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Abstract
We examine the influences of determiners (a/an, the, and all) and grammatical
number (singular or plural) on the affective meaning of social identity concepts.
Some linguistic evidence suggests that changes in the grammatical form of a noun
phrase may shift its affective meaning, while other research highlights the importance of context for such shifts. We conceptualize and measure affective meaning in
terms of evaluation (goodness), potency, and activity drawn from research in affect
control theory (ACT), a social psychological theory of culture and language. In two
experiments, participants rate 28 social identity concepts, which are either count or
collective nouns, presented in one of five grammatical forms. In congruence with
ACT, the data support that the bulk of a concept’s affective meaning is carried by the
noun itself, rather than by the grammatical features of the noun phrase in which the
concept is expressed.
Keywords: affective control theory; affective sentiments; determiners; noun
phrase grammar; social identities
‘I’m going to help the African Americans. I’m going to help the Latinos, Hispanics.
I am going to help the inner cities. [Clinton has] done a terrible job for the African
Americans.’
– Donald Trump, Second US Presidential Debate, 2016
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1.

Introduction

Can the grammatical form of a social identity reveal how we feel about it
or denote differing feelings? Does affective meaning differ when a concept
is expressed in the singular versus plural or with a particular determiner? If
grammatical form alone can affect the affective meaning or feelings we generally hold about an identity or social identity group, then grammar may
undergird bias and stereotypes. Yet, if differences in grammatical form are
insignificant for a concept’s affective meaning, people may rely solely upon
the wider linguistic, social, or physical context to form their perceptions. In
this paper, we seek to adjudicate these possibilities by considering how three
different aspects of noun phrase grammar – the use of determiners (a/an, the,
all), grammatical number (singular and plural), and count versus collective
nouns – influence affective sentiments outside of social or linguistic context.
We use and contribute to affect control theory (ACT), a social psychological
theory of culture, language, perception, and interaction. ACT is particularly
advantageous for pursuing cultural-linguistic questions, as it provides both a
quantitative measurement system for identities’ out-of-context affective sentiments and a theoretical explanation of changes in affective impressions in
social contexts (Heise, 1979; 2007; MacKinnon, 1994).
In what follows, we first discuss the noun phrase grammar that we will be
examining – specifically, determiners, grammatical number, and count and
collective nouns. Second, we explore how grammar affects the semantics of
labeled social entities, such as groups and individuals, concluding with how
the grammatical form of a noun phrase can influence affective meaning.
Third, we discuss how semantics, including affective semantics, depends on
or is independent of context, including the recently popularized case of ‘the
African Americans’ (Desmond-Harris, 2016; Murphy, 2016; Workneh, 2016).
Fourth, we summarize ACT and its out-of-context affective sentiment measurement system. Fifth, we detail two experiments wherein people rated the
affective meaning of 28 concepts in five conditions, each condition presenting
that concept as a different noun phase. Finally, we summarize the results of
these experiments, drawing conclusions about the potential for noun phrase
grammar to alter the affective meanings of social identities outside of situational context.

2.

Noun Phrase Grammar

We begin with an overview of three features of noun phrases that are relevant
to the grammatical form variables used in this study, maintaining a particular
focus on how the grammatical features intersect with questions of affective
meaning and context.
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2.1 Determiners
The grammatical class of determiners is made up of words that precede nouns
and indicate particular qualities of a noun, such as location, quantity, ownership, or definiteness (Payne, 2011: 167; Quirk et al., 2010: 253). A number of
different lexical categories are considered determiners – sometimes classified
into pre-, central, and post-determiners (see Quirk et al., 2010: 253), though
such distinctions are not necessary in the context of this project – including
possessive determiners, demonstrative determiners, numerals, and, of particular interest in this study, the definite and indefinite articles and quantifiers.
Articles are used to indicate the speaker’s (or writer’s) assumption of the listener’s (or reader’s) level of familiarity with a particular noun entity. Use of the
definite article (the) implies reference to a specific noun entity that is already
familiar to the listener/reader in some way, whether through physical, social,
or linguistic context (e.g. please give me the pen) or due to general knowledge
(e.g. the sky is beautiful); whereas use of the indefinite article (a/an) suggests
reference to an unspecified noun entity that is new to the discourse and/or
unfamiliar to the listener/reader (cf. Payne, 2011: 15; Quirk et al., 2010: 265,
272).
Articles can also be used within a noun phrase to make a generic reference,
that is, a generalization about a class of individuals or objects (Quirk et al.,
2010: 281). In English, the least marked choice for making a generic reference
is to use a bare plural, that is, a plural noun with no determiners (e.g. dogs
make excellent companions), which ‘identifies the class considered as an undifferentiated whole’ (Quirk et al., 2010: 282). However, both the indefinite and
definite articles can be paired with a singular noun to invoke generic meaning
as well (e.g. the dog is an excellent companion/a dog makes an excellent companion), though these usages are more limited. Quirk (2010: 281) explains that
‘[t]he generic use of a/an picks out any representative member of the class …
Generic a/an is therefore restricted in that it cannot be used in attributing
properties which belong to the class or species as a whole.’ Similarly, Quirk
(2010: 282) argues that ‘[t]he is rather limited in its generic function’ and ‘is
often formal or literary in tone, indicating the class as represented by its typical
specimen,’ providing the example ‘A great deal of illness originates in the mind’
to support this claim.
Thus, without context, whether physical, social, or linguistic, the specific
reference implied by the use of an article is ambiguous. For example, the intellectual is only a clear reference to a specific individual if there is physical/social
context (e.g. a scientist is lecturing) or linguistic context (e.g. in a passage or
lecture about Albert Einstein). Psychologically, in terms of identity perceptions, an out-of-context specific individual can either be an archetype – a
cognitive representation typical of that class of individuals – or a prototype
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– a specific person that serves as a model of that class and, therefore, is easily
accessible (Scherer, 1992). So, the intellectual might be perceived as more prototypical than an intellectual and, thereby, may be subject to more stereotypical
sentiments.
Other classes of determiners, such as possessive and demonstrative determiners, are deictic; that is, their interpretation is completely dependent on
context, for example, her husband, my son, those people, etc. (Payne, 2011:
128). The use of a deictic determiner suggests a particular contextual framing
or allows the perceiver to determine the meaning principally from their own
perspective rather than from a cultural conception. Quantifiers (e.g. some,
many, both, etc.), however, rely less on context, as they simply give additional
information about the quantity of the noun, that is, they are used to ‘refer to
an identifiable set of potential referents’ (Payne, 2011: 130). The quantifier all,
for example, does not require contextual framing to make a generic reference,
which is the most typical use of all, though its reference may change with additional physical, social, or linguistic context; for example, the phrase all women
without context refers to half the world’s population; whereas, the reference
for all women in the context of a meeting is limited by that scope (Quirk et al.,
2010: 259).
2.2 Grammatical Number
In present day English, there are two options for the grammatical characterization of the number of a noun or pronoun: singular (one) or plural (two
or more). As previously mentioned, without specific context, use of the bare
plural often implies a generic reference to an entire category or set. Thus, while
a magician or the magician is most often used in reference to a single person,
whether known or unknown, magicians can refer to the identity category or
can refer to every instance in that category (making it denotatively similar to
all magicians). Determiners can be used with both singular and plural nouns,
with some exceptions; for example, the indefinite article cannot be paired with
a plural noun, such as a librarians (Quirk et al., 2010: 255). Furthermore, the
use of the definite article with a plural noun (e.g. the librarians) signals reference to a specific group (Quirk et al., 2010: 266). In specific contexts, this is
clarified by distinguishing the group, such as: Everyone at this university helped
make this project a success; the librarians provided referencing and technical
support.
2.3 Count, Mass, and Collective Nouns
Another way to categorize nouns is according to whether they are considered
count nouns, non-count/mass nouns, or, of particular interest to this study,
collective nouns. Count nouns refer to individualized, countable objects, such
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as tree, teacher, book, etc., while non-count/mass nouns refer to non-countable
items or masses of material, such as rice, luck, soccer, etc. (Payne, 2011: 115;
Quirk et al., 2010: 246). Collective nouns are used to refer to a group of people,
animals, or objects, such as family, staff, fleet, etc. (Payne, 2011: 121; Quirk et
al., 2010: 316). Using a collective noun to express a personal singular identity
requires the genitive case or use of the of-construction (e.g. a family’s member
or member of a family for family) or a specific word denoting ‘member of
group’ (e.g. juror for jury). In US English, collective nouns are typically treated
as grammatically singular (Quirk et al., 2010: 758), yet they are semantically
plural: whether preceded by the definite or indefinite article or the quantifier
all, every noun phrase containing a collective noun refers to a collection of
individuals/entities, that is, a group.

3. The Semantics and Grammar of Group Labels
Linguists’ research on group identities, group labels, and affective sentiment
has centered on a few key areas, including the social effects of the grammatical forms of group labels (including both semantic and grammatical analyses)
with a particular focus on ethnonyms in specific geographical, cultural, and
speech communities.
3.1 Group Identities and Semantics
In her work on the effects of meaning as words are used in social interactions,
McConnell-Ginet (2008: 512) introduces the concept of ‘conceptual baggage’,
which she describes as, ‘what traditional lexicographers have called connotations, but also encyclopedic knowledge, stereotypes and prototypes, and
background assumptions, as well as knowledge about social practices in the
course of which the word gets used.’ She maintains that conceptual baggage
is important in discussions of meaning ‘because it can have profound communicative effects, triggering various kinds of (virtually automatic) inferences
by interpreters, inferences not always explicitly recognized by interpreters
as such and often not intended by speakers’ (McConnell-Ginet, 2008: 512).
Conceptual baggage, thus, can play an important role in affective sentiments
toward particular group terms, as McConnell-Ginet (2008: 512) exemplifies
with racial labels, which she argues ‘often carry racist stereotypes as a part
of their cultural baggage, potentially triggering biased inferences even from
those who would be shocked to have these inferences pointed out to them.’ As
such, the conceptual baggage associated with a particular group label can have
a profound and tacit effect on a person’s affective sentiment toward that group,
which illustrates the effect that the grammatical form of a label can have on
existent perceptions of the group referred to by the label.
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If a particular group label carries undesirable, untrue, or negative conceptual baggage, it can be changed, repackaged, or euphemized, which may have
the effect of improving people’s affective sentiments toward the group. This is
sometimes framed as political correctness or cultural sensitivity, as Andrews
(1996: 391) discusses, offering examples such as lexical shifts from blind to visually impaired, Oriental to Asian, and (American) Indian to Native American.
Both McConnell-Ginet (2008) and Andrews (1996) investigate the effects of
these kinds of lexical shifts in language, which ultimately leads to this question: does a lexical shift actually reflect or inspire a change in people’s conceptions of the individuals or groups to which the labels refer?
Andrews (1996) addresses this question by bringing into her analysis a
foundational linguistic theory regarding language and thought, the SapirWhorf hypothesis (Sapir, 1921; Whorf, 1950), which, in its strongest form,
argues that the language a person speaks determines how that person thinks
and perceives reality. Its weaker form, often called linguistic relativity, suggests the influence, rather than the determination, of language on thought.
According to the Sapir-Whorf hypothesis, the lexical shift of a group label for
reasons of political correctness should, indeed, change (i.e. improve) perceptions toward that group, but such change would happen slowly, over time, and
would ‘have a substantive effect only if the new label does not itself acquire
the objectionable conceptual baggage of the old: that does indeed happen
but it is by no means guaranteed’ (McConnell-Ginet 2008: 518). As Andrews
(1996: 393) puts it, ‘Supporters of the strong connection between language
and thought claim that modified lexical usage of common and proper names
will most certainly change perception within the targeted speech community.’
Yet McConnell-Ginet (2008: 517) effectively summarizes the likely effects
of lexical shifts, explaining, ‘As critics of attempts at language reform often
observe, changing labels cannot in and of itself effect the desired nonlinguistic
changes. But there is considerable evidence that changed labels – repackaging
– can indeed be an important component of broader social change – never the
whole picture but often an important part.’
The practice of inducing lexical shifts for reasons of political correctness
or cultural sensitivity (i.e. in an attempt to change the conceptual baggage
attached to a particular label) underscores the connection between the linguistic form of a label and its social perceptions. Our project seeks to interrogate
these connections and to investigate the influence of a particular linguistic
form on its affective meaning.
3.2 Ethnonym Usage
One specific robust area of research on group labels and affective sentiment
has centered on ethnonyms, or labels that refer to the ethnic identity of a
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group or person. This research underscores the connections between identity,
perceptions, and labels, particularly in terms of its pervasiveness and the real
social effects that can result.
Smith and Eisenstein’s (2013: E7-E8) study of former residents of a diverse
neighborhood in Pennsylvania referred to as ‘Syrian Town’ reveals the prevalence and importance of ethnonym usage as a means by which people organize
and perceive their social contexts:
Not only was everyone [in the neighborhood] associated with an ethnonym, but these
labels were employed so liberally that they were almost more important, or certainly
as important, as people’s names. … According to our informants, people could be categorized by approximately a dozen ethnonyms. Within this array of ethnosociological labels are some which in academic parlance would be considered ‘racial’ labels
(‘Black’, ‘Colored’, ‘African-American’, ‘White’), others ‘ethnic’ categories (‘Lebanese’,
‘Italian’, ‘German’, ‘Irish’, ‘Lithuanian’), which could also designate citizenship status
(‘American’, ‘Italian’, and so forth), and still another that is ‘religious’ in basis (‘Jewish’).
These labels are clues to local understandings of the social world. Moreover, although
they are rooted in overlapping criteria, it is important to note that they were employed
by our interviewees in an unproblematic, either/or, ‘digital’ fashion (Eriksen, 2002:
174). There did not seem to be any question in people’s minds about this method of
sorting people or their treatment of the categories as mutually exclusive.

Smith and Eisenstein’s (2013) research reveals the complex nature of ethnonyms, a complexity that is at odds with their frequent and unproblematized usage, at least by the elderly interviewees in their study. Yet, Smith and
Eisenstein (2013) provide evidence to show that their interviewees, by and
large, showed a respect and appreciation for diversity as well as resistance to
ethnic or racial stereotypes. So it is not as though the increased use of ethnonyms suggests a lack of understanding for or valuing of ethnic diversity. In
fact, they argue for the opposite effect and state that, rather than ethnicity or
race, the more important distinction marker in the neighborhood was class.
Sibley et al. (2011) conducted a study on ethnonym usage in New Zealand
that focused on the distinction between autonyms (labels constructed by
groups to name themselves) and exonyms (group labels created outside a particular group). Sibley et al. (2011: 202) explain that ‘exonyms tend to be created
by majority or dominant groups to describe minority or disadvantaged groups
within society,’ but their study was unique in that it actually examined the use
of a label created by a minority group to describe the majority group. Their
research reveals that the usage of particular auto- or exonyms can symbolize
particular in-group and/or out-group attitudes. For example, contrary to the
popular belief that the label is largely pejorative, the use of the exonym Pakeha
by the minority group (the indigenous Maori) to refer to the majority group
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(New Zealanders of European descent) actually revealed in-group attitudes,
such as ‘a more positive evaluation of their own group, and also … that their
ethnicity was a more central part of their self-concept’ (Sibley et al. 2011: 214–
215); whereas use of Pakeha by the majority group to refer to its own members
‘expressed positive out-group attitudes toward the Maori’. These findings
reveal the complex relationship between the use of ethnonyms and auto- and
exonyms and self and group identity, outgroup attitudes, and even (potentially
misleading) popular conceptions of the conceptual baggage and connotation
associated with a particular group label.
3.3 The African Americans: A Case Study
There is another specific sociopolitical situation involving a particular group
label that is of particular interest to this study. In several speeches, events,
and debates during his 2016 presidential campaign and continuing into his
presidency, Donald Trump’s use of the definite article garnered considerable
attention in the popular media and prompted the creation and use of a viral
hashtag: #TheAfricanAmericans (cf. Desmond-Harris, 2016; Murphy, 2016;
Workneh, 2016, among others). Specifically, people became interested in and
critical of Trump’s use of the definite article with a plural noun (the African
Americans) in place of the unmarked option: a bare plural to suggest a generic
reference (African Americans). This marked usage is illustrated in the epitaph
and in the following example from the beginning of Trump’s remarks during
a listening session at the start of Black History Month in 2017: ‘We honor the
tremendous history of the African Americans throughout our country. … I’d
go around with Ben [Carson] to a lot of different places that I wasn’t so familiar
with – they’re incredible people’ (Politico, 2017). As stated above, the use of
the definite article preceding a plural noun typically cannot express a generic
reference; it must refer to a specific group. Yet, it is clear in these examples that
Trump is not, in fact, referring to a specific group of African Americans but,
rather, all African Americans in the United States, so some meaning must be
ascribed to his repeated use of this marked the.
Murphy (2016) argues that this particular usage can have an ‘othering’
effect, making African Americans ‘seem like [they’re] a large, uniform mass,
rather than a diverse group of individuals. This is the key to “othering:” treating
people from another group as less human than one’s own group. The Nazis did
it when they talked about die Juden (“the Jews”). Homophobes do it when they
talk about “the gays”.’ This same sentiment is reflected in several Twitter posts
written by people reacting to Trump’s use of ‘the African Americans’, including: ‘“The Latinos”, “The African Americans”, We are PEOPLE, not objects’
and ‘Referring to a diverse community of people as “the African-Americans”
shows you have no understanding that they are, in fact, human beings’
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(Workneh, 2016). Similarly, Hobbs (2017), reflecting on Trump’s Black
History Month comments, writes: ‘But his [Trump’s] use of the very term
“the African-Americans” betrayed a lack of appreciation for the diversity
of interests within African-American communities. Trump has painted
African-American life with a broad and despairing brush: African-American
communities, to Trump’s mind, have universally been ravaged by drug abuse,
crime, and violence.’
While Trump’s use of the paired with a plural noun does not create bias or
cognitive dehumanization in and of itself, its use is so potent because it communicates existing problematic affective sentiments. And as these sentiments
are invoked within the speech of a person in a position of power, it is possible
that such usage could perpetuate problematic sentiments, as Murphy (2016)
argues:
Trump’s ‘the’ works as a dog-whistle to disaffected rural white voters attracted to his
message. At the very least, he is demonstrating to those voters that he is keeping other
groups distanced – that, like them, he sees African-Americans and Latinos as something over there, in the inner cities (and the White House), rather than as millions of
individual Americans with as much invested in the future of this country as its white
citizens.

Both the Sapir-Whorf hypothesis (discussed above) and ACT (discussed
below) suggest that affective meaning is stable and slow to change; therefore, we
do not imbue as much psychological influence in one communicative instance
(e.g. Trump’s statement in a debate) as we would expect with a long-term sociocultural movement (e.g. Nazism). In all, though, the issue of primary relevance to this study is whether affective meaning of identity concepts can shift
based on their grammatical form without the need for any context.
3.4 Noun Phrase Grammar and Context
Existent research in linguistics on the interface of grammar and semantics
in noun phrases (particularly regarding the use of the definite article) often
emphasizes the importance of linguistic and/or social context. Smith (1964:
50) explains, for example, that ‘all generic determiners can be interpreted as
either generic or particular, depending on the context; they are in a sense
ambiguous. This sentence, for instance, can be interpreted as generic: The cat
is a hunter; but if the context is a discussion of a particular cat the sentence
will be interpreted as referring to that particular cat, and the as the definite
rather than generic.’ Thus, by their very nature, articles are at least somewhat
context-dependent.
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Similarly, Wahid’s (2013: 23) study investigates how definite article usage
and interpretations vary within different varieties of English, showing that
while ‘variation in definite article use is often equated with token omission and
insertion’, a closer look at the linguistic context in which an article is (or is not)
used may reveal intricacies that could affect whether a given usage of the is
interpreted as marked or not. Wahid (2013: 23–24) offers an analysis of a particular example, ‘The girls tend to fair [sic] better in these subjects,’ to illustrate:
[T]he use of ‘the girls’… may seem a marked choice … because speakers of Inner Circle
varieties would normally use undetermined plural nouns such as ‘Ø girls’ to express
a general set of entities as required by what seems to be the context of the utterance
(cf. ‘collective nouns’ in Sand, 2004: 290). In fact, when seen in its larger context …,
there is evidence to believe that the referent of girls is a special subset singled out for
definiteness.

Thus, what in some cases might seem to be a marked use of the definite
article outside of context might be an unmarked use of the definite article in
(sematic/linguistic) context. Wahid (2013) also argues that speakers of different Englishes have different notions of grammatical acceptability and markedness when it comes to the use of articles. Sand (2004: 283) similarly provides
evidence that ‘[t]he use of the definite and indefinite article is a grammatical
feature which displays great variability even in standard British and American
English’. Thus, an individual’s sociolinguistic background can also have an
influence on their individual perceptions of particular noun phrase grammatical features.
In light of this research, yet in spite of the myriad social and linguistic
factors that can affect and change the affective meaning and perceptions of
group labels and identities, there is little evidence that the grammatical phrasing of identity concepts could change their affective meaning outside of highly
contextualized situations, such as with specific ethnic or racial groups, especially those already subject to stereotypes, and in linguistic contexts in which
it matters who is speaking to whom. In this study, we investigate whether an
out-of-context concept can have different affective sentiments if features of the
noun phrase in which it is expressed are changed. For this, we turn to a theory
in which cultural affective meaning is codified in language terms.

4.

Affective Meaning: Evaluation, Potency, and Activity

Affect control theory (Heise, 1979; 2007; MacKinnon, 1994) proposes that
individuals maintain sociocultural affective meanings through their interpretations of events and continuing actions. The theory consists of two main
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parts: a semantic differential scale – a device developed by Osgood et al. (1975)
to measure and quantify affective meaning – and a cybernetic control model
that predicts both the affective meanings produced by an event and the social
behaviors likely to result from those meanings. The present study is primarily
concerned with the former component of the theory, the measurement model.
Osgood and colleagues (Osgood et al., 1957; 1975) completed a monumental, multi-decade line of research that found that the affective meaning of any
given concept can be represented by three dimensions: evaluation, potency,
and activity (EPA). Evaluation measures goodness, warmth, morality, and
status and ranges from bad/awful to good/nice. Potency measures power, size,
and dominance and ranges from powerless/weak to powerful/strong. Activity
measures liveliness, arousal, and age and ranges from quiet/slow/old to loud/
fast/young. These dimensions explain the greatest differences among the connotative meanings of cultural terms (Osgood et al., 1975) and relate to human
emotion, communication, and behavior (Scholl, 2013).
Via a survey, individuals from a particular sociocultural group rate concepts along these affective dimensions. Heise (2010) shows that the averaged ratings from a small number of culturally inculcated individuals are an
excellent representation of the shared affective sentiments held within the
language of that culture. Survey respondents rate concepts along each of the
EPA dimensions using a slider scale with extremes on each end (e.g. ‘infinitely
bad’ and ‘infinitely good’) with neutral in the center. Respondents move the
slider to the position on the scale that they feel best corresponds to the cultural
understanding of that concept. The position of the slider is then recorded as a
quantitative value from −4.0 to +4.01 (0 being neutral). EPA ratings from many
respondents are averaged to calculate the affective meaning for that concept
in the culture at large, expressed as a three-part number called a fundamental
sentiment. A collection of concepts and their fundamental sentiments is called
an affective dictionary. For example, the fundamental sentiment for mother,
according to the 2002–2004 US affective dictionary, is 2.48 1.96 1.15, meaning
that in the US, a mother is very good, quite powerful, and somewhat active.
An underlying assumption of ACT and other sociological and psychological theories of culture is that individual members of a given culture share
meanings – that is, through socialization, individuals come to a common
understanding of meanings: denotative, semantic, and affective (MacKinnon,
1994). Heise (2010) finds that for the affective meanings of identities and
behaviors, variation among respondents’ EPA ratings is primarily due to individual response error rather than actual differences among individuals’ affective understandings of concepts.
Despite this sharedness assumption, cultural researchers have recently
begun to explore variation among respondents’ EPA ratings and made some
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interesting findings. While a large portion of variation is attributable to various
types of measurement error, some variation occurs systematically due to differences between individuals beyond those explained by error. Thomas and Heise
(1995), for example, find that differences in individuals’ social embeddedness,
upbringing, and gender explain different EPA ratings among certain concepts.
For example, they identified at least five groups of people whose affective sentiments toward the concept a judge were different from each other. Heise (1979)
and other recent research (Curdy, 2018) suggests that variation among respondents’ EPA ratings may be indicative of the unsettledness, disturbance, or even
contentiousness of a concept’s fundamental sentiment. Settled concepts tend
to have low variation: respondents’ ratings tend to be similar to each other.
Unsettled or contentious concepts tend to have relatively higher variance:
respondents’ ratings tend to be less similar to each other or even bimodal. For
example, modern technologies tend to have higher variances than social identities (Shank, 2010). In the present study, we examine variation in EPA ratings
to see whether the grammatical form of a concept has an effect on both the
average of and variation within affective sentiments.
Such variation and difference in affective sentiments toward particular concepts due to differences in socialization is analogous to that due to individuals’
sociolinguistic backgrounds, as explained by Wahid (2013), mentioned above.

5.

Experiments

This study consists of two experiments: Experiment 1 uses count (noncollective) noun concepts, while Experiment 2 uses collective noun concepts.
Each concept is represented as a term, such as classmates or family. An online
survey presents all the terms in a random order for respondents to rate. Each
respondent is presented 28 different terms to rate, and each term appears
in a randomly selected form of one of the five grammatical conditions. The
determiner and grammatical number varies by condition in the following
ways: each term appears as an indefinite article (a/an) plus the singular noun
(Condition 1); the definite article (the) plus the singular noun (Condition 2);
the bare (Ø) plural (Condition 3); the definite article (the) plus the plural noun
(Condition 4); and the quantifier all plus the plural (Condition 5), as shown
in Table 1. The traditional grammatical form for ACT sentiment collection
is to use either the indefinite article (a/an) with a singular noun or the bare
plural, depending on the concept. These forms correspond to Conditions 1
and 3 of our experiments, respectively. By using count nouns in Experiment
1, we are able to compare meaning ratings between their individual (singular)
and group (plural) forms. Then, in Experiment 2, all concepts are collective
and, whether singular or plural, refer to groups.
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Table 1: Grammatical form of each condition for both experiments.
Condition

Grammatical Form

Condition 1

a/an + singular noun

Condition 2

the + singular noun

Condition 3

Ø + plural noun

Condition 4

the + plural noun

Condition 5

all + plural noun

5.1 Concept Selection
We conducted a pilot test of 170 group concepts that represented a range of
group types (e.g. primary groups, task groups, social categories, and collectives) and that varied in terms of evaluation, potency, and activity. The pilot
test did not include multiple grammatical forms per concept, using instead the
traditional ACT a/an or bare plural forms. We then selected 28 count nouns
and 28 collective nouns from this initial group for inclusion in Experiments 1
and 2, respectively. We selected these 56 concepts based on their span of the
EPA dimensions; they represent all eight combinations of positive and negative values for each of evaluation, potency, and activity and are meaningfully
related to group perception measures (Shank and Burns, 2018). Based on this
preliminary work, we find these concepts well-suited for investigating the
effect of grammatical form on affective meaning.
5.2 Procedure and Participants
We recruited and paid US participants from Amazon Mechanical Turk (mturk)
with a history of positive task completions to complete an online survey of the
concept ratings (Mason and Suri, 2012; Shank, 2016). The participants were
directed to the survey, and after consenting, they answered demographic questions, read instructions on rating concepts with the semantic differential slider
scales, and then rated the 28 concepts in a random order. Additionally, the
order and orientation of the evaluation, potency, and activity scales was separately randomized for each participant. A checkbox indicating ‘skip/I don’t
know this concept’ was also available for each concept.
There were initially 395 participants in Experiment 1 and 383 in Experiment
2 who completed at least 60% of the terms in the survey and who had lived in
the United States for the majority of their lives. Based on previous best practices for affect control EPA data collection (Heise, 2010; Shank and Burns,
2018; Shank and Lulham, 2017) we excluded several cases for which these
checks indicated a lack of understanding or attention to the concepts and affective ratings. These cases include low polarity (< 1.0) – in which a respondent’s
ratings almost exclusively occur at the 0 midpoint (6 removed for Experiment

Daniel B. Shank, Sarah E. Hercula, and Brent Curdy   61
1 and 2 removed for Experiment 2) – and high polarity (> 14.0) – in which the
ratings occur almost exclusively at the extremes (1 removed for Experiment 1
and 0 removed for Experiment 2). Other cases include high correlations among
evaluation, potency, and activity (> 0.9 among all pairs), indicating a respondent’s extreme lack of differentiation among the different affective dimensions
(0 removed for Experiment 1 and 1 removed for Experiment 2). Still other
cases include extreme overuse of positive or negative ratings (positive/negative
ratio > 5 or negative/positive ratio > 5) across evaluation, potency, and activity, indicating a lack of meaning differentiation among concepts specifically
selected to have both positive and negative values in evaluation, potency, and
activity (3 positive overuse and 1 negative overuse removed for Experiment
1 and 5 positive overuse and 3 negative overuse removed for Experiment 2).
The percentages excluded were minimal (2.8% for Experiment 1 and 2.9% for
Experiment 2), leaving 384 (198 men and 191 women) for Experiment 1 and
372 (188 men and 184 women) for Experiment 2.

6.

Experiment 1 Results

6.1 Descriptive statistics
Means and standard deviations of evaluation, potency, and activity by condition for each of the 28 concepts are presented in Tables 2–4. The average
rating per condition across all concepts ranges from 0.16 to 0.25 for evaluation
(Table 2), −0.39 to −0.30 for potency (Table 3), and 0.21 to 0.48 for activity
(Table 4), and concepts are present in all eight affective octants. The spread of
the lowest-rated and highest-rated concepts average 6.33 for evaluation, 5.04
for potency, and 5.36 for activity. These data reaffirm the diversity of our concepts across the affective dimensions. The standard deviation average of all
concepts ranges from 1.35 to 1.45 for evaluation (Table 2), 1.51 to 1.57 for
potency (Table 3), and 1.64 to 1.69 for activity (Table 4) across conditions,
which mirrors the expected finding that there is more general consensus for
evaluation ratings than for potency or activity ratings.
6.2 Affective Consensus Results
We examine whether there are different amounts of consensus across grammatical conditions by comparing the overall variance for all ratings of all terms
separated by the five conditions (Table 5: top). To do so, we conduct Levene’s
tests for each of the ten paired comparisons between the five conditions for
each of the three affective dimensions (Table 5). Results indicate that the variance of evaluation for Condition 5 (4.66) is significantly lower than Condition
3 (5.07) or Condition 4 (5.03). The variance of potency of Condition 5 (4.01)
is significantly lower than Condition 2 (4.31) and Condition 3 (4.32). There
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Table 2: Experiment 1 evaluation means (standard deviations) by condition for each
concept.
Cond. 1
Base Concept

Cond. 2

Cond. 3
Ø + Pl.

Cond. 4

Cond. 5

A/An + S.

The + S.

The + Pl.

All + Pl.

classmate

1.02 (1.20)

1.03 (1.20)

0.96 (1.28)

1.23 (1.28)

1.08 (1.05)

prison cellmate

-1.73 (1.62)

-1.48 (1.72)

-2.12 (1.20)

-2.00 (1.32)

-1.91 (1.21)

friend

2.80 (1.13)

2.64 (1.25)

2.85 (1.19)

2.16 (1.41)

2.25 (1.44)

estranged friend

0.05 (1.41)

-0.16 (1.38)

-0.17 (1.33)

-0.13 (1.52)

-0.15 (1.35)

Walmart greeter

1.83 (1.19)

2.01 (1.50)

1.71 (1.46)

1.79 (1.36)

1.92 (1.22)

telemarketer

-1.21 (1.62)

-1.44 (1.63)

-1.87 (1.79)

-1.71 (1.87)

-1.72 (1.76)

sales associate

0.53 (1.29)

0.33 (1.35)

0.59 (1.57)

0.77 (1.39)

0.56 (1.41)

fast food server

1.31 (1.34)

1.20 (1.15)

1.14 (1.26)

0.84 (1.47)

0.93 (1.12)

human rights activist

1.64 (1.80)

1.39 (1.84)

1.75 (1.77)

1.95 (1.57)

1.42 (1.68)

Internet blogger

0.74 (1.35)

0.41 (1.21)

0.71 (1.11)

0.44 (1.40)

0.34 (1.34)

fraternity brother

-0.04 (1.73)

-0.46 (1.55)

-0.42 (1.44)

-0.15 (1.67)

-0.64 (1.66)

referee

0.98 (1.33)

1.01 (1.30)

0.78 (1.35)

0.89 (1.05)

0.70 (1.35)

night security guard

1.33 (1.35)

1.48 (1.17)

1.28 (1.19)

1.68 (1.20)

0.95 (1.28)

intellectual

1.47 (1.42)

1.55 (1.35)

1.47 (1.33)

1.57 (1.24)

1.60 (1.22)

newborn

2.88 (1.70)

2.57 (1.78)

2.78 (1.55)

2.69 (1.53)

2.88 (1.63)

elementary school
student

1.37 (1.72)

1.66 (1.64)

1.71 (1.54)

1.47 (1.54)

1.61 (1.40)

senior citizen

1.79 (1.31)

1.91 (1.53)

1.63 (1.79)

1.61 (1.42)

1.66 (1.27)

nursing home patient

1.69 (1.44)

1.65 (1.50)

1.51 (1.51)

1.75 (1.62)

1.61 (1.43)

terrorist

-3.63 (0.98)

-3.43 (1.23)

-3.44 (1.30)

-3.54 (1.28)

-3.66 (0.73)

scrooge

-2.17 (1.42)

-2.19 (1.53)

-2.24 (1.24)

-1.23 (1.79)

-2.36 (1.30)

juvenile delinquent

-1.81 (1.13)

-1.61 (1.46)

-1.83 (1.13)

-1.77 (1.50)

-1.51 (1.48)

meth addict

-2.05 (1.60)

-2.03 (1.20)

-2.31 (1.39)

-2.16 (1.29)

-1.59 (1.66)

hoarder

-0.61 (1.32)

-0.93 (1.29)

-0.42 (1.57)

-1.00 (1.40)

-0.53 (1.32)

Internet stalker

-2.82 (1.45)

-2.84 (1.39)

-3.13 (1.04)

-2.88 (1.27)

-3.08 (1.21)

protester

0.01 (1.58)

0.53 (1.51)

0.22 (1.56)

0.57 (1.73)

0.06 (1.39)

chess tournament
competitor

1.37 (1.30)

1.51 (1.31)

1.49 (1.37)

1.75 (1.41)

1.61 (1.07)

funeral mourner

1.18 (1.53)

1.39 (1.55)

1.52 (1.28)

1.20 (1.60)

1.17 (1.46)

strip club customer

-0.96 (1.30)

-0.97 (1.63)

-0.92 (1.48)

-0.93 (1.60)

-0.87 (1.27)

Averages Across
Concepts

0.25 (1.41)

0.24 (1.43)

0.19 (1.39)

0.24 (1.45)

0.16 (1.35)

Means (SD) of Entire
Sample

0.19 (2.23)

0.34 (2.18)

0.21 (2.25)

0.24 (2.24)

0.26 (2.16)

Note: Kruskal-Wallis analysis of variance resulting in a significant (p < 0.05) difference across all five conditions
per concept are bolded.
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Table 3: Experiment 1 potency means (standard deviations) by condition for each
concept.
Cond. 1
Base Concept

Cond. 2

Cond. 3
Ø + Pl.

Cond. 4

Cond. 5

A/An + S.

The + S.

The + Pl.

All + Pl.

classmate

0.06 (1.04)

0.14 (0.97)

0.25 (0.99)

0.32 (1.26)

0.13 (1.10)

prison cellmate

-0.54 (2.09)

-0.52 (2.00)

-0.73 (2.04)

-0.66 (2.15)

-0.68 (2.18)

friend

1.22 (1.01)

1.26 (1.05)

1.29 (1.34)

1.04 (1.17)

1.03 (1.24)

estranged friend

-0.07 (1.16)

-0.51 (1.25)

-0.36 (1.24)

-0.18 (1.32)

-0.54 (1.08)

Walmart greeter

-1.24 (1.54)

-1.38 (1.39)

-0.97 (1.56)

-0.78 (1.70)

-1.51 (1.34)

telemarketer

-0.85 (1.47)

-1.13 (1.61)

-1.17 (1.83)

-1.13 (1.66)

-1.13 (1.87)

sales associate

0.05 (1.31)

0.07 (1.27)

-0.03 (1.43)

0.14 (1.53)

-0.03 (1.40)

fast food server

-0.64 (1.58)

-0.92 (1.57)

-1.23 (1.55)

-1.10 (1.59)

-0.74 (1.37)

human rights activist

1.22 (1.52)

1.04 (1.45)

1.14 (1.32)

0.90 (1.64)

0.76 (1.62)

Internet blogger

0.61 (1.50)

0.45 (1.45)

0.47 (1.25)

0.61 (1.38)

0.13 (1.46)

fraternity brother

1.07 (1.41)

0.41 (1.71)

0.49 (1.39)

1.11 (1.25)

0.90 (1.45)

referee

1.83 (1.38)

2.01 (1.27)

1.81 (1.24)

2.25 (0.97)

1.67 (1.18)

night security guard

1.15 (1.37)

1.15 (1.44)

1.04 (1.26)

1.19 (1.55)

0.80 (1.56)

intellectual

1.35 (1.53)

1.63 (1.29)

1.59 (1.40)

1.30 (1.49)

1.47 (1.24)

newborn

-3.38 (0.97)

-2.79 (1.98)

-2.94 (1.74)

-3.16 (1.33)

-3.35 (1.18)

elementary school
student

-1.13 (1.77)

-1.42 (1.68)

-1.43 (1.98)

-1.27 (1.72)

-1.12 (1.68)

senior citizen

-1.22 (1.63)

-1.41 (1.77)

-1.66 (1.48)

-1.34 (1.72)

-1.39 (1.52)

nursing home patient

-2.85 (0.85)

-2.54 (1.59)

-2.80 (1.04)

-2.54 (1.55)

-2.31 (1.52)

terrorist

0.54 (2.36)

0.89 (2.30)

0.89 (2.28)

0.69 (2.38)

0.51 (2.17)

scrooge

0.17 (1.87)

0.93 (1.96)

0.05 (1.89)

0.56 (1.60)

0.54 (1.89)
-0.64 (1.60)

juvenile delinquent

-1.25 (1.53)

-1.01 (1.65)

-1.07 (1.67)

-0.68 (1.56)

meth addict

-2.66 (1.47)

-2.60 (1.50)

-2.72 (1.29)

-2.36 (1.52)

-2.39 (1.71)

hoarder

-2.08 (1.33)

-2.32 (1.29)

-2.19 (1.45)

-1.94 (1.40)

-2.12 (1.23)

Internet stalker

-0.34 (2.30)

-0.66 (2.27)

-0.18 (2.09)

-0.78 (1.85)

-0.58 (2.31)

protester

0.32 (1.70)

0.67 (1.28)

0.78 (1.72)

0.83 (1.66)

0.83 (1.53)

chess tournament
competitor

0.98 (1.41)

0.92 (1.44)

0.81 (1.50)

0.88 (1.48)

0.79 (1.43)

funeral mourner

-1.41 (1.72)

-1.40 (1.80)

-1.23 (1.54)

-1.40 (1.35)

-1.20 (1.48)

strip club customer

-0.88 (1.40)

-0.99 (1.70)

-0.75 (1.66)

-0.77 (1.88)

-0.83 (1.44)

Average Across
Concepts

-0.36 (1.51)

-0.36 (1.57)

-0.39 (1.54)

-0.30 (1.56)

-0.39 (1.53)

Mean (SD) of Entire
Sample

-0.40 (2.04)

-0.36 (2.08)

-0.41 (2.08)

-0.39 (2.03)

-0.48 (2.00)

Note: Kruskal-Wallis analysis of variance resulting in a significant (p < 0.05) difference across all five conditions
per concept are bolded.
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Table 4: Experiment 1 activity means (standard deviations) by condition for each
concept.
Cond. 1
Base Concept

Cond. 2

Cond. 3

Cond. 4

Cond. 5

A/An + S.

The + S.

Ø + Pl.

The + Pl.

All + Pl.

classmate

0.28 (1.20)

0.35 (1.15)

0.93 (1.26)

0.93 (1.41)

0.77 (1.22)

prison cellmate

0.19 (1.77)

-0.01 (1.67)

0.96 (1.78)

0.99 (1.66)

0.84 (1.73)

friend

0.66 (1.12)

0.75 (1.25)

0.46 (1.55)

1.05 (1.13)

0.75 (1.21)

estranged friend

-0.13 (1.30)

-0.63 (1.36)

-0.59 (1.45)

-0.32 (1.29)

-0.49 (1.40)

Walmart greeter

-0.80 (1.71)

-0.87 (1.88)

-0.84 (1.63)

-0.37 (1.78)

-0.80 (1.75)

telemarketer

1.79 (1.64)

1.95 (1.58)

1.78 (1.91)

2.04 (1.66)

2.10 (1.66)

sales associate

1.52 (1.57)

1.37 (1.38)

1.72 (1.17)

1.26 (1.56)

1.43 (1.55)

fast food server

1.18 (1.85)

1.26 (1.57)

1.59 (1.48)

1.24 (1.64)

1.74 (1.33)

human rights
activist

2.04 (1.59)

2.08 (1.36)

2.46 (1.30)

2.20 (1.40)

1.73 (1.43)

Internet blogger

0.40 (1.90)

0.33 (1.89)

0.78 (1.68)

0.93 (1.65)

0.51 (1.80)

fraternity brother

2.48 (1.19)

2.34 (1.25)

2.44 (1.49)

2.13 (1.79)

2.70 (1.25)

referee

1.92 (1.43)

2.00 (1.36)

1.56 (1.66)

2.07 (1.20)

1.70 (1.56)

night security guard

-0.66 (1.66)

-0.52 (1.88)

-0.54 (1.66)

-0.75 (1.77)

-0.84 (1.60)

intellectual

-0.89 (1.71)

-0.69 (1.87)

-0.61 (1.86)

-0.82 (1.69)

-0.58 (1.68)

newborn

0.13 (2.62)

-0.60 (2.51)

-0.52 (2.25)

-0.05 (2.32)

0.25 (2.33)

elementary school
student

2.29 (1.81)

2.08 (1.84)

2.83 (1.35)

2.89 (1.14)

2.58 (1.40)

senior citizen

-2.17 (1.25)

-2.17 (1.20)

-2.12 (1.45)

-2.41 (1.28)

-2.06 (1.29)

nursing home patient

-2.99 (0.76)

-2.72 (1.34)

-2.69 (1.38)

-2.43 (1.75)

-2.53 (1.33)

terrorist

1.80 (1.98)

1.03 (2.60)

1.65 (2.17)

1.41 (2.25)

1.22 (2.36)

scrooge

-0.88 (1.72)

-0.77 (2.03)

-1.10 (1.66)

0.07 (1.97)

-0.48 (1.97)

juvenile delinquent

1.72 (1.49)

2.08 (1.36)

2.11 (1.44)

2.00 (1.54)

1.62 (1.59)

meth addict

0.91 (2.47)

0.48 (2.46)

0.90 (2.64)

1.13 (2.28)

0.06 (2.63)

hoarder

-1.26 (1.81)

-1.49 (1.59)

-1.59 (1.86)

-1.46 (1.43)

-1.48 (1.48)

Internet stalker

-0.86 (2.23)

-0.66 (2.44)

-0.60 (2.27)

-0.43 (2.17)

-0.17 (2.36)

protester

2.54 (1.16)

2.50 (1.15)

2.63 (1.33)

2.71 (1.14)

2.37 (1.17)

chess tournament
competitor

-1.41 (1.68)

-1.53 (1.81)

-1.26 (1.74)

-1.68 (1.83)

-1.55 (1.80)

funeral mourner

-2.09 (1.55)

-1.88 (1.57)

-2.16 (1.26)

-2.06 (1.42)

-2.08 (1.56)

strip club customer

0.16 (1.88)

-0.12 (1.84)

0.46 (1.80)

1.09 (1.81)

0.57 (1.78)

Average Across
Concepts

0.28 (1.64)

0.21 (1.69)

0.38 (1.66)

0.48 (1.64)

0.35 (1.65)

Mean (SD) of Entire
Sample

0.17 (2.10)

0.07 (2.11)

0.25 (2.15)

0.37 (2.13)

0.18 (2.09)

Note: Kruskal-Wallis analysis of variance resulting in a significant (p < 0.05) difference across all five conditions
per concept are bolded.
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Table 5: Entire sample variance for both experiments by affective dimension and
condition with Levene’s test between paired conditions.
Cond. 1

Cond. 2

Cond. 3

Cond. 4

Cond. 5

A/An + S.

The + S.

Ø + Pl.

The + Pl.

All + Pl.

Evaluation

4.98ab

4.76ab

5.07a

5.03a

4.66b

Potency

4.15ab

4.31a

4.32a

4.13ab

4.01b

Activity

4.43

4.44

4.64

4.54

4.38

Evaluation

6.25ab

6.02ab

6.34a

5.94b

5.46c

Potency

4.32a

3.92b

4.21ab

4.05ab

3.69c

Activity

4.37

4.31

4.42

4.34

4.12

Experiment 1

Experiment 2

Note: Those paired conditions which variance differs at a p < 0.05 level of significance in the same row have ab
and c in common. Those rows with no subscripts have no significant differences in variance.

are no significant results for activity variance. Together, these data suggest the
inclusivity and universality of the all determiner leads to slightly more affective consensus than there is for some of the alternative grammatical forms.
6.3 Affective Sentiments Results
We next examine whether mean evaluation, potency, and activity sentiments
differ across conditions. A Kolmogorov-Smirnov test of normality indicates
that none of the dimensions have normal distributions; therefore, for all tests,
we use the nonparametric Kruskal-Wallis analysis of variance, which compares the sample medians instead of a traditional ANOVA, which compares
means.2 First, we conduct a general test for each affective dimension across
all five conditions in order to see if the grammatical form has an overarching
difference on any affective dimension. The results indicate that there are no
significant differences across conditions for evaluation (p = 0.477) or potency
(p = 0.461), but there is a significant difference for activity (p = 0.002).
We then pair each condition with each of the other conditions separately
in order to assess whether particular grammatical forms alter affective sentiments. To do so, we conduct 30 tests: 10 pairings of conditions for each of
the three affective dimensions (Table 6: top right triangles). Likewise, these
indicate no statistical differences between conditions in terms of evaluation
(all ps ≥ 0.091) and potency (all ps ≥ 0.080), but three pairwise comparisons
are statistically significant (ps ≤ 0.005) for activity. Condition 4 (with a sample
mean activity of 0.37) is higher than both singular conditions (Condition 1:
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Table 6: Experiment 1 (top right triangles) and Experiment 2 (bottom left triangles)
significance results from a Kruskal-Wallis analysis of variance for overall differences
between paired conditions.
Cond. 1

Cond. 2

Cond. 3

Cond. 4

Cond. 5

A/An + S.

The + S.

Ø + Pl.

The + Pl.

All + Pl.

–

0.091

0.887

0.426

0.505

0.363

–

0.125

0.395

0.307

Evaluation
C1. A/An + singular
C2. The + singular
C3. Ø + plural

0.320

0.058

–

0.497

0.624

C4. The + plural

0.290

0.046

0.982

–

0.842

C5. All + plural

0.257

0.829

0.025

0.019

–

–

0.675

0.631

1.000

0.178

Potency
C1. A/An + singular
C2. The + singular

0.657

–

0.387

0.682

0.080

C3. Ø + plural

0.378

0.651

–

0.656

0.370

C4. The + plural

0.251

0.463

0.800

–

0.170

C5. All + plural

0.013

0.035

0.120

0.181

–

–

0.300

0.070

0.005

0.577

0.521

–

0.005

<0.001

0.113

Activity
C1. A/An + singular
C2. The + singular
C3. Ø + plural

0.618

0.898

–

0.339

0.207

C4. The + plural

0.404

0.835

0.736

–

0.207

C5. All + plural

0.808

0.369

0.452

0.452

–

Note: Those values at the p < 0.05 level of significance have been bolded.

0.17; Condition 2: 0.07), and Condition 3 (0.37) is also higher than Condition
2 (Table 4).
Finally, we compare each concept separately in order to explore whether the
grammatical form of concepts drives change in affective meaning. We conduct
84 tests, separately testing each of 28 concepts for each of the three affective
dimensions. Fourteen of these 84 (16.7%) are significant at p < 0.05. For evaluation, the concepts friend, night security guard, scrooge, and hoarder each differ
significantly across phrasing conditions (4/28, 14.2%; Table 2: bolded). For
potency, Walmart greeter, fraternity brother, and juvenile delinquent each differ
across phrasing conditions (3/28, 10.7%; Table 3: bolded). For activity, classmate, prison cellmate, friend, human rights activist, elementary school student,
scrooge, and strip club customer each differ across phrasing conditions (7/28,
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25%; Table 4: bolded). Only two concepts – friend and scrooge – differ across
both evaluation and activity.

7.

Experiment 2 Results

7.1 Descriptive Statistics
The average rating per condition across all concepts ranges from −0.21 to −0.08
for evaluation (Table 7), 0.44 to 0.53 for potency (Table 8), and 0.67 to 0.79 for
activity (Table 9); moreover, concepts are rated in seven of the eight affective
octants (no concepts have an average rating placing them in the good, powerful, and inactive octant). The spread of the lowest-rated and highest-rated
concepts average 6.24 for evaluation, 4.49 for potency, and 5.11 for activity.
As in Experiment 1, these concepts represent a diversity of affective profiles.
Standard deviations range from 1.43 to 1.52 for evaluation (Table 7), 1.58 to
1.62 for potency (Table 8), and 1.70 to 1.76 for activity (Table 9), which, again,
shows more consensus for evaluation as compared to potency and activity.
7.2 Affective Consensus Results
Parallel to Experiment 1, we again examine differences in variance by condition, conducting Levene’s test (Table 5: bottom). Results indicate that the variance of evaluation for Condition 5 (5.46) is significantly lower than all other
conditions. Additionally, Condition 4 (5.94) is lower than Condition 3 (6.34).
Potency’s variance similarly shows that Condition 5 (3.69) is significantly
lower than all other conditions. Additionally, Condition 1 (4.32) is lower than
Condition 2 (3.92). Activity, again, has no significant difference in its variance.
These data indicate that the all determiner leads to more consensus in evaluation and potency, as compared to any other grammatical form, mirroring the
results of Experiment 1. Also, we note that the overall magnitude of evaluation
variance is larger in Experiment 2 than in Experiment 1 (Table 5), which is due
to more evaluation variance among the concepts used as stimuli.
7.3 Affective Sentiments Results
As in Experiment 1, a Kolmogorov-Smirnov test indicates non-normal distributions across dimensions, so we again use a nonparametric Kruskal-Wallis
analysis of variance, which measures centrality by the median. Our first analysis is for the overarching differences across affective dimensions. The results
indicate that there are no significant differences across conditions for potency
(p = 0.128) or activity (p = 0.790), but a marginally significant difference for
evaluation (p = 0.063).
Next, we conduct 10 pairwise comparisons between each pair of conditions
for each affective dimension (Table 6: bottom left triangles). These indicate
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Table 7: Experiment 2 evaluation means (standard deviations) by condition for each
concept.
Cond. 1
Base Concept
family

Cond. 2

Cond. 3

Cond. 4

Cond. 5

A/An + S.

The + S.

Ø + Pl.

The + Pl.

All + Pl.

2.35 (1.37)

2.25 (1.44)

2.16 (1.57)

2.13 (1.22)

1.43 (1.29)

role playing group

1.31 (1.31)

1.20 (1.17)

1.31 (1.41)

1.06 (1.28)

1.15 (1.41)

unknown rock band

0.61 (1.25)

0.19 (1.28)

0.38 (1.06)

0.53 (1.23)

0.35 (1.34)

infant playgroup

2.24 (1.61)

1.88 (1.74)

2.35 (1.56)

1.94 (1.61)

2.21 (1.35)

needy family

0.57 (1.67)

0.34 (1.63)

0.74 (1.54)

0.50 (1.75)

0.79 (1.67)

terrorist cell

-3.28 (1.37)

-3.58 (1.10)

-3.51 (1.16)

-3.20 (1.52)

-3.39 (1.11)

cult

-2.55 (1.60) -2.42 (1.56) -2.72 (1.48) -2.60 (1.49) -1.70 (1.96)

estranged family

-0.72 (1.59)

-1.15 (1.49)

-0.82 (1.43)

-1.07 (1.06)

-0.68 (1.51)

hung jury

-0.15 (1.14)

-0.24 (1.13)

-0.36 (1.31)

-0.33 (1.37)

-0.15 (1.18)

sports team

1.43 (1.53)

1.40 (1.54)

1.30 (1.64)

1.34 (1.43)

1.16 (1.59)

videography team

1.30 (1.39)

1.46 (0.99)

1.53 (1.18)

1.16 (1.38)

1.05 (1.32)

political party

-0.45 (1.62) -0.71 (1.54) -1.27 (1.56) -0.72 (1.79) -0.79 (1.47)

firing squad

-2.22 (1.86)

-1.78 (2.15)

-2.07 (2.06)

-1.96 (1.79)

-1.55 (1.79)

meth lab group

-3.00 (1.61)

-2.96 (1.50)

-3.30 (1.21)

-3.06 (1.59)

-2.73 (1.81)

prison work team

-0.51 (1.77)

-0.48 (1.60)

-0.70 (1.61)

-0.26 (1.61)

-0.36 (1.49)

customer service
department

0.75 (1.73)

0.35 (1.69)

0.35 (1.53)

0.33 (1.72)

0.03 (1.48)

volunteer group

2.68 (1.20)

2.86 (1.08)

3.05 (1.24)

2.54 (1.57)

2.50 (1.39)

club sports team

1.31 (1.45)

1.42 (1.28)

1.79 (1.28)

1.39 (1.46)

1.04 (1.53)

book club

2.16 (1.46)

2.61 (0.99)

2.40 (1.26)

2.36 (1.08)

2.41 (1.26)

quilting group

2.24 (1.50)

2.17 (1.65)

2.03 (1.34)

2.29 (1.38)

2.10 (1.59)

fraternity

-0.20 (1.67)

-0.61 (1.68)

-0.55 (1.74)

-0.65 (1.81)

-0.45 (1.42)

sex trafficking ring

-3.39 (1.39)

-3.74 (0.54)

-3.46 (1.37)

-3.56 (1.14)

-3.36 (1.64)

suicide cult

-3.18 (1.41)

-2.73 (1.85)

-3.33 (1.19)

-3.10 (1.38)

-3.30 (1.41)

soup kitchen line

1.31 (1.75)

2.12 (1.61)

1.29 (1.75)

1.24 (1.81)

1.82 (1.67)

angry mob

-2.54 (1.70)

-2.51 (1.53)

-2.59 (1.44)

-2.65 (1.39)

-2.64 (1.55)

rioting crowd

-2.23 (1.84)

-2.32 (1.58)

-2.48 (1.56)

-2.54 (1.51)

-2.19 (1.69)

crowd

0.08 (1.39)

0.23 (1.45)

-0.41 (1.28) -0.17 (1.56) -0.14 (1.23)

theater audience

1.71 (1.27)

1.45 (1.21)

1.41 (1.44)

1.31 (1.35)

1.07 (1.52)

Averages Across
Concepts

-0.08 (1.52)

-0.12 (1.43)

-0.20 (1.44)

-0.21 (1.47)

-0.15 (1.49)

Means (SD) of Entire
Sample

-0.20 (1.36)

-0.13 (1.26)

-0.29 (1.25)

-0.27 (1.23)

-0.09 (1.30)

Note: Kruskal-Wallis analysis of variance resulting in a significant (p < 0.05) difference across all five conditions
per concept are bolded.
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Table 8: Experiment 2 potency means (standard deviations) by condition for each
concept.
Cond. 1
Base Concept
family

Cond. 2

Cond. 3

Cond. 4

Cond. 5

A/An + S.

The + S.

Ø + Pl.

The + Pl.

All + Pl.

1.34 (1.56)

1.53 (1.52)

1.37 (1.54)

1.13 (1.50)

0.79 (1.40)

role playing group

-0.12 (1.53)

-0.20 (1.53)

-0.23 (1.45)

-0.33 (1.27)

-0.16 (1.46)

unknown rock band

-0.37 (1.56)

-0.51 (1.36)

-0.53 (1.53)

-0.35 (1.55)

-0.37 (1.84)

infant playgroup

-2.04 (1.69) -1.47 (1.71) -1.63 (1.92) -1.17 (1.81) -1.28 (1.84)

needy family

-2.21 (1.43)

-1.64 (1.57)

-2.22 (1.45)

-2.17 (1.39)

-2.05 (1.64)

terrorist cell

1.48 (1.81)

1.70 (1.77)

1.69 (1.69)

1.63 (1.51)

1.53 (1.71)

cult

1.59 (1.51)

0.92 (1.74)

1.14 (1.79)

0.95 (1.73)

1.33 (1.69)

estranged family

-1.07 (1.39)

-0.96 (1.30)

-0.77 (1.43)

-0.87 (1.23)

-1.02 (1.33)

hung jury

0.10 (1.99)

-0.25 (1.91)

-0.27 (1.92)

-0.25 (2.06)

-0.08 (1.82)

sports team

1.89 (1.36)

1.62 (1.36)

1.96 (1.28)

1.87 (1.37)

1.58 (1.58)

videography team

0.60 (1.22)

0.56 (1.23)

0.06 (1.28)

0.16 (1.52)

0.57 (1.21)

political party

1.98 (1.66)

1.96 (1.60)

2.38 (1.15)

2.02 (1.54)

1.87 (1.46)

firing squad

2.40 (1.76)

2.63 (1.31)

2.56 (1.39)

2.31 (1.67)

2.25 (1.43)

meth lab group

0.23 (2.00)

0.21 (1.73)

0.38 (1.84)

0.45 (2.02)

0.14 (1.94)

prison work team

-0.22 (2.14)

-0.11 (2.40)

-0.40 (1.96)

-0.24 (1.83)

-0.25 (1.81)

customer service
department

0.60 (1.70)

0.16 (1.51)

-0.14 (1.44)

0.06 (1.58)

0.13 (1.40)

volunteer group

1.22 (1.20)

1.41 (1.27)

1.52 (1.35)

0.87 (1.55)

1.06 (1.37)

club sports team

1.38 (1.19)

1.10 (1.23)

1.34 (1.25)

1.29 (1.43)

1.19 (1.26)

book club

-0.77 (1.64)

-0.43 (1.55)

-0.32 (1.62)

-0.64 (1.36)

-0.43 (1.41)

quilting group

-1.03 (1.69)

-0.88 (1.85)

-0.83 (1.51)

-1.01 (1.46)

-0.99 (1.62)

fraternity

0.85 (1.42)

1.15 (1.33)

1.01 (1.57)

0.92 (1.51)

0.76 (1.41)

sex trafficking ring

1.50 (1.82)

1.64 (1.87)

1.64 (1.79)

1.49 (1.97)

1.45 (1.56)

suicide cult

0.44 (2.38)

-0.33 (2.35)

0.21 (2.52)

0.13 (2.20)

0.44 (2.30)

soup kitchen line

-0.91 (1.69)

-0.78 (2.00)

-0.50 (1.82)

-0.90 (1.93)

-0.83 (1.63)

angry mob

2.24 (1.34)

2.35 (1.52)

2.37 (1.24)

2.26 (1.37)

2.03 (1.42)

rioting crowd

1.80 (1.71)

2.27 (1.28)

1.80 (1.71)

2.15 (1.39)

1.92 (1.54)

crowd

1.13 (1.56)

1.29 (1.17)

1.32 (1.30)

1.29 (1.34)

1.08 (1.27)

theater audience

-0.12 (1.39)

-0.18 (1.52)

-0.09 (1.38)

-0.17 (1.36)

-0.44 (1.30)

Average Across
Concepts

0.50 (1.62)

0.53 (1.59)

0.53 (1.58)

0.46 (1.59)

0.44 (1.56)

Mean (SD) of Entire
Sample

0.54 (1.31)

0.53 (1.13)

0.51 (1.31)

0.49 (1.18)

0.41 (1.24)

Note: Kruskal-Wallis analysis of variance resulting in a significant (p < 0.05) difference across all five conditions
per concept are bolded.

70   The Effect of Noun Phrase Grammar
Table 9: Experiment 2 activity means (standard deviations) by condition for each
concept.
Cond. 1
Base Concept
family

Cond. 2

Cond. 3

Cond. 4

Cond. 5

A/An + S.

The + S.

Ø + Pl.

The + Pl.

All + Pl.

0.57 (1.79)

0.47 (1.39)

0.68 (1.49)

1.03 (1.44)

0.66 (1.26)

role playing group

1.07 (1.67)

0.60 (1.69)

0.77 (1.68)

0.43 (1.55)

0.55 (1.42)

unknown rock band

1.99 (1.48)

2.15 (1.72)

1.96 (1.46)

1.41 (1.79)

1.89 (1.60)

infant playgroup

2.06 (1.70)

1.67 (2.02)

1.51 (2.34)

1.58 (1.94)

1.78 (2.23)

needy family

-0.80 (1.86)

-0.34 (1.57)

-0.64 (1.81)

-1.13 (1.50)

-0.52 (1.87)

terrorist cell

0.57 (2.36)

0.82 (2.10)

0.81 (2.33)

1.13 (2.09)

1.02 (2.11)

cult

-0.16 (1.98)

0.17 (1.92)

-0.09 (2.02)

0.38 (1.86)

0.02 (1.91)

estranged family

-0.79 (1.50) -1.17 (1.40) -0.31 (1.66) -0.86 (1.50) -0.24 (1.67)

hung jury

-1.28 (1.87)

-1.04 (1.73)

-1.27 (1.75)

-0.92 (1.68)

-0.85 (1.71)

sports team

2.40 (1.53)

2.50 (1.51)

2.38 (1.55)

2.61 (1.39)

2.33 (1.49)

videography team

0.56 (1.51)

0.34 (1.71)

0.10 (1.65)

0.36 (1.73)

0.45 (1.68)

political party

0.93 (1.96)

1.17 (1.98)

1.21 (1.99)

1.02 (1.79)

0.77 (2.05)

firing squad

2.04 (1.91)

1.94 (1.89)

2.41 (1.59)

1.61 (1.81)

2.16 (1.43)

meth lab group

0.22 (2.36)

0.49 (1.94)

1.07 (1.96)

0.78 (2.33)

0.76 (1.88)

prison work team

0.66 (1.86)

1.04 (1.85)

0.36 (1.64)

0.64 (1.78)

0.95 (1.53)

customer service
department

0.33 (2.28)

0.17 (2.08)

-0.10 (1.98)

0.21 (1.97)

0.34 (1.61)

volunteer group

1.04 (1.59)

0.78 (1.72)

1.25 (1.81)

0.59 (1.76)

0.82 (1.29)

club sports team

2.24 (1.36)

2.05 (1.31)

2.02 (1.47)

2.36 (1.19)

2.18 (1.66)

book club

-1.90 (1.52)

-1.77 (1.77)

-1.88 (1.83)

-1.92 (1.50)

-1.70 (1.61)

quilting group

-2.03 (1.51)

-2.09 (1.60)

-1.96 (1.45)

-1.85 (1.54)

-1.68 (1.70)

fraternity

2.76 (1.21)

2.10 (1.61)

2.65 (1.39)

2.41 (1.41)

2.26 (1.59)

sex trafficking ring

0.73 (2.07)

0.82 (2.02)

0.31 (2.13)

0.69 (2.18)

0.84 (2.09)

suicide cult

-0.48 (1.98)

-0.45 (2.10)

-0.76 (2.38)

-0.74 (1.92)

0.12 (2.29)

soup kitchen line

-0.17 (2.09)

0.11 (2.30)

0.41 (1.90)

0.39 (1.93)

0.33 (1.82)

angry mob

2.93 (1.29)

3.26 (1.02)

2.96 (1.45)

3.01 (1.36)

2.73 (1.85)

rioting crowd

3.11 (1.13)

3.29 (1.14)

3.12 (1.10)

3.28 (1.13)

3.07 (1.43)

crowd

1.98 (1.63)

1.99 (1.39)

2.70 (1.04)

1.83 (1.76)

2.13 (1.50)

theater audience

-1.01 (2.19)

-1.70 (1.90)

-1.29 (1.81)

-1.66 (1.75)

-1.18 (2.19)

Average Across
Concepts

0.70 (1.76)

0.69 (1.73)

0.73 (1.74)

0.67 (1.70)

0.79 (1.73)

Mean (SD) of Entire
Sample

0.86 (1.06)

0.82 (1.07)

0.82 (1.05)

0.82 (1.06)

0.83 (1.20)

Note: Kruskal-Wallis analysis of variance resulting in a significant (p < 0.05) difference across all five conditions
per concept are bolded.
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statistical differences in evaluation between Condition 5, with a sample mean
evaluation of −0.09 (Table 7), and the other plural conditions, which are lower
(Condition 4: −0.27; Condition 3: −0.29). The Condition 2 evaluation of −0.13
is also statistically higher than Condition 4. For potency, Condition 5 is lower
(mean of 0.41; Table 8) than Condition 1 (0.54) and Condition 2 (0.53). There
are no significant differences in activity.
Finally, we compare each concept individually in order to explore whether
the grammatical form of particular concepts drives change in affective
meaning. We conduct 84 tests, with 13 (15.5%) producing significant results
at p < 0.05. For evaluation, the concepts family, cult, political party, volunteer
group, club sports team, soup kitchen line, and crowd significantly differ across
conditions (7/28, 25.0%; Table 7: bolded). For potency, family, infant playgroup, and cult each differ across phrasing conditions (3/28, 10.7%; Table 8:
bolded). For activity, estranged family, fraternity, and crowd each differ across
phrasing conditions (3/28, 10.7%; Table 9: bolded). Three of these concepts
differ across two affective dimensions, with cult and family differing on both
evaluation and potency and crowd differing on both evaluation and activity.

8.

Discussion and Conclusion

8.1 Summary and Discussion of Results
In this study, we conducted two experiments to collect the affective meanings
of 56 out-of-context social concepts, each having five distinct grammatical
forms that comprised the experimental conditions. The five conditions differed in terms of their noun phrase grammar, including determiner use and
grammatical number. The first experiment examined count noun concepts,
and the second examined collective noun concepts.
In both experiments, there were not very notable differences in terms
of affective meaning based on the grammatical form of the concepts. Most
concepts maintained fairly similar levels of evaluation, potency, and activity
regardless of their form. This is an intuitive and expected result – the bulk
of a concept’s affective meaning is carried by the noun, that is, the concept
itself, rather than by the grammatical features (such as determiners and/or
the grammatical number) of their noun phrases. We join other sociolinguistic
researchers (e.g. Heise, 2010; Osgood et al., 1975) in concluding that the affective cultural meanings of social identities are highly stable. While the marked
addition of the definite article to a plural noun to form a generic reference
(such as in Trump’s ‘the African Americans’ example, above) can certainly
change people’s perceptions of a group, this study supports that the physical,
social, political, and linguistic context is, indeed, the motivating factor that
imbues that the with its meaning. In other words, this study supports that,

72   The Effect of Noun Phrase Grammar
generally, grammatical form alone likely does not have the power to influence
perceptions of social identities, and thus, noun phrase features like determiner
usage and grammatical number are unlikely to invoke stereotypes or bias, for
example, outside of specific contexts.
Yet, we did find a few specific instances of statistically and theoretically significant patterns in the results indicating that particular grammatical variables
may influence the semantic meaning of particular concepts, even in out-ofcontext situations, which we now discuss. First, in both experiments, the variance of evaluation and potency ratings is lower for Condition 5 than for any
other condition. The all determiner, out of context, widens the social inclusion
by implying every instance of that identity. This widening seems to moderate people’s responses in different ways; for example, the concept of family is
perceived as quite good (2.13 to 2.35; Table 7) and somewhat powerful (1.13
to 1.53; Table 8) for all the other conditions, while its Condition 5 form, all
families, is perceived as slightly less good (1.43) and less powerful (0.79). In
this case, the typical highly positive view of a family is tempered by the inclusion of all other families, some of which are not as benevolent or strong. In
contrast, the concept of cult in the four other conditions is extremely awful
(−2.72 to −2.42; Table 7) whereas all cults is closer to quite awful (−1.70). Thus,
the explicit inclusion of all seems to draw people away from extreme affective
sentiments, at least in the case of power and goodness. We cannot determine
from this data if people holistically evaluate the noun phrase or if there is a
multistep process. An example of a two-step process would be an initial reaction of considering cults to be extremely bad, followed by a second thought
that perhaps some cults are not actually so awful and/or might be acceptable.
Studying a holistic versus two-step perception would be a fruitful direction for
future research.
A second result, albeit with less support, is the tendency for lower overall
ratings of evaluation and potency for Condition 5, but only in Experiment 2.
This could be a side-effect of the tempering of positively rated identities, as
discussed above. Specifically, for concepts with significant differences in evaluation between conditions, the clearly positive ones were often tempered by
all: family, volunteer group, and club sports team, with only one magnified by
all: soup kitchen line (Table 7). In contrast, of the two clearly negative terms cult
and political party, only cult showed the tempering effect.
A third result involves the differences in activity that are significant across
multiple types of analysis in Experiment 1. This difference seems to be between
the singular and plural forms of a given concept, with the lower mean activity
ratings for singular (0.17 and 0.07; Table 4) than for plural (0.38, 0.48, and
0.35). Because this pattern was not observed in Experiment 2, we attribute
this difference to the shift in number that occurs when count nouns are made
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plural: singular count noun identities refer to specific individuals, while plural
count noun identities refer to aggregates or groups (e.g., a prison cellmate and
the prison cellmate are rated as less active than prison cellmates, the prison cellmates, and all prison cellmates; Table 4). Therefore, compared to individuals,
it seems that groups or aggregates formed from the same concept receive an
‘activity bonus’. Multiple people may simply seem livelier, more active, and
more roused than only a singleton of that type.
8.2 Implications for Future ACT and Linguistics Research
Affect control theory’s measurement model is based on and has been confirmed
by decades of research. However, we are the first to our knowledge to do a systematic study of the effects of the grammatical form of the concepts presented
to respondents in the rating process using the evaluation, potency, and activity
metric and procedures developed for affect control theory. Therefore, since
the number and size of effects, overall, were fairly minimal, we contribute to
the methodology of ACT by showing the measurement model’s invariance to
grammatical form. Our most prominent findings deal with the all determiner,
which has a greater semantic difference than the other determiners and is not
typically used to measure the affective sentiments of terms in ACT.
We conclude by suggesting some avenues for future research. First, recent
work in ACT has sought to link the affective meanings of concepts to cultural
institutions through the categorization of language terms into institutional
domains (Heise, 2019; Heise and MacKinnon, 2010). This research argues
that people pattern their social interactions in the world, generally, via affective meaning but that this effect is typically constrained within institutional
contexts (Heise and MacKinnon, 2010). As discussed above, group identities,
ethnonyms, and racial or cultural labels can be viewed differently depending
on the contextual situation and the speaker’s (or writer’s) situation relative to
those groups. This sort of contextualization is compatible with the argument
about institutional contexts, and therefore, future work could explore how
institutional, subcultural, or group contexts could imbue different affective
meanings into noun phrases.
Second, low variance is a desirable feature of semantic differential scales
used to measure shared meanings. ‘Comprehension’ errors occur when
respondents provide a concept rating based on their individual experience
or subjective sense of a concept (Heise, 2010). The significant reduction in
variance in Condition 5 means that respondents tend to rate concepts more
similarly when the determiner all is used as opposed to the traditional ACT
conditions (1 and 3). This finding suggests that respondents may understand
the all plus plural grammatical form to refer to the shared sense of a concept’s
semantic meaning, as opposed to a specific individual’s sense of the concept’s
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meaning. Future research may more closely examine the differences between
the all plus plural grammatical form and the traditional grammatical form
of semantic differential scale prompts to determine how the inclusion of all
might be used to improve cultural survey data.
Finally, ACT makes theoretical predictions of change in situational affect
(affective impression) based on the context of an actor behavior object-recipient
interaction. For example, a protester argues with a police officer is valid syntax
in affect control theory. The predictions are made from theoretical propositions (e.g. the affect control principle) and grounded equations (e.g. the
impression change equations) which indicate how the affective impression of
each element in the situations (e.g. a protester, a police officer, and argues with)
change based on the event and how participants and observers may respond
to those changes. Notably, this is an in-context change in affective meaning,
specified and limited by the simple grammar of actor behavior object-recipient
sentences. While this simplicity cannot capture the range of external contexts
and linguistic complexity, it can provide a highly controlled situation in which
to explore the effect of grammatical form within a particular context. The
affective difference between situations where a protester argues with a police
officer versus all protesters argue with the police officers may be profoundly different, for example. At the very least, varying the grammatical form of a single
concept is another means by which the fundamental sentiment of the primary
concept can be modified, thereby increasing individuals’ affective repertoire.
This study provides a basis for future scholarship that could seek to address
such issues.

Acknowledgement
This research was funded by a Research Board Grant from the University of
Missouri System to Daniel B. Shank

About the Authors
Dr. Daniel B. Shank is an assistant professor in the Department of Psychological
Science specializing in the area of social psychology. He obtained a BA in Computer
Science from Harding University, and from the University of Georgia he received
an MS in Artificial Intelligence and an MA and PhD in Sociology. Dr. Shank
served in two postdoctoral research fellowships before coming to Missouri S&T,
the first in sociology at the University of Alabama Birmingham and the second
in psychology at the University of Melbourne (Australia). His research interests
include psychological perception and social interaction with nonhumans including artificial intelligence, other technologies, consumer products, and groups of

Daniel B. Shank, Sarah E. Hercula, and Brent Curdy   75
people. He studies perceptions of morality, attributions of mind, affective impressions, and emotional and behavioral reactions and how these processes differ
between human-human interaction and human-nonhuman or human-technology
interaction.
Dr. Sarah E. Hercula is assistant professor of applied linguistics in the Department
of English and Technical Communication at Missouri University of Science and
Technology in Rolla, MO. She holds a B.A. and M.A. in English education from
Western Michigan University and a Ph.D. in English studies with a specialization in linguistics as well as a graduate certificate in TESOL from Illinois State
University. Hercula’s research interests include English language variation, language ideologies, English grammar, African American English, linguistics pedagogy, and second language writing, among others.
Brent Curdy completed his PhD in Sociology at Duke University and is currently
a post-doctoral research scientist for the Nicholas School of the Environment
working in cooperation with the NC State University School of Public and
International Affairs. He received his BA at UC Berkeley. His interested include
social psychology with an emphasis on identity theory, and survey research design
and methods including translation English survey instruments into foreign languages. His current projects range from network analysis of wildland fire fighting
organizations to exploring alternate statistical methods for analyzing cultural data.

Notes
1. Some rating scales use −4.3 to +4.3 with additional distance at the end for the extra 0.3.
In this study, we opt for the simpler version: −4.0 to +4.0.
2. ANOVAs do produce similar but less conservative results; however, as the preconditions for the analyses have not been met, we use the Kruskal-Wallis analysis of variance.
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