
THE ATTI'l'UJ)~S OF.SELJ:G'l1ED STUJ)ENT TEACHERS 

.AT OKLAHOMA .. STATE UNIVERSITY TOWARD 

THE PHYSICALLY DISABLED 

By 

RICHARD IMRI MAYNARD 
// 

Bachelor of Arts in Education 

A;rizonaState University 

Tempe,. Arizona 

1972 

Submitted to the Faculty of the Graduate College 
. of the Oklahoma State University 
in partial fulfillment qf ~he requirements 

for the Degree of 
MASTER OF.· SCIENCE 

July, 1974 



THE ATTITUDES OF SELECTED STUDENT TEACHERS 

AT OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERSITY TOWARD 

THE PHYSICALLY DISABLED 

Thesis Approved: 

4 

Dean of the Graduate College 

896823 
ii 

OKlAHbMA 
ST A TE Ur-UV ERSITY 

LIBRARY 

NOV· 25 1974 



DEDICATION 

This thesis is dedicated to the Reverend Monsignor Leonard J. 

Fick, Vice President and Dean of Studies of the College of Liberal 

Arts, at the Pontifical College Josephi~,.-~ Wo.rth~.t:on, Ohio. 

Father Fick is an august man, polished and grandiloquent, who alwaJ7s 

has an ~ngaging and.rhapsodical lectu~ prepared for his English 

classes. A paragon of scholarly devotion, he maintains an affini-ti 

with each one of his students. His wisdom as a teacher and as a priest 

has left an indelible mark on IJ\Y +ife. I feel extremely honored to 

have been his ~ood friend for the past years. 

iii 



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

I wish to express appreciation to all those who have helped me 

make the planning, executing, and writing of this thesis a fascinating 

and challenging learning experience. In particular I wish to thank 

.Dr. Lloyd L. Wiggins for his contin~ous encouragement throughout the 
'·· . 

graduate program and thesis study. Recognition is also extended: 
,• 

To Dr. Elaine Jor69:nson, a member of my graduate committee, for 

her friendship and counsel. 

To Dr. Harold Polk, also a member of the committee. 

To Dr. Donald Phillips for his interest and consideration in my 

work. ; 

. To Peggy Tessier whose vibrant joyfulness and abounding love has 

touched so many hearts, especially mine. 

-TQ Linda Carol Reeder who renewed my spirit through her friendship 

and her compliments of my writing style. 

· .To Karen ,Ka;y' Poindexter, whose epistolary talents, which are not 

the least of her potentialities, have been a constant source of· 1 · 

encouragement • 

. To Bill Shockley and Vicki Pearson who have added immeasurably to 

the joy of my life and work. 

To Jack Southard and Rick Dubi~ who have taught me to love the 

good things of life, especially the art of wr.iting. 

ToDougLouokswho has given me·a sensii;ive awareness of symmetry, 

iv 



order, and exactness, through his own uncompromising accomplishments 

in mathematics· and computer science. 

To Mrs. Alberta Busbeeand 1Dr. Rex Finimgan, for their concern 

for me throughout my college d~S•" 

I espeoia.lly·wish to recognize my mother whose devotion and love 

has been invaluable·· 'throughout my 1 ife. 

In conclusion, I acknowledge my indebtedness to all my other 

friends who were. instrumental in helping me reach the Master·of·Soienoe 

degree. 

V 



TABLE OF-~.00:N'l'ENTS 

Chapter Page 

I. IITROD'(1CTION • • • • • . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1 

Statement of the Problem. • • • • • • • • • • • • • 2 
Purpose of the Study • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 3 
lzy'potheses of the Study • • • • . • • • • • • • • • • 3 
Procedure for the stuey· • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 4 
Limitations ••• ~ • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 5 
Definition ,of Terms • • • ~·· • • • • • • • • • • • • 5 
Organization of the Report :of the Study • • • • • • 6 

II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE I • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 7 

Introduction • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 7 
Incid,.ence • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . • • • • • 7 
Attitude • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 8 

Definition of Att:i:tude • • • • • • · • • • • • • ·· 8 
Definition of Disai'bl.ed • • • • • • • • • • • • 9 
Attitudes and Sex\ • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 9 
~rban Vs. Rural. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 10 
Attitudes a.nd:Contact or Experience. • • • • • 10 
Attitudes and Knowledge'. • • • • • • • • • • • 13 

A Brief History of Oklahoma. State University 
Student·· Teacher' Attitudes • • ·• ·• • • • • • • . • • 13 

. Attitudes of :Agricultural Education 
Student ·Te'ache:t>s ·• • 1 • • • • • , . .,, • • • • • • 14 

Atti tude;s of Home ,E,c)onomics Education 
Student Teachers · • • • • • · • . • · • • . • • .• • • l 7 

Special Educa.tors,,Versus,(leneral Educators • • 18 
Teacher Attitudes·· • ' • :, • • • • · • • • • • • . • • • • • · 19 
Widespread Prejudice and Historical 1 Attitud.es • ·.• • 22 
Backsround for the Study • ·· • • • • • • • • •. • • • I. 23 

Postulates • ··• • • • · • . • • .• · • • • • • ··.. • • • .· ·· 25 ·· 
Major ~pothes·e.s of. the Study • • .• • . • • • • • • • 26, 

III. PROCEDURES · • • -. • 'o • • • • • • • • • • . . . . . . .. • • • 27 

Introduction •. • • • • • · • • • • .•. • • • • • • • • • 27 
Tb.e Instrument • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . • • • • • 27' 
-Permission for Use of the Questionnaire ··• · • • • • • 29 
, Relia.bili ty. .. • • • •. • ·· • • • • • • • • • • • • . •. ·• • 29 
Construct· Validity •• · .••••. , , •••••••. ·~ • • 30 
The Popu~atipn in the Study • • • • • • • • • • ··• • 30 

vi 



Chapter Page 

Gathering Data in the Study • • • • • • • • • • • • 31 
Band.ling the Data in the Study. • • • • • • • • • • 32 

IV. 

v. 

. . I ' 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA •••• • • • . . ',, ..... ' .. . 
Introduction • • • • • • • . • • • • • ·.• •.. • • • • • • 
The 15Q Student Teac~ers of Oklah9ma State 

Un:iversi ty • • • • · ·• . • • • .. • • ~, • • ~, • • • • •. • 
The Agricultural .Education Student Teachers 

of Oklahoma State University • · ·• •••••.•••• 
The Home BoonomiosEduoation Student Teachers 

of Oklahoma State Un1versi ty • • • • • • • • • • ·• 
The Special Education Student Tea.ehers of '. 

Oklahoma State •Univer.sity ••••.• '• • .- ••• •• 
The Ge~ral Education Student TE:lachers of.· 
. Oklahoma. State University • • • :. • • • • , -• • •. • • 

-Speoial Probl-ems Enoount.ered -During Student 
TeaChing_ • ., • • ·~· • •. ~ •. .. • • fl! ·• • • .•·.. • _. • •. • ~'I.!~ 

Item Aha.lysis of the.ATDP .............. . 
Agrioultu?'al Education. • • • -· • • • • • • • • • 
Hom$ Eoonomies Education • • • ~ • · .• • • • • • . .. . ' . 

Speoia.l Eduo·ation i· • ·' • ;. • • ·. • • • • · • • -• ·• • 
General Education • •-. • . .. • • ·· • • • • • . • • • • 

Comparison Wi 1;}1 Na.~ional Norrils .• -"' • • • - • • ... -• • • 
Hypothe-ses-·--:.• · • .-·>. · .• ··-·· •••.•. ,· ~ •••.•..•• ·:.~ ·• •• 
Summary of ·,the Presentation, and Analysis of the 

Data·:.~ •.. ,. ~ .•. ,. · • -~- ••••• ;• •••••.••••• 

SUMMARY, CON0LT:JSIONS, AND RBCOMMEND:A'l'IONS • • ·• ..., .. ii • -·· . 

33 

33 

33 

36 

36 

40 

40 

44 
48 
49 
50; 
50· i 

·50' 
51 
51 

56 

59 

ln:troduotion • · •.• , ..••••••• ·-· •.•.•• ·• • • .• • 59 
Summary • •· ~ • • • • •· • • • • • • • • • • • .• • • 59 
Conolusions·and Recommendations • • • • • • • • • • 62 
ReoommE:lndations for Further ~tudy •• • • • • • • • 64 

SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY .. ·• •. ;. . • ~--> • .. , . •· . . ..... • • . •. . . .. , .... 
· APPBNDIX ,A. _; CJBNERAL INFORMATION · QUESTIODAI!m • • • • · • • • • • 

APPEN:DIX B 

APPENDIX C 

ATDP·SCALE • • . ,,;: . . ~' ' . . • • • •• • • • • • • . ,. . . ' .. .~ . 
COVER Lm'TER TO THE GENERAL EDUCATION STUDENT 
TEACHERS • • • . • • • .. . • . • • • ... •: • • • • . • • • • • ~ 

APPENDIX J) - Lml'TBROF PERMISSIONFORTBE usm OF THE ATDP 

APPBNDIX_E - TEE NON-ACCEPTING·RESPONSES TO THE ATDP-OF THE 
AGRICULTURAL EDUCATION STUDENT TEACHERS ••• 

vii 

. . ... . 

.. . . 

66 

68 

71 

74 

76 

78 



LIST OF TABLES 

Table Page 

·1. Characteristics of the 150 Student Teachers • • • • • • 34 
I . . , . 

II. 

III. 

IV. 

Questions 'a.nd Responses of the ·150 Student Tea.ohers ' 
in· Re1ation to Their Contac1(wi th the Physically 

,, ,. 
Disabled • • • ~ •.•.. ~ ·• ....... :, •. • 0 .... ,. \ .... ,; .•• • • • • 

Characteristics of the 33 ,Agricultural Education··· 
Student Teachers , • • • • • • • • • • • • • . • • • • • 

Questions and Respon~es·of the Agricultural·Education 
Student Teachers in Relation to Their Contact with 
the · Pll.Y.sically Disabled • ~:.: ·• ~. • · • • .~· · :~ · • • .•• , • . • • 

' ,, 

V. Characteristics of the 38 Home Economics Education 

37 

38 

Student Teachers ·• • .. • . • • • • • • • • • • • . • • . • • • 39 

VI. Questions a.nd. Resp~nses of.the Home Economics Education 
student Teaclie.rs in Relati9n to T:b.eir Contac.t with · 
the Ph;ysioally Disabled •.. • ·• • • • • • • ·• • • • • • 41 

VII. Characteristics of, the 36 Special Education Student 
· Te&oher1;1:'. • • ·• · .- · · • • • • • • • • • • . • • • • • • • 

VIII. Questions a.nd Responses of the Special Education 
Student Teachers in.Relation to.Their Contact 

• • 42 

with the Physically Disabled • • · • • . • • • • • • • • • 43 

IX. Chara.oteristios of the 4J General Education Student 

x. 

XI. 

Tea.ohers • • • • • • • • · • • ·• • . • ·• • • • • • 

Questions and.Responses of the General Education 
student Teachers in Relation to Their Con.ta.at · 
with the Physically Disapled • ·.· ........ ~ 

:•;, 
. ' ' ' 

• • • • 

• • • 0 

Comp~red Mean Scores for Form-0 of the ATDP 0 • • • • • 

viii· 

45 

46 

52 



CHAP'l1ER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Prejudice against the handicapped is common in our society. Cer

tain hotels, airlines, and restaurants·turn away the handicapped be

cause it might disturb the other guests who are trying to enjoy them

selves. The leg amputee is no different from the obese or the two year 

old when it comes to running twenty feet and jumping down the escape 

chute of an airplane. Yet the obese and two year old are allowed pre

ference in boarding an airplane (17). 

The roots of social discrimination are found not only in the world 

of work, where they are denied jobs, but in the world of education. 

Newspapers are replete with examples of rejection as neighborhoods op

pose local schools for the retarded. 

James Gallager, the former Director of the Bureau of Education for 

the Handicapped, cited in 1969, "Money is always available for programs 

that society values" (21, p. 96). If funds are short, the priority be

comes that of the greatest good for the greatest number or none for the 

handicapped. 

Instead of being concerned with the problems of integration vs. 

segregation or about the quality of education for the handicapped, per

haps there exists a more basic problem which should be of concern to 

people. Ma;ybe it is a question of whether people 11 • believe in the 

worth of each individual, in his right to achieve his potential, and of 

l 
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our obligation to change the value system and the social order to as-

sure that right" (15, p. 102). 

The teacher is the person who spends the most time with the young 

after their parents. It is import~t then to exami~e what attitudes 

the teachers have towards the disabled. This should be of concern in 

terms of the social consequences the teachers' attitudes have. Rosenthal 

and Jacobson (1968} found that great expectations breed great achieve

ment and vice versa. Attitudes of teachers t}'J.us appear to affect ,-per

formance of students. Evidence is indirect however (10). Yet a greater, 

Ullderstanding of the attitudes of educators toward the physically dis- --

abled ma_y aid in the planning of future teacher educatiqn programs. 
·. ,• . . ' 

Statement of the Problem 

The basic problem of this study is a need for greater objectivity 

in the measurement of the attitudes of student teachers (toward the 

disabled) in agricultural education, home economics education, special 

education and general education. Studies describing the a.ttit~des of 

student teachers toward the physically handicapped are scarce if not -

non-existent. An awareness of the importa.ri.oe of the rc;,l~, of a teacher 
'· .· .. ' 

in the successful social and emotional adjustment :of the ''.;pbydca.lly 
' •. . . ,,,·. . ' . 

disabled_ student ma_y lead the Oklahoma State Univers:i,ty teacher educa..-
.. ~ : . . .... '.. . .. '·' . : ' ·"·~~ . . '. . :· . •: - ' !: 

tion progra'!'IS to see this stµ~ ,,as a -useful guide. It will help in 

t~~ pianning.-of future programs to train teachers by providing,_a._utili-:

taria.n inventory of the attitudes to-w~d the disable(j of selected stu-
·. . n•,. 

dent teachers under present programs. 
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Purpose of the Study 

The main purpose is to identify t~~ attitudes of agricultural edu-

cation, home economics education, special education and general educa

tion student teachers toward the physically disabled. T~ese attitudes 

along with other descriptive info~mation arrived at through the study 

will be 11e1ed to·determine (1) the need for the instruction of.causes, 

treatment,-and·sodia.l implications of physical disablements and (2) 

the need for providing personal contact with the physically disabled 
' ,,· 

in college curriculuins preparing s,tudents for careers in' the teaching 

fields. 

Hypotheses of the Study 

T_he hypotheses examined in this liiJtudy include: 

1. '!'here will be n-o ·significant relationship to support the fact 

that the -mean scores of each ~oup will place 'the -,group into 

the following ordinal ranking: special education> gener~l 
,_ 

education> home_ economics > ag,i_cu+ tural education. 
' . 

2. Females will not- score ·significantly:"higher on the ATDP than 

males. 
. I 

Urban people will not score significantly higher than those 
I 

with rural backgrounds. 

4. Those with more contact with the physically disabled than 

others will not have.significantly higher scores on the ATDP. 

5. · Those, -who had the disabled in their classroom will not score 

significantly higher than,· those who did -- not • 

.!;,.'•' 
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6. Those who enjoy their contact with the disabled will not score 

signiftcantly higher ,than those. 11ho .. do ,ri:Ot. 

7. Those who perceive theiP contae>t· as being voluntary will not 

score slgnificantly higher>:_tha.n those who do not. .·:.:i 

8. Those with some semester hours in special education will not 

score signi<ficantly·higher than thos~ with none. 

Procedure for the Study 

To.enable the writer to meet the purpose of this study, the follow-

ing steps were involved: 

1 •. An inventory of the characteristics of: (a) the student teach

ers as,·a whole, anct (b) each of-th~ four distinct groups (men;;. 

tioned above) of student teachers which,comprise ,the- whole. 

2. An inventor, of the special problems encountered by;·some of the 

student teachers in teaching •. These problems may be a·,factor 

in influencing,.their attitudes. 

An_ informal i.tem analysis· .. of the ATDP for (a) the s_tudent teach-
j • • • ', 

ers as a. whole,and (b) each of the four distinct groups which 

comprise the whole. 

4. A comparison of the mean scores of (a) the student teachers as 

a whole and· (b ) .. each of. the :four distinct groups which comprise 

the whole, -with national norms. 

5. A comparison of rthe four groups using the mean scores and 

Duncan's multiple range test. There will also be a comparison 

of mean scores for (a) the student teachers as a whole and,(b) 
• • I' ' < • 

each of.the fou.r distinct groups which· comprise the.whole, with 

regard to sex, ,size of original city or ·town, personal _contact, 
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and other ~ariables relating to experience with the disabled. 

The analysis of variance and Duncani''.'s test will be used at the 

appropriate times. 

Limitations 

This study is limited to: 

l. One University: Oklahoma State University and three colleges 

within this university: Agriculture, Home Economics, and 

Education. 

2. Those student teachers completing student teaching in the 

spring semester of 1974. 

3. Due to the size of the sample, this study may not be able to be 

generalized to any larg,r gro~p. 

4. The opinions expressed will be used as indices of attitudes. 
:;--

Definition of Terms 

Definitions relevant to this study were: 

1. Attitude is defined as a "delimited totality of behavior with 

respect to something" (13, p.4). 

2. Attitude Scale is defined as a set of items which fall into a 

particular relationship in respect to the ordering of respon-

dents. A set of items can be said to form a scale if each 

person's responses to each item can be reproduced from the 

knowledge of his total score on.th~ test within reasonable 

limits of error (13, p. 5). 

3. Student teacher is defined as a college student who is working 

under the guidance of a certified teacher or teache.rs in an 
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approved si tuatio.n. 

4. Physically disabled refers to those people with heart condi

tions, arthritis, hypertension, mental and nervous impairments 

of back or spine, impairment of lower extremities, hip impair

ments, and visual impairments. It also includes the deaf or 

partly deaf, the amputee, the spastic (or cerebral palsy) and 

the disfigured (18). 

5. Handicap signifies the social disadvantage placed upon a phy

sically impaired person by virtue of the impairment. It is a 

consequence of culturally held values and attitudes which 

serve to define the physically impaired person socially (13, 

p. 5). 

6. Impairment or disability is defined as a defect in tissue or 

body structure. As such, it has no particular functional 

connotations (13, p. 5). 

Organization of the Report of the Study 

The report of this study is organized into five chapt~rs. Chapter 

I has presented the problem, objectives, limitations, definitions of 

relevant terms, and procedures involved. The remainder of the report 

is divided into four additional chapters. Chapter II will present a 

review of relevant literature. Chap~er III will discuss the procedures 

and Chapter IV will present and analyze the data in the study. The 

final chapter will present a summary, some conclusions, and 

recommendations. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Introduction 

In this chapter, a review of literature relative to attitudes to

ward the physically disabled has been made. The chapter begins in a 

general exploratory tone, but then moves on later into more selective 

material which hopefully brings into focus the more significant factors 

relative to student teachers' attitudes toward the disabled.• The cen

tral purpose of this review is to build a foundation for analysis and 

perhaps for Il,rediction. 

Incidence 

The handicapped are increasing in numbers every year. In 1970 

there were 25 million people physically disabled. Twenty million re

quired some type of service, 3.9 million had major limitations, and 5 

million needed vocational rehabilitation. Over half of them live in 

cities. About a third live in the South (18). 

Each year half a million Americans become handicapped because of 

birth defects, illness, and injury. Men and women over sixty-five 

years of age comprise the larger proportion of the handicapped. Nearly 

half are handicapped (18). 

There were 18 million handicapped men and women of working age 

7 
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(eighteen to si~ty-four) in 1970. Only one percent were severely dis-

abled. However, forty-eight percent of this 18 million were not in 

the labor force. Only thirty-six percent were employed full time, and 

even then, mazzy were employed below their capacity (18). 

- Attitude 

Definition of Attitude 

Before investigating the variables relative to attitudes, it might 
, .. _, 

be well to investigate more closely the word "attitude"· and later, the· 

word "disabled." Most --of the research relating to attitudes, values, 

and motivation is found in the social sciences but ver,y little ,has been 
L. 

done by educators. This is unfortunate since these· areas relate so 

much to the social communication between minority groups and individ-

uals per .!!!• 

Attitudes have been defined in mazzy Wa¥s and the differences are 

sometimes pronounced. Shaw and Wright, however, provides the.best back-

ground for this paper. They 

• . •. • prefer to Hmi t the theoretical construct of attitude to 
an affective co.mponent which is based upon cognitive processes 
and is.an antecedent of-behavior; i.e., they consider-an atti
tude to be an evaluative reaction based upon evaluative con
cepts which are closely related to other cognitions and to 
overt behavior (14, p. 2). · ·-

This definition of attitude has the advantage of relating this 

construct to the-attitudinal scales based upon Likert's work. This is 

so because Likert scales call for an evaluation of sta-tements which are 

of varying intensity, i.e., e-ither positive-or negative. It is then 

possible to infer positive or negative -·eval~tions on the part of the 
•·. J 

person completing the scale. 
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Definition of.Disabled 

The pattern of prejudice.and stereotyping with regard to the hand

icapped is only a subset of a larger ·attitudinal patt·ern (15). Physi-
. . I . . 

cal disability, mental re~ardation, cultural deprivation and raci.al mi_; 
• • . I 1· ' 

nority status are all handicaps. They are .. not alone. There are many 

sub-classes of "second class cithens. 11 The young, the long haired, 

and the immigrants with the funny names all sha~e part of that preju-

dice directed toward.the di~abled. 

In any case, the status .. of ''disabled" is one that is socially im-

posed or at least socially reinforced as is "deviance" from the ,Ameri-
1. 

can norm. Eise.man sq·s, "Deviance is believed to be best understood 
·, 

if it is conceptualized as a social labeli~ process: a person becomes 
f t•. 

deviant when society defines him as such, and not necessarily due to 

an;y behavior of his own" (7, p. 203). Since deviance is a concept that 

is socially def.ined, then the re~earch pertaining toiattitudes toward 

the disabled has implications for all scapegoated people, whether they 

be Jews or freethinkers (7). 

Attitudes and Sex 

There are some discrepancies in the studies dealing with the rela-

tionship between attitudes toward the disabled and the sex of:the re-

spondent. However, the majority of tb:e· studies point out that the fe-
I .... · 

males are relatively higher in their scores .and thus more positive in 

their attitudes toward the disabled. 
t ,.. I 

Various reasons have been given for the discrepancies. The rea-

SO~fl include: 



1. the different measures used, 

2. the factor of nationality, 
I 

3. the difference in samples (adults vs. younger people), and 

4. ~fferent disability types used in the studies (22). 

Urban Vs. Rural 

10 

Three studies are reported in the manual for the Attitudes Toward 

Disabled Persons (ATDP) scale examining the attitudes of those people 

living in urban areas compared to those in rural areas. Roeher re-

ported, out of a sample of 300 Canadian adults, that urban residents 

had more favorableattt\;udes than those in rural areas. Bateman found 

similar results from a group of ninety-two sighted children who had 

never known blind children. Lamers came out with the only contradic-

tory results. He used high school students and t_he results showed that 

rural students were the more positive group (22). 

Attitudes and Contact or Experience 

Jordan says in his studies of at.ti tudes and their relation to con-

tact with the handicapped that most research is inconsistent and.con-

tradictory (13). He concludes, nonetheless, that three main conclu-

sions can be drawn: 

1. Amount of contact per~ is more clearly predictive of 
attitude intensity when the attitude object is a personal 
rather than a conceptual one. 

2. In general, amount of contact per~ is not predictive of 
favorable attitudes. 

3. Perceived enjoyment and voluntariness of the contact are 
predictive of attitude favorableness (13, p. 103). 

This in essence means people must enjoy their contact with the 
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handicapped if it is to have a good effect on changing their attitude. 

If a teacher feel~ he has not been forced to work with the handicapped, 

then his attitude will be that much better. 

Zetterberg (1963) reviewed the contact conside~ation and concluded 

that the effects of frequent conta9t on liking or disliking depends on 

two variables: what the·cost 'is for avoiding a particular contact and 
. 

whether better alternative rewards are available. "If the costs of 

avoiding interaction are low, and if there are available alternative 

sources of reward, the more frequent the interaction, the greater the 

mutual liking (Zetterberg, 1963, p. 13)" (13, p. 11). 

Allport reported in his studies that mutual iiking depends on 

whether the contact is in mutual pursuit of a goal or not. Casual con-

tacts may in fact reinforce negative attitudes. Otherwise, he found 

casual contact unpredictable. Attitudes may be bad according to Jacob-

son, Kumata, and Gullahorn if the basis of equal status between two 

persons is uncertain, because one does not full1 accept the other (13). 

In "The Effects of Contact on an Individual's Attitude Toward Dis

abled Persons [ATDP]," Anthony compared the attitudes of an old staff 

working at a camp for the handicapped with those of the new staff. The 

scores using the AT.DP scale were taken before the camp began and after 

the camp had ended. He concluded.that the old staff had much more pos-

itive scores than the new staff to 1:Jegin with. The ·new.,staff did im-,, 
. . 

prove their scores after having been at the ,camp but still remained 

lower than those in the old staff. ·This study,added 

••• considerable weight to the conclusion of Yuker et al • 
. that contact experience .. which. is equal-status, close, per
sonal, and social, which take1:3 place .. in an employment set
ting, and which is coupled with educational experience wil.l 
increase ATDP scores (3, p. 170). 
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In summary, frequent contact with a person or a group of P.ersons 

' 
will result in a more favorable attit~de if the contact is: 

1. between perceived status equals pursuing the. same goals, 

2. perceived as beneficial to reaching a .common goal, 

3. is with higher status people, 
'' 

4. among those of unquestionable equal status, 

5. · volitional, and 

6. selected over other rewards (13, p. 11). 

The quaii ty of. -the experience a person has with the handicapped is 

more important than the experience itself •. Fostering interactions 

which put.the handic.a:i;>ped in,a favorable light wili help.toimp:t'ove at~ 

ti tudes according to ':the theory.·· 

This paper will not delve into.the quality of the contact since 

that could become a paper in i t·self. However, it is assumed that a 

contact perceived as enjoyable and voluntary would affect a person's 

attitude toward the physically disabled. Despite Jordan's beliefs to 

the contrary, Yuker says that, as a general rule," increased contact is 

related to more positive attitudes (22). 

Very few people have had extensive experience with a wide variety 

of handicapped persons because the majority of the population are ·not 

handicapped. Furthermore, the handicapped person may be far from re-

assuring in the image he projects. Having no previous experience to 

base hfa judgment on, an individual may base his reaction ona stereo

type of a handicapped person.. Stereotype, i:n the contex:t used here, · 

means a role which a person expects an unfamiliar disabled person to 

fin (12, p. •1). 
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Attitudes and Knowledge 

A study by Eiseman suggests that attitudes can be changed by giv

ing information about authoritarianism (7). One subcategory of author

itarianism, authori tari·an benevolence for example, endows, amputees with 
. ) . . 

special qualities but-simultaneously advocates tolerance for their 

shortcomings~: Th.is attitude actually, devalues a handicapped person and 

he resents it. 

It was found that students who were taught about the authori
tarian personality had significantly lower scores on the moral 
judgments scale than students who did not receive such in-, 
struoticirt •• ·· •• These firidings have implications :for the im-: 
portant point about changing .prejudicial attitudes, since 
prejudice and authoritarianism often go together (7, p. 205).· 

Yuker found that half of the studies attributed positive attitudes 

to information and professional training courses, while the rest indi-

cated no r~lationship. 
, . I . . 

Nevertheless, it will be assumed in this study 

that people who are tall8ht the dimensions of unfavorable attitucies will 

be affected by this knowledge, and adjust their attitud~ in a more posi-

tive direction. 

A Brief History of Oklahoma State University 

Student Teacher Attitudes 

In studying the characteristics of student teachers, it is wise to 

note that a teaching population c~ot be treated as a homogeneous 

group. Subgroups of teachers based on sex, subject area, and level of 

instruction typically demonstrate differing patterns of interpersonal 

relations with students (3). 

Chance found, in his study of Oklahoma State University student 

teachers, that student teachers "· ••• enrolled in the Colleges of 
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Agriculture and Home Economics differed from student teachers in the 

Colleges of Arts a.hd Sciences, and Education" (3, p. 174). It mizy be 

that · certain factors influence themi- to enroll .. in the different colleges. 

Chance found that 94.8 percent of the student teac~ers enrolled in the 

College of Agriculture and 62 percent of those enrolled in the College 

of Home Economics were raised on farms. This is in contrast to 11.1 

percent in the College of Educ~tion and 11.7 percent of those enrolled 

in the College of Arts and Sciences who were raised on farms. This 

rural-urban and social class value difference is what Chance emphasizes. 

Attitudes of .Agricultural Education Student 

Teachers . 

An investigation into 1;he characteristics of student teachers and 

their attitudes toward the disabled leads many times to studies only 

closely related. However, it is deemed necessary and useful to con-

sider attitudes toward the mentally retarded, dogmatism, and personal-

ity characteristics as topics closely related to attitudes toward the 

'pcysically disabled. This allows some indirect but pertinent scrutiny ... 

into. the history of student teacher attitudes toward the physically 

disabled. 

In searching the literature for any attitudinal studies using 

Oklahoma State University agricultural education studenf teachers, it 

was discovered that there were studies relevant!to providing a brief 

historical perspective in ·this area. One excellent study was done by 
I 

Mccarrell regarding the personalities of this group. :. 

Mccarrell found that the different Oklaho.ma·Statet:Tniver_sity:~icul-

tural education student teachers were similar in their personality 
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characteristics,:asmeasur~d by the California Psychological Inventory, 

from year to year over a period of five years (1969-1973). This would 

further-substantiate the claim that the·agricul-tural education student 

teachers of 1974 would also be sirililar in comparison to past grcJu.ps. 

After examining different components. of their personalities, he 

found the greatest _elevation. above· the mean was found to be self-accep-

tance. This meant that these students were aggressive, self:..centered, 

confident, assu:red, -and out-spoken. However, these groups had the · 

greatest deflection in responsibility, intellectual efficiency'and'. ca-
.. _ .. .,,.. 

paci ty for status. · A low score in -responsibility meant the groups were 
I •, . ( 

impulsive, under-controlled, personally biased, spiteful-and dogmatic. 
I 

' 
Low scores in intellectual efficiency meant the group was stereotyped, 

conyentional and shallow il:1 their thinking. Finally, a lack of capac

ity for status implied that the -group was again st~~eotyped in their 

thinking, awkward in social situations and restricted in their outlook 

and interests. Furthermore,.the agricultural education student teach-

ers were low in good impression. This meant they ·were distant in their 
. 

relationships ·with.others and·too little concerned with the needs and 

wants of others. 

McCarrell warns us that it must: 

••• be emphasized tlla.t all of the trait scores of the stu
dent teachers a.re within one standard deviation of the mean 
line of the norm group.; theref.ore..,-.. iihe1;1e adjectives must be 
tempered in their extremity (16, p. 42}. · 

Yet it would appear that theee student teachers are rigid in their 

stereotyped attitudes and have difficulty in having meaningful rela-

tionships. Their rigid values would tend to make them uncomfortable 

in an atmosphere of change. 
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The Rokeach dogmatism scale has been instrumental in comparing 

. agricultural teachers and student teachers· to selected general educa-
.,.·· . 

tion student 'teachers.. Open-mindedness'. was. applied to the teacher 

hav:ing a low score while closed-mindedness referred toiachfevement· of 

a high score on the dogmatism scale. Wiggins examined seventy-five 

agricultural education student teachers inl968 and found their mean 

score on the Rokeach scale was 159. 92. In 1.970, Pritchard reported 

that thirty-two beginning agricultural education teachers qf Oklahoma 

had a mean score of 158.56. Fifty student teachers in sc;i.ence ed~ga.-
' 

tion at Oklahoma State University tested by Dick (1967) had a mean 

score of 141.3. Finally, Brann (1967) administered the scale to 45 

elementary education student teachers at Oklahoma State University and 

their mean score was 140.75 (2). These studies a:re pointed evidence 

that the agricultural teachers or student teachers are noticeably more 

closed-minded than the student teachers either in science or ele~entary 

education. 

According t~ Pritchard, who adapted these definitions from Edward 

Hodnett•s·work, The A!:! .2f Working .!i!,!h People, a person who is open

minded is 

••• a person who is flexible in his approach to problems and 
problem situations; judgment often is suspended, assumptions 
a.re frequently tentative--one expects_ the unexpected, antici
pates uncertainty and change (19, p. 12)~ 

The closed-minded personality"• •• refers to a person character-

ized by possession of frozen concepts, beliefs and attitudes toward 

problems and people.which are set too securely for appreciable adjust-

ment" (19, p. 1?)• 
' 

In conclusion, it is assumed, for the sake of a working ~Otht~is, 
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that the general education student teachers are more positive in their 
.,, . 

attitude~"toward the disabled than the agricultural student teachers, 

who are more closed-minded. 

Student 

Teachers. 

In July of ,1970, Holman completed a study which summarized the at

titudes of selected Okla.homa State University Home· Economies- student --

teachers toward the mentally ret~rded. .·. This study is ,used- here to help 

clarify indirectly- the attitud-es:, of this Oklahoma group in regard to 

the disabled. 

Of the seventy students she studied, she found that half were 
··r·· ... 

transfer students. Non~ of them ''h~d- ever had ttrry course work in spe

cial education •. Seventy-seven.t :pe,;rcent had some ccinta.o,t with the re-
. - . 

' .. , 

tarded outside the classroom and twenty-two percent had ·some-retarded 

students in ,thei~ classroom dtir~ng their student tea6~:ing experience. 

She found tha~, as a group, thef!e st:uden:t teachers: 

1 ~-· , tended to be non-authoritarian,. 

2. tended not to view the retarded as removed from the main-
. . . 

· .. stream of society; they found segregation unsuitable, 

" 3. werenon;..oondeinri.a.tory in their viewpoint toward the causal 

factors of mental retardation, 
. -· 

4. were non-accepting of intimate contact, 

5. were divided on their.outlook of the,retarded's future, and 

6. were indecisive ;,as to the significance of cultural impoveri-sh""." 

ment as a contributing factor to retardation. ·· 

Holman summarized by saying that this group of Home Economics. student 
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teachers were more or less positive in their attitudes and had a gener-
' 

alized acceptance for the retarded. 

In comparing home economics student teachers with those in general 

education, she used Efron' s study.. She found· that unlike -

· .••• the teachers in the general educational fields studied 
by Efron, home economics student teachers tended to· be non
authoritarian and were not inclined to eeg~gate and insti..;. 
tutionalize the retarded (11, p. 53). 

Yet the two groups were alike because both desired to avoid intimate 

cont.act and both groups were undecided in ascribing cases of mental 

retardation to cul t.ural impoverishment •. 

Special Educators Versus General Educators 

In his study of educators' attitudes toward the retarded, Efron 

found th~t, except for non-condemnatory eti~logy and hopelessness, t.he 

teachers of t.he reta.rde:d alwqs differed from ,the --people in.,genera.l 

education ,(in the favorable direction) •. Similarly, students in the 

field of. retardation differed .from the 'general, educaticm group, exc:>ept 

for non-condemnatory 1_ etiology .and personal exclusion. Furthermore:, he 

note<i :that bo.th the teachers and students in .retardation sco:red ·sig~. 

nifio~tly ht~her t~ the general education. sample.·. He ·a.t.tributed 
. . . . . ~-· 

. ',. . ' ·' 

this to the fa.ct that the special education groups had more factual 

knowledge about re:tarda.tion., 

The finding that teachers of the.retarded were the only group 
that. differed from a.n;y of the others in-their acceptance of 
intimate contact- with· the· retarded. is seen as 'ai corroboration 
of 1the notion that personal ooritao:t is probably the' onlY :Wa;Y"' 
of ¢'hanging the 'more,, persoria.l ' and less intellectual ' facet '. of 
attitudes{67p~,107). ·) :; ·· ·- · 

. . . .. . ·. 
··~< .. ' .:f>• 

Ha.;th (1971) ~ound similar differences bet~een special education 

students and regular· ·education students. Speoial -education students . · 
,\ .". I. 
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were (1) more willing to decrease social distance between themselves 

and the retarded and (2) more positive about their private rights, i.e., 

free association in playgrounds, schools, housing, et~. (10). 

Fine (1969) found that even though the special education major 

(in elementary education) was more favorable in attitude, his behavior. 

was different. He pointed out that 11 ••• special class teachers place 

greater emphasis on personal and social adjustment th~ do regular 

class teachers.·.•" (10, P• 152). Fine elaborated further onEfron's 

observation that teachers of the :retarded are less authoritatian. Fine 
' 

said this causes them to make less demands upon lower ability students 

to try harder. Schmidt and Nelson (1969) reported the same results in 

secondary schools (10). 

Dunn concluded in his study that the academic achievement of the 

educable mentally retarded students was lower in special ·classes than 

in regular ones. The notion of teachers contributing to lower achieve-

ment gained support here (10, p. 152). 

Teacher Attitudes 

Conine from Indiana University completed a study in 1968 using the 
,, 

ATDP scale (Form 0) to examine the attitudes of teachers toward dis-

abled persons. His study was concerned with: 

1. the degrees of acceptance of the disabled by teachers, and 

2. the relationship of some demographical information with their 

attitudes. 

Four hund?'.0d and seventy-three responses were received from 985 ran-

domly selected full-time elementary school teachers from Indianapolis. 

The study yielded the following: 
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l. the teachers' scores approximated those of the ATDP-0 norm 

group, 

2. the females scored higher than the males at the .01 level of 

confidence, 

3. no differences were found at the .05.level of confidence be-

tween the mean scores·of: 

A. Caucasian and Negro te~chers, 
i 

B. Catholic, Protestant, Jewish, other and no religion 

groups, 

c. different age groups, 

D. teachers with relationships with a disabled person as a 

family member, friend, student, co-worker, acquaintance, 

and no relationship, 

E. those with close contact and little or no contact·· with the 

disabled, 

F. holders of Bachelor's and graduate degrees, and 

G. those with formal experiences pertaining to exceptional 

persons and those with none. 

The conclusion was tha~ teachers are not different from other indivi-

duals·in accepting the disa'J:?led. "Therefore, it may be hypothesized 

that public attitudes may, in part, reflect attitudes learned from 

te~chers" (5, P• 4102-A). 

In 1967, Kingsley studied the attitudes of prospective teachers 

toward exceptional children. The student teachers he used had an ade-

quate knowledge and understanding of the purpose of special education. 

They were then asked to rank the exceptional child they would mc;l'st . and, 

least like to teach. The gifted were preferred over the severely 
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retarded. Furthermore, they felt the severely retarded should not be 

provided regular educational services, but should be institutionalized. 
c\ 

Warren and Turner,(1966} suggest that the students'-lack_pf 
:preference for this exc~ptional child may be due to the fact 
that this area is stressed the least in university programs. 
The least_ preferred status may:be a.function of iack of 
familiarity and knowledge rather than an actual <iista.s~(!) for 
these people (10, p. 153)~ · 

Ojemann and Wilkinson, Boynton et. al., and Baruch found a rela

tionship between the personal adjustment of teachers and the adJust-

ment of their pupils. Baruch has demonstrated that ·student teachers 
' 

who have been able to achieve a better understanding of themselves can 

accept-more positively the children who behave in a deviant manner (10, 

p. 6). Bergan and Smith made an interesting study in _1966 and found 

that the higher socioeconomic retarded were regarded more favorably 

than the lower status retarded (10, p. 152). 
I 

Why are the attitudes of teachers important? Moral disapproval, 

whether on the part of teachers or prospective einployers, can greatly 

damage the rehabilitation process. These attitudas need to be openly 

acknowledged before they can be dealt with. Furthermore, the type of 

programs a community is willing to sponsor or support is in some mea

sure a function of the prevailing attitude and value aystem of its 

members • 

. The whole idea of studying a teacher's attitude toward the handi-
' . . 

capped may be complicated by rt;he fact that some of the handicapped 

really do fit a sterotype image. They sometimes se~k t~e'companionship 

of other disabled persons and create a subc~lture. 

The disabled person is on the alert for slight. At the saine 
time he expects and becomes dependent upon prefEn:ijhtial 



treatment and assistance from the non-handicapped. The ac
ceptance of continued help carries witli it an implication 
of inferiority (8, p. 5). 

Widespread Prejudice.and Historical Attitudes 

How much acceptance do the handicapped really have in America? 
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The findings of Roper Research Associates (1969-1970) who sampled 1000 

" . adults across the nation were disconcerting'. Three case histories were 

shown to those interviewed. These cases included a mildly retarded 
j 

young man, a blind young man, and a young man crippled by a birth de-,. 

feet. These were the findings: 

Those favoring institutionalizing:. 

the retardate 

over 33% -- the blind man 

over 20%- the crippled man 

Those favoring sheltered employment for: 

58% the retardate 

45%. the blind man 

39% the crippled man 

Those favoring working side by side with others: 

16% for the retard.ate 

44% for the blind man 

36% -- for the crippled man 

In each category, more than half of the people thought the disabled 

person should 'not be in a regular job like others (3). 

The tradition has always been to disgrace or degrade the handi-

capped. They are stereotyped in movies (e.g., Hunchback of Notre Dame, 
. .- -

~· Jeckel ~ !::•~,Phantom .2f the Opera), comic strips, and jokes. 
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Our approach toward the disabled incorporates many different historical 

attitudes which "includ,: 

l. the Greek belief that the physically impaired were in
ferior, 

2. the pre-prophetic Hebrew idea that the sick were being 
punished by God, · 

3. the Calvinistic assumption that the absence of material 
success--handicaps or disabilities--is visible evidence 
of lack of grace, 

4. the Darwinian theory of the survival of the fittest, 

5. and lastly the pre-World War II faith on the progress 
of mankind through science (7, p. 4). 

The general prejudice of the public can possibly be but one reason 

for the national norm of 72.8 for the male and 75.42 for the female 

being below the possible perfect score of 120 on the ATDP. 

Backgroun4 for the Study 

In summarizing a survey of the literature relating to the atti-

tudes of student teachers, one can only conclude that the psychological 

and social forces which contribute toward the formation of the·se atti-

tudes are sundry and complex. · 

Besides the fact.ors of perceived enjoyment and voluntariness, 

quality of the contact, cost of avoiding interaction, available sources 

of reward, mutual pursuit of goals, and the status of the people in

volved in the relationship, as previously discussed, there exist othe.r 

contributory factors which must spmehow fit into the total causal ex-

planation of their attitudes. These in9lude sex, hometown size, a.mount 
' ( 

of contact, semester hours in special education, enjoyment of the con-

tact, voluntary status of the contact, and the academic major. 

Most of the literature dealing directly with teachers or-student 
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teachers relates only indirectly. They include such diversified vari-

ables as attitudes· toward the ,retarded, pei-sonali ty characteristics, 

and dogmatism. · One study dealt specifically,wi th teache·r attitudes to

ward the· disabled using th~ ATDP. :But because ·of the relatively scarce 

work in this specific area with Oklahoma State student teachers, only 

three postulates on page 25 were based on these indirect studies. 

It is speculated that forces which contribute to closed-mindedness, 

rigid personalities., and non-acceptance of the mentally reta:rded also 

contribute to prejudice toward the disabled. Many studies have shown 
' ' 

that this speculation is warranted. Furthermore, the literature re-

veals conolusiveevidence of marked differences between student teach-

ers with different academic majors. Although it is assumed that all 

student teachers must obviously share similar interests and have. some-

what similar aptitudes to successfully fulfill their future occupa• 

tional . roles, the fact remains tha.t s.ome are more rigid or stereotyped 

in their thinking than others •. Other variables.such a.s sex, h9meto\ro size, 

amount of contact, the enjoyment and voluntary status of the contact, 

and the knowledge held a.bout the disabled and their problems ~ye been 

conclusively designated as· causing further attitudinal differences 

across academic boundaries. 

Although the relationship between academic major and attitude was 

not examined until late in the review of literature, it will herewith 

be given first priority due to its importance. The following postula

tes provide a basis for the subsequent formulation,of hypotheses.·. They ., 

are based on the investiE?;ationE;i il'i. ·· this chapter: 
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Postulates 

A brief overview of the literature leads the investigator to 

these .postulates: 

(1) Agricultural student teachers are more closed-minded than general 

education student teachers. Therefore., they are more non-~coepting 

of the ·· disabled • 

. (2) General education student teachers are more urban than either 

agricultural or home economics student teacher's. Since those from 

urban backgrounds (postulate 5) score higher on· the ATDP, the gen

eral education group will be more accepting of the disabled than 

either those in agriculture or home economics. 

(3) 
. . . 

Special education student teachers arelilore accepting of the dis-

abled than general education student teachers. 

(4). Females generally are· more open-minded than ma~es and have more 

positive attituder9 toward the disabled. 

(5) .· Urban individuals are more positive in their attitudes toward 

the disabled than those from rural backgrounds. 

(6) Those individuals who have more contact than others with the dis-

abled generally score higher on the ATDP. 

(7) Those contacts with the disabled which are considered enjoyable 

and voluntary are contacts of a higher quality and reflect higher 

scores on the ATDP. 

(8) Indi_viduals who know more about the disabled and their problems 

are generally more positive in their attitudes. · · 
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Major Hypotheses of the. Study 

The following hypotheses were based upon the postulates: 

1. The mean scores of each student teacher group will place the groups 

into the following ordinal rankil'lg: special education> general 

education ):home economies :;>agriculture education. Th~s is based 
'·. 

on postulates 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 8. Postulates 6 and 8 show 

that special education student teachers are the most accepting in-

dividuals. Postulate 4 is used to point out that the home econom-

ics group will have higher scores than the agricultural group. 

2. Females will score higher on the ATDP than males (postulate 4). 

3. Urban individuals will score significantly higher than those with 

rural backgrounds (postulate 5). 

4. Those with more contact than others will have higher mean scores 
-,·. 

(postulate 6). 

5. Those who had the disabled in their classroom will score higher 

than those who did not (postulate 6). 

6. Those who enjoy their contact will score higher than those who do 

not (postulate 7). 

7. Those who perceive their contact as being voluntary will score 

higher than those who do not (postulate 7). 

8. Those with some semester hours in special education will score 

higher than those with none (postulate 8). 



CHAPTER III 

PROCEDURES 

Introduction 

This chapter will describe the methodology used in attempting to 

achieve the objectives described in Chapter I and test the hypotheses 

set forth in Chapter II. An explanation of the instrument is presented 
I 

first, followed by a discussion of the population in the study. Tech-

niques used to gather and subsequently ~dle the data are presented 

last. 

The Instrument 

After reviewing the literature regarding the attitudes toward the 

handicapped, it was found that possibly three instruments pertained to 

the purpose of this study: 

1. Disability Factor Scales (DFS) (Multidimensional) (21), 

2. Semantic Differential (11), and 

3. Attitude Toward Disabled Persons Scale (ATDP) (21). 

The DFS measured several dimensions of disability and offered instru-

ments for three specific disabilities: blindness, obesity, and cosme-

tic disfigurement. The Semantic' Diffel'ential has; ·twenty-five bi-polar 

word pairs. The response to each word. pair had a seven point range and 

could be applied flexibly to different areas of disability. 

27 
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The ATDP, however, was picked because it measured the general at-

titude of people toward the disabled as a group. It also has been used 

the most frequently by investigators studying the attitudes of teachers 

and counselors. Besides being valid and reliable, it also offered a 

convenient national norms table. 

In addition, a one-page general information questionnaire was de-

veloped by the investigator in order to get a description of the dif-

ferent people completing the ATDP. Questions involving the extent of 

their contact and other pertinent variables were developed in order to 

facilitate the ·investigation of the hypotheses of Chapter II. This 

questionnaire was attached to the ATDP. (See Appendix A.) 

Subjects respond to the ATDP on a 6-point scale from strongly 

agree to strongly d:i.sagree or +3 to -3 on a Likert type·· scale. Gen-
i 

erally speaking, a person who theortically answers with all -3's is 

completely prejudice or non-accepting of the disabled while someone who 

answers with all +3's is completely accepting of the handicapped. Per-

sons wishing more information on the ATDP should consult the manual 

(21) written by Yuker, et. al. See Appendix B for form b of the ATDP. 

In scoring the ATDP, the 'first step i~ to change the signs of the 

items with positive wording. By definition, a positive item is one 

which indicates that disabled persons arenot "different" from non-

disabled person,s. Once the signs of the positive i terns have been 

changed, the algebraic sum of all ,the item scores is obtained. The 

sign of the sum is then reversed from negative to positive o·r positive 

to negative. The total scores obtained in this fashion can range from 

-60 to +60. To eliminate negative values a constant is then added to 

make all· of the scores positive. This constant is 60. The resulting 



score range is from Oto 120 with a high score reflecting positive 

attitudes (21). 

There is no absolute interpretation from the raw score obtained 
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from the scale. However,· national normative data has been provided in 

the manual for malesand'feniales separately. A high score on the ATDP 

indicates the person :feels the disabled are similar to ·frhe non-disabled 

while a. low score indicates dissimilarity.· 

Permission for Use of the Questionnaire 

The ATDP was developed by Yuker, Block; and Young with the assis

tance of many people· at· the Huma.n Resources· Center in Alberts.on, Long 

Island, New York. In February of 19'.7~ the·. writer wrote · and reque~ted 

permission to use the ATDP - Form O Likert Soale. Permission was 

granted. (See: Appendix:·.D) 

Reliability 

Investigations b;y the competent staff at Human Resources of the 

relia-:t>ili ty of the ATD.P - Form O h.ave resulted in a median stability 

coefficient of +•73 which is usually called an index of test-retest re-
. . 

liab.i).i ty. Equivalency reliability coefficients derived from the· 

split-half method·.for form Orange ftom +.75 to +.85. The .. coefficients 

of 'the parallel form reliability range from +57 ;t-a, +83. Forms A and :e 
. ..· 

·are the parallel forms of form O. Furthermore, investigations 

••• q,f the 'fakeability:, or the extent to which ·the respon
dent's. test taking attitudes influenced the test results, 
suggests that the ATDP is relatively not fakeable sinceno 

· significant differences were found between the scores of .. 
·faked vs. non-faked administrations.·· It ~s also been found 
that neither social desirability nor acquiescence accounts 
for signi~icant portions of variance in.ATDP score~ (21, p. 43). 



Construct ,Validity 

In general, the ATDP was found by the Human Resources people to 

correlate substantially with other measures of attitudes toward the. 

disabled ( 21). The correlations tend to be lower, however, once the 
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ATDP'is compared with measures designed to focus on specific subdimen-

sions of attitudes toward the disabled. Their data indicates that ac-

ceptance as measured by the ATDP correlates positively to the accep-

ta.nee of people who are different from the respondent, including such 

people as the mentally ill, the aged, and a variety of ethnic groups. 

Furthermore, non-authoritarian people and people who are intellectually 

oriented as opposed to being pragmatically oriented are more accepting 

of the disabled and thus score higher on the ATDP. 

There is evidence that persons with positive attitudes as i:r.~i-

cated by the ATDP tend to have less need for aggression or expressions 

of hostility. Finally, those people who have positive self-concepts or 

who tend to be lower in anxiety generally have higher scores on the 

ATDP as opposed to those who have negative self-concepts or those who 

are anxious (22). 

The Population in the Study 

The study was directed toward the investigation of attitudes of 

future teachers in agricultural education, home economics education, 
. I ' 

special education, and general education. There were 36, 38, 33, and 

265 student teachers 1i~ t,b,e ~ricul tural education, home economics edu-

cation, special educatio.p, and-general education departments, respec-

tively. The population had cornpleted,their student teaching in the 
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Spring semester of 1974. 

Gathering Data in the Study 

While it would have been ideal to a.,dminister the questionnaire in 

the same manner to all four groups of student te,achers, this was not 

possible. All the student teachers except the general education stu-

dents were to meet again,, on campus, for short se!llinars after comp;I.et

ing their student teaching. So a different method was used to survey 

those individuals in general education. 

The following several standards were established for the adminis-

tratio:i:l of the questionnaire to the agricultural, home economics and· 

special education student teachers: 

1. each edu.catfonal group would be administered the opinionnaire 

on a date when.their student teaching was·almost over, 

2. specific instructions would be given at the time of 

administration, 

3. no discussion of the instrument was to be allowed among the 

respondents during the administration, 

4. the opinionnaire would be administered by the researcher. 

The instrument was mailed to tlie general education-group, since 

" many of them would not be returning to the campus. A random sample of 

66 was picked from 265 general education student teachers using a ran-

dom numbers table. A. stamped self-addressed envelope was enciQ;t3ep. for 

their convenience in answering. The directions were -self-e~i:anatory. 
I 

A cover letter found in Appendix C was also enclosed. Forty-five were 

returned. Two forms were incorrectly filled out leaving forty-three 

for analysis. This was a 65 percent return. 
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Hand.ling the D~ta in the Study 

There were three steps involvedl 

1. computation of the data, 

2. presentation of the data, 

3. analysis of the data. 

The scoring of each questionnaire wa~ done by hand. This produced 

a score for each respondent. Ea.ch student's form was then coded~ Males 

were assigned the number 1, females the number 2 and so forth. The 

characteristics of each student were then keypunched_ onto one computer 
.j 

card along with his score.' The Statistical Analysis System (SAS) was 

then used for the analysis of t.he data. The characteristics of each 
-l ' 

group was reported by SAS and can be found· in Chapter IV. A one way 

analysis of variance was used in determining significant differences 
I 

between certain dependent variables. Duncan'' s theory was used to de-

termine where the significance was in the case of three or more depen-

dent variables. 



CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

Introduction 

In this chapter, the researcher will present as a preliminary 

step the characteristics of the population in the form of tables. Data 
t.......~ .• -.... ~ .. -

concerned with special problems, item analysis, comparisons with na-

tional norms, analysis of variance, and Duncan's test will subsequently 

be presented. 

Tables I and II will describe the characteristics of all the stu-
-------'" -~ ·-- -~ 

dent teachers co~bined. 
~------·--------------~--q 

Tables III through X will.describe the char-
' 

' acteristics of each of the four academic areas represented-by the stu-

dent teachers. 

The 150 Student Teachers of Oklahoma 

State Universi~ 

The student teachers, as shown in Table I, were primarily female, 
I , 

rural (city of less than 50,000), and have had only limited experiences 

with the disabled. The group was split evenly as far as marital and 

transfer status. Twenty percent had close contact with the disabled, 

while 58 percent had a little and 22 percent had none. 

Table II shows that those who did have contact with the disabled 

enjoyed.i·:<ittand,-.their contact was voluntary. Only 14 percent thought 
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TABLE I 

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE 150 STUDENT TEACHERS 

Frequency Percent 

Male 52 34.7 
Female 98 65.3 

Rural- 114 76 
Urban 36 24 

Single 86 57.3 
Married 64 42.7 

Transfer 63 42 
Non-Transfer 87 58 

Agricultural Education 33 22 
Home Economics Education 38 25-3 
Special Education 36, 24 
General Education 43 :, 28.7 

Mean Age - 23.3 years 

Mean number of semester hours in special education courses -
10.4 semEtster hours 
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TABLE II 

QUESTIONS AND RESPONSES OF THE 150 STUDENT 
TEACHERS IN RELATION TO THEIR CONTACT 

WITH THE PHYSICALLY DISABLED 

Questions Responses Frequency 

1. Was your contact enjoyable? 

2. Was your contact voluntary? 

3. How much time was spent in 
your teacher preparation 
program on the sub.ject of 
physical disabilities? 

4. Were there physically dis
abled students in your 
classroom? 

5. Did you have any special 
problems with them? 

Did not apply 
(Had no C.ontact) 

Yes 
No. 

Did not apply 
Yes 
No 

· Non~ 
Little 
Adequate 
Quite a bit 

Yes· 
No 

Did not apply 
Yes 
No 

441 

100 
6 

441 
19 
27 

65 
64 
16 

5 

68 
82 

562 
222 
72 

35 

Percent 

29.3 

66.7 
4 

29.3 
52.7 
18 

43.3 
42.7 
10. 7 

3.3 

45.33 
54.7 

37.3 
14.7 
48 

1There were some students who had some contact with the disabled, 
but indicated that this question did not apply to them. Ideally this 
questionehould not have applied to the 33 who had no contact with the 
disabled. Subsequen~ footnotes will deal with similar discrepancies. 

2some students who had no disabled students in their classroom 
answered with yes or no here. 
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the time spent in their teacher preparation program on the subject of 

physical disabilities was adequate or better than adequate. About half 

had physically disabled students in their classroom. Of these same 

student teachers, most had no special problems with them. 

The Agricultural Education Student Teachers 

of Oklahoma State University 

The mean,,semester hours in special education for agricultural edu

cation students in Table III can be misleading. One person said he had 

5 semester hours while another said he had 15 semester hours in special 

education. The rest had none. Almost 2/3 of these students were trans

fer students. While 60.6 percent of the students only had a little con

tact, 15.2 percent had close contact with the disabled and 24.2 percent 

indicated no contact. Table IV shows that it was enjoyable and volun

tary. Twelve percent thought the time spent on disabilities was ade

quate or better. Of the 39.4 percent who had disabled students in 

their classroom, none admitted to having any special problems with them. 

The Home Economics Education Student Teachers 

of Oklahoma State University 

In home economics (Table V), two students reported they had one 

semester hour in special education while two more said they had three 

semester hours. This explains the mean figure of .21 for semester 

hours in special education. The group was split evenly as far as mari

tal and transfer status. Over 3/4 were of a rural background. Seven 

and nine-tenths percent indicated they had close contact with the dis

abled while 57.9 perQen~ indicated a little contact. Those who had 



TABLE III 

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE 33 AGRICULTURAL 
EDUCATION' STUDENT TEACHERS 

Frequency 

Male 33 
Female 0 

Rural 33 
Urban· 0 

Single 11 
Married 22 

Transfer 23 
N'on.;.Transfer 10 

Mean Age - 22.5 years 

Percent 

100.0 
o.o 

100.0 
o.o 

33.3 
66.7 

69.7 
30.3 

Mean number of semester hours in special education courses.
.45 semester hours. 
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TABLE IV 

QUESTIONS AND RESPONSES OF THE AGRICULTURAL 
EDUCATION STUDENT TEACHERS IN RELATION 

TO THEIR CONTACT WITH THE 
PHYSICALLY DISABLED 

38 

Questions Responses Frequency Percent 

1. Was your contact enjoyable? 

2. Was your contact voluntary? 

3. How much time was spent in 
your teacher preparation 
program on the subject of 
physical disabilities? 

4. Were there physically dis
abled students in your 
classroom? 

5. Did you have any special 
problems with them? 

Did not apply 
(Had no contact) 

Yes 
No 

Did not apply 
Yes 
No 

None 
Little 
Adequate 
Quite a bit 

Yes 
No 

Did not apply 
Yes 
No 

1} 

. 18 
2 

1l 
15 
5 

17 
12 

3 
1 

13 
·20 

39.4 

54.5 
6.0 

39.4 
45.5 
15.2 

51.5 
36.4, 
9.0 
3.0 

39.4 
60.6 

45.5 
0 

54.5 

1 Some students who had contact indicated that this question did 
not apply to them. 

2some students who had no disabled students in their classroom 
answered with yes or no here. 



Male 
Female 

Rural 
Urban 

Single 
Married 

Transfer 

TABLE V 

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE 38 HOME ECONOMICS 
EDUCATION STUDENT TEACHERS 

Frtl~en:oy 

0 
38 

29 
9 

22 
16 

18 
Non-Transfer 20 

Mean Age - 21. 9 years 

Percent 

o.o 
100.0 

76.3 
.23. 7 

57.9 
42.1 

47.4 
52.6 

Mean number of semester hours in special education courses -
.21 semester hours 

39 
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contact thought it was enjoyable and vol11ntary (Table VI) for the most 
I 

part. Thirty-four and two-tenths percent had no contact. All the stu-

dents agreed,that little or no time was spent in their program on dis-

abili;ties. Of 31.6 percent who had disabled students, inost indicated 
I 

having no special problems with them.· 

The Special Education Student Teachers 

of Oklahoma State University 
1 •· 

The special education group had the highest mean as far as semes-

ter hours in special education. The mean figure given.for semester 

hours in Table VII was distributed r~latively evenly among all the 

students, As far as marital status, the group was split evenly. Over 

3/4 were non-transfers, Most were rural, only one student reported 

no contact with the physically disabled. The rest were split.almost 

evenly between close and little contact. They unanimously agreed as 

shown·in Table VIII that their contact was enjoyable and primarily 

voluntary. Surprisingly, 63.9 percent thought that only a little time 

had been spent on disabilities. Twenty-five percent thought it ade-

quate while 11,l percent thought it was qUite a bit. Of the 72,2 per-

cent who had disabled students in their classroom, most see~ed ~o have 

no special pro bl.ems, al though 42 percent of those who responded with 

"yes" or 11n611 to question 12 did have special problems. 

The General Education Student Teachers 

of Oklahoma State University 

It should be remembered that the general education group was uni-

que because the questionnaire was· mailed to them while the other groups 



TABLE VI 

QUESTIONS~ RESPONSES OF THE HOME ECONOMICS 
EDUCATION STUDENT TEACHERS IN RELATION 

TO THEIR CONTACT WITH THE 
PHYSICALLY DISABLED 

41 

Questions Responses Frequency Percent 

1. Was your contact enjoyable? 

2. Was your contact voluntary? 

3. How much time was spent in 
your teacher preparation 
program on the subject of 
physical disa.bili ties? 

4. Were there physically dis.
abled students in your 
classroom? 

5. Did you have any special 
problems with them? 

Did not apply 
(Had no contact) 

Yes 
No 

Did not apply 
Yes 
No 

None 
Little 
Adequate 
Quite a bit 

Yes 
No 

Did not apply 
Yes 
No 

23 
15 

0 
0 

12 
26 

44.7 

47.4 
7.9 

44.7 
36.8 
18.4 

60.5 
39.5 

0 
0 

31.6 
68.4 

1some students who had contact felt this question did not apply 
to them. 

2some students who had no disabled students in their classroom. 
answered with yes or no here. 



Male 
Female 

Rural 
Urban 

Single 
Married 

Transfer 
Non-Transfer 

TAl3LE VII 

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE 36 SPECIAL 
EDUCATION STUDENT TEACHERS 

Frequency 

0 
36 

23 
13 . 

20 
16 

8 
28 

Mean Age - 21. 9 years 

Percent 

o.o 
100.0, 

63.9 
36.1 

55.6 
44.4 

22.2 
77.8 

Mean number of semester hours in special education courses -
42.6 semester hours 

42 
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TABl.,E VIII 

QUESTIONS AND RESPONSES OF THE SPECIAL EDUCATION 
STUDENT TEACHERS IN RELATION TO THEIR CONTACT'' 

WITH THE PHYSICALLY DISABLED 

Questions Responses Frequency Percent · 

1. Was your contact enjoyable? Did not apply i 5.6 
(Had no contact) 

Yes 34 94.4 
No 0 0 

2. Was your contact voluntary? Did not apply i 5.6 
Yes 27 75· 
No 1 19 

3. How much time was spent in None 0 0 
your teacher preparation Little 23 63.9 
program on the su'bject of Adequate 9 25 
physical disabilities? Qu~te a bit 4 11.1 

4. Were there physically dis- Yes 26 72.2 
.abled students in your No 10 27.8 
classroom? 

5. Did you have any special Did not apply 5 13.9 
pro bl ems ... :with them? Yes 1i 36.1 

No 182 50 

1 Some students who had contact felt this question did not apply 
to them. 

2some students who had no disabled students in their classroom 
answered with yes or no here. 
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were administered the instrument under the researcher's supervision. 

The random sample of 65 was only 24.5 percent of the 265 possible gen

eral education student teachers. Of the 65, only 43 or;,65 percent 

filled it out correctly and mailed it bac~. The mean number of semes-

· ter hours in Table. :IX was not distributed evenly among the students. 

One person had one semester hour of special education. One had two 

semester hours and two had three semester.hours. This particular group 

of students was split evenly o:µ sex but over·3/4 were single.· Two 

thirds were non-transfers and two thirds were rura.l. Fourteen percent 

had close contact while 60 percent had a little. The rest had none. 

Their contacts were enjoyable arid voluntary. Most agreed that little 

or no time was spent in their education programs prepa~ing to cope -with 

disabilities.1 Thirty.;;..nine and fiv~-tenths percent had the -disabled in 

their cla~sroom while most had no problems with them. 
·I'." 

Special Problems Encountered During 

Student Teaching 

The researcher prefaces this section with the warning that only 

68 percent of all the student teachers had phys·ically disabled students 

in their classrooms duri~ their student t~aching experience •. Of 

these, approxirrt~tely 3/4 said they had no special problems with these 

same disabled students.. Therefore the problems stated here pertain 

to only a small portion of the student teachers. 

Beginning at an arbitrary point for discussion, one social studies 

teacher said she moved one student closer to the front because of a 

sight problem. Special lecture notes which had 1,rger print were pre-

pared for the student. Another girl's parents wo~ld not allow her to 



Male 
Female 

Rural 
Urban 

Single 
Married 

Transfer 
Non-Transfer 

TABLE IX 

CHARACTERISTICS OF TBE 43 GENERAL 
EDUCATION STUDENT TEACHERS 

Frequency 

19 
24 

29 
14 

33 
10 

14 
29 

Mean Age - 22.9 years 

· ... ,·. · .. • 

Percent 

44.2 
55.8 

67.4 
32.6 

76.7 
23.2 

32.6 
67.4 

Mean number of semester hours in special education courses -
.21 semester hours 
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2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

to 

TABLE X 

QUESTIONS AND RESPONSES OF THE GENERAL EDUCATION 
STUDENT TEACHERS IN RELATION TO THEIR CONTACT 

WITH THE PHYSICALLY DISABLED 

Questions Responses Frequency 

Was your contact enjoyable? Did not apply 1i 
(Had no contact) 

Yes 30 
No 1 

Was your contact voluntary? Did not apply 1i 
Yes 23 
No 8 

How much time was spent in None 25 
your teacher preparation Little 14 
program on the subject of Adequate 4 
physical disabilities? Quite a bit 0 

Were there physically dis- Yes 17 
abled students in your No 26 
classroom? 

Did you have any special Did not apply 26 
problems with them? Yes 5 

No 12 

46 

Percent 

27.9 

69.8 
2.3 

27.9 
53.5 
18.6 

58.1 
32.6 
9.3 
0 

39.5 
60.5 -

60.5 
11.6 
27.9 

1 Some students who had contact felt this question did not apply 
them. 
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participate in ariy physical activity according to a Health, Physical 

Education, and Recreation (HPER) student teacher. A young female li-

brary science student teacher had to cope with a hyperactive child who 

distracted the rest of the children. Time had to be used to ask the 

child to sit down, and when attention was called to the child, the 

other children would be cruel and make snide remarks. 

Anotherisocial studies studen~ teacher had a girl who was retarded 

and could barely think for herself. She was merely being passed 

through school. The student teacher had no idea why she was kept in 

school because she did not seem to accomplish an,ything. 

A first grader with muscular dystrophy was one 'of the pupils of a 

library science student teacher~ The boy would talk outloud, in class. 

and would cry when he didn't get his way. He tended to follow in line 

with the misbehavior of the other children. 

In home economics, one girl had trouble with the sewing machine--

she couldn't stitch evenly because she would beco.me tense and jerk so 

the student teacher sometimes had to stitch part of the garment for her. 

One home economics student teacher simply said her special problem 

was finding enough time to devote to. the individual. Another said her 

disabled students were slow to learn and comprehend and thus slowed 
I 

the class down. One girl had cerebral palsy in another class and re-

quired extra help-; but the student teacher indicated that she couldn't 

receive it in the classroom. 

One class took a field trip which seeme~ to be going rather slow 

according to the special education student teac4er. Yet the child with 

cerebral palsy still missed a lot because the trip went relatively.fast 

from her own viewpoint. 
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Some had to have .their medications at certain hQurs. Others 
. .. ~ 

wanted extra attention, while others worked at a slower rate. One had 

an· emotional problem. The pupils with a hypertensive ·,problem· or who. 

were partially ·deaf would not pay attention to the· teacher. · ·:,.·; · 

Several students in one class were reported•-to have heart murmurs. 

The student teaoher felt that .theee stud-ent1;1 were more;, irrationai in 

their-,behavior, since they always. s,tarted each day with· arguments and · 

fights. 

A special education student wrote, "Some of them had so little 

coordination and little speech because of hea.ringproblems that it was 

hard to integrate the students' aotivities 1with the rest·of the class." 
l 

Most of the problems req11ired a one-to-one teaching and helping 

rela.tionsh:j.p. 

Item.Analysis. of t.he ATDP 

.A.~though Yuker warns in the A~DP,handbook that responses to single 

i temet should not be interpreted, · the researcher f,el t some type of in-· 

formal analysis would 'be· valuable. · The SAS was programmed to do the 

following for eaoh'·of' the twenty questions on the ATDP: 

" l. tabulate all the negative responses, i.e .• , -3, -2, and -1 

as being on the negative side, 

2. tabulate all positive resppnses, i.e., +3, +2, and +las 

being on the positive side, 

3. report what percentage fell on the negative side and what 

percentage fell on the positive side"f or each: question ..... 

This P_:ooedt\re was done :for all 150 student teachers and then tabulated 

for ea.oh of the four groups. Depending on the question, a.. posi ti.ve 
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response could be either non-accepting or accepting. Primarily those 

questions where over 50 percent responded on the non-acceptance side 

will be discussed. Non-$.CCtptanoe means the respondent answered the 

question in a manner which implies the disabled are "different." 

As a group, 84.7 percent of a}l the student teachers disagreed 

that there shouldn't be special schools for disa?led children. Fifty

four and seven-tenths percent of the 150 student teachers disagreed that 

severely disabled people are no harder to get along with than those 
.. 

with minor disabilities. All other questions were answered on t~e 

"accepting" side above·the ,50 percent mark. 

Agricultural Education 

The agricultural education student teachers were the most non-

accepting group. Over 50 percent of the students answered on the non-

accepting side in 8 out of 20 questions. The questions were 3, 4, 6, 

9, 10, 12, 15, and 19. The exact percentages can be found in Appendix 

E. The student teachers were in effect agreeing with the following 

statements: 

1. Disabled people are harder to get along with. 

2. Most of them feel sorry for themselves. 

3. There should be special schools for disabled children. 

4. Most disabled people worry a great deal. 

5. They should ·not be expected to meet the same standards set 

up for the non-disabled. 

6. The severely disabled are harder to get along with than those 

with minor disabilities. 

7. They tend to keep to themselves. 
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8. You have to be careful of what you say when you are with them. 

Question 6 of the ATDP had the strongest non-accepting response 

with 84.8 percent disagreeing that there shouldn't be s_pecial schools 

for disabled children. 

Home Economics Education 

The home economics group was non-accepting in 3 areas (questions 

3, 6, 12): 

1. 52.6 percent agreed that disabled people are usually easier 

to get along with than other people. 

2. 89.5 percent disagreed that there shouldn't be specia~ schools 

for disabled children. 

3. 60.5 percent disagreed that the several~ disabled are n6 

harder to get along with than t.hose with minor disabilities. 

The group was split 50-50 in deciding whether you have to ~e careful 

of wh~t you say when you are with disabled people. 

Special Education 

The special education group was the most accepting group. They 
' 

were non-a~cepting in only question 6: 77.8 percent disagreed that 

there shouldn't be special schools for disabled children. Amazingly, 

100 percent of these student teachers did not agree with question 14 

which says that you should not expect too much from disabled people. 

General Education 

In general education, 86 percent disagreed {question 6) that there 

shouldn't be special schools for disab~ed children. Fifty-one and two-
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tenths percent agreed (question 10) that the <iisabled should not be ex-

peoted to meet the same standards,as the non~disabled. Fifty:...one and 

two-tenths percent disagreed (question 12) th~t, the severely disabled 
i II . . 

' ' 

are no harder to get along with than those wit~ minor,disabilities. On 

the other hand, 93 percent disagreed (question 17) that· a disabled per-,· 

son cannot lead a normal life and 97.7 perc~nt disagreed (question 14) 
~ I . . . 

when asked if they should not expect too much from.disabled people. 

Comparison With National Norms 

Table XI compares the mean scores of each group with those mean 

scores used as national norms •.. The national'norms were,derived fr~· 

subjects tested by the Human Resources' people combined with norms sent 
, I i 

to them by other users of the.ATDP. The norms were,accepted only if 
. . . l 

the studies provided sepavate means, stand.a.rd deviations, and sample 

sizes for males and females. 

· .. Consistent- with the results Conine got in 1968, the student teach-

ers came very close to the national norms developed by Yuker. -The fe-

males in the general education group were the highest .and the farthest 

(in a pos~tive direction) from the national- norm for females. Note 

that' the l'owest score was attained. by the agrioul tural ·eduoatj:on group. 

Hypotheses 

The review of·literature provided a foundation from which postu-

lates could beformula:ted and.subsequently used to generate hypotheses. 

The following hypothesd,s a.re.baaed on those postulates. ,SAS provided 

the means to testeaoh hypotheses and the results· are reported here. 

In all oases, an analysis of, variance was performed. The Dun,oan test 
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TABLE XI 

COMPARED MEAN SCORES FOR FORM-9 OF THE ATDP ,. 

Sex National Total 150 Agricultural Home Ee. Special General 
Norms Students Education Education Education Education 

M. 72.8 71.4 69.21 0 0 75.2 

F. 75.42 . 79.84, 0 76.1 80.7 84.46· 



was performed in t·hose instances where it was, relevant. 

I._. Hypothesis, 

·The·~ ,will be no significant relationship to support the fact 

that•· the mean scor.eef Bf ea.ch grou;p will place the group··-into 

53 

the following ordinal ranking: special: education) gene;t"al edu

cation > home economies.> ~icul ture education. 
,·, , ....... 

Results ' > ,,, .. i:' 

':r;'.lle analysis of variance (A.qV) gave results of significance · 

at the .005, level. Duncan's test showed at the ~-·05;,level· of.' 
. . 

signific·ance' that the agricultural.,edti.catio~ ·student, teachers 
' ·.· ,· . ;. 

• . i ,· 

had. signif:i:c~tly,.\ower-;'soores than aey of -the other groups. 

·The'other ~oups 'did no:t ._ show ·any· difference' among ·.themselves 

at. the: .05 level. -·' · ., 

Disposit~on of··llti>othesis _ 

Nun,i, (',Rejected. for .~he agricultural education student teachers. 

Accepted f<>r all other groups •. ·. 
'. ·; : .. , 

. : ' 

The mean scores f ~,r all f-ettr grouJ)·S we~e these: 

Special: Bduc~tion· , 80~7 · Home Bc·onomios Education 76.1 

Gene,ra.1 Education 80~4 Agrioul tural Edu.cattion ·69·. 21 

Eve~ -t-~ough· the ,t:Lgric~l tura.l education is the onl;y group signif

icantly, different·f notice that. the 'prediction. ()f ordinai 'ranking 
.·'. •'):·. 

did co-$e true. , 

II. H.yp~thes~s 
. .. ·. . . - . 

Fe~leswili not score significantly higher on the A.TDP than 
. l 

·., males. , .. , 

·. Results 

A probability of less than .001 was found to be associated-with 
•\. . 
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the rejection of the null. 

Disposition of Hypothesis 

Null: Rejected 

III. Hypothesis 

Urban people will not score significantly higher than those with 

rural backgrounds. 

Results 

An F ratio with an associated probability of more than .05 was 

found to exist. 

Disposition of Hypothesis 

Null: Not re.ject;eci 

IV. , Hypothesis 

Those with more contact with the physically disabled than others 

will not have· significantly higher scores on the ATDP. 

Results 

AOV rejected the null at the .001 level. Duncan's test showed 

the only significant difference at the .05 level was between 
'" 

those who· had close contact versus those who had little or no 

contact. For those who only had a little contact, there was 

no significant difference between themselves and those who had 
I 

no· coritact. 

Disposition of Hypothesis 

Null: Rejected for those with close contact. Accepted both 

for those with little or no contact. 

v. Hypothesis 

Those who had the disabled in their classroom will not score 

significantly higher than those who did not. 
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Results 

AOV accepted the null hypothesis at the .05 level. 

Disposition of Hypothesis 

Null: Accepted 

VI. lfypothesis 

Those who enjoy their contact with the disabled will not score 

significantly higher than those who. di.di not. 

Results 

AOV rejected the null at the .01 level.. Duncan's test showed 

the only significant difference at the .05 level was between 

those who enjoyed their contact versus those who did not or 

for whom the question did not apply. There was no significant 

difference between those who did not enjoy their contact a:nd 

thof!!e who felt the question did not apply. 

Disposition of lfypothesis 

Null: Rejected for those who enjoyed their contact. Accepted 

both for those who did not enjoy their contact _and for 

those for whom the question did not apply. 

VII. Rypothesis 

Those who perceive their contact as being voluntary will not 

score significantly higher than those who do :1not. 

Results 

AQV rejected the null at ~001 level. Duncan's test showed the 

only significant difference ~t the .05 level was between.those 
}. 

who had voluntary contact versus those who had involuntary con.;.· 
' ' 

tact or for whom the question di4-notapply. For those for whom 

the question did not apply, there was n9 significant difference 
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between themselves and those who had involuntary contact. 
-··. 

Disposition of Hypothesis . 

Null: Rejected for those with voluntary contact. Accepted both 

for those with involuntary contact and for those fpr whom 

the question did not apply. 

VIII. Hypothesis 

Those with some semester hours in special education will not 

score significantly higher thanthose with none. 

Results 

The null was rejected at the .05 level. 

Disposition of Hypothesis· 

Null: Rejected 

Summary of ~he Presentation and 

Analysis of the Data 

The attitudes of the student teachers seemed to be similar to 

those attitudes which the nation has. This was seen from the mean 

scores which did not differ extremely from national norms. 

As a group, the student teachers consistently-disagreed that 

there shouldn't be special schools for disabled children. "Disagreed" 

here means more than 50 percent of ·the students fell on-the non-accept

ing side of the Likert scale.· All-the ,groups, except the special edu-

cation group, disagreed with the stateme'1t that "severely disabled peo-

ple are no harder to get a.long with than those with minor disabilities." 

The agricultural education student teachers along with the home econom

ics student teachers agreed (each at a level above the 50 percent mark) 

that disabled people are usually easier to get alo:ng'with than other 
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people. The general education group thought that disabled people 

should not be expected to meet the same standards as the non-disabled 

persons. 

The agricultural education student teachers scored significantly 
,4' 

lower than the other groups. This would tend to indicate that they had 

attitudes that were less accepting than the attitudes of the other 

groups. Looking at the numbers themselves without,regard for signifi-

canoe, the special education group scored the highest, the general edu

cation group the next highest, and the home economics 0 group was third 

highest. Chance felt the general education group would beat the home 

economics students because the general educators"are more urban.and 
! 

liberal. The general education students were 32.6 percent urban while 

the home economics student teachers reported that 23.7 percent were 

urban. This may have been one of the more important factors in com-

paring these two groups. 

As a result ·of the tests of analysis of variance and Duncan's 

tests, many interesting results were seen. ~he females consistently. 

scored significantly higher. Contact or experiencesiwith the disabled -~ 
was an important factor. Students with close contact were more accept-

ing than those with either little contact or no contact. If their con-
•. .. • I I 

tact was enjoyable and/or vo~untary then the student teacher was more 

accepting than those who felt the question did not apply to them or who 
., . 

did not enjoy the pontact or who had involuntary contact. Students 

with some semester hours of special education scored higher than those 

with none. The individuals with urban backgrounds were not signifi-

cantly different than those with rural backgrounds·. Those students 

who experienced the physically disabled in their classroom were not· 



differe:h1vthan those who had no physically disabl~d stud.ants .in theiri··· 

classroonr~ , . 

Wli.ile these results, which were generated by the ATDP and the SAS, 

might ha.ve been subject to rationalization and deception on the part'.;of 

the students, as wel~ as tending to be temporary and changeable in the 

first year of teaching, the information arrived at in this study was an 

indication of the attitudes held by the 150 subjects in the population 

at that time and at that phase of their educational development. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMEN'DATIONS 

Introduction 

The knowledge teachers have concerning exceptional students has 

an important .effect on both the social and emotional adjustment of the 

. students. This is true both in terms of the teacher-student interac- ·. · 

tion and the student-student relationship. The teacher needs this in-

sight or knowledge to know the problems of disabled students in order 

to plan and to interpret what is going on in the classroom. Providing 

a setting where student teachers can come to grips _with their own,needs, 

conflicts,"and attitudes requires careful consideration. Hopefully, 

this research project was one step in the answer to this call. 

Summary 

Dominated by a desire to have a body of knowledge on the atti-

tudes of future teachers which could be utilized by the teacher educa

tion programs of Oklahoma State University, the study was directed to
·.! 

~~'~) ward the identification of the attitudes · of agricultural education, l home economics education, special education, and general education 

student teachers. A total of 150 1::1.tudent teachers at Oklahoma State 

University was the population. 

Through the use of the Attitude Toward Disabled Persons (ATDP) 
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scale and a general information questionnaire, information on the atti

tudes of the student teachers was s'e·cured in 5 main areas: 

1. Characteristics of the student,teachers 

a. In general 

b. ,Of each of the four groups taken one at a time. 

2. A summary of special problems encountered by the student 

teachers--which could be one factor in forming their 

attitudes. 

3. An informal item analysis of the ATDP for all the student 

teachers and then by group. 

4. Comparison of/the mean scores with national norms, first 

for .the whole population--then by group •. 

5. An analysis of some h;ypotheses generated ·by the review of 

literature. 

The following is a brief summary of the findings pre~,ta.rr!;JA ,in 

Chapter IV, in each of the .five areas of concern. A Il!Of! thorough 

presentation is in Chapter IV. 

l. ·. A,s a group, they were primarily female, rural, and had. only 

limited experience with the. disabled. The special education 

group had t.lie most semester hours in special education. 

Only 14 percent thought the time spent in their teacher 

education program on. the subject of disabilities was adequate 

or better than .. adequa~e. A.bout half had·disabled students in 

their classroom, but most had no special problems with them. 

2. The eipecial:problems of the student teachers with the disabled 

were varied. Most disabled students needed extra help and 

guidfuce on a one-to-one basis according to the student 
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teachers. Most student teachers.felt they had too little time 

to devote to the disabled students. 

3. The informal i tern analysis showed that all student teachers 

disagreed ("disagree" means more than 50 percent fell on the 

disagree side of the Likert scale) that there shouldn't be 

special schools for disabled children. All the groups, except 

the special education group, disagreed with the statement that 

severely disabled people are no harder to get along with than 

those with minor disabiiities. 

4. The comparisons of the mean scores showed that the student 

teachers of Oklahoma·state University seemed to reflect the 

· attitudes of the nation. The women of the general education 

group had the highest mean score: 9.04 points above the na-

tional"norm for females. 

5. The special education group · scored the high.est in .. ,their · 

acceptance of the disabled. The following groups scor~d sig-

nificantly higher: females; those with close contact or close 

experience with the disabled, those who-enjoyed that contact, 

th,ose whq had voluntary contact, with. the disabled, an9- those 
' ! ~. . 

with some special education courses. The students with urban 

backgrounds were not significantly different at the .05 leVel 

in their attitudes than those with rural backgrounds. Those 

with the disabled in their classroom were not significantly 

different at the .05 level than those who did not have the 

disabled in their classroom. 
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Conclusions and Recommendations 

The tone with which the student teachers reported their special 

problems seemed to be one of desperation based on the .data in Chapter 

IV. They felt that the disabled slowed the class down and caused a lot -·· 
of disturbance. Most felt the problems were beyond their reach. There -
was the retarded girl who had been passed on by the other teachers and 

now could not function properly at the designated level given to her. 

Others needed special attention and obviously were not getting it be-

cause they were misbehaving or had already withdrawn into themselves. 

The student teachers seemed to be confused about what tg do and right-

fully so. Some felt that there simply was no time for the extra guid-

ance and attention needed by the students. As one student said, it was 

hard to integrate the partially deaf and the students with lesser co-

ordination into the activities of the others. These special problems 
I 

the student teachers faced seem to reflect the reality shook other ·· 

studies have talked about. 

Questions 6 and 12 of the ATDP were unique for two reasons. First, 

they were two out of f'ive items with positive wording. By definition, 

a positive i tern is one which indicat~s that disabled perso.ns are not 

"different" from non-disabled persons. Secondly, as a general rule, 

the student teachers disagreed with these two questions. The questions 

were: 

1. There shouldn't be special schools for disabled children, and 
I· 

2. Severely disabled people are no harder to get along with than 

those with minor disabilities. 

Further research i.s needed to determine whether the wording had any 
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effect on the responses of the student teachers i.n this area. 

Nevertheless, it is recommended that these two areas be discussed 

with ~he student teachers. Kingsley's study, discussed in Chapter II, 

comes to mind here because his study showed that student teachers felt 

the severely retarded should be institutionalized. It seems that the 

Oklahoma State student·teachers did not wish todeny the disabled 

children speciai schools or to deny the more severely disabled people 

from having more difficulty relating to people. Yet these are the very 

ideas which perpetuate prejudice and which stigmatize the disabled. as 

being "different." It is important that the student teacher..s evaluate 

their thinking in these two areas ...... 

The similarity between the mean scores of the student teachers 

with those generated for national norms was not expected. The expec-

tation was that they would be more conservative and thus lower in mean 

scores Qeing in one of the more conservative and rural states. This 

was obviously an unrealistic expectation and one which was probably 

adolescent. Hopefully, though, the teacher education programs can now 

attempt to improve.the attitudes of the students so that they surpass 

national norms. Some methods for improving attitudes suggesj them-. 

selves in looking at the hypotheses tested in Chapter IV~ 
.j 

One weakness ~n the programs is that almost no time is spent on 

the subject of physical disabilities. Many studies, including this, 

have shown that students who know more about the subject of physical 

disabilities and the problems that disabled people face, are more 

positive in their attitudes. This and other studies also agr~f that 

contact with the disabled will improve attitudes. These fact1 should 

be seriously considered by the teacher educators of Oklahoma State 
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University. If the disabled person is to achieve success within the 

regular school program, some effort must be made to alter the negative 

aspects of attitudes.which student teachers have. 

Efron and Holman indicated two met.hod.a for iirproving attitudes of 

educators toward the mentally retarded. Not surprizingly, their sug-

gestions also ring true for attitudes toward the disabled once the word 

"disabled" is substituted for the word "retarded." After this word 

substitution has been completed, Efron (1967), Holman (1970), and this 

researcher indicate that (1) instruction in the ca.uses, treatment, and 

social implications of physical disabilities and (2) opportunities for 

personal contact with the disabled should be part of the curric.ulum in 

all colleges p:repa.ring students for careers in health, social service, 

and teaching. 

Recommendations for Further Study 

Studies need to continue to investigate the attitudes of a greater 

number of student teachers at diversified universities with varying 
,-,. 

programs of teacher preparation. This would allow researchers the op-

portunity to compare programs relative to student teacher attitudes. 

Follow-up studies on the population in this study and future studies 

might be made to.determine attitudes of the teac4ers after a year of 

experience. Further· investigations could be made to determine the at-

titudes of established and experienced teachers within school systems 
! 

to see if their attitudes are more positive than those of the student 

teachers •. 

The.review of literature provides a wealth of ide~s useful for I , 

ambitious researchers. In regard to status (Jaoobs9n, et al. and 



Bergan, et al.), a study could examine the status of the disabled stu-

dents in relation to the attitudes of the student teacher. Methods of 

examining the.goals 0~ tre disabled along with the goals of the student 

teacher could be developed, which would help in examining whether 

Ailport's theory of mutual liking breeds more positive attitudes. 

In effect, the research provides numerous avenues for pursuing the 

complexities of student teacher attitudes and the subtle components of 

their attitudes. Such components may include teaching them the author-
. I 

itarian personality (Eiseman), testing the achievement of the retarded 

in special classes as opposed to their achievement in regular classes 

(Fine and Dunn), whether the student teachers' personal adjustment af

fects their attitudes (Ojemann) and whether better alternative rewards 

(Zetterberg) exist other than an impending relationship with a disabled 

person. 

The use of four groups of student teachers in this study was an 

attempt to broaden the narrow base of populations previously used in 

attitudinal studies of Oklahoma State University student teachers. Al-

though only simplistic variables, such as sex, amount of·contact, and 

hometown size were examined, this study does provide a base upon which 

to investigate the more complex factors summarized at the end of the 

review of literature. Possibilities for researching further in other 

directions relative to student teache~ attitudes seem unlimited. 
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The following information is completely confidential and anonymous. 
DO NOT sign your name. This simply gives us a description of the dif
ferent people completing t!le questionnaire.· Please answer all the 
questions. · 

L Age: 

Married 2. Are you? Single ---- ----
3. Sex: Male ---- Female ----
4. Years of college completed at Oklahoma State University: 

5. I consider myself coming from: 

a rural background (less than 50,000) ----
an urban background (50,000 or more) 

6. In what subject area did you complete your student teaching in? 

7. How many semester .hours in Special Education courses have you had? 

none number of hours 

8. To what extent have you come in contact with the'physically 
disabled? 

close contact only a little contact 

no contact 

9. In general, has your contact or experience with the physically 
disabled been satisfactory or enjoyable? 

yes no 

10. Has your contact or experience been voluntary? 

yes no 

11. How much time was spent in your teacher preparati'.on program on 
the subject of physical disabilities? 

none little adequate 

12. Were there any physically disabled students in your classroom 
during your student teaching? 

yes no 
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13. Did you have any special problems with.them? 

yes no 

Please explain. 
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Given below are 20 statements of opinion about physically disabled per
sons. Physically;dif;!abled, as used here, refers to those people with 
heart conditions,' arthrit~s, hypertention,'mental and nervous impai~
ments of back or ·spine, impairment . of lower extremities, hip irhpai:rments, 
and visual impairments. It. also includes the deaf or partly deaf, the 
amputee, the spastic {or cerebral palsy) and the disfigured. We all 
think differently about disabled persons. Here you maJ" express how you 
think by choosing one of the 6 possible answers for each statement. 
Mark each statement in ;the left margin:acco.rding_to how much you agree 
or disagree' with it. Please mark every' one. Write +l, +2, +3 or -1, 
-2, -3: · depending on how you feel in ea.ch case. 

+3: I AGREE VERY MUCH 
+2: I AGREE PRETTY MUCH 
+l: I AGREE A LITTLE 

-1: I DISAGREE A LITTLE 
-2: J I DISAGREE PRETTY MUCH 
-3: I DISAGREE VERY MUCH . 

1. Parents of disabled children should be less strict than 
other parents. 

--

---

2. Physically disabled persons are just as intelligent as non
disabled ones. 

3. Disabled :people are usually easier to get along with than 
other people. 

4. Most disabled people feel sorry for themselves. 

5. Disabled people are the same as anyone else. 

6~ There shouldn't be special schools for disabled children. 

7. It would be best for disabled persons to live and work in 
special communities. 

8. It is up to the government to take care of disabled persons. 

9. Most disabled people worry a great deal. 

10. Disabled people should not be expected to meet the same 
standards as non-disabled people. 

11. Disabled people are as happy as non-disabled ones. 

12. Severely disabled people are.no harder to get along with 
--- than those with minor disabilities. 

13. It is almost impossible for a disabled person to lead a 
--- normal life. 

-- 14. You should not expect too much from disabled people. 



_____ 15. Disabled people tend to keep to themselves much of the 
time. 

---

---
---

16. Disabled people are more easily upset than non-disabled 
people. 

17. Disabled persons cannot have a normal social life. 

18. Most disabled people feel that they are not as good as 
other people. 

19. You have to be careful of what you say when you are with 
disabled people. 

20. Disabled people are often grouchy. 
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Dear Student Teacher, 

Richard I. Maynard 
Stout Hall 227 
Stillwater, OK 74074 
(405) 377-3748 

I am working on a Master's thesis to study the attitudes of 
student teachers toward the ph;ysically handicapped. Your help in 
this matter is very important. I would appreciate it if you would 
complete the attached instrument. The directions are at the top. 
I have enclosed a stamped self-addressed e:p.velop for your con-
venience in returning the form to me. · 

Please send it as soon as you can, so that I may tabulate your 
answers into a table ·for rrry thesis. Your answers will be anonymous. 

Thank you, 

Richard Maynard 
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ALBERTSON, LONG ISLAND, N.V. 11507 I 516 747-5400 .. 

February 22, 1974 

Mr. Richard Maynard 
Oklahoma State University 
Stout Hall, Room 227 
Stillwater, Okla. 74074 

Dear Mr. Maynard: 

In answer to your letter of February 18th, we are 
happy to give you permission to use the Attitudes 
Toward Disabled Persons Scale for· your thesis. 

You will ha~e to reproduce the forms as wj do not 
have the equipment to do so here. 

We would appreeiate your keeping us informed of any 
results that you may obtain. · 

Dr. Harold Y~ker or myself can be reached by phone 
or mail at Hofstra University, Hempstead, N.Y. if 
you should have any questions. ' 

riood hick! 

Sincerely yours, 

~~~ J. R. Block, Ph.D 
Chairman 
Psychology Department 
Hofstra University 
Hempstead, N.Y. 11550 
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THE NON-ACCEPTING RESPONSES TO THE ATDP 
OF THE AGRICULTURAL EDUCATION 

STUDENT TEACHERS 

Accepting Non-Accepting 

Question 3 Frequency 12 21 
Percent 36.4 63.6 

Question 4 Frequency 15 18 
Percent 45.5 54.5 

Question 6 Frequency 5 28 
Percent 15.2 84.8 

Question 9 Frequency 16 17 
Percent 48.4 51.5 

Question 10 Frequency 15 18 
Percent 45.5 54.5 

Question 12 Frequency 13 20 
Percent 39.4 60.6 

Question 15 Frequency 15 18 
Percent 45.5 54.5 

Question 19 Frequency 12 21 
Percent 36.4 64 
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