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\ ABSTRACT 7 : . [ v

The prlmary purpose of this study was ta 1nvestigate attitudes toward
éhildren and. schoo] ‘work among undergraduate and graduate Educat1on students :
in. a small urban university, Auburn University ét Montgomerxﬁ(AUM? The
\secondary purpose was to 1nvestigate di fferences in such attitudes among
groups d1ffer1ng in se]ected demograph1c variables--number oflyears‘ teaching -
experience,%hnrk exper1ence, offsrping, sib11ngs, b1rth order, sexjgind .age.

Subjects were 612 students .enrolled 1n Education courses at AUM?ihf”whom
593 were in regular Education programs and 19 in other major programs. In
regu]ar Education programs, 256 students were. undergradUate and 337 griduate
There were 119 males and 493 females. Ages ranged from 18 to 53. Approximately
| 97% were white and 3% black. -

To assess attitudes toward children and school work the Minnesota Teacher
Attitude Inventory (MATI) was used. To collect demographic data a Personal Data
sheet was used. | | |

Data were collected per1od1ca11y from Fall 1973 through Summer 1976.
Stud%ﬁts were asked to participate in a study to establish local normative
data on attitudes for AUM: Education students, uith option to refuse without
reprjsa]. Numerical coding insured anonymity. Sequential procedures for
presentation of instruments by cooperating instructors or writer were followed.
Data were hand scored and tabulated.

\. Employed for analyses of data were one-way ana]ysis-of variance, F-ratio,
F-Test, t-test for independent samples, KRz1, and Pearson r. Cochran and |
Cox's method‘was_used for estimating probabiltty levels for unequa] numbers

and variances. Acceptable probability level was .05.

il | - 5




Among AUM undergraduate Education students 1q differenF.EOncentrations

' and specializations, comparisons showed no signifieaht gifferenees 15 attitudes
| toward children and schobl work. Results f}om compariéons between appropriate
MTAI no;m groups ‘and AUM tindergraduates indicated s1gnif1cant1y (.001) less
positive 3;t1tudes for AUM students in General Elementary, Early Childhood/

" Reading, and Secondary-Academic, but no sign1f1cpnt differences for Secondaﬁy-
Nonacademic¢ majors. | | - i ‘

Among AUM graduate Education stﬁdents in different areas, comparisons. w
:revea}ed significantly (.05 to .001) more posiiive attitudes for students in
Early Childhood/Reading and in Elementary—SReCfal Education than all others
and significantly (.05 to .001’ less posittye attlfedes for Secondary-Academic,
Counseling-School, and Administration/SupeFQigibn majors. Results from
comparisons between appropriate.MTAI norm;greups and AUM graduate'Secondany
and Elementary majors 1nd1cated sign1f1cant1y (.001) less positive attitudes

among AUM students except Secondary Nonacademic majors for whom there was no

e B

significant difference. ‘ ,;‘;} 4
Demographic characterist1cs assogieted‘w1th signi?icantly more positive ,

attitudes included having at least onequfgpring (.01), no work experieﬂce
prior to teaching (.01), and being feﬁale (.01). Demogfaphic charqctérfétics
associated with significantly less positiye attitudes inciuded - having six

or mOEe siblings (.05), being male (;Ql)iﬁith a younger brother (.05), and
having uork expérience other than _ feaching prior to teaching (.Oi).
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- Introduction e " :
' Incteasing]y teacher educators are becoming concerned with/the facilitation
/

pos?t1ve changes in att1tudes which will Tead to more effective teaching

‘ and‘leé?n1ng. That teachers‘ attitudes toward The1r students s1gn1f1cant1y ‘
‘.
affect both teacher and student c]assroom behaviors and social interactions has

been accepted by educators. Research resu]ts suppbrt the findings of certain

affective characteristics associated with teaching (Cantrell, Stenner, and "
'katienmeyer, 1976; Flanders, 1965; Yee, 1968). Included among these éffective

characteristics are. generbsity in appraisals of the behaviors and motives of

K

others and enjoyment'of relationships with students (Ryans, 1960) .

’.
' - -

“The Pufgose_gjﬁtﬁgﬂ§tggx
' The purposeslof this study were two-fold. One purpose was to determine
and, if necessary, 1n1t1ate, appropriate norms on the #innesota Teacher Att1tude
Inventory (MTAI) for students enro]]ed in the School of Educat1on at Auburn
University at Montgomery (AUM). There are no norms in the MTAI manual for

Special Education teachers, Counselors; Administrators, and- Supervisors.,

~

The second purpose’was to investigate differences in attitudes toward

3

children and school work as measured by the MTAI among groups differing in |

selected demographic variables. The-selected demographic variables included:

: . . o . . o
. number of years of- teaching experience, prior work experience, offsrping, birth

¢

order, number of siblings, sex, and age. .

Importance of the Study
This study was conducted to assess student attitudes toward children and

teaching as a profession and to investigate biographical antecedents which were
-k - o Vo .




] v ’ ; o
. ) - . . : ‘ ': ) N » ,l.
¢related to such attitudes. In the teaching proféssion interpersonal inter-

aEtions are often crucial’in attaining 1earhing dutcomef : %fcause behavior
is the result of the conf]uencc of affective, cognitive, dnd bLth10Pd]
components, altention’to affnctivo'devclopment in. teacher cducation programs
1s;essenfﬁa1. While aFFecLive developnent is being‘ded1t with at AUM in
individual courses,-a more systematic and comprahenJ1VL plan for such deve1ép—
ment cou]d resu]t in produc1nq no re eff9ct1ve teachers.,

This study was viewed as the initial_step toward development of a long-
rangé plan to facilitate holistic student devedopment which would include

N

affective develdpment. The performances of AUM Education students on the MATI

could serve as comparison references, or baseline data, for detecting changes
Ly : i v

in attitudes from entrance into the teacher education program to its completion.

ldeally, an affective development plan would include provisions for furthering

“student 5014~knowledge through feedback on selected attitudinal -and interest

IS
)

inventories and for personal deve Topment through voluntary student selection
from several options, such as vocational counseling, assertive training, and

£y

individual counseling. J

Basic Assumplions o
L. Students in this study were candid and accurate-in responding to =~ '

the attitude inventory and pérsonal data information sheets.
‘ N

~N>

Student responses \ere not affected by administration variations

in tiwe, class, and/or administrator of the instruments.

¥

v

Limitations of the Study

The population for this study was 1imited to students enrolled in AU
Education graduate and undergradyate courses, which restricts qgeneralization -

of the results Lo other populations. The attitudes measured were those Loward

’

O
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childvrer . and school work as a profegsion as measured byi the Minnesota leacher
Attitude Inventoyy (MIAL). The demoqrbphiu charactoristics investigated were. 7
Tinited to those believed by rhe writer to affect altitudes—under study. ]
. . - \ .

Definition of terme: : :

K
v

Attitudes. Attitudes toward children and school work as a profession

L4

as measured by the MIAT.  Positiive attitudes vefer to high scores on the MTAT,

. ‘ Yo
while negative attitudés tefer to low scores on the MIRL.

»

1o

\! ) ‘ . . . ) . ) ) ) . .
Beginning Education.. Students emcolled in the introductory -education
- » oTTTme et T . . . -

course,

Beginning Professional Lducation.  Students envolled in methods and/or
b ’

curriculum courses.
' . . . " . o . .
Cortification. Graduated hachelor's students enrolled in graduate courses
vertirication . i 1t N

for both teacher cerbification and Master of [ducation dégree. ) -

.

Clagsification. Students' level of progression toward an educational goal,

| -~

such as undeﬁqraduatc.x ' o ‘ '

. . . . & . L .
Concentration.  The major arca of study of a <tudent's cducation plan,
N !
such as Secondary bducation.
Counseling-Nonschuol. Students seeking a Master of Lducation degree in ¢

Counseling who did not plan to work in school scttings.

. »
Coimseling-School.  Students seeking a Master of Lducation degree ﬂ&
Lounseiing--cnool g

Counseling who did plan to work ingchool settings.

Graduate.  Students seeking a Master of Lducation degree.

Qﬁhgyhfﬁjjjihﬁhf@gj. Cateqory for any ordinal bivth position which did
. ; , . . ’
. . : ro - .
not fit categories of oldest, next Lo oldest, middle, next to youngest, and -
e
Knly; tor example, subject ﬁg;third aldest of seven children.

~

Vd
L +

Secondary-Acadomic,  Secorddary Fducation students majoring in the usual

subject matter areas, such as [ngl Sh, History, Biology, and others.
. e 9

\)‘ ’ j ) < “ , t

ERIC
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# Secondary-Nonacademic. Secondary
r

Music, PhysicaI‘EduCation, and Business

Unt]assified. -Graduated bache]or 5 students taking undergraduate
. \ |
‘ edupat10n courses for tearher Cert1f1cat1o

.

gi&hggg;ﬁgﬂjpg§: Studehts. reporting heing only children, having .

S S

- ~

_-—‘-dlggﬁiijggpjjgpgg; , Any job not- related to feaching.

1

o step-siblings, or deceased siblings.

% yoo " liypotheses

For the fb110wing hypotheses the level of probability considered to be

~

stafisticé11y signifiﬁant was . 05. ,
Hypothesis [. There are no stétisticaT]y significant di%ferences in’
Attitqqes toward children and s;hdo] work among AUM Eduéation—graduate students
in variéus‘concentrations dnd speciaiizatiohs
N ﬂypothe%is II. There are no' stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1cant differences in
) attltudes toward ch]]dren and- schoo] work among AUM Educat]on undergraduate

N
and unclassified studehté in various concentrations and specializations.

Hypothesis I11. There are nolsfatistica11y significant différences in

cattitudes toward children and school work between AUM Education graduate

Ostt{dents and'compa;ab1e MTAT norm groups. " ’ T TN
ﬁygothes%s IV. }here are,no statistically s1gn1f1cant d1fferences in' \
attitudes toward ch11dren and school work between AUM- Educat1on comb1ned
uhdergraduate and gnc1a551fied students and comparab]e MTAT undergraduate;
norit groups.

ngotﬁp§j§my$ There are no état%stica11y significant relationships

between number ot years' ‘teaching experience and attitudes toward children’

and school work for regular classroom teachers and special education teachers.




L:
Hypothesis VI. There is no significant difference in-attijtudes toward

: children and schoo work between teachers who have had prior‘work experience’

other than teaching and those who have not-

2

Hypothesis VII. There are no significant differences in attitudes toward

children apd.school work among thg_fo11ow1ng.comparisons:
| 1. AUM Education students who have_bffspring and those who do ot have
offépriﬁg. | B e
2. AUM Education sfudeﬁtg_whoAgéve one;,two, three,{and four or mgre
V off;priﬁg. o
ﬂxgg;ﬁggig@[LLL. There are QP statistically signifjcant differences
in attitudes toward children and schobi.work among AUM Education students
in the following comparisonss ‘
1. Students with and students without siblings.
2. Students with various nunbers of siblings.
3. Students with same and students with opposite sex next younger
sibling:

~ Hypothesis IX. There are no staliﬁtica11y significant differences in

attitudes toward children and school work among AUM Education students of

various birth orders.
K
Hypothesis £. There is no statistically significant difference Jn

attitudes toward children and school work between male and female AUM
Education students.

Hypothesis XI. There is no statistically significantkre1ationéh§p |
between attitudes toward children and school. work and ages of AUM Education

students.

2 e
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Methodology and Procedures

Subjects
Subjects were 612vstudenq§ enrolled in Education courses at AUM, of
,whom 593 were in regular Education programs and 19 .in other m?jor programs .
iq regufér Edﬁcatﬁon programs , 256hwere,undergraduate and»337 graduate.
There wefe 119 males agd 493 feﬁa]es. ‘Ages_rgnjed from 18 to 53. Approxi-
mately 97% wefe white énd.3% black. (See Appendix'F for a detailed break-

down of subjects by number, classification, and concentration.)

&

Data Collection

i ‘
Data were collected periodically from Fall 1973 through Summer 1976.

Students were asked to participate in a study to establish 16ca1 normative
daga on attitudes for AUM Education students, Qith option to refuse without
reprisal. Students were asked,ﬁp respond to the-Minnesota Teaéher Attityﬂe'
Inventory and a Personal Data Sheeb'designed by the writer. Instruments were
administered according to sequential procedures by cooperating instructors
or write;. Numerical coding insured anonymity. Data were hand scored and

tabulated. ‘ 5 LN

Jechnical Features of Instrument

The Minnesopa Teécher Attitude Inventory was developed in 1951 by Cook,
Leeds, aﬁd Callis to measure attitudes whiéh predict the effectiveness of
interpersonal relationships with students and the sai raction of teaching
‘as a profession. ‘

Validity (R=.63) was determined originally in 1951 by correlating teachers'
scores with three combined outside criteria, which were ;atings of teachers by

pupils, principals, and specialists in the area of teaching effectiveness.




SUbsequent validatiors with Education étudents were done by Leeds (1969) and

Yee and Fruchter (19713. Resulting validity coefficients ranged from .42 to
.55, all high enough to support the ‘validity of the MTAI. Reliability (Sp]it—_
half, Spearman-Brown) ranges reported for three scoring methods were .88 to
.93.

The nine sets of norins published in the MTAL manual were coimplied from
scores from student populations ‘at the University of Mjséouri, the University)\
of Mihneso?a, high school students from an unsbecified location, and teachers
employed® in Minnesota during the period 1949-1951. The norms” provided -include
beginning professional, graduating seniors, and graduate Elemehtary and
Secondary Education studeénts with varied levels of training. No ﬁorms are ’
provided for Special Education teachers, Counselors, Administratbrs, and
Supervisors.

FiQe major dimensions tapped by the MTAI have been identified through.
factor analysis by Horn and Morrison (1965) and Yee and Fruchter (1971). .

These factors, with the dimensions, are:
Factors I Chi]dren'g irresponsible tendencies and lack ofbself—discip1iﬁe.

Understanding, democratic versus aloof, autocratic, harsh.
Faétorg I Conflict between teacher ' and pupils' 1nterests:

“favorable opinion about children versus unfavorable.

Factors 11 Rigidity and severity in handling- pupils.

Permissive tolerance ior misbehavior versug punitive intolerance.
Factors [V Pupils' independence in learning.

Pupil self direction versus controlling attitude toward children.
Factors V Pupils' acquiescence to the teacher.
Ferception of students as cooperative, considerate versus

rebellious, disruptive, and disobedient.

ERIC | 1




8-

Scores on the MTAI range from -150 to +150. High scores on the MTAT  «
indicate positive attitudes on the left side of 'versus;' low scores indicate

’ : : > 1 1}
negative attitudes as enumerated after the word "versus.

Statistical Treatment of the Data

Statistical techniques used for analyzing thé data were one-way ana]ySis
of va}i;nce, F-ratio, F-test, t-test for independent samples, Cochran and Cbx's
method for estimating prdbébi]ity levels for unequal numbers and variances,
*Kuder-Richardsony, and Pearson prddﬁct—moment correlation. The acceptable
Jprobabi]ity Tevel was .05 for major between-group compa;ﬂ'sons1 F0r'combining
specialization ¢roups within concentrations, the .10 probability level was used.

For inter-group comparisons of AUM.students among various c]assificatioﬁs,
concentrations, and specializations, one-way analysis of variance and F-ratio
were used. Results of analyses with f;rafios significagt at the .05 level of
probability were 12£Tnitted té F-tests fo determine homogeneity of variance.

Fof comparing mean-differences betwéen groups homogeneous in variances, the
t-test for independent samples, using pooled variance estimates, and tables of
critical va]ueé for distribution of t probability were used. For comparing
mean-differences between groups with Significant]y-(.OS) different variances,
the t-test, using separate evrror estimates for uncorreiated data, and Cochran
and Cox's mathod (Boneau, 1960, pp. 49-64; Guj]ford &—Ffuchter, 1973, pp. 161-
]62;>Lindquist, 1953, pp. 97-98) for unequal variances and numbers were used.

To provide larger and more equal nﬁmbersﬂin groups, some specializations
within concentrations were combined into one larger éroup. Such combinations

were performed when both of two conditions were met. These two conditions

were homogpneous variaftces as determined by the F-test and non- s1gn1f1cant

I b




Iz at
mean 81fferences. When differenceé in mean§ were as great as .10 probability
level, separate grouping‘was maintained. Separate groups were maintained for
Counseling-School and Counseling-Nonschool. Within the concentration of
Elementary’Education, Early Childhood and Reading were combined; within the
concentratiog of Secondary Educapion, Academic and Nonacademic were combined.
The weighting‘methods for averaging two or more means and standard deviations
were used for combining‘groups. Administration and Supervision were combined
because data collected lacked specificity regarding specialization.

For comparisons between AUM groups and MTAI norm groups, the F-Test,
E;tést fdr independent sdﬁp1eé using éither pooled variénce‘or separate error
‘estimates as appropriate, and the Cochran and Cox method were used. Because
MTAT normative data for Graduate Education Students and for Elementary
Experienced Teachers are not delineated by specializations, the AUM Graduate
Elementary specialization groups were combined by the weighting method for
averaging two or more means and standard deviations even though thé variances
were not homogeneous. AUM undercraduate and unclassified groups were combined
by the weighting method»sincé the variances were homggeneous and no comparable
MTAI norms exist for unclassified groups.

For comparisons among AUM groﬁps dﬁffering in selected demographic
variables, one-way analysis of variance, F-ratio, F-Test, t-test for inde-
pendent samples, and Pearson product-moment correlation were used.

Used throughout the_sﬁudy was Kuder-Richardsonpy to determine reliability
for group performances becauée of the bearing ot the internal consistency of
a test upon the form of the distribution of total scores on that test. No

reliability was Tess than .96.



SN

’ e B - -10-
Results

Hypothesis I-

Hypothesis 1 stqﬁed that there are no statistically significant differences
in attitudes toward éhi]dren and school work among Education graduate students in
various areas of C,ZCentration and specialization: Elementary-Special Education,
General E1ementar¥5 Ear1y«Ch11dhood/Reading, Secondary—Specia1ﬂEducation,;'
Seconggry-AcademiE/Nonacademic, Administration/Supervision, and Counseling-School/
Nonschool.i Hypothesis i was'fejected for three compaf}soﬁs at the .O5h]eve1'o%

statistical sighificancé, four at the .01 level, and three at the .001 level.

N
-

Hypothesis 1 waé accepted for all other cbmparisons.,
Data from‘Eéucation_Master‘s level students were analyzed. Significant.
differénces were sought by épbmitting data to one-way analysis of variance
F-tést,land t-test techniques. Probability estimates were derived by the
Cochran and Cox method for unequq1‘variances and numbers. The results of one-way
analysis ofvvhriance Qere §tatistica11y significant, F(b,ng) = 5.224, p<. U0l
Tevel, " and are presented in Table 1. Subsequent investigatiﬁns showed a great
\\\Qsough difference be tween the nean scores of Counseling-School as Compared.£o
Counsel nquons;hoo1 students (t(56)=1.79, p «.10) to be treated as separate groups
Comparisons of meané between Secondary-Academic and Secondary-Nonacademic
(t(56)=.19, p>> .-10) and between Elementary-Early Ghildhood and Elementary-Reading
(£(49)=.32, p >.10) showed no Sigqificant differences between groups and,
consequenk]y, were combined as Secondary~AcaQemic/Nonacademic and Elementary-Early
.Chi1dhood/Readingm No comparisons between Administration and Supervision special-
jzations were made and they were treated as one group. Combination of groups was
accomplished by the weighting methods for averaging means and standard deviations.
e

\

;
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Results of comparisons of each group to é]]lothér groups are shown in
Table 2 through Table 9. Elementary-Special Fducation comparison resu]ts dre
showd in T le 2, Early Chi]dhood/Readingvin Tab]% 3, General E]emehtary in
Table 4, Secondary-Special Educatjon in Table 5, Sepondary—AéédemiC/Nonacademic

“in Table 6, CounselithSchoo1 in Table 7, Counseling—Nohschoolfin Table 8, and »

Administration/Supervision in Table 9.

;‘\ -
Analysis of Variance of MTAI 'Scores for
AUM Education Graduate Students

by Areas of Concentration and Specialization

\

Source df 55 MS F
Between Groups 6 397€5.9375 606276562  5.224*F*
Within Groups 296 ; 375567.0 1268.8074

Total | 302 415332.9375

wxxp <001,

o

Results of F-test dnalyses of all groups revealed the two groups differing
most in variance, although not significantly so, were the Early Childhood/Reading
and General Elementary groups. Since no groups were significantly different,

the t-test for pooled variance was used for ail comparisons.

Broadly viewed, L1emgﬂ£gry"raduate students are generally more positive

in attitudes than all other concentrations. Elementary-Special Education graduate

students were more positive in attitudes than General Elementary (.05), Secondary-

-
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Acadeﬁic/Nonacademic (.001), Counseling-School (.01) and Admiﬁistration/Superj
' visjon-(.Ol). They were not significant]} different from Early Childhood/
Reéding, Secondary~5pec%a1 Education, and Counse]ingﬂNonschoo1 students. In
Table 2 a~e presented the results of Elementary-Special Education comparisons
with other groups, number of subjects, mean, standard deviation,‘and\stahdard
error of means. - '

J

Table 2

»

Comparisons of #TAI Scores Between AUM Graduate Students in 3~,

-

'Elementary~5pecia1 Education and Other Educaticr Areas -

Majors N df M™  SD SE t
Elementary-Special Education 28 53.42 33.56 6.34
Larly Childhood/Reading 51 77 51.64 32.78 4.59 .21
General Elementary 52 78 33.98 41.30 5.76 . 15%
Secondary-Special Educatign 4 30 61.50 39.78 19.89 .43
Secondary-Academic/Nonacademic 58 84  21.22 ©33.17 4.35 4. 23%**
Counseling-School 37 63 , 28.08 37.48 6.24 2.82%*
Counseling-Nonschool 21 47  45.57 32.01 7.15 .81
Administration/Supervision 52 78 28.18 34.79 4.82  3.15%*
R Y
* .

\

Farly Childhood/Reading graduate students were significantly more positive
in attitudes than General Llementary (.05), and Counseling-School (.01),
Administration/Supervision, and Secondarv-Academic/Nonacademic (both .001).
"They were not different from Special Education students in eigher Elementary
or Secondary or Counse]iné~Nonschoo] students. Table 3 shows the Ear1y Chilld-

hood/Reading results of comparisons, number of subjects, means, standard

.
~. 14
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~deviations, and standard errors of means.

T = T

A Table 3

- . e <
. Comparisons of MTAI Scores Between AUM Graduate Students in

Early Childhood/Reading and Other Education Areas

Majors | Nooodf M - sD SE t

Early Childhood/Reading 51 51.64 32.78 4.59
Elementary-Special Education 28 77 53.42 33.56° 6.3 .21
General Elementary 52 101  33.9% 41.30 5.76  2.38*
Secondary-Special Educa®ion 4 53 61.50 39.78  19.89 .57
Secondary-~Academic/Nonacademic 58 107 21.22 33.17 4,35 4,80%x*
Counseling-Schoo] : 37 86 .- 28.08 37.48 6.24 2.87**
Counseling-Nonschool 21 70 45.57 © 32.01 “7.15 71
Administration/Supervision - 52 101 28.19 34.79 4.82 3, 62%k*
*p <05,

**D . 01. toe ,
FA*p <. 001, } ‘ ,

General Elementary graduate sfudents were significantly less positive in
att{tudes than Early Chi]dhood/Reading students and E]ementary—épecia] Educatio?j
students af the .05 level, but nbt different in other group comparisons. Their
performances on the MTAI were similar‘to those of‘Secondary5 Counsc]ing—Schoo],
and Administration/Supervision students. The General Elementary results of

comparisons to all other groups, numbers of subjects, means, standard deviations.

ang standard error of the means dre shown in Table 4.
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e Table 4 7
Comparisons of MTAI Scores Between AUM Graduate Students in

General Elementary and Other Education Areas

S . ISR UUU S SIS U TSR SRS

Majors ) N df M N

General Elementary 52 33.98 41.30 5.76
Elementary-Special Education 29 78 53.42 33.56%  6.34 2.15+d
Early Childhood/Reading 51 101 51.64 32.78 4.59 2.38*a
Secondary-Special Education 4 -54  61.50 39.78 19.89 - 1.28
Secondary-Academic/Nonacademic K8 108 21.22 . 33.17 4.35 1.79
Counsel ing-Schoo 37 87 28.08 ° 37.48 6.24 .69
Counsel ing-Nonschool 21 /Y 45.57 32.01 7.15 -1.15
Administratign/Supervision he 102 28.19 34.79 4.82 77

- -.,,_h,;,__-_w,_ﬂ ,A,A_,/;:,:,,-, S (S j.,,,“_‘ﬁ,vd e e _A;*‘,_,_‘F,_,;__v_d,_‘.
dCochran and Cox's method embodied. ]

*p<~ .05.

Secondary-Special Lducation graduate students were significantly more positive
in attitudes than Secondary-Academic, Nonacademic (p =.05) but not different h\
comparisons with all other groups. Although the mean (M=61.50) for this group
was the highest of all group means, the variance was also the greatest, which
indicates extremity in range of gcores. Also, there were only four students.in
the group. The small sample size and the large variance made the results highly
quest%onab]é and should be interpreted with caution. To deal wilth these dispro— *
pertions in sample size and variance, the F-test and Cochran and Cox method for
determinit  probability fof rmequal ngmbérs anc variances Qere uti]ized.“aNever—
theless, the results should be considered dubious. Table 5_§hows.the resuits

of comparisons for Secondary-Special Educazion with all other groups, the number

of subjects, means. standard deviations, and standard ervor of means.

(S K ‘L * 4 {
EMC B [
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Table 5

Comparisons of MTAI Scores Between AUM GraduateVStudents in

<

Secondary-Special Education and Other'ﬁgucation Areas

SN o
Magors . N df M 5D SE -t
. Secondary-Special Education 4 61.50 39.78 19.89
4 Secondag‘CAcademic/Nonacademic 58 60 21.22 33.17 4.35 2. 32%d
Counseling-School 37 39 28.08 37.48  6.24 1.68
Counseling-Nonschool 21 23 45.57 32.01 - 7.15 .88
Administration/Supervision Y4 54 28.19 34.79 4.82 1.83
-Elementary-Special Education 28 30. *63.42 33.50 6.34 43
Early Childhood/Reading 51, 53 51.64 32.78 4.59 .57
General Elementary 52 54 33.98 41.30 5.76 . 1.28
dCochran and Cox's methcd embodied. - , . {

Secondary—AcademiC/Nonacddemic graduate students were most négative 5f all
groups in attitudes toward children and <chool work as measured by the MTATL.
They were significantly more negative thqn secondary-Special Education (.05)
aadmﬁoun;eling—Nonschoo1 studentst(*01), Eaffy Ghi1ahood/Reading, and E]ementary~
Specid\\ﬁgucation (both .001). They were not sigqificant]g different from
Counse]ing}Schoo1 and Administration/Supervision graduate students and tended to
be more (.10) negative than General Elementary.: Table 6 shows results of compari-

sons of Secondary-Academic/Nonacademic to all Othif Jroups as well as number of

subjects, means, .standard deviations, standard eror of the means, and t-values.

|
) ¢
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“Table 6
Comparisons of MIAT Scores Between AUM Graduate Students in o .

Secondaky~Academic/Nonacademic and Other tducation Majors

jors \\ \ f gl:F_ M . Sh | Sk t

Seconcary- Academ1c/Nonacadem1o 58 . » 21.27 33.17 4.35 '
Secondary-Special Education’ 4 60 61.50 39.78 . 19.89 2.32%d
Counseling-School 37/ 93 28.08 37.48 6.24 .93
. Counseling-Nonschool 1 17 45057 32.01 /.15 2.90**a

) Administration/Supervision Y4 gy 28019 34.79 4,87 1.07
/o Elementary-Special Education 28 41 h3.472 33.56 6.34 4. 23%*+a
tarly Childhood/Reading 51 107 51.64 32.78 4.59 4. BOxxx

General Elementary 52 108 33,98 41.30 5.76 1.79

<(o<hran and cox's omethod enbodied.
U : “
k* )1

v.**t; 001,

S

~ 777 \

.Counsoliﬁg~$uhonl graduate students were signilicantly less positive in
T attitudes L}\axl Elementary-Special \ ducacion (L0L1) and Eavly fﬁ]i 15H1<)o<i/lzei1<iirlg (.01).
They were not signifiunntly Jdifferont from all othnrlﬁroups Qut they tended to be
Tess positive (L10) than Coanse Fing-NonsChool s tudents Rvaudﬁs of comparisons of

, . \ ' . . { .
m’QOUHSQ]]HQ*\ChV\l to all other groups are presented in Table 7 which also includes

nubers, means s Landarvd deviat tons, and standavd ecrer o means.
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. Table 7 -
. . ‘ . . . . @
Comparisons of MTAT Scores. Between AUM Graduate Students in //
Counseling-School and Other Cducation Majors’ .
I 3 e IR
Majors il df M SO - 5E t
[ o
Counsel iny~School 37 28,08 37,48 76.24
Counseling-Nonschoo | U se as.s7 3201 7¥s 0 179
Secondary-Special Education - 39 61.50 39.78  19.89 1.68
Secondary-Academic/Nonacademic 58 03  21.27 33.17 4.35 - .93
Administration/Supervision Cohe 87 201 54,79 4.82 .01
ETementary-Special Lducation ( 28 63 03,42 33.56 6.34 2.82%*
Larly /C{hihlhood/R(‘.a(ﬁng 51 =6 o5l.64 3278 4.59 287
Generad Elementary 57 57 33.98 41.30 5.76 .69

e 0L

-
»

Coungeling~ﬁonsﬁhnml (qraduate students were siqnificantly‘moro positiv% in
attitudes than “ccondary-Acadenic/Nonacadenic students (L0, and tended to be more
hosjtivu (1) LMAH‘VUHHWUIi“U'xhhoﬂl i Admini\grutiun/Sunvrviu1nn Qrudualo student

N J
They were not dirtorent oo Elenontary-special tduca}iun, tarly ChildhoodYReading,
General Llementary, and Secondary=Special bducation. Fable 3 presents the results of

comparisons ot Counseling-Nonschool Gtudents to al 7 other groups and also shows
@

numbers of subjects, means, o tandard deviations, Cande s tandard errvors of means.

-
)
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Table '8
Comparisons of MTAL Scores Between AUM Graduate Students in

Counseling-Nonschool and Education Majors

B T . B, : e

Majors o N dfom 'sp SE- ot
Counsel ing-Nonschool 21 45,57 3201 7.15
Counseling-School 37 56  28.08 37.48 6.24 1.79
3 ‘Secondary-Special Education 4 23 61.50 39.78  19.89 88

Secondary-Academic/Nonacademic 58 77 21.22 33.17 4.35 2.90**d
Administration/Supervision 52 71 28.19 34.79 4.82 1.97
Elementary-Special Edukation 28 47 53.42 33.56 6.34 .81
Early Childhood/Reading 51 70 51.64 32.78 4.59 .71
General Elementary , 52 o1 33.98 41.30 5.76 1.15
Acochran and Cox's method embodied, .

Arp <<.Ol.

Administration/Supervision students were significantly less positive in
gttitudes than t]ementary~8p€§zQ1 Education students (p <.01) and Early Child-
hood and Readiny students (p <z .001). They were not significantly different in
all other comparisons but tended to be less positive (.10) than Counseling-
Nonschool students. “They had practically equal means wiEH,Counse1ing—Schoo1
students.  Results of comparisons for Administration/Subérvision with all other

. ' S . 3 .
groups are presented in Table Y as well as numbers of ssubjects, standard devi-

ations, and standard error ot means.




B | - Table 9
Comparisons of MTAI Scores Between AUM Graduate Students in
K.

Administration/Supervision and Other Education Majors
£5 e

v \
Ma jeis N N o df M S0 SE t
Administration/Supervision 52 28.19  34.79  4.82 *
Counseling-School ' . 37 87 28.08 37.48 6.24 .01
Counseling-Nonschoo¥ 21 71 45,57 32.01 7.15 1.97
Secondary-Special Education 4 54 61.50 39.78 19.89 . - 1.83
Secondary-Academic/Nonacademic 58 108 21.22 33.17 4.35 1.07
Elementary-Special Education 28 78  53.42 33.56  6.34 3.15%*
Early Childhood/Reading, 51 101 51.64 32.78 4.59 3.52%%x
General.Elementary 52 102 33.98 - 41.30 5.76 .77
**p <z .01. ,
. **kp ~.001. . ' : a
W g




. Discussion

0 Gomparisons Among AUM Graduqte Education Students
In Hypothesis 1, Elementary graduate Edycatioh students overall were
mbre positiQe in attitudes toward children and school work as a professipn than‘
those in other major concentrations. Amohg inter-specialization compaf%sons in
Elementary, Special Education ;pd Early -Chjldhood/Reading majoys were signifi-
cantly more pbsitive in attitudes than General Elementary (.05), Secondary-.
| Academic/Nonacademic (.001), Counse]iné—Schoo] (.01), énd Adéinistration/
Supervision (.01 and ,001, respectively), but not‘significant1y different from
Secondary-Special Education or Counseling-Nonschoot.
Possible contributing factors for these results 1ncTude the teaching
sftuation, instructional methods and materials, parental support, student
.developmenta1 characteristics, and assessment practices. More than in other
classes, the physical aspects of teaching for Special Education and Early
Childhood/Reading usually include more suppart pérsonne], varied and‘grade—
leveled teaching materials, and.sma1T enro11mpnfs. Having sma]T numbers of
;tudgnfé in a class permits greater opportunjties for more small group and

individualized instructional planning and teaching, especially when coupled

PR

witH support personne} and appropriate materials. One of the benefits of more
1ndividua1izedlinstruction, on a one-to-one or small group basis, is that
failure frustration can be ?;dqced. Since the student's progress frequently

is evaluated in terms of improvement over entry-level performance, the develop-
ment of a positivehse1f—concept based on achievement is facilitated, which, in

turn, can-result in positive behavior and attitudes. AdditionaTﬁy, small numbers

1




permit more freedom of movement and expression.as well as opportunities for

'interpersohal iﬁ;eraction, thereby reducing the necessity for imposing restrictions

to prevent interference with other students' learning.

Parents of young children and exceptional children frequently have actively

" sought educational training befitting the special needs of their children. Since

parenta] consent is necessary for enrollment in such programs, it seems reasonabfe
to assume that they are generally favorably inclined toward the efforts for
educating their o%fspring. Through the 1déntification process, favorable parental
attitudes.toward the teachifig learning s&tuation would tend to Se emulated by
offspring and to foster positive behavior of the cﬁi]dren, which, in turn, could’
lead to positive teacher attitudes toward children.

Another factor Be1ieved by the'wr%ter to contribute to teacher attitudes is
assessment.~ Receipt of Federal funding, which presently helps finance existing
pubTic compensatory Early Childhood/Reading and Special Education programs, incurs
assessment. Although required by law to admini§}er norm-referenced tests in these
programs, éach school system is free to select any one or more from several tests.
The lack of uniformity in test ins;fument usage has prevented comparisons between
and within school systems on a regular state-wide basis. While teachers in special
prograag have “groWn-up“ with assessment, they have not yet experienced the threat
implicit in comparisons of students' achievement on the Sca]e that many }egu1ar
classroom teachers have. Up to this year throughout Alabama, the California
Achievement Test has beén adhinisteréd in the spring to the fourth, sixth, and
eighth grades. Beginning in the spring of 1978, the second grade will be included
in the staté—wideAtesting,program. In the Montgomery system the California
Achievement Test has been administered in the fall to the fourth, feventh, and

tenth grades and a practice reading test and Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills

to the second grade. In short, for a long time regular classroom teacheré from

(
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grade four up have been more éasi]y dnd readily accessible for comparisons on
student aéhievement to teachers throughout the state 1n'speg1fic éradesfénd
academic areas while specia]tprogram teachers have not. Teachers' perceptions of
threat could result in teacher behaviors directed toward a more structured class-
rogm to assure 1eafning. In striving for structure and order, éonf]icts between
the goals bf students"freedom and teachers' edutationa1\551ectives could arise,
which produce negative attitudes toward children by téachers. ‘Teachers who belijeve
_a classroom should be high]} structured tend to score low on the MTAI, thereby
resulting in a negative attitude 1nterpretation."
"+ In summary, the differences in attitudes in 1nter;specia1iza£ion comparisons
of Clementary graduate Education students are 1likely related to the varying
conditions o} teaching as described herbjn, The teacﬁ%ng environments-of Special
Education, Early Childhood/Reading, and General Elementary are actﬁa]]y very
different. General Elementary graduate Education -students were not différent in
attitudes from all other groups. It could well be thqt the teacﬁing environment
of General Elementary is more similar to that of Secondary-Academic/Nonacademié
than td other Elementary specializations.
In regard to the Secondary-Speéia] Education graduate students, it is
_important to note that there were only four students, a very small number forv
comparisons with other groups at least five times larger, and that thelvariance
within the group was very large. Although precautions in statiética] anatyses
were taken, the great discrepancy in numbers and variance renders any interpre-
tation extremely questionable. The following statements should be examined with
caution and considered highly tentatixe. The Secondary-Special Education graduate
Education students ‘are significantly (.05) more positive in attitudes than

Secondary-Academic/Nonacademic but not different from all other groups. The
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factors believed to account for their obtaining the highest mean performance$ of
all are the same as those recounted for Elementary-Special Education and Early
Childhood/Reading. Those factors were smaller classes, more support personnel
and mater%é]s,'more opportunity. for small group and 1nqividua1izéd instruction,

and, generally, more supportive parents.

0f all groups, Secondary-Academic/Nonacademic graguate Education students
reported the most negative at£1tudes toward children and school work as a
profession. They were significantly less positive than Elementary-Special
Educatfon (;001); Early Childhood/Reading (.001), Secondary-Special Education (.05);
and Counseling-Nonschool (.01). They were not significantly different from Geneféﬂ

Elementary, Counseling-School, and Administration/Supervision students. Secondary-

! .

Academic/Nonacademic are generally acknowledged to be subject- rather than student-
oriented and, often, are attracted to teaching initially as the most available

~avenue to sat%sfying two goals--earning a 11ve11hodd and-pursuing a-favorite
subject. They are different from other Education majors from the beginning.

" Decidedly different is their teaching environment which could accentuate and
accelerate negative attitudes. Factors in their teéching environment fncPu&e
generally large classes, little or no support bersonne] and varied and leveled
materia]sl about six different classes with a total of 125 or more students daily,
and parental support dimmed by time and loss of enthusiasm. Additional factors
are éompulsory attendance and developmental stage of studénts. The combination
of accumulated failure frustration for many students and of vacillating dependent-
independent urges at times culminates in a classroom learning environment conducive
to abrasive 5nterbersona] relations. The final possible factor is the greater
number of male ;tudents in Sécondary than in Elementary Education. As revealed

in one investigation in this study,-male students are significantly (.01) less

positive in attitudes than female students. In essence, Secondary-Academic/Nonacademic

-
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students are different fromElementary groups in sex representation, initial
motivation, and teaching(envirohment.

Coqnseliné—Schoo] graduate Education students‘are significantly (.01) less
positive in attitudes then Elementary Special Edueation and Early Childhood/ -
Reading and tend to be less positive (.10)\than Nonschool Couﬁseling studenté,
but .are not signi?icanf]y different from all other groue§; 0f all groups, their
attitudes resemble most those of Administration/Supervision and SecondanyiAcademic/
Nonacademic graduate Education students. On the surface this outcome is rather
startling and certainly unexpected, considering the traits generally associated
with counselors, especially empathy and unconditional positive regard Further
ana]ys1s suggests certain realities and factors wh1ch help clarify the close
lresemb]ance in att1tudes One reality is that, within the state of Alabama, only
secondary schoo]s have school counse]ors "Since secondarj schools utilize counselors
it appears quite natural that some secondéry‘teachers would seek t}aining‘}n :

counseling, entering with, and perhaps retaﬁning, qpeir orientation toward
subject-matter rather than students. %he data Were‘not analyzed to determine

the effects of cumulative progression Fhrough the Counseling progegﬁ on attitudes
since this area was not the purpose of the study. However, investigation of the
relationship between attitudes and various levels of advancement through“Jthe
Counseling program is recommended. Another major factor is that, until quite
recently, salary 1nCﬁements for higher level degrees ceuld be obtained regardless
of the major of that degree. Since a choice of Master's ﬁajor existed, it We17 f
could be that Counse11ng Was perce1ved as being either more usefu] and 1nterest1ng
than higher-Jevel, in-depth courses in the Secondarywteach1ng major or less threat-
ening, barticu1ar1y to those who had not been students for several years. Finally,

the major of Counseling could have been selected by those who sought an escape from

the classroom due to pervasive general dissatisfaction with classroom teaching,
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which would be refiected in Tow MTAI performance
Counseling-Nonschool graduate Educat1on students aFe s1gn1f1cant1y ( 01) .
more positive in attitudes than Secondary—Academ1c/N academic students and tend

to be more positive ( 10} than Counseling-School and Administration/Supervision

students. They are not s1gn1f1cant1y different from ghe three tlementary groups

and Secondary—Specia] Fducation group. Generally, these students have not received

aught in a classroom setting but have had experiences

requiring interpersonal relation skills, frequently on a one-to-one basis. The

differences of the Npnschool group in training and work orientation render com-

‘ parisons to those detidedly in Education inappropriate, although it is interesting

to note that they fall at the median and resemble more the groups which are posi-
tive in attitudes than those which are not.
Administration/S pervision graduate Education students are significant1y less,
positive in att1tudes toward children and schoo] work as a profession than
E]ementary—Spec1a] Education (.01) and Early Ch11dhood/Read1ng (.001), but not
significant1y different from all other groups. They tend to be less positive (.10)
than Counseling-Nonscho f'graduate Educatﬁon students. 5 0f all groups, Administra-
tion/Supervision and Coumse]iné-Schoo] graduate Education stuoents are most similar
(M=28.19 and M=28.08, res ectirely). Two“factors previously mentioned for seeking

training in areas other than the students' existing majors could account, in part,

for attitudes different from other majors. These factors are the Tures of escape

from the classroom and salary increments. General dissatisfaction with classroom

teach1ng would be reflected in\ Tow MTAI perfarmance 1nterpretab1e as negat1ve
N ‘

'att1tudes Generally, salary increases commensurate w1th added respons1b111ty

assoc1ated with changing to Adininy strat1ve/Superv1sory positions are larger than

salary increases for teachers with he same level of training who remain in the

classroom. Another possible factor influercing att1tudes is sex. As compared to
\ : o

AN
%)



other major areas in Educat%gh, graduate Education male students more often seek
Administrative concentratioh thén any o;ﬁ%r area. One of the investigations of
this study revealed male Education students to b& significantly (.01) more negative
in attitudes toward children and ‘school work as‘a profession than females. The |
approMaté ratios of male and femg}e gradl{ate Educatibn swdents at AUM aré

50:50 in Administration and 20:80 in Superwision.. Administration and Supervision
were treated as one group in this fnvéstigation. It is possible that significant
differences by sex and specia]ization‘were masked by such grouping. Oﬁe reconmen-,
dation of this study is the examination of the effects of sex and specia]ization
for these twq groups ugﬂg attitudes. -The finé]bfactor believed to affect attitudes
is the nature of .the goé]i and content of Administration/Supervision_Cburses,
assuming instruction does pr9duce behavioral and attitudinal changes. It would
seem 1ogical that studying how to 1ead‘ahd manage people and/or a school system
when granted the responsibility and legal authority‘to do so would influence .
%Fudents. The dfrection af this influence would be toward va]uina the contko]
imposed by the stfuéture of the chain of command and toward viewing possible.
sou;ces of disruption with disfavor. Should this be the case, genera]izétion of
suéh attitudes téﬁthe classroam situat%on could be réf]ected in low performance

on the MTAI. - In. summary regaéding Administrat%ve/Supervisory results, the factors
believed to influence attituée§ for these graduate Education students were moti-
vation, impact of courses, and, pgrhaps, sex.

In summary, the investigative results were mostly in the expected;dikections.
Elementary majors once again demonstrated being more positive in attitudes toward
chifdren and school work than Secondary. Overall, Elementary-Special Education and
EaFly Chi]dhood/Reading wereﬂmore positive in attitudes than all other groyps.

Rather start]ing‘was the indication that General Elementary graduate Education

‘ ) f
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Stddents' attitudes;éke more like those of majors in other areas than those
'specializing within the Elementary major. Special Education students héd the
highest means ofvélﬂ specializations. Another unexpected result was the attitudes
of Counsé]orvmajors. .Coﬁnseling-Nonschoo1 graduate -Education students' attitudes
tended to be more positive than Counse]ihg’Schoo] and resembled those more
positive: in a%titudes, the Elementary and Special Education majors. Counseling-
School graduate Education_student§ attitudes were similar to thosé less positive
in attitude§; Administration/Supervfsion and‘Secondary-Academic/Non;cademic majors.
Of all .groups, the most negative in attitudes were Secondary majors.

Recommendations for further research based on the results of this study
include investigations of the relationships beiween attitudes and various levels
éﬁd kindsnof Educg&ionaJ trainfng, assessment, and sex. vThe study of attitudinal
. changes. at various stages of progression through an Educational program could
provide information to make sound decisions in instructional aqd programmatic
planning for affective development. While negative attitudes Sf Secondary majors
could be reflection of true conditions in the real world, the potential impact of
accrued negative teacher attitudes upon junior and senior h}gh‘school students
faping the drop-out decision merits further investigatioa of the affective influence
of teacher education programs, particularly Secondary programs. The investigation
of the relationship be tween attitudes and wide-scé]e comparability of results of
student qchievement assessments in specia]iied programs, heretofore not subject
to comparison,is strongly recommended. Such investigations are especially
‘ pertineht for Early Childhood, Reading, and® Special Education‘because recently
state-adopted use of equivalent normal curve\units permits achievement comparisons
within and between school systems. The investigation of the relationship of

Sttitudeﬁ and sex is recommended for all concentrations to help determine the
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existence of a need for program differentiation and inaeividualized inétructios.
The fourth, and final, recommendation concerns collection of normagﬁve data for
concentration; and specializations related to Education. At present there are
no comp{Ted normative data on MTAI pgrformance\for Education-related areas,’
although research 1iteraiure is replete with references to MTAI usag? with
spécia]ized groups. Among concentrations and specialization for which normative
data are desirable are, Counseling, Special Education, Reading, and Admjnistratjoé/

Supervision. It is highly likely that enough data currently exist Which, if

collected and compiled, would remedy this lack. While local normative data

~

remain most relevant and appropriate, the existence of some such reference of
performances could be helpful in examining and determining degrees of facilitative
attitudes for Educators. The addition of supplemental normative data of Edcation-

related areas to the MTAI Manual is strongly recommended.

2
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. Results and Discussion

L)

Compari sons Amo ng AUM Undergraduate and Unclassified Education Students

Hypothesis II stated that there are no significant differences in attitudes

toward children and school work among AUM Education unaergraduate and.unclassified
students in§various concentrations énd specializations. Undergraduate Student§
were those seéking a bacheior's degree and enrolled 1nithe*regu1ar teacher
training ﬁrograh; unclassified sfudents wére those with béche]br's deg?ées

taking undergraduate Education courses for teacher certification. Coﬁparisons
were made df'MTAI‘berformanceéfof these students bylgpecialization areas which
1ement§ry,.

q
Secondary-Special Education, Secondary-Academic, and Secondary-N&hacademic.

were E]ementaky-Specia] Education, Early Childhood/Reading, General E

A1l MTAI data collected from Fall 1973 through Summer 1976 quargérs‘weﬁe -ﬁik
used. Data for the twelve groups were submitted to one-way analysis ;f variance.
Results of analysis were not significant, F(11, 244) = .792, p <.05.

Hypothesis II was accepted and no fgrther analyses were made. Tab]%‘lo presents .
the ;esu1ts of one-way analysis of variance. In Table 11 are prq§énted the -~

means, standard deviations, and standard errors of the means for undergraduate

and unclassified Education students by concentration and specialization.

Tqb]e 10
Analysis of Variance of MTAI Scores for
AUM Undergradugte and Unclassified Education Students

by Areas of Concentration and Specialization - \

Source df SS - MS F
i e e = e e e — -
Between Groups 11 9597.5 872.50 - .792
Within Groups ' 244 268966.25 1102.32
Total 255 278563.75




Table 11
Summary. of MT@J)PerFormanCes of
AUM kducation Undergraduate and Unclassified Studenté

by Areas of Concentration and Spetia]ization

i
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Chreas Noom s sE -
B N TR .y
- E]ementary
" Undergraduate-Special Educatio; 14 é9.§7 '35.65 9.53
Unclassified-Special Education 11 39.63 31,17 9.40
Undergraduate-General a2 2816 38.37- 5.92
Unclassified-General 3 22 23.62  39.51% - 8.42
Undérgradﬁate—Ear]x Chi]dhood/Readingl 37 35.54 26.12 4:29

Unclassified-Early Childhood/Reading 7  37.57 26.28,// 9.90

Secondary
. Unde;graduate-Spepia] Education 1 | 65
Unclassified-Special Education — 7 13.85 47.23 17.85
Undergraduqﬁg-Aquemic o »',45 ' 29.31 23.32 3.47
- : Unc]éésifi;d-ACadgmic _ B 41 25.29 33.53  5.23
"Undéﬁ@hédﬂate-Nonagédemic ; 22 19.72 38.48 8.20
Unc]assified-Nqnacademic‘ ' ;i;h 35.14\ . 35.19 - 13.30 e

e e e e e e o e e e e e e e e

Note. Unclassified designates graduated bachelor's students taking undergraduate

Edication courses for teacher certification.
P
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There are no data oﬁ?MTAL performances for AUM Lducation students prion
to this ?nvestﬁ&éiiln, consequently, no comparisons to past performances can
be'Made. lhweve/?/iwo research findings suggest areas for further rescarch.
Cantrell, Stenner, and Katzenmeyev (1977) found that teachers who were highly
knowledgeable in behaviorymanﬂgement techniques were characterized in attitudes
by high posﬂtive acceptance of children, high belief in the reﬁponsibﬁlity:of‘
children, low belief that children should submit completely to authority, |
Tow dissatisfaction with children and teaching, low belief in tgacher—pup11
distance, dnd’high belief in student freedom. ~lhe research recommendation
based on these results 15 to inQeétiQate the  relationship between ch@nges in
attftudes and cumulative knowledge at various'luve1s of brogresgion through
the'uhdergraduate Education program.

The other finding which resulted from the present investigation showed
that students with one and more children we}e significantly more positive (.01)
in attitudes'than students with no offspr%ng. The second research recomﬁéndation

'ﬂbased on these results is to investigate the validity 6% the existence of such

/ a relationship between attitudes and parenthood with underdraduate and unclassi-

fied Education students and students at other teacher Educafion institutions.

¥ :
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Results

Hypothesis I1I .

Hypothesis IIi stated that there are no statistica]iy significant differences
i ' s

in attitudes toward children and school work between AUM Education Master S

students and MTAI norm groups of experiences teachers with various levels of .
academic training. Comparisons were made between AUM graduate E]ementary and
Secondary majors,'of whom approximateiy.96% are'experienced teachers, and

- comparable MTAI norm groups. Not inciuded:in‘these coneﬂrisons are Adninistration/
Supervision, Counseiing,land Special Education The specializations of Counseling
and SpeCiai Education are relative newconmers to the field of Education, hav1ng

" evolved since. the MTAI norms were established, and, conseguent]y, there are no

- published norms for these two speciaiizations in the MTAI ‘manual. Additionally,

' in:regard to Special Education, preVious Tnvestigation by this writer had aiready

“indicated oeCidedij more positive attitudes by Special Education specialists than

d

other specialists, a finding which could render specious and biased results in
comparisons to non-Special Education areas. Of the nine comparisons made, three
'were significant at the .0l Tevel and two at the .001 Tevel. Hypothesisiill was ’
rejected for five comparisons and accepted for four. The resuitsiof all compari-
sons are presented- in Table 12. _ c' .
| AUM Elementary yraduate students in Early Childhood/Reading and General

Education were combined for comparisons because the WIBI Elementary Teacher

norms are not categorized by speCiaiizations, but .are presented simply as Eiementary”
Teachers. The MTAI tiementary Teacher norms are classified according to teachers

in school systems with fewer than 21 teachers and systems with 21 or more teachers

with both two- and four-years' training. Comparisons of AUM E]ementaryIWere made

. to the MTAI Elementary teachers with four-years' training in both the fewer than




Table 12

Comparisons of MTAI Scores of AUM Education Graduate Students and

Selected MTAI Norm Groups of Experienced Teachers

Groups | ndf M SO SE ot
; .
<AUM Elementaryd 103 42.72 38.19 3.76
MTAI Graduate Education 200 301 64.0 33.3 2.36  4.79x**
MTAI Elementary Teacher, ’
four-years' training, 214D 247 343  55.1 36.7 2.34  2.92**
MTAI Elementary Teacher,
four-years' training -21b 102 203 37.0 39.4 3.92 1.06
AUM Secondary-Academic 43 21.6  33.96 4.95
MTAI Graduate Education 200 246 64.0 33.30 2.36 8.03***
MTAI Secondary Academic Teacher,
five-years' training 218 264 40.8 39.50 2.68 3.21**
MTAI Secondary Academic Teacher, ‘
four-years' training 264 310 24.7 40.6 2.50 oY
AUM Secondary-Nonacademic =10 19.4  30.65 10.21
MTAI Graduate Education 200 209 64.0 33.3 2.36 4.15**
MTAI Secondary Nonacademic .
Teacher, five-years' training 70 79  28.9 36.5 4.40 .78

MTAI Secondary Nonacademic
Teacher, four-years' training. 98 106 9.7 42.7 4.33 .87

Note. Cochran and Cox's method for estimating probability embodied.

aAUM Elenentary consists of-Farly Childhood, Reading, and General Elementary
specializations. :

bSchool systems with more than 21 teachers in the system=21+; school
systems with fewer than 21 teachers in the system=-21.

**D .01. ’ »

wRrp 001 . Lk
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21 and the more than 21‘%chool faculty sizes and MTAI Graduate Education Students

taking ingroductory graduate courses = 0 were experienced teachers.
| Data were analyzed by the E;Test, ‘t-test for ihdependent samples, and

probabi]ity estimates by the Cochran. and Cox methbd for unequal numbers and
variances. Results gf F-Test analyses revealed signifi_untly greater variance
(.05) in only one comparison:gthqt of AUM Elementary graduate students and MTAI
Graduate . cation Students (F=1.32, df=102, 199). Consequently, the t-test
using separate error estimates was used for these two groups only and pooled
varianée was‘Zsed in all othe% comparisons.

Resulté of analysgs showed:AUM Elementary graduate students to be signif%chntly
less positive in attitudes than MTAI éraduate Education students who were experi=’
enced teachers taking introductory graduate courses (.001) and Elementary teachers
with four-years' tréining in systems with 21 or more teachers (.01), but not
significantly different from Elementary teachers with four-years' training in

systems with fewer than 21 teachers.

AUM Secondary-Academic graduate students were compared to three MTAT norm

~

g%qups. These were MTAI Graduate Education students who were experienced teachers
taking introductory graduate courses, Secondary Academic teachers with five—yearg'
training, and Secondary Academic teachers with four-years' training. AUM-Secondary
Academic graduate students were significantly less positivg thanﬁMTAI Graduate
Educatioh‘stydents (.001).and Secondary Academic teachers with five years' training
(.01), but were not significantly different from MTAI Secondary Academic teachers
with four-years' training.

AUM Secondary-Nonacademic graduate students were compared to MTAI Graduate
Education students, Secondary Nonacademic teachers with five-years' trainiﬁg and
with four-years' training. AUM Nonacademic students were significantly different
only from :the MTAI Graduate LCducation students (.01) in the direction ot being

less positive in attitudes than the norm group. They were not significantly

FRIC @ | b
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different from MTAI Secondary Nonacademic teachers with four= and five-years'
training.

’ 'In summary, AUM Elementary and Secondary graduate students overall were less
positive in attitudes toward children and schoo]vwork as . a professiongthaﬁ
“the MTAI norm groups. They differed most from MTAI'Graduafe Education students
who were experienced teachers taking introductory graduate courses. AUM Elementary
graduatélstudents resembled most the MTAI Elementary teachers with four-years'
training in systems with fewer than 21 teachers and AUM Secondary-Academic |
resembled most the MTAI Secondary Academic teachers with four-years' training.
AUM Secondary-Nonacademic were similar to the MTAI Secondary Nonacademic norm
‘groups &1th both four- and five-years' training but were significantly different

from MTAI Graduate Education students.

fIe
¢
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Digcussion

Comparisons between AUM Education Graduate Students and

Selected MTAI Norm Croupé

vThe major findings for Hypothesis III of differences in attitudes between
AUM Education Gréduate Students and comparable MTAI norm groups of éxperienced
teachers were that AUM students are significantly less positive in attitudes than
MTAIiGraduate Education students who were taking introductory graduate courses and
that AUM students resemble most the MTAI norm groups with four-years' trainiﬁg

AUM Elementary students, composed of students spec1a11z1ng in Early Ch11d—
hood, Read1ng, and General E]ementary were s1gn1f1cant1y less positive in atti- f’
tudes than MTAI Graduate Education students (.001), MTAL Elementary teachers with
four-years' training in school systems with more than 21 teachers (.01), but not
significantly different from MTAI Elementary teachers with four-years' training
in school systems with fewer than 21 teachers.

AUM Secoﬁdary—Academic students were significantly less p;sitive in attitudes
than MTAI Graduate Education students (.001), MTAI Secondary Academic teachers
with five-years' trainihé (.01), but not s* nificantly different from MTAI
Secondary Academic teachers with four-years' training.

AUM Secondary—Nonacademic students were significantly 1éss positive inr
attitudes than MTAIiGraduate Education studeﬁts-(.o ' ¢ not significantly
difﬁpreht from MTAI Secondary Nonacademic teachers with four- or five-years'
training.

Since fdctors believed to affect attitudes towérd children and school work
as a profession are pervasive and relevant for all AUM Graduate Education students,

regardless of major concentration and specialization, the following remarks are

intended to represent all AUM Education graduate groups.

98
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Since the establishment of the MTAI normative data during the per1od of 1949
to 1951, myr1ad historical and social events have occurred wh1ch have created an
entirely different school milieu. The thyee most salient events, presented
according to increasing impact upon theﬂ;choo1s, are the ]aunchﬁng of Sputnik in
1957, Watergate in 19{?, and Civil Rights Tegislation in 1964.

Since Sputnik, eﬁphases in schools havé been to teach more complex subject-
matter at ever lower grades to increasingly younger students as a result of being
attacked by the public at large. Spin-off resulting from-pub]ic scrutiny hés
included acgountabi11ty in Educatioﬁ, as demonstrated by the National Assessment
of Educational Progress on the national level and competency-based ‘ of high
school seniérs as prerequisitg to grdduqtion on the state level.

Thg national popu]gce has suffered disillusionment and loss of trust in
governmental leadership as one result of Watergate. The influence of Watergaté
upon the classroom ambience, admittedly elusive and intangible, 1s.be]1e9ed by
this writer to have affected students' attitudes toward authority 1H the direction
of disrespect, 1f'not outright contempt. The teacher, representing authority
and leadership in fhe classroom, has been the reciﬁient of generalized negative
attitudes.

The %hird salient event, of the greafest impact of all upon schoo] systems,
is the Civil Rights 1egis1a£ion of 1964 resulting from the Supreme Court deci%ion
on sedregation in 1954. The region fiﬁét affected by the judicial dedision is
cdmmon knowledge. what is not so commonly known outside the region are the
profundity and reverbera%1on of effects upon the public school system. Cultural

shock, turmoil of reorganizing, d1vers1ty in achievement and mores within indi-

vidual classrooms, fear of the unknown, threat of federal punitiveness, and

. uncertainty of the outcome left the public schools reeling under the impact of

federal intervention to promote integration. School environments were dominated

y
4
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and permeated by nuances of emotions dffficu]t, if not impossible, to portray.w1thfyr
mere words. The turbu1én¢e has subsided and adjﬁstment is mostly comp]etédt
The public schools survived, but not without cost. One of the cosfs‘in the
afitermath 5. the necessity to maintain order. Highly structured and tightly
Qrganizeq school systemg and classrooms have been necessary, and in many cases
still are, to maintain the ongoing.of thé business of education.

The results of the 1nf1uénces of three évqnts of national scope - Sputnik,
Watergate, and Desegregation - upon the public §Ehoo] systems and c]assrooﬁs-are
believed to be reflected in the study by Tow MTAI scores (or performances).
Sputnik spin-off increased pre;sure upon teachers to produce student achievement.

-

Translated into teacher behavior, achievement emphasis led fo task- réther'thdn
student-oriented thrusts, entailing curtailment of student freedom agd highly J
structured learning plans. Ripples from Watergate eroded respect-for pepp}b in
leadership and authority roles. Trans]afed into teacher behavior, being the
recipients of negative attitudes of students foward teachers evoked reciprocal
negative attitudes of.teachers toward students. Desegregation risu]ted in highly
structured and tightly organized school systems énd classrooms. In conc]usion,
natjona] events have had a tremendous impact upon Education, which could be
reflected by low scores on the MTAI. ,
Regional di%ferences, perhaps, gpu]d accbunt, in part, for MTAI performanle'
variance between MTAL norm groups and AUM graduate tducation students. The nature
of regional differencés can bé fhfen(ed from the following geographical and
historical facts. This study was coﬁducted in the Heart of Dixié in tﬂiﬁmity
of the State Capitol 1ocated in an agéa commonly referred to -as the "Bible Belt."
The city is unique 1in its befng the original cabita] of the Confederacy, the site

of a church once pastored by Martin Luther King, Jr., and the destination of the

Selma march in 1965. These  facts su%fice to demonstrate regional differences.




Yet another possible contributing factor to MTAI performance variance could
be the composition of subjectg in this study. Approximate1y 96% of the students

v

were experienéed teaéhers, most\ﬁ%:whom taught in public rather than private
schools, and the others were frgsh]y graduated bachelor degree E]ementary and
Secondary graduate students. W%i]e thelMTAinnvestigation of effects of years
of teaching experience upon MTAI perfdrﬁance showed nétﬁigniffcant re]atioﬁship
between the two, later research by others was contradigtory. /After two years
teaching, attitudes become stabilized at,about\the ]eve];found prior to teacher
preparation (Beamer & Lédbetter, 1957), and such Towere ,gttitudes seem to result
fram interaction with pupi]s, not mere passage of time (Day, 19595. Heil and
Washburne (1962) found that teacher warmth and permissivgnesS'vary with years of
'teaching experience. Yee (1963) found 1nf1uégce upon pug}]s in lower-class neighbor-.
‘hoods increases with increased nunber of years teaching experience, and that lower-
class pupils are more susceptible to teacher attitudes than middle-class pupils,
tending to reflect those of the teacher. : - e

- Differential effects of teacher attitudes upon'vérious kinds of studénts are
important for educators to know. ‘Cantre]], Stenner, and Katzenmeyer (1977) |
reported that first-grade teachers knowledgeable about positive contingency managé—!.
ment and highly positive in attitu&és toward children produced greater achievement
gains for low- and middie-1Q pupils than did eithmﬁJnaditiona]—authoritarian ortra-
ditional non-gythoritarian. Traditional-authoritarian teachers produced greater
achievement gains than\did traditional-nonauthoritarian. With the implementation
of mainstreamiﬁg, further 1nJest19atdons of the effects of teacher attitudes upon
student achievement are highly pertinent.

Questions raised by this study are numerous. Are the results of this comparison

study reflecting the effects of national events upon the school milieu nationally?

Have attitudes of teachers changed nationally? Are regional differences the

reason for the results? Is there a relationship between gradients of integration

¥ ’ [
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and attitudes? Would curriculum changes affect attitudes? What effects do

teacher attitudes have upon Bcademic achievement and self-concept of students

differing in socio-economic, age, intellectual, and personality variables?

[y

Recommendations for further research havé.evnged from these questions.
Further research recommendatidns include investigation of differences in MTAI
perfdrmances of comparable groﬁps in other parts of the region and natioﬁ,
comparing performances-fo the MTAI norm groups and to each other, investigation
of differences in attitudes of teachers in schools with various degrees of inte-
gration and mainstreaming, investigation of the effects of a Behavior Modification
course or others upon attitudes, and invest?gétion of relationships with,and

 effects of teacher attitudes and achievement and self-concept of students differing
in socio-economic statﬁs, age, grade, intelligence, and personality variables

in various school settings.

R
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Results

Hypothesis IV

Hypothesis IV stated that there are no statistically significant differences
in attitudeé toward childrén and sthool work as a profession between AUM Education
undergraduates -apd comparable MTAI norm groups. Results of analyses showed three
of the five comparisons to be significantly different at the .001 Tevel. Hybothesis
IV was rejected for three comparisons and accepted for two. AUM Education under-
graduéte‘students in General Elementary, Early Chj]dhood/Reédﬂng, and Secondary-
Agédemic were significantly less positive in attitudes than the MTAI norm groups.
AUM Education undergraduate students taking the introductory. Education course
and AUM Secondary—Nonacademic undergraduate students taking methods and/or cur-

riculum courses were not significantly different from the MTAI norm groups. In

Table 13 the results of comparisons between AL ad MTAT undergraduate students

o
y

' are presented.
| Data ana]yZéd were those collected during the Summer 1976 quqrter because no
previously collected data had specific course;enro]]ment 1nformat{on. These data
were necessary to permit comparability to the MTAI undergraduate norm groups which
were organized acc;rdfng to Education Freshmeﬁ% Beginning Education Juniors, and
~ Graduating Education Seniors. Education Freshmen is interpreted as students taking
the introductory courses in Education. Beginning Education Juniors is interpreted
as students taking methods and/or curriculum courses. No‘comparisons to Graduating
| Education Seniofs, MTAT norm gfbups, were made because no regular student teaching
~internships are conducted during summers at AUM. The student teaching internship
is generally 1asl in the Education program and immediately preceJes yraduation.
Since results of analysis of variance showed no significant difference between
) unc]assffied and undergraduape AUM Education students in Hypothesis II, both

x , . . - 4
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CoL }mee13

+: Comparisons of MTAI Séqreé-Between AUM Education Undergraduate

Students and Comparable MTAT Norm Groups

Groups Nooodf oM s SE t
AUM First Educatich Course 14 - .7 16.42 26.54  7.09

MTAI Education Freshmen . . 43. ?%3'” ]4.67 34.94 5.38 17
Beginning Professional Education® '
AUM General Elementary 22 . 23.63  39.51  8.62

MTAT General Elementary 228 248  59.50 26.30 1.74 4,]7**b
AUM Early Childhood and Reading 15 30.46  30.37 8.12

MTAT Early Childhood 134 "]47 65.90 29.80 2.58  4.478%**
AUM Secondary Academic S 46 24.32 .. 34.25 5.11

MTAT Secondary Academic 136 180  48.30 29.20 2.51 .61 *x**
AUM Secondary Nonacademic 15 25.39 " 45.07 12.05 -

MTAT Secondary Nonacademic 238 251 44.10 27.10 1.76 1.536

" Note. AUM data collected during Summer 1976 quarter, unclassified. and

undergraduate were combined.

dBeginning Professional Education designates students were taking under-
graduate methods and/or curriculum courses.

bCochran and Cox's method embodied for all probab1]1ty estimates.

***P < 001.
classifications were combined to form the undergraduate group. Unclassified refers
to bachelor-degree graduates enrolled in undergraduate Education courses for teacher

b4

certification.. Undergraduate, of course, refers to students enrolled in the regular
undergraduate Education program seeking a bachelor's degree and teacher certiﬁipation.

The results of F-tests revealed two significant (.01) differences in variance
‘between AUM and MTAI groups. AUM General Elementary undergraduate and MTAI General
Elementary were different from each other (F=2.7¢, df=21, 227) as were AUM and MTAI
Secondary-Nonacademic (F=2.76, df=14, 237). To deal with these disparities in
variances, the t for independent groups using separate variance estimates was used.

r/'
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Pooled variance was used in t-tests for the other three comparisons. One other
statistical precaution against unequa]bnumbers and unequal variances was used for
all groups. This was the Cochran and Cox method for estimating probability levels.
Caution in interpretation of results is urged. [t is suggested that the .01 Tevel
be interpreted as .05 and the .00]1 1eveT/és .01. It is possible that larger group.

sizes of AUM students would have yielded different outcomes.

o
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Discussion . ‘

Undergraduate AUM and MTAT Comparisons

‘ Results of investigating Hypothesis IV showed AUM students to be significant]y'
Tess positive in a}titudes for three groups and not sigﬁificant]y different in two.
This findiné is congruent with the results from Hypothesis 111 which revealed AUM
graduate students in Elementary and Secondary to be}1ess positive than MTAI norm
groups, also. Among the implications derived from dual outcoﬁes of AUM and MTAI
coﬁparisons of graduate and undergraduate groups is support for the recommendations
for further investigations of attitudes on both national dnd‘regﬁona1 scope to
determine the effects of tim;, changes in schools wrought be wevents, and regional
differences. Many of the factors be]ieQed to have affected attitudes of the AUM
graduate students are the same which would affect AUM undergraduate students. Since
these were discussed in detail in relation to Hypot%esié I11, the reader is referred
to that section; no repetition will be made here. o

\ﬂgf%he fact that AUM and MTAI introductory-course level students ave not sig- |
nificantly different suggests that some differences in the curriculum may contribute
to the greater positive attitudes of MTAI students. One 1ntegfa1 part of the AUM
Teacher Education Program is planned laboratory experiences in wh{ch the students

are in actual classrooms at varied school systems as part of course requirements

in three-fourths of all Education courses. While an aside investigation during

this study suggested that teachers with experience in MGTE‘tﬁﬁu‘Q;e school setting
tended toward more positive attitudes (.10) than those with expertence in only one,
the effects upon students in the undergraduate program are unknown. Another facet

to be considered relates to the drop in attitudes to the level prior to teacher
preparation after about two-years' teaching experience (Beamer & Ledbetter, 1957)

which could have vesulled from interaction with pupils vather than mere passage of time

[

(Day, 1959). Assuming these findings to be true currently, it could well be that
. .‘j\ .
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the‘attﬁtudes of AUM Undefgraduate“students are based on gerceptions'of conditions
as ihey truly are today in the real world of daily education.. [f so, it could be
. v ,
speculated that these students, after teachiny for a couple of years, will not
demonstrate the drop in attitudes as found by Beémer & Ledbetter (1957), since
their interaction with bona fide public school students accguos to a considerable
amount by the end of the AUM Te;chor,ﬂducatimn Program. fhus, it'foulﬁsbe pregfcted
that while AUM attitudeé are less positive during the program they are more réa]istic
and more stabfe. It is possible that areater exposure to the actual conditions
of teaching could result in better prepared teachers.

Recommendations for further research based on this part of the study are the
investigation of the effects un attitudes of laboratory experfences in varied school
settings as compared to Taboratory experiences in.only one school setting and the

investigation of changes in attitudes of AUM.graduates after two years' teaching

exparience.

&
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The third major part of this study concerned demographic characteristics
iﬁ're1atian to attitudes toward children and school work among AUM Education
students. Among demographic variables investigated were number of yeérs'
teaching experience, prior work experience, offsprﬁngl»éib]ings; bifth okger,
sex, and age. Ofninecomparisons made, five were accepéed, two were rejected
at the .05 level of significance, and three were rejected at the .0l Tevel.
Hypothesis V,—number of years' teaching experience, was accepted and resul ts
are shown in Table 14. Hypothesis VI, prior work experience, was ‘rejected (.01);
results are p;esénted in Table:15. Hypothesis VII, offspring, inyolvéd,two
investigations, having offspring and number of offspring. Hypothesis VII was
rejected at the .01 level for having offspring and accepted fér numbef of
- offspring; results are presented in Tables 16, 17, and 18;,“Hypbthesis VIIf
dealt with sib]ings in three facets-~having siblings, numbe; of siblings, and
- sex of next younger sibling. Hypothesis VIII was accepted/#or‘héving siblings,
rejected for number of siblings at the f05 Tevel and for sgx of next younger

sibling at the .02 level. Results QF comparisons for Hypbthesis VIII are

presented in Tables 19, 20, 21, 22, and 23. Hypothesis IX, birth order, was
A

accepted and results are presented in Tables 24 and 25. Hypothesis X, sex of w"

student,'Was rejected at the .01 level of significance; results are preséntéd
in Table 26. Hypothesis XI, age of sﬁudent, was accepted.

All data colfectod from Fall 1973 through Sunmer 1976 were included in
these ana]ysééq regardless of classification, concentration, specia]izaéion,
or ommiséion of responses.

The following format includes sequential presentation of results and

discussion combined for Hypothesis V through Hypothesis XI.

NPT



v’

. . . .
. o R
; c e . "1 . Ly
o " o X +
-/~ :

Results and Discussions

for Hypotheses V through XI

Hypothesis V

Hypothesis V stated that there are no statistically significant relation-
ships between number of years' teaching experience and attitude§ toWard children
aﬁ8\§§h001 work for regular classroom teachers and special education teachers.
Hypothesis V was accepted for‘a]] comparisons. Data frém all subjects wEo
;eported current and/or past teaching experience, rega}dless of classificationy
were 1nc1uded»f0r analysis. The results of Pearson product-moment correlation
showed coefficjénts of .003 (df=353) for fegular classroom teachers ang ~-.042

(df=22) for special education teachers. Table 14 presents the means, standard

deviations, and® correlation coefficients for both groups. \

4 Table 14
Means, Standard Deviations, and Prdduct—Moment Coefficients of

Number of Years! Teaching Experience and MTAL Scores

/
t .
for Regular and Special Education Teachers
Groups N df M SD r
Regular Classroom Teachers . 355 353
Years' Teaching Experience , 5.18 4.76
MTAI : 33.72  37.05 .003
Special Education Teachers 24 22
Years' Teaching Experience 4.25  4.68
MTAI ' 49.04 36.38 -.042

* .;1
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The MTAI Manual states that items which discriminated according to number

-

of years' teaching experience were eliminated fwpm the final form. The results

" of this particular investigation seem to support this contention. Results f?om

other research showed increased number of years' teaching experience were

related to reduced warmth and permissiveness (Heil & Washburne , 1962), with

attitudes becoming stabilized after two-years' teaching experience at about

the level found prior to teacher preparation {(Beamer & Ledbetter, 1957), which

appeared to result from interaction with pupils rather than mere passage of

- time (Day, 1959). Further research i% recommended to determine the effects of

increased years of teaching upon teacher attitudes.

Hypothesis VI

Hypothesis VI stated that there was no significant difference in attitudes
toward children and school work between teachers who have had prior work

experience in fields other than teaching and those who have not. Hypothesis VI-
l’;' )
was rejected at the .01 level of statistical significance. Teachers who reported

’

S e
prior work experience other than teaching were significantly less positive in

attitudes than those teachers who had no prior work experience in other fields.
In Table 8 are shown the means,‘standard deviations, standard errbrs of the

mean, and critical t-values,

, <>'
Table 15
/

Comparison of MTAI Scores for Teachers

With and Without Work Experience Other Than Education

Groups N df M SD SE t
With Work Experience 85 31.57 33.82 4.66
Without Work Experience 93 181 46.29  40.22 4.06 2.66**

50
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Prior WOfk experience of teachers other than teaching was found to be a
factzr betweenvmore and less positive attitudes toward children and school work.
Many'subjeéts failed to respond to this item, which could mean that a greater
inumber of -responses might have resulted in a different outcome. -Teache;s
reporting no work experience were significant]y more positive (.01); Other
research results have indicated that kind and number of work experience$ are
related to attitudes. Veldman (1964) found direct relationships among teacher
education undergraduates between number of positions previously held and scores
on inQentories of rational autonomy, mental health, supervisdr eva]uatjon,
.pubi]—rated strict control general performance, and attitudes toward pérents.
Among coliege men, prior clegical or sa]gs emp]oyment.experience rather than
other kinds of work was associgted with satisfactory-co11ege adjustment
(Anastasi et al., 1960). Among female Secondary Education undergraduates,
students judged to be in need of cou;seling, according to performance on a
battery of inventories on attitudes toward ge]f and others, significantly more
often (.001) reported two or more work experiences than those judged not to
need counseling who reported none or one work e;perience (Blackwell, 1972).
Since it is possible that curriculum change could affect attitudes it is
important to verify the finding of negative attitudes and prior work experience
other than teaching. Further research is recommeﬁded to investigate the validity
‘ofqp&ggg ﬁork experience effects dn attitudes toward children for Education
stUdéh%g‘in teacher training programs at other 1nstitut16ns. - Further research

at AUM is recommended for curriculum changes designed to meet the need of

attitudinal changes.

+



-50- Y

Hypothesis VII

A\

Hypothesis\VII had two parts. The first part stated that there was no
siénificant difference in attjtudes toward children and school Qérk betwgen
all AUM education students who have offspring and those who do not. Part one
was rejected at the .01 level of statistical significance. Education students
who have one or more 6ffspring are significantly more positive in attitudes.

Table 16 presents the means, standard deviations, standard errors of the mean,

and critical t-value for students with and without offspring.

Table 16
Comparison of MTAI Scores for AUM Education-Students

With and Without Offspring

Groups SN df il sD SE ot
<<
With Offspring ' 251 37.46 32.67 2.06
' 2.98%*
Without Offspring Lt 361 610 28.89 36.47 v 1.92
#p .01 _ T -

The second part of Hypothesis VII §tated that there were no significantly
statistical differences among students With one and more offspring. This second
part of Hypothesis VII was accepted; theref@ere no differences in attitudes
amonqg students who had one, two, three, o};féur and more offspring. Tabie 17
presents the results of one-way analysis of variance; Table 18 presents the
méans, standard deviations, and standard errors of the mean for studehég hﬁYégg‘

one, .two, three, and four or more offspring.

R
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Table 17 . £

=

e : Analysis of Variance of MTAI Scores for

AUM Education Students with One, Two, Three, and Four or More Offspring

<

-l
T Source gf_ - SS | MS F
. Between Groups . | 3 1206.37 402.12  .374
~Within Groups | . 247 265770.18 1075.99 .
Total = 250 266976.56 -
Table 18
Means, Standard Deviations, and Standard Errors of MTAL Scores for
AUM Education Students with Offspring ‘
Groups ' N M s SE
One Offspring N 96 35.50. 34.65  3.53
Two Offspring 96 39.52 31.02 3.16
Three 0ffspripg 37 35.24 33.98 5.58
Four or More Offspring _ 22 40.81 29.81 6.35
Q - gl
EMC ) ‘ l)l/’ ‘
e . .
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Students having one or more offspring were significantly more positive
(.01) in attitudes toward children and school work as a profession than those
> who had no offspring. It could be surmised that close, intimate contact with
qFone's own child or children through developmental stages provides greater
insi?ht, knowledge, and understanding of the complexities of becoming, a fuﬁ]y

functioning human beiﬂgi- Increased understanding generally results in greater

_empathy, acceptance, and tolerance of Tess-than-perfect behavior. Based on
: p . ,

these results it appears that inereased understanding‘of deve]opmenta] stages
endlfifst—hand a;quaintance with reasonéb]e expectations of behavior do
generaiize.from the immedate family circle to ofﬁer developing beings.
ﬁhi1e being a parent seems to produce nore positjve attitudes toward
children, the\Qumber of offspring appears tovméke.qq difference in attitudes.
. The greatest gain in understanding of children apparently occurs with the
‘_ifirst encounter with parenthépd, with supsequent birthsjmaking smaller = °
differences in ettixudes, if any. In educationa] sTtuatjoné; where supportive,
non-directive, and accepting teachers are extreme1y imporfa;f for facilitating
1ehrning in affective as well as cognitive areas, serioué coasideration should
be given in the choice of teachers, with being or not‘beiqg a parent one of
“the considerations. Fu}ther research is recommended to determine the relation-
‘§h{p of being a prent as well 65 teacher with schoo] achievement and affective

& . development among students varying in age,%grade, intellectual, and personality
3 ary

variables.

Hypothesis VIII <
Hypothesis VIII, in three parts, stated that there were no significant -
differences in attitudes between students with and without siblings, between

. . Cpys . N
students with various numbers of siblings, and between students with ‘same or

<4

Y

¥
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opposite sex next younger sib]ing.y Hypothésis VIII was acceptedafor the com-
parison of students with sib]inQSufo*thosé without siblings, but rejected for
the comparisons émong students with various numbers of siblings (.05)uandisex
6f next younger sibling (.02). The Eomparison of studeqts with and without
siblings is shown %n Table 19. Without sjb]ings jnc]udes those with noJ
sib]ings, those with deceased sib]ings,‘%hése with step-siblings, and,

A - '
unfortunately, some who failed to respond to the item.

M

Table 19
¥

Comparison of MTAI Scores for AUM Education Students
With and Without Siblings

4

Groups NOoodf o s SE t
With Siblings 503 32.57 © 35.90 1.60
T - 610 ] .24
_ Without Siblings © 109 31.66 31°:86 3.05 \

The first part of Hypothesis VIII investigéted attitudes and siblings.
Having or not having siblings was not associated with attitudinal differences.
The without c]éssificatibn included only children, those with,step—sib]iﬁgs,

" those with deceased }ibTings, and those who failed to respond to the item.
It wasvassuméd that failure to respond was'intefpretab1e asxﬁaving no siblings,
lan assumption which admittedly éou]d be: false. It could be that had these
responses been recorded the Outcome of this analysis would have been differgﬁt.
It is also possib]e that a curvilinear relationship betwéen number of sib]ihgs

~and attitudes cancelled out any existing di fferences. ~ This possibility is

bl




1;supported by the f1nd1ng that students having six and more s1b11ngs were
is1gn1f1cant1y {.05) 1ess pos1t1ve in att1tudes than all other des1gnat10ns

In the second part of Hypothes1s VIII, fumber of s1b11ngs and attitudes
.‘iwere 1nvest1gated : The refﬂﬁts of ana]ysls of variance are shown 1n Tab]e 20
and a breakdown of performances by number of siblings is presented-in'Table 21.
ﬂNumber of sib]fngs was found to reflect differences in attitudes. <StJﬁeﬁts
with six and more s1b11ngs were s1gn1f1cant1y 1ess (. 05) pos1t1ve in att1tude$
_than a]] other. compar1sons A possible contr1but1ng factor could be the
‘;compet1t1on far, attent1on w1th1n the’fam11y m111eu, with greater numbers ef
s1b11ng§ 1nc1t1ng more negat1ve att1tudes Other research f1nd1ngs indicate
the \hf1uence of number of s1b11ngs Having "four or more éib]ings” was related
'to successfu] co]]ege adjustment (Anastaét et al., 1960). The more siblings
of fema]e student teachers, the better the interpersonal att1tudes’(Ve1dman,

1964). Subjects from a large fam11y were 11ke1y to score h1gh on the need

for abasement (Hearn, Charles, & WO11ns, 1965).

. Table 20 e

Analysis of Variance of MTAI Scores for AUM Education students "

with One, Two, Three, Four, Five, and Six or More Siblings

—

Source df ss Ms F
Between Groups 5 14641.81 2928. 36 2.301*
Within Groups | 497 632507.62  1272.65 |

Total 502  647149.37
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In tomparisoﬁs amqng__sj::ydepts: with one,‘two, three, four, five, ahd six

or more sib]ings, signiffcaﬁt]y (.05) more negqéive a;%itUdes towérd.childﬁen L
were found.forkstudénts with.six or.more sib]ingsbin four of the five;tomghrigbhs.
This~group was not significantly d:fférent in attitudes from student;iwitﬁﬁfive
siblings. Subjecfs with two siblings were more positive in attitudes‘than all
other groups, although not significant]&iso In descending order of means;

the three-siblings group was second/hlgh ,then four-siblings, one- s1b11ng,

five- s1b11ngs, with the six-siblings group 1owest
';':."Iaﬁlé.’él

\

. . . : Sty . :
.;pomparisons of MTAI Scores for AUM Education Students with
‘One, Two, Three, Four, Five, and Six or Mor 'Siblings

T ¢y
Ay
A 37
Groups: | Noodf M o 2 SD SE t
R i Qg
~One Sibling T g ©31.85  37.23 - 3.00
Two Siblings 140 292+  38.16 34.76 2.93  1.50°
Three Siblings : 93 245 33.27  34.69 3.59 .30
Four Siblings 547 206 2.01 33.85  4.60 .16
Five Siblings 30 182 27.00 37.27 . " 6.80 .62
Six $iblings 32: 184  (15.62 36.14° 6.38  2.30*%
Two Siblings 140 T 38.16  34.76  2.93
Three Siblings 93 231 33.27  34.69 3.59 .81
Four Siblings . 54 192  32.01 33.85 4.60 | 1.12
Five Siblings ¢~'#p’ 30 168 - - 27.00 37.27 6.80  1.50
Six Siblings - 32 170 15.62..36.14  6.38  2.49%
Three Siblings 937, 33.27  34.69 3.59 -
Four Siblings 54 . 145 °  32.01 33.85 4.60 - .21
Five Siblings 30 121 27.00 37.27 6.80 82
Six Siblings . 32 123 15.62  36.14 6.38  2.41*%
Four Siblings - 54 32.01 33.85 4.60
Five Siblings 30 82 . 27.00 37.27 6.80 .63
Six Siblings : 32 84 15.62  36.14 6.38  2.10%
Five Siblings 30 27.00 37.27  6.80 - -
S1&¢E1b]1ngs . 32 60 15.62  36.14" 6.38  1.22

*D <:.05

A 65
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The third part of Hypothesis VIII concerned the sex of the next younger -
:';sjb1ihg of male and female Education students. Because there were numerous
;;\>omitted_responses for thislitem, the results should be interpreted with caution.
‘/:Male students with a younger brother were significantly less positive(in atti~-
- tudes than female studént§ with a younger brother (.05) or with a youhge;
éister (.01), but ngt siéﬁificant]y different from male students with a younger
sister. Table 22 presents the results of one¥way analysis ofﬁ?ariance;_Tab]e 23

.Shows the comparisons of groups with each other including the means,.standard

deviations, standard errors of the means, and t-ratios.

v.k )
Table 22
Analysis of Variance of MTAI Scores for AUM Education Students
with Same or Opposite Sex Next Younger Sibling
‘.
Source df SS MS F
‘)v . ¥ . i
Between Groups | 3. 12535.58  4178.50 3.427%*
W{thin Groups ' 247  301159.12 - 1219.26
Total ‘ 250 313694.62
t < | _
**p<::02. - )

>

Males in g?nera1 have more“negative attitudes toward children than do femaTes.
Since competitiveness is usually considered to be a male trait, it could be .that
negative ?ee]ings toward males by other males are generated more often from

a

competing with same sex rather than opposite sex.siblings. The reason for more
. ¢
negative attitudes toward chi]dreq expressed by males with next younger sibling
a brother needs to be explored. Further research is recommended with other

Education student populations to substantiate or not the finding in this part

Q/ B ‘ 4
64

i~ 2
™ -

of the'study.
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Table 23
Comparisons of MTAL Scores for AUM Education Students with

Same and Opposite Sex Next Younger Sibling s

. o e e e e s < ot o o S A o et At e gt e

" Groups , ' N df M SB SE t
Male with younger brother 26 8.38  39.47 7.74
Male with younger sister 17 42  20.23 32.80 7.95 1.029
. Female w}%h younger brother - 96 120 28.58 34.36 3.50 2.598*
. Female with younger sister 112 136 31.75 34.58 3.26 3.079**
Male with younger sister 17 20,23 32.80 7.95
Female with younger brother .96 111 28.58 34.36 3.50 .932
Female with younger sister 112 127 31.75 34.53 3.26 1.298
Female with younger brother 496 28.58 34.36  3.50 ‘
Female with younger sister .+ 112 206 31.75 34.58 3.26 .668
T %p =.05. |
(™ wp =01 ‘ L e
J*# <. . ) ‘ o <o T
Hypothesis IX : N “ "~ - o ‘_VJ*

Hypothesis IX stéted that there were no éfgnifibantvdiéfefenceé'{Hgéfiﬁfgdég
toward chil n among subjects of variqus-birth orders--oldest, next !"o]dest,
“ fmidd{é, next to younger, youngest;fonly, and other ordina] position. Hypothesistfi
was accepted. The results of one-way ana]ys{s of variance'a}e shown in Table 24.
 Table 25 presents{perfgrmances by birth orders sh0w1pg means; sténdafd deviations,

- and standard errors of the means.

>

4

Table 24
Ana]ysighof Variance of MTAI Scores for AUM Education Students

witm Various Birth Orders

T ¥
Source df - SS MS F
L L ' —
“.Between Groups - 6 6347.25 1057.87 .831
“Within Groups | 552 702491.187 1272.62
. Total | 558 (708838.43
o | | . X &

6O | | f
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Thevfinding of no differences in attitudes among- étudénts Wifh variqus
birth orders is contradictory to the finding by Veldman (1964) that th1rd or

1ater born subjects were highest of all ordinal births on 1nterpersona1 attitudes.
L ]
While there were no stat1st1caL]y significant d1fferente§.ln Hﬁrth ordersfand

attitudes, the hjg est mean was made byvtﬁé middle birth orderAgron. Research
related to the midS%&lor older ¢hild in the family position was done by

Chambers (1964), in relation to creativity among ;Hemis%s. Greater creativity  .
-was found among'chemists who were middle or older child in the family ordinal

births.

Table 25 . L 2

-

Méans, Standard Deviations, and Standard Errors of MTAI Scores for

AUM Education Students with Vagjous Birth Orders

Groups - ‘ N Mo sD SE
Oldest -~ & - S 192 32.80 40.47 2.92
Next to'Oldest o 42 33.88 32.54 5.02
Middle , | 58 37.39.  32.00 4.20
Next to Youngest v 42 32.71 29.66 4 4.57
‘Youngest 150 . 31.80 34.35 2:80
Only ‘ ‘ 57 \e= 30.22  33.18 4.39
Qther ’ 18] 16.66 28.94 6.82

\

Further research is recommended for investigating the effects of birth
”order and attitudes, with the eventual goal of curricu]um designed to attenuate

‘att1tudes potentially deleterious to ,teaching and 1earn1ng

T'&XEchQS]S X
w
Hypothes1s X stated that there was no significant difference in att1tudes

‘toward‘ch11dren and school work between male and female education students.

Ay Vo

¥
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Hypothesis X was reJected at the .01 Jevel of statistical signif{canee. As
expected, female educat1on students were significantly more pos1t1ve in attitudes
toward chi]dren and school work. Table 26 presents the means, standard dev1qt1ons{
standard errors of the mean, and the t-ratio.comparison for Ma1e and female. fd( |
eddcation students. Not included in this analysis were ddté with_omﬁtféd'rhapnnses;

Lof

L ' i / Tab]e 26

Comparison aof MTAI Scores for AUM Educa%1on Studentsx

o3 Between Males and Females
T T -
. Groups o N df ‘M' .5D SE t
Males o119 T 20.39- 36.43 3.34
. 2.81%*
Females 322 . 439 30.56 32.68 1.82
*xp <;.01, A k

“The MTAI ranuaikhas no separate norms for ngle;and females. Two‘referénces
to ma]e ‘and female performances are made. In the Graduate Education norm group
.;ﬁf two hundred experienced teachers .taking introductory graduate Education
cdurses; half the sample is male and the other half female. Difference in mean
performances is 7.31 points,, 1nferred to be-an jnsignificant difference. A |

-

}ﬁaotnote states that in general men and women graduate students have”MTAI scores

- wh1ch a»e—not s1gn1f1cant]y different; however, no mention is made to other

groups The second reference to sex of subjects is in regard to returns from '

males teaching in the e]ementary schoo]s to determ1ne wh1ch factors related to

teacher attitudes. The nm1e'returns were referred to as unusuab]e for ana]ys1sf
' . 2
but- no reason n;}/@dven for their being unusable. Confusion exists as to

N

male-female ratfios within the norm groups. The result of this investigation
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is the basis for recommending further research to explore the differences in

attitudes of male and female Education studenits.

ﬁypothes1s XI

Hypothesis XI stated that there was n? stat1st1ca11y significant relationship
between att1tudes toward ch11dren and schoo] work and age of subJect Hypothes1s
X1 was accepted. Stat1st1ca1 analysis y1e1ded a Pearson product moment corre-
‘=“lation5cdefficﬁent of .09, df—84 Since there were numerous omissions in response
to the age 1tem, it is likely that the result of these data 1sr1nconc1us1ve
: Because it'is posslble that some re]at]on ex1sts between age of subjects and
| number of years of teach1ng exd/;1ence W1th att1tudes toward ch11dren and schoo]
work,further n&search js fecommended. Should there be a re]at1onsn1p, curvilinear
<« or otnerwise, it mjght well be that teacher rqtatjonIWithin a'rangedof grades»:l;

would produce better teaching and learning.

)

R
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Conclusions - N K
4/
In this study attitudes and demographic characteristics of AUM Education
students were irvestigated. Caution should be exercised in generalizing the y
fﬁndings to other populations because the results represent data obtained frém
a 1imited area. Although statistical methods for dealing with unequa]‘numbers o

were app]1ed 1nterpretati0n should be considered tentative since the exploratory
< nature of the investigation in some instances resulted in comparisons between
large and small group sizes. Add1t1oqa]]y, response omissions, particularly

for age, might have resulted in non-represent.tive findings.

N *

Fulsome and detailed findings, discussions, and recommendations immediate]y
follow the Resu1ts section for each'hypothesis. The Appendix sect1on c0nta1ns
tables combining and summarizing research results.. An extreme1y br1ef summary
of the major t'indl‘ings is presented below.

Major fi.dings were:

1. Tﬁere were significant differences in attitudes among AUM Education o,f'“'
yraduate students in various concentrations and spec1a]1zat1ons Among teese T‘m”
different in attitudes, the group most pos1t1ve in attitudes was Elementary-
Special Education, while the group most negative in attitudes was Secondary-
Academic. ‘ | : ' &

2. There were no significant differences i attitudes in comparisdhs of

AUM Education undergraduate and unclassified students in various concentrations

and, spec1§J1zat1ons

954t1ve in attitudes than com@gyab]e MTAT norm groups.

Among comparisons of AUM Educat1on students d1ffer1ng in demographic .

R
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“and who were female. Those significaniiy less positive in attitudes were those

who had six and more siblings, were male, and were males whose nexf younger

sibling was a brother. ’ 1
, . L ;
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Recommendations

Recommendations for further research are in four broad areas, which include
® - , ,

current attitudes, curriculum effects, school environment effects, and demographic
characteristics. -

Fgr investigation of current attitudeé, comparabTe student populations at
other teacner-training institutions, partieular]y in Alabama and the South EastQtl\
cou)d be used to determine the generalizability of results from this study to -
thejstate and region. The attitudes of specialized education students in Special’
Education,_Counse]ing, Adminiétration, and Supervision need to be compiled into

normative groups for the” purpose Qf compar1sons in e luc ‘ng affective develop-

4

ment. At present n& normat1ve data are access1hle for these groups.
Th;,effects of curr1cu]um on dtt1tudes shou]d be researched For AUM this -
j-"res’earch eff@rt 18 espec1a1]y pertinent, part1cu1ar]y dur1no progression through

‘14-:.

the teacher tra1n1ng progran so that curriculum chanqeﬁ cou]d be made relevant

. i , . , .
‘“to student Titeds. Also recommended is follow-up research on graduates after a -~
period of teaching experience to determine the long-term effects on attitudes

of differing amounts and kinds of curriculum experiences for the purpose of ex-

amining curriculum revision necds.
N

In add1t1on to examining p0351ble long-term effects of curr1cu1um on
teachers, the 1mpact of school env1ronment upon teachers' att1tudes shou]d be
o, N "V N
researched because it is possible that school environment produces greater at-

titudinal changes thar cuium.
Finally, differences in attitudes according to varying demographic charac-

teristics of students ghou]d be investigated for the purpose of curriculum

s
A

planning for affeg@ive‘deve]opment. .

.5‘
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5  Appendix A

Summary of Uirection and Significance of MTAI Performance from

Comparisons among AUM iducation Graduste Students

=

?

. Areas More Rositive Less Positive No Difference
Elementaf& ‘
Special Education Gen Flem = .05 ECE/R
: Sec-A/Na .001 Sec~Sp ‘Ed
Cnslg-Sch 01 Cnslg=-Nonsch
Adm/Sup .01
Early Childhaod/ Gen Elem .05 Elem-Sp Fd
Reading SEC-A/N& .001 Sec-Sp- Ed.
, Cnslg-Sch .01 Cnslg~Nonsch
Adm/Sup .001
General Elementary ECE/R .05 Sec~-Sp Ed
' Elem-Sp E4 .05 : Sec-A/Na
: Cnslg=Sch
Cnslg-Nonsch
Adm/Sup
Secondary o
Special Education Sec-A/Na .05 Elem~-gb Ed
‘ Gen Elem
Cnslg~Sch
Cnslg-Nonsch
Adm/Sup
Academic and Elem~Sp Ed .001 , Gen Elem
Nonacademic ECE/R .001 : : Cnslg=-Sch
" - Sec=Sp Ed .05 , Adm/Sup
. _ Cnslg-Nons .01
Counseling
Counseling-School Elem-Sp Ed .01 Gen Elen
ECE/R .01 Sec-Sp Ed
Sec-A/Na D
Cnslg=Nonsch (.10)
Adn/Sup
Counseling-Non- Sec=A/Na .05 Elem-Sp Ed
school ECE/R .
K . o Gen Elem
3 N : ’ ~ Sec~Sp Ed

" Cnslg-Sch (.10)
Adm/Sup (.10)

Administration, Elem~-Sp Ed .01 Gen Elem
and Supervislon ECE/R .001 Sec-Sp Pd
AN - 9ec-A/Na :
7o EhStERshecn (.10)

L.“
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Appendix B

. . \ . ' L
Composite of MTAY Performance for AUM Education Students "Ajj

by Concentracion, Specialization, and Level

" Groups N M sD SE
e
Adlinistrig10n/$upervision ‘ '
Master's C B 52 28.19 34.79 4.82
Counselor Education
School _ .
Master's 37 28.08 37.48 - 6.16
Nonschool
anter's ' 21 45.57 32.01 6.98
Elementary Education
General Elementary _
- Master's - _ 52 33.98 41.30 5.76
Unclassified - ° 22 23.62 39.51 8.42 "
Undergraduate , ' 42 28.16 38.37 5.92°
Early €hildhood/Reading - ‘ y
- Master's - ‘ 51 51.64 32.78 4.59
Unclassified 7 37.57 26.20 9.90
. Undergraduate ' 37 35.54 , 26.12 : 4.29
Special Education - . ,
Master's .’ 28 53.42 33.56 6.34
Unclassified 11 39.63 31.17 9.40
Undergraduate. _ 14 29.57 35.65 . 9.53
. Secondary Education
Academic : ‘
Master's ' C 48 21.60 33.96 4.90
Unclassified : 41 25.29 S AMS3 5.23
Undergraduate 45 29.31 2932 3.47
Nonacademic )
Master's , 10 19.40 30.63 9.69
Unclassified , 3 7 35.14 35.19, 13.30
Undergraduate 22 19.72 38 48 8.20
Special Education .
Master's : 4 61.50 39.78 19.89 -
Unclassified 7 13.85 47.23 17.85
" Undergraduate 1 65.0

i

’



'Composité of Comparisons between AUM Education Students

Y
e
’

and Comparable MTAI Norm Groups

w v D i

il PR 7

~ “Groups N df M sD SE ¢
e, _
i’ Summer 1976 ;
Education Freshmen
AUM First Education Course 14 16.42  26.54  7.09
' MTAI Education Freshmen 43 55 14.67 34.94  5.38 .17
Beginning Professional Education? o
AUM General Elementary 22 23.63  39.51 8.62
MTAI General Elementary 228 248 59.50 26.30 1.74 4,175%%%
AUM Early Childhood and Reading 15 30.46  30.37 8.12
MTAI Early Childhood 134 147 65.90 29.8 2.58 4.,478%%%
AUM Secondary Academic 46 24.32 34.25 5.11 L
MTAT Secondary Aqademic 136 180 48.30 29.20 2.51 .61 1%*%%
AUM Secbndafy Nonacademic - 15 25.39 45.07 12.05
MTAI Secondary Nonacademic 238 251 44.10 27.10 1.76 .588
Fall 1973-Summer 1976
Méster's Level-Experienced Teachers
AUM Elementary-General, Early '
Childhood, Reading 103 42,72 38.19 3.76
MTAI Graduate Education 210 301 64.0 7 33.3 2.36 5.14%%%
MTAI Elementary, four-years' . . ’
traiﬁing 247 348 55.1 36.7 2.34  -2.92%%
AUM Secondary Academic 48 21.6 -33.96 4,95
MTAT Graduate Education 200 246 64.0 33.30 2.36 B.03%%%
MTAI Secondary Academic,
five-vears' training 218 264 40.8 39.50 2.68 3.21%%
MTAI Secondary Academic, 3
four-years' training 264 310 24 .7 40.6 2.50 .52
AUM Secondary Nonacadlgmic 10 19.4  30.65 10.21
MTAT Secondqrg Ménacademic,
four-years's training 98 106 9.7 42.7 4.33 .87
five-yca¥s' training 70 78 28.9  \ 36.5 4,40 .78
AUM Secondary-Academic, Nonacademic - 58 21.22 $33.17 ; 4.39
MTAI Graduate Education 200 256 64.0 33.3 2.36 8.67%k**
MTAI Secondary Academic, '
five-years' training - 218 274 40.8 39.5 2.68 3,53 %%
MTAT Secondary Academic, .
four-years' training 264 320 24.7 40.6 2.50 .33

ABeginning Professional Education denotes students enrolled in either or both

methods and curriculum courses.

*hp <. 01.
*xkp . 001,
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Appendix D ' !
Sdmmary of Demographic Characteristics
of AUM Education Students

Associated with MTAI Scores !

Higher | . Lowery
Characteristics , Scores ' Scores
Having no work exper‘.ience‘ in
' other fields ' g .01
% 'Having one and more offspring , .01
- Co
Having six and more s&?lings . , .05
Being male with a younger brother .05
Being female : : .01
N —g——F
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Ce t;tu"dcy(t,; by Bacatio

{0 Al Laucation @

¢ v

. ¥z )
| L X )L
> - —— X /‘L_ 2 : o
 Groups - R i N SN UL ' .‘é_p_i_,
’ [

ey | o

Bepinning b;{:llcaitlorxﬁ 7 Ly < Lol U S 7oy

Basic rouncation” e 3177 30,51 o l (’;.lt)'()

beginning groiessional rducationt ¢ £t IRTN IV I 3750 7.33
Final Proiessional kaucation 1H o Oaly 35,50

—

otudents enrollea in b iD lOfl, Introauction

.‘J(f?, _‘. ' 1 ’ D
to Prosessional  Eauc Z(L 100,
b, . S Ca ' .
Gtudents enpolled in b 210, Child Growtn ano Developrment; one seotion o.
FED Ll Acolescont Growbh and Deve lopuent; and Ppb dli, bsycholopical
Foungationg oi pducation. >

sotudents enrolled in biD 300, Lleientary Curriculuws 1 prl 315, Redding
Xﬂ the. Blecientary Suhools; SBD LOY, Teacning In Secondary Schools; ano
HPE 212, Tea-wing bnysical boucation in tne -blementary School.

i

tudonta enrolled - in Prb W60, Philosophiteal Foundatidms 2

. Rl 5
- Ve, , . . o . B ) . z L T
BrD 070, Protoosional dntorneidp in plomentary buycds borg 1S, -
l"r‘o:‘t;:sior:a]&lnb»zrns‘nip in Levondary kdusation, s 4 . \
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T Aphendix P\

- ';';’7’ ) ) o ;yr
Classification and Concentration of AUM Educal,on Students ' f{
. - ) } ) AR . ‘ ) "
in MTAL Study - | o
) ‘Classification . 3,9;
AR MED Certification?x, Unclassified)  Undevrgraduate  Other® To
e ' ’
/
acentration
s
Elementary 14 (40)
lementdry
1
ecial Education s ’ 11 -14 . L
neral ST 52 ~ o 22 42 : 11
My Child/ L S 7 37 E
;Reading .,
S 191 | a9 K 25
‘Secondary 4 (55) ™ {
ecial Education 7 4 7 bl 1
ademic . 48 a1 a5 - o 1.
nacademic 10 A L 22 L
- . | _
62 99 08 L
EQHﬂSCWQV-’l ';“ > | .
+ kducation 4 L
hool ' Cogpes
mschool : 21
by !
minjstiration/
Supervision, 1< b () . ’
T ¢ N
her _ - 1
Q . .
e (97 - 95 101 19

« ACertification designates student ‘taking graduate.Education courses for both certific
d Master's degree. They were omilted in table totals. !

i . -~
“Dynciassificd designates graduated bachelor's students taking undergraduate idie ctior
urses for certification.

Cothur designates irregular students taking Lbducation courses, €.§., transicius.,




