This is éupported by the
éata which does exhibit Fhat outside of the age-group where
problem magnitude and GES effectiveness are the greatesp,
problem magnitudes are closer related to, and Setter predict,
SSE.

Thus, it is not enough to say‘that problem magnitudes
affect social seif—esteem. It-.is the way in which an
adolescent expects to, aﬁd usually does (Jones, 1977;
Malmquist, 1978), deal or copé witﬁ‘tﬁem that affects

(decreases/increases/sustains) social self-esteem. The

generalized expectancy for success reflects this expectancy.
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It is a personal‘future orientaéion (Meldman, Stein & Calsyn,
1978), a time projection of self~efficacy in personal
problem-solving or coping. The GES, as hypothesized earlier,
represents a cognitive process of self: holding a
representation of expected future consequences and outcomes
of behavior (based on paét outcomes) will generate 'current

motivators of behavior' (Bandura, 1977). Being a generalized

‘life-stance, the GES reflects an adaptatien process: the

sameness and relative consiétency of behavior and thought
which characterizes ego'identity (Erikson, 1968). GES places
the'past, present and future on a continuum such that,
ideally, past coping with personal problems will be manifest
in present and future adaptation to developmental phencmena
and inevitable developmental problems. The GES moderates
impinging external problems and inéures a stability in light
of developmental difficulties {(Luborsky & $chimek, l964). It

facilitates developmental adaptation to difficulties in

'developmental tasks (Manaster, 1977). As described earlier,

a failure of this adaptation procesg results in heterosocial;
social and psychological problems which réeflect an inner
entanglement of representations of personal problems and
their real or imagined repercuséions (Coopersmith, 1967).

The GES's effects are to produce behavior which would
ensure the maintenance of congruent self-perceptions and, to

prevent the processing of subsequent experience in light of a

preoccupation with the self and its failings ie. a low
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GES as a Personal Future Orientation and, as Hope

’,

Returning to the rela%igﬂﬁhip between the GES and SSE
and the possible developmental primacy of the former over the
latter, Melges, Anderson, Kraemer, Tinklenberg, and Weisz
(1971) have presented evidence that a client's sense of
self-worth is highly correlated positively with his degree of
optimism about his personal future. The GES may be
consideredJawﬁersonal future orientationl(Stotland, i969).
Atchley (1975) and Trommsdorff et al (1979) have reported
that some aspects of future orientation undergec change as a
result of changes in the social enviromment (eg. finishing
school and entering work) and after related social roles héve
taken place. Thié change may occur not only in response to
concrete experiences but alsc as a result of anticipation of
role changes in this social arena. A future orientation, or
GES, can thus be a product of social‘conditions ( Trommsdor £
et al, 1979). On thg 6ther hand, it can contribute to the
adolescent's adaptatién to changes in the social environment
(Atchley, 1975). In their discussion of the imﬁlications of
their results for therapy, Melges et al (1971) implied that
it would probably be easier to first change.an individual's
future outlook through therapy than to initially work

directly on self-esteem. Hence, this seems to imply that
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tﬁése authors believed the normal causal sequence between
these variables‘to be that changes in pefsonal future
orientation will lead to changes in self-esteem. The
converse, of course, is equally possible (Meldman, Stein &
Calsyn, 1978). Meldman et al found that only outcomes of
situations' (eg. successful-unsuccessful, depressed-happy)
apéeared to be.causally predominant over self-esteem; these
findings are based on cross-lagged panel correlations linking
these variables across three distinct therapy situations. No
causal predominance was found for personal future orientation
andAself—esteem, however, and, it was suggested (based on
factor analysis) that the relationship between these two
variables is reciprocal and/or due to some unmeasured
variable (Meldman et al, 1978). The fact that situational
outcomes (eg. success-failing} seem to influence self-esteem
is not surprising (Weiner et al, 1976).

If the generalized expectancy for success actually
measures hope (Fibel & Hale, 1978; Stotland, 1969) -- a
special kind of personal future orientation -- the
implications.of this data are great, especially cénsidering
the close relationship between self-esteem in the social
context and depression (Beck, 1967; Coopersmith, 1967; Lawson:
et al, 1979; Wells é Marwell, 1976). Hope, like the GES's
, apparent mediating effect, is a 'comfort' or sustaining,
factor. Its presence, if effectively utilized or deployed,

allows an individual to 'go on' despite being inundated by
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personal problems and pfoblems' tendency to be mentally
preoccupying. Hope is a time projection of a generalized set
of expectancies which tends to preclude feelings of
hopelessness and helplessnéss, sulcidal ideation, suicide’
itself, and, the typical umbrella concept: depression. Many
modelsvof depressisn rely on ghe foundation of the
depressive's cognitive set: learnad helplessness (Seligman,
1975), social learning (Phares, 1972) and Beck's (1967;
1976). The GES, like hope, is significantly and regatively
correlated with depression (Fibel & Hale, 1978), one of the
likely psychological effects of adoléscént problems of
adjustment (see Chapter 1l). However, as has been
demgnstrated, the effect of self-perceived personal problems
Cwill only be manifest in social self-esteem if the GES (or
hope) is not effective in moderating their negative effects.
GES, or hope, precludes feeling overwhelmed by personal
problems. It maintains social self-esteem and, because of
social self-esteem's negative relationship to depression, it.
precludes developmental, or 'normal', adolescent depression
(Anthony, 1970; Mezzich & Mezzich, 1978).r

An adolescent with problems (eg. a younger one with HPD,
SRA or (CSM probiems, for example) will admit to these
problems (especially females —- Hemming, 1967) as bothering
or troubling her now but, with an adaptive GES —- os, with
hope -- she will 'know' or 'expect' that these probfzms can,

or will, be resolved. She, herself, will cause their
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dissipation. She will also know that problems will emergé in
the future but she will expect to deal with them
successfully.l She will not, or does not, feel helﬁless,
hopeless or fatalistic in light of personal probleﬁs'
impinging effects. In fact, expecting their resolution will
ease her mind and the burden of the internal representations
of‘these problems will not be as troublesome. Hope, or GES
then, should also preclude the genre of suicide related to
intense periods of depression (Schulterbrandt & Raskin,
1977} .

Fibel (1976) and Fibel and Hale (1978) have shown that
individuals with the most effective generalized expectancies
for success are less likely to report themselves as
depressed. This present study shows no difference in GES
magnitude across age groups yet GES does exhibit a difference
in its mediating abilitf. GES mediates more inlphe age group
where levels of problems are the highest. Aand, in the groups
where problems are least ppgpvalent, problems and social
self-esteem (depression) are closer related. GES, or hope,
is needed less or is less effective in these latter

age~groups because these problems are less characteristic,
developmentally, of thesé adolescents. However, considering

the close relationship with social self-esteem, having enough
of these problems where GES is less effective, will probably

result in lower social self-esteem (depression), GES (hope) ,

though, is much more than just a comfort or security factor.
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It is a motivating factor —--'like Bandura's (1977) notion of
self-efficacy which underlies the GES -- which pushes the

adolescent to 'go on' in life despite having self-perceived
multiple problems or concerns. Of cd&rse, the extent to‘
which expectancies are translated into behavior depends on
the stability of causal attributions of past success or
failure outcomes. One limitation of this study is the
ina@ility to describe the expectancy process in light of
causal'attributions' effects on future behavior. - Knowing
thesé data would answer these questions: from which source,
-or locus, does the.female adolescent expect personal
problem—-solving behavior to emerge?; and, how stable will
these factors be? Knowledge in these areas would.reflect the
adolescent's perCeption'as_to where hope comes from: from
within or without; and, how stable or variable it wiil be.
(Weiner et al, 1976). Bnd, it would glso.address tbe issue
of whether this adolescent will actually.act in order to
preclude depression via the mechanism of personal
problem-solving. .

EorvHPD, SRA, C8M, MR, and total problems, a more
efféctive hope —-- not a greater level’necessarily —-— is
needed in order to maintain social self-esteem (and preclude
depression) for youngeriadolescents. For ASW, SPR and PPR,
an effective hope'factor is~needeq in the 15-16 year olds

while for FVE, it is logically most needed in those older

(16—-19) adolescents who are experiencing their first real

-
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thrust into 'a future' and its uncertainties.

Seligman's (1975) learned helplessness model, which i
T
shows that depression is caused by uncontrollable situations,

" .
has incorporated research focussing on cognitive factors

" which could mediate in both the eticology and treatment of

depression. Beck (1967) has claimed that the cognitive
aspects ofhéépression are seen 1in térms of the
misinterpretatién of experiences which necessarily produce a
negative self-image, and a negative orientation to the world
and the future. Therefore, this loss of reinforcers or
reinforcer effectiveness results in both a distortion of the
sel f-concept and.the projection of the self's effectivensss
in the social environment and‘in the future. The depressed
individual's perception of his résponses' ability to change

the environment is distorted. &nd, situations. where

reinforcement is response-dependent,’ they tend to see

reinforcement as mdre response independent than
nondepressives. This phenomenon is highly related to the

research delving into differential skill versus

.chance-determined successes as well as expectancies for

future success (Jones, 1977). This negétive cognitive set
reflects one's GES, or hope. Thusly, depression is not only
linked to a poor self-image but also to a poor self-
extension in social 'interactions and a poor or sel%—limiﬁing
self-projection into the future. Hope, or the projection of

a positive future orientation, is based on past experience
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with succeés in personal problem—solving. This success is
perceived as personal-response dependent. And, hope
necessarily precludes this genre of depression.h“

Following from Fibel and Hale's (1978) and Stotland's
(1969) position that the GES actually reflects hope, Rie
{1966) claims that depression involving hopelessness cannot
occur prior to adolescence because of certain developmentally
necessary conditions: time préjection; probability—setting
(Piaget, 1972). Hopefulness is a positive feeling state with
"an implied dimensioﬁ of future time, involving etfther a
projection of the past onto the future or a restructuring of
. é potential future" (Siomopoulos & Inaﬁdar, 1979, p. 233).
According to Joffe and Sandler (1968), "the regulatory basis
of the psychological control system ... {(is) based on the
maintenance of a dynamic feeling homeostasis" (p. 452); and
shifts in feeling states are both the motivators of behavior
and the 'impetus' for the development of psychological‘
structures (Siomopoulos & Inamdar, 1979). 'The ideal state'
- refers to a feeling state of well-being which is a
concomitant of adaptive‘psychological functioning. This
feeling stéte of well-being is embodied in, what Joffe and

1

Sandler call, 'the ideal shapes of the self'; and, the
discrepancy between the actual shape of the self at any given
moment and the corresponding or appropriate ideal self is

experienced as mentally disruptive. Thus, "(the) aim of all

ego functioning is to reduce conscious or unconscious
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representational discrepancy and through this to attain or
maintain a basic feeling of well being" (Joffe & Sandler,
1968, p. 451). This aptly describes thé adqléscent process
of propriate striving in order to reconcile thg real with the
idenl self, thereby increaéiﬁg self-acceptance.

elessnéss-then, can be viewéd %} an ubiquitous
negative feeling determined by the adolescent's "appraisal of
the absence of any probgbility of approximating in the futlre
the actual shape of the self to the ideal shape of the self'
for a state of well beiné to ens;e" (Siomopoulos & Inamdar,
1979, p. 234). Hopelessness is consequently a result of the
adolescent's.inability to time project a generalized'
expectancy for success 1in recoﬁciling his real or actual self
with his ideal self. 1In adolescehts, this hopelessness seems
to be related to low self-esteem: a high discrepancy between
the real and ideal self—representatioﬁs (Wylie, 1974; 1979)
as well as having no expectancy for the discrepancy's
dimunition.

Hopeleésness, with its distorted componeni{s of time
conception and probability setting (Piaget, 1972), may
reflect Sandler and Jéffe's.(1965, p. 92) notion of
"resignation in the face of painful situation" which precedes
the affective responsg of depression. These painful
situations are the developmental difficulties experienced by °

adolescents. If no hope is extant 'in the face of' these

. problems, adolescents resign themselves to their 'fate' and,
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dysphoric feelings,'or dépression, results. This is sco
typical of younger adolescents' feeling-states whereby
helplessness/hopelessness paralyzes them. They feel
overwhelmed b& personal problems. Alienation, or aanie,
ensues. A typical scenario eagails the individuating
adolescent's need for f;iendéhip as a comfort;sdﬁrce yet, she
is unsuccessful in achieving stable peer relationships. Once
fighting to isolate herself from her parents, she‘ié now
completely isolated, depﬁég;ed, and feeling ambivalent about
relying on her parents (Mélmquist, 1978). In older |
adolescents, disillusionment with 'the system' and the

»

oportunities it affords and promdgés —— especially via
parental instruction eg. school will lead you éomewhere; does
it?n—~.will lead to feeling hopeless and depressed. And, a
lack of hope will not 'protect' the integrity of this
individual in the face of emerging developmental

[

difficulties.
Conclusion

In concluson, the GES -- or hope -- mediates problem
category magnitudes and social self-esteem. It contributes
to the maintenance of an optiqal social self-esteem level in
* light of impinging adolescen& developmental task difficulties
via the GES's effecté on behavior which both signals the

potential resolution of problems and, buffers or filters:
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problems' effects on social self-esteem.

-

-

The implications of these findings{fpr psychotherapy are

evident. As posited éarlier\(see Cbaptep'l), therapy

-orientations, involving a focus on action-oriented pexsonal

mastery activities probably would eventuate self-esteem
increments by waylof bolstering feelings of‘pefsonal mastery.
These mastery ﬁeelings would ‘tesult from client—percéived.
success experiences in producing chahge,in“thgmselves. 'Th}s
stands 'in contrast with those therapigs, ai£hough-n?51’//
necessagiiy professing to increase self-esteem, wherein

- s

perscnal problem disappearancé is a by-product of

-
- -

relationship-oriented therapy. Personal pfoblem—solving is
not a priﬁarysfocus and thusly, it is not surprising that
most of the past @sychotherapy outcome researches' results
have ekhibited that the dissipation of a self—reéorted

personal problem does not necessarily manifest itself in a

self-esteem increase. Being personally involved in

problem-solving, therefore, would be a necessary condition
for an increment in self-esteem to occur. However, single
success experiences may not necessarily change a history of
failure experiences encoded .as a negative expectancy for

success (Fibel & Hale, 1978; Jones, 1977; Weiner et al,

1976) .

L8

In conducting psychotherapy and its evaluation, it can
be useful for many patients to have the therapist teach and

reinforce.generalized expectancies for problem-solving
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'&Eftte;, i§78).'-Appiying sociq} learning theory to the
problems of”psféﬁotherapy,'considerable gtress is placed on
the éeveiopmént of social'problem solving skills and, on
expéctancies that certain behaviors will producefsatisfacﬁion
or lead to problem resolution. "Sometimes particular casgs
may invoive changing of specific expectancies or fears,
‘changiﬁg the vaiues pLacéd on various reinforcements or
needs, or learning new and more effective‘behavi6r§V (Rotter,
1978, p.'2).; The idea that a Batient can be taught to solve
his own problems is highly_related to increasing self-esteem.
feelings via masteff and self-efficacy experiences 1in
psychotherapy (Bandura, 1977; Rotter, 1978). With success
experiendes in action-oriented problem-solving therapy
contingerit upon the patient's involvement, self-esteem ghouldQﬂa.,
- incréagg (Parrott & ééwitt, 1978). . TR . .
| One factor which would ‘have provided this study with
results which would have appeared stronger is a concurrent
validity ﬁeasurg whic@_éould have validatd the Social
Self-Esteem Inventory as a global measure of sel%—esteem.

"The fact that SSEI is highly correlated with a global "~ . &
expectancy for success is evidence of the SSEI'; overiap wifh

a more general, psychological self-process. Also, tﬂe_SSEI's"
significant corre}ation with PPR (p € .0l) is reasonably good
evidence of a variance overlap. -

Much future ‘research could logically springboard from:

the present study. Assessing the causal attributional
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_antecedents of the GES would be the first aréa.“‘wniie a

'specific expectancy for success for each problem's resolution

1

could be assessed for problems endorsed in the present, past

causal attributions of success or fallure could be ) :

investigated fcr each particular problems' relevant stability
and locus of control dimensions. This‘causal attribct;gn

data would elucidate-the Process of expectancy development

and, this in turn could reflect upon tne.generalized

expectancy for success. Thus, the relationship between

.

céusél'attributions and'expectancies wo?ld‘be studied. " In

"addition, they "could be related'to.self—ratings-of'each

problem's negative effects on the individual. Predictions

conderning,particular attribution biases, specific

. expectanc1es, the GES and, 1nten51ty of the- present problems'

-

¢

‘research area presented in this study :

-
*

effects conld be’ generated These 1ndl¢és would dilate ther

In addltion, con51der1ng sex dlfferences in causal
attributional biases, (WELner et-al, 1976) this should also

- » .

be a focus of a future research project.

P

L

&
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PREVIOUSLY COPYRIGHTED MATERIAL
IN APPENDIX 1, LEAVES 258 to 264,
NOT MICROFILMED

.l
257 - 260 - Social Self-Esteem Inventory, devised by Lawson, Marshall,
" McGrath, 1979. . . .

261 - 264 - Mooney Problem Checklist (High School Form). New York,
Psychological Corporation.
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KEY
- ¢
o .
“ <
* Th the equation
Step 0 = mo varlables entered
: 1 = problem entered = problem category alone (GESS's

effects not removed from problem)

J42a = problem category with GESS removed
2b = GESS with problem category removed)
3 = problem category removed = GESS alone (problem
category S effects not removed from. GESS)
R .+ R2 . | Intg.’_’in\lﬂ
L) . . r
' ‘r“‘"‘:'t: BT T : o e -
2=R2 of ' 2b=R2 above . )
problem , . problem's R2
plus GESS - :
‘ P _" 3 ' - 2a.. : l "
L] \ ) )
03 = top quartile score .
\ SD¥ = one standard deviation above the mean
“1.55D+ = one and a half standard deviations above the
_ mean -
28D+ =-two standard deviations- above the mean ~
' 2
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Table 22
HPD SCORE INCREMENTS AND, THE GESS-SSEI RELATIONSHIP:
THE PREDICTION OF SSEI BY THE WHOLE SAMPLE -
T (N=352})
N LS
" p< Multiple R Increase
Step Regression Coefficients F-ratjo (signif) E____E__ﬁz in R2
. GESS HPD13-19 ‘
' ¥
N O . 8334 -1.6433 ,
352 1 . 7807 -1.6433* 23.36 (.0005) .2501 .0626 L0626
2 L7807+ ‘\N- .7912* 66.95 (.000%) .5266 L2773 » .2147
3 .8334* - 7912 125.44 (.000S) L5137 L2638 -.0134
HPDQ3 Score = 8
n= 0 . 7485 -2.1056
100 1 .7156 -2.1056* 3.89 (.10) .1954 ‘.0382 .0382
2 .7156* '-B -1.1699* 14.94 (.0005) L4853 .2355 L1973
& 3 .7458% -1.1699 28.31 (.0005) L4734 ,)'2241 -.0114
_ HPDSD + Score = 9
'1’17/(“%,.(.:!““.~ .5815 -2,8535 .
73 1 ’ 5117 -2.8535* 5.74 (.025) L2735 .0748 .0748
2 L5117+ -1.9779* 7.91 (.001) .4294 1844 .1096
3 L5815+ -1.9779 12.59 '(.005) .3881  .1506 -.0338
HPD1.55D + Score = 1L 1. s
n= 0 5128 - -1.1856 :
40 -1 .5080 -1.1856* 0.34 (.975) .0940  .0088 0088
—3 .5090* -1.1124* 1.54, (.25) .2769 .0767 .0678
.5128* -1.1124 2.81 (.25) L2625 .0689 -.0078
- . d
< ’ HPP2SD + Score = 13"
n= 0 7338\ -5.1310 | ;
13, 1° L7729 N -5.1310* 1.25 (.50) .3192  .1019 .1019
2 L7729 ~5.4824+ 1.65 (.25) {4987 2487 .1468
3 .7338> ‘-5.4824 1.68 (.25) .364% 1327 -.1159
N v
o o
. N
* refer to.key.
L s



: ,ﬁ* ’ Table 23 ..

FLE SCORE TNCREMENTS AND THE GESS-SSEL RELATIONSHIP:

, THE PREDICTION OF SSEI BY THE WHOLE SAMPLE

C (N=352)
v M~
’ p< Multiple R Increase
Step Regression Coefficients F-ratio (signif) R R~ in R
. : L
GESS FLE13-19 N ~
“N= 0 L8334 . 27415 - '
352 1 .8293 -.7415* 5.65 .1261  .01S9 .0159
2. .8293* -.0656* 62.58 5138  .2640 .2481
3 8334+ -.0656 125.44 .5137  .2638 -.0001
FLEQ3 Scoxe W
n= 0 .5894 -.2987 : ‘ ’
98 1 .5908 -.2987* 9.14 . (.75) - . .0365  .0015 .0015
2 .5808* .0609* .27 (.0005) 3852 .1483 .1469
3 .58094% .0609 16.71  (.0005) .3851  .1483 -.0001
) FLESD+ Score = 9 ,
= 0 .6329 +.0358 ‘ o
76 1 . 6375 +.0358* 0.00 {(1.0) ,0044  .0000 .0000
2, .6375* o +-3157* 8.24  (.001) 4292 .1842 .1842
T3 .6329* +,3157 . 16.54  (.0005) .4274  .1827 -.0015
. H FLE1.5SD+ - Score = 12
= 0 .5602 1.2177 ‘ .
35 1 © 5455 1.2177+ 0.3 (.75) _~  .1038  .0108 .0108
2 .S455% 0.5512* 1.91  (.25)-7  .3269  .1069 .0961
3 .5602* .5512 3.86  (.10) .3236  .1047 -.0021
>
FLE2SD+ Score = 14 ¢
n= 0 .6284 .9610
18 1 .6253 .9610* .05 (.90) .0577  .0033 .0033
2. .6253% .6606* 1.28  (.50) 3816  .1456 .1423
3 6284+ .6606 2.69  {.25) 3795 .1440 -.0016
N .
" ™ !
» refer to key. P
- s
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{ Table 24
SRA SCORE INCREMENTS AND, THE GESS-SSET RELATIONSHIP:
THE PREDICTION SSEI BY THE WHOLE SAMPLE
. (N=352] e
. p< Multiple R Increase
Step Regression Cocefficients F-ratic (signif) R < in R~
- P
GESS, SRA13-19 N
N= 0 .8334 -1.9415 . _
--352 1 L7213 . ~1.9415* 52.90 (.0005) .3623  .1513 .1313
2 L7213 -1.2170* 78.64 ({.0005) .5574  .3107 .1794
3 .8334% -1.2170 125.44 (.0005) L5137 .2638 -.0468
SRAQ3 Score = 8§
n= 0 .6356 -.4626 : )
117 1 .6374 -.4626* 0.41 (.75) .0597  .0036 .0036
o2 L6374+ 0446+ 8.22 (.0005) L3550 .1260 .1225
3 .6356* .0446 16.58 (.0005) .3550¢  ,1260 -.0000
,; SRASD+ 3c0re = 11
'~ n= 0 .6486 - 1124
58 1 L6536 -.1124+ .01 (.95) .0132  .0002 .0002
2 .6536* .-2687* 6.20 (.005) .4289 1839 .1837
3 .6486* . 2687 12.54 (.001) .4277  .1829 -.0010
SRASD+ Score = }3
.n= 0 .8409 .1831 ' . .
o321 L8427 .1831* .01 (.95) .0165  .0003 .0003
2 8427+ . 3908* 6.42 (.005) .5539  .3068 . 3065
-3 .8409+* . 3908 13.20 (.005) .5528 3055 -.0012
SRAZSD + ~ Score = 15
o= 0 .5652 -2.5001 )
168 ¢ 1 15311 -2.5001* 0.44 (.75) .1630 . .0266 .0266
-2 .5311* -1.14594~* 1.04 (.50) .3485 1215 .0949
.3 L5652 -1.1494 - 2.11 -.0052

(.25)

L3410

L1163

[Pt —

* . refer to key.

et
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. Table 25

v

CSM SCORE INCREMENTS AND, THE GESS-SSEI RELATIONSHIP:

THE P

DICTION OF SSEI BY THE WHOLE SAMPLE

(N=352)

270

-

p< Multiple R Increase
Step. Regression Coefficients F-ratio (signif) ﬁ_d-_jl—jzz in R<°
~ -
GESS CSM13-19
N= O .8334 -.8673 _
352 1 L8102 -.B673* 11.79 {.001) L1805 L0326 L0326
2 .8102* -, 2803 63,58 - (.0005) .5168 .2670 L2345
3 L8334* ~.2803 125.44 (.0005) 5137 L2638 -.0032
- CSMQ3 Score = 9
n= 0 L7539 -1.8150
106 1 L6707 ~-1,8150* 11.63 (.001}) .317% .1005 .1005
2 L6707 -.5044* 18.81 (.0005) L6271 - L2778 L1773
3 L 7539* -.9044 35.78 (.0005) 5089 . 2560 -.0218
CSMSI+ Score = 12
= 0 .7650 -2.2819
50 1 L6574 -2.2819* 7.05 (.025}) .3578 . 1280 .1280
2 L6574+ -1.4314* 9.95 (.0005) L5415 L2932 L1652
3 . 7650*° -1,4314 15.81 {.0005) .4978 L2478 -,0455
. CSM1.55D+ Score = 14 ;
n= 0 .5053 -2.0864
33 1 .45{3 -2.,0864* 3.45 (.10) L3166 L1002 . 1002
2, L4543 -1.8515* 3,48 {.05) L4338 L1882 .0879
3 L5053* -1.8515 3.85 ~ (.10) © .-3322 L1104 -.0778
CSM25D+ Score = 17
n= 0 -.0494 -3.6923
15 1 ~.0206 -3.6823*. 3.65 »10) L4680 - .2190 .2190
2 -.0206* -3.6895" 1.68 L"ZS) .4681 .2191 L2191
3 -.0494* -3.6895 .01 (.95} L0263 L0007

~-.2184

* refer to

key.

ag

e "
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‘ “ Table 26
4 [
. : SPR SCORE INCREMENTS AND, THE GESS-SSEL RELATIONSHIP:
; : THE PREDICTION OF SSEI BY THE WHOLE SAMPLE
B r o (N=352)
p< Multiple Increase
' Step Regression Coefficients  F-ratio (signif) R RZ - in RZ
| ' - _GESS SPR13-19
N= O 8334 -1.7878
/2 1 6749 -1.7878* 75.76  (.000s) .  .4218 1779 1779
2 .6749* -1.1571* 85.50  (.0005) -.5734 3288 1509
. 3 . 8334* -1.1571 125.44  (.000%) .5137 .2638 -.0650
SPRQ3 Scope = 11
. . R R . ' r
n= 0 .8370 -1.2476 .
98 1 .8593 -1.2476* 3.59  (.10) .1899 .0361 .0361
2 .8593* -.4734* 13.07  {.000S5) .4646 .2158 .1798
3 .8970* - -,4734 25.67  (.000S) .4594  .2110 -.0048
\ o SPRSD+ Score = 13
= 0 L9710 /4 -1.6017 . .
68 1 .9181 -1.6017* 3.7 '(.10) .2306 .0532 - .0532
2 .9181* -.8340* 12.08  (.0005) .5206 .2710 .2179
3 .9710* -.8340 22.88  (.0005)  .5073 .2574 -.0136
SPR1.55D+ Score = 16
n= 0 .6984 - -1.5560
32 1 6772 -1.5560* 1.26  (.50) .2007 .0403 .0403
2 .6772% -1.4144* 2.48  (.25) .3822  .1460 .1058
3 6984~ -1.4144 3,82 (.10) .3360 .1129 -.0332
o SPR2SD Séore = 19 ‘e
L RS R
nt 0 Lzl 1Zj8en. L o
14 1 .8278. - -2.9629* 0.63 (.50) 2330 .0497%  .0497::
2 .8278* -5.1979* 1.02  (.50) 3954 .1564 . 1066
3 ©L4241% -5.1979 0.44  (.75) .1882 .0354 -.1210.
T — e e _— e S

-

* refer to key.
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Table 27

PPR SCORE INCREMENTS AND, THE GESS-SSEI RELATIONSHIP:
THE PREDICTION OF SSEI BY THE WHOLE SAMPLE

(N=352) |

p< Multiple R Increase
Step Regression Coefficients  F-ratio (signif) ﬁ____E__ﬁz in R?
GESS PPR13-19 4
4 i} o .
N= ¢ L8334 ~ -1.1736 v
352 1 . 7825 -1.1736% 25.89.  (.0005) .2625 . 0689 .0689
2 .7825* -.3823* 64.60 (.0005) .5198 L2702 L2013
3 LB334* -, 3823 125.44 (.0005} .5137 .2638 -.0063
PPRQ3 Score = 11
n= 0 L6303 -.9132 .
. 91 1 .6119 -.9132* ) 1.63 (.25) .1339 L0179 0179
2 L6119~ -.2654* 6.67 (.005) L3628 . .1316 L1137
;3 .6303* -.2654 13,32 (.0005) . 3608 .1302 -.0014
PPRSD+ Score = 13
n= L7011 -1.3206 , : '
66 1 L6554 -1.3206* 1.96 (.25) L1723 .0297 L0257
2 .6554* -.6411* 4.63 (.025}) .5580 .1282 .0985°
3 L7011* -.6411 8.87 , (.005) .3488 L1217 -.0065
PPR1.5SD+ Score = 16
n= 0 L4178 -.B8487 .
33 1 . 3882 -.B487* 0.45 (.7%) .1198 .0143 .0143
2 . 3882* -.4557* 0.92 (.50) . 2407 .0579 .0436
3 .4178* ~-.4557 1.77 (.25) L2325 .0541 -.0039
‘ PPR25D+ Score = 18
= 0 .2056 -1.7507 .
18 1 L1174 -1.7507* 0.81 (.50) L2199 .0484 .0484
2 L1174+ -1.6234* 0.42 (.75) .2290 .0524 0041
3 .2056* -1.6234 0.22 (.75) .1154 .0133 -.0391
7
A~

*

refer to key.
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Table 28
MR SCORE INCREMENTS AND, THE GESS-SSEI RELATIONSHIP: ¥
THE PREDICTION OF SSEI- BY THE WHOLE SAMPLE
(N=352)
. - :
p< Multiple R Increase
Step Regression Coefficients F-ratio (signif) R R2 " in RZ
GESS MR13-19
= 0 .8334 -.5748 . )
352 1 L8338 -.5748* 5.08 {.025) L1196 L0143 .Ql43
2 .B338* +.0055* 62.54 (.o005) L5137 L2638 .2495
3 J8334* . T +,0055 f12$.d4 (.0005) L5137 .2638 . -.0000
. MRQ3 Score = 9
= 70 6036 -.6092
111 1 6003 LT -.6092* 1.14 (.50) L1019 L0104 L0104
i\;/) .6003% ¢ =.0542* 9.98 (.0005) . 3950 .1560 L1457
.6036* - -.0542 20.14 (.0005) L3949 .1560 _ -.0001
MRS+ Score = 12
= 0 . 6440 -1.4156 _ :
56 1 .6048 -1.4156* 2.24 (.25) .1997 .0399 L0399
2 .6048* -.4902~ .5.13 (.01) .4026 L1621 L1222
3 .6440* -.4902 10.12 (.005) . 3973 L1579 -.0042
. MR1.55D+ Score = 14
n= 0 5695 -2.5621 -
4. 1 ® 4787 -2.5621* 2.93 (.10} .2895  .0838 L0838 .
2 L4787* —1.8904: 3.03 (.10) .4044 L1636 L0798
3 ,5695* -1.8804 4.41 (.05) .3479 L1210 -.0425
' ’ MR23D+ Score ;741:/
n= 0 L1942 -1.3674
25 1 L1817 -1.3674* 0.46 (.73) .1404 .0197 .0197
2 L1817* -1.3087* 0.36 (.75) L1774 L0315 L0118
3 .1942% -1.3087 0.31 (s75) =~ .l160 .01351, -.01B0

Te

* refer to key.
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Table 29

HF SCORE INCREMENTS AND, THE GESS-SSEI RELATIONSHIP:

THE PREDICTION OF SSEI BY THE WHOLE SAMPLE

274

(N=352)
p<: Multiple R Increase
Step Regression Cocfficients F-ratio (signif) 5 R Re. in R
‘fGESS , HF13-19
* i
N= 0 .§334 -~ ,0852
3852 1 ,8661 .0852* _0.13 | (.75) .0184  .0004 0004
2 .86 .5004* 66.66 (.0005) .5257  .2764 - .2760
3 L8334+ .5004 125,44 (.0005) ,5137  ,2638 -.0126
HFQ3 Score = 10 )
= 0 .6744 .3310 :
96 1 L6871 .3310* 0.26 (.75) L0523 .0027 L0027
2 L6871* .5700* 10.67 (.000%) .4320 1866 .1839
3 6744+ .5700 20.44 (.0005) , .4226 .,1736 -.0081
HFSD+ Score = 12
n= 0 .7292 3831
67 1 7267 . . 3831* 0.20 .75) L0554  ,D031 .0031
2 L7267% J1910% 9.37 {.0005) L4759 2264 .2234
3 L7292+ L1910 18.95 (.0005) .4751  .2257 -.0008
HF1.5SD+ Score = 15
n= 0 6486 ©L71ss
33 1 .6450 .7155* 0.19 €.75) L0777 .0060 .0060
2 . 6450* .6329* 2.00 (.25} .3431 1177 L1117
3 .6486% .6329 3.95 (.10} - .3361 1130 -.0047
HF 25D+ < Scorel= 17, .
= 0 L7417 -.5711
17 1 L7480 -.5711* 0.02 (.90) .0366  .0013 .0013
2 .7480% -.B894~ f1.14 (.50) L3739 .1398 .1385
3 L7417% \ -.B8894 2,37 (.25) L3696  .1366 -.0032

;‘*/}efer to key.
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Table 30 o (

FVE SCORE INCREMENTS AND, THE GESS-SSE! RELATIONSHIP:
THE PREDICTION OF SSEI BY THE WHOLE SAMPLE

(N=352)
; " p< - Multiple R . [Increase
} ‘ Step Regression Coefficients F-ratio (signif) =~ R R- R?
: p .
GESS FVE13-19
N= 0 ~ .8334 . -.7964° . -
! 352 1 8188 -.7964* ~9.42  (.005) 1619 .0262 .0262
1 2 .8188* -.1764* 62.93 (.0005) .  .5148  .2651 ©,2388
§ 3 .8334* -.1764 125.44  (.000S) 5137 .2638 -,0012
[
} FVEQ3 Score = 8
, n= 0 T L6042 -.6959
. 54 1 .5889 -.6959* 1.48  (.25) .1260  .0159 .0159
2 .5889% | -2054* ~7.11 (.005) L3677 21382 L1193
3 .6042% -.2054 14.22  (.0005) .3659  .1339 -.0013
FVESD+ Score = 10
= 0 .3496 .0592 ,
55 1 L3777 ,0592*% ©0.01 (.95) .0127  .0002 .0002
2 L3777* . .3757* 1.92 (.25) .2620  .0686 .0685
3 . 3496* . -.3757 3.4 (.10) .  .2502  .0626 -.0061
' FVE1.55D+ Score = 13
- . n= 0 . 3835 1.0508 : : :
29 1 " . 3867 1.0508*% * S 1.56  (.25) .2340 - .0548 .0548
; 2 .3867* - 1.0672* 2.47 ° (.25) .3996  .1597 .1049
- 3 . 38354 1.0672 3.11  (.10) ,3213  .1032 . -.0565
! FVE2SD+ Score = 15
= 0 .5790 1.7139 }
200 1 .5215 1.7139* 2.01  (.25) .3167 .1003 -  .1003
2 .5215* 1.3674* - ° 2.73  (.10) .492%  .2430 1427
3 .5790* 1.3674 3.98  (.10) .4254 1809 -.0621

. ' .
* refer to key. at
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Table 31

ASW SCORE INCREMENTS AND, THE GESS-SSET RELATIONSHIP:

276

THE PREDICTION OF SSEI BY THE WHOLE SAMPLE .
(N=352)
p< Multiple R Increase
Step Regression Coefficients F-ratio (signif) R RS in R
GESS - ASW13-19
N= © .8334 -1.0193 -
382 1 .7838 -1.0193* 22.48 '(.0005) .2457  .0604 .0604
2 .7838*% -.4328* 65.79  (.0005) .5233  .2738 L2134
30 .8334+ -.4328 §; 125.44  (.000S) -  .5137  .2638 -.0100 -
 ASWQS3 .. Score = 12 —
n= 0 .7665 -1,0021 - . < ‘
30 1 .7506 -1.0021* 1.49  (.25) 1291 .0167 .0167
2 .7506* -. 3991+ 10.77  (.000S) .4455 1984 .1818
3 .7665% -.3991 *  21.44  (.000S) 4426 ,1959 -.0026
7 AswsDs Score = 14
= 0 .7351 -.6362 - .
67 1 ;7349 . -.6362* 0.37. (.75) .0754  .0057 .0057
e 2 .7349% -.0066*  8.95 - (.0005) L4676 .2186 .2129
3 .7351* -. 0066 18.18  (.0005) L4676 .2186 -. 0000
4
ASFI.SSD+ core = 17
n= 0 .5157 -2.5205 - _
32 1 .4538 . -2.5205% 2.11 (.25) . .2565 ,_.0658 .0658
2 .4538% . 7 -2.2435+ 1.85  (.25) - .33497 .1122 .0463
3 L5157+ -2.2435 1.95  (.25) .2468  .0609  .-.0513 °
. ASW2SD+ .  Score = 19
n= 0 '.4596 -4.6698 . . :
17 1 4538 -4.6698* 2.33  (.25) .3664  .1342 . .1342
2. .4538%  ° -4.6440% 1.66 (.25 4383 1921 L0579
3 -.1328

.4596* -4.6440 0.85 (.50) .2436 .0593

* refer to key.
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Table 32
‘“’“"’/’/;;P SCORE INCREMENTS AND, THE GESS-SSE& RELATIONSHIP:
THE PREDICTION OF S§EI BY THE WHOLE SAMPLE
(N=352)
‘ pP<, Multiple R Increase
Step Regression Coefficients  F-ratio (signif) R R - in &2
GESS CTP13-19
= 0 .8334 -.2491 T
3_2 1 L8398 -.249]1* 1.29 (.50) L0607 0037 - Q037
2 .8398*f .0988* 62.72 {.0005) L5142 2644 L2607
3 L8334~ .0988 125.44 (.0005) L5137 2638 . =-.0006 -
CTPQ3 Score = 10
= 0 L7427 -.8547
98 1 L7279 -. 8547~ 2.37 (.25) .1554 L0241 .0241
2 L7279+ -, 2493% 16.54 (.0005) .5082 L2583 .2341
3. L7427 -.2493 33.08 - (.000%) .5063 L2563 -.0020
CTPSD+ Score = 13
n= 0 .8414 -.5632 )
64 1 .8382 -.5632* 0.43 (.75 L0831 .0069 L0069
2 L8382~ -.4559~* 11.95 {.0005) L5305 L2814 L2745
3 .8414~ -.4559 23.74 (.0005) .5262 L2769 -.0045
CTP1.5S8D+ Score = 15
= o .6661 -1.1188—
40 . .6562 -1.11590* 0.85 {.50) .149]1 L0222 .0222
.2 g .6562* -.9880~* 3.01 (.05) L4178 1746 L1523
3 < .6661* -.9880 7.09 (.025) L3966 L1573 -.0173
CTP2SD+ Score/= 18
= 0 6773 -2.9625 :
19- 1 .6288 -2.9625*% 1.40 . (.50) L2759 .0761 .0761
: 2 .6288* -2.4545* 2.18 (.258) L4628 L2142 .1381
3 6773 -2.4545 3.31 '[.10) .4035 L1628 ° -.0514
A S :
: \/ﬁ

e refer to key.
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Table 33

. . cy
MPCTOT SCORE INCREMENTS AND, THE GESS-SSEI RELATEONSHIP:
THE PREDICTION OF SSEI BY THE WHOLE SAMPLE - :

.+ (N=352) : R
. - p< . Multiple R ) Increase
Step Regression Cocfficients F-ratio (signif) R R in RZ
GESS © MPCTOT13-19
N= 0. .8534 -.1398 i
352 1 L7851 ~.o1308% 23.53  (.0005) .2510 .0630 L0630
2 .7851* . -.0493% 64.81  (.0005) .5204 .2708 .2078
3 8334 - -.0493 “Mi25.44  (.0005) .5137 .2638 -.0070
MPCTOT=Q3 Score = 97
n= 0 .6331 -.0742 :
92 1 .6234 . -.0742¢ 0.93 (.50) .1012 .0102 .0102
2 .6234*% -.0244% 7.96  (.001) .3895 L1817 . L1415
3 .6331* -.0244 15.96  (.0005) .3881 1506 -.0011
MPCTOT=5D+ Score.= 116
n= 0 .5869 -, 1466 ‘ 5 _ :
52 1 .5447 -.1466% 1.79  (.25) .1861 .0347 .0347
2. 5447+ -.0826* 3.92  (.025) L3714 .1379 .1033 |
3 .5864* -.0826 7.31  (.01) .3572 .1276 -.0103
MPCTOT=1.5SD+  Score = 137 ) .
0 4589 . _.2876 - - - :
1 .2954 -.2876* 3.59  (.10) .3221 .1038 .1038
2 .2994+ < -.2250% 2.28  (.25) -w» .3633 .1320 .0282
3 .4589* - -.2250 2.62  (.25) .2791 .0779 -.0541
MPCTQT=25D+ Score = 157
0 .0954 -.346 _ .
1 -.0008 .. 3481 1.61  (.25) . 3019 .0912 .0912
2 F=0 -( ) :
3 . ~ F=0 (
. N ; ‘
. _ y .

* refer to key.
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