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A Survey on Pre-service Elementary Teachers’ Attitudes towards
Science Teaching

Yoon, Hye-Gyoung'r * Na, Jiyeon * Park, Heonwoo
(Chuncheon National University of Education)

ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to investigate pre-service elementary teachers’ attitudes towards science teaching
using ‘Dimensions of Attitude Toward the Teaching of Science (DAS)’. After confirming the factors and reliabilities
of the translated questionnaire by pilot test (N=68), the survey was administered online at one national university
of education in Korea (N=527). The pre-service teachers generally thought elementary science education is important
and did not believe gender difference in students and in teachers. Science education majors than other majors,
males than females, and those who completed high school science track than humanity track had more positive
attitudes toward science teaching in elementary school. The extent of teacher education curriculum completion
had a little effect on the pre-service teachers’ attitudes toward science teaching. The implications for teacher
education were discussed.
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Fig. 1. Theoretical framework for the constructs of elementary teachers' attitudes toward the teaching of science (van Aalderen-Smeets

et al., 2012)
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Table 7. The results of one-way ANOVA of attitudes by majors
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Table 9. The result of an independent sample #test according

to gender (N=527)
- @ ow TEE
v o _ 1Ay 2Y
(N=370)  (N=157) golss
2Ky 3.92 3.99 0.235
F84
EFAz 0.60 0.73
ol Bt 2.94 2.84 0.202
?]_/\
EEHA 0.85 0.88
Rzpe) BT 2.06 2.55 0.000"
et Bt gzma 0.83 1.00
B 3.40 3.57 0.038"
A%
b 0.86 0.87
2Ky 2.90 2.57 0.001"
B
b 1.03 1.04
Ay BT 323 3.54 0.000"
5 gaux 0.73 0.82
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Fig. 3. Comparison according to high school course.
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Table 10. The result of one-way ANOVA according to the completion of curriculum

(N=494)

RS Gl (N=113) G2 (N=108) G3 (N=138) G4 (N=135) F flgE  AEEA A
=k 3.95 3.97 3.94 3.90 0.257 0.856 -
84
ETHzAk 0.67 0.59 0.66 0.66
B 2.76 2.77 3.14 2.83 5.969 0.001" G3 > Gl, G2, G4
SR
ZTAA 0.89 0.81 0.83 0.87
Az BT 232 2.11 2,07 225 2.206 0.087 -
et Bt gzma 0.85 0.83 081 1.02
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=78
=713
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+ van Aalderen-Smeets & Walma van der Molen(2013)
ks < DASO| W5 F o] Ao ® dAH ] e HF

< Wder w&IY ol Ao wet 4 I S dial A ZEadS B Be A Al
2l

o= Fidt Qbeta sinh &, A oAA e et A 2HE A 7
& AL =Tt B deAl A E AT RSkt e Z7e] T ] ta) oA Al TRt
(Table 11). BE HFol|A FAACRE frolgh At dS W F Ut F AHFE 7Fo R AL
7F A gtk FedET FE G T A 2 o] ‘=2 21 (high potential), “*EH7FeA
47} <B]bo] @ol| Gropx a1, 27| E5ib o] ol (promising)’, ‘712 E(reluctant)’, ‘24 (indifferent)’
A PARE GA] BAH SR FolatA] St o2 & o] dH|aAl 7jle] ojt)e] &3k
AEH o R WAL WHIH o]lF oREHT= Y A5 AHE T 3
ol Wl elyt wAIF)o o3l et waol BoA AEe =2 A S3he dva
ek Bz Aol7h Yepdtin & & gitt #3t Abs ek 7FEA = AE 2713 Bk w7A
W& A3t AF SYE] nwALES B3 49, et webA A3 o e es A9 vt
ARAAE E4 Ho] 70%7F A= Ao Ve SAol Atk A 7HsA el Ehe oM mAkE #
(Table 4), #tu5 Az3 Yox] A3 gAY 2 5 72X = S 271N 23l dial Eets
ol thehe] W& W Aol Hrk= A A 3 2 o] EolAlE =AY Aotk
Qe w7 B8] mw Alge] 9fgh o gko] Att= ARl &t dr|mAbe #e £ E44A
e F2SE F 3tk @3 EQteEA e s AA E Aotk F
WAl &ate dv ik #8 FHd SrE §l
4. ztst w0l LSt EHES] =2t E4 3 EQhsA e etk 4o F Y & A

(N=90)
W3 Gl (N=17) G2 (N=25) G3 (N=27) G4 (N=21) F frolgs A A
Bt 4.02 427 425 4.00 1.406 0.247 -
84
xTAA 0.71 0.54 0.51 0.58
=k 2.61 2.85 3.15 2.76 1.681 0.177 -
ofglgr
ZTAzA 0.99 0.92 0.73 0.70
R 2.15 1.86 2.02 232 1.187 0.320 -
et B2 gazma 0.82 0.79 0.89 0.95
By 4.10 420 3.84 3.90 1.243 0.299 -
E ik
=713
A 0.74 0.60 0.72 0.89
Bt 2.50 242 262 1.96 2461 0.068 -
Bk
xEHA 0.97 0.70 0.92 0.87
= En 3.40 3.58 3.54 3.89 2.701 0.051 -
A7 B4
xFAA 0.58 0.55 0.54 0.62
ez he 2.90 2.75 2.84 2.63 0.407 0.749 -
48 oJEEN
ZTAA 0.88 0.80 0.84 0.74
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Table 12. Two-dimensional cluster frequency analysis of ‘Enjoyment’ and ‘Anxiety’ N(%)
A T o 54 (N:Glll3) (N:61208) (NSI338) (NSI435) (1\?524)
(%7;2% f Hig) Bl FHA 2 A R A (4‘;?4) (41?4) (357?0) (466%7) (j;.29)

A 7held
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19 19 29 24 91
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—_
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. ZAz] ok H?_E‘Sl— Ao
(BAL<3, B3 e el SRA w2 e (186) (167 (275 (119 (188
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(12)  (204) (145 (@37 (199

= 14.926, AFE(dSf) = 9, 2| E&-E(p-valus) = .093

Table 13. Two-dimensional cluster frequency analysis of ‘Self-efficacy’ and ‘Context dependency’ N(%)
qu 78 Aok 54 Gl ¢)) G3 G4 A

(N=113) (N=108) (N=138) (N=135) (N=494)
= e - et ol ek Aol w3, o) F A 30 33 49 49 161
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T34 - B8 el tig Aol W, AR A 21 14 20 13 68
AN E57<3, 9FdEE<3) dx U g S (186)  (13.0)  (145) 9.6) (13.8)

¥ = 8147, AREdS) = 9, 72 &E(p-valus) = .519
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