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Introduction

Two recent studies (Hawkes and Koff, 1970; Hawkes and Furst,

1971a), have found that lower-socioeconomic (SES) black children

manifest higher anxiety,. than do their middle-SES white counter-

parts.

In addition, Hawkes and Furst (1971b) havo reported that

the attitudes toward children's anxiety held by pre- and in-

service teachers tend to be in conflict with this finding. Many

felt that since lower-SES children live in environments which

are more stressful than are thoSe of their middle-SES peers,

they are better hie to adapt to environmental stress.

At least three important questions have been raised in

relation to these investigations. Fr.. t, what is the nature

anxiety in children? Does it incorporate genuine fear (Erikson,

1963)? Does its meaning change as children from different back-

grounds are observed? Second, if lower -SES and black children

do manifest higher anxiety than do middle-SES and white children,

have urban teacher-training institutions failed tO equip teachers

with the knowledge and orientations needed to deal adequat )1y

with their students? Third, are public:schools providing programs

which are sensitive to the social-emotional needs of their di-

.verse clientele?

Objectives_

One objective of this presentation is to explore the- exis-

tence, the mature, and some of he causes of anxiety in elementary

school children from different SES and racial backgrounds.

A...Second purpose is to explore means of providing teachers

and others concerned about the edUcation Process with orientations.-



toward their charges which are more consistent with empirical

findings. It is hoped that this may enable them to better serve

the- social-emotional needs of these pupils.

It is hoped to stimulate the thinking of the participants,

so that this discussion will be carried back to their Own commun.

ities. We hope that additional steps may be taken to both es-

tablish a firmer empirical foundation for our orientations

toward children, and to use this empirical knowledge to provide

programs which are more sensitive than at present-to the social-

emotional needs of school children from divergent backgrounds.



A Study of Children's Anxieties

Background and Purposes

Children's anxiety has been widely studied during the past

twenty-five years. It has been repeatedly observed that the

degree and quality of anxiety vary as children from different

SES and racial backgrounds are sampled. Differences, similar

to those regarding anxiety, have also been reported in the fears

of children from different SES, race, and sex groups. In addi-

tion, theorists have noted the tenuousness of any-proposed dis-

tinction between nonobjective anxiety and' objective fear in

children. Caution has been urged in applying these terms to child-

hood manifestations as they are understood in the context of adult

psychology.

In an expansion of the Hawkes Et Al studies (1970,1971a),

Yasgur (1973) undertook to investigate the consturct of anxiety

in children, in terms of its relation to realistic fear, as well

as to obtain normative.data for SES, race, and sex on the degree

of anxiety manifested by children, as measured by a self-report

scale

The hypotheSes tested concerned: (a) the degree of anxiety

manifested by children from -different SES, race, and sex groupS,

(b), the frequency of negative environmental stimuli perceived by

children-from different SES, .race, and sex aroups, and (c) -the

relationship between de4ree of anxiety manifested and frequency

of negative environmental stimuli perceived. Additional data

were collected concerning the quality of negative environmental

stimuli percei ed by children from each group.



Procedu e

The instrument used to measure anxiety was the General Anx-

iety Questionaire, or GAQ (Hawkes and Koff,1970), which incorpo-

rates items from the Children's Manifest Anxiety Scale and the

General Anxiety Scale for Children.. Two assessment devices were

developed for the study. The first was a self-report check-list,

to obtain children's perceptions of tha frequency with which nega-

tive environmental experiences are encountered. The second was

an individual interview, to obtain children's perceptions of the

quality-of negative experienceS in their environments. (Copies

of these instruments may be found in Appendixes

All subjects were sixth-grade pupils from four Philadelphia.

Schools. Each school represented one of four SES-racial comb,'

inations: (a) lower SES black, (b) lower SES white, (c) middle

SES black, and (d) middle SES white. Three-hundred fifty-one

pupils (three classes from each school) participated in the study.

The GAQ and checklist were adMisistered town entire class

at one sitting.. Interviews were -conducted three to four weeks

later, with a stratified random samille -(an equal number of boys

and girls). from each school. Seventy-six pupils were interviewed.
§atiVJIIIVILLuti

)or purposes of the stat stical analysis, the GAQ was -divided

into two parts: an anxiety scPle and a lie scale. Mean scores for

each subsample,.on the anxiety:.scale, lie scale,. and checklist,

are displayed in Table 1. The scores for .each scale were analyzed

using a. three-way (SES, race, sex) uni-variate analysis or variance,

to AeterMine the relative standing of each subsample on degree of

anxiety, -lying, and perception of frequency of negative environ-

mental stimuli. In addition, Pearson product-7 oment -coeffiecien s

were computed-fOr correlatioons- between- anxiety And lie scores,



TJULE 1

ME LT;J

STA=.; ,..ice

AED

or 0. of
Jhscr-

,Sex Ile Checklist

Boy Lower Black. 41
or-

.24
30

2

1.77
12.46
.1.30

Boy L Wtlite 46 2.69 12.88
2.13 1.89

boy Mi le black 49 19.97 1 a l l 12.91
5.61 1.53 1.64

Boy Middle White 49 17.67 2.51. 12.88
7.3) 2.24, ,

Lm:er 145 X 25.08 1.98 13.
SD 7.20 1.79

Girl Lower
% ite 3 6 -X: 18.21 3.11 12

SD 7.15 2.42 1.43-

Girl Middle Black 39 76 1.56 13.30
SD 6.31 1.39 °.16

Middle Thite 27 2 a. 71 1,A7 13.51
SD 6.53 1.53 1.45

TABLE

COmRELATI '7 BETWFE?! ANXT:3FT! SCAL2,
AND CHE-TISTSCOaTS

Inc t":: Corrar.tion

Anxiety Scale and lie Seale .520*

Anxiety alp: and Checklist -.310*

de md Checklist -.978

.01, with i-OQS



anxiety and checklist scores, n scores. +-hese

correlations are displayed in An alpra level of .05 was

established for testing significance in all analyses.

nor: the interviews, descri'ptive, rather than inferential,

statistics were employed. Categorized data for ail questions are

displayed in Appendix IV, Tables i through The data are -e-

sented in an effort 'to help ascertai . whether qualitative differences

were found in children's perceptions negative s'timuli. Tests

for statistical significance (e.g. chi square were considered,

but were not used for two reasons:

1. Responses were classified into arbitrary categories after

the data were collected.

2. Individual categories were not independent of one another

of Results and Discussion

Null hypothesis 1, that there will be no significant difference

in anxiety scores between lower SES and SES, was rejected

at the .005 level of significance. Although the absolute diffe-

re ce in the mean scores of the two subsamples-was only 1.88 po-

ints, lower. SES pupils attained significantly higher scores than

did middle SES pupils.

Null hypothesis-2, that there will be no J. .fficara diffe-

rence in anxiety scores between. black And white, was rejected

the .001 level-of significance absolute difference in the

mean scores of the two subsamples was 3.14- points, almost twice

that of the difference between SES subsamples. It was concluded

that black pupils. scored gnifica_ly higher than white pupils,.

both statistical

stat stir

Oteterms.

[A-6 was observed-



for SES and race. The aosolu ence in tne mean anxiety

scores of lower SES black pupisis arc SES wnite pupils was

5.04 poin indicating consioerabiy nigher anxiety in the former

subsample than in the latter.

Null hypothesis 3, that there will be no significant diffe-

rence in anxiety scores between boys and girls, was rejected at

the .05 level of significance..
_ a'asolute difference i n the

mean scores of girls and boys was only 1.37 points. Although

the girls scored significantly highert;an the boys in statis-

tical terms, the absolute difference in scores was small.

A three-way interaction approaching statistical significance

(pc.054) was observed for SES, race, and sex. The absolute diff

rence in the mean anxiety scores of lower SES black girls and

middle SES white boys was 7.41 points, which indicated a diff

rence in anxiety between these two subsamples, with the lower SES.

black girls scoring higher.

Null hypothesis 4 that there will be no significant-diffe-

rence in lie scores- between lower SES and middle SES, was reject-

ed at the .01 level of significance. Despite the fact. that.stat-

istical significance was observed, the absolute difference in

lie scores was only .52 points, with the lower SES subsample a

taining the higher score, and:consequently "lying" slightly more,

than the middle SES :;ubSample.

Null hypothesis 5, that there will be no significant diffe-

rence in lie scores between black and white, was rejected at the

.005 level of significance. Again, the absolute difference in

mean scores was low. 81.ack pupils scored .55 points.lower,- and

consequently "lied"

Null by Sot

hly lesS, than wh -pupils.

that are



in lie scores between s not rej_, cted. An aliL-

negligible difference of .27 po, r,as observed, with boys tending

to lie slightly mare thangii

No significant interactions were obserVed for lie scores.

Null hypothesis 7, that - w l be no !.:Agnificant differnece

in checklist scores between lower middle SES, was not rejected.

Middle SES pupils tended to :e

than did lower SES pupils.

Null hypothesis 8, that

ly higher points)

will be no significant difference

in checklist scores between black and white, was not rejected. The

mean scores of these two subsamples were almost identical.

Null hypothesis 9, that there will be no significant diffe-

rence in checklist scores between boys and girls, was rejected

at the .01 level of probability. Although girls scored .50 points-

higher than boys, the absolute differ rice was so small as to make

it almost impossible to generalize tnat girls perceive greater

frequencies of stressful stimuli than do -boys.

No significant interactions were observed for checklist scores

One plausible explanation for theSe findingS of no difference

amond subsamples in perceived frequency of stressful environmental

stimuli, is to b_ found in the response format for the instrument.

The alte natIve responses provided were in terms of relative fre-

quencies: Never; Hardly ever; Sometimes; A lot of the time; All

the time. The findings may indicate that child. en from all sub-

samples tended to perceive stressful stimuli in their environments

with similar frequency, although these stimuli may have varied in

the qualities of thefr_adverse diMenSions.

Another possible expinat.on t i t different langua:e norms-

may exist for efferent raups, 1itn regard to des-.



cribing tempori phenomena.
,-,--

c.eve .c,ive i equency

relation to his own milieu, wna; me s" , grt mean daily or

monthly, depending on the -norm.

Null hypothesis 10, that there wit be no relationship bet-

ween anxiety and checklist scores, was rejected at the .01 level

of significance. A correlation of 31 was obtained between anx-

iety and checklist performances, in icating a tendency for those

-pupils who revealed higher anxiety report perceiving fewer

negative stimuli in their enviorn.Iier,ts. ,-nis correlation was not

in the expected direction.

Although a non-relationship might be accounted for by the

nature of the checklist response categories, a different explana-

tion must.be sought for the negative correlation between anxiety

and checklist scores. Perhaps the GAQ measures different const-

ructs in different groups, i.e. more fear in children from more

dangerous enviornments and more anxiety in children from less

dangerous environments. Added to this is the possiblity that children

from high stress backgrounds tend to. ignore situations which are

perceived as very stressful by children from more secure back-

grounds.

An inspection of Table 1 reveals that the actual differences

in the mean checklist scores eacn group _were almost negligible.

Low standard deviations indicate that very little variation was

observed within groups, Since a correlation of -.31 means that

less than 10 percent shared variance existed between the anxiety

scale and the checklist, i t,thay be c-; -luded that the checklist

was inadequate for revealing dif the perceptions of

differentgroups, as well as indi lual differences within groups.

Probably tne,most Ate -;t%ng .;;',
ii

1. ,-,-1: this study



was that lower SES and

in their environments which ,Jere

..-ire '', it .ic Dbu st'4mul i

more fea rovckinc

than were. the. negative stimuli. reported by their middle SES and

white peers.

Several trends were evident in tre interview data:

1. Inner-city, particularly bla cK, children were far more

concerned about their phys-ic&I well-being than were their

outer-city, particular wnte, counterparts. This finding

supports-the notion that anxiety and fear are cleosly

related-in children, particularly in -those whose envir-

onments are realistically dangerous.

Middle SES children interviewed expressed more concerns

about academic success than did their lower SES counter-

parts. Since middle SES pupils are relatively-more-succ-

essful in school than are loWer SES pupils, this finding

indicates that the GAQ may be more of an assessment of

anxiety, as opposed to fear, in middle SES children

1.10 er SES children. Even though, in earlier studies,

lower SES children were observed.to manifest higher an-

xiety over schoolrela e., in addition to most other items

in the GAQ, their interview resPonseSindicated that their

concern with personal safetywat more salient -than was

their concern with- school acheivement. This does not

indicate that lower SES chHdren are less concerned about

-stbool acheivement tier are middle SES children, however.

Boys avid dee greater con:ern with tneir physical well-

being than did girls. Tni3. findin- in apparent

contrast .Alitn the higne, !Ale. ar.c eck, scores. =of



the- -gi One 'an on ,cr i s seeming

that g ri have -e general anxiety than

do boys, who have more real is Fear of their envir7

'onments, Perhaps parents treat girls in restrictive ways

that -make theM more generally anxious than bays. Boys

may -have more -freedom to ex? _re their-. environments and,,

consequently, learn f' -elVes which elcAents- impinge

on their safely_

Inferences

l'he--:purposes of the study were to investigate u-he- elationshiO

between- -children's .manifest anxiety and their perceptions of nega-

tive environmental stimuli,- and-to .determine the effects-,of .SES and

- race on both of these.varia.bles Based on the findings, the fo 1-

owing ferences were drawn;

1.- Neither race nor SES seems to be-the greater-determinant

of manifest anxiety, when -each is ob erved independently

of the other in this study.

.Manifest anxiety. insixth:grade children appears to in

corporate realistic fear as well as anxiety. This is

particularly so for children from environments .which are

objectively least safe--.(i.e.; -inn

Inner-city children seem able to

er city).

realistically appraise

the dangers in their environment, though-not to adapt to

-those dangers without concern.

Although none-of-the groups tested was without manifest

anxiety, those living amid the greatest-danger manifested_

the greatest anxiety. It i inferred, t'r.erefore, that

manifest anx ;n Iffe-1 c.o t j onYironmeh7-1,

in wadi on to psycho dl,



A Study of Teacne- Attitudes

Simultaneously, Carner (1973) was exploring means of con-

Neying these findings to undergraduate, e-service teachers in

-order to- bring their attitudes more in 11-ne with empirical rea-

lity.: A pre-test of some 250 undergraduate students corrobo-

rated the results of.Hawkes and Furst (1971b). These studies

found that undergraduate, pre - service teachers consistently

edicted that white, suburbansuburbanyoungsters would manifest grew-

ter concerns worries anxieties fears" than would

their black, inner -city counterparts.

Five treatment models.were compared on their effectiveness

in changing the attitudes of pre-service teachers toward the

relative anxiety levels of black, inner-city children -and white

suburban children. Although-no treatment was-demonstrated to

be more -.effective than any other,'-the attitudes of subjects in

all five treatment .groups-changed SignifiCantly (.'001) in the

-direction of greater consonance-with the obserVations of Hawkes

and Koff (1970), Hawkes and Furst (1971a), and Yasgur (1973).

The results indicate that the presentation of in ormation

alone was sufficient to change the subjects' attitudes. It

is interesting to note that Hawkes and Furst (1971b) reported,

that those undergraduate and graduate students who had the

greater number of hours in Psychology and Education and who had

the higher grade point average were less able to accurately

predict which group of youngsters manifested the greater anxiety.

Whether or not the material is learned well, therefore,. has no

bearing on the subjects y to accurately predict the anxiety

levels oI= black inner 4a 2r 2.4r.cist



By implication, the find .ngs support t.hc position tha

universities are failing to provide urban teachers with-infor-

mation that will enable them effectively with the social=

emotional .problems of their pupils.
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APPENDIX I

GENERAL ANXIETY QUESTIONNAIRE

-.Please Mark-Your.Answer Sheets as Follows for Each

Yes . A =

It is hard for me to keep ry.iind.dn anything.

em:

I nervous when- someone watches me .4ork.-

feel I have- to be bet in everything.

-*4. Do you ever worry -about knowing your lessons?

When you are in'bed at pight.trying to go to sleep, do
you often find that yOu are worrying about something?

6. Are you sometimes frightened when loOking down. from a
high place?

7. D6-some of the- stories on radio or television scare you?

.- Do you ever worry about what other people think of- you?

9. Do you think you worry more than other boys and girls?

10. Do you worry that you might hurt in some, accident?

*11. everDo you v worry that you won't be able- to do something
you want to do?

12.' With-out knowing why, do you sometimes get a funny feel-
ing in your stomach?

13.- Do you get scared when you -have- 9 into-a--dark room?

14. Do you sometimes get the feeling that something bad is
going to happen to you?

*15. Have yOu ever had a scary dream?

*15.: When you were younger, were you ever scared of anything?



17. At times I feel like shouting.

-18., I wish .I could be very -far froM here.

19. Others seem to do things easier tran.I can._

secretly afraid of a lot of things.-

21. I. feel, that others do not like the way I do things.

*22, have you ever been afraid tour-

23. I feel alone even-when there

24. I have trouble making up ny mind.

25. I get .nervous when'thingS do-not go the right way for me;

26. I worry mostof the time.

Has anyone ever been able to scare you?

28. I worry about what-my parents will say-to me.-

29. I get angry easily.

30. Other children-are happier than I.

:rye people around

31. I worry about what other people think about me.

32. -Do you ever worry about something- bad happening
someone yOu know?

I have worried about things that did not really make
any difference later.

34. My feelings get hurt easily.

35. -.I worry about doing the right things.

36. I worry about what is going to happen.

*37. Are you ever unhappy?

38. I worry about how.well I am doing in school.

39. My feelings get hurt easily when I am scolde

40. I feel someone will tell me I do thing the wrong

41. I am afraid of tile dark.

way.



*42. Do you ever Worry about what is going o happen?

43. It is hard for me to keep my mind on my schoolwo

447 I .worrywhenI go to bed-at night.

45. I often do things I. wish I have never done..

*46. Do you.ever worry?

47. I often worry about what could happen. to my- parent

48. I get tired easily.

49. .1 have bad- dreams.

50. I often'wOrry aboUt something bad .ha pening to me.



Name

School

APPENDIX II

CHECKLIST

--Sex

pl

Wh

Room

Date

ase Answer Each Item by Placing' a Line through the Letter.
ch Stands for HoW Often You Have Seen Each Thing Happen.

A. Never B.- Hardly Ever

D. A Lot of the Time

C. Sometimes

E. All the Time-

Teachers do-things that make kids- my age happy. A B C D E

Teachers do things that-make 'kids- my age
unhappy A B-C'0 E

3. Teachers scold. or yell at -kids my age. A.BCDE
Teachers say friendly things to kids my age. A B C D E

5. Kid-s-41y age- fight A.--school , , -A -B -C 0 E

6. Kids- my age get bad grades on their. schoolwork,
like homework, tests and report- cards. A B C p E

Grown-ups fight with each other. s A B C D E

-Grownups do. things that make kids my-age,-haPpY.--.ABCD

9 Grownups do things that make kids my age
unhappy: -

.

10. Kids my age.hurt fighting with other kids. .

-11.- Kids-my- age- have a good time together.

12. Kids my age walk near- places:.that are sca

A' ABCDE

ABCDE
ABCDE.
ABCDE



There are car accidents in my neighborhood. ABC.DE
-14. There other kinds of accidents in my '.

.are

neighborhood, . . . @ 4 && . . 0 . 0 . ABCDE
15. Parents do things-that make kids my age- happy-. . A B C D E

16. Parents do things that make kids my. age
unhappy A B COE

17, Kids my age get scolded dr yelled a at hOme. . A B C DE

18. Parents take kids my age out to do things that
are fun. ABCDE

19. Brothers or sisters make each other happy- .--ABCDE

20. Brothers or sisters make each other unhappy. . :A- BC D

21.. Kids my age have to stay home at night by
themsleves ...... .A B C D E



APPENDIX III

NTERVIEW

School

1.. What kinds of books do you like to read?

2.. What-. makes you happy at schobl?

3. What makeS yo71 unhappy at sch-ool?

4. What do teachers -0.o ;hat-makes you happy?

5. What do teachers- do tat- makes you unhappy?
. . .

6. What do kids in school do that makes you happy?

7. What do kids in school do-that makes _you unhappy?

8. What's a bad grade to get on schoolwork?

9. What's your favorite subject in SchoOl?

Neighborhood

10. What makes you happy about.yoUr _eighbOrhOod?

11. What makes you-unhappy about your

-12. What!:s. yoU-r favorite place in your -neighborhood?

13'. Are there any scary or dangerous places in your neighbor-
hood? What are they?

14. What do grownups in your- neighborhood do that-makes:you
happy?.-

1g What do grownppS i.n your. neighborhood do that makes you
unhappy?.

16. What do kids in your neighborhood do that MakeS you-
happy?

neighhorhood?



17. What do 'kids in your neighborhood do that makes you-
unliappy?

18. What kinds
have?

accidents people in your neighborhood

19. What kinds of games do .you play with your friends?

Home.

20. What's your favorite T,V. show?

21. What makes -kids happiy.abO 't being home?-

22. What makes- kids unhappy aboutbeing.hom0.

23. What do your parents do that makes you happy?

24. What- do your -parentS,do that makes. you unhappy ?.

25._ What-do yoUr brothers or sis ers do=that'makes you happy?

26. What do -your brother's or sisters dvthat makes you un-
happy?

General Personal--

28. If you could be anywhere in the :world igh now, where
woUld-yoU like to: be must of all

29. Why would you like to. be there?

What kinds of thin-gs do you- think .kid are sca

31. What would yoii like toHb -e whenYougroW.-Up?

32. -What kinds of things dcr,kids. orry about?.

33. -What are some things -that you've worried abou- that
didn't really 'make-any-difference later?

34. Can you remember a-scary dream-that you had? What was
it about?

35. What do you like doing most of all?



INTE DAT A

TABLE 1

YOU 1,1 TO REALY1

yr- _ s""--77

63

I?

Cat opzcri

'Pot
100 100 99

TABLE 2

PERCF:::: " CATE gORT 7,7D INTERVIE-1 RFS'PONS1-35 BY .'''
RP" v , AND r, :::0 Qtr. :=WIT.: 2 : 1.:2AT -7 YOU iiA PY
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