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An 1ndividual's education and his ethnic identity are usually taken to
represent static charactistics of the person which, while they may be cor-
related, are the results of essentially independent processes. The assump-
t:ons that underlie this position are, I believe, open to gquestlon as to
their empirical valldity, thelr theoretical adequacy, as well as tc¢ the
eéffectiveness of policy derived from them. The type of research proposed
here would investigate the processes of soclal interacticn, especially ia
the school setting, through which cconceptions of ethnic ldentity arxe, as a
matter of ordinary, everyday activity, produced and maintained in a Fhilip-
Pine community.

In this paper, I will present the rationale for undertaking research
of this kind, particularly in the context of Philippine education. I will
suggest the sort of insight which a sociolinguistic approLch could yleld
into native assumptions about ethnicity that help to regulate everyday
interaction in this setting. Finally, I will discuss possible implications
of such an investigation for Fhilippine education and soclolinguistics in

general.

* This is a substantially revised version of a paper presented at the
American Anthropological Assoclation Meetings in San Franclsco, California,
on December 4, 1975.
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Rationale for Research

like the governmments of other Southeast Asian nations, the Fhilippine
government faces what it considers to be a great challenge in its attempt
to arrive at a national consensus on development goals and priorities.
It must fashion such a consensus out of a population characterizec by great
cultural and especially linguistic heterogeneity ( Thompson and Adloff 1955;
Enloe 1974), Part of the response to this challenge has been to formulate
as an explicit policy goal the fostering of the notion of a *Filipino
national ldentity’, with special emphasis placed upon the propagation of
the national language, Pilipino (Parale 1970). The instrusent which is
seen to have perhaps the greatest potential for attaining th's 'goal is the
educational system (Presidential Commission to Survey Philippine Education
1970), particularly through its use of the national languige as medium of
instruction (Azanza 1973). The attempt to implement this policy, however,
bas been far from“ free of problems -~ from the level o,f langage problems
faced by classroom t;:ucixex‘s (Bernardino 1974) to the level of central,
long-~debated policy questions such as the extent to whi~h a national iden-
tity sl-},ould be expected to supplant identification with a more restricied
culturéll-linguistic group, as opposed to merely supplcmenting it (c.f.
Tamano 1968). lacking the foundations for a clear conceptions of what
such #dentifications consist of, <those engaged in such debates must fall
tack on differing sets of assumptions about how people conceptualize and
use the identities® on a day-to-day basis.

One of the aifficulties with the attempt to implement this policy

objective, then, is the lack of a clear understanding of what an ethnic




identity is, or how it should be conceptualized for the purpose of affec-
ting it through the schooling experience. As wlll be discussed in more
detall subsequently, most current conceptions of ’ethnicity’ and ’ethnic
group® are neither etically well-formulated nor responsive to the needs of
those \(e.g., teachers) in practical situations who must deal with such
matters as a part of thelr everyday affairs. What is cal’ed for is not so
much the study of nore particular situations (either as instances where
traditional notlons are problematic or where they are not). Rather, the
need appears to be for research utilizing different appmpaches -- carried
out, necessarily, in concrete situations -~ which may provide the btasis
on which an adequate understanding can be built. The primary goal of the
typre of research proposed here, then, would be an empirically-derived con-
ception of th? ways whereby ethnic identity is established and made to
function as avdevice for structuring soclal éituations, i.e., of the mature
of developing ®grounded theory® (Glaser and Strauss 296?). rather than
testing hypotheses derived from existing theory.

The approach to studying ethnicity to be taken here relies heavily
on assum%tions about the importance of. verbtal interaction in the contex§
to be investigated.. That is, ethnicity is both communicated and communica~
ted about. One may engage in behavior that is intended (or interpreted,
i.e., taken as intended) to indicate, on the one hand, that ethnic identity
is to be understood as relevant (or not relevant) to the situation-at-
hand; on the other hand, one may indicate what one’s own. ethnic identity
(vis-~a-vis some larger scheme, e.g., a ‘folk taxonomy® of ethnic identities
-~ c.f. Frake 1962, 1964) is or should be taken to be in that situation.

One may also communicate about ethnicity, such as by means of providing
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an explanation for cne’s own or another®s behavior on a specific occasion
-- or, through ’stereotypes’, in generalized situations -- and also as a
way of providing instruction about how one should behave and what behavior
to expect fr;; others, as a teacher or parent instructs a child, or am”
informant ‘explains things® to an ethnbgrapher. Communication, either

of or about ethnic identity, relies of course heavily, though by no means
entirely, on vermal interaction, More specifically, such communication - -
relies on the commrm possession of a set of rules for the appropriate

use of speech in a given range of social settings, or ‘communicative con-
petence®, to use Hymes® (1971) terms. The methods which have been devel-
oped in soclolingwistics to study this aspect of the use of speech fall
under the general rubric of the ‘ethnography of communication® (Slobin

et al. 1966; Gumperz and Fymes 1964, 1972). Thus, it would also be impor-
tant for the kind of research proposed here to develop i/;imited ethno-
é;aphy of communication -~ that is, with special coné;;tration on home and
school syttings -- for the community to be studled.

To summarize, the research project outlined here would investigate
the broad patterns of speech use in a limited range of setting§ in one
community. It would seek to find the ways people in this commuﬁity use
these patterns as means to establish their ethnic identitles and to talk
about ethnic laentity. All of these ways, it is assﬁmed, are avallable
to children -- in many cases in school and at home, of course, they are
directed at or even produced for children -- as part of the process of
soclalization. However, to investigate soclalization relevant to ethnic
identity in this way requires a different theoretical approach to the

notion of ethnicity than anthropological or other social science literature




has generally provided (c.f. hacKay 1972).

Traditional Appigaches to Bthnicity *

The concepts of ‘'ethnicity', 'ethnic group' and so on have, of
course, heen central to the concerns of anthropology at least since the
tine when Boas, lMalinowski and others made it a siudy of real people
Jiving in real societies. Arising out of the very way that Malinowski
and his foliowers went about stuﬁying ’pr;mitive' socleties, there has
developed a conventlionally acceptable mode of treating ethnic groups,
i.e., as if they were discrete and even isolable entities. LeVine and
Campbell have attempted to make explicit ‘the assumptions on which this
conventional treatment was tased. They enumerate these assumptions as
fol}ows:

/ (1) There exist named units which are readily perceived as
units by their members, their nelghbors, and anthropological
observers alike. (2) Such a unit, called a soclety or
*«— .—culture, is in its typical concrete embodiment a population
with territorial boundaries thiat represent discontinuities
in breeding, 1 age, economy, sociopolitical structure,
and culture. (3) In a unit so distinguished from its
neighbors, each of the institutionalized aspects of social
action has the properties of an organized entity, like a
biological system, with interdependent parts and a normally
high degrece of stability. :
(Levine and Campbell 1972: 83)

LeVine and Campbell go on to discuss the ways in which this set of
assumptlions about societies and cultures ﬁas become so crucial to the
way ethnographers have viewed their tasks, that it often is allowed t;
serve as "the primary criteria for noticing, recording, and (later)

emphasizing data” (1972: 84). With such a set of assumptions in opera-




tion, it'is not difficult to see why, for the most part, the guestions
anthropologists have tended to ask have not revealed the assumptions to
be pfoblematlc.

That they have become problematic iu recent years, howsver, is
unquestionable. One reason for this has arisen from the attempt to
carry out large-scale, cross-cultural comparative studies using materials
such as those in the Human Relatlons Area Files. This sort nf attempt
has nrovoked debate over the basic comparability of the groups that
_ constitute the units of analysis; one example 1; the article by Raoul
Naroll and the commentaries on it published in Current Anthropology
{(see Naroll 1964). Naroll's proposal for locating the basic culture-
bearing unit (which he calls the 'cult-unit') suggests using primarily
linguistic and sociopolitical criterla, with other characteristics such
as the common use of a distinctive label as secondary features for re-
solving amblguous cases. Some uf the problems inherent in the attempt
to use such criteria are discussed by Hymes (1968); ne concentrates on
the difficulties in applying lingulistic standards unambiguously. Other
work == €.g.,that of Moerman(1968, 1969) on Northern Thailand, the col-
lectlion of articles edited by Barth (1969) on African, Scandinavian,
Mexican and Hiddle Eastern cases, and perhaps most convinecingly, Leach's
classic study of Highland Burma (1954) -~ clearly demcnstrate the vir-
tual impossibility of assigning non-problematic ethnic labels to social
and political structures. The point is that the ethnographic facts do
not fit tidily into any set of pre-established categories so far proposed;

it is becoming more and more questioned whether any such set exists.




The problem is not confined, however, to a debate over wiether the
peoble who call themselves X ‘really’ belony to une group or three.

" There is,beyond that, the crucial issue of the 'unit of analysis' that

anthropologists claim to be studying, whether through participant- .

observation or through multiple regression runs on the computer. If the
definition of the unit turns out to depend (as Levine and Campbell suggest)
on the pfeconceptions of the observer as to the nature of such groups,
then the advantage claimed for the anthropologist's method seems to

have disappeared through his very léck of method.

More rigorous method tends to be associated with the work of socio-
logists rather than anthropologists, and ethnicity has, at least singe
1950, been accorded a good deal of attention here. While anthtoﬁblosists
have largely taken ethnicity as a resource -- to be used as the implicit
basis for "noticing, recording agd ces emghasizing data” -- sociologists
have attempted to take 'ethnicity' (van den Berghe 1970), ‘ethnic
relations’ (Schermerhorn 1970), *ethnic stratification® (Shibutani and ~
Kwan 1965), etc.,as topics. Yet there are problems with the usability /
of this literature for the type of study proposed here, some of which .
are similar to problems mentioned earlier. This can be seen in the
kinds of definitions of 'ethnicity’ and *ethnic group®' offered in these
works. As Simpson and Yinger point out (19723 12-13), many current
works rely heavily on conceptions similaf tc that prdposed‘for ‘minorities*
by Wagley and Harris (1958). This is basically a list of features --
subordinate political status, low social esteem, self-conscious i&en-
tification with the minority group, affiliation based on a rule of.

descent, group endogamy -- presumably characteristic of ethnic (or




minority) groups in general, often with little or no specification of
degree. Since Wagley and Harris, there has been a gradual récognition

of the variation in situations of interaction between groups, and a
consequent relaxation of the terms of the definition, as in the following:

An ethnic group consists of people who concgive of thensélves

as being of a kind. They are united by emotional bonds and

concerned with the preservation of their type. With very !

few exceptions, they speak the same language or their speech

is at least intelligible to each other, and¢ they share a

common cultural heritage. Since those who form such groups

are usually endogamous, they tend to look alike. Far more

important, however, is their belief that they are of common

descent, a belief usually supported by myths or a partly

figtitious history.

(Shibutani and Kwan 19653 40-41)

The most recent literature -- interestingly enough, often a colla-
porative effort between anthropologists and sociologists, as in the case
of LeVine and Campbell -- takes a more restrained view as to the defi~
niter<ss with which any general assertions can be made. De Vos finds
that there are "no essential characteristics common to all groups usually
so designated (i.e., as 'ethnic'} " (19751 9); however, he does proceed
to offer his own suggestions for such a list (with "the word 'usually’

{
... understood as preceding any generalization"). LeVine and Campbell,

‘
who undertake perhaps the most complete examination of the definitional
problem, agree that no single list of characteristics is adequate to

the task. Instead, they formulate a solution in terms of different kinds
of boundaries -~ linguistic, economic, politi~al, etc. -- which tend
(with wide variation) to coincide through the *principle of least effort':
people who speak the same language are more likely to interact, and

their interaction is likely to lead to marriage and reproduction and thus

an increase in genetic and cultural homogeneity" (1972 108).




The problem with this literature for the approach proposed here is

clearly not that there really exists a set of defining features which are

TN

‘necessary and/or sufficient for a group to have the label ‘echnic’, but
thzt no one'ﬂas found it yet. The problgm is that, in terms of conse-~
quences for the research, the definitions offered by these authors serve
much the same function as the assumptions of Malinowskian ethnography'.
What anthropologists tended to assume away, sociologists have def ined
away with very similar results. With very few exceptions, the validity
of these definitions is not investigated once the research is underway.
In most cases, in fact, the work of proposing the definition appears to
be undertaken largely for its own sake, since ;he'ierms of the definition
are not really involved in the questions unaer investigation. ‘ihat is,
a great deal of the literature is concerned with relzations between
racial groups, where in some cases {e.g., Lieberson 1961) *racial®’ and
‘ethnic® are explici&ly taken as synoﬂymous. This tehdency is borne out

by the observation of van den Berghe that over eighty per cent of the

articles published by the American Sociological Review over a thirty-four-

year span concerned the continental United States and dealt primarily

with White-Black relations (van den Berghe 1970). In such studies, tﬁe‘
question of assignlné ethnic labels to individuals is taken as completely
non-problematic, since (it is assumcd) the relevant criteria are 'manifest’
physical features such(as skin c@lor; in the case of Mexican-Americans.or
Puerto Ricans, the criterion is often the (only slightly more problematic)
posscssion of a *Spanish surname®. By resort to such *obvious’ criteria

for assignment to ethnic groups, the researcher avoids having to deal

with the ways in which these assignments -- and whatever expectations
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for behavior may be associated with them -- are brought into social
interaction, and thus made available, on a day-to-day basis in ordinary

affairs, as a means for generating social structure.

A Sociolinguistic Approach to Ethnic Identity

Theory mofe adequate to the complexity of everyday iuteraction in
field situations will need to draw upon an information basc in many
respects ‘richer' in detail than is now available (Hymes 1471), but also
one that is pathered and prnduced with a different approich and different
goals than has usually been the case. In the development of this infor-
mation base as well as the theory that is developed from it, primary
emrphasis will have to go to the study of the use of language in social
contexts, since language, as pointed out earlier, aside from being one
of the most common badges or tokens of identity, is also the most important
m:ans of conveying information, hence teaching, about ethnicity.

The use of language in social contexts is, in broad terms, the
central concern of the field of sociolinguistics (Labov 1970; Fishman

1972b; 1972c; PE&de and Holmes 1972). Within this field, a good deal of

' work has been done in recent years on the relatively small-scale processes

k.

and dynamics that are involved in ordinary interpersonal interaction
(Ervin-Tripp 1964, 1973; Giglioli 1972), including bilingual (Alatis 1970)
and other types of cross-cultural ccntexts (Smith and Shuy 1972). The
methods used especially in this latter body of research have been adopted
basically from the participant-observation techniques employed by ethno-
graphers for many years; in recognition of the use of tnese methods to

study the phenomena of verbal interaction, a sub-field has emerged within
i
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sociolinguistics with the label *ethnography of communication® (Gumperz
and Hymes 1964, 1972). It is withir this area that the empirical work
has been (and is being) done which will form the basis for a more bioadly=-

based understanding of the "interaction petween language and social life"

(Hymes 1972).

Onz of the central notions being investigated in this field is that

-~

of 'communicat.ve competence'’, usually characterized as a set of rules

for using language in socially and culturally acceptable ways. An impor- 7

tant goal here is the development of theory which would “account for the
fact that a normal child acquires a knowledge both of prope? sentences
and of their appropriate use. He or she develops abllities to judge
when to speak, when not, and what to talk about with whom, in what way,
and when and where" (Hymes 1971% 55). One could add to this list "in
what language"” (c.f. Fishmanh 1971), especially in a contexi such as‘the ‘
Philippines; here the 'linguistic repertoire* (Gumperz 1972) of most of
the population can be expected to include different languages -- Tagalog,
perhaps qullgh, plus one or more regional languages -- as well as
varieties QSpréﬁriate for showing different levels of respect, etc.

It is one of the operating assumptions oflthe study proposed heté
that individuals' linguistic repertoires and thef'ccmmﬁqicative'choices'

-

(Ervin-Tripp 1973) they make will form a prevalent feature in people's
accounts of 'ethnic' behavior. This assumption rests in t;rﬁ‘on a;other:
that in the eommunity to be studied,there will be widely-shared tacit
knowledge of the 'rules® for the appropriate use of language. This
knowledge ~ould not necessarily include an ability to communicate in all

the languages spoken in the community‘pn the part of all members, or even

any one member -- though it would imply that all members can communicate
L Y
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in one language, eig., Tagalog. Rather, it means that members share an
understandiniz of the ‘communicative strategies' that anyone may use, and
thus what is meant .by the choice of a particular strategy on a particular
uccasion, e.g., a teacher speaking Tagalog to a child in class and a
local\language to the same child after school. This shared understanding
forms the basis for what Gc&perz (1968) calls.a *speech community®, and
it is expegted ( .though théﬁ expectation will be open to empirical check)
that the reseafch site will confarm roughly to this idea.

: 5 lig?tgﬂﬁid“‘ of an individual's :}inguiszic repertoire', 'shared

. .« - N R \.p .
knou}é;ge of rules for appropriate behavior®, and’®’speech community® are

Leuggest.ivﬁ\of the terms used by.cbodehough to describe his view of the

interrelationships of  culture, language and society (Goodenough 1 ).”

\
On

Cultgre, in this view, can be examined at many levels, the most basig¢ of

No

which is an individual's ‘propriospect® -~ his "private, subjective view
, of the world and its contenK:iz.. embrac[ing] both his cognitive and his
affective orderings of his experience" (Ibid.z 36) The propriospect is

largely shaped by one's view of social object® and events, that is, "the.

various standards for perceiving, evaluating, believing, and doing that

e i
he attributes to other persons as a result of his .experience of tteir

actions and admonitions" (Ibid.). Gobdenouéh's notion of propriospect
is consistent with, indeed, is built out of his conception of cultures:

Culture, then, consists of standards for deciding what is,'
standards for deciding what can be, standards for' deciding
how one feels about i;, standards for deciding what to do
about it, and standards for deciding how to go about doing
it.

(Ibid.s 22)
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Goodenough's model of culture is largely and explicitly a linguistic
model.2 For the most part, one takes a language to have the sound and
shape others give it, as Eﬁé*s&and;rds by which effective communication
can take place. Yet, just as one's linguistic repertoire can include
several languages and varieties, so ghe bropriospect may include a number
of cultures -~ as sets of standards the individual attributes‘to corres-
ponding sets of others. Moreover, just as a person mahes communiéative
choices regarding language use, so he chooses "from the several cultures
in his repertory the one he regards as most suitable for his purposes on
any given occasion" (Ibid.s 37). Indeed, because of the close association
of a language with the cu&tdte of its speakers, these two choices are in
most cases the same., The choice, in Gobdenough's terms, becomes his
‘operating culture® on that occasion. By choosi;g the apprdpriate opera-
iing culture for the various situations a person enters in‘his daily
affairs, he has thezopportunify to demonstrate to groups of others that
he shares with them competence in that culture. This "provides a basis
for people to identify one another mutually as being the same kind of
persons. It promotes a sense of common ethnicity" (Ibi?.: 38).

Goodenough's model of culture (or tpe aspects of i£ relevant here).
has been presented in some detail partly because of the éimilaritigi
already noted to other bodies of theory to be used, but also'because the
differences between his position and the approéch proposed here are
f1luminating. This model relies rather heavily on (only partially

; e

Though, in its emphasis on one's perceptions of other persons, it *

bears a strong resemblance, also noted by Goddenough(Ibid.t 37n.), to
Mead's concept of the 'generalized othdt¥ (Mead 1934: 152-163).

14
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examined) notions of an individual 'choosing an operating culture® and
'demoﬁstrating competence® in it. Both of these issues will, for the
purposes of this research, be taken as matters open to negotiation in
social interaction (Garretson 1967; Dreitzel 1970). Such *negotiations®
are not separate from ordinary Verbal interaction, but are a; integral

part of it; it is through verbal inferaction that tpe sense of a stable

and ongoing social structure is accomplished and maintained (Cicourel 1974;
Berger and Luckmann 1967). Sp;cifically, an individual®’s choice of opera-
ting culture, or ethnic identity =- a choice, incidentally, almost certai#ly
as conscious and calculated as Goodeﬂoughfs diSCUSSiop suggésts only on
rare occasions -~ must be made in terms of purposes and made on épecific
occa;ions. Yet both the purposes-at-hand (what is ta be achieved, even
what is achievable in the inte;acfion), and especially the charactetization
of the occasion (the *definition of the situat®on®') are matters which must
be, and routinely are, accomplished in the course of'the interaction
(McHugh 12@8). The demonstration of °‘competence®’, likewise (perhaps
moreso) is a matter for nego;iation and a;complishment. This is partly

a matter of a perfor?ahce being an acceptable demonstration on one occasion,
but not on another, or for some purposes but not others, thus involving

the same problems of negotiatiﬁg purpose and definition of the situation
mentioned above (c.f. Nagata 1974; Moerman 1969). More crucial, though,
i;'the fact that the demonstration is judged as competent or not on the
hbasis of the standards which make up the culture. Yet such standards -~

which would be extremely difficult to formulate in any case, even for a

limited domain of behavior -- have the characteristic, like all such sets

15




1 of rules, Lf 'cosential incompleteness' (Mehan and Wood 1975; Garfinkel
and Sacks 1970). That is, the applicability of any standard is deter-
mined in ways that are not (and perhaps cannot be) specified prior to
the occasion in which they are applied, where the 'circumstances’ can be
‘taken into account' -- i.e., where what the ‘circumstances’' are can be

negotiated. In short, as McDermott concludes (from a study of Black
and Whigé schoolchildren), ethnic identity should be seen "almost as
much achieved as ascribed,” acheived through "much social work on the
part of the interactants" (1974: 85). The attempt to locate and ellcit
accounts of this social work forms the basis of the research strategy

recommended here.

Possible Implications of the Research

Given the theoretical framework and research strategy outlined
above, what scrt of revelations can one reasonably hope this type of

approach toyield? There is, of course, a good deal of value in relative-

ly ‘basic’' research -- especlally in a fleld as new as soclolinguistics
(c.f. Hymes 1971, 1972a) -- in simply providing a broader base of in-

formation about how verbal interaction is actually structured in a wide
range of cultural contexts and soclal settings, and thus a better under-
standing of what communicative competence really entails. "The possibi-
1lity of making such a contribution is incrqgsed given a cultural setting /L'

such as lowland Philippines where a substantial body of ethnogrephy

of the more traditlonal sort already exists (see, e.g., Salto 1972).
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Of preat concern to the researcher, however, should be whatever
benefits may result from his or her research for the people whcse coope-
ration and roulerance make it possible. Implications for the educational
system of the kind of research suggested here fall into three main
categoriess language policy, curriculum development and teacher training.

Language Policy. Although the Philippines currently has a fairly

explicit policy of promoting the national language, Pilipino, as medium

" of instruction, the difficulties of enforcement have left an unstable

and rather confused state of affairs (Bernardino 1974). The utility of

"a glven choice of language of instruction and its implications for other

parts of the educational process (e.g., testing) may be better understood
‘when they are related to a community®’s beliefs about and attitudes toward
ethnicity. Suggestions for the development of bilingual programs are a
possible concrete outcome of the research in thi; area. '

Curriculum Development. Prerequisite to any intervention strategy
is a much clearer understanding of how what is currently being téught
about ethnic groups relates to the general process of ethnic identity
formation as revealed by the research. ©Once this relationship is estab-
lished, the explicit message of the school, as expressed in the curtic&lun
materials, can be directed—so as to deal with that process more effectively,

Teacher Training. This may well be the area most amenable to changes

in policy and the one where policy changes may be most fruitful. It is

reasonable to assume that teachers®’ own notions about and expectations

related to ethnicity have a substantial impact in the classroom. They
affect not only the process of learning ethnic identities, but possibly

(through the teachers' expectations of children's abilities) many aspects

17
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of children's performance in school. If ar increase can be achleved in
teachers' understandings o1 the nature of ethnic identities and the pro-
cess by which they are established, this awareness should enable them
to manage this part of their educaiional task ;1th more effectiveness,

more consistency and more empathy.

Conclusion

Perhaps it would be appropriateto end this paper b[‘noting the kinds
of -things thg sort of appro;ch suggested here cannot be expected to deal
with salisfac;brily./‘As the sociologist Hans Peter Dreitzel puts it,
"... studies of communicative behavior should be open to the/fact that
the rules of interpretation areiiéi,ninvariant essences of the soclal
1life world, bu;\hre themselves subject to other social processes" (1970:
xvi). These processes include class and occupational structures and
power relations within the soclety. The structure of the social world
is provided by language, but modes of production and power relationshipe
ﬁlso provide forms of struciure. These various foins of structure, more-
over, are doubtlegs 1nterrelated?in ways that are anything but simple:

Certainly any study of the complex phenomena that comprise‘develéinegt
1gn6res any(one aspect at the risk of misunderstanding the whole. What

is called for, in the end, is an approach to development, including the.
more limited area of development education that is truly interdisciplinary,
not merely multi-disciplinary, that does not sacrifice the complexity of

the real world for the comfortable simplicity of a theoretical one.




BIBLIOGRAPHY

Alatis, James E. (ed.) 1970. Bilingualism and Language Contact. Georgetown
University Round Table on Languages and Linguistics. Washington, D.C.s
Georgetosn University Press.

< .

Azanza, Rudolfo. 1973. "Education and the Social Context." Philippine

Journal of Yducation 521 394-396, 493-440.

«

Barth, Fredrik. 1969. "Introduction." In Barth, F. (ed.), 1969. Pp. 7-38.

« (ed.) 1969.Ethnic Groups and Boundaries: The Social Organi-
zation of Cultural Differences. Boston: Little, Brown and Co.
Bell, Wendell and Freeman, Walter E. (eds.) 1974. Ethriicity and Nation-

Building: Comparative, Iaternational and Historical Persgectives.
Beverly Hillss Sage Publications.

Be}ger, Peter and Luckmann, Thomas. 1967. The Social Construction of N
Reality. New Yorks Doubleday and Co. . ‘

Bernardino, Vitaliano. 1974. "Our Unstable School Language Situation."
Philippine Journa}\of Education 5231 518-519. -
o

Berreman, Gerald. 1975. "Bazaar Behavior: Social Identity and Social
Interaction in Urban India.” In De Vos and Romanucci-Ross (eds.),

Birdwhistell, Ray. 1970. Kinesis and Contexts Essays on Body Motion
Communication. New York: Ballantine Books.

Blount, Ben G. i975. "Agreeing to Agree on Geneology: A Luo Sociology
of Knowledge.” In Sanchez and Blount (eds.), 1975. Pp. 117-136. -

Blumer, Herbe t. 1967. "Society as Symbolic Interaction." In Manis and
Meltzer (eds.),1967. Pp. 139-148.

Cazden, Courtney B.; John, Vera P.; and Hymes, Dell (eds.) 1972. Functions
of Languagze in the Classroom. New York: Teachers College Press.

<

Cicourel, Aaron. 1964. Method and Measurement ig_sbciologz. New York:
The Free Press.

« 1974. Cognitive Sociology: LaJnggL_ang Meaning in Social
Interzction. New York: The Free Press.

Cicourel, Aaron et di. 1974. Language Use and School lerformance..New
York: The Free Press.

Collier, George A. 1975. Fields of the Tzotzil: The Ecological Bases of
Tradition in Highland Ch1agas. Austint Univesity of Texas Press.

13




Cook-Gumperz, Jenny. 1975. "The Child as Practical Reasoner." In Sanchez
and Blount (eds.), 1975. Pp. 137-162.

Davis, William G. 1973. Social Relations in a Philippine Market: Self-
Interest and Sub jectivity. Berkeley: “Center for South and Southeast
Asian Studies, University of California. \

de la Cruz, Leonardo and de la Cruz, Luz Samonte. 1974. The 'New® Social
Studies for Philippine Schools. Manilas Social Studies Publications, Inc.

De Vos, George. 1975. "Ethnic Pluralism: Conflict and Accomodation.” In
De vos and Romanucci-Ross (eds.), 1975. Pp. 5- 41.

De Vos, George and Romanucci-Ross, Lola (eds.) 1975. Ethnic Identity:
Cultural Continuities and Change. Palo Alto, California: Mayfield
Publishing Co.

Dreitzel, Hans Peter (ed.) 1970. Recent Sociology No. 2: Patterns of
Communicative Behavior. London: The MacMillan Co.

Edelstein, Joel. 1974.I"P1uralist and Marxist Perspectives on Ethnicify
and Nation-Building." In Bell and Freeman (eds.), 1974. Pp. 45-58.

Enloe, Cynthia. 1974. '“Foreign Policy énd Fthnicity in *Soft States't
Prospects for Southeast Asia.” In Bell and Freeman (eds.), 1974. .
Pp. 223-232.

Ervin-Tripp, Susan. 1964. "An Analysis of the Interaction of Language,
Topic and Listener.' In Gumperz and Hymes (eds.), 1964. Pp.” 86-102.

+ 1973, Language Acquisition and Communicative Choice. Essays
by Susan M. Ervin-Tripp. Selected and Introduced by anwar S. Dil.
Stanford: Stariford University Press.

Fishman, Joshua A. 1965. "Varieties of Ethnicity and Varieties of Language
Consciousness.” In Report of the Sixteenth Annual Round Table on
winguistics and Language Study. Washington, D.C.$ Georgetown University
Press.

'

-« 1971. "The Relationship between Micro- and Macro-Sociolinguistic
in the Study of Who  Speaks What Language to Whom and When."” In-

Fishman, Joshua; Cooper, Robert; Ma, Roxanaj et al. Bilingualisa in

the Barrio. Bloomingtont Research Center for Language Sciences,

Indiana University. .

« 1972a. "Domains and the Relationship between Micro- and
Macro-Sociolinguistics.” In Gumperz and Hymes (eds.), 1972. Pp.
435-453.

+ 1972b. Language in Sociocultural Change. Stanford: Stanford
University Press. /

+ 1972c. The Socliology of Language. Rowley, Mass.: Newtury House.'

<0




Fishman, Joshua and Lueders~Salmon, Erika. 1972. "What Has the Sociology
of Language to Say to the Teacher? On Teaching the Standard Variety
to Speakers of Dialectical or Sociolectical Varieties." In Cazden
et al. (eds.), 1972. Pp. 67-83.

Frake, Charles 0. 1962. "The Ethnographic Study of Cognitive Systems." In
" Gladwin, Thomas (ed.) Anthropology and Human Behavior. Washington, D.C.s
Anchropolbgical Society of Washington. Pp. 72-93.

. 1964. “How to Ask for a Drink in Subanon.” In Gumperz and
Hymes (eds.), 1964. Pp. 127-132.

« 1972. "Struck by Speecht The Yakan Concept of Litigation.”
+ In Gumperz and Hymes (eds.), 1972. Pp. 106-129.

Garfinkel, Harold. 1972. "Remarks on Ethnomethodology.” In Gumperz and
Hymes (eds.), 1972. Pp. 301-324,

Garfinkel, Harold and Sacks, Hatrvey. 1970. '"On Formal Structures of
Practical Actions.” In McKinney and Tiryakian (eds.), 1970. Pp. 337~

366.
o s r‘

Gagretson, Wynona Smutz. 1967. “The Consensual Definition od Social Objects."

\ In Manis and Meltzer (eds.), 1967. Pp. 337-342.

Giglioli, Pier Paolo (ed.) 1972. Language and Social Context. Harmonds-
worth, Middlesex, England: Penguin Education.

. Glaser, -Barney and Strauss, Anselm. 1967. The Discovery of Grounded Theorys
B Stratepies for Qualitative Research. Chicagos aldine Publishing Co.

N

‘Goffman, Erving. 1959. The Presentation g£.Se1f in Everyday Life. New Yorks
Doubleday and Co.

5 .

« 1967. Interaction Ritual. New York: Doubleday and Co. ' e

e ————tta————————

Goodenough, Ward H. 1969. "Rethinking ‘'Status®’ and 'Role't Toward a
General Model of the Cultural Organization of So?ial Relationships.”
In Tyler (ed.), 1969. ?p. 311-329.

. 1971. Culture, Language and Society. Addison-Wesley Modular
Publications. -

Gumperz, John J. 1964. "Linguistic and Social Interaction in Two Communi-
ties.” In Gumperz and Hymes (eds.), 1564. Pp. 137-153.

‘ . 1968. "The Speech Community." International Encyclopedia

of the Social Sciences. Vol VII. —

« 1969, "Communication in Miltilingual Societies.” In Tyler
(ed.), 1969. Pp. 435-448.

. 1972. “Introduction.” In Gumperz and Hymes (eds.), 1972.
Pp\‘ 1"25-

. 21



Gumperz, John and Herasimchuk, Eleano-. 1973. "The Conversational Analysis
of Social Meanirg: A Study of Classroom Interaction®' In Shuy (ed.),
1973 . Ppo 99"134.

Gumperz, John J. and Hymes, Dell (eds.) 1964. The Ethnqgraphx}gf.Communication. ;
Special Publication. American Anthropologist 66, No. 6, Part 2.

s

» 1972. Directions in Sociolinguisticst The Ethnography of
Communication. New Yorks Holt, Rinehart and Winston.

Haaland, Gunnar. 1969. "Ecor.omic Determinants in Ethnic Processes." In
Barth (edo), 1969. Ppo 58~73.

Hollnsteiner, Mary R. 1964. “Reciprocity in the Lowland Philippines." In
Lynch, Fraik (comp.) Four Readings on Philivpine Values. second revised
edition. IPC Papers No. 2. Quezon City: Ateneo de Manila Univesity
Press. Pp. 22-49.

/q\
Hubbell, Linda J. 1969. "Methods for Studying the Child's Acquisition of
Sociolinguistic Cpmpetence." in Rainey et al., 1969.

Hymes, Deil. 1964. "Introduction: Toward Ethnographies of Communication.”
In Gumperz and Hymes (eds.), 1964. Pp. 1~ 34.

. 1968. "Linguistic Problems in Defining the Concept of Tribe.”
In Helm, June (ed.) Essays on the Problem of Tribe. Seattlet Univ, ' =
of Washington Press. ’

. 1971. “On Linguistic Theory, Communicative Competence and
the Education of Disadvantaged Children.” In Wax, Murray; Diamond,
Stanley and Gearing, Fred (eds.). Anthroplogical Perspectives on
Education. New Yorks Bésg& Books. Pp. 51-66.

. 1972a. “Introduction." In Cazden et al.‘(eds.), 1972.

'« 1972b, '"Models of the Interaction of lLanguage and Social
- { Life." In Gumperz and Hymes (eds.), 1972. Pp. 35-71.

- John, Vera P. 1972. "Styles of Learning -- Styles of Teaching: Reflections
on the Education of Navajo Children." In Cazden e' al. (eds.), 1972.l
Pp. 331-343.

. 1973. "Sociolinguistic Perspectives and Education.” In
Shuy (edo), 19730 Ppo 223"236.

Labov, William A. 1970. "The Study of Langu.ge in Its Social Context.”
Studium Cenerale 23: 30-87.

Leach, Edmund. 1954, Political Systems of Highland Burmas A Study of
Kachin Social Structure. Londons G. Ball.

i | 25




LeVine, Robert A. und Campbell, Donald T. 1972. Ethnocentrism: Theories

of Conflict, Ethnic Attitudes and Group Behavior. New York: John
Wiley and Sons.

Lieberson, Stanley. 1972. (orig. 1961). “A Societal Theory of Race and i
Ethnic Relations." In van den Berghe (ed.), 1972. Pp. 38-51,

MacKay, Robert. 1973. "Conceptions of Children and Models of Socialization.”
i In Dreitzel, Hans Peter (ed.) Recent Sociology No. 5% Childhood and
Socialization. New York: MacMillan Publishing Co.

McDermott, R.P. 1974. “Achieving School Failures: An Anthropological Approach
to Illiteracy and Social Stratification." In Spindler, George D. (ed.)
Education and Cultural Process: Toward An Anthropology of Educationm.
New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston.

McHugh, Peter. 1968. Def1ning}the Situations The Organization of Meaning
in Social Interaction. New Yorks Bobbs-Merrill Co. ‘

McKinney, John C. and Tiryakian, Edward A. (eds.) 1970. Theoretical Socio-
. " logys Perspectives and Developments. New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts.

Manis, Jerome G. and Meltzer, Bernard N. (eds.) 1967. Symbolic Interaction ¢
{ A Reader in Social Psychology. Bostons Allyn and Bacen. 1

/r\""

Mead, George Herbert. 1934. Mind, Self and Society. Chicagos University
of Chicago Press.

Mehan, Hugh and Wood, Houston. 1975. The Reality of Ethnomethodology.
New York: John Wiley and Sons.

- Mills, C. Wright. 1967. “Situated Actions and Vocabularies of Hotiva.
In Manis and Meltzer (eds.), 1967. Pp. 355- 366.

Mishler, Elliot G. 1972. "ImplicatiOns of Teacher Strategies of Language
and Cogn1t1ons Observations in First-Grade Classrooms." In Cazden ,//

Moerman, Michael. 1968. Analxsis of Lue Conversation: Providing Accounts,
Finding Breaches and Taking Sides. Working Paper No. 12, Berkeley:
Un1vetsity of California Language-Behavior Research Laboratory.

. 1969. “A Little Knowledge." In Tyler (ed), 1969, Pp. 449-469.
~
Nagata, Judith A. 1974. "What is a Malay? Situational Selection of Ethnic
Identity in a Plural Society." American Ethnologist 1, No.2 (May):
331-350.

Naroll, Raoul. 1964. "On Ethnic Unit Classification." Current Anthropology
Ss 283-312. . —“‘%

Philips, Susan U. 1972. "Participant Structures and Communicative Competence:
Warm Springs Children in Community and Classroom.” In Cazden et al.
(eds.), 1972. Pp. 370-394. -

lc . 23




K

Presidential Commission to Survey Philippine Education. 1970. Education for
Nattonal Development: New Patterns, New Directions. Manila: Government
Printing Office. ‘

Pride, J.B. and Holmes, Janet (eds.) 1972. Sociolinguistics. Harmondsworth,
Middlesex, England: Penguin Education.

. . ~
Rainey, Mary. 1969. "Style Switching in a Head Start Class."”" In Ralney et
al., 1969. .

Rainey, Mary et al. 1969. Studies of Interaction. Working Paper No. 16.
Berkeleys: University of California Language~Behavior Research Laboratory.

Saito, Shiro. 1972. Philippine Ethnography: A Critically Annotated and
Selected Bibliography. Honolulu: Univesity, of Hawaii Press.

Sanchez, Mary and Blount, Ben G..(eds.) 1975. Sociocultural Dimensions of
Languapge Usc. New Yorks Academic Press.

Scheflen, Albert E. 1972. Body Language and the Social Order: Communication
as Behavioral Control. Englewood Ciiffs, N.J.s Prentice-Hall.

‘Schermerhorn, R.AN1970. Comparative Ethnic Relations: A Framework for
Theory and Research. New York: Random House.

Selby, Henry A. 1975. "Semantics and Causality lﬂ the Study of Deviance."”
In Sanchez and Blount (eds.), 1975. Fp. 11-24.

Sherzer, Joel and Darnell, Regna.1972. "Appendix 23 Outline Guide for the
Ethnographic Study of Speech Usé." In Gumperz and Hymes (eds.), 1972.
Pp. 548-554.

Shibutani, Tamatsu and Kwan, Kian. 1965. Ethnic¢ Stratification. New Yorks:
MacMillan and Co.

Shuy, Robert W. (ed.) 1973. Sociolinguistics: Current Trends and Prospects.
- Report of the Twenty-Third Annual Round Table Mcating on Lingulstics
and Language Studies. Washington, D.C.3 Georgetown University Press.

Simpson, George Eaton and Yinger, J. Milton. 1972, Racial and Cultural
Minorities: An Analysis of Prejudice and Discrimination. 4th ed.
New York: Harper and Row.

Slobin, Dan (ed.) 1967. A Fi~:a Manual for Cross-Cultural Study of the
Acquisition of Communiative Competence. 2nd draft, Berkeleys: Univ.
of California Press. 7

Smith, David M. and Shuy, Robert (eds.) 1972, Sociolinguistics in Cross-
Cultural Analysis. Washington, D.C.s Georgetown University Press.

Tamano, Mamintal. 1968. Neededs A Total Commitment. Manilas Bureau of
?rinting. .

24




W-——___——_——_—__—_—__—_—_*__——w____w__—___—}

| Thompson, Virginia and Adloff, Richard. 1955. Minority Problems in South-
‘ " east Asta. Stanford:s Stanford University Press.

Tyler, Stephen A. (ed.) 1969. Cognitive Anthropology. New York: Holt, |
Rinehart and Winston.

van den Berghe, Pierre. 1970. Race and Ethnicity: Essays in Comparative
- . Sociology. New York: Basic Books.

. 1972. "Introduction.” In van den Berghe (ed.), 1972. Pp. 1-14.

van den Berghe, Pierre (ed.) 1972. Intergroup Relationss Sociological
Perspectives. New York: Basic Books.

o Wagley, Charles cnd Harris, Marvin, 1958. Minorities in the New World.
Columbia University Press.

Wieder, D. Lawrence. 1975. Language and Social Realitys The Case of
Telling the Convict Code. The Hague: Mouton.

Wolcott, Harry (ed.) 1975. Ethnography of Schooling. Special Issue of

Human Organization 341 107-216, -

25




