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A Tl T RO T T s

The work in a special school with children who have
experienced repetition of grade in the regular school, has given
rise to @ strong interest on  their representatiorn of that

experience.

The uwusual interview for admission or psychological help
includes the encouragement of these children to express their
iceas and feelings about repeating the grade in school, and to
express what they expect from themselves and from significant
persons in their life.

Very often these interviews provide a precious insight to
children’s beliefs which seem to influence significantly their
acacdemnic anc social behaviour. The understanding of these
relationships is very fruitful, in the sense that it may be used
#m o guide Lo an effective educational intervention by the Teacher

o by the Educational FPsychologist,

Besicdes that, the contact with children remaining in the
regular school has shown some points in common, or surprising
aspects such as in the case of & 9irl about whom the Teacher
commert s s "She knows, she is able to do it, but she is so
insecure land underestimates so much her abilities that her

achievement is lower than it could be'" .

The @pproach to the guestions involved in these situastions
is complex, given the nature of this study’s object: how the
child perceives and evaluates his/her experience.

Trere is a strong subjective component part which is an

obxastmcle to any reliable study.

Research on self-concept and self-esteem offers a relevant
contribution to the Educational and Clinical intervention.

Ecucation professionals share the idea that the self-
evaluations of ability and competence affect children’s academic
bhehaviouwr with a tendency to pelieve that a positive self-

evaluabion favours academic success.



Apart from the reticences to the establishment of simplistic
cadse-~affect relationships between these variables, it is
mem@stiOHably worth the effort to understand how the level of
self-esteem influences the child dally life or school life and
vice-versa.

The knowledge of these processes is also important to the
Clinical Psychologist for diagnosis, counsel ling and

therapeutical intervention.

Methodological reasons led this researcher to the choice of
academically unsuccessful children who  remain in  the regular
school (and not those removed to the special school).

I this study we will consider repeating childheh,those that,
cdue to academic difficulties, remain another Year inlthe same
grade. Non-repeating children are those who don’t have to repeat.

Tris study is guided basically by the following questions:

L. How do repeating and hon-repeating children perceive and -
evaluate themselves?

L. How do they wvalue Lheir ability and competence?

3. To whak measure are their perceptions and evaluations distant
o close to those made by Teachers? A

4. Which 1is the relationship between the perceived academic
competence and the psirceived global self-esteem as a person?

Wi ll repeating schoolchildren tend to show a self-—

depreciation as a conseduence of that experiernce?

The search for the answer to these questions will be
developed across a 'theorétioal framework where the references
underlying this project will be éﬁphasized, with a further
description of the method used here. Then, the analysis and
discussion of the results will be followed by the confrontation

With the preliminary experimental quiestions.

w2



N

THAEORECT I CTal. FRAME LR

The relevance of the study and research on self-concept in =
developmental perspective lays in  the understanding of the
relationship between social behaviour and cognitive development.
It also concurs to provide well-belng to the child, the sense of
personal worth, helping him/her to form = pogitive self-image,

and to identify and develop his/her qualities.

In the particular case of behaviour in the school conduct,
e finds indications from some authors (BANDURA, 1977
COVINGTON, 19845 NICHOLLS, 1982; WEINER, 1979) that the child’s
perception of reality would have a much stronger predictive value
of his/her orientation for academic suUccess than reality itself

#chool marks, tested abilities and so on).

In the last 15 vears the self has been "rehabilitated” as a
valich theorectical construct. It became arn object of study for
the representatives of different theorectical areas such as
social, learning, causal attribution, developmentalism or, even,
the clinical psychologists adopting cognitive-behaviourist
treatment models.

This phenomenon appeared after periods oF enthusiasm
lintrospeccionism, F. ex.) which followed periods of desinterest
duei to the rising of behaviourism or to the dissatisfaction
caused by  the results of the american affective eclucational

programmes designed to ameliorate children’®s self-imnages.

A acceptable definition of self may be the one proposec by

BANNISTER (&, p.253), which emphasizes the following gualities:

- the motion that each individual has of being different firom the
obhers, based on the experience of the difference between fthe
comdnication with himself (internal) and with the others
(externalized);

- the notion of integrity, of the strictly personal experience
CORT O

= the motion of the performance of individuality along the time,

that prowvides the feeling of continuity, of one’s life;
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~ the notion the individual has of being subject of cdeclisions,

causing events anc sharing the responsibility of t

i
it

conseduences of his actions:

- the notion of the "other" by analogy with himself, in which
different subjective sxperiences are compared;

~ the awareness of having a self, of being simultanecusly "I" and

3 me " .

Mary theorists of the self did nolb take the perspective of
the self in  development. Therefore, their work was quite
unsatisfactory, namely with respect to the aquestion about the
¢elf (wich displays the subject as observer and as an observed
object) which is influenced by changes in coghnitive processes

ocourring along infancy, adolescence and adulthood.

The wpproach to the self in the social context complements
the perspective of individual development because it takes place
also in the interaction with the others. The ochild cdoes not have
frrom birth an already made self-image. He/She acduires it through
experience and, specially, by observation of other people’ s
reactions to him/her and by the opinions from others.

In this perspective, the central question is to kKnow how the
Judgements made by the significant persons influence the chila’se
self-concept. The ability to decentrate (in Piagetian terms) and
to consider the other plavs an important role in the development
of self-aswareness.

The analvsis of the involved processes lays, inevitably, in
an area where cognitive developmental factors intersect social

factors.

The self-concept development has been Trequently approched
in parallel to the evaluative orientation of the "I", called
self-esteem,

Self-esteem has an evaluative component. Unlike conceptual
understanding, it may have a positive or = megative value which

is gquantitatively measurable.

It is commonly assumed among peaychologists and teachers thatb

Lhe positive or negative feelings the child has towards



him/herself influence significantly his/her relationship with
others, school achievement mental health and adaptation to the
ervironment (JERSILD, 1952; ROSENBERG, 1979). DEBORAH PHILLIPS
(19) found that about 20% of 117 academically competent Ffifth
graders -~ both girls and bovs - showed low perceived competence
assocliated with lower stanmdards and expectancies for success than
chdlarern  whose self-perceptions wWwere adeduate. As the author
refers, children whose express doubts in their abilities are
particularly vilnerable to academic pressures, showing
discouwagemeht and  behaviours largely independent of  academic

abhility.

Do girls and boys perceive themselves differently?

Self-concept studies focusing sex differences are not
conclusive and raise some controversy. When sex differences are
Tound  they emphasize, for ex., boys’ higher scores on "lie"
scales and "defensiveness" scales, while girls tend to assume
more emsily their weakresses; or that teachers tend to rate girls
as having higher self-esteem, although the same boys and girls do
not differ in their self evaluations, according to COOPERSMITH
(1959, 19673 (16).

Similarly, OMARK, et &i. (1973)  (18) Found that boys
overestimate their position in a "toughness hierarchy more often
than girls did. "Machismo" is an interesting aspect of bovys’® ego
defenses and expresses a denial of  feminin attributes by
exaggeration of super masculine behaviour (16p. 160). According
to BOGO et a1, (1970) boys defend their egos more by turning
agalinst a real or presumed external frustkating object, wheresas
girls tend to self-blame.

WHITING and POPE (1974) (16) found that boys from different
cultures tend to "show off" more frequently and that sex
differences seem Lo be stronger at 7-11 vears of age.

I her Manual for  the "Self-Perception Profile for
Children”, $. HARTER refers, for ex., that among elementary and
micdle school children boys perceive themselves as significantly

more athletically compebtent than girls. Self-perceived behaviour



arnd self-percelived appearance are more favourable for dirls than

for boys inm middle school.

Resemrch on this field comes across the difficulty to Find a
satisfactory theorectical frame of reference about the self-
understanding development, Following WYLIE’s comclusions (1979},
in her review of the litterature (in 3).

There 1is a proliferation of studies on self-concept and
self-esteem, but many of them show neither a clear theorectical
definition of these constructs nor its operational definition.

The diversity of instruments created to measure self-concept
and self-esteem confirms the variety of theories about the nature
of the same.

The attempts to operationalize these concepts did not meet
all the requirements. This happened even with well Kriown scales,
suich  a@s  COOPERSMITH®s "Self-Esteem Inventory" (19567) or the
FPIERS-MARRIS® "Self-Concept Scale" (1984, 1969). Their items
cover a large range of contents: cognitive competences,
personality traits, popularity, ete..

This diversity is not an obstacle to the simple addition of
the answers. In COOPERSMITH®s procedure the total score has an
indicatory value of global self-esteem.

Thus COOPERSMITH (1967), among others, assumes self-concept
a5 an unidimensional construct. He does not believe that children

@re able to make differemtiations of thelr specific competerces.

FPIERS-HARRIS' approach (1969) adopted = theorectical model
placed between the unidimensional and the multidimensional model
although, @t the begining, self-concept had been considered as
unidimensional. Factorial analysis revealed, then, the existerce
of different factors. This conclusion Put in evidence the need
for measures, adequate to the evaluation of specific areas, as S.
MHARTER remarks (14.).

The bhierarchichal models of the self classify self-concept
and self-esteem as a superior category, under  which other
categories of the self are organized. Their representatives,
EFPSTEIN (1973) on the one side, or SHAVELSON, HUBNER and STANTON
(1976) on the other side, or still L>ECUYER, have selected self-

&



concept ab the top of the hierarchy. They differ, basically, in

the classification and in the number of subcategories.

Hierarchichal models represent ] progress in the
understanding of the Self, when they are compared with the
preceding models. However, they still contain important
limitations, namely in what concerns the agreement betweer the
hierarchizing of the different domains, conceived by theorists,

grmd Cifferent formns of hierarchizing made by individuals.,

ROSENBERGE  (1979) represents a fourth approach when he
identifies, in adults, the sense of global personal worth above
the Jjudgements made about specific areas in their lifes.

The self-esteem global evaluation is considered a valid
entity by itself (and not by addition of the answers to several
specific areas). The measure created by him contains this
distinction and makes its direct evaluation (instead of

evaluating presuned specific bases of self-esteem).

The combination of the multidimensional perspective of
Judgemnents, in specific areas, with that of the global self-
esteem and its evaluation considering the importance atbributed
by the subject, represents the Fifth theorectical model.

TESSERE et a1., (1980, 1983) (14) mhave remarked that
aclults’® self-esteem is affected when they make low self-

evaluations of their competence in an area Jjudged important.

Moving herself in this theorectical area, SUSAN HARTER, has
made important advances both at Lthe conceptual level and at the
concepts operationalization level.

This is the basic theorectical reference of the present

Wik,

HLISAN HARTER  built a perspective of gelf-concept in
development along the individual’s life. Her  approamch has its
roots in the research- that has been done from the 70%°s. Those
Works assumed the individual differences and the modifications

inherent to the self-concept developments.

Dineg of her main objectives has been the understanding of the

functional role of self-esteem and "the impact that self-warth

~J



ha#s on one’s affective and motivational orientation" (15, page

2), added to the study of its determinants and antecedents.

Along the child’s growth the number of self-concept areass
increases and he/she bhecomes more and more able to differentiate

and to articulate Liem.

Following HARTER and PIKE (1984) (15),children aged 4 to 7
vears are already able to make reliable judgements about their
cognitive competence, social acceptance and behaviour, although
these  domain are not yel completely differentiated. The
instrument used to measure has a pictorial presentaltion of

concrete manifestations of relevant behaviours,

Unly after some vears latsr on, are children able to express
and to make reliable Jjudgements about their global worth as a
person  (when their cognitive cdevelopment allows the concept
formation). This chronology is conditioned by the adiustement of
chiladren®s verbalization, which is a limitation of the self-

evalualtion measures for the yYounger children.

After 8 vears of age, the change in the self-concept
gbhructure is shown by the child’s ability to make and express
Judgemnents about his/her global worth and Lo differentiate more
specific domains. These are: Scholastic Competence, Athletic
Competence, Social Acceptance by Peers, Behavioural Conduct and

Phyvsical Appearance.

This evolution reveals the hierarchichal nrature of the‘self
evaluabtion process: self-esteem is a superordinate construct and
Judgements about competence are lower order category (12). The
articulation and the discrimirnation of specific areas progresses
and adolescents are also able Lo discriminate Close Friendship,
Romantic Appeal and Job Competence. Although Close Friendship,
T o SR ., is familiar to older children, it is not vel
differentiated from the more general ascceptance by peers (HARTER(
[15).

SLISAN HARTER  and her collaborators identified specific

cdomains for College students and adults, for whom they created



adequate measure Instruments based on these specific concepltual

shructures.

The scale for children is not appropriate for special
groups, such as mental retardation or learning difficulties.
These children produce different factorial models. For this
reason HARTER  (1985)  and RESNICK  (1985) (13) have proposed

specific scales for each one of these Uroups.,

Some  of the most significant cohanges in  self-concept
oocurred in the developmental stages focused here are made
sealient:

= During childhood and adolescence modifications seem to
occur in terms of cognitive develaopment of the ability to
cdifferentiate more areas of self-concspt. After
adolescences, the distinctions of different domains
indicate changes in the valuation of certain aspects of
1ife,

- The younger children represent cognitive competence
throughy basic krnowledge: the colours, the letters, the
numbers., Older children and adolescernts show a chahée
criented toward academic performance.

- The nature of soclal relationships influence on self-
concept also takes different fTorms: in two Ffirsht periods
of  childhood it is measured by a single scale of
acceptance by peers, while in adolescence it becomes
necessary to use a distinction of accephtance by peers
urder the form of popularity, of the ability to make and
keep close friencs and the romantic appeal.

- In what concerns behaviour and morality domains there are
also changes in the content. The voungest are more
worried with the observable bashaviours, specially those
punished by adullts.

- From the age of & vyears children show that they have
alraady Tormed the cognitive concept of their worth as a
frer son (what should not be confounded with general

competence),



S HARTER’ s conceptual and practical model contains the
possibility of studying the relationship of the globasl self-~

esteen with the perceived specific competences,

I the study of the cdeterminants of globasl self-esteem
S.HARTER resorted to W.JAMES® (1892) and COOLEY’ % (1909) theories

which, in spite of being difTerent, are complementary.

Self-esteem, according to . JAMES, derives From The
relationship between the competence Judged by the subject and the
competence  to which he aspires. Different persons attach a
different value to success in each domain of life. As a result,
1T the evaluated competerce is lower than the aspired competence,

self-esteem will be low.

COOLEY"s contribution consists of & conception of global
self-concept as a social construction. The sense of personal
Wworth derives from the internalization of attitudes that the
subject thinks the significant persons have toward him, from the

informations they express about Mimself.

S HARTER determines the relationship between competence in
areass Judgeg important and global self-esteem through the
calouwlation of the discrepancy et ween competence/adequacy
perceived by the child (in the "Self-Perception Profile") and the
importance ("pretensions” in JAMES) he/she amseribes to zach one

of bhe 5 areas.

The lower the discrepancy, the higher the self-esteem score.
The higher the importance ascribed to an area in which perceived

competence 1s low, the lower will be the self-esteem score.,

HARTER® & investigations led to the conclusion that,
following COOLEY’s conceptualization, the more +the child feels
the significant others care for him/her, the higher his/her sense
o global personal worth, the higher is the regard to

Him/herself.

Im wheak concerns the effects oF each one of these
congtructs, both are corclusive, According to HARTER (15), the

e . ; .
congrugnee  of  competence and importance hierarchies does rotb

10



protect completely the child from the impact of & low level o f
the significant others"regard“ Anct the child receiving high
levels of support from the significant obhers is, even so,

villnerable to the impact of & high discrepancy score.

The walue of sach specific area as a predictor of global
personal  worth  wvaries and Physical Appearance is  the most

important, followed by Social Acceptance.

The interpretation oF these resutlts is polemic, Its

discussion will be retaken in the final part of this work.

I what concerns the social areas, bthere is a different
contribution from each source of support, The support  from
parents and classmates represents the main influence o global
self-esteem (correlations between .42 and .46). Less important
(with a lower impact) is the support from the close friend and

the teacher (correlations betweer 27 and L 37).

I order Lo complete the set of basic concepts used in this
Work, concept of academic failure/success of schoolchildren, or
repetition/rnon repaetition of grade to use a more objective term,

will be presented next.

The Portuguese definition for repetition in primary school
follows the "rule” of definmitions and decisions in the context of
the educaticnal policy in a country. As  happens 1in  other
countries, Tthe analysis of previous experience has an ideological

corbent: .

Im & relatively recent past, academic expearience was defined
by reference to a system in which there were 4 levels in primary
school. Children who did not  reach the academic objectives
determined by the teacher would "fail" and, the following vear,
they would remain in the same grade, repeating the complete
academic program  of the last vear. Portuguese Tfigures Ffor
repetition were calculated for each ore of the four grades and/or
Tor the total of grades.

More recently the grading system was divided into "ohases”

The 4 years of primary school were grouped in 2 phases, each

11



phase consisting of 2 yvears. Thi

1]

. system was designed to prevent
and  reduce the high level of repetition  of graces, The
theorectical basis consisted of the recognhnition of different
cdevelopment rates 1In children. The existarnce of 2 phases (each
one having 2 grades) was considered as favourable to academic

prrogresses according to the individual learning rate.

The system of "phases' provides the ochild more time to
recover  from academic slowness. Ghildren with & # lower
daevelopment/learning rate would not be at a disadvantage, since

the progress from 1% Lo 2"Y vear is automatic inm each phase.

It is in this context that repetition occurs, when the pupil
makes his/her matriculation for the 379 or more times in the same
phase., For example, the figures for repetition in Portugal in
19282 was 41% Tor the 1% Phase and 27% for the 20¢ Phase. In
1287, the global figures for repetition was 41% (according to
"GL.ELP." - Ministry of Education). And, each schoolvear, about 1%
of children leave school prematurely (before the age limit of 14

years old).

From now on, it is necessary to know what happens to such =
Righ number of children experiencing repetiticon at school. Some
guestions come easily: to what extent does this experience affect
their self-concept as persons, thelr academic self-concept, their

aspirations for the fubture?

However, it is also reasonable to reflect on the extent to
whin  many o those children waoltlcl have more unfavourabhle
aspirations anc selFf-concepts than other children, before

repetition was formally assumed by the school.

The uUse of HARTER’s scales will help to understand some
aspects involved in this process and allows the reformulation of

thhe initial questions in more specific terms:

1. Will there be significant differences between repeabing and

norn rep2ating children in btheir self-percepbtion?
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Nil

ot

the importance ascribed by repeating and non repealting

1Ldremn to their competerces in specific domains e

N

2l

[

gnifticantly different?

0]
[EN

How do the discrepancy scores between perceived compe—
tence/adequacy and importance judgemehts vary in both groups

of children?

To what extent is perceived competence/adeauacy close +to or

far from teachers® judﬁéments im both groups of children?

Which of the five areas of competence/adequacy has more

influence upon global self-esteem?

Are there significant modifications in social acceptance of
repeating children by the peers (repeating pupils make rew

acduaintances sach vear they repeat)?

Next, the methodology will be presented in order to analyse the

results,
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3.1. SUBJECTS

The tobtal sample consists of 68 children, aged 10-12 vears,
cadcasian, alttending the 39 or 4rY grade in primary school in
1987/1988. It is divided im two groups of 34 children (17 girls
and 17 boys). In one group children repeated 2 or more vyears
since their 1Y grade; in the other group, children never

repeated the year.

They come Trom 3 suburban schools of Lisbon. The schools

are mixed in what concerns the SES of Ttheir families. There i

in
&

predominance of middle-class Tamilies.
The children have neither psychiatric problems, serious

ealth problems or physical disabilities.

The differentiation of school achievement isz made by using
the simple availlable criteria: 2 or more vyears of repetition/no
repetition.

This is due Lo the fact that Portuguese elementary school
does not use any classifying system with standardized marks or
achisvement tests. In addition, ona  year of repetition was
corsidered a short experience, not satisfactory for the purposes

of Lthe study.

The selection of the children was based on school records
concerning age, race and achievement (repeating or passing in

ench schoolvear).

&1L the avallable repeating children in the required
conditions were used in the sample. The non repeating childrem

were selected randomly, inm each classroom,

The number of children initially expected decreased because
some  teachers made mistakes about the number  of vyears of
repetition, age  and some  even indicated non-white children
(teacherd Tatigue was obvious im  the last months of the

schoolyear) .

14



Although most of the children were attending the 4" grade,

five children at the 3"9 grade were accepted. Their situation was

a dgduaranty they had = satisfactory level og reading competence

ard aubonomy for adequate interpretation of the quaestionnaires.

The last months of the schoolyear - May and June - were
chosen to administer the questionnaires because, at that time, it

WEs easier to find non repeating children aged 10 vears.

15



3.2. INSTRUMENTS

Thiree questionnaires from SUSAN HARTER were used:

A - The "Self-Perception Profile for Children” (“What T am
like$" 1
B - The "Importance Scale" ("“How important are these things to

how vyou feel about vourself as a Ferson?");

3

C = The "Teacher’s Rating Scale of Child’s Actual Behaviour".

The first two questionnaires are filled out by the child and

the third by the teacher.

Children’s Questionnaires

A - The "Self-Perception Profile for Children” (SLSAN HARTER,
1985) can be used with children aged from & vears attending, at
least, the 3rd grade. It is & revision of the "Perceived
Competence Scale for Children" (S. HARTER, 1972, 1982).

It is composed by & subscales. Five of them focuse on the
following specific areas:

1. Scholastic Competence

2. Social Acceptance

3. Athletic Competence

4. Physical bppearance

5. Behavioural Conduct

The sixth is the global self-worth scale.

The scale has 36 items divided into groups of & items in
emch subscale.

The title of the scale reflects Lthe expression of children’s
percepbtions  of themselves; the aspect of heing a “profile"
reflects the possibility of studying accurately one’s self-
concept  through the analysis of differences imn ‘@ subject’s
scores, obtained in different specific areas. f

The problems associated with the classic twOWQHoice Format
("True-False" or "Like Me-Unlike Me") of self-concept scales were
drastically reduced by HARTER’s advantageous alternative format.
Socially cdesirable responses from children will hardly take
place in these questiornaire format, given the type of question

and the process of choice it clemands.



Example:

Really Sort of Sort of Really
true for true for true for true for
e Me fe Me
Some kids Other kids

have a lot BUT don’t have '
of friends very many
friends

I first place, the child has to decide which kind of kid

Me/she is most like and, then, whether that is sort of true or

really true for him/her.

As 3. HARTER states (13) "The effecktiveness of this guestion
format lies in the evidence from statistical data", and in the
conclusion 'that "half of the kids in the world (or in one’s
refarerce groub) view themselves in one way, whereas the other
half view themselves in the opposite marner". This aspect is
reinforced by the fact that children verbally express accuralte
self-perceptions rather than socially‘desihable answers whan they

are asked Tor the reascons of their choice.

There 1s no possibility for the child to make artificial
Ghodces due to some perceived constant arrangement of the items.
The structure of the guestiornaire contains, in each subscale, 3
items in which the first part of the statement reflects high
competence or adeduacy and low competerce or adequacy in the

other 3 items, arranged randomly.

The general scoring procedures consists of scoring each item
on & 4 point scale, where the scorely indicates Wb perceived
competence, and the score 4 indicates high perceived competence -
both correspond to "Really True for me' type of description. The
soores 2 and 3 indicate the child’s choice is “Sort of True" for
Fim/ her, in a more self-unfavourable or self-Ffavourable

description, respectively.

17



8 —~ Importance Scale

Ie

i

i. & tehwitemrsoale that measures the child’s importance
Judgements about bthe Tive specific areas. There are 2 items for

emch one of the specific areas.
The scoring procedure is similar Lo the previous scale.

It provides the study of the relationship between compelbence

in areas judged important and global self-worth.

W. JAMES® assumption - that only those areas in which
personal  success is considered important will affect general
szlf-esteem - underlies HARTER®s Procedurs in calculating the
discrepancy scores. Thus, the children’s importance scores taken
im account are 3.0 (Sort of Important), 3.5 [(Median Importance),

or 4.0 (Very Tmportant).

& specific formula works the comparison between perceived
competence and Judgement of importance in the five
competence/adequacy areas, It makes possible the comparison
betweern the mean discrepancy score for a specific domain and

global self-worth score.

The cuestionnaires for children can be administered

individually or in group.

C - "Teacher’s Rating Scale of Child’s Actual behaviour".

In their auestionnaire, teachers rate Tthe child’s actual
behaviour in each specific area, in parallel with the "Self-

perception Profile for Children".

For eamch specific area three items were considered
sUfficient to obtain high reliable Judgements, following the
results from HARTER’s experience with teachers’® ratings. Global
self-worth items were eliminated because the attributes irvolved

are not observable objectively.



Teachers® scores can be compared directely with the child’s
scores, wWhich is useful for comparative studies. For this reason,
this scale may be used by teachers as well as by courselors,
therapists, parents, etc., in order to rate the ohild’s perceivead

competence or adequacy.
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3.3. PROCEDURE
Children®s Questionnaires Administration

FPerceived Competence Scale and IThportance Scale were
previously administred to 10 children (chosen by the 2 variables

seX and achievement) in the first FPortuguese version.

This pre-test situation had the purposes  of training the
researcher 1in the administration of the scales and selecting the

vocabulary and sentence structure more familiar to the children.

The review of the questionmaires produced two alterations in

items 21 and 29 of the Self-Perception Scale.

After the review, the dquestionnaires were administered to
grroups of four or five children, during playtime (about 30 or 40
mirutes) or after school activity. The place was the classroom or
@ quiet place when the other children were in the playground and

the teachers had gone oul.

The TfTormation of groups with & maximum of & children was
decided for different reasons.

The ma&in reason refers to some children’s distractibility
@nd its prejudice on the interpretatiom and Tulfilling of the
items. It was observed that, when controlling the answer (by
sUggestion of the researcher) the child became surprised bacause
the marked choice did not correspond to the choice he/she had in

mind. Others had forgotten tie instructions.

At ber introducing the scale, the sample item was read
outloud by the researcher. Children were asked to produce similar
examples. Each one of them was encouraged to read outloud by
himself one or two of the first items, in order to facilitate
his/her concentration on the task (mbout 70% of the children were
proud  whern they resd for the others]. This was repeated
accasionaly along the remaining items to help the mairntenance of

attention.

This methodology seems to be useful in preventing false

choices, The Self-Perception Scale is particularly long and



perhaps & little tiresome Ffor some children. The researcher would
Fimd it difficult to Tollow adequately children’s behaviour ifF

the group was much larger.

About 0% of the children filled out both questionnaires -
Self-Perception Scale and Importance Scale - in only one session.
The remaining needed another 10 or 15 minutes more (inm a total of

50 minutes).

Children accepteﬁ#hd collaborated very well. About  40%
wanted to know if their written opinions would be shown to their
teachers. When they were told that their responses destination
was the researcher herself they expressed their relief. They felt

more at ease to make "whatever choices they wished to".

Their curiosity aboubt the purpose of their collaboration and

of  the researcher’s work was satisfied with the following
explanation: The ressarcher is interested N & beltter
understanding of how children develop and wishes fto krow Row

children of their age think and give ocpinions about themselves

and what thevy do.

15% of the children wished to krnow if their answers were
"correct"; they found it hard to accept that there was no right

Qi Wihong answers,

After finishing their work, children often said they had
anjoved it. &As they finished their task they came back to help

their peers.

Ten children called the researcher’s attention to  the
differentiation they made of their behaviours imn different
situations on item 5 of the questiornaire "What I am like". For
example, one boy explained that he behaves well inm the classroom
but he behaves badly in the plavaround.

On  item 27 (games and sports) of the same duestionnaire
three repeating children explained Lthey behave differently im the
school plavground and in tﬁe street where they live. Onme of them
wWwent into curious detamil saving: "At school I am not allowed to

mlay because I am big; if I play I°11 become afrald of hurting
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the kids. But I'm always plaving in my street, because they are

big Lhere".

The remaining childrern made superficial comments such as "It

wzs emsy Lo understand” or "I did not understand only ong word",

Administration of Teachers® Questiornaire

The sixteen teachers involved were female and were working
i their profession for more thanm 3 Years., One was bteaching for
the First time and the remaining worked for 2 or more vears imn

their present school (1987/88).

T order to make it clear to the teachers the kind of
collaboration expected from them, written information aboul fhe
aims of the study and the criteria for selection was given to the
Headieacher in an interview. The Headteascher and the resesrcher
agreed on  the conditions for the meetings with teachers and
pupils concerned. Each teacher of the 15t and 2nd vear of the 2nd
phase received the written information from the Headteacher in

April 1988,

& Tew personal contacts with the teachers were necessary
Lt i1 the relevant informations about the chi ldiren were

avallable. There was opportunity for exchange of information. .

ALl the teachers kindly complied with the tesearcher’s
request  (even the three teachers who were reluctant at the
begining because this will be "one more questionnaire to Ffill
out, in accumulation with others to fill obligatorly in the end
of the schoolyear"). Agreement was made on the calendar for the

researcher’s meetings with the childremn.

Sometimes, teachers tried to take advanltage of the
researcher’ s presence as a psychologist, to discuss problems they
ware worried aboul. In their opinion, if these children filled
out the questionnaires Lthere would be more information aboul
their psychological problems and a better understanding of their

eciucational needs.



"Teachers Rating Scale" was delivered to each teacher after
all the children had filled their cuestiornaires. Teachers found
the instructions clear encugh. They expressed curiosity aboukt
What they would find out when they could compare their ratings

Wwith children’s Judgements.

When the auestionnaires returned, teachers said they were =5
bit confused about the items related to sports; they did not krow
to Judge the child’s athletic competence. There are some aspects
of the school’s mode of functionimg and teacher’s work under lying
the mentioned difficulties.

Portuguese elementary school does not have a real sports
program. Very often the physical conditions in the school are not
adequate. Teachers have learnt some general technigues about the
subiect, but they are mare concerned Witlth the scholastic
achievement of their 379 or 4%h  graders than with childd’s
phvsical activity. The amount of time alloted to sports depends
o the teacher’s decision and work conditions .

Thus, many teachers did not have the slightest idea about
thelr pupils’® competence in this area, while 30% had made some
sporadic observations, which was rot enough Lo rate obiectively,
The researcher’s indication was that teachers should rate in
gocordance with their Jjudgements about outdoor games. This WES
the only acceptable solution for all the teachers, except for
two, who never had looked at their pupils playing in the
playground. They were invited to Jjudge their (four) pupils’
competence in both sports and outdoor games as objectively as

possible.
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3.4. TEACHERS® SUGGESTIONS

The good collaboration of teachers is =lso revealed in the
suggestions made, namely concerning the advantage of adding itams
referling to the relationship among peers at school and agressive
behaviowr specially.

Putting together what esch one sald, three main aspects
emearge

1} Criticism to the questionraires format, structure and

content.

21 Comments upor children’s expressed self—perceptions.

31 Recognition of the advantages such & research project

brings to the teacher®s ideas.

1) Teachers criticézed:

=~ the characteristics of the text: the child is forced to read
it from top to bottom, instead of reading from left to right,
which may cause additional difficulties for dyslexic children
o for those who have lateralization problems;

~ the spatial dispositions of the 2 squares before the piece of
B text on the left column: 1t forces the child to go baclk,
after reading the text, which makes the task more confusing;

- the use of "AND" (in the present portugusse versionl); it should
be substituted by "OR", because it demarcates more clearly the
difference of opinions (on the left and right columm) ;g

= item 8,in the "Self-Ferception Profile": "Some kids have @ lob
of friends"/"Other kids don’t have very many friends"
statements should be substituted be "Some Kids have more
frriends than others"/"Other kids have less friends than
obhers;

~ the structure of the sentences and the vocabulary are difficult
o understand at this age, namely the terms "physical
appearance” and "as a person';

- the general structure of the scales and the "complicate process
of  personal choice it implies"; some teachers found "it
probably is e@Esy to fill out Ly american primary
schoonlcehildren because they are familiar with this kind of
duesticonnaire” but "not adapted to portuguese children who

reEever saw such & questionnaire”.



Other teachers expressed a more optimiste view, sayving thatb
the auestionnaires are accessible to these children if they have

enough opportunities to learn how to Fill them out .

2} Teachers made the following comments about children’s self-

perception:

~ the opinions given by many children are contradictory, because
they expressed self-favourable or unfavourable opinion about
the same area content, which is dispehsed by different items;

- some children seem to give answers to plesse adullts;

- the answers given by some children stiggest  they find. it
difficult to distinguish between what they are, what they
should be, and what they would like to be

= there were opinions considered "reslistic" by the teachers and
coincident with their judgements;

~  obher opinions surprised the teachers because they were
unexpected but, in any case, they were considered "sincere";

- some children’s answers were judged "irrealistic" because they
overastimated or underestimated some personal @mespects;

- according to 80% of the teachers, the more "reaslistic" and
"adequate" self-perceptions tend to be made by "most able",
"the most intelligent” and the “"most mature” ochildren. These
characteristics are found predominantly in Lthe ron repeating

chi ladrem.

N
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The data will be analysed and discussed according to the six

imitial gquestions presented in the theorectical part.

4.1. TREATMENT

Children’s and teachers® answers were scored following

HARTER® & procedures, including her four point scale.

ANOVA—2 was used to study children’s self evaluations im the
five specific areas of competence/adequacy, the judged importance

and the discrepancies between competence and importance .,

Matched-pair t tests ware used to compare the children’s
self-evaluations with Jjudgement made by teachers, allowing the
discrimination of sex differences, as well as repeating/non

repeating children differences.

Correlational studies were made Tor the sample and TFor the
four sub-groups (constituted by criteria of sex/repetition) in

arder to @llow & bettepr uriderstanding of the results.

Multiple regression test was used to identify which specific

area(s) Influences global self-worth more strongly.
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4.2. RESULTS

The more relevant results will be evidenced.

The comparison of the perceived competences (Question 1)
shows significant differences in  only two specific areas.
Repeating children evaluate themselves as less competent in their
academic life than non-repeating children do (p<.003). Self-
percelved behaviour is less Tavourable for boys than for girls
(<. 0oLy,

TABLE 1

Mearn  Harter Self-Concept Scores as & Function of
Repetition and Gender, with 2-way ANOVA®s (n=17 per

celll).
Subsscale Area
Repetition Scholastic Social Athletic Physical Behavioural Self-Worth
Competence Acceptance Competence Appearance Conduct

Repeating
Girls 2,44 2.57 2.61 3.05 3.14 2.88
Boys 2.44 2.72 2,84 3.21 2.9 2.88

Non Repeating
Girls 2.92 2.80 2.64 3.36 3. 45 3.46
Boys 2.83 2.84 2,60 3.15 2.76 2.9

F Ratios
Repetition 9.82 (003) 21 48 .38 .26 3.08
Gender A2 49 .53 .84 2.44 (0o1) 1.78
Interaction 13 .79 .13 .20 3.90 5.71 (020)

Significance levels in brackets

]
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I what concerns self-worth, the interaction sex x Pep@t%gég?
1s significant (p<.02). The four sub-groups show positive self
evaluations although non repeating girls’ evaluations are
significantly higher than thelr repeating peers (t=2.93, p(.007),
than non repeating bovs (£=3.156, pd.003) and repeating boys
(b=2.25, pd.032.)

The iImportance (Question 2) ascribed to Lthe specific areas
by repesting and nor repeating girls and boys does not differ
significantly. Academic Competence and Behavioural Conduct arre

the more valued specific areas.

TABLE 2

Mean Perceived Importance of Areas of Harter’s Self-
Conceplt Scores as & Functiorm of Repetition and
Gender, with 2-way ANOVA s (n=17 per cell)

Sub-scale Area

Repetition Scholastic Social Athletic Physical Behavioural
Competence Acceptance Competence Appearance Conduct
Repeating
Girls 3.52 3.26 2.58 314 2.29
Boys 3.50 3.38 3.20 2.97 3,35

Non Repeating
Girls 3.82 3.05 2.70 3.26 3.58
Boys 3.61 3.20 3.02 3.08 3.50

The discrepancy bestween perceived competence/adequacy and
the Judged importance (GQuestion 3) varies only in the Athletic
areas, in which boys show a higher discrepancy score, Ornly 11

girls and 22 boys founrd this area importarnt.

v
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TABLE 3

Mean Perceived Competence/Lnportance Discrepancy
Scores as a Function o@-Repst’ 2" and Gender wikth 2-
W@y HNOVA s (n’s variable).

Sub-scale Area

Repetition Scholastic Social Athletic Physical Behavioural
Competence Acceptance Competence Appearance Conduct
Repeating
Girls -1.24 (15) -0.79 (15) .76 (&) -.44 (10) -0.30 (14)
Boys -1.05 (17)  -0.86 (15) -.61 (13) -.22 {10) -0.47 (15)

Non Repeating

Girls _ -0.92 (16)  -0.46 (12) -.12 (7) - 11 (14) -0.14 (16)

Boys -0.86 (17)  -0.60 (13) -1.02 (9) -.03 (13) -0.84 (15)
F Ratios

Repetition .97 .21 .06 .07 46

Gender .32 .99 7.96 (006) .79 .96

Interaction .32 1.00 3 .80 48

Significance levels in brackets: n’s alsoe in brackets.

It is interesting to note the inexistence of a significant
difference between the discrepancy of repeating and Mon
repetating children in Academic aren.

Teachers’ judgsments about competence/adedquacy are close to
children’s self-evaluations (Question 4) in Academic Competence,
in the sernse that their Jjudgements make clear distinctions
between P@peafing and non repeating children (p<.001). aAs their
pupils, teachers find that girls behave better than boys
(<. 001). But they alsc find that repeating pupils behave worse
than non repeating pupils. This distinction does nobt appear in

children’ s judgements.
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Ty the contrary, teacher’s Judgements deviate Fi~om
children®s self-evaluations (they are more favourable than
children®s) in the Social Acceptance (p=, 0087, Athletic

Competence (p=.043) and Physical Appearance (p=,01&) areas.

TABLE 4

Harter Self-Concept Mean Scores: Child’s Qwn  and
Teacher's Ratings (Matched-Pairs t test, n=&8).

Sub-scale Area

Source of Rating Scholastic Social Athletic Physical Behavioural
Competence Acceptance Competence Appearance Conduct

Child 2.6 2.47 2.69 3.20 3.08

Teacher 2.62 3.04 2.89 3.42 2.93

t 39 2.73 2.06 2,48 1.61

p .70 .008 043 .016 12

Global self-worth iz more strongly influenced [Guestion %)
by Behavioural Conduct (r=.60) and Physical Appearance (r=.56).
Therefore, it is possible to conclude, for the total sample, that
being well behaved and physically attractive is particularly

important to these children’s sense of self-warth.

However, these conclusions become misleading when ore
observes the results, of the correlations coefficient of global

gelf-worth with the five specific areas.



This correlational study is indispensable for the reason of

e importance of its conclusions:

{

The correlations are stonger i the total sample tham in the

two groups;

- Tha sub-groups (sex x repetition) show differences, ramely the
non repeating girls, who show high correlations for the 3
specific areas with global self-worth.

~ The sub-group of the repeating boys also shows differences:
only the behaviour area influences significanmtly their global
s lf-worth.

- Non-repeating girls’ self-worth is strongly influenced by 3
specific areas: Behavioural Conduct, Academic Competence and

melial Acceptance,

- In the repeating girls’ case there is & correlation at .86

batween Physical aAppearance and global self-worth, which means

that being physically attractive is important Lto their sense

of self-worth.

The Social Acceptance (Question 6) of repeating pupils is
ot put  in douwbt. Being well accepted by the peers is mnore
important for the non—-repesating girls and is almost insignificant

For the repeating  girls. There is & general good socis

—

agoceptance of all the sub-groups of children by both peers and

teachers.
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TABLE 5

Mean Teamcher Ratings of Children on Harter Scales as

@& Function of Repetition and GCender, Wwith Z-way
ANOVA’ s (=17 per cell).
Sub-scale Area
Repetition Scholastic Social Athletic Physical Behavioural
Competence Acceptance Competence Appearance Conduct
Repeating
Girls 2,07 2.99 2.70 3.19 3.13
Boys 2.09 2.80 2.92 3.17 2.19
Non Repeating
Girls 3.17 3.17 2,97 3.76 3,50
Boys 3.19 3.17 2.95 3.56 2.90
F Ratios
Repeti;ion 21,71 (001) 2.56 .96 8.41 ({.006) 7.73 ({.007)
Gender .00 36 .38 42 15.90 ((.001)
Interaction .02 .33 .55 .28 .79
BlLgnificance levels in brackets; % alsoe in brackets.



= . COMNMNCL USTONS

These children, aged 10 to 12 vears, are not only able to
evaluate and discriminate their own specific competences, but
also to express them clearly and realistically. One examle is
that of the repeating children when they express a low perceived

academic competences (lower than their non repeating peers)

The analysis of the results puts in question tie design
itself. The "comparison repeating/non repeating children" type of
aquestions does rot provide a satisfactory design for the study of

their sslf-concept and self-esteem.

Az shown before, the simple comparison of the two groups is
misleading the comptrehension of these processes and hides
important differences among sub-groups. The correlations for the

total sample are more significant than for the sub-groups.

I parallel, some usually expected differences did not
occur. It’s the case of repeating children’s global self-worth,
which is not significantly affected by their low perceived
academic competence. And it 1is hot lower than non repeating
children’®s self-worth although there is a sighificant gender X
repetition interacticn lduemtovthe;npnrhepggting gihl?s scores,
which are significantly higher than those of the other sub-

groups].

Thus, there 1s no evidence, here, of a characteristic
pattern for the repeating children, for the girls or for the

boys.

The fact that the repeating children express a lower
perceived academic competence, 1in accordance to their teachers,
does not affect nmither the importance they ascribe to that

competence nor their global self-worth.

Thesa children seem to have somewhat lower aspirations than

their non repeating peers, because the discrepancy scores of



perceived competencs and their aspiraetions are not sigmificantly

caifferent.

Global self-worth mean iz higher for girls (they conform

more to btheir teachers’® "ideal typs"'" of pupil) than for boys,

although these hnave a positive mean.

Non repeating girls’® self-worth 1% strongly influenced by
patceived Behavioural Conduct, Acacemic Competence and Social
Adocceptance. This means that they fTeel well as & person being well
behaved in  the classrocom, doing well at school and being

asociable.

The fact that teachers’® rates of bovs’® behaviour are more
unfavourable than bovs’s own self-evaluations suggests that they
may be less vudlherable to adults® definition of the "ideal

puUpil”,in our culture.

The repeating girls - they are not considered academically
competent or particularly well behaved - seem to have recourse to
a source of personal worth. FPhysical Appearance and, to a lower
cdegree, Athletic Competence. To be physically attractive (to
males?) seems bto be specially important to their sense of self-
worth., Although less important, it is somewhalt surprising that to
be aglle and good at physical activity is a significant source of
parsonal satisfaction (in HARTER’s findings this area is more

important for boys than for girls).

I the particular case of repeating boys, it is not so easy
to wnderstand which is the source of personal satisfaction. On
ome side, their self-worth mean is not wvery low; on the other
side they have a low academic compebence and are considered the

less well behaved by teachers.

According to this, they do mnot conform to the "ideal pupil’
armc do not show important sources of personal satisfaction, as

far as HARTER’s scales cam measure.

Thus, it seems acceptable to put the hypothesis that those
sources arg ot measzured by these scales and will refer to

cdifferent wvalues. In this case, the explanation will go in



POROBINSON® s theorectical direction (20), in the sense Lhalt these

o

ovys may have bullt a system of values, alternative to Those
existent im school, which will ke an important source of btheir
personal worth. This will provide the maintenance of self-worth
along the prolonged experience of academic fallure. Those values

Will be based on characteristics of adullt behaviour.

As Tthere are no measures of these aspects in the present
work, it is only possible to refer to some of the teachers
information about boys involved in petty crime (and aboult 70%

el their father in his activities of subsistence).

Krnowing that also about 70% of the repeating girls baby sit
for their younger brothers and sisters and participate actively
im their mothers’® tasks alt home, one wonders ho what extent the
time consumed in adult work is an important factor leading to
repet:ition at school. Or, still, to what extent it represents a
number  of social-familiar factors that are adverse to these

chilaren’ s academic success.

Repeating children are not negatively discriminated abt the
social  level in school. Although there are some individual
expressed preoccupations, they do not seem toe affect their

smtisfactory social participation.

Final synthesis:

- No significant association was found between repetition and

global self-worth.

- The research focusing on the individual differences within
IO S is more Ffruitful. It provides more reliable,
imformations about real bases of children’s sense os self-

worth than the sinple analysis of differences across grouns.

Using such an approach, & Turther research about the bases
of self-corcept and self-asteem of repeating children (both those

wia remain in school and these who leave school premabturely) will

2R
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provide a constructive view towards educational reforms desigmned

to prevent academic faillure.

HARTER s scales can be used as instruments to explore
qualitatively children’s Judgements, during interviews. The data
obhtained could eventually provide icdleas For specialized

imstruments for resesarch in this field.

This work - even within its limitations - alerts teachers
aic other professionals corcermnac to the need for motre
"realistic"  evalualbions of the bases of  children’s general

behaviour and the underlving values,

& better understanding of the processes involved will
cartainly have good repercussions, namely in pupils® motivation,
im pupils’® assurance that they can be successTul at school if

they make adeguate efforts.
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COMO E QUE EU S0QU

é

NCM=
IDADE DATA DE NASCIMENTO
RADAZ RAPARIGA (pBe -uma cruz |X| no teu guadrado)
EXEMPLO
a) R
Sou tal e Sou um bo- Sou um bo-
guzl assim cadinho cadinho
assim ' assim
Alguns middos Qutros mid-
gestam mais E dcs gostam
de brincar mais de
na rua. ficar a ver
televis3do
1. Alguns acham Qutros preocu-
que s3o mui- E pam-se porgue
to bons nos nao sabem se
trabalhos s3o capazes de
da escola fazer os traka-
lhos dz escola
2. Alguns acham Cutros acham
- ) dificil ~ E muito faciil
fazer amigos - Fazer amigos
A
3. - Alguns s3o Qutros acham
muito bons E que n3o sao
§ P ey —
., em glnastilca bons em
: gindstica
4, Alguns costam Outros ndo
do aspecto E gostam do
que tém aspecto
gue tém
5. Alguns acham oufros costu-
mal a maneira E mam achar kem

ccmo se partam

a
coms ST portam

]

Sou tal e
gqual assim

_

_

-



Sou tal

gual assim

6.

11.

12,

]

|

Sou um bo-
cadinho
assim

Alguns

nao gostam

_

Alguns acham

que s3do tado

espertos

como os outros
.-.da mesma idade

Alguns'-tém

muitos
amigos

Alguns

Alguns acham
em a altura
.e O peso gue

tém

Alguns costu-
mam fazer ©
que devem

Alguns ndo
gostam da
maneira como
levam a vida

Alguns

demoram mui-
to tempC a
acabar os
trabalhos da

escola

da sua manei-
ra de ser

gostavam de
ser muito
melhores nos
desportos

E

E

trf

E

Qutros gostam
da sua maneira
de ser

Outros n3o tém

a certeza e
acham que talvez
nio s&jam

t3o espertos

Outros nzo
tém muitos
amigos

Qutros acham
gue s3@ac bons
nos desportos

Outroes
preferiam gue
a sua altura
ou 0 peso

fossem diferentes

Outros nao
costumam
fazer o gque
devem

Qutros gostzm
da maneira
comao levam

a vida

Outros
conseguem fazer
os trabalhos da

escola depressa

Sou um bo-
cadinho
assim

|

—

L

Sou tal
gual ass:

)

.

|

_

]

L



Sou tal e

gqual assim cadinho
assim
14.
15.
16,
17.
i8.
19.
. J
20'

Sou um bo-

Alguns gos-
tavam de E
ter multos
amigos

Alguns

acham que E
podiam fazer
bem qualquer
desporto novo
gque nunca
fizeram

Alguns
preferiam E
gue o seu cor-
po fosse
diferente

Alguns

costumam E

fazer as
sas como
deve ser

Alguns est3do

- geralmente -~ E
contentes

consigo pré-
prios

Alguns
esquecem-se E
muitas vezes
das coisas

gue aprende-
ram

Alguns fazem
sempre as E
coisas com
—_—
outros miudos

Outros #&m
todos os amigos
gue querem

" OQutros acham

podem

ser capa-

zes de fazer

bem desportos gque
nunca fizeram

gue
nao

Qutros gostam
do seu corpo
tal como €

Outros nao
costumam fazer
as colisas como
deve ser '

Outros ndo
est3o contentes
consigo préprios
muitas vezes

Qutroes
conseguem
lembrar-se das
coisas

facilmente

Outros costu-
mam fazer as
coisas

sozinhos

Sou um bo-
cadinho
assim

Sou tal e
gual assi

|

i




Sou um

Sou tal e
gual assim cadinho
assim

21.
23.
24.

| [
25.

_

27,

L

bo-

Alguns acham
que sao E
melhores do
que outros da
mesma idade

Alguns pre-
feriam que E
o seu aspecto
fisico (a ma-
neira como
parecem) fosse
diferente

Alguns

arranjam E
complicacoes
muitas vezes
por causa das
coisas gque
fazem

Alguns

gostam de E
ser o tipo

de pessoa

gue sdo

Alguns

fazem muito E
bem o seu
trabalho

nas aulas

Alguns gos-
tavam que = E
mais middos

da sua idade
gostassem
deles

Nos jogos e
‘no desporto
alguns middos
ficam a ver a
malor parte das
vezes em vez de
jogarem

Sou um bo-~ Sou tal e

cadinho
assim

Outros acham
que ndo con-
seguem jogar
t3o0 bem como
os outros

futros gostam
do seu aspecto
fisico tal
como &

Outros nao
costumam fazer
coisas que lhes
arranjem
complicagotes

Qutros
preferiam ser
outra pessoa

Outros nao
fazem muito
bem o seu tra-
balho nas aulas

Outros acham
que a maior
parte dos
middos da sua
idade gostam
deles

outros jogamA.

‘a malor parte

das vezes em
vez de ficarem
sé a ver

|

=

qual assim

_

|

L]



Sou um bo-—-

ou tal e .
wal assim  cadinho
assim
9., Alguns gos-

tavam mals
qgque a cara
ou o cabelo
fosse
diferente

MRS Y
SR

29, " Alguns fazem
colsas que
Fabem que
n3o deviam

- fazer

30. Alguns es-
: t3o muito
satisfeitos
por serem
como Sao

31. Alguns tém
: dificuldade
em responder
3s perguntas
do professar

32. Alguns sao
T .Ut p—— - muito-
conhecidos
dos outros da
mesma lidade

Alguns middos
n3o- jogam bem
jogos novos
de rua

Alguns acham
que s3do giros
(tém bom as+
pecto)

Qutros gostam
da cara e do
cabelo que tém

Cutros

guase nunca
fazem colsas
que eles sabem
que ndo deviam

Qutros pre-
feriam ser

diferentes

Qutros conse-
guem guase

sempre dar
Sempre

as respostas

Outros nao
s3o multo
canhecidos

Qutros sao

bons a jogar

jogos novos

Qutros acham
que n3o sao
giros

Sou um bc-
cadinho
assim

Sou tal e
quzl assim

|

N



Sou tal e
gquz: assim

-

-35.

36.

( Este questiondrio

1988, a partir do original americano "What I Am Like",

Sou um bo-

cadinhoc

assim
Alguns
portanm-se
bem

Alguns n3o
est3o muito
~ satisfeitoes
-..com a manei-
_ra como S&
. portam

-

Univ. de Denver, 1935. )

=
=

Outros acham
dificil
portarem-5se

. bem

Outros acham
gue a maneira
come fazem as
coisas € boa

Scu um bo-
cadinho
assim

£oi traduzido e adaptado por M2 da Luz Corre

Sou tal «
qual ass:

ia, em

de 3usan Harter,



2
<
o)

IDADE

QUAIL A IMPORTANCIA

:

Sou tal e

qual assim cadinho
assim
1,
2.
35
| |
_— L
4. )
5.
6.

Sou um bo-

2lguns mitdos

_acham que € E
“-“importante fa-

zer bem o tra-
kalho da escola

Alguns middos
acham gue nao E
€ assim t3o
importante

ter amigos

Alguns middos
acham gue
importante
s2r bom em
desporto

(V1N
m

Alguns middos
acham gue € E
importante ter
tom aspacto

Elguns middos
acham que é E
importante
portar-se

como deve ser

Alguns middos
acham gue ter E
boas notas n3o

€ assim muito
importante

DXS A ESTAS CCISAS NA M2NEIRA COMC PENSAS DE TI PROPF

Sou um bo- Sou tal e
cadinho
assim

Outros acham

gue n3o € as= -

sim t30 im-
pcrtante a
maneira como
fazem o tra-
kalho da
escola

Cutros acham
gue ter muitos
amigos €
importante

Outros acham
que isso n3o
& assim t3o
importante

Outros acham
que isso ndo &
assim tZo
importante

Outros acham
qgue portar-se
bem n3o é
assim t3o
importante

Outros middos
acham que ter
boas notas
importante

]

|

o

[.

qual assin

|

s

]




_

[,.

( Este questiondrio foi traduzido e adaptado por
1938, a partir do original americano "How important

how you feel akout yourself as a person?", 'de Susan

Denv

v
-~

Scu um ko-
cadinho
assim

1985.

)

Alguns miudos
acham impor-
tante gue
muita gente
os conhega

Alquns middos

acham que ser

bom em jogos de
-~rua n3o € assim
.muito importante

R .
Alguns middos
acham gue a Ssua
aparéncia fisi-
cz n3c € impor=
tante para a ma-
neira como se
sentem como
pessoa

Alguns middos
acham que a
maneira comc
se portam nZo
€ assim t3o
importante

i

F~

E

Scu um bo-
czZinho

s=im

Outros achzam
que ser muito
conhecido nzo
€ assim t3o

importante

Cutros acham
gue ser bom
em jogcs de
rua
importante

Outros middos
achzm 3
a

Cutros acham
que € importan-
te a maneirs

comD s2 periaxn

M2

|

]

L

Sou tal
ciral ass

-

da Luz Correia, em
are these things to

Harter, Univ. de



ESCALA DE AVALIAGCXO DO COMPORTAMENTO ACTUAL DA CRIANGCA

PELA PROFESSORA

(acompanha a escala de auto percepgao para criangas)

Nome da crianga : 2 -ano

Professor Escola

Queira indicar em cada quest3o, por favor, qual é a sua opinido sobre

as competéncias desta crianga. Decida, em 12 lugar, com que tipo de crian-

ca ele/ela & parecido/a: com o tipo indicado a esquerda ou com o indicado
3 direita. Em 22 lugar indique se ele/ela é "um bocadinho assim” ou "tal e
qual assim", assinalando com uma cruz o respectivo guadrado, em cada um

dos quinze items.

E tal e E um boca- E um boca- E tal e
qual assim dinho assim dinho assim gual assim
1. Esta crianga Esta crianga

& realmente OU ndo consegue

boa nos tra- fazer os tra-

balhos esco-- balhos esco--

lares —= -~ - ~—-lares que lhe

s3ao pedidos

2, Esta crianga Para esta € ‘
— acha diffcii OU muito facil
‘ fazer amigos fazer amigos l i
3. Esta crianga Esta n3o é 13
faz muito OU muito boa no
bem todo o desporto
tipo de des-
portos
4, Esta crianga Esta crianga

—_— tem bom as- OU n3o tem 13

pecto muito bom
. aspecto




E tal e )
gqual assim

5-

lo.

11.

12.

E um boca=-
dinho assim

Esta crianga
porta-se bem,
em geral

Esta criancga
esquece~-se
frequente-
mente do que
aprendeu

Esta crianga
tem muitos
amigos

Esta crianca
é melhor do
que as outras
da sua idade
no desporto

Esta crianga
tem uma apa-
réncia fisica
bonita

Esta crianca
costuma pro-

‘ceder adequa-

damente

Esta tem di-
ficuldade em
responder ao
Professor na
escola

Esta € muito
popular entre
os da sua
idade

ou

ou

ou

819)

ou

014

ou

E um boca-
dinho assim

Esta n3do se
porta bem,
frequente-
mente

Esta consegue
lembrar-se das
coisas ficil-
mente

Esta crianga
nao tem mui-
tos amigos

Esta n3o con-
segue fazer t3o
bem como as ou-
tras no desporto

Esta n3o tem uma
aparéncia fisica
bonita

Esta seria
melhor se pro-

cedesse de ma-

neira diferente

Esta crianga
consegue res-
ponder gquase
sempre

Esta crianga
nio € muito
popular

E tal e
gqual assir




E tal e
qual assim
13.

14,

15.

E um boca-
dinho assim

" Esta crianga

n3o faz bem oU
jogos de rua
novos

Esta crianga

muito bom
aspecto

Esta crianga
mete-se em ou
sarilhos por
causa das coi-
sas que faz

nio tem 13 Y

E um boca- E tal e
dinho assim qual assim

Esta joga
bem em jogos
novos

Esta tem
muito bom
aspecto

‘Esta crianga

em geral n3o

faz coisas '
gque a metem

em sarilhos

( Este questiondrio foi traduzido e adaptado por M2 da Luz Correia, em

1988, a partir do original americano "Teacher's Rating Scale of Child's

actual Behavior'", de Susan Harter, Univ. de Dzaver, 1983 )
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MEAN PERCEIVED COMPETENCE / IMPORTANCE DISCREPANCY SCORES

.+ “Ischolastic| Social Athletic |Physical |Behavioral
Subjects  Comp. Acceptance Comp. Appear. Conduct
1 = - - — -
2 -k 67 - 4. - - B
3 426 | -0.¢7 - - 147 0.8 4%
4 - 2.5 - 2.47 — - 1.3 ¢4 + 0.16
5_ - A 67 - 0.5 - - 0.3 4 - 0.%4%
é -4, - 0.8¢ - 0-24 - - 0.84%
7 - 0-24 —0.67 - —-0.67 - 0.47
< - 1.84% | + o.5 -0.84 0 ~ 4.
q + 046 |-1.17 - -0.24 -
0 - 1 = -
14 0.34 +o0.83 | —6.34
- 267 ~0.47 - - + o.5
A2 - 0 .£7 - - -
- *O(A?
o - A.34 -Z-:‘S -0.8¢4 —-0.S -0.17
| —~0:AT7 |'+0.2¢ - - o
PR - 0-8% - 0.3¢4 — - —~-0o.5
AG - 0.5 -0-67 - o o
17 —A.-34 -1.5 - 0.5 - 0. 34 o
Mean - - A-248 -0.742| ~eo.745%5 - 0.437 —-0.300
‘ REPEATING GIRLS '
18 - 2. ~0.41 - - -0.2%6
A9 + 0.33 -0.47 —0.8¢4 — —~0.67
20 -0.84 - 0.67 | —o0-5 o -0-84.'
24 — 1.3 - - - — 0.5
PP - 4. —4.A7 -0.67 - -
23 - 0.5 -4 - 0.67 —0.34& — 0. 84
2% - 2. —247 | - — 6.5 - 0.84
25 ~ 2.47 -4.5 -0-34 - + 0.33
26 - 4.5 - ~1.47 - 0.67 4+ 0.6¢
27 - 0.3 4 ) o —-06.47 —
23 - A4 -1 -0-67 -+ 4. -0-3&
;‘; ~X.47 -0.47 | to.le - o
-1.34 ~ A7 - 0.5 -0 .67 ~0.8%
%;& *0.66 | L o33 | —0.34 ~ - A.
oy - 0.67 - A -4.5 -0.5 -4.
| ~ A, - 0.47 - o + 0,46
34 — A.47 - 2.47 —0-34 - 0.34 -—0.5
Mean - .05 - 0.84682 -~ 0:6GOG - 6.2 19 -0. 470
REPEATING BUYo




MEAN PERCEIVED COMPETENCE / IMPORTANCE DISCREPANCY SCORES

, : ; : :  orma]
. Scholastic Social Athletic Physical Behavioral
Subjects | qH, Acceptance| Comp. Appear. |Conduct
35 -4.%4 | =434 = o ~4-67
36 -0.%4 ~0.34 0 o - 0.47
. 37 ~A.5 - 0.A% t0.46 +0.33 -~ 0.67
38 ~0.67 - - - AMd7 |=0.34
39 ~0.34 | =A2% | —0.67 [+0.823 |+ 0.46
‘40 —_— 0. & - - — (o]
2; —~O.3$ -A. - - 2.5 "6.34f
43 —4.36 | ~0.3% | 534 + 0.46 +0.33
-0.67 -0.67 - - o.A7
44 -A.5 _ Lo oo
45 - - - ©d6 |+ 0.33
47 —-4.84 | —o0.34 _ - 047 °
43 5 to. 1§
0 + 4. o o o
41 =084 | —0.7 - - 0.34 o
50 —034 | o o + 4.5 o
>1 -4 L_—O'gb‘ - + 0.5 0
Mean - 0.420 | —0.4 62| —-0.12 - 0.41 - 0.4 8
NON REPEATING GIRLS '
52 - 1.34 -0.67 -2.A7 -~ 0.47 - 1.5
53 - 0.24 -0.67 [- 2.5 +0.23 o
54 ~0.67 - - 0.5 + 0.5 - 1.3%
55 - A.A7 + o0.46 — 0.8 4 - 0.47 — 0.5
56 - 4.34 o - + 0.83 —4
- 57 - 2. ~A.67 - - -0-84%
58 - 0.5 - 6.5 - -~ 0.A7 -
59 ~0.47 - - - | -4
60 - - 0.5 -~ 0.8¢4 o) - 0.394%
64 - 0.67 ~0.47 - - 0.47 -4
61 - A.AT -2 - -4 - 4.67
63 - 0.67 ~ 0.5 o — - 0.3 4
64 - 0.34 - - A34 - 0.5 + .48
&5 ~0.34 |=1.47 |- 1. +o0.5 - A.
66 - 467 - - -0.24 -~ 0.8¢4
67 m-'a. "‘D'ﬁ? o —— 005 —
ég -A. o - 4. - - A.
_ Mean = 6.Fub -0.604 | _ 1,629 -0.027 —~0.847
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