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The Relationship between Ecological Sensitivity and Preferences for Animals
of Pre-service Elementary Teachers
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Abstract

This study investigates the relationship between ecological sensitivity and animal preference among
prospective elementary school teachers, aiming to inform future ecological education and teacher training
programs. Results showed no significant gender differences in ecological sensitivity, with both males and
females demonstrating similar scores across attitudinal and cognitive domains. Pet ownership experience also
had no significant effect on ecological sensitivity, although some differences in animal preference—
particularly for penguins, magpies, and turtles—were observed. A significant correlation was found between
ecological sensitivity (especially in attitudinal and affective domains) and preferences for less popular animal
groups, such as amphibians, reptiles, and invertebrates. These findings highlight the role of emotional
empathy in shaping ecological attitudes. Additionally, strong intergroup correlations among animal
preferences suggest that affinity for one species may extend to related groups. Group-level analysis revealed
that male participants with pet experience showed the highest sensitivity and animal preference, while
females without pet experience scored lowest. This implies that personal background may influence
ecological attitudes more than gender or pet ownership alone. Overall, the findings emphasize the need for
personalized ecological education that fosters emotional engagement with a wide range of animal species.
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- Prospective Elementary School
Teachers (4th Year):
Research | | A tota.l of 50 participants,

Participants m_cludmg: 20 ma]e?s and }0 females,
with varied experiences in pet
ownership (those with and without
pet-raising experience)

Ecological | | Attitudinal Domain(AES) : 20 items

Sensitivity | | | Affective Domain(AEES) : 20 items

Survey - Cognitive Domain(CES) : 20 items
- Mammals(MAM) : 4 Species
. - Birds(BI) . 4 Species
Prl:?;felﬁlce - Reptiles(REP) . 4 Species
Surve - Amphibians(AMP) : 2 Species
Y - Invertebrates(INV) : 4 Species
- Descriptive Statistics
- Mean comparison
[l -Gender (Ma: Male, Fe: Female)
-Experience pet
(H: Have, DH: Do not have)
-4 Group
. H G1: Female with no pet experience
StatlSt“{al G2: Female with pet experience
Analysis G3: Male with pet experience
G4: Male with no pet experience
- Correlation Analysis
-Pearson correlation coefficient(PCC)
Ll The relationship between ecological
sensitivity and animal preferences
-Gender.
-Experience pet
-4 Group
[Fig. 1] Research Procedure.
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[Fig. 2] Classification and distribution based on the
characteristics of research participants (a)
Gender, (b) Pets experience and (c) 4
Groups.
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<Table 1> Results of the independent samples
t-test between Gender and Ecological
Sensibility, M: Mean, SD: standard
deviation, p: p-value.
Items  Gender M SD t p
Ma 332 519
AES e 3 151 -144 886
Ma 3.75 .340
AEES 1.753  .086
Fe 3.59 281
Ma 3.93 .542
CES .092 927
Fe 3.92 475
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<Table 2> Results of the independent samples
t-test between Experience Pets(EP)
and Ecological Sensibility.
Items EP M SD t p
H 3.32 427
AES bH 334 e - 118 907
H 3.67 344
AEES 336 738
DH 3.64 283
H 3.86 498
CES -.892 337
DH 3.99 .500
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<Table 3> Results of the one-way ANOVA
analysis of ecological sensibility
among four groups(Gl, G2, G3, G4)

Items  Group M SD F p

Gl 3.38 424
G2 3.28 495
AES G3 3.37 577 229 876
G4 3.24 444
Total 3.33 474
Gl 3.62 264
G2 3.55 .309
AEES G3 3.79 350
G4 3.68 334
Total 3.65 312
Gl 3.95 489
G2 3.88 474
CES G3 3.84 .542 381 167
G4 4.07 .547
Total 3.92 498
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<Table 4> Results of the independent samples <Table 5> Results of the independent samples t-test
t-test between Gender and Animal between Experience Pets and Animal
preference, AC:Animal classifications. preference.
AC Types Gender M  SD t p AC Types Gender M  SD t )4
Ma 430 .801 H 440 1.040
Dog ke 400 1231 104 302 Dog “pu 384 1067 178 066
Cow - Ma_ 370978 'y 903 064 Cow —Ab 340 1000 o5 597
Fe 3.13 1.105 DH 332 1.180
MAM MAM
Lion Ma 3.60 .940 2483 017 Lion H 344 1.003 1801 078
© Fe 290 1.028 <7 - © DH 292 1.037 ° -
Ma 3.05 .944 H 3.04 1.171
Monkey Fe 270 1055 1.224 227 Monkey DH 264 810 1.404 .167
. Ma 420 .894 . H 432  .802
Penguin Fo 396 977 .884 381 Penguin DH 380 957 2.082 .043.
Ma 4.05 .604 H 340 1.118
Bl Eagle Fo 260 1069 5.492 .000 . Eagle DH 296 1171 1.358 .181
Ma 3.85 .988 H 348 1.228
Parrot Fo 7280 1270 3.278 .002 Parrot DH 296 1274 1.469 .148
. Ma 3.40 1.095 . H 3.68 1.069
Magpie Fo 32371072 534 596 Magpie DH 292 953 2.652 .011
Ma 2.60 1.187 H 236 1.186
Snake Fe 173 907 2.922 .005 Snake DH 180 957 1.837 .072
. Ma 2.80 1.281 . H 248 1.262
REP Lizard Fo 183049 3.063 .004 REP Lizard DH 196 1059 1.577 121
. Ma 295 .998 . H 2.52 1.045
Crocodile Fo 183 %74 4.068 .000 Crocodile DH 204 1059 1.612 .114
Ma 3.70 .923 H 3.76 1.011
Turtle Fo 33071118 1.377 .175 Turtle DH 316 1027 2.080 .043
Ma 3.00 1.213 H 2.60 1414
Frog Fo T3 1053 3.507 .001 Frog DH 200 1.000 1.732 .090
AMP Ma 315 1182 AMP H 268 1405
Salamander Fo 19371080 3.689 .000 Salamander DH 216 1067 1.473 .147
. Ma 240 1.391 . H 1.88 1.201
Spider Fo 140 621 3.464 .001 Spider DH 172 1021 507 .614
Ma 345 1.050 H 3.28 1.137
Butterfly Fe 270 1149 2.382 .022 Butterfly DH 272 1137 1.741 .088
INV Ma 1.75 .966 INV H 144 916
Earthworm Fo 11077305 3.450 .001 Earthworm DH 128 458 781 439
Ma 1.25 .550 H 1.16 472
Cockroach Fo 103190 2.006 .050 Cockroach DH 108 276 730 .050
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Simaika and Samways, 2010).
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<Table 7> Pearson correlation between ecological sensitivity and animal preference among all respondents.

INV

AMP

386"

REP
237
097
297
036
269
059

497"

BI
088
543

365%*
.009
039
787

745"

MAM

317

CES
5217

AEES

AES

301"

273
.055

PCC

AES

034
404™

.006
319"

.025
.193
179
183
204

.000
188
191

p-value
PCC

273
055
5217

AEES

004
246
.085

435"

.024
243

p-value
PCC

.188
191
193
179

365"

CES

.089
293"

.000
317
025

p-value
PCC

183
204
.039
787
.269
.059
243
.089
246
.085

002
5817

039
540"

.000

709"

.000

p-value
PCC

745

.088
.543

BI

.000
6517

.000 .000
805"

.000
497

.009

297"

p-value
PCC

709"

237
.097
386"

.000
6017

.000 .000 .000
.540™

293"

036
319°

p-value
PCC

REP

.805™

.000

.000
6517

.000
581"

.039
4357

024
404"

.006
301

p-value
PCC

AMP

6017

INV

.000 .000 .000

.002

p-value .034 .004

**p<.01, *p<.05
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<Table 8> Pearson correlation between ecological sensitivity and animal preference of Groupl.

AES AEES CES MAM BI REP AMP INV
AES PCC 1 .089 751" 252 -.080 367 268 .100
p-value 733 .001 329 760 147 298 703
AEES PCC .089 1 133 041 .038 -207 -342 290
p-value 733 612 876 884 424 179 259
CES PCC 51" 133 1 364 -031 268 -.139 395
p-value .001 612 151 907 299 .595 117
MAM PCC 252 041 364 1 749 327 -.075 .105
p-value 329 876 151 001 201 774 688
BI PCC -.080 038 -.031 749" 1 397 135 .092
p-value 760 884 907 .001 115 .606 725
REP PCC 367 -207 268 327 397 1 740" 319
p-value 147 424 299 201 115 .001 211
AMP PCC 268 -342 -.139 -075 135 7407 1 055
p-value 298 179 .595 74 .606 .001 833
NV PCC .100 290 395 105 092 319 055 1
p-value 703 259 117 688 725 211 833
**p<.01, *p<.05
<Table 9> Pearson correlation between ecological sensitivity and animal preference of Group2.
AES AEES CES MAM BI REP AMP INV
AES PCC 1 248 689" 240 041 255 613" 630"
p-value 413 .009 429 895 401 026 021
AEES PCC 248 1 126 258 326 426 415 452
p-value 413 682 394 278 147 158 121
CES PCC 689" 126 1 .030 -.083 480 676" 451
p-value .009 682 924 787 097 011 122
MAM PCC 240 258 030 1 770™ 441 174 704
p-value 429 394 924 .002 131 570 .007
BI PCC 041 326 -.083 770" 1 600" 256 669"
p-value 895 278 787 .002 030 398 012
REP PCC 255 426 480 441 .600° 1 685" 678"
p-value 401 147 097 131 030 010 011
AMP PCC 613" 415 676 174 256 685" 1 .503
p-value 026 158 011 570 398 010 .080
NV PCC 630 452 451 704" 669" 678" 503 1
p-value 021 121 122 .007 012 011 .080

**p<01, *p<.05
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<Table 10> Pearson correlation between ecological sensitivity and animal preference of Group3.

AES AEES CES MAM BI REP AMP INV
PCC 1 263 388 575 411 322 610 266
AES p-value 409 213 051 184 307 035 404
PCC 263 1 395 145 493 255 AT2 417
AEES
p-value 409 204 654 104 423 121 177
PCC 388 395 1 -074 278 334 550 112
CES p-value 213 204 818 382 289 064 728
PCC 575 145 -074 1 682" 374 376 105
MAM
p-value 051 654 818 015 231 229 745
PCC 411 493 278 682° 1 709 624" 479
Bl p-value 184 104 382 015 010 030 116
PCC 322 255 334 374 709 1 799™ 653
REP p-value 307 423 289 231 010 002 021
PCC 610" 472 550 376 624" 799 1 47
AMP p-value 035 121 064 229 030 .002 .005
PCC 266 417 112 .105 479 653" 47 1
v p-value 404 177 728 745 116 021 .005

**p<.01, *p<.05
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<Table 11> Pearson correlation between ecological sensitivity and animal preference of Group4.

AEES CES MAM BI REP AMP INV
.686
061
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