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I. Design and Objectives

1.1. Definitions

One of the channels of information aviilable to the language scientist is the
professional meeting. The limited study of professional meelings undertaken
by the stalt of the Language Information Network and Clearinghouse
System (LINCS) project ol the Center for Applicd Lingnistics (CAL) is
dirccted toward the investicalion of this channel of information from the
viewpoint of (hose who attend (he meetings. '

The term professional mecting designates any formal gathering of sciendifie
personnel for the purpose of discussing some aspect of their (ield of interest.
To be included within the scope of this stindy, a mecting must be relevant to
(he language sciences and must not be restricted Lo the stalfl or personnel of
{the sponsaring organization. There is no restriction regarding co-sponsorship.
Many meelings are cospomored by olhier organizations such as universities.

1.2, Signiflicance

Preliminary stveys have indicated that nwetings are regarded as importand
channels of infermation by Lngnage scienfists. The information obtained at
a meeting is immediste, Information obtained rom printed sources js oflen
oul-ol=date by the time it appears.

Thiere are other means of oblaining immediate information, such as the
telephone and correspondence. A nieeling, however, offers the possibility of
direct personal contaet to all participants. This conlact may be sponlancous
requiring neither the formality of introductlion nor advance arrangement.
Meetings also Provide a forum to which a speaker may presend and by which
he niay {est his findings.

z
-
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1.3. Procedures

In order to investigate the role mectings play in the dissemination of
information in the language scienees, a questionnaire was devised o be sent
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lo the participants in sclected meetings. The lists of participants were (o be
oblained [romn the sponsoring bodies as soon as possible afler the meelings
had faken place. The responses [rom the participants in each meeting were (o
be analyzed to obtain a composile picture of the viewpoints represented, and
the composites representing cach meeting were then to be compared with
cach other, A list of meetings proposed for study appears in Appendix A,

The questionnaire (sce Appendix B) is in two scelions. Scction A is directed
primarily toward the specilic meeting the respoudent had attended and
secondarily toward his opinions ofnicetings in general. Section B is directed
toward obtaiming mininsal biographic data to provide a context in which to
consider the responscs to seclion A, Three basic questions are asked: What
were fhe reasons for atfending the meeting? What was accomplished at the
nieeting? Hlow do meetings compare with other channels and sources of
information? Althongh the guestionnaire inight have been designed lo probe
the snbject more deeply, the shorter and simpler form was believed likely to
clicit a greater response. Further, an in-depth study of one meeting was
planned. (See scetion 3.)

1.4, Results

U was not possible to carry oul the sthudy as originaily planned. First,
budgetary restrictions necessitaled a delay in implementation after the
qucSIionnuirc"-{'vas designed. Second, difficuitics arose in acquiring lists of
participants al the various meetings. As of June 30, 1969, three lists had
been oblaincd. One was notl usable, one was used, and the third was to be
the sabject of a Liter report. It was plairned 1o contintie this study through
1969, after which a final report on the findings of the study was Lo be
published.

2. The Seventeenth Anmual Conference

of the National Societly for the
Study of Conununication

One of the conventions chosen for sfudy was the Sevenieenth Aunual
Conference of the National Socicly for the Study of Communication, which
met in Cleveland, Ohio, from April 24-26, 1969. The analysis of the




responses (0 the questionnuire directed to participants was intended lo serve
. as i1 pilol study and to establish guidelines for future analvses.

In response 10 @ request for a list of participants at the Conference, (he
Socicty sent a list of scheduled speakers and chairmien, a complefe Jist of the
participants not being available. Two persons were deleted from the original
list, us they were foreign residents, and questionnaires were nmiailed (o the 83
remaining. Of the §3 questionnaires, < were retnrned by the Posl Office as
undeliverable, Thirty-seven individoals 1esponded {0 the questionmaire, of
whom 2 stated that, alithough scheduled to attend. they had been umable to
do so.

There are two limitations upon the vahdity of the data obtained, As the list
included ouly the active participants, the group did nof repiesent a
erossaection of these who atlended the meeting, Secondly, (he response rate
was only fortysseven percent, belovs that seeded for @ vithd sample,

In spite of the Iimitanions, (e analysis which (ollows is comprehensive, far
moie comprehensive than the size of the sample warrants, This analysis was

intended to serve as a model Por fiime studics.

The first dae (0 be considered concerned the reasons for attendance.

Table 1. Numi cr of Participanis by Reason for Attending

Reason Nuinber
h3
o Give a tulk 29
, Hear a particular talk 19
Broaden knowladge of flickl in general 20
Allend business or administrative session 10
See partieular colleague 6
Represent employer 1
| Seck a new position 3
Hire personnel 1

The table omits the 2 respondents who did not altend (he meeting. Since 29
of the 35 active participants who responded attended to give talks, it was

PAFulText Provided by ERIC .
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asswned that the remaining 6 chaired some sessions. However, it shoald be
noted that 2 who had delivered papers did not report this among their
accomplishments at the mecting.

As would be expeeted from the nature of the original mailing list, the
greatest number of people attended in order to deliver a (alk. Excluding this
geieral reason, most attended (o hear a particular tatk or to broaden their
knowledge, These last two reasons plus secing a particular collcaguc
represented the most common combination. In terms of the popitlation
analyzed, it is somewhat surprising to note that 3 were seeking employment.

The number of persons who realized their objeetives for attending the
meeting parallels the numbers in table 1 closely. The major devistion is that
one person who went 1o seeh new employment was unsuecessim, and one
person hired new personnel although he evidently had not anticipated so
doing.

Most respondents lad at least part of their way paid (15 (otally: L1 in par(: 9
none). The high munber probably again reflects the restricfed nature of the
mailing list, Six indicated that attending snch meetings was a duty ol their
cmployment {one of ihe 6, however, had to pity his own way). Interestingly,
ohly one pason reported his employer had sent him.

Geographic distriition is shown in fable 2.




¢
Table 2. Number of Participants by State of Residence

Number of
State Participants

Ohio 6
Pennsylvania
Wisconsin
Michigan

New Yorlk
Nlinois

Kuansas
Oregon
17lorida
Indiam

Towa
Kentucky
Maryland
Massachusetts
North Dakota
Utah
Washington

[FE N L T N

— e — e gt b e e — B 1D D

Total 35

The number of participanis who had their way paid was compared with the
namber from cach state. As no patterning was discernible, it may be
coneluded that having one’s way paid had no effect upon attendance.
Distance, however, does seem signilicant. Most of the respondents came
fron1 within a 500-mile radins.

Of the 35 who attended the mecting, one person atiended none of the
formal prescntations and one person attended all. The rest spent time as
follows: 4: twenty-five percent; 6: thirty percent; 9: fifty percent; 3: sixty
pereent; 9: seventy-five percenit. The average is slightly above filty percent.
L .
Over the past 3 years attendance was evenly distributed at sessions of this
meeting; 12 having attended 1 previous meeting; 10 having aitended 2; and
12 having attended 3 past meetings.




Twenty-vight reported that they had atlended between | and 3 national
professional mectings in the past year: 6 reported hetween 4 and §; |
reported 7; and 1 reported that he had attended none. There was 1
NON-response.

There scemss to be no relationship betweest the nomber of socictics to which

the respondents belonged | and the nunber of meetings they had attended in
the past year.

Table 3. Number of Participants by Number of Socicty Memberships

Number of Meinberships Nuunber of Participants
1 3
2 6
3 7
4 8
5 3
6 6
7 3
8 1

Considering the number of past sessions ol the meeting under analysis, the
total number ~ professional meetings atiended in the past year, and the
number ol socicties cach respondent belonged to, it was possible to conclude
only that the respondents who attended this partienlar meeling were more
likely to bave attended other sessions of the same meeting.

The average number of societics to which the respondents belonged was 4.

The most popular socictics aimong the respondents were: the Central States | =
Speech Association (21) and the Speech Association of America (19). The
sponsoring socicty, the National Socicty for the Study of Cominunication

accounted lor 30. All other socictics represented had a inembership of § or

less among the respondents. The total number of socictics was 46.

10
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The respondents were asked to rate various media of communication in their
order of importance in furnishing informatir a.

Table 4. Media of Communication Ranked by Importance {composite)

Journal articles

Books

National meetings

Discirssion with colleagues ontside place of employment
Discussion with colleagues 20 phice of employinent
Colleagues? manuscripts and preprints

Abstracts and abstract jonrnals

Document disscmination systems

Teehnical reports not itended for publication
Oral presentations at siafll meetings

Coursework and lecture notes

Correspondence

R R N

P =S

To arrive at 1 composite picture of the responses, the following technique
was nsed. The munber of :nentions cach medium received was multiplicd by
its importance rating. Questionnaire instriictions indicated that the number |
was uassigned 1o the most important medium, 2 1o the sceond most
important, etc. These nnmbers were totalled for cach medinm and the media
were arranged in rank order. Thus, Books were rated as the primary source
of information by 11 respondentts and assigned a value of 11 {k x 11 equals
11); they were rated as the sccond most important sonrce of information by
7 and assigned the value of 14 (2 x 7 is 14): and so on. The total thus arrived
at was 136, which placed Books after Jonrnal articles (109).

National meetings ranked third, with Discussions with colleagnes ontside of
employment, as a source of information. Respondents were Lo suggest ways
of mauking meetings mnore useful. The most (requent suggestions were
advance distribution of papers and provision for more iuformal discnssion of
papers.

11
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3. The Twentieth Ammal Ronnd Table Mecting
on Lingistics and Laogoage Stodics

The Twenticth Anmmal Round Table Meeting, held at Georgetown University
March 14 amd 15, 1969, was selected for spevial analvsis in connection with
the LINCS study. The reasons (or 1his choice were as (ollows:

1. The meeting was. beemse of its location, immiediately accessible.
2. 1ts reputation is such that leading lignres in the ingoitge
seienves are aftractvd Lo it from all parts of the United States,
3. Since it is held at a nniversity while elasses are in session,
stndents I the Langoase weiences are also in atlendance.
4. The coaperation of the host orgamization, Georgetown University,
wils assufud,
5. The meeting is nonunally so orgamized that controlled obsenvation
is Mawilitated.

Two apmoaches were 1o be ised in stadying this meeting. First, 2 stafl
menibers were o attend i as obwivers, Sceond, the rezular Protessional
Mectmes Questiommaiie Was 1o be seat to Lhe participants alter (he mecting
had adioumed. The fesponses o e quesiiomaires weie o be alyzed in
the conteal of the weports of the abservers. 1 was hoped that this technigue
would provide beth maan-gepth analvais of 1his particalar meeting and also a
means of checking the e Micieney of the questionnaire.

Several factors, however, prevented the realization of the goals of this vart of
the LINCS stndy, Fist, a bndgetary resteicltiop led o an incefinite
postponement of the entire study. When this resiriction was removed and
the deeision made 1o proceed with the study, it was too late 1o train the stadl
members who were o attend the meeting in the necessary ficlkl methods.
Although 2 staft members did in fuct attend the meeting their observations
were limited to the formal aspects of the mecting,

The observers noled that, in contrast 1o previous Rommd Table sessions, the
topic of this meeting (Linguistics and the Teaching of Standard English to
Speakers of Other Languages or Dialects) was very specific md consequently
did not have the broad appead of previous topics. The cifeet of this was Lo
attract a more homogencons audience than nsual, the greal majorily of
whom were from the Washington, D.C. srea. It scewned that the andience
represented, for the most part, fickls marginal to the linguage sciences, such
as education. The observers itlso noled that the meeting had more the anra of
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a lecture series wherein (he expert informs the non-specialist, «"an the wsual
character of past meetings wherein one expert submitted his findings to
other experts for review and discussion. Thns, il was not possible to use the

Georgetown Ronnd Table Meeting to test the questionnaire as it did nolt _

provide the anticipated crosssection of the kinguage sciences, nor was it a
Ly pical meeling.

Upon receipt, 1he list of panticipants at the meeting was examined in the
light of the obscrvations deseribed above. Unfortunately. the fist consited of
names. wilhont addresses or professional aftiliations. An vxtensive scarch
through the rather sizable address files available to the LINCS project
located the addresses of only twenty-five pereent of the participants. If Iifly
pereent of these responded to the gquestionnaire, the study ot the Round
Table Meeting would have rested upon a basis of thivteen percent, an
inadeguate  sanple. Of the addresses located, 100, or approximalely
two-lhirds, were in the D.C. area, verifying the opinions of the observers. As
they hag just been sent a questionnaire in connection with the P.C, Case
Study, it was feared that a potendially setions public relations problem might
result il they were sent another queslionpaire so soon. In the Hght of il
these lactons, it was decided 10 cancel the stndy of the Georgetown Round
Table Meeling.

13




APPENDIX A

Professional Meetings Designated for Analysis
. in Conjunction with the LINCS Professional Mectings Study
Jauary to June 1969)

Alaska Foreign Language Association

Central States Modern Language Teachiers Association
Georgetown University Round Table

National A<sociation of Language Laboratory Directors
National Society Tor the Study of Communicatijon
Ohie Modern Languase Teachiers Association
Somtheastera Conference on Linguistics

Washinglon Association of Foreign Lanpuage Teachers

14
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APPENDIX B

Letter of Transmitial

30N LOTT duretzt CEHTER FOR APPLILD LIKGWSTICS 117 Massachuselts Avenpe, NW., Washington, D.C. 20035

Toreglinar 12020 2oy 1,39
Cables CLLIAPLING

Dear Collcague:

The Center for Applizd Linguistics. under a grint from the National Seivnce
Fonudation (GN-771), is currently designing a Language Information Network and
Cleminghoase Systei (LEINCS) which is to be a compreliensiee infonnation system lor the
fTangnage scienees. The term “langmaige scicuees” inclucles Wl stilies of jangnage and
Eignage-related pheaomena, Thus we are voncerned with information fow in such fivlds as
reading, speech, Luglish and foreign Lingirge teavhing, as well as with general and applicd
linguistics aml  lappise-reliied aspects off psychology. inforniition seicnee, compuier
sclence, soviology. anthropology, philosophy. biology, medicine, and physies.

Oue of (he most importsat problems we face in designing such a0 system iy 1o
determine the information needs. interests, problems. and babits of its potential users, so
That the system van be designed to be of maximnm benelit, relevance, and convenienee {0
them.

This questionnaire is being sent to people who have reeently aftended professional
meetings involving the langoage scivnees. Its pipose is to determine the reasons why people
allend these meetings; what (hey do at them: and how they regard mcetings as an
information sourve. In order to place the responses in a proper perspeclive, minimal
biographic information is also requested, We hope that the response thus oblained can be
dirccted towards the improvement of professionsl meetings as a channel of infermation.

Your response in filling oul this guestionnaire would be of considerable hielp to us in
determining how present and future information scrvlees can be of the greatest benefit to
you aidl your colleagues. We thank you for your interest and cooperation.

Sincercly yours,

AL Hood Roberts
Director
Linguistic Documentation Program

15
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QUESTIONNAIRE

A, CONVENTION INTORMATION Tie purposc of the following guestions is to
gather information aboat naticial professioaal mectings in the hoguage aits und
scivnees and their role as an ehiective means for the exchange ol information.
“This nreeting”, as used below, relers 1o
the Ohio Modern Language Teachers Association Amnual Mecting
which met on April 11-12, 1969.

1. Name 2. Date prepared

3. For which of the following resons did you attend this meeting? Cheek which-
ever are applicable.

s a_To give a paper or talk ¢.___To see particnlar colleague(s)
b.—_To hear partivular paper(s) f.___Sent by cmpioyer
or lalk(y) ) £, To scek a new position
¢..—To broaden knowledge of h._—_.Other (please specify)
tield n general
d.—__To altend business or

administralive session

4. Comidering the reasons cited above, which would you say were actually accomplished
by youwr atfendance at this mecling?

3. What percentage (roughly) of your time at this mecting wonld you estimate (o lave
beeu spent n ecludl ativndance a#f formal presentations associdied with this meeting?

—28% 30 —-—S07% —_ 007 —75% —-100%

6. If this mecting is ons that is held at reguler intervals, how many of them have you
attended in the past three years?

Did you come to this mecting 2t your own expense? Yes No In part

Is attending mwetings such as this one parl of the duties of your cmployment?

9. Please list ALL profossional socictics of which. you are a member.

10.  1low nany NATIONAL professional and scientific meetings involving the language
. arts and scienees have yon attended in the past year?

i
11. 1n the blanks below, please rate cach of the media of communication listed in terms
. of how important it s in lurnishing mformation you uced. Rate by using nunibers
with | for the most important, 2 for the sccond nost important, ete. If a given
medinm is NOT available to you, write no in the blank next (o it

3.__ _Books g Oral presentations at stail
b.___Jonmal articles mectings
¢..—_Documert dissemination systems h.__Colleagues’ mianuscripts or preprints
e.g., ERIC i Correspondence
d. Technical reports, other papers  j. Discussion wilh collcagues at place
not intended for publication of employment
¢...—.Abstracts, Abslract journals k. __Discussion with colleagues outside
[...—National meetings place of cmployment
I, Courscwork andfor leeture notes

12




12. What snesestions do vou have for improving (he fuiclion of mectings as a
source of infomation 1 the langnapge arts or sciences? Please use a separate
sheet ol paper il necessary,

B. BIOGRAPHIC INFORMATION I vou have already cowpleted a National
Register of Scientific and Technical Persmuel or 2 Roster of Linguists
questionnaire for (he Ceater for Applicd Linguistics, you iy omit the
starred items wnless there has been some change.

I.  Mailing address

2. Date of birth 3. Sex: naale female
*4 . Plwc of birth
*S.  Collcge and post-graduaie training
Ctlllc;;c ar Years Major . Minor Degree &
University attended stibject subject _Dade_warded

*6. List below those fields in which you feel you have especial competcuce or
greatest interest (e.g., structnral analysis). Include langouges, if pertinent,

¢ f

7. Are you actively engaged in research or scholarship iu any of these specialties?
If yes, please list:

*8. List below those languages in which you are able to REAPD material about your
ficld.

13
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*9,  DPlease indicate what you comsider yoursell to be professionally (e.g.,
dialectologist; language teacher). Do not use a job deseription

*10.  Emplovitient status (check whichever are applicable).

A Lull-time employed
« b. Part-time cmployed
CopeetulHime student: wiere?
. d. Part-time student; wiere?
f.

¢......—.Retired
ol cmployed and not sceking employment
g._Secking cmployment

¥, If you are full- or pari-time emploved, please supply (he following:

Nanie of employer

Place of cmployment

Titde of position (if teaching, plense give subject)

Section or departient

#1232, Please list your publications, by ttie and date (if article, cite publication); ox
attach a personal bibliography.

14
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