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ABSTRACT

This study examines the effects of a Sawubona youth
development programme which aimed at stereotype reduction
and the integration of black and white high school boys.
The writer has attempted to clarify person perception,
self-concept and the relationship between the two from a
social cognitive theoretical perspective. A review and
theoretical framework of person perception, including
stereotyping and more individuated impression formation,
self-concept and the relationship between the two has

been provided.

The sample consisted of 84 Standard 9 boys, attending 3
black schools and 3 white schools in the Pietermaritzburg
area. The subjects completed a gquestionnaire and a
written description of self and others pretest, post-test
and as a follow-up over a period of 9 months. The
questionnaires were compiled by Piers-Harris (1967),
Coopersmith (1974) and the free description procedure was
based on that of Livesley and Bromley (1973). Subjects
from the sample were involved in the programme and formed
the experimental group and Fhe rest formed the control
no-treatment group. The 2 day residential programme was
observed and information on follow-up activities was
obtained through interviews and observation. The results
were analyzed by the following statistical procedures:
analysis of variance, multivariate analysis and

correlation coefficients. The investigation revealed that



there were no statistically significant results that
supported the hypotheses and that the Sawubona Dialogue
Programme had not been an effective intervention in
changing stereotyping. Some trends were observed and
support previous research findings of Livesley and
Bromley (1973), Basson (1974) and Prentice (1990); and
suggested some evidence of more individuated impression
formation. There was some indication of a relationship
between self-concept and the perception of others (on
some dependent variables) in this study. Self-concept
scores increased for all subjects, but showed less
increase in the experimental groups suggesting a more

realistic assessment of self as a result.

The findings are discussed in terms of the theoretical
framework and contrasted with those of other studies.
Attention is drawn to the limitations of this study. Some
implications for designing intervention programmes are
discussed. Issues arising from this project which have
relevance for further —research into aspects of

stereotyping and person perception are indicated.



I hereby declare that this thesis is my own work, that
all assistance and sources of information have been
acknowledged, and that this work has not been submitted
to any other university for the purpose of a higher

degree.

M. Ferguson
University of Natal
Pietermaritzburg

1994



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I acknowledge with gratitude the assistance given me by

my supervisor, Mr C.J. Basson.

I also wish to thank Dr B.D. Faulds for his assistance

with the research design and analysis of this study.

I acknowledge with thanks the assistance of the Sawubona
staff in collecting data for this research. My thanks
too, to the principals, teachers, parents and students of
the schools from which the test sample was drawn, for

their willing cooperation.

Finally, my thanks to my husband who has supported my
efforts for many years and for his and my daughter's

practical assistance.



CHAPTER 1.

TABLE OF CONTENTS

INTRODUCTION . . . « & « & o o o « o + o o s o =

T.1.
1.2.
1.3.

CHAPTER 2.

CONTEXT OF THE RESEARCH e e e e e e
INITIAL LIMITATIONS B T
DEFINING THE AREAS OF STUDY . . . . . . .

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND REVIEW OF LITERATURE

2.1,

2.2.

SOCIAL COGNITION . . . . .« + + .+ =

2.1.1. CLARIFICATION OF TERMS S

PERSON PERCEPTION - GENERAL THEORETICAL

APPROACHES TO THE STUDY OF SOCIAL

PERCEPTION . . . . . .+ « « « « o o o =

2.2.1. CURRENT THEORIES OF IMPRESSION
FORMATION

2.2.2. THE CONTINUUM MODEL

2.2.2.17. MAJOR FEATURES OF THE CONTINUUM

MODEL . . .+ « « « + « o « o o o +

2.2.2.2. CIRCUMSTANCES 1IN WHICH MORE
ATTRIBUTE-BASED INFORMATION
PROCESSING OCCURS

2.2.2.3. MOTIVATION IN IMPRESSION
FORMATION

2.3. REVIEW OF RESEARCH
2.2.3.1. CATEGORY AS OPPOSED TO

ATTRIBUTE-BASED PROCESSING
2.2.3.2. ACCESSIBILITY AND AUTOMATIC
CATEGORISATION . . . . . . . . .
2.2.3.4. ACCURACY OF IMPRESSION
FORMATION . . . . . « « « +« « &
2.2.4. CONTROL OF THE EFFECTS OF
CATEGORISATION AND STEREOTYPING
.5. RELEVANT RESEARCH IN SOUTH AFRICA
.6. SUMMARY OF RESEARCH REVIEWED

VST )

(=) T &) B - S

11

11
12

13

14

14
15

15

17

19

19
21

22



CHAPTER 3.

SELF PERCEPTION

2.3.1. SELF-CONCEPT DEFINITION

2.3.2. THE DYNAMIC SELF CONCEPT

2.3.3. STABILITY AND CHANGE IN THE SELF-
CONCEPT . . . +« + « o « « o & =

2.3.4. THE ROLE OF THE SELF-CONCEPT IN
PERSON PERCEPTION

SUMMARY OF RESEARCH REVIEWED

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY . . . . . « « +« + « « o o =

3.1.

CHAPTER 4.
RESULTS.
4.1.

RESEARCH DESIGN

3.1.2 THE PROGRAMME . .

3.1.3. TEST PROCEDURE

3.1.4. SCORING PROCEDURES

MEASUREMENT

3.2.1. FREE SELF AND OTHER DESCRIPTIONS
3.2.2. CONTENT ANALYSIS . . . . . . .
3.2.3. SELF-CONCEPT MEASUREMENT . . .
HYPOTHESES . . . . .+ « « « « o « « « o
STATISTICAL METHOD

CHANGE IN RESPONSES BETWEEN PRETEST AND

POST-TEST

4.1.1. SELF PERCEPTION

4.1.2. PERCEPTION OF OTHERS

SELF PERCEPTION VARIABLES

4.2.1. BETWEEN-~ AND WITHIN-SUBJECTS
EFFECTS

PERCEPTION OF OTHERS VARIABLES

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SELF-CONCEPT AND

OTHER PERCEPTION

23
23
25

26

28
29

31
31
32
34
36
39
41
42
43
45
47

49

49
49
51
53

55
56

57



CHAPTER 5.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS . . . . + +. « « « « « . 59
5.1. RESULTS IN TERMS OF THE RESEARCH
HYPOTHESES . . . . <« +. « « « « +« « « .« . B9
5.1.1.SUMMARY OF RESULTS . . . . . . . . 170
5.2, RESULTS IN TERMS OF THE THEORETICAL
FRAMEWORK . . . . . + « v « « « « « « « « M
5.2.1. IMPRESSION FORMATION . . . . . . . 172

5.2.2. IMPLICATIONS FOR CHANGE AND
CONTROL OF THE EFFECTS OF

CATEGORISATION AND STEREOTYPING . . 74

5.2.3. THE ROLE OF THE SELF-CONCEPT IN
PERSON PERCEPTION . . . . . . . . . 17
5.3. LIMITATIONS OF THIS STUDY . . . . . . . . 18
5.3.1. THE SAMPLE . . . . . . . . « . . . 18
5.3.2. MEASUREMENT . . . . . . . « . . . 19
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH . . . 83
CONCLUSIONS . . . « &« « &« & « « « « « . . 84
6. REFERENCES . . . . . « « + &« v &« « « « « « . . . 86
7. APPENDICES . . . . « « « « o o o« « o « « « « « « 120
APPENDIX A . . . + +v v & « o « & « o & « « « . 120
SAWUBONA DIALOGUE PROGRAMME OUTLINE . . . 120
APPENDIX B . . . + + v « « « « o o o o o« « « . 122
FREE DESCRIPTIONS . . . . . . . . . . . . 122
APPENDIX C . . . . . « + « « « o « & « o« « « . 123
BIOGRAPHICAL DETAILS . . . . . « . . . . 123
APPENDIX D . . . . +« « « & « v v « v v o« « « . 124
ANALYSES OF VARIANCE . . . . . . . . . . 124
APPENDIX E . . . . . ¢ « « o « « « « « « « « « 134
SUMMARIES OF MEANS . . . . . . . . . . . 134
APPENDIX F . . . . + « v « ¢ « o o « « o« « « . 149
CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS . . . . . . . . 149



CHAPTER 1.
INTRODUCTION

As extensive political and social reforms in South Africa
continue following the dismantling of Apartheid, many
white schools in Natal have already made a gesture of
integration by accepting '"Model C" as their educational
model. There are many who are concerned about the effects
of integration and feel that some preparation for the
present is important so that the process of integration
can be eased as the country moves from the racism of
Apartheid towards democracy. It therefore seemed
appropriate to conduct research in an area where positive
attempts were being made to promote integration, in the
hope that some of the findings, although limited, could
be used by the Sawubona Youth Trust in the evaluation of
their programme, and possibly generalised for use by

educationists and others.
1.1. CONTEXT OF THE RESEARCH

During 1991, Sawubona Youth Trust, a Christian
organisation whose general aim it is 'to rehabilitate
young people from the effects of Apartheid'", requested an
evaluation of the Dialogue Programme which they were
presenting to groups of adolescent black and white high
school ©pupils in the Pietermaritzburg area. The
organisation was interested to know what impact the
programme had made on the pupils, whether stereotyping
had changed as a result and whether Sawubona's other
objectives were being accomplished. They had introduced
various youth development programmes in 1989 and were
involved in activities such as Leadership Training, the
Dialogue Programme, Self-Help Employment, and Crisis-Care
and Shelter.



The Dialogue Programme aimed to promote racial
integration between blacks and whites, in a post-
apartheid society. The objectives of the Programme were
to make the groups aware of obstacles hindering
interpersonal relations; expose prejudiced attitudes,
assumptions and behaviour; and to '"issue a challenge to
the students for positive action against a stereotype

mentality".

The rationale for the design of the Dialogue Programme by
Sawubona was that with exposure to others' cultural
backgrounds and dialogue between the groups, prejudiced
attitudes and stereotypes would be changed. The primary
component of the programme was a residential weekend at
the Sawubona headquarters during which the two groups of
eight black and white students spent time in informal, as
well as more structured activities. There was an attempt
to provide an opportunity for both groups to experience
the others' living conditions and school facilities and
for the group as a whole to engage in some form of

community service.
1.2. INITIAL LIMITATIONS

These were mainly concerned with time constraints, as
there was very limited time available before the
collection of the data from the first programme and the
pressures of the researcher's full time Psychology
Master's course work precluded continual involvement with
the research. Restricted time was available to
participating students who were also not always
obtainable for further measurement, particularly in the
Black schools. For example, the students were dismissed
from school before the end of the final term in 1991 in

order to avoid any politically motivated unrest.



1.3. DEFINING THE AREAS OF STUDY

The focus of this research is to investigate an aspect of
possible change as a result of participation in the
Sawubona Dialogue Programme, rather than an evaluation.
This perspective was preferred so that information from
the evaluation (Ferguson, 1992), could be extended by a
study which aimed to be more fine-grained in its
consideration of change. In this way it is hoped that a
contribution can be made to interventions which aim to

reduce stereotyping and prejudice.

The purpose of this study therefore is to examine the
effects of participation in the Sawubona Dialogue
Programme on the perception of others, by measuring
changes in the perception of self, and how others are
perceived, in order to assess indirectly whether less
stereotyping has taken place. The general theoretical
approach is from a social cognitive perspective and
focuses on the specific areas of person perception and
self perception in relation to stereotyping, including
the role of the self concept in the perception of others.

Theoretical assumptions basic to this study are that:
firstly, the self-concept 1is the mediator of most
significant intrapersonal processes and many
interpersonal processes including the perception of
others (Markus and Wurf, 1987). The process of person
perception can be influenced by the self-concept of the
perceiver. Secondly, category-based impression formation
has priority in the perception of others, however, under
certain circumstances, more individuated impression
formation is possible and stereotypes can be changed. In
other words individuals tend to form impressions of
others based on stereotypes and prejudices rather than
forming impressions based on others' own specific
attributes, although under certain conditions this can be

6



reversed. Thirdly, that there is a correlation between

the perception of others and the self.

In summary, the Sawubona Youth Trust Dialogue Programme
was evaluated from March 1991 to December 1991, at the
request of the staff of Sawubona (Ferguson, 1992).
However, no attempt is made here to evaluate the
programme as a whole, rather the focus is on a specific
aspect of social cognition. This study will attempt to
examine certain aspects of person perception, with a view
to establishing, whether the stereotypes of the
perception of others of the participating students, have

been changed as a result of the programme.

In the following chapter a social cognitive approach to
social perception will be discussed. General theoretical
approaches to person perception, including a specific
theory of impression formation will be focused on to
examine categorisation and stereotyping in the South
African context. Theories of self perception, the dynamic
self-concept and the role of the self-concept in person
perception will be examined. Relevant research and
literature will be reviewed and integrated with the

theoretical discussion in this chapter.

Subsequent chapters will describe the methodology of the
research project including the research design,
measurement, hypotheses and statistical method. Finally,
the results will be reported and discussed; conclusions
drawn; criticisms of the study offered and suggestions

proposed for further research.



CHAPTER 2.
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The purpose of the following discussion on social
cognition and the definition of terms is to clarify for
the reader the general theoretical approach to social

perception used in this study.
2.1. SOCIAL COGNITION

Brewer (1988, p.1) defines social cognition in broad
terms as '"the study of the interaction between internal
knowledge structures -our mental representations of
social objects and events - and new information about a
specific person or social occasion.'" Others have
interpreted it rather as an approach or a set of
assumptions which guide research in various areas of
social psychology, which include person perception,
social stereotypes, attitude change and the self
(Sherman, Judd and Park, 1989).

Researchers have used terms such as 'social perception'
(e.g. Markus, Smith, and Moreland, 1985; Zebrowitz,
1990), 'person perception', 'impression formation',
'social judgment ' (Smith and Zarate, 1992) or
'understanding others' interchangeably, all referring to
how we 'perceive' or 'cognize' other persons including
their attitudes, traits, intentions, emotions, abilities
and ideas, as well as their physical characteristics and

overt behaviour (Livesley and Bromley, 1973).

Social cognitive approaches to attribution, intergroup
relations and traits, and related research in personality
will not be included in this study. Although traits are
viewed as one of many structures that people use to make
sense of others (Fiske, 1993), this study will focus-on

stereotypes in social cognition.

8



2.1.1. CLARIFICATION OF TERMS

2.1.1.1. KNOWLEDGE STRUCTURES - SCHEMATA OR STEREOTYPES

The definitions of concepts important to this study are
considered, particularly stereotypes, which are viewed as
schemata containing a perceiver's beliefs about a target.
The relationship between stereotypes and prejudice is

briefly considered.

Generally, theory of information processing follows a
sequence in which memory is given preeminence and the
encoding and storage of information is supposedly
affected by knowledge structures. These knowledge
structures, which summarise past experience and affect
behaviour, have been referred to by various researchers
as schemata, schemas, scripts, prototypes, frames and
stereotypes (Schneider, 1991). They share many
assumptions common to information processing theories and
in their broadest sense are cognitive structures posited
to guide recall selectively and provide default
information to fill in gaps in ongoing processing
(Baldwin, 1992). The definition used in this study is
that they are theoretical cognitive structures that
contain knowledge "about the attributes of a category and
the links among those attributes' (Fiske and Pavelchack,
1986). The same authors define stereotypes as schemata
containing beliefs that the perceiver holds about a
target's attributes "which are assumed to be true on the
basis of classifying the target''. A further assumption,
without direct evidence, is that the target actually

possesses those attributes.

Most theorists assume a close relationship between the
relevant stereotypes and prejudice (Stroebe and Insko,
1989), and Brewer (1991) asserts that there is a

theoretical gap between stereotypes and prejudice, which

9



still needs to be addressed by social cognition. Fiske
and Pavelchack (1986) consider that the most important
feature of prejudice is evaluation (Allport,1954) and it
is often defined as a negative affective reaction to a

group.
2.1.17.2. CATEGORIES

One of the theoretical assumptions on which this research
is based is concerned with category-based information
processing, so that clarity of the «concept of

categorisation for the reader is important.

A major focus in cognitive psychology is that of
categorisation in which placing events, objects and
people into categories is one of the major cognitive
tasks that individuals are involved with (Schneider,
1991). Writers such as Allport (1954) and Fiske and
Pavelchack (1986) suggest that categorisation is used to
simplify the complex task of interpersonal understanding.
Fiske and Pavelchack (1986) define categorisation as the
process in which a stimulus is identified and classified
as a member of its class because of its similarity to the
other members of that class. Bruner (cited in Fiske and
Pavelchak 1986), suggests that categorisation allows the
perceiver to ''go beyond the information given'" so that
impressions of individuals are formed wusing our
'experience' of others to make subjective inferences and
associations (Livesley and Bromley, 1973). There is a
pervasive tendency for perceivers to ascribe to the
categorised object other attributes associated with the
category to which the stimulus input has been
assimilated. It is these processes which are likely to
introduce bias and stereotyping into the individual's
representation and judgements of the stimulus object

(McCann, Ostrom, Tyner and Mitchell, 1985).
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Briefly, it is posited that the initial process involving
these concepts is that once a category is cued, cognition
(e.g. stereotypes), affect (e.g. prejudices), and
behaviour (e.g. discrimination) will be activated but not
necessarily acted on (Devine, 1989; Fiske and Neuberg,
1989). 1In the discussion on person perception that
follows, this process and its relevance to this study

will be explored.

2.2. PERSON PERCEPTION - GENERAL THEORETICAL APPROACHES
TO THE STUDY OF SOCIAL PERCEPTION

Earlier theorists proposed two major competing approaches
to impression formation which were based on the holistic
or the elemental forms (Asch, cited in Fiske and Neuberg,
1989). The former (e.g. Asch, Ibid.; Allport, 1954)
claimed that individuals form impressions of others based
on the social categories that they place them in. The
latter approach proposes that impressions are formed by
combining the characteristics of others (e.g. Anderson,
1978). Other authors such as Livesley and Bromley (1973)
in their seminal research have investigated person
perception in childhood and adolescence. More recently)
comprehensive and general theories of person perception
have been proposed, for example Wyer and Srull's (1986)
model which attempts to integrate nearly all aspects of
social cognition into a single set of processing and
structural principles (Sherman, 1988). Generally, two
broad models of person perception have been developed:
attribute-based linear models, (e.g. Anderson's (1978,
1988) information integration theory); and schematic
models (e.g. Allport, 1954).

2.2.71. CURRENT THEORIES OF IMPRESSION FORMATION

A brief overview of current theories will be presented

followed by a more detailed description of Fiske and
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Neuberg's (1990) continuum model of impression formation.
The theory focuses on categorisation and stereotyping and
so will inform the writer's investigation into
stereotypes, and the conditions and factors necessary for

their change.

Recently, models of impression formation have been
proposed that include elements of both attribute-based
and schematic approaches; or are exemplar-based (e.g.
Smith and Zarate, 1992). In the former approach the two
modes of processing will occur depending on a number.of
factors and circumstances, such as attention, motivation
and goals of the perceiver. Both the models of Fiske and
Neuberg (1990) and Brewer (1988) emphasise the importance
of categorisation and stereotype-based inferences. These
are processes which use social category information and
exclude an individual's other characteristiecs in
impression formation - referred to as ''category-based
processes' by Fiske and Neuberg (Ibid). The models
propose that priority is given to category-based
processes by the perceiver; and only later to the complex
impressions formed of an individual's attributes,
referred to as "individuating processes'" by Fiske and
Neuberg (Ibid.). The latter are processes which rely
almost exclusively on an individual's characteristics

rather than a social category.
2.2.2. THE CONTINUUM MODEL

These processes are the basis of the continuum model
(Fiske and Neuberg, 1990) which is the focus of this
study as it informs stereotyping and category-based
impression formation. The continuum referred to is from
category-based (categorising an individual as a member of
a social group) to individuating processes (using the
attributes of the target) and investigates how attention

and interpretation are influenced by information and

12



motivation through various stages of impression

formation.

The reader is referred to Fiske and Neuberg (1990) for a
complete presentation of the model and the assumptions on
which it is based, but the discussion that follows will
focus on the premises that are relevant to this study

regarding stereotyping and the conditions necessary for

change.

2.2.2.1. MAJOR FEATURES OF THE CONTINUUM MODEL

The first assumption made about impression formation
processes in the Fiske and Neuberg (1990) model is that
there is a rapid initial categorisation that takes place,
based usually on obvious physical cues or other available
information. If the target is of no further relevance or
interest to the perceiver that will possibly be the only
impression formation that occurs. However, if the target
is relevant and interesting to the perceiver, then
secondly, the model predicts that attention is a key
mediating process in possible responses along the rest of
the continuum. Attention and effort are necessary if
further attribute information, whether confirming,
ambiguous, inconsistent or neutral, is to be integrated
with other information about the target. Attention and
interpretation also mediate the effects of motivation and

information (Fiske and Neuberg, 1990).

Thirdly, the model posits that category-based processes
will have priority over more individuating processes in
impression formation; which is, as already mentioned, an
assumption basic to this study. Fiske and Neuberg (1990)
propose that social categorisation processes are
efficient, adaptive and necessary as individuals attempt
to make sense of all the social information that they are

exposed to. This suggests that individuals will use

13



stereotyping as they form impressions of others, which
has implications for programmes such as Sawubona's in
their attempts to change stereotypes and in the rationale
for their interventions. For this reason it is important
to consider how more individuated impression formation

may occur.

2.2.2.2. CIRCUMSTANCES IN WHICH MORE ATTRIBUTE-BASED
INFORMATION PROCESSING OCCURS

When attributes of a target are perceived as inconsistent
with the category ascribed to the target, more
individuated information processing occurs, whether the
inconsistent information is judgment-relevant or not. In
this case the category information is not ignored, but if
the category cannot be confirmed, individuals will use
relatively individuating responses, usually
recategorisation, which may include accessing self
categories and exemplars. Piecemeal processing will only
occur in the absence of any category label or obvious
labelling features such as race, gender or age, or if
attributes are interpreted as a list that cannot be
categorised. However, fully individuated processing seems
to be used rarely and only when all else fails. Again the
implications for this study are important in that the
obvious labelling feature of race was available for all
subjects involved in the programme so that according to
the model, more individuated information processing would

not have occurred.
2.2.2.3. MOTIVATION IN IMPRESSION FORMATION

The model proposes that to answer the question of why
perceivers sometimes use attribute-based processes when
category-based processes would seem to have priority, or
vice versa; the perceiver's motivation, and particularly

the perceived interdependence structure needs to be
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considered. The perceiver may be mainly motivated by the
target, by values that have been internalized, or by a
third party. The second feature of interdependence is the
criteria for reaching the desired outcome. These together

will determine the perceiver's goal in the circumstances.

In summary, the continuum model offers a framework for
explaining and understanding the processes involved in
categorisation and stereotyping which is relevant to this
research. Of most importance is the assumption that
category-based processes will have priority since the
labelling feature of race is obvious. However, the theory
also postulates that the perceiver's motivation and goals:

can change impression formation.
2.2.3. REVIEW OF RESEARCH

The review of research which follows will consider those
areas of relevance to the writer's study including the
occurrence of category-based rather than more complex
forms of processing; accessibility and automatic
categorisation; control of the effects of categorisation

and stereotyping and current research in South Africa.

2.2.3.1. CATEGORY AS OPPOSED TO ATTRIBUTE-BASED
PROCESSING

Fiske and Neuberg (1990) from their review of the
research, conclude that the default option is for
information which is consistent with the perceiver's
category-based expectations. Complex beliefs about others
can be activated without one's awareness (Brewer, 1988;
Devine, 1989). Members of an out-group, of a category
which is not defined as having the cultural default
values, or of a minority, will be processed in terms of
category-based processes, and stereotypes will be
activated (Smith and Zarate, 1992). However, increasing

15



evidence suggests that subtypes constitute the basic-
level categories that perceivers habitually use (Fiske,
1993). One implication of subtyping is that individuals
who do not confirm a global stereotype can be '"fenced
off" (Allport, 1954 p.23) leaving the overall stereotype
intact (Rothbart and Lewis, 1988). According to the
model, consistent information is more 1likely to be
recalled because social stereotypes are well developed
categories. Inconsistent information is only remembered
if the perceiver spends time attending to it (Devine,
1989).

When ambiguous, mixed information is available, subjects'
judgments are influenced by stereotypic labels (e.q.
Higgins and Bargh, 1987). Fiske and Neuberg (1990)
conclude from their review of the literature that mixed
information usually allows or reinforces stereotyped
responses. If the category label is a strong stereotype
such as race, and attributes are interpreted as
irrelevant to the category label and the judgment, then
category-based responses will be confirmed. When
categories are salient, category information is likely to
be most important (Pavelchak, 1989). More individuated
information processing, is inhibited by time pressures
and task complexity (Bodenhausen and Lichtenstein, 1987),
by cognitive busyness (Gilbert and Hixon, 1991), by
threats to self esteem (Crocker, Thompson, et al., 1987)

and by other capacity limitations.

When individuals are asked to make a social judgment and
are given a single feature that facilitafes
categorisation, or a social category label without any
other information, they use the label, for example,
black, old or schizophrenic. Research reviewed by Fiske
and Neuberg (1990) suggests that category information
plays a constant role and has a strong influence on

impression formation even when individuating processing
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occurs, but that the role of attribute information is

variable and mediating.
2.2.3.2. ACCESSIBILITY AND AUTOMATIC CATEGORISATION

Race, age and gender, the most pervasive social
categories in our culture, are a function of easily
perceived physical features and are categorisations that
are probably chronically or automatically accessible
(Brewer, 1988; Devine, 1989; Fiske, 1993; Fiske and
Neuberg, 1989; Schneider, 1991; Srull and Wyer, 1986).
For example subjects given ethnic labels are immediately
able to access cultural stereotypes (Devine, 1989;
Dovidio, Evans, and Tyler, 1986). A category can be
chronically accessible, or permanently primed, based on
its frequency of activation in the past (Devine, 1989;
Fiske, 1990;). When the attributes together strongly
suggest an organising category, even though there is no
label, subjects will respond by using category-based
impression formation. Smith (1988) suggests that certain
categories only are processed automatically e.g. white,

male, which may be a default category.

2.2.3.3. THE INFLUENCE OF MOTIVATION IN IMPRESSION
FORMATION

The results of two related studies, (Neuberg and Fiske,
1987) showed that when the perceiver was given a goal-of
accurate impression formation; and when perceiver outcome
was dependent on the target, individuating processes were
apparent, although category-based processes would

normally have dominated.

The self is importantly involved in any theory of
motivation and Fiske and Neuberg (1990) suggest that
impression formation will be regulated by motivation when

important self-relevant implications for the perceiver,
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are involved in the impression of a particular target
(Jones, 1988; Jones and Thibaut, 1958). Self presentation
to a third party can also motivate a perceiver to form
accurate impressions, for example the fear of negative
evaluation from a third party such as peers or
authorities. When perceivers are accountable to others
and provided they have no evidence of the other's bias,
they tend to use more individuating processes (Fiske and

Neuberg, 1990).

Perceivers can be their own motivating agents when they
live up to their personal internalised values. Evidence
for this comes from research which indicates that priming
either humanitarian or work ethic values creates greater
antiblack or problack attitudes (Katz and Hass, 1988). In
a series of studies, Fiske and Von Hendy, (1989)
demonstrated that personal values can influence attention
and interpretation. Perceivers who were given
individuating feedback paid more attention to more
informative inconsistent attributes compared to the

category-based feedback.

Cooperation, as an outcome dependency, has been viewed as
encouraging individuation (e.g. Desforges, Lord, Ramsey,
et al., 1991; Gaertner, Mann, Dovidio, et al., 1990).
Competition has also been found to encourage more
accurate impression formation in some circumstances
(Ruscher and Fiske, 1990). However, it has been
demonstrated that when groups compete, the salience of
membership of the in-group or out-group becomes more

important (e.g. Brewer and Kramer, 1985).

Outcome dependency, self presentation and personal values
can also however, facilitate category-based processes,
depending on the particular interdependence structure.
For example, the personal values of Ku Klux Klan members

will facilitate the formation of stereotypic impressions
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of blacks even when target attributes are overwhelmingly
inconsistent. For these perceivers "Prejudice against
blacks may be an important component of the self concept"
(Fiske and Neuberg, 1990). Most researchers agree that
motivation is strikingly important to impression

formation.
2.2.3.4. ACCURACY OF IMPRESSION FORMATION

This perspective suggests that people are not
irreversibly restricted by their expectancies,
stereotypes and prejudices but can be motivated to
interact with others so that expectancies are not
confirmed and so that they form more data driven
impressions (Neuberg, 1989). Self presentation goals can
play a significant role in this process (Neuberg, Judice,
Virdin, and Carrillo, 1993). Perceivers instructed to
categorise a target, form impressions that are different
from those who are not instructed (Pavelchak, 1989).
Norms of the situation and feedback on personality can be
interpreted as instructions (Fiske and Von Hendy, 1992).
Highlighting the discrepancies between how one would and
should respond to a member of an outgroup can access a
self-concept that is wunprejudiced (Devine, Monteith,
Zuwerink, and Elliot, 1991).

In summary, motivation stems from specific
interdependence structures that elicit different goals of
impression formation. A goal of impression accuracy
created by motivating agents and criteria will lead to
more individuating impression formation. On the other
hand, category-based impression formation will be evoked
by agents and criteria that elicit goals of forming a

specific impression or a just-adequate impression.
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2.2.4. CONTROL OF THE EFFECTS OF CATEGORISATION AND
STEREQTYPING

The pessimistic interpretation of the premise that
category-based processes will have priority over more
individuated processes, is that people will inevitably
stereotype others because they have no other options.

However, with the development of models such as: the

continuum model (Fiske and Neuberg, 1990), the dual
process model (Brewer, 1988) and the dissociation model
(Devine, 1989), most recent theorists in the field

consider that this is an unnecessarily depressing and
inaccurate conclusion. People do wuse individuation
processes and they seem to have some control over these
processes in particular circumstances; motivation and
attention are the keys in these processes (Fiske, 1993;
Fiske and Neuberg, 1990). "A surprising amount of social
cognition and perception happens automatically; but
people are not numb robots, and they control many -of
their strategies, through the allocation of attention,

according to their goals" (Fiske, 1993).

Some individuals can more or less consciously use their
own values and information to inhibit the further
processes after automatic categorisation has taken place
and therefore reduce prejudice (Devine, 1989). On the
other hand recent research has demonstrated that
cognitive busyness prevents racial stereotypes from being
activated, suggesting that these category-based processes
are not necessarily automatic. However, once activated,
these stereotypes will be applied (Gilbert and Hixon,
1991). A great deal of conflict between conscious,
nonprejudiced beliefs and continued stereotypical
thoughts and feelings is involved in efforts to defeat
prejudice. The stereotype-based knowledge structures may
continue to be activated (Devine, Monteith, Zuwerink, and
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Elliot, 1991). ‘'Defeated intellectually, prejudice
lingers emotionally" (Allport, 1954, p.328).

Analysis of research suggests that it would be productive
to help individuals identify, develop and practice
discrepancy-reduction strategies (Devine, 1989). Other
examples of strategies proposed in the literature, to
undermine negative stereotypes are; ''considering the
opposite'" for bias in social judgment (Lord, Lepper and
Preston, 1984); an educational strategy that strengthens
egalitarian values (Katz and Hass, 1988); cross
categorisation to reduce intergroup conflict (Hewstone,
Islam and Judd, 1993); more inclusive recategorisation
(Gaertner, Mann, Murrell and Dovidio, 1989) and highly
motivated perceivers (Fiske and Neuberg, 1990). A
necessary first step is the adoption of non-prejudiced
standards; but "fully overcoming the 'prejudice habit'
presents a more formidable task and is likely to entail
a great deal of internal conflict over a protracted

period of time'" (Devine, 1989).

Fiske (1993) concludes from her review that perceivers
are "'motivated tacticians, choosing strategies that suit
the immediate circumstances of their capacities, and

their need to know."

The general conclusion from research is that information
processing will be category-based when contact
experiences encourage task-oriented interaction and when
"the basis for assignment of roles, status, functions, or
subgroup membership in the setting i1is in any way
correlated with category membership' (Brewer, 1988 p.
27). Person-based impressions will probably be formed

when interpersonal experiences are more positive.
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2.2.5. RELEVANT RESEARCH IN SOUTH AFRICA

According to Duckitt and Foster (1991) research in social
psychology in South Africa was generally out of touch
with important international trends during the 1970's,
such as the social cognitive approaches to stereotyping
and prejudice. These authors are also critical of
published research in this field by psychologists in
South Africa which '"has been characterised by major
methodological problems such as the use of seriously
inadequate measures'. However, exceptions such as
research in the area of person perception by Basson
(1974) has relevance for this study and will be referred
to. More recently a wealth of information and data is
being collected but not reported, which accounts for the
scarcity of relevant published research (Duckitt and
Foster, 1991)l An exception is Louw-Potgieter, Kamfer and
Boy's (1991) research on a Stereotype Reduction Workshop,
which may be relevant to the investigation of
intervention strategies, however, it is still in

progress.
2.2.6. SUMMARY OF RESEARCH REVIEWED

The literature reviewed, indicates that category-based
processes will have priority over more individuating
processes in impression formation. There is a rapid
initial categorisation that takes place, based usually on
obvious physical cues such as race, age and gender,
social categories that are probably chronically or
automatically accessible. Attention and effort are
necessary i1if further attribute information, whether
confirming, ambiguous, inconsistent or neutral, is to be
integrated with other information about the target.
Perceivers can be motivated to interact with others so

that they form more data driven impressions and
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expectancies are not confirmed. In South Africa there is

a scarcity of relevant published research.
2.3. SELF PERCEPTION

The foregoing section on person perception has focused on
information processing related to the continuum model but
it is important to recognise that this information is
processed in accordance with the particular self-concept
of the perceiver. An assumption therefore, that is basic
to this study is that the self-concept is the mediator of
the perception of others. The discussion that follows
considers definitions of the self-concept and research

that is relevant to this assumption.

"The self-concept provides a framework for the
perceptions and organization of our own life experiences"
(Markus, Smith and Moreland, 1985). These authors, among
others, suggest that the entire person perception process
can be influenced by the self-concept. It is the
cognitive structure which will be used initially to
comprehend the feelings, thoughts and behaviours of other
people. Other researchers (e.g. Baldwin, 1992; Burns,
1979) have proposed that many of the same cognitive
principles that apply to the perception of others are

relevant to self-perception.
2.3.17. SELF-CONCEPT DEFINITION

Conflicting interpretations of the self-concept fall
along a continuum from a unidimensional construct (e.g.
Coopersmith, 1967) to one of multidimensional facets
which are almost independent (e.g. Markus, 1977; Marsh

and Shavelson, 1985).

Burns (1979, p.3) defines self-concept as the evaluated

beliefs a person holds about himself, and considers that
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it has been regarded by many theorists as most important
because of '"its primacy, centrality, continuity and
ubiquity in all aspects of behaviour, mediating as it
does both stimulus and response'. However, he warns of
the controversies surrounding the definitions and the
terms used, for example self-concept, self-attitudes and

self-esteem have been regarded as synonymous.

The perspective of the self originally proposed by James
(1890) and accepted by most current researchers is of a
malleable, multifaceted, dynamic entity, rather than a
fixed predisposition (e.g. Byrne, 1984; Harter, 1986;
Markus, 1977; Markus and Wurf, 1987; Marsh, Barnes, and
Hocevar, 1985; Marsh and Shavelson, 1985). It has been
defined in terms of hierarchies, theories, goals,
prototypes, networks, or schemas (E.g. Anderson, 1978;
Epstein, 1973, 1992; Kihlstrom and Cantor, 1988; Markus,
1977, 1990; Markus and Kunda, 1986; Markus and Wurf,
1987; Marsh and Shavelson, 1985; Suls and Greenwald,
1986). However, whatever the theoretical perspective,
there is agreement that it is a dynamic, active structure
that is involved in all aspects of social information

processing (Markus and Wurf, 1987).

Most researchers using a social cognitive approach to
self perception have assumed that the self-concept as a
structure is a cognitive generalisation of the self that
is based on repeated categorisations of one's behaviour,
by others and self (Kreitler and Kreitler, 1987). For
example Markus (1977) proposed the self-schema, a
cognitive structure of interconnected self-related
concepts; Epstein (1973, 1992), Gergen (1968, 1987) and
Jussim (1986) suggested that the self-concept functions
as a self-theory; Cantor and Kihlstrom (1985) developed
a model of social intelligence based on Anderson's (1978)
information integration theory. Others have assumed that

it is a complex construct consisting of domains (Damon
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and Hart, 1988; Harter, 1986) attitudes about the self
(Rosenberg, 1968, 1986) and concepts such as the public,
private and collective, social or possible selves (e.q.
Breckler and Greenwald, 1986; James, 1890; Markus and
Nurius, 1986; Suls and Greenwald, 1986; Triandis, 1989).
Another assumption has been that the self, as confirmed
by its functions, its origins and its contents is
enmeshed in the social sphere (e.g. Byrne, 1984; Mead,
1968).

Given these many interpretations, the one which is
currently accepted by most theorists and which will be
used for the purposes of this study defines self-concept
as "a set of self-schemas that organise past experiences
and are used to recognise and interpret relevant stimuli
in the social environment' (Markus, Smith and Moreland,
1985). A self-schema is defined as a ''cognitive
generalisation about the self, derived from past
experience, that organises and guides the processing of
self-related information contained in the individual's
social experiences'" (Markus, 1977). Self-schemas result

from the process of acquiring knowledge about the self.
2.3.2. THE DYNAMIC SELF CONCEPT

The focus in this study will be on the multifaceted,
dynamic self, and particularly the "working self" (Markus
and Kunda, 1986; Markus and Wurf, 1987), and its role in

self perception and how others are perceived.

As there is a hierarchical arrangement of many subselves,
exemplars, prototypes and abstractions, aspects of the
self can be accessible at any given time. The part active
at any moment is called the working, on-line or
accessible self-concept which is that subset of self-
conceptions that is currently active in thought and

memory (Cantor and Kihlstrom, 1989; Markus and Kunda,
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1986; Markus and Nurius, 1987; Markus and Wurf, 1987).
This approach allows for both a stable and a malleable
self-concept (Markus and Kunda, 1986) and is much closer
to the symbolic interactionist view (e.g. Cooley, 1968;
Mead, 1968; Stryker, 1987). Core aspects of the self may
be stable but other self-conceptions in the system of the
individual will be responsive to self-motives and to
changes in social circumstances. The working self-concept
consists of '"one's core self-conceptions embedded in a
context of more tentative self-conceptions that are tied
to the immediate social circumstances'" (Markus and Kunda,
1986). An individual's sense of self depends on context
and relationship (Gergen, 1987; Markus and Kunda, 1986),
and the most realistic perspective is to view the self in
combination with situational factors, such as the
prevailing norms or external information, that bring out
different aspects of the self (Fiske and Von Hendy,
1992).

2.3.3. STABILITY AND CHANGE IN THE SELF-CONCEPT

The apparent contradiction of stability and malleability
in the self-concept is relevant to this study,
particularly as change in the self-concept is one of the
dependent variables being investigated, and therefore

further research in this area is considered.

Tesser and Campbell (1983) in their review of self-
concept research, distinguish between the situational
approach which assumes great plasticity in the self with
changes being controlled by the present changing
circumstances being experienced by the individual. The
ontogenetic approach posits that the core of the self is
laid down relatively early in 1life and is greatly
resistant to change. There are data supporting both
positions. Much research evidence suggests that self

conceptions are resistant to change and extremely stable.
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Individuals will pursue stability and consistency and
will resist any information that contradicts their view
of themselves (Markus and Kunda, 1986). Evidence from
empirical research involving the self suggests that
internal states may guide and bias people's self-relevant
behaviour and produce stability in the self-concept
partly by means of a number of self maintaining cognitive
strategies (e.g. James, 1890; Markus, 1977; Markus and
Nurius, 1987; Swann, 1983; Tesser and Campbell, 1983).
Evidence from self-esteem research has shown that
although one's sense of self-worth is 1likely to be
relatively stable (Coopersmith, 1967; Piers, 1984; Wylie,
1974, 1979); it can also be affected by many different
types of self-relevant information (e.g. Tesser and
Campbell, 1983). Although people probably fluctuate
between stability and change in the self-concept during
their lives, the existence of bias in maintaining the

self-concept does seem to exist (Andersen, 1987).

The dynamic self-concept including its malleability is
assumed to come from its nature which is essentially
social (Markus and Kunda, 1986). However, there has not
been much research directed towards this aspect of the
self-concept. Markus and Kunda (1986) examined the
stability of the self-concept in individuals confronted
by challenging information. They posit that the self-
concept will seem to be malleable because the contents of
the working self-concept change in response to the
current social situation. Their study demonstrated both
the stability and the malleability of the self-concept.

Fiske and Von Hendy (1992) in a series of studies
examined the assumption that an individual's sense of
self depends on context and relationship (Gergen, 1987;
Markus and Kunda, 1986), and that people are motivated by
the working self-concept influenced by the current social

circumstances. The results showed that the environment

27

\/\



can influence the individual's working self-concept which

can be changed by external information.

Both theory and research support the notion of the self-
concept as an active process and one that is guided by
cognitive and affective reactions (Andersen, 1987) and is
capable therefore of change as a result of intervention

and current social circumstances.
2.3.4. THE ROLE OF THE SELF-CONCEPT IN PERSON PERCEPTION

The self-concept has been regarded as the mediator of
most significant intrapersonal processes and many
interpersonal processes including perception of others,
however, not many studies have examined the effect of
interpersonal events on self-conceptions (Markus and
Wurf, 1987). Researchers have presumed that the self.is
important in information processing and so have proposed
that the self-concept is central to the organisation of
information about other people (Prentice, 1990).
Individuals shape and are shaped by social interactions
and the self-concept is the framework by which it is
suggested that the interpretation of social experiences
is guided, and participation in these experiences is
regulated. Baldwin (1992) in his review emphasises the
interrelation of self, personality and the interpersonal
world. According to Tice (1992) research has demonstrated
that interpersonal context is important in self-concept

change.

A wide range of psychological theory has been concerned
with this relation between self-perception and other
perception (Markus, Smith and Moreland, 1985). Many of
the earliest theorists recognised the mutual and
reciprocal influence between the self-concept and the
perception of others (e.g. Baldwin, 1968; Basson, 1974;
Cooley, 1968; Epstein, 1973; James, 1890, 1968; Jones and
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Thibaut, 1958; Livesley and Bromley, 1973; Mead, 1968;
Sullivan, 1968). It would seem that the 1literature
supports the suggestion that there should be a
relationship between how an individual perceives himself
and how he forms impressions of others. However, although
it is accepted that the self-concept has some effect on
the perception of others, ''the precise nature of the
contact between self-perception and the perception of
other people remains something of a mystery" (Markus,
Smith and Moreland, 1985). These authors however,
conclude as a result of their analysis of the role of the
self-concept in social perception that it is "one of the

most powerful structures in the psychological field"..
2.4. SUMMARY OF RESEARCH REVIEWED

In summary, the literature reviewed in the field of
person perception and focusing on stereotyping, indicates
that: category-based processes or stereotyping will have
priority over more individuating processes in impression
formation. Initially there is a rapid categorisation,
which is based usually on obvious physical cues.
Attention and effort are necessary if further attribute
information is to be integrated with other information
about the target. Perceivers can be motivated to interact
with others so that expectancies are not confirmed and so

that they form more data driven impressions.

The self perception research reviewed posits that the
self-concept is a dynamic, active structure that is
involved in all aspects of social information processing.
The notion of the working self-concept accounts for the
apparent contradiction of the stability and malleability
of the self-concept. The entire person perception process
can be influenced by the self-concept and there should be
a relationship between how an individual perceives

himself and how he forms impressions of others.
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The literature reviewed has relevance for this study in
that it proposes a theoretical framework for person
perception and stereotyping and suggests the conditions
that are necessary for more individuated impression
formation. It also indicates a strong relationship
between the self-concept and the perception of others.
This is clearly of importance in evaluating the Sawubona
dialogue programmes in their aim to change attitudes
towards others and reduce stereotyping, so encouraging

more individuated impression formation.

30



CHAPTER 3.
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1. RESEARCH DESIGN

Sawubona Youth Trust had requested an evaluation of the
effectiveness of their Dialogue Programme. The aim of
this research was to investigate whether stereotyping in
the impression formation of black and white adolescent
boys can be changed as the result of participation in the
Programme. A free response method and self-concept scales
were used to measure dimensions of the perception of

others and self perception.
3.1.1. THE SAMPLE

Kerlinger (1986, p.315) suggests that when randomisation
is not possible, an effort should be made to use subjects
from the same population. Standard 9 pupils, had
previously volunteered, or were selected by the school,
to participate in three Dialogue Programmes or to assist
in the research as controls, so that self-selection into
the sample was operating and it was not possible to
select subjects strictly at random nor to assign them to
groups at random (Kerlinger, 1986). However, it is
recognised that randomisation is advisable in order to
control independent variables adequately. For this
reason, control and experimental groups were drawn from
the same classes at each school i.e. the study was ex

post facto rather than experimental.

A total of 84 Standard 9 boys was tested. The planned
sample was drawn from six high schools in the
Pietermaritzburg area and consisted of a group of eight
white pupils and eight black pupils who formed the
experimental group and eight white and eight black pupils
who formed the control group from each of the schools.
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The mean age of the group was 16 with a range of 14 to 21
years and a standard deviation of 1.2. Sex was held
constant as previous studies have shown that this
variable is significantly related to person perception
(Livesley and Bromley, 1973). Subjects represented a wide
range of socioeconomic backgrounds and attended a variety
of schools including community-based state schools and an
expensive private school. The planned number of subjects
was 8 pupils per group, per session, a total of 96. The
following table summarises the number of pupils who

actually participated.

Table 1. Number of pupils who participated in the
research -

Subjects Experimental Control

Session 1 black pupils 8 8
Session 1 white pupils 5 8
Programme
Session 2 black pupils 8 6
Session 2 white pupils 8 8
Session 3 black pupils 7 3
Session 3 white pupils 8 7

TOTAL 84 44 40

3.1.2 THE PROGRAMME

Sawubona Youth Trust is a Christian organisation whose
general aim is 'to rehabilitate young people from the
effects of Apartheid'" and to promote racial integration

in a post-apartheid society. The Dialogue Programme,
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initially implemented in 1989, were designed to achieve

Sawubona's stated objectives of:

"making groups aware of obstacles hindering interpersonal
relations';
"exposing prejudiced attitudes, assumptions and
behaviour'";
"issuing a challenge to individuals to take positive

action against a stereotype mentality'.

The programme attempted to provide an opportunity for
both groups of black and white adolescents to experieﬁce
the others' cultural backgrounds through dialogue. The
programme consisted of separate pre-briefing and de-
briefing sessions, a week prior to and a week after, the
residential weekend. During the weekend at the Sawubona
headquarters, subjects were involved in informal as well
as more structured activities organised by the Sawubona
staff and they engaged in some form of community service
in one of the townships e.g. painting the interior of a
children's home. Examples of other activities include
structured discussions on relevant topics such as the
violence in the townships and white and black education,
a visit to the township schools and homes and breaks for
informal interaction such as music and games in the
students quarters, with two of the Sawubona staff. (A
more detailed outline of a programme is provided in

appendix A.)

Two Sawubona staff members, a young Australian girl, with
a B.Sc degree, who was funded by a Christian mission in
Australia, and a young Zulu man with formal schooling up
to Standard 8 level, were responsible for the planning
and organisation of the Dialogue Programme. Neither of
them had experienced any formal training in teaching or
related fields, but the director of Sawubona was a

trained teacher with some teaching experience. Six or
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seven staff members were usually present for the
residential weekend, four of them as facilitators, with
16 or sometimes fewer participants. There were some
variations in the Programme depending on specific
requests made by the participants and on the availability
of resources; but the basic format remained constant. The
researcher remained an observer during these sessions,

collecting data.
3.1.3. TEST PROCEDURE

Table 2. Research Design

Pretest Programme: 1 2 and 3 Post-test Follow-up
Experimental and Experimental groups Experimental and Experimental and
control groups control groups control groups

Testing was conducted in three sessions. The pretest data
was collected where possible during the pre-briefing
session at the pupils' schools, usually a week previous
to the residential weekend, and the post-test data during
the debriefing sessions usually a week later. The third
and final session was follow-up testing, conducted six
months after the initial programmes (Table 2.). Most of
the data was collected by the researcher, but as a total
of eighteen testing sessions was attempted at different
venues, Sawubona staff members were also used as testers
because of logistic and time constraints. They were given
training by the researcher, observed a testing session
conducted by the researcher and were themselves observed
and controlled for 'consistency' as far as possible. This

training and observation involved approximately 6 hours.

The data collection was completed in November of 1991.
However, circumstances such as the dismissal of black
students from schools before term end because of

political unrest and the researcher's own course work and
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examinations allowed for only one school to be measured

at follow-up.

At the start of the first testing session cooperation of
the subjects was solicited and included an explanation by
the researcher of the purpose of the measurements as an
evaluation of the Dialogue Programme. The control and
experimental groups at each school were asked initially,
to complete the Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concept
Scale (Piers-Harris). The Piers-Harris has been used
extensively by many researchers and appears to be the
foremost children's self-concept measure currently
available (e.g. Burns, 1979; Epstein, 1985; Harter, 1986;
Jeske, 1985). The instructions were read by the
researcher and the subjects were encouraged to ask for
assistance if necessary when completing the scale. This
was to allow for those Zulu speakers who might have
difficulty with some of the English, for example

Americanisms such as'"pep'.

Once the scale was completed, a free response method of
assessing the subjects' content and organisation of self
and others was used. This method is based on the one used
by Livesley and Bromley (1973) and others more recently
(E.g. Basson, 1974; Park, 1986; Prentice, 1990; Yardley,
1987) and advocated by Wiley (1989) and Burns (1979). It
was selected because it is a non-reactive technique and
allows subjects to respond in a ''natural' way to
perceptions of themselves and others. Other advantages of
this method will be discussed below and further

information is available in Livesley and Bromley (1973).

Subjects were handed the free description sheet.
(appendix B.). Instructions were: "Write a description of
yourself first, then a description of a boy of another

race and then a girl of another race. You should not take
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more than four minutes for each description." No further

instructions or assistance was given.

The post-test used the same instruments and procedures.
The follow-up measures were the same with the exception
of the substitution of the Coopersmith Self Esteem
Inventory (SEI) for the Piers-Harris. The SEI was used
because it has a high correlation with the Piers-Harris
(r = .85; Piers, 1984), and resembles the Piers-Harris in

format and age range.

The subjects were also given Jletters requesting
permission from their parents to be involved in .the
research; and a biographical questionnaire - including:
age, sex, standard, school, name, father's occupation,
mother's occupation, number of siblings, position in

family and religious affiliation (appendix C).

This completed the test procedure and each session lasted
for a total of 30 to 45 minutes.

3.17.4. SCORING PROCEDURES

Instructions for scoring procedures for the Piers-Harris
and the SEI given in the manuals were followed so only
the procedure for the content analysis of the free
descriptions is described in detail in the following

section.
3.1.4.1. FREE DESCRIPTIONS

Content analyses of the 438 written descriptions were

carried out, in which three main areas were investigated:

3.1.4.1.1. Statement fluency
The descriptions were analysed into statements and these
were counted. The definition of a statement was taken
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from Livesley and Bromley (1973, p.98) ''one element or
idea referring directly or indirectly to the stimulus
person, or to some other person, since some of the
descriptions contained statements which did not refer to

the stimulus person'.

3.1.4.1.2. Peripheral as opposed to Central statements
Statements were categorised as either peripheral (non-
psychological) or central (psychological) in this stage
of content analysis, following Livesley and Bromley's,
(1973) coding system. Peripheral statements refer to the
external qualities of a person and his surroundings.
Central statements are more abstract and generalised and
refer to inner, psychological qualities (Ibid, p.107).
Their scoring system was used to code statements as
central or peripheral using the following qualities:
Peripheral statements included:

Appearance - facial features, physique, clothing.
General information and identity - name, age, sex,
residence.

Routine habits and activities.

Actual incidents.

Possessions.

Life history - specific details.

Likes and dislikes.

Social roles.

Kinship and social relationships.

Central statements included:

Personality traits - for example, kind, helpful.
General habits.

Motives, needs and values - for example, wants to
succeed. Attitude and orientation - for example,

very religious.

Categorisation reliability was examined by inter-judge
coding as suggested by Livesley and Bromley (1973) and
Basson (1974). Percentage agreement was ascertained
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between the researcher and an Honours post-graduate
psychology student. Both statement fluency and central
versus peripheral statement categorisation showed 85.6%

agreement using 11% of the descriptions.

3.1.4.1.3. Positive, Negative and Neutral statements

The final stage of the content analysis involved
examining the statements and coding them as positive,
negative or neutral as they reflected the perception of
the stimulus person by the subject. This stage of the
content analysis was not based on any previously
documented method in the literature known to the writer.
However, attitude theory which uses a social cognitive
perspective and according to Pratkanis (1989) is similar
to the model of person perception proposed by Fiske and
Pavelchak (1986), could be used as a guide in this. For
example, Pratkanis (1989) defines attitudes as "
person's evaluation of an object of thought', and
suggests that positive attitudes result in positive
feelings, thoughts and behaviours towards an object.
Conversely, negative attitudes will produce the opposite
response. Therefore, coding statements in this way should
at the least allow access to the thoughts of the subjects

a

concerning the target person which reflect their

attitudes and stereotypical thinking.

The method is probably best illustrated by examples of
the categorisation used. Positive statements were: "Very
trustworthy, honest'; "Doesn't complain'; neutral
statements were: '"Short hair'; ''She may be rather tall
with small eyes and blond hair'"; negative statements
were: 'what is bad about me is that I can easily get
angry'; '"they couldn't stop finding something silly to
laugh at'"; "On the whole they annoy me tremendously'. A
special effort was made to be aware of subjectivity at
this stage and categorisation reliability was examined by

inter-judge coding. Percentage agreement between the
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researcher and one judge (as described above) was 73.3%
using 11% of the material for positive, neutral and

negative statements.
3.2. MEASUREMENT

A general issue which is relevant to measurement in this
area of social cognition is the non-reactive approach.
This is discussed in relation to the techniques used in
this study prior to other main issues which need to be
considered, such as what instruments should be used; what
the requirements of a suitable instrument are; and the

factors to be considered when choosing an instrument.

Research should be particularly sensitive to the issue of
reactivity, which is in essence, that measuring subjects
changes them, so that the changes that are observed would
not have been found otherwise (Aronson, Brewer, and
Carlsmith, 1989). This is particularly the case with the
measurement of controversial attitudes (Kerlinger, 1989).
Both sets of authors mentioned above recommend the use of
indirect assessment techniques to counteract reactivity,
particularly for the measurement of stereotypes. It has
also been claimed that questionnaires as measures_of
prejudice, because of their reactive nature, tend to
reflect subjects' self-presentational efforts to create

a socially desirable image (Devine, 1989).

In advocating a non-reactive approach, McGuire and
McGuire (1986) suggest that open-ended measures such as
self and other descriptions are better alternatives. They
criticise the usual reactive methods which limit subjects
to describing themselves or others on some dimension
chosen by the researcher and consider that subjects
should be allowed to choose the dimensions on which to
describe themselves or others. "'Such open-ended

descriptions are more laborious to analyze but they yield
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important additional information providing an as-is
picture of how the stimulus is actually perceived in the
perceiver's own terms, rather than providing only
hypothetical as-if depictions in the researcher's terms
as with the wusual reactive approaches" (McGuire and

McGuire, 1986).

Another issue of general relevance to measurement in this
study is that the theory informing it is fine-grained
(Fiske, 1991) whereas most of the available measurement
instruments tend to be fairly gross (Wylie, 1989). The
latter author has proposed that '"some form of self-report
appears to be the most appropriate (perhaps the only) way
to try to index self-concepts'" and presumably such a
statement could equally refer to the measurement of the

perception of others.

For these reasons, and bearing the non-reactive approach
in mind, it was decided to wuse open-ended free
description techniques as advocated also by Basson
(1974), Gordon (1968), Livesley and Bromley (1973),
Oyserman and Markus (1990), Park (1986), Prentice (1990)
and Yardley (1987) amongst others; and a self-concept
scale (Coopersmith 1975 and Piers-Harris, 1969) as

measures of person perception and change.

The use of a direct measure of racial attitudes, for
example, the Subtle Racism Scale (Duckitt, 1990), was
also considered. This scale developed for use in South
Africa, is claimed to be more subtle and indirect in its
assessment of anti-black racial prejudice and highly
reliable compared to other traditional prejudice scales
(Duckitt, 1991, 1993). It was proposed as a measure for
this research but was not used, since it was not
published until late in the year when the students were
no longer accessible because of examinations and other

commitments.
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In the sections that follow the reasons for selection of

the specific instruments for this study are discussed.
3.2.1. FREE SELF AND OTHER DESCRIPTIONS

For Livesley and Bromley (1973) the simplest method of
eliciting the terms people use to categorise and
conceptualise others, is to apply content analysis to
descriptions of others. Other relevant advantages that
they mention are that subjects have a great deal of
choice to respond freely and therefore act in a
"relatively natural fashion' and that experimenter bias
in relation to person perception and personality will be

reduced.

The disadvantages are that researchers may impose their
own ideas to support hypotheses in analysing the data.
This method relies on the verbal skills of the subject
and the ability to communicate judgments which are
normally nonverbal. The individual who is more articulate
will make finer discriminations in impression formation.
Livesley and Bromley (1973) also note that many aspects
of impression formation are automatic so that free
descriptions will not necessarily provide complete
information. However, they particularly advocate the
method for children, in preference to other methods such
as Q sorts, ratings, the twenty statements test (cited in
Ogilvie and Ashmore, 1991) or the Role Construct
Repertory Test (Kelly, 1955), in that it is easily
understood and overcomes the difficulties that a child's
small vocabulary might cause. Although the subjects in
this study were adolescents, many of them nevertheless,
would have small English vocabularies and difficulty with
comprehension so that this was another relevant

consideration in selecting this method.
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Pelham (1991) writes that a significant problem with many
measures of self-concept is that they tap dimensions of
the self that have 1little meaning to many research
participants. He suggests that the wuse of free
descriptions is one solution to this problem. Wylie
(1989) while agreeing that this kind of open-ended
approach might produce valuable information about self-
concepts, warns that there are particular threats to
construct validity which need attention if this method is
used. She warns that until more reliability and validity
information is available results should be interpreted

bearing these important cautions in mind.
3.2.2. CONTENT ANALYSIS

The method is objective and systematic which means that
it is a formal method, where rules are followed according
to predetermined plans and applied consistently and
thoroughly (Kerlinger, 1989). It is a useful, unobtrusive
and non-reactive research technique which is ideal for
looking at the subjective world (Holsti, 1969).

The disadvantages are those discussed previously; of the
accuracy of the analysis depending on the scorer's
interpretation so there is a margin for error; that the
data may not be a valid statement because certain motives
or feelings may be inaccessible (Holsti, 1969). It is
important to develop rules for categorising and well-
defined categories so that the problem of reliability is
eliminated as far as possible (Livesley and Bromley,
1973). For this reason, the method used in this study,
including the selection of categories, was based on that
used by Livesley and Bromley (Ibid.) and Basson (1974).
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3.2.3. SELF-CONCEPT MEASUREMENT

Wylie (1989), in her recently updated review of measures
of self-concept concludes that it is still true that part
of the difficulty of establishing and evaluating the
psychometric adequacy of measures of self-concept 'lies
in the vague state of theorizing in the self-concept
domain'. Harter (1986) agrees and warns that the measures
used must be sufficiently sensitive and psychometrically

sound.

Most researchers currently are concerned that the dynamic
multi-faceted nature of the self-concept should be
considered in measurement (e.g. Byrne, 1984; Harter,
1986, 1990; Markus and Kunda, 1986; Marsh and Shavelson,
1985). Marsh and Shavelson (1985), and Marsh (1986) are
critical of research that describes self-concept with '"a
single score that is called overall, total or general
self-concept'" which is a "dubious practice" and suggest
that it has led to many of the contradictory findings in
self-concept research. Nevertheless, they accept that
both theoretically and practically the construct of a
general self-concept, such as a total score from the

Piers-Harris, is important.

This study has therefore, attempted to use the self
description which the subject '"is willing and able to
give us in order to make inferences concerning his inner
experience'" (Gordon, 1968), and to assess a general self-
concept using the Piers-Harris pre- and post-test, and

the SEI as a follow-up instrument.
3.2.3.7. THE PIERS-HARRIS CHILDREN'S SELF-CONCEPT SCALE

The definition of self-concept as assessed by the Pier-
Harris is '"a relatively stable set of self-attitudes

reflecting both a description and an evaluation of one's
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own behavior and attributes'" (Piers, 1984 p.1) and falls
between the unidimensional and multidimensional
approaches to self-concept (Harter, 1986). Piers (1984)
claims that she agrees with a multifaceted hierarchical
view of self-concept but that ''the major function of the
scale is to provide a global index of self-concept" (p.3)
and that one of its primary purposes is as a research

instrument.

The Piers-Harris was selected because it has been used
extensively for research and is a psychometrically
adequate instrument whose usefulness in research has been
documented (e.g. Burns, 1979; Epstein, 1985; Harter,
1986; Jeske, 1985; Marsh and Shavelson, 1985; Wylie,
1989). Further information on its uses including
specialised populations and other ethnic groups is
available from the Revised Manual (Piers, 1984). Piers
(1984) cautions that the Piers-Harris measures a
relatively stable self-concept so that there may not be
any significant differences if change is examined after
a brief intervention "e.g. a one-week camping experience"
(p.5). It has been shown to correlate positively with the
SEI (Piers, 1984) which is a popular scale in South
African cross-cultural research (Howcroft, 1990). It is
easily administered and scored and is a relatively quick
and easy scale to complete. The relative simplicity of
the language level is a further advantage, as half of the
subjects were Zulu-speaking and might have difficulty
with English.

This scale consists of 80 items equally divided between
positive and negative forms and between high and low
reflections of the self-concept. The subject is asked to
indicate whether each statement applies to him using a

dichotomous '"yes' or ''nmo" response. The scoring key was

used to obtain a total score. Items are scored in the
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direction of positive self-concept so the higher the

score the more positive the assessed self-concept.
3.2.3.2. THE COOPERSMITH SELF ESTEEM INVENTORY

Although Coopersmith (1967) is not concerned with a
multidimensional approach to self-esteem, Burns (1979)
suggests that a global self-esteem measure can be

obtained quite validly from the SEI inventory.

This is a widely used rating scale of self esteem that
was used six months after the post-test as a follow-up,
as an alternative to the Piers-Harris. The SEI resembles
the Piers-Harris in format and age range and can be used
with all ethnic groups (Coopersmith, 1981). A total score
is calculated from the responses of either 'Like Me'" or
"Unlike Me' for 25 statements. The higher the score the
more positive the assessed self esteem. The Adult Form
for 16 year olds and older, was the scale used, which has
a correlation of .80 and higher with the School Form from
which it was adapted (Coopersmith, 1981) and a test-
retest reliability over a 5 week period of 0.88 (Burns,
1979).

3.3. HYPOTHESES

The purpose of this study is to examine the effects of
participation in the Sawubona Dialogue Programmes on
stereotyping, by measuring changes in the perception.of
others and self, in order to assess indirectly whether
more individuated impression formation has taken place.
The assumptions underlying the study have already been

mentioned in section 1.3.

According to Livesley and Bromley (1973) the number of
central statements will increase and descriptions will be

longer when subjects are liked rather than disliked and
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suggest that as a result more individuated impression
formation has taken place. The reason for this they
suggest, is that a liked person will probably disclose
more of himself so that the subjects will have better and
more evidence for making inferences about his fundamental
attributes. From their review these authors also
concluded that authoritarians use more central statements
than do non-authoritarians. For the purposes of this
study it is assumed that stereotyping will have been
reduced as a result of participation in the dialogue
programme if there are fewer peripheral statements in the
descriptions of persons of another race of the
experimental groups compared with the control groups..It
follows also from the above, that the more familiar the
subjects are with others (e.g. Prentice, 1990) the
greater the fluency - the number of statements - and also
the more individuated the category formation, i.e. the
fluency of the descriptions of the experimental groups

should increase.

A more direct measure is the frequency of positive,
neutral and negative statements, the assumption being
that the experimental groups should show an increase in
positive statements of themselves and others post-test,
and compared with the control groups, if their perception
of others is generally more ©positive and more
individuated impression formation has occurred. Related
to this is the measure of self-concept which should also
show an increase, as it is the mediator of the person
perception process, including the perception of others
and the self. If the self-concept scores improve, the
assumption is that other dimensions and scores should

also improve.
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Accordingly the hypotheses were that as a result of

participation in the dialogue programme:

3.3.1.: experimental groups would tend to show more
individuated impression formation, compared with the
control groups i.e. experimental groups would have more
central than peripheral statements in their descriptions

post-test, than control groups.

3.3.2.: experimental groups would show significant
increases on the post-test measures of self-concept

compared with the control groups.

3.3.3.: experimental groups would show increases in
fluency compared to control groups, i.e. descriptions
will contain more statements, as a result of

participation in the programme.

3.3.4.: experimental groups would tend to use more
positive than negative and neutral statements in their

descriptions post-test, compared to control groups.

3.3.5.: experimental groups would use fewer negative

statements in their descriptions than the control groups.

3.3.6.: there would be a positive correlation between

self-concept and person perception.
3.4. STATISTICAL METHOD

The research design of the examination of person
perception involved a 3 x 2 x 2 factorial design (i.e.
sessions (programmes) by race of subjects (white\black)
by groups (experimentall\control) and could be referred to
as a mixed factorial design as it is a partial within-
subjects design and includes between-subjects (Keppel
and Saufley, 1980). The basic statistical method used was
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Analysis of Variance (ANOVA). A Multivariate Analysis of
Variance (MANOVA) was also computed to provide further
information on interactions between the dependent and
independent variables, since more than one dependent
variable was included (Kerlinger, 1989). This was a
repeated measures design as the subjects each wrote six
descriptions (3 pretest and 3 post-test) so that
variations arising from differences between subjects were
reduced. Livesley and Bromley (1973) described this ANOVA
design with repeated measures that was used to examine

the effects of the main variable on:

the Piers-Harris scores

the fluency of statements

the number of central statements used
the number of peripheral statements used
the number of positive statements used
the number of negative statements used

the number of neutral statements used.

Pearson's product-moment correlation coefficients were
computed between each dependant variable in order to
clarify the relationship between the perception of others
and self-concept. These were calculated for the entire

sample pretest and the experimental and control groups.

These formed the statistical methods used to test the

significance of within and between subjects variables.
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CHAPTER 4.
RESULTS.

In this chapter summaries of the results of this study
which has investigated some aspects of social perception,
will be presented, including the changes pre- and post-
test between the experimental and control groups, and
briefly, further results of interest to the hypotheses of
this research. The reader is referred to Appendices D, E
and F for more complete analyses of data including
analyses of variance (ANOVA), means tables and a
correlation coefficient matrix. All other analyses are

available from the writer on request.
4.1. CHANGE IN RESPONSES BETWEEN PRETEST AND POST-TEST

The following tables are a summary of the data and
analyses relevant to the main independent variable (the
Sawubona Dialogue Programme) in this study. They
summarise the means, pre- and post-test of the
experimental and control groups, and the change means of
all the dependent variables relevant to self perception
and perception of others. Those results that are
statistically significant or nearing significance are

also noted and discussed below.
4.1.1. SELF PERCEPTION

Key for Tables 3, 4 and 5.

Exp : Experimental Group

Cont : Control Group

Periph : Peripheral Statements

Piers-H : Piers-Harris

S. D. : Standard Deviation

Signif : Level of significance

* : Statistically Significant - * p < 0,05
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Table 3. PERCEPTION OF SELF: Summary of the experimental

and control group means pre-and post-test; and change

score means, standard deviations and level of
significance.
PRETEST POST-TEST CHANGE SIGNIF
Measure Exp Control Exp Control Exp Exp Control Control Signif
Change S.D. change S.D.
Piers-H 63,348 60.236 64.976 64,266 -1.595 3.104 -3.741 4.319 .062
Fluency 9.381 8.378 9.400 8.500 -.230 5.248 0.000 3.544 .887
Periph 3.452 2.973 2.200 2.928 1.256 2.541 .115 2.320 .069
Central 5.928 5.405 7.200 5.571 -1.487 4.260 -.115 2.970 177
Positive 4.881 4,216 5.575 4.329 -.871 3.163 -.192 2.561 .391
Negative .452 . 756 .875 .607 L4617 1.603 .307 1.123 .039*
Neutral 4.023 3.405 2.925 3.500 1,102 2.807 -.115 2.422 .041%*

a) The ANOVA (appendix D) indicates that the difference
between the Piers-Harris means 1is not statistically
significant (F=3.620; p<0.062). The difference between
the means was nearing significance and showed an increase
in self-concept scores. However, the experimental group

indicated less change than the controls.

b) Negative and neutral attitude to self were the only
change effects which reached a level of statistical
significance (F=6.268, p<0.015; F=5.824, p<0.019)
according to ANOVAs (appendix D) computed for the change

scores for the experimental and control groups.

c) Both the means for peripheral and central statements,
although not statistically significant (F=3.421, p<0.069;
F=1.867, p<0.177), indicated a tendency to decrease on
the former and increase on the latter, in the

experimental group compared to the control (appendix D).
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4.1.2. PERCEPTION OF OTHERS

Table 4. PERCEPTION OF A BOY OF ANOTHER RACE: Summary of
experimental and control group means pre-and post-test;
and change means, standard deviations and level of

significance.

PRETEST POST-TEST CHANGE SIGNIF

Measure Exp Control Exp Control Exp Exp Control Control | Signif
Change S.D. change S.D.

Fluency 7.309 7.500 6.613 6.965 .690 2.503 0.708 3.085 .943
Periph 3.214 3.281 1.863 2.931 1.357 2.127 . 500 2.226 .075
Central 4,119 4.218 4,750 4.034 -.642 2.748 .208 2.377 111
Positive 2.982 3.343 4,068 2.965 -1.096 2.648 .250 1.939 .017%
Negative 1.500 . 906 .473 1.000 1.000 2.613 -.041 1.160 .154
Neutral 2.952 3.250 2.045 2.931 .881 1.837 .583 2.552 .730

a) The change scores of the boy of another race for the
experimental and control groups, indicated that the only
statistically significant change effects were positive
attitude (F=6.082, p<0.017; ANOVA: appendix D).

b) No other changes approached statistical significance
although there was a tendency for the peripheral
statements to decrease and the central statements to
increase, in the experimental group compared to the

control.
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Table 5. PERCEPTION OF A GIRL OF ANOTHER RACE: Summary of

experimental and control groups pre-and post-test; and

change means, standard deviations and level of
significance.
PRETEST POST-TEST CHANGE SIG F
Measure Exp Control Exp Control Exp Exp Control Control Signif
Change S.D. change S.D. of F

Fluency 6.561 6.866 5.454 7.160 1.073 2.787 0.333 3.744 .285
Periph 2.731 3.133 1,795 3.120 .878 2.099 . 381 1.532 .241
Central 3.829 3.766 3.65% 4,040 3.659 4.040 .195 2.389 .745
Positive 2.536 2.500 2,636 3.320 -.048 2.376 -.761 2.567 .294
Negative 1.097 . 866 . 545 . 960 . 561 1.566 .000 1.788 .199
Neutral 2,878 3.500 2.204 2.880 . 585 2.085 1.095 2.278 . 407

a) Analyses of variance computed for the change scores
for the experimental and control groups indicated that
there were no statistically significant change effects
for the perception of a girl of another race. (F=1.165,
p<0.285 (Fluency); F=1.401, p=0.241 (Peripheral);
F=.107, p<0.745 (Change); F=1.122, p<0.294 (Positive);
F=1.688, p<0.199 (Negative); F=.699, p<0.407 (Neutral);
appendix D).

b) No other changes approached statistical significance
although there was a tendency for the peripheral and
negative statements to decrease, in the experimental

group compared to the control.

In summary, factorial analysis of variance indicated that
none of the three main effects, session, race or
experimental \ control was statistically significant for
change pre- and post-test, other than for neutral and

negative attitudes to self.
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4.2. SELF PERCEPTION VARIABLES
The following summaries of tables of ANOVAs indicate
significant interactions or differences between the means

which are relevant to this study.

Table 6: ANOVA of PIERS-HARRIS PRETEST

Sum of Mean Signif
Source of Variation Squares DF Square F of F
Main Effects 799.032 4 199.758 3.326 .015
SESSION 96.017 2 48.009 .799 .454
RACE 499,005 1 499,005 8.308 .005%
E#C 129.151 1 129.151 2.150 .147

The ANOVA indicates a significant difference for the
Piers-Harris pretest for race. From the means table the
meané for black pupils were higher than those of the
white pupils of both experimental and control groups
(black = 65.8182 (Exp), 63.2500 (Control); white =
60.7619 (Exp), 58.0455 (Control); appendix E)

Table 7: ANOVA of SELF DESCRIPTION FLUENCY STATEMENTS:
PRETEST

Sum of Mean Signif

Source of Variation Squares DF Square F of F
Main Effects 350.908 4 87.727 5.421  .001
SESSION 128.847 2 64.423 3.981  .023*
RACE 147.745 1 147.745 9.130 .004%*
E#C 16.598 1 16.598 1.026  .315

The significant differences for session and race are
reflected in the means table (appendix E). This indicates
that the white pupils of both controls and experimentals
had higher means than the black pupils and that the first
session showed the lowest means on the number of
statements in the description of self (black = 7.3810
(Exp), 7.0 (Control); white = 11.3810 (Exp), 9.3182
(Control); 6.4 (Session 1). There were no significant

interactions.
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Table 8: ANOVA of SELF DESCRIPTION CENTRAL STATEMENTS
PRETEST

Sum of Mean Signif
Source of Variation Squares DF Square F of F
Main Effects 268,083 4 67.021 4.806 .002
SESSION 91.959 2 45,980 3.297 .043%
RACE 129.337 1 129.337 9.275 .003*

1

E#C 4.77 4.717 .338 .563

The significant differences for session and race
(significance levels - p<0.05; p<0.01) are reflected in
the means table (appendix E) which indicates that the
white pupils of both controls and experimentals had
higher means than the black pupils and that the first
session reflected the lowest means in the description of
self (black = 3.8571 (Exp), 4.4667 (Control); white =
8.0000 (Exp), 6.0455 (Control); 5.0 (Session 1). There

are no significant interactions.

Table 9: ANOVA of SELF DESCRIPTION POSITIVE ATTITUDE
STATEMENTS: PRETEST

Sum of Mean Signif

Source of Variation Squares DF Square F of F
Main Effects 99.878 4 24.970 3.360 .015
SESSION 39.542 2 19.771 2.660 .078
RACE 31.815 1 31.815 4,281 .043%
E#C 6.593 1 6.593 .887 .350

The ANOVA indicates a significant difference for positive
attitude statements pretest for race (significance level
- p<.05). From the means table (appendix E) the means for
white pupils were higher than those of the black pupils
of both experimental and control groups (black = 3.7143
(Exp), 3.7333 (Control); white = 6.0476 (Exp), 4.5455
(Control). There are no significant two- or three-way

interactions.
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Table 10: ANOVA of SELF DESCRIPTION NEUTRAL ATTITUDE
STATEMENTS: PRETEST

Sum of Mean Signif

Source of Variation Squares DF Square F of F
Main Effects 52.509 4 13.127 2.609 ,044
SESSION 14.207 2 7.104 1.412 .25
RACE 20.552 1 20,552 4,084 .048*
E#C 7.632 1 7.632 1.517 .223
2-way Interactions 101.372 5 20.274 4,029 .003
SESSION RACE 97.944 2 48.972 9.733  .000%
SESSION E#C 3.478 2 1.739 .346  .709
RACE E#C .325 1 .325 .065 .800

The significant differences for race (significance level
- p<0.01) are reflected in the means table (appendix“E)
which indicates that the white pupils of both controls
and experimentals had higher means than the black pupils
of neutral attitude statements in the description of self
pretest (black = 3.3810 (Exp), 2.6667 (Control); white =
4.6667 (Exp), 3.9091 (Control). There is a significant

two-way interaction between session and race.
4.2.1. BETWEEN- AND WITHIN-SUBJECTS EFFECTS

The following Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA)
indicates the between- and within-subjects effects for
the factors Session, Race and Experimental \ Control by

Piers-Harris pre- and post-test.

Table 11: MANOVA: Between-subjects effects

Tests of Significance for T1 using UNIQUE sums of squares

Source of Variation SS DF MS F Sig of F

WITHIN CELLS 6263.99 59 106.17

CONSTANT 187818.23 1 187818.23  1769.04 .000

SESSION 577.78 2 288.89 2.72 .074

RACE 1416.75 1 1416.75 13.34 .0071*
E#C 230.88 1 230.88 2.17 . 146

SESSION BY RACE 447.06 2 223.53 2.1 A3

SESSION BY E#C 603.27 2 301.63 2.84 . 066

RACE BY E#C 453.58 1 453.58 4,27 .043*
SESSION BY RACE BY E 638.80 1 638.80 6.02 L017%
#C
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Table 12: MANOVA: Within-subjects effects

Tests of Significance for T2 using UNIQUE sums of squares

Source of Variation SS DF MS F Sig of F

WITHIN CELLS 346.38 59 5.87

PIERS 31.27 1 31.27 5.33 . 025%
SESSION BY PIERS 41,74 2 20.87 3.55 .035%
RACE BY PIERS .45 1 .45 .08 .782

E#C BY PIERS .71 1 .71 .12 .729

SESSION BY RACE BY P 5.99 2 2.99 .51 .603

IERS

SESSION BY E#C BY PI 26.05 2 13.02 2.22 .118

ERS

RACE BY E#C BY PIERS .00 1 .00 .00 .985

SESSION BY RACE BY E .16 1 .16 .03 .871

#C BY PIERS

a) The MANOVA of between-subjects effects indicates that
there are significant interactions between the Piers-
(p <0.001)
interactions between race and experimental \ control (p
<0.05) and three way interactions of session by race by
experimental\ control (p < .05).

b) According to the MANOVA of within-subjects effects the

only statistically significant interaction is session by

Harris and race and significant two way

Piers-Harris (p <0.05).

4.3. PERCEPTION OF OTHERS VARIABLES

The summarised ANOVA table indicates the

significant interactions or differences between the means

following

in the perception of others which are relevant to this

study.

Table 13: ANOVA of BOY DESCRIPTION CENTRAL STATEMENTS: PRETEST

Sum of Mean Signif

Source of Variation Squares DF Square F of F
Main Effects 62.553 4 15.638 2.538 .050
SESSION 9.059 2 4,529 .735 .484
RACE 44,134 1 44,134 7.161 .010%
E#C 2.671 1 2.671 .433  .513

A significant difference for race is indicated by the
ANOVA in the description of a boy of another race for
central statements pretest. The means table (appendix E)
indicates that the means for white pupils are higher tﬁan
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those of the black pupils (black = 2.9048 (Exp), 4.2667
(Control); white = 5.3333 (Exp), 4.1765 (Control). There

are no significant two- or three-way interactions.

No further significant variances or interactions were
noted for the perception of others, with the exception of

some minor trends irrelevant to this investigation.

4.4. CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SELF-CONCEPT AND OTHER
PERCEPTION

The reader is referred to the Pearson product-moment
correlation coefficient matrix (appendix F) for analyses

other than those quoted below.

a) There were no positive significant correlations
between the Piers-Harris and the self description
statements. However, Negative attitude towards the self
and the Piers-Harris indicated a significant negative
correlation of -.3446 (p = .001).

b) Positive significant correlation coefficients were not
observed between the Piers-Harris and the statements in

the descriptions of a boy or a girl (appendix F).

c) Positive and significant correlations at the p <.000
level (appendix F), were computed between the self and
boy descriptions; and boy and girl descriptions, for
fluency, peripheral and central statements. The
correlations between self and the girl descriptions were
positive for the central statements only (.6440,

significant at p < .000 level).

d) The correlation between the SEI and the Piers-Harris

was .6356 (p = .018) for 11 subjects.
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e) Positive correlations were computed for self
descriptions between fluency and central statements
(.8848, p = .000) and fluency and positive attitude
(.7561, p = .000); and between central statements and
positive attitude (.8740, p = .000).

This concludes the report of the results of the

statistical analysis of the data. These will be discussed

and recommendations suggested in the final chapter.
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CHAPTER 5.
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

This study has focused on the effects on stereotyping of
participation in the Sawubona Dialogue Programme, by
measuring changes in the perception of others and self.
Only the analysis of the data relevant to this and to the
research hypotheses will be discussed in detail, althoﬁgh
there will be a brief discussion of other relevant
findings. The results will be examined in relation to the
theoretical framework in order to clarify the factors and
conditions which have implications for change. The
limitations of this study will be considered and
recommendations for future research in this area will be

suggested. Finally, conclusions will be drawn.
5.1. RESULTS IN TERMS OF THE RESEARCH HYPOTHESES

The major hypothesised effects between the Sawubona
Dialogue Programme and person perception were not
observed. These and other results in relation to the
research hypotheses set out in Chapter 3 are discussed

below:

as a result of participation in the Sawubona Dialogue

Programme:

HYPOTHESIS 3.3.1.: experimental groups would tend to show
more individuated impression formation, compared with the
control groups i.e. experimental groups would have more
central than peripheral statements in their descriptions

post-test than control groups.

a) The analysis of between-subjects effects indicated
that no relation of significance exists between the main
independent variable and the dependant variables.

However, the change means for peripheral statements in
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the descriptions of both a boy and a girl of another
race, although not statistically significant (F=3.289,
p<0.075; and F=1.401, p<0.241; ANOVAs, appendix D),
indicated as predicted a tendency to decrease in the

experimental groups compared to the controls.

b) There was a tendency, again not statistically
significant, for the central statements to increase in
the descriptions of a boy in the experimental groups
(F=2.615, p<0.111; ANOVA, appendix D), but this was not
observed in the description of a girl (F=.107, p<0.745;
ANOVAs, appendix D).

It is assumed that this difference reflects the fact that
contact was with boys only during the Dialogue Programme
and supports the evidence of increased central and fewer
peripheral statements in descriptions when the stimulus
person is more familiar to the subjects. Other results
from the description of a girl compared to those of the
description of a boy provide further evidence for this
assumption. These findings support the research of
Epstein and Feist (1988) who concluded that. there is a
positive relation between self and other evaluation
(Epstein, 1973, 1991; Kelly, 1955) which is moderated by
the extent to which the perceiver identifies with the
others. Their study demonstrated that boys identified
more strongly with other boys and rated them more

favourably than girls.

This observed trend supports the findings of Basson
(1974), Livesley and Bromley (1973) and Prentice (1990):
that a greater number of central, or psychological
statements will be produced and peripheral statements
(those describing external qualities) will decrease, as
a result of liking (or being more familiar with) rather
than disliking stimulus individuals. It also suggests

limited support for more individuated impression
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formation having taken place as a result of participation

in the Sawubona programme.

HYPOTHESIS 3.3.2.: experimental groups would show
significant increases on the post-test measures of self-

concept compared with the control groups.

a) The difference between the Piers-Harris means change
scores for the experimental group compared to the
controls, is not statistically significant (F=3.620,
P<0.062; ANOVA, appendix D). The change means were
nearing significance and reflected an increase in self-
concept scores. However, the experimental group indicated
less change than the controls (Table 5, p.52).

The most obvious explanation of the failure of this
measure to reveal significant differences is that the
intervention was not sufficiently powerful for these
effects to be observed, or that the intervention was too
brief and thus had very little impact (Devine, 1989;
Harter, 1990; Piers, 1984).

The reason for the upward trend in the scores on the
Piers-Harris for all participants is not clear. As
discussed previously (Section 2.3.3.), the literature
claims that self conceptions are extremely stable and
resistant to change (Andersen, 1987); conversely there is
much research evidence that the self-concept is malleable
and easily changed (Markus and Wurf, 1987; Piers, 1984;
Tesser and Campbell, 1983).

Authors such as Markus and Kunda (1986) posit that there
is both malleability and stability in the self-concept.
Stability is usually observed for general descriptions of
the self and malleability occurs in the working self-
concept because of its social nature (discussed in
section 2.3.3). These authors suggest that this
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malleability will be fairly subtle and many self-concept
measures will not reflect this change. This will be so
especially if the measures assume that the self-concept
is a static structure and are not adequate for revealing
how the individual adjusts the working self-concept in
response to the social situation. Although Piers (1984)
claims to accept the dynamic, multifaceted nature of the
self-concept, the Piers-Harris instrument has been
criticised for measuring a general self-concept and a
"relatively stable' (Piers, 1984) set of self-attitudes
(Harter, 1986; Marsh, 1986; Marsh and Shavelson, 1985;
Wylie, 1989) (See section 3.3.3).

In spite of being a fairly gross measure of apparently
subtle change, the Piers-Harris has reflected what would
seem to be responses of the working self-concepts of all
the participants to the social situation (Fiske and Von
Hendy, 1992; Markus and Kunda, 1986). However, since the
Piers-Harris measures only a global self-concept and not
the working self-concept, only very tentative suggestions
as to the factors in operation can be made. A possible
explanation for the increase in self-concept scores on
the Piers-Harris for all subjects, is that this occurred
as the result of the interaction of a number of factors
in the social situation, such as change in the
geopolitical balance, optimism in the country generally
and which subjects were responding to and so contributing
to their more favourable views of themselves (Duckitt and
Foster, 1991; Thiele, 1991). As the scores of the
experimental group reflected less of an increase than
those of the controls, the suggestion that the
intervention was not powerful enough to influence self-
concept scores is supported. However, a tentative
explanation for the smaller increases in the scores of
the experimental group could be, as some research has
indicated (Markus, 1990), that participants had become
more realistic in their assessments of themselves or that
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the public selves were responding to evaluations from
important others (e.g.Baumeister and Tice, 1986; Breckler
and Greenwald, 1985; Leippe, 1991), as the result of the

intervention.

A related issue is concerned with the significant
difference for race on the Piers-Harris measures and
significant two-way interactions between race and
experimental\control (p<0.05) indicated by  ANOVA
(appendix D), means table (appendix E) and MANOVA (Table
11, p.55); where the means for black pupils for all
subjects were higher than for whites. This finding
supports research evidence which suggests that self-
concept scores are generally higher for blacks compared
with whites (e.g. Burns, 1982; Edwards, 1984; Howcroft,
1990; Wylie, 1979).

Explanations for this difference reviewed by Howcroft
(1990) are that this is one of the possible effects of
the Black Consciousness Movement, that blacks may blame
society rather than themselves for lack of personal
success, and that there is the possibility of
"inauthentic'" self-esteem among black students which is
maintained through defence mechanisms in order to
maintain positive self feelings. Although this study has
not focused on cross-cultural issues, some of the
research in that field is relevant to this discussion.
According to this perspective, the views of self,-of
others and the interdependence of the two differ among
cultures, so that some stress an independent view of the
self (e.g. most Western cultures), whilst others stress
an interdependent view, such as the Chinese, Japanese and
Africans (Markus and Kitayama, 1991). Triandis (1989)
refers to collectivistic cultures and the private, public
and collective self (Breckler and Greenwald, 1985;
Trafimow, Triandis and Goto, 1991; Triandis, Bontempo, et
al., 1990). This suggests that black subjects possibly
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assessed themselves in relation to the collective self
and so reflect a higher self-concept score than the white

subjects who have an independent view of the self.

c) When comparing the data on the free descriptions of
self, the ANOVAs (appendix D) indicate that the only
change effects which were statistically significant at
the p<0.05 level, were negative and neutral attitude to
self statements. However, although the neutral attitudes
to self statements decreased, there was an increase in
the negative attitude statements contrary to the
predicted decrease. Again, these results suggest that as
a result of the intervention, the experimental group was
possibly responding in a more realistic way in their
perception of themselves and therefore using both more
negative (an increase of 5%) and more positive statements
(increased by 9%) rather than neutral statements

(decreased by 12%), (Burns, 1982).

d) Both the means for peripheral and central statements,
although not statistically significant, indicated a
tendency to decrease on the former (F=3.421, p<0.069) and
showed an increase on the latter (F=1.867, p<0.177), as
predicted. Positive statements showed a similar trend, as

predicted (F=.747, p<0.391; appendix D).

In summary, the hypothesis is not supported. Although
there is an increase on the Piers-Harris measures, this
is not statistically significant and the increase was
true for all subjects, not only the experimental group as
predicted. Furthermore, the no-treatment control group
reflected a greater positive change than the
experimentals. The free self description change scores
are also not statistically significant, but the data show
some trends in support of previous findings by Basson
(1974), Livesley and Bromley (1973) and Prentice (1990).
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The reason posited for the failure of the results to
support the hypothesis is that the Sawubona Dialogue
Programme was not sufficiently powerful, or was too brief
to reveal significant differences or effects and that it
was also not directed specifically at change in self-

concept. (See section 5.2. for further discussion).

HYPOTHESIS 3.3.3.: experimental groups would show
increases in fluency compared to control groups, i.e.
descriptions will contain more statements, as a result of

participation in the programme.

The hypothesised effect was not supported. There is no
evidence of increases in fluency in the statements in the
self or other descriptions of any of the subjects, and no
tendencies towards significance as the result of the

intervention (Tables 3,4,5; appendix D).

This result is contrary to the findings of Livesley and
Bromley (1973) and Basson (1974) who demonstrated that
there was an.increase of interaction and therefore mére
information with 1liked individuals or more familiar
individuals (Prentice, 1990; Sande, Goethals and Radloff,
1988). A possible interpretation for this lack of support
for previous research, is again that the intervention

failed to have sufficient impact to show any changes.

Another relevant factor might have been that a time limit
of 4 minutes per description, as suggested by Livesley
and Bromley (1973) and McGuire and McGuire (1989) was
imposed, so that the number of statements was restricted
and therefore no increases for any subjects occurred.
This interpretation is in some measure supported by the
finding that all white subjects had significantly higher
means on fluency and central statements than the black
subjects, suggesting that the black pupils would have had

some difficulties with expressing themselves in English
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and so might have written the minimum number of

statements on both pre- and post-test (appendix E).

HYPOTHESIS 3.3.4.: experimental groups would tend to use
more positive statements than negative and neutral
statements in their descriptions post-test, compared to

control groups.

a) Positive attitude towards a boy of another race was
the only change effect which reached a level of
statistical significance (F=6.082, p<0.017; appendix D)
for the experimental and contrel groups. This is an
expected result and suggests that the intervention was
effective in changing the attitude of the experimental
groups, so that there was a more favourable response

after contact with boys of another race.

b) There were no statistically significant change effects
for the perception of a girl of another race on these
variables and only a slight tendency for a decrease in
the means of negative statements (Table 5, p.52: F=1.688,
p<0.199; ANOVA appendix D). The difference between the
boy and girl descriptions is assumed to be for the same
reason as previously discussed (see hypothesis 3.3.1.),
and that the reverse effects would occur for the

Programmes in which girls only were the participants.

¢) Self description positive statement means (Table 3,
p.50) showed a tendency to increase, as predicted
(F=.747, p<0.391; appendix D). However, although means
of the neutral attitudes to self statements decreased,
there was an increase on the means in the negative
attitude statements contrary to the predicted decrease
(reasons for these results have been posited above, see
hypothesis 3.3.2.). There was a significant difference
for the positive and neutral statement means of white and
black subjects on the pretest, with white subjects
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scoring significantly higher (Tables, 9,10, pp.54,55).
The reason for this discrepancy compared to the reverse
finding of higher self-concept scores for blacks is not
clear, although it is supported by the lack of
correlation between positive attitudes and the Piers-

Harris (appendix F).

Although these results have failed to support the
hypothesis and they are contradictory, there 1is
nevertheless a tendency for more positive statements to
be used by the experimental group (experimental mean =

4.0932; control mean = 3.5595) than negative
(experimental mean = .6313; control mean = .8826) and
neutral (experimental mean = 2.3250; control mean =

3.1036). This suggests that, generally, experimental
groups were tending to hold more favourable attitudes in
their perception of self and others as a result of the

intervention.

HYPOTHESIS 3.3.5.: experimental groups would use fewer
negative statements in their descriptions than the

control groups.

a) Negative attitude to self is the only change effect
which reached a level of statistical significance
(F=6.268, p<0.015; appendix D) in the experimental and
control group descriptions. However, the change was the
opposite of the predicted direction. The increase in the
number of statements reflecting a negative attitude to
the self could be consistent with the smaller increase.in
the self-concept scores for the experimental group.
Similarly, a possible explanation is that, as a result of
the intervention, the attitudes of the experimental group
reflected a more realistic or negative view of themselves
and therefore the number of negative statements
increased. However, this will need to be verified with

further refined investigation.
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Research which supports the above explanation 1is
discussed by Markus (1990) in a review which includes the
potential positive effects of negative thoughts. She
writes that many researchers are currently concerned with
investigating positive and negative states of mind. The
findings suggest that negative self-schemas assist
individuals to cope with the negative experiences in
their lives so that the self-concept is not entirely
swamped; a balance between the positive and negative in
self-conceptions is the most beneficial for psychological
adaptation (Cantor and Kihlstrom, 1989; Oyserman and
Markus, 1989). From this perspective it would seem that
the increase in negative self attitude statements
possibly reflects an attempt to maintain the self-
concept. This view is supported by research evidence that
white students tend to view themselves in the poorest
light while blacks tend to have a more favourable

perception of their own group (Edwards, 1984).

b) Although change means of the other negative attitude
scores (Tables 4,5, pp.51,52) were not statistically
significant there was generally a reduction of the means,
thus giving some limited support to the hypothesis that
fewer negative statements would be wused by the

experimental groups as a result of the programme.

HYPOTHESIS 3.3.6.: there would be a positive correlation

between self-concept and perception of others.

a) The predicted positive significant correlation
coefficients were not observed between the Piers-Harris
and the statements in the descriptions of self, a boy or
a girl (appendix F). This suggests that the dependent
variables were not measuring the same construct, which
will be elaborated on below. Negative attitude towards
the self and the Piers-Harris indicated a significant
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negative correlation of -.3446 (p = .001), which is

consistent with expectations.

b) The correlations between the self and Dboy
descriptions; and boy and girl descriptions for fluency,
peripheral and central statements, were positive and
significant at the p<.000 level (appendix F). The
correlations between self and the girl descriptions were
positive for the central statements only (.6440,

significant at p<.000 level).

c) The correlation between the SEI and the Piers-Harris
was .6356 (p = .018) for 11 subjects, which is a small
sample, but nevertheless supports the findings of other
research (e.g. Burns, 1979; Piers, 1984; Wylie, 1989).

The hypothesis of a positive correlation between self-
concept as measured by the Piers-Harris, and self or
other perception as measured by the free descriptions, is
not supported in this study. However, self-concept,
showed a positive relationship as reflected by the
responses on the self descriptions and perception of
others by the responses in the descriptions of a boy and
a girl. A possible reason for this discrepancy is that
the instruments are measuring different constructs i.e.
the global self-concept of the Piers-Harris compared'to
a more multidimensional self-concept of the free

descriptions.

To elaborate on this, if the Piers-Harris and the free
descriptions are measuring different constructs, e.q.
stable self-concept and the working self-concept, then
there should not be a correlation between the two
measures. However, it should be possible to demonstrate
a relationship between the dependant variables for self
and other on the free descriptions. As predicted there

was no correlation between the Piers-Harris and the free

69



descriptions. The correlations between the self and boy
descriptions; and boy and girl descriptions for fluency,
peripheral and central statements, were positive and
significant at the p<.000 1level (appendix F). The
correlations between self and the girl were positive for
the central statements only (.6440, significant at p<.000
level). In sum, a relationship can be observed between
self-concept and perception of others on the free
descriptions of self and others but not on the Piers-
Harris. An explanation for this is that it is likely that
they are measuring different aspects of the self-concept.

5.1.1.SUMMARY OF RESULTS

To summarise the discussion of the results of this study
in relation to the main independent variable: there are
no statistically significant results that support the
hypotheses. There is little difference in the between-
subjects variance, so the assumption must be that the
independent variable, Sawubona Dialogue Programme, has
not operated or that the effects are too weak to be
statistically noticed. However, there are some trends
which can be observed and support previous research
findings of Basson (1974), Livesley and Bromley (1973)
and Prentice (1990); notably that central and positive
statements tended to increase, while negative, neutral
and peripheral statements tended to decrease in the
experimental groups when describing self or a boy rather
than a girl. These tendencies suggest that stereotyping
had decreased. There was some evidence of a relationship
between self-concept and the perception of others (on
some dependent variables) in this study. Self-concept
scores increased for all subjects, but showed less
increase in the experimental groups, suggesting a more
realistic assessment of self as a result. These tentative
trends suggest that less category-based impression

formation had taken place and more positive attitudes
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were evident, as the result of participation in the

Sawubona Dialogue Programme.

5.2. RESULTS IN TERMS OF THE THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

The following discussion will focus on the implications
of the results in terms of the theoretical framework and
examine reasons for the failure of the Sawubona Dialogue
Programme to show statistically significant results, and
consider causes for the trends which have been

identified.

In their review of research on '"change'" programmes Amir
and Ben-Ari (1989), suggest that the amount of work done
is impressive but are critical of the scientific quality
and sophistication of these programmes. Few have clearly
defined their objectives or theoretical basis and tend to
use a ''cookbook'" approach. Sawubona staff consulted
various sources in making decisions about the format for
their Programme, but there was little cohesion in the
theories they adopted and their concern was far more with
ideological than theoretical issues. Another factor
related to this, was that neither of the staff members
reponsible for the Programme was formally trained in any
sphere that was relevant to this kind of intervention
e.g. a large proportion of the '"Dialogue' was didactic
instructing by the staff, rather than discussion. These
could be seen as important factors in the Programme's
lack of power and impact. As an evaluation of the
Dialogue Programme has been completed (Ferguson, 1992)
and is not the focus of the present study, this will not
be elaborated. However, one other serious drawback of the
Programme which needs to be mentioned is the brevity of
the intervention and lack of frequency of contact over
time. Most researchers suggest that time pressures or
constraints are factors that could seriously 1limit the
effects of an intervention (Brewer, 1988; Devine, 1989;
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Fiske and Neuberg, 1989; Groenewald, 1990; Harter, 1990;
Mynhardt and du Toit, 1991; Piers, 1984). Even though
some research (e.g. Desforges, Lord, Ramsey, et al.,
1991) claims that other factors rather than time are of
importance, a programme which is of 2 days' duration,
contrasted with for example, Outward Bound which extended
over 26 days, will probably not have the expected impact
(Marsh, Richards and Barnes, 1986).

5.2.1. IMPRESSION FORMATION

The theory of impression formation which informs this
study (discussed in Chapter 2), posits that individuals
can form impressions of others by relying more on the
social stereotype of their group and making adjustments
to that stereotype, or by relying more on individuating
information. The final impression is somewhere along a
continuum ranging from category-based to primarily

individuating processes (Fiske and Neuberg, 1990).

According to the continuum model (Fiske and Neuberg,
1990), category-based processes will have priority over
more individuating processes in impression formation and
rapid initial categorisation will take place based
usually on obvious physical cues. Race, a conspicuous
labelling feature, is a category which 1is probably
chronically accessible, or permanently primed (Brewer,
1987; Devine, 1989; Fiske, 1990). Therefore, it 1is
assumed that the automatically accessible social
stereotypes for race would have been activated for the
black and white subjects in this study and more
individuated information processing would not have

occurred initially.

Attention is an important and necessary aspect of
impression formation if further attribute-based

processing is to take place (Fiske and Neuberg, 1990). As
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the majority of the subjects of the Dialogue Programme
were volunteers, it can be assumed that the targets were
relevant and interesting to the perceivers and that
therefore further attention would be given to those
targets thus allowing for possibly more individuated

impression formation to take place.

The continuum model proposes that more individuated
information processing is likely to occur if the
attributes of the targets are perceived as inconsistent
with the category ascribed to the target (Fiske and
Neuberg, 1989; 1990). The Dialogue Programme, provided
some circumstances in which the black participants
particularly could possibly disconfirm the negative
stereotypes held of them. For example, the participants
were taken to the townships and involved in community
projects where blacks would have felt more at ease and
informal activities such as soccer were encouraged in
which the black pupils could achieve. Related to this
issue is that both cooperation and competition have been
found to encourage more accurate impression formation in
some circumstances (e.g. Desforges, Lord, Ramsey, et al.,
1991; Gaertner, Mann, Dovidio, et al., 1990; Ruscher and
Fiske, 1990). Both were promoted during the Programme.
These could be some of the reasons for the less category-
based information processing that was suggested by the

results.

The model proposes that the perceiver's motivation, and
particularly the perceived interdependence structure is
an important consideration in impression formation,
whether category- or attribute-based. Motivation for
these subjects was possibly by a third party, which was
likely to have been the Sawubona staff, school
authorities who were closely involved with the pupils and
peers who knew that these pupils were representing their
schools. It can also be assumed that they were motivated
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by internalised values and were committed to racial
integration, otherwise they would not have volunteered
for the Programme. The briefing sessions would also have
primed these personal values. Subjects therefore would
have been self-motivating to interact with others so that
expectancies were not confirmed and they would be more
accurate in their impression formation (Katz and Hass,
1988). Whether they were motivated by the targets is not
known but unlikely initially. Although the focus of this
study was not on motivation, an investigation of
subjects' goals as part of the research might have been
fruitful.

5.2.2. IMPLICATIONS FOR CHANGE AND CONTROL OF THE EFFECTS
OF CATEGORISATION AND STEREQOTYPING

Most current research accepts that stereotypes are
difficult to change (Brewer, 1988; Devine, 1989; Fiske
and Neuberg, 1989; Hewstone, 1989). Many ''change
programmes'' and intervention strategies (relevant
research was discussed in Chapter 2) have been proposed
and used with mostly minimal success, as mentioned
earlier (2mir and Ben-Ari, 1989), so that in considering
the design of intervention strategies a firm theoretical
base is of great importance. Fiske and Neuberg's (1990)
theory which specifies how category-based and
individuating processes operate and the conditions under
which each is likely to occur, is one framework that can
inform such interventions (others which are similar
include, Brewer, 1988; Devine, 1989; Hewstone, 1989).

Fiske and Neuberg (1989), in contrast to those
researchers who attempt to alter the stereotype by
changing its content, claim that it is easier to change
the temporary goals of perceivers rather than their
stereotypes and prejudice. Targets must be perceived as

category inconsistent, but mcre importantly, perceivers
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must be motivated to attend to this inconsistent
information and interpret it in an unbiased manner. The
implications of their theory for the design of
intervention strategies are that interventions must
provide a perceiver with the goal of impression accuracy
and a context in which attainment of this goal is
possible. This includes lack of time pressure (Brewér,
1988; Devine, 1989).

If, as the trends from the results suggest, the
experimental groups were moving towards more individuated
categorisation, it is relevant to question where their
responses fell on the continuum and raises the issue of
generalisation effects. The quality of these responses,
presumed to be recategorisation, was not measured and the
follow-up measures, which could have indicated whether
intervention effects had remained stable, were not able
to be carried out, with the exception of 11 subjects from
one white school, as discussed in the introduction. The
size of this sample is not large enough for any
conclusions to be drawn, but an inspection of the data
suggests inconsistent results, with some means supporting
the speculation that generalisation had not occured e.qg.
central statements for self description, for that
experimental group ranging from 8.000 (pretest); to
8.9000 (post-test); to 4.4300 (follow-up). These
limitations and shortcomings will be discussed further
below (section 5.3.2.1).

5.2.2.1. GENERALISATION

It is possible, as increasing research evidence has
suggested, that the subjects were using subtypes which
constitute the basic-level categories that perceivers
habitually use (Fiske, 1993). One implication of
subtyping is that individuals who do not confirm a global
stereotype can be '"fenced off" (Allport, 1954) leaving
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the overall stereotype intact (Rothbart and Lewis, 1988).
This has implications for interventions such as
Sawubona's Dialogue Programme, in that it is unlikely
that there will be a generalisation effect. Hewstone's
(1989) review of this research concludes that typicality
of the out-group member is crucial to overcome subtyping
and for generalisation to occur. It is likely that these
subjects would not have been regarded as typical,

especially over such a short contact period.

Desforges, Lord, Ramsey, et al.(1991) claim that, even
when all conditions for the contact hypothesis are met,
there is 1little research evidence that contact will
normally elicit more positive attitudes towards the group
as a whole. From their research they concluded that
structured contact in a cooperative interaction resulted
in more positive effects, which generalised to more
positive attitudes towards the group. They proposed that
generalisation is more 1likely to occur after an
adjustment stage if the specific person is liked more
than expected but is still associated with his larger
social group. Adjustment presumably maintains a tighter
cognitive association between the specific member and his
or her social group than does individuation (Gaertner,

Mann, Dovidio, Murrell and Pomare, 1990).

Desforges, Lord, Ramsey, et al.(1991) suggest that
quality rather than quantity is important to achieve
generalisation. Studies usually involve contact with more
than one member of the negatively stereotyped group and
it is possible that even 1 person in 10 who completely
confirms the stereotype is sufficient to leave it intact.
The addition of a script may be a necessary condition to
be added to the contact hypothesis, as this can ensure
structured opportunities for subjects to learn about the
objects of their negative stereotypes and so overcome
these stereotypes. Although many of the activities
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organised by Sawubona were structured, there was no
formal script for cooperation. It is also not unlikely
that at least one of the members of the other group
confirmed the stereotype so that less attribute-based
impression formation took place. This also supports the
assumption that subjects were likely to use subtyping and

so retain the overall stereotypes.

Although the Sawubona Dialogue Programme failed to have
a significant impact, the analysis of the data indicated
trends towards less stereotypical or category-based
impression formation. This suggests that the Programme
was possibly providing some of the necessary
circumstances for change to be effective, but was not
powerful enough. Whether these trends towards more
individuated impression formation remained stable and

were generalised or not is uncertain but not probable.
5.2.3. THE ROLE OF THE SELF-CONCEPT IN PERSON PERCEPTION

This study examines the view that there should be a
relationship between how an individual perceives himself
and how he forms impressions of others and that the
entire person perception process can be influenced by the
self-concept. There are some indications in this research
of a relationship between self perception and the
perception of others on certain dependent variables. The
lack of strong evidence for this is assumed to be related
to construct validity in the measurement instruments, in
that, since there were no positive correlations between
the Piers-Harris and the self descriptions, they were not

measuring the same construct.

However, the positive correlations for self and others on
the free description measures tentatively support the
literature that claims that the way we perceive ourselves

will influence the way we perceive others (e.g. Baldwin,
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1992; Markus and Wurf, 1987; Tice, 1992) and that self-
concept is central to the organisation of information
about other people (Basson, 1974; Prentice, 1990).

5.3. LIMITATIONS OF THIS STUDY

Factors that need to be considered when interpreting the
results of this study are mainly related to research
methodology and particularly measurement and the
instruments used. The failure to produce significant
effects of the main independent variable is discussed in

terms of these limitations.
5.3.17. THE SAMPLE

Kerlinger (1986) writes ''Because such control is not
always possible in much psychoclogical, sociological, and
educational research, should we then give up research
entirely? By no means" (p.299). He proposes that a
compromise research design 1is often necessary and
acceptable in such circumstances. A compromise has been
necessary in this study, in that the sample was fixed by
the schools in consultation with the Sawubona staff and
the researcher had no control over selection of
experimental or control groups. These should ideally have
been randomised in order to prevent systematic biasing by
nuisance variables (Keppel and Saufley, 1980). However,
an attempt was made to ensure that the control groups
were drawn from similar populations i.e. the same classes
as the experimental groups (Kerlinger, 1986). Although
the subjects were drawn from six different schools
representing a cross section of social and economic
strata there was no strict control over these variables
either. Subjects possibly represented specific
populations and did not include for example, rural
schools, nor students from other races or language

groups. The pupils, especially the experimental group,
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were mostly volunteers so that self selection was
operating and could mean that the sample was biased and
represented only those who were already interested in
integration with members of other race groups. The sample
size should ideally have been larger, since, when the
number of subjects is small, the probable error is
typically small relative to the size of the likely effect
and could be a reason for the failure to show change
(Marsh, Richards and Barnes, 1986). For this reason,
ideally the significance levels should be p < .01 instead
of p < .05. These limitations need to be kept in mind

when interpreting the results of this study.
5.3.2. MEASUREMENT
5.3.2.1. FOLLOW-UP MEASURES

As mentioned previously, the imposed cancellation of the
majority of the follow-up measures is a limitation of
this research, in that stability of results over time
could not be verified and assumptions about
generalisation could not be confirmed. Follow-up was
intended for completion at the end of the year (1991).
However, the black schools closed earlier than
anticipated in order to avoid politically motivated
unrest so that those subjects were not available, and
most of the white schools were involved with year-end
examinations so that they too were unavailable. Only—11
subjects finally completed the follow-up assessments,
which 1is too small a sample from which to draw any
significant conclusions. These data therefore have not
been taken into account in the statistical analysis
although some very tentative trends are considered in

previous discussion (section 5.2.2).
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5.3.2.2. RACIAL ATTITUDES INSTRUMENT

A more serious shortcoming is the omission of some form
of more direct assessment of racial attitudes. Various
alternatives were investigated when measures were being
selected, and the Subtle Racism Scale (Duckitt, 1990),
was considered to be the most feasible (see 3.2.).
Unfortunately it was not published until late in the year
when the students were no longer available and so was pot
used. Duckitt (1991; 1993) claims that obvious and
transparent measures of racism no longer adequately
reflect racial prejudice. He therefore developed the
Subtle Racism Scale which 1is more indirect in its
assessment of anti-black racial prejudice, with high
validity and reliability compared to other traditional
prejudice scales (Duckitt, 1993). The advantage of the
additional information from a scale of prejudiced
attitudes needs also to be weighed in relation to the
disadvantages. The latter are that it is assessing anti-
black racial prejudice whereas the focus of this research
is on stereotypes in impression formation of both black
and white subjects. Although the scale purports to be a
subtle measure of racial prejudice, this is only relative
to other similar measures and is 1likely still to be

contaminated by response set.

Considering the importance of the non-reactive approach,
particularly in this type of assessment, it is
recommended that other possibilities for future research
should also be considered e.g. Wrightsman's Philosophy of
Human Nature Scale, modified for use in South Africa
(cited in Edwards, 1984), which can be used to measure
the perception of other race groups "in the context of

normal social interaction'" (Edwards, 1984).
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5.3.2.3. SELF PERCEPTION MEASURES

Another limitation in this investigation is related to
the issue of construct validity of the Piers-Harris and
the Free Descriptions as measures of self-concept. In
retrospect, the use of the Piers-Harris global self-
concept score in this study (see Chapter 5, hypothesis
3.3.2.), 1is a 1limitation, in that it ignores the
multifaceted nature of the self-concept and is not fine
grained enough to measure the working self-concept.
Although cluster scales could have been calculated to
possibly provide additional information about specific
dimensions, Wylie (1989) in her review reports that there
is item overlap between clusters; that the credibility of
the factors has yet to be established; that the Piers-
Harris is more unidimensional than multidimensional; and
that discriminant validity is doubtful. The implications
are that computing the cluster scales would not have
provided additional worthwhile information for the

purposes of this study.

Marsh, Richards and Barnes (1986) suggest that
intervention research rarely demonstrates systematic
changes in self-concept if the multidimensional nature of
the self-concept is ignored. By wusing the Self-
Description Questionnaire III, which claims to measure
multiple dimensions of the self-concept, these authors
were able to demonstrate that significant changes had
taken place as the result of an intervention. This scale
or others e.g. those being developed by Markus and Nurius
assessing possible selves and considering motivation in
relation to the self-concept (cited in Wylie, 1989) and
which focus on the multidimensional approach, could be
considered as an alternative for further research, rather
than the Piers-Harris or the SEI (Harter, 1986).
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Construct wvalidity is also an unresolved issue which
needs further investigation with regard to the free
description measures (Wylie, 1989; 1974). Wylie (1989)
warns that although it appears that this kind of approach
is intuitively one that will produce valuable information
about self views, "it is more complex than it seems', and
one needs to interpret results cautiously because of ''the
particular threats to construct validity that
characterise this approach'" (p.5). As yet there has not
been sufficient information available to evaluate the
coding systems psychometrically e.g. Livesley and

Bromley's (cited in Wylie, Ibid.).

Other limitations are concerned with the theory which
informs this study, in that a specific aspect of self and
other perception in relation to stereotyping was focused
on and investigated. This inevitably precluded other
perspectives and issues which could be argued to be more
relevant. This is however, a moot point and the
advantages of this theoretical framework have already
been mentioned, for example, in terms of practical

intervention strategies.

A related criticism of this study is that the complexity
of the issues in person perception seem not to have been
emphasised. It is recognised that simplistic solutions to

complex problems would be naive.

These are the most salient limitations of this
investigation which should alert the reader to a cautious
interpretation of the results. Nevertheless, in spite of
these reservations the results show trends which support
other research (e.g. Basson, 1974; Livesley and Bromley,
1973) so that they can be regarded as valid for this

sample.
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5.4. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

Recommendations with regard to the selection of measuring
instruments for further research have been discussed in
the preceding section concerned with limitations of this

research (see 5.3).

Other recommendations concerning future directions for
research in this field are related to Fiske and Neuberg's
(1989; 1990) theory. These authors propose that more
important than concentrating on changing the contents of
stereotypes is motivating the perceiver to attend to
inconsistent target information and interpreting it in an
unbiased manner, using a goal of impression accuracy.
Research which focuses on the factors involved in the
process of motivation as it mediates goal-directed
attention and interpretation in impression formation
could be productive in terms of suggesting further
refinements for intervention strategies in controlling

negative stereotyping.

Other areas for future research are suggested by recent
literature which includes social cognition as well as
object relations and interpersonal approaches. This
perspective focuses on the interrelation of self,
personality and the interpersonal world, so that the
emphasis is on cognition about relationships instead of
the self or the other in isolation (e.g. Baldwin, 1992;
Ogilvie and Ashmore, 1991; Safran, Segal, Hill and
Whiffen, 1990; Westen, 1991). This approach, because of
its comprehensiveness, will be able to consider f£for
example the relationship between self-concept and
perception of others and elements of the unconscious
self-concept which have been largely ignored by self-
concept research in the past. Baldwin (1992) has
suggested a number of possible but specific research

directions.
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5.5. CONCLUSIONS

The focus of this study has been an investigation into
the effects of participation in the Sawubona Dialogue
Programme on the perception of others, and the self, in
order to assess whether less category-based impression

formation had taken place.

The statistical analysis of the results of this
investigation demonstrate that the hypotheses were not
supported and that the Sawubona Dialogue Programme had
not been effective or that the effects were too weak to
be statistically noticed. However, tentative trends which
were observed supported previous research findings  of
Livesley and Bromley (1973), and Prentice (1990), and
suggested that less category-based impression formation
had taken place and more positive attitudes were evident,
as the result of the intervention. There was some
evidence in this study of a relationship between self-
concept and the perception of others (on some dependent
variables). Self-concept scores increased for all
subjects, but showed less increase in the experimental
groups, suggesting a more realistic assessment of self as

a result.

The theoretical perspective focused on stereotype
research in impression formation aiming for a fine
grained examination of change. Implications for the
design of intervention strategies informed by this
theory, have been discussed and recommendations for

future directions of research considered.

Finally, this study supports research that rejects the
pessimistic view that people will inevitably stereotype
others because they have no other options. Motivation and
attention are the important keys in more individuated

processing, and intervention strategies can successfully
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inhibit further stereotyping and prejudice even if
initial categorisation is inevitable. 1In the South
African context the implications for this are
considerable and the Sawubona Dialogue Programme,
although only partially successful in attempting to
reduce stereotyping, has moved in a positive direction

towards racial integration.
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7. APPENDICES
APPENDIX A.

SAWUBONA DIALOGUE PROGRAMME OUTLINE

1. A pre-briefing session - 7 days before the residential
weekend for each group of volunteers at the participating

schools.

2. The Sawubona residential weekend.

Friday

Saturday

16.00 Arrival and introductory session when
various duties (e.g. setting the table for
meals, or clearing after the meal) and house
rules for the weekend were negotiated. Aall
Sawubona staff involved in that programme were
present.

18.00 Supper

19.00 Session 1 - Ice Breaker
activities and games

21.00 Informal session - music and

games in the students quarters, with

two of the Sawubona staff

8.00 Breakfast

9.00 Briefing on Community Service: discussion
on the reasons for the abandonment of
children

10.00 Community Service work party: painting
the interior of the Edendale Children's Home

13.00 Lunch

14.00 Session 2 - Discussion stimulated by a
video programme on the violence in Natal and
questions posed by the students

18.00 Supper

19.00 Session 3 - "God Slot" directed by
Sawubona staff

21.00 Informal session
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Sunday 7.00 Church service - voluntary
8.00 Breakfast

9.00 Visit to Township schools and homes of the
students

11.00 Session 4 - Discussion directed by
Sawubona staff on Education - small groups and
a plenary session ’

13.00 Lunch
14.00 Wrap-up session
15.00 Departure

3. Debriefing session - 7 days later at the students'
schools

4. Reunion day - the following year for all the groups
who had participated during the year.

During the initial planning stage two staff members
responsible for the Dialogue Programme, made decisions on
the format for the Programme taking into account the
requests of the two groups during the pre-briefing
session. There were variations in the programmes
depending on the requests made by the groups and on the
availability of resources, but the basic format was
retained.
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APPENDIX B.

FREE DESCRIPTIONS

A DESCRIPTION OF MYSELF

A DESCRIPTION OF A GIRL OF ANOTHER RACE.

A DESCRIPTION OF A BOY OF ANOTHER RACE.
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APPENDIX C.

BIOGRAPHICAL -DETAILS

BIOGRAPHICAL QUESTIONNAIRE.

Please complete the general background information below,
which is required for statistical purposes.

Name : School:

Standard: Religion:
Occupation: Mother's Father's:

Number of brothers & sisters: ~~  Position in family:_
Address:
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APPENDIX D.

ANALYSES OF

B

Fé1
E#C
RACE

BY

Source of Variation

Main Effects

E#C
RACE
2-way Interactions
E#C RACE
Explained
Residual
Total
F43
BY E#C
RACE

Source of Variation

Main Effects

E#C
RACE
2-way Interactions
E#C RACE
Explained
Residual
Total
F* % ok
F44
BY E#C
RACE

Source of Variation
Main Effects

E#C

RACE

2-way Interactions
E#C RACE

Explained
Residual

Total

VARIANCE
ANALYSIS OF VAR
PIERS-HARRIS CHANGE
Sum of
Squares DF
53.331 2
53.257 1
.070 1
10.403 1
10.403 1
63.735 3
838.593 57
902, 328 60

FLUENCY, SELF, CHANGE

Sum of
Squares DF
15.986 2
.44 1
15.155 1
20.338 1
20.338 1
36.324 3
1325.430 61
1361.754 64
ANALYSIS OF VAR

PERIPHERAL, SELF, CHANGE

Sum of
Squares DF
21.953 2
20.962 1
1.643 1
4,681 1
4,681 1
26.634 3
373.766 61
400.400 64
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IAN

I AN

R

CE

Mean
Square

26.666
53.257
.070

10.403
10.403

21.245
14.712

15.039

Mean
Square

7.993
.441
15,155

20.
20.

338
338
12.108
21.728

21.277

CE % %%

Mean
Square

10.976
20.962
1.643

4.681
4,681

8.878
6.127

6.256

F
1.812
3.620

.005

. 707
.707

1.444

.368
.020
.697

.936
.936

.557

791

-

.268

. 764
. 764

1.449

Signif
of F
.173

.062
.945

.404
. 404

.240

Signif
of F
.694

.887
.407

.337
.337

.645

Signif
of F
175

.069
.606

.386
. 386

.237
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Fa45
E#C
RACE

BY

Source of Variation

Main Effects

E#C
RACE
2-way Interactions
E#C RACE
Explained
Residual
Total
F46
BY E#C
RACE

Source of Variation

Main Effects

E#C
RACE
2-way Interactions
E#C RACE
Explained
Residual
Total
sk e sk
F47
BY E#C
RACE

Source of Variation
Main Effects

E#C

RACE

2-way Interactions
E#C RACE

Explained
Residual

Total

ANALYSIS OF

VARIANCE *

CENTRAL, SELF, CHANGE

Sum of
Squares

36.175
27.488
6.819

5.505
5.505

41.680
898.074

939.754

ANALYSIS OF

POS. ATTIT., SELF,

Sum of
Squares

.533
6.571
3.331

.158

4.158
14.651
536.909

551.600

ANALYSIS OF

NEG. ATTIT., SELF,

Sum of
Squares

14.200
12.906
1.196

2.629
2.629
16.829
117.367

134,197

DF

- N

— =

61

64

VAR

CHANGE

DF

—_

61

64

VAR

CHANGE

DF

57
60
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Sq

18.
27.

14.

14.

ITANC

Sq

IANC

Sq
7
12
:

2
2

5
2
2

Mean
uare

088
488
.819

.505
.505

.893
723

684

E

Mean
uare

. 267
.57
.33

.158
.158

.897
.802

.619

E *

Mean
uare

.100
. 906
.196

.629
.629

.610
.059
.237

oo

ool ok

B

F
1.229
1.867

.463

.374
.374

.944

.598
.747
.378

472
.472

. 556

3.448
6.268
. 581

1.277
1.277

2.724

Signif
of F
.300

177
.499

.543
.543

425

Signif
of F
.553

.391
.541

.495
.495

.646

Signif
of F
.039

.015
.449

.263
. 263

.053
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F48
E#C
RACE

BY

Source of Variation

Main Effects

E#C
RACE
2-way Interactions
E#C RACE
Explained
Residual
Total
PO ]
F49
BY E#C
RACE

Source of Variation

Main Effects

E#C
RACE
2-way Interactions
E#C RACE
Explained
Residual
Total
Ao ok
F50
BY E#C
RACE

Source of Variation
Main Effects

E#C

RACE

2-way Interactions
E#C RACE

Explained
Residual

Total

ANALYSIS OF

NEUTRAL, SELF, CHANGE

Sum of

Squares DF

46,195 2

39.954 1

5.857 1

.002 1

.002 1

46,197 3

391.049 57

437.246 60

ANALYSIS O0OF VAR

FLUENCY, BQY, CHANGE

Sum of

Squares DF

1.019 2

.037 1

.977 1

10.611 1

10.611 1

11.630 3

408.173 57

419.803 60

ANALYSIS OF VAR

PERIPHERAL, BOY, CHANGE

Sum of
Squares DF
16.087 2
15.807 1
.334 1
2.887 1
2.887 1
18.974 3
273.977 57
292.951 60
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VARIANCE

T AN

I AN

Mean
Square

23.097
39.954
5.857

.002
.002

15,399
6.861
7.287

CE

Mean
Square

.510
.037
.977

10.
10.

611
611

3.877

ce *

Mean
Square

8.043
15.807
.334

2.887
2.887

6,325
4.807
4.883

® kX

—_

F

.367
.824
.854

.000
.000

.245

.07
.005
.136

.482
.482

. 541

.673
.289
.069

.601
.601

.316

Signif
of F
. 041

.019
.359

.985
.985

.093

Signif
of F
.931

.943
.713

.229
.229

.656

Signif
of F
.197

.075
.793

.442
.442

.278



®*xx ANALYSIS OF

VARIANCE *

FS1 CENTRAL, BOY, CHANGE
BY E#C
RACE
Sum of

Source of Variation Squares DF
Main Effects 16.926 2
E#C 16.575 1
RACE 294 1
2-way Interactions 2.130 1
E#C RACE 2.130 1
Explained 19.056 3
Residual 361.272 57
Total 380,328 60

*%% ANALYSIS OF

Sq

16.

Mean
uare

.463
575
.294

.130
.130

.352
.338

.339

VARIANCE *

Sq
22
36

9

1
1

15

Mean
uare

.883
.010
.332

.298
.298

.688

5.921

6

. 409

VARIANCE *

F52 POS. ATTIT., BQY, CHANGE
BY E#C
RACE
Sum of
Source of Variation Squares DF
Main Effects 45,767 2
E#C 36.010 1
RACE 9.332 1
2-way Interactions 1.298 1
E#C RACE 1.298 1
Explained 47.065 3
Residual 337.493 57
Total 384.557 60
*wx ANALYSIS OF
F53 NEG. ATTIT., BOY, CHANGE
BY E#C
RACE
Sum of
Source of Variation Squares DF
Main Effects 14.632 2
E#C 10.771 1
RACE 3.714 1
2-way Interactions 4.686 1
E#C RACE 4,686 1
Explained 19.318 3
Residual 294,452 57
Total 313.770 60
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Sq

Mean
uare

.316
N
714

. 686
.686

.439
. 166
.230

EE

E S

a3k

—

- oW

—_

F

.335
.615
.046

.336
.336

.002

.865
.082
.576

.219
.219

.650

.416

2.085

.719

.807
.907

247

Signif
of F
.27

11
.830

.564
.564

.399

Signif
of F
.027

.017
214

.641
.641

.057

Signif
of F
.251

.154
.400

.345
.345

.301



*xx ANALYSIS OF VAR

F54
BY E#C
RACE

Source of Variation

Main Effects

E#C
RACE
2-way Interactions
E#C RACE
Explained
Residual
Total
F55%
BY E#C
RACE

Source of Variation

Main Effects

E#C
RACE
2-way Interactions
E#C RACE
Explained
Residual
Total
% % %k
F56
BY E#C
RACE

Source of Variation
Main Effects

E#C

RACE

2-way Interactions
E#C RACE

Explained
Residual

Total

NEUTRAL, BQOY, CHANGE

Sum of
Squares DF
2.951 2
.525 1
2.400 1
2.650 1
2.650 1
5.601 3

248.760 57

254. 361 60

ANALYSIS OF VAR

FLUENCY, GIRL, CHANGE

Sum of
Squares DF

32.699
8.775
23.590

_ =N

5.452 1
5.452

-

38.151 3
429,488 57

467.639 60

ANALYSIS OF VAR

PERIPHERAL, GIRL, CHANGE

Sum of
Squares DF
10.688 2
5.180 1
5.386 1
. 066 1
. 066 1
10.755 3

210.688 57

221.443 60
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IANCE **x

Mean
Square

1.476
.525
2.400

2.650
2.650

1.867
4,364
4,239

IANCE *=*

Mean
Square

16.350
8.775
23.590

5.452
5.452

12.717
7.535

7.794

TANCE = #

Mean
Square

5.344
5.386

.066
. 066

3.585
3.696
3.691

b3

F

.338
.120
. 550

.607
.607

.428

2.170
.165
ASil

.724
724

.688

.446
.401
.457

.018
.018

.970

Signif
of F
.715

.730
.461

.439
.439

.734

Signif
of F
124

.285
.082

.399
.399

.180

Signif
of F
.244
.241
.232

.894
.894

413
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F57
E#C
RACE

BY

Source of Variation

Main Effects

E#C
RACE
2-way Interactions
E#C RACE
Explained
Residual
Total
%ok
F58
BY E#C
RACE

Source of Variation

Main Effects

E#C
RACE
2-way Interactions
E#C RACE
Explained
Residual
Total
¥k oA o
F59
BY E#C
RACE

Source of Variation
Main Effects

E#C

RACE

2-way Interactions

E#C RACE
Explained
Residual

Total

ANALYSIS OF

CENTRAL, GIRL, CHANGE

Sum of

Squares DF

7.058 2

.678 1

6.376 1

4.973 1

4,973 1

12.031 3

361.379 57

373.410 60

ANALYSIS OF VAR

POS. ATTIT., GIRL, CHANGE
Sum of

Squares DF

10.609 2

6.968 1

3.630 1

.009 1

. 009 1

10.618 3

354,071 57

364.689 60

ANALYSIS OF VAR

NEG. ATTIT., GIRL, CHANGE
Sum of

Squares DF

11.028 2

4,541 1

6.475 1

1.942 1

1.942 1

12.970 3

153.358 57

166.328 60
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Mean
Square

3.529
.678
6.376

4.973
4,973
4

.010
6.340
6.223

ITANCE *

Mean
Square

5.304
6.968
3.630

.009
.009

3.539
6.212
6.078

IANCE ™ ¥

Mean
Square

5.514
4.547
6.475

1.942
1.942

4.323
2.690
2.772

VARIANCE * %%

E 3

-

F

. 557
.107
.006

.784
.784

.633

.854
122
.584

. 001
.001

.570

2.049
.688
2.407

.722
.722

.607

Signif
of F
.576

.745
.320

.380
.380

.597

Signif
of F
L431

.294
.448

. 969
.969

.637

Signif
of F
.138

.199
.126

.399
.399

.198



® k% AN
F60
E#C
RACE

BY

Source of Variation

Main Effects

E#C
RACE
2-way Interactions
E#C RACE
Explained
Residual
Total
% o sk AN
PHHP
BY  SESSION
RACE
E#C

Source of Variation

Main Effects
SESSION
RACE
E#C

2-way Interactions
SESSION RACE
SESSION  E#C
RACE E#C

3-way Interactions
SESSION RACE

E#C
Explained
Residual

Total

84 Cases were proc

ALYSIS OF

NEUTRAL, GIRL, CHANG

Sum of
Squares

3.498
3.379
.120

1.800
1.800

5.298
275.489

280.787

ALYSIS OF V

PIERS-HARRIS PRETEST

Sum of
Squares

799.

9.
499.
129.

032
017
005
151

58.
6.
56.
28

298
646
117
923

214.
214.

729
729

1072.058
4024.119
5096.177

essed. 5 Cases ( 6.0

VARIANCE * %%

E

Mean

DF Square
1.749

1 3.379
1 .120
1 1.800
1 1.800
3 1.766
57 4.833
60 4,680

ARIANCE * %=

Mean

DF Square
4 199.758
2 48,009
1 499,005
1 129.151
5 11.660
2 3.323
2 28.059
1 2.923
2 107.364
2 107.364
11 97.460
67 60.061
78 65.336

PCT) were missing.
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3.
.799
.308
.150

F

.362
.699
.025

.373
QIS

.365

326

.194
.055
.467
. 043

.788
.788

.623

Signif
of F

.698
. 407
.875

.544
.544

.778

Signif
of F

.015
.454
.005
147

. 964
.946
.629
.826

175
175

.12



F1

BY  SESSION
RACE
E4C

Source of Variation

Main Effects
SESSION
RACE
E#C

2-way Interactions
SESSION RACE
SESSION E#C
RACE E#C

3-way Interactions
SESSION RACE E#C

Explained
Residual
Total
F2
BY  SESSION
RACE
E#C

Source of Variation

Main Effects
SESSION
RACE
E#C

2-way Interactions
SESSION RACE

SESSION E#C
RACE E#C

3-way Interactions
SESSION RACE E#C
Explained
Residual
Total
F3
Source of Variation
Main Effects
SESSION
RACE
E#C
2-way Interactions
SESSION RACE
SESSION E#C
RACE E#C

3-way Interactions

SESSION RACE E#C
Explained

Residual
Total

FLUENCY, SELF-DESCR., FIRST

Sum of
Squares

350.
128.
147.

16.

21.

21

468
1084

1552.

PERIPH., SELF-DESCR.,

908
847
745
598

.096
. 545
.034
. 480

177
177

.182
.198

380

Sum of
Squares

9.
3.

<h

49,
38.

64.
273.

337

CENTRAL, SELF-DESCR., FIRST

77
860
.612
618

105
013

.005
.345

.683
.683
505
394

.899

Sum of

Squ

268.

9N

129.
4.

68.
4.
26.

3

10.
10.

346.

934.

1281

ares

083
.959
337
717

645
350
515
.625

103
103

830

258
.089

OF

—S oD

78

— e

=N o

"
67
78

DF

— NG — =N

N~

11

67
78

131

FIRST

Sq

Sq

Sq

67.
45,
129.
13.

13.

3

3l

13.
16.

Mean
uare

. 727
.423
. 745
. 598

.219
772
.07
.480

.589
. 589

.562
.182

.902

Mean
uare

429
.930
.612
.618

.821
.007
.002
.345

.841
.841

.864
.081
.332

Mean
uare

021
280
337
717

729
.175
257
.625

.051
.051

530

944
424

=W W

—

F

.421
. 981
.130
.026

.88

2.087

.434
. 462

.654
.654

.630

.595
.473
.150
.887

.407
.658
. 981
.045

.696
.696

437

.806
.297
.275
.338

.985
.156
.951
.268

. 362
. 362

.261

Signif
of F

.00
.023
.004
.315

.325
.132
.650
.499

.523
.523

.007

Signif
of F

.667
.625
.700
.350

.046
.013
.380
.157

. 502
. 502

77

Signif
of F

.002
.043
.003
.563

L4348
.856
.392
137

.697
.697

.021



F4 POS. ATTIT., SELF-DESCR., FIRST

BY  SESSION
RACE
E#C
Sum of
Source of Variation Squares DF
Main Effects 99.878 4
SESSION 39.542 2
RACE 31.815 1
E#C 6.593 1
2-way Interactions 43,403 5
SESSION RACE 3.342 2
SESSION E#C 24,771 2
RACE E#C 15.374 1
3-way Interactions 18.245 2
SESSION RACE E#C 18.245 2
Explained 167.525 11
Residual 460.758 62
Total 622.284 73
FS NEG. ATTIT., SELF-DESCR.,
BY  SESSION
RACE
E#C
Sum of

Source of Variation Squares DF
Main Effects 12.923 4
SESSION 7.368 2
RACE 2.111 1
E#C 2.39 1
2-way Interactions 2.184 5
SESSION RACE .482 2
SESSION E#C 1.525 2
RACE E#C .000 1
3-way Interactions .458 2
SESSION RACE E#C .458 2
Explained 15.565 11
Residual 105.840 62
Total 121.405 73

132

Mean
Square

24.970
19.77
31.815

6.593

8.681
1.671
12.386
15.374

9.122
9.122

14.684
7.432

8.524

FIRST

Mean
Square

231
.684
S
3N

mwwy)

LA37
241
.763
. 000

.229
.228

1.415

1.663

3.
. 660
.281
.887

—_ N\

F
360

.168
.225
.667
.069

.228
.228

.976

.893
.158
.237
.401

.256
141
.447
. 000

. 134
134

.829

Signif
of F

.015
.078
.043
.350

.335
.799
.197
.155

.300
.300

.046

Signif
of F

.123
124
.270
.24

.935
.869
.642
.9N

.875
.875

.612



Fa1 CENTRAL, BOY, FIRST

BY  SESSION

RACE

E#C
Sum of
Source of Variation Squares
Main Effects 62.553
SESSION 9.059
RACE 44,134
E#C 2.671
2-way Interactions 57.977
SESSION RACE 22.809
SESSION E#C 9.253
RACE E#C 14.409
3-way Interactions 1.960
SESSION RACE E#C 1.960
Explained 122.490
Residual 351.279
Total 473.768

MNP O; — =P

[AS IS

11
57
68

133

Mean
Square

15.
4,
44,
28

1.
.405

I

4,
14,

11.

638
529
134
671

595

626
409

.980
.980

135

.163

.967

F

.538
.735
.161
.433

.882
.851
.751
.338

.159
.159

.807

Signif
of F

.050
.484
.010
.513

.12
. 166
477
.132

.853
.853

.074



APPENDIX E.

SUMMARIES OF MEANS

Summaries of  PH#P

By levels of E#C
RACE
SESSION

Variable Value

For Entire Population

E#C
RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

WM = =

RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

W N =N

Criterion Variable PH#P

Variable Value
E#C 2
RACE 1
SESSION 1
SESSION 2
SESSION 3
RACE 2
SESSION 1
SESSION 2
SESSION 3
Total Cases = 84
Missing Cases = 3
Summaries of F1
By levels of E#C
RACE
SESSION
Variable Value

For Entire Population

E#C
RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

W = —

RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

W =

PIERS-HARRIS PRETEST

Label

EXPERIMENTAL

WHITE SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION
THIRD SESSION

BLACK SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION
THIRD SESSION

Label

CONTROL

WHITE SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION
THIRD SESSION

BLACK SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION
THIRD SESSION

OR 3.6 PCT.

Mean
61.8889

63.3488
60.7619
59.2000
62.2500
60.2500

65.8182
68.2500
63.0000
66.3333

Mean

60.2368
58.0455
60.5714
54,0000
60.1429

63.2500
62.7500
63.6000
64.0000

FLUENCY, SELF-DESCR., FIRST

Label

EXPERIMENTAL

WHITE SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION
THIRD SESSION

BLACK SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION
THIRD SESSION

Mean
8.9114

9.3810
11.3810
6.4000
13.6250
12.2500

7.3810
6.7143
7.2500
8.3333

134

Std Dev

8.

—
WO O~

:bm-bm

0047

. 5368
L7744
8141
.1768
.1120

. 2157
. 7434

1824
7610

Std Dev

w0 o wwe w

wWwrwpH

.2934
.8777
. 9602
. 7038
.6511

.0415
L9911
.0794
.6056

Std Dev

4.

N wro

Py =200

4612

1417
1113

. 5166
.8729
.3671

. 9065

5923

.4928
2.

8048

Cases

Cases

Cases
79

42
21

()
O~ =



Criterdion Variable F1

Variable

E#C
RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

Summaries of
By levels of

Variable

Value

WR = =N

wnN =N

F2

E#C
RACE
SESSION

Value

For Entire Population

E#C
RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

RACE
SESSION
SESSION

- SESSION

Variable

E#C
RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

RACE
SESSION
SESSICN
SESSION

Summaries of
By levels of

Variable

WR = —

W — N

<
)
—
C
[0}

WM —=N WMN = -

F3

E#C
RACE
SESSION

Value

For Entire Population

E#C
RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

WA = —

WK =™

Label

CONTROL
WHITE SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION

SECOND SESSION

THIRD SESSION

BLACK SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION

SECOND SESSION

THIRD SESSION

—_

s Oy

Mean

.3784

3182
1429

.0000
.7143

.0000
.6250
.6000
.0000

PERIPH., SELF-DESCR., FIRST

Label

EXPERIMENTAL
WHITE SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION

SECOND SESSION

THIRD SESSION

BLACK SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION

SECOND SESSION

THIRD SESSION
Label
CONTROL

WHITE SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION

SECOND SESSION

THIRD SESSION

BLACK SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION

SECOND SESSION

THIRD SESSION

=W

WN P W

WHMNDWwMN

[ASTACN AN

Mean

.2278

.4524
.3810
. 4000
.7500
.2500

.5238
.5714
. 5000
.6667

Mean

.9730
2727
.4286

1250
1429

5333

. 7500
.4000
.0000

CENTRAL, SELF-DESCR., FIRST

Label

EXPERIMENTAL
WHITE SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION

SECOND SESSION

THIRD SESSION

BLACK SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION

SECOND SESSION

THIRD SESSION

ok

:bbr\:m [eolNe I Mo e a1

Mean

6835

. 9286
.0000
. 0000
.8750

0000

857N

L1429
. 7500

6667

Std Dev

—_ A PN

FN R

. 5304
.9927
.7728

5040
5356

1712
.6693
.6733
.4142

Std Dev

[ASHAS IS LIS

NN — N

.0814

. 1550
.2908
.1909
.0529
.052¢9

. 0644
.7182
.0000
. 1602

Std Dev

—_ -

=N MNRN) -

.9929
L1421

5071

L1671

5736

. 7265
.8323

2.0736

.0000

Std Dev

ES

WSO

—= NN

.0527

. 4688
L1284
. 4495
.2198
.0237

.3725

3401

. 3146
. 5055

Cases

37
22

~ O~

LA S e o T

Cases

Cases



Criterion Variable F3

Variable Value

E#C
RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

Wh =N W= =M

Summaries of F4

By levels of E#C
RACE
SESSION

Variable Value

For Entire Population

E#C
RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

WM — =

RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

WM =M

Variable Value

E#C
RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

WM = =M

RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

WM =N

F5

E#C
RACE
SESSION

Summaries of
By levels of

Variable Value
For Entire Population

E#C
RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

WM = s —

RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

wmn =N

Label

CONTROL

WHITE SCHOOLS

FIRST SESSION

SECOND SESSION
THIRD SESSION

BLACK SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION
THIRD SESSION

POS. ATTIT., SELF-DESCR.

Label

EXPERIMENTAL

WHITE SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION
THIRD SESSION

BLACK SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION
THIRD SESSION

Label

CONTROL

WHITE SCHOOLS

FIRST SESSION

SECOND SESSION
THIRD SESSION

BLACK SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION
THIRD SESSION

NEG. ATTIT., SELF-DESCR.

Label

EXPERIMENTAL

WHITE SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION
THIRD SESSION

BLACK SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION
THIRD SESSION

136

o, ws

5

O~d PO

PP

W W

~Nurhs oo,

oSN W

Mean Std Dev
. 4054 3.5626
L0455 3.9458
.7143 2.4976
.8750 5.1669
5714 3. 5051
L4667 2.7740
.8750 3.4821
.2000 1.9235
. 0000 1.4142
FIRST

Mean Std Dev
5696 2.9075
.8810 3.1869
.0476 3.5139
. 8000 2.0494
. 1250 4.8237
. 7500 2.6592
.7143 2.3694
0000 1.6330
.1250 2.4165
1667 2.0412
Mean Std Dev
.2162 2.5510
. 5455 2.9557
.2857 2.4300
. 3750 3.0677
. 1429 2.9681
L7333 1.7915
. 2500 1.6690
. 2000 2.2804
. 5000 L7071
FIRST

Mean Std Dev
. 5949 1.2559
L4524 .7392
.6190 . 8646
. 4000 . 5477
.8750 1.1260
. 5000 . 7559
. 2857 . 5606
. 1429 . 3780
. 5000 . 7559
. 1667 . 4082

Cases

Cases

Cases

Cases



Criterion Variable F5

Variable Value Label Mean Std Dev Cases
E#C 2 CONTROL . 7568 1.6567 37
RACE 1 WHITE SCHOOLS .8636 1.9832 22
SESSION 1 FIRST SESSION . 2857 . 7559 7
SESSION 2 SECOND SESSION 1.7500 3.0589 8
SESSION 3 THIRD SESSION .4286 . 7868 7
RACE 2 BLACK SCHOOLS .6000 1.0556 15
SESSION 1 FIRST SESSION . 3750 1.0607 8
SESSION 2 SECOND SESSION 1.0000 1.2247 5
SESSION 3 THIRD SESSION . 5000 L7071 2
Summaries of F6 NEUTRAL, SELF-DESCR., FIRST
By levels of E#C
RACE
SESSICN
Variable Value Label Mean Std Dev Cases
For Entire Population 3.7342 2.5304 79
E#C 1 EXPERIMENTAL 4.0238 2.9007 42
RACE 1 WHITE SCHOOLS 4.6667 3.5684 21
SESSION 1 FIRST SESSION 1.2000 1.7889 5
SESSION 2 SECOND SESSION 5.6250 3.9619 8
SESSION 3 THIRD SESSION 5.8750 2.7484 8
RACE 2 BLACK SCHOOLS 3.3810 1.9099 21
SESSION 1 FIRST SESSION 4.5714 1.9024 7
SESSION 2 SECOND SESSION 2.6250 1.9226 8
SESSION 3 THIRD SESSION 3.0000 1.4142 6
Criterion Variable F6
Variable Value Label Mean Std Dev Cases
E#C 2 CONTROL 3.4054 2.0202 37
RACE 1 WHITE SCHOOLS 3.9091 2.2019 22
SESSION 1 FIRST SESSION 2.5714 2.5071 7
SESSION 2 SECOND SESSION 4.8750 2.2321 8
SESSION 3 THIRD SESSION 4,1429 1.2150 7
RACE 2 BLACK SCHOOLS 2.6667 1.4960 15
SESSION 1 FIRST SESSION 3.0000 1.3093 8
SESSION 2 SECOND SESSION 2.4000 2.0736 5
SESSION 3 THIRD SESSION 2.0000 . 0000 2
Summaries of  F21 CENTRAL, BOY, FIRST
By levels of E#C
RACE
SESSION
Variable Value Label Mean Std Dev Cases
For Entire Population 4.1622 2.6225 74
E#C 1  EXPERIMENTAL 4.1190 2.6614 42
RACE 1 WHITE SCHOOLS 5.3333 2.9040 21
SESSION 1 FIRST SESSION 3.8000 2.1679 5
SESSION 2 SECOND SESSION 6.8750 3.7583 8
SESSION 3 THIRD SESSICN 4.7500 1.5811 8
RACE 2 BLACK SCHOOLS 2.9048 1.7293 21
SESSION 1 FIRST SESSION 2.2857 L9512 7
SESSION 2 SECOND SESSION 3.0000 1.9272 8
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SESSION 3 THIRD SESSION 3.5000 2.1679 6
Criterion Variable F21
Variable Value Label Mean Std Dev Cases
E#C 2 CONTROL 4,288 2.6118 32
RACE 1 WHITE SCHOOLS 4.1765 3.0870 17
SESSION 1 FIRST SESSION 1.7500 1.2583 4
SESSION 2 SECOND SESSION 5.3750 2.6693 8
SESSION 3 THIRD SESSION 4,2000 3.9623 5
RACE 2 BLACK SCHOOLS 4.2667 2.0517 15
SESSION 1 FIRST SESSION 4.8750 2.0310 8
SESSION 2 SECOND SESSION 3.4000 1.9494 5
SESSION 3 THIRD SESSION 4.0000 2.8284 2
Summaries of F43 FLUENCY, SELF, CHANGE
By levels of E#C
RACE
SESSION
Variable Value Label Mean Std Dev Cases
For Entire Population -.1385 4.6127 65
E#C 1 EXPERIMENTAL -.2308 5.2489 39
RACE 1 WHITE SCHOOLS -.2000 6.8256 20
SESSION 1 FIRST SESSION -2.6000 3.9115% 5
SESSION 2 SECOND SESSION .4286 9.3248 7
SESSION 3 THIRD SESSION . 7500 6.1354 8
RACE 2 BLACK SCHOOLS -.2632 2.9971 19
SESSION 1 FIRST SESSION -.7143 2.8115 7
SESSION 2 SECOND SESSION -.8750 2.3566 8
. SESSION 3 THIRD SESSION 1.7500 4.2720 4
Page 130 SPSS/PC+ 5/29/92
Criterion Variable F43
Variable Value Label Mean Std Dev Cases
E#C 2 CONTROL .0000 3.5440 26
RACE 1 WHITE SCHOOLS 1.0000 3.5051 15
SESSION 1 FIRST SESSION 1.4286 2.1492 7
SESSION 2 SECOND SESSICON -.4000 3.7148 5
SESSION 3 THIRD SESSION 2.3333 6.0277 3
RACE 2 BLACK SCHOOLS ~-1.3636 3.2641 11
SESSION 1 FIRST SESSION -2.8571 2.7343 7
SESSION 2 SECOND SESSION 1.2500 2, 5000 4
Total Cases = 84
Missing Cases = 19 OR 22.6 PCT.
Page 131 SPSS/PC+ 5/29/92
Summaries of F44 PERIPHERAL, SELF, CHANGE
By levels of E#C
RACE
SESSION
Variable Value Label Mean Std Dev Cases
For Entire Population .8000 2.5012 65
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E#C 1 EXPERIMENTAL 1.2564 2.5414 39
RACE 1 WHITE SCHOOLS 1.2000 3.0366 20
SESSION 1 FIRST SESSION 1.0000 2.2361 5
SESSION 2 SECOND SESSION -.2857 3.1472 7
SESSION 3 THIRD SESSION 2.6250 3.0208 8
RACE 2 BLACK SCHOOLS 1.3158 1.9735 19
SESSION 1 FIRST SESSION 1.5714 1.3973 7
SESSION 2 SECOND SESSION 1.0000 2.0702 8
SESSION -3 THIRD SESSION 1.5000 3.0000 4
Page 132 SPSS/PC+ 5/29/92
Criterion Variable F44
Variable Value Label Mean Std Dev Cases
E#C 2 CONTROL .1154 2.3208 26
RACE 1 WHITE SCHOOLS .5333 2.1336 15
SESSION 1 FIRST SESSION 1.0000 2.0817 7
SESSION 2 SECOND SESSION . 2000 1.4832 5
SESSION 3 THIRD SESSION . 0000 3.6056 3
RACE 2 BLACK SCHOOLS -.4545 2.5442 11
SESSION 1 FIRST SESSION -1.5714 1.9881 7
SESSION 2 SECOND SESSION 1.5000 2.3805 4
Total Cases = 84
Missing Cases = 19 OR 22.6 PCT.
Page 133 SPSS/PC+ 5/29/92
Summaries of  F45 CENTRAL, SELF, CHANGE
By levels of E#C
RACE
SESSION
Variable Value Label Mean Std Dev Cases
For Entire Population -.9385 3.8319 65
E#C 1 EXPERIMENTAL -1.4872 4.2604 39
RACE 1 WHITE SCHOOLS -1.4000 5.4811 20
SESSION 1 FIRST SESSION -3.6000 4.6152 5
SESSION 2 SECOND SESSION .7143 6.6512 7
SESSION 3 THIRD SESSION -1.8750 4,8237 8
RACE 2 BLACK SCHOOLS -1.5789 2.5672 19
SESSION 1 FIRST SESSION -2.2857 2.5635 7
SESSION 2 SECOND SESSION -1.8750 2.2321 8
SESSION 3 THIRD SESSION .2500 2.9861 4
Page 134 SPSS/PC+ 5/29/92
Criterion Variable F45
Variable Value Label Mean Std Dev Cases
E#C 2 CONTROL ~-.1154 2.9709 26
RACE 1 WHITE SCHOOLS . 4667 3.0675 15
SESSION 1 FIRST SESSION . 4286 3.1015 7
SESSION 2 SECOND SESSION -.6000 3.3615 5
SESSION 3 THIRD SESSION 2.3333 2.5166 3
RACE 2 BLACK SCHOOLS -.9091 2.7732 11
SESSION 1 FIRST SESSION -1,2857 2.8702 7
SESSION 2 SECOND SESSION -.2500 2.8723 4
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Summaries of  F46 POS. ATTIT., SELF, CHANGE
By levels of E#C
RACE
SESSION
Variable Value Label Mean Std Dev Cases
For Entire Population -.6000 2.9358 65
E#C 1 EXPERIMENTAL -.8718 3.1638 39
RACE 1 WHITE SCHOOLS -.8500 3.6746 20
SESSION 1 FIRST SESSION -1.4000 1.6733 5
SESSION 2 SECOND SESSION .5714 5.0285 7
SESSION 3 THIRD SESSION -1.7500 3.1960 8
RACE 2 BLACK SCHOOLS -.8947 2.6224 19
SESSION 1 FIRST SESSION -1.5714 2.4398 7
SESSION 2 SECOND SESSION -1.1250 2.8504 8
SESSION 3 THIRD SESSION . 7500 2.3629 4
Page 136 SPSS/PC+ 5/29/92
Criterion Variable F46
Variable Value Label Mean Std Dev Cases
E#C 2 CONTROL -.1923 2.5616 26
RACE 1 WHITE SCHOOLS . 2667 2.8900 15
SESSION 1 FIRST SESSION . 4286 2.1492 7
SESSION 2 SECOND SESSION -1.2000 3.7014 5
SESSION 3 THIRD SESSION 2.3333 2.3094 3
RACE 2 BLACK SCHOOLS -.8182 1.9909 11
SESSION 1 FIRST SESSION -1.1429 2.7931 7
SESSION 2 SECOND SESSION -.2500 1.7078 4
Total Cases = 84
Missing Cases = 19 OR 22.6 PCT.
Page 137 SPSS/PC+ 5/29/92
Summaries of  F47 NEG. ATTIT., SELF, CHANGE
By levels of E#C
RACE
SESSION
Variable Value Label Mean Std Dev Cases
For Entire Population -.1538 1.4709 65
E#C 1 EXPERIMENTAL -.4615 1.6034 39
RACE 1 WHITE SCHOOLS -. 7500 1.9967 20
SESSION 1 FIRST SESSION -1.0000 2.8284 5
SESSION 2 SECOND SESSION -.4286 1.2724 7
SESSION 3 THIRD SESSION -.8750 2.1671 8
RACE 2 BLACK SCHOOLS -.1579 1.0145 19
SESSION 1 FIRST SESSION -.2857 . 4880 7
SESSION 2 SECOND SESSION -.1250 1.5526 8
SESSION 3 THIRD SESSICON .0000 .0000 4
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Criterion Variable F47

Variable

E#C
RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

RACE
SESSION
SESSION

Summaries of
By levels of

Variable

Value

W ==

=M

F48

E#C
RACE
SESSION

Value

For Entire Population

E#C
RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

WA = — 2

WM =N

Criterion Variable F48

Variable

E#C
RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

RACE
SESSION
SESSION

Summaries of
By levels of

Variable

Value

W= =N

N =M™

F49

E#C
RACE
SESSION

Value

For Entire Population

E#C
RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

WA — =

W = MmN

Label

CONTROL.

WHITE SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION
THIRD SESSION

BLACK SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION

NEUTRAL, SELF, CHANGE

Label

EXPERIMENTAL

WHITE SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSICN
THIRD SESSION

BLACK SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION
THIRD SESSION

Label

CONTROL

WHITE SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION
THIRD SESSION

BLACK SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION

FLUENCY, BOY, CHANGE

Label

EXPERIMENTAL

WHITE SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION
THIRD SESSION

BLACK SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION
THIRD SESSION

141

Mean

. 3077
. 2667
.0000

1.0000

.3333

. 3636
. 2857
. 5000

Mean

.6154

.1026
.4000
. 2000
.2857
.3750

.7895
. 1429
.3750
.0000

Mean

.1154
. 4667
.0000
. 2000
.3333

. 9091
. 0000
.0000

Mean

.6970

.6905

1.1429

. 2000
. 7500
.3750

.2381
.1429
.8750
. 1667

Std Dev

—_

L1232
.3870
.5774
.7321
.0817

.6742
. 7559
.5774

Std Dev

[\

W= wn

N = -

. 7082

.8078
. 5004
.0954
.9881
.3780

.8732
.9518
. 5980
. 5820

Std Dev

BN

[ACEAS NN

.4220
.19%6
.4142
.6432
. 5092

. 5867
. 2361
. 1602

Std Dev

no

— WM NN

N -

. 7059

. 5035
.9032
L1679
.6547
.7678

.9976
.7728
. 7269
.6394

Cases

Cases
65
39

—_
S 0N o~

Cases

26
15

—
B

Cases



Criterion Variable F49

Variable Value Label Mean Std Dev Cases
E#C 2 CONTROL .7083 3.0854 24
RACE 1 WHITE SCHOOLS .0769 3.5228 13
SESSION 1 FIRST SESSION -.5000 1.2910 4
SESSION 2 SECOND SESSION 1.1429 3.1848 7
SESSION 3 THIRD SESSION -2, 5000 7.7782 2
RACE 2 BLACK SCHOOLS 1.4545 2.4234 11
SESSION 1 FIRST SESSION 1.4286 3.0472 7
SESSION 2 SECOND SESSION 1.5000 1.0000 !
Summaries of F50 PERIPHERAL, BOY, CHANGE
By levels of E#C
RACE
SESSION
Variable Value Label Mean Std Dev Cases
For Entire Population 1,0455 2.1869 66
E#C 1 EXPERIMENTAL 1.3571 2.1279 42
RACE 1 WHITE SCHOOLS 1.5238 2.0154 21
SESSION 1 FIRST SESSION 1.2000 3.5637 5
SESSION 2 SECOND SESSION 1.7500 1.1650 8
SESSION 3 THIRD SESSION 1.5000 1.6903 8
RACE 2 BLACK SCHCOLS 1.1905 2,2720 21
SESSION 1 FIRST SESSION 1.574 1.5119 7
SESSION 2 SECOND SESSION 1.1250 1.8851 8
SESSION 3 THIRD SESSICN .8333 3.5449 6
Page 144 SPSS/PC+ 5/29/92
Criterion Variable F50
Variable Value Label Mean Std Dev Cases
E#C 2 CONTROL . 5000 2.2263 24
RACE 1 WHITE SCHOOLS .2308 2.1662 13
SESSION 1 FIRST SESSION 1.2500 2. 5000 4
SESSION 2 SECOND SESSION . 2857 1.6036 7
SESSION 3 THIRD SESSION -2.0000 2.8284 2
RACE 2 BLACK SCHOOLS .8182 2.3587 11
SESSION 1 FIRST SESSION L4286 2.8785 7
SESSION 2 SECOND SESSION 1.5000 1.0000 4
Summaries of  F51 CENTRAL, BOY, CHANGE
By levels of E#C
. RACE
SESSION
Variable Value Label Mean Std Dev Cases
For Entire Population -.3333 2.6331 66
E#C 1 EXPERIMENTAL -.6429 2.7481 42
RACE 1 WHITE SCHOOLS -.3810 3.0574 21
SESSION 1 FIRST SESSION -1.4000 2.1909 5
SESSION 2 SECOND SESSION 1.0000 4, 3095 8
SESSION 3 THIRD SESSION -1.1250 1.3562 8
RACE 2 BLACK SCHOOLS ~.9048 2.4475 21
SESSION 1 FIRST SESSION -1.7143 2.1381 7
SESSION 2 SECOND SESSION -.2500 2.6592 8
SESSION 3 THIRD SESSICON -.8333 2.6384 6
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Criterion Variable F51

Variable

E#C
RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

RACE

SESSION
SESSION

Summaries of
By levels of

Variable

Value

WN— =N

R =

F52

E#C
RACE
SESSION

Value

For Entire Population

E#C
RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

WN — e

WM - N

Criterion Variable F52

Variable

E#C
RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

RACE
SESSION
SESSION

Summaries of
By levels of

Variable

Value

W= =N

N = N

F53
E#C
RACE
SESSION

Value

For Entire Population

E#C
RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

W =M W= = =

Label

CONTROL

WHITE SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION
THIRD SESSION

BLACK SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION

POS. ATTIT., BOY, CHANGE

Label

EXPERIMENTAL

WHITE SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION
THIRD SESSION

BLACK SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION
THIRD SESSION

Label

CONTROL

WHITE SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION
THIRD SESSION

BLACK SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION

NEG. ATTIT., BOY, CHANGE

Label

EXPERIMENTAL
WHITE SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION
THIRD SESSION

BLACK SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION
THIRD SESSION
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[ R T S — Y

Mean

.2083
.1538
. 7500
.8571
. 5000

.6364
.0000
.0000

Mean

.6061

.0952
.4286
.8000
.1250
. 5000

. 7619
. 7143
.1250
. 5000

Mean

.2500
.3077
.7500
. 1429
.0000

. 9091
.1429
. 5000

Mean

.6212

.0000
.3810
.2000
.1250
. 7500

.6190
5714
.5000
.8333

Std Dev

—

oM NON

.3770

7942

. 5000
. 3401
. 9497

.8040
L7321
.0000

Std Dev

PR Y

SA.\UJ!\)(A)I'\)

. 4861

6486

. 3402

7749

. 7961

1168

.7293
. 7995
. 3562
.8708

Std Dev

- -

T R

.9393
.0970
L2174

7728

. 2426

.5783
. 3452
.0817

Std Dev

LW WM N

)

.2448

.6133
.5139
. 4900
. 2705
. 5591

. 1609
. 9759

1.4142

.1690

Cases

24
13

—_
By -

Cases

Cases



Criterion Variable F53

Variable

E#C
RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

RACE
SESSION
SESSION

Summaries of
By levels of

Variable

Value

N — N W — =N

F54

E#C
RACE
SESSION

Value

For Entire Population

E#C
RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

WA= N WN 2

Criterion Variable F54

Variable

E#C
RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

RACE

SESSION
SESSION

Summaries of
By levels of

Variable

Value

N =N W= N

F55

E#C
RACE
SESSION

Value

For Entire Population

E#C
RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

WrR =N WM = ==

Label

CONTROL

WHITE SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION
THIRD SESSION

BLACK SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION

NEUTRAL, BOY, CHANGE

Label

EXPERIMENTAL

WHITE SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION
THIRD SESSION

BLACK SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION
THIRD SESSION

Label

CONTROL

WHITE SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION
THIRD SESSION

BLACK SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION

FLUENCY, GIRL, CHANGE

Labe1

EXPERIMENTAL
WHITE SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION
THIRD SESSION

BLACK SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION
THIRD SESSION

144

NN = =

Mean

.0417
.2308
. 7560
.0000
.0000

.1818
.1429
.2500

Mean

L7727

.8810
.2381
.6000
. 7500
.1250

. 5238
.0000
.5000
. 0000

Mean

. 5833
. 7692
.0000
.5714
. 5000

. 3636
.1429
. 7500

Mean

.8226

.0732
.4762
. 2000
. 5000
.0000

. 6500
.7143
.2500
.2000

Std Dev

1
1

1

.1e02
. 4806
.9574
. 9149
. 0000

.6030
.3780
.9574

Std Dev

NP - N =

—_

.1107

.8373
.2339
.6733
.6592
.2321

. 2891
L7321
. 7559
.2649

Std Dev

—_ N =

W WM WwMN

.5524
.0582
.0000
2071
5355

97
L1157
. 7078

Std Dev

NP s wnN

MR — —3

L7730

.7874
.4003
.9235
. 2762
.9277

.9541
. 7995
.1876
.0494

Cases

Cases
66

42
21

n
M~ =

Cases

Cases
62



Criterion Variable F55

Variable Value Label Mean Std Dev Cases
E#C 2 CONTROL , 3333 2.7447 21
RACE 1 WHITE SCHOOLS 1.3636 3.1072 11
SESSION 1 FIRST SESSION 2.0000 .0000 1
SESSION 2 SECOND SESSION 1.2857 3.9461 7
SESSION 3 THIRD SESSION 1.3333 1.1547 3
RACE 2 BLACK SCHOOLS -.8000 1.8135 10
SESSION 1 FIRST SESSION -1.8333 1.1690 6
SESSION 2 SECOND SESSION L7500 1.5000 4
Total Cases = 84
Missing Cases = 22 OR 26.2 PCT.
Page 155 SPSS/PC+ 5/29/92
Summaries of F56 PERIPHERAL, GIRL, CHANGE
By levels of E#C
RACE
SESSION
Variable Value Label Mean Std Dev Cases
For Entire Population .7097 1.9281 62
E#C 1 EXPERIMENTAL .8780 2.099¢ 41
RACE 1 WHITE SCHOOLS 1.1905 2.4621 21
SESSION 1 FIRST SESSION 3.0000 2.7386 5
SESSION 2 SECOND SESSION . 5000 2.9277 8
SESSION 3 THIRD SESSION . 7500 1.1650 8
RACE 2 BLACK SCHOOLS . 5500 1.6376 20
SESSION 1 FIRST SESSION L7143 1.6036 7
SESSION 2 SECOND SESSION .0000 1.6903 8
SESSION 3 THIRD SESSION 1.2000 1.6432 5
Criterion Variable F56
Variable Value Label Mean Std Dev Cases
E#C 2 CONTROL .3810 1.5322 21
RACE 1 WHITE SCHOOLS L7273 1.7373 1
SESSION 1 FIRST SESSION . 0000 .0000 1
SESSION 2 SECOND SESSION L7143 1.9760 7
SESSION 3 THIRD SESSION 1.0000 1.7321 3
RACE 2 BLACK SCHOOLS .0000 1.2472 10
SESSION 1 FIRST SESSION . 0000 .8944 6
SESSION 2 SECOND SESSION .0000 1.8257 4
Summaries of  F57 CENTRAL, GIRL, CHANGE
By levels of E#C
RACE
SESSION
Variable Value Label Mean Std Dev Cases
For Entire Population L1129 2.4768 62
E#C 1 EXPERIMENTAL .1951 2.3898 41
RACE 1 WHITE SCHOOLS . 2857 3.1487 21
SESSION 1 FIRST SESSION -.8000 1.6432 5
SESSION 2 SECOND SESSION 2.0000 3.3806 8
SESSION 3 THIRD SESSION -.7500 3.1510 8
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RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

Wn =N

Criterion Variable F57

Variable

E#C
RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

RACE

SESSION
SESSION

Summaries of
By levels of

Variable

Value

nN =M WM — =N

F58

E#C
RACE
SESSION

Value

For Entire Population

E#C
RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

WM = =3 3

[FVRAMIEE V)

Criterion Variable F58

Variable

E#C
RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

RACE
SESSION
SESSION

Value

W= =N

NN =N

BLACK SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION
THIRD SESSION

Label

CONTROL

WHITE SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION
THIRD SESSION

BLACK SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION

-1

POS. ATTIT., GIRL, CHANGE

Labe)

EXPERIMENTAL

WHITE SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION
THIRD SESSION

BLACK SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION
THIRD SESSION

Label

CONTROL

WHITE SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION
THIRD SESSION

BLACK SCHOCLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION
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. 1000
.0000
. 2500
.0000

Mean

.0476
.6364
.0000
.5714
.3333

.8000
.8333
.7500

Mean

.2903

.0488
. 1905
.0000

1.8750

-1

-2.
. 7500

. 7500

.3000
.0000
. 1250
.0000

Mean

.7619
. 5455
.0000
.0000
.3333

.0000

1667

1.
1.
1o
1.

2524
1547
3887
4142

Std Dev

2.
S8

33
1.

1.
e
1.

6921
2023
0000
9940
5275

8738
4720
2583

Std Dev

28

oW

4454

. 3765
.1562
L1213
.5526
.2678

.1286
.8165
.4577
L7071

Std Dev

.5672
.3394
.0000
.8868
.5774

.9059
. 3166
. 0957

N NO

Cases

Cases
62

41

(8]
0 ®»~NO o ®w;

Cases



Summaries of
By levels of

Variable

F59
E#C
RACE
SESSION

Value

For Entire Population

E#C
RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

WA — =

WM =M

Criterion Variable F59

Variable

E#C
RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

RACE
SESSION
SESSION

Summaries of
By levels of

Variable

Value

RN —=no W= -

F60

E#C
RACE
SESSION

Value

For Entire Population

E#C
RACE
SESSICN
SESSION
SESSION

RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

WwMn = WN =

Criterion Variable F60

Variable

E#C
RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

RACE
SESSION
SESSION

Value

W= =M™

[ACIE V]

NEG. ATTIT., GIRL, CHANGE

Label

EXPERIMENTAL

WHITE SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION
THIRD SESSION

BLACK SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION
THIRD SESSION

Label

CONTROL

WHITE SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION
THIRD SESSION

BLACK SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION

NEUTRAL, GIRL, CHANGE

Label

EXPERIMENTAL

WHITE SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION
THIRD SESSION

BLACK SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION
THIRD SESSION

Label

CONTROL

WHITE SCHOOLS

FIRST SESSION

SECOND SESSION
THIRD SESSION

BLACK SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION

147

—_

Mean

.3710

.5610
.7619
.6000
.3750
.6250

.3500
.1429
. 2500
.8000

Mean

.0000
. 5455
.0000
.1429
.0000

.6000
.0000
. 0000

Mean

. 7581

. 5854
.5238
.6000
.2500
.1250

.6500
.5714
. 5000
.0000

Mean

.0952
.3636
.0000
. 1429
.0000

.8000
.3333
.0000

Std Dev

S PO =

.6520

. 5660
. 9469
.0736
. 3867
.4079

.0400
.6901
.2817
.0954

Std Dev

—_

[ASHN]

. 7889
.4397
.0000
. 3452
. 7321

.01
.5298
.8165

Std Dev

n

ST Y

— WM NN

L1477

.0854

5420
4083
3274
7269

.5313
.8127
. 1952
.8708

Std Dev

— N [ASH\V)

[ACEAVI V]

.2783
.2923
.0000
. 5448
.0000

.3476
L4221
. 3094

Cases

Cases
62

4

n
VO ~NO @ oo;m

Cases



Summaries of
By levels of

Variable

Fé1 PIERS-HARRIS CHANGE

E#C
RACE
SESSION

Value Label

For Entire Population

E#C
RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

EXPERIMENTAL
WHITE SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION
THIRD SESSION

WN = = s

BLACK SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION
THIRD SESSION

WM —=™N

Criterion Variable F61

Variable

E#C
RACE
SESSION
SESSION
SESSION

RACE
SESSION
SESSION

Total Cases
Missing Cases

84 Cases
23 Cases

Value Label

CONTROL

WHITE SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION
THIRD SESSION

BLACK SCHOOLS
FIRST SESSION
SECOND SESSION

N = WN— =N

84
14 OR 16.7 PCT.

were processed.
( 27.4 PCT) were missing.
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-1.
S

. 4000
-3.
-2.

-1

-3.
-3.
S3%
-5,
.6667

-4,
.4286
-4,

Mean

L4429

5952
9524

3750
0000

.2381
. 7500
-2.
.6667

2857

Mean

7143
2941
8571
2857

3636
2500

Std Dev

- W NN

N BN wWww

. 7557

1004
.6807
.5100
.6885
.6186

.4270
.0529
.0938
. 9664

Std Dev

O SN

W ww

.3193
. 9468
. 5448
. 3452
.7258

. 2333
. 4087
.4034

Cases



APPENDIX F.

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS

Correlations:

PH#P

F1

F2

F3

Fa4

FS

F6

COOPERS

F18

F20

F21

Fa2

F23

F24

F31

F32

PH#P
1.0000
¢ o
P=
-.0978
¢ 79
P= .196
1217
¢ 79
P= .143
-.1702
¢ 79
P= .067
.0512
¢ 79
P= .327
-.3446
¢ 79
= . 001
-.0584
( 79)
P= .305
.6356
¢ m
P= .08
-.2186
(78
= .03
-.0564
¢ 74)
= .317
-.2181
¢ 74)
P= .031
-.0678
¢ 74)
P= .283
-.0858
¢ 74
= .234
-.1357
( 74)
P= .124
-.1534
¢ 7
= .10
.0007
¢ 7
P= .498

F1

(
P=

0978
79)
.196

.0000

o)

. 4206

79)
.000

. 8848

79)
.000

. 7561

79)
.000

4122

79)
.000

.6816

79)
.000

.1054

1m)
QEiTA

.4563

74)
.000

.0562

74)
.317

.5315

74)
.000

.3472

74)
L0071

.2122

74)
.035

.0832

74)
. 240

. 2887

71)
.007

L1457

7)
113

F2

L1217
79)
.143

.4208
.000
.0000

. 0506
79)
.329

.0810
79)
.239

.0378
79)
.370

.8417
79)
.000

. 2008
1)
.277

.2924
. 006

4686
74)
.000

.0793
74)
. 251

.0263
74)
412

.0557
74)
.319

.4593
74)
.000

. 1567
71)
.096

.2253
n)
.029

F3

(
P=

1702
79)
.067

.8848

79)
.000

.0506

79)
.329

.0000

0)

.8740

79)
.000

.4732

79)
. 000

.3180

79)
.002

.0383

1)
.456

. 3594

74)
.001

L1736

74)
.070

.6301

74)
.000

. 3988

74)
.000

. 2636

74)
.012

.13390

74)
.19

.2422

149

71)
.021

. 2709

71)
.01

F4

P=

.0512
79)
.327

. 7561
79)
.000

L0810
79)
.239

.8740
79)
.000

.0000
0)

.1237
79)
.139

.1237
79)
.139

.2503
1)
.229

.1962
74)
.047

.2015
74)
.043

.4551
74)
.000

.3853
74)
.000

.2187
74)
03

.2917
74)
.006

L1321
71)
.136

.3011
71)
.005

. 0907

79)
.213

. 5416

1)
.043

.4443

74)
.000

.0814

74)
. 245

. 4842

74)
.000

.2580

74)
.013

.0895

.224

. 2530

74)
.015

.4509

)
.000

.0676

71)
.288



F33 -.2231 .5754 -.0179 . 6440 #5173 .5795
¢ M C ( 7 ¢ m ¢ 7m ¢ M

P= .031 P= .000 P= .44 = . 000 P= .000 P= .000
F34 -.0786 . 3420 .0637 . 3465 . 3551 L3174
(¢ 71 ¢ 7D ¢ 7 ¢ 7D ( 71) « 7
= 257 P= .002 P= .299 P= .002 P= .00 P= .003
F35 -.1772 .1577 -.1417 .2433 . 1548 .1014
( 71) ( 71) ¢ 71 ( 71) ¢ ) « 71
P= .070 P= .095 P= .119 P= .020 P= .099 P= .200
F36 -.0190 -.0174 T .2558 -.1442 -.2385 . 2506
¢ 71 ¢ 7 ¢ 71 « 71) ¢ 71) ¢ 71)
P= ,437 P= .443 P= .016 P= .115 P= .023 P= .018
(Coefficient / (Cases) / 1-tailed Significance)
" . " is printed if a coefficient cannot be computed
Page 140 SPSS/PC+ 12/20/93
Correlations: F6 COOPERS F19 F20 F21 F22
PH#P -.0584 .6356 -.2186 -.0564 -.2181 -.0678
( 79 ( 1) ( 74) ( 74) ( 74) ( 74)
P= . 305 P= .018 P= .031 pP= .317 P= .031 P= .283
F1 .6816 ~-.1054 .4563 .0562 .5315 .3472
{ 79) ( 11) ( 74) ( 74) ( 74) ( 74)
= .000 P= ,379 = .000 = . 317 P= .000 = .001
F2 .8417 -.2008 .28924 . 4686 -.0793 -.0263

¢ 79 ¢ 11) ( 74) ( 74 ( 74) ( 78
P=,000 P=.277 P= .006 P= .000 P= .251 P=.412

F3 .3180 -.0383 . 3594 -.1736 .6301 . 3988
¢ 79 ¢ 1) ( 74) ( 74 ( 74) ( 74)
P= .002 = ,456 P=.001 = ,070 P=.000 P= .000
F4 L1237 .2503 L1962 ~.2015 L4551 .3853
« 79 ¢ M ( 74) ¢ 74 ( 74 ( 74)
P= ,139 P=.229 = .047 = .043 P= .000 = .000
F5 .0907 -.5416 .4443 .0814 . 4842 .2580

¢ 79 ¢ ) ¢ 7% ( 74 ( 748 ( 74)
= .213 P=.043 P=.000 P=.245 P= ,000 P=.013

F6 1.0000 -.1317 .3718 .2917 .1896 .0515
¢ 0 ¢ 1M 74 C 74 (74 ( 74
=, = .350  P= .007 = .006 P= .053 P= .33

COOPERS - 1317 1.0000 -.5086 -.6127 -.1073 1726
¢ m ¢ o  m 1) ¢ 1) (1)
= .350  P=. = .055 P= .023 P= .377 P= .306

F19 .3718 -.5086 1.0000 .6366 .6560 .4815
¢ 7% 1y ¢ 0 ¢ 7% (M (74
P= .001  P= .055 P=. P= .000  P= .000 = 000

F20 L2917 -.6127 .6366 1.0000 -.1635 -. 0609
¢ 7. C 1y o4 0 74 (74
P= .006  P=.023  P= .000 = . P= 082  P= .303

Fa1 .1896 -.1073 .6560 -.1635 1.0000 .6829
¢ 74 1)y 7% 74 (0 (74
=.053  P=.377 P=.000 P=.082 =, = .000

F22 .0515 .1726 .4815 -.0609 .6829 1.0000
¢ 7% 1y ¢ 4 74 4 ( 0
P= .331  P=.306 P=.000 P=.303 P=.000 P=.
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F23 .0895  -.1127 .2915 .0680 3115 -.3080
() () (o () (M ()
P= .224 = . 371 P= .006 = ,283 P= .003 P= ,004
F24 . 3545 -.6780 . 6092 . 8452 -.0577 -.0304
( 74 ¢ M ( 74) ( 74) ( 74) ( 78)
- .001 P=.011 P=.000 P=.000 P=.313 P=,393
F31 .1490 -.4659 .6180 .5332 .2621 .2187
¢ 71 ( 11) ( 69) ( 69) ( 69) ( 69)
= .108  P= .074 P=.000 P=.000 P=.015 P= .035
F32 0552 -.2088 . 3405 .6774 -.2254 -.1438
¢ 7 ¢ 1) ( 69) ( 69) ( 69) ( 69)
= .324 P= .269 P= .002 P= .000 p= .031 P= .119
F33 . 1553 -. 4617 . 5222 .0265 .6303 L4770
¢ 71 ( 11) { 69) ( 69) ( 69) ( 69)
P= .098 P= .076 P=.000 P=.414  P=.000 P= .000
F34 .0538 -.4206 .3322 .1697 .2536 . 5096
¢ 7y ( 11) ( 69) ( 69 ( 69 ( 69)
P .328 P=.099 P=.003 P=.082 P=.018 P= .000
F35 .0550 -.0690 L0252 -.1611 . 1871 -.2640
¢ 7 ¢ 1 ( 69) ( 69) ( 69 ( 69)
- .324  P- .420 P= .48 P= .083 P= .062 P= .014
F36 L1217 ~. 3624 L4993 .6566 -.0059 L0177
¢ 71 ( 11) ( 69) ( 69) ( 69) { 69)
P= .156 P=,137 P= .000 P= .000 P= .481 P= .443
(Coefficient / (Cases) / 1-tailed Significance)
", " is printed if a coefficient cannot be computed
Page 145 SPSS/PC+ 12/20/93
Correlations: F23 F24 F31 F32 F33 F34
PH#P -.0858 -.1357 -.1534 .0007 -.2231 -.0786
( 78) ( 74 ¢ m ¢ 7 ¢ 7)) ¢ 7
P= .,234 P= .124 P= .101 P= .498 P= .031 pP= .257
F1 .2122 .0832 . 2887 -.1457 .5754 . 3420
( 74) ( 74) ( 71) ( 71) ( ) ( 71)
P= .035 P= .240 P= .007 P= .113 P= .000 P= ,002
F2 -.0557 L4593 . 1567 .2253 -.0179 .0637
( 74). ( 79 ¢ ) ¢ N ¢ 7 ¢ 7
P= .319 P= .000 P= .096 P= .029 P= .441 = .299
F3 L2636 -.1390 .2422 -.2709 .6440 .3465
( 748 ( 78 ¢ 7)) GEAD) ¢ 70 G
= .012 P=.119 pP= .021 = . 011 P= .000 P= .002
F4 .2187 -.2917 L1321 -.3011 L5173 . 3551
( 74) ( 74 ( 7 ( 71 ¢ M ¢ 7
P= ,031 P= . 006 P= .136 P= .005 P= .000 P= .001
F5 .0835 . 2530 L4509 .0676 .5795 .3174
( 74) ( 74) ( 71) ( 71) ( 71) ( 71)
P= .224 P= .015% P= .000 P= .288 P= .000 = .003
F6 .0895 L3545 . 1490 .05652 .1553 .0538
( 74 ¢ 7 ( 71 ¢ 7 ¢ 7 ¢
P= .224 P= .001 = ,108 P= .324 P= .098 = ,328
COOPERS -. 1127 -.6780 -.4659 -.2088 -.4617 -.4206
¢ 1) ¢ 1) ¢ ) ¢ ( 1) ¢ 1M
P= .371 P= .01 P= .074 P= ,269 P= .076 P= .099



F19

F20

F21

Fe2

F23

Fa

F31

F32

F33

F34

F35

F36

P=

.2915

74)
. 006

. 0680

74)
.283

.3115

74)
.003

. 3080

74)
.004

.0000-

0)

. 1951

74)
.048

. 0904

69)
.230

.0229

69)
.426

.1062

69)
.193

.2824

69)
.009

.6190

69)
.000

.0634

69)

.303

.6092

74)
.000

.8452

74)
.000

.0577

74)
.313

.0304

74)
. 399

.1951

74)
.048

.0000

0)

.5238

69)
.000

. 5584

69)
.000

.1444

69)
.118

. 2096

69)
.042

. 2624

69)
.015

.6790

69)
.000

.6180

69)
.000

.5332

69)
.000

. 2621

69)
.018

.2187

69)
.035

.0904

69)
.230

.5238

69)
.000

.0000

.7223

7)
.000

.6550

71)
.000

.5374

71)
.000

L1071

71)
.187

.7555

71)
.000

152

. 3405

69)
.002

.6774

69)
.000

. 2254

69)
03

.1438

69)
119

.0229

69)
.426
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