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The first section of thls report consists of papers
glven at the two-day conference on social -dialects.at the: Center for
.Applied Linguistics, October 1969: (1) "Social Dialects and: “the Field
‘of Speech"™ by F. Williams, with responbe by 0. Taylor; (2) A -
“Approaches to Social Dlalects in Early Childhood Education™ by . C. B.
Cazden, -with response by R. Hess; (3) "Social Dialects ii - ‘
Developmental SOC1011ngulst1cs" by S. Ervin- Tripp, with response by

‘M.  Kernanj;- (4) "Developmental Studies of Communicative Competence"
by‘H.‘Osser;’with response by V. John; and (5) "Social Dialects from
-a Linguistic PerspeCtive:'AsSumptlons, Current Research, -and Future
‘Directions” by W. Kolfram, with response by W. Samarin. Part II, “The
“ current Status or Oral Language Materials," describes the development
of an instrument for ‘the taxonomy of characterlstlcs and the ‘
’productlon of several detailed model, type~descriptions. Part III,
.. MThe current Status of Urban Language Training Progranm Programs,".
-'descrlbes a search of varlous departments of universities in ‘the U.S.
in order. to provide an inventory of training possibilities in the
‘field of social dialects. Part IV, "Social Dialects and the Federal
' Concern,' summarlzes ‘the major areas of priority for future federal
‘involvement. in social dialects. Appended are a list of materials,
'.evaluatlon 1nstrument and appllcatlone, and survey questionnaire.
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" for non-soc1al scientists to 1nLcrp1eL the flndlngs One”important o

Preface-

e

One of the truly disarming aspecLs of the development of.any field
of study~is that as it comes closer and closer to telling Lhe t1uLh
the LruLh Lhat it tries to tell becomes harder and harder to undelsLand
The social sciences have: 1ecent]y undergone a klnd of crisis of con- ;

fldence in which increased complex1ty of'the fleld has made it difficult

aspect of this crisis of confidence stems from the predlctablc public
dependence on common sense despite researchvevidence which gives entirely

different indications. Thus, in an area ‘such as social dialects, common

‘sense tells a person that since Standard Engllsh is a good thing, it is

therefore good to learn it as soon as possible. . Yet.no research evidence
points'rolthis position and, in fact, there is much to-indicate that this
common sense approach ig: cleaxly wrono

When one studics an area 5uch as socua] dlalects the variables multiply

at a tremnndous rate. For one thing, the study is not of language in a

i

prlstlne vacoum buL rather, +in relatlonshlp to a number of other Lh1ngs

such as social status, cognition, audience, intention, context, emotional
statei.etc. .As such, the Studylof_SOcial.dialecté has attracted the recent
attdntion of specialists from a number of fields such as speech, linguistics,
psychology, education and“the social sciences. The ¢ffective research find-

ings of such specialists can be characterized as interdisciplinary. As a

‘specialist moves deeper and deeper into this network of intersecting dis-

ciplines he finds that he must learn more and more about their research

‘asshmleons their published. llLeraLure and thelr ajms. Yet is is not to

/
be ehpected that all spec1allsts Wlll come upon this interdisciplinary

perspect1ve at the same time, for the hlstory of the academic world has

never ev1denced such a predlsp051tlon

In an- effort to b11ng enlightenment - to 1esea1chcrs, Leachers and’

adminlstratorsvfrom various fields who have recently seen soc1al dialects

‘as contributing to the complexity of their diecipline, a special, two-day

.confefence was called by the Center for Applied Linguistics in October, 1969.

IHVILed to thls conference were ten scholars, two representing each of the

flve flelds of speech/communlcatlons, psychology, educatlon sociolinguistics,

G2
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> and llﬂgUlSLlcs/anthropology

.prepared a paper.w

dlsc1pllne he represenLed
»1nd1cate the most useful dlrectlons of futur ﬂresearch
sentative of each fle]d was to see thi
-and develop a flfteen to thirty minute response.
for discussion among all part1c1pants.

the'folldwing:

~-Representing Speech/Communication:

o
Chairman: Roger W. Shuy, Center for .Applied Linguistics

of Tcxas

In each of tﬁosé five fields one séholér
hich was to be- presenLcd to the others in forty-five

' minutee,v ThlS paper was ‘to set- out the reoearch assUmptlonq of the

k to brlefly describe- Lhe ma jor re¢carch and to

A second repre-
is paper in advance of the conference
Time was also. allotted

Pa t1c1pants at thlS meetlng were

Frederick W1llLams, Unlvc151ty

- ‘ OrlandofL.'Taylor, Center‘for

Applied LlngUlSL]CS

: Repfesenting Psychology: Harxy Osser, San Francisco SLaLc University

Vera John, Yeshiva University

Representing Education: Courtney B. Cazden, Harvaxd Education Scheol

RoberL D. lless, Stanford University

Replesentlng Soc1ol1n&u1stlcs Susan M. Ervin-Tripp, University of

California !

A

Claudla Mchhc]l Kernan, Harvard

Unlver31Ly

“Representing'Linguiétics/Anthropology. Walter A. Wolfram, Center for

Applied Linguistics

William J. Samarin,

i University

Others in attendance at parL or all of these meetings were;

" Albert Storm, United States Office of Tducatlon

Part

Raymond Rackley; ‘United states Office of Education .-

Susan Gordon, Unlted states Office of Education
Joan C. Baratz, Pducatlon Study Center
Irwin Felgenbaum Center for Applled L1ngu1sL1cs

Alfred S. Hayes, Center for Applled Linguistics

I of thisuféport consists. of the presentations made at that conference.
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The ‘national interest in social dialectS'has,reached_a stage in which
there is: cons1derable clamor for classroom materials to turn nonstandard:

English speakers into speakers of an accepLable standard form of the lan-

" guage. To a'certain de01ee such materials have alleady been developed and

it is partlallv because of this that it has become necessary‘to evaluate
our progress to date, to examine the theoretical underpinnings. from which
action programs havé developed and to assess the problems'involved in the
developmental processes which range from pleserv1ce -and 1nse1v1ce teacher
educatlon to the Llalnlng of the soc1ollngu1sLs who will provide the basic
research underlying all applled programs, /

As is often the case when there is a sudden national awakening to a
social or pedagog1cal problem, the development of theory, materials aod
the tra:nlno of pelsonnel relaLlng Lo the general area of social dlalccts
has been dictated by expediency more than by any careful, well-developed
plan. As absurd as it may seem to produce classroom materials before
establishing a theoretical base for their deVelopment, that is exactly .
what is happenlng in this field today To compllcate matters even nore,
sensitive teachers, redl]zln& that their Llalnlng has not been aquuaLt

for their needs, are now asking for that tralnlng, preferably in condensed °

and intensive packages. As healthy as this situation may appear to be,

'it:has only triggered still another problem -- Chdt¥ef 'finding adequately

‘trained professionals who can provide this training. Nor has the field

of linguistics been carrying its own weight in this areca. Sociolinguistics

is ‘still relatively new and its necessary theoretical bases are only
beginning to be developed. ‘
In Part II of this report, -extant materials developed to ‘accommodate

the oral language needs of economlcally d1sadvanLaged children, are

“caLalogued and described. A crueial part of this description is the

development of an 1nst1ument for the taxonomy of characteristics and the
productlon of several detailed model, type-descrlptlons ‘ Cons1derable

funds and- effort have gone into the production of many oral language

: proJecLs, yet. they are very dlfflcult to get hold of and it is not un-

common that '"competitors'" have neveriseen each other's products., Where

these products have considerable overlap, this is now noted. “Where they

L

O
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. fail to tale advantage of basic‘reSearch‘in the field, this too can be

“developed and whcre the necessary personnel can be trained. - ' i

Q

‘;.).

;observed Ont of such generalizations come directions for future develop-

" rounding the tralnlng of people to do the work in the field. Over and

L . . a4 ; '
over again future linguists ask where they can be trained in language-

. they can go to learn enough to use, dcvelop or improve ‘upon materlals for

ment and warnings for potential pltfalls. - .
There is pcrhaps no greater confus1on in the fleld than Lhat sur-
variation, sociolinguistics or dialectology‘ Likewise, teachers ask where

children with a nonstandard dialect. Tven state QUpcrlntendents of in-

struction have asked how state wide plograms for such chlldrcn can be

Part III of this report indicates that various dcpaerans of linguis-~

tics, anlish education, speech, psycho]ogy sociology, communications and

others PlOfGSalLO have such programs alrcady Others would like to start -

such programs if they had trained personnel and a clearly defined course

b the general public or,

of action. These programs are not highly v1slb1e.9
in-fact, to the professionals themselves. Frequently, they center around

an individual scholar. Sometimes they are in an experienced teacher fellow-

ship program. Occasionally the program is more apparcnt than real.

Part III provides.a 1ather thorough search of the various departments

of the universities of the country in order to ‘get an inventory of trainiig

possibilities, realizing that this inventory,“like many college catalogues j——-
will tend to be optimisticvand unreal: To get more personal view of such
programs a visitation was made on a limited number of model plograms selected

from the more p10m181ng ones of the ealller survey.

B AY
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Social Dialects and the Field of Speech

" Frederick Williams
Center for Communication Research
University of Texas
Austin, Texas

Introduction

jLt would be more apt to title this paper "The Fields of Speech"
sidcé in terwms of academic representétion, confent, emphaéis, and even -
professional organizations, &ﬁét is called speech is now found in two
almost separate disciplines. One of these disciplines is represented
mainly by speech pathologists, speech sc;entists, audiologists, and
speech therapists. It is frequently lapeled'”speeéh and hearing"
(the label I will use) or Yeemmunicative disorders' as a university
depértment. Its professional organization is the American Speech
ahd Hearing Association.® Its main ﬁational publications are ASHA,

Journal of Speech and Hearing Research, and Journal of Speech and

Hearing Disorders. " The second discipline is represented mainly by

persons concerned with the teaching of speech, ideas in the tradition

-of rhetorical theory, the history of -public discourse, and the psycho-

logical study of communication behavior. It is frequently called
"general speecch" (the label I will use) or '"speech" as a university
department. Its professional organization is the Speech Association

- . . . .
of Americd. Its main national publications are the Quarterly Journal

of Speech, '‘Speech Monbgraphs;_Speech Teacher, and Spectra.. -,

i

‘Research Assumptions

ERIC

PAruntext provided oy enic [N

.- There is a ma jor discrepancy in both fields between what researchers
are saying about social dialects and what represents the everyday pfag-
ﬁices»of the speébﬁfc;inician o1 thé"épﬁebh teacher. This discfepancy|
seems due to the fact that social dialeécts have only recently.received;
réséarch attention in the speech fields, as well as the existence of ai
marked_gap between research and practice. The literature of  both fields

has only recently'reflectm¢>2§on the consequences that social dialect

1-.



research has upon the implicit, long held assumptions that the normal

(for the speech clinician)Lorkthe,correct (for the speech teacher) are

o 7
S

‘defined in terms of the grammar of standard Ehglish or in the typical
behavior.of its users. | )

Practices:of the speech clihician fécus mainly upon the behavior
of ydqu qhildrén (ﬁreschoo% to eafly grades) who have either beeﬁ
screened out from(a.largefupopulatiOn of children routincly Eééted,
or who have bheen referréd for clinical evaluation by parent, physician,
or teacher. The scoring procedureé and norms of many‘weil—knOWn

diagnostic techniques (Templin-Darley Articulation Test, Goldman-

Fristoe Articulation Test, Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test, Illinois

Test of Psvéholinguistic Ability) are clearly biased to the grammar of

standard English (dr‘the'behaviot of its users). I know of no widely
“used textbooks in this area‘which say much about the conscquencéé‘of
- social- dialects for such tests nor even anything regarding the practices
of the speech clinician. ‘ . ' N L
. This same bias is seen in the general Speech’figld mainly in its
textbooks or in the activities of speech tedchers who deal with

secondary or college students, typically in the lauguape-arts type.

speech course. Here the emphasis is often dpon_the préscriptions’
found in the "polished“ speaker of standard English. “Such prescrip-
tions may rdnge from so-called "correct' pronunciation-and word usage
to even a speaker's overall image ('put on a tie the day you speak'’).
Where cﬁrrent»research (or the call for research) involves
problems of social diélect, béfh fields do reflect some recognition
ofbthé‘problems perpetuated by the practices'just described. 1In shof&,
_an emefgingAasstptiQn of‘the‘researchers, at least, is. that we need
td“know more about thé nature of social dialects>and their implications

upon clinical and educational practices.

Research Review: ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ |
Here it will be most*useful to describe the fields separately.

Speechi and hearing. Earlier studies which relaté somewhat to

social dialect are Ifwinfs_(l948a,b) studies 6£,sotial class differ-
v . - ‘ences in infant speech development, and the language development
Qo '

FRIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: . . ' N -

w



r,

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eric

v

monographs by McCarthy (1930) and Templin (1957). These are mentioned
not.because of their research value but because they have probably
influenced the attitudes of many persons Within the field of speech
;éna hearing.k The generalization which has survived the details. of
all of these reports is that social class differences are found in
children's language ﬁerfqrmances. ’

~+Attitudes concerning the languége problems of the poverty child
in America Qere found more reéently in a paper by Raph (1967) which
viewed the poverty child as generally lagging in language development.
Although this was more a subjective éeries of QPservatfons than out-
right research, it has been influential in.shaping clinical attitudes
toward~the poverty child. But it has also raiscd major counterargu-
ments. Replies to‘Raph by Weber (1988) and-Baratz (1968) warned of

confusing dialect differences with deficiencies. However, even in the

most recent issue of the Journal of Speech and Hearing Research, a

paper (Gerber and Hertel, 1969) reports on the "deficiencies" of

poverty children relative to their performance on the Illinois Test of

Psycholinguistic Ability.

Perhaps the most significant fcsearch within the figld which does
bear upod the differences-deficiency issue is chathsésgpiated with
Joan Baratz‘and'hér colleagues (see Baratz, 1969 féé_a review) .
Essentially this has involved comparétive testing of-children's per-
.gprmances when language materials a2re in their primary dialect. For
example, she has found that inner.city Black children and suburban
white éhildren do equally well in repeating-sentenco stimuli when such
stimuli are represented in their respective diadlects.

) W'Although Baratz, in particular, has argued the difference side of

the issdé, little research has been mounted to test_directly the

deficiency~-difference issue as an alternative hy?othesis. Mostly, the

interpretations of .deficiency are reported without recognition of other

- possible explanations. Even when the two explanations have been con-

trasted, it has been in the context of an ex-post-facto analysis
4
(Williams and Naremore, in press).
Within the next two years one major research project conducted

by persons in speech and hearing could add some contribution to the

o -3~
O " T ‘ pe
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'by Shfiﬁéfi(in press).

Williams and Naremore (1969) although not-dealing

per se,

literature on social dialects. This is the National Speech and Hearing
Survey conducted by Hull .and his colleagues at Colorado State University
(Hull and Timmons, 1966). ‘In this survey, some 30,000 school children,
representing a national sample, were tested in terms of auditory and
articulatory behaviors, including séme attempts to elicit free speech.
Although the amount of language sample frdm each child may be limited,
the data do seem sufficient for certain types of linguistic assessment,
'Perhaps most representative of the speech and hearing researcher's
current attitudes, toward stuaies of social dialect is a new chapter for

the revised edition of Travis's Handbook of Speech Pathology prepared

Though titled "Sociolinguistics and Language;“
it reflects the status of social dialect research as filtered through
the priorities and biases of a researcher in speech and hearing. The
status of the deficiency-difference argument as it is interpreted for
the speech clinician has'been recently reviewed in a forthcoming chapter
by Yoder (in press). Finally, a guide for a speech, language, and
hearing program in lead Start is in preparaﬁion (a draft of this was
obtained from Kenneth Johnson; see footnote 1),

General speech. With some minor exceptions (e.g., WNamms, 1961;

. Buck, 1968),-little research on social dialects has been traditionally

found in the journals of the general speech ficld. A recent paper by
with social dialect

does treat social class and ‘ethnic differences in the '"'functional'

-use of speech by children in interview situations.;'This paper presents

an interpretation of Bernstein's hypothesis about the correlation between

_social class and his restricted-elaborated code dichotomy. Another recent

paper (Wood, in préss) reports the results of a study where a field-
worker's dialect (Standard English vs. Negro nonstandard) was varied in
order to assess the consequences upon the responses of Black teen-age
girls. Both of»ﬁhe above recent papers haQe pointed out to the members
of the general speech field thé need to stﬂay sociél class differences
in types of‘speech situations aﬁd‘the Rfﬁds of discourse used to meet
the demands of such situations. ' | 4

The high priority given to needed research in -the social dialect

area and the implications for the general spéech field is seen in a

an
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number of special conferences. One, held in January 1968 (Work, 1968),

brought together the representatives of some 14 national organizations

“to discuss research needs. Social class differences in speech received

some research emphasis in the published report (Kibler and Barker, 196%)

of a developmental conference concerning the directions for behavioral
scienées research in speech. Finally, a recent sumﬁer conference . A
devoted to ''social relevance' of the profession (Roever, 1969) devoted

substantial emphasis to language problems. Despite such conferences,

- research along these lines is still sparse in the field, and neither

the discussion about research nor the little that has been done has had

noticeable effect upon speech education practices.

In passing, it appears as if the journal.Sﬁ@héh Teacher is devoting

increasing attention to papers relevant to the practical aspects of
social dialect research. Representative papers include reports on the

Indian student (Osborn, 1968), implications of psycholinguistic and

sociolinguistic research (Wood, 1968), and special programs for the

~so-called "disadvantaged" (Hawkins, 1969; Conville, 1969; Gregg;

Pederson, and McCormack, in press; Sinzinger, in press).

Both fields: on streugths and weaknesses. Obviously, neither general

~.
—

speech nor spcech and hearing are knbwn_for significant research into
édéial dialects. But a current strength is that the professional asso-
ciations of both areas do recognize the pertinence .of social dialect
research to their respective practical obligations in the clinical and
instructional aspects of speech. Members of the American Speech and
Hearing Association have special committees devoted to "Language' (the

chairman is Prof. Jbel_Stark at Queens College) and to "Urban Language"

“(Prof. orlando Taylor, Center for Applied Linguistics). >Speech Asso-

ciation of America wembers have special committees which variously deal

with social dialect problems, these include: "Educational Policies and

Practices"_(Prqf. Ronald Reid, University of Massachusetts), ”Language”
(Prqf.‘Barbara S. WOoﬁ; University of illinbis—-Chicago Circie Campus);
and "Speech Evaluation" (?;of- John Bowers, Uﬁiversity of Towa). Per-
haps, then, insofar as me%bers of these fields have the.intéresfs and

competencies to undertake research related to social dialects, ideas and

‘prioritics have been developed to guide and assist their efforts.

-5-
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By contrast the weakness is that little concerted effort seems
underway in either field to '"target' the results of social dialect

resear:h (from either in or cutside of the speech fields) to their

-practitioners. That is to say, practices in the clinic and in the

classroom seem unchanged even iﬁ'iight of the increasing amount of
knowledge being.géined from social dialect rescarch. Tt is in this
realm that speech research in social dialect could be so importantly
directed. Given what we are learning about social dialects, what
kinds of research will aid us in ﬁaking the best implementation of it
in the clinic and classroom? Some evidence of a lead taken in thié

direction is the annual-Lincolnland Conference on Dialectology, which

* is conducted by thé‘Department of Speech Pathology and Audiology at

Fastern Illinois University.

Research Suggestions

/
There seems to be no reason to ask that researchers inf general I

speech or specch and hearing try. to improve upon the type of social
dialect research conducted by linguists such as Labov and his col-
1eagueé'(h.g. Lahov, Cohen, Robins, and Lewis,  1969) or Shu§ and his
colleagues (Shuy,‘Wolfram, and Riley, 1968). Obviously it will be

of benefit to all to have such programs expanded and new ones d.oveloped

by other linguists. Where the speech fields may contribute most dis ...

in those areas involving bechavioral aspects of dialect and in those

areas where research is targeted to the specech practitioner. These.

guidelines are variously represented in the specific suggestions which
follow. - '

Differentiation of deficiencies from differences. It scems of

utmost priority that diagnostic techniques be developed that avpid the

‘confusion of social dialect differences with deficiencies of language.

Prgsumably, any child who meets the natural deménds of his primary
speech conmmunity is developing nofﬁally. The pfoblem is that current
diagnostic procedures may trap'a child into trying to meet the per-
formance demands of a community other than his primary oné. As
already'meﬁtioned, this typically occurs on tests‘whére the gram-

matical criteria are based solely upon standard English or where

- Lo ‘ ¢
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deﬁelopmental norms have been based upon the behavior of users of
standard Englisﬁ; ‘

What is needed, then, are procedures that‘(ideally) test for
develo;ﬁéﬂﬁkfﬁ”terms of linguistic universals or ones which are
adapted to the child's primary dialect communityﬁ Reseaxch into
sucH procedures would, of-course, involve the cooperation of psycho-
linguists and sbciolinguists, but the speech researcher wouid be a
Bighly important additional member of the team. It is the speech
researcher who can contribute a knbwledge of the actual and practical
.speech behavior of children, and it is the speech praétitioner who so
often would be::equired to use the diagnostic p§9cedure§.that arc
developéd. ' ,5 h

Performance studies adapted to dialect differences. If non-

£

standard dialects have scrved as barriecrs for children on language
tests and inhibited their performances on other tests (e.g. IQ),
and so on, then given a knowledge of such children's dialects we

ought to be able .to gauge what they do know. Thus, for example, if

Béfatz (1969) finds that inner city Black children perform well on a
sentence repgtition task when materials are in-their dialect, what
would, performance be in some task going beyond répetition-~thatgis,
some thék involving interpretation of the sentences? In short; if
the 'dialect barrier" is accoﬁmoddted, will that alleviate barriers
to liﬁguistic, communicative, and cognitive performances?

Audi.tory discrimination and articulation. If dialect biases arc

either removed or controlled. in assessments of auditory discrimination,
-articulation, and reading development, then the oft-cited linkage
‘amonglthese could be adequately tested. Much attention has been
focused upon the speculation (e.g. Deutsch, 1964) that children from
the lower socioeconomic ciasses are reared iﬁl”noisy" environments
where development in auditory discrimination is impaired, and this
leads to impairmeht of primary and secondary language skills such as
-articulation and reading. I know of no existing research that has
éuccessfuliy'ruled out the dialect factor in investigating this

reasoning,
7- :
O
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Speech development and reading readiness. Much has been said

.about how learning to read depends upon the status of speech develop-
ment, yet we know very little about the specific aspects of speech

development which may play this crucial role. No ‘doubt, some of the

results of social dialect research should be a resource for hypothesizing

factors of reading readiness that would be dialect-specific. That is,

what dialect features might interfere with learning to read in standard

English; what dialect features should be acquired orally prior to

learning to read? Such research should iqdicate specific directions

for strategies;‘such as adapting reading matcrials to dialect differ-

ences, or focusing instruction upoﬁ certain facets of speech develop-
. ment fbf'pﬁrposes of reading readiness.

Communication development. No person who has seriously studied

social dialects can escape noting thef fact that dialect is inextricably
tied Lo the communicative demands of a culture or .subculture. That is,
what a child learns of a dialect also represents what he has learned

in the process of becoming a communicator-member of a social structure.

He not only learns how to say something, but when to say it. Thus it
is one thing to talk about a Black child's‘diqlect, but if we want to
study this dialect in terms of the Black child's. existence wé have to
broaden ouyr attention to his communication Behnviors (e.g. playing the
”aozéns"). _Pui'into research’ terms, what are the Speciél.communicative
demands imposed upon childrén of different social classes and eth-
nicities? " How do the details of a social dialect enter into the coh;
munication demands of a subculture? Does the teaching of alternative
dialects require that we also Lteach about different types of communi-
cation situations and demands? Some of the pribr research by less and
his colleagues (see lless et al., 1968) initfated work in this area--
i.e. in how maternal language styles‘affected child development. Few
; have followed this lead, if only to bring‘improved methods of linguistic
' or communication description to bear upon similar data, or to research
the speculations of persons such as Hymeé (in prcss);or Bernstein (in
press). .

Speech styles. Contemporary dialectologists have reminded us

" that any informant does not represent a fixed set of dialect features,

ERIC |
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but that we must recognize ranges of features and how they vary accord-
ing to situations of usage. I'vefer here to Labov's (1966) concept of
socially conditioned variation. One way of classifying ranges is in
terms of a continuum of informal to' formal speech styles. But despite
our familiafity with the notion of |this continuum, we have little
objective. knowledge about it. This is the type of research thaf can
benefit from a communication orientation rather than strictly a linguistic
one. What situational variables affect the learning and differentiation
of speech styles? How can wé best assess a person's range of styles?

In teaching alternative dialects, how can styles be taken into account?
What are thé relations bhetween speech styles and reading readiness in
children? |

Attitudinal correlates of speech characteristics. As pointed out

well by Labov (1966) the sociai stratification-Qf‘dialect features has
its correlate in the social attitudes toward such features. We have
long known how dialect features ave cues_ for determining the ethnicity
or social status of an individual (c.g. larms, 1961l). How do atti-

tudinal correlates reflect social stereotyping and hence one's overall

behavior toward an individual? 1In my own rescarch (Williams, in press)

I have found that teachers will readily and consistently identify a

child's social status or ethnicity, based upon hearing a brief sampl@ufi

RN

"in that, for "7

of his speech. Often, however, the teachers are '"wrong,'

i

example, they may rate a Black child as being white and of high status ¢
simply because he is speaking standard English. In predicting such
ratings, ‘I have found, too, that even relatively unimportant dialect

features frow a linguistic standpoint may serve as highly pcrtihent

attitudinal cues.  "This prompts in my mind, the picture created by

‘Roseﬁthal and Jaéobson (1968) about self-fulfilling prophecies in the

classroom. Thatvis,.if an attitude about a child is instilled in a
teacher, it will have a substantial effect upon her treatment of the
child. "Perhaps dialect characteristics and their attitudinal corre-
lates are one of the unfortunate parts of this procesé invthe classroom.
Materials that I have.seen for‘Head Start ﬁay create this attitude be-

fore a teacher would cver meet a child.

3 . ‘» -9-
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- (d) the communicative implications of social dialects. Thes

Another point is that if we are to tcach alternative dialeccts,
how will attitudes facilitate or inhibit success? Perhaps we might
find that we are often concentrating upon the change of dialéct
features which serve the attitudes of standard English users rather

than those features pertinent to intelligibility and communication.

Summary

1. The current research assumptions of the speech fields are
rapidly moving in the direction of recognizing the importance of
studying the social dialect spectrum in the United States, but the
assumptibns of the speech clinician or speech educator remain
myopically upon standard English.

2. There is little direct or majér research on social dialects
found in the speech.jéurnals, but what does exist tends to be focusing
upon (a) variations in linguistic task performance when materials are
adapted to primary dialects, (b) field study asscsshents of @ialect

performance, (c) attitudinal correlates of dialect features,/and
: N o~

)

setrgth
T : '\

is that the research seems to be woving in consensus with other fields.

_The weakness is that little research seems targeted to the needs of

the speech clinician ox educator.

3. Research should be in directions where behavioral studics are
indicated, where conclusions will lead to clinical and educational

implications, or both.

Notes

1. Tor further information write to Dr. Kenneth O. Johnson, Executive
Secretary, American Speech and Hearing Association, 9030 OLd
Georgetown Road, Washington, D.C. 20014.

2. Tor further information write to Dr. William Work, Executive
Secretary, Speech Association of America, Statler Hilton Hotel,
New York, N.¥Y. 10001.
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Response to "Social Dialects .and the Field of Specch."

Orlando L. Taylox
Center for Applied Linguistics
Washington, D.C.

In general, Williams' paper suggests that speech scholars have
done little social dialect research, but that there scems Lo be some

hope for the future. In order for me to respond to the paper in a

substantive manner, I must differentiate among, vavious social Jialects.

While there are similarities, to-be sure, amoiig dialects of Amgtican
‘English, there are differences émong the dialects and the épéhkers of
them. Thus, Williams' topic may be too generic since dialects differx
as a function of such factors as cultural and linguistic histories,
speakers' language aspirations, the dominant culture's attitudes
toward them, social and economic problems associated with the dialect,
etc. Thus, broad generalizations about social dialects should be

avoided. ‘Instead, it is far wmove approvriate to discuss the language

of specific cultural groups who speak what I will call non-prestigious

dialects. (Of course, there is no reason to ignorec the possibility that
some. general trends may emerge from such discussions.) RKon-prestigious
dialects arc determined by the mainstrcam, dominant culture. 1In the

United States, I think there is little question as to which cultural

group that is.

Because of the size of the group and because of the relative

-;seriousness of thcfproblems faced by them, particularly in urban
{
i

settings; T willdrespond.to Williams' paper from the framework of the
'Afro-American. - At Che outset, I should point out. that there are a
number of variations, though enormous simiiarities, within American
BlackAEnglishf Again, caution should be exercised inkmaking'generali—
zations. ‘

| To begin with, Williams' paper reinforces the above points.

Though the paper is entitled "Social Dialects and the Field of Speech,"
it focuses on Black English and places little émpﬁasis on other dia-
1écts. I believe that approach is apbropriate in view of the argument

&

agaidst'discussing all dialects siﬁultaneously.:

- 14~

JaE



“ERIC

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

0f the substantive points raised, I was especially pleased with

_the discussion on speech norms. While speech scholars have indced

)

-recognized language differences. among various socioceconomic groups,

they have just begun to pay serious attention to language differences

related to legitimate cultural or social factors. Differences in

language behavior have typically been focused upon-to determine

" linguistic deficits of various cultural groups. Thus, the differences

have frequently provided the underpinnings for labeling certain kinds

of speech behavior as pathological.

That variations exist within a given language is an obvious point.
Languages represent cultures and are linked to historical facts. Dif-
ferent cultural and historical backgrounds should lead to language
differences. However, the response to these differences is the-central
issue. As Williams points out, speech therapists nced linguistic norms
to determine communication pdthologies. They also need normative data
to help détermine what to do about pathologies. Tor ckample, even 1Lf

one can determivne what a legitimate pathology is in a black child, he

may be uncertain about how to teach him to speak "correctly" for his
cultural group. Several people have recognized the difference between

a legitimate - pathology and a legitimate difference. Few, however,

have devéloped tenable approaches for dealing with the.pathologies in
light of expected differences. Note that nothing is being said here

about’ the rélatiohship between legitimate linguistic differences and

Standard Speech instruction. These points'wiLl be discussed later.

At this poiﬁt, I Qould likeitq‘object to the concept of the
"poverty c¢hild" as used by Williams iﬁ this, as well as previous,
papers. >To begin with, the term is'pfdbably too general since a
number of ethﬁic groups and social dialects exist within major'poverty
groups, e.g. White Appalachians, Puerto Ricans, Blacks, Ch%panos,
Indians, etc. Also, in the specific case of blacks, I think the notion
is very likely - and I know Williams doesn't belfeve this - to lead oﬁe
to believe that competenée for agd performance in Black English is
limited to poor black people. I%éubmit that a substantial core of
Black English is known and used (particularly in communicéting black

to black) by most, and probably all, classes qf.blécks. The main

- .15-.
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linguistic differences among black social classes is probably seen in
relative "switching' facility. 1In essence,  there appears Lo be a
positive correlation between middle~class (and educated) status and
superior switching skill. Thus, if we want Lo obtain a correct view
of the language of Black Americans, it would be inappropriate to talk
about it exclusively in-terms of the poverty individual since that
would imply that the syntax,yphonoiogy, and lexicon of Black English
are limited to the poor. ' '

If one asserts that one of the major differences between language

of poor and middle-class black people is in the relative facility in:

linguistic switching, ‘then the question of how much switching one can do
must bé raised. Ultimately, one must determine whether a person can
become a perfect switcher from Black English to Standard English,
including phonological and suprasegmental aspects. Of course, .if the
term Standard English is used to mean Standard English Syntax, then

our choice of térms ought: to reflect that fact. If the term Standard
English is intended to include more than syntax, then the question on
how much switching can be acquired after the acquisition of Black
ﬁggffgﬁ“és a first language must be dealt with in a serious manner.

In all of the discussions about Blaclk English-Standard English,
little is ever mentioned about Black Standard English. DBlack Standard
English is characterized primarily by a standard syntax, plus a few
black syntactic elements.” The remainder of Black Standard English
may include varying degreés of black voewel patterns, ethnically marked
syprasegmental features, and black lexical items. This rubric would
be especially useful for categorizing Black educated speech. The
speaker is able to move to a more standard speech or a blacker speech
depending on the situation.

Why can't Black Staidard English be included in the rubric of

~ Standard English,described and left alone? To me, Standard English

is a concept in search of a definition. 5Itféppears_to represent the
language of the socially, economically, politically, and educationally
Prestigious groups of Americans. By defiﬁition, the term is almost
synonymous with white prestign speech; 1t is wide enough to include

the language of-all prestigious white groups. in the country (despite

16~
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" that "talking proper

a wide range of phonological and suprasegmental differences) while

excluding all black speakers except those who can "switch" into one

.of the accéptable patterns. Sincéeé Standard English is a. relatively

flexible concept, I am suggesting that it be expanded to include
Black Standard Euglish. O0Of course, many people will reject this
suggestion. I submit that Black Standard Eunglish is spoken by a
substantial portion of the black population,_but'is re jected by
White America. Tiis rejection is related to rejection of all black
people except those who assume white~like behavior, including language.
Fanon (1965) spcaks to this point from a world perspective. He dSserts
that blacks a]l-over the world are Judged as being human in dlrLCL
relationship to their ablllty to speak standard VCTQIODSFOf Eur0pean
languages. ‘This thinking has led, at least indirectly, to.the employ-
ability and social acceptaﬁility theses.

 Most of the people who argue the desirability of teaching Standaxd

Speech to non-standard speakers cite one prlmaly reason usually - it

"makes people more employable and socially acceptable. With respect to

the socially acceptable business, it wmust be couched in the framework
of "by whowm." I'méﬁbt certain that black people, for example, would
be more socially acceptable by a sﬁbstantinl portion of the black
community .if they spoke Standard English. Further, I'm not certain
" would make blacks more socially acceptable to
the larger white society. Even‘if’it would, it is uncertain as to
whether blacks waﬁt to be socially acceptable to whites, particularly
if it means communicating on white terms. This whole topic must be
explorcd in depth by serious scholars.

With regaxd to the matter of employablllLy, it might be Lhc case

that an individual black mlght be more cmp]oyablo bccause of an ability

to speak Standard Speech - at least until that firm's quota for black

employees is filled. " However, it seems extremely unlikely that equal

employman would become a rgallty for all blacks on a nationwide
basis if they suddenly become speakers of Standard English. In short,

job.discrimination would probably continueito be a national problaﬁ“

if all black people spoke the "King's English.' Beyond the matter of

tokens and quota filling, I suspect that little difference would be .

madé. ‘Indeed, many jobs should probably have no language requirement,
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"e.g. subway motormen, electricians, steel workers, plumbers, etc.,

as witnessed by the number of nonstandard speaking whites who £il]

_them.

In light of. the above argument, it might be more appropricte for
linguists, educaﬁors; speech teachers, etc., to encourage employers
to accept a wider range of speech behavior instead of trying to change
the speech of black peoplé. 1f one accepts this notion, then one
could begin to question the research orientations suggested in Williams'
papers, i.e¢. on the'speaker; Instead, focus might be more apprbpriately
placed on the dominant culture's attitudes about language difference
generally and Black English in particular, as well as effective
approaches for making these attitudes more acceptable. Again, I
reiterate that the present points are being made about speech and not
reading, the latter being a different linguistic behavior.

Another topic that must=be faced in the whole area of Standard

‘Speech instruction for blacks invelves aspirations for Standard Specech

acquisition. Many blacks resist the idea of Standard Speech instruc-
‘tion. Among other things, they cite the emcrgence of a black majority

in most Americun\cities. As a result, they question wharher the lan-
guage of a grouplfhat doesn't even constitute the majority of the urban.\
population should become the oral standard for black dowminated citics.
Then some blacks also raise such points as 'we've always been the oncs

to change so why can't other people change now?" Tﬂey also cite the
widespread hang-ups of many black people because of negative rcactions

to their first language. Finally, the point is made that the acquisition
of Standard Speech implies that.pnly:white'Black ﬁeople should.be tfeatéd
humanely. This last notion is being increasingly rejected by some black
péople in favor of a "take us or leave us as we are' attitude.

The abové points should not be interprctéd as being characteristic
of all contemporary black thought. They should suggest,.howévcr, that
there is a range of feeling on the topic of Sténdérd Speech instruction.
I submit that we should attempt to determine what these feeclings are.

In other words, let's try to determine the speech aspirations of black
people - for themselves and their children. Let's not assume that blacks

want, Standard Speech instruction. They might not want it as a group or

/
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substantial numbers might reject it despite~the logic or desirability

of having a standard linguistic. form in a multi-linguistic culture.

. Logical statements can be made by scholars in prestigious research

centers, but they may not represent reality for people who heve been
rejected and exploited in a country for several hundred years and
who have a lot of feelings about their speéch. In short, I think we
should not develop language education or research programs in black
communities until full knowledge is available on the language aspir-
ations.of these communities. To do otherwise would represent a new
kind of paternalism. “ ,

While the research topics mentioned by Williams are logically
tenable and valid, their ultimate value can only be determined"by
answering why they are done. There are a number of reasons for doing
rescarch of the type mentioned, e.g. to contribute to the development
of sociolinguistic theory; to dcvelop apgumentslto convince profes-
sionals and the gencral public that black people have normal and
legitimate language; to facilitate developwent of viable educational
programs for black childrén; to help make blacks more employable and
socially acceptable, etc. However, I. think one very important thing
should be képt in mind. Many black people are tirdéd of bcingvstudied
and especially tired of being used for the development'bf wvhat seems
fo them to be irrclevant theories or fox providing data to prove their
humanity. Thesé persons argué (and 1 think quite éorrectly)'that the
kinds of 'realities experienced by 25 ﬁillion black people daily and
‘the kinds of punishment_peqple receive for acting and talking black

(especially in qchoolé) are such that research can only be evaluated

in terms of its potential for changing day-to-day living experiehces.

While I am not arguing against basic research or theory- makJng,,l am
arguing in support of basic research and theoretical assumleons which

have ultimate implicatibn for meeting some of the needs of the people

. 1.4 -~ : . : - . . : . :
“in this country who have every right Lo, expect their economic, social,

educational, and psychological realities to change substantially.
. . :
From the perspective of the above arguments, I should say that
I like Williams' points about rescarch in the deveIopmeht of normative

data on various ‘dialects. 7The implications for such normative data
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.are obvious. I would also like to see more research in basic compre-

hension abilities. I think one of the major problems of specch people
is that they place a disproportionate amount of importance on language
production. Although it is stated rather frequently that audi:ory
comprehension precedes speech production and auditory comprehension
usually exceeds speech proficiency, it seem to be quickly forgotten,
As a result, little is known about black childf::}s auditory compre-

hension of Standard English, although Baratz' (1968)'data can be

interpreted to mean that black children must have some competence for

Standard English in order te reformulate Standard English sentences
into Black English, and vice vcrsa for white children. TFurther, it

is unclear as to how much auditory comprehension of a particular linguis-
tic uﬁit is needed before spontaneous production of it can occur,

A number of research questions arc related to the subject of read-
ing. For example, is specech production proficiency of a particular
linguistic form needed before it can be read? -I1f not, then how much,
if any, speech proficiency is needed? I am not arguing for any position
on this matter because I don't believe enough data are available to
support one. T'm simply safing that the relationships among speech

o 3

writing,.reading,‘and auditory comprehension need to be determined.
With respect to reading, I should point.out that I believe blacks

react more favorably to the teaching of Standard English as a reading

skill than as a'speéch skill. Perhaps this is true because reading

is a less intimate issue than speech and, therefore, less tender. Per-

“haps it is not linked to hatred toward teachers who have constantly

corrected them during the Schooi?years. Certainly, the adoption of
Standard English for reading purposes does not involve rejection of a
black reading system and I Knodw of no one who wishes to translate the
Library of Congress or even books oﬁ ﬁlagk History, Black Art, etc.,
igtp Black English. Finally, réading‘ability is.less public than speech

facility and, therefore, less vulnerable to ridicule. Thus, reading may

~be more legitimate concern for black people and one which speech.people

should consider when approaching the topic of Standard English.
Williawms' discussion of style is good. Unfortunately, it is

often ignored by some researchers. It is especially important for a

" bidialectic group which lives. in a socially tender settiﬁg. It in-

volves the appropriateness of a given linguisti¢ style in a specific

' :
! N
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social sitqation; ~Indeed, some situations trigger silence. .For the
black speaker, the type of language used, ii any, is further influenced
by the race of the audience. This point is not being raised Lo assert
that the language of black people can only be studied by blacks, but
that there;is 2 strong probability that currenﬁ racial polarization in
the United States is such that white experimenters, especially in a
formal setting, are likely Lo trigger a.particular kind of speech.
Thus, if serious research is to Be'done, situations, as well
experimenters, musﬁ be contrelled te the extent that a range of speech
can be elicited.

With respect to the American Speech and Hearing Association and

‘the Speech Association of America, it is good Lo see increased research
b .

on social dialects. It is uncertain, however, whether the interest
emerging from these oraani7ﬂtiﬂns reflects self-engineered awareness
as much ‘as increased arLJLvlaLLnes from black and enlightened white
members of these organizations. Unfortunately, some of the intewvest
is negatively motivated, i.e. it is viewed as a way to discourage
disruption. Other interest is wotivated bv academic, intellectual,
and "image" concerns. It is mosL unclear as to whether the mainstream

membership recognizes the importance of the work in the context of the

‘feelings of the black commuaicy,

"In any case, one should probably be censervative in his expecta-
tions from the field of specch insofar as social dialects are concerned.

In general, speech people have too little knowledge of black culture and

" language, linguistics, sociolinguistics, psychiolinguistics, anthropology,

etc., to do the kind of work needed. - In this .context, it may be in-
appropriate Lo expecl the National Speech and Hearing Survey to produce

relevant findings in this whole arca. Perhaps the speech profession

phght to focus more of its present efforts on training the proper

personnel to do soc:olxngustlc research.

Wth regard to linguists doing the L)pe of rescalch needed, it

* should be-sald that they do not have ideal training either. While they

O
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have the édvantégélof knowing a lot moreé about language than speech

professionals, they typically have deficits in some of the other arecas
mentioned. Perhaps’we need to begin to develop speéific Eraining pro-
grams whlch have all the Lnterdlsc1p11narv inputs necessary for valid

and relevanL work—in’ dlalects.
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Notes

A main example of the black syntactic clement is seen in the use
of the copula to indicate the continuative aspect. Contiruation
is an important concept to most black people and, no matter how
"eareful'" most black speakers becowme, the "I be ---" form is
frequently used.

T
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'Appfoéchés thSOCial Dialects in Early Childhood Education

Courtney B. Cazden
Harvard University
Cambridge, Massachusetts

Research Assumptions and Review

I assume that professional researchers and educators in the field
of early childhood educaLJon are sincerely and carncsLly Lrylng to do
good work - to undersLand the language of children, parLlcularly black
children and its relation to educablllLy, and to do something that
w111 help these chl:dren achieve more in school. It is a sad fact thaL
despite the work of these people, with cons siderable monies at thelr
disposal, success stories are hard to find, With the rise of more
militant and articulate black Jeadership in ghetto communitics, there

is a growing crisis of confidence in the findings of white researchers

on which the educational programs have been based. Linguistic analyses,

_lérgelyffrom the work of %abov (1969L), support the black complaints,

The papers and articles of the Paratzcs (in press), Stewart (1969) and

ot

Labov (1969) have brought the issue to sessions of APA, SRCD and the

pages of specech Journals and the llarvard Fducational Review.. Thé con-

S

frontation is here.
A few quotations will document the ideology which still underlies
' ‘ ' L.

most of the preschool programs (See John & Moskovitz, in press, fora

review of this field.) Consider a recent monograph of the Society for

‘Research in Child Developmént (Brottman, 1968) which contains expanded

In his introduction,; Brottman, organizer of the symposium and editor of

the monograph says:

American education has witnessed rapid growth in preschool

. educational programs. The majority of these programs are
designed to be compensatory in that perceived cxperiential
deficits 'in children are to be met as completely and as
quickly as possible..,. Cognitive objectives include

.adequate performance in the use of language. There is con-
siderable agreement among persons concerned with the edu-
cation of young children that young disadvantaged children
can benefit from sLandard Tngllsh language experience (Brottman,
1968, pp. l 2). C

-23-

‘versions of papers first presented at the 1967 meetings of that society.
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Among contributors to the monograph are representatives of two
contrasting positions on the philosophy of early childhood education:

Minuchin and Biber from Bank Street who advocate a '"child development
)

n

.approach,' and Jean Osborne, a teacher in the Bereiter-Englemann pro-

gram in Illinois since its begiunings. These three disagree on appro-
priate curriculum and teaching methods, but the assumptions underlying
their programs differ more in specificity than in direction:

The nature and extent of languagé'deficit anong the children

of the disadvantaged is by now a well-known fact, increasingly

documented and specified by ongoing research ... it seems

clear that children of thisg population are often less articulate

than their more privileged peers and less able to use language

effectively as a tool of thought, learning and communication
ilime.  (Minuchin & Biber in Brottman, p. 10).

The following list of language characteristics of 4-year-old

children is drawn from my observation and [rom protocols of a

language test, the Basic Concept Inventory Test developed by

Siegfried Ennclmann (1967):

a) He omits articles, prepositions, conjundtions, and short verbs..

b) He does not understand the functinn of not.

c) lHe camot produce plural statements c011ecLly and cannot per-
form the actions implied by [them}.

-d) Tle cannot use simple tenses to d05011be past, present, and
future action...

e) e is able to use he and she ... but cannot use.the pro-

~ noun ic.

f) 1lie does noL understand many of the common prepos1L]ons and
conjunctions.

g) He can often p01form a direction but is not able to describe
what he has done..,

h) He does not realize that two or more words can describe one.
object..

Whether Lhcsc language characteristics repres an a language that

is a valid. but d]ffelenL language from standard English or whether

they represent & substandard English dialect, incapable of being

used for serious cognition, need not be argued here, What is

evident is that such characteristics are not those of the language

used in the public school (Osborne, in Brottwan, pp. 37-38).

Four more examples will suffice: from Bereiter-Englemann (1966)
themselves, Karnes' (1969) careful study of the comparative effective-
ness of alternative models of preschool education, the Westinghouse
study of Headstart (Cicirelli et al., 1969) and a news release on
Commissioner of Education James Allen's projected "right-to-read"

~-program.
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-~ In their summary of chapter 2, "Cultural deprivation as language
deprivation," Bereiter & Engelmann say:

Two special weaknesses of the language development of lower-class
children were noted. One is the tendency to treat sentencos as

'giant words' that cannot be taken apart and recombined. 4his

leads to an inflexible kind of language that does not make use of

the full potentialities of the grammar and syntax, and it makes

the learnierg of new vocabulary and structures move difficult.

The second weakness, which may well be an outgrowth of the first,

is a failure to make.the use of structural-words and inflections
which are necessary for the expression and ﬁanipulation of logical .
relationship. ' ' '

Both Karnes and Cicirelli et al. used the Illinois Test4of Psycth
linguistic Abilities (ITPA: Kirk, McCarthy & Kirk, 1968) to diagnose
needs‘énd evaluate progress. Karnes found that the disadvantaged
children in her sample scored low‘on three ITPA subtests:

Vocal encoding (now called verbal expression): The child is

shown an object (e.g. a nail) and asked to "Tell me about ir."

Auditory-vocal-automatic (now called grammatical closure):
a test of the child's knowliedge of standard English noun and

verb inflections. ‘Here is a bed. lere are two M

Auditory-vocal association: an analogics test which taps
children’s knowledge of opposites. A daddy is big; a baby
r n

is . - :

Karnes comments: "In addition to the specific aspects of language
functioning measured, the ability to expressvonesclf verbally is the
common requisite for successful performance on these three subtests”
(1969, p. 164).

In the Westinghouse study, the leadstart children and their equally

disadvantaged controls scored below the norms on three subtests: auditovry

assééiat;on and grammatidal closure as in the Karnes research, and
auditory feéeption: the child is asked Lo say yes or no, or nod or shake
his head, to questions such as "Do chairs eat?", In their specific
recommendations, the authors comment that these threec sﬁbtests corralate
with school achievement and that

since grammatical closure tests the ability to respond auto-
matically with proper grammatic' form, more intensive training i
in standard English appears needed. As basic language patterns :
of grammar develop quite early in life, this is an area where _ ,
~even earlier -intervention might produce more effective and : o
lasting results (Cicirelli et al., 1969, Vol. 1, p. 249). i
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The news release on the right-to-read proclamation says in part:

During the last five years, concern has concentrated of the
intellectual conditioning that a child brings to ithe moment
when formal reading instruction is to begin. It is here, many
believe, that the root causes of functional illiterezcy are to
be found....

Dr. Conrad of the Office of Education's bureau of research ...
would like to see the establishment of a system of "early
education centers," where pre-school children essentially would
play at speaking:games; where adults speaking fluent, grammatical
English would rcad to them and talk with them; where spoken com-
munication would become enjoyable and increasingly sophisticated,
‘In short, where the favorable linguistic conditions. of perhaps
_the majority of middle-class homes would be recreated (N.Y. Times
OLLober 11, 1969, pp. 39-66).

In the above quotations, at least the following confusions and

misconceptions are apparent:

1.

‘There rc such vagueness about the locus of the children's problems /

in their "use of language"

that use of Standard English forms can '
easily slip in as one specific need.

Knowledge of vocabulary (prepositions) is confused with knowledge of
SE structure .(verh tenses).

If distinctions are not encoded in SE form, it is assumed that the

-distinction is not cncoded at all. There is no recognition, fOﬁ

instance, that the distinction between a mothexr cat and mother‘s

cat might be encoded by intonation (as I would do to differentiate

blackbird from a black bird) as well as by 's.

Performance in a particular test situation is taken as evidence of

Mability" - |

Even if the dialect of the child were adequate "for serious cog-

nitidn,” the child wmust neQerthelcss learn SE because it is the

language of the schiool. Regardless of how much communication is

or Ls not impaired, the child must be chahged to conform.
. &

There is a shocking leap from correlation to causation: that because

use of SE correlates with school achievement, it is a causal factor

in that achievement and therefore worth teaching for that reason.

If current.progfams have failed, we must do the same thing earlier

in the child's development.
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‘8. The source of illiteracy is identificd as "the intellectual con-

ditioning' of the child rather .than the conditions, methods and
materials of the reaaing instruction,.

No wonder Labov has written the following 1ettcrvas a one-page
suhmary of the éfguments‘in his paper, ”Ihe'logic of non—standara
English” {1969b).

' September 15, 1969

Mr. John A. Upshur,

Conference Chairman

Teachers of Tnglish to Speakers of Other Languages
3020 North University Building

University of Michigan

Ann Arbor, Michigan 48104

Dear Dr. Upshur:

The title of my talk before the TESOL convention will be "The
Educational Campaign against Negro Children'. I plan to consider
the educational.programs_that proceed from the "cultural deprivation"
hypothesis, which views, Hegro children as non-verbal, empty vehicles
for instruction: in particular, the program put forward by Bereiter
and Englewarn, which treats Negro children as if they have no language
at all. I will contrast this view with the large body of recent re-
search by linguistics which show the systematic character of nons

‘standard Black Englisﬂ, and illustrate this by tape recordings of Hegro

children from pre-school age to adolescence. It scems to be the unan-
imous opinion of limguists thal the Berciter and Engelmann approach.

[ 3

"is based on a misleading and dangerous wisconception of the verbal skills

and abilities of Negro childnen.

I would then like to account for the obscrvations which motivate
the claim that Negro children cannot make statements or ask questions,
and lack all the verbal ‘weans nccessary For logical thought, relating

these vicws to Jensen's argument that Negro children lack the genetically

controlled ability for couceptual thinking. T will pive some illus-
trations of the kind of standardized test procedurcs which produce
monosyllabic or non-verbal behavior in children, and discuss the socio-
linguistic factors which control speech. Finally, I would like to
question the need for programs directed at the speech behavior of young

‘Negro children, and focus instead on the need for reading and writing

© programs which are based on specific knowledge of the dialect and
culture of the students. '

Q
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Yours sincerely,

William Labov
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Reﬂealch Suggestions

P e

To use this confrontaLlon as a point of departure for progresé in
education in early childhood and beyond, research and developument is
needed in three areas: |
1. how to change, as fast as possible,‘the'cOncéptions of language

implicit in the above quotat{ons- . 4
-2, quesLlons of dlalcct dnfroxences pe1 se which carry special impii;
, cations for educaLlon o ‘ - .
3. more genolal questions Of educational ObJecL]VLb and conLcAL .

"l. Changing Conceptlon of Languages

The first 01ucl of bgllnesb 1s somehow to changé the conception
‘which researchCJs and, LdUCﬂLOIS have of the naLu1c of language. An
order to ‘'cease and desist’ from the above wmisconceptions is obviously
noﬁ the way to do it. More positively, three ideas seem basic. Can we
prebare convincing materials and [find media of dissemination which will
convey the following three points: _

A. Social class differences in speech behavior and stylistic shifts
within a class fall 6n a contiruum - a single continuum for the middle-
class teacher aund hervlower-class pupil - rather than into separate
categories: ' .

But meambers of a spech comnunity are not aware of cthis. Their
experience is limited Lo (a) a wide range of spcech styles

among their own family and friends, and (b) the speech of -a
.wide range of social classes in one or two styles. Thus the
teacher hears the dilferences bétwcen middle-class and working-
class children in classroom recitation, hut does not follow

his students home and hear them at their ease among their own s g e
friends. He does not realize how similar the students are to
him--how they fit into the same sociolinguistic structure which
governs his own behavior. Instead, teachers like most of us
tend to perceive the speech of others categorically: John alwavs
says dese and dose; but lienry never does. Few teachers are able
Lo perceive that they themselves use the same non-standard

.. : forms in-their most casual sprech; as we will see, almost

everyone hears himself as using the norm which guides his speech
production in most formal styles. 1In a word, the differences
between speakers are more obvious than their similarities.
(Labov, 1969a, p. 17-19). °

B. The mere fact of learning a language demonstrates possession
by the-learner of complex and abstract conceptual abilities. This

very important implication of trans formational grammar for cognitive

-28-.
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psychology needs to be spelled out in detail. ZLabov has made a begin-
ning (1969b, p. 59). Potentially, this is a svurce of powerful evidence
that conceptual ablllL)/lS present and LhaL the task for education should
{ b , be seen as finding ways: to teach the child to use his abll]Lv in cul-
.turaily - defined'ways.) There is no a priori reason to assume that
people can do more abstract thinkiné about language than with it.
V C. The situation affects how a child's language ability (competence)
is activated in his actual verbal behavior /performance). Partly this‘is
a matter of the inter-personal relations wﬁich'prcvnil; partly it is a
matter of cultural differences in interpretaticn of the stimuli and
_directions in tcsts-or school tasks. Consider the directions on the

ITPA vocal encoding subtest: 'fell me about it.' Labov's general com-
ments on Ltests apply: o
s ‘ One can view these test stimuli as requests foy information,
‘ commands for action, as treats of punishment or as mecaningless
scquences of words. ‘They are probably intended as something
altogether different: as requests for display (La bov, 1969b, p. 20).

The role of the situation as determinant of the child's verbal
behavior applics Lo teaching as we]] as testing. The NSSE yearbook on

Theories of Learning and Ins 1]UL[]O” (]°6ﬁ) Jnc1vdoc two chapters on

v) . readlness. One is on ”dcvelormonLal“ nea dlﬂCSSZ the child's abilities,
~knowledge, motivatlon, ete. The other, by Karl Pribraw, is‘on "immediate"
readiness: those»factors in the immediate situation which deterwine A
whether. the child's attention is‘engnged and sustained. See Kagan. (1969)
for dramatic evidence of the effect of Lest conditions. on Stanford-Bine!
scores. See.Cazden (in press) for futher dis siomn.’ ;

2, «Focussing on Dialect Differences with Implications for Education

Dialect differences do exist, and the following questions require
further research.
A, Ne nced tests of the child's language competence in his own
{0 , dialect. Bluce Traser of iHarvard and the Language hcsearch Foundation
(Cambridge, Mass.) is w01k1ng on such tests WLLh a grant flom the Center
»i‘ for Urban Educatlon and the help of Thomas Bev r at Rockerfeller, Labov
1 and others. His .general approach is to define a set of functions‘for
which gll'language.must providé in some way:‘modification,.topicalization

(which subsumes the switch from active to passive), asking questions, etc.;

| : () o | S,
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determine how these functions ate expressed in particular languages or

dialects - of most inmediate interest in black English (HKE - to use

Labov's term); and then to assess‘childré%
5 3

produce the forms these functions takéwin: nlq‘nétﬂ
.n o7

B. The effect of dialect dlf[erences on chllclen $ scores on other

st a’i-hilj.wt%;‘lfo comprehend and

‘tests needs to be further investigated. Thanks to a lead from Joan

Baratz, I spoke recently to Dr. Lorraine Quay of Temple "University, who

has completed a study of the effects of translating the Stanford-Binet
into NNE. William Stewart made the translation an& approved tapes of
Quay's testers using his translation. Subjects were disadva nraped blch
é—yeareolds in Philadelphia. No difference was found between scores on
dialect and standand versions.of the teskt, nor between different rein-
forcement (motivation) conditiens. Drl Quay is now repeating the study
at the nine-year age level, 1ller interpretation of the results, (which
are in the opposite direction from any experimenter bieé), is that
children have more'ability to. comprehend standard English than has been
assumed. -

C. Careful rasearch is needed on the use of materials written in
NNE. for tcachlng chlnnjnu 1edd1nn (Baratz & Shuy, 1909). TBaratz and
Stewart at the. Rducatioun Study Center ave developing such wmaterials and
trying them in 18 classrooms. Their priwmers are unique in both language

structure - There go Olie for This is Olic and cultural content - hustling

for a nickel on the street corner. “The planned contrel material is some
other previously existi.n0 set of urban readers. whilc this project mav .

have . con31dcrable importance for curchulum dcvelnpman and demens tration,

it will not av01d a Hawthorne effect; it will not sepdrato Lhe effecL of

dialect strﬁcture,andlcontent; and 18 classroomb are Loo many to permit
the more microscopic analysjs of the reading process which is needed.
Labov's suogesLlon (196%9a, p. 67) of recordinc'oral reading with a
microphone alound the child's neck to catch bote his readlng and the
teacher s correctzons ‘should be profltablc in these classrooms as well v é
as in those whelc con7enL10nal maLcrlals are used N
D. Thc proper language for oral 1nsL1ucL1 n of NNE speakers also
needs investigation. Carolyn Stern reports, an experiment in using black .
dialect as a medium cf_instrcction in two kindergarten units. "lwo

sequences of programmed lessons were prepared. A professional actress,

< -30-
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who possessed a high level of proficiency in dialect and standard speech,
recorded on magnetic tape versions.of the imstructioral commentary from
the same script' (UCLA Head Start Evéluation Research Cﬁnter, Newsletter,
Junpe 1969, p. 4). Translation of the units into di%%ect did not increase
their effectiveness. The translation may have been poor and the taped
instructions could easily be artificial and unabpealing regardless of the
language structure used. But given the evidence that black children do .
understand most of SE, research and dévelopmgnt should probabiy focus on '
those forms which are not understood and whi%h could be eliminated by the
sensitive teacher from her instructional lanéuage. According to Labovw
(19693, p. 406); whether is one such item.
E. We still need more infor&éaign on which features of NME con-

tribute most of un-intelligibility and (separately) to prejudicial

reactions. We also need to separate fact from folklore about where
liabilities exist Ffor Nk gpeakers in the world of jobs. Service indus-.'
tries are one source of. expanded employment opportunities in the future,

and the telephone company is one place where communication is critical.

Of the 101,000 operators employed in K.Y.C., 7:000.are Négro or Puerto

Rican. But even heré it is not obvious that dialect per se is the |
~main problem.

One spot check a few weeks ago disclosed some kind of "communi-
cation difficulty” in 25% of information calls Dr. Bray [a.
psychologist in charge  of employment and training] cited a
typical example: A woman called information and asked for i
Korvette's. The information opeiator, who did not know Korvette's ;
was a depaptment store, asked the woman for "Mr. Korvette's first
name." (N?&. Times, August 29, 1969, p. 18).

Even with this information, questions of what to do with young children ‘ )

are still open, but such information is necessary if not sufficient for

educational planning. Note that such information needs to be continu-

ously brought up to date as social distance and attitudes change over the Sl

“‘years.

S F. We also need to know more’aBout the attitudes of black parents
and commanity leaders toward language gbals‘fof their children.  What R
importanée.&o they place on the acquisition of standard English? If we o o

“are convinced, as I assume we are, that»écquisition of SE is not an
- It . : . . ) L
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intrinsic requirement of any cognitive process or intellectual task, then
decisions about '"to teach or not to teach' must be based on values: what
is the nature of the good life, and what is the role of the school in

helping to achieve it. P

In society as it is now, speaking a lower-class dialect_&ay be a
social liability per se. But, accepting this facl, one can still say
‘"Let's work to change socfety rather than iﬁpose our prejudices on the
chif@rén.” In my experience, that position is held more often by white
proféssionals (e.g. O0'Neil, 1968) than by blacks - professLon ls or not.
But is 1t pgggiblemphqt“hlack-professionals'who argue for giving children
thedpptipnﬁ they themselves haQe enjoyed may overestimate the role of SE

Ao

, as a causal factor in their own personal success? Is it possible that.
J; they "made it" for other reasons and learned to be bidialcctal in the
process? : - .

A'queétibn of values is a political doc1u10n which ﬁhould be made -
or at least shared - by Lhuse wvhose children we teach. 1 realize thére
is no one opinion in thq black community. But the more we know about
the range of opinions and the factors influencing them - soccial class
background, dn‘i ¢ of contact and involvement with black nationalism -

, f ,
S e the more WJsely cducators can proceed. As with E above, such infor-

s

mation on attitudes and values will have to be monitored at intervals

and in local communities. As part of my survey of preschool language
1nLcrvenLlon pr (1ams two black students are going to attempt this on a
very small scale %n Roxbury this fall. (WL will write a joint paper for

e e the March 1970 dx&lecLo]ogv Conference in I]lanlS )

i

. G. If the decgision 15 mddc that school shou]d help children becowme

bldldleCldl ltlsq&L]ll unclcal how and when tc_chcrs should act... I _
know,resgarch is‘progeedingvon the how, and that{part of this conferepée
will‘be-HeVOted to an examination of oral language materials. But are
wc also lnvcstlgaLlng\Lhe EDEEv . How much variation in speech style can

"chlldrcn of varloub age control? Do the assertions that foreign

T _languaggs are harder to;, learn after early adolescence app]y to learning
a second dialect - lcarn\ln the sense of automatic production without
ekCeSSlVe strain of Ca:eful mont011ng7 If attitudes play a cr;tlcal
role}xn dlalect-leaﬁnlng, at what age‘are those attitudes most apt to
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work for oral language instruction rather than against it? For instance,

Labov makes the strong assertion that "Thosé who know the sociolinguistic
23 . 1

.situation cannot dOubt that veaction against the Bereiter-Engelmann

approavh in later years will be.even more violent on the pirt of the
students involved, and ‘the reJectlon of the school system—WLll be even
more categorical™ (1969b, p. 49). In summary, at what age are ability
at style-switching, flexibility of motor control of articulation and
grammatical patterns, and attitudes toward SE (as influenced by peer
group identification and/or vocational hopes) at optimal values for
second-dialect instruction? ,
H.‘ Finally, there is the very interesting cognitive process'which

Labov calls "monitoring,"

the attention which the speaker pays to his
own speech. A speaker's attention increases in stylistic shifts from
casual to more formal occasions. It also increases with a shifit in
content in the direction of greater explicitness, as when,talking in
low-context situations. Is the process of monitnring one's own speech
the §ame in these two cases? Is it the same as what BLLH tein (1962)

| . s .
calls'verbal planning', which is indexed by frequency.of pauses?

- Does| attention to explicitness tend to produce an automatic shift

toward SE as well?! Ts this process of wmonitoring related to.the

so-called Mabstract" use of speech for intra-personal functions?

Maybe the more experience.children have in conversations where such

monitoring is required, the earlicr they become aware of. their own

“language, and "listen to themselves'" as they solve intellectual tasks.

This may seem a far-out idea, but hypotheses arc.sorely necded to ex-
plain how different interx- personal uses of ]anbue"o differentially.
affect the speaker's disposition to use language as an aid to thought.
ferhaps investigation of this process ofvmonitoring may be a start.

3. Expounding our General Understanding of ‘Educational Objectives
1

i and Contexts

'Td,go into any detail on questions of educational'goals and con-
texté more general than those in section 2 would qu:chly go beyond the
mandaLe of thls conference. Thlee general quesLlons w1]l sufflce

A, Paul Olson director of the Tri- Unlver51ty prOJecL in Ele-

menLaly "Education’ remlnds us:

40
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their language for more ahstract thought (blﬂnk : Solomon, 1968; 1969).

children. ™Sociolinguistic interference

Leagn g

A teacher must posscss extraordinary knowledge and humanity if

" he ls to-distinguish what the school demands of children simply
to symbolize its capacity for authority over them from what it
legitimately 'demands' or 'woos out of them' to equip them for
a niche in a techunological society (1967, p. 13). -

If under condition ¥, group A functions better than group B, two courses

of action are open: change the conditions for group B, or teach group B

to perform better in condition X. The latter course is only defensible -
if condition X has some intellectual or social importance. ' .

In the area of verbal behavior, Labov makes a comparable dis-
tinction between 'verbal skills' needed for success in school and all the
verbal habits'" of middle-class speakers. The two are not identical,
and a very lmp01! ant job remains 'to be done in separating out the essen-
tial verbal skills. Hult I am not talking about dialect but about
language functions essentlal for success in the. mainstream culture
Interpersonally, many children neced to learn to communicate in low-
context settings to a more ''generalized other' (Heider et al., 1968

Kochman, in press). Intrapersonall wany children need to learn to use
s ¥ > b

Fishman reminds linguists that ”]lHPU]‘t]C conlla,( between socinl

{
classes represent merely the begmnnlﬁg of sociolinguistics, vather than
its goal' (1969, p. 1109). "Some of us attended a confercnce just four

years ago sponsored by OEQ on research on the language of disadvantagoed

" between the functions of

language in school and out was singled out as a wost important topic

for research. As one follow up to that confc1enue a book on Funpctions

. circumstances, be maintained. But we know virtually nothing about how

of Ianguaye in the C]iv51oom ‘edited by.Vera John, Dell Hymes' and{my—~

self, is in preparation. But work in this area has still oan'begun.
. B. We need to know mere about what elifldren learn in highly

structured programs like those designed by Pereiter—Enge]ménn Merle

Karnes, D?vid Weikart and Susan Gray. Such programs do affch chlldren s

scores on ability and achievement tesLs,'and the 'gains can, unde1 some

to interpret these fact&.-~The simplest ansWT is that children learn

the éontent of\the tests, but this-is probably as oversimplified as

the dlalect ehplanatlon of why black children get lower scores in the

flrsL pldce. ‘Bereiter h1mscl£ supplles an important insight. - P
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This interpretation has received something of a blow, however,
from a recent and as yet unpublished study in which we tried out
a wew curriculum generated by working backward from the. Stanford-
Binet to create a universe of content for which the Stanford-
Binet could be considered & content-valid achievement me:sure.
Going at it in this bald-faced wanner, we expected to obtain
enormous but, of course, psychologically meéningless IQ gains
on the Stanford-Binet. Ag a check on non-specific effects,
we also used the WPPSI as a pre- and post-test, without its
contents being known during the experiment either to the cur-
riculum writers ox Lo the teachers. Contrary Lo expectations,
the gains on the Stanford-Bineét wewe not large comparad to those
o . regularly obtained with the academically-oriented curriculum -
N about 12 points, and the gains on the WPPSI were exactly Lhe sawme
as those on the Stanford-Binet. (Bereiter, 1969, pp. 315-316).

At Harvard we have some comparable data. In his doctoral research,
Donald Moore used the WPPSI wiﬁhout the Stanford-Binet as a pre- and
post-mehsure of progresé in. three models of language intervention
programs.'.His data are not completely analysed, but according to pre-
liminary results, the children gained as much in their nonverbalvscore‘
as they did in their verb&l écore. Something more. basic must be’
changed. Something %ike "attending on demand ﬁnq persisting in 2
cognitive task." Icﬁnﬁobabl§ has nothing to do with language cqQupetence
per se; iticertainly does not depend on the false analysis of that
language which Labov so rightly assails. Yet it may represcnt an im-
portant part of being socialized to use language in the ways demanded
by school. ' o

C. No changes'ih’research or educational programs conducted by
White-people will eliminate the crisis of confidence in that work.
We need black researchers, and we need programs désigncd by blacl edu-
cators. Money for training programs must be avilable, and financial ‘
—_ suppor; for black;designed schools as well. ' There was a conference of
black leaders in Atlanta last spring on "education for liberation‘and
survival." T have talked to some Boston representatives to that con-
ﬁgrence who work in the early childhood field (men as well as women),
~and I'am-convinqed that in addition to the immediate benefits to the
pupils, scﬁaaigmﬁﬁich they run or would like'tq.run could provide .-

settings for much more valid research on black children's language.

i
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. modify some of the initial assumption on which "coupaensatory’

.
k

Response to "Approaches-to Social Dialeclts in-Farly Childhood Education”

Robert D. Hess
Stanford University
Stanford, California

As a_social pHyChO]OOL t who works with children, I have been in-
volved in the study of language and its effects largely because of
interest in the differential socialization patterns of mothers of

dissimilar social and cultural backgrounds. T have disagreed for

some time with the interpretation of "cultural deprivation or deficit.”

A more compatible point of view to.me is that language follows social
structure, and that changes in those elements of the soc1al context
that evoke,speech would be more effective in modifying childyren’
speech than working directly with vocabulafy.. T still think that's
true; and the recenL research on cthnic dialects seems not to argue

against such a. concept of -interaction of social structurd afd language.

™
A\ . . - .
v It has become increasingly clear that the studies of Labav and

others on the nacure'af black dlnlu L in 1JJ'U1SCAC structure and on
the verbal fldency of children and adults in the ghetto nec essanrily
" edu-

cational ‘programs were constructed. A’ numher of papers: hav described

- - A‘. . P
with great forcefulness the widdle-class white biad with respect to

language Lhat was characteristic of ‘the PLQL@Sb

: J"

schoo] currlcu]a of these early pr001dmb.

ional writings and the

These pcrspeeLJves on the- problems of language and language deﬁelop-
ment in early educational programs, however, reflected the state of -
knowledge in the field.

- From the sLandp01nL of education and child oeve]opmenL I would
like‘to pclnt out that it was researchers in child psychologyéied child
development who first tackled a problem which had been aliost completely
lgn01ed by lln&ulsts and, desplte an initial lack of lnf01matzon, their
contr lOuLlon has been useful We are aware of the need for a _new ,
perspectlve, but as an educational researcher I would like to ask for

elaboxaLlon and dlffelentlaLlon of some of Lhe ideas and concepts

that have come up in this paper and in the conference At the moment

clarlflcabron"w1ll be much -more useful than castlgatlon.

o e
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‘Fromlthe VLewp01nL of rcsealch and pruf]am development one con-
tribution wnuld be Lo trans lqtc modlxy, adapt some of the thlngs that
are now known-sg that they will be'évailablc to rescarch, teacher
training, to chlld development training programs and other non-
specialists in 11n0u19L1L Some of thc differentiations that might
bc hclpful--Lhat you recognize in your-own discourse and in your own
work but which are not quite suv clear to-those peripheral to the field

are these. 1 would like Lo see more c]e‘rly lelcd out the differ-

! . s
ences ‘among: 1) the prestige value of ldnguag 5, 2) 11ngu1st1c competence,

. ] ) . -
~and 3) the versallty of a language as a vehicle for communicating feel-

ings and- 1deas It is difficult to know what linguistic cowmpelence

means in the conLth of our conversations today butlBErhaps therc is

something which can be regarded as competence, apart [rom prestige. '

.Can the concept of'linguistic competence be made operational? : i
These distinctions are important in an inquiry inte the 1ole OE

language in.doéhitiﬁe developmépt and coghitive operations. 1hey are

-~ not readily apparcnt liowever. 1t would be very useful to know whether

the issue is only one of the prestige of a particular -] ﬂnpuagL form
7.7 and rhnr nn questions of linguisntic « 'vput\n" nead Lo be Td]ucd Is

it possible at Lh1 peint to say with assuranceﬁthat tliere are no

acadomjc or copnILJvc couacqupnvv' of particular, forme and levels of ¢

"‘. i SR !

- . : v ) .
competence -in : pccch ‘that do not I]nw from the b]HSGQ and the nepative

éanctlonsuof Lcaché&s Against a particular lingulis stic form? 1Is the

problem indeed 31mply one of translation and of>ﬂearhing a sccond lan-
guage,‘or are we doallnb w1Lh somorhln" more fundqmanaL]y 1elevant to

the klnd of linguistic. and: ‘mental op01aL10nb necdcd for cffoctlvc -

\

funcLlonlng Jn a Lechnologlcal SOCLGLy7

It would also be helpful if there were a somewhat more cxp]:c1L'
descrlptlon of the 1nt;a—ethn1c variations lﬁ language competence and
_ ;//”SemanLlc Pdpabllltv :i aSsumé thdr theve is within black Fnhlish Q- e
g hlera]chy of pLCSL]ge as Lhere obv10us]y is lq\fLandald white Engllsh.
There is, I take ity in fost oLher llnoul tic f;mllleb,, social class
or oLher dlffclentlatlons w11ch ar% corre]aLcd with different presLJge
‘ ranklggs These can. be dlfleGHLl&Led from conLraStb betweaen oLhnlc
ig;oupég rhe pape1s of" Lh1o confc:Fnce deal with the blach versus white
Stgﬁdérd EnglLsh.‘ It might” helhelpful if some addltxonal clarxflgatlon

\ L N . . . .o ;
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were offered on variations within groups as well as bebween then,
I am impressed, too, with the problems of cducation within a

pluralistic society. A more nearly multicultural approach to edu-

cation is clearly necessary but it does create a number-of practical™’

problems. What does a teacher do who has three different ethnic

i
groups in her class--some black, some white, and some Mexican-
Americans--with regard to lauguage development? That there must be
respccﬁ for differences in language and culture iz clear but imple-
mentinz such a goal involves ‘a set of very difficult practical

prob]cm T We need help in distinguishing those things that differ-

entiate within ethnic groups in plDbll"O andlln linguistic competence.

There is another cluster of issues thnt;has been brought up in

PR

some of the pnpgrd presented here and in much of compcnbaL01v edu-

catxon.i This is. the deep conznln that those who are involved int
research in compensatory education h&ve“in both social change and.
the social consequences of their work. I suggest that one should
distinguish among research pursuits, professional activities which
have social and moral implications, and issves which are essential?y
pold tical in nature. These are all mixed LogueLier in wuch of wﬁuﬂ:b
we do iﬂ'CdmpenquOIV education and there i“ a blurring of lines
between various facets of our p]ofe Hlonu] 1ivés.; Some of our
colléaéues have afguc recently that cvaluation éf educational pro-
grams is QSqunLlally a pollLJCd] activity, and tﬁat the quality of
the research is not relevant-tthe gist of their poiﬁt is that evalu-
ation is for political purposes and should be thought of in these
terms. I think we should try to- quntaiﬁhﬁlﬁLlnLtlon among:

1) research findings, 2) implications that have devclopmanal and
educational follow througl, and 3) thngS/Lhat are more strictly
pdlitical, sﬁéﬁ‘as a change in the sfat®s and prestige of a winority
group within the Society‘ There 15 llkeiy to be,  for cxample a
positive change in the pre stlge of black culture, lncludnnb black
Engllsh.»“fhls is a pOllthGl as we ]l as -an emplllcal resedreh
problem‘ »;;- R ; ‘

J : . S . :
' I flnd it useful to keep separate for analytical purposes, the

'role/of sqhool as a site for teaching cognitive operations and

- R .
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capabilities and as a socializing agent for inculcating values of the

3
society. The teacher, indeed, has to be oriented towards the child

. and his needs, but she also has to

~.the comaunity. She is not [xee to do things entirely on hex own.
. N ~

agent of the society and, as such, the

b

The schoof is, after all, an
values of the community are transmitted through it. The teacher
must dcfeﬁd what she does within the constraints of the fact that
the schools are.supported by public funds and represent a much wider
and typically nonacademic audience.
In.line wi.th the orientation cf the conference toward program
-development in the 0ffice of Education this kind of issue descives

e B N N

special attention. The teacher also nceds to deal with strong

community and internal pressures, some of which clecarly favor the
melting/ﬁot concept. The prestige of langhage follows Lrom the

prestig§ of the groups; perhaps changeg in the prestige of ethnic
groups in this cdumtry may do as wmuch as our 1anguage’traiqing can

to change attitudes in the entire educational system. Perhaps
black power may do as much as Head Start to improve the educatioconal

level of black kids. These processes arce nuch meve diffuse, perhaps,
than any of us realize and ‘the linkage between them is relevant to
. \

rescarcher. .

./

- both the teacher and the
‘ i
|
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Sacial Dialects in Developmental Sociolinguisticsl
oo ["I‘
Susan M. Ervin-Tripp .
Uﬁ]VCrblLy of California, MBerkeley'
Berkeley, California -

Rescarch Assumplions

Developmental sociolingui¥figs-is at this stage not a department,
not a set of journals, not a bounded group of people, but rather an
orientation with certain assumptions. One category of work which has

received the label of developmental sociolinguistics would better be

called comparative studics of language development. These are called
. " I
"socio-" only because measures of language competence are cmployed
. ’ with children who differ socially,; but it is ofLen Lhe case ‘that they

differ markedly in pre-suppositions from studies of Lhe development

of sociolinguistic (or communicative)” compotence. This second type

eced néL be comparative at all. 1ts prlnarv focus is }he systema LJL
'Gl&plon of features of. the chi]drcn's 1PU”Ud' and tﬁe social mlllou
] it , ;
: . » : . . f . )
. of speech, hearing, and talk about speech., Some of the major @ssump-

tions of this field have beeun developed In the work of lymes and -

Cumperz, defining a field of cthacgraphy of comnunication.

comparngve Studies : e

The first category of work, mepaxaL1vc studies, has attracted
4t

\ .
aLLenLlon because- &merlcan a(hOUlS so often tLqL dnd compare children's

et l

performanCev. BuL Lhewe has been great d]jf]QL1LV in finding ways of

“LebLlng chlldren S know}edue of language WHLhout using sociolinguistically
biased app;oaches. Most -tests use communigative settings whiéh are
mlddle c]ass, middle~ Llass interviewers, mi&dle-class kinds of tasks,

L mlddle-clagg language, and middle-class scoring criteria. . It is very

i easy to f11d bleak examples of ignorauce of work on social dialécts

“ ‘and on SOCial.variation.in the use of language, but hard to.find.aiter-

native approaches for those who thlnk they . have to test.

4

One approach to the l]ngulstlc issue is to test devalopmonL of'*~

&
/

featurcs common_to dlfterenL lanouages Let us quppose, for exumple,

P .Lhat we are concerncd with Lhe concepL of locaLlon or of po ession.

Cy -
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Both of these structures, and at least eight others, can Dglidentified
in grammatical contrasts or classes in the carliest sentences of
children in a variety of languages ranging from Samoan (Kernan, 1969)
tb Luo in Kenya (Blount, 1969).  But if we are interested in the
possessi%e, what approaches can we take?
a) ‘the concept of possession is probably already present well
within the Fir;t 18 wonths, but testing would require some non-verbal
§ methods approprlaLe Lo‘Lhc social group. : oo
b) VWe mlght like to know how early these children signal pos-
session vérbally by some distinct featurc, any feature. Thus we wight
ask how carly possession is a 1in§ﬁistically distinct feature.
. c) We might ask how carly a child comprchends specific linguistic
contrasts as signalling possessive. The Torrey étudy (1969) cited
bglow a°ks this qHCaLLOﬂ but in'a non;comparative framework.

d) We mlghh ask hov gdrly the child ozgna1 pogscssivu with the
adult llngglstlc coutrast of his home milicu. If his parents and
siblings speak™a ﬁqn?standard dialect of Hnglish, this might‘ﬁéaﬁ

-UQJHﬂ order a?ono-'nr order and prosodic features, but not a sulfFfix.

v

e) Ve nnthL as k. how carly a child can °ystcnxLJc,1]lv signal

possession wah a lLﬂ’ULSLlC 1LGIUTG of some dialect ov languiage not T
used rC”H]I]]” in his howe, but sowetimes beard. For English speakers o C

in a bi]ingua] cotmunidy.it might be the Spanishipossessive. For

lowgr class b]agks it mehL be 'a po"tce ive suffix. Foxr standard -

bEnglishﬂﬁpqﬁker LV‘MIghL be the non- "Ldﬂddrd variants.

‘An_appropriatc"exampleils the work of Osser, Wang and Zaid (in,

"press). This was a study of rates of dévelopment in core grammatical -
transformations common to all dialects of English, such as relativi- /

"zation and passivization. [The study compared middle-class whites and

lower-class blacks. "g

‘Mahy-worker -in Chlld language question the- ‘likelihood of lalgo 3‘

e
agc of achievement 01 iundamenLal mll@-
f:g. undersrandlng rnrb=object understanding rclathe clauses)
or in ranges o£ varlaLlon 1n dlfferenL soc1al gloups -Thfre are"tWo‘ ; L

‘reasons. f01 thelr doubL One lS Lhe ‘evidence of a consldelab]o blO-

. . . o . e e . ; - : . . o o ) X i
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univers;l to humans (Lénneber;, 1967), aund the other the evidence that
the amount of direct reinforcemcnt of language training seems Lo have
little bearing at least on-gfqﬁﬁﬁtical development (Brown, Cazden,

and Bellugi, 1969; Caz den,'in'ﬁréss}:  thrt of biulogical ab-

or deviant social cond tions in a particular. famlly

normaliftie

that are in that society pathological, this theory would lead one to
suspect underlying similarity of competence. Thus those claiming
i

differences must be parLlculally careful to use tests appropriate to
Lhevgroupb tested. There are manv questions of interest in comparative
studies outside of the hypothesis of difference, of coursé, such as
universals of OLdGl and contingency for different features.‘

Osser, Wang and zaid developed some excellent methods for testing
grammatical imitative skill and comprehensiénd aimed at speeific gram-
‘matical féatures. ‘But they made one seribﬁ% m{stakc. The input was
standard English=:sé“they used a type d test for the middle-class
children and a type ¢ test for the 1ower—ciass children, and assumed
they could make them comparable by some scorin&ﬂfulcs. Differences
in familiarity with the testing dialécL wust have LhUJOL”h]y confounded -
-develepmental results N ; E ' |

One solution to this problem has been proposed by Joan Baratz

(1969). bhe cons txuctcd set of idealized sentences "translated"

into non—
o

vhite using a

tandard black English, and recorded Qi_éJmiddle;class-

! "
.

'sp@ech guise Probably nobody speaks 100 percent

non- sLandard forms, 50 the input language was to some extent artificial,
but mosL1c£ Lhe chx]dren believed the spcaker was bld’k“ The results
show that whatever the art1r1c1allty ‘of these mnterlals,lit was easier
for black urban children to imitate LhLm and harder for whita »suburbdn‘
children in re]alealy segregated areas to imitate LhLm than standard
‘hngllsh.m Her. study was. not aimed at all at studylng development of
spgqifiC'grammatlcal‘featuxes, but at a gross Ltest of graummtlual-com4
petence, and at showing that the surface structure of the test is
’higﬁly‘felevant if one wants to[mdke éhﬁh cdmpérisons.-:She isycléayly

v . if

right. = . o . £ - e

1he Baratz test 1ncluded an app10x1maL10n of t}pe d matcrlals

for both group§uand'of Lype E_materlals for both groups, and she b
L - ' S [ Co . i . ’ ' f re -




_ showed that for both it was easier to imitate the type 4 materials.

One could argue that until one is able to construct matérials in

-which the minority group docs better (like the non-vtandard section
of the Baratz'test) one does not undcr'Land the unique features of
the skJ]]s children acqullc in those groups. Out of an appropriate

balance of items cqua]ly familiar to hoth groups one might then con-

ceivably construct a more culture-fair test than we now have, ox in

this case a language-fair test.’ ' : :

Tut Sociolinguistic;work has posed a much more difficult chal- .-
lenge to those who wish to make comparisons, more difficult th.a'n
equating familiarity with dialect features. ,ach conmunxty, even
sub;grdups within;commhnities"like teen-age gangs, may develop its
own péttern of language use, its own set of speech events, i.ts own
valuing of ékill.. To take a simple e§amp1¢, suppose one wants Lo
comparé fluency orx active vocabulary size in Lwo ground. Presumably
one can only assess fluency by discovering the socialwsituation in
which the pvrqon talks the most.  Labov (1968) has givenla vivid

" example oL a bla k <l 1d who was laconic with even an 6ldcr hlack
from the sawme community and only became LnlLALJVL «hen arguing with
a Fricnd, Assessment of vo;abuldly size in a mall sdmp?o of gpeach.

"would rcquireAfinding-thc speech events within the cultur= of the

|
children which maximally demand vocabulary diversity. IAn alternative

. . . iy B g I Y g
might be to 'train the c¢hild to a new task which interested him, and
I . ' : : I
in effchxwme—SOCLallzeﬂ him, but then there would have to be some

t

-lndependent way of asec‘sjnb success in this task. . Jensen's comment

(1969) that thé 1Q. of a lower-class. black child might be raised ten

7

! :p01nts by spending many hours with him. suggests that socialization to

] Ct . . . . : . , ‘ . .

the task may be~involved, in a varicty.of ways which could be dnvesti-
gated. - ‘ L

An cx amp]c of such an aparoach occurred to me while reading

Labov's engrossing dcc0unL of the rule structure for boundlng in
iHarlem‘teen-agers (1968). Soundlng_requlres sensitivity to syn~‘ o i ol
taﬁtic patterns since success in the role of ‘econambarty rthireq ‘
syntacLlc expansmon, and in the rolc of third party some’ elcmenL . \?‘*f“fﬁ$\

vmay rema:n constant. but a semantlc thfL such as Lpnbenqx‘au‘ ~i .

;Hwhj
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anomalous lexical change can produce a successful effecﬁ. There is
constant evaluation and a high sense of skill. If one belJC\es that
.verbal ski lls are transferable, then it should .be possible to devise-
tests whlch tap the fundamental syntactic Skills‘and the kind of W
restricted assoclations whlch result in highly evaluated anowaly.
There is a convenient way to. valldaLe Lho test against the group'
assessment of the rank of the boys on sounding.
The argument here is.that the route out of our linguistic and *
social myopia in constructing measures of ‘competence may be to draw
on Lhe¥speech cvents and linguistic structures of minority speakers:
One prdblem of course is that the Very fact that minority group--
i
members themsclves may regard their informal style heard by children ) j

as inappropriate to formal settings and tasks makes it harder to

elicit ﬁtranslations”;or information-about speech skills axcept. by

ethnographic work. In such cases it would be much easier to go Lhe

L

other way, to get materials, such as nsrratives; wjokes, plcture

description, in the wmost informal milieu fixst. To take a simple. H
‘ . . : _ Lo |
case, Osser and Wanv»could get picture descriptions frowm speakers u
. - . ' . /'p
of h]ark non- sLarda diclects}asked to talk to their .own children.
T

One cannoL expec L someone to sit in an office and be “able to trans-
: late Lhc Sanda]d English sentences of LhL test into“noﬁ~sLand rd

since the natural vernacularvsty]e”iﬂ usuall)'ulavallablc to do]1d714Lc

formal production This is. true of informal "st iTrd‘Eng]ish” £og.
'In test consllucLlon, the appropllale direction hould be Lo start hv" -

sealchlng for spcoch events, te sL1ng situations, and llngu1 tic paLf

terns familiar to Lhc children in the .non= sLand ard. nblash (ox

Spanish) speaking group:‘ Full developmonL and lvdepcndonL valldatlon ' |

of the LeuLlng ‘materials should take place szhln this.group It R
gt . z

wou]d be . far easier to LlanslaLe ]nLO mlddlc class and sLandard

N
~

i FnOILsh nmtellals than to 20 the oLher direction.
Our currenL tcsts ‘are sccond dlalecL LcsLs for lower elass and

i 1>, o espec1ally black ch11dren.4 Theﬂaccusatlonu of bias LhaL are belng

made are in many cases well- founded whenever a test is suppooed to

assess fundamental llngUlSth and Jntellchudl compeLence,,lL"musL be - L

E[A’{ ) S e T RO . , E TR gv:
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. ) ) : ' .
oriented divectly to the speech community to be tested. Unless the
: L o e . 5 .
speech skills and social performances required by the test are equally
familiar to all tested groups, the test is a biased estimate of under-

lying competence.

Developuiental Studies o i . !
T . Rl
[ The development of tests for comparative work seems. to he an

éxample of aﬁplied developmental sociolinguistics. - We have seen‘that
adequate tests would have Lo-draw on etimographic devp}oﬁmental work.
In basic research in developmental sociolinguistics, the principal
assumplion is that how people taik directly reflects both the regular ‘
patterns of their social networks and the immediate circumstances of
speech, The first part is obvious; a child's ihter:action.network
_is bound to influence his values about language and the repertoiré ’ .

[

he commands. 7The more we study speach in ndLuxaI settings, the nore

we find systematic variation. w1Ln1n ever Ty spoakexmpéflecting who he

is adGIQSSLno, where he is, what the social cvent may be, the topic.
of discussion, and the social relations he communicates by speaking?
The regularities in these features of speech make them as amenable to

analysis as the ﬂbSLluLLGd lh]Cb called grammars, -Competence in

“speaking includes the abLllty to use appropriate speech for ‘the cir-
. i . . . .

cumstance and when, deviating from what is normal, to convey what is

; . “intended., "It would he an incompetent speﬂker wvho used bahy talk to B \‘
N . R .
ff"~evervone, or Jandowly 1nLLrser sed sentences in baby talk or in a
; - second language regardless of car*umctance. It vould be cquallv
‘“»JncomchenL to-use formal sLyle in all 51tudL10n%Fand*¢o all
{ o addressees, in‘a soc1cLy allowing for a broader range of varraLlon.
- -
o With respecL specmflca]ly to soc1al dialects we assume Chat all o

varieties of Lngllsh are alike in wmany underlylnn features. The child
‘in’a communlLy with social'dialects of Tngllsh is in a very defelenL
‘31LuaL10n from an 1mn1granL. “LEven though he may not undCLsLand all } oo

detalls of. standald ‘English, Lhose he fails Lo understand or use may

be relaleely super£1c1al from a llngu1st1c lf_not a socmal standa
p01nt.- In casual .discourse, intelligibility of standard BEnglish ro
4 non-standard spéaker is not likely to be the major problem, as it

R A +ui70x providsa by eric [l R S e
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can be for a speaker of anocher language, Since gross unintelligi-
bility is not present, motives for lenrnwng may he differeat. ,

As a result of the wass:média and education, as well as pressures

~towards lr“nor” speech in many homcs we assume children who use many

" non- sLandald featurﬁb may ojwcn understand more of the surface features

of standard English than Lbe“ArcvouL in their speech. 1In this sense

a kind of bilingualism mayv exist at the comprehension level, as it does

with those Spanish or Navaho speakers who can understand more than they

,
produce. !

| /
DA ) . 4 . 1 v e .
Plnal~., we assume that social groups vary in the uses Lo which

they most often éut speech and in th value they attach to'difEerent
i

useu, so that the range of uses Qf speech by -a child is to be fou1c

~oul. On the other hand, certain va

e SYHLClelC correlutes'of variations im dLHl;C"fﬂatUr“S. I
k 5

Yues cai be .found vu;velualfv in

every social group. We 0L3 Lo dLscovcr whiclh specch events, for
example; are evaluated aesthet Jcnlly “We assume acesthetic values are
present in every society -- wneLhcrjthcy are focused on specch, and on

<

which kinds of speech, is Lo be learncd.

Rescarch Review

f

v

‘speaROLS with:a wide- prcr oire of ldnguage or dialqct_variation, the

internal llngu1st1c hLlUutU' 0[ LhaL variation, and its co-occurrence

with semanLlc and social’ ILJ ures can be e: amlnod Sam Henrie (106 )

i
i
i
¥
f
i

found LhaL dG]GLlOﬂ of verb clfl\c by five—year;old black children!

was ]aLod to ScmdﬂLlL featb es .of Lho utterance, and was not a

s.random: fcatu1e. It has beLn known for some Ltime (Nolfram, 1969)

LhaL Lha%@01m beas in "He be outa Schoo]” is semanL1Cdlly contrasted

with is, .and. calrles. eaning LhaL standard Fnglish cannot easily
translate. Henlle found tha' alleady at va e; Chl]dr elochd BCQ

most often for habitual‘actlons (”ghey be slccpan”)‘or dLerlbuted

‘non-temporal states ("they be blue"). ]east often for'momentary aLLs.

crcase when (a) Lhc Chlld 1s 101e playlno doctor or:teachér (Kernan,

v

1969), (b) the Chlld is 1n Lne schoo]room or being interviewed by an

£ .

auth011Ly flgure (Houston, lQn9), (c) the childkis;gptervicwed alone

. o i .
\_———..\,.L . 1 . .
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_indicating a kind of formal- 1nf01ma1 dimenkion. Fischer, for example,.

.to dlalecL : Ihe Leache1 recularly used

- ot ,
rather thédn in a group (Labov, 1968), (d) the interviewer uses only

standard English rather than variable speech (Williams and Rarewore,

RICHEY

1969). Labov noted, for example, th?t,in formal style black childy
2. !
' i

. G- A
used the pltral suffix wore, thoupgh the redundant third pcnson verb
I

mamkel 1emaﬁned 1nfroquenL Since none of thase sludlcs ex cepL Labov's

has focused on [ine detail, we miﬁht he wipling to pool them all

" n

noted that MNew England children increased their use of "-n" suffixes

over "“-ing' suffixes in the course of an interview, presumably relaxing

into more casual style. Fischer nated, as others have, that girls in

his group used the more formal vasiant wmore; Rernan's examplés of
24 P > ¥ g

f01mdl features in role—pl&ving were usually of girls.

This kind of VJ]ldLlon corres poan to what Blom and Cumper: 2 lcall
situational'swmtchlng and ”ouston (1969) calls ”IP&]QLOr where the
primary deter@inants appear to be setting, situmtion, and addressce
or topic. Overlaid.on these features,wwhich in bilihguals ften
geeerate sharp sVitchingiof lanpuages, arc fedLuuo variations uh]ch

may or may not form coherent styles. These may be viewed as re-

flections of chang e 5 of funmction or iunlent within the perticular

interaction, and the variations between dialect-féatures can be con-

sidered linguistic devices for realizing imtent. In a given con-

versation, 'different speech acts,orwstructura]”unit WLthn the
conversdtion, and different foci or speech opLsodes oLtcn may be

demarcated. by changes in the frequency of socially signiFicant speech

variables. Blom and Gumperz . (in press) describe these phenomena with

'respcct.to dialect variation hetween a village dialect in Rorway and

standard N01weglan The phenomena are analogous to American dialect

& v L .
feaLure lelaLlon. . - ' -

An example of a simple analy31q of classroom JnLeuchaon with

Lhese concepts may’ lllustrate what - I have -in. mlnd M11y Ralncy (L969)

studled a Lcacherlln a black HeadsLer class. She Sc]ocLed Lhe

alternation between . —lng and ”-Jn suffixes” for“obsclvaiion, sgince,

they are related both to f01ma11Ly (Flschcr, 1958; Labov,, 1966) and

“-ing'l in f01ma] LPdChlng and

. 5

=
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story reading but in these situations ghe used "-in" when she was try-
ing Lo get attention ov cleseness. Rainey calls '"-ing'"
usual form for formal teaching. On the other hand, the unmarked form

"oin' and in these leLut ons

for informal or casual interaction was
"-ing'" was used for warked emphasis. ("Where are you going, Rzekiel
Cato Jones?")

The notion that Foimalitcy lies on a simple dimension seems well-

founded ewpirically in Labov's .Ludies. With addressssge and—setling
. I h J C Z

constant, he was able to accompliéh style changes in "-ing''and in

emotional

J

phonological alternatives hy topical crnnges ﬁe.g. Lo a mor

readi

topic) or by -task changes (Lo rec t]nn}a_childhood rhyme, L

Y S .

lle has commented also that when auditory fzedback is reduced by broad
spectrum noisc, the most informal style results (Labov, in press)
LabOV found in his lower-eas —Slde study that a full range of style

variation was not adult-like until around J4 ox 15, but there is

evidence certainly that some. vaxJaLlon exists before that time.

Typically the children use the wmore informal [orms more often tha -

adults (Wolfram, Shuy, et al; Labov, 1966) as one would expect from

i

their exposure to informal home situations . g E

’ In_contrast'to Labov's unidhmeﬂ%ionalnvfew of moLitoang:‘Claudia
Kernan -has used rh1s term in speaking of ”mnnitorinq black! and
m0n1t01]n" thLc. ﬁhese‘tefms refer to spﬂoch wh1 veers- avay

from the normal ex pocLod or unmalkud veynacullr This moni toring
. ‘ L

is analogous to Blom aqd"Gumperz metaphorical switching. What are

the social factors thal go along with wmonitoring black? Some examples
e Cae . ,
were parodying the- sp ch of quoLed persons to indicate their social
characteristics.’ Onvdther occasions qp)akcrs might be alluding to

shared ethnic identity. Dick Gregory is sklll 2d in/such monitoring.

Labov has commented that if a spealker masters a fully consis stent.

N

standard 1eglchr, he may be unable to switch t Lhe vorngcular c\cegL

Lhrough the use’ of mark ers whose flequoncy is noL ]1ko LhaL in an
1

unmarked velnacular. He loses hls flne;sense or conL xt—deaned

.

lnhelenL var aLlon. “In some of Lhe black mnn1t011ng observed bv

Kernan, forms were uqed that wcrc carlcatuyes and do not occur in

.

T

the unmarked or

i
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This notion of marking has been forwmally developoed by Geohegan
(1969). 1lic has found, ip working on alternations in address forms,
that one can identifly a regular, ecxpected, reportable, unmarked form
which is predictable from social features such as setting, age, rank,
sex, and so on. This would correspand to register or situational or
unmarked style as used above. Deviations from the unwarked alternatives
carry social information such as positive and negative affect, deference,

' metaphorical switches. Kernan's moni-

and anger. These are Gumperz
toring carries information becausc it deviates from the speaker's usual
style in that situation. TIn her examples the information concerned
attitudes toward addressees or persons referred to or quoted., Since
these changes in speech are often unconscious, they can only be
‘studied from taped natural converszations, not from informant repouts.
It should be clear from this discussion of registers, styles,
marking, and monitoring that these concepts are still being developed
and changed and that attention to them will be fundamental in any re-
scarch on children's understanding of the social aspecets of language.

Since work has beon done larg

>

ely with adults, we do not know how
young and under what social conditions it is possible for speakers to

show register or style variability in their spcaech.

pon

Hy guess is that the first social features that will appear are
major sctting and addressce contrasts, since we find very carly that
bilingual children change language according to locations and persons.
Martin Edelwman, for example, examined the relation between reports
of the expected language for given settings, and dominance as judged

by fluency in emit:ting words in a particular language associated with

~a given setting. The children were Puerto Rican bilinguals in New

York, 6 to 12. The pattern did not change with agc, merely the amount
of English dominance. Children knew significantly more English words
for education and religion, but not for family and home.® Church,
school, and home are unambiguous sectings, for which dominant language
was rcportable by the children. o
In addition when children role-play they often adopt consistent
speech patterns in accordance with the social categories involved --
mothers and babies, doctors, cowboys, tecachers, puppets. These situ-

ational patterns are reclatively stercotyped but do revcal quite early
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use of language with consistent feature changes. What we do not know

is what featurcs change and what social cues can be generalized beyond

. particular persons.

The instances we have observed of speech variation for intent may
not yet be socially conventionalized in young children -- for example,
regressive infantile sprech as a marker for dependency, imitations of
syntactic simplifications of the addressce when explaining to a
foreigner.

We know that consistent code changes in second languages can be
learzd very rapidly early. Rdward Hcrnandcﬁ, in perkeley, has becen
studying a Chicano wonolingual of three who became relatively bilingual
within six months frowm nurscry schrol exposure, though his lnglish at
that time was considerably simpler than his Spanish., We do not know
how early or under what social conditions completely consistent con-
trol over the gituational selection of twoe social dialects can be
masteved., Part of the problem is that we know relatively little about

the linguistie features of such competence.

Stylistic consistoency. In the more formal types of situations,
bilinguals can learn relatively separated codes.  BEven metaphorical
switchiung tends to be at fairly high syntactic nedes, 1if both lexical
alternatives ave available to the speaker (i.c. he doesn't have to
use vocabulary from one varietyEEEﬁCc he lacks words)., Some bilinguals
even have a range of formal to informal styles in both codes (Guuperz,
1967, 1968).

One of the major differences between the variation found in bi-
linguals and in speakers with forms from various social dialects has
been forcefully argued by Kernan (1969). She points out that there
seems to be a lack of co-occurrence restriction in the samples of
black speech. One changes register or moniltors by increasing or
decreasing the frequency of certain variables, sometimes categorically.
But if one examines the variables which show stylistic variation, one
finds the variants side-by-side, without many contingent relations
between them. In the same clause onc finds BE and a possessive suf-
fix, copula deletion and consonant clusters in lower-class black

speakers.

-52.-
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Labov, whe has exemined both individual and group styles in
teen-age and adult Harlem speakers, has been impressed by the incon-
sistency of their formal style features, cspecially in the formal
test situations typical of scheols. 'Whencver a subordinate dialect
is in contact with a superordinate dialect, answers given in any
formal test situation will shift from the subordinate towards the
superordinate in an irregular and unsystematic manner'" (1968).
Claudia Rernan also found, in classroom correction teste, that stu-
dents had no stable notions of what the standard alternative was
among the alternatives in their repertoire. Labov, McKay, Henrie,
Kernan, and iydeéd everyone vho has collected considerable samples
of speech of &ialecL speakers have found that the full range of most
o

standard forms will appear som

time in their specch. That is, the

problem of standard speech iz in most cases not that the form is .

outside the repevtolre but that the speaker caunot nmaintain a con-

sistent choice of standard alternatives and not make slips. There

is inadequate co-nceurrence restriction between the stondard forms
whether they are dialect bozrowings or not (Wollram, 1909).

This is what woe would capect 16 In fact the features that
standard spealers use to identify standard and non-standard specch
are often used for metaphorical sipnalling by non-standard speakers.
They may hear a higher density of standard features as carrying a
particular conmnotation in a given situation. But some Lcatures are
not varied for this kind of mecaning, and since various combinations
of features co-occur there is no strong sense that any consistent
style is required. 1In addition, there is considerable "inherent
variation' according to Labov's work, which may not carry any conno-
tations at all. 1In standard English this inherent variation is not
heard as marking the specaker as incowmpetent in standard English, but
sinnce in non-standard English the variation includes features which
are criterial to listeners' judgments of standardness, il appears
socially Lo be inconsistent.

In advising parents who rear bilingual children it is usual Lo

point out that they should waintain consistency of speaker, occasion,

or setting so that the child can be aided in predicting which form
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to use. But in the case ci non-standard Faglish the great o1k of

the informal stvies heard in the community by children contiin a

—

high degree of variabilitcy Ueitweeon stumdard and nou-staudard features,
since the varisbility is inberent in the dialect. A child who is to
maintain a consistent choice of the standard alternative must mark

it categorically in his storage, or at least have some linkages be-
tween forms which will make Scquential occurrence of standard forms
seem normal for him., 1f the child heard pure standard ox non-standard
forms this lcamning would not be a problem. He would learn the
standard style as a second larguage with as brief and trivial inter-
ference as we nermally find in immigrant children.”  But this is uot
vhat he hears. le hears higniy varisble speech lacking in co-
pccurrence restrictions or predictability from segment to scpment,

at least at the grammatical ievel. Small vonder that many speakers
are very uncertain as to which is standard and cannot do classroon
correction tests comlforcabliv.

This line of thinking leads we to an outlandish proposal. TI
the problen is to identify "pure styles” and to store them with
sufficient separateness tao pormit stylistic consistency, might it
not be appropriate to help iderntify them by using "wonitoring styles"
of a sort, by having chitdren rele-play, pavody, or use narrative
styles in‘which a relatively extreme non-standard withoot inherent
variation on key features might scem appropriate and the other children
could call them on failures? The converse would of course be role-
playing journalist, doctor, legislator, and so ou in standard Englisﬁ
grammar. The social appropriateness of such a wove in a school might
very well be questioned by parents who believe the school is the place
for standard English, but such games might enhance maximum adeptness
in style switching. There is of course some precedent for perihitting
and encouraging a range of styles in dramatic play, even in school.

In courses helping adolescents in mastering register changes,
Waterhouse (1968) has found that cven students who did not regularly
speak standard English were as a group critical of press relcases in
a role-played press conference if they contained non-standard featuroes
like copula deletion. The group itself, without ﬁressure from the
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teacher, exerted constraints cu role-players to keep a consistent
register, The method releases the actor from teasing about talking
standard Lnglish, and potentizlly may be transferred to situations
where the teacher is not prescnt.

The practice of giving students drills in gtandard English, which
has developed in some schools, is basced on the assumption that the
variants do not exist in thelr repertoire., Where the variants do
exist in the child's repertoirna already, and where some alrcady are
markers of social mzaning, the teacher has a special problem, guite
different from that of basic second-~language learning. The teacher
needs to find the most effcctive way to give a child training in
situational switching which will allow him to usc¢ the forms in writing,
and in speech sicuations where he moy be affected by fatigue, fear,
and by concentration on the coutent of what he is saving. That scems

to be what parents want to happen,

Comprehensiou of featurcs. Onc undevpinning of studies of the
possibilitics of variation in produced specch is better evidence en
what features children can hear.  Decause of the evidence that many
variants occur freely i{ uppredictubly in children's output, it ie
sometimes assumed that all children understand all features of
standard English., Javoe Torrev's work (1969) is a wodel in studying
these problems. She found tiat sibilant sulfixcs had markedly dii-
Lerent probabilitics of beiny understood or produced depending on
their grammatical functions. Almost all the black children in her
Harlem sample understood a plural suffix and produced it regularly,
almost none understood or produced a verb suffix marking number, as
in "the cat scratches" vs. "the cats scratch," and about half under-
stood and produced the copula, the possessive, and the verb suffix

. denoting tense, as in '"the boy shut the door" vs. "the boy shuts
the door." Torrey has not reported the performances of children
who usually hear standard English, to see i[ some developmental
factors arec present. This study, of course, isolates the features
from contextual redundancy, as one must to discover vhether a
particular linguistic cue can be interpreted alone. The kind of
evidence that Labov, Kernan, Baratz, and others have obtained
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showing that in imitation tesks children translate into their own

o)

dialect nayv be insnfficient tests of comprehension of particular

fe

iy

tures, since the sentences contain redundancy. Tor example,

Baratz found that white children translated "I's some toys out \

1 1

there" iuto "there ars some Loys out therc," and black children
often did the reverse. DBut this does not indicate that either

group "understood! the first words, rather that the rest of the
utterance wade obligatory this form in their output. Error analysis
of imitation waterials with less redundancy would discover vhat syn-
tactic and worphological features arve cwploved. Torrey's findings
are not inconsistent with the iwmportant fact that in everyday situ-
ations moast standard English may be intelligible grammatically to
black Iower-class ciiildren, since in many situations languwage is
redundant.*"

A recent study by Weener (1969) atteapled to separate phonology
from whatever semantic and syntactic scguential probabilitcies ave
tested by mewwry for "orders of approxiwmation" to ¥nglish., Irom the
standpoint of syntactie differences, this method gives rather gross
resuits and s wilikely to be sensitive to whatever syntactic dif-
ferences occur in the formal output of lower-class black and middle-
class white indormants. The interesting finding in this study was
that when asked to rewember these strings of words, the lower-class
black children and middle-class whites did equally well with the
materials read by a middle-class speaker, but the whites had trouble
remembering the same materials read by a black spcaker. That is,
just as we might expect on social grounds, black children have more
exposure to middle-class white phonology and can intcrpret it more
easily than the suburban Detroit white children could interpret
southern black speech.l1

The Weener results remind us that the critical factors in
adjusting to phonological differences, as in adjusting to "foreign
accents," is likely to be experience and attitude toward the speaker.
Studies of the wmutual intelligibility of speakers in varieties of
social settings aliowing for both differences in contacts and in

types of speech exposure and for differences in social attitudes
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towards the otber group would infuym us about factors causing changes

in intellicibility in our pluralistic sociely. These studics need to
focus on comprehension as such, not output measures like the Cloze pro-
cedurce, and it would be helpful if they would distinguish fine-graincd

feature incerpretation (&s of the plural mavker as in Torrey's work
i .

from groseer referential intelligibility and the understanding of
allusion and metaphor,

One of the woat significant findings in Kernan's work and in
recent studies of John Gumperz is that there is considerable infor-
mational or connotative content in cholce amony referential equivalcents
in the speaker's repertoire. A full competence in comprehending the
speech of others includes these social interpretations. So far, wost
research on informetion-transmission has been Jeocused on shapes,
colors, and locations rather than on the cqually svstematic communica-
tion of hostility, affcction, and defcrence. Tt is possible that the
latter matters are of greater practical signidicance, for example in

the classroom wherve teac

aer and pupil necd to cordwmicate vrespect for
cach other., 1f teachers cannet understand when a pupil makes a con-
ciliatory move, for instance, disastor could follow.

Subjective reacrion tests.,  Along with studies of comprehension
i ] : ,

we need more information about chiildren's attitades towards spoech
variceties and their scnse of norms ol register and style., There have
been numervus studies in which people ratoe voices out of context
(except of topic) by Tabov (1966, 19u8), Tucker and Lambert, and
Williams (in press), for example. Such ratings necessarily tend to

be of people or categories of people, since this is all the information
the listeners can discover., It turns out to be the case, when specific
features used in ratings are cxamined, that listeners tend to give
“"categorical' judgments, as Labov first pointed out, They will judge
intelligence, ambition, and honesty just from "accent." They do not
react to frequencies reliably, but as June McKay (19069) has suggested,
tend to pick out the "lowest'" ranked social feature, even Lf it is
rare, as an indicator of the speaker's social ranking -- provided, of

course, it is not coatextually accounted for as '"marking,'" such as

parody, irony, humor, Williams has found that teachers tend to judge
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race fram a few features. Triandis, Loh, and Levin (19266) and
TLambert's work (1967) iwmplies teachwers will then treat the children
by their grvoup stercotvpe. Frem a practical standpoint, knowing

which features are perceptually critical might help those who aim

at giving tiwe children the option of not always being ethnically
identifiable from phonclogy.

One oi the fundamental ideaws in soriolinguistics, as cwphasized
earlicr, is that specch in fact anid in its norms is coutext-sensitive
We accept baby-talk to infants but not to adolescents. As a measure
of childreun's development of styvle worms, judgaents of the sort just
discussed nced to be mide where the wocial context is made clear in
some way, Lt remains te be seen b ehildren react to anomalics --
by launghter, criticism, imitation perbhaps. Children as young as
five will criticize others doing role-playing for using the wrong
terwinolopy for the role, c.g. "YVou zan't say 'honey': you're the
baby." Such studies arce the judguental analosue of the role-playing
mcthod of studying actually produccd style amd register cherwes, and
the two kinds of studicsz should e vaired Lo poernit study of the
extent to which judaments are finer chan ability toe produce the forms
critical to the judgments. TLabov (13064) has found that by mid-teens
speakers who did not themselves produce the most forwmal alternatives
in New York phonology shared the opinion of the rest of the popu-
lation on what variants were socially higher.

Kernan has commented that certain genres of folk litevature,
such as songs, poctry, narratives, would be ludicrous in standard
English, and Labov (1961) found that childhood rhyaes forced use of
the most casual vernacular. 1t would we of great value to know how
sensitive children are to these social co-occurrence constraints,
especially on genres brought in use from outside the school to en-
large the children's fluency in the classroom. If they react to some
kinds of performances as sounding wrong in ¢ ndard English, or vice-
versa ~-- if some require standard English -- then efforts by the
teacher to mismatch these types of discourse with the wrong stvle
may make the children uncomfortable and silent. For these reasons

studies of judgments may help guide teachers toward culturally appro-

priate varieties of language.
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Social clase diiferences in transmission of referential informationr

n be casily changed by instruc-

o

may be a function of Yset'. II so they ¢
tion or brief trvaining. Studics by Cowan (1967), and Coulthard and
Robinson (19658) z=d Robinson (in pruss) sugzest that they are to soms
dégreo. The effects of social different ways of viewing the function
of the act asked of them, or the "rules of the game." Tt is possible

of coursce that skill in the particular domein of veocabulary or previous
experience with naieviale wmight aid in such performances too.

Of considerable valne to sonciolinguistic work are studics of skills
develioped by children in languege. TFor example, children often spon-
taneocusly play with sounds, in the pre-schoonl years, and invite games
transforming songs Ly simplif{isd rransformations like g-Latin.

Where these skills become socizlly crganized, they may develop into
identifiable spoeah categorice: nurscry rhymes, songs, sounding,
toasiting, rifting, or vappinc. These, in some cases, include oral
tradi tions, knowiedye of which is part of the developing compotence
of children. Thes¢ may include not only general styvlistic features
but scquential rules. Children's skill is repeatodly evaluvated by
peers and highly appreciated.  Housten (1969) has argucd that

~

lack of toys amon, the rural poory whom she studicd resulied In morc

story~telling, language games, and wore value on linguistic ereativity,
spentaneous narrvavive, and imoavovisation.  Having rccecently scea a group
of forty highlyv-educated adults and their children arcund a campfire

A I can

without even one person skilled enough to carry on story-telling,

believe education can produce cultural impoverishument!

Analysis of the structure of communication within communities
could make us betcer able to cdraw cvents from children's repevtoire
into the schonls, better eble to use them in testing competence in
identif{ying biolozically-bascd retardation, and better able to under-
stand how children interpret tasks they are given to do. Within these
speech categorics, stylistic variations involving the standard-won-
standard dimensions are important carriers of emotional significance.
The ability to convey meaning depends on this range of variation.

We can expect that as children have contact with members of varied
social groups thev will learn skill in a wider range of speech

categories, learn each other's oral traditions, and learn devices
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Func tiuns of Orre of the major issues that has come to

the fore in sociolinguistics and in appliced work in educauion hias been
the question of vdrietios of language Tunction. Bernstein (in press)
has pointed out that in England middle-class parents train children
in a considerable amount of explicitness about referents, as though
they were talking to a stranger or blind person, and no shared
assumptions obtainod.v The resule of this training (possibly through
the use of known-arnswer question drills) is that children perform
verbal tasks very well in test sitvations with minimal verbal stimu-
lation. 7The difference in stress on over-claboration of detail
versus terseness of description, based on shared assumptions, shows
up in a variety of studies. Hawking found that lower-class English
children described picturcs with many "exophorice" pronouns, which
required that the listener see the picture, as indeod he did.
Middle-class pupils elaborated nouns and adjectives which specificed
information the examincr muest already have koown from sceing the
picture. Williams and Harcemore (1909) found that when children were
asked to be speciiic, class diCferences disappeared.  Lut when tevsc
questions were asked, the middle elase ranumed they should give
complicated elaborate answers, the Iower class that only minimal
necessary responses were tecded.  Labov has cited examples illuos-
trating the bewilderment of a child taken into a room by a tester
and told to "say what is in front of you'" when both the tester and
the child can sce quite well what it is.

The implication of course is that children way have learncd that
the function of such communication is to convey information. If they
have not been brought up on "known-answer" questions and taught to
display their vocabulary end disrcegard whether the hearer knows the
information, they may not understand the intent of such questions.

Kernan described such an incident during her study of the speech
of Oakland black youngsters. She asked one child "Where do you live?"
and got a vague answer: "Over there'" with a vaguely waved thumb.
Shortly later Kernan's husband asked the same question. The answer
he got was "You go down the stairs, turn left, walk thrze blocks..."
What was the difference? The husband had never been to the child's

house -~ but Kernan herself had picked the chiid up there.

~50.
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for conveyving information about social intent from each other's dialects.
Labov has pointed out that the black children he studicd valued language
hizghly for cleverness in besting others; this attitnde, 1if fully under-
stood by teachers, could, he proposed, be a basis for enlarging language
competence.

Research Sugzestious

1. Tests were developed in schools to predict success in schools
as they were constituted and Lo assess achievemcents of the schooal.

The need to compare the achievements of school entities, and to pass the
blame for failures onto the child, will unfortunately probably guarantee
that tests will continue to be used even when they are not necded for
fundawental diagnosis. Diagnosis of biologically based retardation,
assuming we have means of pedagogically treating such rctardation, is

an important function of tests. I{ this is to be done well, there is

a need for tests of basic wilestones in competence which contain
materials equated in dialcct and social biases for the populations to

be tested.

In contrast to previous attempts ai culture-free testing, socio-
linguistic research gives hope of finding how Lo create communicative
settings, tasks, language, and scoring criteria that are fully com-
patible with the cxperience of the tested children and are validated
within their own social group in casces of fairly clear group differ-
ences. Of course, ethnic and class categories do net bound homo-
gencous groups, so Lt is not clear in a diverse classroom which it is
appropriate Lo choose [rom a package of tests labeled lownr-class
black, middle-class black, Chicano, and so on., But at least such a
pluralistic set might take us beyond the current middle-class white
package!

As an example of the improvements of testing and teaching materials
which might be gained from a recalistic orientation to children's lan-
guage use, we might cite the weaknesses of reading workbooks and tests.
Items which rest on "comparing initial sound" or '"rhyming words"
depend on the probabilities that children will produce a very specific
item of vocabulary for a given picture. They don't work as teaching

materials or as valid tests unless the children do in fact '"mediate"
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with these vecabulary items. Sensitive teachers have noticed repeatedly

that a large proportion of these itewms do not elicit the cxpected naues.

The differences wmay be cven larger wherce environmental and social dif-
ferences exist. Such itewms arc usecless for teaching or testing.
Another example is the section in reading recognition tests of word
lists which are to be matched to pictures. FEven if the woxrds are

read aloud, the items in some cases cannot be matched. But in this
sutuation children rely on a single mediated name of the picture more
than adults do., Probably such tests are not tests of reading. In
paragraph comprehension items, the syntax and content is often such
that even if it weve rcad aloud the child could not understand it.
Such a test is wot a test of reading skill. The evidence that children
speaking social dialects camnot read may be largely based on invalid
measures of reading ability. Of course, the offects of this evidence
may be self{-fulfilling, if teachers belicve dialect speakers have
trouble fearning to rcad.

2. Ve need much more work on the social conditions which alter
the {rcequeney of social variants in speech. We necd work with children
to sce what the social factors are which increase and deercase cthnie
identity markers in their specch at different ages. 1t is not clear
whether the monitoring of ethnic solidarity which Kernan describes has
parallels in social categories like "working class' where there are no
sharp socially-defined boundariecs. But there probably are parallels
in all groups to the increasc in vernacular usage under excitement
that Labov has found.

3. We need to extend sociolinguistic work to a wider variety of
groups. The problems of urban schools have, for practical reasons, led
to a focus on black, Puerto Rican, and Chicano groups. However, de-
velopmental sociolinguistics is appropriate to any child; upper class
children have stylistic variation in their speech too, and can be
studied to gain basic information about age changes in the structure
and function of speech variation. Any groups speaking non-standard
English are ecually appropriate for the study of the relations between

standard and non-standard; areas of regional migration allow for group
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identity marking through specch variables (e.g. southern white wmigrants

in various social classes in Detroit). Since the social and the Llin-

guistic factors are. slightly different in e¢ach of these groups, better

generalizations about basic processes would be available if the range of
groups studied were extendeé. There is a practical factor; such work is
always contingent on collaboration or principal dircction by in-group
members.

4. We need to explore teaching methods for increasing compectence
in code-switching and to find out the ages at which dififerent methods
are suitable for teaching. At present, unfortunately most rescarch on
second-language learning has been so atheorcetical and ad hoe that we
know very little of basic relevance to questicns of how diffcerent
features of language can be learned. Role playing, doveloping of tasks
with appropriate registers that the children themselves roeopnizne and
reinforce (e.g. Watcerhouse) arce examples of possible methods to usc.
It is not clear when formal instruction, drills, individual tutoring,
péor group learning, teaching by older children from the sawe social
group might be wost cffective, low does ouce learn appropriate fro-
quencies where there is inberent variation, vs. the learning of
categorical featurces?

Cne of the problems in suggesting changes in ceducational methods
is the lack of close study of actual classroom interaction., Jeachers
are not conscious of the methods they use. Tapes and videotapes can
provide a way to locate the cffective features of current methods,
methods chosen post hoc as wost effective, or metheds used in experi-
mental studies. Since communication is not merely verbal, videotapes
may considerably enrich our ability to interpret what happens in the
classroom. '

5. We need far more studies like Torrev's exploring fully the
range of comprehension of specific features % variocus types of
English to various types of listeners. It would be of value to knoew
whether teachers understand their pupils, for example, in terms of
specific grammatical features.

6. We need to explore the place of reading and writing in the
linguistic life of the child. Labov found many Harlem tecnagers did

not know if their close friends were literate. Literacy was not
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necessary for the activities of the boys. Exploratiocn of children's
values about language might lead to ways of devising uses of langnage
and specifically reading for beginners that are relevant to intercsts
they already have; later one hopes new interests arising from what
they read will cazry them further. ’

It is net clear how important type of language is in reading;
adults frequently have strong attitudes that only a standard English
is appropriate for reading. Navahos have not been especially receptive
to efforts to make a written language of Kavaho; English is for writing,
Schools, of course, are not immunc from adult community pressures; if it
could be shown that litevacy in the vernacular clearly aids literacy in
standaxd English then the adults might be persuadahble.

7. We need to explore in detail the stiructural relations between
the child's oral comprchension skills, his speech, and reading and
writing. I know of no cvidence that learniug to understand written
language (as contrasted with reading 2loud) is generally affccted by
the ¢hild's dialect of English. Labov has pointed out that the undex-
lying form is in many cascs the sawe for standard and non-standard words
and mercely deletion rules applyv.  All childron reed te learn the reolatien
hetween deletion and the spelled form; all English speakers learn there
is no one-to-one relation between spelling to sound, and to depend to
some extent on some sight vocabulary or contextual guessing. In other
parts of the world where children speak a highly valued local dialect
learning to read a standard is no problem.

Two directions of rescarch need exploration. One might be to
explore the issucs of comprehension apart from reading aloud( which haé
to be unlearned later anyway). If part of the problem is the social one
of punishment by teachers who do not rccognize when spcech is the child's
equivalent of what is written, the teacher's judgment cither must be
changed or by-passed. In effect one would teach children to decode
written symbols to their meanings via the path of hearing spokeﬁ words
with what they read at first. Children would of course engage in sotto
voce articuvlation while reading but they would not be directly punished

or rewarded for this vocal behavior.
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A second possibility vould be better investigation of the relation
between standard English and che child's conmprehension and production.
We could test the child's specific feature knowledge as Torrey has done,
and build matcrials related in systematic ways to this knowledge. I am
not persuaded thai dialect speakers are unique in having difficultics
decoding inflectional suffixes in listening or reading. Labov has
evidence that white boys as well as blacks do not readily interpret
the -ed suffix in reading as 2 past tense indicator, cspecially in
early adelescence and pre-adolescence. In cases wherc such grammatical
features are not readily understood, they may not normally interfere
with cowprehension, given the redundancy of most texts, but they clearly
are important in marvginal cases and in writing. Specific instructional
materials could focus on these issues.

Joan Baratz and William Stewart have proposed that children will
learn to vezd faster if the gramwmatical structures used in primers
are derived from their own output (Daratz and Shuy, 19069) or are
structurally similar, Such malterials could of course be prepared by
teachers from storiecs told by the children with lexical normalization
of spelling but not of syntax. He need detailed research with appro-
priate controls. With content and vocabulary controlled, does a child
learn faster if the grammatical structures used come from his own out-
put? VWhat if they are like his most standard forms? Iis most non-
standard forms‘(as in the Baratz materials)? Variable, as verbatim
materials would be? It is clear that different contcntlh, different
grammar but conventionalized orthography, different vocabulary and
concept familiarity might all be at issuc and should be studicd
separately,

Case histories of learning to read with details of teacher-child
inter-action might help us locate points of difficulty and develop
better theories of the reading process, and more important, better
teacher-training methods. It is to be hoped that detailed recordings
will be available of children's performance as they learn to read the
Baratz-Stewart materials.

It is quite possible that the structural features of the materials

in terms of dialect are not important in themselves, given that children
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understand most standard English structures and that many differences
are superficial. Teachers and supervisors who have worked in many
schools with dialect speakers complain that the fundamental problem
is that many widdle-class teachers do not helieve that poour children,
especially dialect spenkers, can easily learn to recad. I could list
a variecty of types of behavior to lower-class chiidron which have been
seen that could be the kinds of discouraging cues that children ewo-
rionally understand, or that more directly reduce the opportunity of
the child to learn. There are dramatic examples of teachers who have
brought below-average IQ slum children to the third grade level in
reading while in first grade. We nced to Ldentify and videctape the
teaching methods of such teachexrs and locate by experiment what are
the key features of their method, and then teach with these videorapes.
If the haratz-Stewart materials do result in faster learning, one
reason might be their cffects on teacher attitudes., 1L teachers betieve
the c¢hild has a language and a culture of his own that they themsclves

Mdeficiont, "

do not fully understand they sre less likely to treat him as
This may be a key differcuce in atticudes toward iwmigrant children and
native ethnic minerities. Onc camot teach this lesson by exhortation;
teachers who begin co realive the children know suvmelhing they don't
know may respect the children more. Therefore rescarch on the effects
of teaching materials should include some sensitive indices {perhaps

of the Lambert speech guisc type) of changes in social arctitudes towards
dialect speakers on the part of teachers and admninistrators,

8. We need more research on the development of children's sub-
jective reartions to language. llow early, and by what features, do
they identify categories of speaker? Are there sex differcences, as so
many studies have shown, in the direction of greater preference for
and use of formal variants in girls? How early can children differ-
entiate the standard English of various ethnic groups? How do they
evaluate it? '

9. How do norms of appropriateness of speech variables to situ-
ation and meaning develop? While we know that children produce "baby
talk intonation'" to babies when they are as young as 20 months old,
we do not know how soon they react t» misplaced baby talk as anomalous,
or judge meaninés on the basis of speech variables.
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10. VWe need to ewplore for practical as well as theeretical reasons
ways of training teachers to understand non~stqndard speoch., John Gumperz
has wmade two preposals along these lines. One is that syste&atic non-
standard dialects be taught as second languages to teachars. The pur-
pose would not be that the teachers produce these forms in the class-
room, but that by learning thew as "sccond languages' teachers would be
brought to recognize their systematic character and Lo uﬁaerstand how
they conwey meaning. T believe also, from work on second-language
teaching, that there might be a very stroug attitudinal impuct on the
teachers. Learning a second language through methods of close imitation
of native spceakers is a dramatic personal expericnce. Success in imi-
tation (within the range of adult articulatory rigidity) might be a
sensitive wmeasure of intergroup attitudes.

The sceond method proposed by Gumperz would be similar to some
"sengitivity training' wmethods. Taped interaction betweon two groups
of pupils, or of teachers and pupils would be selectod showing mis-
understanding of the meaning of linguistic features and/or stylistic
variation. For instance, suppose an cxcited c¢hild used wore dialect

ward these ag hoatile.  wo groups of

e

featurcs and the teachor
listeners could separately be asked to make judgments about the social
meaning of cach utterance The differences in these judgments would
bring to light systems of meaning that arc not the same in the two
groups, and allow some learning about humor, irony, and insult.

11. We need to know morc ahout the impact on children's attitudes
of teacher's use of the vernacular in the classroom. Some programs are
already systematically teaching, for instance "Pocho' to teachers®”

In the case of non-standard black features, Kernan's work suggests that
non-standard features out of context may have implications of ridicule,
as for cxample if non-standard grammar is used without associated
phonological and paralinguistic features. Yet Baratz' method of teach-
ing reading implies that the teacher knows how to speak non-standard
English appropriately.

12. We need to know how stylistic consistency with co-occurrence
constraints can be learned since children hear speech which is variable

at home and among their friends. A good deal needs Lo be known about
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whether role-playing can increase consistency, and whether a bi-polar

contrast between two relatively consistent "codes" is required or

optimal for developing separately stored features lexically, phono-

logically, and syntactically. The practical implications of more

work on the learning of co-occurrence rules are considerable.

Notes

1.
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The ideas in this paper have been influenced considerably by dis-
cussions with John Gumperz, to whom I have not always given due

credit. Participants in the confercnce will recognize that many
suggestions during the discussion have been incorporated here in

the interests of prescrving thew. They were so much group products

that I am not sure how to attribute them. I have received many
insightful suggestions ahout primary school classroom problems
from teachers and former teachers, including particularly Eileen
Green, Herbert Kohl, Mary Jamieson, and Mary Suzuki.

For theoretical discussions of communicative competlence, scc

- Hymes (n.d.). TFor some rescarch suggestions regarding develop-

mental sociolinguistics, see Slobin (1967). The term "socio-
linguistic' rather than “communicative' is used here to exclude
the many forms of skill in non-linguistic communication which
also undergo development, and show up at an earlier age than
conventional linguistic communication.

With biological abrormalities we include birth damage, damage
arising from malnutrition in gestation or infancy, damage from
malnutrition of the maternal grandwother during pregnancy, damage
from chronic illnesses, as well as genetically based brain de-
ficiencies. TFrom a social engineering standpoint it is important
of course to differentiate these sources since something can be
done about malnutrition, illness, and the higher incidence of
birth damage among the poor.

Stewart (in press) in particular has argued strongly that the
number and importance of grammatical differcences between non-
standard black English and any form of standard English is
greater, for historical reasons, than other social dialect dif-
ferences.

For further discussion of these points see Hymes (1964) and
Ervin-Tripp (1964). The further development of the importance
of repertoire in social meaning has been in the work of John
Gumperz (Blom and Gumperz, in press, Gumperz (1967, 1964).

A striking finding of this study was that specakers valued the
local vernacular highly and could nct believe that they employed
standard Norwegian words and features for certain kinds of speech.
The relation between the vernacular and a standard has been an
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7.

10.

11,

educational issue in many parts of the world; studies in other
places might often be relevant to developmental issues in the
United States.

A vivid example of completely unconscious marking which was not a
direct imitation appeared in Labov's study of Lower East side

New York speech (1964, p. 97). A Negro without ethnically dis-
tinctive speech told a story about a dangerous experience. In the
dialogue he included, he represented his own speech in his typical
unmarked casual style, but he also represented the specech of the
person he feared, since he was supposed to have threatened some-
one with a gun. This voice was rasping and rapid, with rough
southern Negro features. He later reported that the other person
was --- Hungarian!

The discrepancy betwcen the children's report about neighborhood
language, which they rated as predominanily Spanish, and their
work fluency scores, which were significantly greater in English
for the task of naming objects in the neighborhood, illustrates
the problems cf using tests rather than recordings of natural
conversation. It is possible that most "doorstep conversations"
common in the Puerto Rican neighborhoods were in Spanish, but
that vocabulary for nameable shops and olbjects was English pri-
marily, and likewise that considerable English was irn fact used
in conversations which speakers believed were normally, expectedly
in Spanrish. John Gumperz (1967) has particularly emphasized the
difference between questionnaire answers and actual behavior.

We distinguish immigrant children here from children in those
bilingual communities where the same conditions of admixture of
English and other forms may obtain in some cases. Many instances
have been observed in which bilinguals cannot identify the lan-
guage of provenance of a form because it is used in both their
codes.

This statement may sound over-optimistic. There are many registers
outside of the everyday experience of most people. With more open
enrollment in universities, some students may encounter, for the
first time, with discouraging results, lecturers who use complex
nominalizations, and unusual types of sentence embeddings, in
addition to new vocabulary and subject matter. The assumption

that syntactic learning ends in childhood is not socially
realistic, but there has been little systematic study of complex
registers. :

In studies which disconnect syntax from phonology, there is a
serious confounding because of the likelihood of some co-occurrence
rules between the two levels. Non-standard syntax with "standard"
phonology is bizarre and quite different in meaning from non~
standard syntax and congruent phonology. In the same way, the
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standard syntax and stereotyped stage non-standard phonology
employed by Stern and Kieslar (1968) was so bizarre a combina-
tion black children could not understand it very well. In the
Weener study the syntax had no clear identity, and the black
speaker's phonology was a natural formal reading style.

12. 1In some features there is a slight increase during adolescence.
We can expect the peer culture will alter norms and that the
progress from childhood to adult status will be affected not
only by increasing knowledge in which children become more like
adults, but by the effects of strongly age-graded attitudes and
also by generational changes in norms that remain with the teen-
agers when they are adults.

13. Some primers have simply painted the faces of children for min-
ority readers. A deeper change might entail using the kinds of
names and nicknames actually in use, culture content of interest
to the children, but more important still thematic cores that
engage the children. At this conference, it was pointed out
that black children like the Five Chinese Brothers because they
are rewarded [or cleverness, which is highly valued in black
culture. It was mentioned that Ping, about a duck lost from
his flock on a Chinecse junk, appealed to Navahos. The metaphor
of the flock of ducks is parallel to the flock of sheep which
is the core of traditional Navaho material values. At least,
one should not assume that such superficial features as geo-
graphical location is primary in a child's interest or his
sense of ''relevance".

14. TFor instance, a current program for Chicano teachers at Sacra-
mento State College.
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Response to "Social Dialects in Developmental Sociolinguistics™

Claudia Mitchell Kernan
Harvard University
Cambridge, Massachusetts

The notion of communicative competence provides a much needed

frame of reference for examining language development. It relates
language development to a community of speakers of a language and to
the intricacies of acquiring native speaker competence in any lan-
guage, i.e. the social rules for language use. From this perspective,
interpreting the language behavior of any group becomes problematic.
The absence of such a frame of reference makes the results of much
comparative work on children from different social groups irrelevant,
at best. This brings us to one of the most important issues raised
by Dr. Tripp, concerning the failure to deal meaningfully with the
testing of culturally different populations. It is important enough
to bear reemphasis.

Many misconceptions concerning the abilities and developmeht of
culturally different children have originated in culturally and
linguistically biased research. Many such findings have been incor-
porated into teachers' mythology about Eheir pupils producing an
atomosphere of low expectation and a rationale for academic failufe.
What is highly relevant is the damage done by some of this research
which has obfuscated rather than clarified issues.

The findings summarized here underscore Dr. Tripp's point that
we cannot assume the validity of tests which attempt to assess
abilities and competencies across dialect and social boundaries.

Errors in interpretation have been so gross as to equate the
absence of a Standard English device for expressing some grammatical
meaning, such as possession, with the absence of that concept or the
absence of grammatical means for expressing it. Some findings indi-
cate that our "non-verbal" child may become highly verbal in response
to a shift in interlocutor or topic. Inability to elaborate verbally

disappears when efforts are made to be explicit in orienting subjects
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to tasks. Some children will not elaborate verbally, however, when
they define the task as informétion communicaticn. They will not
seize the opportunity to demonstrate fluency as children from other
social groups might.

There is much lip service paid to the problem of cultural bias
in testing in the literature. It is my impression, that cultural
bias is for the most part viewed as introducing relatively minor
error into analysis, in much the same way that a statistician might
view the imprecision which results from rounding procedures. Socio-
linguistic research does indeed point to new avenues of approach
which promise to reduce some aspects of this bias. Dr. Tripp's sug-
gestion that attempts be made to orient tests directly to the speech
community that is being tested and that validation take place within
this context is important in this connection. .

I would like to add further that we need to develop a far more
problematic attitude toward interpreting tests and the results of our
research. Even where there is no disjunction between the cultural
background implicitly assumed in a test and that of the subjects,
many of the tests can hardly be thought of as instruments of pre-
cisicn in terms of what they purport to measure. In terms of the
interpretations and inferences drawn from rather crude instruments,
including ill-conceived research designs, -one would think that the
instruments being utilized were thermometers and ampmeters. Yet the
practice of translating test results into intelligence quotients,
level of cognitive development and level of linguistic development
persists. "Level" is important here because there seems to be a
predilection for talking about the differences these tests reveal in
some hierarchical way. Sociolinguistic findings ought to suggest
that much of which passes as measurement of ability and development
is basically in need of rethinking.

Social dialect is being viewed as the source of a variety of
ills. It has been linked to failure to acquire reading skills and
inability to conceptualize logically. The latter view apparently
deriving from the notion that a social dialect is inadequate struc-

turally and more recently functionally as a medium of communication
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in academic endeavors. Social dialects are thought to be a problem

source in that they create intelligibility problems, problems which

.may stem from sociolinguistic as well as purely linguistic factors.

The basic confusion which occurs in some writings, conceining
the relationship between language and logic is dealt with in depth by
Labov (The Logic of Non-standard Negro English). The notion that the
structure of a language disposes its speakers to illogical modes of
expression and;conceptualization is again refuted. Dr. Tripp notes
that there is little evidernce which would support the view that a
child's dialect of English presents serious problems for his learning
to understand written language. A single orthographic system supports
a variety of spoken dialects of English and nowhere is the spoken
language precisely represented by the orthography. This issue is in
need of resolution nevertheless, because it is being used as an
explanation for reading failure. Social dialect is probably not so
directly a scurce of academic failure as we are prone to assume. We

might envision, for example, what might happen if rcading readiness

'is judged by phonological indices which are derived from a speech

community other than that of the child tested.

We cannot hope to resolve problems which are so vague and poorly
defined. 1In addition, we cannot hope to develop a sense of priority
in research without addressing ourselves to these issues. ’

The cntire issue of teaching Standard English to speakers of
social dialects is in need of meaningful rationales if new approaches
are to be developed. We can also hope (o gain by greater spccificity
in defining what it is we mean by Standard English. We need to

abandon vague references to network English and the language of major

affairs. There is hardly a case to be made for the homogeneity of

this language. Should control of a defined standard be a goal in
writing or in speaking? A competence in a written standard may be a
far more important feedback system to a spoken language than any’
amount of pattérned practice. Moreover, the correction of written
language might circumvent the creation of inhibitory responses in

children.
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There is the implicit assumption in much of our research that the
school is a culture contact situation. Our task seems to be defined
as the successful interpretation of the culture and behavior of the
"problem" target group to the socializing agents of the schooi. This
is a rather one~sided approach to a contact situation. The unknown
quantity is thought to be the target group and little if any attention
is paid to understanding the culture and social structure of the school.
We understand the school only in terms of highly codified beliefs and
values which underlie and rationalize formal education. I would like

to see reSearch conducted which focused on the classroom as a social

situation and here again sociolinguistic methods have a great deal to

contribute., We might for example adopt sociolinguistic methodology in
an effort to understand the additional roles and identities the major
actors bring to this arena. This kind of focus could provide some

much needed insight into how in the context of the school academic
growth becomes subordinated to other ends.

, In the case of the black cownunity, ethnographic data accumulating
on black folk culture has wmade attractive the possibility of incorpor-
ating parts of this culture into the school curriculum. We are wit-
nessing the development of dialect readers, some of which bear little
relation to the dialect as it is spoken and which fail to maintain
linguistic distinctions which are intra-culturally meaningful. Many
differences between English as it is spoken in black communities and
non-black communities can not be represented as categorical rules.
Rules for the selection of contrasting variants have not been specified
in detail. 1In some cases they relate to intra-culturally meaningful
definitions of appropriateness with regard to social situation, inter-
locutor, ete, Linguistically defined black variants occur side by side
with their standard English referential equiﬁalents. It has become
patently clear that the linguistic view of black language is removed
from the native speaker view. The incorporation of aspects of black
folk culture into the schools cannot and must not proceed without
opening up communication between the school and the community. The
success of any such venture rests upon the ability of the school to

adequately communicate its intention to the community,
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Reaction in the black community to black English as it is portrayed
in some grammars and readers seems to be interpreted by wany social
scientists as a further manifestation of the group's negative self-image.
From this perspective the attitude of the black community is seen as a
self-inflicted source of complication to otherwise reasonable remedies.
As mentioned above, many representations of black FEnglish differ to such
a degree from the language as it is presently used that they ought to
presage the reaction. The search for a new identity underway in black
communities everywhere and the spirit of rebellion against an identity
defined by outsiders should be adequate forewarnings to efforts to
define and institutionalize a black language by non-blacks.

Lack of intelligibility between English dialects is not a matter
of linguistic facts alone; it involves the attitudes of sfeaker—hearers.
In fact intelligibility itself may be a sensitiﬁe index of attitude.

This '"problem" dialectal heterogeneity between pupil and tecacher
and pupil and pupil could become an important resource and point of
departure for creative language arts programs rather than a barrier to

academic success.
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Developmental Studies of Communicative Competence

-Harry Osser
University of California N
Berkeley, California

Research Assumptions

Psychologists have begun to reexamine their beliefs about the
language skills of lower-class children and particularly those who
speak a nonstandard dialect. One reason for this is that scholars
have become aware of the various problems involved in extracting valid
information from comparative studies of the languagés of children from
different subcultural backgrounds. We are nowadays less cager to
interpret the consistent discovery in such studies of differcnces
favoring the middle-class group as evidence of deficiencies of the
lower-class group. We are beginning to be concerned with the meaning
of. these differences.

What do these differences represent? One possibility is that they
simply reflect bias in the experimental procedures which disfavors the
lower-class group. (The term "lower-class group" will be used to
include nonstandard speakers from now on.) There arc three possible
sources of procedural bias: (a) in the collection c¢f language data,

(b) in the analysis of language data, and (c) in the interpretation of
language data.

Bias in the collection of language data can occur if speech samples
are obtained in situations that are alien to one of the experimental
groups. A topic of conversation may elicit a flood of speech from the
members of one subcultural group and virtual silence from the children
who make up the other subcultural group. If this occurs in many com-

municative contexts, then the latter group's linguistic competence, i.e.

knowledge of the formal properties of their language, will be under-
estimated. Similarly, unless a subcultural group is placed in familiar
communication situations so that it can demonstrate how and under what

conditions language functions for them, then their communicative com-

petence will most certainly be underestimated.
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Bias can occur in the analysis of language data, for example, if

specech samples oBtained from both Negro and white groups were searched

for the presence of standard linguistic forms only. Similarly, bias

can exist at the level of interpretation of the data, as Baratz (1969)
has pointed out. She argues that data obtained by testing Negro
children on Standard English material tell us about their ability in
that dialect but do not tell us about their gencral language ability,
The relatively poor performance of lower-class children on
experimental language tasks is, at least in part, a reflection of pro-
cedural bias. However, in the analysis of such bias we have become
aware that there may be some relationships between specific speech
funetions and social class membership. These relationships have
educational implications. TFor example, there may be differences,
and even interference, between the lower-class child's use of speech
outside of the classroom and the speech function requirements of the
school (Hymes, in press).

In order to aid children to acquire more effective communication

'skills, we will be obliged to learn how speech functions for them, so

that we may add ether functions to their recpertoires. A number of
experiments on communication in children will now be examined: they
are concerned with the analysis of the abilities necessary for suc-
cessful communication. Collectively, these experiments provide an
initial model for the study of some aspects of children's communicative

competence.

Research Review

1. Developmental Studies of Communicative Competence., Piaget

énd Inhelder (1956) studied the development of one kind of role playing
in children from 4 to 11 years of age. They faced a scale model of
three mountains and were tested for their ability to represent the
appearance of the mountains from positions other than their own. In
one test, the child was asked to select from a series of photographs
the one which depicted what the mountains looked like to a doll sitting

on the opposite side of the mountains from the child. The youngest
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children persistently chose their own viewpoint; however, at the middle
of the age range tested, the children were able to represeﬂt to them-
selves the other's perspective. In an earlier study, Piaget (1926)

had investigated the verbal communication skills of children from 6 to
8 years old. His procedure was to tell a story to a child who then
told it to another child who in turn told it to the experimenter.

Piaget found that the younger children used speech egocentrically;

that is, they appeared to talk to themselves rather than taking the
listener into consideration. By 7 to 8 years of age, genuine socially
communicative speech occurred.

These two studies provided both a Cheoretical and experimental
point of departure for a program of research on the development of
role taking and communication behavior carried out by Flavell, Botkin,
Fry, Wright, and Jarvis (1968). 1In their elaborétion of Piagetian
theory, they propose that communication is achieved through the point
operation of at least two social-cognitive activities. These are:

(a) role taking, where the speaker attempts to deduce the listener's

role characteristics and (b) verbal communication, where the speaker

sends a message that is adapted to the Ilistener's role attributes.
Flavell et al., interpret effective communication as involving an
editing process where the speaker codes a message for himself and then
recodes it for the listener. This interpretation is derived directly
from Vygotsky's (1962) view of the child's development from private to
social speech usage.

Flavell et al., argue that the speaker’'s discrimination of the
role-attributes of the listener is not a sufficient condition for the
construction of an effective message; other skills are involved. 1If a
speaker's cognitive ability is inadequate, he cannot code a message for
himself; further, an effective verbal message presupposes a2 set of
well-developed verbal skills. Finally, the listener might lack the
necessary decoding skills to make the message successful. To summarize
this theory, if the speaker fails to analyze the role characteristics
of the listener, then the latter becomes a relatively unimportant

cognitive object for the speaker and the message is no more than an
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audible self-coding. If, on the other hand, the speaker does attend to
the individual characteristics of the listener, then they will function
continuously to monitor the content of the message.

Flavell et al., carried out a number of studies to test this theory.
They designed a scries of communication tasks which evaluate the child's
ability to '"take on'" the role attributes of others for the purpose of
producing an effective verbal message. Several of these tasks will now
be presented. A

Task 1A appears to tap the explanatory speech function. Children
from grades 2-11 were instructed to communicate information about the
rules and materials of a specially devised game to (a) a blindfolded
experimenter who had to rely éolely on verbal information and (b) a
sighted experimenter who was able to supplement the child's verbal
description by looking at the game materials as the child was speaking.
The experimental hypothesis was that the older children would be more
sensitive to the different input nceds of the two experimenters, giving
the "blind" experimenter more verbal informatiou. The results indicated
support for the hypothesis that the older the child, the more likely was
he to alter his communicative strategy when he talked to the "blind"
experimenter and in doing so provided more information to him than to
the "seeing'" experimenter.

Task 2A involves the child's retelling a story (so evidently assesses

narrative 2bility) -- The Fox and the Grapes -- to (a) a life-sized photo-
graph of a man and (b) a life-sized éhotograph of a 4-year old. The
cﬂildrcn were from grades 3, 7, and ll._ The.hypothesis was that the
younger speakers would be less likely to alter the story for the 4-year-
old "listener" than would the older children. The children's verbali-
zations were scored for the number of simplifying recodings (i.e.
substitutions, addftions, and deletions) that would make the story more
comprehensible for the young "listener." ‘The results supported the
hypothesis; there was a significant increase in recoding activity be-
tween grades 3 and 7. Only a quarter of the third graders altered the
story even minimally for the young listener, whereas almost all of the

. older children did. Flavell et al., suggest that the third graders
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tvpically functioned as if the storytelling situation was dyadic rather
than triadic, that is, as if they were concerned with the story alone,
rather than with the story and the audience.

Flavell et al., carried out a small number of -training experiments
to attempt some modification of communicative behavior. In one study,
Jarvis examined the child's ability to profit from immediate feedback
on the effectiveness of his message. The children were from grades 2,
6, and 9, Each child was asked to describe a pictorial design composed
of four geometric figures so that a listener sitting on the other side of
a screen could draw it. The expei:imenter commented on th:o supposedly
poor quality of the drawing and asked the speaker to repeat the descrip-
tion so that the listener could make an exact copy of the design. The
hypothesis was that the older children would improve their message
quality more than the younger children. The scoring system used was
based on the information categories of color, size, shape, and position.
The mean scores for each message showed the expected increases as a
function of age, particularly between grades 2 and 6. The second
graders showed ‘only a small amount of improvement between their pre-
and post-feedback scores. .

An analysis of the specific inforwmation communicated by each group
in the poét-feedback condition indicated that the two older groups had
improved their scores in all categories, whereas the youngest group
showed only small gains in their shape and color scores and even smaller
gains in the size and position categories. Flavell et al., reject the
possibility that the youngest children's failures were attributable to
linguistic problems, arguing that the necessary vocabulary was available
to them. It appears that the youngest children's communicative in-
adequacy was a function of two interrelated factors: (a) their inability
to use their vocabulary on a particular task and (b) their inability to
analsz’the listener's role characteristics.

2.
Competence. Although Flavell et al., did not concern themselves with

Social Class Factors in the Development of Communicative

the role of social class factors in the development of verbal communi-
cation skills, their studies do intersect with recent developments in

sociolinguistic theory and research. For example, Bernstein (in press)
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has discussed the topic of differences in communication styles within
family types. He contrasts two kinds of families: (a) positional and
(b) person-oriented which are differentiated with respect to their
modes of social control. When appeals are made to the child in a
positional family, they refer to his formal status ("Boys don't cry.");
whereas appeals made to the child in a person-oriented family focus
upon his individual characteristics ("I know you won't cry because you
know it will upset grandma."). The training in interpersonal behavior
is obviously quite different in these two family types,

Taking the information on the components of verbal communication
provided by Flavell et al., together with Bernstein's description of
the differences in child-rearing practices of the positional and the
person-oriented family types, it becomes possible to hypothesize that
children raised in person-oriented homes will perform better than those
raised in positional homes on verbal communication tasks, at least of
the kind used by Flavell et al. The assumption here is that role-
attribute analysis is an important aspect of verbal communication and
that person-oriented families train children to respond to the intent
of the speaker/listener by analyzing his unique features, wherehs
positional families train their children to respond to the fixed-status
features of the speaker/listener, which requires a confined rather than
a detailed role attribute analysis, If person-oriented families are
roughly equated to middle-class families and positional to lower class,
then there is some evidence to support the hypothesis.

Williams and Naremore (1969) compared language samples obtained
from lower and middle-class children in grades 5 and 6. One of their
findings was that the lower-class child had a tendency to talk in the
first peson communicating from his own perspective, thus using a self-
focused mode of discburse. The middle-class child, by contrast, tended
to employ a variety of perspectives in his remarks. The interrelations
between linguistic structure and function is made salient by Williams
and Naremore's observation that the middle-class child used the third
person more frequently than the lower-class child, which increased
his options in constructing subject noun phrases, so that he could

incorporate many communication perspectives in.-one message.

.~85-



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

In some related research, Hawkins (in press) examined samples of

speech from 5-year-old middle- and lower-class children. He found

"that the middle-class children tended to use the noun and its asso-

ciated forms, whereas the lower-class children made much greater use
of the pronoun. The child who elects to use nouns has access to great
flexibility in modification. He can produce, for example, ''these two

" whereas modification is very limited for

very long railroad trains,
pronouns. This result suggests that middle-class children open up
possibilities of linguistic expansion by using nouns; whereas for
those lower-class children who use pronouns, opportunities are very
much more restricted. Hawkins also discovered that lower-class
children, when describing a picture, tended to use exophoric pronouns,
i.e. those that refer outward to the situational context. A child
describing a picture might say, "They're playing and he kicks it."
Here is a case where the specaker seems to assume that the listener can

see the picture. It is certain that the listener cannot understand

wvhat is being referred to without seeing the picture. The speaker's

language is not person-oricented. The middle-class child, however,
tends to use anapheric pronouns, i.e. those that refer to previously
mentioned nouns. For example, "The boy kicked the ball and it broke
the window." There is no strain on the listener here.

In another experiment, Osser and llarvey (1969) have analyzed
samples of speech obtained from lower- and middle-class pre-schoolers.
The speech was elicited by asking the child: (a) to describe some v
pictures, (b) to talk about events that occur during a typical day, and

(c¢) to explain the rules of a few common children's games. One focus

of the study is on various categories of hesitation phenomena. One

such category secms to be particularly interesting, namely, "self-

corrections."

Some examples of self-corrections are: (a) She has/He
has...; (b) He's wearing a hat/I wmean...; (c) It's a doé/No it's a
horse. The middle-class children emitted a larger number of these
~elf-corrections than the lower-class children did.

There are many type. of self-correction which may function quite

differently from each other. For example, They was/They were implies

knowledge of a standard grammatical rule, whereas the three examples
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- offered above may reflect knowledge of pérticular sociolinguistic rules

(""Make your verbal message as explicit as possible."). It would be
important to know what is the communicative role of self-corrections.
Do they refer to the child setting certain minimal requirements for
self-coding? Or is he setting requirements for his verbal coding to
a listener? The child, of course, may be doing both.

Another part of the énalysis suggests that social class related
differences in self-correction may be contingent upon differences in
self-coding. Analysis of the children's responses to the 'games"
questions (e.g. '"Tell me how you play Hide and Seek?'") in terms of the
effectiveness of the communication indicated that a listener given in-
formation provided by a middle-class child on a particular game usually
could play it. The lower-class child's explanations of the rules were
usually verbally inadequate.

There are a number of possible interpretations of this finding,
one being that the lower-class children did not linguistically self-code
the game rules, so could not explicate them verbally for a listener.

Tf this is a valid interpretation, then the fact that these children
could play the games has to be explained. One possibility is that they
acquired the game-skills simply by watching how a particular game is
played.-

3. An Interpretation of Social Class Differences in Communicative

Competence. The experiments of Hawkins; Williams and Naremore; and
Osser and Harvey provide some evidence on the existence of social class
related differences in communicative competence. However, we have to be
very wary of developing a mythology about differences in communicative
competence considering the very limited ewpirical data available. It
may be, as Hymes (mss.) suggests, that lower-class children may excel
middle-class children in some aspects of communicative competence not
yet observed or measured. However, some differences favoring middle-
class children have been found and their meaning has to be explored.

A good beginning point is to examine what a child has to learn in order
to develop communicative competence. He must acquire several rule-

systems, including: (a) the formal linguistic rules of his dialect;

-87-

94



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

(b) the sociolinguistic rules of his cultural group; and (c) social-
cognitive rules, such as what kind of analysis of the listener's
characteristics should be undertaken. These latter rules are not
usually considered in discussions of the nature of communicative com-
petence, but the research of Piaget; Piaget and Inhelder; and
Flavell et al., offers coﬁvincing evidence that they should be included.
Differences in communicative competence across social class groups
probably reflect differences in their rule-systems. For example, dif-
fereat interpretive rnles may be brought to bear on the "same' communi-
cative situation so that differences may be observed in the performance
of lower- and middle-class groups even though, from their separate view-
points, both have met the specific communicative demands of the situation.
The results of the experiments of Hawkins; Williams and Naremore; and
Osser and Harvey indicate the lower-class children are less "explicit"
in their verbal communication than middle-class children are. We do

not know whether lower-class children characteristically employ an

Mimplicit" style of speech, as the range of situations where their

speech has been sampled is very narrow. 1t is clear enough, however,
that any child may be handicapped if he uses an implicit style in a
classrcoom and in other social situations.

I1f may be the case that we will want to broaden the communicative
competence of lower-class children if research continues to turn up
evidence that they lack certain communicative skills that are pre-
requisite for academic success. We might aim at adding some socio-

linguistic rules and some social-cognitive rules to the child's

repertoires.A major problem here would derive from the interference

between the new rules and the child's well-established communicative
rule-systems (see Hymes, mss. for a detailed discussion of this

problem).

Research Suggestions

It would be educationally profitable to undertake further research
on the various rule-systems that support communicative competence in

children from those subcultural groups which contribute disproportionately
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to the total number of academic failures, viz., Negroes, Puerto Ricans,

Mexican-Americans, and poor whites. For example, we need to find out

under what conditions children use language and for what purposes.

Similarly, we need information on the many roles of language in the
classroom. A beginning has been made in classroom verbal interaction
analysis--Bellack et al. (1966) have examined the conversations of
teachers and students (10th-12th graders) while a unit of social
studies was being taught. Bellack et al., viewed the conversations
as verbal games with particular rules and structure. They analyzed
the speech sampias into four major categories of verbal interaction:

1. Structuring: Teacher's initial.discussion of topic.

2. Soliciting: Eliciting speech by questions, requests, etc.

3. Responding: Reciprocal verbal moves to soliciting.

4., Reacting: Functions to modify by clarifying, synthesizing, or

expanding.

Within each of these categories different types-of meaning are communicated:

1. Substantive meaning: Subject matter of class-specific concepts

and generalizations.

2. Substantive-logical meaning: Refers to cognitive processes

involved in dealing with the subject matter, such as defining,
interpreting, explaining, fact stating, opining, and justifying.

3. 1Instructional meanings: Routine classroom procedures.

4, Instructional logical meaning: Distinctly didactic verbal

processes such as those involved in rating, explaining pro-
cedures, and giving directions.

Bellack et al., provide a good start to the task of classroom verbal

" analysis (see, also, Amidon & llunter, 1966)., However, it will be neces-

sary to go much beyond what they have accomplished in order to develop
effective intervention procedures. We need to know, for example, how
language functions for children of different ages (particularly during
the kindergarten and early grade school years) and from different sub-
cultural backgrounds in various educational contexts, e.g. learning

arithmetic, learning to read, learning elementary science, etc. With

such information, and other information on the_children's use of language
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outside of school (i.e. knowledge of the rules that underlie their
communicative competence), we could begin to delineate areas of inter-
‘ference and hopefully develop procedures for enlarging children's

communicative competence, if this was discovered to be necessary.
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Response to "Developmental Studies of Communicative Competence!

Vera John
Yeshiva University
New York, New York

I would like to address myself to the question of the relevance of
psychological approaches to the study of dialect. I have a long-standing
interest in examining the functions of speech--witness our work on spon-
taneous speech in the late fifties (Soskin, W. and John, V., "The Study
of Spontaneous Talk,'") Osser's paper on communication studies is of
great interest to me, precisely because I find this area so promising.
But, I have to raise a more basic question. Are psychologists equipped
to deal with the study of dialects? 1 doubt it.

The framework of experimental psychology prepares us to take an
extremely narrow point of view. If we take seriocusly the positiop
that we are dealing, in the study of dialect, with culturally patterned
diffecrences, not deficiencies, then the experimental framework of pre-
and post-testing, and experimental and control groups (these are our
methodological bags of tricks) becomes a handicap. This is a powerful
framework when the experimental variables are pure. But when variables
have not been isolated, this kind of a framework brecds pre-mature and
often faulty work.

Psychologists who have done some of the early research on sub-
cultural differcnces in patterns of language tended to be committed
and responsible human beings. They were dismayed by the lack of
interest on the part of most of their colleagues in research pr ,ects
of social relevance, However, this concern for the educational problems
of the ghetto child did not protect us from theoretical and methodological
pitfalls. v

When one looks at culturally patterned differences, one has to start
with description. This intricate, slow and painful process, requiring

field research, is recommended by Osser. But in so much of the extant
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psychological ‘research differences have been hypothesized without this
necessary and previous stage of careful, ethnological and liﬁguistic
descriotion. And therefore, a situation has been created where speech
functions have been looked at, and spoken of, as definite, crystalized
traits of children, instead of as widely varying capabilities and skills
which are displayed in varying forms and functions in discrete settings.
This stems from a deep bias on the part of psychologists toward a
me thodology in which comparative and correlational approach is always
preferred to a descriptive one. I submit that this has to stop. We
need a more careful, ethnological research of the sort presented by
Claudia Mitchell Rernan (see pp. 75-79).

Psychologists can have an impact upon the life and educational
development of speakers of dialect, but in a different way than we
have thought of to date. The field of comparative research of the
language proficiency and language functions of children drawn from
diverse groups is a dead-end for psychologists, particularly those
working within a traditional experimental frumewofk, and in isolation
frdm the insights of native speakers of social dialects, linguists and
anthropologists. In a brilliant and accusing article William Labov has
pointed ont the destructive role played by the educational psychologist
in contemporary American society. (Labov, W., "The Logic of Non-
Standard English'). On the other hand, there are two areas in which
psychologists may wmake useful contributions to speakers of dialect.
These are: human learning and socialization.

Some questions raised in recent days pertain to the former of
these fields. The phenomenon of linguistic interference is one example.:
What are interference effects when two language forms are very similar
and there are no clear markers to help the child decide which of the
forms is applicable? The laboratory methods of studying human learning,
together with sociolinguistic information, may help to find an answer
to such a question.

I would hate to repudiate everything about our early research in
the area of sub-cultural differences and language proficiency. Per-

sonally, I am still fascinated with questions related to language and
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thought, and language and learning. Hoﬁever, the question of how

language is used by the child-speaker of dialect, who inevitably is

.also a member of a poverty group in this society, may not be answer-

able by researchers with their current biases and ignorance of the

community in which that child was raised. We have been told by many

Black social scientists that they are tired of being studied. Indians,

too, are now echoing that same plea. The value of research which
depends upon the full and equal participation of, and which incor-
porates the culturally specific insights of the Indian, Black or
other Third-World social scientist is illustrated by the work of
Dumont. He described the role of silence in some Sioux and Cherokee
classrooms. The intricate non-verbal struggle taking place between
teacher and students in these classrooms cannot be effectively
quantified, or even described, without an understanding of how these
children are opposing their present education. To understand what
the mechanisms are in this struggle, we must first -recognize that
these children have been defeated in schools as young learmners.

They have few alternatives. They can take over the classrooms, in
their terms; and their Eerms are to frustrate the teacher in any
further attempt to impose upon their psyches. And they do sco in a
characteristically silent manner. The manner in which this class-
room struggle is conducted is very complex to the observer unless he
is familiar with some of the cultural forms of interaction of the
Sioux and the Cherokee. At the beginning, even to an Indian anthro-
pologist making casual observations, it appears as if nothing is .
happening. After a while, this picture changes. '

We have to be willing to aduwit, on the one hand, very humbly as

psychologists, that we charged into arcas without adequate inter-

disciplinary efforts that might have helped to achieve an insight
into what we wanted to study; and thercfore, we should slow down,
stop and then, redirect our efforts (I feel that national testing
efforts fall into this category of mistaken research). On the
other hand, we ought to direct some efforts into broader questions

of human learning that are relevant to the education of all children.
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What do I mean by this? Science requires extensive research with
many false starts. Laymen and scientists accept that vision of science
in a field such as cancer research. But, in a socially explosive
situation, the mistakes of an early stage of research are usually con-
tained in the very problem that gave rise to the research. There is
an additional price paid by mistaken leads and faulty approaches in
social situations: the problem being studied is usually aggravated by
the research mistakes.

Hess has asked us to separate scientific considerations from
considerations of value (pp. 38-41). I am not sure that this is
possible. Often, the very way in which we ask questions is based upon
untested assumptions; and once the question has been asked, and the
research completed, we have added orne more burden to the life of the
dialect speaker. This is exactly what some of our Black colleagues
are telling us throughout the country at professional meetings.

"You act like you did not know why you are asking certainr questions;

but there are reasons why you ask them, and reasons for the way you

have asked them. Perhaps, that is what you should think of first, before
you do any more research."

One of the things we might do, if we are interested in resecarch
with social implications, is to look at the middle-class. If we are
going to ask rather complex questions, such as, what is the role of
socialization in language and cognitive developuent (questions Bernstein
has asked, and others have investigated) we ought to start where we do
have some intuitive knowledge. Because psychology has addressed itself
primarily, for the last 40 years, to the learning processes of the lower
mammal, we have relatively little theory or facts to offer in the com-
plex areas we have talked about, such as the relationship of dialect
to abstract thinking. (Witness the observaticns of Bereiter.) So we
charge into an area of maximum complexity--because we want to be useful--
an area of maximum theoretical complexity, into situations such as the
ghettoes and reservations, communities about which social scientists
know very little, and can know very little, especially at a time, as
Cazden has observed, when social change in the ghetto is greatly

accelerated. (In the Roxbury ghetto, for example, researchers
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anticipated different results in attitudes toward instruction in dialect
in the same neighborhood'on two different streets based on the particular
political developments on each block.)

Thus, let us do more fundamental research on the relationship be-
tween language and intellectual endeavor in social groups where we have
both familiarity and some intuitive knowledge.

The broad theoretical questions of language and its ﬁses are still
with us. But T wish that we would withdraw for the time being from
comparative research, for we have not yet come up with any basic answers

in social settings about which we do have some knowledge and familiarity.
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Social Dialects from a Linguistic Perspective:
Assumptions, Current Research, and Future Dirxections

Walt Wolfram
Center for Applied Linguistics
Washington, D.C.

1. Assumptions

The investigation of language in relation to social class is
essentially based on two sets of assumptions, one dealing with the
cognitive and one with the behavioral function of language. The
assumptions concerning the cognitive function of language, language
as CODE, deal with the communicative capacity of the form of language
as a system of signs. The assumptions relevant to the behavicral
function of language, language as BEHAVIOR, deal with the role of
language as one aspect of cultural behavior through which societal
roles are carried out. The first set of assumptions are generally
considered within the proper limit of descriptive linguistics as it
has traditionally bheen defined, but the second set of assumptions
are considered only when the brooder context of language in society
is includéd. It is for this reason that the assumptions dealing with
language as code are well-known by even elementary linguistic stu-
dentsg~~-they are. part of most introductory courses in descriptive -
linguistics. The second set, howeverl are not as obvious to lin-
guists, but appear to be essential for the investigation of social
dialects. Of course, there is an essential interrelationship between
these two sets of assumptions, so that the separation of them in our
discussion may be one of convenience more than theorctical justification.,

Language as Code

The research assumptions of linguistics in relation to the study of
language differences are derived from the anthropological tradition of

cultural relativism> When anthropologists at the turn of the century

reacted to the evaluative.measures of their predecessors in describing
non-western cultures, -they set the stage for a similar view of language
differences. American anthropologists such as Boas, Kroeber, and
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“ Herskovitz insisted on viewing cultures descriptively rather than by

some vardstick of evolutionary development. Such an approach precluded
classifying a language as '"underdeveloped", ''primitive" or inherently
inferior simply because it was used in a culture devoid ci the techno-
logical implements found in western civilization: the notion of
"primitive" languages was denounced as a product of ethnocentrism by
socially and technologically superordinate cultures,

Descriptive linguists, then, simply adopted the same assumptions
about language that anthropologists had maintained for non-linguistic
aspects of cultural behavior. Even as anthropologists rejected the
Procrustean mold of western civilization in describing other cultures,
linguistic descriptions rejected the mold of the classical languages
in describing non-Indo-European languages. The opinion that languages
have many different ways of expressing "underlying' logical operations
became the cornerstone of assumptions about language differences. At
first, these assumptions were relevant mainly to -languages compared
across clear-cut culﬁﬁres; later they became relevant to the comparisons
.of speech differences for different social levels within the framework
of a larger culture. It is within the latter framework that we shall
discuss the basic linguistic assumptions concerning social dialects.

Whét then, is the explicit nature of these assumptions? 1In order
to discuss these assumptions, we must begin with the primitive assump-
tions linguists accept in their definition of LANGUAGE.

One of the basic premises about the nature of language is that
verbal systems are arbitrary, established only by convention® Although
one cannot deny a certain degree of consistency in the relation of lan-
guage to the outside world, relationships between objects and linguistic
signs are arbitrary. All languages adequately provide for the con-
ceptualization and expressions of logical propositions, but the par-
ticular mode (i.e. grammar) for conceptualizing may differ drastically
between language systems., The linguist, therefore, assumes that dif-
ferent surface forms for expression have nothing to do with the under-
lying logic of a sentence. There is nothing inherent in a given
language variety which.will interfere with the development of con-

. . .3 . . . )
ceptualization” This is not to say that differences between the
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~handling of logical operations may never correlate with different social
classes; however; on the basis of this premise, it cannot be related to
language differences, since all language varieties adequately provide
for expression of syllogistic reasoning.

To those familiar with the current interest in nonstandard English,
particularly Black English (the language variety spoken typically by
lower-class blacks), it should be apparent that this assumption does not
coincide with the conclusions of some of the current projects in the
area. Yet, the work of Bereiter and Englemann (1965, 1966) proposes
such a view. To suggest that Black English imposes certain cognitive
limitations on the logical operations of Black English speakers and
to reject it as "illogicel" is not generally taken seriously by lin-
guists. Ultimately, such notions seem to be derived from a prescriptive
norm for language usage, although philosophical dictums about the
logical nature of certain rules of a language add a ring of authority
to such pronouncements.

To illustrate one of the most cited examples of the inherent logical

“foundation of Standard English, we can cite the use of negatives with

indefinites. If a person uses a sentence such as John didn't do anything,

it is understood negatively, but if a person should use the sentence,

John didn't do nothing, it can only be meant as a positive statement

. . . Y S . . .
since two negatives logically make a positive. In this view, if a per-

son uses the construction in a sentence such as John didn't do nothing

because he was so lazy, he is using English in an illogical way. There-

fore the sentence does not mean what the speaker thought it meant, Thg

speaker apparently means that John did not work, but by saying John

didn't do nothing he affirms that John éctually did something. Inter-
pretations of this sort ignore a quite regular rule in Black English
(as well as in languages such as Spanish and Italian) which states
that when you have a negative sentence with indefinites, you may add

a negative element to every indefinite (e.g. We ain't never had no

trouble about none of us pullin' out no knife or nothin'). 1In the

underlying structure there is only one negative, which is simply
realized on every indefinite.
Essential to understanding the underlying proposition of the above

sentence is the distinction between '"deep' and "surface" structure in
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language% Deep structure is basically a system of propositions that
interrelate in such a wéy as to express the meaning of the sentence,
while surface structure is realization of these propositions in terms
of the particular grammatical devices (e.g. linear ordering, gram-
matical categories) of the language. The knowledge of language involves
the ability to assign deep and surface structures to an infinite range
of sentences, to relate these structures appropriately, and Lo assign
a semantic interpretation and phonetic interpretation to the paired
deep and surface structure. The failure to understand this relation
is, no doubt, responsible for some of the misinterpretation of non-
standard varieties of languages. We see, in the case of Black English
multiple negatiou, that the basis for arguing for ite supposed illogi-
cality is found in the mistaken identity of a surface structure for a
deep structurc.

Proclamations about the inadequacy of Black English on logical
bases, from a linguistic perspective, are attributed to a naive dis-
regard for one of the primitive premises about the nature of language.
Yet, Bereiter maintains that a difference beltween the ncgative patterns
of Black English and Standard English is an indication that the bhlack
ghetto child is "deprived of one of the wmost powerful logical tools
our language provides''(1965:199). Bereiter claims that a black ghetto
child "does not know the word not" since his subjects did not regularly

give.him the form in negating a sentence such as This is not a book.

The assumptions of Bereiter, however, reveal two misconceptions. In
the first place, he has confused the inability of the student to give
him the word not in a specific elicitation task with the child's un-
familiarity with the lexical item. Labov (1969b), observes that many
of the formal elicitation procedures in the context of a classroom
can be quite intimidating to the student and the best defense may be
no verbal response at all. Intensive research on the structure of
Black English in Washington, D.C. and Detroit clearly indicates that
not is an integral part of Black English. Secondly, Bereiter is

apparently unaware that the use of other negative patterns may serve

the same purpose as not. Thus, a sentence such as This ain't no book
-99- "
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may communicate the same negative pattern as not although the structure
of the sentence is different. What is essential is not the occurrence
of a particular lexical item, or a specific synﬁactical pattern, but
the realization of a particular type of underlying structure involving
negation. Whatever deficiencies in logical operations may or may not
exist among black ghetto children, these have nothing to do with
language%

A second assumption of the linguist is the adequacy of all languages
or dialects as communicative systems. It is accepted as a given, that
language is a hwuman phenomenon which characterizes every social group,
and\that all language systems are perfectly adequate as communicative
systems for the wembers of the social group. The social acceptability
of a particular language variety is totally unrelated to its adequacy
as a communicative code. ‘The question concerning different language
varieties is not the WHAT but the HOW of communication. Thus, the
consideration of the so-called disadvantaged child as 'monverbal',
"yerbally destitute", or at best, "“drastically deficient in his speech
is diametrically opposed to this basic assumption. That there arc
typical situations in which young children do not respond because of
the uncomfortablencss of the social situatrion, or as a protective device
against middle class meddling, should not be interpreted as meaning that
the child does not emphasize the iwportance of verbal manipulation.

As Labov (1969b) has vividly pointed out, monosyllabic responses
in certain types of social situations involving a teacher and child
might be an cffective defense to a hostile and threatening situation.
But if an indigenous social situation is sel up, the sawme child who
was judged as nonverbal on the basis of a formal test situation may
be shown to be highly verbal and manipulative in his speech. Linguists
assume that the label 'verbal destitutions'" cannot refer to vernacular
language patterns in an indigenous setting, but to the impression of
speech created by a non-indigenous social sctting.

Some linguists, following Chomsky (1965), would assume the com-
municative adequacy of any language or language variety on the basis
of an innate "universal grammar (i.e. it is a putative attribute of
being human). This ihnate language propensity involves the following

properties, according to Chomsky (1965:30):
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(i) a technique for representing input signals

(ii) a way of representing structural inforwation about
these signals

(iii) some initial delimitation of a class of possible
hypotheses about language structure

(iv) a method for determining what each hypothesis implies
with respect to each sentence

(v) a method for selecting one of the (presumably infinitcly
many) hypotheses that are allowed by (iii) and are com-
patible with the given primary linguistic data.

Other linguists, following the behavioralist tradition explicated
by Skinner (1957), insist that the acquisition of language should be
attributed to a stimulus-response relationship rather than an innate
universal grammar. Trom this perspective; the adequacy of language
systems would be claimed on the basis of cross-cultural comparisons.
That is, the postulate about the communicative adequacy of languages
is derived inductively, based on the empirical data from a repre-
sentative sample of world languages. JKoth approaches, then, would
‘make the same claim about the adequacy of language systems, although
their reasoning for such a position might differ somewhat. Although
both approaches arrive at the same conclusion with respect to this
issue, there is one important implication which should be brought out.
Chomsky's perspective assumes that any normal child will have the cquip-
ment to deal with the logical operations underlying language--it is an
attribute of the human mind (see Chomsky 1968). But is possible, given
the behavioralist perspective, that a particular type of environument
might inhibit the acquisition of these logical properties nccessary for
an adecquate language system.

The question of adequacy of nonstandard dialects as a communicative
systems brings out a very important matter on how one views a non-
standard language variety. 1In actuality, the viewpoint .is much broader
than the linguistic situation, reverting back to the basic approach to
diffevent social groups. One can for example, view black ghetto culture
and language in terms of two basic models, which Baratz (1968) has

called deficit or difference models” A deficit model treats speech

differences in terms of a norm and deviation from that norm, the norm
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being middle-class white behavior. From a sociological perspective,

this means that much of black ghetto behavior, which differs from

middle-class behaviorn is viewed as deviant behavior -- a type of
pathology. 1In terms of speech behavior, Black English is considered,
in the words of Hurst (1965:2), "the pathology of non-organic speech
deficiencies'". On the other hand, a difference model, which seems to
be muclk more common to anthropology than sociology and psychology,
considers socially subordinate societies and language varieties as
self-contained systems, inherently neither deficient nor superior.
Language varieties are different but equal.

Although this dichotomy between a deficit and difference model
may be somewhat oversimplified, it sets a helpful framework for con-
sidering theoretical approaches to nonstandard dialects. But there
is also a practical importance in such a distinction. If, for example,
one simply considers .onstandard dialects to be corrupt approximations

of standard English, one may miss important structural facts about the

‘nature of these dialects. TFor example, consider the following inter-

pretation of the finite use of the form be, a commonly cited feature
of Black English. Ruth Golden, who views Black English in terms of a
descending scale of deviation from Standard Lnglish states:
Individuals use different levels of language for different
situations. These levels vary frow the illiterate to the
formal and literary. TFor instance, starting with the
illiterate, lle don': be here, we might progress to the
colloquial, He ain't here, to the gencral and informal
He isn't herc up to the formal and literary, He is not

present (1963:173),

From the perspective of a deficit model, be, is simply considered a

'corrupt approximation of Standard English. The possibility that be
may have a grammatically different function is precluded. Instead,
it is only considered as a "substitution'" for the finite forms of
Standard English am, is and are. The linguist as a structuralist,
however, looks at this use of be descriptively; that is, he asks

what the grammatical function of this form is. When such an approach

.is taken, we find that the form be represents a grammatical category

which seems to be unique to Black English. This, of course, is not
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to say that all linguists will accépt a given descriptive analysis of
this form (sece Wolfram 1969:188-196) although a number of analyses
agree that it is used to represent a habitual action of sowme type.

This type of disagreement is no more serious than the disagrecements
that linguists may have over the function of the ﬁgﬁg auxiliary in
Standard English. Common to each description of be, however, is the
rigorous method of linguistic analysis, based on the assumption that
this form has a linguistic function in its own right. The insistence
on language varieties as systems in their own right (with both
similarities and diffecrences to related varieties) is the reason that
linpuists view suspiciously such terms as '"substitutions", "replace-
ments', "omissions', "deviations'", etc. Such terms used with refer-
ence to nonstandard language varieties imply a value judgment about

a given variety's relation to the standard variety. Terms like
"correspondence'" and "alteruation" do not have these same implications --
they are statements of fact about language relations. While the terui-
nology may seem to be a trivial wmatter for the linguist to pick on, the
association of such terws with the deficit type of approach raises a
danger signal to the linguist. To take the position that nonstandard
constructions arec simply inaccurate and unworthy approximations of
Standard English can only lead to an iunaccurate description of what

is assumed by the linguist to be a self—cdntained system, which is
perfectly adequate for communication.

OQur previous point concerning the adequacy of nonstandard varieties
of English as a system of communication naturally leads us to a further
premise concerning language, namely, that is systematic and ordered.
Any view of language differences which treats them as unsystematic and
irregular will thus be categorically rejected by the linguist. It is
assumed that descriptive data of related languages will always reveal
regular and systematic correspondences between differcent types of con-
structions. One can readily see, then, why the linguist reacts nega-
tively to a view of nonstandard language as that offered by Hurst,
who subsumes differences between Black English and Standard English

under the rubric "dialectolalia':
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...dialectolalia involves such specific oral abberations as
phonemic and subphonemic replacements, segmental phoncmes,
phonetic distortions, defective syntax, misarticulations,
mispronunciations, limited or poor vocabulary, and faulty
phonology. These variables exist mest commonly in un-
systematic, multi-farious combinations (1965:2).

Hurst's position unambiguously trealts Black English as an
irregular, unsystematic and faulty rather than a different but equal
system. Furthermore, such a position can only be taken when actual
descriptive and sociolinguistic facts are ignored, for the linguist
would claim that all evidence points to differences between Standard
English and Black English which are systematic and regular. Take,
for cxample, the case of word-final consonant clusters in such words
as test, ground, and cold. In Black English, the final consonant is
absent more often than even the most colloquial forms of Standard
Englisli, the result of a systematic correspondence of a single con-
sonant in Black English where a cluster is found in Standard English,

Thus, we get something like tes', groun', and col' in Black English.

But thesc final consonants are not absent randomly or unsystematically.
We observe that the correspondence of a single consonant for a word-
final cluster only occurs when both members of & potentizl cluster are
either voiced or voicecless, such as st, nd, sk, and 1ld. But when one
of the members is voiced and the other voicless, as in the clusters
mp (Jump), 1t (colt) and nt (count), this correspondence does not
occur. Instead, Black English is like Standard English in that both
members of the cluster are present. The view that differences between
related language varieties are random and haphazard not only conflicts .
with a linguistic assumption, the view can be dangerous from a practical
viewpoint. It can lead to an unsystematic approach in teaching Standard
English and the teaching of points that may be irrelevant in terms of
the systematic differences between the two language varieties.

As a final premise of the linguist, we must observe that language

s learnecd in the context of the community. Linguists generally agree

=

that children have a fairly complete language system by the age of 5
or 6, with minor adjustments in language competence occurring some-
times until 8 or 9. This system is acquired from contact with indi-

viduals in their environment. Whether this is primarily the
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parent-child relationship (which some claim for the middle-class white
community) or from child pecrs (which is sometimes claimed for the
black ghetto community) a child's language is acquired through verbal
interaction with individuals in the immediate context.

Whether one maintains that the child has the innate capacity to
search for abstract grammatical rules from which sentences are generated
(a la Chomsky) or one insists on a behavioralist perspective (a la
Skinner), it is presuwed that the child will have established an over-
all language competence by the age of 4-6. -The rate of development is
generally assumed to be parallel for children of differenl social
groups (see Slobin 1967 for an actual investigation of this question),
lower-class children learning the nonstandard dialect at approximately
the same rate as middle-class children learning the standard variety of
English. This assumption of the linguist concerning the rate of language
development again comes into basic conflict with basic statements of edu-
cational psychologists such as Engelmann, Bereiter and Deutsch, who speak
of the communal "language retardation" of ghetto children. Bereiter

-sfates:

By the time they are five years old, disadvantaged children
of almost every kind are typically one or two years retarded
in language development. This is supported by virtually any
index of language one cares to look at (1965:196).

Closer investigation of this claim reveals that chese children are
considered to be linguistically retarded, and, in many cases, to be
cognitively deficient simply because they do not speal Standard English.
Thus, if a black lower-class child says He nice, a correspondence of the
present tense Standard English He's nice, it is considered to be an
underdeveloped Standard English approximation and equivalent to the
‘absence of copula at a particular stage of Standard Lnglish development
(see, for example, Bereiter and Engelmann 19566:139-140). The fact that
this form is used by adult speakers is irrelevant, only indicating the
permanence of this retardation. The linguist, however, suggests that
Black English is simply one of many languages, including Russian and
Hungarian, which have a zero copula realization in the ‘vresent tense.

No meaning is lost; an "identity statement'" is just as permissible in
this language as any other language. This form has no relation to

the ability or inability to conceptualize. Similarly, auditory
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discrimination tests (such as Wepman's 1958) which are designed on a
Standard English norm are de-facto dismissed by the linguist as biased
against the nonstandard system. The learning of Standard English must
be clearly differentiated from language development of an indigenous
dialect. Careful attention should be made, from the viewpoint of
linguistic relativism, in order not to erroneously transfer legitimate
language or dialect differences into matters of language acquisition.

The linguist, in support of the linguistic equality of nonstandard
dialects, considers evidence on relative language proficiency (as that
recently provided by Baratz (1969)) to be an empirical justification
for his claims. Baratz conducted a bi-dialectal test in which the
proficiency of a group of black ghetto childrean in repeating Standard
English and Black English sentences was comparcd. As might be expected,
the black children were considerably more proficient in repeating the
Black English sentences. When they repeated the Standard English
sentences, however, there were predictable differences in their
repetitions based on interference'Efom Black English. The same test
was Lthen administered to a group of white middle-class suburban
children, who repcated the Standard English sentences quitc adequately,
but had predictable differences in their repetition of the Black English
sentences based on interference from Standard English. Which of these
groups, then, was linguistically retarded? We must be careful not to
confuse social.acceptability, and no one would deny th. social stig-
matiéation of nonstandard dialects, with language acquisition.

In sum, the relativistic viecwpoint of the linguist emphasizes the
fully systematic but different nature of social dialects. All language
varieties are efficient as communicative codes, and adequate for
cognitive development. Inhcrent in the defiiition of LANGUAGE is the
capability of expressing the logical propositions that are the basis

of human thought.

Language as Behavior

In the previous section, we limited ourselves to linguistic as-
sumptions which serve as the basis for the investigation of the cognitive
function of language. But language must also be viewed in terms of its

social function, language as behavior. And, when we view the role of
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language in terms of its social function, the linguist (or more properly,
the sociolinguist) also dperates on the basis of some general assump-
tions about language in society. Although I shall describe these as
assumptions, some of these observations more correctly might b2 con-
sidered hyporheses, given the current state of sociolinguistic research.

To begin with, it is axiomatic that language is one form of cul-
tural behavior. If we assume that social differences in a culture will
be manifested in non-linguistic behavioral patterns, then we may also
expect that behavioral differences will be realized in language. Lan-
guage differences presume social differences. Several anthropological
linguists, particularly Hymes (1962, 1964, 1970) and Ervin-Tripp (1964,
1969) have explicated the numerous types of social factors which may
effect linguistic differences, including setting (e.g. locale, situ-
ation), participants (e.g. sex, age, status), topic (e.g. religion,
athletics, politics), and functions (e.g. requests, commands, rituals).
Although we are primarily concerned with language differences which
result from the differentiation of social positions in this discussion,
the inter-relationship of social class with other social parameters is
so intrinsic that it cannot be discussed completely apart from these’
It is the interaction of these various sccial parameters that is basic
to the assumption that language differences result from social differ-
ences. 4

"It ‘should be noted that I have deliberately used the term result
from in describing the relationship of linguistic and social differ- \
ences, since I wish fo imply that this relationship is one of cause and’
effect. Although the term correlation is often used to describe this
relationship and may be accurate in terms of a particular descriptive
model, it is not used here because of its neutrality with respect to
cause and effect. Ultimately, the description of linguistic differ-
ences implies a cause and effect relationship between linguistic and
social differences. Because of this relationship, it may be suggested
that the description of linguistic differences is dependent upon an
ethnographical description. Hymes observes:

As the discovery of structure, sociolinguistics can be seen

‘as an extension of usual linguistic description. The ex-

tension reaches a point, however, at which its dependcnce on
_social description becomes clear ‘and incscapable. As description
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becomes soclolinguistic, it becomes partly ethnography,

for the functions that underlie structure must be empirically
determined. They can neither be taken for granted, nox
merely postulated, and to determine them requires socio-
cultural knowledge (1969:3)

Views on the extent to which ethnographical description must pre-
cede the description of language differences within 4 society vary
greatly. For example, DeCamp (1968) first groups speakers solely on
the basis of linguistic differences. Having grouped speakers on this
basis, he then proceeds to describe some of the social characteristics
of this linguistically defined group. On the other hand, Wolfram (1969)
based the description of linguistic differences solely on pre-determined
socio-economic groups. In the former case, it may be argued that the
"natural" division of groups on a linguistic basis is a more recliable
indication of sociolinguistic differences than the use of an objective
socio-econowmic index which can only represent one manifestation of
social class. In the latter case, it may be argucd that the description
of linguistic differcnces in terms of predetermined social groups takes
advantage of what we do know about some of the objective indexes of
social class and may have implications concerning the validity of social
class distinctions. The two approaches are not, of course, mutually
exclusive; so that one might manipulate his data to take full advantage
of the insights to be derived frow viewing tﬁe data both ways.

.Although the heuristic procedure and theoretical model for handling
the relationship between language and social differences may have im-
portant implications for the descriptive adequacy of sociolinguistic data,
basic to all sociolinguistic investigations is the cause and effect
relationship between social and language differences.

Due to the prevalent, if not universal, nature of social class in
culture (even in so-called classless societies, where social class is
not overtly acknowledged), we also assume that some type of language
normativization will take place. To put it another way, language
standardization is inevitable. For various socio-cultural reasons, all
languages or dialects are not considered equal in their social accept-
ability, so that one of the 1anguages‘or dialects becomes established as

normative when compared with others® Although we might give a general
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definition of a standard language, such as a codified set of language
norms which are considered socially acceptable, more specific definition
is dependent on the particular language situation. 1In one case, it

may be the language of a high-prestige group which becomes emulated

by others. 1In another case a dialect or group of dialects may become
standardized by default: that is, a dialect(s) NOT spoken by socially
stigmatized groups. (This may, in fact, be the most operative definition
of Standard English.) In another case, it may be defined in terms of
socio-political dominance.

In many instances, the’establishment of a standardized language is
formal, through the codification of a norm in prescriptive grammars and
codifying agencies sucli as the school, but it is also possible for a
standardized language to be estahlished through informal means. Language
standardization can take place on two scales. In cross-cultural terms,
one language may be set up as & standard language for a nation. In terms
of intra-cultural {ramework, one dialect may be set up as a standard as
opposed to others.

Garvin and Mathiot (1956), following Havridnck (1953), have de-
limited several types of svaboalic and objoctive functions of a standard
language, which may aid us in understanding why language standardization
secems to be so inevitable. A standard ladguage, in the first place, may

serve a unifying function by linking an individual speaker with a larger

community. Whereas the unifying function may unite individual speakers,

what is identified as the scparatist function opposes the standard

language to other languages or varieties as a separate entity, thus
potentially serving as a symbol of national identity. Weinreich (19533:
100) points out that it is in a situation of language contact that
people most easily become aware of the peculiarities of their language
as against others, and in this situation the standardized language
most readily becomes the symbol of group integrity. There is also a
prestige function associated with a standard language. As Garvin and
Mathiot observe:

...one of the ways of achieving equality with an admired
high-prestige nationality is to make one's own language 'as
good as theirs', which in our terms means bringing it closer
to the ideal properties of a standard language (1956:788).
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Whereas the previously mentioned functions are symbolic, ar objec-

tive function served by a standard language is the framc-of-reference

funcvion. By providing a codified norm for correctness, speakers can

be judged in terms of their conformity to that norm.

Garvin and Mathiot further point out that the functions of a
standard language give rise to a set of cultural attitudes toward it,
Related to the unifying and separatist functions of a standard language
is an attitude of language loyalty, the prestige function produces an
attitude of pride, and the frame-of-reference function results in an
attitude of awareness of the norm,

Whatever socio-cultural reasons ma& account for the inevitability
of language staudardization, this fact wmust be realistically faced by
sociolinguists. Linguists have traditionally objected to the notion
of language standavdization because of the imposition of prescriptive
norms of "correctness' -- norms which are opposed to the descriptive
framework in which linguists approach language. The basic objection
lies in the fact that values of social propricty are misinterpreted
as value judgments councerning linguistic adequacy., Despite the
philosophical validity of Tinguists' objections or their ethical pre-
ference ko eliminate the notion of standard and nonstandard languages,
we must realistically concede that the establishment of prescriptive
norms for '"correct'" speech usage is an incvitable by-product of the
éwareness of social class:®

As a concomitant of the above assumption about language, we must
also assume that subjective reactions to speech are inevitable. Indi-
viduals do not respond to specech differences with objective detachment.
Rather, they respond evaluatively based on their reactions (in most
cases stereotypic) to the social differences that the language differ-
ences imply. One may generally note (but not universally since there
may be exceptions) that the specech behavior of a socially stigmatized
group will be considered stigmatized and a socially prestigious group
will be considered high-prestige. In essence, when individuals react
subjectively to the speech of a particular social group, they are
expressing their attifudinal reactions toward the behavioral patterns

of that group on the basis of one behavioral manifestation, language.
-110-

117



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

For example, the subjective reactions of middle-class white to lower-
class black speech is, in reality, a reflection of a much more pervasive

atritude toward the behavioral patterns of lower-class black culture.

The rejection of the speech of this group must therefore be viewed in the

wider context of cultural rejection.

The above paragraph only deals with subjective reactions to speech
behavior with respect to the interaction of different social groups on
a vertical dimension but it must also be pointed out that subjective
reactions towards different types of speech events are also character-
istic within a given social group, a horizontal dimension. Within the
ethnography of speaking, not only the forms of speech but the.uses of
speech may be viewed cvaluatively. What this means is that within a

given social group there will be rules for !

'‘good and bad manners" with
respect to speech usage. Certain types of speech uses will be valued
positively and others negatively. TFor example, rapping in black culture
refers to a distinctively fluent and lively wav of talking, character-
ized by a high degree of personal style (see Kochman 1968:27). As a
manipulative use of language, it is positively valued. On the other
hand, loud-mouthing refers to the use of language in a forceful but
non-maniﬁulativo way, and generally evokes a pejorative emotive res-
ponse. In terms of vernacular culture, it is "bad speech manners . "
We.must assume, that for each social group, there are indigencus values
placed on certain uses of speech, It is the realization of a cultural
value system with respect to specech that is the basis for subjective
reactions to the form, content, and use of speech.

Implicit in scveral of the above assumptions relevant for linguis-
tic research is the principle that speakers show variation in their
linguistic rules based on the social context in which speech occurs.
Labov puts it:

One of the fundamental principles of sociolinguistic investi-
gation might be stated as: there are no single-style speakers.
By this we mean that every speaker will show some variation
in phonological and syntactic rules according to the immediate
context in which he is speaking (1969b:13).

In the process of enculturation, speakers not only acquire com-
petence in a linguistic code, but competence in the use of certain
variations which are dependent on social context. In contexls deter-

mined by some of the factors we mentioned previously, such as the

-111- 11



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

relation of participants, settings, and topic, wvariations in speech can
be expected. To put it another way, we must assume, in the socilolinguistic
consideration of language, an "ethnography of sbcaking” (see Hymes 1962).
To assume that there will be some stylistic range for all individuals
does not, however, imply that the same range and éompetence can be expected
from different speakers. Labov notes:

One must add of course that the stylistic range and competence
of the speaker may vary greatly. Children may have a very
narrow range in both the choices open to them and the social
contexts they respond to. Old men often show a narrow range
in that their motivation for style shifting disappears along
with their concern for power relationships (Labov 1969b:13).

Despite the variations in the range of styles between different
speakers, it is most reasonable to assume that all speakers who have
acquired a language system have also acquired some flexibility in the
use of alternative structures within that system.

One may wonder, at this point, how the notion of stylistic variation

relates (o the distinction between what Bernstein (1964) has called the

restricted and elaborated code. Although some have taken this to mean

that lower-class speakers are single and middle-class multi-style
speakers, one cannot accept this interpretation. A closer look at
Bernstein reveals that he is talking about the relative not absolute
reduction in the alternatives which are open in speech. (This, in fact,
is one reason why the notions of restricted and elaborated codes lose
their usefulness when trying to experiment with these concepts.) Bern-
stein maintains:

...with a restricted code, the range of alternatives, syntactic

alternatives, is considerably reduced and so it is much more

likely that prediction is possible. ...In the case of claborated
code, the speech system requires a higher level of verbal plan-
ning for the preparation of speech than in the case of restricted

code (1964:57).

That a particular social group may be "limited" to a restricted
code does not mean that they have only one style of speech. Whatever
criticisms one may make of the theoretical and methodological basis
of Bernstein's research, it cannot be argued that restricted code
refers to uni-style and elaborated Lo multi-style speakers. What he

does say is that a difference in the range of grammatical alternatives

may be related to social class; he is thus attempting Lo give one
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explanation to account for the observation that there are competencies
with respect to stylistic ranges. The verification of this hypothesis,
however, is still needed.

In the preceding discussion, we have explicated some o.” the basic
assumptions underlying the behavioral role of language in society.
Because assumptions about the behavioral role of language arc not as
frequently stated as those relating to the language as code, it may
well be that more assumptions or qualifications of the assumptions
presented here will have to be explicated. What is essential here is
the fact that the study of social dialects by linguists is based on two
sets of assumptions, one dealing with the structure of the language
system and onc relating to the structure of society. It is the com-
bination of these assumptions, which in many ways arec interrelated,

that is the foundation for sociolinguistic research by linguists.

IT. Current Research'!

Within the discipline of linguistics, it is the fiecld of dialec-
tology which was responsible for the carliest attemplts to account for
social variation in speech. American dialectologists recognized that
social differences had to be considercd, cven though the primary goal
of dialect geography was the correlation of scttlement history with
regional varieties of English. Rurath, for example, in directing the
Linguistic Atlas of the United States and Canada was aware that social
differcnces intersected with settlement history and geographical dif-
ferences to account for linguistic variation. As reported in the

Handbook of the Linguistic Geography of New England, Linguistic Atlas

fieldworkers divided informants into three main types, as follows:

Type 1 : Little formal education, little reading and
restricted social contacts.

Type II : Better formal education (usually high school)
and/or wider reading and social contacts.

Type III : Superior education (usually college), cultured
background, wide reading and/or extensive social
contacts (Kurath 1939:44).

In addition, each of the above Lypes was subdivided as:

Type A : Aged, and/or regarded by the fieldworker as old-
fashioned. '

- Type B : Middle-aged or younger, and/or regarded by the
fieldworker as more modern (Kurath 1939:44).
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Although different social types were recognized in the work of the
Linguistic Atrlas several difficulties were apparent because the social
parame-:er was nolt adequately consicdered. The social classification of

' subjective impr:ssions.

informants was dependent on the fieldworkers
The vagueness with which the social types were profiled (e.g. "little
reading and restricted social contacts') caused the social classifi-
cation of informants to be unreliable. Furthermore, no verifiable
sociological model for rating the social status of informants was
utilized. Education, which seemed to be primary in the evaluation of
informants, is only one of the various factors which is used by social
scientists in rating social status. Finally, the classification scheme
was applied circularly. The criteria for classifying some groups of
informants were not based on extra-verbal behavior, but on the de;endent
variable of language itsclf. -

Wherecas the correlation of social with linguistic differences was
of secondary concern in the work of the Linguistic Atlas (Kurath 1941,
1949), later interpretation of the Linguistic Atlas data gave more
direct attention to the importance of social factors in accounting for
linguistic diversity. Dialectologists, however, still seemed tb appeal
to the social parameter only when “"data proved too complicated Lo be
explained by merely a geographical statement or a statement of settle-
ment history' (McDavid 1948:194)., Thus, Mchavid's "Postvocalic -r in
South Carolina: A social analysis' (1948) amends a geographical ex-
planation of postvocalic -r in the Piedmont area of South Carolina by
analyzing the intersection of social class with gecographical differences.
As will be seen latexr, dialectologists continue to work with the social
consequences of speech variation, but the methods of "mainstream dia-
lectologists'" such as Kurath, McDavid, and Pederson have actually
changed very little.

Levine and Crocketlt (1967) also investigated the variation of
postvocalic.r in a Piedmont community, but the analytical method is
considerably more refined with respect to sampling and statistics.

For one, they were concerned with inter-transcriber and intra-

. transcriber reliability. Statistical tests were also applied to
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quantitative results so that the significance of results could be deter-
mined technically instead of impressionistically. Finally, there is a
comparison of postvocalic-r in two types of style, a word list and a
sentence style.

From another perspective, anthropological linguists have made
significant contributions to the study of linguistic correlates of
social stratification in the last decade. Whereas dialectologists have
been satisfied with rough approximations of social divisions to which
linguistic phenomena may be related, anthropologists have characteris-
tically been rigorous in their differentiation of social groups to which
linguistic variuables may be related. Independent ethnographical descrip-
tion of behavioral patterns characterizing different social strata is
required before any correlation of linguistic variables with these
strata can be made. Research on the sccial stratification of linguistic
features has been pioneered by Gumperz (1958a, 1958b, 1961, 1964),

Hymes (1961, 1964), and Bright (1960, 1964, 1966). For example,
Gumperz, in several articles (1958a, 1958b), has shown how linguistic
variables, particularly phonological variables, relate to the caste
systems of India. Southeastern Asia, perhaps because of its rigid
stratification between castes, has received the most extensive con-
sideration by anthropological linguists. Anthropological linguists
such as Hymes and Gumperz have conccrned themselves with developing a
structural taxonomy of the factors which must be dealt with from a
soclolinguistic perspective of verbal behavior, such as settings, par-
ticipants, topics, and functions of interaction. Limited consideration
has been given to American English by anthropological linguists, al-
though Fischer (1958) provided an analysis of the morphemic variation
between the suffixal participle /-In/ and /-In/ in English by con-
sidering the social background of 24 children in a New England village.

It was Labov's work on the social stratification of English in
New York city (1963a, 1963b, 1965a, 1966b, 1966c), more than any other
research, that has sharpened the theoretical and methodological bases
for sociolinguistic research. Using a survey by the Mobilization for

Youth as his sociological model, he analyzed the speech of over a
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hundred randomly selected informants. Five different phonological

variables (oh, eh, r, th, dh), isolated in four contextual styles

(careful speech, casual specech, reading, word lists) were correlated

with the social stratification of the informants. Labov made several
ma jor contributions to the study of linguistic correlates of social
stratification. In the first place, he used sociovlogically valid
procedures in selecting the informants for his sample. Many linguists
prior to Labov were largely satisfied with biased, non-random in-
formant selection. Also, Labov's quantitative measurement of linguis-
tic variables, although not the first, was considerably more extensive
than any previous sociolinguistic research. Further, his effort to
isolate contextual styles on the basis of extra-linguistic "channel
cues'" was a careful attempt to define interview styles in linguistics.
The major contribution of Labov was his demonstration that speech
differcences within a community, often dismissed by linguists as 'free
variation', systematically correlated with social differences.

The Detroit Dialect Study (Shuy, Wolfram and Riley 1967), exper-

“imented with several different methods of analyzing specch differences.

It extended the insights of Labov on the linguistic variable to gram-
matical as well as phonological variables. An attempt to measure
differences by the quantitative measurement of structural types (e.g.
clause and phrase types) was also investigated.

Despite a developing sociolinguistic tradition within linguistics
over the past several decades, the actual structural description of
nonstandard dialects has rcceived little attention*® To a certain

degree, this lack of attention can be attributed to the attitude that

nonstandard speech is less worthy of interest than the study of

socially acceptable varicties of English. Another contributing factor
for this neglect may have been the assumption that the nonstandard
dialects were minimally different in their structure and that when
comprehensive studies of standard English were completed, it would

be a relatively simple matter to adjust grammatical descriptions to
include nonstandard varieties. With respect to Black English, des-
criptive attention was no doubt delayed by dialectologists who main-

tained that it was not essentially different from the speech of
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Southern whites of comparable socio-economic levels. As an example of
such & view, note Kurath's conclusions from his work on the Linguistic
Atlas-

By and large the Southern Negro speaks the language of “he
white man of his locality or area and of his education....

As far as the speech of the uneducated Negroes is concerned,
it differs little from that of the illiterate white; that is, ’
it exhibits the same regional and local variations as that

of the simple white folk (1949:06).

Stewasrt (1965:13) observes that the structural neglect of Black English
may also have been related to concern for the feelings of Negroes:

As this [the study of Black English] relates to the speech
of Negroes, it has been reinforced by a commendalble desire
to emphasize the potential of the Negro to be identical with
white Americans and accordingly to deemphasize any current
behavioral patterns which might not seem Lo contribute
directly to that goal... respect for the feelings of Negroes
themselves has probably plaved a part in discouraging the
study of Negro speech. Tor, as is quite understandable,
nany Negroes (particularly educated ones) are somewhat
sensitive about any public focus on distinctively Negro
behavior, particularly if it happens to be that of lower
class Negroes.

Whatever the reasons may have been, it was not until the last few years
that the study of plack knglish has been seriously undertaken. Al-
though there are several current research projects on the linguistic
structure of Black English, by comparison, there are still only a
limited number of linguists who have taken an interest in this area.
Stewart (1964, 1967, 1968) and Bailey (1Y65) probably did more
to turn the attention of linguists to the study of Black English than
any one els2, partly because their work on this dialect chronologically
preceded other linguists and partly because of their dogmatic rejection
of the dialectological treatment of ethnic differences in speech. Coming
from creolist backgrounds, both Bailey and Stewart maintained that Black
English was not identical to the specch of Southern whites of a com-
parable socio-economic class, but significantly different. Bailey, for
example, noted:

I would like to suggest that the Southern Negro 'dialect"
differs from other Southern speech because its deep struc-
ture is different, having its origins as it undoubtedly
does in some Proto-Creole grammatical structure (1965:172).

Obviously, such a position comes into sharp conflict with the

traditional position suggestcd by a number of American dialectologists,
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What then, can account for this sharp difference of opinion? One
explanation is that dialectologists have focused their attention on

the similarities between nonstandard Negro dialects and white dialects,
whercas creolists have focused on the differences between these two
varieties of English. Dialectologists have been largely occupied with
phonological and lexical differences, the levels on which the dialects
are nearly (but not completely) alike. Creolists, on the other hand,
have concerned themselves with subtle differences in grammatical cate-
gories. Stewart has wainly concei trated on the historical rolations
of DBlack English to what he considers a creole origin. ile notes:

Of those Africans who fell victim to the Atlantic slave
trade and were brought to the Wew World, many found it
necessary Lo learn some kind of English. With very few
exceptions, the form of English which they acquired was
a pidginized one, and this kind of English became so
well-established as the principal medium of communica-
tion beltween Negro slaves in the British colonies that
it was passed on as a creole language to succeceding
generations of the New World Wegroes, for whom it was
their native tongue (1967:22).

Present-day Negro dialect, according to Stewart, has resulted
from a process which he labels '"decreolization” (i.e. the loss of
creole features). Through contact with the British-derived dialects
the creole variety of English spoken by Negroes werped with othier dia-
lects of English. The merging process, however, was neither instan-
taneous nor complete. Stewart assertis:

Indeed, the non-standard speech of prescent-day American
Negroes still secms to exhibit structural traces of a
creole predecessor, and this is probably a rcason why
it is in some ways more deviaut from standard English
than is the non-standard speech of even the most unedu-
cated American whites (1968:3).

Stewart substantiates his claim that Negro dialects are derived
from a widespread slave creole by examining the close relationship
which is found between 18th and 19th century Negro dialect and other
New World creoles (Stewart 1967). His source for the study of lStﬁ
and 19th century Negro dialect is the representations of Negro dia-
lect used in the literary works of this period. Although this may
seem like an unreliabie source, Stewart's knowledge of the literary

records of Negro dialect during this period and his apparent ability
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to evaluate the reliability of the various authors makes his histor-
ical documentation quite plausible. Furthermore, Stewart's familiarity
with a number of different creoles, including Gullah and the Carib-
bean creoles, lends credibility to statements he makes conccrning the
relations of various Black Enzlish structures to a creole predecessor.
Although Stewart's knowledge of Black English is not disputed, several
points he makes do not appear to be as clear-cut as he asserts. TFor
one, his approach to analysis concentrates on particular items rather
than a holistic approach to the structure of Black English. An attempt
to assemble a comprehensive inventory of differences between Southern
whites and Negroes of comparable socio-economic classes may lead one to
a considerably smaller list than claimed.

Furthermore, the origins of some of the items would certainly be
disputed by dialectologists. Others might be disputed on empirical
grounds. For example, Stewart observes that implosive stops, which
he claims are quite easy for the trained phonctician to perceive are
unique to the Black English speaker. Butl there are some linguists who
would claim that the American English stop can sometimes be implosive.
Yurthermore, 1 know of several competent phoneticians who agree that
both Black aud white speakers use implosives. At any rate, the issue
is not néarly as clear-cut as Stewart makes ib out Lo be.

Finally, Stewart cmphasizes difforonces‘between hlack English and
standard English as opposed to similarities. This in itself may be
justified since it is the differences which cause interference between
dialects. 1t must be pointed out however, that the inventory of dif-
ferences is much smaller than the inventory of similarities. 1In ad-
dition, the clear majority of differences scem Lo be on a surface
rather than an und ~lying level (see, e.g. Labov, et al 1968). An
expansive list is lacking, either because the list is simply not as
exhaustive as suggested or because descriptive data are still lacKking.

From a purcly desciiptive viewpoint there are several current
projects which merit attention. Probably the most radical of these
is offered by Loflin (1967b, 1968, 1969) of the Center for Research
in Social Behavior at-the University of Missouri. Loflin considers

the differences between standard English and Black English to be of
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such significance that Black English be treated as a forcign language.
He observes:

Efforts to construct a grammar for Nonstandard Negro
English suggest that the similarities between it and
Standard English are superficial. There is every
reason, at this stage of research to believe that a
fuller description of Nonstandard Negro English will
show a grawnatical system which must be treated as a
foreign language (1967a:1312).

In justification of his treatment of Black English as a signif-
icantly different system (i.e. different in its underlying structure)
from standard English, he has described the verb systeml.3 He con-
cludes that aspect dowinates over tense in Black English, whereas the
opposite is truc for standard English. A careful look at his descrip-
tion reveals that it must be challenged both on ewpirical and theoreti-
cal grounds. TFor example, one of the basic justifications for his
description of the verb system of Black English is the absence of the
auxiliary have in the text of his singlc informant; empirical investi-
gation of the staff at the Center for Applied Linguistics in Washington,
Labov in New York, and Wolfram in Detroit clearly reveals the under-
lying presence of have (although it way be deleted by a low level
phonological rule). 1In fact, one of the striking things about Black
English scems to be the frequent use of the past form of this con-

struction in narrative discourse (e.g. He had came to the store).

Other parts of Loflin's anélysis of the verbal system reveal a
neglect of the overall patterning of Black English. Thus, for cxample,
the clear evidence that a phonological pattern is responsible for the
absence -of most past tensc -e¢d suffixes is overlooked (sce, e.g. Wolfram
1969:71-74). Although Loflin's work certainly shows a high degrece of
creativity, his gencral approach and specific description of the Black
English verb system can hardly be considercd valid.

A somewhat different attempt to describe the linguistic structure
of Child Black Eﬁglish in Florida is offered by Houston (1969). A
number of informal phonological rules are given, but no grammatical
rules since, according Lo Houston, "only four major syntactic differ-
ences between Child ﬁlack and standard Whitc English have appeared"

(1969:606). To those linguists seriously attempting to describe the
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structure of Black English, quston's description.shows descriptive
_ i ‘ g S .

‘and observational inadequacies. TFrom a thecretical sﬁandﬁoint, her
approagh to the déscribtidn'oféﬁlack English cannot be co%éidefed"
acceptable £rom any chryent taédﬁomic-or generative stand%oint.
Her rules are, by her own admiésion, nothing moré than a set of
correspondences thch'fei@te Chiild Black English to White Standard.
English, yet she.sets up her correspondences  in the form of proces- ' - e

ses so that they have the form of pseudo-rewrite rules. WHer justifi-

cation for this curious device is '"convenience,' hardly a spfficignt \v//

reason {or the theoretical or descriptive linguist. In essence, what .
7t . . 3 : s :

she does is derive surface -forms in Black English from surface forms ‘

iy : -

in;standard &hiﬁg\ﬁnglish.' The rules arc even’ given as ordered; yet
aéy descriptive linguist can see tﬁgt fhcy are not "ordered" in the .
sense that this coﬁcept g used from any standpoifnt’in lipgﬁistics.

Some of the rules she givonélso lack formél motivatﬁon. Al-

though’ she mentions general postulates which govern the treatment of

phenomena as phonological inscead of grammatical ("their relative
R . e

generality in the language as a whole, and the iwportance of the gram-
maticar claims™) (1969:603), some of Ehe rules she treats as phono- ;
logical can be sericusly dispﬁted. Why, for example, is the third
person'singular -Z a phonological rule rather'ﬁﬁan-a gramsiatical rule?
Third person singular -Z affects all verbs, notjonly”thosé involvipg

- : - . . ,
consonant clusters (e.g. it affects boos as well as drecams). Yet,

“lack of formal motivation for the correspondence is lacking so that the

. ' . o . .
rules appear to simply be ad hoc. Some of the rules which are given,

furthermore, do not descriée the data Whiph they presumably are supposed

i

to account for. Thus, as the rule for consonant cluster reduction is
formally stated (XVCy + Cy # XVC, #, where X may be zero, C = any con-
sonant, and + is morpheme Boundary), it can account only for bimorphemic -

| ‘

can account for guessed being realized as

.clusters. This means it
/g€s/, but not anmnomorphemiccluster like guest, which is realized as

/g&s/. : Such apparent oversights are, unfortunately, characteristic of

i
1
¢
i
i
3
H

the rules. . . ‘ ’

)

‘And finally, some of the empiricél data 'she displays ére suspect:
Stewart, Labov, and the staff at the Center for Applied Linguistics

working with Black Epglish would all have disputes about some of her
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observed data. XEven if shé treats a number of apparently grammatical
Ui . . .

plienomena as phonological, she does not mention differences in verbal
‘paradigms, modals, person agreement, existentcial it, pleonastic foums

other than pronomindl apposition, etc. In the light of these theo-

} ;
retical and empirical inadequacies, llouston's study caunnot be con-.

- sidered as an observationally and descriptively adequate account of .the-

structure of Black English from a ‘linguistic perspective.

The research of Labov and dSSOLIaLLS (1965, 1968) on the structure
of Lhc nonsLandard speech o[ Negroes and Puerts Ricans in New,Yorggis
the slngle mo t exhaustlvo study of a nonstandard speech communiﬁy
avalldblc. Havlng already cited conLJJbu ions that Labov wade to
sociolinguistics in!his study of the overall population%of New Yorlk

ACityi‘we musf again cite a number of gignificant SDCiOl]”BUlSL]L .
innovations in hi:s Harlem research. In the firStrplace,!hls sLudy of
language in the setting of an adolescent pcer group broké with the
1nd1v1dual jhtervicw method. TFurthermore, hc liag described both the
funcLlona] and structural aprLLS of the nonsLandaJd vernaLuJar The
.eructural description of P]uck Tngllsh 1ng1uacd more features of the
phono]é gy and grawmar of Black Buglish in detail than any other single o
dCSCILBLan. Tn additlon to Labov's creative innovations in field
me thods anb hi.s LOMPIOhCﬂSlJe soclo]lngUL tic dcscrijlon of Black
English, lie has carefully examined the implications.that his research
has for theoretical linguistics. Based on his elicitation of peer
group speech in §“§Elatively Ebongancods setting, he has observed that
many of the variants associqtﬁd with Black Ehglish'must'be considered

[

“inherently variable" witl more—standard-like variants. That is,

fluctuation between_many variants seems]to be inherent Eo the vernacular
structure and“;;%(simplyfan "importation" from a éupcrimposed varicty].'5
Evidence for thisis found in. the systemftic ways in which.cexrtain types
of fluctuation seem to operate within the most indigenous speech situ-
‘ation. ’
“Labov points out that lndepcndenL anguLstlc as well as soc1al
arlables must be conSdered in describing the systcomatic varlatlon of

forms. The correlation of soc1010g1cal with linguistic variables to
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account for fluctuation between forms has-become well-established within
the last decade of sociolinguiétic rescarch. But the notion of syste-
matic variation as a function of indepéndent linguistic variables has
not been consideged seriously. The fact that linguistic environment

ca; greatly.affect'the variability of items has éome important impli-
cations on the concept of ”optidnality” in liﬁguiﬁtiCS. The limitation
of linguiétics to qualitative, discrete units has somehow precluded anyl
affect that linguistic environment may have on yariability. This is not:
to say that a statement of the relévant environments in whlch so-called
"free variation'" took place was not a requisite for adequate llnghistic
description. PuL the 1ecogu1L10n that certain environments may»aifecL
the OCCULrenCQ -of a glvcn Variant much more than others was character-
istically absent.. Yet, the variables described by Labov éud-other‘
(see, e.g. Uolflam 1969) show IhaL certain Lypes of linguistic environ-
menﬁé ]nLClSQCL with exL]a ]]n"UJSLJC factors to account for varlaLlon
between forms. Labov,utherefore, has suggested chat thefnotmon of
linguistic and non-%iaguistic constraints be incorporated into the
formal representagiéh of a linguistic rule He has thus proposed what

o . . C e
he calls the variable rule (1968:24). Dy introducing the variable

rule, Labov attempts Lo formally incorporate the constraints (linguistic
and*ﬁpn—linguistic) which directly affect the variability of items. To
chieve this end, Lahov suggests that "we associate with each variable
rule a specific quantity which denotes the proportion of cases in which
the rule applies as part of the rule structure itselr" (Labov 1968:25).
The value of a variable rule is defined as a function of the constraints
whichtlimit the categorical operation of the rule. This may be rcpre-
sented as:

£ =1 - (adb+c+ ... 0)

" where f = the frequency of application, 1 the categorical operation of

a rule, and a, b, ¢, ...n the various coﬁStfaintS‘limiting categorical
ruie application (i.e. the variable 1npuL) The constraints are 'ranked"
ranked in sense that certain linguistic env1ronments'clearly outweigh
éthers in their effect on variability (e.g. a > b >c > ...n).

“Labov's careful edelnaLlon of the Black Lngllsh system and fleld

technlqucs is by far the most detailed in many areas although Lhe
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description of certain featurcs will certainly not find unanimeus agrec-

ment (see, e.g. Wolfram 1969: 197 L94) His ihcorpofation of the vari-

able rule into a formal grammdr”w1ll, no doubt, stir up considerable

-disagreement'among-}rnﬂuists. The controversy over the rule does not

concern its Ob"61vaLlOndl adeuncy but whether this can and should be

|
included in Lhe formal deqcrlleon of a glammar ls this LUlO simply

part of a por£01mance model, and, as such, 1r1elﬁuanL to the descrip-

. _ .
tive adequacy of a grammar, or is this an inted1a1 part of language
comp etence"? The quantitative figures which can be assigned Lo various

constraints vonld seem to be part of performance wmodel, but the regular

and h1c1arch1cal cfchL of varlous linguistic constraints on variability

cannot be.dlsmlssed qulte as readlly. This is, no doubt, an issue that

is destined to be of considerable importance for theoretical linguistics.

The research undertaken by the Sociolinguistics Program at the
Center for Appiied Linguistics deals both with thn linguistic ‘correlates
of eraLlflcaLlon in the Negro community and the erucLu1al douchleon
of Black kEnglish. Dbata from several different locations are being {
analyzed, including Washington, D.C., Detroit, Michigan (a continuat;on
of the Detroit Dialect Study under the directioﬁ bf Roger Shuy), and
mofe}recently, Holmes County, Mississippi. WOlfram‘s study of the
Detroit Ncg¥o population demon§tragcs\pow several.classes of Negroes-are

differentiated on the basis of grammatical and phonological variables.

The role of social status, sex, age, and racial isolation are all-shown

tolcoxrelate with 1inguistic differences. In addition, the extent to
which the social differentiation between liﬁguistic variables is quanti-
tative or qualitative, the relation between:social diagnostic phono-
logical aﬁd grammatical variables and the effect of independent linguis-
tic cbﬁstriéggs on variability are examined;’

TH@ ihveétigatibn of phonological and grammatical variables reveals
th#fﬁthé phonological differences between social groups Ltend to be
quantitative whereas the grammatical differences are often qualitative.
Three of the four phonclogical variables (word-final consonant clusters
encing in a stop, syllable-final d, and' postvocalic Ej_indicate that the
social groups are differentiated primarily on the basis of the relative

frequency of variants, Only the © variable, which shows the categorical
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"absence of :the f variant inmiddle-class speech, indicati@s a qualitative.

difference! between social groups.. On the other hand, all four gram-

‘matical variables (mu]tiple negation, suffixal -Z, cupu absence, and

invariant be) reveal the categorical absence of certain varlaan among

mlddle class 1n£01maPLb . . N w i
By 1ntroduc1ng the concepts of "sharp" (i.e. a significant dif-
ference in the frequency of particular variants between contiguous

social groups) and "gradient" (i.e. a progressive difference in the

“frequency of particular variants between social groups) an important:

difference in the way phonological and gramma llca] variables stratify
the population can be observed. Grammatical variables usually show
sharp stratification, whereas phonological variables show gradient
stratification. All the grammatical variables investigated in the
study reyeal éharp stratification, whefpas three of the four phono-
1ogiéq}i§ériables indicate gradient stratification. .

Finaily, Wolfram's research demonstrates that it is impossible. to

arrive at an adequate understanding of the nature of spciolinguistic

variation without considering the effects of independent linguisiic
constraints. In accounting fer rlevu ney d]fiernngﬁh ameng variants
it is esseutfal to consider the effect of linguistic environment as
well as social VdTlathu.

Wol fram's work reinfdrccs many of the conclusiouns that Labov has
independently come to in his rescarch in New York, suggesting that there
is considerable uniformity in the patterning of Black English in large,
Northern metropolitan afeas. Wolfram's limited sample (48 informanté),

however, needs extension, particularly in order to validify his con-

clusions about age, sex, and racial isolation. Statistical sophisti-

cation is also lacking in some of his conclusions based on quantitative

differences. TFinally, the functional reasons for certain types of dif-

ferences, although important, aré-not examined., TFor exawple, is the
pattern of sex differentiation due to different types of contact situ-
ations that males and females have with the socially superordinate

white community (e.g. female domestics working in close contact with

middle-class white females) or is this an indigenous behavioral character-

istic of the Négro'commuhity (e.g. the use of socially stigmatized forws

is a symbol of masculinity)?
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Fasold's resea rch in PasnlnoLon, D.C. curvently includes a study

of the social erat1£1Cdt10n of svee;h in Lhe Negro corgmity and the

erucLu1a1 descrlpulon of various features of Black English.  Recently
Fasold (1970) has expllcated one of‘the crucial issues for the repre-

sentation of sociolinguistic lnformatlon £rom a linguistic persnectlve,

namely, "implicational analysls,"
B A
of the two. The former approach deals witli the implication of the

”flequency analysis or a combination

presence of certain socially Eiagndstic linguistic features for the
pfesence/absence of others (cf. ﬁECamp 1969}; frequency Qnalysis
involves the variability of l%hguistic featufes as they relate to
social class (cﬁ) Labov ct al 1968), and the combination of the two
approaches used Lhe statistical method of "factor anal\SLs to deal
both with the flcquenyy of occurrence and the co~-occurrence r? stric-
tions of varlaqu (cf. Ma and LLT&SIMChUL). In lnchLLgaang‘LnGSL
various approaches, Fasold suggests,that‘the more‘qqeﬁuate:apﬁroach
is probably the one that can mos t feadily incorporate Ehe'insights of
the other. He concludes that frequenéy analysis can incorporate the
insights of continuum analysis by simply including an "invariance

category,"

whereas continuum ana}yéis must, arbitrarily assign any
observed variability between f{eatures into binary catcgories. IHe
submits tﬁat the third appreach, that of CLmbining continuum and fre-
quency approaches via factor analysis is the least revealing because it
only. leads to groupings Lhat already are obv10us. Also, there is no
apparent way to lncorporate factor analysnb into llngux LlC theery.

It appears, however, that Fasold has dlsmlqsed the thru alLelnarlve
too lightly. Theoretically, it holds the potential to reveal less
than obvious continuum sets, and to validate apparentfgroupings. If
it then proves to bé valid, it is the task of linguistic theory to
incorporate this cohcept.

Another i@portant area currently being investigated by Roger Shuy
and colleagues‘is that of the relation between white southern and
Negro speéch of comparable socio-economic classes, based on data from
Holmes County, Mississippi. Although still ;t a preliminary ‘stage of
analysis, it is hoped that these data will reveal concrete answers to

the controversy of Negro/white speech differences in the deep South.
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‘Oné recent study of Kegro speech in the- South has been conducred
by Anshen (1969). TFollowing up an earlier study of the sociolinguistic
e parameters of a Piedmont community by Levine and Crockett (cf. p. 114),
Anshen investigated four phonological variables of the Negro community

in Hillsborough, North Carolina: ing, postvocalic r, wordrinitial dh

N

and th. Several major‘génclusioqs are arrived at. First, it is shown
i that: there ave regql§F Patterus of sociolinguistic variation typical of
pattérns found in'dthé;‘communities. Thus, thémhighef‘thq education

(but not necessarily the occupation, -because Qf‘the job oppdrtunitie;
for Negr&es in Cthe South, the more standard-like the spcech; females
tend to approximate standard English norms more than males; older
speakers are generally more standard in their.3pcech than yourger
ones; stylisticpchanges"fcsult in changes in the fraquencies of variants.
Comparing_soﬁe of his data with that of the ¥hite communitcy studied by
Levine and Crockett, Anshen also concludes that tHe frequency diffgr-
cnces between scores for:Negroes and whites in this area suggest that
these two groups of speakerﬁw§§éak'different varieties of English.
However, since Anshen was liwited to the study of variables which have

< social significance for the general_American population his argumencs

are based only on qnantitatiﬁe evidence. A much stronger argument Ior

“different speech varietics could be made if'qualitatiﬁé di.iferences

were brqgght out. ' .

- Several dissertations recently -written at the University of Cali-
fornia at-Berkgley have dealt with selected aspects of Black English.
Henrie (1969) has studied the verb phrases‘of three lower-class black
kKindergarten children and compared them with two middle-class white
children as a "control" group. One ¢f the imnovative aspects of
Henrie's study was his téchnique for eliciting speech. First, he

.. . carefully constructed a‘numbef of stories of 5-15 sentences which
contained a%i the verb phrase forms and distribution of semantic
qualities of interest. Each sentence of the story, given in standard
English, was accompanied by a correspohding illustration, and these
illustrations were shown to the children as the sentences were taught
them.  Subsequently, they retold tHe stories and, according to Henrie,
this resulted in the productions of the child's own habitual speech

{5§\ patterns while meaning was held constant by the stories and accom-

panying illustrations.
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Black English from those which are simply age-related forms.
AP

k//)ﬁ

- The data were theréfore,ordered in two ways. Holding ﬁhe semantic
features coustant, each form!could be listed first as it appeared in
the input story,’then és was produced by the standard English control
shbjects, and finally as.it was produced by the Black English speaking
subjects. Holding major verb phfase forms cgnstant, the various
semanticﬁcombihations’attached to cach was tabulated and a dominant
meaning of ecach Black English form could de derived. The classification
and ordering of data made-it possible to (1) describe Elack Engfishi
traﬁslation equivalents for standard English verb phrase forms and the ,
range of possible meanings for Black Englisﬁ forms, (2) discover whethler -
el _
Black Inglish forms vary systematically in wmeaning from each other and/or

standard English forms, and (3) separate Black English forms specific” to

e

"The fluctuation between standard'EHglish and :Black English—iike
forms that Henrie finds among his lowver-class black informants matches
other quantitative studies of thc speeéh of,lowur;claés blacks. The
correlavion of verb forms with semantic_cuntexts also parallels other
studies of Black English with scveral impbrtant‘exceptions. One such
exception shows up in his analysis of "unconjugated Eﬁ“. ~He suggests
that the weening of bé (that is, those instances of be not derived

from underlying will or would he) is not nedessarily limited to an

habitual type of activity, as has sometimes been maintained (e.g.

Fasold 1969; Stewart 1967; Wolfram 1969). Another exception involves :
q ;
the absence of third person, singular present-tense -7 (e.g. He do). !

Whereas tpg analysis of Labov et al. (1968) and wWolfram (1969) maintain

that thqfe:is no deep structure difference relating to the absence of

-Z, Henrie_raises\xhis possigility. ~l-Some of the apparent exceptions

brought out by Henrie might be due to the fact that sewmantic context

is difficult to_codtrol even given the rigorous elicitation techniques

he has developed. If the sentences which "were taught to them'" actually

resulted in the production'of “the child's own habitual speech patterns',

we must-ask to what extent we can assume, the constancy of meaning.
Another Berkeley dissertation by Mitchell-Kernan describes a number

of features of Black English, based primarily on the speech of two adult

female informants. Although this des;;iptioﬁ is useful in observing the

§imilarities between Black English in different geographical regions, the

actual linguistic description does not go into the qualitative or
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quantitative detail that some of the other descyipcionsngo into. A wmajor
focus of Mitchell-Kernan's study, however, is the attemplt to give an
ethnographic description of szveral ritualistic types of spéech acts,

including signifying, marking, and loud-talking. She offers some useful

fml)

observations on the function ©»f thesc speech acts within the vernacular

comanunity,

ta

3 McKay (1969) offers a quite extensive description of severél
selected features of Black English bused on the spéech of an elderly

" Negro lady originally froﬁ:&gpisiana. The structures dealt with in-

clude negative sentences, féldtive{c&ause§,<existential sentences,

R direct questions, embedded guestions and fhdiredtvdiscoursé, ~An imﬁor:
tant aspect of McKay's study is the formalization of the standardrﬁngli%h
rules (in terms of generative transformational grammar) and the compari;
son of these rules with the rules that are needed to goenerate a grammar
for her informant, With respect to the comparison of rules, she concluded
that the two varfEFics share the same phrase structure rules, differing
'&ainly with respect to certain types of transiormational rules, The
Black English grammar contains many more deletion rules,

Since McKay's analysis is restricted to unstructured inforial
conversations with her infofmant, there are ghps'in the data with respect
to some of the cruciai aspects of her analysis. TFor example, in her
discussion of'negativcs, she coﬁciudcs_that Ehere are not sentences
containing only a negated indefinite subject and a negated post-ausiliary

indefinite. 7This means that a sentence such as Nobody s=aw her no more

is ungrammetical, Nobody cdidn't see her no more being the cxpected Bldck
English sentence. But we.db not know 1f the ungrammaticality of the former
sentence is due to a gap in the data (which is what we wmay suspeé} on the
.basis of other analyses af Black English) o; genuinely reflective of
underlying competence, Since there is no attempt at eliciting some of
.. the crucial structures for writing the rules, some of the conclusions
must be Very tenuous, Nonetheless, McKay'é study is a significant at-
tempt Lo formalize some of the rules of Black English vis-a-vis the rules
of standard Englisnh.

Although the above mentioned studies describe current wajor research

dealing.with the study of nonstandérd;dialects in the United States,

1. -
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there are several other studics gyat,can be mentioned bfiefly. We havé
already secn how the work of Ameéican'dialectclbgists waé one of the ;
carliest atfgmpts to;deal with social factors in linguistic diversity
.witﬁin linguistics. The more recent work of McPhavid and Austin (1967);
Pederson (19655 and Williamson (1961) indicates a continued interest in
this area. However, retention of Linguistic Atlas techniques, now
superseded by wore- sophisticated sociological and anthropblogﬁcél :eéhf
nidues, places such fesearch at a serious disadvantage. Tﬂéméontiﬁued
emphasis -on lexical items and phonology preclude a comprchensive strué-
tural descriptioﬁ of a nonstandard grammar. Current studies of social
dialects by dialectologists have also neglected the systematic natufe_
of variation fhat quantitative studies of variability reveal. Further- -
more, the apparent dfsintcresﬁ in the implications of such research for
flinguistic theory does not coinéid? with the directionxof current socio-
linguistic studies. ) % . v ‘
Therc are also several projects which can only be’ mentioned briefly
because of their iﬁcipient nature. Fraser and colleagues at the Lan-
_guage Rescarch Foundation arc presently beginning the‘description of
Child Black English in New York City, empleying the most .current in-

sights of theoretical linguistics. Fieldwork in this project however,

i '
i

has just begun.

The sociolinguistics aspect (there is also a pedegogical aspect)
of the stﬁdy by Legum, Williams and associates (1968), under the
auspices of the Southwest Regional Laboratory at Tnglewood is presently
conducting interviews with child peer groups in Watts. At thfs stage,
only the statement of the thdoretical linguistic and soclolinguistic
foundations of their resecarch is available and these are derived
mainly from Labov's researéh.

Finally,; the East Texas Dialect Projecﬁ, directed by Troike and
Galvan at the University of Tewxas (1968, 1969), has conducted inter-

ST views with over 200 informants in five communitiés-in'East Texas, repre-

senting different races, several socio-economic levels, and various age
groups. The interview involved the elicitation of free conversation
between a fieldworker and two informants. Preiiminary exploration has
.resultédrih'the'isolationan a number of different phonological and
grammatical variables for analysis, and the frequency of socially signifi-

cant variants is now being analyzed.

;
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III. Directions for Future Résearch

On the basis of our previous discussion of research projects, it

should be apparent that some,aspects of social dialects are being

studied thoroughly while others are neglected. It is therefore the

purpose of this section to summarize areas which have been iuvesti-
gated ;dequately and to suggest Lthe direction that future research
might take’® These can conveniently be di;cussed in terms of three
main areas: (1) field techniques, (2) descriptive studies, and

(3) theoretical issues.

1. Tield techniques. As was seen in the preceding section
q A g >

J y :
sociolinguistic field procedures by linguists have made rapid progress
within the last several years.  We now see that the design of field-

work and sampling procedures can give a reliable representation of the

‘sociolinguistic-parameters of a community (see, for example, Labov

1966a, Chaptex 6, or Shuy, Wolfrawm and Riley 1968, Chapter 2). Cur-
rent interview procedures have also dcveloped.accofding to social
science standards of interviewing (see Labov 1566, Chapter 5, or Shuy,
Wolfram and Riley 1968; Chapter 5-7, or Slobin 1967) so that many of
the criticisme of Pickford (1956) concerning the inadequacy of'the‘m
Linguistic Atlas fieldwork design are no longer applicable to current
sociolinguistic rescarch. Furthermore, elicitation procedures, par-
ticularly as related to stylistic variation, have made significant
advances following the insights of Labov (1966a, 1968).

There are, however, scveral areas in which further refinement of
research design can add to the validity and reliability of sociolinguis—
tic studies. With respect L0 sampling, we are still not certain of the
most efficient size. for a reliahie study of social dialects. What, for
example, is the minimal number of informants in each social "cell" for

the linguist to adequately characterize the linguistic behavior of that

_cell? Tt appears that linguistic behavioy is more uniform than some

other types of behavior investigated by séciologists so that we can
conceivably achieve reliability using a smaller sample than other types
of sociological surveys. 'Also, because of the detailed nafure of cer-
tain types of linguiétic analysis:;it is impractical to work with

samples the size of some sociological surveys. But we still do not
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kiiow what constitutes a minimally adequate representation for the study

of social dialects. One way of getting at such information would be

-

to take a reasonably large sample such as the Detroit Dialect StLdy
(which included over 700 interviews) and compare several linguistic
features using different sizes of subsamples within thelarge study'
to establish & minimal standard for a :eiiable sample. Information
of this type could determine the.most-efficient size of future sodial
dialect surveys. ‘

Another ayea where we lack adequate information concerns the' role
of the fieldworker in influencing the speech of informants. We suspect
Eﬁgf the race, sex, or social class of the interviewer might be impor-
tant conditioning factors with respect to speech, and there are several

studies which show such factors to correlate with speech vdriation

(e.g. Anshen 1969). But we still need an cxhaustive study of the rela-

tive importance of the'50cial chafacteristics of the interviewer. Tor
example, is the correlation between the race of the intervicwer and the
informant's sﬁeech variation simply a function oif race, oxr is it
actually more related to a person's ability to identify with the social
class of the informant, or, is it a combination of these? And, if such
corfelations_okist, do they affect all socially diagnostic 1inguistic
variables or only those on a more conscious level? These ave questions
about the interview which will suggest the relative importance of con-
trolling interviewer variables.. ‘ _

One area of_toﬁ priority for field techniques is the establishment
of elicitation procedures which can gét at judgments of the grammati-
cality of nonstandard structures apart from judgments about social
acceptability. The linguist's usual -procedure is to obtain a language
sample in order to determine the rules of the grammar and then directly
ask the native inforhant whether or not certain grammatical contrasts '
that he reconstructs from his rules are indeed significant in his lan-
guage (i.c. can they be generated by the ruies of his grammar?).. This
same procedure, however, cannot be used in dealing with the grammati-
cality of nonstandard sentences, since it is virtually impossible to get
such judgments isolated from social notions of acceptability (i.e. the

Miss Fiditch notion of '"correctness'"). Thus, for example, if a linguist

were to ask a ‘Black English informant if .a sentence such as Didn't nobody
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do nothing were acceptable, he is liable to have the informant reject
the sentence. BUt.we cannot be sure if the‘info:mant rejected the
senterce because it is not part of his competence or because of the
social stigmatization of the sentence. Ideally, this wight be over-
come by a linguisticaliy sophisticated pative speaker .of Black English.
However, in my experience, most linguistically sophisticated speakers
of Black English have also acquired standard English, and, in doing so,
have invariaﬁly lost gsensitivity to the grammatical boundaries of the
Black English vernacular, which are so important in establishing under-

lying competence. It is therefore imperative that we develop methods

fB; which we can get at the generative capacity of the Black English

grammar.rules. In order to do so, we must take advantage of more
: N
indirect wavs of getting at competence. One important way may be

through the developwment of different types of "

word games." TFor
example, Fasgld.(personal coumunication) has been cxperimoﬁting with
a sentence completion technique in which the informant is given a
stimulus sentence and asked to respend to the sentence on the basis
of a pattern which will determine whether or not the given feature'is
pres;nt‘in the underlying structure. Lo illustrate, consider whether
or not the underlying auxiliary have is an integral part ol the Black

English grammatical system. The informant is given a sentence such as

" They been there a long time, and asked to respond Lo this sentence by

compldting the response [ know Lthey . If the informant recs-

ponds by completing the sentence with have, we may be assured that there

is an underlying have; howevér,jif he responds by using another auxiliary
such as did, then he’probably does not have the underlying auxiliary
have. The establishment of such indirect techniques to gelt at competence
is important for future structural descriptions of the nonutandard gram-
matical systems. OFf course, one must be careful to use stimuli sentences
and patterns which are indigenous to the dialect; this makes familiarity
with the dialect a prerequisite. In developing procedures of this type,
linguistic fieldwork can probably profit mostly from elicitation tech-
niques for children (see Slobin, 1967; Menyuk 1969, Chapter 4) at

various acquisitional levels, but other new techniques will also have

|
to be established.
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Finally,. the linguist interested in the social parameters of lan-
guage is still unce;tainfabout the importance of statistical calcu-
lations in comparing the various quantitative-measurements that are
made. Both Labov (1968) and Wolfram (1969) rely heavily on quanti-
tative evidence, but neither uses tests to detérmine the statistical
significance of their quantitative differences. Linguists, because of
a tradition of qualitative analysis, tend to ignorg;stétistical cal-
culations. In justification we may say that some of the quantitative
differences are so prominent that statistical calculations are hardly
needequNID,Other cases, it is the establishment of the general direc-
tion of different frequency scores that is wmore important than the
significance between specific figures. Furthermore, the linguist
might claim that his data are far more regular and reproducable than
the type of data sociologists are used to analyzing via statistics.
But we may be arguing from naiveté. At any rate, the relative impor-
tance of statistics for sociolinguiétic study is an area which needs
careful research and explication. We must know in.what areas statistical
calculations are expecdient, what arcas they are questiosable and what
areas they are inapplicable.

2. Descriptive studies. As we noted in our descaription of current

reseérch projects, there are several aspects of social dialects in the
United States which have occupied the attention of linguists. Corres-
ponding to the popuiar focus on Negroes in the inner city, we have
witneésed a number of attempts to desé%ibe the grammatical and pliono-
logical structure of Black English, varying greatly in quality. Re-
search in New York, Detroit, Washington,'D:C.i and Watts scems to give
adequate representation of this dialect in the large urban areas,
especially because of the apparent similarity in the structure of
Black English in these areas. This is not to say that there are no
regional differenccs,lbut the overall structure of the dialect shows
striking similarities in these diffcrent locations. There are, of
course, -aspects of the dialect which have not been coverea in detail,
but the major features of the dialect can be derived by looking at the
various studies. One descriptive aspect which has not been covered in
any of these studies is intonation, yet most linguists agree that there
are substantial intonational differences. between Black English and

other varieties of English.
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The cérrelation of social class with linguistic vafiables in
large urban areas is also receiving an increasing amount of attention.
The reiationship of various parameters of social class have or are
currently being described for Xew York; Washington, D.C., Ch:cago;
Pittsburgh, and Fort Wayne, so that we are obtaining a representative
number of studies on language and social class.

There are, however, still a number of areas which have received
little or. no attenﬁion. In the preceding paragraph one can note that
the majority of studies of Black English fecus on large Northern areas.
We need adequate descriptive studies of Black English in both the rural
and urban South. ‘Such studies nus L be the first step in comparing the
linguistfc assimilation that tekes place when mass migration takes
place, as it did during the last fifty years among the Negro population.
Are Southern and Northern varieties of Black English essentially alike,
and, 1f not, in what ways do they diffexr? Only comprehensive studies
of the structure of Black English in selected areas of the South can
answer this cuestion. Such studies should preferably be selected to
represent different areas of the South, including'the coastal, central
inland, and deep South. .

In additiou ‘to the description of Black English in the South, we
‘also need comprehensive descriptive studies of nonstandard- Southern
white dialects. Although dialectologists have given us some indication
of the phonology and lexicon ¢f Southern white speech, the grammatical
structure is lacking. As was suggesecd for the study of Black English
in the Soeth, several areas should be included, representing Appalachia,
the deep South, and Atlantic coast regfons. Descriptive studies of
this type can help us resolve the cbptroversy over the exact relation-
ship betweeﬁ the speech of Southern whites and Negroes of comparable
socio-economic classes.

Descriptions of the correlation of sociéiMand linguistic variables
have also focused on Northern metropolitaﬁ areas. DBul there are impor-
tant reasons why these should be extended to cover several areas of the
South. Some Southern regional features have apparently only taken on

\ social significance in the North because of their association with '
ethnicity and social class in the North. By contrast, there are other
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features which have social significance regardless of the geographical
region in the United States (a distinction between what I have called

"aeneral' and "particular" social significance). Careful studies of the

social significance of linguistic variables in the South 2an help us

sharpen our understanding of the interaction of geographical and social
factors in sbeech. Furthermore, such studies can lead us to general
conclusions about the nature of sociclinguistic variation in the United
States. ’

“Another area of great importance for descriptive studies is that
of age-grading. Eﬂé importance of observing age levels in speech .
amount of descriptiye study has been sparse. Recently Stewart (1968) and
Dillard (1967) have suggested that an accurate picturc of the nature of
Black English cannot be studied apart from a description of age-grading
within the Black community. Loban's (1966) longitudinal study of children
in California hints at crucial ape differences, but his taxonomy and

linguistic orientation would be unacceptable from the viewpoint of the

_linguist.

Studies of age-grading should not be confused with the description
of language acquisition, which s an area for descriptive studics in its
own right, as we sghall shortfy sce. Age-grade studies should start with
the earliest post-acquisitional period (6-8)., The age level when sen-
sitivity to the social conscquences of speech behavioy starts to apppoﬁi—
mate adult norms (according to Labov (1965b:91), this is about agg-ié or
15) is of extreme importance for the linguist. -

The speech of tecn-agefs is, of course, simply one aspect of their’
behavioral response to the adult world which can give us invaluable in-
formation. Such studies, though, cannot be separated, from peer group
norms, so that such studies must concentrate on peer groups. .

Acquisitional studies of nonstandard dialects arc also needed for
cross-cultural inQestigation.. But such studies must be related to non-
standard norms, a condition which some acquisitional studies have not
observed:” TFor example, the vauisition of £ and © by speakers of

Black English must be related to the function of these units within the

vernacular (e.g. /£/ in final position being the -Black English adult
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norﬁ). To do otherwise can only lead to some of the fallacious con-
clusions Lhat we have already diséussed in Part I of this report.
This is not to say that'a comparative study of nonstandard speech
patterns and certain stages of acquisitioﬁ for standard EnglishA
speakers'shodldJﬁat be undertaken. In fact, we neced such studies

to show us the ways in which nonstandard dialects are similar and

‘different from certain stages in language acquisition. For example,

we observe that copula absence occurs in Black English and also at
a cértain stage of lagguage acquisition for all children, or we ob-
serve that the_f[@ ;ontrast, one of the laét phonological contrasts to
be acquired by standard English speakers, is characteristic of Black
English in certain positions. We need to know in precisely what ways
these features function similarly and in what ways differently. Such
studies must serve as the basis for disputing claims that Black English
indicates a relation to retarded standard English language acquisition.
Finally, we need more data on the role of sex’ in language. Most
laymen will readily admit to differences in speech related to sex, but
few comprehensive studies have dealt with the topic (perhaps due Lo
our failure to view the familiar as unfamiliar). “The studies by
Fisher,(l958); Shuy, Wolfram and Riley (1967), Labov (1966) and Wolfram
(1969) give evidence that this is a fruitful area for descriptive
studies in the Unite . States, but we need scveral exhaustive analyses
showing us the exact ways in which sex differentiation conditions speech

behavior across different social groups.

3. Theoretical issues. Although the cexplication of theoretical
issues 1is inevitably related to descriptive studies, we may cautiously
isolate several outstanding iséues which current research on social
dialects raises for the linguist, There are, of course, many issues
which present studies are also raising for sociologists (e.g. the dis--
creteness of social classes, definition of social roles, etc.) and/or

anthropologists, but in this discussion we shall limit ourselves to

those problems which deal with central issues in theoretical linguistics.

Perhaps the outstanding problem for the linguist dealing with
sociolinguistic variation in language is the way in which observed lin-
guistic variation can be accounted for in a linguistic model of des-

cription.; Linguistic models of language description are all based on
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discrete oppegitions as opposed Lo gradience or probability. The question,
then, is, do we adopt linguistic models to account for svstewmatic vari-
ation (i.e., variation conditioned by social or indepéndent linguistic

variables), do we "manipulate'" the data in such a way as tc f£it into

the existing framework of linguistic descriptions, or do we describe

it apart frem any‘descriptive model of language cowmpetence -- a particu-
lar type of performance model?

Labov has suggested that regular and uniform structuring of vari-
ation is an integral part of language competence whereas DeCamp (1969:1)
has insisted that Labov's gradience is an empirical observation of super-
ficial phenomena which can be accounted for by a “combination of discrete
oppositions (cf. Fourier analysis of wave phenomena) followed by curve ~
smoothing". Deéﬁitc DeCamp's dismissal of Labov's contention, one must
recognize the potential that Labov's variable rule has for linguistic
descriptions, Further experimentation with this concept has jmportant
implications for the assumption of categoricality in current linguistic
models. With reference Lo currvent models, we wmust alsc ask if there is
one current generative model (e.g. transformational versus stratifi-
cational) in which gradience can be incorporvated merc econemically than
another. Such a question may give us some indication of the explanatory
adequacy of grammatical descriptions. We must also investigate to what
extent descriptive models might account fof‘other types of structured
social factors conditioning language choice. Can we, for example, expect
and/or demand that a linguistic model incorporate context-sensitive rules
whose environment is stated in terms of extra-linguistic factors. Such
types of questions that are raised by soclolinguistic investigations can
cause the linguist to reexamine his assumptibhs concerning language -as
CODE and BEHAVIOR.

Another area in which current sociolinguistic research may affect
theoretical models of language description concerns the extent Lo whicb
a description can encompass more than an idolect, The traditional
approach of the linguist is to describe the linguistic competence of a
single speaker as representative of a given variety of the language. ‘
Certain attempts Lo acéount for dialect differences by the incorporation

of "correspondence' type formalization have been tried (e.g. Cochiranec's
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. attempt to formalize Weinreich's diasystem (1959), but their focus on
surface realizationé make such attempts descriptively inadequate.
‘Recently, in the work of C.J. Bailey (1968, 1969), a more rigorous
é; _ attempt has been made to account for different varvieties of a language
from a generative view of language. Dailey has proposed that it is
possible to éive one underlying reéfgsentation for all dialects of a
given lénguage, the difference between dialects being manifested in
the ﬁpplicability/non-applicability of certain rules. Bailey's
”pandialectal“ grammar would have rules in their least general form
and their marked order, since the more general forms and the unmarked
order could be predicted from the cther. The first question we must
investigate is the Feasibility of such an approach for social dialects.
And, if such an approach is justifiable, what about varietics of English
where diffefent underlying-structures would be motivated on independent
grounds?  Does one sacrifice independent motivatcion for "overall' des-

criptive adeguacy or are such varieties de facto exciuded as different

languages? Ultimately, future désc;iptivc statements of social dislects

which deallwith this matter can give the linguist infermation about the

nature of dialect differences with respect to the surface and underxlying
(, forms of a language.

. Aifurther area for the theoretical linguist deals with differences
bétween several types of language situations. As was mentioned carlier,
there are apparent similarities between the form used by children on
certain levels of acquisition in standard Fnglish and nonstandard forms.
fr may also be noted that in pidginization, certain modifications in a
language may arise which also show simiiarities to levels of acquisition.
Furthermore, in language interference of certain types there is an ap-
proximation of some adaptations that take place in pidginization. Assum-
ing (and only descriptive studies can tell us if our assumption is
correct or not) that there are similarities between these many types of
language "modifications," it does not appéar that such similaritics
would be accidental, We must ask if rhere is something inherent within
a language system which "predisposes certain types of features for modi-

. fication" in situarions such as acquisition, pidginization and inter-

ference. To what extent may we generalize and say that certain aspects’
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of a language are predisposed for-modification (e.g. because of “‘re-
dundancy'" or "functional lead")? What aspects may be universal and
what ones language-specifid? The relation of research to this theoreti-
cal problem may give us important clues to universal traits of social
dialects with relation to linguistic structure.

In addition to the broad theoretical issues raised above, there
are more specific issues which Future sociolinguistic research can
help answer. Scveral of the outstanding issues are as follows:

(1) What is the role of social factors in'historical language
éhange? What implications do they have for speeding up and
retarding change and how do such processes operate? (Sec
fupthef answers to the problew, Labov (1966) and Anshen
(1969) in bibliography.)

" (2) llow does dialect mixture between social dialects contrast
and compare with "inherent variability within a system?
Related to this is the question of how overlapping systoems
may operate in a speech community or within a siogle speaker.

(3) How does hypercorrection relate to the linguistic system?
That is, ‘to what cxtent can the type of hypercorreciion
and the extent of it bhe predicted on the basis of the
language and social system. ' .

(4) What can the study of social dialects tell us about receptive
and productive language competence? Does this apply to all
dialect differences or only certain structural categories?

Is it reciprocal between social dialects?

One could go on about the general and specific ihplications that
future research must have on current thenratical issues in linguistics.
What is ‘more important for the linguist, however, is a general approach
to sociolinguistics. Sociolinguistic research could simply be undpr—
stood Lo mean the description of correla?ions between linguistic'and

social factors, without reference to any implications that these might

have for theoretical problems in linguistics. Such studies,would,_nh

doubt, have great value for a number of reasons. But for the linguist,

sociolinguistic studies have greatest relevance when they are specifically .

designed to solve linguistic problems-through an investigatidn of social . .=

factors. See)
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This is not to gay that there is unanimous agreement among anthro-

pologists about the extent to which cultural relativity is

Q

philosophical, descriptive or methodnlogical prerequisite for
anthropological study. For an explication of some of the con-
troversy concerning cultural relativity, see Schmidt (1955).

Nida (1964:47) notes that the arbitrary character of linguistic
symbols refers to: (1) the arbitrary relationship between the

form of the symbol and the form of the referent, (2) the
ships between classes of symbols and classes of refercnts
(3) the relationship between classes of symbols and class
symbols.

relation-
, and
es of

One should be careful to note the distinction between “inter-
ference in conceptual devclopuent' and the Whorfian hypothesis,
which wmaintains that language categories predetermine particular

conceptualizations of the external world. 1In the former

case a

valne judgment is placed on the adoquauy of Loncoptualjxallon,

while the latter, no valuc judgment is made.

This sentence could, of course, be iaterpreted positively in a

context such as He didn't do just nothing; he was always

busy.

“ Usually, however, there is a strong stress on nothing Lo

this intention.

Although the notion of deep and surfuce structure in mode
guistics derived from the fnsights of transfoyrmational-ge

indicate

rm lin-
nerative

grammar, any generative model of language will be characterized by
the recognition of this dichotomy. For example, this notion is

implicit in stratificational grammair, although the serics
(i.e. how many levels) and the mode for relating levels (
gets from one level Lo another) may differ significantly
transformational-generative grammar.

It is interesting to note that a sample of language indic
cites as indicative of language competence (1965:1.99-200)

of steps
how one
from

es Bereiter
have

nothing to do with language. He consistently confuses the recog-

nition of logical operations with language development.

The different models for describing nonstandard dla]ecLs were

originally explicated by Cazden (1966).

By social class, T mean a group in a sbciety whose member
number of distinctive statuses in common and who, through
operation of these roles associated with these statuses,
an awareness of like traits aud interests as against the
traits and interests of other groups (Hoebel 1958:415)

To-say that there is a tendency toward language standardi

s hold a .
the

develop

unli ke

zation

in no way implies that there will be agreement on the establishment

of one standard language in a particular national setting.

may be competing languages for standardization, or consid
disagreement concerning a chosen standard.
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10. This fact does not imply that it is futile to “campaign' against
the misconceptions about the linguistic structure of nonstandard
dialects. Indeed, linguists can help clarify that the notion
of language standardization is a social phenomenon which has
nothing to do with the inherent linguistic sL1ucLu1e of the
language varieties involved

11. The report of current research only includes articles which were
brought to my attention through 1969.

12. Nonstandard dialects have, of course, always received incidental
attention in prescriptive English textbooks which point out
"incorrect" speech patterns to be avoided.

13. This choice is by no means accidental since most linguists agrce
that if there are any significant differences between Black English
and Standard English, they will be found in the verb system.

14. Although Labov includes Puerto Rican speech in his title, the actual
description is limited to the Puerto Ricans who ave integral members
of the Negro speech community.

15." This position does not preclude the pbs%ibility that historically,
* alternations may have been importations. It simply means that
from a synchronic standpoint, fluctuation is an inherent part of
the Black English systen.

16. 7These directions, no doubt, reflect the biases of the author.
However, many of these directions have becn discussed with
colleagues at one time or another, so that they represent more
than personal prefercnces.

17. Only by relating it to nonstandard norms can we have some indi-
cation of actual language retardation by a small minority of lower
- socio-economic class children. Current studies which utilize
Standard knglish norms of acquisition crroneously categorize a
majority of these children as being linguistically retarded (e case
of misconceived retardation).
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Response to "Social Dialects from a Linguistic Perspective”
o 1S

3

i

William J. Samarin
University of Torento
Toronto, Canada

Wolfram's virtue is that he kept to the terms of reference specified
for this colloquium. A discussant is not so severely constrained. Since
he camnot possibly evaluate the whole of a paper, he can approach the
topic with greater freedom.

My stance is therefore entirely different from Wolfram's and, curiously
enough, from that of everybody else as expressed at this meeting. 1In ap-
proaching the study of social dialects, I should like to hear answers Lo
the question, "Who are we?" T do not mean 'we lingu{sts,” although this
is that part of the colloquium devoted to the contribution that linguis-
tics might make to this study. What linguists, as linguists, are inten-
ested .in is not for us to discuss here. (Their problems are "linguistic"
ones, and there is much that one could say about what they can get out
of the study of social dialects to solve these academic problems.)

When I say 'we,"

I mean, specifically, the American people. Tor me,
thercfore, the answer to the question, "Who are we?" will be based, in
part at least, on linguistic data--in definigéhtﬁé languages we speak
and in describing who we are who speak them.

I start with an urbanized, industrialized, multi-ethnic, multi-
lingual, and multidialectal society. That is the macrosocicty. From
there we work down to the microsocieties, that is, the societies that
have prestige or no prestige, societies that are large or small, con-
spicuous or invisible ﬁo the others--but all somehow marked by the use
of characteristic forms of languages. These are the '"social dialects' '
of our nation, because, as defined by lalliday, they are found among

certain socially-defined users.

What Needs to be Done

What needs to be done is to disabuse ourseclves of the notion that
the most interesting or most typical-social dialects are those spoken

by the largest of :he "socially deprived" or "marginal' members of our
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macrosociety, especially those who speak some form of nonstandard English.
Equally worthy of investigation are the societies and the languages of
indigenous Americans (the Indians), of "Wew Americans' (immigrants of all
types), and of '"old Ameriéans” (like the Spanish-Americans, the chicanos).
‘ If these are accepted as social dialects, to say, as Wolfram has,
that nonstandard dialects have received little attention would-not be
entirely accurate. One need.only mention the studies on the English of
immigrant groups, for example; ana some studies, like those of Haugen
and Fishman are even Sociolinguistic'in nature. I wouldjlike to urge,
therefore, that this literature, vast bit not always of superior quality,
be incorporated in the comprehensive study of American society.’

What I am calling for is an examination of our “fences." 1In other
words, what kinds of languages are used in the definition of ethnicity,
of being chez soi? How is language (used herc in the broadest sense)
used symbolically to separate one ”béckyard” from another?

I shall suggest now the vature, if nothing morc, of the-answer to
that question. '

1. Wolfram deals with part of it. 1le discusses, from several points
of view, the structural correlates or signaid of social dialects. Pro-
sodics and paralinguistics might also be mentioned (sce, -for example, D.
Crystal).’ ihese‘are the linguistic markers, to use the tewmn linguistic
in a broad sense. This is like talking about the form of language.

.2. There is also- function in this nicely-argued dichotomy. low, in
other Words,.is language used by our different socicties? Differences in
function may bF as significant as--and, theoretically, cven more iwmportant
than——differeﬁces in form. That they are more subtle, hence less easily
studied, is n5 reason for our ignoring them. . '

As a matter of fact, there is implicit fecognition of functional
differences in some ‘descriptions of, for example, the Black Society.

.. "Sounding" and ”rapping” are Lwo examples, even though they may not be
the private property of our Black co-citizens. There are suggestions
in the present data that Blacks and other linguistic minorities may
differ significantly in characteristic uses of language. (Thercfore,
even if it were demonstrated that certain forms of Black English aré

indistihguishable from, say, "Southern White'" English, we would, on

Ed ].49"
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" the basis of such functional differences, have to isolate two kinds of
speech coumunities. Whether one wanted to call them "dialects' 1is
another matter.) There is, of course, no suggestion herc of any
a priori inferiority of one set of functions as compared witﬁ another.

3. Such a study ought to include the investigation of inter-
lingual contact. What happens when two languages confront each other
at some point in time? Whalt accommodations are made? It is incon- .
ceivable that speech is unaffected by the confrontation. (Does a Black
waiter modify his speech when:he serves an upper-class Black in an
expensive restaurant?) There will, I believe, be gestures of exploration,
fecelers put out to see how the other peréon will receive the changes.
Perhaps a diagnostic characteristic of socially inferior socicties is
that their speech has more fluctuation,.this itsclf'being a function of
practiced accommodati.on.

One way Lo approach this topic might be with the use of the concept
of stress or strain. In what way, for cxample, is-the language, as
,sﬁructure, of a nonstandard speaker undew strain? In what way and under
what conditions is the speaker as a uscr of the language under strain,
and how does it affect his performance? There is some evidence that a
"formal situation' constitutes such a context for many people, but the
data are still scanty and they have not been adequately formalized.

What I am calling for, then, is a typology of American language use.
It would, of course, include information about (a) “registers' (which
Halliday, again, defines as forms of speech that are correlated with
language use) and (b) genres of discourse. Do all of our societies have
the same kinds of registers? Are some registers and genres preferred
over others? What can be said about their status and frequency of
occurrence within that society?

- —~Cooperation Needed

A sociolfﬁguistic goal of the kind I am suggésting cannot be realized
by a group of people who narrowly define themselves as ''linguists.'" It
would need the help also of linguistically sensitive anthropologists and
sociologists. This is suggested by the problem of explaining why Black
women, even unmarried girls, are more sensitive to linguistic differences

between Black and Standard specch then wen are. Shuy has discussed this
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. matter, and Wolfram, in his present paper, wonders if male linguistic

conservatism is a symbol of masculinity among Blacks. Obviously, the
isolatien of cultural symbols is not within the domain of scientific
linguistics as many of its practitioners define it today. And when
Wolfram asks if a linguistic model should incorpprate context-sensitive
rules whose environment is stated in extra-linguistic factors, he must,
I think, necessarily ask,."Who will define these factors for us?" 1In
answering, "The social anthropologist or someone like him," I would
only be repeating what many have said before.me. Finally, we must
acknowledge that our language teachers (students of "Miss Fiditch"
though they often are) and students of literature may teach us some-
thing about the use of language in the United States. We woula‘do
well to follow the example of Erving Goffmqﬁ;ﬂhhc has used novels and

etiquette manuals to study the structure oé human behavior.

Tﬁe Consequaences

/  The sociolinguistic study of American society (notice how I avoid
éaying "the study of American social dialects'") from the point of view
suggested here would have several consequences.

Fipgt, it would provide us with better means to evaluate the
"adequacy' of American languages. Perhaps it can be demonstrated, for
example, tﬁat, given the ecology of our kind of urbanizéd nation, a
microsociety can no wore afford the luxury of its own language than
traditional farmers in India can refuse wodern tools and fertilizers.
The linguistic situation could be lookéd_at in terms of adaptation and
survival (as Hymes has suggested). TFor example, Spanish-Americans are
at some disadvantage without an abundant iiterature in Spanish--unless
its function be only to mark the society's discontinuity with "Anglo"
society. We must theréfore see Wolfram's reminder of linguistic

doctrine (that "all language systems arc perfectly adequate as com-

municative systems for the members of the social grbup”) in its
historical, not scientific, context; as a cabeat‘against people who
look down on, for example, Black speech because it is spéken by Blacks.
Perhaps jet aircraft provides a better analogy than farmers: they are.
marvelous instruments, but they need adequate facilities for Béing

launched.
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Secondly, we might also learn that although the linguistic systems

of some societies are equivalent, Lhe people themselves show different

kinds of skill in their uses. If it is clear, for ecxample, that work-

ing class people show less skill in organizing narrative discourse, as

some have claimed (Schatzman and Strauss), they might be better at writing

poetry or drama, for all we know. Perhaps our measurements of linguistic

skills preclude the demonstration of skills that are not favored by our

middle-class, analytically-oriented society (as R. Coben would suggest).
Thirdly, such a study might make us more sensitive to differences

in the social meaning of language use. As responsible participants in

our macrosociety, we must be aware of--and we must wmake others aware

of--the social consequences of language use., This kind of information

must be accessible to all Americans.

A Tlumanistic Point of View

The kinds of projects and problems I have mentioned in these few

remarks are linguistic in nature, not only because the subject is speech

.but also because it is the discipline of linguistics that is most com-

petent to study them. They are, howeveyr, something else. They are human
problems. ‘fhey touch on human self-identity, on aspirations, on hopes
for self-fulfillment. Touching language is touching wan deep inside him.
This is why lingunistics, when it studics social dialects, becomes human-
istic. And its outcome is likewisc humaniétic: it leads to self~
understanding, respect, and humility. Whatever wmight be the political
and economic imperatives of a modern nation, they must not subjugate the
people who make up the nation. The structure is built, after all, with

blocks of humanity, and language is only its mortar.
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Statement of Problem

'

With the increased interest and concern with the culturally differ~
ent student in the early and mid-sixties, therc came an increased call
for materials to teach standard English to speakers of nonstandard dia-
leéts. Tunding from_fedefal and local governments and {rom private
_sources uﬁderwrote some materials'dcvelopment projects, and individuals
and groups began to write materials without the assistance of special
funding. Throughout the codhtry, pedple were éxperimenting with various
pedagogical approaches, and they were producing waterials. But there
has been no way of determining what has been done in the way“df materials
development. ' '

One materials development project might have been unaware of the
work of other similar groups. Schools wishing to locate materials for
their own use were unaware of the products of the development projects.
Thgfe does not scowm to be any procedure for disseminating information
aboul materials development. There has heen some exchange of infor-
mation at national mectings, and the professional journals have carried
articles about aspects ol teaching methodology and materials develop-
ment. From time to Ltime, one comes across a reference to a set of
materials, but this is an irregular and chauce event. There is no
source for information about materials, either projcéts that are experi-
menting with materials or projects that are producing materials. There
does not seem Lo be a reluctance to share ideas and materials; there o
seems Lo be no way -to do this. ‘

Without the means for sharing ideas or even of deterwining who
might be doing what or where, many people turned out materials in iso-
lation. The isolation was not due to a lack of awareness of the class-
room situation (although this may have been true in some-cases); it was
due more to the ignorance of the approaches and premises of other
materials writers. This isolation was further aggravated by the in-
ability of pgople to obtain copies of what had already been produced,
Very often a;school‘system would turn out lessons for use within the

: ! . . . : . .
system: the materials would be written, tried out, and distributed
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throughout the system. But what about the educators in the next city

or across the country who faced the same teaching problems? How could

" they obtain copies either for use in their classes or for study to

determine what others had found worthwhile?

Tor the most part, materials development has been done in various
parts of the country.without much knowledge of other similar under-
takings -- other than the knowledge that such projects have been under-
taken. In such a situation it is reasonable to find some duplication of
effort: wuch of the recent recognition of nonstandard dialects and their
study has come from linguists, and it is reasonable to expect that their
recoﬁmendations and descriptions might influence pedagogical strategies.

This survey was begun as an answer to this problem of not knowing '
what is available. We wished to locate available materials and to
determine their éontents and approaches to the problem of teaching oral

standard English to speakers of nonstandard dialects of English.

Strategies for Locating and Securing Materials

The staff of the Sociolinguistics Program at the Center for Applied
Linguistics has been involved for several years in linguistic research
on the language of culturally-different children and on the.application
of linguistic findings to pedagogical problems. Because of this in-
volvement, we have been familiar with wmany of the people in the field.
It is this fahiliarity that formed the basis for the search.

Lettér-writiug was the principal means of locating materials.
Approximately 115 letters were sent to individuals and publishers.

These were (1) people we knew in the field, (2) sources recommended by

-others personally or in answers to our letters, and (3) people mentioned

in research reports or in articles in professional journals. Occasionally,

a member of the Sociolinguistics Program staff would find a reference
through personal contact at a conference or other meeting: these people
also received letters. The Center for Appl&ed Linguistics has a clearing-
house for Linguistic Research in Progress; this inventory was also combed
for bbtential sources. Of the letters sent, about 70 brought responses.
The responses were oJ several kinds: (1) statements that no materials

development was in progress or had been done, (2) enclosures of research
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reports (often dealing with materiélé development), and (3) enclosures
of materials or information where the materials could be obtained.
There were relatively few responses of the last type, but most of these
people were very cooperative in providing samples of their materials
for our inventory.
One other way of uncovering materials was used: the book displays
at the convention of the National Council of Teachers of English. It
was reasoned that, if any materials were available commercially, the
commercial distributor or publishers would show them at this national
meeting of English teachers from public and private schools and from
all levels from pre-school to graduate programs. In order to cover the
book displays, we spent one-half of a day going to every display booth
that might conceivably yield materials of the type we were trying to
locate. This part of the search yielded only 3 sets of matevials. The
publishers were very cooperative in furnishing us copies of the materials?
This surVey may suffer from the same underlying weakness that
prompted the search: how do wé know when we have exhausted the field?
Might we not tuin up yet anoiher set of materials tomorrow? This is a
difficult problem, and, although we think that we have covered the field,

there is always the possibility of coming across one more set of materials,

The Object of the Search (the kinds of materials)

. This survey includes materials to teach standard English to épeakers
of nonstandard dialects of English. .There is no implication that it is
not importanE to determine what has been done in other areas of English
pedagogy, but it is necessary to delimiﬁ an area. The search has been
restricted to materials that are:

1. 1Intended to teach oral standard English. One may also wish
to do a survey of tﬁe materials(to~teach reading to speakers of non-
standard dialects (another survey being done at the Center for Applied
Linguistics will include such materials), but it does not come under
the cover of this particular research,

2. Directed to native speakers of English. One may and should
be concerned with culturally diffefent students who do not speak English
of any kind, but thig area is not covered in Lﬁis sﬁrve&. (There is no

""degree of difference'"; that

intention to open the controversial area of
is, the amcount of understanding between a speaker of a nonstandard dialect

of English and a speaker of standard English.)
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0f the wmeterials included in our inventory, the objective is usually
clear. It is not always so clear what the student population is. 1In all

cases, the authors'

statements, when available, have been used in making
the .above two discriminations. When not available, we have madz the
decisions on the basis of whatever clues we could discover.

The inventory of materials is shown in Appendix I. A preliminary
inventory (April 1, 1970) was sent oul to the authors included, so that
they would have the opportunity to review Lthe classification and correct
the brief annotations. About threé—fourths fesponded; the changes have

2
.

been incorporated in the listing

Critique

It is difficult to determine the effectiveness of a teaching program

" from reading it; a trial with studeuts is necessary. We cannol examine

the materials in our inventery and state with precise acéuracy which are
good and-which are not. What we can do i% describe what has been done
in materials development: Where are we now that many different pecople
heve set about developing materials to teach standard English? What are
the linguistic and peddgogical premises that have been incorﬁorated into
the materials? Since wmost of the materials we have gathered have gone
beyond the first experimental draft, it is reasonable to assume that the
developers have been satisfied with them to a certain degree. It might
be more to the point to ask the following questions: With what have the
materials developers become satisfiedélvwhat have they found to be useful
with teachers and students? It is to answer Lthese questions that we
undertook the work described below. -

In thinking about procedures for describing the materials, we decided
that we would need an objective way of guiding our examination. It would
not be fruitful to examine the materials to see what we could find. It
seemed better to structure the examination in order to determine what
had been done, without the danger of introducing extraneous elements of
personal valuation. We wére interested in having an instrument that
would guide examination. The items or queétions in the instrument should
be such that no guessiﬁg or'intuiting;would be necessary in applying the
structured form to the, program under examination., A question we alwavs

had in mind was: What can we reasonably' look for in a set of materials
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so that presence, abéencg or description could be noted without the
addition of subjective fhterprefation by the describer?

In order to create this instrument, several meetings of consultants
wvere held at the Center for Applied Linguistics. The first neeting was
held on April 25, 1970. The purpose of this meeting was to determine
what types of information should be and could be gotten from a set of
materials. The participants were: -

1. Mary Galvan, Texas Education Agency

2. Douglass Gordon, Washington, D.C. public schools

3. Jane Torrey, Départmeht of Psychology, Connecticut College

4. Ronald Wardhaugh, English Language Institute, University of

Michigan B
5. Irwin FFeigenbaum, Sociolinguistics Program, Center for Applied
Linguistics‘ _
The meeting was relatively informal, with discussion of the types of
information to be looked for and of specific questions that should be
asked. ‘
The second meeting was held on April 30. This meeting had only
three people. Tts purpose was to.order the elements that had come f£rom
the meeting of April 25.  The participants were:
1. Catherine Garvey, The Center for Study of Social Organization
of Schools, The Johns Hopkins University

-2, Patricia Johansen, Psvcholinguistics Program, Center forl
Applied Linguistics

3. Irwin Feigenbaum, Sociolinguistics Program, Center for Applied
Linguistics

The third meeting was intended as a trial of the tentative outline/

questionnaire that was organized at the meeting of April 30. A six-page
v !

document had been turned out, and it seemed Lo be inclusive, but, in

order to determine how well it covered the ground and how easy it was

. - Lo use and how well it provided for guided, objective examination of a

. AYRVAY . . . . .
~-§6 e 0f materials, the third meeting was held. This meeting was held on

May 9. The participants were:
1., Peggy Booth, Tanguage in Education Program, Center for
Applied Linguistics .

2. Doris Gillespie, Pontiac, Michigan Board of Education
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3. Douglass Gordon, Washington, D.C. public schools
4, Thelma Montgomery, Washington, D.C; public schools
Jane Torrey, Department of PSychology; Cénnecticut College
6. Irwin Feigenbaum, Sociolinguistics Program, Center fer
Applied Linguistics

On May 9, the questionnaire/outline was tried two ways, First,
each of the participants examined one set of materials from our inventory,
using tﬁe outline/questionnaire %or guidance. They were to look at the
document in order to determine (1) whether the items could be answered
from the materials they had, without guessing; (2) to decide whether
the document told them all they wanted to know about the set; and (3)
whether the document provided for a good expoxition of the wmaterials.
This activity occupied about half of the day. The second part of the
day was spent in examining the dbcument,rwith each of the participants
using the same set of wmaterials. TFor this purpose, we had secured'sixv
copies of one of the sets of materials (essentially a book); each of
the six participéﬁts had one copy. We were interested in.determininé
how uniform the.responses would bé with six people using the outline/
questionnaire on the same program. At the end of this session,“we wWere
satisfied that our document was useable aé‘d tool to guide the exam-
ination and description of a teaching prog}am%

One could apply the document to each of the programs we had secured
(some” of the programs would have to be excluded since the samples we
have é;e so scant that it would be unfair and unrevealing to subject
them to the'scrutiny of the document)., It i's not our intention to give
such a detailed description of the materials we have gathercd. The
document will be used as a framework for discussing the general field
of materials to teach standard English, that is, whefc we now are,

The document will, howe&er, be applied to two of the more typical sets
to reveal in some detail the direction that ﬁaterials dcevelopment has

taken%

The Outline/Questionnaire

. )
The document has six wmain divisions? They are:
1. Administration
2. Objectives, Tests, Evaluation

3. Content
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4. Pedagogy

5. Quality control

6. Affect
These six divisions provide a full description of a course of study.
Whether & program consists of a single book for the teacher or contains
student books and sophisticated audio-visual aids, it can be examined
from these six viewpoints. There is no implication that any question
answered 'mo'" or 'mo information available' indicates that the program
is inferior: the objectives will have influenced the development of the
program. However, with the instrument one can more readily see the
features of a program in the larger context of a fuller instructional
program.

Overlap occurs. There did not seem to be any convenient way Lo
avoid overlap since the same question may bear on more than one area
in describing a set of wmaterials. Although the document is:inot used
as 2 means of exhaustively describing all the materials in our inventory,

it could be used in that way, and, in using it that way, one could have

" a reasonable description of any given program seen from one or several

of the six areas.

Adwinistration. The first of the six sections of the outline/

~questionnaire is called "administration"; it is meant to provide infor-

mation about the more mechanical aspects of use of the program.- - It is

divided into thrce pafts: materials; students and teacher; and classroom. -
Under "materials", there\is-a'description of the entire instruc-

tional program. This is called the 'package". Our description is limited

in that we have been able to discuss only what we have received or what we

know exists in the package. ‘Often there is a clear statement of the com-

ponents; other times we have had to restrict ourselves to the materials

on hand.

The most common form of‘paékage is the teacher's manual, Approx-
imatély half of the packages consist of only a manual. Apparently there
is the feeling that, since the instruction is in oral language, written
material for the students is not necessary or is unwanted. The two
elementary—levei packéges that do include student books provide es-

sentially pictures for the students. Three of the elementary-level
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-packages include .tapes: two have audio tapes, and one has teletapes.

On the secondary level, two packages have student books. One of these

is a program which covers both reading and oral skill development,

and it is reasonable to expect student books. ‘The other package has

a student workbook for use with the accompanying tapes. This package

and one other have audio tapes. Two of the packages on the adult level

have audio tapes with accompanying student books; one package has records.
Mdst of the programs have been produced by special materials develop-

ment groups working in or closely with a school system. A few of them

have been produced by individuals working alone, that is, not as part of

a- special marerials development effort. Ceograpnically, the programs

come from arcas from Hawaii to Florida, and it is not unexpected that

most of the projects were located in large metropolitan areas. Approx-

imately one-third of the programs are available commercially. Many of

the programs were Lurned out by a particulanr school system for use in

the system, without any thought teo use outside the éystem. For this
redson, they are very difficult to obtain even after they have been
located. The developers come frow a wide range of backgrounds: English-
as-a-sccond language, specech, linguistics, psychology, and education.
The materials we have gathered fall very conveniently into the
three gfoups shown in the listing in Appendix 1. With the exception of
thé materials produced by the Philadelphia School System (which covers
the range from early elementaty school through the twelfth grade), the
programs group at the beginning of each of the three divisions of ﬁriv
mary, secondary, and adult; that is, the primary materials are for
students in kindergarten, in kindergarten and first grade, ipn kinder-
garten through third grade, in kindergarten through fourth grade, or
fér students who are five Lo seven years old. Several of the programs
do not specify grade or age;wbne'simply indicates '"primary." The
sécondary materials are for students in grades seven and eight (one of
these programs states a recding level of fourth to fifth grade -- the
only one Lo state reading level), in grades sevenland ten, or in grades
seven through twelve. The adult level materials are for beginning col-
lege students or for use in special training programs like business edu-.

~

caltion.
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The designation of student population by dialect shows the .same

types of difficulty that have faced the dialectologist in Uhe—ares—et—m""

sociolinguisticss There are problems of distinguishing standard and
nonstandard dialects, designating features of the dialects, and deter-
mining which standard and nonstandaxrd dialects fall together regionally

or by linguistic features. Four of the programs are for students who

speak one of the nonstandard dialects of English; the ‘mplication is

that, regardless of the nonstandard dialect, the materials are appli.-
cable. Two of the programs are for students who speak a local non-
standard dialect; one is for students who use the uneducated speech of

a pafticular region. One program is for students who habitually use
linguistic features outside the range of standard usage. One program

is for speakers of the Hawaii Islands Dialect, and five programs are
designed for black students who speak dialects that are not standard.
Few of the programs are meant for combined-groups of students who>speak
nonstandard dialects of English and students who do not speak English,
Onc such program has books for students whose native language is not
English and students who speak nonstandard dialects of English. This
same progrém'has a boek for Spanish-background children who have limited
control of standard English (which can be construed to cover both groups).
One program is for students who do not speak ﬁnglish or speak dialects
that offer significant structural competition with standard English§
This program and one that is for students whose native dialects differ
more o§“}9§§/§£gnificantly from standard Bnglish also present some,
problems of linguistic definition. One program that is for non-English
speaking students claims that it can be used to advantage with students
who speak nonstandard dialects. It is best not to comment further on
the relative appropriateness or correctness oqutafements about the
students' dialects. It is natural that the materials developers should
encounter the same types of trouble that dialectologists have faced in
their work.

Most of the programs describe the entering student's performance
linguistically. Several of the waterials for primary school students
are also concerned with cognitive development as it is related to the
students' ‘use of‘English. It is interesting to note that it is easy

to determine the academic field of the materials developers from the
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entering student performance they describe. Those from the field of
speech are concerned with pronunciation and production of speech sounds;
those from the field of linguistics are concerned with phonological and
grammatical patterns; and thos» who have worked with young children in
the early primary grades are also concerned with language as it is re-
lated to cognitive processes. This is not to imply that there are firm,
Ar lines between all the materials, but it is interesting to note

ifferent biases of the developers. All the materials seem to

assfime that all the students will go through the program, Only one indi-

cafes that any kind of diagnosis of problem areas is needed before the
stddents are put into the program. This program describes a very in-
forNal way that teachers can determine where the students are linguis-
tical V ne program, the Job Corps, has included a formalized testing
for diagnosis of student problems (if a student passes a part of the
test, he nced not go through the corresponding part of the program).

of the‘programs gathered, only one states special competencies
needed by the teacher: the teacher is expected to know the aural-oral
methodology of teaching foreign languages. Two programs include written
material addressed to the teacher, This material discusses various
techniques for teaching, especially the methodology of tecaching English
as a sccond language.

The programs differ in the amount of coutrol they exert over the
teacher's role in the instruction., The range is from extreme control
(in those programs that are entirely or partially self-instructional},
in which the teacher has no oplions in varying the instructiomn, through
moderate, in which the materials outline step-by-step presentatioﬁs
(or suggestions for presentations) but leave room for teacher-initiated
modification to meet the needs of the class to little control, in which
the teacher cfeates the activities from statewments of objectives aﬁd
suggestions. About half of the programs contain lists of source books
for further reading and study; most of these are only a few pages long.

Approximately half of the programs tell how much time is provided
in the instruction. This is done several different ways. One common
way is to state how many lessons to complete in a period of time, such

as a week. Another way is to say that the entire program will take a
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given period of time, such as a semester. A third way is to state that

cach lesson takes a given length of time and that so much time should
be devoted to the instruction per period o1 day.

Most of the programs rely on teacher-student interaction for the

.instruction. As might be expected, none of the materials for primary-

" school children is self-instructional. One set for secondary students

has a partially self-instructional presentation. But, on the adult
level, over half of the programs include self-instruction or self-
administration as all or as a principal part of the learning.

The type of interaction with the materials will influence the sgize

.of the groups for instruction. The self-instructional packages can be

used with individuals while the teaching that is teacher-student based
can be used with the entire class or with selected groups. About half
of the programs do not mention the problem of integrating the instruc-
tion into the frest of the currviculum. Of the few that do discuss this
problem, several different approaches are suggested. One is to call

the students' attention to the difference between what they have said
(in anothex part of the school day) and the way it is said in standard
English. Another wdy is Lo work in stories, poems, and songs in which
appear the features that were emphasized in the language instruction.

Two of the programs suggest activities like talks or research work in

.which the newly acquired skills can be practiced. 1In general, the ways

to reinforce the instruction and to provide carryover are left to the
creativity of the classroom teacher.

Objectives, Tests, Evaluation. The sccond section of the outline/

questionnaire includes the information about the accomplishment of the
instructional goals. The'first of the three sub-groupings provides
information about the objectives of the instruction and how they érc
stated. The second'sub-grouping includes information aboutl tests to
determine students' entering proficiency and ending proficiency. The
third sub-grouping provides information about the trial use of the pro-
gram, that is, how successful it has been in early trials.

Most of the materials to teach standard English state an objective;

some state several objectives. .The statements vary from very specific
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to relative1§ vague: one progfam has as an objective that the student
become sensitive to the standard patterns to the degree that he recog-
.nizes them in comparisoﬁ to his own and develops the facility of using
them on demand; another program wishes to provide the children with an
overall feeling for language patterns. Most of the statements are found
in introductory material addressed to the teacher; that is, the overall
goals are not inéiuded for the students. The most specific goals, Lhose
for each lesson or unit for example, are often listed in the student
version, too. Some of the materials include statements of overall goals
for the students. This is more ofteun Lrue in the programs for older
students.

All of the materials for secondary students and adults which do
specify goals, specify them in terms of acquisiticn of langzage skills;
however the statements are pul, they are concerned with the student's
acquisition of the standard language that is necessary for school or
business.h About half of the materials developed for primary school
students also stay with specifically linguistic statements; the rest
‘combine linguistic goals with deve]opmenf of coﬁccpts or other closely
related areas. Sometimes it is not clear simply from the statemcnts in
the book what-is to be leurnedi for example, what is to be learned from
a prdgram in which there is instruction iu the type of language that is
needed in the school setting? Is this a matter of substituting standard
forms for the nonstandard forms the students have mastered or is it a
matter of teaching how to put logical statements? Several of the pro-
grams are concerned with rcmediapiqn of speech deficiencies, . '

One program wishes Lo introduce verhal activitics coordinated with
motor, dramatic, and visual skills. Another is concerned with making up
for the lack of stimulation that the child has faced at home; this
methodology involves bombarding the students with stimulation needed for
developing language skills. When a program combines linguistic and.other
goals, it is not cleay whether this implies that the two must go Logether;
that is, whether it is necessary to combine concept development in con-
junction with the acquisition of standard English. The question of the
interconnection bétweeﬁ concept development and development of skill in
standard English can be scen in an interesting light: none of the mater-

ials for older students provides for concept development even to the
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extent of remedying whatever deficiencies the students may have retained

by dint of not having learned standard English in the early years of

. thei: education.

Only a few of the materials give any rationale, the reasoning that
led to the particular approach they have employed. The programs that

see the students' lack of stimulation as the cause of their problems

recommend bombardment. A program on the sccondary level maintains that,

in order for the students to become speakers of standard English in an
efficient manner, a structured, sequenced approach is needed. OQften
tﬁe rationale is implicit in the staﬁement.of the overall goals in so
far as that statement of goals indicates the peculiar outlook of the
materials developers: the outlook will come £rom the training of the
developers and will influence the way that they look at the problem and
the way that they see it is to bé handled.

Most of the statements of objectives are not phrascd so that measure-
ment of attainment can be easily achieved. On the gther hand, the

medasurement of attainment is much easier in those programs that state

"objectives for individual units or lessons, and the problem of deter-

mining objectives is not so difficult in those few programé Ehat include
tests in the package. Approxiﬁéicly one-third of the programs include
some testing, but, with the exception of the Job Corps program, very
little guidance is given for determining enteriung achievement of the
students. Most of thevtesting included in the packéges is in the form

of tests for progress through the program. One program has testing
associated with the final criteria for training in secretarial skills:

the evaluation of mastery of specific portions of the language iﬁstrucQ
tion is not included, but the test includes a job interview in wh{ch there
is an evaluation of the trainee's English.

It seems that those materials that depend almost entirely on pattern
practiée techniﬁues have, no testing, although it is clear from most of
them what their goals are. The self-instructional prograus includé
progress testing, but one of them does not allow the students to deter-
mine their 6wn progreés; the teacher must mark the progress tests. By
far,.the Job ‘Corps has the most comprehensive testing of all the programs.

About one-third of the programs do not mention a trial of any kind,

All the others indicate some sort of trial of the materials eithexr in

e
v
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the present form or in a different, earlier version. About half of this

number do not mention the existence of any report. Only one of the more

_easily obtainable packages mentions the existence of a report of an

earlier trial. The statement of version of the materials is found in
only a small number of the programs. Since wany of the materials develop-
ment projects operated for a limited time and since the object of the
projects was to Lurn out'a set of materialﬁ for a particular school
population, the'existence of more than one version was not foreseen.}
However, that the materials are available at all must indicate that the
developers were somewhat satisfied with the product. with the exception
of experimental lesson materials like the Torrey materials (which are not
generally available and were not meant: to be), all the other programs
have had some use with more than a few students.

Five of the programs had provisions for feedback included in the
workings of the instructional situation in which they were developed or
tried. One of them was tried by a regional educational laboratory; the

others were tried by the local school division or system involved in the

"development of the wmaterials. One set of materials includes a form for

the teacher to fill out to suggest changes and to give reactions. Anofher
set had invited student reacltions to the materials. This was & set for
use with adult students, but one wisheg that this had been done with
almost all the wmaterials developed, even those developed for use-with
primary school students. .

Content. This section of the questionnaire/outline provides infor-
mation about the content of the programs. The questions involve thel
material that -will be presented to the students as part. of the learning.
tasks. A general .indication of the contents of the programs can also
be observed in those questions dealing with their administration, but in
such cases the statements were more general. Under the contents, we are
interested in getting at the specific aspects of the material to face the
students. Although it might be possible to list exhaustively all the
features and the contents of the programs, we have decided not to do this-
but instead to indicate the types of content material. '

This section is divided into two parts, dedling with theftwo ma jor

subdivisions of content: the linguistic content and the nonlinguistic

-168-

L



- content. Although our principal interest is with the linguistic content,
;

overall shape of the program. The linguistic section gets at the features

it;'is important to consider the other content since it will influence the
that are taught to the students and also gets at the sociolinguistic con-
tent of the instruction. The nonlinguistic section includes the non-
linguistic content to be taught and the vehicle for presenting the instruc-
tion. v .

Three programs are concerned with teaching aspects of pronunciation,
usage or grammar, and vocabulary. All the other programs restrict them-
selves to dealing with only two or one of these three areas. Of the
three programs, two are-also designed forluse with primary students who

w——"do not speak English at all. 7The third is a college-level speech course.
One primary course dcais with "all the sounds of American English" and thé
vocabulary needed for successful school work. About ninc of the courses
deal with pronunciation and gramwmar; five with grammar only;bfour with
pronunciation alone. ' .

Over half of the programs do not mention how the/features BT\@he
programs were selected foxr inclusion. No source of information is given.
Three of the programs have relied gn the advicévof linguists. One of

_ the. programs was developed by a lyﬁguist/dhd it is-reasonable to assume

. / B

that he was responsible for the/éolection of features for his program.’
Two othex programs.relicdfg;maists;and guides furnished by linguists
who were not specifically consultants to the matevials development;
that is, the developers located lists in published documents that indi-

..cated differences between dialects. One program indicated that a group

—~-0f professional people was used in judging samples of speech, but there
is no indication of how the judges' ratings were interpreted into
features to be taught. The program to teach all the sounds of English
says that more time is 3pent on the troublesome ones. Similarly, another

program has selected '

“'social markers' to which unfavorable evaluative

connotations are often attached." This progrém has grouped the features
to be taught according to suggested groupings made by two linguists. '
The Hawaii program included the doing of a contrastive analysis which
was utilized in the laying out of the features to be taught. Two pro-

,- grams, those developed in Chicago and Pittsburgh, tell in detail how

H
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". decisions were made in selecting features Lo be taught. One program

treats the features of high frequency of occurrence, but we are not told
whether frequency is the only criterion utilized.

None of the programs indicates which oral stylés are employed, We
do not know whether rthis means that the authors were not aware of the
variations of oral styles_and the various styles of written English or
whetler this is simply an oversight in constructing the prefatory material
to the teacher's manuals. This is more likely an oversight.

Almost all the programs state that they are dealing

with ékaﬁaérd English and nonstandard English in terms of appropriateness

of dialect varying with the particular context i1n which the dialect is

used., The actual wording varies from "appropriate" dialects (which is

the most common terminology) to "alternate'" way of speaking to the
y y )k &

"bi-dialectal" approach. One primary program calls the children's dia-

- lect an inadequate verbal symbol system. Two adult programs treat the |

dialect as incorrect (as opposed to standard English, which is cowrect).
One of these two programs has introductory statements which indicate
that the authors were aware of the possibilit& of a second-dialect
approach, but instead they decided to adopt a remediation approach (for
reasons Lthat are explained in the rebort). ‘ ‘

About half of the primary prograuis also wisl to deal with expanding
the children's concepts. One adult program is part of a larger program
to teach business skills, and these other skills aré interwoven with the
language work. One other program; on the college-level, is also con-
cerned with Eeaching communication techniques; this is part of a speech
course for entering collegc’freshmen. »

Most of the programs have no special vehicle for the instruction.
From lesson Lo lesson, the.subject matter changes, but usually stays in
the general range of school activities and home life, things with»whicﬁ
the students are generally familiar. Four of the primary programs rely
heavily‘on_games and songs Lo carry the instruction although the subject
matter in these programs is also familiar. One program, which is multi-
sensory; relies on student participation in activities for reinforcement
of .the language materials that the students have learned, but the types
of activities are also of the 'general' type. One primary qrogram relies

on a continuing conversation with characters on the tapes as the theme
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. throughout the instruction. Another primary program, which includes
teletapes, has the same character appear throughout the lessons. One

secondary series relies on a science-fiction story that continues

ke,

throughout the book as a unifying theme. And the course in business

el

education uses this type of training to furnish a continuing theme.
Pedagogy. This section of the outline/questionnaire is meant to
provide information about the pedagogical strategics used in teaching
standard English. The two main divisions are "overall approach," which
provides a general description of the instruction, and "specific learn-

" which provides descriptions of some of the activities

ing activities,
used in the instruction. These activities are grouped by type in the
second division where they hdd.béen listed by typical order or by
prominence in the first division. The third division of this section

of the outline/questionnaire provides information about the pedagogical
uses of the students' dialect. Although it is not comparable in im-
portante to the other two divisions, it is worthwhile singling out this
aspect of the inecruction for speeial consideration since it is in this
area that we find one of the main differences between other types of
language instruction and second-dialect work. ’

Under the scction célled "overall approach”,.tWo tyﬁés of infor-"
mation are provided: the instructional methodology itself.and how the
mastery is to be carried over outside the instruction. On the clementary
level about one-third of the programs feétrict their activities to audio-
lingual methgﬁology; that is, pattérn practice with repetition. Of the
others, Lwo programs use Ssome audio—lingual methodology combined ﬁith
group games and other activities; two use repetition work combincd with
/ group games and activitiE§E"§nd two use language development and

verbalization activities. Although this division may seem arbitrarily:
to divide up the types of instruction, it is ihportant to remember that
the objectives of some of these programs are quite different, and, since
the objectives will influence the choice of type of instriction, quite
often the instructional me thodelogy found is the expected cone.

On the secondary level, about three-fourths of the programs rely
entirely on pattern praétice work. 1In this respeclt, many of the programs
look very much. alike. The few programs that do not rely entirely on ‘
,pattern practice use it quite extensively although they say that they
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have adapted it to this different situation. One of this latter-type
of program includes instruction in reading and composition as well as
~in oral «tandard English, and thevtypeé of instructional stratcgies are
numerous. One other program has many varied drills and exercises but
they all are directed to oral work.
On the adult level, it is possible to divide the programs into
two groups, Lthe programs for academically oriented students and those
for non-academic pupils. The instruction for academic programs relies
'quite heavily on pattern-practice work while the others bring in other
types of exercises, often because the instruction is part of a larger
instructional program. ' . /
Very few of the programs have any provision for carryover outside
the context of instruction., This is not meant to include the brief
statements in introductory material to teachers which indicate that ™
some oultside work might bé done or is advisable. This section provides
information about specific activities that Belp in that carryover. Two
of the elementary prograwms hdve specific activities, aud another one :
.suggests ways of incorporating some of the instructional-type strategics
into other parts of the school work, There.is a2 gerics of cenrichment

activities that involve field trips and other types of activities, and

~one program has '"lake-Off TIdcas' which provide for integration of the

5in€trucqion in the rest of the school work.

Only one of the succondary programs has @ provision for carryover.
This consists of topics for “indepéndent rescarch.'" Since this -program
has instruction on written as well a;wg;ui English, this type of outside
work fits well iuto the pedagogy. Noue of the adult programs has
specific provision for carryover, although again it is worthwhile con-
sidering the programs as they fit into the setting of the instructional
program. A program that is diready well intégrated into a largc. in-
structional ﬁrogram may nolt need specific, planned carryover. So, in

~N

stating that a program for business English does not have provisions
for carryover may not have the same implications as stating that a

secondary-level program based on pattern practice has no provision for

. carryover. .

Under the topic, "overall approach,'" we are also interested in the
adaptation of the program for use with different types of students.
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Of course, every program can be adapted through the teacher's varying of
ipresentation: she -can give the slower students more opportunity to
respond, and she can skip over sections or repeat sections that the

{ students find difficult. But this is not what is meant here “y-the

term ”adaptation_7 We mean to determine if the program itsels has
provided for differences in students. Self-instructional programs have
this type of adaptation built into their structure. There are three
self-inscrucrional programs, one on the secondary level and two on the
adulc level. By self-instructional, we do not mean programs that could
be used without a teacher's supervision; we mean progfams that are de-
signed to be used without a teacher's‘supcrvision during all or most of

' the instruction. Many of the programs Foﬁld be used without a teacher

but they were not developed specifically for this type of use,

Over three-fourths of the elementary progfams have no speciflic
provision for adaptation. ‘wo that do, have additional activities that
call for student verbalization and activitiaéﬂshﬁtﬁlgke off from activi-
ties taught in the lessons. The only secondary progfam with provision
for adaptation is a self-instructional program, and similarly for the
adgit level.

(- ! The second section is "specific learning activitics. This section
provides information about the types of exercises and activitiecs in the
instruction. The three divisions describe the type of interaction be-
tween the materials and the student. In the first type, the student is
not called on to wmake any specific responsc to the teaching; this might
involve stories that are read for intercst. The second type requires the . ..

student ro interact with the teaching; here the stimulus calls for a

student response. This is the most frequent type'of interaction in the

'pfograms reviewed. The third type involves the student's initiation

of the language activity; this may involve student speeches or role-

playing. T

About half of the programs have intecraction of the second -type only.

This usually consists of pattern practice exercises in which the material

presents a stimulus and the student is to respond. :In the materials

reviewed, interaction,qf“the first type consisted of taped stories to

listen to, reading passages, and, in one case, listening to outside
(" | . ' . _173~ - . ' '
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visitors who came Lto class as part of the "enrichment' aspect of the
( I

instructional program. The interaction of the third type consists mostly

of quesLlon and-answer activities, discussions, and games in which there

is no interference flom the materials or the Leach]ng (the students have
the opportunity to practice without intyusion). The proportion of time

spent on each type of interaction in a particular program and the types

of exercises and other activitics used will provide a clear picture of
the program.,

Only five of the programs have made overt use of the students' dia-
lect; this is supposing that all the,devclopegé had some notion of the
features to be taught in the ‘materials, Wheﬁﬁe}.gained from a formal con-
trastive study or from the impressions of Che writers from .their own and
the teachers' obscrvations in classes. The five wade usc of the dialect
in some other way(s) in the instruction. None of the programs seems Lo

have used dialect for interest only although it is possible to assume

[
that its presence in the instruction will prove intcresting Lo some of-

the students.. All five of the programs used the dialect in contrasting
standard English and the student's performahée. They included same/
different drills, identification drills and one has drills in which the
student is to edit what is prescnted to make it conform to standard
English. Only two of the programs call for student generation of non-
standard Englfsh, bne of these is for elemontary school children and the
othexr for secondary level students. Both of these brograms have exer-
cises in which the student is called on to "translate" from one dialect
to the other, and the secondary-level program includes several other.
types of activities in which the student is called on to produce the

nonstandard dialect.

Quality Control and Affect. The fifth and sixth sections of the

1

document arc called "quality control' and "affect,' respectively. In

‘examining a program systematically and thoroughly, it 'would be necessary

to consider these two aspects, but they have hot been included here be-
cause the considerations Lhey include are more rcvealing in a program-
specific description than they would be in a discussion of whaL has beon
done generally in the way of materials development. They are 1ncludod

in the two descriptions of programs included in Appendix III.
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In guality control ‘we are concerned with the physical des ign of
the components of the program and with the accuracy of the contents.
This concern covers both the main components and the audio-visual aids
that may be included in the program either as an integral part or as an
option. .

The section called “affect" concerns the emotional context of the
instruction that the materials help to create. Since we arc dealing
with a difficult aspect of education, one in whiéh much ewotional con-
flict is possible, it is especially.-impertant Lo be aware of the

dffectual ‘aura that the materials create and reinforce. “The program

- can affect the emotional setting of the instruction through material

addressed to the teacher (material which the students do not see)
about the - students and about the way to conduct the instrﬁction and
through materidl addressed to the student (material included in the
actual instruction). It may bc difficult to determine whether the
affect is a good onec or a bad one by finding the answers to the ques-
tions asked in this last section of the.questionnairc/outline, but we
fcel that this GLLL1OD will point out the areas in which that affect

aCLS to influence the instruction.

Notes

L. Although only three sets of materials were fonnd at the NCTE Con-
vention, many of the publishers' representatives expressed a
desire to find such materials to publish themselves. It is also
interesting to note that two commercidl praduccers of matervials to
teach standard English did not show their waterials at the con-
vention.

2. One author dec:ded to withdraw his materials because he no longer
wished to claim that they were useful for second-dialect instruction
as well as English-as-a-second-language.

_ 3. The document is included in Appendix II. v

4. ‘these descriptions are-included in Appendix III.
5. See Appendix II for the complete document.
6. In a later version of the program, the authors withdrew the state-

ment about .nonstandard dialects. This program is not shown in
" Appendix I. :
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PARY III

THE CURRENT STATUS OF URBAN LARNGUAGE TRAINING PROGRAMS




To survey the curreat college/university based fééources for train-
ing of personnel, i.e. teachers, researchers, materials developers, etc.
in the field of urban langhage, questionnaires (see Appendix A) were- sent
to chairmen of departments of English, Linguistics, Sociology, Speech, and
Education, as well as to sclected rescarch centers., The basic sample
consisted of 2,640 college/university departments/programs broken down
in the following way: .

- 1426 English Department Chairmen, as listed in the 1969 PMLA
Directory;

821 Education Departmenf/Schnol/College Chairmen as listed
in the 1969 Dircctor of the American Association of
GColleges for Teacher Education;

188 Sociology Departiment Chairmen, as obtained from the
American Socioloéical Association. Only graduate
Depéftmenﬁé of Seciology were surveyed;

g1 Speech/Speech Pathology/Communications Department Chair-
men, as supplied by the American Speech & Mearing Asso-
clation; A

64 Linguistics Department Chairmen, as selected from Uni-

versity Resourceg in the United States and Canada for the

Study of Linguistics: 1969-1970, A major criterion for

selection was the availability of courses in sociolinguistics,
dialectology, oxr American English; 7
50 Selected rescarch centers, or individuals teaching or doing
research, who would probably not have received a questionnaire
through the above mailing.
Of the 2,640 questionnaires, 375 were returned, representing (342 schools:

155 English, 111 Education, 36 Linguistics, 45 Sociology, 23 |Speech aﬁg

5 Special. Of the number returned, 256 were either blank or-offered no
. : Lo . . )

courses which in anyway touched upon urban language situations, and 13

universities reported no present programs or courses, but indicated that

plans were being made £br offerings in the near future. The following

- table indicates the complete breakdown according to.department. ;/////’f/’

-177-
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~Table 1

Returned Questionnaires by Departwments

Total Total Degree Program No Research  Futuwe

. Mailed  Returned or Courses " Offering or Special

' .@?} Project

English . ) 1,426 155 38 » 112 1 4

Education* 821 111 19 89 - 3

Linguistics 64 36° 25 6 - s

Sociology/ .

Anthropology 188 45 8 . 35 1 1
) Speech 91 23 8 14 1 -

Special 50 5 3. : - 2 -

Totals 2,640 375 101 256 5 13

The returned questionnaires which indicated some kind of urban
language offering divided intd three major categwries: 1. Uni-

versities with degrec programs in sociolinpuistices,. urban/social

dialects, urban education, ete.; 2. Universities with ne degree

programs, but two 01 more courses devoted wholly or largely to

sociolinguistics/urban dialect; 3. Universities with no sub-
stantial program in sociolinguiétics, which offer one or wore
courses dealing in whole or in part with urban language. Cate-
gories 1 and 3 subdivide further,'and a fourth category is Ehat
of the research center which offers no courses, but resecarch/
program development capabilitiés.

178 | |
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Analysis of Questionnaires

COURSES : v ,

Pegree Programs

/ ) L , B | .

n of the universities responding to the questionnaire offer

Cétegory 1:
inghtee
degree programs in sociélinguistics, urbanl/social dialects . ox urban
education, under the auspices of Linguistigcs, English or Lducation
Departments. '

L. Education Degrees. HWalf of the eighteen are education pro-

grams offering a concentration in teaching in the inner city. Attention
to the problem of ghetto language varies from modest to zero, with only

three schools offering even one course devoted largely to Urban/plack

English: Marvgrove College, Detroit (M.Ed. in Lthno-Urban Culture),
offers '"Linguistics for the Urban Teacher''; Mount St. Mary's College,

Los Angeles (#.8.1d., with ewmphasis on Urban Education), 'Language in

the Inner City," two sections, conc with emphasis on Mexican-Americans,
the second on other minority groups;. Fordbham University at Lincoln Center,

" with major dLLLHL]Oﬂ

New York (Ed.D. in Urban Education), "plack Studies,
to language patterns and P]UDldnu. .
At the lower end of the snchlum is the California State Collc"c, .
Los Angeles, program (M.A. in Fducation with Special Interest in Urban
Education) which recommends but'does not require, a course in Téaching
English to Speakers of Other Languagds, presumably designed for the
Spanish-speaking school population, with little or no attention Lo the
pnative non-stafidard English speaker. (It is not that the anticipated
urban school population is entir rely non-Black; a suggested course in
the California:SLate program is the history of Sub-Saharan Africa!)

An ouLSLandlng c\ample of a training program which neglects entlle]y
the language couponenL of education in the ghetto is Cooperative Urban
Teacher Education (CULE), a préject of the Mid—Contineﬁt Regional Edu-
cational Laboratory, supﬁorted in part by flinds from the U.S; Office of

Education. CLJE lsﬂdGSJgneg5“to prepare,teachers for the often traumatic

[InnovaLlon in the Inner City, p.v.],

It should be
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addition to the eighteen degree programs, as an example of a substantial
urban education offering with no attention to urban English. There are
probably many wmore such urban education prograwms offcred through edu-
cation departments or cooperatives. The chairman of the English Depart-
ment‘of New York State University College at Genesco noted with dismay
that,the relevant courses from his department ("'English as a Second
Language, ' "American Dialects") are "not required or even recommended!
for ﬁhé degree programs in urban education. .
Between these extremes are education degrece programs with some
attention to Urban/Black English in general codrses pn regicnal and
social variations of English, the teaching of English, or communi-
cation skills: ' '
Arizona State University, Tempe (M.A. in Special Education);
Chicago State College, Chicago (H.S. in Educatiou: Teaching
Socially Disadvantaged Children);
BoSton University School of Fducation, Boston (Ed.M., Ed.D. in
Urban Education); '
Towson State College, Baltimore (M.A. in Urban Bducation).

B, Sociolinguistics/Urban. bialects Deerces. The other ninc uni-

versities reporting, offer a degrece (or concentration) in sociolinguistics
or urban dialects. The emphasis may be theoretical, with courses for the
scﬁolar interested in the problems of languages and dialects in contact
within a society, or practical, designed for the teacher of standard
English to speakers of other dialects of English. Georgetown University,

Washington, D.C., is an exawple of a program with a stress on. the theo-

‘retical. The folloWilig courses ave offered in the program lcading}to the

Ph.D. in Linguistics, with a major in Sociolinguistics: {

Introduction to Socidlinguistics T.and II: A survey of topics

in the scientific study of languagés and dialects in their re--
lation to .the rules and.status of their speakers.

'Field Methods in Sociolinsuistics T and 1T: Procedures for

acquiring and -analyzing sociolinguistic data with emphasis on

3

actual"fielaﬁork. o

i i '
Ethnography -of Communication: Study of the interaction of form

and-functionJin_language usage. | Relations between setting,

. 1-3'30_
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participants, topicé, and fuﬁctions of interactions are con-
sidered.

Bilingualism: TLinguistic description of bilingual situations
and informants. . '

(

. - i .
Pidgins and Creoles: Study of the general aspects of language

pidginization and creolization with special descriptive atten-

tion to select creoles and pidgins.

Cultural Anthropology: Introduction to the research assumptions,
concepts and understandings of the nature of culture.

Sociolinguistics and Education: An investigation of the areas

of education in which sociolinguistic research is applicable and

promising, from pre-school through adult ecducation.

Dialect Geography: A survey of rescarch in repglonal dialects

with particular focus on studies in this country.

Languapge and Social Variation: The analysis of a social class
dialect-as an example of vaviation in language along the social
dimension.:

Languagze Planning and Standardization: The study of overt of-

ficial attempts to influence language shift and language change.

Individual Graduate Research: For qualified studencs doing

individual rescarch under the divection of a staff membeFa -

Approval of the Dean of Graduate School is required.

- Seminar in Sociolinguistics: Intensive study of sociolinguistic

topics such as Variability in Language, Social Factors in Language
Change, etc. Topics will vary from year to year.

A practical curriculum leading to the M.A. in Teaching English as a

Second Language (or Dialect) is offered through the English Department,

University of California at Los Angeles. The emphasis here is on teach-

ing methodology and urban dialects of the United States.

Linguistics and Minority Dialects: ‘A survey of the main features

of vocabulary, grammar, aand pronunciation which distinguish the
. usage of Afro-American and Spanish-American speakers of English;
: - and their historical origins. o ' P L.

- . Afro-American. English: A detailed study; iwv%lving the analysis

. - Co . |
- of.tapes and documents, of the characteristics of urban Afro-

Awerican speech and writing. - . e

—

[, . . ’ ‘
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Social Dialectology: Theoretical and technical study of dialect

variation in relation to social differences, primarily in America.

Teaching English to Minerity Groups: The special cultural, sccial,

. psychological, and methodological considerations involied in the
’. )
English instruction of minority groups in American schools and
colleges.

The Teaching of Standard ZEnglish as a Second Dialect: Survey and

evaluation of metheds and bibliography of materials appropriate to
subject. The nature of language learning, contrastive analysis,
and dialect distribution and comparison. .-

Language and Society: Study of the patterned covariation of lan-

o / guage anad society; social dialects and social styles in language;
problems of multilingual societies. : .

Sociolinguistics Sceminar: Selected topics in social dialect, |

social style, languape contact, multilingual societies.

: i
In addition to the Georgetown and UCLA programs, the following
schools confer a degree in the field of sociolinguistics or urban dia-
lects:
| Staéc University of Now York, College at Cortland (#LA. . in
English sociolinguistics); o
s
Indiana University, Bloomington (M.A.T. in Urban and Overseas
Tnglish); '
bniversity.oeropth Carolina, Columbia (M.A. in Teaching English

to 8Special Groups); .
University of South Florida, Tawpa (M.A. in Linguistics fwith
concentration on Sociolinguistics); '

Universitﬁyof Texas, Austin (M.A.}in Applied Linguistiés withv
concentration in Sociolinguistics); o K

StiTford Univeréity, Stanford, California (Ph.D. in Socio-

- ' linguistics);

Yeshiva University, New York (Ph.D. in Languafé-and Behavior
with concentration in Sociplinguistics).

. All of these ﬁ}ogféms offer a combination of theoretical and .applied

sociolinguistics cou

‘ ‘...-_.’—‘4 .

'ééé; bit the emphasis is clearly practical at

| .. nlse-
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Cortland, Indiana, Texas and South Carolina as it was at UCLA, and

clearly theoretical at Stanford and Yeshiva. The program at South

Florida is new a?d descriptions were not available for wmost of the

i
courses,

Category 2: Two or morce Courses

Seven universities with no degree program in the area of urban
dialects offer two or moxe courses devoted wholly or largely to the
language of the'disadyanthged. These schools are listed here, with
the appropriate department or program-and the number of courses offered

dealing in large part with sociolinguistics and urﬁenjdialects.'
University of Chicago; English/Education, 5
Illinois Institute of Technology, Chicago; Center for
"“?Amerygan IEnglish, 3
SastﬁTéxas State University, Commerce; English, 3
Staté University of Kew York, Stony Brook; Linguistics, 3 : /
West Chester State College, West Chester, .Pa.; English, 2
Texas A& University, College Station; English, 2 .

Harvard Graduate School of Education, Cambridge; Education, 2

A sampling of the course descriptions follows:

"Language of Minority Groups. The purpose of. this course is

to present am intensive study of the phonology, vocabulary and
cultural differences that affect language. Fmphasis will be
placed on the language bf Afro-Americans and Mexican-Americans,
with consideration of the application of linguistic techniques
to the study of other minority groups.'’' (East Texas State)

!

"Social Dialects. A survey of methdds of dialect analysis and

their implications for the classroom." (Illinois Institute of
Technology) . f

MImplications of Sociovlinguistics for Instruction. An exam-

ination of possible counsequences which variations of prestige
forms -of‘English may have for teaching language skills in school

progress.'" “(University of Chicago . o E
g

"Field Methods in Sociolinguistics. A sociolinguistic study of
a nearby community is done by members of the class.'" (Stony

f

Brook) l [
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Category 3: One Course

A numbet of colleges/universities with no extensive course work in

‘'sociolinguistics treat the problems of urban dialects in English, lin-

guistics, education, sociology, anthropalogy, and speech courses.

A. Sociolinguistics Courses. Twenty-three schools offer a course

devotéd entirely to sociolinguistics, either ajgeneral introduction to
sociolinguistics, a survey of English sociolinguistics, a TESOLD.
methodology course, or a study of a particularlurban dialect. Some
sample course descriptions illustrate the types of courses being'bffered:

’ '
"Sociolinguistics. Measuring and establishing correlates between

~linguistic behavior and social level; special attention given to
+the -study of social dialects with an urban setting.including

social factors affecting language acquisition, and linéuist;c
behaviar of groups of different cultural backgrounds.' (North-
eastern Illinois State College, Chicago; Linguistics Department). .

"Problems in Urban Lenguape. A study of social dialect fieldwork
v [l >

analysis and application to teaching.'" (Michigan State University,

Fast Lausing; English Department). . ' j

"Urhan Dialectolaoy. Analysic and desceripticen of the inner city
IARN b R4

diélcct of Englisﬁ spoken in Buffalo, comparing the spcech patterns
wikh those of standard English. Emphasis.ontmorphemics and syntax.
Sﬁrdcturcg prescented né indepcndcnt'but overlapping systems. Of
particular interest to those working with Buffalo schools' bi-
diaiectal situation.'" (State Un#ﬁersity of New York at Buffalo,

i .

Department of Linguistics). | - P
|

"Methods of Teaching Standard Fmglish as a Second Dialéct[ Tech-

niques and materials for helping students Lo master a standand L
. B/
dialect of English when some other dialect is spoken in the home. "~
Ways of teaching standard Inglish as an aid to overcoming social,

cultural, and economic handicaps..."

(Teachers College, Columbia
University, New York; Department of Languages, Literature, Speech,

and Theatre).

oy ' ' )
-~ "YApplied Social Dialectology. -Emphasis on language learning
1 AN . . .
problems of the disadvantaged Afro-American. A survey of the

technical aspects. of relevant structiral linguistic thesFy. An

;o L o -lshe - -
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language arts pedagogy.' (State University College, Buffdlo,

.

introduction to the techniques of applied linguistics. Instruc-

tion in the implementation of these technigues in the arca of

New York; English Dcpermcni).,

”InLroducLlon to Amnrlcan Nesro Dialect. n introduction to the

social history- and structural development{of American chro dia-
lects; the study of "two representative kinds of pres sent- ddy Regro

dla]CLLS, Gullah and General Fast Cvast Negro dlalch a SUIVG) of

sptc1al Negro discourse styles (e.g., slang and "fancy talk'),

and the relation of dialect structures to standard English structures
in the Negro specch community, pedagogical implications of Negro _

dialects." (Teachers College, Columbia).

The following additional universities are offering at least one - -

course similar to those illustrated above:

Florida State University, Tallahassec (Department of anllqh,
Department of Communication);

Indiana University- Pu1due University at Ind]nnqp011° (Lx']Jsh
- Department) ‘ _ -

University of North'Carolina, Chapel Hill (Speech Divigion);

Virginia State College, Petersburg (Department of Engiish);

Jackson State Collepe, Jackson, Mississippi (lEnglish bepartment);

WGstefﬁ Washington State Collcé= Bellingham (9pocch DcpaJmenL),

University of Texas, Bl Paso (Li nfU]SL]L° Prog lm),_’

University of New Mex)co, Albuquulque (Problam in Linguistics
and Language Pedaoogy)'

Queens College,of the City Unlver51Ly of New YorL (LlngU]SL]CS
‘Department);! - : ‘ F‘i' !

Portland State University, Portland (Department of English);

Central Connecticut State College, New Britain (English
Department) ; ‘ . '

Univeréity of California, Riverside (English Department)j

California State College, Fullerton (Depaftmcnt of Linguisticg,
Department of Engl:sh), o . e —

UanGrSlLy of I]l]nOlS, Chicago Cnrcle (EducaLlon DepaerenL),

Un1vglley of Illinois, Urbana (Department of Llngul tics).
i _ o
!,' o -185- -
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B. Other Courses Touching on Sociolinguistics. Forty-two sclhiools

indicated that at least a part of one or wore courscs was devoted to the

-+ .study of urban language. OF these, Fourteen were “English language"

courses, i.e. those dealing with Epnglish Grammar, American English,

TEFL, etc. A sampling of types follows:

Other schools reporting similar courses are:

-

ERIC -

Aruitoxt provided by Eric

Jistory of British and American English. Includes a laxge

unit on American Regional and Social Dialects - aboul one month

ofclass time". (Virginia Commonwealth University, Richmond,’

Erglish Departaent.)

"Applied Lnglish Linguistics. Readings in English structure,

contrastive analysis, dialectology, and 'language and culture'
with about one-third of the semestcér's time devoted to dialects.'
(st. Michael's College, Winooski, Vermont, Division of Applied

Linguistics.) -

"Modern Euglish Grammar. . Usage dialects (including Black English),

traditicnal, structural and transformational approaches Lo grammar,

‘methods of gathering data, and the interpretation of field investi-
. . { - T e . .

gations " (CQIorado State University, Fort Collins, English Depart-

ment. ) o ' o - 4

"Phe English Languase. An introductiou to language study for

i . ; . .
undergraduates. 1Includes a brief - approximately two weeks -

study of dialect which includes non-standard speech/Black English."
(llanover College, Manover, Indiana, Lnglish Department.)

"English Grammay for ESL. Engligh grammar from the point of view -

of a non-native speaker of English; predictable problems of non-

native speakers. Much emphasis on local Spanish-influenced English;
some mention of predictable usages of -Black  English spcakers
(lack of final -(e)d, -(e)s, is, etc.)." (University of Arizona,

‘Tpcson, English Department.)

University of Wisgonsin,‘Madison

University of Michigan, Ann Arbor

State University-College, New Paltz, New York
Marillac College, St. Louis |

University of Delaware, HNewark

] - : _
! : .
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Wichita State University, W1ch1Lu, Kansas

Central Co]lufe, Pella, Iowa .
allfornga State Polytechnic College, San Luis Obispo .

Thirteen Schools offered "linguistics' courses, i.e. general linguistics,

dialectology; child language, with a unit on urban language. Typical

of such courses are the follecwing:

"General Linguistics. An overvicw of the study of language in-

cluding socio- and psycho-linguistics, study of minority dialects

and attitudes toward thewm.'" (University of San Francisco, English

i

DcpermonL )

”Lanauanc Development. A survey of current rescarch on language
) S - guage

-

deve]opman in children, emphasizing theoretical issues and_re-
search methods. This course includes sections on non-standard
dialect dcvelopmnnL and“educational programs focusing on language.'
(University of HthLngLon, Seattle, Linguistics Depantment.)

"Introductory L]nnuxstlcs Sociolinguistics Forms part of this

course, which is desxgneq primarily to acquaint pre-service and

in- serVJcc teachers with Easic lLinguistic concepts." (Notre;

Damc College, St. Touis, ﬁnglish Department.)

”DiP]ectoloyy An introdﬁction to the 1iﬁguistic principles and
methods involved in the qLudy of geographical, social, and stylistic
variation within language.'" (Western Michigan University, Kala-

‘mazou, Linguistic Department.)

4

”bialectu%ggy “Théoty, methods and problems in dialectology and
sociolinguistics. fcbnsiderable time is spent on oral language of
disadvanraged children." "(Ball State University, Muncie, Indiana,
Ln&]lsh Department, ) ' -

Other schools -offering similar courses are:

Abilene Christian College,“Abilene, Texas
UnlversuLy of Mlchlgan Flint College, Flint , i

Len et o

Lmory University, Atlanta j
State Univgfsity College, Brocﬁbort, New. York

Noréﬁwestern University, Lvanston, Illinois ' )
Mercer University, Macon, Georgia

Princeton University, Pringéton, Neﬁ‘Jetsey

Temple University, Philadelphia, Pd.

i, -
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Six schools reported courses in '"Language and Culture' or 'Language
and Society'" which dealt with the urban language question. Typical
are:

"Communication and Sociecv. The course introduces the ..tudent

to the Sociological'study of language aspccts of human com-
munication behavior stressing relationships between symbolic
o~ communication and the establishment of social structure.
Attentidi™is given to such topics as analysis of the languageas
of poverty, the ghetto, social class, etc.'" (Miami University,
i
Oxford, Ohio, Department of Sociology and Anthropology.)

fLanguage and Culture. Anthropological study of language which

includes discussion of wori of Labov, Bemnstein, Cazden, etc."
(University of Pennsvlvania, Philadelphia, Anthropology Depart-

ment.)

"Speech and &ociety. Secial variation in language: bilingualism

and dialect variation using Chicano ané Black varicties as .

examples; Varjation between soclal groups, style variation

wi.thin speakers, and social correlates of cach." (University

of California, Berkeley, Rhetovic Depaviment.) ‘
Other schools in this cétegory'are:

"Case Western Resérverniversity, Cleveland

University of Wisconsin, Madison

/
o

"Converse College, Spartanburg,.South/Carolina

Six schools reported -"Education" courses which included a unit on urban

dialect. Though the number is small the diversity in the course content

is great. The two examples following illustrate the range:
E —

"Language and School Programs. Applied linguistics in the elementary.

school. Language difference is a major concern."'" (Wayne State

University, Detroit, College of Education.)
-4 b

v

"™Methods of Teaching Slow-Learning Children. This involves a unit

+ of work dealing with sound approaches Lo language and expression
/

S © An effort is made to direct attention to.the mother tongue as
- C6 o '

proper use to release sound emotional effect, then to inspire

standard forms as they relate to job or socio-cultural wishes."

. (Bethune—Coo&man College, Daytona Beach,-Florida, Division of

“Education.)
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The other schools in ths category fall clgger on the dontinuum to Bethune-
Cookman than Wayne State. They are: f g
- Creighton University, Omana )

Paine College, Augusta, CGeorgia

Pacific Lutheran University,’Tacoma, Washington

University of Maryland, College Park

In the field of ”Speech:% three schools reported courses dealing with
innex-city language.

"fntroduction to Language Disorders. Effects of cognitive lag

and disadvantaged environment upon language development and
patterns; morphology and syntax; differentiation of dialects
from articulatory disorders." (University of Mississippi, Uni-
versity, Pepartment -of Communicative Disorders.)

"Specech Improvement for the Classroom. Special course content is.

provided on speech and larnguage differences brought to urban class-

rooms by children of differing socio-economic and racial backgrounds.

L . . .
The educational, social, vocational and psychological implications
| :

of theseidifferenées are discussed together with current philosophies

H . .
of teachiing or habilitation." (Bloomsbury State College, Bloomsblrg,
Pe nn;yJ rania, Department of Communication Disorders.)

VSpeech Pathology. In this course the methods of modern psycho-

llngUlbLJC research are anvlLed _Lo the classification and management

-0of speech and language dlsnrders. Approximately one-fifth of the ;

course deals with the application of sociolinguistic considerations
by the speech and language therapist." (George Washington University,
Washington, D.C., Department of Speech and Drawa.) .
. . L} '
The majority of schools responding affirmatively to the survey fall

into Lhe third category, indicating that the offerings in sociolinguistics/

urban)dlalecL ar. indéed small in number and not very substantial in scope.

‘In summation, the current picture for training teachers—and researchers Lo

deal with soaioLinguist?c[urban lahguage problems is not a bright one: only

nine schools in thy tountry offer degree programs in sociolinguistics and.

of these only Lhrcé offer -the Ph. D.j very few othet¥ schools (sevcn) offer

even Lwo courses in the}fleld; of the approximately 2,500 colleges and

univ?rSities(in the U.5. there are no more than 75 which deal with urban

$-189-



language as & small unit of an English language/dialectology/language
and culture -course; the number of peftinent courses available to
future elementary school teachzrs is pitifully small, and of those

- ' offered, none are adequate to the needs. While the sufvey techniques
were admittedly limited (broad¢ population, no féllow—up) and there-

’ fore the statistics may be rough, observations of those from-different
disciplines currently”ﬁorkiné in the field of urban language corroborate
the overall picture. | »

Thirteen schools did, honyver——indwcutu future offerings (1970-71
or, 1971—72'academicgyear) ranging from a B.A. program in socio-

oevlinguistics (University of California at Santa Cruz) to an "open

N

2

Semindt" in urban studies (Millersville State-College, Millersville,
i { C

Penwsylvania) Othcrgschools indicating future offerings are:

S

v

Dakota Wesleyan Universicy, Mitchell, South Dakota
Universiecy of North Carolina, Charlotte
Shippensburg State College, Shippensburg, Pennsylvania
‘ ! ) .

Butler UniYersity,'indznraﬁolis
San Diego State College, San Diego
University of Colorade, Boulder
Oregon State University, Corvallis ..
Western Collese, Oxford, QOhio .
University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh
Indiana University at Fort Wayne
.Temple University, Philadelphia’

Except for Sa nta Cruz and Pittsburgh, the future offerxings will- consist

of only one course or part of a course.’

Category 4: Research/Special-Projects ‘
0f the five rescarch reports,ithree were from university depart-
5 ments, and two were from research centers, one university-based and one
private. . ,
The English Departmént of Western Kentucky Uhivuréity reported on
rescarch done during a summex EjDA Institute, ‘where each participan;,.

under the direction of a 11n0u1sL "observed the language of one child

(black or white) from dJsadvanLaged backgnound

: ’M . L 190 S
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Temple University's Department of Speech reported an experiment in

the "Development of Functional Dialectalism and Language Fxpansion'l;

.using four inner city clementary schools.

In the research cited above, both the faculty and students were
involved, and the project would fall somewhere between '"research' and
"student field work" or "student teaching/practicum', questions 6 and 7
of the questionnaire. Thé Sociology Department at the University of
Washington reported on research on "The Semantic Distinctiveness of the
American Language as Employed by Blacks', a faculty project.

The two research centers reporting were the Research and Development
Center for Cognitive Learning of the University of Wisconsin, Madison,
and the Language Research Foundation, Cawbridge, Massachusetts. DBoth
reported that scattered research was taking place on the broad topics
of: the study of various English dialects; the assessment of the lan-
guage development of pre-school children; the reflection of culture in
the use of language; the develoﬁment of a theory of comparative dia-
lectology and the linguistic aspects of reading problems of disadvantaged
children. .

Since the survey was concerncd mainly with training, information on
research was gathered only peripherally, and the above listing is neither
complete nor systematic. 7Tt represents only information that happcued
to come to our attention via the survey questionnaire. An important
research resource that should be added are the various urban language

studies being conducted here at the Center for Applied Linguistics.

FIELD WORK/PRACTICE TEACHING

As to question 6, availability of field work or practice teaching,
most of the education courses included some practice teaching, but
little of the practice related to language. Field work appearcd as a
separate course where degree programs in sociolinguistics were indi-
cated (Category 1B) or as a substantial part of a course or courses
dealing with sociolinguistics (Categories 2 and 3A). On the whole

though, real data collection and analysis was scanty.

TEXT MATERIAL
Those answering question 5 of the questionnaire showed a marked

consistency in the choice of text material. The Urban Language Series
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of the Center for Applied Linguistics (1: Social Stratification of

finglish in New York City, by William Labpov; 2: Conversations in a

. Negro American Dialect, by Bengt Loman; 3: Field Techniques in an

Urban Language Study, by Roger W. Shuy, Walter A. Wolfram and William

K. Riley; 4: 7Teaching Black Children to Read, by Joan C. Baratz and

Roger W. Shuy; 5: A Sociolinguistic Description of Detroit Negro Speech,

by Walt Wolfram) was mentioned most often, along with Linguistic-Cultural

Differences and American Education, & special anthology issue of The

Florida FI, Reporter, edited by Alfred C. Aarons, Barhara Gordon and

William A. Stewart. Alsc mentioned often were selected documents from
the ERIC system, among them William Labov's '"The Study of Non-Standard
English'. Reporting of the above materials cut across discipline lines,
and appeared in questionnaircs of all five of the departments covered.

Listed below are the other texts most often, though not exclusively,
cited by the various departments:

English: American English, by Albert H. Marckwardt; Words and Ways of

American English, by Thomas Pyles; Readings in Applied English Linguis-

" tics, by Hawxold B. Allen; The Structure of Ameri can Englislh, by W. Nelson

Francis; Dialects of American English, by Carroll L. Reed; Discovering

American Dialects, by Roger W. Shuy.

Sociology: Explorations in Sociolinguistics, by Stanley Licherson;

Language in Culture and Society, by Dell lHymes; The Ethnography of

Communi.cation, by John Gumperz and Dell Hymes; plué articles by Dan

Slobin and Dasil Bernstein.

Linguistics: Readings in Sociolinguistics, by Joshua Fishman; Socio-

linguistics, by William Bright; Languages in Contact, by Uriel Weinreich;

plus articles by William Labov, Charles Ferguson, Einar Haugen, Raven

McDavid, Roger Shuy and William A. Stewart.

Education: Non-Standard Dialects, by the New York City- Board of Education;

The Disadvantaged: Challenge to Education, by Mario Fantini and Gerald

Weinstein; Teaching Disadvanﬁaged Children in the Preschool, by Carl

Bereiter and Siegfried Englemann, as well as articles by Bereiter and/or
Englemann.

Speech: Only a few speech departments listed any text material, and none
of the titles were in addition to those already mentioned.

A
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SITE VISITS

In an effort to probe more intensively into the nature of the
various curricula represented in this survey, it was decided that on-site
visits would be made to different types of programs. Chosen werc: a
university which had only one course relevant to social dialect (Michigan
State University); three universities with M.A. prograws (Indiana Uni-
versity, State Collegc of New York at Courtland and U.C.L.A.) and one
university with a Ph.D. program in sociolinguistics (Georgetown).

Michigan State University, with a single course devoted to the study
of social dialects, has had this course in its catalogue for five years
(although last winter it was taught for the first time). The English
Department, in which the course was offered, formerly had a professor
who did active research in this area but after he left, the course went
largely unnoticed. Recently, however, a new department chairman has
brought a new concern for educational and social matters to that depart-
ment. He is greatly concerned about how his department trains future
English tecachers and he considers the area of docial dialects erucial.
Consequently, he called in an outsider to tcach the course. The visiting
professor was flown in once a week during the winter quarter to teach
some thirty undergraduate and ten graduate students. Their wajors werc
varied. Some werc from specch, some from communications, one was from
linguisties, about 25% were from English and an equal number were edu-
cation majors. The emphasis of the course was practical rather than
theoretical, although research projects of various types were discussed.
Since no previous linguistics training was required, some of the class

time had to be devoted to explaining terms such as copula, inter-dental

fricative, deep structure, etc. FEach student engaged in a fieldwork

project which involved him in tape recording the specech of a local child,
then analyzing certain features found in that recording. The graduate
students and upperflevel undergraduates seemed to find the course stimu-
lating but all agreed that some general linguistics background would have
been helpful. '

O0f the M.A. programs which focus on social dialects, the UCLA pro-
gram is the oldest. It has grown out of the English Departwent which has
offered an M.A. in Teaching English as a Second Language (or Dialect),

TESOL(D).... several years. The paranthetical part of the program,

-193-
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however, is very recent, and UCLA has now hired a fac:lty member who has

_done research and writing in the specific areas related to socilal dialect.

Until this time, such courses were handled by a knowledgeable and com-
petant faculty membaer with a more literary background and interest. The
site visit was done when the latter was the major social dialect repre-
sentative in that depariment. Even with his adwmittedly weak background,
the program was definitely covering the right topics, publications and
activities. It was supplementéd heavily by outside consultants and
lecturers and at least part of the classroom instruction was done by a
knowledgecahle, black graduate student.

The UCLA program, at the time of the site visit, was praised highly
by the chairmen of both the English and Linguistics Departments. The
English Department chairman, in particular, secemed to regard it as one
of the more significant things being done at UCLA. His vice-chairman,
who actually heads the program, is a well-known scholar in TESOL who,
like many people in that field, is very much interested in finding with
precision the relationships between TESOL mcéthodology and teaching
standard English. Although it was obvious to the site visitor that
minority-group speech is a topic of high interest both to the faculty
and to many students at UCLA, it was difficult to asscss the Linguistics
Department's attitude with accuracy. Perhaps as an artifact of the cur-
rent gulf which seems to separate theoretical from applied lingﬁistics,
there was a noticeable shying-away from getting too involved on the part
of some linguistics majors and faculty. Perhaps this gulf is a result of
some local tension which could not be uncarthed in the short time which
the visit permitted, Perhaps it is related to the growing gulf betwcen
theoretical and applied linguistics. Or, possibly, it is related to the
fact that mény of the graduate students in the TRESOL(D) program were
foreign students who planncd to use their new knowledge in‘their home
countries. Whatever the reason, it was clear that a certain amount of
effort will be required to bring the two departments together in reasonable
harmony.

The M.A. program in Applied Sociolinguistics at the State College of
New York at Courtland, now ﬁinishing its first year, was site visited
very ecarly in its planning stages. Like the UCLA program, it has a TESOL

base, inasmuch as the training provided is to enable the student to
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operate effectively both with foreign students and with non-standard
speaking natives. The problem of staffing the faculty position which
deals directly with the literature, research activities and theory of
non- s tandard speech was solved bv Courtland's hiring a former field-.
worker for the Detroit Dialect Study. This staff member also is
knowledgeable about various South American languages, having spent
several years there as a missiorary.

The new program at Courtland has the complete support of the
President of the College, with whow the Director of the program has
good rapport. The Director built the propeusal carefully, working with
consultants in the field and establishing an interested advisory board
which includes the chairman of a linguistics departwment in another
SUNY setting.

The M.A. program in Urban and Overseas English at Indiana Uni-
versity has dircct‘aﬁgpcedents in the TESOL program at that school.
Like UCLA and Courtland, it attempts Lo knit together an extant program
for training teachers to be specialists in English for foreigners with
a new concern for the urban black. Its first Director was a black

faculty mewber but after only several months he was promoted to ancther

responsible position on the faculty and was replaced by a specialist in

English education and TESOL. This program, like many others on American
campuses today, reflects the university's response Lo pressures f£fom
their black students. Although such universities sliould be praised for
such responses, one can ask several questions about the appropriatecness
of lumping an interest in social dialects with a language learning pro-
gram for non~-native speakers. Indiana's first course which dealt
directly with that aspect of the program to which "Urban' refers was
offered as an inter-session course in June, 1970. It was staffed by

one local TESOL specialist, who provided continuity and framing bul was

conducted primarily by four outside lecturers who have been doing re-

.search in the field. 1Indiana has no faculty member whose specialty

matches this area at the moment and it is not clear exactly how the

course will be handled in the future.
The doctoral program in sociolinguistics which was site visited
was at Georgetown University. Georgetown, under special funding from

the Ford Foundation, has been offering two courses in sociolinguistics
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for the past four years in addition to.two courses, funded by USOE, in

a special experienced-teacher-MAT program. DBeginning in September 1970,
Georgetown expands its doctoral program in linguistics to include, along
with majors in either theoretical or applied linguistics, a third major,
sociolinguistics. The basic curriculum for this program was described
earlier although it might be added here that those who sclect this major
are encouraged to minor in theoretical and applied linguistics.

The faculty members for this new program were recruited from other
universities and research programs as well as from the extant Georgetown
st:aff despite the fact that the grant from The National Science Foundation
which gave birth to the program was awarded in May, rather late for start-
ing a new program. The new director of this program is a sociolinguist
who has been writing and doing.research in this field. The new full-time
staff member has been working closely with the dircctor in sociolinguistic
research for the past three years. A third new faculty member is an
anthropological linguist who has specialized in African-Pidgin languages

and the ethnography of communication. The NSF grant also calls for a

‘fourth faculty member, but the shortness of the time did not permit the

university to £ill this slot. Tt is being filled, partially at least,
by part-time stalf.

The Sociolinguistics Program at Georgetown recognizes the student's
need first to have a solid foundation in theoretical linguistics upon
which to build his sociolinguistic skills. Other than the introductory
courses, Lthe major courses in the program are primarily of a scminar or
individual-research-type. The director places a high value on the
operational training of researcliers, feeling that involvement in an
actual rescarch project with an experienced faculty researcher has
édvantages over a more abstract, lecture-type program. To insure an
active research component, the NSF award specifies that the four full-
time faculty members teach only half-time, the othcr half being devoted
to research responsibilities.

The NST award at Georgetown also provided for eight full-time
graduate fellowships of $6000 per year for the three-year duration of
the grant. The lateness of the award made it extremely difficult for
the university to make these awards within the usual time limitations.
But the announcement was made, and there were sufficient applicants for

eight excellent prospective sociolinguists.
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Observations and Conclusions

The present state of training facilities and opportunities for

- teachers or researchers who will deal with urban language problems is

very much like the resources available for linguistics and English as

a foreign language in 1962-63. The inadequacies and needs made evident
by the present survey are very much akin to those which emerged firom a
similar survey done by the Center in 1962-63, which resulted in the

1\
booklet University Resources in the United States for Linguistics and

the Teaching of English as a Foreign Language. The following generali-

zation can be made from the findings of the present survey, and cor-
roboration can be found from the findings of the 1962 survey.

1. There are few college/university offerings which deal substantially

with the urban language/social dialects/Black English phenomenon.

0f the 2,640 questionnaires mailed, only 375 were returned, over
two-thirds of which were either blank, or offerecd no course which
could be construed in whole or in part to deal with this topic. -
The acaderic institutions noted in this report as offering a course
or course unit in urkan language may represent only a partial listing
(there are always some schools with relevant information which fail
to complete the questionnaire), but obscervations of those working in
the urban language field bear out the small positive response,
Similarly, in the 1962 survey, over 1,800 questionnaires were cir-
cularized, and only 79 schools could be listed as having relevant
courses. Similarly too, the questionnaire results confirmed the
intuition of those teaching linguistics, and though a few more
schools could have been added to the list, the overall picture wouid

not have changed.

~2. There is great confusion as to what Black English/Urban Language/

Urban Dialects/Sociolinguistics actually is. A glance at the completed,
but rejected, questionnaires shows that schools havé heard the above
terms, but some have rather naive interpretations of them. Thus we
have a course title such as "Teaching Racially Undifferentiated Eng-
list to Racially Different Children" and a course descriptioa for
"Teaching in the Inner City School' which includes ",..to acquaint

teachers with a profile of the student and his problems (including
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misuse of English)...". The 1962 Survey included course titles

such as "Teaching Grammar Using Linguistics'" and questions such
as "What kind of linguistics would you ieach to enable students
to write better compositions?". As linguistics was a new word
and semi-known to many in 1962, urban language or Black English
or non-standard English is confusing and being confused today.
There seems to be a need for a massive clarification campaign
addressed largely to present educators and schools of education.

There is little interdisciplinary cooperation on individual

campuses. The University of Texas, whose Lducation Departwment

offers a degree program in applicd linguistics with concentration
in sociolinguistics also offers 20 other pertinent courses through
its Folklore Department, Sociology Lepartment, Speech Department,
Anthropelogy Department, Linguistics Department, English Department
and Department of African and Asian Languages. Where wore thaun one
questionnaire was reccived from a school, there was often no indi-
cation of courses in the other department, aud the instance of a
degree program in urban cducation which did not even recowmend
pertinent courses in the English Department has already been noted.
The earlier linguistics survey found the same scatterced situation
in IQBZ—GB, but when the survey was again conducted in 1964-65,
there had formed in the interim many interdisciplinary committces
on linguistics to oversee linguistic/language teaching.

There is still no clear direction for the development of a’ program

to train either researchers or teachers in the [Field of socio-

linguistics/urban language/social dialects/Black English. Although’

it is quite clear that the impetus for developing such programs has
come primarily from linguistics, most linguistics departments have
not yet moved as far along in gurriculum development as Stanford

or Georgetown. There is, however, a clear trend which seems to
indicate that wmost linguistics departments would be happy to have

a bona fide sociolinguist in residence. If there is hesitancy, it

comes primarily from the lack of available candidates for the

position. To be sure, departments other than linguistics are train-

ing researchers. Notable are the anthropology departments at the

universities of Pennsylvania, Michigan, California and Texas and
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the education or early childhood departments at Harvard, Yeshiva,
Stanfoxrd and Chicago. And, of coursc, the tradition of speciali-
zation under the dominant tuteledge of one or two scholars con-
tinues in the Enzlish Departments of such schools as the
Universities of Chicago, Northwestern and Wisconsin and in the
Specech or Communications Departments of such schools as Texas and
California. .

If there is a trend for the development of such programs it seems

to be of two types:

a, The training of researchers, with a theoretical emphasis, ap-
pears to be strongest in doctoral programs which have developed

in linguistics departments and which can be characterized as
having sympathy with both theoretical and applied linguistics,
Linguistics departments which can be characterized as having

little or no sympathy with applicd linguistics have tended to
relegate sociolinguistics (as well as other hyphenated linguistics
courses) to other departments or to winor roles within the linguis-
tics departmeut. Such departments do not generally distinguish
between the application of linguistic knowledge to pedagogy (applicd
linguistics) and the intersection of linpuistic knowledge with
bodics of knowledge from other fields such as sociology, anthro-
pology or psychology (relational linguistics).

L. The training of teachers, with a practical emphasis, appears

to be strongest in MA or MAT programs in English and education
dejartments. The most common pattern to date seems to be that
which is based on an extant TESOL program, The social dialect
component has devéloped as a kind of tag-on to an extant program
in an honest attempt to update the relevance of the program to
current needs. This has been done in spite of the fact that in-
creasingly the research has shown that second language and second
dialect teaching and learning are of quite different natures. To
some Lt will appear that there is something unsettling about the
idea that the problems of minority group native English speakers can
be handled with a tag-on to an ongoing TESOL program. Some will
argue that a practical MA or MAT program for teachers of such

children deserves a focus all its own.
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While the present picture of urban language trzining opportunitics
is rather frustrating, some hope might be garnered from the present
picture cf linguistic training opportunities. The 1969-70 edition of

University Resources in the United Staltes and Canada for the Study of

Linguistics (included as an appendix to the interim report on this con-
tract) shows 146 institutions offering substantial programs in linguistics.
While the course of urban language/Black English/sociolinguistic programs
will probably not run exactly parallel to that of linguistics, a survey of
resources in 1972, and continued site visits, should produce more concise
and substantial information. This is, however, based on the assumption
that the information about the present state of affairs will spark some

reorganization of course work and reovdering of goals and priorities.
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The three studies reported in this volume point to six mnjor areas
of priority for futurc federal involvement in the area of social dialects.
These areas of priority can be summarized under the headings: Research
Deﬁelopment, Reading, Training Programs, Attitudes toward Language, the
Roles of lLanguage, Classroom Procedures, and Evaluation.

A. Research Development

All of the disciplines represented in this study appcared to be guilty
of doing their research in relative isolation from their subjects. If this
isolation is not physical it is caused by other things such as a failure to
understand what a child really means by his personal use of the English
language.

The educators observed that in their field there is vagueness about
the locus of the children's problems in their use of language. The vague-
ness is so strong that kncwledge of vocabulary is confused with knowledge
of verb forms or, even morce devastating, a child's failure to produce
Standard English is cquated with his lack of intelligence. It was noted,
fufther, that educational researchers tend to-err in equating performance
on a test as cvidence of ability, in urging conformity to School Englich
ragardless of whether or not communication is impaired, in assuming
causation from correlation and in arguing that because a program is good,
we can speed up the education process by offering it even earlier.

The psycliologists questioned whetlier they are equipped to deal with
the study of dialects since their experimental framework of pre- and
post-testing, control groups, etc. is geared to deficiency measurcement,
not culturally patterned differences. It was further observed that the.
psychologist's preference for comparative and correlational research
mnethodologies tends to play down the need for a preceding stage: that of
a careful, ethnological and linguistic description.

The linguist's work on the other hand, has been characterized by
careful description, but only seldom with children.and usually in ways
that are not satisfying to the demands of the social sciences. That is,
linguists have not tended to describe speech in terms of the many context
sensitivities which clearly exist. They have not paid careful attention

to effect of sex, age, race, status, styles and monitoring. Their sampling
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has been naive and they have not begun to understand how statistical amnalysis
might be helpful. .

The speech and communication representatives characterized the research
of - their field as myopically pathological. The pathology model in speech
therapy has clearly blinded the field (until recently, at least) to'the
fact that legitimate, non-pathological language differences actually exist.

It was generally agreed that the concepts currently being developed by
sociolinguists had the most relevance to the broad study of social dialecte
today. The sociolinguists can be characterized as being closer to the
social sciences than linguists frequently care to get, yet equipped to deal
with language in a linguistically respectable fashion. Still the research
concepts of sociolinguistics have only just begun to develop. The concepts
of registers, styles, marking, monitoring, the linguistic éontinuum, the
linguistic variable and others are still being developed and changed but the
use of these concepts is fundamental in any research on the social aspects
of language. Very little sociolinguistic research has been done with small
children and any number of questions remain unanswered.

1. Program Development

From this, a number of directions for future development may be noted.

One priority for the federal govermment is to assist research centers and

upiversities in developing provrams in training researchers which approach

social dialects with a linguistically sound description, with a realistic

assessment of the various social contexts in which such language is used and

with an adequate sorting out of the cognitive and pathological from the social

parameters of speech. One approach to meeting this priority would be to

provide the mechanism for bringing researchers together under some sort of
new interdisciplinary umbrella. It is worth noting that the major centers of
social dialect research in this country at the present time have made a .
certain amount of progress at developing such mechanisms. It should be
clear, however, that mechanisms of this sort will differ, depending on the
nature of the university, the availabla talent, and other variables.

a. The laboratory Model

At the University of California, the mechanism appears to be develop-
ment of the Language-Behavior Research Laboratory, funded primarily by the
university's Institute of International Studies. Scholars from psvchology,
speech, linguistics and anthropology aré enabled by this mechanism to join

forces and be mutually stimulating.
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b. The University Department Model

At Georgetown Univeréity, however, the emerging mechanism is quite dif-
ferent. - There the School of Languages and Linguistics, which had previously
hodsed programs in both theoretical and applied linguistics, has recently
bggg\gtveﬂ National Science Foundation support for a third doctoral brogram,
this one in Sociolinguistics. On the staff already are linguists, psycho-
linguists, sociolinguists, anthropologists and educators, and efforts are
currently underway to involve the Department of Sociclogy. This mechanism
is unique, however, in that the extant program structure was amenable to
this sort of expansion and a peculiarity of the institution, that it has no
education or anthropology departments, made it possible to incorporate
scholars from these areas directly into the linguistics department frame-
worlk. A

The University of Texas has as vast a program in research on social
dialect as will be found in any other part of the country but a unifying
mechanism has not yet been established. Consequently, it was not possible
even to obtain a complete listing of courses at that university from any
single department or person. The interests are strong, the scholars are
active and, if a student were to manag: his schedule properly, he could
obtain valuable training from well-known scholars in linguistics, anthro-
pology, folk-lore, English, speech, psychology and communications. But
there appears to be no way, at present, that this management can take
place.

c. The Intra-Departmental Model

In addition to training rescarchers together by using the laboratory
model and the departmental model, the federal govermment might stimulate
the development of research involving social dialect by encouraging inter-
disciplinary approaches within given university departments. For example,
it should be useful for a speech department to hire a trained sociolinguist
or for a linguistics department to add a sociologist who could address
himself to sampling and statistics questions relevant to language. One of
the most pressing needs, as has been pointed out, is for education depart-
ments to take on specialists with expertise in language, especially social

. dialects.
-203- "
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2. Project Development

In addition to the more obvious focus on the development of research

programs at universities and other research centers, a priority ofithe

- federal government is to support new projects in social dialect such as

< the following. Although considerable progress has been made in the past
two years, it is c¢lear that each new success brings realization of a
number of things that need to be done next. It has been suggested that
although we are beginning to know some things about language variation

between large greoups of various sorts, we still need to know a great

deal about variation within groups. Although we have learned to think

in terms of a continuum of speech ranges, we have relatively little

objective knowledge about the continuum. We need to know how we can

assess & person's range of stvles. We need to know considerably more

about the role of hypercorrection in language learning and analysis.

'3
Py

Linguists nced to know more about the notion of inherent variability in

language and how it relates to dialect mixture. We kiow practically

nothing about the role of social factors in historical language change

or about the apparent indications that certain aspccts of a language are

predisposed for modification, whether from second languages or dialect

( interfcrence, pldginization vr normal acquisition. We need to know

how much and what kind of speech is enough to cause stercotyping. TFor

linguistics, the study of social factors leads to a question of the

extent to which linguistic descriptions can incorporate context sensitive

rules whose environment is stated in terms of extra-linguistic factors.

Despite our recent emphasis on the speech of black people, we still
need many more descriptive studies, even of the specch of blécks, especially
in the rural and urban south. Wé need to know more about the language

assimilation and swamping that take place during migration. And we need

to know more about other non-standards besides the ones used by some black

people. Of particular interest would be the non-standard English systems

used by Appalachians and Southern whites. Obviously we need many studies

which show age grading, especially at post-language-acquisitional stages.

We need to know at what age the adult norms of sensitivity to social

consequences of language take place and the sequences which this sensi-

tivity is apt to follow. Since so little knowledge exists about stylistic

N
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variation in specch, we need to study this intensively in many scttings,

even with upper class children. We need research in the optional size

and natture of language sampling, in the effective use of statistical

contributions to linguistic analvsis and in the influence of the field-

worker on the speech of informants.

In the discussion following the presentation of individual papers
and responses at the conference, several other research project pri-
orities were brought up. It was generally agreed that we need to develop
a workable taxonomy of language functions that we can agree on as a premisc
so that ensuing discussions about the comparative functions of different
languages or dialects can be made meaningful. It was—suggested that it is
possible that by educating a group of people to avoid certain aspects of
their speech, we actually may be depriving them of an important life
function. Thus, for example, if blacks are encouraged to stop rapping
and signifying, an important solidarity function may be removed. The study

of lanpuage functions, then, was considered a priority of great importance

at this tiwme.

Another issue which was discussed frequently at the conference involved
the question of who should be doing research on social dialects. There was
no total agreement among the participants at that conference just as there
seems (o be ambivalence in the scholarly world as a whole. Onc black

participant warned that the spirit of identity now underway in the black

- community and the spirit of rebellion against an identity defined by out-

siders is a strong warning to white researchers that their definitions of
black language will not necessarily be welcemed. Another participant
observed: '"No outside group can make policy.concerning a very strong cul-
tural trai£ of a people. That is, whites cannot make decisions as to
whether or not Navahos should get rid of their language. Likewise, I do
not think we can make policy about whether or not blacks should get rid
of their language." When asked exactly what it is that white researchers
can provide in this-'area, one black participant responded that whites can
clarify and present the alternatives which blacks then can either accept
or reject.

This question of exactly how much the race of the researcher affects

his usefulness to either the community being researched or the technical
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problem under'study is crucial for the development of research in this
arca. On the one hand the psychologists and educators at the conference
admittéd that although they should be given credit for tackling problems
vhich had been ignored by linguists and anthropologists, their fields

have been slow to take into consideration the impact that the race of the

‘researcher might have on his results. One linguist present, on the other

hand, pointed out that the whole anthropological and linguistic tradition
of research has been based on foreigners being able to see that which
insiders consider familiar as unfamiliar. Tt was pointed out that some
of the best analyses of English, in the early days at least, were done by
non~English speakers. The discussion concluded with a general clarifi-
cation of the topic as related to three different aspects of research
rather than to research by itself. These three topics are:

1. Collecting the data

~ 2. Analyzing the data

3. 1Implewmenting programs based on the data
There was some agreement, but by no means unanimous, that the white re-
searcher's role in the study of black speech was primarily in the first
two categories, although even there his work might be aided considerably
by black researchers. In matters of implementation, however, the role
of the white rescarcher was generally rcegarded as consultative rather
than dominant. .. would seem that despite this general agreement, one

priority of the federal government should be to determine on a broader

scale and in more detail what effect the race of the rescarcher has on

the successful completion of research involving social dialect, whether

in collection, analysis or implementation.

B. Reading i

A second area of priority which this report highlights involves
reading. Not only is reading prominent in the minds of public school
officials, politicians and government representatives, it is also clearly
in the thinking of.researchers who are conceruned about social dialects.
Now that a foothold has been made toward the description of the speech
of ghetto children, several implications of these analyses can be tested.
It has been suggested, for example, that learning to read depends on the

status of speech development, yet we know very little about the specific
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“aspects of speech development which play this crucial role. " There is no

evidence that learning to understand written language (as contrasted with
reading aloud) is affected by the child's dialect of English. In fact we
might measure how much control of Standard English it is necesusary for a
child to have developed before he can comprehend beginning reading materials.

In short, one priority is for the exploration of the structural relations

between the child's oral comprehension skills, his speech, and reading and

writing. If it is true that the underlying forms of the non-standard and

standard varieties are the same, what does this imply about the acquisition
\

of reading?

C. Training Programs

We have already spoken of the need to develop new, more interdisciplinary
training programs for professional researchers. It is obvious that scholars
concerned about cognitive developnient be able to see this in relationship to
the social influences on language acquisition. Reading researchers should
become well versed in the social dialects of the grbups they are measuring
in order to conduct their wmeasurements accurately. Researchers who assess
pathologies of various sorts must learn to distinguish between socially
induced difference and pathological deficit. Linguists who generalize
about the grammar or phonology of a group of people will have to account
for the realities of social dialect as they make their descriptions.
Sociologists who discuss social stratification may find useful, new indi-
cators in the realm of language.

Equally crucial, however, is the priority of establishing or revising

teacher training programs for instructors in speech, the language arts,

reading and written composition. The conference participants who repre-

sented speech indicated that there is a growing awareness in their field
of a need for training in social dialects. Such an awareness, however
healthy, could casily cause a crisis in the tfaining of speech clinicians,
If the certification requirements of speech clinicians were suddenly
modified to include an undergraduate course in sociolinguistics, we could
have hundreds of poorly conceived and ill-taught courses springing up
across the land. It would be better if this impending situation were met
with reasonably advanced planning of the sort that the federal government

might sponsor. A major priority, then, is for us to investigate ways of
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preparing experienced and pre-service speech clinicians in matters relating

to socinl dialect.

. A similar situation exists in the preparation of teachers of reading,
language arts and written composition. The field of reading las only
recently showed signs of realizing that reading is largely a language-
processing operation. The training of reading teachers can and must go
through a rather drastic overhaul to put language oriented courses at

the center of the curriculum rather than on the periphery. If reading
teachers can be introduced to child language in a realistic setting, it
should also be possible to introduce them to the language varicties often
found in ghettos. To accomplish this, both linguistics departments and
teacher-preparation programs will have to modify their current positions,
for it is doubtful that extant linguistics courses can be transplanted
intact into a teacher-preparation curriculum. Likewise linguists who are
used to addressing themselves to other kinds of issues will bhave to modify

their instruction to the relevant pedagogical problems of beginning teachers

.0of reading and the language arts. The priority here is for the development

of model programs which bridge the gulf between linguistics and education

departments in the pre- and in-scrvice preparation of clementary school

teachers. On the higher grade levels tcachers should be trained, as a

minimal requiremant, to understand non-standard specech. In composition
classes, they should be taught how tc diagnose socially induced errors, to
know that such errors are predictable, that such forms are not an indi-
cation of low intelligence or ability, and how to heip a child gradually
acquire the standard forms in writing.

D. Attitudes Toward language

Although the literature on attitudes toward language is slowly growing,

there are wany things about which we do not have adequate knowledge. One

ma jor focus of contemporary education has been to adjust the non-standard
speaker's language to come closer to the acceptable language norms of the
educated majority. It has been argued, with great plausibility, that it
might be more appropriate for educators, speech teachers and linguists to
work on the attitudes of the majority rather than on the speech of the
minority. There can be no question about this need. To a certain extent,

efforts have been made in recent years to manipulate the attitudes of
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teachers toward the systematic, regular and graceful speech of their
ghetto black children. It is felt that the first step towand teaching
childreh anything is a clear recognition that their gpeech is not ugly

or chaotic, just different from the schoolroom variety which the teachers
seem Lo prefer. Obviously this attitude could be spread to an even wider

spectrum of the majority. The priority here is to encourage the develop-

ment of different attitudes toward non-standard English, especially that

variety used by inner-city black childiren,on the part of other children,

teachers, emplovers and on other levels of society.

In the area of langnrage attitudes we 2lso need to know more about

how the teacher's use of language (including the more formal styles but

also the vernacular) in the classroom influences their students' attitudes.

Some newer materials intended to tzach Standard English to non-standard
speaking children make use of both standard and non-standard in the teaching
materials in order to take advantage of the long respected educational
technique of learning by contrast. It would be useful to know what effect
non-standard language out of the prodictable context will have on the
learners. This sort of attitudinal information would be equally useful
in assessing the recent materials which teach beginning reading in the
child's "home" language.

More language attitude studies have been done using adult speech

samples as stimuli, adult judge-respondents ox both., Another priority

is to discover more about children's subjective reactions to language.

At what age can children accurately identify specific speaker categories?
Do girls perform better than boys? At what age can judgements of race
first be made? At what age do children begin to adopt adult norms of
language judgement?

Through a study of language attitudes we can also learn more about

which features of minority groups speech contribute most to unintelli-

gibility and/or to reactions of prejudice. It is not enough to merely

catalogue the differences betwgen standard aiid non-standard speech; we
must also devise ways of determining which ones stigmatize more than
others and, if possible, we must ébecify the points on a continuum of
stigmatization. '

Lastly, we need "to know more about the attitudes of black parents,

teachers and community leaders about the language goals of their children.
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How important is it to them that the children acquire Standard English?
Since the acquisition of Standard English seems not to be necessary for
the cognitive processes or intellectual growth, the decision concern{ng
its importance must be based on values of the sort that this rort of
study should reveal.

E. The Roles of Language

Historically the study of dialecis has only marginally concerned
itself with the special communicative demands imposed on children of dif-

ferent social classes and ethnicities. We need to know more about their

communi.cative behaviors, not only how they talk but when they talk as well,

We need to know how the details of social dialect enter into the cor.uni-
cation demaznds of a subculture. We need to learn more about how to teach
about different types of communication situations and demaﬁds wvhen we teach
a child to master alternative dialects.

Even more specific to the needs of the pedagogy, we need to learn more

about the manv roles of language in the classroom. What is the place of read-

ing and writing in the linguistic life of a child? 1Is literacy necessary for
survival?

F. Classroom Procedurcs

With respect to classroom procedures, we have already noted that read-
ing is a primary concern of our times. It has been mentioned that a high

priority of attention should be given to the relationship of social dialects

to the acquisition of reading skills,

Another prioxity concerns the question of how children can acquire

Standard English when the only language they hear outside the classroom

is quite different. We nced evidence on how stylistic consistency can

be learned amidst co-occurrence constraints. We need to investigate the
usefulness of role playing and the sort of bi-polar contrasts currently
advocated in certain bidialectal matters.

It has been said that foreign languages are easier to learn before
adolescence than after. Does this assertion apply to learning a second

dialect? We need to devote considerable attention o detailing the dif-

ferences between second language and second dialect acquisition.

lastly we need to explore teaching methods for increasing competence

in code-switching and to find out the ages in which different methods are

suitable for teaching.
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G. Evaluation

The measurement of language abilities, like educational measurements
in many other areas, is being seriouély questioned today. We have a crisis
in confidence on our hands with respect to exactly what it means to weasure
reading ability, language acquisition, reading readiness, IQ or achiceve-
ment. In the highly structured programs such as those developed by Bereiter
and Engelmann, Juvnes and others, we have no way of knowing exactly what it
is the children are learning. Part II of this report clearly indicates
that the next logical step to take in the area of oral language materials
is one which will measure how effective the various available materials are,
how generalizable they may be to larger audiences than those for which they
were developed, how they can be best taughf and what the teacher needs to
know in order to teach them most efficiently. The wajor problem is in
developing diagnostic and achievement tests, since it is clear that more
traditional language tests are of a quite different nature than those that
attempt to measure a student's ability to switch from onc appropriate dialect
to another or those that try to take inte account the realities of linguis-

tic variability. One priority, theu, is the development of new, realistic,

effective measures of '"standardness' in oral language. Until such instru-

ments are developed it will be impossible to assess the true value of any
newly developed or extant materials which proposed to teach Standard English
to speakers of a non-standard variety. For speech clinicians, similar but

not identical dianostic instruments neced to be developed which will differ-

entiate dialect differences from language deficiencies. Since this dif-

ferentiation is needed on such a large scale across the country, attention
might be given to developing some sort of self-instructional pickage.
If we are to truly assess a child's true language cowpetence, we must

develop tests of thic’'competence in the child's own dialect. It has bcen

suggested that one potentially fruitful avenue to this sort of measurement
would be to first search for speech events, testing situations and linguis-
tic patterns familiar to the children of the non-standard English speaking
group. After the testing materials are developed and validated by this

group, they can be translated into middle-class Standard English instru-

>ments. The usual approach, to date, has been to do just exactly the

opposite. That is, we have been starting with the standard test, then

translating it into a non-standard framework.
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Although there has been considerable concern expressed recently on

the effect of a child's dialect on his scores on other kinds of tests,

we need further specific investigation in this field. Presumably, any
child who meets the natural demands of his primary speech community is
developing normally. The problem is that current diagnostic procedures
may trap a child into trying to meet the performance demands of a com-
munity other than his primary one. This typically occurs on tests where
the grammatical criteria are based solely upon Standard English or where
developmental norms have been based upon the behavior of users of Standard
English.

What is needed, then, are procedures that (idealisticall&) test for
development in terms of linguistic universals or ones which are adapted
to the child's primary dialect community.

In the area of reading, a grand evaluation nceds to be made of the

current four models of dealing with the reclationship of non-standaxd English

and the development of reading skills: (1) Teaching Standard English befere

a child is taught to read; (2) Accepting a child's oral renditions of
Standard written English; (3) beveloping beginning reading materials in the
child's own dialect; and (4) Neutfalizing the mismatch of the child's dia-
lect to the printed page by avoiding the areas of potential mismatch in the
teaching materials. Much rhetoric has filled the journals since this area
of reading instrﬁction was pointed out. It is time for a calm and just
evaluation of these models in relatioliship to each other.
This need for better evaluative measurements also comes at a time
when one of the emerging qualities of education is that it is getting
more and more complicated. Perhaps this puts language education only
slightly behind other fields such as sociology and psychology, but in the
latter areas, it is becoming fashionable to assert exactly what it is “
.. that is not known on.a given topic. This has produced curious probleﬁs
when these disciplines intersect with education. TFor example, while
linguists and psychologists now claim that we have no real theoretical
evidence Lo support a program of native-language acquisition, educators
are churning out programs for the disadvantaged based on the uncharted
territory involving the influence of a parent's speech on nis children

or, alternately and even less convincing, on the influence of a surrogate
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parent or teacher on a child's acquisition of his native language. If such
programs were represented only as hypotheses to be tested, then implemented
if shown.to be effectivé, this would seem to be a reasonable procedure.

But educational programs only infrequently admit as much. 1In matters such
as this, it would behoove educators to assert what it is that they do not
know oh the urgent issues of our times. Social scientists have only recently
discovered that by admitting their absence of knowledge they make themselves
less popular but more useful. The social scientists have only recently come
to realize that a crisis in confidence can come about from believing that
things are too easy. If you think you know all there is to know about how
to teach reading, manage an education system or preserve human dignity, you
are apt to make much more serious mistakes than if you admit that you really

do not have the solution at your finger tips.

213

221



APPENDICES

222




Vot

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

APPENDIX I -

Inventory of Materials to Teach Standard English

The following list shows our inventory of August 1, 1970. The
materials listed are those of which we have samples. We havc not
listed materials mentioned in reports unless samples of the materials
are included.

The list is divided into three sections: Primary, Secondary, and
Adult. The entries include the following information (when it was
mentioned or could reasonably be inferred):*

1, The author(s) of the materials.and/or the project or

school system where they were developed.

2, Title of program.

3. Other publication information: address of author(s) or

publisher, date, place of development or publicatibn.

4., A brief indication of the nature of the pfogram: the

teaching materials, the student population, and an
indication of the teaching methodology.

The purpose of the survey is to determine what types of materials
development have been done. Another problem is that of availability
to thoée schools that wish to implement programs for teaching standard
English. Inclusion on this list does not mean that. the materials are

available for distribution.

*An asterisk indicates that the earlier entry has been reviewed by
- the author(s) and that the changes have been incorporated in the

present entry.
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PRIMARY (K chrough 6)

Baltimore City Public Schools
Troy, Thomas; Lewis, Jeanette

Baltimore, Md.: Public Schools, n.d.

Teaching materials: tapes. These lessons for use in 4th, 5th,
and 6th grades include dialogs and sentences for listening and
repetition.

Chicago RBoard of Education® :
Leaverton, Lloyd; Gladney, Mildred; Hoffman, Melvin J.;
Patterson, Zoreda R.; Davis, Olga

Psycholinguistics Oral Language Program: A Bi-Dialectal Approach.
Part I. (Experimental Editioa). Chicego, Il1l.: Board of Edu-
cation, 1968.

Teaching materials: teacher's manual. 'The program was developed
for those Afro-American children whose speech patterns differ from
standard English. It consists of a variety of activities in which
the informal speech patterns of the children are used as a starting
point to introduce standard English. The terms EVERYDAY TALK and
SCHOOL TALK are employed to help the children distinguish between
the non-standard and standard forms."

Golden, Ruth 7.; Martellock, Helen A.%*

Golden Primary Language Lessons: Talking With Mike. New Rochelle,
N.Y.: Spoken Arts, Inc., 1969.

Teaching waterials: tapes and teacher's guide. These taped lessons
for primary-school children include repeating activities, songs,
poems, and riddles.

Grand Rapids Public Schools; Foreign Language Innovative Curricula
Studies
(Jane Bonnell, Program Director)

Oral Language Guide: Primary One. Grand Rapids, Mich.: Public
Schools, 1968.

Teaching materials: teacher book. An "interdisciplinary approach"
is used: the structures are presented through activities such as
drills, games, and songs. There are activities related to aspects
of the curriculum, such as reading and social studies. The students
are "Black American children." :
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5. Hawaii, State of *

Sugai, Elaine E.; Sugano, Miyoko
Hawaii District, State of Hawaii Department of Education, P.0. Box 1922,
Hilo, Hawaili 96720 :

Teaching Standard Eﬁglish as a Second Dialect to Primary School
Children in Hilo, Hawaii. Appendix B: Teacher's Guide and Lessons.
Hilo, Hawali: State of Hawaii Department of Education, October 1969.

Teaching materials: teacher book. Audio-lingual training is pro-
vided through structured oral language lessons to teach standard
English to speakers of the '"Hawaii Islands Dialect" in grades K
through 3.

6. Michigan Migrant Primary Interdisciplinary Project®
Robinett, Ralph F.; Benjawmin, Richard C.
3800 Packard Road, Ann Arbor, Mich. 48104

English Guide: Kindergarten
Interdisciplinary Oral Language Guide: Primary One
Ann Arbor, Mich.: Migrant Interdisciplinary Project, 1970,

Teaching materials: teacher book. In these lessons, '"basic con-
cepts and processes...are integrated with linguistic features."
The students are "primary age Spanish-background children who
have limited control of standard English."

7. Philadelphia School District*
Street, Marion L.; Gerber, Adele

Televised Speech Improvement Series: Years 2 and 3; Years'QJ 5, 6.
Philadelphia, Pa.: Philadelphia School District, 1967.

‘Teaching materials: teacher books; tele-taped programs. The
specialized knowledge and techniques of speech education are used
to teach standard speech in grades 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6. 7The students
use nonstandard speech.

8. Rystrom, Richard C.; Farris, Marjorie; Smith, Judy
University of Georgia, Rescarch and Development Center in Educational
Stimulation

Instructional Program in Standard English
Unit I: Teaching Standard-English Features
Unit II: Teaching the Singular Copula/Plural Marker
Unit ITI: Teaching Reduced Consonantal Clusters
Unit IV: Teaching the Modal "Will"
Athens, Ga.: University of Georgia, August, 1968,

Teaching materials: teacher books of drills and songs. Structured
.drills are based on oral pattern-practice and memorization. The
student population is early elementary school children who speak
"Negro dJdialect,"
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9. Shenkman, Harriet .
Duke University, Durhaw Education Improvement Program, 2010 Campus
Drive, Durbham, N.C. 27706

L _ A Language Program for Culturally Disadvantagéd Child:en.
Durham, N.C.: Duke University, 1968.

Teaching materials: teacher's wanual. The lessons introduce ver-
balization as the center of an activity and coordinate verbalization
with motor, dramatic and visual skills. The students are '"Negro

of disadvantaged backgrounds", in K or first grade.

10. Southeastern Education Laboratory
(Azalia S. Francis, Principal Investigator)
3405 International Blvd., Atlanta, Ga. 30054

Multisensory Language Development Project. Atlanta, Ga.: South-
eastern LEducation Laboratory, n.d.

Teaching materials: teacher books; student books. The procedure
"secks to provide...visual, auditory, tacital (sic), kenesthetic
(sic) olfactery, and gustatory avenues of learning" for students
who use "the uneducated speech of the school children of the
Southeastern United Staics."

11. Taylor, Jane C.

Duke University, Durham Education Improvement Frogram, 2010 Campus
Drive, Durham, N.C. 27706

A Manual of Speech Improvement Lessons for Culturally-Deprived
Children. Durham, N.C.: Duke University, 1967.

. Teaching materials: teacher book. The manual aims to provide
daily lessons for speech stimulation and language in K. The
students "ordinarily communicate in a dialect."

12. Thomas{ Hadley A.; Allen, Harold B.¥*.

Oral English: Learning a Second Language. Oklahoma City, Okla.:
The Economy Coumpany, 1968, :

Teaching materials: pupil book; teacher book; charts and cards.
The teaching method is audio-lingual. ''The material was designed
for use with young children (generally ages 4 through 8) whose
native language is not English, but 'the program may also be used
to advantage with children who speak non-standard dialects of
English.'"

13. Torrey, Jane W.*
Connecticut College, Department of Psychology, New London, Conn. 06320

{(no title)

) : Teaching materials: teacher instructions; pictures and text for
- students. Programmed instruction lessons are presented in oral
and written form.
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14. Wakulla County, Florida
Burks, Ann; Caskie, Polly ' P’
Wakulla County Oral Language Project, c/o Shadeville School, Route 2,
Crawfordville, Florida : :

(no title)
Teaching materials: teacher book. The teaching method is basically
pattern practice with games and other activities to make the students'
speech "acceptable classroom speech."

SECONDARY (7 through 12)

15. Brandes, Paul
University of North Carolina, Department of English, Speech Division

(no title)

Teaching materials: pattern practice lessons; tapes. These lessons
are based on pattern practice.

16.  Center for Applied Linguistics¥
Feigenbaum, Irwin

English Now. (Developmental Edition). New York, N.Y.: New Century,
1870.

Teaching materials: workbock; tapes; teacher's manual. 7This program
uses structured drills and freer activities for increased proficiency
in standard English. The students speak '""Black nonstandard" English
and are in grades 7 through 12. ’

17. Erickson, Jon L., ed.*
University of Wisconsin, Department of English, Programs in English
Linguistics

Grammar Drills for the Teaching of Standard English as a Second
Dialect. (Preliminary Edition). Madison, Wis.: University of
Wisconsin, 1965.

Teaching materials: teacher book. "The drills are designed to

be used orally by a teacher trained in oral-aural instruction"

to teach "standard English to speakers whose native dialects of
English differ more or less significantly from the standard dialect."

18. Golden, Ruth I.w*

The Golden Secondary Series: Learning American English. New
Rochelle, N.Y.: Spoken Arts, Inc., 1970.

Teaching materials: tapes: teacher book. This program is primarily
for junior high school students. It includes repetition drills and
other exercises in a self-instructional form enlivened with music.
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18. Hartford Public Schools

(Robert L. Twiss, General Editor, and Caroline D. Hamsher, Editor)
Professional Rescurces Center, lartford, Conn. 06103

-~ Pattern Practice in Standard Awerican English. Hartford, Conn:
{; Hartford Public Schools, June, 1968.

Teaching materials: teacher book of drills. The lessons consist
of oral pattern practice. They are for ncustandard speakers of
English "in grades seven and eight, but they may appropriately
be utilized in the upper grades as individual needs dictate."

20. Los Angeles City Schools*
a) Wilson, Marilyn

Standard QOral English: Instructional Guide A, 7th Grade.

b) Cockrell, Wilma; Johnson, Kenneth R.

Standard Oral English: Instructional Guide C, 10th Grade.

Los Angeles, Calif.: Los Angeles City Schools, 1967.

Teaching materials: teacher books; taped exercises. The lessons
are based on pattern practice and consist of oral and written
activities, both highly structured and less structured. They are
for the Negro students who require drills and other activities in
order to acquire standard English.

- 21. Lueclsdorff, Philip A.

(no title)
Madison, Wis.: University of Wisconsin, Department of English,
Programs in English Linguistics, 1969.

Teaching materials: teacher book. "This program consists of pro-
nunciation drills for speakers of '"nmonstandard Negro English' for
secondary or adult students.

22, Philadelphia Schuol
Steet, Marion L. et

Speech Improvement: Middle School.
Speech Tmprovement: Upper Schaol.
Pattern Practice for Standard Usage and Pronunciation.
Philadelphia, Pa.: Philadelphia School District, 1968.

Teaching materials: teacher guides. These books contain drills
for students in secondary schools. The approach is basically
pattern practice dealing with “specific problems which are
typical of local nonstandard speech."
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23. Pittsburgh Public Schools*

Pattern Drills. Pittsburgh, Pa.: Pittsburgh Public Schoois,
{* April 15, 1967.

Teaching materials: teacher book of drills; charts. The lessons
utilize aural-oral techniques in pattexrn drills. The students are
7th and 8th graders who speak nonstandard English.

24, Robinett, Ralph F.; Bell, Paul W.*
English: Target 1, The Space Visitors.

English: Target. 2.
New York, N.Y.: Harcourt, Brace & World, Inc., 1968.

Teaching materials: student books; teacher books. This program
"provides the students with experiences related to listening-speaking,
reading, writing." It is for 7thh and 8th grade students "who
habitually use linguistic features outside the range of standard
usage." The reading level is 4th to 5th grade.

ADULT
25. The Adult Education Center, Inc.+%
(Alice Geoffray, Director)

112 Exchange Place, New Orleans, La. 70130

Business Speech: A Second Language for Vocational Use. New Orleans,
La.: Adult Education Center, lnc., n.d.

Teaching materials: workbook; teacher's manual. The teaching
methodology ‘'incorporates many of the principles of speech therapy
and public speaking.'" The students are sccretarial trainees "who
regularly use nonstandard speech patterns."

26. American Institutes for Research*
Gropper, George L.; Short, Jerry G.; Glasgow, Zita

Job Corps Language Program. Pittsburgh, Pa.: American Institutes
for Research, May, 1969.

Teaching materials: Administrative Manual; Diagnostic and Evaluative
Tests; Tape Scripts; Corpsman Record Book: Corpsman Notebook.

"On the basis of diagnosed deficiencies, these materials provide
remedial training for Job Corpsmen."

27. Archibald, Barbara; Mentzer, Ann E.

Audio-Lingual English Series.:  Palo Alto, Calif.: Fearon Publishers,
n.d.

- Teaching materials: records; student books; teacher book. '"Sequential

} drills on standard American English sentence patterns' supplement the
regular English program to teach "a new language -- one [the students]
can use in addition to the language with which they are already

Q familiar." The program is '"not limited to any particular grade or
[ERJ!: achievement level. :
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28. Ecroyd, Donald H. )
Temple University, Philadelphia, Pa.
"Speech Training Aspects of the Dialect Remediation Project:"
Appendix A (pp. 140-164). 1In: Center for Community Studies /[of/
Temple University and Berean Institute, The Dialect Remediation
Project, Final Report... Philadelphia, Pa.: Temple University
and Berean Institute, 1965-1966.

Teaching materials. tapes: teacher book. The training is for
"language remediation" using "programmed tapes' and 'mormal class-
room methods.” The students are training for secretarial positions.

29, Gonez, Alice
Chicagec City College (Loop Campus), English Department

Pattern Drills in Standard Eng;lish. Chicago, I1l.: Chicago City
College, August, 1968,

Teaching materials: tapescript or teacher-led drills: study sheets.
The drills are the basis for oral pattern practice '"for improvement
in the nonstandsard language patterns of speakers of American Eng-
lish." The students are college freshmen.

30. Hurst, Charles G., Jr.

Higher Horizons in Speech Comnunication. Bbston, Mass.: General
Electronic Laboratories, Inc., 1968.

Teaching materials: tcacher book; student books; tapes. The program
consists of listening, speaking and writing activities. The students
speak "non-standard English."

31. -Lin, San-su C.*
Pattern 'Practice in the Teaching of Standard English to Students

with a Non-Standard Dialect. New York, N.Y.: Bures: of Publications,
Teachers College, Columbia University, 1965.

Teaching materials. tapes: teacher book. A wodified pattern practice
methodology is recommended for college freshmen.

Three documents are included as addenda to Appendix I. The documents
describe materials development undertakings in three different areas of
the country.

Frances, W. Nelson (Director). Final Report. Brown-Tougaloo English Lan-
guage Project, 1965-1969. Providence, R.I.: Brown University, July, 1970.

Garvey, Catherine and Baldwin, Thelma. A Self-Instructional Program in
Standard English: Development and Evaluation. Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins -
University, The Center for the Study.of Social Organization of Schools,
September, 1969.

Holt, Grace S. An Ethnolinguistic Approach to Language Learning for Minoritw
Group Children. Chicago: Northeastern Illinois State College, Center for

Inner City Studies, 1969.
230
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APPENDIX TI

"Evaluation Instrument

1. ADMINISTRATIOR
I. Materials
~A. Package

1. What does the program consist of? What are the components?
amount of each? 1Is there optional material?

2. How much does the package cost? the individual parts?
Are parts reusable? '

B. Production and availability
1. Where can this program be found?
2. Who are the developers? Where was the development done?

3. 1s there other pertinent information about development or
publication available?

ITI. Students and Teacher
A. Students
1. What.age or grade level? reading level?
2., VWhat dialect(s) of English do‘the students speak?

3. How is entering performance stated? 1linguistically?
cognitively? other?

"4, Is there a way of diagnosing student problems? a way of
selecting the students? pre-test? teacher's impressions?

B, Teacher
1. What training or competencies are assumed or needed?

2. How élosely does the program guide or control the teacher?
How much teacher preparation for the lessons?

3. What direction for further reading or study is suggested?
IIT. Classroom Use
A. Distribution (time and con;ent)

1. How much coursework time is provided in the materials?
~ How is this time distributed? daily; weekly; etc.

2. How many units (lessons, etc.) are there? What are the
linguistic topics of the units?
O
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B. Student interaction with materials
1. Is the interaction student-teacher? self-instructional?
2. 1Is the teaching in groups? whole class? individuals?
3. How is the work ta be integrated with the other work in
the curriculum?
2. OBJECTIVES, TESTS, EVALUATION
I. Objectives
A, What they are
1. What is/are the overall objective(s)? What connection is
there between the overall objective(s) and the approach
to teaching: the rationale?

2. What specific objectives are stated? in terms of which
skills (reading, writing, speaking, listening)?

B. How they are stated
1. Are the objectives stated in terms of measurable behaviors?

2. low is the teacher to check the students' achievement of
the objectives?

IT. Tests
A. Pre- and Post-
1. How is the students' entering proficiency to be determined?
Is there provision for determining the individual student's

mastery of specific standard English features?

2. How is the students' proficiency to be measured after the
instruction?

B. Progress through the program

1. Where is testing included within the program? unit-final?
after scveral units?

2. What type of tests are included? individual features?
cunulative throughout the program?

ITI. Evaluation (trials)
A. Trials

1. Under what conditions has the program been tried?

-223.
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3.

4,

2. 1Is there a report?  where?
B. Revision
1. Which version is this? final, prelimingfy?

2, What provision is there for feedback to the author(s),
publisher?

CONTENT
I. Linguistic
A, Linguistic features

1. What types of linguistic features are included? some
examples. :

2. How was selection of features done?
3. 1Is there a scheme for the order? Does the program tell?
B. Sociolinguistic

1. What oral style(s) is/are used? Is there a distinction
between oral and written styles?

2. 1Is there a stated relationship between the students'
language snd the target language?

IT. Nonlinguistic
A. anlinguistic material to be taught
1. What other material, information, or skills are to be‘taught?
2. How are they grouped and/or ordered? Does the program tell?
B. Vehicle for instruction

1. What subject matters are used to carry the instruction?

PEDAGOGY
I. Overall Approach
A, Methouology
1. What is the approach used? (second-language; 1énguage
development). What are some £ the more common types of

teaching activities or drills? 1in typical order, if
there is one. '
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2. What provision is made for carryover outside the context
of instruction in standard English?

B. Adaptation
1. What provision is made to account for student differences?
Can students with different skills (from class to class

or within a class) use the material differently?

2. What types of activities provide the additional or different
use? (repetition of activities; supplementary activities)

II. Specific Learning Activities

A. Directed from teacher or materials to student; no student
response (list several examples)

B. Directed between teacher/materials and student; controlled
student response (list several examples)

C. 1Initiated by student; no control once activity has begun (list
several examples)

III. Use of Students' Dialect
A. Contrastive linguistics (in materials preparation)
B. TFor intercst (list several instances)

C. Contrast or cxemplification (feature by feature) (list several
activities)

D. Translation or generation (list several activities)

5. QUALITY CONTROL
I. Text Materials
A. Design
1. 1Is the text attractive? legible? durable?

2, Are the response formats clear? What to do? Criterion
(criteria) of correctness? . When response is correct or not?

B. Content
1. Are the samples of standard English correct and apprepriate?

2. Are the'samples of the students' dialect correct and
appropriate? '

3. Are the statements about language accurate?
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II. Other Materials (tapes, pictures, etc.)

A.

B.

6. AFFECT

Désign
1. 1Is it attractive? durable? clear?

2. Are they easy to use? What kind are they? (Are they
reel~to-reel tapes? slides in colox? etc.)

3. 1Is the corfespondence to the text accurate?
Content
1. 1Is the material accurate?

2. 1Is the material appropriate to tlie content to be illus-
trated? :

1. Addressed to Teacher

A.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Student population
1. How are the students described? What is the problem?

2. Uow is the students' language described generally?
named?

Linguistic Premises
1. What premises? about language; about English?

2. What premise about relationship between students'
" language and target language?

Pedagogical Premises

1. What premises about the way to teach the material?
2. What premises about the way to teach the students?
Teacher background

1. What preparation and attitude is required or suggested
for this instruction?

2. What type(s) of further reading is/are suggested?
(linguistics? sociology? language teaching?)
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II. Addressed to Students

A,

B.

Linguistic

1. What names are used for the target dialect and the
students' dialect?

2, Is the students' dialect used in the instruction? . In what
types of activities is it used? and for what purposes?

3. What are the students told about language?
Content
1. What subject matters are used? What cultural settings?

2. What special terminology is introduced as part of the
language pedagogy?
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APPENDIX III

Applications ef the Evaluation Instrument

Although the major thrust of this project's work has beer the descrip-
tion of what has been done in the way of materials development, it seemed
worthwhile to show the use of the document in more complete descriptions
of several programs. In this way, the reader will gain a better per-
spective of the types of information provided and how these types of
information combine to provide an overall picture of the program des-
cribed.

Two programs have been selected for description, one on the ele-
mentary level and one on the secondary level. There is no implication
of quality in the selection of the two programs: the progréms were not
chosen because they seemed especially good or particularly pcor. They
were chosen for other reasons. The.secondary progrém was chosen because
it scemed to come close to tvpifying many of the programs that rely
entirely or almost entirely on pattern practice techniques. Meny of the
questions of the questionnaire/eutline are unanswered because the aspects
of the program they investigate do not appear in the partiéular'package
‘under examination; this is also true of many of the other programs rely-
ing on pattern practice. The elementary program was selected because
it uses the students' nonstandasrd diaslect as a part of the pedagogy.
Although only a few of the programs utilize the students' language in
the pedagogy, it seemed interesting to look at one of these programs in
detail.

Again, it is important to state that we intend no implication of
quality judgment in describing the two programs; although we may have
our own preferences for types of materials to be used in different teach-
ing contexts, we do not intend to imply that any one approach is the only

possible one.
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- A. PSYCHOLINGUISTICS ORAL LANGUAGE PROGRAM - A BI-DIALECTAL' APPROACH

ADMINISTRATION

I. Materials
A. Package

1. What does the program consist of? How many components are
thare (i.e. teacher's manual, student texts, tapes, records)?
How long is each component (i.e. number of pages, tape reels
or cassettes)? Are some components optional?

This entire program is contained in a 188 page teacher's manual.
In addition, there are suggested activities that involve the use
of a tape recorder (p. 46). While this progrem was developed in
conjunction with a Psycholinguistics Reading Series, the authors
do not specify that the two are to be used together.

2. How much does the program cost? Are prices listed for indi-
vidual parts? Are some parts reusable?

While no price is given, the program is -available through ERIC
microfishe for $0.75. The manual is reusable.

B. Production and Publication
1. How can the program bhe obtained?

This manual was copyrighted by the Chicago Public Schools in
. 1968 (title page) and is also available through ERIC. (Sec A.2.)

2. Who developed this material? Where? -

The program was developed for the Chicago Public Schools by
Lloyd Leaverton, Educational Psychologist, Mildred R. Gladney,
Primary Teacher, and Melvin J. Hoffman, Structural Linguist.
Two additional primary teachers, Zoreda R. Patterson and

Olga J. Davis, used the materials in the early experimental
stages and helped with later revisions (title page and "A
Model for Teaching Standard English to Non-stsndard English
Speakers'", see item 3, below). ‘

3. 1s there any other pertinent information about development
or publication available?

Some aspects of the development are described in “A Model for
Teaching Standard English to Nom-standard English Speakers"

by Mildred R. Gladney and Lloyd Leaverton, available from
Lloyd Leaverton, Chicago Public Schools. This paper was read
at a meeting of the American Educational Research Association,
Chicago, 1968.
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II.

A,

Students and Teachers

Students
1. What age or grade level were these materials written for?
Is it necessary to know the students' reading level?

While no age, grade, or reading level is specified in the intro-
duction, the first language elicitation lesson is built around

a description of a kindergarten or first grade teacher (p. 8).
Later in lesson 18 the teacher is told to put a chart showing
the distribution of is/am/are on the board and "encourage the
children to use the chart as a reference during class work and
during independent work'" (p. 31). Lesson 23, entitled "Sentences
as Independent Work," instructs the children to translate sen-
tences written in one dialect into the other as a written
exercise (p. 45). Note that both lessons 18 and 23 are supple-
mental. The Psycholinguistic Reading Series, written in con-
junction with this program (see Sec. I, A.l), is intended as

a basal reader (teacher's manual p. 7).

2. What dialect(s) of English do the students entering this
program specak?

"The minority dialect that the staff is most interested in is
that of the Afro-American child who comes from a community in
which the language used differs from the standard English"
(p- 2).

3. How is entering performance stated? Linguistically?
Cognitively? Othex?

Entering performance is stated linguistically in terms of gram-
matical features (pp. 2-3).

Teachers

1. What special training or competencies are assumed?

None are mentioned.

2. Now closely does the program guide or control the teacher?

In the introduction there are three pages of "General Guidelines"
(pp. 5-7). Within the lessons themselves specific guidelines

are given for language elicitation, but no guides are given for
the amount of time that should be spent on drill. '"The rate of
progress of the class as a whole in understanding and applying
the ideas determine the amount of time to be spent on each
lesson" (p. 6). Optional drills and suggestions for ways in
which students can practice ''school talk" are given at the end

of each unit. The following recommendation is made for moving

on to the next unit: "when the majority of the children are ready
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to move ahead ... you introduce the activities of the next
unit to the entire class and form small instruction groups
for those children who need additioneal practice" (p. 47).

3. What direction for further reading or study is suggested?

A three-page "selected" bibliography is listed in the back of
the manual (pp. 179-181).

III. Classroom Use
A. Time and Content Distribution

1. How much time stould be provided for the use of these
materials? How is the time distributed (i.c. daily,
weekly, total time)?

"At least fifteen to twenty minutes a day should be devoted to
the lessons. The rate of progress of the class as a whole in
understanding and applying the ideas determines the amount of
time to be spent on each lesson" (p. 6).

2. How many units are there? What topics do these units cover?
What portion of the lessons within .each unit are basic?
Supplemental?

Distinctions between basic and supplemental or review lessons
are not made by the authors. However, cach unit has a number
of lecssons devoted to specific grammatical features and a
iumber which review all the features in the unit, cither
separately or in combination.

Unit I AM - IS - ARE 24 lessons: 17 basic,

7 supplemental/review
Unit IT  WAS - WERE 17 lessons: 10 basic, 7 supplemental/review
Unit IITI "-8'" - "-ES" 18 lessons: 11 basic, 7 supplemental/zcview
Unit IV SAY - SAYS 13 lessons: 6 basic, 7 supplemental/review
Unit V DO - DOES ' 18 lessons: 1l basic, 7 supplemental/review
Unit VI  HAVE - HAS 13 lessons: 6 'basic, 7 supplemental/review

Pronunciation Practices: (p/f, b/v, th/t, th/d, th/f, th/v, m/n), 6 pages
B. Student Interaction with Materials

1. How much time is devoted to student-teacher interaction?

. How much of the material is self-instructional or work
that can be done independently, once explained by the
teacher?

All the material requires student-teacher interaction except
portions of those supplemental lessons built around distri-
bution charts and written translation exercises {(see Sec. 2,
A.l). '
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2. Is the teaching done in small groups? With the whole class?
With individuals? . '

The teaching for each unit begins with the entire class. Later
the teacher may put students who need more practice in small
groups (p. 47).

3. How is this work to be integrated with other work in the
curriculum? :

The basic lessons are not integrated with anything else, since
neither this program, nor the Psycholinguistics Reading Series
state that the two are to be used together. However, one supple-
mental lesson in each unit contains examples of ways in which the
grammatical features of that unit can be incorporated into science
and social studies lessons.

OBJECTIVES, TESTS, EVALUATION
I. Objectives
A, What They Are

1. What are the overall objectives? What connection is thexe
between the overall objectives and the approach to teaching
(the rationale)?

The authors sre concerned with modifying the language of 'those
children whose established speech patterns differ from the
standard English" (specifically Afro-Amecrican children) because
"modification ... is necessary to enable the child to advance
economically and socially in the dominant society.'" "Constant
correction," used by many teachers, lacks the '"rigorous
systemization" necessary '"in view of the complexity of the

task the child faces in learning the standard English" and is
also "ineffective because of the emotional significance the
(his) established specch patterns have to the child." Because
of this, the authors have tried to develop "an approach that
would emphasize and utilize the child's existing language
competency as a starting point and then gradually and syste-
matically introduce the standard English as an additional
dialect.'" Differences in vocabulary and pronunciation have
been judged to be less crucial than differences in grammar.

2. What specific objectives are stated? Are they stated in
terms of specific skills (listening, speaking, reading,
writing)?

“"The child is engaged in learning a new dialect ,.. it is not

to be expected that the child will relinquish his own dialect

in the area of verb forms.. ... what is expected ... is that

he becomes sensitive to the standard patterns to the degree

that he recognizes them in comparison to his own and he develops
the facility of using the standard patterns ... on demand" (p.7).
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LI.

A.

III.

‘"How They Are Stated

1. Are the objectives stated in terms of measurable behavior?

The objectives are measurable in the sense that performance
tests could be created.

2. How is the teacher to check the students' achievement of
the objectives? Are tests provided?

The teacher decides when the child has mastered a given set of
forms without the aid of eny specified testing device. Although
the general guidelines state that each child will be asked to
produce the standard forms, here called SCHOOL TALK, at the end
of each unit, the units secem to list this as an optional activity

(pp. 4, 46).

Tests

Pre- and Post-

1. How is the students' entering proficiency to be determined?
Is there provision for determining the individual student's
mastery of specific standard English features prior to their
beginning o unit which contains theom?

No provision is made for pretesting of either group or individual
proficicncy of students described as Afro-Americans who come

from "a cowmmunity in which the language used differs from the
standard English," apparently under the assumption that all
children living in such a community will find the program
beneficial (p.2).

2. How is the students' proficiency to be measured after the
instruction?

The teacher is to evaluate the students' progress (p. 47). No
formal testing program is provided.

Evaluation

Trials
1. Under what conditions has the program been tried?

The teacher's manual does not describe the development of this
program. However, the activities of experimental and control
groups are described in "A model for Teaching Standard English
to Non-standard Speakers."

2. Is there a report available? How can it be obtained?

Contact Lloyd Leaverton, Chicago Public Schools, for '"A Model
for Teaching Standard English to Non-standard Speakers" by
Mildred R. Gladney and Lloyd Leaverton, originally read at a
méeting of the American Edugational Research Association,
Chicago, 1968.
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Revision

1. Which version is this (final, preliminary)?

-

- This is labeled an Experimental Edition.

CONTENT

2. VWhat provision is there for feedback to the asuthor(s) or
publisher?

No provision.is stated in the manual, presumably because the
material was designed for use within the Chicago school system,

I. Linguistic

A

Unit I

Lesson
Lesson
Lesson
Lesson
Lesson
Lesson

Linguistic Features
1. What types of linguistic features are included?

The linguistic features included are s selected set of con-
trasting verb forms with their appropriate subjects; IS/AM/ARE,
WAS/WERE, the prasence end absence of the third singular present
tense inflcetion in general, SAY/SAYS, DO/DOES, HAVE/HAS.

2. How were decisions made for inclusion or exclusion?

The authcrs decided to concentrate on gramnatical fealures on
the following basis. '"Diffcring vocabulary was eliminated Irom
consideraticn because of its short-Ilived nature and its great
variation regionally. In considering pronunciation and grammar,
the staff felt that in American Society there is less toleration
of grammatical differcuces than of pronunciation differences"
(p- 2). While no reason isg given for restricting the scope of
the lessons to verb forms, the authors acknowledge that they
have done so (pp. 2, 7).

3. How are the features grouped or ordered?

Since the general ordering of items within each of the units
listed above is quite similar, a detailed examination of one
unit should be a sufficient indication of how all the units are
organized.

AM - IS - ARE

Is with sghe

Is with she, he, it

Noun/pronoun subject substitutions for is

Am with 1 :

Am with I/ he, she, and it with is -
Is/am with present participle (-ing verb form)

S SN
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Lesson 7 Is/am going to

Lesson 8 Is/am in questions

Lesson 9 - Negation of is/am and correcponding use of ain't

Lesson 10 Review of noun/pronoun subject substitutions for is/am
Lesson 11 Are with pronoun subjects

.Lesson 12 Distribution of is/am/are and appropriate subjects

Lesson 13 Are with present participle (-ing verb form)
Lesson 14 Tuture, are going Lo

Lesson 15 Are in questions

Lesson 16 Negation of are and corresponding use of ain't
Lesson 17 Noun/pronoun subjects of are

Lesson 18-24 Supplemental and review

Drills involving questions and negation are given for all verbs except
those in the unit on the third singular, present tense inflectioun and
have/has.

II.

B. Sociolinguistic

1. What oral style(s) is/are used? Is a distinction made
between oral and written styles?
" No distinction is made. In many instances, children are
taught both the full and the reduced (contracted) verb forms.

2. Is there a stated relatienship between the students' language
and the goal language?

Yes. The native language (dislect), here cslled BEVERYDAY TALK, is
for use "when we're just talking azbout anvthing and to enyone,"
when "not thinking about school or school work ' or "when wa're
just talking with our friends and our parents." The goal language
(dialect), called SCHOOL TALK, is for use '"in school especially
and outside of school, too" (pp. 8, 54).

Nonlinguistic
A. Nonlinguistic Material to be Taught

1. What other material (information or skills) arc to be
taught?

None specifically, although the various grammatical features
may be incorporated in science and social studies lessons
(Supplementary units).

2. How are they grouped and/oxr ordered?

No grouping or ordering.
B. Vehicle for Instruction: What subject matter is used to carry

the instruction?

In most instances, Lthe instruction is incorporated into short
narratives about things the child is likely to be familiar with,
either in school, or at home, or in the community.
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PEDAGOGY
I. Overall Approach

A. Methodology

1. What approach is uscd (second language, language develop-
ment)? What are the more common types of teaching
activities and drills? Does their use follow a sequen-
tial pattern?

The basic lessons utilize a combination of second language and
language development techniques. Each lesson begins with the
teacher telling (or rcading) a short narration and asking the
children questions about it. These guestions are supposed to
elic t responses with the desired sentence patterns. The
teacher makes a note only of those responses which fit the
desired patterns. Then the teacher reads through the list
asking the students which are EVERYDAY TALK and which are
SCHOOL, TALK, as well as asking for the appropriate translation
for each item. In some of the later lessons, the teacher
simply reads statements in SCHOQL or EVERYDAY TALK, and asks
the students to translate. Teachers are instructed to provide
practice in both full and reduced (coatracted) forms of
is/am/are--especially dual negative forms (i.e. she's not/she
isn't), and negatives of was/wgzg, and does/Qg. No other

Teduced forms are mentiened. Scme of the basic lesseons also
provide completion drills, in which the teacher will give a
subject and the student will give the corresponding verb, and
substitutisn drills, in vhich the teazcher will give a pronoun
subject and the studeut will give a noun subject (or the reverse).

The supplementary lessons for cach unit include: a distribution
chart, review scntences for translation drills, narratives in
EVERYDAY TALK for class discussion and translation practice,
rhymed pattern practice drills which can be sung, dialogs in
SCHOOL TALK (sometimes with both full and reduced forms),
written translation exercises, topics for additional practice
in SCHOOL TALK, and applications to science and social studies
lessons.

2. What provision is made for carrvover outside the context of
instruction in Standard English?

The only provisions made for carryover are in the suggestions
for utilizing the grammatical features of the units in science
and social studies.

B. Adaptation

1. What provision is made to account for student differences?
Can students with different skills (from class to class or
within a class) use the material differently?

The authors suggest -that the children in a given class begin each
unit together. They also suggest that children needing additicnal
o practice in a previous unit be put in small groups at a separate

ERIC -
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time (p. 47)~ Any other flexibility in the program,
either for the class as a whole or for individuals, must
be provided by the teacher.

2., What types of activities (repetition or supplhmcnta])
provide for additional or different use?

The teacher is free to repeat the basic units and/or to use
the supplemental review material,

II. Specific Learning Activities

A, Are learning activities directed from teacher or materials to
the students, with no response from the students (i.e. gram-
matical generalizations)?

Definitions of what constitutes the standard dialect (SCHOOL
TALK) as provided by the text are presented by the teacher to
the students during the class discussions.

B. Are there activities directed between the tcacher/materials and
the students, with controlled student responses?

The responses of the students to the narrations and the trans-
lation exercises fall into this category.

C. Are there activities initiated by the student, with no teacher
control ounce the activity has begun?

The topics listed as additional praLLlce in SCHOOL TALK can be
used this way.

III. Use.of Students' Dialect

A. Contrastive linguistics; C. Contrast or exemplification, and
D. Translation or generation -- all seem to be the same question
(at least as far as this material is concerned).

The features are listed under CONTENT, I, A., 1 and 3, and their
utilization under PEDAGOGY, I., A., L.

B. Interest.

This is a secondary consideration with this material.

QUALITY CONTROL .

I. Text Materials
A. Design
1. 1Is the text attractive, 1egiblé, and dqrable?
Since this is a manual for teachers, not to be used by students,

it is sufficiently attractive and legible. However, the covers
and the binding are likely to pull apart.

-237- 246



2. Are the -response formats clear? Do they indicate exactly
what is to be done: what criteria are to be used for
determining whether a response is correct or not?

During the language elicitation sessions, all responses are

to be encouraged..."whether the response is a desired one or
not and particularly if it is not" (p. 6). The teacher is
given specific dircctions as to the types of responses to make
note of, Beyond that, the teacher's knowledge of standard
english is the criterion used.

B. Content

1. Are the samples of standaxd Tngllsh correct and appropriate?
2. Are the samples of the students' dialect correct and appro-
priate?

These guestions ave best answered together, since some misinfor-
matic: ozeurs in translation. Standard English have is given
as a translation for nonstandard got in sentences where most
standard speakers would use a reduced (contracted) form of

have got ("I got a bike/I have a bike'") and in sentences where

many Black Chllern would use have rather than got or have got
("I got a headache/I have a headaclhe'") (p. 153). The relation-
ship between have and have got in standard English and the
relationship Tetween havo and got in the dialects of many Rlack
children are so compLLv that aay atLvan to teach their usage
is bound to oversimplify, however., Most of the sampies in both

-dialects are correct and appropriate,

3. Are statecments about language and non-standard dialects
accurate?

‘Most of the statements about language and dialect are made in
the introduction and are not misleading (pp. 2-3).

II. Other Materials
None.
AFFECT
.. 1. Adéressed to Teachers
A. Student Population
1.. How are the students described? What is the problem?

",..the Afro-American child who comes from a community in which
the language used differs from the standard English" (p. 2).

2. How is the students' language described and named?

"The students' language, labeled EVERYDAY TALK, is described as
a legitimate facet of his community.

O
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B. Linguistic Premises
1. What linguistic premises are utilized?

In addition to those listed under CONTENT, I., the authors'
list of "major gremmatical differences in the area of verb
forms" (pp. 2-3) has to be based on the premise thuat these
differences can be listed,

2. 1Is account taken of variations which occur in style and
corresponding appropriateness of usage in different
situations?

The students' native dialect (EVERYDAY TALK) is defined as one
used "when we're just talking about anything and to anyone'" or
"when we're just talking with our friends and our parents."
Standard English (SCHOOL TATK) is defined as that which is
"used in school especially and ocutside of school, too"

(pp- 8, 54).

C. What pedagogical premises are utilized?

The authors state that teachers frequently fail to teach
standard English because "Constant correction without rigorous
systemization is not effective...in view of the complexity of
task the child faces in learning standard English." And because
they do not take iato account "the emotional siguificance the
(his) established speech patterns have to the child." "The
lessans are organized to prevent cryers of distribution.?
"During the lessors valued words such as ‘right/wrong,’
‘correct/incorrect' ar not necded." "The tcacher must always
accept a child's response with a positive comment" (pp. 1-2).

D. Teacher Background

1. What preparation and attitudes arc suggested for this
instruction?

No specific preparation is suggested. The attitudes are des-
cribed above in section C.

2. What type(s) of further reading is/are suggested (linguis-
tics, sociology, language teaching)?

The three-page bibliography at the end of the manual (pp. 179-181)
is a mixture of articles by linguists, psychologists, and edu-
cators.

II. Addressed to Students
. . A. Linguistic

1. What names are used for the target dialect and the students'
dialect? T

The target dialect is called SCHOOL TALK and the students' dia-
o lect, EVERYDAY TALK.
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2. 1Is the students' dialect used in the instruction? In what
types of activities and for what purposes? '

See PEDAGOGY I., A., L.
3. What is he told about language?
See CONTENT, I. B., 2.
B. Content
1. What subject matters are used? What cultural settings?
See CONTENT, II., B.

2. What special terminology is introduced as part of the language
pedagogy?

Sec A., 1., above.

B. PITTSBURGH PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Patt rn Prills. Pittsburgh, Pa.: Pittsburgh Public Schools,
April 13, 1967. :

Glassner, Leonard E., Program Evaluator. Yattern Dyills Program:
1967 Report. Pittsburgh, Pa.: Pittsburgh Public Schools, 1967.

ADMINLSTRATION
I. Materials
A. Package

1. What does the program consist of? What are the components?
Is therc optional material?

The book of pattern drills has 81 pages of drills and a 3-page
table of contents. There is no optional material. (Sovme of
the information in the description of the program comes from
the 1967 Report, but the Report is not a part of the instruc-
tional package.) Charts are mentioned in the Report, but we
do not have them in our inventory.

2. How much does the package cost? the individual parts?
Are parts reusable?

No pricing information is included in either of the two books
mentioned above. The materials were developed for use in
certain schools in Pittsburgh, without any apparent view to
making them generally available. The book of drills and the
charts are reusable.
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B. Production and availability
1. Where éan this program be found?
Pittsburgh Public Schools, Pittsburgh, Pa. 15213
2. Who are the developers? Where was the developmenf done?
The development was done by the Office of Research, Pittsburgh
Public Schools, under the guidance of the linguistics con-

sultant, Ann T. Anthony.

3. 1Is there other pertinent information about development or
publication available?

There is a 1967 Report which describes the development of the
materials aad their use in the schools. DBibliographical in-
formation about the Report is given above.

II. Students and Teacher
A. Students
1. What age or grade level? reading level?

The students are in scventh and eighth grade. No reading level
is mentioned.

2. What dialect(s) of English do they speak?

The students ''typically use non-standard phonetic and grammatical
speech patterns.'" (Report, p. 10-2)

3. How is entering performance stated? linguistically?
cognitively? other?

The students' entering belavior is stated linguistically. See
previous question and answer.

4, 1Is there a way of diagnosing student problems? a way of
selecting the students? pre-test? feacher's impressions?

The program provides no way of selecting the students: “Students
seérved by the program include all those enrolled in grades 7 and
8 in participating schools." (Report, p. 10-4)

B. Teacher
1. What training or competencies are assumed or nceded?

. A "~ The classroom teachers "must have as basic qualifications the
ability to speak standard English and at least minimal knowledge
of the purposes and techniques of pattern drills." (Report,

p. 10-7).
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2. How clOSely does the program guide or control the teacher?
* How much teacher preparation for the lessons?

As expected in a program that is based on oral pattern practice,
this program provides the substance for the lessons, but it
does not specify the steps for class presentation,
3. What direction for further reading or study is suggested?
There is no suggestion for further reading or study.

III. Classroom Use

A. Distribution (time and content)

1. How wuch coursework time is provided in the materials?
How is the time distyributed? daily; weekly, etc.

The drills were used from "a faw wmirutes'" to "twenty to thirty
minutes per drill" up to a frequency of daily use. (Report,
pp. 10-14 -- 10-195) '

2. How many units (lessons, etc,) are there? What are the
linguistic topics of the units?

46 drills on be; 8 drills on "-s forms of verbs'"; 3 drills on
afan; 9 drills on "negative forms" (anybody, somebody, nohudy);
14 drills on “interdentals.'

B. Student interaction with wmatcerials
1. Is the interaction student-teacher? self-instructional?
Thé interaction is student-teacher. |
2. 1Is the teaching in groups? whole class? individuals?
There is no statement about the size of the student. group,

3. How is the work to be integrated with the other work in
the curriculum?

There is no direct answer to this question; however, the
Report contains the responses to questions "to determine
the compatibility of the program with the program cnviron-
ment." (Report, pp. 10-13 -- 10-20)

OBJECTIVES, TESTS, EVALUATION
I. Objectives
A. What they are
1. What is/are the overall objective(s)? What connection
is there between the overall objective(s) and the

approach to teaching: rationale?
O . P ' ’
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Two terminal objectives are listed: 1) "Be able to communicate
clearly with all speakers of English'" and 2) "Be able to shift
automatically from non-standard to standard speech and vice-
versa as the situation requires.'" (Report, p. 10-5)

The following statement approaches a rationale for the teaching
methodology: "Oral control of a language is estublished by
repetition. The Pattern Drill materials provide opportunity
for such repetition through pattern practice exercises,"
(Report, p. 10-46) '

2. What specific objectives arc stated? in terms of which
skills (reading, writing, speaking, listening)?

No specific objectives are listed for this program.

B. How they are stated
1. Are the objectives stated in terms of measurable behaviors?
The Report states an avareness of.the need to restate the
objectives in terms of "specific student behavior." (Report,

p. 10-35)

2. How is the teacher to check the students' achievement of
the objectives?

The Report mentions that, although testing is important, the
only testing available is done "informally through occasional
test drills." (Report, p. 10-83)
I1. Tests
A. Pre- and Post-
‘There is ro pre- and post-testing in this program.

B. Progress through the program

1. Where is testing included within the program? unit-final?
after several units?

Testing is unit-{inal except in one case of unit-medial as
well as unit-final testing and five cases of no unit testing
(taken from table of contents in Pattern Drills).

2. What types of tests are included? individual features?
cumulative throughout the program?

The tests are cumulative within a unit or section but not
throughout the program.

O
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TII. Evaluation (trials)
A. Trials

1. Under what conditions has the program been tried?
In 1966-67, the drills were taught to all seventh- and
eighth-graders in 20 schools qualifying for ESEA funds.
The program began in two schools in February, 1967, and
expanded es materials became available and teachers
received in-service training. (Report, p. 10-1)

2. 1Is there a report? Where?

The report was put out by the Pittsburgh Public Schools
(bibliographical information above).

B. Revision
1. Which version is this? final? preliminary?

There is no indication of the version except for the date
of April 15, 1967.

2. What provision is there for feedback to author(s)?
publisher? '

There were informal meetings during the development of the

lessons. At these meetings and at in-service sessions,
feedback could be gained. (Report, p. 10-10)

CONTENT
I. Linguistic

A. Linguistic features

1. What types of linguistic features are included? some
examples

The drills include grammatical as well as phonological
features; for examplc, '"-s forms of verbs," "negative

.. forms" (any, anybody, etc.), a/an, and "interdentals."
2. How was selection of features done?
The linguistic consultant interviewed students and indicated
those differences between standard and nonstandard English
to be included in the drills. (Appendix B of Report)

3. 1Is there a scheme for the order? ‘Does the program tell?

There is no apparent scheme for the order of the features to
be taught; the Report and the Pattern Drills mention none.
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Sociolinguistic

1. What oral style(s) is/are used? Is there a distinction
between oral and written styles?

Although a bi-dialectalism is mentioned as an ohjective, the
only English in the drills is standard speech of the Pitts-
burglt area.

2. 1s there a stated relationship between the students'
language and the target language?

The students' language is treated as a separate system, and
the project is designed 'to emphasize the criterion of appro-

priateness to the situvation." (Report, p. 10-46)
II. Nonlinguistic
A. Nonlinguistic material to be taught
There is no nonlinguistic waterial to be taught in this
progranm.
B. Vehicle for instruction
The vehicle for instruction is general; there is no particular
subject wmatter vehicle.
PEDAGOCY
I. Overall Approach

A.

Methodology

1. What is the approach used? (sccond-language; language
development). What are some of the more common types of
teaching activities or drills? 1in typical order, if
there is one.

"Pattern practice exercises, designed for automatic oral
control, require repetition of model sentences with lexical
substitutions within parts of the grammatical structure

while the structure itself remsins constant.'" (Report,

p. 10-47). There are also some drills which require more
complex manipulations than simple substitutions. No "typical
order'" is apparent. '

2. What provision is made for carryover outside the context
of instructicn in standard English?

The materials consist of drills; there is no provisicn for
carryover.
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B. Adaptation

The materials do not provide for any adaptation to individual
student differences.

II. Specific Learning Activities

A. Directed from teacher or materials to student; no Student
response

In the presentation stages of "minimal pair drills" and
repetition exercises, the teacher might not require any response

from the students.

B. Directed between teacher/materials and student; controlled
student response.

The bulk of the instruction invalves this type of instruction.
Such activities include "substitution drills,' other manipu-
lation drills, and "repetition drills."
C. Initiated by student; no control once activity has begun.
There is no example of this type of activity in the program.
III. Use of Students' Dialect
A. Contrastive linguistics (in materials preparation).

A "bi-dialectal cemparison' forsmed '"the basis for the con-
struction of exercises." (Report, p. 10-47)

B. For interest
C. Contrast or exemplification
D. Translation or geaneration
The students' dialect is not used in any of these three ways.
QUALITY CONTROL
I. Text Materials
A. Design
1. Is the text attractive? »legible? durable?
The text is Xerox copies of typewritten pages. 1t is legible
and is durable if the pages are put into a notebook or other

sturdy binder.

2. Are the response formats clear? What to do? Criterion
(criteria) of correctness? when response is correct?

e <246~ -
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The presentation and instruction is entirely in the teacher's
control; the students have no texts. Thereforc, the response
formats depend on the teacher's control of aural/oral
me thodology.

B. Content

1. Are the samples of standard English correct and appropriate?

The samples of standard English seem reasonable within the
context of the instruction,

2. Are the sawmples of the students' dialect correct and
appropriate?

There are no samples of the students' dialect in the program.

3. :Are the statements about language correct?

There are no statements about language in the instruction.
I11. Other Materials |

We do not have copies of the charfs mentioned in the Report.
Thercfore, we cannot answer the corresponding questions,

AFFECT
I. Addrecssed to Teacher
A, Student population

The waterials do not include material addressed to, the teacher;
presimably the in-service scssions provided the needed in-
formation. The Report describes the students and the required
teacher attitudes, but this information is not included in the
program.

B. Linguistic premises
1. What premises? about language, about English?

Although not stated in any introductory material, it is clear
that the materials development was based on the notion that
language is patterned and that language usage is governed by
the criterion of appropriateness,

2. What premise about relationship between students' language
and target language?

The Report states that the two are treated as distinct systems
insofar as possible, but this does not necessarily come out in
the instruction.
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Pédagogicay prewises
1. What pfemises about the way to teach the material?

The pattern practice approach used in this program relies
heavily on repetition. There is the assumption that this
is necessary to teach new language skills.

2. What premises aboul the way to teach the students?
Nothing is mentioned about the way to teach the students.
Teacher background

Teacher background is treated in description in the Report.

There is the statement that the teacher must be able to control
standard English and be able to teach using aural-oral methodology.

Addressed to Students

The materials consist entirely of drill work. The teacher
could introduce the notion of appropriateness and discuss
dialects of English and the lnglish language, but the
materials have nothing included. The subject matter is
general.
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APPENDIX IV

CERTER FOR APPLIED LINGULSTICS 1717 Massachusctts Ave., N.W., Washington, n.C. 20036

P

Survey of Programs/Courses in Sociolinguistics and Urban Education

Institution

City State Zip

Name of Department, Commitltee, etc.

Chairman or Executive Officer

Term system: Quarter ___ Semester Trimester Other (specify)

e avene s

i svigstics, urban/social dialects, urban
education, etc.? Yes Mo

o~ 3. Nawme of person v charge ol progyim L difforent from Department Chaiyman, above,

4. COURSES. (S8pacc is provided for 6 course rvésumés. 1f additional space is
required, please attach supplementary sheets.)

(a) Course title

Description

Number of credit hours Graduate ( ) Undergraduate [ )

Approximate number of students per term

Prerequisites

ERIC - 058
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(b) Course title

Description

Kumber of credit bhours

Approximate number of students per tern

Prerequisites

Graduate ( )

Undergréduate ()

{¢) Course title

Description

Number of credit hours

Approximate number of students per term

Prerequisites

Graduate ()

Undergraduate ()

(d) Course title

Descriptioﬁ

Number of credit hours

Approximate number of students per term

Prerequisites

Graduate ( )

Undergraduate ( )

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Description

Number of credit hours Graduate ( ) Undergraduate ()
Approxzimate number of studentg per term

Preveguisites v

(f) Course title

Dascription

Number of credit hours Graduate () Undergraduate ()

Approximate number of students per term

Prevequisites

5. Required text material, suggested reading lists, etc. for above courses. (List
titles or attach list.)

ERIC o
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6. Opportunities for field work and/er prac

erice teaching., (Glve briel description.
o If offered as part of a ceurse named in 4, above, nlease indicate. For practice
. teaching, Lunclude title of K - 12 text material.)

)

-

7. FACULT

() Teaching. (List faculty wembors who teach the couvrses
Include deparvtmental affilistiosn LL other than

wmed in 4, abes
your department,)

(b) Research. (List research stali members w

Jiose worll Ls related to the areas
outlinced in 4 oy 6, above.)

Signa ture

Position
Q
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