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Abstract:

This study was initiated to examine the relationship between self-concept and gross motor development
in kindergarten children, in male kindergarten children only, and in female kindergarten children only.
Prediction of self-concept scores of these children was attempted by the use of the predictor variables
age, sex, and 13 gross motor development scores.

Reviewed research and literature revealed conflicting and inconclusive results and theories. This study
defined self-concept as the view a child has of his/her role as a learner in school. Gross motor
development was defined as the degree of acquisition of static and dynamic balance, running speed,
agility, leg power, eye-hand coordination, overhand throwing pattern, and catching ability.

One gross motor development test and one self-concept test were used to assess 37 kindergarten
children; 19 boys and 18 girls. Age, sex, 13 gross motor development scores, and self-concept score
were established for each child.

Descriptive statistics were computed for all variables and single correlations were computed for pairs
of variables. Multiple correlations via multiple regression were computed for the predictor variables
age, sex, and each gross motor development score and the predictor variable self-concept score.

There were few significant correlations between any of the gross motor development constructs, age,
sex, and self-concept reported for the kindergarten children. With the exception of catching in males
there were no significant multiple correlations reported between the predictor variables age, sex, and
gross motor development scores and the predicted variable self-concept.

It was concluded that no significant relationship exists between self-concept and gross motor
development as assessed by the tools used in the kindergarten children who participated. It was
hypothesized that the lack of availability of an appropriate self-concept measure may partially explain
the non-significant relationships. It was hypothesized that childrens’ self-concepts may be
multi-faceted and inconsistent among specific endeavors in areas such as gross motor, fine motor, and
academic tasks and in social situations. It was also theorized that kindergarten children may still be ego
centered to an extent that they are unable to form generalizations concerning the success of their
physical performances.
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ABSTRACT

This study was initiated to examine the relationship between self-
concept and gross motor development in kindergarten children,. in .male
kindergarten children only, and in female kindergarten children only.
Prediction of self-concept scores of these children was attempted by
the use of the predictor variables age, sex, and 13 gross motor de-
velopment scores. '

Reviewed research and literature revealed conflicting and incon-
clusive results and theories. This study defined self-concept as the
view a child has of his/her role as a learner in school. Gross motor
development was defined as the degree of acquisition of static and
dynamic balance, running speed, agility, leg power, eye~hand coordlna—'
tion, -overhand throwing pattern, and catching ability.

. One gross motor development test and one self-concept test were
used to assess 37 kindergarten children; 19 boys and 18 girls. Age,
sex, 13 gross motor development scores, and self-concept score were
established ‘for each child.

Descriptive statistics were computed for all variables and single
correlations. were -computed for pairs of variables. Multiple correla-
tions via multiple regression were computed for the predictor variables
age, sex, and each gross motor development score and the predictor
variable self-concept score.

There were few significant correlations between any of the gross
motor development constructs, age, sex, and self-concept reported. for -
the kindergarten children. With the exception of catching in males
there were no significant multiple correlations reported between the
predictor variables age, sex, and gross motor development scores and
the predicted variable self-concept. ’ Cos

It was concluded that no significant relationship exists between
self~concept and gross motor development as assessed by the tools’
used in the kindergarten children who participated. It was hypothe-
sized that the lack of availability of an appropriate self-concept
measure may partially explain the non-significant relationships. it
was hypothesized that childrens' self-concepts may be multi-faceted
and inconsistent among specific endeavors in areas such as gross motor,
fine motor, and academic tasks and in social situations. It was also
theorized that kindergarten children may still be ego centered to an
extent that they are unable to form generalizations concernlng the
success of their physical performances.,




CHAPTER I
INTRODUCT ION

Children ﬁeed and deserve more than an education from-teachers
and-schools.: They need understanding, patiénce, guidance_and love.
They need'a basé upon whiph to grow and learn what we, as teachers,
have to share. They need positive self—concepts;

The self énd attitudes concerning it are learned. Tbose atti-
tudes toward the self are what help to make children feel good——énd
feel badly. Perceptions of the self and its worth beéin developiné

at birth. Early.childhbod experienceé are vitally importént to the

nurturance of the self-concept in the first years of life. Children

want to please parents and teachers. Other people considered impor- -

tant to the developing child are especially focal in the formation
of early attitudes toward the self.

Humans, including children, tend to strive for emotional

balance and consistency within themselves. When experiences support

the existing self-image, it is reinforced.

People also tend' to be protective of the self gﬁd when incidents
occur that'contradict that self-image, they are usgally'rejected.
When they begin to accumulate and optnumber the.pthérs; sélf—cqncept
begins to chénge., | |

Even though self-concepts are quite well formed by the time
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children_;each schoolage, every experigﬁce they have in school

influences'their self-concepts. ‘Converseiy, selﬁ;conceﬁt has an

influence on how children interpret théir'expe¥iencés, Lea?niﬁg
environments, in all aspe§t§~of social, emotional, acaéemic or physk;
cal contexts, affect tﬁe self and subsequent feelings of succeés or
~failure. Self-concept and learning cannot be separated. |

Motor development, as can be evidenced in infénts, is a néturgl
pﬂenomenon. As perceptual and cogqitive processes begin to_deveIOp,
motor skills become more than a natural occurrence; tﬁeir méster§
becomes a source of pleasure. Motor skills must be learned; motor
skills must be related to:self—cbnceﬁt;

Self-concept is a‘éomplex phenomenon that seems t§ be a con-

- tributing factor in the determination of behavior in mény éf the
situations in which one:is required to think and act. Thé-résults'
of research in thié'area‘have been limited, conflicting;'and incon-
cluéive. Prominent researchers and theorists in the fields of psy-
chology and edﬁcation have suppgrtéd the theo;y that self-concept -
'and movement are interrelated. The purpose of this .study was to

increase the knowledge concerning this relationship.

Purposes

The purpose of this study was to examine the relatiohship-

_ between gross motor development and self-concept in kindergarden
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children. Specificaily,-the study was designed to examine the
followiné relationshiﬁs:

1.” befween se;f—concept‘and gréss motor developﬁent'in

kindérgarten qhildren.
S 2. be&ween_self—cohcept and gréss motor‘development in male
' kindgfgarten children; and |
3. between selfQConcgpt and gross motor development in femaie

kindergarten children.

Null Hypotheses

'Thé following null hypotheses were tested:

1. There wiil be no-éignificant correlation between ;elf-
concept scores and groés motor devélopment scores of 
kindergarten children.

2, - There will be ﬁo significant corrélation'betwéen self-
concept sco;es:and gross motor'development écores-éf ﬁéié
kindergérten children.

3. There will be no significant correlation between self-
concept scores apd gross motdf development scores of

female kindergarten children,

Justification of the Study
Researchers in recent years have attempted to establish the

relationships between self-concept and athletic performance, phvsical
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fitngss; ;urriculﬁm desigh-iﬁ‘physiéal education;'ana ﬁhysical
pefformance; The results have been canéradiﬁtory and ;nconclusive,
partly due td'tﬁé nature of‘éelf—copéept and the 1imited»knowledgé'
thaf'exists concefning it. _Reséafch.cqncerﬁing the relationship
ﬁetﬁeen sélchéncgpt aﬁd gross motor dévelopmeﬁt in'yopng children
is extremely limitgdl. Most of the material availéble Was,nét
specifically cqnéerned with fhé development df éeif—coﬁcept in'youﬁg
childrén, nor was it discuséed in_termé.pf its'nurtu?ahbe‘ip educé—
tional éoptexts,.or presented in such a way that would be uséful'fo
téachers (Anderson, i972), Curry (;974) ex;ressed ;_negd fér the
,body of knowledge to be expanded in thelarea_6f self—conée§t;
Snédgrass (l977),.aslwell, s#ate& that ‘the role mdvemeﬁf plgys.in
~enhancing the self-concept requires addiﬁiohal inveétigatiopu

| Cpmﬁg, Kelly, Maslo&, and Régers‘(l962) all agreéd.thaf the
" views children have of themselves are learned fhréugh expgrience‘and
that chii§¥en.iéarﬁ.aﬁ6ut thémsel&és and form views of thémselvéé
.befofe,.as well as'after;”entering-fifst grade. Sihce_the'éelf is
important to each étudent, the 1eafniﬁg‘situations providédufy.
school environ@ents'are.imfortént..

_ The presdhaol befiod in childrens' lives is cruqial'in;that

they are begiqning to think.divergently,‘formulate‘attitudgs, aﬁd
develop values that will affect thle—lifé patterns. If a positive

relationship does exist between gross motor development and*.




5 .
éelf—conéept, mqretphysicgi educators“méy see a ﬁeéd'fér'plaﬁﬁiﬁg
suéceSSFQIiented curriculums gnd.adopfing éuccess—yiélding éc;ivitiés
to aid céildren in formiqg(pdsifive feelings tqwérd'movement and

the self, By~acquiring positive attitudes early in life, an indi-

. vidual may be,moferlikely,to'cpntinue pursuing an active lifestyle

and higher level of physical and menfal healtﬁ. It was the,intent‘of:

the investigator to address the question, "Is there a positive
‘relationship between self-concept and gross motor development in

kindergarten children?"

Definition of Terms

Gross Motor ‘Development. For the purpose of this study, gross

motor development was represented by the dégree of acquisition of
static and dynamic balance,.funning speed, égility,'leg power, eye-

'hand coordiﬁafion; overhand throwing pattern, and catching ability.

Self-Concept. -Self-concept., as measured by the instrument
used' in this study, was "how a child views his role as a learner in .
school. It is the studeént's sum of experiences, perceptions, atti-

. tudes, and'feelihgs about school and school work" (Milchus, Farrgh;:

and'Reitz, 1968).

Delimitations

.-This>study was delimited to children whose ages fell between

five years and six months and six years and six months on ‘the day
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of testiné and who were enrolled in one of.three classes of after~
noon kindérga;tenAin the Bozeman Public Schools, Bozeman, Moﬁtana.
No children reéeiying special services were selectéd aszsubjécts;
The study was further delimited to the scores obtained‘frém selected
items in the_Wiiliéms' Groés Motor Coordination Iest_Battery and
Cashin's Test of Motor be#elopment and the responses recei%ed frdm
the self-concept items included in the Self-Concept and Motivation -

Inventory: What Face Would ydu Wear?

Limitations

'The children selected as subjects in this study were not selected

in a randoﬁ fashion and therefore, the results méy not be generaliéed
"to others oqfside the sample, The study was limited by the number -
of children whose parents consente@ to their participéfion. The

' specific constructs of the tools used Iimited the exfent'to wﬁich
self-concept ana gross motor_dévelépmenf could be measured. The
".responses of the children depended uﬁon precisé aﬁd consistent

administration of each tool according to protocol.




CHAPTER II
'REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The self, as the individual known to himself, was studied as
early as 1890 in the Unitéd States by William James, an introspec-
tionist. During the second, tﬁir&; and fourth decades of-tﬁis
ceﬁtury, however, behaviorists dominatéd the ps&chology fiéld and
”self"vstudies received little emphasis.: Writings éuggesting a link
betweén ﬁsychological tﬁeories‘and psychoanalytical theoriegb‘or
between cdgnitién and ciipical étudiés, begah.emerging-during:thé
1940's and 1950's. Empirical étudies concerning the '"self" in
support of these theories did not'éommence until 1949 (Wylie, 1961);
The growing interest during the 1950's can be at least parfially
attributed to Rogers' (1954) research in the fields of psychotherapy
and personality change. During that decade however, feﬁ studies
were published that investigatéd'the relationship ﬁetweeq self-
concept and motor performance in elementary or preécﬁool children
(Tyler, 1972). ‘ |

In 1961 Wylie reviewed over 500 studies dealing with s§1f4
concept and its development. She deécribe& one's.éonscious self-
concept as the phenomenal self and the unconscious self—ébncept
as the nonphenomenal self and was able to categorize and discuss

most of the studies accordingly. Rogers, whom Wilie considered a




8

phenomenologist, has implied that information about the self must
come intd.ong's awareness before it'éan‘influence behavio?. Non~-
phenomenologists have advocated that one need not be consciously
aware of information in order for it to affect outward behavior.
Rogers has indicéted acceptancé of this p;emise and has stated
thét experiences inconsistent with one's perceptions afe génerally
denied or altered in such a way as to become consistent and while
these pefcepfions are not .verbal or necessarily consqious, they may
affect self-concept and behavior (Wylie, 1961).

Each study that Wylie (1961) reviewed was broadly categorized
in one of three ways. She grouped those together that were designed
to measure generai self fegard in a éhenbmenal context; Tho;e
" studies using ﬁeasures designed to correlate self—conéept with other
variables were grouped}' Subgroups consisted of parent concepts of
child,'sex roles, religious affiliation{ peer interaction, friend‘
choice, body characteris;iés, effects of psychotﬁgrapj; an&'suscepti—
bility to persuasion.-'In this group, no study correlating any aspect
of motor ability or development was cited and only one meésure was
reported appropriate for use with children below fourth grade. Wylie
then reviewed the nonphenomenological studies.

Wylie (1961) analyzed each of these studies with respect to
fequirements for adéquéﬁe measﬁremént and resgarch design and noted

the limitations in their methods. Constructs concerning the self
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have not:been classified because they have tended.to.be.vague,
incomplete'and'overlap.- The-anount of substantial findings;up until
that time-Was disappointing. -Wylie expressed that'pioneering'in ‘
a field is difficult but that if constructs can bejidentified'and -
:methodological flaws'avoided.-self—concept_research>can begin
,.producing“credible results. ; |
Merriman (1960) reported a pos1tive relationship between notor .
-abillty on the Phlllip s Jump Ch1n Run Test of Motor Ability, the
personality traits of p01se, ascendance, self -assurance and 1Q,° and
the interest modes of 808 high school boys Those w1th higher motor
abilities scored significantly higher 'in personallty traits and
interest modes than those in the lower ability group.
| Smith.and Clifton (l962) 1nvest1gated the relationship between‘
'self—concept and motor.performance in.college-students. They found
that the closer their subjects self—images were'to their'ideal
self- images,'or what they asplred to be, the higher thelr self-.
concepts.

A major advancement occurred in the study of:childrens' self-
concepts Wlth the development of a reliable and ualid measurement
tool. Piers’ and Harris (1964) de91gned an'instrument for 1nd1—
cating childrens' feelings about theit’ phy31cal ab111t1es, physical
-appearance. general states of well—being, social competenc1es, and

school achievement. ‘However, since mas tered reading SklllS were a




10

prergquisite. the test Qas not appropriaté for children Beléw:
second grade. |

| In the areé'of physical_education; Woods (1966) studied rela-
tionsﬁips betwgen Body iﬁage, estimates of body space, and performanée
of gross motof tasks. She found thap childreﬁ tended to underesti- |
: méte their body éize,.spatial'conceﬁts; and improvemént in gross
motor tasks. -

Torbert (1972) found relationships between gross mqtof perfof—'
,maﬁce tasks and self;céncépt scores of 100 sixth érade bqys'aftef
Aaaministration of the Lincoln-Osexetsky_Motor Dévelopment Scale,
éight selected motor tasks, and the Piers-Harris Self—Cohgept»

' Scéle. The investigator reportgd higher overall self-concgpt

scores for boys proficiént:in the 50~yard dash. The conétruct 
fhysical appearance self—qoncept was higher for those Boys pro-
ficient on the éight éelected motor tasks which'required pdwef,.sﬁeed,
and strength. The eight task combination was a;so ppsitively.related'
fo'popularity self—conéept. There was. no diffegence in sglf—concépté
between the high and low proficiency groups on tasks'requiriﬁg
agility. balance, or manual ménipulatory.cqordination. Combined
scores from the g¥oss motor tasks and the .eight power, speed, énd
strength items did not correlate with higher oveféll self~concept
scores.

Kay et al. (1972) also reported a relationship between
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" proficiency’'in thé 50—vérd'dash.and overall higher self-concepts in
junio; higﬁ school aged boys.' Furéher.supporting Tofbert's findings
were Sonstroem's (1574) in which a higher relationship was reportéd
between gross moﬁor tasks and self-esteem than between measures of |
flexibility and balan&e and self-esteem.

In a stﬁdy involving female university students, Floyd (1973)
examined the felationship'between self-concept and physical peffor—
mance. There was’no significant relationship found between the com-=
ponents self descriptiqn, éelf—acgeptance. ideal concept, or a-dis¥
cfepancy score and physical performance.

Thirty-five boys rated as having emofional and adjustment prgbléms
‘and 35 boys rated as not having these problems by their teachers, were
‘administered the Piers-Harris Sélf—Concébt Scale and a perceptuél.
motor battery by Lordl(1973). The 35 well—adjustéd boys scored
significantly higher than the 35 boys raéed as not adjusted on the
self¥concept measure but differences on nearly all the perceptual
motor tasks were not sigﬁificant. The only e#ceptions were the
visual achievement tasks.

In 1973 Albins attempted to find a relationship between
self-concept and motor performance in 30 sixth grade girls, 30.eighth
grade girls, and 30 college women. The Tenneésee Self—éongept
Scale and Fhree measures of motor performance involving the Photo—

electric Rotary Pursuit Tachometer, the Mirror Tracer, and the Dekan
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_Automatic Performance Analyzer were made. fﬁe only positive correla-
tion between self-concept and motor performance occurred in the
eighth grade group With the pursuit tachometer.

Cobb (1975) also reported low correlations between Self;concept
add‘perceptual motor abilities in 131 children in grades kindérgarted
through 'second who participated in a perceptual motor program. |
Lamport (1976), on the other hand, sampled 102 learning disabled boys
and girls aged elght both before and after participating in a percep—
tual motor program and found that the boys showed significant improve-
ment in self—concep£ eveﬁ'though the girls did not. 1In workihg with
four year olds in a self-concept enhancement program iﬁvdlving physi-
cal, intellectual, emotional, and social activities, Landry and Pardew
(1973) found that'the& were able to significantly increase childrens'
self—concgpts, as measured by the Thomas Self-Concept Values Test and
the Development Profile, Human Development Program.

Luebké €1977) mdde a comparison of the effects of two programs
of elementary physical education on 73 third grade children.

She pre—tested self-concept, knowledge of act1v1ty, physical fitness
and time spent in purposeful activity during physical education clasd.
During a l6-week experimental period one group received a traditional
physical education program consisting of units such as ball skills and
gymnastics. A second group participated'in movement.éducétion and

the third group,’ a control group, recelved no physical education.
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After the'experimental.period' the chrldren were post—tested'fn the
same manner. No slgniflcant differences Werelreported in self-
,concept knowledge of phy51cal activity, or phys1ca1 fltness among
any of the. third graders,

Tyler*(l972) investigated the relatfonship‘between self-concept L
and motor performance of second grade children.' She determined high -
and‘loﬁ self;concept gronps of .males and females nithin‘thevsample.:

She then determined'lowAand hfgh motor performance'groups'of nalesa
and femaies within the sampier_’The gronps containing-high Seif—concept
and high motor performance. scores were treated statisticaify to

' determine the correlation, and the.same treatment'was.appiied to

those in the low groups. No Significant correlation was found

between self—concept and motor performance and this Was attrdbuted

to the averaglng effect. It was also reported that boys in the sample -
had higher self concepts than glrls at the second grade level. ‘It'
could not be concluded however that’seff—conceptlls-influenced‘by_.?‘

- motor perfornance. 'It was thought.by'fyier that“socfaiization and:
experience were respon31ble factors in the higher male self concepts.
The group exhibltlng positlve self—concept showed no 31gnificant
‘correlatlon betWeen self-concept and any of the - 1tems used’ to.test
motor achievementu- The group exhibiting negative seff—concept'v

showed correlation with three test items; the bops'”negatfve self-

concepts correlated significantlj'(T =..53; p < .01) with poor




14
performance in the 40-yard run. The girls' low self-concepts cor-
related’with the soccer punt.significantly (r = .51; p < .01)
. even -though they performe&‘at én average level. The girls' low
self-concepts were signifigéntly correlated (r = .44; p < .05)
with low performance in the side stepping test item.

Thompson (1977) studied the relationships among 218 féurth,
fifth, and sixth grade boys' and girls' physical berfprmance scores,
estimations, and aspirations of physiéa} performanée and self-
concept scores. The cﬁildren'estimatea'their élass rank orders qf'.
pérformaqce on each item in the AAHPER Youth Fitness Test and their .
clas; rank. orders of their total scéres on the Iowé Brace Motor

Abilities Test before they were administered. Immediately following

their performénce on each of the items on the fitness test and after:

completing the motor abilities test,'the'children recorded. the class

rank order of.fheir aspirations. Résponses\to each estimation and
aspiration by each child'were then ;anked within their classesf
Actual ﬁhysicalIperférmanqe.scores were also fankéd. “

Three differeht.scofes of class rank order wére.computed for‘.
eacﬁ child Sn each fitness fest itém.and the total score oﬁ the
motor abilities test. An estiﬁation-actual score was obtained_by
subtraéting the aéfual_score from the éstimated score. An
aspirationfactﬁal score was obtaiﬁed by subtractipg the éctuai

.score from the aspiration score. An.estimation-aspiration score
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. was obtained by subtracting the aspired score from thé estimated

score.
Seven sets.of scqresfunderwent a correlational analysis.
They were actual thSieal performance scores, estimation scores,

aspiration scores, estimation-actual scores, 'aspiration-actual scores,

‘estimation-aspiration scores, and self-concept scores. There were

no significant correlations between"selffconcept'and the childrens'

estimatiens'of their'ph&sicallperformance cbmpafed to their actual
scores and the'reletioeships of these differehces. |
The author ?eported 43'of‘the 56 possiﬁle correlations as
statiseicaily eigﬁificaﬁt (ruzj138) when relating childrens' class
renk.eétimations_of'bhieical.performance ﬁith the'selffconeept'

factors.. Only two.ﬁhysicei performance factots'correlated signifi—”"

cantly with class rank aspirations but 46 of 56 possible correlatiene

between actual class rank performance and.specific self—éoﬁeept

- conetfucts'were significant.: Total self}conéepp scores cdfrelated,
' signifieanely (r = .30, .36; .19, .18, .29; .16, ;19,‘.33{"p'§ ;05)
with stan&ing broa&'jump, shuttle run,.eituée?ppull ups, 600-yard
. fun/walk, flexed arm hang, motor ability, ehd 50-yard deeh, respec—

" tively. -

The relationship ‘of the differences between'aegiratién and

actual scores relatedhﬁegatively to self-concept -in the items

' stending broad jump, shuttle run, 600—yerdfrun/Walk, andeO—yard
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'dash; -The relationship of the differences between aspiration and
.estimations of physical performance to self~concept was s1gn1ficant .
-in only two cases. |

The author concluded from her findlngs that children with E
higher actual class rankings in physical performance had more |
”' positive selfeconcepts.. Those children also had higher estimations
of their‘physical-skills. She also concluded that those children _

.could accurately estimate their actual phy31cal performance scores,‘

- that children w1th higher se1f~concepts did not necessarily aSpire

.higher, and that children who have little difference between actual

est1mated..and aspired class rankings did.not necessarllv have

higher self—concepts. ‘
Psychologists and researchers in the fields of general educa—

tion and phys1cal educatlon have agreed that self- concept is learned

and that early childhood experiences are vital in its formation.‘

Snodgrass (l977) v1ewed the self -concept. as a human attribute that

must be achieved"its development beginning soon after birth, stabiliz-

ing by age. ll or 12, " but continuing to grow and change throughout |

life. Yamamoto (1972) stated that the self -concept evolves from

early phys1cal and mental experiences and -that home and school

_env1ronments are maJor forces in the develOpmentuof the'concept.

Therefore., the.teacherfmust-seek to understand‘the individual child

in addition to teaching the traditional curriculum. Curry (1974)'
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-expopnded:upon the leernea selffconcept'theory by reversing and
thereby strengthening tne'éeneral self-concept.philosopny; she in&i—:‘.'
cated that self—concept, in tﬁrn,,has"ekslgnificant effect.on . |
learning.. Understanding selfﬁconCept,shonld help tescners structure
the learning ennironnent to facilitate-enjoynent end success.

. To develop these theories further is to assume that self—:
- concept and early learnrng experiences w111 have some 1mnact on whole :
.life patterns (Kerster, 1973). Young'Amerlcan children spend a
1er§e'portion'of their waking hours in school, end many of tne.
.relationsnips formedlin.that environment are.slgnificant to them.
Slnce those‘years_ere:the nost critical in the‘formation of self-
concept,-tne preschool, kindergarten, and.elementsry teechers' roles
‘are crucial ones. . | | |

Learnlng models havellllustrated the 1mnortance of motor R

oeve10pment'as‘a basis for the. acqui31tlon of perceptual processes
and the subsequent cognitionlprocesses requlred in higher level .
learning (Willlams, 1973) It seems that-ooth.motor.develonment and
self ~concept are. fundamental to the learnlné.nrocess. >Snodgrass
(l977) saw self-concept as an 1ntegratrng~factor in all.benaVior, .
‘all,Human”Benaviorfas involving nonenent,‘and monement as the base in
human functioning,--Acqniriné motorlSkllls is a‘basic drlreleno_
aids chll&ren in achieving‘hlgﬁer lenels.of deslred‘independence,

-Yamamoto (1972) alsoISaw an interrelationship between the-motor‘
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domain and sélffconcept. He advocated teachers observing the motor ' -
béhavior of students, identifying their motor coordination strengths
and deficits, and encouraging them to excell in the strong areas as
well as attempting to_improve the Weakér areas. fhe bﬁrposé was to
prevent.feelings of ina&equacy from permeating all areas of the
childrgns' endeavofs. ”Crétty (1970) supported this allegation by. '
stating that children who have difficﬁity manéging tﬁeir bodies-alpést
always have poor églf—goncepts.

Whilé theories tend tg support a positive correlation between .
motor development and self-concept in childfen;'there still seemé to
‘be only a small number of:publiShed resgarch articles which can

statistically support them.,

Summary

Self-concept has been the subject of research since the late
i9fh'Century. It was not until nearly 1950, the dawn of the hﬁmqnisf
tic period, that empiriqal studie; began emerging iﬁ_the 1i£eratufe.
Since then, self-concept theories have gained,momentﬁg but muéh df
the work has been specialized; scientific research. Theréforg, many
of the conclusiops-and thgories are still in a state of indecision .
and conflict.. The studies of Merriman (1960), Torbert (1972),

-.Kay et al. (1972), Sonstroem (1974), ané Thompson (1977) reported

results supporting a positive relationship between self-concept and
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at least some constructs of motor performance. None of these studies'
involved young children. -Floyd (1973), Lord (1973), Albins (1973),
Cobb (1975), and Tyler (1972) all reported results that 1ndicated
a lack of relationship between motor performance‘and self—cdncept and
confllcted.with the general'theories proposed in‘the 1950"s and-l966's.
The lack of incongruity.in so‘many'of the studles is not‘clearlyl
understood o | | | |

The total number of studles that have investlgated the relatlon—
ship between movement and self- concept is limited and even fewer
numbers have investigated that relationshlp in young,children.

It ls difficult to measure construCtS'as'abstract as thoseﬁproposed to.
1dentify self—concept in early chlldhood The purpose of the current
tudy was to further examine the relationship between motor develop—

ment and-self—conceptland to seek that knowledge about young

children.




CHAPTER III .-
METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this study was to in&estiéate the relationshiﬁ
between g%osé motor developmént and self-concept in kindefgérten .
children. Kindergarten,children‘weré assessed in their regular‘
school environments. The method by which this was accomplishéd
is presented in.the fblloﬁing order: 1) selection of éﬁbjects,

2) instrumentation, 3) administration, and 4) analysis'of'data..

Selection of Subjects

All children enrolleﬁ in three afternoon kipdergérten ciassés
of two elementary schools in the Bozeman Pﬁblic Schools, Bozémén,
Montana were invited fo participate in this study. ‘Introductory
letters and permission slips (Appendix 1) were sent home wiéh the
children to their parents. Of those 62 children_whosé parents
received the letters, 49 granted permission. From the 49Achildren
in the population,.those,children with ages bet&een five years and
six months and six years and six months on the date of testing éﬂd
wh6 were receiving mo special serviceé were selected as memBers
of the saﬁple. Tﬁe:sample éomprised a group of 37 kindergarten
children; 19 boys énd 18 girls. ‘

The children participating in the study were in self-contained,
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regularleducation”clasgrooms. Since they.began kindergarten in
September, 1978, théy had been receiﬁing physical education twiée

weekly for 20-minute periods. -

Instrumentation

Two instruments were used in the éssessmgnt procedurés. The
Combined Williams/Cashin Gross Motor Developﬁent‘Test was used to
measure the eight éonstruéts of grbss motor ability in each child.
The Self-Concept and Motivation Inventory: What Face Would You

Wear? was used to measure self-concept.

Gross Motor Development Assessment

A total of 13 items comprising the Combined Williams'/C;shiﬁ
Gross Motor Deﬁelopﬁent Test (CWCGMﬁf) (Appendix 2) were selected
from Williams' Gross Motor Development Tést"Batterv and Cashin's Test
of Moto% Development. These items were used to measure the gross
motor aevelopment of each child. The five items prescribed by Cashin
: parfially bverlappgd Williams' niﬁe tést’items in that each set pro-
vided for aésessment of static and dynamic balance, speed, and
égility. Items from‘eagﬂ of‘phese tests were selected and'combined
for twovreasdns: 1) to avoid redundancy that would be qreatéd‘by
using both tests in their entirety and 2) for their appropriateness
to this study.' Factor analytic studies by McCloy (1937) and-

Fleishman (1961, 1964) have supported the theory that motor skills,
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while being.specific;'can“generaliy be clustered into groups. - These
‘'skill groups, W1th the’ exceptions of flex1b111ty and. speed of 11mb
movement, were represented in the items comprising the CWCGMDT..

,Some items included in Wflliams; and_Cashin's origihal test
'batteries'required a higher levei of verbal comprehension than
.others. Since the purpose of this study'was to examine5:in part,
the levels ofigross motor deuelopment, the‘factor.of hféher-leuel
comprehension was eliminated to the greatest extent. possible.

Those test items seiected'from the'Wii;iams' Gross Motor
ﬁevelopment.Test Battery haVe reifability‘coefficients ranging
from .70 to,.86. Both sets of_testAitems have been used in Ohio and l
norms have.been established based on_studentsf performances‘there;

- The norms were of nolconcern.in this study.‘.

Self-Concept Assessment

The preschool/klndergarten form of the Self~ Concept‘and
;.Motivatlon Inventory. What Face Would You Wear? (SCAMIN) (Appendlx
3) was used to measure self concept in this" study The test was
originally de31gned to report three separate scores of motivatlon
and.self—concept: l) motivatlon:- goal and ach;evement needs; 2)
motivation: achievementiinrestment' and 3) self-concept.: Since
the focus of the- study 1nvolved no asPect of motlvatlon only the

' second half of the'test items that dealt Wlth self—concept were
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administeréd. Thig proge&dre'céuld'be'éoﬁsidéred-permissible since
ﬁhat section of.thg test‘Wés scored and normed separatéiy. |
Thé‘SCAMIN was‘classified as a noﬁ—prbjective psYcﬁéiﬁgical
test. The items in the iﬁ?entory_wére direct -and were verﬁally

administeréd.l Thé children were asked to respond to’ each item -

" by selecting Ehé,pne face of the three_provided‘thaf most clearly

expressed.their feelings. The three faces dépicted happinessvwith -

‘a smile, neutrality or uncertéinty with a straight moutﬁ, énd.

' unhappiness.withla frown and wrinkled forehead (Apﬁendix 3).

In a teacher-rating field test, Milchus (1978) cross—véliaated‘

the preschool/kindergartén form of the SCAMIN. ‘He reported

statistically significant differences (p < .05).5etWeen the dis-

tributions of high‘and low rated students on the self—concept.ﬂ:”

factor. The stﬁdy involved 27 children.

Reliability of the preéchbol/kindergarten form of the SCAMIN

."was reported to be .79 (Spearman~Brown) . No:pther feliabilify or -

validity'reports were reported for the preschool/kindergartén form.

Concurrent validation studies were not completed because the

authors beliéved the cqnétructs of-sglfrbohéépt inventories designed -

for different uses would not be highly related. The SCAMIN was
designed for ﬁse in the evaluation of educational programs in the

sgﬁool,setting..
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Administration

Conéeﬁf féfms were returned f?om‘éaéh cﬁild's-parént orAgﬁérdian
before administration of either pest Was.bggun; Parenfs/ggérdiaﬁs:
were adﬁiééd as to the purpose of‘tﬁeAstudf and their rigﬁfs to.thé,
knowledge of;thé.reéglts; ‘After complétipn of the'gtudy;'péfénts )
received a letter‘of-gkplaﬁatioﬁ (Appeﬁdix 45'accompgﬁying théif
. child's scoréslana'the'érdup mean sééres'on eéchﬂitem'of Ehe-CWCGMDT
and tétal score on thé SCAMIN. o

Administ;atioﬁlof tﬁe CWCGMDT aﬁd SCAMIN were dbﬁe'individuaily"
_‘dﬁring the hdﬁrs that‘kiﬁdergarten classes a;e normally in séséidn."
A colieggug-of theﬁinvestigator'wﬁo was tréined‘in.precisé administra-
tion of the.CWCGMDT’tesféd each of the‘children accpfding toAa K |
échedulg éfraqged Betweén the élassrobm.teachers and tﬂeiinVeétigator.'
Foliowing ;hé édminigtration of thé QWCGMDT,'the investigatorvinQen—
toried the childfens'vself—éonégpts by u;e of the SCAMIN. . Appro-
p;iate.environments Qefe gStablishéd for,usexin éesﬁing at each - .

school building and were consistent betweén the two sghoois.-

Analysis of Data

All data were analyzed by .the Sigma Seven Computer, Montana -
‘State.University'Coﬁputation Center, BoZeman, Montana. The
.fo;lowing SPSS programs were used:

1. CONDESCRIPTIVE——a subprogram used to compute descriptive
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statistics for interval—level data;

2. ' PEARSON CORR—-a subprogram used to compute Pearson product

moment correlations for ‘pairs of variables; and

3. ‘ MULTIPLE REGRESSION--a subprogfam to analyze the relation;

ship between-a dependent er criterion variable (selfé~
concept sco?e) and a set of independent or predictor
variables (age, sex, gross motor development scores).

Descriptive statistics were computed for all raw scores ob-
tained in testing the sample, Scores were thee subjected to tests
of significance.l All eypotheses'were‘tested at the .05 level of
significance.

Hypotheses l; 2 and 3 were teeted by subjecting the raw defa
to.tests of sig@ifiéance thae revealed correlation coefficients
between eelf—concept and each grossAmotbr.develofment item, sex, anq
' age. Prior to testieg,:a:correlafion matrix Qas created to eliminate
the possibility of multicollinearity..'This.was done between each of
the predlctor variables age, sex, and gross motor development scores
to insure that no high intercorrelation (.80 - 1.00) ex1sted betweenA
any two (Kim, 1975). Since no ﬁulticellinearity was evident among
any of the variables, the& were then used as the predictor.ﬁariables -
in a step-wise ﬁultiple regreseion equation. Multiple'correlations
. were obtained for the predictor variables as they related to the

predicted variable self-concept score.




CHAPTER IV
 RESULTS.

A 13 item'éross mgtof development test and a é'elf;éoné:ept~
test weré administered to 57 kin&efgartén ¢hildren.betwéen the ages
of five yeérs aﬁd six months and six years aﬁd'éix‘months."Thg-
rélationsﬁips between age, sex, the_score;df eachlitem on the:
gross motor deyglopﬁent test énd the raﬁlscoré.and stanine score’
on the self—cﬁﬂceft test were analyzed. \Résults‘aré presentéd:A
iﬁnthé'foliowing.order:- 15 descriptive étatistics; 2) hypqﬁhesié

testing; and 3) discussion of results.

_Déscfiptive Statistigs-
Means and's£andardfdéviétioﬁs for age, sex, scofés‘on each
item of>thé gfosé mqtor‘devélopmént test énd the raw scores
and stanine scores on tﬁeAéelf—conéeﬁt test are given in.Téﬁle i;
For all but three variablgs,‘mean performances qf malée and female
kindergargen children were Eonsiétent; Disc;epan;ies between male
'and,female'meaﬁ performance scores o;curfed.on.the ball skill

tasks throw, catéh, and bounce with boys scoring higher.

Hypothesis Testing
Three hypotheses were tested in this study. The results will

" be presented for eéchlhypothesis according to the fqllbwing'format{
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Table 1. Means and Standard Devisions of Age, Gross Motor Development ,
and Self-Concept. for Klndergarten Children.

Variable . Males (N=19) Females (N=18)  All Subjects (N=37)
X SD . X sOb . .- X - 8D

. AGE" C72.20 . 374 . 72,06 4.30 ©71.89 © 3.71
SBECZ" 4,19 2,97 . - 6.16.  6.84" - 5,12 - 5,25
sBE0S . - 12.48 7.59 . 12.70  6.10 - "12.33 . - 6.90
DBW4 " 24,88  5.94 24,59 5,73 .+ 24,91 5.68
DBWE? 3.05 . 2.40 . 3.15 - 2.30 - 3.29 - 2.29
DBKO 19.27  6.00 .18.86°  5.57 . 16.75 "8.36
DBKF/ . S 4,09 2,70 . - 3,12 - 2.43 3.37  2.64
AGIL® 20.69  2.000 . - 22,03  2.24. 20.89 .  4.18
THROW 32,42 12.77 '17.92  8.52 - - 24.14 12.24
caTcylO 39.27  7.76 27.39  7.39 . 33.00 . 9.70
BNCE-L 0 7.18  8.46° 3.22°  2.26 7 5.64 7.39
sBJi2 '37.84  5.59 34,65  7.28 - 35,84 6.42
Hopl3 © 12,02 3.48 12.09  '2.99 12.09 . 3,28
Typl4 5.01° .37 . 5.16 41 - 5,15 - 42
SELFL12 28.42 2,06 - 27.83  3.68- - - - 28.38 2.95 -
STAGLO 4,00 .88 . .. '3.94 ° 1.86 - 4,11 1.45 .
1

- —age (months)
standing balance eyes closed (seconds)
3standing balance eyes open (seconds)
dynamic balance walking (seconds)
denamlc balance walking falls (number of falls)
dynamic balance kheel . (seconds)
7dynam1c balance kneel.falls (number of falls)
agility (seconds)
throwing (cumulative, score)
catching (cumulative score)
bouncing (number of bounces)
standing broad jump (inches)
50 foot hopping (seconds) .
20 yard running (seconds)’
15self—concept (raw score)
16gtanine (self-concept)

12
13
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1. Statement of hypothésis. -
2. Description of statistical method oflanaiysis,
3. Ihterpref;tidh 6f,thefre1evance of. the test stétistic.
4.  Results of the statistical analysis. ”

5. Béhavioral-interpretation'of the test statistics.

Hypothesis 1
Thére will bg ho,significanF éorrelatioﬁ between self-concept:.
scores and gross motor development scores of.kiﬁdergarten childrgné-
This hypothesis wasltésfed‘by squecting,the‘raw,data to
'_'multiple ;ééreééion ;ﬁalysis. -Multiple regression analysié re-
~ vealed ébefficientslbetween.agé? sex, sélf—goncepg, ;nd113 gross
ﬁptorfﬁevelﬁfmeﬁp scorés.. Alcérreiationlcoefficieht below .70 Qould
resul£ in acéeptapce:ofythe ﬁﬁil hypotheéis,'with.fhe résqltihg
conclusion that no significaﬁt corfelation existed between self-
coﬁcept and gross motor devélopment among kindergarten childreﬁ;“
Results of th; MULTI?LE REGRESSION are presented in'Tabie,ZL
No significant cdrfgiatioﬁs'befween self—concept‘and any gréés
" motor dévelopﬁent coﬁstruc; wére fouédﬂ *The ﬁull'hypothesis.ﬁas
adcepted and itwas éoncluded.that ho‘relatidnship ekists Bétﬁeen
self—concgpp‘and the 13 groés motor deVelopment_test-itéms in

kindergarten chiidrenl




Table 2. Multiple Regression Analysis for Predictor Variables Age, Sex and Gross Motor

Development Scores for Predictiiig Self-Concept in Kindergarten Children

All Subjects (N=37).

Males. (¥=19)

Females (N=18)

uStepl‘Variable Multiple r r2 x.P:-- Véfiaﬁle;Multiple r r? ':ﬁ "Vafiébie‘Mu;tiple r 12 : )
1.. AGE .31 .09 n/s* CATCH .43 .19. .05 DBKF .38 .14 n/s
2. SBEC .40 .16 n/s DBW 55 .31 a/s SBEC 253 © .28 /s
3.  DBRF .49 .20 n/s AGE - .66 .43 ‘n/s SBJ‘ .58 .33 n/s
4.  AGIL 52 .27 nls B3 g1 51 /s ™ .2 .33 w/s
5. BNCE 55 . .31 n/s DBK .73 .53 n/s THROW .69 .48 n/s
6. HoP : .57 .32 n/s _BNCE 75 .56 n/s  HOP - 4 .55 -n/s
‘7.A SBEO .58 .32 n/s SBEC .76 . .57 ‘a/s DBWE 78 .61 /s
"8;. SEX - .59 .34 n/s TID 77 .59 n/s AGE.‘ ',.83-:' .69 n;:
9. .SBJ. .59 .35. n/s  AGIL .79 .62 n/s CATCH .84 .71 n/s
iO.' THROW .60 . :,35"ﬁ/s THROW .81 .66 n/§~'AGILv' .85 | LTZ n/§.
1. DER .60 ]36;’n/s HOP '.83 \.sé n/s DEK’ .86 .73 n/s
1%. . cacu .60 . .36 n/s SBEO .86 .74 n/s
13. 7 BNCE .86 '.f4 n/s
14, DBW 87 .75 afs.
*n/s =:not‘sigpificénf
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Hypothesis 2

There will‘be.no significant correlation_between seif—concept
- scores and gross'motor development. scores of male‘kindergarten
ch11dren : : L | "" S |

This hypothe51s was tested Wlth the same basic des1gn used to
test Hypothesis 1. _Multip;e regression‘analvsis between~age, sen,
self-concept raw score, self—concept stanine score and the 13 gross
.motor_development-scores.Was made. A correlation coefficient belon
.70 WOuid resnit in-ecoeptence of thevnull hypothesis, ﬁith,the‘
resulting.conclnsion thet.no significant correlation exists between
seif—concept and~gross motot development in kindergarten boys. |

Results of the MULTIPLE REGRESSION are presented in Table 2.
© There were no s1gnif1cant correlations found between self- concept
and any items of gross motor development. The null hypothesis was
accepted and it was concluded‘thet.no significant relationship
'.exists between-the‘self—ooneepts'and.grOSs motor deyelopnént:of.the

' kindergarten boys .

Hypothesis 3

There will be no signiflcant correlatlon between self concept
" scores and gross motor development scores of female k;ndergarten,j

chlldren

This hvpothe31s was tested with the de31gn ‘used to test




' Hypothesgé‘l and . 2. M
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1

gltiple fégresSiqh éaeffiéieﬁté‘wére established‘
betweeh éﬁe‘ﬁériables ége; sex, self—cdnceﬁt:raw scoreivéelf4cbncept
staniﬁe score, and the 13 gross motor déyelopﬁent teét sqorés. -A
correiation coefficient below .70 would result in .acceptance of the
nﬁll'hypothesié. The resulting~cbnclusion would be thét ﬁo signifi—
cant relationghip_exists between the self—concept:and éross.ﬁotﬁr
development'of kindérg;rten girls.

The results of the MULTIPLE REGRESSION are presented in'Table 2.

‘No significant correlations were found. It was concluded that no

. significant relationship exists betweeh_fhe self-concepts and the

gross motor development of the feméle,kindergarten chiidren; :

"Discussion of Results

The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between '

selffconcépf and grdés motor development in kindergarten children;

Differences Between Mean Scores of Male and Female Subiects
Results of the CONDESCRIPTIVE'subprogram:(Table 1) revealed

consistent results between male and female kindergarten childten on

.13 of the 16 variables involved. It was expected that differences
~in age, gross motor development, and self-concept would not Qary

"significantly.' On three items of the groés motor test; those involving

overhand throwing, catching and bouﬁcing, did vary with boys scbring

consiétentlv_highér than girls. Differences on these three ball =
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haﬁdling skills méy'be-a result of:spcialiéation faétors in their
culture. Ma;ina (1973),and:othérs have ﬁypbthesized tﬁat bovs maV.
.be more physically aggreésiye and proficién; in.bésic motdr';ﬂéﬂ'.
" athletic skills thaﬁ girié as a result of learned activity

preferences,

Relationships Between Age, Sex, Self—Concept;'and-Gfoss Mo;or‘“
Development Tasks

‘-Univéria;e correiation”matrices were created-tojeiiminate'thég
pOSSibilify oflmultibollihéarity betweeﬁ any of ghe pfedictor. |
variaﬁles to be used in tésting the hypotheses. The yariables
invoived wefé ggé;'sex; and 13 gross motor development tasks. The
results obtéined by combining the séqres of all 37'Sﬁbjects are
reported in Table 3. Tabiesz"aﬁd 5 réspectiﬁely, repé;t the
singlé correiationé~of tﬁe variables as they apply té the male.énh
female subgroups.;, '

The only.high intercorreiation (> .80) was reported between DBK»
and DBKF. Thié.correlatién was expectgd sincé the two tasks were
obviously. relafed. No.High.inéércbrfelétioﬁs were'repp?ted.between
the other independeﬁt'vafiables. These resglts ﬁére'also anticipated
sincé the tagks were chogen based upon factpr analytié studies

(Fleishman, 1961, 1964: McCloy, 1937).. -




Table 3.

Intercorrelatlons for. Gross Motor Development Tasks- and Self Concept Scores for
Klndergarten Chlldren (N = C :

_SBEC

Lr 37

© SBEO .28
DBW .34 .20
DBWF .30 .41 .34
DBK: .01 .05 .03 .06
_DBKF .17 07 .01 .27 ;23.'
AGIL .02 .08 .01 .13 .30 .25
. THROW -13' .08 .02 .18 .35 .03 .35. &
GATCH .15 .07 .11 .13- .la .17 .41 40
BNCE .07 ~ .09 .03 .35 .05 .12 .18 .06 .29
SBJ .09 .36 .09 40 .21 .23 .2l A1 .02 .30
" mop .23 .04 .17 .08 .33 .19 .23 .02 .04 04 .24
D . .01 .15 .05 .13 .05 .03 L0l .15 .28 (0L .26 .32
'SEX’ A,lj .02 .04 ,06.: .06 .01 .33 .60 .64 .37 28 .07 .23
AGE .17 .00 17 .19 .14 .12 .25 .15 L0L° .02 -.21° .06 .37 .10
SELF. .19°° .05 .14 .05 14 .21 .27 [09 .10 .18 .02 .22, .15 .03 ..31
= ';32; p < .05.




E Table 4. Intercorrelations-for Gross Motor Development Tagks and Self-Concept Scores for
Male K:Lndergarten Children (N = '19) B

SBEC SBEO DBW "DBWF DBK AGIL TH.ROW CATCH. BNCE "SBJ  HOP TYD "AGE SELF STA9

. SBEC |

© SBEO. 3.63f.

DBW - .01 .17

DEWF .18 .55 .46

DBK .08 .17,.-:35 .11

DEKE" .07 .08 .26 .13 .75

CAGIL .22 .26, .01 .40 .52 .38

CTHROW .05 .29- .34 .20 .60 .09 .32

CATCH .12 .01 .23 .23 .01 :22;_ 32, .01

~ BNCE ..dé .29 .05 .40 _‘;06'_.13- 01 7 .29 .29

USBI. .05 ..45 .20 .24 .26 12 .06 .04 .19 .34

CREOP .07 .10 .07 .04 .37 .34 .45 .19 .13 .25 .20

Typ .26 .11- .07 .04 .10 .13 .31 .2T .16 .04 .07 . .62

AGE .11 .03. .16 .28 .11 07 .37 .13 .14 .17 .14 .39 .38

SELF .07 .07° .24 .09 .19 .07 .38 - .21 .43 .16 .33 i34 .00 .22
'STA9 15 .03 - .29° .01 .16 117 S35 .12 .34 .16 - .36 310 .00 .25 .98

1%

*r 19 = ,43; p < .05.




Table

5.

18)

) Intercorrelatlons for Gross: Motor DeveloPment Tasks and Self-Concept ‘Scores 'for
Female Kindergarten Children (N'=

SBEC SBEO DBW DBWF DBX DEKF AGIL THROW 'CATCH BNCE SBI ™ HOP TYD AGE SELF STA9

113

= 443 p < .05

SBEC
' SBEO .12
DY .45 .13
DBWF .34 .22 .47
‘DB .01 .11 .03 .21
DBKF .18 .30 .0L .51 .78
ACIL .28 .50 .37 .43 .24 .08
THROW .14 - -,33 .11 .07 .21 .16 Azal
CATCH .07 -*.23 .16 . .17 ,36".23" .27 - .10
BNCE .02 .23 .34 .34 .09 .01 21 .25 .21
SBJ  .14. .32 .15 .60 .24 .42 .37 - .10 .16 .29
HOP . .47 . .01 .26 .12 .14 0L .12 ..31 .24 .03 . .33
D .07 .35 .26 .36 .01 A1 .49 .50 18 .58 .42 .21
AGE .20 .13 .27 .00 .15 .09 12 .55 - .33 .19 .11 27 .14 -
SELF .29 .04 .14 .00 .30 .38 .26 .02 .10 .01 .08 .24° .14 .10
STA9 * .36 .03 .12 ..0L .23 .34 .19 08 - s18 .05 .09 40 .13 .22 .97
®r 18
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Théfe were no highly signifiéant'cdrrelétioﬁs-reportea between
any variaﬁle and self—conceﬁt for eigher ﬁa;es or females. Several
theories have been proboséd to explain thisalack of relationshiﬁ.
‘The self—concept_measu?e'chogen‘for this étudy is oﬁe of a yéfy
,limifed number_gvailable for use with kinderéérfén—agéd subjeéts;
It was degigﬁed for assessing ;he-éttitudes of children toward
the academic aspects of school for theypurpése of evaluaging
compensatory education progréﬁs. It méy weli be that children
.have‘self;cbncgptsitoward-acaaemic endéavorshthat'afe not cphsiStenf
with their self-concepts in ?elafion to movement aﬁd physical'
._skills.l If tbis is ;rﬁe, then thére may or may not be a corfelétioﬁ
"~ between a child'sngelf;conéept in varidug conﬁéxts depending- upon -
the child's particuiaiicapabilities.' Tﬁerefére; thg:feported'i
self—canceptysééres ﬁav‘not~b§ Vélid‘for use in this”thé'of Stﬁéy.“

Since very littlg inférmation concerning the validatiéﬁ of
the preschool/kindérgagten form of the SCAMIN .was available; its
;rue.validity can be questioﬁed. It is not ;grfain thét the con-
stpucté méas@red b& the'tool‘are consistent with those repdfté@ in
.thé.litergturé. |

Children.of preschqoi age who have:not yet‘Been'socialized.to
the extent Of.primary and intermediate grade sghoolichildren may
still be ego centfic.eﬁough_to be unable'fo'récdgnigé hoﬁ their

physical capabilities relate to their peers.’ Thompson‘s-(1977)'_
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researchtpyhiéh COhflidts ﬁith the'present.findings,'may iilué£xaté.
sqéh a ﬁheoryL:-Thompson'é-ZIB suﬁjects‘were fourth, fiffh and.éigth\'
.‘g?adérsvwhqse'actual phyéip;; perﬁormanpes were repérted to be highly.
correlated (r = ;iﬁ to .36;.p < .05) Qith»sélf—coﬁcepff Fur;ﬁér»
more, it is not known if the sﬁbjects:iﬁ this study made any
conscious or unconscious relétiénshiés Between their pérforﬁanégs on
‘the gross motéf ;?ské and théir.ahSWeréléﬁ”the sélf;coﬁcept test.

The gross'ﬁotor itémé were individqally administered whiﬁh pro-
‘ vided the childreg With no feedﬁack as tp their ﬁerformances in -
relétion'to others"performaﬁces. ‘Feedbaék, or kndwledge of ‘résults,
is a form of relnforcement in wﬂlch ehildren‘recelve 1nformat10n about
the correctness or 1ncorrectness of their performances (Slnger, 1968)‘
Thé feedbadk, hgd it béen provided, may have been used agia basis
for.forming'attitudes ébput‘their'succgssésvor failufes.' In ﬁhis
“study, it wés possiblé that the Ehildren did not éssociate‘éuccess
with.perﬁorming af a high lévei.. dbtaining feedback:of this natﬁ;é .
may have proven.détrimentalsﬁo the sélf;concept of the children -

involved in the study.

Prediction of‘Sélf—Céncept by . Sex, Age, and Gross Motor Performance
Scores
The'variéble most predictive of se1f4concépt_for combined male

~ and female kindergarten subjects WaS'age'(Table 2) which explained
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only nine percent of the variance. No variable for the combined

"group reached significance.

‘For hoys,‘the most predictive variable of:self—concept was

'catching-(r = 43, p < 05) While this'correlation.was the.onlv-

lone to. reach s1gn1f1cance (Table 2), it indicates that there may be

a relationshlp_between~selfjconcept and at least some aspects of .
gross motor proficiency. It may be hypothesized that a higher

correlation could have been obtained with a larger number of sub--

‘jects.

No multiple correlations between self-concept and gross motor
variables reached significance for female kindergarten subjects in

the regression. The number of falls while walking a balance beam

~and kneeling‘was the variable most highly'correlated and which'ex~

plained 14 percent of the-variance;,7

With;a singievexception, the multiplehregression‘analysis,re{-
sulted in non—significant.correlation coefficients existing”betneen
the predictor variables age, sex, and gross motor development-and
the predlcted variable self%concept.f This would 1ndicate that there
was no relationship between these variables .as defined in th1s study

and measured by the 1nstruments used.' These results tend to support

..the f1ndings reported by Tyler (1972) in which no correlation was

found between positive self—concepts and motor achievement of second

. graders.
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' Summary

The results of this study contribufg to the bodyléf knowledge
lconcerning the re;ationship between self-concept gn& grbss motor ‘
de#elopment. fﬁ has Bépn sﬁown'that no signifiéant relatiénship
exists be;ﬁegn self~concept and age,:sek;-or l3lmeasurés of:gross
-motor deveiobmeﬁt. 'Thip‘supports ﬁuch'bf the publisﬁed reéearéh:
 but few of the theories by recognized thégi:is;s in the field of
self—cpnéeét sfudy. |

The availability'of appropfigte self—concépt measures for the'
nature of this sﬁudy seems to be the rationale behind non-éignifi-
'céﬂt siqgle or multiple correlations between the se}f—concepts and
the gross motor performances of the kindergarten subjedtéL, it was
also Hyﬁofhesized thét‘the children either had separate self-
.conceptions of.themse1§e§ as ciassroom students than thejlﬁid;as.
physicél skiil'pefformefs'or tﬁéy made, no ggneralizafions abouf
their physical'performaﬁces with respect to gkill level or.sﬁccéss.
—'If was concludea that; iq geﬁera1; ﬁerfofﬁancé on'grdSs motd: dévélop—
mentli;ems could not be used to predict self~concept as it was

measured By the SCAMIN. .




' CHAPTER V
'SUMMARY, 'CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATTONS -

Summary

"Purposes

The -primary purpose of this study'was.to investigate the
relationship between_self—concept and gross motor~development:in
kindergarten.children, in male kindergarten children only.and in
femaie kindergarten children only. - Specifically, prediction of self-
concept scores of these children was attempted'by the use of ‘the.
predictor variables age, se#, and gross motor development scores;

.The conclusions of reviewed research and literature reveaied
conflicting.and inconsistent.theory and results. -This'study.
-'defined selffconcépt-as the view a child has of his role as_a learner
in school. .Gross motor deyelopment was defined as the degree'of
acquisition of static and dynamic balance, running speed -agility,
leg power, eye—hand coordination, overhand throwing pattern, and -

catching ability.

Procedures
One gross motor development:test and one self-concept test
_Were administered to 37 kindergarten children, 19 boys and 18 girls..

Age, sex, 13 gross motor development scores, and self—concept
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scores were eétabiiéhed‘fbrleach child, .The gross mator dgﬁélépment'.
scores measurgd: 1) static baladce; 2) dvpapic balance;-3)3raniﬁg
speed; 4) égility;'S) leg power; 6) éye—hand coordination; 7)
overhand throwing'pattern; and 8) ca;ching'ability.

Descriptive statisfics Were.established‘for all varigﬁles and
single cooreiations Qere cémputed for pairé of variables. Mhi;iple
corrglations via mul;iplé,régressidnnweré compu;ed‘for_the predictor
Qariébles agé, sex, 13 grosé motor-dévgiéément scores, and the”pré—

dicted variabie self-concept.

Résults

Ihere were no significant_cofreiatisns between gross‘mofoﬁ
develdpment-tqnstguéts; age,yséx, én& sélf-coﬁcept réported fo?lthej_
kindefgargén childten.;‘With-the.exceptiongof'cétchingAin maies, there'
.wefe~no significanF multible corrglatipns5reported.betweén the_pre—'
" dictor variagles_gge, séxg'and.gross motor development scores and

the predicted varidble self-concept.

Conclusions
) Baéed upon the results of this s;udy,-;ﬁe’fbllowing.cqnclgsions'
can be madg.‘ Céutioﬁ should be'exéréiéedzin“géhéralizingvﬁhe fegﬁlts.
“to other bopulations. |
1, Nb'significaﬁt relationshiplekists between selffbohcept 

scores and gross motor'deveiqpment $éofes in kindergarten
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children.

2. No significant relationship eiists‘betWeen.self—concept-
‘scores and" gross motor development scores of male °
kindergarten children. .

3. No Significant relationship,exists between self—concept
scores and gross'motor'development scores of female

" kindergarten children. | l

The lack of‘an availahle‘and appropriate self-concept measure-
ment tool seems’ to be a major explanation of. the non—Significant
relationships. The tool used was designed for a use other than
" which it was applied because it seemed .the most appropriate of those
available. Self-concept measurement instruments deSigned for use
.with kindergarten children are extremely limited

It was hypothesized that children may form self—concepts.
‘concerning abademictendeavors that are not,necessarily consistent
with their self—concepts concerning_physical endeavors; It was also
theoriaed that kindergarten children may still be ego-centeredlto

an extent that they are unable to form generalizations about their

physical capabilities. It was concluded in general that performance

_on gross motor development tasks could not predict self concept as

it was measured in this study.
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" Recommendations

Evidenceiof the relationship between self-concept and.gross
motor developmentAinlkindergarten children is inconclusive. :Ihé:
results of this particular study disclosed no significant relation; -
ships and while thev support much of the limited published researchh
in this field it does ‘not. support the theories of the recognized
theorists. The following recommendations for further research:are
offered: o | |

Develop a valid and reliable_paper_andspencil instrument"l

for assessing self-concept as‘itfrelated specifically to |

physical performance. This would allow for significant

advancement in the field of self concept study. Such an’
instrument is needed most for use with children at pre-'
reading levels. | |

Further attempts at correlating'selfeconcept and'motorj.-

development in young children'are'needed .hongitudinal.

studies: and those involving 1arger numbers of subjects

could be of particular significance.. '

Studies investigating the relationship between the quality

of motor skill performances and self—concept in young

children would be of interest and would add a new dimension .b

to the existing research body. Quality studies might '

include the assessment-of the-fundamental,motor,patterns:"
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of walking, running, jumping, ﬁhrowing, catching,'strikiﬁg,

and kicking.
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APPENDIX A .

INTRODUCTION LETTER AND PARENTAL PERMISSION FORM -

BOZEMAN PUBLIC SCHOOLS

OFFICE OF,
PRINCIPAL, ZMEROON ELEMENTARY

DOZEMAN, MONTANA

January 17,1979

Dear Parents,

We are currently initiating a project concerning childrens'
self-concepts and their motor ability.  The project is designed
. to determine if there is a relationship between how well children
 perform on a motor ability test and how they see themselves. We
- are using kindergarten children in an attempt to show that early
physical education programs can achieve positive goals in areas
other than just the phvsical. We would very much like to include
your child in this project. It would involve vour child taking
‘two tests: ' ‘ C ' o

1. .The Combined Williams'/Cashin Gross Motor Development
Plan which will determine balance,’ Speed agility, leg
strength, throwing skill and eye-hand coordination, and

'2. The Self-Concept and Motivation Inventory which will
be used to ‘measure’ self-concept.

| The children will be tested individually‘during the time’
they are in school. Administration of both tests will require
approximately 30 minutes.

Let us assure you that vour child will in no way be involved
"in any testing situation that could prove physically or psychologi—
cally threatening. Both sets of tasks will be presented in a game'
1ike atmosphere.

You are welcome to review and discuss both tests prior to
giving -consent. It is also your: right to terminate your child's
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participation at any time. -Both individual and group resulte will.
‘Pe made available to you.. However, to meet the confidentiality '
requirements these scores will be separated so that the only
individual results available to.you will be vour own child's.

We feel that this project will benefit the Bozeman Public _
Schools and hope that you will allow yoru child to participate - If .
you have any questions please contact us. . L o

: Sincerel
- Vs

JQM (E@_/@m——
Dan Luckett, Principal
587~ 3155

‘KCliﬁllfaﬂ/ bom/mwi_,

Kathleen Sorensen,.
. Physical .Education
: Instructor
586-4153 .
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" Parent Permission Form

I, ' , the parent/guardian of

do héreby give my'permissiqn for my son/daughter

to participate in the sfudy enfitled Motor Development and Self-
Concept in Kindérgarten Children. I graﬁt this permission under-
standing that all information concerning the study will Be_available

‘to me and that the confidentiality of my child is assured.

Parent/Guardian signature

I do not wish éhat my child participate in the study éntitled

Motor Development and Self-Cdnéept‘in Kindefgarten'Children.

" Parent/Guardian signature .
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. APPENDIX B
. COMBINED WILLIAMS'/ CASHIN GROSS MOTOR DEVELOPMENT TEST

Static. Balance Eves Closed -

. Purpose’

To assess static balance_with_eyes”closed.

Facilities and Equipment
Stopwatch,'calibrated in tenth of seconds.

A two foot by two foot minimum area of'indoor floor space.

'lest Des cription

The child will stand erect, place hands on hips, lift non-
supporting leg, close the eyes, and balance for as long as possible
on one foot. The child will perform the task in.shoes; preferably
_gvm shoes,f There-will be four individually timed.trials. The child
is considered out of balance if: a) the hands'are removed from the
hips; b) the non—support foot touches the floor; c) the eyes are
_opened' or d) there is excessive movement of the body and/or support:
foot., A single trial is recorded as the number of seconds (to the: n.
nearest tenth) the child remains in a controlled balance position.
The performance score'is the average of the four trial scores. Note;

~1f the child remains in balance continuously for 30 seconds on any




50

given trial. that trial is automatically terminated.

Diregtionslpp'thld

-"Stand nice.ana tali and put yéuf haﬁdé on your hips. Lift
one leg like.thi; (demonstrate). _When I say"start'! close you¥
eyés and étand like tﬁis.for as long as you can without'éakiné your
hands aWaylfrom your hipé_or‘todchiné both féet'to the floor, Afe

you ready? Start."

Reliability

.70

Static Balance Eyes Open

Purpose

To assess static balance with eyes open, -

Fécilities and Equipment '
. Stopwatch,?calibratea.in tenths oflééCOﬁds.'

A two foot by tWo.foot minimum_areé_of indoor floor spaée,

Test Descripfion
The ghiid will staﬁd erect, piace'hénds_qn hips, place.onéffoof -

against the inside ﬁgrt'of'the supporting leg just:beléw tﬁe.kﬁéex.

* .and balance fof‘és lqng.gs possible{i The'child-w%lilperformﬁﬁﬁe I..

task in shoes, preferably éym'éhoes._'The child is considered out
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of balance if: a)'the hands are removed from the hips; b) the non-

support foot touches the floor; or ¢) there is excessive movement of
the body and/or support foot. A single trial is rgcérded as ‘the

number of seCOn&s (to_the nearest tenth)‘the child.remains in a

controlled balance position. The performancé scofe is the

average of the four trial s@ores.‘ Note: 1f the child remains in
balance continuouslv‘for 30 seconds on any-given- trial, the.trial

is automatically terminated.

Directions to Child’
""Stand nice and tall and put your hands on your hips.: Stand
on one foot and place the other below your knee, like this (demon-

strate)., Stand like this for as long as you can without taking your

"hands away. from your hips or Eouching both fegt to the floor. ‘Pléase

" walt until I tell you to start. 'Okay start'."

'Balance Beam Walk - Time and Number of Falls

Purpose .

To assess dynamic balance while'walking a balance beam.,

Facilities and Equipment
A two-ihch-wide.-floorflevei balance. beam, ten feet in length.
A twélve féot by two foot minimum area of'indoor floor space.

A stop watch, calibrated 'in tenths of seéonds.
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Tést Description

The child will Wélk forward the length of the falancé beam in
- heel-to-toe fashion. The'heelnof one foét must be placedjép fﬁe'
beam in such a wéy Eﬁat‘it touches thg‘toé of the other fbét. If
Fhe child'éteps 6foalls off the balance beam. he is instructéd
to steﬁ back onto the beém at the poiﬁtrwhéré he stepped off aﬁd
continue walking, as before, to tﬁe_end. Eacﬁ step off.thé'begm
with either éne or both feet is éounfed.as one 'f511'. T&o.scores
are recorded for each of four trials: a) the ‘total number of falls;
and b) the time (tO'the.nearestltenth of a second) required to
complete the Balaﬁce Beam wéikr The perform;nce'sébres are the

averages of the four trials for each item.

Diréctions to Child

"I wéﬁt yéu to walk froﬁ oné'end_of the bélance bégm fé the
other fryiﬁg_not fd ééeﬁ.off; 'Be:sure,td‘blace‘qnévfooﬁiin-frogt,
of the other so fhgt it touéhgs,everytfiﬁe'you takg a'épép, like
' tﬁis (d;monstfate); If.yoﬁ step Off, get righ; back on in that

same spot aﬁq keép walking."

Reliability

.79
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Balance Beam Kneel - Time and'Number-of Fails,
Purpose
To assess dynamic balance while malking and kneeling on a

balance beam;

Facilities andlEquipment_.
- A two—inch—wide,.floor—level balance beam, ten feet in 1ength.
A twelve foot by-tmo foot minimum area of indoor.floor space.

A stopwatch;fcalibrated in tenths of seconds. -

Test Deacrfption.

The child will walk forward to the center of a two—inch;wide:
'balance beam which has been marked with an YX' in masking tape. When
the’child reachea the center, he/she'will kneel, touchfng one knee.

: dto'the beam, The child will rise from that position and walk to the ‘
end'of thelbeam Falls are measured and trial scores recorded for |
.each-of fouf,trials‘as;for'the_ba;ance'beam walk, The two performance ‘

scores are the averages of the four trials.

ﬁirections to ChildV

" Want you to walk to. the middle of the balance beam ‘and -
) kneel down, 11ke this (demonstrate), trying not to step off or fall .
,off; Then, stand up and walk to the end of the beam._ Tf- you step

. off., get right back on in _that same spot and keep g01ng.
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. Reliability -

.82
" Shuttle Run
_Pnrnose
To assess agility;'
Facilities and Equipment
A stopwatch, calibrated in tenths of seconds.
A thirtw foot~by ten foot minimum area of indoor floor space.

Two tape marks, (a) and (b), ten feet apart’ with at 1east

‘fifteen feet of running room beyond tape (a)

Test Description
The child will stand With toes behind tape (a) and face tape

‘,(h)( On the s1gnal 'Go . the child will run and touch. tape (b)

. with either foot, then turn, run’ back and touch tape (a) with

either foot and continue until he/she.has completed ten-trips or’
touched each line five times. The child will complete the final'

- trip by crossing line (a) Time for completing the taSk on each of

four trials is recorded to the nearest tenth of " a second The per—(fy.fu.

formance score 1s_the average of the-trials. The child will be

allowed tofrest‘between trials,
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.Diréctipﬁs_to Chiid'

. ”I:Wént you to é;and behind thigtline-and when I éaf 'Go;,
‘run down to this line, theﬁ Baék fo.thié’}ine;.fhen bagk:td this
1iné_£en timgé, like this'(démonéfrate); i Qili ;oﬁnflﬁo¥ yéu.-'
' I want you t6 run as fast as yéu.éan and f-want.yqd tonfoﬁch-£hé '
lines with qné'foot-éach.fime“you ﬁprﬁ.-iDo yéu unde;staﬁd? Are .

you ready? "Go."

‘Reliability - -

.85

Throwing - ‘
?ufposé"

To assess the overhand thrdwing pattern:

. Facilities and Equipment
Tﬁélvé t;ﬁﬁis bélls inié confainer'ong'foét behind restrainipg
line... |
A Fwenﬁfﬁfﬁvé fébt:b?‘%ive.fobt miﬁimué inddor‘flqor.spéEé.
A barélﬁallrgﬁ‘oﬁé:end of thé ?loér spéce;;: | |
A:threé;féoéflpng festraihiﬁg iine‘tWenty féet_frqm.fhé béfé ;_ "

wall.

!Tést'DGSCriptiéh

The child will étaﬁ& béhiﬁd the festraining line and. throw .-
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. twelve b;lls, one at‘a time, in an overhand.manner,.as hard_as
" possible against the bare‘mall.. One trial consists of twelve
3throws. Tmohtrials will be taken. 'The recorded score for each . L
trial'is determined by points accumulated from the_twelve'throws,
according to the-rating‘scale. The maximum points for one“trial- ’
is'60. The following rating scale will be used to determine the
score;.
5 points - 1, opposition arm and leg with back swing
| 2. trunk rotation |
3. release of ball beside or just in front of the head
4. forward step on foot opposite throwing arm

‘5, balance maintained_on.follow through

4 points - any fonr of the aforementioned criteria- .

3.points - any.three‘of the'aforementioned criteria

é points -fany tmo of the aforementioned.criteria

1 pointl - .any omne of ‘the aforementioned criteria

0 points - did not demonstrate overhand throw at the time tested

‘The performanCe score is the average of the two trials, | After demon-
strating the overhand throw,, the assessor shall position.himself/her—
" self ten’ feet in front of and to the non~dominant side of the child

When giving directions, the restraining line should not be mentioned ,
'If the child steps past the line. he/she should be asked to move back

by the ball box. If the ‘child throws the.ball in any othet way than
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‘overhand,. mark.the ‘score as zero and demonstrate the overhand throw

again,

" Directions' to Child
" "There are 12 balls here. Throw one at a time overhand, like
. this (demonstrate), as hard as you can against the wall, Are you -

ready? Start."

Catching

‘Purpose

To assess the ability to catch a large ball.

Facilitigs and Equipment
An eight and one half inch playgrdund ball.
A twenty foot by ten foot minimum area of indoor floor space.
Thrge-ix's; side By.sidé, numbered one, two and fh;eé and having
two:féet-bétweenleagh{ X' number tWQ éhohl& be thirteen feet'f£§m'.‘

wherenthg‘aSSessor is to stand.

Test Déscrip;ion-:',

The child,wiii gtan& on }X' numbef t&o, with 'X?'humber one té- S
his rigﬁt'and 'Xﬂ ﬁuﬁbéf-threg:to,his:ieft.'.FourJtypeélﬁf tﬁréws
- will be made'ﬁy'fhe assessor: a) aerial throws diréctlylfo the child;
b) bounce tﬁ;owé difecfly ta tﬁé'child; c) bouncé phrows ;oWard"X"

number one, ﬁq the'child's fight.éide; and d) bounce throws Eéward
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'X' number three to the child's left-side. In order for the ball to

reach the child at chest level on the bounce throws, it is necessary

for the ball to strike the floor about four feet in front of the

child 8. body when bouncing diréctly at him/her and about a foot closer

when bouncing to the left or‘right;' Two trials will be given.

There are 12 tosses to the child in each trial with no more than

three tosses to any one of the four catching_areas. The order of

"-the tosses will be randomly determined prior to the first trial

and will be repeated exactly on the,second trial.  If a toss does

not meet the stated requirements, repeat the toss. The recorded

score for each -trial is determined by points accumulated from the

catching rating scdle. The maximum number of points for one trial

is 60.

The following rating scale will be used to determine the

‘score:

5

o~

N

points
pointa

points:

points

.point -

clean catch, immediate one or two—hand'grasp'and

' control

juggle catch initial hand contact without immediate ‘

'-fcontrol followed by two-hand catch

basket catch any catch other than the above
hand contact ball touched hands but attempt to

catch failed

,attempt was made to catch the ball hut there was no

hand contact
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0 points - no hand contact and no attempt to catch the.ball-

The performance score is. the average of ‘the two trials.

Directions to Child

"Move if you have to, to catch the-ball., Are you ready?"

’BalllBounce
- Purpose

To assess eye~hand coordination needed to bounce a bali.

Fac1lities and Equipment .
- An eight and one—half inch plavground ball, properly inflated.
A twelve—inch,square visibly marked on_ the floor.

A five foot by five foot minimum area of indoor floor space.

Test Description

After the assessor demonstrates the task the child is given
the ball and asked to stand next to the square. He/she is then asked
© to bounce- the ball in31de the square as many times as p0551ble with
one handJ While executing the Sklll the child should stand in the '
same place. Four trials are given. A trial is termlnated when the
chiid;- a) moves away from his origlnal spot; ‘b) bounces the ball
outside the sduare; c) loses control of the baIié~or.d) executes 75
‘consecutive‘bounoes; fhedscorelfor:each trial is'the-total number'of

bounces performed.:‘The performance score is. the average of the
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four trials.

Directions to Child

"I want you to bounce this ball inside the square as many
times as you can without moving your feet, 1ike‘this‘(dem6n8traté)L

Begin whehli“say'gé; "Go'.™

. Reliability

74

Standing Broad Jump

Purpose

To assess leg power.

Facilities and Equipment

"A tape measure, calibrated iq.inches.
A starting line.

" A ten foot by'five;foot'minimum area 6fgindodr'f106f space.

Test Deécription )

.Standard précédures;for execu;iﬁg and scofipg:the broad jump
willibe foilowed'and'récorded to the nearest inch;,~Three trials are
taken by the chii&{ The méésurément.for each trial‘Wili‘bé.tékén'
at the heel, hand or bthér body partthat 1ands.closés£ to the startipg

iiné. The perfofménce score will be the average of thg three trials. -
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' Directions to Child o

"I want you to stand with your toes behind this 1ine, Bend f'
.your knees, swing your arms and push’ off with your toes, like this

(demonstrate) When I say 'Go . jump as far as you can, "Got."

Reliability

.86

Fifty-Foot Hop
-Purpose

To assess agility. o

iFacilities and Equipmentl
A stopwatch, calibrated in tenths of seconds
A sixty foot by ten foot minimum drea of indoor floor space;
.Two' tape marks (a) and (b) fifty feet apart with at least

geight feet of space beyond tape (b)

'-Test Description 3

The child will practice hopping. first ‘on one foot then thei
_other, to determine the favorite hopping foot. The child then
':_-stands behind tape (a) and on the signal 'Go > hops past tape (b)f
jThe child is not permitted to change feet during the completion of any
otie trial and is encouraged to only go as fast as he/she can and still

‘maintain control;of‘the-hopping,behayior. ‘The‘score on each of‘four
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trials is the'totai,time;.to the‘olosestltenth of a second;-that-it
" takes to complete each fifty-foot hop. The performance score is the
average of the four trials. ihe ohild Will be,aliowed to rest

between trials.

Directions to Child _

"I Want you. to stand behind this 1ine. When I say .'Go' _hop
on your favorite hopping foot all the way. down past me. Hop_as -
fast as you can Without falling down., Do not change feet. 'If.you-

do fall, stand up and keep hopping. 'Are you ready? 'Go'." '

Reliability
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Twenty-Yard Dash

\, Purpose

.To assess .running speed.

'.Facilities and Equipment -
A stopwatch; calibrated in tenths of seconds-..~
An eighty foot by ten foot minimum area of indoor floor space.

Two tape marks, (a) and (b), twenty yards apart With at least-

eighteen feet‘of running room beyond tape,(b).
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Test Déscription.
» The child stands behind tape (a) anq on the signal JGA',‘
"runs past tape (b). Thgnécore for each of two triéls is the
time (fo thé #éarest tenth‘of a second) required to complete:thé‘
task; ~Thé'perfdrméncé score is the éverage of'tﬁe two triéls_ The

child should be éllowéd to rest between trials.

" Directions to Child
"I want you to stand behind this line., When I say 'Go’,

run as. fast as you can down past me. Are you ready? 'Go'.'"

Reliability-

.82




STATIC BALANCE EYES CLOSED
STATIC BALANCE EYES OPEN
DYNAMIC BALANCE WALK
DYNAMIC BALANCE WALK/KNEEL

SHUTTLE RUN

1423 /415:657 859510511 125T0T

1

COMBINED WILLIAMS'/CASHIN GROSS MOTOR DEVELOPMENT TEST SCORE SHEET

2

3

4

AVE.

TRIAL " 1 2. % L 4% KNE,

l i
No. of Falls | | Time |
No. of Falls | | Time |

l |

THROWING TRIAL 1|

1234567891011 12 TOT SAVE

I SIRTAT. 27

i)

BR -TL- “IM=TL" - BR :BM ;7 TR "BM* BL. TR M 3 Bl-=TOT

CATCHING TRIAL 1 [

|

BROTTL"STM = 'TE "BR-ABM TR “BM-BLETR - TM-ERL - TOT

TRIAL 2 |

BALL BOUNCE

STANDING BROAD JUMP

50 FOOT HOP

20 YARD RUN

COMMENTS :

CHILD'S NAME

TREAL 1.2 3 =4
L

AVE.

e ]

ey

DATE OF TESTING

AGE

SEX

AVE.

L

EXAMINER

%9




65 -

' APPENDIX C

SELF-CONGEPT AND MOTIVATION INVENTORY: WHAT FACT WOULD YOU WEAR?

Item 13;
-geal

Item 14
doll .

Item 15;
rabbit

Item 16;
boy

Item 17;
dog

Item 18; .

" bone

Item 19}
dog
-house

Item 203

truck

Item 21;
“house

Item 22; .

- Turn your page over to the back. At the'top is a pictnre
of a seal with a ball.,. In that top row. . . WHAT FACE:

- WOULD YOU WEAR IF YOUR PARENTS WERE' TELLING YOU HOW ‘YOU ARE

TRYING IN SCHOOL? [Repeat T

The next row down has a picture of a doll, ' In that row. . .
WHAT FACE WOULD YOU WEAR IF A TEACHER WAS TELLING YOU WHAT .

KIND OF LISTENER YOU WILL BE? [Repeat 1

. Move down to the ‘row with the bunny. rabbit. WHAT FACE.‘
WOULD YOU WEAR IF THE BOYS AND GIRLS "IN CLASS WERE GOING TO -
PICK THE BEST WORKERS IN THE ROOM? [Repeat.] ‘

Now find the boy on a wagon. WHAT FACE WOULD YOU WEAR WHEN
YOU TELL YOUR PARENTS HOW YOU FEEL ABOUT BEING IN SCHOOL?

[Repeat.:]

Everyone look for the row.with the puppy dog. In this row.

.« «:WHAT FACE. WOULD YOU WEAR IF YOU WERE DOING YOUR DRAWING
-FOR A TEACHER? [Repeat 1

Down to the bottom row--with a bone on a plate. WHAT FACE
WOULD YOU WEAR IF ONLY THE GOOD CHILDREN COULD HAVE A PARTY?

[Repeat.]

Go. back up to the. top of the page~-to the dog’ house. WHAT
FACE WOULD YOU WEAR WHEN YOU'RE THINKING OF HOW MUCH YOU'LL _
HAVE GROWN UP. BY NEXT: YEAR? [Repeat ]

A truck is on the. mext row.. WHAT FACE WOULD YOU WEAR IF -
YOU HAD TO MAKE A PICTURE OF. AN ANINAL THAT WAS HARD TO

_ DRAW? [Repeat ]

The next row has a picture ‘of a house. WHAT. FACE WOULD YOU

- WEAR IF SOMEONE WAS TELLING YOU WHAT YOUR CLASS WILL BE LIKE

NEXT YEAR? [Repeat ]

_SlideVYoﬁr marker down to the row with the.teddY'bear. WHAT




bear
Item 23;
train-

Item 24;
girl

66

FACE WOULD YOU WEAR WHEN YOU THINK OF HOW GOOD YOU'RE |

DOING IN KINDERGARTEN (HEADSTART)? [Repeat.]

Next is the row with a train. WHAT FACE WOULD YOU WEAR IF
YOU TRIED TO LEARN SOMETHING NEW WITH NUMBERS? [Repeat.]

One. more question. . .the last one. . .in the row near )
the picture of the girl jumping rope: WHAT FACE WOULD YOU:
WEAR WHEN YOU THINK OF ALL THE CHILDREN IN CLASS WHO LIKE

YOU? [Repeat.]
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APPENDIX D
- EXPLANATION OF RESULTS TO.PARENTS

A May~9, 1979
Dear Parents,

You have.no donht been waiting to hear the_results of:the'WOrk
we have.been'dolng in the‘area of self—concept and motor_develop—-
‘ment in the afternoon_kindergartens.' All of'the'data has been
“collected and analyzed;: Before you‘read.yonr child's.ecores you
will want to know some background information:

A total of 37 kindergarten children part1c1pated 19 boys and
18 g1rls. . .

The self concept measure we used was des1gned to sample young
childrens" feelings about themselves in regard to. specific _
". situations 1nvolving their teachers, classmates, and academic =
work -
After-analyzing the results we found very. little relatlonship
betweeri the childrens"ecoree on_the gross motor development test
and self-concept test. We do believe that such a relationship does
exist, however,‘and wlll continue to study in this area and possibly
design. another progect. This work haé.been some of the first in its
field and we hope that in the future it will a1d teachers and admlni—

. strators in helping children achieve,and meet with more successes in

school.
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We sincerely appreciate your interest and willing cooperation in

1f you have a further interest in. the results or

your child,s performance on any of_the tdsks please-call on us.

Sincerely,

Kot eim Z@owm
. Kathleen Sorensen -
Physical. Education
" Instructor .

. 586=4153
2%

. ( (/\ i .
~
Craig izewart
Department’ of Health -and -
Physical Education,
Montana State University

994 2260




70

- your child's name

the average scores -

. . 'scores of_all 37 children
- task who participated
1. standing on one foot with eyes
open - sec. 12 see.
2, standing Qn‘ohe foot with e&es
+ closed’ ' sec. "5 sec.
3. walking .a lOW 2" balance I
beam, toe to heel sec. 25 sec
4. number of times the child
stepped off a 10' x 2" balance
beam while walking toe to heel 3
. 5. walking a 10" x 2" balance
" . beam; kneeling once in the ) . ,
- center : sec. 17  sec.
6. number of times the child
stepped off a 10' x 2"
balance beam while walking -
. and kneeling once in the -
.center ' ' 3
7. agility run sec. 21 sec. .
8. overhand throwingﬂpattern 24
9. catching an 8 1/2" play— )
ground ball ' 33
lO._bouncing a ball 1ns1de a
12" square ' . ' ‘ 6
‘consecutive consecutive
bounces bounces
1i.lstandiqg broad jump . in, 36  in.
12, 50 foot hopping 12 sec.

-8ec.




13.

14,
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20 yard running

self- concépt measuré‘(scofed
onh a scale of 12- 36 36 belng
the hlghest)

sec.

.5 sec.

28
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