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lack Dialect, Reading Interferénce and Tlassrcor Interacticn

!

’

* Herbert I . Sircrne
. —4
’
. : oL . |
. . A major problem that continues to plague American education is the fact ..

tgaf large numbers of Black students are not learning to read-well enough to

function in a society that requires its'citizenry to attain a high degree of
- literacy. Black studefts' lack of reading skills remains a problem despite

the great deal of attention that it has received and the enornous;amohnt of

!
2

‘ federal, state-and local money that has and continues Lo be spent in attempts

to solve it. Our past performance on this prenlem leads one to sadly predict
that the current emphasis on skill.hierarchies, behavioral ‘objectives, manage- -

ment systems and the like will produce the same meager results that prograaﬁcd
instruction, computer assigted Instruction, performance contracting, talking
. : !
'.typewq}ters. etc. have produced. There are at least three reasons for this

» L]

dismal state of affafirs. First, {s a lack of basdic understanding of the rcadinzf

r ' .
scquisition procasss We do not have any comprehensive developmental theories

R g
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» - of reading acquisftion. Despite the velumincus rescarch literarure, reading
iastructiop is mostly art and very little science. Second, as a result of

this lack of basic knowledge most innovations such as the ones cent ioned end
. ’ -

. . f ’
up organjzing or arranging. instruction in.different ways but their content,
4

1.e., the set of skills that are :augh:, rerain the same. —Fhus we end up*
. 33
-

* with the same ola coq:en; pre;ea.ca in a nes «.;,'. .1t is nmot sufprising that
- L
students do not read any bet:er undet the new progz:nng than the old ones.

.

. . ,
Fin.ally, the research aad 1nsr.ruccion in reading has tended to focus on ‘

-materials #nd methods !8"12! than on the instructiodal interchange between L c

t\eacbers and stude.nts as it actually :akes place in the classroom. This focus

on aetbéds and materials.is, in =y opinion, misguided and unlikely :o"prove

g

"fruitful in the future. ®This focus has had a major inflaence on the_research

, on Black difalec: and reading‘which is the main topic of t'his paper. ’ '
te

‘ Black L;njuag'e - The Deficit and Difference Vi;eu&oin'ts

Over the ﬁast decade ene-explanation that has been ad¥anced for Black
stucients‘@ reading perfoman;e is their language, Two es;entially
dif%etent views o£ Black children s language ha‘vg been proposed to explain i
. thgir teading fﬂ.lute-zi-;-gey are deficit and difference views. The ’clf’f’icit ‘
‘ view holds'that the lané;age of Bl:y‘r.k cfilc.irea is am inferionfo;'m' 6£

! ltnndatd English vhich is unaccep:able ia school and socie:y add is an in-

odequate vehkle for :hinking ;md learﬁing to read. Thus Black children are ) v
haodiéapped by the inadequacy of their language ia learning to read. The ‘ ! ’
deficit vieupoin:. which has bcen shown to be false by Labow (1959) and vthers,
appears to still be the predomin:mc view in the . schools :md 1n societ)‘ 1'n =07
;en;;al.. Hy lmprcsalun is that soh.. ‘progtess lu_, been made among f.n.ul&y ‘

’

M -
. . '
/ > .
:
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.némﬁegs-at scheols of edeca:ioq_ahd in the teachiag of reading textbooks

-»

P

vhere the deficit view is out of fdvor, or at leasg is not publicly espoused.
. . . ’ . ‘e .

4_._nnfoftuna:e1y, in the placas where most reading 1nstrqcfion :akee }léie, the

.

- L

.

v

schools, the deficit view'is still strong.

-

v
The. differencc viea on.the other hand hélds that Black children speak a

dialecc _of English which Ytll be referred to in :his paper as Black dialec:

Black dialec: as an expression of Black culture is a viable systeer of com-

2

sunication and as -such is diffefént from standard English but in no way

1§%erior to it as a vehicle for thin%ing and learning to read. 'Aécording'to

the difference viewpoint the problezs :ha; Blaci children have in learning to

] ~

.‘Jread are due to the fact that the schools opeia:e wi:h and recognize only‘

~~
The difference vieupoin: is held by mos: linguis:s,

ltandard English and ask,unwilling ‘and unable to %ccommoda
snd their language.

aéthropologists,-amd some psychologists and educators. The difference view

is the prevaillhg notion apong academics who study language. And there is mow

very lictle debate about the relative merits of the deficit and difference

The issue is‘settled and the difference view prevails. Unfortunately,

views,

Y . )

the majority of teachers of Black child;en: 1 %bul{ guess, ascribe to the
. . \ .

. ’ S, . J
deficit view and those that ascribe to the difference view only have a dim-

.

*

te to Black childrene

-

uﬁderstaﬁding:bf it and even less undefstanding of what {t means in terms of ‘

reading instruction.

Both the deficit and difference points of view hold that there s a clése

relationship betveen language and reading and that :he mismatch bccwccn Black

l

children's language and the language used 4n school and ln the rcading texes

[ 4
]
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intetfetes wich Black children's acquisition cf reading skills. F?oponcnts . g

of each view differ profoundly'in assignin. blaae for the problem and con~- J

’

sequently in tueit pruposals for rezedying Lt. The deficic v1e§poirt as its ~

name implies assudes thdt the Black chgld's-languagc_is deiective and focuses’

~

© on changing ic.: Its advocates ptopose either elirinating Black dialect
. A ° L4

entirely aad 'eplac116 it with st n-a'd fﬂbl sh or adling standard Engiish

as a second dialect. The instructionaI means Tor accomplishirig this is usually

borrowed ‘from second language teach}ng technlques .All of this changing of

the Black child s language. is ‘to take place either before reading instruction .

A}

tegins ot concurteqziy with it.-rThé objective 1s to reoove the source of the ..

a

Pfoblw.._ N - ‘ - . . I\‘

The difference viewpoint assigns the blamc to the schools and proposes
)

that the schools accommodate to Black dialect. Its ptdponents would dq this ° .
4

by changing the methods agd materials to teach teadlng Their proposale'fall

\ >

{ato two categOties. The first would change the books that childres *earn to,

.

1 .
* read with by esseﬂg}ally writing them.in Black dialect. The second, proposed
by Goodman (1965) would retain the standard English matetials but allow

_childtea to ptoduce a Black dialect rendition of them.  Thus in the first

-

proposal orly the materials are ch\ncod uhlle in the seccond the materials

remain the eane while the teachers oust adopt a strategy of accommodating ¢o

dialect. .

"The proﬁonentk'of the viewpoints discussgd above have simply assumed that .

. the uisqatch betueen Black children's language and the lanbu:ge of the school

causes teading intetfercnce. They (aysclf inclyd;d) have adopted this

'

~ lssuﬁption wlthout proposing :my‘ detatled éxplonntton of the mechanisa for .

. .
L . ] A



' the usefulness of dialect readling texts 'is presumably demonstrated. These

. Labov (1967) and a few others have fdcused on the teacher rather than on the

. The Piesgrup (1973) study 1s the only ene that T am familiar with that fo&used’_ .

L] . R 429'

this‘i?terfcrence. Thus litélc 1f ny ol the rescarh has been directed at
. . N .
descm&ﬁlng thesg mecﬁanis:s{ And since th§ groéésais for remedying the
problem concern methods.and’uaterials, the re<earch hi; f;cuse& or matérials
an& ﬁas attempted' to qemonétrate tpe existence of reading interference by
concentfat;ng og examining the effect of prototype inét;uctioqal materials.
For ,exaople, qne.major way of studying réading ﬂhterfercncc'ha; be;n to compare
Black ﬁhildr;n'svéeading of Black dialecc and standatd Englijh texts. If the ’
BISCR dialect texts produce better reading, theq both reading interference and '
-
texts can then serve )as prototypes for dialect readers.
A notable exception to the emphasis on.mgterials'is the dood;an (1965)
[ - LR

*proposal, which would retain the existing materials and .focqs on the teacher

and his/her,résponsg to the Black cbild's dialect rendition of the text.

. However, beyond the general call for'teachers to know about dialgct

and its/features and not to reject the child's language. ‘and the more spdtific

su tion that dialect-based wiscues not be corrected; there Q’s/bcen no real
'discussion of Ehe.mechanisms of interfeéen;g_nor of détg@led strategies,for o )
teachers to follow in dealing with' {t. And since materials are_e?éier F? s;udy N
than teachers, there has been almost no research on the Goodma; (1965) proposgl; -

on teachers. Her study,aﬁd an analysis eof soze of her’ data will be piscLssed

in the last parct of this ﬁapcf. . . ’

. -

I will now turn to the empirfcal evideace on the question of rcading inter-
ference and the cfficacy of the proposed remcdicvs'. In examining this evidence
one finds that it {s much noure cqulvocai than one would vxpecel plvan the

forceful rhetoricehat surrowds the {+wucs, S ) N

f
~ . . .
. . . . ' il . -




. Black Dialect and Pratin~ Ingerference - . .

L] - :

- Black dialect and standard English differ in phomrological and grammatical "

features and in lexical item&. Most of the research has been directed at o

quesciops‘of phonological and grarmatical interference and has temded to study
one or the other and only in some caseg both.

Phonological Interference : ) tf

[

One major behavioral ctonsequence of the difference between Black dialect
and standard Englikh'phonological systems for reading acquisition is that |
‘certain written words are pronounced differently by Black dialect speakers than

by standard English speakers. The roﬁults oé these differentes are words that

e

ness" for "nest," "

have a pronunciat;on Lnique.to Black dialect, e.g., ress"
- ) ' * - - R
for "rest,” and "han" for "hand.” In addition, there are words whose Black’ . .
. \ ; - . ~ »
dialect pronunciation results im 3 different word, e.g., "tess" for "test," i

"men" for "mend," "walk" for. "walked,”" "coal” for "cold," etc. The latter

.result in an extra set of homophones for Black dialect ‘speakers. These differences

-
-
-

in promunciation presumably could in;erfere with the acquisition of word fecogni-
tion skills even though the précise way they interfere has never been speiled out,’

Melmed (1970) conducted one of the first empirical studies of phonological

imterfetence. He comparéﬁ third grade Black childrcn with third grade White

children.on their ability to discriminate auditorily, to produce, and'comprehen&

in oral and sileng reading the n;}or phogological fcatures-of Black' dialect.

Be fpdnd that the Blacks differed from the Whites™in auditory discrimination

and production of the sclectdd features, demonstrating that they were dialect

- speakers. 1€3 phonological interference extsts then the speakers who exhibited .
- A ~ - 4

the most dialect features, In this study ther Black subjeects, should do lews well

-
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on the reading measurea than the Whi{cs, who tn this btudy exhibited fewcr

~

dialect features. If there 1s no phonolobical 1ntcrfcrence, thch there should
be no difference on the reedxng measuresl rﬁe latter was found to be the case
1n Melmed's study. \While Black subjéets oiffered from Whites on -auditory
‘; " discrimination and production of Brack dialect phonological features, they did g
'uot-diiﬁer on their ability to’ cowprehend thew ig oral and- sileat reagidg.
fhus the Melmed study does noeﬁshppogt the ﬁypo:hcsis of pﬁonological 1eter-'
fereqgce. There are,.howevef, some questions concerning the rEpresen!dciveness
" of biecsample in terms of reading ability and degree of dialect that tend to
veaken his findings. . . .
knother study of phonological 1nterfercnce was conducted by Simons (1974),

in which second third, and fourth grade Black.children read real and nonsense

s .
‘ . Black dialect homophone pairs, e.g.’ 'bus"-"bust," "hus"-"hust. It was

- | . .
bypothesized that the first member of each pair you;a be easier ta read since

its opelling'is elose; to Black dialect phonology than the second mém@er. In-

) - all three grades,. there were either no differences between the word types or .

’ S ) .
*  the difference favored the more complex -.spelling. Thus the ﬁﬁoaalggicai’incer-
ference hypothesis was again not supboreed. N

A third study’ of/phonological 1nCcn£crcncc was conducted by Rystrom (1970)

who conpared the effect of training 1n the production of standard English

]
~

phonology on. the réading achievement df.first grade Black dialect speakers.

Ihd experinental group received training in produ;ing standard—fnglish phonology,i

e

. the control g:oup;ggeé&ved‘Iﬁﬁgzage axts.zxainiug uithou: par:iculp: cmphasis

- ' gn/otinjord English, If phonological in;crfcrvnce with lcarnlng to’ rg1d Lxlsts.

- . - then the experueutal group. should exhibit less d/lcct as a resule of the S

~
1
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training and should read better than the coatrol group whichzshould exhibit’’
. ’ _\.‘ :
more dialect because ‘they received no standard English training. He found
[} * ) - b

- . - ~ - - - .
training in standard English phonology did not produce significant differences

)

in reading achievement on three measures of reading achievement. One signifi- -~
. / . . v

caht'difference was found but it favored thb control group. .Thus it appears

that the Rystrom study also failed to support the hypothesxs of phonological

-

interference. - . ) ~.

.t . o ¢

. Rentel and Kennedy (1972) conducted another .study relevant to the question

. . i ..
of phonological interference. They studied the effects of pattern drill in

)

standard English on first grade Appalachian dialett speakers and its influence/// B

-p

.on reading: achievement. Since Appalachian dialect was studied and not Bldack
. aialect, the study 1is not an exact test of the question for Black dialect.

* However, Black dialect and Appalachian dialect have some features in common and

they are both dialects ‘of English, so that the results may have some bearing

er.

‘on the question for Black dialect speakers. Rentel and Kennedy employed the same
rgsearch strategy as Rysttou inﬁthaidthey»attenpted to manipulate the’amount of
dialect tc see if it affected'teading achievement." If dtalect interferes, the

; group that receives training in standard English should experience less inter-

ference and do.better in reading.than a comparable group who have no training

- and thus presumably experience more:dialect interfctence. ‘

| Rentel an? Kennedy found ne cifference in readine-achievement between the .
experimental an& control ;roups. Thus, this study fatls also to support phono~
'logical 1nterfetence.' However, in both the Rentel and Kennedy,and Rystrom

» ltudies the standatd English training fatled to work so that 6ne could argue -

. ‘

that the phonologicu interfcrcnce hypothesfs was not ade quatcly tested. . .

<10



'

Further, sbut indirect, evidence oft the question of phonologica

inter-

-

ference is ﬁrovide by Ogterberg (1961), whq studied reading asqui itigh in

of Sweden. He conducted an experiment in which a group of first

L \ »

dren yere taught for the first ten weeks oE“EBe~school

ar with ©

~ .

especially written to conform to the phonological ‘features of -the diglect

L ..9, « .
area in which they lévéd. A control group received instructi
I . .

texts that conform to the standard Swedish speech. If phonological interference.
> . .l » . - .

uging standard,

. with learning to read exists, then teaching students to réa with texts that

/ [l
conform to their phonological system sBhduld reduce this igterference and thus

' ’ <’ . ‘ AR
increase reading achievement. . ) / .

':Osterberg—zound‘chat'the,eiperimental group was s ﬂeridr to the control

.

group after ten weeks, and at the end of one year, of various measures of .l
. »

 reading achievement. Thus this &tudy offers some/ suppott for the hypothesis
A . . .

of phonolggical interference.

' ;Hlth the exception of the Ostsfﬁe;g ;;ﬁdy the evidence on phonological '

intefferencg tends to be negatiye. ﬂg&éver, there aré.methodologftéi problems

. with the studies concerning boéh/tﬁte{nal and Fxternal validity that I have
discussed elsewhere which §5pd/;o-weaken the findings (Simons 1971). Thu$~thé
. - - . .

question of phonologica Anterference while negative is’'still not c;osed: . ~.
N o -

”

i{s e¢xen pere negative. Grammatical teading interfrrence 1s prefumably caused

by tlie mismatch between thg Black child's syntax and the stund rd'English‘
N 0 * , . - R - & s
gyntax of the texts’ s/he reads (Stewart 1969, Barat: I969).

=~

. . .
’ , .
- o . * Y-
. .

B R § |

. . ) ' ~
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sentencés. For example,“He will be busy,"” might be'interpgetcd as a habitual

E

a ion because of the "be" (Stewpro 1969) They also invol&é such things.as

[ v

ailute to interpret "eéd' as a past tense marker because it 1s not pronoupced

.- ’ <

And finally theze is the extra Step or translation h; pothcsis which proposes

< -

that Black children go ehrough an éxtra step in’ reading because they have to

- *

-

translote from'thegstandard Ehglish text to»théir own Black dialect grammatical
- - - + . . : . . .
system. None of these proposals are very convincing.: °

L ]
v, )

' The ewmpirical research on grammatical interference has vith few eiceptiqhs

been concerned with attempting to show that Black children réad te&ts'vritten in

-

Black dialect gramuar betterlthan texts written in standatrd EngPFish.

Two studies, Ruddell (1963) and Tatham (1970), provide indirect evidence on

1

the-questidn because they used standar\hfnglish speaking,White children They
'both>found that standard English,speaking White elementary school children

comprehended material written in grammgtiqal sentence patterns more frequently

used in their oral Ianguage better than material written in sentence patterns

) less frequently used in their oral yanguage.

.

The findings of these studies support the notion that children comprehend

[

-

vritten language better\if it is closer to their oral language and that written -

language further away from their spoken language intérferes with reading. If

these findings can be demonstratcd with Black dialcct speaking children, then

fhe reading interference hypothcsis would receive strong support.

1(—
L]

Unfortunately for the proponents of dialect readers the same results have
»>

N not'becn.found tn studiés of dialect spedkers, Walker (1975) in a study of

N . ~
» - B
~

-‘third grade children whosperak a Newfoundland dihluct found'thnt the standard
) . . ’ ,- hli ‘ . . t' ‘.\

3
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.English texts produced faster rcading spcueds and fewer errors than the dialect

texts. Studies of ﬁlack dialect speaking children in'l;rados two through' four )

have been conducted by Schaaf (1971), Sirs (,1972), Su-ons apd Johnsdn (19714),

-

. Nolen (1972), Hathewson (1974) an’dgMarriot and N > o Taken all together
e ) . . _ &
" they used a variety of reading materials includi}n} ories written especially
/ e o ; . LA '
for the studies, Eolktalcs, :md standordizcd passagds from rcading tests each

written in a Black dialect and standard Engltsh version. The criterion measures

L
3

~ . ) iucluded multiple choice comprehension questions, free recan and oral reading
errors. The results were either no differences between the versions or ‘better

-~ - reading"of the standard English versidgn. In no instance was the Black‘alect

.

- version read better. " Thus, all these studies of dialect speakers including the
«"&. d
Rentel‘ and Kennedy (1972) stﬁdy mentioned oariier, which also studied gram:natical

. ' interfete,nce, offer-no support for the grammatical reading interference bypothesis.
/ L )

‘l'he only support fof it is the) very indirév'\t eyidence,pr,ovided'by the Ruddell .

! s,

(1963) and Tatham (1970) studi.es. ‘ et SR ’

-
PP

Overall the’ enpirical evidence in support of grammatical as well as

phonological interference is very thin indeed. There is a{lmost no positive

- v % = s

evidence to suppor’t it, . On the b/”/?f thc empirical ﬁdence ~dis<:ussed in

this paper, Black ‘dialéct as an etplanation for Black children s poor reading ~
. PO - r _,,z,
! perforuance seems almost a dead ,issue.' However, the Yssue is not as moribund
B ) A ,\ 5, ‘

‘ as it appeats to be. - . - . . -
. - 3 ' - .
’ ] * u ‘.
S Al.ternati‘ve Ejlnn tion for Negative Fvidence . -

. ~ On the Keadiny Interierencd livpogmeiLs s . -

N 7 [N - ? . !

* The negative evidence on reading fnterference Bay be ‘gue more to the way

‘ - 3t has been studied and conceived of tather than to the realifg of 1€ existence,

or non-cxi tcn@ As meationcd onrltvr\h?nm1ttcnl tnterference his heen almost

4

% ' ; . . C P -

] u ‘sb ’ -’ . . ( 'g
. % @ ’ &/ . 13 - |
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exclusivcly studied by comparing Black childrcn ] rc1ding of texts written

in- standard English and Black dialect. These studies have'been criticized

becausc of the. size and naturevof their sample of subjccts and the appro~ .

priateness of the mterials, A. e., uhether and to what degree the Black ‘dialect

1581003 natched the Black ‘children's speech (Baratz 1971, Sidbns 1972) These

.

‘eriticisms tend to weaken.the ncgative iindin on intcrfcrcnce. And while

1
these criticisms may have some validitv I believe that the findings are

!

essentially valid, i.e., Black children when given a text written in Black
dialect will not read it with any better comprehension than they will a-text
vifeten in standard English. In fact they will probably read it with less

"comprehension than ‘the standard English text due to the' novelty of encountering

‘

their dialect in print for the first time, even though they may prefer to

listen to spoken Black dialect and comprehend ic better. In fact this latter .

point is snpport&d by Hathewson (1974). He found that Black children had a
. more positive attitude and better comprehension toward folktales told to them,
in Blgck dialect than vhen told to them in standard English; while the reverse

vas true vhen the folktfles were presented in written gorm. .
: ’ S
The reason, in my opinion,'- for the finding of no advantage for the Black

4 .

- dialect texts is that the places il\ the stindard Fnglish texts that present

-~

conflict polnts with Black children S dialect do not cause any serious loss of

- - -

cosprehension. For example, when "ed“ i{s not intcrprctcd as past tense, there

v B

are othcr redundant syntactic and semantic cues which provide the S'une {nforma-

’ tion. 'rhps therc is no ldss of informativon. _In the studies under discussion

- 1

- . when the Black dialcct text is prcscntcd wich conflict points rcnovvd there is

o

- - ]

no increase in conprchcnsion over the standjrd tngl(fh tekt betause the conflict .

'pblnts did not causc any real problems in the fir:t plice. Some eviderice for

S 14
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tﬁis;concluslon is provided by Labov (1970) who studied interference caused

-~ >

by the past tense morpheme "ed.". More .specifically he investigated whether - \
N . . L}

or not Black a{g}eséen:s understood that the "ed" signaléd past action. He P
“/l" < - .

had subjects read aloud 1solated sentences like thc following: 'When,I passed

o Begez R

by, I read the posters.' and "I looked for trouble when I read the news." ‘
Their pronunciation of the homograﬁh,"rqad' indicated whether or not they had
'understood Zhe " d" to be a past tense marker. Labov found that his subjects
'vere able to comprehend the past tense marker only 35 to 552 of the time,

This fact suggests that fallure to pronourice the "ed" interfered with comprehension '

" of his sentences a substantial part of the time. He also found that performapce = -

on this task did not correlate with overall Teading skill as measured by a RN

¢ .

stardardized regding comprehension test. This lack of correlation hetween

comprehension of the past tense marker and overall reading skill suggests that s

Ed -

even though epecific features of dialect may not be comprehended they do not

interfere with overall comprehension. : / . ’ .. :
: - B L, »
The explanation for the lack of interference with comprehension of con- - t"
[3 .
pected text is that any ambiguities that may arise in individual sentences ’
’ t L] 4 M
conce;ning.tense, plurality, p®ssessive, etc., are compensated for by syntactic
and semantic ififormation in the rest of the text or by other éeman;ic tnformation
] B ’ <

within the same sentencé. Thus one would expect no comprchension problem with a *

sentence like, "Yesterday when I passed by, I read the posters." because a

.
g

redundant cue¢, i.c., yesterday, to tﬁc past tense 1ntcrprctation has been added.

One would also expect that even theorigin;lLabov sentence would bL understood -

wvhen embedded in a passage which prcvidcd other redundant cues for "the past

.
2

tense. ’ - —
4 .




exist but that’th;/studies rewieved’here have concexv'ed 'pf it and attempted

-~ to delonstra;e/k in’ an inadequate way. A number of the studies reviewed have
asked vheth/er there &uld be differences in co»prehension in reading texts
with and, without dj.alect conflict points, 1. e.’, in rtandard English "and Black
dialect. If differences in comprehensibn in the predic*ed direction between
the texts are foqnd then reading interference exists. ‘rhe reaI' question in my
opinion is not whether Bla& children s dialect interferes with their actual _

‘ . ® ‘
) zeading of texts, but vhether thelt dialect interferes with their acquisition

of regding &kil],.s necessary to read .these texts. The pdoblem 1s that Black -
dialect sgeaking children havé not acquited suf ficient ?pading skills to read

texte h‘itte’n for their gfade levél whether they are{.wri_,tten in stahdard English
. Y ¥ -

. : i /
‘orliack dia]lct. g \ L oy

\ s

‘r

1 vould liker to propose that Black dialect reading 'interference/should be

conceived of as. interference with the process by which children acquire reading

P l

ekil.fi rather than with their actual reading of texts. heading acquisition 1s
developnentql process that takes"gla\ce over a period o} time and it should
. be studie® as such. . One shot expcrimcnts in uhicﬁ child\ea read Standard English

and Bleck dialect 2 s will not tell us much about read(‘ng interference or the

reading acquisition procEs's

One approach t dc:tonstmting tnterference that is mal ecologfcally valid

than. the one qhot approaches ‘has bcen suggcstcd by Bgr‘at" 969),"Steuart (1969)
~He -
and others. This Jpproach’ is to tt..ch Bl.\tk childroat to tged using diaslect




. * .
. .
. - .
. * . . .
o, °. ) ‘ ' . ' B )
. . ) ’ .
' | ’ ’ — ‘
A t e . .
. . . . .
. .
.

readers and compare their reading achieverment to'other Black children using

| S S
cﬁfventional readers.] If, the Black children learn to reud betteg with the
. '] .
ﬂalect readers thanlvith ttaditional tcadcrs. tlu:n not only would réading
H I 7
T mterfetence be demdnsttated but . rhe solution to the ptpblem ver'ified i.e.,

R4 N
~

.use dialect reade_t’é.

x N
-

This approach to the issue in oy opinion offers lig%'le hop’e for‘either |

@ °  demonstrating interference or solving Black.children's reading problem. There .
\ are a number of reasond for my pesstmism. First, there is the p:oblem of con-
1]

structisg the reading texts. Black children differ in the frequency of the
-

“

"dialect features they produce §o there is the geneyal problem of yhich. children s

/

‘ K opeech is to be matched. Second, there is the ptoblen of cowlucting large s'oele,
' long term, comparative’rCItf'iculum experiments in the schools. There are a

. mltitude of methodological prob?ms, the'nost severe of Gtiich is’ lacl; of control

&

aover teacber variables that are in my opinion 1nsumountab1e. The'incmoldsiv;aéss

3

of the decoding versus meaning reading methods ;xpetiments is in pat_t. due to their

t@il'ute to overcome the methodological problems that are _inherent in large scale

-

intact cladsroom. experiments. Third, there is the veh'ementropposition of Black
R . - .

LS o : -
teachers. administrators and parents. They object to dialect readers because -

-

they see ‘them as perpetuating theg,use of dialect whlch they believe to be an

h:lpedh:cnt to acbieving full participation in society.. Because of this opposition.

’ -

as faz as I know, a0 large scale dialéct reader experiment has eve’t been attempted '

. The problen is further compliﬁcted Eecauf-re the Blacks that are administrators in

’ %

l¢h°01 districts and are tht.rs in key poPit ions to stop these expetiments are

R ) often the host/veheuent opponents o! thea. I am not optlmistic about overconlng

. . .+ this opposu_lon. at least“ln the short run.
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Fourth, in i’eagiaingputhods studics wuere onf et oX 'mte.f'i'bls J;s cqmpllrcd ) ‘
to'anather, differences, when they 3gre f'ound, usually ha;e a magnitude ef a' ;'
- few mo:;ths on a standardized reading te<t. Th*q?* d'lf.fcrcm.es could just as t.

easily be attributed to teacher difference as they could to method. On the ¢

+

' other. hand, the d!sctgancy between the scores of Black and White @nildten ca:i

.the gap between Rhites and Blacks. .It scems hizhly improbable rhat disleét

range from five months to five years depend{nz uposn’ tho erade level tested.'

- ~ (4 ~

_Thus it seems unlikely that differences in reading matetlals dlone could explain

‘

teaders aloﬂiwould make enough difference, even if they prove to be superior .

‘\

to standard English reader& . : o

[ ) o
Fifth, there is also the problem that lar;é scf?,me.thqu comparison
studies concentrate on conparing end®products, i.e., standardized achievement
test scores. There is rarely any eianinatiqg of the process by which those .

scores a‘re achieved. Thus whatever the findings of these studies, one 1s hard \
.( —4

yressed to extract any. useable 1nfomation that can be applied in the schoots,
£

Pinally, the most serious problem with a methods comparison study, which

'

often boils down .to a materials comparisbn study, is that the variables being

I'inipulateci 1 e., the materials: may not be 1mportant in.the first place. In

-
v

my opinion, materials alone are not that significant a factor in children's

-
.

reading aclL.evenent. - o © - .

The nost fruRful way to study reading interference is to study the
reading atqui:ition process directly and the role that Black ‘children's dialect

. ( .
plays tn'it. by emi\ng reading dnstruction a> it actually ‘takes placc in \

ochoolc.

«
14
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. first the student works by himlhersclf aad 1ntcract. thhvyrittcn macerials. -, J

- that Teading interierence during this.type of activity is not ‘a major problem.

: strudtin; or guiding a ¢hild or group of children in some reading related

- ; ‘ . . ] 1114:]. ' . ‘

. : I -
. .
. - .

Learning to read in school 1nvo]ves two types of hctivitfes. In_ the

- T — ———

Ihe research reviewed in this paper has been aimed at examining the degree of .

reading 1nterference that takes -place during this type of activity. The

negative research evidence and the ¢iscussion’ of it presenteg-apove suggests
’ &
- -

Since the research has not pxevided the detailed type of ﬁnalysis‘over tine
of this ictiiity, this source of interference tannot be ruled out completely.

Haweger; the second :yﬁe of activity that children cngage in when learning ' P

_ o ieE”
(.55

to read provides a more promising sife for reading interference. This-activity
"

~ .
- -

: . . )
involves uhatkis usually thought of instruction. It consiéze of a teacher, in-
~activity. The medium for this activity is spoken language and the acctyicy
-iavolves a language intetdhadgé-ﬁetween teacher and child or children. I would
1ike to suggest that what takes place during thie activity is a major determinant
of the degree of reading skill that Black children'acqu%ré?’ffgefgz;;y of the

language iaterchange during this activity should.providé important informatiom

[ - :
about the reasoms Blagk children have so much difficulty learning to read and

the role their dialect plays in this di(£XCu1ty.' “ ) ' <
- . v X
A Linguistic and Sociolinguistie Framework . 7 ’
- For Studving Clasigpom Interaction | - -

The recent research in linguistics and sociolinguistics provides a useful

frapevork for analyzing the interaction that takes place during classroom °

«

reading instruction. The thcory of speech acts f%>u<vs on the effects ch&t_ .

. .

utterances produce. In this theory a distinction 1s made between the piopositional

.
P .
. : , . . ’
. ‘ N .
M .
:
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.t : ' . : ] =1 i .
. content of an uttetancc, i.¢., its lattral zeandng, dnd, its illocutionary forcey - :

- . -

‘ is iqgrintended effect ‘on others- These, two aspects ofton differ. Thus a

A
."'”“”‘itatéuent by“a'teacher to t#?ldfen like, "We Qpn t sit on the tables,” has a
. .
- ligeral meaning related to the fact that certain’ people don't sit on tables. T .
’ : : -

- Its 1IIOCutionary force 1s.that of a request or order to not sit on the tables.

The iuterptetatton of speech‘acts is dopendent unon shared b1ckgr0und informa-

14l -

tion, of certain princxples of coopetatxve conversation (Grice 1975), and ghe
lbility of - the learner to make inferenczs (Searle 1975).. Gumperz (1976, 1976),
Gumperz and Herasimchuk (1972),noting that the theory of queth acts deals only

tor with individual utterances,have expénded upon it by broposing the notion of

situated aehning, The situated meaning of an utterance is the speaker's intent
in s particular cqgtfxt. Context includes the sPeak;r ] perception of the social
situation and social relations, the type bf spgech activity, and the relation = ° ‘
of th; utterance to the utterance surrounding %t and the discourse as a whole.

- The comprehengion of\the situated meaning of an tttetapcc 1; dependengkpbon:the P

interpretation of its literal content and the utilization of the meta-communicative

. [
Y

.~cues, l.e., contgxtualization cues that signal the meaning in a particular social
k S » .

situstion. Some contextualization cues that ‘have been identified 1nc1u&e. 1ntona-<

tion, gode switching, stress, chpf‘L of lexical items and syntactic structure,

-

'.rhyt loudness and softness, and utterance sequencing, stratcgies. Thus effective

' communication involves lnterprctation of the situated meaning of messages which is

e« -

in turn dependent upon the proper interpretation of the literal megning as well
. . ’ . 7 ’ ' .
as the contextuali*ation cues. The type of cormunicative strategles employed

4

[
and the neaning of contextuali.atiou cueg 1is largcly a mattcr ‘of socixl convention.

-

’ ‘l"hus as Cumperz (1975) cxplatns [t shared cor wnitnthq buhround experlences .k
are a sajor dctcrmlnant of communicative strageey uhich {ncludes the use and

-

.t

1utotpretatton of contextuglization cues,
. .

e . R T




o . Since the conventions i;qm‘:rning the interpretation

? .o
. i pf contextualization cues are not overcly_verbalized,

— .

.

A 5 they must be learned indirectly through rcgular and
- direct associations with their uses. Understanding

of contextualization cues is therefore in larfe part

a matter of shared background, of similarity of past

‘ . comanscative'ex?erienCe‘and.valueSJ» ’ ‘ )

, (Gumperz 1976) Lo

Since there are cultural differences in communicative background there will be
cultural d%ﬁferenzéi in connpnicétive strategies and in the in;erpreti;ion

of the situated meaning of passages. This could lead to miscommunication

- ' ) AN . .

" between nzlﬁers of different cultural groups. Ia chis'wayicultura} dgﬁferences

:

¢éan cause miscommunication. 4 o b . ‘ . )

The problems that Black children encounter when learning to read in school

may be in 'tt at least the results of uiscomunication of situated ueaning
: N

between téacher and student that 1s caused by an unshared coununicative background.
- g - -

lng Interference and Classroon Thteraction .

One obvious way to study the problem of niscommunication is to examine . .

L ]

classrooa interaction during reading 1nstruction. Piestrup (1973) conducted omne

H of the only studies that looked at the language interchange duttng reading

* -

) ) instruction of Black children. She observed and tape recarded the reading in-
1 .

struction in fourteen Black inner city first grade classrooas She focused on

Y

o episode,fwhere dialect usase OCCUYILJ Juring read 1nL ln.tructLon as wecll as
s episodes vhere other lanyuage instruction toak placc She found tvacher style

, . differences in J\.mdlmg of Bl.uk chudnn lanfui e and these difﬁ-?cncos

were teflected in ,oac diffcrencea in to%dlng Reore ;mdﬁ} rlu.sroon. These

» v 1 > -
- . ’ .

4

. . . - T . .
g . v o 21 , ’1' ‘ ':‘..




) ' A Y _ o ' ) . .
. findings must-be treated cautiou/sly because the children m' the clags-~rooms - - '
were not equated in ability ‘to begin with-so that differences in end of year .

L}

readigg scores between classrooms 'may be due to inltial ability differences

rather than teacher style influences.

The ei)iso:ies she describes are the most important aspect of the study.

The episodes involving dialect interference provide the. data from which some )

clues to the mechanisms of interference may be inferred. The remainder of this

paper is devoted to an analysis of one of these épfsodes. ‘ )

-

In this episode children are seated around a large table reading sentences

.
‘.

'printed on long manila stripst Each child has his/her own printed séht,ence

vhich is lai%e enough for the group to read.

-

. Reading Interference Epigode T o , -
. * ¢ (
Line 1. Teacher (T) This one, (Cl). This way,_ (Cl)' ~Come on you're .
right here. Hurry up. * .
e 23_ gl /dey,
/ , 3. T Get your finger out' of your mouth.
A . .
g .\ 4. (:1 call (c‘la continues without hesitation) A
o . - .
» -
S. T Start again. | ' .. /
6. C, /dey/. call, What is it? What "is it?
‘7. T VHat's this word? (pointing out' the word "They")
Yoo, raer - P €.
. * cz dgy - 1 . ' ' * t’ Y
9. ¢ /dat/ ‘ . /
) 10. T What is it?. (contrastive .stress on "what") L,
A Lo 11, c3 '!,dxt/ ‘ " ‘ P ~
. .f . . . h ] .
. " 12. Cz Jdey/ . . ] .

ny .




/dey/

Look at my«tongue, They (strcss on "th") '

A

They e ' - s

e N 4 : . -
They. Look at my tongue. (between.her teeth)

/they/ (between /3 ey/ and /dey/ but closer‘toj/dey/)

That's right. Say it again.. o

- P

19 /they/ (betueen/}fey/ and _/dey/ but tloser ta- /dey/)
20. T ' They. O.K.o Pretty good. O.K. ...C1
The discussien- that follows is speculative in nature and 1s meant to be suggestive

and provqcative of furth;r research rather than definitive.A The discussion and

¢

conclusions gre limited by the unavailability of nonverbal information that was

7

communicited in the episodes, and the iaabilify to question the participants

lbout the cues Gsed and their intentions inevitably leads to ambiguity.

’

) Gu-perz (1976) has proposed a questioning strategy to be employed with participants
e

in a conversation that will help reduce these ambiguities. There iﬁ/;;;o the

problea that the-theory of situated meaning is still evolving and has not been
worked out in detail. Thus iﬁslapplication:in auy vetbal interc@angewleaves
room for different interpretations. Further the generality of tﬁe conclusions i;
;1I1ted by the.sample of teachers tﬁag Biestrup studieéd since there is no inéormaj
iiqn aoout their represeoIGtiveoess: .gith these iimitations in wmind, let us
: tqrn to the aoaiysis'of the episode. o ‘
The crux of the communicative problem in this cpisode appears to be the -

-uQXPared background knovledge of the partitlpants Jbout standatd Eyglish and

.
.

Black dialect pronunci:lion. and the teacher's unsuccessful verbal stfategiesg

for 'euciting ‘the"resp' se.that she u.-mts.

-
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. .
- . The episode beuins with Ci in liue Y pzono-mcim; the word "thgy" in a ‘

nanner COnsistent with his own, dialect thus indimtinr succeqsful recognition

-of the word. The child's definition of the reading tack at this point in the

o -"WWWWWWMQQIQS_ in his own dialect.

-+

- By his own definition of the task he is Ssuccessfully accomplishing ii in a way

»

“that 1is consisktent with his communicative background. "The feacher's definition
“of “the task.is &imilar to that of the child's but is differcnt in one crucial

vay. For Ber ‘:be task is also to recognize and pronounce the word put ‘the ‘

pronunciation must be .in standard English. It #5 not clear whether she belleves

\ a
that -correct recognitiop of words in reading is only indicated by standard English

prommciation or whether she s consciously attempcing to .teach standard English
as a part-ef the reading cagk.' The rest of. this episode can be seen{is an un- -~

) successful attempt b); the teacher, through the use of communicative str;tegies, ) .

>

.

to get the child to adopt her definition of the task.

The child's first word 'in line 1 does not fuFly conform to the teacher's

- definition of the task. In ofder to get him to adgpr her definition-of the task 1

she says in line 2, "Get your fimger out of your mouth.:' This is on one level a

command to the chi].d to tdke his finéer away from his mouth. On another level it

may also indicate that the child has made a mistake in pronouncing the word due

to his finger being in his mquth. It is also probably a cormand to go back and

"correct” the word to standard Englishmronunciation. c, in line 4 fails to

intermz,t the situated meaning of the teachcr s utterance, ignores it and continues

reading. In lige 5 the teacher, interrupts the child s rtadinz again with the

Y

4 stateaent, "Start again.” On one level the wtterance’ is a conm md to start rcading,
the )sentence again. The situated meaning is a cbmm.md to correct his "mistake-" \

The child falls ag,.sin to rupond to ‘the sltuated roaaing but ‘reepond:. c‘ml/ ro t!u: . :

-.litlcral :u.ming and in lim. 6 rcads the fu‘l rentence without correcting the "mistakeé.”

) U‘./ 2 : i )
e - | 4 .
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/// .In both of the tcacher s uttcranccs the conttxtualizdtion cucs'are’,

~ . -

lexical and-the child fails to respond appropriatqu to them 4fd, thus, fails

to get the situated mcaning of the uLtcrances. This failure to intcrpret the

oitoated mean{hg of ‘these utterances may bc due. to his failure to correctly

- - interpret the contextualization cue that in’ the 'school sit tion ”Sfart again,"

! /
- afid “Get your Einggr out of )our wouth,” means you ua#L zade’a mistaxc and you.

i -~ nust correct ic. But even if heciﬁs interpreted thpngon;extualizatioh cue
Ao correctly and understands that he made avmistake. his unshared background )
- .knowledge does not aLlow him to correct it., More specifically the'teather in

’,

her ignorance of. his dialéct éxpects him to be able to -hear and produce the

distinction between /3’/ and /d/. in initial position in’ vords while "the fact

*
- -

that he is a Black dialect epeaker wakes this difficult if not impossible. The

fact that later on in the episode his presumably standard’ pronunciation in the ~

’ .

teacher's eyes is closer to dialect that td standard supports the cortention ’
that the distinction is not in his’ repertoire. Be also- may not see its 'salfence
Y

to reading. The fact that he makes no attempt to change his response as he does

later on in the episode in response to differentgcontextualization cues suggests

that there is a problem Interpreting these contextua;ization_cues. In line 7

N
the teacher changes her contextuali:ation cue to 3 question, "What's this word?"

b -

: N '
L lcca-panied by s nonverbal cue, i.e., pointing. The situated meaning of the

uttirance is the same, i.e.. correct the miétake. ﬁovever, here she is more

specific in showing which vord 1s to be corrected and in providing a regundant

2 .

, A
’ . cue, c1 correctly interprets the cue as is gshown by his changing the vord on
M L] -'Y"H -

wvhich the teachcr has focused. But he is unable to réc the full situatedamcaning

. & end produces a different word /tht/ wvhich indicatcs~ again his inability to

~produce the standard Englinh prondptldtion that -the teacher expretn Cl's h
- . b - -
” - h \ N S L h 7 . ~ -

¥ oLt . : .

Q
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t'esponse JdXe/ in line 9 duparts,considurubly from the actual p'ri‘ntcd text ‘ ‘
and ignores the notion that words should fit into the contcxt of, a'sentence.

The teacher responds with the utterance in line 10, "Nhat is i£?" with contrastive

stress on "what. " Here the contextualization cue is strcss and intonation

’
N4

1ndicating again that the response is wrong and it should be, corrected C1 e

N

-

K correctly interprets the cue Jnd changrs his anéwer. Unfortunately he does not

-

produce the right answer because of his dialect. and C also produce wrong .

ansvers because of‘ their dialect.. At this point in the episode the children s ‘.
4efinition of the task has shifted from one of word recognition to one of trying
to guess vhat the teacher wants them to say. ‘l'hey bave gfven up the reading
™~ task and switched to a gueseing game.. The rest of the episode turns into an g °
‘unsuccessful lesdon in standard English pronunciation in which the teacher . 7
s v

eventually accepts as correct without ealizing it\ pronunciation of "they" that ‘

is closer to Black dialect than standaid English. It\ {s not clear’ t\}at, the

.children 'lﬂe,learned anything about ‘reading or about’s andard ~‘r'.’nglish from this
L] - . P
. : ; & -
episode. °-

-

Another aspect of this episode which is of interest is the teaéher's
queationing strategy and in particular the utterance 'she use ' to eignal to- Cl

L3

that his response is incorrect and that he should correct 1it. \.She uses Utterances

v

auch as, -"Get your finger out of your mouth, " “Seart again," at's this vord."

., -

and "What is it?"., Other teachers on the. Piestrup tmpts use "Pardon me? "1

can't h'ealr you,," and re-petition of children's responses with quest\;\n intonation,.,; ' ,{M
' . . ‘ - \ *.
All of these. uttcranccs that teachers use to correct whildren are characterized
\
by .their indircctness\’rhey only indirectly tell the children what is wrong.

" The usc of this lndircctncs\s ich churattcn-.... (.ht. cpisode under discussion '
and other episodes in the Plestrup often .re- uln {n childre® not pr ucing
. - * A’ ) .

-
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‘ .

the "right" -answWér, i.e., the answer that the teachﬂr wanrs The use of

.~ indireotness may cause communlcarion problems in rhe foirowing ways. In-

<directness is an effective strategy whén there is .a great deal of shared background

kncwledge. In the case of ‘Black children rhe:e is probably less shared background .

knowledge than teachers assume, because, in adddrion to adu1r1ghild differcnces,

“there are cultural differences in comaunicative background experzences. When
shared background knouledge is mibsing or low then the child must rely more
: ¢

heavily on conrexruali;arion cues to draw inferences about the situated meaning.

: And rhere wmay be epltural and adult-child differcnces 4n the selection and use
>
of con;extualization cues (Gumperz 1976). In adddtion, it has been pointed o¥t

[N

that ind{recrneas is not very useful when new.information is being conveyed aad

.

1nstruction in school often presumably involves new infornarion . (Cook=Gumperz 1976).

.

Also. 1n everyday conversation where there is a great deal of indirectness when
co-eone does not undersrand-rhe "meaning of an indirect-speech act 8/he can esk
the speaker @0 explain in a more direct way. In the tapes under ltudy this

doea not happen véry often. It may be that it is not encouraged or accepted 1n

school discourse. If this is z&g case, rhen the child is put at a further

disadvantage in interprering indirectness rhen s/he would be in everyday con-
versarion ‘because s/he cannot use hbs/hcr normal repair strategles when s/he does
not undersrand somerhing. Findlly, indinecrness ofren leads to a series of

quesrions vhen the first question {fs not answered correcrly. The simple length

®

of . the inrerchange may increase rhetE:obabiliry rhar the children uill be

distracted £ron the original read!hg task. -

EY

‘/’ The issue of the use of tndircctness by teachers is particularly important

4.
¢

“ Qbecausc teachers are rmhr to use strategies that require students to drav
. -~ v R
tnfercnces and vork things out Lor Lhcﬁ,clvr>. The use of indirectuess is a

- . ) N L 4




. dialect 1nterfet§_s with learning g£o read. The unshared knowledge between

»~

’

videly used way of accomplishing this. 1f further rescarch bears out some
L

of” the above speculation thcn 1r'port-mt 1mplic1t%ns for teacher training
, .
could be drawn. ‘

N

This episode suggests some of the mechanigms 'b"/ which Black children's

<

teachér and child about dialect), children's prooles with interpreting con-

textualization cues, and the teachers' indircct .tcaching strategies all comhine

to distract the child from the reghing task. :

In other episodes the children are not distrac;ted from the read}hg task

as coqplegely as in the eps.iéode disc:usseci. Reading simply gets defined as the

—

production of pronunciations that no- onc uses. 'l'hus in one episode children

A S
. . . >’
are made to pronounce the word "pond” as pond + A/ by a teacher attew¢ting
to. get thel to- produce t,he final consonant. ‘Ihus reading becomes a strange
ectivity ﬁi differs subs,tantially fron everyday language use. -

-

’ Hhethet ‘the -echanisls for: reading nterference discussed in the preceding

-

oection occur often enough or ere/inportantcz{’ ough po account for the nagnitude ’
n

of reading fail'ure.tf thk children must r an open question until more

ruurch has been conducteg,.

-

My guess‘is that dialcct is only part of the problem _ There-are other

t -

differences between various aspects of Black *children’ s culcure and the schodl
culture that could lead to interference with learriing to rcad. There are peer
group influences (Levis 1970), audience participation cxpcctations (Abrahams

- and Gay 1973, Kochman 1971), turn taking rules, and nonverbal coomunication
otritegies (Johnson 1991), 'in Black culture that may conflict with the in-

et:ucuoml sltuation in schools. There is also tcachers' faiture to puild .

upon modes of communicatfon that are apecific to Plack culture such as verbal

28
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the emphasis on form rather. than content (Kochman 1969).
. ‘ .. " .
these factors including dtalect when added to a more adcquate knowledge of

play and " All of

L4

. the psychological processes involved iy learning to recad than we presently
posseif could go a long way) toward explaining and remedying the reading problems

of Black children. The research must have its main focus on the classroom and
the description a:d analyéis of how these factors directly influence Black™

. » . . . : . ] .
children's learning. .

4
As far ‘as reading instruction is concerned, there should be a shift of
’ B L
emphasis awvay from instructional materials to attempts to change teachers'

strategles for teaching Black childien that takes into account their language

and cultural differepfes. Unfortunately it is not- clear at.the present time

~—~ i

vhat teachers should be taught since we do not have a very clear idea of tHe

3

mechanisns of interference. Nor do we have a very detailed idea of what

teachers are preﬁently doing. Research that provides detailed descriptions

.
~ -

of classroom instruction will provide some of this information. Working with .

teachers in anql}zing and “describing classroom episodes such as contained In s

: A
the Piestrup data may provide a good starting point for our efforts to change

teachers’ strategies for teaching Black children.

(
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Footnotes

lA :ehced‘ version of this proposal is to write materials by avoiding

. -

Black dialect features. Wolfram (1970) h'xs peinted out some of the problems

with thié approach; It has not been,researched to my knowledge and not ‘much -

. interest has been shown in it.

v
.

~

211&0 dictitﬁ:tion between gramtical and phonological features of Black

-

din!!ct 13 not clear cut. First, there are features that are wholly phonological

.
a »

such as consonant clustpr simplification in mohomorphenic uords, e.g., "test”-

"tess ' "desk "'dess_. Second, there are features that are phonological in origin "
“but interséct with consonant cluster simplificdtion in words with past tense .
lotphi;és ‘e.g.g ”liked"-"like " "pa;se "-"pass,” etc. Third, there are featureQ
" that sre clearly grammatical such as the invariant "be." In this discussion,

'phonological and grammatical interference will be discussed peparately, in the -

.

full recognition.that there are many features im category two.~




454

L4

in the 'classroou: In Abrahams and

. Trotka (Eds. :, Languageland cultural diversity in Amcrican education.
. .« ¥ ’ ’

.

. "o R /
Englevaod Cliffs, Nrcv\ Jersey: Ptentice-Hall, 1972, .

-Baratz', J. Teaching reading in an urban Negro écl;:col system. In J. Baratz

L d
&

‘ \ ’ ¢ . . ' -
and R. Shuy (Eds.), Tedching Black children to sead. Washingtom, D.C.:

Center for Applied Linguistics, 1969.

Baratz, J. A review of research on the relationship of Black English to

»
o

. _ tesding. Paper presented at the International Reading Association
. . . N7 \ .o .

‘meating, Atlaatic City, Vq. 1971. .
. ) MR Ve .

Cook-Gumperz, J. Personal cc—llcation. 197'6.-
. ) () -
Coodman, K. S. nAhc: barriers to reading comprehension. Elementary English,

December 1965, 42 (8)..

3
-

-

1 -
B .

and sementice. - Nev Yo‘tk: Acadenic Press, 1975.
Wﬂ, J. J. The ooclolinggitstfgs of Lnterpetsonai cmmiuigm. Working

. .
' papexs sad prepublications o@cﬁ%tolntctmﬁ‘mh di Scmiotica e di
i | . 4

. )

. s ~ £ . ‘ ) R 7 ,
le}stlca. No. 33, Seffles C. Universicy of Urbino, Italy, 1974.

\ ‘

- 1 - .

Crie, 8. P. Logic and conversation. In P. Cole and J. Horgan‘(!ds.}. Syntax -

.
¢ ’




" L ' , . o ) ‘455 - :

-+ -~ . . ‘
. . Cunperz, J. J. Language, counuanication, and public ncjotfation. In‘P. Sandoz,
h ' Ly ' T~
(Ed.), Anthropologv and the ptﬂ;lic intclcqt:’ Fieldwork and theory. New
- oo . . . \ v
' York: Academic Press; in press. v . - ?
. - — e |4 - , " e .
~ . ;

Gumperz, %J. and Heras;*k, E. Conversational analysis of socia-i‘ ne,a’ning: A

study of classroom interaction. Report of the Twenty-third Roundtable

He.et‘iggfon L\lnggstics and Language. Washingtom, D.C.: Georgetown

-

LY

University Press, 1973. ‘
] . — \ ) .
Johnsen, K.# Black kinesics--Some nonverlgl communication patterns in ‘the Black _

LY -

‘ : V. . ’ N
. o culture. Ylorida FL Reporter, Spring/Fall 1971,
- \ ’

- Kochman, T. Reading, culture and personality. i-‘lorida FL Reporter, Spring/
Moo,
+ | ran11970. L, o - , :
Kochman, I. Cross-cultural communication: ' Contrastidg perspectivﬂes, co‘flictmg\

* k3
,R, o ) .« - . o

¥ ' :
) sens{bilities. Zlorids FL Reporter, Spring/Fall 1971.

- - ]
. { . \

Labov, W. A. . Some sources of reading problems for Negro spcakers of nonstandard .,

' Eaglish. . In A. Frazier (Ed.), New dire'ctions in elementary English.

Champaign, Illinots: Maticnal Council of Tcachers of English, 1967.

¢
! \

Lsbov, W. ‘A\. The logic of nonstandard English. GCeorgetown University
' . . g -

e o
. Momographs ia Language and Lingufstics, 1969, 72,
. F

LEW

L l 33. | ,




» 456
i : . . ~ . Vo . # -
S

2 . *
t Labov, W. A. The rcading of -the -ed suffix. In H. Levin and J. P. Williams .
'\ . \ . ‘. ’
. [4 " / ¢

(Eds.), Basic studies on rcadiﬁﬁ.’ New York: - Basic Books, 1970.
B - N i3 7 d . . . .

._ Lewis, L. Culture and social intetraction 1nﬁe classroom: An cthn;agraphic
i : report. ¢ Working Cpaper 08: L;nguge-Bchaviot. Research Laboratory,
3 ' ' Y
University of California, Berkeley, 1970.
\” _:" N R ) ' . o } R
Marvit, S. and Newman, G. Black and White ghildren's comprehensien of standard’
' “and nondtandard English passages.  Journal of Educational P.-m:holV -
- 197‘. 2. \ .
. \\‘
w, P. A. Black English phonology: The question of reading interference. ‘

. Mobographs of the Language-Behavior Resear®h Laboratory, No. 1. University

”
-

of California, Berkeley, 1971. .
— : )

[

Nolen, P. Reading moustandard dialect materials: A study at-grades two snd ¢

-

- « ‘

four. Child Developsent, 1972, &3.
) 4

- Olson, D. Reviev of Toward a litetate:socie_l. In J. B. Carroll and J. CRall

) " " (Eds.), Proceedings of the National Academy oY éducatton,.l”S, 2.
- . . ., ¢ )
! * --.J [ !
Oeterberg, T. Bilingualism and the first schopl language. Uaca, Swecden:

) ) ] ) \

Vastenbottens Togckeri AB, 1961. - S ‘

34 .




) : ®
‘ -Pledtrup, A. M. Black dialect’ interferrnce and accomodation of reading .

e instruction in first grade. Monographs of the r.nn&uage;schavior Research

’s » L4 .

Laboratory, No. 4. Univeisity of C:alifo;x'nga. Berkeley, 1973.

X~

Rentel, V. and Keanedy, J. Effects of pattcrn drill on the phonology,. syntax,

and reading achievement of rural Appalachian children. American Educat ional

. ’ . ) . ¢
- . . . ) . - 4
Research Jourmal, 197¢, 9. ) ;
Y
Ruddell, R. B. An investigatidn of the effect of the similarity of oral-and
L} TN
”  written patterns)of language’ stmcture/ on reading comprchension. Unpublished {
.. o ioctonl.dici.erut'ion.'Unifersity of Indian/a_,_\l?63. - .
[ LA t " - .
"“Rystrom, R. Dialect training and reading: A further look. Reading Research
o Quarterly, Summer 1970, V. ~ . ' . . -
o Schaaf, E. A study of Black English syntax and reading comprehension. ‘
. . . - . : .
Unpublished masters thesis, University of California, Berkeley, 1971. o
- . . i ’ -.:' »
o / Searle, J. Indirect speech acts. In P. Cole and J. Morgan (Eds.), Syntax -
s, . -,_;.' . . N ’ . .
" snd semantics. New York: Acadcmic Press, 1975. ' . ‘

Simoas, B Black dialect and reading iaterference: A review and.critique o

P ) - . . L 4 .

- of the resesrch evidence. ' Unpubljished masuscript, 1971.

, . B
\ . .
[ . ’ ’
E a 4 <
» N . -
.o .
. M S .
-

35_ | —" ! | :"t

- .




458

Ay

_ ] .)_ ' N

Siuo‘ns. H. Black dialect phonolpzy and vord recopnition, Journal of

-

- L
Educational Research, December 1975, 63.

-

-] Simoms, H. and Johnson, K. Black English symtax and reading intérference.

- .

Research in the Teachine ofe Engliéj!. December 1974,

Sh), R. A psycholinguistic description of miscues crg_ate.d by ;clocted young

~ -
$

ru;&rs during oral reading of text in Black‘di'alect and standard English.

i
Unpu¥lished doctoral disgertation, Wayne State uuhz-&, 1972.

3 .

Stevart, W. A. . On the use of Negro dialect in the téa;hing of reading. Inm \

J. Baratz ug! R. Shuy (Eds<), Tesching Black children to read. Hdhingtm.

D.C.: Center for Applied Linguistics, 1969. -
. o L ‘ . S .
Tatham, S. M. Reading comprehension of materials written with select, oral

language patterns: A study, at gr'ades two and tourh' lsadipg Research
‘ . v & )
& - -

. Quarterly, Spring 19?0, y. j\ -

»

Walker, L. Nevfoundland dialectj%terfcrcncc in oral rcading. Journal of

Reading Behavior, 1975, 7 (1). {'

e
[ - -

Volfram, V. A. " Soetblisguistic dltcrnatives in teaching reading &0 nonst andard

<. I . ‘e y h

- * .. .. . .
3  speskers. Reading Rescarch Quarterly, Fall 1970. | -

. / S ‘
) | g |




OPEN DISCUSSION OF SIMONS PRESENTATION

N b J
*

t h ~ - . ' ¢ ’

McCONKIE: It's intereatiné that the iast statement you 'made assumes that the

~

’

teachers you are going to. teach are yhité, because of ‘course if you are going to

‘ - - -
Lteach black teachers, you don't have to teach thea that.
- ’ N " ) . ’ L ‘

~ " . .
- ° - .

)

SIMONS: That's a'wrong assumption on your part. Half the teachers in this study

.

were black. . ST

-

. McCONKIE: ‘Presl.'lia‘bly, if you had cultural similarity between the black teafber
and " the black kids, then we .should get exactly the opposite of thg et‘fecf.s you .
repd_rt, unlesé the black teachers are from a cultural b;ckgromfd that makes them
lore‘ sinilaz; to the white than the black kigs, with respect to language, and so
on. Has ther.e been res,earfcb that has slx;nm this k,tnch_t‘ a shift, when you work s

with black teachers who do understand ‘the dialéct of the black kids, and pertxap:}

1

who use it7

&

¥

SIMONS: Black 'teaghers do some of the same things, 'as'lldescribed here. Othér,

* -

black teacbers do other things, that are much cloSqr to black kids' communication

style. This'is why based on the sample of 12 teachers, 1 make no claim for
< 2 - - -, - . - . ¥

generality. ’ ’ ‘ Ve

/

There are a céuple of/)tgacbera in the sample that ysstrup identifies as

black artful, and they do all kinds of things that .appear to be auclr sore

consistent with the black children's comsunicatiye styles. These two - teachers
r Y . i

engaged in verbal play and they do other things that more traditional teachers

would consider to be appalling. —
. : &

9 37 - | .
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-

McCONKIE: Do_you'have any sense about whether the black kids in those classrooms

<

are in fact learning to read?

\J
-

SIMONS: 1In this study, yes. Well, the study is equivocal, because there was no

pre-test, but the kids from these two teachers, iq this limited study, read

. s

" better at the end of first; gr(-de. |

-

»
A

WEDDINGTON: When you say Js'better,™ how does that differ? I ean, ¥s .there a

different identificét.ion of what 1is done?

4

SIMONS: No, no. It has been fairly well studied, and tpere is a whole

features of black dialect that are different from Standard English.

-

WEDDINGTON: -But.doesn't this represent a value systes?

¢ v -
-

SIMONS: Absolutely. That’s part of the ﬁroblen. If black dialect was accepted

in the way my Boston accent 1is, you wouldn't have r‘eé'ding interference from

_dialect, you would have something else.—

/
/

B .

< . -

- -
- -

WEDDINGTON: I pro'po.se that the rendition of the word is really not so important

in conprehensioi)', if comprehension is taking place, but the other aspect of it

’

is, the basic assaumption 1is that certain spellings - regpresent certain

‘progunciations.. - - : .

-

- f . .

SIMOMS: When I grew up, everyone, including the teacher, made the same

- .
.

" deviations, so there was no need for episodes like this. I mean, there was no

correction, because there was nothing to correct; we all spoke the same way,

38
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- . " <
. ¥
- b

even though it was different from the wWay the reading program described it. .

N s .
» . . 1
' “ \

McCONKIE: The year I spent ig Boston, I Ggsn't too happy about them‘ieaqhi my

kids that "father," like ;your father andzmother," and "farther,” like "farther
.. ‘ ‘q‘

down the street," dre homonyms-

«
N i
<

'SIHONS: They are, of course, 1n4§gston. The issue is that 1 suppose we are

trying to get the kids to conform to something inconsistent witﬁ their
~ o -

% -
communicative bagkground.

- [ ]

] TRABASSO: !6u seem to make an assumption that teachers in general might share
. knowledge with children. It seems to me it is hardiy ever the case that the
) . teacher shares knowledge with the child; that's part of the game, to teach them,

bring them to the point where you do share knowledge. i
’ .

[
Ve

'1"he basic premise of yourmﬁﬁi/o-linguistic apbroach s;:ems t;”o me to be
incort'gct; that. is, when will it be tpe c;se‘ that you have completed shqﬁe_d
knowledge, so tha? you can prevent ;isunderstandings? I éon't,see how this ecan
be the réa’.} source af the problem. There are so many pc;nibil’ities for
- lisinterpretations, independent of race. The fact that you have paired an adult

with a chilg creates the absence of shared knouledge o .

-

" SIMONS: Well, I think it is a matter of degree, fa@ur than either yes ‘or no,
because there are certa.tnly adult.-child dit‘f‘erences irx cmunicative strategies. .

But in addition there are also cultural differences in \st‘rategies and it is ‘a

‘ qmstion of degree. T -3 .
A .
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Y .
e ]
Y L.

s\ ' : : ' :
Obvisouely the scpools are givin‘& the kids infomation 1t is how you .
\ : - R
present that intor-ation, rather than what thk informatxon is necessarily One
N ' o
hypothesis would be that the cosimunicative straﬁegies of - middle-class teachers -

are cloeer to middle-class white kids. Middle-cless black and white teachers are

cloeer to middle-class white kids than to black kids. The kids have to learn oot
\, c . . A s L o
that in school., .. . .
D . P . : \
. . . . \

TRABASSO: The implication of what you are saying is me should 514e niiddle-class
) v ) : .. .
mothers to~ the children before they come in school, so they would do better in s

achool. o T .

Y

" SIMONS: No, ygu changed the thesis.

-" )'4

[

TRABASSO: The problem is that you are saying there are “cultural’ differences -

which lead to a lack of shared knowledge about communicative acts. This is going V‘{

-

to g:l.ve rise to nistmderstandings and you gel this ‘whole snowball effect. It

sedas to me one could take your analysis tqke the same protocols and get 'a very N
/

‘different- analysis, wh#n aldo point .out another source of difficulty In

< particular, if one talked }(bout what it t,akes to help bring about the acquisitlon

ig,"f this lntomtion, whav/kind of inte:"actions are required -1 could start
*, labeling them aocepting, rejecting statenents 1 don't need to go back into any
3 (=8 * ‘

’ ~
-kind of background of shared lmouledge. In other words, the teacher doesn't

accgpt what the child says the fix’st ti-e, the second time, the third time, and -

80 forth,\and the question is. whether those failures to accept affect the child.

Why do I. havé to go ilto, this "speech-ect'analys and say it is a causative o
. . \ .

7. . influence on why black children don't read?




_-June 8--A.M. : . . ) . 463

‘ ] . \’ )

SIHONS It is mote conplicam_than Saying accept and reject; there all kinds

¢ ) or subtle things going on that people are unconscious of All of these are

s o

' . rective,. but the way it is done may have an inportant influence on , what is.

- L ,soin& on So it isn't simply a qUestion of reJect and aocept There are subtle

.

things to look at Haybe it uon't turn out to be that important I am just

- suggesting this as a. _Qirection for research, rather than as a conclusion.

~
-

- . .t . ~

HscGIBITIE' One thing that happened in the exanple that was given is that tne

€

teacher did not nake clear what response uas wanted. The teagber_is more likely

-~ [}

to receive-av resmnse that will be accepted, if the teacher has made clear what

response is. wanted The kind of response that _shgy;_q be aecepted is a nox‘e
‘ difficult. problel in  the teaching of writing than in . the teaching of creading.
‘ ) The question of whéther to accept a Black English gra@niatica} rendition is more

-~ ° . A -
- critical {n the case of writing. . _ . .

Y. . M ©

‘fbere is a basic problems with most of the studies that have .been-done on the
\ 1 effects of changing the gra-atical structure of what the kids read. Those who .,

?" : have tried to learn to use a roreign langua;i ina real-life situation know that
~ ',

it requires not sinply a translation of Enslish but it's a whole new way or

style of saying tbinssi ".The sa-e thing ts true to a considerable extent of

& - “

(- dialects -as  well, 'I'here ‘is a whole different way of ssying things If you

y ’ silply tsks & Standard English text, 4and translate it litergly igto- Black

. - - musn, uhich 4s whaf"has ususlly been done, the result is/ng, Black English

. - - LY . -
. — - A L
.

4

- . SMS‘ Yes, H]'t I suuestiag is tnt we go into ‘the glassroo-s anu .start .
. . mlyziu what - goes on, snd then deeide what to do. ‘reaehers give the kids & lot

of lisinfomtion sbout lsncmge, they tell thea things thst aren't so and kids .

y $- - ,
f
3

A get conf :
¢ “ . ~
& O ‘ . o )t ) ” /Aﬂ\‘ 41 . .
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.  HAMMOND: 1t seels to me the difference be'tween somebody who speaks what you call ‘.

s

black dialect and Halter Cronkite, is not the same as the difference betueen the
‘way you are speakirg Standard Engmsh with a Bostnhn accent and Walter Cronkite, -
bocause in the, case' of the black dialect tJJere are syntactical differences, as
well as differences in pronunciati;n - it also seems €o ®e when We are
considerfing the inter“efer'enee "that l;y come fron spdaking black dialect or .
another non-standard"d’fa_’lect, we have to consider the ‘affective domain, as well

+ as the l'inguistic domain. That t difference does it nake' to me that ly/

dialect is put down; that it's considered substandard? These ~are two questions'

~
1 o

] that probably omht to be separated out. And I am not clear from whtat. you said

.
Y » -

the extent to which that's been done or do-able. ) <4

-~

-I;a also seena to 'le that you susgested that the evidence that there is makes
it “look like black kids, - who- speak black dialect, can understand Standard .
English. The duestion is';hetber/ they can produce it or not. Understan‘ding ‘and
prodqcing ought to be looked at dif.ferently. Your earlier couents about writing
are quite relevant tbere since writing is a t‘Om of production. 1 wonder what ’
anybody has done about looking at kids who speak black jialect and also learn to
read Standard, English What do we lcnou about - how .they dit‘fer froa their
cmnﬁrpu‘ts who don't learn to read Standard .English?  Are the former

~

e - abididlectal? What else do we know about them? '

- ~ >

+

a SIMOKS: There 1s research that the kids understand spoken Standard English, and
tbey don t produce it, they produce dialect. It is hard to get thea to change
their speech in school. 1 think I agree with most of what. you asay. I ’don't
tnink there 1s 'ani more need to research the reatu;ea at all. I think that we

‘ should -lov.s on to the functional confu'cts. The - attitude. .1” probabiy quite

. important, I don't know if you can separate it.
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l. LESGOLD: There are a number of research questions that are sugested by- your
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paper, ‘and tb639 will take a long time to answer, I belie;'e. There are a nuaber

" of value queitioﬁa .that may never be answerable. .But, I think there are some
things that we caff say in the rol’e of this conference as a preséri_ptivé
inqtit;tiod. We can say things like the following: 'teachers ought to be trained
to tjealize wbet;' they-. are punishing kids. They ought to be trained to real-i.ze
when they say, 'G;st your fin‘ger; out of your mouth,® rather tban, "Yes, that's the )

right word, but I don't like the way you pronounced it," that they are not -

telling tbe kid uhat's wrong And I don't see why we can't at least sugges# this
~level of training immediately, and then take up what I think are some very

interesting research questions that are going to take a lot longer to answer. R
¢ [ : . <

. | ‘ . . . s
NEDDINGTON: I was wondering, is there observation in these classrcdoas, and .what -
pi 2 .. . - [

is done about grammatical structire as being isolated frcn'reading, whether there
- is the teaching of grammatical structure? It seems to me that grammatical

structures, as rules, should be separated from reading behaviér,

. .0 <
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SIMONS: 1 t.bink that's true, but I think we really need a lot sore extensive -

observati} of what aetmlly happe/in the school, and I have Just picked out a

.
. -

few episodes. He need much, much more data on. ail\ki‘nds of things that go on.

\
gy,







