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Self-concept has been defined as being both contextual

and multidimensional, varying with different situations and

states of being. In this light, the Ecological Q-Sort was

developed to measure the varying nature of self-concept in

older persons. The purpose of this study is to determine

what contextual selves are represented within the framework

of the Ecological Q-Sort. The cards of the test were rated

and Ward's Hierarchical Clustering technique was utilized to

categorize the cards along two dimensional rating factors.

Statistical analysis revealed that social, productive,

physical, play, active, assertive, and nurturing selves are

represented .by the instrument. Those selves are measured by

the Loneliness/Sociability, Productive/Relaxation,

Vitality/Instability, Initiative/Inefficacy, Confidence/

Uncertainty, and Nurturing/Loss categories.
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UNDERLYING STRUCTURE OF THE ECOLOGICAL Q-SORT:

A SELF-CONCEPT INSTRUMENT FOR USE

WITH ELDERLY PERSONS

Self-concept has frequently been a variable of interest

in the study of personality. Breytspaak and George (1979)

note that self-concept has been considered both as a

predictor variable and as a correlate of other variables.

When studying behavior and psychological functioning, self-

concept is often used in prediction and explanation. Some

studies have investigated self-concept as a predictor of

life satisfaction (Chown, 1977) and adaptation (Chown, 1977;

Clark & Anderson, 1967). Other studies have investigated

altruistic behavior (Trimakas & Nicolay, 1974), life

satisfaction and locus of control (Nehrke, Hulicka, &

Morganti, 1980), age (Bloom, 1961; Grant, 1969; Mason, 1954;

Monge, 1975; Ward, 1977), and living arrangements (Postema,

1970) as predictors or correlates of self-concept.

Although there has been much research conducted on

self-concept, it has primarily been considered a global or

trait-like entity. However, understanding and predicting

behavior must not be limited to traits. Nesselroade (1988)

states, "a precise and comprehensive description and
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understanding of the behaving, developing organism depends

on utilizing [state] dimensions as well as traditional

trait-like ones" (p. 180). Because state measurement

reflects the individual at various points of time and

circumstance, individual differences can be observed and the

multidimensionality of self-concept is revealed.

Multidimensionality was described by Baltes (1987) as a

concept of development that "is not bound by a single

criterion of growth . . ." (p. 614). He went on to state

that the "postulate of a system of abilities is an example

of multidimensionality" (p. 614). Thus, growth and

development consists of multiple-ability components. An

often cited example of multidimensionality is intelligence.

It is believed that there are two types of intelligence,

namely, crystallized and fluid. They are two aspects or

dimensions of the same overall entity that is intelligence,

thus indicating that there can be more than one dimension to

any global entity. A related concept is that of plasticity,

which refers to within-person variability. Plasticity is

the potential for different forms of behavior and

development (Gollin, 1981; Lerner, 1984). In summary,

multidimensionality refers to the existence of several

differing components or dimensions, and plasticity refers to

the potential for each of these dimensions to change and

vary. The application of these principles to self-concept
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creates a highly accurate conceptualization of this aspect

of personality by suggesting that self-concept is malleable,

complex, and highly responsive to the immediate context.

Markus and Wurf (1987) state that it is no longer

feasible to refer to the self-concept, but that it is

necessary to refer to the accessible self-concept. Not all

of the self-identities that are part of the complete self-

concept will be observable at any one time. Although all

self-concepts are accessible and measurable, an individual

will spontaneously display only those self identities that

are most congruent with the environmental context and with

his or her current state. Thus, self-concept is a

multidimensional, continually active, shifting array of

self-knowledge (Markus & Wurf , 1987). There may be a work

self, a nurturing self, and a play self, among others, that

reside in one person. Cantor and Kihlstrom (1987) refer to

this concept as the "family of selves" (p. 132). They go on

to state that people know about their characteristic

selves--"self as [that] kind of person and self in [that]

kind of context" (p. 133). The many selves that exist

within each person will function differently with different

people, in different situations, and within different roles.

Of the different selves, some are undoubtedly more

relevant than others. Markus and Wurf (1987) state " . .

self-concept thus consists of the core self conceptions
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embedded in a context of more tentative self conceptions

that are tied to the prevailing circumstances" (p. 306).

Thus, there are some selves that compose the core of an

individual, such as a parent self; whereas, others may be

more peripheral, such as a neighbor self. The peripheral

conceptions are less elaborated but still influence

behavior, while the core conceptions are well-elaborated and

affect behavior more powerfully (Markus & Wurf, 1986).

All of these varying selves are part of an individual's

overall self conception. Unity of self-concept is achieved

through the overlapping qualities of each differing self

(Cantor"& Kihlstrom, 1987). For example, one's play self

and work self may have self-focus in common. One's

nurturing self and one's play self may have being loving in

common. Because there is a network of overlapping selves, a

unified structure is created. Cantor and Kihlstrom (1987)

summarize by saying, "self-concept, therefore, must

represent both the variety and the unity within each

person's family of selves" (p. 124).

When studies were conducted with persons freely

describing themselves, many differing selves were reported

(Jones, Sensenig, & Haley, 1974; McGuire & McGuire, 1981,

1982; Rosenberg & Gara, 1985). There are physical,

emotional, behavioral, and social aspects of the self
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reported (Cantor & Kihlstrom, 1987). Thus, individuals

perceive themselves as multifaceted.

Such multiplicity of self-concepts is malleable and

contextual, given that individuals respond adaptively to

their social environments and roles. There is an

interaction between individuals and their immediate social

situations and because self-concept is multifaceted,

individuals can present aspects of the self that are most

appropriate. Baron and Boudreau (1987) suggest, "What one

perceives guides what one does, and what one does provides

new information for perception" (p. 1227). Thus, self-

concepts and resulting behavior are affected by feedback

from the prevailing circumstances. McGuire (McGuire, 1984;

McGuire & McGuire, 1982) stated that one of the most

powerful determinants of currently available self-

conceptions is the configuration of the immediate social

environment.

Because self-concept is contextual and multi-

dimensional, ecological validity in measurement is

paramount. To accurately reflect an individual's current

self-concept, assessment methods should measure the person-

environment interaction, in addition to the individual's

current state (rather than a global trait). Historically,

measuring self-concept in the elderly has been met with many

methodological and conceptual limitations. Redus (1983)
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suggested that those limitations are (1) the almost

exclusive use of cross-sectional designs comparing younger

versus older people, (2) the use of self-concept instruments

which are stereotypical and which are not ecologically valid

for elderly people, (3) the use of test formats which may

make excessive demands on some elderly person's cognitive

and sensory-motor abilities, (4) the use of tests and

administration procedures which penalize elderly persons

who are less psychologically sophisticated, (5) the lack of

age appropriate norms and lack of reliability and validity

data for existing self-concept instruments, and (6) the lack

of regard for situational factors which may affect the

elderly person's self-concept.

Hayslip and Redus (1985) sought to address these

shortcomings when developing the Ecological Q-Sort. It is a

behaviorally and situationally oriented instrument designed

to provide an understanding of the person-environment

interaction effecting self-concept in the elderly. The

Pictorial Q-Sort consists of 70 cards on which an elderly

person is depicted in a natural setting. A short, written

description of the situation is also on each card. For

example, "you are baking a pie" might be written, with an

elderly person performing this task in the black and white

drawing. There is a second version of the Ecological

Q-Sort consisting of the written description only.
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The cards are sorted into a forced choice distribution and

reflect either the subject's realistic or ideal self.

Several scores can be obtained, namely, a self-concept

score, an ideal self-concept score, a self-ideal self

difference score, and a self-ideal self discrepancy

coefficient. The Ecological Q-Sort, then, is used to

measure realistic or ideal self-concepts in older persons.

Only the Pictorial Ecological Q-Sort cards with

drawings were used in this study. Rather than sorting the

cards, the subjects rated each card; thus, the instrument

was not administered in its usual format.

The purpose of this study was to determine what

contextual selves are represented within the framework of

the Ecological Q-Sort. Those selves, or categories, may be

few in number, because it is likely that the cards can be

best explained by a few categories rather than 70. Thus,

many cards would reflect each category. Identifying those

categories and subsequently the family of selves reflected

by the test was one goal of the study.

The literature recognizes several qualities that affect

self-concept and a sense of well-being in later life:

(a) health (Kozman & Stors, 1983; Larson, 1978; Lawton,

1983), (b) retirement satisfaction (Atchley, 1976; Hooker &

Ventis, 1984; Larson, 1978), (c) locus of control (Holahan,

Holahan, & Belk, 1984; Krause, 1987; Rodin & Langer, 1980),
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(d) life satisfaction (Neugarten, et al., 1961), and

(e) work (Atchley, 1976; Melzer, 1965). Self-efficacy and

how it relates to older adults has also been studied (Abler

& Fretz, 1988; Davis-Bergman, 1988; Maddux & Rogers, 1983).

Persons with these positive qualities are generally happy

and well-adjusted.

Consistent with the above literature, five categories

of cards felt to be basic to the Q-Sort's structure were

hypothesized, based on the independent judgments of Morgan

and Hayslip on each Q-Sort card's meaning. A Physical/

Health category was determined, which encompasses health,

sickness, exercise, physical activity, and the body. A

Work/Productivity category was selected to represent

productivity, work, and goal-directed activity. An

Interpersonal/Social category was also identified. It

represents any interpersonal interaction, both positive and

negative. Fun, pleasure, and self-improvement are

represented by the Self-Fulfillment/Joy category. The

Confidence/Uncertainty category encompasses assertiveness

and self-esteem. Lastly, a Neutral category was created

for those cards that are neutral, not falling into any of

the above categories. The author asserts that these

categories of cards represent more general domains of the

self, i.e. the physical self, the work self, the social

self, the play self, and the assertive self, respectively.
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Once the categories had been identified, the second

stage of the investigation focused on which Ecological

Q-Sort cards fall into which category. This stage

ultimately resulted in the determination of which varying

self each card pulls for.

Specifically, it is hypothesized that the following

categories based on the above selves exist within the

Ecological Q-Sort: (a) Physical/Health, (b) Work/

Productivity, (c) Interpersonal/Social, (d) Self-

Fulfillment/Joy, and (e) Confidence/Uncertainty. It is

further hypothesized that the following Ecological Q-Sort

cards fall within these categories.

1. Physical/Health: 3, 4, 12, 21, 30, 34, 46, 55

2. Work/Productivity: 6, 14, 35, 36, 41, 45, 59

3. Interpersonal/Social: 1, 5, 7, 16, 17, 20, 23, 25,

43, 54, 57, 58, 65, 66, 69

4. Self-Fulfillment/Joy: 9, 10, 11, 13, 18, 22, 26,

28, 31, 40, 44, 47, 48, 61, 62, 64, 70

5. Confidence/Uncertainty: 2, 15, 19, 27, 29, 33, 49,

50, 51, 53, 60

6. Neutral: 8, 24, 32, 37, 38, 39, 42, 52, 56, 63,

67, 68



10

Method

Thirty, independent community-living elderly persons

ranging in age from 59 to 85 participated in the study, most

of them female and widowed. Specifically, there were five

men and 25 women. Six were married and six were single; 15

were widowed and one was divorced. Two people failed to

provide data on their marital status. The mean age was

73.31 (SD = 6.476). Each was given the 70 Ecological Q-Sort

cards and a rating scale which contained 18 dimensions for

each card (see Appendix A for dimensions). There are five

possible responses on each of the bipolar dimensions.

Specific instructions were as follows:

"We have pictures of older persons, like yourself,

in everyday situations (shopping, watching T.V.). As

you look at each picture, try to imagine yourself as

the older person in each situation. We are interested

in your gut level, immediate reaction to each

situation. As you do that, think about how you would

feel if you were the older person in that situation.

For example, let's assume that you are spending

time with your grandchild watching T.V. How does this

make you feel about yourself, assuming you are the

older person here?
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This situation makes me feel:

1. great no feeling at all terrible

2. depressed joyful

3. excited bored

4. shy bold

5. comfortable uncomfortable

How do you feel overall regarding this picture?

6. positive neutral negative

For ea picture to follow, you will fill out just

one sheet, the same as you did here."

Each subject voluntarily participated and was under no

time constraints. Each performed the procedure individually

and was informed that he or she could discontinue the study

at any time. The 30 subjects rated the 70 Pictorial Q-Sort

cards along the' 18 dimensions.

Data were analyzed in two steps. An initial frequency

distribution of the sample of 30 determined the extent to

which each card was rated along each of the 18 dimensions.

A profile based on the cards' common attributes was then

constructed utilizing a profile similarity analysis

technique (Ward's Hierarchical), and the categories of the

cards that cluster together were then defined. This

technique determined the extent to which cards share a

similar attribute profile. A Pearson Product Moment

Correlation was also conducted to ascertain the viability of
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fewer than 18 dimensions as a framework within which the

similarity analysis might be carried out. This aided in the

interpretation of the above categories of Q-Sort items.

The resulting categories of cards that reflect the structure

of the Ecological Q-Sort should be representative of the

varying selves that comprise one's self-concept in later

adulthood.

Results

Pearson Product Moment Correlations were computed on

the 18 dimensions, which indicated the dimensions were

highly intercorrelated (see Table 1). The dimensions were

then subjected to a factor analysis as a secondary

technique to aid in the simplification of dimensions along

which item cluster or categories could be compared. Two

factors emerged from this analysis. The first contained

dimensions 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 9, 10, 12, 13, and 14, and had an

eigenvalue of 4.31. This accounted for 53.8 percent of the

common variance among the intercorrelations. The second

factor contained dimensions 1 and 2, had an eigenvalue of

1.40, and accounted for 17.5 percent of the common variance.

The remaining dimensions (8, 11, 15, 16, 17, and 18) were

then interrelated with each of the above factors with the

following results (see Table 2). These last dimensions

loaded highly on the factors, and were included in them

appropriately. The 18th dimension (positive-negative) was
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Table 2

Rotated Factor Matrix for Dimensional Ratings

Factor ia Factor 2b

Group 1 (D3,D4,D5,D6,D7,D9 .73 .49
D10,D12,D13,D14)

Group 2 (D1,D2) .53 .70

D8 (stable-unstable) .29 .70

D11 (healthy-sick) .62 .62

D15 (warm-cold) _.89 .09

D16 (sexy-unsexy) -.23 .59

D17 (attractive-ugly) .57 .06

D18 (positive-negative) .39 .58

aAssured-Insecure

bSuperior-Infer ior

eliminated due to its generality, so 17 dimensions comprised

the final two factors (see Table 3). Each dimensional

rating factor was then labeled according to its content, and

it is believed the factor labels accurately represent the

former dimensions. These labels were Assured-Insecure for

Factor 1 and Superior-Inferior for Factor 2.
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Table 3

Two Dimensional Rating Factors and the Dimensions

Comprising Them

Assured-Insecure

Factor One: D3

D4

D5

D6

D7

D9

D10

D1i

Dl 2

D13

D14

Di5

D17

Superior-Inferior

Factor Two: Dl

D2

D8

D16

confident-unsure

strong-weak

nice-awful

friendly-unfriendly

good-bad

refreshed-tired

satisfied-dissatisfied

healthy-sick

happy-sad

optimistic-pessimistic

independent-helpless

warm-cold

attractive-ugly

smart-dumb

valuable-worthless

stable-unstable

sexy-unsexy

Ward's Hierarchical Clustering procedure was then

performed for the purpose of statistically categorizing the

Ecological Q-Sort cards (see Table 4). Statistically, a

three cluster solution was indicated as suggested by the

coefficients of homogeneity (see Table 5).
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Table 5

Coefficients of Homogeneity for Each Cluster Solution

Cluster Solution Coefficient of Homogeneity

8 1.509263

7 2.132257

6 2.785590

5 4.567304

4 6.546476

3 23.185699

2 74.130005

Note. A one cluster solution encompasses all the cards and

is, therefore, not considered.

As seen in Table 5, a large jump in the coefficients occurs

at the three cluster solution when the table is read from

top to bottom. This generally indicates the ideal

clustering stopping point. However, this created clusters

that were too heterogeneous. The larger coefficients

indicate heterogeneity within the clusters; thus, the more

homogeneous clusters that were desired had the smaller

coefficient values. An example of the heterogeneous

clusters is the three cluster solution itself. Its first

cluster contained 46 cards (more than half of the total
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number of cards). In light of this, the six cluster

solution was selected as being interpretable. As seen in

Table 4, the number of cards in the largest clusters reduce

and stabilize at the six cluster solution. Going beyond the

sixth is not indicated, as the cluster breakdown only

involves the smaller clusters which was of no benefit in

this respect. Although the first three clusters are

statistically sounder and the last three are of secondary

importance, a six cluster solution will be utilized. The

clustering procedure made clear which Ecological Q-Sort

cards were clustered together in the six cluster solution,

and this information is listed in Table 6.

As was previously discussed, a six cluster solution was

selected along interpretive criteria. Each of the six

clusters were named after studying their content. The first

cluster, Loneliness/Sociability, contains 16 cards, as can

be seen in Table 7. An Interpersonal/Social category was

hypothesized, but only 2 of the 15 hypothesized cards were

found. In looking at this cluster, it appears to reflect

the negative, lonely aspect of this quality rather than the

positive, interactive, social aspect.



Table 6

Ecological 0-Sort Cards Contained in Each Cluster

Cluster 1:

Cluster 2:

Cluster 3:

Cluster 4:

Cluster 5:

Cluster 6:

l,3,11,12,15,17,20,24,25,26,38,39,47,62,63,68
(1,5, 7 ,16,17, 2 0 , 2 3 ,25, 4 3 ,5 4 ,5 7 ,5 8 , 6 5,66,69)a

2,6,9,27,35,40,55
(6,14,35,36,41,45,59)

4,7,13,14,21,22,23,28,30,32,34,43,46,48,49,51
57,58,59,66,67
(1,3,4,5,7,12,16,17,20,21,23,25,30,34,43,46,54
55,57,58,65,66,69)

5,8,10,16,31,37,53,56,60
(8,24,32,37,38,39,42,52,56,63,67,68)

18,19,29,33,42,45,50,69
(2,15,19,27,29,33,49,50,51,53,60)

36,41,44,52,54,61,64,65,70
(9,10,11,13,18,22,26,28,31,40,44,47,48,61,62,
64,70)

aHypothesized cards in each cluster are in parentheses.

The second cluster, Productivity/Relaxation, contains

seven cards. It relates more to getting things done than

physical labor. This cluster also reflects the positive

aspects of being unproductive. Seven cards were thought to

be a part of the hypothesized category Work/Productivity.

Two of these seven were found within the statistically

derived cluster.
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Table 7

Six Clusters, Their Titles, and the Written Descriptions

of the Cards Comprising Them

Cluster 1: Loneliness/Sociability

You are
told.

You are

You are

You are

You are

You are

You are

You are

You are

You are

You are

You are

You are

You are
pie.

laughing at a joke someone has just

thinking about your health.

doing a hobby.

going for a walk by yourself.

looking for a new place to live.

visiting a sick friend.

spending time with your children.

picking up the telephone.

at a funeral.

caring for your potted plants.

sitting alone in your backyard.

sitting by yourself in your bedroom.

browsing through a family photo album.

in your kitchen with a freshly baked

It is evening and you are sitting at a window
looking at the lights of the city.

You are eating a meal alone while watching T.V.

(table continues)

Card 1

3

11

12

15

17

20

24

25

26

38

39

47

62

63

68
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Cluster

Card 2

(table continues)

6

9

27

2:

35

40

55

Cluster

Card 4

7

13

14

21

22

23

28

30

32

34

43

Productivity/Relaxation

You are worrying about your ability to pay a
bill.

You are doing volunteer work.

You are reading.

You are showing the repairman the repairs you
want.

You are going to collect social security.

You are on a vacation.

You are at a swimming pool.

Vitality/Vulnerability

You are visiting your doctor.

You are playing cards with friends.

You are going to church.

You are cleaning house.

You are slipping and falling.

You have been on a trip and are sitting alone
at your camper late at night.

You are adjusting to the death of your spouse.

You are attending a lecture.

You are lying in your hospital bed.

You are shopping in a department store.

You are getting out of a van.

You are visiting a friend or relative in the
nursing home.

3:
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Cluster

Card 46

48

3:

49

51

57

58

59

66

67

Cluster

Card 5

8

10

16

31

37

53

56

60

Vitality/Vulnerability (Continued)

You are exercising.

You are sitting alone and reading in the
library.

You are arguing with a person.

You have accidentally locked your keys in your
car while you went shopping.

You are offering money to one of your children.

You are the passenger in a car with friends out
for an afternoon drive.

You are preparing a large meal for friends.

You are on a date.

You are making out a will.

Initiative/Inefficacy

You are talking to some children playing.

You are driving to the store.

You are watching T.V.

You are meeting new people.

You are sitting on a bench in a classroom.

You are visiting the bank.

You are driving your car in heavy traffic.

You are shopping in a supermarket.

You are moving into a new and unfamiliar home.

(table continues)

4:
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Cluster 5:

Card 18

19

29

33

42

45

50

69

Cluster

Card 36

41

44

52

54

61

64

65

70

Confidence/Uncertainty

You are taking care of/petting a cat or dog.

You are moving from your old home.

You are being pressured by a salesperson to buy
some merchandise.

You are going to catch a cab/bus.

You are alone and have just finished breakfast.

You have just walked into your home. There are
dirty dishes and trash in sight.

You are returning merchandise to a store.

You are walking with your husband/wife.

Nurturing/Loss

You are watering flowers and raking leaves.

You are in your kitchen cooking.

You are walking in your vegetable garden.

You are in the lobby of a hotel.

You are quarreling.

You are looking at the blackened remains of a
burned out house.

You are at the Senior Center.

You have heard that a friend has recently died.

You are visiting the county fair and are
standing in the building where the pigs are
displayed.

6:
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The third cluster is the largest (with 21 cards) and

has been termed Vitality/Vulnerability. This cluster

contains aspects of two of the hypothesized categories.

Five of the eight cards believed to be part of the

hypothesized group Physical/Health were found in this

cluster. Six of the 15 cards in the hypothesized

Interpersonal/Social category were also found. Vitality/

Vulnerability, then, contains aspects of health and

sociability. Joy seems represented, as well.

Cluster four, Initiative/Inefficacy, reflects the

activity of daily life, such as driving to the store or

visiting the bank. The hypothesized neutral category

appears most similar. Three of these hypothesized 12 cards

are represented among the nine cards found here.

Confidence/Uncertainty was the name given to cluster

five, containing eight cards. It was hypothesized that 11

cards would be part of a category identified as Confidence/

Uncertainty. Only 4 of these 11 are actually part of this

cluster. Despite this, it is believed the cluster's name

accurately reflects the content of the cards statistically

found in it.

Lastly, Nurturing/Loss was the name given to cluster

six. The qualities of this cluster revolve around

nurturing, such as watering flowers, or loss as in death.

There are nine cards contained in this cluster.
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The hypothesized Self-Fulfillment/Joy category appears most

similar and 4 of the 17 hypothesized cards were found here.

In addition, the content of each cluster was considered

for its masculine, feminine, or androgynous characteristics.

This information was sought to help determine the extent to

which people attribute masculine and feminine qualities to

personality. Members of each sex tend to take on the

characteristics of the opposite sex when getting older

(Gutmann, 1975). For example, older men often become more

nurturing, less ambitious, and develop stereotypically

feminine interests, such as cooking. Sex differences in the

six clusters of the Ecological Q-Sort cards were determined

by the content of each card. Specifically, the drawing on

each card was considered and a tally made of those

containing men, women, or both. Those cards with men and

women together were deemed androgynous. Some subjects could

have been influenced more by the sex of the individuals in

the drawings than the situation depicted, and may have

sorted the cards accordingly. Table 8 reflects the sex

differences of each cluster, based on the individual cards

contained in them. Those clusters predominantly involving

women were Vitality/Vulnerability (cluster 3) and

Productivity/Relaxation (cluster 2). Cluster 6,

Nurturing/Loss, contained slightly more female cards than

androgynous ones.
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Table 8

Sex Differences of the Cards by Cluster

Cluster Masculine Feminine Androgynous

Loneliness/Social 7 7 2

Productivity/Relaxation 1 4 2

Vitality/Vulnerability 5 10 6

Initiative/Inefficacy 4 2 3

Confidence/Uncertainty 4 2 2

Nurturing/Loss 2 4 3

Confidence/Uncertainty (cluster 5) depicts males most

frequently, and cluster 4, Initiative/Inefficacy, is

slightly more masculine than androgynous. The first

cluster, Loneliness/Sociability, has an equal number of

males and females represented separately in the cards.

Though exploratory, this analysis may indicate women are

biased when perceiving themselves as vital and productive;

or, as Gutmann (1975) has suggested, they may become more

assertive and ambitious with age.

MINNOW
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Discussion.

Although six groups were hypothesized and six clusters

were selected, they were often different in content from

those hypothesized. At times the differences were slight,

however, as in the hypothesized Interpersonal/Social

category. The statistically derived cluster, Loneliness/

Sociability (cluster 1) measures social interaction as was

hypothesized, but the focus is on the lack of interaction,

or loneliness. Thus, the differences between the

hypothesized clusters and the results were sometimes slight,

but were enough to lend most of the hypotheses unsupported.

The only cluster hypothesized and supported by data is

cluster five, Confidence/Uncertainty. Because most of the

actual clusters differ from those hypothesized, the question

of support for the hypothesis listing the cards believed to

be in each cluster is moot. In discovering this, one goal

of the study has been reached. The specific cards contained

in each cluster have been identified and are represented in

Tables 2 and 6. Despite the occasional similarity between

the predicted and achieved results, overall the hypotheses

were not supported.

To further aid in interpretation, each of the six

clusters were compared along the two factors deemed to

represent the dimensions along which ratings of each card

were carried out. The mean and standard deviation for each
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of the dimensional rating factors was computed for each

cluster and the means were compared to one another. It was

then possible to observe how each cluster ranked on each

dimensional rating factor (see Table 9). T-tests were

performed on the clusters to test the statistical difference

between the means for each dimensional rating factor. As is

evident in Table 10, the clusters are largely distinct from

each other as was hoped. The significant Z values for the

clusters compared to one another on factor one are:

clusters 6 and 5 (Z=13.80, R<.01), clusters 6 and 2

(Z=6.73, <.01), clusters 6 and 4 (Z=8.18, R<.01), and

clusters 6 and 1 (Z=2.75, p<.01). Most clusters compared on

dimensional rating factor two had significant Z values,

including clusters 6 and 5 (1=8.07, p<.01), clusters 6 and 2

(Z=7.88, R<.0 1 ), clusters 6 and 4 (Z=6.26, R<.01), and

clusters 6 and 1 (Z=2.88, Z<.0 1 ). This data indicates most

clusters differ and are statistically distinct.

There was an order to the way the clusters fell on the

dimensional rating factors. Clusters one, three, and six

(Loneliness/ Sociability, Vitality/Vulnerability, and

Nurturing/Loss, respectively) have the highest means,

indicating they reflect the positive aspects of the factors

along which they are compared. Initiative/Inefficacy,

cluster four, ranks in an intermediate position, but it

ranks lower on factor two than factor one. Cluster two,

o"w omplo,1141 III M N 1 101 lik"I'Amy"m goo



29

Productivity/Relaxation, follows in the descending order, as

does cluster five, Confidence/Uncertainty. The last two

clusters (two and five) are markedly lower on both

dimensional rating factors than the other clusters.

Table 9

Comparison of Each Cluster to Each Factor

Assured-Insecure

Factor 1

Superior-Inferior

Factor 2

Loneliness/Sociability

Cluster 1

Productivity/Relaxation

Cluster 2

Vitality/Vulnerability

Cluster 3

Initiative/Inefficacy

Cluster 4

Confidence/Uncertainty

Cluster 5

Nurturing/Loss

Cluster 6

M = 4.66

SD = .06

M = 3.40

SD .22

M 4.46

SD .07

M = 3.98

SD .10

M = 2.38

SD .18

_ = 4.88

SD. .05

M

SD-

SD.

M

SD.=

H.

SD.

M

SD.

M

SD.

4.32

.08

3.24

.16

4.34

.21

3.64

.14

2.32

.28

4.58

.05

111 1111,11 ol .. -40,- 11 -
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Table 10

Z Values for Cluster Comparisons

Comparison Factor 1 Comparison Factor 2

C6 vs. CS .13.80* C6 vs. CS 8.07*

C6 vs. C2 6.73* C6 vs. C2 7.88*

C6 vs. C4 8.18* C6 vs. C4 6.26*

C6 vs. C3 2.75* C6 vs. C1 2.88*

C6 vs. C1 2.75* C6 vs. C3 .01

* p<.01.

Because the six clusters are unique, they measure

different aspects of self-concept. It is argued that each

cluster represents a different self. The "family of selves"

that Cantor and Kihlstrom (1987) stated are a part of every

individual is measured by the different clusters of the

Ecological Q-Sort. Each cluster "pulls for" its companion

self. The selves measured by the clusters were determined

by the content of the cluster. Each unique cluster measures

a different self-concept.

The Loneliness/Sociability cluster (cluster 1)

represents the social self. Because the cluster measures

the subject's perception of how much or how little they

interact with others, the social self is reflected.
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When the subjects are administered the Ecological Q-Sort

and they sort the social self cards into the "most like me

least like me" categories, their self-concept of

socializing or loneliness is identified.

In like fashion, the second cluster, Productivity/

Relaxation, reflects the productive self--how an individual

feels about taking charge and getting things done, or about

relaxing and taking it easy, which is not perceived to be

productive.

Vitality/Vulnerability (Cluster 3) encompasses the

vital self. It relates to health, sickness, and the body,

and to situations in which fun, pleasure, and fulfillment

are derived, be it with others or alone.

Initiative/Inefficacy, cluster 4, seems to reflect the

active self, which is the ability to do things, be they

complicated or mundane. Measuring this self, via its

cluster, would give information regarding an individual's

sense of self-efficacy and ability.

The fifth cluster, Confidence/Uncertainty, clearly

represents the assertive self, a self utilized when in

uncomfortable situations. This self may be lacking in or

feared by some individuals, even though being assertive is

essential in dealing effectively with the world; thus,

measurement of this self is important.



32

The self within the last cluster, Nurturing/Loss, has

been deemed the nurturing self. Whether directed toward

oneself or to objects such as a vegetable garden, nurturing,

creating, and growth are evident, as is the case with loss,

which represents an inability to nurture. The extent to

which a subject is growth-oriented or indifferent is

measured by this cluster and it reflects the nurturing self.

In summary, it is believed that the clusters of the

Ecological Q-Sort measure the following "family of selves":

the social self, productive self, physical self, play self,

active self, assertive self, and nurturing self.

These many selves are illustrative of the multi-

dimensionality of self-concept in that they are each a

dimension of this aspect of personality. In addition, they

may vary over time given the nature of plasticity. For

example, an individual may rank highly on the Initiative/

Inefficacy cluster, indicating his or her active self is

ambitious and able, but may rank low on this characteristic

at another time in life. It is likely, if not inevitable,

that changes will occur in the self conceptions, as measured

by the clusters, given different circumstances and states of

being. Self-concept is multidimensional and contextual and

the Ecological Q-Sort reflects this.

Knowing how the Ecological Q-Sort cards are clustered

and what selves are represented by them is beneficial in
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many ways. A greater understanding of the instrument itself

and more specific applications are suggested by these data.

With the clusters defined, it is now possible to know what

aspects of self-concept are represented by the test.

Because there are many selves in one individual's self-

concept, it is important to know what specific selves this

instrument measures. This study, then, has further defined

the structure of the Ecological Q-Sort.

The application and administration of the Ecological

Q-Sort may be enhanced, as well. The cards contained in

each cluster and resulting self have been identified. Thus,

one could give only those cards that measure the self of

interest. For example, if one wishes to measure the state

of an individual's social self-concept, only the cards

representing the Loneliness/Sociability cluster need to be

given. Expediency and increased efficiency of application

are now possible.

Although some researchers often discuss the

multiplicity of self-concept, there has yet to be an

instrument that adequately reflects this. As Redus (1983)

reports, the Ecological Q-Sort was designed to be

ecologically valid, domain specific, and the various selves

it measures have now been identified through this study.

There are countless research benefits associated with a test
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that can identify the status of an individual's "family of

selves."

As was mentioned in the review of literature, health,

work, and self-efficacy, among others, have been shown to

affect an older person's sense of well-being. Discovering

the state of these self conceptions in someone seeking

professional help can be instrumental in determining the

focus of services. It is important for elderly persons to

feel creative, assertive, social, and productive to insure a

happy, well-adjusted life.

The limitations of the study revolve around the sample.

The sample size is small and ideally should have numbered

700 to 800. A larger sample size would have allowed for a

factor analysis to be performed on the Q-Sort cards.

However, Ward's Clustering Technique was the acceptable

alternative for a study with this sample size.

Future investigations of this aspect of the Ecological

Q-Sort might consider broadening characteristics of the

sample, as well as its size. The subjects in this study

were community-living, reasonably productive individuals.

The population of elderly persons with decreased

functioning, perhaps in assisted living environments was not

sampled. Because the perceptions and self-concepts of these

differing groups of older persons may vary, their ratings
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may also vary. Thus, future investigations may benefit from

a more varied sample.

A sample that was balanced with regard to sex would

also be of interest. This study may be somewhat biased

since the ratings were given by a large majority of women.

Having an equal number of men and women rate the Ecological

Q-Sort cards may lend different results.

In summary, this study of the Ecological Q-Sort

supports the multiplicity and contextual nature of self-

concept in older persons. Although most of the hypotheses

were not supported, important information regarding the self

and aging was nevertheless revealed, i.e., that six clusters

best represent the framework of the Ecological Q-Sort.

These clusters include Loneliness/Sociability, Productivity/

Relaxation, Vitality/Vulnerability, Initiative/Inefficacy,

Confidence/Uncertainty, and Nurturing/Loss. These clusters,

in turn, measure the social, productive, physical, play,

active, assertive, and nurturing selves, respectively.

Though there were limitations involving the sample, the

knowledge generated from this study is important in further

understanding self-concept in later adulthood.
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Dimensional Rating Sheet
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Card

smart

worthless

cof 4dA "ti

1 .

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

How do you feel

18. positive

L
L
L
L

L
I-
1~
A-
I-
I-

A-
1~~

overall, regarding this

no feeling at all

no feeling at all

no feeling at all

no feeling at all

no feeling at all,

no feeling at all

no feeling at all

no feeling at all

no feeling at all

no feeling at all

no feeling at all

no feeling at all

no feeling at all

no feeling at all

no feeling at all

no feeling at all,

no feeling at all

no feeling at all

picture?

I negative

strong

nice

unfriendly

good

unstable

refreshed

satisfied

sick

ha~py

optimistic

helpless.

warm

unsexy

attractive

L
L

1~

1~

I
I
I
I
.1

dumb

valuable

unsure

weak

awful

friendly

bad

stable

tired

dissatisfied

healthy

sad

pessimistic

independent

cold

sexy

ualv
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