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ABSTRACT

Data from 33 teachers responding on 12 semantic
differential scales to 80 speech samples from 16 different kinds of
chiidren, were collected in a study of teacher evaluation of
children's speech as related to race, sex, social status of the
child, and topic of discouyrse, as well as to teacher race. 2 factor
analysis was accomplished by use of a form of inverted matrix factor
analysis. On the basis of this study it can be concluded that
teachers can be grouped into four types on the basis of their
attitudinal responses to children's speech. The types are found
divided, both between and within type, roughly along lines of teacher
race. Pronounciation deviations and pausal phenomena are correlatives
of the subjective ratings for ali teacher types, but teacher types
differ roughly along lines of race, ir the correlations between
subjective judgments and qualitative versus quantitative variables in
the children's speech. This suggests that we could serve the future
teachers in our schools best by making clear to them their own
attitudes--toward the students in the inner-city or rural school, and
tovard the language these students are likely to be using. [UNot
available in hard copy due to marginal legibility of original
document.+ (JM)
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10.5. DEPARIMENT OF KEALTH, E0UCATION & wethant o SACHER DIFYEREICES Ii. ATTITCDZS TOWARD CHILDREN'S
OFCE OF EDUCATON SPZECH CHARACTERISTICS
THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRODUCED EXACILY AS RECEIVED FROM THE
PERSON OR ORGAMIZATION ORIGINATING IT. POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS
STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRESENT OFFICIAL OFFICE OF EDUCATION
POSHTIGH OR POLICY.

Hita C. Maremore#

As the two previous reports in this series indicated, we have evidence
that teachers can provide reliable evaluations of children's speech. However,
when the data for the northern saiple had been znalyzed, we ncticed that
each iindividual teacher tended to vary substantially in her actual ratings
of tne chilaren. That is, while the overall analysis, ‘divided only by
teacher race, revealed a general picture of a two-dirensional judgmental .

rodel, the individual teacher differences were left unexplained and uninter=
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preted. ¥ith this in mind, a further analysis of the data for the nortiern
‘ teachers was undertaken. (io analysis of the tzpe reported here has been
perforrmed for the southern teacher data,)
5 The specific aim of the present phase of the investigation was to ferred
out a picture of the individual teacher differences. Stated in juestion form,
the problem was: (1) to what extent could the teachiers be grouped together in
terms of commonalit, in their attitudinal responses? Put ancther way, this
question asks whether underlying tiue zross picture provided ia the earlier
analysis tuere mi_ht be a more detdiled and accurste picture of the s ecific
types of teachers as defined b; the commonality of their rating behavior.
Adcitiomally, if groups or types of teachers could be defined or isolated, (2)
to what extent could they be contrasted and compared in terms of . teacher
characteristics, child characteristics, rating scale characteristics, and
selected characteristics of the 9 eech samples themselves?

As was explained in the first paper of this series, the d.ta for the

Uzoai@ew,

teaciier attitude study consisted of the responses of 3. teachers to 80 stimulus
{ tapes of cuildren's speech on a set of 22 semantic diifferential scales. For
the present analysis, these data were refined in the iollowing ways: One

teacher was dropped from the analysis, because she did not fit into either of

#* Paper presented at American Educational Research Assoclation Convention
Minneapolis, Minnesota, March 6, 1970
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the two races involved in tne cowparison. In examinin; the two factor arrays -
yielded by the first study, it was discovered that the two dimensions which
emerged from this study were made up of 12 scales. Because tuese 12 scales
were apparently the most salient for the teachers in responding to the
children's speech, it was decided to use only this group in the present
i study. The data for the amalysis consisted, then, of three dimensions:
33 teachers, responding on 12 scales, to CO speech samples, from 16 diiferant

types of children. (These 16 child types are made up of all possible

4 combinetions of child race, sex, social status, and topic of discourses)
Two separate analyses were performed using thes- data., The first of these
was a factor anal;sis designed to yroup the teachers on tne basis of their
resyonses to the 16 different types of children on the 12 semantic differential
scales., The secoud anal sis was designec to provide the intercorrela tions
between the teachgrs' subjective responses on the semantic difiersntial
scales and selected objective characteristics of the children'’s speech.
The factor analysis was acco:plisied by use of a form of inverted matrix
factor aralysis, related to Stephenson's Q-analysis. The analysis ylelded
2 four facicrs, which are s.own in Table 1, This table contains a listing
of the teachers by identification number, arranged according to the types,
or factors, into w.uici tae teachers can be divided. The letter to the right
3 of each teacher identification denotes the race of that teacher. The loading
of each teacher on each factor is presented in the four columns headed 1=l
Thus in reading the table, it can be seen that teacher number 26, who is white,
is a part of Factor 1., Her loading on the factor is =.71l7. As Table 1 shows,
tue four factors are bi-polar, and the bi-polarity is cliesely related to
teacher race, except in the first factor, where all the teachers are waite.
Before proceeainyg further with the discussion oi the factor analysis,

two words of caution are in order. TIirst, it should be noted tiuat among the
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teachers who meke up any given factor, hiere arpear to be diifersnces in the
degree of their "belenging" to the factor. Yor exarple, teacher 26 is clearly
a part of Factor 1, as her loadin, here is substantial, and is also much
higher tha:a her loading on any otuer factor. Teacher 10, hovever, has a very
low loeding on Factor 1, as she does on all factors. It might be said that
siie is not really a substantial part oi any factor. Teacher 9, on the other
hand, has a reasonably high loadin, on Factor 1, but loads almost as hish on
Factor 3. It might be said tnat sae is almost as much like the type 3 teachers
as sae is like tae type 1 teachers. Although these teachers and others like
them could have heen eliminated from ti:e analysis, they wers not, because a
veighting procecure in tue computer program assured that no entire teacher type
would be described in termsof the behavior of these factorally complex teachers.
However, because the complexity does exist, it will be well to bear in mind the
following reminder: The remarks which will be made in this paper concerning
the behavior of any teacher type camot and should not be taken as descriptions
of teachers as a whole, or of any indivicval teachers. The teacher types
disoussed in this study are, to that extent, abstractions. The second word of
caution rel tes to the discussion of teacher race in the study. As a brief
examination of Table 1 siows, the teacher types are divided roughly along
lines of teachur race, but it siould be noted that all the types except type 1
are racially mixed. Thus the use of the qualifier "roughly".

With these cautions in wind, we can now examine more closely the results
of the factor analysis. It is evident that the first major question of the
study-~can teachers be grouped on the basis of their rating behavior--can be
answered in the affirmative, That is, the teachers! responses were neither
totally idiosyncratic, as would have been indicated by a large number of
factors, each composed of one or two teachers; nor were the responses totally

global, as would have been indicated had most of the teachers fallen into one




larze factor. We can, then, turn to the second question--to what extent

can the types of teachers found e compared anc¢ contrasted in terms of teacher

characteristics, ciild characteristics, rating scale cnaracteristics, and

3 cnaracteristics of the speech samples themselves? Tae factor anslysis program
5 eriploy2d in the study provided a breakdown of the rating behavior of each

teacher type, which makes the answers to tuis question readily available,
First, how do the types diifer in terms of the teachers found in each

s type? Althcough the teachers in the study difiered in terms of their degree

of teaching experience, their length of time spent in inner-city schools, the

3 ype of training they had, and such other factors as sex, religion, and marital

status, the one teacher characteristic wiiich serves to differentiate tue types

b

in any way is teacher race. For type 1, the teachers are all white, and in

the other typss, the bi-polarity of the factor tends to split the type along
lines of teacher race., As Table 1 . shows, . type 2 was split with the positive
loading segment being all white and the negative segment being predominantly
biack--only two waite teachers were in this negative segmente. cmxamination of
the backgrounds of the teachers found in this type revealed: that the two

white teachers grouped in the negative segmeut with the five black teachers

were the only two white teachers in the sample who indicated having had ex-

: periences with inner-city children outside the school. Regretably,.no such

explanation exists for the racial mix in any of the other type splits. Tyve 3,
for ezaimple, has four white teachers loading positively and thiee black and

4 one white teachers loading negatively. There does not appear to be anything

o f b

in the information we have about that one white teacher which would explain
; why she bebaved like those three black teachers. The sane applies %o the
.; teachers in type L+ However, there are a number of reasons for expecting

| teacher race to influence the subjective responses a teacher might have to

children's language. host black teachers have undoubtedly had more contact
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¢ with, and even xore experience with, standard ifnglish than most widte teachers
have had with black speech ratterns. One would expsct the black teachers,
then, to be rore sensitive to the details of the speech of both white and
black children, and the white teachers to respond to the speech of the black

chilren on a fairly gross level, not being sensitive to the aibtle details of

the dialect. It isalso likely that black teachers mignt be more willing to
recognize a black child as high status than the white teachers in tnis study.

] Since tie white teachers are likely to have had most of their contacts with
black speech in the schools, ané since these teachers work in inner-city,

;‘ often economically deprived school areas, they are likely to asscciate scunding

i bk ck with sounding low status. The black teachers, in centrast, are more

likely to have hac experience with middle-class blacks, and are not so likely
3 to associate race and social status in vhis way.

A second area of type contrast is that of teachers! ratings of different
types‘of children on the sema.tic differential scales. The only scale which
stood out in type contrasts was the pronunciation standardness scale, which
served to Ciiierentiate between the positive and negative loading segments of
each types. That is, where the positive loading segment of a type tended to
rate most children low on this scale, the negative loading segment would tend
{ to rate them high, or vice versa. The various types of teachers also differ
in the accuracy of their Jjudgments on the scalesf—that is, in the degree %o
wiiich these judzments conform bo objective measures of the children's per=
formance. The most accurate ratings of the child types were those of type
2 teachers, both segments of wiich rated high status children of both races
above low status children of both races across the scales. This behavior
is in agreement with resulits of previous analyses which indicatea “hat the
high status children generall: exceeded the performance of low status children

on both syntactic and functional measures of languages In no case did any
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group of black teachers cousistently rate children of their own race above
white chilcren, although two segments of white teachers (the positive
segments of types 1 and 3) exhibited this kind of racial bias in rating white
children above black children. Additionally, there uac & type of teacher.
wnoge behavior could be labelled "overcompensation," in the sense that she
rated children whose periormance was actually low (low status children)

above children whose performarce was actually high (high status children).

In order to examine the final area of contrast among the teacher types--
that of differences in the objective correlates of the subjective ratings
assigned by the teacher type--a correlation analysis was performed, The
correlation analysis was performed separately for each teacher type. One
question of major interest in this analysis was how well tue two~factor model
found in previous analyses would hold up. The answer to this question can be
seen in Table 2, wiich shows, for each teacher type, the three highest
correlations between ratings on the family sfatus anc pronunciation standarde
ness scales and objective characteristics of the children's speech. As this
table indicates, pronunciation deviations and pausal phencmena in the childis
speech are salient correlates of these ratings for all the teacher types.
This finding bears out the eurlier interpretation thiat the teachers responded
to the children's speech in terms of the two gross cinensions of non-standarde
ness -ethnicity and confidence-eagerness., The most salient objective neasures
found in the correlation analysis are directly related to those two gross
dimensions of judgments The subjective-objective correlations involving pro-
nunciation deviations and pausal phenomena appear also to be fairly undiffere
entiatéd. That is, there are no clear cut correlations of pronunciation
variable: with the pronunciation scale or pausal varizbles with the confidence
scale, Rather, it is more the case that every scale correlates significantly

with most of these variables across the four teacher types.




7
Beyond this commonalit; of response %o pausal and nronunciation variables, the
teacher types do differ in terms of the saliency of other types of variables.
The predo.:inantly white teacher types (1 and 3) have hi_h correlations between
tleir judgzments and s.ch qualitative variables as verb constructions, while the
predominantly black teacher types (2 and L) have high correlations between
their judgwments and such quantitative variables as total wrds in the
messagee The difference in the degree of correlation of these variables
suggests that there is cne kind of teacher wio is concernéd primarily with
details in a child's speech.. She-might be characterized as being a kind of
detail oriented" rater. On the other hand, there is a kind of teacher who
is able to apprehend the totality of a child': performance--his willingness
to participate in an interview situaticn, and “is ability to become involved
in a topic to the extent of having a great deal to say about it. This kind
of teacher might he characterized as a "communication oriented" rater. The
question arises here as to why the wiite teachers seemed more likely to be
detail oriented raters., One can only speculate, but it could be related t:
the fact that so much of lanuage education in the American school system is
of a prescriptionist nature., That is, waat the child is taught in school is
that there is a right way to use lenguage, and this riht way consists of
using certain details of syntax and vocabulary in prescribed ways. The point
at which the white and black teachers differ here is that the white teachers
have never encountered anotaer langua e system which was of any importance
to them, which contained its own set of expectations for the right way to talk,
That is, the white teachers, by virtue of being essentially monolingual, have
always found their standards applicable. The black teachers, on the other
hand, are of necessity bi-cultural and bi-~lingual, and so probably discovered
long ago that the prescriptionist rules of 500d standard English did not
apply in many situations tney encountered. IHence, they are more likely than

waite teachers to have dropped these rul:s for use of languapge details as




viable bases for judgment of people,

The conclusions arising firom the results of this study can be summarized
by reference to tae two questions waich the study was designed to answer,
1. To what extent can teaciiers be grouped together in terms of the

commonality of their a.titudinal responses to children's speech? On the

R Tk sy
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basis of tiiis study, it can be concluded that teachers can be grouped into

four types on tie basis of their asttitudinal responses to childrenfs speech,
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2. To what extent can yroups of teachers be contrasted an¢ compared in

BARMORCES 4his ol

terms of teacher characteristics, child characteristics, ratin, scale charac-
teristics, and selected characteristics of children's spsech? Three conclusions

of tne present study relate to t.is question. First, the teacher types found

MRS feTIA R

in this study are divided, both betwzen and within types, roughly aiong lines

of teacher race. Second, the teacher types differ in kinds of judgments

they make and in the accuracy of those judgments across different kinds of
children and different semaiitic differential scalese. Third, pronunciation
deviations and pausal pienomena are correlates of the subjective ratings for
all teacher types, but teacher types dififer, roughly alon; lines of race, in
the correlations between subjective judgments and qualitative versus quanti~
tative variables in the children's speechs

Given tuese results, winat kinds of sug,esticas can be made concerning
teacher training? If our teachers are this different, and in manycases this
inaccurate, in their reactions to children's speech, something needs to be
done, But rather tuan make specific curriculum suggestions-~there are too many

of those floating around now=~I would prefer to make two statements advocating
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a change of direction. This is a change of cdirzaction not aiming toward some
overall abolition of present training, but rather a change in the direction
of flexibility. Let us first of all make it clear to every student wio leaves

our schools of education that he takes with him a set of attitudes aswell as
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a set of instructional methods. Let us make it clear to him that these
attitudes of his will have as great an effect, if not greater, on his ‘bility
and effectiveness as a teacher as anytuing else he brings to the tasl, If
we could do only one thing for the future teachers in our schools, I would
suggest that we could serve them best by makiag clear to them tineir own
attitudes--toward the students in the immer-city school, or the rural school,
and toward the languaze these students are likely to be using. I do not
sucgest that we can change these attitudes, although that would be commendable
in mary cases. But I believe we would accomplish a great deal by simply
making students aware that they have them, Further, I suggest that ouy
teachers would be trained more effectively, and our students would be
immeasurably benefitted, if we could get across one idea in acditions that

b nguage is not something you teach for an hour a day. It is a tool that
you use, whether you want to talk about decimal fractions, poetry, or civil
rights, or whether you want to tell jokes in the corner at recess or narangue
a crowd in a demonstration. The tool is judged by how well it does what you
want it to do, by how well it serves the purpose, not be some absolute standard
of grammatical detail., Let us recoznize the fact tnat language is not somne
abstraction. It does not exist in a vacuum. It is functional. Shouldnit
our standards for judging it be functional as well? If we could only get
across these two ideas in our teacher training programs, we might not soive

all our problems, but we would at least be able to talk about them together.,
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Table

1

Variable Loadings by Factox

N}

Factor: I 111 IV
FACTOR T - © white teachers
26V -.717 .192 -.003 -.039
254 - 684 195 .023 . 169
260 -.619 .018 147 .1%0
27V - .663 -.099 . 104 -, 264
109 <248 -.113 -.025 <134
234 -.574 -.032 .266 -.451
121 497 . 157 .398  ~.355
6w 487 .391 -~.,068 -.402
oW 483 .361 410 ~.258
FACTOR  Ti - 5 Negro, 5 white teachers
1L7u -.004% -.514 -.106 . 040
2H 171 .707 .013 -.002
11N .179 -.480 -.051 .022
4N .102 ~.604 112 ~. 200
50 .071 .573 -.264 -.002
7N .295 -.605 -.060 -, 286
30 .092 .526 -.046 -.328
1N .302 -.520 -.091. -.193
20% . 148 - 253 .07¢ . 237
160 ~-.118 -.132 -.103 -, 102
FACTOR III - 3 Negro, 5 white teachers |
30w . 160 -.006 -.758 -. 106
294 .263 -.071 - . 6064 -.032
328 071 184 -.568 152
13w .223 274 416 .068
22U ~.296 -,038 <347 141
33N -.361 .208 -.438 . 294
140 432 246 Ny .3352
8w . 165 ACh 466 437
FACTOR IV - &4 Weero, 2 white teachers
21 -.040 .039 .101 489
199 . 061 -.090 <1198 .590
15N . 068 - 041 .084 -.270
31N .080 <165 ~. 194 545
18N ~,290 -, 196 .079 .538
28N -.134 -.353 .00¢ -.403
TOTAT. VAR, - DHER FACTOR <1186 .1128 .087¢ .0873
- GUMUTATIVE . 1186 L2314 .3193 4066
CCl, VAR, - PER FACIOR .2916 <2774 .2363 <2147
- GUMUTATIVE 2915 . 5691 .7853 1.0000
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Three Highest Cory
Pronunci

Table 2

elations Beiween Objective Variabl
ion Staunderdness and Family Status Sca

Pronunciation
Standardness

e

1

s and’
es

Fanpily Status

-en o mm——

s, 7 Deviations

8 Devistions

Main Vexb Devialions

Verb Constructions

S3jlent Pauses

Majn Verb Deviations

Type II Teachexs

t, d Deviations

t, & Deviations

Silent Pauses

-, 486

"8ilent Pauses

g, z Devigtions

-. 466

Intro. Interijections

1led Pauscs

-4
i~

- 454

Type 1I( Teacners

0 Deviations

Silent Pauses

-.£36

¥illed Pauses

t, d Deviations

= 01‘1'28

t, d Deviations

s, z Deviations

-

Type IV Teachers

Silent Pauses

-.411

Main Verb Deviations

s, 2z Deviations

—0395

Silent Pauscs

t, d Deviations

-.3606




