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The problem of this study was to determine if a signi-

ficant relationship existed between levels of dogmatism of 

student and supervising teachers and change in attitude of 

student teachers during student teaching# The approach of 

the investigation involved administering a pre- and post-

test of the Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory to the 

student teachers and the Eokeach Dogmatism Scale to the 

student teachers and their respective supervising teachers# 

Subjects included ninety-two elementary student teachers 

enrolled in student teaching during the fall semester of 

1969-70, and their eighty-five supervising teachers# 

Hypotheses formulated for testing were as follows: 

1# There will be no significant change in attitude 

of Student Group HH# 

2. There will be no significant change in attitude 

of Student Group HL# 

3# There will be a significant change in attitude of 

Student Group LH# 

1 



2 

There will be a significant change in attitude of 

Student Group LL, 

5# There will be significantly more change in atti-

tude of Student Group LL than Student Group HL« 

6. There will be significantly more change in atti-

tude of Student Group LH than Student Group HE. 

7« There will be significantly more change in atti-

tude of Student Group LL than Student Group LH# 

8« There will be no significant difference in change 

of attitude of Student Group HH and Student Group EL# 

9« There will be significantly more change in atti-

tude of the two combined groups, Student Groups LL and LH, 

than of the two combined groups, Student Groups KL and HH# 

In order to test the hypotheses, the dogmatism scores 

of the supervising teachers were arranged in rank order# 

The upper forty-two cases were designated as Teacher Group 

H—thoso scoring high in dogmatism. The lower forty-three 

cases were designated as Teacher Group L— those scoring 

low in ctograatisiu# 

There were forty-seven student teachers assigned to 

Teacher Group H. The upper twenty-four scores on dogmatism 

were called Student Group HH—hlgh-dogmat5.c students as-

signed to high-dogmatic teachers. The lower twenty-three 

scores on dogmatism were called Student Group LH—l',>w-dog-

matic students assigned to high-dogmatic teachers. 

There were forty-five student teachers assigned to 
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Teacher Group L, The upper twenty-three scores on dogma-

tism were called Student Group HL--high-dogrnatic students 

assigned to low-dogmatic teachers. The lower twenty-two 

scores on dogmatism were called Student Group LL*<«low dog-

matic students assigned to low-dogmatic teachers# 

The data were treated by analysis of variance, us5.ng 

j>-tosts to test for significance* The ,05 level was re-

quired for rejecting the null hypotheses# Results revealed 

that there was no significant change in attitude in any of 

the groups* Neither were they significantly different from 

each other. Results also revealed no significant relation-

ship between change in attitude and grade level of student 

teaching or pattern of student teachings There was no signi-

ficant relationship between supervising-teacher dogmatism 

and age, grade level taught, nor number of years of expert 

ience# 

It was concluded that there is no relationship between 

(1) levels of dogmatism of student and supeievising teacher 

arid change in attitude, (2) pattern of student teaching or 

grade level and change in attitude, nor (3) age, grade level, 

or years of experience and supervising-teacher dogmatism# 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Educators at all levels agree that the effectiveness of 

the schools in this country depends, in large measure, upon 

the effectiveness of the tacher. According to Biddle and 

Ellena, probably no aspect of education has been discussed 

with greater frequency nor by more educators and laymen than 

that of teacher effectiveness (4). Research in this area 

has been conducted from many points of view. Bryan (7) and 

Tiedman (57) centered their attention upon student reactions 

toward the teacher. Wickman (60) studied attitudes of 

teachers toward students. Since the publication of the 

Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory/ there has been a large 

volume of research in the area of attitudes of teachers and 

student teachers (9, 12, 13, 52, 55, 59). Ryan's compre-

hensive study of teacher characteristics revealed that the 

following variables were related to teacher effectiveness: 

number of years of teaching experience, level of teaching, 

attitude toward pupils, type of school in which the teacher 

teaches, and personality factors (50). Though there were 

earlier studies on the influence of personality factors in 

teaching effectiveness (2), recent research has placed even 



more emphasis upon the relationship of personality factors 

to teaching effectiveness (1, 5, 14, 18, 26, 28, 41). 

For many years the student-teaching experience has been 

considered an essential phase in the preparation of effective 

teachers. A survey of research conducted in the 'sixties 

reveals little disagreement about the desirability of class-

room practice under supervision. In fact, the largest number 

of teacher education studies in the early 'sixties was 

devoted to student teaching and its impact upon teacher 

effectiveness (5, 27). 

Statement of the Problem 

This research sought to determine if a significant re-

lationship existed between various levels of dogmatism of 

supervising teachers and student teachers and the degree of 

change in attitude of the student teachers during student 

teaching. 

Purposes of the Study 

Specifically, this study sought answers to the follow-

ing questions: • 

1. Will significant change in the attitude of the 

student teachers occur during student teaching? 

2. Will there be a significant relationship between 

level of dogmatism and degree of change in attitude of the 

student teachers during student teaching? 



3. Will there be a significant relationship between 

the level of dogmatism of Student Group LL* and Teacher 

Group L and degree of change in attitude of Student Group LL 

during student teaching? 

4. Will there be a significant relationship between 

the level of dogmatism of Student Group HL and Teacher Group 

L and degree of change in attitude of Student Group HL during 

student teaching? 

5. Will there be a significant relationship between 

the level of dogmatism of Student Group LH and Teacher Group 

H and degree of change in attitude of Student Group LH 

during student teaching? 

6. Will there be a significant relationship between 

the level of dogmatism of Student Group HH and Teacher Group 

H and degree of change in attitude of Student Group HH 

during student teaching? 

Hypotheses 

The following hypotheses were formulated for testing: 

I. There will be no significant change in attitude of 

Student Group HH. 

II. There will be no significant change in attitude of 

Student Group HL. 

III. There will be a significant change in attitude of 

Student Group LH. 

*These groups are defined later in the section on 
Definition of Terms, p. 5. 



IV. There will be a significant change in attitude of 

Student Group LL. 

V. There will be significantly more change in attitude 

of Student Group LL than of Student Group HL. 

VI. There will be significantly more change in attitude 

of Student Group LH than of Student Group HH. 

VII.- There will be significantly more change in atti-

tude of Student Group LL than of Student Group LH. 

VIII. There will be no significant difference in change 

of attitude of Student Group HH and Student Group HL. 

IX. There will be significantly more change in attitude 

of the two combined groups, Student Group LL and LH, than of 

the two combined groups, Student Group HL and HH. 

Definition of Terms 

The following are definitions of terms as they relate 

to this study: 
'T 

Dogmatism: According to Rokeach, dogmatism is "(a) a 

relatively closed cognitive system of beliefs and disbeliefs 

(b) organized around a certain set of beliefs about absolute 

authority which, in turn, (c) provides a framework for 

patterns of intolerance and qualified tolerance toward 

others" (48, p. 3). 

Closed-mindedness: Rokeach (48) defines this as a form 

of ideological dogmatism, a closed way of thinking which can 

be associated with any ideology, regardless of content, an 

authoritarian outlook on life, an intolerance toward those 



with opposing beliefs, and a sufferance of those with similar 

beliefs. 

Teacher Group H: This group included teachers scoring 

in the upper half of the rank order distribution of the 

teachers' dogmatism scores on the "Rokeach Dogmatism Scale." 

Teacher Group L: This group included teachers scoring 

in the lower half of the rank order distribution of the 

teachers' dogmatism scores. 

Student Group HH: This group included student teachers 

assigned to Teacher Group H and who scored in the upper half 

of the rank order distribution of the students' dogmatism 

scores. 

Student Group., LH: . This group included student teachers 

assigned to Teacher Group H and who scored in the lower half 

of the rank order distribution of the students' dogmatism 

scores. 

Student Group HL: This group included student teachers 

assigned to Teacher Group L and who scored in the upper half 

of the rank order distribution of the students' dogmatism 

scores. 

Student Group LL: This group included student teachers 

assigned to Teacher Group L and who scored in the lower half 

of the rank order distribution of the students' dogmatism 

scores. 

Elementary; Elementary refers to grades one through 

six. 



Cooperating teacher and supervising teacher: These two 

terms are used interchangeably in this study. 

Limitations of the Study 

This study was limited to elementary student teachers 

and their respective supervising teachers. It was further 

limited to students who were enrolled in senior student 

teaching during the fall semester, 1969-70. 

Background of the Study 

The purpose of assignment in student teaching is to pro-

vide a setting which will help the student teacher to attain 

maximum professional growth in the time allotted. There is 

a need for searching out an accurate rationale upon which to 

proceed in order to construct better ways of placing student 

teachers (11). 

Research aimed at exploring the factors associated with 

the effectiveness of the student teacher tends to focus either 

on the nature and sequence of professional experiences preced-

ing student teaching or upon the quality of supervision pro-

vided. Grey and Greenblatt (27) found some tendency for 

student teachers to perceive child behavior more negatively 

at the end of student teaching. Newsom and others (44) found 

that after student teaching, there were significant losses in 

logical consistency of ideas about education in his group of 

student teachers. However, less loss was noticed in the ele-

mentary group than in the secondary group of student teachers. 



According to Corrigan and Griswold (15), student teachers 

hold certain principles of teaching to be important to the 

extent that their college supervisors, cooperating schools 

and cooperating teachers implement them in practice. If the 

principles are contradicted in practice, the student teachers 

tepd to suspect their soundness. 

Since the publication of the Minnesota Teacher Attitude 

Inventory, there has been a considerable volume of research 

with this instrument concerning attitudes of teachers and 

teacher education students. Goodall (24) concludes that stu-

dents who are lower than their supervising teacher on three 

or more teacher characteristics show a positive change in 

their attitude toward children, while student teachers who 

slightly resemble their supervising teachers on three or more 

teacher characteristics show a significant negative change in 

their attitudes toward curriculum practices. Price (46) found 

that student teachers tended to change their attitudes in the 

direction of those held by their supervising teacher and, in 

addition, acquired many of the teaching practices of their 

supervising teachers. Gowland (25) concludes from his group 

data that student teachers become more like their supervising 

teachers regardless of level and specialization. In addition, 

individual data analysis indicated that in eighteen out of 

twenty cases student teachers changed significantly during 

student teaching. Berryman (3) found that changes in atti-

tude toward democratic teaching occur during student teaching, 
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with significant positive changes being associated with 

favorable placement situation, except in the case of students 

of relatively low academic ability. Lipscomb's study (38) 

revealed the total amount of attitudinal change to be signifi-

cant at better than the .001 level of significance. Eighty 

per cent of the interviewees in Brim's study (6) said that 

their attitudes were altered by direct interaction with the 

children during the student teaching experience. 

When Campbell (10) analyzed total group results in atti-

tudo change, he found no significant difference among his sub-

jects. However, when the five dimensions of attitude scores 

on the MTAI were treated, a significant difference was found. 

Troisi (58) , Day (17), and Dutton (19) all found significant 

mean attitude changes in either the negative or positive 

direction among student teachers. In addition, Gewinner (23) 

found among 150 secondary and elementary student teachers a 

negative change in attitude significant beyond the .01 level. 

McEwin's study (39) revealed significant negative change in 

attitudes of student teachers after student teaching, Flint 

(20) found that student teachers' behavior changed signifi-

cantly during student teaching, becoming more supportive, less 

repeating, and less accepting of children's responses. This 

change was significantly correlated with similar behaviors 

of their cooperating teachers. Lantz (37) found that, as a 

group, student teachers gained in their self-concept and were 

more positive in their perception of other elementary teachers 

after student teaching. 



Though research reported thus far reveals significant 

changes in attitude during student teaching, some research 

reports findings to the contrary. Callis (9), Cross (16), 

and Scott and Brinkley (53) report no significant attitude 

changes of student teachers. Holl's study (31) showed no 

conclusive evidence that attitudes of student teachers were 

affccted by attitudes of supervising teachers. Ragsdale's 

findings (47) indicated no significant change in the student 

teachers' attitudes concerning children, though their class-

room behavior did change positively. Muto (43) found no sig-

nificant evidence to indicate a relationship between student 

teachers' teaching style and that of their supervising 

teacher. 

A large number of research studies have emphasized per-

sonality factors and their relationship to teaching effec-

tiveness. Medley's study (41) emphasized the importance of 

the teacher's personality in classroom success. McEwin (39) 

concludes that the most influential factor in change in atti-

tudes is the personality of the supervising teacher. Ager 

(1) concludes that personality variables are significantly 

related to verbal behavior patterns, supervisory ratings, 

and grades of student teachers. Greenhouse (26) found that, 

in general, supervising teachers tended to rate higher those 

student teachers who were unlike themselves in terms of 

certain personality traits. Sheldon, Conle, and Copple (54) 

found that students who ranked high in warmth or 



10 

friendliness on prediction scales were significantly higher 

in intelligence and lower in authoritarianism than were 

those who ranked low in warmth or friendliness. They also 

expressed a significantly higher need for affiliation and 

a lower need for succorance than did the low group. Lang 

(36), Garrison and Scott (22), and Saltz (51) found that 

elementary teachers, in general, exhibited a significantly 

greater need for nurturance, succorance, affiliation, change, 

and abasement than did high school teachers. 

Ryan's comprehensive study (50) of teacher character-

istics revealed no significant relationship between per-

sonality traits as measured by the MMPI and the Allport-

Vernon-Lindzey Study of Values and the four classroom 

behavior patterns which he defined. He did find, however, 

sympathetic, understanding teacher classroom behavior to be 

slightly positively correlated with the expression of more 

permissive, child-centered educational viewpoints, while 

businesslike, systematic classroom behavior was slightly 

positively correlated with traditional educational viewpoints. 

Stimulating teacher behavior, as well as observed pupil 

behavior were slightly positively correlated with educational 

viewpoints toward the liberal, permissive end of the scale. 

One of the major aspects of this study was the identi-

fication of the degree of dogmatism of both student and 

supervising teachers and the relationship which existed 

between this variable and change in student teachers' 
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attitudes during student teaching. Rokeach (4 8, 49) has 

been, in large part, responsible for the body of research 

and resultant theory concerning dogmatism and general 

authoritarianism. According to his theory, individuals 

scoring high in dogmatism show a relatively closed cognitive 

organization of beliefs and disbeliefs about reality which 

are organized around a central set of beliefs about absolute 

authority. This system of beliefs, in turn, provides a 

framework for patterns of intolerance toward some and 

qualified tolerance toward others (49). Studies by Rokeach 

(4 8, 49) indicate that persons having a strong commitment to 

a rigid system of religious or political beliefs are usually 

more dogmatic and generally authoritarian in their life 

style and interpersonal relations with others. 

Relatively few studies have dealt with dogmatism as it 

affects classroom teachers. Kerelejze (34) found in his 

study that teachers who were closed-minded identified a sig-

nificantly greater number of total barriers to curriculum 

change than did teachers who were open-minded. They also 

identified a significantly greater number of external and 

internal barriers to curriculum change than did teachers who 

were open-minded. In addition, the study revealed that 

teachers who had fifteen years or more of teaching experience 

were more closed-minded than those with four or less years 

of experience. Hart (30) found that, in general, teachers 

low in dogmatism were able to judge more accurately students 
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who were dissimilar to them in value profile than were 

teachers high in dogmatism. On the other hand, teachers 

high in dogmatism were able to more accurately judge stu-

dents who were similar to themselves in value profile than 

were teachers low in dogmatism. 

Results of a study by Johnson (32) showed a significant 

change in degree of open- and closed-mindedness of student 

teachers during student teaching. Bills and others (5) 

found less openness among a group of student teachers during 

student teaching, with the changes significantly related to 

the openness of their supervising teachers. 

In a study by Williams (62), it was demonstrated that 

the belief system of the individual significantly affected 

change in attitude. Kemp found that dogmatism was related to 

value pattern changes, but the relationship was not signifi-

cant. His study provided, however, a valuable source for 

description of dogmatics. According to Kemp, (1) dogmatism 

develops in early life and becomes a fixed part of the per-

sonality structure, (2) those low in dogmatism are more 

interested in and accept test results arising from counsel-

ing services, and (3) those low in dogmatism seem to believe 

that the counseling organization is sincerely interested in 

their.personal welfare (33). 

Using the "Rokeach Dogmatism Scale," Moore (42) found 

that low-dogmatic persons were more accepting of all in-

coming information than were high-dogmatic persons. In his 
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study, Pannes (45) found 

. . . the more favorable the self image, the 
more closed the mind . . , the higher'the I.Q., 
the more open the mind and the less favorable the 
self image . . . the higher the grade in school, 
the more open the mind and less favorable the 
self image . . . (45, p. 158). 

Both Wrenn (64) and Thomas (56) conclude that justifi-

cation for using Rokeach's scale rests on the fact that it 

does distinguish behaviorally between groups of people. If 

this be true, and if dogmatism is significantly related to 

change in attitudes, then a measure of dogmatism might serve 

as a guide in the placement of student teachers so that 

optimal professional growth may occur during student teach-

ing. 

Procedures for Collecting Data 

Selecting the Sample 

The subjects of this study included students enrolled 

in elementary student teaching during the fall semester, 

1969-70, and their respective supervising teachers. The 

students were enrolled in North Texas State University, 

Denton, Texas, and in Southeastern Louisiana College, Hammond, 

Louisiana. 

The Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory was adminis-

tered twice to the student teachers, before and after student 

teaching. The "Rokeach Dogmatism Scale" was administered 

once to each student teacher and supervising teacher. 
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Permission to. include supervising teachers was obtained 

from superintendents, principals, and the teachers them-

selves. Upon receiving final permission, copies of the 

dogmatism scale were mailed to the supervising teachers in 

Louisiana and Texas. The dogmatism scale was administered 

to the student groups by the researcher at Southeastern 

Louisiana College and by a graduate student at North Texas 

State University. 

Description of the Instruments 

The "Rokeach Dogmatism Scale".—The scale was designed 

to measure individual differences in openness or closed-

mindedness of belief systems. Five revisions of the dogmatism 

scale were made in Rokeach1s effort to improve it. The 

fifth revision, Form E, contains a total of forty items. 

Three sets of variables—closed cognitive systems, general 

authoritarianism, and general intolerance—are subsumed 

under the construct of dogmatism. Subjects are asked to 

indicate agreement or disagreement with each of the forty 

statements on a scale ranging from -3 to +3, with zero point 

excluded in order to force responses toward agreement or 

disagreement (49, p. 11). 

Norms for the dogmatism scale were developed by obtain-

ing subjects from three areas differing in political climate: 

the midwest, New York, and England. The total number of 

subjects obtained from all sources was 1,232 subjects (49). 
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The validity of the scale was determined by a combina-

tion of three methods: (1) validation against other stan-

dardized scales purporting to measure the same or similar 

variables, (2) theoretical validation by testing hypotheses 

stemming from a set of theoretical considerations, and (3) 

validation by the method of known groups, which showed a 

significant difference between high and low dogmatics at the 

.01 level (48, p. 104). 

The fifth revision, Form E, was subjected to several 

tests for reliability. This scale was found to have a 

corrected reliability of .81 for the English College II 

sample and .78 for the English Worker sample (49, p. 14). 

From another source, Rokeach reports that the reliabilities 

of the final form, Form E. range from .63 to .93 (48, p. 96). 

Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory.—This instrument 

was designed to measure those attitudes of a teacher which 

predict how well he will get along with pupils in inter-

personal relationships, and indirectly, how well satisfied 

he will be with teaching as a vocation (12, p. 13). The in-

ventory consists of a series of 150 items. A large number 

of these and similar items were given to teachers who were 

rated by principals as successful and as unsuccessful in 

pupil-teacher relations. From these results the final 

scale and scoring were developed. Several studies of 

validity were made. These studies yielded coefficients of 

correlation of .46 and .60 between the scores on the test 
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and the three criteria: principal's estimate, pupils' 

rating, and visiting experts' rating. Consistent and 

thorough work went into the construction and validation of 

this inventory (7). 

The norms are excellent in many respects and include 

those for high school seniors, students in training, univer-

sity freshmen, graduate students, and experienced teachers 

(7). Split-half reliability for the instrument is .93. On 

retest, scores are only moderately stable if teachers are 

exposed to significant experiences. Retest reliabilities 

during early professional courses, and during the first 

months of teaching experience, are near .70 (7). 

An inventory of attitudes designed to be used to select 

students for teacher preparatory courses and to select 

teachers for a school staff should be relatively unsuscep-

tible to attempts to "fake good." It may be assumed that 

every teacher who has marked the MTAI items in the various 

stages of its development believed that his attitudes 

toward pupils and teaching procedures were the proper ones. 

In this sense, it can be assumed that everyone tries to 

"fake" the inventory, in that he tries to make his answers 

conform to his beliefs. According to the authors, the data 

reveal that a poor teacher "fakes" it in a different way 

from a good teacher. The authors conducted experiments in 

order to determine the fakeab.il.ity of the instrument. The 

faking instructions were as follows: 
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For the purpose of this task you are to place 
yourself in the following situation: you have 
applied for a teaching position you want very 
much to secure. It has all the qualities you 
hope to find in a teaching position. There are 
two other applicants for this job with approxi-
mately the same qualifications that you have. 
The superintendent has asked the three of you 
to answer the inventory and you know that the 
person who makes the highest score will get the 
job. Your sole aim in answering this inventory 
is to get as high a score as possible. You are 
to put your "best foot forward." You are to 
answer these items the way you think an excel-
lent teacher would (12, p. 13). 

In this case, the subject who had an average score was 

able to increase his score only 1.8 points over the second 

administration according to standard directions. "This 

evidence is the basis for the conclusion that the MTAI is 

only slightly susceptible to attempts to 'fake' good" (12, 

p. 13) . 

Procedures for Treating the Data 

Dogmatism scores of the supervising teachers were 

arranged in rank order. Scores falling in the upper half of 

the distribution were designated Teacher Group H, and those 

falling in the lower half of the distribution were called 

Teacher Group L. Scores of student teachers assigned to 

Teacher Group H were also placed in rank order. Those falling 

in the upper half of the distribution were called Student 

Group HH, and those falling in the lower half were called 

Student Group LH. Scores of student teachers assigned to 

Teacher Group L were arranged in rank order. Scores falling 
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in the upper half of the distribution were called Student 

Group HL, and those falling in the lower half were called 

Student Group LL. 

All the hypotheses were tested by analysis of variance, 

using the least squares procedures in order to compensate 

for disproportionate subclass numbers. Least squares pro-

cedures rfemove any bias which may occur as a result of un-

equal numbers in each subgroup. In addition, specific t 

tests were used to determine if individual changes in atti-

tudes of student teachers were significant. The .05 level 

of significance was required for rejection of the null 

hypotheses. 
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CHAPTER II 

SURVEY OF RELATED LITERATURE 

The Nature of Attitudes 

As the individual develops, his cognitions, feelings, 

and action tendencies with respect to the various objects in 

his world become organized into enduring systems called atti-

tudes. The object of an attitude may be anything that 

exists for the individual. This enduring system consists of 

three components centering about the object: the cognitive 

component, the feeling component, and the action tendency 

component----the disposition to take action with respect to 

the object (16, p. 146). The theory that attitudes consist 

of affective, cognitive, and action components is accepted 

by many psychologists (16, 20, 27, 40). 

Attitudes can be further defined by saying that they 

describe a general relationship between a person and some-

thing else. Attitudes are directional orientations toward 

persons, places or abstract ideas. They have varying degrees 

of strength or intensity and are acquired, or learned. An 

attitude is a consistent way of interpreting and responding 

to one's environment (20). McDonald sums up the meaning of 

attitudes by saying, "An attitude is a predisposition to act 

in a positive or negative way toward persons, objects, ideas, 

and events" (20, p. 308). 
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The Formation of Attitudes 

There is very little experimental work on the acquisi-

tion of attitudes. It is probable that many attitudes are 

learned without any intention whatsoever on the part of the 

individual (3 8). There is an important relationship between 

experience and attitude formation and development. The child 

acquires ways of responding to the set of stimuli or environ-

mental events which form the pattern of his experience. 

Acquiring an attitude is a behavior change and the same 
* 

general principles that explain behavior change apply to 

attitude formation (20). 

According to McDonald (20), behavior change begins in a 

motivated state of the organism. The need system is aroused 

and the individual makes responses in order to reduce the 

state of need. As responses, attitudes must lead to re-

sponses which themselves are directly satisfying. McDonald 

further explains the acquisition of attitudes by imitation 

of or identification with another person who serves as a 

response guide or model. 

Two research studies (3, 22) have yielded interesting 

results concerning the role of imitation and identification 

in attitude formation. The conclusions from these studies 

are that the presence of a model possessing social power is 

sufficient to elicit matching behavior. Admittedly, there 

are other possible variables at work, too, such as avail-

ability of the model, but the main point made is that the 
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presence of a model possessing social power is enough to 

cause imitation in behavior. A further implication is made: 

as the individual moves into a larger social worldt his 

model must have not only social power, but the kind of social 

power that the imitator wants (3, 22). 

In Wilson's study (42), it was found that conformity 

was a direct, function of dogmatism when authority was per-

ceived as capable of rewarding and punishing. On the other 

hand, conformity was an inverse function of dogmatism when 

the coercive force was perceived to be a source of informa-

tion at variance with the existing belief system of the sub-

ject, but incapable of rewarding and punishing. Perhaps 

Wilson's findings are related to the phenomenon observed by 

Bandura and Mischel (3, 22). 

Krech and others (16) describe four main factors which 

they believe determine the development of attitudes. First 

of all, attitudes develop in the process of want satisfac-

tion. In coping with various problems in order to satisfy 

his wants, the individual develops attitudes. He develops 

favorable attitudes toward objects and people that satisfy 

his wants, and unfavorable attitudes toward objects and 

persons that block the achievement of his goals. 

Attitudes are not only developed in the service of 

wants, they are also shaped by the information to which the 

individual is exposed. Not all attitudes correctly reflect 

the facts, however, since authorities are sometimes unreli-' 

able. All of this suggests that the incidence of 
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superstitions, delusions, and prejudices will be related to 

the reliability of the authorities that must be depended 

upon, the range of experience to which one is subjected, and 

the degree to which major wants are satisfied. 

A third aspect of attitude formation, according to 

Krech and others (16), is group affiliations. Many attitudes 

of an individual have their source and support in the groups 

to which the individual belongs. However, groups shape the 

formation of the individual only insofar as the individual 

identifies with the group. 

A fourth factor to be considered is the personality of 

the individual. In the midst of conformity, there is always 

present a degree of diversity, which can only be explained 

by personality differences of the individuals. 

Probably the most extensive study of the relationship 

between attitudes and personality development is that of 

Adorno and others (1). These investigators were guided by 

the over-all hypothesis that "the political, economic and 

social convictions of an individual often form a broad and 

coherent pattern . . . and . . . this pattern is an expres-

sion of deep-lying trends in his personality" (16, p. 201). 

Closely related to this is the work of Milton Rokeach in the 

area of dogmatism. Rokeach sought to extend the theory of 

authoritarianism to include opinionation on the left as well 

as on the right (30, 31). A more detailed explanation of 

his theory will be referred to in a later section of this 

research. 
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Attitude Change 

Formation of attitudes and change in attitudes are not 

separate stages in the development and growth of attitudes. 

They have merely been separated here for the purpose of dis-

cussion in this chapter. Formation of attitudes and change 

in attitudes are both continuous aspects of growth. There-

fore, the principles of attitude formation and the principles 

of attitude change must be consistent with one another (15). 

As has been pointed out, attitudes are used by the indi-

vidual in constructing a meaningful, orderly world. Original 

attitudes undergo change as new information is made avail-

able. Attitudes are formed as an individual interacts with 

others in his group. As he moves into new groups with new 

belief systems, norms, and values, his attitudes will tend 

to show accommodating changes (16). An example of this 

among education majors is found in a study by Jacobs (11). 

As they progressed through professional courses, they moved 

away from rigid and formalized attitudes toward more liberal 

and democratic points of view. 

Proshansky (27) describes three types of attitude change: 

compliance, identification, and internalization. Compliance 

refers to change resulting from expected rewards or avoidance 

of punishments under conditions where the power of the in-

fluencing agent is based on his control over the effects. 

This form of attitude change cannot be equated with the 
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adoption of the same attitude because the individual per-

ceives it as harmonious with his value system. 

Klausmeier (15) suggests the following in order to 

facilitate attitude change: (1) provide exemplary models, 

(2) provide pleasant emotional experiences, (3) extend in-

formative experiences, (4) use group techniques, (5) arrange 

for appropriate practice, and (6) encourage independent 

attitude cultivation (15, p. 375). 

A large number of studies have been undertaken to deter-

mine whether formal educational programs in schools and 

colleges result in changes in attitudes and value systems. 

A comprehensive summary of research on attitude change re-

sulting from college programs was reported in 1957 (40). 

The general conclusion of the report was that a college edu-

cation results in greater homogeneity of values and attitudes, 

Those who enter college with extreme views tend to move in 

toward the center as their college education progresses. 

Other investigators, such as Ryan (32), have been 

interested specifically in the attitudes of teachers as a 

group. Since the publication of the Minnesota Teacher Atti-

tude Inventory, many researchers have tried to identify 

factors in attitude change of prospective teachers (5, 6, 8, 

9, 11, 17, 18, 19, 21, 29, 33, 39, 41, 43). 
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Attitude Change and Student Teachers 

In social interaction, "the actions of each are at once 

a result of and a cause of the actions of the other" (16, 

p. 139). Thus, influence can flow in both directions as 

cooperating teachers and student teachers mutually determine 

the nature and outcome of the interpersonal behavior event 

in student teaching. Consensus is rare in teacher education, 

but teacher education critics, psychologists, state officials, 

and students agree that student teaching is the most impor-

tant aspect of teacher preparation. In fact, some feel that 

cooperating teachers have more influence upon student 

teachers than all the methods courses combined (2, 7, 35, 36). 

Yee (43) does not feel that enough study has been made of 

the effect of student teachers upon their cooperating 

teachers. This study sought to determine the effect of the 

interaction of student and cooperating teacher dogmatism 

upon attitude change in the student teacher. 

Dahl (8) investigated change in classroom behavior and 

attitudes of student teachers toward pupils. He found that 

student teachers clearly did change their attitudes toward 

pupils, but the direction of change was variable. He also 

found that the attitudes of the cooperating teachers and 

university supervisors toward pupils did not necessarily 

influence student teachers' attitudes toward pupils in the 

same direction. 
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Campbell's findings support those of Dahl. MTAI scores 

of student teachers revealed that one of every two student 

teachers changed positively in attitudes toward teaching, 

one of five changed negatively toward teaching, and one of 

four student teachers had no change in attitudes toward 

teaching at the end of student teaching (5). 

Gewinner's main concern was to determine if the change 

in student teacher attitude appeared to be associated with 

the similarity or dissimilarity of personality character-

istics the student teacher shared with the supervising 

teachers. Of the group low in similarity, a substantial, 

but not significant, association existed. Of the group 

ranked as average in similarity, a low, but highly signifi-

cant relationship existed, beyond the .01 level of confidence. 

The group ranked high in similarity disclosed no significant 

relationship (10). He also found that as a total group, 

including both elementary and secondary student teachers, 

there was a highly significant negative change in student 

teacher attitude during student teaching (10). 

McEwin (21) also found that all his subjects, except 

the male elementary group, showed negative change in attitude 

during student teaching. He concluded that the personality 

of the cooperating teacher seemed to be the most influential 

factor of those studied. 

Ragsdale (29) discovered significant positive change in 

student teachers' classroom behavior as measured bv the 
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Classroom Observation Record, but found no significant change 

in student teachers' expressed attitudes toward children 

during student teaching as measured by the MTAI. In a study 

of student teachers in the Philippines, Laconico (17) found 

a positive relationship between MTAI scores and a measure of 

teacher effectiveness. 

In an investigation conducted by Weinstock and Peccolo 

(41), it was found that the subjects showed a consistent 

decrease in mean scores on the MTAI after completion of 

student teaching. On the other hand, Sandgren and Schmidt 

(3 3) found that attitudes of student teachers improved during 

the student teaching period. 

That attitudes of student teachers do change during 

student teaching is well documented by research. In the 

following section, the factor of dogmatism will be discussed 

in order to show its relationship to student and cooperating 

teacher behavior and change in attitude of student teachers. 

The Definition of Dogmatism 

It was the purpose of Rokeach to go beyond Adorno's 

theory of the authoritarian personality, which neglected 

authoritarianism on the left, and develop a set of formula-

tions under the general concept of dogmatism. Not only does 

his theory include authoritarianism on the left, but further 

addresses itself to manifestations and correlates of 

authoritarianism in non-political, non-religious areas, such 

as the academic-world, for example (31). 
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In the first chapter, dogmatism was formally defined 

as 

. . . (a) a relatively closed cognitive organiza-
tion of beliefs and disbeliefs about reality (b) 
organized around a set of beliefs about absolute 
authority which, in turn, (c) provides a frame-
work for patterns of intolerance and qualified 
tolerance toward others (31, p. 3). 

According to Rokeach, all cognitive systems, regardless 

of the extent to which they are opened or closed, are con-

ceived as being organized into two interdependent parts: a 

belief system and a disbelief system. Coordinated with 

absolute beliefs in positive and negative authority are 

attitudes of intolerance or qualified tolerance toward 

people in general, depending upon which authorities and 

belief systems one lines up with and which disbelief systems 

one is against (31) . 

Dogmatism represents an ideological defense against 

threat and, at the same time, a cognitive framework for 

meeting one's needs. The more dogmatic the belief-disbelief 

system, the more it represents a tightly woven system of 

cognitive defenses against anxiety (31). Closed-mindedness 

is said to be characterized by a high degree of rejection of 

opposing beliefs. "The more closed the mind, the more cog-

nitions are said to depend upon irrelevant wants and external 

authority" (16, p. 48). Soderbergh (37) defines dogmatism 

as "a form of resistance to change and may be defined in its 

most derogatory sense as a positiveness in assertion in 
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matters of opinion when unwarranted or arrogant" (37, p. 245). 

A major defining characteristic of dogmatism is "that it 

involves adherence to some central set of beliefs in absolute 

authority" (30, p. 22). 

In order to measure dogmatism, Rokeach developed the 

"Rokeach Dogmatism Scale." This scale may be thought of as 

a measure*of "general authoritarianism." However, Rokeach 

considers it mainly to be a measure of the extent to which 

the total mind is an open or closed one (16, p. 48). 

Characteristics of Dogmatic Persons 

Rokeach found in his research that open-minded groups 

were more able to synthesize new beliefs into a new cognitive 

system than were closed-minded groups. This capacity 

appeared to reflect the greater willingness of the open-

minded to entertain novel and strange problems. Emotional 

rejection was found more frequently among persons with closed 

minds. According to Rokeach, the ease and rapidity of cog-

nitive change was not only determined by the intellectual 

capacity of the individual, but by ability to manage ambiguous 

situations full of surprises and inconsistencies, by the 

degree of open-mindedness, and by the techniques that had been 

developed in order to cope with obstacles (30). 

Kemp (14) attempted to find if dogmatism was a factor 

which influenced personal values. His findings included the 

following description of dogmatics: (1) dogmatism was 
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developed in early life and became a fixed part of the per-

sonality structure; (2) those low in dogmatism were more 

interested in and accepted test results arising from coun-

selor services; (3) those low in dogmatism seemed to believe 

that the counseling organization was sincerely interested in 

their personal welfare. In Kemp's words, "It became in-

creasingly clear that the highly dogmatic individual is less 

likely to live the more creative individualized life of the 

one less hampered by the effects of dogmatism" (14, p. 75). 

Moore (23) drew the following conclusions from his 

study: 

. . . low dogmatic persons are more attuned to 
and accepting of all incoming information, in-
cluding the reinforcements of the experimenter 
. . . high dogmatic persons seem to be literally 
more 'closed' to the objective meaning of in-
coming stimuli (23, p. 41). 

In a study of junior-senior school students, Pannes (25) 

found 

. . . the more favorable the self image, the 
more closed the mind . . . the higher the I.Q., 
the more open the mind and the less favorable 
the self image . . . the higher the grade in 
school, the more open the mind and less favor-
able the self image (25, p. 20). 

According to Rokeach, an open-minded person is a non-

authoritarian who believes 

. . . that the world one lives in, or the situ-
ation one is in at a particular moment, is a 
friendly one; . . . that authority is not 
absolute and that people are not to be evaluated 
according to their agreement or disagreement 
with such authority . . . (30, pp. 55-56). 
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A closed-minded person is an authoritarian who believes 

. . . that the world one lives in, or the situa-
tion one is in at a particular moment is a 
threatening one; . . . that people are to be 
accepted and rejected according to their agree-
ment or disagreement with such authority . . . 
(30, pp. 55-56). 

Dogmatism and Student Teachers 

No educator would disagree that the teacher's personal-

ity is a most important factor in teacher effectiveness. 

One personality characteristic which has received some con-

sideration in the past few years is dogmatism. With the 

emergence from the behavioral sciences of this relatively 

new concept of "open and closed-mindedness,11 there seems to 

be a productive new approach to the preparation and place-

ment of prospective teachers (12) . 

Freeze (9) explored the relationships between open-

mindedness in student teachers, cooperating school supervis-

ing teachers, and college supervisors of student teaching. 

Changes in open-mindedness of the student teacher were 

evaluated as a function of the relative degree of open-

mindedness of the two supervisors. He concludes that if 

students who are at any point in "process" placed with "minus" 

supervisors in respect to openness, the consequence for the 

student is a significant decrease in his "process" scores. 

He suggested that care should be taken not to combine a 

"minus" supervisor with a student teacher. 
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The results of Johnson's study (12) tend to support 

the findings of Freeze (9). Johnson found that the change in 

the degree of open- and closed-mindedness of the student 

teachers seemed to be a function of the dogmatism of their 

supervising teacher. The findings also showed a significant 

change in the dogmatism scores of the subjects during student 

teaching.- Accepting the contention that open-mindedness is 

a desirable personality characteristic of the prospective 

teacher, Johnson suggests that great care should be exercised 

when placing a student teacher with a supervising teacher 

(12). Another especially interesting finding in the Johnson 

study was the fact that those subjects who scored higher 

than the supervising teacher on the pretest of dogmatism did 

not show as significant a mean shift as did the group which 

scored lower initially. Since the lower dogmatics are 

thought to be more flexible, adaptive, and receptive to new 

ideas, the difference may be due to the likelihood that a 

more open-minded student teacher shows greater susceptibility 

to the influence of a supervisor than does the relatively 

closed-minded student teacher. If such a conclusion could 

be substantiated, further implications for placement of 

student teachers would be in order (12). 

Possibly related to the findings of Johnson are the 

results of a study by Tiegland (39). He discovered that 

subjects who changed positively in teacher attitudes were 

characteristically more deferent, when the independent 
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variable was a professional education course. He pointed out 

that if the course had been taught with a philosophy of 

strict discipline and authoritarianism, the change in atti-

tudes of those who had strong deference needs might have 

been in the negative direction. 

Musella (24) found that his closed-minded subjects dis-

played less differentiation and variability in their descrip-

tions of themselves and their supervisors than did the open-

minded students. They tended to see themselves in completely 

positive terms, whereas open-minded subjects pointed to both 

positive and negative characteristics in their descriptions 

of self. 

In a study conducted by Chabassol (6), it was revealed 

that the scale used for measuring rigidity in thinking held 

promise for identifying those student teachers who would be 

successful in student teaching. Three of the five scores of 

rigidity were significant at the .01 level when correlated 

with grades received for student teaching. Success for the 

female student teachers was related to warm acceptance of 

children, a possessive attitude such as one might find in 

mother-child roles. 

In Brumbaugh's investigation (4), open-minded students 

were operationally defined as those who achieved total scores 

of 128 or less on the "Rokeach Dogmatism Scale." Closed-

minded students were defined as those who scored 158 or more. 

It was found that a significantly greater number of 
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closed-minded student teachers identified with the subject 

matter areas of mathematics, science, and social science 

than with language, English, and the fine arts. 

Perez (26) concludes from his investigation that 

authoritarianism and teamwork disposition are functions of 

the age and sex of teachers. From his study, it was found 

that men tended to move from a high disposition toward 

authoritarianism to a low disposition toward authoritarianism 

and from a low degree of disposition toward teamwork to a 

high degree of disposition toward teamwork as they increased 

in age. The converse was found to be true of the female 

teachers. 

Contrary to the other research reported here, Rabkin 

(2 8) found no significant correlations between dogmatism and 

age, sex, years of experience, religious affiliation, grades 

taught, or marital status; and his mean dogmatism score for 

the 103 teachers in the study was 132.2, which was lower than 

any of Rokeach's groups. His research was conducted in the 

state of Washington. 

Markowitz .(19) studied the relationship between the 

belief systems of 106 prospective teachers and their perfor-

mance in student teaching. He designated the lowest quarter 

as the open-minded group, with a mean dogmatism score of 

119.70. He designated the upper quarter as the closed-minded 

group, with a mean of 174.42. When performance was evaluated 

by the use of the Classroom Observation Record, no significant 
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differences were found between the open and closed groups 

nor between the middle group and the open and closed groups. 

Summary 

This chapter has included a brief description of the 

nature of attitudes, how they are acquired, and some of the 

variables related to change in attitude. Since this study 

is concerned specifically with attitude change of student 

teachers, current research related to attitude change of 

student teachers during student teaching has been reported. 

Another major aspect of this study was the identifica-

tion of levels of dogmatism among student and cooperating 

teachers and its relationship to attitude change of student 

teachers during student teaching. Therefore, dogmatism has 

been defined and dogmatic persons characterized. Finally, 

research dealing with the dogmatism level of student teachers 

and how it affected their classroom behavior and their atti-

tudes toward teaching and children has been reviewed and 

reported. 
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CHAPTER III 

COLLECTING AND TREATING THE DATA 

Selecting the Subjects 

The subjects of this study were elementary student 

teachers who were enrolled in student teaching in the fall 

semester of 1969-70 and their respective cooperating teachers. 

The subjects were enrolled in North Texas State University 

and Southeastern Louisiana College. Two patterns of student 

teaching were represented by the total group. One group of 

student teachers was enrolled in an elementary block arrange-

ment in which they participated in five weeks of classes on 

campus prior to actual student teaching participation. The 

students were then involved in eight weeks of all-day student 

teaching. Following the eight weeks of student teaching, 

they returned to campus for another three weeks of classes. 

The other group of student teachers participated in a full 

semester of student teaching, during which they were required 

to stay a minimum of four hours per day. 

Collecting the Data 

One hundred eighty-three student teachers from North 

Texas State University and Southeastern Louisiana College, 

enrolled in student teaching in the fall semester, 1969-70, 

were administered the "Rokeach Dogmatism Scale" and the 
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Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory prior to student teach-

ing. The MTAI was administered again to the student teachers 

following their student-teaching experience. 

All contacts with the cooperating teachers were made by 

mail. Initially, a letter was mailed to the superintendent 

of each school system to which student teachers were assigned 

(Appendix A). Included with the letter was a copy of the 

dogmatism scale and a brief statement describing the purpose, 

and implications of the study (Appendix B). Upon receipt of 

approval from the superintendent, a second letter was mailed 

to the principal of each school to which student teachers 

were assigned (Appendix C). When the principal's permission 

was granted, a letter was mailed to the cooperating teacher 

(Appendix D). Enclosed with the letter was the dogmatism 

scale, the answer form, and a stamped, self-addressed 

envelope for the purpose of returning the answer sheet and 

test. A total of 159 letters and scales were mailed to co-

operating teachers in Texas and Louisiana. There was no 

control of the time element involved in obtaining the dog-

matism score of the supervising teachers. 

All testing was completed and answer sheets received by 

January 30, 1970. Of the 159 letters mailed to the cooperat-

ing teachers, 102 were returned. There were three sets of 

scores for each student teacher—one dogmatism score and two 

MTAI scores. Because of absences during the administration 

of the tests, there were not three test scores for all the 
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student teachers assigned to the supervising teachers who 

returned their answer forms. These student teachers had to 

be eliminated from the study, reducing the total number of 

cooperating teachers to be included in the study to 85 and 

the total number of student teachers to 92, or a grand total 

of 177 subjects. In the Louisiana sample, more than one 

student teacher was assigned to some of the supervising 

teachers. In such cases, both student teachers were included 

in the sample. 

Treatment of the Data 

The dogmatism scores of the cooperating teachers were 

arranged in rank order. The upper forty-two scores were 

designated as Teacher Group H—those scoring high in dog-

matism. The lower forty-three cases were designated as 

Teacher Group L—those scoring low in dogmatism. The mean 

dogmatism score of Teacher Group I-I was 15 8. 40. The mean 

dogmatism score of Teacher Group L was 114.42. The two 

groups were significantly different at the .01 level. 

There were forty-five student teachers assigned to 

Teacher Group L. The dogmatism scores of these student 

teachers were arranged in rank order. The upper twenty-

three scores were designated as Student Group HL, with a 

mean dogmatism score of 160.48. The lower twenty-two scores 

were designated as Student Group LL, with a mean dogmatism 

score of 123.2 3. 
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There were forty-seven student teachers assigned to 

Teacher Group H. The dogmatism scores of these student 

teachers were arranged in rank order. The upper twenty-four 

scores were designated as Student Group HH, with a mean 

dogmatism score of 157.54. The lower twenty-three scores 

were designated as Student Group LH, with a mean dogmatism 

score of 124.87. 

There were nine research hypotheses formulated for test-

ing. Following Rokeach's theory (22) that the more closed 

the mind, the more it is resistant to change, it was hypoth-

esized that neither Student Group HH nor HL—those scoring 

high in dogmatism—would significantly change in attitude 

during student teaching, as measured by the MTAI. Likewise, 

it was hypothesized that both Student Groups LH and LL—those 

scoring low in dogmatism—would significantly change in 

attitude during student teaching, as measured by the MTAI. 

These suppositions comprise the first four hypotheses. 

Hypotheses V through VIII reflect the result of inter-

action between the levels of dogmatism of both students and 

cooperating teachers and its effect upon the attitude change 

of the student teachers. In order to determine the effects 

of the interaction of these two variables, an analysis of 

variance technique was employed, using the least squares 

procedures. The least squares procedure was used in order 

to eliminate any bias that might occur as a result of dis-

proportionate numbers in the subgroups. Where appropriate, 

t tests of significance were applied. 
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Hypothesis IX reflects the influence of the degree of 

openness of the cooperating teacher upon attitude change of 

the student teacher. It stated that there would be signifi-

cantly more change in attitude of the combined student 

groups assigned to Teacher Group L than of those assigned 

to Teacher Group H. The rationale behind this hypothesis 

comes from the writings of Rokeach (20, 21), who described 

an open-minded person as one who believes that authority is 

not absolute and that people are not to be judged according 

to their agreement or disagreement with authority. There-

fore, Teacher Group L and Student Groups LL and LH would be 

more open to new ideas and practices. Thus, student teachers 

would be freer to change and revise their thinking and then 

subsequently would be more honest to admit the change in a 

testing situation. In order to test the ninth hypothesis, 

the same procedure as was used with the other hypotheses was 

applied. 

In addition to the above statistical treatments, the 

data were exploited for other findings. These are listed 

be low: 

1. Dogmatism scores of cooperating teachers were re-

lated to three categories of number of years of experience-

up to five years, six to fifteen years, and over fifteen 

years. 

2. Dogmatism scores of the cooperating teachers were 

related to three age categories—up to thirty years of age, 
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thirty-one to forty years of age, and over forty years of 

age. 

3. Dogmatism scores of cooperating teachers were re-

lated to two levels of teaching in the elementary school— 

grades one through three and grades four through six. 

4. Change in attitudes of student teachers was related 

to two patterns of student teaching—elementary block student 

teachers and full-semester student teachers. 

5. Change in attitude of student teachers was related 

to two levels of teaching in the.elementary school—grades 

one through three and grades four through six. 

6. Change in attitude of the total group of student 

teachers was examined for significance. 

7. The data were examined in order to determine if, 

and how significantly, the attitude change in student 

teachers was predominantly negative or positive. 

Description of the Instruments 

The Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory 

Rationale of the inventory.—The MTAI was developed at 

the University of Minnesota and was designed to measure 

"those attitudes of a teacher which predict how well he will 

get along with pupils in interpersonal relationships, and 

indirectly how well satisfied he will be with teaching as a 

vocation" (4, p. 3). It was assumed that a teacher ranking 
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at the high end of the scale should be able to maintain a 

state of harmonious relations with his pupils characterized 

by mutual affection and sympathetic understanding. 

At the other end of the scale, it was hypothesized, 

would be the teacher who attempts to dominate the classroom. 

He may be successful, ruling with an iron hand and creating 

an atmosphere of fear and submission, or he may be unsuccess-

ful and become nervous, fearful, and distraught in a class-

room characterized by frustration, boredom, and many dis-

ciplinary problems. In either case, both teacher and pupils 

dislike school. 

Admittedly, it would be an oversimplification of the 

problem to assume that the difference between these two kinds 

of teachers can be explained in terms of attitudes toward 

children, school, teaching, or subject matter. Other vari-

ables definitely play a part. However, it was assumed that 

the attitudes of a teacher are the result of the interaction 

of a multitude of factors, and therefore, would afford a key 

to the prediction of the type of social atmosphere a teacher 

would maintain in the classroom (4). 

Establishing the norms.—Norms were established for 

high school seniors, university freshmen, early childhood, 

elementary, and secondary education students with both 

academic and nonacademic majors, and experienced teachers. 

Determining norms for experienced teachers was the most com-

plicated task. Several experiential factors were thought to 
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be related to scores on the inventory. Other factors con-

sidered were post-high school education, size of the com-

munity in which the teacher taught, grade level taught, and 

subject taught. It was decided to select a stratified 

random sample from the teacher population of the state of 

Minnesota. Analysis of variance and covariance techniques 

were applied to determine which factors were significantly 

related to teacher attitudes. A total of 1,934 teachers 

were required to complete the inventory in January, 1950. 

Statistical analysis of the responses yielded the following 

conclusions: 

1. Length of teaching experience was not 
significantly related to teacher attitudes in 
any of the analysis. . . . 

2. Amount of post-high school education 
was significantly and positively related to 
teacher attitudes in graded elementary and 
high schools but not in one room rural schools. 

3. Size of the school system was signifi-
cantly and positively related to teacher atti-
tudes in graded elementary schools. 

4. The subject taught was significantly 
related to teacher attitudes at the high 
school level (4, p. 10). 

The students in education, as a group, scored approxi-

mately thirty to forty-five points higher than did the ex-

perienced teachers on the MTAI (4). The MTAI has consistently 

shown significant differences between attitudes of primary 

teachers, intermediate teachers, high school academic 

teachers, and teachers of various special subject fields 

(art, music, physical education, and commercial) in that 
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order, with primary teachers scoring high and teachers of 

special fields subjects scoring low. 

Validity and reliability. —The validity of the final 

edition of the inventory, Form A, is based on three assump-

tions : 

1. It is assumed that the attitudes of 
pupils toward their teachers and school work 
are a reflection of their teachers' attitudes 
toward them and toward teaching procedures. 
Hence, if the attitudes of teachers and of 
pupils are reliably measured, there should be 
a high relationship between them. 

2. It is assumed that a principal who 
has worked with a group of teachers for some 
time can sense the emotional relationship 
between teacher and pupils and can discriminate 
reliably between teachers with good or poor 
rapport with their pupils. 

3. It is assumed that an expert in the 
field of teacher-pupil relations can visit 
classrooms and, using methods as nearly objec-
tive as possible, judge reliably the social 
climate which prevails (4, p. 10). 

Of the 150 items in Form A, 129 were taken from the 

first experimental form which had given a validity coeffi-

cient of .60 when correlated with three outside criteria of 

teacher-pupil rapport. As a further check on validity, two 

studies, one in South Carolina and one in Missouri, were 

undertaken. Results from the South Carolina sample yielded 

two validity coefficients: when correlated with the T-score 

average of the three criteria of principals' ratings, ex-

perts' ratings, and pupils' ratings, r = .59; when using a 

multiple correlation combining the three criteria, R = .63. 

Several methods of scoring the inventory were tried. They 
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consistently produced reliability coefficients from .88 to 

Q O 
• y • 

The results of the Missouri study yielded a correlation 

of .49 with pupils' ratings, a correlation of .40 with ex-

perts' ratings, and a correlation of .19 with principals' 

ratings. This study is responsible for the lowest validity 

coefficient obtained, with a composite criterion (.46 as 

contrasted with .60/ .93, and .59) (4). 

In a monograph by Leeds (14), he described the corre-

lations between principals', observers', and pupils' ratings 

as .434, .486, and .456, respectively, all significant at 

the .01 level. A combination of the three criteria gave a 

validity coefficient of .595 between the inventory and the 

three ratings obtained. The split-half reliability (with 

the Spearman Brown formula) was .909 (14). 

The "Rokeach Dogmatism Scale" 

Background and theory.—Rokeach's point of departure in 

trying to isolate and measure dogmatism and to test hypoth-

eses relating it to other variables had its roots in an 

analysis of certain shortcomings in the formulations of 

Adorno (1), regarding the authoritarian personality, and in 

a theoretical analysis of the properties of dogmatic think-

ing and believing and the function it serves for the person 

(20). As a result of Adorno's research and scale, authori-

tarianism became associated with anti-Semitism, ethnocentrism, 
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and conservatism. However, to Rokeach, it was apparent that 

authoritarianism and intolerance were readily observed among 

persons adhering to different positions along the total range 

of the left-to-right continuum and among persons adhering to 

different academic orientations in the humanities, the social 

sciences, and the physical sciences. It was also observed 

that some-persons high in prejudice were low in authori-

tarianism and vice versa. Rokeach felt that Adorno had 

neglected authoritarianism on the left. He proposed to go 

beyond Adorno's theory to develop a set of formulations, 

under the general concept of dogmatism, of the properties of 

general authoritarianism. This new concept would be broader 

than left, right, or center authoritarianism and would 

address itself to manifestations and correlates of authori-

tarianism in nonpolitical and nonreligious areas, such as 

the academic world. It was the view of Rokeach that what 

had been neglected was a theoretical analysis and measure-

ment of the properties held in common by all forms of 

authoritarianism, regardless of specific ideological, 

philosophical, or scientific content. It was to these 

broader issues that Rokeach addressed himself (20/ 21). 

Closely related to the structural organization of an 

ideology is its formal content. Two persons differing widely 

in the content of their religious or political beliefs may 

be similar, not only in ideological structure, but also in 

formal content. Whether the dogmatism is institutional or 
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individual, it represents a total ideological defense against 

threat. In other words, dogmatic thinking and believing 

make it possible to ward off threatening aspects of reality 

and at the same time give one the satisfaction of feeling 

that one understands it. To varying degrees, individuals 

and groups will accept closed systems of thinking in propor-

tion to the extent to which they are fearful. By over-

identification with authority and a cause, an attempt is 

made to defend self or group against feelings of aloneness 

and isolation. At the same time, the individual or group is 

provided with a dogmatic framework for justifying attitudes 

toward self and others. Thus, the more dogmatic the belief-

disbelief system, the more it represents a tightly-woven 

network of cognitive defenses against anxiety (21). 

Validity, reliability, and norms.—The "Rokeach Dogmatism 

Scale" was developed by Milton Rokeach in 1948. It was 

designed in order to measure individual differences in open-

ness and closedness of belief systems. The scale also served 

to measure general authoritarianism (8). In fact, Rokeach 

says, "The Dogmatism Scale appears to be about as good a 

measure of authoritarianism as the F Scale" (20, p. 27). 

It differs from the F Scale in that it is related to ethno-

centrism to a lesser extent. 

The dogmatism scale has gone through five revisions in 

order to increase its validity and reliability. There are 
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several methods available for determining validity: valida-

tion against external behavioral criteria, validation by the 

method of known groups, validation against other standardized 

scales purporting to measure the same or similar variables, 

and theoretical validation by testing hypotheses stemming 

from a set of theoretical considerations. Rokeach used a 

combination of the last three methods (20, p. 22). 

A major defining characteristic of dogmatism is that it 

involves adherence to some central set of beliefs in absolute 

authority. Thus it should be possible to demonstrate that 

dogmatism is related to some independent measure of authori-

tarianism, for which the F Scale has become widely accepted. 

Therefore, it could be expected that scores on the dogmatism 

scale would be related to scores on the F Scale. Repeatedly 

the scales have been correlated with an average r of .73. 

Correlations found between dogmatism and authoritarianism 

for the various groups tested in the United States and 

England range from .56 to .64 (20). 

The reliability data on the "Rokeach Dogmatism Scale" 

were collected from groups in three different social climates: 

England, eastern United States, and midwestern United States. 

The English sample consisted of students in University Col-

lege in London, students in Birkbeck, and a worker sample 

in London in 1954. The eastern group was comprised of col-

lege students at New York College and Brooklyn College taking 

beginning psychology in 195 2. The midwestern group consisted 
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of college students at I4ichigan State University who were 

enrolled in psychology during the years 1952, 1953, 1955, and 

1956. Reliabilities were also obtained from Ohio State Uni-

versity in 1955 and from Purdue University in 1956 (22). 

The corrected reliabilities of successive editions of the 

dogmatism scale ranged from .70 to .91. The final scale, 

Form E, was found to have a corrected reliability of .81 for 

the English College II sample and .78 for the English worker 

sample (20). The reliabilities of the final form of the 

Dogmatism Scale range from .63 to .93 (22, p. 96). 

Research with the dogmatism scale.—The "Rokeach Dog-

matism Scale" has been used in many studies. Kemp , (10, 11, 

12) has conducted several research studies in the area of 

dogmatism. In one study (12), Kemp concludes that open-

minded persons view authority figures more realistically 

than do closed-minded persons. The latter tend to idealize 

authority. That is, they avoid the recognition of anxiety-

producing qualities or conduct of authority figures. In 

another study, Jemp (11) found that open-minded persons 

showed greater improvement in critical thinking, under 

favorable conditions, which he described as permissive, 

samll-group situations. In a third study, Kemp (10) con-

cludes that inner-directed "high~dogmatics" are characterized 

by a lack of open-mindedness and cannot easily tolerate 

ambiguity. 
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Brumbaugh (2) used the "Rokeach Dogmatism Scale" to 

study teacher dogmatism and perceptual accuracy. He used 

the cutoff points established by Kemp, with those scoring 

12 8 points or less being designated as the open-minded 

group and those scoring 153 points or more being designated 

as the closed-minded group. Subjects scoring in the middle 

range were not used in the study. In order to determine the 

appropriateness of the cutoff scores for the open and closed-

minded subjects, Brumbaugh used a t test of means to compare 

the norms established by Rokeach.and the scores made by his 

subjects. No significant difference was found between the 

two groups. This finding supported the use of dogmatism 

norms. Brumbaugh found that a significantly greater number 

of closed-minded students identified with the subject matter 

areas of mathematics, science, and social studies than with 

the areas of language, English, and the fine arts (2). 

Wilson (30) examined the relationship between dogmatism 

and conformity. His findings revealed that conformity was 

a direct function of dogmatism when the coercive force was 

perceived to be an authority capable of rewarding and punish-

ing. On the other hand, he found that conformity was an in-

verse function of dogmatism when the source of information 

was at variance with the existing belief system of the sub-

ject and the authority was incapable of rewarding and punish-

ing. 
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Doctoral graduates in education have been found to be 

less dogmatic than undergraduate students. With doctoral 

graduates in education who were low in dogmatism, there were 

negative correlations between dogmatism scores and grade-

point averages. There was a positive relationship between 

dogmatism scores and age (29). 

Musella's study (17) indicates that rating results can 

be reliably predicted from the theoretical development of 

Rokeach's investigation on individual personality. Not 

only do the findings lend support to the Rokeach theory, but 

they also suggest that personal characteristics of the 

raters are related to the rating of both oneself and of one's 

supervisors. Closed-minded subjects displayed less differ-

entiation than did the open-minded group. They also saw 

themselves completely in positive terms, whereas open-minded 

subjects saw both positive and negative characteristics in 

their description of themselves. 

In Johnson's study (9), there was no significant rela-

tionship between dogmatism and performance on tasks involv-

ing perceptual analysis and synthesis. It was also found 

that the effect of dogmatism cannot be explained as being 

due to intelligence or anxiety in test-taking situations. 

Other studies have yielded zero correlations between dog-

matism and intelligence. This strongly suggests that open-

mindedness and intelligence represent quite different aspects 

of an individual's personalitv (13K 
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CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

Introduction 

The purpose of this chapter is to present the results 

of the statistical treatment of the data. The data were 

collected and treated as outlined in Chapter III. There 

were nine hypotheses formulated in Chapter I. All the hy-

potheses were tested by using the analysis of variance, em-

ploying the least squares procedures. The least squares 

procedures were used in order to compensate for the dispro-

portionate subclass numbers. By using these procedures, any 

bias that may occur as a result of unequal numbers in the 

subgroups was removed. In addition, specific t-tests were 

applied in appropriate cases in order to test for signifi-

cant individual changes in attitude of the student teachers. 

In order to test for significance of change as reflected in 

Hypotheses I through IV, t-tests for correlated means with 

eighty degrees of freedom were used. In order to test whether 

the groups were significantly different from each other, as 

reflected in Hypotheses V through IX, t-tests for independent 

means were used. Some of the hypotheses were stated as null 

hypotheses, while others were stated as research hypotheses. 

66 
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Hypotheses I Through IV 

Moore (12) found that low-dogmatic persons were more 

accepting of incoming information, while high-dogmatic indi-

viduals seemed to be literally more "closed" to the objective 

meaning of incoming stimuli. In studies conducted by Rokeach 

(17) , it was found that open-minded groups were more able to 

synthesize new beliefs into a new cognitive system than were 

closed-minded groups. This capacity appeared to reflect the 

greater willingness of the open-minded to entertain novel 

and strange problems. Emotional.rejection was found more 

frequently among persons with closed minds than among open-

minded persons. Conclusions such as these led Rokeach to 

theorize that high-dogmatic groups were more closed to new 

.ideas and more resistant to change than were open-minded 

groups. According to this theory of open- and closcd-

mindedness, Hypothesis I stated that there would be no sig-

nificant change in attitude of Student Group HH—high-dog-

matic students assigned to high-dogmatic teachers—during 

student teaching, as measured by the MTAI. A t-test was 

applied to the average individual change in attitude, as com-

puted through the analysis of variance. The t-tests, as 

applied to Hypotheses I through IV, were testing the hypoth-

esis that the change from pre- to posttest was zero. The 

results of testing Hypothesis I are shown in Table I. 

The t value, 132, is not great enough to be significant 

at the .05 level. Hypothesis I was stated as the null 
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TABLE I 

AVERAGE INDIVIDUAL CHANGE IN ATTITUDE OF STUDENT GROUP HH 

Mean Average 
N Dogmatism Score Individual Change t P 

23 157.54 1.58 . 32 N.S. 

hypothesis. Because there was no significant change in atti-

tude, the null hypothesis--that there would be no significant 

change in attitude—was accepted. 

Hypothesis II stated that there would be no significant 

change in attitude of Student Group HL—high-dogmatic stu-

dents assigned to low-dogmatic teachers—during student 

teaching, as measured by the MTAI. The results of the 

statistical treatment are shown in Table II. 

TABLE II 

AVERAGE INDIVIDUAL CHANGE IN ATTITUDE OF STUDENT GROUP HL 

Mean Average 
N Dogmatism Score Individual Change t P 

23 160.48 1.14 .21 N.S. 

The t value, .21, for this group does not reach the 

value required to indicate that there was a significant 

change in attitude of Student Group HL. Therefore, the null 

hypothesis that there would be no significant change in atti-

tude of Student Group HL, as stated in Hypothesis II, was 

accepted. 
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According to Rokeach (17), Pannes (13), and other re-

searchers (12, 20) in the field of dogmatism, the open-minded 

individuals typically are more receptive to new ideas and to 

change. Consistent with the theory, Hypothesis III stated 

that there would be a significant change in attitude of 

Student Group LH—low-dogmatic students assigned to high-

dogmatic teachers—during student teaching, as measured by 

the MTAI. The findings are presented in Table III below. 

TABLE III 

AVERAGE INDIVIDUAL CHANGE IN ATTITUDE OF STUDENT GROUP LH 

Mean Average 
N Dogmatism Score Individual Change t P 

23 124.87 -4.41 -.92 N.S. 

The t value, -.92, does not reach the level of signifi-

cance required in this study for accepting the research 

hypothesis. Therefore, Hypothesis III—that there would be 

a significant change in attitude of Student Group LH—was 

rejected, and the null hypothesis was accepted. 

It was stated in Hypothesis IV that there would be a 

significant change in attitude of Student Group LL—low-

dogmatic students assigned to low-dogmatic teachers—during 

student teaching, as measured by the MTAI. The results of 

the statistical analysis are presented in Table IV. 
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TABLE IV 

AVERAGE INDIVIDUAL CHANGE IN ATTITUDE OF STUDENT GROUP LL 

Mean Average 
N Dogmatism Score Individual Change t P 

22 123.23 -.23 -.04 N.S. 

The t value for this group is -.04. This value falls 

far short of the value required to be significant at the .05 

level. Research Hypothesis IV was therefore rejected. The 

null hypothesis—that the change in attitude from pre- to 

posttest would not vary significantly from zero—had to be 

accepted. 

In order to view all the statistical results of testing 

Hypotheses I through IV at one time, the findings are pre-

sented in Table V. 

TABLE V 

AVERAGE INDIVIDUAL CHANGE IN ATTITUDE OF STUDENT GROUPS 
HH, HL, LH, AND LL 

Student 
Groups N 

Mean 
Dogmatism 
Score 

Average 
Individual 
Change t P 

HH 24 157.54 1.58 .32 N.S. 

HL 23 160.48 1.14 .21 N.S. 

LH 23 124.87 -4.41 -.92 N.S. 

LL 22 123.23 - .23 -.04 N.S. 
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Though none of the t values for the student groups 

reach the required level of significance, there is a definite 

pattern in the direction of change which occurred among the 

student groups. In the case of the high-dogmatic student 

groups, HH and HL, the direction of change is a positive 

one; for the low-dogmatic student groups, LH and LL, the 

direction-of change is a negative one. The two low—dogmatic 

student groups account for both the greatest amount and the 

least amount of change. When the student teachers are viewed 

as two groups, high-dogmatic students and low-dogmatic 

students, the low-dogmatic students changed more than did 

the high-dogmatic students, which is consistent with Rokeach's 

theory of dogmatism and the hypotheses formulated in Chapter 

I. However, since the amount of change was not significant, 

this trend was attributed to chance. 

Cooperating teacher dogmatism appears to have been, to 

some degree, a factor in the amount of change. The combined 

change of the two student groups assigned to the low-dogmatic 

teachers was less than was the combined change of the two 

student groups assigned to the high-dogmatic cooperating 

teachers. 

In spite of the fact that definite patterns resulted 

from the statistical treatment of the data, since none of 

the changes were significant, it was concluded that the 

tendencies which appeared were probably due to chance factors. 

Therefore, Hypotheses I and II, as stated in Chapter I, were 
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accepted, and Hypotheses III and IV, as stated in Chapter I, 

were rejected. 

Hypotheses V Through IX 

Several researchers whose studies were reviewed in 

Chapter II conclude that there is a relationship between the 

interaction of personality variables of both student and 

supervising teachers and change in attitude of student 

teachers during student teaching (1, 7, 9, 19, 20). Hypoth-

eses V through IX were based upon these conclusions and upon 

Rokeach's theory of dogmatism, and reflect the effects of 

the interaction of student teacher dogmatism and cooperating 

teacher dogmatism upon change in attitude of the student 

teachers, as measured by the MTAI. In the case of the last 

five hypotheses, the t-scores test whether the student 

groups were significantly different from each other, rather 

than different from zero, as was the case with the first 

four hypotheses. 

Before presenting the statistical findings in tabular 

form, a two-way factorial design showing the main effects 

and the interaction effects of the various groupings is 

presented in Figure 1. 

The values within the blocks represent the average 

individual change in attitude of that particular group of 

student teachers. The values outside of the block represent 

the average combined change of the particular groups. For 
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Fig. 1—Two-way factorial design showing main effects 
and interaction effects of various groupings. 

example, the average change in attitude of the low-dogmatic 

students is -2.31, and for the high-dogmatic students, 1.36. 

These figures are seen as results of student dogmatism apart 

from teacher dogmatism. The figures in the bottom row out-

side the blocks represent the results of teacher dogmatism 

apart from student dogmatism. For example, the average com-

bined change in attitude of the student teachers assigned to 

the low-dogmatic teachers is .45, and for those assigned to 

the high-dogmatic teachers, -1.41. 

The analysis of variance treatment of the data yielded 

an F-ratio for each of the values above. Table VI shows the 

results of the statistical treatment. 

An F-ratio must be at least 3.96 in order for the values 

to be considered significant at the .05 level of significance. 

The F-ratio yielded for the variable of student dogmatism 

was .551. This F value tests whether the two average com-

bined changes, -2.31 and 1.36, are significantly different 

from each other, apart from teacher dogmatism. Since the 
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Source of Variation D.F. Mean Squares F-ratio 

Teacher Dogmatism 1 56.92 .114 

Student Dogmatism 1 275.65 .551 

Teacher Dogmatism 
A 

Student Dogmatism 1 113.08 .226 

value is not large enough to be significant, it was concluded 

that the two values were not significantly different. Sub-

sequently, it was also concluded that high and low-dogmatic 

student teachers were not significantly different from each 

other .in amount of change in attitude during student teach-

ing. 

The values listed in the bottom row of the two-way 

design represent average combined change in attitude as a 

result of teacher dogmatism apart from student dogmatism. 

The analysis of variance yielded an F-ratio of .114 for this 

variable and tested whether there was a significant differ-

ence between the two categories of cooperating teachers in 

effecting change in attitude in the student teachers. Since 

the F-ratio was not large enough to be significant, it was 

concluded that teacher dogmatism did not significantly 

affect the amount of change in attitude. It was further con-

cluded that the students assigned to the high-dogmatic 

teachers were not significantly different in change of atti-

tude from students assigned to low-dogmatic teachers. 
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The analysis of variance also tested whether there was 

a significant interaction effect between student and teacher 

dogmatism upon change in attitude. This treatment yielded 

an F-ratio of .226, which was not large enough to be sig-

nificant. Therefore, it was concluded that the interaction 

of high or low-dogmatic students with high or low-dogmatic 

cooperating teachers did not significantly affect change 

in attitude of student teachers during student teaching. 

As seen from the statistical analyses above, there were 

no significant differences found.between or within the 

various groups of student teachers. However, for the sake 

of further discussion, a table will be presented for each 

hypothesis from V through IX. 

It was stated in Hypothesis V that there would be sig-

nificantly more change in attitude of Student Group LL—low-

dogmatic students assigned to low-dogmatic teachers—than in 

Student Group HL—high-dogmatic students assigned to low-

dogmatic teachers. The findings are shown in Table VII. 

TABLE VII 

CHANGE IN ATTITUDE OF STUDENT GROUP LL AND STUDENT GROUP HL 

Student Group Average Individual Change t P 

LL - .23 .04 N.S. 

HL 1.14 .21 N.S. 

Difference 1. 37 .21 N.S. 
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Though the low-dogmatic student teachers changed in a 

negative direction and the high-dogmatic student teachers in 

a positive direction, the amount of change for each group 

was not significant, and neither were the groups signifi-

cantly different from each other in the amount of change 

which occurred. The main source of variation in these two 

groups, as stated in Hypothesis V, was student dogmatism. 

Since the F-ratio for student dogmatism (.551, Table VI) and 

the t value for the difference between groups (.21, Table 

VII) do not reach the level of significance, Hypothesis V, 

as stated in Chapter I, had to be rejected and the null 

hypothesis was accepted. 

In Hypothesis VI, it was stated that there would be 

significantly more change in attitude of Student Group LH— 

low-dogmatic students assigned to high-dogmatic teachers— 

than of Student Group HH—high-dogmatic students assigned 

to high-dogmatic teachers. The statistical results are 

listed in Table VIII. 

TABLE VIII 

CHANGE IN ATTITUDE OF STUDENT GROUP LH AND STUDENT GROUP HH 

Student Group Average Individual Change t P 

LH -4.41 -.92 N.S.-

HK 1.58 .32 N.S. 

Difference 5.98 .87 N.S. 
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The t values, -.92 and .32, indicate that neither group 

changed significantly in attitude. As in Hypothesis V, the 

main source of variation was student dogmatism. Again, the 

F-ratio for student dogmatism (.551, Table VI) and the t 

value for the difference between groups (.87, Table VIII) do 

not reach the level required for significance. Therefore, 

Hypothesis VI, as stated in Chapter I, was rejected and the 

null hypothesis was accepted. 

Bills and others (1) found a significant relationship 

between the openness of supervising teachers and change in 

openness of student teachers during student teaching. 

McEwin (11) concludes that the most influential factor in 

change in attitudes is the personality of the supervising 

teacher. Based upon conclusions such as these, and reason-

ing from Rokeach's theory that open-minded teachers would 

probably be more permissive of change and implementation of 

ideas by the student teachers, it was stated in Hypothesis 

VII that there would be significantly more change in atti-

tude in Student Group LL—low-dogmatic students assigned to 

low-dogmatic teachers—than in Student Froup LH—low-dog-

matic students assigned to high-dogmatic teachers. The 

statistical results are presented in Table IX. 

The t values for these two groups, -.04 and -.92, indi-

cate that the amount of change was not significant. The 

main variable expressed in this hypothesis was teacher dog-

matism. Since the F-ratio for teacher dogmatism (.114, Table 
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TABLE IX 

CHANGE IN ATTITUDE OF STUDENT GROUP LL AND STUDENT GROUP LH 

Student Group Average Individual Change t P 

LL - .23 -.04 N.S. 

LH -4.41 -.92 N.S. 

Dj fference 4.18 .55 N.S. 

VI) and the t value for the difference between groups (.55, 

Table IX) are not great enough to be significant, Hypothesis 

VII, as stated in Chapter I, was rejected and the null hy-

pothesis was accepted. 

Hypothesis VIII stated that there would be no signifi-

cant difference in change of attitude of Student Group HH— 

high-dogmatic students assigned to high-dogmatic teachers— 

and Student Group HL—high-dogmatic students assigned to low-

dogmatic teachers. The findings are listed in Table X. 

TABLE X 

CHANGE IN ATTITUDE OF STUDENT GROUP HH AND STUDENT GROUP HL 

Student Group Average Individual Change t P 

HH 1.58 .32 N.S. 

HL 1.14 .21 N.S. 

Difference 2.72 .38 N.S. 
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According to these findings, neither group changed sig-

nificantly. As in Hypothesis VII, the main source of vari-

ation considered here is teacher dogmatism. Since the 

F-ratio for teacher dogmatism (.114, Table VI) and the t 

value for the difference between groups (.38, Table X) do 

not reach the level of significance, Hypothesis VIII, which 

was stated as a null hypothesis, was accepted. 

Hypothesis IX stated that there would be significantly 

more change in attitude of Student Groups LL and HL—the 

combined groups assigned to Teacher Group L—than of Student 

Groups LH and HI1—the combined groups assigned to Teacher 

Group H. This hypothesis was based upon conclusions drawn 

from various studies (1, 7, 9, 19) and from Rokeach's theory 

of dogmatism (17). The results of testing this hypothesis 

are seen in Table XI. 
s 

TABLE XI 

CHANGE IN ATTITUDE OF COMBINED STUDENT GROUPS LL AND HL 
AND COMBINED STUDENT GROUPS LH AND HH 

Student Group Combined Average Change t P 

LL and HL .45 .08 N.S. 

LH and HH -1.41 -.29 N.S. 

Difference .10 .01 N.S. 

As seen from the t values, the combined groups did not 

change significantly in attitude, and neither were they 
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significantly different from each other. The sources of 

variation represented in this hypothesis involve both stu-

dent and teacher dogmatism plus the effects of interaction 

between these two variables. The F-ratios for these (.551, 

.114, and .226, respectively, Table VI) do not reach the re-

quired level of significance, and neither does the t value 

for the difference between the groups (.01, Table XI). 

Therefore, Hypothesis IX, as stated in Chapter I, had to be 

rejected and the null hypothesis was accepted. 

Other Statistical Findings 

It was stated in Chapter III that the data would be 

exploited in order to gather all the information possible 

from the statistical analyses. In addition to the nine 

hypotheses formulated in Chapter I, seven other areas were 

investigated. The data yielded in these areas were results 

of the analysis of variance technique, using the least 

squares procedures in order to compensate for the unequal 

numbers in the subgroups. The standard error, which is re-

ported here, reveals the degree of variability which existed 

in each of the subgroups involved. 

The first area concerned the relationship between dog-

matism scores of cooperating teachers and three categories 

of years of experience. The findings are reported in 

Table XII. 
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TABLE XII 

TEACHER DOGMATISM AND YEARS OF EXPERIENCE 

Years of 
Experience N 

Least-squares 
Me ans Standard Error 

0- 5 29 135.998 7.217 

6-15 28 141.664 6.312 

Over 15 28 141.608 6.651 

According to the statistical results there are no sig-

nificant differences in the levels of dogmatism among the 

three experience categories of cooperating teachers. The 

standard error for each group mean clearly indicates that 

there is a wide range of variability within each teacher ex-

perience group. It was concluded, therefore, from these 

findings that there was no significant relationship between 

the number of years of experience and the level of dogmatism 

of the cooperating teachers. 

The relationship of dogmatism scores of the cooperating 

teachers and the age of the cooperating teachers was also 

explored. The statistical findings in this area are found 

in Table XIII. 

Again the standard error for each category reveals a 

wide variability within each group. The statistical results 

indicate that the mean dogmatism score of each age category 

was not significantly different from each other. Therefore, 

it was concluded that, in this sample of teachers, level of 

dogmatism was not related to the age of the teacher. 
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TABLE XIII 

TEACHER DOGMATISM AND AGE 

Age N Least-squares Means Standard Error 

To 30 21 136.394 8.953 

31-45 41 133.571 4.985 

Over 45 23 149.305 8.921 

Two levels of teaching were related to dogmatism scores 

of the cooperating teachers. The results of this investiga-

tion are found in Table XIV. 

TABLE XIV 

TEACHER DOGMATISM AND GRADE LEVELS 

Grade Level N Least-squares Means Standard Error 

1-3 49 139.271 5.285 

4-6 36 140.243 6.038 

The means in Table XIV reveal that there was no sig-

nificant difference between the dogmatism of the two cate-

gories of teachers. The standard error in each case shows 

that there was wide variability within each group. It was 

concluded from these findings that in this population of co-

operating teachers dogmatism was not significantly related 

to the grade level taught. 

In order to view a summary of these findings relating 

to teacher dogmatism, Table XV is presented. 
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TABLE XV 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR TEACHER DOGMATISM 

Source of Variation D.F. Mean Square F-ratio 

Experience 2 154.610 0.223 

Age 2 793.604 1.145 

Grade Level 1 10.224 0.015 

None of the F-ratios for the variables are large enough 

to be considered significant in this study. Therefore, for 

this population of cooperating teachers, it was concluded 

that dogmatism was not significantly related to experience, 

age, nor grade level taught. These findings contradict those 

of Kerelejze (10), who found that teachers with fifteen or 

more years of experience were more closed-minded than teachers 

with four or less years of teaching experience. Perez (14) 

found authoritarianism and teamwork disposition to be a 

function of both age and sex of teachers. 

There are other studies, however, which tend to agree 

with the findings presented in Table XIV. Rabkin (15) found 

no significant correlation between dogmatism and age, sex, 

years of experience, religious affiliation, grade levels 

taught, or marital status of 103 classroom teachers in the 

state of Washington. Likewise, Cook and others (4), when 

establishing norms for the MTAI, found that among 1,934 

teachers, the length of teaching experience was not signifi-

cantly related to teacher attitudes in any of their analyses. 
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There were two patterns of student teaching represented 

by the group of student teachers. One group consisted of 

students in an elementary block arrangement. These students 

spent the first five weeks taking courses on campus, followed 

by eight weeks of student teaching. After student teaching, 

the students returned to campus for three more weeks of 

courses, which completed the semester's work. The second 

group of student teachers spent the full semester of no less 

than four hours per day participating in student teaching. 

Attitude change of the student teachers was studied in rela-

tion to these two patterns of student teaching. The findings 

are presented in Table XVI. 

TABLE XVI 

CHANGE IN ATTITUDE RELATED TO PATTERNS OF STUDENT TEACHING 

Pattern N Average Individual Change t P 

Eight Weeks 54 2.50 .46 N.S. 

Full Semester 38 -3.46 -.80 N.S. 

The full-semester student teachers changed in attitude 

more than did the eight-week student teachers. The full-

semester students also changed in a negative direction, 

while the eight-week group changed in a positive direction. 

The t values for the two groups, however, indicate that the 

amount of change was not significant. The F-ratio yielded 

from the statistical treatment for change in attitude by 
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patterns of student teaching was .551, which was not large 

enough to be significant at the level required for this 

study. Therefore, it was concluded from these results that 

patterns of student teaching was not significantly related 

to amount of change or to the difference in amount of change 

of the student teachers. 

An investigation was made of change in attitude of 

student teachers as it related to two levels of student 

teaching. The results of the statistical treatment are 

listed in Table XVII. 

TABLE XVII 

CHANGE IN ATTITUDE RELATED TO LEVELS OF TEACHING 

Grade Level N Average Individual Change t P 

1-3 52 2.25 .67 N.S. 

4-6 40 -3.21 -.79 N.S. 

Student teachers in grades four through six showed a 

greater amount of change in attitude than did the student 

teachers in grades one through three. This group also showed 

negative change, while the student teachers in grades one 

through three showed positive change. Neither t value, how-

ever, reached the required level of significance. Therefore, 

it was concluded that level of student teaching was not re-

lated to the amount of change in attitude. The statistical 

treatment for change in attitude by levels of teaching 
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yielded an F-ratio of 1.211. This value is not large enough 

to be significant. Therefore, it was concluded that the two 

groups of student teachers were not significantly different 

from each other. 

While these findings have been contradictory to some 

studies (11, 16), they have been consistent with other studies 

which have shown the direction of change in attitude of 

student teachers to be variable (3, 6). The study has also 

supported the results of other studies which found no sig-

nificant changes in attitude during student teaching (2, 5, 

8, 18). 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, AND CONCLUSIONS 

Summary 

The primary purpose of this study was to determine if 

a significant relationship exists between the levels of 

student and supervising teacher dogmatism and the amount of 

change in attitude of the student teachers during student 

teaching, as measured by the Minnesota Teacher Attitude In-

ventory. The approach of the investigation involved ad-

ministering a dogmatism instrument to all the student teachers 

and their respective supervising teachers. It also involved 

administering a pre- and posttest of an attitude inventory 

to the student teachers. 

The subjects for the study consisted of ninety-two 

elementary student teachers who were enrolled in student 

teaching during the fall semester of 1969-70 and their 

eighty-five supervising teachers. The instruments which 

were used in the study were the "Rokeach Dogmatism Scale" 

and the Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory. To achieve 

the purpose of the study, nine hypotheses were formulated. 

The main statistical technique used to test the hypotheses 

was analysis of variance with the least-squares procedures. 

Specific t-tests were also used when pertinent to test for 
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significance. The findings of the investigation were pre-

sented statistically in Chapter IV. 

Findings of Hypothesized Data 

1. In testing Hypothesis I, it was found that there 

was no significant change in attitude of high-dogmatic stu-

dent teachers assigned to high-dogmatic supervising teachers 

during student teaching. Since the first hypothesis was 

stated as a null hypothesis, this hypothesis was accepted. 

2. Results of testing Hypothesis II revealed that 

there was no significant change in attitude of high-dogmatic 

student teachers assigned to low-dogmatic supervising 

teachers during student teaching. Hypothesis II was also 

stated as a null hypothesis and was therefore accepted. 

3. In testing Hypothesis III, no significant change in 

attitude was found among the low-dogmatic student teachers 

assigned to high-dogmatic supervising teachers during student 

teaching. On the basis of this finding, Hypothesis III was 

rejected. 

4. The results of testing Hypothesis IV showed that 

there was no significant change in attitude of the low-dog-

matic student teachers assigned to low-dogmatic supervising 

teachers. Therefore, Hypothesis IV had to be rejected. 

5. In testing Hypothesis V, it was found that Student 

Group LL did not change significantly more in attitude during 

student teaching than did Student Group HL. On the basis of 

this finding, Hypothesis V was rejected. 
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6. The testing of Hypothesis VI revealed that Student 

Group LH did not change significantly more in attitude 

during student teaching than did Student Group HH. There-

fore, Hypothesis VI was rejected. 

7. In testing Hypothesis VII, it was found that Student 

Group LL did not change significantly more in attitude than 

did Student Group LH during student teaching. Because of 

this finding, Hypothesis VII was rejected. 

8. Results of testing Hypothesis VIII revealed that 

Student Group HH did not change significantly more in atti-

tude during student teaching than did Student Group HL. 

Since Hypothesis VIII was stated as a null hypothesis, it 

was accepted. 

9. In testing Hypothesis IX, it was found that combined 

Student Groups LL and HL did not change significantly more 

than did combined Student Groups LH and HH. On the basis of 

these results, Hypothesis IX was rejected. 

Other Findings 

The data were exploited for information other than that 

directly related to the hypotheses. These results are stated 

below: 

1. There was no significant relationship between number 

of years of experience and level of dogmatism of the super-

vising teachers. 
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2. There was no significant relationship between age 

and level of dogmatism of the supervising teachers. 

3. There was no significant relationship between grade 

levels taught and level of dogmatism of the supervising 

teachers. 

4. There was no significant relationship between 

patterns of student teaching and change in attitude of stu-

dent teachers. 

5. There was no significant relationship between grade 

levels of student teaching and change in attitude of student 

teachers. 

6. There was no significant change in attitude of the 

total group of student teachers during student teaching. 

Conclusions 

On the basis of the findings of this study, the follow-

ing conclusions were drawn: 

1. The level of dogmatism of the student teacher is 

not related to change in attitude during student teaching. 

2. The level of dogmatism of the supervising teacher 

is not related to change in attitude of the student teacher 

during student teaching. 

3. Change in attitude of the student teacher is not 

related to the interaction of high or low-dogmatic student 

teachers with high or low-dogmatic supervising teachers. 
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4. Student teachers do not change in attitude during 

student teaching. 

5. High and low-dogmatic student teachers are not 

different from each other in degree or direction of change 

in attitude during student teaching. 

6. Grade level of student teaching is not related to 

change in attitude of student teachers during student teach-

ing. 

7. The pattern of student teaching is not related to 

change in attitude of student teachers during student teach-

ing. 

8. Level of dogmatism of supervising teachers is not 

related to grade level taught by supervising teachers. 

9. Age is not related to level of dogmatism of super-

vising teachers. 

10. Number of years of teaching experience is not re-

lated to dogmatism of supervising teachers. 



APPENDIX A 

LETTER TO SUPERINTENDENTS 

Dear 

A doctoral candidate in elementary education at North Texas 
State University, I am beginning a dissertation study which 
involves elementary student teachers and their cooperating 
teachers. Enclosed is a separate and more specific state-
ment of the proposed study and its implications for public 
school education. 

Dr. Charles M. Clarke, Professor of Education and Director 
of Student Teaching here at North Texas State University, 
has suggested that I write to you asking your permission to 
contact principals who may agree to allow cooperating 
teachers in their schools to participate in this study. 
Teachers who would be asked to participate would be only 
those to whom a student teacher is assigned in the fall 
semester. If it is possible for teachers in your school 
system to participate, each will receive through the mail 
a copy of the dogmatism scale to be used in the study. The 
time required to respond to this instrument should be no 
more than twenty minutes as it contains only forty items. 
Responding to the scale can be done at the teacher's con-
venience and returned to me in the stamped, self-addressed 
envelope which I will provide. At no time will namesof 
individual teachers or schools be identified in the study. 
Test results will be analyzed only as group data through 
computer process. Final conclusions of the study will be 
made available to you should you so desire. If you have any 
further questions, please feel free to contact me. 

Thank you for your consideration of this request. Your 
assistance and that of your principals and teachers will help 
the study to make, I trust, a valuable contribution to the 
teacher education process. 

Sincerely, 
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APPENDIX B 

The Proposed Study and Its Implications 
for Public School Education 

A number of studies have shown that the level of dog-

matism is.significantly related to degree of open- or closed-

mindedness and this, in turn, affects the ability of the 

individual to accept change and to show flexibility in new 

situations. Dogmatism has also been found to be related to 

one's sensitivity and accuracy of perception in human rela-

tions situations, such as the teaching-learning situation. 

Little research has been done in this area with teachers, 

but more information would help identify those teachers who 

would be best able to work in changing and experimental 

approaches. Having this kind of information might also be 

valuable as one of the factors to be considered in selection 

of student and cooperating teachers best suited to work 

together in the student teaching experience. 

In this study, student and cooperating teachers' scores 

on the dogmatism scale will be placed into high and low dog-

matism categories, so that both the high and low dogmatic 

cooperating teachers will have both high and low dogmatic 

student teachers. By statistical analysis it will then be 

determined to what extent the level of dogmatism of both 

cooperating and student teacher, when interrelated, affects 
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the amount of change in student teachers' attitudes during 

student teaching, as measured by the Minnesota Teacher Atti-

tude Inventory. 



APPENDIX C 

LETTER TO PRINCIPALS 

Dear 

As a doctoral candidate in elementary education at North 
Texas State University, I have successfully defended my dis-
sertation proposal which involves a study of the effect of 
student and cooperating teacher dogmatism upon change in 
attitude of student teachers during student teaching. I 
have communicated with your superintendent concerning the 
possibility of the cooperating teachers in your system 
participating in the study. He has approved the research 
proposal and given me permission to contact you. I would 
like to ask your permission to contact the cooperating 
teachers in your building who have student teachers from 
North Texas State University during this fall semester. 

If you grant me permission, each cooperating teacher will 
receive through the mail a copy of the "Rokeach Dogmatism 
Scale." The directions are self-explanatory and the time 
required to respond to it is no more than twenty minutes. 
The teacher can respond to the scale at her convenience and 
return it to me by a stamped, self-addressed envelope which 
I will provide. At no time will names of individual teachers 
or schools be identified in the study. Test results will be 
analyzed through computer process and only group data will 
be used in the study. 

In order to facilitate things, may I suggest that no reply 
to this letter be necessary, unless you feel that you cannot 
give me permission to contact your cooperating teachers. 
May I presume that if I do not hear from you by November 17, 
1969, I can proceed with my contacts with your cooperating 
teachers? Thank you very much for any consideration you may 
be able to give to my request. 

Sincerely, 
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APPENDIX D 

LETTER TO COOPERATING TEACHERS 

Dear 

As a doctoral student, I am undertaking a study of the rela-
tionships of certain attitudes of supervising teachers and 
their respective student teachers. I have been an elementary 
school teacher and have served as a cooperating teacher, and 
I appreciate the contribution you are making to teacher edu-
cation. I hope that you will assist me in studying some of 
the unanswered questions in this important field. I have 
contacted both your superintendent and your principal and 
have their approval to ask for your participation in this 
study. 

Hoping for your willingness to participate, I have mailed 
under separate cover a copy of a nationally standardized 
attitude scale. The directions are self-explanatory and the 
time involved should be no more than twenty minutes. You 
may respond to the scale at your convenience and then return 
it to me in the stamped, self-addressed envelope provided 
for that purpose. Scores of all participating teachers will 
be analyzed as a group, and at no time will names of indi-
vidual teachers or schools be identified in the study. 

Thank you very much for any consideration you may be able to 
give to my request. 

Sincerely, 
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