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Introductory Statement

The mission of the Stanford Center for Research and Development .

in Teaching is to improve teaching in American schools. Current major
operations include three research and development programs-7Teaching
Effectiveness, The Environment for Teaching,.and Teaching and Linguistic
Pluralismand two programs combining research and technical assistance,
the Stanford Urban/Rural Leadership Training Institute and the Hoover/
Stanford Teacher Corps Project. The ERIC. Clearinghouse on Information
Resources is also a part of the Center. A program of exploratory and
related studies provides for smaller studies not part of the major
programs.

This report is part of.the work of the Program on Teaching al,d
Linguistic Pluralism.
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Abstract

The purposes of this study were (1) to determine teachers' and
pupils' attitudes toward three varieties of Black English, (2) to in-
vestigate whether c Tosure to information about and experience with
varieties of Black English would bring about a.change in the attitudes
of teachers., (3) to investigate whether teacher or pupil attitudes toward
Black English had any influence on pupils' achievement in reading, and
(4) to determine whether teachers tended to-transmit, their own attitudes
to pupils. The reSearch was conducted in grades 4-6 in three sites with
N total of 456 pupils and 37 teachers.

, A matched guise instrument was used to measure attittides. Teachers
and pupils were asked to react to the voices of four speakers speaking
three guises (speech varieties). The attitudinal dimensions on which
reActions were elicited on Likert-type scales were likelihood of achieve-
ment ih school, preference, standardness, acceptability i- different
social environments, and (for teachers only) degree of education of::
speaker. Attitudes were assessed by measuring difference between re.--
actions. to different guises used by the same speaker and by using the
diCference in reactions to Guises I (Standard Black English; or SBE) and
111 (heavily.marked Vernacular Black English, VBE) as an indicator of
the degree of upgrading of SBE over VBE.

Pupil achievement was measured_by (1) a relative reading gains
score (the difference between the pupil's actual,1975 score on a stan-
dardized test and a predicted score based on 1974 scores), (2) grades
in reading, and (3) performance on two SCRDT Student Black English
Tests (Discrimination and Production).

T-tests were used to establish the significance of differences in
the evaluation of the guises. Correlation analyses were performed on
teacher attitude difference scores and class achievement scores; pupil
attitude difference scores and achievement scores; and teacher attitude
difference scores and class attitude difference scores. While there were ,

some differences among sites as well as between pupils and teachers,
there was general agreement on the greater likelihood of success in
school by the SBE speaker. Workshops on speech varieties produced no
significant change in teachers' attitudes. Teachers' differential
attitudes toward SBE and VBE influenced (i.e., were significantly and
positively correlated with) pupils' test scores only on the test of
ability to perceive a difference between SBE and VBE. Pupils' atti-
tudes were positively related to their ability to distinguish between
SB' and VBE and, in one of the research sites, to their ability to pro-
duce Standard English and their grades in reading. Teachers' attitudes
concerning the potential for educational achievement by speakers of SBE
-and VBE influenced their pupils' responses on most of the attitudinal
dimensions measured; however, perhaps for reasons related to the entire
school environment, pupils were influenced in the direction of teacher
attitude in one research site, and in the direction opposite to teacher
attitude in another.

- iv-
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TEACHERS' AND PUPILS' ATTITUDES TOWARD BLACK ENGLISH SPEECH

VARIETIES AND BLACK PUPILS' ACHIEVEMENT

Robert L. Politzer and Mary Rhodes Hoover

Introduction

The study of attitudes cOncerning language has recently become an

extremely popular subject of sociolinguistic and psycholinguistic in-

quiry (see, e.g., Shuy F Fasold, 1973). Much of the inquiry has centered

on teachers' negative attitudes toward "nonstandari" speech and the in4

portance of these attitudes in the educational process. Thus, Wolfram

and Fasold sta-e in a recent textbook on sociolinguistics that their

"experience in working with teachers has indicated that the most crucial

contribution that this study of social dialects can make to\ .education

is in the area of teacher attitudes" (Wolfram & Fasold, 1974, p. 173).

Seiigman, Tucker, and Lambert (1972) have docuMented the impact of

pupils' speech styles on teachers' attitudes. The importance attached

to teacher attitude lies, of course, in a belief in the so-called

Pygmalion effect (Rosenthal & Jacobsen, 1962; Dusek, 1975),, which re-

sults in lower achievement on the part of pupils whose speech style is

associated with low achievement in the minds of their teachers.

Purposes

The main purpose of this study was to attempt to measure the atti-

tudes of teachers toward speech varieties used by,speakers of Blac%

English and to determine whether there is any evidence that those atti-

tudes are linked to pupils' classroom performance in reading.

We also wished to examine pupils' attitudes,which have received

relatively little attention. This study therefore investigated whether

the instruments used for measuring teachers' attitudes could be used to'

measure pupils' attitudes, and whether pupils' attitudes toward

language have any influence on theiy achievement and performance in

school., The rationale for invbstigating the relation between attitude



and achievement is based on the link between language attitudei. and

self-concept, which in turn is widely assumed to hav effects on

achievement. A pupil having negative attitudes toward a language variety

that is identified or closely associated With his or her ethnic back-

ground may be assumed to harbor negative self-concepts.

The aims of the study can be summarized as follows:

I. To determine attitudes toward varieties of Black.English held
by teachers and their punils.

To investigate whether exposure to information about language
variety, through workshops and pupil tests, would hring about
a change in teacher attitudes.

3. To investigate whether teacher and/or pupil attitudes toward
Black English speech varieties have any influence on pupils'
achievement in reading.

4. To investigate whether teachers tend to transmit their own
attitudes to their pupils.

Varieties.of Black English

The speech varieties c'xamined were three types. of Black English.

Speech Variety I is called Standard Black English (SBE). In general,

SBE is distinguished by its similarity to standard English grammar and

its simultaneous use of varying degrees cf phonological, intonational,

and lexical features of "vernacular"
1

Black English (Taylor, 1971).

Speech varieties II and III are two varieties of Vernacular Black

English (VBE). Both are characterized by traditional Black English

phonology and grammar (Bartley fi Politzer, 1972; Federa City College,

1975), intonation (Vaughn-Cooke, 1972), and vocabulary (Dalby, 1972).

Variety Il is distinguished by the absence of a .specially marked form

for the third person singular (have, do, get, rather than has, does,

gets). Variety III is distinguished by multiple negation and inverted

negatives (t'don't nobody wanna do all that") as well as the unmarked

third person\singular. See Appendix A for an illustration of how the

same information can be expressed in each of the three speech varieties.

1

The term "vernacular" is used instead of "nonstandard," since
for nonlinguists "nonstandard" may have a pejorative connotation.

10
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The following tabli, illustrates the linguistic relationship of so-

called Standard English (SE)
2

and Standard Black English to Vernacular

Black English.

SBE

SE

Key:

Phonology Grammar Vocabulary Intonation

- Different from VBE

Uses VBE in varying degrees according to situation and
circumstance

Data Collection

The study was carried out in three research sites: Ravenswood

(California) City School District (hereafter referred to as "Ravenswood");

Harlem, New York City; and Dayton, Ohio. Not all measures were used in

Ell three sites and not all data from other sources became available at

each of the sites. No pupil data from Dayton are reported. And, for

several subjects included in the study, some of the data were missing.

Therefore, some of the N's in Tables 1 through 17 are smaller than those

cited helow. All pupils participating were Black. Twenty of the'37

teachers were Black; 16 were white. The ethnicity of one teacher was

not reported. In brief, the research sites, the subjects, and the

types of data collectea were as follows.

Ravenswood

Teachers: 13 (Black, 8; white, 5; male, 4; female, 9)

Pupils: 336 (male, 164; female, 153; sex not reported, 19)

Grades: fourth, 39; fifth 185; sixth, 105; grade not reported, 7

Data Obtained:

Teacher attitude scores on Speech Varieties Attitude Test
(pretest and posttest)

2
Fasold (1972) defines Standard English as English characterized

by the use of standard grammar and the absence of any strong regional
or social-marker that might he considered unacceptable or objectionable
by those in positions of power.

1 1
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Pupil attitude scores on Speech Varieties Attitude Test

Discrimination Test scores

Production Test scores (three to four pupils from each
teacher's class) i

Relativ Gaio S'.-ores in Reading

Grades in reading

Harlem_

Teachers: 12 (Black, 7; white, 5; male, 1; female, 11)

Pupils: 120 (male, f)0; female, 60)

Grades: fourth, 82; fifth, 38

Data Obtained:

Teacher attitude scores on Speech Varieties Attitude Test
(pretest and posttest)

Pupil attitude scores on Speech Varieii_s Attitude Test

Discrimination Test scores

Production Test scores tthree to four pupils from each
teacher's class)

Relative Gain Scores in Reading (fourth grade only)

Grades in reading

Davton

Teachers: 12 (Black, 5; white, 6; not reported, 1; male, 1,; female, 11)

Pupils: (data not reported)

Data Obtained:

Teacher attitude scores on Speech Varieties Attitude Test
(pretest and posttest)

The various tests and measures mentioned above are described in

detail under "Variables," below.

Variables

The variables to which the main goals of this study refer are the

following: (1) teachers' and pupils' attitudes toward speech varieties;

(2) workshops and the use of student Black English tests, which served

as a 'treatment designed to change teachers' attitudes; and (3) pupil

achievement measures.

12
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Attitudes

Except for minor differences noted below, the attitude measures

used for teachers and pupils were identical. The instrument used was

the SCUT 'Black ffnglish Speech Varieties Attitude Test (Program on

Teaching and Linguistic Pluralism, SCRDT, forthcoming). This instru-

ment is a matched guise test. .The subjects reacted to three varieties

or guises of Black English presented on audiotape by four speakers (in

this case two men-and two women). Thus a total of 12 sets of responses

were obtained from each subject. Four one-paragraph stories were re-

corded. Each speaker recorded one of the stories th.1%. times, altering

the grammatical and/or phonological features each time to produce a

different guise: for example, "Nobody wants to do all that" (Guise I);

"Nobody wanna do all that" (Guise II); "Don't nobody wanna do all that"

(Guise III). The rationale behind the matched guise approach is that

the subjects taking the test are not aware of reacting to the same

speakers (s,.'e Lambert, Frankel, & Tucker, 1966), and that their differ-

ential reactions can therefore be interpreted as an indication of their

attitudes toward the speech varieties rather than toward the voices of

individual speakers.

The teachers' attitudes were measured during two workshops in which

the teachers were introduced to concepts of speech variation and the

appropriateness of different speech styles in different situations.

They were'tested once at the Leginning of the first workshop and once

during the second.

Pupils' attitudes were measured only once, during the interval

between the workshops. The tests were administered by the teachers

during regular class sessions.

All subjects were asked to react to each speech sample on four

dimensions of attitude.

1. Likelihood of ichievement in school

2. .Preference

3 Standardness

4. Acceptability of the speech variety in various social

settings
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In addition, the teachers were asked to assess the degree of education

of the speaker. This attitudinal dimension was not included on the

.pupil test. Instead the pupils were asked to react to a second ac-

ceptability measure, one that required them to choose among four pos-

sible lahels--"street," "playground," "church," and "school" talk--for

each voice.

The rasponses wera.measured on a Likert-type scale. For example,

oi th achievement dimension, the pupils were asked,

A person who speaks like this is (choose one): At the top of his

class Near the tcp of his class Near the bottom of his class

At the bottom of hiS class

And the teachers were asked,

The speaker is a (choose one): Very good achiever Slightly good

achiever Slightly poor achiever Very poor achiever

The response 'sheets, used for every voice in every guise, are shown in

Appendix B. Responses to all attitudinal dimensions, except the accepta-

bility rating shared by the'teachers' and pupils' tests, were scored from I

(low) to 4 (high). The shared acceptability rating, referred to in the

tables as acceptability or Acceptability
1

, was measured on a scale

from 1 to 8; the highest rating was assigned to acceptability in the

most formal setting (school environment) and the lowest to total re-.

jection of the spee:h variety in any setting.

Subjects' total scores for each guise on each attitudinal dimension

were computed by adding the scores they had assigned to all four speakers.

Except for the acceptability measure shared by the teachers' and pupils'

tests, an indiyidual subject's score on each dimension could range from

4 to 16. In the .acceptability dimension, which was scored on an 8-point

scale, individual scores could range from 4 to.32.

For both teachers and pupils the maximum differential reaction due

to guise was seen to be between Guises I (high) and III (lbw). In

order to assess the degree of this preference for Guise I over Guise III,

so-called attitude difference scores for each attitudinal dimension

1 4

'
4
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were computed for each subject. Since some.subjects did not respond to

all four speech samples of each guise, individual subjects' mean scores

rather than their total scores were used. In other words, the highest

mean score that could be assigned to a particular guise by any subject

was 4 (if each of the voices presenting the guise were rated 4) for all

of the dimensions that were measured on a 4-point scale; the. lowest

possible mean score was 1. On the 8-point acceptability measure, indi-

vidual subjects mean scores for each guise could of course range from

1 to 8. Attitude difference scores computed on this- basis could thus

range from t 3 (4-1, 1-4) to 0 on the 4-point scale measures and from

± 7 (8-1, 1-8) to 0 on the 8-point acceptability measure. Of course,

most of the individual attitude difference scores were positive. The

magnitude of the positive scores indicated how much higher GUise I was

rated relative to Guise III.

Treatment

Two workshops were held in each research site. In them the

teachers were introduced to the SCRDT Teacher and Student Black English

Tests (Program on Teaching and Linguistic Pluralism, SCRDT, forthcoming)

and were given explanations about the tests, the characteristics of

Black English, and speech variation in general. The topics covered in

the workshops dealt with the history of Black English, the distinction

between standard and vernacular varieties of Black English, and the ap-

propriateness of different speech varieties for different social situa-

tions. A particular point stressed in the workshops was that Vernacular

Black English is a systematic, legitimate language system.

At the beginning of the first workshop the attitude measure (Speech

Vari Lies Attitude Test) was administered to the teachers. Between ses-

sions, the teachers were asked to administer the attitude test and one

of the SCRDT Student Black English Tests (Discrimination) to all of

their Black pupils and another of the Student Black English Tests (Pro-

duction) to four specially selected Black pupils in their classes (two

pupils whom they judged highly proficient in Standard Black English and

two whom they judged highly proficient in Vernacular Black English).

15
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fa'

The second workshop was held approximately two weeks after the

first for the purpose of readministering the Speech Varieties Attitude

Test to the teachers. The test was readministered in order to ckt9rmine

whether the first workshop and the use of the student tests had produced

a charge in the teachers' attitudes.

Pupil Achievement

Relative gain scores in reading. Pupil achievement was measured at

only two of our three research sites. The most important measure used

in the attempt to establish'a possible relation between teacher attitude

and pupil achievement was a relative gain score in reading. This measure

consisted of the difference between a pupil's score on an objective

reading test administered at the end of the school year 1975 and a pre-

dicted score. The predicted score was the one the pupil would have ob-

tained if his score had been on the line of regression of the 1975 scores

over the 1974 scores. (For the regression analysis on which the pre-

dicted reading scores were based, see Appendix-C.) The relative gain

scores were chosen as a measure of pupil achievement because significant

differences between class means on these scores can be interpreted as

being caused by differences in instruction during the period between

tests. In inter ing the relative gain scores, we must also keep in

mind that the average relative gain of the entire population for which

the scr-es have been established is, of course, zero, and that negative

or positive relative gains refer'only to relative distances from the,

line of regression and not to actual gains made by the pupils. In other

words, a negative gain score indicates less than average gain but not

necessarily absence of gain.

For the RavenswOod sample, the standardized scores of the reading

section of the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills administered in 1974

and 1975 were used. (The use.of the ,tandardized scores allowed com-

parison of gains made at different grade levels.) In Harlem, reading

scores allowing a regression of 1975 over 1974 scores could be obtained

only for fourth graders (thus the Harlem fifth graders are not in-'

eluded in the analysis of reading gains). The 1975 scores were based

16
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on an objective reading test used in New York City schools, and the

1974 s.7.ores consisted of an achievement grouping of pupils according to

a based on the Lippincott reader test used by the school.

The Discrimination Test. This 30-item test which is one part of

-the SCRDT Student Black English Tests, consists of 15 sentences in

Standard Black English and 15 corresponding sentences marked by Vernac-

ular Black English features. The test was administered to the entire

class by audiotape and the pupils were asked to indicate on an answer

sheet whether the tape-recorded sentences they heard were "school pro-.

gram talk" (SBE) or "playground talk" (VBE). For the samples used in

this study, the test had a reliability of Cronbach a = 0.77. The

teachers pa-licipating in the study administered the test to all of

their Black pupils after the first workshop.

The Production Test. This oral test, also part of the SCRDT Stu-

dent Black English Tests, consists of SBE and VBE sections of 15 items

each. Language was elicited from the stue.ent with the help of a pic-

ture and a question about the picture. in the SBE section, questions

were in SBE; in the VBE section, questions were strongly marked by VBE

forms. Only answers in SBE were rer.Arded as correct on the SBE version

of the test, and only answers marked by VBE features were considered

correct on the VBE part of the test. Fur the subjects used in this

study, the SBE section had a reliability of Cronbach a = 0.79, while

the VBE section reliability was Cronbach a = 0.75. The teachers par-

ticipating in the study administered the test to three or four of their

pupils after the first workshop.

Pupil grades. For the purpos.e of measuring a general effect of

teacher attitudes on achievement as judged by individual teachers,.the

pupils' grades in reading assigned by teachers at the end of the school

year (spring 1975) were used as a criterion variable. They were scaled

from 1 (failure) to 4 (A). Mean pupil achievement scores on all

measures are shown in Appendix D.

1 7



Teacher Attitudes

The mean scores assigned bY teachers to each guiSe on each dimen-

sion, both before and after the treatment, are shown in Tables 1 3.

Significant differences btween means on ea:-..h attitude dimension are

indicated by vertical single (p < .05) or double lines (p < .01) con7.

necting the mean scores. Some.data are missing because several teachers

did not indicate reactions to.some guises; all data from these teachers

were excluded from these tables.

With only one exception--namely standardness judgments on the

post-workshop tests in Ravenswood and Harlem--there were no significant

differences in evaluative judgments concerning the Guises II and

though the pattern of rating III a little lower than 11 is fairly

generaL The fact that the significant differences between II and III

appear in posttest but not pretest standardness judgments seems to indi-

cate that the workshop resulted in some inerease in linguistic sophisti-

cation or awareness on the part of the teachers: i.e., Guise III is

different from and less "standard" than Guise U.

Another general observation concerns,the "preference" responses.

While Guise I is rated somewhat higher than the others, there was only

one significant difference in preference ratings. On a dimension of

"general liking," the teachers as a 'group dicnot indicate any strong

difference among the guises. The only signi6cant difference in pref-

erence rating appears in the posttest in Dayton. It seems -CO be an

unexpected result of the workshop. just why the workshop should be

associated with a relative "appreciation" of SBE over the vernacular

guises is difficult to explain. Perhaps having the workshops conducted

by a speaker of Standard Black English was a more powerful "treatment"

than the materials presented in the workshop itself:

The overall pattern of ratings in all dimensions except preference

. and all test administrations is:obviously I over Il'and III. There are
,.

.a few exceptions to this pattern: Harlem, pr,.::Let,. degree of education,

I over II but not oVer III; and Dayton, prO:esi, degree of education, I

over III but not over IL The posttests show in general the same patterns
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of evaluation of guises as the pretests. On the dimension that is-per-

haps the most relevant in the school context, namely likelihood to

achieve.in school, pre- and posttest patterns are definitely identical

and are the same in all three research sites: Standard Black English

iS definitely associated with a higher achioiement potential than

either of the vernacular varieties.

In order to 'compare:the attitudes of teachers, the attitude dif-

ference scores of individual teachers were computed and analyzed ac-
-

cording to school site, sex, and teacher ethnicity. It will be recalled

that an individual difference score is the mean score (average of scores

on the four speakers) assigned to Guise I on a given attitudinal dimen-

sion minus the mean score assigned to Guise III on that dimension.

Mean attitude difference scores and standard deviation..; -for all five

dimensions according to school, sex, and ethnicity were presented in

Table 4. One-way analysis of variance of attitude difference scores by

school, sex, and ethnicity showed that none,of those variables was a

significant source of variance in difference scores on'any of the five

attitude dimensions investigated. (Details of nonsignificant analysis

of variance arc not reported in this memorandum.)

Pupil, Attitudes

Means and standard deviations of pupils' responses to-the matched

guise test are.summarized in Table 5. The reader will recall that the

rupil test differed from the one administered to the teaChers by

slightly different wording., and by the inclusion of a second accept-

ability Measure, which replaced the judgment concerning the degree of

education attained by the speaker in the teachers' test (see Appendix

B).. The second acceptability measure (Acceptability 2
in Table 5) con-

sisted in the-pupil's identifing the guises as using either "street,"

"playground," "church," or "school" talk, and, like achievement, pref-

erence, and standardness, was scored on a scale from 1 to.4 corres-

ponding to an ascending degree of formaJity.

, ,

22
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In neither of the research sites in which pupil attitudzni were

measured did the pupils make any significant distinctions between

Guises II and III. The down-grading of both vernacular guises, how-
.

ever, was definitely more pronounced in Harlem, where the pattern of I-

over 11 and III applies to all attitudinal dimensions (p < .01). The

Ravenswood childrent'did not differentiate between SBE and vernacular

guises in the same way. On-one of .the acceptability measures and the

preference measure they made no sip,nificant distinction at all among the

three guises. Since one of the acceptability measures and the liken-

hood-of-achievement,measure do follow the "I over 11 and III" pattern,

howe.or, lack of ability to differentiate the:guises cannot account for

the absence of significant differentiation on the first acceptability

measure and on preference. The cause of the difference between the

Ravenswood and Harlem results must.therefore be linked to a real atti-

tudinal difference that is probably associated with differences between

the two communities.

It should be noted that the Harlem teachers did not.share

pupils' preferenCe judgments. But as far as the crucial dimension ot

likelihood 'of achievement in scbool is concerned, pupils in. both Harlem

and Ravenswood share each oiheT's and their:teachers' judgment. The

speaker is more likely to succeed than the speaker of VBE.

Just as in'the analysis of teacher attitudes, attitude difference

scores for each dimension were also computed for individual pupils by

subtracting the average of the scores on Guise III from the average

Scare on Guise 1. For both Ravenswood and Harlem, the difference

scores associated with each attitude dimension were analyzed according

to sex and grade level (see Table 6). For Ravenswood, grade and sex

.contributed significantly to the'variance in the acceptability differ-

ence scores. The vari-nce in attitude difference 'score on Acceptabil-

ity,
2

due to grade shows no definite trend. The difference score asso-

ciated with Acceptability
1

does show a definite increase between

grade 4 and grades 5 and 6. Between grades 4 and 5, the Ravenswood

children are evidently becoming aware Of the acceptability pattern that

excldcs vernacular speech on more formal occasions. It will also be

26
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noted that on both acceptability measures, girls make a significantly

greater distinction between Guises I and III than do boys. In other

words, the acceptability measure shows girls to be less accepting of

vernacular usage than boys.

Grade level also affects the achievement dimension difference

score significantly. As the pupils progress from grace 4 to grade 6,

they become increasingly aware of the difference between SBE and VBE

(see Appendix D for scores on the Discrimination Test) and learn to

associate vernacular speech with diminished likelihood of educati,nal

success.

The pattern of significant variances in the Harlem difference

scores shows some similarity to the one in Ravenswood. There is an

increase in the attitude difference score on Acceptability
1

from

grade 4 to grade 5 (i.e., vernacular becomes relatively less, accept-
4

able). And there is also a corresponding significant increase in the

difference scores on the likelihood-to-achieve dimension. The Harlem

pupils, just like thcir Ravenswood peers, learn to associate vernacular

speech with greater likelihood of educational failure as they proceed

through'the school system. In Harlem, difference scores 'on preference

and standardness al ) bedame significantW:larger in .theistemfrom,7

grade 4 to grade 5. Tliis increase evidently_teflects ,4 Purply atti-.

tudinal judgment (Discrimination Test scoresdo not.inc.reaSe signifi-
.

cantly from grade 4 to grade 5). ' It-also constitutes.:a 'striking

difference from Ravenswood, where'(in spite of a SignifiCant increase

in Discrimination Test scores from grade 5 to grade 6) preference and

standardness difference scores are not affected by grade level. This

difference between Harlem and Ravenswood is, of course; reflected also

in the already noted absence of a matched guise effect concerning pref-

erence and standardness among the Ravenswood pupils.

Teacher Attitudes and Pupil Achievement

Ravenswood

For the purpose of establishing relationships between pupil

achievement and teacher attitude, the latter Was expressedby the'

31
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attitude differenct. scores (Guise 1 - Guise,III) and the former by

grades in reading, relative gain scores in reading, and scores on the

Black.English Discrimination and Production Tests.

The difference scores of each teaciler on the five attitudinal di-

mensions and the achievement scores of each teacher's class {mean pupil

Scores) are reported in Table 7. The Correlations between teacher

'attitude di.ference scores and pupil achievement measures are shown in

Table 8. The nature of the correlational relationship is as follows:

(1) The teachers' attitudes seem to have a consistent, though not sig-

nificant, negative relation to the pupils' grades in the sense that

the magnitude .of the teachers' downgrading of vernacular speech tends

to be associated with lower mean reading grades. However, none of the

negative correlations between teacher attitude difference scores and

the average of the grades assigned by .the teachers reaches significance.

(2) There .are strong and significant relationships between the teachers'

attitude difference scores on acceptability,achievement, and preference

and the pupils' ability to distinguish SBE from VBF as.measured by the

Discrimination Test. In other words, teachers who discriminate atti-

tudinally between the SBE and VBE speech varieties apparently teach

their pupils to discriminate cognitively. (3) There appears to be no

relation of teacher attitudes to relative reading gains.

Harlem

Teacher attitude scores, mean pupil achievement scores for each,

teacher's class, and the correlations between them are shown in Tables

9 and 10. The results of the correlation analysis_were as follows:

(I) Only one of the teacher attitude differenee scores--standardness--

correlates positively and significantly with the pupilS' ability to

distinguish SBE-.and.VBE.' (2) The same standardness difference score

also correlates significantly with the class (mean pupil) grades. (3)

Isor fourth grade there is a positive correlation between theteacher

attitude difference score on the achievement dimension and pupil rela-

tive gains in reading (no fifth-grade gain scores were available
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.Nou,ai",5 Ixcauxiis eS

Education .43 (N=8) .34 (N=8) .38 (N=11)

Acceptability -.11 (N=8) -:04 (N=18) .-.15 (N=11)

Achievement .66* (N=7) .46 (N=7) .41 (N= 9)
I

Preference .09 ' (N=8) .29 (N=$) .16 (N= 9)
;

Standardness .40 (N=8) .63* (N=8) . .51* (N=11)

p < .05

No easily explainable overall pattern emerges from these ,relation-

ships. The positive correlation between teacher attitude dif erence
.

scores on standardness and mean scores on the Discrimination 11est fel-

lows the Ravenswood pattern (i.e., greater aWareness of the contrast

between GuiseS I and III on the part of the teacher leads to greater

awareness on:the part of the pupils). But the associations of greater

teacher awareness of standardness with highei pupil grades and of a

greater attitude difference score on likelihood of achievement with

relative reading gains are puzzling and may very well be isolated; ac-

cidentally significant correlations.

Pupil Attitudes. and Pupil AchieVement

RavenSwood

/Pupils' attitude difference scores on all dimensions were utilized

in(the investigation of the relation of pupil attitude ,to achievement.

Table 11 shows the mean attitude difference scores and achievement

measures; Table 12 shows the correlations,between them for the Ravens.-

ii400d sample.



.

-29-

TABLE 11.

Means and Standard Deviations of Pupil Attitude Difference Scores
and Achievement Measures: Ravenswood

Difference Scores Achievement MeasuresAttitude
Dimension N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D.

.

Acceptabillty
2

301 0.33 0.80 VBE Production 47 5.89 2.82

Acceptability
1

302 0.31 1.44 SBE Production 47 10.17 2.45

Achievement 301 0.25 0.76 Grade 281 2.49 0.91

-Vreference 2 300 0.15 0.72 Relative
Reading Gains 229 0.00 0.77

Standaidness 302 0.26 0.79 Discrimination 262 18.28 4.02

TABLE 12

Correlation of Pupil Attitude Difference S.cores and
Achievement Measures: Ravenswocid

Attitude
Dimension

VBE
Production

(N=47)

SBE
Production

(N=47)

Relative Discrimina-
Grade, Reading Gains tion Test
(N=281) (N=229) (N=262)

Acceptability
2

.05 .03 :09 .05

Acceptabilityl -.09 .25 .10 ,10 .08

Achievement .05 -.15 .04 .01

Preference .05 .22+ .04 .09 .34**

.Standardness -.12 .05 .15 -.04

**
P < .01

p = .06

37
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Differences between attitudes toward Guises I and Ill are most

pronounced on the dimension of Acceptability and least pronounced on

preference. Nevertheless, the measure of preference for Guise I over

Guise III shows an expected ana near-significant relation (r = .22,

p ='.06) to performance on the SBE Production Test. In other words,

those who sleak SBE better, as.measured by the Production Test, also

tend to prefer it. Of the other achievement measures used, only per-

formance on the Discrimination Test is significantly, and positively,

related to the attitude difference scores. Since the ability to dis-

tinguish between SBE.and VBE is implied in the assignment of differ

ential values to Guises L and III; the correlation between attitude

difference scores and cognitive discrimination scores is not surprising.

Ravenswood pupils' attitudes had no significant relation to their

grades, relatiVe reading gains, or VBF production.

Harlem

Mean attitude difference scores and mean achievement scores for

Harlem pupils are shown ii Table 13; Tal 2 14-shows the correlations

between them. Just as in Ravenswood, scores on some of the attitude

dimensions (acceptability and achievement) are strong predictors of

ability to distinguish SBE and VBE. But. for Harlem pupils there are

'also relations between attitude difference scores and other achievement

measures. For the Production Test the relationships are in the expected

direction: the greater the difference in attitudes (i.e., the higher

Guise I is rated ovr.:r Guise III) on dimensions other than acceptability,

.the better the !itudent's production of SBE and the worse his production

of VBE. In addition, the second acceptability judgment and the achieve-

ment judgment are correlated significantly with grade; and the score on

Acceptability
2

is positively correlated with the pupils'-rlative gain

scores in reading. In 'other words, whereas Ravenswood pupils' atti-

tudinal judgments are clearly.related only to .the ahility to discrimin-

ate between Sk and VBE speech, in Harlem these judgments also relate

to.hetter performance in SBE, to better grades, and even, according to,

one indication: to higher relative gain scores in reading.

3 8
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TABLE 13

Means and Standard Deviations of Pupil.Attitude Difference Scores
and Achievement Measures: Harlem

Attitude
Dimension

Difference Scores

N Mean S.D.

Achievement Measures

N Mean S.D.

Acceptability
2

.120 0.20

Acceptability
1

119 0.66

Achievement 119 0.26

Preference

Standardness

0.69

1.60

0.32

118 0.19 0.77

119 0.23 0.84

VBE Production 37 4.70 3.70

SBE Production 37 12.05 3.70

Reading Grade 76 2.55 0.89

Relative
Reading Gaim, 76 0.00 0.69

Discrimination 117 18.73 4.38

TABLE 14

Correlation of Individual Pupil Attitude Difference Scores
and Achievement Measures: Harlem

VBE SBE Reading Discrimina- Relative
Attitude Production Production Gr-le tion Test Reading Gains
Dimension (N=37) (N=37) (N=76) (N=117) (N=76)

Acceptability
2

Acceptabilityl

Achievement

Preference

Standardness

.04

-.28

-.49***

-.39*

-.37*

.25

.21

.51***

.26*

.39**

.24

.05

.21*

.07

.14

.13+

.23**

.25**

.08

.10

p = .07

*
p < .05

**
p < .01

***
p < .001

39



Teacher Attitudes and Pupil Attitudes

The data concerning attitudes were also analyzed in order to de-

termine to what extent the attitudes of teachers may influence the

attitudes of pupils. The mean attitude difference scores of the pupils

in each teacher's class were calculated (Table 15);.correlations were

obtained between the attitude difference scores of individual teachers

and the mean attitude difference scores of their classes (Table 16).

The results of the correlational analysis ean he summ:rized

follows. (1) Of all the teacher attitudes, only the juOgment'on the

achievement dimension--evidently the one that is most relevmi.t in the

school context--has a significant correlation with pupil attitudes, and

it appears to influence pupil attitudes on most dimensions. (2) The

correlations between teacher attitude and pupil attitude on achievement,

preference, and standardness are posi.tive at Ravenswood and negative in

Harlem. In other words, pupils at Ravenswood tend to develop their at-

titudes toward Black English in the same direction aS their teachers;

pupils in Harlem develop attitudes in the opposite direction from their

teachers.

Within our sample the ethnicity of the teacher seems to have no

hearing on attitudes toward languages. Teacher attitudes do not vary

significantly according to either ethnicity (Table 4) or school settings

(Tables 1, 2, ahd 4). Besides, Table 17 indicates that for the RaVens-

wood and Harlem sites no strikingly different patterns emerge from a.

comparison.of the correlations between teacher attitude difference scores

on the achievement dimension and pupil attitude difference sccres, if

the correlations are considered according to the ethnicity of ihe.

teachers.

Conclusions

The main conclusions of this study can be summarized as follows:

I. Teachers and pupils tend to agree iri.their attitudes2toward
Black speech varieties on certain crucial attitude dimensions,

4 0
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TABLE 16

Correlation between Teacher Attitude Difference Scores and
Mean Pupil Attitude Difference. Scores

Ravenswood

Teacher Difference Scores

Mean Pupil Educ Acc Ach Prof Stand
Scores (N=6) (N=8) (N=9) (N=11) (N=9).,'

Acceptability
2

-.60 -.02 .49 .39 .17

Acceptability
1

-.10 .42 .57* :25 .19

Achievement .44 .43 .70* .42 .15

Preference -.14 -.03 .56* .37 .40

Standardness .01 .48 -.48 ,.18 .14

Teacher Difference Scores

Mean Pupil Educ Acc Ach Prof Stand
Scores (N=6) 4N=6) (N=7) (N=g) JN=8)

Acceptability
2

.63 -.63 -.38 -.06 .24

Acceptability -.73 -.67* -.43 7.50

Achievement -.01 -.52 -.84** -.56 -.37

Preference .54 -.44 -.60* -.32 -.25

Standardness 0.36 -.56 7.63* 7.37 -.28

P
ns

**
p < .01 4 2



TABLE 17

Correlations between Teacher Attitud Difference Scores on
'Achievement and Mean Pupil Attitude Difference Scores,.

1

by Ethnicity.of Teachers
(Ravenswood and\Harlem CoMbined)

Teacher Attitudes
on Achievement Acc

2

Pupil Attitudes

Pref Standardnesscc
1

A Achievement

Black teachers'
attitudes (N=10) 0.32 -0.03 -0.24 -0.12 -0.21

White teachers'
attitudes (N=6) 0.28 0.19 -0.50 0.53 0.19

such as the greater likelihood of the SBE speaker's success in
school. On other dimensions (e.g., preference, acceptability)
there appear to be differences (not statistically significant)
between teachers and pupils as well as among research sites.

2. Exposure.to new ,nformation in the workshops appears to have
had no signific nt effect on apparently well-established atti-
tudinal characteristics.

3. Teacher attitudes had little documentable effect on actual
reading gains made by the pupil but appear to have had some
relation to the grades assigned by the teachers. Teacher
differential attitudes toward SBE and VBE also affected the
pupils' cognitive awareness-of the distinction between SBE
and VBE speech.

4. The magnitude of the pupil attitudinal difference scores be-
tween SBE and VBE is positively related to the ability to dis-
tinguish between these speech varieties and--in one of the re-
search sites--to productive ability in SBE and to grades.

5. Teacher attitudes on the likelihood-to-achieve dimension'had a
definite impact on the language attitudes of the pupils. The
direction of that impact appears to have been influenced by
the environment and context in which-it occurred.

The overall conclusion concerning future research directions that

suggests itself from this investigation is the following. Teacher

43



attitudes do have an impact on pupils--on their achievement and perhaps

most directly on .their attitudes, but the exact nature of that impact is

probably influenced by many factors,of which teacher attitudes and

their effects are only two. As has been suggested in a recent study

(Dusek, 1975), a finer analysis of just how teacher attitudes make their

impact may be the next and possibly more promising avenue for research.
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Appendix A

SAMPLE SCRIPTS FOR SPEECH VARIETIES ATTITUDE TEST

Four one-paragraph stories were recorded. The speaker recorded
the same story three times, altering the grammatical and phonological
features each time to produce three different guises, as shown below.

Guise I:

Sharon King has to cook and iron and keep house and she almost
never gets to go-out and play.anything. Sometites when she gets
tired, she tries to get through in a hUrry or she asks her little
sister to help her. And sometimes she just gets mad. But no
matter what Sharon does, she still has to work.and can't play. .

That's why Sharon frowns so much. Nobody wants.to do all that.

Guise II:

Sharon King have to cook and iron and keep house and almost
never get to go out and play anything. Sometimes when she get
tired, she try to get through in a hurry, ol she ask her little
sister to help her. And sometime she just get mad. But no

matter what Sharon do, she still has to work and can't play and
that's why Sharon frown so much. Nobody wanna do all that.

Guise III:

Sharon King have to cook and iron and keep house and she don't
hardly never get to go out and play nothing. Sometimes when she
get tired, she try to get through in a hurry, or she ask her
little sister to help her. And sometimes she just get mad. But

ne matter what Sharon do, she still have to work and can't play.
That's why Sharon frown so much. Don't nobody wanna do all that.
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Appendix B

PUPILS' RESPONSE SHEET FOR SPEECH VARIETIES ATTITUDE TEST

Instructions: Listen to the directions given on the tape.

1. Name. 5. School
First, Last

2. Teacher's name

3. Sex: Male Female

4. Place of birth:

6. Grade: 4 .5 6

7. Age: 9 . 10 11 12 13

Instructions: Choose the best answer for each-of the following ques-.
tions. Place an (x) by your best.choice. (See below.)

Acceptability
2*

1. This speech is best called (check the-space which you think is
the best place for this speech):
Street Playground School program Church program .

talk talk talk talk

2. Anuther name for this speech is

Acceptability
1*

3. This speech shouid be spoken (choose one):
On a On a Eating at On the Playing .Playing
school church Thanksgiving plam-ound in the in.the
program program 'dinner at sichool living room streets

No place Any place

Achievement*

4. A person who speaks like-this is (choose.one):

At the top of Near the top of Near the bottom of At the bottom
his class his class his.class of his class

Preference*

5. Do you like this speech? (check one):
Like very much Like OK Not so good Don't like

Standardness*

6. Is this voice speaking good English? (check'one):
Yes, very much so Sort of Not much No

4 8
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7. Ethnic background: Black Mexican-American
Asian-American Caucasian

8. Title 1 yes ,no

Other

The labels identifying the attitudinal dimensions were not printed
on the actual answer sheets used.

Each pupil filled out-one of these sheets for each passage on tjle
tape, for a total of 12.

4 9



TEACHERS' RESPONSE SHEET TOR SPEECH VARIETIES ATTITUDE TEST

Education*

1. This speech is best called:

Very Slightly Slightly Very
Educated Educated Uneducated Uneducated

2. Some good names for this speech are: (Check as man)' names as
are applicable; put t'wo checks (//) next to your favorite.

.School talk Formal English.

Bad English 'Black English

Country English TV English

Informal English Church talk

Goed. English. Africanized English

Everyday :talk Natural English

Vernacular Black English

Other (please write in)

/
/

Acceptability*

Standard English

Play talk Home talk

White English, 'Street talk
_

Proper English Playground

Flat English talk

Ghetto Enlglish____

/ 3. This speech is appropriate for:
.

1 2 3 . 4 5 6
On a school On a. church Eating at On the play- Playing Playing
program program Thanksgiving ground at in the in the

dinner school living streets

7 8
room

No place Any place

Achievement*

4. The speaker is a.

Very good
achiever

Slightly good
achiever

Slightly poor
achiever

Very 'poor
achiever

Preference*

5. bo you like this voice?

Like Like Dislike Dislike
strongly mildly mildly strongly
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Standardness*

6. This voice is

Very Slightly Slightly Very
standard stan.lard nonstandard nonstandard

The labels identifying the attitudinal dimensions were not
printed on the actual answer sheets.

Each teacher completed one of these sheets for each passage on
the tape, for a total of 12.
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Appendix C

REGRESSION OF 1975 READING SCORES OVER 1974 READING SCORES

Ravenswood

Dependent Variable.: ')75 reading scores
Variable entered on step 1: 1974 reading scores

Multiple. R 0.63 ANOVA df SS MS F

. R Square. 0.40 Regression 1 .410354.17 410354.17 152.24

Adj. R. Square 0.40 Residual 227 611077.48 2694.50

Standard Error 51.92

Variables in the Equation

Variable B Beta St. Error B F

1974 Reading 0.60 0.63 0.05 152.24

(Constant) 199.61

Harlem

Dependent Variable:-

Variables entered on

Multfple R 0.73

R Square 0.53

Adj. R. Square 0:53

Standard Error 7.23

Variable B '

1-974 Reading! 4,82

(constant). 15.26

1975 reading scores

step 1: 1974 reading sco.reS

ANOVA df SS MS

Regression 1 4581.00

Residual 74_ 3920.08

Variables in the Equation

4381.00

52.98

F

82.69

82.69

Beta St. Error B

0.73 '0.53
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Appendix D

MEAN PUPIL ACHIEVEMENT SCORES BY GRADE LEVEL AND SEX

Ravenswood

SBE Production Test

Grade level Sex

Grade 4 (N=5) Grade 5 (N=23) Grade 6 (N=18) Male (N=23) Female (N=22)

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

10.20 1.92 9.07 2.47 10.44 2.31 10.04 2.62 10.50 2.24

VBE Production Test

Grade level Sex

Grade 4 (N=5) Grade 5 (N=25) Grade 6 (N=15) Male (N=27) Female (N=19)

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

5.20 3.83 5.84 2.38 6.13 3.40 6.33 2.92 5.16 2.63

Discrimination Test

,Grade level* Sex*

Grade 4-(N=31) Grade 5 (N=134) Grade 6 (N=90) Male (N=140) Female (N=109)

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. .

16.52 3.72 18.60 4.23 18.21 3.77 17.06 3.90 18.75 4.07

Grade

Grade level** Sex*

Grade 4 (N,..35) Grade 5 (N=148) Grade (N=95) Male (N=139) Female (N=133)

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

2.31 0.93 2.35 0.91 2.78 0.84 2.40 0.87 2.63 0.93

Adjusted Gain Scores in Reading

Grade.level Sex

Grade 4 (N=24) Grade 5 (N=27) Grade 6 (N=76) Male (N=110) Female (N=110)

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean, S.D. Mean S.D.

-0.31 0.48 -0.06 0.75 0.20 0.85 0.04 0.68 -0.04 0.98

*
Significant source of variance: p <

**
Significant source of variance: p < .01

5 3
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Harlem

SBE Production Test

Grade level Sek-

Grade 4 (N=23) Grade 5 (N=14) Male (N=16) Female (N=21)

Mean S.D. 'Mean S.D. Mean S.D., Mean S.D.

11.35 3.38 13.21 4.04 12.38 4.11 11.81 3.44

VBE Production Test

Grade level*. Sex .

Grade 4 (N=23) Grade 5 (N=14) Male (N=16) Female (N=21)

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

5.45 3.79 3.50 3.35 3.13 3.78 5.91 3.24

Grade

Grade level Sex

Grade 4 (N=76) Male (N=38) - Female (N=38)

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

2.56 0.89 2.26 0.98 2.84 0:68

Discrimination Test

Grade level
- Sex

Grade 4 (N=80) Grade 5 (N=37) Male (N=57) Female (N=60)

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

18.54 4.41 19.14 4.33 19.07 4.62 18.40 4.15

Adjusted.Gain Scores in Reading

Grade level Sex

Grade 4 (N=76) Male (N=38) Female (N=38)

Mean S.D. Mean. S.D. Mean S.D.

0.000 0.09 -0.007 0.54 0.007 0.32

Significant source of variance: p < .05

5 4



Appendix E

SUMMARY, OF RESULTS OF t-TESTS FOR SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES
BETWEEN GUISES (TEACHERS' ATTITUDES)

Attitude
Dimension Guises

Differences Degrees 2-tail

-Between of Proba-

Means t-Value Freedom bility

Ravenswbod (Pretest; N . 7)

Education 3.71 3.71 6 0.010
5.28 7.08 6 0.001

Acceptability I-II 5.14 2.58 6 0.042
6.86 2.63 6 0.049

Achievement 3.43 4.56 6 0.004
4..57 10.67 6 0.001

Standardness 4.43 5.89 6 0.001
5.57 6.41 6 0.001

Ravenswood (Posttest; N = 7)

Education II-III 3.71 3.74 6 0.010

r

Acceptability I-II 5.14 3.39 6 0.015
I-III 6.85 3.30 6 0.016

Achievement I-II 3.00 3.67 6 0.010

3.71 3.36 6 0.015

Standardness I-II 4.00 3.14 6 0.20

I-III 4.86 3.38 6 0.015

II-III 0.85 2 52 6 0.045

c



Attitude
, Dimension Guises

Differences Degrees 2-tail
Between of Proba-
Means t-Value Freedom bility.

Harlem fPretest; N = 8)

Education 4.25 7.60 7 0;001

Acceptability I-II. 6.75 2.96 7 0.021
I-III 8.63 5.46 7 0.00\1

Achievement I-II 2.75 2.67 7 0.032
1-III 3.63 3.34 7 0.012

Standardness I-II 5.37 5.38 7 0.001,
5.87 5.87 7 0.001'

Harlem (Posttest; N = 8)

1.

Education 3.63 2.77 7 0.028
17111 4.-00 2.99 7 0.020

Acceptability I-II 6.88 2.75 7 0.028
7.50 3.47 7 0.010

Achievement 2.75 3.27 7 0.014
I-Ill 3,63 3.11 7 0.017

Standardness I-II 4.13 5.22 7 0.001
I-III 5.88 9.19 7 0.001.

II-III 1.75 2.97 7 0.021

5 6



Differences Degrees 2-tail

Attitude Between of Proba-

Dimension Guises Means t-Value Freedom bility

Dayton (Pretest; N = 11)

Education I-III 3.82 2:09 10 0.023
,

Acceptability I-II 8.55 3.05 10 0.012
I-III 9.00 2.63 10 0.025

Achievement 2.18 1.80 10 0.102

3.18 3.34 10 0.007

Standardness I-II 3.45 2.39 10 0.038
3.73 2.90 10 0.016

Dayton (Posttest; N = 11)

Education 4.91 5.08 10 0.001

5.37' 5.67 10 0.001

Acceptability I-II 11.73 4.35 10 0.001

12.55 4.59 10 0.001

Achievement 2.73 3.05 10 0.012

3.45 3.30 10 0.008

Preference 2.73 3.12 10 0.011

2.27 3.30 10 0.008

Standardness I-II 4.45 3.97 10 0.003
4.82 4.00 10 0.003
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Appendix F

SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF t-TESTS FOR SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES
BETWEEN GUISES (wns, ATTITUDES)

_

Attitude
Dimension Guises

Difference
Between
Means t-Value

Degrees
of

Freedom

2-taij

Proba-
bility

Ravenswood (N = 305)

Acceptability' I-II 0.69 2.93 134 0.004
I-III 0.52 2.26 134 0.025

Education 0.56 2.65 134 0.009

Standardness 0.41 2.06 134 0.041

Harlem (N = 120)

1
Acceptability- I-II 1.46 5.81 200 0.001

I-III 1.55 6.50 200 0.001

Acceptab lity
1

I-II 1.16 2.83 200 0.005
1.30 3.19 200 0.002

Lducation 3.28 5.14 200 0.001
1.09 4.64 200 0.001

Preferencc III 0.90 3.81 200 0.001
0.81 3.60 200 0.001

Staidardness I-II 1.05 4.52 200 0.001
I-III 1.26 5.36 200 0.001

0
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Appendix-G
0

SUMMARY OF ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR SIGNIFICANT
INDEPENDENT VARIABLES AFFECTING PUPILS'

ATTITUDE DIFFERF\CE SCORES

Ravenswood

Ac.ceptability2

Source of
Variance

Grade
level

Sex

Between groups

Within greups

Total

Between groups

Within groups

Total

SS

4.05

186.01

df

2

298

MS

2.03

0.63

MS

5.59

0.62

F

3.25*

F

9.03*

190.06

SS

5.58

183.67

300

df

1

297

189.26 298

Acceptabilityl

Grade
level

SS df MS F

Between grobps 14.02 2 7.01 3.41*

Within groups 615.27 299 2.06

Total 629.29 301

Sex SS df MS F

Between groups '6.71 1 5.71 3.22+

Within groups 620.53 299 2.06

Total ,627.24 299

Achievement

Grade
levej

SS df MS F

Between groups 6.85 2 3.43 6.10**

Within groups 167.50 298 0.56

Total 174.35 300
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/ Harlem

Acceptability
2

Source of
Variance

Grade
level

SS df MS "F

Between groups

Within groups

Total

-12-.86-

,290.81

1

117

1-2-T86 aTis

303.68 118

Grade
level

,

Between groups

Within groups

Total

Achievement

SS

7.92

71/43

i9 "...q..-

df

1

117

MS

, 7.92
\

0.61

F

12.97**

118

Grade
level

Between groups

Within groups

Tota,1

/
Preference

SS

10.31

59.69

.1

df

1

116

MS

10.32

F

20.04**

.1

70.01 117

Grade
level

Between groups

Within group,.

Total

Standardness

SS

13.07

71.14

df

1

117

118

MS

13.07

F

21.49**

84.21

.05

.01

.07
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Appendix H

SUMMARY OFJ3NE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR SIGNIFICANT INDEPENDENT
'VARIABLES AFFECTING PUPILS' ACHIEVEMENT MEASURES

Ravenswood

Grade

-Source of-
Variance

Grade
level

SS df MS
.F

Between groups 12.14 2 6.07 7.68

Within groups 217.33 275 0.79

Total 229.47 277

Sex SS df MS F

Between groups 3.55 1 3.55 4.44

Within groups '216.39 270 0.80

Total 219.94 .271

.Discriminaticin Test

Grade
level

SS df MS F

Between groups 108.98 2

Within groups 4055.02 252

54.49

16.09

339*

Total 4164.00 254

Sex SS .df MS F
-

Between groups 77.48 1 Yi.48 4.92*

Within groups 3893.02 247 15.76

Total 3970.,56. 248

.lative Gain ScOres in Reading

Grade
level

SS df MS F

Between groups

Within groups

Total

5.96

129.93

2

224

2.98

0.78

5.14

155.89 226

6 1
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Source of
Variance

Sex

VBL Production Test

SS df MS F

Between groups 70.17 1 20.17 5.80*

Within groups 423.56 35 12.10

Total 493.73 36

Sex

Grade

SS df MS F

Between groups 6.37 1 6.37 8.99

Within groups 52..42 74_
Total 58.79 75

p = < .05

62


