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RECK, UNA MAE LANGE. A Study of Self concept of Sixth

Graders in Two Settings: Rural Appalachia and Urban
Piedmont. (1978)

Directed by: Dr. Dale Brubaker. Pp. 159

Literature on rural life frequently points out that
the rural setting is characterized by greater homogeneity,
integration, and personalism as compared to the urban
setting. Since self concept develops out of the social
setting of the individual, the differences between social
seftings should produce self concept differences. The
purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship
between self concept and residential setting.

The sample consisted of ;86 sixth graders from three
elementary schools located in a rural Appalachian region
of North Carolina and 80 sixth graders from two elementary
schools located in a North Carolina city with a population
of 150,000. The primary instrument used to measure self
concept was The Piers-Harris Children's Self Concept
Scale, supplemented by use of the W-A-Y technique and a
series of open-ended statements derived from the Piers-
Harris scale. Primary interest was in the relationship of
these measures to the rural and urban residential settings.

The major finding of the study was that the rural
Appalachian children possessed a significantly lower
general self concept-that the urban children. In addition,
the rural Appalachian children scored significantly lower

than the urban children on four of the six self concept



clusters which comprise the Piers-Harris scale: behavior,
intellectual and school status, physical appearance and
attributes, and happiness and satisfaction.

No significant differences were found in the respbnses
to the W-A-Y technique. The responses to the open-ended
statements revealed significant differences in the areas
of occupational orientations and ways of perceiving the
self. Urban children were found to be oriented much more
to professional occupations and toward perceiving the
self in terms of activities, skills, sports, and hobbies.
Rural Appalachian children were found to be more oriented
toward skilled occupations, farming and housewife activities
and toward perceiving the self in terms of possessions and

relationships.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Statement of the Problem

Although the importance of an individual's self concept
for that individual's behavior has been an area of concern in
various social sciences for some time, only within the past

decade or two have educators become interested in self con-
cept as it relates to behavior in the educational setting.
Beginning with the pioneering longitudinal studies of
Brookover and his colleagues (1962; 1965; 1967), many edu-
cators have increasingly become concerned with the relation-
ship of self concept to a variety of educational issues.
Both social science and educational research have generally
pointed to the importance of understanding the influence
of an individual's social environment on the development,
maintenance, and change of his/her self concept. Much of
this research has been summarized by Wylie (1961; 1974) in
two extensive review volumes.

The purpose of this research was to investigate the
relationship of self concept to social and educational
settings. The self concepts of sixth-grade public school
students from two settings were compared. The settings

selected for comparison were a rural Appalachian area



and an urban Piedmont area, both located in the State of
North Carolina.

The study focused on comparisons of the general self
concept of the two populations, as well as the specific
self concept cluster scores of behavior, intelligence and
school status, physical appearance and attributes, anxiety,
popularity, and happiness-satisfaction. The relationship
of general self concept and these six self concept cluster
scores to school achievement, sex, and parents' occupational
and educational level also was investigated. In addition
to a standardized self concept scale, open-ended statements-
and the "Who Are You?" question (Bugental and Zelen 1950)
were utilized to establish the self concept of the subjects.
The purpose of such comparisons was to contribute to an
understanding of the relationship of social and educational

settings to the development of self concept.

Importance of the Study

The earlieds significant consideration of the develop-
ment of self concept is to be found in the writings of
sociologist Charles H. Coooley. Cooley (1902:40) developed
the notion of 'the looking glass self,"” whereby one's self
concept is developed through social interaction with others
based on what one believes other people think of him/her:

.. .social reference takes the form of

a somewhat definite imagination of how
one's self--that is an idea he appropriates--



appears in a particular mind, and the
kind of self-feeling one has is deter-
mined by the attitude toward this attri-
buted to the other mind. A social self
of this sort might be called the reflected
or looking glass self.

Other sociologists like George H. Mead (1934) and
psychologists like Kurt Lewin (1935), generally considered
as "symbolic interactienists," continued the investigation
of. the development of self concept through the individual's
interaction with others in particular social settings. More
recently, humanistic psychologists like Abraham Maslow (1954)
and Carl Rogers (1959; 1969) have made the concept of the
self central to their theory of personality.

All of this theoretical development and the more recent
research that it has stimulated--research that is discussed
in the next chapter--has pointed to the central place that
an individual's self concept has in guiding his/her behavior
and the importance of social interaction with others for the
development of that self concept. If this is true for the
social arena as a whole, then it follows that it is also
true of the self as it fﬁnctions in that social setting that
is generally referred to as "school."” More specifically, it
seems reasonable to assume that the school constitutes one
specific social setting which influences the development of

an individual's self concept and that an individual's self

concept heavily influences how he/she functions in school.



As Purkey (1970:14) has pointed out:

For generations, wise teachers have sensed
the significant and positive relationship
between a student's concept of himself and
his performance in school. They believed
that the students who feel good about them-
selves and their abilities are the ones who
are most likely to succeed. Conversely, it
appeared that those who see themselves and
their abilities in a negative fashion usually
fail to achieve good grades.

The fact that this subjective evaluation has been
substantiated now by considerable research can hardly be
doubted (Purkey 1970:15). This research has supported the
conclusion that a positive self concept is positively cor-
related with overall educational achievement, as well as
with particular types of achievement, e.g., reading. Thus,
it appears that the development of positive self concept
is one potential means for attaining the goal of academic
achievement. This provides sufficient reason why educators
should be attentive to self concept research and theory.

In addition, the work of Maslow (1954) and Rogers
(1959; 1969) suggests that the enhancement of self concept
has positive consequences that far outreach the narrow
educational goal of academic achievement. A positive self
concept is the earmark of not only academic achievement,
but, more broadly, the healthy personality. Thus, the
development of a positive self concept is seen as a goal
in itself, a goal which is inextricably intertwined with

the development of a fulfilled, healthy, and well-adjusted

personality. Taking this broader view, some educators



(Clark 1963; Marston 1968) have suggested that the primary
goal of education should be the enhancement of student self
concept. They argue that this is a legitimate educational
goal in and of itself, particularly in relation to the lower
socioeconomic segments of society. Pointing to the research
(Ausubel and Ausubel 1963; Battle and Rotter 1963; Carter
1968; Crosby 1967; Hé@k~1967; Soares and Soares 1969) that
haé found that economically disadvantaged children possess
negative self concepts, many have argued for the need for
education to devote a major effort toward enhancing self
concept as an integral part of the solution to the broad
problems of poverty.

However, whether the enhancement of self concept is
seen as a means to the end of academic achievement or whether
it is seen as an appropriate educational end in itself, the
nature and process of self concept development must first
be understood. One must understand what is before one can

reasonably suggest changes in terms of what should be. Thus,

research on the various influences that different soccial and
educational settings have on self concept development needs
to be carried out. This research was done in order to con-
tribute to the attainment of that end. By examining self
concept in rural and urban settings, two potentially signifi-
cant influences on the development of self concept were
examined and analyzed. Through such research we might come

to understand what is and thus come to answer the question,



"Why?", a process which might allow us then to create reasonable

dreams of what should be and to ask of ourselves, "Why not?"

Limitations of the Study

There are two sets of major limitations of the present
study which need to be discussed: (1) those dealing with
the self concept scale used and (2) those dealing with the
sample populations examined. A reasonable awareness of
these limitations is necessary in order to fully assess the
significance of the findings of the study.

The first set of limitations revolves around the issue

of the difference between self concept and self-report.

Combs (1962:53) has explained the difference by stating that
the self concept is "what an individual believes he is. The
self-report, on the other hand, is what the subject is ready,
willing, able or can be tricked to say he is.”

Of course, the basic problem pointed to by this differ-
ence is one that is inherent in any research dealing with
human beings. No matter what aspect of humankind one is
investigating, there is always the problem of adequately
handling the differences between explicit and implicit levels
of behavior on the one hand and real and ideal levels on the .
other (Honigmann 1963:43). Expiicit levels of behavior or
culture are those aspects which can and will be verbalized
by an individual or a group of individuals; implicit levels

are those which are present but which cannot or will not be



verbalized. Real levels are aspects of behavior or culture
which are actual; ideal levels are those which are normative.
Any research with human behavior must take note of these
different levels.

The differences between self concept and self-report
generaily correspond to the differences between implicit and
explicit and real and ideal levels of behavior. The self-
rebort consists of both the verbalized or explicit levels
of how an individual feels about himself/herself and the
idealized notions concerning the self. The self concept is
in part comprised of unverbalized, implicit, but yet quite
actual and real feelings about the self.

The present study relied heavily on data collected
through a self concept scale, a method which yields self-
reports.' Of course, the crucial issue is the degree to
which self-reports correspond to actual self concept. Some
researchers (i.e., Strong and Feder 1961) have argued a high
degree of correspondence since every evaluative spatement a
person makes concerning himself/herself can be considered

a sample of his/her self concept. Others (i.e., Combs,
Courson, and Soper 1963) have concluded that self-reports
and self concept are rarely, if ever, identical. These
researchers point to the .numerous factors like the subject's
degree of self-awareness, his/her command of adequate symbols
for expression, the nature of the testing situation, and
perceptions of social expectancy which create discrepencies

between self-reports and self concept.



Regardless of which position concerning the relationship
of self concept to self-reports is correct, the essential
dilemma of self concept research will remain. Given the fact
that we can never truly know how another person subjectively
feels about herself/himself, how can we best understand that
person's self concept? We are inevitably dependent upon what
an individual says about himself/herself and upon inferences
about the self which can be made from the observation of be-
havior. Regardless, we can never be certain that we are get-
ting at true self concept. Given this situation, it appears
as if the only reasonable solution is to investigate self
concept from a variety of methodological perspectives and
remain ever aware of the limitations of them all.

The particular self concept scale used in this research,
The Piers-Harris Children's Self Concept Scale, is one of
several widely used scales and inventories utilized in self
concept studies. The Piers-Harris Scale possesses high
scores on reliability and validity (See Chapterlll) and
thus appears quite adequate.

However, recognizing the potential limitations of such
scales for getting at self concept rather than self-reports,
two supplemental techniques were employed. The first was a
series of open-ended statements adapted from the Piers-Harris
Scale which the subjects were asked to complete. These
particular statements were chosen so that various facets of
self concept-might be inferred from them. Sedondly, each

subject was asked to respond three times to the question,




"Who Are You?" Both of these types of responses required
interpretations on the part of the researcher. Although such
responses still are in essence self-reports, they have a
supplemental benefit to scales and inventories since they

are less rigidly constructed and require the responses to
stem more from the subjects themselves (See Chapter 111 for

a fuller discussion of the research methods employed).

In general, the conclusion of Purkey (1970:61) appears
to be reasonable concerning -the limitations and values of
self-reports:

However, in spite of their weaknesses

and limitations, self-reports do reveal
characteristics of the self and are
important... Used sensitively in con-
Jjunction with other evidence, self-reports
give rich insights into how the child sees
himself and his world.

A second area of limitations stems from the sample pop-
ulation (See Chapter 111 for a complete description of the
sample population). The socioeconomic variable of the two
populations was not controlled. Therefore, the two popula-
tions were not comparable with regard to socioeconomic status.
However, the effect of socioeconomic status on self concept
was investigated within each population.

‘A related problem has to do with the definition of socio--
economic status. This definition is based solely on parents'
occupation and education with no reference to family income

level. The data on income was not available for the research,

while the components of occupation and education were. However,
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as long as the basis of the definition is explicit and con-
sistent, then the limitations of that definition can be
evaluated, which is all that any definition can hope to

accomplish.

Definitions

The major concepts important to this study are self

"concept, and urban and rural settings. The meanings of

each of these concepts will be briefly discussed here with
literature on the concepts that is more specifically related
to the focus of this research to be discussed in Chapter II.
Like other major concepts in social science, self concept
has been defined in numerous ways (Combs and Snygg 1959;
Diggory 1966; Felker 1974; Festinger 1962; Lecky 1945;
Jersild 1952; Mead 1934; Rogers 1951; Ziller 1973). However,
in all of the definitions there are certain common threads
behind the varied patterns of words. All in all, the defini-
tion offered by Purkey (1970:7) is excellent and concise:
the self is "a complex and dynamic system of beliefs which
an individual holds true about himself, each belief with a
corresponding value."
There are several key words in this definition which
point to important characteristics of the self which are
found in one way or another in most definitions: complex,

dynamic, system, and value.
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seriously understand themselves or another knows quite well
that such a task is rarely simple. Individuals are built-up
out of layer upon layer of diverse feelings and perceptions
about themselves and the world around them. Their behavior
is never tied to a singlé‘feeling. Take, for example, a
person who is quiet at social gatherings. What feelings
about self lie behind this quietude? 1Is the person shy?
Doeé he/she lack confidence? Does he/she feel superior and
therefore distant from those around? Or does the individual
feel inferior? Perhaps, he/she is confident, but is an
observer rather than a participator. Or perhaps, and more
likely, this individual ﬁas several of these feelings
simultaneously. In fact, the individual may have feelings
about himself/herself which produce this solitude but about
which he/she is barely, if at a11,'aware. Thus, at any one
time, an indivdual holds numerous, sometimes conflicting,
views of himself/herself, some of which may remain relatively
unconscious.

The self is a system. Numerous seemingly disparate
items may be called systems: the human body, an automobile,
a university, nature, and a recipe for beef stroganoff. What
makes all of these systems? The fact that each is comprised
of parts which are organized and interrelated in such a way
as to function together as a unit to accomplish given tasks
or goals makes them all systems.

There are two important implications of understanding
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things as systems: (1) a part cannot be understood separate
~from the whole and (2) a change in any one part produces
changes in other parts and, thus, in the whole. Take, for
example, a recipe. Every recipe is comprised of numerous
ingredients; however, there is a very real sense in which
the finished product is greater than the listing or sum of
its parts. Rather,the end product is dependent upon the
organization of the ingredients which function together

to attain the desired goal. Parts.cannot be fully under-
stood separately; if they could, the manner and amount in
which they were to be combined would be of no importance.
In addition, if one changes the amount or nature of one or
more ingredients, this changes the organization and inter-
action‘of the parts and produces changes in the system as
a whole.

How is this applicable to the self? The self also
exists as a whole. The various beliefs that an individual
has concerning himself/herself are organized and interrelated.
An individual's behavior is influenced by the system rather
than any discrete part of the self. For example, one may
categorize oneself in numerous ways: intelligent, female,
Mexican-American, tall, ugly, young, student, wife, and so
" forth. Although one of these judgments about oneself may
have top priority at any given.point in time, they do not
generally influence behavior as separate items, but rather

as an interrelated system.
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Likewise, the interrelated parts of the self influence
one another. Research (Diggory 1966; Ludwig and Maehr 1967)
has demonstrated that there is a spread=effect when cne part
of one's self concept changes. For example, when a failure
of a highly rated ability occurs,the self-evaluations of
other, seemingly unrelated, abilities are lowered. Similarly,
the success of highly related abilities raises the evaluation
of other abilities.

The self is dynamic. This means that the self is an
active component in shaping behavior. It is the vantage
point from which we see the world and the active component
in shaping our interaction with that world. As Purkey
(1970:10) states, "Things are significant or insignificant,
important or unimportant, attractive or unattractive,
valuable or worthless, in terms of their relationship to
oneself."”

Thus, the self serves as an organizing force for one's
behavior. Individuals behave in such a way as to maintain
a consistency with his/her self concept.- They also interpret
other's behavior and their own experiences so as to retain
this consistency. In fact, some research (Maracek and
Mettee 1972) has found that individuals will even disclaim
or avoid success when success is inconsistent with one's
self concept. Such evidence leads one to the conclusion
that, although self concept can change rather abruptly, it

tends toward ultraconservatism (Purkey 1970:11).
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The self has value. Each concept comprising the self
is evaluated in positive or negative terms. In addition,
some concepts and their corresponding value are more

important for the overall self than are others. For example,
one may think of oneself as a father, and depending upon
one's point of view, that concept may be judged positively
or negatively. One may also categorize oneself as tall
and; yet, that category may be of little importance in
influencing behavior.

It should be noted that the importance of a concept
is not dependent upon the value attached to it. For ex-
ample, one might think that being "black” is an important
part of one's self, and, yet, this trait may be evaluated
negatively. Likewise, being athletic may be relatively
unimportant and, yet, be evaluated positively. Important
or unimportant, all concepts comprising the self have
value.

The final point to be made about self concept is
that the self is socially developed, maintained, enhanced,
protected, and altered through interaction with others within
a variety of social settings. Through interaction with
‘"significant others”" (parents, friends, siblings, teachers,
etc), one develops concepts and values of self. The esteem,
regard, and evaluation that a person perceives these sig-

nificant others have for him/her create the self (Cottrell

1969; LaBenne and Greene 1969).
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The above discussion leads to the second set of defin-
itions: wurban setting and rural setting. A setting may
be viewed as any instance in which two or more individuals
enter into relationships over an extended period of time in
order to achieve certain goals (Sarason 1972:1). The con-
cept of setting has a great deal in common with other con-
cepts in social science like social organization, institu-
tién, system, and relationship. The important thing is
that whenever individuals enter into sustained relationships,
their interaction is subject to countless manifest and
latent influences which shape, 1limit, define, and structure
the relationship. These influences are historical, cul-
tural, social, political, psychological, and physicai in
‘nature (Reck 1978).

Two important, broadly defined social settings are
those of the urban and rural community. Other than the
obvious critieria of population size and density, numerous’
distinctions between the urban and rural community have been
made. In fact, beginning with the German social philosopher,
Ferdinand T8nnies (1887), considerable attention has been
directed at theorectically and empirically distinguishing
between urban and rural settings. Ténnies (1887) distin-

guished between what he called Gemeinschaft (rural) and

Gesellschaft (urban) social types. The first was based on

personal relationships dominated by kinship and family.

The latter was based on impersonal, calculating relationships
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dominated by associational ties. The anthropologist, Robert
Redfield (1941; 1947; 1955), developed a "folk-urban" con-
tinuum pointing to similar kinds of distinctions.

Although these earlier distinctions have been questioned
as oversimplistic or no longer applicable (Dewey 1960;
Poplin 1972), many rural sociologists feel that there are
s;ill significant social distinctions between urban and
rural communities. For example, Smith and Zopf (1970) have
concluded that there are significant differences between
urban and rural communities in terms of anonymity, complex-
ity, diversity, and impersonality. The differences between
the two settings might be summarized as seen in Figure 1,
page 17 of this chapter, with differences being differ-
ences in degree.

Since self concept develops within the framework of
soéial settings, one can deduce that if, in fact, urban
and rural settings are significantly different, then self
concepts of individuals from the two settings might be
quite different. Moreover, one can deduce that urban
and rural schools might reflect the differences between the
urban and rural communities in general and, thus, contri-
bute to the development of differences in self concept.

How might rural schools as reflections of the rural
community differ from urban schools as reflections of the

urban community? The following points are tentative and

exploratory in nature.




Figure 1
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DIFFERENCES IN URBAN AND RURAL SETTINGS

Rural

1. Homogeneity: social
life and relations less
complex and varied.
Greater sense of
belonging.

2. Personalism: social
relationships are more
personal, emphasizing
family, kinship, and
community.

3. Unity: a greater sense
of unity and of goal or
purpose.

4., Religion: more sacred
view of life.

Urban

1.

Heterogeneity: social life
and relations complex and
varied. Greater sense of
isolation, individualism,
and alienation.

Arionymity: social relation-
ships are impersonal,
segmented, and utilitarian.

Fragmentation: 1less agree-
ment and more diversity

in goals and purpose.
Secularism: more secular
view of 1life.
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The first possible difference is that in rural settings
school personnel are likely to be better known to students
and their parents than they are in urban settings. Teachers,
students, and parents interact to a greater degree outside

of the context of the school:
In old hometown America the distinction
between private and public worlds hardly
existed. One's private life--of family,
home, and church--was public knowledge.
One's public life of occupation, trade, or
profession was likewise little separated,
if at all, from the home and the circle of
kin and lifelong friends. One's identity
was one piece (Moore 1976:92).

In contrast, in urban settings:
much of life is carried on in public
places, amid people who are often
strangers, and certainly not the quasi-
familial nature that any hometown fellow
once was (Moore 1976:92).

The conseguence of this is greater personalization of
relationships in a rural educational setting. The self
exists more as a whole, a person, which is a part of over-
lapping relationships in different social settings, rather
than as a segment ("teacher" or "student") existing imper-
sonally and anonymously in isolated social settings.

A second difference is that in rural settings non-
school social settings are more important than they are in
urban settings. This is the result of a more simple divi-
sion of labor and relative absence of complex occupational

specialization, as well as a greater community integration

in rural settings (Poplin 1972: 44-45). The absence of




complex specialization has maintained a greater community
integration through the spread of functions to several
settings. Thus, the integration and relative homogeneity
of the rural setting tends to make the school a part of
the community rather than apart from the community. Rural

schools share the elucational function to a greater extent
with family, religion, and other social groups.

A third difference is found in the fact that rural
schools, usually being smaller than urban schools, are
generally less bureaucratiged than are urban schools.
Bureaucratic organization in schools is directly related to
the need to educate large numbers of dverse individuals in
an "efficient" manner, and to educate them to function in an
impersonal, bureaucratic world (Moore 1976:95-98). In rural
settings where schools are smaller and bureaucratic organiza-
tion less pervasive, depersonalization of the self may in
fact be reduced.

These and, perhaps, other differences in the school
settings of urban and rural communities appear to follow
logically from the discussions of general urban and rural
differences in the literature. Since, as mentioned earlier,
self concept develops within social settings, the social
and educational differences that exist between the rural

and urban settings should produce differences in self concept.

This research is designed to investigate the potential




differences between the self concepts of a sample of rural

Appalachian children and those of a sample of urban Piedmont

children.




CHAPTER 11
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

As mentioned in the previous chapter, research on self
concept carried out by educators has increased over the
past decade or so. This research has generally built
upon previous andcomcurrent research carried out in
several of the social sciences, primarily psychology
and social psychology. Stimulated by the theoretical
work of such social scientists as Cooley, Mead, Lewin,
Maslow, and Rogers, this research has concentrated on
the development of an individual'self concept, and the
influence that one's self concept has on various facets

of one's behavior.

The Development of Self Concept

The initial theoretical work of Cooley, Mead, Lewin
and others has pointed out the primary importance of the
social environment for the development of the self. Cooley
(1902:40) called the result of the self's interaction
with the social environment, particularly certain socially
significant others such as parents, friends, and teachers,

the "looking glass self." The social environment is described

by Cooley as a mirror in which we perceive our own reflection




and thus develop a sense of who we are.

Children certainly bring their own potentialities
into the world with them, but they must live in a world
essentially created by others. These others are, in the
main, adults. The interface between‘the world of adults,
and the world of children, is the primary point for the
development of the self. As Young (1966:1) has pointed
out, it is one of the strangest phenomena in a very strange
world that this interface should be filled with such mis-
understanding:

When you come to think of it, this
is a very strange world. Nothing
about it is stranger than the fact
all adults were once children. One
of those legendary interplanetary
visitors that seem to be forever
dropping by would certainly never
guess it could be so... Once the
individual human has passed the
imposing boundary of what we euphem-
istically term maturity, he proceeds
either to forget he ever had a past
or to transform it with the adaptable
colors of retrospection...

So the interface between the two worlds begins and
the child is prodded and pampered, kissed and caressed,
pushed and punished in order that he/she might somehow
attain the skills, knowledge, values,and behavior that
characterize the world of adults. Images of the self
emerge through this process. Those "giants", usually

parents, on whom the child is initially dependent for

food, care, security, and love are particularly significant




23

for the development of self images. Much research (i.e.,
Da&idson and Lang 1960; Ludwig and Maehr 1967; Manis 1958;
Meyers 1966; Shaw and Dutton 1965) has demonstrated that
the child's self concept is closely associated with his/her
parents' or other significant adult's reported level of
regard for him/her. That the self concept emerges from
this continuing interaction between the individual and
his/her social world is one aspect :cf self concept that

is almost universally agreed upon (Felker 1974:30; Webster

and Sobieszek 1974:7).

Social Variables Associated with Self Concept

Many studies have concentrated on the relationship
of self concept to different social variables, particularly
such variables as race, sex, and socioeconomicC status.
Although some interesting research (i.e., Dreger and Miller
1960; Gabbler and Gibby 1967; Radke-Yarrow, Trager,and
Davis 1949) has found that the social evaluation of racial
and ethnic groups significantly influences the self concept
of individuals in those groups, the variable of race or
ethnic group is not directly relevant for this study. Both
the urban and rural samples examined in this study were
Caucasian.

However, since both samples did include members of
both sexes as well as individuals from different socio-

economic backgrounds,the literature dealing with the
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relationship of these variables to self concept is per-
tinent. The findings of research in these two areas
lead to no definitive conclusions. For example, Baum
(1968) found through repeated research using a self
report inventory that junior-high-school-aged females
possessed a significantly more positive self concept than
~ did junior-high-school-aged males. This finding held
for the overall groups as well as for high-achievers
and low-achievers. In fact, low-achieving females pos-
sessed more positive self concepts than did even high-
achieving males.

On the other hand, some research has found no sig-
nificant differences between male and female self concepts.
Lord (1971) investigated the self concept of third, sixth,
and tenth graders in several locations in Appalachia and
found that males and females did not differ significantly
in self concept scores. The same lack of relationship
was found among fifth- and sixth-grade children (Coopersmith
1967) and among adolescents (Engel 1959). Still other
research (Rappaport, Payne, and Steinmann 1970) has found
that male college students possesssed more positive self
concepts than did female college students, particularly
in those areas of self concept related to achievement.

In another interesting study of over five hundred sixth-
graders (Yancey 1973), females were found to have a more

positive self concept than males. However, when the
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sample was examined with regard © sex and race, it was
found that while black females possessed the most positive
self concept, white males ranked second, white females
were third, and black males possessed the lowest self
concept (Yancey 1973:53).

A1l of this research indicates that if there is a
relationship between self concept and sex, it is as yet
poorly understood. Clearly, this is an area of self
concept research needing much more investigation.

The relationship between self concept and socio-
economic status appears to be not much clearer. A common
sense.assumption regarding the possible relationship is
that children from lower socioeconomic levels of society
will possess lower self concepts due to their relatively
disadvantaged economic and social position in the larger
society. However, the research in this area fails to
systematically verify this conclusion. There is a fairly
large body of research (i.e., Ausubel and Ausubel 1963;
Crovetto, Fischer, and Boudreaux 1967; Hawk 1967) which
has found that the self-reports of children from lower
socioeconomic levels of society are characterized by deep
feelings of low self-esteem and self-deprecation. Other
research has confirmed a more positive self concept for
economically advantaged children. 1In a comparative
study of economically advantaged Appalachian town children

and economically disadvantaged "hollow" Appalachian



children, Lord (1971:22) found that the self concepts of

the advantaged group were significantly higher than those

of the disadvantaged group, although neither group possessed
what could be considered a "negative" self concept. In
fact, wing the national normative scale developed for The
Piers-Harris Children's Self Concept Scale, Lord (1971:
23-24) concluded that the disadvantaged group possessed
"average" self concepts while the advantaged group pos-
sessed "above average" self concepts.

There is research which directly contradicts the above
findings. Some research (i.e., Carter 1968; Coleman 1966;
Coopersmith 1969; Kerensky 1967) has found no significant
relatidnship between self concept and socioeconomic status.
Coleman (1966) has suggested that in a relatively culturally
and economically homogeneous environment, positive self
concept might be developed and maintained despite larger
economic disadvantages. He has also argued that increasing
cultural and economic heterogeneity in the economically
disadvantaged child's environment tends to produce a lower
self concept.

Still other research has found an inverse relationship
between self concept and socioecbnomic status. Soares
and Soares (1969), in a comparative study of the self con-
cepts of economically advantaged and disadvantaged children
in grades 4 to 8 in a New England city school system, reported

generally more positive self concepts for disadvantaged

children than for advantaged children. Trowbridge (1972)




carried out the same sort of study using a sample from 42
elementary schools in rural and urban areas of central
Iowa and found that the lower socioeconomic children
exhibited significantly more positive seli concepts than
did the middle socioeconomic children. This finding was
the inverse of her findings in earlier research (Trowbridge
1969, 1970).

Clearly, the research is ambiguous with regard to
the relationship of self concept to socioeconomic status.
The felationship may be compounded by other variables such
as the geographic location of the sample, the degree of
urbanization of the sample, the cultural and economic
heterogeneity of the environment, and others. This ambiguity
has led Purkey (1970:36) to conclude:

... it is likely that the emotional
climate of the family is more important
than economic or social factors and

that the emotional press toward low
self-esteem can exist in both advantaged
and disadvantaged families.

For . this particular study, the most important social
variable examined was the effect of urban and rural set-
tings on self concept. However, due to the central
importance of this variable for the present research, the

literature dealing with urban and rural settings and self

concept will be discussed at length in the final section

of this chapter.




Self Concept and Behavior

Considerable research has been directed at investi-
gating the relationship between self concept and particular
behavioral traits. This research is guided By the assump-
tion that the self is the central, if not the sole, vantage
point from which the individual experiences the world and
that, therefore, the individual's behavior reflects this
vantage point (Combs, Avila and Purkey 1971; Felker 1974;
Purkey 1970). A further central assumption of this re-
search is that the individual behaves in accordance with
his/her self concept in order to reduce the potential
dissonance between self concept and behavior (Festinger
1962; Lecky 1945). Thus, the interaction between self con-
cept and behavior becomes a self-fulfilling prophecy in
which an individual behaves consistently with his/her self
concept and thereby confirms the accuracy of that self
concept.

Research in this area has been diverse, dealing with
such topics as the relationship of self concept to honesty
(Eisen 1972) and attraction for others (Leonard 1975).

For this study, the most significant research in this
area has to do with the relationship of self concept to
achievement. The research in this particular area of
behavior has consistently demonstrated that positive self

concept is significantly related to high academic achievement

(Felker 1974:12; Purkey 1970:15).




One of the earliest and, perhaps, still one of the
most significant investiga;ions into the relationship
between self concept and academic achievement was the
longitudinal studies by Brookover and his.associates
(1962, 9165, 1967). This research set out to establish,
in part, the degree to which seventh-grade students' self
concept was related to academic performance. In their
saﬁple of over 1000 white students in an urban school
system, the researchers concluded that there was a con-
sistent, positive relationship between positive:self con-
cept and academic performance. This relationship remained
even after 1.Q. was factored out. These results have
been overwhelmingly confirmed by other research.

Borislow (1962) found that academic underachievers
possessed a self concept characterized by a more pessimistic
and negative view of themselves than did achievers. This
was found to be true both prior and subsequent to the
performahce of particular academic tasks.

Using a self concept rating developed from the com-
bination of evaluations of students in a high school
freshman class made by three psychologists, Fink (1962)
found a significant relationship between the adequacy of
self concept and the level of academic achievement. This

relationship was less significant for females than for

males.




Bledsoe (1967) explored the relationship of the self
concepts of fourth- and sixth-grade children to intelligence,
achievement, and anxiety. Confirming the findings of Fink
(1962), Bledsoe found a significant positive correlation
between self concept and academic achievement among males,
but insignificant correlations for females.

Using a somewhat different approach, Shaw, Edson, and
Beil (1960) used the "Sarbin Adjective Checklist" to measure
the perceived self of high school juniors and seniors.

The researchers found that male achievers scored significant-
ly higher than male underachievers on the adjectives
Realistic, Optimistic, Enthusiastic, Reliable, Clear-
thinking, and Intelligent. Female achievers scored sig-
nificantly higher than female underachievers on only two
adjectives: Ambitious and Responsible. The researchers
concluded that male achievers felt more positive about
themselves than did male underachivers, while such a
generalization could not be made about the female groups.A

The differences often found with regard to males and-
females in the area of academic achievement and self con-
cept may be related to prevalent societal attitudes to-
ward sex roles. Achievement in general is traditionally
associated with the male role and thus the male's perceived
success or lack of success . at achievement would have greater

bearing on his self evaluation. On the other hand, tradi-

tional female roles have been less associated with




achievement so that the female's perceived success or iack
of success in achievement would tend to be less important
for her self concept. Such an interpretation fits with
Rappaport, Payne, and Steinmann's (1970) research with
college women. -The researchers found that achievement was
a less important component of self concept for unmarried
college women than it was for married college women. They
.concluded that social factors (e.g., dating, social life)
were more important ingredients in the self concept of
unmarried females, factors which were more congruent with
traditional definitions of the female role. This inter-
pretation would also fit well with the findings that gifted
and talented females frequently exhibit unresolved conflicts
concerning their perceived femininity since their achieve-
ment conflicts with traditional conceptions of the female
role (Horner 1969; Morse and Bruch 1970; Reck 1977).
Although the bulk of research regarding the relation-
- ship between self concept and achievement has been done
. with public-school-aged subjects, some research has been
. carried out with college students (Centi 1965; Diller 1954;
Irwin 1967; Miller 1973). The reasons for the relative
neglect of college-aged students in self concept research
are not known, although the neglect may have something to
do with the widély accepted notion that self concept is

established early in 1life and is virtually impervious to

change. Although the self dces lean toward conservatism,
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there is research which demonstrates that an individual's
self concept can be significantly altered in a relatively
short time when that individual perceives other's ratings
of him/her have changed (Haas and Maehr 1965; Morse and
Gergen 1970; Sherwood 1965; Videbeck 1960).

Research with college-aged students has not only
found a relationship between self concept and achievement
(Ifwin 1967), but also has demonstrated that the self
concepts of college students can and do change with experi-
ence (Centi 1965; Diller 1954). For example, Centi (1965)
investigated the self concepts of college freshmen before
and after their first semester of school. Those students
who received poor grades suffered a loss in positive
feelings about the self. They went through successive
stages of hostility toward the course, the teacher, and
finally the entire university, all of which culminated
in an avoidance of academic concerns and a further decline
in their academic achievement. The self-fulfilling prophecy
was in full swing.

There has also been somelresearch which investigated
self concept and its relationship to particular academic
skills, notably reading. Lamy (1965) and Wattenberg and
Clifford (1962) found that the self concept of kindergarten
children was a good predictor of early academic achieve-

ment, particularly in reading. Lamy found that self concept,

obtained from inferences made by trained observers, was as




good a predictor of later reading achievement as were in-
telligence test scores. Wattenberg and Clifford measured
self concept of kindergarten children through statements
made by the children as they drew pictures of their family
and as they responded to incomplete sentences. They, too,
concluded that self concept was antecedent to and predictive
of later reading achievement. This conclusion has been
suﬁstantiated in research with older children which has
found a relationship between self concept and reading
ability (Carlton and Moore P66; Zimmerman and Allebrand
1965). Research with college level students has also
found that effective readers reported positive self-con-
cepts and ineffective readers reported negative self con-
cepts (Brunkan and Sherri 1966).

All of this research demonstrating a relationship
between positive self concept and academic achievement is
overwhelmingly convincing. The significance of this re-
lationship for education is obvious: the enhancement of
self concept is an important ingredient in promoting academic
achievement. Students with poor self concepts will find
it difficult to succeed academically. In fact,there is
evidence to suggest that such individuals will actually
avoid success if it confficts with their negative self
concepts (Maracek and Mettee 1972), or that they will explain
success in term$ of luck rather than in terms of personal

ability (Fitch 19?0). On the other hand, students with

R e T L T e R
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positive self concepts will tend to continue to be academic

achievers.

Self Concept and Rural and Urban Settings

Research dealing with self concept in rural and urban
settings is surprisingly minimal. Despite the long tradi-
tion of distinguishing between the social life of the
rural and urban settings, distinctions that were dis-
cussed in the preceding chapter, there has been little
research attempting to discover what effects, if any,

‘'such differences have on self concept. Of course, there

is research which has used urban or rural samples in-
dependently of one another to investigate self concept,

but little has been done comparing a rural population

sample with an urban population sample. Much of the
research discussed earlier on self concept and its relation-
ship with achievement utilized urban samples (e.g., Brookover
et al. 1962, 1965, 1967). Research on the self concept of
minority groups has generally relied upon urban samples
(e.g., Garrett and Willoughby 1972). All in all, rural
samples have remained relatively neglected, a fact which

is curious given the amount of concern with the effect of
economic disadvantages on self concept. As Lord (1971:6)
has pointed out, research dealing with the self concept

of economically disadvantaged children has concentrated

on the urban ghetto child while neglecting such groups

as the rural Appalachian child.




Most of the research utilizing rural samples has
concentrated on minority groups. Powell and White
(1969, 1972) have examined the self concepts of rural
blacks and compared these with rural whites. In one
study, Powell and White (1972) investigated the self con-
cept of 101 male and female black fifth graders in a
rural community in the South through the use of the

Children's Personality Questionnaire and three tests on

reading materials. They concluded that the children did
not value personality and self concept traits associated
with academic achievement, such as word knowledge and
discrimination, reading and arithmetic skills, and general
intelligence. They further characterized themselves as
submissive agd dependent. In earlier research, Powell and
White (1969) compared the self concept perceptions of 95
rural black and 95 rural white third graders and found
that whites generally perceived themselves according to

a consistently positive structure, while blacks possessed
greater ambivalence about themselves.

Research which has actually compared the self concept
of rural and urban samples is extremely limited. This
research has varied in terms of such factors as the
geographic region from which the samples were drawn, the
racial composition of the samples, and the method and

purpose of the research.
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Trowbridge (1972) studied the self concept of a large
sample of urban/rural elementary school children from
central Iowa. Her research had three basic purposes:

(1) to determine whether measurable differences in self
concept existed between children of different socioeconomic
status; (2) to discover the dimensions of self concept

in which differences occurred; and (3) to discover whether
thé differences in self concept by socioeconomic status
found in her earlier research were confounded with other
variables such as race, age, sex, and density of population.
Although her focus was on the variable of socioeconomic
status, her research did examine the relationship of self
concept to density of population, meaning to rural and

urban locales of the sample.

Using the Coopersmith Self Esteem Inventory, Trowbridge

found that the variables of socioeconomic status, race,
and population density all had significant relationships
with self concept. In contrast to her earlier research,
she found that lower socioeconomic status children pos-
sessed a more positive self concept than the higher socio-
economic children. In addition, she found that the black
children in her sample possessed a more positive self
concept than the white children. Most related to the pres-
ent study, she found that rural-small town children pos-
sessed more positive self concepts than urban children.
Conclusions of research byWndland (1968) are in

agreement with the findings of Trowbridge with regard to
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rural and urban differences in self concept. Wendland

was particularly interested in the interaction of race

and residence area on self concept differencgs. Her sample
consisted of 685 black and white eighth graders distributed
over four categories of residence areas in North Carolina.
These categories were labeled country, village, town,

and city, and were conceptualized as forming a rural-

urban continuum in the tradition of Redfield (1941).

The primary self concept instrument utilized was the
Tennessee Self Concept Scale, and the data from this.

scale Qere supplemented by two specially derived Minnesota
Multi-Phasic Personality Inventory scales on cynicism and
estrangement and a questionnaire pertaining to family
status and future aspirations.

With regard to race, Wendlend found that the black
adolescents did not possesss a more negative self concept
than the white adolescents. In fact, she found a slightly
more positive self concept among the blacks in her sample
This finding was consistent in all four residential areas.
She did, however, find a greater cynicism toward the world
and greater feelings of estrangement from ccher people
among the blacks in her sample. The black adolescents
were thus.fbund to possess positive self concepts, a
cynical orientation to the environment, and a feeling of
alienation from others. Wendlend suggests that the

apparent contradiction between a positive self concept
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and a cynical, alienated attitude toward the world and
others is understandable as a positive adaptive maneuver
for blacks living in a racially prejudiced environment.
In short, she interprets these findings as the blacks'
reaction to the dis-esteem in which they are held by the
1arge: society in which they interpret this as an inad-
equacy in the discriminator rather than in themselves.

More related to this study were her findings regard-
ing the relationship of self concept and area of residence.
She found thiat rural adolescents possessed a more positive
self concept than did the urban adolescents. The relation-
ship was most evident among blacks but was also present
to a lesser extent among whites. However, beyond the
differences in self concept with regard to a general rural/‘
urban dichotomy, there was no consistent relationship of
changes in self concept to changes in residential area on
the continuum. In other words, even though the rurallend
of the continuum possessed more positive self concepts than
the urban end, there was no consistent movement from posi-
tive to negative self concept as one moved from the rural
through intermediate points toward the urban.

Another study which focused on the relatimship of
rural and urban settings with self concept was that carried
out by Yancey (1973). Yancey utilized a random sample con-

sisting of sixth graders from both a southern rural school

district and a southern urban school district. The total
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sample was 510 divided into 383 males and 127 females, and
325 whites and 185 blacké. Yancey concentrated on the self
concept of academic ability (SCOAA) rather than general
self concept with the intention of investigating differ-
ences between the rural and urban samples. The self
concept of academic achievement was defined as "the
evaluation one makes of oneself in respect to the ability
to ‘achieve in academic tasks in general as compared with
others" (Yancey 1973:8-9). The SCOAA of the subjects was
determined by use of the Michigan State University Self
Concept of Academic Ability Scale. In addition, two tests
were used to investigate who the subjects considered to

be significant others in terms of their feelings about
themselves.

Yancey found that black females rated themselves
highest on SCOAA, while black males rated themselves
lowest. White males ranked second while white females
followed. The most frequently named significant others
for both general self concept and self concept of academic
achievement for both racial and area groups were parents.

With regard to the rural/urban variable, Yancey found
that the urban sample scored significantly higher than
the rural sémple on SCOAA. The ranking for each group
from highest mean score to lowest mean score was as

followst (1) urban black female, (2) urban white male,

(3) rural white male, (4) urban black male, (5) urban white
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female, (6) rural black female, (7) rural white female,
and (8) rural black male. As can be seen, only one rural
group (rural white males) ranked higher in mean SCOAA
than any of the urban groups. Thus, Yance}'s findings
contrast with the findings of Wendland (1968) and
Trowbridge (1972) discussed earlier. However, one must .
remember that Yancey dealt only with the self concept of
academic achievement while Wendland and Trowbridge dealt
with the broader notion of general self concept.

A study which is closest in focus, method, and sample
to this study is that carried out in Appalachia by Lord
(1971). Llord compared the self concepts of economically
poor, Appalachian "hollow” children with the self concepts
of urban, economically advantaged, Appalachian children.
The sample consiged of 299 third, sixth, and tenth grade
students from nine schools in southern West Virginia in
the Appalachian mountains. Five of the schools with 183
of the subjects were economically poor "hollow" schools.
Two of these schools with 109 of the subjects were eco-
nomically homogeneous; that is, the children were all
poor. The other three "hollew™ schools with 74 of the
subjects were economically heterogeneous, that is com-
prised of both poor and advantaged children. The four
urban schools with 116 subjects were located in Williamson,
West Virginia, a town with a population of approximately

6500 people. Lord was interested in not only comparing
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the self concept of her rural and urban samples, but

also was interested in seeing if there were any self concept
differences between the "hollow" children in the econom-
ically homogenous schools and those in the economically
heterogeneous schools.

Lord used the same self concept scale utilized in
this study, The Piers-Harris Children's Self Concept Scale.
When analyzed, the data collected with this scale revealed
that the urban children possessed significantly more
positive self concepts than either of the rural groups
of children. No significant differences were found be-
tween the self concepts of the rural poor children from'
the economically homogeneous schools and those from the
economically heterogeneous schools. An analysis of each
of the six self concept clusters of the 6vera11 scale
revealed that the urban sample scored significantly more
positive on each of the factors except Anxiety, where no
significant difference was found. No significant differ-
ences were found with regard to the six clusters between
the two rural groups.

Thus, Lord's findings concerning the relationship
between self concept and urban and rural settings generally
agree with the findings of Yancey (1973). Both studies
found that urban children possessed more positive self

concepts than rural children. These results conflict

with the findings of Trowbridge (1972) and Wendland (1968)
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-

who found that rural children possessed more positive

self concepts than did urban children. These mixed results
indicate that additional research is needed, and this
research hopefully helps fill the void.

In addition, this research hopefully takes care of
the major problem with lLord's research. Since Lord's
"urban” sample came from a town with a population of only
approximately 6500 people, it is questionable whether
or not she was actually comparing a rural and an urban
sample. A more accurate conceptualization of the two
samples that she studied would be in terms of Wendland's
(1968) categories of rural and village. In reality,

Lord was comparing two rural populations living in differ-
ent residential arrangements and economic conditions.

Her data could, in fact, reflect the economic differences
between the two populations rather than differences in
residence. The present research drew its urban sample
from a city with a population of approximately 150,000,
Thus, thé sample was truly urban. Moreover, the rural
sample was drawn from a relatively isolated area of
Appalachia. Being located in the mountains of Appalachia
some distance from the nearest town, the area from which
the rural sample was taken may possess more of the rural
traits identified by theorists like T8nnies and Redield

than did the non-Appalachian rural samples used in the

research by Yancey, Wendland, and Trowbridge. For these




reasons,. this research will hopefully help to clarify

the relationship between self concept and urban and rural

settings and to help understand the basis of that relation-
ship.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY

Description of the Sample

The sample consisted of 86 sixth graders from a rural
Appalachian county school system and 80 sixth graders from
an urban Piedmont city school system. The rural sample
came from three separate schools, all of which were the
most rural in location of the county schools. The county
had a total population of around 28,800, with the largest
town in the county having a population of 7,932. The
three schools from which the sample was drawn were
all located from 12-16 miles from this town. All of the
rural schools consisted of grades K-8 ana were small in
comparison to the urban schools, ranging from approximately
180-300 students each. All of the rural subjects were mem-
bers of self-contained classrooms and had lived in this
setting for at least the last five years.

The urban sample came from two schools located in a
Piedmont city with a population of over 150,000 people.
These schools consistéd only of grades 4-6 and had a total
student population of around 500-600 each. Both of the

schools were located in lower-middle-class residential

neighborhoods; however, school busing created greater
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heterogeneity in the student population. All of the urban
sample were also members of self-contained classrooms and
had lived in an urban setting for at least the last five
years. _

The rural sample consisted of 39 males (45%) and 47 fe-
males (55%); the urban sample consisted of 33 males (41%)
and 47 females (59%). Thus, in the total sample there were
72 males (43.4%) and 94 females (56.6%).. The sexual
division of the sample was determined purely by the com-
position of the classes used in the sample.

The occupation and education of the parents of the
students in the sample were used as measures of the socio-
economic status of the two populations. These factors
were not combined to form an overall socioeconomié index'
but rather were examined separately in terms of their
relationship with self concept. R The educational levels of
the rural and urban populations differed, with the rural
parents possessing considerably less education than the
urban parents (See Tables 1 and 2). For example, almost
35 percent of the rural fathers possessed nine years of
education or less while the comparable figure for urban
‘fathers was only 1.4 percent. On the other end of the
scale, urban fathers with anywhere from one year of college
to graduate school amounted to almost 57 percent, while the

comparable figure for rural fathers was only about 5%

percent.
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Table 1

Percentage of Rural and Urban Fathers Classified
by Educational Level

Educational Level Rural Urban
grades 3-6 16 0

21.3% 0%
grades 7-9 10 1

13.3% 1.4%
grades 10-12 45 31

: 60.0% 41.9%

college (1-4 years) 2 37

2.7% 50.0%
graduate school 2 5

2 . 7% 6 . 8%
Total® 75 74

Number of missing observations = 17




Table 2

Percentage of Rural and Urban Mothers Classified
by Educational Level

Educational Level Rural Urban
grades 3-6 5 ' 0
6.3% 0%
grades 7-9 17 1
21.3% 1.3%
grades 10-12 52 41
65.0% 53.2%
college (1-4 years) 6 32
7.5% 41.6%
graduate school ‘ 0 3
. 0% 3 [} 9%
Total? - 80 77

@Number of missing observations = 9
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Although the difference in educational level of rural
and urban mothers was not as great as that of rural and
urban fathers, the urban mothers did possess more education-
al experience. For example, almost 28 percent of the rural
mothers had less than nine years of education, while only
1.3 percent of the urban mothers were in the same education-
al category. Over 45 percent of the urban mothers had
some college education, while only 7.5 percent of the rural
mothers did.

The same sort of differences were evident when parents'
occupation was compared (See Tables 3 and 4). The numer-
ous parental occupations were collapsed into eleven cate-
gories similar to the outline of occupations and prestige
scores developed by NORC. The eleven categories utilized
were professional, other professional, managerial, sales/
advertising, white collar, skilled craft, blue collar,
secretarial/clerical, owner/proprietor, homemaker, and
other. For a detailed listing of what specific occupations
were placed into each of these categories see Appendix A.

The differences between urban:and rural fathers'
occupations were greater than those of urban and rural
mothers. The occupations of urban fathers were clustered
to a much greater extent in professional and managerial
categories (29.2 percent) than were those of rural fathers
(8.2 percent). The bulk of rural fathers' occupations were

clustered invthe skilled craft, blue collar, and owner/
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Table 3

Percentage of Rural and Urban Fathers Classified
by Occupational Level

Occupational Level? Rural Urban
Professional 2 12
2.3% 15.2%
Other Professsional 1 4
1.2% 5.1%
Managerial 4 7
: 4.7% 8.9%
Sales/Advertising 3 12
3.5% 15.2%
White Collar 4 11
4.7% 13.9%
Skilled Craft 16 13
18.6% 16 .5%
Blue Collar 27 17
31.4% 21.5%
Owner/Proprietor 16 0
18.6% 0%
Other 13 3
‘ 15.1% 3.8%
b .
Total 86 79

3There were no respondents from either setting in the
following occupational levels: homemaker and secretarial/
clerical. Therefore, they were omitted in the above table.

bNumber of missing observation = 1




- Table 4

50

Percentage of Rural and Urban Mothers Classified

by Occupational Level

Occupational Level® Rural Urban
Other Professional 1 6
' 1.200 7.5%
Managerial 2 2
2.3% 2.5%
Sales/Advertising 1 0
1.2% 0%
White Collar 1 1
1.2% 1.3%
Skilled Craft 6 0
7.0% 0%
Blue Collar 12 4
14.0% 5.0%
Secretarial/Clerical 3 5
3.5% 6.3%
Owner/Proprietor 1 0
1.2% 0%
Homemaker 55 60
64.0% 75.0%
Other 4 2
. 4.7% 2.5%
Total 80

86

@There were no respondents from either setting in the
professional occupational level.
-was omitted in the above table.

Therefore, this level




proprietor (farmer) categories (68.6 percent), while a
smaller percentage.of urban fathers' occupations were so
categorized (38 percent). Occupations of mothers were
more similar, with the vast majority of mothers in both
settings working as homemakers.

The factors of parental education and occupation
indicate that the two samples differed greatly in socio-
economic status when defined by education and occupation.
With regard to both education and occupation, the rural
sample could be judged to be of a lower socioeconomic status
than the urban sample.

Finally, the two samples differed with regard to
achievement level (See Table 5). Over one-half of the
rural sample was below average achievement for sixth
graders, while less than 18 percent of the urban sample
" was below average. On the cther hand, almost 58 percent
of the urban sample was above average achievement level,
while ohly around 28 percent of the rural sample was
above average.

The factors of sex, parents' education, parents’
occupation, and educational achievement were all examined
in relation to self concept. Since the two populations
did differ with regard to all of these factors except sex,
their relationship to self concept needed examination in

order to extablish the influence of rural and urban settings

on self concept.
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Table 5

Percentage of Rural and Urban Respondents Classified
‘ by Total Achievement Level

Total Achievement Level Rural ' Urban
Below 5.4 G.P.A. ' 43 14
50.6% 17.9%
505 - 605 GOPOAQ 18 19
21.2% 24 .47
6.6 and above G.P.A. 24 45
28 .2% 57.7%
Total? | 85 78

4Number of missing observations = 3




Description of the Instrument and Its Administration

The instrument used to measure and compare the self
concept scores of the rural and urban samples was The
Piers-Harris Children's Self Concept Scale. The scale
was developed from Jersild's (1952) self concept categories
derived from collections of children's statements about
what they liked and disliked about themseives. The orig-
inal scale of 164 items was reduced to the present scale
of 80 items after two pilot studies and item analysis
(Piers and Harris 1969:2-2).

Using the scale, Piers and Harris (1965) carried out
a factor analysis on 457 sixth graders and found six factors
large enough to be interpretable. These were labeled
(1) behavior, (2) intellectual and school status, (3) phys-
ical appearance and attributes, (4) anxiety, (5) popularity,
and (6) happiness and satisfaction. A total of 67 of the
80 items cluster into one of these factors.

An internal consistency analysis for the 80-item scale
produced a correlation of .90 with Kuder-Richardson formula
21 and .90 with Spearman-Brown odd-even formula. Stability
by retest after a four-month interval was .77. The concur-
rent validity of the scale was found to be .80 when corre-
lated with the Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory.

The scale consists of 80 yes-no items of simple, clear

declarative statements such as "I am smart” or"l do many




bad things.” The subject responds "yes" to those items
that are true of him/her and "no* to those items which are
not true. Each item is scored in the direction of positive
self concept depending on how it is stated. In order to
reduce the effects of acquiescence, approximately half of
the "correct" (positive self concept) responses are stated
in the negﬁtive and half are stated in the affirmative.
For example, the "correct" response to the statement "I
am unpopular” is "no"”, while the "correct® response to
*I have good ideas" is “"yes."

Norms for evaluating the total self concept score
were established by Piers and Harris (1969:10-11) from a
study of 1183 small-town Pennsylvania public school children
ranging from fourth grade to twelfth grade. Theoretically,
raw scores could range from 0 to 80; in actuality, Piers
and Harris (1969:10) found their sample to range from 18 to
76 with a mean of 51.84 and a median of 53.43. For the
purposes of this study, "high” self concept included raw
scores fanging from 61 to 80; “average" self concept in-
cluded raw scores ranging from 46 to 60; and "low" self
concept included raw scores falling below 46. In terms of
Piers and Harris' norms, "high" self concept were those
with a percentile ranking of 71 or above; "average” self
concept were those with a percentile ranking of between
31 and 69; and "low"” self concept were those with a percent-

ile ranking of 29 or below.
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As mentioned earlier, most of the items cluster into
one of six factors. Each of the cluster scores can be looked
at independently of the general self concept score. This
research not only compared the rural and urban samples with
regard to general self concept scores, but also with regard
to each one of the cluster scores. Such an analysis provides
a finer picture of self concept differences.

The six clusters, the numbers of items scored in each
cluster, and examples of items from each cluster are as
follows: |

(1) Behavior: (Items 12, 13, 14, 22, 25, 34, 35, 38,
45, 48, 56, 59, 62, 78, 80) 1 do many bad things; I am
obedient at home; I am often in trouble; I can be trusted.

(2) Intellectual and School S;atus:_ (Items 5, 9, 16,
17, 21, 26, 27, 30, 31, 33, 42, 49, 53, 66, 70) I am good
in my school work; I am smart; I am a good reader; I forget

what I learn.

(3) Physical Appearance and Attributes: (Items 8, 15,
29, 41, 54, 57, 60, 63, 73) 1 am good looking; I have a

pleasant face; I am strong; I am a leader in games and sports.
(4) Anxietys (Items 4, 7, 10, 20, 28,37, 74, 79) I
cry easily; I worry a lot; I am often afraid; I get nervous
when the teacher calls on me.
(5) Popularity:s (Items 1, 3, 6, 11, 40, 46, 51, 58, 65,
69, 77) People pick on me; I am ambng the last chosen for

games; I have many friends; I feel left out of things.




(6) Happiness and Satisfaction: (Items 2, 36, 39,

43, 50, 52, 67) I am a happy person; I like being the way
I am3 I am unhappy; I am easy to get along with.

The scale was administered to groups of 15-20 subjects.
After the researcher read aloud a set of directions, each’
item was read aloud and the subjects were given a short
time to respond in written form to the item. The oral
reéding of the items by the researcher was designed to
minimize the interference of reading problems. The ad-
ministration of the full 80-item scale took a total of about
twenty minutes for each group.

In addition to the administration of The Piers-Harris
Children's Self Concept Scale, each subject was asked to
respond to twelve incomplete sentences (See Appendix B).
These sentences were derived by the researcher from items
on the Piers-Harris Scale. Each of the six self concept
clusters were represented by two incomplete sentences.

Each sentence was read aloud by the researcher and the
subjects were asked to respond by writing in a completion
of each sentence.  For example, sentences included "I

get worried when...” and "In school I am ..."

Finally, each subject was asked to respond three times
to the question, "Who Are You?” which is known as the W-A-Y
technique (Bugental and Zelen, 1950). They were instructed

to respond in any manner they wished as long as they gave

three answers to the question (See Appendix B).
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These latter two techniques of data collection were
administered to the same sub jects several weeks after The
Piers-Harris Children's Self Concept Scale was administered.
Administration was completed in approximately'twehty minutes
for each class. "The purpose of the data collected through
these latter techniques was to supplement in the under-
standing and aid in the interpretation and explanation of
the data collected through the Piers-Harris Scale. These
latter techniques are more flexible and less structured,
providing an opportunity for the subjects to create their
own responses rather than to respond to predetermined
statements.

Information concerning such things as each subject's
achievement level, parents® occupational and educational
levels, and sex of the subjects was gathered from school
records. This information was used to analyze the inter-
action of sex, socio-economic status, and achievement with

self concept.

Mode of Analysis

All hypotheses related to self (as measured by The
Piers-Harris Children'’s Self Concept Scale) were tested
for significance by utilizing the t-test. 1In addition,
when the two sample populations (rural - urban) were

grouped according to sex, achievement, and parents' education

and occupation and compared to general self concept and the
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cluster scores (as measured by The Piers-Harris Children's
Self Concept Scale), significance was tested by use of
ANOVA. When the open-ended sentences and the "Who Are
You?" responses were compared with setting, sex, and

achievement, the chi-square test of significance was used.

Hyptheses and Rationale

Null Hypothesis I: There will be no signficant
difference between rural Appalachian sixth graders and urban
Piedmont sixth graders in their general self concept scores.

Research Hypothesis Is+ Rural Appalachian sixth graders
will be more likely than urban Piedmont sixth graders to

have higher general self concept scores.

Null Hypothesis II: There will be no significant
difference between rural Appalachian sixth graders and
urban Piedmont sixth graders in the behavior cluster score
of self concept.

Research Hypothesis II: Rural Appalachian sixth
graders will be more likely than urban Piedmont sixth

graders to have higher behavior cluster self concept scores.

Null Hypothesis III: There will be no significant
.difference between rural Appalachian sixth graders and urban
Piedmont sixth graders in the intellectual and school status

cluster score of self concept.
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Research Hypothesis III: Rural Appalachian sixth

graders will be more likely than urban Piedmont sixth
graders to have higher intellectual and school status

cluster self concept scores.

Null Hypothesis IV:; There will be no significant
difference between rural Appalachian sixth graders and
urban Piedmont sixth graders in the physical appearance
and attributes cluster score of self concept.

Research Hzgothegig IVs Rural Appalachian sixth
graders will be more likely than urban.Piedmont sixth
graders to have higher physical appearance and attribute

cluster self concept scores.

Null Hvpothesis ¥:+ There will be no significant dif-
ference between rural Appalachian sixth graders and urban
Piedmont sixth graders in the anxiety cluster score of
self concept.

Research Hypothesis V: Rural Appalachian sixth graders

will be more likely than urban Piedmont sixth graders to
have higher anxiety cluster self concept scores (meaning

less anxiety).

Null Hypothesis VI: There will be no significant
difference between rural Appalachian sixth graders and

urban Piedmont sixth graders in the popularity cluster
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score of self concept

Research Hypothesis VI: Rural Appalachian sixth graders

will be more likely than urban Piedmont sixth graders to

have higher popularity cluster self concept scores.

Null Hypothesis VII: There will be no significant
difference between rural Appalachian sixth graders and
urban Piedmont sixth graders in the happiness and sat-

isfaction cluster score of self concept.

Research Hypothesis VII: Rural Appalachian sixth

graders will be more likely than urban Piedmont sixth
graders to have higher happiness and satisfaction cluster

self concept scores.

As can be seen, the direction of all of the research
hypotheses is toward rural Appalachian children having a
more positive general self concept, as well as more positive
scores on each of the six self concept factors. The
ratioﬁale for directing the hypotheses in such a way lies
in the differences between rural and urban communities.
These differences and their relationship to self coéncept
will be briefly explored in order to explain the direction
of thé research hypotheses and the thinking of the researcher
before the hypotheses were tested.

As mentioned earlier, the development of rural and urban

social typologies by social scientists like T6nnies and




61

Redfield, helped establish a concern with examining the
important differences between these two types of communities.
This tradition has continued to the present day, stimulated
by what has been called one of the dominant social themes
of the last half of the twentieth century: the quest for
community (Nisbet 1960:82). This quest utilizes thesmtion
of community in its philosophical or moral sense, as some-
thing of value. It has been noted that this social theme
of the quest for community is rooted in the alienation and
segmentation of urban mass society and the consequent desire
for a sense of belonging, unity, inyolvement, and wholeness
within a community setting (Minar and Greer 1969).

The similarity between the use of community in this
moral sense and the characterization of the rural community
found in writers like T8nnies and Redfield is obvious.

Both the rural community and the moral community are seen

as characterized by greater homogeneity, cohesiveness,
personalism, and unity. Since the self develops within a
social setting, it is reasonable to assume that rural and
urban settings will differentially inflﬁence self concept.
The differences between the two settings would séem to
result in a more favorable self concept in the rural setting.
Specifically, what are these differences and how might they
be related to self concept differences?

The first and, perhaps, the most important factor is

the greater wholeness of the rural setting. Life and




activities are less segmented into unrelated spheres than
in the urban setting. The greater wholeness or inter-
relatedness of the rural setting is grounded in two basic
factors of rural life: (a) "... the resident of a rural
community is...emeshed in a tight-knit web of social
relationships" (Poplin 1972:44) and (b) the relatively
".e.elow division of labor which typifies most rural com-
munities” (Poplin 1972:45). Thus, the various institu-
tions (i.e., school, church, family, etc.) which form an
- individual®s social life are all interrelated because of
small population, greater social homogeneity, and a simple
division of labor. One goes to church, school, social
functions, and work with the same group .of people. This
provides a greater wholeness and less segmentation for
one's life.

The major implication of this fact of rural life
on rural schools is that rural schools are community schools,
they are interrelated with other community institutions,
and they are less specialized, meaning that to a greater
degree they share the function of education with other
community institutions. Increased specialization is one
of the main features of the historical development of
urban centers and the more recent onset of industriali-
zation (Eames and Goode 1977:40-41). The fact that ed-
ucation is not viewed as a specialized function of a

specialized setting in societies that have not yet undergone
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urbanization is amply ‘documented (Henry 1976:129-132;
Mead 1976:164; Moore 1976:91). As anthropologist G. Alexander
Moore (1976:91) has statedi

In primitive and agrarian societies

education...was carried out by the

whole community. This was so even in

those literate societies that had

separate entities called "schools."”

One learned what one needed to know

just by growing up among peers and

elders in one's community.

The more significant role that family and kin and the
church play in a person's education in a rural setting has
often been noted (Bertrand 1958:215 and 240). Thus, the
educational function is not factored out as much from the
rural community, but rather is spread among community
institutions, producing a greater interrelatedness in
. those institutions.

This greater community interrelatedness means that
there should be greater consistency between the expectations
of the various community institutions on the individual.
Such consistency would result in a self that is more fully
whole as opposed to a segmented self which develops in an
urban area as the result of diverse and often conflicting
expectations. The sort of schizophrenic division of one's
self into private vs. public worlds, family vs, work worlds,
home vs. play worlds that occurs in urban settings is

reduced in rural settings (Moore 1976:92). The result of

this should be a more fully integrated, more positive self

concept.
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A second related difference is that social life in a
rural setting is a great deal more personalized than in an
urban setting. Indiﬁiduals interact with one another
within different social contexts, creating a less deper-
sonalized (role-oriented) mode of interaction. Mrs. Jones
is known to students not only in her role as teacher, but
also on the basis of church and family relations. Similarly,
ten-year old Martha is known to her teacher not only from
her role as student, but also from family and church rela-
tions. Thus, individuals are seen as individuals rather
than as role-segments of individuals.

This means that the knowledge of individuals who
interact with one another in a rural school is greater
than in an urban school where individuals generally "know"
each other only for the duration of the school day and
interact with one another only in the limited sphere of
school-defined roles. Once again, the result should be a
more fully integrated, more positive self concept.

The final important difference is that rural life is
less bureaucratized than is urban life. The increased
bureaucratization of life is closely related to the presence
of impersonal social relationships. Bureaucracies operate
according to rulés and routines; interaction and decisions
are therefore impersonal. Wherever social institutions

develop size and complexity they tend to develop toward

greater bureaucratization.
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Even though the movement toward rural school consolida-
tion during the 1950's decreased the number of rural school
districts by over fifty percent (Bertrand 1958:232), rural
schools have generally remained much smaller than urban
schools. Certainly, the schools from which samples for
this study were drawn reflect this fact: the rural schools
averaged around 250 students spread over eight grades
while the urban schools averaged around 550 spread over
Jjust three grades.

The result of less bureaucracy and size in rural
schools is a greater personalism between personnel in the
school system. As has been pointed out (Moore 1976:95-98),
bureaucratic organization in schools is directly related
to the need to "efficiently" educate vast numbers of
diverse indivduals so that they can function in an im-
personal, bureaucratic world. This need is present in the
urban school and relatively absent in the rural school.

The impersonalism of bureaucratic organization may be »~
necessary under certain conditions, but it takés its toll
in terms of producing feelings of alienation, depersonali-
zation, and loneliness.

- Thus, where bureaucratic organization is less perva-
sive, as in rural school settings, the result will be a
lessening of the factors of alienation, depersonalization,
and isolation of the self. A more positive self concept

would once again be the result of this factor in the rural

setting.
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All of these ingredients of the rural setting and
their interaction with the rural school and individuals’
self concepts would reasonably seem to produce a more
positive self concept among rural children. These are

the reasohs which lie behind the direction of the research

hypotheses.




CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS

All of the hypotheses that were formulated in Chapter
111 were tested by comparing two sixth-grade sample pop-

ulations, urban and rural.

General Self Concept

Null Hypothesis I3 Thére will be no significant
difference between rural Appalachian sixth graders and urban
Piedmont sixth gréders in their general self concept scores.

Research Hypothesis I: Rural Appalachian sixth graders
will be more likely than urban Piedmont sixth-graders to
have higher general self concept scores.

The data did not suppoft either the null hypothesis
or the research hypothesis (See Table 6). Therefore, both
hypotheses were rejected. However, the data did support
the inverse of the research hypothesis. Scores obtained
by administering The Piers-Harris Children's Self Concept
Scale revealed that urban Piedmont sixth graders have a
higher general self concept score than rural Appalachian

sixth graders (t= -5.10, 164 df, p4 .001).

Cluster Scores of Self Concept

The measure of general self concept according to the
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Table 6

General Self Concept Scores® by Area

Rural Urban
Mean Number of
_Responses 53.5465 63.5465
Standard Deviation 13.762 11.471
Standard Error 1.484 1.282
t = "5010
df = 164
p ¢ .001

3Based on The Piers-Harris Children's Self Concept
Scale (Piers and Harris, 1969).




69

N

Piers-Harris Children®s Self Concept Scale contains the
following cluster scores from which the remaining hypotheses
were formed: (1) behavior, (2) intellectual and school
status, (3) physical appearance and attributes, (4)

anxiety, (5) popularity, and (6) happiness and satisfaction.

Null Hypothesis II: There will be no significant
difference between rural Appalachian sixth graders and
urﬁan Piedmont sixth graders in the behavior cluster
score of self concept.

Research Hypothesis 1I: Rural Appalachian sixth
graders will be more likely than urban Piedmont sixth
graders to have higher behavior cluster self concept scores.,

The data did not support either the null hypothesis
or the research hypothesis (See Table 7). Therefore,
both hypotheses were rejected. However, the data did
suppert the inverse of the research hypothesis. Behavior
cluster scores obtained by administering The Piers-Harris
Children's Self Concept Scale revealed that urban Piedmont
sixth graders have a higher behavior self concept score
than rural Appalachian sixth graders (t= -3.72, 164 df,
p4 .001).

Null Hypothesis 111: There will be no significant
difference between rural Appalachian sixth graders and

urban Piedmont sixth graders in the intellectual and school

status cluster score of self concept.




Table 7

Behavior Cluster Scores® by Area

Rural Urban
Mean Number of
Responses 11.9186 13.3625
Standard Deviation 3.022 1.891
Standard Error 0.326 0.211
t = "3072
df = 164
p & .001

8Based on The Piers-Harris Children's Self Concept

Scale (Piers and Harris, 1969).
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Research Hypothesis III: Rural Appalachian sixth

graders will be more likely than urban Piedmont sixth
graders to have higﬁer intellectual and school status
cluster self concept scores. |

The data did not support either the null hypothesis
or the research hypothesis (See Table 8). Therefore,
both hypotheses were rejected. However, once again, the
data did support the inverse of the research hypothesis.
Intellectual and school status cluster scores obtained
by administering The Piers-Harris Children's Self Concept
Scale revealed that urban Piedmont sixth graders have a
higher intellectual and school status self concept score
than rural Appalachian sixth graders (t= -5.93, 164 df,
p< .001).

Null Hypothesis IV: There will be no significant
difference between rural Appalachian sixth graders and
urban Piedmont sixth graders in the physical appearance
and attributes cluster'score of self concept.

Research Hypothesis IV:s Rural Appalachian sixth
graders will be more likely than urban Piedmont sixth
graders to have higher physical appearance and attribute
cluster self concept scores.

The data failed to support either the null hypothesis

or the research hypothesis (See Table 9). Therefore,

both hypotheses were rejected. The data did support the
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Intelligence and School Status Cluster Scores? by Area

Rural Urban
Mean Number of
Responses 9.2907 12.4875
Standard Deviation 3.907 2.934
Standard Error 0.421 0.328
t = "5.93
df = 164
p £ .001

3Based on The Piers-Harris Children's Self Concept

Scale (Piers and Harris, 1969).
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Table 9

Physical Appearance and Attribute Cluster Scores? by Area

Rural Urban
Mean Number of
-Responses : 3.9419 6.2750
Standard Deviation 2.214 2.465
Standard Error 0.239 0.276
t = "6042
df = 164
p < .001

@Based on The Piers-Harris Children's Self Concept

Scale (Piers and Harris, 1969).
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inverse of the research hypothesis. Physical appearance

and attribute cluster scores obtained by administering The
Piers-Harris Children's Self Concept Scale revealed that
urban Piedmont sixth graders have a higher physical appear-
ance and attributé self concept score than rural Appalachian

sixth graders (t= -6.42, 164 df, p <.001).

Null Hypothesis Vs There will be no significant dif-
ference between rural Appalachian sixth graders and urban
Piedmont sixth graders in the anxiety cluster score of
self concept.

Reseagrch Hypothesis V: Rural Appalachian sixth graders
will be more likely than urban Piedmont sixth graders to
have higher anxiety cluster self concept scores (meaning
less anxiety).

The data revealed no significant difference between
the rural Appalachian sixth graders and the urban Piedmont
sixth graders in anxiety self concept scores (See Table 10,
Appendix C). Therefore, the null hypothesis was not

rejected. Consequently, the research hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypo sis VI: There will be no significant
difference between rural Appalachian sixth graders and
urban Piedmont sixth graders in the popularity cluster
score of self concept.

Research Hypothesis VIs Rural Appalachian sixth graders

will be more likely than urban Piedmont sixth graders to
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have higher popularity cluster self concept scores.

The data revealed no significant differences between the
rural Appalachian sixth graders and the urban Piedmont sixth
graders in popularity self concept scores (See Table 11,
Appendix C). Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected.

The research hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis VII: There will be no significant
difference between rural Appalachian sixth graders and
urban Piedmont sixth graders in the happiness and sat-
isfaction cluster score of self concept.

Res Hypothesis VII: Rural Appalachian sixth
graders will be more likely than urban Piedmont sixth
graders to have higher happiness and satisfaction cluster
self concept scores.

The data did not support either the null hypothesis
or the research hypothesis (See Table 12). Therefore,
both hypotheses were rejected. However, the data did
support the inverse of the research hypothesis. Happiness
and satisfaction cluster scores obtained by administering
The Piers-Harris Children's Self Concept Scale revealed
that urban Piedmont sixth graders have a higher happiness
and satisfaction self concept score than rural Appalachian

sixth graders (t= -2.95, 156.31 df, p<£.05).

Additiongl Findings

When rural Appalachian sixth graders and urban Piedmont
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Table 12

Happiness and Satisfaction Cluster Scores® by Area

Rural Urban
Mean Number of
‘Responses 6.1512 6.9625
Standard Deviation 2.021 1.496
;Standard Error 0.218 0.167
t = "2-95
df = 156.31
p & .05

Based on The Piers-Harris Children's Self Concept

Scale (Piers and Harris, 1969).
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sixth graders were grouped according to total achievement,
sex, parents' occupation and parents' education, there
were no significant differences found in general self
concept scores or in any of the six cluster scores (be-
havior, intellectual and school status, physical appear-
ance and attributes, anxiety, popularity, and happiness
and satisfaction) as analyzed by ANOVA.

No significant differences were found in the "Who
Are You?" when urban and rural respondents were compared.
However, it is still interesting to take notice of the
categories as seen in the frequency table in Appendix C
(See Table 13) when compared by area. - The responses to
the W-A-Y technique will be discussed in the next chapter.‘

In addition some significant differences were found
when the responses to the open-ended statements were
compared by area. The following open-ended statements
had significant differences when compared by areas- |

(a) Statement 3: "When I grow up I will be..."
(X2=22.24. df=8, p2.01). This statement represented
the Intelligence and School Status Cluster (See Table 14).

(b) Statement 4: *In school I am...” (X2=19.40.
df=4, p<.001). This statement also represented the Intel-
ligence and School Status Cluster (See Table 15).

(e¢) Statement 5: "I have good..." (X2=6.99. df=2,
p £.05). This statement represented the Physical Appearance

and Attributes Cluster (See Table 16).



Table 14

Percentages of the Open-ended Statement "When I
Grow Up I Will Be ..."” Classified by Area

78

Categories Rural Urban
Professional Male. 14.3% 23.5%
Sports Figure 12.9 22.1
Professional Female 10.0 23.5
Creative Skill 8.6 13.2
Learned Skill (Male) 20.0 7.4
Learned Skill (Female) 11.4 2.9
Referred to Self 10.0 5.9
Obscure 4.3 0.0
Uncertain 8.6 1.5
x2=22.24

df=8

p&.01




Table 15

Percentages of the Open-ended Statement “In School
I Am ..." Classified by Area

Categories Rural Urban
Good at Something 13.9% 33.3%
Good as a Person 48.6 26.1
Negative at Something 2.8 4.3
Negative as a Person 19.4 5.8
Average ‘ 15.3 30.4
x2=19.40

df=4

p< .001



Table 16

Percentages of the Open-ended Statement "I Have
: A Good ..." Classified by Area
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Categories Rural Urban
Self - _ 30.6% 50.0%
Outside of Self 69.4 48.6
Nothing 000 1-4
x2=6.99

df=2

P<£ .05
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(d) Statement 6: "I have pretty...” (X2=8.69, df=2,
p<£.05). This statement also represented the Physical
Apvpearance and Attribute Cluster (See Table 17).

(e) Statement 8: "I am nervous when..." (X2=12.57,
df=5, p £.05). This statement represented the Anxiety
Cluster (See Table 18).

(f) Statement 10: It is hard for mev tOeoe" (X2=10.44.

df=4, p<£.05). This statement represented the Popularity

Cluster (See Table 19).




Table 17

Percentages of the Open-ended Statement *I Have

Pretty ..."

Classified by Area
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Categories Rural Urban
Self 51.5% 75.4%
Outside of Self 45,6 21.5
Nothing 2.9 3.1
x2=8.69

df=2

p< 05




Table 18

Percentages of the Open-ended Statement "I Am
Nervous When ..." Classified by Area
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Categories Rural Urbtan
Self-related (Emotional) 18.8% 10.4%
Activity Outside School 7.2 19.4
School-related 49.3 43.3
Family and Others 10.1 22.4
Diffuse 11.6 3.0
Never 2.9 1.5
x%=12.57

df=5

p<4 .05




84

Table 19

Percentages of the Open-ended Statement "It Is
Hard For Me To ..." Classified by Area

Categories Rural Urban
Expression of Self (General) ~ 20.6% 17.7%
Expression of Self (Specific) 14.7 . 8.1
Sports-related 5.9 25.8
School-related 36.8 29.0
Other 2201 1904
x2-10.44

df=4

p<.05
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION

The purpose of this discussion is to explore the
findings presented in the last chapter in a more detailed
fashion in order to attempt to explain the findings as
well as to uncover possible implications of the research
and suggestions for further study. The discussion is
divided into four major sectionss (i) a discussion of
the data on the interaction of secondary variables--sex,
parents' occupational and educational levels, and achieve-.
ment--with self concept; (2) a discussion of the details
of the data dealing with general self concept as well as
the socres on the six self concept clusters; (3) an examina-
tion of the responses to the Who Are You? technique; and
(4) an examination of the responses given to the open-
endedtstatements. Such a discussion will help elucidate
the reasons why the rural Appalachian children showed a
consistently lower self concept than the urban Piedmont

children.

Secondary Variagbles and Self Concept

As mentioned in the previous chapter, the findings of
the research indicated no significant relationship between

self concept and sex, self concept and parents' educational




or. occupational level, or self concept and achievement.

In other words, scores of males and females in the samples
were not significantly different from one another on general
self concept, nor did individuals of different socioeconomic
levels as defined by occupation and education, and neither
did low, average, and high achievers. An examination of
the potential relationship between self concept and
socioeconomic status and achievement was particularly
needed since the rural and urban samples differed signifi-
cantly with regard to these variables. The rural sample

was considerably lower in both achievement and socio-
economic status. Thus, the differences in self concept
found between the two groups could have been created by
differences in achievement level or socioeconomic status
rather than by differences in residence. In fact, based

on the previous research discussed in Chapter II one might
have expected this to be the case, particularly with

regard to achievement and self concept since research has
consistently found that high achievers possess a more
positive self concept than do low achievers. However,

the research found no significant relationship between

self concept and any of these variables. Such a lack of
relationship strengthens the conclusion that the significant
differences found between the rural and urban samples were

due to the two different settings.
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Despite the absence of significant relationships
between self concept and these three variables, it is worth-
while to note the particular items on The Piers-Harris
Children's Self Concept Scale which did reveal significant
differences in either the rural or urban setting between
males and females and between high and low achievers.

Such an examination may aid in understanding the overall
differences between the rural and urban samples and point
to particular areas of self concept that were significant
in ‘terms of either achievement or sex.

By looking at the items in terms of how males or
females responded to them, several interesting patterns
emerge. Out of the total of 80 items on the scale, the
rural samples as a whole scored significantly lower than
the urban sample on 30 items. On over half (16) of these
30 items, it was the sex of the respondents which made
the difference in the overall scores. In other wordé, in
the total of 30 significant items, both rural males and
'females scored significantly lower than both urban males
.and females on 14 items. However, on nine of the items
»rural and urban males showed no significant differences while
:rural females scored significantly lower than urban females.
On seven items, there were no significant differences be-

tween females while rural males scored significantly lower

than urban males.
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It is interesting to examine what these items were.
The main items in which rural females scored significantly
lower than urban females, but where there were no significant-
differences between rural and urban males, were classified
in two self concept clusters of intellectual and
school status (items 21, 30, 53) and physical appearance
and attributes (items 15, 54, 60). The main items in
which rural males scored significantly lower than urban
males, but where there were no significant differences
between rural and urban females, were classified in the two
self concept clusters of intellectual and school status
(items 17, 42, 70) and behavior (items 34, 45, 56). In
fact, the overall differences between the rural and urban
children found in the self concept clusters of behavior and
physical appearance and attributes appear to be directly
dependent upon differences between how rural and urban
females viewed themselves physically and how rural and
urban males viewed themselves behaviorally. Rural females
in the sample viewed themselves as less physicaliy attractive
than urban females in the sample. On the other ﬁand. rural
males in the sample viewed themselves more negatively
behaviorally than did urban males in the sample.

What these differences mean is difficult to tell. One
problem in interpretation is that some of these differences

may reflect cultural variations. For example, although

a "yes" response to the statement "I get into a lot of
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fights" is scored negatively on the Piers-Harris Scale,

it is possible that in some cultural contexts an affirmative
response would be a positive response. Thus, the fact that
rural males answered "yes" significantly more than urban
males to the statements "I get:into a lot of fights® and "I
often get into trouble” may be indicative of different
values. The rural male, in making such judgments about
himself, may in fact be making what he feels to be a
positive statement about himself. Getting "into trouble"
or "into a lot of fights"” may be seen in a positive light
for males in the rural setting.

On the other hand, such differences may actually
reflect more negative feelings about these particular
aspects of self on the part of rural females and males.

For example, rural females did consistently respond more
negatively to items having to do with physical appearance
and attributes (items 15, 54, 60, 73) than did urban
females. This fact does indicate that the rural female

does not feel as good about her physical appearance

as -does the urban female. Perhaps this is because the

most frequently used reference groups for beauty (television
stars, movie stars, etc.) appear to be further removed

from the rural settiﬂg than they do from the urban setting.

Another interesting pattern which appears in the
data has to do with those particular items on which males

and females, regardless of residential setting; scored




90

most positively or most negatively. These differences
often appear to be related to graditional notions of sex
roles. A large number of the items that females scored
more negatively on than males are predictable given a know-
ledge of social norms surrounding sex roles. For example,
females consistently scored lower than males on items
having to do with fear. anxiety, or the expression of
emotions. Thus, females scored considerably more negatively
than malés on such items as "I am nervous, "I am often
afraid,” and "I cry easily.” Other items on which females
scored more negatively than males were such items as

"I am strong” and "I am popular with boys."

Interestingly, those items on which males scored
considerably more negatively than females were less pre-
dictable. Such items as "I have pretty eyes,” 'l have a
good figure," and "I get into a lot of fights,"” on which
one might have predicted a more negative score for maies.
did not reveal substantial differences. Some of the
items had to do with school work ("I am slow in fiﬁishing
my school work"”.). Others, like "I often get into trouble"
and "I am popular with girls,” were a bit more predictable.

It is also of interest to note the patterns of items
on which males and females consistently scored the~highest.
Items on which males, regardless of residential setting,
evaluated themselves most positively were again often linked

to sex stereotypes. Males consistently responded "no" to
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such items as "I cry easily,” "I am often afraid,” and "I
am clumsy.” They consistently responded "yes” to such items
as "1 have lots of pep."”

On the other hand, females appeared to feel most
positive about themselves in the areas of happiness and
family. For example, they consistently responded "yes"
to such items as "I am a happy person"” and "I like my
brother (sister),” and consistently "no" to such items
as "I am unhappy," "My family is disappointed in me,"”
and "It is hard for me to make friends."”

Thus, despite the fact that there were no statistically
significant differences between the general self concept
or any of the self concept cluster scores of males and
females, some interesting patterns 6r tendencies do appear
in the data when one looks at each of the specific items
on The Piers-Harris Children's Self Cﬁncept Scale. These
differences seem to point to the fact that males and‘
fema}es in the sample, regardless of residential setting,
do think of themselves along the lines of many traditional
sex role stereotypes. Both the rural and the urban settings
appear to have socialized the children in these directions.

:With regard to achievement, it is interesting to note
certain differential respoﬁses to particular items made
by low-achievers and high-achievers despite the fact that
achievement had no significant relationship with self

concept. Some of these patterns can be briefly considered.
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In the urban sample, there were only four items on
which low-and high-achievers responded significantly
different from one another. Interestingly, on three of
these items, high-achievers responded more negatively
than low-achievers, while on only a sihg}e item did low-
achievers respond more negatively than high-achievers.
Two of the three items on which urban high-achievers
scored significantly more negatively than urban low-achievers
had to do with strength and sports: "I am strong" and
"I am a leader in games and sports.” This could indicate
that urban low-achievers considered themselves as more
physical and athletic than did urban high-achievers. The
other item on which urban high-achievers scored more
negatively than urban low-achievers was the statement
"] am different from other people."” The urban high achievers
considered themselves to be significantly different from
others, while the low achievers did not. The only item
on which the urban low achievers scored significantly
more negatively than the high achievers was on the statement
"1 get nervous when the teacher calls on me." Surpriéingly.
on all of the other items dealing with intellectual aﬁd
school status there were no significant differences iﬁ
the responses of low- and high-achievers in the urban setting.
Thus, in the urban setting there was not even a tendency

toward low-achievers having a more negative self concept

 than high-achievers.
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In the rural setting, althoughthere was no significant
difference between the self concept of low-achievers énd
high-achievers.“there were a greater number of individual
items (12) on which low-achievers scored significantly more
negatively than high-achievers, and no items on which the
high-achievers scored significantly more negatively than
the low-achievers. Over half of these items were directly
or indirectly related to intellectual and school status
(items 5, 7, 9, 21, 24, 30, 70). The other items were
spread out over all of the other cluster areas except physi-
cal appearance and attributes. In contrast to the urban
children, there was no tendency for the rural low-achievers
to feel better about themselves physically or athletically.
These differences indicate that in contrast to children in
the urban setting, children in the rural setting did tend
toward a relétionship between achievement and éelf concept,
particularly in those items having to do with school and
school-related activities. Thus, it appears as if there is
a tendency for the lack of academic achievement in the rural
setting to be related to a negative self concept in School-
related areas. This is not the case in the urban setting.
The reasons for this will be explored in the next section of

this chapter.

General Self Concept and Cluster Scores

The most important finding of this research was that
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the rural sample of sixth graders possessed a significantly
more negative general self concept than the urban sample of
sixth graders, and that the rural sample scored significantly
Iwer than the urban sample in four of the six self concept
clusters. It will be remembered that.the opposite finding
~ was expected by the researcher. The reasoning behind this
expectation had to do with the literature which discussed the
greater homgeneity, integration, and personalism of the rural
setting as compared with the urban setting. It was reasoned
that this greater homgeneity, integration, and personalism
would have a positive effect on the self concept of rural
children when compared with urban children. 1If, in fact,
rural settings do differ from urban settings in these areas,
then this research questions the degree to which the presence
or absence of these social factors affect self concept. On
the other hand, this research could raise questions about the
literature on rural and urban social life. Perhaps, the dif-
ferences between urban and rural settings are not as great
as they: might seem. Both of these possibilities will be
explored here in a search for an understanding of this finding.
It will be remembered from the previous chapter that
the rural children scored significantly lower than the
urban children on four of the six self concept clusters.
Three of these clusters---béhavior, intellectual and school

status, and physical appearance and attributes--- were

particularly significant (p<,.001). while the fourth
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cluster score, happiness and satisfaction, was less signifi-
cant (p £.05). The precise meaning of these self concept
differences can be better understood if one takes a closer
look at the specific items on which the rural and urban
children respondéd significantly different from one another.
It might be useful to first briefly review the basic
structure of the instrument used in this research, The
Piers-Harris Children's Self Concept Scale. It will be
remembered from the description of the instrument given
in Chapter III that the scale is comprised of a total of
80 items. The total self concept score is computed from
the responses to'thése individual items. In addition,
most of the items can be grouped into six'self c&ncept
clusters, each of which deals with a particualr area of
self concept. These clusters and the number of items in
each cluster are as followss (1) behavior (15 items); (2)
intellectual and school status (15 items); (3) physical
appearance and atrributes (9 items); (4) anxiety (8 items);
(5) popularity (11 items); and (6) happiness and satisfaction
(7 items). Fifteen of the items are not grouped into any
of these six clusters.
:In examining the responses to each of these items,
one finds that the rural children scored significantly
more negatively than the urban children on 30 individual
items, while the urban children did not score significantly

more negative than the miral children on any of the items.




These 30 items fall into all six of the clusters and also
inplude items which do not fall into any particular
cluster. However, their distribution in the clusters,
even those that showed significant differences, is not
uniform. This distribution can be seen in Figure 2.

The fact that so many of the significant items are
clustered in the intellectual and school status cluster
is of interest. Of the 30 significant items, 12 (40%)
are found in this‘single cluster. In addition, four of
the other significant items are explicitly school-related
despite the fact that they are formally classified in
other clusters. These items are "1 get nervous when the
teacher calls on me," "I am well behaved in school,” "I

can draw well,"” and "I hate school.” Thus, over half of

the items on which the rural children scored significantly
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more negatively than the urban children had to do specific-

ally with school.

One must also remember that the scale was administered

in the school. This fact makes it likely that a large

number of seemingly unrelated items were in fact seen as

school-related by the respondents. For example, the state-

ment "I often get into trouble"” may have been interpreted
by the respondents as referring to trouble in school
since this was the context in which the scale was being

administered. There are many other items inwhich this

could be equally true.




FIGURE 2

DISTRIBUTION OF THE SIGNIFICANT ITEMS IN THE SIX
CLUSTERS OF THE PIERS-HARRIS CHILDREN'S SELF

CONCEPT SCALE
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Number of Number of
Cluster total items significant p
items
Behavior 15 4 .001
Intellectual and School

Status 15 12 .001
Physical Appearance and '

Attributes 9 6 .001
Anxiety 8 1 N.S.
Popularity 11 1 N.S.
Happiness and

Satisfaction 7 05"
No Cluster 15 4 -~—-
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It will also be remembered from the discussion in
the previous section of this chapter that with the rural
children there was a greater tendency toward a relation-
ship between academic achievement and self concept. Children
in the rural setting who were low-achievers in school did
tend to evaluate themselves more negatively than high-achiev--
ers, whereas this was not the case in the urban setting.
Once again, school-related activities appear to be more
closely related to the negative self concept of the rural
children than they are for the urban children.

Despite the fact that there were significant differ-
ences between the rural and urban children on four of the
six clusters, the number of significant items which focus
on school-related behavior and skills is striking. Clearly,
school-related notions of self concept constituted the single
most important area in which rural children felt more negative-
ly about themselves than did urban children. In fact, one
could reasonably conclude that it was the topic of school
which actually contributed most to the overall sigﬁificantly
greater negative self concept of the rural respondgnts as
opposed to the urban respondents. How is this to be under-
stood?

The explanation possibly lies in the particular nature
of the public schools in Appalachia. Many writers on
education in Appalachia have pointed out that in contrast

to many other rural areas in the United States, public
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schools have never really been a part of the community.
Instead, they have been largely. external impositions
created initially by "missionary" forces coming to bring
enlightenment and education to a "backward”land and
secondly by a local political system linked economically
to the larger society. Mike Clark (1974:12), a native
Apbalachian and community organizer, has observed regarding
this process:

The missionaries, or their supporters,

ended up by controlling the people they

were trying to save from eternal dam-

nation... By setting up an educated

class of native people who are trained

to be doctors, lawyers, teachers, social

workers, a larger society can control a

smaller one, or one without political

power

Thus, as another well-known writer on Appalachia,

Jim Branscome (1974:20), has observed, "the role of the
school in mountain communities is inherently a political
one, given the nature of mountain politics and life.” 1In
an area where still in very recent years 65 percent of
all students never graduated from high school (Branscome
1972:224), public education has frequently aided in main-
taining the political, economic, and social stratification
of the area. Externally imposed and controlled by a world
which has always rejected and exploited them, or by a local
educated class linked to that external world, Appalachian

schools have generally remained strangely removed and

alienated from the local community. Writers have commented
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(e.g. Ernst and Drake 1972:3; Schrag 1972:220) on the
strange unreality of seeing and hearing Appalachian
children recite facts about the French Revolution or sing
"America”, almost as if they were playing school or acting
in a little play purporting to represent real education.

All of this is to say that contrary to many views
of rural education as a fully integrated institution
existing in a homogeneous community, education for most
Appalacﬁians "has meant learning to live outside the
regular way of life and the American public school system
must be viewed as a force imposed upon the people---not as
a tool of their own creation" (Branscome 1974:21). Thus,
schools in Appalachia are alienated from rather than
integrated into the communities which they serve.

This is true even where school personnel are loé€al
people. Teachers with local origins are not at all neces-
sarily members of the communities in which they teach.
Frequently, they are from a higher socioeconomic class
than the children they teach. Even'ifvthey do have personal
origins in a lower socioeconomic class, their successful
rise through formal education often aiienates them from
their own past and, thus, from the present of those that
they teach (Branscome 1972:225). In fact, due to the
external source and control of schools and education,

rural Appalachian people often have a real suspicion

of those local people who have survived twelve years
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of public education and four more of college ih order
to become school teachers and administrators (Branscome
1974:21).

Rural Appalachian people often possess fear, suspicion,
and hostility toward the schools. It has often been noted
that rural Appalachian people find it difficult to be-
lieve (most of the time with ample reason) that schools
ideally exist for them and that they have potentially
meaningful access to school personnel (Schrag 19723221).
One extensive study (Graff 1967:196) of education in the
Appalachian region found that true community participation
in schools is rare. Due to the educational and economic
gulf that typically exists between those who operate
the schools and those who attend the schools, residehts
of Appalachia generally leave the operation of schools
to specialized personnel with whom they have little in
COMMOon .«

Of course, Appalachia is a diverse region and the
degree to which the externality of public education exists
no doubt varies from one area to another. Nevertheless,
it seems apparent that rural schools in Appalachia are
not the community run and oriented schools that one might
expeét to find in the rural setting as described in much
of the literature on rural life. Instead, the schools are

to one degree o¥ another external intrusions which are

typically neither controlled bj nor oriented toward the
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rural Appalachian people that they serve.

@iven this view of schools in Appalachia, the relative-
ly more negative self concept of the Appalachian children
in this study becomes more understandable. The fact that
the more negative nature of the self concept of these
children was so heavily linked to school-related skills
and activities indicates that these children do not per-
ceive themselves positively in the school setting. Op-
erating in an environment which is to a degree alien to
the community setting from which they come, interacting
with school personnel who are often the socioeconomic
elite of the local area, and performing skills which are
often not practically tied to their home and community
life, the Appalachian child is not at home in the schools.
The self concept expressed by them in the school setting
is quite possibly a reflection of this personal estrange-

ment.

The Responses to the "Who Are You?" Technigue

As mentioned in the previous‘chapter. when the responses
to the question, "Who Are You?"”, were organized into a
ngmber of different categories, there were no statistically
significant differences between the responses of the rurél
Appalachian children and the urban Piedmont children. How-
ever, if one examines the distribution of the responses
into the several categories, certain interesting differ-

ences between the rural and urban children are apparent.
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 Each child in both groups was asked to provide three
responses to the question, although not all of-them did
so. The responses by category for the two groups are
found in a frequency table, Table 13, in Appendix C.

As can be seen from the table, the majority of
responses from the rural children cluster into four cate-
gories: positive behavior, neutral physical, personal
prdnouns. and sex of self. These four categories contain
139 out of a total of 194 responses from the rural group.
This means that approximately 72 percent of the responses
of the rural sample fell into these four categories.

The majority cf the responses from the urban children
can also be seen to cluster into four categories, two of
which are the same as the rural children, and two of
which are different: positive behavior, self-other,
hobby, and personal pronouns. The responses in these four
categories included 136 out df the total of 135 responses
from the urban children. Thus, approximately 70 percent
of the urban responses fell into these four categories.

The two categories which were heavily represented in
both the rural and the urban groups were positive behavior
and personal pronouns. Approximately 13 percent of the
responses of the rural group and 17 percent of the urban
group fell into the category of positive behavior responses.
Responses which contained references to a particular be-

havior which was saying something positive about the self




104

were placed into this category. Typical responses of this
category were "I am a good person,” "I am generous,"” "I am
cheerful,” "I am a together person,” "I am fun to be with,"
and "I am a good personality." These responses were dis-
tinguished from the category of neutral behavior responses
on the basis of their apparent positive connotations.
Neutral behavior responses were such things as "I am talk-.
ative” and "I am a person who eats a lot” in which the
evaluation of the self being made in the response was not
readily apparent. Within the category of positive behavior
responses there were no systematic differences between the
responses of the rural and urban children.

The second category in which both groups exhibited
numerous responses was that of personal pronoun responses.
Approximately 25 percent of the responses of both the rural
and the urban groups fell into this category. Included in
this category were direct references to the self in terms
of personal pronouns, such as "I am me"” or "I am myself."
Also included were generalized personal references such
as "1 am an individual" or "1 am a person." Once again,
within this particular category there were no patterned
differenéés between the responses of the rural and urban
groups. \

The other two areas which dominated the rural responses
were less-significantly represented in the urban responses:

neutral physical and sex of self. Approximately 18 percent



. 105

of the rural responses fell into the category of neutral
physical responses, while around 16 percent of the responses
referred to the sex of the individual. The comparable
percentages for the urban group were 7 percent and 6 per-
cent, respectively. '

Responses referring to the sex of the individual were
simply "I am a boy," "I am a male,” "I am a girl," and
" am a female."” Those responses categorized as neutral
physical responses involved descriptions of various physi-
cal attributes about which any evaluation of the self was
not readily apparent. Examples of this category were re-
sponses such as "I am tall,” "I have brown eyes,"” "I wear
glasses,” "I have freckles," “I have black hair,"” YI have
curly hair," and “i have shorr hair.” These responses
could be distinguished from positive self responses which
were more obviously evaluative: "I am beautiful” or "1
am handsome."”

The other two areas of importance for the urban;children
were somewhat less important for the rural children:. self-
other and hobby. Approximately 10 percent of the urban
responses were in the category of self-other while over
17 percent fell into the category of hobbies. The compar-
able figures for the rural group were just under 9 percent
for the self-other category and just over 9 percent for the
hobby category. The self-other category, in which the two

groups did not really differ much from each other, included
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statements which referred to relationships between the
individual and 6ther persons. Examples of such responses
are "I am a frieﬁd." I am in love," "I am a sister/brother,"”
and "I am someone's girl/boy friend."‘The category of hobbies is
a more obvious one. This category included responses which
referred to activities of the self. Such responses as "I
am a car collector,” "I am a jogger,” "I am a basketball
(football, baseball) player," "I am a party goer," “I am
a cook,” and "I am a motor bike rider" were placed in this
category.

In examining these patterns, several important differ-
ences between the two groups stand out. First of all,
the rural children responded much more frequently than
the urban children in terms of their physical characteristics,
including their sex. Approximately one-third of the rural
responses dealt with these areas while only 13 percent :of
urban responses did. On The Piers-Harris Chiidren's Self
Concept Scale, rural children, particularly rural females,
scored significantly more negatively oh the self concept
cluster of physical appearance and attributes than did urban
children. However, the statements relating to physical
appearance and attributes given by the rural children. in -
response to thé question, "Who Are You?", did not contain
negative evaluations, but rather were typically simple
declarative statements. Nevertheless, the greater tendency

among rural children toward defining the self in terms of
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physical traits could be related to their more negative view
of themselves physically as expressed in the self concept
scale. When particular traits are important for defining
the self (e.g. physical traits in the rural sample), it is
likely that a judged deficiency in these traits would re-
sult in a more negative self concept. The rural children
are more concerned with their physical attributes and this
concern appears to be related to a relatively negative
view of their physical attributes. Whether or not the
negative feelings about themselves physically has led to
the concern with defining the self in physical terms or
whether the concern has led to the negative evaluation
cannot be judged. But certainly the differences between
the two groups in terms of their reliance upon physical
definitions of self in the W~-A-Y technique and the differ-
ences in the evaluation of physical attributes in the self
concept'scale are interesting dimensions of self conéept
in thé two settings.

An important part of the differences discussed above
involves references to the sex of the self. There was a
much greater tendency for the rural children to define the
self as "male"or "female"than fbr:the urban children to
do so. This tendency may indicate that the rural childrén
view sex roles as more distinct and important than the
urban children, a reflection of a more traditional view of

sexrdles. Children who have been more strongly socialized
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toward the importance of being a "male” or a "female" may
very likely view these attributes as more important for
the definition of self than would children who had not
been so strongly éocialized in that direction.

-Another interesting difference in the responses in-
volves the greater preponderance of hobby-related state-
ments among the urban children. This could be the result
of several things. It could point to a difference between
the rural setting and the urban setting, in which non-
school activity in the urban setting is likely to be
invested in a particular hobby, while nonschool  activity
in the rural setting is more likely to be invested in help-
ing in the fields or around the house. In fact, "having
a hobby" seems to be a decidedly urban industrial notion
of time-use which reflects the explicit segmentation of
life into work and play.

On the other hand, the difference in the frequency
of this sort of response may involve more of an activity-
related definition-of self among the urban children. These
responses seem to be saying, "I am what I do."” This view
of self has greater importance for the urban children.

The importance of this difference is bolstered when one
looks at the competency category of the responses. Al-
though neither group responded heavily in terms of this
category, the urban responses dealiﬁg with competence were

almost three times greater than the rural responses
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(7.2% to 2.6%). These responses had to do with activities as
well, but in addition involved references to special com-
petence in these areas (e.g. "I am good in art,” "I am a
good swimmer"). If one combines the competence category
with the hobb& category, the rufal-urban differences with
regard to defining the self in. terms of activities is even
more pronounced.

Finally, the almost complete absence of explicitly,
negative responses to the W-A-Y technique is notable. In
fact, so few negative responses were given that they were
simply combined with certain other responses into the
category of "dther" responses. In one sense this result is
surprising since there was a much greater willingness to
make negative statements about the self on The Piers-Harris
Children's Self Concept Scale. This may point to the im-
portance of the nature of the particular technique used
to solicit responses about the self in. _determining the
nature of the response themselves. It may be easier to
respond "yes" or "no" and indicate something negative about
oneself than it is to actually spell it out. However, in
another sense, this finding is not that surprising. Neither
the rural or ﬁhe urban sample really possessed a negative
self concept. Rather, the rural self concept was "average"
while the urban was "above average" based on the norms
established for the particular scale used. Thus, it may

not be that'surprising to find the virtual absence of
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explicitly negative responses to the W-A-Y technique.

In summarizing the important points from this data,
it can be concluded that the rural children's responses
to the question, "Who Are You?", could be best summarized
by the conglomerate statement, "I am a nice male/female
who possesses certain physical traits." The responses of
the urban children could be best summarized by the response,

"I am a nice person who engages in certain activities.”

Responses to the Open-Ended Statements

Six of the twelve open-ended statements showed signifi-
cant differences in responses between the rural and urban
groups as shown in Chapter IV. The statements which re-
vealed significant differences were the following: (1)

When I grow up I will be...; (2) In school I am ...; (3)

I have good ...; (4) I have pretty ...; (5) I am nervous
when...; and (6) It is hard for me to.... The first two
statements were designed to refer to intelligence and
school statué, the third and fourth to physical appearance
and attributes, the fifth to anxiety, and the last to popu-
larity. None of the statements referring to behaviof and
happiness/satisfaction showed significant differences.

Each of the significant statements will be discussed in
turn.

The first statement was designed to get at the individu-

al's conception of his/her future (See Table 14, Chapter 1IV).
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Since one's future aspirations indicate something about
one's present concept of self, responses to this state-
ment reveal present concepts of self. The most striking
differences between the rural and urban children's responses
were in the categories of professional male and female,
sports figure, and learned male and female skill. Less
than one-fourth of the rural children responded that they
would be professionals of one sort or another, while al-
most one-half of the urban children so indicated. This
difference was present with both males and females, but
was a bit more pronounced among females. Interestingly,
in both the rural and urban groups, the professional oc-
cupations referred to by males and females were traditional
male or female occupations. Thus, males tended to name
such professions as doctor, dentist, lawyer, college
professor, and scientist, while females tended to refer
to such professions as teacher (not college professof) and
nprse (not doctor). Thus, both the rural and the urban
children tended to be traditional in their selection of
male and female professions. HoweQer, the rural children,
particularly the females, were much less likely to point
to a future in some professional field.

Instead, rural chiidren tended to refer to a future
in leérned skill occupations. Twenty percent of the rural

responses referred to male learned skills and over 11 percent

referred to female learned skills. The comparable percentages
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for the urban children were 7% percent and less than

3 percent. The primary learned skills mentioned by the
rural males were farmer, truck driver, and sawmill worker,
while the primary learned skills mentioned by urban males
were policeman and fireman. The main learned skills men-
tioned by both the rural and urban females were housewife,
secretary, and hairstylist:.

A final difference reflected in the responses to this
statement is in the area of sport-related activities, a
response found almost exlusively with males. Almost one
fourth of the urban responses were in this category while
only about one eighth of the rural responses were so
classified.

Thus, the differences found in the responses to the
statement, "When I grow up I will be...,” indicate basic
differences in occupational orientations of the two groups.
Of course, these do not necessarily indicate anything about
positive or negative evaluations about conceptions of .the
self; they may simply indicate different value orientétionso
However, the rural children did reply significantly more
negatively than the urban children to the statement, "When
I grow up I will be an important person,” on The Piers-
Harris Children's Self Concept Scale. This may indicéte
a feeling on the part of the rural children that being a
farmer or a housewife, although perhaps respectable in the

"local community, does not make one an important person as

far as the lérger society is concerned.
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The second statement which revealed a significant
difference was the statement, "In school I am...” (See
Table 15, Chapter IV). The most important differential
pattern in the responses to this statement inVolved responses
referring to internal states as opposed to those referring
to external activities. The rural children referred much
more frequently to internal states, either positivelgvor
negatively Precisely 68 percent of the rural responses
referred to such things as nice kid, a good friend, un-
popular, or bad, while only around 32 percent of the urban
children made references to these personal qualities. On
the other hand, almost 38 percent of the urban responses
referred to skills or activities such as good in spelling,
good in sports, or a poor speller. Less than 17 percent
of the rural responses referred to specific activities.

This activity orientation of the urban children conforms
to the same orientation found in the data collected through
the W-A-Y technique. Once again, the rural children appear
to be more oriented toward internal, personal judgments
about self while the urban children tend toward greater
concerns with activities, skills,and competencies. It
should also be noted that negative statements were twice
as Ifrequent among fhe rural children as they were among
the urban children, although positive or neutral responses

predominated in both groups.
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The third statement which revealed a significant differ-
ence was "I have a good..." (See Table 16, Chapter IV). The
two categories of responses to this statement were "Self”
and "Qutside of Self."” The former category included re-
sponses like mind, personality, brain, memory, name, and
imagination. The urban childrén responded more often in
these ways than did the rural children. The second cate-
gory included responses such as teacher, book, cat, dog,
and mother. The rural children responded significantly
more often in these ways than did the urban children. Thus,
the rural children responded more frequently in terms of
personal possessions or relationships rather than in terms
of personal qualities, while the urban responses were more
evenly divided.

The fourth statement that showed a significant differ-
ence was "I have pretty..." (See Table 17, Chapter IV).
Once again, the two categories of responses were "Seif"
and "Outside Self." The first category included such
responses as hair, eyes, face, teeth, legs, and muscles.
Although a slight majority of rural responses were in this
category, over three-fourths of the urban responses re-
ferred to the self. The second category included responses
such as friends, house, clothes, and room. Almost one-half
of the rual responses fell in this latter category, while
only around 6ne-fifth of the urban responses referred to
things ocutside the self. As with the previous statement,

the rural children tended to respond in less personal, more

, |
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external ways than did the urban children. in both cases,
the urban children appear to pasess a greater concern
for the self.

‘The fifth significant statement was "1 am nervous
when..." (See Table 18, Chapter IV). Both the rural and
the urban children responded most frequently in terms of
school-related anxiety, such as when I have tests or when
I ém called upon. The rural children showed a slightly
greater tendency than the urban children to indicate school-
related anxiety. The rural children referred more frequently
to self-related anxiety, while the urban children referred.
more frequently to extra-school, including family-related,
anxiety. Self-reléted anxiety included such responses as
when I think, when I get mad,and when I am worried. Extra-
school anxiety included responses such as when I play base-
ball, when I am swimming, and when my parents get mad. The
greater urban reference to extra-school activities as
a source of anxiety may be related to the urban child's
greater concern with hobbies,activities, and skills as
revealed in some of the data discussed previously. The
greater family-related anxiety expressed by the urban
children may reflect a number of factors: greater family
pressure to succeed or a less happy family situation.

Finally, the last significant statement in the series

of incomplete sentences was "It is hard for me to..."

(See Table 19, Chapter IV). The rural children responded
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more frequently than the urban children in terms of self
and school-related tasks. Self-related responses were
those such as to make friends,to be nice/mean, to smile,
to forgive people, and to sit still. School-related responses
were responses such as to take tests, to do homewerk, to
answer questions, and to think. Urban children showed a
greater tendeﬁcy to make sport-related statements such
as-to play basketball, to roller skate, to swim, and to do
| a headstand. These differences are related to previously
discussed differences which showed a greater concern for
sports among the urban children and a greater difficulty
with schoolamong the rural children.

In summary, the data from the completion of the open-
ended sentences reveal certain differences between the
rural and urban children. The groups certainly exhibited
different career orientations. The rural children showed
slightly more school-related anxiety and difficulties than
did the urban children. In addition, when it came to posi-
tive feelings about the self, the rural chiléren were more
externally or impersonally oriented; but when it came to
negative statements, the rural children were slightly more
personally or self-oriented. The urban children showed a
greater concern with sports, hobbies, activities, and skills
than did the rurél children. The implications of all of

these differences will be discussed in the following chapterx.



CHAPTER VI
SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS

Summary

The purpose of this study was to examine and compare
the self concept of a sample of rural Appalachian sixth
graders with a sample of urban Piedmont sixth graders.
Educators have increasingly become interested in research
in the area of self concept for essentially two reasons:
(1) there is a strong relationship between self concept
and academic achievement; and (2) the development of a
positive self concept is often viewed as a valuable edu-
cational goal in itself. Educationally. self concept
may be viewed as both a means to the goal of academic
achievement and as an end in itself. Since self concept
is socially developed, maintained, and enhanced, it is
important for educators to carry out research into the
various potential influences on self concept. This re-.
search was designed to examine the influences of self
concept of a palir of residence vafiables: the rural and

the urban setting.
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The sample for the study consisted of 86 sixth graders

drawn from three elementary schools located in a rural

Appalachian area of North Carolina and 80 sixth graders
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drawn from two elementary schools located in a Piedmont
North Carolina city with a population of approximately
150,000. The rural and urban samples were comparable in
terms of the numbers of males and females, and that each
sample resided for at least the last five years in their
respecti.ve setting. However, they differed significantly
in terms of academic achievement levels and occupational
and educational levels of parents. The rural sample con-
sisted of significantly lower academic achievers and of
children whose parents possessed considerably less formal
education and were working in more blue collar and skilled
craft occupations than were the parents of the urban sample.
The effects of these differences in the two samples on
self concept were also investigated.

The primary instrument used to measure and compare the
self concept of the rural and urban samples was The Piers-
Harris Children's Self Concept Scale. The scale is com-
prised of 80 simple declarative statements about the self
to which the individual responds either "yes" or "no". Each
item is scored in the direction of positive self concept
depending upon how the item is stated. The total of positive
responses to the items yields the general self concept score
for the individual. |

Most of the 80 items in the scale can be grouped into

one of six self concept clusters, each of which comprises a

different aspect of self concept. These six clusters are:
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(1) behavior, (2) intellectual and school status, (3) physi-
cal appearance and attributes, (4) anxiety, (5) popularity,
(6) happiness and satisfaction. Thus, the scale not only
establishes a general self concept score, but also six clus-
ter scores. This aids in a more specific analysis of self
concept differences.

In addition to the administration of The Piers-Harris
Children's Self Concept Scale, two other data collecting
techniques were utilized. The first was the W-A-Y technique
in which the children were asked to give three responses to
the question, "Who Are You?”. The second consisted of a
series of twelve open-ended sentences about the self which
each individual was asked to complete. The responses of
the rural and urban samples to both the W-A-Y technique
and the open~-ended sentences were categorized and compared
for content differences.

The major finding of the research was that the rural
Appalachian children possessed a significantly lower general
self concept score than did the urban éhildren. The differ-
ences in academic achievement and parental education and
occupation of the two groups had no significant relation-
ship to general self concept differences. In addition, the
rural Appalachian children possessed significantly lower
scores on four of the six self concept clusters: behavior,
intellectual and school status. physical appearance and

attributes, and happiness and satisfaction.
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No significant differences were found in the responses
to the W-A-Y technique when rural and urban children were
compared. However, there were certain different tendencies
in the data. The most important were that the rural children
responded much more frequently than the urban children did
in terms of their physical attributes and their gender.

The urban children responded much more frequently than did
the rural children in terms of activities and hobbies.

Of the twlve open-ended statements, six showed signifi-
cant differences in responses between the rural and the
urban groups. These were the statements: (1) When I grow
up I will...3 (2) In school I am...; (3) I have good...;

(4) I have pretty...; (5) I am nervous when...; and (6)

It is hard for me to.... The responses to these statments
revealed: (1) that the urban children looked forward to a
future in the professions or in sports while the rural
children looked forward to skilled labor occupations,
farming, and housewife activities; (2) the urban children
exhibited a greater concern with’defining the self in terms
of activities and hobbies than did the rural children; (3)
the rural children responded more frequently in terms of
possessions and relationships rather than in terms of per-
sonal qualities and traits; (4) the rural children showed

a slightly greater tendency to express school-related anxiety,
while the urban children expressed considerably greater

extra-school, including family, anxiety; and (5) the urban
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children expressed much greater concern for athletic and

sport-related definitions of the self.

Methodological Implications

Throughout most of the present century, scientists
have become increasingly aware that any scientific study
is not simply a process of observing "facts,” but rather
is a process of making observations. What this means is
that the essential element in any research is not the
*fact" but rather the observation. This point recognizes
that the observer and the observed cannot be isolated
from one another; they are inextricably bound up with one
another in the observation. One does not simply observe
facts; one makes observations. The reason that this is
true is that "we cannot observe the course of nature with-
out disturbing it" (Matson 1964:143).

Thus, the particular methodology used in research is
inevitably a part of the data, for it is through the
methodology that the reality under investigation is filtered
to become an observation. With regard to this research,
there are two important implications that stem from this
view of the interaction of methodology and data: (1) the
-interaction of the setting for the research with the data
on self concept differences between the rural and the
urban samples; and (2) the interaction of the particular

data-gathering technique‘with the data on rural-urban
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self concept differences.

All three data collection techniques utilized in this
study were administered in school settings in both the
rural and the urban areas. The main question is the
degree to which the school setting influenced the responses
of the children. The techniques used were designed to
investigate the general self concept of the children
rather than the more limited self concept of academic
ability that has been.the focus of other research carried
out in the school setting (e.g., Yancey 1973). However,
since the techniques were administered to the children in
the school setting, it is quite possible that on the whole
their responses reflected their feelings about themselves
in that setting. If this were the case, then the data
presented here would be more significantly oriented to-
ward perceptions of the school-related self than they
would toward general self concept.

This possibility is particularly important given the
fact that the rural children}s more negative self concept
hinged so much upon school-;elated skills and activities.
For if, as the data show, rural Appalachian children do
feel less positively than urban children about themselves
with regard to school-related skills and activitieé, then
the fact that the data were collected in the school setting
could have accentuated the overall self concept differences

found.
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For example, statements such as "I am often in trouble,’
"1 am often afraid,"” "I have many friends," and "I am un-
happy" may have all been conceptualized by the children as
referring to the school setting. Thus, even though these
statements supposedly refer to nonschool related aspects
of the self (behavior, anxiety, popularity, happiness),
they may have been interpreted as schookrelated since
they wefe responded to in the school setting.

Thus, the significantly greater negative self concept
of the rural Appalachian children in the clusters of be-
havior, physical appearance and attributes, and happiness
and satisfaction could have been reflections of negative
feelings about the selfin school rather than negative
feelings about their behavior, physical appearance, and
happiness in general. Such a phenomenon would have ac-
centuated or even distorted the overall self concept differ-
ences between the two samples.

Of course, one can never be absolutely positive of the
total effect of the research setting on the data. However,
one suggestion that can be made concerning self concept
research in general and research on the effects of resi-
dential setting on self concept in particular is that the
collection of data should occur in diverse locales. This
could possibly counteract the effects of the test setting

on the self concept scores. For example, one wonders

whether the self concept scores of the rural Appalachian
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children, or for that matter the urban children, would

have been the same if the self concept scale would have
been administered at home or at church. Future research
might be well-advised to administer the particular self
concept scale utilized in diverse settings other than the
school. This is particularly true when dealing with pop-
ulations that possess negative school-related self concepts.

The methodology utilized in this research also illus-
trates the need for diverse approaches to the study of
self concept. As previously mentioned, the technique'
utilized to collect data invariably influences the nature
of the data collected. Rosenthal (1966) has called this
the "modeling effect"” in which the methodology employed
structures, or models, the data collected. There are
ample examples of the modeling effect in various kinds of
research (Phillips 1971:21-28).

This research relied upon one main technique, The
Piers-Harris Children's Self Concept Scale, and two
supplemental techniques, tﬁe W-A-Y technique and a technique
of open-ended statements adapted from the Piers-Harris
scale. The primary focus Qas on a single dimension of
self concept--the positive/negative dimension, which was
measured thrqugh the use of the Piers-Harris scale. Most
self concept research has concentrated on this aspect of
self concept (Wyne, White, and Coop 1974:12). However,

there is also a need to understand the content of self



125

concept in addition to the evaluation of self concept.
For this reason, the two supplemental techniques were
utilized, techniques which were designed to arrive at the
content as well as the evaluation of the self. Responses
to items on the Piers-Harris scale were also examined in
terms of possible self concept content differences be-
tween the rural and urban groups.

As mentioned in the previous chapter, both the re-
sponses to the W-A-Y technique and to the open-ended
statements showed an interesting absence of negative
statements about the self. Statements of both the urban
and rural children were generally either neutral or posi-
tive in direction. On the other hand, there was a much
greater tendency for both groups, but especially the
rural group, to make negative evaluations of the self on
the Piers-Harris scale. When faced with making either
"yves" or "no" responses to previously and externally con-
structed statements about the self, there was a willing-
ness to make negative evéluations of the self. However,
when faced with internally creating statements about the
self, practically no negative evaluations were made at all.

Precisely what this means cannot be known. It coﬁld
mean that the rigidly dichotomized response technique of
self concept scales leads to a greater number of negative

evaluations simply because the respondent has only two

choicess yes or no. Ambiguous and conflicting feelings
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about the self must be suddenly made clear and uniform

in order to respond to the statements. The other techniques,
since they leave possible responses totally open,may lead

to fewer negative responses simply because the potential
responses are limitless. Or it could mean that it is
psychologically easier for a person to admit to negative
feelings about the self when faced with a pre-existing
statement which requires a simple yes or no response than

it is when faced with creating an entire statement about

the self.

Whatever the explanation, the basic methodological
point is the same. The particular technique utilized to
elicit - responses about the self is going to influence the
responses received. Therefore, it is a good idea to use
diverse methodologies, not only because they might allow
one to get atboth evaluations and content of the self,
but also because they may allow one to see the potential

modeling effects of each separate technique.

Theoretical Implications

The primary finding of this research was that the
rural Appalachian children scored significantly more nega-
tively than did the urban children on The Piers-Harris
Children's Self Concept Scale. This finding was contrary

to initial expectations. 1t wasinitially reasoned that

the greater homogeneity, integration, and personalism of
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the rural setting as compared to the urban setting would
produce a beneficial effect on the self concept in the
rufal Appalacﬁian area. The fact that this was not the
case necessitates some theoretical reformulation and
suggests the need for further research.

It is obvious that the relatively isolated "folk"” or
Gemeinschaft community of Redfield and T8nnies' theoretical
formulations no longer exists in this country. However,
as mentioned in Chapter II, many rural sociologists main-
tain that there is still a real difference between rural
and urban communities in terms of such factors as homo-
geneity, integration, and personalism. Others suggest
that the process of urbanization in a mass society such
as ours is not limited to urban areas alone. Mass communi-
cation, highwayé. economic interdependence and other factors,
have all served to link rural areas with urban areas and
to make urbanization a national process rather than a
process restricted only to certain regions or locales.

If the latter view is in fact a more accurate picture
of the situation, then one wéuld not necessarily expect
to find significant differenées in self concept between
rural and urban children. The increased specialization,
impersonalism, and segmentation of life that accompanies
urbanization would have penetrated rural areas and
considerably reduced the social distance between the city

and the countryside. Any self concept differences which
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would have resulted from important social differences
would also be considerably reduced.

The more negative self-image of rural Appalachian
children found in this study might then be understood as
due in part to their acceptance of a negative social
image of rural Appalachia imposed by the larger society.
Rural people in general and Appalachian rural people in
particular in an urban society are confronted with an image
of the desirable which is largely alien to their own ex-
perience and an image of the undesirable which is more
than familiar to them. The dominant nonrural, non-
Appalachian society may serve as a "valuation group”

(See Berreman 1964:233) to which rural Appalachians com-
pare and judge themselves without fully adopting the
standpoints of this external group. Thus, they may value
or identify with such a group positively, and, yet, re-
main alienated from it. Their "identification group”
(Berreman 1964:232) would remain their home community,
the primary source of their major perspectives and values.
This would lead to some acceptance of the neéative image
of rural Appalachia extant in the larger society without
resulting necessarily in surrendering their self-identi-
fication as rural Appalachian people.

An additional important component of this possible

explanation of the more negative self concept of the rural

Appalachian children is the nature of Appalachian schools
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discussed in Chapter V. Whether or not ohe agrees with
the interpretation of rural Appalachia as a kind of politi-
cal and economic colony of the larger society that is

found in much literature on Appalachia, it does appear
likely that rural schools in Appalachia are generally

not controlled by or oriented toward the local rural
populations that they serve. Rural Appalachian areas are
Sodioeconomically stratified and the operation of schools
frequently reflects this stratification.

The data in this study definitely leads to the con-
clusion that the more negative self image of rural Appala-
chian children centers around school-related skills and
activities. These children generally did not feel good
about themselves in the school context. This fact be-
comes more understandable given the possibility that
schools are perceived, with good reason, to be external
intrusions made and controlled by a world which looks nega-
tively upon them. Life in the schools for these children
would not only then be time spent in an alien institution,
but time spent in an institution which in some ways is
a visible symbol of the larger society or the local socio-
economic elite which looks down upon them. As the major
institutional point of contact with the external valuation

group, the schools may be the most crucial place at which

the rural Appalachian child confronts the negative view
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of them held by the larger society. The effect on self
concept in such a setting appears obvious. This is
precisely why there is a need to investigate self concept
in areas like Appalachia and in settings other than the
schools. =~ At home or in church---institutions which serve
as internal identification groups rather than external
valuation groups---the self concept of rural Appalachian
children may be found to be:much more positive.

Considerable research in the area of self concept
from a cross-cultural perspective has demonstrated that
members of minority groups or microcultures confronted
with .a dominant culture may successfully adapt to the
pressures of the situation by developing a sort of plural
identity. Research with urbanized Native Americans (Ablou
1964), rural Native Americans (Polgar 1960), the diverse
microcultures of Trinidad (Crowley 1957), Aleutian Eskimos
(Berreman 1964), the Maori of New Zealand (Fitzgerald
1977), and numerous other 8TOuUpS has demonstrated the
ability of individuals to adapt in terms of their self
concept and identity to the different and at times con-
flicting demands of their native culture and the dominant
culture. |

Far example, Fitzgerald (1977:149) distinguishes
between social and cultural identity in his study of

Maori university graduates. Social identity is a sort of

“relative” identity which allows the Maori to identify
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with particular social roles that are expected of him/her
in the context of the larger society. This is a less rigid,
less central, and more situationally specific identity
than is a cultural identity. The latter refers to a more
"absolute” identity of self with group. Thus, the Maori
university graduate is able to assume any number of social
identities in the larger society of New Zealand while
still maintaining a distinctive Maori cultural identity.
The degree to thch distinctions between social and
cultural identity suggested by Fitzgerald (1977) or between
valuation and identification groups suggested by Berremen
(1964) apply to rural Appalachia awaits further research.
Nevertheless, the imblications of the data in this study
do point in that direction. The need for research into
the self concept of rural Appalachian children in settings
outside of the school context is great. For if the rural
Appalachian school consists of a social setting in which
a group of children, who by-and-large constitute an ident-
ification group with a shared cultural identity, are inter-
acting with rspresentatives of a valuation group which nega-
tively evaluates them, then the rural Appalachian child's
self concept in such a setting may be a distortion of or
variation from his total self conéept. It may represent

a social identity .in which the child has, within that context,

accepted the negative evaluation of being from Appalachia

imposed by the larger society. However, when the child
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is outside of the school context, the self concept may
take on entirely different evaluations and dimensions.

This theoretical discussion should be viewed as
speculative. The intent was not to reach definitive
explanations, but rather to suggest certain theoretical
implications and posibilities stemming from the research
in hopes of pointing toward future lines of inquiry into
the question of self concept among rural Appalachian

children.

Educational Implications

The data from this study indicate that school and
school-related skills are the primary source of more
negative feelings concerning the self among rural Appala-
chian children when compared with urban, non-Appalachian
children. It was suggested that the reason for this is
that rural Appalachian schools are generally not controlled
by nor oriented toward the population that they serve, but
rather are controlled by a local elite which symbolically re-
presents a larger society which generslly looks dowﬁ upon the
rural Appalachian native. The rural Appalachian child.
within the school context, appears to accept this negative
evaluation, most likely becausé he/she uses the larger |
society as an evaluative reference group in the school
setting. It was further suggested that, perhaps, outside

of the school context, in settings of strong cultural
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-

identity (e.g., family, church), the rural Appalachian
child might possess or express a more positive self concept.

What implications do this data and interpretation
have for education? Given the well-established relation-
ship between academic achievement and self concept dis-
cussed previously in Chapter II, it would seem that the
more negative self concept of the rural Appalachian
children would be relatively detrimental to their ability
to achieve in school. However, the data from.this study
did not show a significant relationship between self
concept and academic achievement. There was no signifi-
cant difference in the self concept of low and high achiev-
ers in either the rural or the urban setting. Both high
and low achievers in the rural sample had more negative
self concepts than the urban sample. There was a slight
tendency for rural high achievers to feel more positively
about themselves than rural low achievers, but this tendency
was not significant. There was no such tendency at all
among the urban children.

This finding is unusual in educational research and
is difficult to explain given the seemingly overwhelming
research evidence that there is a relationship between
academic achievément and self concept. Certainly, the.
lack of such a relationship in the urban sample can'oﬁly
be understood in terms of the operation of some unspeci-

fied variable(s) which is more important than achievement
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in influencing self concept. Identification of this
variable(s) would require further research.

With regard to the rural Appalachian sample, one
might expect there to be no significant relationship. If
the suggestion is accurate that the externality of rural
Appalachian schools is related to the more negative self
concept of rural Appalachian children, then the effects
of achievement in reversing this negative image might be
expected to be negligible. The externality of the schools
is not necessarily changed because a child is a high
academic achiever. Thus, academic achievement does not
appear to be the key to an improved self-image for the
rural Appalachian child.

Where is the key to be found? Such a complex problem
no doubt has multiple doors and locks requiring a myriad
of keys. Some might suggest that the most important in-
gredient in changing the self concept of rural Appalachian
children in school would be to create schools with a greater
degree of local community control and orientation. Greater
local control has been suggested as a primary remedy for
many of the problems facing Appalachia (See Walls and
Stephenson 1972). This suggestion seems to be logical if
the problem centers around the present externality of thé
schools, for if one can create schools which are more

internal to the local rural Appalachian community then a

more positive self concept in school might very well
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result. Branscome (1972:226-227) has suggested that
unless Appalachian youth feel in control of their destiny,
be it in schocl or on the job, then their chances of
succeeding and feeling good about themselves are consider-
ably reduced.

Greater local control of rural Appalachian schools
could make the schools a more meaningful part of life
rather than an external, meaningless or threatening aspect
of 1life. As one parent who was fighting for local control
of a small rural school in Blackey, Kentucky said (Branscome
1974127)s

We lose our purpose when we lose our
children. We think it is important for
our children to have a sense of continuity
of their lives as they flow from lives of
their parents, grandparents, and great-
grandparents. If our children are moved
to a large consolidated school, we lose
touch with them and they lose touch with
the community. They will become citizens
of nowhere.

However, as some writers (e.g., Snyder 1974:41) have
pointed out, the chances of this happening are minimal.
The control of the schools by educational specialists 1is
a form too entrenched to be easily or rapidly dislodged.
However, one thing that can be done is to make teachers
and administrators in rural Appalachian schools sensitive
to the factors contributing to the negative self concept

of rural Appalachian children in the school setting. The

developmenit of such a sensitivity would be an initial



136

step---not sufficient, but necessary---to reducing the
division between school and people.

One of the primary steps that could be taken in this
regard is to get school personnel to view rural Appalachian
childrern with a "difference model” rather than a "deficit
model.” Although these terms have been used primarily in
the linguistic study of social dialects, they are never-
theless applicable to a broader range of cultural phenomena.
The deficit - model treats cultural differences in terms of
a norm and deviation from that norm, while the difference
model treats cultures as different from one another, but
neither inherently superior or inferior (Wolfram and Fasold
1974:10). Too often, educators working in rural Appalachia
have made the judgment that the language, behavior, values,
and interests of rural Appalachian people are inferior to
those of the nonrural middle class from which most of the
educators come. They look at rural Appalachian children

do not have rather than what

and primarily see what_they
they do have. In other words, there is a tendency to

view these children as deficient in certain language, be-
havioral, and motivational skills when measured against
the norms that educators accept. Such a view can only
accentuate the cleavage between the séhools and the people
they serve. The schools then will remain external imposi-

tions in which rural Appalachian children continue to feel

ill at ease, as suggested by this research.
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The need is for an authentic approach to rural Appala-
chia as in some ways different from the world of the non-
rural middle class, but in no way inferior to it. This
does not mean developing a shallow sensitivity to the more
popular and stereotyped iméges of Appalachia: bluegrass
music, clogging, dulcimers, and various kinds of crafts.
These are a part of Appalachia, but the need ges much
deeper if the schools are going to participate in more
than the latest fad of "rediscovering" Appalachia (See
Munn 1972).

What 1is necessary is an honest acceptance of the human
equality of individuals who exhibit cultural and social
differences. This requires a sensitivity to the existence
of sociocultural differences between educators and rural
Appalachian children, an attitude that these constitute
differences rather than deficiencies, an awareness of the
economic reality of rural Appalachia, and an awareness of
the cleavage which exists between the schools and the people
of rural Appalachia. In the long run, this sensitivity
will inevitably contribute to the process of bringing
schools and people closer together and to help alleviate
the negative self concept in the school setting that rural

Appalachian children in this study were found to possess.
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APPENDIX A
EXPLANATIONS OF CATEGORIZATION




2.

ae
b.
Ce
du
(=
f.

8.

h.

CATEGORIES OF OCCUPATIONS

Professional

a. college professor

b. certified public accountant
¢. engineer :

d. attorney

Other Professionals

a. school teacher (public)

b. social worker

c. minister

d. nurse

e. librarian

Managerial

a. bakery manager

‘bs Jjewelry store manager

C. grocery store manager

d. commercial credit manager
€. dairy manager

f. chemical manager

g. delicatessen manager

h. vice-president of savings and loan
i. HUD representative

js inspector

Sales and Advertising

a. auto dealer

b, salesman

Cc. 1insurance agent

d. buyer for electric company
e. system analyst

f. salesman for oil company
White Collar

worker for highway department
U.S. army

computer operator

city worker

shipping clerk

technician

bankteller

clerk
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8.

10.
11.

i.
Je

statetrooper
policeman

Skilled Craft

a.
b,
C.
d.
e.
f.
g
h.
i.
Je
k.
1.
me
n.

carpenter
plumber
truck driver
lineman

T.V. repairman
welder
draftsman
bus driver
mechanic
machinist
nurses aide
seamstress
cook

barber

Blue Collar

doe
b.
Cs
d,
(S
f.
8.
h.
i.
e
k.
1.
Mo
Il.
O,

P

factory worker
laborer

shoe plant worker
Jjanitor

furniture worker
plant worker
delivery man
milkman
dairyworker

mill worker
construction worker
sheet worker
coater operator
meat cutter
carpet cleaner
pipe fitter

Secretary and Clerical Work

Qe

secretary

Owner and Proprietor

Ae

farmer

Homemaker

Other
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EXAMPLES OF INSTRUMENTS
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WHO ARE YOU?

I am going to ask you a question and I want you to write
three answers to the question on this paper. Your answer
may be anything you wisht: words, phrases,sentences, or
anything at all, so long as you feel satisfied that you
have answered the question. Remember you are to give three
answers. The question is: "Who are you?"

1.

2.
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OPEN-ENDED STATEMENTS

1. It is usually my fault when

2. My parents expect

3. When I grow up I will be

4. In school I am

5. I have a good

6. 1 have pretty

7. I get worried when

8. I am nervous when

9, My classmates make fun of me when I

10. It is hard for me to

11. 1 am happy when

12. I am easy to get along with when
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APPENDIX C
ADDITIONAL DATA
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Table 10

Anxiety Cluster Scores? by Area

Rural Urban
Mean Number of
Responses 5.5116 5.5750
Standard Deviation 2.320 1.820
Standard Error 0.250 | 0.203
t = -0019
df = 164
p = N.S.

@Based on The Piers-Harris Children's Self Concept
Scale (Piers and Harris, 1969).




Table 11

Popularity Cluster Scores® by Area
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Rural Urban
Mean Number of
- Responses 7.6512 8.3875
Standard Deviation 2.593 2.617
Standard Error 0.280

0.293

t = -1.82
df = 164
p = .NoSo

@pased on The Piers-Harris Children's Self Concept

Scale (Piers and Harris, 1969).
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Table 13

Frequency Table of the "Who Are You?” by Area

Who Are You? Rural Urban
Positive Self 2 4
Competence 5 14
Positive Behavior 26 34
Self-other 17 20
Neutral Physical 34 14
Neutral Behavior 5 9
Hobby 18 34
Personal Pronoun 49 : 48
Sex of Self 30 12
Compares to Others 4 1
Occupation 0 2

Other 4 3




