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ABSTRACT : / R

During the -past two decades the educat10na1 community
has focused much attention on the language :¢f urban minority
children. Analytic positlons set forth tend to assume varying degrees
of either ‘language deficit or language differences. The language
deficit position is examined in this wvork from a socfolinguistic or
psychollnqulstlc point of view. Among the lines of cgiticism pursued
are. several which have already been established by pXoponents. of the
lafiguage difference position. These include charges that language
deficit proponents have used invalid critetia in evaluating the oral
pe;fornance of "urban minority students, and have faijed to
investigate the actual repertoire of verbal skills t these
students exercise in eyeryday ‘communication. A psycholzngd1st1c
criticism-also levelled by the language difference proponents holds
that the others have assumed that nonstandard fo:ms of language
reflect deficient forms of cognition. Pursued in depth in this! !
document is anothér psychodinguistic ctiticisa. This holds that
languag® deficit proponents hav -assumed ati 1nadequate theory of
reference in-evaluating the lap uage of urban minority students.

. Specifically,fthey have not taken into account the holistic functions

of .oral language: and the dynamic nature of language form. Neither -
have they recognized that the referential functions of lexical foras
are established only in an immediate ccntext, and that lexical forms
of language may be considered as posse§51ng de1ct1c and nondeictic -
fUnctions. (Author/GC)
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« In the past two decades the educational community has
focused a great deal of attention on the language of minority
.children, particularly those who are members of poar families
in urban areas. Although many positions have been set forth,
!, all tend to assume varying degrees of either language deficit °
" or language difference Cazden has distinguished these two
positions in the following way: -
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but that many children, especially Ibwer class black
chlldren acquire a dialect of Enghsh so différent n
$tructural . features that é’ommumcanon Lin school,

both oral and written, is senously lmpalred by that
fact alone. (1970:35- 36) . .

‘A conmderableLeVrature has been generated by the de-
bate between proponents of these two positions. Although
* much_of this’debate has been useful, some of it has blurred

Either {urban mnortt children} have acquired less - Y : .. .
Loy d basic issues. It has, at times, been conducted "within a strictly

- language than middle class . children or they have

UbDo £7956

acquired a different language. The ‘'less language’™
explanation has been given various names — cultural
depnivation, deficit hypothesis, vacuum ideology — all
with the same connotatioh of a non-verbal child some-
how empner of language than his more socially fortu-
nate age-mates The.  different language” explanation
is* forcefully argied by William Stewart and Joan )
Baratz . It states that all children acquire- language
& t
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A longer version of the article, entitled ** ban Mmonty Students,
Language, and Reading’™ 1s published as Nynjler 51 in e ERIC/CUE

Urban Diversity Series and ‘as Number 55 in thie CAL®ERIC/CLL Senes °

on, Languages and ngulS(lCS In this longer version a coumerposmon 15
developed to the language deficit one, particularly, as the title suggests, with
respect to reading problcms of urban mmomy §ludcms .

linguistic framework not complemenjed by sociolinguistic
and psycholinguistic perspectives. In general, it has béen tied
too closely to a discussion of surface forms of language rather,
than to their underlying secial and cognitive functions. It
is therefore important that in reviewing these positions, we
adopt, wherever possible, a sociolinguistic- or a psycho-
linguistic point of view. As a consequence of this orientation,
our focus will not be so much on overt conflicts between
the two positions as on the underlying assumptions of each.
In this article, we will review the language deficit position,
and, in a separate article to follow in this series,lwe will
examine the language<difference position.

Review of Language Deficit Position

The language deficit position has had a much greater
impact on educational policy than has the language djfference
position. It has often served as a rationale for edycational
programs on a national scale It has been used, for example,
as a justification for massive programs such,as DISTAR,
Operation Headstart, and Project Followthrough. All these
programs have reflected, in one form or another, the same

—assumption: since urban minority children come to school

with poorly' developed language skills, they must be pro-
VIded early on, with language enrichment.
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‘In th«, educational sctting of lht. late 1960°s. the most

———

Carl Bereiter and Sregfried Engelmann. They attempted
to relate \Ielr own approach to the extensive body of socio-
linguistic |theory that Bagil Bernstein was evolving, at the
tinle, at t Institute of Eduumon of lM’Umv;rsn) of London
Bernstetn's own thinking was guite complex. m»ol»lno SOCI)-
logical and psychological components as well as a linguistic

Furthermore. his thinking wds in a constant state of
change throughout .the 1960's. However a distinction be-
. tween two codes Of communication was. at all points. funda-
mental to his approach. And it was 'lh&.se{ two codes, most
Lommonly rcterrcd to as sestricted and eliboraged. that man)
researchers. meludmg Berener and E"nuelmann drew on and
often misappied. i '

N

. This musapplication was. ‘to some degree, motivated by
Bemstein's own 'choice of labels. for the contrast between
the words “restricted’> and “‘elaborated’” suggests, at least
in ordinary -speech, that the restnicted code 1s, 1n some way.
intrinsically inferior., Bernstewn had been careful, however.

. t¢. emphasize that Lach code was a perfectly natural. well- |

_adapted mechamsm for transmitting information approprlate

to a pamcular communicative setting. Indeed. the use of an

elaborated code .n a setting marked for a restricted one would

4

setting mirked for an elaborated one

Although, Bernstein and his associates characterized
communicative settings tn a number of ways. they con-
- sistently called attention to certain dimensions Which may
be represented in the following sét of scales (the first three
Ct - scales ‘measure dimensions reflectedtin the social character
bf‘,the setting. the second threc"dimen510ns reflected in the

~character of the information tran;qmitted in the setting):

] . .

. —f————>

1+ Degree of formahty n
: the setting v '

2. Degree of social hetero- ) «
. geneity among the pam- '

SN c|pan[s . % L%ﬁ&m High
: .

3. Dggfe{: tp which the

- , participants do not draw /‘ .
’ N upon common expernence *'*_'5%‘ Low ' High
/ e Id L . . ) M
-4. Degree'to whicH the verbahized ~¥.
. mfs)rmanon reflects more than oo ’
. the’ pamcxpams everyday” >
"+ world of expérience - Low “ . High
4 .
. 5. Degree to which the verbalized o
2, *  information reflects abstract c—
domains of reference ) Low High
. «f : . o
. LY :
-+ 6.+ Degree to which<{fit verbalized' - >
- information reflects an explicit tT
- formulation of internal dimensions : A
< “of experience (values. beliefs. T
_ attitudes, feclings. etc.) *Low High
Q . LIRS L \ " v:év; “
ERIC * SR "

outspoked‘advocates of the language defict approaeh were

be just as inapprophate. as the use of a restricted code an a,

Low - \\High °

In general. the more a particular communicative setting
“reflects rélatively tigh readings onthe “above scale, the
more elaborated the code that its pdrticipants use: and the
*amore it reﬂects relatively low readings, the more restricted
she code that its participants use. ‘

In addition, Bernstein and his associates charactenzed
the linguistic features-of the two codes in a number of dlf-
ferent ways, but, again. a relatively stable set of features
may be isofated; the claborated code reflects a wider range of
vocabulary (particularly items with abstract domains of re-
ference): 1t exhibits greater syntactic_complexity (ie. sen-
tences thaf encodg: more extensive bodies of information:
with explicit markers of coordination and subordination); it
makes greater use of cohesive ties between sentences (| e,
lexical and grammatical elements that link sentences ex-
plicitly): 1t depends less_on delcncally anchored forms of
Ian uage such as thus. that. etc. (i e.. words whose mean-

is dcpendem upon the lmmedlale point of view of the
pamClpams in the communlcanve situation). ¢

Bernstein arguéd that members of all social classes have -

access .to both codes, but that members of the middle and
upper social classes tend to make greater use of an elaborated
code. In the first place. their patterns of socialization con-
tribute to this greater use Elaborate forms of verbal inter-
action are encouraged between adults and chlldren “for ex-
ample, parents tend to prowdc more explicit statements of
explanations, reasons. and values i dealing with their chil-
dren.. Moreover, members of the middle—and upper classes
‘pamc1pate in a much wider range of communicative settings
in” which exact forms of information must be transmitted
(e.g.. arrangid® for air travel by telephone). As a conse-
quence, they become accustomed to drawing upon a code
that is, in Bgrnstem s phrase,,"more universa‘listic and
context-independent.”’

Bernstein argued that. by contrast, the lesser social
mobility of members of the lower classes limits the range
of communicatiye semngs in which they can “participate.
They tend to commumcate more frec%uemly 1n settings where
they share_with the other participarifs an extensive body of
rience. As a tonsequence, they become accustomed to
upon this common experience in a cod¢ that is, to
use _Berns 'm’s phrase, “*more particularistic and context-
dependent.” cever, Bernstein, unlike certain researchers
who claimed to use s approach, &vas careful to.point ouf
that. just as members of mldcﬁe and upper classes tend to
use a more restricted code Jin certain settings (e.g., within
the family where a history of slﬁed expenence is drawn
upon), so members of lower classed tend_to use a more
claborated code imcertain settings, (e.g., on a“jab mte,rvnew
where there is virtually no such history). Hence
viewed the two codes as possessing dlsnnct but overap

patterns of distribution in social space.' : «

“In taking over Bernstein’s functional distinction be-
tween restricted and elaborated codes, rescarchers such as
Béreiter and Engelmann oversnmpllﬁed it considerably. First
of all. they assumed that an elaborated - code is intrinsically
superior to a restricted one. They did not, like Bernstein,

s .

.




evaluate the codes accogding to-the communicative setting

" cessing theg
sary—for. the organization of thought (1966:113). Such an’

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

n which they function.” Secondly. they ovedfooked the other

aspect of Bernstein’s position that we have just noted, namely,

that members of all social classes have potennal access to

both codes. Bereiter and Ehgelmann, for the most part.

_applied the distinction betwegn ,the two codes categorically:
“‘urban minority students, as members of a*lower class, make

use of a restricted code that contrasts with the elaborated

Following this review. we will then develop in mich greater

", detail a second psycholinguistically based criticism — one

cdde used by members of mitidle, and upper classes. They

sypported this claim by citing extensive interviews they con-
ducted with preschool black children. Bereiter, for example,
claimed that the Ianguage of these children consists primarily
of '‘gestures,’” *'single words,'_ and “‘a sertes of badly
Connected ‘words or phrases.”” He concluded that "‘the
language of cuhurally deprived children 1s not merely an
underdeveloped version of standard English, but it 1s a basi-
cally non-logical mode of exprgssive behavior'™ (1966.113).
In a language arts curriculum designed by Bereiter and
Engelmann (1966), the teacher 15 advised to.proceed ““as if

the children had no language at all.” For example. if the

children respond to the quesnon Where is the book? with
the *'nonlogjcal”’ form on the table, the teacher i¢ asked
to maké them replace 1t with the *logical’* form..The book
1s on the table. It was Clavhed that persistent use of such
“logical form’’ n speech‘ would prepare the child for pro-
"*formal probenies fof wntten language] neces-

extreme language deficit approach has been discredited, nme
and time again, for its naiveté. This naiveté need not be be-
labored here, but let us bnefly review major cniticisms of
the language deficit position — two sociolinguistically based
and gne psycholinguistically based — that have béen ad-
vanced by ,proponents of the language difference position.
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much more onented toward constructive processes 1nvolved
in reading Lomprehenslon — which has not been set forth,
at least not in a highly expllcn form, by proponents of
language dlfference N

°

-

Soviolmguisnc Criticisms of the Lunguage Deflcit Position

PrOCeedmg from a sociolinguistic point’ of view, pro-
ponents of Ianguage difference have argued that the language
deficit position was based on invalid cri
of the oral performanee of misority students in the various

domains of their everyday life. Language deficit gesearchers

have tended to observe the children in artificial settings rather
than natural ones. thm these settings, the children often
petceive that whatever they say might work against them’ and,
as a matter of commumeauvc competence, tend to say as'little
as possible and preferably nothing at all. As Labov has pointed
out with reference to _the mtervllewmg conducted by these®

researchers, . i :

thousands ‘of these interviews are used as evidence of
the child's total verbal capacity, or more sifnply his
“*verbality™"; it is argued that this lack of verbality ex-
plains his poor performance in school. Operation Head-
" = start and other intervention programs have largely been
based upon the “deficit theory™ — the notion that such
interviews give us a measure of the cild’s verbal capaci-
ty and that verbal stimulation which he has been missing
can be supplied in a pre-school envifonment, (197'0:'158)

. Labov’s own researc?l showed that the 'syme—minority.
childfen who were “‘nonverbal'" in an interview Setting turned
out to be highly. verbal when interacting with edch other and
a trusted minority interviewer in informal settings. '

* © The monosyllabic speaker who had nothing to say about
" anything and_cannot"remember what he did yesterday"

- has djéappgared. Instead we havé two bays who have so

much'to say they keep interrupting each other . . . . And
we in turn obtain the volume of speec and the rich
array of grammatical devices which we need for ana-
lyzing the structurenf nonstandard Negro English.-(1970) *

Seconaly, the Iaggt;age deficit researchers-have not used
sociolinguistically valid criteria in evaluating the language

used by urban minonty children’in oral communicatjon. They”

have viewed the oral language of these children as though
it Should reflect formal "properties consonant with «those -of

* written language. Consider,: for example the1r~cJa1m that an

answer such as on the u‘ble is a nonloglcal résponse to a
question such as Where & the book? Such a claim clearly
denies sociolinguistic realny, for Ihe, omission 0£ a linguistic

elgment such as the bagk is-reflects a pervasive feature of’

oral communication, namely, that a speaker ‘tends not to re;
peat in a response iiformation that has already been estab-
lished in a question. l Lo ’

“Indeed, such elljp

«

is is one of the most salient megns

of realizing the socio-logical form of conversation. The™

structure of conversation is a social product rather than the
work of a single 1nd1v1dual It ererges as one personvomns

ia in it8 evaluation”

-
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. sofme portion of his or her own language structure, thereby

activating an apposite portion of the language structure of
the interlocutor. As will be later observed in the psycho-
linguistic criticisms of the language deficit position. ellipsis.
along with deixis, is a fundamental means of signaling that,
~ cerfain contextual information may be: assumed .as gtven It
thus be viewed a$ a kind of social feedback, a'listener’s
way of signaling that certain_information has, ndeed. been
received and need not be repeated As the ‘original spcaker
monitors the listener’s,elliptical Signal, he or she, may. inturn.

d

) logical. As a consequence of this contrast, a certain l;tck of

*  logit may thus be ascribed to the researchers rather than the

children, for 1t 1s they who transferred criteria for evaluating

—fangdage form from written prose to everyday conversation.

a domain 1 which these criteria are not at all applicable

It is as if they were to describe a horse’s body as deficient
because it does not possess a pair of horns

PSycholingutstic Criticisms of the Language Deﬁczt Position

. et ys nowy turn to the major psychollngutsttcally based

) , triticism of the language deficit position that proponents ‘of

language difference set forth, the one directed at the assump-

tion that nonstandard. forms of language reflect deficient

" cognition: : vBereuter and Engelménn held. for example, that

a sen ence such ﬁs John don’t got none reflects a deficient

under$tanding of the basic concepts.of number and negation

¢ The lack of an es (/z/) after do. and 1n the presence of two /n/-

. imuated markers of negation (n°t and none) were taken as in-
"dicating a deficient understanding of these concepts.

This form of argfiment by_the morq .extreme propos

nents.Qf language deficit is pamcula‘ly ironic, since certain

-
.

.

of the Minority speech patterns they call attention to can be
perceiv as representing more regular linguistuc paradigms
than th mainstream patterns. Consider, for example, the

purported lack(of number agreement represented by John do
From the strict point of view of internal cdnsistency’in lan-
+  guage patteming, it is the mainstream form John does

gumeny- that the nonstandard doublé marker of negatio
flects deficient cognition. Thts argugent makes the

re-
aim

occasionally sounded in language defjcit ClI'CleSHClal
nonstandard speakers, by vmue of this equtvalence

Q
4 o .
c*.

¥
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- manage to express a proper concept of negation even as they
commuanicate with each other.
A number of criticisms have Qeen made of these claims
by proponents of language difference  As Labov (1970)
points out, if a nonstandard speaker wishes to use a double
marher of negation to express the logical e(\;utvalence of the
standard John has some, he does exactly what the standard

speaker does — he places contrastive stress bn none;

Pam’phrase m
standard Enghsh

v

Nonstandard ~ John don’t got néne.

John has somé

S_tandard John doesn’tgave none.

. However, 1n the absence of contrastive stress on none
{used only when it has been alrcady presupposed in some
way that John, indeed, has none). the nonstandard sentence °
1s. 1n fact. logically equivalent to the standard Jokn duesn’t
hive any. In effect, unstressed none 1n nonstandard English
is equivalent to unstressed any in standard English. Each
contrasts with some 1 the corresponding positive predica-
tion. In ity contrast to some, standard any. as much as non-
standard none, may be considered a marker of negation.
Hence the standard sequence not . amv. as well as the
nonstandard sequence ot none! may be considcred as
‘realizing a double marker of negation *

Language difference proponents have made a further
criticism of the more extreme claim that speakers of non-,
standard English fail to express negation properly to each,
other. It }s evident that not only do they express negation quite
clearly to each other, but to,speakers of standard English as
well. In the absence of stress on none. it is difficult to imagine
speakers of standard English interpretinig nonstandard John
don’y got none as John has some For it is clear that speakers
‘of standard English possess a receptive competence with re-
spect to this feature of nonstandard.English, just as speakers
of nonstandard English possess a receptive competence with
. respect to many features of standard English We are not
suggesting, however, that the receptive competénce of stan-
dard speakers for nonstandard speech is well developed in
all instances. As we will observe in the article to follow, a
major problem that urban minority students face in schools
is the failure of thetr teachers to understand certain basic
patterns of their speech. ! 2.

Having established this brief overview of the major
criticisms. of the language deficit position by proponents of,
language difference, let us now tirn to-a second psycho-
' linguistically based criticism. the one which, as we have
.already pointed out,
plicitly. This criticism is directed ‘at the language deficit
researchers use of an inadequately concetved theory of re-
t"erence in evaluating <the language pcrformance of urban
mmortty students. Many proponents of language deficit,
whose views are not as extreme as those of Bereiter and
Bngelmann have claimed that the communicative code of

shese students necessarily conveys less meaning because tt

1

~

Was not hitherto been developed ex- B

-
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1s more detctically anch«%rcd,m' the immeduate context. They
have claimed that the apparently greater reliasnce of urban
minority students on deictic forms such as i1, one, thy. that.
here, and now indicates a geaeral Jnabinty to fonnulate and
express explicit forms of meaning. In staking out this po.smon.
language deficit proponents have assumed that derctic forns of
Iangua&,e tn contrast to lexically explicit forms. convey less
reaning because they posgess less semantic content.’ The use
ro. of thut for example, may indicate **greater distance’” (psycho-
. Ioglcal as well as physical). by virtue of its potential cor-
v trast with this And 1t may convey the notion of singulanty
L by virtue of its potential contrast with the plural form rhose.
But any more detailed meaning for that can only be derived
from immediate context. In one context, that may refer to
some object such as a butten n the physical envxronnlcnt.

Hey. thar's what I've been looking for. C

In another context. however, it'may refer to a proposition in
. =
' the verbal environment’,

-~
. My paper 1s due tomorrow That's why Twon't get ziny
sleep, tonight
& . . \l
. As a consequence, its meaning 1s always context-bound and
: particulanstic, limited to_the immediate point ot view of the

: pamcrpants in the speech situation.
. * Language deficit proponents have drgued conconutantly.
- that lexically explicit forin§ of language possess a more clearly
. - ~delineated senantic confent and c8nsequently may be used
to talk about the world with much greater precision For
" example. the dexical ttem button. unlike deicuc thar, may
refer only to a highly differentiated set of matenal objects in
the real world. The Jexical-phrase black -button refers to. a
> more differentiated set. the expanded lexical phrase big black

thus been concluded that the person 'who uses Jexically ex-

“ the world with greater clanty, producing .meaning that 1s
context-free =and universalistic “rather than context-bound

‘- and particulanistic It 15 as 1f, by virtue of greater lexical
* specificity’ a- person 1s liberated from his own immediate
..  perspective. . - s

L4 . . . 1
Before examining this position in some detail. let us

B - consider two frequentlyfcited examples that show contrast
between -lexically exphcrt and deictically anchored forms of
Ianguage across social g,lasses We shall first examine materat
drawn from research by Hawkins (1969) on the ways in
which visually mediated information 1s representéd verbally
by middle-class and lower-class five-year-old: ‘children in

_were presented with four pictures which showcd. in .turn,
"some boys playing with a football,next to a flouse the football
going.through the window, a man gestur}ng wildly,and the
children running away while a woman Ions out the window.
Hawkins constructs- two versions of the stories which he
) claims are representative of the disparate styles of verbal
« . . communication of the two groups. T}}g first version represents
the mldd}e-class style. the second the rower-class style.

. . T ec'bo,ys are playing football and one klcks the ball —
\‘l " . . I

.

-— 1

i o R - - o
.
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button to an even more* differentiated set, and so on It has -

plicit forms of language 15 able to render his experience of |

Landon. Within a school setting, members of tl{ése two groups -

.,e

and it goes through the, window - the ball breaks the
window — and the boys are looking at it — and a man
comes out and shouts at them —- becausc they've bréken
the window — so they ran away — and then that lady
loeks out of her window — and she tells the boys off

2 ‘They're playmg football — and he kigks 1t and 1t goes
through there — 1t breaks the window and they're look-
ng at it — and he comes out and shouts at them — be-_
cause they've brdken it — so they ryn away — and then

. she -looks out and sheJelIs them off (1969. 177).

The mideIc~crass version is,xfor*the fnost part, lexically ex-
plicit it uses deictic pronominals only vq'\ere lexical antece-
‘dents are clearly estabhs@d (e.g., three boysithey, that Iadv/
she). The lower-class versions.however, is much lese Iexrcally
explictt. Three boys and that lady are not used at afl; rather
they and she are introduced without lexical antecedents.

© ™~_The second set of examples is drawn from ‘research by

ess and Shipman (1966) 1n the black community of Chicago.
in which they de cribe variations in mothgz-child verbal styles
of interaction adross social class In the presentation of their

data. they include recorded excerpts of mothers explaining

the sadme task td their children, one designed "‘to teach
- how to group of sort a small number of toys.”” Mofe speci-
fically. the mothers'are to teach the children to use color as
the criterion for sorting- the toys. TThe following pair of ex-
cerpts are presented s represcnung the contrasting verbal
styles of mlddle class and lower-class mothers.
. First of all, you "re supposed o learn how to place thert
accordmg to color. Can you, do that? The things thdt
are all the same color you put in one secnon in_the oth
,section you put ?nother group of colors, and 1 the thr
section you put the last group of golors
2 All right, just put them right here; put the other on
night,here: all nght, put the other one there. (1966: 881y

Again, it may be observed that the middle-class spee h is
more lexically expliot, thewlower- class speech moré deic-
tically anchored.

It is the kind of contrast represented by these two sets of
exdmples | that is g%nerally taken as evidence that members of
the middle and upper social classes tend to talk about the
world in a more Iexically éxplicit way. Tt is arguéd that they
are thereby liberatéd from their own immediate point of view,
expressing more universalistic modes of meaning. On the other
harfd, members of the lower social classes are viewed as talk-
ing about the world in a more deictically anchored way It is
argued that they are thereby limited to their own immediate
point of view, expressing, as it were, more, particularistic

-modes of meaning. As Hess and Shipman put it, in sum-
marizing the findings of their own study, “‘the meaning of
deprivation is a depnvanon of meamng" (1966:885).

The position taken 1n the above studies, cach frequcntly
cited in sociolinguistic and psycholinguistic literature, is, on
the surface, a quite respectable one. yet it is based on an in-
adeduate conceptuahzanon of the ways in which information
is represented vembally in human communication. A full
criticism of this conceptualization requires more space than
we have avaifable here. We would like, however, to con-
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sider four fundamental charactensties of language that have
not been adequately dealt with by the researchers who hold
this position (the first two are more concerned with, the
fulctions of deictic forms, the second two with the functions
of lexical forms):

- 1. Language functions as only a single channel 1 a mulu--
channeled oral system that represents information hohsn
cally. ) -

. 27 The form of verbal rebresenfation necessarily changes

so as to reflect a continudus monitoring of the status of *

the information it represents.
¢ 3. The referential functions of lexical forms as well as
deictic forms are established onTy in an immediate con-
text, whether it is mediated verbally or nonverbally ..
4 Lexical forms of language may possess contrasting ref-
erential functions charactenzed as dei%tic and nondeictic

Let us-consider each of these characteristics 1n turn

The argument that deictically anghored language necessanly
carries less meaning presupposes Yhat the linguisti channel
functions alone — apart from the paralinguistic and non-
linguistic ones — when,” in reality. these channels together
form a holistic system. In order to illustrate this point, let
us consider ance again responses t¢ the question Where's the
book? A deutu:ally anchored response like right here is rarely
given wnthoup an accompanying nonlinguistic one. A hant”
gesture, for example. myught signal the book’s location with .

a degree of exactitude not to be found 1n an act of com- °

munication consisting only of the -lexically expheit form. on
the table. am!

A lexically explicit response, of course, may be ac-
companied by a hand geésture as well. But it appears -that,
in general, deigtically anchored language 15 accomparnied by
a ncher array of nonvcrbal and paraverbal signals than lexi-
caIIy exphcn anguage. Upon using deictically anchored
language, a speaker tends, as a matter of communicative 1n-
stinct, to suppl
verbal and’ par?{erbal cues, a,nd] the listener, upon hearing

-deictically anchored language, instinctively scarches for these &
. cues. Furthermote, it appears that certain information, pamw

ula{ y that, whlcﬁ is lprovided by 'the immediate physical en-

guage wnh nonverbal and paraverbal *
cues. Indeed, an nderstandmg of how deixis links the verbal

- code to nonverbal ahd paravcrbal codes restores to us the
.Core meaning that the word Ong,mally possesseq i Greek,

namely, ‘‘a pointing oward
Let us now urn} to ‘our. s&cond point, namely, that the,
form of language is c nnnuously modified m(frder to sngnal
whether the mfom?atl n that it ;?presems is td be viewed as ™
“old” (i:e., the sender of th? 1nformatlon assumes that
it is already, present 1i1 some form in the communicative set-
tmg and that the rece ver is in a position to retrieve it) or
““new’’ (i.e., the sender of the mfonnatlon assumes that it is
not~present in"the com umcanve setting — at least not in a
form that can be retnefed by the receiver). This monitoring
of the status of 1nfonnfnon would appear to be one of the

- o~

contextual information by means of non- .

&

vironment, is re reséntcd more 'efﬂcnemly by conjoining de- . -

" ictically anchorec Iz%n - for just the reason that it fails ta

W

most basic functions of laniguage (and, for that matter, of any
information-processing system), for all natural languages
pUsSSESS abundant regourceb for fulfilling it Although these
resources are highly vaned, they may, I general, be con-
sidered as expressions of either elllpsls{.r dmxxs Some portion
‘of the linguistic signal may be reduced 10 ““zefo”’ (i.e., the
process of ellipsis) or to a kind of **dummy element’” (i e ,the
gfocess of deixis). Just as{ we may omut the hook 15 in re-
sponding with on the table to the question Where's the book?,
s0 we may say reght here ather than on the table, when the
table 1s,immediately before {he speaker dnd the hearer. In each
instance, a reduction in the|linguistic signal is stimulated by
contextual 1nf0rmanon In,the case of on the table, informa-

fion is located 1 the verbal environment®the book 1s 1 pre- *
.sent in the preceding question But the further teduction of

on the table to right here signals that the.speaker 15 assuming
that he or she’shares with the listener even further information,
namely, the sensorially medjated mfonnanon that,the book. -
is, indeed, on the table right pgfore, them

. In sumimary, the sender fa message uses the processes
of ellipsis and deixis to reducg the linguistic surface 11t order
to signal to the receiver that| information being transmitted
ﬁs. in some sense, old. Upon receiving an elliptical or dencm,
sngnal)ir?}m the sender, the receiver, in turn, 1s rcqulred to
conteXtualize it in order to retri¢ve information already present
in the cﬁrll\qumcanve environnient. In this sense, ellipsis and
deixis function as highly ‘cohesive processes in verbal com-
ngumcanon, They force the recdiver mtcg%tc connnuously
, emerging information with infgrmation that has already ac-
cumulated. T v

Just as it was carlier claifed that elhpncai forms of
language are highly motivated in fcertai communicative situa-
tions, so it will now be claimed that deictic forms are equally
highly motivated. Indeed, the ilure to use some kind of
deicfic element to,signal the pres¢nce of old information may
be just as unnatural as the failur¢ to omit the book is in re-
sponding to the question Where'ls the book” Consider, for
example, the following two sentences:

My wife got sickxMy wife's gernng sich is why I couldn’t

come 1q your party. .
Given our notions of how senten \S>hould ﬁt togcther, the
relation of the second gentence to the fi stis hlghly unnatural,
pIoﬂ\Qlc presence of old
information. Deictic that would nalrally occ\ur in placc of my
wife’s getting sick in the second sentence:

My wife got sick. That's why I couldn't come to your

party. . \

By the same token, delcnc\tomls of language are equally
" motivated when thcy']/ epresent information clearly acces.gblc
in the physical gnvironment. Just as the first example above
is unnatyral, so it would be unnatural, “in®most snuanons,
Slmply to say on the table in response to the question, Where's
the book? when the book is lying in full view on a table i im-
medla(ely before the speaker and the hearer.”

In this instance, the speaker i monvatéd to use_some
kind of deictic expressxon, whethet 1n 1solation (e.g.,-vight

.
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_here), or ay part ot a lexiqal phrase (e g.. right here on the
Juble):_ln fact” we can.observe such compounding of deitie
,and lexieal forms 1 the examples of middle-Uass speech
glven earlier. -In the middle-class version of the stony_given
by Hawhkins, the woman looking out the windoy 1s repre-
sented-as that ludy rather than « ludv  From the strict poim
- ~-of view of iformation monitoripg. the nuddle-class shildren
represented her-in the same way as the lowersclass children
who used she. Both gro'up.s signaled by their chowe of lan-
guage that thé 1denuty of the woman could be taken as estdb-
lished, the firstsgroup using dcnm that and the second using
.y deictic she. ‘ '
: In presenting the |nformdnop represented by boss and
\ man® however. the middle-tlass version and the lower-class
.verston do differ The middle-class version introduces these
participants_ &y representing new informatior. the lower-
clags. version as representing old inforhation This differdhge
.15 not, however, a matter of more versds less meaming. it
15 rather a mqﬁcr of whether or not a speaher decides to use
language reflecting the fact that the hstener too has access
to the inforthation h¢ or sheis representing »Lrballz Now it
15 clear that both the middig- and lower-Llass speakers had
acquired the communicative competence by the age of five
to use deictic forms in order to signat such access by the
listener. Moreover, it 1s clear that they all knew that the perspn
listeninig to’ their stories had such access He was. after”all,
the, person* who was presenting the tash of .describing the
pictureés while they talked. In addition.” he was physically
present while” each,child talked and thus was ln 4 position
| to observe what was 10 the pictures. The primary " difference
_in the two communicative codes, then. would seem to he'in,
the different ways in which Lh:ldrcn in the two groups consti-
tuted the task. The mlddlc clad thldrcp were apparently
more awaire that lexically exphent forns of language afe pre-
ferred for the hinds of tasks constructed in a $chool petting
. In other words. they had more access t6 school norms of
j language use. for one of the major charactenstics of the'school
use of languagc ts that a teacher seeks te elicit information that
he or she already has. As the speech act theotist John Searle
is fond of pointing out. many teacher questions are not real
questlons at all. from an Jllouunonar) point of view, they are
merely *‘exam qucsnons " The studént knows that the teacher
already knows the answers The student, nevertheless. accepts
the conditions of the taskh and agrees to offer the answers
himself or herself. :

The descrlpuon of a 5et of pictures an # school setting
presents a simifar situation. A student may be expected to
treat the pictures as if they represent mformauoiv that the
teacher does not have, even though it 1$ clear that the teacher
does have 1t. Students not accustomed to this school norm,
however, may instead exercise the communicative competence
they use in everyday speech -They would thus use deictic
forms of language to represent information to which the
listener has clear access. No matter which strategy they
choose, they do not necessarily sacrifice ahy meaning

/*r:deed, the, question. may_be raised as to whether, in
certaint inistances, a lexically explicit form of language mught |
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carry less meaning
~class mother taken from Hess and §
wds quite complex. particularly. give

In, the sample
/
fact that an ap-
hfied it (Such
y a middle-class

propriate use of deixis could have
complexity 15 quite’ conimonly display
mother when there 15 an adult apdiencg orlwhen her child's
competence 1s 1n sorge way called | quusnon ) Morcover,
the language, 1n spite of its complexaty (ortperhaps because'”

“of it). did not represent the real world snuw

-

lh(’ th ngs that are all
theri shé says
oup of colors,’

t{on in her use of

For example, the mother first says.
the sume color vou put in ¢ne section.’
“'then 1it the other sectionyyou put another g
There are three pieces of fusleading inforra
purportedly ‘explicit language (cach has Heen alicized)’
First. 'the things that are all the same color’” is a way of
charactenzing what goes into cuch.of the se;:}um not merely
one section. Her use of *“oné section” potentially stimulates
a mlbluadmg inference. namely. that a separate group of ob-
jects, unlike in color. should be placed in another section”
Scuondly, the use of ‘‘the other section’ In reference to
the second section presupposes that there are only'two, wher
in reality there are three, “another section” would have been ?
amore accurate way of talking, although *"the*second section™
mught have fit better with the mother’s Iargcr pattern of dis-
course,, since sh¢ uses “‘the third section™ in the follomng
scntenu: Thirdly, she speaks of ““another group” of color§™
when she intends to delimit a group.of objects shanng an-
other color. In other words. the mere fact that a mother is
using lexically explicit forms of langudgc with her child is no
guarantee that she is talking about the world in a prccnsc way

It may. of coursé, be grgued that such imprecizions
would not have confuscd the child. In the first place. ithey,
would have been accessible only i a highi\refined semjintic
universe. one. no doubt. that the child did ngt yet posgess
Moreover, even 1f he had had access to these tmprecisions,
he could stll have managed to, construct what his mgther
intended to say. For such lmpreuslons abound 1n eve day
speech. and ap essential”aspect of receptive competence s
knowing how to construct what a person intends to say, €ven
when a pdnuuldr choice of w‘ords may be misleading Just
as ~contextual information ls, activated 1n ordqr to process
deyctic elements, so it is au.nvatcd in ordet to suppress mis-
lcddmg inférmation. and thc mother. po doubt. provided a
great number of nonsverbal and paraverbal cues that provided a
context for what she was,'saying. It might be counterargued,-
‘however, that the rcccp?»c competence for such coniextual
inforrhation is less dev lopcd in children than in adults, for._
in general, children gre much more profie to follow mis-
leading cues gencratc the localized verbl contest and
thereby to draw inférencey not warfanted within the larger
‘context that the communicative situatiop provides

Tt may also ke argued thathe middle-class mother was,
at least, trying to use language in a way that would lead her
child to'focus on the purpose of the task. In-effect, she was
pointing out the underlying pninciple on which the sorting
was to be based. But then it may be‘counterargued that her
explicit verbalizing merely deprived the child of the oppor-
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tunity to arrive inductively at what the purpose of the sortfhg
was. Given oar limited knowledge of how learning takes-place.
"we gamnot be certain that 1t 1s not this hind of deprivation
lhafli;ess and Shipman should have studied. As Bruner points
out, members of the middle class have been conditoned to
believe, by virtue of their commutment to formal schooling.
that learning takes place ‘‘out of the context of action, by
means that are primarily symbolic.”" As a consequence, they
may develop an excessive rehance on verbal mediation in
learning tasks in everyday life, when such mediation is..in
fact, often quite cumbersome. A .great deal of everyday
learning takes place in a’context in which dctions are more

_—tmportant than words. Yet middle-class styM of communica-+

tion rely heavily on creating a context for learming by means
-~ of hlghly explicit talk. ‘even when a sufficient context could
, be established ‘by other means (e.g.. observing a set of events
or performing a sequence of actions), With respect to middle-
class speech habits, Labov has nightly sounded the followmg,
noter of caution: °
Before we impose muddle class verbal style upon children \
from other cultural groups. we shoyld find out how much .
15 merely stylhstic *— or even dysfunctional In high
= school and college. middle (lass students spontaneously
complicate their syntax to the pownt that nstructors
. despaur of getting them to make thetr language simpler
and clearer . . . Is the elaborated cade of Berstein really

so *“flexible. detailed and subtle™ as some psychologists
(i.e. Jensen. 1969) believe? (1970:163-164)

s

There 1s one last argument to be raised with respect to
thé contrdst in verbal styles reflected in the example drawn
from the research b)7 Hess and Shipman. Whether or not the
middlc-élass mother’s style is viewed as potentially **dys-
functional,”” 1t may stll be .argued that the lower-class

moéther’s use of deictically, anchored language 15 excesstve. .

The speech that we have excerpted ineluded three short
sentences, and except for the verb pur_that occurred in_each
of the thrée, -it contains no lexical forms. Rather 1t con-
tains only pronominals such as them. and " the other ane,
locatives such as raght here and)here In order to evaluat@ the
degree to which these deictic “forms are functonal, 1t would be
necessary to make further observations about what actually
hapgc}s/m e mother-child interaction. Idealty, two patterns

/o nleracflon should be observcd
I

t the child does in reponse to his mother’s deicti-

|

¢ red speech; if he does what she asks, thén pre-
sumablyhe u tands what she intends to communi-
cate; < ’ . B

2. what Qappens between the mother and child after he has

~ sorted the toys if she manages to elicit from) him what -

lhe purpose of the task was, her carlier use of deictie
forms could be viewgd as quite functional. For this initial
lack of specnﬁcanon on' her part would have permitted
the child, after performing a series of actions, tq verbal-
ize for himself what the purpose of the task was.®

. ‘Within the domain of pedagogy, deictically anchorgdtan-
guage may be used effectively by a teacher in order to pre-
serve for the ledrner the task of explicit verbalization. As we
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have already pointed out with respect to the middle-class
mother’s verbal style. hdr_child was deprived of the op-

portumty of verbalizing (hls own what the purpose of the ™ » B

tash was. The lower-class mother at least preserved, by virtue

of her deictically anchored language. this opportumty for

her child. It 15 important to remind ourselves that we cannot.
evaluate the degree to which ‘deictic forms of language are.
functional, unless we \.Oﬂ&lder the total paltern of human

communicatiopn — actions as well as words — of which they -

are-a part. \ .

At the same time, it is important to recognize that evcry-
day life does provide a continuous stream of delcucally
anchored language that {s dysfunctional. In a great number of
communicative situations, one person errgneously assumes ,
that another has access to certain information. In effect. a
person often speaks to another as if he were speaking to him-

" self. As VygotskY, the great Russian psycholinguist, was fond
of observing, a person already knows, 1 his inner speech.
what he is going to-say: The very texture of fumdn con-
sciousness is to anticipate. at one moment, what will be pres-
ent at the next. As a consequentce, wiat a person says to
hlmselfils continuously represented as lflt were already known
and thereB) is neeessanh reduced 1n 1ts fundamental struc-

[ e lg the harriéd and preoccupied texture of everyday hfe.
a person often assumes, when speaking t others, that they
have access to what is at the center of his or her own con-
sciousness; and so he or she inadvertently transfers, certain
. reductive processes from inner speech to the social domain
wher®' they may not be_at. all appropriate If a child, for
example, hasjrequemly talked to his pother about his effox;ts
to run one hundred meters in less that ﬁflccn‘scconds he
“may return from school one day, aflc" having told his mother
“ that moming hé would be rupning ithe one-hundred-meter
.Jace during 'gym class, and -exclaim, ‘*Well, mommy, at
-~ Tast I've done it"" Fhe mother. prepccupied with cooking
supper, reading to his sister, and hdlping his brother with
homework, may look up and ask-in| bewilderment, **Done
witat?"* The child_has assurmed that his mother sharéd with .
him, by virtue of their parting’ conyersation that{moming
{and, of course, ‘the endless talks thaf preceded it),|a shared
focus’on his efforts to run one hurdred meters in) fifteen
* seconds. lndeed the chlld s use of ddictic done i Qcay-havp
beer an allemtho establish symbohcally the world ofipersonal |
intimacy that he continuously secks with his mofher For
he may persnstenlly {use l‘hes&forms as a means of signaling
publicly that h&wews her as havmg continuous access to what*
his own personal concerns are. He badly misjudged. how- |
ever, just what his mother’s state of awareness was at the
- moment of his return. She was busily’ caught up in ar;other
- world, one in which his one-hundred-meter rage, was fot
particularly saliént. -
Thege is a_well- estabhshed body of researéhf in social
psychology provndmg evrdence that childfen are, if fact, less
\zlﬂ/fhan adults to take into, account their mtcrlocu?f? point
view in verbal communication (cf., Glucl\sbcrg, rauss, &
Higgins, 1975, for a thdrough review of this research) For
example, when lwo persons are placed on opposite sides of

. .. AR
»e \"_ . - N ’ % -
9 . iy

M

" ¥
. .




E

¥

3

a solid screen and are.required to communicate about various
placements of an array of objeets which they each possess.
children are more prone than adults to use dcict?cally anchored
Ianguage mappropnately .
Glucksberg, Krauss, and Weisberg (1966) rcport the
. following kind of conversation, where preschool children
atteMpt to ‘commumcate with one another without visual
© contact: * .
A Speaker: It'sabird _ o
Listener: Is this it? )

» -~

'Speakcr*Ntr'—— -

Nenhr.r speaker ttor listener in this case seemed to dis-
play awareness of an important charactenstic 37 their
mutual situdtion — they could neither see one another
.nor see what they were each talking about’ (1975 320)

-

— [UUP . .-

(24

. . Proponents of the language deficit position have cited
certdin studies within this body of research (Baldwin &
‘Garvey, 1970; Heider, 1971, Krauss & Rotter, 1968) as pro-

viding support for their own_claims that “urban minority .

. children, as members of lower social classes, are pamuularly
dependent on their own potnt of view 19 verbal communica-
tion, are thereby more inchned to use deictic and elliptical

. forms Of language mappropriately. “and are thus prone to
communicate *‘less meanyng.”” However, as Gluchsberg,
Krauss, and Higgins observe in-their review of this research,
there are just as many studies that do not show social class
differences as there are those that show them. For example,
studies by, Brent and Katz, 1967, Cowan, 1967, Higgins, 1973,
Rackstraw and Robinson, 1967, and Rath 1966, have not, in

/ general, shown social class difference. Moreover, as Glychs-
_berg, Krauss, and Higgins caution with respect to any of these
expenmemal ‘findings, -

observed differences in communication skills assoctated

, with group membership can denve from a varety of .
t factors that are urelevar®to the intrinsic abilies of
speakers. Among them' are differential famiharity with
the stimulus materials employed. the reactive nature of
experimental settings, and so on Given the hudimemary
_stage of our knowledge of the components of com-
munication abilities, 1t should be clear that observed
differences  mugt be interpreted with great.cauuon."‘
(1975:329) o v -

Let us now tufn to the last two peints in our cntique
of the theory of reference assumed by proponents of language
deficit, those which are goncerned mo directl with the
referennal functions of lexical forms “Thedé final criticisms

are directed at a view of lexical foms which was,. in general,
not consciously worked out by proponents 0 ge deficit

~ .

It was rather a view which they merely assumed, indeed,

necessarily. assumed, given the simplistic way in which they

“  contrasted "the referential functions .of deictic and lexical
forms.* . !

: The first of these two pomts can be stated briefly: The
proponents of language deficit/tended to ignore t}\e fact that
Jdexical forms as well a3 delCllC ones are dependent on im-
medlate context for “establishing meaning. In ignoring this’
dependence of lexical form, they were guilty of the ancient’
error of nominglism, locating meanings in words rather than
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linguistic fonn whether dcn.ng or lexical. can be-established

only -in & specific context Consider. for cxamplc the word
tablé as opposed to the word dhat. Although table may,rSfcr-
potcntlall) to a much morerestnctéd set ol entities than that,
its actual réferent 1s nc»erfhcicss determined by the situation in
which 1t 15 used. It may., for cxampk refer to an entire class of
entities: - <
Does he know h0w to make a mble”

-~

S

_or to a single gne within thatentire class\: - )
Sit down at the table. :

In fact. if table is used.in a situation in which 1t.may refer
to more than one entity, 1t alone cannot refer clearly to any one
of them. Further informatien must be provided, whether
mediated verbally (c.g.. by saying the table next to the far-
wall) or nonverbally (e.g., by makipg a hand gesture) in ‘order
to ‘ecnnfy just which entity 15 being referred to.

1t 1s. of course, true tfat a lexical form possesses a nyote
“restricted semantic content than a deictic form But this more
restricted cOntent does not mean that a lexical form 1s
necessanly used with any greater precision. For as we have

already suggested with reference to the middle-class mother’s *

spuech a lexicatly explicit verbal style often reflects, when:

.. 1t 15 evaluated carefully. a great deal of imprecision Such

imprecison 1s not at all surprising; for it would appear that the_
more restricted the semantic content of a particular word, the
more difficult it 1s to use that word in an éxacting way-
Our final criticism of the theory of reference assumed by -
the proponents of language deficit 1s Close)y related to the
preceding one. Not only did they fail to recognize that lexical
forms are referentially dependent on imimediate context, they
also failed to recognize that such forms may refléct a con-
trasting set of functions that depend on whether ornot the
.pamupams in a particular act of communication make use of
their’ own immediate point”of view. Indeed, Ilngulsts‘ often
y dcbcnbe these contrasting funcuons for lexically explicit forms
of language* with the terms ‘*deictic’’ and’‘nondeictic.”
This more technical 'use of **deictic’’ in describing certain
referential functions for lexically explicit forms should not be’
confused with the more general use of *"deictic’’ that has been

reflected in the article thus far, namely, as a term describing -

linguistic fgrms such as that. At the same time it 1sl important
to recognize -that the word deicric doe&,sngmfy. in each of
« these uses, that participamts are dependent upon their own
immediate point of view in verbal communication.
*In order to illustrate this distinction betwéen deictic and
nondeictic functions for lexical .forms, let ds borrow. from
Charles Fillmore an analogy based on contrasting modes 'of
represcnnng ‘the human figure: .

Consider the odifference between a sculptured  repre- 2

sentation of a human figure, set up in the middle of
a courtyatd, and a photograph of a human figure!
The sculpture does 'nat” represent any particular ob-
_server's point-of-view, but the photograph does. The
_ photograph does.because the camera had to be positioned.
at a particular place in front of, or to the side of, above
or bélow or on the same level as the model. (1975 16)
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. » L J
—~ . .
The sculptural representation may be wcvu.d as nondeictic,

. the photographic representation as deictic.*
Fillmore goes on to point out that 2 lexical form sugh as

left

can have both non-deictic and detctic funcuons ... In

a sentence like “"My sister stood at the general's left

. side,”” we have an example of the non-deictic use of the

word *‘left” . Knowing what it means to stand at
the general's,Jeft side requires knowing something about
how a general’s body is designed: 1t requires,no’special
understanding at all about where the speaker is when he
talks about it . . . . The situation ts quite different for
a sentence like "“What's that shiny object over there,
just to the Ieft of the cypress tree?” In this secpnd case.
the Iacation 1n space of the participants 1n the conversa-
* tion 1s absolutely essential to an undcrstandmg of the
question. (1975:16)

-

In certain instances, however, the' lexical item left is used i
a spatial construct that may be processed either deictically
or nondeictically. Constder. “for example. the sentence M)
sister is to the left of the general. one in which the spaual
construct contains no, ‘s-marhing. The spdtial construct may
be processed nondeiwctically. that s to Say. its referennal
function may be detennined by a left-night axis not dependent
_on the participants’ (i ¢ . the left-right axis in the general's
bod\ the entity dcs:gnatcd as the reference point in the spatial
ﬁcld) r

¢ »

%

or it may be processed . deictically; ‘that 15 to say, its ref-

erential function may be determined by the participants’
own left-right axis (1.e., the participants, constrtict a spatifil
field in which the entity 'functiomng as reference point. the
general's body. is viewed as reflecting a left-nght axis parallel
to their own.* ¢ '

Other lexically explicit spatial constructs reflect this same
potenllal for deictic and nondeictic funcfions. Consider. for

o

~

cxample. a spatial construct such as i -fromt of the tede-
phone Such a construct may function nondeictically. that 1s
to say, with its reférential funcyion dclt.nmncd by a front-
‘back axis independent of the participants’* own front-back
axis (i e , the mmnszcally marhed front back axis of the tele-
phone 1tself):

Y \\\\_\\—‘ . ¢ o ) .
- B ) i

. Is that your pen in front of the telephone?

.

or it may.fur)ction deictically, that 1s to say. with its re-
ferential functon determined by the participants’ own front-
back axis (i.e . the participants construct a spatial field 1n
which the enuty functioning as reference point. the telephone.
is* viewed ay reflecting a front ba’cl\ _axis opposed to their
own)."” .' g

“p
’

} *
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Is that your pen in front of the telephorie?

. This potential cor;trgst between deictic and nondeictic
functions for lexically explicit forms of language is wide-
spread in all natural languages, particularly in spatial and

temporal constructs (Bennett, 1976)? Consider, for cxamplc.'

the temporal construct in an hour of so in the sentence I'll
Sinish the work in an hour or so. It may.be processed as

measuring- a durational field not initiated in the-npw, the
speaker’s locus in time (i.e.. as representing a ce length
of time that may begin at any point). gndeictic

€ question

processing of the construct responds, as it were

extending from the point in time at which the participants are
located (i.e., 3 representing atemporal field initiated in ¢h
now of the speech situation). Such deictic processing of the
construct responds, as it were. tg.the question when? -

- Research has recently been conducted to determine the

degrce to which mmomy and mainstream students in metso-
politan New York ascribe deictic functions to certain leXically

vexphcn fomgs of language (Hill, Donnell, Pearsons, & Arono- *

" witz, in preparation). Both groups of students were given tasks _

1.
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in which Iinguistic constructs were subject to deictic or non

deictic wterpretations. The ﬁndmp of thiy resedrch cannot
be reported in any detad here. In general, however, they are
- much hike the findings of the research on use of immediate
point of view 1 verbal communication reviewed by Glucks®

. berg, Krausy, and Higgins. There appear to be no major \

differences 1n the degree to which members of the two gmups

respond with deictically anchored interpretations G.¢ . thuse

based on thclr own mmegdiate point of view) lndud the

differences that did emerge suggest that it may well be the

marnstream students. not the nunonty ones, who are’ more

. inchined 10 dewcti, inlerpretations, at least vn.certam tashs,

) of Jexically‘exphicit forms of language ivolving spatial and
. tempofal relagions. ‘

Even _furtther rescarch were to establish” that main-

stream students do tend to make greater use of thetr owl

: immediate point of view 1n processing certam léxical forms.
this finding weuld<aot. of course’. indicate that they are thereby
communicating " less meaming’ “(the degree of meaning.they
communicate dcpurds upon th degree to which their inter-
locutors have aceess to their code) Nor "Would 1t mean that
these students make greater use of thetr dwn immediate pornt

*+of view 1n other uses of language As Ouspgnslw has pomtnd

. out 1n his classic studies on language use and point ‘of vidw.
there are so many different ways in which o participapt in
an act of verb4l communication reflects his Or her owa 1m-
mediate point of view (particularly as 1t mamfdits affectine
states) and since these manmifold ways are. at present. so poorly
understood. there 1s althost no reliable research on the ways

. 10 which immeghate point of vidw iréflected 1n language usc

By th¢ same token. if further résearch established lhdl
urban minerity students do tend to make greater use 0! deictic
,fomls such as that, this-finding could notbe used to suppon
“the clarms of ,the, proponents of language deficit that these
students are more dcpendcnt on their own immediate poim
of view th verbal A,ommumuduon and thereby communicate
les$ precise forms of meaning. To gudke these claims, 1t would
be necessary to show that these students made greatér usc
of deictic forms in communicative settings where the lls-
tcner(s) did not have access to appropriate informatiop for
» interpreting these forms Once again, it would be more Just
1o ascribe a certain lack of pTeﬁsnon to theresearchers rather
than the students; for jt 1s they whovhave failed to ungerst‘aﬂd
- the complex ways in which réfeicntial‘functions are estab-
Ilshed for deictic forms in verbal commumcauon

* Mhally, it should be pointed out that. even if funt
research wefe .to indicate that urban r\monty students o tend
to make greater use of deictic forrﬁs in commuhicative settings
where they are, in fact,’  notwarranted, educational progtams
such as those préscribed by-Bereiter and Engelmann, would
still not be appropriate’ for thesg students. As we have already
pointed out, these programs force children to adopt a highly
. artifi¢al kind of verbal communlcameﬁfwhnch they
must attempt to avo;d deictic and elllp’ucaleforms of language
altogether. Such communication, forces these children to
« ignore one of the_most salient functions of language, the
_contlnuous momtonng of the status of, informatron in the

ERIC
'

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

- commumdition. Moredver - ¥ mmunication games that téach  *

.

~ municativg competence. they learn not onl) to provide the,

. and their I'istcnu's\ In effect, the childreh are required to'play. a L

. .
communicatinve wcmng If the information t’?)at language ex-
presses 1s T new, th‘t.p ;lu processes ofclllpsns and’deixis can
bc~dystumuondl ds 4 copseqguence, they may legitumately
be avoided. But f the information is. old, then an)m\mdancc -
of these processes. ay we have "already_shown, may itself be .
Jysfumuona‘l lndu.d learning how to make approppate use .
of duuﬁl aid L“lPlILal forms may be considered JusL as
fundamental to the dcu.lopmcnt of ‘communicative tom-
petence, 1n <hildren as learning ho\~ to make appropriate use
of lexiwcally explicit forms For as children develop com-

listeners with what they. fieed to know ., but alsg toravoid giving
them more than thcy need to know: o N .
Cmamly 1t is pedagogieally desirable tO _make chxldl’en

aware of mappropnatc uses of deixis or cllnpsns in their verbal

c!nldrcn the' skills required in adopL_g,\thc other’s point of .
view can be of cansiderable valye in an educatiapal setting -
c.g, games in which a sold screen 1S placcd between the
interlocutors-as in the cxpcnmcnts dcscnbcd above) Butusing -,
such games as part of a larger program is ‘vastly different

from an educational program that forces children. as a thatter :
of principle, to avoid seictic” dnd‘llllptncal forms of language.

in crrcumstances where'they are. in fact. warranted Itisasiof .
these progrun\ force children, when they speak. to pretend -
that a solid s¥cn 1s always present between themselves

game 1n the abscncg of appropriate props Mareover, they are .
rcqunrcd to play this game pver.and over. even though it breaks
the rules of the convcrsauondl gamCs they pldy in every-
day life . ¥ -

" . ,
s ~ . * - . . .

» P . S,
o Summary . \

\ .

In concluding this review of the Iungu%%gdcﬁcit position,

v

fet us bnefly festgte.the major hines of cnticism that we have’, . 4
followed. We. firet pursued Anwo limes of socmlmgulstlc\ Il
LOtisme alraﬂ'dy cstdbllshcd by Ianguagc diffcrcnw pro-. =
poncnts - |-

. proponents of the language d'cﬁcu posmon have used .
mvalid criteria i evalualing the oral peiformance of .
arban munority students i school settings (i.c.. they have

applied norms of written discoure in judging as de-
-ficient these-students’ patterns of oral résponse),

2. they have failed to lnvesugate the actual reﬁex‘toxrc of
verbal skills that urban minority students _exercise in
" everyday communication.  ° ; ’

We then followed twd lines of psycholmgunsuc criticism, thc
fist ‘onie, like the. prcvnous two, already established by lan-
guage differenée’ praponents. However, the second line,
which® We§ pursued i ~much, greater dcpth has not been
dcveloped in any detail in "previous criticism: . -
ﬁpropoNnents of the Ianguagc deficit position haye assumcd o
that nonstandard forms of language reﬂﬁcg deficient .
forms of cognition:,

p2. they

» —

have assumed an madequate theory of reference- -

.in evaldaung the language of urban minoprity students.
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, “More speeiﬁcally, they have not t.ak{;n sufficient account
Ean of the following properties of langliage in this evalua-
T tion: . .

- 4 . - N -
—

. a) oral language functions as only a single channel in a

Engelmann drew upon it. Since that time h‘is.positl‘on has changed
considerably} Perhaps the most fundémental change is that he now
makes a disfinction between *‘codes’™” and *‘speech vanants,”” the
latter reflecting the constraints of pafticular communicative contexts
. such as the regulatlve .’ the **instractional,”” .the **integpersonal,”
and the *‘impgjnative.’ * Within an i terpersonal context, “For exam-
- ple. an “‘ela rated code” may be realized as a restncted vanant.’
Bin no longer posits continuous sthchmg of *‘codes™
as a person“moves from one communicative .context to another.

2. This double marking of negation, usually discontinuous in '

form, is an extremely common feature of languages throughout the
world; and it is quite common that the two markers, as In the case of
nonstagdard English where both are /n/=imtiated, resemble each
/o\thej in surface form. In éarly forms of written English, for exam-
ple, iwo or more markers of negation were /n/—lmtlated as illus-
trated in the followmg sentence from Chaucer: “He' never yet no

_ vileynye ne sayde T .
Such dxscontmuous markmg appears o be motlvated b¥ the ‘fact

° that tl;eﬁo'pe of negation is highly variable an natural, languages,
= thalis to say, the element(s) actually subject to negation may vary in
a pamcular predication. Hence what is subject to negation may be

. ~enclosed by two markers, thereby creating a more precise expression

Lt

- . of the scope of negation, as illustrated by the following examples‘

from Hausai a widely spoken language in West Afnca {the two”

. L m,arsccrs; of négation are real”;edas ba): * ; - o N
. Positive . "+ 7 Negative
. ‘sh o m Complete Predlcate

Ba'su tambaye shi ba..
**They didn’t ask him.’

(2) Scope Limited :to
Topicalized Subject:
Ba su ba stka tambaye shi.
“It sﬁnot they who asked

Sun tamhaye shi, /

“They asked him.”’ >

. (3) S ope Limited to  *
g S I oplcahzed%omplement
' " .-  Ba shi ba suka tambayi.
o 1. “I’s not him they asked."”
. 3. A speaker might alter the phrase on-the table with a cer-
tain tone of exasperation, signalling that the listener should have
been gwdre that the book qu, mdeed on.the table.

24y
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forms of ‘langpage are estabhshed only in an imme-
« . diate context;! °

d) lexical forms of language may be considered as
possessn’lg detg,uc and nondeictic functlons

-

. ‘multxchannel system ' that represents information Ay already mantioned, the major tenets of the language deficit
i . hollstlcally ’ - o position will be reviewed in an-article to.follow in this series.
g 2 b) the form of language necesoanly changes 50 as'to re- .
. o flect a continuous monitoring of the status of informa- . s
I tion it represents; . : 4 o X . :
S c) the referential functions of lexical as well as deictic * ' -
- ,'E"’r ) . R > - . @ -r' ‘ e ~“ ,',‘ , R o .
~ . L .
. ! ! “ P .
; ' . o L . v
" 3, , . NOTES . .
N o R -‘ Y . B , ) . A ‘ .f .
| "1 The Jpreceding charaCterizat on\represents Bernstein’s posi- 4. It should be noted :that Hess and Shipman did _in’ fact pro-
tion at the time that language déficitjresearchers such as Bereiter and vide statistical data indicating that children in the lower-class gfoup

in their study performed the sorting tasks. le%s well. This lower stan-
dard of perfprmance cannot, however, necesserily bé accounted for
by the less gxplicit verbal style of interaction between lower-class
mothers and children. Any adequate explanation of their lower per-
formance would have to take account of a number of factors, per-
haps the mpst fundamental of which would be théir apparently
greater unfamiliarity with the nature angd puiposes of the task they
were engagad in. . e .

. 5. The Yeductive processes that operate on inner speech are, of
course, much more mdxcal than those that operate on public speech.
They appear, at times, to produce a kind of **pure predication,”” in

,which the subject is continuously rendered obsolete, by virtue of the’

fact that it is always known. Since the sender of the message is also
its receiver, a subject is, in one sense, already old, at ‘the. actyal
moment of lts encoding.

As’ Vygotsky obsesved, the most, exacting charactenZatlon of .
the -adical reduction of inner speech has come from literature rather
thian from science. The search for an adequate means of repesenting
this reduction, which Vygotsky noted in the work of nineteenth-

« century writers such as Gogol has been advanced consxderably in
the work of twcnneth-century writers such s Joyce!

6. Although the analogy iS an apt one, it shoyld not obscure
“the fact that %extemakpomt of view is ordinarily signaled, at least
to some degre +if a sculpted-figure as well Consider, for example,
the external point of view consrsteatly signaled by the decndedly
frontal bias in human figures Wlthm Gréek traditions of sculpfure.

7. As 1llustrated by the; research reviewed by Glucksberg,
Krauss, and Higgins, the pamcrpants do not recessarily share-the
same point of view in a particular act of verbal communication. As
a consequence, thé deicfic processing may be based on the left-right
axis of only one of the participants. Indeed, the-speaker and hearer
may be so placed that deictic. processing anchored in one’s point of
view would be di ;ectly opposed to dejctic processing anchored in
the other’s, As @ matter of stylistic convenience, however, the more

general term parthpam contrasting with field, vynll be used rather' |

than the specific terms speaker o or hearer” g

[ ]

8. lt may be observed that deictic strategles contrast for the pro-
cessing oftto the left of and jn front of. In the former the participants
construct.a spatial field in which the entity functxpmng as reference
_point is vnewed as possessmgian orientation parallel to their own. In _
the latter, the pamcxpants construct a spatjal field in which the entity .

v
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\ functioning as reference point 1s v1ewed as possessing an orienta-
tion opposed-to their own. As we will pbserve later, the Strategy in
which a parallel orientation is ascribed to the reference-point is
predominantly used by membery-of certain cultures for processing

. R y - ’ N “ . i
M ) - . r s

4
Baldwin, T. & C. Garvey. Studies # Convergent Communication 1.
A Measure of Communication Accuracy. Center for Social Organx
- zation of Schools, Repon WNo. 91,.1970, . .

Baratz, J. C.&R.W. Shuy (Eds. ) Teaching Black Childrert to Read

Washington, D.C,: Center,for Apphed Linguistics, 1969.
- - .Bennet, C, }Spanal and Temparal Uses of Enghsh Peepasitions. An
Essay in Stratificational Semantics, London: Longmans, 1976.
Bereiter, C. & S. Engelmann. Teaching Disadvantaged Children in
the Preschool, Englewood, Cliffs, N.J.; Prentice- Hall, 1966.
“ Bernstem,,B Class, Codes a:% Control. 3 vols London Routledge.

& Kegan Paul, 1971-75.
Brent, S.B. & E. Katz. A Study of Language Deviations and Cog-
nitive Processes. Office of Economic Opportunity, Job Corps Re-
search Contract 1209, Progress Report No. 3, 1967

. Cazden, B. The neglected situation in chi d'Ianguage research and

v
1

‘Markham Publishing Compa

" Chalt, Jeannd™% John B oll (Eds.). Toward a Literate Society:

ommittee on Reading of the National Academy

<New York: Mc Graw Hill, 1975. .

Célwan, PA. The Lmk "Benween Cogmnutive Structure é{nd Social
Structure in Two-Child *Verbal Interaction Paper presented at

", meeting of the Society for Research in Child Development, 1967

Fillmore, CJ. Santa Cniz Lectures on Deuas. Bloomington, In-
diapa: Indiana University LlngUISllCS Ciub, 1975.

A
Glucksberg, S., R. Krauss & E.T. nggms The evelopment of
referennal communication skllls Review of Child Development

education® In F. Williams (Ed.) ﬁ guage and Poverty, Chlcagoz
7 .

..

S tion vin nursery school chnldren* melhod and s
findings. Journal of Experlmemal Child Psychologx 1966
3333342 . N

A Hawkms, P.R. Social class, the nominal group and, reference

- Language and Speech 1969, [2125-135. = %=

+ JHeider, ER. Style and acCuracy of verbal commumcanons wnhm_

.""e"- and* between social classes. Journal of Personahty and Social

% Psychology 1971, 18:33-47.
o Hess, R'D:& V. Shlpman Early experience and the socialization of
cogmtnve modes -in chnldren» Child Developmem '1966; * 36:
869-886, . «
nggms, ET. A Social and Developmemal Companson of .Oral
and Written Commumcanon Skills. Doctoral dissertation,
Cglumbla University, 1913 ’ .
. 3. Hill,.C., P, Donnell, E. anréons, & R. Aronowitz. Participant-
Bitsed and Field-Based Stategres Jor 'Processmg Linguistic
Representations of Spatial Orieniation. (in preparation)

REFERENCES . - )

<z
’

‘
LY

&

dpresent spatial relations along the frontal - *
the left-right axis). - ’

locative constructs’ that 3
axis as well as the sagittal one (i e.,
A ‘ .

‘ ., .
-y LS .

Lo

fox
!

as a function of status and age. Merrill Palnter Quarterly 1968 ’
14:161-173. ) .

Labov;-W. The Ioglc of nonstandard English. In F, Williams (Ed.), &~
Language an overt} ChicagS> Markham Puthhmg Company, ~

1970: |-+ .
Machml: W_H. Research suggesuons from the *literature
search. {’Readmg esearch Quarterly 1976,°11:7-35. .

Meier, D. l{(eadmg Failure and the Tests An, Occasional Paper of

the Workshop Center for Open Education, 1973, 5,

Rackstraw 75.J. & W.P. Robinson. Social and psychological factors
related tQ variability of answering behavior in five-year-old chil-

dren. Language and Speech 1967, 10:88-106.

Ruth, D. Ll‘mguage Imelhgence and Social Class: A Study of Com-

municative Effectiveness within Same- Class and Cross-Class
Pairs. Senior Honors Thesis, Harvard Ugiversity, 1966. .t

Stewart, W.A. On the usé of Negro dialect in the teaching of reading.
In J.C. Baratz & R.W. Shuy (Eds.), Teaching Black Children to '
Read. Washinigton,”D.C.: Center for Applied Linguistics,+1969.
! ‘-% e . ) \ Te e
) lid . . J“"'-fu . o

.
~ ! < o

The developmem of this paper was supported by tlie BRIC Clea.nng
- house on \Urban Education pursuant to a comrac{ w,uB the Nationdl
Institute of Education, U.S. ‘Depanmém of Health. Education an&f
° Welfare. Contractors undentaking such projeags under Govemmem?
sponsOrship are encouraged to express therr judgment in‘professional .
matters. Prior t0 pubhcauon the manuscnpt wag, submitted tQ'the
ngulsuc Soctety of Amencd for critical review and detenm‘nauon .
of professional competence..This pubhcauon has met such standards. '. N
Points of view or opinions, however, do not necessarily represent °
thé official view or opinions of either the Linguistic Society of Amer—
ica o | the Nauonal Institwie of Educanon

L
LX)
-
P
oo

"

’ .,‘
*Jensen, A R How much can-we boost 1Q and scholasnc_achleve- . . N .

. . ment" Harvard Educauonal Review 1969, 39:1- 123‘ . - ¢ :
Krauss, RM. & G.C. Ro(ter Commumcanon abnlines of children i L ! - \ TN

R C ' SR A D K A ' P I
EMC Ty ., g7 ! 14 : o 1 i3

: - ’ . ’1 T ’ ¢ . * T, v

A - o - ! . ’ » P ° ’;s’

G, . VT <

X




{

IUME ?
Institute for Urban 4nd
“ Minority Educatlon

~

SCOPE"

The Insttt\ﬁte for Urban and Mmonty Education (IUME) is a
,researcii and development agenty committed to human re-
source devplopr‘nent through the improvément of education in
the pation’s cities. Founded in 1973, . .it is sponsored By
Teachers College, Columbna University. The Institate iden-
tifies and studies issues and problems in urban education and
the education of ethnic minority group members; designs,
W develops, and delivers multiple products and services relevant
to its scope:; and dtssemmates mfomratron related to'educa-
tion in urban and mmonty communities.

A Y

| The Institute concentrates on three program areas: (1) diver-
- sity and pluralism in individual or group characteristics and
} social and cultural environments; (2) human and organiza-
| ; tional rlgldlty and resigfance to change; and (3) social and
‘{ geographic mohl’lty afid immobility. -

",.4 4 &

RESEARCH

The Insutute co ducts research using anthropological, eco-

Iogrca] psychological, and sociological approaches: to learn-

ing and devglopmient in such areas as cross-cultural and, cross-
' ethnic leamimg patterns; _ethnicity, acculturation, and’-feduca-
tion, the psychoeducational diagnosis and analysis of learn-
ing behaviors; crdss-cultural lahguage assessment and acquisi-
tion; grganizational ngrdlty and school reform; the ecology of
classroom environmen s; and school system and institutional
responses to studerit diversity.

e

DEVELOPMENT
The Institute‘s development activities reflect its interdisci-
plmary research €fforts. The Institute is developing (1) assess-
ment techmques responsive to . population and linguistic di-
~versrty. £2) curricular materjals and instructional techniques
for educatmg mdlulmgual and multicultural school popula--
tions, (3) materials and techniques for desegregating schools
and school systems, for 1mpr0ved leadership and manage-
- mént, for staff development, for the utilization of multiethnic

gurnculums, for -imptoving school/community relations, and

(4) multimedia commumcatrons programs for comynunity out-,

_reach.

"’SERVICE

Asan outgrowth of its Jesearch and deyelopment program and
to meet the needs of schools,and other educational ‘programs,
the Institute coniducts a- number of training, service, techni-
cal assistance and evaluation projects. It offers the following
consultatige servrces needs assessment, currrculum develop- +
ment, student assessment materials .devciop nt, Admini-
stratrve and mstrOctronaI staff training, pro evaluation,
and‘o rgamzatronal developmem A
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INF ORMATON DISSEMINATION _

_The Institute supports activities destgned fo provnde “biblio-
graphic information ahd the products of information analy-
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,INSTITUTE ORGANIZATION
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sis .to the researcher, the practitioner, educational policy
makers, and thé” wider community. Within the Institute, the
Information Retrieval Center on Diversity (IRCD), founded in
1964 as the Information Retrieval Center on the Disadvan-
taged, is a special research library which serves the public. i
gathers, disseminates, and analyzes information on diverse
human characteristics, minority education and education in
urban areas. The ERIC Clearinghouse on Urban Education
(ERIC/CUE) functions withinhe IRCD. Over 110,000 docu-
ments comprise the ERIC/CUR, and IRCD collections. In ad-
dition, through IRCD the Institute distributes four serial pub-

- lications: IRCD Bulletin, a jo ’mal of substantive reviews;
ual Opportunity Review, a nnewsletter of brief reviews;
mn Disadvantaged Series, a series of special papers and
annptated bibliographies; Doctoral Research Series, a series
*_-of.annotated bi(bliographies. .
. The Institute also prepares audio and videotapes available to
- the publlc and produces Insight, a weekly cable ‘television
program’ ° . . .
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The research and development, sefvice and information dis-
semination functions of the Institute “are carried out by the
following funded organizational units:

Task Force on Human Diversity )
General . “sistance Center on Equal Educatronal
Opportunity ‘
General Assistance Center on “Bilingual”* Education
Bilingual-Multicyltural Preschool Curriculum
Development Project

" Information Retrieval Center on l?iversrty (ERIC
Clearinghouse on Urban Education) ., "~

Studies of Higher Education Opportunity Progtarns.
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INSTITUTE STAFF

" The staff of the Instltute reﬂect its multiple purposes These

staff #lembers are research scholars and educational practi-

tio ",specrahsts in curriculum design and materials devel-

.opment, and information scientists and technicians. The In-

‘ stitute research associates are anthropologists, educationists,

' linguists, organizational theorists, political economists, psy-
chologists and socjologists actively engaged in reseagch re-
“lated to urban education and the education of ethmc minority
group members. EY
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INQUIRIES

Office of the Director (212) 678-3780
‘Edmund W. Gordon, Director
Charles C. Harrington, Deputy Director
Ray Proctor, Assistant to the Director

Developmeit and Information Services (212) 678-3433 '
Erwin Flaxman, Assistant Director °

Schoo}.-and Community Services (212) 678-3780
Effie. M. Bynum, Executive Assistant Director
lnstlfute for Urban and ‘Minority Education
‘Box 75 / Teachers College, Columbia Umversrty
525 West 120th Street

Néw York, New Yotk 10027
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. Avallable'pack Issues of HR@@ “ \
IRC,‘{ [) Bulletin | ' ‘
. 115 - A
8 Bulletin . |-

The folfowing issues .of : AIRCD Bulletin are available from:

Institute for Urban Minority Educatnon

Box40 - - .V g
. Teachers College, Culumbla University

New York, New York 10027

5,

°

1-9 copies: $1.00 each :10-24 copies: $0,80 each 25-49 copies: ¢,
$0 60 each; 50 copies and pver: SO 50 each.
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Volume'X, No. 1, Persgectnves on Old Issues in"Education for *
d the’ Minority Poor, Edmund W. Gordon.
. Winiter 1975.
Volume X, No. 2~ Community, Competence, and Individuation:
- - The Effects of Different Controls in Educa-
tional « E"nvnronmem,m?oseph C. Grannis.
» . Spnng 1975. '

21 ‘ t.he Involvement of Urban Communities in

School Decision-Making, * Dale - Mann. ¢

« 1 Summer 1975..

Volume X, No. 45 / A* Psychological- Anthrop
] Ethnicity angd Schooling,
_’,‘ / ton. Fall 1975.

Volume XI, lﬂ "Lr Equal Opportunity in Hi her Education. The
“Current State of the Art and Recommenda-

logist’s View of
harles C. Harring-

‘

Schoolg, Anita A. Summers and Barbara L.
Wolfe. Summer 1976. , v

Volume Xi, No 4 Achlevemenl Motivation and Black Children, .
W. Curtis Banks and Gregory V. McQualer
Fall 1976!

leulne XII, No. 1 - Heman Diversity, Program Evaluation’ and

for $4.00 40:

LY
. Institute Tor Urban and Minority Education

Subscriptions must:be prepaid |

Box 40,

-
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Subscription N/once

The IRCD Bulietin ns“publlshed quarterly on a-calendar - |
s year basis. The cost of a subscription 1s $4.00 per year
(four issues). In-orderto, subscnhe please complete the4
form below and send 1 n wlth your check or maney order |*

V-

Teachers College, Columbia University

New York, New York

10027
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money order payable to Teachers College. Subscriptions .

are accepted for complete calendar year volumes only.

Please enter: my subscrtpuon to the lRCDk Bulletin.

Enclosedfs $4'00‘ I understand that | will receive four

) ;’,gill(. - tions for Change; A Review of the Sludles of 'SSUC§~ ..
R “ 337" the Programs, Edmund W. Gordon. Winter a ;
O3 +
. \3: *. 1976. 5
' Volume XI, Ni 2 Class Action, Community Organlzanon, and ' JfName
5 _ 43" School Reform: Aspira of New York, Phila- f’ - .
e i 4 -, delphia Welfare Rights Organization, ang” Address S
' s B Harlem Parents Union, Gertrude S. Goldber’g ) y? ."? '
Spring 1976. s 17/ ’ £
.. 91me XI, No 3 Which School Resources Help Learmng"/ B X
- Effic iciency and Equity in-Philadelphia Public * R

*
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Zip Code T\““"\_
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Please check one of the followmg categories »yhnch best

descri

be§ your afﬁlnatnon
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R > Pupil Assessment, Edmund W. -Gordon; *A O C‘f)llege or- Unlversny L e % &, »w"“a" ‘
Critical Review of Black Consciousness, - 0 Egememar of Secontla School%ystem ol
B Identity and Achievement, Joséph C. Gran- . y ry R N
T : nis. Winter 1977. O 6vemmental Agency o S|l
Volume Xll No. 2 Bﬂl;gt:]al Edu;:anon-]—— ;\ Perspecnve, Joshua O lerary or Inforrnatlon Cmr‘ \l\\:\‘» 3'5‘1 SR {
. A. Fishm ring 1977. - ., . ’ ] .- . 2
shimarl. Spring 0 Publlc or Private Agency ' - L
Volume XﬁQ N‘o 3 Racial Stratification and Education: The Case_ s L ' . »
‘ of Stockton, Callfomla, John U. Ogbu.'Sum- dJ Olhi;:r (Please specify) oo Ao
- mer 1977.° . 5 ) L §
s R ’
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] ’ The followmg reprints of ERICICUE pubhcanons are
‘ available for-$2. 50 each from: .

Institu;e for Urban and Mmorlty qucauon
Box 40 . ‘

Teachers College, Calumbia- Uniyersity
New York, New York 10027 .
) ~.
... All orders:must be prepaid. Please make check or mongy -
; order payable to Teachers College !

~ .
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UDS 30. The Exemplary Teacher of the Dtsadvantaged Two
Views, Adelaide Jablonsky. 38p., July 1972., .

UDS 31. Women: Their Education .and Career Roles, An '
e~ ~Ay000tated. Bibliography.-of Selected ERIC references
Jean Barabas. 66p., August 1972.

*UDS 36. Nutrition and Mental Devé'lopmenf Joan Dye
Gussow. 41p., February 1974 A

UDS 41. Human Relations«in thg

Classroom, an Apﬁotated ‘
Bibliography, Supplement \Q Raja Jayatilleke - 5*lp,

RPN

s July 1975. N
UDS 42. Puerto Ricans on the Mainland, an Annotated{Bﬂ
Hogtaphy Sarah Bobson. 81p.. Augast 1975. 5 .
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. IRCD BULLETIN:- hY \ .
o fininnd, W Gordon, Editor? k T

Teachers Collegc, CQlumbna”Umversny ;:
Box 40 |
525 West 120th Street

-« New York, New York 10027
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UDS 43. The Edu‘cation'of Asian Americans. A Bibliography,
Raja Jayatilleke. 48p.. August 1975. .

UDS 44. Legal Rights and Remedies of ngh School Drop-
* « outs and Potenttal Dropouts Mtchael A. Rebell. 57p.,
August 1975:

UDS "45. Health and the Urban Poor: A Btbltography, Adepu®
Btkshapatht and Linbania Jacobson. 40p., August 1975,

UDS 46. V‘oucher Schools: Who Parttcrpates’ Julie Black-"
man. 66p., August 1975.

-

UbS 47. §chbo|ing in the Dominican Republic, Nancy M.
"Foxwdrthy. 46p., August 1976. .

UDS 48" Equal Educational Opportunity: The State of the
Law, Howard A. Glickstein: 30p.. Aug}!lst 1976.%

UDS 49. Minority Aged: A Bibliography, Alex1s Mohna

43p.. July 1977.
UDS 50 Commumcattng With, Not To. the Urban Poor,
Brenda Dervin. 35p., Fall 1977. . *

UDS S1. Urban Minarity Students, Language. and Readtng
. Chfford A. Hill. 70p Fall 1977. Thd
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