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The purpose of this study was to investigate the selfconcept by

examining the relationships among self-perception, behavioral under-

standing, and teacher performance. The subjects were 53 female
college students enrolled in one of three practicum classes offered by
the Family Life Department of Oregon State University. Subjects in

Group A (n=33) were enrolled in the first of this series of practicum
courses involving supervised experience with young children. The
remaining subjects (n=20) were enrolled in the final phase of the

above series and comprised Group B.

A total of five instruments were used to collect data in this
study. The Tennessee Self Concept Scale was used to measure the

subject's general level of self-esteem and the semantic differential,
Myself As A Teacher, was used to measure the subject's view of her-

self as a teacher. Form II of the Film Test for Understanding

Behavior was used to assess a subject's basic understanding of interpersonal situations involving young children. The Student's Self-

Evaluation Rating Scale and an identical scale, the Instructor's Evalu-

ation Rating Scale, were used to measure the subject's level of performance as a teacher. This teacher performance was measured
only in Group B.

Rank order correlational analyses were applied to determine
the relationship between and among these measures of self-percep-

tion, behavioral understanding, and teacher performance. The study
was structured around the statements of four specific relationships.
No significant relationship was found between the FUB Total

Score and the TSCS Total Score for either Group A or Group B.

However, quite different results were obtained with the situation

specific instrument, the MAAT. Subjects reported a less enhancing
view of self after an initial experience and this view correlated highly
with lowered scores on the Guidance Subscale of the FUB. On the
other hand, Group B subjects scored lower on the Guidance Subscale,
but reported a more enhancing view of self on the MAAT.

The relationship between self-perception and self-evaluation of
teacher performance was investigated only for Group B. It appeared
that a pattern of relationship existed between how one views oneself

generally and how one views one's performance as a teacher. More

specifically, there appears to be a relationship between a subject's

view of herself as a teacher and her view of her ability to establish
and maintain positive relationships with her pupils.
No significant relationships were found between the Instructor's
Evaluation Rating Scale (TERS) and the TSCS. However, a more defi-

nite pattern of relationship emerges with the situational view of self
measured by the MAAT. Apparently a strong relationship existed

between feelings of self-worth as a teacher and an observer's rating
of the individual's ability to establish and maintain positive relationships with children.

No significant relationships were found between either the SelfEvaluation Rating Scale (SERS) and the FUB or between the Instruc-

tor's Evaluation Rating Scale (IERS) and the FUB. Furthermore,

there appears to be no pattern of relationship with regard to the cor-

relations reported.
Tangential analyses of the correlations between the Self-Evalu-

ation Rating Scale and the Instructor's Evaluation Rating Scale re-

vealed high significant intercorrelations. This suggests that these
instruments are potentially useful for evaluation in a teacher training
program.
The results tended to support several aspects of phenomenologi-

cal theory, particularly the notion that an individual's behavior will
be consistent with his view of himself. The results also highlighted
the need for a reconceptualization of the dynamics of change in the

selfconcept. Such a reconceptualization may facilitate a further

understanding of the influences which result in chan,ge to central and

peripheral elements of the self. Furthermore, the importance of
investigating a situational view of the self rather than the selfconcept
in general became apparent.

Limitations of the study and suggestions for further research

were also discussed.
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SELFCONCEPT AS REFLECTED IN BEHAVIORAL
UNDERSTANDING AND TEACHER PERFORMANCE
INTRODUCTION

The study of the selfconcept is beset by confusion and problems

both in theory and in research despite the steady rise of interest in

this area. While several authors, most notably Wylie (1961, 1968)
and Co ller (1971), have gone to great lengths in pointing out the need

for and the necessity of re-evaluating the current position, few studies

appear to have addressed these disparities.
Recent criticism of self theory has pointed clearly to the disunity and disorganization which surrounds the theoretical foundations
of the self (Crowne and Stephens, 1963; Combs, Soper, and Courson,
1963; Wylie, 1968; Co ller, 1971; and Zirkel, 1971). First granted an
important place in psychological thinking by William James (1920),

the concept of self was incorporated into the thinking of both the

Freudians (Freud, Adler, and Jung) and the Neo-Freudians (Sullivan,

Homey, and Fromm). Interest in the self was later shared by Combs,
Rogers, Maslow, and others from a phenomenological frame of reference. Even though it has continued to hold a place of importance in

psychology, self theory has remained marred by a general lack of
consistent and clearly discernable constructs and definitions. Although an indepth analysis of self theory is greatly needed to overcome
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these apparent weaknesses, such an approach does not appear to be
forthcoming.

Similar problems are also apparent in the current research
literature dealing with the selfconcept where disparity is found in regard to definitions and instruments. Crucial psychometric and
methodological principles have also been neglected in many studies.

Similarly, few studies have indicated clear ties with theoretical positions. Consequently, the results of these studies are generally undependable and ambiguous. In addition, many authors argue that the

currently popular self-report approach has been widely misused and

misinterpreted as a direct measure of the selfconcept (Combs and
Soper, 1957; Crowne and Stephens, 1961; Combs, Soper, and Courson, 1963; and Wylie, 1968).

This study investigates aspects of the selfconcept by examining

the relationships among self-perception, behavioral understanding,
and teacher performance. In doing so, it attempts to address the
problems and areas of confusion which seem to be apparent. This

exploratory study attempts to use the self-report, coupled with

several other instruments, to create a bridge to the selfconcept.
dealing with both the theoretical controversy and the methodological

problems surrounding the selfconcept, this study attempts to provide

a logical, statistical connection between self-report and teacher performance, and between self-report and behavioral understanding. If
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such a connection is found, then it may be possible to draw some further and more definite links between self-report and phenomemological selfconcept. Ultimately, the multiplicity of relationships to be

investigated should allow pertinent conclusions to be drawn, not only

with respect to theory, but also regarding instruments and research
design.
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE

For the past decade, self theory in general and the idea of selfconcept in particular have been the focus of a steady rise of interest.

Unfortunately, however, this interest has been directed primarily
toward generating new research questions and seeking new relationships rather than toward an analysis and organization of the fundamental concerns of the theory. Although Wylie (1968), Co ller (1971),

and several others (Combs and Soper, 1957; Combs, Soper, and Courson, 1963; Crowne and Stephens, 1963; and Zirkel, 1971) have made

strong suggestions regarding the need for and indeed the necessity of
re-evaluating the direction in which we find ourselves moving, it

appears that little has been accomplished.
In view of the current attention directed toward the concept of

self, it seems paradoxical that a great deal of disunity and disorganization remains in self theory itself. In particular, clear and consistent definitions are lacking. For example, theorists have used
the same term to explain different conceptualizations and different
terms to explain the same conceptualizations. In a similar vein, self

theory has also been marred by a lack of consistent and clearly discernable constructs. Although at present self theory is "ambiguous,
incomplete, and overlapping" (Wylie, 1968, p. 767), it is possible
that a closer analysis of constructs and concepts would lend
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substantial amounts of stability, precision, and clarity to self theory.
The disunity and disorganization in self theory appears to have

carried over into the research literature in the form of a, lack of
clear operational definitions and a lack of consistency with regard to
the use of key terminology. In addition, definite weaknesses have

been found with regard to research designs and instruments (Wylie,
1968).

In recognition of the difficulties in both the theoretical and the

research literature, this review has been divided into two major sub-

sections. The first is a discussion of self theory, the second is a
discussion of the problems and weaknesses of current selfconcept

research literature.
Self Theory

Both Wylie (1961; 1968) and Caller (1971) have indicated that

perhaps the major problem regarding the utility of self theory lies
in the disorganization of the theory itself. Throughout the past de-

cades, the self has been referred to in terms of actor, agent, ego,

individual, mind, person, organism, psyche, spirit, object, and subject. While many of these terms remain in frequent use today, it

does appear that two general constructs have emerged: self-assubject and self-as-object.

Self-as-subject (or self-as-process) is regarded as a group of
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psychological processes that govern behavior and adjustment (Hall and
Lindzey, 1970). That is to say, the self is conceived of as a doer,

actor, or agent in that it includes an active group of processes such
as thinking, remembering, and perceiving (Hall and Lindzey, 1970;
Hamachek, 1971; and Co ller, 1971). English and English (1958) refer

to self -as- subject as "the part of the person which carries out psychic,

mental, or psychological acts; the agent for behavior. " Essentially

equivalent to this construct of self are James' I or pure ego, Jung's
self, and Freud's ego.
The second distinct construct, self-as-object, is defined as the
person's attitudes and feelings about himself (Hall and Lindzey, 1970;
Hamachek, 1971; and Co ller, 1971). That is, the person's attitudes,

feelings, perceptions, and evaluations of himself as an object. In

this sense, the self is what a person thinks of himself. Patterning
on this second construct is revealed in Adler's self ideal, Sullivan's
personification, Combs and Snygg's phenomenal self and Rogers' self.

Although these two constructs of self, self-as-subject and self-

as-object, are distinctly different, there is no consistency of usage
regarding the descriptive terms applied to them. For example some
writers have used ego to describe the individual's psychological pro-

cesses, and self to describe the individual's system of conceptions of
himself, while others have employed the terms in exact reverse.
most current literature (Hamachek, 1971; Co ller, 1971), however,

there is at least agreement to the extent that the term selfconcept is

commonly used to denote the second meaningself-as-object. This
paper, and indeed the majority of selfconcept research today, con-

cerns itself with the selfconcept in terms of this self-as-object construct.
While it is obvious that knowledge and understanding of self

theory is essential to the study of the selfconcept, and even though

repeated reference to self theory is made in the literature, very little
effort has been expended in delineating the emergence and develop-

ment of the theory. This same lack of attention seems apparent as

one seeks explanations of basic assumptions. The review of theoretical foundations which follows is included in an attempt to begin the

systematic clarification of self theory which is so intensely needed, if

the theory is to stimulate fruitful research in the area of selfconcept.
Of particular concern at this point is to bring forth a clearer understanding of both the phenomenal self and that organized and dynamic

core known as the self concept.
Early Foundations

As early as 1890, William James, along with William Stern,
granted the self an important place in psychological thinking and in

doing so is credited with laying the foundation for personalistic psychology (Hall and Lindzey, 1970). Much that is written today
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concerning personal psychology stems directly or indirectly from the
early thinking of James.

James (1920) referred to the self as the empirical me which he
defined as the sum total of all that a man can call his. These self
possessions were divided into three categories: the material me

which includes the individual's body, traits, and abilities as well as
his material possessions; the social me which incorporates his social
relationships and the recognition received from them, and his vocation
and avocations; and the spiritual me comprised of his psychological
faculties and dispositions. In addition, James referred to the stream

of thought which constitutes one's sense of personal identity, that
which at any given moment is conscious, as the I or pure ego. Thus
we see he conceived of the self as both known (object) which he termed

the empirical me, and as knower (thinker or agent) which he termed
the pure ego.

To a limited degree, the study of the self was pursued by his
contemporaries (Titchener, 1898; Dewey, 1891; Cooley, 1902;

McDougall, 1932), but for the most part, this concept was left alone,
ignored by both the behaviorists and the fundamentalists, who domi-

nated the next three decades (Coller, 1971). During this same time,
the psychoanalytic framework was being developed by the Freudians

and subsequently the neo-Freudians, and that framework did accord a
position to the concept of the self.

Psychoanalytic Framework
The dynamic and highly influential work of Sigmund Freud (1960)

dealt with three processes or systems which together structured personality formation. Of these three, the ego comes closest to what we

now regard as the self. The ego is governed by what Freud termed
the reality principle and characterized by problem solving, thinking,
and planning. The id, governed by the pleasure principle, seeks to

provide for the immediate release of energy or tension brought to the
surface by instinctual needs. The superego is the moral branch of

one's personality, the ideal, which strives for perfection instead of

reality or pleasure. The ego is the link between the subjective world
of impulse (Id), and of ideal (Superego), and the objective world of

reality. It is considered to be the agent for behavior in the external
world, modifying impulses until an appropriate object cathexis can be
found.

Similarly, Alfred Adler (1935), who broke with Freud over the
issue of sexuality, developed a theory emphasizing the fundamental

social nature of man. Man, inherently a social being, acquires a
style of life from his relationships and cooperation with others. Adler

considered the self, or life style, to be a highly personalized, subjective system which interprets and makes meaningful the experiences of
the organism (Hall and Lindzey, 1970). It is the system by which an

individual's personality functions, and serves to unify the individual's
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thinking, feeling, and active expression. To Adler, one's life style
serves as the executive for all decisions of life and the motivator of
all behavior. Though each person shares a common goal--that of

superiority--each strives for it differently according to his unique
life plan.

Carl Jung, also an associate of Freud, believed that both the
past as actuality and the future as potentiality guided an individual's
behavior (Hall and Lindzey, 1970). According to Jung, the total per-

sonality or psyche consists of a number of differentiated but interact-

ing systems. One of these, the self, serves as the center of the whole
personality, holding the other systems together and providing the

personality with unity, equilibrium, and stability. The self, Jung

proposed, is life's goal. It is the goal constantly sought after yet
seldom reached. It is the motivator of man's behavior and the cause

for his search for wholeness.
Neo-Freudian Contributions

Following the Freudian psychoanalists came the contributions of
such neo-Freudians as Sullivan (1953), Homey (1945), and Fromm
(1955). Sullivan consolidated the position of a personality theory

grounded in social processes through the development of his inter-

personal theory of psychiatry. Essential to his framework is the idea
that the individual cannot be studied except in relation to his
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interpersonal behavior, for he cannot and does not exist apart from
his relations with others in his environment (Hall and Lindzey, 1970).

The two basic needs of man, Sullivan argued, are physical satisfac-

tion (food, drink, rest, sex) and security.
Sullivan further argued that each individual is capable of com-

plex patterns of responses. One such pattern, the image that an individual has of himself or of another person, he termed a personification. Arising out of experiences with need-satisfaction and anxiety

(resulting from real or imaginary threats to one's security), selfpersonifications are a complex of feelings, attitudes, and conceptions
about the self (Hall and Lindzey, 1970). Such self-regarding attitudes

(or self-concept), then, are developed from the reflected appraisals
of significant others in the individual's life.
On the other hand, Karen Horney (1945) stressed that it was the
totality of early experiences and conflicts which formed a unique

character structure (system) and in turn it was that structure which
made a person inclined to behave in certain ways, Competing and
contradictory demands of our culture and the resulting qualitatively

poor human relationships are often internalized into the self, resulting in conflict and tension. In turn, such feelings of anxiety and in-

security interfere with the maturational process, hindering the unfolding of the individual's potentialities and leading to maladaptive
behaviors (Gale, 1969).
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Eric Fromm (1955) was also concerned with the social influences

upon behavior, the individuality of man, his goal-directedness, and

his higher potentialities (Gale, 1969). Man, Fromm postulated, essentially feels lonely and isolated because of his separation from

nature and fellow man. He views man as trying to rise above the
problems of ethical conflicts and lack of relatedness to himself and
to his human world (Hall and Lindzey, 1970). Thus comes man's
higher goal: to be self-realized, that is, to lead a creative, produc-

tive life and relate to his human world. Mature love, Fromm believes,
is the unifying element in the development of the self (Gale, 1969).
Phenomenological Framework

The works of Combs, Maslow, Rogers, and others deal with the
phenomenological view of the self. This inner world, known only to

the individual, evolves from evaluational interaction. The self or

selfconcept is founded in a person's perception of the reflected attitudes and judgments of significant others. Influenced by needs,

values, beliefs, and other variables, perception can be and is modified by conditions both inside and outside the self. An individual's
behavior becomes an attempt to maintain consistency with what he

perceives to be true. That is, one behaves according to one's perceptions.

In the phenomenological sense, then, the self is a system of
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ideas, attitudes, appraisals, concepts, value judgments and commitments pertaining to one's own person and shaped through our perceptions of the self (Gale, 1969). This self-concept is the unique "road
map" by which the individual guides his movements through the course
of life. It is the executive by which the individual makes a variety of

decisions with some consistency. As Hamachek (1971) states,
. . self-concept theory strongly suggests that a person will
"act like" the sort of individual he conceives himself to be.
As he encounters new experiences he accepts or rejects them
in terms of their compatibility with his present evaluation of
himself. . . . (p. 67).

.

The self is both the integrater and the differentiator of experience. As the individual interacts with his total environment, develop-

ment of the self occurs. The self, while seeking to maintain a measure of consistency, enables the individual to act, adjust, and respond,
and influences how the individual continues to interact with his environment.

the self is essentially a learned social product arising
out of the experiences with people--parents, siblings, relatives, peers, and the general community within the settings
of sociocultural milieu. Self-awareness does not happen
all at once, but is a dynamic, ongoing developmental process that begins during infancy and early childhood and continues until death. As all the sensations are interpreted by
the child, the process of self-hood begins. He views his
daily experiences in the light of his self-image, and reality
is for him his self-perceptions. In light of these selfperceptions, he behaves in the best way he knows how to
behave at any given time and circumstance. If his selfperceptions change, he may behave differently. (Gale,
1969, p. 33).
.

.

.
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Working from this personal or perceptual frame of reference,
Combs and Snygg (1959) view the self as essentially a social product

arising out of experiences with others. They argue that behavior,
without exception, is determined by the individual's phenomenal field.
This phenomenal or perceptual field, while constantly changing (fluid),

consists of the totality of experiences of which the person is aware at
the moment of action. They stress that what a person thinks or feels

determines what he will do. Indeed, to each individual, this pheno-

menal field, is reality.
Each individual develops a large number of perceptions or concepts of self. The organization of all these self-perceptions, at a

given instant, is referred to as the phenomenal self (Gale, 1969). By
the phenomenal self, Combs meant all ''those aspects of the perceptual field to which we refer when we say 'I' or 'me" (Combs and
Snygg, 1959, p. 43). The phenomenal self includes not only the physi-

cal me, but everything the individual experiences as "me" at a given
instant, To the individual, the phenomenal self is reality. It is his

basic frame of reference and the only "self" he knows.
Combs and Snygg believed the most basic need of all mankind,

indeed the most crucial task of existence, is the need the individual
has to both maintain and enhance the self as he perceives it and thereby develop a more adequate self (Combs and Snygg, 1959). Behavior

then, can be viewed as an attempt to preserve or fortify the
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individual's perception of personal adequacy. To change behavior,

Combs postulated, it is necessary to produce some change in the
individual's perceptu.a.1 field (Combs and Snygg, 1959).

According to Combs and Snygg, then, the self can be viewed as

both process and object. Process because as an actor it determines

behavior, and object because it consists of self-perceptions. At the
very core of personality are those perceptions of self which seem
most vital or important to the individual himself. It is these perceptions which constitute one's selfconcept.

In a similar vein, Abraham Maslow (1954) views the self in
terms of a theory of human motivation which assumes that needs are

ranked along a hierarchy, ranging from physiological needs to self-

actualization. Every person, he proposes, has an essential inner
core, the self, that is intrinsic and given. This inner self grows and
develops as it meets and transacts with the outside world (Gale, 1969).
Maslow defined healthy psychological growth as "growth toward self-

actualization, " which in terms of capacities and potentials is the ultimate development of the self. Furthermore, Maslow believed that the

self is basically good and if needs are gratified consistently, one will
move toward the goal of self-actualization as an integrated total organism (Gale, 1969). Lack of gratification of the lower order needs,

however, stifles the expression of the self and the tendency of the per
son to grow according to his own style, and thereby interferes with
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the goal of self-actualization.
Although clearly unique and original in its formulation, the
work of Carl Rogers (1951) is basically a phenomenological frame-

work and the influence of Maslow, Sullivan, Lecky, and others is
apparent (Hall and Lindzey, 1970). Rogers did not dwell upon struc-

tural constructs, but he admittedly relies heavily upon the concept of
self as an explanatory concept (Rogers, 1951).

Rogers asserts that every individual exists in a continually
changing world of experience of which he is the center. The totality

of all that the individual experiences, that is, everything potentially
available to awareness, constitutes the individual's potential phenomenal field. This field consists of all experience symbolized by the
individual and becomes his frame of reference which is known only, to

himself. The organism, as a psychological construct, is conceived

by Rogers as the locus or center of all experience (Hall and Lindzey,
1970; and Co ller, 1971). How the individual behaves depends upon his

phenomenal field for the organism reacts according to the field as it
is experienced and perceived. Unfortunately for the therapist, this
frame of reference is known only to the individual himself (Hall and
Lindzey, 1970).

According to Rogers (1951) the organism reacts as a total system in which "the alteration of any part may produce changes in any

other part [p. 487]. " The basic tendency to actualize, maintain, and
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enhance the experiencing organism is the one single goal in life, the
single motivating force which accounts for all behavior. "Behavior is

basically the goal-directed attempt of the organism to satisfy its needs
as experienced in the field as perceived" (Rogers, 1951, p. 491). The
individual's behavior consistently follows this perceived field.

Gradually a portion of the total perceptual field becomes differentiated as the self "(or selfconcept). As a result of environmental

interaction, particularly evaluational, interaction with other persons,

the structure of the self is formed. Accordingly, it is an organized,
fluid but consistent, conceptual Gestalt composed of the characteristics and relationships of the "I" or "me, " together with the values

attached to these concepts. As the individual interacts, he gradually
builds up concepts about himself, about the environment, and about

himself in relation to the environment. Mostly the individual will
behave in ways which are consistent with this concept of self. Each

experience is either organized into the self, ignored, or denied or

distorted. However, to ignore, deny, or distort is to create an incongruous relationship between the organism and the self, and, it is
congruence that Rogers believes is the key to becoming a fullyfunctioning (self-actualized) being. If an individual should experience

only unconditional positive regard, then self-regard would be unconditional and self and organism would be in complete congruence. How-

ever, evaluations of the individual by others, particularly during
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childhood, tend to favor distancing between self and organism. Be-

cause evaluations are, at best, usually both positive and negative, the
child learns which behaviors are approved of and which are disap-

proved. This latter category is apt to be excluded from the realm of
the self which then becomes out of line with the experiences of the
organism (Hall and Lindzey, 1970). Throughout childhood, then, due

to evaluations by others, the selfcoricept gradually tends to become

more and more distorted. The structure of the self must be revised
to assimilate and include such experiences, thus reestablishing congruence between the phenomenal self (subjective reality) and the real

self (external reality of the experiencing organism). This can be accomplished, according to Rogers, "under certain conditions involving

primarily complete absence of any threat to the self-structure.

.

(Rogers, 1951, p. 517).
Later Phenomenological Contributions

In a 1957 article on the self and its derivate terms, Combs and
Soper point out the need for rigorous reexamination of the basic prem-

ises and conceptualizations surrounding the terms "self" and "self

concept. " The task of describing the "characteristics and attributes
of a given self is a complex and difficult one, for the self can be ob-

served from many different frames of reference [p. 134]. " What
appears to be lacking is clarity and precision in the use of even the
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most fundamental concepts. Too often terms have been mistakenly
used, distorting basic conceptualizations surrounding the self. For

this reason, the authors have discussed the nature of the self and selfconcept and their relationship to behavior.

According to Combs and Soper, each individual, starting a short
time after birth and continuing throughout life, develops a large num-

ber of self-perceptions which serve to describe the "I" or "m
These perceptions are not all of equal importance, but rather differ

in terms of closeness or centrality, stability (resistance to change),
and sharpness or clarity. While the "real" self may be impossible to
observe, Combs and Soper believe it is not only possible but indeed

essential to study these perceptions of self accumulated by each individual. Self-perceptions, they assert, are "among the most impor-

tant determinants of behavior [p. 135]. "
The selfconcept is the organization of all such self-perceptions.

More than just the sum total, it is the "patterned interrelationship or

'gestalt' [p. 136]" of all perceptions. Indeed, Combs and Soper state
that it is the selfconcept with its stability and consistency which "gives

predictability to the individual and his behavior [p. 136]. "

However, within this framework, neither the self nor the self-

concept exist as discrete entities. Rather, they are inferences which
enable us to deal with an individual's complex functioning not other-

wise directly observable. To the individual, the selfconcept is

20

reality, acquired from his observations about his own behavior and

the behavior of other people toward him. But because the selfconcept

is the product of inference, then in order to understand it the outsider
must also use inference. "If each individual behaves in terms of his
self-concept, then it should be possible

.

.

.

by observing the beha-

vior of an individual, to infer the nature of the self-concept [p. 137]."
In this same vein, William Purkey (1970), has offered a compo-

site definition of the "self" drawn from the writings of Lecky, Rogers,

Jersild, and Combs and Snygg. The self, or selfconcept, he states,
is a "complex and dynamic system of beliefs which an individual holds

true about himself, each belief with a corresponding value [p. 7].
Two important characteristics can be seen in the above definition.

First, the self is organized. That is, the self has a generally stable
quality characterized by harmony and orderliness. In Figure 1, the

large spiral represents the total self. The smaller spirals are an
individual's personal beliefs about himself. Some beliefs are closer
to the essence of the self and some are more distant, as not all elements of the belief structures are equally significant. Those on the

peripheral are relatively unstable, while others, by nature more central to the self, are highly resistant to change.
Each of the belief structures is considered by the individual to
be of either positive or negative value. Hence, even though an indi-

vidual belief is very near the center of the self, it could be valued
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Figure 1.
negatively by the individual. Furthermore, Purkey states, success

or failure in one area, especially those close to the essence of the
self, will be generalized throughout the system. By the fact that every
self structure is unique, makes for an infinite variety of personalities.
The second characteristic offered by Purkey is that the self is
dynamic. As noted by Rogers (1951) and Combs and Snygg (1959),

every individual is constantly striving to maintain and enhance the
self. All events, Purkey suggests, are perceived by the individual

as important or unimportant, attractive or unattractive, valuable or
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worthless, significant or insignificant according to how the individual
views himself. All experience is perceived and evaluated in terms of

its relevance to the self. Purkey assumes that if a potentially new
concept of self appears that is consistent with those already present,
it is accepted and easily assimilated. If, however, such a concept is

irrelevant, it is apt to be ignored. Likewise, when such a concept
appears inconsistent with one's frame of reference, the individual is

likely to reject or distort it. These assumptions indicate that an individual will indeed alter incoming experiences so as to maintain the
stability of his perceived self and consequently will behave in a man-

ner which is consistent with that self structure. Though at times the
system must shift abruptly, Purkey believes the self is generally
ultraconservative. That is, the self generally resists change and

strives for consistency.
Yet another important assumption Purkey makes is that each
individual "is striving to behave in ways which are consistent with his

self-interpretation [p. 12]. " Each individual behaves in ways consistent to his perceptions of himself because of a single, personal,
internal motivation--the maintenance and enhancement of the perceived self.
Summary

Criticism concerning self theory has indeed been severe. Wylie
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(1968) repeatedly points out that the theories are in many ways. "am

biguous, incomplete, and overlapping [p. 767], " marred by a lack of
consistency and clearly discernible constructs. Although certain
theorists have criticized attempts at oversimplification, they have
been unsuccessful in introducing either concepts or constructs consistent with scientific assumptions or which are operationally feasible (Wylie, 1968). In agreement with Wylie, this author believes

there is, yet much to be done to further the theoretical framework of

self theory. A closer analysis of the subdivisions and relationships
involved with and within the selfconcept would perhaps lend the much

needed dimensions of stability, precision, and clarity to self theory.
However, such an indepth analysis does not appear to be forthcoming

with the same rapidity as the research based solely (if based at all) on
the present framework.

This seemingly leaves the conscientious researcher two alternatives. The first is to suspend all further study based on present

self theory until this much needed task of reorganization is completed.

This, however, seems highly unlikely from the standpoint of the current popularity in the selfconcept. Furthermore, there is the possi
bility that carefully conceived and executed studies could shed some

light upon the present theoretical problem areas.
The second alternative is to consider the strengths (or "knowns")
of self theory, a.cknowledge its weaknesses, and proceed accordingly.
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However, if one should choose this second alternative, it is essential
he realize the confusion and error which already pervades the current

literature. Indeed, the general lack of consistency in theoretical
frameworks has led to even greater inconsistency and ambiguity in

research. This study has chosen this second alternative and attempts
to account for the confusion and weakness of the self theory.

Current Research Literature
Whatever lack of clarity existed in self theory has been dedi-

catedly and successfully transferred to research and its proportions
magnified. What is evident is what Wylie (1961, p. 2) termed a 'be-

wildering array" of definitions, instruments, and research designs.
Zirkel (1971) asserts that the "seeming lack of consistency, clarity,
and completeness in these research findings is no doubt due in large
part [p. 216]" to the perfuse array of definitions and methodological

errors, which in turn has made generalization and interpretation next
to impossible from one study to the next. While some studies expli-

citly state differing definitions, many others implicitly do so according to instrument or method (Zirkel, 1971). An early study by Havighurst, Robinson, and Dorr (1946) seeks to describe the development
of the ideal self or ego-ideal by relying heavily on Freudian psychology.

In contrast, Brownfain (1952) defined the selfconcept as "a sys

tem of central meanings that (one) has about himself and his relations
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to the world about him [p. 597]." Yet another author (Anderson,
1952) refers to the selfconcept in terms of one's self-image being a
road map for living, strongly influencing the individual's pattern of
life. Similarly, Taylor (1953) in a broad and somewhat lengthy state-

ment, defines the selfconcept as the "phenomenologically unitary con-

figuration of symbolic constructs with the self as referent which the

individual derives from experience and utilizes as a frame of reference for self-evaluation and understanding, and in perception and be-

havior related to the self [p. 1267] ." More succinctly, Perkins
(1958) defines the selfconcept as "those perceptions, beliefs, feelings,
attitudes, and values which the individual views as describing him-

self [p. 221]. " Wrenn (1958) offers support for the notion that each

individual has many distinct self-concepts, stating that "a person can

be said to have a fairly consistent hierarchy of selves--such as the
perceived self, the self that he thinks others believe him to be, and
the ideal self that he would like to be" as well as "specific concepts of

other people [p. 104]. " Strong and Feder (1961) approach a definition of the selfconcept in stating that "every evaluative statement that
a person makes concerning himself can be considered a sample of his
self-concept, from which inferences may then be made about the vari-

ous properties of that self-concept [p. 172]. " They too support the
notion that each person has several selfconcepts, and that they are

arranged in a hierarchy.
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Methodological Disparity

Co ller (1971) points out wide differences in format and in the

more important area of goals and objectives for testing in his review
of approximately fifty assessment techniques purportedly designed to
evaluate the selfconcepts of young children. In general, he concludes

that "the measures

.

.

.

tend to assess fundamentally different things

regarding self-concept [p. 61]. " Researchers, psychologists, and
theorists have repeatedly used the same terms for different meanings
and often intend the same meanings even though they have used differ-

ent terms. The end result of such variety in definition, goals, and
terminology often renders the results of one study virtually incomparable with another. Indeed, several studies have found little if any
correlation comparing one measurement device with another (Combs,

Soper, and Courson, 1963; Courson, 1968, DiLorenzo, 1969; Fitz
Gibbon, 1970).

Despite this confusion in such a vital and basic area as operational definitions, the past two decades have seen numerous studies
which seek relationships between the selfconcept and other variables

such as stability (Taylor, 1953; Engel, 1959), personality adjustment
(Hanlon, Hofstaetter, and O'Connor, 1954), adolescent development
(Smith and Lebo, 1956; Engel, 1959; Carlson, 1965), counseling

(Wrenn, 1958), congruence (Turner and Vanderlippe, 1958), religion

and social class (Bieri and Lobeck, 1961), age (Piers and Harris,
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1964) and ethnic differences (Zirkel, 1971). Whereas some such

studies have offered significant information to help unravel the gen-

eral state of confusion, the majority of them have not addressed themselves to the problem of developing operational definitions clearly

related to theoretically relevant variables (Wylie, 1968). An addi-

tional failure of selfconcept research seems to lie in the neglect of
several "crucial psychometric and methodological principles"
(Crowne and Stephens, 1961, p. 119). Indeed the difficulties with

present testing instruments and design has been discussed by several
reviewers (viz: Wylie, 1961, 1968; Crowne and Stephens, 1961;
Combs, Soper, and Courson, 1963; Kubiniec, 1970; Co ller, 1971;

Zirkel, 1971). The problems they have indicated regarding measur-

ing devices tend to be the same: the lack of operational definitions,

failure to build relationships with theoretically relevant variables,
unsupported assumptions of the equivalence of assessment procedures,

and the lack of any evidence of validity or reliability, much less
standardization.

In some cases, the absence of careful and complete test development has been due to the author's intent to focus chiefly on the pre-

liminary testing of hypotheses, rather than on the development of a
standardized psychometric device (Crowne and Stephens, 1961). Un-

fortunately, such tests have then been misused by succeeding re-

searchers. Too often such an instrument has been repeatedly used
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with little or no concern for its state of development or background

assumptions. And again, too often these devices have been accepted
as having face validity and used in the development of other instru-

ments or in the pursuit of yet another research question as if they
had been carefully and adequately constructed, thus confounding the

already epidemic amount of confusion and error in selfconcept research. Especially problematic is the fact that many studies have

made these errors in seeking to build or evaluate relationships be
tween selfconcept and a special educational or otherwise compensa-

tory program. However, as Co ller (1971) has pointed out, "the bulk
of currently available tests of selfconcept are not likely to be of much
value to the educator concerned with the development and evaluation

of selfconcept for young children [p. 63]. " Such a situation dictates
a need for rigorous test construction which has become increasingly
important and necessary to help eliminate undependable and ambigu-

ous results. In reviewing the literature, one finds a large va.riety of

checklists, questionnaires, Q-sorts, semantic differentials interview schedules, picture tests, multiple-choice tests, and a wide
variety of rating scales (Coller, 1971).

Problems in research, however, are not limited to definitions
and instruments. Indeed, many studies have been based on defects or
inadequacies in design as well (Wylie, 1968; Zirkel, 1971). Perhaps
in our desire to explain the phenomena of the individual we have left
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all too much caution aside. Perhaps we have attempted too much too
soon in failing to provide a foundation of research through the use of

limited and well-analyzed instruments based on theory which has been
narrowed by scientifically testable and acceptable hypotheses (Wylie,
1968).

Value of the Self-Report

Currently, the most viable or widely accepted approach to self-

concept measurement is that of the self-report. Basically, any instrument requiring the respondent to recount a past behavior or make a
judgment about himself or his behavior is referred to by Coller (1971)

as a self-report measure. This approach has provided a wide variety
of instruments, including inventories, checklists, Q-sorts, semantic
differentials, and rating and ranking scales (Coller, 1971). Whatever

the means, the attained result is the same: the self-report is the individual's self-description. That is, it "represents what the individual says he is" (Combs and Soper, 1957, p. 137).

However valuable the self-report in itself maybe, there is considerable question concerning its direct relationship to the selfconcept.
Combs, Soper, and Courson (1963) have attributed much of the confu-

sion surrounding the measurement of selfconcept to the fact that self-

report has been accepted by some as a valid measure of selfconcept
when in reality the two are truly different psychological constructs.
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In an earlier article, Combs and Soper (1957) pointed out that although

often confused, the self-report and the selfconcept are by no means

synonymous, and to treat them as such is to "introduce into our re-

search a large and unknown degree of error [p. 137]. " That the self-

report, like any other act, is a behavior is perhaps the central factor
in this enduring controversy. As Crowne and Stephens (1961) point

out, there are important differences between the phenomenological
approach (selfconcept) and the behavioristic approach (self-report) to

self research.
In the phenomenological framework, the selfconcept is the organization of what an individual believes about himself (Combs, Soper,

and Courson, 1963). As the center of one's phenomenal or perceptual

field, it can never be directly observed by an outsider. Rather, the
most an experimenter can hope to do is make relatively accurate in-

ferences concerning its existence, structure, and function from observations of an individual's behavior.

In contrast, the self-report is a "self-evaluative behavior"
(Crowne and Stephens, 1961). It represents what the individual is

able, or willing, or can be tricked into saying about himself. Although
the selfconcept undoubtedly influences the self-report, to assume that

there exists a one-to-one relationship between the two or that self-

report and selfconcept are indeed identical, is to insert yet more
error and confusion into the current research.
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Just how closely the self-report mirrors the "real" selfconcept
depends on several factors. Although we would like to assume that

self-report responses are directly determined by the selfconcept, it
would be naive, to take this for granted (Wylie, 1968). It is obvious,

Wylie (1968) maintains, that such responses may also be influenced
by: 1) the individual's intent to select what he wishes to reveal to the

outsider; 2) the individual's intent to say that he has attitudes or perceptions which he does not have (social expectancy); 3) the individual's

capacity to respond; and 4) a variety of both situational and methodological factors which would serve to influence the above factors and

the responses obtained. Other authors (Crowne and Stephens, 1961;
Combs, Soper, and Courson, 1963) have pointed out similar influencing factors. It has been further suggested that by nature of its sheer
complexity, the phenomenological selfconcept is not accessible to the

outsider through direct observation (behavioristic efforts) but must be
inferred from observations of behavior (Combs and Soper, 1957;
Crowne and Stephens, 1961; Combs, Soper, and Courson, 1963).

This is not to suggest that the self-report, or any similar measure, is without any value. On the contrary, as Combs, Soper and

Courson (1963) point out, it is a much simpler and more direct pro-

cedure than is inferential observation, and lends itself much more

easily to research design and statistical techniques. But the value of

the self-report procedure lies in and of itself. Accepted as "self-

32

evaluative behavior" and not as a direct indicator of an individual's
selfconcept, the self-report could become a useful tool in the complex
study of the self. However, to attain any degree of usefulness, self-

evaluative measures need first overcome these weaknesses by develop-

ing construct-level definitions, eliminating or controlling irrelevant

response determiners, building strong intercorrelations among instruments presumed to measure the same construct, providing internal factor analysis, and developing predictable relationships to other
variables (Wylie, 1958).
Summary

Although there has been a steady rise of interest in the selfconcept, this area of study is beset by confusion and problems both in

theory and in research. It was pointed out that several authors
(Combs, Soper, and Courson, 1963; Crowne and Stephens, 1963;

Wylie, 1968; Co ller, 1971; Zirkel, 1971) have made strong sugges-

tions about the need for and necessity of re-evaluating the direction
in which we find ourselves moving.

Severe criticism of self theory has pointed to the fact that it is
"ambiguous, incomplete, and overlapping" (Wylie, 1968, p. 767), and

marred by a general lack of consistency and clearly discernible con-

structs. Although greatly needed, an indepth analysis of self theory
does not appear to be forthcoming.
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A review of the current research literature revealed a great
variety of definitions, instruments, and research designs (Wylie,
1968). Much of the lack of consistency, clarity, and completeness
in research findings, is attributable to the perfuse array of definitions

and methodological errors. Although a vital and basic concern, operational definitions were found to be confused or completely lacking. In

addition, crucial psychometric and methodological principles have
been neglected in many studies. The bulk of the currently available

testing instruments for selfconcept are of little value because they
generally yield undependable and ambiguous results.

Finally, a discussion of the currently popular self-report approach was included. However valuable the self-report may be in
and of itself, it should not be considered as synonymous with the selfconcept. It was further pointed out that although the selfconcept un-

doubtedly influences the self-report, just how closely the self-report
mirrors the "real" or phenomenal selfconcept may be dependent on a

variety of factors.
The areas of weakness pointed out above in both self theory and
selfconcept research have led both Wylie (1968) and Co ller (1971) to

suggest a new look into our understanding of and approach to the selfconcept. This present state of affairs appears to suggest the need for

carefully designed exploratory studies to be undertaken. This study

was undertaken in response to this expressed need for creating a
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more systematic picture of the selfconcept and its influence on beha-

vior. Every attempt has been made to take into account the ambiguity
of self theory through not only an extensive review of literature, but

also through a clear statement of the theoretical assumptions under-

lying its operation. A similar effort has been made to circumvent
many of the problems already existing in current research dealing
with the selfconcept. This study will investigate aspects of the self-

concept by examining the relationships among self-perception, beha-

vioral understanding, and teacher performance.
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PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The purpose of this study is to investigate the selfconcept by

examining the relationships among self-perception, behavioral under-

standing, and teacher performance. Self-perception was measured
by both the Tennessee Self Concept Scale and the Myself As A Teacher.

Behavioral understanding was measured by the Film Test For Under-

standing Behavior. Teacher performance was measured by the Student's Self-Evaluation Rating Scale and the Instructor's Evaluation

Rating Scale. More specifically, four major relationships were investigated. First, this study examines the relationship between self-

perception and behavioral understanding; it is expected that a strong
pattern of correlation will be found. Second, this study examines the

relationship between self-perception and self-evaluation of teacher

performance; it is expected that a reasonably strong pattern of correlation will be found. In addition, it is possible that the pattern of cor-

relation with the semantic differential Myself As A Teacher will be

stronger because of the contextual specificity or focus of the instrument, Third, this study examines the relationship between self-per-

ception and instructor's evaluation of teacher performance; it is expected that a reasonably strong pattern of correlation will be found
with the possibility that the pattern of correlation with the Myself As

A Teacher will be stronger. Fourth, this study examines the relationship between behavioral understanding and teacher performance.
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On the basis of past studies, a strong pattern of correlation is expected, especially with the Sensitivity Subscale of the Film Test For
Understanding Behavior.

In the first level of analysis, total scores were used to assess
the correlations between the two self-perception measures and behavioral understanding and between the two self-perception measures

and the two measures of teacher performance (self and instructor's

ratings). As these patterns of correlations proved to be informative,
the analysis was continued by computing correlations among the sub-

scales and subsections of these instruments. It was anticipated that
a second level analysis such as this would provide information of the

type that could be related most specifically to the controversy surrounding those dimensions which contribute to the credibility of the

self-report device as discussed in the review of literature.
Tangential analyses were performed to investigate the relationship between self-evaluation of teacher performance and instructor's
evaluation of teacher performance.

The primary intent of this study was exploratory. It was anti-

cipated that these analyses would provide insights as to the relationships between some contrasting points of view that the literature substantiates as existing in both methodology and theory. This study

utilized the teacher ttaining program of the Family Life Department
at Oregon State University as a vehicle for exploring a more
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systematic picture of the selfconcept and its influence on behavior.
The advantage in, using this subject pool lies in the fact that the types

of experiences planned in such a program seem to lend themselves to

direct feedback regarding one's self and one's ability to relate to
others.

Apparently, the major controversy in the attempt to assess the

selfconcept is whether the self-report is valid as a direct measure of
selfconcept. It should be kept in mind that:
a) selfconcept is what an individual believes about himself;
b) selfconcept is an organization within the individual's per-

ceptual or phenomenal field;

c) and therefore is not open to direct observation (it is necessary to infer its nature from observations of the behavior of
the individual);
d)

self-report is a description of the self as reported to an
outsider;

e)

self-report represents what the individual says he is.

Although the two are not synonymous, one's self-perceptions as re-

ported by self-report are influenced by one's selfconcept and therefore can serve as an indicator of selfconcept.

In addressing itself to this controversy, this study operates on
the following considerations:
1.

There is no "test" which can measure the private phenomen-

al world of the individual. Though it may be possible for the selfcon-

cept to be inferred from behavior, this requires highly sensitive and

38

highly skilled observers not available in most practical or academic
settings. Therefore an alternative approach, in this case self-report,

becomes very enticing. If used in a carefully designed and limited

way it offers some potentially useful directions for analysis.
2.

This exploratory study attempts to use the self-report,

coupled with other instruments, to create a bridge with the selfconcept. The attempt of the study is to deal with the theoretical contro-

versy as well as the methodological problems. If this study can pro-

vide a logical, statistical connection between self-report and performance and between self-report and behavioral understanding, then it
may be possible to draw some further and more definite links between

self-report and "true" selfconcept.
3.

These relationships will be investigated in an admittedly

limited setting:

small sample size
college level
teacher training program
However, this homogeneity may be more of an asset than a liability
because it enables one to closely define each step of the way.
4.

The correlational links sought are one step removed from

theory. The theoretical controversy revolves around the relationship

between self-report and phenomenal selfconcept. It is not possible to

investigate this relationship directly in that there is no practical way
of assessing the phenomenal selfconcept, Therefore, the analysis
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strategy is to build correlational ties back to theory by:
a) investigating the relationship between self-perception (as
indicated by self-report) and teacher performance. Since
teacher performance is role behavior and since behavior is
theoretically a reflection of phenomenal selfconcept, and
further, since self-report is what one says about one's perception or behavior, whatever relationships are found will
assist attempts to build links with theory.
b) investigating the relationship between self-perception (as
indicated by self-report) and behavioral understanding.
One's understanding of others and of behavior is theoretically a reflection of one's true selfconcept. Therefore whatever relationships are found will assist attempts to build
links with theory.
c)

investigating the relationship between behavioral understanding and teacher performance. Since our measure of behavioral understanding offers an indication of what a prospective teacher says she will do in everyday teaching situations
and the measures of teacher performance offer an indication
of what a prospective teacher actually does, both as perceived by self and by instructor, whatever relationships are
found will assist attempts to build links with theory.

5.

Ultimately, the multiplicity of relationships to be investi-

gated should allow pertinent conclusions to be drawn not only with

respect to conceptualization in theory, but also regarding instruments
and de sign methodology.

Definition of Terms and Assumptions

It was previously pointed out that self theory is marred by a
general lack of consistency and clarity. Likewise, clear and specific
operational definitions have been found to be lacking in the research
literature involving the selfconcept. In an attempt to integrate the
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"ambiguous, incomplete, and overlapping" (Wylie, 1968, p. 767)

definitions, assumptions, and constructs dealing with the self in general and the selfconcept in particular, the following operational definitions and assumptions have been formulated.
1.

The selfconcept is the core of the phenomenal self, and is a

patterned interrelationship or "gestalt" of all perceptions about the
self.
2.

The selfconcept is that organized and dynamic system of

beliefs (perceptions) which an individual holds true about himself,

each belief with a corresponding positive or negative value.

a) organized: characterized by harmony and orderliness, the
selfconcept is made up of central beliefs which are highly
stable and peripheral beliefs which are relatively unstable.
b) dynamic: all experience is perceived, evaluated, and integrated or rejected according to how the individual views
himself in a constant striving to maintain and enhance the
self.
3.

The selfconcept, or phenomenal self, is for each individual

reality; success and failure will be generalized throughout the entire
system.
4.

Self-perceptions are views or beliefs which an individual

holds to be true about himself and which make up the system of the
selfconcept.
a)

self-perceptions are among the most important determinants
of behavior.
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b) each individual behaves in ways which are consistent to these
perceptions of himself because of the single, personal,
internal goal--the maintenance and enhancement of the perceived self.
c)

if an individual's self-perceptions change, he may behave
differently.

With regard to the instruments used, in this study, it is further
assumed that:
1.

The self-report approach is a valuable indicator of one's

self-perceptions in a given area;
2.

Self-esteem, as a self-perception, will be measured by the

Tennessee Self Concept Scale;
3.

Perceptions of oneself as a teacher will be measured by the

semantic differential "Myself As A Teacher";
4. Behavioral understanding will be measured by the Film Test

For Understanding Behavior;
5.

Teacher performance will be measured by the Student's

Self-Evaluation Rating Scale and the Instructor's Evaluation Rating
Scale.
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METHOD

Subjects

The subjects for this study consisted of 53 female college students enrolled in one of two practicum classes offered by the Family
Life Department of Oregon State University. Approximately two-

thirds of the students (n7,33) were enrolled in the first of a series of
three courses involving directed experience with young children in a

preschool program. The remainder (n=20) were enrolled in the final
phase of the above series which is considered to be a student teaching
experience.

Information on subjects as to age, marital status, socioeconom-

ic level, ordinal position, grade point average academic major, and
year in school was available from a subject information sheet.
Instruments

A total of five instruments were used to collect data in this
study. Three of these instruments are intended to be predictors of

the subject's success as a preschool teacher. The remaining two
instruments deal with the subject's selfconcept and view of self as a

teacher as indicated by self-report procedures.
The Tennessee Self Concept Scale (TSCS) was used to measure

the subject's level of self-esteem, and the semantic differential,
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"Myself As A Teacher, " was used to measure the subject's view of

self as a teacher.
Form II of the Film Test For Understanding Behavior (FUD)

was used to assess a subject's basic understanding of interpersonal
situations involving young children. Data from the FUB was collected

as part of the on-going research of the Family Life Department at
Oregon State University.

The Student's Self-Evaluation Rating Scale (SERS), a self-report

device, was used to measure the subject's evaluation of her own com-

petency as a teacher. An identical rating scale, the Instructor's
Evaluation Rating Scale (IERS) was used to measure the subject's

competency as viewed by her master teacher.
Tennessee Self Concept Scale

The Tennessee Self Concept Scale, developed by Fitts (1965) is

comprised of 100 statements describing the self. In response to each
statement, the subject chooses one answer from the following five
point continuum: 1) Completely false, 2) Mostly false, 3) Partly false

and partly true; 4) Mostly true; and 5) Completely true. Ninety of

the statements are based on a phenomenological classification sys-

tem and are equally divided as to positive and negative items. The
remaining ten items comprise the Self Criticism Scale and have been
taken from the L-Scale of the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality
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Inventory (MMPI).

Two forms of the Tennessee Self Concept Scale (TSCS) are

available: a Counseling Form and a Clinical and Research Form.
The same test items are used for both but scoring and profiling sys-

tems differ. For the purposes of this study, the Counseling Form was
selected because it yields a positive self-esteem score and a self

criticism score, as well as three pertinent subscale scores: Identity,
Self-satisfaction, and Behavior.
The TSCS may be administered in either group or individual
settings. It is self administering and requires little or no instruction
beyond those on the inside cover of the test booklet.
Scoring. The subject's Self Criticism Score (SC) is derived

from his answers to ten mildly derogatory statements that most

people admit as being true for them (Fitts, 1965). High scores generally indicate a normal and healthy openness for self-criticism. Low
scores result from individuals who tend to deny most of these statements and indicate defensiveness,

The remaining ninety items are divided into three categories
(Rows): 1) Identity, or "What I am;" 2) Self-satisfaction, or "How I

feel about myself;" and 3) Behavior, or "What I do. " These cate-

gories constitute the Total Positive or Total P Score and represent
an internal frame of reference within which the individual is describing himself.
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The, individual's external frame of reference is represented by
another sorting of the items which yields five additional subsections

(Columns): physical self, moral-ethical self, personal self, family
self, and social self. These subsections, if added together, also
yield the same Total P Score,

The Total Positive Score (P) is a reflection of the subject's

overall level of self-esteem (Fitts, 1965). Persons with high scores
tend to like themselves and act accordingly. On the other hand,
people with low overall scores doubt their own worth and have little

confidence in themselves. Both extremely low and extremely high

scores are deviant and indicate a disturbed personality (Fitts, 1965).

Furthermore, if the Self Criticism Score is low, a high Total P score
is suspect and probably indicates defensive distortion.
The Variability Score (V) provides a simple measure of the

amount of variability, or inconsistency, from one area of self-perception to another. High scores tend to reflect a lack of unity or inte-

gration and low scores are an indicator of high unity and integration
of selfconcept. External (Column), Internal (Row), and Total Vari-

ability scores may be obtained.
The Distribution Score (D) is a summary score of the way one

distributes his answers across the five available choices in responding to the items in the TSCS. High scores indicate that the subject is

very certain and definite in what he says about himself. Low scores
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tend to indicate the opposite. Disturbed personalities are generally

reflected in extreme scores in either direction (Fitts, 1965).
Norms. The norms for the TSCS were developed from a broad
sampling of 626 people from various parts of the country. The age

range was from 12 to 68 years and there were approximately equal

numbers of both sexes, Negro and white subjects, representatives of
all social, economic, and intellectual and educational levels. Although the norms are overrepresented in number of college students,

white subjects, and persons in the 12 to 30 year age bracket, the evidence so far suggests that there is no need to establish separate

norms by age, sex, race, or other variables (Fitts, 1965).
Reliability. Test-retest reliability was shown in a study with

60 college students which yielded correlation coefficients ranging from

a low of .60 (Row Variability) to a high of .92 for total P scores
(Fitts, 1965). Similarly, Congdon (1958), using a shortened form of

the Scale, obtained a reliability coefficient of .88 for the Total Positive Score. Other evidence of reliability is found, in the remarkable

similarity of profile patterns found through repeated measures of the
same individuals over long periods of time (Fitts, 1965).
Validity. Fitts (1965) states that the validation procedures for

the TSCS were of four kinds: content validity, discrimination between

groups, correlation with other personality measures, and personality
changes under particular conditions.
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Content validity was achieved by submitting all potential test

items to seven clinical psychologists to classify them according to
the three by five (Row X Column) phenomenological scheme already

constructed, Only those items which received unanimous agreement

by the members of the expert panel were retained as items in, the
Scale.

Since personality theory and research suggest that groups which
differ on certain psychological dimensions should also differ in selfconcept (Fitts, 1965), one approach to validity has been to determine
how the TSCS differentiates such groups. Highly significant (mostly
at the . 001 level) differences between a large group (N=369) of psy-

chiatric patients and a large group of non-patients (N=626) for almost

every score that is utilized on the TSCS were reported by Fitts (1965).
Similar patient vs. non-patient differences were found by Congdon
(1958), Piety (1958), Havener (1961), and Wayne (1963). Results

found by Huffman (1964) further show that the TSCS discriminates

among specific types of people. Atchinson (1958) found a number: of

predicted differences between delinquents and non-delinquents using

the TSCS. A number of other studies have found TSCS scores to be
significant in the study of the relationship between self-concept and
behavior (Piety, 1958; Gividen, 1959; Boston and Kew, 1964; Lefeber,
1964).

The correlation of the TSCS with other measures has also been
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used to assess validity. Based on the tests of 102 psychiatric patients, McGee (1960) found correlations, of all profile variables on the
TSCS with scores on the MMPI. Sundly (1962) found rather clear non-

linear relationships between scores on the TSCS and the Edwards

Personal Preference Schedule. This is in keeping with the logical
expectation that the extreme high and low scores on both instruments

would be correlated (Fitts, 1965). Other correlations have also been
shown to support the validity of the TSCS (Runyan, 1958; Quinn, 1957;

Wayne, 1963; Searles, 1962).

As noted by Fitts (1965), there is considerable evidence that

people's concepts of self do change as a result of significant experiences. Several studies have shown that the TSCS reflects these

changes in predicted ways, thus adding a fourth source of validity for

this instrument. Gividen (1959) examined the effects of stress and

failure on the self-concepts of army paratroop trainees. Using a
pretest and posttest procedure, the Fail group showed a significantly

greater decrease in physical self and a significantly greater increase
in the true-false ratio than did the Pass group. Both groups showed
significant score decreases following training. Ashcroft and Fitts
(1964) used an experimental group of 30 patients in therapy for about
six months and a control group of 24 patients who had been awaiting

therapy for an average of 6.7 months. Changes in the therapy group
were as predicted when measured on a test-retest basis with the TSCS.
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"Myself As A Teacher"

"Myself As A Teacher" is a semantic differential developed by
Walberg (1964). The scale items on this device were selected from

the Tatso questionnaire originally developed by Wright, Sherman, and
Tuska (1962). With "Myself As A Teacher,

the subject is asked to

rate himself as a teacher along a six point continuum between bipolar

adjectives such as "active" and "passive. " The 26 bipolar adjectives
on "Myself As A Teacher" were chosen by Walberg on the basis of

their hypothetical relevance to selfconcept in prospective teachers.
The "Myself As A Teacher" may be administered in either
group or individual settings. It is self administering and requires

little or no instruction beyond those printed on the device itself, Sub-

jects are asked to complete the ratings sincerely, spontaneously, and
fairly rapidly.
Scoring. Responses are assigned numerical values according

to their proximity to the more positive adjective of the pair. Subject's
score on two main scales and seven subscales is determined from this

numerical score. The first of the main scales, Intellectual Mastery,
is comprised of three subscales: Neatness, Brightness, and Narcissism. Rapport, the second main scale, is divided into four subscales:

Stability, Goodness, Accessibility, and Expressiveness. A total of
eight items are not used in calculating the scores. It should be noted
that not all positive adjectives are on the left side of the test page, but
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are randomly distributed between left and right sides.
Description of scales and subscales. Although no set definitions
of the two major scales and seven subscales have been provided,

Walberg (1964) has provided the following descriptions. The first

major scale, Intellectual Mastery, indicates the subject's attitudes
toward the work of ideas. The subscales of Neatness and Brightness

suggest that the student felt more organized, planned, and systematic

as opposed to unorganized, evasive, or slipshod. Narcissism further
suggests love of oneself and the desire for attention. The second

major scale, Rapport, indicates the subject's feelings of emotional

closeness as a teacher. Specifically, the stability subscale suggests
a feeling of sureness, strength, and clarity while the Goodness subscale connotes warm and familiar rapport with pupils. Expressive-

ness has been used to indicate that teachers are more outgoing and
confident in their relationship with pupils. No specific description of

the subscale Accessibility has been provided. Nevertheless, it has
been considered as a fundamental factor in most human encounters,

especially teaching, and is represented by the positive adjectives
warm and soft.
Adequacy of the instrument. Walberg (1964) states that the

seven factors of the instrument have face validity because they are
named according to the meaning of the adjective pairs which comprise

each factor. Furthermore, the factors have a factorial validity in
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that the items comprising each factor correlates with one another.
He also indicates that Osgood (1958) presents evidence for the validity

of semantic differential factors across subjects, across concepts,
and across cultures. Similarly, further evidence for the validity of
the semantic differential lies in the fact that it is sensitive to changes

in independent variables in experiments. The results of three studies
by Walberg (1964, 1967, and 1968) support this claim. While concur-

rent and predictive validity studies have not been done for this particular scale, Walberg (1964) states that the consensus of evidence

related to its face validity and factor validity as well as studies of

similarly constructed scales justify the use of this scale in measuring
rapport and mastery of prospective teachers.
Film Test For Understanding Behavior
Form II of the Film Test For Understanding Behavior (FUB) is
a revision by O'Neill (1960) of the original instrument developed by

H. D. Schalock and J. Ed ling. The FUB consists of ten select film

episodes of three and four year old children in nursery school. These
episodes portray: 1) a child sitting and watching what is occurring

around him, 2) a child playing with paint, 3) a child taking part in

rhythm activities, 4) a child dressing, 5) a child painting leaves outside, 6) a child eating, 7) a situation in which two children confiscate
the property of another child with its consequence, 8) a motor
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sequence, 9) a sequence involving aggression, and 10) an episode

enabling comparative judgments of mental abilities. As noted by
Burrows (1972), these particular episodes were chosen because they
tend to portray types of child and adult behavior common in the nursery school. Likewise, these episodes are considered to be gen-

erally representative of the span of nursery school activities throughout a complete daily session.
After viewing each episode, approximately one minute in du a-

tion, the subjects are asked to respond to a series of questions
related to that episode. Responses are recorded on a continuum

based on five categories: Agree, Agree with hesitation, Uncertain,
Disagree with hesitation, and Disagree.
The FUB is generally administered in a group setting, though it
is possible to administer it individually. Clear and specific instruc-

tions are included in the test booklet and training for test administra-

tion is minimal. The administrator purposely stands behind the entire
group of subjects, operating the film projector and reading the test
instructions. This avoids the possibility of influencing subjects

through facial expressions or other reactions,

Scoring. The FUB, as it is presently used, is scored on the
basis of four scales: 1) Knowledge Scale, which includes statements
intended to indicate a subject's knowledge regarding general principles
of development and behavior; 2) Guidance Scale, which includes
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statements intended to indicate a subject's application of guidance
principles; 3) Sensitivity Scale, which includes, statements intended to

indicate a subject's sensitivity to or awareness of the feelings of
children accompanying the behavior displayed in the film episode; and

4) Total Score, which includes the items of all scales and which pro-

vides a total score for a subject, intended to represent his general
level of behavioral understanding. Score values for each statement

range from +2 for the most correct response to -2 for the least correct response. These values were determined for each statement by
a panel of experts in psychology and child development at the time the
test was developed.

In addition to the four scales, two scoring keys are available.
Key H is designed for use with persons having considerable training
in psychology and child development. In total, 36 items are included

in the key permitting a range of scores from +72 to -72. This key
serves to discriminate between students with a great deal of work and
a medium amount of work in psychology and child development, The

alternative key, Key L, is used with students having very little or no
background in psychology or child development. The total number of

items included in this key are 36 permitting a range of scores from
+72 to -72. Key L was used for Group A and Key H was used for
Group B.

Norms. No norms have been established for the FUB. Two

54

studies (Smith, 1960; Kuravan, 1960) do, however, reveal a near perfect normal distribution of scores for female college students. The
FUB has been used almost entirely with middle-class samples with at

least some college experience.
Reliability. While few measures of reliability are available,

test-retest reliability coefficients have been obtained for the FUB in

studies with small sample size. Most notably, in a study by Kuravan
(1960) a reliability coefficient of .78 was obtained with a sample of

seven college students. Time interval between testing ranged from
seven days to five months, with an average of two months. Similarly,
O'Neill (1963) obtained a reliability coefficient of .73 with a sample

of nine college students. Time interval between test and retest was
held constant at one month.

Validity. Some evidence of both content and construct validity

is available for the FUB. Two studies (Kuravan., 1960; O'Neill, 1963)
using college students as subjects found the FUB did discriminate
between students with varying levels of course work in child development and psychology. Kuravan (1960) further found that the test did

discriminate between students who did and did not have a laboratory
participation experience with young children. In a study by Richards
(1964) a significant difference in FUB scores between child develop-

ment specialists and teachers in private nursery school and day care
centers was found. Other studies have shown similar relationships
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(O'Neill, 1960; Harrison, 1970; Hutchins, 1970).
In addition, O'Neill (1960) presents findings which provide some

evidence of construct validity for the FUB. He reported a positive
relationship between the FUB scores of a sample of college age females and the twelve personality scales of the Minnesota Multiphasic

Personality Inventory (MMPI). He further found that a composite profile of the subjects on the MMPI was highly predictive of their FUB

scores.
Student's Self-Evaluation Rating Scale and Instructor's Evaluation
Rating Scale

Both the Student's Self-Evaluation Rating Scale (SERS) and the

Instructor's Evaluation Rating Scale (IERS) are identical in form and
content. Designed specifically to be used in this study, the SERS and

IERS are comprised of items selected from a more extensive "Evalu-

ative Criteria Rating Scale for Preschool Teachers" developed by the
child development staff of the Family Life Department of Oregon State
University. Items selected were thought to be those most appropriate

to the purpose of this study. Copies of the SERS and IERS may be
found in Appendix A.

The identical rating scales are made up of 31 items divided into

two major categories: Role of the Teacher and Understanding Chil-

dren's Behavior. The category Role of the Teacher is further divided
into four subsections: Subsection A, "Guidance, "which deals with the
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subject's ability to follow and interpret guidance guidelines; Subsec-

tion B, "Relationships," which indicates the subject's ability to maintain positive relationships with children; Subsection C, "Flexibility, "
which deals with the subject's flexibility in performance; and Subsection D, "General Functioning, " which deals with the subject's general
functioning within the preschool program.

Both subject and instructor respond to items on the SERS and

IERS, respectively, on the basis of a numerical continuum ranging
from a low of 1 to a high of 5. Printed instructions explain the numer-

ical values as: 1, Never; 2, Seldom; 3, Usually; 4, Quite frequently;
and 5, Almost always.

Scoring. A composite summary profile of each subject can be
drawn based on the categories and subsections of the SERS and the

IERS. These rating scales are particularly useful in identifying high
and low extremes of teacher performance. Each item of the rating
scale yields a numerical value from 1 to 5. These values are summed
to yield the subsection score. Table 1 below presents the possible

range of scores for the two major sections, Role of the Teacher and
Understanding Children's Behavior, as well as for the four subsections. In addition, comparisons between a subject's self-rating and

the Instructor's rating are possible.
Adequacy of the instrument. The use and nature of evaluative

criteria were explored by the child development staff of the Family
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Table 1

Range of Scores for the Self and Instructor Rating Scales
Section
Role

Understanding
Guidance
Relationships
Flexibility
General Functioning

No. of Items

Range
Low

High

32

32

160

9

9

45

13

13

65

7

7

35

5

5

25

7

7

35

Life Department of Oregon State University in an effort to develop a

means of measuring the performance level of student teachers according to specific competencies previously developed by the staff. The

end product of this effort was an extensive evaluative criteria rating
scale which reflected those abilities considered to be important for a

preschool teacher at several levels or stages of training. All items
on the rating scale met with the approval of staff members.
Since the items on the SERS and IERS have been taken directly

from this more extensive rating scale, it is assumed that they will
give the same indications. That is, they will be useful in distinguish-

ing varying levels of teacher performance. Because both the IERS
and the SERS are in the construction stage, no further evidence of

reliability or validity are available.
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Procedures

Subjects enrolled in the first of the series of three courses
involving directed experience with young children (Family Life 425:

Directed Experience with Preschool Children) and who chose to parti-

cipate in this study will be hereafter referred to as Group A. Subjects

enrolled in the final phase of this series of three courses (Family Life
429: Supervised Nursery School Experience) and who chose to parti-

cipate in this study will be hereafter referred to as Group B.
All subjects were asked to complete a subject information sheet

requiring subject's name, age, grade point, academic major, year in
school, and other background information.

Administration of Tests

The Film Test For Understanding Behavior, The Tennessee
Self Concept Scale, and the semantic differenential "Myself As A

Teacher" were administered in a group testing situation. Group A
and Group B were tested separately. Instructions for the FUB, the

TSCS, and the "Myself As A Teacher" were read by the test adminis-

trator(s), All three tests were administered during the same class
period, requiring from 60 to 90 minutes.
The subjects in Group A were administered the FUB, the TSCS,

and the "Myself As A Teacher" during the Spring Term of 1974. These

tests were administered during both the first and last class meetings
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in order to obtain before and after experience scores,
The subjects in Group B were administered the FUB during

both the first and last class meetings Winter and Spring Terms of
1974.

Pretest and posttest data for the FUB had already been col-

lected for the subjects in Group B at the Family Life 425 course level.

Furthermore, during the last class meeting, subjects in Group B
were administered the TSCS and the "Myself AS A Teacher." They
were also asked to complete the Student's Self-Evaluation Rating

Scale at this time. The Instructor's Evaluation Rating Scale was
completed for each student in Group B by her supervising master
teacher upon completion of the term (Winter or Spring, 1974).

All score sheets for the FUB, the TSCS, and the "Myself As A
Teacher" were hand scored and double checked.
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RESULTS

The purpose of this study was to investigate the selfconcept by

examining the relationships among self-perception, behavioral under-

standing, and teacher performance. An attempt was made to create
an experience continuum from low to medium to high for teachers in

training by pretesting and posttesting beginning practicum students

and by posttesting student teachers.
The subjects for this study were 53 female college students
enrolled in one of two practicum classes offered by the Family Life
Department of Oregon State University. Group A consisted of 33 sub-

jects, all of whom were enrolled in the first of a series of three
courses involving directed experience with young children in a pre-

school program. These subjects were administered both pretests
and posttests, Group B consisted of 20 subjects, all of whom were

enrolled in the final phase of this series. Only posttests were administered to Group B.
While the subjects in Group A and the subjects in Group B are

not identical, they are quite similar with respect to a number of
demographic variables. Appendix B contains background information on both groups by subject and by variable. The average age for

subjects in Group A was 21.8 years, and in Group B, 21.5 years.
The average grade point average in Group A was 2.96, in Group B,
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2.84. Socio-economic level was tabulated according to Hollingshead's
Two Factor Index of Social Position which utilizes the two variables

of occupation and education (of subject's father) to determine social
position. Percentages for Group A and Group B respectively are:
Level I, 18% and 20%; Level II, 24% and 50%; Level III, 40% and 30%;
Level IV, 15% and 0%; and Level V, 3% and 0%. Eighty-five percent

(85%) of the subjects in Group A and 90% of the subjects in Group B

were single. Tabulations with regard to ordinal position show approx-

imately two-thirds of the subjects in each group are first or second
born. Approximately one-half of the subjects of Group A were classi-

fied as Juniors, the remainder being Seniors or above. All of the
subjects in Group B were classified as Seniors or above. While all
of the subjects in Group B were Child Development or Preschool Edu

cation majors, subjects in Group A were almost evenly divided between Child Development or Preschool Education majors and Home

Economics Education majors.

Specifically, four major relationships were investigated in this
study:
1.

The relationship between self-perception and behavioral

understanding, which was investigated in both Group A and Group B;
2. The relationship between self-perception and self-evaluation

of teacher performance;
3.

The relationship between self-perception and instructor's
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evaluation of teacher performance; and
4. The relationship between behavioral understanding and self

and instructor's evaluation of teacher performance.

The plan of analysis called for a first level or global correlational analysis among the various instruments: self-perception in a
relatively general sense (Tennessee Self Concept Scale); self-percep-

tion in a relatively specific sense (Myself As A Teacher); self-evaluation of performance in a teaching experience (Self-Evaluation Rating

Scale); instructor's evaluation in the same teaching experience
(Instructor's Evaluation Rating Scale); and a measure of behavioral
understanding (Film Test for Understanding Behavior).

In this first level of analysis, total scores were used to determine the correlation between the two self-perception measures and
behavioral understanding and between the two self-perception mea-

sures and the two measures of teacher performance. This analysis
was continued by computing correlations among the subscales and

subsections of these instruments where first level correlations
proved to be especially informative.

Additional analyses were performed to investigate the relation-

ship between self-evaluation of teacher performance and instructor's
evaluation of teacher performance.
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Relationship Between Self-Perception and Behavioral Understanding

The means and standard deviations for Group A pretest and

posttest scores, as well as t-values for a comparison of Group A pretest and posttest scores are presented in Table 2. Only two t-values
are significant: the Stability Subscale of the Myself As A Teacher

Table 2
Means, Standard Deviations, and T- Values
For Group A Pretest and Posttest
Group A

Variable

Pretest

Mean
FUB
Knowledge

6.03

Guidance

14.18

Sensitivity
Total

7,15
27.67

S.D.
3.11

6.94
3.53
10.28

Group A

Posttest

Mean

S.D.

6.21
12.03

7.45
25.70

3.28
6.98
3.83
10.70

130.42
113.45
116.03
359,91

6.47
13.20
9.25
25.59

23.27

3.98
1.54
2.45
1.92
5.29
2.24
1.41
0.80
2.68

Group A

Pre-post
t-value
.37

-2.01
.
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-1.54

TSCS

Identity
Self-Satisfac.
Behavior
Total Positive

6.69

129.48
114.70
116.09
360.06

9.26
22.08

Mastery
Neatness
Brightness
Narcisrn
Rapport

24.30
8.30
11.52
4.48
42.36

3.55
1.42
1.72
2.06
4.95

Stability
Goodness

11.21
12.61

1.78
1.62

7.82

0.92
2.08

10.47

MAAT

Accessibility
Expressiveness
* p < . 05

10.73

7.94
10.79

4.55
40.85
10.33
12.24
8.27
10.00

.82

-.70
-.05
-. 05

-1,64
-1.42
-1.74
.19

-1.56
-2.17*
-1.01
2.69*

-1.93
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(p < . 05) and the Accessibility Subscale of the same instrument (p <

.05). These significant t,values reflect that after an initial experi-

ence in a preschool practicum class, the subjects of this group reported lower feelings of sureness, strength, and clarity yet considered themselves generally more approachable.

Table 3 presents a summary of the correlation coefficients for

Group A for the first relationship investigated, that is, the relationship between self-perception and behavioral understanding, The correlations between the Total Positive Score of the Tennessee Self
Concept Scale (TSCS) and the Guidance subscale of the Film Test for
Understanding Behavior (FUB) and between the Self-satisfaction Subscale of the TSCS and the Guidance Subscale of the FUB are the only

two correlations which are significant (p < . 05) for both the pretest

and the posttest. However, in examining the coefficients for the Total
Positive Score and subscales of the TSCS with the Total FUB Score

it is important to note that in each case the direction of the correla-

tions remains consistent from pretest to posttest, with an increase to
significance (p < . 01) with the Self-satisfaction Subscale. Similar

indications were found in the correlations between the Total FUB

Score and all sections of the Myself As A Teacher (MAAT). Three of

the subscales, Rapport, Stability, and Goodness, increased to the
level of significance (p < . 05), Furthermore, a greater number of

the measured dimensions of self-perception correlate positively with

Table 3
Rank Order Correlation Coefficients for the Relationship Between
Self-Perception and Behavioral Understanding
Variable

Group A Pretest
Knowl- Guidance Sensiedge
tivity

Total

Group A Posttest
Sensi. .
Guidance
Total
tivity
edge

TSCS

Identify

Self-Satisfaction
Behavior
Total Positive

-.23
-.20

-.49**
-.32*

.14
.33*
.30*
.35*

-.00
.20
.05
.15

.00
.27
.13
.23

.08
.09
.17

-.08

.09
.36*
.09
.24

.18
-.21
.50** . 06
.27
-.14
.39* -.06

.04
.43**
.12
.28

MAAT

Mastery
Neatness
Brightness
Narcism
Rapport
Stability
Goodness

Accessibility
Expressiveness
* p < .05
** p < .01

-.02
-.02
-.15

-.07

.13

.10
.04

-.18
-.15
.07

-.12
-.22

.04
.01

.01

.19
.01

-.01

-.16
.25
.25
.12
.27
.12

.08

.05
.14
.13
.09
.26
.07
.05

-.06
-.18
-.12
.29

-.03
.17
.13

-.10
-.21

.37*
.24
.32*
.11
.38*
.33*
.36*
.09
.33*

.08
.06
.16
.09
.15
.36*
.36*
.13

-.21

.24
.09
.24
.17
.31*
.39*
.

36*

.12
.11
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behavioral understanding in the posttest than in the pretest.

This tendency for the correlations to shift in a positive direction and to the level of significance in the posttest was also noted in

one sub scale of the FUB. Eight out of eleven of the measured elements of self-perception correlated significantly with the Guidance
Subscale. In addition, two subscales of the MAAT, Stability and

Goodness, correlated significantly and at about the same level with
the Guidance, Sensitivity, and Total FUB scores. Similarly, the
Self-satisfaction Subscale of the TSCS raised to the level of significance with the Knowledge (p < . 05), Guidance (p < . 01), and Total

(p < .01) FUB scales.
In general, the correlation between the Guidance Subscale of

the FUB and the measured elements of self-perception indicate a rela
tionship between the measured ability to apply guidance principles

and perceptions of self. Furthermore, there appears to be a relationship between behavioral understanding and feelings of self-satisfaction (Self-satisfaction Sub scale, TSCS), feelings of sureness,
strength, and clarity (Stability Sub scale, MAAT), feelings of warmth
and familiarity with pupils (Goodness Subscale, MAAT), and feelings

of emotional closeness as a teacher (Rapport Scale, MAAT).
Table 4 shows the means and standard deviations for Group A

and Group B posttest scores as well as t-values for the comparison

of the two groups. The t-values for the Total FUB score and all
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Table 4

Means, Standard Deviations, and T -Value s
For Group A and Group B Posttests
Group A

Variable

Posttest.

Group B

Posttest

Group A
and Group B

t-value

Mean

S.D.

Mean

Guidance

6.21
12.03

7.45
25.70

9.10
8.50
9.30
26.90

4.36
5.64
4.04
9.32

2.74**
-1.92*

Sensitivity
Total

3.28
6.98
3.83
10,70

130.42
113.45
116.03
359.91

6.47
13.20
9.25
25.59

130.40
111.65
115.55
357.60

8.40
12.55
11.58
29.18

-0.01
-0.49
-0.17
-0.30

23.27
7.94
10.79
4.55
40.85
10.33
12.24
8.27
10.00

3.98
1.54
2.45
1.92
5.29
2.24

24.55
8.60
11.95
4.00
44.45
11.95
13.50
8.20
10.80

FUB
Knowledge

S. D.

1.67*
2.40**

TSCS

Identity
Self-Satisfaction
Behavior

Total Positive
MART

Mastery
Neatness
Brightness
Narcism
Rapport
Stability
Goodness

Accessibility
Expressiveness

p < . 05
** p < . 0 1

1.41

0.80
2.68

4.85
1.54
2.56
2.66
4.60
1.32
1.19
1.47
2.63

1.04
1.51
1.65

-0.87
2.52**
2.92**
3.32**

-0.23
1.06
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three of the FUB subscales proved to be significant. These t-values

reflect an interesting pattern in that subjects in Group B, after an
extensive practicum experience, scored: 1) significantly higher on
the Knowledge Subscale which indicates a subject's knowledge regard-

ing general principles of development and behavior; 2) significantly
lower on the Guidance Subscale which indicates a subject's application of guidance principles; 3) significantly higher on the Sensitivity

Subscale which indicates a subject's sensitivity to or an awareness of
the feelings of the children as portrayed in the film episode; and 4)
significantly higher on the Total Score which is intended to represent

the subject's general level of behavioral understanding. One should

be reminded at this point, however, that this pattern of change in

scores does not reflect a true shift over time, in that the subjects in
Group A and Group B, while comparable, are not identical.

Three additional t-values proved to be significant, These are
the Rapport, Stability, and Goodness subsections of the MAAT. All

three were significant at the 01 level. These significant t-values
.

reflect that after an extensive practicum experience, these subjects

reported greater feelings of sureness, strength, and clarity, considering themselves more warm and familiar with pupils. In general,

these subjects reported a greater feeling of "emotional closeness" as
a teacher,
Table 5 provides the correlation coefficients for the relationship

Table 5

Rank Order Correlation Coefficients for the Relationship Between
Self-Perception and Behavioral Understanding
Variable

Group A Posttest
Knowl- Guidance
Sensiedge
tivity

Total

Group B Posttest
Knowl- Guidance Sensiedge
tivity

Total

.28

.19

-.04

.36

-.19
-.14
-.07

TSCS

Identity
Self-Satisfaction
Behavior

Total Positive

.09
.36*
.09

.24

.18
.50**
.27
.39*

-.21

.37*

.08
.06
.16
.09
.15
.36*
.36*
.13
-.21

.06

-.14
-.06

.04
.43**
.12
.28

.12
.11

.20
.00

-.03

-.11
-.05

.07

.05

.07

.08
.13
.35

MAAT

Mastery
Neatness
Brightness
Narcism
Rapport
Stability
Goodness

Accessibility
Expressiveness

'gip <.05

** p < . 01

-.06
-.18
-.12
.29

-.03
.17
.13

-.10
-.21

.24
.32*
.11
.38*
.33*
.36*
.09
.33*

.24
.09
.24
.17
.31*
.39*
.36*
.12
.11

.16
.17
.12
.06
.15
.10
.17
.06
.18

-.03
.21
.23

-.29

-.13

.14
.07
.01
.10
.07
.21

.13
.13
.43*
.36

-.20

.27

-.02
.21
.11
.48*
.40*
.03
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between self-perception and behavioral understanding for Group A
(posttest) and Group B (posttest). In comparing the correlations for

the two groups, it is interesting to note that only two correlations
which were significant with Group A remained significant (p < . 05)
with Group B. These were the correlation between the Goodness and

Guidance Subscales and the correlation between the Goodness Subscale
and the Total FUB Score. Only one of the other correlations obtained

for Group B proved to be significant: the correlation between the

Accessibility Subscale and the Total FUB Score, None of the correlations between the TSCS and the FUB proved to be significant for this
group.

In attempting to summarize the results of the investigation of
the ,relationship betweeir behavioral_under-standing And self-per-

ception, it is advantageous to review the general patterns which are
reported above. Table 6 presents a composite of the amount and type
of change in FUB scores for Group A and Group B. The scores on
the Knowledge and Sensitivity Subscales both show a steady increase

from Group A pretest to Group A posttest and to Group B posttest.
The opposite is true of the Guidance Subscale which shows a steady

decrease. The Total FUB Score shows a decrease for the Group A
posttest and an increase with the Group B posttest. All of the shifts
between Group A posttest and Group B posttest are significant (p <
.01). In terms of the correlation patterns between behavioral

Table 6

Comparison of Changes in Film Test Scores
For Group A and Group B
Group A

Variable

Pretest

Group A

Posttest

x
Knowledge

Guidance

Sensitivity

Total

Average
Change

Group A
Po sttest

Group B

R

X

Posttest

Average
Change

6.03

6.21

.18

6.21

9.10

14.18

12.03

-2.15

12.03

8.50

-3.53*

7.15

7.45

.30

7.45

9.30

1.85*

27.67

25.70

1.97

25.70

26.90

* t-value significant at .05 level
** t-value significant at .01 level

2.91**

1.20**
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understanding and self-perception, the most outstanding shift is from
the highly negative associations with the Knowledge Subscale for

Group A pretest to almost completely positive associations for Group

B posttest.
A composite view of the amount and type of change in TSCS

scores for Group A and Group B is presented in Table 7. No significant shifts were noted in the TSCS scores although the pattern re-

mains essentially the same for Group A pretest and posttest scores
as well as for Group B posttest scores.
Table 8 presents a composite view of the amount and type of

change in MAAT scores for Group A and Group B. A dramatic shift
in scores on the MAAT is evidenced by the fact that the scores experience a complete reversal, in direction between Group A posttest
and Group B posttest. In general, the Group A posttest scores show

a decrease following the initial practicum experience while the Group

B posttest scores show a marked increase following the final practicum experience, reflecting a much more positive view of self as a
teacher on the part of Group B subjects

Support for this pattern of decrease in FUB scores and selfperception scores between Group A pretest and posttest is reflected
in the number of significant positive correlations on the posttest as
presented in Table 3. This is particularly true with regard to the
Guidance Subscale correlations. Similar support for Group B shifts

Table 7

Comparison of Changes in TSCS Scores
For Group A and Group B
Group A

Variable

Pretest

Group A

Posttest

Average
Change

5E

Group A

Posttest

Group B

Posttest

Average
Change

57E

Identity

129.48

130.42

.94

130.42

130.40

-.02

Self-Satisfaction

114.70

113.45

-1.25

113.45

111.65

-1.80

Behavior

116.09

116.03

-.06

116.03

115.55

-.48

Total Positive

360.06

359.91

-.15

359.91

357.60

-2.31

Table 8
Comparison of Changes in MAAT Score s
For Group A and Group B
Group A

Variable

Pretest

Group A

Posttest

Group A

Average

Posttest

Group B
Po sttest

Change

Average
Change

Mastery

24.30

23.27

-1.03

23.27

24.55

1.28

Neatness

8.30

7.94

-.36

7.94

8.60

.66

11.52

10.79

-.73

10.79

11.95

1.16

Narcism

4.48

4.55

.07

4.55

4.00

-.55

Rapport

42.36

40.85

-1.51

40.85

44.45

3.60**

Stability

11.21

10.33

-.88*

10.33

11.95

1.62**

Goodness

12.61

12.24

-. 37

12,24

13.50

1.26**

7.82

8.27

8.27

8.20

-.07

10.73

10.00

10.00

10.80

.80

Brightness

Accessibility

Expressiveness

* t-value significant at . 05 level
** t-value significant at . 01 level

.45*

-.73
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is found with regard to the correlations presented in Table 5.
Relationship Between Self-Perception and
Self-Evaluation of Teacher Performance

The instruments used to measure self and instructor's evaluation of teacher performance were administered only to Group B. The
means and standard deviations are reported in Table 9. It is interesting to note that all mean values are higher with regards to the instruc-

tor's ratings and four of their six ratings have greater standard deviations. In general, the instructor's rated subjects somewhat higher
Table 9

Means and Standard Deviations for Teacher
Performance Rating Scales
Variable

Group B Posttest
Mean

S. D.

130.15

13.53

39.00
52.15
28.55
19.35
30.10

3.06
5.81
4.36
2.83
2.53

145.60

15.16

41.50
58.75
32.20
22.10
32.55

4.96
6.78
3.61
3.23
2.39

SERS

Role

Understanding
Guidance
Relationships
Flexibility
Gen. Functioning
IERS
Role

Understanding
Guidance
Relationships
Flexibility
Gen. Functioning
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and with greater variability than did the subjects themselves.
Correlation coefficients for the second relationship investi-

gated, that is, the relationship between self-perception and selfevaluation of teacher performance are presented in Table 10. The
correlations between the Total Positive Score of the TSCS and the
subsections of the Self-Evaluation Rating Scale (SERS) proved to be

significant (p <. 05) in only one case, Subsection B, "Positive Relationships with Children. " None of the correlations between the Mastery Scale of the MAAT and the subsections of the SERS proved to be

significant. However, between the Rapport Scale and the subsections
of the SERS, two correlations were significant (p < . 05). These are
with Section 2, "Understanding Children's Behavior, " and with Sub-

section B, "Positive Relationships with Children. "
Correlations between Subsection B of the MAAT, "Positive

Relationships with Children, " and measured elements of self-percep-

tion reveal several significant relationships. The correlations between Subsection B and Self-satisfaction Subscale and Total Positive

Scores of the TSCS, and the Brightness, Rapport, Goodness, and
Expressiveness subsections of the MAAT all proved to be significant
(I) < . 05).

The only additional significant correlations (p < . 05) found

are with the Brightness subscale of the MAAT which correlates at
about the same level with the Understanding section, the Guidance
Subsection and the Positive Relationships Subsection of the SERS.

Table 10

Rank Order Correlation Coefficients for the Relationship Between
Self-Perception and Self-Evaluation of Teacher Performance

Group B Posttest
Variable
Role

Understanding

Guidance

Relationships

Flexibility

General
Functioning

TSCS

Identity
Self-Satisfaction
Behavior

Total Positive

.13
.16
.28
.22

.31
.11
.35
.26

14

.34

. 07

.30

.20
.34
.28

. 39*

.36
.40*

-. 07
.21
.07

.25
.22
.28

.25

.33

.13

.33
.01
.31

.

MAAT

Mastery
Neatness
Brightness
Narcism
Rapport
Stability
Goodness

Accessibility
Expressiveness
p < .05

.23

-.18

.33

-.02

.31

.41*

.24
.09

.31
.39*

-.01

.32

-.14

.37*

.24
-. 06

-.04

07

.31

.08
.18

.19

-. 07

.25

.00

.

.02

.06
.42*
.27
.43*
.22
.39*
.20
.47*

-.18
.10
.18
-. 06
.00
-. 13
.08

.02

.24
.

29

.15
.35
.23
.29
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In general, the correlations between the Positive Relationships
of the SERS and the measured elements of self-perception warrant a

closer survey. Several of the correlations, though not significant,
still show relatively strong relationships. The pattern which appears
to be emerging is a positive relationship between how the teacher per-

ceives her relationships with her pupils and how she perceives herself both in terms of general personality (TSCS) and in terms of herself as a teacher (MAAT).

Relationship Between Self-Perception and Instructor's
Evaluation of Teacher Performance

Table 11 presents the correlation coefficients for the third relationship investigated, that is, the relationship between self-perception and instructor's evaluation of teacher performance. The correlations between the Total Positive Score of the TSCS and the subsections of the Instructor's Evaluation Rating Scale (IERS) show no

significant relationships. The same was found to be true between
the Mastery Scale of the MAAT and the subsections of the IERS. How-

ever, five out of six of the correlations between the Rapport Scale of
the MAAT and the subsections of the IERS proved to be significant.
The one exception was Subsection D, "General Functioning Within the

Preschool Program. "
While none of the correlations between the subscales of the

Table 11

Rank Order Correlation Coefficients for the Relationship Between
Self-Perception and Instructor's Evaluation of Teacher Performance

Group B Posttest
Variable

Understanding

Guidance

.21
.23

.10
.20
.12
.17

.23
.16
.23

.20

.13

.20

Role

Relationships

Flexibility

.31
.28
.23
.27

.22
.20
.17
.22

.31
.01

.19

General
Functioning

TSCS

Identity
Self-Satisfaction
Behavior

Total Positive

.20
.19

.24

.01
.08
.08
.09

MAAT

Mastery
Neatness
Brightness
Narcism
Rapport
Stability
Goodness

Accessibility
Expressiveness
* p < .05

** p <

.

01

-.04
.52*
.01
.50*
.31
.28
.46*
.

59 **

-.21
.34
.08
.42*
.18
.23
.41*
.71**

-.08

.51*
.06
.43*
.24
.23
.43*
.

67 **

.59**
.11
.72**
.44*
.45*
.42*
.53**

-.06
.52*
.02
.53**
.27

.34

.46*
.

67 **

.05

-.09

.37*

-.13

.30
.16
.09
.44*
.

55 **
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TSCS and the subsections of the IERS proved to be significant, quite

different results were obtained with the MAAT. The Rapport Scale
and the Brightness Sub scale both proved to be significantly correlated

with five of the six sections of the IERS. Furthermore, the Accessibility and the Expressiveness Subscales were found to be significantly

correlated with all six sections of the IERS. Several of these corre-

lations are significant at the .01 level. Furthermore, one single
section of the IERS again proved to be of special interest. Subsection
B, "Positive Relationships with Children, " was found to be significantly (p < . 05) correlated with six of the nine sections of the MAAT.

This is similar to the pattern found between Subsection B of the SERS
and the scales and subscales of the MAAT.

In general, the correlations between the IERS and scales and
subscales of the MAAT appear to indicate a strong relationship be-

tween the instructor's rating of the teacher's performance and her
own reported feelings of self-organization, emotional closeness,
confidence in relationships with pupils and general approachability.

These relationships are considerably stronger with the instructor's
ratings than they are with the self-ratings presented in Table 10. It

may be that the greater variability in the instructor ratings contributed to this pattern of stronger correlation.
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Relationship Between Behavioral Understanding
and Teacher Performance

Correlation coefficients for the fourth relationship investigated,
that is, the relationship between behavioral understanding and self

and instructor's evaluation of teacher performance are presented in
Table 12. None of the correlations proved to be significant at the .05

level. Furthermore only one trend appears to be evident. With re-

gard to both the SERS and the IERS, the strongest overall correla-

tions are those with the Sensitivity Subscale of the FUB. This is particularly true of the Instructor's Evaluation Rating Scale, and with
Subsection A, "Guidance Guidelines. "
Tangential Analyses

The correlations between the Self-Evaluation Rating Scale

(SERS) and the Instructor's Evaluation Rating Scale (IERS) are presented in Table 13. With the exception of two comparisons, all inter-

correlations proved to be significant. This indicates that an extreme-

ly high level of agreement exists between the subject's ratings of her

performance as a teacher and the instructor's perceptions of her in
that same role,
Correlation coefficients for the relationship between the TSCS
and the MAAT are presented in Appendix C. It is interesting to note

the increase in positive significant correlations between Group A
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Table 12

Rank Order Correlation Coefficients for the Relationship Between
Behavioral Understanding and Teacher Performance'
Variable

Knowledge

Group B Posttest
SensiGuidance
tivity

Total

SE RS

Role

Understanding
Guidance
Relationships
Flexibility
Gen. Functioning
IERS
Role

Understanding
Guidance
Relationships
Flexibility
Gen. Functioning

1

-.29
-.08
-.25
-.21
-.29
-.17

-.03
-.23
.01
.03

-.04
-.12

-.10
.15

-.09

.20

.00
.09

-.05
-.07
-.16
-.05

.22
.13
.16
.11

.01

-.08

.05

-.04

05

.25
.23
.34

.11

, 21

04

.28
.21

-.17
.

.

.03

.04

.09

.14

.20
.18
.17
.07

No significant (p < .05) correlations were found.

Posttest scores and Group B Posttest scores. This appears to be in
keeping with the experience factor discussed with regard to the relationship between self-perception and behavioral understanding.

Table 13

Rank Order Correlation Coefficients for the Relationship Between Self-Evaluation
and Instructor's Evaluation of Teacher Performance

Group B Posttest
SE RS

Variable
Role

Understanding

Guidance

Relationships

Flexibility

General
Functioning

IERS

Role

.59**

.56**

.51*

.48*

.57**

.42*

Understanding
Guidance
Relationships
Flexibility
General Functioning

.71**

.57**

.55**

.66**

. 66=x*

. 63**

.67**

. 62 **

.

60 **

. 55 **

.64**

.43*

. 53 **

.

63 **

.

39*

.57**

.48*

.

46*

.59**

.

54**

.63**

.

.

52*

. 39*

.

50*

.34

.57**

p < . 05
**p<

1

.

67**

. 55 **

61 **

.32
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SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

Summary

The purpose of this exploratory study was to investigate the
selfconcept by examining the relationships among self-perception,

behavioral understanding, and teacher performance. More specifically, four major relationships were investigated: first, the relationship between self-perception and behavioral understanding; second,

the relationship between self-perception and self-evaluation of teach-

er performance; third, the relationship between self-perception and

instructor's evaluation of teacher performance; and fourth, the relationship between behavioral understanding and teacher performance.

Tangential analyses were performed to investigate the relationship

between self and instructor's evaluation of teacher performance.
The subjects for this study were 53 female college students enrolled in one of three practicum classes offered by the Family Life
Department at Oregon State University. Approximately two-thirds of

the students (n=33) were enrolled in the first of the series of courses
involving supervised experience with young ohildren in a preschool

program. These subjects are referred to as Group A. The remainder (n=20) were enrolled in the final phase of the above series. They

are referred to as Group B.
A total of five instruments were used to collect data in this
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study. The Film Test For Understanding Behavior (FUB) was used

to assess a subject's basic understanding of interpersonal situations
involving young children. The student's Self-Evaluation Rating Scale

(SERS) was used to measure the subject's evaluation of her own corn-

petancy as a teacher. An identical rating scale, the Instructor's
Evaluation Rating Scale (IERS) was used to measure the subject's

competency as viewed by her supervising teacher.

The remaining two instruments deal with the subject's selfcon-

cept as indicated by self-report procedures. The first of these, the
Tennessee Self Concept Scale (TSCS) measures the subject's general

perceptions of herself. The second device, Myself As A Teacher
(MAAT), is a semantic differential which measures the subject's

view of herself as it relates to the specific situation of a teacher of
young children.

A preliminary review of the results of this study indicated a
discernable difference between the correlations with the general selfconcept instrument (TSCS) and those with the situation specific instru-

ment (MAAT). Therefore, the discussion of results will reflect those
differences by discussing the findings of each relationship in terms of

the general instrument and in terms of the situation specific instrument.
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Discussion

For the basis of discussion, this study accepts the theoretical
position of the phenomemological view of the self. The major theoreti-

cians involved with this position are Arthur Combs (1959) and Carl
Rogers (1951). Fundamental. to this framework is the concept of the

phenomenal self which is the totality of ideas, attitudes, appraisals,
concepts, value judgments and commitments pertaining to one's own

person and shaped through one's perceptions of the self. In short,
the phenomenal self is all the perceptions or concepts of self developed by the individual. The selfconcept is the core of this phenomenal

self, and, as Rogers (1951) points out, it is a patterned interrelationship of all perceptions about the self. The selfconcept is the executive by which the individual makes a variety of decisions with some
consistency. It is both the integrater and the differentiator of experience. The selfconcept then, is that organized and dynamic system of

beliefs (perceptions) which an individual holds true about himself in

such a way that it is made up of central beliefs which are highly

stable, and peripheral beliefs which are relatively unstable. In addi-

tion, it is dynamic in that all experience is perceived, evaluated, and
integrated or rejected according to how the individual views himself

in a constant striving to maintain and enhance the self.

For each individual, the selfconcept is reality. It is his basic
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frame of reference, acquired from his observations about his own
behavior and the behavior of other people toward him. Success or
failure in any aspect of the self will be generalized throughout the

entire system.
Self-perceptions are views or beliefs which an individual holds
to be true about himself and which make up the system of the self-

concept. They are among the most important determinants of behavior. Each individual behaves in ways which are consistent with

these perceptions of himself because of the single, personal, internal
goal of maintenance and enhancement of the perceived self. Changes

in one's self-perceptions then may be the result of conditions both

inside and outside the self, and, as self-perceptions change, behavior
may also change.
Relationship Between Self-Perception and Behavioral Understanding

It seems profitable to discuss the results found for the relationship between self-perception and behavioral understanding in terms
of the amount and type of change which occurred with experience in

teaching in a preschool program. This can be facilitated by placing
the subjects on a continuum from low to medium to high based upon

experience. While Group A pretest scores reflect a low degree of

experience, their posttest scores reflect their views following an
initial experience and therefore can be classified as the medium
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experience group, Subjects in Group B, having completed the final

phase of the practicum series, can be considered as the high experience group.

Following an initial teaching practicum experience, subjects in
Group A scored lower on the Total FUB Score indicating a lower level
of general behavioral understanding. This decrease was apparently
influenced most by the noticeable decrease in scores on the Guidance

Subscale of the FUB. This sub scale purports to indicate a subject's
application of guidance principles; therefore, this change appears
difficult to explain in that the course itself is focused on strengthen-

ing the student's ability to apply guidance guidelines. However, it
may be concluded that when the student is confronted with the behavior

of children in an actual preschool situation she finds her textbook
knowledge of guidance procedures challenged. While trying to apply

previously learned techniques, the student meets with a certain degree of failure which leads to a feeling of uncertainty or confusion
with regard to what technique to use in a given situation. It may be

that this degree of failure is being internalized by the student there
fore affecting her view of herself as a teacher and leading to feelings
of uncertainty. If this uncertainty is indeed being reflected in the

lower FUB score, then this may provide support for the theoretical
notion of both Rogers (1951) and Purkey (1970) that success or failure

in any one area, or the alteration of any part of the selfconcept, will
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be generalized throughout the entire system. In other words, the

student's experience as a teacher has led to the integration of new
information about the self. When confronted with the film episodes

she is unable to return to her prior view of self and thus respond
more in keeping with the textbook answers. Rather, the student's

response to the film episodes may be an attempt to maintain consistency with this new view of self. The result may be a score which is

lower but also one that is consistent with her selfconcept. This would
seemingly lend support to the notion that the individual's behavior
consistently follows her perceived or phenomenal field (Rogers, 1951;
Combs and Snygg, 1959). This study might further support this notion

if the results show that a pattern of correlation exists between selfperception and those aspects of behavioral understanding which
experienced a decline, Indeed, the number of significant positive
correlations between self-perception and the Guidance Sub scale and

Total FUB Score presented in Table 3 appear to offer that support.
A further reflection of this feeling of uncertainty or challenge

may be evident in the generally lower self-perception scores. Following the initial practicum experience, subjects predominately

scored lower on the measured elements of self-perception. Lower
TSCS scores reflect that these subjects tended to have a generally
less enhancing view of self. Subjects also reported a less desirable

view of the self with regard to self as a teacher. Only the
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Accessibility subsection of the MAAT revealed a significant positive

increase, indicating that the subjects felt more "approachable." This
apparent change in selfconcept seems to be in conflict with the notion

by Purkey (1970) that the self is generally ultraconservative and high-

ly resistant to change. However, two additional notions might account
for this change in the subject's view of self. If the concept of self as

a teacher is peripheral to the student's view of self, then in keeping
with the thought of Purkey (1970) and Combs and Soper (1957), it is a

relatively unstable perception less important to the essence of the
self and more apt to be changed through interaction with others and

with the environment. Furthermore, although the major theorists
(Rogers, 1951; Combs and Snygg, 1959; Purkey, 1970) agree that an

individual will generally alter incoming experience so as to maintain

the stability of his perceived self, at times the system itself must
change, mainly for the sake of consistency between perceived self

and reality. Indeed, Rogers (1951) points out that the structure of

the self sometimes must be revised in order to assimilate and include
such experiences, thus reestablishing congruence between the phenom-

enal self (subjective reality) and the real self (external reality of the
experiencing organism). However, the conditions underwhich the
change may be taking place in this particular case may not be in
agreement with Rogers' notion that such change occurs in the ab-

sence of any threat to the self-structure.
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In summary it might be said that the impact of the initial experience, that is, the difficulty in applying textbook knowledge in actual

situations, is reflected in lower self-perception scores. The relationship between view of self and a view of others appears to be reflected in the high positive correlations between the simultaneously

decreasing self-perception scores and the scores on the Guidance

Sub scale of the FUB. This is particularly true of the situation specific instrument, Myself As A Teacher. In other words, the student's
view of herself, susceptible to influence by variables around her was
modified by the conditions of the practicum course. Since phenomeno-

logical theory contends that a person will perceive reality in accordance with the perceptions he has of himself (Rogers, 1951; Combs

and Snygg, 1959; and Purkey, 1970), then it is not unlikely that this
less enhancing view of self would influence how the subject viewed the

behavior of another, in this case the behavior of the children in the
film episodes.

Subjects in Group B, after an extended teaching practicum experience, still tended to score lower on the Guidance Sub scale of the

FUB, yet scored significantly higher on the Total Score. This pattern

differs slightly from the pattern reported for the low to medium comparison. Scores on the TSCS for Group B continue to show a decline,

but the change from medium to high experience is not significant. This
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marginal decline perhaps reflects a slightly less enhancing general
view of self.

The dramatic shift for Group B scores appears with the situation specific view of the self. The general pattern with extended or

high experience is an increase in scores, reflecting a much more
positive view of self as a teacher. It may be that the subjects of
Group B generally have overcome the lower feelings of self-worth
which apparently accompanied the initial experience (measured with
Group A). This appears to be supported by the fact that the more

experienced students reported feeling significantly (p < .01) more

positive about themselves as a teacher in terms of sureness,
strength, and clarity, considering themselves more warm and

familiar, and more positive about themselves in terms of general
"emotional closeness "as a teacher.
It may be hypothesized that because of an extended experience

which is evidently in some way more enhancing than the initial ex-

perience, students generally reported feeling more positive about

themselves as teachers. Their views of self were apparently modified by the conditions of the experience. If one accepts that at this

point of high experience the view of self as a teacher is still a peripheral concept of self, then the rationale to change is the same as it
was for change in self-perception from low to medium experience.

However, it is difficult to accept that after an extended experience,
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this view of self as teacher has not become more central to the essence of the self, especially when the change is in such a strong positive direction. If one accepts the point of view that the concept of

self as a teacher has become central, then such change as that which
occurred is contrary to the notion of Purkey (1970) that such elements

are highly resistant to change. However, this change may have
occurred before the concept became central to the phenomenal self.

Furthermore, if the students have become more confident of their

abilities as teachers, they are less likely to feel threatened by the
course experience. Change in the self might then be viewed as an

attempt to revise the structure of the self thus reestablishing congruence between the phenomenal self and the real self (Rogers, 1951).
This appears to be consistent with the notion by Rogers (1951) that

changes in the self structure can be accomplished "under certain conditions involving primarily complete absence of any threat to the self

structure .

.

.

[p. 517]. "

This more enhancing view of self appears to carry over to how
the students view the behavior of others. This is indicated by the

significant increase in Knowledge, Sensitivity, and Total FUB scores.
If this more positive self-perception is indeed being reflected in the

higher FUB scores, then this may again provide support for the theoretical notion of Rogers (1951) and Purkey (1970) that success or fail-

ure in any one area will be generalized throughout the entire system.
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The Guidance Subscale, however, does not follow the same pat-

tern as the other scales of the FUB. A possible explanation for this
discrepancy might be that high experience subjects have learned to
use guidance techniques which are geared to actual teaching situations and which are not totally in keeping with textbook responses. In

attempting to explain why this does not affect their self-perception,
one might hypothesize that the subjects feel quite certain of the gui-

dance they use in actual situations, even though when this practical
knowledge is applied to the film episodes of the FUB it is not what

experts have rated as the best or most appropriate response.
In relationship to phenomenological theory, it might be hypothe-

sized that the student feels confident enough of her abilities as a

teacher that she responds to the film episodes in a manner designed
to maintain consistency with her view of self. Such behavior which
consistently follows the individual's phenomenal field is in keeping
with two major tenets of phenomenological theory. That is, that the

individual will behave according to how he perceives himself and that

self-perceptions are among the most important determinants of behavior (Rogers, 1951; Combs and Soper, 1957; Combs and Snygg,
1959; Purkey, 197Q).

In summary, several general trends regarding the relationship
between self-perception and behavioral understanding can be distinguished. No significant relationship was found between the FUB Total
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Score and the TSCS Total P Score on any level of experience. This is
in keeping with a study by Burrows (1972) which reported a positive

but negligible relationship between these same variables. However,
quite different results were obtained with the situation specific instrument, the MAAT. Subjects reported a less enhancing view of self
after an initial experience and this view correlated highly with the
Guidance Subscale of the FUB. On the other hand, high experience
subjects reported a more enhancing view of self on the MAAT, but
continued to score lower on the Guidance Subscale. This may account

for the fact that similar patterns of correlation were not found for
Group A and Group B. In general, these findings were in keeping

with phenomenological. theory with regard to the situation specific

view of the self. That is, that the practicum experience, as an ex-

ternal condition, was related to changes in self-perception. Furthermore, changes in the perception of others as measured by the FUB
also appeared to be related to changes in self-perception.
Relationship Between Self-Perception and Self-Evaluation of
Teacher Performance

The relationship between self-perception and self-evaluation of
teacher performance was investigated only for Group B. Only two
significant relationships were found between the Self-Evaluation Rat-

ing Scale (SERS) and the general self-perception device, the Tennessee Self Concept Scale (TSCS). Nevertheless, there does appear to
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be a pattern of relationship between how one views one's performance

as a teacher and how one views oneself generally. This same general

pattern is found with regard to the situation specific view of self,
where several of the correlations reached the level of significance.
More specifically, there appears to be a relationship between a sub-

ject's view of herself as a teacher and her view of her ability to establish and maintain positive relationships with her pupils. A similar
relationship is apparent between view of self as a teacher and perceived ability to understand the behavior of children.
In light of phenomenological theory, one would expect to find a

relationship between how an individual views himself as a teacher and

how he views his behavior (performance) as a teacher. Indeed,
several major theorists (Rogers, 1951; Combs and Soper, 1957;
Combs and Snygg, 1959; Purkey, 1970) make assumptions which indi-

cate that an individual will indeed alter incoming experiences so as
to maintain the stability of his perceived self and consequently will

behave in a manner which is consistent with that self structure.
In addition, the specific patterns which were found with regard

to this relationship between self-perception and self-evaluation of
performance also appear to be in general agreement with phenomenological theory. One might hypothesize from the assumption that an
individual's viewpoint consistently follows his perceived field that an
individual will view other persons in light of how he views himself.

That is to say, if a person thinks highly of himself he will in turn
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think highly of others. One may assume that such mutual respect

would lead to better understanding of the behavior of others and also

to better positive relationships. This assumption appears to be supported by the correlations presented in Table 10 where the most frequent significant correlations are between self-perception and understanding children's behavior and between self-perception and positive
relationships with children.
Relationship Between Self-Perception and Instructor's Evaluation of
Teacher Performance
No significant relationships were found between the Instructor's

Evaluation Rating Scale (IERS) and the TSCS. Nevertheless, there
does appear to be a pattern of positive relationship between an individ-

ual's general view of himself and the instructor's rating of the individ-

ual's performance as a teacher. A more definite pattern emerges
between the situational view of the self and the instructor's evaluation

of teacher performance. The same relationship which was found with
Subsection B, "Positive Relationships, " of the self rating scale
(SERS) appears even stronger and more specific with the instructor's
ratings. This apparently indicates that a strong relationship exists

between feelings of self-worth as a teacher and an observer's rating
of the individual's ability to establish and maintain positive relationships with children. Furthermore, the correlations between the
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IERS and the MAAT appear to show that strong relationships exist

with regard to feelings of brightness, emotional closeness, approachability, and confidence and an observer's rating of the individual's

perception of her role as a teacher and her ability to understand the
behavior of children.

The pattern of correlations, as similar as they are to the patterns found with the self-ratings, may serve to substantiate two other
assumptions. First, they appear to substantiate the accuracy of the

relationships found between self-perceptions of oneself as a teacher

and the self-rating of teacher performance. These relationships are
apparently evident enough and sufficiently strong enough to be reflect-

ed in the correlations between observer ratings of performance and
the self-reported view of self. Second, these patterns may well indicate that the view of performance reported by the student is quite

accurate. One would indeed hope that these assumptions would be
accurate in that one of the major tenets of phenomenological theory is
that one behaves in accordance to how one perceives himself (Rogers,
1951; Combs and Soper, 1957; Combs and Snygg, 1959; Purkey, 1970).

That is to say, if this major assumption is to be supported, one would
expect to find a positive relationship between performance (behavior)
and view of self (perception). Such a pattern of relationship was found

not only with the self report of performance but also with the
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instructor's report. One might then hypothesize that indeed the theory
is supported.
Relationship Between Behavioral Understanding and Teacher
Performance

No significant relationships were found between either the SelfEvaluation Rating Scale (SERS) and the FUB or between the Instruc-

tor's Evaluation Rating Scale (IERS) and the FUB. Furthermore,

there appears to be no pattern with regard to the correlation matrix
presented in Table 12. Nevertheless, these findings appear to be in
keeping with the findings of change-over-time included in the discus-

sion of the investigation of the relationship between self-perception
and behavioral understanding. That is, while both the individual and

the instructor rate the individual as high in performance, this same
level of skill and understanding is not reflected in the FUB scores.
This may be because performance in actual day to day teaching situ-

ations is perceived differently from the expert ratings for the FUB.

Furthermore, ratings of actual performance, particularly the instructor's ratings, approach a significant relationship with the Sensitivity
Sub scale of the FUB. This pattern of positive relationship would be

expected in light of the fact that awareness to and sensitivity of chil-

dren's needs and feelings is a major focus of the course experience.
In general, students apparently feel confident of their ability as teachers and perceive behavior in the film episodes in much the same way
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as they would in actual situations although their responses are not in
total agreement with the choices of experts. This aspect of disagreement is especially evident in view of the correlations with the Guidance
Scale.

In general, this pattern of consistency appears to be in keeping
with phenomenological theory. Rogers (1951) indicates that as an

individual interacts with his environment, he gradually builds up con-

cepts about himself and his abilities, about the environment, and

about himself in relation to the environment. Most theorists agree
that the individual's behavior will be consistent with this concept of
self (Rogers, 1951; Combs and Snygg, 1959; Purkey, 1970). In this

case, the concept of self includes confidence in one's ability as a

teacher, a view in fact supported by the instructor's ratings, and the
behavior is the response to the film episodes, Regardless of the
scores on the FUB, the behavior apparently is consistent both with

regard to actual situations and with regard to the individual's response
on the FUB, and consequently consistent with one's view of self.
Tangential Analyses

Both the Self-Evaluation Rating Scale (SERS) and the Instructor's
Evaluation Rating Scale (IERS) are newly developed instruments de-

signed specifically for this study. Items which appear on the scales

were selected from the more extensive "Evaluative Criteria. Rating
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Scale for Preschool Teachers" developed by the Family Life Department of Oregon State University. With this in mind, it is both sur-

prising and most pleasing to see the high significant intercorrelations
between the SERS and the IERS. It is also interesting to note that as

reported in Table 9, the instructors rated somewhat higher and with
greater variability than did the students. In all, the ratings of three

different instructors are reflected in the correlations.

Furthermore, it is interesting to note that the strongest correlations between the rating scales and the FUB were with the Sensitiv-

ity Subscale, which is intended to indicate a subject's sensitivity to

or awareness of the feelings of children as portrayed in the film epi-

sodes. A major focus of the student teaching course is awareness

to, sensitivity of, and planning for the needs, interests, and feelings
of the individual children and of the group. This focus is reflected in

both the Sensitivity Subscale and the rating scales, particularly with

the instructor's ratings.
One additional relationship deserves a, brief discussion. Tables

22, 23, and 24 present the correlation coefficients for the relationship between the TSCS and the MAAT. If these results are viewed in

light of the hypothetical experience continuum constructed for the

first relationship investigated, then an interesting pattern emerges.
At the low experience level (Group A Pretest) and at the medium ex-

perience level (Group A Posttest ) few if any significant correlations
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were found. However, at the high experience level (Group B Posttest),

61% of the intercorrelations were significant, many of them at the .01
level. It might be hypothesized that by the end of the extended experi-

ence, a student's view of herself as a teacher had become more thoroughly integrated with her general view of self or vice versa. This
integration would lend support to the notion that in the struggle to

maintain and enhance the self, the individual continues to assimilate
and accommodate until a near equilibrium is reached. This equili-

brium provides consistency or congruence to the self, enabling the
individual to draw closer to the goal of becoming what Rogers (1951)

termed a fully-functioning or self-actualized being. This integration
of a specific view of self with the general view of self would probably

be facilitated if the specific view were more central to the essence of
the self. The question of centrality was used as the basis of an earlier
discussion and apparently these tangential findings add some additional

credence to that earlier discussion.
Limitations of the Study

Three major limitations operating within this study warrant
mentioning. First is the sample which is small in size (n=53) and

limited in makeup, which consequently limits the ability to generalize
to other groups. All subjects were female college students involved

in a teacher training program and enrolled at the same university.
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Whereas it is true that subjects from different or more diverse backgrounds might produce different results, it was felt that their general
homogeneity may have been more of an asset than a liability for this
exploratory study.

Second, this study has relied heavily on the self-report technique for the collection of data. However valuable the self-report

itself may be, there is question concerning its direct relationship to
the selfconcept. This study, in the Review of Literature, has explored

the strengths and weaknesses of the self-report technique. Unfortunately there is no "test" which can measure the private phenomenal
world of the individual. Therefore, the self-report becomes an en-

ticing technique to use. This study accepts the fact that the self-

report reflects only what the subject says he is and consequently it is
not synonymous with the selfconcept. However, one's self-percep-

tions as reported by the self-report are influenced by the selfconcept
and therefore can serve as an indicator of selfconcept.
The third and final limitation involves the fact that this study

was based on cross-sectional rather than longitudinal data. Many of
the findings have been discussed on the basis of a hypothetical experience continuum, but without the guarantee that the same results would
occur if the study were based on longitudinal data-.
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Suggestions for Further Research
In spite of the complexity of the study and the limitations under

which it operated, a wealth of data were collected. Analysis and discussion of these data opens many possibilities not only for further

analysis but also for further research.
Several of the areas of phenomenological theory appear to have

found support in the results of this study. Any one of these would pro-

vide enough impetus to generate a separate research project. Furthermore, because such different findings were reported between the

general measure of self-perception, the Tennessee Self Concept

Scale, and the situation specific measure, Myself As A Teacher, it
would be advantageous to carry this analysis further. The results
from the MAAT were quite surprising, suggesting that the use of a
semantic differential to gather data on a situational view of self could

be extremely advantageous to selfconcept research. It is strongly
recommended that such a possibility be investigated,

The results of this study also appear to suggest that it may be
very beneficial at this point in time to generate research involving not

the overall selfconcept, but rather specific elements of the self such
as the view of the self as a teacher. Certainly the findings reported
in this study regarding differences in self-perception at different
stages along the experience continuum have implications for teacher
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training programs that warrant more extensive investigation.
In addition, the results of this study will hopefully generate a
new investigation of the self-report technique. This study has shown
that this technique is useful if used judiciously, However, it is most

useful if the self-report instrument has been specifically designed to
measure one aspect of the self or of behavior such as with the MAAT

and the rating scales of teacher performance. This is not to say that

the self-report procedure would ever surpass the credibility of pro-

fessionally trained observers, but rather, that one may be able to
refine a self-report instrument to the point that it would be practical
and valuable as a research tool.

Finally, research design in this area could be further strengthened with the use of a longitudinal approach. Such an approach would

allow the generation of a greater number of data points along the experience continuum. Careful consideration should be shown with

regard to the frequency and timing of successive testing.
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STUDENT'S SELF-EVALUATIQN RATING SCALE
Student's Name

Lab Instructor

Please respond to the following items by circling the number which mOst closely reflect
your puswer. Do not omit any of the items. Please respond to each item as if you were
describing yourself to 'ourself.
The continuum of
1, Never

1

to 5 is based on the following responses:
2, Seldom
4, Quite frequently
3, Usually

5, Almpst always

I, ao4F, CF THE TEACHER

A. In following and interpreting guidance guidelines, I display
1. the ability to anticipate, foresee, and forestall situations

1

2

3

4

5

2. skill in using positive suggestions

1

2

3

4

5

3. an awareness of when and where needed

1

2

3

4

5

4. the ability to give choices when choices are available

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

6. the ability to set limits and follow through

1

2

3

4

5

7. the ability to redirect children when need arises

1

2

3

4

5

8. encouragement of self-help skills for children

1

2

3

4

5

9, flexibility in guidance

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1,

2

3

4

5,

the ability to help a child verbalize and interpret
his feelings

10. effective use of non-verbal communication
11. the achievement of discipline without expressing threats or
losing control
12. skill at helping children find ways to settle their quarrels

1

2

3

4

5

13. expression of positive reinforcement when appropriate

1

2

3

4

5

5

B. Regarding positive relationships with children, I show the ability to
1. express own feelings while still maintaining control of
both self and situation

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

.2

3

4

5

4. maintain relationships in various situations

1

2

3

4

5

5. relate to groups of children as well as individuals

1

2

3

4

2. communicate with children and sense their feelings while
still maintaining the adult role
3. display effective communication with individual children,
i.e, active, quiet, demanding, etc.
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6. take cues from children

1

2

3

4

7. be honest with children

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

'5

3. develop or adapt activities immediately suggested by
children's play or interests

1

2

3

4

5

4. capitalize upon environmental influences

1

2

3

4

5

5. show the ability to adapt explanations to a particular
child's level

1

2

3

4

5

1. the ability to give directions to other staff members

1

2

3

4

5

2. ability to receive directions from other staff members

1

2

3

4

5

3. familiarity with the laboratory facility

1

2

3

4

5

4. accurate judgements regarding which areas need supervision

1

2

3

4

5

5. a knowledge of preschool schedule/routine

1

2

3

4

5

6. preplanning of program and activities

1

2

3

4

5

7. when appropriate, initiative and decision making without
instructor's suggestions

1

2

3

4

5

1. accept a child as he is

1

2

3

4

5

2. present materials and equipment with an understanding of
the specific group

1

2

3

4

5

3. make sensitive observations of child behavior

1

2

3

4

4. integrate and respond to sensitive observations of child
behavior

1

2

3

4

5

5. recognize the individual differences in development

1

2

3

4

5

6. accept affectional responses of children

1

2

3

4

5

7. exhibit appropriate affectional responses to children

1

2

3

4

5

8. recognize the needs of individual children

1

2

3

4

5

9. recognize and effectively provide for the needs of
individual children

1

2

3

4

5

5

C. Regarding flexibility in performance, I am able to
1. utilize appropriate alternatives
2. permit children to freely explore materials within
reasonable limits

D. In functioning within the preschool program, I display

II. UNDERSTANDING CHILDREN'S BEHAVIOR
I am able to
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INSTRUCTOR'S EVALUATION RATING SCALE
Student's Name

Lab Instructor

Please respond to the following items by circling the number which most closely reflects
your answer. Do not omit any of the items. Please respond to each item according to
how on vie,: the competance of this student.
The contiuum of I to 5 is based on the following responses:
1, Never
2, Seldom.
3, Usually
4, Quite frequently

5, Almost always

I. RCLE OF THE TEACHER
A. In following and interpreting guidance guidelines, this student displays
l.the ability to anticipate, foresee, and forestall situations

1

2

3

4

2. skill in using positive suggestions

1

2

3

4

3, an awareness of when and where needed

1

2

3

4

5

4. the ability to give choices when choices are available

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

.5

6. the ability to set limits and follow through

1

2

3

4

5

7. the ability to redirect children when need arises

1

2

3

4

5

8. encouragement of self-help skills for children

1

2

3

4

5

9. flexibility in guidance

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

12. skill at helping children find ways to settle their quarrels

1

2

3

4

5

13. expression of positive reinforcement when appropriate

1

2

3

4

5

5. the ability to help the child interpret and verbalize his
feelings

10. effective use of non-verbal communication when appropriate
11. the achievement of discipline without expressing threats or
losing control

B. Regarding positive relationships with children, this student shows the ability to
1. express own feelings while still maintaining control of both
self and situation

1

2

3

4

5

2. communicate with children and sense their feelings while
still maintaining the adult role

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

4. maintain relationships in various situations

1

2

3

4

5

5. relate to groups of children as well as individuals

1

2

3

4

5

3. display effective communication with individual children,
i.e. active, quiet, demanding, etc.
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6. take cues from children

1

2

3

4

5

7. be honest with children

1

2

3

4

5

1. utilize appropriate alternatives

1

2

3

4

5

2. permit children to freely explore materials within reasonable
limits

1

2

3

4

5

3. develop or adapt activities immediately suggested by children's
play or interests

1

2

3

4

5

4. capitalize upon environmental influences

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

2. the ability to receive directions from other staff members

1

2

3

4

5

3. familiarity with the laboratory facility

1

2

3

4

5

4. accurate judgements regarding which areas need supervision

1

2

3

4

5

5. a knowledge of preschool schedule/routine

1

2

3

4

5

6. preplanning of program and activities

1

2

3

4

5

7. when appropriate, initiative and decision making without
instructor's suggestions

1

2

3

4

5

1. accept a child as he is

1

2

3

4

5

2. present materials and equipment with an understanding of
the specific group

1

2

3

4

5

3. make sensitive observations of child behavior

1

2

3

4

5

4. integrate and respond to sensitive observations of child
behavior appropriately

1

2

3

4

5

5. recognize the individual differences in development

1

2

3

4

5

6. accept affectional responses of children

1

2

3

4

5

7. exhibit appropriate affectional responses to children

1

2

3

4

5

8. recognize the needs of individual children

1

2

3

4

5

9. recognize and effectively provide for the needs of individual
children

1

2

3

4

5

C. Regarding flexibility in performance, this student is able to

show the ability to adapt explanations to a particular
child's level
D. In functioning within the preschool program, this student displays
1.

the ability to give directions to other staff members

II. UNDERSTANDING CHILDREN'S BEHAVIOR
This student is able to
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Table 14

Background Demographic Information on Subjects in Group A
Ss

Code
25
26
29
30
31

32
33
34
36
39
40
41
42
43
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
55
56
57
58

59
63
64
65
66
67
68
69

Age

Marital S. E .
Status Level

Major

GPA

3.2
2.8
2.6
3.1
2.6
2.8
3.1
3.1
3.1
2.9
3.3
3.0

33
21
21
20
21
20
21

M
S

I
II

S
S
S
S
S

V

II
II
III
III

HE Ed.
HE Ed.
HE Ed.
CD/FL
HE Ed.
HE Ed.
HE Ed.

19

M
M

IV
I

NST
NST

S
S
S

III

HE Ed.
HE Ed.

20
20
20
20
27

M

20
20
22
22
39
20
22
20

S
S
S
S

21

20
21
21
21
21

23
21
20
21
20
21

IV
I
IV

II
I

III
III

M

I

S

III
III
II
III

S
S
S
S
S
S
S
S
S
S
S
S
S
S

I

II
III

NST

HE Ed.
CD/FL
Socio.
HE Ed.
CD/FL
HE Ed.
HE Ed.
HE Ed.
HE Ed.
HE Ed.
NST
NST

CD/FL

II

NST

IV

CD/FL
HE Ed.
CD/FL
HE Ed.
CD/FL
CD/FL
CD/FL

III
III
III
III
IV

II

4.0
2.0
2.9
3.0
2.9
3.7
3.8
3.5
3.0
3.2
2.5
2.8
3.0
2.7
3.0
2.5
3.2
2.4
2.3
3.2
2.5

Ordinal
Pos.

Yr. in

2/3
1/4
2/2

Senior
Junior
Senior
Junior
Junior
Senior
Senior
Senior
Junior
Junior
Senior
Junior
Grad
Junior
Junior
Senior
Junior
Senior
Senior
Senior
Junior
Junior
Junior
Junior
Junior
Junior
Senior
Senior
Junior
Junior
Junior
Junior
Junior

1/3
1/4
1/3

2/3
3/3
3/4
2/3
3/3
1/4
1/1

2/3
1/2
3/3

2/2
2/3
1/2
1/3
2/3

2/4
1/4
2/3
3/5
2/3
1/2
3/5
4/6
1/3

2/2
1/2
3/7

School
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Table 15

Background Demographic Information on Subjects in Group B
Ss

Code

Age

Marital S.E.
Status Level

Major

GPA

01

22

S

II

NST

02

21

S

II

NST

03

21

S

II

NST

04

22

S

I

NST

05

21

S

II

NST

06

22

S

II

NST

2.5
3.7
2.6
2.7
3.3
2.9

07

22

S

III

NST

2. 6

08

21

S

II

NST

11

21

S

I

CD/FL

12

21

S

III

NST

13

22

S

III

NST

15

22

M

II

NST

16

21

M

I

CD/FL

18

22

S

I

NST

19

22

S

III

NST

20

22

S

II

NST

21

22

S

II

NST

22

21

S

III

NST

23

21

S

III

NST

24

21

S

II

NST

2.9
3.2
3.8
2.5
2.4
3.6
2.8
2.9
3.2
2.9
3.3
2.9
3.2

Ordinal
Pos.

Yr. in

2/3
1/2
2/3

Senior
Senior
Senior
Senior
Senior
Senior
Senior
Senior
Senior
Senior
Senior
Senior
Senior
Senior
Senior
Senior
Senior
Senior
Senior
Senior

1/2
1/3
1/3
1/2

2/4
2/5
6/8
3/3
3/3
4/7
3/3

4/4
2/3
5/5
3/5
1/4
2/2

School
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Table 16
Average Age and Average GPA for Group A and Group B

Average Age

Group A

Group B

21.8

21.5

Average GPA

2.84

2.96

Table 17

Comparison of Socio-Economic Level for Group A and Group B
Group B

Group A
No.

No.

Level 1

Level II
Level III
Level IV
Level V

6
8
13
5
1

18%

24%
40%
15%
3%

4
10

20%
50%
30%

6
0
0

Table 18
Comparison of Marital Status for Group A and Group B
Group B

Group A
No.

No.

Married
Single

5

15%

2

10%

28

85%

18

90%
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Table 19
Comparison of Ordinal Position for Group A and Group B
Group B

Group A
No,

No.

First Born

13

42%

6

30%

Second Born

12

37%

6

30%

Third Born
Fourth Born
Fifth Born
Sixth Born

7

21%

4

20%

1

1%

2

10%

0

1

5%

0

1

5%

Table 20
Comparison of Year in School for Group A and Group B

Junior
Senior (or above)

Group A

Group B

No.

No.

20

0

20

13*

Includes one graduate student

Table 21
Comparison of Academic Major for Group A and Group B

Preschool Education (NST)
Child Dev. /Family Life
Home Economics Education
Other

Group A

Group B

No.

No.

6

18

9

2

17

0

1

0
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Table 22

Rank Order Correlation Coefficients for the Relationship
Between TSCS and MAAT for Group A Pretest
TSCS

SelfIdentity

Satisfaction

Behavior

Total
P

Mastery

.01

.06

.17

.19

Neatness

.08

-.17

-.02

.01

Brightness

-.01

-.13

.21

.10

Narcism

-.05

.18

.14

.18

Rapport

.08

.01

.42*

.26

Stability

.10

.09

.46**

.33*

Goodness

-.19

-.18

.25

.02

Accessibility

.02

-.04

.10

.05

Expressiveness

.23

.08

.26

.25

MAAT

p < . 05
p<.01
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Table 23

Rank Order Correlation Coefficients for the Relationship
Between TSCS and MAAT for Group A Posttest'
TSCS

Self-

Behavior

Total

Identity

Satisfaction

Mastery

.07

.20

,

17

.19

Neatness

.16

.24

.21

,24

Brightness

.02

.10

.04

.07

Narcism

-.02

.17

.07

.13

Rapport

.11

.27

.16

.22

Stability

-.16

.19

.10

.11

MAAT

Goodness

,

12

.21

.08

.17

Accessibility

.14

.09

.05

.10

Expressiveness

.12

.20

.17

.20

1

No significant (p < . 05) correlations found.
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Table 24

Rank Order Correlation Coefficients for the Relationship
Between TSCS and MAAT for Group B Posttest
TSCS

Self-

Identity

Satisfaction

Behavior

Total
P

Mastery

.82**

.59**

.65**

.73**

Neatness

.

56**

.

50*

.44*

.57**

Brightness

.69 **

.

40*

.37*

.49*

Narcism

.55**

.42*

.64**

.60**

-Rapport

.

40*

.39*

.20

.32

Stability

.41*

.08

.15

.18

Goodness

.50*

.41*

.19

.36

Accessibility

.04

.14

.06

.15

Expressiveness

.32

.40*

.19

.29

MAAT

p < .05
** p < .01

