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IDENTIFICATION DIFFERENCES BETWEEN ACCEPTED AND REJECTED
CHILDREN AT ONE CRITICAL STAGE OF EGO DEVELOPMENT
CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

The purpose of thls study is to test that portion
of Ausubel's theory (1952a; 1957) which is concerned with
those identification processes which occur at one critical
stage of ego development. A secondary purpose is that of
attempting to relate Ausubel's conceptualization to those
of other theorists. This attempt will be made by using
techniques which have been developed in theoretical con-
texts other than Zusubel's to test Ausubel's ideas.

. The study of identification processes and of ego
development have an importance which transcends the teStiﬁg
of any siggle contemporary theory of personality (Allport,
1946; Brofenbrenner, 1951; Chein, 1944; A. Freud, 1952; S.
Freud, 1943; Hartman, 1946, 1952; Hoffer, 1952; Lindzey,
1954; Munroe, 1955; L. B. Murphy, 1957a, b; Murray, 1938;
Rosenzweig, 1944; Scott, 1952; Sherif, 1957). In most
systematic approaches to ego development, identification
prdcesses afe included as a central concept.v DeSpite‘the
importance of this concept, disagreement and confusion

1l
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about the meaning of identification exist (Ausubel, 1952a;
Grinker, 1957; Sanford, 1955). Each of these writers rec-
ogniées the need for further research and for the testing
of current theoretical contentions ". . . concerning the

mahy aspects of identifications that remain unclear" (@rink-
er, 1957, p. 390). Pointing out that the subject of iden-
tification 1s almost coextensive with the entire field of
psychological theory and research, Grinker goes on to char-
acterlze the state of this "key" concept as a contemporary
problem, . '

« « o many disciplines can contribute to the

understanding of identiflcation: biology, psy-

chology, psychoanalysis, and soclology. Whether

a unified theory will ever develop cannot be
foretold (Grinker, 1957, p. 390).

Theories of Ego Development

A brief outline of differing theoretical approaches
will serve to sharpen the similarities and differences that
the identification process holds in each.

Por instance, in psychoanslytic theory, five stages
of psychosexual development are given. The phallic stage
is the last critical period of ego develbpment the child
undergoes. At this point, the child identifies with his
like sex parent, giving up notions of direct attainment of
gratification from his primary love object--the opposite ,
sex parent. Freud points out that this identificatlion pro-
cess (in which the superego and ego ideal are formed) repre-

sents a "resolution” of the Oedipus conflict. To identify,

b R o A P ot et e e SR s e e T L



3
the child introjects (incorporates) the object choice

wvhich has to be given up to resolve the Oedipal situation.
(For a detalled description of Freud's thinking on iden-
tification, see Abraham [1943] Fenichel [19451 and A.
Freud [1946 ) While the identification process is rec-
ognized primarily as a defense mechanism in psychoanalytic
theory (A. Freud, 1946), it should be noted that the child's
formation of social attitudes, mores, and standards occurs
during this important stage of development.

Neo-Freudian théorists (Fromm, Sullivan, Horney,
Adler), on the other hand, place a different emphasis on
parent-child relationships (Munroe, 1955). Enlarging the
scope of psychoanalytic theory to allow for social deter-~-
minants of personality, only Sullivan's theory admits to
a well-defined "critical stage" model of ego (or self) de-
velopment (Hall and Lindzey, 1957)

Despite their empheslis on soclocultural factors,
neither Sullivan nor Horney uses the concept of'identifica-
tion per se to explaih the soclalization of the child. Sul-
livan's position does lmply an ldentification process in
the relationship between parent and echild: "Personifica-
tions" of interpersonal relations or events come close to
the identification process of psychoanalytic theory. Sul-
livan's thinking here differs from Freud's in that fhe'in-
teraction process, not the person, is of baéic importance

(Munroe, 1955). The parent's attitudes toward the child (as
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well as the child's feelings and needs for the parent) con-
stitute the interpersonal relations from which personifica-
tions are developed. For Sullivan, then, personifications
are the conceptions the child forms from interaction with
significant persons.
Further, Horney introduces the term "externalization"

to describe one of the mechanisms used in the development

of the idealized image. Munroe (1955) comments that this

defense mechanism is similar to the identification process
of Freudian theory. .

Both of these theoretical approaches demonstrate a
divergence from the ldentification process that was out-
lined earlier in the psychoanalytic theory; nonetheless,
similarities do appear to be present.

TDiffering from the psychoanalytic and neo-Freudian
approach; the cognitive theory presents yet another syste-
. matic viewpoint of ego (or self) development and identifi-
cation. Of the cognitive theorists, Sarbin (1952, 1954)
is perhaps the leading exponent. Differentiating self
(phenomenal experience of 1dentityj from ego (inferences
made by others about characteristics of s peréon), Sarbin
then distinguishes ego and self from the concepthrole. A
role 1s defined as a sequence of learned actions or deeds
performed in an interaction situation.

Sarbin looks upon self as & cognitive structure con-

sisting of the ideas that a person has about aspects of his
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being. Cognitive sub-structures (empirical selves) are de-
veloped in a regular sequence of five stages, progressing
from birth to two years of age. These empirical selves are
acquired through the child's interaction with stimuli (events,
objects, persons) during early maturation and socializing
periods of growth.

In Sarbin's system, identification occurs at about
one year' of age. At this time, the introjecting-extroject-
ing self emerges. Because of the maturing processes, the
child at thls age 18 able to differentiate the actions of
self-nonself. Sarbin characterizes as introjectlion or iden-
tification the process whereby the chlld forms a concept of
associating his own acts (roles) into a grouping known as
"similar to others.” "

' This procesé of identification i1s seen as cognitive,
since 1t requires the facility of imagination--the ability
to engage 1n an as ir acquisitlon of roles. It follows that
the identification process is dependent upon the number and
kinds of persons avallable wlth which the chlld can interact.
As the child becomes capable of distinguishing between acts
of others and of cognizing his own acts, the final ewpirical
self (social self) develops.

Thus, 1dentification 1s afforded an Important posi-
tion in Sarbin's theoretical system of ego development. The
similarity between Sarbin's thinking on identificatlion and

Sullivan's "personifications" becomes manifest.
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Among differing approaches to ego development,
Sherif's systematic position is representative of the field
of social psychology (G. Murphy, 1951; Sherif, 1956; Sherif
and Cantril, 1947). '

In Sherif's thinking, the ego develops out of the
soclalization process. Of prime importance in his system
1s the concept "attitude," an "affective fixation" of the
individusl. Egbyformatioh is éssentially the child's for-
mation of attitudes about himself and others, about groups
and soclal values. The ego or self consequently 1s defined
by Sherif as a "developmental formation" of interrelated at-
titudes (Sherif and Cantril, 1947). |

Ego attitudes, in this coﬁtext, originally are social
attitudes derived from "outside" the person. While develop-
mental stages}are not sﬁarply défined in Sherif's conceptual
scheme, there are recognizable phases in the formation of
the ego. These phases are essentially determined by socio-
cultural factors.

From infancy to five years of age, the child under-
goes a continuing process of ego formation based upon the
acquisition of attitudes which relate the child to himself
and to definite persons or groups; l.e., family, school,
church, nelghborhood, etc. However, modifications in ego
formation continue from 1nfahcy through adolescence as the
child Increases his contacts in various social settings.

Internalization of values and norms which are inherent in
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group structure constitutes the identification process for
Sherif. The process of ldentification, consequently, .is
one of ldentification with groups. It is on "ongoing" pro-
cess which continues beyond the "childhood” ego development
phase. ' '

The identification process in Sherif's system is
therefore quite different from that presented in psycho-
analytic theory.

Ausubel's conceptual position (1952a; 1957; 1958) is
based on the premise that an interactional approach to per-
sonality organization and development must include both blo-
logical and soclologlcal factors. Unacceptable to him, then,
is the "reductionism" associéted with "instinet" theory, and
the cultural relativism associated with "situational" deter-
minism. ' '

As in the preceding theories, however, the focal
point of Ausubel's system is ego development. For Ausubel
(1954b), the ego and the self are conceptually differentiated,
the self occupying a central position in ego structure. The
ego 1s conceived as an organization of attitudes, values,
and aspirations centering around the self. (The similarity
of this thinking to both Sherif's and Sarbin's is clear.)
Three general classes of variables are acting in Ausubel's
developmental scheme: external (social), internal (genetic),
and perceptﬁal. The'interdependéncy of these variables

characterizes theiinteractional field.
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The total personqlity of the child is developed
through a series of maturational "erises." These crises
involve the maturation of the motbr, percéptual, cognitive,
and soclal abllitles of the child in relation to‘chdnging
parental attitudes at ”cfitical” periods.

Again similarl& to some of the other theorists, Ausu-
bel sees ego development occurring in stages which follow a
regular. chronological order. An idealized sequence of three
stages 1s given: owmnipotent stage, sateiiization stage, and .
desatellization stage. The satellization stage begins be-
tween the ages of two and three, and_ends between the ages
of twelve and fourteen. The height of the satellization
stage 1s reached at age eight.

Bﬁiefly, the oﬁnipotent étage of ego develo;ment
charascterizes the infant who autistlcally and unrealistical-
1y regards himself as volitionally superior to his parents.
His blosoclal status 1s.actually one of complete dependency
on others for all his needs. However, the infant 1nterﬁrets
' pafental solicitude as an act of obedience to his "irresis-
tibly omnipotent will," and misperceives himself aé control-
ling his 1nterpersona1'environment. Because of the infant's
immaturity of perception and cognitioh, early parental at-
titudes are not of striking importance to the ego develop-
ment of the child. (This pbsition differs fﬁom most other
approaches, particuléfly the psychoanalytic theory.) Ausu-

bel utilizes the concepts of executive and volitional de-



9
pendence or independence. "Executiée dependence" refers
to the child's inability to provide for his own bodily care,
‘nourishment, protection, etec. "Volitional independence,”
on the other hand, refers to the omnipotent volitional will
of the infant who percéives himself as powerful and control-
ling. Ausubel sees the child as executively dependent and
volitionally independent during the omnipotent stage.

The second stage of ego development 1s termed satel-
lization. Ausubel states that most children, upon leaving
the period of infancy, establish a satellizing relatlonship
with their parents. This relationship is one of dependent
identification, and it is only through this process that
sound ego maturation occurs (Ansubei, 1952a, pp. 146, 164-
165). At age two or three, the child's perception of him-
self and others about him sharpens and increases to the ex-
tent that he recognizes he 1s not volitionally independent.
The child then glves up omnipotent feelings'ror a more
realistic appreisal of his relationship with his‘parents.

A devalulng process occurs and the ego structﬁre of the
child undergoes a reorganization wherein he interprets him-
self as both volitionally and executively dependent upon
his parents for approval, status, and ego gratification.

The third stage of ego development, desatellization,

occurs at puberty.' At this point, the chlild begins to as-
sume more direct personal responsibility for himself. Per-

édnality maturation is considered to have occurred because
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there 1s a resurgence of independence of will (volitional
independence) and of increased adaptive abilities (executive
independence). In short, the child begins to resist the
dependence brought about by the earlier ldentification pro-
cess. Ausubel states that the primary factors which bring
about desatellization are resentment over exclusion from
adult relationships, sexual maturation, peer associations,
extra-family soclal contacts, etec. Desatelllization thus
represents another reorganizafion in the ego development of
the child. A primary bilosocial status, as opposed to the
preceding derived status, is sought in preparation for
adulthood.

For the child to satellize, two crucial conditions
must be satisfled: (a) emotional acceptance of the child
by the parents, and (b) being valued for himself by the
perents. The 1ssue spécifically involved here 1s the pro-
cess of ldentification. If both parental acceptance and
intrinsic valuation are pfesent, the devaluation of the
chlld's infantile omnipotent ego occurs, and the child
enters into a loyally dependent, deferentisl, and subservi-
ent relatlonship with his parents who dominate him benevo-
lently. |

On the other hand, if the child 1s rejected or is
accepted only on a qualified or conditional basis (extrin-

sically valued), a non-satellizing type of identification

occurs. Two forms of rejection are postulated--active (ag-
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gressive hostility and manipulation) and passive (prolonged
neglect and disinterest). Four majbr variables of rejection
are listed by Ausubel (i952a): neglect, physical separation,
dissvowal of responsibility for care, and denial of legiti-~
mate needs of the child.

In this alternative pattern of ego development, the
child seeks a precocious primary bilosoclal status (as opposed
to a derived one) on the basis of his own immature executive
sbilities. He 1s motivated to strive for unrealistic voli-
tional 1ndepéndence'and for persénal recognition. In his
own regard, as a person, the.child attempts to resist authori-
ty limits; however, he will assume a subordinate role of de-
pendency and conformlity as a temporary matter of expediency.

The non-satellizer wishes to "incorporate" the pre-
rogatives, capacities, and abilities of his parents while re-
maining independent of them. The child strives to ". . . in-
corporate the values of another on the basis of their objec-
tive capaclty to enhance ego-status--without forming any (de--
pendent) emotional tie to that individual" (Ausubel, 1952&,
D 144); Missing here is that factor of “personal subservi-
ence"” which characterizes the accepted and intrinsically
valued satellizer. |

While the personality structure of the non-satellizer
1s seen as less healthy than that of the satellizer, the non-
satelllzer 1s seen as being more mature with regard to ego

functions; i.e., he perceives and thinks more analytically
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than does the satellizer.

The process of ego maturation for the non-satelliz-
ing child is seen as being easier than for his counterpart.
Because of the non-satellizer's ego needs for extrinsic status
(manifest in a high level of "ego aspirations”" due to the
lack of intrinsic security), the emwphasis of executive and
volitional independence serves as constant motivation for
him.

Contrary to the implications of other approaches,
the satelllzer 1s seen as having wmore adjustment difficulty
during this period of personality development. This 1s so be-
cause satelllzation demands a temporary setback of ego status,
aspirations, and self—competenceL On the other hand, in the
dependent identificatlion the child invests his own feelings
of worth, esteem, and asplrations in the parents in order to
galn securlty, value, and acceptance.

Since primary status, volitional 1ndependénce, and
extrinsic seeking of values and status are nevef "surrendered"
to the omnipotent parents, the noh-satellizing child's ego de-
velopment 1s more advanced that that of the satellizer. How-
ever, the manifestation of the desatelllzation goals, '

" e acquisition of greater volitionsl independence, eleva-
tion of the level of ego asplration, and acceptance of the
need to strive primarily for extrinsic status. . .," while
present in the non-satellizer's repertolre, do not rest on a

sound base (Ausubel; 1952a, p. 237). Without the basic in-
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trinsic valuation and emotional acceptance which exists for
the satellizer through the dependent identification process,
the non-satellizer is essentially predisposed to behavior -
disorders and personality defects:

Since greater total change in personality struc-
ture must result from ego maturation in satellizers,
and since they are less motivated by the need for
extrinsic status to effect this change, it is quite
understandable that they will be more subject to
maturational failure than non-satellizers. But in
terms of resulting strain to personality structure,
the reverse 1s true. The conflicts and insecurities
experienced by the satellizer are for the most part
sltuational and transitional in origin. It 1s true
that hls needs for primary status are not adequately
met, thereby depressing hils extrinsic self-esteem.
But neurotic anxiety . . . can only arise under these
circumstances if intrinsic self-esteem is also lack-
ing. It 1s only the non-satellizer who possesses no
intrinsic store of adequacy who, therefore, becomes
&8 candidate for anxieti during adolescence . . .
(Ausubel, 1952a, pp. 244-245).

In his system of ego devélopment, then, Ausubel
has characterized two major outcomes of the child's first
critical period of personality maturation: non-satelliza-
tion or satellization. |

To summarlze Ausubel's contentlons: Certain condi-

tions must be present for satelllization to occur. The child

must be emotionslly accepted and intrinsically Yaluéd by his

parents. If rejécted or extrinsically valued, non-satelli-

zation will occur. During this period when satellization
should occur, non-saﬁellizers differ from satellizers by

having a less healthy personality structure, and by belng
more lndependent and analytic 1n perceptual and cognitive

activities.
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Ausubel's Research

Experimental verification of some aspects of Ausu-
bel's thinking is reported in seversal studies (Ausubel, 1951;
Ausubel, Schiff and Gasser, 1952b; Ausubel, l953a§-Ausubel,
1953b; Ausubel, Schiff and Goldman, 1953¢; Ausubel, Schiff
and Zeleny, 1953d; Ausubel, Balthazar, Rosenthal, Blackman,
Schpoont and Welkowitz, 1954d; end in summary form--Ausubel,
1957; 1958).

A large part of gusubel's past research has centered
around level-of-aspiration studies. Level-of-aspliration is
important for Ausubel because 1t is related to his concept
of "ego aspirations" and because level-of-aspiration tech-
niqﬁes permit the use of quantitative variables. In addi-
‘tion, the majority of Ausubel's studies (1953a; 1953d; 195ka)
have been concerned with adolescents. However, children
elght to seven years of age were subjects for & study of
socioempathy (Ausubel et al., 1952b), in which developmental
differences in perception of own and others' soclometric
status were investigated.

Of particular relevance to the current discussion is
one study of ten-year-olds (Ausubel et al., 1954b), which
attempts to discover differences between the satellizers
and non-satellizers. The study was designed specifically
to determine whether children's perceptions of acceptance-
rejection and intrinsic-extrinsic veluation were related to

various measures of ego "attributes" (notions of omwnipotence,
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level of ego aspirations, goal frustration tolerance, ldea-
tional independence, and personality maturity).

The subjects of this study were fortyﬁten-year-olds
of white, lower-middle and working class neighborhobds.
Children who were considered to be educationally retarded,
who had fathers in military service, or who came from
"broken homes" were not included in the sample.

Three'different measures vwere used to define satel-
lizers and non-satellizers. They were (1) Thematic Materials
Test (consisting of 16 plctures selected from the CAT, TAT,
Blacky Plctures, Jackson Projection Test, and Symondé F&nfasy
Test), (2) Story Completion Test (consisting of 16 brief
stories illustrative of parental acceptance-rejection or
intrinsic-extrinsic valuation), and (3) Parent Attitude
Rating Scale (consisting of 36 pkrent attitude and behavior
items reflecting acceptance-rejection or intrinsic-extrinsic
valuation).

A set of independent measures of ego functions was
used.. Notions of omnipotence were measured by a scale of -
percelved ability to perform varying from impossible to
probable. Level of ego aspiration was measured by goal dis-
crepancy scores on five different mental and mechanical per-
formance tasks. Goal-frustration tolerance was derived from
the same data collected from the level-of-aspiration re-
sponses. Ideational independence and personality maturity

vere measured by judges' ratings of behavior in a class and
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by questionnaire and opinion scales. Of the measures used
to define satellizers and non-satellizers, only the PARS
significantly correlated with any of the variables of ego
functioning.

The PARS uses two sub-scales of 18 items each. These
sub-scales, measuring acceptance-rejection and intrinsic-
extrinsic valuation respectively, were found to correlate
at an r equal to .91. However, only the sub-scale which
measures intrinsic-extrihsic valuation was related signi-
ficantly to the ego structure varliables. Perceived rejec-
tion by parents was not related significantly to any of the
ego structure variables except one; i.e., disagreement with
perceived parent opinions. On the other hand, percelved ex-
trinsic valuatlon was related to the majority of the ego
variables in the predicted direction. The degree of rela-
tionship, however, was only low to moderste. Thus, children
who percelved themselves &s extrinsically valued tended to
manifest more stylus maze goal tenacity, more notlons of om-
nipotence, and to be rated as more executively independent.
They also tended to dlsagree less with percelved parent
opinions, and to be less able to postpone hedonistic grati-
fication. The range of r values was from +36 to -.53.

No significant differences were found between self-
percelved intrinsically and extrinsically valued children
with respect to level of ego aspiration, composite goal

tenacity scores, and non-satellizing moral responsibility.
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The magnitude of the r's for these relationships ranged
from .17 to -.04% (Ausubel et al., 1954b, pp. 180-181).

Discussing the lack of expected clear-cut differ-
ences, Ausubel points out that his modification of the pro-
jective materials tests (TAT, CAT, etc.) diminished thelr
rélidbility. He also inferred that the tests became so
transparent that invalid responses were given by subjects.
Further, he argues that ten-year-olds are near the norma-
tive peak of satellization and that they enjoy an overt
dependent bilosocial status. As a consequence of this so-
clocultural trend, individual differences in ego devalua-
tlon, acceptance of wvolitional dependence, of ego aspira-
tions, etc., will not be detected unless sensitive measure-
ment devices are used.

Partly as a result of this study, Ausubel was led
_ to define satellizers by the use of the child's perception
of parental acceptance and intrinsic valuation; hence, the
PARS becomes an important device in differentiating satel-

1lizers from non-satellizers.

Related Research

Despite the fact that the research conducted by
Ausubel 6nly partly supported his position, his ldeas seem
worthy of further test. In the first place--as he has
1ndicated-5methodological‘problems in this area are severe.
Secondly, indirect supportive evidence exists in the find-
ings of other investigators (Behrens, 1954%; Radke, Trager &
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Davis, 19495 Scott, Fredericson & Fuller, 1951; Sears,
Whiting, Nowlis & Sears, 1953; Shoben, 1949; Stendler, 1952;
Stendler, 1954). The findings of Witkin, Lewils, Heitzman,
Machover, Meissner & Wapner, (1954), are perhaps the most
lmportant. As part of a large-scale investigation of person-
ality-perceptioﬂ relatlionships, Witkih conducted several de-
velopmental studies. In these studies{ W}tkin vas concerned
with relating coping, analytic behavior with personality
structure. One of the measures of coping behavior was the

success which an individual had in isolating a perceptual
| figure from its context. Witkin's expectation was that the
probaebility of success would increase mohotonically with age
to maturity. The groups of subjects studled consisted of
young normal adults, hospltalized psychlatric patients, and
" a group of 8-, 10-, and 13-year-olds. The totally unexpected
findings were that 13- to 1l5-year-olds and some adults with
personality disorder were more proficient at isolating the
ewbedded figure than were healthy adults and younger chil-
dren. Those children tested at different age levels also
showed a developument from dependent to analytic performance.

Witkin (working within a neo-Freudian and Gestalt

framevwork) was unable to account for these findings. 1If,
however, one regards the perlod from 13 to 15 years as &
period of intensive desatellizing (with a consequent in-
tensive attempt to achileve independence), then Witkin's

findings are consistent with Ausubel's statements about the
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satellization pfocess.

There 1s an aspect of witkin's_research other than
his findings that 1s of interest here; i.e., Witkin's in-
terest in coping, analytic behavior. The behavior.discussed_
by Witkin seems nearly identical with the behavior termed
"independent" by Ausubel. To the degree that these be-
havior pattefns are similar, Witkin's embedded-figure test
would be a good technique for the testing of Ausubel's state-
ments. Although the original test was not sultable for young
children, Witkih and his associates have developed the Chil-
dren's Embedded Figure Test to be used with children as
young as six years of age. (Lois B. Murphy [1951] has bemn
using this test in a study of the development of perceptual
and personality patterns. Unfortunately, her results are
st1l1l in preliminary form and their immedlate relevance here
cannot yet be evaluated.)

Thus, 1t appears to be possible to test Ausubel's
statement that non-satellizers are more independent and
analytic than are satelllizers. Ausubel has sglso claimed
that non-satellizers have personality organizations that
are less healthy thdn are those of satelllizers. It should
be possible to teét.this statement by using a clinical de-
vice that 1s usually employed to evaluate states of ego
functioning. One such device 1s.the Rorschach Test. Al-
though there have been very many studles which used the

Rorschach to investigate ego functlons in general and iden-
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tification in particular (Ames, Learned, Metraux & Walker,
1952; Buhler, Smitter, Richardson & Bradshaw, 1960; Frenkel-
Brunswick, 1951; Goldfarb, 1949; Henfy, 1956; Klein, 1951;
Phillips and Smith, 1953), the work of Halpern (1953) is
most directly pertinent to a test of Ausubel's statement.

Halpern (1953) used the Rorschach as a technique
| for 1nveétigating peréonality organization and ego function-
ing in childhood developmental stages. Her findings, based
on global interpretations of Rorschach tésts, can be inter-
preted as supporting Ausubel's thinking of satellization.
Basing her analysis of the Rorschach upon psychoanalytical
concepts, she was able to use this test to differentiate
disturbed and non-disturbed children within the age range
of 4 to 10 years. Goldfarb (1949) also has employed the
Rorschach to detect personality differences between insti-
tutionally reared, foster home, and schlzophrenic children.
He used a sign-approach technique to distinguish among his
three groups. Of 14 signs used, 8 differentiated between
'all three groups.

In summary, it may be sald that Ausubel has developed
a detailed conceptual system which deals with personality
development. In this system, Ausubel uses a set of concepts
which are different from those used by other theorists. It
is lmportant to come to some understanding of the similari-
ties and differences which exist between Ausubel and others.

Two of Ausubel's statements about non-satellizers
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(as compared with satellizers) have been selected for con-
sideration. These statements are: (1) Non-satellizers dif-
fer from satellizers by having a less healthy personality
structure. (2) Non-satellizers differ from satellizers by
belng more analytic and independent in perceptual and cog-
nitive activities.

If these statements are tested by techniques de-
veloped in other theoretical contexts, a comparlson between
Ausubel end other theorists becomes possible. If his state-
ments are confirmed, not only is Ausubel correct,'but there
1s a correspondence between the behavior he describes and
the concepts used by others. If hils statements are refuted,
then Ausubel is wrong or the concepts used by him and by
others demand further clarificatlon.

The research described below 1s designed to test
Ausubel's statements by the use of technligues developed
in theoretical contexts other than his.



CHAPTER II
PROBLEM

Statement of Problem

Ausubel has provided a rich, atypical theory of
personality development which conteins & number of imme-
dlately testable statements. In his theory, ego develop-
ment 1s seen &s being dependent upon what happens during
& serles of critical stages. Of central importance to
Ausubel's theory are his interpretations about that stage
of development which concerns itself with the satellizing
process.

Immediately, two questions are rosed by Ansubel's
interpretation: (1) Are the statements he has to make
about the sateilization process correct? (2) How (if at
all) can Ausubel's views be related to éhe‘vieﬁs of other
theorists? The major purpose of this study is to test
Ausubel's'stétements about the satellizing process. A
secondary purpose 1s to conduct these tests by means of
techniques which will permlt interpretatlons from the

viewpoints of Ausubel and of other theorists.

Concretely, Ausubel sets up the following precondi--

tions for satellization:

22



23 -

1. Emotional acceptance of the child by his parents.

2. Intrinsic valuation of the child by his parents.

Further, he states that satellizers differ.from non-
sateliizers in the following fashion:

1. The satellizer is considered as more dependent,
more passive; and more subservient than the non-satellizer.

2. Differences 1n relationships to authority figures
follow from the above characteristics. The satellizer seeks
approval and approbation from parents and feels more secure
and accepted (than the non-satéllizer) in his relationships
with parents and surrogates. The non;satellizer? being re-
jected or extrinsically valued, is resentful of authority
figures and seeks direct self-approval through others. In-
securlty in relationships with authority figures 1is suppbsed
to characterize the non-satellizer.

3. Becsause of the differences in types of ego struc-
ture posited, differences in perception between satellizers
and non-satellizers should exist; l.e., because the non-
satelllizer 1s more independent, less passive, and less de-~
ferent than the satellizer, and because ego structure and
perception are related, the non-satellizer is more analytic
in his perception of the environment.

The following predictions are implied by Ausubel's
. statements:

Prediction I. Differences in ego structure and

identification bétﬁeen‘satellizérs and non-satellizers can
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be‘detected by the use of the Rorschach. Since Rorschach
responses can be analyzed in different ways, two modes of
analysis will be used, the sign approach and global inter-
pretation.
A. Sign-approach.

1. More non-satelllzers will give P responses than
wlll satellizers, because of the non-satellizer's need to
galn primary status and to experience extra-famlly accep-
tance.

2. Fevwer non-satelllizers will give M responses than
will satellizers, 5ecause the non-satelllizer's basic lack of
emotional acceptance and intrinsic valuation does not faci-
litate 1ntrospectional behavior.

3. More non-satellizers will give W responses than
will satellizers because of the non-satelliZer's precocious
need to organize and structure his external environment.

4. More non-satellizers will give WX and DW re-
sponses than will satellizers because the non-satellizer
lacks internal controls of his impulsivity and becsuse of
his feelings of insecurity.

5. Fewer non-satellizers will give H responses than
will satelliiers, because the non-satellizer has not experi-
enced the kind of parent-chlild relationship which encourages
spontaneous assoclations to human forms and figures.

6. More non-satellizers will give (H) responses

than will satelllzers, because the non-satellizer has nelther -
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been accepted by nor intrinsically valued by parents, and
he regards parental authority with greater feelings of
threat, fear, anxiety, and mistrust than does the satel-
lizer.

7. More non-satellizers will give C and gg.re?
sponses (as compared with FC) than will satellizers, be-
cause the non-satellizer lacks the affective controls which
depend upon a devaluation identification. As a consequence,
he 1s less emotlonally mature, more self-centered than is
the satellizer.

8. More non-satellizers will give Y and YF (achro-
matic color) responses than will satellizers, because the
non-satellizer's conflicts with authority figures are more
intense and anxiety ﬁroducing than are the satellizer's.

B. Global interpretation.

Rorschach records of non-satelllizers will be inter-
preted as reflecting emotionél distprbance more frequently
than will the Rorschach records of satellizers.

Prediction II. Non-satelllzers are more efficlent

in perceptually 1soiéting an embedded figure. As a conse-
Quence of the fact that three different measures of ef-
ficliency wlll be used, three specific predictions emerge:

A. Non-satellizers will take less time to isolate
embedded figures than will satellizers.

B. Non-satellizers will be more accurate in isolat-

ing embedded figures than will satellizers.
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C. Non-satelllzers will exhiblt less dependéncy
(fewer appeals for aid, assistance, and approval) upon
the experimenter in isolating embedded figures than will

satellizers.



CHAPTER III
METHOD

Characterization of Population

Since the characteristics of the population from
which the sample was drawn are critical for this study,
it would do well to describe them in some detail.

Because of the importance Ausubel's system places
upon developmental stages, chronological age was of pri-
mary importance. According to thls system, age elght is
the point at which the intensity of the satellizing pro-
cess 1s expected to reach a maximum; therefore 1t was most
likely that differences between satellizers and non-satel-
lizers would be detectable at thls age. Since enough eight-
year-olds were not avallable for study, subjects were used
who fell in the range seven to nine years of age.

The second characteristiq of importance concerns
Ausubel's definition of "satellizers." Ausubel uses two
different criteria for the determination of satellizers
and non-satellizers. The relationship between these cri-
teria 1is not clear, nor does Ansubel offer any evidence
for the relationship between the two. One set of criteria

may be characterized as soclological, and the other set as
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psychological.

The non-satellizer is a child who is either emo-
tionally unaccepted or extrinsically valued by the pafents.
Necessarily, the following conditions lead to lack of ac-
ceptance and of intrinsic valuatioﬁ: (1) physical separa-
tion; (2) neglect; (3) disavowal of’respbnsibiliﬁy for
care; and (4) denial of legltimate needs of the child.

" Therefore, children who have been taken from the
home (generally by court order) and plasced in an institu-
tion for "dependent" children must be non-satellizers ac-
cording to the criteria of rejectlon Aiisubel uses to define
this category. Satellizers will come from the group of
children for whom these conditions do not exist. Because
of the second set of criteria Ausubel uses, howevef, one
cannot assume that all children who have not been rejected
in the sociologlcal sense are satellizers.

For Ausubel, & critical factor for determining
vhether theﬁchild 1s emotlonally accepted and intrinsically
valued is the child's perception of the parental attitudes.
Ausubel uses the Parent'Attitude Rating Scale to determine
the child's perception. In the research which has appeared
to date, the child's score on this scale defines the degree
of acceptance and of intrinsic valuation. Those children
vho have not been rejected sociologically and who (as indi-
cated by a high score on the Parent Attitude Rating Scale)

percelve themselves as belng emotionally accepted and in-
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trinsically valued must be satellizers.

A problem arises when one has to consider the pos-
sible contradiction between Ausubel's criteria. There may
exlst children who have been'rejected according to soclo-
logical criteria but who perceilve themselves as being ac-
cepted by thelr parents. Similarly, there may be children
who have not been rejected soclologically but who perceive
themselves as being rejected by their parents. Neither of
these kinds of chlldren were used in the study; i1.e., only
those children who were rejected sociologically and who
percelved themselves as belng rejected, and those children
who were not rejected soclologlically and who perceived them-
selves as accepted were selected as subjects.

_ There 1s some indication that socio-economic status
is related to satellization (Ausubel, 1958). Accordingly,
two groups of subjects were obtained in the following man-
ner:

One group of subjects was obtalned from institutions
for dependent children, the second group obtained from a
public school which was attended by children of comparable
socio-economic level. A total PARS score (sum of acceptance
and intrinsic valuation scores) was obtained for all sub-
jects. From the public schoolﬁgroup, only subjects whose
cumulative PARS score was equal to or greater than the
highest scoring subject in the institutional group were
selected. Thus, the PARS scores for the institutional group
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ranged from 14 to 28. The non-institutional group's PARS
scores ranged from 28 to 32.

f Further, only subjects from the public school group
were selected who scored high on both sub-scales of the PARS.
This insured that subjects selected from the public school
perceived themselves as both accepted and intrinsically
valued.

There were now two distinet groups formed by the
interaction of sociological and psychological cﬁiteria: in-
stitutional and non-institutional. Subjects in the non-
institutional group (satellizers) were clearly differentiated
from subjects in the institutional group (non-satellizers) on

the basis bf both soclological and psychological criteria.

Description of the Sample

The sampie population for this study consisted of
~ white, male, grade school children within the age range of

seven through nine years, divided into two main groups.
Each chlld's age was computed as to year and month, accord-
ing to Wechsler's method (WISC Manual, 1949). The mean age
of the total sample was 105.31 months. The non-institutional
group's mean age was 108.2 months. The institutional sub-
Jects' mean age was 102.8 months. A test of differences in
mean ages ylelded a t = 1.79; df = 40; .10>g$.05; not sig-
nificant. .

Insofar as possible and practical, homogeneity of

~ religioué, racial, and soclo-economic backgrounds was main-
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tained. All children included in the sample were drawn from
familles of Protestant falth, limited to at least third gen-
eration nationality, and from comparable lower socio-economic
status. These factors were determined by officlal records,
reports,.and case history materials.

Each child was considered of average intelligence on
the basis of hls performance on the California Short Form
Test of Mental Maturities (1957). The mean I. Q. for both
groups was 103.36. An I. Q. range of 88 to 114 was obtained
on the total sample popﬁlation. The mean I. Q. for the non-
institutional group was 103.8. The institutional group's
" mean I. Q..was 102.6. A test of significant differences in
means ylelded & t = 0.54, df = 40; .309 P ).25; not signifi-
cant. Educational retardation did not serve for a criterion
of intelligence.

No child with a physlcal handicap was included in

the sample.

Non-satellizers. The first group of subjects was

selected from a state child-care lnstitution, and from a pri-
vate, denomihational institution for dependent children.
These subjects had been placed in the institutlons on the
basis of parental rejection. The condition of rejection was
verified by court reports and/br case records.

_ The soclal background and parental history of each
child seiected for this group 1s malintained in a confidential
social case summary kept by the institution. Each child's
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case was reviewed, and those characteristics of rejection
listed by Ausubel (physical separation, neglect, disavowal
of responsibility for care, denial of legitimate needs of
the child) were recorded. From this information, a classi-
fication of incidence and tjpe of rejectlion was developed
(see Appendix 4).

In order to control for the'possible influence of
group living, particularly in regard to the first or omni-
potent stage of ego development, it was decided that each
.subject's residence was not to have exceeded two years prior
to his fifth birthdate. Further, only subjects were selected
who had spent no more than a total of two years in the in-
stitution. The mean residence for all subjects in the in-
stitutional group was 1l.5 months;‘months in residence
ranged from one to twenty-four.

No subject, then, was included in this sample pobu-
lation who spent his formative, omnipotent stage of ego de-
velopment in an instlitutional setting, and the influence of
group-living factors was minlmized by this residence limit.

Satellizers. The second group of subjects was drawn

from an élemeﬁtary public school‘population. According to
échool records, both parents of these subjects were present
and residing in the home. Thug, one major variable of Ausu-
bel's definition of rejection (physical separation) was im-
mediately taken into account. )

In order to control for the possible influence of
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soclo-economic background, the second group of subjects was
drawn from a school located in a lower-working class neigh-
borhood. Thls socio-economic status was similar to the back-
ground from which the institutional subjects came.

Number of subjects. Forty-two subjects were used in
this study. Twenty-one subjedts were non-satellizers (se-
lected from institutions), and twenty-one subjects were
satellizers (selected from an elementary school population).

In the non-satellizer group, fourteen subjects were
selected from the state institution; seven from the private
child-care 1nstitution.v All subjects in the non-satellizer
group had been placed in the institutional setting by court

order.

Experimental Procedure and Materials

Each child serving as a subject was seen alone in a
room designated by the institution or school authorities. The
Children's Hidden Embedded Figures Test, the Rorschach, and
the Parent Attitude Rating Scale were administered. The PARS
vas administered and scored first, and subjects vere assigned
to groups partly on the basls of this score. The Rorschach
and CHEF were then admlinistered to each subject in one sit-

ting.' Each subject was thus seen on two occasions.
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The Parent Attitude Rating Scale

The Parent Attitude Rating Scalel (Ausubel et al.,
1954b) consists of 36 items, grouped into two separate
scales. The first 18 items make up the Acceptance-Rejection
Scale; the second group of 18 items make.up the Intrinsic-
Extrinsic Valuation Scale. The correlation of the two sub-
scales 1s .91 (Ausubel et al., 1954b).

Procedure. For this study, a modified form of the
PARS was used (see Appendix B). Instead of being asked to
read and then rate each item on a'five-point scale, each
subject was asked to answer "yes" or "no" to each of the 18
items on the two sub-scales. In additioh, the examiner read
each item to each subject, and marked the response. This
procedure circumvented the variation in reading abllitles
expected in the subjects.

Scoring. _Each item of the modified PARS was scored
# or -, according to the subject's response. A positive‘or
correct response to an item indicates that the subject per-
celved himself as asccepted or intrinsically valued by his
parents. Each subject's score for the PARS was the sum of
the correct responses to the Acceptance and to the Intrinsic

Valuation sub-scale items. Maximum score obtainablé was 36.

lThe PARS was obtalned for use In this study by per-
sonal communication with Dr. David P. Ausubel.

O EECT S e e T e e M ] e L T
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Children's Hidden Ewbedded Figures Task
The Children's Hidden Embedded Figures test® was
used to test for differences in perceptﬁal mode between
satellizers and non-satellizers. The subject's task was to
isolate a "simple" figure from a "complex" figure in which
it vas embédded; '(For complete instructions end administra-
tion details, see Appendix C.)
Materials. There are three "simple" figures:
Square, house, and kite (see Appendix Dl).;'Eachkof these
figures is made of 1/4" pressboard. The square is 5" x 5"
in size, the house is 6" x 3", and the kite is 5-1/2" x
3-1/2". There are 20 "complex" figures, each of which is
made of 1/4" pressboard and is 2' x 2' in size. Each com-
plex figurelis broken into a numbef of irregular subforus
by using a combination of colors and indented black lines.
In each complex figure, a simple figure (the appearance of
which is camouflaged by the lrregular subforms) is embedded
(Appendix Dy). The "test" consists of 18 complex figures,
two complei figufes Being'used for examples prior_to the.
test itself. Each of the 18 complex figures 1is representa-
tive of & human or humenlike form (man, robot) or of a
familiar object (airplane, chair, éar, barn, étc.). There

are four complex'figures in which the square simpie figure

2rhe Children's Hidden Embedded Figures test materi-
als, and administration and scoring procedures were obtained
for this study through the cooperation of Dr. H. A. Witkin.
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is embedded, eight couplex figures containing the house
simple figure, and six complex figures containing the em-
bedded kite simple figure.

Two, three, or four colored knobs are placed in each
complex figure. One of these is attached to the "hidden" em-
bedded simple figure, the others to various subforms. No two
knobs have the same color; each knob is colored red, blue,
yellow, or silver.

The subject can identify the embedded figure by nam-
ing the color of the knob attached to it, or by releasing
the simple figure from the complex figure by pulling the
knob. Only the correct simple figure can be pulled out of
the complex flgures. All other parts of the complex figures
are fixed; therefore, pulling the knob attached to any area
other than the embedded figufe will not result in the release
of the subform area.

In addition to the simple and complex figures, there
is a set of "learning" figures for each simple figure. The
learning sets consist of a total of 25 figures made of 1/4"
pressboard, 1" x 1" in size. These learning figures differ
from the apprépriafe or "correct" simple figure in size or
shape; however, each one‘is morersimilar to the appropriate
simple figure than it 1s to any other simple figure (Appendix
D3). The simple figures of each learning set are all of uni-
form color (brown), with indented black line borders, and

~ they are présente& on a white background. Each has a colored
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knob attached to the center; however, only the "correct"
simple figure is releasable. ' |

The function pf these learning figures is to help
make certain that each subject knows the characteristics of
the simple figure for which he is looking.

The learning sets and complex figures were presented
on an eaéel, the back-board of which is 2' x 2' in size. The
complex figures and learniﬁg sets were secured to thé board
by clothespin clamps. _

Procedure. The subject was seated approximately
seven feet from the easel. The test began (after a brief
descfiption of the “"puzzle" games was given to the subject)
by telling the subjéct about the square simple figure and ﬁy
presenting the learning series for that simple figure. The
correct square was presented on the easel with three "incor-
rect" figures. Each subject made his choice from his chair,
then came to the easel to "pull out" his choice of the simple
figure. The subject used the color of the knob to identify
the simplé figure he had chosen; no two knobs were the same
color in elther a learning set or in a complex-figﬁre pre-
sentation.

After the learning of the correct square simple
figure in three learning series, the two "sample" complex
figures (square) were presented.' These were followed by the
four "test" complex square figures.

This procedure was duplicated for the elight house
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and the six kite complex figure "test" presentations. No
sample complex figure was presented prior to the "test" com-
plex figures for either the house or kite series,'and 6n1y
two learning series were run for the orientation of the house
and kite simple figures. Thus, each subject responded to a
total of 25 learning figurés, 2 sample (square) figures, and
18 "test" complex figures. |

' Scoring. Each subject's responses were scored for
both time and correctness. The "correct" score for each
trial wvas a £ or -. A / was given if the subject chose the
correct knob-color from his chair; a minus was given 1f he
wade an incorrect choice. If the subject had named the wrong
knob color and changed to the correct one at the board, he
was still consldered to have missed the item. Thls scoring
was necessary because the visual cues that can be picked up
close to the board invalidate the subject's cholce. The
total correct socre for each subject was the number of Plus
scores from all of the 18 test complex figures. Maximum
score obtainable was 18.

The tlme score for each trial was the time in seconds
that elapsed between thé subject'!s identification of the total
figure (see instructions in Appendix C) and the subject's
choice of knob color. The total time score for each subject
was the sum of the 18 séparate time scores (one for each

complex test figure).




39
. Rorschach

' Procedure. The Rorschach was administeredvto each
subject. The instructions for individual administrgfion and
inquiry procedures were the same as those utilized and pre-
sented by Halpern (1953). For purposes of rapport and con- "
trol, éachlsubject vas seated facing the examiner. Aside
from this, and the exercise of clinlcal Judgment to meet the
demands of the situatioﬁ, the test procedures adhered as
closely to the standard form of administration as possible.

. Bach subjec%'s protocol was scored independently by
tvo judges. Of a total of 851 responses 1n the Rorschach
protocols, the judges disagreed on 138, or 16 per cent.
However, 85 of these disagreements (65 per cent) were dif-
ferences in content scoring. That 1s, a disagréement was
counted 1f one judge scored a response as Cl, the other
wrote "clouds." Another example of disagreements in scor-
ing content: 6ne judge scored content as Art, the second
judge scored "design." Excepting disagreement in content
scoring, then; only 7'per cent disagreement in sign scoring
was encountered. Therefore, Rorschach scoring was considered
as quite reliable for the purposes of this study. In addi-
tion, any differences 1n scoring that existed were resolved
by mutual agreement between the two judges. These scores
were used for sign analysis and the global 1nterpretation.

Two different analyses of the Rorschach were used

to evaluate differences in ego structure and identification
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between satellizers and non-satelllzers.

Sign-approach analysis. For this analysis, only

the first response on each card was scored for the following
signs: W, DW, MK, ¥, XF, C, CF, FC, P, M, H (Beck, 1944);
and (H) (Phillips and Smith, 1953). The subject's score for
each sign was the number of times that sign appeared as a
first response. The maximum score for each sign was, there-
fore, 10.

Global interpretation. A complete summary of the

scoring for each subject and a typed copy of the free asso-
ciation and inquiry responses were given to three clinical
judges. No other identifying material was presented. Using
Halpern's standards (1953, Ch. 4), each judge, working inde-
pendently, placed each child into one of two groups: adjusted
or non-adjusted. A subject's final placement in a group was

based upon a majority decision among the judges.



CHAPTER IV
RESULTS

All statistical tests are evaluated againét a signi-
ficance level of 0.05. Because the predictlions made are‘of
specific concern, all tests are one-tailled. Sincé the cus-
tomary use of Chi2 to test independence entaiis a one-tailed
region of rejection that conceals a two-t#iled region of re-
Jjectlion, some awkwardness.in reporting results appears. All
results reported belovw as "significant” are to be understood

2 values

as belng one-talled significant; howevér, all Chi
fall into the usual .05 region of rejection. All significant

Ch12 values had Yate's correction applied.

Rorschach Data

Table 1 presents the distribution of satellizers and
non-satellizers over the Rorschach signs. The evaluations
of the predictions under Prediction I-A4 follow:

1. More non-satellizers will give P résponses than
will satellizers. A test of independence (Table 1 a)
yielded X2 = 1.56, df = 1; not significent.

2. Fever non-satellizers will give M responses than
will satellizers. A test of independence (Table 1 b) ylelded
X® = 1.03, df = 1; not significant.

e
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Table 1

Distribution of Satellizer and Non-satellizer Groups

over Rorschach Si P
Dw, H, (H), %n
T A

£ cF}

M,Fg:

(WX /A DW), WX,
CF, FC, C,
» FY and PatH"lo"IcaT’Sign

8. b. Ce
P M W
Above Below Above Below
Med. Med. Yes No Med. Med.,
Sat. T 14 8Sat. 10 11 Sat. g 12
Non-sat. 11. 10 Non-sat. 7 1% Non-sat. 13 8
12 = 1.56 X2 = 1.03 x2 = 1.53
P ».05 P ».05 P .05
. e. f.
(WX / DW) WX DW
Yes No Yes No Yes No
Sat. 6 15 3at. 6 15 Sat. 0 2l
Non-sat. 15 6 Non-sat. 9 12  Non-sat. 6 15
X2 = 6.10 x2 = .93 X2 = 5.70
P ¢ .05 P ».05 P ¢ .05
ge h. d.
H (H) : FC
Yes No Yes No Yes No
Sat. 9 12 sat. 6 15 ' sat. 11 10
Non-sat. 13 8 Non-sat. 13 8 Non-sat. 6 15
X2 = 1.53 Fisher's Exact Test X2z 2,47
F».05 P <05 P ».05
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Table 1 (continued)

Ke m. ne. .
CF c (X / YF)
Yes No Yes No Yes No
Sat. 10 11  Sat. 1 20 sat. 2 19
Non-sat. 10 11 Non-sat. 6 15 Non-sat. 16 5
X2 =0 Fischer's Exact Test X2 - 21.48
P> .05 P €05 P ¢ 05
O. Pe .
Y IF Pathology sign
__Yes No Yes No _ Yes No
Sat. 1l 20 Sat. 1l 20 Sat. 7 14
Non-sat. 8 13 Non-sat. . 8 13 Non-~sat. 17 4
x° = 5.09 x2 = 5.09 x2 = 7.88
P € .05 P ¢ .05 P ¢ 05

3. More non-satellizers will give W responses than
will satellizers. A test of independence (Table 1 c) ylelded
x2 = 1.53, df = 1; not significant.

4. More non-satellizers will give WX and DW re-
sponses than will satellizers. A test of independence (Table

1 d) yielded X2 = 6.10, df = 1; significant.

a. A supplementary test of independence involving
WX only (Table 1 e) yilelded a X2 .93, 4f = 1;
not significant. '

b. A supplementary test of independence involving

DW only (Ta.ble 1 £) ylelded a x"’ 5.70, BF

-

_1;
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significant.

5. Fewer non-satelllizers will give H responses than
will satellizers. A test of independence (Table 1 g) yielded
x2 = 1.53, df = 1; not significant. ' '

6. More non-satellizers will glve (H) responses than
wlll satellizers. Fisher's exact test of independence (Table
1 h) yielded one-tailed P £ .05; significant. |

7. More non-satellizers will give C and CF responses
(es compared with FC) than will satellizers. The Mann-
Whitney U test ylelded z = 2.53, one-tailed P &€.05; signi-
ficant. | ’ '

a. A supplementary test of independence involving

FC only (Table 1 j) yielded X2 = 2.47, af = 1;
not significant.

b. A supplementary test of independence involving

CF only (Table 1 k) yielded X2 o, df 1l; not
significant. |

c. Fisher's exact test for independence involving

C only (Table 1 m) ylelded one-tailed P & .05;
significa.nt. '

8. More non-satellizers will give Y and YF responses
than vill satellizers. A test of independence (Table 1 n)
yielded a X2 = 21.48; df = 1; significant. | "

a. A supplementary test of ilndependence involving Y

only (Table 1 o) yielded x2 5.10, 4f = 1;
significa.nt.
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b. A supplementary test of independence involving
ZE only ('I‘e.ble'l p) ;sf:!.eldedx_2 = 5.10; df = 1;
significant.

In an attémpt to supplementuand.summarize the sign
approach, two additional analyses were conducted.

_ The first analyslis dealt with the number of the above
signs which appeared in each subject's record.. it is clear
that non-satelllizers' records should contain more of these
signs than do the records of satellizers. The Mann-Whitney
U test yielded z = 1.81, one-tailed P {.05; significant.

The same conclusion is reached if the two groups are
compared only with respect to the number of those signs for
which a greater frequence of appearance for the non-satellizers
was predicted (W, WX, DW, (H), C, CF, ¥, YF, P). The Mann-
Whitney U test ylelded z = 4.55, P € .05; significant.

The second analysis dealt with the use of signs of
pathology (Beck, 1944; Phillips and Smith, 1953). Pathology
indicators were: fabulation, confsbulation, contamination,

"clob" (shading shock), and Hdx or Adx. Depending upon

whether his record contained at least one such sign, each
subject was placed into one of two classes: Those subjects
whose records did contaln such a sign were'pléced in the
"Yes"_group; others were placed in the "No" group. A test
of 1f1dependen¢e (Table 1 q) between presence of pathological
sign and satellizer category yielded J_(E - 7.88, df = 1; sig-
nificant. o
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Prediction I-B states: Rorschach records of non-

satellizers will be interpreted as reflecting emotional
disturbance more frequently than will the Rorschach records
of satellizers. A test (Table 2) between disturbed--non-
disturbed and satellizer--non-satellizer ylelded X° = 18.67;
daf = 1; significant.

Table 2

Distribution ofLSatellizers and Non-satellizers
over Disturbed--Non-disturbed Judgments

Disturbed ﬁon-distﬁrbed
Satellizers 3 18
Non-satellizers 18 3
© X2 =18.67
P¢ .05
CHEF Data

Prediction II, 1n#01ving data from the Children's
Embedded Figures teét, contalned these specific predictions:

II-A. Non-satellizers will take less time to isolate
emhedded'figures than wlll satellizers. The mean for non-
satellizers is 408.0; the mean for satellizers is 256.0. A
test for the difference between means ylelded t = 4.17, df =
40; significant.

II-B. Non-satelllzers wlll be more accurate in
1s0lating embedded figures than will satellizers. A Mann-
Whitney U test ylelded z = 1.60; not significant.
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_ II-C. Non-satellizers will exhiblt less dependency
"(fewer appeals for ald, assistance, and approval) upon the
experlmenter in 1isolating embedded figures than will satel-
lizers. A test for independence (Table 3) ylelded X° =

17.67, df = 1; significant.

Table 3

Distribution of Satellizers and Non-satellizers
over CHEF Dependency Appeals

Yes No
Satellizers 20 1
6 15

Non-satellizers

X2 = 17.06
P < 05




CHAPTER V
- DISCUSSION

The results reported in the previous chapter make
it possible to evaluate the predictions derived from Ausu-~

bel's position:

Non-satellizers have a personality structure that is

less healthy than that of satellizers. This prediction was

tested by analyses of Rorschach records. It was predicted
that non-satellizers would exhibit the following Rbrschagh
signs more frequently than would satellizers: WX / DW, (g).,
Y /YF, (C #CF) - FC, ¥, and P. The first four of these
predictions. were supported by the data. Supplementary ana-
lyses indicated that more non-satellizers gave DW (but not
WX) responses than did satellizers, that more non-satellizers
gave Y and YF responses (individually) then did satellizers,
and that more non-satellizers gave C (but not CF or FC) re-
sponses than did satellizers. The last two predictio‘né vere
not supported by the data.

It also was predicted that non-satellizers would
exhiblt the following Rorschach signs less frequently than
would satelllizers: M and H. These predictlons were not
supported by the data. | |

48
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The non-supported predictions are a cause of some
concern. Unfortunately, they all involve signs that have
somewhat ambiguous-meaning. Apparently, W is nondiscrim-
inating because 1ts frequency of occurrence for this age
group is too high (Halpern, 1953). All but one of the sub-
jects gave at least one g_responée; therefore thls measure
could not differentiate bétween the two groups (see Appendix
E). (Again, it should be noted that WX £ DW and DW did dif-
ferentiate between satellizers and non-satellizers.) P has
been interpreted as indicating conformity to peers (Phillips
and Smith, 1953)_and as indicating the sterotyped pattern-
ing of behavior according to adult standards (Halpern, 1953).
In this study, P may have reflected the former'meaning for
the non-satellizers and the latter meaning for the satelliz-
ers. The consequence of this dual weaning of P may have been
the elimination of differences between the two groups. M,
too, did not differentiate the groups; therefore these groups
do not differ wlith respect to the amount of introspectional
beha?ior. However, the quality of the M responses, as re-
flected in the global analysis, the analysis of pathological
signs, and the association of M with (H), did differ between
the groups. It seems falr to ¢onclude that the fanta;y 1life
of the non-satellizers is as rich as that of the satellizers,
but it is not as “"healthy."

The prediction that satellizers would give more H

responses than would non-satellizers was based on the ex-
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pectation fhat the rejected children would have difficulty
relating to other people. Implicit in this prediction is
the interpretation of H as a measﬁre of readiness to relate
to others. However, H may also be interpreted as indicating
sensitivity to people (Phillips and Smith, 1953). In the
psychologlcal world of the non-satellizers, it 1s obvious
that this sensitivity 1s necessary for adjustment; i.e., in
order to manipulate others one mﬁst know what others are
like. Given this interpretatlon of H, one mlght expect non-
satellizers to glve H more frequently than do satellizers.
In fact, non-satellizers dld give more H responses than did
- satellizers, but this difference was not significant. In
view of the lack of significance and of the post hoc reason-
ing, nothing more will be made of this trend. The differ-
ence between the two groups with respect to H is further in-
dicated by the fact that not a single non-satellizer made
reference to a parent, grandparent, 6r parent surrogate on
the Rorschach, (Table 4). The difference in number of satel-
' 1izers and non-satellizers who gave such a response is re-
liable; X° = 6.1, P < .05; significant.

Thus-the four predictions discussed immediately
above may not have been verified because the measures used
were not refined enough; Further support for the oversall
prediction is obtained from the supplementary analysis of

presence of any of the Rorschach signs.




51
Table 4

Distribution of Satelllzers and Non-satelllzers
over Parental Reference in Rorschach Records

Yes No
Satellizers 7v 14
Non-satelllzers 0 21
X2 = 6.10
? ¢ .05

) If the subjects are classlified by presence of any
of the Rorschach signs (i.e., if the individual nature of
the signs is ignored, and one records only whether the sub-
ject had any of these signs in his record), then it is clear
that non-safellizers' records are more préne to contailn such
signs than are the records of satelllzers.

In addition, one more predictlion had been made: On
the basis of a global evaluation, experlenced clinicians
would place more non-satellizers into & "disturbed" category
than they would satellizers. This prediétion was éupported
by the data. Additional support was provided by the supple-

mentary analysis of pathologlcal signs. More non-satellizers

gave pathologlcal responses (confabulation, contamination,

"elob," fapulation, and Hdx or Adx) than did satellizers.
. " On the basis of a consideration of all the pertinent
data, it is clear that Ausubel's prediction is verified.

Non-satelllizers are more analytlic and lndependent
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in perceptual and cognitive activities than are satellizers.

This prediction was tested by the use of the Children's Em-
bedded Figures test. The specific predictions were that
non-satellizers would isolate the embedded figures more
rapidly, with fewer errors, and with fewer appeals for help
than would satelllizers. The first and last predictions were
supported by the data; the second prediction was not. Again,
lack of support of a prediction may be attributed to measure-
ment difficulties. Since unlimited time was allowed each
subject, number of errors cannot be expected to be a very
discriminating measure. If time permitted to find a solu-
tlon had been uniform and'short, it is likely that the number
of errors would have differentiated between the two groups.
As 1t is, the satellizers dld make more errors than did the
non-satellizers; however, the difference is not significant.

Once more, the data support Ausubel's prediction.

The following characteristics seeu to describe the
children who served as subjects:

Children who perceived themselves as accepted and
intrinsically valued exhlibited test behavior interpreted as
more secure, less anxious, more emotionally msture, and less
threatened by adults than did children who were rejected and
extrinsically valued. In short, children consldered as satel-
lizers evinced greater égo strength, and were regarded as
possessing a more healthy personality structure than did non-

satellizers. However, these children were not considered
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analytic or independent in perceptual-cognitive abilities,
apparently not feeling compelled or forced to achieve and
to evaluate their environment in a critical, sensitive manner.
On the other hand, the rejected and extrinsically

valued children exhibited what is essentially interpreted
as & primary disturbance of personality organization and
functioning. These children can be described as anxiety-
rldden, lacking affect control, exhibiting impulsive and
aggreésive behaviors, less emotionally mature, more asutistic
and experiencing greater conflicts with suthority figures
than do accepted and intrinsically valued children. In ef-
fect, these chlldren demonstrated a more primitively developed
ego structure. However, they performed more efficiently and
effectively in a perceptual-cognitife task. They appear to
“cope" better as the result of being rejected and extrinsical-
iy vaiued. Because of a less well organized ego structure,
the rejected, anxlous, and disturbed group of children seemed
to be compelled to perform more independently and analytical-
ly, to be extra senslitive to the needs and wlshes of others,
and to attempt to manipulate thelr environment in a more
aggressive, direct, self-enhancing, and prestige-seeking
manner.

‘ A problem of interest 1s that of relating Ausubel's
thinking to the thinking of other theorists. It was noted
in the Introductlion that Ausubel introduces apbarently new
concepté end a new terminology. He has tested his ideas by
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using a set of techniques which is not typical for the study
of the kinds of processes he considers. In the current
study, Ausubel's statements have been tested by the use of
techniques which were developed in other conceptual frame-
works. The analysis of the Rorschach, for instance, leans
heavlily upon a psychoanalytic interpretation. It is of more
than idle interest, therefore, to see how strongly the data
support Ausubel's sfatements. At the very least, one 1is now
able to say that Ausubel's evaluation of the ego status of
children 1s not markedly different from (or way be trans-
lated into) the evaluations made by essehtially psychoanaly-
tically oriented clinicians. Also, 1t now is apparent that
the satellizing process 1s very close to "identification as
a defense" used by psychoanalytically oriented writers (A..
Freud, 1952; Hartmann, 1952; L. B. Murphy, 1957b). Although
the discussions of several of these writers mey be inter-
preted as being similar in intent to Ausubel's discussion
of the satellizing process (1952a; 1957), Ausubel has served
the very useful function of increasing the emphasis upon the
autonomous functioning of the child and upon the effects on
cognitive and perceptual functioning of identification pro-
cesses. Further, his statement that satellization 1s max-
imal at about age elght ralses some very 1mpprtant questions
about the time of onset of various critical stages of de-
velopment. The importance of longitudinal studies of the

timing of these stages comes into focus.
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The results of the current study, in conjunction
with Ausubel's viewpoint, offer a possible explanation for
some of Witkin's (1954) findings. Witkin (see p. 18) found
that 13-'to 15-year-olds and some adults with personality
disorder performed more profilclently on the embedded figures
test than dild either young children or normel adults. Accept-
ing the commonly held, but only imﬁlicitly stated assumption
that most'cognitive-perceptual functions increase in pro-
ficlency with age and with mental stabllity, Witkin was un-
able to account for his results. If oné assumes that the
13- to 15-year-olds are undergolng a desatelllzatlion process
(Ausubel, 1952a), and if one further assumes that desatelli-
zation vs. satellization has the same effect as non-satelli-
zation va. satellization, then Witkin's results are under-
standable. In the throes of establishing a state of inde-
pendence, adolescents must be highly analytic and critical
for essentially the same reasons that such behavior charac-
terizes the non-satellizer (who does not enter into a de-
pendent ldentifilication procéss with parents). Longitudinal
studies should éeveal that proficiency in i;olafing embedded
figures 1s related to the ldentification process in the sense
that proficiency should increase at those times when the
child i1s trying to establish hlmself as a relatively autono-
mous individual.

It may be of interest to present another post hoe

finding of the current study. A number.of writers, notably
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Klein (1951), regard the Rorschach as a perceptual task.
From this pdint of vliew, the person has to organize a com-
plek of ambiguous stimuli. If the Embedded Figures test is
compared with the Rorschach, it is seen to be a more struc-
tured perceptual task. How do the satellizers and non-
satellizers compare with each other on each of these tasks
with respect to accuracy of perception?

Table 5 contains the distribution of satelllzers
and non-satellizers over correct identifications of'com-
plex filgures in which the simple figures are embedded.
Before the subject 1lsolated the simple figure, he was asked
to identify the complex figure. Each subject was placed
into one of two groups: one group contained subjects who
identified all complex figures correctly; the other group
contalned subjects who made at least one incorrect identi-

fication. Only one satelllizer had no incorrect identifica-

Table 5

Distribution of Satellizers and Non-satelllzers
.over Correct Identificatlon of Complex Figures

. Yes Do . o lNO
Satellizers 1 20
Non-satellizers 9 12

X2 = 6.43
P ¢ .05
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tions, but nine non-satellizers had no incorrect identifi-
catlons. A test of independence between satellizer--non-
satellizer and correct-incorrect ylelded gﬁ = 6.43, df = 1,
P ¢ .05; significant. Thus, non-satellizers are more ac-
curate perceivers in a relatlvely structured situation.

On the Rorschach, thls direction i1s reversed. If
those children who had an F/£% of 80 or mdre are placed in
one group, and all other subjects are placed in another
gfoup, then satelllzers and non-satelllizers distribute
‘themselves over these two groups as in Table 6. Five non-
satellizers had F/% $ 80, but 12 satellizers had such an
Eé%. Fisher's exact test for independence between satel-
lizer--non-satellizer and Eé% yielded P < .05; significant.
Thus, in the unstructured éituation, the clarity of percep-

tlon by satellizers was better than by non-sgtellizers.

Table 6

Distribution of Satel).zers and Non-satellizers
over Good Form Per Cent

Above 80% Below 80%
Satellizers 12 9
Non~-satellizers 5 16

Fisher's Exact Test
P €.05

If these results are corroborated by future research,

then 1t would appear that the non-satelllizers can function
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adequately only in structured situations. By implication,
when the situation 1s unstructured they do not have the
inner resources to cope effectively with events. Under
these clrcumstances, the analytic and wmanipulative tech-

niques at thelr disposal are inadequate.



CHAPTER VI
SUMMARY

A limited aspect of Ausubel's theory of ego de-
velopment was used as the basis for several predictions of
differences between satellizers and non-satellizers with
respect to ego structure, 1dentificafion processes, and per-
ceptual-cognitive abilities. Ausubel characterizes satel-
lizers as belng emotlonally accepted and intrinsically valued
children who dependently ldentify with thelr parents. Non-
satellizers are seen as being rejected or extrinsically
valued children who remain precocilously independent, self-
willed, and non-subservient in thelr relationshlps with
parents.

Two maln predictions were derived from Ausubel's
conceptibn of the satelllizing process:

1. Non-satellizers have less healthy personality
structure than do satellizers.

2, Non-satellizers exhibit more analytic and inde-
pendent behavior in perceptual tasks than do satellizers.

These statements were tested by techniques derived
from theoretical contexts other than Ausubel's; namely, by
the Rorschach and the Children's Hidden Embedded Figures test.

59
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Forty-two male children, seven to nine years of age,
were used as subjects. Half of them were satellizers; the
other half were non-satellizers. The non-satellizers were
residents of two institutions for "dependent and neglected"
children; in addition, they perceiied themselves as rejectéd
or extrinsically valued by their parents (as 1nd1cated by
scores on the modified Parent Attitude Rating Scale). 1In
order to minimize the effects of 1nst1tutionalizatibn, no
non-satellizer had been in an institution for more than two
years. |

The satellizers were children who were matched with
the non-satellizers with respect to age, socio-economic
status, religious and ethnic characteristics, physical
health, and intelligence. They came from homes in which
both parents were present and residing. In addition, they
percelved themselves as being accepted and intfinsically
valued by their parents.

There was Wirtually no overlap of scores on the
Parent Attitude Rating Scale for the two groups of selected
subjects; 1.e., the two low scores for the satelllzers were
equal to the high score for the non-satelllzers. Thus, two
distinet groups were formed for the research.

A series of specific predictlons was derived. Es-
sentially, those related to personality structure were tested
by using the Rorschach; those related to perceptual effi-

clency were tested by the Children's Hidden Embedded Figures
test. ’ )
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Rorschach responses were analyzed by means of a
sign approach based on first responses and by means of a
global evaluation based on the total record. The following
signs differentlated in the predicted direction between
satellizers and non-satellizers: (WX / DW), DW, (H), _
(C £ CF) - FC, ¢, (Y AYF), ¥, YF, F/%. The following signs
did not differentiate between the two groups: P, H, M, W,
CF, FC. In accordance with the prediction, experienced
clinicians who made global evaluations with regard to "Ois-
turbed--non-disturbed" placed a significantly.larger nﬁﬁber
of non-satellizers in the disturbed group.

Two of the three predictions about behavior on the
Children's Hidden Embedded Figures test were supported:
Non-satelllizers isolated embedded flgures more rapidly and
with fewer blds for help than did satelllzers. They did
not, however, make fewer errors.

Thus, Ausubel's statements about satellizers and
non-satellizers are supported by the data.

In an attempt to relate Ausubel's thinking to the
thinking of others, techniques developed in conceptual
frameworks other than Ausubelfs were used in this study.

A description of non-satellizers and satellizers in non-
Ausubellan terms was offered: Non-satellizers, in many
respects, showed what 1s essentially interpreted as a pri-
wmary disturbance of personality organization and function-

ing. The analysls indlcated the non-satellizer to be
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anxiety-ridden, to have less affect control, to be more
autistic, impulsive, and aggressive, less emotionally wma-
ture, and to experience greater conflicts with authority
figures than do satellizers. A more primitively developed
ego structure thus characterlzed the non;satellizer. Satel-
lilzers, who perceived themselves as accepted and intrinsical-
ly valued, presented behaviors indicating greater ego
strength than did non-satellizers. Less anxious, more se-
cure, more emotionally mature, less impulsive, more con-
trolled in affect, and less threatened by adults, the per-
sonality organization of the satellizers was distinctly su-
perior to that of the non-satellizers.

Some implications for future research vere indi-

cated.
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Appendix A

Indices of Rejection of Institutional Children
Arranged per Subject by Ausubel's Criteria

Non-
satellizers Incidence of Rejection

Denial of :
Neglect Responsibllities Denilal of Needs

HH M HH
=
[

g.
10. :
11. 1
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.

N HH
HE R
N
f—t
FE HRERE R R
e
HH PR HP R

Note--Placement of rejection indices under Ausubel's cate-
gories was arbitrary in some cases. All chlldren were,
of course, physically separated from parsnts; only
three criteria thus appear in tabls.
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Appendix B
Parent Attitude Rating Scale
(Modified)
Date

Grade

Yes

Birthday

No

2.

10.

11.

No matter what happené, I know thaf-l can al-
ways turn to my parents for help.

My parents are nice to me most of the time,
even when I do wrong.

Sometimes 1f I make & mistake my parents say
that can happen to anyone.

My parents often tell the nelghbors when I've
done something wrong.

I know my parents love ue.

My barents always tell me that something bad
wlll happen to me if I don't behave.

My parents just don't care about what happens
to me.

My parents punish me even if I didn't do sowme-
thing wrong. N

Every time I make a mistake my parents get
angry and yell at me.

I'm always scolded when I don't pick up uy
toys. _

I can't tell my parents anything.
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___12. My parents act as if I were in the way.

13. When I have something to say, my parents listen.

14. My parents are interested in we.

15. My parents never punish me for something I
didn't do.

16. When I'm sick my parents are very worried and
try their best to make wme well.

l7f Sometimes my parents punish me more than I de-
serve'tq be. |

18. I can tell wmy parents sbout things I do and
they seem to understand. |

19. I'm afrald my parents will stop loving me if
I get bad marks.

20. My'parents want me to be whatever I want to be.

2l. No matter how I do things, I know my parents
like. me.

22. My parents want me to be somebody important
when I grow up.

23. Sometimes I feel like doing sometnipgnpad Just
to see 1if ﬁy parents will still love me.

24, My parents don't push wme into things.

25. My parents have already decided what I'm go-
ing to be. |

26. As long as I do my best my parents are satisfied
even if other children can do things lots better.




T2
My parents gilve me special treats to get me to
do things better.
Somehow I know that no =matter what happens,
my parents will always love me.
As long as I do my best my parents are satis-
fied.
My parents always nag me to do things better.
My parents are nicest to me when I am good
in school. 4
My parents feel that I am important, not what
I do.

. My parents often talk about what I am going

to be when I grow up.

My parents like to have me show off in front
of company.

My parents always listen to what I have to say.

My parents like me as I am.
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Appendix C

Instructions for Administration of the Children's
Hidden Embedded-Figures Test

The examiner explains to the child, while taking
him to the testing room, or while preparing the test that
this 1s a "puzzle game.” By discussing the child's interest
in puzzles, his experience with them, and how this is "dif-
ferent from ordinery puzzles,”" E can usually create interest
and curiosity about this "game."

After explaining the test as a "puzzle" to the child
and while seating the child in his chair, the following in-
structions are given:

"Phis is your chair. You'll sit here and I'1ll put
the pictﬁres up on that easel, and show you how this 1is
done." E places the square on the easel.

"a11 pight--now look at this. What do we call this?"
E outlines the square with his finger. If S responds "a K
frame," E indicates that the whole shape 1is what is being
questioned. "Do you see this knob right here?" E points
1t out. "What color is 1t?" "all right, fine. Now that
knob is here so that you can come up and pull this square
right out of the board. Do you want to come up and pull it
out so that you can see how 1t works?" After the child has
pulled the square out, have him stand'at the easel during

the next instruction perlod.
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"Next I'1l show you a board with four shapes on it
and I want you to find thls very same square--exactly this
very same slze, exactly thls very same shape. When:you seé
it, tell me the color of the knob so that I'll know and then
you can come pull it out. Now the knob can be different
colors. See, I can take thls knob off and put another.oné
on--s80 1t could be any of these colors. What color is this
knob, and this, and this, and this? You see the color of
the knob doesn't wmake any differenée. The important thing
is for you to find this very same squaré, the very same
slze, the very same shape. Do you want to ask any questions?
All right, now go back to yoﬁr chalr and turn around and ’
close your eyes until I get everything ready. ‘This will
take a 1little time, but I'll tell you as soon as 1t's ready."
After the first learning*set is prepared, say: ‘

"All right, turn around and open your eyes. Now tell
me, do ybu see the very same square we just sawf What color
is the knob?" If S names the wrong knob, ask him to take
his tlme and.be sure to find the very same square, etc.

"All right, now come up and pull it out. Fine. Now you see
we can't pull any of these other ones out.”

If the chlld makes an incorrect chbice, and comes up
and tries to pull it out, he is told, "I guess that isn't |
1t, 1s 1t? Now try and find our square."” He is kept at the
easel to do this. It is then lmportant to include his wrong

cholce in the next iearning set, to be sure he will not make
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the same error again, even though he has presumably explained
to E vhy it vas a wrong choice.

Let 8 try by himself. "Only the right one, our
square, can be pulled out. Now tell me what 1s wrong with
this one." E indicates one of the other forms. "Why doesn't
it look 1like our square?" After S has finished, "Now we'll
do this again, just to Bé sure you know exactly what our
square looks like." The next learning set is presented and
the same procedure‘is followed. At the énd of this set, the
subject should remain at the easel for the following instruc-
tions.

"Now take a good look at this sguare because the next
time I'm'going to show you one of the big pictures." E in-
dicates the boxes. "When you turn around in your chair and
see the plcture, teli'me, first, what it is s plcture of and
then, in the plcture, I want you to look for thls very same
square, the very same Size, the very same shape. But this
time the square might have different colors on 1t and 1t
might have lines golng through it." E should dramatize this
by drawing imaginary lines on the square, etc. “But that
doesn't make any difference 1f you can find this'very same
shape, this very same size. When you see it, tell me the
color of the knob. All right?" S returns to his chair,
faces away from the display eééel, and E displays the first
example figure.

"All right, ready, Turn around, open your eyes. Now
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what would you call this?” If S has difficulty, E can say,
"You can make 1t anything. What does it remind you of?
Make up something.” If 8 breaks it up and describes a
square, & triangle; etc., E should encourage a whole per
cent, "Yes, but what does the whole thing look 1like?" Now
look for the very same square and tell me the color’df the
knob when you see our square. All right, now come pull it
out. Fine. You see it's the very same square--it doesn't
maké any difference that there are differeht colors, or that
this line 1s here, because it's the very same shape and the
very same size as our square. All right, now we'll do the
next one." The same procedure is followed for the second
example figure. After the last example, E presents the first
test figure.

"Here's the next one. Tell me what it 1s and tell me
the color of the knob that ﬁiilbpull out our square when you
see it." At this point, E begins to structure the sequence
of the test for the child. The more automatically the child
can follow the sequence, the shorter the total testing time
wlll be. The sequence is as follows:

1. "Turn around, open your eyes."

2. "Pell me, what 1s this a plcture of?"

‘3. "Mell me when you have found our sqﬂére."

4. "All right--come pull it out." '

5. "Fine. Now yoﬁ go back to your chalr and turn

around until I'm ready."
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The child is always allowed to find the correct
figure so that there is no fallure. If he has madé the
wrong choice from his chalr, but 1s certain and comes to
pull 1t ouf, he is encouraged to find the correct one, and
helped 1f necessary.

After the squares have been completed, the child is
told:

"Now we're going to look for something different.
We're not going to look for the square any more but now we
will look for this.” E shows S the house. "Shall we call
this a house? See,'here's the roof and hereis the rest of
the house. ﬁow, just like the square,'you can pull this
out (have S do it), and now we're going to look for it--and
you remember how 1t has to be exactly the same shape, the
same size and in the same position--it couldn't be upside
down, could it?" E then proceeds in the same way through
two correct 1eéfn1ng tests and then to the test items. The

same procedure 1s followed with the "kites."
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The child is always allowed to find the correct
figure so that there is no fallure. If he has made the
wrong cholce from his chalr, but is certaln and comes to
pull 1t out, he is encouraged to find the correct one, and

helped if necessary.

After the squares have been completed, the child is

told:

"Now we're going to look for something different.
We're not going to look for the square any more but now we
will look for this.” E shows S the house. "Shall we call
this a house? See,'here's the roof and here's the pest of
the house. ﬁow, just 1like the square, you can pull this
out (have S do it), and now we're going to look for it--and
you remember how it has to be exactly the same shape, the
same size and in the same position--it couldn't be upside
down, could 1t?" E then proceeds in the same way through
two correct leéfning tests and then to the test items. The

same procedure 1s followed with the "kites."
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Appendix D
Children's Hidden EmbeddedFigures Materials
1. Small Simple Figures
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Children's Hidden Embedded Figures Materials

2. Complex Figure Containing Hidden Simple Figure
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Children's Hidden Embedded Figures Materials

3. Example of House and Kite Learning Set
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- Appendix E

Rorschach Data: First Response Sign Scores,
Pathological 8ign, and Judges' Global
Rating of Emotional Disturbance
Arranged by Satellizer Group

Group : ' ' Rorschach Data
: Patho-
First Response Signs logiecal

81 Judges' Ratin
PNWWDWNH (A FCCF C Y YF ﬁIs%ur'EeE N-ﬁ
l. 2 y 1 1 1
2. 7T 35 y 1 1 1
3. 2 2 3 1
4y, 21 2 1 1 1 1
5. 313 1 1 1 1
6. 2 y 3 1 1

7. 3 4 1 1
8 212 1 2 1 1 1 1l

9. 4 4 1 1 1
10 1 3 1
11l. 117 2 2 1 1 1
12. 716 4y 1 1 1 1
13. 3 9 2 1
14, 2 3 1 2 1
15 1 5 2 1 1 1
6. 218 2 1 1

1%. 2 9 1l 1
18. 117 1l 1 1 1 1l
19. 4 24 3 1 1l 1
20. 1 1 1 1
2l. 226 2 2 1 1
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Appendlx F

Rorschach Data: First Response 81gn Scores,
Pathological Sign, and Judges' Global
Rating of Emotional Disturbance
Arranged by Non-satellizer

Group:
Group = Rorschach Data
B “Patho-

First Response 3Sig logical Judges' Ratin

________ 8153 sturbe -

1. 2 2 2 1 1 1 1
2. 239 y 3 1 2 1
3. 3 2 1 1 1
4y, 2 6 1 12 1 1
5. 3 4y 1 12 1 1 1 1
6. 3 5 13 1 1 1 1 1
7. 233 143 11 1 1 1
8. 2231 2 1 1 1 1
9. 3 5 1 2 1 1 1 1l
10 215 1 1 1 1 1
11. 1 3 2 2 1 311 1 1
12, 4 3 1 1 1
13. 5 10 1 1 2 1 1l
14, 1 6 2 1
15. 3 4 2 1 111 1 1
16. 427 2 13 1 1 2 1 1 1 1.
lg. i 4 1 2 1 1
8. 1 6 1 11 1 1

19. 313 3 1 1 1

20. 3 5 1 2 1 1 1 1l
21. 117 2 2 3 1 1 1
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- Appendix G

Children's Hidden Embedded Figures Test Data:
Time Scores, Accuracy Scores, and .
Dependency Appeals Arranged by
. Satelllzer Group:

Group: _ CHEF Data
Time Scores ‘Accuracy Scores Dependency
Appeals
Total Correct Total
Seconds Responses Number
1. 517 12 L
2. 239 16 7
3. 306 . 16 6
i, 328 7 4
5. 350 14 8
6. 582 15 12
7o 518 8 10
8. ' 269 - 15 8
9. 185 -1l
10. 428 13 8
1l. 42 5 2
12. 26 10 5
13. 251 12 1
14, 370 9 1
15. 365 14 4
16. 579 12 L
17. 313 11 6
18. 571 15 12
19. 503 11 8
20. 605 11 10
21 600 13 2
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Appendix H

Children's Hidden Embedded Flgures Test Data:
Time Scores, Accuracy Scores, and .
Dependency Appeals Arranged by
Non-satellizer Group .

e e e

Group ' CHEF Data
Time Scores Accuracy Scores Dependency
.Appeals
Total Correct Total
Seconds Responses Number
L. 360 11
2. 230 .16 _ 1
3. 153 15
b, 231 12
5e _ 305 13 1
6. 480 16 1
Te k17 14 2
8. 243 13
9. 223 - 8
10. . 211 10
11. 185 . 6
12. 211 11 1
13. 170 16
14, 314 15 2
15. 167 14
16. 177 14
17.- 320 12
18. 211 11
19. 310 16
20. - 271 . 16

21. 119 16
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-

Subject at Easel with House Complex Figure




