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PERCEPTIONS OF THE CHILDHOOD SELF AND TEACHER~CHILD REIATIONS

Jacquéline L. Rosen, Ph.D. ‘

INTRODUCTION

bl

How can prospective teachers who are able to develop good teacher-child re-

" Jacvions be differentiated from those who are psychologically unsuited for work

with children? How can teachers be matched with children whom they arevlikely

=

“

to work with most effectively? These questions have guided the present investi~-

gation on the personality of the teacher, which is part of a program of studies

aimed at generating knowledge and method relevant for selecting and placing

teaching personnel. The assumptions underlying this work are (1) that the quali-

ty of teacher-child relatione is a key variable in the classroom, exertingba
basic influence on children's‘attitudes toward learning, toward society; and to-
ward themselves, (2) that adults vary widely in their capacity to develop posi-
tive relations with childrenJ and (3) that given the ba51c peroonality potentials

1
for. developing positive relations, adults vary in their ability to vork effective-

ly with children who have di%fering dominant needs ana coping styles.

It has been found in tﬁe investigator's studies that zutobiographical essays
bearing on grospective teachers” concepts of their childhood selves-and their
recalledﬂrelations»with their parents can yield predictors of their ability to
.relate‘to children in general, and also of their‘effectiveness with childxen of

different ages, personalities and coping styles. It appeared, therefore, that

the autobiography had excellent potential as an instrument to be applied in the

" selection and placement of teachers. At the same time, however, it was recog-

nized that problems posed by the analysis of such unstructured material would

.

limit its general usefulness. The analysis is time-consuming, and valid assess-

ments of the data can require a clinical expertise’ that is not widely available

in teacher~-training institutions. ‘An important next step, therefore, was to -

4 | | :
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construct an instrument that would permit a more systematic, objective, and effi-
cient assessment of the personallty«related phenomena than had been obtained from
analysis of the autobiography. Ce

The goals of the* present study were to. construct such an 1nstrument and to
’ examinevthe feasibility of this methodological shift by cross—validating and ex-
tending‘the earlier findings.
This report consists of five sections:
(1) Backgrourid. This section outlines the state of teacher personality re-
search in general, and describes the work of the investigator that led up to the

‘ - . : . “,
present study. N \ -

s (2) Specific BAims consists of a statement of the lLiyypotheses to be tested in
the present study.

(3) Method. This section describes the development of the new instrument and

other procedures for carrying out the study's aims.

(4) Results and Discussion presents and discusses each set of findings in

"

turn.

(5) Conclusions and Implications focuses on the conclusions. that can be.

‘drawn from the study and its implications for teacher selection and placement,

and future research.
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- BACKGROUND

State of the Teacher Personality Research Field in General

| There has been a volumiﬁous amount of research in the field of teachef per-
sonality; but this research has been characterized by widespread failure to find
substahtiél, cohsistent, and ‘interpretable correlations betﬁeen personality data
and teaching performance. It bas been over a decade since GetzeIS‘aﬁd Jackson -
(1963) reviewed the edﬁcational literature in this. field, and concluded that re-
search_bad contributed virtually nothing toward the prediction ofﬁﬁeaching per-
formance; and by and large théir assessment still holds today. (In fact, whether

as the result of their chastisemenﬁ or not, there has been a sharp decline in

*

work on the problem since that review appeared.) Getzels and Jackson cited hany
. ' I
reasons for the unproductiveness of the étudies;‘ Among these are: (1) the use
of standardvpersonality tests, many of which had been aevised4f0r other ﬁurboses,
(e.g., the diagnosié of psychopathological conditions); (2) failure to del}mit
the varigus criteria of teacherA"effectiveneés" being applied (e.g., interperson-
al dimensions ére not différentiated from cognitive dimensions); (3) a lack‘of
theory to guide the research and a lack of interpretation of significanﬁ corre~.
lations. In addition, teacher personality studies have failed to conceptualize
teacher effectiveness és a criterion that varies with the charactexistics of the
children being taught, including their age levell(the teacher'sirole and tasks
being dramatically different at the preschooi, pﬁimary grade, and upper elemen-
tary levels). Thus, study samples are noﬁ described in these terms. It is not
surpr;sing therefore that the vast majority of findiﬁgs have made little sense
in tems of any ﬁheory, or that significant correlations between scores on per-
sppality tests and teaching performance in one study could not be replicated in

“another.




N N v The present investigator's studies of teacher personality and teacher-child
relations have been'parried‘outbsince Getzels and Jackson assessed the state of

o the field; and they have ovércome some of the major obstacles that have been
cited. As indicated at the oﬁtset, the studies have usea autcbiogtaphicél data
rathér than standard tesﬁs as the means of aséessing teacher personality; and
furthgr, the findings do make sénse og7theoretica1 grounds. Finally, the cri-
teria have been delimited to the interpersénal dimensions of teacher attitudes
and effectiveness; and persénaliﬁy correlates of felative effectiveness with
children of varied ages have been identified.

The remainder of this section contains a description of the investigator’s

previoué studies that bear on the value of autésiographical material for predic-
ting teacher-child relations and also for explaining career choice within the

field of education. Finally, the rationale is presented for the methodological

shift to a more . structured instrument 'and for the choice of its format.

Autobiographical Studies Relevant to Predicting Teache¥*Child Relations

The investigator's interest in teacher petséﬁality studies using subjects'
autobiogfaphidal descriptioﬁs of their childhoods arose from earlier research on-
a group of 20 qhild;care'WOrkers (14 women and 6 men from both middle and lower
social~class backgrounas) in a residential treatment facility, in which the sub-
jects' af;:{l.}'des toward and feelings of competence in working with the children
in their <care were found to be strongly associaﬁed.with variétions in their des-
criptions of their childhood sélves'(Rosen, 1963)j The study data, which vere
obtained from é sefies of individﬁal, semi-structured interviews held over time,
ré?ealed, for example, that the workers felt most positively toward the children
whose dominant needs and coping styles, though exagge;ated.in expression, most
closely resembled their own childhoéd patterns as they portrayed them. In paral-

lel, they felt most negatively toward children who displayed characteristics that -~
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were diamctrically‘opposed to those they recalled in themselves. They also felt
most competent in working with children whose tendeqcies t&ward aggressiveness or’
withdrawal--two major tyées of behavior that constaﬁtly confronted them in their
work-~~vere similar to their own early ﬁendencies in one -direction or the other.
None of the workers was aware of these associations. They did not realize that
they pad previously described the child they liked best in the same terms which
(tﬂree weeks later) they had used in characterizing themselves as children and
that they had actually named that child at this later time as being most like the
childhood self.l They did.recognize, however, that their reasons for liking or
for feeling cémpetent in working with certdin children wére related to a feeling
of empathy with them, a sense of being able to communicate with them and to-re-
spond posi£iveiy to their needs. At the same time, the workers gave evidence of
marked difficulty in understanding and finding avenues by which to approach the o
children toward whoﬁ they félt negatively and with whom they felt least competent
in their work. thile the sample was small, the findings traﬁscended SOCialuclaSSJ
differences in the workers.

#The -first study of student teachers (Rosen, 1968) was based on 44 subjects—~
38 women and 6 men--from six underéraduate teachef*training instituéions in the
New York City area andhwhorwere close to theii graduation at the time the auto-
biographicalbdata and other personality assessment materials‘were collected. A
year later, toward the end of their firsﬁ year as‘full—fledged”teachers of pre-

or elementary-school children,.the subjects were observed at different times in

1. FPifteen of the 20 workers did so; and - none of them named the child~-liked-
least as the one resembling the childhoed self, 1In parallel, 14 workers express-
ed strong negative attitudes toward the children they later specified as being
"the child-least-like me." There were 24 children in the .institution where the

. study took place, and every child evoked a strong emotional response--either -
positive or negative in some worker. - Moreover, every child who evoked a negative
response in one worker, elicited strong positive reactions in another.

ERIC -8 -
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their claosrooms by four educators who supplied tpe criterion ratings. The rat-
%ngs (made on a 7-point scale) ?eflectéd the degree to which the subjects had
developed positive or negative relations with the children they Wero teaching.
It was found that ratings on this measure were substonﬁially associated with the
autobiographical data in two ways. First, the high-rated subjects tended to use

strong positive affect words in recalling their early lives,>While the low-rated

@

subjects seldom used words denoting enthusiasm for any aspects of their child-

hoods (bi-serial r=.51, p < .0l). Second, of the'sobjects who exceeded the median

raﬁing {who had developed good relations with childfen), 72% described their
childhood selves in pfedominantly favorable tems, and specifically in one or more
of the following ways:

...an early sense of independence, resourcefulness, feelings
of social adequacy, and ability to achieve something that had
been important to them. Even though they described childhood
fears as frequently as their less-liked counterparts, the
better-1liked group pictured their childghood generally as a
happy, secure time and themselves as having enjoyed their
lives in an active way. In the rare cases where the circum-
stances of their childhood were described as dlfflcult, empha-
sis was on how they had conquered adversity (p. 299).

In contrast, the low-rated subjects——those at or below the median--77% focused on:

...unpleasant feelings from their early lives and conveyed
less sense of childhood ego strength. Some described gquali-
. ties they seemed to reject about their childhood selves;

others appeared to be still resentful of early deprivation.
Their descriptidns included recollections of self-conscious-
ness, being overly dependent, having worried a lot, feeling

. ’ unwanted...patterns of withdrawal....In general, these sub-
jects conveyed the impression that their childhood had been
an insecure time, when life.had happened to them, rather
than their having lived it actively and by thelr own initia-
tive (pp. 301-302).

Since the findings ‘of this study were potentially relevant to problems of
teacher selection, it was important to know if similar associations would be

found if the autcbiographies were written by actual applicants for teacher train-

ing, rather than by subjects}in a standard research project. A second study
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(Rosen, 1974) was therefore undertaken with a group of 48 vomen student teachers
who weée enrol}ed in a graduate‘teacher—training program which routinely requires
all prospective candidates to submit, among other applicétion data, an autobio-
graphical essay. In tﬁis study, the criterion.ratings of the subjécts' abilities
to. relate to children were obtained‘from student advisors at the end of the train-
ing year. - (The advisors have intensive contact with their students and also ob;
serve them in classrooms.throughout»thqir tfaihing.) This time ﬁhe criterion
ratings were made on a 4-step scale: Poor, Fair, Good, and Oﬁtstanding. The auto-
bicgraphies were analyzea on the same two dimehsions as in the earlier study: %Fd
the findings paralleled the earlier results.; Those 5ased on the "charactériza-

tion of the childhood self" were especially impressive at the extremes (see Table

below) . ‘
Y

Ratings of Capacity to Relate to Children and Autocbiographical
Characterization of the,Childhood Self (N=48)%

Characterization of >
Childhood Self

Ratings"” Positive Negative
Qutstanding 16 2
Good 9 6
Fair 1 6
Poor 0 8
Totals 26 22

*Chi square = 19.6; df = 1, p < .0l.
While the two studies.just described had implications for selecting prospec-
bive be=<lrefS, it was important to find out whether the autobiography could also

be used as a basis for guiding and placing them with the kinds of children with

whom they were likely to be most effective. This called for a more differentiated

1. Chi-square tests were applied to the combined totals of the top two and bottom
two categories (Good and Outstanding vs, Fair and Poor). P values for the Charac-
terizations of the Childhood Self and for the Affect Variable were .0l and. .05

respectively.

10
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approach to the criteria of good teacher-child relations.

-

“""The importance of a differentiated apprcach was stressed years ago by an

educator and a psychiatrast working’joinﬁly to-incoxporate mental health princi-

w

plés inﬁo the tréininé of teachers. Biber and Bernard (1958) took the position
tﬁat a search‘for the idéal teacher who cah work effectiQely with all children
is unrealistic, but that knoﬁledge of persona}it§ factors that facilitate or ob-
struct teacher functioning in relation to key classroom variables, such as the
age level of the children taught, could serve as a basis for developing more ef-
fective screening, training, and placement.

- Despite growing recognitian of éhe»need for such dif?erentiated knowledge
(e.g., fanner and Lindgren, 1951), we could find only one-study (Wright_and
Tuska, 1967) whiéh had bearing on @be problem of:how-uand why-~-relationships be-
tween teéacher pergonality and teaching gfféctiveness might vary, as a function of
thé'age level taught. Moreover, no study of teacher personality appears to have
been concerned with the agé level variable wiéhin the p?esecondary range, or with
the préschdél years which are now widely viewed as cfitical. Yet the.raﬁge_frmn
preschool through the upper elementary‘graAes encompasses such dramatic deVélop—
menfal change in children in all areas of functioning that the teachers’ of these
cﬁildren are-conf£onted with very different cognitive, affective, and physical
demands. "

We had reason to believe that autobiographies-might yield indicators of

adults' abilities to meet the differing demands for work with children of differ-

ent ages, as a result of the child-care worker study. Specifically, because the

child~care workers' descriptions of their childhood selves so consistently paral-

leled the needs and coping styles of the children with whom they’subjectively

felt able to work most competently, we reasoned that the autobiographies of

student teachers might similarly yield indicators of their capacitijes to work

11




‘different ages during their training year.)

effectively with children who_displey different needs and copieg styiee as a
function of age or developmental stage.

In the'eecond (replic?tion) study of student teachefs (Rosen, 1974), ve hed
obtaihed the advisors! judgments of the level at whiéh each of the subjects
worked ﬁoet and least effectively, as rdughly'demarcated by the preschool, pri~ﬁ
mary ., and uﬁper elementer§ years. (Al} the students'hed worked‘with children of
‘ ’ In ahothe{ study (Rosen, 1972}, 37'
autobiographies from that sample were divided into three groups, according to

the levels at which the subjecﬁs had been judged as‘wofking most effectively
(i.e., 2-5 years, 10 subjects; 5-8 years, 14 subjects; and 8-~11 ye;rs, 13 sub-~
jects).l Each set of eutobiographiee was examined fox characteristic themes.
Vie were able to distinguish the groqps on this basis to a high degree: only one
subject in each group did not coﬁgorﬁ; and there wae'little overlap ameng the
gfoupe.z The autobiographical themes mirrored dominant needs and cepigg styles

of children with whom the subjects were judged as wbrking best, and to reflect

the potential soﬁrces of gratification (via identification with the children and

¢

~with adult models from ch%ldhood) theoretically available to the subjects in.

wirking with children of that age. For instance, the subjects who were judged as

’ . . h 4 ’ ‘e
working most effectively with preschoolers described the joys and sense of secur-

- . & el

ity they had had as young children, ef loving and suppoftive parents and other

-
o d .

1. Since our interest here was in problems of. placement, not in selection, we
eliminated the subjects who had been judged as "poor" in their overall relations
with children in the replication study (Rosen, 1974}.

. ' 2,
5. 1In order to determine whether the categorization of subjects by autobiograph-
ical themes could be objectively verified, approximately half the autobiographies
in each "age" category (19 protocols in all) were chosen at random, and a second
judge was asked to sort them into age categories on the basis of the set of themes
they contained. Without direction as to the number of autobiographies to be sort-
ed into each category, the judge duplicated the original age group assignment in
all but two (i.e., in 89%) of the cases. ' :

kDY)
o

b
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important adults who had provided them with solid values and also opened up the

w1orld to them as an exciting place. Those judged'most effective with primary

school children: (five- to eight«yearuolds) emphasized how they had valued, or

L

actually assumed independent or grOWn—up roles, or they stressed their early

need to master or achieve basic skills. Those judged most effective with upper

o

elementary children (eight- to eleven—year—olas), while revealing'greater diversi-

€

ty in personality-related themes, recalled adults or -older siblings who had stim-

ulated in them a .ove of learning and ideasy and emphasized the importance of

their peers in the cource of growing up. By taking account of children's develop-

‘mental needs and reciprocal teacher roles ‘at each of these levels, these findings

o

led to the construction of ‘a consistent rationale for the thematic"differences
¥ ‘
found among‘the three groupsi

~ it S LR
ased on these studies, there was reason to believe that autobiographies on

o

childhood contain strong potential for predicting and- explaining variations-in.

- adult relations with children. In fact the findings have since been successfully

»applied 1n the selection ahd guidance of success1ve groups of teachers in a two-

year training program in °ducationa1 leadership at Bank Street College of Educa—:-
tion. Our predictions, basedgon autobiographies which trainees snhmitted as part
of their.application to the leadership training program, have beeniconfirmea, both
with respect to the traineesf ability-to develop good teacher-child relations, and
to their differing effectiveness with children of varied age—groups. Moreover,
because the“majority;ofwthe-trainees in this program were black, or came from
lower socioeconomic hackgrounds, there mas reason to believe that the findings
from thebinvestigator!s past studies, which were based largely on samples of
white},middle—classbwomen, might cnt across ethnic and socioeconomic lines. This
o

expectation was also supported byithe'stﬁdyrof child-care workers described at the

ohtset.
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Autobiographical Studies Relevant to Career Goals and Patterns

2

In the first study of student teachers, cited earlier (Rosen, 1968), a.sep-
arate analysis was conducted, bearing on the subjects' long-range careeyr plans.

1

Specifically, the subjects were asked on a'questionnaire what they hoped to be

at age fifty if they remained in the school system. They were given five re-
sponse ch01ces—-one, to be a classroom teacher, and the others to be administra—
tors or a college teacher. The difference between the responses of the high;rated
and the low-rated subjects: (those who uere best: and least-liked by children, re:

spectively) was sharply defined, though in an unant1c1pated direction. The sub-

jects who were rated high on their teacher—class relations (and had descrlbed

) their childhood selves with a sense of self-esteem) almost invariably hoped to

move out of classroom teaching, and those who were rated low (and described their,
childhood selves negatively) just as~consistently'hoped to remain (bi-serial r=

.85, p < .01).=

On the surface, a reversal of these relationships might have made more sense.

~Young prospective teachers, on the brink of their careers, might be expected to

choose to remain classroom teachers when confronted with hypothetical alternatives

1

involving dim, far;distant goals--especially if they get on well with children
and seem to enjoy them. Those who'are’already'thinking of becoming principals or
college teachers while still in training to become teachers should be those who
view the teaching of young children merely as a stepping -stone to positions of
greater prestige or power and, Lhus, they should show relatively little invest=-
ment'in working with children in the classroom. | .

K

But data from 1nterv1ews held with the subjects led to the conclusion that

3

the high—rated subjects had a sense of grow1ng conEetence and psychological move-
ment forward and that they welcomed challenge and progress as part of life, for

. . . o )
children and for themselves; and that the low-rated subjects were guarded and

14
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i;esistant to change; aVOiding'rather‘than seeking opportuniﬁies to develop them-

?

selves, and that their goals for children were oriented more toward the needs of

adults (including their own) than toward fostering psychological~growth‘in chil-

dren. From this standpoint, the expressed long~-range goals of the two groups
could be viewed as reflectlng personallty differences which were consonant with
their present views of themselves, with their overall expectations of themselves
in the future, and also with their pe;spectives on ‘their childhood selves.

These findings have been supported in a'further study which we are just

completing on the actual career patterns of a group of middle~-class, middle-aged

women educators. Analyzing the ways in which these subjects described themselves

~

and their childhood selves.in autoblographles whlch they wrote some 20 to 25 years

ago when they applied for teacher-training, we found that the subjects who had ac-

tually continued to teach children throughbout their careers:described both their’

©

.childhood selves and themselves as young adults diffefently,from the,subjects-who

had moved out of the classroom to assume -administrative, supervisory or college

P

teaching roles. The differences were strikingly parallel to those of the above

study of student teachers and their career plan%. Further, in a fallow-up career

N “

development questionnaire which we recently sent to these subjects, differences
were evident in their attitudes toward themselves, their careers, and social
¢ .

changes such as the women's movement that were still consonant with their views

‘of themselves, expressed over two decades ago, as actively coplng and confldent

or as relatively passive and unsure. '

k]

'Throughout this program of studies we have been impressed with the consis-

“tency with which our findings support Murray's (1938) conclusions about autobio-,

graphical memories for explaining behavior, based.on his classic stidy of college

students. He acknowledged that much of the past that finds express1on in behavior

o s

. is not readily available o consclousﬁess, hcmevex, based on the relatlonshlps

v

- - 15
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found in his study between the subjects' memories and their ohserved behavior,
he concluded that, among the countless traces of past events, the "few that can'

be recevered in consciousness have special significance, and are lastingly influ-
. T .

ential in behavior.

Need for a New Instrument and Rationale for the Format Chosen

Since a long-range goal of this program of studies was to contribute a valid

o
I

method for assessing adult personality that could be widely applied in the selec-—
tion, training and guidance of adults choosing to work with children, the need

for a more systematic and efficient means of obtaining and assessing the person-

]

ality data now became evident. Although the unstructured autobiography had proved

.

exceedingly useful for assess1ng personality in. relatively small samples, the
analysis of such data is often time—consuming and, as aiready‘mentioned, often
requires judgment based on inference and clinical considerations. The next step,
therefore, was to develop a method for obtaining analogous data in a systematic
format in which objectivity of scoring or categorization would be greatly facili~
tated. To this end, we proposed tO translate the relevant autobiographical vari~
ables into the basic format of theuSemantic Differential technique.

The Semantic Differential, which was developed by Osgood and his assoc1ates
(see, for example, Osgood and Suci, 1969), is a combination of assoc1ation and
scalingfprocedures designed to give an objective measure of the connotative mean-
ing'of concepts. In referring o the underlying logic, Osgood and Luria {(1569)

¥ p
4 2 N

state:

“The process of description or judgment can be conceived as the
allocation of a concept to a set of experiential continua de-
fined by pairs of polar terms. Thus the connotative meaning
of 2 linguistically complex assertipn, such as "My father has
always been a rather submissive person,” can be at least par-

: tially represented as . -

MY FATHER: active R s X o0 passive

MY FATHER: soft : X ¢ : : T hard

16
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“The greater the strength of dssociatiof, e.g., "...extremely
submissive, a regular doormat," the more polarized, toward .
1l or 7, the allocation (p. 505).

&

Osgood's Semantic Diffexential involved repeated judgments of a concept

.

against a Series of descriptive polar—adjectival'scales’on a 7-point equal-inter-
val ordinal scale. These scaies wese hsually selected from 50 pairs of polar ad-
jectives, with heavy factor loadingsflabeled (1) Evaluative, on which are based
the attitudinal measures, (2)'Ac£ivity, and (3) Potency. i

In scoring the Differential, Qeights can be assigned to each position which,
in tufn, can be'converted to individual or group mean scores or categorized in

nomlnal scales. Reliability of the differential is high, and the measure has a

-+
'

high degree of face valldlty. : DR . <
Some researchers have concentrated on the classic list of 50 word-pairs,
factor-analyzed by Osgood. But for other Tesearchers (e.g., Mindak, 1969; Wright

and Tpska, 1962), the standardized list has not been sufficiently flexible ox
PR '

a - T

appropn%afe to the specific problems at hand. These researchers have found 1t

necessary to construct tailor-made word and phlase 11sts that can be derived from

.8 PR \\— M

.cehteht analyses of relevanf interviews, word association tests, anccdotes, etc.
- - : : :
. Of special relevance here is the work of Wright and-Tuska (1967). These in-

vestigators, who sfuéied student,teachers, adapting the Semantie.Differeneial
format, selected‘some ef 6sgood's scales and also developed new scales out of
anecdotal material. Their“results indicafeé that both sees of scales were ex-
tremely valuable for predicting and exﬁlaining student‘teacher preferences to -
work at .the elemeﬁtary‘or the high school ‘levels, in terms of their subjects’

: ~. : : .. :
identification with adult figures from their childhoods as relevant in these pref-

erences., This work supported not only this investigator's choice of the Semantic

Differential format, but also the focus on "childhood" variables.

The Semantic lefe rential has special advantages for studies of attitudes

Qo ® . "

_[ERJ!:‘ | 1 | | K - ‘o | ' ,,v
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toward or perceptions of the self which require indications not only of direction
but also of intensity. In ﬁpe present investigator's work, student teachers'who
wefé judged as "outstanding” in their‘relation; with children, for example, des-
cribed themselves in autobiographies in terms conveying self-esteem but, more
than this, they uséd strong positive affect words denoting enthusiasm for their
childﬁoods. On thé other hand, student tééchers whovwere judged to be poor‘in
their relations with children described themselves in negative terms using no
strong’positive affect word; (Rosen; 1968, 1974) . Translated intq the foxrmat-of
the Semantic Differential if was postulated that adults who are judéed to develop
gogd relations with children would rate their childhood selves more positively on

more dimensions than would adults who are judged.to develop poor relations with
children. ‘

Finally, the Semantic Differential format has the adGantaée of permitting
possible determination oé which aspects of the childhood self are perceived by
j fhe édﬁlt as most central, through the identification of scales that are rated
tpwara extreme, as opposed to peutral, positions. 'The importance of this is
underscored by the res;arch both on studént teachers (in which the subjects who
worked mbst effectively with preschoolers, érimary grade children, and-children
in the upper elementary years emphfsized in' their autobiographies quite differentv
dimensions of their childhood selves), and on child-care workers (vhose descrip-

tions of’their childhood selves paralleled those of the children whom they.liked

best and with whom'they felt most competent).
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SPECIFIC AIMS

t/

In the context of the long-range goal of contributing bothfto a theory of

teachexr personality and teacher-child relations and to the development of a valid

and efficient method for predicting teacher~child relations that can be widely

applied to selecting and placing teaching personnel, the specific aims of the

present study were: : <

« A, To submit to systematic test the following hypotheses which had been derived

\

from previous studies:

1.

Adults who are judged to develop effective relations with children perceive’

their childhood selves more positively on more dimensions than.do adults
who are judged éo develop poor relations with children.

Adults who are judgéd as being most effective with preschool children,
primary grade childrén, and upper elementary children (these levels
approxiﬁating different d;velopmental stages in éhildhood) perceive théir
childhood selves differently from one another.

Adults whq are judéed as w;rking more effectivel? with outéoing, assertive,
active children perceive their childhood selves differently from. adults
who afe jﬁdged as being more effective with shy; withdrawn, passive chil-
dren, the differing self-perceptions paralleling the characterisﬁicsvof

the children with whom each group works best.

Thé characteristics of childxen with whém adults subjectively feel they

éan Qork most effactively are more closely related to fhe characteristics
such adults attribute to their own childhood selves than are the character-
istics of children with whom the adults feel thezzcan work least effective-
ly. |

The adult's perceived childHbod self is a better predictor of adult-child

P

relations than is ﬁhe perceived adult self.

19



- 17 -

-+~ B, To carry out supplementary analyses which extend and complement tests of the
study bypothesis.

C. TS bring this program of research to a more rigorous methodological level by

substituting for the autobiographical essay a tailor-made semantic differen-

tial for assessing adults" perceptions of their childhood selves.




- 18 -
METHOD

‘Construction of the New Instrument The Developmental Self and Child—Concept
Scales (DSCCS)

The'new instrument (the DSCCS) was aeveloped out of the findings and theoret-
ical considerations guiding the investigator's previous, studies (as outlined in
Background) .

Our firstnstep was to review all the autobiographical themes and concepts
that hed emerged ffom the investigator's studies of prospective teachers and of

. child—care workers,_and to ektract themes and concepts which characterized each
of the following gronés of subjects:

prospective teachers who had been judged as outstanding in their
overall capacity to relate to children;

,prespective teachers who had been judged as poor in their overall
relations with children (i.e., as psychologically unsuited to
woxrk with children);

1

prospective teachers who had been judged as most effective with
preschool children; .

prospective teachers who had been judged as most effective with
primary grade children;

prospective teachers who had been judged as most effective with
upper elementary children;

child-care workers who felt most competent with outgoing, aggres-
sive, active children;-

child~care workers who felt most competent with shy, w1thdrawn,
passive children.

Vie then attempted to capture the themes and concepts relevant to each group
in adjectives or phrases that could be applied to the childhood self in a seman-
tic differential format; and pPhrases that would pertain to pertinent dimensions
of family relations in a somewhat different format; and~then constructed appro-

Priate opposing adjectives or phrases.

For example, one of the major themes recurring in the autobiographies of

IS
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subjects who were jodged as working best with preschool children was a childhood
sense of feeling lovéd, secure, and of coming from a warm, close-knit fémily.
Out of this theme we developed pairs of items such as loved vs. unloved, secure
vs. insecure, trusting vs. wary--to be applied to the concept of the childhood
self; andearm, close-knit vs. distant, loosely—knit——to be applied to family re-
lations.

ﬁhile oosf of the items were generated by the autobiographical studi=s, we
added additional items which were oonsidered to be potentially relevant to the

exploratory aims of the present research, as outlined at the end of this section.

‘We also included selected items from Osgood's classic list (Osgood and Suci,
\

}
1969)

All of the above resulted in an initial list of approx1mately 150 bipolar
adjeotives or phrases. In order to reduce the list we eliminated items® on the
basis of excessive repetitioh, questionable relevance,vand!possibilities for
gross m1s1ntespretatlon. Further items were cmitted during pretest procedures..

Throughout all stages of its constructlon and in the final pretestlng of the
instrument,-teachers and prospective teachers representing a wide range of ages
and social class backgrounds served both as subjects end as consultants. ‘At each
stage they were asked for written or verbal comments about any difficulties, ambi-
guities, or omissions they had encountered with the instrument (including the ad-
jectiﬁes and phrases used, iostructlons, etc.); and the.r crlticismslend sugges—
tions’were~taken into account in further revisions.‘

Based on the semantic differential format, but using 6-point1 instead of the

-classic 7-point scales, the final form of the DSCCS consists of five sections.

1. Six~-point- scales, whlch force a choice in direction, were judged to be more
appropriate to the purposes for which the instrument was developed
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Four of these sections contain the same 60 pairs of bipolar, personality—related
adjectives or descriptive phrases; In each of these Ffour sections, the same 60
items are'applied to a different concept; i.e., MYSELF'AS A CHILD; MYSELF NOW; A
CHILD I HAVE ESPECIAL%X ENJOYED WORKING WITﬁ; and A CHILD I HAVE LEAST QNJOYED
WORKING ﬁITH.l In adéition to the general instructions for completing the ques-~

tionnaire, brief guidelines precede the presentation of each concept {except that

of MYSELF NCOW), as follows: For MYSEILF AS A CHILD, "Think back to when you were

a Chlld. How would you describe‘yourself?"; for A CHILD I H£VE ESPECIALLY ENJOY-
ED WORKING WITH, "Think of a child you have espec1a11y enjoyed worklng with. How
would you describe hin/her?"; and for A CHILD I HAVE LEAST ENJOYED WORKING WITH,
"Think of a child you have least enjoyed working with. How would you describe
him/her?" At the ené'of the scales assessing the self-as-child, the gubject is
asked For the age level at which he or she was chinkingvabout the self in respond-
ing to this section; and for the child moEt- and least-enjoyed respectively, the
subject is askea to identify the age'and sex of the child he or she ﬁad in mind.
The f£ifth section consists of eight pairs of bipolar phrases, also presented-
as 6~p01nt scales. Instead of being applled to one central concept, each scale
is de51gned to reflect a different dimension of the subject's recalled relations
within the family of oyxigin; e.g., A5 A CHILD, I FELT MY PARENTS almost always
understood me vs. almost never understood me; I WOULD DESCRIBE MY FAMILY AS warm,
close~knit vs. distant, ioosely—knit; WHEN I WAS A.CHILD, MY PARENTS set many
limits on my behavior vs. set almost no limits. (The complete DSCCS, including
instructions; is presentea in -Appendix A.)

\
\

1. As will be noted later in this section, in'the‘\\esent study the latter two
concepts were admlnlstered to the subjects some six mOnths after the first two
concepts, as part of the criterion phase of the research.
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The Sample

The sample consisted of 81 women enrolled in a graduate teacher-training

1 c . - . , . .
progiram. The majority were graduates of liberal arts colleges 1n their twenties

who had had little or no teaching experience. Approximately 50% were from upper-
middle-class backgrounds, and approximately, 25% each from lower-middle and work-
ing-class backgrounds. Sixty-four of the subjects were white and 17 were black. -

Data Collection

The data for the study were collected in two stages. The predictiVe data

were ob ained from the subjects in the falIle the academic year;and the crites=

rion data were obtained from the subjects: and .from th ir-téllege advisors the

following spring. The collection of the cri zriqnfaata was thus carried out

after the subjects had had the opportunity:to‘engage in apprentice teaching in

several classrooms in different types of schools; and similarly, their advisors

had had the opportunity to observe the subjects with children of varying ages in

a variety of éducational programs and schools over time and hadvfurther come to
know their subjects' personal and professional strengths and weaknesses through
the weekly and biﬁeeklj group and individual conferences which were part of the
college's advisement prdgram.

«

Predictive data. The predictive data consisted of the subjects’ responses

to three sections of the DSCCS: 'MYSELf NG, MYSELF AS A CHILD, and the FAMILY
REIATIONS items. These data (as well as the criterion data) were collected in

specially arranged group sessions, consisting of between 20 to 30 subjects.

A}
1. Ag projected, the study sample was to consist of° 100 women subjects, a figure
based on past enrollment figures in Bank Street College's preservice teacher edu~

cation program. K As it turned out, there was an unusually high perceritage of male

trainees during the year of the study; and a small percentage of the women who
participated either filled out the instrument incorrectly or failed to finish it.
The final, usable sample of cases was 8l.

»
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Criterion data. The criterion data collected from the subjec%s:consisted of .

o

their rqsponseé (1) to the final two seétions of the DSCCS: A CHILD I.HAVE ESPE-
CIALLY ENbOYED'WORKING WITH and A CHILD I HAVE LEAST EMJOYED WORKING WITH; and
(2) to a questionnaire asking them to assess (a) their overall ability.to relate
to children, on a three-step scale: Yery Good, Good, and Fair (each étep being

defined in texms of the amount of work they felt they still heeded in this area

of their preparation as teachers)i (b) their preferences for working with children

of differ§nt agesv(i.e.,_below 2, 2 through ¢ years; 5 through 7 years; 8 through
10 years; 1l years and older); (c) their preference for work in different kinds
of schools (e.g., public of private); (d) tgeir sense of relative competence in
working with outgoing; assertive,.active children vs.vshy, Qithdrawn, and passive
children;;and ‘(e) their feelings of éffectiveness with intellectually gifted
children vs. children whoba£e slow learners. (The questionnaire is preéegtea in
Appendig B.) |

The criterion data obtained from the advisors ¢onSisted;of_Eheir respohses-
to & questionnaire concerning eaph of their studentg wh6'had'participatéd as ;
subjec£ in the study. In'térms of areas covered,'this éuestionnaire rougﬁly“
éaiélleled that filled out by the subjects. The advisors, héwever, were asked
to rate the subjects' overall ability to relate t§ childrén on a four~step
{rather than a three—step) scale: Outstanding, Good, Fair, Poor (again;‘each
step was defined in terms.that included the amount of work neeéed by the subject

in this area). In addition, the advisors were asked to assess the subjects in -~

terms of their effécﬁiveness.with-children of different ages and in public vs.

. private schools, whereas the students had been asked about their personal prefer-

ences in these areas. (The questionnaire filled out by advisors is presented in

Appendix-C.)

23
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Data Analysis

The study ddtavconsisted of.
(1) the subjects ratings on five sets of scales from the DSCCS, four of
which ylelded ratings on the same 60 dimensions (1. e., MYSELF NCOW ; MYSELP AS A
CHILD A CHILD I HAVE MOST ENJOYED WORKING WITH, A CHILD I HAVE LEAST ENJOYED
WORKING WITH), and the fifth set of scales, FAMILY RELATIONS, which y1e1ded rat-
’ings on 8 dimensions. ’
(2) the snbjects' responses to a_questionnaire covering their preferences
for and feelings of conpetence in.relaﬁion to severai areas of their work with
~———children (outlined above);1 and ‘ '
(3) advisors' responses to a‘quesﬁionnaire concerning their students' (the
subjecﬁs') performance in working with children {outlined above).
All the above data werezcoded.for analysis by compnter.r For this purpose,
we assigned scores from 1 tnrough 6‘to the scale points on the DSCCS. - Where a - -
posi%ive'or preferred end point was clear-cut (e.g., 1oved-VS. unloved; secure
vs. linsecure), the higher soore was assigned to the positive end. However, for

some items this criterion did not rpply (e.g., practical vs.- imaginative; defies

authority vs. respects authority). Therefore, a higher score does not necessar-

ily 1ndlcate a more positive or preferred scale pos1tlon.

w

In order to prov1de tests of the hypotheses and to carry out the supplemen-

. AY
tary.analyses, the DSCCS scores yielded by the different criterion groups were

. 2 : € )
subjected to chi-square tests. Because of small expected frequencies, the three

‘

1. The analyses based on the' subjects' responses'to this  questionnaire involve
an N that is smaller than the original number of SubJeCLS because of a slight
attrition in the sample at the criterion phase of the study; and in the case of
certain.analyses, minor categories were eliminated from cons1deratlon (i. e., in *
those involving publlc vs. private schools, categories of "day care" and "other"
were omitted). .

-

2. Nonparametric statistics are the only approprlate technlques for application
across all the DSCCS scales. :

),
A FuiText provided by Eric N : e
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adjoining cells on each side of the DSCCS items were collapsed (i;e.,'6,5,4 and
:2,1), and the analys1s was applied to the score totais. ‘This meant that for
statistical purposes we had to omit consideration of differences in relative’ in-
4 .
tensity (e.g., very capable, somewhat capable,.etc.) and test for group differ-

ences in direction (e.g., capable vs. helpless). —4

Tests of the study hypotheses were‘provided'as‘foliows:

Hypothesis 1: 'Adults who are judged to develop effective relations with
. K

children ‘perceive their childhood selves ‘more positively on more- dimensions than

do adults who are judged to develop poor relations with children.

<

The primary test of this hypothesms entailed comparison of the subjects
iudged by their adv1sors to be Outstanding in their relations w1th children and
those judged to ke only Fair or Poor in these relationsl on each of the 60 DSCCS
items applied to the concept MYSELFYAS A CHILD. (Further comparisons‘were also‘

made, as descrlbed in Results and Discussion. ) a

Hypothesis 2: Adults who are judged as being most effective with prescnool

children, primary grade chi&dren; and upper elementary children-perceive their

childhood selves differen%i§'from one another.

o

Subjects judged by:their advisors.to be most effective at each age level
were to be compared on the 60 DSCCS items as applied to the concept MYSELF AS A
CHILD and on the 8 FAMILY RELATIONS items, but an unanticipated "distribution
among the‘criterion groups precluded carrying.out this analysis (see Results and

Discussion).

-

Hypothesis 3: Adults who are judged as working more effectively with out-

going, assertive, active children perceiVe their childhood selves differently

a

@

1. It was necessary to combine these two groups (both of which were judged to

have marked difficulties in their relations with childrén) in order to increase
the number of subjects for purposes of statistical comparison,

. e

- . "‘
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from adults who are judged as belng more effective with shy, withdrawn, passive

children, the differing self-perceptions parallellng the characterlstlcs of the

children with whom each group works best .

Subjects judged by their advisors as working more effectively with outgoing,

'assertlve, active children were ccmpared with subjects who were judged as belng

more effective with children"who are on the shy, withdrawn, passive side on the
60 items as applied to MYSELF AS A CHILD.

ypothesis 4: The characteristics of .children whom adults subjectively feel

Ebey can work with most effectively are more closely related to the characteris-

tics such adults attribﬁte to their own childhood selves than are the character-

B 1
isties of children with.whom the.adults feel they can work least effectively.

"

Three separate sets of analyses were carried ocut as tests of this hypothesis.
The first two dealt directly with the criterion of feeling effective with.children -

who display certain coping styles or characteristics; the third analysis dealt

with the criterion of enjoyment in relation to actual children rather than types.
In the first two sets Of analyses,ratings on the 60 DSCCS items applied to -

MYSELF AS A CHILD were compared with respect to (1) subjects vho 1nd1Cated that-

“‘
1

they felt more erfectlve in working with out901ng, assertive, active children and
subjects who said they felt more effective in working with shy, withdrawn, passive
children; and (2) subjeccj/yﬁc said they felt more effective working with intel-

lectually gifted chi;gréh and those subjects whovsaid they felt more effective in

e : . -
working with children who are slow'learners or have specific learning difficul-
ties. d .

. : ! : . .
”The third set of analyses bearing on (but not providing a direct test of)

the hypothe51s compared each subject's rating of herself on each scale of the

DSCCS as applled to MYSELF AS A’ CHILD and the subject s rating on the same scale

-

as app11ed to the.concept A CHILD I HAVE ESPECIALLY ENJOYED WORKING WITH and A

A

T

CHILD I HAVE LEAST ENJOYED WORKING WITH. e

26
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Hypothesi§&§¥mwfhé*Saﬁlf*S“perceived childhood self is a better predictor of

a

All the analyses which were carried out in relation to the concept MYSELF AS

- A CHILD (in Hypotheses 1-4) were caxried out in relation to the concept MYSELF

NOW, and comparisons made of the DSCCS items that differentiated between the rel-

o

evant criterion groups.

. Supplementary analyses were carried out to investigate associations between

the two sets of seiffconcept items and

(1) advisors' assessments of the subjects' relati&e abilities to work in
publié (inher—cify) scﬁools vs. private or independent schools;

{2) the subjects' own preferences in relagion to public vs. brivate ;chool

settings; b

)

(3) .advisors' judgments of subjecté' effectiveness with gifted children and

‘with children who are slow learners or who have specific learning difficulties;

B

 {4) the subjects' preferences with respect to working with children of dif-
ferent age levels;
; :

(5) the subjects' own aséessments‘of their overall ability to relate to

children.

-




"27" >

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

. This section is divided into two.parts. In the first part the results are

presented and discussed with respect to each hypothesis. In the second part the

results of each of the supplementary analyses are presented, with discussion in-

cluded where appropriate.

The Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1: Adults who are judged to develop effecﬁive relations with

children perceive their childhood selves more positively on more dimensions than

do. adults who are judged to develop poor relations with children.

The chiiahood self. As indicated above, the analysis bearing most directly -

on this hypothesis involved a comparison of the childhood self concepts of sub-
jects judged by their advisors as being Outstanding in their relations'with chil~
"dren (i.e., as virtually needing no further work in this aéea) and of thosev
judged as Fair or Poor (i.e., as_needing;qensiderable work in the area of their
relatione with children o; as being psychologically unsuited to relate to chil-
-dren at all). | )

Table 1 (the items Qieh asterisks) shows fhat the Outstanding group differed
significanély from the Fair/Poor group on six ecales of the DSCCS applied to the
coecept MYSELF AS A CHIID. Rxamination of the actual distribution of scores on
these scales shows (1) that the Outstanéing group tended to view their childhood
‘selves as strengly loved; and the Fair/Poor, as iess'loVed or ectually unloved;
(2) thatzthe Outstanding group perceived their childhood selves as comfortable;.

~“and the Fair/Poor groﬁp, most frequently as ill-at~ease; (3) that the Outstandihg

greup viewed their childhood selves as reeponsible; and the Fair/Pooxr group, as

neither.vety respohsible nor very carefree; (4)7that the Outstanding group attrib-

uted to their childhood ‘selves a respect for authority; and the Fair/Poor group,

. | 30




a tendency to~defy authority; (5) that the Fair/Poor group reealled themselves as
being i; aﬁ instructing role as children, while the Oufstanding group recalled
being neither very instructing nor very instructed; and.(6) that.the‘Fair/Poor
group viewed their childhood gselves either as very.competitive or as noncompeti-s ’
tive, while the Outstanding group viewed themselves fairly consiefently as mildly

/ competitive.

To illuminate these specific differences and gain an overall picture of the
relative self-perceptions of all three groups--the Outstanding (O), the Good (G),
and the Feir/Poer KF/P)—-across~a11mdimensions, we calcula?ea,the mean scores for
each group on each of the 60 scales as applied te the concept MYSELF AS A CHILD
and, based on that seoLe, a551gnedAa rank of 1, 2, or 3 to each group (see Table
1).1 Examlnaelon of t;ese ranks reveals that a perLect sequence, 1 ey 1(0),
2(G), 3(F/P) or 3(0), 2(G), 1(F/P) occurs on 33 (or 55%) of the 60 scales.? On
the basis of chance, we woula expect-a perfect sequence in only 20 (or 33%) of
the cases. vAltﬁough, as emphasized eaflier; the highest score, and therefofe a

5
rank of 1, does not necessarily indicate the most positive or preferred scale

position, this trend does suggest that a substantial number of characteristics

attributed to the childhood self by the subjects, systematically increased or

¥

decreased in intensity with their rdted ability to develop:good relations with

childr-n.

Close examination of Table 1 shows that on those scales that have.clear-cut

positive or preferréed end-points, the Fair/Poor group had far more negative child-

"

»

1. Mean scores were employed as a device for making these rough comparisons be- -
cause they made the most use of the available data. At the same time, they clear-
ly “do violence to the nature of some of the findings, and where this is the case,

reference is made to the actual distribution of scores.

2. 1Included among the items showing a perfect sequence are the six items that
- significantly differentiated between the Outstanding and the Fair/Poor groups.
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hood self-ratings than either of the other groups, especially across items that
reflect attitudes and feelings that are theoretically ﬁasic fbrhealthy personal- |
ity developmenﬁ in éhildhood; that the Outsﬁanding group was the most positive in
this respect; and that the group rated Good was.generally in—betWeen.
Specifically,'cémpared to the other two groups, the Outstanding subjects
deécribed-théir chiidhood selves as more deeply rooted in basic feelings of love,
security and trust; as more active, confident and able to cope; as moxre respén—

sible,‘resourcéful, efficient, ‘and yet flexible and patient--in general as having

a greater sense of mastery. Consistent with this overall positive self-~charactexr-~

R .

ization, this group recalled being more (psychologically) comfortable and harmon-

ious, as well as more optimistic than either of the other groups.

The group judged to be Good in their relations with children also presented

" a predominantly positive picture of their childhood selves, ranking first on at-

tributes such as influential, popular, leader, extroverted, cheerful, bright, and

humorous. But coexisting with this favorable self-image was their feeling of

- being least self-reliant, least independent and most oversensitive.

Finally,;thé Fair/Poor group assessed ?heir childhéod selveé farthesp from
the end~-points of the scales ﬁhat reflected basic feelings of love, security,
mastery, psychological comfort and optimism,uand conveyed instead a picture of
storminess, aggressivgness, and asseztive—défiénce accompanied by (underlying)
feelings of loneliness.

A comparison of fhese trends with those . 1nd in the study that generaéed
Hypothesis 1 (Rosen, 1968) shows striking simiT&rities.l Further, the clusters
of items characterizing thg childhood selves of-the present groups, as later eluc-

»

idated, make psychological sense. Moreover, when these clusters are viewed in

1. For a summation of the 1968 findings, see Background, p. ©.

. p -
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relation to other sets of data obtained from the present subjects, it is possible

-

to see how the childhood self may act as a dynamic force, influencing the quality
of the préspective_teacher'; relations with children. Toward this end, ve will
examine, first, how thevsubjects described their relations with%q their families
of origin and, second, how they’view themselves now as young addlts on the brink

of becoming teachers.

Family relations. As indicated above, the clusters of items characterizing
the childhood selves of the three groups did not at all appear to be random, but
instead maﬁe p;ychqlogical sense. This contention is supported by theiways in
which.the ﬁhreé groups tended to characterize their relatiéns'with their families
in the course of ngQing up, as shown (with certain exceptions indicated below)
by the mean ranks in'TaElé 2.

Beginning with the Fair/Poq; group, we'find’that‘these subjects viewed their
parents as being least supportive, least understanding, most punitive, and then
we move from the ranks to the actual distribﬁtion‘of scores) as either setting
many limits or almost none at all. (On éhis.scale‘gggg placed her parénts at the

Cmidpoints, 3 or 4,) Further, of .the three groﬁps, theyvéaw tﬁeir families as
being least warm and closely-knit; relatively few of them (29%) felt:"extremeﬂy"
close to either parent (nqne felt this way toward hex father;; and, to a greaic:i
extent than the other groups, they have rejected their parents' values. Thig
relatively negative picture of family relations is clearly éonsistept with ibis
group's portrayal of their childhood selves as feeling least loved, least trust-
ing, and least secure; as most ill—at—égse, moés tense, most conflicted, most
lonely, and most pessimistic, as well as (it is assumed, defensively) moét broad-

ly aggressive and defiant.

. 2
If the above characteristics of family relations and of the childhood self

3

3¢
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were to be couched in oppesing terms, they wonld closely approximate much of

what was found.in the Outstanding group. This latter group viewed *their families.
ae most waim, close-knit, as seldom punishing them; and vhile the mean ranks sug-
gest £hat they viewed their parents as setting the fewest limits on their behav-
“ior, examination of the distribution of theirﬁscoree across all six points on the
scale shows that they viewed their parente as neipher setting many limits nor vexy
few. Furthermore, the majorityl(ﬁé%) of this group felt extremely close to one
parentvor the other (44% to their mothers and 20% to their fathers). And it was
this group that felt their current values to be closest to the values they learn-
ed fnon their parents in the course of growing up. In pafallel, this positive
viey of family relations‘is,also consistent with this group's picture of their -
childhood selves as feeling most loved, most trusting, and most secure; as most
psychoiogically comfortable and narmonioue ané, perhapsﬂalso'(since there was,
theoretically, litglehﬁo defy) mos? respectful of authority.

Finally, the group rated as Good in their relations with children viewed
their parents as almost always understanding them, as almost always giving them
support and good advice and, at the same“time, as'setting the most limits on
their behavior. These attributed chafacteristics coﬁbine to euggest that this
group'perceived their parents as overprotective. This interpretation is coneist—
ent with the findingithat membere of this groué, while presenting a generally
positive picture of their childhood selves, feilt lese gself-reliant and less inde-
pendent than the other two ngups and it provides a basis for eXpLaining why (as
discussed later) they reported rebelling most actively against their parents in

‘the course of growiug up.

The self at present.. Finally, we will enlaxge on the evolving dynamic pic-

/ “tures of the three groups by looking at how their relative positions on the DSCCS
/- scales were altered when they were applied to MYSELF NOW. What, in fact, are
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- the relative group changes in the phencmenological self when we compare the self

recalled from childhood with the concepﬁ of'the self at presept, as young women
about to enter the teaching pro£e551on°

Comparing the mean ranks of MYSELF NOU (Table  3) and Lhose éé MYSELF AS A
CHILD (Table 1), we find the‘following{

The Cutstanding group reéains‘its rank on the vast majority of the basically
positive characteristics which they attributed to their childhood selves. They
still feel most loved, most secure, and soO on. The best characterization of the
new (first-rank):'leménts entering into theixr Qelf-image at present is that of a

sense of maturing and of being realistic. Whereas they viewed their childhood.

selves (cogpared‘with the other groups) as young for their age, they now see them-

c

selves as old for their age; and a shift from most optimistic to least optimistic
is accompahied by an increased seﬁse of the self as rational, brigﬁt, and self-
reliant. And in this conhnection, fhey cohtinﬁe to rank first .in viewing them—
selves as giving and patiént. .

In their portrayal of MYSELF NCW, the Fair/Poor group dréps from ‘its érimary
fank on the attributes that tégether might be labeled an "aggressive, defiant
syndrome." ™0 longer are fhey most bossy, defiant of authority, rebellious, ag-

gressive, tough, self-reliant, or independent; on most of "these attributes they

in fact rank last. They continue to be the most spontaneous, outgoing, and

" stormy and, relative to the other.groups, more fighters than peacemakers, but by

v
s

and large, the dominant air of spirited aggressive rebelliousness no longer char-

‘acterizes this group. They still feel the least}loved, the least self—confldent

and most ill-at-ease, but--inexplicably-~they have moved from last place to first
place in optimism and sense of humor. - v o
The aggressive, defiant éyndrome that characterized the childhood selves of

o

the Fair/Poor group zan now be found in the present self-concept of the grdup
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which was rated Good. Indeed, while members of this latter group still rank first
in their vieuws of themselves as influential, dominant, and leaders, the new ele-
ments entering into their self-portrayal are defiance of authority, bossiness,

rebelliousness, and aggressiveness. At the same time they now move into the third

rank in their sense of trust and security.

Preliminary formulation. Wiéh ﬁhese group trends in mind, wé’caﬁ develop a
preliminary formulation of the broad dynamic issues that may be operating in the
personality differences among the three groups and suggest the poﬁential conse-
quences of these dynamics for the quality of the reiations they developed with
children.

The bufstanding group can be viewed as having the most sgcure sense.of self

--and, more broadly, the most well-established ego identity--their sense of their

childhood selves is-anchqred in the experience of feeling loved, secure, and

trusting, and they convey a feeling of mastery of themselves and of their worlds

that is internally consistent. More specifically, the ways in which they des-

K

.

cribed themselves and their intrafamilial relations suggests their sense of hav-

ing moved from one developmental stage to the next with a relative sureness and

availability of conflict-free eyo energy to apply to productive endeavors and,

'corréspondingly} with the building of a sense of self-esteem in connection with

a wide span of maturin§ ego functions. The portrayal of their early family life

as warm, close-knit, their parents as setting neither too many limits nor too few, ---—-

e

of being non-punitive--all of this presuﬁably, precluded any substantial need to

rebel but instead created conditions for the integration or consglidation of

(wvhat they peéceiQed to ?e positive) parental values into their own developing <
o personalities into young adultﬁood. On the basis of how they viewed themsglves,

[

these are warm, related, effgctive young women with so solid a sense Of where

they have come from, and of who they are, that they have a great deal évailable

ERIC 3b
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to give to children. Theoretically, they would have the capaciéy to join chil-

dren in their fantasy life, and have‘fun with them, because positive feelings

from their own childhoods are aVailable to use with children. At the same time,
members éf this group:seem ‘to have establiéhed a sufficient sense of their own
identity as adults not to fear‘}osing»that identity in permitting their childhood —

selves temporarily to take err in the service of understanding and relating to

it

o

children. Further, incorporated into that identity as an adult are values assim-

e a
v

ilated in the course of life-long relationships with adult models who provided
both'a warm, close environment for children and‘a sense of respect for them, as
exemplified in the application of limits that were neither too rigid to suggest
lack of truét nor too loose to convey disregard.

When we turn to the group rated Good, ﬁe find the subjécts on middle gréund
vis~a-vis the other groups with respect to such basic developmental issues as a.
‘childhobd sense of being loéed, feeliﬁg secure and experiencing trust. While
their’por%rayal of the childhood self is positive, they emphasize different

strengths from those of the Outstanding group, canveying a popular, influential,

° leader image. At the same time, however, this positive self-view contrasts with

Ial

+their presentation of themselves as having felt more dependent than either of the
other two groups during chilahood. And this feéling, as noted earlier, may be
vassociatgd with a view-of ﬁheir parents as overprotective. This group's recall
of actively.rgbelling against their parents (presumably during adolescence) can
be viewed as aﬁ effort'to loosen their strong emotional ties to them} to.overcomé
their childhood reliance on parental standards and suppoft. Now, in presenting
their current selves as the most defiant of authority, the most bossy, the most
rebellious, the most: aggréssive, the most active, and the most ccmpetitive, we

can conjecture that the dependence/independence conflict continues to be a focal

issué for this group and that they are striving as they move into adulthood to

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC
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assert their independence boldly and broadly.

From a theoretical standpoint, theh,vthe "géod" relations that this group
estabiished with children can be understood in terms of their generally positive
attitudeg toward tﬁeir childhoods, feelings ?bout the childhood self thét en;ble

c them to experience essentially pbsitive attitudes toward children. But at the -
same time, their current active stfuéglerto overcome their own feelings of over-
dependence on the adult world is likely to constitute a source ofzdifficulty i
theirbwork with children; aﬁd may explain why they were regarded as still needing
Qork in their relations with children by the advisors. For.such a conflict in
the adult can be readily stimulaéed vhen children themselves display evidence of .
a aependence/independence conflict=-normative or otherwise——manlfeétéd on the
one hand, for example, by a direct asséﬁlt on the adult's role as the aﬁthofity
or, on the cother, through regressive, clinginé béhavior. In effect, still uncer-
tain of their own identity as autonomous adults, the relationéuéf members of this -
group with children may -break down under conditions of perceived th%eat to fhéir
own authority'role or of infanﬁile demands b; children that trigger off their own
unresolved dependcncy needs.

Finally, within the framéwork of the foregoing analysis, it is possible to
see why the group which was rated Fair/Poor in their relations with children man-
ifested difficulties so serious that they were judged by theixr advisors to be

either psychologically unsuited to work with children or as needing a g?éat deal

. of work on this basic aspect of the teaching role. If our fundamental assumption

is correét that the childhood self plays a crucial role in the‘abilitj of the
adult to relate to §hildren, serving as a re:oufce for empathy with their feelings
and needs, it is eyident that this group of subjects came to the teaching role
with relatively‘meager psychological supplies available for the task. Indééd,

ccmparéd with their counterparts in the other two groups, these subjects portrayed

.
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thelr childhood selves as least loved, least secﬁre, leaét trusting, most distant,
most ill~at;ease, least self-confident, least adequate; and these self-feelings
have continued into adulthood. They also eﬁphasized what can most readily be
interpreted as an aggressive defiant stance in childhood--a "bravado" image to
confront.avWOrld which'théy pexceived-wat least relative to ﬁhE other groups--as
unsupportive, if not frankly rejecting. - For as recalled by these subjects, their
parents were least understanding, least supportive, least often giving of good
advice, most punishing, and either setting too few or too many iimits_on the sub-
jects' behavior as they were growing up. Qf the three groups, the members of
this gfoup viewdd their families as most distant and loésely—int, as opposed to
warm and closely-knit, 1In brief, then, this‘group ﬁad relatively few resources--
éithqr in their subjectiQe experiences és children or in terms of qpportunities
to identify with adult models who éupported aﬁd respected them--to enable them,

.

as prospective teachers, to respohd empathiCally,_yet objectively, to the needs

o

of children in the classroom. ° ' : i
As an additional note to the genéral personality differences between the

three groups that have concerned us here, it is of interest that the one DSCCS 'x'

scale that directly relates to teaching, i.e., instructing vs. instructed, was

found to be a significant predictor of Eeacherrghild relations when it was applied
to both concepts, MYSELF AS A CHILD and MYSELF NOW, We have noted earlier that -

with respect to the former concept the.Fair/Eoor group tended to view their childf
hood selves as instructing, while the Cutstanding group tended to rahklthémselves
toward the middle of theAscale. The Féif/Poor group seems to have viewed théir
* o .
'_childhood selves as little teacbefs (of other children), while the Outstanding
vgroup either did not see this scale as relevant or they saw’themselves as being

about equally engaged in the teaching and learning processes.

In the case of MYSELF NG, however, the Outstanding group did view themselves

El{lC 35 ¢
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as being more in the instructing than in the instructed role. This itém, being
one 6f only three items applied to the present self that -differentiated signifi—

cantly between the Outstanding and Fair/Poor groups, 'suggests that the finding may

v

represent an emerging sense of professional identity in the Outstanding group, anl

even in the early stages of their training, a commitment to their proSﬁective role
N . )

as teachers.

Hypothesis 2: Adults who are judged as being most effective with preschool

children, with primary‘érade children, and with upper elementary_children perceive

their childhood selves differently from one 'another.

An earlier study (Rosen, 1972) had shown the strongest and most consistent trends

A}

A totally unanticipated distribution of advisor ratings on the age level di-

- mensions precluded an adequate test of this hypothesis. Specifically, while Bank

Street has for over half a century had the reputation as a training institution
for teachers of early childhood, only nine of the total sample of 8l subjects were

judged by their_advisors as working most effectively with this youngest age level.

among student teachers who were judged as working best withqﬁpe age group below

£five years of age. Thus, the absence of a substantial number cf subjects in this

e}
category is especially untortunate for present purposes.

©

The preséhce of 25 subjects categorized as working best with the oldest age-

group (which is adequate for purposes of analysis) is of relatively minox value
here. For in the equierﬂstudy, subjects judged as working most effectively with

the oldest age group were found to vary widely in their persondlity attributes;

Q

1. As showwn in-Table 3, the additional items that diffgientiated between the two
groups on the present“serf-concept were stormy vs. placid and fast vs. slow. Taken
in the context of other trénds,_such as that the Outstanding group viewed them-
selves as more patient, more giving, etc., these findings may reflect differences
in temperament or pacing that are germane to the guality of relations that teachers
develop with children. 4 ’
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and it.seems reasonableé to conclude, now, as then, that since older children are,
on the whole, independent of their teacher as a source of emotional support, an
uppexr elementar§ teacher who is able to foster the children's investment in the .

world of.ideas can theoretically be effective, whether or not she has the kinds

° of basic personality resources that would seem critical for work with younger

children. . ‘ . . _ °

*

As a parenthetical note, however, when\mc examined the ranks of the means of

the three groups on the FAMILY RELATIONS‘scales of the DSCCS, it was found that

the small group of subjects who were judged as working most effectively with the

youngest age group paralleled thell counterparts in the earlier study in basic. o -

x

ways. Compared with the other groups, members of this small group viewed their

parentS'as being most often understanding} as offering them the most support and °

A

- good adVice, as setting the fewest limits, and as least seldom punishing them.

N This globally pos1tive viev of their childaparent relations is, in fact directly

s

reminiscent of the conclusions drawn abojt their counterparts in the earlier

study: "The areas of ratifica jon that fthis group appeared to value most in

writing about their childhood lives [were] being givennseCurity, support, and

-+ o . X /
values on which they could depend by parents and/ other significant adults, as well

(o

as being,provided with limitless opportunities to move out and explore their worlds

T

with a sense of sureness and safety“ (p. 424). .These trends are of interest he—
cause they parallel earlier findings; however, they must at this stage be consid-

F
) <

ered mcrely suggestive because of the sample llml tations described above, and be-

o
o

cause these are findings of relative ranks rather than of substantial differences.

Hypothesis 3: Adults who are judged as working more effectively with out=

going, assertive, active children perceive their childhood: selves differently from

adults who are judged as being more effectiverwith shy, withdrawn,"passive.chil:

B

dren, the differing self-perceptions paralleling the characteristics of the
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children with whom each group works best.

3

Analysis of the data .bearing on this hypothesis, in which assessments of sub-

ject effectiveness were supplie” by the advisors (rather than hy the subjects

themselves, as in the analys1s to follow), revealed that five of the DSCCS scales

rapplied to MYSELF AS A CHILD differentiated between the VeleVant groups at or be-

%+ yond the .05 level (see Table 4). Of these scales, the most directly relevant- as

a test of the hypothesis is spontaneous vs. reserved. And here the results are

in the predicted direction.with the group describing %he childhood self as more
spontaneons being assessed by: their advisors as more effective with outgoing, as-
sert 1ive, active children and the group describing the “childhood self as more on
the reserved side being assessed by their advisors as more effective with children
who are shy, withdrawn,oand passive, However, the fact that the latter group .per-
ceiyed the childhood self as being brave does not appear to support the hypothesis
(and;stands in stark contrast to the findings bearing on the hypothesis to fdllow).

That the grolp judged as working more effectively with outgoing, assertive, active

children viewed themselves as more carefree and the other- group as more responsible
P < o . :

is equivocal. A carefree attitude may be -conceived as more psychologically con-
sistent with outgoingness than with a tendency;toyard shyness. But a sense of
responsihility could be construed as consonant with either of the dispositibns
attributed to the childhood self. As for the more patient and givinq attributes

idscribed to the childhood self by those who were judged as working best with shy,

’

withdrawn, passive children--these findings, too, must be considered equivocal in
17 . .

terms of their support of the hypothesis.
N UThen we examined the ranks of the°means of'the.two groups, we found overall

but not entirely consistent support for the hypothesis. For example, those who

r

were judged to work best with out901ng, assertive, active: children, as ccmpared

with the other group, viewed their childn0od selves as more defiant of authority,

v -

gy . ) t
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bossy, self—confident, competitive, boisterous, leader, friendlyq'happy—go?lucky,
unselfconscious, impulsive, coping, sense of humor, fast, warm,faggresslve, extro-
Yerted, cheerful, dominant, tough, and fighter. These trends are clearly cons1st~
.ent with the hypothes1s w1th respect to the out901ng, assertlve qualltles of chll—
dren. However, the mean rank of the group judged as working best with shy, w1th-
drawn, passive children was closexr to the act1ve end of the active~passive scale’
than was that of the1r out901ng counterparts.

In general, we conclude that there is more support in favor of th1s hypothe"
fsis than against'it, but the evidence is only suggestlve.

Hypothesis 4. The char acterlstlcs of chlldren whom adults subjectlvelyffeel

3 " oy

they can work with most effectively are imore closely related to the characteris-

"

tics such adults attribute to the1r own childhood selves than- are the charactexr-

isticd of children -with whom the adults feel they can work least effectively.

v -
t

Bs indicated in Methods, a direct test .of this hypothesls was carried out
with respect to two sets of characteristics in children: (1) those who tend more

towards being outgoing, assertive, and active and those who are more on the shy,

-

withdravn, passiveé side (the same characteristics involved in Hypothesis 3, but
with the” criterion judgments'here~being supplied by the subjects themselves as in
the child-care worker study); and (2) those children who are intellectually gifted

and those who are slow learners or have specific learning difficulties.

- “ = -

Ulth respect to the flcst set of character1st1cs, analysls of the data re-

vealed that subjects who eyperlenced a greater sénse of competence in working w1th

outgoing, assertive, active chlldren v1ewed their childhood selves as slgnlflcanta

ly.more brave, bossy, self-reliant, coping, and extroverted. _By the same token,

the subjects who felt more comﬁetent in relation to shy, withdrawn, passive chil-

. M
dren perceived their childghood seélves as more Fearful, unassertive, dependent,

avoiding and introverted. Taken on their own merits, these statistically signif-

El{jﬂ:‘ L oot e . ‘1:3 ' B
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icant differences between the groups contribute strong support to the hypothesis

v

(see Table 5.
iThen we add to these findiﬁgs the trends that are revealed by an examination
of ﬁhe‘f%nks df the means of the two groups, suppért for the Qypothesis is in-
creased. For here it can be observed that on virtually all the’related éharactef;v
iStics, those ascribed to the childhood seli are in the predicted directiqn, even

the essential characteristics in question: outgoing vs. shy, bossy vS. unasser-

[N Y N

tive, active vs. passive.

It will be recalled that the overall hypothesis which these data support was

- generated by the findingé‘froﬁ the child-care worker study (Rosen; 1963), and in

Q

" particular, thoge dealing with the workers! feelings of relative competencé vis-a-

vis aggressive, outgoing children. and shy, withdrawn children. In that study, it .

was found that the "aggressive-child selectors" (those workers who felt most com~

petent in working with children who are predominantly outgoiné and aggressive)
described themselves as having been outgoing and aggressive children, and the

"withdrawn~child selectors" described themselvés as having been relativély shy

! ¢

and withdrawn. The aggressive-child- selectors pictured their childhood selves as

having been physically activg, és liking to be with people, as readilyfexpressing
feelings, as too'busy to think about serious;things, as competitive with peeré;
and the withdraWnachiid‘§e1ectdr5'described themselves as-physically'passive, shy,
comp}iant, as keeoing'feelingg to themselves, as preferring quiet or solitary ac-~
tiyities.

Perusal of“the relative ranks of the means of the two present groups with
respect to the childhood self characterization; revealg‘relationships fhat are
suﬁbortive of‘Eﬁe child-care worker findings dcross a range of self-assessments, -
€eJaer éhe present subjeéts who:ﬁelt more competent with'outgoing, assertive chil-

> - o

dren pictured themselves as relatively more active, more friendly, boisterous,

44
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impuisive, happy-go-lucky, playful, competitive, and the subjects who felt more

-competent with shy, withdrawn children viewed their childhood selves as more pas-

3

'sive, shy, respectful of authority, conforming, controlled, introverted, and
éuief.

The importance of the consistency of these trends with those found in the

3

study of the child-care workers is underscored by some further parallels found
between the present and earlier study. These emerge when we examine certain di-
mensions of recalled relations within their families:

) Loy

The “aggfessiveechild selectors," in Rosen (1963), when asked what they had

liked moét regarding parental.treatment, most Ffrequently recalled participating
in activities together as a family; and when asked what they had liked least,

virtually all of them’ mentioned an abundance of whippings and overstrictness.

By contrast; the "withdrawn-child selectors" omitted reference to family activi-
ties as a source of pleasurable recall; and none of them mentioned discipline as

a disliked treatment, some recalling actively having lénged for discipline.

In parallel, the mean rank of the present group of Subjects who felt most

competent with outgoing, assertive children was closer to the end-points of the

R

scales indicating the recall of their families as being “waym, close-knit," as

v

setting more limits on their behavior, and as punishing them-more frequently.

The various trends found in the present'analysis, from those that reflected

¥

substantial differendes between the groupsnto.those that were merely suggestive, —

-
~ p
> .

were so consistent with the child—gare‘wofker findings that wé are forced to con-

clude that real personality differences do in fact underly the adult's feeling -
’ ' <A ’

of competence in working with children who are outgoing and assertive vs. those

‘whoare shy and withdrawn. 2And we are therefore led to consider again the formu-

L

. lation that was suggested in the study of child-care workers regarding the pos=

Siblg origins of such personality differences and their implications for those
45
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feelings of ccmpetence.' For even thdugh.the child-care worker study wasvcarried
out in the context of work with institutionalized, severely emotionally disturbed
children and the present study is in a context of work with "normal" children,
the same basic aynamics;mcy well opérate in the adult.

In that study (RdSen: 1963) it was postulated that the "aggressive-child se-

’}ector" could understand and accept the child who dealt with his conflicts by dis-

'

playing aggression, since the worker had experienced such tendencies himself as a

child and had ‘accepted these tendencies as part of himself. Eurther; he cou}d

5

understand the aggressive child's search for limits and the relief when these were

imposed because he was able to remember similar feelings. He also felt certain of

- el
.

) hi§ ability to setlnecessary limits for the child bgcause during his own c¢hild-
hood he had adult models who valued and imposed discipline. This worker, having
grown up accustomed to action an& interaction,'félt on solid ground with the child
whom he eould engage in action-oriented group activities. Moreovef, his own pat-

texrns of expressing feeling, whether motor or verbal, had been direct and asser-
tive, and he relied on these modes of eipression in*the c¢child for an understanding

of thg child's needs. But thé withdrawn child, who coﬁ}d not express himself so-
directly, was a psychological stranger to this worker, and the workér tended to
feel thwarted gnd inadeqﬁat? in his efforts to work with him. -
The "withdrawn-child selector," however, felt better able to understand the
, child who tended to isolaté himself from others, kéep his feelings to»himgelf, and

avoid action, for this worker himself could recall having experienced-in kind, if

not in degree, similar tendencies during his own childhood. Through empathy with
" this child, he was able to accept the child's withdrawal and passivity, and felt

» no push either to direct the child into active, organized programs or to have the

- -t

child express his feelingé\and.needs directly., But this'worker felt frankly

* 1

threatened by the aggressiQe child. He feared directly the child's potential for

A,
: B
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inflicting physical harm, and he alsg feafed that'he:himself might lose control
of feelings stimulated by the child's behavior. It appeared that this workef who
had not experienced even minor physical punishment at the hands of his parents
had come to feel thaé physical restraint of a child might contain destructive po-

tential. ‘Thus, he was anxious about his ability to provide protection for the

child or for himself, should this be necessary. Moreover, because‘this worker

had bad little parental direction and firmness, he»had not deveioped the sense of
certainty that well-defined expecﬁations provide in the course of growing up; dnd
thus found himself unable to define situations and set consistent limits for the
aggréssive child who; by his behavior, demanded that the worker do so. Having
little basis for empathy with the aggressive child, he tendéd to view the child's

behavior as malicious rather than symptomatic, and responded to him with rejection

‘and withdrawal. E :

Clearly, our prdspective teachers‘have not been confronted on a day-to-day
basis with the extremes of aggressiveness and withdrawal that the child—cére
wbrkers faced. Thef couldnnot} ﬁherefgre, have had so firmly fixed in their;
minds personal knowledge of the concrete behavioral manifesﬁgtions involved iﬁ
selecting which of the two types of children they felt most competent in working

with. B2and, in fact, in drawing ub the dichotomy of behaviors to which they were

asked to respond, we softened "aggressive," changing it to "assertive" in order

to rule out the extreme or pathological connotations of the former term. That

these modifications in the conditions of the present study did not alter the

- »

kinds of trends that were found in the child-care worker study is especially note-

vorthy. And while in genefal we would not anticipate that our present subjects
will have to deal on a day-to~day basis with feelings aroused by the extremes of
behavior that ¢he child-care workers struggled with, the dichotomy of behaviorg--

¢
¥

outgoing, assertive, active, and shy, withdrawn, passive--is nevertheless relevant

, (:j L/J
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«to teachers., To the exten£ that it is releVaht for a particular classroom, Or*
school; the fbrmulation offered in relation to the child-care worke;s may provide’
broad guidelines for understanding variations in teachers' experiences of confi-
aence and competence as they relate to children in their work.

With regard to the second set of characteristics pertinent to ?he overall
hypothesis~~that éertaining to children who are intelléctuallf gifted vs. ‘those
who are slow learners or who’have specific learning difficulties-—the analYSiS of
the responses to the conceptl MYSELF AS A CHILD, yielded reliable differencis on
six Scales: Among these (ag shoﬁn in Table 6) the most directly relevant finding
--and, in fact, the most relevant finding possible in support of the hypothesis~--
was tﬁat the subjects who indicated a greater senée of competehce with gifted

children viewed their childhood selves as gifted significantly more often than

did those subjects who felt more competent in relation to slow learners or to

children with specific learning difficulties. . -

Further differences were revealed as follows: Those subjects feeling more
competent with gifted children perceived their childhood selveS"ééfmére competi-
tivejand more as peacemakefs'théh fightergﬁ as less self—confident,'less independ-
ent, and more sobgf (vs. happyago—luckY)vthan did the group wh9 chose slc% learn=-
ing children or those with spécific learning diffidulties.

While it is possible té see why people who view themselveS'gs gifted might
tend to feel cdmpe;icive and sober, father thanlhappy—ép—luCky (e.g., they may
feel they have-sgméthing to contribute ‘to the world and have to get on with' it),
no ready explanafion comes to mind with respect.té the othe; correlates of the
self-percepbionAof gifteéness——lessér self—conf;dence and indepéndence‘than the
other group, and some tendency to~be'§eacemakers rather than fiéhteis. ﬁhethef

the sense of being gifted or orxdinary is the -cause or effect of a particular set

. . . N
of personality dynamics or covaries with it is not a matter on which we can




speculate, given the data that we have. The main conclusion to be drawn at pres-
ent is simply that the feeling of having been a gifted-child is niore closely asso-

ciated with a sense of competence in working with gifted children than it is with

children who have difficulty learning; that a feeling of competence with these

H]

.

latter 9Bildren is more iikely to be found in prospective teachers who view their
childhodd selves as more "ordinary" than "gifted," and thatvthese‘associations
are ﬁgobably mediated by a process of empathic idenﬁification,with the cognitive
needs ahd coping styles in point. | | ‘

in sgﬁ, these twoAsets~Qf analyses which concerned subjective feelings of
compétence ia re%ation to childgeﬁ with differing characteristics provide substan-
tial support for Hypothesis 4.

s

Theithird set of analyses bearing OQ thevqyerall hypothesis (though not pro-
»Qiding a direct test of it) concerned feelings of enjoymen£ rather than of compe-
tence or effect;venessuin Qorking with children. This analysis was based on the
subjects' ratings of a’particular child with whom they had especially enjoyed
working (ahd then of a child with whom they had least enjoyed working)_on the 60
DSCCS items raﬁher than, as béfore, on a simple choice between two catégories re-
flecéing opposing characteristics, bresented in isolation from the context of in-
dividgual children. The process of analyses was also substantially aifferent from
that entailed in the previous tﬁo analyses. Here the subjécts’ ratings of the
most~ and least-enjoyed child we%é~oraered into tables which would allow for di-
rect comparison of the ratings df the child—moét-enjoyeé (and of the child;least—
anjoyed) w1th those of the subjects' chlldhood self on each of the DSCCS items.

Inspection of tnese tables-—lZO in all--revealed nothing 51gn1f1cant | There

was no evidence 1nd1cat1ng that when prospective teachers are asked to conjure up

the image of a child with whom they have espec1ally gnjoyed working (and then of

one with whom they have least -enjoyed working), the characterlstlcs of that chlld,
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as perceived by the subjects, are systematically associated with similar (or dis-

:similar) characteristics of their perceived childhood selves. ‘

The absence of associations resulting from this analysis stands in striking
contrast to the findings in the two previous analyses. Is this because the data

on which thg Previous anaiyses were based had involved the concept of effective-

ness rather than of enjoyment? Possibly--but in the child-care workexr study,

4

the workers not only felt most competent with, but also liked best and in general

n

felt most positively toward children in whom they perceived characteristics that

turned out to be similar to those they perceived in their childhood selves. It

is unlikely, therefore, that the lack of associations resultiﬁg from the thrird

set of analyses, as compared with the positive findings resuiiing from the first

twq sets, is attributable to a difference in emphasis from thc experience of ef-

fectiveness to that of enjoyment.
\
Perhaps, then, the explanation for the inconsistency of findings lies in the

o

differentia1 nature of the tasks posed for the subjects, where in the first two
instagces Fhey had to choose between élternative categories reflecting “types" of
children and, in the third, they had to think of a specific child and then charac-
terize him or her. |

But, again, the child-care worker study would suggest that this explanation
is ihadequate. The child-care ;orkers' characterizaéions of specific children

\ .
toward whom they felt positively (and toward whom they felt negatively) were

.

found to be strikingly similar (and dissimilar, respectively) to their éharacter—

4

izations of thHeir childhood selves.

(3

The_most reasonable expianation of the inconsistency appears to 1ie in dif-
ferences between the child-care workers" and the present subjects' oppbrtunity to
knxr, and to become affectively involved with individual children in their work.

The child-care workers were functioning in an institution in which they both

50 ' o

Ot
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lived and wprked.with children in what was tantamount to an extended family; and.
the workers (as sun%ogaée parents) were-responsible in. large part for the physical
and emotional needs of tﬁe children in their care. Furthermore, they participated
. ¢ :
in frequent clinical conferences in which the behavior and the needs Of each of
the (24) éhildren wére thé subject of ongoing discussion and analysis. In addi-
tion, because'the children were emotionally disturbed, tﬁey tended to express
their needs and defensive patterns in extreme degrees, adding perhaps to the
R
workers' ability to characterize individual children with relative ease. And,
finally, every worker had developed strong positive feelings toward‘at least one
child and strong negative feelings toward another at the time the study was car-
ried out. Tﬁus, the esééntial e%emehts of both knowledge and feeling éoncerning
the children vere present in the workers in "ideal" form for purposes of studying'
their reactions to the individual children in their care.
It can be assumed that, as a group, the subjects in the present study had no
N . . . ;

parallel reservoir of knowledge and feeling about individual children with whom

they had worked. They had no uniformly comparable resources for either selecting

oxr characterizing a child with whom they had “especially enjoyed working" and one

with whom they had "least enjoyed working." The only universal source of work
experience which they had had was as student teachers in two or three different

master teachers' classrooms (over the course of seven months), meaning that many

- r,

of them had had little opportunity to work intensively with enough children on an

“individual basis to develop strong feelings toward them--either positive or nega-

s

tive--or to gain differentiated knowledge of individual childrxen. (It is noted

in this regard that sevefal subjecté complained‘in £illing out the DSCCS th%t they
were having difficulty thinking of an aééropriate child; and some said that they
had resorted to using an amalgam of two or more childreﬁ.)

L™

If it is true that a substantial number of subjects had not developed

oi




especially s;rong féelings~—positive or negative--toward individual children, or
if they had not growﬁ to know the children whom they were describing intimately |
enough so that they could brea# doun and analyze on the spot which characteristics
vere salient, which were less relevant, and which were of no relevance at all,

‘ tﬁen there would be no expectation of associations between thé bSCCS ratingsvof
the children apd those of the chilahood self. - Yhile weyéannot~say with certainty
that this was the case, in view of the previous fwo sets of positive findings
(where the criterion choices could be made on the basis of a lifetime of contacts
with children, from the casual to the prolonged) and of those found in the child-
care worker study, we offer this explanation as a tentative, conclusion, awaiting
further study of the issue.

Hyoothesis 5: The adult's perceived childhood self is a hetter predictor of

adult~child relations than is tho perceived adult self.

As indicated in the Methods section, all the relati@nships that were examined
_in fhe Ffirst four hypotheses, using the childhéod self aéla predictor, were exaﬁ—
ined again using MYSEIF NO7 as the predictor. A test of Hypoﬁhesis 5, tﬁen, con-
.sisted of a cdunt of the scales that served to differentiate between;the ckiterion
groups covered by eachtdf the above four hypotheses.
As shown ianable 7, a simple count of the gtatisticéily significant differ-
" ences found using thé 60 DSCCS scales applied to MYSELF AS A CHILD, as compared
to those applied to MYSEIF NG, révealed the following:’ ’
7ith reference to Hypothesislq employiné MYSELF AS A CHILD as predictor, six
'scales of the DSCCS differentiated reliably between the Outstanding and Fair/Poor

groups; using MYSELF NOUJ, three scales differentiated between these groups.

Examining Hypothesis 2, as indicated above, the paucityvof subjects who were

categorized by their advisors as being most effective with the 'youngést age group

made it impossible to provide a valid test of the -hypothesis concerning effective-
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-ness with children of differing ages. Therefore, the data bearing on Hypothesis 2

cannot be used .as evidence to‘hélp support or,réfute the present hypothesis con-

cerned with the relative value of the childhood self-concept and the present self-

concept as predictors of adult-child relations.

As for Hypothesis 3, analysis of the childhood self yielaed reliable differ-
ences on gizg'of the DSCCS scaleshwith respecf to the criterion--advisor judgments
of effectiveness with outgoing, assertive, active children vs. effectiveness with
children whp are shy, withdrgwn, and passive., MYSEIF NG yielded only one sgch

1]
scale. T'/hile a single significant difference out of a possible 60 is less than

what would he eupected on the basis of chance alone, in this case the finding can=

not be readily dismissed, for it suggests that subjects whg are judged as working
.most effectively with outgoing children also tend to view their current selves as
outgoing; vbile-thoseljudged as most effective with shy children tend to view
themselves in pérallel Fashion.

Turning next to the results described in relation to Hypothesis 4, the first

criterion--self-evaluation of competence with outgoing, assertive, active children

vs. children who are shy, withdrawn, and“pqssive-—was "predictgd"‘by gizé DSCCS
scales applied to the childhoéd self. iThen these results were“compared with thgﬁe
that emerged in relaﬁidn to MYSELF.NOW, it was found that féf the first @ime this
latter concept yiélded the greater number of significant scaies, with nine items

differentiating between the criterion groups. Moreover, these nine scales includ-+

ed thc three that are most directly relevant; and these were associated with the
w8

criterion in the same manner as those predicted in relation to the childhood self; -

i.e., those subjects who felt more competent with outgoing, assertive, active
children significantly more often than their counterparts rated MYSELF NCW ag’ out-
going,»boséy, and active. Thus, with respect to this dimension, the current self

was a better predictor of adult~child relations than was the self-as-child.

»

o - ’
9 XS) L . '
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The, secgnd criterion~-sé1f—évaluation of éompetence with gifted vs. slow-
learning children.nr children who have. specific learning diffiqulties-—wés "pre~
dicted" by six of the scales assessing HMYSELF AS A CHILD. Only one scaie-—gifted
vs.’;rdinary——applied to MYSELF NOWJ differentiated reliably bétween the criteqibn
groups, but again (as with Hypothegis 3), this oﬁe scale cannot readily be disre-

—_—— .
garded as a chance phencmenon, for out of the 60 scales, this single scale is

germane; and those subjects who felt most competent with gifted children conceived»

of their current selves as being more gifted than did those, subjects who felt

their competenceilay in work with slow-learning children.

[

The third set of anaiyses‘bearing on Hypothesis 4 revealed, ﬁhrough inspec-

‘tion, no significant relationships between the childhood self and the character-

o .
istics of the child-most-enjoyed or of the child-least-enjoyed; and the same lack

of relationship'was observed with respect to MYSELF NOW.

¥
o .

Infsum, a count of the DSCCS'scales applied'to HMYSELF AS A ‘CHILD vs. the same

scales applied to MYS?LF NGT suggests that the former concept is, by and large, a
better predictor of adult-child relations than is tge latter concept. However,
the concépt MYSELF NOW does have some relevanée as a predictor ‘of adult-child re-
lations~--the pbssible:ihplicatiOns (and iimitations) of which are discussed in
the final section of this report.

Supplementary Analyses

The first two sets of analyses reported in this section deal with a new di-

mension-~public vs. privatévschool. In the first of these sets of analyses, we

-focus on advisor judgmeuts of their students' relative effectiveness in these set-~

S

tings and the relationship between these judgments and the s'ubjects‘l concepts of
their childhood selves and of their pfesent selves. In the  second set, we

examine the. subjects' own preferences for work in these settings and how these

. . . AY
preferences relate te their childhood and present self~concepts.

'

’ ‘ o4
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\ The remaining analyses-serve to £ill in either advisor judgments or the sub-

jects' own self-evaluations vhere these were not examined previously. Specifical-

4

ly,vunderﬂthe Hypotheses we investigated the subjects' preferences for work with
- . 3 F
gifted children vs. slow learners, but not the advisors' judgments ‘of their ef-

— u

fectiveness on this dimension. - Thus, an analysis'based on these latter judgments
is, included in this section. The qdditional dimensions covered are the subjects'

.

age~level preferences and the subjects’ self-evaluations of their ccmpetence to

-
J

o " relate  to children in general,

1. Advisor judgments of effectiveness- in public vs. private schools. The

first analysis in this set investigated associations between the criterion judg-

-

ments and the subjects' ratings of MYSELF AS A CHIID. The results were striking

l .

indeed: 13 of the 60 DSCCS scales differentiated between the two groups at or be-

yorid the .05'1eve1;of significance--a substantially greater number than was the

case in any of the analyseSVWhich teste&bthe hypotheses.

Examina;ion of these differences (see Table 8) revealsrthat the "publiq
school" group viewed their childhood sel&és:as more sedure, self—cbnfident,'ex—
troverted, influential,‘fast and, in géngfal, more acﬁion—briented than did those~

subjects in the "private school" group; and further that the former group per-

ceived their childhood selves as more concrete and logical, while the latter group

N3 o

_saw their childhood selves as more absgract and intuitive.

The second analysis examined the same criterion of relative effectiveness in

ferentiated reliably between the groups. The'"public school" group viewed their
. present selves as more happy-go-lucky (vs. sobér), more optimistic, more influen-o ,

tial, and cool (vs. emotional)otﬁan their "private school™ counterparts.

2, Subject preference for,public vs. private school placement. Uith the sub-=

jects' own preferences for work setting as the criterion against the predictor

Q A ) Co 5{) ) . ' : ;»
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concept MYSEIE?AS A CHIID, it was found that 9 scales differentiatedireliably be-~
tween the "public school" and the "private school" groups (Table 8). \ Ana those

: : . \
perceived their childhood selves similarly in

\ .

certain respects to their "public school" group in’the.first analysis,|i.e., as

preferring public school settings

y s a "
more secure, fast, and action-oriented than the "private school" group~-and,

= [ -

-again, as more logical (vs. intuitive). In the present analysis, membe%s of the

"public school" group also perceived their childhood selves as more loved, more

o
r N e

instructing (vs. instructed), as more controlled (rather than impulsive), more as
fighters (vs. peacemakers), and more optimistic.
Analysis of MYSELF NOY agaihst the criterion of subject preference for work

3 . g P - ‘
setting revealed three scales which differentiated significantly between the pub-~

lic and private school g;gups {Pable 8). Here the former group viewed themselfes

- r

as more optimistic, fast, and cool (vs. emotional). It will be noted that in the

previous analysis using MYSEIF NCW as predictor,. optimistic and cool were also

\ ) R
, .

found to differentiate between the two groups. o i \ -
Te did not anticipate the $trong relationships that emerged fram these two
sets of findiﬁgs. 'Indeed, we did not even expect that such a sizeable numbér of

student teachers from a training institution in New York City would elect tO teach >

®

in inner-city public schools, given the well-publicized hardships that teachers

are likely to encounter there. Ue especially did not anticipate such a response

from student teachers at Bank Street College, who tend to apply for training at
' this énstitution because of its humanisiic and “individualistic educational philos-

ophy~-a philosophy which runs counter to basic educational practices of most o
the cdity's public schools. : ' . °
3 o s .
But we learned from Bank Street faculty that many students now have a deep

commitment to. public education and to the children from minority groups_who pre- .
dominate in the inner-city schools. Some want to change the system by becoming a

- - 4
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" part of it-~others are willing to adjust to the"limiFations imposed by this huge

because of a conviction thaﬁ; wvhatever the drawbacks, they can have a positive -
. impact on the lives of some of the children of poverty they encounter in the
” . : : L
inner-city schools.

Most of the students who participated in the study had had placements in

o
N
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t’j v bureaucrétic system simply because of their commitment to public education and
public and priVate schools during their~éraining year, so that when they'indicated
" their choice 'of school setting on the questionnaire, thé£ choice was based om- at
‘ieast scme ﬁndersténdimg of the reali%iés involved.c Similarly, the advisors'
judgments of theif séudenté' effectiveneég was based on their obéervations of the
stuéents in their placements in these differing school settiggé.«

But whaﬁ of the pribate, or independent, schools? What major eiemgnts Qere
involved for.ﬁhosé students who indicated a prgferehce fér teaching in these in~
thitutions and_for the advisors .in judging that certain of their students would
be more effective here?

The kinds of pri&ate séhools with which students (and advisors) aﬁ Baﬁk
Street are most fam}liar'pléce primar§ emphésis on a responsivenegs'to individualb
heedslucognitive and emotional~~both with respect tc children amd téachers. These
are the schools that are selected for student teaching placements. "And it is

’ éheée schools whose préétices ﬁost closely express the educétional philosophy of
the College's.traiqiﬁg program., ot
How ﬁhen can we make sense of the'substanﬁial differences in the self-con-
cepts of subjects who chose to_teacﬁ in publié schools and those who chose to
teach in private schools? B2And between those who were'judged by their advisors as
‘being more effeétive in one setting than in the other? »

: £
The findings with respect to both of Lhese criterion measures suggest cammon

-
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.trends.; the two "public school" groups tend to picture the childhood'self as

loved, secure and confident, and with a sense of organized energy and down-to-

. earth action-orientation’ coupled with optimism. All of which sugdésts the com~

bined resourcee of positive self-feelings from childﬁood being brought to bear
on their relations with cﬁildren; the toughness, practicality and self-confidence
neceSs;fyvto work within a large, i;personal system; and the.thimism, past anq
present, to embface the challenge of Qorking in inner-city schools today.

By comparison, we findain the "private school" groups theypresentation of a
ehildhood self/which is relat;vely passive and insecure, more responsive to the
innexr world of impulse and feeling than to ﬁhe eoncrete, practical realities of

outer~vorld demands and, overall, more pessimistic, Their preference for work in

. Private-schools .(and their advisors' judgments of their greater effectiveness in

these settings) would appear to have one or both of two basic determinants--first,

a lack of the resources necessaryvto function in the relatiVely tough ahd imper--

sonal c}imdte of the public school eyetem and, correspondingly. a need for the’
supportive a;mosphere of the private school; and} seCOnd, more positively, the
kind of responsiveness to the feeling side ef life that is requisite in an educa-
tional system thatAempﬁasizes the emotional ae well as the cognitive needs o% the
individualAchild. )
Thile the findings here are remarkably eonsisteﬁt, the extent fo whieh they
will be found generelizable to student.teacher populations in other eities, in
other training institutions, o:ieven in other periods of time is an open questien.'
But{ forﬂthis time and plece, the finqinge ere pfevocativet Among other reasons,
we‘;ote eonsiderable overlap between the "childhood characteristics" of the sub-

jects ‘who were judged to be outstanding in their relations with children and those

1. The actual_agfeement/disagreement ratioc between student preference and advisor
judgment was 3.5 to 1,
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who were judged as being most effective:and most motivated to teach in public

’ ‘ subjecté who were judgéé as being only fair or poor in their relations with chi}-
dren and those whc both chose and were judged as being most effectivé-in the pri-
véte schoolldomgin. These sets of associations run directly coﬁnter to the. com~
monvassumption that the outsténding teachers are-found in the private educational
institutions and the poor ones are found, from lack éfﬁbhoice, in inner;city
schoélé. Of course, what happens to the outstanding stqdent teaﬁher after she

\ . - . -
enters the public school system is another matter--as is her ‘choice to 'leave .or

stay. But, at the same time, the dual set of findings here--as we have said--were
not based”én‘ignorance either on the part of the studént teachers .or the advisors

- 5

schools and, in parallel, overlap between the childhood self characte;istics of : |
: ~~and éé_such they may reflect trends that.supersede mere idealism or hope.

3. Adviéor judgments of effectiveness with'gifted children and with children

who are slow learners. hen thisycriteriqn t7as analyzed agéinst MYSELF AS A CHILD,

only two scales were’found to differentiate between the two groups at or beyond
£he .05 1e§e1 of significance (Table 8) .. The group judged as working best with
gifted children- viewed their ghildhéod selves as more self;;onscious‘gnd more de-
pendent than tﬁe groﬁp judged as working most effectively with slow learners. ‘it
sh&uld be noted, however, that two‘such findiﬁgs out of a possible 60 Ean be at-
tributed_to chance alone.

Vhen the same criterion was examined in relation to the 60 DSCC$ items ap-
plied to MYSELF NG, no significant differences Were“found bgtween the two crite-
rion groups tTable 8). »

’ Thesé latter twp sets of findings stand in markea contrast to'éhose reported
under Hypothesis 4, where self-evaluations kor'subjective feelingg) of competence
with gifted children apd with slow leafners were invoived. There,‘on‘the concept

MYSELF AS A CHILD, the scores of the two groups showed significant differences on

Q - | 5.:)
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six scales, including the hypothetically most pertinent--gifted vs. ordinary; and
while MYSELF NG yielded only one’significantvdifferenpe, it was again on the

.

hypothetically most pertinent scale.

The discrepancy wﬁichHCOnceﬁns-ﬁs here cah‘bhe exPiained most parsimoniously
by the fact that the subjects ﬁho participated in the study.éere gnrolled in the
regular (aS‘opposed‘to the special) teacher education prOgra@fat the college.

.

This means that the vast majoxiéy were aSsignéd to gtudent ﬁeaching_placeﬁents

in wﬁich the children tended to be "rﬁn of thé mill" rather than eiéﬁef gifted br
»cﬁafacterized by special difficulties in learning. The advisors, the%efofe,;had
little gpportunity to gain knowledge about théir students that would help them in
judging their gffectiveness on this dimepsion (qﬁa several of the advisors told
us tbiS). In contrast, the subﬁects themselves did not have to depend on tﬁeir

limited experiences as student teachers in assessing themselves on this dimension.

Instead they could rely on a lifetime of contacts with children in many contexts,

o

and a reéulting general sense of their reactions to gifted children and to slow
learners.

) 4. Subjects' age-level preferences. As shown in Table 8, none of the DSCCS

scales applied to MYSELF AS A CHfh) wvas fouﬁd to differentiate reliably amoﬁg‘
bsubject’preferences fér workiné with .children in each of three age groups} 4 years
and below, 5 through 7 years, and 8 years and older. However, it is notéworthy
that examination of the ranks of the means on the FAMILY REIATIONS scales reveal-
ed that the students éreferring to work with the youngest age group, like those
who were judged as most effective with this age 'group (see_ﬁypothesis 2), viewed
their'parénts as being most understanding, as offeripg'them the most support and;
good advice, as setting the fewest limits‘andvas least often punishing thém.

Thus, fhese trends are also consistent with findings based on autobiographies

(Rosen, 1972).

6u .
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As shown in Table 8, the concept MYSELF NG yielded three scales that differ-

’

entiated among age-level preferences. bossy vs. unassertive, self-reliant vs. de-

— 1

"pendent, and dominant vs. subordinate. Examination of the distribution of re-

sponses on these three scales indicated, that the differences were attributable in ‘
large partléo the following: tﬁe group preferring the oldest children tended to
view themselves a; more "bossy," and the group preferring the é through 7-year-
olds, as both more depéndent and more subordinate;‘ Thile each of these ;hree‘
scales differentiated émong the groups at or. beyond the .05 ievel of significance,

three such differences can be attributed to chance factors.

5. Subkjects' self-evaluation of competence to relate to children in general.

Given the alternatives of assessing themselves ‘as Very Good, Good, or Fair in

- ‘.

their relations with children in general, only four subjects categorized them-

selves as Falir, ruling out ;tatistical.comparisons using tﬁis category. Since
Very Good carried with it the definitfbn of requiring virtually no further work
inithis area and Good as still!ﬁeeding‘égmg work in this area, we undertook to
find out whether differences'between'these two criterion categogizations of éhe}
self would be.related to differences in self—concepé. ’

As shown in Table 8, with respéct to MYSELF AS A CHiLD,ﬂno s;ch diffgreﬁces

were found.

’ ol fel .
MYSELF NOW yielded only one "predictor," but this scale, instructing vs. in-

- structed, is of special interest because the same scale applied to MYSELF NOW was

one of only three "predictors" of advisor judgments of subject effectiveness with
children. As mentioned previously, this is the one scale on the DSCCS that makes
direct reference to the teachihg role per se; that it should characterize the

present self-concept both of those subjects who were judged by their advisors as

.béing able to reiate to .children most effectively and of those who themselves  felt

a

most competent with children, makes the finding difficult to discount as a chance

¢
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.

occurrence. On the cbntrary, it suggests that fhese subjects, even as prospectivé
teachers, have a strong sense of thei£ émérging profes;ional identity, which un-

doubtedly also:reflects a relative security about their adult status--a condition
th;t is theoretical%y essential to the development of rélations'with children that

7

succeed in promoting children's psychological growth.

ERIC
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theofy, method, and implications for research and practice? Each of the subséc-
tions to follow encompasses'these elements, either explicitly or implicitly, and
wi?h varied emphases. The first two subsections are concerned most directly with
. findings relevant to the practical issues of selection and Placement of prospeé—
tive teachers., The third subsection examines the two basic Self-concepts to which
' the DSCCS scales are.applied, with particular reference.to their relative stabil-
~ity as predicﬁors undef éonditions of research and practice. The fourth and final
subsection concerns the need for future research with the DSCCS to focus‘on social~-
class and ethnic differences, This direction is cbnsidered‘crﬁEial’to-the devel-
opment of-thé DSCCS as an instrumépt‘that can be widely applied in the selection

and placement of prospective teéchers.

1. Findings Bearing on Selection

The findings related to Hypothesis 1 are perhaps the most important because
they bear directly on the problem of selecting prospective teachers. The' past

teacher shortage rendered *tlie selection problem academic, but the present (and

o

- 60 -
| ) ) COMNCLUSIONS AND 'IMPLICATIONS ' -
i V : o ’ .
tThat conclusions, overall, can wé draw from the study iﬁ terms of substance, -

projected) oversupély of teachers means that the conditions now exist which would,

theoreticaily, make it possible to select only those candidates who will become -

efféctive teachers--if the means-of identifying such‘candidétes were available.
Our findings deal with the interpersonal aspects wateaching effectiveness; and,
as mentioned préviously, the teacher's ability'to develop good teacher—chlld rela-
tions is widely considered to be the key variéble in effecting a PQSiﬁive learning
environmentcvespecia}ly where young chiléren are concernéd. Furthgrmoré, in our
éXperience if a prbspective teacher does not have the basic ability éo-relaﬁe

positively to children, she is unlikely to develop such an ability during the

.course of her training to become a teacher.

ERIC | 65
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In this context, then, the DSCCS findings related to Hypothesis 1 are of

~

special import. The rew instrument.differentiated between the subjects who were

judged as developing outstanding relations with children and those who developed

only fair or poor relations with children. More iﬁportant, the findings are
. basically the same as those resulting . from aﬁbearlier study.using unstructured

autobiqgraphical material from a group of standard research subjects enrolled iﬁﬂ
six different teacher-training institutions (Rosen, 1968), and from alsubsequent
study based on autqbiographical essays submitted by actual applicénts for teacher.
training at Bank Street College (Rosen, 1974). Moreover, all'three sets of find-
ings are consistent with theoretical concepts (as desCribed“in the 1968 study and
elaborated in the present repoit) concerned with the role of the chiidhood self
as a resource for the development of adult empathy with children's feelings.and
needs. Einally,'the present subjects wérefteaéhé; trainees who had already been
selected for training on the b;sis of intensive selection procedures, including:

" in~depth interviews. Had it Been possible to iﬂclude among the present subjects
the group of applicants to the training program who had géen screened out, the
differences on the DSCCS would, it is assumed, have beéh substantially magnified.l

e

In sum, the findings bearlng on Hypothesis 1 1n thls £

e

e

irsL study, which de-

veloped and applled the DSCCs, prov1de us with grow1ng confldence “in- the substant—_
- !
ive differences that have been 1dent1f1ed among groups of prospectlve teachers, in

hid ' =

" the generality of these differences and, finally, in the feasibility df the method-

- ological shift to the DSCCS as an insﬁrument which, with further refinement, should

- have wide applicability for problems of selecting teachers of children.
- 9

,2. Findings Bearing on Placement

(a).Age level of the children. One of the central analyses which had been

1. Clearly, in future research aimed at refining the 1nstrument, 'such groups of
applicants should be represented in the study populations.
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planned for this study was to determine whether prospective teachers who are

judged as working best with children at each of three age levels, from preschool

) ‘ 7 . \
through the elementary years, differed in their perceptions of theii childhood

s

selves as had their counterparts in an earlier study (Rosen, 1972). While the

.

Hdistribution of subjects across the age-level dimension made it impossible to

carry out this analysis as intended, there were trends with respect to the sub-

jects' recollections of their childhood relations within their families that were
»/ v
consistent with earlier findings. Obviously, however, the potential applicability

of the DSCCS as an instrument to guide decision-making with respect to the place-

ment of teachers with children of‘differiné ages so as to maximize their effective~

ness remains to be determined.

- s

(b) Coping styles of the chiléxen. Examination of the, subjects' effective-

<

ness with children who display differing coping sfyles, i.e., outgoing, assertive,
and active vs. shy, withdrawn, and passive, revealed that the DSCCS has the poten- .

tial for making differentiations on this dimension which could be used as gfoés

indicators for teacher placement in work with groups of children or with individ-

ual childreﬁ where these differences in coping étylg aré particularly relevant.

As predicted, the subjects'® childhood selées tended éq‘pafallel the coping styles
of chilareh with whom they Weré judged to be most effective and with thom they
themselves felt most competent.

This gésic congruence of findings with respect t?,obsgrver judgment and sub¥
jective feelings on the part of_the present subjects is important for several
reasons. ‘First, the child-care worker study (Rosen, 1963), whicb gave rise to
the present hypotheses dealing with this dimension, dealt only with the workers'

. ‘ ;e
subjective feelings of competehce, not with objective evaluations of that compe~

tence. It was stated at that time, however, that- there was reason to believe that

these subjective evaluations of competence are associated with actual competence,
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first, because if fhe worker felt deficient or uncomfdrtable in coping with the
extremes of aggréssiveness or wiéhdrawalvin children, it was likely that actual

o difficulties existed in ﬁis or hér relationship with children who pfesentéd such
behaviorf 'Moreover, since the worker was evaiuatiﬁg his relative, and not his
absolute compete;ce}&n relation to his work with each of two types of éhildren>
there was reason to assume that he could séeak with considerable freedbm and that
the feelings of competence that he expressed were an important element in the ef~
fectiveness of his work. The pfesent findings'tend to éupport this assumption.

Second; thé fact that both objective and subjective evaluations of effective-

\

ness vis-a-vis these coping styles in children parallel the subjects' perceptions,
of ﬁheir own childhood tendencies in one. or gﬁé o;her of these directions is con-
sistent with a major theoretical concept guiding this work-~that the childhood
self serves as a basic resource for emp&thy wiéh“children and, further, that such
empatpy is'essential.to the dévelopmgnt of effective relations with children;

I, stating this, it is recoénized that empathy with the feelings and.néeds’of
‘the child must be fempered with objectivity and perspecfive,on the part of the
adult. In the abséncé'of the latter qualitiés, overidentificatioh with the ~hild
is a.likely consequencé; and where this occurs. the adult‘tendé to engage‘ih bef
havior that is basicaliy directe@ toward his ofh unmet needs rather than toward
the needs of ﬁhe child.:_It is important, therefore, to develop'the means by which

'

to assess tendencies toward overidentification in the prospective teacher so that

\

we ‘can differentiate . the potential for appropriate forms and degrees of empathy
witﬁ children from those which may havelinappropriéte and destructive consequences.
U?til this is accoﬁpliShed, however, we can be guided by the mounting evidence
that, relatively speaking,‘the.prospective teacher is more likely to be effective

with children whose.coping sEyles more closely resemble her own than with children

whose coping styles are veryvdifferent from ox diametrically opposed to herx owWn.

o | 6L, |
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As a final note here, it is relevant to cite Bettelheim's (1974) reference
to this investig;tor'é work in this area: "...while Rosen;s findings are correct,
the identificatiqps she describes represené an immature object choice on the part
,of adults, narcissisticélly pleasing but not suitabie for a constructi&e relation;
because instead of promoting grpw?h, it retards or prevents it" (p. 321). al-

I3

though one cannot quibble with this interpretation as applied to the child-care

~

worker study (Rosen, 1963), since no outside judgments of.efféctiveness were in-
volved, in applying it to the study'pf student teachers and children’of varyiné . .
ages kRosen, 19723}, Betteiheim's conclusions are faulty. They are based on factu-
al error, since in the létter study the criteria were éavisor judgments of effec~
tiveness, not student teachexr preferences. The point, however, is that Bettel-

at a

he@n's éﬁperience is in fact witﬁ child-care workers engaged in intensive thera-

| peutic relationships with institutionalized, ;everely_aisturbed ehildrén, whose
ﬁask it is to help such children move from their eXtremely dist;rted (often autis-
tic) perceptions of the world toward some semblance of érder and rélatednéss to
people. ghis Process typically takes place over a period of years, and during
this time the ;;rkers themselvés must engage in-what is tantamounﬁ to a psychoan~
alytically~oriented therapeutic'érocedure; Clearly, identification on their pért
with the child's illness is likely Eovretard or prevent growth‘in the child, and
it is cf;cial for such workers to gain insight into themselves and grow in order
to work effectively with the children.

But teacher-child relations are of a dquite different oxder. Moreover,

Bettelheim's ideal of a teacher who does not‘"identify" with any child, and who

can (presumably) relate to all children with equal effectiveness is likely to re-

T e

main an ideal indeed. ' The reality is that teachers, like most other adults, re~-
latc better to children who manifest certain characteristics than they do to chil- .~

dren who display other characteristics. And in the absence of ‘a vehicle in the

ERIC ' - :
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v

o

schools for promoting psychological growth in teachers such that they approach
Bettelheim's ideal, it behooves researchers to find ways of helping educators to
selact and place teachers so as to utilize most effectively the human pOtentials

that already exist in reality.

(¢) Intellectual Characteristics of the Children. VWhereas on the coping di~
\ . ' ’ ) -
mension described above Both the advisor judgments of ;subject effectiveness and

the subjects' self-evaluations yielded general}yhparallel findings on the
intellectual dimension the findings produced by the judgpehts of the advisors can

be attributed to chance. Indeed, only two statistically significant differences
&

.

were found between the childhood self-concepts of subjects whom the advisors judg-

ed as being most effective with intellectually gifted children and thése judged as

best with slow‘lea;ners; ahd the;e aifferehcéé (i.e.. the former group viéwed them-
. ' selves as more self—conscious and .as more dependent) make no apbarent sense on

theoretical g¥ounds. Moreover, as stated previously, the advisors did not really
. -

appear to have sufficient relevant observational data to maker adequate judgments

on this dimension. - .
We are left, therefore, with the subjects! evaluations of their own compe-
¢

tence on this dimension. BAnd here, both with respect to the childhood self and
to the adult self, the theoretically most relevant scale--gifted vs. ordinary--

‘reliably differentiated between the groﬁps and did so in the prgdicted direction.

Again, vhile we caﬁnot as yet know for certain, we can séeculaﬁe that these self-
' ) ,
., evaluations of relative competepce bear a substantial relationship to tbe subjects'
°actual §Ompetence, for the game reasons tbat were given at the time of the cirild-
care wérker study. BMNoreover, with specific refegencé to the intellectual dimen-
sion, it makes sense thaé a prosgeetiVe teachér who views herself as "ordinarym

might, on the one hand, question her ability to provide sufficient challenge to

gifted children Qt, on the other hand, feel frankly threatened by them. 'Similarky,
. . ! | (f . | N g 4
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the prospective teacher who feels that she is gifted might herself require the in-
2

tellectual challenge of bright children and at the same time become impatient with
the pace and repetition involvea in working with children who are slow to learn.

© . . -

. Thus, until further research demonstrates othexrwise, the findings regarding the

childhood self, as these relate to self—evaluationé of relative competence-with

v

gifted children vs. slow learners may be assumed to provide gross indicators of

actual competence vis-a-vis these intellectual characteristics in children.

(d) School settings. While most of the analyses carried out in this study

s

were designed €ither to test hypothesés that had been generated by earlier f£ind-
ings and

analyses concerned with the subjects' preferences to teach in public vs. private .

school settings ‘and with their advisors' judgments of their effectiveness in these

~settings were simply exploratory. It was ‘therefore of special interest that the

@&

concept of the childhood delf yielded more°predictors'bf school setting than of

any other criteria that were examined; and, further, that there was considerable

overlap between the childhood self predictors of the advisors' judgments and of-

©

the subjects' own preferences. This, éné the additiGnal fact that there is in-

ternal consistency to the predictors, make a strong case for the validity of the

<

inndings as they apply to. the study sample. But the generality of the findings

' clearly needs to be determined. ' o ‘ °

C .

Moreover, the self-concepts of the student teachers who preferred--and were

judged to be potentially most effectlve.in—aiﬁner—city public schools paralleled

in’impértant ways the self-concepts of those subjects who Werequdged to bepout-

standing in their teacher-child relations; and those who preferred and were deemed
. or . Ly .

. most appropriate for private or independent schools had concepts of themselves

S B
that were similar to those of the subjects who were judged as being only fair or

i

poor in their relations with children. As a findiné that runs .counter to general

theoretical concepts, or were related to such findings and concepts, the

&
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expectations--and one that.has broad implications at this time of crisis in the

inner-city public schoolg--this issue warrants infensive research.

3. MYSELF AS A CHILD and MYSELF NOU as Predictors
| A hypothesis of the studvy (in. fact, a basic assumption)vwas that the percgiv—
ed childhood self is a better predictor of adgit—child relations than is the per-
ceived adult self. By and large, the findings Supportedbthis hypothesis. Yet.
there were instances where MYSELF NOW yielaed qpsingle”prediéfor that was directly
~on target and therfore the finding'could not be readily dismissed. For example,
those subjects who werebjudgeq by their advisors aé being most effective with out- .”
nging children were found to differ frcmftheir counterparts who were judged as
being most effective with shy, withdrawn.children on only one DSCCS dimenéion ap-
plied to MYSELF NOW: outgging vs. shy. " Similarly, wifh respect to anothe{ éingle

dimension, subjects who themselves felt most competent with gifted children sig-

nificantly more often viewed themsclves as gifted than did those who felt more ef-
- < . : .

\,

fective with children who are slow learners or who have specific learning dAiffi-

culties.

Aside from these indications that the current selficdncept has some relevance

.

. for predicting adult-child relations along specified dimensions, there wexe further,
suggestions that this concept can yield indicators of an emerging professional .
identity which may also be integral to the development of positive teacher-child

z

felations, balancing empathy with children with objectivity and adult perspectiﬁe.

Specifically, those subjects who were judged to be outstanding in their overall

relations with children significantly more>often than those who were judged to be

< a

only fair or poar in these relations viewed their current selves as instructing
rather than instructed; and the same difference on the DSCCS was found between

subjects who themselves felt they needed no further work on their relations with

' ©

children and those who did feel such a need.
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While citing the relevance of MYSELF NOJ as a predictor of certain aspects of .

adult-child relations in the current”study, it is iﬁportant to take note of some
. rent :

S

. concept and its potential usefulnes%——and

P

further observations conceréinﬁvthi
~ '53;4"“

limitation--as a practical tool for assessing such relations in prospective candi-

dates_for teacher training. On virtually every scale to which a positive and a

negative®value can readily be assigned, the subjects ratéd themselves more posi-

tively on MYSELF NOW than they did on MYSELF AS A CHILD (and there was much great- |

e

er variability ‘on the scalee'eéplied to the latter concept). The implicetion is
that MYSELF NG is (not surprisingly) much more susceptible to the influence of a
v social desirability set than is MYSELF AS A.CHILD. For while the present self is
indeed ehev"Meﬁ for which the subject feels responsible, the childhood self is
eicﬁer “Not Me" or "No Longer Me" or, at the least, "Only Partly Me." That social
desirabiiity factors presumabli'operéted with %espect to MYSELF NCU7 in the present
study, where tﬁe subjects had nothing at stake in terms of their future cafeers,
where group trends; rather than-individuals were eﬁphasized as the focus of the
research, and where the instruments were identified by coée numbers rather than by

IN

nameés, it must be assumed that a social desirability set would operate more power-—
<

k4l

fully were the DSCCS to be used as a teacher-training selection procedure.

For the reasons cited, hOwever, the concept MYSELF AS A CHILD is not as like-

ly to lose its predictive value when applied in the context of ; selection process.
And this assumption is further supported by an'eariier study (Rosen, 1974). 1In
that study, subjects who wereﬂjudged as relating poorly to children during student
teaching placements described their childhood selves negatively ih aufobiographies
which they wrote as éart 6f theix epplication for training significahtly more
often than their EOunterparts whe were judged as outstanding in the%r relations
yith children. :But no.corresponding differences between the groups vere evident

a

. A . ) 1
in their autobiographical references to their current selves. Clearly, MYSELF NOW

.

[} ' >
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requires further investigation as a concept to be used as a predictor in real-life
decision~making contexts.

- Finally, further résearch should include a comparative study of the DSCCS
scai;s appliea to MYSELF NOY and to MYSELF AS A CHILD for each individual. This -
additionai direction was suggested by some of our expioratory work with the instru-~
ment. Specifiéally, we have fouﬁa that in those individual cases where MYSELF NCW
.was rated more negativeiy than MYSELF AS A°CHILD, the subjects were invariably ré—
ported by their advisors to be experiencing emotiénal difficulties serious enough

o i
- to warrant psychiatric intervention. These~pré1iminary explorations suggest- that
the usefulnéss of the DSCCS may be found to extend beyond ﬁhe terrain of tbe
teaCh;r;eduCatOr into the broader diagnoétié field of ﬁhe mental healtﬁ'profession-

al.,

4, The Importance of Social Class Factors

The findings of the present stﬁdy have indicated that the DSCCS holds promise
as an instrument tdtbe used in selecting, guiding and placing prospective teachers.
This study, however, 1iké tﬁose from which it evolvgd, has been based primarly on

;middle—class subjectsf The same limitation holds for the théoretical concepts
that have both.guided this work and developed from it. Thus; the applicabiliﬁy of
the findings-—and of the DSCCS itself-~across social-class groups remains to be
determined.

The fheed to broaden thg base of this programlof studies to incorporate social-~
class vafiation is underlined by the folléwing.considerations. First, teaéhing
chiidreﬁ is one of the few professions that extends its reach to women from all
soq}al;class backgrounds. Although this is a commonplace observation~~indeed, per-
haps because of it4—we know little about the ramifications of the teacher's social-

class origin for a key variable-~-the teacher's personality. Educators and social

psychologists'have acknowledged that the social-class origin of the teacher has a’

— ) -

o - . o
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powerful influence on the teacher's personality (Havighurst and Neugarten, 1967;

Havighurst and Levine,-1971). But the dimensions of teacher personality that are

in fact‘iﬁfluenced by the social—classvorigin of the teacher héve not been identi-
fied. Nor do we know whether the personality dimensions.that are influenced by
SOCiai-C}aSS origin are those most-relevant for p;edicting important variations in
the attitudes that teachers develop toward children; |

Second, as has been seen in this report, predictors of teachers' attitudes
toward, and relations with, children (and also of their career goals and patterns)
have been found to lie in prospéctive teachers' characterizations of their child-
hood sglves ana of their early-intrafamilial relations. And these characteristics,
in turn, have been found to be theoreticall? consistent with their concepts of
themselves as adults. Based on sociological studies of social-class dif ferences
in family style and child-rearing pracﬁices, there is reason to assume fhat prog—
pectiﬁe_teachers from qifferent social-class otigins have experienced different ,
types of relations within their families in the course of grqwing up, for example,
along classic dimensions such as parental peimissiveness vs. parental authoritari-

anism (Davis and Havighurst, 1946; Sears, Maccoﬁy, and Levin, 1957). This assump-

tion, then, raises nev questions:

families in fact differ as a function of their social-class backgrouhd?
(2) If such recalled differences exist, are they systematically correlated
with differences in the subjects' characterizations of the self as a child? with

those of the self at the present time?

.

(3) Assuming variations within each social~class group, and overlap across
groups, do patterns of recollections which have had predictive value for middle-~
class subjects cut across social-class origins as predictors of present self-con-

|
\
|
\
(1) Do prospective teachers' recollections of their relations within their .
|
|
|
|
|
: . ‘ ‘ |
- cept? of attitudes toward children? of career goals, that is, of planning to make

7
Y]
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a life's work of classroom teaching vs. assuming a superordinate role in relation
to othér adults, as in administration, college teaching, supervision?

Furthermore, in view of the ‘fact that for women from working-class origins

becoming a teacher represents a shift in social status to that of the middle class

(Colombotos, 1962), do groups of such teachers view themselves and children diffexr-

ently from middle-class teachers for whom entry into the teaching profession car-

ries no such status implications? Moreover, compared with those whose social

‘status has remained unchanged, do those who have achieved=uPWard mobility reflect

a greater sense of personal change over time as exemplified in the characteriza-
tions of the childhood self and the self at present? s
Clearly-a major direction for future research aimed at refining the DSCCS

and ektending the range of its potential usefulness lies in the assessment of the

effects of social-class variation.

<
+

The long—fénge goal of the investigaﬁor's research on adult personality and
adult-child relations is to contribﬁﬁe knowledge and method_which can be widelylz
applied in the selection, placement, and training of adults who elect to work with
children in education ané mental health settings. The development of the DSCCS

may well constitute a critical step toward this end.

.
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. ) Table 1

Means and Ranks of Subjects'® DSCCS Ratings of MYSELF AS A CHILD
According to Advisor Judgments of Subjects® Overall Relations

with Children (Outstanding, Good, Fair/Poor)
a Mean Ratings RN
DSCCS Scaled Items®. Total 0 G r/p Ranks
6,5,4 3,2,1 N=81 N=26 N=41 N=14 0 G F/P
Capable Helpless 4,90 5.15 4.76 " 4.86 1 3 2
Rational Irratéonal 4.81 4,85 4,95 4.36 2 1 3
Brave Fearful 3.68 3.81 3,54 3.85 2 3 1
Defies authority Respects auth.* 2.50 1.81 2.73 3.14 3 2 1
Popular Left out 4.55 4,32 4.98 3.71 2 1 3
Bossy Unassertive 3.72 3.46 3.80 3.93 3 2 1
Adequate fnadequate 4.85 5.15 4.80 4.38 1 2 3
Playful Seriéﬁs 3.68 3.85 3.76 3.14 1 2 3
Rebellious Conforming 2.96 3.00 z.88 3.14 2 3 1
Harmonious Conflicted - 3.65 3.88 3.73 3.00 1 2 3
Self-confident Unsure ‘ 3.70 3.85':.3.83 3,07 1 2 3
Spontaneous ) Reserved 3.72 3.62 3.74 3.86 3 2 1
Achievement-oriented Easy going v4;57 4.85 4.41 4.50 1 3 2
Competitive Noncompet . * 4.30 4.54 4.37 3.64 1 2 3
Prefers children Prefers adults 3.98 4.00 4.20 3.2 2 1 3
Boisterous Quiet : 3.16 -2.80 3.37 3.21 3 1 2
Loved Unloved* 4.91 5.36 4.93 4.07 1 2 3
Leadexr Follower 4.16 4.08 4.33 3.86 2 1 3
Friendly Aloof . 4.78  4.88 4.80 4.5 1 2 3
Abstract Concrete 3.08 2.76 3.22 3.21 3 1 2
Happy-go-lucky Sober 3,59 3.35 3.78 3.50 3 1 2
Self-reliant Dependent 4.22 4.46 3.98 4.50° 2 3 1
Controlled - Impulsive 3.85 4.35 3.73 3.29 1 2 3
‘Instructing Instructed* - 3.99 3.58. 4.07 4.43 3 2 1
Unselfconscious Self-consc. 2.56 2.42 2.73 2.36 2 1 3
Optimistic Pessimistic 4.50  4.62 4.58 4.07 1 2 3
Coping Avoiding 4.51 4.69 4.56 4,00 1 2 3
0ld for age Young for age 4.60 4.58 4.60 4.64 3 2 1
Stormy Placid 3.49 3.23 3.56_ 3.79 3 2 1
Secure Insecure 3.85 4.24 3.85 314, 1 2 3
Sense of humor "Humorless 4,90 4.96 5,00, 4,50 2 1 3
Belonging Lonely 3.90 3.96 4.15 3.07 2 1 3
Q Efficient Inefficient 4.75 4.88 4.78. 4.43 1 2 3
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Table 1 (cont.)

Mean Ratings T
DSCCS Scaled Items® Total 0 -G F/P Ran]csb

6,5,4 ‘ 3,2,1 N=81 N=26 N=41 N=14 0 G F/P
Flexible ~ 'Inflexible ) 4.30 4.40 4.25 4.21 1 2 3
Fast Slow 4.68 4.36 4.85 4.79 3 1 2
Resourceful Needy 491 5.00 4.98 4.57 1 2 3
Ipaginative Practical 3.58 3.54 3.66 3.43 2 1 3
Outgoing Shy 3.72 3.58 3.73 3.93 3 2 1
Trusting Wary 4.41 4.62 4.44 3.93 1 2 3
Gifted Ordinary 4.36 4.38 4.39 4.21 2 1 3
Influential Influenced 4.00 3.69 4.18 4.07 3 1 2
Responsible Carefree* 4.30 4.77 4.12 3.92 1 2 3
Bright Dull 5.10 5,15 5.20 4,71 2 1 3
Patient Impatient 3.53  4.04 3.39 3.00 1 2. 3
Warm Cool 4.84 5.12 4.83 4.36 12 3
Relaxed Tensé. 3.35 3.15 3.61 2.93 2 1. 3
Logical Intuitive 3.20 2.92 3.25 3.57 3 2 1
Aggressive Timid 3.60° 3.31 3.68 3.93 3 2 1
Extroverted Introvexrted 3.68 3.65 3.83 3.29 2 1 3
Cheerful Solemn 4.35 4.42.°4.49 3.7 2 1 3
Dominant Subordinate 4.03 3.88 4.15 3.93 3 1 2
Cool Emotional .2.51 . 2.42 2.51 2.64 3 2 1
Tough Oversensitive 2.39  2.40 2.34 2.50 2 3 1
Active Passive 4.31 4.38 4.37 4.00 1 2 3
Comfortable Ill-at-ease* 3.98 4.15 4.07 3.36 .1 2 3
Close Distant 4.29 "4.54 4.27 3.93 1 2 3
Happy sad 4.52 4.33 4.78 4.07 2 1 3
Fighter Peacemaker 2.79 2.58 2.80 3.14 3 2 1
Independent Dependent 4,22 4,64 3.78 4,71 2 3 1
Giving Receiving 4.29 4,46 4.37 3.79 1 2 3
v %Each DSCCS item pair is presented here so.that the left-hand item covers
scale points 6, -5, 4 and the right-hand item scale points 3, 2, 1. (In the ‘ad-
ministration of the instrument the left-right direction of items was randomized.)

A ,rank of 1 ingicates that the mean rating. of the group was closest to scale
point 6; a rank of 3 indicates that the mean rating of the group was closest to
scale point 1.

*p < .05 (two-tailed test) based on x2 applied to Outstanding vs. Fair/Poor
groups. -

[:RJ}:‘ 70
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Table 2 ‘
Means and Ranks of Subjects' Ratings on FAMILY RELATIONS Scales Aécording 1
to Advisor Judgments of Subjects' Overall Relations with Children

- {Outstanding, Good, Fair/Pdor)

: llean Ratinés b
DSCCS Scaled Items? Total O G - F/P Ranks
6,5,4 _ 3,2,1 N=8l N=26 N=41 N=14 F/P
AS A CHILD, I FELT MY
PARENTS almost always almost never
understood me understood me 3.81 3.77 4.08 3.14 3
THROUGHOUT MY LIFE, I
HAVE SEEN MY PARENQS
’ ‘AS almost always giving almost never giving

me support and good me support and good ’ .
advice advice - 4.38 4.38 4.51 4.00 -3
VHEN I WAS A CHILD, MY
PARENTS set almost no set many limits on C
limits on my behaviox my behavior 2.93  3.12 2.78 3.00 2
IN THE COURSE OF GRCWING
UP I hardly rebelled at I rebelled actively
all against my parents against my parents 3.57 3.92 3.27 3.86 2
I WOULD DESCRIBE MY
FAMILY AS.warm, close- )
knit distant, loosely-knit - 4.40 4,62 4.44 3.86 3
VHEN I WAS A CH;LD, MY
PARENTS almost neverxr
punished me often punished me 4,07 4.38 4,17 3.21 3
WHEN I THINK ABOUT IT,
MY BASIC VALUES NCW ARE
those I learned from my quite different from °
parents as a child those of my parents 3.84 4,12 3.75 3.57 3
AS A CHILD, I FELT
CLOSEST TO my mother my father (or father
{or mother surrogate) surrogate) 4,46 4,28 4,59 4.43 2

@Rach DSCCS item pair is presented . here so»that the left-hand item covers scale
points 6, 5, 4 and the right-hand item scale poinits 3, 2, 1. (In the administration
of the instrument the left-right direction of itéms was randomized.)

bA_rank of 1 indicates that the mean rating of the group was closest to scale point
6; a rank of 3 indicates that the mean rating of the group was closest to scale point

| 1. R :
Q . . 7 ‘A
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Lo® Table 3
Means and Ranks of Subjects® Ratings of MYSELF NOW According to

Advisor Judgments of Subjects' Overall Relations
with Children (Outstanding, Good, Fair/Poor)

~

= Mean Ratings

DSCCS Scaled Items® " Total 0 G F/P Ranks”

6,5,4 3,2,1 N=8l1 N=26 N=41 N=14 0 G _FE/P
Capable Helpless 5.30 5.54 5.24 5.00 1 2 -3
Rational Irrational 4,94 5.19 4.85 4.71 1° 2 3
Brave Fearful ~° ° 4.22 4.27 4.22 4.14 1 2 3
Defies authority Respects auth. 3.11 2.69 3.46 2.93 3 1 2

' Popular Left out 4.80 5.04 4.73 4,57 1 2 3

Bossy Unassertive 3.75 3.65 3.85 3.64 2 1 3
‘Adequate Inadequate - 5.06 5.24 5.08 4.71 1 2 3
Playful Serious 3.65 3.68 3.71 3.43 2 1 3

~ Rebellious Conforming .3.83 3,77 3.95 3.57 2 1 3 '
_ Harmonious Conflicted 3.74 4.08. 3.46 3.93 1 3 2
Self-confident Unsure 4.23 4.54 4.12 4.00 1 2 3
Spontaneous Reserved | ;, 4,00 3.88 4,05 4.07 3 2 1
Achievement-oriented Easy goiné“ 3.99 4,19 3.88 3.93 1 3 2
Competitive » Moncompet. 3.59 3.48 3.83 3.08 2 1 3 v
Prefers children Prefers adults 3.15 3.17 3.1l6 3.07 1 2 3
Boisterous Quiet 3.03 3.12 3,00 2.92 1 2 3 '
Loved Unloved 5.16 5.31 5.10 5.07 1 2 3
Leader Follower : 4.34 4.31 4.50 3,93 2 1 3 °
Friendly ' Aloof 5.10 5.35 5.02 4.86 - 1 2 3
Abstract Concrete 3.20 © 3.00 3.37 3.07 3 1 2
Happy-~go-lucky : Sober - 3.31 3.15 3.51 3.00 2 1 3
Self-reliant Dependent ~ 4,66 4.92 4.59 4.43 1 2 3
Controlled . Impulsive 3.65 4.15 3.37 3.57 1 3 2
Instructing Instructed® 4.31 4.36 4.44 3.86 2 1 3.
Unselféonscious Self-consc. 3.12  3.35 3.07 2.86 1 2 3
Optimistic Pessimistic 4,51 4,42 4.44 4,86 3 2 1

“Coping Avoiding 4.86 5.00 4.79 . 4.79 1 2 2
0138 for age " Young for age 3.40 3.60 3.38 3.07 1 2 3
Stormy Placid® 3.47 3.31 3.39 4.00 3 2 1
Secure " Insecure 4.15 4.56 3.93 4.07 1 3 2
Sense of humor ‘Humorless - 5.19 5,15 5.15 5.36 2 2 1
Belonging Lonely 4.20 4.23 4.23 4.07 1 1 3
Efficient Inefficient 4,68 4,81 4.72 4.36 1 2 3

Q n 7’&
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Table 3 (conté)

Mean Ratings

DSCCS Scaled Items® Total O G _F/P Ranks®
6,5,4 . 3,2,1 N=81 N=26 N=41 N=14 0 G F/P
Flexible Inflixible . 4.98 5.08 5,02 4.64 1 2 3
Fast Slow . 4.38 3,96 4.55 4.64 3 2 -1
Resourceful Needy 4,99 5.27 4,95 4,57 1 2 3 |
Imaginative Practical 3,41 3.19 3,63 3.21 3 1 2 |
Outgoing Shy 4,38 '4.38 4.37 4.43 2 3 1
. Trusting Wary 4.26 4.40 4.20 4.21 1 3 2
Gifted Ordinary 4.26 4.42 4.24 4.00 1 2 3
Influential : Influenced 4.25 4,24 4,34 4.00 2 1 3
Responsible Carefree 4.83  5.16 4.68 4.64 1 2 .3
Bright pull 5.05 5.23 5.05 4,71 1 2 3
Patient Impatient 4.14 4.31. 4.22 3.57 1 2 3
Wam Cool ‘ 5.00 5.04 5.00 4.93 1 2 3
Relaxed Tense - 3.62 3.54 3.68 3.57 3 1 2
Logical Intuitive 3.21  3.20 3.10 3.57 . 2 3 .1
Aggressive . Timia 4.04 3.65 4.24 4.14 3 1 2
Bxtroverted "~ Introverted .3.85 3.73 3.85 _4.ﬁ7 3 2 1
Cheerful Solemn . 4.61 4.46 ,4.78 4.43 2 1 3
Dominant ' Subordinate 4.15 4.04 4.29 3,93 - 2 1 3
“Cool Emotional - 2.47 2.38 2.49 2.57 -3 2 1
Tough Oversensitive 2.69 2.92 2.59 2.57 1 2 3
Active : Passive 4,50 4,35 4,63 4.43 3 1 2
.Comfortable Ill-at-ease 4.29 4.36 4.35 4.00 1 2 3
Close . Distant 4,44 4.74 4.41 4.00 1 2 3
Happy sad 4.65 4.35 4.85 4.67 3 1 2
) Fighter ~ Peacemaker 2.33  2.00 2.38 2,79 .3 2 1 ;
Tndependent Dependent 4.80 5.00 4.71 4,71 1 2 2
Giving Receiving 4.70 4.92 4,51 4.86 1 3 2

8Each DSCCS item pair is presented here so that the left-hand item covers
scale points 6, 5, 4 and the right-hand item scale points 3, 2, 1. (In the ad-
ministration of the instrument the left-right direction of items was randomizedl

. I}

bA rank of 1 indicates.that the mean rating of the group was closest to scale
point 6; a rank of 3 indicates that the mean rating of the group was closest to
scale point 1.

*p < .05 (two—tailed\test) based on XZ applied to Outstanding vs. Fair/Poor
groups. ) . : ’ .
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Table 4

Means and Ranks of Subjects' Ratings of MYSELF AS A CHILD According to Advisor
Judgments of Subjects' Effectiveness with Outgoing, Assertive, Active
Children vs. Shy, Withdrawn, Passive Children

o -

Mean Ratings

4.75

8u

Best With Ranksb
DSCCS Scaled Items® Total Outgoing Shy Best With
6,5,4 . 3,2,1 N=81 N=31 N=50 Outgoing Shy
Capable Helpless 4.90 4.71  5.02 2 - 1
Rational Irrational 4.81  4.90  4.76, 1 3
Brave Fearful¥* 3.68 3.32 3.90 2 1
Defies authority Respects auth. 2.50 2.58 2.45 1 ?
Popular Left out 4.55 al61 4.51 1 5
Bossy Unassertive 3.72 4,10 3.48 1 2
Adequate Inadeciiate 4.85 4.71 4.94 2 1
Playful Serious 3.68 3.84 3.58 1 2
© Rebellious Conforming 2.96 2.90 3.00 2 1
Harmonious Confiicted 3.65 3.45 ’3.76 2 1
Self--confident Unsure 3.70 3.97 3.54 1 2
Spontaneous Reserved® 3.72 4.13 T 3.47 1 2
AchievementForiented Easy going 4.57 4.61 4,54 1 2
Conipetitive . Noncompet. 4.30 4.55 a.14 1 2
Prefers children - Prefers adults . 3.98 4 .06 3.92 1 2
Boisterous Quiet 3.16 3.52 . 2.94 1 2
Loved Unloved 4.91 4.90. 4.92 2 1
Leader Follower 4.16 4.40 4.02 1 2
Friendly Aloof 4.78 - 5.03 4.62 1 2
Abstract Concrete 3.08 3.13 3.04 1 2
Happy-go-1lucky Sober 3.59 3.97 3.36 lQ 2
Self-reliant Dependent 4.22 4,00 4.35 2 1
" Controlled Impulsive 3.85 3.48  4.08 2 1
Instructing Instructed 3.99 3.93 4.02 2 1
Unselfconscious Selchonsc. 2.56 2.74 2.45 1 2
Optimistic Pessimistic ' 4.50 4.60° 4.44 1 2
Coping Avoiding 4.51° 4.52 4.50 1 2 .
old for age Young for age 4.60 4.47 4.68 2 1
Stormy Placid . - 3.49 3.42 3.54 2 1
‘Secure " Insecure 3.85 4.10 - 3.69 1 2
Sense of humdr Humorless 4.90 4.97 4.86 1 2
Belonging Lonely 3.90 3.97 3.86 1 2
Efficient Inefficient 2.77 4.73 1 2
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o . fﬂif' - ‘ Table 4 !cont.) ' o
Mean Ratings
- Best With RanksP

DSCCS Scaled Items® Total Outgoing Shy Best With.

6,5,4 3,2,1 N=81 N=31 N=50 Outgoing Shy
Flexible _ Inflexible 4.30 4.50 4.18 1 2
Fast Slow 4.68 4.75 4.64 1 2
Resourceful Needy 4.91 4.80 4.98 2 1
Imaginative Practical 3.58 3.23 3.80 2 1
Outgoing Shy 3.72 4,00 3.54 1 2

Trusting Wary 4.41 4.61 4.28 1 2.
Gifted Ordinary 4.36 4.35 4.36 2 1
‘Influential Influenced 4.00 3.97  4.02 2 1

Responsible Carefree* 4.30 3,71 4.67 2 Lo
Bright Dull, 5.10  5.03  5.14 2 1
Patient Impatient* 3.53 2.97 3.88 2 1
Warm Cool 4.84 4.97 4.76 1 2
Relaxed Tense 3.35 3.16 3,46 2 1
Logical Intuitive 3.20 3.03 3.31 2 1
Aggressive Timid - 3.60 3.87 3.44 1 2
Extroverted Introverted 3.68 3.87 3.55 1 2
Cheerful . Solemn 4.35 4.58 . 4.20 1 2
Dominant Subordinate 4.03 4.13 3.96 1 2
Cool Emotional 2.51 2.52 | 2.50 1 2
Tough Oversensitive -2.39 2.50 2.32 1 2
Active } Passive 4.31 4,29 4.32 2 1
Comfortable Ill-at-ease 3.98 3.87 4.04 T2 1
Close Distant 4.29 4,33 4.27 1 2

Happy Sad 4.52 4.43 4.57 2 o1 A

Fighter Peacemakex 2.79 2.80 2.78 l. 2
Independent Dependent 4.22 3.93 4.39 2 1
Giving Receiving* 4,29 3.90 4,53 2 1

@Fach DSCCS item pair is presented here so that the left-~hand item covers scale
points 6, 5, 4 and the right-hand item scale points 3, 2, %. . {In the administra-

tion of the instrument the left-right ‘direction of items was randomized.)
bA rank of l'indicates that the mean rating of the group was closer to scale
point 6; a rank of 2 indicates that the mean rating of the group was closer to

scale point 1,

*p < .05 based on A (two-tailed test).




- V ' e - 79 -

Table 5
Means ‘and Ranks of Subjedts' Ratings of MYSELF AS A CHILD According to
Subjects' Self-Evaluations of Competence with Outgoing, Assertive,
Active Children vs. Shy, 'Jithdrawn, Passive Children

e

Mean Ratings

: Best With Ranks®
DSCCS Scaled Items® Total Outgoing “Shy Best With .
6,5,4 0 3,2,1 =81 = N=48 N=27 Outgoing Shy
Capable cfﬁélbleés e 4.90 4.98 4.63 1 2
Rational - Irrational 4.81 4.92 4.70 LI . 2
L Brave Fearfulw 3.68 3.75  3.42 1 2
o Defies authority Regpggts auth. =~ 2.50 2.68 . 2.26 1 2
Popular ) Leff;put - 4-55 . 4.51 . 4.52 e 2 1
Bossy - ‘ Unassertive* 3.72 3.81 3.44 1- 2
Adequafe Inadequaté . 4.85 4.83 4.73 1 2
Playful Serious - 3.68 ° 3.79 3,41 1 2
Rebellious Conforming . 2.96  ,3.06 2078g 1 2
Harmonious . ~  CohAflicted . 3.65  3.85 3.30 1 2
. Self-confident Unsure | ©3.70. 3.81°  3.48 1 2
Spontaneous Reserved B 3.72 3.70 3.69 1 2 .
Achievement-oriented Easy going . - 4.57 4.73 4:19 1 2
Competitive - Noncompet. - 4.30 4.38 3.96 1 2
"Prefers children’ Prefers adults  3.98  3.85 4.30 2 1
Boisterous Quiet . 3.16  3.34 2.78 ., 1 2
Loved - . Unloved 4.91 4.81 5.04 2 1
Leader Follower '/ 4.16  4.26  3.88 1 2 .
Friendly . '~ Kloof ¢ 4.78 4.81°  4.63 1 2
Bbstract | Concrete - 3.08 - 2.98 3.35 2 1
Happy-go~1lucky Sober 3.59 3.77 3.27 1 2
Self-reliant’ " Dependent* T oa.22 4.61 3.48 1 2
Control;ed Impulsive 3.85) 3.73. 4.00 2 1
Instxuc%ing. ' Instructed 3.99 4.15 3.70 1 2
- Unselfconscious Self-consc. 2.56 ‘ 2.74 2.33 1 2
Optimistic Pessimistic 4.50,  4.69 4.15 1 2
Coping Avoiding* 4.51 4.69 4.15 1 2
0ld for age . Young for age 4.60 4.63 4.46 1 2
Stormy ‘ Placid . 3.76 3.52 3.56 2 1
Secure , Insecure’ N _3.85 4.15 3.27 1 2
Sense of humor Humorless 4,90 4,96 4,67 1 .2
Bélonging " Lonely - | 3.90 3.9é 3.74 1 2
Efficient Inefficient 4.75.  4.77 - 4.76 1 2

<
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. Table 5 (cont.)
R i . Mean Ratings A e
- » : Best Witk ~ _ » Ranks
DSCCS Scaled Items® - Total. Outgoing ' Shy Best With
6,5,4 3,2,1 * n=8l® . N=48 - ' N=2]. Outgoing _ Shy
Flexible Inflexible ° 4.30 4.40 4. 08\1 17 2
Fast Slow - 4.68  4.%0 4,21 - x\\'l 2
i ~ Resourceful . Needy _ .. 4,91 4,90 4,81 1 2
Imaginative : Practical 3.58 3.33 , 3.74 2" 1
" Outgoing . . shy l 3.72 - 3.94  3.30 1 2
Trusting Wary 4.41 4,42 4.33 1 2
Gifted Ordinary 4.36 ° 4.38 - 4.30 1 2
. . Influential Influenced -  4.00 ° 3.96 3.85 1 2
V Responsible Carefree : , 4.30 . 4.38 4.04 1 2
Bright Dull 5.10 5.10 - 5.07 1 2
Patient Tmpatient - 3.53  3.54 3.56 2 1
Vam 4 Cool 4.84 5.06 | 4.42 1 2
" Relaxed  ° Tense ©3.35  3.25 3.44 2 !
Logical. . Intuitive 13.20 3.23- 3.23° 1 1 i
Aggressive ) Timid 3,30 2.73 3.30 1 2
Extroverted Introverted* -  3.68 3.94 . 3.19 1 2
Cheerful . Solemn 4,35 4,48 4.04 1 2
¢ Dominant . Subordinate 4.03"  4.15 3.70 1, 2 s
Cool " Emotional « 2.5 2.50 2.63 2 1
Todch _ . Oversensitive 2.39 2.58 1.96 - -1 2
Active  Passive 4.31  4.46  3.85 1- 2
Comfortable °~ - Ill-at-ease 3.98  4.08 3.81. < 1 2
Close -Distant 4.29 4,28 4.33 2 1-
‘Happy . Sad _ 4,52 4.54 4.44 1 2
Fighte£ . Peacemakexr 2.79 - 2.67 2.92 2 1 \ \
Tndependent Dependent a.22 -+ 4.37 3.8l 1 2 B
. g Giving | Receiving - 4.29 4.39 4.15 i 2 Ex’
¥gach DSCCS item pair is presented here sothat the left~hand item covers scale 7 ;
points 6, i, 4 and the right-hand item scale points 3, 2, 1. ,{(In the administra- - !
tion of the instrument the left-vight direction of items was randomized.)
The N of the total group is larger than the combined Ns of the‘two criterion
groups because of attrition in the sample at the criterion phase when the self-
evaluatlons of competence were obtained. . ‘ && .
_ a ;ank of 1 indicates that the mean rating of the group was closer to scale 1 : |
Pcint 6; a rank of 2 indicates that the medn ratlng of the group was closer to” . |
scale p01nt‘1. - . T . , ; T
Q *p < .05'based on Xz (two—talled test). ) ‘ o
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Table 6
) Means and Ranks of Subjects' Ratings of MYSELF AS A CHIUD According to ' .
- Subjects! Self-Evaluations of Competence with Intellectually Gifted
Children vs. Children Who Are .Slow Learners or -
Have Specific Learning Difficulties- -
: ) Mean Ratings
' ‘ Best With Ranks®
DSCCS Scaled Items? - “Potal Gifted Slow Best With
6,5,4 3,2,1 ‘N=81° N=44 ©N=32 ~ Gifted Slow )
Capable . Helpless 4,90 4,77 4,97 2 1
Rational Ixrational : 4.81 5.05 4.56 1 2 .
Brave Fearful 3.68 3.57  3.74 - 2 1 ‘
Defies authdrity Respects auth. 2.50 _2.42 2.72 2 2L
. Popular Left ‘out 4.55  4.55 4,52 1 2
‘ Bossy i Unassertive . 3.72  3.59 3.84 2 1 .
Adequate Inadequate 4.85 4,77 4.84 2 1
- Playful . Serious © 3.68 * 3.48 3.94 2 1
Rebellious . Conforming 2.96 2.64 - 3.44 2 1
Harﬁonious- ] Conflicted 3.65 3,51 3.81 2 1
Self-confident _ Unsure¥® . 3.70 3.43 4.09 2 1
Spontaneous " Reserved 3.72 3.64 3.8l 2 1
Achievement-oriented Easy going = 4.57  4.68 4.34 1 2 .
Competitive o ' Noncompet.* . 4.30 4.55 3.81 1 2
Prefers children Prefers adults  3.98  4.36  3.56. 1 2
= Boisterous Quiet . 3,16 2.98  3.42 2 1
~———_ ___ Toved Unloved ~  4.91 4.77 5.06 2 1
: Leader - - Follower® - 4.16  4.13. 4.19 2 1
Friendly | 21oof a.78  4.75 ' 4.75° 1 1 .
Abstract A Concrete =~ - 3.08 3.23 -2.90 1 2. .
Happy-go-lucky Sober* . 3.59 . 3.30 3.94 2 i ‘l
’ Self-reliant Dependent 4.22 4,05 4.43 2 1
Controlled Impulsive '3.85 3.80 .3.88 2 1,
Instructing - s Instructed- - 3.99 3.93 4.10 2 . -1
Unselfconscious Self-consc. . 2,56 2.44 2.81 2 1
Optimistic Pessimistic 4,50, 4.58 4,41 - 1 2
Coping - = ° Avoiding 4.51 4.61 4.34 1 2
01ld for age = Young for age - 4.60 4.53 4,59 2 1
Stormy *Placid > -  3.49  3.55 3.53 T 2
Secure Insecure © 3.85 3.70 ° 4.03 2 1
Sense of humor ° Humorless ° 4,90 4,98 4.69 1 2
Belongihg Lonély . 3.90  3.59° 4.28 2 1
Efficient - Inefficient 4.75 4,71 4.81 2 1
, LT v o ] )
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Table 6 (cont.)

°

Mean Ratings c
Best With Ranks

DSCCS Sitaled Items® . Total Gifted Slow Best With
6,5,4 3,2,1 N;Slb\ N=44  N=32 Gifted Slow
Flexible Inflexible 4,30 4.19 - 4,45 2 1
Fast Slow 4.68 65 4.7 2 1
" Resourceful Needy 4,91 4.86-  4.88 2 ol
Imaginative Practical 3.58 3.48 3.53 2 1
Cutgoing Shy 3;72 3.64 3.84 2 1
Trusting Vary 4,41 4.32  4.50 2 1
Gifted - Ordinaxry* 4.36 4.61 4,00 1 2
Influential " Influenced 4.00  3.88 4.03 2 1
Responsibie Carefree 4,30 4.23 4.31 2 1
Bright Dull 5.10 5,25 4.88 1 2
Patient ‘Impatient 3.53 3.61 3.47 1 2
arm Cool 4.84  4.81 4.88 2 1
Relaxed Tense ’ 3.35 3.14  3.53 2 o1
Logical Intuitive 3.20 3723 3.19 1 2
Aggressive .. Timid 3.60 3.57 3.63 2 1
Extroverted Introverted 3.68 3.49 3,94 2 1
Cheerful Solemn 4.35 4,23  4.47 2 1
Dominant’ Subordinate 4.03 3,80 4.29 2 1
" Cool Emotional 2.51 2,68 2.34 1 2
Tough . : Ovecsen51t1ve 2.39 2.34 2.42 2 1
Active Pa551ve 4,31 4,25 4,25 1 1
. Comfortable 1il-at-ease 3.98 3.82 4.25 2 1
.Close Dlstant 4,29 4.16 4,45 2 1
Happy sad 4.52  4.28 4.84 2 1
Fighter . Peacemaker® 2.79 2.53 3.13 2 -1
Independent Dependent® 4,22 3.84 4,77 2 1
Giving Recéiving 4,29 »4.28 4.3? 2 1

Al
8Each DSCCS item pair is presented.here so that the left-hand item covers
scale points 6, 5, 4 and the right-hand item'scale points 3, 2, 1. (In the ad-
mlnlstcatlon of the 1nstrument the leftufhght direction of items was randomized.)
bThe N ofs the total group is larger than the combined Ns of the two criterion
groups because of attrition in the sample at the criterion phase when the self-
evaluatlons of competence were obtained. ) -

o

A rank of 1 1ndlcates that the mean rating ‘of the group was closer to scale

pdint 6; a rar.. of 2 indicates that the mean rating of the group was closexr to
scale point 1, .

*p < .05 based on X? (twc-tailed test).
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APPENDIX A

DEVELOPMENTAL SELF AND
CHILD CONCEPT SCARIES (DSCCS)




NOTE

The first three sections of the béCCS~;MYSELF AS A CHILD, MYSELF NOW, and
FAMILY RELATIONS*-were filled out by the student teachers in the fall of the
academic year, 'For half the students, MYSELF AS A CHILD appeared before MYSELF
NOW. - For the other half, this order was reversed. \\“**-——~*_~_

, The fourth- and flfth sectlons——A CHIID I HAVE ESPECIALLY ENJOYED WORKING
WITH and A CHILD I HAVE IEAST EN;OYED WORKING WITH--were filled out in the spring
of the academic year. ‘

The items in all>sections were preeeuted double spaced on legal-sized paper
for easy reading. They are.ptesented here in sihgle spaced format to reduce the
Y

length of each section.

Throughout this study, only code numbers appeared on the instruments in

AY
A
\

LY

order to preserve the anonymity of pafticipants.




4

o

Dear Student.

The attached questionnaire is part ‘of a study which we hope will be useful to
teacher educators in planning for the personal/professional=guidance of their ,
students. - : . L
e are asking you to help us in this study by Lllllng out thlS preliminary version's:
of the questionnaire. We will contact you once more in the spring to ask for your
help in the second phase of the study. Thank you for your time and cooperation.

o % Kk % % % %o Kk Kk k Kk % %

.

IL\?ASTRUCTIONS: PLEASE READ CAREFULLY BEFORE BEGINNING = ©

2

a 3

There are three sections in this questlonnalre. The first two sections consist
of palrs’of adjectives. In each of these sections you are asked to think of your-
self from a certain point of view (identified at the top Of each page) and to use
the pairs of adjectives to describe how you see_yourselﬁ from that point of view.

EXBMPIE: One of the sectlons asks you to think of yourself as a child. One of
the adjective pairs mlght be:

v
E)

active 0, o . . o - O passive

You would decide (1) whether you were more on the active or the passive side, and
(2) how active or pass1ve you feel you were. If you recall that you were more
active than passive, you would concentrate on the active (left) side of the item.
Then,

if YOu think you were very active, you would circle O;

if you think you were rather active, you would circle o;

if you think you were slightly active, you would circle .
Thus, if you thought of yourself as rather active, the item would be circled like
this:

active 0 (é) . . o 0 passive
-Please make only ONE circ;e Between éACH pair cfcthe adjectives.,

Thesé same instructions apply to the third section of the questionnaire, which - «
contains pairs of phrases.

Please answer every item on each page but do not dellberate on any one. The best

. answer is an 1mpress1on1st1c one. Please go stralght through the questionnaire
lw1thout referring back or looking ahead. ‘ , ‘ 2

ﬂ’.}v s
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*.Think back to when you were a child. How would you describe yourself?

Capable
Rational
Fearful

Defies authority
" Popular

Bossy

> Inadequate
Playful
"Rebellious
Harmonious
Unsure

Spontaneous *

Achievement-oriented
Noncompetitive
Prefers adults

Boistexous
Unloved
Follower

.~ Friendly

Abstract
Sober
Dependent

e Impulsive
Instructind
Unselfconscious
Optimistic
Coping

0la for age
Placid

Secure

Sense of humor
Lonely
Efficient
Inflexible
Fast
Resourceful

. Practical
Outgoing

» - Wary
. . Gifted
Influential
Carefree

Dull

Impatient

Cool

Relaxed
Intuitive

OOOOOOOOOQO0,000“OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO

MYSELF AS A

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o]
o
o
o
o
Q
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
0}
o
o
o
o
o
o

o

CHILD

o

OOOOOOOOOOOO‘OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO

oooooooooooooooooooo”ooooooooooooo’ooo.Oooooo'o

a

0O 00O0

Helpless“

Irrational
Brave

.Respects authority

Left out
Unassertive
Adequate
Serious
Confoxming
Confiiuted
Self-confident
Reserved

Easy going
Competitive
Prefers children
Quiet '
Loved

Leader

Aloof

Concrete
Habpy—go—lucky
Self-reliant
Controlled
Instructed
Self-conscious
Pessimistic
Avoiding

Young for age -
Stoxrmy

Insecure
Humoxrless
Belonyging

-2

" Inefficient

Flexible
Slow .
Needy
Imaginative
shy
Trusting
Ordinary
Influenced
Responsible
Bright

~Patient

Warm
Tense
Logical
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Aggressive
Extroverted
Cheerful
Subordinate
Emotional

Oversensitive

Passive

‘Comfortable

Distant

Happy

Peacemaker
Independent

Receiving

2

0000000000000, |

0000000000000

-~ 4 -

‘MYSELF AS A CHILD

[

9s

0 00000O00O0ODO0O0OO0OO

000000000000

In answeringvthis section, approximately how old were you thinking ..
of yourself as being?

Tinid

- Fighter

Introverted
Solemn
Dominant
Cool

Tough
Bctive
Ill-at~ease
Close

Sad

Dependent
Giving .

. o,
A
e

4
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Think of yourself at this stage in your life. How would you describe yourself?

Capable

Rational

Fearful
Defies. authority
Popular
,Bossy
Inadequate
Playful
Rebellious
Harmonious
Unsure
Spontaneous
Achievement-oriented
Noncompetitive
Preférs adults
Boisterous
Unloved
Follower
Friendly
- Abstract
Sober
Dependent
= Impulsive
Instructing
Unselfconscious
Optimistic
Coping
0ld for age
Placad
-Secure

Sense of humor

Lonely

\ - Efficient
Inflexible
Fast
"Resourceful
Practical

" Outgoing
Viary

Gifted
Influential
Carefree
Dull
Impatient
Cool
Relaxed
Inturi.ive

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
.0
0
0
0
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
0
o
0
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
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"Flexible
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Helpless

_ Irrational
"Brave

Respects authority
Left out
Unassertive
Adequate

Serious
/ Conforming

Conflicted
Self-confident
Reserved

Easy going
Competitive
Prefers children
Quiet

Loved
Leadex

Aloof

Concrete
Happy-go-lucky
Self-reliant
Controlled
Instructed
Self~conscious
Pessimistic
Avoiding :
Young for age
Stormy
Insecure
Humorless
Belonging
Inefficient

Slow

Needy
Imaginative
Shy :
Trusting
Ordinary
Influenced
Responsible
Bright
Patient

Warm

Tense | °
Logical




MYSELF NOUT

Aggressive
Extroverted
Cheexful
Subordinate
Emotional
Oversensitive
Passive
Comfortable
Distant
Happy
Peacemakelr
“Independent
Recelving
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Timid
Introverted
Solemn
Dominant
Cool

Tough
Active
Ill-at—ease
Close

Sad
Fightex
Dependent
Giving
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AS A CHILD, I
FELT MY PARENTS

Almost always
understood me

THROUGHOUT MY LIFE, I

HAVE SEEN MY PARENIS AS

Almost always giving me
support and good advice

WHEN I WAS A CHILD,

MY PARENTS
—_—

-

Set many limits
or my behavior

IN THE COURSE

OF GROVING UP

I rebelled actively
against my parents

© I WOULD DESCRIBE

My FAMILY AS

HWarm, close-knit

WHEN I WAS A CHILD,

MY PARENTS

Often punished me

. WHEN I THINK ABOUT IT,

MY BASIC VALUES NG ARE

Those I learned from my
parents as a child -

AS A CHILD, I

FELT CLOSEST TO

'

My mother
(or mother surrogate)

FAMILY

RELATIONS

. - @]
- . @]
. . O
. . @] ’
. . o
. . O
- . o]
. . o

Almost never

- understood me

Almost never giving me
support and good advice

Set almost no limits
on my behavior

I hardly rebelled at
all against my parents’

Distant, loosely-knit

Almost never punished me

Quite different from
those of my parents

Ity fatherx )
{(or father surrogate)




Dear Student:

Thank you for your willingness to cooperate in this final stage of our study.
There are two sections in this questionnaire. The format will be familiar to
you. ‘In the fall we asked you to think of yourself in responding  jto the ques-~

tionnaire. MNow we are asking you to think of certain children you have worked
with. :

Thanks again_for helﬁing us out.

!
: * k k% Kk *k k% £ k k Kk k %k %

INSTRUCTIONS: PLEASE READ CAREFULLY BEFORE BEGINNING

i
@
o

In each section of the questionnaire, you are asked to think of a specific child
and to characterize him or her using tHe pairs of adjectives provided. For ex-
ample, if you are presented with the following pair of adjectives:

active - O o . o . o 0 ‘passive

you would decide (1) whether the child you are describing is more active or pas-
sive, and (2) how active or passive you see him of her as being. If you decide .
that the child is more active than passive, vou would concentrate .on t?e active
sidé of the item. Then,

if you see the child as being vexy active, you would circle O;

if you see the child as being rather active, you would circle o;

if you see the child as being slightly active, you would circle .

Fhus, if you saw the child as being rather active, the item would look like-this:
k : active 0 (g) . . o) o} passive

Please make only ONE circle between EACH pair according to which of the adjec~
tives is most appropriate in general. ' o

Answer every item, but do not deliberate on any one. The best answer is an im-
pressionistic one. Please go straight through the gquestionnaire without refer-

ring back or looking ahead. - R

ERIC
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Think of a child you have especially enjoyed T e

working with. How would you describe him/her?

A CHILD I HAVE ESPECIAILY ENJOYED {ORKING WITH

. Capable

* Rational

« Feagfui
Defies authority
Popular

Bossy
Inadequate
Playful .
Rebellious
Harmonious

LN Unsure
' Spontaneous

: Achievement-oriented

oy Noncompetitive

‘ Prefers adults
Boisterous.

“Unloved

¥ollower

Friendly

Abstract

Sobexr

Dependent

Impulsive

. Instructing
" Unselfconscious

Cptimistic

Coping

0ld for age

Placid .

Secure

Sense of humor
Lonely’

Efficient

Inflexible

Fast

Resourceful
Practical

_ Outgoing
. Wary
. Gifted

Influential

Carefree

Dull

Impatient

Cool

Relaxed

Intuitive

O
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Helpless
Irrational

Brave

Respects authority
Left out ‘
Unassertive
Adequate

Serious

Conforming
Conflicted
Self-confident
Reserved -

Easy going
Competitive
Prefers children
Quiet

.Loved

Leader

Aloof

Concrete
Happy-go-lucky
Self-reliant
Controlled
Instructed
Self-conscious
Pessimigtic
Avoiding
Young for age
Stormy
Insecure
Humorless

‘Belonging

Inefficient
Flexible
Slow

Needy
Imaginative
Shy
Trusting
Ordinaxry
Influenced
Responsible

- Bright

Patient
Viaxrm
Tense
Logical
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A'CHIID I HAVE ESPECIALLY ENJOYED WORKING WITH

" Aggressive 0 o . o o 0
Extroverted 0] o . . o .0
Cheerful 0 o . . o 0.
Subordinate 0 o . . o 0
Emotional 0 o} . . o} 0
Oversensitive 0 o . . o] 0
Passive 0o - o . . o} 0
‘Comfortable O o . . o 0
Distant 0 o \.‘ . o 0

- Happy 0 o . . o 0
Peacemaker 0] o . . o 0
Independent O o - . . o O
Receiving 0] o . . o 0

B

Howr old was the child you have just described?

Was it a boy or a girl?

s

/’

P
-

104

Timid -
Introvepﬁed
Solemn”
Dominant
Cool.

Tough
Active
Ill-at-ease’
Close

Sad . .
Fighter
Dependent
Giving
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Think of a child you have least- enjoyed working
How would you describe him/her?

/e “A CHIID I HAVE LEAST ENJOYED WORKING WITH

‘Capable
" Rational
. Fearful

Popular
Bossy

/ Repellious
Harmonious
Unsur
Spontaneous
- Achievement-orieEZed
’ Noncompeti

- Prefers tZ(xlts

Boisterous

U loved

Follower

Friendly

Abstract

_ Sober

ﬂ . Dependent
' Impulsive
Instructing

Unselfconscious

Optimistic

Coping

_ 0ld for age

T Placid

Secure

Sense of humor

: Lonely

Efficient

Fast

Resourceful
Practical
Cutgoing

‘ tlary

) Gifted
Influential
Carefree

Dull

Impatient

" : Cool
~ Relaxed
Intuitive

O
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Defies authority

/, - Inadequate -
Playful

5 7 Inflexible

—

-

..OOOOOOOOOOOOO'OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO'O‘OOOOOOOOO\GMO‘...Q,‘Q-O

OOOOO<OOOOOO'OOOOO~OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO-'O-\OV"OOOOOOOO

OOOOOOOOO‘OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOQOO‘O‘;O

0000000000000 0O0DO0O0D0O0DO0DO0O0DO0OO0D0OO0OO0O0OO0ODOOO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0ODO0OODOOOOOO

Helpless
Irrational . .
Brave '
Respects authority
Left out
Unassertive
Adequate
Serious
Conforming
Conflicted
Self-confident

‘Resexved

Easy going
Competitive
Prefers children
Quiet =

Loved

Leader

Aloof

Concrete
Happy~go-1lucky
Self-reliant

-Controlled
AIqstrueted

Self-conscious
Pessimistic
2voiding

.Young for age

Stormy
Insecure
Humorless
Belonging
Inefficient
Flexible
Slow

Needy
Imaginative
Shy
Trusting

Ordinary

Influenced
Responsible
Bright
Patient
Waxrm

Tense
Logical



O

0

=12 -

N .
A CHI%D I HAVE LEAST ENJOYED WORKING WITH

Aggressive 0 o . . o 0 Timid
Extroverted (O o . . o O - ‘Introverted
.Cheerful 0 o . . o 0’, Solemn
Subordinate ] o - . . o 0 Dominant
" Emotional © o . . o 0 Cool
Oversensitive O o . : o O  Tough
. Passive 0. o . . o O Active
‘Comfortable o o . LI ‘0 0 Ill-at-ease
Distant 0 o . . o 0 Close
Happy 0 e . . o ) Sad
Peacemaker O ‘o . . o) 0 Fighter.
Independent O o . . o O Dependent
Receiving O o} . . o} O Giving

How old was the child you havg just described?

Jas it a boy or a girl?—

o
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o ' : APPENDIX B
.- '~STUDENT TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE ) : .
|
| ‘




NOTE '

The questionnaire for the student teachers was administered in thé spring

of the academic year, following the last two sections of the DSCCS (see Appen-
. ¢ . . :

dix a). . ' : .’ .

P e
Throughout tais study, only code numbers appeared on the instruments in
i/ .

o

order to preserve the anonymity of participants.”: ’ : S

106
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Questionnaire for Student Teachers ‘ .

@

If you could flnd exactly, the klnd of teachlng jOb you most want how would
you describe it*in terms of the following?

1. The age group I would most like to work with is: (CHECK ONE)
. . —-——l\ ’ —_—

‘below 2 years o

2 through 4 year olds !

5 through 7 year olds !

8 through 10 year oids%

11 year olds or older !

[T

2. I would prefer to work infy (CHECK ONE)

a public school
a private school
a day care center . . - ’

other (specify) LT e R : p

l‘lll:'

Having now had classroom experience as part of your profe551ona1 development,
how would you describe yourself regarding the follow1ng?

B S
4

3. If I had to choose, I would feel more competent in’ worklng with chlldren
who, 1n general: (CHECK ONE)

are on the shy, w1thdraWn, passive side -~
are on the outgoing,/assertive, active Side o .

£ 4. If T had to choose, I feel that I could work more effectlvely w1th chil-
T . " dren who: (CH=ZCK ONE) v o ) i -

‘are 1ntellectua11y glfted
are ‘slow learners or have spe01flc 1earn1ng dlfflcultles
a N 5
. - 5, In my work with children thus far, I would describe the way in Wthh I
Le,ate to children in generak as: (CHECK ONE)
‘} w«. ¥ e — D —
____ very good (little or no further work heeded in this area)
good (still need some work in this: area) : _ -
fair (still need quite a bit of work in this area)



APPENDIX C.

\P)DVISOR QUESTIONNAIRE
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

NOTE

The questionnaire for the advisors. was filled out in the

academic year.

- Throughout this study, only code numbers appeared on the

-

order to preserve the anonymity of participaﬁts. T

o

spring of the

L istruments in




Questionnaire for Advisors

In terms of your knowledge of the student whose name has been given to you,
if you could find exactly the kind of teaching job in which she (he) is likely
- .to be most effective, how would you describe it in terms of the following?

1. The age group the student is likely to work with most effectively is:
(CHECK ONE) - :

below 2 years |

2 through 4 year olds : :

5 through 7 year olds ' '
|
\
|
|

|11

8 through 10 year olds .
11 year olds or older
2. In what kind of setting do you think the student could make the best use of
her (his) personal/professional abilities? (CHECK ONE)

a public school
a private school
a day care center:
other (séecify)~

|11

From what you have observed of the student how would you descrlbe her (him)
regarding the following?

3. The student appears more competent in relation to children who, in general:
(CHECK ONE)

are on the shy, withdrawn, passive side
are on the outgoing, assertive, active side
4. If the student were to work with children who are outside the "average"
range of intelligence, the student would probably be more. competent in
relation to children who tend toward: (CHECK ONE)

the intellectually gifted end
____ the slow learning end . . . B
5. Irrespective of other aspects of the ‘student's teaching performance, how
would you describe her (his) overall ability to relate to children (i.e.,
to respond to children sensitively and appropriately; with empathy, yet’
retaining adult identity)? (CHECK ONE)

Outstanding (a

&

natural" with children; essentially needs no further
work in this area)” :
Good (builds relatively solid relatlonshlps, but needs some work in

this area) :
Fair (is able to build relatlonshlps, but these are quite uneven;

needs considerable work in this area)
Poor (probably should move into a role that does not entail close
day-to-day contacts with children)

2




