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AFTER TAPE RECORDING AND ANALYZING INFORMAL
CONVERSATIONS WITH KINDERGARTEN AND THIRD-GRACE NEGRO
CHILCREN IN THE CHICAGO PUBLIC SCHOOLS, A FROGRAM OF LANGUAGE
ARTS INSTRUCTION WAS DRAWMN UP TO (i) USE ACTUAL STATEMENTS
MADE 8Y THE CHILD IN HIS DIALECT FOR CONTRAST WITH STANDARDC
ENGLISH, (2) LIMIT FATTERN PRACTICE TO VERBS AND TO
STATEMENTS EASILY COMPARED WITH STANDARD ENGLISH, AND (3)
FOCUS ON ONE VERB PATTERN AT A TIME. IN EACH OF EIGHT UNITS
THE CHILDREN WERE FIRST TNCOURAGED TO MAKE STATEMENTS USING
THE VERB TO BE STUDIED. THESE WERE THEM RECORDED ON THE
CHALKBOARD IN STANDARD ENGLISH (CALLED "SCHOOL TALK") AND
NONSTANDARD DIALECT (CALLEC "EVERYDAY TALK") AND CONTRASTS
WERE POINTED OUT AND DRILLED. WRITTEN MATERIALS WERE PREPARED
i BOTH DIALECTS AND THE CHILDREN PRACTICED CHANGING
NONSTANDARD TO STANDARD. AT THE END OF ONE SCHOOL YEAR,
INFORMAL CONVERSATIONS IN "SCHOOL TALK" WERE RECORDED WITH
SMALL GROUFS FROM THE EXPERIMENTAL CLASS ANC FROM CONTROL
CLASSES. SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES WERE NOTED IN REGARD TO
USAGE OF TWO OF THE SIX VERBS TESTED, BUT NO STATISTICALLY
SIGNIFICANT DATA WERE FOUND FOR THE OTHER FOUR. THIS PAPER
WAS READ AT TIE AMERICAN EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH ASSOCIATION
MEETING, CHICAGO, ILLINOIS, FEBRUARY 1968. (JD)
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Purpoge : THE GORERIGHEOW
_ For some time, we have been interested in the dialect of the Afro-

American child of a low socio—ecoﬁcmic status and the part it plays in

the difficulty of the children in learning the language arts subjects

as taught in our public schools.

For instance, the dialect has been u;ed o suggest, at least in some
of the literaturs, thet the children are verbally retarded.

Our experience with the children and the comments we have received
from their teachers lead us to conclude that this description is not rep-
resentgtiva of 2 large number of the children in low income ghetto séhools.
Hovever, the non-standard dialect is considered a serious problem by their "’
teachers, who work tirelessly, if unsuccessfully, to change it using such
methods as constant correction, éroviding a model of standard English and
following the various speech activities auggeate& in man& language aris
manuals and supplements, |

Part of our difficulty as educators in sifeactively coping with this

problem of teaching the standard dizisct has been a failure to recognize
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that the child's dialect contains a definite structure and organization

and is resistaat to changs. This was clearly demonstrated to us as a

' result of an investigation we conducted in one of the special. summer

scheols in Chicage in 1965. We tape recorded conversations with entering
kindergarten children and with children who had completed the third grade,
The third graders were reading at or above grade level and had obviously
besn exposed to standard speech ﬁsage as it appeared in their reading
material for at least three years. Their teachers also, no doubt, had
provided.a modasl of standard English usage in their communication with
the children throughout each school day. In spite of these exﬁosures to
standard Bnglish, the children's nral speech contained most of the major
differences from standard English that we found in the speech of thea
kindergaften c¢hildren.
Dyvelopments of Materials

While searching for ideas for & language arts program that would be
effective for children who used their language fully and well to communicate

with the adults and other children in their cormunity and with many of their

teachers but who used monnatandard'patternq,‘we formulated three conditions
upon which to base our model as an approach to this problem.

First, we must start at & point meaningful to the learnsr. Translated
to the area of oral speech, this suggested to us thal the learning sequence
in teaching standard speech patterns should start with an actnual statement

made by the child.

Second, in utilizing the different patterns of the non-standard dialect,

preference should be given to that zpeech patterm that psrmite the transition

from the child's dialect to the standard dialect by adding to the child's

dialect. For example, "My mama pretty," can be restated in standard English
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by adding is - "My maﬁa ig pretty." One exception to this is the unigue
use of the verb be in certain situations such 23: "I doa't like cake
wher it be frozen." Hers, a complete substitution of verbs is necessary.
"] dont like cake when it is frozen."

 Third, we felt it essential to focus on one pattern at a time and
to procesd systematically in acrordsnce with linguistic prineiples. This
condition we felt was crucial in view of the influence it exerts on the
behavior of the claasraam.teécher. By focusing on one pattern at a time
only the'verb form relative to the specific pattern is brought to the
child'ﬁ attention &s everyday talk and immediately followed by the presen-~
tation of the school talk form to the child. The other spsech patterns
charactegistic of the dialect with respect to verd form are permittgﬁ in
the classroom ﬁithout comments until the particular verb from is encountergd
in the sequence of the materials. Needless to say, if the child ise.
"corrected” in an unayateﬁatic fashion each time his speech differs from
standard English usage the child will become confused and discouraged.
Such systemization is also imperative to avoid the creation of errors ihich
did not originally exist. For example, introduction of the use of is in
simple statements musi be closely followed by the introduction of am and
are so that the child will not begin to use forms such as "I is," "you is,n
and "they is,n

In addition to the tape recorded conversations mentioned previcusly,

we had also taped conversations with kindergarten, first, second and third

grade Afro-American students in a school in a different low income ghetto

» P S




area in Juns of 1955. All of the conversations were analyzed and four
striking differences in verb usage were identified as the focal point
of our prépoaed progran of $nstruction.
They are: o |
&) The verbs jis and are are omitted:
| (l) In simpls séntences. e.2.
He myr friend,
‘(2) Ir sentences uezirg the present participle form. e.g.
| They piayingg house.
{3) 1In sentences axpré#sing the future using the verb go. 1i.e.
" She gon be & mirse vhen she grow up.
b) One verb form is used for sll subjects in the present tonsze. i.e.
Chocolate milk look gond.
The baby losk like he do.
~ That boy hava 2 piece of bread.

One verb form is used for all sabjects in the past temse, i.e.

o
-

We was hungry.
Somabody knoci: that down,
Yesterday I write my name.
d). - Be is ueed in place of ig, am and are and in sentences describing a
recurring esvent. i.e. |
When my mama be gene, I taks care oi."t.ht babies.

Sometimes ho be riding in the alley.

I be scared vhoii it be thundering.
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The instructional sequence of our program begins with the teaching
of Rhyned Pattern Practices devaloped by Mr. Melvin Hoffman, consulting !
linguist to the project. These rhymed verses are intended to provide a 1
model of standard Fnglish usage (posaibly at a preconscicus level).
Theee practicoa are then followed by activities devoloped by tho 1
authors and Mrs. John Patterson, a project staff teacher, and designed i
to help the child make the transition at a co.scious level from his
established dialect form to tha corresponding standard dialect form. P
The teacher tells a story or asks aquestion which will elieit from
the children their spesch pattérﬁs in the verp area being studied. The
childrenis statement in non-stsndard and standard forms are recorded on
chalkboafd or paper. For example, some of the sentences given by the
children in a conversation about their friends or classmsies dﬁring a
lesson on tho use of is in simple sentence wers:
Terry he bad in school, ' 1

Deborah my friend,
Michael i# strong.

Gregory brown just like me.

The teacher then dsscribes each sentence as EVERYDAY TALX or SCHOOL TALX %
pointing out to the children that the sspiences thmt orit ig are EVER!DAY 4
TAIX and the 6ertencas thav include is may he FVERIDAI TALK and definitely
are SCHOOL TALX. ‘The teacher discusses SCHOOL TALK and EVERYDAY TALE as
: ‘difforent ways of expressing ideas, neither one "wrong" or 'right” but used ]

in different situations, that ig, in schuol, out of school.

After the activities stemming ircm the children's own stazamnnts are

concludea, pre-written sentences and stories in EVERYDAY TALK and dialogues
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in SCHOOL TALE which include the verbs weing studied are given to the

children for practice in changing the non-standard diaject to the standard

dialect in orally spoken sentences.

The seguence of the verb pattern introduced ls as followe:
Unit 1 - am, is, Are
Unit 2 - wag, were
Unit 3 - "a%, lea"
Unit 4 = do, does
Unit 5 -~ say, =says
Unit 6 ~ have, has

Unit 7 - "ed®

' Unit 8 - be

Collection c¢f Data

At the initial stage of the development of the program, considering

the ingrained nature of the children's dialect, we did not expect that they

would adopt the standard dialect in even the minority of instances in their

informal talk after jugt a year's time, However, we hoped that the children

would be sble to respond in the standard dialect or SCHOOL TALK if asked to

do so at the beginning of an informal conversation. ;

Therefore, it was determined that the appropriate evaluation at the

end of the school year would consist of comparing the SCHOOL TALK conversation

of the experimental group with the oral speech of similar children, with

respect to age, grade, 1.Q., and socio-sconomic status who had been giver

the traditional speech lessons.
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Two clesses wers selected from neighboring schools to serve as the

" control groups. Samples of spontaneous speech were obtained in June, 1966

from both the experimantal and conkrcl groups in a series of small group

gessicns consisting of approﬁimately 5 to 6 studenis, Fech sessicn was

tape recorded. The sessions were inihiaied by asking the children how

they planned to spend their time during the summai vacation. Two other
questions served az stimuldl.

1. What would you like Lo bs when you Zrow up?

2. 1If you had $100 to spend all by yourself, what would you buy?

The tape recordings wera then snalyzed with respect o the extent of
sorresponcence Lo standard Englist or ta.nenustandar& English vhen any one
of the verb forms aompriﬁiﬁg‘hhe experimental treatment occurred in their
gspeech. For axample, the statament, "When it be hot, we go to the beach
everyday,” was counted am correaponding to the non«standsrd dialect~ whare-
as the statement, "When it is hot, we go te the beach everyday,"” uaa “counted
as corresgponding to atandard'English. A eount was made for each child a8 ~
how many times his speech corregponded to the non~standard dislect or
standard dialect with respsct to each vork form inciuded in the experimental

materiali.

Analyeis of Dsta

“ These data containsd some characteriatice that should be discussed
before prossnting thg findings. In the first place, soms children used
s particular varb far more freguently tnan djid others. For example, the

verb form "I be" occurrad as many a3 fifteen times with some children and
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as few as two timss with cther children. However, if the latier children
used the non-standard form "I bé" only two times and did nob uée the cor-
responding standar& forﬁ at all, one could not cenclude that they utilized ;

| the dialect form less than the children who uaed the forﬁ nT bet fifteen
times., Conversely, if other children used the standard English form ] am"
ten times and the form "I be" did not occur in their spsech at all, one - ;
céuld not conclude they had nustered stendard English nsage more than the %
childfen who used "I am" two Limes, but also did not "I be at all. 5
In view of these considerations a non-parametric technigue seemed most ]
appropriate to test the significance of tﬁe differences between the sxperimental
and control groupa. Fach child was therefore rated as a plus or minus with 3
respect to standard English usage for each of six verb forms. The X? test é

was then used to determine the gignificance of the differences between the
groups;

Regults . ;

Although each teacher utilized the Languagé Arts Curriculum Guide pre« :

" pared by the Depﬁrtment of Curricwium Devélcpman# and Teacking of the Chicago
Soard ofvEdnaation, it is highly probable,we felt,thét the language arts
aétivities relative to oral language of the two control groups may have varied
because of the teacher variasble. Hence, it was anticipated that the two eontro%

% groups might show some differences inn their speech becauﬁe of this varisble.

Therefore, the experimsnial group was compared separately with each control

group. The findings of these compariscns are given in tables I and 1I.
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~It:i$ interesting to note that the significant differences betwsen the
experimnntal grovp and both control groups were with respect to the same Two
verb forma i.e.,the Condit#onal with Bg form and the Regular Present (inclusion
: of ®g" to verb). The findings with respect to the other verb forms showed
; positive trends favoring the éxperimantal group but were nct statiatically
| significant. Hﬁuaver, when the. “wo control greups ars combined and compared
with the experimental groups as shown in table ITI, the trends are more apparent .

Extensive invéstigations.aﬁe‘needed to determine why the experimental treat=
ment appeared mors effective with some vert forms than with the others. |

In .the meanwhile, ths suthors feel that the most signlficant implication
of the model is with respect to the concept of EVERYDAY TALK and SCHOOL TALK and
its 1nfiuence on the attitude and behavior of the teacher toward the children's
éral speech. In utilizing this model the teacher is at no time reqn%red fo

criticize the oral speech of the children. On the contrary, the model encourages

the teacher to respect and accept the children's established dialect and at the

same time providss a fremework to help the children recogniza, learn, and hope=

fully begin to use standard English.




f PSYCHOLINGUISTICS EXPERIMENTAL PROJECT f
|
, TABLE I
| Number of Children in Experimental Group Compared With Children in Control Grecup 1 }
3 Whose Informal Speech Corresponds to Standard English Usage With Respect to Six ;
1 Verb Forms :
] Experimental Group Control Group I i
] ' Standard Non Standard Standard{ Non Standard , :
] Variable English | Diglect English |- Dialect X P 3
jBe Present 43 ' 1 32 7 3.27 .10 g
(omission of , i
am, is, are) 5
Irregulsar Present 5 3 5 12 1.29})¢.30C ‘
(have-has
do~does
Say-3aye ) |
Regular Present 6 3 20 4.62 ) <.05
{work-works) |
Irreguiar Past 16 0 18 A 1.60 .30 i
(write-wrote) , 3
Regular Past 5 | o 10 5 2
(work-worked) i
Conditional With Bs|{ 19 | 1 6 28 | 27.27 | <.00) ;
- (if I be) . 3




PSYCHOLINGUISTICS EXPERIMENTAL PROJECT

TABLE II

Children in Control Group I1

n Experimental Group Compared With
o Standard English Usage With Respect to 5ix

Yerb Forms

Number of Children i
Whose Informal Speech Corresponds %

Experimental Group Contrel Group II
tandard Non Standard Standard} Non Standerd o
Dialect X

Variable English Dialect English
3 1.23 <f}30

1 20

G S s

Be Present 33
(omiasion of

am, is, are)
7 1.41} .30

Irregular Precent
(have~has
do-doas

say-says .
b.s6) 05 | ]

o~
U
(V]
=

Regular Present
(work-works)

Irregular Past 16
(write-wrete)
Regular Past 5 -

(work-worked)
5 2l 25.61 1 £OCL

Conditional With Be { 19
(if I be)
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TABLE III

Number of Children in Experimental Group Compared With Children in Control Groups I
and II Whose Informel Speech Corresponds to Standard English Usage With Respect to
Six Verb Forme

&

Experimental Group

Standard Non Standard
Variable English Dialect
Be Present 33 1l
(omission of
am, is, are)
Irregular Present 5 3
(have-has
do-does !
say-says)
Regular Present 6 5
{work-works)
Irregular Past 16 0
(write-wrote)
Regular Past 5 0
(work=worked)
Conditional With 801 19 1l
(if I ve) o

J}

Combined Control Groups I and II

Standard Non Standard
English Dislect, _X° P
52 10 2,58 <2o
7 19 2,01 (20
5 31 5.63 (-02
20 5 2.03 |/:20
1, 6 — .
11 52 36.1 Koo1




