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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION AND STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Introduction

This study was concerned with the attitudes, as
measured by the semantic differential, of elementary
teachers toward specified speech defects as compared to the
attitudes of nurses and speech pathologists. The elemen-
tary teachers have been a major concern to many researchers
because teachers comprise the largest trained group of pr:-
fessionals dealing with children. Nurses were used as a
contrcl grcup of professionals untrained in dealing spe-:fi-
cally with speech defects. Speech pathologists were usel
as a zontrol grcup cof professionals who are trained in
dealing specifically with speech deferts., Previous investi-
gations in this area have made relatively few quantifying
measures and have usel no control pcpulation for comparing
teachers to other groups. tralned and untrained, in making
their predictions.

]

Lloyd and Ainsworth reported a study on the

activities and attitudes of elementary teachers relating

TGretchen Wright Lloyd and Stanley Ainsworth, "The
Classroom Teacher's Activities Relating to Speech Correr-
tion." JSHD, XIX, Nc. 2 {(March, 195L), 244=-249.
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to areas of speech correction via personal interview. They
reported fifteen findings about teachers' behavior and
attitudes on the basis of fifty-five interviews. One of
their conclusions was: "Teachers do not try to build
acceptable attitudes in the classroom for the child with a
speech problem,“2 Lloyd and Ainsworth felt it was neces-
sary for teacher training institutions to provide speech
correction courses for teachers.

McKenzie3 conducted a study to determine the
courses taken by fifty elementary teachers in Speech Path-
ology and related areas. From the results of this study
he suggested that the bulk of teachers left college with
limited formal training in speech disorders and related
difficulties in personality adjustment. McKenzie felt
there was a clear need for more intensive and comprehensive
training in the area of speech handicaps for the public
L

school teachers in this country.

Ewing? conducted a study of the friendship status

2Ibid., p. 247,

3Fredrick A. McKenzie, "Courses in Speech Pathology
in the College Transcripts of Fifty Teachers," in Stuttering
in Children and Adults: Thirty Years of Research at the
University of lowa, ed. Wendell Johnson {Minneapolis: Uni-
versity of Minnesota Press, 1955), pp. 430-431.

bIbid., p. 431.

2Charlotte Fraser Ewing, "Teacher's Ability to Pre-
dict the Friendship Status of Speech-Handicapped Children"
(unpublished Master's thesis, Speech Pathology, University
of Montana, 1966).
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of speech-defective children as rated by their reachers and
found that these teachers were unable to predict the social
status of the speech defective as accurately as they were
able to predict the status of the communicatively normal
child. She recommended that the next step should be an in-
vestigation of the effect of speech correctiion courses on
the classroom teacher,

These three srtudies suggest the relationship be-
tween the classroom teacher and the speech-defective chili
might be improved by additional training in speech path-
ology. This assumed training and experience would mcdify
attitudes and behavior in some way. 1It, therefore, seemeid
logical to attempt an empirical and objective measuremen:
of the cumulative effect of training and experience cn the
attitude of the elementary teacher and compare the teache~
to other professions.
Ammons and Johnson7 developed a Linkert attitudinal
scale, "The Iowa Scale of Aittitude Toward Stuztering." ani
made some comparisons of grcoups with it. They provided

mean scores for various groups and thereby had some basisz

from which a given series of scores or a single score couli

6Ibid., p. 27,

7R. Ammons and W. Johnson, "The Construction ani
Application of a Test of Attitude toward Stuttering,"

Journal of Speech Disorders, IX, No. ! (March, 1944},
39"‘[4*90 -
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L

be compared. A limitation of the Linkert-scale was that
8
subjects could easily fake good or bad responses. In
this study the three professions were compared with a
common, objective, quantitative attitudinal measure,
"The Semantic Differential for Speech Correction Con-
cepts,"9 Such an attitudinal scale is assumed to assess
the connotative meaning of a given concept for a particu-
lar person and to be less easy to fake good or bad
responses,
Briefly, the rationale of such a measurement rests
on the following assumptions of Osgood:
1. The process of description or judgment can
be conceived as the allocation of a concept
to an experiential continuum, definable by
a pair of polar terms,
2. Many different experiential continua, or
ways in which meanings vary, are essentially
equivalent and hence may be represented by
a single dimension.
3. A limited number of such continua can be
used to define a semantic space within which,
the meaning of any concept can be specifiejo’O

Osgood, Suci,; and Tannenbaum devote the first chap-

ter of their book, The Measurement of Meaning, to

8Wendell Johnson, Fredric L. Darley, and D. C.
Spriestersbach, Diagnostic Methods in Speech Pathology
(New York: Harper and Row, Publishers, 1952), p. 28L.

9Raymond G. Smith, "A Semantic Differential for
Speech Correction," SM, XXIX, No. 1 (March, 1962), 32-37.

"Ochnarles E, Osgood, "The Nature and Measurement

of Meaning," The Psychological Bulletin, XLIX (May, 1952),
227, o
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explaining the rationale of semantic differentiation. They
briefly summarized this by saying:

The location of a concept in the semantic
space defined by a set of factors is equated with
the evocation by the concept of a set of compo-
nent mediating reactions, direction 1in space
being equated to what mediators are evoked (from
among reciprocally antagonistic pairs) and dis-
tance from the origin as being equated to how
intensely (with what habit strength) these are
evoked. Each position on one of our semantic
scales is also assumed to be associated with a
complex mediating reaction, the dominant com-
ponent depending on the polar terms, X and Y,
and intensity depending upon the qualifier. . . .
These different mediators are assocliated, in en-
coding; with checking the various scale posi-
tions. Through the functioning of a generaliza-
tion principle; the concept will elicit checking
of the scale position whose dominant mediator
component most closely matches in intensity the
corresponding component in the process assocl-
ated with the concept itself. Since the position
checked on the scales constitutes the coordinates
of the concept’s location in the semantic space,
we assume that the coordinates in the measure-
ment space are functionally equivalent with the
components of the representational mediators pro-
cess associated with the conceprt.’’

In the actual operation, the subject allocates a
concept within the framework of a standard set of bipolar
ad jectives as a result of a series of independent associ-
ative acts. The subject is presented with a stimulus and
a standard set of bipolar adjectives and indicates the

intensity of his association by checking on an equidistant

Tic. E, Osgood,; G. J. Suci, and P. H. Tannenbaum,
The Measurement of Meaning (Urbana: University of Illinois
Press, 1957), pp. 29-30.
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seven-step scale.12

As a result of experimentation and factor analysis,
various sets of bipolar adjectives are found to be relevant
in measuring a given stimulus or concept of the stimulus,

"The Semantic Differential for Speech Correction"
was used in this study. It was developed by Raymond G.
Smith and was an extension of the methodology developed by
Osgood. Smith's factors were similar to Osgocd's except
Osgood's scale had three factors while Smith's had fcur
factors. Osgood's "potency" corresponds to Smith's
"interestingness," "value" to "pleasantness," "activity"
to "difficulty," and Smith has an additional factor termed
"honesty."13

The "Semantic Differential for Speech Concepts™"
was used in this study to assess the concepts of normal
speech, cleft palate speech, functional articulatory dis-
orders, and stuttering. Smith has used nine bipolar

adjectives and fcur factors in the scale:

Factor I Interestingness
Scales: boring-interesting
empty-full
narrowness~broad
Factor II Pleasantness
Scales: lenient-severe

pleasurable-painful
relaxed-tense

120sgood, "Nature and Measurement of Meaning," p. 228.

13Smith, "Semantic Differential for Speech Corre-.-
tion Concepts,” p. 33.
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Factor III Honesty
Scales: honest~dishonest
true-false

Factor IV Difficulty
Scales: difficult-easy

14
The four factors and nine bipolar adjectives of
Smith were experimentally developed through "varimax

15

rotated factor analysis" and were used in this study.
Although the stimulus was different in this study, the
researcher felt that the commonality was sufficient to use
Smith's factors, Smith used the printed label of a par-
ticular type of speech disorder as the stimulus to be
rated. This investigator used a taped sample of a particu-
lar type of speech as the stimulus to be rated. It was
felt that the recorded samples of speech would elicit a
more genuine response than would the label, This study
was intended to measure attitudes toward speech defects
rather than attitudes toward particular labels for spee-h
defects.,

The objectivity of the semantic differential is

demonstrated by the quantitative data yielded which can be

verified by other investigators with similar standardization

"41vid., p. 34.

4. F. Kaiser, "The Varimax Criterion for Analy-
tic Rotation in Factor Analysis," Psychometrika, XXIIT
(Sept., 1958), 187-200.
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procedure.16 Osgood has test-retest reliability coeffi-
cient of .85 for this type of scaleo17 The sensitivity of
the semantic differential has been lauded as being able

to "tease out nuances in meaning which are clearly felt

but hard to verbalize deliberatelyo"18

Fransella19 did an experimental evaluation cf
Smith's semantic differential

. . « to investigate whether Smith's four factors
would still emerge when subjects differed in sex
and nationality, when both stutterers and non-
stutterers used the test, and when the concepts
were of a more %eneral type than were those in the
original study.<0

Osgood suggested that factorial structures tend to vary as
a function of the type of concepto21 Kogan and Wallach

qf‘
felt that factorial studies may vary as a function of sexo““3

16Osgood, "Nature and Measurement of Meaning,"
p. 230,

171bid.

181bid.

19Fay Fransella, "An Experimental Evaluation of ths=s
Speech Correction Semantic Differential " SM, XXXIT
(Nov., 1965), 4L8-451.,

201bid., p. 448.

21Osgood, Suci, and Tannenbaum, The Measurement of
Meaning, pp. 176-188.

‘ 22Nathan Kogan and Michael Wallach, "Age Changes
in Values and Attitudes," Journal of Gerontology, XIV
(July, 1961), 272-279 (reported in Fransella’s study) .
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Sex was therefore controlled in this studyo23 Fransella
found the boring-interesting adjectives did not clearly
align themselves with any one factor. Smith's four fac-
tors coalesced into two factors. Fransella felt that

under these altered experimental conditions there is
"reasonable similarity in the basic factor structure ob-
tained in the investigat'101’1¢."2LL Fransella'’s study implies
that one could assume Smith's factors, although the methods
of presenting the stimuli differed, and be relatively safe.
Ideally, it would have been safer to validate Smith's
factors through "varimax rotated factor analysis," but

this would have been very expensive. It would also have
been directing the emphasis away from this study and toward

a validation study of the method.

Statement of the Problem

In light of the review, the question under con-
sideration in this study is twofold: tc ascertain if train-
ing programs and professional experiences have an effect
on the attitude, as measured by the semantic differential,
of the elementary teacher toward speech defects; and then

to compare the elementary teacher with nurses and speech

23The practical reasons for controlling sex were
the limited male population in these professions and the
difficulty balancing each group with the same proportion
of males and females.

2LFransella, "An Experimental Evaluation," p. 451,
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10

pathologists on a common, objective and quantifiable basis.
The "Semantic Differential for Speech Correction
Concepts"™ was used to rate two taped samples of "normal
speech” and each of the following defects: "stuttered
speech"; "cleft palate speech"; and "functionally mis-
articulated speech." These were eight samples of children’'s
speech, ages 7 to 14, who had been assigned to the afore-
mentioned categories of speech by the agreement of six
speech pathologists. The recordings of these children were
rated by elementary teachers, speech pathologists and nurses
in various stages of training and professional experience,

Specifically, answers to the following questions

were sought:

1« Do elementary teachers differ significantly in
their semantic differential ratings of these
children’s speech from speech pathologists and
nurses?

2. Do the attitudes of elementary teachers, speech
pathclogists and nurses change as a function
of training and eXxperience?

3. Is there a significant interaction among pro-
fessions and levels of training when rating

different types of children’s speech?
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CHAPTER II

EXPERIMENTAL PROCEDURE

Selection of Speech Samples

The eight samples of speech were taken from public
school children in Missoula and Cascade counties reciting
the "Pledge of Allegiance." These children were between
7 and 14 years of age. Two of the eight children had
"normal speech" as labeled by six speech pathologists who
clinically judged these children to have intelligible
speech free from stuttering, nasality, articulatory defects
and all other defects. Six of the eight children were
clinically diagnosed as possessing only one of the three
defects (stuttered speech, cleft palate speech or func-
tionally misarticulated speech) by the agreement of six
speech pathologists. All recordings were made under simi-

lar conditions and with the same tape recorder.

Selection of Experimental Groups

The population for this study was taken from elemen-
tary teachers, nurses and speech pathologists at various
stages of training and professional life. The total N was

113. The breakdown was as follows:
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12

Elementary Speech
" Teachers Pathologists Nurses
{(group I) (group II) (group III
Freshmen N = 15 N = 12 N =15
Seniors N = 15 N= 8 N = 13
Professionals N =15 N = 10 N = 10
Totals N = 45 N = 30 N = 38

The freshman and senior elementary education students
were a random sample of seniors and freshmen enrolled in
Elementary Education at the University of Montana. Their
status in school was determined by the official role of the
registrar for Spring 1968. The professional elementary
teachers were a random sample of elementary teachers work-
ing in the Missoula Public School System who had graduated
from the University of Montana between the years of 1960
and 1966. This group was required to have at least one
year of experience.

All of the students enrolled in the freshman and
senior classes in Speech Pathology and Audiology at the
University of Montana were used as subjects. The official
registrar's role for Spring 1968 was used to determine the
population and class status. The professional speech
pathologists were taken from those graduates of the Univer-
sity of Montana in Speech Pathology and Audiology between

the years 1960 and 1966 who attended the 1968 Spring meeting
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of the Montana Speech and Hearing Association. This group
was also required to have at least one year of experience.
The nursing population was selected to see if
helping professions in general were responsible for a par-
ticular attitude. The fifteen freshman nursing students
were a random sample of first-year students attending
St. Patrick’s School of Nursing during the 1967-1968 school
year. The senior nursing students were all senior students
attending St. Patrick's School of Nursing during the 1967~
1968 school year. Their status was determined by the
official role of the registrar for Spring 1968. The pro-
fessional nurses were all of the nurses working in
St. Patrick's Hospital (during May of 1968) who had gradu-
ated from St., Patrick’s School of Nursing between the years
of 1960 and 1966. This group was also required to have at

least one year of professional experience,

Test Procedure

The procedure for administration of the semantic
differential was as follows for each of the nine subgroups:
1. The subjects were placed in a room suited for
testing and were assigned a number.
2. The subjects received only one scale at a time.
3., All of the verbal instructions were recorded

as follcws:
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a. "You have just received a number. Copy
this number on the line at the upper right
hand corner of this page and every other
page you receive. This is very important."

b. "As you hear the recorded instructions read
them to yourself. These instructions are
the same for each of the five scales."

"You will hear samples of children's
speech. After careful consideration, rate
this speech on all of the scales below,
These scales are measures of meaning and
there are no Ygood' or 'bad' ratings in the
usual sense. Note that there are seven
steps on each scale. A check at one end
means ‘'extremely.' If, for example,; you
were rating the concept Politics and checked
the first scale as follows,; it would mean
that you felt politics were extremely
interesting. The second scale checked as
follows would mean that you felt politics
were quite tense,

Boring: : .z : : : : _x c:Interesting
Tense : X : : : : :Relaxed

A check in the position second from
the end on any scale means 'quite.! A check
in the middle position on any scale means
that you are neutral or undecided or do not
feel that the scale applies to the concepts.
A check in the position third from either
end means ’'slightly.' Only one position
should be checked on each of the nine scales,
but please check all nine of them."

c. "You will now hear two samples of children's
speech." The samples were than played and
the subjects were told: "Now mark the
scale,"

d. Procedure c¢ was repeated for each pair of
speech samples,

L. The order of speech samples was as follows:

normal speech; cleft palate speech; functional
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articulation; stuttering; and normal speech.
The normal speech sample was rated first and
last so as to evaluate the presence of an
order effect. It was not feasible to counter-
balance for order.
5. After the scale was rated, it was collected
before another was distributed.
6. The directions were played for only the first
scale, but they appeared on every scale.
7. After each scale was distributed, the speech
sample for that rating was played.
8. After the five scales were completed and col-
lected, a short questionnaire was distributed.
The following recorded instructions were
played:
"After placing your number at the upper
right hand corner, please fill out the
questionnaire. This concludes the experi-
ment. Thank you very much for your
cooperation."”
9., The bipolar adjectives were placed into three
different orders. FEach group was subdivided
into three groups, each of which received a

different order of the bipolar adjectives to

minimize any ordering effect of this kind.
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CHAPTER III

RESULTS

Analysis of the Data

The semantic differential ratings were scored in
the system 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 (the 1 was equal to the
negative polar adjectives). The negative polar adjectives
were: boring, severe, dishonest, difficult, empty, painful,
false, narrow, tense. The scales for each individual were
treated for each factor according to the standard distance
formula (DZTQEG.Zs The simple mean was then found for each
of the nine subgroups on each of the four factors.

The significance of the difference among group
means was evaluated by a two-dimensional analysis of vari-
ance using a "Type II Design" as described by Lindquist°26
When interaction was found, a test for simple effects was
used,27 The analysis could have been best performed via

a four-dimensional technique, but because of unequal

25Osgood, Suci, and Tannenbaum, The Measurement of
Meaning, pp. 333-334.

26E° F. Lindquist, Design and Analysis of Experi-
ments in Psychology and Education (Cambridge: The River-
side Press, 1953), pp. 2067-273.

271vid., pp. 54-56.,

16
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numbers in the groups a two-dimensional technique was
utilized. The analysis involved four variables:

(1) type of speech; (2) type of profession; (3) levels
of training; and (4) semantic factors.

The statistical tests were run on an IBM 1620
computer at the University of Montana. The data were also
checked manually to corroborate the accuracy of the pro-
gram,

The analysis of variance was used to answer the
following questions:

1. Do elementary teachers differ significantly

in their semantic differential ratings of these
children’'s speech from speech pathologists and
nurses”?

2. Do the attitudes of elementary teachers, speech
pathologists and nurses change as a function
of training and experience?

3. Is there a significant interaction among pro-
fessions and levels of training when rating
different types of children's speech?

A ,05 coefficient of risk was used in assessing the

following null hypotheses:

1. Hp: Elementary teachers will not differ sig-
nificantly in their attitudes toward the speech

of these children from speech pathologists
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and nurses,

2. Hy: The attitudes of elementary teachers,
speech pathologists and nurses will not change
as a function of training and experience.

3. Hp: There will not be a significant inter-
action among professions and levels of training.

The means according to type of speech, semantic

factors and type of profession are presented for the three
levels (professionals, seniors and freshmen) in Tables 1,

2 and 3 respectively. The same means are represented and
organized according to separate professional groups (ele=-
mentary teachers, speech pathologists and nurses) in Tables
L, 5 and 6 respectively. Factor I (Interestingness) and
Factor II1 (Honesty) showed very little difference on an
inspection of means and did not seem to discriminate among
the different levels of professions (professionals, seniors
and freshmen) or within the levels of a separate profession
(elementary teachers, speech pathologists and nurses). In
many instances Factors I and IIT did not even discriminate
between types of children's speech. The differences on
these Factors (I and III) were so slight that it was ob-
vious further analysis would consistently show no statis-
tical difference and a computation of the wvariance was not

necessary for assessing the null hypotheses. The data on
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TABLE 1

MEANS FOR PROFESSIONALS ON TYPES OF SPEECH AND EACH OF THE FOUR FACTORS

Normel  Cleft Normal
Speech  Palate Misarticulated Stuttered Speech
Profession 1 Speech Speech Speech 2 Mean
INTERESTINGNESS (F I)
Elementary
Teacher 7.0z 6.95 7.54 6.52 8.66 7.34
Speech
Pathologist 6.2¢ 6.81 7.78 7,21 7.02 7.02
Nurse T b7 8 .46 6.78 8.00 8.58 7.86
Mean 7.0¢ 741 7.37 724 8.09 7.43
PLEASANTNESS (F II)
Elementary
Teacher 7.17 L,17 L5k 3.63 9.96 5.89
Speech
Pathologist 5.83 5024 5.82 3.98 9.16 6,01
Nurse 8.10 L .95 5.62 L4l 10,32 6.69
Mean 7.03 479 5.33 .02 9.55  6.16

61
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TABLE 1--Continued

Normel Cleft Normal
Speech  Palate Misarticulated Stuttered Speech
Profession 1 Speech Speech Speech 2 Mean
HONESTY (F III)
Elementary
Teacher 6.87 6.92 6.69 6.52 6.99 6.80
Speech
Pathologist 6.85 6.73 6.57 6.19 6,20 6.51
NUTSG 708L- 7025 6991 60]8 7012 7020
Mean 7.1¢ 6.97 6.72 6.53 6.77 6.84
DIFFICULTY (F IV)
Elementary
Teacher 5.27 1.27 1.87 1.53 6.67 3.32
Speech
Pathologist 5.50 2.40 3.40 1,30 6,00 3.72
Nurse L 40 1.60 2,40 2.00 6.40 3.56
Mean 5.0€ 1.76 2.56 1.61 6.36 3.49
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TABLE 2

MEANS FOR SENIORS ON TYPES OF SPEECH AND EACH OF THE FOUR FACTORS

Normal Cleft Normal
Speech Palate  Misarticulated Stuttered Speech
Profession 1 Speech Speech Speech 2 Mean
INTERESTINGNESS (F I)
Elementary
Teacher 8.09 7.00 7.00 7.31 9.72 7.82
Speech
Pathologist 9.33 6.8 7.16 7.07 8.85 7.85
Nurse 8.09 8.39 9.32 8.87 9.67 8.87
Mean g.50 7o41 7.83 7.75 9. 41 8.18
PLEASANTNESS (F II)
Elementary
Teacher 8.16 Lo13 5.90 L, 20 9.72 5.81
Speech
Pathologist 9.36 5.45 647 3.93 6.72 6.39
Nurse 8.39 L .88 7.21 L .36 8.20 6.61
Mean 8.64 L.82 6.52 L.16 8.21 6,27
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TABLE 2-~~Continued

Normal  Cleft Normal
Speech  Palate Misarticulated  Stuttered Speech
Profession 1 Speech Speech Speech 2 Mean
HONESTY (F III)
Elementary
Teacher 734 6.6k 6.39 6.26 6.64 6.65
Speech
Pathologist 6.60 6.64 6.62 5.5 6.72 6.42
Nurse 8,27 8.45 8.39 8,08 8.20 8.27
Mean 7.38 7.25 7.13 6.63 7.19 7.12
DIFFICULTY (F IV)
Elementary
Teacher 5,80 147 2.53 1.80 5.87 3.49
Speech
Pathologist 6.5C 2,00 3.63 2.50 6.50 Lo23
Nurse 6,21 1.23 2.15 1,08 6,62 3,48
Mean 6,10 1,57 2.77 1.79 6.22 3.72

cc



TABLE 3
MEANS FOR FRESHMEN ON TYPES OF SPEECH AND EACH OF THE FOUR FACTORS

Normal Cleft Normal
Speeck  Palate Misarticulated Stuttered Speech
Profession 1 Speech Speech Speech 2 Mean

INTERESTINGNESS (F I)

‘uoissiwiad noyum paugiyold uononpoidal Jayung “ssumo WBLAdoo oy} Jo uolssiuad yum peonpoiday

Elementary

Teacher 7.25 741 7.60 7.27 8.69 7.64
Speech

Pathologist 6.78 7.29 7.42 7.20 9.48 7.63
Nurse 3.75 7.07 7.83 7.68 8.85 7.0L
Mean 5.93 7.26 L .56 L,4L3 9.01 6.69

PLEASANTNESS (F II)

Elementary

Teacher 8.69 5.17 5.67 L.18 10.15 6.77
Speech

Pathologist 7.17 L.59 5.91 L 46 9,91 6.41

Nurse 7.94 5.21 5.36 L.10 9.81 6.48

Mean 7.70 L.99 5.65 4.25 9.96 6.53
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TABLE 3--Continued

Normal Cleft Normal
Speect  Palate Misarticulated Stuttered Speech
Profession 1 Speech Speech Speech 2 Mean
HONESTY (F III)
Elementary ‘
Teacher 7 .41 6.83 6.75 6.13 7.01 6.83
Speech
Pathologist 8.18 7.52 7.11 7.29 7.79 7.58
Nurse 7.70 7.04 7.63 7.21 7.71 7.46
Mean 7.76 7.13 7.16 6.88 7.50 7.29
DIFFICULTY (F IV)
El t
nggﬁegry 5.13 1.27 1.80 1.53 6.73 3.29
Speech 6.8 3.60
Pathologist 5.33 1.75 242 2.12 3 .
Nurse 5.53 1.33 2.13 1.47 6.67 3.43
Mean 5.33 1.45 2.12 1.71 6.59 344
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TABLE 4
MEANS FOR ELEMENTARY TEACHERS ON TYPES OF SPEECH AND EACH OF THE FOUR FACTORS

Normal Cleft Normal
Levgl_of Speech  Palate Misarticulated Stuttered Speech
Training 1 Speech Speech Speech 2 Mean

INTERESTINGNESS (F I)

Freshman 7.25 741 7.60 7.27 8.69 7.64
Senior 8.09 7.00 7.00 7.31 9.72 7.82
Professional 7.02 6.95 754 6.52 8.66 734
Mean 745 7.12 7.38 7.03 9.02 7.60

PLEASANTNESS (F II)

Freshman 8.69 5.17 5.67 L.18 10.15 6.77
Senior 8.16 L.13 5,90 L .20 9.72 5.81
Professional 7.17 L.17 L .5k 3.63 9.96 5.89

Mean 8.01 L.L9 5.37 4.00 9.94 6.36
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TABLE L--Continued

Normal Cleft Normal
Level of Speect. Palate Misarticulated Stuttered Speech
Training 1 Speech Speech Speech 2 Mean
HONESTY (F III)
Freshman 741 6.83 6.75 6.13 7.01 6.83
Senior 7,34 6.6 6.39 6.26 6.64 6.65
Professional 6.87 6.92 6.69 6.52 6.99 6.80
Mean 7.21 6.80 6.61 6.30 6,88 6.76
DIFFICULTY (F IV)
Freshman 5.13 1.27 1.80 1.53 6.73 3.29
Senior 5.80 1.47 2.53 1.80 5,87 3.49
Professional 5,27 1.27 1.87 1.53 6.67 3.32
Mean 540 1.34 2.07 1.62 6.42 3,37
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MEANS FOR SPEECH PATHOLOGISTS ON TYPES OF SPEECH AND EACH OF THE FOUR FACTORS

TABLE 5

Normal Cleft Normal
Levgl_of Speech  Palate Misarticulated Stuttered Speech
Training 1 Speech Speech Speech 2 Mean
INTERESTINGNESS (F I)
Freshman 6.78 7.29 742 7.20 9.48 7.63
Senior 9.33 6.8 7.16 7.07 8.85 7.85
Professional 6.29 6.81 7.78 7.21 7.02 7.02
Mean 747 6.98 745 7.16 8.45 7.50
PLEASANTNESS (F II)
Freshman 7.17 L.59 5.91 L.46 9.91 6.41
Senior 9-36 5-l+5 6-’4-7 3093 6072 6.39
Professional 8.83 5,24 5,82 3.98 9,16 6.01
Mean 8.35 5.09 6.07 L.12 8.59 6.69

L2



‘uoissiwiad Inoypm paugiyosd uononpoidas Jayund “1sumo JybuAdos ayj jo uoissiuad yum psonpoldey

TABLE 5--Continued

Normel Cleft Normal
Level of Speech  Palate Misarticulated Stuttered Speech
Training 1 Speech Speech Speech 2 Mean
HONESTY (F III)
Freshman 8.18 7.52 7.11 7.29 7.79 7.58
Senior 6.6C 6.6l 6.62 5.54 6.72 6.42
Professional 6.85 6.73 6.57 6.19 6.20 6.51
Mean 7.21 6.96 6.77 6.34 6.90 6.84
DIFFICULTY (F IV)
Freshman 5.33 1.75 242 2.12 6.38 3.60
Senior 6.50 2.00 3.63 2.50 6.50 L.23
Professional 5,50 2.40 3.40 1.30 6.00 3,72
Mean 5.78 2.05 3.15 1.97 6.29 3.83

82
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TABLE 6

MEANS FOR NURSES ON TYPES OF SPEECH AND EACH OF THE FOUR FACTORS

Normal Cleft Normal
Level of Speech  Palate  Misarticulated Stuttered Speech
Training 1 Speech Speech Speech 2 Mean
INTERESTINGNESS (F I)
Freshman 3.75 7.07 7.83 7.68 8.85 7.04
Senior 8.09 8.39 9.32 8.87 9.67 8.87
Professional 747 8.46 6.78 8.00 8.58 7.86
Mean 6.4 7.97 7.98 8.18 9.03 7.92
PLEASANTNESS (F II)
Freshman 7.94 5.21 5.36 L.10 9.81 6.48
Senior 8.39 L.88 7.21 L.36 8.20 6.61
Professional 8.10 L.95 5.62 L. LL 10.32 6.69
Mean 8.04 3.01 6.06 4L.30 10.10 6.49
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TABLE 6--Continued

Normal Cleft Normal
Level of Speect  Palate Misarticulated Stuttered Speech
Training 1 Speech Speech Speech 2 Mean
HONESTY (F III)
Freshman 7.70 7.04 7.63 7.21 7.71 7.46
Senior 8.21 8.46 8.39 8.08 8.20 8.27
Professional 7.8 7.25 6.91 6.18 7.12 7.20
Mean 7.92 7.58 7.6k 7.39 7.68 7.64
DIFFICULTY (F IV)
Freshman 5.53 1.33 2.13 1.47 6.67 3.43
Senior 6.31 1.23 2.15 1.08 6.62 3.48
Professional L.4LO 1.60 2,40 2.00 6.40 3.56
Mean 5.41 1.39 6.56  3.45

2,23

. 1.52
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Factors I (Interestingness) and III (Honesty) support the
retention of the null hypotheses,

Factor II (Pleasantness) and Factor IV (Difficulty)
consistently discriminated among the types of children's
speech and in some instances among professions and within
professions. The results of the analyses of variance among
professions and types of speech are reported in Tables 7
and 8 for Factors II and IV respectively for professionals,
Tables 9 and 10 for seniors, and Tables 11 and 12 for fresh-
men. The results of the analyses of variance comparing
levels of training within a profession and types of speech
are presented in Tables 13 and 14 (Factors II and IV
respectively) for elementary teachers, Tables 15 and 16 for
speech pathologists, and Tables 17 and 18 for nurses,

On Factors II and IV the difference among speech
types was consistently significant. This finding is not
directly involved in the three hypotheses, but does sup-
port the validity of the semantic differential for dis-
tinguishing among various types of speech. Those instances
of significance among professions and within professions
give some further support for the validity of the semantic
differential for evaluating differences among professions

and levels of training.
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TABLE 7

PROFESSIONALS: ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF PROFESSIONALS (P)
AND TYPES OF CHILDREN'S SPEECH (S) ON
FACTOR II (PLEASANTNESS)

Sum of Mean F Prob-
Source DF Squares Squares Ratio ability
Between-Sub jects 3l 183.57
Professionals (P) 2 16.85 8.L2 1.61 NS
Error (P) 32 166,72 5.21
Within-8Subjects 140 1137.51
"Types ol Speech (S) L 868.L6 217 .14 110.25 .001
PxS 8 18.4L6 2.30 117 NS
Error (W) 128 252,08 1.96
Total 174 1321.04
TABLE 8

PROFESSIONALS: ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF PROFESSIONALS (P)
AND TYPES OF CHILDREN'S SPEECH (S) ON
FACTOR IV (DIFFICULTY)

Sum of Mean F Prob-
Source DF Squares Squares Ratio ability
Between-Subjects 34 75.12
Professionals (P) 2 L.78 2.39 1.08 NS
Error (P) 32 70.34 2.19
Within-Subjects 140 8,0.00
Types of Speech (S) L  663.L6 123.60 .001
PxS 8 27.51 3.43 2.56 .025
Error (W) 128 171.75 1.34
Total 174 915412
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TABLE 9

SENIORS: ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF SENIORS (S') AND TYPES OF
CHILDREN'S SPEECH (S) ON FACTOR II (PLEASANTNESS)

e————— e re—em—
— = ——

Sum of Mean F Prob-
Source DF Squares Squares Ratio  ability
Between-Subijects 35 129.50
Seniors (St') 2 17.08 8,54 2.50 NS
Error (S') 33 122 .42 3,40
Within-Subjects 1L, 1261,66
Types of Speech (S) L 885,99 221.49 81.53 . 001
S'xS 8 15.84 1.98 .72 NS
Error (W) 132 358.58 2.71
Total 172 1391.,17
TABLE 10

SENIORS: ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF SENIORS (S') AND TYPES OF
CHILDREN'S SPEECH (S) ON FACTOR IV (DIFFICULTY)

oaguuas muns— - pm——
= b— —

Sum of Mean F Prob-
Source DF Squares Squares Ratio ability

Between-Subjects 35 71.80

Seniors (St') 2 21.26 10.63 6,94 .005
Error (S') 33 50.53 1.53
Within-Subjects 14,4 938,00

Types of Speech (S) b 798,85 199.71 223,63 . 001
S1xS 8 16.20 2.02 2.26 .05
Error (W) 132 117.88 .89
Total 179 1009,80
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TABLE 11

FRESHMEN; ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF FRESHMEN (F) AND TYPES
OF CHILDREN'S SPEECH (S) ON FACTOR II (PLEASANTNESS)

Sum of Mean F Prob-
Source DF Squares Squares Ratio ability
Between-Subjects L1 115,44
Freshmen (F) 2 3.17 1.58 v 55 NS
Error (F) 39 112,26 2.87
Within-Subjects 168 1343.75
Types of Speech (S) L 964 .48 241.12 100,01 . 001
FxS 8 8.76 1,09 45 NS
Error (W) 156 376,09 2.41
Total 209 1459,20
TABLE 12

FRESHMEN: ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF FRESHMEN (F) AND TYPES
OF CHILDREN'S SPEECH (S) ON FACTOR IV (DIFFICULTY)

Sum of Mean F Prob-
Source DF Squares Squares Ratio ability
Between-Sub jects L1 L8,L8
Freshmen (F) 2 2.80 1.40 1.19 NS
Error (F) 39 L5,67 1.17
Within-Subjects 168 1100,80
Types of Speech (S) 4 946.59 236,64 243,82 .001
FxS 8 6,86 .85 .88 NS
Error (W) 156 151.40 97
Total 209 1149.28
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TABLE 13

ELEMENTARY TEACHERS: ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF TRAINING
LEVEL (L) AND TYPE OF CHILDREN'S SPEECH (S)
ON FACTOR II (PLEASANTNESS)

—— ettt
—~ i —

Sum of Mean F Prob-

Source DF Squares Squares Ratio ability
Between-Subjects Ll 158.71
Training Level (L) 2 22.12 11.06 3.40 , 05
Error (L) L2 136.58 3.25
Within-Subjects 180 1565.75
Types of Speech (S) L 1179.51 294,87 136,05 .001
LxS 8 15.64 1.95 « 90 NS
Error (W) 168 364.11 2.16
Total 224 1724 .47
TABLE 14

ELEMENTARY TEACHERS: ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF TRAINING
LEVEL (L) AND TYPE OF CHILDREN'S SPEECH (S)
ON FACTOR IV (DIFFICULTY)

—rnrar
ey ——

Sum of Mean F Prob-
Source DF Squares Squares Ratio ability
Between-Subjects LY 54.96
Training Level (L) 2 . 7h .37 .28 NS
Error (L) L2 54.21 1.29
Within-Subjects 180 1174.00
Types of Speech (S) L 985.35 246.33 220,25 .001
LxS 8 13.11 1.63 1.46 NS
Error (W) 168 187,89 1.11
Total 224 1228.96
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TABLE 15
SPEECH PATHOLOGISTS:

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF TRAINING

LEVEL (L) AND TYPES OF CHILDREN'S SPEECH (S)
ON FACTOR II (PLEASANTNESS)

a—

Sum of Mean F Prob-
Source DF Squares  Squares Ratio ability
Between-Subjects 29 160.29
Training Level (L) 2 8.90 L.L5 .79 NS
Error (L) 27 151.38 5,60
Within-Subjects 120 914,.58
Types of Speech (S5) b 675.81 168.95 79.38 .001
LxS 8 14.87 1.85 .87 NS
Error (W) 108 229,85 2.12
Total 1,9 1074.88
TABLE 16

SPEECH PATHOLOGISTS:

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF TRAINING

LEVEL (L) AND TYPES OF CHILDREN'S SPEECH (S)
ON FACTOR IV (DIFFICULTY)

Sum of Mean F Prob-
Source DF Squares Squares Ratio ability
Between-Subjects 29 76.59
Training Level (L) 2 12.33 6,16 2.59 NS
Error (L) 27 6L .25 2.37
Within-Subjects 120 644,80
Types of Speech (9) L 516.62 129.15 120.41 .001
LxS 8 14,54 1.81 1.69 NS
Error (W) 108 115.83 1.07
Total 149 721.39
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TABLE 17

NURSES: ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF TRAINING LEVEL (L) AND
TYPES OF CHILDREN'S SPEECH (S) ON
FACTOR II (PLEASANTNESS)

Eo e et

Sum of Mean F Prob-
Source DF Squares Squares Ratio ability
Between-Subjects 37 112.78
Training Level (L) 2 9.34 4 .67 1.58 NS
Error (L) 35 103,44 2,95
Within-Subjects 152 1262.59
Types of Speech (S) L 854 .41 213.60 74 .97 .001
LxS 8 21.88 2.73 .96 NS
Error (W) 140 398.84 2.84
Total 189 1375.38 |
TABLE 18

NURSES: ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF TRAINING LEVEL (L) AND
TYPES OF CHILDREN'S SPEECH (S) ON
FACTOR IV (DIFFICULTY)

Sum of Mean F Prob-
Source DF Squares Squares Ratio ability
Between-Subijects 37 L8.L6
Training Level (L) 2 .38 .19 A NS
Error (L) 35 48.08 1.37
Within-Subjects 152 1060.00
Types of Speech (S) L  903.07 225.76  201.91 . 001
LxS 8 26.77 3.34 2.99 .005
Error (W) 140 156.54 1,11
Total 189 1108.46
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Factor II (Pleasantness) revealed a significant main
effect among the levels of elementary teachers (Table 13).
The interaction effect was not significant. The significant
levels effect indicated a trend for freshmen in Elementary
Education to react more positive on the Pleasantness Factor
than did the seniors or professionals in Elementary Educa-
tion (Table 4).

Although the null hypotheses are supported by the
data from Factors I and III, and most of the data from Fac-
tor II, the data from Factor IV (Difficulty) did not com-
pletely support the null hypotheses. Table 19 summarizes
the statistical support for rejecting the null hypotheses
using Factor IV,

The freshmen in the three fields did not differ sig-
nificantly on any of the four factors (Tables 3, 11 and 12)
including Factor IV; however, the seniors and professionals
did differ on Factor IV,

The F-ratio testing for interaction (on Factor IV)
among seniors and types of speech was significant at the .05
probability level (Table 10). The test for simple effects
comparing senior groups was significant for the stuttered
speech only (F=6.72; df=2 and 33; P=,005), The bipolar
ad jectives measuring Factor IV were difficult-easy., The
seniors in Speech Pathology were the most positive (least

difficult) with a mean of 2.50; the seniors in Elementary
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TABLE 19

SUMMARY OF THE STATISTICAL DIFFERENCES FOUND ON FACTOR IV (DIFFICULTY)

Level Profession Significance
Freshman Elementary Speech
Teachers Pathologists Nurses NS
P= . 025
Senior Elementary Speech (Stuttered
Teachers Pathologists Nurses Speech)
P=.05
Professional Elementary Speech (Cleft Palate
Teachers Pathologists Nurses Speech)
P=. 005
Significance NS NS (Stuttered
Speech)
P=.025
(Normal,)
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Education were next with a mean of 1.80; and the seniors in
Nursing were least positive (most difficult) with a mean of
1.08 (Table 2).

The F-ratio testing for interaction (on Factor IV)
among professions and types of speech was significant at the
.025 probability level (Table 8). The test for simple
effects comparing professional groups was significant for
the cleft palate speech only (F=3,94; df=2 and 32; P=,05).
The professional speech pathologists were the most posi-
tive (least difficult) with a mean of 2.40; the profes-
sional nurses were next with a mean of 1.60; and the pro-
fessional elementary teachers were least positive with a
mean of 1.27 (Table 1).

The intra-professional differences among elementary
teachers and speech pathologists were not statistically
significant on their Factor IV ratings (Tables 14 and 16).
There were significant intra-professional differences among
the nurses on Factor IV.

The F-ratio testing for interaction (on Factor IV)
among levels of nurses training and types of speech was
significant at the .001 probability level (Table 18). The
test for simple effects was significant for stuttered speech
(F=6.66; df=2 and 35; P=.005) and for the first examples of
normal speech (F=4.81; df=2 and 35; P=.025). When rating

stuttered speech, the professional nurses were the most
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positive (least difficult) with a mean of 2.00; the freshmen
nurses were next with a mean of 1.47; and the senior nurses
were least positive (most difficult) with a mean of 1.08
(Table 6).

When rating the first examples of normal speech,
the senior nurses were the most positive (least difficult)
with a mean of 6.31; the freshmen nurses were next with a
mean of 5.,33; and the professional nurses were least posi-
tive (most difficult) with a mean of 4.4LO (Table 6). The
difference on the first example of normal speech is important
in evaluating the order effect of the speech samples since
the same speech played last received similar ratings by each
level of nurses. The second ratings of normal speech were
much more positive than the ratings of the same samples when
presented first. However, the amount of change from first
to last (the order effect) varies with levels with the
seniors changing least, ,3; freshmen next, 1.1; and the pro-
fessionals the most, 2.0 (Table 6). The second sample of
the same normals was rated easier after hearing samples of
defective speech by all levels, but particularly by the
professional nurses.

A further examination of the order effect revealed
that 75% of the rating on all factors was more positive when
rating normal speech the second time. The normal speech was

rated first and last to check the strength of the order
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effect. It was not feasible to counterbalance for order.
The second rating of Factor III (Honesty) was marked more
negative by 61% of all subjects. If the Honesty Factor
were excluded, then 87% of the ratings were more positive
when rating normal speech the second time, This indicates
that most subjects felt the normal speech was more inter-
esting, more pleasant and easier after listening to defec-
tive speech than they did prior to hearing defective speech.
Qverall, the aforementioned differences offer some
evidence for concluding there is a difference in semantic
attitude related to particular type of training and experi-
ence, In summary, the two differences found in accord with
the hypotheses were on Factor IV (Difficulty). In the first
of these differences, professional speech pathologists dif-
fered significantly from nurses and elementary teachers
respectively when rating cleft palate speech. The seniors
differed significantly when rating stuttered speech on
Factor IV (Difficulty). The seniors in Speech Pathology
were most positive (least difficult), the seniors in Elemen-
tary Education were next and the seniors in Nursing were
least positive. In both of these instances speech patholo-
gists found the speech-defective child easier on the
difficult-easy scale. The intra-professional differences
among nurses were statistically significant, but were not

attributable to the hypotheses of progressive training.
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The intra-professional difference among elementary teachers
indicated a trend for freshmen to consistently find all the
speech samples more pleasant than did the seniors and pro-
fessionals in Elementary Education., This trend indicates
that progressive training and experience of elementary

teachers influenced their semantic attitude in a negative

fashion.
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CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION

This study investigated the attitude of elementary
teachers, as measured by the semantic differential, toward
specified speech defects as compared to the attitudes of
nurses and speech pathologists toward the same defects. The
results demonstrated some significant differences within
professions and among professions and levels of training.
However, the study did not conclusively show that semantic
attitude changes as a function of training and experience
within these professions. At the same time, it was evident
that this semantic tool was sensitive enough to measure dif-
férences in types of speech on Factor II (Pleasantness) and
Factor IV (Difficulty).

Factor II (Pleasantness) revealed a significant
trend where freshmen in Elementary Education consistently
reacted more positive than did the seniors or professionals
in Elementary Education. This trend may suggest that the
present training and experience of elementary teachers
causes them to be less tolerant of defective speech than
they were before their professional preparation.

Factor IV (Difficulty) produced two instances of

Li
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significant differences among professions (inter-profes-
sional) in accord with the hypotheses. The seniors in the
three fields differed significantly on Factor IV (Difficulty)
when rating stuttered speech in such a manner that it could
be reflecting the influence of training and experience,
Seniors in Speech Pathology found the stuttered speech
easier than did the seniors in Elementary Education who
reacted more favorably than did the seniors in Nursing.
This significant difference could indicate that the seniors
in Speech Pathology, as a result of formal training and
clinical experience, may have developed more insight or
acceptance for this kind of defective speech and therefore
found it easier. Whatever the underlying reasons are, the
expression of this attitude covertly would be beneficial
to the speech-defective child and desirable in all those
who work with him. It would seem that the Elementary Educa-
tion seniors may have had more formal exposure to "excep-
tional children" than did the seniors in Nursing. Although
the finding does support the hypotheses, it is limited be-
cause the other three factors showed no difference, Sub-
sequently, generalizations based on Factor IV alone may be
limited.

The second difference among groups of professionals
on the Difficulty Factor (IV) suggested that the speech

pathologists found cleft palate speech easier than did the

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



L6

nurses, and the nurses found this speech easier than did
the teachers., One could speculate about specific aspects
of training and experience in these professions, but the
real question is how much of a difference in actual listen-
ing behavior is reflected by semantic attitude,

This researcher assumes than an individual's
semantic listening behavior (covert) correlates highly
with his overt listening responses. This assumption,
which has not been documented, implies that a listener with
a significantly more positive semantic reaction would
overtly behave more favorably toward a child with defective
speech, Within the limitation of the semantic tool, there
is statistical support for contending that speech patholo-
gists react more favorably to the defective speech of
children than do nurses and elementary teachers.

Intra-profession differences were also found on
Factor IV, The levels of nursing when rating stuttered
speech were significant, but were irrelevant with regard
to the hypotheses. When rating stuttered speech, the pro-
fessional nurses were more positive than were the freshmen
nurses who in turn reacted more favorably than did the
senior nursing students. When rating the first example of
normal speech, the senior nurses were more positive than

were the freshmen nurses who in turn were more favorable
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than the professional nurses. The difference on the first
examples of normal speech was relevant in evaluating the
order effect of the speech samples. The second sample of
the same normals was rated easier after hearing samples of
defective speech by all levels, but particularly by the
professionals.

This experiment did not show relevant significant
differences among professions and levels of training on
two of the four factors. This seems to indicate that all
of the semantic factors were not sensitive enoﬁgh to demon-
strate the difference.

Although the measurement of difference on types of
speech on Factors II and IV gives support to the validity
of the semantic differential, it supports the Fransella28
validation study. Fransella felt there was sufficient
commonality between her validation study and Smith's
original studies, although there were only two factors in
the Fransella study. Males in the Fransella study clearly
combined Factors I and III into a single factor and Fac-
tors II and IV into a single factor. The analysis for
females was like that of the males except:

Narrow-broad shifted from one factor to the

other; boring-interesting did not align itself
clearly with either factor, the identification

28Fransella, pp. L48-451.
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of empty-full with the second factor was not

fully satisfactory,2
In the current study Factors I and III and Factors II and IV
tended to be related, supporting Fransella's two-factor
position. Factors II and IV tended to show the same dif-
ference among the types of speech and professions. Factors
I and 1I1 showed no difference among types of speech and
professions. Osgood suggests that factorial structures
tend to vary as a function of the type of concept.30 This
implies that the factors may have to be re-established in
each study in which the semantic differential is used.
Varimax rotated factor analysis on the data of this study
may reveal that there were only two factors operating in
the scale. This would have dramatic effect on scoring the
samples. If Factors II and IV had been condensed into one
factor for the current study, there may have been more con-
sistent support of the hypothesized differences because of
the increased power of the combined scale.

Within the limitations of the semantic differential,
this study demonstrated that semantic attitude toward
children's speech defects is affected by training and
experience. There were no differences between freshmen,

but there were differences between seniors and professionals.

291vid., p. L50.

3OOsgood, Suci, and Tannenbaum, Measurement of

Meaning, pp. 176-188.
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In the two instances of statistical significance, speech
pathologists reacted more favorably than did the elemen-
tary teachers and nurses. Intra-profession difference
among the speech pathologists would have strengthened the
recommendation for mandatory training in Speech Pathology
for the elementary teacher. This recommendation was also

made by Ewing,31 Lloyd32 33

and McKenzie.
This author feels there is a strong need for addi-

ticnal training in special fields for the classroom teacher.
There is also a need for further empirical studies to in-
vestigate and define this problem with regard to the class-
room teacher. Although the current study provides some
support for this position, without strong empirical evi-
dence it 1s unlikely that the teacher training programs

will adjust their curriculum to meet this problem. This
empirical data is also needed to stimulate school systems

to develop meaningful in-service training programs. Public
school personnel in special services have frequently com-
mented to this author that the classroom teacher attempts

to handle serious problems on her own. One explanation

for her behavior may be that the teacher does not understand

31'Ewing, "Teacher's Ability to Predict Friendship
Status," pp. 21-22.

32Lloyd and Ainsworth, pp. 244-249.
33McKenzie, pp. 430-431.
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the role of the specialists and therefore is protective

of her students. In-service training for teachers would

be another way of improving not only the teachers' rela-
tionships with the special child, but would also help them
in utilizing the various specialists. This training should
probably include several lectures and demonstrations from

a speech pathologist-audiologist, remedial reading special-

ist, psychologist and school nurse.

Limitations and Suggestions

This investigation was limited by the narrowness
(semantic attitude or connotative meaning) of the dimension
explored. There could be little difference on this dimen-
sion among groups of people, but their interpersonal be-
havior could differ greatly.

A similar experimental design could be employed in
investigating this problem further, but it would probably
be more meaningful if a measure of overt rather than covert
behavior was used in making comparisons. Interaction
analysis could be used, but it would be very time-consuming
because each subject would have to be analyzed individu-
ally. There would also be a problem in having the speech-
defective person interact consistently with all subjects.

This problem could also be studied longitudinally

in a school system before and after in-service training
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programs. A simple multiple-choice test soliciting approp-
riate ways of handling specific cases in the classroom may
be the most effective way of determining what the teacher
knows or needs to know. An alternate form of the test could
be used to determine the effectiveness of the in-service
training program in helping the teacher to know what
resource person to use and when to use him. This approach
would be more pragmatic and would be doing something about
the actual problem~--if it exists as a problem.

Technical limitations of the study were: (1) un-
counterbalanced order effects both in the presentation of
speech samples and ordering of bipolar adjectives; {(2) use
of a two-dimensional analysis of variance when a four-
dimensional analysis of variance would have been more eco-
nomical; and (3) assuming the four factors of Smith's

scale.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

Previous researchers have indicated that the elemen-
tary teachers do not try to build healthy attitudes in the
classroom for the child with a speech defect. It has been
implied that the teachers' attitudes are less than desir-
able. Most researchers have hypothesized that the answer
lies in additional training in Speech Pathology and other
special fields.

The subjects of this study consisted of females who
were either freshmen, seniors or professionals in Elemen-
tary Education, Speech Pathology and Nursing. Test condi-
tions using the semantic differential for speech correc-
tion concepts were consistent for each of the nine groups.

The data was statistically analyzed using a two-
dimensional analysis of variance. The results indicated
that seniors and professionals in Speech Pathology differed
significantly from the seniors and professionals in
Nursing and Elementary Education. In the two instances
where the inter-profession differences occurred, speech
pathologists reacted more favorably to the defective speech

of children than did the nurses and elementary teachers.

52
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Generalizations based on these differences (differences on
only one of the four factors) are limited.

Intra-profession analysis did not show that there
were progressive significant differences within the levels
(freshmen, seniors and professionals) of each profession.
On the contrary, Elementary Education reflected a regres-
sive trend whereby freshmen consistently reacted more posi-
tive than did the seniors and professionals.

There were weaknesses in the study, but the data
indicated that there are differences among these profes-
sions and that speech pathologists react significantly more
positive to the defective speech of children than do
nurses and elementary teachers. On the basis of this
investigaticn, the researcher feels there is increased
support for training teachers to understand and deal with

the speech-defective child in the classroom.
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AFPPENDIX A

SCALES

I No,

You will hear samples of children's speech. After
careful consideration, rate this speech on all of the
scales below. These scales are measures of meaning and
there are no "good" or "bad" ratings in the usual sense.
Note that there are seven steps on each scale. A check
at one end means "extremely." If, for example, you were
rating the concept Politics and checked the first scale as
follows, it would mean that you felt politics were ex-
tremely interesting. The second scale checked as follows
would mean that you felt politics were quite tense.

: : X :Interesting
: : :Relaxed

Boring: : : :
Tense: : X :

LA RS ]

A check in the position second from the end on any
scale means "quite."™ A check in the middle position on
any scale means that you are neutral or undecided or do not
feel that the scale applies to the concepts. A check in
the position third from either end means "slightly." Only
one position should be checked on each of the nine scales,
but please check all nine of them.

Boring: : : : : : : :Interesting
Lenient: : s : : : : :Severe
Honest: : : : ¥ : 2 :Dishonest
Difficult: : : : : : : :Basy
Empty: : : : : : : «Full
Pleasurable: v : ; s T : :Painful
True: : : : R : : :False
Narrow: : : X v : : :Broad
Relaxed: : : v 3 * 3 :Tense
56
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IT No.

You will hear samples of children's speech. After
careful consideration, rate this speech on all of the scales
below. These scales are measures of meaning and there are
no "good" or "bad" ratings in the usual sense. Note that
there are seven steps on each scale. A check at one end
means "extremely." If, for example, you were rating the
concept Politics and checked the first scale as follows,
it would mean that you felt politics were extremely inter-
esting. The second scale checked as follows would mean
that you felt politics were quite tense,

: X :Interesting

Boring: : : : :
: :Relaxed

Tense: T X 3 : :

e an

A check in the position second from the end on any
scale means "quite." A check in the middle position on
any scale means that you are neutral or undecided or do
not feel that the scale applies to the concepts. A check
in the position third from either end means "slightly."
Only one position should be checked on each of the nine
scales, but please check all nine of them,

Relaxed: : : : : : : :Tense
Broad: : : : : : : :Narrow
True: : : : : : : :False
Painful: : : : : B < :Pleasurable
Emptv: : : : : : : +Full
Easy: : : : : : : :Difficult
Honest: : : : . s : :Dishonest
Severe: < : : : . : :Lenient
Boring: s : : : : : sInteresting
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IIT No.

You will hear samples of children's speech. After
careful consideration, rate this speech on all of the
scales below. These scales are measures of meaning and
there are no "good" or "bad" ratings in the usual sense.
Note that there are seven steps on each scale. A check at
one end means "extremely." If, for example, you were
rating the concept Politics and checked the first scale
as follows, it would mean that you felt politics were
extremely interesting. The second scale checked as fol-
lows would mean that you felt politics were quite tense,

Boring: : : : : : : X :Interesting
Tense: T X ¢t : : : : :Relaxed

A check in the position second from the end on
any scale means "quite." A check in the middle position
on any scale means that you are neutral or undecided or
do not feel that the scale applies to the concepts. A
check in the position third from either end means
"slightly." Only one position should be checked on each
of the nine scales, but please check all nine of them.

Empty: : . : : : : :Full
Honest: : : . : : : :Dishonest
Narrow: : : : ¢ s : :Broad

Interesting: : : : : H : :Boring

Tense: . : ¢ : . e :Relaxed

True: : H : : A ! False
Lenient: " : : y : : :Severe
Difficule: : : : : H . :Easy
Painful: : : : . : : :Pleasurable
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APPENDIX B

QUESTIONNAIRE

No.

i'hat is your profession (occupation)?

Your sex Your age

If you are a student, check your year in school.

Freshman
Sophomore

Junior

Senior

Graduate Student

If you are working in a professiocn, check the number of
years of experience you have in that profession.

1 Year
2 Years
3 Years
L Years
5 Years
€
7
g
I

!

Years
Years
Years
f more, please state number of years .

|

What type of setting do you work in (hospitals, clinics,
elementary schools, secondary schools, private practice,
etc.)?

Where and when did you complete your professional training?

YEAR MAJOR INSTITUTION

ww
Wy =
0
y-i
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YEAR MAJOR INSTITUTION

M.A, or
M.S.

OTHER

Have you ever had any formal courses in Speech Pathology?

Yes No

If you have,‘list the approximate number of hours and
institutions at which you received the training.

CREDIT HOURS INSTITUTION

SPEECH PATHOLOGY

AUDIOLOGY

Thank you for your cooperation.
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