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BIDIALECTAL FRESHMAN HANDBOOKS==-
THE NEXT FLIM=-FLAM

Gary N. Underwood
The Unlversity of Texas at Austin
In his recent review of two composition texts--one over-priced at
$6, lavishly advertised, but containing ideas as old and stale as last
veek's coffee; the other reasonably priced at a buck-fifty, virtually
unadvertised {and unnoticed!), but packed with provocative new ideas
about daveloping writiag abilities--Richard Larson asked these ques-
tions: |
Is fz;eshmn English composition the only academic subject
for which writers of textbooks continue to publish virtually
 the same ideas and to offer almost exactly the same advice,
year after year after year? Is English composition the only
| field in vhich apparent contributions to the state of the art
are of such uncertain value that writers of texts can ignore
those contributions with impunity? 1Is composition the only
ﬁcld 80 barren of good new information and ideas that a
' 8light difference in structure and some improvement in style
;qrc enough to justify confronting texteselection émitteu
o \dtﬁ still another book that restates the same teachings we
bave offersd our students for a couple of decades? (1974:66)
The implied answers to larson's questions are both obvious amd correct. .
~ A few vesks ago vhen a book salesman asked if he could send me any
ﬁook/u, T replied that if his £irm had snything honestly new and differ-
ent, I would like to see it, but if not he should not waste natural

resources and human energy by sending me books which should never have




been published in the first place. Naturally, he said he did have a new
book, which he named. I had seen the book aiready. It is spectacularly
advertised with comic-strip characters, i1ts cover has a psychedelic design -
ir blinding chartreuse and day-glo orange ink, and inside it is the same
old stuff you have seen in hundreds of other freshman composition texts.
(Actually the book reminis me a grsa’ deal of the old gal who wrote ite-
a grandmother-type who wears minisxirts.) By the way, I declined the
honor of a cmﬁplimenta.ry copy.

But this is the situation we composition teachers face. Unhappy
vith tho results of our conrses, we search vainly in the avalanche of
textbooks fof the rare snes that do offer something new., But truly

" innovative books liks Macrorie's Telling Writing, Friederich and Kuester's

- It's Mine and I'l). Write It That Way, and Elbow's Writing Without Teachers

tand %o get buried in the rubble. If a book does get our attention,

changes are toat it 1s because of hard-sell advertising and fraudulent

" claims of nerit, not because of the book's worth. Make no mistake about

ity "I';poue ad men know us well, and they know we are always suckers for
~ claingi panaceas.

And like old dogs, we never learn. Even though the last oune didn't
work _o:l.thor, we glve every new gimmick a chance. We have been through
: é:arytuna from the stodgy structural and tedious transformationsl grammer
' 'oaqpégition handbooks to the non-bcok books with & few mind trip, let it all
1an.¢"o_:.t_xt, hip, stoned, mixed bag, pastiche, comic, and non-verval books in
tmtv_nﬁ'. 8o vhat is the next gimnick? 1I'll lay money on the bidialectal
‘frelh-‘n handbook .

‘Despite the fact that Jim Sledd and & few others have dared to expose
the oral bidialectslism proposals for the freauda that they are, English
teachers will be English teachers, and sooner or later someone will be une



able to resist the temptetion of hitting the lucrative freshman composi-
tion textbook market with a so-called bidialectal handbook. We can be sure
tae book will get the Big Push. Publishing house hucksters and academic
propagandists will tout this kind of book as a revolution in the teaching
of composition, as the hottest type of book in the field, and -as a bold
new approsch to solving an old and difficult problem., Those of us who
are perennially dissatisfied with our composition programs--sspecially 1if
" we ars teaching in coomunity colleges, Junior colleges, or state univer-
sities with open<door péiicies which let Them into our freshman English
classes--will be lured by slick advertising. But we must te forewai'ned
as to vhat to expect from such booke. Judging from oral bidialectal pro-
. grams that have been ballyhood in the past, we can expect the bidialectal
‘handbooks to be ideologically questionable, theoretically bankrupt, face
‘tually inaccurate, and pedagogicslly unsound.
Bidialectalism, like eradication, is predicated on cultural elitism.
It 16 mot only racist but aleo anti-lower-hnd working-class to advocate
that all Americans must model their language after that of the whites who
| .I,“lu_v; ;chl pover and prestige in America. To argue that Btudents ought
_ 10 learn this standard English solely because it is the language of thg
econgmically ard socially dominant is fundamentally undemocratic. If it
' u-nutory, this policy should be legally contested, for dialectism is
vx‘io mors tolsrable than either racism or sexism. If it 4s opiioaal, it
’ lhouu oo opposed as intcllectually and morally indefensible. Such linguis=
' tic snglneering does not have a place in a truly democratic society. But
| the mologtcal question is just that--a question, and your answer %o it
w.u be dctor::l.ned by your views of society. Whether or not you think
lt;ho econmically and socially oppressed should be coerced, cajoled, or




compelled to ape the white ruling class depends upon your view of society,
upon your position with regard to democracy, freedom, and equality.

But regardless of our different social viewpoints we all ought to
agree that such an educational innovation as a bidialectal composition
course ought to have solid theoretical foundations. (Though I can almost
hear the demur that it is discriminatory to make this demand of this pro-
gram when no such criterion is applied to any other writing' program, I will
ignore this baseless protest.) First, let's consider what does it mean
to be kidislectal. Bidialectal means having competence in two dialects
of the same language, and presumably in a writing program the stress is
upon productive rather than receptive competence. (See Troike 1969 for an
explanation of productive épmpetence and receptive competence.) Such a
program must assume that the student is competent in one dialect to start
. with, but whether or not it also assumes receptive competence in the
second dialect is a good question. It deserves an answer because that answer
. clearly determines exactly what the bidialectal program is designed to

teach. Troike (1969) and Labov and Cohen (1967) have established without
| question that receptive bidialectism is widespread already among some Amer-
icangse~-and without the benefit of bidialectal courses, I must addl-~eand that
- evidence of this receptive knowledge signifies that these people already |
know a great deal about the structure of a second dialect.

Assunme that there are bidialectal persons with only receptive compe-
tence or with both receptive and productive comptence in the second dialect}
it does not matter. They "know!" two dialects, but we don't know what they
know! We 4o not know what people have to learn in order to acquire compe-
teme‘ in a second dialect because we do not know, except in the most trivial
ways, hov dialects differ., As a linguist vhoge field of expertise is dia-
lectology, I am compelled to say that we lingu;;;ts have never succeeded in
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defining dimlect. Every attempt to account for dialect--whether it is

Trager and Smith's (1951) overall pattern, Weinreich's (1954) diasystem,

or any of the proposals of generative linguists--has failed to define

dialect in any non-ad hoc, theoretically valid manner. Sledd's criticism

of programs that are based on "an unsystematic list of shibboleths"
(196911311) is valid, but it does not go far enough. The point is not that
we lack ¢omplete systematic comparisons of dialects; it is shat we do not have
an pdaquate.theory to allow us to make any systematic comparisons.

The two preceding points could be made with regard to oral bidialec~
tal programs as well as bidialectal writing programs, but developers of
writing programs have still more bears to wrestle. A basic issue confront-
ing the bidislectalist--cr a.i'xy teacher of writing, for that matter--is the
relationship between speech and writing. Does the bidialectal writing
program assume that oral competence in & dialect must precede written
campetence? Some materials I have seen do make this assumption, Jjust as
some oral bidialectalists argue that children must learn to speak stan-
dard English before they "fearn to read 1t. Both are outrageously wrong-
headed, Common sense, to say nothing of graphemic theory, tells us it is
stupid to think that written skills are dependent on oral ones. We all
can spell or read with understanding words we cannot pronounce, and we may
be able to write in a foreign language that we cannot speak, and deaf mutes
are not docmed to illiteracy. I submit that I can write standard English,
yet some of my collc ,ues in the Lepartment of English at The University of
Texas at Austin adamantly insist that I cannot speak it.

Perhaps the problem is that the developers of bidialectal materials,
as w‘ll as & great many other people, have grossly misunderstood the struc-
tural linguists' old cliche that speech is primary and writing secondary.




They have wrongly interpreted this statement to mean in terms of contem~
porary grammatical theory that orthographic rules apply to the output of
phonological rules., That interpretation is made on the basis of a flawed
but widespread notion of our writing system. The seriousness of the
problem can be seen by looking at the schematic representation of a grammar.
(See Fig. 1.) The semantic or conceptual structures underlying language
are still poorly understood, but regardless of how they are formulated,
transformational rules are applied to them to rearrange, delete, or add
constituents and to supply various non-lexical morphemes (for, that, to,
etc.) (At this stage the lexicon provides those morphemes which have
lexical meaning (e.g., nouns and verbs). The resulting structure, known
as syntactic surface structure, contains all the morphemes of a sentence
linearly ordered and specifies their relationship to each other. Each
lexical morpheme is provi_ded by the lexicon with an abstract phonological
representation, but grammatical morphemes such as PAST, PERFECT, PRESENT,
PLURAL, etc. do not have phonological representations when they are genere
ated by transformational rules. Instead, such morphemes have phonological
forms assigned by rules that add the shape appropriate to the subclass of
noun or verp the morpheme is attached to. In other words, the grammatical
formatives PRESENT AND PLURAL, for example, are both assigned the phonolo-

<{+coronal >
¢(+8trident)

gical featurss [(ﬂnterior)] whenever the lexical morpheme has the necessary
features to trigger such a rule (e.g., <+singular), {+Jl|) for verbs cv
(+unmarked) or whatever for nouns). The point is that all English dialects
bave morphemes such as PRESENT, PAST, or PLURAL. These rules, whether they
are feld.jultment rules, morphological rules, or vhatever, replace an abstract
formative such as PLURAL with a specified phonological shape. FPhonological

rules operate on syntact’c surface structures to map those abstract phonolo=-




glcal representations into pronunciations. Orthographic rules also operate
on those same syntactic surface structures to map those underlying phonolo-
glcal representations into their spelled forms; they do not operate on the
output of the phonological rules.

It should be stressed that neither orthography nor pronunciation is
secondary to or derived from the other, for orthography is closely tied
to the morphophonemic structure of lexemes specified in the syntactic sur=-
face structure--not to phonetic structure. Since English orthography is
essentially morphophonemic, universal English orthographic rules can be
learned by any speaker of the language without having to learn any parti-
cular phonological rules. Even deaf mutes can do it. The consequences
of this realization should not be taken lightly, for they have profound
significance for any talk of bidlalectal composition handbooks. Regardless
of pronunciation differences from dialzct to diamlect, if speakers of differ-
ent dialectz share ldentical syntactic surface structures and if the under-
lying phonological shape of a morpheme is identical for all dialects, then
orthographic rules for all speakers are identical and can be taught uni-
formly reg:rdless of how multiplied the.d‘ialect diversity is. Thus when
we teach situdents to write the past tense form of, say, walk as walked, we
do not teach them a gremmaticel rulc for tense; all we teack them is that
no matt~r how that abstract segment PAST is pronounced, it 1s spelled -ed.

But what if neither of those conditions is met? What if syntactic
curface structures are not ideatical? Then there is an honest grammatical
¢ifference, which I insist should not be tampered with. No teaching problem
exists., What if the underlying phonological shape of a morpheme is not
unifrernl in a language? This i1s a serious theoretical question which Campe-

bell (1972) accurately calls the dilemma of generative dimlectology. If



speakers of different dialects do not share identical phonological shapes
of semantically identical morphemes, then different orthographic rules are
necessary, and the task is simply to write those rules and then teach them.
These are the kinds of theoretical guestions the authors of basic writing
textbooks, whether bidislectal or not, must address themselves to, and
Judging fra ny experience none of them have, do, or will. Until they do,
~ their books are plainly theoretically bankrupt.

 Bddialectalists s however, never seem to concern themselves with such
necessary theoretical questions, and in addition they are prone to make
the fundamentally wrong assumption that English .orthography is either
phonetic or phonemic instead of recognizing that spellings reflect an
‘abstract but linguistically juskifiable level of phonology in which each
morpheme is assigned an abstract phonoloyical representation. When phono-
logical .ditfcrences in dialects are responsible for spelling errors, this
' happens because our spelling instruction is based upon mistaken views of
sound-spelling relationships. Failing to realize this, the bidialectalist
assumes that standard spelling is uniquely related to standard American
Mcution and that departures are due to interference. Thus Wolfram
and Whiteman write:

In the sense that the written message is usually a reflection

;of the spoken one, we may expect written interference to approxie-

| ?‘_ mate spoken interference. (1971:35)

Cryﬂﬁll makes the same mistake when she claims that the students' problem
18 “+he degree to which their spoken language, which is inevitably reflected
ia th‘_oir writing, deviates from what is considered standard”(1972:45). There
are two errors here. First, a person’s pronunciation is not inevitably
ronocted in his writing, and second, deviationa from orthogrephic conven-
tiqﬁl are rot in proportion to hov much one's specech departs from standard



American English. But baving made those invalid claims, Crystal goes on:
If we accept the proposition that many students do poorly in
composition because of dialect interference, ... colleges ...
should attempt to equip these students with what is essentially
e now skill: the ability to handle a second dialect or language.
Only then cean one expect to deal with the subtler problems of
writing. (1972:45-46)

Here again is the false assertation that a person must have oral compe-

tence 1&. standard Aﬁ:_erican Engiish before ome can expect to write the

language in the standerd form. A moment's reflection exposes the ab-
surdity of the argument. If Crystal's claim were true, how could she
acoount for the fact that millions of Englishmen, Australians, New Zea-
landers, South Africans and other English-speaking people throughout the
vorld write English in the standard manner without a speaking command of
standard Asmerican English as a second dlalect? 1Ien't it obvious that
standard English orthography is not derived from the pronunciation of
standard American English, or from any other d;alect spoken today? Those
conveptions,: excluding a few American eccentricities that were largely

Noah Webster's brainchildren, vere established long before a standard

Amsrican English ever existed.

"I'hnelstntumts about interference in writing make a fallacious
cmﬂl&l to speech. When people learn their native dialect, they learn
the phonological rules of that dialect. Then when they attempt to learn a -
pocMﬁMct;lihe, ‘may .transfer pronunciation rules from their native
dialect to the new one they are learning. Thus when they attempt to
lpeuk'ﬁonc disalect with pronunciation features from another, the result is

properly labelled "interference.” But writing is different. Although
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peopla learn dialect pronunciations, they do not learn dialect spellings.
Orthographic rules, unlike phonological rules, are not integral aspects of
any dialect syctem. They are independent and universal; therefore, while
interference in speech is a natural phenomenon, written interference is xiot.
If there is an "interference" problem, it stems from shoddy teaching, not
from dhlgct differences. Since the English graphemic system is arbitrary,
and since graphemes do not represent distinctive sounds, there is no reason
for interference to occur. lLet's take an obvious example--the letter r. We
vrongly teach that this letter stands for the [r] sound. In some dialects,
‘in some vords, in some spellings, it may, but it may also stand for [al, (4],
or [1] as in fear, four, or bird, respectively. It may also stand for

vowel length s in car. If people pronounce these words as [fz0], [fo],
{bazd], and [ ka: ], they do not have to learn to pronounce them as [fzr ],

_. [for 1, [bad], or [ Kar] in order to learn the conventional spellings. All
they nesd to learn are orthographic rules and the relationship of these rules
to thoir own pronunciation. Let me end the discussion on this point ironie-
eally vith a quotation from Roger Shuy, one of the loudest advocates of bi=-
dislqctllin:

* Al) of this 18 meant to indicats tlmt there 18 nothing irre.

- 'gu].;r about phoneme-grapheme relationships of speakers of none
standard. The correspondences are quite similar in quantity but
different in certain shapes. In terms of entire linguistic
structures these differences are actually very slight. They
‘pin in importance only as social groups assign values to them.

 (1969b1 123)

/But a bidialectal handbook is forced to assume that spelling devia-

tions such as the omission of d or ed on preterit verbs are and only are

roflcqtlons of dialect deviations. The claim is that standard speakers



add ed or d to weak verbs because they add [d] or [t] or [zd] to the ena
when they talk and that non-standard speakers leave letters off because
they Jo not pronounce such affixes. They should consider sentences such
as these:

+eoit was never mention.

«+o8 solution which was use, but...

It seem awful...

«eelt 80 hot...

«so8he feel like it,..
I could add more from my files, but I won't. The point is that the people

vho write these sentences do not have uninflected third person singular

verbs in their speech. Continuing to follow the bidislectalist's logic,
how do we account for such written forms as *.ueve?
'ahl would loved to be able...
| .+.we used to have one.
+ooWhat was the meén of doing that?
+s.the fundamentals of actig.
' '....l time which a long or very short...
~++.X couldn't enjoyed any more...
+eso.the luwss wording one.
Do the bidialectalists really suppose that the writers say:
{lavd ta)
[yvzd tu)
- [8 min v de]
_[aktig]
(hwid e lon ]
Ckudnt €nJoid gni)




B

) [les wrdinp wan)z

If they do, they don't deserve to be taken seriously. If they don't,

they need to re-think all their assumptions about interference. Maybe
they aven need to study a little more linguistics and a lot more dielects.

But think about that crucial assumption in a bidialectal handbook-=-
the assumption that speakers of standard English learn to write standard
Eoglish and that speakers of nonstandard English learn to write nonstan-
dard English. Students using the bidialectal handbook will obviously be
expected to recognize sentences written in their dialect and to contrast
them with those in standard English. The first part of the assumption is
flatly wrong. The important discovery in Geneva Smitherman's dissertation
(1969) was that her Black students in Detroit did not write as they talked,
Indeed, she discovered that their writing adhered more closely to the
standard than did their speech. Even Smitherman's critics agree with her.
In an otherwise silly response to Smitherman's "God Don't Never Change:
Bilek ﬁnglilh from a Black Perspective" Jean Hunt, a white lady from New
England vho Yankee school marms down South at Grambling College, in Louisi-
ans, uyh that most of her students are "disadvantaged"” (to use her word),
most speak Black English, but "few can write it" (197L4:122).

Bven though the bidialectalists are wrong, ignore the facts for a
ninute and consider the claim that the goal of a bidialectal hendbook is
to help the student becaome a fluent bidialectel writer. If that claim is
to be taken seriously, then the user of the handbook must expect to leara
to om and to keep separated two written dialects. Let's pretend that
the book truly does help students to command standard written English. Will
it hoip'thn to command, say, nonstandard Black written English? How? Isn't
?hc impertant assmaption that they alveady command the written version of




their own nonstandard dialect? That's a very interesting assumption. How

did they manage to do 1t f Certainly it was not taught to them in the public

schools. How do they develop on their own a skill that we cannot teach?
Instead of writing bidialectal handbooks the bidialectalists could per-
form a valuable public service by trying to discov-r how all these "de~
prived” kids manage such a remarkable feat. Then we might get some in
sight into how to teach all kids to write. But to revert to realism, we .
all know that bidialectism is not really the goal of such programs, be-
cause I suspect that most bildlalectalists do not really care if kids are
fluent in nonstandard dialects. What they really care about is teaching
standard English, and those who are not in the mainstream are once again
the victims of a white middle class con game.

Let us not forget that 1f a Look is ever going to Justify a publishe
er's investment it must claim to reach a wide audience. It can't be re-
stricted to Blacks in Detroit, Appalachian whites in Chicago, or Chicanos
in San Antonio. It has got to reach all of them and everyone else who
does not apeak.the language of our Anglo (that'd Texan for white) ruling
class. Remember, too, that a bidlalectal handbook has to keep contrasting
saandard dialect with vernacular dialect (VD!)~«or whatever. Think of the
impossibility of the task. Every exercise has to have iﬁ it examples of
VD which the student is supposed to recognize, remember, so he can learn
to translate. People will claim to write such a book, but no one will.
‘No one knows enough. So what will happen? We all know who the book will
really be for, but it wouldn't be polite or political for the authors to
say iteeBlacks. But if the book 1s to be designed for such a diversified
audience, then in the contrastive drills VD will either contain such a be-
.wilderiné‘irray of diversity that it will only confuse the students trying

to find their own dialect features represented, or--and this is more likely~-
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the book will rely on what Sledd called that "unsystematic list of shib-
boleths." Anyone who has kept up with the articles on nonstandard English
during the past decade knows that these shibboleths are found in Black
English. When that is the case, a Chicano or a Southern rural white (like
me, or l;ke I used to be) will find lip service only, for there is no way
these people can identify their language with the language they will find
in the book. They will be told that their language is not standard, yet
they will not find their language 1llustrated in the exercises. While it
may make pedagogical sense, though that is questionable, to treat Black
and vhite nonstandard spzakers as a group, by what logic can the problems
of bilinguals be lumped into the same VD2

Bidislectal handbooks, no doubt, will claim to be based on EFL tech=
niques. We should know by now that those EFL techniques are pretty dubious
enterprises in th:mselves. Again I turn to Shuy:

A majority of the materials currently available for teaching

standard English to nonstandard speakers rest {sic] on the

uneasy assumption that TESOL techniques are valid for learning

8 second dialect. They do this without any solid proof. We

4o not have a viable evaluation tool at this time nor are we

likely to get one until the linguists complete their analysis

of the language system of nsnstandard speakers (1969a:83).
Notice that Shuy says we do not have the tools now and we aren't likely to
get them, yet that will not stop bidialectalists from claiming to use TESOL
techniques. Actually, I am probably making too much of the claim for EFL
natpodology, for it is Jjust a claim. About the only differences between
many Standard-English-asea-Second-Dialect materials and old fashioned grame

mars is that what were once called "incorrect," "wrong," or "ungrammatical"
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are now labelled "vernacular dialect," and what were called "correct,"
“right," or "grammatical" sentences are now called "standard dialect."
Otherwise, the character of the explanations and the nature of the exer-

cises are all very familiar. It's Harbrace College Handbook all over again.

The change in attitude is some improvement, but not much.

Fina:!.ly, another fallacy of bidialectal materials is no more than
Plain old false disjunction. In order to contrast VD with standard
English, writers are forced to presuppose & monolithic standard, and the
reasult is that an awfully lot of standard English is tranded as VD simply
because the writers are ignorant of variation in standard English or be=-
cause they choose to distort facts for the sake of convenience. Such mat-
erials give a dichotomy between standard English and VD which repeatedly
and erroneously suggests that given a grammatical feature (say, verb tense)
the two have nothing in common. In standard dialect present tense verbs
with third person singular subjects, we are told, are marked by an in-
flectional ending, but these are uninflected in VD, or so we are told.
This dichotomy is repeated again and again. What nonsense! First of all,
this presentation wrongly exaggerates the magnitude of dialect differences
when people who study dlalects know very well that dialect differences are
actually very minor and linguistically superficial. Second, nonstandard
dialects do share features with standard ones, but bidic egtal materials
lead us to conclude otherwise.. Third, the contrasting paradigms ignore
vnrinblality in af;andard as well as nonstandard dialects. For example, in
some standard and nonstandard dialects alike speakers alternate betveen ¢
past tense markers and overt inflectional endings, to take Just one case.
Fourth, what is the studen¥ supposed to conclude? He says to himself,

"Sure I put 8's cn verbs like that. I guess I speak standard English. What

_the hell am I doing here?" But then he says, "Naw, I say come instead of

Y
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came, 80 maybe I am & VD person.' But the more he thinks about it, he

says to himself, "Wait a minute, I can't be a VD person and standard English
person at the same time. I wouldn’t be in this class if I was! Come to
think of it, I'm nct either one! Christ, it was bad enough to be told

I don't know standard English, but now it looks like I'm so dumb I don't
know VD either. Here I am, an 18 year-old dummy. I can't do nothing
right., The longer I stay in school, the more these teachzrs and books

tell me how stupid I am. I'm getting out of this crap."” So the open

door swings again as he leaves saying, "Adlios, Mister "ranklin!"

Let me close with two quotations from colleagues at The University
of Texas at Austin. Possibly nelther has ever heard of bidialectalism.
If they have heard the .term, I doubt they know what it means. Neverthe-
less thelr point of view is precisely thaat that a bidialectalist sub-
scribes to. Here 1is tﬁe first one frcm a handout glven to students ;1

Black English i1s a respectable dialect, but it i1s not acceptable

on tests, examb, papers in a wniversity like this one. If you are

& black, you only handicap yourself if you do not learn to speak

and write the language (or dialect) of the whites~e-white Englishe=

i.e., reasonably decent, correct, ronventional, modern English, the

same kind of English that every student in the Unlversity is supposed

to use in all his (her) courses (as the.Catalogue states sohewhere)
which 1s reasonable enough to expect of any student who has been
admitted into & college or university. If a student doesn't think
g0, or is unwilling to or incapable of learning to speak and write
such English, he (she) ficesn't belong in college but in a trade

1 For full appreciation of their irony, both statements are reproduced
(without [sic]s) exactly as their authors wrote them.
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school or a vetinarian school or a beaut}; school, or should

be driving a truck, clerking in a store, babysitting.
Now here is the other one, which comes from & course syllabus for. teachers
of freshman composition:

+esyou should certainly penalize severely if necessary, a student

vho persists in ignoring the niceties of punctuation, spelling,

and sentence construction. Writing responsibly includes taking

the time and care to write the language correctly and decently

and no student, however bright, can continue to ignore this obe-

ligation ﬁnd expect to be respected and paid attention to.
With people like this, with Ph.D. degrees in English, so-called humanists,
teaching in my university, is it any wonder that HEW is currently investi-
gating The ﬁniveraity of Texas at Austin because of allegations of insti-
tutionalized discrimination against minorities? Don't we have higher
goals, better things to do than to demand that our students write in the
sttpd&rd English of Richard Milhous Nixon and his crowd of white@=collar
crooks? Compare any of Nixon's speeches and their "reasonably decent,
correct, conventional" standard English with Vanzetti's letters from
prison and their broken English and ask yourself Just how important it 1is
“to write the language correctly and decently." We should forget about
our sxcessive concern for petty "niceties" of standard English and start
teaching something that is important. Or we should abolish our courses
and then abolish our jobs, for in the immortal words of Pogo's friend, Porky Pine.,

*We have met the eremy--and HE is US."




18
UNDEBWOOD
CCEC 1974

SEMANTIC
DEEP
STRUCTURE

l

TRANS -
FORMATIONA
RULES AND
LEXICON

SYNTACTIC

SURPACE
STRUCTURE

e mom——————
-

PEONO- ORTHO-
o LOGICAL GRAPHIC
o RULES RULES
PHONETIC WRI'TTEN
STBUCTURE | STRUCTURE

T PORMATIONAL BULES: Raarrange, delete, or add nonatttuont-
! end lrpply non-lexical acrpheses

LEXICONs Provides morphemes with lexical meaning
SYNTACTIC SUEPACE STRUCTURE: Contains sll the morphemes of a sentence

EEONOLOGICAL'RULBS: Map abatract ﬁhonolostoal representations
- of morphemea into pronunciations

ORTHOGRAFPHIC RULES: Map underlytns phonological representations
tnto pollod foras



19
REFERENCES

Campbell, Lyle. "The Diiemma of Generative Dialectology.” From Sound-
stream to Discourse: Papers from the 1971 Mid-America Linguistics
Conference, Ed. Daniel G. Hays and Donald M. Lance. Columbia:
Linguistics Area Program, The University of Missouri, 1972, 191-200.

Crystal, Daisy. "Dialect Mixture and Sorting Out the Concept of Fresh-
mgliah Remediation." Florida FL Reporter, 10, No. 1-2 (1972),
3-46.

Junt, Jean M. "To Geneva Smitherman.” College English, 35 (1974), 722-25.

Labov, William, and Poul Cohen. "Systematic Relations of Standard and
Non-Standard Rules in the Grammars of Negro Speakers." Project
' Literacy Reports No. 8. Ithaca: Cornell University, 1967, 23:&.

larson, Richard. Rev. of Writing Well, by Donald Hall, and Writing With-
out Teachers, by Peter Elbow. College Composition and Communieation,
25 (197];’: 36'70- '

Shuy, Roger W. "“Honnie and Clyde Tactics in English Teaching." Florida
n‘ RsErter’ 7’ NO. 1 (19693)’ 81-83’ l®-61n ’

wewe=, A Linguistic Background for Developing Beginning Reading Materials
for Black Children." Teaching Black Children to Read. Ed. Joan
Baratz and Roger Shuy. Washington: Center for Applied Linguistics,

196911, 117-37.

Sledd, James. “Bi-Dialectalism: The Linguistics of White Supremacy."
English Journal, 58 (1969), 1308~15, 1329.

‘Smitherman, Geneva. "A Comparison or Oral and Written Styles of Inner
City Black Students." Ph.D. diss., University of Michigan, 1959.

~ Trager, (eorge, and Henry Lee Smith. An Outline of English Structure.
‘ Washington: American Council of Learned Societies, 1951.

~ Troike, Rudolph C. "Receptive Competence, Productive Competence, and
' Performance."” Linguistics and the Teaching of Standard English
' To Speakers of Other Languages or Dialects. Ed. James E. Alatis.
Monograph Series on Languages and Linguistics, No. 22. Washington:
Georgetown University Press, 1969, 63=73.

' Weinrich, Uriel. "Is a Structural Dialectology Possible?” Word, 10,
-_(;9?&) » 388=400.

| Wolfrem, Walt, cnd'lhrcia Whiteman. "The Role of Dialect Inferference
* in Composition." Florida FL Reporter, 9, No. 1-2 (1971), 34-38, 59.




