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-ABSTRACT
Approximately 600 linquists, seccndary 'School English

department chairpersons, and their staff meabers participated in a
study of whether active members of the Hational council of Teachers

- of English (NCTE) vwho vere in leadership positions in their schools
possessed language attitudes that vere linguistically informed. The
subjects responded to a questionnaire that was designed to measure
the extent to which teacher attitudes revealed an: acceptance oi K.H.
Hess's nine linguistic principles: that language is syambolic and
arbitrary: highly personal and social: crucial tc people's humanity:
dvnanic: learned, noninstinctive behavior: oral: used for a variety
of purposes: systematic: and conventional. Results indicated that
NCTE mesbers who are in leadership positions at the local level as
Enqlish department chairpersons demonstrated only mild endorsement of

" modern linquistics and that their attitudes differed significantly
from those of linguists fcr every cne of the factors established by
the study. However, significant differences that existed between
their attitudes and those of their staff meabers suggest that efforts
of NCTE to promote modern linquistics as it relates to the classroos

. have been scaewhat successful. (The ques*ionnaire developed for tae

~gyrvey is appended.) (AEA):
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- BACKGROUND

The efforts of NCTE for more than fifty years to promote
the cause of modern 1inguistics in the classroom is.well docu-

mented. McDavid‘s (ed., 1965) collection of articles on the

' attitudes of NCTE toward language traces these efforts ‘through

the mid 1950's. A perusal of the Council's journals 'ad other -
publications since then confirms the fact that tpis advocacy has
not abated. The work of suéh NCTE past-presidents as éterling
Leonard, C.C. Fries, Robert Pooley, and Albert Marckwardt pro-
vides some of the highlights of the Council's support of lin-
guistic scholarshig/ However. as the McDavid collection points
out again and again. classroom English teachers were not very
sympathetxc toward the fruits of linguistic scholarship during
the first half of the century. . '
Lack of 1qterest in the curriculum products of the fedarally
funded Project/ English Curriculum Study Centers that flourished
for awhile iqjthe 1960°'s énd that treated language study from
a 1inguistig'perSpective is evidenced by the fact that the
publication of gmany of these texts and unit materials has prac-
tically ceésed altogether. Moreover, the eventual drying up

of federal funding meant the end of the NDEA institutes that
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had represented a major effort to instruct many teachers in -
linguistic approaches to the teaching of 1anguage during ‘the same
decade. . &

The Squire and Applebee (1968) study of selected high schools
that consistently educated outstanding students of English found
most.teachers to be confused about the nature and study of the
English language, unavare of or wnwilling to recognize the distino—
tion between grammar and usage, and possessing little or no under-

standing of structural or the newer transformational grammar.

Other studies in the 1960's.'inc1uoing those of Hess (1968),
|

Palmer (1968), and Frogner (1969) demonstrated that for the most

part teachers did not possess language attitudes strongly supportive
of 1inguistics. although Paimer found that participants in NDEA
institutes wvere significantly more favorably disposed toward linguis-
tics than teachers who l.ad not participated in the institutes.

X More recent studies in the 1970's have tended to focus on

the influence of specific variables upon language attitudes -

often inservice wotkshOps and course work. As a gnoup, the AN
rosults are inoa&clusive, for while the research.of Galvan and
Troike (1972), Howell (1972), Walker (1973), Daniels: (1975),

and Rubadeau (1975) suggests that a significant change ir attitude
can be brought about. through inservice sessions and teacher
education courses, the research of Lamb (1975) and Noovcr (1976)
intn attitudes toward Black English indicates that @ere exposure

to new information has a minimal effect on such attitudus, while
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McCaleb (1976) found that attitudes shaped ih.par; by course work

are not always sustained and strengthened in the school gsetting.
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N\ - “PRESENT SI'UDY. - - i
, Whether or not efforts like those supported by the governﬁent
in the 1960's and by the:ﬁembership fees of NCTE for the past g
. several decades have resulted in language attitudes more sympatp-
etic to linguistics awong thpse most directly exposed to such
efforts was the question that prompted the present study. Speci-
fically, this researcher investigated the question of whether or
not active members of NCTE who were also in leadership positions
in their schools possessed langﬁgge attitudes that were linguis-
tically informed. ‘Secondary éch601 English .department heads who
‘were members of NCTE's Conference of Secondary School English
Department Chairpersons (CSSEDC) were selected to pafticipape in
the study. Through their direct association with the°qouncil.
the chairpersons appeared more likely to be aware of the implica-
tions of modern linguistics for the classroom than other teachers
wvho were more isolatec from thg influences of the profegsibnal .
* organization. ' -
¢aﬁse-e£fect relationships demonstrating the influence of.
NCTE or other variables upon the chairpersons could not be proved,
of course; in fact, it might be convincingl{r ‘argued that enlightened
.attitudes precede membership in orgdnizﬁtions that support them.
ngever. the question of whether or not .there were éignificant
correlations between the language attitudes ofthe chairpersons
and certain identifiable variables in their academic and profes-

sional backgrounds was also addressed by the study.
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It has -been the belief of this researcher that if modern

o

linguistics is to play a signficant role in the secondary English
élassroom. then the judgments and decisions of those who are 4:
charged to a greater or lesser degree with the task of providing .
leadership in the formulation of curriculum at the local trevel

must be charécterized by enlightened attitudes toward language
study. To measure the extent to which English départment'phair-
persons possess attitudesltoward language that reflect iinguistic

research is, then;-go begin to examine the likelihood that pro-

.- fessional effofis to:provide'for language ‘teaching based on such

research have been and may continue to be successful.
" In addition to the chairpersons, this study examined the
attitudes of a gro&b of éecondary Engliéh teachers who were
mémbe?s of the departmental staffs of the chairpersqhs,involved
in the.study. A comparison of the two groups would Pélp to
answver thg question of whether or not there were any significant
differences between the attitudes of those who held major leader-

ship roles in tpeir departments and who were professionally active

in “CTE and those who did not hold the top leadership position

. in their departments and who may or may not lave been profes-

sionally active in NCTE, This jcomparison was pursued for other

academic and professional variables as well.

Definition of Terms
For the purposes of this study, linguistically informed
attitudes have been characterized as involving a commitment t6

vhat Postman and Weingartner (1966) fefer to as the "linguistic
! )
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enterprise.“ a descriptiva. objective inquiry into the formal

and functional aspects of language. The study further charac-
terizes such attitudes in terms of nine working principles of

el "'-quern ;inguistics that Hess (1968) has identified and that, as
a group, usually inform attitudes toward language that are based
on the lingdistic enterprises (1) language is symbolic;and ar-
bitrarys (2) 1an§uage is both highly personai and highly socialj
(3) 1anguage is crucial to man's"humanitY$ (4) language is-dyna-
mics change and variance are natural anq necessary; (5) language
is learned, noninstincgive behaviors (6) lanauage is oral:s speech
is primary, writing secondary; (7) language is used for a variety
of pﬁrposes; (8).language is systematic; (9) language‘is con-

véptional.
S The Questionnaire

The study’s questionniare attempted to measure the extent to
vhich teacher attitu@es reveal an acceptance of these 1inguistic
principles and of the scientific process which produced thems it
did not attempt to determine whether the chairpersons and gtaff
members were in command of certain facts about language that ara

~not necessarily related to basic attitudes. To agree that a
dialect is not a corrupt form of a language is to exhibit at
attitude that is accepting of linguistic science, while to agree
that in transformational grammar theorf a grammar is a set of
rules for generating sentences is to exhibit knowledge of a
particular ;ihgnistic fact. The former is appropriate material

for an attitudinal study; the latter is not.




The questionnaire that was the primary research instrument
for this etudy comprises jtems ‘that were decigned to provoke
‘attitudinal responses to the nine 1inguistic principles 1xsted

above. After an 1n1tia; field testing, the questionnamre was . T
administered to a group of practicing linguistd. so that a profile'
of linguisticelly[informed attitudes as they related to a variety
of issues and problems in the field of 1inguistics today could be

. accurately drawn rather than merely assumed. The deeree to vhich !
the chairpersons and staff members possessed attitudes shaped by
linguistics was then determinad by measuring the extent of their
agreement yith the 1inguists on the different items accordxng to
the specific statistical methods described balow.

. Construction and refinement of a questlonnaire that was. o
capable of measuring’attitudes~toward langnage and, more;specifically,
the extent to which these attitudes@yere'1inguistica11y informed, -
was another of the major objectives of- this studyJ The useful-~
ness of such a.questiannaire would extent beyond the limits of
this study; it would enable teacher training institutions, schools,'
academic departments. and other researchers to survey language

. attitudes with an Lnstrument whose content validity and ability
to discriminate intensity of attitude had been ascertamed.
Source mterial consulted for the questionnxire included a
wide range of publications, from scholarly works to some of the
more pOpuiar articles in NCTE journals; Some of the items are
edeptaticns of one Or pore statements appearing in various texts,

o

monographs, and other resedrch studies; . others were not inspired
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by any particulaf source but were, instead, suggést553by the
general thrust of much that has been written in.the past half

icentury or so in the various fields of language study and 1, wuis-

tics and by the needs of the questionnazre as it-began to
shape. In its finnl form, each of the'so ﬂ;ems reflected at
1east one of Hess‘ lingulstic principles.

' The wording of indlvidual itemp required, of ‘course, careful

judgment . Highly judgmental terms were used only when they weze

‘ duite purposely E%Eénded to trigger agreement or dxsagreement.

Terms such as "COrrurt," "degenerative,“ *imprecisely and care--
RS

lessly," and "allowed to deteriorate" make valye judgments to

which it is difficult to remaﬂn\\pdifferentz their use was quite '
deliberate. |

®.

an.Samgles o

Of the 300 members of the Linguistic Society of America who
were sent copies of the questionnaire, 217, or 72%,coppleted and
returned them. Of the 300 departdent chairpersons,who, as members
of CSSEDC, raceived the questionnaire and a Personal Data Shect,
210, or 71%, completed and returned them. And of the 300 staff
members who were sent the questionnaire and a Personal Data Sheet,
175, or 58%, returned them in completed form. - Since returns from

questionnaire surveys are usually very low, these percentages arc

quite good.
,."‘
Facto;\hnalzsis

In order to enhance the construct validity of the guestionnaire
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and avoid'drauing conclusions dbout attitudes from items that, - *

from a statistical point gof view. did not con-ribute signfxcantly

-

to the guestionnaire's validty. a factor analysis was conducted ’

using tﬁe data provided by the 1inguists, ‘Since the linguists’

:language attiﬁudes prov;ded the standard against which the

attitudes of the chairpersons and staff members were gompared, it

was the linguists who provided the factors necessary for pro-

filing the attitudes "of all three groups.

The responses of the linguists vere subJected to a princxpal
components factor analysis, which was then rotated t; a varimax p
solution. This procedure yielded 17 factors, of yhich 7 were
considered to have loadings, .or correlational coefficients, high

enough to be useful to the study. These seven factors contained

-a total of 33 separate iteﬁs; the:additional 17 items did not have ,,//

high enough corretations with anyfof these seven factors to. be ¢ \
retained in any one of them. 'The(33 itemS'comprising the seven X
factors appear at the end of- this article in the form of a \
questionnaire that has been 1abe1ed the ? Language Attvi“tudes |
Questionnaire (LLAQ). Since the remaining 17 items did not

cortelate highly enough with the others to be included in any

of the seven factors that emerged, they have not been reproduced

here.

&

By examining the items included in each factor, it is p0391b1e
to identify certann commonalities in content that suggest an
overriding tOpic pr theme on which a particular factor is focus- :
ing. vhen the topic or theme for each factor is identified,
the usefulness of factors as explanatory constructs becomes

.
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apparent, and the construct validity of the instrument can be
determined. ., | ' :
Tabae 1 provides the descriptive 1abels that were used to
identify the content in each gf the factors and lists the items
contained in each one. In addition. the range of the factor |
1oadings is provided in each case. Items with lower loadings
were retained only i€ they contributed to the strengthening of

the factor s relxablity. Generally speaking, factor loadings based

‘on verbal data are lower than those based on data from mathematlcs

due to the effect of connotation and nuance on different respon-

dents.,
Table 1 ) .
Factor Content Label Ttems Factor Loading Range
h High Low
1, Preseriptive/ 1-9 .70 .33.
Descriptive Attitudes * i '
Toward Language
2. The Expressive Power
of Different Languages 10 - 12 -.68 ~-.43
and Dialects ) .
3. Linguage Appropriate-
ness: Purposes, Audi- 13 - 16 49 ° .33
ence, ~ontext ) '
4. Language Change and - . '
Variation 17 - 22 +59 .34
5, Prescriptive/ ' _
- Descriptive Approaches 23 - 26 .71 .30

to Usage and Grammar

6. The Legitimacy of Neo- ]
logisms and Nonstan- 27 - 29 .71 .54
dardeialects :

7. Prescriptive/
Descriptive Attitudes

Toward Usage, Levels 30 -~ 33 ) -. 74 -.31
of Language, and Seman- B . ‘
tics

16
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An examination of the content iabels reveals how much the,
seven factors’overlap one another as explanatory.constructs.
The first factor, with its general‘theme of. prescriptive V8.
descriptive attitudes toward 1anguage, sets the frame of refer-
ence for the other factors that follow, although a variety of

different topics keeps shifting the focus withiq this theme.

The expressive range, effectiveness, and 1egitimacy of different

languages, dialects, and 1evels of ianguage; the signiflcance
'of 1anguage change and variationj the appropriateness o(

particular usages and the degree of logic and systematxsation

in language forms are major issues treated by the difforent

factcis. Rather than serving as constructs that explain entire-

ly separate 'nd discrete dimensions of language attitudes, thase
factors present variations on a single maJor theme, prov1dinq
both close-up and wide-angle perspectives on particular topics
as the focus shifts from factor to factor. .

o Moreover, all of the factors focus on the linguistic
tenets that perpeate linguistically informed attltudes. ~9£
-the nine presented by Hess (see.p. 5), those stressing the
dynamic and convertional dimensions of 1anguage‘predominate in
the factors, while those tenets dexling with the ora., purpose-
ful and systematic, symbol ¢ and arbitrary, personal ‘and social
aspects of language are also represented by the differcnt iteas
comprising the seven factors. |

>

CIearly, then, there is a broad enough range of coverage

of basic linguistic principles to establish the LLAQ's content

I
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validity as an instrument that measures attitudes toward e
1inguistigs. | o S

~ RESULTS
Following the identification of the seven factors; a .
‘one-way analysis of variance was conducted. yielding mean scores
l . -for each of the three groups for.each of the factors., A Scheffe '
5test 'was used to determine the size of'the differences between
;jmean scores that must exist before these differences could ne ‘ .
."considered signifiéant. and to determlne exactly where such

. — [
differences. if any. wvere located. \

. - "The analysis of variance data is\ﬁzesented in Table 2.
~ Factor content desciipians have been ehorcenéd to a brief phrase
in order to simplify the fcrmat of the tanle.' For each of the B
factor -scales the results were signifinant beyond the .00l level
ogfgignificance} When interpreting the mean scores, it should
be kept in mind that s score of "3" represents a neutral .point ‘
< ' cnﬂa scale.inat fanges from Definite Agreement ("1") to Definite
Disagreemant ("5%). . C . ;
.. The following conclusxons can be drawn based on the analysis

of variances .
e' 1. The linguists have given strong endorsement to the hasic
linguistic prlnciples. They have qualified this endorsemeat with
'\ - some reservations, but }n no case have they expresSed attitudes
that are anything,but favcrably éispcséa toyard these principles.
Theqefore. in the terms of this stydy, 1inguistica11y informed

attitudes are those which .give very definite support to the

. \
-
. w19 -
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Table 2

. . : . P2
, « Means and Standard Deviations for Seven Scales of the LLAQ for Each of

Three Groups: Linguists, Chairpersons, and Staff Members

-

‘ Linguists (N=205) Chairs (N=192) Staff Members (N=167)
. Scale Medn s.D. _ Mean s.D. Mean s.D.
— - X
1. Prescription N\ .
- V8. 4063 051“ 3064 074 . 3045 069
. Description -
2. Languages . ’ , -~
g ‘ N
3. Language . N
. Uy . 40.23 078 3013 093 2095‘ 091
s Appropriateness fw ) (‘,—\\\\ \
4. 3‘;?;3;:;6 4.27 .57 3.46 .67 | 3,33 .69
S. 'g:g‘g,ﬁagn"' . 2,01 .84 | 3,22 99 T 3,457 .84
'6. Language '

. Legitimacy 4083 3 050 3088 ~9. . 3054 1.00

7. Usage; Levels < g .
of Language, 4.5C 65 3.59° + 85 . 3.30 .86
Semagtics\ }

Notes {1 = Definite Agreement; 5 = Definite Disagreement)

"e

\
]
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1inguistic enterprise.

2. On every measure §rovided by the seven factors, both
the chairpersons and the sﬁaff mémbaxs differ significantly
fromeige linguists in their attitudes toward language.

3. The attitudes expressed by the chairpersoné and the

. staff members represent a more neutral stance with respeét to

the iinguistic enterprise than do the attiéudes of the linguists,
which strongly endorse it. The charting of the attitudes of the

three groups in Figure 1 reinforces this point.

’ 5.0 B
4.5 L -=Linguists _ )
4.0 2 of . ’
3.5 (\$\\g--0hairperscns
- IR S, -rStaff
Members

>,

o
m-
3

54

Factors

g

Figure 1. Mean Scores for the Three Groups for Each of .
the Seven Factors.
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By inverting the mean scores for Factors 2 and 5, it can
be shown even moré clearly how the linguists® attitudes differ
from those of the two teacher groups. Inverted mean scores are
determined by s&!l:acting the obtained scores from 6. See

Figure 2.

500 T

‘ 4.5 _ - “\\‘\w~-Linguists

400 by o

~-=-Chairpersons -
--Staff

Members

305 s o

300 T

N
w
"

+
[ -

Mean Scores

200 1T+
105 T

Factors
Figure 2. Mean Scores for the Three Groups for Each of

the Seven Factors with the Scores fgr Factors
2 and 5 Inverted.

-

4. On every measure except one (Factor 2, where the
difference between the chairpersons and staff members is not
significagﬁ), the chairpersons exnressed attitudes toward

language that are more linguiétically informed than those of

the staff members. This difference is-given special statis-

tical ‘emphasis by the three factgrs for which ihefe are signi-

e e ¢ o r——
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$. For three of the factor scales, ?he chairpersons and ,,Jﬁgﬁ"
staff members expreseed attitudes toward language that are
significantly different from each other.

Space limitations do not permit a full discussion of the

results for each of the LLAQ's 33 items or of the helpful comments

‘many of the respondents made for particular items. Althouvgh some

were concerned about the dangers of “correct knee-jerk iingui:
tician responses" io/:ertain "dogmatic orthodoxy" that the
oversimplifications of a guestionnaire format can produce, mééi
of the respondenté..and particularly:the li~guists, spoke quite

favorably of the design of the questionnaire. ' .

Ry

Linguists

The analysis of the result.s for 1ndividua1 1tems reveals — ;

how strongly the llnguists expressed what in general terms have

. been described as descrzptive-or relativistic attitudes toward

language. They viewed language as dynamic andﬁconventional;
and strondly resiéted making value judgments about the accept-
ability of particular forms or functions except to indicate that
what is appropriate in a given ihséance depends on such congid-
erations as the spaaker's intentiohs and the social context.
Prescriptivism based on'some concept of lcgic or tradition or
grammatical correctness was stfongly rejected,

All languages and dialecﬁs were viewed by the linguists
as possessing the potential for expressing a full range of ideas

and feelings; none were viewed as flawed, defective, or corrupt

1r



versions of'other more acceptable ianguages or dialects. The
LLAQ results.make clear that the value judgments express:d by
" such térms as v“deteriorate” (pot perjoration), "inferior,"
scorrect,"” QQOrrupt." “inadequate;“ and "lazy" (as it applies
to speecly habits) are simply not a part of the vocabulary of the
1ingﬁistic scientistfwho observes and records language data.
While the linguists . in the study did offer opinions on whether
or not a particular usage should be accepted as standard Engliwh
usage, for the most part they did so on the basis of their ob»
servatiops of its use by those who speak’standard English dialects,
rather than on'tpe basis of a judgment regardiﬁg its inherent
worthiness when measured against some criterion of logic, tradi-
tion, or grammatical correctness.

‘ While the overwhelming maJorzty of the attitudes expressed
by the linguists on the LLAQ were highly supportive of modern |
linguistics, there were some reservations expressed regarding

particular items and, of course, for every item there were some
Y N’

linguists - if only a very few - who expressed attitudes that were

not supportive of modern linguistics and the linguistic enter-
"prise as defined in th's study.

Some of the linguists found that particular items oversimpli-
fied the issues and failed to take into account research that
might suggest a éomewhét differert point of view from the one
that the item was presenting as repﬁbentative of linguistically
informed attitudes. The wording of particular items.and the |
assumptions upon which they were based were also questioned at

times. Linguists who marked one of the "moderate" categories
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or who chose the Uncertain response to.an item often made it
.clear that they did so because the item as worded overlooked .
~ some. of the research that had been done in that area or appeared

to be undware of conflicting interpretations of the data. Cer-

tainly,the mean scores reflect these reservetions. '

It is extremely important to recognize, nevertheiess.'that
even in cases in which their reservations seemed rather strong,
the linguists for the most part still marked on the side of the

. +’" gcale that had been intended to represent liaguistically informed
| attitudes. In only a few ;nstances did any of the linguists

. appear to be s0 unhappy with the thrust of a earticulan'item

. that they aedied the valldity of ite linguistic yiewpoint b§

| responding at the opposite pnd of the scale or, ;o; that matter,

by markmng the.Uncertain respoase category. As a result, the

LLAQ has- strong cogtent validity as a measure of linguistically.
' informed attitudes, and the linguists® responses have provided
rather clearly defined attitude scales with which the attitudes

of the teacher groups could be measured.

Chairpersons

The chairpersons were less descriptive in their approach

5

to language than were the linguists. 1In feciors vhich focused
‘ on tae descriptive/prescfiptive dichotomy, the chairpersons roc-
| vealed much less support for descrlptive attltudes toward prc-
nunciation, the role of gramadrians, current usage, word mean-

ings, and bidialectalism than did the linguxsts. A large per-

centage of the chalrpnrsons bestowed a prescriptivist role on
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gfammarians and favored absolute sggnda:ds regarding dsage matters.
Many did hq; view word meanings asharbitrary and conventional and
either expressed opposition to or uncertainty regarding the in-
tegrity and worthiness of minorzty dialects, The implication is °
that for Lhese chairpersons one of the English teacher's most im-
portant tasks is to try to uphold standards of correctness and
propriety that 6f§en‘are in danger of being ignored or 3eniéd,
anu that this task requires a substantial amount of prescripti-
vism in the classroom. ) | |

These differenceé are reinforced and widéned in scope by.
other féctors. A large number of chairpersdhs failed to support
the qéqcapt\thgt“all languages and dialecpg have the potential for .

expressing a full range of ideas and feelings, that the dialects

of the unédﬁcatedwase~just as éystematic in their~grammars-as e
those of the educated, and that the use of the double negative
by someone who is bidialectical is not a symptom of laziness but
rather an indicator of one of the speaker's dialects. Nonstan-
. dard dialects were viewed as “corrupt" or "degeneratlve" vergions
of a standard dialect by mag;; further reinforcing the notidn
that déviations fron some recognized norm are to be eschewed,
if not condemned. e e e

R ;Much:uncertainty.was expressed regarding the logic of
plurality markings among différent_dialects,fas it was regarding
the suitability of certain languages to perform particular tasks.
On the other hand, there was rather significant support for the
idea that nonstandard dialects can express well-:easane& argu-
ments. - In general, however, a large number of the cyaifpersonsn

differed ghite notxceably frOm the linguists on matters relating

10
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to langudge legitimacy and variation, and patticularly on issuos
concerning dialects and languages other than English.
Differences in attitude concerning usace'matters were high-
lighted by those items that dealt with particular usage problems -
~ specifically, the gveryone/their, who/whom, like/as, and preposi-
'tion-at-the-end-of-the-sentence questions. ™ Jt i8 clear that the
chairpersons were not nearly as quick'ﬁo_endorse the dynamic and
conventional dimensions of language as fé@enied in such usage
changes and variations as nere the linguists.
This expression of more conservative. normatxve attzﬂudeo
on the part of the chairpersons appeared over and over again xn
the tesults. Change was$ given a pejorative label when viewed as

occurring as the result of the speaker's irresponsibae use of the

'a

)

taqguagc——a—vtewpaiﬁf“§ﬁ‘f§a by a substantial number of the. depart- e -

‘ment heads. Formaln}anguage was considered by‘many as having the '
adVantage over informal 1anguéqc of a greater range of suitability -
of being, in fact. almost always "correct." ‘and the more formal L

| written 1anguage that is stressed in the actzvzties of many Engllsh
classrooms was given the nod over oral forms of 1anguage as the
primary vehicle for. expressing the values of a culture. Never-
theless, many of these same ;espondents rejected the idea that .
colloquial.English was inferior.to formal Englisn in its ability
to communicate ideac and feelings, thereby indicating some
acceptance of language variety. .

T&e,@ifferences noted above should not overshadow the fact

that for every factor except one the department heads as a group




s
Y TR

‘significance of 1anguage variety and change, language 1egitimacy

20

N

expressed attitudes that were more 1inguistica11y informed than

not. These differences do explain, howaever, why the extent to

shich the department heads were so informed was not'very great,'

as support for linguistics was-counterbalanced b& opposing view- .
points and uncertainty.
Staff Members

Substantive differences in attitudes between the staff. members

-
N ]

and the linguists were very much the same as those found for the

' chairpersons butjn most cases more pronounced. The staff members

were generally more. prescriptive and expressed greater uncerLainty

on many of the isaues related to usage. levels of 1anguage. the

and suitability, the role of grammarians, and the relationship
tetween words and meanings. In seyeral instances the total number
of respondents marking the Uncertain category and the two categories
representative of attitudes Opposed to 11nguistics exceeded the
total number of those markzng the two catecories représentative

of attitudes favorably disposed toward linguistics.

More of the staff members. than the chairpersons wvere concerned
about maintaii ing standards in the face of popular usage that
threatened to change these standards; their attitudes viere more
autzoritarian and normative, less willing to accept the fact that
langyage is dynamié} _conventional, arbitrary, and highly personal
and social. For those items in the second factor that deal with

other ;angnages_and—dia%eetsr—the‘sfaff members were si:ghtly more

in favor of 1inguistic attitudes than the chairpersons, althOugh

®»
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not to a significant degree. ' This exception, however, is pot
reinforcedxby items in other factors. In the sixth factor the
number of staff members who are supportive of the integrity and
legitimacy of nonstandard or minority dialects is smaller than it

is for the chairpersons. ' \

Personéi‘Backgréggd Factors

In oraer to determine whecher or not there were academic .and

- professional background va:iables that might account for the
‘attitudes of the chairpersons and staff members. an analysis of
variance was conducted for the asponses to.each of several ques-
tions on.a Personal Data sﬁ:;t.' This"k&s done for.éach of the
seven factors, followed by a;Scheffe test gg specifically locate
any gignificant differences obtained. Iﬂ édaition. a Chi Squafe
(x2) test was run to determihe the significance of the difference,
if any, between éhe“chairpersons and thn staff members for each
qﬁestion. ‘

Var:ables covered include& the followlng: length of teaching
'experience. level of educatlon completed, undergraduate and '
graduate (ifpapplicable) major field of study, recency of course.
work, numbersof courses taken dealing with the study of 1angqage,
and attendance ‘at NCIE conventions and qfijiate meetings. |

Resu1£s for the'chg}rpersons revealed that two of the
variables - level of educational preparation.and scope Of pro-
fessional activities - were statistically significént,for one or

more of the factor scales. The more course work taken by the

ol
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chairpersons and the wider the scope of their profeseional
activities, the more sympathetic to 1inguistics were their
aftitudes. Such correlations do not, of course, imply cause-
effect reletionships. .

Instances in which the analysis of variance did not produce
any signifiEant differences led to the conclusion that attitudes

did not change significantly with longer years of service and that

‘neither English nor E&hcation ma jors had attitudes significantly

!

different ftom each other or from those who majored in other’

fields.- Nor were signiflcant correnatlons found for recency of

: course worh or the amount of it that dealt in some way with the

study of language.

.

Results for the staff members -evealed a sxgnificant corre-

‘1ation between enllghtened language attitudes and the scope of

professional actxvxties.”w;th those ‘who had attended ‘meetings at

the national lé&vel. possessing more enlightened attitudes than

. those who had anly been involved in school district professional

activities. For the most part, however, it was the negative

correlations that stood out: neither length of experience, nor

level of acadenic preparetion. nor recencyy or amount of language-

related course work, nor.membership in NCTE were variables that

were significantly related to the staff members' language attitudes.
The Chi square :aalysas of differences between the two groups
revaaled that the chairpersons had more years of teaching exper-

ierice, a higher level of educational preparation, more graduate

work and more of it in English, and a wider scope of professional

P
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‘activities. While.these differences do suggest possible explana-

tions for the differences in attitude found to exist between the
department heads and the staff members - differences that were
statistically significant for three of she factor scales -~ a . <

cause-effect relationship oannot in any way be established within

the parameters of this study.

RN .
CONCLUSIONS o
Idnguistically informed language attitudes do not appear to
be strongly endorsed by secondary English teachers. -THose who

are in leadership positions at the local level as English depart-

ment chairpersons have demonstrated only a very mild endorsement o
of modern 1inguistics; for every one of the seven: factorsfestab-

; 1ished by the study their attitudes differed significantly from

'those of the linguists. Yet the significant differenoes’that
_exist between their attitudes and those of their staff meqbers

for some of the questionnaire's factor scales suggest that‘perhaps'

'h'

the efforts of ~roups like NCTE to promote the cause of .mofern
linguistics as it relates to the classroom have not gone for
nought. Of course, correlations between atademic and profe$81ona1
'background variablessand language attitudes werge found to bd very
minimal at best. Cause-effect relationships are quite complex,
and the role of other potentially important variables. such s

personal and prafessional value systems and self-image, were|not

assessed.

| SN

NCTE, tgacher preparation faculties, local school districts,

’"

&
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and educational consortiums might be encouraged enough hy the

minimal endorsement given modern linguistics by the chai;bérsons S )

to redouble their efforts to increase the level of endorsement

among various groups of tgachers. Certainly the need to develop

in teachers a ciearer understanding of the compatibility of )
modern linguistics and the teaching role is one implication of .
this study. THeINDEA institutes‘and Project English Currﬁculom
Study Centers'of the 1960's had as one of their goals the bringing-
_together of those doxng research at the univexsity level with . [
those teaching in‘;he nation's schools. With the term@natﬁgn of
federal funding, communication between these two groupsi?as

. greatly diminished. eNeverthe_less,“at the local lével it is still
possible to wonk toward a dialoéue: Schools, local educational
consor€iums and agencies, and state and universltmgdepartments of
educatxon can pfov1de both the necessary" funds and the meeting
placés if they recognize the importance of shapxng teacher * 3

P
attitudes toward 1anguage.
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THE 33-ITEM LLAQ DERIVED FROM THE FACTOR ANALYSIS .
. 3 . L4 ‘ . - s .

. B ' - ' “ S~ ®
Directions: A;he foltbwing statements about language expregs
- attitudes with which you may agree or. disagree.
Circle the code letter(s) that most nearly repre< . '
. sehts your response to each of the statements., -~ - -
It is important that you record your own feelings:- °.
about each statement, rnot what you-believe otHers
may feel is the most acceptable response. Be sufe .
to circle only one of tHe codes for each statemerit .
Ay Definite agreemento(completely or nearly s0)
. MAe Moderate agred@ment (some reservations) >
Us Uncertain . , .
M3 Moderate disagreement (some reservatlonb) o

-

e . N Lo ¢
. . X . %* . . o~

A MA U MD . D .. Since the word h steria is derived.from

. Dt Definite'disagreement (complete or nearly so) Vv

the Greek word for womb, descriptions of -

hysterical peOple should be limited tp

: . =" women.
A MA U MD D 2, Dhe pronouncing of accept and except or
> ' ‘ - device and divide with identigal initial

syllables is an example of miSpronunulatlon.

A MA |U MDD D 3. The fact that the word hussy at onec time
: S ¢ meant "housewife" is an-example of how in
modern times some wonds have been alloned
~ ~ Aito deteriorate.

A MA U MD D 4, }' Someone who says "I ain't got no penc1
. outside of school but says "I doén't hav~
any pencils" in school is appropriately
referred to as "linguistically lazy" in
his or her use of language outside of school.

A° MA U MD D -5. The following sentence should be accepted
as an example of standard English usage: _
The _young man now _has something to work for.

J A MA U MD D 6. It would be helpful to have an American
N \ Academy to regulate usage.

A MA \U MD - D 7. There is virtually no order or logic to
‘ - our present system of' spelling..

A MA U MD D 8. While the’ speakers of a language may-deter; A
; mine what usage forms are prevalent at a
given time and in a given place, it is the

. job of grammarians to determine what usage
: forms are correct no fatter what the time
Q ! or place.
§ . 0 £
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... R W U M D " 9. The dialects spoken by uneducated people

o . g are usually less systematic in their

~ . ' gramma® than those spoken by people who
oo have had the benefit of schooling.

A MA U MD D 10. The languages of. *primitive” sdcieties
, . _ ) have as much potential for expressing a
e . full range of ideas ard feelings as do
~ languages swch as. English and French.

U MDD D 11l. Abstract tﬁoughts can ‘be expressed intelli-
. ‘ gently in any dialect. ‘

MA
MA U MD D 12, Every native speaker of English speaks a
MA

dialect.

U MD D 13. The fact .that people often ask "kow are you?"
' - ' of someone they meet without really expect-
ing to receive an accounting of that person’s .
; - gtate of health is an.example of a non-pur-
. . poseful use of language. . .

A° M\ U MD D 14. The written language is the primary vehicle
for exp ing a culture's ideas, values,
and goals. 5. - -, ‘

* A MA U MD D 15, The relationship between the speaker and:
‘ ‘ his or Jher audience largely ‘determines
' ' vhether an expression 1ike "them things"*
. : - is appropriate or inappropriate in a given
‘ o ‘ instance. -
_ : 'A MA- U ‘MD D '16..Formal language has the advé@ntage over
., ' ‘ c Ty “" {nformal language or slangt:of being
. ) appropriate or “correct® in virtually any
_ - ‘ ' sgituation. . .
i - A MA U MDD D 17. A language like German or English is much
| ' 'better suited for scientific purposes than
‘ a 'language like French or Italian.

A MR U MD D 18. Running words together and not pronouncing
‘ : all syllables distimctly, as in “whataya-
T B gonna do nextuesday?” is a characteristic
‘ . of non-standard English.
®A. M\ ‘U MD D 19. Language changes primarily when people ' «f‘f‘
- ~ begin to use words imprecisely and care-
¥ lessly. b .
- " A M U MD‘ D 20. Nop-standard dialects are capable of ex-
. : , ( ;0 pressingJYell-reasoned. logical arguments.
[ * L—'A;\-//J ‘ L
v B '
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A MR U MD D 21 Etymology should largely determine whether
7 or not the use of a word is acceptadlé as
8tandard English; for example, since like

was originally used as a prepositicn, its

. _ use as a subordinating conjunction should
. not be accepted as standard English usage.

R MM U MD D 22. Modern dictionaries récord how a language
‘ ' is spoken and written by the people who
use it . ..

A MA U MD D 23. The use of the pronoun their and the plural
form books in the sentence "Everyone should
C ,bring “their books" should be accepted as
* ' “gtandard English usage since many edugated
speakers of the language use it this way.

A MA U MD D 24. The sentence “Who are ' you calling?" should
‘ not be accepted as standard English usage
singe the objective case pronoun "whom" is
required. '

\ A MA U MD D 25. Because language patterns vary constantly
according to use, . it is unrealistic to in-
sist on a single stqndard of usage among
students.

‘A MA ﬁ . MD D .26. The grammar of Latin is not a good model
' for the explanation of English grammatical

L patterns.
o A MA U MD D 27. If a given word is not in any dictionary,
@ ; educated people should avoid using it..

A ‘MA U MD D 28. Non-standard dialects are corrupt or degen-
-+ erative versions of the standard dialect.

A MA- U MD D 29, A dialect which marks plurality only once
(e.g., two boy, two pair) is a 'less logical
- ‘ dialect than' one which marks it twiee
(e.g., two boys, two pairg). o

A MM U MD D 30. Dictionaries should descrzbe usage, not

-\ escribe it.

. A MA U MD D 31. iabsolute standards regarding usage

y ters give way to relative standards based
on the current usage of the mgajority, then

~ language clarity and precision suffer.

. A~ MA- U MD D 32, In terms of its" ablllty to communicate ideas
¢ ~ and feelings, colloquial English is inferior
® : to formal or literary style.

A MA U MD D 33, Woris are arbitrary symbolss there is no
necessary connection between the name we

J .-(\H,- :3 give something and the thjng itself.

2
o ¢
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