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The present Investigation was concerned with the effects
that the meaning of the concept MYSLLF had on the meanings of
other selected personal and social concepts. Meaning of the
concepts was measured by the semantlic differentlal. Twelve
bipolar adjective scales, with seven divislions each, wers
used to rate esch concept. The adjectives were chosen
accord 1z to thelr relevance to all ¢f the concepts. The
elght concepts wWnese meanlirzs were measured consisted of four

personal concepts: MYSLLP, MY I1DBEAL SELF, HOME, and FREEDOM;

and four socisl concepts: RLESPONSIEBILITY, SOCILTY, DEMOCRACY,

and THE LSTABLISHMINT,

The subjects consisted of 100 students in freshman
English classes at North Texas State Unlversity. There were
52 males and 48 females among the subjects, who were admin-
lstered the =zeumsntic differential during their reguler closs

perlods. At this time, additionsl personal and blilopraphlieal

ke

deta was oblelned through questionsz concernling the siudents!?
fanlly income, frecouvency of churceh attendance, and noms-

>y . C S-SR Ty, Ve o q e L my e o gy o e ~ * ~
town populaticn., Two groups were forned by & hiszsrarchicul
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who were most allke on the meanings they attributed to the
concept MYSELF.
Hotelling's T square was used to determine if there was

a significant difference between the mean vprofiles of the two
groups on the other selected personal and social concepts.

A significant overall difference was found on the concepts
MYSELF, MY IDEAL SELF, FREEDOM, and SOCIETY. In general, the
groups had different meanings of the other selected personal
concepts bub not of the other selected soclal concepts. The

only exceptions were that the social concept SOCIRTY was

significant, and the personal concept HONMAL wes not significant.

That 1s, the meaning of the concept LYSELF appesred to zffect
the meaning of other selected personal concepts but rot the
meaning of the other selected social concepts.

Variables that seemed to be related to the effects of
the meaning of the concept NKYSLLF were hometoun popualation
and family income. A higher percentage of Group 1 (N = 71)
members were from less densely populated sress end had higher

famlily Incomes than Group 2 (N = 29) aembers. Variables of

2

ege, sex, end religlon did not appear to havsa any efiects o1

the meanings the subjects attrituted to the concenis.
Further resesarch on the influsnce that the meaning of

the concept MNYSELZF has con the recuing of other concepts could

be improved in several wa
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groups dellineated by a grouping analysisz could nrovide

additionel information. Also, ArYours could be forma2d on the



basis of an outside criterion with relevant varisbles,

such as hometown population and family income controlled.

Ad jective scales for use with the semantic differential could
be chosen to load high on an evaluative, potency, or activity
factor. Also, the range of ratings could be extended on each
scale to increase the discrimination of ratings possible for
the subjects. Instead of forming groups bty a grouping analysis
of the mean scale scores, a hierarchical grouping analysis of
étandardized scale scores or factor scores could be used. To
determine if environmentel changes affect meaning of concepts,
reanings could be assescsed at different time periods with

the szme subjects.
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Introduction

Psychologists have many times theorized that behavior
1s the product of an interaction of personality charactsristics
and environmental factors. BRBefore social factors were
formulated to have any influence on behavior, rersonal or
individual characteristics were stressed as the mailn
determinant of behavior. Several personality theorists have
emphasized the importance of soclal factors in determining
an individual's behavior and have been instrumentel in
attracting sttentlion to the lmportance of these soclel
factors. Since soclial factors have been Yrought into some
perspectlive, studles inveolving the effects of the interaction
of particular soclal end personsl facteors could be beneficial
in leading to both control and prediction of behnavior.
Examples of zoclal factors influsncing behavior are the
family, peer groups, &nd cultursl factors.

Early soclal paycholegical theories were proposed by
Aifred Adler, Erich Fromm, Karen Horney, snd Harry Stack
Sullivan. The maln similarity of these theosrists was their
emphaslis on the Imporitence of soclsl factors in shaping
personality. However, the nmajor difference in these thecries
involved the different aspects of the socizl snvironument that

E PR N, i o e e B I PR T Fe e BT . - 41,
soclety on lis members, others the inlluvence of family



relationsg on behavior, and others pleced more importance
on human relationships occurring at different times in an
individual's life (Hall & Lindzey, 1957, pp. 151-152).

Another theorist, Kurt Lewin, stressed the importance
of the environment énd its effects on the behavior of an
organism at a given time. Hall and Lindzey (1957, p. 207)
summgrized characteristics of Lewin's position as follows:
" . . . behavior is a function of the field which exists
at the time the behavior occurs « « o« " Similarly, Henry
A. Murray (Hall & Lindzey, 1957, p. 157) emphasized the
importance of environmental factors as factors determining
the individuwal's behavior. The luportance of environmental
factors on the behavior of animals has been demonstrated in
an observational study by Washburn and DeVore (1961). Drastic
.changes were noted in behavior as the animals were cbserved
in different situations. These investigators concluded that
such behavioral change was a function of a change in the
envircnment. Thls suggests that with humans there could
also be drastic behavioral changes resulting from relevant
soclial and environmental changes.

From the thesories emphasizing social variables, or
the lmportance of interpersonal relations, and thnose

&

emphasizing environmental variables, a formulation of human
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behavior as 2 result of interacting factors can be concelved.
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Trotors a1l contritubte to the developicent of individusl



values and interests which frequently manifest themselves
in varlous behavior patterns.

Just as there is thought to be an interaction of
personal and soclal factors in producing overt behavior,
interactlion of these factors may also greatly influence how
an individual perceives or conceives of his environment, as
well as other people. Tagiuri (1968) pointed out that the
interactional process involved in perception of people and
in Interpersonal behavior 1s complex end not completely known.
Indications of the complexity of the nature of the inter-
actional process of perceptions and interpersonal relations
have been given in several studies. In one early study,
Chodorkoff (195%) found that the more inaccurate a subject
was 1n perceiving his environment, the more inaccurate he
was in his self-perception, and the more inaccurate self sond
environmental perception were, the more inadequate was the
individual's personzl adjustment. In another earlier study,
Luria (1959) found that meaning of concepts, obtained by a
semantic differential, of self and parents could differentiate
control subjects from therapy subjects. In this study,
.therapy subjects tended to rate concepts of self and parents
less favorably. In a more recent study, Lower (1967) found
a hilgh positive correlation between self-concepts of students
and thelr perceptions of persons that were considered to ba
influentlal on others. In another study, desling with the

interactlion of the organism snd nis environment, Perviae {(1967)



found that students who percelved themselves and thelr
environment similarly were more likely to be personally
satigfied with their environment. Also, Pervin and Lilly
(1967) found that subjects with high self judgments and

small dlilscrepancies between thelr self and ideal self
Judgments were high on social desirability scores. The
previously cited studles indicate that personal factors, such
as self concept, ;nfluence perceptions both of other people
and the environment, as well as interpersonal behavior and
interaction with the environment.

Individuals with similsr personal chsracteristics, who
have had similar experiences, will tend te have related
conceptions and perceptions of thelir environment. Similar
individuals also wlll tend to have meanings, feellngs, and
values that are related to and aszocliated with thelr environ-
ment. As individual rercepticns, conceplilons and meanings
are related, groups of people with similar personal experiences
tend to have related perceptions of thelr snviromment. Cne
Impertant factor accounting for this could be the influsnce
of learning. Hammond, Wilkins, snd Todd {1966), 1lrn = study
on the influence of learulns on perceptlion and interpsrsonzl
benavicr, stated that Lhe way people leari to relats to

others 1s affected by fhelr abllity to learn to perceive the

other persons accurately. Interpersonal tehavior, then, is
not only afTected by an intesraction of perzonal and scclisl
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perceptual process. However, the interaction of perscnal
and social factors could also be a function of learning
which would tend to compound any interactional effects on
interpersonal behavior.

The present investigation was concerned with the effects
of differences in meaning of a personal concept on other
personal and social concepts. Specifically, the question
asked in the present investigation was: Do groups differentiated
on the meaning of the concept MYSELF attribute different
meanings to other personal and soclal concepts? TFor an
individual, meaning of a concept was operatlionally deflined
by ratings given on twelve bipolar adjective scales of the
semantic differential. Similarly for a group, the meaning of
a concept was obtained by the mean scores of the bipelar
ad jective scales on the semantic differentiazl. Some recent
writers (Warr & Knapper, 19686, p. 3) state that individuels
possess a tendency toward consistency in Jjudgments that they
make of other persons and of objects of the environment, If
a tendency toward conslstency exlsts In the Judgments msde
of other persons and the enviromment, then a tendency toward
consistency would be expected in the meanings of concepts
that an individual would have. In the present'study, two

groups, formed on the besls of similsrity of meaning of t

o

cencept MNISLHLE, were expected to differ sigrificantly on the

Ly &

meanings of other selected persconal and sociazl concenis.



The present study was different frown wost other studies
of thils kind in that groups were not distinguished on the
besls of some outside criterion. Instead, two groups were
formed on the basis of similarity of meaning of the concept

MYSELF.

Method

Subjects

The subjects used in this investigation consisted of
100 students in English classes from North Texss State
University. The group consisted of 52 males and U8 femalesg.
The mean age of the group was 18.86 with a standard devistion
of 1.97. The members ranged in age from 17 to 28 years.,

Instrument Used

Meaning of the concepts was measured by the semantic
differential., Essentially, the semantic differential is &
technigue for distinguishine differences between concenhs
in terms of meaning. Subjects are asked to rate on bipolar
adjective scales how they feel about a concept. According to
Nunnally (1967, pp. 540-541), the meaning of concepts that
is measured most distinctly by the semantic differentisl is
the connotative or sentimental aspects of meaning. That is
implications the objects or concepts in guestion haove for the
particular person arelmcaSJKea. Factor analytic studiesg of
tipolar adiectives used 4n senantins differential scales nave

generally ylelded three wajor foobors of mesning.  In order
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of frequency, the factors are evaluative, potency, and

actlvity factors (Osgood, 1957, pp. 31-75; Nunnally, 1967,

pp. 536-537).

In the present investigation, twelve blpolar adjective

scales were used to measure the meaning of eight personal and

social concepts.

Fach of the adjective scales weas

composed

of seven positlons, arbitrarily assigned digits, and scored

as position 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, or 7.

be the neutral position on all of the scales.

Four was considered to

The adjective

scales were chosen according to thelr relevance to the

concepts to be defined. The

evaluative scales which were

scales consisted of four

relisble-urireliable, honest-

dishonest, good~bad, and destructive-helpful; four activity

scales:
almless, and dynamic-static;
shallow, powerless-powerful,
The elght concepts consisted
MYSELF, MY IDEAL SELF, HOME,

soclal concepts: DEMOCEHACY,

active-passive, inflexible-adapteble, purposive-

four poterncy scales: deep-
large~-srall, and strong-weak.
of four persomal concepts:
four

and BESPONSIBILITY, and

THE ESTABLISENENT, SOCIETY,

The concepts were combined into a booklet with

standard instructlons obtained from Osgood, Suci, and

Tannenbsum (1957, pp. 82-84).

The order that the concepts

were combined In the booklets varled to control for any

effects on the responses that might cccur as a function of &
particular ordering. The scales were alweys in the sz

order for each concept and for each



Procedure | “

During regular class periods, the subjects were glven
the booklets containing the instructions end concepts.
Additlional bilographical and personal data was obtained before
the subjects completed the booklets by asking them several
questions. The subjects were asked to state the approximate
population of thelr hometown, the total income of their
family, and how frequently they attended church--regularly,
occasionally, or never.

The subjects were differentiated into groups on the basis
of a hlerarchical grouplng analysis on the concept MYSELF.
Instead of forming groups on the basis of an external criterion,
this procedure allows the selecting and psziring of subjects
who are most allke on a particular variable and the grouping
of persons into smaller numbers of mutually exclusive
categories or classes (Ward & Hook, 1963; Ward, 1963). 1In
this manner, groups that are most similar zre formed. Another
writer (Nunnally, 1967, p. 373) has stated: " . . . the
purpose of the analysis is to ‘cluster' persons in terms of
their profiles of scores." In the present study, the profiles
were obtalned from the ratings on the twelve scales. According
to Ward and Hook (1963), the basic premise thal the grouping
procedure is founded on is that " . . . the nost accurate
information is avai;able when each Individual constitutes a
group. Consequently, as the numter of groups s syvstematically

ool Y

reduced, k, k-1, . . ., 1, the clustering of increasingly



dissimilar individuals will yield 1éss precise information."
The inaccuracy of the information caen be determined and
reflected by en error term. The error term, in terms of
knowledge about the_groups, gives an indication of the
homogenelty of the group members. In the present study, the
error term for the two groups was 229.37. In the present
investigation, two groups were dellineated by the hlerarchlical
grouping analysis; Group 1 with 71 members and Group 2 with
29 members. Two groups were chosen from the grouping pro-
cedure because of the small number of subjects involved in
more than two groups. If more than two groups had been used
in the present study, one of these groups would have had

fewer members than there were varlables in the study.
Results

Hotelling's T square was conputed to determine 1f there
was a significant difference between the t¥o groups' meaning
of the eight concepts. A significant difference was found
between the profiles of the scales on four of the eight
coricepts.

The means and standsrd deviations of the semantic
differential scales for the concept MYSELF can be seen in

Tabtle 1.

Pt
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Table 1

10

Means and Standard Deviations of the Semantic Differential

Scales for the Concept MYSELF

Group 1 Group 2
Scale
Standard Standard
Mean Deviation| lean Deviation
active-passive 2420 1.02 3.28' 1.71
deep-shallow 2.39 1.12 3.07 1.71
inflexible-adaptable 6.44 0.65 3.97 2.13
rellable-unreliable 1.75 0.77 3.10 1.70
honest-dishonest 1.59 0.71 2.76 1.62
powerless-powerful 4.93 1.22 3.90 1.68
good-bad 2,10 0.90 2.55 1.24
purposive-aimless 2.01 1.02 Fob1 1.90
large~small 3.49 1.37 3.83 1.79
destructive-helpful 5.76 1.09 5.07 1.56
strong-weak 2.45 1.12 3.35 1.72
dynamic-static 2.72 1.26 | 3.59 1.55

T =zquare for the concept MYSELF was 247.24 and the F ratio

was 18.29 with df = 12, 87,

differerce was significant beyond the .00% level.
&

For the concept NYSELF, the

In Table 2 can be seen the meane and standard deviatisns

of the gsenantic differsy

1&2

scales for the concept IPREIDONM.



Table 2

11

Means and Standard Deviations of the Serantic Differential

Scales for the Concept FREEDOM |

Group 1 Group 2
Scale
Standard Standard ‘
Mean  Deviation| Mean  Deviation 3
active-passive 1.76 1.18 2.17 1.51
deep-shallow 1.85 1.23 1.83 1.34%
inflexible-adaptable 5.17 1.77 4,28 2.33
reliable-unreliable 2.39 1.50 3.07 1.77
honest-dishonest 2.06 1.30 2.86 1.94
powerless-powerful 5.94 1.46 L .86 2.23
good ~-bad 1.45 1.05 1.86 1.16
purposive-aimless 1.66 0.99 2.21 1.61
large-small 2.49 1.55 2.76 1.73
destructive-helpful 6.13 1.34 5.66 1.50
strong-weak 1.69 1.05 2.14 1.53
dynamic~static 1.97 1.32 2.00 1.31

I sguare for the concept FREEDOM was 21.81.

The F ratic was

1.61 (af =12, 87), which did not reach the .05 level

i

required for significance.

Means and standard deviations of the =emantic differentisl

scales for the concept RESPONSIEBILITY can ke seen in Tabie 3.



Table 3
Means and Standard Deviations of the Semantic Differential

Scales for the Concept RESPONSIBILITY

Group 1 Group 2 |
Scale
Standard Standard
Mean  Deviation| Mean  Deviation
active-passive 2,06 1.26 2.59 1.52
deep-shallow 2.21 1.26 2.66 1.37
inflexible-adaptable 5.01 1.82 L,28 1.96
relisble-unreliable 1.63 1.12 2.38 1.473
honest-dlishonest 1.56 0.82 2.62 1 .64
powerless-powerful 5.42 1.53 L.83 1.65
good -bad 1.96 1.33 2.66 1.42
purposive-aimless 1.73 0.97 2.86 1.62
large-small 2.68 1.35 3.72 1.73
destructive-helpful 5.69 1.66 5.10 1.45
strong-weak 1.89 0.99 3.21 1.84
dynamic-static 2.68 1.47 | 3.24 1.46

T square for the concept RESPONSIBILITY was 45.98 and the
F ratio was 3.40 ﬁith af = 12, 87. The concept EES?QHSIBIBXTY
wag significant beycnd the 001 level.

In Table L can be seen the means and standard deviations

of the semantlc differential scaless for the concept LEMOCRACY.
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Table 4
Means and Standard Deviations of the Semantic Differentisl

Scales for the Concept DEMOCRACY:

Group 1 Group 2
Scale
Standard Standard
Mean  Deviatlon| Mean Deviation
active-passive 2.35 1.51 2.86 1.85
deep-shallow 2 .69 1.54 3.10 1.57
inflexible-adaptable 5.41 1.66 4,52 2.08
relliasble-unreliable 2.92 1.71 3.72 2.12
honest-dishonest 2.90 1.69 3.35 1.61
powerless-~powerful 5.66 1.46 4,79 1.88
good ~bad 244 1.72 2.55 1.48
purposive-aimless 1.90 1.22 2.59 1.74
large-small 2.31 1.33 2.59 1.32
destructive-helpful 5.38 1.57 5.45 1.35
strong-weak 2.11 1.36 2.66 1.50
dynamic-static 2.61 1.43 2.62 1.37

I square, for the concept DEMOCRACY, was 24.18. The F ratio
was 1.79 with df = 12, 87 and was not significant st the
«05 level.

In Table 5 can te seen the mesns and standard deviations

(2]

of the semantlc differential scales for the concept IDEAL

ey
3 L‘:L?f »
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Table 5
Means and Standard Deviations of the Semsntic Differential

Scales for the Concept IDEAL SELF

Soale Group 1 Group 2
Standard | Standard
Mean  Deviatlion{ Mean  Deviation
active-passive 1.4 1.05 1.90 1.29
deep-shallow 1.58 0.91 1.97 1.35
inflexible-adaptable 6.58 1.18 5.35 2.06
reliable-unrelisble 1.16 0.47 2.07 1.67 3
honest-dishonest 1.18 0.52 1,66 1.23 |
powerless~powerful 6.01 1.29 L .79 2.06 ‘
good~bad 1.32 0.73 1.86 1.38
purposive-aimless 1.21 0.65 2.00 1.75
large-small 2.68 1.65 2.72 1.65
destructive-helpful 6.76 0.67 5.66 1.93
strong-weak 1.42 0.97 2.31 1.63
dynamic-static 1.48 0.94 2.07 1.46

T square was 50.03 for the concept IDEAL SELF. The F ratio
(df = 11, 87) was 3.70, which was significant beyond the
.05 leval,

The means and standard deviations for the concept Hcmz

can be seen in Table 6.



Table 6
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Means and Standard Deviations of the Semantic Differential

Scales for the Concept HOME

Group 1 Group 2
Scale
Standard Standard
Mean  Deviationj Mean  Deviation
active-~-passive 2.25 1.70 3.38 2.15
deep-shallow 2.32 1.50 3.38 2.16
inflexible-adaptable 5.42 1.82 4.93 1.94
reliable-unrelliable 1.76 1.40 2.62 2.06
honest-dishonest 1.66 1.13 2.14 1.51
powerless-powerful 5.54 1.57 L ,72 1.99
good-bad 1.63 1.26 1.86 1.38
purposive-aimless 1.80 1.10 2.66 ‘1.95
large~small 3.11 1.80 3.48 2.21
destructive-helpful 6£.18 1.14 5.41 1.84
strong-weak 2.04 1.44 2.83 1.85
dynamic-static 2.4 1.42 2.97 1.88

T square for the conceplt HOME

was 18.78 and the F ratlo

(df =12, 87) was 1.39, which was not significant at the

<05 level.

In Table 7 the means and

standard deviations of the

semantic differential scales for the concept SOCIETY can be

seene.




Table 7
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Means and Standard Deviations of the Semantic Differentisl

Scales for the Concept SOCIETY .

Group 1 Group 2
Scale
Standard Standard
Mean Deviation| Mean Deviation
active-~passive 3.35 2.06 3.17 2.09
deep-shallow 3.99 1.91 3.52 1.96
inflexible-adaptable h.y2 1.97 3.72 1.99
reliable-unreliable L 47 1.99 .31 1.82
honest-dishonest L .70 1.54 3.35 1.74
powerless-powerful 5.79 1.26 b, 52 1.853
good-bad 3.86 1.35 3.79 1.78
purpcsive-aimless 344 1.50 3.49 1.80
large-small 2.09 1.27 2.90 1.74
destructive-helpful 3.83 1.59 3.93 1.49
strong-weak 2.56 1.37 2.62 1.55%
dynamic-static 3.56 1.57 3,28 1.62

I square for the concept

SOCIETY was 36.23. The F ratio

(df = 12, 87) was 2.68 and was significant beyond the .01

level.

In Table 8 can be seer the means and standard deviaticns

of the semantic differential scales for the conceant

ESTABLISENENT,




Table 8
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Means and Standard Deviations of the Semantic Differential

Scales for the Concept ESTABLISHMENT

Group 1 Group 2
Scale
Standard | Standard
Mean Deviation| lMean  Deviation
active~-passive 3.13 2.09 3.24 2.12
deep-shallow 3.72 2,04 3.72 1.89
Inflexible-adaptable 3.69 2.04 4,07 1.79
reliable-unreliable 3.58 1.78 3.89 z.01
honest-dishonest L,o1 1.62 L, 52 1.48
powerless-powerful 5.87 1.18 5.69 1.17
good-bad 3.72 1.66 h.21 1.39
purposive-aimless 2.87 1.44 3435 1.76
large-small 1.99 1.34 2.52 1.43
destructive~helpful L,31 1.60 3.89 .84
strong-weak 2.39 1.25 2.79 1.29
dynamic-static 3.63 1.73 3.72 148

i

I square for the concept ESTABLISHNENT was 11.03 and the

F ratio (df = 12, 87) was .92,

The difference did not yeach

the .05 level required for significance,
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Discuesion

The hypothesis that groups with different meanings of
the concept MYSELF would have different meanings of other
personal and soclal concepts was partially supported by this
Investigation. There were slgnificant overall differences
between the two groups on the meaning of three personal
concepts, MYSELF, RESPONSIBILITY, MY IDEAL SELF, and one
sccial concept, SOCIETY. However, because of the technique
used in forming the two groups, the meaning of the concept
MYSELF would be expected to be significantly different. The
groups did not differ significantly on the meanings attrivuted
to the concepts DEMOCRACY, ESTABLISHMENT, FREEDOM, and HOME.
Generally, the two groups differed significantly on the
meaning of the personal concepts but did not for the sociel
concepts. Two exceptions were noted. The socizal concept
SOCIETY was significant while the personal concept HOME was
not significant. The implication of this finding 1s that

the meaning of the concept MYSELF had an effect on the

b

meaning of some other personal concepts but not on the measning
of some other social concepts.

After determining that there was an overall significant
difference tetween the groups on some of the concepts, an
estimate of where the greatest difference occurred on the
scales was made by analyzing profiles of the concepts with

the means of the groups vloited. Great differences were

noted on several scales of the concept FMYSELF. ALgalin, the
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great differences on the scales of the concept MYSELF could
be a2 function of the techniqgue used 1in forming the groups.
Although some of the same scales had great differences on
more than one of the significant concepts, no particular
scale differed greatly on all concepts. Also, the largest
difference did not occur only on an evaluative, potency, or
activity factor. Each concept appeared to have an overall
significance as a result of large differences occurring on
different scales. This could have been a function of different
scales being more relevant to particular concepts.

On the mean profiles of the signiflicant personal concepts,
MYSELF, MY IDEAL SELF, and RBESPONSIBILITY, Group 1 (N = 71)
was consistently more extreme In its ratings than Group 2
(N = 29). That is, Group 1 tended to check the extreme
ratings 1 and 7 on the bipolar adjeotive scale more frequently
than Group 2. Group 2 rated fhe scales in the same direction
as Group 1 but Group 2 had mean scores that were consistently
more neutral ratings, that is, closer to the neutral position
L. Group 1 tended to have stronger connotative meanings of
the personal concepts than Group 2 did. On the significant
social coﬁcept SOCIETY, nelther group was consistently an
extreme or neutral rater. It appeared from the profile that
neilther group had extreme connotative meanings attached to
the concept SOCIETY. This finding tends to support the

results that the meaning of the concept NYSHLF affects come
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other personal concepts and that its meaning does not have
as great an effect or the meaning of some social concepts.
Although several studies (Arthur, 1966; Parsonson, 1969;
Neuringer, 1961, 1963; Zax, Gardiner, & Lowry, 1964), have
indicated that abnormal groups have tendencles to make extreme
responses, no conclusions concerning the extreme raters in
this study can be drawn. Another writer (Worthy, 1969)
concluded that the midpoint response is also an extreme
response. The tendency to make extreme responses was found
by Worthy (1969) to be relsted to the tendency to make
midpoint responses. Walkey (1969), who found delinguent boys
to check neutral spaces consistently more often than a normal
group, would support the hypothesis that the midpolint response
1s an extreme response tendency of abnormal groups. Costello
(1968), with college students, found that anxiety was a
factor affecting discerimination on the semantic differential
but intelligence was not. In the present investigation,
enxiety could have been a factor affecting the extreme
responses of Group 1 and Group 2. Group i1, with tendencies
for higher ratings on the personal conceptis, could be an
enxious group with high ratings on the semantic differential
being indicators of particular life styles. Perhaps high
self concepts, ideal self concepts, and personal values all
contribute to more intense strivings in life that could

resvlt in arn individual's recoming rore anxicus. Also, 1T
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enxious group, then the membsrs! tendency for more neutral
ratings could have been a function of anxlety that limited
theilr ability to make discriminations.

Since 1t was anticipated that personality end socilal
factors characteristic of the individuals would interact to
determine what meanings these concepts would have to them,
pertinent factors of thelr personal and social status were
considered. First, approximately equal percentages of males
end females were found in each group. Secondly, there were
similar percentages of persons at each age level in each
group. With reference to rsliglous practloes, approximately
equal percentages in each group stated that they attended
church regularly, occaslicnally, or nevexr. Thus, nelther
age, sex, nor religion appeared to be significant varlatles
influencing how the groups defined the concepts.

Variables that did appear to influence or be related to
how the concepts were defined were populaticn of home tovn
and family income. Thirty-nine per cent of the members of
Group 1 and 58 per cent of the members of CGroup 2 were from
cities of 100,000 or more in population., Twenty-two per cent
of the members of Group 1 and three per cent of the menbers
of Group 2 were from towng of 10,000 or less. Therefoere,

. Group 1 mewmbers tended to be from less densely populated
areas., Group 2 btended to be from families with less income.
Group 1 had 20 per cent of its menmbers with incomes of

810,000 or less wnile Grouy 2 had 27 per cent of its menbers
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with the same income. Considering this information, &
tendency for Group 1 members to have familles wlth higher
incomes living in less densely populated areas and Group 2
having families with lower incomes and from larger metro-
politean areas appears.

A question that occurs 1s why the meanings of the
concept MYSELF have an effect on the meanings of other concepte
in the two groups. If the meaning of the concept MYSELF 1s
thought of as an attitude toward self, or considered to be a
self concept, then it would appear that persons in Group 2
have a somewhat lowcr self concept and are affected by socio-
econonic factors. Persons in Group 2, due to lower family
income, would have less of & chance to develodn thelr potentlals,
Lower family income would severely limit the outslde activities
that are necessary for some people to develop their potentials,
confidence, and to be accepted by peers. Income would not
only limit potentials that would be developed but 1t would
21lso limit the peer group. In e more heavily populsted aresa,
persons with similar soclo-economic status will tend to live
together. In smaller cities young people from all classes
are more likely to be asscciated together, especlally in
recreational activities and school. This type of interaction
could lead small town people to develop more idealistio
attitudes about themselves, and if thelr family 1lncomes are
higher, to develcop wmorz potaantials or be involved in more

ectivitlies that would ald in develonpling self esteem.
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In further studies with larger groups, the variables
of family income and home town population could be controlled
to determine if there are significant differences between
groups on meanings they attribute to other concepts. Also;
groups formed on the basis of some outside criterion could be
used to determine if there would be a great difference on the
meanings they attribute to concepts. To study the effects of
an environmental change on behavior, meaning of concepts of
students could be assessed at the beginning of the Freshman
year and then later to see if the environmental change had an
effect on the meanings tﬁey gave to the concepts. In light
of the present investigation, instead of grouping on the basis
of mean scale scores the groups for future research could be
formed by an analysis of factor scores or standardlized scale
scores, Another factor that could be considered would be the
range of rating posslble on each of the scales. In this
study, seven ratings were possible which c¢ould have limited
the amount of discrimlination possible on the scales. A
wider range of ratings would make 1t more probable that the
subjects would not be as likely to check either extreme or
neutral ratings and allow better discrimination of raters

who would tend to cluster together.
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