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ABSTRACT

ATTITUDES OF ELEMENTARY TEACHERS TOWARD

AFFECTIVE EDUCATION: A GUTTMAN

FACET ANALYSIS

BY

Barbara H. Andersen

The impetus for this study arose from the research-

er's knowledge that experiences in teaching affective edu-

cation over the previous several years had been quite

varied in the three adjoining Michigan school districts of

Grand Ledge, Lansing, and Waverly. A literature survey of

the status of affective education programming among the

nation's educational priorities suggested that educators

were ambivalent and confused about issues in the affective

areas. Conflicting social forces were seen to be opera-

ting on the elementary schools both to expand their cur-

ricular offerings toward an assortment of affective goals,

and to limit and concentrate their efforts in the pursuit

of purely cognitive goals.

The major thrust of the present study was to

develop a modification of Guttman facet theory for the

study of attitudes toward affective education, to apply it

in the construction of an attitude-behavior scale for

affective education (ABS:AE) as a.self-report instrument
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for elementary teachers, and to test that construction on

the populations of teachers whose experiences in affective

education were known to vary from positive to negative.

The final version of the scale consisted of six

facets of four items each: curriculum issues, goals,

teaching procedures, competency issues, participation

issues, and issues of support from systems which have

impact on teachers. This basic sub-scale of 24 items was

transposed into the definitional statements for three

structural levels: normative beliefs (the subject's per-

ception of what his reference group believes ought to be

in regard to a specific attribute of affective education),

personal beliefs about what ought to be, and personal
 

experience of what happens in practice in regard to those
 

issues. A further 24-item Personal Information Question-

Beige was appended to the scale to gather relevant demo-

graphic and predictor variables.

The instrument was administered to four "known

groups" of subjects: 31 teachers from Grand Ledge schools

with affective education programs, 30 teachers from other

Grand Ledge schools without affective education programs,

23 Lansing teachers with affective education training, and

29 teachers from Waverly schools where there were negative

parent reactions to affective education programs.

The correlation matrix between scores on the three

levels of the scale approximated a simplex, as evaluated
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by Kaiser's 22, for each of the four groups, in accordance

with Guttman's (1959) contiguity hypothesis. These

results gave evidence for the construct validity of the

ABs:AE. Content validity of the scale can be assumed by

reason of the facet analytic approach to the determination

of relevant item content and wording.

Other hypotheses concerned the predicted differ-

ences between the four groups on the three levels of the

scale, assessed by one-way analyses of variance and t-test

contrasts between means. On the Normative Beliefs level

the Grand Ledge group without affective education training

attributed more positive beliefs to their colleagues than

did the Grand Ledge group with training or the Waverly

group. Contrary to prediction, there were no significant

differences between the means of the four groups on the

Personal Belief level; all groups were quite positive
 

toward affective education. The hypothesis that scores on

the Personal Experience level would differ according to

the known differences in affective education training and

experiences between the groups was confirmed in the stated

direction, providing evidence for the predictive validity

of this level of the scale.

Certain substantive hypotheses were also investiga-

ted in a post hoc procedure. Among other findings, the

pattern of significant correlations for predictor vari-

ables with Personal Belief scores suggested that a younger
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teacher with less experience who has had training and

supervision in affective education and practices it in

the classroom with positive results will have a more posi-

tive attitude toward it.



ATTITUDES OF ELEMENTARY TEACHERS TOWARD

AFFECTIVE EDUCATION: A GUTTMAN

FACET ANALYSIS

BY

x go

Barbara H: Andersen

A DISSERTATION

Submitted to

Michigan State University

in partial fulfillment of the requirements

for the degree of

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY

Department of Counseling, Personnel Services

and Educational Psychology

1977



Dedicated to my sons,

Steven and Douglas

ii



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The accomplishment of this study was made possible

through the constant support and collaboration of my good

friends and colleagues, Mr. David Groves, Coordinator of

the Focus project of the Community Mental Health Board,

and Mr. Kyle Euckert, Focus consultant for Lansing schools.

I am deeply indebted to Dave and Kyle for their generous

assistance and interest in all phases of the project.

I am grateful for the sincere friendship and

encouragement shown me by Dr. Jeanne Hollingsworth, who

also gave invaluable assistance in setting up the pilot

study.

I also appreciate the cooperation of the principals

and staff of the Grand Ledge elementary schools, as well

as Waverly's Colt, Winans, and Windemere Park schools, and

Lansing's Wexford elementary school and Migrant Education

team, who gave their valuable time to respond to the

research scale.

My thanks also to Dr. Stephen Bedwell and Mr. James

Mullen for their assistance with the statistical analysis,

and to the members of my doctoral committee, Dr. Louise

Sause, Dr. Thomas Gunnings, and Dr. Eugene Pernell, for

their direction and support.

iii



Most of all, I am indebted to my adviser, Dr. John

Jordan, for his unfailing patience and guidance, especially

in the times of setback and discouragement. I owe the

completion of my doctoral program to his faith and

encouragement.

iv



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page

LIST OF TABLES O O O O O O O O O O O O Vii

LIST OF FIGURES O O O O O O O O O O O 0 ix

Chapter

I. INTRODUCTION . . . . . . . . . . 1

Local Issues in Affective Programming . 3

Project Focus: An Exemplary Program

in Affective Education . . . . . 5

Purpose of the Investigation . . . . 7

Statement of Purpose . . . . . . 8

Definition of Terms . . . . . . 9

II. THE STATUS OF AFFECTIVE EDUCATION . . . 11

Impact of the Taxonomy of Objectives

in the Affective Domain . . . . . 12

Progress in Adoption of Affective

Education Programs . . . . . . . 14

Problems in the Implementation of

Affective Education . . . . . . 16

Theories of Affective Development . . 20

smary O O O O O O O O O I O 23

III. THE MEASUREMENT OF EDUCATIONAL ATTITUDES:

BACKGROUND OF THEORY AND RESEARCH . . . 25

The Study of Attitudes . . . . . . 25

Attitude Scaling Methods . . . . . 26

Social Distance Scales . . . . . 26

Thurstone Scales . . . . . . . 27

Likert Scales . . . . . . . . 27

Factorial Scales . . . . . . . 28

Guttman Unidimensional Scalogram

Analysis . . . 29

Facet Theory of Intergroup Attitude-

Behavior . . . . . . . 31

Guttman' s Four-Level Theory . . . . 33

Jordan's Six—Level Adaptation of

Guttman's Facet Theory . . . . . 37



Chapter

IV. IN

Scale Development . . . . .

Simplex Approximation Test . . .

Scales to Measure Attitudes Toward

Education . . . . . . . . .

Summary . . . . . . . . . .

STRUMENTATION AND PROCEDURES . . .

Modified Facet Analysis Used in This

Study . . . . . . . . .

Pilot Study and Item Analysis . . .

Revised Version of the Attitude-

Behavior Scale . . . . . .

Personal Information Questionnaire .

Procedure . . . . . . . .

Research Population . . . . .

Collection of the Data . . .

Research Hypotheses . . . . . .

Demographic Hypotheses . . . .

Level of Significance . .

V. ANALYSIS OF THE DATA . . . . . .

Demographic Characteristics . .

Item Analysis . . . . . .

Hypothesis Testing . . . .

Simplex Analysis . . . . .

Differences Between Groups . .

Predictor Variables . . . .

VI. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS . . . . .

Review of the Literature . . . .

Purpose of the Study . . . . . .

Methodology . . . . . .

Major Findings of the Study . . .

Limitations . . . . . . .

Recommendations . . . . . . .

Implications . . . . . . . .

LIST OF REFERENCES . . . . . . . . . .

APPENDICES . . . . . . . . . . . .

A. HOUSE BILL NO. 4951 . . . . . . .

B. PROJECT FOCUS: PROGRAM DESCRIPTION .

C. ATTITUDE-BEHAVIOR SCALE: AFFECTIVE

EDUCATION 0 O O O O O O O C 0

vi

Page

39

39

43

51

53

59

61

62

64

64

65

65

68

68

69

69

76

79

79

80

83

88

89

90

91

93

98

98

100

102

112

113

116

123



Table

1.

2.

10.

11.

LIST OF TABLES

A Perfect Guttman Scale . . . . . .

Three Facets and Their Corresponding Ele—

ments Contained in the Joint Struction

of an Attitude Universe . . . . .

Profile Elements and Descriptive Terms for

Four Levels of Attitude Struction . .

Jordan Facets Used to Determine Joint

Struction of an Attitude Universe . .

Profile Elements and Descriptive Terms for

Jordan's Six-Level Joint Struction of

an Attitude Universe . . . . . .

Hypothetical Matrix of Level-by-Level Cor-

relations Illustrating the Simplex

Structure . . . . . . . . . .

Three Facets and Their Corresponding Ele-

ments Contained in the Joint Struction

of Attitude-Behavior Toward Affective

Education . . . . . . . . . .

Three-Facet, Four-Level of Attitude-

Behavior Statements: Levels, Facet Pro—

files, Definitional Statements, and

Descriptive Terms for Eight Combinations

of Joint Structure Elements . . . .

An Example Taken from the ABS:AE Illustra-

ting the Rephrasing of a Lateral Element

for Each of the Three Levels, and the

Directions for Each Level . . . . .

ABS:AE Basic Variables List by IBM Card

and Column . . . . . . . . . .

Research Population Characteristics . .

vii

Page

30

34

36

37

38

42

54

57

60

70

72



Table

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Means and Standard Deviations for the Four

Research Groups on the Major Variables

of the ABS:AE and the Personal Informa-

tion Questlonnaire . . . . . . .

Scoring of the Four Research Groups on

Items Relating to Affective Educa-

tion Experience . . . . . . . .

Correlations and Significance Levels of

Item-to—Total Scores at Three Levels

of the ABS:AE for the Four Sample

Groups . . . . . . . . . . .

Simplex Structure for Original and Best

Matrices on the Three-Level ABS:AE

for Four Research Groups . . . . .

ANOVA Summary Tables for the Four Sample

Groups on the Three Levels of the

ABS :AE O O O O O O O O O O 0

Summary of Significant E Tests for Sample

Groups on Levels 1 and 3 of the ABS:AE

Correlations and Significance Levels

Between Demographic Variables and Total

Score on ABS:AE Level 1, Normative

Beliefs . . . . . . . . . . .

Correlations and Significance Levels

Between Demographic Variables and Total

Score on ABS:AE Level 2, Personal

Beliefs . . . . . . . . . . .

Correlations and Significance Levels

Between Demographic Variables and Total

Score on ABS:AE Level 3, Personal

Experience . . . . . . . . . .
 

viii

Page

73

75

77

80

82

82

84

85

86



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure Page

1. Spindler's continuum of values . . . . . l7

2. A mapping sentence for the facet analysis

of joint and laberal struction of atti-

tudes toward specified persons . . . . 40

3. Mapping sentence for the facet analysis of

joint and lateral dimensions of attitude-

behaviors toward affective education . . 55

ix



CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The affective domain is, in retrospect, a

virtual "Pandora's Box." One finds in it the

objectives which were stated confidently at one

time and then allowed to disappear from view.

One finds in it the objectives on which disagree-

ment is most likely within a school. One finds

in it the vital points on which the society

itself may be in disagreement (Krathwohl, Bloom,

and Masia, 1964, p. 61).

The events of the twentieth century have strained

and challenged the accepted values of industrialized

society. The human rights movement, women's liberation,

changing sexual mores, corruption in high places, the

assassination of national leaders, American intervention

in Viet Nam, devastating civil wars, inflation, environ-

mental pollution, dwindling energy supplies, drug abuse,

rising crime rates and juvenile violence, all contribute

to a pervasive sense of turmoil and malaise.

To some observers, the United States appears to

be in a dangerous period of moral crisis, and parallels

are made between the state of Western civilization and

the decline of the Roman Empire. Others View this phase

of instability and ferment as the threshold of another

age, as we move beyond industrialization to the search



for new values and a new organization of human society.

To Lawrence Kohlberg (1975), speaking before the Associ-

ation for Supervision and Curriculum Development, this is

a time, not of moral decay, but of moral transition as

our society shifts from a level of conventional morality

to the more highly developed autonomous or principled

level.

Fundamental cultural changes involve changes in

_individual values and behavior, and since one of the domi-

nant aims of education as a social institution has always

been to prepare the individual to take his place as a

functioning member of his society, education then has a

major role to play in this era of cultural transition.

We hear the call for educators to become "change agents"

in society, in order to rectify current ills and to imple-

ment a broad array of social objectives. The schools are

being held accountable, both by their own leadership and

by the community at large, for complex issues of social

stability and change.

Writing in the National Society of the Study of

Education yearbook on the elementary school in the United

States, Cohen (1972) sees an enormous degree of criticism

being aimed at elementary schools, but he feels that the

critics have wrongly regarded the schools as both the

source and the panacea for all social ills. In looking

back over twentieth century reforms in elementary school



programs, he identifies two related tendencies, one to

adapt curricula to meet the social exigencies of the time

(as in the Sputnik era), the other to continually expand

the functions of the school to include responsibilities

formerly in the realm of other social institutions. With

changes in the role and influence in society of the family

and the Church, pressure has mounted for elementary schools

to provide for the child's emotional and character devel-

opment, as well as to realize such cultural ideals as

integration, citizenship, and world harmony.

In a time of crisis and change, ideological

stances tend to become more pronounced and oppositional.

Especially in a democratic society which permits the open

expression of pluralistic views, educational issues are

a source of debate and controversy. There is loud and

sometimes violent conflict between those who would have

the schools "get back to basics" and those who would agree

with Earl C. Kelly (1965) that "how a person feels is more

important than what he knows" (p. 455).

Local Issues in Affective Programming

Ideological conflict has been apparent in Michigan

around affective education programs and aspects of psycho-

logical services and guidance counseling as well. Bills

have been before recent sessions of House and Senate Com-

mittees on Education that would, if enacted, seriously



curtail public school curricula and special services.

House Bill No. 4951 (April 15, 1975; see Appendix A)

stated in part:

The primary function of a public school is to

develop the intellectual capabilities of the

child. The school has neither the responsi-

bility nor the right to intervene in areas of

personal develOpment and exceeds its authority

as a'servant of the people paid by public taxes

if it attempts to do so (p. 1).

While the bill was not voted out of committee, it served

its purpose, as it received wide attention and concern

from various professional groups in the state.

Similar wording to that of the House bill has

appeared in a "Resolution to Protect Parental Rights" that

was recently presented to the board of the local Waverly

School District. A group known as the "Waverly Adults for

Good Schools" has conducted an active campaign against

"humanistic" programs such as Values Clarification, Career

Education, and Guided Group Interaction, and has been suc-

cessful in banishing the Human DevelOpment Program, a

sequential affective curriculum, from Waverly elementary

schools. This group of parents has been engaged in a

public struggle with prOponents of a more open curriculum,

a battle which has been waged in school board elections

and meetings, and in the "Letters to the Editor" column

in the local daily newspaper. School personnel express

concern about the climate within which they now function,



and there has been frequent turnovercflftop administrators

in the district.

By contrast, the adjoining school districts of

Lansing and Grand Ledge have had very positive school and

community response to an all-out effort at programming in

the affective domain. The effort is directed by the staff

of the Focus Project.

Project Focus: An Exemplary

Program in Affective

Education
 

The Clinton—Eaton-Ingham Community Mental Health

Board in collaboration with the Grand Ledge and Lansing

School Districts embarkedix11972 upon a program for the

implementation of an affective education curriculum.

Project Focus is described in detail in Appendix B. The

project provides consultants and teaching materials to

aid cooperating elementary schools in providing a properly

sequenced curriculum in affective education for a speci-

fied class period each day in grades K-5. Each year the

program is expanded to another school, so that at the

time of this study one school had had the project for

three years, one for two years, and three other schools

were in their first year.

Affective education is broadly defined for the

purposes of the project as problem-solving. Three main

levels of objectives from Krathwohl's taxonomy are



utilized: awareness, responding, and valuing. Aware-

ness objectives are implemented in kindergarten through

second grade; responding objectives in third and fourth

grade; and valuing in the latter part of fourth and in

fifth grade.

The consultants, who are employees of the Commu-

nity Mental Health Board, provide training sessions for

the teaching staff, consultation to individual teachers

and administrators, and programs for parent and community

groups. The emphasis has been on generating acceptance

in the total home-school-community system, and on ensur-

ing that the project is seen as "owned" by the school.

The agreement between the mental health and school boards

calls for a great deal of support and guidance from the

mental health consultants initially, with a gradual trans-

fer of responsibility, so that the school system is com-

mitted to providing supervision for the program from

within the system when the mental health personnel with-

draw.

To date the program has had excellent success and

acceptance from pupils, teachers and community. Informal

observation shows that disciplinary referrals to the

principals have been reduced by half. Following upon a

feature article on the program, the Lansinngtate Journal

(December 28, 1973) published an editorial commending

Project Focus as "a hopeful step in a world where children



too often find fear, frustration, and no one who will

listen." In 1975 the project was recognized by the

Michigan Department of Mental Health as the outstanding

mental health program in the state.

Purpose of the Investigation

From this overview of the current educational

scene, it appears that conflicting social forces are

operating on the elementary schools both to expand their

curricular offerings towards an assortment of affective

goals, and to limit and concentrate their efforts in pur-

suit of purely cognitive goals. Society itself is vastly

ambivalent and confused about issues in the affective

areas, a state which is mirrored in the attitudes of edu-

cators themselves.

What is the role of education in this era of

moral transition? How do educators themselves perceive

the issues; what mandate do they feel they have been given

to pursue affective goals in their classrooms; and what

objectives in affective education are they prepared to

implement?

In short, are elementary teachers ready to deal

with attitudes, values, and feelings in the classroom?

‘Rather than looking for guidelines from educational lead-

ers, it is more pertinent to examine the attitudes and

behavior of teachers themselves.



The immediate need is for instrumentation to describe

and compare teachers' beliefs and behavior in the affective

domain. Attitudes toward education in general have been

explored by very few investigators, and there is no instru-

ment for assessing attitudes toward affective education.

Such scales as do exist are at the level of stereotypic

beliefs about educational practices or classroom climate,

and there has been no attempt to relate teacher behavior

to teacher attitudes within the same scale.

Guttman's facet theory approach to attitude scal-

ing (Guttman, 1959; Jordan & Guttman, 1976) provides a

rationale for analysis of cognitive-affective-conative com-

ponents, and is therefore very applicable for research in

the affective domain. Jordan's elaboration of this theory

in the developmentcflfmultidimensional attitude-behavior

scales (Jordan, 1971; Harrelson, Jordan, & Horn, 1972; Ham-

ersma, Paige,8iJordan, 1973) provides a paradigm for the

construction and testing of a scale to measure attitude-

behaviorscflfelementary teachers toward affective education.

Statement of Purpose

The purpose of the present study was to construct

an attitude-behavior scale for affective education (ABS:AEH’

employment Guttman facet design and analysis; to test that

 

lThe Attitude-Behavior Scale for Affective Educa-

tion is hereafter referred to as the ABS:AE.



construction using teacher populations whose experiences

in affective education were known to differ in nature and

extent; to test differences between the groups on each

of the three levels of the scale; and to check certain

substantive hypotheses concerning possible correlates of

teacher attitude-behaviors at leach level.

Four groups of elementary teachers were used in

the study: three Grand Ledge schools involved in Project

Focus for one, two, and three years, respectively; three

Grand Ledge schools which had not had Project Focus and

which were matched to the first three schools on indica-

tors of socioeconomic status; two groups of Lansing teach-

ers who had a year of training with Project Focus; and

three Waverly schools chosen as being closest to the

median for this district in socioeconomic indicators.

From facet analysis it was postulated that atti-

tudes toward affective education of elementary education

teachers in the school systems selected would differ where

there was already a definite affective curriculum with

accepted goals and appropriate teaching procedures, where

issues of competency and participation had been dealt

with, and where there was support from the social sys-

tems which have impact on the teacher.

Definition of Terms

A Guttman attitude-behavior scale is a self-report

instrument to assess an individual's beliefs and
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experiences in a given attitude domain. "Attitude" is

defined in Guttman's (1950) terms as "a delimited totality

of behavior with respect to something" (p. 51). Attitudes

toward affective education were explored by means of the

Attitude-Behavior Scale for Affective Education con-

structed for the purpose of the study and based on a facet

analysis of teacher behavior with regard to affective

education.

The term "affective education" is a concept which

could be defined by a whole array of sometimes inconsis-

tent usages. It was not the task of this study to define

the concept in a concise statement, but to delimit

attitude-behaviors implicit in the term for the popula-

tion studied. Thus the only clue given in the scale

itself to the intended meaning of "affective education"

was a sample item which suggested that "affective educa-

tion deals with attitudes, values, and feelings." Affec-

tive education was, in effect, defined by the "elements"

or items of the scale, and by the sets of elements known

as "facets," which can be seen as analogous to factors.



CHAPTER II

THE STATUS OF AFFECTIVE EDUCATION

American classrooms today are showing the impact

of divergent philosophical trends. (Hue movement that is

more entrenched in the schools, because of its compat-

ibility with traditional goals and values, is the

scientific-technological approach with its emphasis on

behavioral objectives, performance-referenced programs,

and technological innovations in media and materials.

Meanwhile, a powerful force for change has been emerging

in the last two decades in the school of thought known as

the "new humanism," which encompasses the trends of affec-

tive education, moral development, confluent education,

values clarification, character education, British infant

schools, alternative education, and open classrooms.

The contrasting goals of the two movements were

highlighted by Abraham Maslow (1970), regarded as the

founder of humanistic psychology:

The key concepts in the newer dynamic psychology

are spontaneity, release, naturalness, self-

choice, self-acceptance, impulse-awareness,

gratification of basic needs. They used to be

control, inhibition, discipline, traIfiIfig, shap-

ing, on the principle that the depths of human

nature were dangerous, evil, predatory, and

ravenous (p. 279).

11
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Affective education is a major manifestation of

the humanistic movement in education. The term may be

found loosely used in the literature to cover a spectrum

of activities that range from the incidental learnings of

conventional instruction to the peak experiences and

encounters of Gestalt psychology. Its most credible

usage, however, links it with the well-known Taxonomy of

Objectives in the Affective Domain (Krathwohl, Bloom, &

Masia, 1964).

Impact of the Taxonomy of Objectives

in the Affective Domain

The term "affective education" was popularized by

Krathwohl, Bloom, and Masia in the second of three taxono-

mies of educational objectives. The wide influence and

acceptance of the first taxonomy for the cognitive domain

gave viability also the affective domain as being a

natural and proper realm of educational objectives.

Unlike the cognitive domain, or the subsequent

taxonomy for the physical-motor domain, the objectives of

the affective domain were difficult to specify. In intro-

ducing their work, the authors attested to their reserva-

tions as to the success of their classification task,

pointing to the lack at that time of evaluation techniques

in the affective area. In contrast to the immediacy of

outcomes in cognitive learning, affective objectives can
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often be attained only in slow and complex ways, diffi-

cult to assess.

In spite of these obstacles to defining and clas-

sifying objectives in the affective domain, Krathwohl,

Bloom, and Masia derived a hierarchically ordered taxonomy

of five levels: (a) Receiving, (b) Responding, (c) Valu-

ing, (d) Organizing, and (e) Characterization. Each

level contained a set of behavioral descriptors to provide

an operational definition of the terms: attitudes,

values, and interests.

The taxonomy generated interest and productive

inquiry in the affective area. It provided a mechanism

for curriculum development, assessment, and research. The

taxonomy, however, while influential in its way, did not

have the far-reaching impact of the earlier volume on the

cognitive domain, perhaps because its rigorous logical

analysis was not germane to the more "romantic" style of

many humanistic educators.

The lasting importance of the taxonomy lies in

its power to mediate between the technological and human-

istic schools in forging a curricular amalgam which is

open to wider acceptance. As the authors noted more than

once, it is not possible in reality to separate cognitive

and affective aspects of learning behavior. There is a

long tradition of philosophical opinion which denies

dualism between thought and feeling. The aim of the
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taxonomy is purely to simplify analysis, and while

humanists might place greater value on synthesis than

analysis,tfluefact that behavioral objectives can now more

readily be written for the affective domain is a vital

key to their implementation in the climate of account-

ability in today's schools.

Progress in Adoption of Affective

EducatIOn Programs
 

Books and articles on the merits and methods of

affective education are appearing in increasing volume

(Aspy, 1972; Valett, 1974; Weinstein & Fantini, 1970).

There is now available a variety of teaching aids and

materials, such as the DUSO (Developing Understanding of

Self and Others) multimedia kit from American Guidance

Service; or the Inside/Out series of thirty films dealing

with social-emotional themes, produced by the National

Instructional Television Center. Efforts have been made

to specify performance objectives for affective instruc-

tion in various content areas (Eiss & Harbeck, 1969; Glass,

1971). Demonstration projects have been funded to imple-

ment programs in the schools (Wight, Doxsey, & Mathiesen,

1974). Training programs in humanistic education draw a

wide audience, as do the workshops in values clarifica-

tion (Simon & Kirschenbaum, 1972) sponsored by the

National Humanistic Education Center.
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In all of this activity, however, there is little

in the way of organized, sequenced curricula with planned

objectives and evaluation methods. Valett (1974) claims

that while programs have been designed to teach selected

social and affective objectives, even these are markedly

few in number. After an intensive survey of American

schools, John Goodlad (1969) observed that traditional

educational practices were still the norm in most schools,

and there was little consideration of individual needs,

attainments, or interests of pupils. In a later report

Goodlad (1974) noted that the school system lacks an

effective mechanism for adopting new models for educa-

tional practices. He also commented that, from his obser-

vations, "teachers appeared to be bound to a common con-

ception of what school is and should be" (p. 98). Further

corroboration of the dearth of humanistic goals in Ameri-

can classrooms came from a three and a half year study

by Charles Silberman (1970), supported by the Carnegie

Foundation. Silberman visited more than a hundred

schools, and concluded that even the best schools were

so concerned about order and discipline that real educa-

tion was lacking.

Bernier and Williams (1973) also characterized

the educational system in the United States am; having

"an uncanny degree of uniformity" (p. 11). They felt that

this homogeneity, as well as the resistance to change of
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programs based on outmoded ideological assumptions,

inflates educational concerns into major social issues.

Problems in the Implementation

of Affective Education

 

 

Complex social dynamics underlie the confusion

and hesitancy of the educational system about the develop-

ment of affective programs. flflmeslowness of an elaborate

social institution to effect innovations is well known.

The behavior of the individual teacher is subject to the

constraints of his particular system, and to those of the

larger community. As Krathwohl et a1. point out:

While the psychologist and the philosopher may have

views on what is desirable and even necessary in

the affective domain, there is still the question

of what affective objectives society will permit

and even encourage. Our own society has fluctu-

ated as to the affective objectives it will permit

the school to develop. Political and social

forces are constantly at work, pressing the

schools for some affective objectives and just as

constantly placing restrictions on the school with

regard to others. The play of these forces has,

in many instances, made teachers and school admin-

istrators wary of expressing these objectives and

all too frequently has led school staffs to retreat

to the somewhat less dangerous cognitive domain

(1964, p. 90).

AnthrOpologist George Spindler (1955, p. 151)

diagramed the position of school and community groups on

a continuum of transforming values (Figure 1). He placed

school boards nearest the traditional end of the continuum

as usually representing the status-quo elements of the
 

community; the general public and parent group next
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Figure l. Spindler's continuum of values.

because they tend to be more conservative than educators;

then school administrators, older, and younger teachers

toward the emergent end of the transformation line; and

students at two points to indicate adherence to family

values which may be traditional or emergent.

An additional impediment to affective education

recognized by Krathwohl et a1. is the fact that beliefs

and values are commonly regarded as private and personal

matters, and that ”this public-private status of cognitive

vs. affective behaviors is deeply rooted in the Judaeo-

Christian religion and is a value highly cherished in the

democratic traditions of the Western world" (p. 18).

A further dilemma lies in differing ideological

conceptions about freedom and the relationship between

education and indoctrination in a democratic nation. The

overt or covert instilling of particular beliefs or
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values and the elimination of alternatives is seen as

being indoctrination, and therefore subversive of demo-

cratic principles. With the racial, cultural, and reli-

gious diversity of American society, the imparting of

values in school, just as the saying of prayers, has

become a controversial activity. To Krathwohl and his

associates, "education has come to mean an almost solely

cognitive examination of issues," while "indoctrination

has come to mean the teaching of affective as well as cog-

nitive behavior" (p. 18). Ideological attacks frequently

result; as Spindler observed:

The traditionalist views the emergentist as

"socialistic," "communistic," "spineless and

weak-headed," or downright "immoral." The

emergentist regards the traditionalist as "hide-

bound," "reactionary," "selfish," or "neurot-

ically compulsive" (p. 150).

There is another major source of conflicting

attitudes toward affective education. The dimensions of

affect which lend a negative valence to concepts of feel-

ing are those unpleasant, powerful, and frightening emo-

tions of anger, rage, sorrow, depression, guilt, and

shame. Our society retains mythical fears that are still

quite prevalent: that thoughts expressed will get out of

control, that saying the wrong thing to an emotionally

troubled person might cause him to have a "nervous break-

down," that strong men don't cry, that "crazy" people are

to be held in superstitious awe. In the face of these
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unexamined fears, defenses of repression and denial are

invoked by society, so that a taboo is set up that gen-

eralizes to all affective matters.

Educators themselves are influenced by this cul-

tural heritage:

In the field of education, emotions are like the

weather; everybody talks about them, but nobody

does anything about them. Our culture does not

approve of emotions. Not many years ago the

prevalent attitude, and it still has influence,

was that the emotions are part of our animal

nature, and must be overcome if one is to be

civilized. Education was seen as the process by

which the intelligence could be developed and,

thereby, "control" the emotions. With the intro-

duction of Freud's ideas to this country in the

early part of the century, those segments of psy-

chology concerned with mental health and therapy

have abandoned such notions and have come to

embrace the belief that emotional development,

including the appropriate expression of emotions,

is the key to effective human functioning.

Educators have been slower to accept these

ideas . . . . It seems reasonable, at the very

least, that every teacher should understand some

of the basic facts about emotions and that each

has developed some skills at helping children

express and understand their feelings (Beatty,

1965, p. 519).

Many teachers, however, have had little experience

in the objective understanding of their own feelings. In

discussions with a group of prospective teachers,

Llewellyn and Cahoon (1965) found that "the majority

expressed a lack of confidence in their ability to explore

their feelings and distrusted their capacity for c0ping

with the honest expressions of pupils" (p. 472). In

other subject areas, teachers are certified on the basis
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of their mastery of content and methods, but in the

affective area there is little in the way of teacher

preparation or in-service education. According to Good-

lad (1969):

It should come as no surprise, then, that compre-

hensive experiments in schooling are the rarest

of all educational phenomena. Small wonder that

teachers practice so little individualizing

instruction, inductive teaching, non-grading,

team teaching, or other recently recommended

practices. They have not seen them. If teachers

are to change, they must see models of what they

are to change to; they must practice under guid-

ance the new behaviors called for in the exem-

plary models. If teachers are to change, the

occupation itself must have built into it the

necessary provisions for self-renewal. The cre-

ation of these conditions is an important agenda

item for the decade ahead (p. 61).

Theories of Affective Development

The development of teaching strategies to promote

the attainment of affective objectives hinges on an under-

standing of such questions as how do affective behaviors

emerge in developmental sequence; are there stages in

their appearance; what kinds of learning experiences lead

to the acquisition of appropriate affective behaviors;

and within what limits can this acquisition be accel-

erated?

At the present time education lacks a sound theory

that will answer such questions. In the absence of a

clear and accepted theory of affective development, edu-

cational programming is pursued on an empirical basis of
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"whatever works" in intuitive or trial-and-error

approaches. The result is further confusion about which

objectives and methods are appropriate for school pur-

poses.

There are two approaches to theorizing about the

development of affect. One is the "illness" model which

is carried over from the discipline of psychoanalysis,

and owes much to the work of Freud and Erickson in pin-

pointing critical stages at which the child must undergo

the stress of adapting to new life demands resulting from

the emergence of new physical capacities. It is a model

which has little heuristic value for educational formula-

tions. One of the stumbling blocks for some educators is

their confusion of affective education with psychotherapy,

which will always be an issue if curriculum is based on

theories and practices derived from the treatment of

mental illness.

A more positivistic model is displayed in the work

of Jean Piaget in his theoretical studies of the mental

development of the child. Pointing out that "affectivity

and intelligence are indissociable and constitute the two

complementary aspects of all human behavior," Piaget

(1968) describes the evolution of affectivity in early

life as "corresponding fairly closely to the evolution of

motor and cognitive functions" (p. 15) .
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The most important effort to expand Piaget's

formulations in the area of affective behavior is the

research by Lawrence Kohlberg on the development of moral

judgment. His observations have led him to postulate a

hierarchical sequence of stages and levels of moral devel-

opment with definite implications for character education:

Level I: Premoral

Stage 1. Obedience and punishment orienta-

tion. Egocentric deference to superior power or

prestige, or a trouble-avoiding set. Objective

responsibility.

Sta e 2. Naively egoistic orientation. Right

action 15 that instrumentally satisfying the

self's needs and occasionally other's. Awareness

of relativism of value to each actor's needs and

perspective. Naive egalitarianism and orienta-

tion to exchange and reciprocity.

Level II: Conventional Role Conformity

Stage 3. Good-boy orientation. Orientation

to approval and to pleasing and helping others.

Conformity to stereotypical images of majority or

natural role behavior, and judgment of intentions.

Sta e 4. Authority and social-order-maintain-

ing or1entation. Orientation to "doing duty" and

to showing respect for authority and maintaining

the given social order for its own sake. Regard

for earned expectations of others.

Level III: Self-Accepted Moral Principles

Sta e 5. Contractual legalistic orientation.

Recogn1tion of an arbitrary element or starting

point in rules or expectations for the sake of

agreement. Duty defined in terms of contract,

general avoidance of violation of the will or

rights of others, and majority will and welfare.

Sta e 6. Conscience or principle orientation.

Orientation not only to actually ordained social

rules but to principles of choice involving appeal

to logical universality and consistency. Orienta-

tion to conscience as a directing agent and to

mutual respect and trust (Kohlberg, 1966, p. 7).

Kohlberg's research has shown that the stages must

be mastered in sequence; it is not possible for a child to
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"skip" a stage, although he may become "fixated" at any

stage, and all adults do not reach the highest level of

moral behavior. These findings were verified in cross-

cultural studies (Kohlberg, 1966). Even more important

for education is the finding that it may be possible to

stimulate the development of moral values in school by

focusing on issues of real moral conflict to the students,

introjecting new cognitive elements, and gearing communi-

cation about the issue at the next highest stage or at

the same stage of moral development as that of the

students.

To generate appropriate instructional goals and

methods for affective education requires systematic longi-

tudinal and cross-cultural studies on the nature and

acquisition of affective behavior in the young child. At

present the necessary body of empirical research is par-

tial and incomplete. The dilemma for affective education

is posed succinctly by Brandes (1973):

One can only really teach that which is teach-

able. A position which I subscribe to is that to

be teachable, a behavior must be capable of being

analyzed into a specific hierarchy of skills.

Because this feat is difficult or impossible for

many affective goals, we end up with programs in

which there is little relationship between the

content of the program and the statement of pro-

gram goals (p. 2).

Summary

It is frequently and correctly argued that affect

and cognition are integral to the behavior of the learner



24

and neither can exist independent of the other. Yet the

question stands, whether to emphasize the affective com-

ponent of any learning experience or to leave it as part

of the "hidden curriculum," to specify it as a desired

outcome or to relegate it to incidental learning.

Attitudes of educators and the general public

toward affective education are mixed. The abstract and

emotionally laden concepts involved lend to controversial

positions in terms of political and religious ideology.

There is confusion as to the ultimate goals and purposes

of such a curriculum, and the lack of clear objectives

makes evaluation difficult. The absence of a cogent

theory of affective development leads to uncertainty

about appropriate teaching methods and procedures. With-

out a background of comparable experiences, and with mini—

mal training and supervision, teachers doubt their compe-

tence to deal with students' responses to an affective

curriculum. Educators must be able to resolve these

issues if there is to be, as Weinstein and Fantini (1970)

advocate, a curriculum "soundly constructed, effectively

taught, properly sequenced, and carefully evaluated"

(p. 219).



CHAPTER III

THE MEASUREMENT OF EDUCATIONAL ATTITUDES:

BACKGROUND OF THEORY AND RESEARCH

The concept of attitude as a psychological con-

struct was adopted from common usage to refer to an indi-

vidual's psychomotor set or orientation in reaction to.a

stimulus preliminary to making a response. The term came

to refer to a mental process, a hypothetical construct

operating as an intervening variable between perception

of a situation and behavior in the situation. Attitudes

are complex evaluative responses to social objects or

issues. They are dynamic states which incorporate cogni-

tive, affective, and behavioral components.

The Studyfof Attitudes

Beginning in the 19203, investigators have been

concerned with the development of valid methods for mea-

suring attitudes. At first, the main focus was on the

degree to which particular beliefs were expressed by dif-

ferent groups. Much of the later work has concentrated

on the development of theoretical models of attitude

structure to explain the formation and change of atti-

tudes (Cohen, 1964).

25
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A major problem in attitude research has been the

difficulty of measuring such dynamic and qualitative

aspects of behavior. Since attitudinal responses are

usually verbal, and most easily operationalized in verbal

form, most measures depend on paper and pencil, self-

report techniques. Thurstone, Likert, and Guttman receive

major credit for the develOpment of methodologies for the

measurement of attitudes (Ostrom, 1968).

Attitude Scaling Methods

Attitude assessment has taken various forms, as

different researchers concentrated on creating measurement

devices to correspond with particular theoretical models

of attitude structure.

Social Distance Scales

In 1925 Bogardus devised a social distance scale

which has usually been applied in the study of prejudice.

Respondents are asked to which of a range of social situ-

ations they would admit various ethnic groups. While

this type of scale permits the ordering of individuals or

groups with regard to ethnic attitudes, the scale has been

criticized for its questionable linearity and the ine-

quality of its distance intervals (Oppenheim, 1966). The

type of attitude object for which such a scale can be

created is also limited.
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Thurstone Scales

The technique of equal—appearing intervals was

used by Thurstone (1929) for the weighting of items in a

scale. In this method, judges are asked to grade items

along an eleven-point continuum from "most favorable" to

"least favorable" toward the attitude object. The inter-

vals between the categories are regarded as subjectively

equal. Items are then given weights according to their

median values using all the judges' ratings. On the scale

constructed, respondents are asked to check only those

items to which they agree or disagree.

Thurstone scales are regarded as vulnerable to

the biases of the judges selected, and it is necessary to

use judges who are similar to the subjects to be used in

the research sample (Oppenheim, 1966). The scales are

laborious to construct and score. The final score that a

person receives could represent several attitude patterns.

Likert Scales

Scales constructed by the Likert technique are

common in attitude research because of the comparative

ease with which they can be constructed and scored. A

pool of items, both favorable and unfavorable toward the

attitude object, is constructed. Subjects are asked to

mark their response to each item on an attitude continuum

running from "strongly agree" to "strongly disagree."
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Usually five categories of agreement are used, though some

researchers have varied from this. The five positions are

given simple weights of 5 (for "strongly agree"), 4, 3,

2, and l (for "strongly disagree"). Items which express

negative attitudes are scored in the reverse direction.

Pre-testing and item analysis are used to identify the

best items for the scale. An individual's score on the

scale is the sum of his weighted responses to each item.

Again, the Likert scale can be faulted in that a

total score does not indicate the pattern of responses by

which it was achieved. The data are ordinal, and can tell

us only about the ranking of respondents, and nothing

about the intervals between them.

Factorial Scales

Researchers have sought ways to ensure that items

in an attitude scale were unidimensional, each tapping

the postulated construct, with no unrelated items

included. Factor analysis, based on intercorrelations of

all items with one another, permits the researcher to

abstract one or more unidimensional factors that sets of

items have in common. The procedure has been applied to

attitude scaling, notably by Eysenck (1954) in the study

of political attitudes. Factor analysis can be used to

select items with a high loading on the attribute to be

measured, or to analyze an attitude complex into several
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independent factors. When applied to a battery of scales

given to the same respondents, it can reveal an under-

lying attitudinal structure (Oppenheim, 1966). The

method of factor analysis is a search for the "simple

structure" of a trait configuration in terms of the con-

cept of hierarchical order or prOportionality in a cor-

relation matrix.

Guttman (1953) has criticized factor analysis as

being designed only for quantitative variables and thus

unsuited for qualitative data. Factor analysis is a

linear statistical model, and Guttman finds it inappro-

priate for analyzing the non-linear structure of an

attitude complex.

Guttman Unidimensional

Scalggram Analysis

The techniques of scalogram analysis hinge upon

the concepts of unidimensionality and reproducibility.

Unlike the previous theories which presupposed a latent

or underlying continuum to which an item was related,

Guttman's theory of attitude scaling requires that the

continuum should be obtainable in terms of the ordering

of scores in empirical data. He considered an attitude

area to be scalable if responses to a set of items

formally derived in that area arranged themselves in a

predicted way. The items in a Guttman scale are so

ordered that, theoretically, all subjects who give a
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positive response to a given item would also respond

positively to the preceding items, and would consequently

have a higher ranking on the scale than persons who gave

a negative response. Given a particular subject's rank

or scale score, it should then be possible to reproduce

the entire pattern of his responses to the scale. The

items of a Guttman scale must be cumulative: that is, it

must be possible for a person to endorse all items up to

a certain position on the scale, representing his attitude

level on that issue, and reject all succeeding items.

Table 1 illustrates a perfect Guttman scale.

Table l

A Perfect Guttman Scale

 

 

 

Subjects Items Scores

1 2 3 4 5

1 1 l l 1 1 5

2 1 l l l 0 4

3 l 1 l 0 0 3

4 1 1 0 0 O 2

5 1 0 0 0 0 1

6 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sum 5 4 3 2 1

 

NOTE: Items are dichotomous where l is a favor-

able response and 0 is an unfavorable response.
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According to Guttman (1944), perfect scales from

which a person's response pattern can be reproduced

exactly are not to be expected in practice. The deviation

from perfection is measured by the coefficient of repro-

ducibility (Rep), which is represented statistically by

the formula (Suchman, 1950):

Rep = l _ number of errors

number of questions x number of respondents

Guttman considers a value for Rep of .90 or bet-

ter to indicate that the attitude area is indeed scalable

and unidimensional.

Scalogram analysis has produced some short, yet

highly effective, scales and is considered to be espe-

cially useful in examining small changes in attitude

(Oppenheim, 1966). However, this earlier work was but the

theoretical beginning for Guttman's later developments in

multidimensional scaling, out of which emerged the tech-

niques of facet design and analysis which provide the

framework for this study.

Facet Theory of Intergroup

Attitude-Behavior

The multidimensional technique of facet design

and analysis provides "a tool for the organization of

ideas" (Foskett, 1963, p. 111) in order to derive a the-

oretical model for the structure of intergroup attitudes.

As opposed to other attitude scaling methodologies, it
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puts emphasis on a rigorous qualitative analysis of

behavior in the attitude domain being studied. This is

consistent with Guttman's (1959) belief that "proceeding

from a semantic structure to a statistical structure

appears necessary in order to relate abstract social

theory to empirical research" (p. 319).

An attitude is defined by Guttman (1950a) as "a

delimited totality of behavior with respect to something"

(p. 51). A "universe" of attributes or elements can be

postulated to describe all aspects of the attitude area.

These elements generate the basic items of the scale, and

can be clustered into sets or "facets" of related ele-

ments. It is not necessary to write an item to tap every

conceivable attribute, but to include a representative

sampling of the most relevant aspects. According to

Guttman (1944), a sample of attributes can be used to

draw inferences about the universe of attributes.

This systematic, rational approach to item genera-

tion is one of the valuable products of the facet

methodology:

The facet approach in test construction makes it

possible to arrive at items by a systematic a

riori design, instead of the usual process of

de51gning test items which is largely based on

intuition and on subsequently weeding out inap-

propriate items by means of statistical analysis

of test results (Guttman & Schlesinger, 1967,

p. 3).
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In analyzing the components of intergroup atti-

tudes, Guttman discovered that there are two logical

dimensions that express relationships among facets. One

dimension clarifies the interaction between the subject

and the object of the attitude-behavior with respect to

any given characteristic of the object group. Guttman's

term for this dimension is "joint struction." The joint

struction provides a universal statement about the rela-

tionship among common facets of attitude-behavior.

A second dimension is situation and/or object

specific rather than universal. It connects the facets

which depict the characteristics of the Object group

toward which the attitude-behavior of the subject may be

directed. This has been termed by Guttman "lateral

struction." For the purposes of item construction for an

attitude-behavior scale, the lateral struction yields the

item content, which varies from item to item; the joint

struction produces the item structure, which is held con-
 

stant for any given level of the scale. This struction-

ing of the universe of attributes of the attitude area

into joint and lateral components provides a multidimen-

sional model of attitude-behavior, a model which has

recently been empirically obtained by Bedwell (1977).

Guttman's Four-Level Theory

The significance of the concept of joint struction

of attitude universes emerged from Guttman's (1959)
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analysis of the research on stereotypes, norms, and

interracial behavior reported by Bastide and van den

Berghe (1957). He identified three necessary facets

involved in any intergroup attitude item: the subject's

behavior (belief or overt action), the referent for this

behavior (the subject's group or the subject himself),

and the referent's intergroup behavior (comparative or

interactive). The semantic structure thus described is

shown in Table 2. Guttman designated the first of the

two elements of each of these facets as the "weaker" ele-

ment (subscript l), and the second as the "stronger" ele-

ment (subscript 2). A given item would be only as strong

as the number of strong (subscript 2) elements it con-

tained.

Table 2

Three Facets and Their Corresponding Elements

Contained in the Joint Struction of

an Attitude Universe

 

 

(A) (B) (C) '

. , Referent s

Sgfigsggrs Referent Intergroup

Behavior

al belief bl subject's cl comparative

group

a2 overt b subject c2 interactive

action himself
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From this formulation it followed that an indi-

vidual item could have a total of four possible combina-

tions of weak and strong elements: none, one, two,

three, or four strong elements, combined with four, three,

two, one, or no weak elements, respectively. Guttman

therefore postulated that if the elements are correctly

ordered within facets, and facets correctly ordered with

respect to each other, a semantic analysis of attitude

items according to n dichotomous facets would reveal Nil

types or levels of attitude items. There is an inherent

order (simplex structure) in which each level has one more

strong facet than the preceding one.

Since facets are sets of related elements, the

number of possible combinations or orderings or these ele-

ments is given by the mathematics of set theory. In this

case, three facets with two elements apiece will yield

2 x 2 X 2 or eight combinations: (1) alblcl' (2) alblCZ'

. . . (8) a b Guttman used the term "semantic pro-
2 2 2'

file" for a combination of elements so formed. Of the

eight possible profiles of elements for a joint struction

with three facets and two elements in each facet, there

is only one set of all-weak elements, three sets with one

strong element, three with two strong elements, and one

with all-strong elements. That is, there are four levels

with five possible "semantic paths" along which elements

can successively change from weak to strong. The semantic
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path or sequence of four sets, one from each level, that

is chosen for the formulation of item wording is the one

that makes the best logical sense.

Based on Bastide and van den Berghe's analysis,

Guttman defined the following levels of content in inter-

racial attitude-behavior:

l.

2.

Stereotype: Belief of a (white subject) that

his own group (excels--does not excel) in

comparison with Negroes on (desirable traits).

Norm: Belief of (a white subject) that hip

own group (ought--ought not) interact with

Negroes in (social ways).

Hypothetical Interaction: Belief of (a white

subject) that he himself (W111--will not)

interact with Negroes in (social ways).

Personal Interaction: Overt action of (a

white subject) himself (to--not to) interact

with Negroes in (soc1a1 ways) (1959, p. 319).

The profile elements for the four levels of atti-

 

 

 

 

tude items described by Guttman are given in Table 3.

Table 3

Profile Elements and Descriptive Terms for

Four Levels of Attitude Struction

 

 

Level Profile Descriptive Term

1 alblcl Stereotype

2 alblCZ Norm

3 albzc2 Hypothetical inter-

action

4 a b c Personal interaction
2 2 2
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Jordan's Six-Level Adaptation

of Guttman's Facet Theory

Jordan (1971) expanded Guttman's three-facet,

four-level model for the joint struction of intergroup

attitude-behaviors by adding two facets to the paradigm

so as to further qualify the relationship between the

referent and the object of the attitude-behavior (Table

4). In effect, Jordan incorporated affective and conative

elements to enhance the descriptive power of the model.

Table 4

Jordan Facets Used to Determine Joint

Structionl of an Attitude Universe

 

 

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E)

Referent Actor's Domain of

Referent . Actor Intergroup Actor's

Behav1or . .

Behav1or Behav1or

a others b belief c others d compari- e hypo-

l 1 l l l .

son thetical

a self b experience c self d inter- e opera-

2 . . .

(I) (overt (m1ne/my) act1on tional

behavior)

 

The impact of the two additional facets is to

expand the levels for scale development from four to six,

with the addition of two levels at the stronger end of the

continuum, namely, Personal Feeling and Personal Action
 

(Table 5). These levels add to the multidimensionality

of the scale, and expand its domain into the realms of
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Table 5

Profile Elements and Descriptive Terms for

Jordan's Six-Level Joint Struction of

an Attitude Universe

 

 

Level Profilea Descriptive Term

1 al bl c1 dl el Societal stereotype

2 al bl c1 (12 e1 Societal norm

3 a2 bl cl d2 el Personal moral evaluation

4 a2 bl c2 d2 el Personal hypothetical action

5 a2 b2 C2 (312 el Personal feeling

6 a2 b2 c2 d2 e2 Personal action

 

feeling and action, which focus more closely on issues of

attitude-behavior prediction and change. Jordan and his

associates have empirically tested the expanded model in

terms of its applicability to the investigation of such

intergroup attitudes as those toward the retarded (Jordan,

1970), the physically disabled (Down, 1974), the deaf

(Poulos, 1970), drug abusers (Kaple, 1972; Nicholson,

1972), racial-ethnic groups (Brodwin, 1973; Hamersma,

1969), and women (Jordan, 1975). The same model, without

adaptation, has been employed in the assessment of atti-

tudes toward abstract concepts such as technical educa—

tion (Jordan, 1975), educational change (Jordan, 1975),

and open education (Bryant, 1975).
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Scale Development

The procedure of facet analysis enables the

researcher to explicate the lateral struction of the

attitude content, as well as the joint struction of the

attitude-behavior which gives the requisite number of

levels in the scale and the formulation of item word-

ing in each level. Guttman (1959) expresses the relation-

ship among the facets so derived by means of a "mapping

sentence," and states that "lack of theoretical clarity

as to the specification of the facets of the mapping may

be the situation that often impedes the connection between

abstract theory and empirical work" (p. 323) .

An illustration of a mapping sentence for inter-

group attitudes is given in Figure 2.

In order to attach a weighted intensity score to

each item, responses are marked on a four-point continuum

ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree. Pre-

testing and item analysis are used to identify the most

reliable items for inclusion in the final scale.

Simplex Approximation Test

When items are written to correspond to each of

the prescribed level definitions, then levels on the

scale that are closer to each other should be more simi-

lar, and therefore scores for these levels should corre-

late more highly than scores for levels that are more
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distant. Guttman and Schlesinger (1966) term this the

"principle of contiguity," and require that items which

are close semantically should be close statistically. It

can be deduced from this that correlations between two

levels should decrease the more steps there are between

them. This provides a theoretical basis for predicting

the structure of an intercorrelation matrix among

empirical scores on the levels of a facet-designed scale.

A correlation matrix which exhibits the relation-

ship predicted by the contiguity hypothesis is called a

"simplex." Guttman (1954) defines a simplex as "sets of

scores that have an implicit order from 'least complex'

to 'most complex'" (p. 400). It is not necessary to pre-

dict the magnitude of the correlations, merely the order

of increments. Table 6 illustrates a hypothetical matrix

with a simplex structure (Hamersma, 1969, p. 73).

A simplex is characterized by (a) ascending cor-

relations starting from the zero point at the intersection

of the coordinates, and (b) closer correlations between

adjacent levels than between levels further removed.

A statistical procedure to evaluate the goodness

of fit of an empirically derived matrix to the hypothe-

sized "best-ordered" matrix was given by Kaiser (1962).

Kaiser's technique involves the sorting and rearranging

of all adjacent pairs of correlation coefficients so as

to generate the best possible simplex approximation, and
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Table 6

Hypothetical Matrix of Level-by-Level Correlations

Illustrating the Simplex Structure

 

 

Level 1 2 3 4

1 --

2 .60 ~-

3 .50 .60 --

4 .40 .50 .60 --

 

NOTE: One does not attempt to predict the magni-

tude of each correlation coefficient. The simplex

requirements do not necessitate either identical mathe-

matical differences among various correlations or identi—

cal correlations between sets or adjacent levels; so that

the bottom row of the matrix reading from left to right

could contain such figures as .10, .32, and .49.

2 to the originalassigning the descriptive statistic, Q

and rearranged matrices.' The value of g2 can range from

0.00 to 1.00. Jordan and his co-workers (Hamersma, 1969)

have empirically tested the g2 statistic by applying it

to matrices of artificial data. Their conclusion was that

a value of .70 or better is required to accept a 6 x 6

matrix as approximating a simplex.

The attainment of a simplex in the empirical data

can be taken as evidence for the construct validity of

the scale. It is confirmation that the items were Opera-

ting as designed, and that the facets employed were

"necessary if not sufficient" to define the intergroup

attitude.
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In assessing the contribution of Guttman's facet

analysis to the field of attitude scaling, Jordan (1971)

has commented that

. . . the Guttman structural facet theory approach

(a) to the definition of a research problem,

(b) the selection of the variables for study, and

(c) the structioning of relationships between the

dependent and independent variables--is necessary

if one is to do research on attitudes that is

both socially relevant and methodologically

rigorous (p. 6).

 

 

Scales to Measure Attitudes

Toward Education

In spite of the popularity of the attitude scale

as a research instument, and the furor of public opinion

over educational policy, very little methodologically

rigorous work has been done in the area of attitudes

toward education. Only a handful of related studies were

located through an ERIC search of the literature since

July, 1964, using the descriptors "teacher attitudes,"

"affective behavior," and "affective objectives." Most

of these used the concept of "attitudes" very loosely as

opinion statements, or were directed toward narrow school

issues, or to subject matter areas such as elementary

school science or social studies courses. Other sources

of information were surveyed, including Scales for the

Measurement of Attitudes (Shaw & Wright, 1967) and A

Sourcebook for Mental Health Measures (Comrey et al.,

1973). No scales were found for the assessment of
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attitudes toward affective education per se. Of the

studies reviewed, only a half—dozen scales were judged

to be significant contributions to the field of educa-

tional attitudes in general.

The earliest attempt to define educational atti-

tudes was made by Peterson (1933), who developed a self-

report scale of 79 items, divided a priori into seven

areas of content to represent controversial educational

issues of the day. The instrument was used in a survey

of staff members from 25 teacher training institutions.

The scale was able to differentiate liberal and conserva-

tive thinking, which, in a broad sense, parallels pro-

gressivism and traditionalism in education. Younger

staff, those with higher degrees, and those who had

recently taken courses in the general theory of education

tended to cluster at the progressive end of the continuum.

The most highly controversial issues were those dealing

with aspects of freedom and change, that is, with dynamic

concepts. Peterson found that his subjects were inconsis-

tent in their ideological stance, endorsing both liberal

and conservative statements. He concluded that the two

viewpoints were not antithetical.

In 1952, two decades later, Cook, Leeds, and

Callis published the Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory,

a scale designed to measure the kind of classroom atmos-

phere a teacher candidate was likely to maintain.
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Although the dimensions underlying the 150 multiple

choice items are not known, the content of the items on

inspection appears to be drawn from the progressivism/

traditionalism debate. This is the only standardized

teacher attitude inventory available on the market.

Oliver and Butcher (1962) have criticized it because the

desired responses are easy to guess, and therefore a high

score can be faked.

Lindgren and Patton in 1958 constructed a 50-item

Opinionnaire on Attitudes toward Education. The Likert-

type items assessed attitudes toward child-centered poli-

cies in three areas: understanding the behavior of stu-

dents in terms of motivation, controlling behavior by

authoritarian methods, and emphasizing the learner rather

than what is learned. The scale is thus heavily oriented

toward progressive issues in education. High scores were

found to be correlated with subjects' age, sex, and

amount of education.

The most systematic attempt to develop a the-

oretical model of attitudes toward education was that of

Kerlinger and Kaya (1959) whose work is reviewed by Jor-

dan (1968). They first used gfmethodology, asking sub-

jects with known views on education to sort attitude

statements into piles denoting varying degrees of agree-

ment or disagreement. This substantiated their hypothesis

that educational attitudes were dichotomized in parallel
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dimensions, permissive and restrictive. The most dis-

criminating items were worked into a series of summated

scales and administered to a sample of approximately 200

subjects. Factor analysis was used to demonstrate the

existence of two factors, one a "permissive-progressive"

dimension, the other a "restrictive-traditional" dimen-

sion. The ten progressive and ten traditional items

which had the highest loadings were incorporated into the

Education Scale.

Kerlinger and Kaya found the two factors to be

independent of each other and related to professional

training. This meant to them, in corroboration of Peter-

sons's earlier findings, that a progressive position did

not imply anti-traditionalism, nor did traditionalism

ensure anti-progressivism. However, Shaw and Wright

(1967) are of the opinion that "the scale is measuring a

single continuum ranging from highly favorable to highly

unfavorable attitudes toward progressive practices in

education . . . .If so, considering each end of the con-

tinuum as a separate attitude may be misleading" (p. 84).

They recommend the scale for research purposes only. In

a similar vein, Oliver and Butcher (1962) note that Ker-

linger and Kaya obtained a quite reliable difference

score ("progressivism" minus "traditionalism"), and

interpreted it as a measure of inconsistency in attitude,
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which they feel is illogical if the factors are truly

independent.

Oliver and Butcher themselves made an important

attempt to place educational attitudes within a framework

of social attitudes. This British study, reported in

1962, proposed the theory that educational attitudes are

best represented by three dimensions: a bi-polar educa-

tional dimension (the N scale) and two social dimensions

(the R and T scales). The content of the N or Naturalism

scale is generally equivalent to what is called progres-

sivism in the United States. The opposite pole of that

scale measures Idealism, roughly equivalent to tradition-

alism. The R and T scales are drawn from Eysenck's

(1954) factor analytic work on political attitudes, and

represent Radicalism and Tendermindedness. A factor

analysis of responses to the scale by a sample of 300

teachers confirmed the appearance of the three factors

hypothesized and built into the items.

In recent years only one addition has been made

to the literature of educational attitude scales. As

part of a major study on the implementation of humanistic

education programs, Wight (1974) and his colleagues had

need for a measure that would discriminate between teach-

ers who favored humanistic teaching and those who were

more concerned with academic instruction. Accordingly,

they devised the Teacher Attitude Questionnaire, oriented
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toward teaching philosophy and practices, and perception

of school climate. Items were drawn from a rating scale

designed to distinguish open from traditional classroom

practices. From this information, and from subscale

titles which suggest the child-centered versus subject

matter-centered dichotomy, it is apparent that this

scale, also, falls into the progressivism/traditionalism

category. The nine subscales were derived through analy-

sis of responses of only 91 teachers from 19 different

schools. Significant correlations were found between

responses to certain items and demographic variables such

as age, sex, amount of education, grade taught, and

socioeconomic level of class.

It is of interest to report parenthetically a

recent master's thesis at Cornell University (Bryant,

1975) which employed Guttman-Jordan facet theory analysis

in the study of student attitudes toward open education.

The paradigm for intergroup attitudes was used to derive

the scale structure, although the attitude object in this

case was an abstract concept rather than a social group.

An 80-item attitude-behavior scale was constructed, with

five facets (role of the teacher, methods of instruction,

materials and activities, goals, and evaluation methods)

and four levels (stereotypes, norms, hypothetical

actions, and personal feelings about actions). The

research population included 597 sixth and seventh grade
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students in two junior high schools where open education

was practiced. The simplex structure was ascertained

statistically, showing that the area of student attitudes

to open education is scalable through facet analysis.

Summary

A review of the literature reveals no existing

scales for the measurement of teachers' attitudes toward

affective education. Six research instruments were iden-

tified whose purpose is to measure attitudes toward edu-

cation in general. Each of these scales, either by intent

or from the bias with which items were constructed or

borrowed from other sources, focuses on the perennial

progressivism versus traditionalism polarity. They con-

tain built-in dichotomies of items. Some researchers

suggest that these dimensions are independent, and suffi-

cient to explain attitudes in the educational domain.

Others detect evidence for inconsistency of the attitudes

so measured, and invoke additional theoretical dimensions

in an effort to explain the intercorrelations. Little

light has been shed on the probable structure of educa-

tional attitudes.

Items in the scales reviewed are all opinion

statements of an indefinite subject, and are lacking any

behavioral component. Consequently, all the scales tap

only the stereotypic level of attitudes. The wording of
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items can also be faulted because of their variable for-

mat and complex structure, which leads to ambiguity.

There is need for a multidimensional model of attitudes

to spell out the semantic conditions within which items

should be phrased. Item content should relate to sys-

tematic concepts of teaching practice and not to dichoto-

mous philosophical concepts alone.

A review of the major theoretical approaches to

attitude scaling indicates the heuristic value of the

Guttman facet-theory methodology for the design and

analysis of a scale for assessing teachers' attitudes

toward affective education.



CHAPTER IV

INSTRUMENTATION AND PROCEDURES

Although some substantive hypotheses are tested

in this study, the primary emphasis is methodological.

The major thrust of the study is to develop a modifica-

tion of Guttman facet theory for the study of attitudes

toward affective education, and to apply it in the con-

struction of an attitude-behavior scale as a self-report

instrument for elementary school teachers.

The facet theory approach is chosen for this

study because it provides a rationale for analysis of

cognitive-affective-conative components, and is therefore

most pertinent for attitude research, especially in the

affective domain. It is a method which allows the sys-

tematic description and structuring of the attributes of

the attitude-behavior complex. Once this qualitative

model has been devised, the scale is derived from it by

logical and semantic Operations, and is then available

for the quantitative analysis of the research problems.

An attitude is defined by Guttman (1950) as "a

delimited totality of behavior with respect to something"

(p. 51). A "universe" of attributes or elements can be

51
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postulated as describing all aspects of the attitude

area. A representative sampling of these elements gen-

erates the content and wording of the basic items of the

scale. The elements can be clustered into sets or "facets"

of related elements. The facets are then stratified in

two dimensions: joint struction, which is a semantic

analysis of universal behavioral components of attitude

independent of item content, and lateral struction, which

links facets dependent on the situation and content area

of the study. A theoretical structure of the attitude

area is then develOped by means of the "mapping sentence,"

which specifies the logical relationships among the

facets. By a further semantic analysis of the joint

facet profiles delimited in the mapping sentence, attitude

statements are derived and arrayed into levels of increas-

ing strength of interpersonal interaction. A multidimen-

sional scale can then be constructed by rephrasing the

core item content in the terms of the attitude statement

for each of the desired levels. Four response foils

ranging from "strongly disagree" to "strongly agree" are

attached to each item.

Guttman considers aui attitude area to be scal-

able if responses to a set of items in that area arrange

themselves in a predicted order. His "contiguity hypothe-

sis" suggests that the more similar two levels of the

attitude scale are in their facet structure, the more
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highly they will correlate. Therefore the intercorrela-

tions will form a hierarchical order or simplex.

Kaiser's (1962) g2 statistic can be used to evaluate how

closely a matrix of intercorrelations between level

scores approximates a simplex. If the simplex structure

is obtained in empirical data, it is validation that the

attitude area is scalable and that the facets utilized

were necessary components of that attitude domain.

In short, facet design and analysis permits the

construction of a multilevel scale based on an a priori

structural theory of belief and action, and the prediction

of the statistical structure that will emerge in empiri-

cal data if the attitude area is indeed scalable.

Modified Facet Analysis

Used in This Study
 

The present study represents a modification in

the statement of the joint struction to adapt to the

situation under investigation. Previous studies using

Guttman's paradigm and Jordan's elaboration of it have

dealt with intergroup attitude-behaviors, in exploring
 

attitudes toward drug abusers, Blacks, or the mentally

retarded. In this study, however, the focus is on atti-

tudes toward a concep , affective education. The object

is to delimit the state or condition of affective educa-

tion according to the beliefs and experiences of elemen-

tary teachers, from the perspective of their own
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self-reference and of their reference group of teachers-

in-general. This statement generates the facets and

elements of Table 7.

Table 7

Three Facets and Their Corresponding Elements

Containedjxithe Joint Struction of Attitude-

Behavior Toward Affective Education

 

(A) (B) (C)

 

Referent Behavior State or Condition

a1 subject's group b1 belief cl imperative

a2 subject himself b2 experience c2 indicative

 

The joint struction for the study is further

depicted in facets A, B, and C of the mapping sentence in

Figure 3. These three facets are sufficient to form a

semantically complete statement when combined with each

of the attitude-behavior elements in turn from the lateral

struction. Each facet in the joint struction is a set

of related elements which vary in strength from low (sub-

script 1) to high (subscript 2). Thus a statement about

sslg is stronger than one about others; experience is

stronger than belief; and an indicative statement of what

is is stronger than an imperative statement of what EBEEE

to be.
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The lateral struction links the facets or sets of

elements specifying the content of the attitude domain.

Following Guttman's recommendations (Summers, 1970),

informal experience and consensus were used to identify

the attributes of affective education to be incorporated

into the items of the scale. A large number of attri-

butes were recorded during a search of the literature on

affective education, from previous scales of attitudes

toward education, from analysis of a taped presentation

by David Groves, coordinator of the Focus Project, and

from discussion with other authorities. Items were clus-

tered by content analysis into facets of related elements,

and submitted to doctoral students in the Seminar on

Rehabilitation Research, who assisted in selecting the

most relevant items and facets. The lateral struction

delimiting attitudes toward affective education is given

in the mapping sentence in Figure 3, facets B through I.

Using all combinations of one element from each

_of the three joint facets, eight different "profiles" or

attitude statements were logically constructed (Table 8).

These statements were ordered into levels on the basis of

the number of stronger elements contained. Thus, level 1

contains all weak elements, and level 4 contains all

strong elements.

Among the eight facet profiles so formed, six

possible semantic paths were identified by systematically



T
a
b
l
e

8

T
h
r
e
e
-
F
a
c
e
t
,

F
o
u
r
-
L
e
v
e
l

S
y
s
t
e
m
o
f
A
t
t
i
t
u
d
e
-
B
e
h
a
v
i
o
r

S
t
a
t
e
m
e
n
t
s
:

L
e
v
e
l
s
,

F
a
c
e
t

P
r
o
f
i
l
e
s
,

D
e
f
i
n
i
t
i
o
n
a
l

S
t
a
t
e
m
e
n
t
s
,

a
n
d

D
e
s
c
r
i
p
t
i
v
e

T
e
r
m
s

f
o
r
E
i
g
h
t

C
o
m
b
i
n
a
t
i
o
n
s

o
f

J
o
i
n
t

S
t
r
u
c
t
u
r
e

E
l
e
m
e
n
t
s

 

L
e
v
e
l

F
a
c
e
t

P
r
o
f
i
l
e

N
o
.
a

D
e
f
i
n
i
t
i
o
n
a
l

S
t
a
t
e
m
e
n
t

1
*
*
a
b

c
O

1
1

1
*
*
O
t
h
e
r
s

b
e
l
i
e
v
e

a
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e

e
d
u
c
a
-

t
i
o
n

o
u
g
h
t

t
o

b
e

.
.

.

*
*
a

b
c

l
2

1
1

*
*
I
b
e
l
i
e
v
e
a
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e

e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n

o
u
g
h
t

t
o

b
e

.
.

.

a
l
b
z
c
1

1
O
t
h
e
r
s

k
n
o
w

f
r
o
m

e
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
c
e

2
t
h
a
t

a
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e

e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n

o
u
g
h
t

t
o

b
e

.
.

.

a
l
b
l
c
2

1
O
t
h
e
r
s

b
e
l
i
e
v
e

t
h
a
t

a
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e

e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n

i
s

.
.

.

a
2
b
2
c
l

2
I
k
n
o
w

f
r
o
m

e
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
c
e

t
h
a
t

a
f
f
e
c
-

t
i
v
e

e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n

o
u
g
h
t

t
o

b
e

.
.

.

O
t
h
e
r
s

k
n
o
w

f
r
o
m

e
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
c
e

t
h
a
t

l
2

2
.

.
.

a
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e

e
d
u
c
a
t
1
o
n

i
s

.
.

.

(
*
*
)
a
2
b
l
c
2

2
I
b
e
l
i
e
v
e

a
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e

e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n

‘
-
-
-

i
s

.
.

.

4
*
*
a

b
c

3
*
*
I

k
n
o
w

f
r
o
m
e
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
c
e

t
h
a
t

2
2

2
.

.
.

-
—
—
—
—
—
-

a
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e

e
d
u
c
a
t
1
o
n

i
s

.
.

.

D
e
s
c
r
i
p
t
i
v
e

T
e
r
m

*
*
N
o
r
m
a
t
i
v
e

i
m
p
e
r
a
t
i
v
e

b
e
l
i
e
f

*
*
P
e
r
s
o
n
a
l

i
m
p
e
r
a
t
i
v
e

b
e
l
i
e
f

N
o
r
m
a
t
i
v
e

i
m
p
e
r
a
t
i
v
e

e
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
c
e

N
o
r
m
a
t
i
v
e

i
n
d
i
c
a
t
i
v
e

b
e
l
i
e
f

P
e
r
s
o
n
a
l

i
m
p
e
r
a
t
i
v
e

e
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
c
e

N
o
r
m
a
t
i
v
e

i
n
d
i
c
a
t
i
v
e

e
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
c
e

(
*
*
)
P
e
r
s
o
n
a
1

i
n
d
i
c
a
t
i
v
e

b
e
l
i
e
f

*
*
P
e
r
s
o
n
a
l

i
n
d
i
c
a
t
i
v
e

e
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
c
e

*
*
C
o
m
b
i
n
a
t
i
o
n
s

i
n

t
h
e

s
e
m
a
n
t
i
c
p
a
t
h

u
s
e
d

f
o
r

i
t
e
m
/
l
e
v
e
l

c
o
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n

i
n

t
h
e

A
B
S
:
A
E
.

(
*
*
)
T
h
i
s

c
o
m
b
i
n
a
t
i
o
n

i
s
p
a
r
t

o
f

t
h
e

s
e
m
a
n
t
i
c

p
a
t
h
,

b
u
t

i
s
n
o
t

u
s
e
d

i
n

t
h
e

s
c
a
l
e
.

a
N
u
m
b
e
r

o
f

s
t
r
o
n
g

e
l
e
m
e
n
t
s

(
s
u
b
s
c
r
i
p
t

2
)
.

57



58

changing elements one at a time from weak to strong, so

as to make an orderly progression through the four levels.

In other words, there were six groupings using one defi-

nitional statement from each of the four levels which

could be used to phrase attitude-behavior items in com-

bination with elements from the lateral struction. To

form the different levels of the scale the core content

of an item was embedded in a definitional statement which

changed from level to level, moving from the generalized

other to the self, from belief to experience, and from

the imperative to the indicative mood.

The selection of the appropriate semantic path

was made after consideration of the meaning of the compo-

nent statements, choosing the one that would contribute

the most relevance to the scale. The chosen path is

indicated by asterisks in Table 8. Of the four levels,

level 3 was felt to be nonproductive for the present

study. Thus, three levels were designated for the scale:

1. Normative beliefs: Subject's perception

of what his reference group believes

ought to be in regard to a specific attri-

bute of affective education.

2. Personal beliefs: Subject's belief about

what ought to be in regard to a specific

attribute of affective education.

3. Personal experience: Subject's self-

reported experience of what happens in

practice in regard to a specific attri-

bute of affective education.
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Two stages in the formulation of the ABS:AE have

now been described. One was the search for the lateral

struction: the facets and elements which give the core

content for the items. The other stage was the semantic

analysis of attitude-behaviors toward a concept, and the

derivation of levels and definitional statements for a

scale. The next step was to develop the items by rephras-

ing each lateral element selected for the scale according

to the definitional statement of the joint struction for

the three levels to be included in the scale. Four

response foils ranging from "strongly disagree" to

"strongly agree" were attached to each item to provide

an intensity weight. In accordance with Guttman'sl

recently expressed view that items should be written in

positive form without randomly changing the direction of

foils, the response mode remained the same for each item,

with scores ranging from 1 for "strongly disagree" up to

4 for "strongly agree." An illustration of item construc-

tion for the three levels of the scale is given in

Table 9.

Pilot Study and Item Analysis

The first version of the scale was comprised of

six facets: curriculum issues (four items), goals (six

items), teaching procedures (six items), competency

 

1Personal communication to John E. Jordan, 1974.
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Table 9

An Example Taken from the ABS:AE Illustrating the

Rephrasing of a Lateral Element for Each

of the Three Levels, and the

Directions for Each Level

 

Directions: Indicate what most elemen-

tary teachers believe ought to be:
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Level 1 Item: Most teachers believe affective

(Normative education ought to be recognized as a

beliefs) subject in the elementary school

curriculum.

1. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

Directions: Indicate what you, yourself,

believe ought to be:

Level 2 Item: I believe affective education

(Personal ought to be recognized as a subject

beliefs) in the elementary school curriculum.

1. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

Directions: Indicate what you have found

from experience:

Level 3 Item: I have found that affective educa-

(Personal tion is recognized as a subject in

experience) the elementary school curriculum.

 '1. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree
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issues (five items), participation issues (seven items),

and issues of support from systems (six items). This

yielded a basic subscale of 34 items which, when trans-

posed into the definitional statements for each of the

three levels, produced a scale of 102 items.

In order to test the joint structioning of the

scale and to refine the scale to a smaller number of

more reliable items, a pilot study was conducted in June,

1974. The scale was distributed to all teachers in one

of the four clusters of elementary schools in the Lansing

school district, a total of twelve schools. From this

group, 93 completed and usable answer sheets were

obtained.

A matrix of Pearson product-moment correlations

of item-to-item and item-to-total scores was run. From

an item analysis ten items were identified which could

be eliminated from the scale, leaving those 24 items

which contributed best to the reliability of the scale

because of their high item-total correlations with low

item-item correlations.

Revised Version of the

Attitude-Behavior

Scale

After the item analysis from the pilot study the

number of items in the scale was reduced to four in each

of the six facets: 24 in each level and 72 in the total
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scale. The wording of items and the directions for the

scale were refined where clarity was needed. The revised

scale is provided in Appendix C.

Personal Information Questionnaire

The present study is also an attempt to identify

some of the correlates of attitudes toward affective edu-

cation in the samples of elementary teachers surveyed.

An intensive review of the literature (Jordan, 1968)

indicated that four classes of variables were important

determinants, correlates, or predictors of attitudes:

(a) demographic factors such as age, sex, and

income, (b) socio-psychological factors such as

value orientation, (c) contact factors such as

amount, nature, perceived voluntariness and

enjoyment of the contact, and (d) the knowledge

factor, i.e., the amount of factual information

one has about the attitude object (Jordan,

1971, p. 7).

Items were constructed to tap variables from each

of these four classes for teachers of affective education.

Also included were items which have been found in other

recent studies to discriminate between subjects on ideo-

logical change factors. A final cluster of items com-

prised the nine-item Efficacy Scale which was reported

by Wolf (1967) and described as follows:

The continuum underlying this scale ranges from

a view that man is at the mercy of his environ-

ment and could only hope to secure some measure

of adjustment to forces outside of himself, to a

view that man could gain complete mastery of his

physical and social environment and use it for

his own purposes (p. 113).
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These demographic items were also included in

the pilot study and revised somewhat in wording and con-

tent for the final version of the Personal Information

Questionnaire (Appendix C: ABS:AE, items 73-96). Six-

teen variables are covered in the questionnaire.

1.

2.

10.

11.

12.

l3.

14.

15.

16.

Sex (item 73)

Age (item 74)

Level of education (item 75)

Years of experience in teaching (item 76)

Grade taught (item 77)

Prior knowledge of affective education

(item 78)

Amount of training in affective education

(item 79)

Affective education used in the classroom

(item 80)

Amount of experience teaching affective

education (item 81)

Availability of consultation or super-

vision (item 82)

Positiveness of experience with affective

education (item 83)

Political values (item 84)

Independence (item 85)

Opinion on birth control (item 86)

Opinion on child rearing (item 87)

Efficacy scale (items 88-96)
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Procedure
 

The impetus for the present study arose from the

researcher's knowledge that experiences in teaching

affective education over the previous several years had

been quite varied in the three adjoining Michigan school

districts of Grand Ledge, Lansing, and Waverly. The

central purpose of this study was to construct a scale

to measure attitudes toward affective education and to

test the construction of the scale on the populations of

teachers whose experiences in affective education were

known to be positive or negative.

Research Population

Four research groups were included in the study:

1. Grand Ledge schools with the Focus project.

Teaching staffs of three elementary schools who had been

supervised in affective education instruction by Project

Focus consultants for periods of one, two, and three

years were surveyed.

2. Grand Ledge schools without the Focus project.

This group consisted of the staffs of the remaining three

elementary schools in the district who had not yet

received training through Project Focus.

3. Lansing schools with the Focus prpject.

Staffs of Wexford Elementary School and the summer
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Migrant Education team, each with one year's experience

with Project Focus, were included in this group.

4. Waverly schools. Three elementary schools
 

in the Waverly district known to be near the median for

the district in demographic indicators were chosen.

Waverly has had negative reactions from parent groups

toward several affective education programs.

Collection of the Data

The research instruments were distributed to

participating school staffs by three administrators in

a uniform procedure. The researcher was responsible for

Waverly schools, and the two Project Focus consultants

for Lansing and Grand Ledge contacted the subjects in

their districts. The purpose of the study was presented

to each school staff at a regularly scheduled staff meet-

ing, and teachers were asked to complete the scales

individually, returning them to the school secretary.

Research Hypotheses

The purposes of the study were threefold: to

test the construction of the scale (§:l), to contrast the

scores of the research groups on each of the three levels

of the scale (HIE! 5:3! and H32), and to evaluate certain

demographic hypotheses in relation to the attitude data.

311‘ The data for the three-level ABS:AE

will form a Guttman simplex for each

of the four research groups.
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Rationale: According to Guttman's (1959) conti-
 

guity hypothesis, levels of the scale that are close

semantically will be close statistically. The correla-

tion matrix will approach a simplex, unless the items

were incorrectly chosen, or inaccurately assigned to

levels.

Instrumentation: Correlations between the
 

scores of the three levels of the ABS:AE.

Analysis: Kaiser 92. The obtained Q2 values for

each group shall equal or exceed .70.

H-2: There will be no difference in mean

scores for the four groups on Level 1

of the ABS:AE, Normative Beliefs.

Rationale: On the Normative Beliefs section of
 

the scale, subjects are asked to attribute attitudes

toward affective education to a "generalized other,"

namely, teachers in general. There is no evidence to

suppose that these attributed norms for the profession

would differ from one school district to the next.

Instrumentation: Mean scores on Level of of the
 

ABS:AE.

Analysis: One-way analysis of variance (ANOVA).

fiss: .Mean scores for the four groups will

differ on Level 2 of the ABS:AE, Per-

sonal Beliefs, with Focus schools

scoring more positively than non-Focus

schools.
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Rationale: In his theory of cognitive disso—
 

nance, Festinger (1957) summarizes research findings to

show that subjects who publicly comply with an endeavor

often subsequently change their private beliefs about the

issue to conform with the actions they have taken, and

thus reduce dissonance. Teachers who have complied with

the goals of the Focus project would therefore be likely

to alter their personal beliefs about affective education

in a positive direction. In addition, the classic

experiments in social psychology by Sherif (1935)

and Asch (1951) demonstrated the powerful influence of

group Opinion in shaping individual judgment. Project

Focus impacts positively on the entire staff of a school,

and should therefore have a determining influence on the

beliefs of the individual teacher.

Instrumentation: Mean scores on Level 2 of the
 

ABS:AE.

Analysis: One-way analysis of variance (ANOVA).

H-4: Mean scores for the four groups will

differ on Level 3 of the ABS:AE, Per-

sonal Experience, in the direction:
 

Grade Ledge Focus > Lansing Focus >

Grand Ledge Non—Focus > Waverly.

Rationale: The Focus project schools are known
 

to have had an explicit program of affective education,

which is longer established in Grand Ledge.' Affective

education has been discouraged in the Waverly schools.
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Instrumentation: Mean scores on Level 3 of the
 

ABS:AE.

Analysis: One-way analysis of variance (ANOVA).

Demographic Hypotheses
 

The Personal Information Questionnaire provided
 

data on 16 demographic variables which are often found to

correlate highly with attitude data. As an offshoot of

the study, correlations between the scores for each

group on the three levels of the scale and the predictor

variables were tabulated, in order to identify those that

are positively and significantly correlated.

Level of Significance
 

The region for rejection of the research hypothe-

ses was set at the .05 level of significance.



CHAPTER V

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

The primary task for analysis was to test the

construction of a Guttman facet-designed scale to measure

attitudes toward affective education in four populations

of elementary teachers known to have had varied experi-

ences in teaching affective education. Other substan-

tive hypotheses regarding the differences between the

groups on the three levels of the scale were also tested,

as well as post hoc hypotheses about the relationships

between responses to predictor variables and level

scores.

The data were tabulated on the CDC 6500 at the

Michigan State University Computer Center using the

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences program.

Table 10 contains the basic variable list used in this

study.

Demographic Characteristics

The four research groups comprised 31 teachers

from Grand Ledge schools with affective education pro-

grams, 30 teachers from the remaining Grand Ledge schools

without affective education training, 23 Lansing teachers

69
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Table 10

ABS:AE Basic Variables Lista by IBM Card and Column

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Score IBM ABS:AE

variable Range

Card Column Page Items

Attitude Level

1. Normative beliefs 24-96 1 22-45 1-4 1-24

2. Personal beliefs 24-96 2 22-45 5-8 25-48

3. Personal experience 24—96 3 22-45 9-12 49-72

Demographic Characteristics

4. Sexb 1-2 1-3 47 13 73

5. Age 1-5 1-3 48 13 74

6. Education l-5 1-3 49 13 75

7. Teaching experience 1-5 1-3 50 13 76

8. Grade taught 1—5 1-3 51 13 77

Affective Education

9. Knowledge 1-4 1-3 52 14 78

10. Training 1-4 1—3 53 14 79

11. Application 1-4 1-3 54 14 80

12. Experience 1-5 1-3 55 14 81

13. Supervision 1-4 1-3 56 14 82

14. Results 1-4 1—3 57 14 83

Change

15. Political values 1-4 1-3 58 15 84

16. Independence 1-4 1-3 59 15 85

17. Birth control 1-4 1-3 60 15 86

18. Child rearing 1-4 1-3 61 15 87

Value

19. Efficacy scale 9-36 1-3 62-70 15-16 88-96

Identity

20. Nationc 1-999 1-3 1-3

21. School districtd 1-3 1-3 4

22. Local schoole 1-6 1-3 5-6

23. Focus/non-Focus 1-2 1-3 7

24. Subject number 1-99 1-3 8-9

25. Card number 1-3 1-3 10

 

D
)

On the 22475 edition of the ABS:AE.

Sex: l-female, 2 male.

Nation: l33-U.S.A. .

School district: 1-Grand Ledge, 2-Lansing, 3-Waver1y.

Local school: Grand Ledgse—Ol-Delta Center, 02-De1ta Mills,

03-Greenwood, O4-Hayes, 05-Holbrook; Lansing—-Ol-Wexford, OZ-Migrant

Education Staff; Waverly--Ol-Colt, OZ-Winans, 03-Windemere Park.

fFocus/non-Focus: l-non-Focus, OZ-Focus.

0
0
'

(
D
O
-
I
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with affective education training, and 29 teachers from

Waverly schools where there were negative reactions to

affective education programs from the community. These

known characteristics of the research populations are

summarized in Table 11.

Table 12 presents the basic descriptive statis-

tics showing how the four research groups scored on the

major variables of the three-level scale and the Personal

Information Questionnaire. By inspection it can be seen

that Waverly educators as a group are older, have more

years of education, and longer teaching experience. Lan-

sing teachers tend to be younger,with correspondingly

less education, and shorter teaching experience. In

every group the highest level mean score is on Personal

Beliefs, the lowest on Personal Experience. It appears

that teachers place their own beliefs about what ought

to be in regard to affective education at a more positive

level than they rate the beliefs of their colleagues,

and more positive than what they are able to practice in

the classroom.

The more pertinent demographic items relate to

the experience of the research groups in teaching affec-

tive education. Items 78-81 deal with prior knowledge

of affective education, specific training, whether they

have applied it in their teaching objectives, how long

they have practiced it in the classroom, whether they
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have consultation or supervision available, and whether

the results of dealing with affective matters in the

classroom were positive or negative. The responses of

the four groups are contained in Table 13.

The trends in scoring items 78-81 indicate that

the Focus groups score more positively than the other

groups. More than half of the Focus teachers see them-

selves as having moderate knowledge of affective educa-

tion, and one in four consider themselves as having a

great deal of knowledge. Over half of these teachers

have had specific training. In the Grand Ledge Focus

group a significant 69 percent of the teachers provide a

formal program of affective education in their classrooms,

compared to 30 percent of the Lansing group, 14 percent

of the Waverly group, and 11 percent of Grand Ledge non-

Focus staff. Focus teachers tend to identify their

Project Focus consultants as employed by the school dis-

trict rather than seeing them as external to the system.

Grand Ledge non-Focus teachers, who anticipate

being provided with formalized training by the Focus

project in coming years, characterize themselves as much

more limited in knowledge, application, and supervision

of affective education than the others, and 50 percent

see themselves as having no training or experience in

teaching affective education.



to Affective Education Experience

Grand Ledge Grand Ledge
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Table 13

Scoring of the Four Research Groups on Items Relating

 

 

 

 

_ Lansing Waverly

Item Variable Focus Non Focus

N % N % N % N %

78. Knowledge

None 0 0.00 3 10.34 0 0.00 0 0.00

Very little 2 6.45 9 31.03 3 13.04 7 25.00

Moderate 21 67.74 14 48.28 15 65.22 18 64.29

A great deal 8 25.81 3 10.34 5 21.74 3 10.71

79. Training

None 4 13.33 15 51.72 5 21.74 7 25.00

Very little 5 16.67 7 24.14 4 17.39 10 35.71

Some 17 56.67 7 24.14 10 43.48 9 32.14

A great deal 4 13.33 0 0.00 4 17.39 2 7.14

80. Application

No 2 6.90 9 32.14 2 8.70 2 7.14

Yes-informal 7 24.14 16 57.14 14 60.87 22 78.57

Yes-formal 0 0.00 0 0.00 3 13.04 2 7.14

Ye?"f°rmal and 20 68.97 3 10.71 4 17.39 2 7.14
informal

81. Egperience

First year 9 29.03 5 16.67 10 45.45 1 3.70

Second year 7 22.58 3 10.00 8 36.36 5 18.52

Third year 6 19.35 2 6.67 2 9.09 2 7.41

More than 3 years 8 25.81 5 16.67 2 9.09 14 51.85

No experience 1 3.23 15 50.00 0 0.00 5 18.52

82. Supervision

None 2 6.45 11 40.74 1 5.00 5 17.86

Regular personnel 2 6.45 3 11.11 2 10.00 15 53.57

Special personnel 20 64.52 12 44.44 13 65.00 8 28.57

ont51de °°n' 7 22.58 1 3.70 4 20.00 0 0.00
sultants

83. Results

Very negative 1 3.23 l 3.57 0 0.00 O 0.00

Somewhat negative 2 6.45 2 7.14 0 0.00 l 3.57

Somewhat positive 20 64.52 17 60.71 15 65.22 19 67.86

Very positive 8 25.81 8 28.57 8 34.78 8 28.57
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Waverly teachers project themselves as having

moderate knowledge but not a great deal of training, and

applying affective eduCation in an informal way for a

longer period, with some supervision from within the

system.

All the groups were consistently positive in

their responses about the consequences of dealing with

affective matters, with one in four describing the

results as very positive. Only 7 teachers from through-

out the total group of 133 reported negative outcomes.

Item Analysis
 

Pearson product-moment correlatiOn matrices were

obtained giving inter-item and item-to-total correlations

between each Of the 24 items in a level and the total

scores for that level for each of the 4 groups. In order

to enhance the reliability of a scale, low inter-item

correlations are desired, indicating that the items are

heterogeneous (Anastasi, 1968). Anastasi also states

that the reliability of a scale depends on high item-to?

total correlations. Items which correlate low or nega-

tively with the total score contribute little to the

scale. Table 14 presents the item-to-total correlations

for the three levels and the four sample groups.

Item 18 (whether teachers should get special

recognition for teaching affective education) was the only



Correlations and Significance Levels of Item-to-TOtal Scores at Three Levels
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Table 14

of the ABS:AE for the Four Sample Groupsa

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

Grand Ledge Focus Grand Ledge Non-Focus Lansing Waverly

Items Levels Levels Levels Levels

1 2 3 l 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3

1 -.53 .44 .66 .32 .58 .45 .33 .75 .50 .64 .66 .11

(.002) (.01) (.001) (.08) (.001) (.01) (.12) (.001) (.02) (.001) (.001) .59)

2 .33 .40 .52 .36 .56 .39 .30 .79 .48 .58 .59 .75

(.08) (.03) (.003) (.05) (.001) (.03) (.16) (.001) (.02) (.001) (.001) .001)

3 .53 .52 .59 .44 .62 .19 .43 .65 .40 .14 .68 .49

(.003) (.003) (.001) (.01) (.001) (.32) (.04) (.001) (.06) (.48) (.001) .01)

4 .67 .53 .71 .37 .52 .51 .44 .45 .38 .55 .61 .35

(.001) (.003) (.001) (.04) (.003) (.003) (.04) (.03) (.07) (.002) (.001) .07)

5 .59 .33 .67 .38 .68 .26 .57 .39 .70 .47 .64 .75

(.001) (.07) (.001) (.04) (.001) (.17) (.01) (.06) (.001) (.01) (.001) .001)

6 .32 .25 .60 .30 .30 .14 .06 .12 .09 .06 .27 .25

(.08) (.19) (.001) (.10) (.10) (.44) (.80) (.60) (.68) (.75) (.15) .19)

7 .57 .59 .34 .36 .44 .36 .45 .67 .46 .50 .54 .33

(.001) (.001) (.07) (.04) (.01) (.04) (.03) (.001) (.03) (.01) (.003) .08)

8 .21 .49 .20 .05 .27 .14 .35 .52 .44 .48 .17 .43

(.26) (.01) (.29) (.79) (.15) (.45) (.11) (.01) (.04) (.Ol) (.37) .02)

9 .53 .61 .65 .55 .53 .45 -.35 .66 .81 .36 .55 .19

(.003) (.001) (.001) (.001) (.002) (.01) (.10) (.001) (.001) (.05) (.002) .33)

10 .55 .33 .79 .65 .76 .46 .37 .55 .20 .73 .62 .52

(.002) (.08) (.001) (.001) (.001) (.01) (.09) (.01) (.36) (.001) (.001) .004)

ll .56 .29 .67 .38 .25 .38 .56 .72 .76 .30 .45 .45

(.001) (.12) (.001) (.03) (.17) (.04) (.01) (.001) (.001) (.12) (.02) .01)

12 .39 .67 .62 .36 .57 .67 .40 .22 -.Ol .42 .54 .38

(.04) (.001) (.001) (.05) (.001) (.001) (.06) (.32) (.98) (.02) (.003) .04)

13 .56 .70 .36 .28 .69 .57 .30 .61 .68 .56 .62 .56

(.001) (.001) (.05) (.13) (.001) (.001) (.17) (.002) (.001) (.002) (.001) .002)

14 .34 .75 .59 .26 .47 .27 -.06 .29 .26 .16 .60 .45

(.08) (.001) (.001) (.16) (.01) (.14) (.78) (.18) (.24) (.40) (.001) .02)

15 .46 .45 .36 .43 .56 .32 .63 .25 .53 .65 .60 .64

(.01) (.01) (.05) (.02) (.001) (.08) (.001) (.26) (.Ol) (.001) (.001) .001)

16 .43 .49 .03 .61 .68 .51 .71 .45 .27 .41 .37 .32

(.02) (.01) (.87) (.001) (.001) (.003) (.001) (.03) (.21) (.03) (.05) .10)

17 .67 .57 .26 .59 .82 .61 .33 .10 .14 .41 .82 .39

(.001) (.001) (.17) (.001) (.001) (.001) (.12) (.65) (.53) (.03) (.001) .04)

18 .10 .12 .19 .12 .03 .32 -.18 .31 .23 .26 .08 .31

(.61) (.53) (.31) (.52) (.88) (.09) (.41) (.15) (.30) (.18) (.170) .11)

19 .32 .69 -.11 .58 .46 .48 .19 .34 .20 .13 .70 .29

(.09) (.001) (.56) (.001) (.01) (.01) (.39) (.11) (.38) (.49) (.001) .13)

20 .61 .58 .37 .55 .56 .62 .31 .70 .63 .48 .83 .31

(.001) (.001) (.05) (.002) (.001) (.001) (.16) (.001) (.001) (.01) (.001) .11)

21 .27 .71 .44 .55 .73 .29 .39 .71 .46 .28 .69 .44

(.15) (.001) (.02) (.002) (.001) (.14) (.07) (.001) (.03) (.14) (.001) .03)

22 .68 .72 .53 .70 .72 .42 .82 .85 .28 .60 .85 .45

(.001) (.001) (.003) (.001) (.001) (.02) (.001) (.001) (.19) (.001) (.001) .02)

23 .64 .79 .33 .62 .83 .46 .82 .77' .23 .59 .80 .31

(.001) (.001) (.08) (.001) (.001) (.01) (.001) (.001) (.30) (.001) (.001) .10)

24 .58 .69 .39 .54 .72 .68 .51 .76 .41 .51 .76 .40

(.001) (.001) (.03) (.002) (.001) (.001) (.01) (.001) (.05) (.01) (.001) .03)

aGrand Ledge Focus sample size = 31 Lansing sample size = 23

Grand Ledge Non-Focus sample size = 30 Waverly sample size II 29
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item which failed to reach a correlation of .50 on any

level for any group, and yielded uniformly low and even

negative indices. This item should be dropped from future

versions of the scale. Other items are valuable for their

contribution to certain levels of the scale even though

they may have low item-to-total correlations on another

level. Item 8 (the improvement of society as a primary

goal of affective education) is the only other item which

fails to correlate at the .001 level for any group or

scale level, though it does attain the .01 level.

The results for the Grand Ledge Focus group,

which has the most experience in affective education,

provide the most dependable data about which items con-

tribute most to the scale. Looking at the items which

correlate the highest with the total score on Level 2,

Personal Beliefs, the four items dealing with support
 

from systems (administration, school board, State Depart-

ment, and parents) rank among the top six, along with

competence of teachers and supervision. On Level 3, how-

ever, the six items which correlate most highly with the

total score on Personal Experience for the Grand Ledge

Focus group deal with strictly programmatic issues such

as techniques, curriculum, goals, performance objectives,

and materials, which suggests the impact of the Project

Focus consultants.
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Hypothesis Testing

Simplex Analysis

Hypothesis 1 predicts that the data for the

three-level ABS:AE will form a Guttman simplex for each

of the four research groups. The simplex approximation

was tested by using a computer program devised to produce

level-to-level correlations for each group, with the

obtained matrices evaluated according to Kaiser's (1962)

simplex approximation test, which assigns a 02 value to

each matrix. The program also rearranges adjacent pairs

of coefficients into the best possible simplex order, and

computes a g2 value for the "best-ordered" simplex. 02

is a descriptive statistic with a range from 0.00 to 1.00.

Hamersma (1969) established a criterion value for Q2 of

.70 as indicating an acceptable simplex for a six-level

scale. The value .70 applied to a four-level scale is

thus a more stringent test. Table 15 gives the 92 values

for the original and the best-ordered matrices for the

four groups. Each group surpasses the criterion level

for Q2, showing that the underlying statistical structure

of the empirical data conforms to the theoretical seman-

tic structure in the facet design of the scale. These

results indicate construct validity for the ABS:AE on

the groups tested.
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Table 15

Simplex Structure for Original and Best Matrices on the

Three-Level ABS:AE for Four Research Groups

 

  

 

Original Matrices Best Ordered Matrices

Levels

1 2 3 l 2 3

Grand Ledge 2 .57 __ .57 __

Focus

3 .40 .67 -- .40 .67 --

l -- gg= .82 -- Q?= .98

Grand Ledge 2 .51 __ .51 __

Non-Focus

3 34 .09 -- .09 34 --

1 -- 22: . 97 -- g2= .97

Lansing 2 .60 . -- .60 --

3 .45 .52 -- .45 .52 ~-

1 -- Q?=l.00 -- g?=l.00

Waverly 2 .39 -- .39 --

3 07 .21 -- .07 21 --

 

' .

Differences Between Groups

Hypothesis 2 states there will be no difference

in mean scores for the four groups on Level 1 of the

scale, Normative Beliefs, as there is no reason to sup-
 

pose that these attributed norms for the profession would

differ from one school district to the next. Hypothesis

3 predicts that mean scores on Level 2, Personal Beliefs,

will differ, with Focus schools scoring more positively

because of their special training in affective education.
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According to Hypothesis 4, the mean scores for the four

groups on Level 3, Personal Experience, should differ in

a specified way, with Grand Ledge Focus scoring higher

than Lansing, followed by Grand Ledge non-Focus, and with

Waverly the lowest.

The sample sizes, means, and standard deviations

for the four groups are given in Table 12 (page 73).

One-way analyses of variance (ANOVA) were used to assess

the differences among group means. Table 16 summarizes

the analysis of variance results for the three levels of

the scale. A significance level of .05 was established

for rejection of the null hypothesis.

To further specify the differences between means,

the significant results of 5 tests on group contrasts

using a pooled variance estimate are reported in Table 17.

Significant contrasts were obtained on Levels 1 and 3.

The findings do not support Hypothesis 2, as sig-

nificant differences were found between the groups on

Normative Beliefs. Grand Ledge non-Focus teachers
 

attributed more positive beliefs about affective educa-

tion to the profession as a whole than did the Grand

Ledge Focus and Waverly groups.

Neither do the findings bear out the predictions

of Hypothesis 3, as there are no significant differences

between groups on Personal Beliefs. The difference

between Lansing scores and those of Grand Ledge Focus and
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Table 16

ANOVA Summary Tables for the Four Sample Groups

on the Three Levels of the ABS:AE

 

Source of Sum of Mean

 

 

 

 

 

 

Level Variation Squares df Squares F Sig.

Between groups 469.25 3 156.42

1 Within groups 5,179.21 109 47.52 3'29 '02

Between groups 440.23 3 146.74

2 Within groups 10,412.41 109 95.53 1'54 '21

Between groups 1,432.10 3 477.37

3 . . . .
Within groups 5,694.89 109 52.25 9 14 0001

Table 17

Summary of Significant t_Tests for Sample Groups

on Levels 1 and 3 of the ABS:AE

Group Contrasts df T Value T Prob.

Level 1: Normative Beliefs

Grand Ledge non-F. > Grand Ledge F. 109 2.94 .004

Grand Ledge non-F. > waverly 109 2.42 .02

Level 3: Personal Experience

Grand Ledge F. > Grand Ledge non-F. 109 2.64 .01

Grand Ledge non-F. > Waverly 109 2.59 .01

Grand Ledge F. > Lansing 109 ‘2.07 .04

Grand Ledge F. > waverly 109 5.22 .0001

Lansing > Waverly 109' 2.79 .01
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Waverly approached a significant level, with a proba—

bility of .056 and .07, respectively. The mean score for

the Grand Ledge Focus group was the lowest of the four,

though this can be accounted for by random variation.

The results for Level 2 do indicate that teachers in each

of the four groups surveyed are quite positive in their

personal attitudes toward affective education.

Hypothesis 4 was supported by the findings, with

the means for the four groups on Level 3 ranking in the

predicted way. This provides further validation for

Level 3 of the scale, as the groups known to differ in

experience with affective education scored as expected.

The mean for the Grand Ledge Focus group was significantly

higher than each of the other groups, and Waverly's mean

was significantly loWer than each of the others.

Predictor Variables

Post hoc hypotheses were derived from the demo-

graphic and predictor variables contained in the Personal

Information Questionnaire, described in Chapter IV.

These hypotheses would predict a significant correlation

between scores on these items and scores for individual

levels of the ABS:AE. 'The correlations and significance

levels for the items of the Personal Information Ques-

tionnaire and the three levels of the scale are tabulated

in Tables 18-20.
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Table 18

Correlations and Significance Levels Between Demographic

Variables and Total Score on ABS:AE Level 1,

Normative Beliefs

 

 

  

 

Graggctzdge GNSEfFEESZe Lansing Waverly

Variable (N = 31) (N = 30) (N= 23) (N= 29)

r P r P r P r P

Sex -.23 .20 -.16 .38 .00 1.00 -.23 .20

Age -.38 .03* -.ll .54 -.17 .44 -.17 .37

Education -.21 .25 -.O4 .82 -.20 .36 -.21 .27

Teaching exper. -.16 .36 .06 .75 .27 .22 -.10 .60

Grade taught .09 .60 -.13 .50 .49 .03* -.17 .38

Knowledge-Aff. Ed. .19 .29 .28 .12 .03 .91 -.29 .12

Training-Aff. Ed. -.09 .62 .15 .40 .36 .10 -.18 .35

Application .22 .22 .14 .43 .23 .29 .05 .79

Exper.-Aff. Ed. -.09 .61 -.27 .13 -.10 .66 —.21 .28

Supervision -.04 .81 -.O4 .85 .09 .69 -.39 .03*

Results .53 .001** .06 .75 -.28 .19 .07 .72

Political values —.12 .53 .19 .31 .48 .02* .25 .18

Independence -.40 .02* .13 .49 .23 .29 .30 .11

Birth control -.22 .22 .29 .12 .25 .26 .12 .53

Child rearing -.02 .91 .13 .50 .26 .24 -.07 .72

Efficacy Scale .03 .88 .63 .005**.09 .62 .06 .80

 

*p .<_ .05

[
A

**P .01
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Table 19

Correlations and Significance Levels Between Demographic

Variables and Total Score on ABS:AE Level 2,

Personal Beliefs

 

Grand Ledge Grand Ledge

 

 

Focus Non-Focus Lansing Waverly

Variable (N = 31) (N = 30) (N= 23) (N= 29)

r P r P r P r P

Sex -.25 .15 -.Ol .96 .33 .12 -.24 .20

Age -.41 .02* -.4O .02* -.13 .55 - 19 .32

Education -.23 .18 .04 .83 .10 .65 .18 .33

Teaching exper. -.31 .08 -.35 .05* .31 .15 -.10 .59

Grade taught .11 .54 -.00 1.00 .34 .15 -.48 .Ol**

Knowledge-Aff. Ed. .17 .33 .35 .05* .30 .17 .30 .11

Training-Aff. Ed. -.09 .63 .21 .25 .70 .001** .41 .02*

Application .17 .36 .33 .07 .51 .Ol* .32 .09

Exper.-Aff. Ed. -.14 .42 -.39 .03* -.16 .48 -.37 .05*

Supervision .20 .26 .22 .25 .62 .003** -.27 .15

Results .65 .0001** .35 .05* .13 .55 .22 .25

Political values -.00 .99 .14 .46 .28 .19 .21 .27

Independence -.13 .48 .25 .18 .21 .33 .33 .08

Birth control -.17 .35 .22 .24 .29 .18 .33 .07

Child rearing .28 .12 .00 1.00 .10 .66 -.26 .17

Efficacy scale .03 .88 .09 .93 -.22 .30 .45 .01**

 

*P 5,.05

**P 5,.01
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Table 20

Correlations and Significance Levels Between Demographic

Variables and Total Score on ABS:AE Level 3,

Personal Experience

 

Grand Ledge Grand Ledge

 

 

 

Focus Non-Focus Lansing Waverly

Variable (N = 31) (N = 30) (N= 23) (N= 29)

r P r P r P r P

Sex -.14 .45 -.02 .91 .33 .12 -.O6 .75

Age -.36 .04* .07 .68 -.14 .53 .08 .67

Education -.16 .36 -.32 .07 -.18 .43 -.05 .81

Teaching exper. -.28 .12 .22 .22 .39 .07 .15 .43

Grade taught -.18 .31 -.25 .17 -.29 .23 .001 .99

Knowledge-Aff. Ed. .21 .25 .22 .22 -.01 .96 .20 ‘.3o

Training-Aff. Ed. .12 .50 .40 .02* .52 .01** .13 .50

Application .14 .43 .18 .31 .35 .10 .35 .06

Exper.-Aff. Ed. -.02 .91 -.13 .47 -.22 .34 .04 .83

Supervision .22 .22 .20 .28 .42 .06 .42 .02*

Results .62 .0001** .14 .47 .06 .78 .33 .08

Political values -.03 .85 -.O4 .84 .22 .31 -.32 .09

Independence -.08 .67 -.15 .44 -.09 .67 .09 .63

Birth control .05 .77 -.09 .65 .15 .50 -.24 .19

Child rearing .29 .12 .07 .70 .20 .36 .52 .003**

Efficacy scale -.05 .76 -.27 .14 .09 .67 .01 .96

 

*P S..05

**P 5,.01.
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There were no significant correlations for the

variables of sex, amount of education, or opinion on birth

control for any group or level. The other variables

obtained correlation indices significant at the .05 level

for certain groups and levels. Age was significantly and

negatively correlated with scores on all three levels for

the Grand Ledge Focus group. (The most striking finding

was the high correlation between perceived positiveness

of the results of dealing with affective matters in the

classroom and scores on all three levels for the Grand

Ledge Focus staff. The Efficacy Scale of nine items

proved to be an effective predictor of total scores only

for the Waverly group on Levels 1 and 2. This means that

‘as the Waverly staff scored high on a sense of control

over their environment they scored high on normative and

personal beliefs toward affective education.

Since personal experience in teaching affective

education in the population sampled was largely deter-

mined by school district and opportunity, predictor vari-

ables are of less consequence for Level 3 of the scale.

It is more relevant to define those personal character—

istics that correlate with Personal Beliefs. The pattern

of significant correlations for predictor variables on

Level 2 suggests that a younger teacher with less experi-

ence who has had training and supervision in affective

education and practices it in the classroom with positive

results will have a more positive attitude toward it.



CHAPTER VI

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The impetus for this study came from the

researcher's familiarity over a span of years with devel-

opments in local school districts as programming for

affective education was initiated. In three adjoining

school districts the circumstances were quite varied. In

the Waverly district several affective education programs

met with resounding objections from a parents' group

opposed to the idea of the school taking on a role in the

development of their children's attitudes or values. In

Grand Ledge, however, a planned, sequenced program to train

teachers in affective education methods and provide mate-

rials and consultation was introduced with the full sup-

port of the school board and administration. This was

Project Focus, with staff and funds provided by the Com-

munity Mental Health Board, while the Project office was

based in a Grand Ledge school. The procedure was to

introduce the program into the eight elementary schools

gradually, one school each year. The project was highly

successful in winning the support of educators and public

alike. In the second year the Focus project was

88
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introduced into two elementary schools in the Lansing

district.

During this same period, a bill that was intro-

duced before the Michigan House and Senate Committees on

Education and endorsed by a sizable group of representa-

tives was drawing a great deal of attention. A number of

the proposed amendments would, if enacted, seriously cur-

tail not only affective programming in the public schools,

but special services as well. The significance of the

bill lay in its enunciation of a viewpoing strongly sub-

scribed to by some citizens: that the schools should

develop a child's cognitive capacities only, and have no

right to intervene in other areas of personal development.

Review of the Literature

A survey of the literature on affective develop-

ment underlined this confusion and ambivalence about the

role of the elementary school in the affective develOp-

ment of the child. The topic of affective education

itself encompassed a wide range of issues and endeavors,

with little clarity or consensus about feasible objectives

for the public school. The point of logic was frequently

argued that affect and cognition are integral to the

behavior of the learner, and neither can be abstracted

out of a learning situation and negated. Yet the dilemma

was still apparent: whether to emphasize the affective
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component of any learning experience as a formal educa-

tional goal, or to leave it as part of the "hidden cur-

riculum"; to specify it as a desired outcome or to rele-

gate it to incidental learning.

Within the context of such divergent opinions,

both nationally and locally, about the nature and rele-

vance of affective education, it was pertinent to ask

about the attitudes of educators themselves. A review of

the literature on attitudes revealed no existing scales

for the measurement of teachers' attitudes toward affec-

tive education. Six research instruments were identified

whose purpose was to measure attitudes of teachers toward

education in general, but each of these focused on the

perennial traditionalism versus progressivism polarity.

Little progress had been made toward defining the probable

structure of educational attitudes, let alone the more

specified area of attitudes toward affective education.

A further review of articles on Guttman's facet

design and analysis of attitude scales showed his the-

oretical approach to provide a rationale for the struc-

tural analysis of cognitive-affective-conative components

of attitude-behavior. This approach therefore seemed

most suited to attitude research in the affective domain.

Purpose of the Study

The major thrust of the present study was to

develop a modification of Guttman facet theory for the
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study of attitudes toward affective education, to apply

it in the construction of an attitude-behavior scale for

affective education (ABS:AE) as a self-report instrument

for elementary teachers, and to test that construction on

the populations of teachers whose experiences in affective

education were known to range from negative to positive.

A post hoc evaluation of the relationship between demo-

graphic and predictor variables and attitude-behavior

scores was also undertaken.

Methodology
 

In contrast to most studies using Guttman facet

theory, this study focused on attitudes toward a concept

rather than a social group. It attempted to delimit the

state or condition of affective education according to

the beliefs and experiences of elementary teachers, from

the perspective of their own self-reference and of their

reference group of teachers-in-general. This necessi-

tated a modified facet-analytic approach, altering the

statement of joint struction (an analysis of universal

behavioral components of the attitude-complex) to adapt to

the situation under investigation. In order to refine

the scale to an optimal number of reliable items, a pilot

study was conducted in June, 1974, using as subjects 93

teachers from one of the four clusters of elementary

schools in the Lansing district. The final version of
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the scale comprised six facets of four items each:

curriculum issues, goals, teaching prcedures, competency

issues, participation issues, and issues of support from

systems which have impact on teachers. This basic sub-

scale of 24 items was transposed into the definitional

statements for three structural levels: normative

beliefs, the subject's perception of what his reference

group believes ought to be in regard to a specific attri-

bute of affective education, personal beliefs about what

ought to be, and personal experience of what happens in
 

practice in regard to those issues.

A Personal Information Questionnaire of 24 items

was compiled to record demographic data about the sub-

jects, as well as to measure those variables thought to

be likely determinants or predictors of attitudes toward

affective education in the target populations. The nine-

item Efficacy Scale was also incorporated into the ques-

tionnaire as an ideological or psycho-social measure.

The complete instrument included 96 items in all, 24 for

each of the three attitude-behavior levels and the Per-

sonal Information Questionnaire.

The instrument was then administered to four

"known groups" of subjects: 31 teachers from Grand Ledge

schools with affective education programs, 30 teachers

from other Grand Ledge schools without affective educa-

tion programs, 23 Lansing teachers with affective
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education training, and 29 teachers from Waverly schools

where there were negative parent reactions to affective

education“programs.

Major Findings of the Study

The main purpose of the study was to test the

construction of the Guttman facet-designed ABS:AE. If

the semantic analysis was correctly applied in the deriva-

tion of the items and levels for the scale, then according

to Guttman's (1959) contiguity hypothesis, the correla-

tion matrix between scores on the three levels of the

scale would approach a simplex, as evaluated by Kaiser's

Q2. For each of the four groups, the obtained Q2 values

far exceeded the criterion value for significance (.70).

These results give evidence for the construct validity of

the ABS:AE, and indicate the scalability of teacher atti-

tudes toward affective education in the four different

settings. Content validity of the scale can be assumed

by reason of the facet-analytic approach to the determina-

tion of relevant item content and wording.

An item-analysis was conducted, using Pearson

product-moment correlation matrices to provide inter-item

and item-to-total correlations between each of the 24 items

in a level and the total scores for that level for each of

the four groups. Item 18 (whether teachers should get

special recognition of teaching affective education) was
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the only item which failed to reach a correlation of .50

on any level for any group, and yielded uniformly low and

even negative indices. This item should be dropped from

future versions of the scale. All other items except one

correlated at the .001 level for at least one group or

scale level, and the one exception correlated at the .01

level, indicating satisfactory item reliability for the

scale.

Other hypotheses concerned the predicted differ-

ences between the four groups on the three levels of the

scale. On the Normative Beliefs section it was predicted
 

that there would be no differences between the groups in

their perception of the attitudes of their profession

toward affective education. However, an analysis of

variance and E-test contrasts between the group means

indicated that one of the groups, Grand Ledge non-Focus,

attributed more positive beliefs to their colleagues than

did the Grand Ledge.Focus or Waverly groups. This finding

suggests that normative beliefs may be affected by differ-

ences in treatment of the research groups. The staffs of

the four elementary schools in the Grand Ledge district

which have not yet had experience with the Focus project

apparently exaggerate the benefits and potentiality of

the program, as borne out by observation of the con—

sultants and response to certain items of the scale. From

an inspection of the responses of this group, it seems
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that Grand Ledge non-Focus staff have high expectations

for an affective education program that will motivate

students to learn and lead to the improvement of society,

that will be capable of assessment through specific per-

formance objectives, and that they will enjoy teaching.

Perhaps this positive perception of affective education

has influenced the responses of the group on Level 1, in

a kind of "halo effect." It is also possible that some

dynamic is operating whereby those in the "in-group" who

are already participating in a formal program see the

beliefs of others as being less "developed" than their

own.

It was also hypothesized that Focus groups would

score more positively on Level 2, Personal Beliefs,

because of their special training and positive experi-

ences with affective education. This was not borne out by

the results of the analysis of variance, which showed no

differences between the means forifluafour groups on this

level. The positive attitudes of the Grand Ledge non-

Focus group, as described above, may partially explain

this finding. It can also be accounted for by the over-

all positiveness in personal belief scores for all groups,

on almost all items, suggesting that the teachers per-

sonally hold favorable attitudes toward affective educa-

tion. However, the difference between the scores for the

Lansing group and those of Grand Ledge Focus and Waverly
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did approach a significant level, with a t—probability of

.056 and .07, respectively. With all groups being posi-

tive in their responses, and only two positive foils pro-

vided for each item, little discriminatory power was

achieved. Using a different response mode, possibly a

rating continuum allowing for further breakdown of posi-

tive responses, might show up differences between the

groups.

Based on the known differences in affective edu-

cation training between the groups, it was predicted that

the mean scores on Level 3, Personal Experience, would

differ, with Grand Ledge Focus scoring higher than Lan-

sing, followed by Grand Ledge non-Focus, and with Waverly

scoring the lowest. This hypothesis was confirmed by the

results of the analysis of variance and E-test contrasts.

Indeed, the mean for Grand Ledge focus was significantly

higher than each of the others, and Waverly's mean was

significantly lower than the rest. This finding attests

to the predictive validity of Level 3 of the scale and is

also an indicator of construct validity.

Substantive hypotheses were investigated in a

post hoc procedure, correlating scores on the independent

variables contained in the Personal Information Question-

EEEEE.With total scores on each level for each group. The

most striking finding was the high correlation between

perceived positiveness of the results of dealing with
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affective matters in the classroom and scores on all three

levels for the Grand Ledge Focus group, suggesting that

this is one of the critical factors in determining

teachers' attitudes in this area. There were no differ-

ences due to sex or amount of education, but age was sig-

nificantly and negatively correlated with scores on each

of the levels for the Grand Ledge Focus group. The Effi-

cacy Scale, indicating a sense of control over the envi-

ronment, proved to be an effective predictor of total

scores only on Levels 1 and 2 for the Waverly staff, in

the district where the climate for affective education is

more negative, interestingly enough.

Predictor variables have.a greater bearing on

the results of Level 2 than on the other levels-

Responses on Level 3 are largely determined by the his-

tory of the group to which the subject belongs. Norma-

tiVe beliefs are to some degree a projection of one's

personal beliefs. To understand how attitudes develop

and change it is important to know the determinants of

personal beliefs. The pattern of significant correla-

tions for predictor variables on Level 2 suggests that a

younger teacher with less experience who has had training

and supervision in affective education and practices it

in the classroom with positive results will have a more

positive attitude toward it.
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Limitations
 

While the study achieved its main purpose of

demonstrating the scalability of teacher attitudes toward

affective education in different settings, and provided

evidence for the item reliability and construct validity

of the ABS:AE, some limitations must be noted. First is

the relatively small size of the sample pOpulations avail-

able, notably the Lansing group with only 23 subjects.

The study also suffers the drawbacks of an ex post facto

design, in which it is attempted to relate differences in

results on the scale to known or assumed differences

among the groups. The assigning of randomly chosen

school staffs to different treatments in terms of affec-

tive education training would give a better experimental

basis for the study of attitude change. The correla-

tional aspects of the design also carry the usual proviso

that a significant correlation does not imply that a

.cause-and-effect relationship has been demonstrated, as

other unknown factors may be operating to account for the

findings.

Recommendations
 

The ABS:AE, with revisions, would provide a use-

ful research instrument to study the implementation of

affective education programs. The unreliable item (num-

ber 18 on Level 1, 42 on Level 2, and 66 on Level 3)
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should first be eliminated, and the response foils adapted

to record a wider range of responses in the positive

mode. The resulting scale should be subjected to further

validation studies, on a larger sample.

An in-depth study could detail responses to indi-

vidual items and facets. It would be of practical impor-

tance to know on which issues there is general consensus

in the profession, and whether there are crucial matters

of difference, such as on appropriate goals or teaching

procedures. Further exploration of the relationship of

predictor variables is also warranted.

Each level of the scale can also be used as sepa-

rate tools for research. Levels 2 and 3 have particular

value for describing the beliefs and experiences of

teachers, either in a general survey or as pre- and post-

measures of the effectiveness of training programs. The

personal beliefs subscale could be administered to other

key groups, such as parents, administrators, or school

board members, to determine the nature of community sup-

port for affective education programming.

Further work needs to be done to develOp a scor-

ing technique for Guttman-Jordan multilevel scales to

assess discrepancy or dissonance between total scores,

facet scores, or item scores on different levels of the

scale. For instance, if strong statements of support for

the items in the system-support facet on Level 2 are
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followed by negative statements on the experiential level

for the same items, then an area of dissonance is apparent

which would be likely to operate negatively on attitude-

behaviors of the group. A discrepancy score would

facilitate study of these effects. It could be hypothe-

sized that in the most harmonious conditions there would

be minimal discrepancy between levels of the scale. Thus,

rather than a discrete score for each level of the scale,

which has little descriptive power, it might be possible

to assign a compound "discrepancy value" to the scale as

a whole, thereby increasing its usefulness to describe

the attitude-behavior universe, or to discriminate between

groups.

Implications
 

A Guttman facet-designed scale has been success-

fully developed for the measurement of attitudes of ele-

mentary teachers toward affective education. The varying

results of the four research groups on the three levels of

the scale indicate that each level is a different entity,

even though the core content of the items remains the

same. This finding supports the contention that atti-

tudes are complex in structure and not unitary, and that

specifying the components of attitude-behavior in a multi-

faceted structural analysis is a relevant and necessary

procedure.
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In spite of the current debate about the relevancy

of affective education in the elementary school curricu-

lum, the study shows that teachers in the four groups sur-

veyed were remarkably positive in their personal beliefs,

although there were major discrepancies in practice,

especially in the non-Focus schools. The teachers who had

received consistent training and supervision from the

Focus project were indeed implementing a formal program

of affective education, developmentally sequenced accord-

ing to grade level, with special teaching aids and mate-

rials, and appropriate teaching procedures.

The findings of this study carry some implications

for the proper planning and implementation of affective

education programs in elementary schools. To ensure a

climate of acceptance, effort must be made to develop the

awareness and support of the administration, the school

board, and parents. A comprehensive inservice training

model is needed to prepare teachers for the special

methods and materials of affective education. Competent

supervision should be readily available within the sys-

tem. Above all, an affective curriculum succeeds best

where people have their own positive feelings engaged,

so that teachers and students together find benefit and

enjoyment in the process.
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HOUSE BILL No. 4951

April l5, 1975, Introduced by Reps. Thaddeus C. Stopczynski,

Brown, Stevens, Ogonowski, Novak, Welborn, Powell, Stephen Stopczyn-

ski, Hunsinger, Rocca and Fessler and referred to the Committee on

Education.

A bill to prescribe the rights of parents and guardians of

children enrolled in public schools; to prescribe the responsibili-

ties of parents, guardians, teachers, and school personnel; and to

prescribe penalties.

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF MICHIGAN ENACT:

Sec. 1. (l) All programs within the public schools are

subject to continuous review by parents and guardians to insure that

the programs are consistent with the primary function of the school.

The primary function of a public school is to develop the intellec-

tual capabilities of the child. The school has neither the responsi-

bility nor the right to intervene in areas of personal development

and exceeds its authority as a servant of the people paid by public

taxes if it attempts to do so.

(2) A student shall not be placed in an experimental or

pilot program without the prior written consent of a parent or guar-

dian. Instructional materials, including teacher manuals, films,

tapes, or other supplementary material which will be used shall be

available to a parent or guardian before placement of a student in

the program, and a parent or guardian may view the instructional

materials upon request.

(3) An employee of a public school or a person brought into

a public school by the administration shall not seek to subvert

parental authority by acting as a change agent of attitudes, values,

and religious or political beliefs of the students.

(4) An employee of a public school shall not require of a

student proof of registration to vote or party affiliation as a

prerequisite for obtaining a grade or enrollment in a class.

Sec. 2. A pupil shall only be tested for intelligence quo-

tient, proficiency in basic skills, and academic subject matter.
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Testing pertaining to student attitudes, parent attitudes, or per-

sonal information pertaining to the student and the student's

family, or as concerns their habits or values, including personality

inventories, value appraisals, psychological inventories, or diag-

nostic tests shall be given only after receiving written parental

permission. When a test is to be administered to a student, the

parent or guardian of the student shall be provided a copy of the

test upon request.

Sec. 3. (l) A school district officer, superintendent,

administrative employee, teacher, or other school district employee

having charge or control of a student's cumulative record file shall

exhibit the entire contents of the file, including teacher notes,

test scores, achievement records, health record, psychological tests

and scores, and other data contained therein, to a student's parent

or guardian upon demand and copies of the same shall be furnished

upon request.

(2) Psychological or psychiatric methods shall not be prac-

ticed in the public schools. This prohibition includes role-playing,

sensitivity training, or any other method of dealing with or probing

the psyche of the student. '"Sensitivity training" when used in this

act means group meetings, large or small, to discuss publicly a stu—

dent's intimate and personal matters, opinions, values or beliefs; or

to act out emotions and feelings toward one another in the group,

using techniques such as self-confession or mutual criticism. A

school has no authority to use guidance counseling in the areas of

social, emotional, mental, or personal problems without prior written

parental permission.

Sec. 4. A parent or guardian must be apprised not less than

annually by the teacher or principal of a student's progress in the

basic skills, in particular, reading, composition, and computation,

as measured against standard grade level norms. Information such

as standing in the class, class standing in relation to the school,

the school district, and the school district in relation to the

national norms, shall be provided to the parent or guardian upon

request.

Sec. 5. Failure to comply with this act is a misdemeanor.

Refusal to comply with this act by a certified employee is grounds

for revocation or refusal to renew the certificate.



APPENDIX B

PROJECT FOCUS: PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

116



APPENDIX B

PROJECT FOCUS: PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

Focus: A Primary Prevention Prggram

General Characterization

Focus is a primary prevention program implemented in selected

elementary schools in the Grand Ledge and Lansing School Districts.

It is a systematic program used in pre-school and K-6 classrooms,

designed to teach problem-solving techniques in helping the child

become aware of himself, others, and his environment. It assists in

helping the student discover his potentials as well as behavior

effects. It hopes to assist the child in forming a better self-

concept and a positive self-image. It looks at our world, its

environment, and the child's relationship to it. Its major aim is

to help the child to focus on and understand his own development.

This prevention program represents a model of a partnership between

a mental health agency and educational systems.

Focus utilizes a mental health professional working as a

consultant in the schools, training teachers to implement the pro-

gram in the classroom. Teachers are trained in the use of primary

prevention techniques through workshops and individual meetings

with the mental health consultant. The consultant discusses with the

teachers weekly lesson plans as well as the teachers' own reactions

and perceptions to concepts. With this training and on-going sup-

port, the teachers implement an affective/problem-solving curriculum

in the classroom. Each teacher is supplied with grade-appropriate

classroom instructional materials including activities of role-

playing, filmstrips, group discussion, art, music, creative writing,

audio tapes, puppets, open-ended stories, etc. A within-system per-

son (social worker, counselor, resource teacher, etc.) is identified

and closely worked with in order to better insure continued consulta-

tive support for the teacher once the mental health professional

moves to additional schools. In addition to becoming a distinct

portion of the daily curriculum, one's hope is to have concepts and

techniques utilized in relation to other subject areas as well.

Parent involvement in the program begins through the use of

an introductory PTO meeting at the start of the year. A letter is

sent home explaining the program in detail and asking for parental

support through discussion groups offered by the consultant. These

groups may be on-going evening meetings (10 to l2 weeks), afternoon
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group meetings in the school or parent homes, or special tapic area

presentations meeting for one session. Some areas covered in these

meetings include: motivation of behavior, problem-solving techniques,

personality development, behavioral management, communication skills,

sibling rivalry, death, divorce, etc. Attendance varies signifi-

cantly (8-60) depending upon topic and purpose of meeting, with the

special topic meetings attracting the larger number.

Focus has also been involved with the community by making

its staff available for presentations and workshops with groups such

as migrant education, other educational systems, child study clubs,

child parent classes, day-care consultation and parent groups,

big brothers/sisters parent groups, etc. An adult education class

in communication and decision-making skills will also be offered

through the community adult education program and taught by Focus

staff. L
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Focus is viewed as a systems impact program in that it is to

become a permanent part of the teaching curriculum. Through its

work with the home and community, and expansion to one or two addi-

tional schools a year within a district, affective eduation will

eventually become a K-lZ instructional portion of the curriculum

process.

Curriculum and Materials

In working within the school system, it has been found most

helpful to provide curriculum materials for utilization by the

teachers. It is suggested that these materials be used at least

three times a week with all grade levels, if not every day with

lower elementary grades. While the materials are to be used as a

structured portion of the instructional process, it is emphasized

that many of the techniques and concepts can be utilized throughout

the daily interaction between teacher and students. As special

needs arise in individual classrooms, the consultant and teacher

modify or create new lesson plans to help facilitate dealing with

the situations.

In that there are numerous affective materials available,

the Focus staff found it necessary to carefully select those which

we view as appropriate for our program. In buying materials, Focus

utilized a committee of classroom teachers and professional staff

which decided upon the selection criteria of (l) are developmentally

sound; (2) fit into the taxonomy of affective educational objectives

proposed by Bloom, Krathwohl, and Masia (Taxonomy of Educational

Objectives Handbook II: Affective Domain, David McKay Co., New

York); (3) are open-ended in their format, initiating discussion

between the students with the teacher facilitating rather than

“teaching" a moralistic point of view; (4) are applicable to the

classroom, especially in providing methods of integrating the
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materials into the classroom in ways additional to a specified

affective curriculum; that is, projects in Reading, Art, Music,

etc., that tie in with the topic under consideration.

The Focus Program has selected one major curriculum kit for

each grade level and supplemented these materials with others which

are available from the consultant. Consultants emphasize the needed

sequence of experiences which facilitate the movement from the

external socialization of the child to the internalization by the

child of skills involved in the development around attending, respond-

ing, valuing, organization, and characterization.

Training Teachers

In that this program trains the "caretaker" of children,

rather than dealing directly with children themselves, teacher train-

ing is perhaps the most critical function of the program. An attempt

is made to provide teachers with some basic awareness and skills in

the complex area of affective education. Since the utilization of

the program is on a voluntary basis for teachers, workshops are also

voluntary for only those who wish to pursue the area further. Even

given this voluntary format, attendance at the workshops is generally

very high. Specific content and number of workshops are dictated by

the specific needs of each school's staff. However, in general, the

following is included: a workshop held prior to school starting

in the fall or within the first couple of days, concentrating upon

distribution of materials, program philosophy, modeling alternative

methods of utilizing the kits, etc. Workshops are then scheduled

throughout the rest of the year and offered at available times which

might include staff development days, lunch meetings, or after-school

meetings.

Areas which are generally included in the workshop format

are (1) Instruction in Child Development--helping the teacher under-

stand the process of emotional growth as it is related to the cogni-

tive growth of children; (2) Interpersonal and Small Group Communi-

cation Training,--communication and listening skills are a basic

necessity for classroom learning to take place; (3) Problem-solving

--exposing teachers to this area by discussing a number of processes

and by having the teachers experience as many of these as possible;

(4) Value Clarification--helping teachers understand this area and

its use in a process manner; (5) Behavioral Management Skills--very

little learning takes place if the teacher cannot get the attention

of students; (6) Affective Education Materials-—discussing with the

teachers the material they have available to them and utilization

of presently existing stimulus material in the school setting;

(7) Intervention in Crisis Situations--discussing with the teacher

alternative ways to deal with some of the crises that may be encoun-

tered in the classroom, not as a counselor but as an understanding

person who can meet an immediate need.
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Workshops are generally held with one school staff at a time

to help build trust and communication channels between teachers

within a building. Independent workshops are also generally held

fur teacher aides in that they spend considerable time in contact

with both individual and small groups of students.

0ngoing,Support of Teachers and

Maintenance of Program

A crucial aspect to the impact of Focus has been the ongoing

support offered to teachers. Without consistent and continal support

it has been found some teachers will not maintain usage of the

materials. The consultant meets with participating teachers each

week to discuss issues that have arisen in the classroom and to help

the teacher work out techniques to deal with the issues. These

weekly contacts are made outside the classroom, either individually

or in small grade-level groups. The consultant makes special efforts

to utilize the teacher's natural release time (before school, after

school, lunch, library, music, recess) to ensure never taking the

teacher's time from the student. While a few teachers have expressed

concern over not receiving additional release time to talk to the

consultant, the majority are willing to use their regular time away

from students. These meetings are voluntary and can either be

scheduled for a specific time or on a "drop-in" basis over a time

period. The physical presence of the consultant in a consistent

manner has been found to be an essential role of support. Even if a

teacher chooses not to meet with the consultant, knowing that one is

available has been expressed as crucial. While this requires some

waiting time on the consultant's part, the pay-off is too essential

to ignore. While not meeting with teachers outside the classroom,

the consultant may observe the teacher in the classroom utilizing

materials. This gives the consultant the advantage of becoming

better acquainted with the classroom system and at offering process

feedback on the techniques and reactions. The consultant will also

work with the teacher presenting materials to the student in areas

the teacher may feel insecure with or desire some modeling of tech-

niques. The consultant working with two schools will spend approxi-

mately two days in each with an additional day being utilized in

previous project schools or in other consultative activities. There-

fore, a project school has available the mental health consultant

half-time for one complete year, for a half-day the second year, and

then one expects to maintain a self-sustaining program in succeeding

years. To better insure support for the teacher in on-going years,

the consultant initially works very closely with a within-system

person who would then be available to give consultation support to

teachers. An example is: Grand Ledge selected school social workers.

They changed their defined roles to Home/School Coordinator with

their job description now giving them time for Primary Prevention

Consultation activities, utilizing Focus materials in their assigned

schools. All new teachers in previous project schools are invited
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to attend the initial workshop to ensure their understanding of the

program.

Funding

Funding for Focus is based upon a 3 to l ratio between mental

health and the school district, with the school providing 25%, mental

health 75%. Costs include consultant salary and fringe, evaluation,

travel, supplies, and contractual services.

Evaluation

Focus provides independent evaluation to formally assess the

program and its outcomes with respect to the stated goals and objec-

tives. From this it is hoped to clarify and possibly modify or

redesign present and future programming attempts in the area of pri-

mary prevention.

The program consultant offers ongoing informal process evalu-

ation through individual teacher contact and classroom observation.

Formal evaluation efforts have centered around a self-esteem test

(self-appraisal Inventory by Instructional Objectives Exchange, l972,

Box 24095, Los Angeles, California 90024) given pre-post in the fall

and again in the spring. Project schools are compared to control

schools of matched achievement and SES populations. In addition,

individual records of all academic subjects, attendance, and referrals

to special services are accumulated. Data from this effort is not

completed and thus not available at this time. Research specialists

from Michigan State University have been contracted to assist in this

effort. As an additional help to teachers, grade-level objectives

concerning the curriculum kits have been formed to better assess

actual achievement within the classroom. Evaluation in primary pre-

vention is still in its infancy and much work in longitudinal studies

need to take place.

Summar

Focus is a systematic prevention program involved with ele-

mentary schools which exposes children to problem-solving and

affective situations focusing upon social-emotional-behavioral growth

and development. It is viewed as a systems program in that it deals

directly with some environmental learning systems which children are

exposed to. In addition to the preventative aspects of future prob-

lems, this program represents an effort to enhance and facilitate

each individual's unique normal growth sequence. It attempts to

help each individual focus on and better understand his own develop-

ment within environmental systems.
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It is apparent that this model is operational, has impact

in a needed area of mental health, and is enthusiastically put into

operation by school personnel. By bringing together in a working

model the influence of the home, school, and community, programs in

this area can aid greatly in the full and productive development of

children and adolescents.
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ATTITUDE-BEHAVIOR SCALE: AFFECTIVE EDUCATION (ABS:AE)

DIRECTIONS
 

This scale is designed to assess the attitudes of elementary teachers

toward the various facets of teaching affective education, and to see

how these attitudes correlate with personal beliefs and behavior.

The items of the scale deal with curriculum, goals and teaching pro-

cedures, with issues of competency and reward, and with the support of

social systems which have an impact on the teacher. The basic set of

items in Level I is replicated with vital changes in frame of reference

in Levels II and III:

Level I deals with your perceptions of the beliefs of

teachers in general.

Level II deals with your own personal beliefs.

Level III deals with your actual experiences in relation to

teaching affective education.

The items may thus appear repetitious, but do in fact vary in a signifi-

cant manner which is of basic importance to the study.

Here is a sample statement:

l. Most teachers believe that affective education deals with attitudes,

values, and feelings.

1. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

If you think that most elementary teachers would agree with this, though

not strongly, you should make a heavy dark line with a lead pencil over

the number 3 on the answer sheet, as follows:

(1.3. 3.2.

NOTE: Be sure to use a lead pencil . . . There is no need to put your

name on the answer sheet . . . Please do not write on the booklet.

 

Thank you for your participation in the study.

************‘k****************fl*******************************************

Barbara Andersen and John E. Jordan

College of Education

Michigan State University

22475
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LEVEL 1: NORMATIVE BELIEFS ABS:AE - I

Directions

This section contains statements about what most elementary school

teachers believe affective education ought to be.

Mark the space on the answer sheet that indicates your perception of

what most elementary teachers believe ought to be: '

l. Most teachers believe affective education ought to be recognized as

a subject in the elementary school curriculum.

1. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

2. Most teachers believe specific time periods in the class schedule

should be set aside for affective education.

l. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

3. Most teachers believe affective education should be taught as an

integral part of the whole curriculum.

l. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

4. Most teachers believe there ought to be a developmental program of

affective education specifically geared to each grade level.

1. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

5. Most teachers believe there ought to be clearly defined goals in

affective education.

l. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

6. Most teachers believe one of the primary goals of affective education

should be to increase motivation for learning.

l. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

,
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ABS:AE - I

Indicate what most elementary teachers believe ought to be:

7. Most teachers believe one of the primary goals of affective education

should be to promote personality development.

l. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

8. Most teachers believe one of the primary goals of affective education

should be the improvement of society.

l. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

9. Most teachers believe commercially produced teaching aids and materials

ought to be readily available for use in affective education programs.

1. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

lO. Most teachers believe special teaching techniques should be used in

affective education programs.

l. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

ll. Most teachers believe it ought to be possible to specify performance

objectives for affective education.

l. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

l2. Most teachers believe the teacher's role in affective education

should be to help the students develop their own attitudes, values,

and feelings.

1. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree
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ABS:AE - I

Indicate what most elementary teachers believe ought to be:

13.

T4.

15.

16.

T7.

18.

Most teachers believe when problems arise in teaching affective

education, teachers should be able to get supervision or consultation.

l. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

Most teachers believe teachers should feel competent to deal with

issues of affective education in the classroom.

l. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

Most teachers believe teachers ought to have had special training

before they teach affective education.

l. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

Most teachers believe teachers should become conscious of their own

attitudes, values, and feelings through teaching affective education.

l. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

Most teachers believe teaching affective education ought to be seen

as an appropriate role for the elementary school teacher.

l. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

Most teachers believe teachers ought to get special recognition

for teaching affective education.

1. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree
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ABS:AE - I

Indicate what most elementary teachers believe ogght to be:

19. Most teachers believe teaching affective education ought to have

beneficial effects in the classroom for both teacher and students.

1. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

20. Most teachers believe teachers should enjoy teaching affective

education.

l. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

2l. Most teachers believe the State Department of Education ought to

advocate the teaching of affective education in the elementary

schools.

1. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

22. Most teachers believe teachers should have the support of their

school board to teach affective education.

l strongly disagree

2. disagree

3 agree

strongly agree.
5

23. Most teachers believe teachers should have administrative support

for teaching affective education.

l. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

24. Most teachers believe teachers should have support from parents

in teaching affective education.

l. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

-4-
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LEVEL II: PERSONAL BELIEFS ABS:AE- II

Directions

This section contains statements indicating what you personally believe

affective education ought to be.

Mark the space on the answer sheet that indicates what you, yourself

believe ought to be:

25. I believe affective education ought to be recognized as a subject

in the elementary school curriculum.

1. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

26. I believe specific time periods in the class schedule should be

set aside for affective education.

l. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

27. I believe affective education should be taught as an integral part

of the whole curriculum.

l. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

28. I believe there ought to be a developmental program of affective

education specifically geared to each grade level.

1. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

29. I believe there ought to be clearly defined goals in affective

education.

.l. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

30. I believe one of the primary goals of affective education should

be to increase motivation for learning.

l. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree
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Indicate what you, yourself believe ought to be:

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

I believe one of the primary goals of affective education should be

to promote personality development.

l. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

I believe one of the primary goals of affective education should be

the improvement of society.

1. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

I believe commercially produced teaching aids and materials ought

to be readily available for use in affective education programs.

l. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

I believe special teaching techniques should be used in affective

education programs.

1. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly disagree

I believe it ought to be possible to specify performance objectives

for affective education.

l. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

I believe the teacher's role in affective education should be to

help the students develop their own attitudes, values, and feelings.

strongly disagree

disagree

agree

strongly agree«
#
d
e
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Indicate what you, yourself believe ogght to be:

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

I believe when problems arise in teaching affective education,

teachers should be able to get supervision or consultation.

1. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

I believe teachers should feel competent to deal with issues of

affective education in the classroom.

1. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

I believe teachers ought to have had special training before they

teach affective education.

l. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

I believe teachers should become conscious of their own attitudes,

values, and feelings through teaching affective education.

l. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

I believe teaching affective education ought to be seen as an

appropriate role for the elementary school teacher.

l. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

I believe teachers ought to get special recognition for teaching

affective education.

l. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree
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Indicate what you, yourself believe ought to be:

43. I believe teaching affective education ought to have beneficial

effects in the classroom for both teacher and students.

I. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

44. I believe teachers should enjoy teaching affective education.

l. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

45. I believe the State Department of Education ought to advocate the

teaching of affective education in the elementary schools.

1. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

46. I believe teachers should have the support of their school board

to teach affective education.

1. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

47. I believe teachers should have administrative support for teaching

affective education.

1. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

48. I believe teachers should have support from parents in teaching

affective education.

l. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree
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Directions

This section contains statements indicating what your own personal

experience has been in regard to affective education.

Mark the Space on the answer sheet that indicates what you have found

from experience:

 

49. I have found that affective education is recognized as a subject

in the elementary school curriculum.

l. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

 

 
50. I have found that specific time periods in the class schedule are

set aside for affective education.

l. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

1
.
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-
-
.
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2

5l. I have found that affective education is taught as an integral part

of the whole curriculum.

l. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

52. I have found that there is a developmental program of affective

education specifically geared to each grade level.

1. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

53. I have found that there are clearly defined goals in affective

education.

1. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

54. I have found that one of the primary goals of affective education

is to increase motivation for learning.

l. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree



134

ABS:AE - III

Indicate what you have found from experience:

55. I have found that one of the primary goals of affective education

is to promote personality development.

1. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

56. I have found that one of the primary goals of affective education

is the improvement of society.

l. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

57. I have found that commercially produced teaching aids and materials

are readily available for use in affective education programs.

1. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

58. I have found that special teaching techniques are used in affective

education programs.

1. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

59. I have found that it is possible to specify performance objectives

for affective education.

l. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

60. I have found that the teacher's role in affective education is to

help the students develop their own attitudes, values, and feelings.

strongly disagree

disagree

agree

strongly agree.
c
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w
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Indicate what ygu have found from experience:

61.

62.

63.

65.

66.

I have found that when problems arise in teaching affective education,

teachers can get supervision or consultation.

l. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

I have found that teachers feel competent to deal with issues of

affective education in the classroom.

l. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

I have found that teachers have had special training before they

teach affective education.

1. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

I have found that teachers become conscious of their own attitudes,

values, and feelings through teaching affective education.

l. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

I have found that teaching affective education is seen as an

appropriate role for the elementary school teacher.

l. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

I have found that teachers get special recognition for teaching

affective education.

l. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

-1]-
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Indicate what you have found from experience:

67. I have found that teaching affective education has beneficial

effects in the classroom for both teacher and students.

l. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

68. I have found that teachers enjoy teaching affective education.

1. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

69. I have found that the State Department of Education advocates the

teaching of affective education in the elementary schools.

l. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

70. I have found that teachers have the support of their school

board to teach affective education.

1. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

71. I have found that teachers have administrative support for

teaching affective education.

l. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

72. I have found that teachers have support from parents in teaching

affective education.

l. strongly disagree

2. disagree

3. agree

4. strongly agree

-12-
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Directions
 

This part of the questionnaire deals with a wide variety of questions

about yourself. Please answer each question as frankly and simply as

possible. There should be only one answer to each question. Since

the questionnaire is completely confidential, you may answer all of the

questions freely without fear of being identified.

Please read every question carefully, and remember that it is important

to obtain a response for every item.

73. Please indicate your sex:

l. Female

2. Male

74. Please indicate your age:

0
1
¢
d
e

w —
l

I

b O

51 and over

75. What is your level of education?

1. Bachelor's degree

2. Course work beyond the bachelor's degree

3. Master's degree

4. Course work beyond the master's degree

5. Specialist degree or more

76. How many years of experience do you have in teaching?

l. Less than one year

2. l to 5 years

3. 6 to lO years

4. ll to 15 years

5. l6 years or more

77. What grade do you teach?

Kindergarten

First or second grade

Third grade

Fourth grade

Fifth or sixth gradem
a
c
a
w
—
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81.

82.

83.
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How much did you know about affective education prior to reading

this questionnaire?

l. Nothing whatsoever

2. Very little

3. A moderate amount

4. A great deal

Have you had specific training in affective education?

l. None

2. Very little

3. Some

4. A great deal

Has your teaching included affective education objectives?

(Check only one response)

No

Yes, on an informal basis

Yes, as part of a formal program in affective education

Both 2 and 3h
W
N
-
fi

How long have you been using affective education techniques in the

classroom? (If you have ggi_been using them, check 5)

1 This is my first year

2. This is my second year

3. This is my third year

4. More than three years

5 I have ggi_taught affective education

Do you feel you have a readily accessible expert to turn to for

consultation or supervision in matters concerning affective

education? (Check only one response)

l. None available

2. Yes, from regular personnel within the school

3. Yes, from special personnel employed by the school system

4. Yes, from consultants outside of the school system

When you dealt with personal or affective matters in the classroom,

what were the consequences?

Very negative

Somewhat negative

Somewhat positive

Very positiveh
O
O
N
-
H
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88.
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Politically, how would you classify yourself?

1. Very conservative

2. Conservative

3. Liberal

4. Very liberal

I find it easier to do things on my own than to follow rules.

1. Strongly disagree

2. Disagree

3. Agree .

4. Strongly agree

Family planning on birth control has been discussed by many people.

What is your feeling about a married couple practising birth

control? Do you think they are doing something good or bad? If

you had to decide, would you say they are doing wrong, or that

they are doing right?

It is always wrong

It is usually wrong

It is probably all right

It is always right«
t
h
-
a

Some people feel that in bringing up children, new ways and methods

should be tried whenever possible. Others feel that trying out new

methods is dangerous. What is your feeling about the following

statement?

"New methods of raising children should be tried

whenever possible."

1. Strongly disagree

2. Disagree

3. Agree

4. Strongly agree

It should be possible to eliminate war once and for all.

1. Strongly disagree

2. Disagree

3. Agree

4. Strongly agree

Success depends to a large part on luck and fate.

l. Strongly disagree

2. Disagree

3. Agree

4. Strongly agree

-15-





90.

91.

92.

93.

94.

95.

96.
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Someday most of the mysteries of the world will be revealed by

science.

1. Strongly disagree

2. Disagree

3. Agree

4. Strongly agree

By improving industrial and agricultural methods, poverty can be

eliminated in the world.

1. Strongly disagree

2. Disagree

3. Agree

4. Strongly agree

With increased medical knowledge, it should be possible to lengthen

the average life span to 100 years or more.

1. Strongly disagree

2. Disagree

3. Agree

4. Strongly agree

Someday the deserts will be converted into good farming land by

the application of engineering and science.

1. Strongly disagree

2. Disagree

3. Agree

4. Strongly agree

Education can only help people develop their natural abilities;

it cannot change pe0ple in any fundamental way.

1. Strongly disagree

2. Disagree

3. Agree

4. Strongly agree

With hard work anyone can succeed.

l. Strongly disagree

2. Disagree

3. Agree

4. Strongly agree

Almost every present human problem will be solved in the future.

1. Strongly disagree

2. Disagree

3. Agree

4 Strongly agree

-15-
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