CHAPTER 5

RESULTSOF THE INVESTIGATION

51 INTRODUCTION

The data gathered from the empirica investigation was carefully scrutinised for obvious flaws like
omissonof items, specific patterns of answering and marking more than one score per item. Attention
was aso paid to written comments by adolescents. Hereafter the following steps were conducted to

andyse and interpret the results:

. Anitem andlyss of dl the items for each of the Sx dimensonsand for the total salf-evaluation
score

. Determining the rdigbility of the insrument

. Determining the vaidity of the insrument

. Determining the norms of the insrument

. Tedting of the hypothes's

52 ITEM ANALYS SOF THE SELF-EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE (SEQ)

The self-eva uation questionnaire cong s of Six sections, namely the physica sdif, socid sdlf, academic
df, family sdf, value sdf and psychology self. An item analysis was done for each section (ten items
each) aswdll asfor the whole questionnaire (60 itemsin dl) in order to establish what the contribution

each of the items made to its particular section, and to the total score of the questionnaire.

The first aspect to be taken into consderation when doing an item analysis, is whether the item-total

correlation islow or negdtive. If it is, it means that an item has been omitted.

The second aspect to be taken into condderation is the Alphareiability coefficient. The reiability
coefficdent was caculated for each of the sections of the questionnaire as well as for the tota
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questionnaire, in the event thet dl items are retained. The rdiability coefficient isaso caculated should
gpecific itemsbe omitted. Anitemwill only beomittedif it resultsin asgnificant increasein therdigbility
of that particular section.

Based on the item-totd correlation and the rdiability coefficient, it is then decided whether a specific
itemmust be retained or be omitted. Thefollowing tables, namely table 5.1, 5.2, 5.3, 5.4, 5.5, 5.6 and
5.7, indicate that al items have showed a positive correlation with the tota. They dso indicate that the
reliability coefficient of the particular section and of the totd questionnaire is not Sgnificantly higher if
any item has been left out. Therefore dl items of the particular sections have been retained.

TABLES5.1: ITEM ANALYS SOF THE DIMENSION OF PHYSICAL SELF

No of subjects : 263
No of items : 10
Alpha-reiability coefficient : 0,754
ITEM ITEM CORRELATION ALPHA IF ITEM
WITH TOTAL ISDELETED
6 0,237 0,757
0,378 0,739
17 0,224 0,769
27 0,527 0,718
37 0,479 0.725
38 0,294 0,753
49 0,526 0,722
51 0,654 0,703
53 0,445 0,730
59 0,542 0,719
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TABLE 5.2: ITEM ANALYSISOF THE DIMENS ON OF SOCIAL SELF

No of subjects : 263
No of items : 10
Alphardiability coefficient ; 0,674
ITEM ITEM CORRELATION ALPHA IFITEM
WITH TOTAL ISDELETED
0,362 0,645
0,190 0,682
15 0,338 0,650
19 0,407 0,635
21 0,374 0,647
29 0,442 0,631
36 0,297 0,660
41 0,320 0,635
47 0,370 0,645
55 0,322 0,653

TABLE 53: ITEM ANALYSISOF THE DIMENSION OF ACADEMIC SELF

No of subjects : 263
No of items : 10
Alphardidbility coefficient : 0,724
ITEM ITEM CORRELATION ALPHA IFITEM
WITH TOTAL ISDELETED
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5
8
16
18
26
28
39
40
48
54

0,409
0,537
0,341
0,316
0,390
0,372
0,434
0,295
0,467
0,339

0,700
0,676
0,709
0,713
0,703
0,705
0,694
0,723
0,687
0,710

TABLE 54: ITEM ANALYSISOF THE DIMENS ON OF FAMILY SELF

No of subjects

No of items

Alpha-rdiability coefficient

263

10
0,840

ITEM ITEM CORRELATION ALPHA IF ITEM
WITH TOTAL ISDELETED

2 0,480 0,831

11 0,437 0,836

13 0,474 0,831
23 0,486 0,831

25 0,697 0,812

31 0573 0,822

34 0,559 0,823
43 0,662 0,814
45 0,421 0,836

57 0,609 0,819

TABLE 55: ITEM ANALYSISOF THE DIMENSION OF VALUE SELF

No of subjects

No of items

Alphe-rdiability coefficient

263

10
0,702
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ITEM

ITEM CORRELATION

ALPHA IF ITEM

WITH TOTAL ISDELETED

3 0,338 0,683
10 0,411 0,670
14 0,429 0,666
20 0,278 0,692
24 0,264 0,700
30 0,401 0,673
35 0,370 0,677
42 0,363 0,679
46 0,342 0,682
56 0,450 0,677

TABLE 5.6: ITEM ANALYS SOF THE DIMENS ON OF PSYCHOLOGICAL SELF

No of subjects 263
No of items : 10
Alphardigbility coefficient 0,729
ITEM ITEM CORRELATION ALPHA IF ITEM
WITH TOTAL ISDELETED
1 0,359 0,712
12 0,355 0,712
22 0,387 0,708
32 0,394 0,709
33 0,307 0,720
44 0,343 0,714
50 0,506 0,688
52 0,484 0,694
58 0,447 0,698
60 0,340 0,716

TABLE5.7: ITEM ANALYSISOF THE TOTAL SELF-EVALUATION

QUESTIONNAIRE (SEQ)
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No of subjects 263
No of items : 60
Alphardigbility coefficient 0,932
ITEM ITEM CORRELATION ALPHA-RELIABILITY
WITH TOTAL SCORE IFITEM ISLEFT OUT
1 0,431 0,931
2 0,449 0,931
3 0,361 0,932
4 0,362 0,932
5 0,429 0,931
6 0,328 0,932
7 0,470 0,931
8 0,519 0,931
9 0,258 0,933
10 0,355 0,932
11 0,414 0,931
12 0,403 0,931
13 0,32 0,931
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14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43

45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59

0,344
0,348
0,312
0,219
0,348
0,383
0,420
0,435
0,427
0,468
0,302
0,534
0,437
0,510
0,596
0,452
0,484
0,506
0,418
0,356
0,570
0,397
0,344
0,487
0,343
0,397
0,299
0,479
0,312
0,579
0,410
0,509
0,381
0,446
0,515
0,555
0,494
0,620
0,491
0,441
0,384
0,407
0,520
0,489
0,524
0,558

0,932
0,932
0,932
0,933
0,932
0,932
0,931
0,931
0,931
0,931
0,932
0,931
0,931
0,931
0,931
0,931
0,931
0,931
0,932
0,932
0,930
0,932
0,932
0,931
0,932
0,932
0,933
0,931
0,932
0,931
0,931
0,931
0,932
0,931
0,931
0,931
0,931
0,930
0,931
0,031
0,932
0,932
0,931
0,931
0,931
0,931
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5.3 RELIABILITY OF THE INSTRUMENT

According to Mulder (1989:209), no standardised test is complete unless there is an indication of its
reliability. Schumacher & McMillan (1993:227) define reliability as referring to the consstency of
measurement; the extent to which results are smilar across different forms of the same instrument or
occasions of datacollecting. Thisisdoneto reduce the influence of chance or other variables unrelated
to the purpose of the measure. Guy, Edgley, Arafat and Allen (1987:169) declare that a measuring
deviceisrdidbleif it producesthe same object, assuming the object itself isstable. Reliability therefore
refers to repeatability of atestee’s score in the same test on different occasions, or in different tests
with equivaent items, or under different examination conditions. In other words, the concept of
reliability hasto do with error of measurement which leadsto fluctuationsin the testee’s score. A test
mus be consstent in what it mesasures, given standard conditions of measurement. As with any

measuring instrument, an inconsstent test is not likely to be of much use.

The reiability coefficient is a corrdation satistic comparing two sets of scores obtained by the same
individud. The scale is from zero (0,00) to one (1,00). If the coefficient ishigh, theingrument haslittle
error andishighly reiable. An acceptable range of rdiability coefficient for most ingrumentsis between
0,70 and 0,90 (Schumacher & McMiillan 1993:227). The closer thereliability of ameasuring ingtrument
isto one (1), the smdler the difference is between the variance of the actua score and the observed
score. Therefore, when an instrument is devel oped, an atempt is made to obtain ardiability coefficient

as close to one as possible.

Concerning the instrument being used in thisresearch, reliability was arrived a by cdculating the dpha
coefficient for each of the x sections as well as for the total questionnaire (60 items). As shown by
table 5.8 below, the rdiability coefficient for the whole questionnaire is0,932. Thisvadueisvery dose

to one (1) and therefore the questionnaire can be considered to be a reliable measuring instrument.
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TABLE 5.8: RELIABILITY OF THE SELF-EVALUATION
QUESTIONNAIRE (SEQ)

DIMENSION ALPHA-RELIABILITY NUMBER OF ITEMS
COEFFICIENT
PHYSICAL 0,754 10
SOCIAL 0,674 10
ACADEMIC 0,724 10
FAMILY 0,840 10
VALUE 0,702 10
PSYCHOLOGICAL 0,729 10
SEQIN TOTALITY 0,932 60

54  VALIDITY OF THE INSTRUMENT

Vdidity refers to whether the items in atest do in fact test what they are supposed to test (Wiersma
1991:170; Fienaar 1998:277). Vdidity answersthe question asto whether theinstrument measuresthe
characterigtics, traits or whatever for which it has been designed. Mathe (1997:158) contends that a
test isnot valid per se but isonly valid for a particular purpose and for a particular group. A measure
issadto bevdidif the true quantity and the measured quantity are one and the same. Asin the case
of reliability, no standardised measuring instrument is complete unless an explicit Satement is made
about its vdidity. Rambiyana (2000:86) suggests that atest can be reliable but not vaid. This means
that it can measure something congistently but will gill not measure what it isintended to measure. He

dates that a measure cannot be vaid unlessit isrdiable.

5.4.1 Congruct validity

It often happens that a questionnaire conssts of different subsections, measuring different congtructs.
The quedtionnaire used in this sudy is an example of such a Stuation since it measures physica sdif,
socid sf, academic sdf, family sdf, vdue self and psychologica sef with regard to self-evauation.
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Although the test consists of different constructs, these congtructs are related to one another and to the
total congtruct of the test because they al deal with the self. One would therefore expect to find a
ggnificant pogtive correlation among the constructs (sections) and between each construct (section)

and the construct measured by the questionnairein total (saf-evauation). If such corrdaionsexist, one
canregard the questionnaire to be construct-valid. In order to determine construct validity, correlation
coefficients were cal culated between the six different constructs and between each congtruct and the
total of the test. These correlation coefficients appear in table 5.9 below.

TABLE 59: CONSTRUCT VALIDITY

CTOTAL CPHYS CSOC CACAD CFAM CVAL CPSY

CTOTAL 0,83 0,82 0,82 0,77 0,77 0,85
CPHYS 0,59 0,57 0,63 0,56 0,65
CSOC 0,65 054 0,58 0,63
CACAD 049 0,558 0,72
CFAM 0,54 0,59
CVAL 0,53
CPSY

p<0,01 for dl correlation coefficients.

All correlations seem to be highly positive correations, sgnificant on the 1 percent level. The different
congtructs therefore strongly relate to one another as expected and consequently the test may be
considered construct-valid.

55 DETERMINING THE NORMSOF THE INSTRUMENT

A normisan objective sandard whereby the scores which atestee receives on ameasuring instrument

areinterpreted (Pienaar 1998:79).

122



Stanines (standard scores divided into nine categories as in table 5.10) have been used to determine
the norms. Norms are provided for the test so that a researcher administering the test to a group of
testees at alater stage will bein aposition to interpret the score obtained by each testeein terms of the
results obtained by the standardisation group. Theterm “stanine” isan amagameation of the two words
“standard” and “nine’, and it sgnifies that tandard scores have been grouped into nine categories
(Mulder 1989:201). To cdculate the saninesfor each of the dimensions of the SEQ, aswell asfor the
total SEQ, the cumulative percentages for each of the sections and the total SEQ were obtained. The
stanines obtained are set out in tables 5.10 to 5.17 below.

TABLE 5.10: LIMITSAND AREASOF STANINES

STANINES LIMITS % OF AREA
9 +t to +1,75z 4
8 +t 1,75z to +1,25z 7
7 +t 1,25z to +0,75z 12
6 +t 0,75z to +0,25z 17
5 +t 0,25z to -0,25z 20
4 +t 0,25z to -0,75z 17
3 +t 0,75 to -1,25z 12
2 +t 1,25z to -1,75z 7
1 +t 1,75z to 4

Source: Mulder (1989:205).
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TABLE 5.11: TRANSFORMATION OF RAW SCORESINTO STANINES
(PHYSICAL SELF)

RAW SCORE FREQUENCY CUMULATIVE STANINE
PERCENT
18 1 04
20 1 08
25 1 11
26 1 15
28 1 19 1
29 2 2,7
30 1 30
31 1 34
32 1 38
34 1 42
35 2 49
37 3 61
38 1 65 2
39 2 7.2
40 2 80
4 7 106
42 3 11,8
43 1 144
44 5 16,3 3
45 4 17,9
46 7 205
47 7 232
48 12 278
49 17 34,2 4
50 21 422
51 10 46,0
52 15 51,7 5
53 14 57,0
54 23 658
55 23 745 6
56 16 80,6
57 25 20,1 7
58 13 95,1 8
59 5 97,0
60 8 1000 9
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TABLE 5.12. TRANSFORMATION OF RAW SCORESINTO STANINES

(SOCIAL SELF)
RAW SCORE FREQUENCY CUMULATIVE STANINE
PERCENT
21 1 04
23 1 08
25 1 11
26 2 19 1
27 1 23
29 4 38
30 1 472
32 1 46
33 5 6,5
34 4 80
35 2 8,7
36 2 95
37 7 12,2 2
38 9 15,6
39 8 18,6
40 7 213
41 14 26,6
42 9 30,0
43 11 342
44 8 373
45 14 426 3
46 14 479
47 12 52,5
48 16 58,6
49 19 65,8 4
50 15 715
51 20 79,1
52 10 829 5
53 12 875
54 9 929
55 3 92,0 6
56 8 95,1
57 4 96,6 7
58 3 97,7 8
59 2 98,5
60 4 100,0 9
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TABLE 5.13: TRANSFORMATION OF RAW SCORESINTO STANINES
(ACADEMIC SELF)

RAW SCORE FREQUENCY CUMULATIVE STANINE
PERCENT
23 2 08
24 1 11
29 1 15 1
30 3 2,7
31 1 30
32 3 42
3 4 57
A4 3 6,8
35 4 84
36 9 11,8
37 7 144 2
38 6 16,7
39 10 205
40 8 23,6
1 8 26,6
42 10 304
43 11 346
44 10 384
45 6 40,7 3
46 16 46,8
47 11 51,0
48 15 56,7
49 16 62,7 4
50 11 66,9
51 11 711
52 19 78,3 5
53 11 825
54 13 875
55 5 894 6
56 7 92,0
57 5 939 7
58 8 97,0 8
59 1 97,3
60 7 100,0 9
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TABLE 5.14: TRANSFORMATION OF RAW SCORESINTO STANINES
(FAMILY SELF)

RAW SCORE FREQUENCY CUMULATIVE STANINE
PERCENT

7 1 04

14 1 08

17 1 11

18 1 15

20 1 19 1
21 1 23

22 2 30

23 1 34

24 2 42

25 2 49

26 1 53

27 5 72 2
28 2 8.0

29 6 10,3

30 5 122

31 5 14,1 3
R 8 171

33 9 205

34 15 26,2 4
35 12 308

36 17 373

37 18 a4.1

33 21 521 5
39 18 589

40 29 70,0 6
41 36 83,7 7
42 43 100,0 89
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TABLE 5.15 TRANSFORMATION OF RAW SCORESINTO STANINES

(VALUE SELF)
RAW SCORE FREQUENCY CUMULATIVE STANINE
PERCENT
18 1 04
20 1 08
29 2 15 1
30 1 1,9
3P 1 23
33 4 38
34 2 46
35 1 49
36 2 57
37 7 84 2
38 3 95
39 5 14
40 8 144
41 4 16,0
42 8 190 3
43 9 224
44 8 255
45 8 285
46 14 338 4
47 13 338
48 16 44.9
49 15 50,6 5
50 19 57,8
51 2 66,2
52 18 730 6
53 10 76,8
54 10 80,6
55 9 84,0 7
56 11 88,2
57 7 90,9
58 8 939 8
59 10 97,7
60 6 100,0 9
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TABLE 5.16: TRANSFORMATION OF RAW SCORESINTO STANINES
(PSYCHOLOGICAL SELF)

RAW SCORE FREQUENCY CUMULATIVE STANINE
PERCENT
23 1 04
25 1 08
26 1 11
27 1 15 1
28 1 19
29 1 23
30 2 30
31 2 38
32 2 4,6
33 5 6,5
34 5 84
35 6 10,6 2
36 2 114
37 3 125
38 8 156
39 7 183 3
40 7 209
41 12 255
42 7 281
43 7 30,8 4
44 13 357
45 17 422
46 14 475
47 13 52,5 5
48 13 574
49 11 61,6
) 23 70,3
51 15 76,0 6
52 11 80,2
53 9 83,7 7
4 15 89,4
55 9 928
56 6 95,1 8
57 2 95,8
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59

[EEN

97,7
98,1
100,0

TABLE 5.17: TRANSFORMATION OF RAW SCORESINTO STANINES
(THE TOTAL SEQ)

RAW SCORE FREQUENCY CUMULATIVE STANINE
PERCENT
128 1 04 1
163 1 08
172 2 15
185 1 19
189 1 23
193 1 2,7
207 1 30
212 1 34
213 1 38
218 1 42
220 1 4,6
222 1 49
227 3 6,1 2
228 1 6,5
230 1 6,8
234 2 76
235 1 80
236 1 84
237 1 8,7
238 1 91
241 1 95
242 1 99
243 1 10,3
244 1 10,6
246 1 110
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249 2 118
250 1 122
250 2 129
253 1 133
254 2 14,1
255 2 148
256 1 152
257 2 16,0
258 1 16,3
259 2 171
260 1 175
261 1 17,9
262 5 198
263 3 209
264 4 24
265 1 28
266 2 236
267 1 24,0
268 1 24,3
269 2 251
270 2 259
271 1 26,2
272 1 26,6
273 3 278
274 3 289
275 1 293
276 4 308
277 4 23
279 4 38
281 4 354
282 3 355
283 2 373
285 1 376
287 3 3838
289 3 399
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290 4 414
201 4 430
202 2 43,7
293 7 46,4
294 5 48,3
295 3 494
296 2 50,2
297 3 513
298 2 52,1
299 4 53,6
300 2 44
301 5 56,3
302 5 58,2
303 1 58,6
304 2 59,3
305 4 60,8
306 8 639
307 4 654
308 3 66,5
309 4 68,1
310 4 69,6
311 5 715
312 4 730
313 4 74,5
314 3 75,7
315 5 77,6
317 2 78,3
318 1 78,7
319 5 80,6
320 4 821
321 4 83,7
322 1 84,0
323 2 84,8
324 2 85,6
325 4 87,1
326 2 87,8
327 2 88,6
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328 3 89,7
329 1 90,1
330 1 90,5
331 3 916
334 1 92,0 8
335 5 939
336 2 .7
337 2 954
338 1 95,8
339 3 97,0
340 3 98,1
349 1 98,5
353 1 98,9 9
356 1 99,2
360 2 100,0

By dividing the categories up asin table 5.10 and then gpplying them to the six dimensions of the SEQ
aswell asto thetota SEQ, it is possible to establish whether an individud’s sdf-evaduation is below
average or above average. Asagenerd ruleit is understood that the bottom three stanines (1, 2 and
3) as average and the top three stanines (7, 8 and 9) as above average (Mulder 1989:205). The
classfication of the scoresis given in table 5.18 below.

TABLE 5.18: CLASSIFICATION OF THE SELF-EVALUATION
(SELF-CONCEPT) SCORESINTO CATEGORIES

DIMENSION BELOW AVERAGE ABOVE
AVERAGE AVERAGE
Physcd sf 10-41 42-55 56-60
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Socid sdf 10-40 41-50 51-60
Academic HIf 10-40 41-51 52-60
Family sdif 10-33 34-40 41-60
Vdue df 10-43 44-53 54-60
Psychologica sdif 10-40 41-51 52-60
Total Questionnaire 60-265 266-315 317-360

56  TESTING OF THEHYPOTHESS

5.6.1 Thephysical self

With regard to the hypothesis as stated in chapter 1, the following null hypothes's was tested:
There will be no sgnificant difference between the sdlf-evaduation score of the
adolescent and the salf-eval uation scores given by parents and teecherswith regard to
the physca sdf.

The following abbreviations are used in table 5.19 below.

PPHY S-Average scores given by parents evauating the physical sdf of their adolescents.

TPHY S-Average scores given by teachers evaluating the physica sdf of their adolescents.

CPHY S-Average scores given by adolescents evaluating their physical self.

The average scores given by each of the three groups with regard to the physica self areshownintable
5.19 below.

TABLE 5.19: PHYS CAL SELF: AVERAGE SCORESGIVEN BY ADOLESCENTS,
PARENTSAND TEACHERS
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Variable N M ean Std. Dev.

CPHYS 124 48,30 8,15
PPHYS 124 42,09 7,27
TPHYS 124 43,05 8,82

To determinewhether the averages differ Sgnificantly, at-test for dependent variableswasused ineach
instance. The results appear in table 5.20 below.

TABLE 5.20: THE PHYS CAL SELF-DIFFERENCESBETWEEN THE MEANS,
STANDARD DEVIATION AND t-TESTSFOR TEACHER-PARENT, TEACHER-
ADOLESCENT AND PARENT-ADOLESCENT

Evaluation of the N Difference between Sd. T-value | Prob>/T/
adolescent’s means Dev.
physical self
Teacher-parent 124 0,95 7,56 1,41 p>0,05
Teacher-adol escent 124 5,25 12,94 452 p<0,01
Parent-adol escent 124 6,21 12,14 5,69 p<0,01

According to theresultsin table 5.20 above, the null hypothesis can be rejected with regard to teacher-
adolescent scores and with regard to parent-adolescent scores. With regard to teacher-parent scores,
the null hypothes's cannot be rgected. This means that where the teacher-adol escent and the parent-
adolescent scores were compared, a significant difference between their averageswas obtained. With
regard to the scores given by teachers-parents to the same adolescent, however, no significant

difference in their average scores could be obtained.

Inboth instanceswhere the null hypothesisisre ected, the difference between the means of theteacher-
adolescent and parent-adolescent is ggnificantly higher than the difference between the means of
parents-teachers. Thismeansthat the adolescentseva uated their physical self assignificantly higher than
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what their teachers and parents did. In other words, the adolescents opinions of their physica abilities
and gppearances, aresgnificantly higher than the opinions of parentsand teachers concerning thesame

abilities, appearances, and so on.

Whereteachersand parentseva uated the same adol escentson aphysical level, no Sgnificant difference
was obtained. Thismeansthat teachers and parents are morein agreement concerning the physical sdif
of a specific adolescent. For example, if an adolescent thinks he or she is more attractive than their
peers, the parents and teachers of this adolescent will not necessarily agree and will probably regard

this adolescent as not more attractive than his or her peers.

5.6.2 Thesocial self

With regard to the hypothesis as stated in chapter 4, the following null hypothesis was tested:
There will be no sgnificant difference between the sdlf-evaduation score of the
adolescent and the salf-eval uation scores given by parents and teacherswith regard to
the socid dif.

Thefollowing abbreviations are used in table 5.21 bel ow.

PSOC-Average scores given by parents evauating the socid sdlf of their adolescents.

TSOC-Average scores given by teachers evauating the socia self of their adolescents.

CSOC-Average scores given by adolescents evaluating their socid sdif.

The average scores given by each of the three groups with regard to the socid self are shown in table
5.21 below.
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TABLE 5.21: SOCIAL SELF: AVERAGE SCORESGIVEN BY ADOLESCENTS,

PARENTSAND TEACHERS
Variable N M ean Std. Dev.
CSOC 124 43,48 7,23
PSOC 124 40,87 6,52
TSOC 124 39,72 8,15

To determine whether the averages differ sgnificantly, at-test for dependent variableswas used in

each ingtance. The results appear in table 5.22 below.

TABLE 522: SOCIAL SELF: DIFFERENCESBETWEEN THE MEANS,
STANDARD DEVIATION AND t-TESTSFOR TEACHER-PARENT,
ADOLESCENT-CHILD AND PARENT-ADOESCENT

Evaluation of the N Difference between Sd. T-value | Prob>/T/
adolescent’s social means Dev.
self
Teacher-parent 124 1,15 7,47 1,71 p>0,05
Teacher-adol escent 124 3,76 11,24 3,72 p<0,01
Parent-adol escent 124 2,61 10,31 2,82 p<0,01

According to the results in table 5.22 the null hypothesis can be rejected with regard to teacher-

adolescent scores and with regard to parent-adolescent scores. With regard to teacher-parent scores,

the null hypothesis cannot be rejected. It means that where the teacher-adolescent and the parent-

adolescent scores are compared, asignificant difference between their averages was obtained. With

regard to the scores given by teachers-parents to the same adolescents, however, no significant

difference in their average scores could be obtained.
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I nboth instanceswherethe null hypothesisisregected, the difference between the means of theteacher-
adolescent and parent-adolescent is sgnificantly higher than the difference between the means of
parents-teachers. This meansthat the adolescents evauated their socid sdlf as Sgnificantly higher than
what their teachers and parents did. In other words, the adolescents opinions of their socia
relaionships and relationships with friends, are sgnificantly higher than the opinions of parents and
teachers concerning the same socid relationships, reationship with friends, and so on.

Where teachers and parents eva uated the same adolescents on asocid level, no sgnificant difference
was obtained. This means that parents and teachers are more in agreement concerning the socid sdf
of aspecific adolescent. For example, if an adolescent thinks he or she will be thefirgt to be choseniin
ateam, the parents and teachers of this adolescent will not necessarily agree.
5.6.3 Theacademic sdlf
With regard to the hypothesis as Sated in chapter 4, the following null hypothesis was tested:
There will be no dgnificant difference between the sdf-evauation score of the
adolescent and the sdlf-eva uation scores given by parents and teacherswith regard to
the academic sdf.
The following abbreviations are used in table 5.23 below:
PACAD-Average scores given by parents evauating the academic sdif of their adolescents.
TACAD-Average scores given by teachers evaluating the academic sdlf of their adolescents.

CACAD-Average scores given by adolescents eva uating their academic slf.

The average scores given by each of the three groups with regard to the academic self are shown in
table 5.23 below.
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TABLE 5.23: ACADEMIC SELF: AVERAGE SCORESGIVEN BY ADOLESCENTS,

PARENTS AND TEACHERS
Variable N M ean Std. Dev.
CACAD 124 43,48 8,13
PACAD 124 40,59 7,19
TACAD 124 41,10 9,07

To determinewhether the averages differ sgnificantly, at-test for dependent variableswasused in each
instance. The results appear in table 5.24 below.

TABLE 5.24: THE ACADEMIC SELF: DIFFERENCESBETWEEN THE
MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATION AND t-TESTSFOR TEACHER-PARENT,
TEACHER-ADOLESCENT AND PARENT-ADOLESCENT

Evaluation of the N Difference between Sd. T-value | Prob>/T/
adolescent’s means Dev.
academic self
Teacher-parent 124 0,52 7,39 0,78 p>0,05
Teacher-adol escent 124 2,74 13,08 2,33 p<0,05
Parent-adol escent 124 3,26 11,24 3,22 p<0,01

According to theresultsin table 5.24 above, the null hypothesis can be rejected with regard to teacher-
adolescent scores and with regard to parent-learner scores. With regard to teacher-parent scores, the
nul hypothesis cannot be rejected. This means that where the teacher-adolescent and the parent-

adolescent scores were compared, asignificant difference between their averages was obtained. With
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regard to the scores given by teachers-parents to the same adolescents, however, no sgnificant

difference in their average scores could be obtained.

In both instances where the null hypothesis is regjected, the difference between the means of the
teachers-adolescents and parents-adolescents is Sgnificantly higher than the difference between the
means of parents-teachers. Thismeansthat the adol escentseva uated their academic self assignificantly
higher than what their teachers and parents did. In other words, the adolescents' opinions of their
academic abilities, faster understanding of school subjects than peers and reading faster, are
ggnificantly higher than the opinions of parents and teachers concerning the same academic abilities,
understanding of school subjects, reading faster, and so on.

Where teachers and parents evauated the same adolescents on an academic leve, no significant
difference was obtained. This meansthat parents and teachers are more in agreement concerning the
academic sdlf of a specific adolescent. For example, if an adolescent thinks that he or she is a fast
reader, the parents and teachers of this adolescent will not necessarily agree and will probably regard
this adolescent as an average or even poor reader.

5.6.4 Thefamily sef

With regard to the hypothesis as stated in chapter 4, the following null hypothesis was tested:

There will be no sgnificant difference between the sdf-evaduation score of the

adolescent and the salf-eva uation scores given by parents and teecherswith regard to

the family sdf.

The following abbreviations are used in table 5.25 below:

PFAM-Average scores given by parents evaluating the family saif of their adolescents.

TFAM-Average scores given by teachers evauating the family sdlf of their adolescents.
CFAM-Average scores given by adolescents evauating their family sdif.
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The average scores given by each of the three groups with regard to the family sdf are shownin table

5.25 below.

TABLE 5.25: FAMILY SELF: AVERAGE SCORESGIVEN BY ADOLESCENTS,

PARENTSAND TEACHERS
Variable N M ean Std. Dev.
CFAM 124 35,09 577
PFAM 124 29,92 5,74
TFAM 124 29,68 7,33

To determine whether the averages differ Sgnificantly, at-test for dependent variableswasused ineach

instance. The results appear in table 5.26 below.

TABLE 5.26: FAMILY SELF: DIFFERENCESBETWEEN THE MEANS,
STANDARD DEVIATION AND t-TESTSFOR TEACHER-PARENT,
TEACHER-ADOLESCENTSAND PARENT-ADOLESCENTS

Evaluation of the N Difference between Sd. T-value | Prob>/T/
adolescent’s family means Dev.
self
Teacher-parent 124 0,23 6,29 0,41 p>0,05
Teacher-adol escent 124 541 9,43 6,39 p<0,01
Parent-adol escent 124 518 8,40 6,86 p<0,01
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According to theresultsin table 5.26 above, the null hypothesis can be rgected with regard to teacher-
adolescent scores and with regard to parent-adol escent scores. With regard to teacher-parent scores,
the null hypothesis cannot be rgjected. It means that where the teacher-adolescent and the parent-
adolescent scores were compared, asignificant difference between their averages was obtained. With
regard to the scores given by teachers-parents to the same children, no sgnificant difference in ther

average scores could be obtained.

Inboth instanceswherethenull hypothesisisreected, the difference between the means of the teacher-
adolescent and parent- adolescent is sgnificantly higher than the difference between the means of
parents-teachers. This means that the adolescent evauated their family sdlf as sgnificantly higher than
what their teachersand parentsdid. In other words, the adolescents opinionsof their good rel ationship
with family members and being on good terms with family members, are sgnificantly higher than the
opinions of parentsand teachers concerning the samerel ationshi pswith family members, being on good

terms with family members, and so on.

Where teachers and parents evauated the same adolescents regarding relationship with family
members, no sgnificant difference was obtained. This means that teachers and parents are more in
agreement concerning the relationships with family members of a specific adolescent. For example, if
an adolescent thinksthat he/sheis on good termswith his’her family members, the parents and teachers
of this adolescent will not necessarily agree and will probably regard this adolescent as being not on
good terms with his’her family members.

5.6.5 Thevaluesdf

With regard to the hypothess as stated in chapter 4, the following null hypothes's was tested:

There will be no sgnificant difference between the sdlf-evaduation score of the

adolescent and the salf-eval uation scores given by parents and teecherswith regard to
the vaue dif.
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The following abbreviations are used in table 5.27 below:

PV AL-Average scores given by parents evauating the vaue sdif of their adolescents.

TVAL-Average scores given by teachers evaluating the value sdif of their adolescents.

CVAL-Average scores given by adolescents evauating their value self.

The average scores given by each of the three groups with regard to the value sdf are shown in table

5.27 below.

TABLE 5.27: VALUE SELF: AVERAGE SCORESGIVEN BY ADOLESCENTS,

PARENTSAND TEACHERS
Variable N M ean Std. Dev.
CVAL 124 46,26 6,97
PVAL 124 41,44 6,53
TVAL 124 40,64 8,33

To determinewhether the averages differ sgnificantly, at-test for dependent variableswasused in each

instance. The results appear in table 5.28 below.

TABLE 5.28: THE VALUE SELF: DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE MEANS,
STANDARD DEVIATION, AND t-TESTSFOR TEACHER-PARENT,
TEACHER-ADOLESCENT AND PARENT-ADOLESCENT

Evaluation of the N Differ ence between Sd.
adolescent’svalue

self

means Dev.

T-value

Prob>/T/
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Teacher-parent 124 0,81 7,78 1,15 p>0,05
Teacher-adol escent 124 5,62 11,66 5,37 p<0,01
Parent-adol escent 124 4,81 10,16 5,28 p<0,01

According to theresultsin table 5.28 above, the null hypothesis can be rgected with regard to teacher-
adolescent scores and with regard to parent-adol escent scores. With regard to teacher-parent scores,
the null hypothesis cannot be regjected. This means that where the teacher-adol escent and the parent-
adolescent scores were compared, a significant difference between their averageswas obtained. With
regard to the scores given by teachers-parents to the same adolescent, however, no significant

difference in their average scores could be obtained.

Inboth instanceswhere the null hypothesisisre ected, the difference between the means of theteacher-
adolescent and parent-adolescent is significantly higher than the difference between the means of
parents-teachers. This means that the adolescents evauated their vaue sdf as sgnificantly higher than
what their teachers and parents did. In other words, the adolescents opinions of their vaue sdf, their
honesty and their truthfulness, are significantly higher than the opinions of parents and teechers
concerning the same vaue sdf, their honesty and thair truthfulness..

Where teachers and parents evauated the same adolescents regarding value sdf, no significant
difference was obtained. This means that teachers and parents are more in agreement concerning the
vaue Hf of a specific adolescent. For example, if an adolescent thinks that he/she isagood person,
better than his’her peers, the parents and teachers of this adolescent will not necessarily agree and will
probably regard this adolescent as not better than his’her peers.

5.6.6 Thepsychological self

With regard to the hypothesis as stated in chapter 4, the following null hypothes's was tested:
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There will be no dgnificant difference between the sdf-evauation score of the
adolescent and the sdlf-eval uation scores given by parents and teacherswith regard to

the psychologica sdif.
The following abbreviations are used in table 5.29 below:
PPSY -Average scores given by parents evauating the psychologica sdf of their adolescents.
TPSY -Average scores given by teachers evauating the psychologica sdf of their adolescents.
CPSY -Average scores given by adolescents evauating their psychologica sdif.
The average scores given by each of the three groups with regard to the psychologica sdf are shown

in table 5.29 bd ow.

TABLE 5.29: PSYCHOLOGICAL SELF: AVERAGE SCORESGIVEN
BY ADOLESCENTS, PARENTSAND TEACHERS

Variable N Mean Std. Dev.
CPSY 124 43,78 7,63
PPSY 124 40,81 7,39
TPSY 124 40,25 8,38

To determine whether the averages differ Sgnificantly, at-test for dependent variableswasused ineach
instance. The results appear in table 5.30 below.

TABLE 5.30: THE PSYCHOLOGICAL SELF: DIFFERENCES BETWEEN

THE MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATION AND t-TESTS FOR
TEACHER-PARENT, TEACHER-ADOLESCENT AND PARENT-ADOLESCENT
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Evaluation of the Differ ence between Sd.
adolescent’s N means Dev. T-value | Prob>/T/

psychological self

Teacher-parent 124 0,56 7,64 0,81 p>0,05
Teacher-adol escent 124 3,53 11,98 3,28 p<0,01
Parent-adol escent 124 2,98 11,60 2,86 p<0,01

According to theresultsin table 5.30 above, the null hypothesis can be rejected with regard to teacher-
adolescent scores and with regard to parent-adol escent scores. With regard to teacher-parent scores,
the null hypothesis cannot be rgected. This means that where the teacher-adolescent and the parent-
adolescent scores were compared, asignificant difference between their averages was obtained. With
regard to the scores given by teachers-parents to the same adolescents, however, no significant

difference in their average scores could be obtained.

Inboth instanceswhere the null hypothesisisre ected, the difference between the means of theteacher-
adolescent and parent-adolescent is sgnificantly higher than the difference between the means of
parents-teachers. This means tha the adolescents evauated their psychologica sdf as sgnificantly
higher than what their teachers and parents did. In other words, the adolescents' opinions of their
leadership &hilities, their being successful in life and their quick decison-making abilities, are
ggnificantly higher than the opinions of parents and teachers concerning the same leadership abilities,
their being successtul in life and their quick decison-making abilities.

Whereteachersand parents eva uated the same adol escents regarding psychol ogicd sdf, no sgnificant
difference was obtained. This means that teachers and parents are more in agreement concerning the
psychologica self of a specific adolescent. For example, if an adolescent thinks he/sheis good at
decison-making, the parentsand teachersof thisadolescent will not necessarily agreeand will probably
regard this adolescent asnot  better than his’her peers on the aspect of decision-making.

5.6.7 Thetotal sdf-evaluation questionnaire (SEQ)
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With regard to the hypothess as stated in chapter 4, the following null hypothes's was tested:

There will be no sgnificant difference between the sdlf-evauation scores of the
adolescents and the self-eval uation scores given by parents and teachers with regard
to the wholeftotd sdlf-evauation questionnaire.

The following abbreviations are used in table 5.31 below:
PTOTAL-Average scores given by parents with regard to the salf-evaluation of their adolescents.
TTOTAL-Average scores given by teachers with regard to the sdf-evauation of their adolescents.

CTOTAL-Average scores given by adolescents eva uating their salf.

The average scores given by each of the three groups with regard to saf-evaduation are shown in table
5.31 below.

TABLE 5.31: THE TOTAL QUESTIONNAIRE (SEQ): AVERAGE SCORES
GIVEN BY ADOLESCENTS, PARENTSAND TEACHERS

Variable N Mean Std. Dev.
CTOTAL 124 275,81 38,06
PTOTAL 124 248,94 37,92
TTOTAL 124 248,94 45,29

To determine whether the averages differ Sgnificantly, at-test for dependent variableswasused ineach
instance .The results appear in table 5.32 below.

TABLE 5.32: THE TOTAL QUESTIONNAIRE: DIFFERENCES BETWEEN
THE MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATION AND t-TESTSFOR
TEACHER-PARENT, TEACHER-ADOLESCENT AND PARENT-ADOLESCENT
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Evaluation of the N Difference between Sd. T-value | Prob>/T/
adolescent’s self- means Dev.
evaluation
Teacher-parent 124 0,88 38,11 0,26 p>0,05
Teacher-adol escent 124 27,75 63,67 4,85 p<0,01
Parent-adol escent 124 26,87 58,57 511 p<0,01

According to theresultsin table 5.32 above, the null hypothesis can be rejected with regard to teacher-
adolescent scores and with regard to parent-adol escent scores. With regard to teacher-parent scores,
the null hypothesis cannot be rgjected. It means that where the teacher-adolescent and the parent-
adolescent scores were compared, asignificant difference between their averages was obtained. With
regard to the scores given by teachers-parents to the same adolescents, however, no significant

difference in their average scores could be obtained.

Inboth instanceswhere the null hypothesisisre ected, the difference between the means of theteacher-
adolescent and parent-adolescent is ggnificantly higher than the difference between the means of

parents-teachers.

Where teachers and parents evauated the same adolescent, no significant difference was obtained,
which meansthat parents and teachers see eye to eye or are more in agreement concerning the total
eva uationof adolescents. The adolescents' opinionsabout themsalves are not the same asthe opinions
of parents and teachers about the same adolescents. The adolescents  opinions about themsalves are

ggnificantly higher than the opinions of parents and teachers concerning the same adolescents.

5.7 CONCLUSION.
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In al ingtances stated above, the null hypothesis can be rgected with regard to teacher -adolescent
scores and with regard to parent-adolescent scores. Except in one instance where the null hypothesis
can be rgected at the 5 percent levd of dgnificance, in dl other ingtances the null hypothesis can be
rejected a the 1 percent level of significance.

Concerning the teacher-parent scores, the null hypothesis cannot be rgected. This has been the case
with regard to al dimensions and with regard to the total questionnaire. In all instances where the
teacher-adol escent and parent-adol escent scoreswere compared, as gnificant differencebetweentheir
averages was obtained. With regard to the scores given by teachers and parents to the same
adolescents, no sgnificant difference in their average scores could be obtained, ether for the different

dimensons or for the tota questionnaire.

In dl instances where the null hypothesis was rejected, the mean of adolescent was significantly higher
than that of teachers and that of parents. The means of parents and teachers were dmost the same for
family sdif, psychologicd sdf and the total questionnaire. We can therefore state that the adolescents
rated themsalves high, higher than the teachers and parents did and we can therefore assume that they

(the adolescents) were subjective in their saf-vauation.
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