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 ABSTRACT S a e
A student’s attltude towards a course 1s con51dered to -ifn~'

\be :an 1mportant factor effect1ng h1s ach1evement .or ]ack

Ay

’thereof in, the coursew.There is a need for genera] method of

ol
TN

measur1ng the affectlve att1tudes/of students

e 0 &)

ThlS study 1nvest1gated the use of _a computer1zed

*;method of measur1ng students"affect1ve attatudes Studen§§

""were requ1red to wr1te essays deal1ng w1th the1r past Q»

hr present and proposed future att1tudes towards the1r subJect'jafl"“'

‘~;of study The essays were‘Scored by calculatlng the average;5]*

',VSemantic scores of a]] words conta1ned 1n each essay thata

'hwere,‘a]so 1nc1uded 1n an: a”allablek semant1c d1ct1onary fifln‘

o reference for compar1son purposes "f,ﬁ j» S

\

*The essays also were scored by three educatbrs /to prov1de af?f'ﬂ

Slgntf1cant correlat1ons were ” found :}between’athe:
”,esemant1c d1ct1onary scores and the scores of the educators‘
i";S1gn1f1canf correlat1ons ' also : were found between tthﬁl
isemant1c dwct1onary scores and both current and futurest
“fache1vement scores ' The evatuat1on- semantlc score and
“'7comp051te semant1c score ‘were found to prov1de the bests*hl“”"

j&]att1tude measures.,“f

v
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v;uj; vocatlonal and

R

| ,,,“;/a,uione of the most ggpera] test1ng methods accord1ng to

‘ z‘1.03 ;THE'deBLEMde"vE:]T‘ir";;f;y'ﬂ~t{ t Hita;' ytsfs;s"'

T, a student s ach1evement

‘ “7’andn dTE§CtS pract1ca11y all testtng'toward cogn1t1ve and

»'psychomotor ’sk1lls The absence of valtd and rel1ab1e

; valtd and re11able general test of attltudes Such a test

'ff must be' appropr1ate for att1tudes towards a11 k1nds of

dOppenhe1m (1966) Gron]und (1796) and others,’-1s the essay

ftest Th1s method however, produces a conc1derable problem

~

','\‘ .

-»Vtkchapterht' |

2.1“1;‘"Lhrboauétjbﬁiudhs::’:- /nv.

‘Accord1ng to Evans (1971) Bloom (1976)2 and others,-iyf"'
/T course is <affected by h1s |
affect1ve attltudes touards the course Vocat1ona1 andf_

techn1ca1 educat1on usua]ly attempts to nge all of 1ts gtt:"

students mastery of/the subJect be1ng taught 1n order that V'“L}{{

these students W11]‘succeed in future employment Currently,\,.f’ffff?

e;hn1cal .educat1on places most empha51c v;t i*ﬁ

=

T\r:f'

affect1ve attﬁtude tests for general use may be part of the

cause of thﬁs If affeot1ve att1tudes ‘ 1mportant to Va"'hiy;ij
8 R

student’ /success, then there 1s a need for an eas1ly used

/

sub%ects 1F 1t 1s to have the greatest benef1t in. the f1e]d

of vocat1onal and technlcal educat1on

% T IR S
,4‘.-_& B

jscorlng for

cognatlve content and even moreso for




| | B P | Page 2 ;,. |
],j-;.} ’;Fau;‘; A semant1c d1ct1onary,v proposed by Osgood (1956l and- ]
o comp1led by He1se (1978) conta1ns a l1st1ng of words along
':t"{-:'w1th -scores\ on: the affectzve d1mens1ons of evaﬂuatlonsfi“r;‘
. potencynand act1v1ty It 1s proposed that an essay could be o
”ﬁl scored for 1ts att1tude towards 1ts subJect ‘With the he’p of S fjiiflgu
’ﬁia_ semantlc d1ct1onary Such a process could be greatly(~j<*ﬁ

facul1tated w1th the help of a computer
o _--'2-*'-iicé.riiefrial.-js't‘-a_t'e;men'trd,f: thé proplem

p

fif‘ If educators;bfa\ to prov1de for t;thﬁj 1nd1v1dual

| efd1fferences amongst the1r students,: methods Qf 1dent1fy1ng

and. measur1ng these d1fferences must be ava1lable Theﬁ[7ﬁ’"'"'”

[

"”jfs;procedures for evaluat1ngr‘cdgn1t1ve d1fferences have been ':7j}ff'
pffdi"ilf;fﬂ'well developed d” are read1ly : avallable for use B

‘*}:Psychomotor d1fferences also can be d1agnosed read1ly

I

h:ltthnough the evaluat1on of products of various comb1nat1ons

.,of psychomotor SKllls The technology of evaluat1on of
"',"’f".affectwe att1tude d1fferehces ‘,has ot advanc’éd ay
ﬁf;dcomparable level of development Current attltude measures Sees

"15fare only found to be val1d : w1th1n small segtorsf of

'ftﬂﬁisoc1ety There 1s a need for a general method for measurlng

’ﬁjéithe affect1ve att1tudes of var1ous groups of students Th1s
F:;;?iresearch looks at one proposed general method of evaluat1ng
fﬂf;:a student s affect1ve attltudes towards h1s courses 4t
f‘;;:ﬁf;fﬁ;psjfurther looks at how such an evaluatlon can be uﬁed ?S a

‘ ~jfﬁﬁpredﬂctor of the student’s success 1n these courses ,\,y%u.g~_ t
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. 1.3 Purpose of the Study .

:».fgeaQoqéétiohsgfésbéiAnswéfeaﬂ;Ee,;jair?i?_1,;;‘;H;

Page - 3

L : . ',.-b'

. PR . » ) o ; __‘,

It was the purpose of th1s study to determ1ne iF,

led

K

jplnvest1gated ‘nyjff;[;,jqﬁi~’ffgx ﬂ]j“fg j}"jfy,fy';

| .{affect1ve entry att1tudes ’in;j vocat1onal, and techn1cal“ﬁ;,

“.educatlon can 6/\ measured by a general essay type test o

’t”to determ1ne whether th1s method can be used 1n var1ouski£

y‘vf_scored us1ng a semantlc dlct1onary , It was further purposedi ‘if,;f”

'Vvocat1ona1. and techn1ca1 areas w1thout mod1f1cat1on Both;"hliat

'ft the descr1pt1ve and predlctlve qual1t1es of the method weret;'

Th1s method could be used 1n a descrwpt1ve sense to;c, S

o o
. ) L

o f %‘ . :’. o ‘ ' "A'
"red1ct1ve sense, the method could be used at thg

1f?start of a course to 1dent1fy students who 2requ1re spe01a1

*f{;fvar1at‘°" 1n ach1evement due to 1nappropr1ate attltude could

. Y

7 The following questions were investigated: @

@

“jiﬂsimeasure the success of 1nstruct1onal del1very methods Thef{t:' ,
tdq:hftmethod could be espe01ally valuable 1n evaluatin@ d1fferentf:55ﬁﬁﬁ°'
'"d;ff;forms VoF del1very 1nd1v1duallzed 1nstruct1on such asgijj]fflV
T;bffffcpmputer managed‘1nstruct1on The method cou%d also be usedtgf{fpp'h
.jf1n detect1ng ttltude successes or conf11cts developan 1“fffbfjfd?

VJffftfstudent teacher relat1ons *j,;:,ﬁlfug}*ffé;;f?;ﬁf[fiff.ga ;iﬁff?.uf

‘5tffﬁftent1on due to att1tude Jproblems In th1s manner f!ﬁe»jfef:rij

"h”bffibe m1n1mized, and the Qual1ty of 1nstruct1on could be‘ffdﬁdztﬁ

T
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various types of vocational and-technical'courSes?v

- Pagel 4

" 2) Does the method measure affective entry attitudes? -
; hoes. | ; ‘

o
v

b) Is the method educationally descriptive?
. \ . o ) '
c) Is the method éducationally predictive?
d) Is the method of . general descriptive use* in, . the

. “
- .

. e) ls the method ' of geheral'»predictjue use in the

various types of vocational and technical courses”?

1.5° Conceptual or’ Substantive Assumptions

It is assumed that . the 'coUrSe“*grades .assigned to

'students are both relxable and val1d as a measure of. student"

Ao

ach1evement in the course Th1s assumpt1on is based upon the'

_trad1t1onal acceptance of school grades by soc1ety oL

{

It is assumed ‘that a semantic differential tnstrument*

of the type used by Heise (1965) measures the components of

connotative mean1ng N
;o .

e It‘is assumed that the factors of semantic space are
cross- cultural as reported by Osgood (1972) and therefore

can be used as universal reference points for descr1b1ng the

' connotative meaning.

\

It is assumed that the semantic space coordinates of a
v . word are un1versally valld w1th1n a s1ngle language culture )

'(Osgood-'1975). It is assumed, further, that North AmericaR -
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R evaluate»the'affective a{tttudeSKOf a ‘student. '

C e

Page S

" English represents;a single language culture ‘ Since the

B

, semantic coordinates of‘Heise (3 semant1c d1ct1onary (1978)
Were“derlved‘,from the North: Amerjcan Engllsh language o
\cultured tt"is’aSSumed that they are valid for (he language

“culture offthe’research.oopUlatton.‘j

It is assumed that  thé educators,} who evaluated ‘the.
completed research 1nstruments, evaluated them to the bests
of the1r ab1llty._ solely on the bas1s of attltudesx

: conta1ned 1n these completed research 1nstruments

~

16 Rationale and Theoretical Framework

7students to mastery levels of ach1evement ln"order thatr

hstudent’s 'indiw1dual-’d1fferences should be understood for‘
o the educator_ to ‘best help “the student work towards th1s '

fmastery. One factor of maJor 1mportance to ach1evement of

masteryslearnlng is ' the affect1ve attltudes of the student

Therefore, there. is a need for a-method aof.test1ng these -

4

-attitudes so that vocattonal and ‘technical‘ educators can .

=]

Y
>

The method should be a- general one SO that 1t can be‘

o of use in 'var1ous subJects The method should also bej

Vocat1onal and technical education ’strives to bring

_ they may work successfully in product1ve soc1ety iA{ j

reusable W1thout contam1nat1on in later results due to the,

' fjnfluences_ of its previous uses. To be reusable’in such a
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_’manner the method “should  not promote the{ learning' or

memor1zatlon of 1ts quest1ons or answers, in such a way as

to 1nfluence later testlng. The method should not lead a

| i rstudent to ‘a. part1cular trend of thUUght or _'suggestA
| p0551ble answers or solut1ons to the student -Ihed_ldeal:
| “attitude testlng method : therefore, ,should elicit= only
-‘.those att1tudes wb1ch the student actually has developed;

"w1thout 1nfluenc1ng thee expresswon‘ of these att1tudes

1t is to score by convent1onal means

R o e

-“;ﬁbxcloser an att1tude test comes to thts 1deal the,harder |

The connotat1ve mean1ngs of words can be measured by a

‘lrcoordlnates in semantlc space Th1s connotat1ve mean1ng of

language cultere A d1ctlonary can be composed of words andff_..f

iy

o

'are subsets of the language as a: whole To descr1be a. th1ng"

/

'3,”words wh1ch best represent his v1ew_ of the mean1ng,' both,
hconnotat1ve' _and denotat1ve¢ S1m1lar-‘att1tudes -can be
| r'descr1bed with the use of WOPdS' of - stmilar connotat1ve1¢

;mean1ng by all persons w1th1n the language culture -Slnce

conta1ned/1n a person s descr1pt10n

"fsemant1c d1fferent1al ‘fa- set L of three d1mens1onalﬂlﬁv
,,t_lwords is found to have a un1versal value W1th1n a part1cular;;.,

‘the1r‘ semant1c 'coordlnates 'for’ such a language culture f]:

'_Ind1v1duals w1th1n the culture W1ll have vocabular1es wh1ch.-x

'or-att1tude,; a person w1ll choose from h1s vocabulary those s

: connotat1ve mean1ngs can be measured these measures shouldﬂzn

’be useful" in the 1nd1rect measurement of attltudes conta1ned .
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e V

It is Suggested 1n order to score essay type mater1alh

for affective .att1tudes,, that a sample dt the words in the';
essay }be dscored with. the a1d of a semant1c d1ct1onary "
.h:ylhis: Way/.the connotat1ve meanlng measure could prov1de an
indirect measure of related attwtude Thls method hasu.
u~_proyed_ successful 1n; evaluat1ng l1terature .(Anderson and o
,chMaster,5197§l It could prove useful _in: vocat1onal dVy |

technlCal educat1on ;Jfor assess1ng students }affect1ve?

attitUdes and thus aldlng the educator in - develop1ng

| mastery learn1ng env1ronment It could also prove useful 1nf.d -
'fevaluat1ng the affect1ve outcomes of vocat1onal ‘d;f;

'ntechn1cal educatlon programs '-.i?.;t?,);.;l:;3{%jsa*¢ //:,

—
. -~ ‘

fr_ThesresearCh‘questionsfwereiaddressedfllﬁ]jhe}félIOWlng;]]”;‘

, e

ialfodes lthelfjsemantlc d1ct1onary méthodg';measure'

';affectlve entry att1tudes° lnThej7,1nstrument will be

"m'mveshgated by compamson of »1'7t_s results w1th expert.“:

o

V,rat1ngs ~.h?f*'ﬁj

b) Is the method educat1onally descr1pt1ve7 : Th1sQ,;i

‘?1the 1nstrument w1th concurrent ach1evement scores

C) s ; the method educat1ona]]y , predlct1ve° This:filﬁe

| y;*quest1on W1ll be answered by the correlat1on of results off
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 the. 1nstrument ‘from the ’start"of'-the course with the

dach1evement scores at the end of the course

1-'-3,-"'._'S,t;}at'ement*;Of.H)"F".O',theses R

The following hypotheses . are ~formed = from' the

. beiiniationfof'the ReseabohfProbJem:f'jb":‘hf_?"'

Hja) It is hypothes1zed that a generalwzed att1tude test?_dy

"‘u}of essay form can be scored for affect1ve } att1tude5d*:m

b) It is hypothes1z

4fftest can be used descr1pt1vely 1n vocat1onal and techn1cal",7““7

y o,
PR SR

c) It 1s hypothes1zed that 'such a genera11zed att1tude;aft;@

:fntest can be used pred1ct1ve1y 1n vocat1onal and techn1ca1ff':

- ‘\“

SR

“]lfsjfg ?nihpﬁrtahCe?éfltﬁé§sﬁuqij:“ -

!

Th1s study could prov1de vocat1ona] and techn1cal ff;b
"”'feducators w1th tooj ‘to a1d redUC1ng problems 1ni;ﬂ;*=
-;;achxevement amongst students ar131ng from att1tude problems:hitgt
leand to a1d 1n ach1ev1ng a mastery learnlng s1tuat10n Ittn,-f
rﬁdel%tcould also prov1de these educators w1th a tool to assess and RO
fx{ﬁkeva]uate the ach1evement lack of ach1evement of ;;i “’

i affect1ve behav1ora1 obJect1ves

L that such a general1zed th1tude/ii;_f
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This: study could“7lead' the way to o}research 'on'

1nd1v1dual1zed prescr1pt1ons }For; attltude problems w1th1n‘} '

- ;educatlon : S ~_._‘ivﬁf S T

a) AFFECTIVE ENTRY CHARACTERISTICS are *"The:exteht'to,f

.t”-hwhtch the student 1s (or can be) mot1vated to engage 1n thei'
if?j}learnlng process (Bloom,:1976 p llf '"We, regard hdt:ihi
v”tt_11n1t1al vaffecttve character1st1cs as a complex compound of'lf”tl'
H;f";lnterests,,; ttltudes., and self v1ews Although we preferiiQ
f'."»"""',’ﬂ.{the term - Affect1ve ‘Entry Characterlst1cs to the termlf;fif
| wﬁffmot1vatton, the two terms are not contrad1ctory (Bloom,ft}t;f}
| V?fj1976 Pt In thts study, the affectlve entry att1tudesitffh}s
‘;'5;iare those 1nterests, att1tudes ‘and self v1ews ‘that relate*d:.sij
t',t:to the material to be covered 1n tHe courses,, and thus cangf:fhn

'Vfi'fbe descr1bed in terms of evaluat1on act1V1ty and potency

b) AFFECTIVE ENTRY ATTITUDES | w1ll vbe' defihed'-as

"7;synonymous to AFFECTIVE ENTRY. CHARACTERISTICS CThis is
?fffbecause 1nterests and 'self-v1ews can be cons1dered aslffr;f
, 'h]rpartlcular types of a person s att1tudes It is felt thatf_fr’V

;fthe use of the term ""attltudes prov1des greater'_cJArjty”;’i'

9;,;}than ustng the term'"characterist1cs

v .

el COGNITIVE ENTRY. BEHAVIORS "*i"The extent to whlch{fffjf
."[;the student has already learned the ba31c prerequ151tes to'"_'ef

dfffthe learnlng to be accompltshed " (Bloom,v1976 p 1 )J-ff

iﬂ¥\7h
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a) QUALITY OF INSTRUCTIDN Sist "The extent to wh1ch the

e) LEVEL OF ACHr;VEMENT isq a measure of a student s
'f_KHOW]edge in the area‘of concern Leve} of ach1evement in a_;

f_COUPSG jiS, Commonly measured 1n terms of a student’s f1na1f“

‘.v_v .’

f) SEMANTIC @IFFERENTIAL is  the. 1nstrument used to

oo of Sema"f1c 0ppos1tes e ‘~:f’1L4j;f§gfi”'r:ffw5'?;ﬁ‘;

. ;

to the 1earner..-5(Bloom, 1975,*

'i];ffprov1de data for SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIATIDN 1t s composed}};ﬁ;“'

Z*tf;ffof a number of b1polar rat1ng scales; s1tuated between pa1rs,i'hﬁe

g) SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIATION jf V"the , successwveffjfﬂf,

cs7§a]locatlon of a concept to a po1nt 1n the mult1d1mens1onalf

Tﬁ{_] emant1c alternat1ves (Osgood 1957 p 26)

_% g

h) SEMANTIC SPACE 1s the mult1d1mens1onal realm hav1ngidh

“:evaluat1on potency, and act1v1ty

7) SEMANTIC ATLAS or SEMANTIC DICTIONARY “,f5°“rga,':;<

‘“'fffﬂquantlzed Thesaurus 1-'1n which the Wr1ter would f1nd nOuns.5

a

‘rrftfthe populat1on (Dsgood 1957 p 330)

"7dV,Semant1c space by select1on from among a set of g1ven scalediiF

N

:,three'- factors of semant1c meantng .asp 1ts d1mens1ons S

“”?adJectwves. verbs, and adverbs (a]l lex1ca1 1tems) l1sted-75
’7*-g"dfpaccord1ng f to the1r" ]ocat1ons A' semant1c Space,’ as_"

i ?determ1ned from ghe Judgments of representat1ve samples fromfhﬁ5ﬁf
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T J) EVALUATIVE FACTOR s' character1zed by scales l1kee_5t
good bad pleasant unpleasant ’2th:;.[pos‘tjve negat1ve7_ ‘

';fosgood 1957 p 11) e

-

‘s

k) POTENCY FACTOR . orthogonal to evaluat1on, -fﬁS‘]” L

M i characterized by, scales - Tike Strong weak, heavy- 1lght,'and]f:.ff'

: S .
hard soft - (Osgood 1975 p 12) B ‘<;' T

“3f; act1ve pass1ve and ex01table calm " (Osgood 1957 p 12)

val1d1ty for educat1onal use

T ‘Univérsity of  Alberta .

b lh'ﬂh, h-f;';d _‘d‘hdw: ,,;a,bwp Lo __1:5{---~" R
'Sf:!'fif‘vi ”-1.1lﬁ SCOpeoand.Delimitatjons bfrth?TStU?Y]_:»

e .

1) ACTIVITY FACTOR 1ndependent of both evaluatlon andrfl}i};

potency, iS Character.'zed by Scales l1ke fast s]ow o
m) EDUCATIONALLY DESCRIPTIVE means tQThaVexconcurrent“ﬁj¢ig;

n) EDUCATIONALLY PREDICTIVE ‘means fp;“bayetbﬁéd{§£ivé’j;;df'

ﬁl:tif;‘e5f.qffﬁt, The P0pulat1on con515ts of students enrolled 1n thezadﬁvf”

vocat1onal and techn1cal courses offered NAIT Th ey

_%iﬂ};-?} \sample‘ cons1sted of
iu\gfér;lﬁff( 1n the populatlon e

PR

':e students enrolled 1n three codgsesgff;::*

NAIT prov1ded two testlng per1ods,: of apppox1mate]yift»

three quartePS‘ of an hour each w1th1n the durat10n of thel,fﬁfff}

course, one w1th1n the ftrst weeK and one w1th1n the f1nal

.y v]}»v.} week of thejjpurse ff?=:ga1::;J¢i;y%;1j ;lw?sg' v‘1:“:;  _Q
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NAIT prov1ded course grades for the students 1nvolved‘

f1n the study Th1s was done us1ng student 1dent1f1cat1on‘f*
fanumbers “to- 1nsure prlvacy but to allow COPPelat1on W1th:ff*7

test1ng results

The study deals w1th data der1ved from both student’?'n

‘ fffcourse grades and the evaluat1on, of research 1nstruments-lfji

%

v'_ftiffcompleted by the students ’f{iﬁffft¥454157ﬁ55f2;hsﬁjxfj[2?Er7

The semantlc d1ct1onary comptled by He1se (1978) ;ls;*;

*Sfjused 1n the evaluat1on of the research 1nstruments

Three persons were a]so selected from the educat1onalfﬂf,;f
'i'ﬂf_niﬁcommun1ty at th' Un1ver51ty of Alberta to prov1de a}f)fff

\'»ff:compar1t1ve analysis of the attltudes conta1ned 1n the;ffhj

et

\'» '4



, RN ‘ Pagé,f13,:$]t;‘;§
 Chapter 11 - | o

Ry
/.

2.0 ,REVIEw.bF LITERATURETL‘.'J

R VaPIOUS researchers have 1nvest1gated W&he relat1onsh1ptgh::i'

th;v-between students affect1ve att1tudes and the1r academ1cf;-7’

.‘_ . y

1'7.dach1evement Much of the research that has been done has?"‘

“"fifas the matn source of reference 1n thts area

o 21 'Indiv dl u ff -

.\ I

v?uffbeen 1n very spec1f1c areas Bloom (1976) has put together a_f?”gfu
"d‘good rev1ew that sumar1zes many of the causal relat1ons thatVVfthtf

ﬂ‘tfﬁﬁeffect academ1c ach1evement H1s book therefore. was Used_“ht*hf

‘\

&

There 1s a cons1derab1e concern among educators abouthf];:g

:ﬁ?the effects‘ of a student s 1nd1v1dual d1fferences on h1s€tf?{ff

"?;gescholast1c ach1evement These. 1nd1v1dual dwfferences aretfftfﬁ
’dgf“the result Of \the student s unlque h1story BY the t’“e at?hztt
o 7f{:Student -reaches vocat1onal or technlcal educat1on programs,‘ffgih]

Jﬁi?fhws.un1que h1story : w111 have deVelcped substant1a1}ffszh

371nd1v1dual d1fferences between h1m and each of ‘the other*j]f:t;

& k%

‘V:iﬁstudents 1n the class Evans (1971) note8«that SUPPP1S‘n95trtﬁsﬁ

by

:77af51itt1e ~i§f known about hQW these d1fferences @etate toi;a':?t

'*ilearn1ng i»;@jf},,jﬂki«gfﬁ*ﬁjjﬁgL'{‘]*7‘*'"”

o \

'5yféo2 The Effects of leferences 1n Students “HT$£6ﬁY{'5ntff:fﬁtt”

The1r Ach1evement _'ffﬂfé'ﬁf.wbi,h;V“VP

Accord1ng to Bloom (1976) the majquty of vartance 1n_hf’§f
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student achlevement 1n a learn1ng task can. be accounted for;j' :
by two character1st1cs that a student br1ngs to the learn1ng :¢_
task These student character1st1cs are Composed of .twat
types | "'Cogn1L1ve Entry Behav1ors ’and'"Affect1ve Entry ?'}d
Character1st1cs k“dIVldua]]y these ffactors may acco;akééjfﬁ

f°" UP t° 50 Per ’enliand 25 peP Cen& ; respect1vely. of thetfid‘

.‘ var1ance “in- student ach1evement (Bloom, 1976 pp ‘58 104)
In comb1nat1on t ey 1nteract to account for up to 65 perial;f
cent of the var1ance ft student ach1evement (Btoom, 1976'-:T;

Bloom 01tes a th1rd factor 3“Qua]1ty of Instruct1on _as ftﬁf

account1ng for an add1t1onal 25 per cent of the var1ance 1n

..... b : R

”ftf;student ach1evement (Bloom,.1975 p 135) FOF the qual1ty

of 1nstruct1on to be most effect1ve,: 1t must address the

shortcom1ngs student characterist1cs 1n a remed1at1ng

: l e '::' :

manner before attempt1ng the actual 1nstructlon
These cond1t1ons wh1ch need to be a]tereb 1n e1ther the
students or the school are pr1mar1ly caused,vas noted above, h‘nu

'-,).‘

"°¢f,;by_ 1nd1v1dual»: d1fﬁerences g?result1ng from the unlque

hlstorIes df;i;ihéf stUdents e Bloom notes that pr1or

;._ﬁ R R
k'”* appl1cat1ons of theory to schoolf_ﬂatAtJo s have largely

1gnored 1nd1v1dual d1fferences 1n h1st0ry u.‘”_
Knowledge of 1nd1v1dua] student chayaCter15t1Cs | s:;t*%

~&

”7feessent1al in order to prov1de background 1nformat1on for the ;jf-

& teacher to reduce the var1ance 1n student achlevement

B . v. E B o

e I
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2.3 hjcoéﬁlfjvenéhffy Behavtors'uﬁ o | ERR

The area of cogn1t1ve entry behav1ors, also commonly.

known as prerequts1te sk1lls,_ prov1des the largest and mosth"rn

vd- read1ly measured correlat1on. w1th student achtevement 1d‘“

Var1ous '1nstruments have been developed and val1dated toFu >

,1l€/thns factor wnth vary1ng levels of correlatlons w1th_j.

student achlevement _ General1zed 1ntell1gence tests,} wh1ch}¥"

“'fo arefread1ly ava1lable, are found tOF correlate w1th StUdent’7ﬁ

:?Ei achIevement prov1d1ng a SQUared correlatlon coeff1c1ent ofli:f

25 (B‘°°mvv1975 P 45) Spec1f1cally des1gned and valudatedft;f_

tests can ach1eVe a squared correlation coeff1c1ent of up to'}[ik

50 (Bloom, 1975 P“47) BY compar1ng student performance?vffa

"'5 obJect1ves w1th 1nstructtonal obJecttves and curr1cula,,r dilf

”’#f, teacher should be able t determtne the necessaryf_.ti

pre rGQU1s1te ; cognatlve sk1lls V a course Theseﬂ{?hf

pre requ1sttes, along w1th other' sk1lls : recognlzed as!}fgf

necessary, from experlence w1th the course:, can be used 1nf{ﬁ;g

construct1ng a spec1flc test of student: cogn1t1ve entry;ﬂ[fl

behav1ors e

e '-‘

Once the teacher determ1nes what cogn1t1ve entry sk1ll;ffli

deftc1enc1es ’: student has, two courses of act1on arelf,§§

, 77fﬁf*’ava1fable The most_ obv1ou$ would be to prov1de remed1alf;f;f

1nstruct1on and then to retest The other course of actlon?ffil

would reanalyze the learntng task to f1nd an alternatlvegjfﬁ;

. u

ff””: means of arr1v1ng at the obJecttve Then the teacher couldb?fi

o



Tyl“ﬁvar1ous att1tudes of the learner“

'”Tfaffect1ve character1st1cs ﬂgsﬁfi

. f?éf-'

';choose a method that"_usesujoniyhsskjhls'that_th“istuden;n ‘;Ai

'[.already has

. 2?42feAfFectiyehEntry*CharaCteristics;Lih
Affect1ve Entry Character1st1cs are bas1cally those‘

"fdattltudes that a le rner br1ngs to a 1earn1ng task S1mpson;*
f3(1978) notes the aff ctlve doma1n is composed of a myr1ad of W

'vf,fee11ngs and att1tudes He further st?tes that how a personp'fh

. Sl)

”_fbehaves dur1ng a course w1ll be 1nf1uences by the affect1vei}”27

\

dﬂ;att1tudes-he br1ngs to the course as well as those attwtudes{{;f'}

’5;that are aroused dur1ng the course "lfliﬁp_yf-***ﬁ

In Bloom s def1n1t1on the ma1n focus : upon thzvff:'.

f"We regard the 1n1t1a]ff;fﬁ?

;;;complex ,compound ofﬂi}ff;

. j5¥f1nterests, att1tudes, and self v1ews (Bloom, 1976 p 75)£f;wj:

’H"Q?Interests and self v1ews can be seen to be part1cular types;ff{tr

"stffof att1tudes wh1ch are ment1oned separate]y in oFder t0j7_f]p

flaﬁfemphas1ze them F purposes of th1s study,- the term:fﬁﬁjf

"’1f;"Af?eCt1ve Att1tudes"“'w1ll therefore be used synonymouslybgiiff

| 'hﬁtfw1th the termﬁ“Affect1ve Entry Characterlst1cs

The area of affect1ve attltudes,v although ioc§e1§fig?},“

'5fdef1ned and often var1ously 1abled of cons1derablei5}inﬂ“

'“*:fzryconcern to a varlety °f edUcé\ors It 38 most often dealtﬁffh?;f

,7fw1th as a concern of persons seek1ng to lmprove the processrj_;"

ttﬁ;»fihfof learnlng and 1nstruct1on Gronlund (1976J advocated thej:;*¢§




‘area"of affect1ve attltudes as hav1ng an 1mportant place

: , v
"-(mthm the formatwe evaluat1on of students t -

) .

| 12.,5':; | _A'spects‘-..Of_ 'A‘_Ff‘ec_t i\?e .amy, Attitudes i
The area of a student's affectlve entry characterlstlcs ‘

B has been demonstrated by Bloom (1976)*to be 1mportant in the Y ft
- [ student’”? academ1c ach1evement or lack thereof 1n a codrse .i,»‘
. of° study i He dtscusses ' three ﬁ dlmenslons \ wh1ch he

| hypothe91ses ?$~ composrng student s, affect1ve entry
g character1st1cs attltudes toward subJect }toward.schOOlrr_ :f'

| and toward self #
The compar1son between studles.l.even 1f l1m1ted to a
e"ii,is1ngle d1mens1on. such a&, subJect related attxtude,g_fSUf"'

~'shll compl1cated by d1fferences 1n research 1nstruments

"'j;[é Bloom acknowledged that he was "fortunate that 51m1lar

.

:Lt?iffmethods were used 1n the Internat1onal Study of Educat1onal

“x!fﬁAch1evement StUdleS 1n such subJects mathematlcs,:;i};h

’”"fﬁdf:;sc1ence, llterature,; readlng comprehens1on.l French » r?i“i}?f
::{ffsecond language.; and Engllsh as a second language’ (Bloom,digdfl
'H;f;;1976 P 81) Thls yh t however’»gbe usual case More
‘ y?f{foften,_vattltude research methods are common only 1n the
“Eﬁlsfi};ba51c attltudes that they attempt to measure 'ttﬁﬂfyffltlaﬁ”ﬁd°dz
Accordlng to Bloom,_ whlle general\tyijs des1rable 'for

| 5_fjcompar1son purposes what most researcher"*are interested in

:'519115 the specwflc d1m3hs1on of subJect related att1tude Théﬁ7;;f”r
- - G I T R e T s e e

~ o . . B . N . . « R “ - - o
A o Tl I L : . ? R FREAE [
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)

ch01ce of d1mens1on of dlmen51ons to be researched can be

determ1ned by compar1ng thelr ut1l1ty values w1th the amount

"~ of worK required tafmeasure them

sBloom (--1976, p 97 ) -found that in general the best

predictor, of the thrée ‘dimensions, produced as good a

‘pred1ct1on of academ1c achlevemept as the comb1natlon of two

horu all three could produce If then the best predlctor‘

alone could be measured as good results would.be achieved -

0

w1th only one third of the measurements as with all. ;Thev

problem then becomes one of ch0051ng the best dimension.

. Bloom' went further and determ1ned that wh1le they are

1separable dlmen51ons at the lower grade levels, they merge

1nto a s1ngle generaltzable charactertstlc g1n the' later :

years ¢ By the time a student ‘would reach the level of

-vocat1onal or techn1cal education an attempt to measure one

dtmenston would actua]ly el1c1t a response‘in'all three a

dlmen51ons If - a measure of any one d1menston would elicit

this three d1menstonal response then the measurement of any

'one d1men510n should prov1de an iiffgbalent measure of the.

student’s affect1ve entry att1tude

*

W1th1n the d1men51on of subJect related affect, Bloom

2 ,U

cons1ders the three 1mportant areas perc1eved by the. student‘

fto be the‘past h1story,' the present ‘task, " and the goals of

the future. S P
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2.6 Achievement Motivation .

.6therjresearchers have'also studied-the‘re%attOnship of
laffective attitudes “and achiecement’by studying affective -
attttudes through some d1mens1on or component -of. these
-attttudes By‘)51ng11ng out a d1mens1on or component 1t 1s?
.ofteh.veas1er‘ to produce a more ' general]y | app11cable

instrument.

»

One component of affect1ve att1tude.' mottvation. has
‘ been’stud1ed in conJunct1on w1th ach1evement McCletlandﬂr
- (1953 p 80) advances the ,theory that a person w111 work
[-touards ach1ev1ng a goa] so long as_there is a d1fferenceJ*
- between, thevperson s current level of-achievement and:the”

level of the~“goal, ;A student’s goal in a course i$'~

"} determ1ned from expectations resultlng from ‘a number of

other components ‘of the student s affect1ve att1tude

- "Cﬂearly ‘the ‘expectattons._are built out of universal .

'ekperiences{_with problem-splving - withtlearn1ng.to’malkmi
‘vtalk, _hunt; 'read 'write} sew, 'performchOres;_ and -so
»forth,“ tMcCtejland 1953 p 78) Achievement mot1vat1on can

be tmade to help students worK*towards mastery of various 'c
skills. The tasﬁ'for the educgtor accordlng to th1s theory,
is tg ensure Egat the student’s expectat1ons of mastery are

the same ‘as those def1ned by the course obJectlves ~ Mere -

‘4verba1 acqu1escence to the course objectives is not enough.

As already po1nted out, the.'student' will set his own

1]



. N
| | Page: 2O'r1_
.internal expectat1ons of ~what ‘mastery 'is“‘for.hlm,_’Thel
}educator therefore,, shou]d:-be-‘monltoring the Studentls‘
ﬁlevel of-mot1vat1on’ in order to determ1ne when add1t1onal“
expectatlons need to be encouraged"eHowever Evans (1971)'
| -notes psychologlsts have produced surpr1z1ngly l1ttle that
”‘a1ds the teacher elther in /recogn121ng .or;;_changjng

k mot1vatlons ST

‘ _From the varlous works on mot1vat1on there fjs a~»
‘vconcensus that mot1vat1on .1ncludes SpelelC d1rect10ns
chClelland | attempted to correlate general measures of'_'c

'_ach1evement mot1vat1on to schola§t1c achlevement From h1s

“‘f;dpoor results he concluded "Poss1bly 1t is necessary tof-"’

d‘introune ‘cues relatlng tovthe task for wh1ch ach1evement15'“

7_ predicttons, are be1ng made in order to get a measure of”
n'Achleyement‘:wh1ch; wlll pred1ct scores' for that task "”47

‘W(McClelland* 1953 ph238l5_ It appears that any measurementf

‘of a student's affecttve att1tudes,' Jn}a course, should be.rf;,

| made of att1tudes W1th regards to the stUdentCs'course.Qf_%.'

f study in part1cular R 'ﬂ’glij,- :”'?@{j

McClelland ) identifies_ tWO:,aposslblef causes:y‘of.‘
lachlevement‘”motlvation:'fﬁthe organlsm iseeks to.,maXtmize
'pieasu}e‘ and tminlmtie péin" ’lMcClelland 1953 p 93)

‘h‘links; the max1m1zat1ona of pleasure with the mot1vat1on to{'
,7succeed Thus a‘student in a course of study freely chosen,

'vand"espec1ally in thé student’s maJor area of 1nterest and“
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study, shoqu be pr1mar1]y mottvated to succeed McCTeTTand 'fh

- aTso Tlnks the m1n1m1zat1on of paln w1th the avo1dance of;
"rfatlure Thus a student in a requ1red course of study may be -
ﬁmottvated onTy to avo1d fa1Ture \Both pos1t1ve and negat1ve'

'tfeeT1ngs towards an act1v1ty can prov1de{h.ach)evement:

A\

two causes of mottvatton- aCT*together.tn_f'

”ivarytng amounts to produce the observed achﬁeVemeﬁtjs _

mottvatton The max1mtzat10n of pleasure f produces 2

I pos1t1ve correTatlng : achelvement mot1vat10n and h’r

'Tpachtevement mottvat1on

’much greater d1fftculty than the measurement of cognattve:feff

\\

o the m1n1mtzat10n of pa1n pr0duces a negat1ve correlgt1ngi L

[l

=;z;z:,,Measufenastffecttge“Atf;tuaes;; ;uﬂ---

The measurement of affectlve entry att1tudes prov1des af;_gh

;tfentry behav1ors Th15" T due the h1ghly subJect1veQTf

-:Tfnature. of the affect1ve domatn Because affect1ve entryfdj_;

R attttudes vary from course to course,a 1t is d:ff1cult toﬁ

‘vy and a ~su1table 1n1t1al test Because 'of poss1ble s1defﬁdhf

tﬂeffects ar1s1ng from ;the ftrst use of such a test 1tv1517V

I3
[

' ’even more dlffTCU]t to f1nd one that can be reused

M:‘_AE number of generaltzed attttude tests have beenh@«7

'-f'rdeveloped for evaTuat1ng the affect1ve domaln These methode,

t".

(1) observ1ng - the . puptl as he performs and
descrlbtng or. JUdngg hTS behav1or (evaTuattng a

@
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g speech) (2) observing and Judg1ng the qualtty of
. the- product - resultin from his performance
: (evaluatlng handwr1t1ng? (3) ‘asking his peers
‘about "~ him. (evaluating social relationships), and-
- (4) quest1on1ng him directly " (evaluatlng expressedt L
B *1nterests) (Gronlund 1976 p 247) . o

‘k5_Each of these methods have a var1etJ~\t d1sadvantages as_fgs

‘fthey are currentTy used Gronlund p01nts out that they are‘hge .

r{fmore' SubJect1ve than we would T1ke,; and that they aretdv;l

t:tusually qu1te t1me consuming In compar1son to general1zedh'd

g1ntell1gence tests they less re11able and yet more1*7f'f

e f_*f'dufhcult to use. The probtem is that ""they pr‘ov1de the bestj':'_;.“~~‘l*'-ff-f-f"

:jv:fmeans ava1TabTe for evaluatlng a var1ety of 1mportant¥;ff1§

.V.’O: ,“'-':-'

The two most common standard1zed proJect1ve attitUdefffL:T

. ‘“tests are the Rorschach Inkaot Test and Themat1cff}- [

tAppercept1on Test (TAT) . They both requ1re h1gh]y tralned;ftf”'

'r1nd1v1dual scorers worklng one on one w1th the subJects Duefﬁt-xT

Tf*ttfto the1r extremely general nature,; wh1ch allows almostﬂﬁfrt

‘:e_;complete freedom of responses,; they woqu be of 11ttleﬁffpa

‘ffvaiue in determ1n1ng a student s affect1ve att1tude w1th1n af>-

'77part1cualr school course ATthough the Themat1c Appercept1onfj'fjf

ﬁ7=7:Test has been used 1n the study of ach1evement mot1vat1on f‘

h 1ts use has rema1ned w1th1n the general nature of c11n1cal;§7fih

tf'd1agnos1s

',,b.'t'. P

:':As an . educat1onal aTternat1ve to these overly generaT‘»t =

'”TteSts; Gronlund proposed the deveTopment of standardlzedfi o

TR
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"1nterest 1nventor1es _ He‘ stated that 1nventor1es havejt

| -generally been used only for gutdance purposes but that they'lf"

\t?also conta1ned potent1al for use. 1n curr1culum planntng and{.a7.~t

S The use of standardtzed 1nterest 1nventor1es woulé’

l*'jﬁrallow more~\d1rect and obJect1ve testlng It would also be di bf

l'glmore fea51ble than the more t1me consumlng alternat1ve offlf;”

'"fxpersonal 1nterv1ews ‘

Standardlzed 1nterest 1nventor1es would st1ll prOtheffFf*f“

"*»;the educator w1th very generallzed results The problemfﬁl"g]

”.ifwould st1ll be to relate these results Qo the student'

'77i¢developed

"?f¥31mproperly 1nfluence 1ts results

:ifrfaffectlve att1tudes towards the parttcular course Due to%}tTlol

'['-the var1ety of att1tudes 1nvolved 1n vartous courses.£ thtsfff;;?t

:?nV'frm1ght lead the development of spec1al1zed 1nterest§f77fb

*..}1nventor1es for, each course Th1s poses an add1t1onalgjtkf'

'«,rproblem as old courses change and s new courses ,are}g.”

s ‘."

-v_‘

. for part1cular courses poses even greater problems Of'ff'fj

53[rel1ab1l1ty and val1d1ty than that of generalized attttudei?;f.f

'affect1ve att1tude testsl{ifll

'fftests_ or spe01f1c cogn1tive tests There 1s no easy methodfﬂ1755

'qf“of determ1n1ng what should go 1nto a spec1al1zed affectlve'ﬁldnv

l""attltude test or how to ensure that 1ts word1ng does not”ali"
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T 2.8 The Seman_t'ic"‘D"’i'”fferen't:ia]_ o

T

Varlous methods of att1tude measurement are d1scussed L

_yby Oppenhe1m (1966) vthese “the: semant1c d1fferent1al;j:afﬁ‘

vfdteChHTQUG appears to be of part1cular ;potentla] in ther”:“

'ydevelopment Of 'éf'common and generaltzable 1nstrument for’fftf;f

'wo;ﬂmeasur1ng affect1ve att1tudes Thws potent1al xs due to the¢7j_f7'

'tab111ty of a semant1c d1fferent1a1 to use general pa1rs ofvyfyhf;

'“syfsemant1c oppos1tes, taken from the common.{“ ord1nary;f.?'”

:fhﬁ}vocabulary of everyday soctety. as a rat1ng scale

e

‘c5ﬁ0r1g1nally developed by Charles E Osgood (1957) usesfft,uf
Jt“tﬁa number of semant1c oppos1te palrs of adJect1ves that are;;faﬂ

miﬁitfconnected by a seven pownt rat1ng scale Concepts are rated?f;.ﬁ':

The semant1c d1fferent1al techn1que was or1g1nally5_ﬁffdj

iby a” number of scorers on' each scale The resultaof}afffttff

: ﬂﬁfffactor anlys1s of a number of such rat1ngs 1s found to'beé“}fi}v

Aithree maJor d1mens1ons that are a11gned W1th the Concepts Offf*in

:'i”fevaluat1on potency and act1v1ty

";"":"Ecul)dmn terms Al;lf_f

'rlﬁFiconta1ned w1th1n thftf

Th1s 1dea of the d1mens1ons of connotattve mean1ng

‘fufdescr1bed by Dsgood (1957) to be a semant1c space he7-7";dy

"*{gfassumed that th1s emantlc space could be dealt W1th ﬂintiffﬂsd

concepts and all words should befa”

"7.Llocated accordlng to the coord1nates of thelP Connotat‘vef:;r:d

. F;QmeanIng Semantlc d1fferent1at1on prov1des f;;tdéif'fbr”jrfj7f

"‘dfallocat1ng such coord1nates to words

semant1c space WOrds can then beﬁf'ﬁﬂf"
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N

“239f' The Seman§lc D1fferent1al 1n Educatton
The development of the semantic d1fferent1al techn1que;!

: h-for use 1n educatlon was advocated by Magu3re (1973)

Further lnvestlgat1on'treveals that ifthéj; semantlc:"

""f9d1fferent1al techn1que has been used 1n stud1es of var1ousf€lﬁihf3
“:}lcspec1f1c areas of educatlonal 1nterest Some Of these areasfb{_“Tll

L:i; yserve as examples of the d1mens1ons- of affect1ve entry';fiihf

: "'fatt1tudes already d1scussed

.a‘:;if1nvestlgated by McCallon and Brown (1971) They compared the?f:hﬁTTT

'Tfresults of a semant1c d1fferent1al 1nstrument W1th a leertf{ifii;:

t;]type att1tude 1nstrument that had been prevwously val1dated'.;g-

't}iby A1tken and Drager (1961) They found a correlat1on of 9*:}i59{t
hriffbetween the two and concluded the semant1c d1fferent1atpj;;_f;

'a-ﬂT1nstrument to have concurrent valld1ty w1th the otherfn’f

5~1nstrument They found the evaluatlve d1mension of thg;}f7f‘*"

Wd;ffsemant1c d1fferent1al to be of parttcular 51gn1f1cance and:ﬁfj:efﬁ
”'Tvijdnot1ced that people posess1ng favorable vand unfavorablefifof?,
:T;ifyattttudes_ towards the subJect Of study d1ffered to thefﬁflefyi
v ZTTC:greatest extent on evaluat1ve scales ﬁ,,f the semant1c:ﬁ;;.;t

'iﬁ_fidlfferent1al Thts lent construct va11d{%§ tO thelr use of“ji;fng

#-'\”

'ftffthe semantlc d1fferent1al

A study by Cassel(1970) used a semant1c d1fferent1al to*’ﬁT:{fﬁ

‘7ﬁmeasure the att1tudes of students towards the concepts of{ﬁiszj
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-school'steacher:andfstudent;ftHere the concept of student 1s"y

'tfakih to éﬁe’-studéﬁtf concept of self w1th1n the schooljff'

env1ronment Both the concepts of schOOI and self have been'fi“»'

' "f?showed af s1gn1f1cant change }for the concept of student

IT'TVj]on the students

E

Throughout a Course f{_j,fﬁ;{;,g-:.»

There are 5a number of educattonal S1tuatlons wh1chffettm

55fconta1n affect1ve as wel] cogn1tive 'and psychomotor;;f;”;

"QTstudents ga1n in‘a professtonal program are among the mostffjf{?

LN

fftmportant of aTT educattonal outcomes The pract1ce of theseffff:ﬁ

'”rsffunct1on1ng as profess1onals on the JOb

Hover and Schultz (1968) stud1ed h:f 1ntent10naliffiff

”fjachange . 1n' students att1tudes | produced by a co]]egegfffjg?

..'

*'7;:1dent1f1ed d1men510ns of 1affstudent’s affecttve entryf;”fd
liff?-att1tude A compar1son of pre and post course att1tudeSWﬁpﬂ_
e ..‘ﬂ\% SR

'"vgif?Thls change m1ght be attr1buted to the effects of the course;~2ff5

‘-t(g;{z 10 Semant1c thferentlal Measured51Change§;f{btAttttudesj,fﬁﬂV

;@?ttbehav1ora1 obJect1ves.ﬁ Th1s : espec1ally the case 1n theg);1°'
l'v5ffgjareas of vocat1onal and profess1ona1' educatton 1n wh1cht;[f5;
"ttfstudentSf are beIng prepared to .f1t into, the world of work. ©

"“ﬂS1mpson (1978) noted that the att1tudes and values that;tf.ff

i :*ffatt1tudes and values w1ll be an’ 1mportant component of the1riziiﬁf

o ff'f*fcourse They assumed that ‘ att1tudes a” Tearnedif;{ﬁt
"5}f*tpred1sp051t1ons to respOnd 1n an evaluat1ve sense (p 300)7vjl°'

zifggA maJor concern was f1nd1ng a :rel1able attttude measurlng?iffjh
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- 1nstrument that would be sen51frve enough to reg1ster subtle_;ﬁ

:felt that the eva]uat1ve ) d1mens1on *rqfffthe_' semant1c"-'

'..d1fferent1a1 seemed 1deally su1ted for the purposes of the1r_:f:f

b: ¥€d1fferent1a1 ,scored 1nstrument that was adm1ntstered bothyﬂ

v

.o- ..'

The ‘semant1c d1fferent1al technlque. developed byj;ifz

In h1s 1nvest1gatwons of semant1c meantng,; Osgoodffff;

V"tatt1tude sh1fts Of the var1ous 1nstruments ava1]able they:f'

| ”?fffstudy They constructed th1rteen ’concept semant1ce;,f

‘Ve:ffbefore and after the course Stgn1ftcant att1tude sh1ftseg€qf
Tfo:were obta1ned en ten of the th1rteen concepts The ]aCK Ofﬁiftt

,fﬂﬁgfs1gn1f1cant shlfts the other three concepts COQld betfiit

Osgood “957) has had three maJor purposes The f1rst ts
. ‘T,ito 1nvest1gate the nature of semanttc meantng The second 1ST5e55
T:.*ﬂfeto Prov1de a techn1qUe for=structur1ng att1tudes The th1rdef

'ihf1s to 1nvesttgate attltudes towards var1ous concepts v1a thef TET
Ar-lafitsemantIC meanlngs accoc1ated W1th these concepts “Tﬁétfi'h

a0

':seffeducataonal appltcat1ons dlscussed above,: have attemptedi;;{'

_ﬂraff(1957 1962) found that factor analys1s of var1ous semant1cfte;d
.i HiT?Tidtfferent1aTs on§1stently y1elded the maJorlty of Ioadlngfﬁei?
;T'if?iﬁgon three factors wh1ch could be 1dent1f1ed as’ '"Evaluat1on;df_ff
"?ﬁtiiiPotency.,and Act1v1ty i' He found from a number of stud1e8ff:iff

'7”?”fftthat the factor loadlngs of semantlc space are Qene"alftllﬁ
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- v7across°cutturaT boundaries7tOsgood 1962 p19) _;'lgfjty'y“
_ Tzeng and May (1975) conducted further.vresearch 1nto,iy_r
ydtexthe _factor anaty51s of semant1c space They ana%yzed datatsh
;iyfrom semant1c d1fferent1a1 tnstruments w1th enough semanttcf ]
‘t;oppos1te scales to produce s1x s1gn1f1cant factors ';The1ﬁ.
rfT;f1rst three factors, 1n order of loadtngs, that they foundf¥]}:,
"*fﬂ;:were the usual evaluat1on potency,; and act1v1ty Bydp‘r*h
:”ffﬁcompartson w1th the second three. they found these f1rstii?€{
_ __;ngythree factors to ” exhaust1vely represent the affect1ve;?iﬁi
\ ”ﬁtfui;:semant1c space * (1975 p 103) The fourth factor they foundf}ifc
'xﬂuigtfyto be pred1ctab111ty as represented b§’semant1c pa1rs such}h{if
””h?f;a stable / unstable certatn / uncertatn and true / false.ffﬂf:
hd T7;21They found the ftfth factor to represent concreteness asfj}ﬁ}
.Vqueg*opposed to abstractness The s1xth factor they 1dent1f1ed asﬁilff
Rm‘; 1mmed1acy They Concluded that these second three factorSffi;f
‘ﬁfhtfwere components of a non affect1ve space that they 1dent1f1ed: o
I:Gifas denotatwve space (1975 p 109) ‘fiff-f¢[=ff‘f‘dtffr)k;;ﬁ*?
“'”*12f12*7966¢rafitxtahd;ReysabiIityafonsAffs¢tiV¢fMéasvrin9ef%r*‘"'
. Thel consxderatlons ;of val1d1ty and reusab1l1ty<of agtf*7°
““Tr¥imeasurement 1nstrument depend upon the 1nteract1on effectst7e;fi
‘u'ﬂf_f;caused by the 1nstrument de51gn and compos1t1on Thesekttr7s

‘*f;;1ntpracttons can occur w1th1n the lnstrument f effect1ng 1tsfﬁ

L?{fval1d1ty or_ between success1ve admtn15trat1ons of thefﬁ
”ﬁfig1nstrument effect1ng the rel1ab111ty of 1ts reuse If fewer;j

'"Vf};yords are used 1n the 1nstrument quest1ons then there are]%g
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47»_fewer‘ words that couid . un1ntent1onal]y lnfluence _thexj-f

4

f‘to carry th1s' concept to the] 1deal ‘we would have to:ijj-

;7el1m1nate ,ask1ng -any quest1ons _atEVa_. Such a case 1s,1h

‘}thowever both 1mposs1ble and 1mpract1ca1

_ "° By us1ng scales composed of :‘words ;?fromfi7COmmonfjaai;
"gfvocabulary,u the semant1c d1fferent1al techn1que can reduceff';ﬁf

;fthe effect of quest1on1ng 1n the el1c1ted response It does;rlﬁq

s method 1t 1s generally accepted that a comp]ex

edure 1s requ1red

test - on brands ~of ice cream- one of the
creamy”, ~“tasty" and. ‘a  few. other” “terms, - but -
fittle - more; - yet: g1ven ‘a “form , of  semantic"

Judgments) But what spontaneous 11ngu1stlc output .
may- ga1n 1n va11d1ty and sens1t1v1ty,,1t certainly

-hardly comparable .and do" not ‘lend ‘thenise lves

‘_l responses to the 1nstrument 0ppenhe1m (1966) suggests thatt o

‘;;;w{;so by m1n1m121ng the number of POtGNt1311Y 1ead1ng words 1n.f}:
‘"Lttﬁfthe quest1on1ng process There 1s however, a. further ]evel{jp,f
ﬂfﬂiof ref1nement possvble for the reduc1ng of the effect fo{ﬁft
txfhiquest1on1ng Th1s of course,t to ask an open endedftrfff
f‘e*gfquest1on such as,gj"Tel] me what you than about X s where Xi?b;;

‘Tfﬁ1s the obJect of the att1tude under 1nvest1gat10n I” ordefoﬁwp

' LessJ fluent SUbJeCtS, however f1nd 1t veryff? e
7cult to encode meanlngs spontaneously (inas e

ithors found - that most subJects could prod0ceyg*“ SANE

ﬁ?fferent1a} these “same - 1nd1v1duals qu1ckly andlffth.
Fonfidently: - .indicated - “large - number. = of -

loses . .on .other - grounds 1ntrospect1ons are:;ﬂ'}fhg'f

ffd7foUant1f1cat1on What sort of - quant1tat1ve 1ndexﬂfwfthvrf
- of meaning ‘could be applied to- the two sample;gj‘fﬂ.gfg

,.fttﬂfboutputs above7 (Osgood 1957 p 19)
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\;Jh scor1ng open. ended questlons tt 1s necessary to |
'v‘f1m1ze the problems of. d1fferences in fluency and s1ze ofr-

vocabulary of subJects The problem of fluency can be'f

m1n1m1zed by var1ous. types of controls on the sample of;:T'

"/words ;Such tcontrols 'can be d1rectly or 1nd1rectly on theﬂ

‘ijjghumber, OF-.words or by compar1ng only subJects of s1m1lge S

'°ﬂ,‘fTUency Ind1rect controls on number of words _can

'1ﬂﬁfiproduced _Tb llm1ts of t1me or space? for answer1ng

l

”3j'Furthermore, subJects can be asked to wr1te a: set number of_j,g'

';hftwords or to f1ll the space prov1ded They can 3750 be[7'

':ﬂfasked to wr1teﬁ as much as p0551ble 1n the1r answer Somehﬁﬂ

."5ifaof these methods can be seen to requ1re 1nstruct1ons. wh1ch;?fttg

"“!fmay cause addltxonal 1nterference 1n the answer1ng process

3ffthe common language

: .»h?f;?Theff methods of l1m1t1ng time 0" space 'are_ therefore{ﬁ?hwf
"T"7f;f?§fpreferable,. pr?V1ded that ll the reSDONSeS e'lClted are;;?glt
*3lﬂfijst1ll of a su1table s1ze The problem Of s1ze °f vocabulary:i;;h;
:*TﬁtreQU1res that the scor1ng mechan1sm must be geared ??fjhf

‘“Jf;fespeCIally,_ to words w1th the greatest ?requency of use 1n?fitl;

B 5775{2?l3;’Tﬁé*N$$6¢laiienfetgwdtéé;éhdefflf95é5t7*~aﬁFﬁfhjflfifﬂ7ﬂff7

S

L1ngu1st1c theorIes propose that the words used 1n afffﬁ**

'begdescr1pt10n‘ have a connotat1ve,_ as well as a denotatlve,fif4F?

}f;mean1ng The connotat1ve mean1ng ';{54 result of théf?fl;;

v’;7attltUdeS of the person choos1ng the words forﬂ}thé§1;7“‘

'fflﬁfxdescr}pthn Accord1ng to Ogden and R1chards (1923) these;fffet
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attttudes may beéboth consc1ous and unconsc1ous 1n nature

g o Thus the v1nd1rect express1on of att1tudes ‘also may not behfu"x

obV1ous to someone'-analyz1ng a group of words Thus wordsﬁ o

.- often convey a greater amount ofsmean1ng than they appear tovsz."

- convey f;jf,f'gv ' :r-_v_', o .v-s';q, S
The effect of att1tudes on cho1ce of words Can‘be;Seen]

L3

att1tudes prov1de the st1mu11 and the words chosen provxde -

- L

to be a case of the st1mu1us reSponse process,-'where‘the,ivf'

the responses ‘(Osgood 1957 p 4) The words€}chosen comeQ iﬂt'

f%%;' from a person s vocabulary whlch r}.a set of poss1ble

G

cond1tnoned regbonses A person s vocabulary 1s bu11t of a 3w117h

"‘"fi}gfhﬂmbe of words wh1¢h hav been frequently assoq1ated w1thgiuiit;

.o,

s1m11ar exper1ences. These expertences, that are assoc1atedv”3;fi”

Q'tf w1th the words w1]1 have been s1mi1ar ln both connotat1ve;fui;fl

and denotat1ve context Thus, one should be abTe to measur%fi73-j“

;5:f} att1tudes 1nd1rectly V1a the use of words assoc1ated wrfh'?'{;giﬁ

them | - _. . l ’ . ., ..o' , . v. . ‘ N

214A UmversaTSemantchtchonary S

t“?/;ft;; The ba515 fo an att1tud1nal scor1ng system for openf;?jffhf

ended quest1ons was f1rst suggested by Osgood (19§%£

that ttme he proposed that 1f semant1c dtfferentlals couldﬂsfrffh

be shown to apply cross cultural1y (whrch he Tater proved) f{iifff

then a semant1c d1ct10nary could be composed of the semant1cas:££:-t

scores of words,f In the semantﬁc dxct1onary. words would be};ftff7.

Sy

.A‘A"”:- ‘g L
e T1sted aceordlng to the1r locat1ons wwth1n the d1mens1ons of;,iTle

e
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semantictspace.‘ His-intent,at'that time was to sélect the
?desired~semanticvdimension~scores' and then to find the word
(uhich best‘ fit the 1ntended attitude 'This process‘could
hOWever;~ be reversed to select a word and then to find the
intended attitude By. USlng a su1table semantic dictionary 
it, -therefore, should be p0351ble to analyze the attitudes
contained in an essay on a word by word ba51s ‘The main

' attitudes\contained in the essay should be represented by

the average attitude of the words in the essay.

| A sizeable semantic diciﬁonary was‘compiled by Heise
”’(1965l " He used a semantic difterential» study -containingiy
: 1000 of the most frequently used English words The words
wére selected on the ba51s of frequency of use as'listed by.
West (1953) 'Serv1ce words such as articles and prepositions
:"were excluded Since pilot work had 1ndicated that they had ‘
'neutral semantic ratings A larger semantic dictionary, of'
v1551 words was compiled by Heise (1978) by consolidation of
. his earlier dictionary with those of denkins (1958)’ and
'Snider (19699 . Heise has suggested that by saoring statement
words which occuﬁﬁed in the dictionary that a representative ‘
score for the statement ‘could be determined "In research
focus1ng on subJects verbal behavior, one need not con51der
"~ all words emitted but only representative samples (Heise,
>1965 P 2. Heise's 1978 dictionary is the largest semantic
4dictionary available for current use'i The next largest, hlS

1965 dictionary, is a subset of it.
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.2.15 Applications of a Semantic Dictionary

Recently, AndersonJ and McMaster (1978)‘ devised a

computer program that would automaticaily score passages of

text u51ng Heise's (1965) semantic dictionary | They have-

appiied this to “"the analy51s of ex01tement in iiterature

with conSiderably successful results In their study,' they?'
scored SUCCGSSIVG 100 word segments of . text They calcuiated ;
average evaluation, potency, and activ1ty scores of all o

scorable words for 'each segment They found the-average-

scores - to- be .representative of the relative ievels of

evaiuation, "potency, “and act1Vity that occurred w1thin the o

: segments They fou?d this technique capable of an accurate

janalysis of attitudesv of a variety of types of writtenf

materials. both prose and poetry; While Anderson .and
McMaster only report o the use of their program in the
. ”deSCriptiVe 'sense; they -do suggest that it could be used

predictively for educational 'appiications, such - as ~the

‘,_seiection of approptlate text books based on their emotionaiv.

.0
,effects‘on.the‘students.

-Heise:(1978) described a method of us1ng a semantic

dictionary in predicting actions in 1nterpersonal.

;situations; .He wrote a computer program that wouid evaluate'_y

' situations with the aid of a semantic dictionary Given a

\

description of an actor and a person to be the obJect of the -

the action, rtbe computer program suggested a number of

. ‘x:v"'f'3-i:-‘ s
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“likely aetions in Kéeplng w1th the. 'descriptions:of‘the'

‘personal1t1es 1nvolved Once an act is chosen. the program

;w11] then pred1ct the effect upon the peop]e and whether,fd-

the effect w1ll be- permanent or trans1ent
‘2:16 Imthcations-of,a'Semantic Dicttonary.

The above methods “suggest  that a semantic dictionary
‘can be. of use 1n measur1ng the 'aftttudeSTCOntainedding :
’ngroups of 'WOPds The Anderson and McMaster study suggests-

f‘that the source of the att1tudes 'need not be tested 1n thebyx

f.trad1t1ona] manner Rather »than askxng quest1ons of thenhfa

',fauthors of the passages that they measured they based the1r R

\ _measurements on -actual output ‘of these people a R

- nontestjng; enyjronment; : Hewse (1978) suggestsJ that
‘penson’s attitudesv towards someone’ Or “someth1ng ’can be

;meaSured fromu;he_WOrds 'thatgthekperson choosqs to descr1beh:"
kthe Othér'persOn_or‘thtng. 7.'&’,;:1 | o R
S o b

S B R : .
~These findings are in agreement w1th the l1ngu1st1c

. N

theory prev1ou§ly d1scussed They show that the 1nd1rect.

representat1on of, atf*tudes produced through the cho1ce ij(,
'H_ords. both ex1sts and can be measured 'The means-of th1s'b,‘

‘.i measurement the semantlc dlctlonary,‘ 1s of such a general;r

‘.nature that 1t should also work in other s1tuat1ons ,
The ‘one s1tuat1on, of part1cualr 1nterest here. is the |

measurement of.students att1tudes towards thelr courses 'fA

I
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'geneba]f open ended att1tude measur1ng 1nstrument should bef '

..:;apléi to_prov1de thls measurement when scored by a semantlc”‘

| 'iﬁ d%otionary' Th1s would be a- cons1derable 1mprovement ‘in e
}fflex1b111ty and general1ty of att1tude measur1ng, as hasfiﬁ
R ;been ppev1ously d1scussed ' These measures have uses botn
sf:f,adescr1pt1vely and pred1ct1vely in educat1ona1 app]1cat1ons :
 The Anderson and McMaster (1978) < study supports thén'
_';:idescr1pt1ve usage and the He15e (1978) study supports the.f -
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3.0 'ME'THODOLDGY{:' j

b

‘ It was the purpose of th1s study to 1nvest1gate va'\~3;>’

,imethod for measur1ng students affectlve att1tudes _Thet',

»l;att1tude measures were then correlated W1th the students I

\

‘pachtevement

5tUdentS were Pequwed to write!*éssays dealtng w1th}s.;ﬁi*

':-che1r past present and proposed future att1tudes towardsffsyy;f

"?l;thetr sub}ect of study These essays then were scored

| w\to determ1ne | ser1e5' of ‘ measures of the students

f”'tff;att1tudes Students essays were »scored by calculatlng theyff"Q:

:'average semant1c scores ‘of all words in. each essay that werer.f“

’:t,yalso 1ncluded in. an avatlable semant1c d1ct1onary Three';f

iileducators twere also asked to score the att1tudes conta1nedb‘ffﬂ"

71n each essay Th1s was to provxde ﬁa' reference for;b"

‘compar1son purposes The var1ous att1tude( scores were“]%‘7

"";correlated WTth student course grades
R R g

v‘7_r3;1:}TResearChfInstrumentatTonffhif;-lh

The study used a research 1nstrument developed by thef

'f,researcher, a ser1es of computer programs wrttten by thenflﬁ 5

""researcher, and the ach1evement scores. prov1ded by NAIT N

The research 1nstrument cons1$ted of three pages w1th aj:;'

;sitﬁresearch quest1on at the top of each as well as space for;s_st
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_ nd1v1dual student 1dent1f1catxon There was a]so a cover;

‘ 'tpage wh1ch asked for student id- and course name The form offtfr

.'y'1nd1v1dua1 student 1dent1ftcat1on was‘ the NAIT student id .
- :

P fquestwons asked the student to wr1te a short essay each in,;ffttf

&fnumber,. in order: to profect student prlvacy The threewd'

";gnontechn1cal language,; about h1s concept of the subJect ofﬂi{d’

7 1°the course 1n past present, and future contexts
| +vfifhé*thﬁée.feseafchaquéstidhs;usedrwece;afse,:f}%i;:f;**
e Please descrlbe in essay form _and w1thoutjcff;5ff:

f?iineed1ng to go 1nto _techn1cal deta1ls what youff

O

“5Q»§ a]ready Know about the subJect of th1s course

b) Please descr1be in essay form and w1thout,:9:h;"‘

“':f,:tneedtng to go 1nto techn1caﬁ- deta1ls what you‘ :th'a:;f%f

',fgth1nk you are go1ng to learn 1n th1s course

c) Please descr1be in essay form and-w1thoutu't'5°"

f~fneeding to go 1nto techn1cal deta1ls how you plan,ftgc

-1;f]to use the Knowledge ga1ned 1n th1s course 1n your,{f'ytfiffii

tfuture

\

:hh’”fthe‘r prerequ1s1te ; courses were obta1ned from thétﬁi':'

fﬂ-departments respon51ble for the courses at NAIT

| 77-f3?2‘VSsmadtiC‘Dictfonaﬁv'CérnutsréscoringuPr?grame<;*

o

th'f”'Ach1evement sCores for the students 1n the courses andh*fffs

+ :Theffresearchtnethddot6@9£Wasfdestgned'iofdeterﬁihesthetrsV1‘
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feva11d1ty ld' usab111ty of computer produced semanttc',

":g att1tude scores. of essays = A computer program scored eachﬁ{"

‘7f?essay by calculat1ng average evaluatlon.»i potency, raﬁdaffh

: -rdact1v1ty scores of scorable words w1th1n the essay It alsod;fif‘Q,

':*produced a compos1te semant1c score from these three scores }"” SN

b, 'A.;‘v :

The computer programs wr1tten were s1m1lar 1n nature to;;}l;f}f’

.fdthose developed by Anderson and McMaster (1978) They scoredV[f‘f*5*3

é*~§fan essay by calculat1ng the average semant1c CO ord1nates Ofiif;7fhf

“ﬁffiwords from tpe essay . that appeared the semant1cf,ff?1737

’hffffdd1ctlonary comp1led by He1se (1978)

"ifAd[set of two programs was used Thehftrstfprogramf R

: ?‘Psearched the essaYs for words that were 1istedfrtn thefyhfd”_f&

"3semant1c d1ct1onary as hav1ng more than one meanlng,‘such as=$j71j:‘

”':fThthe word t : wh1ch can be a noun or a verb ‘ When suchfiﬁh"d°‘
) "?{a word was found the program prtnted the WOPd the 11ne the:rft¢:dt

' ﬁ,iﬂword occurred 1n and the poss1ble uses of the word Th1sf;t; =

| l§l1st1ng of occurrences of mult1p]e mean1ng wopds was thenf;-”" .

a'analyzed by the researcher to determlne the correct cho1cef;fffo:f

':ttof meantng\from the context of usage ! A 11st1ng of selectedffﬁof;tf

d:}atmean1ngs was- then. coded to prov1de c]ar1f1cat10n to thes°“fff;g
_,S;;second program The second program searched the essays forffﬁh:::
”.7‘1a11 words that were l1sted 1n the semant1c d1ct1onary Wherthf e
Hd?'1t encountered multtple meantng words, 1t consulted the 11stdffsid

':~Tf;of selected mean1ngs to choose the correct one The program“t;~'u3f

"then took the evaluatlon potency, and acttvity scores from:ff;ﬁitr

':—’w DI
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‘-G.'

"‘jﬁythe 'semanttc d1ct10nary for each of the words it had found

‘,;Itf added these three scores to group totals for the essay

;71}The program also kept track Of the number of words scored

‘\'TiAtf the end of the essay,?‘1t calculated the average score

'7frt0 each of evaluat1on, potency and act1v1ty It also -

ffuffhcalculated f compos1te score from these three averages

ifU,j;;F,na]]y,h 1t prlnts out the essay 1dent1f1cat1og, the three

\ : ;“_:;"":_;aver.age SCO"eS and the corrpoSlte score, as 1ts f‘eSU]tS

Three educators, were asked to score each essay on the

‘avﬂibas1s of the qual1ty of attttudes conta1ned.1n them Th1s
: e

' ”ffgquality of attttudes was def1ned as the pos1t1veness or

'ifﬂnegatlveness of the attltude of the essay towards the
£

’school subJect descr1bed 1n 1t The rat1ng was tO be 0" a ffﬁth

”‘”J}sca]e of 1 to 99 w1th 99 betng the most posit1ve attltude

.”"iﬂThe essays were prov1ded on computeP pr1ntouts Wlth a un1que *L7f[

'”JWcode number a551gned to each essay The essays We"e grouped

.":xff;by school subJect,«and sorted by research subJect (student)

l~'

'*fh;;tpretest essays were placed before pOStteSt essays. where

.‘tf;?both essays were produced by a research sdhject The exact‘

'qu_]method of ratlng was left, up to each scorer.-"ln omder t° f?t:t

“%htipepllcate typ1cal condltlons wtthln the educattonal SVStem

‘r:;ijach scorer, however was 1nstructed to deV1se some method

'°7';hithat could be cons1stently app]led by hlm to scorlng “of all

»v"ﬁﬂrrhthe essays before he actually started scorlng them 1}32g~-r*'l14f
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Educators vwere ‘used as scorers to prov1de evaluat1ons?;?f
“thtor‘ compar1son purposes because,v at the current t1me most;'
fﬁ:educators go no further. 1n assess1ng student att1tudes_i;f
than us1ng what 1ns1ghts they themselves gather Accord1nggiff
’5tto Evans (1971) and Gronlund (1975) the. use of morel{ﬂ'
'fjsophtsttcated attttude measurtng methods,» ]S rare It 1s'
“ﬁtadm1tted that add1t1onal 1nformat1on may be obta1ned ovengqf;
”3ithe duratton of a course,i wh1ch w1ll reflect the att1tudes=;(r
7ﬁ;of some of the students to a greater extent Th1s W1ll begf3;
tf?espec1ally true where a h\gh degree of 1nteract1on occurséilf
flfbetween a student and the 1nstructor . e
?dldﬁilfh three members;;lof_ the Univers1ty of Albertaifi,

:;ieducattonal communrt;: who were chosen represented a wjdeffgf

'ickgrounds They were chosen fromf*}f

flfvartety of expeftence f
~;:lamong the colleagues of;the researcher on the ba31$ of the;inf
*f?d1vers1ty of the1r exper1ence Scorer j was a: th1rd yearfﬂf}
"undergraduate :_educat10n student who had completed h1sfftf
h*gpPaCtlcum requ1rements He was chosen to represent _newl?jf
?]lteachers w1th relattvely l1ttle experlence Scorer 2 was a;;,t
fffgraduate student th» Department, of 1ndustr1al ;vdﬁﬁf
hd}Vocat1onal Educat1on | >H; had over twenty years. .ef?*f;
| r*ilexper1ence : teachtng 1ndustr1al f arts :nd ; vocat1onaliif;
ﬁ ;3,,ieducatton vat hlgh school and communlty college levels CHe

ﬁifiﬁw'a chosen to represent exper1enced teachers Scorer 3_f{7t

L A A
,;the researcher, was a graduate student 1n the Department of;ft;

B e

 Industrial and Vocatlonal Education He has not taught_,.‘,.jif_;:{v,
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vtrad1t1onal soh001 -coUrseshfbut had worked 1n 1ndustry asfnl_;*

O,

"‘ga consu]tant and 1ndustr1a1 tra1ner for over f1ve years

He‘"as chosen to:represent pe"sons Wlth mdustﬂa‘,'_"

’:*%»fieducat1on

N exper1ence wh' move 1nto vocat1onal and,.techn1calm';tw'

' *f;ithe attxtude scores of the three educatoPS

The methodology for determ1n1ng 1f the proposed methodf;ﬂ,?t

'fjfffmeasures affect1ve attltudes cons1sted of corre]at1ng ?fhe;fiftf

hsf??results of the computer semantxc scores w1th the results offykﬁ;ﬁ

\

The methodokogy for determ1n1ng 1f the proposed methodﬂfff?j

”-“}ffwas educat1onally descr1Pt1ve cons1sted of correlatlng thetifeft

"*5ﬂﬂresults of the att1tude scores of essays w1th the students

‘”f’;ffe00urse

'“forcurrent achwevemeﬂt scores 1uCorre1at1ons were calcu1ated’.:p‘r
| .h;ufu51ng both computer semant1c scores and edubaton | att1tudetfk:a

:'”7f:scores as att1tude scores of essays The attmtude scorestfffff

I

T*7-§t0bta1ned at the start of the course,gswere compared w1th therf?f°
N“*h?f1nal ach1evement scores from the PrereqUTS‘te course 7Tﬁe;ffff

'ffjattttude scores obtalned at the end of the course were¥f7f,f

*ﬁ;compared w1th the f1na1 ach1evement scores of the currentj;ffi

The methodology for determ1n1ng 1f the proposed methodfxyoj;

i*?f:dwas educatlonally pred1ct1ve cons1sted of correlatlng ngfEf?7;

?Fff;att1tude scores obta1ned from the research 1nstrument that{f“h;




Eacran

fdwas adm1nlstered at the start of the course and the ftna]A
'ﬂﬁx]}ach1evement scores of the current course Corre]at1ons were S h
vh."?fitcalculated us1ng both computer semant1c scores and educator_f'

:f;sﬂatt1tude scores of essays e e T
3'"*fEach of the above methods was tested» for each of theg;;°

'“*fthree ‘courses compr1s1ng the sample } POPU‘at‘O“ .Thét;;a

"77;7genera11ty of the pPOposed method was thenfde;ermined byafff

:_g,izécompar1ng the :results between all three €s ..
'qiftfcorre]at1ons of educat1onaTfdescr1pt1veness obta1ned fromf}ff

Yzfgff7feach of the three coursesu, as compared to determ1ne 1f therfu

,}NhSEiQppoposed method was educattonally descr1pt1ve 1n general Th
Haﬁ:a];}correlat1ons of educat1ona1 predictab1l1ty obtalned from;f;
'dtiieach of the three courses were compared t° determ1ne ‘f theéf;
“'”@;aproposegimethod was educattonally pred1ct1ve 1n general .
AII analyses us1ng scores from the research 1nstrument“fk;

*’wfifused the average score on the entlre 1nstrument Scores for

:’:fdiff;the proposed methOd 1"°‘Uded eval”at‘on'~ pOtency andi)

';act1v1ty scores as wei] ‘s a comp051te score The compOSIteffjf

l”"sffscore was composed ‘of the vector d1stance from th e
co- ord]nates ( 3 3 3), whlch 1s the most negat1ve poss1b1e1}]}

’5§fif'po1nt in the semant1c d1ct1onary that 1s_be1ng used The.?fd

f;iogaiformula«for comput1ng the comp031te score,

\'*fif%jwhere C ls composwteﬁs;ff.
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..:q. . o L _‘2.

ke

was done 1n the use of the methodology

'{’

1nstrument needed to avo1d frusirat1ng

'Qﬁfwthe Un1vers1ty of Alberta Th1s group was chosen because offo&x'ifa

'ttf!gease of access for test1ng and because they approx;matedjgﬁﬁfgfff

f’¥'¥7:the o research populat1on ifihffgagefjf: d technolog1calff;fo?*57

Aﬁwrect1veness ibf‘ thls method of f analyzxng;yf‘cs
E‘iiby both Anderson and McMaster (1978) d:,fub?
S accepted Thetr methodology of scortngcff".:”
?to the methodology used 1n th1s study, thUSﬁrfi;i:ﬁ

matn\\area of concern was the wordtng of theyrf}j;;i
' nstrument It was to ellc1t three answers,_ eachﬁffj__}jﬁ

'east a hundred words (1n order to g1ve 1argeﬂfﬁ5;sztf

pe ‘13 °f WOPds to be scored) The answers shoulddfbﬁb'
'che respondents past present and future or1ented;;;5g:

of the school subJect be1ng descrlbed by them Thef. ” BRI

.nghese two concerns were p1lot tested by;_ :w~fif
it to a group of ten undergpadUate Un1VeP51tyjf“ff'7ﬁ7

’rol]ed 1n 1ndustr1al arts technology classes 1nf{;;j;LfT

tment of Industr1a] and Vocat1onal Educatlon atdlff?;?éﬂ

| 7ffcfln the pllot study the research subJects were toldisgi:f??Fiiid

ERTR Th1s is a study de51gned to lnvestlgate yourf;fffffhﬁifxt
"rﬁ1deas and. . opinions " towards: . the’ subJect of .this .~~~ "~

{used 1n attemptlng to 1mprove thls course

t?:fﬁi*course' (course. title filled in here) It has . nOQaff;'gfﬁﬁa'f
" "bearing . ‘on your grade in this course: . It w111 be3g¢f£§jj;j;;i




bége’ 4

REE The study 1s composed ‘of  three - questlons
' “y*«jt‘They are: " what" do you . already know about the
;';vsubJect of thls course, what do- you think ‘you "are
~ - going to learn in this course; and how do you plan
1o use the Knowledge ga1ned 1n thls course in your -
"fﬁwatUPe

..three quest1ons ‘as’ fully -as: p0551ble “You willl-
‘v“haye fifteen: ‘minutes’ . to answer. each questlon
'?*Please spend call of: the time allocated 'to each
\quest1on ‘in wrvtlng Your answer, "Do not - go ahead
to the next. question until.you. are told to do so
.. ThanKk- you for..your: co- operat1on o S
R “Before :begining please. put the. course name
‘~ﬁ;and your student ld number on. the cover page
e (pause) e s
- Please beg1n the flrst questlon now
“(after fifteen minutes) . . - “”-*~f[~ o
“Fifteen minutes are. up Please beg1n the .

1k isv'mporta“t that 'you answer- each of the. _j\;,.ﬁv‘

: "ajﬂf;second question now. . - P V,.,,¢ G -f'}’i?ffj”77*97

(after -thirty m1nutes)

Th1rty m1nutes are up Please begln the th1rd d:fftfi

.;,-:quest1on now. -
o (after- fourty f1ve mlnutes) o
R Fourty -five mlnutes are: up Please hand
”Myour ‘papers Thank you, . aga1n,l, for your
‘co- operat1on '°-= o o - f, S

“'ﬁfThe p1lot study determ1ned that the wr1tten quest1onsrflfft

'7ffwwere successful but the oral 1nstruct1ons requ1red a. sl1ghtffﬂfj;

é?f‘itr?frevislon., The average length response to the researchff};f{

,f1nstrument 1n the p1lot study, was’,342 words, w1th 278“*§yﬂu

_fgwords the m1n1mum and 456 words theﬁmaXImum Th1s s1ze of?fffﬁf

,"73j;iresponse was deemed to be\more‘bhan adaqu"ée;;

3i:ﬁand McMaster had successfully used 100 worifsegments 3

since. Andersonﬁ#"'

o ;\ Thé t1me element was found to be exces51ve CThe

‘~73:;fmajor1ty of students were f1n1shed the questtons 1n less;ff,;;

l

than 8 m1nutes per ques

The excess tlme e1ther causedfffvfﬁ,
fihem to be 1mpat1ent on fo“disregard their 1nstructlons and‘ftff“'

to go ahead and work on the next questton., In read1ng theffj;f;i
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.‘grespoﬁsés, 1t was found that the responses to 1nd1v1dual;5”'

t‘;.;quest1ons often actually dealt w1th all*three quest1ons,”’

--ffpast present and future,_ together In ‘some: céses,_:ﬁf

\

W_[;references ‘were made to a prevxous quest1on s responset; -

'V*°ff0ne student even answered ftf three quest1ons together le

iﬁﬁp]w1thout any attempt atﬂprov1d1ng separate answers S1nce theﬁﬁfn
'”’zﬂfiﬁstudy had not planned to do separate 1nvestlgat1ons of&?ce
- &tjfatt1tudes for each of the three questlons, and’ s1nce ltheaff?

";;ffresponses had been satlsfactory 1n length 1?d content tit;a;_

Q{f;was dec1ded to mod1fy the verbal 1nstructlons to elimlnate:fff

, ‘“3:ff?the need for wa1t1ng to start fhe\next quest1on Spe01f1ckﬁt'

f*;ff'time per1ods had been or1gtnally used 1n hopes 0f extend1ngffff

"”J:ffthe length of each reply Thls had not occurred and s1nce35§f

fih;;adequate respOnses had been produced 1t was foundfﬁi;

~'""l'_-"f;"unnecessary The t1me l1m1t was also rev1sed to_a;maxlmumfﬁfh

’7;10f thwrty mlnutes 1n total=‘~ e

3 s Select1 Qn of SubJects PR

The populatvon for thls study’cons1sted of the studenthf;;

'Tfff:fenrolled in’ vocatlonal and technical pPOQPams at NAIT ,nfftfﬁ"

The sample cons1sted’of.the stugents enrolled ln three{);f

:'cfffclasses w1th1n the populat1on Three classes from~ thesffﬂ

ﬁ&

vocat1onal and the technlcal areas were-chosen, subJect topjf?

ava1lab1l1ty, by the D1v151on bf Reseaéth and Academic}?jf

'_o . . L LN
R ST AR

B Development at NAIT to prov1de th1s sample
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3.7 Eield Procedures

(%

The research instpument administered had threé. distinct
questions. Each question required some amount of writing on B

the part of the studehts. Once started, students were, AR

R L S e Tr e e St L fAd

allowed to proceed through ‘the questions at their own speed..

o ThécadministratiOn. was preceded by an introduction t?/_
w . _' Q“ . _‘ ‘ ) N . ) . . . ) \ .

the study, - basic instructions and the distribution of the
zrgsearch in;tfgmgnt.' The»stggzgfwﬁs déscribed' in ‘general
-terms in order «{p avoid biasing the responses. In the study : .

|

the>research subjects were told:

A A e ey S

N

1 am a graduate student in the Department of
Industrial and Vocational Edycation =~ at the.
- University of Alberta. I am investigating the - o
opinions of NAIT students towards some of their
courses. | am here today. to ask you a few.
questions about this course (course title filled
in here). 1 would Yike you to write your answers

- on this questionnaire I am handing out: ) ’
- . This is-a completely_ confidential” study. =
Your instructor will not see your writtenlanswers. T

" @nly. a general summary ©of the class’s answers will . :
be available to him. I do ask that you identify ’ :
yourselves on the cover page of the questionnaire. = 1
This. is to be able to compare your answérs from. - s
the start and the end of the course only. 1 do
not require your name, therefore, but.only your .

. student id number. =~ 7. L . :

¢ - The study is composed: of 'three questions.
They are:, what do you., dlrea ‘know about the
subject of this course; what do you think you are

“goings-to learn in this course; and how do you plan_

" to use the knowledge gained_in this course in your

future. O e o

It is important that you answer' each -of the
three questions as fully as possible. You will
‘have half an hour to answer ‘these questions. I
will write the time on the blackboard every five
minutes and tell you the time every ten minutes.
This will help you to pace yourselves. o

A

L o e PRI T ST

i




’ fjnto_the computer fdr énglysisT‘i

- diéfionary-cbmpi]ed by'Héigeﬁ(1978) 'which‘Wérg'ehtéréd'intoaﬁ“ )

¥

Cinvolved at NaIT. = T
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Thank you for your co-operation.
' Before begining please put the course name
}and'your:student id number on the cover page.
- (pause) - A . |
. . Please begin now. v
(after ten minutes)
Ten ‘minutes are 'up. o . .
(after twenty minutes) .~ = . oo
Twenty minutes are up. SR S
~ (after. thirty minutes) o R
- Thirty minutes are up. Please hand in .your
papers. Thank you, again, for your. co-operation. .

3.8 . Data Col1ecti¢n-‘

" Dpata for the achievement hgradeé for thevcburéeélﬂé;_

their prer Uisitgs;'were bbtaihed 'from; the ~departménts

n

v o

Raw. data 'cohsiéfing~_of"thé sﬁudenisf essays fwépe‘

. o . E] . ) LN
written on the research instrument. These were then entered.

el

Data for the affeCtiQé-sébringl'camé from the semantic

“the computer.

Q

‘éSSaYSw,aiong With'essaY C°de”ﬁUmberé;f‘They:Fetqrned sheets
' e L o .

]

attitude evaluation scores.

3.9 Methodological Assumptions -

- fests of significance used p = .05 .as the level -of .

-

oY -
P . . 8 A B o

Scorers Wére" giveh compufér printdut copies Of'the :

- with' the esséy‘_ cdde' anbers .and-f”the{ﬁ_ corrgspondihg‘
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'reJect1on Correlat1ons were determ1ned us1ng Pearson s r.

C Composite correlatlons,j‘ from mult1ple ' samp]es,_ ~used

[

. F1sher s Zr

- study Corre]at1ons were calculated excludJng m1ss1ng data [“73

Some attr1t1on was expected dur1ng the\course of thea

']It_';' ‘assumed that the' research tSample HhoneSt]yt~id‘

responded*%o the reSearch 1nstrument

0

It'ts aséumea“that “the me thod of adm1n1strat1on of theng.;

-research 1nstrument9d1d not b1as the responses to 1t
3.10 Limixatiéhs.'; }-,'~'x:‘t;i S 7>’;»[uﬁ”‘-f L

"-Not‘oatle NAIT vocat1onal and techn1cal classes 'were'

A

avallable for use 1n the samp]e _Thus»‘the sample wasp:not_,_:u

| randomly selected

The semant1c d1ct1onary compwled by He1se (1978) Oniylﬁ,:‘,

has two s1gn1f1cant dlg1ts compared w1th that 'of He1se S

'(1965)"vsf used by Anderson (1978) wh1ch “has three .

“three 51gn1f1cant d1g1ts It was: chosen however becausefof”;

j1ts greater number of words
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Chapter IV BT
o Three classes ‘were: prov1ded by NAIT 'asﬁthe r¢search

.;sample There were 72 students (44 male and 28 female) fnf

o 'the study The average age of the samp]e was 22 years 'sA=t,,

.;hdescr1pt1on of each course 1s glven below f ?Qaf*

| Some dlffe?ences between courses 4may have had anh‘ﬁrf
‘factua] permanent effect on the attltudes of the studentsf?i’
ﬁ'towards the. subJect of study Other d1fferences between;ft;}
:;courses : may have' only effected the way--the‘.studentsggfa7
“‘liperce1ved the parttcular class or 1nstructor btfferenCes’fw”f

the .second type m1ght have served as ta, Source ofaf?

.'ﬁ'

ff::contam1nation to the att1tude evaluat1on performed by the'

PR

“5educators who served as scorers ti thls study It s

= : i

‘ important to dlst1ngu1sh between those d1fferences whlchﬁ -

7ﬁiactually had an’ effect on. the att1tudes ‘and those wh1ch:f£7‘
t wh1ch might have only had an effect on the attltude scores’

thlfferences 1n teachers, and thus in teachlng stiﬁes »andf;ft;

SN o : .
1n effecttveness of 1nstruct1on,5 may be expected to accounth;g

e

e Ty o
"sjforg~some d1fferences in the att1tudes of the students

_ffOther d1fferences noted f m1ght tf ‘bef; s1gn1f1cant _:f'
’~:d1fferences~' w1th1n the students Ibut"f only témporaryzf

.,‘mod1f1cat1ons Ains the1r modes of expre551on w1th1n the1r“y id

‘%ﬁ classes Slnce att1tude mod1f1cat1on of the students wasj_ :

not an eXpl1c1t obJectlve of any of the courses, one would}]fff

0
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7~h not have expected large overall change 1n the average of the

i students ‘attltudes_ aocord1ng to Hover and Schultz (1968)

Th1s f1nd1ng was conf1rmed by very small changes 1n average*h

']7 class semant1c scores over the durat1on of the courses Thepf.

Educators average class scores showed consIderable changesy,

over each of the classes ThlS mlght tend to support \theff

'-ﬁ; theopy of the greater rel1ab1llty of tme semantlc attvtude 2

-

._..//.. -

/T the courses may have 1nfluenced thexr att1tudes These;gf

7

'f:» each course .t‘*l_} ‘f~*7

scores It also suggests that the Educators scores,mlght;beit

measurIng dtfferent thlngs

The d1ffer1ng reasons students.fhad‘-for tak1ng thef}-

d1fferences w1ll be d1scussed 1n relat1on to the results for;f;

1 flriﬁdingsf ifh_fa CorrputmgCourse ERRR

One course used 1n the study was ent1tledi"Computers 1nay‘

Bus1ness For a short form 1t Wl]] henceforth be referredhﬂW"

to the comput1ng course The comput1ng course washi;

targyted to serve vocat1onal ; students w1th1n ?'NAITIff'

busxness program Th1s partlcular class was held 1n thefi,r

\'id even1ng ‘and - therefore conta1ned part tlme . as welt asa'1?

woEd The comput1ng course was, a. second year level courseff;f

full t1me students

that was an optwon 1n the bus1ness program and had beeanﬂ

chosen by the students '1t lS expected that the studentsﬁi@
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- admtnlstered On the latter occa51on,:‘the class repeatedlyfgg
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were tnterested in the comput1ng course but not necessarlly B

. as commltted to 1t as 1f lt had been the1r maJor subJect L

Because, the students chose 1t as an odtton and thus showedf<

o m1ght have only ‘a low -level achlevement mot1vat1onrff

towards the course

A L

The research 1nstrument was admlntstered at the startflf

Of a class perlod at the end of the f1rst week of classesffw

and aga1n durlng the last week of classes The 1nstructorf%d

left the room both t1mes before the research 1nstrument wash :

asked for assurances hat the 1nstructor would not see the;;;

results They 1mpl1ed that they were very unhappy w1th thetff

1nstructor of the class lafg'{gtt'j?f‘t;gr j,fu*ﬁf_.f-)gty~,i

The class,_‘v~ and thus the sample, exper1enced a fa1rlyfjf

| 'large attr1t1on rate of 5 out of the or1g1nal 15 students f’;

of the 14 students who both had a prerequ1$1te grade and-'ff-»'._.f‘
completed the f1rst research 1nstrument 5 were male, 9 were7.f
female and the average age was 27 years Of the g students,f'

who both had a f1nal grade and completed the second researchi[f

1nstrument 3 were male, 6 were female and the average age‘ﬂf

was 28 years Df the 10 students who both had a f1nal gradef”~

and completed “the flrst research 1nstrument 4 were male,'ff

'litf 6 were female and the average age was 28 years 'ffb?.g-*” S

e o LT

: 1nterest 1n 1t the students should have a posxt1ve attttude‘v"’.{f,j

vgg towards the course S1nce 1t 1s only an opt1on the students[7u
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The mean prerequ151te grade for the computtng studentsf’thv

78 7 Thelr mean.: f1na] grade 77 8 T’ef];rgv

The Prerequlslte grade had a Pearson s tf correlat1on ofitf:*

+ 80 w1th the f1na1 grade whlch 1s the same as was reportedf;?tﬂ

by Bloom (1976)

.-_'o' - A

Table ,1 shows that the student average att1tudesj?7td:

towards the subJect of comput1ng have s1gn1f1cantly droppedhfffw

over the perlod of the course accord1ng to all three of thegttitt

educators Sltght drops 1n att1tude scores “were | a]sois*ft

calculated from the semant1c d1ct1onary scores :fﬁf?

Table 1

Att1tude Means 1n Comput1ng

Start of. End of Changefﬁfvgh

‘3 Course {ﬂ -Course
Semant1c D1ct1onary Scores _f ﬂ_i“tu’_; -4;,‘ Som o
Evaluat1on o {‘3?”f‘*”2'- 1. 13gT“jj;1;t2¥gﬁ:. e;OJg* :
Potency . Jﬁ;;fjsf fw;n_;‘g J700 B8
Act1v1ty 'gijr“‘ﬁﬁj;f-“ B3 .60 02
Compos1te f_;;fg'{: S 6 63;-:;:;6;60;jfzw,5;02;

Educators Scores TR A T e

Educator 1 ‘;ffix;:;;i~?v85.
Educator 2. T 67,
" Educator 3. o ”vsz 77;
Average of Educators ; 77;

REPC TR X R
RS T

L5740
o583
o872
S ;,61 o -

.oiowdtsi:»f

“ szgn1ficant d1fferences at the p- 05 level

55003;.f*;]f

The d1fferences 1n att1tudes between the start'and the7jh{v

end of the computtng course.: that were percelved by th'iffhf

"7f§f; educators may have been due to the overall 1mpre851on thati}f;ﬁ
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' [Tﬁthe course fa1led to meet the students’ expectat1ons At thef‘;55
."'f;ﬁstart of the course most students eXpressed def1n1te goaTsﬁ:fff

'ntgi;for the course }”"S1nce my Job 1s 1n methods. I hope that 17ﬁﬁfﬂ

| T:thfw1ll Tearn from th1s course a better understandlng of when afflﬁf
.i*fﬂh,computer can be used to 1mprove a procedure (Student 1 at}ftﬁi
'“fd{hthe start of the course) the end of the course,wwthe;ii;;
:&TfaimaJOrlty of students eXpressed dlsapp01ntment at the courseéf?fﬁ
adﬁtinot hav1ng met the1r goals ;Q I Know very T1ttle more nowffffj
;7Q_about the subJect than I d1d at the beg1n1ng of the course :;t¥i

| ’Z(Student 1 at the end of the course)
i 41 f SemantlcDxct1onaryAtt1tude Measures1 n cOmpuhng

| The null hypothes1s that “"the scoring of the research;ffl.
‘ '“tf1nstrument does not corre]ate w1th the affect1ve attltude of??ii”
L"]Erf;the students towards the subJect of study i was 1nvest1gated£ffff
"*f$hﬁﬁ | the comput1ng course Correlat1ons were calculatedi}rtf

”ifibetween educator produced scores of the students at}1tudes§jfﬂt

sk

"“G'fconta1ned i the research 1nstrument and the semant1cfﬂ7tf

' i,5d10t1onary produced scores of the same research 1nstruments g*”iﬁ

| There were no s1gn1f1cant correlat1onsv e1ther at thef;‘*f
'*:f:istart or at the end of the course Therefore the nuTT;;f;f

""f;{}hypothes1s cannot be reJected for the computing courseiifif\

'°f”These correlatlons can be found i Append1x Atf”i};;fQ,Loajf

Correlat1ons then were Ca]culated between the Var1ouspjhﬁ£

educators scores Tab]es 2 and 3 show that the maJorlty of
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vihffh;fthese correlatlons' were s1gn1f1cant The low values of the;h
"fff;1ntereducator correlatlons 1nd1cate that the educators ;?f

"7§s¢or;s aare unrellable Th1s may account fE the poor;?;
'E?*ijfﬁcorrelat1ons betweep the educators scores.v and those;:f
”’7ﬂjiproduced by the semant1c d1ct1onary The corre]at1ons seemftﬁ

“nr;;gebetter at the end of the course perhaps the p”aCtICe;fT

{f*helped ‘~5~~ftst«tf‘“*
‘ Table 2 o
SRR AR Correlatlons Between Educators
o at the Start of the Comput1ng Course (n 15)

Educator Educator Educator Average '];_

Educatorsf?i

ﬂlf‘”fl"*ﬁ,ff}Educator 17;; 1 000 * 606 * 222 '849
co o U Educator 225534}_,,;606 > 1 000" * . ~4060. - LTMT
"*;j“g-;gEducator,BT;:'ygg‘ﬁf222, .060 1 000 * - 610
7. Average ofi,;vf;\;-;849j*.~; 717 * 610 f‘ 1 000

.+ kducators" ‘”“i*?@ ..¢LA‘ S Bfff~”‘ SR

B * * *",*‘ :

'~;ff£jﬁs1gn1f1cant at the p- 05 ]evel
e SR : - C\

Table 3

Lol Correlattons Between Educators el
;1; at the End of the Comput1ng Course (n 9)

4* Educator Educator EdUCatop. Average o

579 ”890 *

© Educator 1 - 1.000 *'“, 728
T i .813 * 926 *

U Educator 27:-;-- _ 1 000

. "'Educator '3 . r¢:813

- Average: of”;;;ai*. :
n*gEducators

‘-.;*‘* '* -x-

‘ s1gn1f1cant at the p- 05 level

Educa?orsﬁaih

1 000 * 865 * _f:
865 * 1 000 *1353
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The lack of 51gn1f1cant correlat1ons 1n/the comput1ng;.

”bwgcourse also may be due to the m1xed feelmgs of thS%StUde"ts\”v

\‘T{gjstudents brought the1r own part1cualr goals to the course ff:

d:ﬁdidthem d]fferent]y At the end of the course there may havef:t

”ﬁijtowards the course fffA po1gted out ptev1ously,; mostf;i

e -_:?,‘.""_':f:‘:-Wh1le atl of these goals rmght have been equally strongz-}f?"_'-.

'S'~§§i}mot1vators to the students,; the educators may have valgﬁgbff

\Y

l'”hz;ﬂfbeen strongly m1xed feel1ngs towards the SUbJeCt Studentsjf;

'2’{f;st1ll felt pos1t1vely towards the subject of computlng butfhﬂ

'”fvff”Correlat1ons were calculated between the semant1c d1ct1onary2;f

W-?Zfscores of the prereQU1s1te course The semant1c scoresffif

The null hypothes1s that '“there -zs no correlat1ony:;

"’*f,ﬂach1evement scores 1n the course

“”gach1evement scores for compar1son purposes

'*hfnot meetlng the1r part1cualr goals atﬂ;f;f*J'”‘

'71'f4 1 2 Att1tudes and Concurrent Ach1evement 1n Computlng e

‘-«»,‘

"”f“}a;:ppoduced scores f the research 1nstruments and

Table s how that. thonemeasuetht reliable in

‘5t'[f;expressed negat1ve feel1ngs towards the course 1tself f lﬂ?i

‘f}fbetween' achlevement and concurrently measured att1tude;f”g

o fjlfscores iﬁas 1nvestlgated t computlng course i

'*“fCOncurrent achlevement grades The semant1c scores from theft;l

“-”tfzstart of the course were compared Wlth the ach1evementff}

'frff;f;from the end of the course were compared w1th the f1nalt€f;
thamllar correlatxonsfﬁef

""77f;fwere calculated between educator made att1tude scores andf}iﬂ
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:?nhprodUClng a s1gn1f1cant correlatlon with ach1evement 15 the-vt
';dfsemant1c evaluat1on score Only one out the threef??
'f‘ffffeducators produced a 51gn1ftcant correlatlon That educator:;hl
’ "ff;fwas Educator 1 the undergraduate educatlon student,pand he:}f}

"J$.fonly produced a s1gn1f1cant correlat1on‘on onE of the setsf;t

fof measures These lower values of educator correlat1on551?'

£f9vffth1s problem of educator rel1ablllty has 3150 bee” notedffi?
e .,»:l Table s x:}frjf;;ff};ﬁf5ffiifﬁ1755”
“?“f"Concurrent Correlations Between ‘Attitude Scores;and.'h{i%f
iyl .tfjﬂfik_, Student- Achtevement in Computlng b A
"ﬁfgffffﬁffgfgff.i}7;;55?,3'Eae=ff Start of - End of f7 ‘Both

ff;suggest that the educators may not have been very rel1able i?fﬁ

*757fbfjf'”ﬁ}a ~Coufse - Course . Times .

e e e G n-141~rj,a nE g S pe23
'“f‘Semantic Dvct1onary Scores “ 572 R ;fz;ﬁgﬁ(*f);ri;r

Evaluat1on l;?ffff"hdfﬂ'd2f5554623;fi.i;600f%n41?1 o
Potency . - 36 . 290 . 307 .

~Activity” '?:f!~*-i.inflwpf250’4r~é;1315>;s¢;.:282;ifﬂf

C°mp°s‘te/ cf?ﬁ7fﬁ?cﬁ'T(*rfyﬂﬂzzfﬂwj7if529f%”;*éfﬂ77i#rbf

“CjﬂEducators Scores -,ffﬁlrff7*if"

Educator 1 : q"7f3173ﬁ;ﬂ77:#588;fﬁ;%f;4705%; N
‘Educator 2 - ’ ;gfffﬁ¢;047;,ghﬁ;;379;y;Gfgg219¢j}.;
oo Edueator 3l 0= 0340 0 0 3760 T8

P ﬁAverage of Educators ui*"”=1;034fffﬁfi3573 *. .g}:330f7553;

p--05 level

s1gn1f1cant at the

The»semant1c evaluatlonaicorrelat1ons of 462 and 600}f1f

{compare well and favorably w1th the average correlattonf]fl

”;ﬁ-_;bf 500 between affectiv:dentry attttudesfjand achlevementflft

n.

” {freportedu by Bloom (1976)

d'The semantic evaluatlon score.ﬁdﬁi




B2

‘,Q]'thebéfaké; appears useful as well as. slgn1f1cant The null:fi

”s-;evaluatlon dtmen51on The null hypothe51s 1s not reJected'ﬁlt;

:ffor other forms of attltude measures studted

The null hypothe51s that t"there, t

“?thypothes1s 'iWS}f reJected to' semant1c\ scortng on' therfvff

R Wno vcorrelattongaf?]
: ‘??:between f1nal achtevement and attttude scores calculated atédﬂ;
.t;;ﬁft;tthe start of the course of study “f';sr 1nvestlgated 1n theiﬁ;?f
lﬁﬁffcomputtng course Correlattons were calculated betWeen the;:f;;

1:T;Semant1c dlctionary produced scores of the researchflﬁ;f

l*f;?fiﬁhtnstrument from the start of the course and the flnalf]lﬁf

f’“i"i‘fﬁaCh‘evement SCOPes (Slmtlar' correlat1ons were calculatedf:fh,

;Mtbetween educator attttude scores and ftnal achlevementf; 2

L!;KS*}?fscores for compar1son purposes g “_f';;f;g;s'“g~;;‘;ﬁ,,a»-x-r

t?;l:ilitVf”ﬁ;There were no 51gnif1cant correlat1ons | TheﬁnUll:f?ff

“i?found in Appendtx:A o

’k‘

a":‘?;gpresent As p01nted out thls course.»;belng an °Pt‘°n

'*thpothesls cannot be reJected These correlattons can befﬁijx

One factor O”t"bUtan tO the lack of SIinflcantsz;f

tfﬁcorrelatlons*wcould be the leve] of achtevement mottvattonf;fﬁ

Elshould have a lower level of ach1evement mottvatton thanf a

ffe1ther ‘a course 1n:.the maJor }area of 1nterest or -

'*QlcOmpulsory course

7.51gn1f1cant correlattons s the?small,sample stze of onlygﬁxﬁ

f,Another p0551ble factor for the lacK off:fh:



e o hage sy
-;.9 students It is generaTTy dtfftcuTt to obta1n s1gntf1cant tdf

?lcorrelat1ons w1th such a smaTT sample |

Shen ,_._:';-4{_.‘ 2  F »,1-”.,4',»51- n‘gei i ,_ajhvv-,-'e:fee’t,.éehi egf 'cear' se o

“'Tfl*ttme students ’ffﬂ»}Q}ijﬁgf,ff;'ua?fﬁj

*;;Lyfﬁfachtevement woqu support th1s expectatton;

‘t'q--a

The second course used the study “was" _entttTedhfigt

e Electronlcs II“7~ The eTectrontcs course was targeted QT;AQT

[

'”ffffserve NAIT’s eTectrtcaT engtneertng technoTogy students L

”l‘éThts cTass was Sa regular dayt1me course composed of fuTTifref

-’,;. o

The eTectronlcs course was second term course thatﬁjfgf

f - L

,.fdfd,was in the maJor area of study 1n the StUde”tS two yearifgfd
| '-%".“._.d,plo,,,a ppogram ) n is expected that the students were both
'”fe?pixlnterested 1n and committed to the eTectronICs course s1ncefﬂeit

v*77€;itt was thetc ChOTce for thetr future career The h1gh Teveljlfﬁf

T{off tnterest expected the course,; should 1ndlcate af}f£7

hfifk;p051t1ve attltude in the students towards the course fei;f
"'*?ffBecause of thetr commttment to the subJect futureif"h;

‘“*;Qh}career, the students should have a hlgh Tevel of p051t1ve;131f

”'iachlevement mot1vatton towards the course A swgn1f1cantffg}f

‘h;ﬁpostttve correTat1ons between attttude measures andjfﬂ?f

The research:jnstrument was adm1n1stered at the end offﬁﬁf:

- iffffthe flrst week of cTasses and_ agatn during the last week Ofiﬁﬂ:&

ﬁfeclasses yﬁTth

ftrst t1me‘fthe} research 1nstrument was:tffi

‘“*fgadmtntstered was duringfaﬁffree' pertodttwhere students werefthf
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";f;pequested to attend The second t1me the research 1nstrumenth:<
! v (4] "

'“7wa5 adm1nxstered was dur1ng a ctass other' than 'thé*i:~

| "»dehjelectron1cs class Thus both adm1nlstrat1ons of the research}>‘°
/ ”:};f1nstrument were outs1de of the normal class cond1tlons Dnly 3

g out of 25 partic1pated 1n both adm1n1strat1ons NAnf?

h"-5j1nstructor was present durlng the f‘FSt adm‘”‘Strat‘O“ b”t;;tf

"?jf;;was not the 1nstructor of the elecf?on1cs course _fﬁf?7"*

16 students who both had a prerequ1s1teﬂf;1

There}wer”f

‘”"4ﬂ;grade and comp]eted the f1rst research 1nstrument Thls;{fd

”t?]fTThere were 18 students 1n the samtfﬂe th bOth had a f1nalfffn

'fffytgrade and completed the second research 1nstrument ,I;{N*

.ﬁiihsamples were 100 per cent male iand had an average age 0JF 20; f;
'zihfferars 'wﬂ«~~'” | o T e e

The mean prerequus1te grade of the electron1cs studentsi?{?

,fsample also rema1ned 1n the course to obtaln a f1nal gradeej:j"

°}was 66 1 The1r mean f1nal grade was,67 7 The prerequ151teffdf

1d;ﬁﬂ&ﬁ;fgrade had a Pearson s El correlat1on of tm85 W‘th the f1na135{-

':H;i";xfgrade wh1ch compares favorabiy w1th the * 80 reported by t{f
t"‘7*1;faloom (1976) | e

Table s,sshows that the student attItudes towards the '

"it-h{subJect of e]ectponlcs have swgn1f1caqtly 1ncreased over the

*THB attttude

:"ﬁs;duration of the course accordrﬂg t° Educator—'

7;scores of Educator 3 and the average of the educators_5a1so

Fe, T

E\_7."'?.'mcreassed Sl1ght increases fln att1tude scores werefa]so ’ff;

ca]culated from the semantlc dictionary scores.:. g
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Table 5

Att1tude Means -in Electron1cs

Start’ of End of Change .Q

‘Course ~ Course
: ] _ ‘n=16 n=18 . n=8"
Semantic Dictionary Scores ’ | ‘ :

Evaluation o 1,08 1127+ .05

~ Potency : ‘ .68 .68 -+ .06
- Activity . i ' ' - .60 .62 -+ .03

: Compos1te o - 6.58 6.61 + .08

: Eddcators Scoresea » .‘ o - )

= Educator 1 72.4 82.8 + 8.9 *

- Educator 2 -58.4 63.6 - 1.9

' Educator 3 ' 71.3 75.0 + 3.1

Averpge of Educators . 67.5 73.8 +3.4

o s1gn1f1cant d1fference at the p=.05 level
The differences iniattituéeS‘ between the.start and the_'
.end' of the electronics course, .acoordlng to the educators'
may have been due to the lnsgructor s br1ng1ng together of‘
the subJect s 1deas into an interesting and appl1cable whole’
system. ‘At) the” start of the course students expressed a
| desire to jlearn .how‘ to syntheswze electron1c theory 1nt0
 usable systems. f?ll think ~that 1  will'be able to learn
yariQUS.electronioxciroyitry 'andahow:toﬂput theaolrcults,to.

use to be able to control’ whatever ~it‘is"that i want to

control * (Student 16 at-the'start'of'the course) They al50'f*"

_expressed a de51re to learn how to analyze ex1st1ng systems‘«:;“

1 feel that I am go1ng to learn how to deSIQn -a small :

'electronjc circuit and:also how to analyze how a certa1n; f

o

= ‘ | g ‘
circuit should work. I should be able to trouble shoot» ang."
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haVe’ some 1dea of where the problem is without trial andr

_error measurement et cetera "(Student 18 at the start of the ,

. lcourse) At the end of the course there was a h1gh degree of

satlsfactton that a prevwously unkhown area had becomef

| ".understood and useful : ”I now feel that I\am »comfortable”:,'ﬂ

_‘w1th electrontcs. It is no longer a complete mystery to" me,_
“and I can ‘now make.some sense out of it and real1ze how -
important‘ {t'iS‘in today’s society._ Ele!&rontcsihaS'become e

| 1nterest1ng and useful to me " (Student 16 at the end of theig

course) The usefulness of the course and the qual1ty of the ;‘(‘

1nstruct1on were cred1ted w1th produc1ng the sat1sfact1on
’r"Learnlng how these c;qcuuts work and how they may be usedl
in 1ndustry I found’ quite 1nterest1ng ‘whiich 1n turn made me7’;
work harder at understand1ng these circuits., My marks have
'f1mproved slightly but -1 enjoy electron1cs because ‘1t.has1
been made«more 1nterest1ng. 1 th1nb my 1nstructor had'aYIOt"‘
.to-do uith%maktng the'COUrse betterr" (StUdgnt‘tB.at the end

of the course) IR

s N
i

~ o T U o
4.2.1 .Semantic‘DictiOnary:Attitude'Measures in Electronics
| - The null hypOthesis that . “the scor1ng of the research7
"Tinstrument_ does;not correlate wtth the affect1ve attitude
of - the studentsj towards “the. subJect of study . was
1nvest1gated 1n the electronwcs course Correlations were

_calculated between educator made scores of the students

| att1tudes conta1ned in the research ‘1nstruments and the
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sehentic"dtctionerye.producedtfscores of the same reééarch
- instruments.” ,K»\ .
.i‘Tab]e,S shows' the'COrrelations* for7the start"of the

s} course'- Ait corre}atlons were 51gn1f1cant at the start of;

i :the electrontcs course Tab%e 7 shows the corre]at1ons forfj

- {the end of the course 's The maJor1ty of correlat1on5rfi7

1nvolv1ng the evaluat1on or comp051te semant1c scores cand

feducator -scoresv were 319n1f1cant Also the maJor1ty ofuffu

‘aJl,nsemantlc scores had s1gn1f1cant correlat1ons w1th the:fi

~dverage of the educators scores

- BeCause the maJorlty of the correlat1ons between thef- 3

-educators scores and the semant1c d1ct10nary scores, 24 outo
of 32 -are sign1f1cant the null hypothe31s  '-reJected-'

. for the electron1cs course. 2 SR ‘-h[‘ R

Table 6

Correlat1ons Between Educator chyes amd
Semantic Dictionary Scores of Student Att1tudes
at the: Start of the: Electron1cs Course - (n=16)

| Educator Scores -

Educator Educator’ Educator"'Averagei

Semanttc D1ct1onary ot 20 0028 of - -
Scores . o ﬁi ' ... . . Educators
Evaluatton o .612 L7000  .B75 . . .667
- Potency ~..500 - .p02 .55t . - .585
- Activity - - .584 551 - .575 - .595 .
-Composite oo 852 T o 5655' . .T15 .

o x all correlat1ons are 81gn1f1cant at the p— 05 level

. N



Correlat1ons Between Educator Scores and
,hiSemant1c cht1onary Scores of ‘Student . Att1tudes
[at the End of the Electrontcs Course (n 18)

Educator Scores

SR ' ' Educator Educator Educator‘ Average f-t;’
’ ‘ﬁSemanttc D1ct1onary ce ':_zgf'”2j'y;,;,,.3 oo of s

Scores . - .4\.--«~t o e Edusators5”

EValuatlon e AT x o 10289 ot 5656 NQ*4}559 *
Potency *»t ;*.-sJ;.430}{x.?”;163';a4,ﬁy3365 .388

“Activity o - 3320 00288 0 487 1461 *
Compos1te »'*,») i;;491 * f» .301 - ,545

RS

51gn1f1cant at the p- 05 level ;fj:,'f-**-r“'v

Correlations then \were calculated between'[the vafious ’

BT e

’educators ; scores Table 8 shows | that all f]of. these o

dthe electron1cs course Thls parallels ﬁpthe 51gn1f1cance qﬁ

‘all of the correlatlons between semant1c scores and educatdr It'
~ . I O . . B} B : A
scores at that t1me S

Table 8 o

Correlatlons Between Educators S

‘at the Start of ‘the Electronics. Qourse (n=16l,¥ o
" Educator EdUcatorf;Educator Average o
R TR DO RS T
S e ,:Educavtors‘“

© Educator 1 1.000 ,“’,u76£;7,.§*§783§:;¥Vﬁ§9611f,,»~

- Educator 2. - .764"., 1.000 ~ -.728 = .872

- Educator 3~ .783 .~ .728 . (1.000. . - .891 - .
- . _Average of = - g.,961¢ : 872:i; 891‘» 1. 0001:,:=

o Educators . SN o ”.'- T

S all correlat10ns are 51gn1f1cant at the p- 05 level
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- fTabTe‘Ql shows that the 1ntereducator correlatlons,ilﬂ “
d",;evéh-?whe%é 51gn1ficant : were Tow "‘ the end of h
| nrbrelectronlcs course o~ Thwstmay account for the Tow number of '?i

7s1gn1flcant corre]attons between the semant1c scores and the

‘“1educator scores at the end of the electron1cs course

N O

'vgscores fwasf 1nvest1gated ~thei electrontcs course e

's«wthe course were compared w1th the achievement scores of the,_:r”

'-_acourse were compared wtth the flnal ach1evement scores 1nlﬂ;‘ﬁ

 Educator' 2 . . .235 “1.000 *  .56%

g ﬁ:ﬁEducators

Table 9 "“’;th;ﬁfﬂfif-

> Correlat1ons Between Educators e
at the End of the Electronlcs Course (n 18)

Educator Educator Educator Ayerage
B TR SO < FRE of
R TR LTS P Educators"

Educator 1 1. ooo-*'3*%;235f‘- 485« .738
78
833

Educator 3 ~ . ..485 x  .561 x 1.000
1 OQp

~-Average ofq*, chaf.738‘*f =“,781{r E 833U.,5

, *‘.,_*'.*'_*- '
o E *._

s1gn1f1cant at the p‘ 05 1eve] fi,}f'n"ff’
4;2,2.,Atti;udes1ahd ancuf*e”t?AEh*bV?ﬁént'ihlEjéatpqﬁfcs,.

5.7j The null hypothes1s that - there 15‘ no correlat1on;fv

‘rl

f'7between achlevement d‘} concurrently measured att1tude,"i“

Tt

-s@orrelat1ons were calculated between the semant1c d1ct1onaryf.db

ifscores of the research 1nstruments and the .concurrent[y‘:‘

B

'vf,}ach1evement grades The ,semant1c scores from the start of?;,fp

ﬁ}pnerequ1s1te course The semant1c scores from the end of the";3,5

J

;'course S1m11ar correlat1ons were ‘ca1culated between fthe_{*7 :

. i v,
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5:)fatt1tude scores and ach1evement for compar1son purposes

"r;»f ﬁbtency Lo .893 % 2700 ;387

itfuﬂdEducators Scores

Table 10 shows that the semant1c evaluatton scores,\thef_n5”

‘-7jf[compos1te semant1c scores,' the average of educators scoresjp7fv

t”fftffEducator 3‘s scores produce s1gn1f1cant correlattons at bothff“fm

f,t1mes The other measures produced a s1gn1f1cant correlat1onf;pg}

vilicfionly at one t1me The comb1ned correlatlon Was always founde£°tf
H"H:t:to be stgn1f1cant Most of the 519n1f1cant correlat1ons, forliédf
:.dvthe start or end of the course.; compare well w1th thﬁfi;l:
»r'l7average correlatxon of 500 reported by Bloom (1975) ‘éi;itf
”7.ﬂunull hyp°thesis v1s reJected forf electtonlcs ' The .St"°“9ite;;ﬁ

':°5rs51gn1flcant p051t1ve correlattons support the expectat1onf*fff

e \E
"of a strong pos1tive ach1evement mot1vat1on

T Table 10 ;* Bty
ConCUrrent Correlat1ons Between Att1tude Scores and tfﬂ

S Student Achtevement in Electronlcs

Start of End of:'f;'SOth,_fff}
‘Course Courseri Times : -

G _;_'*r n=16 .~ n=18 - .nz34
h}Semant1c Dtctlonary Scores 5iy91';qr~ 5'{*»a~ }'g-fwil**le.a;wu-

a4

*fn

“Activity _w»‘f‘,_'gk”,;,ﬁfg?;337;_ . .389 * TVf,363?
Comp051te if;‘rf ot 532 % 7,300 % . .464

*7" *o%.%

L4825
4810
623
oL 545

Educator i ';_._,._{f;i;;»_n;ggty 0543
- Educator 2 'L_ﬂpu[j}}'_vf}385ﬁf;f{{1436’
Educator ‘3. e 1893 % 538
Average of Educators }Liqf,,.439?$ﬁyg;,637g

LI IO S
E *Z*U*Z§T7-jj:

WQ%;I s1gn1f10ant at ‘the -p=’ 05 level ,

4 fff o calculated using FIShe” S, ZP
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"1l:4 2 3 Att1tudes and Later Ach1evement 1n Electron1cs f-fT»aﬁ*lfhﬂ
% : R Ty T "'f’ "ij)vf‘ "l e

‘ The null hypothe51s that "there 1s /no correlat1on$'f&f7
5fr;fbetween f1na1 ach1evement and the attltude scores ca]culatedﬂ;f o
‘ "“rbi at the start of the course of studY"AWaS 1"V35t‘gated 1n thelitlvr
"“”?:;electron1cs course Correlat1ons were calculated between the{fﬂdfﬁ
ﬂ:semantlc dlct1onary produced scores of the researchiiﬁiff

.5g1nstrument from the start of the course and the f1na1fgff7”

- ch1evement scores 51m11ar correlat1ons were calcu1ated}fgff7

S

‘ t*ﬂ'between educator made att1tude scores and f1nal ach1evementdfﬂﬂ]f
'f\'f(-!hﬂscores for compartson purposes These are conta1ned ’ditlf;*
A’f15§\,;~:ow77f"t5d7;?l}'*}fn Table 11 | “}.“fftfri:jﬂ fﬂv,r;f“7-t
' Pred1ct1ve Correlat1ons Between Att1tude Scores and g
Student Ach1evement in E1ectron1cs (n= 186)
\'T[ngemant1c chtlonary Scoresf?ﬁ,ff;ff4h;;ﬁf7h<&jﬁe»f:V
‘fngPotency Sl s B2 s

”rf;fAct1v1ty 4fvf,'g;]2.gjilt,‘f;407.[{ffiy‘fjfsc-,

'fr;iEducators Scores:fﬁf}fi5"g‘jrf7';

Educator 1 ST }%*-;ff5:='1388;éf3_’>,,, e
“Educator 2 z'_-g':;* x,;Vf;;;517'*',;pt;Tvv;;.gj,ffig S
 Educator:3 - S 718‘*xﬁ}vff;liﬁfﬂ;;ift{yf;;_g;f
Average of Educators *;: 539 R T R s s

vﬁ*

signlflcant at the p— 05 level

Table f_ff shows that the maJor1ty of the correlat1ons :ffﬁﬁ

'*I;fare s1gn1fxcant The null hypothes1s 1s therefore reJected

V'717ﬂfffor the cases of the evaluatlon. potency and compos1te

RS
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s

,;;crisemant1c scores and the scores of Educators 1 and 2 and the Qgg,

”f;gfavepage of the educators The strong,“ 51gn1f1cant pos1t1ve

”“”Vri]?correlatwons support the eXpectatlcn of a strong POSTtTVe

*:fﬁfﬁfrachlevement m°t‘vat1°n

) Fv ndings ina Ouant ltatweAna lysvsCourse R

‘Tffgfh th1rd course used i the ;study was entltled?}wt}

I W

LT Quant1tat1ve Anaiys1s _?ftffiw targeted tO servefff;5f

'”Tfftvocatwonal students 1n NAIT s bu51ness program Th1S Classﬁ;*fv'

"””}aainwas a regular dayt1me course composed of full t1me students R

»..'l' e

The quant1tat1ve analys1s class was a second year leveTf,f:ff

rff;;course that was compu]sory 1n the students two year d1ploma,ciftl

v*f:tfprogram, although 1t was} not the1P maJor area Of StUdY e

'irfThere is. 1mpl1c1t expectat1on that the studentS;Q?}u'

'T;ﬁf;necessaPTIY should be 1nterested 1n or commltted to a coursebf”f"

' ';fﬁfgwhlch 1s requ1red 1n thls manner These studentS. howeve/ﬁf~f’fc

‘;L,dld have to succeed 1n th1s course because of 1ts compu150ryt~;c;?

:fff:aspect S1nce the course was not freely chosen 35 an Optlonﬁ.fn?f

as a maJ?r apea of study, the expected attltude of thefffh‘7

::‘;tf;students towards ,ff cannot be 1nferred The compUISOPYt?7tf5

S £ S
) .aynature of non freely chpsen courses suggests an empha51s onh;._;ﬁ

-";?Qathe av01dance of fatlure | Thus negat1ve achtevementr'f”°

'VQf.mot1vat1on towards; the course m1ght be expected Strong.ﬂTriff

Writﬁigs‘gn‘fTCaNt negat1Ve eorrelat1ons' occurrlng between itheT.;fﬁ"

'*”1Tifatt1tude scores _Qand ach1evement would suggest t“‘si;??%

"tf;fcorrelat1on and woqu be exp]aTHEd as resultlng from a

I
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a strong.; negat1ve achievement mot1watlon that was due to~fﬂf

e

?'ﬁ;fthe students work1ng hard to avo1d fa1lure

Vilof a class Perlod at the end of the fLrst week of claSSéSf}gﬁ

. T{f?and aga1n dur1ng the last week of classes The lnstructorfiff

”ttlt‘;adm1n1stered Of the 25 .students who had al prereqU‘S‘teflflt

f”f?.grade and completed the f1rst research mstf‘ument 12 ”e”ef*;:
.ladif:male,113 were female and the average age was 20 years ifo?ﬁ;lf
"7v5fthe 26 students who had both a f1nal grade and completed the;n:d

l71fttsecond research instrUment 12 were male.l 14 were femaleleﬁ

“7*5left the room both t1mes before the research 1nstrument W35Q?°G

””“»~Q§i}adm1nvstered

The class, and thus the sample POpUlathﬂ exper1enced;5d‘

}*fionly Sllght changes 1n COmpOSItTon These were bas1callylff"

'”fdue to attendance on the days the research 1nstrument was

,-:lﬁ;jfand the average age was 19 years Of the 23 students who hadliihf

'{T}iffa flnal grade and completed the f1rst research 1nstrument e

“‘}?¥12 were male, 11 were female and the average age was 20?t5l

“fﬁf_ﬂf_lThe’ mean prerequ1s1te grade °f the quant1tat1velfh{f

‘5fgg;analysls students was 77 7 The1r mean f1nal grade was 76 7

5ﬂcorrelat1on pepOPted‘by Bloom (1976)

'i:*The DrerGQU1s1te grade had a Pearson s r correlatxon of};f;t

o l;+ 73 w1th the flnal grade Thls compares Wlth the * 80;3;”?

The research lnstrument was adm1n1stered at the start{jh,
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fo;subJect of quant1tat1ve analy31s have s19n1flcantly droppedfﬂ}d?ﬁt“"

A

7f;§acver the per1od of the course accordlng to one of the threef_;trp B

ffﬁjgeducators and the average of the educators S1zable drops;ftfiffd*b

‘7;?also were noted by the other two educators “’7f”"

: .:‘_. » O“

ﬂjMMe12

u‘f'hﬁi Att1tude Means 1n Quant1tat1ve Analy515 "ﬁb

Table 12 shows that the student att1tudes towards the;if{?hf{7"

Start of "End of _Changetff:fifjff

'?fgylffﬂff“ﬁyffjfwr Course _Course B
S T N R n= 25v»:¢;gn 26<-; ‘n= 20
‘3.jSemant1c D1ctxonary Scores ’”‘. A »ﬁc'4 -

Evaluatlon i*i]fkjéﬂ*'* ’LQ'1L05?w5,*fﬂg045“hiﬁua_ 1.
Potency . CB8 . 86 .00
Act1v1ty T R -1 EREI TR -1 S 2

[ O R | i
oo :;
—t

fofEducators Scores et
Educator 2 “ﬂ»jw“fg‘v;763;
~ Educator. 3 i '~=;1;j;¢_7;
Average of Educators ,jfj;»;?@:

*ﬂsmwﬂf%
‘N
NN

‘ s1gmflcant d1fferenceS at the p- 051evel B

”_c;ejj*i:.;wfmt

0 S

The d1fferences in attvtudes between the start and;thef;j;;7s:""

:[hend of the quant;tativei:nalys1s course. accorplng t°iih§31ﬁ‘?fﬁ!;f

'”ff;educators,;umay have been due to the many expressaons offthefhﬁt:{f;-;

°7t§fstudents losrng‘confidence 1n the course s, appltcab1l1ty}iétégf;ﬁyf

“gl{the start)of the course students expressed the 1nterestbftn;ﬁﬁ{ff_{fé

4}

o

-7ff11earn1nghfow quantltat1ve aealysws could be appl1ed to theter}i;f";wé

‘ﬁifffutures in bus1ness;'¢ffif' 1

?%f§fa Knowledge of mat?f '




355F(Student 43 at the end of the course) 0thenﬁ

'*Gﬁf?that the materla] would not be usable unt1l:
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wtxdﬁof the course) By the end of the course some studentsni:J

7

;*”expressed the despa1r that they would not 11ke1y be able totfhr

o ff]iﬁapply 1t to the1r part1cular future | I do not see very manyft},ﬂ

;7f[;actual uses for most of the 1nformat1on we have 1earned “ffy};

’)

‘ffjffrather than the near, future ""S1nce ‘i am .an account1ngtitff
"?*fstudent T do not thtnk i w111 be u51ng much of th1s ‘until 1o

'naﬁfffhave gone up the ladder a llttle I wall be u51ng th1s typeif;ﬂf

,-\

.;”}‘h.of analys1s when I am 1n a pos1tlon to make dec1s10ns’ onff iﬁ
':'7tfmaJor purchases, et cetera (Student 69 at the end of the’fvf7

' '*xicourse) _ ~f35’§]5327:g3'?:!tﬁfflffT;f_;?fif ki e{uf;if~

"””th;k433 1 Sementlc D1ctlonary Att1tude Measures 1" Quantltatlvegf;:l

'3rfffthe students towards the subJect of study o was 1nvestxg'b

Analys1s e

The null hypothesls that “the scorlng of the research;]ﬁﬂf

’hzgiflnstrument does not correlate w1th the affect1ve attltude of}ffff

students sa1d73ift

the d1stant o

the quantxtattve analys1s course Correlatlons -we e*?];f

} '553:calculated between educator scores of students attltud_d;:;Tg

'"5ffconta1ned 1n the research 1nstrument and the semantictffgf

. *‘Tfj;d1ct10nary scores of the same research 1nstruments

;comeSIte semant1c scoresf*vffthe'avepage of the educators i

f;tscores were 519n1f1cant The maJor1ty ou

}ifwntﬁ'evaluat1on semanttc scores were s1gn1ficant alsoln

W?7i;nTable 13 shows that all of the correlat1ons anO]Vlngii jk

1 hei correlat1onsﬁ51j;




N fhffe5;,7gfﬁége:“7jgf1; e
SRR v Table 13 S o _3, ',Affﬁmffyte,d
Correlat1ons Between Educator Sc res- and L

Semant1c Dictionary. Scores of Student Attltudes IR
at the Start of the Quant1tat1ve Analys1s Course (n 25) i

Educator Scores

»:- AVePage i
U of

Educator
B ‘“Educatorsfffﬁt;C

e F : Educator
,,a,;ﬂjSemantwc chtlonary R
. ‘Scopes e

Evaluat1on
Potency
CActivity

Compos‘te-T?-v":ﬁﬂfs.

CE R f* ‘

s1gnif1cant at the p- 05 level

Table 14 shows that the major1ty of the correlationsfiﬁgffd

; 'fiﬁklnvolvxng Educator 3 and the semant1c scores "wereffs’d't
“wcy;fs1gn1frcant No other correlatlons were s1gn1f1cant L

. : ’.(. A

e R Table 14 :fﬁ"*;~~"”""“'""
;t;f:g:g:'”'“ Correlatlons Between Educator and —
SRR S Semant1c Dictibnary Scores of Student" Att1tudes .
oy at the End of he Quantitat1ve'ﬂnalysis Course (n 26)
..._. tdu:.r.q}‘vtf{j?'ﬁﬁ““f Educator Made Scores ff-}:"taiﬁfxT%
;:;;,ag,“'hkwl':‘v P Educator Educator Educator Average3?ﬁ“aff
.:;.,;?-Semantvc D1ct1onary SR AT . "'v3 § of e
"f]fféScoreé ; T e Educatorsgai.;w*
L » @447 < LmT
”~q*§7 Act1vity e 0,022 1427 176 135 ST
T Compos1te »f%:=;185 ;285;“_ _416 * u5330_ SR

"e%ijiffff s1gn1f1c£§ﬁ at the'P~v05 leve] -ﬁff7f7*fi.

Evaluat1on o ;2i£;{§e:fi¥iﬁ;§3§¢!“*

ijecause half of the correlat1ons, 16 out of 32

“*5{ sign1f1cant the null hypothe5131&

is reJected fOr ﬁthéﬁff;“:h

"“aﬁantitattve analysxs course
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x”ht'i7; 0. Correlations then - were: calculated between the variousfsfﬂ
'h“fdf}edUCators scores Tabie 15 shows that the correiations withEILig
. ?11;;Educator 2's scores were very low This shows a conc1derable}:cs

A‘f;?t;variance between the scores of Educator 2 and the otherbﬁrf

;”:féqfeducators The correlations with the average of ali the?gffc
J“efifeducators 5cores were all 51gn1f1cant This parailels thei;fd"
higgifcorrelations between the semantic scores and the eduéatorffeh.
:fﬁgirfscores There only the correlations of the average of thet?;?i

“*ffffd;educators scores prov1ded 51gn1ficant correiations with}f*cf

°t.{“al] of the semantic scores Ihese'resuits suggest that where:fief
i”fﬂfswgnificant correlations were not obtained between semanticﬂv o
“!;;fscores and educator sggres. the iack of Significance was dueffﬁff

‘”fle;gto variance in the educator scorest_éffjhndfﬁ;ff?if R

/ LRI EETUG AN SRS & : Tab]e 15
N Correlations Between Educators at the Start
-;FH“Q;;;j,,ﬁﬁrj,jj of the Quantitative Anainis COUrse (n 25)

“an;j,g;EdQCator}ﬁEdUCatorL;EdUCatOr Average ,:;u

R T fm;,@jﬂgt}}*ﬁﬁ34j;“,3_ Educators s

, :f_ﬁEducator 1 égﬁ 1,000 » '~4’254 881 * 880 * jth

= 4 Educator 2 L ,254 ~.1.000 *;; ~276 .632 %

‘w;g[}Educator 3" ;nyj;881 *. 276 .. 1 000 *- ° .894. x0T

... .Average ‘of _;ﬁ :;880 * 632 * - 894 *v: 1 000 *A;ﬁ.h

*}{Educators '“r;*“_ _ ,_ e - L

-

31gnificant at the p- 05 level

Tablekis shows 'that there were fgnificant but 1owb§;;3?

correlat'ion bemeen ‘the. educator scores at the. end of the "

=iow interedycator correlations,;‘indicating;



con51derable 1ntereducator variance in scoring, may account‘ff,

R

’7is'from the end of the course were compared with'the final;:”ﬁ-Aafﬂﬁ

Lo achievement scores'

scores and educator scores at the end of the course ,r'“'

IS AN

for the iack of significant correlations between semantic:.:

Table 16 a,:;.f*:,ff :

i

ST Al

Correiations Between Educators at the End R
of the Quantitative Analysis Course (n 26) w®o

T e

'9fvf;fgf]g;wz;;“lffifEducatori:Eaucator Educator Average L Ry
N R T S
SRR IR T k'?fﬂgjiﬁfffgf;fgiiﬁ Educatorsf-v"“

%aééééaiaffiaisv*;}t1»00@. *égai};_ 815 924154*77*g§b?
Ts98 v 1l000 o iBAD - .80 o

- Educator 2 e Lo
-~ Educator 3 - .815 - 640 - 1 000 U916
lote o0

,'tf?Average oqusﬂfi 924 8101?>f
-;.:ji_.EducatOrs o ';’-j_ ﬂf %% @ }, .

_ "'\."E?Q ért
'U

':i‘. ; . -.

Analysis

-:tgs The nuli hypothesis that i“there 1s no correlation:ftg-

’.i

i :dictionary produced scoges o; the PeseaPCh instruments andff;;fffffﬁ

*ffy the o'Fcurrent achievement grades The semantic scores fromﬁﬁf;fﬂj#it

‘7r‘the start pf the course were compared with the achievementffidff~-7"

]Jn the course

{ "ﬁwere calcualted between educator_made attinude _scores _nggjﬁgffﬂ'“

J,aaii correlations are Significant at the p- 05 levei i ?f;;ff}ﬁ;af

S scores’of the prerequisite coursei;,The semantic scoressfi'grtg;.

’*Similar correlationsfﬂf,,ttfﬁb

’:flxbétween achievement and concurrentiy measured attitude?fjf,ilwfj
3ft? scores fnvestigat§gliin the quantitative 'analy51s;?f77f?ﬁ”_*

Correlations were calcuiated between the semanticf?i:ihﬁa_;



oachievement scores for comparison punposes
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N A\

€

Table 17 shows that no SIinftcant cor elattons were

3 ufound between the att1tude scores and th f1nal course

scores. Th1s may be due to the uncertalnty of\many of the
‘ ‘students whether or ngt the course. w1ll be: useful in thexro"‘f
. future. The correlat1ons for the evaluatton,- act1v1ty. and -

%d~comp051te semant1c and the average of educators scores w1th ‘

4

1

the prerequtslte scores were 51gn1f1cant but negattve

L

Y R Table 17

; .
ot
[} .

o e Course  Course  Times

(R - o ' n=25 n=26  n=51
'/ "Semantic Dictionary Scores 7 ()
Evaluation . -.594 x -.097  -.372

. ‘Potency -.293 . -.274 -.284
Activity -.570 =  -,124" -.369
Composite -.581 *.© -.180 ., -.398

-.,Educators Scores” B — ;» 7

_ Educator -1 ?,267‘ - 2007 -.133

. Educator 2 s -.323 -2 -.225
Educator 3 ' -.305 . -.134 - -.221
Avérage of Educators \_‘*' -.071  + -.230

-

Concurrent Correlat1ons Between Attltude Scores and
Student Ach1evement in Quant1tative Analys1s

.377 *

* s1gn1f1cant at the p=. 05 1evel .

. *x calculated us1ng Ftsher s Ir

Due to. the low number of s1gnnf1cant correlatlons, ‘thel E

null hypothes1s is not reJected for quantitatlve analys1s

The - negat1ve nature of . the. correlatlons supports the

'expectat1on of a negat1ve achlevement motlvat1on due to the R

-

Start of . End of - Both

*n'***

‘8. .



g,

students’” requirement of this course and thus their work ‘to
| i o : o o

3

'Pade’ 75

avoid fallure in it. |
: . . ~ A \ !
q, 3 3. Att1tudes and Later Ach1evement 1n Quant1tat1ve

Analys1s S

f.lhe null hypdthesis‘ that' "there is ‘no “correﬂation
»between f1nal achievement' and attltude scores calculated
at the start of the course of study dWas 1nvest1gated in
: thQL quant1tat1ve ) analy51s ‘course. _j COrrelatlons"were

calculated between the semant1c d1ct10nary produced scores

of the research 1nstrument from the start of the course andg'a

the . flnal chlevement scores “Similar . correlatlons were;~r

‘ _calculated between educator made att1tude scores .and f1nal

achievement scores for compar1son purposes The correlat1ons

are contained ln Table 18

Table 18
¢

Pred1ct1ve Correlat1ons Between - Att1tude Scores and
'_Student Achievement "in Quant1tat3ve Analysls (n-23)

. Semantic Dictionary Scores

567 %

Evaluat1ve - o

Potency =.203 . RO

Activity. - 8412 = :

Compos1te -.492 *
Educators Scores ,’»~ o

Educator 1 .- .38 % "

Educator 2 - ~),,:--.f_347v, s

. Educator 3 =324

Average of Educators - 404,*§

* signlf1cant at the p' 05" level
o .
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 Table 18 shows that the majority. of the correlations . |
are. signiticantd The_nutl hypothests_is;therefore rejected"
for the cases of “the . éQaiuaiion. 7a¢tivity and CbmpoSite N
‘semantic scores and the scores of Educator 1 and the average

ﬁ:of' the. educators._ The negat1ve nature of the correlatlons‘.-

_'supportsﬂh-the -\éXPeCtatTOH of a.'tnegatlve— achlevement"» L

motivation due to fthe'studentsf'requirement of this course
. and'thusttheir worK~to;avoid faiiurelin it.
‘4 4 F1nd1ngs for All Courses Stud1ed
‘ . ki N o »

The courses stUdied' | computlng. 'electronics,,‘and
' quant1tat1ve analysts. represent a wide d1vers1ty w1th1nxl
vocational and technlcal educatlon The computlng course was
~an opt1on-1n_a vocatlonal bus1ness‘program The electrontcs

| course was in the ‘major area of study in an eng1neering

"'vtechnology\ program The quant1tat1ve analy51$ course was- a

1

'compulsory course outs1de the ~major area of study in a

\ vocat1onal bus1ness program | '-ﬂ' S

The . research 1nstrument was adm1n1stered at the end of

the first week of. classes and aga1n dur1ng the tﬁst week of

| 'classes.

o~

o Of’the’SS students who both had a prerequis1te grade
E and completed the f1rst research 1nstrument 64 per,cent
were male.v 36 per ceht were female and the average age was i‘

'~22’years Of the 53 students who both had a f1nal grade and

.‘
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-'completed .the'seCOnd research 1nstrument 66 per cent were.*}db

'|male}j‘34t'§er‘cent were femaTe and the average age was 21

B ml;years Ofu the 51 students who had a f1naT gradeiuandJF

T’completed the fvrst research 1nstrument 73-~per cent‘*wéée[_f

:‘_.male' 27 per cent were female and the average age was 2272;u

N years The onest student was 39 years old and the youngest .

‘.f was. 18 years old

o

There was a Targe varlety of att1tude expressed in Athe._f\

Tcourses In some cases’ students fett that the ‘subJect}f: o

matter was useful and in, other cases they felt that it was:
'}fuseless In some cases they feTt that the course had met;_7

\the1r goaTs and expectataons and in other cases they felt

that the course had not In some ~cases attltudes towardsp~,~;f'

ithe subJect Jncreasedaapd in othersgthey decreased.

_ | Two :types of compar1sons were made to determlne thef
'_?generallty of the flnd1ngs The f1rst method was to totaTTFLk'

the number of 51gn1flcant correlattons, for each hypothes1s;‘

. researched “This number - was then compared with the total -

_'number of correlat1ons Thls method 1ndicates predom1nant

.trends 1n»the f1nd1ngs The second method was to compute 1;fj*;

".; average correlatlons w1th the use of F1sher s Zr for each,

' hypothes]s- nesearched Levels' of swgn1f1cance were then

A"iobtatned from“tables for the total number of subJeots 1n<the

i <




"[l scores ',of_i,the' students ’ attltudes and the semant1c

e evaluatwon semantlc scores It also shows that only one

(RSN

SR page T8

}4:4,tl Semantlc D1ctlonary Att1tude Measures Across Courses

dff, The null hypothes1s that i“the scorlng of the research
1nstrument does not correlate w1th the affect1ve attttude of
o the students towards the subJect of study g was 1nvest1gated Jwﬂvf7*7”f“

l 1n the study Correlat1ons were calculated between educator ;fff;fdftff

d1ctlonary scores of the same ’research 1nstruments :qui‘ff_ R
's1gn1f1cant »correlat1ons were obta1ned fnom the computxng

_ course - The number' of s1gn1f1cant correlat1ons occourlng ';;,ir B

between educator and semant1c dlctlonary att1tude scores are

S'shown”1n,Table 19q;' ‘vzfl ’.}“f" L ,.1"";”ﬂ5‘7 e A
o g Table 19 | | |
Occurrences of S1gn1f1cant Correlat1o 5 Between sf3"'f}f:7{ ifVE

Educator Scores and Semantic Dictional { Scores L R
- ,of Student Att1tudes In The Study (n 6 ' T P R

Educator Scores

Educator Educator Educator Average

_' Semantxc Dxct1onary ", B R A “of . v_ﬁ.j_;,,. ¥
| SCOFeS h;'~~ e A ewt ' Educators = ' ‘?

. Evaluat1on S
_Potency "
T Activity

Compos1te :3,»Z:L"f L
s1gn1f1cant at the p=. 05 level Lo ﬁf‘f..ﬁfﬂilf (]ih_f;;}cij -

SN Wy
[P PN
wwhow

R
Table 19 shows that the largest number of*signlficant:'m;u"v

*fl correlat1ons occurred w1th ;the compos1te~..and the ;];§¢ i ‘f

ifgﬁducater»}jﬁducator:3 had a greate; number of 51gnif1cant

.7".




"*fcorrelat1ons *than d1d the average of the educators scores

| :;:fTh1s is the person w1th 1ndustr1al rather than school room o
:"“tiffexper1ence Educator 3 1s also the researcher and thus would
w:hbe” in a pos1tlon to poss1bly be contam1nated by h1s ;fhfdi
;tnvolvement The table also shows that the maJor1ty of the
'ldgcorrelat1ons, 39 out of 64 were 51gn1f1cant

The overall correlat1ons between educator and seman1tc

ot

f'are 1n Table 20 -dt shows that the h1ghest correlatlons ;;ifj_

; usually occurréd w1th the comp051te semantlc scores Theiftfﬁ“T
‘”’fifcorrelat1ons w1th l evaluat1on semant1c scores f were
.tcons1$tently lower than‘ﬁut close to those of the ComP051te‘sstth
'__vﬁb--'”semantm score It B also shows that the aV;ePage Of a”
_'ifr.educators scores usually had a h1gher correlatlon than dtd
'f.f]the scores of .1nd1v1dual educators Thls demonstrates the
‘Twlack of rel1abll1ty luthe 'scor1ng of the 1nd1vidua1

P RN .
; N . . o : B .'

-7fgeducators-~.je%*j“fff'7¢~;r_‘“,<wi

s TR N S ':~“

Table 20" N

| Correlattons Between Educator Scores and Semaht1c D1ct1onary
'Scores of Student Att!tudes In The Study (n 109) *T **:g;iﬂ,,.

Educatorg Educator Educator Average

f;f°A»Semant1c Dact1onary e 2 ,..}$;33_ ooof S
. I'Scores BN A : A T e __Ed.Uc.at_.ors,_. e

Evaluat1on tf_*v!ﬁt-419*i 33
“Potency .o 0311 288
~Activity: _'Tw$3,340;g,;§¢;z3q;
Compos1te -,gf_ﬁ‘,;42gs~;fg;@337i_”
w:&f“*f all correlat1ons are s19n1f1cant at’ the
L B correlat1ons ’;lculated us1ng F1sher s Z

.T’A'U?

‘;v_‘*"‘.
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"“ébtﬁ Table 19 and_ Table 20 show that there are’,g,;ffff

fs.]ffs1gn1flcant correlat1ons between ; educator scores ‘and“ffjfg-

.)friseman1tc dlctlonary scores of student att1tudes The nuTTf;iﬁhfth

::iigiéhYpothes1s is therefore reJected for the study ‘¥hitcffﬁ?fwnflii .i

"H‘,,4 4 2 Att1tudes and Concurrent Achlevement In The Study

The nu]l hypothes1s that ”"there is no corretatiOnnff@F7f”'

'ﬂrntfbetween ,achleyement . and concurrently measured attxtudeﬁffft‘-

| ﬂfﬁfscores ‘was 1nvest1gated 1n the study Correlat1ons W'Pfj‘v{;

'flf.calculated between the semant1c dlct1onary produced J <

f’.;kfof the research 1nstruments and the concurrent ach1evement-:;;ffif7

“g*fgrades In one of the three courses quantttative analys1s,7p'x

"flthere were only strong,, negattve correlations wh1ch werefndz,'ff

hrf°s1gnaficant The negative nature of these correlat1ons ‘was f.{3‘

»

QTfshown ‘to be cons1stent WTth th theory of negatlve;jﬂf"'

”fjach1evement mot1vat1on. s would be expected 1n a compulsoryff*ﬁﬁfr'7

”75,Fcourse such as the quant1tat1ve analysls course In thejgii;jn7

'7*Iother two courses. only strong,; pos1t13t correlat1ons were;ggfggfj

' ;x{fswgn1ftcant Slnce strong,_ 519n1flcant correlat1ons can be})ffn' .

"Tjhﬁused descr1pt1vely 1n both cases, the absolute vaTues of theff”ﬁ*f7¥

‘"f;.lfcorrelat1ons were used 1n computing compos1te correlatlons ‘J[jf;*,‘~

- ”ldﬂlargest number of s1gn1ficant correlattons It also shows

'*pqicorrelat1on The composite semant1c:scores produced th’tnext

;&,Jable 21 shows that the evaTUatlon scores produced thesz""

Y

.?;fthat th evaluat1on }vscores ﬂ produced t largesttﬁf

Tﬁ{ilargestf2corré1at1on‘ Slnce th‘ at ;s;,“ﬁ rxng.,echni°ue35; R
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produce 819n1flcant average ? correlat1ons. f“thgff'null
hypothes1s Can be l‘e.]ected fOf‘ the Study el v cL

Sy ,j,?P S R
RRTAEEEI Table 21

Concurrent Correlat1ons Between Att1tude Scores and :.;1?,-;_

Student Ach1evement In The Study (n-108) * -

Number of *1- 'f; Average,ffffi-
Stgn1f1cant Correlat1onjaf‘”

. ; ¢ : 3 R COr‘r‘elatlonS e g ** :
Semantlc D1ct1onary Scores o ~-q..__,.u

. A.*Evaluatlon
.- Potency
o Aetivity: i
*;1Compos1te ,}v'f:

,¢m¢¢-,

: coTr.328

Educators Scores f,'ﬂs}fggaifdj“_fmf;-i;f"‘*4 I F

Educator 1
~Educator: 2
Educator 3 I
Average of Educators

-“bLfNJ
‘§$$\w
e 1o X e Xe2)

| ””'ffit: all average correlatlons are 519nlfl°a"t at the p= 05 k-iif

level: F .

Hiidixﬁt 4* average correlatlons calculated usn1g Flsher s Zr

-t-,t

e '-."4.:4::-._3':1 f~ A‘t.:-t;i .t'ud.es'fahd» -;La»t-er‘-' Achiié'v"émehfr— :m-..me«:s,tinay; T

':,g‘the start of the courses and the ach1e

R ;

e w3520
..287
3T
v;_;377;_x‘f

The null hypothes1s that "there 1s no correlat1onh]f:h:

between flnal aChlevement and attltude scores calculated at*i'kﬂ*

the start of the course of study s 1nvest1gated rn the}djii*!

study Correlat10ns were calculated between the semantlcf“ﬂffff

dlctIonary produced scores»of”the»research 1nstrument fromf*?f;if

'nt scores. In One,k;ﬂf

of the three courses quant1tat1ve anavys1s; there were on]yff;‘~w

:3egat1ve nature of these co :at1ons was

.fSIPOHQ-” negatxve correlatlonspwhlch were s1g'1f1cant Ihgtigf i

shown to bejfg =




5dd]f°°n5‘5te”t : W1th th> theory of negat1ve achlevementqf;f?:
idf;imotlvat1on as would be expected 1n a compUlSOPy course SUCh;f:?Lf
i( filas QUant1tat1ve analys1s In the other courses only strong.iii?fd
ﬁ'}t?dPOSIt1ve correlat1ons were s1gn1f1cant(a Slnce s1gnvf1cant?;;f?l
;ffsfgcorrelatlons’ can be used pred1ct1vely 1n both cases..'théhf:ff*
A%iffabsolute values of the correlatlons were used in. calCulat1ngédiit;

:;;fhfcompos1te correlat1ons The results are shown 1n Table 22 L
\’ﬂifdftd- Predtct1ve Correlatlons Betw?en Attitude Scores and T
SRR IR j= Student Ach1evement n The Study (n 49) *fb,;»-*

Number of ' Average

- . o Lo 51gn1ficant Correlatwon S

_ Semantic chtionary Scores Correlations -_.;,”; **5_]1;3%;
Potency 7{‘?Iﬂ_'ﬂt}:7fil.g/” : f,::z‘it;q;;;374;y.-5%;,:
Composite "2 L4300

“;QQEducators Scores»f:“:ﬁj‘,fééj}Qfﬁﬁ

.‘u»

LT W,
.

o <4337 e
366 L
;_,:»407:-‘ PR

Educator 1 Rt

" Educator. 2~f? -L:;riﬂ_l;
:sEducator 3 :i 7 - ‘af?]l_*"
Average of Educators *v2

'ﬁ\\\'\} i
.'wea:ww:. o

?ll average correlatlons are 51gn1f1cant at the p--05 R
e ,,.3 evel . .~uanﬁif;ff
-»33;** average correlatlons calculated u51ng F1sher s Zr S

: Table 22 shows that* the evaluatlon and composlteﬁlﬁeiﬁi
fﬁ?ifffﬁsemant1c scores and Ehe average of the educators scoresgffkrga

'aiﬁkfffiproduced the"largest numb’r of s1gn1frcant correlations f»;?ygm

:leiﬁlt also shows that the

Qlargest_correlat1onffasuproduced bylff




“ | CrnTa T ey Page 83
correlatlons S1nce the att1tude scor1ng techniques PPOdU°e Q;;1f;§f i
519n1f1cant average correlat1ons the null hypothe515 can be: f?if;3; ?

\4 .~

‘ﬁff peJected for the study




5.0 SUMMRY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMEWDATIONS ©

T S T T e .

8 5 1Sunmary B

‘“‘"VeStigated the use of '3 semantlcf?s?fi,?

Th1s study

A 'ttnffd10t1onary 1n scor1ng students . essays to determwne thef;i**‘tf
isigisrévaluat1on, poteqcy,' and act1vity dimen51ons of att‘tUdeSﬁﬂfigfff
ﬁﬁm;; ONtalned 1n the essays It found that there was ai?tf;tf{

:?dtf;sxgn1f1cant correlat1on between these semant1c d1ct1onaryﬂff;ff7
:ﬁ:;ﬁiatt;tude scores and general att1tude scores f of threeiﬁ‘5°7”"

»J;ffeducators : then correlated these att1tude scores w1th;:éifdi

sdd“t?both current and future achlevement scores. S\gnif1cantf;f;ifﬁ’

;??ebffcorrelations were found 1n both | of these ‘groups - Of;éi}5fd7
ltdtftcorrelatlons lndxcatlng both lconcurrently and predtctively:l;f:;u;
| dtftvalld relat1onsh1ps respect1vely The evaluat1on ~~~~ semant1czt7tﬁhté
h.:ffhscore and the compOs1te semantlc score were the bestff{}ff:f

=??f~f:att1tude measures They prov1ded the most correlat1ons andfjf?ffj

';;;the largest correlatlons respectively ‘;hﬁaljtf.fif"

s :c,c'shé’liu's;iohs?}fff?

SERAS fljij:ﬂfThls studpﬁ suggests thatw'there 1s a sxgn1f1cant

~"'"::,»_c'!:;servable correlation between a student’s attltuder

ﬁtowards a‘course and h1s¢ach1evement 1n that course o

“%nfjgilt 15 sometlmes pos1t1ve and somet1mes negat1ve
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'ﬁ:'hpeducators and by a. semantlc dict1onary of a student’

"“*ttatt1tude, as expressed 1n an: essay on the SUbJeCt Cf):t7:td

,};-’_d,observable correlat u)n between student'

tff;ﬁaachlevement in a course and h1s attltude towards that
;vtkficourse as measurEd concurrently bY an essay type
;iﬁﬁequest1onna1re scored by a semantlc d1ct10nary - It

H'tf?fffurther suggests that thls correlatlon is: greater

5

'u'g;pthan the essay type quest1onna1re were scored

A”7f;;§%by an, educator jf“«ffff7tfﬂﬁ{fff”;ilfff(ff,fﬂffffffi“ft*

RN

: "*-J;This study suggests that there is ‘a- 51gnif1cant

JOEN

| ;Tﬁfffobservable ff correlatlon betweeﬂ t3'§f?,5t“dent'
;ht‘h?ftiéfachlevément in a course and h1s attttude towards that :
55’é;fcourse as measured at the start of the COUrse by an
Nfi;?:essay type questIOnnalre scored by 8 semantlc
hff}fffé1ctlonary It further suggests that thls Correlatlon
:Tivs greateP than 1f the essay type questionalre were o

”'ffscored by an educator

IQ};Thws study suggests that there 1s a 51gn1f1cant




scale of scores that wrll correlate w1th achlevement'*
'*T*f} scores In some cases., thls scale w1ll provxde~1tfg'd'””

SR Ry
-%; fsnegat1ve correlatlons «,,n;-‘~e -

e

- i tf5ThlS study prgpuced good results 'absp1te the factifng,ffr}

h‘lnffthat the semantxc d1ctionary was only scored to two}”fﬁs 5

| 519n1 f1cant d'ig'l ts It 1 s . recomnended that an even..}";:;,:;::‘v_.,_A | .

. J“';iijarger semantic dictionary be bu1lt and that it be;;f?ff*iit

)Mitleresearched in such a way as to prov1de at least threeh:?fflg{;f

a?lihdlgit accuracy :i}‘{?fﬂﬁfﬁffﬂ{n,;;ﬁgrfffﬁa‘,;_ L

| - 2 j‘,fThls study 1gnored words that were not n the :

.”ﬁ'i;?iffﬁsemantlc dictionary It is recommended that when aﬂff:fifyfi

; ;f5finew semantic dvctidnary 1s produced 1t should containﬁ;d;?yiﬂ}*
“‘“tiiilnformation dh how research and add to thefﬁt”.~

héV?j}dictionary add1tional words as they become necessary:i

'%dfflt is also recommended thq; ;5:htlst1ng of nutlfrijfﬁ:“

i'fif;value words be comp1led of words llke a and

'fff{;that add little or no meanlng to an essay so thatié}

'"3?fthey can be systemat1cally excluded 1n the process eﬁ~ P

Qu51ng a semant1c dlcttonary to score an essay i

3 only used

feducat1onal 1nstitutﬁon'ﬁ
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‘A37;4;k5Thls study found negattve as well s: pos1t1ve¢ffr*

}.éa”?eicorrelattons of attltude w1th ach1evement e It 1sl]nff_ ?;
._;1,5Q£fpeconnend8d that fUtther study be i conduated oj}ft[gf;
d;?tﬁnveStigate the cond1ttons that cause a‘course tofj?fi;ii
| st,t}ed;nﬁ.tsz

‘“fhhave a negative correlatton o between

_;Tattitudes and achtevements

:ftfﬁ]‘Th‘S Study deait W1th a ﬂcempOS1te of past presentiﬁfﬁdfff
Tv:ffff_and’ future attitudes It recommended thatf;;ta
‘i:i;fiffurther study be conducted to determ1ne the relat1onsﬁ?t}f q;
‘:tifjiof the students attitudes toward g subJeét 1n eachfi ‘

'tTV?}fiof the»past. preseht and future tenses and how thesef}-fft;f

lz'aidtenses and the <x:ubinattons of them relate to futurefifh‘]fo

°..Sifachievement ”d}ﬁfﬁj}fggQg;jﬁp~ »*~,--’vt

_,_“_lﬂ{girhis study dealt uith attitude toﬁards SubJeCtt ”itiigfffj?
s recommended that  further study”behwfonducted to
Jainf;t:determfhe the relations of the student's attitude*’)
n;ffiitouardswisubject o self and schoot and how

these”

*Sﬂflffdescrxptors'relate to future aCh‘eve?ent
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APPENDIX A ]

A.0 ‘Correlation Iabies_with'NoiSignificaht‘Correlations |

N ~‘ .f‘

: Table A.1
Corre1ai1ons Between Educator Scores and
Semant1c Dictionary Scores of Student Att1tudes
at the Start of the Comput1ng Course (n= 15)

: »
.

3[‘ L '»Jf f(“ Educator Scores |
Educator Educator Edudator AVéragér
Se@ant1c chtlonary R E A ;3 - rof

'

Scores o e Educatorsﬁ’ i

‘926 .233 - -.043

‘Evaluatlon o 319
445 ~.106 " - -.426

“Potency 'Ii, S .363
Activity ~» . .326
,fCompostEe‘a . .087

1 ‘| |.~'|

‘ Table A.2 [l
. Correlat1ons Between. Educator and R
’ 'Semantlc Dictionary Scores of Student Att1tudes e
»fat the End anthe ComputrngtCourse (n 9) o
R ¥

“ ‘i Educator Made Scores

 Educator Educator Educator’ Average -

Semant1c D1ct1onary ‘_“_-;1 o2 8 of
Scores : R BT Educators .

033
W 172
.234

168 - -.147
312 312
342 -.071 .
.325. .204

.  'Evaluat1on S 0136
- Potency = . 052
- Activity o =230
- Composite . - .001

B | LR
A 1 ]
| S I o

105" ** 2420 084
0 s -4t

1164 ',f._;f
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